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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES— Wednesday, June 18, 1986

The House met at 10 a.m.

Rabbi Stuart L. Berman, Congrega-
tion Beth Chai, Seminole, FL, offered
the following prayer:

Almighty God, help us, to reflect
clearly and to strive conscientiously on
the performance of our responsibil-
ities. And may we be blessed with the
enduring accomplishments of this
99th Congress.

Let us direct our efforts toward the
eradication of hatred, prejudices, and
blindness of mind.

May we never forget the common
bond of kinship that unites all, who
were created in Thine divine image.

Grant us strength of body and
health of mind. Enable us to face the
challenges of life with faith and cour-
age.

In moments of doubt, strengthen us
in our convictions, in hours of gloom,
illuminate our paths.

In adversity and frustration, guide
us with patience. Above all, imbue us
with the wisdom to count our bless-
ings.

And let us all say, amen.

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER. The Chair has ex-
amined the Journal of the last day’'s
proceedings and announces to the
House his approval thereof.

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the
Journal stands approved.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr.
Hallen, one of its clerks, announced
that the Senate agrees to the amend-
ment of the House to the bill (S. 1106)
“An act to provide for the use and dis-
tribution of funds appropriated in sat-
isfaction of judgments awarded to the
Saginaw Chippewa Tribe of Michigan
in dockets numbered 57, 59, and 13E of
the Indian Claims Commission and
docket numbered 13F of the United
States Claims Court, and for other
purposes.”

The message also announced that
the Senate had passed a bill and joint
resolution of the following titles, in
which the concurrence of the House is
requested:

8. 2057. An act to establish the President's
Council on Health Promotion and Disease
Prevention, and

8.J. Res. 290. Joint resolution to designate
July 4, 1986, as “National Immigrants Day."”

RABBI STUART L. BERMAN

(Mr. YOUNG of Florida asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute.)

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speak-
er, it is my pleasure this morning to
introduce our guest chaplain for
today, Rabbi Stuart Berman, my

friend and constituent, who serves the
Congregation Beth Chai in Seminole,
FL

Rabbi Berman has the distinction of
recently being appointed as chaplain
for the Florida State Correctional
System—the first rabbi in the State's
history to serve in this capacity.

Rabbi Berman returns to our Na-
tion’s Capital today where he has
served in numerous capacities. He has
worked on the White House staff, was
a member of the President’s Transi-
tion Committee, and was an appointee
to the White House Conferences on
Aging and on Children and Youth. In
addition to serving a congregation in
Washington, DC, he was also the host
of a local weekly television talk show.

Rabbi Berman was born and raised
in Allentown, PA, and is a graduate of
Yeshiva University in New York City.
He has served congregations in Allen-
town, upstate New York, Oceanside,
NY, Plantation, FL, and Washington,
as mentioned before.

He has been actively involved in a
wide range of important State and
county programs, including the Flori-
da International University Death and
Bereavement Counseling Program,
and the Federation Task Force on
Narcotic Addiction to Alcohol Abuse.
Pinellas County Sheriff Gerry Cole-
man has appointed Rabbi Berman as a
special deputy sheriff, he is chaplain
for the Pinellas County Hospice Care
Program, and he is a member of the
Pinellas County Board of Rabbis and
the Seminole Clergy Association.

Mr. Speaker, in just a short time,
Rabbi Berman has made many impor-
tant contributions to our community
in Pinellas County and I am very
happy to welcome him here to the
House of Representatives.

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDER-
ATION OF H.R. 4868, ANTI-
APARTHEID ACT OF 1986

Mr. WHEAT. Mr. Speaker, by direc-
tion of the Committee on Rules, I call
up House Resolution 478 and ask for
its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. REs. 478

Resolved, That at any time after the adop-
tion of this resolution the Speaker may,
pursuant to clause 1(b) of Rule XXIII, de-
clare the House resolved into the Commit-
tee of the Whole House on the State of the
Union for the consideration of the bill (H.R.
4868) to prohibit loans to, other investments

in, and certain other activities with respect
to, South Africa, and for other purposes,
and the first reading of the bill shall be dis-
pensed with. All points of order against the
consideration of the bill for failure to
comply with the provisions of clause 2(1X6)
of Rule XI and section 311(a) of the Con-
gressional Budget Act of 1974, as amended
(Public Law 93-344, as amended by Public
Law 99-177), are hereby waived. After gen-
eral debate, which shall be confined to the
bill and shall continue not to exceed two
and one-half hours, with one hour and
forty-five minutes to be equally divided and
controlled by the chairman and ranking mi-
nority member of the Committee on For-
eign Affairs, fifteen minutes to be equally
divided and controlled by the chairman and
ranking minority member of the Committee
on Ways and Means, fifteen minutes to be
equally divided and controlled by the chair-
man and ranking minority member of the
Committee on Banking, Finance and Urban
Affairs, and fifteen minutes to be equally di-
vided and controlled by the chairman and
ranking minority member of the Committee
on Public Works and Transportation, the
bill shall be considered for amendment
under the five-minute rule. It shall be in
order to consider, as an original bill for the
purpose of amendment under the five-
minute rule, the amendment in the nature
of a substitute recommended by the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs now printed in
the bill, as modified by striking out section 3
thereof and inserting in lieu thereof the
text of the amendment recommended by
the Committee on Ways and Means now
printed in the bill. Said substitute as so
modified shall be considered as having been
read for amendment under the five-minute
rule, and all points of order against said sub-
stitute for failure to comply with the provi-
sions of section 311(a) of the Congressional
Budget Act of 1974, as amended, are hereby
waived. No amendment to the bill or to said
substitute shall be in order except the fol-
lowing amendments printed in the Congres-
sional Record of June 17, 1986 by, and if of-
fered by, the Members designated, and said
amendments shall not be subject to amend-
ment or to a demand for a division of the
question in the House or in the Committee
of the Whole:

(1) the first amendment by Representa-
tive Burton of Indiana, which shall be de-
batable for not to exceed fifteen minutes, to
be equally divided and controlled by Repre-
sentative Burton and a Member opposed
thereto;

(2) the second amendment by Representa-
tive Burton of Indiana, which shall be de-
batable for not to exceed fifteen minutes, to
be equally divided and controlled by Repre-
sentative Burton and a Member opposed
thereto;

(3) the amendment to section 4 by Repre-
sentative Dellums of California, which shall
be debatable for not to exceed fifteen min-
utes, to be equally divided and controlled by
Representative Dellums and a Member op-
posed thereto, and all points of order
against said amendment for failure to
comply with the provisions of clause T of
Rule XVI and section 311(a) of the Congres-

O This symbol represents the time of day during the House proceedings, e.g., (] 1407 is 2:07 p.m.

@ This “bullet” symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by the Member on the floor.
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sional Budget Act of 1974, as amended, are
hereby waived,

(4) the amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute by Representative Dellums of Cali-
fornia, which shall be debatable for not to
exceed one hour, to be equally divided and
controlled by Representative Dellums and a
Member opposed thereto, and all points of
order against said amendment for failure to
comply with the provisions of section 311(a)
of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974, as
amended, are hereby waived;

(5) the amendment by Representative Sil-
jander of Michigan, which shall be debata-
ble for not to exceed twenty-five minutes, to
be equally divided and controlled by Repre-
sentative Siljander and a Member opposed
thereto;

(6) the amendment by Representative
Wolpe of Michigan, which shall be debata-
ble for not to exceed fifteen minutes, to be
equally divided and controlled by Repre-
sentative Wolpe and a Member opposed
thereto; and

(7) the amendment by Representative
Conyers of Michigan, which shall be debata-
ble for not to exceed fifteen minutes, to be
equally divided and controlled by Repre-
sentative Conyers and a Member opposed
thereto.

At the conclusion of the consideration of
the bill for amendment, the Committee
shall rise and report the bill to the House
with such amendments as may have been
adopted, and any Member may demand a
separate vote in the House on any amend-
ment adopted in the Committee of the
Whole to the bill or to the amendment in
the nature of a substitute made in order as
original text by this resolution. The previ-
ous question shall be considered as ordered
on the bill and amendments thereto to final
passage without intervening motion except
one motion to recommit with or without in-
structions.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman
from Missouri [Mr. WHEAT] is recog-
nized for 1 hour.

Mr. WHEAT. Mr. Speaker, for the
purpose of debate only, I yield 30 min-
utes to the gentleman from Missouri
[Mr. TavLror], pending which I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 478
is a modified open rule providing for
the consideration of H.R. 4868, the
Anti-Apartheid Act of 1986. The rule
provides for 2% hours of general
debate. One hour and forty-five min-
utes of debate time is to be equally di-
vided and controlled by the chairman
and ranking minority member of the
Committee on Foreign Affairs. The re-
maining debate time is allotted to the
Public Works and Transportation,
Banking, Finance and Urban Affairs,
and Ways and Means Committees,
which will each control 15 minutes of
debate time.

All points of order against the bill
for failure to comply with section
311(a) of the Congressional Budget
Act of 1974, as amended, are waived.
Section 311(a) prohibits consideration
of legislation which would cause reve-
nues to fall below the revenue floor
set forth in the concurrent resolution
on the budget. H.R. 4868 could poss_i-
bly reduce revenues by $800,000 in
fiscal year 1986 because duties will no
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longer be collected on the uranium,
coal, and steel affected by the ban on
importation from South Africa. The
loss in revenue constitutes a violation
of section 311(a) of the Budget Act,
therefore, a waiver is necessary.

The rule also waives all points of
order against the measure for failure
to comply with clause 2(1)(6) of rule
XI. Clause 2(1)(6) requires that com-
mittee reports be available to Mem-
bers for 3 days prior to a bill’'s consid-
eration on the floor. H.R. 4868 was re-
ported out of the committees of juris-
diction late last week. Two committees
have prepared and filed reports but
the reports have not been available for
3 days. Therefore, a waiver of clause
2(1)(6) of rule XI is necessary.

The rule makes in order the amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute rec-
ommended by the Committee on For-
eign Affairs now printed in the bill, as
modified by striking out section 3 and
inserting in lieu thereof the text of
the amendment recommended by the
Committee on Ways and Means, now
printed in the bill.

The bill shall be considered as
having been read for amendment
under the 5-minute rule and no
amendment shall be in order except
the following amendments printed in
the CoNGRESSIONAL RECORD of June 17,
1986:

Two amendments to be offered by
Representative BurTOoN of Indiana,
which shall be debatable for a period
not to exceed 15 minutes each and
which shall be equally divided and
controlled by Representative BURTON
and a Member opposed thereto.

An amendment to be offered by Rep-
resentative DgeLrums of California
which shall be debatable for a period
not to exceed 15 minutes and which
shall be equally divided and controlled
by Representative DeLLums and a
Member opposed thereto. All points of
order against the amendment for fail-
ure to comply with clause 7 of rule
XVI, that is the germaneness rule, and
section 311(a) of the Congressional
Budget Act of 1974, as amended, that
is the rule which prohibits consider-
ation of legislation which would cause
revenues to fall below the revenue
floor set in the concurrent resolution
on the budget, are waived.

An amendment in the nature of a
substitute to be offered by Represent-
ative DeLruvms of California. The
amendment shall be debatable for 1
hour and shall be equally divided and
controlled by Representative DELLUMS
and a Member opposed thereto. All
points of order against the amend-
ment for failing to comply with sec-
tion 311(a) are waived.

An amendment to be offered by Rep-
resentative SiLsanpeEr of Michigan.
The amendment shall be debatable for
25 minutes and shall be equally divid-
ed and controlled by Representative
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SirJaNpEr and a Member opposed
thereto.

An amendment to be offered by Rep-
resentative WoLpe of Michigan which
shall be debatable for 15 minutes and
which shall be equally divided and
controlled by Representative WoLPE
and a Member opposed thereto.

An amendment offered by Repre-
sentative Conyers of Michigan which
shall be debatable for 15 minutes and
which shall be equally divided and
controlled by Representative CONYERS
and a Member opposed thereto.

The preceding amendments shall
not be subject to amendment or to a
demand for a division of the question
in the House or in the Committee of
the Whole.

Finally, the rule provides for one
motion to recommit, with or without
instructions.

H.R. 4868 prohibits new loans and
investments to South Africa; bars the
importation of South African urani-
um, coal, and steel; prohibits the use
of United States technology or serv-
ices to develop new energy sources in
South Africa, denies landing rights to
South African aircraft; and bars
United States firms from mining and
exporting natural resources from the
South African-controlled territory of
Namibia. The bill also requires the
withdrawal of all United States invest-
ments in South African computer busi-
nesses and prohibits the export of
computers to South Africa after 1
year. Finally, the legislation author-
izes $25 million for community devel-
opment and refugee assistance for
South Africans and Namibians disad-
vantaged by apartheid.

All of the sanctions imposed by this
measure can be terminated only if the
President reports to Congress that the
South African Government has dis-
mantled apartheid or has freed all po-
litical prisoners, including Nelson
Mandela, and has begun good faith ne-
gotiations with representative black
leaders. The President’s findings must
then be approved by Congress through
passage of a joint resolution.
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Mr. TAYLOR. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 478
is a limited rule under which the
House will consider legislation impos-
ing new and tougher economic sanc-
tions on South Africa.

The rule waives two points of order
that would otherwise lie against con-
sideration of the bill, H.R. 4868, in
order that the House might accommo-
date the majority leadership’s agenda.

The rule waives our 3-day layover
rule, since one of the two committee
reports has only been available for 2
days.

The rule also waives section 311(a)
of the Budget Act, since the bill will
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cause revenues to fall below the floor
set forth in the budget resolution for
fiscal 1986.

Mr. Speaker, 1 have no illusions that
these two waivers will cause the Mem-
bers to reject this rule, but I did want
to point out that we are making an ex-
ception to our legislative procedures in
order to consider this bill today.

The rule limits both the number and
type of amendments which may be of-
fered. It makes in order seven specific
amendments, which are required to
have been printed in yesterday's
RECORD.

In exercising its “judgment” on
which particular amendments to make
in order, the Committee on Rules has
allowed the following amendments:

Two amendments by the gentleman
from Indiana [Mr. BurTon], although
he requested three;

An amendment to section 4 of the
bill by the gentleman from California
[Mr. DELLUMS];

An amendment in the nature of a
substitute by the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. DELLUMS];

An amendment by the gentleman
from Michigan [Mr. SILJANDER];

An amendment by the gentleman
from Michigan [Mr. WoLPE],

And an amendment by the gentle-
man from Michigan [Mr. CONYERS].

Mr. Speaker, the Committee on
Rules applied a somewhat unusual
standard in picking and choosing
which particular amendments to make
in order.

It granted a germaneness waiver for
the amendment to section 4 by the

gentleman from California [Mr. DEeL-
Lums], but denied a similar request
made by the gentleman from Ken-
tucky [Mr. SNYDER], as well as a simi-
lar request made by the gentleman
from New Hampshire [Mr. GREGG].

Mr. Speaker, this procedure is
hardly what I would call fair, This
rule does not treat all Members equal-
ly. It is especially unfair to the minori-
ty Members, who should have the
same right to present their ideas to
the House as do the majority Mem-
bers.

Mr. Speaker, the bill we’'ll consider
under this unusual procedure imposes
a set of new economic sanctions tough-
er than those imposed by the Presi-
dent in his Executive order of last Sep-
tember, and tougher than those ac-
cepted by the House last summer.

The bill requires far more in the way
of disinvestment by United States
owned firms and comes mighty close
to a total economic boycott of South
Africa.

The President's Executive order cre-
ated an Advisory Committee on South
Africa, and gave it 12 months to make
a report on how best to encourage
peaceful change in South Africa.

Mr. Speaker, I do not think the Con-
gress should preempt the Advisory
Committee’s report, which is due
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shortly. The issue is determining how
best the United States can use our in-
fluence to promote further change in
the social policies of the Government
of South Africa.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the
distinguished minority whip, the gen-
tleman from Mississippi [Mr. LoTT].

Mr. LOTT. I thank the gentleman
for yielding this time to me.

Mr. Speaker, let me say at the outset
that I don't question for a moment the
motives or intentions of the sponsors
of this legislation. I have no doubt
they are honorable and genuine. But
let me hasten to add that those efforts
are being demeaned and diminished by
this shoddy precedure being foisted
upon the House -by the Democratic
leadership.

Here we are, considering a bill de-
signed to promote human rights in
South Africa under a procedure which
denies the basic rights of 430 demo-
cratically elected Members of the
United States House of Representa-
tives. That's right, only 5 of our col-
leagues will be permitted to offer
amendments to this bill; the other 430
have been shut out.

Several Members' amendments
which were requested before the Com-
mittee on Rules were specifically ex-
cluded, including one of three amend-
ments requested by the gentleman
from Indiana [Mr. BurtoN]l. When I
asked what was the basis, the response
was, “Well, it was just judgmental. We
liked a couple of Mr. BurTOoN's; we did
not like the other one. We did like one
by Mr. SILJANDER, perhaps; but we did
not think too much of the one from
Mr. SNYDER."”

Is that the role of the Committee on
Rules? We ought to have some basic
guidelines. We are either going to
allow amendments or we are not; but
just to say “We did not like this one,”
I think, far exceeds the responsibility
of the Committee on Rules.

Why has the amendment process
been shut down? Is this bill so com-
plex or so perfect that it can’t be per-
fected further? I doubt it. Last year we
had a similar bill under an open
amendment process that simply put an
overall time limit on amendments, and
that seemed to work out well. Why are
we changing it this time?

But this year the leadership decided
to put this on a fast, closed track,
probably becaue they were more inter-
ested in an issue than in sound legisla-
tion and fair process. How else can you
explain the fact that three of the five
committees to which this was referred
were pressured into waiving their ju-
risdictional claims. That includes the
Rules Committee which only got a se-
quential referral yesterday.

How else can you explain that both
the chairmen of the Foreign Affairs
and Rules Committee ignored the
Democratic caucus rule requiring pub-
lished notice in the REcorp of inten-
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tions to request or grant less than an
open rule?

How else can you explain the fact
that the Democratic leadership tried
to schedule this in the Rules Commit-
tee on Monday, when no Members
would be around to testify on behalf
of making amendments in order? For-
tunately, there weren’'t enough Rules
Committee members around either to
make up a quorum.

How else do you explain that we are
waiving the 3-day layover rule for
committee reports, including one that
was only filed on Monday?

Mr. Speaker, by now we have
learned on this side that when the
leadership starts to short circuit the
normal legislative process and shut
out Members from full and fair par-
ticipation in that process, they are
more interested in scoring partisan
points than in shaping sound and ra-
tional policy. By your procedures ye
shall be known. The procedure before
us today let us know how little you
think of democracy. Vote down this
rule so we can have and fair, open, and
democratic amendment process!

Mr. TAYLOR. Mr, Speaker, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Indi-
ana [Mr. BurTON].

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. I thank
the gentleman for yielding this time to
me. I do not think I will need the 5
minutes,

Mr. Speaker, yesterday at the meet-
ing of the Committee on Rules there
were some arbitrary decisions made,
one of which was alluded to by the
gentleman from Mississippi who just
spoke in the well.

I had three amendments that I
thought were germane to the bill and
very important. The legislation, I felt,
needed some severe restructuring. The
amendments that I proposed, I
thought, were going to be helpful in
that effort. Two of the amendments
were accepted by the Committee on
Rules. They agreed to hear those
amendments in debate today, but the
third amendment was arbitrarily dis-
carded.

I think that was a terrible mistake. I
think the particular amendment that
they decided not to allow today was
one of the most important amend-
ments that would have been heard
before this body.

So, Mr. Speaker, I object to the rule
on that basis. I think that any rule
that prohibits an amendment of that
significance should be voted down by
this body, and I urge my colleagues to
vote against the rule when it comes up
for a vote later today.

Mr. TAYLOR. Mr. Speaker, I have
no further requests for time, and I
vield back the balance of my time.

Mr. WHEAT. Mr. Speaker, I have no
requests for time, but I yield myself
such time as I may consume.
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Mr. Speaker, I would like to point
out that the Committee on Rules is
sensitive to considerations of shutting
off Members. In fact, we gave very
careful consideration to all of the
amendments that were offered by
Members before the Committee on
Rules.

There was only one amendment that
was excluded. It was the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Indi-
ana [Mr. BurToNnN]. However, two
amendments offered by Mr. BURTON
were accepted. While it is inappropri-
ate to suggest that the Committee on
Rules agreed with those amendments,
it is appropriate to suggest that the
Committee on Rules recognized that
those amendments were legitimate
amendments that reasonable people
could discuss on the floor of the House
of Representatives.
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The two amendments ought to be
debated. But in view of the time con-
straints that we placed on the consid-
eration of this bill by the House of
Representatives and the fact that the
third amendment by the gentleman
from Indiana [Mr. BurTON] was an
amendment that did not speak to an
issue that was going to come before
this body in the debate. That is, no aid
was being offered to the group that
the gentleman talked about in his
amendment, the Committee on Rules
decided that it would be more appro-
priate to spend the time on debating
the issue before us.

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. WHEAT. I yield to the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania.

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, I just
want to clarify. Do I understand that
the reason why we cannot have an
open rule on the bill and discuss
amendments is because there were
time constraints put on the bill?

Who put on those time constraints?

Mr. WHEAT. Mr. Speaker, when the
chairman of Foreign Affairs came
before the committee, he requested
that we be able to address this bill in a
timely manner, preferably today and
tomorrow. It was an open request and
it was not countered by any other
person who was testifying. In fact, it
was agreed to by all who came before
the Committee on Rules.

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, in other
words, we started off with an arbitrary
time constraint that this bill, unlike
the housing bill, is a bill where we
cannot take a long enough period of
time to assure that all amendments
are heard. We just arbitrarily put on a
time constraint and then decided that
some people could not offer amend-
ments because they fell outside the
time constraints?

Mr. WHEAT. Mr. Speaker, the gen-
tleman is aware that the minority
leader pointed out that this bill was

dealt with last year. At that time,
there was an overall time limit placed
on consideration of the bill. This is
merely a different procedure to go
about the same process. We are trying
to finish consideration of the legisla-
tion within a reasonable period of time
and still give Members the opportuni-
ty to bring up their amendments.

All of the Members who came before
the Committee on Rules and request-
ed that they be given amendments
were, in fact, given the opportunity to
offer their amendments.

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, if the
gentleman will yield further, the prob-
lem is that last year we had an inclu-
sive procedure that allowed people ba-
sically to be included in the process.
This time, you have an exclusive pro-
cedure that says that many people are
not going to be able to offer amend-
ments. Now the Committee on Rules
has taken upon itself to decide who
and how those amendments will be of-
fered.

It just seems to me that when we are
dealing with an issue as important as
this one, and as deeply held and as
deeply felt by people as this one, that
it is ill-behooving this House to move
with a procedure which is this kind of
a procedure.

I think it is a shame the Committee
on Rules moved in that direction.

I thank the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. WHEAT. Mr. Speaker, this is an
important matter for consideration. It
is a matter of urgency. It is vital now
that this issue come before the floor
of the House of Representatives.

Mr. Speaker, I urge the Members to
adopt the rule, and I move the previ-
ous question on the resolution.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the resolution.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, I object
to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum
is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify
absent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic
device, and there were—yeas 286, nays
127, not voting 20, as follows:

[Roll No. 1771

YEAS—286
Bates
Bedell
Beilenson
Bennett
Bereuter
Berman
Bevill
Biaggi
Boehlert
Boggs
Boland
Bonior (MI)
Bonker

Borski
Bosco
Boucher
Breaux
Brooks
Broomfield
Brown (CA)
Bruce
Bryant
Burton (CA)
Bustamante
Byron
Carper

Ackerman
Akaka
Alexander
Anderson
Andrews
Annunzio
Anthony
Applegate
Aspin
Atkins
AuCoin
Barnard
Barnes
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Carr
Chappell
Clay
Coelho
Coleman (TX)
Collins
Conte
Conyers
Cooper
Coughlin
Courter
Coyne
Crockett
Daniel
Darden
Daschle
de la Garza
Dellums
Derrick
Dicks
Dingell
DioGuardi
Dixon
Donnelly
Dorgan (ND)
Downey
Duncan
Durbin
Dwyer
Dymally
Dyson
Early
Eckart (OH)
Edgar
Edwards (CA)
Edwards (OK)
English
Erdreich
Evans (IA)
Evans (IL)
Fascell
Fawell
Fazio
Feighan
Fish
Flippo
Florio
Foglietta
Foley
Ford (MI)
Ford (TN)
Frank
Franklin
Frenzel
Frost
Gaydos
Gejdenson
Gekas
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilman
Glickman
Gonzalez
Goodling
Gordon
Gradison
Gray (IL)
Gray (PA)
Gregg
Guarini
Hall (OH)
Hamilton
Hatcher
Hawkins
Hayes
Hefner
Heftel
Henry
Hertel
Holt
Horton
Howard
Hoyer

Archer
Armey

Bilirakis
Bliley
Boulter
Brown (CO)
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Hubbard
Hughes
Hutto
Jeffords
Jenkins
Jones (NC)
Jones (OK)
Jones (TN)
Kanjorski
EKaptur
Kastenmejer
Kemp
Kennelly
Kildee
Kindness
Kleczka
Kolter
Kostmayer
LaFalce
Lantos
Latta

Leach (IA)
Lehman (CA)
Lehman (FL)
Leland
Levin (MI)
Levine (CA)
Lewis (FL)
Lipinski
Lioyd

Long

Lowry (WA)
Luken
Lundine
MacKay
Manton
Markey
Martin (NY)
Martinez
Matsui
Mavroules
Mazzoli
McCloskey
McCurdy
McDade
McHugh
McKinney
Mica

Mikulski
Miller (CA)
Miller (OH)
Miller (WA)
Mineta
Mitchell
Moakley
Mollohan
Montgomery
Moody
Morrison (CT)
Mrazek
Murphy
Murtha
Natcher
Neal

Nelson
Nichols
Nowak
Oakar
Oberstar
Obey

Olin

Ortiz
Owens
Panetta
Pease
Penny
Pepper
Perkins
Petri

Pickle

Price
Pursell
Quillen

NAYS—127

Burton (IN)
Callahan
Carney
Chappie
Clinger

Coats

Cobey

Coble
Coleman (MQ)
Combest

Rahall
Rangel
Ray
Regula
Reid
Richardson
Rinaldo
Ritter
Robinson
Rodino

Rostenkowski
Rowland (GA)
Roybal
Russo

Sabo
Savage
Saxton
Scheuer
Schroeder
Schuette
Schumer
Seiberling
Sharp
Shelby
Sikorski
Sisisky
Skelton
Slattery
Smith (FL)
Smith (1A)
Smith (NJ)
Snowe
Solarz
Spratt

St Germain
Staggers
Stallings
Stark
Stokes
Stratton
Studds
Sweeney
Swift
Synar
Tallon
Tauzin
Thomas (GA)

Visclosky
Volkmer
Walgren
Watkins
Waxman
Weaver
Weber
Weiss
Wheat
Whitley
Whitten
Williams
Wirth
Wise
Wolpe
Wright
Wyden
Wylie
Yaties
Yatron
Young (FL)
Young (MO)
Zschau

Craig

Crane
Dannemeyer
Daub

DeLay
DeWine
Dickinson
Dornan (CA)
Dreier
Eckert (NY)
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Mack
Madigan
Marlenee
Martin (IL)
McCain
McCandless
Gunderson McCollum
Hall, Ralph McEwen
Hammerschmidt McEKernan
Hansen McMillan
Hartnett Meyers
Hendon Michel
Hiler Molinari
Hillis Monson
Hopkins Moore
Hunter Moorhead
Hyde Morrison (WA)
Ireland Myers
Jacobs Nielson
Johnson Oxley
Kasich Packard
Kolbe Parris
Kramer Pashayan
Lagomarsino Porter
Leath (TX) Ridge

Lent Roberts
Lewis (CA) Rogers
Lightfoot Roth
Livingston Roukema
Loeffler Rowland (CT)
Lott Rudd
Lowery (CA) Schaefer
Lujan Schulze
Lungren Sensenbrenner

NOT VOTING—20

Cheney Huckaby
Davis MeGrath
Dowdy O'Brien
Fowler Schneider
Fuqua Vander Jagt
Garcia Wilson
Grotberg
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Messrs. MYERS of Indiana, LENT,
COATS, CLINGER, and SHAW
changed their votes from “yea’” to
“nay.”

Mr. DUNCAN and Mr. BOEHLERT

Shaw
Shumway
Shuster
Siljander
Skeen
Slaughter
Smith (NE)
Smith, Denny
(OR)
Smith, Robert
(NH)
Smith, Robert
(OR)
Snyder
Solomon
Spence
Stangeland
Stenholm
Strang
Stump
Sundquist
Swindall
Tauke
Taylor
Thomas (CA)
Vuecanovich
Walker
Whitehurst
Whittaker
Wolf
Wortley
Young (AK)

Emerson
Fiedler
Pields
Gallo
Gingrich
Green

Bentley
Boner (TN)
Boxer
Broyhill
Campbell
Chandler
Chapman

changed their votes from “nay” to
‘“yea."”

So the resolution was agreed to.

The result of the vote was an-
nounced as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

PERMISSION FOR SUBCOMMIT-
TEE ON SURFACE TRANSPOR-
TATION OF COMMITTEE ON
PUBLIC WORKS AND TRANS-
PORTATION TO SIT TOMOR-
ROW, JUNE 19, 1986, DURING 5-
MINUTE RULE

Mr. GRAY of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that the Sub-
committee on Surface Transportation
of the Committee on Public Works
and Transportation be permitted to sit
during the 5-minute rule on Thursday,
June 19, 1986.

Mr. Speaker, this has been cleared
with the minority.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Illinois?

There was no objection.

ANTI-APARTHEID ACT OF 1986

The SPEAKER. Pursuant to House
Resolution 478 and rule XXIII, the
Chair declares the House in the Com-
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mittee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union for the consider-
ation of the bill, H.R. 4868.
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly, the House resolved
itself into the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the
Union for the consideration of the bill
(H.R. 4868) to prohibit loans to, other
investments in, and certain other ac-
tivities with respect to, South Africa,
and for other purposes, with Mr.
TRAXLER in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
rule, the first reading of the bill is dis-
pensed with.

The gentleman from Michigan [Mr.
Worpre]l will be recognized for 52%
minutes, the gentleman from Michi-
gan [Mr. SrLsanper] will be recognized
for 52% minutes, the gentleman from
Illinois [Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI1] will be
recognized for 7% minutes, the gentle-
man from Illinois [Mr. CraNeE] will be
recognized for 7% minutes, the gentle-
man from Rhode Island [Mr. St GER-
MAIN] will be recognized for 7' min-
utes, the gentleman from Ohio [Mr.
Wryrie] will be recognized for 7% min-
utes, the gentleman from California
[Mr. MineTal will be recognized for
7% minutes, and the gentleman from
Kentucky [Mr. SNypeER] will be recog-
nized for 7% minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Michigan [Mr. WoLPE].

Mr. WOLPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, 10 years after the
uprisings of Soweto, South Africa is in
the midst of a crisis of catastrophic
proportions. During the last 21
months, more than 1,700 people have
been murdered in South Africa, most
of them killed by security forces or
Government-aided “vigilantes.” In the
last year, the South African Govern-
ment has arrested more than 40,000
people on political charges. In the last
few days the Afrikaner regime has
raised the stakes even higher by in-
stalling a veritable state of seige and
carrying out brutal raids against
Zambia, Botswana, and Zimbabwe.

It is clear that the more than 300-
year-old system of white domination
in South Africa is crumbling. The
black majority and its white allies are
going to rule South Africa. The only
remaining question is how much vio-
lence, how much bloodshed will ac-
company this inevitable transition.

It is against this backdrop that we
today consider the Anti-Apartheid Act
of 1986, legislation that would impose
new economic sanctions on South
Africa, sanctions that would be lifted
when the horrendous, dehumanizing
system of apartheid is finally disman-
tled or when the South African Gov-
ernment has at least freed Nelson
Mandela and all political prisoners,
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and has entered into good faith nego-
tiations with representative leaders of
the black majority.

The Anti-Apartheid Act of 1986, like
the antiapartheid legislation of last
year, enjoys broad bipartisan cospon-
sorship and support. And for good
reason. Because we Americans can no
longer be party to the inhumanity of
apartheid, not if we wish to be true to
the ideals of freedom and of human
rights that we so cherish. Our actions
must be consistent with our words. To
do otherwise is to compromise not
only our values but our national inter-
ests.

Last year the 49 nations of the Brit-
ish Commonwealth created what came
to be known as the Eminent Persons
Group of seven distinguished world
leaders in an attempt to move the
tragic South African conflict from the
streets to the conference table.

For 6 months this group, cochaired
by former Australian Prime Minister
Malcolm Fraser and former Nigerian
head of state Olusegun Obasanjo, in-
cluding leaders from Great Britain,
Canada, the Bahamas, Tanzania, and
India, worked quietly and patiently to
facilitate a dialog between the Govern-
ment and the nation’s black leaders.

As we all know, the initiative of that
Eminent Persons Group collapsed in
the military raids by the South Afri-
can Government into three Common-
wealth countries and in the decision of
the Afrikaner regime to greatly inten-
sify its domestic repression of even the
most peaceful forms of black protest
and dissent.

Mr. Chairman, I hold in my hands
the final report of the Eminent Per-
sons Group. It is an extraordinary doc-
ument, must reading for every
Member of Congress, indeed for every
American who cares about the terrible
tragedy that is unfolding in South
Africa.

These Commonwealth leaders who
tried every way they knew how to fa-
cilitate a dialog among South Africans
were finally forced to conclude, and I
quote:

While the Government claims to be ready
to negotiate, it is in truth not yet prepared
to negotiate fundamental change nor to
countenance the creation of genuine demo-
cratic structures, nor to face the prospect of
the end of white domination and white
power in the foreseeable future. Its program
of reform does not end apartheid, but seeks
to give it a less inhuman face.

The Commonwealth report goes on
to observe that the Government con-
tinues to believe that it can contain
the situation indefinitely by use of
force. The report warns that:

Although the Government's confidence
may be valid in the short term, but at great
cost, it is plainly misplaced in the longer
term. South Africa is predominantly a coun-
try of black people. To believe that they can
be indefinitely suppressed is an act of self-
delusion * * *. For all the people of South
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Africa and of the subregion as a whole, the
certain prospect is of an even sharper de-
cline into violence and bloodshed with all its
attendant human costs. A racial conflagra-
tion with frightening implications threat-
ens. The uncoordinated violence of today
could become in the not too distant future a
major armed conflict spilling well beyond
South Africa's borders * * *.

Mr. Chairman, in its report, the
Eminent Persons Group makes a care-
ful and convincing case for new eco-
nomic sanctions. Cautioning that
“there may be no course available that
can guarantee a significantly more
peaceful solution,” the group never-
theless concludes:

We are convinced that the South African
Government is concerned about the adop-
tion of effective economic measures against
it. If it comes to the conclusion that it
would always remain protected from such
measures, the process of change in South
Africa is unlikely to increase in momentum,
and the descent into violence would be ac-
celerated * * *.

The question in front of heads of govern-
ment is in our view clear. It is not whether
such measures will compel change; it is al-
ready the case that their absence and Preto-
ria’s belief that they need not be feared,
defers change.

The Eminent Persons Group con-
cludes its report with a question that
we Americans must ask ourselves:

Is the Commonwealth to stand by and
allow the cycle of violence to spiral? Or will
it take concerted action of an effective kind?
Such action may offer the last opportunity
to avert what could be the worst bloodbath
since the Second World War.

Mr. Chairman, the Anti-Apartheid
Act of 1986 is our response to this
question. By our passage of this bill,
we will be affirming that the United
States intends no longer to be an ac-
complice to apartheid. We will be af-
firming that we do not intend to stand
mute before the violence of apartheid.

In passing the Anti-Apartheid Act of
1986, this House will be affirming that
Americans, because of the weight of
our own national experience with
racial oppression, do understand the
enormous moral issues that are at
stake in the struggle against apart-
heid.

And last, we will be affirming by our
passage of this legislation our recogni-
tion that the United States has other
important national interests in trying
to end the escalating violence in South
Africa and disassociating itself from
the repressive Afrikaner regime, the
same kind of national interests that
led the United States at the 11th hour
to distance itself from the failed and
repressive Marcos regime in the Phil-
ippines. Just as we came to recognize
that it was Mr. Marcos himself, not-
withstanding his professed anticom-
munism, and was, by his repression
and corruption, fueling the Commu-
nist insurgency in the Philippines, so
we must understand that it is the
apartheid regime itself that is an open
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invitation to communism in South

Africa.
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We must act now to end the con-
structive engagement policy toward
South Africa that refuses in deeds as
well as words, to choose between jus-
tice and injustice, and we must move
now to mobilize Western economic and
diplomatic leverage on behalf of a
transition to democratic rule. In doing
s0, we will be joining France, Canada,
Australia, Norway, Sweden, and Den-
mark, all of who have recently
strengthened their economic sanctions
against South Africa.

In closing, I would like to respond
briefly to some of the arguments that
continue to be made by the adminis-
tration and by other opponents of new
U.S. economic sanctions.

Some claim that sanctions could
backfire, heightening intransigence on
both sides rather than strengthening
voices of dialog and moderation. The
truth is that limited Western sanc-
tions and the threat of additional
measures have already strengthened
the forces for negotiated political
change. White business leaders, Afri-
kaans-speaking as well as English-
speaking, have, for the first time,
called for the abolition of apartheid
and political negotiations with repre-
sentative leaders of the black majori-
ty. Some leading Government officials
have called for political action to re-
store international confidence, lest the
economy of South Africa be destroyed.
And despite the emergence of a neo-
Nazi extremist white faction, public
opinion polls have shown that right-
wing parties continue to be supported
by less than a fifth of the white elec-
torate, and that twice as many sup-
porters of the ruling National Party
feel that the pace of reform is too
slow. For democratic, nonviolent oppo-
nents of apartheid, like Bishop Tutu,
Reverend Boesak, the South African
Council of Churches, the Southern Af-
rican Catholic Bishops Conference,
economic sanctions are essential, pre-
cisely because they represent the only
conceivable alternative to increasing
pressure for violent resistance from
the black majority.

Others express concern that blacks
will be hurt by tough economic sanc-
tions. This parternalistic attitude must
be reexamined. Representative black
leaders themselves are telling us clear-
ly that their people are willing to
suffer any additional sacrifices occa-
sioned by these sanctions to help avert
the greater tragedy of a massive blood-
bath and to help end an evil system
that has endured for hundreds of
years.

“Don’'t you worry,” (about hurting
blacks) United Democratic Front
founder Alan Boesak told an audience
on Capitol Hill just recently:
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We will decide when we have suffered
enough and then we will tell you so.

Some are concerned that by acting
to undermine the apartheid system,
the West could be creating the condi-
tions for a Communist takeover of the
country, due to the South African
Communist Party's affiliation with
the African National Congress [ANC].
In reality, it is further delay in ending
apartheid which poses the greatest
threat of increased Communist influ-
ence in South Africa and Soviet and
Cuban intervention in the surrounding
countries. The African National Con-
gress today, in the words of Tom
Lodge, one of South Africa’s foremost
experts on its internal politics, is es-
sentially “a movement of pragmatists,
not ideologues.” The Eminent Persons
Group itself reported that:

Among the many striking figures whom
we met in the course of our work, Nelson
Mandela and Oliver Tambo (the current
President of the ANC) stand out. Their rea-
sonableness, absence of rancour and readi-
ness to find negotiated solutions which,
while creating democratic structures would
still give the whites a feeling of security and
participation, impressed us deeply. If the
Government finds itself unable to talk with
men like Mandela and Tambo, then the
future of South Africa is bleak indeed.

Put most simply, if we do not want
those who are struggling for their
freedom in South Africa or their inde-
pendence in Namibia to turn to the
Soviets for assistance, we had better
not be ambiguous or ambivalent in
placing the United States on the side
of their struggle.

Some opponents of sanctions legisla-
tion have gone so far as to claim that
South Africa is being unfairly singled
out and is the victim of a double
standard. Mr. Chairman, nothing
could be further from the truth. If
there is a double standard, South
Africa has been its beneficiary, not its
vietim.

Just look at how we have responded
to other situations of repression
around the world and to other gross
human rights abuses—Afganistan,
Poland, Nicaragua, Uganda, Cuba,
Vietham, Libya, and the list goes on
and on. In every instance, sanctions
have been applied, tough sanctions, in-
cluding in the case of Libya total disin-
vestment. And in every instance, sanc-
tions were applied with little, if any,
controversy and on a bipartisan basis
with bipartisan support, and without
the appointment of special Presiden-
tial commissions. Do you recall a com-
mission on Libya or a commission on
Afghanistan or a commission on
Poland?

Mr. Chairman, it is time that we all
ask ourselves one simple but enor-
mously revealing question: How would
the United States have responded in
the past several years if the racial
composition of the forces in South
Africa had been reversed, and there
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was a black minority that was impos-
ing the horrendous and dehumanizing
system of apartheid on a white majori-
ty? Would we have engaged in a dec-
ades-long situation on the wisdom and
morality and effectiveness of sanc-
tions?

I think the answer is self-evident.
We have indeed applied a very differ-
ent standard to South Africa, and this
is understood throughout the world, at
great cost to America’s moral author-
ity and our political influence. That is
another reason why it is not only
American values that are on the line
as we consider our policy toward
South Africa, it is also American inter-
ests that are at stake.

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, I hope
this House and the President will lis-
tern to the voices of two men who will
have much to do with a future, post-
apartheid South Africa. One is that of
Nelson Mandela, the imprisoned
leader of the most popular organiza-
tion in South Africa, the banned Afri-
can National Congress. At his trial in
1964, Mandela talked of “the ideal of a
democratic and free society in which
all persons live together in harmony
and with equal opportunities.” It is an
ideal which I hope to live for and
achieve,” he said, “But if need be, an
ideal for which I am prepared to die.”

The other voice is that of last year's
winner of the Nobel Peace Prize,
Bishop Desmond Tutu. Speaking at
Hunter College’s commencement last
month, Tutu cited evidence that more
than 70 percent of blacks support eco-
nomic sanctions against the Govern-
ment and asked:

To whom is the international community
willing to listen? To the victims and their
spokesmen or to the perpetrators of apart-
heid and those who benefit from it?

Finally, Bishop Desmond Tutu set
forth the basic rationale of the legisla-
tion we will be debating today:

There is no guarantee that sanctions will
topple apartheid, but it is the last nonvio-
lent option left, and it is a risk with a
chance. President Reagan’s policy of con-
structive engagement, and similar efforts to
persuade white South Africans who support
apartheid to change, have failed dismally.
Let’s try another strategy.

Mr. Chairman, that is what the
Anti-Apartheid Act of 1986 is all
about. It is time to try another strate-

gy.

Mr. SILJANDER. Mr. Chairman, I
am honored to yield such time as he
may consume to the gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. BROOMFIELD].

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Chairman,
I thank the gentleman for yielding
time to me.

Mr. Chairman, I find the South Afri-
can system of apartheid to be abhor-
rent and contemptible. It is worthy of
strong condemnation by the people
and government of the United States.

A few days ago, Secretary of State
George Shultz made some remarks
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before a conference taking place here
in Washington and I would like to
quote from his speech. The Secretary
commented that:

All Americans condemn South Africa's
policy of apartheid—institutionalized racial
discrimination. Apartheid is wrong. It robs
the blacks of South Africa of their funda-
mental human rights; it drains the country
of its human potential; and it threatens the
security and economic prospects of an entire
subcontinent * * *. (A few lines later) lel me
be catagorical on this poinl. Western inter-
ests—moral, strategic, economic, and politi-
cal—will suffer if the process of constructive,
peaceful change fails to deliver the goods in
South Africa. (Emphasis added.) Stated an-
other way: An immoral system does not
serve our interests; it offends our moral
principles; and we must continue to seek to
end it.

If we all agree on these points, then
we need only agree on the best ap-
proach to preserving American inter-
ests in South Africa. I regretfully con-
clude that enactment of H.R. 4868 in
its present form would not serve this
purpose and, indeed, it would be trag-
ically counter to the interests of both
the United States and nonwhite South
Africans.

The Foreign Affairs Committee held
no hearings on this complex and some-
what confused legislation, The com-
mittee did not hear the informed views
of the administration, the business
community, legal scholars, and other
participants in the debate over United
States policy toward South Africa. We
need this information in order to make
an informed judgment as to how to
proceed on this measure. We are rush-
ing headlong into consideration of this
bill because we do not like apartheid.

Well, Mr. Chairman, for this Con-
gress to show its disapproval of apart-
heid by passing a bill the implications
of which are really not known to any
of us makes no sense to me.

I am aware of widely differing inter-
pretations of a number of the provi-
sions of the bill. Other provisions
appear to be drafted in such a way as
to have unintended consequences. Still
other elements of the bill seem to be
unenforcable.

One of the few constructive provi-
sions of the bill authorizes up to $25
million in each fiscal year for assist-
ance to South Africa. It earmarks $4
million of these funds for refugee as-
sistance and $21 million for communi-
ty development projects.

But, wait a minute. As drafted, this
provision would seem to terminate the
educational scholarship programs cur-
rently funded through the Foreign As-
sistance Act. These programs are de-
signed to improve the quality of life
for nonwhite South Africans and to
prepare the country's future leaders
for the time they will have control
over their own affairs. There is a tre-
mendous need for quality education in
the nonwhite community in South
Africa. It is shortsighted for the sup-
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porters of this legislation to bring
these important programs to a crash-
ing halt.

In closing, Mr. Chairman, let me
again quote from the remarks of Sec-
retary Shultz:

At this time of renewed American atten-
tion to South Africa, let us remember our
goal: We seek the end of apartheid, racism,
and repression. Hence, our actions should
target apartheid policies and institutions
and dissociate us from them. Our aim is
not—I repeat not—to inflict random, indis-
criminate damage on the South African
people and their economy from abroad.

Mr. Chairman, finally I would like to
submit a letter from Adm. John Poin-
dexter, the President’s material securi-
ty adviser, setting forth the adminis-
trative's policy with regard to South
Africa:

THE WHITE HOUSE,
Washington.
Hon. WiLLiAM S. BROOMFIELD,
Commillee on Foreign Affairs, House of
Representatives, Washington, DC.

DEeArR MRr. BrRooMFIELD: 1 am writing you to
share our thoughts on South Africa, a sub-
Jject of increasing concern to all of us. I want
to explain how we view the situation and
what we are doing about it.

At the recent Tokyo Summit, our seven
governments reviewed the role that the in-
dustrialized democracies should seek to play
in promoting the peaceful emergence of a
racially just society in South Africa. Cur-
rent events reinforce the sense of the
Summit that we have an obligation to work
toward moving South Africa quickly away
from apartheid and toward a more just po-
litical system.

Naturally, seven countries with unique
histories, trading patterns and political dy-
namics will have differing views on any
given issue. On the question of South
Africa, however, we found significant con-
sensus. All saw apartheid as the central
issue and look to its early end. All see the
situation in South Africa as a delicate one
that requires careful handling of our indi-
vidual relationships with that country.

All leaders at the Summit were encour-
aged by the work of the Commonwealth’s
Eminent Persons Group (EPG) and agreed
that it should be given our collective sup-
port. That seven person group, led by
former Nigerian President Obassanjo and
former Australian Prime Minister Fraser,
took on a tough situation and succeeded in
moving the parties closer to the negotiating
table. We are disturbed that they did not
see fit to continue their efforts, but we are
encouraged by the progress they made, par-
ticularly in forcing all parties to begin to
think through the sorts of measures neces-
sary to get negotiations started in South
Africa.

It is vital that the foundation the EPG
has laid be built on by others, especially the
parties directly concerned. The South Afri-
can Government, in particular, should feel
challenged to disprove the EPG’s judgments
about its intentions. It needs to reaffirm in
actions, not just words, its commitment to
ending apartheid and negotiating a new,
non-racial basis for South African politics.
That is the message the President has com-
municated to State President P.W. Botha.

The situation in South Africa is both vola-
tile and fluid. The violence in townships all
over South Africa reveals the tragic conse-
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quences of the divisive policy of apartheid.
The South African Government is making
some important changes, most recently in
announcing the abolition of the onerous
pass laws, reflecting its stated judgment
that apartheid is outdated. Yet much more
must be done. Over the coming months,
there is some reason to hope that additional
positive steps will be taken. Discussions in
Natal on the formation of a non-racial form
of government in that key South African
province may come to a conclusion next
month. The South African parliament will
meet in special session in August to consider
a wide range of legislative actions to repeal
key elements of the legal basis for apart-
heid. Also in August, the National Party will
meet in an extraordinary session to consider
further changes and options for power-shar-
ing among all South Africans.

It would be unrealistic to expect that
these changes, no matter how revolutionary
they are in the South African context, will
be enough. It is most unlikely that a system
steadily elaborated and deeply entrenched
over the course of three centuries can be
undone in months. Much more will remain
to be done.

We believe, however, that the record
shows that we in the United States, and our
allies in the industrialized democracies,
have encouraged progress toward the
ending of apartheid by the careful applica-
tion of pressure and by our continued in-
volvement on behalf of reform—as govern-
ments, and through such private entities as
corporations, various universities and
churches. We need to continue our efforts,
not break them off by withdrawing our eco-
nomic presence from South Africa. The
South African Government and informed
South Africans clearly understand that we
are expecting the end of apartheid and the
establishment of a representative system of
government. But to reach this goal we must
be careful to avoid moves that polarize atti-
tudes, heighten intransigence, and hamper
dialogue between the South African Gov-
ernment and representatives of the current-
ly disenfranchised black population.

Since the President's Executive Order of
September 9, we have moved ahead aggres-
sively in a number of areas to send political
signals to the South African Government
and to use our influence and our resources
on behalf of human rights and peaceful po-
litical transformation. In this fiscal year
and next, we plan to spend $45 million in
programs that have as their basic goal pre-
paring South Africa for a post-apartheid
future. We want to be involved, to make a
difference, to help train black students,
teachers, businessmen, labor leaders and
others who will soon take their place, along-
side white South Africans, in leading that
country. Based on our recent and continu-
ing exchanges with our key allies, it is clear
that they share these goals. They, too, have
no desire to see the West take actions that
could weaken South Africa’s economy and
that of Southern Africa.

Secretary of State Shultz’s Advisory Com-
mittee on South Africa, created by the Ex-
ecutive Order, is also hard at work. Many of
its members have traveled to South Africa
to study precisely how we can maximize our
influence in bringing about needed changes
in that country. They will present their
report to the Secretary later this year.

We are conducting an active diplomacy to
advance American goals in South and
Southern Africa. The South African Gov-
ernment can be under no doubt about our
views on the issues of apartheid and vio-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

lence. Our own efforts to press U.S. goals
forward are closely coordinated with our
principal allies. Some of this activity is visi-
ble through our public statements. Much of
it is not. You should know of our continuing
determination to use all the influence at our
disposal to create and pursue openings for
accelerated change and negotiation.

The United States must continue to play
an important role in promoting a peaceful
and democratic future for South Africa
through negotiation. This is an issue on
which we Americans can speak with one
voice. But the President must have the
flexibility and the tactical discretion to
pursue these goals if we are to succeed in
producing the results we all want.

In this connection, we have grave misgiv-
ings and strong opposition to attempts to
legislate punitive economic sanctions
against South Africa. This will erode our ca-
pacity to promote negotiations in South
Africa, and it is likely further to separate an
already divided society. Americans are build-
ers, not destroyers. We should help expand
the middle ground, not strengthen the
hands of extremists. Further sanctions
would have precisely this latter result. Your
support of our efforts is crucial to the pro-
motion of peaceful change in South Africa.

Sincerely,
JOHN.
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Mr. WOLPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
9% minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania, the chief,
principal author of the legislation
[Mr. Grayl.

Mr. GRAY of Pennsylvania. Mr.

Chairman, today we consider a crucial
issue. This is not a new issue. It is one
that we have debated many times in
this Congress, and we have held many

hearings over the last few years. In
1985, this body took an unprecedented
stand against apartheid, bipartisanly, I
might add, when we approved my
Anti-Apartheid Act of 1985 that called
for sanctions on the apartheid regime
of South Africa and a change in our
policy of constructive engagement,
which basically has amounted to
“hear no evil, see no evil, speak no evil
against apartheid.” And now we are
back again. Why? Because conditions
have gotten worse. Last year, Mr.
Chairman, when we debated my Anti-
Apartheid Act for 1985, we were debat-
ing it in the midst of the loss of T0
lives per month. This year, over 130
lives per month are being lost. And
while the defenders of apartheid keep
telling us that reform has gone on, we
see a lack of reform, we constantly see
no dismantlement of apartheid, we see
further invasions of neighboring states
like Botswana, Zambia, Zimbabwe, we
see continuing oppression internally of
the apartheid system.

But yet the defenders of apartheid
say to us: There is reform. Look, the
pass laws are being repealed.

But they fail to tell us that the pass
laws will be replaced with a universal
identity document, with fingerprints
mandatory, as well as the race of the
cardholder placed on that “universal”
document.
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They also say: Well, there has been
reform, because mixed marriages are
now allowed.

I was in South Africa in January. I
talked with many of the leaders of the
majority population who are op-
pressed, and not one of them in any
conversation said to me that mixed
marriages were at the top of their
agenda or a major goal. And, thus, to
point to that as a reform is absolutely
ludicrous; particularly when denied
the right to vote. They are denied the
right to work where they want to
work, to have access to education, to
live with their family and to be citi-
zens of the republic in which they
were born.

Mr. Chairman, there has been no
structural change in apartheid. The
defenders of apartheid today will
probably rise up and say that sanc-
tions do not work, they are ineffective.
But yet they will not raise that same
argument against the 20 nations in the
world where we currently have sanc-
tions, nations such as Afghanistan,
Cuba, Iran, Nicaragua, Libya, North
Korea. On those we have total com-
prehensive sanctions.

They will not mention the fact that
none of us thought that the sanctions
against Poland would bring down the
Jaruzelski government. We wanted to
demonstrate where we as a nation
stood in the oppression of the Solidari-
ty Movement. We also wanted to stop
the economic fuel of oppression that is
taking place in Iran. Yet, they will say
to you “sanctions won't work, they are
ineffective.” They will not tell you why
we have sanctions on 20 other nations
in the world.

Today we have an opportunity to
vote for H.R. 4868, a carefully drafted
bill that goes far beyond last year’s
sanctions bill. HR. 4868 targets pre-
cisely those sectors of the South Afri-
can economy most dependent upon
American involvement. In this bill, the
American people from Peoria to
Princeton, from Maine to New Mexico,
from Pennsylvania to California, from
Michigan all the way down to Florida,
are saying that they do not want their
bank deposits being utilized to pro-
vide the economic fuel for apartheid.
They do not want new investments.
They do not want coal and steel being
imported from South Africa, taking
their jobs. They no longer want to pro-
vide the economic fuel for apartheid.

And so what we have is a piece of
legislation carefully crafted, designed
to maximize the impact of our eco-
nomic involvement in South Africa by
removing American economic fuel for
the engines of apartheid.

Contrary to what some may say, this
bill does not throw up its hands. It
does not focus on penalties. H.R. 4868
is a bill that has incentives. We say to
the South Africans: If you begin to
dismantle apartheid, if you free Nelson
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Mandella and other political prisoners,
if you begin to negotiate with the ma-
jority leadership there in South
Africa, we will immediately lift all of
the sanctions.

So it is not simply penalties; it is also
a group of incentives that urges South
Africa to move forward in a progres-
sive manner.

Mr. Chairman, today you will hear
other apologies for apartheid. You will
hear someone say: We cannot impose
sanctions because it will hurt the
people we are trying to help.

Well, I call that the supplyside diplo-
macy school. It says the issue in South
Africa is unemployment and the loss
of jobs, but the problem in South
Africa is not unemployment and loss
of jobs. The people in South Africa
are not going to funerals because of a
lack of jobs but because of a loss of
lives. They are not standing in rallies
because of the fact that they are
losing employment, but because of a
loss of justice, The *“jobs” argu-
ment confuses the issue. It distracts
from the real issue.

The real issue is human rights, not
jobs.

I would also point out that, factually
the argument is based on a faulty foun-
dation. We are willing to hold hostage
28 million human beings and deny
them their human rights simply be-
cause there are 47,000—that is right,
47,000; jobs. The fact remains, howev-
er, that this legislation will not affect
any of those 47,000 jobs.

Then someone else will rise on this
floor and will say: “Look, if we impose
sanctions, other nations will move into
the vacuum.” This argument amounts
to saying “Let me mug you now be-
cause if I don't someone else may do it
later to you.”

Is that what the American foreign
policy wants to be based on? Do we
want to say we must participate in
apartheid because if we do not, some
other nation will come and take over
the marketplace? I don't think that
has credibility. In fact, we know when
we take a stand other nations like
Canada, Australia, and the Common-
wealth nations have joined us in the
past, and I predict that today when we
pass H.R. 4868 they will join us again.

And then there will be some who
will come to the floor and who will
say: "Look, we have to be worried
about the Communists. They will take
over.”

Well, let me tell you, my friends, if
America does not rock Botha, if Amer-
ica keeps standing with apartheid,
those people who are seeking their lib-
eration will turn to another nation for
the tools of their liberation. They will
turn elsewhere, because we will be
saying one thing while doing another.

So I say if we want to avoid a Com-
munist takeover there, if we want to
avoid the triumph of Marxist-Leninist
doctrine, then, America, must stand
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for what we believe, freedom and de-
mocracy for all people. As we lit a
candle for those oppressed in Poland,
let us strike a match for those op-
pressed in South Africa. As we speak
out, and correctly so, for those op-
pressed in the Soviet Union, like Sak-
harov—and, thank God, Shcharansky
is free—let us speak up for Nelson and
Winnie Mandela and have one consist-
ent policy.

And then, finally, there will be some
who will come here today and they
will say: We cannot do anything be-
cause the Botha government is under
siege. There are those from the far
right that would overthrow the Botha
government.

But we must never forget what the
debate is between Botha and the far
right. It is not a debate about disman-
tling apartheid. It is a debate about to
what extent apartheid will be imposed.

I say to you today that America has
an opportunity to send a message and
to reduce the economic fuel for the
engine of apartheid. I urge my col-
leagues, Republicans and Democrats,
liberals, moderates, and conservatives;
we must say to South Africa: “Just as
we have said it to 20 other nations
around the world we now say to you:
We will no longer provide the econom-
ic fuel for your political repression.”

When we do, my friends, we will not
stand alone. Other nations will join us
and call for freedom with us.

Mr. SILJANDER. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself 30 seconds.

Mr, Chairman, I appreciate the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania, although I
feel somewhat offended by his com-
ment, and I am quite appalled that the
gentleman from Pennsylvania would,
even in a remote stretch of the imagi-
nation, imply that anyone against this
particular bill, could be tagged as a
“defender of apartheid.” I was hoping
this debate could be raised to an ap-
propriate level. We all feel apartheid
is an abomination, of incredible horror
and violation of basic human rights.
But to suggest that those of us who
disagree with the approach of the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania, that that
somehow makes us defenders of apart-
heid, is unfair and unwise and a very
inappropriate accusation.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 4 minutes to
the gentleman from Indiana [Mr.
BURTON].
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Mr. BURTON of Indiana. I thank
the gentleman for yielding to me.

Mr. Chairman, I want to echo my
colleague’s remarks and that is that I
believe everybody in this Chamber is
for freedom and democracy and
against apartheid.

The question is not whether or not
we are for apartheid but how do you
end it and how do you end it in such a
way so that that entire nation does
not go back into the dark ages?
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Many people are very concerned
that if apartheid is attacked by these
sanctions that the very economic
fabric of that entire country will disin-
tegrate, and if it disintegrates, there
will be nothing to keep that society
afloat.

My colleagues over there talked
about us attacking sanctions from the
standpoint that it might hurt the very
people that we want to help. I submit
to you that is a very valid argument.
In the gold mines, for instance, there
are 600,000 blacks who work. Each one
of those people who work in the gold
mines supports at least 5 other human
beings so there are 3 million people
who would be adversely impacted if we
were to shut down the gold mines
through economic sanctions world-
wide. If those people could not put
food on the table, they would then be
ripe for all kinds of suggestions by or-
ganizations like the ANC which my
colleagues have held up as some kind
of a pillar of democracy; that is, my
colleagues on the other side of the
aisle.

The ANC has 30 people in its execu-
tive committee. Nineteen of those
people, and I have their names, are
members of the Communist Party. We
know at least 19 are Communist; we
believe that more like 25 are Commu-
nist, and they have talked continually
about revolution and destroying that
entire society as it is presently consti-
tuted in putting a Communist society
in its place.

My concern is that we do not play
into the hands of the people who
would take away the freedoms, long-
term, of the people of all of southern
Africa. Angola is Communist; Mozam-
bique is Communist; Zimbabwe is
Communist; the entire crescent above
South Africa is Communist, and we
are going to play right into their
hands, in my opinion, if we impose
economic sanctions that undermine
that Government to such a degree
that it totally collapses, and falls to
the Communist elements of the ANC
and other organizations over there.

The President, 9% months ago, this
administration, 9% months ago im-
posed sanctions. Those sanctions, al-
though they have not borne the kind
of fruit that we want, have been a step
in the right direction. The pass laws
have been changed. That is a step in
the right direction. Those pass laws
have been in existence for many,
many decades.

My concern is, Mr. Chairman, that
we, in this body, do the responsible
thing. The President of the United
States imposed sanctions. He has put
pressure, through constructive engage-
ment and the sanctions that were im-
posed 9% months ago, on the South
African Government.

In addition to that, the internal
pressure has been greatly intensified
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over the past few months. It is my
feeling that if we work with the Presi-
dent, with the administration, that we
will see some positive changes in
South Africa.

Conversely, if we impose the kind of
sanctions that my colleagues on the
other side of the aisle are asking us to
impose today, it is my feeling that
chaos will evolve out of this; that the
African National Congress and other
Communist organizations will grow in
strength and we are going to see a real
bloodbath. Much worse than what we
see right now. The benefactors of that
will be the Communist Party and, of
course, the Soviet Union.

Let me just end by saying this: We
have a stake that goes beyond the
ending of apartheid. Five minerals
that are absolutely essential to the de-
fense and the industry and economic
health of this country come out of
southern Africa. If southern Africa
goes Communist, the only other place
we can get those vital minerals are
from the Soviet bloc, so we cannot
allow that part of the world to go
Communist.

I submit to you, my colleagues, that
if this type of legislation is passed, and
if these economic sanctions are im-
posed and that entire civilization and
that entire governmental structure is
destroyed, we are going to reap the
whirlwind. The free societies of this
world are going to be in big trouble if
this happens.

Mr. WOLPE. Mr. Chairman, I re-
serve the balance of my time.

Mr. SILJANDER. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 4 minutes to the gentleman from
Louisiana [Mr. LIVINGSTON].

Mr. LIVINGSTON. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding me this time.

Mr. Chairman, my voice is going and
perhaps I might not even last those 4
minutes, but I come before this House
with a great sense of concern for the
country of South Africa and for what
we are about to do here today. I do not
think that there is anyone in the
House that does not have his stomach
turned at the thought of apartheid
and the consequences of that policy as
it has been carried out in South Africa
over these many, many years of histo-
ry.
Certainly it is impossible to look at
the news today and say that condi-
tions are truly improving. I share the
sense of my colleagues who have
brought this motion that something
must be done. But I have to ask them:
Are we really doing the right thing
with this bill?

Is it really the right thing that we
do by coming here and saying, “You
have not been living according to civil-
ized standards or standards of the
norm of democracy, and so therefore,
we should pull the rug from under
you, Therefore, we should disassociate
ourselves with you because you have
not been treating a majority of your
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people properly. We should not have
anything to do with you."”

Well, I see some nodding heads over
there and I hear even a clap or two,
but we really have not done that to
the Soviet Union as they have trooped
all of their millions of people to Sibe-
ria over the last century. We do not do
it to the Soviet Union when they just
eliminate people in Afghanistan
through the process of systematic
genocide.

We do not do it to our neighbors in
our Latin American countries, specifi-
cally in Nicaragua, when they impris-
on people. A nation of only 3 million
people, they have some 20 prisons, and
are systematically putting anybody
who speaks up against the government
in prison, torturing them, and even
executing them.

I suggest to the people that are of-
fering this bill, in good faith, that per-
haps we are not offering the right al-
ternative. I do not stand here with the
knowledge that I have the right alter-
native. I am genuinely concerned that
as the turmoil builds in South Africa,
you have people walking around in
brown shirts, in some sort of neo-Nazi
fashion, attempting to build their
strength on the basis of hatred of
black people so they can seize power
and have a Fascist-type of government
entrenched in South Africa.

On the other hand, I am concerned
that the black community in South
Afriea is split, and that you have those
people who are far on the left, mili-
tant in their view, who seek only to
revolt to install revolution in that
country of South Africa and to seize
power of the country for the hard left.
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Somewhere in the middle, unfortu-
nately, the broad and the much quiet-
er center of the nation, you have the
peaceable folks who are trying to do
what is right for all of their people,
who are trying to work their way
through the problems of South Africa,
and who are frankly being systemati-
cally shoved aside by the more mili-
tant from both sides.

The Botha government has not been
forthcoming. They have not done
what we would have expected that
they should have done to correct the
problems, but let us be sure that when
we do act, we do not make the prob-
lems that exist in South Africa far
worse than they are today. That is the
risk we run today, and it is a formida-
ble one. Let’s not destroy our friends
in an effort to help them. I would
advise my colleagues to go slowly, to
follow our President, and to vote no on
this legislation. Let's look for a better
alternative.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Michigan [Mr. SiLJaANDER] has 39
minutes remaining and the gentleman
from Michigan [Mr. Worrel has 28
minutes remaining.
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The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Michigan [Mr. SILJANDER].

Mr. SILJANDER. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentlewoman
from Illinois [Mrs. MARTIN].

Mrs. MARTIN of Illinois. Mr. Chair-
man, I think that we can have concur-
rence that the white government, and
it is the white government, of South
Africa, has treated a majority of its
population in a way that is unacecept-
able. We can also have agreement that
there are blacks in South Africa who
would turn that nation, because of
their beliefs, into a Communist bas-
tion.

Today we talk about craft in the way
that legislation has been worded. I am
going to suggest that the argument
about the Botha government or about
the ANC, and indeed about how well
this legislation has been crafted, is ir-
relevant. I am going to say that there
reaches a point and a time when this
Nation, black and white, must be
counted. It can no longer say that
there is a technicality of a piece of leg-
islation that is good or bad, but it
must see that in a nation where sys-
tematically 24 million people are ex-
cluded, the only choice will be disaster
unless we view a stand for freedom,
and I believe that we must support
this bill.

I believe from my visit in South
Africa that that nation of flowers and
wealth lacks joy and lacks a sense of
its future. And I believe moreover that
in the air was the smell of blood, and
perhaps I say this as a woman, that
mothers were going to be comforting
children frightened and dying, and the
color of who is killing that child be-
comes irrelevant.

We must stand up and be counted.
The time is now to vote for this bill.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Michigan
[Mr. SILJANDER].

Mr. SILJANDER. Mr. Chairman, I
reserve my time.

Mr. WOLPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
4 minutes to the distinguished gentle-
man from California [Mr. LaNTOS].

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Chairman, I want
to commend my friend, the gentle-
woman from Illinois [Mrs. MarTIN] for
an excellent statement. What is at
stake here is not the particulars of
this piece of legislation, although I be-
lieve it to be well crafted. What is at
stake here is a fundamental principle,
namely: Where do we stand vis-a-vis a
government which is predicated on the
principle of the primacy of pigmenta-
tion. That is the sole issue.

We vote every session on 500 or 600
pieces of legislation, and there are
powerful arguments for and against
most of those. But some pieces of leg-
islation fall into a separate category.
They are what I call “cannibalism
issues.” Cannibalism issues are like
cannibalism. You are either for canni-
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balism or you are against cannibalism.
There are no degrees of cannibalism.
There is no phasing out of cannibal-
ism. Cannibalism is to be rejected, and
apartheid is to be rejected.

On Monday of this week this body
passed two pieces of legislation that I
offered. One related to Jesse Owens’
victory in the 1936 Olympics—Hitler’s
Olympics. Fifty years ago this summer
Jesse Owens demonstrated to a rotten
racist regime that it cannot function
being built on the principle of racial
supremacy.

It is high time that, 50 years after
Jesse Owens’ demonstration to Hitler’s
Germany, the Congress of the United
States tell Mr. Botha and his col-
leagues and his opponents on the far
right that South Africa cannot be
predicated as a civilized modern nation
on the principle of racism.

Some of my colleagues talk about
communism and the Communist
danger. There is no Member of this
body other than myself who Ilived
under and fought against a Commu-
nist regime, inside a Communist
regime. If we wish to facilitate the
coming to power of a Communist
regime, let us prolong apartheid. It
will surely come. The one hope that
we have of preserving a non-Commu-
nist society in South Africa is to pro-
vide the people of South Africa—all
the people of South Africa—the fun-
damental freedoms and beliefs that we
cherish and value,

In a few weeks this Nation will go
wild with celebration as we honor the
100th birthday of the Statue of Liber-
ty. What kind of a phony message do
we send to that magnificent lady pre-
siding over New York Harbor by tell-
ing the world that we think that
apartheid is really bad, but perhaps we
can work with the people who perpe-
trate apartheid. No hurry, let us take
it easy, let us cool it.

That magnificent lady presiding
over New York Harbor is begging us
today to rise to the occasion. We are at
a hinge of history. We are connected
to the past, but we are swinging in new
directions. Our vote today will deter-
mine whether those directions will be
toward freedom and opportunity for
all the people living in South Africa,
or whether we will have the bloodbath
and the Communist takeover that pro-
tracted apartheid will surely mean.

Mr. Chairman, I beg my colleagues
to support this legislation.

Mr. SILJANDER. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Wisconsin [Mr. GUNDERSON].

Mr. GUNDERSON. Mr. Chairman, I
am one of those who has more than a
passing interest in South Africa. I
have been there. I have struggled with
the question of how we can be contrib-
utors to constructive change, and I
must regrettably tell you that I am
not at all convinced that the United
States can contribute positively to
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change in South Africa; I do not think
that it will happen.

I would like to suggest that we ought
to then ask ourselves the question
today of really what ought the role of
American foreign policy be, and I
would suggest that that role ought to
be to promote America’s interest,
America’s long-term interests around
the world.

Anyone who has looked at the situa-
tion in South Africa ought to under-
stand from that perspective that there
will and there must be change; wheth-
er it comes this year, in 2 years, 5
years, or 10 years, sooner or later
there will be change in South Africa,
and I would suggest that it is in our in-
terest to be on the side of the majority
rule in South Africa. If that is the
question, then I would suggest that it
is also the policy of the United States
to send a signal to the moderate black
leaders and the moderate white lead-
ers that we want to work with them,
that we share their common goals.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. GUN-
DERSON] has expired.

Mr. SILJANDER. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 30 additional seconds to the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. GUNDER-
SON].

Mr. GUNDERSON. Mr. Chairman,
in that regard, then, I would like to
conclude by suggesting one other
thing, that the moral issue, I think, of
promoting equal rights and human
rights around the world is obvious to
everyone. I would suggest, however,
that if we are the advocates of free-
dom, as we profess to be in Afghani-
stan, Nicaragua, Angola, and else-
where, and democracy, that we also be
the advocates of democracy and free-
dom for all people in South Africa.

This bill does not require disinvest-
ment. This bill is a realistic response
to the situation in South Africa. I en-
courage all Members, regardless of
party, to support it.
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Mr. SILJANDER. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself as much time as I may
consume.

Mr. Chairman, there are two domi-
nating issues I would say about this
debate. The first one, which granted is
less important than the overall con-
cern of apartheid, is the way this bill
has been handled. The Subcommittee
on Africa has been holding hearings
on apartheid, the implications of the
system, and how America can best in-
fluence change in that country.

We have talked about the Dellums
bill and held hearings on it. We held
hearings a year ago on other previous
pieces of legislation, but there has
never been 1 minute of hearings in our
subcommittee dealing with this specif-
ic piece of legislation and its implica-
tions. It was then ramroded immedi-
ately into the full committee, in which
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those have claimed that this bill has
had more than appropriate hearings
because we have talked about the issue
of South Africa so often. Not more
than 4 or 5 minutes after that com-
ment, they were rushing for an
amendment to change a major provi-
sion in the bill, which would have dis-
allowed any company in South Africa,
United States company, from even
holding a checking account and paying
bills.

Recognizing that this was a serious
concern, they rushed to amend the bill
and change it.

It was again ramroded through the
full committee onto the floor.

The argument again is, well, it has
had appropriate hearings in the full
and subcommittees; yet the gentleman
from Michigan [Mr. WoLPE] has an-
other amendment to change another
major provision of the bill.

The implications of this bill are
clearly uncertain. We have not had an
opportunity to hear from all forces, all
elements, to determine the full impli-
cations and the agendas of this par-
ticular issue.

It is quite obvious that one of the
major motivations of the ramroding of
this legislation was not so much be-
cause it was imperative because of the
deaths and the concerns in South
Africa, but rather to coincide the
debate with the 10th anniversary of
the Soweto riots, seizing the political
and media opportunities in a manipu-
lative way. So I think that is an impor-
tant issue that the membership of this
body needs to understand.

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I
make a point of order,

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
will state his point of order.

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I
would like to move that the gentle-
man’s words be taken down on the
grounds that the gentleman is chal-
lenging the motives of Members of
Congress, and as this gentleman un-
derstands, it is inappropriate to chal-
lenge the motives of Members of Con-
gress. One can challenge the political
position asserted by Members of Con-
gress, but I do not believe that it is
within the purview or the prerogatives
of any Member to challenge the mo-
tives. The gentleman has mischarac-
terized the motives of Members of
Congress.

I have a much more strenuous effort
that I wish to make, so I am not trying
to defend the position of the commit-
tee, but certainly do not challenge the
motives.

I would like to stress that, move that
the gentleman's words be taken down.
If this gentleman is inappropriate, I
will be happy to sit down.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair would
make an inquiry of the gentleman:
does he insist upon his demand?
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Mr. DELLUMS. Yes, Mr. Chairman.
I think one gentleman earlier said that
this debate ought to move on a higher
level. This gentleman wants to insist
upon it.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair, under
the rules, will ask that the Clerk take
down the words in question.

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, in
order to allow the debate to proceed, I
will withdraw my point of order. The
gentleman from California has made
his point.

I wish that this debate go forward
on the merits of the issue, rather than
on impugning the motives or integrity
of any Member of Congress on either
side of the aisle. I think I have made
that point. It is not necessary to rule,
and I withdraw it.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from  California  withdraws his
demand.

Mr. SILJANDER. Mr. Chairman, I
object, if that is appropriate, because I
would like to have a ruling.

Mr. DELLUMS. There was no unani-
mous-consent request made.

Mr. SILJANDER. Mr. Chairman, I
have been challenged and I would like
to have a ruling by the Chair.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
will suspend.

The Chair would observe that under
the rules, unanimous consent is not re-
quired for the gentleman to withdraw
his request. The gentleman's request is
withdrawn.

The gentleman from Michigan [Mr.
S1LJANDER] is recognized.

The Chair would observe to all par-
ties to the debate that the highest
degree of decorum is required under
the House rules and all Members are
requested to observe that.

The distinguished gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. SILJANDER] is recog-
nized.

Mr. SILJANDER. Mr. Chairman, I
yield such time as he may consume to
the gentleman from Virginia [Mr.
BLILEY].

Mr. BLILEY. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of the bill.

Mr. Chairman, | stand here today as a Rep-
resentative to the Congress of the United
States of America knowing that the action we
are about to take is the only action left to us
to try to insure peaceful change in the Repub-
lic of South Africa.

| have some misgivings about H.R. 4868.
The minority views filed by 11 members of the
Foreign Affairs Committee prove that this bill
has been hastily written and that it includes
language and provisions that may have im-
pacts far beyond the intent of the sponsors of
the legislation. | have no doubt that these dis-
crepancies and shortcomings in the bill can
and will be corrected long before H.R. 4868
becomes law.

| have no further misgivings over the intent
and the need for this legislation. As an original
cosponsor of the Anti-Apartheid Act of 1985
(H.R. 1460) | had already concluded last year
that South Africa must be encouraged not
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only with a carrot but also with a stick to
move quickly to change its immoral and un-
supportable methods of dealing with its black
citizens.

| was pleased when President Reagan re-
moved the need for H.R. 1460 last year by im-
posing virtually all of its provisions by Execu-
tive order. That method put those measures
into effect more quickly than the legislative
process allows and put the weight of the
American Presidency as well as the American
Congress behind those actions. Now, howev-
er, 9 more months have passed and progress
in South Africa seems to be struck between
very slow and backward.

Last week the apartheid government of
Prime Minister Botha imposed a new and na-
tionwide state of emergency to preclude any
observation of the 10th anniversary of the
Soweto incidents of 1976. Instead of using
this occasion to admit its past mistakes and to
boldly move into the future of freedom and lib-
erty for all, the forces of oppression clamped
down on its citizens and threatened to gun
them down in the streets if they did not stay in
their shacks in the black ghettos. The govern-
ment succeeded in its efforts to maintain
peace and order and now they are claiming a
triumph. This display of raw power and op-
pression was no triumph.

Mr. Chairman, the actions of the Govern-
ment of South Africa over the past week only
prove more conclusively than ever that there
is a basic lack of understanding on the part of
the Government of South Africa that is com-
bined with an inflexible and bull-headed atti-
tude which can only lead to disaster, revolu-
tion and massive bloodshed in that blessed
but wicked land.

The United States has tried every conceiva-
ble way to talk to and to convince the South
Africans that change must come or anarchy
will crush all order and every chance for
peace. We have tried arms embargoes, We
have ftried United Nations resolutions. We
have tried quiet diplomacy. And we have tried
public diplomacy. Little if any impression has
been made. Lately the South African Govern-
ment has altered its public statements to say
that they admit that apartheid is wrong and
that it must change. They say that they are
moving in that direction and that some of the
most onerous apartheid laws have been re-
pealed or changed. These statements are
woefully lacking in conviction and they are not
backed up by the facts.

South Africa continues to attempt to do the
least possible for its own people and keep the
hounds of revolution and international public
opinion at bay. This head-in-the-sand ap-
proach may not be surprising, but it is wrong
and it is morally indefensible. By refusing to
deal directly with its undeniable oppression of
all of its non-white citizens and continuing with
its policy of confrontation and “keeping the lid
on” the government is not only doing no
better than postponing the inevitable change;
but it is also guaranteeing that the change will
be violent and revolutionary when it does
come.

| cannot sit in comfort in the United States
and do nothing while the whole of southern
Africa explodes in gunfire and blood. The only
beneficiary of such an explosion would be the
forces of evil led by the Soviet Union which
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seek to insinuate themselves into any situa-
tion like this and eventually enslave the
people who only wanted to be free. That is
the result that | see from a continuance of
current South African policy. That is the result
that | see if the United States does not make
every possible effort to make the South Afri-
cans understand the nature of their plight
before it is too late.

Mr. Chairman, we must have a carrot and
we must have a stick to avert disaster in
southern Africa. We have the carrot in our
treasury and in the generosity of our people
who will be willing to help pay for change and
evolution in South Africa. Now we must have
the stick to make the South Africans wake up
before it is too late. We have tried mild ac-
tions. The result that we have gotten is that
last week when President Reagan -called
Prime Minister Botha to urge him to cancel
the state of emergency, Mr. Botha was rude
and belligerent. He displayed all of the rea-
sonableness and flexibility of a man who
knows that he is wrong, but who just cannot
see his way clear to repent and rectify his
past misdeeds. It is one thing to admit that
apartheid is wrong—it is another thing to do
the right thing and abolish apartheid. Mr.
Botha and his government have done the first
part—now they must do the second part.

| believe that H.R. 4868 and its measured
and proportionate economic actions against
South Africa is the legitimate next step to the
actions that we took last year. This action is
needed and it is reasonable. The minor dis-
agreements that | have with the language can
be fixed and the size of the problem of apart-
heid and the threat that it poses for all of the
people of South Africa and for the future of
America interests in that region make it imper-
ative that we act before it is too late.

| will vote for H.R. 4868 and | urge all of my
colleagues to do the same. We must send a
message to the people and the Government
of South Africa. We must send that message
now and we must send it together.

Mr. SILJANDER. It is quite remark-
able, Mr. Chairman, that moments ago
on the floor in the well, the gentleman
from Pennsylvania made a direct im-
plication that anyone opposing this
bill was, to quote, ‘“defenders of apart-
heid.”

What that says very clearly is that
somehow those who oppose this bill
somehow support the white racist
regime in South Africa. I find that
quite objectionable.

I did not play—and I will not yield—I
did not play the political games that
the gentleman from California has
played by taking one’s words down,
and then knowing he would lose in the
final analysis, then withdrawing his
request. I wish we would have carried
through on the decision by the Speak-
er to determine whether or not the
words were appropriate or inappropri-
ate.

So really, what it comes down to is
not the issue of the horror of apart-
heid. I have not heard one speech on
this floor in probably 40 hours of
debate over the last several years, sup-
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porting the white racist regime. We
have differing philosophies of ap-
proach.

I visited South Africa. I visited the
ghettos of Soweto and Crossroads. I
was there and saw the horror of the
young and old people.

We all are urging immediate changes
in that racist system of apartheid in
South Africa. There is a moral impera-
tive to the United States that chal-
lenges us to utilize all the influence we
can muster economically, politically,
domestically, and internationally, use
our prestige, our influence, to initiate
change as quickly as humanly possi-
ble; but I would submit that cutting
and running as this embargo bill
would do is only yield our influence,
our authority, our ability to control
the situation, completely away.

It is not the tradition in America to
cut and run, but rather to stay and
fight. If our presence in South Africa,
our economic presence there, if some-
one could convince me has contributed
to the apartheid system in that coun-
try, I would support the measures of
this bill; but quite the contrary has
been the historic result.

The gentleman from Pennsylvania
[Mr. Gray] mentioned the Mixed
Marriage Act and Immorality Act as
irrelevant, and I agree. They are total-
ly irrelevant. They are minuscule in
the whole context of human rights
and concerns for the oppressed black
majority in South Africa.

The Group Areas Act, the Influx
Control Act, the Pass Laws, Black
Ownership of Land, these are also es-
sentially irrelevant, but the important
point is that the dogmatically inclined
white government has finally changed.
They finally budged from an immov-
able intransigent position, admitting
essentially that apartheid is wrong
and apartheid is immoral.

We indeed are a society of instantan-
eity. Each and every time we reach for
the remote control of our television
set or press for instant coffee in our
microwave ovens, we realize how quick
our society can engage itself in new
technology; but cultures cannot
change overnight. It is time to stop
the killings in South Africa and time
to begin talking.

Will sanctions in this embargo bill
stop the killings in South Africa?
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Will the sanctions in this bill cease
the necklacing of innocent human
beings, where a tire is placed around
the neck, filled with gasoline and set
afire? Would the sanctions bill have
prevented the death of a 13-year-old
girl buried alive, a black girl, because
she was accused of being in cahoots
with the white Government of South
Africa?

I believe that a sanctions bill, quite
contrary, would add fuel to the burn-
ing rage of the radical right and the
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radical left. They both sit poised in
South Africa awaiting an excuse to ini-
tiate the radical behavior, the far
right, the neo-Nazis, gathering 20,000
strong at rallies. They sit waiting for
sanctions to be passed by the U.S.
Government so they can argue more
intransigence, more military action
and more deaths, and the radicals on
the left waiting for economic sanctions
to bring economic chaos to the culture
and the society, are waiting for ex-
cuses to perpetuate more revolution
and more violence.

Before last May of 1985, one-third of
all the deaths were black on black.
From May of last year to July of this
year, 51 percent of all the deaths were
black on black. In the last several
weeks, Tl-plus percent of the deaths
have been black on black.

I fail to see that the signals that the
U.S. Congress has been systematically
sending over the last several months
have contributed to any significant de-
cline of violence and killing in South
Africa. We are truly a great nation.
We are a great and powerful country
that can send very pointed signals all
over the world. Ronald Reagan’s Exec-
utive order calling for four sanctions,
the Sullivan Principles and aiding
blacks and entrepreneurial and schol-
arship activities, have sent a clear mes-
sage. The hours and hours of debates
on the floor of the Congress and in
the subcommittees and the full com-
mittees have sent messages.

The gentlewoman from Illinois men-
tioned it is time that we send clear
messages as a great nation, and
indeed, the ink is hardly dry on the
report from the President, and the
commission that he appointed to ana-
lyze dismantling of apartheid has not
as yet had an opportunity to even
speak its first report.

We have sent messages, but the mes-
sages and signals we are sending about
cutting and running have, in my opin-
ion, only fueled the fires of unrest,
will increase the violence and deaths
in South Africa.

Is it not interesting that blacks in
South Africa in 7 days, through boy-
cotts and through general strikes, if
they so chose, could completely para-
lyze the economy of South Africa. So
if that is truly the goal, to paralyze
and create chaos in the economy of
South Africa, why are we asking the
blacks in South Africa to do some-
thing that they are themselves unwill-
ing to do?

My heart does ache for those fight-
ing for the basic human rights, to live
in peace and to live in fairness with
principles and dignity. The gentleman
from California [Mr. LanTOs] said that
apartheid must be rejected, and he is
right. Apartheid must be, without any
question, unequivocally rejected. I
agreed with essentially every word of
his very eloquent statement.
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What we disagree on, Mr. LanNTOS
and I, is how we approach that
change. I argue peaceful transition is
possible. Others would argue sanctions
somehow, through increasing econom-
ic chaos, will be the vehicle. We dis-
agree on the vehicle, but certainly
both of us agree the need to have
apartheid totally abolished and free-
dom established for all people of
South Africa.

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. Mr.
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SILJANDER. I yield to the gen-
tleman from California.

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. I thank the
gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to associ-
ate myself with the remarks of the
gentleman from Michigan.

Mr. Chairman, I think the gentle-
man makes a very good point when he
talks about the Executive order issued
by President Reagan just 9 months
ago. It has hardly had a chance to
work. I think it is aimed in the right
direction. This is aimed in the wrong
direction.

The gentleman asked the fundamen-
tal question, and that is: Will this leg-
islation help to bring about the
changes in South Africa that all of us
in the Chamber desire and want? I
think the answer, as the gentleman
has stated, is clearly no. I think the
legislation will be harmful, not helpful
to the process.

Mr. Chairman, I oppose H.R. 4868
because I believe it is a misconceived,
poorly focused economic embargo ulti-
mately aimed at the very people of
South Africa the proponents say they
want to help. If enacted, this bill
would speed South Africa down the
road of economic despair lessening the
chances for peaceful and democratic
change in that country. Like other
Americans I strongly object to the
policy of apartheid in South Africa.
This inhuman, prejudicial system to-
tally disregards man'’s inherent rights
of freedom, liberty, and equality. I
hope that South Africa will soon
become a truly democratic nation
based on majority rule and protection
of minority rights. However, measures
such as H.R. 4868 will not assist in the
realization of this goal. .

United States companies have been a
vital instrument for change in South
Africa. They have taken the lead in
challenging the South African Gov-
ernment’s discriminatory laws and
practices in and out of the workplace
while improving the standard of living
for the blacks. As Sal Marzullo, the
representative of the 199 Sullivan
principles signatory companies, recent-
ly testified.

Our presence is better than our absence.
Our presence allows up to shape and be par-
ticipants in those dynamic forces present

that must lead to the erosion and final
elimination of apartheid.

Chair-
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Nine months ago, President Reagan
issued an important Executive order
that expressed America’s conviction
that apartheid must go and targeted
specific elements of the South African
Government. I think we should give
the President’s program a chance.
Unlike H.R. 4868 the President’s order
does not seek to destroy the South Af-
rican economy or hurt those we are
trying to help.

Our goal is to end apartheid and see
peaceful, democratic change come to
South Africa as soon as possible. How-
ever, sanctions and disinvestment
measures like those H.R. 4868 seeks to
enact will cripple the economy and
add even a greater economic burden to
its weakest members, namely the
blacks we are trying to help. This, ob-
viously, leads to greater frustration,
anger, and violence. The radical, un-
caring elements take control leading
to further death, destruction, and tyr-
anny. The last thing Africa needs is
another desperately poor, authoritari-
an, anti-Western nation. The enact-
ment of H.R. 4868 could steer South
Africa in this undesirable direction.

I also object to this bill because of
the way it was rushed through com-
mittee without hearings on its intend-
ed, and unintended, effects. There was
no consideration for our own national
security objectives or the impact this
would have on our own economy.
After closely examining the bill, I
found many flaws and inconsistencies.
My opposition to the immoral and in-
human apartheid system is total. How-
ever, an ill-considered embargo such as
the one H.R. 4868 seeks to impose
would impair the type of societal and
political restructuring in South Africa
that would peacefully bring about de-
mocracy. Instead of displaying crude
partisanship and racing this legisla-
tion to the floor to coincide with the
Soweto Week commemorative events
in South Africa, I urge my colleagues
to consider the plight of the disadvan-
taged black and colored South Afri-
cans and prevent another Soweto from
occurring.

Again, 1 oppose H.R. 4868 and urge
my colleagues to vote against it.

Mr. ROTH. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

+ Mr. SILJANDER. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin.

Mr. ROTH. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, the South African
sanctions bill before this House today
makes no distinction between those
whom we are trying to help and those
whom we are ftrying to pressure
toward positive change.

And most explicitly, the bill before
us forces Americans to abandon their
efforts to improve the lives of black
South Africans. It is Americans in
South Africa that are in the forefront
of those pressing for major institution-
al and political changes to eliminate
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the apartheid system. If we wish to
change apartheid than we must stand
behind these American who are
making indicatives to change it. It is
Americans who are working for the
full and equal economic and political
rights for all South Africans. Yet this
bill says: “Take the easy way out,
come home, and give up.”

These are just some of the actions
that Americans working and living in
South Africa have taken in recent
months:

The American Chamber of Com-
merce in South Africa has publicly en-
dorsed and is campaigning for a char-
ter calling for the full civil rights of all
South Africans. Americans are doing
that. With this bill, we would have no
leverage at all.

American companies, among the
first to integrate blacks and whites in
the workplace, have embraced a politi-
cal advertising campaign aimed at
South African governmental reform
on apartheid. Some companies are
even considering organizing civil dis-
obedience campaigns on behalf of
their nonwhite workers.

American companies—such as Con-
trol Data, Hewlett Packard, Johnson
& Johnson, Fluor, Burroughs, and
many others—have contributed gener-
ous grants to renovate and build
school classrooms, provide books and
libraries, sports equipment, tuition
and training for teachers, and the like.

IBM recently shipped $30 million
worth of “Writing to Read"” computers
to teach black South African children
how to read.

American companies have openly
criticized police actions that have led
to increased violence. They have
openly advocated the integration of
cities.

But this bill would have us virtually
terminate our corporate involvement
in South Africa. Yet most of the
American firms operating in South
Africa are Sullivan code participants,
playing an active part in dismantling
unequal and unjust educational and
working conditions. For example:

Since 1980, the average annual pay
increase for blacks working for Ameri-
can companies has been 20 percent.
That pay increase is 25 percent greater
than salary raises for whites working
at the same companies.

American companies have funded
over 1,000 scholarships each year for
black South Africans.

Over one-fifth of all supervisory and
management jobs in American compa-
nies in South Africa are held by
blacks.

U.S. companies have voluntarily
spent more than $158 million for
health, education, community develop-
ment, training, housing, and black en-
trepreneurship.

I urge my colleagues to oppose H.R.
4846, which, if enacted, would institute
an economic embargo against the Re-
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public of South Africa, force the with-
drawal of American companies operat-
ing in South Africa, and lessen the
chances for peaceful and democratic
change in that country. As Karen
House of the Wall Street Journal ob-
served;

It is easier to sit in America and argue the
moral justification for applying economic
pressure against South Africa than it is to
walk through Soweto and see the mounting
practical effects.

Americans stand firm and united
against the policy of apartheid in
South Africa. The apartheid system is
abhorrent to the sensitivities of all
people who believe in man's inherent
right to freedom of choice and equali-
ty of opportunity. But we in this coun-
try are way behind in the debate. The
question in South Africa is no longer
whether or not apartheid will be re-
tained as a policy. Clearly, it will not.
The policy dilemmas now facing South
Africans center around how to trans-
form South Africa’s society in a peace-
ful and nonthreatening manner.

I believe that forcing gradual disin-
vestment and an export embargo
against South Africa will not contrib-
ute to dismantling apartheid, but only
delays progress toward a more just so-
ciety.

The trade and investment ramifica-
tions of H.R. 4868 are widespread and
go far beyond the boundaries of
United States-South African trade and
economic ties. The bill prohibits United
States companies from extending any
forms of credit, including trade credits,
to any companies located in South
Africa—regardless of national owner-
ship.

Trade between countries is typically
handled on a letter-of-credit basis or
company-to-company short-term ex-
tensions of credit. Such credits would
be prohibited under this legislation.
Consequently, exports of all products,
including agriculture, are effectively
cut off between the United States and
South Africa. So for those of you who
believe trade is an important issue
back home, by voting for this bill, you
can claim credit for adding $1.2 billion
to the trade deficit.

And what do we export to South
Africa? Heavy machinery, computers,
engineering services, machine tools,
aircraft, corn, rice, and many other
products.

Further, United States companies are
prohibited under this legislation from
extending any form of credit, including
trade credits, to any companies located
in the United States or anywhere else
in the world if South African citizens
own or have controlling stocks in such
companies. The definition of control-
ling stock can be 25 percent owner-
ship. So the companies in your district
will now have to research the stock
composition of the companies they do
business with. They will be required to
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do so for all of their operations here in
the United States as well as abroad.

To comply with this bill, no compa-
ny can extend credit cards to South
African nationals. Therefore, any
American department store, gasoline
company, or local bank which offers
credit cards to its customers will now
have to revise their application forms
to add nationality as a condition for
obtaining a credit card.

As United States persons are prohib-
ited from directly or indirectly invest-
ing in South Africa, under this
legislation all United States citizens
buying stock in any American or for-
eign company—for example CBS, IBM,
Citicorp, Coca Cola, Ford, General Mo-
tors, Xerox, Westinghouse—which
holds investments in South Africa
could be prosecuted.

The provisions concerning the total
disinvestment of the computer indus-
try are equally ill-conceived. The pro-
vision requires the total disinvestment
of the United States computer industry
in South Africa and a total prohibition
of exports of United States computers,
software, or computer technology to
South Africa. Products containing
United States computers or United
States computer technology could not
be sold in South Africa.

This bill unfairly singles out one in-
dustry for total disinvestment and
total ban on exports.

In earlier years, some claimed that
computers enabled the South African
Government to enforce apartheid. The
President’s Executive order therefore
specifically prohibited the export of
computers to South Africa’s apart-
heid-enforcing governmental agencies.
Clearly, the authors of this provision
are no longer targeting apartheid, but
are declaring economic warfare on
South Africa.

However, United States is not sole
supplier of computers to South Africa.
According to recent figures from the
Department of Commerce, the United
States supplied less than one-third of
South Africa's computers last year, 30
percent.

Although the provision is effective
only if conditions are not met, the
result will be an immediate disinvest-
ment of United States computer indus-
try and distributors will immediately
switch to Japanese and European ven-
dors.

Obviously, any foreign company now
selling a product to South Africa
which is either a computer or contains
a United States computer—Ilike a video-
game, medical equipment, you name
it—will shift its supply source to a non-
United States supplier. So what we are
talking about is very clear. Any foreign
company which includes South Africa
as an export market and which present-
ly incorporates United States comput-
ers, computer parts, or computer
technology in its production line, will
be forced to shift its supply source to
non-United States suppliers.
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The provision would equally require
the disinvestment of any U.S.-owned
retail or department stores selling
computers.

The provision makes absolutely no
exceptions for humanitarian, educa-
tional, religious, or vocational pur-
poses. Thus, for example, any medical
or safety equipment containing United
States computer technology could not
be exported to South Africa. Similarly,
United States computers used to edu-
cate or train black South Africans
would be prohibited.

The bottom line is that this provi-
sion does not achieve the objective of
prohibiting computers from entering
the South African economy. Nor does
it serve as an incentive for the South
African Government to negotiate. It
only severely damages an important
United States industry.

This bill is the equivalent of putting
a bull in a china shop. It is indiscri-
minant in its rage. And as it plunders
ahead, delicate efforts will be
smashed. Goring American companies
and their workers may give some in
this body a sense of satisfaction. But
not this Member.

United States companies have beenan
vital instrument for change in South
Africa. I stand behind the efforts of
Americans and American companies
that are working to bring about a just
society in South Africa.

This bill will not do anything to
change the intend affairs in South
Africa—all this bill will do is increase
our deficits and shoot American busi-
ness in the foot.
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Mr. SILJANDER. Mr. Chairman, re-
claiming my time, I appreciate the
gentleman’s eloguent comments, but
our time, I am informed by the time-
keeper, is running out.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 minutes and
30 seconds to the gentleman from Illi-
nois [Mr. CRANE].

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding.

Hearkening back to an earlier com-
ment the gentleman made, let us make
sure that we all understand that no
one is challenging anyone’s integrity
or motives in this body. We all know
that honest men can disagree.

For example, we had hearings last
Tuesday, all day long, on repealing
most-favored-nation treatment for the
Government of Romania. We had 8%
hours of testimony to the effect that
the Ceausescu government is guilty of
beating and murdering clergy, that
the Ceausescu government is guilty si-
multaneously of bulldozing churches,
of engaging in atrocities and promot-
ing terrorism, and yet some of our col-
leagues feel that by maintaining most-
favored-nation treatment for the Ro-
manian Government, it gives us the
opportunity, hopefully, to have some
impact on that Government to miti-
gate and soften the atrocities that we
heard testimony on.
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I think the same is true here. No one
is for apartheid, but I think we have
got to set the record straight on some
very important points. I, too, have had
the privilege of traveling in South
Africa and visiting and talking to black
leadership, to Indian leadership, other
members of the so-called colored com-
munity over there, and I heard exactly
what the gentleman from Michigan
has already commented on, that it
would be the most unwise course of
action conceivable for American com-
panies and American involvement to
depart from South Africa.

It is a mitigating influence. It has
produced constructive changes. The
192 companies that have subscribed to
the Sullivan principles have already
put $140 million into South Africa for
the benefit of black employees, im-
proving their education, guaranteeing
them favorable housing, helping to
build strong communities.

As Secretary of Commerce Baldrige
has stated, this legislation is a blunt
instrument. It does not distinguish be-
tween those whom we want to help
and those whom we are trying to pres-
sure into change.

For example, it would engage in
sanctions against black-owned compa-
nies in South Africa. There is no dis-
tinction made. Why would anyone
want to beat up on black-owned com-
panies in South Africa? In addition to
that, we should listen to Mr. Akers,
the president of IBM who stated:

We believe the right thing to do is to
remain and to redouble our efforts to ad-
vance social equality. Pressure on apartheid
will be increased by more corporate involve-
ment, not less.

Anyone that wants to challenge Mr.
Akers’ commitment, I think, has to
recognize that there is a black-owned
computer firm that is working with
IBM in South Africa.

Further, Mr. Chairman, there are
endless quotes from affected parties.
For example: Magosuthu Gatsha
Buthelezi, chief of the KwaZulu and
president of Inkatha, August 1985:

The actual implementation of the disin-
vestment campaign would be useless unless
it hurt the economy and if it hurt the econ-
omy, Blacks would suffer more than whites.
The disinvestment campaign is not only det-
rimental to the interests of Black South Af-
ricans, but ultimately detrimental to the in-
terests of Blacks in the whole of the sub-
continent.

Lucy Mvubelo, president of the Na-
tional Union of Clothing Workers, one
of the largest black unions. March 31,
1985, Richmond Times-Dispatch:

Those in our country who urge a boycott
of South African goods and the disinvest-
ment of Western capital are simply a small
fringe of revolutionaries. They realize that
the basic conditions from which the revolu-
tion can rise do not exist, thus the world
must create it. Who will suffer? Clearly, the
greatest hardship would fall on my people,
the black people. They will be the first to
lose their jobs. They will be left to die of
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starvation. They will be the first to be killed
in a revolution.

John Nkadimeng, general secretary
of the South African Congress of
Trade Unions, Rand Daily Mail,
March 1, 1985:

Economic sanctions against South Africa
would only worsen the economic position of
South African Blacks.

Trade Union Council of South
Africa—multiracial and largest trade
union federation:

TUCSA believes that any action of this
sort (disinvestment) will hurt those it is sup-
posed to help. TUCSA does not believe that
most black South Africans support a policy
which must lead to fewer jobs and opportu-
nities for advancement. They want equal op-
portunities in a free and expanding econo-
my not unemployment and poverty.

Again, as I said, it would be pro-
foundly injurious.

Finally, there was a poll conducted
in March 1986 of blacks in urban areas
on the question: Should the outside
world apply an economic boycott;
namely, sanctions against South
Africa?

Sixty-seven point seven percent said
“no.” When told, if you were to lose
your job as a result of those sanctions,
then the opposition went up to 74 per-
cent.

I urge my colleagues to reject this
clumsily crafted, self-defeating legisla-
tion.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
HerFNeEr). The Chair will inform the
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. SIL-
JANDER] that he has 11 minutes re-
maining, and the other gentleman
from Michigan [Mr. WoLPE]l has 24
minutes remaining.

Mr. SILJANDER. Mr. Chairman, I
reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. WOLPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as she may consume to the
gentlewoman from Illinois [Mrs. CoL-
LINS].

Mrs. COLLINS. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of this legislation.

Mr. Chairman, the Anti-Apartheid Act of
1986 remains the most important and critical
bill to come before this body. If passed by my
colleagues, this bill will enable the United
States to stand on its ideals of freedom and
reject the evils of slavery and discrimination.
The sanctions implemented by this bill support
peaceful and democratic change.

Critics of sanctions have stated that such
measures are unnecessary. They compare
South Africa with the United States and claim
that justice will come there as it did here
during the 1960’s. There is absolutely no simi-
larity. In South Africa, a tiny minority is op-
pressing the vast majority of the population.
They are holding them down with whips and
chains and torture. The oppressed have no
rights; they have no lawful means of effecting
change. They are not just second-class citi-
zens in their own country, they are virtually
serfs—legally bound to the squalor of ghetto.
The United States must take a stand against
this oppression. America cannot even appear
to side with apartheid and still hold true her
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traditions and ideals. The time for action is
now.

The blacks of South Africa have been sub-
jugated since Europeans first landed on their
shores. Once the Afrikaner regime took
power, they were subjected to the institution-
alized racism of apartheid. Now we must un-
derstand the true nature of apartheid; it is im-
portant that we know its true meaning. It is
not only that blacks cannot eat in the same
restaurant as whites, or live in the same com-
munity, or use the same restrooms. It is all
that, but it is far more too. Apartheid is the at-
tempt to systematically destroy blacks as a
people, to rip out their humanity, their honor,
and their dignity. It is a systematic effort to
divide them and dehumanize them, to main-
tain them as a docile labor force for Afrikan-
ers. that is the true nature of apartheid; a
system with roots in the Dark Ages or Nazi
Germany, but it is a system doomed to fail.

No matter how hard the apartheid regime
tries, it cannot crush the dignity of a people or
their yearning for freedom. First, there was
Sharpeville in early 1960's, where blacks
stood up to their oppressors and were met by
bullets and death. That should have been a
warning to Pretoria. Reforms could have
begun then and today South Africa might be
at peace. Instead, the apartheid regime insti-
tuted a policy of brutal repression. At Soweto,
10 years ago last Monday, police fired on a
unarmed group of black demonstrators, This
proved the spark needed to ignite the ten-
sions generated by oppression. Aroused by
the brutality of Soweto, blacks throughout
South Africa took to the streets. In the town-
ships and universities, they marched and in
every case, the police cut them down. Hun-
dreds and hundreds died.

Again, the Government had a chance to
change. The events of Soweto should have
demonstrated to Pretoria that their system
was doomed, but still they clung to their old
policies. They did so because they were sure
that they could beat, and shoot, and torture at
will with no sanctions from the rest of the
world. So far, they have been right, at least in
respect to the United States. Americans still
invest in South African businesses and still
buy their goods.

President Reagan says that the United
States can bring about change through a
policy of quiet diplomacy. He says that sanc-
tions are not needed. Well, he has tried his
quiet diplomacy and what has been the
effect? Where is the change in South Africa?
Sure, there have been a few facades of
reform, designed to fool us into thinking that
Pretoria is acting in good faith, but where is
the substance? At this time, people are being
arrested and held without charge, peaceful
demonstrations are being repressed, and re-
ports from the townships are being censored.
Is this the kind of change that quiet diplomacy
brings? New laws are being considered which
will give South African security forces vast
new powers of repression. Under the new
laws, blacks can be arrested without reason,
detained incommunicado, interrogated without
warrant, and imprisoned for up to 6 months
without charge. Property can be searched and
seized without cause and the police will have
virtually unlimited power to use lethal force. Is
this the change of quiet diplomacy?
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The time for America to act is now. The
apartheid regime cannot last. Change will
come to South Africa one way or another. His-
tory is rolling over the apartheid regime. Their
business leaders, their intellectuals, even
some Afrikaners are turning away from the
policies of the past. It is time for the United
States to demonstrate that it stands on the
side of freedom and democracy.

A recent report to the Commonwealth na-
tions states that without international action,
particularly by the United States, South Africa
could soon be confronted with “the worst
bloodbath since the Second World War.” Pre-
toria must understand that Washington can no
longer ignore oppression. African nations must
know that America truly stands for freedom.
Sanctions will make this statement; they will
shake Pretoria awake to the fact that they
stand as international outcasts.

| fear for South Africa, not just for the black
South Africans, but for all the people of that
nation. Time is running out. Recently Rev.
Allan Boesak spoke here. During his talk he
was asked what he thought would happen in
South Africa if reforms were not instituted
soon. His answer was that it would turn into
another Beirut, that his country was on the
verge of a bloodbath. No one, black or white,
can benefit from this fate. Change is coming;
it can be peaceful or violent. The Anti-Apart-
heid Act is a vehicle for peaceful change. The
challenge before us is simple. Are you for
brutal system or apartheid or are you against
it? If you abhor it, then stand up and be count-
ed. Vote for H.R. 4868!

Mr. WOLPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
1 minute to the gentlewoman from
California [Mrs. BURTON].

Mrs. BURTON of California. Mr.
Chairman, apartheid is a blot upon
the conscience of mankind. Its repres-
sive nature serves to remind us daily
of man's inhumanity to man.

As in the case of all repressive sys-
tems its beneficiaries have little desire
to change voluntarily a society that
has provided them with so much to-
talitarian control.

The sad fact of the matter is that
our policy of constructive engagement
has been a failure.

Mr. Speaker, it is clear that the
views of this administration have not
worked and cannot work. The ‘“slap on
the wrist” sanctions imposed by the
Reagan administration last September
only underscore their futility. For that
reason it is imperative that our coun-
try make a moral and economic state-
ment.

I urge passage of H.R. 4868 to help
insure that justice and freedom will
come to South Africa.
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Mr. WOLPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from West
Virginia [Mr. Wisgl.

Mr. WISE, Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of this bill to impose sanctions
on South Africa. The time to act is
now. In South Africa, 84 percent of
the people are forbidden to vote; there
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is total deprivation of civil liberties; a
blatantly racist government; invasions
of surrounding nations.

This bill must pass so that the land
of the free sends a clear message to
the world and to the land of apart-
heid.

I had originally intended to offer an
amendment on the subject of petrole-
um and those companies that do
export and oil business with and for
South Africa. Three American oil com-
panies supply over 40 percent of South
Africa’s oil; two foreign companies
that bid on federally owned oil and gas
leases in the United States add an-
other 30 percent.

While I feel that my language pro-
viding for an embargo on petroleum
products would be an effective amend-
ment to the Anti-Apartheid Act, I can
understand the need to forge a biparti-
san consensus on this issue. It is im-
portant to send a loud-and-clear signal
to those in power in South Africa that
we in the United States will not toler-
ate the continuing suppression of basic
human rights. Will my friend from
Michigan yield to a brief colloquy?

Mr. WOLPE. I would be pleased to
respond to the gentleman.

I am certainly aware of the gentle-
men'’s interest in this issue and I agree
with him that we do want to have as
much unanimity on this bill as possi-
ble.

Mr. WISE. In this light, I would ask
my friend if he can give me some as-
surances that should the Government
of South Africa fail to make the kind
of progress we are all talking about
here today, that the subject of my
amendment will be a high priority of
the gentleman’s subcommittee in its
future deliberations?

Mr. WOLPE. Let me say that I cer-
tainly do appreciate the gentleman’s
interest in achieving a consensus on
this really vital issue, and I can assure
my friend that the subcommittee will
closely monitor the issue of oil ship-
ments to South Africa and will consid-
er adding it to a future list of sanc-
tions.

Mr. WISE. I thank the gentleman
for his consideration.

Mr. WOLPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from California [Mr.
Faz1ol.

Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Chairman, | rise today in
support of H.R. 4868, the Anti-Apartheid Act
of 1986.

Last year, we debated this same issue of
whether or not to impose economic sanctions
on the white minority ruled Government of
South Africa. However, before Congress
passed the final conference report on the leg-
islation, the Senate deferred to the President
and allowed him to impose his own limited
economic sanctions.

We are back here today debating this issue
again not only because the limited sanctions
were ineffective in addressing the injustices of
apartheid, but because the increased tension
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resulting from the continued racist policies of
the white minority Government against the
black majority has become increasingly alarm-
ing. In fact, over the past year, since Presi-
dent Reagan's limited sanctions were im-
posed, we have seen hundreds more killed
and tens of thousands more arrested. Further,
last Thursday the Government imposed a na-
tional state of emergency whereby the securi-
ty forces have been able to detain or arrest
individuals without legitimate reason. Since
the state of emergency was imposed, the
Government has acknowledged that 42
people have died, bringing the total slain in 21
months of turmoil in excess of 1,650 with
more than 36,000 individuals arrested. We are
on the verge of holocaust in South Africa.

Despite the severity of the situation, the
Reagan administration continues to refuse to
address the basic human rights of the majority
of South Africans and deal up front on the
apartheid issue with the white minority Gov-
ernment. The administration has rejected the
strong economic sanctions which must be im-
posed if we are to resolve this conflict without
further violence. Instead, “constructive en-
gagement” has been the Reagan administra-
tion policy response and a failed policy at
that. The administration’s policies, including
the limited sanctions imposed last year, have
been merely cosmetic and do not address the
real issue, the issue of dismantling apartheid.
The President refuses to responsibly assist in
resolving this crisis and instead, continues to
turn his back on the South African majority.

Even now, as the crisis worsens, the
Reagan administration refuses to take a firm
stand against apartheid. In light of the worsen-
ing violence in South Africa, the administration
requested the South African Government to
restrain itself. This request was arrogantly re-
jected by South African President Peter W.
Botha. However, despite this refusal, the ad-
ministration continues to oppose strong eco-
nomic sanctions. Again, the administration is
prepared to make gestures but refuses to
confront the repressive Botha regime.

H.R. 4868 is necessary if we are to respon-
sibly deal with apartheid in South Africa. This
bill will impose economic sanctions on the
Government in an attempt to convince the
Government to reverse its racially discrimina-
tory policies. The legislation's prohibition on
new loans or extensions of credit to South
Africa is extremely important because of the
amount of money borrowed by the South Afri-
can Government. For example, as of March
1985, outstanding United States bank loans to
South Africa totaled $4.2 billion, with the ma-
jority of these loans given to the Government.

Other provisions include: barring any new
direct or indirect investment in South Africa;
prohibiting deposits in banks located in South
Africa and banks outside of the country but
are operated or controlled by South African
nationals; prohibiting the importation of South
African uranium, coal, and steel into the
United States; barring United States firms
from mining and exporting natural resources
from the South African-controlled territory of
Namibia; prohibiting the use of United States
technology, training or services for the explo-
ration or research and development of new
energy sources in South Africa; denying land-
ing rights to South African aircraft; and, requir-
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ing the withdrawal of all United States invest-
ments in South Africa computer businesses
and prohibiting the export of computers to
South Africa after 1 year.

These sanctions could be terminated if the
President reports to Congress that the South
African Government has dismantled apartheid
or has freed all political prisoners, including
Nelson Mandela, and has begun good faith
negotiations with representative black leaders.

H.R. 4868 also authorizes $25 million for
community development and refugee assist-
ance for South Africans and Namibians disad-
vantaged by the apartheid system and directs
the President to negotiate with other countries
to adopt restrictions similar to the ones includ-
ed in H.R. 4868. This last provision would re-
quire the President to submit to Congress an
annual report on the status of these negotia-
tions, the extent to which these other nations
have adopted similar restrictions, and whether
other foreign nationals have taken actions to
diminish the impact of United States sanctions
against South Africa.

| strongly believe that H.R. 4868 and new
economic sanctions are needed to pressure
the South African Government to begin nego-
tiations with representative black leaders
toward a nonviolent political settlement. Thus
far, Government reforms have not changed
the basic nature of the apartheid system and
no real effort has been made to negotiate a
peaceful settlement.

Furthermore, despite claims to the contrary,
these sanctions will not hurt the repressed
black majority of South Africa. In fact, Bishop
Desmond Tutu, among other black leaders,
has appealed to Western nations to impose
these sanctions and has stated that more
than 70 percent of the blacks support such
sanctions. Further, other leaders assert that
the long-term benefits of these sanctions far
outweigh any short-term economic costs.

Let us use the occasion of the 10th anniver-
sary of the Soweto uprising as a reminder that
little has been accomplished in South Africa.
Each day the death toll rises and we hear of
more unjustified imprisonments. It is time that
we send a clear signal to the people and Gov-
ernment of South Africa that the United States
will not idly sit by and allow the continuance
of the apartheid system in South Africa. Now
is the time to cease the impression, created
through the Reagan administration’s policies,
that the United States is not concerned about
the unrest and violence in South Africa. We
must act now and we must act decisively by
supporting H.R. 4868.

Mr. WOLPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from New
Mexico [Mr. RICHARDSON].

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Chairman,
this is a very strong and positive piece
of legislation. Let me mention one
thing that I do not think has been
brought out that I deeply resent, and
that is the disrespectful and snide atti-
tude of the South African Govern-
ment toward our President, who has
stood behind them, although wrongly
in my judgment.

Mr. Botha has been disrespectful in
his comments back to the Secretary of
State and the President in terms of re-
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sponding to U.S. calls for reform. He
has told us to take a hike in so many
words.

I feel this bill is important because it
now includes provisions that are very
important to the Southwest and the
mining areas of the United States. Be-
sides the fact that this bill is making a
strong statement on the issue of apart-
heid, the bill also bans the importa-
tion of coal, uranium, and steel.

Last year, I attempted to offer an
amendment to last year's antiapart-
heid bill with having the import of
minerals and: it was defeated. The ob-
jective at that time was to give a
period of time when improvements
might be made in South Africa, the
South African Government would be
more responsive.

Things have gotten worse all around.
The present bill now reflects this
strong initiative, which is very impor-
tant to the many States that have lost
coal, uranium, and steel jobs. It is a
bill that also protects jobs at the same
time that it makes a very strong state-
ment on apartheid.

So I would like to commend the
Committee on Foreign Affairs for in-
cluding this provision which is vitally
important.

We are making a statement that we
are against apartheid; that we are
tired of waiting; but at the same time
we are telling American workers that
we stand behind them.

Mr. Chairman, timing of the consid-
eration of this new antiapartheid bill
is significant and crucial:

First, it coincides with the 10th anni-

versary of the Soweto uprising in
which 600 people were killed.

Second, the situation in South
Africa is deteriorating rapidly—over
the past 2 years, 1,500 people have
been killed in South Africa because of
apartheid, and close to 38,000 have
been arrested.

Third, recent declaration of a state
of emergency by the Government of
South Africa will only serve to further
enrage the black population—this
state of emergency gives the military
and police virtually unlimited powers
to arrest and jail citizens without
charge.

Fourth, follows release of the Com-
monwealth eminent persons group’s
report on South Africa—the report in-
dicates that the West has only a very
short period of time left in which to
prevent all out racial war in South
Africa.

This legislation is important because
it bans the importation of South Afri-
can uranium, coal, and steel into the
United States.

The United States is South Africa's
largest export market—buying ap-
proximately 15 percent of all South
African exports.

Coal: Despite the fact that our coun-
try has among the largest coal depos-
its in the world, we continue to in-
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crease our coal imports from South
Africa—the leading importer of coal to
the United States. Since 1980, coal im-
ports from South Africa have more
than doubled to over $27 million. This
is at a time when 60,000 American coal
miners are out of work.

Uranium: Our uranium imports from
South Africa and Namibia have in-
creased 350 percent since 1981—at a
time when the number of domestic
uranium mines has dropped from 362
to a mere handful, and over 85 percent
of our miners have lost their jobs.
Since 1981, New Mexico alone has lost
about 11,500 mining jobs—the largest
decline was in the uranium ores sub-
sector. The State’s two remaining con-
ventional uranium producers were
forced to close their mines and mills in
1985, laying off hundreds of workers.

In 1985, South Africa exported 192
million dollars’ worth of uranium, 117
million dollars’ worth of steel and 44
million dollars’ worth of coal into the
United States.

These statistics and lost jobs are not
just indicators of the problems caused
by foreign trade to industries in the
United States. South Africa has been
so successful at its exploitation of its
mineral resources because it also relies
on exploitation of its population—con-
ditions for black miners reflect the ad-
verse circumstances experienced by
other blacks in South Africa. The
labor conditions for black miners in
South Africa and Namibia are frankly
deplorable.

Black miners have virtually no job
security—they must contract for a lim-
ited number of months, and then reap-
ply for their jobs.

Black miners are not allowed to live
with their families; white miners are.

Black miners are prohibited by law
from holding skilled labor positions;
these slots are reserved for whites
only.

Black miners must pay for their
health insurance; white miners receive
free insurance.

Black miners receive one-fifth of the
wages of white miners—their low wage
has artificially depressed the world
price of uranium and coal, making
U.S. coal and uranium less competi-
tive.

The crisis in South Africa is worsen-
ing day by day—every day our news
sources indicate that the South Afri-
can Government is increasing its re-
pressive measures—political gather-
ings have been forbidden, press cover-
age has been prohibited, and the
South African police have been given
free reign to arrest and detain without
charge.

Since last year, when the House
passed an antiapartheid bill, the ad-
ministration’s policy, “‘constructive en-
gagement,” toward South Africa has
clearly made no improvements in the
situation there. Nowhere else in the
world is the administration turning
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such a blind eye toward censorship, re-
pression, and the implementation of a
police state.

The Commonwealth Eminent Per-
son's Group report has indicated that
unless South Africa’s largest Western
trading partners, investors and credi-
tors move quickly, the inevitable
result in South Africa will be the
emergence of a radical black govern-
ment, that “will destroy Western in-
terests absolutely,” and will likely owe
its allegiance to the Soviet Union.

The Commonwealth group also has
reported back, after extensive discus-
sions with all sides involved in South
Africa, that the Pretoria government
“is not interested in negotiating.”
Their conclusion: that sanctions are
the only alternative for concerned
Western governments.

Congress has tried being patient, it
has tried allowing the President to im-
plement ‘“constructive engagement”
measures—the end result is that South
Africa is now experiencing upheaval
and violent turmoil which will likely
result in a bloodbath. We do not even
have a clear picture of just how bad
things are there—the press is forbid-
den to cover events.

Elsewhere in the world, particularly
Nicaragua, the administration is pur-
suing the overthrow of a government
which is not as repressive as the South
African Government. Since the admin-
istration is not willing to take active
steps to force South Africa to democ-
ratize, to allow equal participation in
all facets of life for all members of the
society, Congress has no choice now
but to once again pursue the course of
sanctions.

Sanctions are essential—and they
are the only avenue left for the United
States to pursue—must act, and act
immediately, in order to salvage the
region.

Mr. WOLPE. Mr Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
distinguished chairman of the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs, Mr. Fas-
CELL.

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in strong support of this legislation. It
is timely, it is effective, it is a meas-
ured response.

Mr. Chairman, | rise in support of H.R. 4868,
the Anti-Apartheid Act of 1986. First let me
commend the chief sponsors of the bill, for
their leadership and efforts over the past sev-
eral years in helping shape this legislation.
The bill which the committee brings before the
House today has been carefully developed
after many days of hearings on the issue of
United States-South Africa relations. Legisla-
tion on this issue passed the House of Repre-
sentatives during the 98th Congress and
during the 1st session of the 99th Congress.
Neither bill has been enacted into law.

During the 1st session of the 99th Con-
gress, after extensive debate on this issue, re-
strictions on United States-South African rela-
tions were incorporated into the bill, H.R.
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1460, which passed the House of Representa-
tives and the other body. The House subse-
quently approved the conference report which
is pending in the other body.

Mr. Chairman, during the period that has
elapsed since the House last considered this
matter the situation in South Africa has wors-
ened. The situation is tragically illustrated by
the continuing loss of life and violent confron-
tation which appears to have become a daily
occurrence in that country. There is, today, in
South Africa a state of emergency throughout
the country. Peaceful protests by blacks have
been banned, and the press is almost totally
restrained from reporting on developments
there. | believe thai there can be no doubt

* that the conditions in South Africa are a con-
sequence of the system of apartheid which
maintains 23 million blacks, the overwhelming
majority in that country, as outcasts in their
own land. The bill which we have before us
today is intended to manifest in the strongest
terms U.S. opposition to that system. It is in-
tended to associate the United States with
those antiapartheid forces working for peace-
ful change in their strife-torn country.

Mr. Chairman, it is important that the House
leave no dobut as to the position of the
United States on this important moral issue.
H.R. 4868 is the most appropriate vehicle at
this time for the House to do so. | hope and
believe that it will assist in bringing peaceful
change to that troubled land. | urge all Mem-
bers to vote in favor of this legislation.

Mr. WOLPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
2% minutes to the gentlewoman from
Ohio [Ms. OakaRrl.

Ms. OAKAR. Mr. Chairman, the
time is now for action against the rep-
rehensible situation that is daily esca-
lating in South Africa. I would like to
briefly address the portion of the bill
that deals with the area of banking.

As a member of the Committee on
Banking, I find it reprehensible that
the American banks have loans out-
standing of $3.4 billion as of Septem-
ber 1985. At the time of the suspen-
sion of United States credit by the
President, the United States held ap-
proximately 20 percent of South Afri-
ca’s bank debt, and we all know that
that is critical to the economy of
South Africa.

We might say, “Well, the President’s
Executive order bans these bank loans
to the public sector.” The fact of it is,
it bans loans to the public sector, but
it does not reach the private South Af-
rican borrowers who relend to the sig-
nificant public sector in that country.

For example, the South African
Nedbank’s American office borrowed
short term money from United States
banks and relent it, medium term, to
government, South African-controlled
corporations.

So we know it is a charade; and 3 of
our top 10 banks in the United States
have offices, very substantial offices,
in South Africa. I think that portion
of the bill is very, very important; and
it plugs up a loophole that was in the
President’s sanction.
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The other item which is significant
is that the total direct U.S. investment
is $1.8 billion as of 1984, and indirect
investment is $6.4 billion. Think of
what it would be like if these banks
would lend this amount to their own
people, the American people, instead
of to the reprehensive situation in
South Africa.

The other area which the bill ad-
dresses that I think is significant is
that the bill bars the importation of
South African uranium, coal, and
steel. Now, I will tell you something.
Here we are talking about our trade
deficit—we should do that anyway. If
we do that, it will create, according to
a study by the Library of Congress,
4,800 new jobs in those various indus-
tries would be created. So let’s stop
supporting this evil government and
start addressing the needs of our own
American people.

Mr. WOLPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
5 minutes to the distinguished gentle-
man from New York [Mr. SoLARZ].

Mr. SOLARZ. Mr. Chairman, as we
debate this legislation, South Africa
hovers on the brink of a cataclysmic
confrontation between the races,
which could have profoundly destabi-
lizing consequences, not only for that
country but for the entire region and
indeed for the entire world.

In the words of the old Negro spirit-
ual, “God gave Noah the rainbow sign,
no more water the fire next time.”
The fire next time is fast upon South
Africa, and the question we have to
answer today is how our own country
can best contribute to quenching that
fire.

What are our interests in South
Africa? Our interests are in preventing
massive bloodshed. Our interests are
in preventing a descent into a long
nightmare of violence and devastation.
Our interests are in preventing the ra-
dicalization of the black majority in
that country and the emergence of a
new government which would be hos-
tile to our interests.

I think it is abundantly clear that all
of the Members of this House, on both
sides of the aisle, are fundamentally
opposed to the apartheid system. I
take my friends at their word.

So the issue that we face today is
not whether we are for or against
apartheid, but how most effectively to
eliminate it.

Five years ago, the Reagan adminis-
tration said it had an answer to that
question. It was based on the policy of
constructive engagement.
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It was premised on the theory that
by developing a closer and more coop-
erative relationship with the Pretoria
regime, that we could somehow coax
and cajole them into abolishing the
apartheid system. I would submit that
5 years later the verdict is in: The
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policy of constructive engagement has
failed.

It is a monument to moral myopia
and to wishful thinking.

Clearly the time has come for an-
other approach, one that I would char-
acterize as constructive enragement. I
think it is very clear that the whites in
South Africa lead a very good life
based largely on the exploitation of
the blacks. And in the absence of in-
creasing international pressure and in-
tensification of internal resistance,
what incentive would they have to
change? Our interests in South Africa
clearly require the abolition of apart-
heid. It is, after all, apartheid which is
not only the greatest cause of, but the
greatest incentive for, violence. It is,
after all, apartheid which constitutes
the greatest recruiting agent for com-
munism in southern Africa. And it is,
after all, apartheid which most signifi-
cantly jeopardizes fundamental Ameri-
can interests in southern Africa. We
hear from our friends on the other
side of the aisle that sanctions are his-
torically ineffectual. Yet I did not
hear them opposing the far more
stringent sanctions that President
Reagan imposed against Nicaragua or
the comprehensive sanctions which he
imposed against Libya. If the adminis-
tration believes and if our friends on
the other side of the aisle believe that
economic sanctions against Nicaragua
and Libya can modify or alter the poli-
cies of those governments, why should
not economic sanctions contribute to a
modification of the policy of the Gov-
ernment of South Africa? And from a
purely moral point of view, if we are
going to stand up against repression in
Central America and against terrorism
in the Middle East, how can we justify
remaining silent and standing still
against racism and aggression in
southern Africa?

Let me be very candid with you:
There is no guarantee that the imposi-
tion of sanctions will result in the abo-
lition of apartheid. But there is a
guarantee that our failure to impose
sanctions will result in the continu-
ation of apartheid.

The only hope to bring about the
abolition of this hateful system of in-
stitutionalized racial discrimination is
by increasing the international pres-
sure against the Government of that
country in combination with increased
and intensified internal resistance.
And I believe that, if we are prepared
to take that step, that the Common-
wealth countries and the countries of
the European Community will be pre-
pared to join with us.

Alan Paton, in his moving and mem-
orable novel which he wrote over
three decades ago, “Cry the Beloved
Country,” wrote that “my great fear is
that by the time the whites turn to
loving, the blacks will have turned to
hating.”
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One of the most remarkable things
about South Africa today is that in
spite of all of the suffering, in spite of
all of the discrimination, in spite of all
the repression, the black people of
that country remain willing to enter
into a compact with the white minori-
ty that has oppressed them on the
basis of a truly nonracial system of
government in that country, and I fear
that, unless we enact this legislation,
it may be too late and that the blacks
who are now prepared to love, will
turn to hate, and everything that has
been built up will be destroyed.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Michigan [Mr. WoLPE] has 11%
minutes remaining and the gentleman
from Michigan [Mr. SiLJaNDER] has 11
minutes remaining.

Mr. SILJANDER. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 4 minutes to the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. SHUSTER].

Mr. SHUSTER. I thank the Chair-
man.

Mr. Chairman, I rise not only to
oppose apartheid but to also oppose
the double standard which I believe
this legislation applies to South Africa
when compared to other regressive
governments around the world. Specif-
ically with regard to the transporta-
tion sanctions in this legislation, this
legislation revokes all the landing
rights for South African Air Lines in
clear violation of our international

treaty agreements. In fact, it imposes
sanctions more severe than those
which we imposed against the Soviet
Union in Poland and indeed which we
have virtually none against Cuba

today.

If a fellow on a block beats his wife,
we condemn that; but if on the same
block there are other men who not
only beat their wives but starve their
children, too, and we simply say noth-
ing about that, then it raises funda-
mental questions about our fairness.

Indeed, Amnesty International tells
us that there are widespread human
rights violations throughout Africa,
throughout the world indeed, particu-
larly in Communist countries, includ-
ing widespread torture. They pub-
lished a book entitled “Torture in the
Eighties,” which tells us that in 23 Af-
rican countries, mostly Marxist gov-
ernments, there is widespread torture
and violation of human rights. And
yet where is our even-handed treat-
ment over these violations? Where is
our moral outrage? Where is our legis-
lation to inflict sanctions against these
other countries?

I respectfully suggest that we are ap-
plying a double standard here. I
oppose apartheid, but I also oppose
this legislation because it selectively
applies our moral outrage against a
non-Communist country while we vir-
tually close our eyes to similar or
worse violations of human rights prac-
ticed by Marxist states not only in
Africa but around the world.
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Mr. WOLPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
3 minutes to the distinguished gentle-
man from Iowa [Mr. LEacH].

Mr. LEACH of Iowa. Mr. Chairman,
my chosen political party, the Repub-
lican Party, was founded a little more
than a century ago to end apartheid-
like conditions in the United States.
All we ask of this Republican adminis-
tration is that it advance a foreign
policy consistent with the views of the
first Republican administration, that
we put the Republican Party on the
right side of its heritage, our foreign
policy on the right side of history.

Strategically some have implied
today that our Government should
not stand up for abstract moral points
because moral posturing in this in-
stance tends to undercut our national
security. Actually, the problem in
South Africa is the reverse; failure to
stand up for moral principles jeopard-
izes United States national interests.
After all, ending apartheid is the most
important foreign policy issue to the
rest of sub-Saharan Africa and these
countries, and their natural resources,
are in total more important than those
of South Africa.

In addition, can there be any doubt
that sometime in the not-too-distant
future there will be majority rule in
South Africa? My guess is that it will
be in this century, perhaps in this
decade. If South Africa is as important
to our national security as some pro-
claim, the question American industri-
alists and national security realists
must ask is whether we can afford to
be perceived in the 21st century as the
one major country in the world which
walked to the grave with the black
glove of white supremacy. It is a moral
issue, though, which must be our dom-
inant concern. Ending apartheid in
this century is as great a moral imper-
ative as ending slavery was in the last.

After 5 years of pursuing a policy of
so-called constructive engagement and
even more years of benign persuasion,
the case of business as usual today im-
plies prejudice as usual tomorrow.

It is now 2T years since the first call
for sanctions against South Africa was
issued by former African National
Congress president and Nobel Peace
Prize winner, Albert Luthuli. It is
more than 23 years since the U.S. Gen-
eral Assembly first adopted sanctions
against South Africa. It is time now to
act.

To be true to our heritage we do not
have the luxury of ducking this issue;
its meaning is too great, its result too
important.

Mr. WOLPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
2 minutes to the distinguished gentle-
man from Maryland [Mr. BARNES].

Mr. BARNES. Mr. Chairman, we are

moving today with our most forceful
attack to date against apartheid in

June 18, 1986

South Africa. And I am confident
that, this year, the Congress will enact
what will be an historic, but long over-
due, indictment of this Government-
sponsored institutionalized racist
terror in South Africa.

Reinhold Niebuhr once wrote:

Justice makes democracy possible, but in-
Justice makes democracy necessary.

The only legitimate position for the
United States to take in our relation-
ship with South Africa is in favor of
majority rule with minority rights.

Last September, President Reagan
said:

America’s view of apartheid is simple and
straightforward. We believe it is wrong. We
condemn it. And we are united in hoping for
the day when apartheid is no more.

But “hoping” won’'t make apartheid
magically disappear, nor will it quell
the rising and powerful forces of
change in South Africa.

This administration’s South Africa
policy represents a betrayal of funda-
mental American values of justice and
freedom. President Reagan believes
that quiet diplomacy and constructive
engagement can help bring about
peaceful change. But even his tough
words have fallen on deaf ears in Pre-
toria. The Commonwealth’s Eminent
Persons Group recently said of the
Pretoria Government:

The government believes it can contain
the situation indefinitely by use of force.
South Africa is predominantly a country of
black people. To believe that they can be in-
definitely suppressed is an act of self-delu-
slon.

Some in this Chamber seem to be-
lieve that we really have a choice in
the matter, that somehow our deci-
sions here today will increase the pain
and suffering of those on the firing
line in South Africa.

I don’t know how many times I have
heard over and over again from the
conservatives and administration sup-
porters who say, but if we cut off bank
loans, the blacks will suffer; if we stop
corporate investment, nonwhites will
be hurt the most; if we cut off the sale
of computer goods and technology,
then we are cutting off the future of
the millions of oppressed people in
South Africa.

How many times do we have to hear
this chant from those who seem to
know nothing of the genuine value of
liberty, from those who would rather
take the safe road than the high road.

As Bishop Tutu has said:

For goodness sake, let people not use us as
an alibi for not doing the things they know
they ought to do. We are suffering now, and
this kind of suffering seems to be going to
go on and on. If additional suffering is going
to put a terminus to our suffering, then we
will accept it.

The Congress has accepted this chal-
lenge.

Our legislation last year on South
Africa was one of those rare instances
when a bipartisan Congress soundly
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repudiated the President, and took the
leadership on a moral issue into its
own hands. This year, we will run with

it.

In addition to last year's House bill
provisions prohibiting no new invest-
ment or loans, the bill before us, H.R.
4868, includes the conditional disin-
vestment of American companies from
the South African computer industry,
including a mandatory ban on comput-
er exports; a ban on coal, uranium,
and steel imports from South Africa;
no contributions to new energy
sources for South Africa; and, a ban
on landing rights for South African
aircraft. In addition, the bill would
ban exploration, extraction, process-
ing, and trade in natural resources
from Namibia.

Anyone who complains here today
that our bill is too strong, that its pas-
sage is premature, that its approach is
harmful to those fighting for freedom,
those should stop, and think again,
about the facts.

The long, sad human tragedy of
South Africa has become a bloody war
against the people, with over 1,600
people killed in the last 20 months.
Twice as many people die today in
South Africa as did just 3 months ago.

We should remember today that it
was exactly 22 years ago this month
that Nelson Mandela was sentenced to
life imprisonment for fighting for the
liberation of the South African people.

We should remember that just a few
weeks ago, South African military
forces launched commando raids
against three of its neighbors in south-
ern Africa.

Only last week the South African
Government banned all commemora-
tions of the 1976 Soweto uprisings,
which millions quietly remembered
yesterday by staying away from their
jobs and virtually bringing South Afri-
ca’'s major cities to a standstill.

Determined to crush all opposition,
the apartheid regime has reimposed
the state of emergency, ready once
again to unleash its reign of terror
against the majority.

These new measures, which ban all
unauthorized political gatherings, give
police sweeping powers to make ar-
rests and warrantless searches and
detain persons indefinitely without
charge, and put stringent new restric-
tions on local and foreign press cover-
age. These new restrictions come just
3 months after Botha lifted the first
state of emergency imposed on three
of the country’'s major urban areas.
And the new rules are considerably
more sweeping because they apply to
the entire country and because they
give broader powers than those au-
thorized last year.

And, just yesterday, the South Afri-
can Government placed further re-
strictions on the press, prohibiting live
televised transmissions by foreign
journalists.
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In Bishop Tutu's words:

This is the kind of system that those who
invest in apartheid are purchasing.

We know how great our purchasing
power has been. In 1983 South African
exports to the United States account-
ed for 15 percent of total South Afri-
can exports, making the United States
South Africa's No. 1 export market.
Furthermore, imports from the United
States represented about 19 percent of
total South African imports, and the
United States was South Africa’s No. 1
supplier. Moreover, U.S. direct invest-
ments account for 70 percent of the
computer industry, half of the petrole-
um sector, and about one-third of the
automobile industry.

We are about to impose strong sanc-
tions, not because we expect our ac-
tions to bring down apartheid, but be-
cause the United States must stop un-
dergirding this oppressive system. As
my colleague BrirLr Gray said just a
few days ago to the South African Am-
bassador to the United Nations:

We're not trying to knock you to your
knees. We're trying to knock a little sense
into your heads.

Some here today will say that there
has been progress. They will point to
the allowance of mixed marriages, the
abolition of the pass laws—which are
being replaced with new identity cards
which, although universal, are coded
by race—and other petty examples.

But what about the Group Areas
Act, which has been the buttess of the
pass laws and is the backbone of the
racist system of segregation?

What about the violence, the kill-
ings, the cross-border raids?

A recent New York Times editorial
on the raids, concluded as follows:

What drives the normally cautious Mr.
Botha to such desperate acts? Even his pa-
ternalistic gestures toward blacks seem to
have stirred a revolt on his right in the
ruling National Party. Seeking to prove
toughness, he has implied panic and division
in his ranks. Instead of reconciling anxious
whites to inescapable change, his Govern-
ment persists in pretending that South Afri-
ca's problems at home and already painful
economic losses abroad can be chased with a
nightstick.

Don’t point to the so-called progress
of a government which clearly does
not want it. The so-called reforms are
paraded in front of us and masquerad-
ed as progress.

But nothing has changed. The pass-
book may be ‘“gone,” but when your
skin is black you are marked for life.

As Bishop Tutu has said:

Apartheid cannot be reformed. We can't
keep on having people tinkering with pe-
ripheral issues when the basic problem is
political power.

That is exactly the point.

The promise of freedom is not the
measure of freedom.

Change is never comfortable, and in
South Africa, it does not come without
great costs. Recently, members of the
Commonwealth study group warned
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that Pretoria’s “obstinacy and intran-
sigence” will result in the “worst
bloodbath since the Second World
War,” that “the cost in lives can be
counted in millions."”

Either we seize the moment to put
full pressure on the Botha regime to
negotiate seriously for an end to
apartheid, or we linger with the
waning forces of injustice and witness
unprecedented violence and blood-
shed. We should be ashamed that it
has taken us this long to come to
terms with our moral obligations.

Rev. Allan Boesak, one of the found-
ers of the United Democratic Front,
said recently when he visited the
United States:

They have tried for every single day of
the past two years—with the most incredi-
ble violence—to stop this tide of resistance.
It is not possible and they cannot do it.

That is why we are here today. That
is why we are proposing more bold
measures. This is a time when a bipar-
tisan Congress is prepared to enact
these tough sanctions.

Enactment of this bill will send a
message to Pretoria that there is a
real price to pay for apartheid. We
must take full advantage of this criti-
cal opportunity. This time we can
force the Reagan administration out
of the way, and impose sanctions, a
choice which Bishop Tutu has charac-
terized as “the last nonviolent option
left” to avoid Armageddon in South
Africa.

I remember several years ago,
Bishop Tutu said to members of the
Foreign Affairs Committee:

. . . we are talking about a moral issue.
You are either for or against apartheid, and
not by rhetoric. You are either in favor of
evil or you are in favor of good. You are
either on the side of the oppressed or on the
side of the oppressor. You cannot be neu-
tral. Apartheid is evil, is immoral, is un-
Christian, without remainder. . . .

America is a great country, with great tra-
ditions of freedom and equality. I hope this
great country will be true to its history and
its traditions, and will unequivocally and
clearly take its stand on the side of right
and justice in South Africa, . . . . Many lives
will be saved, many blacks will be won for
democracy in South Africa if the United
States is true to her real self. . . .

We shall be free, and we will remember
who helped us to become free.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Michigan [Mr. SiLJANDER] has T
minutes remaining, and the gentleman
from Michigan [Mr. WorLrel has 6%
minutes remaining.

As the gentlemen know, by custom
the manager of the bill generally has
the last word.

Mr. SILJANDER. Mr. Chairman, I
yield such time as he may consume to
the gentleman from Arizona [Mr.
Rupbpl.

Mr. RUDD. Mr. Chairman, | rise in opposi-
tion to this resolution, and | urge a vote on
this legislation. Continued interference from
the United States can only destroy the bal-
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ance of power in South Africa, ending a
bloody civil war with the outcome assuring a
substandard economy, poverty and slavery for
those people. It is reported that about 80
tribes and subtribes make up the black popu-
lation of South Africa and that there is little
hope of agreement among them on most sub-
jects except that the majority of black South
Africans oppose the current unrest and be-
lieve that more can be gained through internal
debate and negotiations.

A recent opinion poll conducted by the
Human Sciences Research council indicates
that 75 percent of Black South Africans be-
lieve that nothing can be gained from the cur-
rent unrest situation, without reasonable
debate and negotiation. Both political ex-
tremes in South Africa are radical forces that
oppose peaceful negotiations. Extremist
whites want to restore apartheid by force. Ex-
tremist blacks refused the Government'’s offer
to negotiate a new constitution and are con-
ducting terror against blacks who support
dialog by a negotiation and inadvertently or
not, are being aided and abetted by interfer-
ence by people in the United States who are
intervening in the affairs of South Africa.

The Government of South Africa has prom-
ised an enactment of a law within the next 4
months which would lead directly toward a
new antiapartheid situation. The bill creates a
forum in which both blacks and whites will
work for a new constitution assuring black po-
litical participation and sharing of power. Suc-
cess cannot be achieved overnight.

Americans who press for sanctions are
asking for violence and discourage those
Americans with a clearer understanding of
what is going on, including American busi-
nesses, from helping to bring about a discon-
tinuance of apartheid. To oppose the Govern-
ment of South Africa is in truth opposition to
the United States and our people. Let us re-
member that 20 percent of the chrome we
use, 9 percent of the manganese and 64 per-
cent of our platinum imports come from South
Africa. These and other precious metals are
vital to our industries and to our continued
economic and scientific advancement on land,
sea and in space.

No positive end can come from U.S. inter-
ference into the affairs of a sister nation.
Rather than interfere, we should allow South
Africa to solve its own economic and racial
problems as we have and are continuing to
solve our own, without foreign interference.

Mr. SILJANDER. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. WALKER].

Mr. WALKER. I thank the gentle-
man for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, first of all, let me say
I have been somewhat disappointed in
the tone of the debate from some on
the other side who suggested earlier in
the debate that there were people on
this side who would oppose this bill
who, therefore, would support apart-
heid. Let met make it very clear, there
are a lot of us who are antiapartheid,
who have been willing at times to take
political risks in order to make that
kind of statement, who think this is a
bad bill and think it is wrong to bring
this kind of bill to the floor.
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Let me also express disappointment
that a few minutes ago I heard some-
one back here put an economic con-
text into this bill. One of the Members
who spoke here a little while ago sug-
gested there were 4,800 jobs in this
country that were going to be saved as
a result of this bill. Well, if we are
going to do that, then let us also re-
member that 25,000 people are going
to lose their jobs as a result of this
bill; $1.2 billion in export trade that
we are going to lose is 25,000 Ameri-
cans who are not going to work as a
result of this bill. They pay a real pen-
alty for this. Finally, let me say to
some of my colleagues on my side of
the aisle that there is a good deal of
moral posturing going on and that is
fine, we ought to morally posture from
time to time in the legislative body.
But we do not posture this way when
it comes to the Soviet Union. It seems
to me that this bill is more than moral
posturing, this bill has some real out-
right sanctions that can have some
devastating consequences.

Mr. SILJANDER. I yield 4 minutes
to the gentleman from Illinois [Mr.
Hybpel.

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Chairman, I think it
is useful as we pass this bill today by
an overwhelming vote, as I am sure it
will—I will not support it but I can
count, and it is going to pass easily—
that we put the subject of human
rights and relationships between races
and groups, ethnic groups, in some
sort of context.
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I like to think of Bishop Tutu, a
spiritual leader of Africa who has the
ability and the privilege of going in
and out of his country at will, and I
contrast him to Andrei Sakharov, who
is unable to even leave the town of
Gorki. I think it is useful to put that
in perspective.

There was a headline in Monday's
Washington Post, “Millions Strike in
South Africa.” I hope I live to see the
day that I will see the same newspaper
have a headline, “Millions Strike in
Leningrad.” I do not think I will see
that in my lifetime.

Apartheid, evil and obscene apart-
heid, has many forms. There is the
evil, obscene apartheid of South
Africa where people are judged by the
color of their skin and by their race.
There is religious apartheid, evil and
obscene, of the Soviet Union, which
judges people by their religion. There
is a political apartheid in Ethiopia,
where people, if they are from Eritrea
of Tigre, know what the politics of
hunger is like.

One anomaly in this bill is the denial
of landing rights to any South African
aircraft. Have we forgoiten KAL-007
where one of our colleagues was shot
down? I think we withdrew the land-
ing rights for Aeroflot. Ladies and gen-
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tlemen, in case you have not noticed,
Aeroflot is back.

Have we forgotten Afghanistan,
where one of our sanctions was a grain
embargo on the Soviet Union? We
found that pinched, so we said Aero-
flot cannot land. Well, Aeroflot is
back, ladies and gentleman, I think we
ought to remember that.

This bill is premised on the assump-
tion that we are going to coerce the
white minority Government of South
Africa into adopting our solution for
their almost intractable racial problem
of 15 percent white population and 85
percent black, a very difficult problem.
But arrogantly insist we have the solu-
tion over here.

This bill runs in exactly the wrong
direction. One way to solve, in my
opinion, the problems of racial dis-
crimination in South Africa is through
more corporate investments accompa-
nied by strict application of the Sulli-
van principles. This will effect the
transition. As South Africa becomes
more industrialized, its black popula-
tion will become more urbanized,
where the walls of apartheid can no
longer stand.

Millions of blacks came to South
Africa for a job, and now we are going
to pour the legislative gasoline of pov-
erty and joblessness on a land already
in flames.

In a way, this is a strikebreakers
bill, because you cannot strike if you
have no job. And there will be a lot of
these people who now have the power
to strike who will not have a job. Job-
less, hungry people roaming the
streets is a recipe for bloody riots, and
do not think that is not on some peo-
ple’s agenda, bloody riots, because
that is the way their solution will
work out.

This is not a solution, ladies and gen-
tlemen; this is scorched earth. Firm-
ness, patience and understanding are
called for, not coercion, which will
cause the white minority Government
to tighten its grip on the black majori-
ty, with tragic consequences.

Mr. WOLPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
2 minutes to the distinguished gentle-
man from Louisiana [Mr. ROEMER], an
original cosponsor of this legislation.

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Chairman, I rise
today in support of H.R. 4868, the
Anti-Apartheid Act of 1986.

We all know what is happening in
South Africa today. Political gather-
ings are banned, press coverage is pro-
hibited, the police hold iron-fisted
powers, the jails are full, death counts
are climbing. Those warnings about
“the worst bloodbath since the Second
World War” are getting louder and
louder.

So what should we, what should
America do? Do we avert our eyes? Do
we ignore the cries of pain? Do we let
South Africa burn?
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Or should we follow the moderate,
but serious, steps outlined in H.R.
4868?

Elie Wiesel gave us the answers to
these questions when he spoke in this
city just 2 years ago. He said, “I have
learned the danger of indifference, the
crime of indifference.” Mr. Wiesel
said, “For the opposite of love, I have
learned, is not hate but indifference.”

In the case of South Africa, I say we
cannot afford to be indifferent, be-
cause indifference means more vio-
lence, more death in South Africa. Be-
cause indifference means that South
Africa will bleed to death. Because in-
difference means a victory for all
those forces opposed to American
values and opposed to American inter-
ests.

I do not think this body will embrace
indifference. I believe we will pass this
legislation. I know it is not perfeet,
and I know there are no guarantees,
but there is a greater risk in no action.
I think that we will send most of all a
mighty message to all those struggling
for freedom in South Africa. One
thing this bill will do for sure is send a
message, and it says this:

Take hope, America will not be indiffer-
ent.

Take hope, America will not be a silent
witness.

Take hope, America will pass this test.

Take hope, you do not stand alone.

Take hope, America stands with you.

Mr. WOLPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. LEEMAN].

Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr.
Chairman, in July, this country will
celebrate 210 years of freedom and in-
dependence amid festivities honoring
the restoration of the Statue of Liber-
ty, a symbol of great freedom for the
thousands of individuals who came to
this country to find a richer, more
fruitful life. Today in South Africa,
over 22 million black Africans are not
free. They are living under a violent
system of discrimination and brutality
that is socially repugnant and morally
reprehensible.

Today we are speaking about estab-
lishing economic sanctions against a
form of government that pretends to
be part of Western society which pro-
hibiting the press from reporting in
full the numerous incidents of civil
unrest which are leaving many blacks
dead, wounded, and in prison. It is
time to end any financial collaboration
with a government that forbids free
and peaceful assembly, the right to a
voice in government, and the freedom
to choose where to live and work,
solely on the basis of your race.

I ask my colleagues to put their sup-
port behind a bill which tells the Gov-
ernment of Pretoria that, even with
censorship of the press, we are aware
of the continued brutality occurring
daily in South Africa. We are telling
them that we do not condone it; more
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importantly, we are telling them that
we will not abet it.

As we speak, South Africa is under
its seventh day of a nationwide state
of emergency. Forty-two people have
already died since the Government im-
posed the strict restrictions June 12 in
anticipation of hostilities surrounding
the 10th anniversary of the 1976 upris-
ing.

In approving this bill, H.R. 4868, will
not end the violence in South Africa
or dismantle apartheid. What we will
be doing is removing the financial ben-
efits that the Government of South
Africa has enjoyed from enforcing
apartheid. We will end any U.S. loans
or extensions of credit to that Govern-
ment and prohibit further U.S. invest-
ments or deposits in that country. We
will prohibit the use of U.S. technolo-
gy for research or development in new
energy resources. We will seek to pres-
sure the Government of South Africa
to move away from the system of
apartheid or suffer severe economic
consequences.

Does anyone really believe that after
all these years, the Government of
South Africa is going to change its
ways without this kind of pressure?
Our failure to act decisively now will
result in the violent upheaval we all
abhor.

Today we can take the first con-
structive step to achieve change in
South Africa. Let us do it.
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Mr. SILJANDER. Mr. Chairman, I
vield 1% minutes to the gentleman
from California [Mr. DORNAN].

Mr. DORNAN of California. I thank
my distinguished colleague. I thought
it would be 2 minutes, so I will have to
briefly, at the close of this debate, say
in 30 seconds what is on my heart, and
then elaborate during the amendment
process.

What is a jambok? A jambok is a
form of a whip. A similar type was
used in Hitler's concentration camps.
A similar type of beating is used in
every repressive government around
the world. South Africa does it openly,
in the street, and it conjures up the
hateful images of dogs and water
hoses and Bull Connors in this coun-
try in our recent past.

I want to just, in closing this debate,
say that I am going to vote against
H.R. 4868 because I believe the White
House does make a good case that this
is not a perfect piece of legislation.
There will be no dishonorable votes in
this House. I respect everything that
everybody is trying to do on the other
side. In 5 seconds I want to put the
Government of South Africa on
notice. The first act, when I came back
to this Congress in January, before we
were sworn in, was to sign a letter pre-
sented to me by conservatives, putting
the Government of South Africa on
notice. So through the written record
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tomorrow and through the audio and
visual means today, I tell the Govern-
ment of South Africa: Do not cling to
some threads that conservatives in the
Government of the United States are
going to be patient forever with your
brutal oppressive defense of apartheid.
I am not one of those threads. Time is
running out. I honor those who are
trying to put heavy pressure on you
today. I just cannot join it because I
think it has some shortfalls and might
have some opposite effect of what
they intend on that side.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Michigan [Mr. S1LJANDER] has 30
seconds remaining to close debate.

Mr. SILJANDER. Mr. Chairman, I
yield that 30 seconds to myself.

Mr. Chairman, the issue is death,
the issue truly is human rights. The
issue is freedom. As South Africa
burns, as the deaths continue, as chil-
dren go hungry, as rights are swept
away, and as oppression continues,
what should our response as a great
and free nation be?

I believe, Mr. Chairman, without
question, our response should be and
must be to stay and fight, not to cut
and run.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Michigan [Mr. WoLPE] is recog-
nized for 2% minutes to close debate
on his side.

Mr. WOLPE. Mr. Chairman, in my
closing moments, I want to respond,
just briefly, to the suggestion that has
been made by some of the opponents
of the legislation that focus on proce-
dural and technical issues.

In the absence of any kind of com-
pelling substantive case, it has been
suggested that there was not adequate
consideration of this subject in the
committee process itself. In fact, it was
asserted at one point that no hearings
had even been held on this legislation.
That is simply false. The Subcommit-
tee on Africa and the Subcommittee
on International and Economic Policy
have held three hearings on develop-
ments in South Africa, on legislative
options for sanctions. H.R. 4868, the
legislation before us at this point, is
the direct result of those hearings. All
of the sanctions in this bill were dis-
cussed at length during the hearings
in the subsequent subcommittee and
full committee markups. Some, in fact,
were actually passed by the House of
Representatives last year.

Mr. Chairman, since this legislation
was crafted, the situation has deterio-
rated further in South Africa. Under
the state of emergency declared less
than 1 week ago by the South African
Government, the military and police
have been given free rein to arrest, to
search without warrants, to detain
without charge, and, in practice, to
torture and kill with impunity.

There is also a press blackout in
South Africa so that what is happen-
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ing in that country will be hidden
from the view of the international
community.

We need to respond as strongly as
possible to these actions which threat-
en an imminent bloodbath. The legis-
lation before us represents the abso-
Iute minimum response our Govern-
ment must make to what we are seeing
unfolding in South Africa. This legis-
lation should not be necessary. We
ought to have the administration seiz-
ing the initiative, taking advantage of
the extraordinarily excellent rapport
that has been developed by the Com-
monwealth group of nations that have
tried as hard as they can to move the
conflict from the streets to the negoti-
ating table. Their failure must convey
an important message to us as well.
These people who were doing every-
thing they could to avoid a widening
of the confrontation have now con-
cluded that absent strong internation-
al pressure and the application of eco-
nomic sanctions, we will see only more
bloodshed, increased radicalization
and violence and prolongation of this
terrible struggle.

We need now to make absolutely
clear to the Afrikaner Government
that the system of apartheid cannot
be sustained indefinitely without
growing economic costs and interna-
tional isolation.

It is the only hope we have of short-
ening the timeframe of the struggle
and ending the killing.

Mrs. LLOYD. Mr. Chairman, | rise to lend
my support to H.R. 4868, the present legisla-
tion aimed at the disassociation of the United
States from the repressive system of apart-
heid. History will record whether the United
States stood on the side of democracy and
majority rule or whether it stood in the way.

This bill provides the Congress with two op-
portunities: to send a message to our people,
the South African Government, the South Afri-
can people, and the world community that we
are sincere in our opposition to the inhumane
system of apartheid; and to take an active
role, using whatever influence at our disposal,
to help bring an end to the egregious injus-
tices in that country. The administration’s
policy of “constructive engagement” has, in
fact, provided no constructive progress in 6
years. The South African Government has
claimed that it is dedicated to reform, but the
few reforms they have enacted have not
changed the basic nature of the apartheid
system.

In recent months violence and government
repression have reached new levels in South
Africa. The government has prohibited almost
all public dissent, closed opposition newspa-
pers, and banned TV and other press cover-
age of unrest and police actions. In the last
20 months over 1,500 people have been killed
and 36,000 arrested. It is distressing to know
that these numbers rise every day.

The economic sanctions involved with this
bill are needed to pressure the South African
Government to begin negotiations with black
leaders toward the goal of a nonviolent politi-
cal settlement. The United States professes to
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be opposed to apartheid, but it is time to put
some force behind those words.

Mr. COYNE. Mr. Chairman, | rise in support
of H.R. 4868, the Anti-Apartheid Act of 1986.

This bill is in response to the intransigence
of the South African Government and its re-
fusal to work toward the elimination of the
morally reprehensible policy of apartheid as
practiced by that government.

H.R. 4868 is in effect a statement of prohi-
bitions and sanctions to be imposed by the
Government of the United States. It is our re-
sponse to the South African Government's
policy of apartheid.

This legislation prohibits any new loans to
South Africa; bans any new investment in
South Africa; and prohibits the importation of
South African uranium, coal, and steel into the
United States. The bill also bans the use of
United States technology to explore, research
or develop new energy sources in South
Africa.

This bill would also prohibit the take off and
landing in the United States of any aircraft
owned by the South African Government or by
South African nationals.

H.R. 4868 would also ban the mining of nat-
ural resources by U.S. firms in Namibia.

The bill also imposes a ban on United
States investment in South African computer
businesses and also bans the export of com-
puters to South Africa. This provision be-
comes effective in 1 year.

This legislation authorizes $25 million for
community development and refugee assist-
ance programs for those who have suffered
from South Africa’s policy of apartheid.

The bill directs the President to enter nego-
tiations with other countries to achieve actions
by other governments comparable to what is
contained in H.R. 4868.

The bill further directs the President to
report to Congress by June 1988 on whether
the South African Government has met either
of the following conditions: the freeing of
Nelson Mandella and other political prisoners
or the dismantling of the system of apartheid.
If the President makes a determination that
either of these conditions has not been met,
then he is required to include in his report rec-
ommendations as to whether disinvestment
should then be required.

Why sanctions? Bishop Desmund Tutu
states that: “There is no guarantee that sanc-
tions will topple apartheid, but it is the last
nonviolent option left * * *."

One only has to read the report on South
Africa by the Commonwealth Mission, known
as the Eminent Persons Group, to realize how
imminent chaos is.

The commission first poses the question
“What can major states do to help avert an
otherwise inevitable disaster?”

The commission states that it is convinced
that the Government of South Africa is con-
cerned about the adoption of effective eco-
nomic measures against it. The commission
continues: “The question in front of heads of
government is in our view clear. It is not
whether such measures will compel change; it
is already the case that their absence and
Pretoria’s belief that they need not be feared,
[which] defers change.”

Effective actions, the commission warns us
“* * * may offer the last opportunity to avert
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what could be the worst blood bath since the
Second World War."

This from a commission whose members, to
my knowledge, are not known for hyperbole.

Bishop Tutu, 1 think, gives us a sobering re-
minder of what indeed our cause of action
should be and why we should indeed act.

The Bishop said: “There is no room for neu-
trality. When you say you are neutral in a situ-
ation of injustice and oppression, you have
decided to support the unjust status quo. Are
you on the side of injustice? Are you on the
side of oppression or liberation? Are you on
the side of death or life? Are you on the side
of goodness or of evil?"

Mr. Chairman, | urge an aye vote on this
legislation.

Mr. GLICKMAN. Mr. Chairman, | am a co-
sponsor of this legislation, and proudly so.
What this legislation seeks to do is consistent
with everything that this Nation of ours stands
for; it seeks to implement a foreign policy re-
flecting our values and the fundamental princi-
ples which we as a nation support. It used le-
gitimate means to bring pressure to bear on
behalf of long overdue reforms in South
Africa. It is pressure which should have been
applied long ago, and we should wait no
longer.

There is no need for me to repeat what has
been said before about the policies which
have been permitted to continue in South
Africa. | find their system of apartheid morally
repugnant, and | am confident that an over-
whelming majority of Americans agree that it
is an abhorrent system which we should not
be supporting economically or otherwise.

Over the last several months, there has
been talk of “reforms” coming out of South
Africa, but recent events can leave no doubt
in anyone's mind that, without strong pressure
from the world community, what they are call-
ing “reforms” will be superficial at best. And
superficial reforms are not enough. We are
talking about basic human rights, in fact,
about people—who make up a majority in
their own country—being able to pursue their
lives and express their views without fear of
physical retribution, imprisonment or even vio-
lent loss of life.

Some say we should not undermine the
South African Government with which we
have long been allied. | say we can no longer
associate ourselves with a regime which has
clearly rejected our most basic beliefs in the
treatment of its own people. The momentum
for reform is mounting and will succeed in
South Africa; it is in our best interest to help
to shape that reform so that what follows
apartheid will not be violence and will not be a
government pursuing policies contrary to our
own, but instead will be a freedom-loving de-
mocracy that shares our values.

| hope today that this House, which has
long been a bastion of strength for freedom,
equity, and justice, will vote overwhelmingly in
support of this legislation. There should be no
doubt in any corner of this world where we
stand when it comes to apartheid. We stand
four square against it and will do everything
we reasonably can to see that this cruel con-
cept of governance is brought to an end.




June 18, 1986

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Chairman, | strongly sup-
port HR. 4868, the Anti-Apartheid Act of
1986, and urge its adoption by the House.

The world knows, Mr. Chairman, that the sit-
uation in South Africa is not good, and that
the prospects for reconciling the government
and the people are not bright. The world
knows, even though the government has im-
posed a degree of press censorship more
commonly associated with a Marxist state
than a nation pledged to democracy, that the
accumulated grievances of apartheid have
brought South Africa to the brink of a destruc-
tive civil war. It may be too late to avert the
catastrophe that civil war would produce, but
the question is, will the United States try?

We do not have a great deal of leverage
with the Government of South Africa, aside
from our economic relationships. Last year,
we approved some economic sanctions and
some were imposed by the President. Regret-
tably, they have failed to make clear to the
political leaders of South Africa the position of
the United States on the policy of apartheid;
that it must end and that it must end now. As
the level of repression rise in South Africa,
and the level of violence rises in tandem with
it, we must do more to ally our country with
those South Africans who are striving for free-
dom. H.R. 4868 offers an opportunity for us to
do what we can, and should, do.

In my judgment, to continue to follow the
delusory policy of constructive engagement is
to guarantee that if the bloodbath comes in
South Africa, the United States will be rightly
criticized for having failed to do everything
that was in its power to prevent it. We must
not let that happen. As limited as our influ-
ence might be, we must not fail to use it. As a
nation built on democratic principles which
guarantee the rights of all, it is our moral re-
sponsibility to come down squarely on the
side of those principles wherever their ad-
vancement is sought. H.R. 4868 may not end
apartheid, but that is no reason to oppose it.
Passage of this bill will send a concrete signal
to both the oppressors and the oppressed in
South Africa that the United States desires no
further association with apartheid. A sound
and effective foreign policy is built on just
those kinds of signals and they are of undeni-
able value. Failing to pass H.R. 4868 would
send precisely the wrong signal, and encour-
age the forces of represssion in South Africa.
Our choice is then clear. Let's pass this bill.

Mr. FORD of Tennessee. Mr. Chairman, |
rise in support of H.R. 4868, the Anti-Apart-
heid Act of 1986.

On January 31 of this year, President Botha
addressed the opening of South Africa’s Par-
liament by declaring that “Apartheid is an out-
dated concept which South Africa has out-
grown."”

The past has shown President Botha to be
totally unresponsive to his nation’'s black ma-
jority. However, in the name of fairness, we
should still put this remark to the test.

Specifically:

While much has been said in the months
since the January address, have blacks been
included in the South African Parliament?

In the months since the January address,
the Government has established what is es-
sentially martial law. Has apartheid been liber-
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alized, or instead is it being protected and
strengthened by that regime?

While there has been a great deal of talk
out of Pretoria, has any significant reform
been made to bring its majority into the main-
stream of society?

We in America know better.

The comments coming out of the foreign
ministry over the past few months have been
strictly for public relations purposes in both
the United States and Western Europe.

These comments were issued to stem the
rising tide of divestiture and to ensure confi-
dence in the Botha government.

Today, the House has an opportunity to put
that government on notice. The Congress
must act swiftly to disrupt the circle of segre-
gation in South Africa.

Last year, we passed a bill to push the
Botha government to reform its social and po-
litical policies.

At that time, we knew that the next course
of action from this body would be a total disin-
vestment of U.S. interests.

That is precisely what the Dellums substi-
tute does.

Simply put, the substitute prohibits any
United States person or corporation from in-
vesting in, importing from, and exporting to
South Africa.

Importantly, the substitute would require the
immediate withdrawal or disinvestment of all
United States assets currently in South Africa.

Mr. Chairman, we have never considered
such a comprehensive action against South
Africa before.

However, never before have we been faced
with this type of situation. Today's South
Africa is running a course to one of the blood-
iest civil wars in history, where hundreds of
thousands of lives will be lost.

Mr. Chairman, after sifting through all the
rhetoric coming out of Pretoria, one thing is
clear:

There is no reason for apartheid to continue
1 day longer. It is an outdated and repressive
policy.

I, therefore, urge my colleagues to support
the efforts of the gentleman from California.
Our actions today must be felt by the leaders
of that nation.

Mr. GUNDERSON. Mr. Chairman, as a
member of Congress who has had more than
just a passing interest in South Africa, | appre-
ciate this opportunity to offer a few thoughts
on the legislation now before us, from a bit of
a different perspective.

Having previously visited South Africa, |
have struggled with the important question of
how the United States might be a constructive
influence toward change in that country. And
regrettably, | am close to the point of conced-
ing that the United States, or any other coun-
try for that matter, is not going to be able to
contribute to constructive and peaceful
change. | suspect the elements within South
Africa are moving to extreme positions. Mod-
erate elements within both the black and
white communities are becoming lost in the
noise, violence, and bloodshed.

| would, however, suggest that we look at
the legislation now before us from a realistic
perspective. In doing so, we will quickly recog-
nize that reality of the sanctions imposed in
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this legislation will not be major in any sense
of the word.

The legislation bans new loans and credit to
the Government of South Africa. It bans new
investment within South Africa. And it bans
new energy technology. My response is “‘so
what?” Do we really think Americans are
about to invest their money in a country with
the unstable economic and political climate
which exists today in South Africa? | think not.

The legislation also bans imports of urani-
um, coal, and steel. These actions are worthy
of consideration from not only a foreign policy,
but also a trade perspective.

A third trade element of the legislation is
the divestiture of the computer industry that
will be required unless Nelson Mandela and
other political prisoners are freed, and apart-
heid is totally dismantled within 12 months.
While a year may be too short a period to
achieve a total dismantling of apartheid, |
have always supported the concept of condi-
tional investment. We must send the message
to South Africa that if they wish to continue to
do business with the United States, certain
conditions must be met within a limited period
of time.

| would like to suggest to my colleagues
and to all Americans, that as we consider this
legislation we ask ourselves a couple of much
more basic questions. What is really the pur-
pose of America’s foreign policy? | would sug-
gest that the sole purpose, or at least the
major purpose, is to promote America’s inter-
ests abroad. If we are to promote our long-
term interest in a region, then we must ask
the next question, which is how do we imple-
ment such a policy in relation to South Africa.

| do not know of any Americans, and few
South Africans who do not suggest that it is
only a matter of time before South Africa will
be controlled economically and politically by
the black majority. Whether it happens in 2
years, 5 years, or in a decade, it is clear to us
all that it will happen.

| would suggest that at a minimum, our own
selfish interests are served in taking some ac-
tions which signify to the merging and legiti-
mate black majority population that we stand
with them in their efforts to obtain justice. In
taking such action, we are also sending a
signal to both the black and white moderate
leaders, that we support their efforts at peace-
ful change and negotiation. Let's not send the
signal to the 24 million blacks in South Africa
that their only alternative is violence, revolu-
tion, and affiliation with Communist countries.

Finally, there exists an important moral
issue in the debate before us today. Everyone
of us believes in the promotion of human and
equal rights at home and around the world.
That is stated by others here today in elo-
quent words and needs no expansion from
me. But | would also suggest to my Republi-
can colleagues, that under President Reagan
our party has prided itself on the promotion of
democracy around the world. We do so in Af-
ghanistan. We do so in Nicaragua. We do so
in Angola. We do so in Poland. If our goal is
to promote democracy and freedom through-
out the world, how can we stand by and allow
the 85 percent of the population in South
Africa to be denied their similar rights to free-
dom and maijority rule?
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For these reasons, | believe that the legisla-
tion before us today is neither extreme or ill-
timed. It is a proper and restrained response
by which we can best promote America's in-
terests and the interests of the South African
majority. The leader of the free world is being
watched today. | hope we act wisely.

Mr. EDWARDS of California. Mr. Chairman,
today the House of Representatives has an
opportunity to reassert the role of the United
States as a moral force in world affairs. By our
action today we can assure that America
speaks up for freedom, for equality, and for
justice in South Africa.

| urge my colleagues not to let this opportu-
nity slip away. Let us approve H.R. 4868, the
Anti-Apartheid Act of 1986, and send a mes-
sage to Pretoria that the United States will no
longer conduct business as usual with South
Africa so long as the repugnant policy of
apartheid continues.

It saddens me that despite the continued
repression of blacks in South Africa, despite
the increasing curbs on freedom of the press
and other civil liberties, indeed despite in-
creasing signs that South Africa is on the very
brink of civil war, the Reagan administration
continues to pursue a policy of constructive
engagement with the South African Govern-
ment. Most Americans now recognize that
constructive engagement has been a failure.

It embarrasses me, frankly, that the United
States—which should be a world leader in
condemning oppression—lags behind the
world community in condemning the tyranny
of the South African Government. Unless we
act now, Mr. Chairman, to institute the needed
economic sanctions provided by the bill we
are debating today and to lend the prestige
and the power of the United States to the

effort to end apartheid, we will bear no small

measure of the blame for the bloodbath which

is almost inevitable to occur in South Africa.
Let's speak out for democracy. Let's make

our message loud and clear—the United
States stands for freedom not enslavement.
Let's pass this bill.

Mr. GARCIA. Mr. Chairman, this legislation,
imposing sanctions on the Government of
South Africa, will certainly not bring down that
Government. It will nonetheless, place the
United States on the right side of this issue.
We cannot do business with the South African
Government as long as it practices apartheid.

Nadine Gordimer, the distinguished South
African author, wrote recently of her country,
“If you are in search of clarity within yourself
as well as—professionally—in others, where
better to test yourself and them than in the
thickest murk of South Africa?"

That is what this is, a test of our ability to
take responsibility for our actions. If we ignore
apartheid or try to sidestep it by pointing to
half measures of improvements by the Botha
government—measures that are supposed to
signal the beginning of the end of apartheid—
then we are in reality nothing more than par-
ticipants in its perpetuation. Constructive en-
gagement is a charade, it is, to paraphrase
Shakespeare, an act full of sound and fury,
signifying nothing.

Joseph Lelyveld, a New York Times corre-
spondent, writes in his new book on South
Africa that apartheid is A statement about re-
ality amounting to a denial of that reality.” The
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reality that he is referring to is that South
Africa is a nation of blacks, not whites. Apart-
heid cannot change reality, and if we intend to
continue to deal with South Africa, then we
had better begin to establish a relationship
with that nation’s majority community. That is
the very practical side of opposing apartheid,
of supporting this bill.

But on a more philosophical note, both Le-
lyveld and Gordimer point out that terms such
as constructive engagement are really only a
reflection of the double talk offered by the
Botha government. And it is through such
double talk that the South African Govern-
ment intends to put South African blacks in a
permanent holding pattern while offering up
the illusion that apartheid is being dismantled.
Yet, in the last 21 months, 1,650 people have
died in South Africa as a result of the Botha
government's policies.

Apartheid is not being dismantled, and it will
not be dismantled until the heart of the matter
is addressed. This is more than a disagree-
ment among races; it is a power struggle. It is
a question of who will run South Africa. It is a
question of how long the majority community
can continue to be suppressed, or worse, ig-
nored. It is a question of how long the majority
community will be denied rightful access to
the reins of government and a measure of
control over their own destiny. The moderates
in South Africa are quickly falling away. If
there is to be any compromise, any hope of
working things out in South Africa, the time to
act is now. We can help wake up the Botha
government to that reality by passing this bill.

Gordimer believes that sanctions will work.
For the moment, | am willing to believe that
they can make a difference. It is certainly the
least we can do to make certain that the
United States is not murky, but clear in its op-
position to apartheid.

As Bishop Desmond Tutu said:

There is no room for neutrality. When
you say you are neutral in a situation of in-
justice and oppression, you have decided to
support the unjust status quo. Are you on
the side of oppression or liberation? Are you
on the side of death or life? Are you on the
side of goodness or evil?

Clearly, our decision here today will indicate
which side we are on, which path we intend to
pursue. This Nation has always professed a
belief in democracy and equality,. We must
now put that belief to the test by expressing
our unequivocal support for H.R. 4868. We
can do no less. In reality, there is no choice.
The choice has been made by the Botha gov-
ermment. We are left with little alternative.

There is no place for slavery in the modern
world. Those who practice it in any form—as
does the Government of South Africa—must
be condemned, must be shunned. | urge my
colleagues to vote for this historic and most
important legislation.

Mr. HOWARD. Mr. Chairman, | rise in sup-
port of the Anti-Apartheid Act of 1986. This
legislation is an important and necessary step
in bringing about the abolition of the apartheid
regime in South Africa. The Committee on
Public Works and Transportation has jurisdic-
tion over the section prohibiting South African
aircraft from landing in the United States, and
| am pleased that the legislation on the floor
today contains this provision.
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This is an important provision because air
travel is a major means of commerce interna-
tionally, and if we intend to have an impact on
the regime of apartheid, a sanction against
convenient air travel from South Africa to the
United States is crucial. Air travel is also a
highly visible and symbolic means of com-
merce, so the significance of the sanction
goes far beyond the economic value of the air
service.

Again, it is most important that we send a
strong message to the people and Govern-
ment of South Africa that apartheid is abhor-
rent and unacceptable to the American people
and that we expect changes in their policies.

Again, | rise in support of this legislation
and urge its passage.

Mr. TALLON. Mr. Chairman, we convene
once again to debate United States action
toward South Africa. Last year, both the
House and the Senate overwhelmingly passed
legislation imposing economic sanctions
against South Africa. Yet the administration
derailed this effort by ordering limited eco-
nomic measures and quiet diplomacy. So we
talk but we do not act. And with each year of
American inaction, conditions in South Africa
worsen.

Violence and Government repression have
reached new levels in South Africa. The white
minority government has declared a state of
emergency giving the police and the military
virtually unlimited powers to arrest and jail citi-
zens without charge. The Government has
prohibited almost all public dissent, closed op-
position newspapers, and banned TV and
other press coverage of unrest and police ac-
tions. In the first 24 hours of what amounts to
martial law, South African police arrested ap-
proximately 2,000 opponents of apartheid.

The gravity and desperation of the situation
has been confirmed by a report issued by the
British Commonwealth Commission which
called on the United States and other Western
nations to impose strong economic sanctions
against South Africa. Without international
economic pressure, the commission conclud-
ed, South Africa would experience the worst
bloodbath since the Second World War.

The incidents of violence, injustice, and in-
humanity on the part of the South African
Government can, and will, continue so long as
South Africa is ruled by an apartheid govern-
ment which maintains repressive, white minori-
ty rule at the expense of a black majority. We
cannot give such a system our political or
economic support.

We have today the opportunity to partici-
pate in our Government's first real step
toward actively responding to the deplorable
situation in South Africa. H.R. 4868 imposes
numerous economic sanctions against South
Africa, including a ban on new United States
loans and investments, prohibiting the import
of South Africa uranium, coal, and steel, and
requiring the withdrawal of all United States
computer-related investments in South Africa.

These economic sanctions will clearly indi-
cate to the South African Government and the
world that South African governance by threat
or repression will no longer be tolerated.
Through this legislation, we can move to the
construction of justice, freedom and hope in
South Africa.
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Black South Africans seek what most Amer-
icans take for granted—liberty, responsive in-
stitutions of authority, majority rule and protec-
tion of minority rights. To continue supporting
a government which denies the most basic of
human rights to the largest racial group in its
country is to deny the very principles on which
our Nation was founded.

The South African Government has clearly
indicated that it will not initiate substantive
reform without pressure. It is up to us to forge
justice, freedom and ultimately peace in South
Africa through support of H.R. 4868. It is a de-
cision that we can no longer ignore or post-
pone. Bishop Tutu of South Africa has said,
“you are either for or against apartheid. You
are either on the side of the oppressed or on
the side of the oppressor.” The issue is clear;
| urge all my colleagues to join me in acting
on behalf of the oppressed.

Mr. AUCOIN. Mr. Chairman, there is no
question that the White House has a consist-
ent policy toward South Africa. It consistently
refuses to impose strong economic sanctions
against the Botha government. It consistently
ignores pleas for action by moderate black
leaders such as Bishop Desmond Tutu. And it
consistently uses the fiction of quiet diploma-
cy as an excuse for inaction.

As the White House fiddles, South Africa
burns. More than 1,000 black South Africans
have died violently in the past 21 months.
Thousands more have been arrested or dis-
placed. The Botha government has carried out
military attacks on neighboring states and im-
posed a sweeping state of emergency at
home.

The cries for change in South Africa are
deafening, yet the White House does not
hear. Violence by the white minority govern-
ment is widespread, yet the White House
does not see. The threat of civil war is rushing
closer to reality, yet the White House will not
act.

Those of us committed to human rights in
South Africa have reached the end of our pa-
tience. By passing the Anti-Apartheid Act
today, we can announce, loud and clear, that
the vast majority of Americans oppose the in-
humane system of apartheid.

The legislation calls for a ban on new loans
and investment in South Africa, United States
landing rights for South African aircraft, assist-
ance in the development of new energy
sources in South Africa and export of South
African coal and uranium to this country.

If, within a year, the South African Govern-
ment does not take steps to ensure equal
status for the black majority in South Africa
and to free Nelson Mandela, the act man-
dates the disinvestment of United States com-
puter companies in South Africa.

Computers are the technological armor pro-
tecting the 20th century police state. Electron-
ic bookkeeping allows South Africa’s white mi-
nority to control the living conditions, working
conditions and travel of the black majority.
And U.S. computers are the Botha govern-
ment's tool of choice, accounting for 70 per-
cent of total computer sales in South Africa.
Stopping the sale and production of U.S. com-
puters in South Africa will make it harder to
keep the machinery of apartheid running.

Economic sanctions by the United States
will not, of themselves, topple the Botha gov-
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ernment. They will not bring about a dramatic
improvement in the condition of blacks in
South Africa. But they are a step toward the
dismantling of apartheid—and a step away
from the Botha government.

Nearly 90 percent of foreign investment in
South Africa comes from Great Britain, the
United States, West Germany, France, and
Switzerland. By aggressively working with
these other governments, the United States
could wield tremendous influence over the
future course of events in South Africa. But,
again yesterday, President Reagan ruled out
any chance that he will act.

| simply don’t understand the reasons for
this coy policy. In the past, the Reagan admin-
istration has been anything but shy about
using strong economic sanctions to achieve
foreign policy goals. Just ask any citizen of
Poland, Nicaragua, or Libya. And the adminis-
tration hasn’t been shy about taking unpopular
foreign policy stands without the support of
our allies.

But now that we have a chance to work
with other nations to form a coordinated policy
on South Africa, the White House refuses to
budge. Our intransigence stands in stark con-
trast to actions of other Western nations. Cul-
minating a 6 month effort to bring about
peaceful change in South Africa, the Com-
monwealth Nation’s Emminent Persons group
last week recommended strong economic
sanctions against South Africa. Israel is taking
tentative steps away from the Botha govern-
ment. A United Nations Commission met in
Geneva earlier this week to discuss the possi-
bility of sanctions.

Current United States policy can only be
construed, by those struggling for their rights,
as complicity with South Africa's white minori-
ty. By remaining a partner in repression, we
weaken our chance to prevent bloodshed in
the short term, and to play a part in the long-
term development of southern Africa. Is this to
be America’s legacy?

The United States was founded on the prin-
ciples of tolerance, freedom, and respect for
the individual. When we have held to these
ideals, we have achieved our brightest suc-
cesses—such as the shift toward democracy
in Haiti and the Philippines. We should hoid
ourselves to no less a standard in South
Africa.

| urge my colleagues to vote for this vital bill
and help put an end to the immoral policy of
apartheid.

Mr. BRUCE. Mr. Chairman, | rise today in
support of H.R. 4868, the Anti-Apartheid Act
of 1986. The continuing denial of rights of
South Africans by the South African Govern-
ment and the lack of good faith negotiations
by that government to end apartheid have de-
manded further action.

It is fitting that the House of Representa-
tives consider this legislation this week as the
world mourns the over 600 who died in the
Soweto uprising just a decade ago. Pretoria
has long promised reform. It is clear, however,
with last week’s declared state of emergency,
the increased violence against the black ma-
jority and the severe restrictions placed on the
media, that the foundations of apartheid are
as strong as ever. It is also clear that the
racist form of apartheid cannot be reformed—
it must be ended.
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Mr. Chairman, as we debate the crisis in
South Africa today and this chamber's re-
sponse to that crisis, | must ask strong con-
sideration be given to the substitute offered by
the gentleman from California. Mr. DELLUMS'
substitute measure would prohibit any U.S.
person or corporation from investing in, im-
porting from, or exporting to South Africa.
Equally important, the substitute bill would re-
quire the immediate disinvestment of all
United States assets currently in South Africa.
| support this measure and the sanctions it im-
poses because the situation in South Africa is
rapidly worsening. As a Nation whose princi-
ples are based on a firm belief of justice and
liberty, the United States should not wait any
longer—we must make our statement clear
and we must make it now.

In the words of Coretta Scott King, “Injus-
tice anywhere is a threat to justice every-
where."” Through our own struggle, we have
the right to vote, the right to be educated, the
right to live where we want to live, the right to
a fair trial, the right to speak as we believe,
the right to a free press, the right to assem-
ble—could we want less for the people of
South Africa?

South Africa has reached a critical turning
point and the United States has a chance to
make a difference in the establishment of a
new South African democracy that would rep-
resent all its people equally. There is still time
for a true democracy to rise from the crisis
that now exists in South Africa. We need to
take a firm stand immediately to show the
people of South Africa, as well as the rest of
the world, that the United States will not con-
tribute economic support to a government that
does not recognize the human rights and dig-
nity of its citizens.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Chairman, we have an op-
portunity today to take a strong stand against
apartheid, the most oppressive and outra-
geous system of government in the world. |
urge my colleagues to join me in sending a
strong, clear message to Pretoria to let Mr.
Botha and his government know that we in
America support freedom, not oppression.

During the past 2 years more than 1,600
blacks have been killed protesting the oppres-
sion of apartheid. Pretoria would have us be-
lieve that these protests are the result of in-
surrection by a small band of trouble makers.
However, the message from black leaders
such as Nobel Prize winner, Bishop Desmond
Tutu and Rev. Allan Boesak is clear. The
message they convey does not indicate that
opposition to apartheid is isolated to a small
group of individuals, but that the desire for
freedom within the black community has
grown stronger than fear of Pretoria’s gun.

In April, | received a newsletter published by
the South African Government in which, Presi-
dent Botha expressed his interest in negotiat-
ing with black leaders. He suggested that if
we Americans knew of his sincere efforts to
negotiate change, we would work to encour-
age these actions. Mr. Botha is right about
Americans' desire for change in South Africa.
In fact, | supported antiapartheid legislation
last year in hopes that our actions would help
encourage negotiations.

There is little evidence, however, that the
South African Government has moved to im-
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prove the condition of black life in South
Africa. The government continues to detain
blacks for political reasons—an estimated
36,000 men, women, and children were jailed
in 1985. Over 2,000 children under the age of
16 were detained, more than 200 were killed
and many others brutally tortured. In the black
townships, thousands of children no longer go
to school, fathers and sons disappear into
police vans or are shot in the dark streets. If
these actions represent evidence of dialogue
with the black community, apparently Mr.
Botha's definition of negotiation is quite differ-
ent from my definition of negotiation.

| believe we must overlook the economic
advantages of our ties with South Africa and
focus on our moral obligation to justice and
freedom. The issue is not tribalism or infight-
ing, as President Reagan suggests, but a
strong commitment of black South Africans to
freedom. As an American, | am empathetic to
their goal, and realize that our current policies
are ineffective as a tool to influence change in
apartheid. | believe passage of H.R. 4868 will
send a clear, tangible sign to Pretoria that
America will no longer support the oppression
and injustice of the black people in South
Africa.

Mr. FOGLIETTA. Mr. Chairman, | rise in
support of H.R. 4868, the Anti-Apartheid Act.
It is my hope that this legislation will do a
great deal to encourage the Government of
South Africa to negotiate with the leaders of
the black majority.

This past Monday marked the 10th anniver-
sary of the Soweto uprisings. The world's eye
was once again upon South Africa and we wit-
nessed a country in the throes of civil unrest.
Eight people died and the press continued to
be denied their freedom of access. The de-
clared state of emergency has separated the
people of South Africa into two armed racial
camps. The unyielding policy of apartheid has
produced this tragic condition.

| have long supported efforts to dismantie
the racial policies of South Africa. The use of
economic sanctions is a constructive vehicle
to pressure the Botha government into action.
H.R. 4868 sends a clear message of Ameri-
can intentions: we will not support a govern-
ment that violates basic human rights. The sit-
uation in South Africa grows more desperate
each day. A reported 1,650 people have died
in the last 21 months of turmoil and | am
afraid we have not seen the end of all the
bloodshed and violence. As a leading South
African columnist noted “South Africa has
crossed the line that separates authoritarian
from totalitarian societies.”

Let us as Members of Congress remind the
oppressed blacks of South Africa that we are
committed to the establishment of basic
human freedoms. Although this legislation
may not immediately resolve the crisis in
South Africa, it will remind the Botha govern-
ment that we will not idly stand by and watch
his army deny the majority of South Africa’s
people their right of self government.

Mr. SHUMWAY. Mr. Chairman, | rise today
in opposition to the Anti-Apartheid Act of
1986.

The growing violence and the recent state
of emergency in South Africa clearly demon-
strate the urgent need for reform. The institu-
tionalized racism of apartheid is contrary to
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the fundamental values of our society, includ-
ing the equality and inherent rights of all indi-
viduals reflected in our Constitution. The ques-
tion we must decide today is how the United
States can most effectively contribute to
peaceful and democratic change in South
Africa.

While the international community ex-
presses its moral indignation over the injustice
of apartheid, it is up to the people of South
Africa to redefine their internal system of gov-
emment to provide for the participation of all
South Africans. The need for sweeping
change is complicated by the continuing re-
cession and staggering unemployment. In-
creasing economic pressures in South Africa
will result in greater instability as financial
hardship increases, rather than promoting an
atmosphere conducive to internal dialog and
peaceful reform.

These economic sanctions will victimize the
very people we are trying to help. Black South
Africans will bear the burden of these meas-
ures as their jobs are cut in response to disin-
vestment and the decline in exports. The
International Labor Organization estimates
that 2 million black South Africans were un-
employed in 1985. Recent estimates pub-
lished in the Wall Street Journal indicate that
the current unemployment rate for blacks is
close to 30 percent, with this figure climbing
to 50 percent in depressed areas such as Port
Elizabeth, and a quarter of a million blacks en-
tering the job market each year.

We will not achieve our goals by decreasing
economic opportunity and removing U.S. com-
panies which promote social and economic
reform under the Sullivan principles. These
principles include desegregation in the work-
place, fair employment practices, and equal
pay, as well as training, education, health
care, and decent housing for blacks.

The Sullivan principles have been endorsed
by 161 United States companies which have
direct investment in South Africa. These firms
represent 89 percent of the work force of
United States companies in South Africa. In
1984, the communications task force of the
Sullivan signatory companies announced that
99 percent of the companies reported deseg-
regation and 100 percent reported equal pay
for equal work. Black wages increased by an
average of more than 20 percent per year
from 1980-83.

The companies adhering to the Sullivan
principles contribute millions of dollars each
year to improve the quality of life for nonwhite
South Africans. In 1983, U.S. companies con-
tributed over $6 million to education and train-
ing programs for 13,000 black employees,
nearly $3 million to similar programs for
22,000 black nonemployees, $4.2 million to
encourage black entrepreneurship, $1.6 mil-
lion for housing programs, and $1.3 million to
improve health care and related programs. By
1983 over 20 percent of the supervisory and
management positions were held by blacks.
These companies are undermining the foun-
dations of apartheid and providing a model for
peaceful reform.

Given the opportunities and the programs
provided by United States companies, it is not
surprising that the majority of black South Afri-
cans oppose disinvestment. Recent polls indi-
cate that over 70 percent of blacks in urban
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areas oppose disinvestment. The black na-
tional African Chamber of Commerce and in-
dustry has expressed its opposition to disin-
vestment as inhibiting economic growth,
“which is a powerful catalyst in the process of
peaceful social and political reform in the
country.” In the past 2 years, 46 United States
companies have abandoned their activities in
South Africa. So far this year 13 companies
have withdrawn their investments from South
Africa.

As a result of the ban on U.S. exports of
computers or computer technology, there
would be no further sales of computers used
for medical or educational purposes. IBM re-
cently shipped $30 million of their “Writing to
Read" educational system to South Africa for
use in black primary and secondary schools.
This transaction would be illegal under the bill
we are considering today. In addition, this leg-
islation signals the end of the first black-
owned computer company, Power Computer
Services which distributes IBM products.

By prohibiting extensions of credit for sales
to any South African company, this legislation
will virtually terminate our trading relations
with South Africa. Recently South Africa at-
tempted to purchase 300,000 tons of United
States hard red winter wheat valued at $40
million to be used primarily to feed Mozambi-
can refugees in South Africa. After being in-
formed that current United States policy pre-
cluded the sale, South Africa arranged to pur-
chase wheat from Canada. Refusing to sell
wheat to feed refugees in South Africa will not
hasten political reform. Indeed this transaction
demonstrates the ineffectiveness of economic
sanctions when South Africa can purchase
similar items from other countries.

For these reasons, | believe economic
sanctions will increase the hardship of blacks
in South Africa without contributing to the
peaceful dismantling of apartheid.

Furthermore, | believe it is premature to
impose additional economic restrictions at this
time. Less than a year ago the administration
imposed economic sanctions against the
South African Government. The State Depart-
ment's Advisory Committee on South Africa is
currently reviewing the situation to recom-
mend additional ways in which the United
States can encourage reform in South Africa.
At the very least, it seems reasonable to first
evaluate the effectiveness of the existing
sanctions and the recommendations of the
Advisory Committee before we take steps
which will decrease U.S. influence by diminish-
ing our economic relations.

Mrs. SCHNEIDER. Mr. Chairman, | rise in
support of H.R. 4868, which places economic
sanctions on South Africa. This legislation is
not complicated, and merely strengthens ex-
isting sanctions through provisions that:

Bans new investment in South Africa;

Bans new loans to the South African public
and private sectors;

Prohibits United States involvement in
South African energy development;

Bans the import of South African coal, steel,
and uranium;

Denies landing rights of South African air-
craft;
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Allocates $21 million for community devel-
opment programs and $4 million for refugee
education; and

Requires American computer companies to
withdraw from South Africa and ban the sale
of computer hardware and software after one
year if the government has not freed Nelson
Mandela and other political prisoners and en-
tered into good faith negotiations to establish
a new political system.

The question before us is simple. Should
the United States encourage further business
dealings with a country whose government is
based on the racist policies of apartheid? | am
certain that there is not one Member of this
body who has a single positive thing to say
about the systematic denial of rights to the
black majority of South Africa.

A more complicated question is whether the
most effective way to bring about a democrat-
ic rule in South Africa is through the imposi-
tion of economic sanctions. We have taken a
number of steps to show our displeasure with
the South African Government. We have at-
tempted encouragement and cajolery, threats
and limited sanctions, all the while looking for
a solid sign from the Government of South
Africa that there is a plan to dismantle apart-
heid. What we have seen instead is the small-
est of gestures of appeasement and the total
failure to address the core of the problem.

The arguments today have consistently
pointed out the immorality of apartheid. Some
have argued that compared to other forms of
repression, practiced by other governments,
apartheid is merely one of a number of gov-
ernment sponsored forms of repression in the
world today. | feel that it is important to point
out that we must demand adherence to higher
moral standards from those we seek to call
our friends than those we see as our adver-
saries.

Do we wish to say to the world, and particu-
larly to the nations of Africa, that we abhor
apartheid, but that we are willing to see it con-
tinued indefinitely because we fear the result
of majority rule, that we fear democracy? Can
we ever hope to serve as a model for nations
seeking justice if we fail to take action against
apartheid?

In every endeavor there is a time for pa-
tience and a time for action. When faced with
the clear-cut immorality of apartheid, patience
is no virtue. Will the sanctions contained in
H.R. 4868 hasten the end of apartheid? We
cannot know. But the action proposed today
provides a positive response to the oppressed
in Africa who cry out for a sign of our aware-
ness of their plight. | say that the time for pa-
tience has long passed and | ask my col-
leagues to join me in supporting the imposi-
tion of economic sanctions against South
Africa.

Mr. LEVINE of California. Mr. Chairman, |
rise in strong support of H.R. 4868, the Anti-
Apartheid Act of 1986, which calls for eco-
nomic sanctions against the Government of
South Africa.

Mr. Chairman, the U.S. Congress today is
presented with an extraordinary and historic
opportunity. We can help shape the course of
events in a country in which the principles of
morality and justice, of freedom and democra-
cy, are routinely denied the vast majority of its
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people. That country, consequently, continues
to edge ever closer to catastrophe.

The present situation in South Africa is hor-
rifying. In the year since Congress last acted
on South African sanctions, government re-
pression and widespread civil unrest and radi-
calization have dramatically increased. In the
last 20 months, over 1,500 people have been
killed and over 36,000 arrested in antiapart-
heid protests. In just the last 3 months, the
daily death rate has almost doubled. The
South African Government's unyielding stance
toward any opposition was illuminated in the
recent and brutal raids against Zambia, Bot-
swana, and Zimbabwe, supposed strongholds
of the African National Congress.

Just 2 days ago, Mr. Chairman, saw the
10th anniversary of the Soweto uprising. The
South African Government, in anticipation of
major demonstrations marking that anniversa-
ry, implemented the most stringent and far-
reaching security measures seen this side of
the Iron Curtain. It imposed a nationwide state
of emergency which effectively gave the secu-
rity forces sweeping powers beyond the con-
trol of the courts. They can arrest people with-
out warrant; they can conduct searches with-
out a search warrant; and they can shoot on
sight. It is estimated that 2,000 people were
arrested in the first 24 hours under the new
emergency laws. The new decree makes it an
offense to utter what are called subversive re-
marks, including the call for sanctions and any
criticism of the government. All unauthorized
political gatherings are banned. And press
coverage of any confrontation between blacks
and whites—as well as of anyone considered
an opponent of the government—has virtually
been eliminated. Let all those who apologize
for apartheid look no further than these
police-state tactics to understand the odious
nature of the Pretoria regime.

The government in Pretoria yesterday called
its actions successful because only 42 people
were killed in clashes with the security forces.
Undoubtedly the violence could have been
much worse. But it is a sad and sorry com-
mentary on that regime that it requires such
brutally repressive measures to control its citi-
zenry, and that the deaths of 42 innocents is
considered a success. Even though press
coverage of the Soweto anniversary and of
the events of the last week has been so se-
verely restricted, we can easily conjure up
images of what occurred: South African police
rushing defenseless demonstrators, attacking
them with clubs, dogs, hoses; arbitrary arrests;
and random shooting into crowds. We have
seen it all before.

Mr. Chairman, 20 years ago, these same
images seared the conscience of America.
Blacks who wanted nothing more than to be
treated as equals with their white countrymen
were beaten for merely demonstrating for that
goal. These civil rightrs struggles of the sixties
energized an entire Nation to provide its
fellow black Americans with those basic rights
guaranteed in the Constitution and enshrined
in principles of justice, freedom, and equality.
As we watch the situation in South Africa
today, we must keep that struggle in mind, for
it is equally incumbent upon us to take a
stand against the repugnant system of apart-
heid, which allows a minority of 4.5 million
whites to deny 22 million South African blacks
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their fundamental human rights: the right to
vote; the right to live where they choose; the
right to be treated as a full citizen in the land
of their birth.

The bill we are debating, H.R. 4868, repre-
sents the best hope of turning South Africa
away from bloodshed and towards a nonvio-
lent political settlement in that troubled coun-
try. It builds upon the action this body took
last year by:

Prohibiting new loans and investment to
South Africa;

Barring the importation of South African ura-
nium, coal, and steel;

Prohibiting the use of U.S. technology or
services to develop new energy sources in
that country;

Denying landing rights to South African air-
craft;

Barring United States firms from mining and
exporting natural resources from Namibia; and

Requiring the withdrawal of all United
States investments in South African computer
businesses and prohibits the export of com-
puters to that country after 1 year.

The sanctions imposed by the bill could be
terminated if the President reports to Con-
gress that the South African Government has
dismantled apartheid or has freed all political
prisoners, including Nelson Mandela, and has
begun good faith negotiations with representa-
tive black leaders.

| also lend my support to the Dellums
amendment in the nature of a substitute to
H.R. 4868, which is similar to H.R. 997 as in-
troduced by Representative DeLLUMS last
year.

The Dellums substitute goes further than
H.R. 4868. It calls for immediate disinvestment
by United States firms in South Africa and Na-
mibia, suspends all trade between the United
States and South Africa except for strategic
minerals, cancels landing rights for South Afri-
can aircraft, permanently bans Krugerrand im-
ports, and bars tax credits and deductions for
income and profits received from South Africa.

Either version would make the United
States a force for constructive change in
South Africa, rather than for the failed policy
of constructive engagement. It would move us
away from a policy where we have merely
helped perpetuate the status quo. It puts us
squarely on the side of those South Africans
committed to justice and peaceful change, of
the British Commonwealth, and of other na-
tions trying to force political negotiations now.

In the past year nearly all the most respect-
ed and moderate voices in South Africa—such
as Bishop Desmond Tutu, the South African
Council of Churches, and the United Demo-
cratic Front [UDF]—have appealed to West-
ern countries to impose new economic sanc-
tions to pressure Pretoria before it is too late.
Contrary to the critics of this legislation, these
sanctions will not hurt blacks in South Africa.
In fact, it is the blacks themselves who are
calling most strongly for sanctions. Bishop
Desmond Tutu wrote in Monday’'s New York
Times that over 70 percent of South African
blacks support sanctions. As he so eloquently
stated, “We are suffering already. To end it,
we will support sanctions, even if we have to
take on additional suffering.”
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Those who say we should take more mod-
erate steps than sanctions ignore the fact that
our policy of constructive engagement has
been an abysmal failure, and has merely em-
boldened the South African regime to crack
down further on internal dissent and to ignore
black leaders' call for negotiations. Some
argue that sanctions will merely increase the
resistance of Pretoria to change. But if there
is no pressure from the outside, what incen-
tives are there to change? Indeed, one can
certainly respond that whatever progress has
been made in South Africa stemmed only
from the South African Government's fear of
economic isolation. As the influential Afrikaner
editor, Willem de Klerk, recently wrote: “The
West has the power to do us considerable
damage and if our economy is affected we will
become increasingly politically defenseless.

* * * |t is simply not a paying proposition to
defy the West with stupidities.”

Critics argue that the South African Govern-
ment has already taken positive steps toward
dismantling apartheid. While we should cer-
tainly applaud the abolition of the hated pass
laws, we have seen no inclination on the part
of Pretoria to deal with the major issues of
continued white political domination and en-
during segregation of residence such as
homelands. In fact, | would say that the pro-
gram of reform is not designed to end apart-
heid but to give it a more human face.

Finally, is it not hypocritical to support sanc-
tions in Libya, Nicaragua, Poland, while shying
away from such action against South Africa?
We are at a critical juncture. A British Com-
monwealth commission seeking to bring about
peaceful negotiations in South Africa—the
eminent persons group—recently wrote that
strong international economic pressure was
the only way to prevent an all-out race war in
South Africa that could result in the worst
bloodbath since the Second World War. Can
we afford to wait any longer to act?

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, the political
case for sanctions against South Africa now is
compelling. The moral case for such action is
overpowering. American interests and Ameri-
can values are at stake. The South African
Government must realize that no amount of
force can control the aspirations of millions to
be free. We must do all that we can to ensure
that black South Africans are free, free from
tyranny and free from fear, and that they are
free to determine their own destiny. This bill
will set forces in motion which will assist that
process. | urge my colleagues to support it.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Chairman, | rise in support
of the legislation as reported by the Commit-
tee on Foreign Affairs. Earlier, in the consider-
ation of this bill, | doubted whether applying
additional sanctions would be a proper course
of action.

Based on the recent behavior of the South
African Government, however, which has bru-
tally suppressed its internal opposition and
given other indications that its commitment to
the eventual dismantlement of apartheid is
weakening, | feel that the House should pro-
ceed to pass the committee-reported legisla-
tion to impose prohibitions on new investment
in South Africa, to end sales of computers to
South Africa, and to ban purchases of certain
goods from South Africa.
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Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Chairman, as a cosponsor
of this legislation, and as a cosponsor of H.R.
1460 which the House passed last year, | rise
in strong support of H.R. 4868, the Anti-Apart-
heid Act of 1986.

The policy of apartheid in South Africa has
resulted in unbelievably cruel, repressive, and
inhumane acts by the South African Govern-
ment against the overwhelming majority of the
South African people. Such State-perpetrated
activity is in direct conflict with the ideals of
self determination and personal freedom
which we Americans hold dear. Those in our
Government who support sanctions against
the South African Government do so because
we feel we should not even indirectly condone
the abhorrent domestic policies of that gov-
ernment. But aside from the morality of sup-
porting change in South Africa, a lassiez-faire
policy toward South Africa is also unwise on
practical grounds. Eventually apartheid will
collapse. If we are perceived to be on the
wrong side we will have little or no influence
with the new majority government in that
country. The consequences of that would be
grave.

Last week, the Government of South Africa
imposed its most oppressive measures ever
against the black majority of South Africa, re-
sulting in the imprisonment of thousands of
citizens without formal charges, the banning of
all forms of public dissent, the closing of
newspapers, and the barring of the interna-
tional press from coverage of political and
social events, At this period of transition in the
history of South Africa, we must do everything
we can to promote the peaceful transition to
freedom for all the citizens of that nation. If
we can provide peace and justice by exerting
economic pressure, then we should undertake
economic steps towards bringing about
change there.

Government repression and violence have
reached new heights in South Africa. The
white minority government has declared a
“state of emergency” which gives the police
and the military virtually unlimited powers to
arrest and jail citizens without formal charge.
Sources of opposition to the oppressive gov-
ernment have been forcibly closed or violently
eliminated. Within 24 hours of the govern-
ment's declaration of an “emergency state,”
more than 2,000 opponents were arrested,
and hundreds of blacks have been killed by
security forces. Most unfortunate of all, the
misguided Government of South Africa ap-
pears to be headed in the wrong direction.

Mr. Chairman, H.R. 4868 is based on the
premise that foreign governments are not
automatically entitled to close economic and
cultural ties with the U.S. Government, and
that we should reserve such ties for nations
that adhere to at least a minimum respect for
human rights and individual dignity. All of us
oppose totalitarianism of the left and the right.
The apartheid of South Africa and the gulags
of the Soviet Union are both offensive to
human dignity. We must balance the sub-
stance of all these offenses with the hope of
actually achieving some remedy through a
particular strategy or policy.

As we examine our strategy in dealing with
apartheid, the guestion we must ask is what
can we do here in the United States that will
communicate the position of this country to
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the people and Government of South Africa.
How can we back up our words with action?

Mr. Chairman, | believe that without interna-
tional pressure of some sort, there is little
hope that the Government of South Africa will
act responsibly and seek to peacefully resolve
the crisis that it now faces.

H.R. 4868 will accomplish two purposes.
First, it will provide the Pretoria government
with a tangible example of the opinion of the
people of this Nation. Second, it will unite the
voice of America to that of other countries to
persuade the South African Government to
enter into meaningful negotiations with repre-
sentative leaders of the black majority.

It is noteworthy that almost every individual
that South African blacks recognize as a
leader is calling for new punitive economic
sanctions to force political negotiations. Even
multiracial groups—the South African Council
of Churches, and most recently the Southern
African Catholic Bishops Conference—are
also appealing for increased economic sanc-
tions.

Enactment of this bill will place the United
States on the same side with those South Af-
ricans and international forces that are com-
mitted to justice and peaceful change. Nearly
all of the moderate voices in South Africa
have appealed to Western countries to
impose new economic sanctions to apply
pressure on the Pretoria government while
there is still time to negotiate. The black popu-
lation in South Africa is calling out for new
economic sanctions. They insist the long-term
benefits of sanctions far outweigh any limited
economic costs.

For 6 years now, the administration’s policy
of constructive engagement has provided little
if any progress. The oppression and violence
of the South African Government has in fact
increased under this construction. Obviously,
some other measures are necessary. This
bill's sanctions will have a tangible impact on
the South African regime, and will give credi-
bility to America’'s moral condemnation of
apartheid. | strongly urge my colleagues to
give their support to this important, and tangi-
ble piece of legislation.

Mr. BIAGGI. Mr. Chairman, as a cosponsor
of the pending legislation, | rise in strong sup-
port and make an urgent plea that the House
today pass the Anti-Apartheid Act of 1986. |
can think of no greater political and moral evil
in the world today than apartheid, and can
think of few more compelling issues for us to
act on than to impose pressure to end apart-
heid in South Africa.

This is not a new undertaking on the part of
the House of Representatives. We have al-
ready been registered on this issue when we
passed H.R. 1460. We have already gone on
record in support of the need to impose
meaningful and direct economic sanctions on
the Botha regime in South Africa for the pur-
pose of putting appropriate pressure on his
government to end this policy.

The bill before us today would impose
broad and sweeping sanctions on South
Africa. It would prohibit new loans and invest-
ments; bar the importation of South African
uranium coal and steel; prohibit the use of
United States technology or services to devel-
op new energy sources in that country; deny
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landing rights to South African aircraft; and
bar United States firms from mining and ex-
porting natural resources from the South Afri-
can controlled territory of Namibia.

The legislation does provide for a termina-
tion of the sanctions if the President certifies
to Congress that South Africa has taken steps
to dismantle apartheid, or has freed all politi-
cal prisoners and has begun good faith nego-
tiations with representative black leaders.

| challenge those who would contend that
these measures are too strong, too punitive.
Let us consider the system they are directed
against, apartheid—government sanctioned
discrimination of all types against the black
majority in South Africa. These are sanctions
aimed at advancing a nonviolent political solu-
tion to the problems in South Africa. Are we
going to argue that economic sanctions are
more punitive than the repressive state of
emergency imposed by the Botha regime? Of
course not. In fact, if those who are troubled
by sanctions are so concerned, they should
examine the relationship that exists or that
could exist between sanctions and an end to
apartheid, and they might change their mind.

Our action today also emanates from frus-
tration over the administration's approach for
dealing with South Africa—a policy commonly
referred to as constructive engagement. What
has it accomplished over these past 6 years?
Have they put a stop to the institutional vio-
lence in South Africa? No. Has constructive
engagement put an end to the government’s
crackdown on political dissent in South Africa?
No. Has constructive engagement resulted in
an improvement in the desperate economic
conditions confronting blacks in South Africa
the answer again is no.

Then why continue the policy? Constructive
engagement is a paper tiger. It involves rhe-
torical opposition to apartheid. It does not in-
volve meaningful activity that could actually
lead to its abolition.

To the oft-stated argument by the adminis-
tration that sanctions will affect the same
blacks in South Africa that we are trying to
help, | must strongly disagree. Many leaders
in the black community in South Africa, includ-
ing Bishop Desmond Tutu, support the kinds
of sanctions proposed in this legislation. They
recognize that the long-range goal of sanc-
tions—pressure to affect change and an end
to apartheid—far outweigh any short-term
economic problems that may develop.

The situation involving South Africa takes
on special and immediate urgency due to the
increased tensions which mark the 10th anni-
versary of the Soweto uprising. This event,
much like the bloody march at Newry in
Northern Ireland, is considered a catalyst in
the escalation of government control over the
people. The Soweto uprising signalled a rais-
ing of the world consciousness about South
Africa and apartheid. The 10th anniversary ob-
servance should remind the world that there is
much more that must be done if we are to, in
fact, eliminate apartheid.

| believe there is a universal sense in this
Nation that we share a moral indignation over
apartheid. Yet, the question is how do we
translate this into meaningful action. How do
we transform our current policy in South Africa
from being one of constructive engagement to
one which will actually affect change? It is

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

time that we took the lead and established the
moral standard rather than avoid the issue.

If it is a question of approach, let us err on
the side of action. The time for caution has
come and gone in South Africa. While the
United States fiddles, the Botha regime flour-
ishes and with that comes a strengthening of
apartheid. Let us return to the approach ad-
vanced so courageously by President Carter.
Using his doctrine of human rights, he em-
barked on a policy which included tighter re-
strictions on United States exports, to South
Africa as well as imposing an embargo on the
sale of goods and technical data to its military
and police. It also banned the sale of comput-
ers. Simply put, it backed up a policy with
action. That is what we must do today and
that is, in fact, what we will do today if we
pass H.R. 4868.

| urge passage. The consequences of our
inaction are being felt each and every day in
the violence and discrimination which is a part
of daily life in South Africa today.

Mr. LUNDINE. Mr. Chairman, | rise today in
support of H.R. 4868, the Anti-Apartheid Act
of 1986.

All of us are opposed to the terrible and im-
moral system of apartheid that hangs over
South Africa. | do not believe that there is any
question that the American people, United
States Government, or even the myriad of
American corporations presently conducting
business in South Africa would like to see
apartheid ended and a fair and representative
system of government put in its place.

Mr. Chairman, today the House is consider-
ing legislation which will, | believe, go a long
way toward pressuring the government in Pre-
toria to end apartheid. This legislation also
makes clear that America will not endorse or
condone a system of repression such as that
which exists in South Africa today. Last year,
both the House and Senate voted overwhelm-
ingly to pass legislation which imposed eco-
nomic sanctions against South Africa. | was a
cosponsor of last year's legislation, and | am
a cosponsor of H.R. 4868.

Last year, although both Houses of Con-
gress voted to impose economic sanctions on
South Africa, the Reagan administration chose
instead to put in place very limited economic
measures against that country and to stand by
its policy of “constructive engagement.”
Under the most tragic of circumstances, it has
become clear that the administration's policies
toward South Africa have not succeeded in
either ending apartheid or increasing stability
in the area.

The situation in South Africa is now critical.
Recently, a British Commonwealth Commis-
sion called on the United States and other
Western nations to impose strong economic
sanctions against that country. This prestigi-
ous Commonwealth group stated that without
international economic pressure there is little
hope that the South African Government will
act responsibly to resolve this acute crisis.
The group concluded that unless some action
is taken soon by the Western nations, an all-
out war in South Africa is virtually inevitable.

As the crisis in South Africa deepens, argu-
ments against economic sanctions become in-
creasingly meaningless. The economy of
South Africa will only deteriorate if the present
state of social unrest continues to exist.
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Mr. Chairman, | recognize that many Ameri-
can companies that do business in South
Africa have been at the forefront of social
progress in that country. Many corporations
have introduced improvements in working
conditions for black employees and have insti-
tuted more equitable promotion policies.
These reforms, however do not change the
fact that the overwhelming majority of black
South Africans support economic sanctions,
even if such sanctions mean that they them-
selves will suffer in the short term.

Our Government has imposed economic
sanctions against other countries. We have
applied them to Poland and to Nicaragua, and
most recently to Libya. In my opinion, the
moral and practical arguments for imposing
sanctions against South Africa are as strong,
indeed stronger than the arguments for impos-
ing sanctions in any of these cases.

In an article which appeared recently in the
New York Times, South African Bishop Des-
mond Tutu wrote:

There is no guarantee that sanctions will
topple apartheid, but it is the last nonvio-
lent option left, and it is a risk with a
chance.

| hope my colleagues will join me in sup-
porting the legislation before us today, and
once again make the will of Congress known
on this important moral issue.

Mr. RODINO. Mr. Chairman, | rise as an or-
ginal cosponsor of H.R. 4868, the Anti-Apart-
heid Act of 1986, to express my deeply felt
belief in the necessity of this legislation and
the urgency with which we must act on it.

| am dismayed to realize that just over a
year ago, on May 21, 1985, | spoke similar
words in support of H.R. 1460, and Anti-Apart-
heid Act of 1985, which contained many provi-
sions now incorporated in H.R. 4868. As we
all know, last year both the House and Senate
gave overwhelming support to economic
sanctions against South Africa, but final con-
gressional action by the Senate on the confer-
ence report was forestalled by the President’s
last-minute action ordering very limited eco-
nomic measures.

It is more evident than ever, one year later,
that the administration’s policy of constructive
engagement is a total failure. It really consti-
tutes a constructive avoidance of actions nec-
essary to peacefully bring about majority rule
in South Africa. The situation in South Africa
is tragic. Under the state of emergency pro-
claimed by President P.W. Botha's regime,
over 2,000 black political and trade union or-
ganizers have been imprisoned, people are
being killed, and the pattern of repression and
brutality has intensified. The incredible press
restrictions, designed to prevent the rest of
the world from learning the sad facts of life
there today, are a stark admission of the
Botha government's refusal to work toward
abolition of apartheid and of its contempt for
democratic values.

The bill prohibits loans or credits to the
South African Government and its entities and
bans new investment, direct or indirect, in
South Africa. Banks owned or controlled by
South African laws or nationals would be pro-
hibited from establishing branches or agencies
in the United States. It also prohibits contribu-
tions of technology or technological informa-
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tion, training or services of any kind to the de-
velopment of new energy sources for South
Africa; bans the importation into the United
States of South African uranium, coal and
steel; prohibits landing rights for South African
aircraft in the United States; and bans explo-
ration, extraction, processing, or trade of natu-
ral resources from Namibia.

Under the bill there is a ban on investments
in South African computer businesses and on
computer exports to South Africa after 1 year,
unless apartheid is dismantled or Nelson Man-
dela and all political prisoners are released
and the South African Government negotiates
in good faith with representative leaders of the
black majority. Failure to meet either of these
two conditions within a year would require dis-
investment of all United States interests in
South African computer businesses and an
end to export of any computers or computer
technology to South Africa.

The bill provides up to $25 million in aid for
South Africa, including $4 million for refugee
education assistance and $21 million for com-
munity development projects selected and
controlled by disadvantaged South Africans.

The message we convey in H.R. 4868 is
clear: Americans no longer intend to subsidize
apartheid, and we are willing to apply the type
of pressure that will encourage political nego-
tiations to achieve a just system by peaceful
means. We must act before it is too late, while
the nonviolent movement remains viable. As
Bishop Desmond Tutu said recently, “There is
no guarantee that sanctions will topple apart-
heid, but it is the last nonviolent option left,
and it is a risk with a chance.”

Mr. Chairman, the foundation of American
democracy is based on a moral principle
deeply ingrained in our Nation—that everyone
is equal before the law. It is this principle that
separates a nation of laws from a lawless
nation. Today this principle is subverted in
South Africa, with brutal force and repression
being used to perpertuate the system of injus-
tice and lack of freedom that is apartheid.

Mr. Chairman, | believe that our Nation has
only one course of action: to end our appall-
ing silence and inaction and demonstrate our
moral convictions with legislation that can
have an impact. Every day that we delay, the
situation in South Africa grows worse. Now is
the time to act. | urge the passage of H.R.
4868.

Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Chairman, | rise in strong
support of H.R. 4868, the Anti-Apartheid Act
of 1986, and especially its provision to ban
the importation of South African coal into the
United States.

In recent years, we have witnessed a grow-
ing amount of foreign coal entering the United
States. This imported coal has an unfair ad-
vantage over domestically produced coal pri-
marily due to the lack of adequate health,
safety, and environmental standards in the ex-
porting countries. South Africa, which since
1980 has exported over 4.5 million tons of
coal to the United States, is a prime example
of this situation.

Using what constitutes as slave labor,
South African coal miners are forced to mine
coal deep underground with virtually no pro-
tection for their health and safety. Employers
in South Africa are not concerned with safety
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as witnessed by the fact that more than 600
people die in their mines every year.

As we all know, South Africa engages in
constitutional racial discrimination and its offi-
cial government policies toward black workers
are the very antithesis of accepted practices
in this country. As the president of the United
Mine Workers of America, Richard Trumka, re-
cently noted: “Our citizens enjoy the benefits
of a society dedicated to justice, equality, and
compassion. The black miners of South Africa
reap a bitter harvest of discrimination and
abuse.”

Mr. Chairman, the United States should not
be supporting the racist Government of South
Africa by importing its coal. Those who argue
that South African coal is cheaper are placing
a shamefully low prices on human freedom. |
urge my colleagues to support this bill.

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Chariman, | rise in sup-
port of H.R. 4868, the Anti-Apartheid Act of
1986. As my colleagues know, this bill would
impose several economic sanctions against
South Africa, including a ban on new U.S.
loans and investments, a prohibition on the
importation of South African uranium, coal,
and steel, and a requirement that all US.
computer-related investments in South Africa
be withdrawn.

Last year, both Houses of Congress over-
whelmingly passed legislation imposing eco-
nomic sanctions against South Africa. The en-
forcement of these sanctions was forestalled
only by the imposition of limited sanctions by
President Reagan.

And so, Congress decided to hold off, and
see what effect these limited sanctions might
have in persuading the Government of South
Africa to take positive action to change its
apartheid policy. But the situation has only
gotten worse. The time has come for the
entire world, not just the United States, to
apply pressure on South Africa.

Now the administration says that it opposes
sanctions because they hurt the same people
we are trying to help, but it is the blacks them-
selves who are calling for sanctions. They say
that whatever price they may pay now will be
worth the cost if the effect of U.S. sanctions is
to bring down the apartheid system.

In the past year almost all of the most im-
portant players in this drama have urged the
United States to impose strong sanctions
against the Government of South Africa. The
South African Council of Churches, the United
Democratic Front, and Bishop Desmond Tutu
all support sanctions.

The argument that sanctions are not an ap-
propriate weapon in foreign policy just does
not hold water. In the past few years the
United States has imposed economic sanc-
tions against Nicaragua, Libya, and Poland in
order to make a strong statement of United
States concern. And yet, like Bishop Desmond
Tutu, | wonder why sanctions are considered
legitimate when used in these instances, but
illegitimate when it comes to South Africa.
You can, after all, make the case that sanc-
tions against Poland will harm the Polish
people, and we certainly did not intend for
that to happen. In the same way, it is not our
intention to hurt the black citizens of South
Africa in imposing sanctions on Pretoria.

This bill would allow the United States to
back up its condemnation of apartheid with
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definite action. And it would give moderate
black leaders in South Africa the leverage
they need, and want, in forcing an end to
apartheid. And if progress is made, then no
sanctions would be imposed.

The images of South Africa today are amaz-
ingly similar to those images of the civil rights
movement in this country during the 1950's
and 1960’s. The police dogs, the tear gas, the
fire hoses, all appeared on American televi-
sion screens 20 years ago, just as they
appear nightly from South Africa, despite the
imposition of nearly complete press censor-
ship.

But there are major differences. In the
United States, our system of Government
made it possible to challenge segregationist
policies, while in South Africa the Government
perpetuates segregationist policies. In the
United States, public opinion brought sympa-
thy for the plight of Southern blacks and a
free press allowed the issue of civil rights to
be debated openly.

In South Africa, exactly the opposite is hap-
pening. Press censorship prevents open
dialog and debate. The opinions of the vast
majority of South African people are ignored.
And the system of Government, if unchanged,
will never allow for the full and equal participa-
tion of blacks in South African society.

President Kennedy once said that those
who make peaceful revolution impossible
make violent revolution inevitable. We are
seeing a perfect example of this in South
Africa today. The Government has failed to
take the necessary steps to allow the 23 mil-
lion blacks, 3 million coloreds, and 1 million
Asians of South Africa to participate in a gov-
ernment that is controlled by 4.5 million
whites. And, in doing so, the Government has
left little choice for the people.

The United States may not be able to con-
vince South Africa to make the changes nec-
essary to allow for this participation. But we
certainly can do something to prevent the
United States Government and United States
corporations from bringing profits to, and
making profits from, the South African econo-
my.
Full-scale revolution in South Africa may not
come this year, or next year, or the year
after—but it will come soon. And when it is
finished, the black majority in South Africa will
rule their own country and be the masters of
their own fate. And when that time comes,
they will remember those who stood by their
side, just as they will remember those who ig-
nored their plight and continued to support the
apartheid policies of a racist government until
the very end.

Mr. Chairman, | urge that my colleagues
support H.R. 4868, so that when that day
comes, the United States will be counted
among those courageous nations who stood
for freedom and equality for all the people of
South Africa.

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Chairman, | rise
today in support of H.R. 4868. The timing of
the consideration of this new anti-apartheid
bill is significant and crucial. It coincides with
the 10th anniversary of the Soweto uprising in
which 600 people were killed. The situation in
South Africa is deteriorating rapidly—over the
past 2 years, 1,500 people have been killed in
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South Africa and close to 38,000 have been
arrested because of apartheid. The recent
declaration of a state of emergency by the
Government of South Africa will only serve to
enrage further the black population. The state
of emergency gives the military and police vir-
tually unlimited powers to arrest and jail citi-
zens without charge. This debate occurs just
after the release of a significant report on
South Africa done by the Commonwealth Emi-
nent Persons Group. The report underscores
the fact that the West has only a very short
period of time left in which to prevent all-out
racial war in South Africa.

H.R. 4868 prohibits new loans to and in-
vestments in South Africa and imposes sanc-
tions which prohibit other types of business
activity. The sanctions would be lifted if the
South African Government dismantles apart-
heid or releases Nelson Mandela and all other
political prisoners and negotiates in good faith
with black leaders. The United States is South
Africa’s largest export market—buying ap-
proximately 15 percent of all South African ex-
ports. This relationship gives the United
States a unique opportunity to insist on signifi-
cant changes in South Africa’s vile system of
government.

An important provision in this bill bans the
importation of South African uranium, coal,
and steel into the United States. In 1985,
South Africa exported 192 million dollars,
worth of uranium, 117 million dollars, worth of
steel and 44 million dollars, worth of coal into
the United States. Despite the fact that our
country has among the largest coal deposits
in the world, we continue to increase our coal
imports from South Africa, the leading import-
er of coal in the United States. Since 1980,
coal imports from South Africa have more
than doubled to over $27 million. This is at a
time when 60,000 American coal miners are
out of work.

Our uranium imports from South Africa and
Namibia have increased 350 percent since
1981—at a time when the number of domestic
uranium mines has dropped from 362 to a
mere handfull, and over 85 percent of our
miners have lost their jobs. Since 1981, New
Mexico alone has lost about 11,500 mining
jobs—the largest decline was in the uranium
ores subsector. The State's two remaining
conventional uranium producers were forced
to close their mines and mills in 1985, laying
off hundreds of workers.

These statistics and lost jobs are not just in-
dicators of the problems caused by foreign
trade to industries in the United States. South
Africa has been so successful at its exploita-
tion of its mineral resources because it also
relies on exploitation of its populations. Condi-
tions for black miners reflect the adverse cir-
cumstances experienced by other blacks in
South Africa. The labor conditions for black
miners in South Africa and Namibia are frankly
deplorable.

Black miners have virtually no job security.
They must contract for a limited number of
months and then reapply for their jobs. Black
miners are not allowed to live with their fami-
lies; white miners are. Black miners are pro-
hibited by law from holding skilled labor posi-
tions. These slots are reserved for whites
only. Black miners must pay for their health in-
surance; white miners receive free insurance.
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Black miners receive one-fifth of the wages of
white miners—their low wage has artificially
depressed the world price of uranium and
coal, making U.S. coal and uranium less com-
petitive.

This description of the status of black
miners in South Africa is clearly a reflection of
the greater oppression the entire black popu-
lation in South Africa experiences. Since last
year, when the House passed an anti-apart-
heid bill, the administration's policy of “‘con-
structive engagement,” toward South Africa
has clearly made no improvements in the situ-
ation there. Nowhere else in the world is the
administration turning such a blind eye toward
censorship, repression, and the implementa-
tion of a police state.

Congress has tried being patient. It has
tried allowing the President to implement
“constructive engagement” measures—the
end result is that South Africa is now experi-
encing upheaval and violent turmoil which will
likely result in a bloodbath. We do not even
have a clear picture of just how bad things are
there—the press has been forbidden to cover
events. Since the administration is not willing
to take active steps to force South Africa to
democratize, to allow equal participation in all
facets of life for all members of the society,
Congress has no choice now but to once
again pursue the course of sanctions. Sanc-
tions are essential, and they are the only
avenue left for the United States to pursue.
We must act, and act immediately in order to
salvage the region. | strongly urge all of my
colleagues to support H.R. 4868.

The CHAIRMAN. All time of the
Committee on Foreign Affairs has ex-
pired.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI], the
chairman of the Committee on Ways
and Means, for 7'z minutes, and recog-
nizes the distinguished gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. CranE] for 7% min-
utes.

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Chairman, HR. 4868 introduced
on May 21, 1986, was jointly referred
to the Committee on Ways and Means
as well as three other committees of
the House. The only provisions of
direct jurisdictional interest to the
committee, however, are the prohibi-
tion on imports of coal, uranium ore
and oxide, and steel from South Africa
in section 3 of the bill and the ban on
imports of natural resources from Na-
mibia in sections 3 and 7 of the bill.

On June 11, the Committee on Ways
and Means ordered H.R. 4868 favor-
ably reported by voice vote with one
amendment. This amendment is made
in order under the rule as a substitute
for the text of section 3 of the bill. It
amends the headnotes to the tariff
schedules of the United States to im-
plement in a more effective manner
the import prohibitions on South
Africa proposed in the original bill and
the additional restrictions on Namibia
proposed by the Committee on For-
eign Affairs. The purpose of the
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amendment is to specify the particular
products to be covered by the import
prohibitions in the tariff schedules in
order to ensure proper administration
by the U.S. Customs Service at ports
of entry. This treatment is consistent
with normal legislative practice,
rather than delegating the authority
to the President to designate product
coverage through regulations, as pro-
vided in the introduced bill. The
amendment would also provide the
normal 15-day notice period to the
trade before the import prohibitions
take effect.

The Committee on Ways and Means
believes that an import prohibition on
the particular products covered should
be included in the bill as a form of eco-
nomic pressure on the South African
Government to dismantle the apart-
heid system. Trade in the particular
products chosen are important to the
South African economy, but this pro-
hibition will not have an adverse
effect on the United States.

The committee considered and re-
ported the import prohibition only on
certain specified products, as proposed
in the original bill, in a timeframe to
comply with the leadership’'s schedule
for early consideration of the bill. The
committee did not have time to consid-
er the implications of a much broader
total ban on imports from South
Africa, which may affect U.S. produc-
ers who depend upon certain raw ma-
terials in short supply in the United
States. Therefore, I will oppose
amendments which prohibit all im-
ports from South Africa.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
2% minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Ohio [Mr. GRADISON], a
member of the Trade Subcommittee of
the Committee on Ways and Means.

Mr. GRADISON. Mr. Chairman, I
rise, as an original cosponsor, in sup-
port of H.R. 4868, the Anti-Apartheid
Act of 1986. The continued violation of
fundamental human rights and digni-
ty that occurs daily in South Africa
has commanded the attention of the
American people. Just over 1 year ago,
the House acted favorably on a bill to
impose certain limited economic sanc-
tions against South Africa. Many of
the sanctions proposed in Congress
were incorporated in the President’s
Executive orders of September 9 and
October 1, 1985.

As a result, among other sanctions,
the United States prohibited new bank
loans to the South African Govern-
ment, barred the export of computers
and related equipment for use by the
South African military and police, and
banned the importation of Kruger-
rands into the United States. The leg-
islation currently under consideration
strengthens these measures by prohib-
iting new American investment in
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South Africa, and ending the importa-
tion of South African coal, uranium,
and steel into the United States. If
certain basic steps toward dialog and
internal political reconciliation are not
undertaken within a specified time-
frame, the bill provides for additional
sanctions.

During the debate in the last session
of Congress, several Members noted
that certain positive changes, albeit in-
cremental, had taken place on the
South African landscape. Those re-
forms, however, did not address the
central issues involved in the evolution
of South Africa toward a more open,
just, and democratic society.

Ironically, what could have been la-
beled as minimal progress has been
lost entirely in a spiraling cycle of vio-
lence over the last 2 years. In Febru-
ary of this year, the South African
Government lifted the state of emer-
gency it imposed in July 1985 in re-
sponse to riots in the Eastern Cape
townships. The most recent unrest in
Crossroads, leading to the reimposi-
tion of a state of emergency, is em-
blematic of the indiscriminate violence
that threatens to engulf moderate
opinion in South Africa.

In the last 21 months, over 1,600
people have died in the escalating civil
conflict. Within the last year alone,
over 36,000 South Africans have been
arrested and detained on grounds of
involvement in antiapartheid activi-
ties. Sporadic raids by Pretoria on its
neighbors have done little for the se-
curity of the region.

Against the background of these
events, the House is considering
strengthening American economic
sanctions. Much of the debate today
has focused on the effectiveness of
economic sanctions in dealing with the
South African problem and whether
or not the imposition of added restric-
tions harms the average South African
more than can be justified.

Economic sanctions are a policy
option that has been exercised by the
United States against a number of na-
tions whose foreign policy or internal
behavior we have sought to influence.
Various economic restrictions have
been imposed, for example, on the
Soviet Union, Cuba, Iran, and Chile.
In response to its role in international
terrorism, the United States has im-
posed sanctions against Libya which
require total divestment by American
firms from that country. In addition,
the United States maintains economic
restrictions on Nicaragua in the face
of wide international criticism.

It is a disingenuous argument to
assert that further American sanctions
against South Africa ought not be
tried because they are liable to harm
the people. The issue for the House is
whether the restrictions in this bill
will promote the chance of peaceful
change in South Africa. It is my belief
that further economic restrictions un-
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dertaken by the United States would
be a significant addition to the recent
moves along these lines by several of
our allies, including France, Canada,
Australia, and Denmark. Multilateral
sanctions will obviously be more effec-
tive than unilateral action. The re-
strictions in this bill represent an op-
portunity for the United States to
reassert its leadership on this ques-
tion.

We have reached a critical juncture.
For over 25 years, the potential for a
destructive civil conflict has been
brewing in South Africa. Absent sig-
nificant change initiated by the South
African Government to end the
system of apartheid, South Africa, and
perhaps the entire region, may be
plunged into prolonged strife that can
only diminish further the viability of
an open and democratic society.

“Constructive engagement” was a
policy that had to be tried, but has
yielded few tangible results. A tighten-
ing of economic restrictions, short of
total divestment, by the United States
will serve as an incentive for South
Africa to modify gradually, and even-
tually change, its social and political
system to the benefit of all South Af-
ricans. The alternatives for South
Africa leave no other choice.

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 2 minutes to the gentle-
man from Washington [Mr. MILLER].

Mr. MILLER of Washington. I
thank the gentleman for yielding time
to me.

Mr. Chairman, as one of the original
cosponsors of the Anti-Apartheid Act
of 1986, I strongly urge my colleagues
to pass this legislation now.

Apartheid is an evil and repugnant
system that oppresses the most basic
human rights. But South Africa is not
the only evil and repugnant political
system in the world. Why, I am asked
by colleague and constituent alike,
why are we singling out South Africa.
This is a question that deserves an
answer.

First as Americans, we are painfully
aware of the damage and havoc caused
by entrenched and institutional
racism. And when the oppressed group
is the overwhelming majority rather
than a minority, the potential for
bloody chaos increases exponentially.

But not only apartheid is morally
wrong, it is strategically stupid. So
self-interest compels us to seek a swift
end to apartheid in South Africa. We
know that the white minority regime
cannot win its struggle to maintain its
position of privilege. But the regime’s
implacable opposition to real change,
its refusal to negotiate seriously with
responsible black leaders and its in-
creased repression of peaceful demon-
strations is squeezing out the demo-
cratic center in the opposition. Under
these circumstances, at best we can
expect an all out civil war, at worst a
Communist-dominated revolution. We
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must act now to avert this scenario.
We must apply pressure so that the
South African Government accepts
the inevitable and begins serious nego-
tiations with the opposition.

With this pressure however, we are
not singling out South Africa. The
limited economic sanctions imposed by
this bill are consistent with current
American foreign policy as it relates to
some 20 countries in the world. In
fact, we have imposed total economic
and political sanctions against five of
these nations—Nicaragua, Libya,
North Korea, Cuba, and Afghanistan.
So we are not breaking any new
ground here. And we do not impose
these limited sanctions hastily. Only
after decades of failed diplomatic ini-
tiatives of failed persuasions, are we fi-
nally imposing a foreign policy tool
that is consistant with our position as
leader of the free world. We can only
hope that it is not too little too late.

Finally, this is not only an anti-
apartheid bill, it is a prodemocracy
bill. Provisions in this legislation will
distance us from the hated system of
apartheid, while allying more closely
with South Africans who are promot-
ing peaceful democratic change. By
building on my original amendment to
the 1986 Foreign Assistance Act, this
bill provides funds to nongovernmen-
tal community based groups who are
working for a peaceful transition to a
democratic government. It also pro-
vides funds for educational scholar-
ships and vocational training for black
South Africans.

Time is running out in South Africa.
Unless the parties start serious negoti-
ations now to end apartheid, the day
will come when we are faced with a
horrible choice between a racist police
state and a Communist-dominated rev-
olutionary regime. That would be bad
for us and worse for South Africans.
Today there is another choice: Peace-
ful democratic change and we should
support all efforts to bring about such
change.

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 2% minutes.

Mr. Chairman, in this debate, as I in-
dicated earlier, we are not in disagree-
ment over the repugnance of the
policy of apartheid, rather it is a ques-
tion of how we arrive at our mutual
goals and how we do it in a selective
way that is calculated to guarantee
that we bring about the desired result.
I am opposed to this legislation be-
cause I do not think it is calculated to
achieve to desired benefits. I think
there are unintended consequences of
this legislation that ought to be con-
sidered.

Amongst other things, there are two
independent countries that have never
been a part of South Africa, Lesotho
and Swaziland, that are, nevertheless,
quite dependent upon the South Afri-
can economy, and their economies
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would be injured almost proportionate
to the degree of economic injury that
we would be imposing on South Africa
if this legislation were to pass.

In addition to that, I am puzzled,
frankly, Mr. Chairman, over the inclu-
sion of Namibia. Namibia has a transi-
tional government in place right now,
and that Namibian Government has
abolished apartheid. There is no
apartheid in Namibia. In addition to
that, they have moved toward recon-
ciling the entire country, and they
have labored to remove any vestiges of
discrimination. They have also recog-
nized the six major political parties.
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Namibia exports to the United
States as well. At the very least, Na-
mibia should have been excluded if we
were attempting to direct our wrath
against that one government which is
guilty of practicing apartheid. Beyond
that, there are trade considerations
too that we ought to bear in mind.

First of all, this is a unilaterally pro-
tectionist action that we have taken
here and it is illegal according to the
General Agreement and Trade and
Tariffs. There is also a very real possi-
bility that it will invite retaliation on
the part of South Africa. The retalia-
tion I am talking about is in the expor-
tation of strategic minerals to the
United States.

There are a vast number of strategic
minerals that we are dependent upon
for our national security that are cur-
rently imported from South Africa
and if denied access to those metals
our only other source would be the
Soviet Union. Remember, we did that
in the case of Rhodesia some years ago
to our own disadvantage.

I would urge, therefore, Mr. Chair-
man, that Members reject this bill
however well-intentioned the legisla-
tion may be.

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 2 minutes to the gentle-
man from Michigan [Mr. LEVIN].

Mr. LEVIN of Michigan. I thank the
gentleman for yielding me this time.

Mr. Chairman, I have listened to the
debate here from the beginning. It has
been said that economic sanctions will
hurt blacks in South Africa. Blacks in
South Africa answered that argument
with their overwhelming support of
the nationwide strike.

It has been said that blacks in South
Africa are divided. The divide and con-
quer method was tried by the British
rules of India in the 19th century with
tragic results.

It has been said that economic sanc-
tions will not work. That would be
true only if Western nations are divid-
ed.

It has been said, I heard Mr. Botha
say on television this morning, that
the turmoil in South Africa was the
result of a Communist plot. I doubt if
millions of oppressed blacks in South
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Africa have ever heard of the Commu-
nist Party of South Africa.

The ultimate test of commitment is
conduct. Constructive engagement has
become destructive default. It is time
for sanctions, not inaction. There has
been much talk in Washington about
standing tall. Thus far, the U.S. Gov-
ernment has come across much more
as a moral pigmy.

I ask this question to those on the
other side of the aisle: Why should the
party of Lincoln have to be dragged
into activism on this issue? That was
too often true in the civil rights strug-
gle in the 1950’s and 1960’s in the
United States. It should not be true
now of civil rights across the seas in
South Africa or anywhere else.

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentlemen from Indiana [Mr.
BuUrTON].

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. I thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time.

Mr. President, the previous gentle-
man in the well indicated that the
Communist threat might be a red her-
ring because the people, most of them
over there, have never even heard of
the Communist Party. I might remind
the gentleman that in every country
that has gone Communist, it has been
a very small clique of Communist radi-
cals that have led the revolution and
put that country into the Communist
column.

This includes the Soviet Union. As
part of the Bolshevik Revolution in
1917, there were very small numbers
of Communists, but they were able to
grasp control of that country and of
course we now see that hundreds of
millions of people are under the heel
of Communists. So the same thing
could very easily happen in South
Africa.

I would like to just go back to a
couple of points that were made previ-
ously by my colleague from Illinois. A
number of leaders in South Africa
oppose the economic sanctions, and I
would like to read a couple of quotes.

Mr. Buthelezi, chief of the Zulus,
said:

The actual implementation of the disin-
vestment campaign would be useless unless
it hurt the economy, and if it hurt the econ-
omy, blacks would suffer more than the
whites. The disinvestment campaign is not
only detrimental to the interests of black
South Africans, but ultimately detrimental
to the interests of blacks in the whole of the
subcontinent.

Mr. Lucy Mvubelo, president of the
National Union of Clothing Workers,
one of the largest black unions, on
March 31, 1985, said this:

Those in our country who urge a boycott
of South African goods and the disinvest-
ment of Western capital are simply a small
fringe of revolutionaries. They realize that
the basic conditions from which the revolu-
tion can rise do not exist, thus the world
must create it. Who will suffer? Clearly, the
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greatest hardship would fall on my people,
the black people. They will be the first fo
lose their jobs. They will be left to die of
starvation. They will be the first to be killed
in the revolution.

Now then, you say, “Let us go direct-
ly to the people.” A poll was taken. A
poll was taken in March 1986, a poll of
blacks in urban areas in South Africa;
67.7 percent—over two-thirds—were
opposed to these economic sanctions
that some Members want to impose
today. When they asked the guestion,
as my colleague from Illinois men-
tioned a while ago, “If you were to lose
your job, would you change your opin-
ion?"” that percentage went up to 73.8
percent. Almost three out of every
four blacks were opposed to these eco-
nomic sanctions.

My colleagues, I think we need to re-
evaluate our position. We are all
against apartheid, but this is not the
way to end it.

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield such time as he may con-
sume to the gentleman from Minneso-
ta [Mr. FRENZEL].

Mr. FRENZEL. I thank the gentle-
man for yielding time to me.

Mr. Chairman, | rise in opposition to the bill.
The Congress and the American people, in
word and deed, should make it clear that
apartheid is antithetical to American values.
Apartheid is an unjust and inhumane system.
Indeed, there has been no argument raised in
the House in defense of apartheid in my
memory.

However, the guestion posed by H.R. 4868
is not whether apartheid is good or bad. The
question is whether the economic sanctions
imposed under this legislation are an effective
and proper way to accelerate the demise of
apartheid peacefully and to the benefit of all
the people of South Africa.

Although the majority of the House appear
to believe that the further harsh sanctions
contained in H.R. 4868 is good policy, | regret
that | do not agree. Such sanctions likely will
not lead to the ending of apartheid, but may
very well destroy South Africa’'s economy,
leaving the field open to both black and white
extremists.

Secretary Shultz, in a letter to the Con-
gress, date June 10, said, “We do not believe
it should be our purpose to harm the South
African economy; nor do we believe that such
action will hasten the end of apartheid.” The
Secretary went on to express concern that
proposals such as H.R. 4868 actually will
have the opposite effect than intended. | am
afraid that | must agree. Such actions are
likely to harden positions and promote vio-
lence while we are seeking moderation.

We must take on the uncomfortable respon-
sibility of considering H.R. 4868 with a cool
head so we don't hurt those who we most
want to help.

For example, under H.R. 4868, a black edu-
cation program, the Writing to Read Program,
will be prohibited from using IBM computers.
The bill's ban on investment in South Africa
would prevent black businesses from securing
a U.S. partner and adequate financing to get
off the ground.
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Along with these unwise sanctions, H.R.
4868 includes provisions which would harm
U.S. businesses unnecessarily. This bill would
prevent U.S. semiconductor and computer
firms from selling to anyone who might resell
to South Africa. It would punish unwary U.S.
investors who happen to buy stock in any U.S.
company with an economic relationship with
South Africa. The import ban, which is effec-
tively on all South African products, would
foist severe supply restrictions on unsuspect-
ing U.S. firms. We will hear from these com-
panies only after H.R. 4868 is passed.

We can disagree about past practices, but
U.S. businesses in South Africa currently are
powerful influences to end apartheid. Integra-
tion of U.S.-owned workplaces is taken for
granted and our companies are moving into
extensive advertising campaigns and actions
of civil disobediance aimed at pressuring the
South African Government into dramatic re-
forms. We could work to put these folks out of
business as this bill would do and extricate
ourselves from the situation. Giving up our
tools of positive influence may make us feel
better in the short run but it paves the way for
a bloody conflict.

Our ability to exert pressure for change is
desperately needed. | urge my colleagues to
defeat H.R. 4868.

The CHAIRMAN., All time of the
Committee on Ways and Means has
expired.

Under the rule, the gentleman from
Rhode Island [Mr. St GERMAIN] will
be recognized for 7% minutes and the
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. WyLIE]
will be recognized for 7% minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Rhode Island [Mr. ST GERMAIN].

Mr, ST GERMAIN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Chairman, America's strength
around the world rests on its moral
leadership. It is derived not from our

arsenal of weapons, but from the
world’'s belief that we, as a people,
stand for human dignity and that we
will use our leadership to oppose those
who stifle human rights.

This week, the House of Representa-
tives will take up H.R. 4868, legislation
which would place broad economic
sanctions on South Africa—sanctions
designed to force that government to
enter meaningful negotiations leading
to a sharing of political and economic
power with that nation’s black majori-
ty.

Last week, the Banking, Finance and
Urban Affairs Committee, along with
three other House Committees, gave
its endorsement to the legislation.

Mr. Chairman, this week’s vote on
H.R. 4868 will be an opportunity for
this House to renew and reaffirm
America’s moral leadership.

H.R. 4868, the Anti-Apartheid Act of
1986, stands in sharp contrast to the
timid policy of the Reagan administra-
tion, a policy clearly based more on
wishful thinking than on the harsh re-
alities of South Africa.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

The administration’s insistence on
quiet diplomacy—the so-called con-
structive engagement—creates no real
pressure for change in South Africa.
For that repressive regime, quiet di-
plomacy translates into “business as
usual.”

Cruel repressive regimes down
through history have existed because
other nations and other peoples
turned the other cheek in the face of
evil.

If we repeat that mistake in South
Africa, we must share in the responsi-
bility for the bloodbath that appears
likely if change does not come about
through pressure on the Pretoria gov-
ernment.

In 1972, the then South African
Prime Minister, John Vorster, boldly
stated:

Each trade agreement, each bank loan,
each new investment is another brick in the
wall of our continued existence.

H.R. 4868 would make certain that
we do not add new bricks to the wall
protecting apartheid.

Mr. Chairman, some oppose the
sanctions on the grounds that they
would work economic hardships on the
blacks in South Africa. But the evi-
dence coming out of South Africa sug-
gests the black majority is more than
willing to accept this risk if it means a
chance of pushing back apartheid.

Bishop Desmond Tutu, writing in
the New York Times this past Sunday,
describes the consensus among the
black majority as saying:

We are suffering already. To end it, we
will support sanctions even if we have to
take on additional suffering.

Bishop Tutu went on to say:

I would be more impressed with those who
made no bones about the reason they
remain in South Africa and said, honestly,
“We are concerned for our profits,” instead
of the baloney that the businesses are there
for our benefit. We don't want you there.
Please do us a favor: get out and come back
when we have a democratic and just South
Africa.

There are others, Mr. Chairman,
who say economic sanctions don’t
work; that they will not have great
impact on the Pretoria government.
Such arguments ignore both the reali-
ties of the South African economy and
the impact of world opinion.

Those who denigrate the moral and
economic forces unleashed by H.R.
4868 should be reminded of Robert
Kennedy’s speech in Capetown, South
Africa, in 1965:

It is from numberless diverse acts of cour-
age and belief that human history is
shaped. Each time a man stands up for an
ideal, or acts to improve the lot of others, or
strikes out against injustice, he sends a tiny
ripple of hope, and crossing each other from
a million different centres of energy and
daring those ripples build a current which
can sweep down the mightiest walls of op-
pression and resistance.

Mr. Chairman, the Banking, Finance
and Urban Affairs Committee has a
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long record of supporting efforts to
apply economic pressure on South
Africa.

As far back as 1978—before sanc-
tions were headline news—the Bank-
ing Committee included language in
the Export-Import Bank Act prohibit-
ing the Bank from granting credits or
guarantees for any export which
would help the South African Govern-
ment maintain apartheid. The com-
mittee further required that assist-
ance for exports to South African pur-
chasers be granted only to those who
had subscribed to the “Sullivan princi-
ples” designed to end segregation and
inequality among the Nation’s work
force.

In 1983, the committee insisted that
legislation authorizing new U.S. con-
tributions to the International Mone-
tary Fund include language that
would require the representative to
the IMF to oppose assistance to any
country practicing apartheid. In addi-
tion, in 1983 and again in 1985, the
committee endorsed other efforts to
enact anti-apartheid legislation.

Mr. Chairman, I hope this latest
effort—H.R. 4868—is overwhelmingly
approved in the House this week. Our
colleague from Pennsylvania, the Hon-
orable BiLL GRAY, is to be commended
for introducing and pushing this legis-
lation. The Gray bill sends a clear
message to South Africa and the
world. It mobilizes America’s greatest
strength, moral leadership in the
arena of human rights.

Mr. WYLIE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, I rise once again to
state my opposition to the practice of
apartheid in South Africa. There is no
room in the world today for officially
sanctioned racial discrimination. Un-
fortunately, as we reach the 10th anni-
versary of the Soweto riots, violence in
that country continues.

My position against apartheid is
clear. On December 4, 1984, I joined 34
of my Republican colleagues in signing
a letter to South Africa’s Ambassador
in Washington expressing our grave
concern about mounting violence in
South Africa and the pernicious effect
of apartheid on our bilateral relations.

Last year in this Chamber I voiced
my support for this current legisla-
tion's predecessor, H.R. 1460, intro-
duced by the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania [Mr. Gray]. I affirmed that the
time had come to do more than just
talk about injustice—the time had ar-
rived to take action.

I was privileged to be a conferee on
that bill and was pleased when the
House approved the conference report
by the overwhelming vote of 380 to 48.
Then on September 9, 1985, President
Reagan issued an Executive order on
South Africa. As far as the provisions
under the Banking Committee's juris-
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diction are concerned, President Rea-
gan's action closely paralleled provi-
sions in the conference report adopted
by the House.

Mr. Chairman, I thought there was
great merit in both the conference
report and the Executive order last
year which included exceptions for
education, housing, or health loans
and gave the Treasury Secretary dis-
cretion to approve loans to improve
the welfare or expand opportunities to
nonwhite South Africans. These limit-
ed humanitarian exceptions make a
great deal of sense to me.

If there were a famine or natural
disaster in South Africa, under this
legislation banks could not make loans
or issue letters of credit to send food,
medical, or other emergency supplies
to meet the needs of all the people of
South Africa. I seriously wonder what
is wrong with allowing trade and fi-
nancing to continue to aid the people
of South Africa? I think the bill misses
the point that we can and should dis-
tinguish between what we do to help
people and what we should not do in
support of repressive governments.
For these reasons I must say that
President Reagan’s Executive order of
last year is superior to the bill before
us today as far as those provisions
which fall within the Banking Com-
mittee’s jurisdiction are concerned.

In closing, I want to state again my
strong opposition to the apartheid
policies of the Government in South
Africa. It is their policies which have
provoked the demonstrations and the
tragic bloodshed in that country. It is
all too clear that the pace of reform in
South Africa has not lived up to the
expectations of either the people of
that country or the world community.
The Government there obviously has
not lived up to the expectations of the
U.S. Government.

The people of this Nation should be
aware that Congress and the President
already have acted to ban bank loans
to the Government of South Africa.
Congress and the President have acted
to strike a new American gold coin
symbolizing liberty and freedom at the
same time that we banned the impor-
tation of the Krugerrand. As Secre-
tary Shultz stated last week, “Apart-
heid is a doomed system, and it is fully
appropriate that we use our influence
to help speed its demise.”
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Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Delaware [Mr. CARPER].

Mr. CARPER. I thank the gentle-
man for yielding time to me.

Mr. Chairman, for some who seek
disinvestment, this bill does not go far
enough. For others, who would frank-
ly like to continue to adhere to the ad-
ministration’s policy—I call it a “go
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slow” policy, a “don’t rock the boat”
policy—this bill goes too far. I suspect
for the majority of us, however, Demo-
crats and Republicans in this Cham-
ber, this bill strikes the right balance.

Qur Nation is founded, as you know,
on the very same principles—the very
same principles—that South African
blacks are struggling to achieve: The
notion that we are all created equal,
with certain inalienable rights, among
them the right to life, the right to lib-
erty, and the right to pursue happi-
ness.

Twenty million South African blacks
want the same thing that we have in
this country—freedom, freedom from
repression. And some day, either with
or without our help, they will enjoy
that freedom.

It’s vitally important for moral, as
well as for geopolitical reasons, that
Americans again demonstrate clearly
today that we do stand on the princi-
ples on which our Nation was founded.

It is imperative for us to demon-
strate clearly whose side we are on at
this point in the battle, so that when
an Armageddon in South Africa and a
new generation of leadership takes
hold, we will have been on the side of
right, true to our principles and true
to the oppressed South African major-
ity.

Mr. WYLIE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Ne-
braska [Mr. BEREUTER].

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Chairman, I
do have several questions that I think
ought to be answered by other knowl-
edgeable Members of the House who
also serve on either the Foreign Af-
fairs Committee or on the Banking
Committee. They relate to the require-
ment in this legislation that commer-
cial credit be denied.

My reading of that provision is that
such a denial also covers by definition,
letters of credit. Such letters of credit
in fact are a basic instrument utilized
today for international trade.

It has come to my attention that
commercial banks are said to have
stopped providing letters of credit re-
cently, and so that all kinds of trans-
actions now in international trade
must be conducted on a cash basis. On
the contrary others say commercial
banks are only denying letters of
credit to the Government of South
Africa—not to commercial or coopera-
tive parties. My reading is the latter.
Trade on a cash basis would be a very
difficult procedure for international
trade, and I think that we ought to
have an understanding regarding let-
ters of credit. In fact, this legislation
does deny the use of letters of credit.

Another point, I believe needs to be
emphasized. The Eminent Persons’
Group appointed by the 40-some na-
tions of the Commonwealth has re-
cently expressed their dismay, disap-
pointment, and pessimism about the
kind of progress thus far in bringing
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some impact upon the apartheid
policy of the Government of South
Africa.

I found their report to be both very
discouraging and very important. It
suggests that “strong economic pres-
sures” are necessary, and that, I be-
lieve it is at least implied, such pres-
sures must be brought in a concerted
fashion against the Government of
South Africa. If the EPG's recommen-
dations are to have an effect, we must
first of all examine what kind of eco-
nomic pressures are appropriate. The
EPG does not specify disinvestment.
We also must look at whether or not
the United States will be acting in con-
junction with the Federal Republic of
Germany and the United Kingdom,
since those two countries along with
the United States are the most impor-
tant trading partners for South Africa.

Third, I believe that it is important
that we also examine whether or not
this legislation will deny food and agri-
cultural products to the people of
South Africa. This is a step, an embar-
go action, that I think is inappropriate
for the United States to take against
the most unprotected people of any
country.

The disinvestment policies I have
always opposed in the past, but I am
now willing, based upon the recom-
mendations of the Eminent Persons
Group, to take appropriate further
economic sanctions—hopefully in con-
junction with the other two major
trading partners of South Africa.

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 1% minutes to the gentleman
from the District of Columbia [Mr.
FaunTROY].

Mr. FAUNTROY. Mr. Chairman, I
am pleased, as an original cosponsor of
the legislation before us today, to ex-
press my heartfelt appreciation to the
chairman of the Banking Committee,
the ranking minority member of the
committee, and all of my colleagues in
the Congress who support this very
significant legislation, and who want
to see the United States come down on
the right side of history at this critical
juncture. We must say to a govern-
ment that continues to brutally re-
press the basic human rights of 27 mil-
lion of those who live within its bor-
ders that we will no longer cooperate
with the evil system of apartheid. We
must say to a government which in
the past week has declared a state of
emergency, and that has arrested
2,000 leaders of nonviolent efforts to
achieve change, that we will no longer
cooperate with that evil system. We
must say to a government that has
been paying for the murder of inno-
cent black citizens in townships,
arming so-called vigilantes with guns
and sending then in with machetes to
cut up bodies, that we will no longer
cooperate, that there will be no new
bank loans, no new investments, no
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landing rights, no sale of steel and coal
and uranium to American citizens so
long as this evil system persists.

I want to thank the Members of the
Congress who today will take a stand
for what is right, for what is just, and
what is fair, and by voting for the
Anti-Apartheid Act of 1986. Let us all
join in doing what the Eminent Per-
sons’ Group in the United Kingdom
has indicated is imperative; namely,
that people of conscience stand up and
employ the only nonviolent tool re-
maining to us to halt South Africa’s
blind march toward violence, blood-
shed, and tragedy.

Late last month the South African Armed
Forces conducted raids on the neighboring
states of Zambia, Zimbabwe, and Botswana,
demonstrating yet another example of terrorist
acts commissioned by a government that
thrives on violence. On June 12, the latest
state of emergency was declared and the
Government has blacked out the press, for-
bidden political gatherings and has given its
police force Gestapo-like powers, beyond the
reach of courts. These actions further illus-
trate that the South African Government, un-
checked and unbridled, will pursue any means
necessary to maintain its system of labor con-
trol and repression. This escalation of vio-
lence demands an escalation in our efforts in
the United States to impose stronger sanc-
tions on South Africa.

The Government of South Africa is seeking
to avoid the inevitable fall of apartheid by
eliminating proponents of change. History well
records that such an approach is doomed to
fail. The dreamers may be killed, but the
dream will live on. Stronger sanctions by the
United States and other nations of conscience
is the only nonviolent tool available to us. We
can no longer patiently wait for Pretoria to
progress.

The Anti-Apartheid Act of 1986, H.R. 4868,
strikes at the very heart of the system we all
deplore. By banning new investments, we
send a clear, crisp message that American
business will not be used to buttress apart-
heid. By eliminating bank loans to South Afri-
ca's Government and private sector, we make
clear that American money will not flow so
long as blood continues to needlessly flow in
South Africa. Under our bill, no South African
airline will be allowed landing rights in the
United States. In addition, we disallow the im-
portation of uranium, coal, and steel. Not only
do these products help to fund apartheid, but
they also cause jobs to be lost in America be-
cause South Africa’s cheap labor system can
market the products more competitively.

H.R. 4868 also forbids the involvement of
contracts or any form of commitment with re-
spect to expansion of energy in South Africa.
Taken together, these sanctions can have an
impact in South Africa.

In the bill, we give the Government of South
Africa a way out. The sanctions we impose
can be immediately lifted if two things occur:
First, the release of Nelson Mandela and
other political prisoners; and second, initiation
of good faith negotiations between the Gov-
ernment of South Africa and responsible
South African black leadership. But if the Gov-
ernment does not take advantage of this road
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to a peaceful, nonviolent settlement, within 1
year of enactment of the bill, we provide for a
complete pull out of U.S. computer compa-
nies.

Like the last state of emergency, the most
recent one will likely be lifted at some point,
but the emergency state in that bullet-ridden
country will remain. The situation is more
urgent than it has ever been. The Botha
regime has deepened its resolve to stay in
power at all costs, and the black majority has
deepened its resolve to be free. These two
opposite and irreconcilable attitudes are on a
collision course. The United States, by stand-
ing for justice and equality can make a differ-
ence. Our action today may represent the last
hope for peace in a land that for decades has
only known violence, brutality, bloodshed, and
death.

As legislators, our job is to make choices.
Let's choose life for South Africa. | urge over-
whelming passage of the H.R. 4868. It is in
our political, economic, and strategic interest.
Most importantly, it is the right thing to do.
Thank you.

0 1330

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 1 minute to the distinguished
gentleman from Maryland [Mr.
HoYERr].

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, I thank
my good friend PARREN MiITcHELL for
yielding to me this time.

Mr. Chairman, I rise today in strong
support of H.R. 4868, the Anti-Apart-
heid Act of 1986. I would like to thank
Representative Gray and members of
the committee for bringing this meas-
ure before the House of Representa-
tives.

The situation in South Africa is crit-
ical, The death rate has more than
doubled in the past 3 months. South
Africa is quickly approaching a blood-
bath. President Botha's recently im-
posed state of emergency and the Gov-
ernment’s reluctance to make signifi-
cant reforms may lead the country to
violent civil war.

Monday marked the 10-year anniver-
sary of the brutal massacre of the chil-
dren of Soweto. To prevent commemo-
ration of this historic event, President
Botha imposed a state of emergency
and prohibited commemorative activi-
ties. Tension in the South African
townships has escalated as a result of
these new restrictions. Some 31 people
have been killed, between 2,000 and
4,000 political and labor leaders have
been detained, and news coverage has
been cut off. Did President Botha
really believe these new restrictions
would prevent blacks in South Africa
from commemorating and honoring
the children who were so brutally
murdered during a peaceful protest on
June 16, 1976?

Since President Reagan stalled sanc-
tions legislation last year hundreds
more have died and the situation has
progressively deteriorated. The black
townships are filled with riots and
murders. Children are not going to
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school out of fear and people are being
burned out of their homes. In Soweto,
it is not unusual to wake every morn-
ing to find bodies in the streets. Ac-
tions by black youths provides us with
perhaps the strongest indication of
how committed and desperate South
African blacks are to winning their
freedom. A powerful picture in a
recent Newsweek showed protesting
youth holding a sign which read,
“They will never kill us all” The
youth particularly, are no longer will-
ing to wait for change. They are will-
ing, however, to die for it. Much like
our very own civil rights movement of
the 1960's people willing to throw
down their lives in the name of free-
dom and justice are a mighty force.

And blacks in South Africa are
giving their lives for freedom. It
breaks my heart when I read the sto-
ries of the continued turbulence in
South Africa. The disregard for
human life is a disgrace. A 3-year-old
baby girl was killed while playing in
her yard, shot in the head by a police-
man, during raids on a black township.
During the 1977 Soweto uprising, over
600 people died. An astonishing 1,600
people have lost their lives in the past
2 years.

Still the South African Government
holds on to policies they believe will
maintain the status quo, making small
concessions that only serve to prolong
the inevitable. And why not, most
white South Africans live outside of
the riot areas. The economy is recover-
ing from a recession and white South
Africa continues to enjoy the benefits
that come from controlling the
wealthiest country in Africa.

But the South African Government
must realize black South Africa is not
requesting citizenship, they are not
asking for equality in education, em-
ployment, access to the political
system and an end to discriminatory
policies. Black South Africans are de-
manding these rights, and if anyone
thinks they intend to give up their
struggle, they are mistaken.

President Botha might think that
eliminating the need for identification
cards is a significant step forward in
the movement to make reforms, but
such small concessions in the face of
such repression is too little, too late.

Mr. Chairman, the British Common-
wealth agrees that it may be too late
to avoid “the worst bloodbath since
the Second World War.” On Thurs-
day, the Commonwealth released a
report calling on Pretoria to dismantle
apartheid immediately. The Common-
wealth’s report also called for the re-
lease of political prisoners including
Nelson Mandela.

It is imperative that the United
States take note of the Common-
wealth’s findings and end the Presi-
dent's policy of “constructive engage-
ment.” Quiet negotiations, tactful di-
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plomacy, weak Executive orders are
not enough. These approaches are too
weak a response to the brutal war
taking place in South Africa at this
very moment. As a world leader, the
United States must not evade its re-
sponsibility to seek a peaceful ending
to the racist, repressive policy of
apartheid.

I recall a story told by the late Dr.
Martin Luther King, Jr., about a
priest and the levite, who while travel-
ing along a road spotted a man lying
on the ground, who they thought
could be a robber. The priest and the
levite asked themselves, “If I stop to
help this man, what will happen to
me?"” Another traveler looked at the
man lying on the road and asked, “If I
do not stop to help this man, what will
happen to him?” This is the question
Congress, the President, and the
American people must ask, “If we do
not stop to help the blacks in South
Africa, what will happen to them? Will
1,600 more die? 16,0007 160,000? 1.6
million?

Not only is it morally right for the
United States to take a strong stand
against apartheid, but it is in our best
interest. The present South African
Government will inevitably come to its
knees. Blacks will have the freedom
they have fought and died to gain.
And when that day comes, history
should show that the United States
stood for democracy, freedom, and jus-
tice in South Africa, that we placed
real pressure on Pretoria; that 10

yvears after the tragedy at Soweto, the
United States Congress was finally

able to decide that substantial eco-
nomic sanctions were necessary to
bring about a peaceful resolution.

Again, I commend Representative
Gray for his diligence and all of the
hard work he and the committee have
expended to bring this measure before
the House of Representatives. I appre-
ciate your leadership and commitment
to bringing freedom to South Africa.

Mr. WYLIE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
my remaining time to the gentleman
from Connecticut [Mr. McKINNEY].

Mr. McKINNEY. Mr. Chairman, I
only have a minute. As an original co-
sponsor of this bill, I believe it is the
right thing to do. I want simply in my
very brief time remaining to echo the
comments of a wonderful man, a
person and a human being who lived
in the 1930’s and remembers Nazi Ger-
many, Elie Wiesel.

Holocaust survivor and author Elie
Wiesel has said this:

If someone suffers and he keeps silent, it
can be a good silence. If someone suffers
and I keep silent, then it's a destructive si-
lence. If we envisage literature and human
destiny as endeavors by man to redeem him-
self, then we must admit the obsession, the
overall dominating theme of responsibility,
that we are responsible for one another. I
am responsible for his or her suffering, for
his or her destiny. If not, we are condemned
by our solitude forever and it has no mean-
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ing. This solitude is a negative, destructive
solitude, a self-destructive solitude.

This Nation on July 4th will cele-
brate the Lady and its history. Let us
not forget what it means. Do what you
have to do today and do it quickly.

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. Chairman, I
yield such time as he may consume to
the gentleman from New Jersey [Mr.
HucGHES].

Mr. HUGHES. Mr. Chairman, | rise in sup-
port of the Anti-Apartheid Act of 1985. Mr.
Chairman, | rise in support of H.R. 4868, the
antiapartheid legislation designed to provide
positive incentives for political negotiations
leading to the peaceful abolishment of apart-
heid. This new legislation, similar to last year's
antiapartheid legislation which passed the
House by a tremendous margin, includes
sanctions banning imports of South African
coal, uranium, and steel, as well as banning
new loans and investments and prohibiting
contributions to the development of new
energy sources for South Africa.

Mr. Chairman, this antiapartheid legislation
is desperately needed to place pressure on
the South African Government to put an end
to apartheid, once and for all. In recent years,
the administration has pursued the policy of
constructive engagement in the belief that
through a closer relationship with Washington,
the South African Government could be con-
vinced to abolish apartheid. This policy has
been shown to have been inadequate and the
situation in South Africa has not improved but
has gotten worse.

At present, the amount of violence and gov-
ernmental oppression in South Africa have
reached all time highs. The white minority has
given the police and the military virtually un-
limited powers to arrest citizens without
charge. The Government has banned all press
coverage of police actions against opponents
of apartheid, has closed all opposition news-
papers, and has prohibited public dissent
almost entirely. Such governmental oppres-
sion can no longer be tolerated.

In response to the rapidly deteriorating situ-
ation in South Africa, the United States must
now adopt tougher measures to put pressure
on the South African Government to remedy
the situation. It is unlikely that the white minor-
ity in South Africa would accept a fundamental
policy change in the absence of increasing
pressure at both the international and domes-
tic levels. The economic sanctions contained
in this legislation will place positive pressure
on the South African Government to put an
end to their policy of racial apartheid.

Since a number of restrictions on United
States activities in South Africa already exist,
this bill would close loopholes in the existing
economic sanctions and give current execu-
tive orders the force of enacted law, requiring
subsequent congressional action to change
their provisions, rather than unilateral execu-
tive order. Imposition of the sanctions con-
tained in the legislation would be dependent
upon the success of current efforts to foster
political negotiations with the South African
Government. If the Government refuses to co-
operate, the bill provides for additional sanc-
tions including a further ban on computer ex-
ports to South Africa and disinvestment from
the computer industry.
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Mr. Chairman, | believe that these economic
sanctions are necessary to place pressure on
the South African Government to change their
policy of apartheid and | urge my colleagues
to support this legislation.

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself the balance of the time.

Mr. Chairman, in the 1960’s there
was a group of people, a trio, who sang
the song and the words they sang went
something like this:

How many times does a man turn his head

Pretending that he just doesn't see?

How many years must some people exist

Before they are allowed to be free?

How many deaths will it take to believe

That too many people have died?

The answer, my friend, is blowing in the
wind.

The answer is blowing in the wind.

Mr. Chairman, the answer is in this
House today. How many more times
are we going to tell a black father that
he must turn his head when his son is
humiliated under this system of apart-
heid, when he is described as less than
a human being, how many times?

How many more long years will it
take before black South Africans can
achieve their freedom?

The answer, my friends, is not blow-
ing in the wind. The answer is in this
Chamber, at this moment, at this hour
in the destiny of this House and in the
destiny of South Africa.

How many deaths will it take to be-
lieve that too many people have died?

You have got the answer. You have
the answer in this legislation. If you
care anything at all about human suf-
fering, if you care anything at all
about human dignity, if you have a
modicum of compassion left in you for
those millions of blacks in South
Africa who are degraded and humiliat-
ed and even killed each day, then you
will vote for this legislation.

How many times must a man turn
his head pretending he just does not
see? You cannot turn your head from
this.

How many years must some people
exist before they are allowed to be
free? You hold a part of the key to
freedom in this legislation today. I
hope you will exercise it.

How many deaths will it take to be-
lieve that too many people have died?
You have got the answer.

Mr Chairman, 9 months since the
Reagan administration imposed its
token approach to foster political
change in South Africa, the South Af-
rican Government has failed to dem-
onstrate a real commitment to disman-
tle the evils of apartheid. Within the
past 9 months, South African Govern-
ment has imposed its most repressive
measures yet, jailing thousands of citi-
zens without charges, banning of
public dissidents, closing newspapers,
and barring TV coverage of unrest and
police actions. The Botha regime has




14260

continued to drive that country into
deep turmoil and chaos.

Today, I rise in strong support for
H.R. 4846, the Anti-Apartheid Act of
1986. The purpose of this new legisla-
tive proposal is to join America's ener-
gies to those of concerned South Afri-
cans, the British Commonwealth, the
European Community, and other
countries to persuade the South Afri-
can Government to immediately dis-
mantle apartheid and enter into politi-
cal negotiations now.

Under the proposal, if the Botha
regime dismantles apartheid, or if cur-
rent efforts to foster political negotia-
tions succeed, no sanctions will be im-
posed. However, if these efforts fail,
then sanctions will be implemented in
stages. Such negotiations must include
the immediate and unconditional re-
lease of Nelson Mandela and other
South African political prisoners, and
recognize the African National Con-
gress as a legitimate voice for black
South Africans.

South Africa is now under the de-
clared state of emergency, amid grow-
ing fear in even the white community
that the police and army are out of
control. Over 26,000 detentions and
over 1,500 deaths of black South Afri-
cans have occurred under the emer-
gency, and violent confrontation is es-
calating rapidly. We need to help the
Botha regime realize that it cannot
sustain white domination indefinitely
and that “business as usual” will only
invite greater violence.

I do not want to predict a catastro-

phe for South Africa—but there is
growing evidence, each and every day,
that unless change in South Africa is
fundamental, the risk of disaster will

continue to increase dangerously.
South Africans will not be denied
their freedom much longer, and they
insist upon winning their rights of
freedom and citizenship by peaceful,
or by other means.

Monday, Bank of America an-
nounced its ban on future loans to
South Africa, making them the first
major United States financial institu-
tion to do so. Their action sends a
clear message to the Botha regime—
and to the Reagan administration that
prosperity and stability cannot return
to South Africa while the apartheid
system remains.

Plain and simple, the Bank of Amer-
ica will not make new loans to borrow-
ers in South Africa as long as the
apartheid system exist. I commend
their decision, for it clearly indicates
that the private sector and the Con-
gress are willing to take the moral re-
sponsibility in this issue, and a variety
of interests are involved toward creat-
ing peaceful change in South Africa.

Mr. Chairman, our role today is an
important one. Hopefully, we will be
able to succeed where the Reagan ad-
ministration failed. The legislation
being proposd today is simple and
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direct. The limited sanctions an-
nounced by the Reagan administra-
tion last year are apparently having a
minimal effeet on South Africa, and
nothing short of a complete pullout of
U.S. investments in South Africa as
envisioned in H.R. 4868, will get the
Botha regime to move forcibly to end
its racial segregation.

We must seize this opportunity
today to use our vast influence and
pursue a new policy initiative to help
Africa end its turmoil. The United
States should not continue to eco-
nomically support thLz only country in
the world that institutes racism in its
Government. Swift passage of H.R.
4868 is essential in order to send a
clear message to the Government of
South Africa that the American
people, and the world are no longer
willing to cooperate with this evil
system of social segregation, political
domination, and economic exploitation
known as apartheid. I urge my col-
leagues to support this bill.

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule,
all time of the Committee on Banking,
Finance and Urban Affairs has ex-
pired.

Under the rule, the gentleman from
California [Mr. Mingeral will be recog-
nized for Tz minutes and the gentle-
man from Kentucky [Mr. SNyDpeER] will
be recognized for 7' minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from California [Mr. MINETA].

Mr. MINETA. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of
H.R. 4868, the Anti-Apartheid Act.

Apartheid is a moral abomination.
The policies of apartheid and racial
separation practiced by the Govern-
ment of South Africa are an insult to
all people who value democracy and
human liberty.

South Africa is thousands of miles
distant from the United States; its cul-
ture is profoundly different from ours.
Why, then, are we so concerned about
the actions of a faraway government?
Because we are both members of the
community of nations. Let us not turn
our heads from this violence and injus-
tice. We still can—and must—do all we
can to halt these horrors. We have a
responsibility to better this communi-
ty, to fight for the rights and free-
doms of all people in this community.

Who here doubts that apartheid is a
grievous wrong? We have a tool avail-
able to us in our efforts to end this
system. If you believe that apartheid
must be dismantled, then you must
agree that we have a moral responsi-
bility to use that tool.

We have the ability to bring the full
weight of American political, economic
and social pressure to bear upon the
South African Government. We have
this ability; we also have the duty to
use it.

As one who has seen the ugliness of
Government-sponsored racism first-
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hand, and suffered under its indignity,
I join with several of my distinguished
colleagues in saying we must do all we
can to end apartheid.

How can we not? How can we stand
by and not act? The tension continues
to mount. The violence grows. The
hatreds and frustrations fester. The
Freedoms of South Africa shrivel and
atrophy. Yet the Government fails to
take steps to end this system, which is
poisoning that sad nation. And some
talk now of massacres and bloodshed,
asking not if, but when these horrors
will erupt.

As Archbishop Desmond Tutu said
in the New York Times earlier this
week, there is no guarantee that sanc-
tions will topple apartheid, but it is
the last nonviolent option left, and it
is a risk with a chance. President Rea-
gan’'s half-hearted policy of construc-
tive engagement has failed. It is time
for the Congress to exert its responsi-
bility and leadership, and move
beyond the administration’s weak and
ineffectual steps.

I congratulate those who worked to
craft H.R. 4868 and bring it to the
floor. As chair of the Subcommittee
on Aviation of the House Committee
on Public Works and Transportation, I
am particularly pleased to see the
withdrawal of landing rights for South
African aircraft in the bill before us.

We have used the tool of withdraw-
ing landing rights on numerous in-
stances in the past, including the
Soviet Union, Cuba, Poland, and Nica-
ragua. This is a legitimate tool of for-
eign policy, and I believe this is a
timely and appropriate use of this toll.

As an isolated action, withdrawal of
landing rights would be troublesome
to South Africa. More importantly, a
package of comprehensive sanctions
which did not include this withdrawal
would be incomplete and ineffective.

We must act decisively at this
moment of extreme tension and
danger.

Does anyone truly think that gentle
persuasion and subtle signals will re-
solve the problems in South Africa?

I urge a yes vote on the Anti-Apart-
heid Act.

With respect to the Chicago conven-
tion, my understanding is that the
convention would apply only to non-
scheduled service. This means that the
only possible violation of the conven-
tion would occur if a South African
Airways aircraft flying on a nonsched-
uled charter or private flight were
denied the right to make a technical
stop, such as a nonemergency refuel-
ing stop. Since South Africa Airways
operates no charters to the United
States or Canada, there is little real
possibility of a violation of the Chica-
go Convention. Again, emergency
landings would be permitted. I must
note that the general counsel of the
Department of Transportation in his
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letter of objection to the legislation
made no reference to the violation of
any provisions of the Chicago conven-
tion.

Mr. SNYDER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, it's easy to see that
this train is about to leave the station,
but I do not intend to be on it. I am
absolutely appalled with the manner in
which H.R. 4868, the so-called anti-
apartheid bill, is being railroaded
through this body. This poorly drafted
attempt at legislation will under no cir-
cumstances solve the problem in South
Africa.

Members have already expressed
several problems with this legislation
and others will point out additional
ones as we proceed today. Mr. Chair-
man, I agree with those criticisms and
would not like to focus on section 6 of
the bill which purports to require the
Secretary of Transportation to prohib-
it takeoff and landing of aircraft by an
air carrier owned, directly or indirect-
ly, by the Government of South Africa
or by South African nationals except
for certain emergencies.

There are several unintended and
counterproductive effects of this legis-
lation which I want to bring to my col-
leagues’ attention. I might add that a
similar provision was rejected last year
by the Senate Foreign Relations Com-
mittee as being unworkable and bad
policy.

First, it is important to recognize
that an immediate ban of the kind
proposed in this legislation would
place the United States in violation of
its international legal commitments.
The bilateral air transport services
agreement between the United States
and South Africa of May 23, 1947, as
amended, grants landing rights to
South African Airlines. If the United
States were to breach this agreement,
South Africa would be entitled to
international arbitration. This would
certainly place us in an embarrassing
situation. This bilateral agreement
contains a termination clause which
requires 12 months advance notice to
the South African Government before
service can be terminated.

Second, the Chicago Convention on
International Civil Aviation of Decem-
ber 7, 1944, a multilateral treaty rati-
fied with the advice and consent of the
Senate, confers certain limited civil
aviation rights on state parties. If this
legislation is enacted, it would place
the United States in violation of that
treaty agreement and thus expose the
United States to South African claims
in the International Civil Aviation Or-
ganization [ICAO] Council.

I should emphasize that the United
States did not breach its ICAO obliga-
tions when it terminated landing
rights of other countries. However,
this legislation would go further and
ban technical stops, not-for-hire char-
ters, executive, and related flights
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which are granted to all state parties
to the Chicago convention. Even in
the case of Poland and the U.S.S.R.,
the United States did not attempt to
terminate its Chicago convention
rights, only rights granted under bilat-
eral agreements.

I mentioned before that the legisla-
tion was poorly drafted and, as a
result, section 6 may be interpreted in
more than one way. On the one hand,
the provision can be read as a nullity.
I call my colleagues’ attention to lan-
guage in the bill which prohibits the
takeoff and landing of any aircraft by
an ““air carrier” owned directly or indi-
rectly by the Government of South
Africa or by South African nationals.

On its face, this language seems to
be rather clear. However, the Federal
Aviation Act of 1958, to which section
6 refers, defines ‘“air carrier” as a
United States citizen engaged in the
provision of air service—therefore, it is
not possible for a South African na-
tional or the Government of South
Africa to own an air carrier. As a
result, we have language which is a
nullity, or of no legal effect.

There is yet a second interpretation
of this vague and poorly drafted provi-
sion. Section 6 could put us in a situa-
tion whereby we find the Government
of South Africa or a citizen of South
Africa petitioning the Secretary of
Transportation to ground United
States carriers such as American Air-
lines or Pan Am, or other foreign air
carriers because the South African
Government has purchased stock in
those carriers.

This interpretation is possible be-
cause the language of section 6 states
that air carrier aircraft are not permit-
ted to takeoff or land if they are
owned, directly or indirectly, by the
Government of South Africa or by
South African nationals. What is not
defined is the word “owned.” You can
certainly argue that ownership is de-
fined as stock ownership and if we
have South Africanc buying stock in
United States carriers, then that could
be deemed to be sufficient “owner-
ship” requiring the Secretary to
ground aircraft owned by the carrier
no matter where they fly.

Mr. Chairman, I strongly object to
the Democrat majority railroading
this legislation through the House. It
should not be our policy to cut off
communications with South Africa.
More, not fewer South Africans
should be exposed to a system other
than the repressive one in which they
now live.

My colleagues should note that
during the summer, South African
Airways provides five round trips a
week to the United States. We are
hardly cutting off significant economic
benefits to the Government, and I
submit that we would be eliminating
the convenient access to the United
States which the critics of that Gov-
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ernment now enjoy. This provision
makes no distinction between those we
are trying to help and those we are
trying to pressure toward positive
change.

It is extremely unfortunate that we
would cut off landing rights of South
Africa without a hearing on the rami-
fications of such a provision. I believe
there are insufficient grounds on a
foreign policy basis to deny interna-
tional flights to and from South
Africa without a close examination of
what we are attempting to achieve.

In the end, we are being asked to
consider this bill on a take it or leave
it basis without a full and complete
analysis of the policy that we would be
adopting. I urge my colleagues to
reject this legislation on this ground
alone.
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Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Kentucky [Mr. SNYDER] has con-
sumed 5% minutes.

The gentleman from California [Mr.
MiInNeETA] has 3 minutes remaining.

Mr. MINETA. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Let me just indicate this issue about
the violation of the agreement. Yes,
we probably would be in violation of
the agreement but there are means in
the agreement itself for resolving such
a violation.

Violations of civil air agreements are
contemplated under most bilateral
civil air agreements, and procedures of
arbitration for those violations are ex-
plicitly provided in our agreement
with South Africa. We and the South
Africans would go to arbitration, and
in this instance the arbitrators would
render a decision and the parties
would carry it out, using their best ef-
forts, but such decisions would not
overrule any law that we pass today.

On top of that, some mention has
been made about the stock ownership
issue. First, the airline that does fly
here to the United States is owned by
the Government of South Africa, so I
do not believe there is any question
about the issue.

As for buying stock in a United
States airline, I would interpret the
language to mean that a South Afri-
can national would have to have a con-
trolling interest in that airline. More-
over, section 101 of the Federal Avia-
tion Act of 1958, as amended, specifi-
cally defines a U.S. carrier as 75 per-
cent owned or controlled by citizens of
the United States.

In terms of the third issue about
emergencies, section 6(b) on page 31 of
the bill does provide for emergencies
in terms of flights in order to provide
for the safety of an aircraft or its
Crews Or passengers, S0 emergency
flights are dealt with in the bill itself.
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Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from California [Mr. MiNgETal has one-
half minute remaining and the gentle-
man from Kentucky [Mr. SnypeEr] has
2 minutes remaining.

Mr. SNYDER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Let me just respond to say that the
bilateral does provide for the arbitra-
tion, as the gentleman said. I men-
tioned that in my prepared statement.
However, arbitration is not provided
for the Chicago Convention, which is
the treaty ratified by the U.S. Senate
and which they are signatory to.

Mr. Chairman, I yield the balance of
my time to the gentleman from Indi-
ana [Mr. BurTon1.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Indiana [Mr. BurToN] is recog-
nized for 2 minutes.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, I have in my possession a letter
from the Ambassador from South
Africa and I think it bears on this
issue and needs to be read into the
RECORD:

A few days ago, my Government called for
enactment by Parliament within the next
four months of a bill designed to lead direct-
ly toward a new, post-apartheid South
Africa.

The bill creates a forum in which blacks
and whites together will begin work on a
new constitution providing for black politi-
cal participation and a government in which
blacks will share power.

This task will not be easy. At both ex-
tremes of the political spectrum are radical
forces that oppose my Government’s pro-

gram for peaceful negotiation of fundamen-

tal change. Extremist whites, who two
weeks ago violently broke up a Government
party meeting, voted to oust the Govern-
ment and restore apartheid by force. Ex-
tremist blacks refuse the Government's
offer to negotiate a new constitution and
they conduct terror against blacks who sup-
port dialogue and negotiation. Both of these
extremist groups favor violence and revolu-
tion.

Sanctions will, in effect if not by inten-
tion, support the extemists in their attacks
on the people who want peaceful negotia-
tion and a new constitution providing for
black political participation and the end of
apartheid.

In my view, Americans who want to see vi-
olence end and black political participation
begin in South Africa will have an impor-
tant policy choice to make in the weeks
ahead.

That choice is not between apartheid and
democracy. My Government's abolition of
the past laws and the series of earlier funda-
mental changes—granting of property
rights and the opening of public accommo-
dations to all, legalization of black and mul-
tiracial trade unions, acceptance of political
participation by blacks through enfran-
chisement and power-sharing—have acceler-
ated the abolition of apartheid.

This government, although it has
not taken all the steps necessary, not

nearly enough, and the repression
does continue, I think has been pres-
sured to head in the right direction

and I think we should give them a
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chance to try to come up with a new
constitution that gives black power
sharing and a voice in this govern-
ment.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Kentucky [Mr.
SnyDER] has expired.

The gentleman from California [Mr.
MineTA] has % minute remaining to
close debate.

Mr. MINETA. Mr. Chairmam, I have
no further requests for time, and I
yield back the balance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule,
all time has expired.

Pursuant to the rule, the bill is con-
sidered as having been read for
amendment under the 5-minute rule.
The amendment in the nature of a
substitute recommended by the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs now printed
in the bill as modified by striking out
section 3 thereof and inserting in lieu
thereof the text of the amendment
recommended by the Committee on
Ways and Means printed in the bill
shall be considered as an original bill
for the purpose of amendment, which
shall be considered as having been
read.

No amendments to the bill or to said
substitute are in order except the
seven amendments made in order by
House Resolution 478, printed in the
CONGRESSIONAL REcORD of June 17,
1986, by, and if offered by, the Mem-
bers designated in said resolution, and
said amendments shall not be subject
to amendment or to a demand for a di-
vision of the guestion but shall be de-
batable as specified in said resolution.

The Clerk will designate the commit-
tee amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute, as modified.

The text of the committee amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute, as
modified, is as follows:

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This act may be cited as the “Anti-Apart-
heid Act of 1986".

SEC. 2. PROHIBITIONS ON LOANS TO, NEW INVEST-
MENT IN, AND OTHER ACTIVITIES IN-
VOLVING SOUTH AFRICA.

(a) PROHIBITIONS.—

(1) ON UNITED STATES PERSONS.—No United
States person may, directly or through an-
other person—

(A) make any loan or other extension of
credit to, or provide funds for the purpose
of making a loan or other extension of
credit to, the Government of South Africa
or any corporation, partnership, or other or-
ganization which is owned or controlled by
the Governme... of South Africa, as deter-
mined under regulations which the Presi-
dent shall issue;

(B) otherwise make any investment in
South Africa; or

(C) contribute technology or technological
information, training, or services of any
kind to the exploration for, or the research,
development, or production of, new, or to
the expansion of existing, energy sources in,
for, or on behalf of South Africa.

{2) ON CERTAIN FOREIGN BANKS.—No foreign
bank which is organized under the laws of
South Africa or owned or controlled by
South African nationals may establish or
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operate any branch or agency in the United
States.

(b) EXCEPTIONS.—

(1) The prohibitions contained in subsec-
tion (a)(1) shall not apply to any loan or ex-
tension of credit for which an agreement is
entered into before May 21, 1986.

(2) The prohibition contained in subsec-
tion (a)}1)XB) shall not apply to an invest-
ment which consists of earnings derived
from a business enterprise establishment
before May 21, 1986, and which is made in
that business enterprise.

(3) The prohibition contained in subsec-
tion (a)(1XC) shall not apply with respect to
a contract entered into before May 21, 1986.

SEC. 3. BAN ON THE IMPORTATION OF CERTAIN
PRODUCTS OF SOUTH AFRICA AND NA-
MIBIA.

(a) PRODUCTS OF SOUTH AFRICA.—

(1) UraNIUM oXIDE.—Subpart C of part 2
of schedule 4 of the Tariff Schedules of the
United States (19 U.S.C. 1202) is amended—

(A) by adding immediately after headnote
1 the following new headnote:

“2. Until the day on which the Anti-Apart-
heid Act of 1986 is terminated, the entry, or
withdrawal from warehouse for consump-
tion, of uranium oxide provided for in item
422.50 which is the product of the Republic
of South Africa is prohibited.”; and

(B) by striking out “Subpart C headnote:”
and inserting in lieu thereof “Subpart C
headnotes:".

(2) CoaL.—Subpart J of part 1 of schedule
5 of such Schedules is amended by inserting
immediately before item 521.11 the follow-
ing:

“Subpart J headnote:

“1. Until the day on which the Anti-Apart-
heid Act of 1986 is terminated, the entry, or
withdrawal from warehouse for consump-
tion, of coal provided for in item 521.31
which is the product of the Republic of
South Africa is prohibited.”.

(3) URANIUM ORE AND STEEL PRODUCTS,—
The headnotes to schedule 6 of such Sched-
ules are amended by inserting at the end
thereof the following new headnote:

“3. Until the day on which the Anti-Apart-
heid Act of 1986 is terminated, the entry, or
withdrawal from warehouse for consump-
tion, of uranium ore provided for in item
601.57, and of any steel product, which is
the product of the Republic of South Africa
is prohibited. For purposes of this headnote,
the term ‘steel product’ means an article of
steel provided for in any of the following
items:

606.67
606.69
606.79 through

610.52, inclusive
642.02
642.08
642.11 through

642.16, inclusive
642.35
642.90 through

642.97, inclusive

{b) ProDUCTS OF NAMIBIA.—

(1) PETROLEUM AND NATURAL Gas.—The
headnotes to part 10 of schedule 4 of such
Schedules are amended by inserting at the
end thereof the following:

5. Until the day on which the prohibition
in section T(a) of the Anti-Apartheid Act of
1986 is terminated, the entry, or withdrawal
from warehouse for consumption, of petro-
leum and natural gas which is the product
of Namibia is prohibited."”.

646.25

646.26

646.30

652.94 through

652.97, inclusive

653.00

688.30

690.25

690.30.”.
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(2) NonNMETALLIC MINERALS.—Part 1 of
schedule 5 of such Schedules is amended by
inserting before subpart A the following:

“Part 1 headnote:

“1, Until the day on which the prohibition
in section T(a) of the Anti-Apartheid Act of
1986 is terminated, the entry, or withdrawal
from warehouse for consumption, of any
nonmetallic mineral (not advanced in condi-
tion or value from its natural state) which is
provided for in this part and is the product
of Namibia is prohibited."”.

(3) METAL BEARING ORES AND MATERIALS.—
The headnotes to part 1 of schedule 6 of
such Schedules are amended by adding at
the end thereof the following:

“g. Until the day on which the prohibition
in section T(a) of the Anti-Apartheid Act of
1986 is terminated, the entry, or withdrawal
from warehouse for consumption, of any
metal-bearing ore or other metal-bearing
material which is provided for in this part
and is the product of Namibia is prohibit-
ed.”.

(c) ErrFecTIVE DATE—The amendments
made by subsections (a) and (b) apply with
respect to articles entered, or withdrawn
from warehouse for consumption, on or
after the 15th day after the date of the en-
actment of this Act.

SEC. 4. CONDITIONAL DIVESTITURE FROM COMPUT-
ER INDUSTRY; COMPUTER EXPORTS,

(a) ProHieITIONS.—Unless the conditions
set forth in subsection (b) are met within 12
months after the date of the enactment of
this Act, then—

(1) effective 6 months after the end of
that 12-month period, no United States
person may, directly or through another
person, make or hold any investment in
South Africa in a business enterprise that
sells computers, computer software, or
goods or technology intended to service
computers; and

(2) effective at the end of that 12-month
period, no United States person may, direct-
ly or through another person, export to
South Africa any computers, computer soft-
ware, or goods or technology intended to
service computers.

(b) Conpirions.—The conditions referred
to in subsection (a) are the following:

(1) The President certifies to the Congress
that the Government of South Africa—

(A) has freed Nelson Mandela and all po-
litical prisoners, and has entered into good
faith negotiations with truly representative
leaders of the black majority for a new po-
litical system; or

(B) has totally dismantled the apartheid
system.

(2) A joint resolution is enacted approving
the President's certification.

(c) DeFINITION.—FoOr purposes of subsec-
tion (a)2), the term “computer” includes
any computer that is the direct product of
technology of United States origin.

(d) PrROCEDURES FOR CONSIDERATION OF
JOINT RESOLUTIONS.—

(1) REFERRAL OF JOINT RESOLUTIONS.—All
joint resolutions introduced in the House of
Representatives and the Senate shall be re-
ferred immediately to the appropriate com-
mittees.

(2) COMMITTEE DISCHARGE.—If the commit-
tee of either House to which a joint resolu-
tion has been referred has not reported it at
the end of 30 days after its introduction, the
committee shall be discharged from further
consideration of the joint resolution or of
any other joint resolution introduced with
respect to the same matter.

(3) CONSIDERATION OF RESOLUTIONS.—A
joint resolution under this subsection shall
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be considered in the Senate in accordance
with the provisions of section 601(b}4) of
the International Security Assistance and
Arms Export Control Act of 1976. For the
purpose of expediting the consideration and
passage of joint resolutions reported or dis-
charged pursuant to the provisions of this
subsection, it shall be in order for the Com-
mittee on Rules of the House of Represent-
atives to present for consideration a resolu-
tion of the House of Representatives provid-
ing procedures for the immediate consider-
ation of a joint resolution under this subsec-
tion which may be similar, if applicable, to
the procedures set forth in section 601(b)(4)
of the International Security Assistance and
Arms Export Control Act of 1976.

(4) RECEIPT OF RESOLUTIONS FROM THE
OTHER HOUSE.—If before the passage by one
House of a joint resolution of that House,
that House receives a joint resolution with
respect to the same matter from the other
House, then—

(A) the procedure in that House shall be
the same as if no joint resolution had been
received from the other House; and

(B) the vote on final passage shall be on
the joint resolution of the other House,

(5) COMPUTATION OF LEGISLATIVE DAYS.—In
the computation of the period of 30 days re-
ferred to in paragraph (2), there shall be ex-
cluded the days on which either House of
Congress is not in session because of an ad-
journment of more than 3 days to a day cer-
tain of because of an adjournment of the
Congress sine die.

(6) JOINT RESOLUTION DEFINED.—For pur-
poses of this subsection, the term “joint res-
olution” means a joint resolution the matter
after the resolving clause of which is as fol-
lows: “That the Congress, having received
on a certification by the President
under section 4(b)1) of the Anti-Apartheid
Act of 1986, approves the President’s certifi-
cation.”, with the date of the receipt of the
certification inserted in the bank.

SEC. 5. ASSISTANCE FOR SOUTH AFRICA.

(a) AUTHORIZED ANNUAL AMOUNT OF AS-
SISTANCE.—In addition to any amount used
for the Human Rights Fund for South
Africa, up to $25,000,000 may be used each
fiscal year for assistance for South Africa
under the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961
and section 2(b) of the Migration and Refu-
gee Assistance Act of 1962.

(b) Uses oF AssisTANCE.—Of the assistance
authorized by subsection (a)—

(1) $4,000,000 shall be for refugee educa-
tion assistance programs; and

(2) the remainder shall be for community
development projects that are selected in
consultation with truly representative lead-
ers of South Africans disadvantaged by the
apartheid system, that are under the leader-
ship and control of such disadvantaged
South Africans, and that are not conducted
by or through organizations in South Africa
financed or controlled by the Government
of South Africa. .

(c) REporTs.—Not later than the end of
each calendar quarter, the President shall
transmit to the Committee on Foreign Af-
fairs of the House of Representatives and
the Committee on Foreign Relations of the
Senate a report setting forth—

(1) the names and a description of the re-
cipients of assistance that are described in
subsection (b)(2);

(2) the amounts of assistance granted to
each such recipient; and

(3) who was consulted in selecting such re-
cipients.
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(d) ErrFecTivE DaTE.—This section shall
apply with respect to assistance in fiscal
year 1987 and thereafter.

SEC. 6. PROHIBITION ON LANDING RIGHTS OF
SOUTH AFRICAN AIRCRAFT.

(a) ProH1BITION.—The Secretary of Trans-
portation shall prohibit the takeoff and
landing of any aircraft by a foreign air carri-
er owned, directly or indirectly, by the Gov-
ernment of South Africa or by South Afri-
can nationals.

(b) ExXxceEPTIONS FOR EMERGENCIES.—The
Secretary of Transportation may provide
for such exceptions from the prohibition set
forth in subsection (a) as the Secretary con-
siders necessary to provide for emergencies
in which the safety of an aircraft or its crew
or passengers are threatened.

(¢) DeFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sec-
tion, the terms “aircraft” and “foreign air
carrier” have the meanings given those
terms in section 101 of the Federal Aviation
Act of 1958 (49 U.S.C. App. 1301).

SEC. 7. PROHIBITION WITH RESPECT TO NATURAL
RESOURCES IN NAMIBIA.

(a) ProHieiTioN.—No United States
person may, directly or through another
person—

(1) search for, take, extract, mine for,
process, refine, sell, export, distribute, pur-
chase, import, or use any natural resource
situated in or originating from Namibia; or

(2) otherwise remove any natural resource
from Namibia.

(b) TERMINATION OF RESTRICTIONS.—The
provisions of this section, and all regula-
tions, licenses, and orders issued under such
provisions, shall terminate if—

(1) the President certifies that Namibia
has achieved internationally recognized in-
dependence in accordance with United Na-
tions Resolution 435, adopted by the United
Nations Security Council in 1978; and 3

(2) the President submits that certifica-
tion, and the basis for the certification, to
the Congress.

(c) PERsoNs HELD LIABLE BY FUTURE Na-
MIBIAN GOVERNMENT.—It is the policy of the
United States that any United States person
that is sued by the future lawful govern-
ment of an independent Namibia for dam-
ages resulting from activities described in
subsection (a) that are carried out before
that government assumes authority, will re-
ceive no assistance from the United States
in defending against any liability for such
damages and will receive no compensation
or reimbursement from the United States
Government for any damages assessed or
paid on account of such liability.

(d) DeFiNITION.—For purposes of this sec-
tion, the term “natural resource” means oil,
gas, and minerals.

SEC. 8. REGULATORY AUTHORITY.

The President shall issue such regula-
tions, licenses, and orders as are necessary
to carry out this Act. The President shall
issue such regulations not later than 90 days
after the date of the enactment of this Act.
SEC. 9. ENFORCEMENT AND PENALTIES.

(a) AUTHORITY OF THE PRESIDENT.—Subject
to subsection (b), the President shall take
the necessary steps to ensure compliance
with this Act and any regulations, licensees,
and orders issued to carry out this Act, in-
cluding establishing mechanisms to monitor
compliance with this Act and such regula-
tions, licenses, and orders. In ensuring such
compliance, the President may conduct in-
vestigations, hold hearings, administer
oaths, examine witnesses, receive evidence,
take depositions, and require by subpoena
and attendance and testimony of witnesses
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and the production of all books, papers, and
documents relating to any matter under in-
vestigation.

(b) ENFORCEMENT OF PROHIBITION ON FoOR-
EIGN Banks.—The Comptroller of the Cur-
rency, in the case of a Federal branch or
agency, and the Board of Governors of the
Federal Reserve System, in the case of any
other branch or agency, shall take the nec-
essary steps to ensure compliance with sec-
tion 2(a)2), including revoking any existing
authority of any foreign bank subject to the
prohibition in section 2(a)2) to establish or
operate a branch or agency in the United
States.

(c) PENALTIES.—

(1) For PERSONS OTHER THAN INDIVID-
UALS.—Any person, other than an individual,
that knowingly violates the provisions of
this Act or any regulation, license, or order
issued to carry out this Act shall be fined
not more than $500,000.

(2) For INDIVIDUALS.—ANy individual who
knowingly violates the provisions of this Act
or any regulation, license, or order issued to
carry out this Act shall be fined not more
than $250,000, or imprisoned not more than
5 years, or both.

{d) ApDITIONAL PENALTIES FOR CERTAIN IN-
DIVIDUALS,—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Whenever a person com-
mitts a violation under subsection (¢c)—

(A) any officer, director, or employee of
such person, or any natural person in con-
trol of such person, who willfully ordered,
authorized, acquiesced in, or carried out the
act or practice constituting the violation,
and

(B) any agent of such person who willfully
carried out such act or practice,

shall be fined not more than $250,000, or
imprisoned not more than 5 years, or both.

(2) RESTRICTION ON PAYMENT OF FINES.—A
fine imposed under paragraph (1) on an in-
dividual for an act or practice constituting a
violation may not be paid, directly or indi-
rectly, by the person committing the viola-
tion itself.

(e) SEIZURE AND FORFEITURE OF AIRCRAFT,—
Any aircraft used in connection with a viola-
tion of section 6 or any regulation, license,
or order issued to carry out that section
shall be subject to seizure by and forfeiture
to the United States. All provisions of law
relating to the seizure, forfeiture, and con-
demnation of articles for violations of the
customs laws, the disposition of such arti-
cles or the proceeds from the sale thereof,
and the remission or mitigation of such for-
feitures shall apply to the seizures and for-
feitures incurred, or alleged to have been in-
curred, under this subsection, insofar as
such provisions of law are applicable and
not inconsistent with the provisions of this
Act; except that all powers, rights and
duties conferred or imposed by the customs
laws upon any officer or employee of the
Department of the Treasury shall, for pur-
poses of this subsection, be exercised or per-
formed by the Secretary of Transportation
or by such persons as the Secretary may
designate.

SEC. 10. NEGOTIATIONS; REPORTS TO CONGRESS.

The President shall, by means of both bi-
lateral and multilateral negotiations, includ-
ing through the United Nations, attempt to
persuade the governments of other coun-
tries to adopt restrictions on activities with
respect to South Africa consistent with the
provisions of this Act. The President shall
submit annual reports to the Congress on
the status of negotiations under this sec-
tion. Each such report shall include a de-
seription of —
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(1) the extent to which other countries
have adopted restrictions consistent with
the provisions of this Act; and

(2) the extent to which nationals of other
countries have complied with any such re-
strictions, or have taken actions to diminish
the impact on South Africa of the provi-
sions of this Act.

SEC. 11. REPORT TO CONGRESS WITH RESPECT TO
DIVESTITURE; TERMINATION OF PRO-
VISIONS OF ACT.

(a) DETERMINATION OF MET CONDITIONS.—
If the President determines that the condi-
tions set forth in subsection (d) have been
met, the President may submit that deter-
mination, and the basis for the determina-
tion, to the Congress.

(b) REPORT BY THE PRESIDENT.—If a deter-
mination has not been submitted to the
Congress under subsection (a) before May
31, 1988, the President shall, before June 30,
1988, report to the Congress on whether the
Government of South Africa has met the
conditions set forth in subsection (d). If the
President determines that the conditions
have not been met, the President shall in-
clude in the report his recommendations as
to whether United States persons should be
required to divest themselves of their invest-
ments in South Africa.

(¢) CONGRESSIONAL ACTION TERMINATING
ProvisioNs oF THE Acr.—Upon the enact-
ment of a joint resolution approving a deter-
mination of the President under subsection
(a) or (b) that the conditions set forth in
subsection (d) have been met, the provisions
of this Act, and all regulations, licenses, and
orders issued to carry out this Act, shall ter-
minate.

{d) STATEMENT oF CoNbITIONS.—The condi-
tions referred to in subsections (a) and (b)
are that the Government of South Africa—

(1) has freed Nelson Mandela and all polit-
ical prisioners, and has entered into good
faith negotiations with truly representative
leaders of the black majority for a new po-
litical system; or

(2) has totally dismantled the apartheid
system.

SEC. 12. DEFINITIONS.

(2) In GENERAL.—Subject to subsection (b),
for purposes of this Act—

(1) UNITED STATES PERSONS.—The term
“United States person” means any United
States resident or national and any partner-
ship, corporation, or other entity organized
under the laws of the United States or of
any of the several States, of the District of
Columbia, or of any commonwealth, terri-
tory, or possession of the United States.

(2) INVESTMENT IN SOUTH AFRICA.—The
term “investment in South Africa” means—

(A) a commitment of funds or other assets
(in order to earn a financial return) to a
business enterprise located in South Africa
or owned or controlled by South African na-
tionals, including—

(i) a loan or other extension of credit
made to such a business enterprise, or secu-
rity given for the debts of such a business
enterprise;

(ii) the beneficial ownership or control of
a share or interest in such a business enter-
prise, or of a bond or other debt instrument
issued by such a business enterprise; or

(iii) capital contributions in money or
other assets to such a business enterprise; or

(B) the control of a business enterprise lo-
cated in South Africa or owned or con-
trolled by South African nationals, in cases
in which subparagraph (A) does not apply.

(3) SouTH AFRICA.—The term “South
Africa” includes—

(A) the Republic of South Africa;
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(B) any territory under the administra-
tion, legal or illegal, of South Africa; and

(C) the "bantustans” or “homelands”, to
which South African blacks are assigned on
the basis of ethnic origin, including the
Transkei, Bophuthatswana, Ciskei, and
Venda.

(4) BUSINESS ENTERPRISE.—The term “busi-
ness enterprise” means any organization, as-
sociation, branch, or venture which exists
for profitmaking purposes or to otherwise
secure economic advantage, and any corpo-
ration, partnership, or other organization
which is owned or controlled by the Govern-
ment of South Africa, as such ownership or
control is determined under regulations
which the President shall issue.

(5) BrancH.—The term “branch” means
the operations or activities conducted by a
person in a different location in its own
name rather than through a separate incor-
porated entity.

(6) SOUTH AFRICAN NATIONAL.—The term
“South African national” means—

(A) a citizen of South Africa; and

(B) any partnership, corporation, or other
entity organized under the laws of South
Africa.

(7) CONTROL BY SOUTH AFRICAN NATION-
aALs.—South African nationals shall be pre-
sumed to control a business enterprise or
foreign bank if—

(A) South African nationals beneficially
own or control (whether directly or indirect-
ly) more than 50 percent of the outstanding
voting securities of the business enterprise
or bank;

(B) South African nationals beneficially
own or control (whether directly or indirect-
ly) 25 percent or more of the voting securi-
ties of the business enterprise or bank, if no
other person owns or controls (whether di-
rectly or indirectly) an equal or larger per-
centage;

(C) the business enterprise or bank is op-
erated by South African nationals pursuant
to the provisions of an exclusive manage-
ment contract;

(D) a majority of the members of the
board of directors of the business enterprise
or bank are also members of the comparable
governing body of a South African national;

(E) South African nationals have the au-
thority to appoint a majority of the mem-
bers of the board of directors of the busi-
ness enterprise or bank; or

(F) South African nationals have the au-
thority to appoint the chief operating offi-
cer of the business enterprise or bank.

(8) CONTROL BY UNITED STATES PERSONS.—
For purposes of paragraph (2)(B), a United
States person shall be presumed to control a
business enterprise if—

(A) the business enterprise is operated by
the United States person pursuant to the
provisions of an exclusive management con-
tract;

(B) a majority of the members of the
board of directors of the business enterprise
are also members of the comparable govern-
ing body of the United States person;

(C) the United States person has the au-
thority to appoint a majority of the mem-
bers of the board of directors of the busi-
ness enterprise; or

(D) the United States person has the au-
thority to appoint the chief operating offi-
cer of the business enterprise,

(9) LoaN.—The term “loan” includes an
extension of credit as defined in section
201¢h) of the Credit Control Act (12 U.S.C.
1901¢h)).

(10) BANK.—The term “bank” means—
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(A) any depository institution as defined
in section 19(b)}1XA) of the Federal Re-
serve Act (12 U.S.C. 461(bX1)A));

(B) any corporation organized under sec-
tion 25(a) of the Federal Reserve Act (12
U.S.C. 611 et seq.);

(C) any corporation having an agreement
or undertaking with the Federal Reserve
Board under section 25 of the Federal Re-
serve Act (12 U.S.C. 601 et seq.); and

(D) any bank holding company as defined
in section 2(a) of the Bank Holding Compa-
ny Act of 1956 (12 U.S.C. 1843(a)).

(11) PoriTIicAL PRISONER.—The term “polit-
ical prisoner” means any person in South
Africa who is incarcerated or persecuted on
account of race, religion, nationality, mem-
berhsip in a particular social group, or polit-
ical opinion, but the term “political prison-
er” does not include any person who or-
dered, incited, assisted, or otherwise partici-
pated in the persecution of any person on
account of race, religion, nationality, mem-
bership in a particular social group, or polit-
ical opinion.

(b) ApprTioNaL DEFINTIONS.—For purposes
of—

(1) section 2(aX1X(C)—

(A) the term “energy sources” includes
both mineral and nonmineral fuel resources,
including solar, geothermal, fossil, nuclear,
electrical, and synthetic fuel energy re-
sources;

(B) the term “development” includes
those activities conducted to make energy
sources available or usable, including drill-
ing and the construction or other prepara-
tion of facilities or other means for the re-
moval or conversion to usable form of any
ENergy source,

(C) the term “production” includes those
activities conducted for the removal or con-
version to usable form of any energy source,
including refining, milling, any other proc-
essing, generation, transmission, and stor-
age; and

(D) the term “services” includes construc-
tion, engineering, design, management, and
maintenance services; and

(2) sections 2(a)X2) and 9b), the terms
“foreign bank", agency"”, “branch”, “Federal
agency”, and “Federal branch” have the
meanings given those terms in section 1(b)
of the International Banking Act of 1978 (12
U.S.C. 1301(b)).

SEC. 13. APPLICABILITY TO EVASIONS OF ACT.

This Act and the regulations issued to
carry out this Act shall apply to any person
who undertakes or causes to be undertaken
any transaction or activity with the intent
to evade this Act or such regulations.

SEC. 14. CONSTRUCTION OF ACT.

Nothing in this Act shall be construed as
constituting any recognition by the United
States of the homelands referred to in sec-
tion 12(a)}3XC).

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BURTON OF
INDIANA

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, I offer an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentle-
man offer his first or second amend-
ment?

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. My first
amendment, Mr. Chairman.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. BurTon of In-
diana: In section 5(b), insert the following
after paragraph (2): No such assistance may
be used to support, directly or indirectly,

the African National Congress or any orga-
nization or institution affiliated therewith,
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until such time as the controlling body of
the African National Congress no longer in-
cludes members of the South African Com-
munist Party.

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. SOLARZ. Mr. Chairman, I am
under the impression that under the
rule, this amendment is not in order
and if it has not been made in order by
the rule, then it is not in order and
should be ruled out of order.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair would
make an inquiry of the maker of the
amendment, was the amendment
printed in the Recorp of June 17,
1986?

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Yes, the
amendment, I believe, was, and it was
numbered amendment No. 1.
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The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentle-
man from New York [Mr. SoLaARz]
have a further point of order on the
amendment?

Mr. SOLARZ. Mr. Chairman, if the
Chair will bear with me for a moment,
my understanding is that when the
gentleman from Indiana [Mr. BurTon]
appeared before the Committee on
Rules, the gentleman asked for three
amendments to be made in order, one
of which was the one the gentleman is
offering now. The Committee on
Rules specifically indicated that it was
not making that amendment in order.

I further understand that during the
debate on the rule, the gentleman
from Indiana complained that if the
rule were adopted, he would be pre-
cluded from offering the very amend-
ment the gentleman is offering now.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, I did not make any specific men-
tion of any particular amendment. I
was upset that one of my amendments
was not allowed to be presented.

But, Mr. Chairman, may I speak on
this point, please? I want to speak to
determine whether or not it is in
order.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Indiana may proceed.

It would be helpful to the Chair, and
to the membership, to know, if this
amendment that the gentleman is now
offering was the exact amendment
that is printed in the RECORD.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, it is the exact amendment No. 1
printed in the RECORD.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
may address the point that the gentle-
man from New York raised, if he
chooses.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, I presented my amendments to
the Committee on Rules in the order
in which they would amend the bill,
and it is in the order in which I insert-
ed them into the RECORD.

At the time I left the Committee on
Rules to insert my amendments in the
REecorp, I was under the clear impres-
sion that all three amendments would
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be made in order because this was sup-
ported by the chairman of the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs and was part
of a bipartisan agreement.

After inserting all three amend-
ments into the Recorp in the order in
which they were presented to the
Committee on Rules, I was informed
much later that only two of my
amendments would be made in order.
But I was not told that they would be
specified by the order in which they
appeared in the RECORD.

The Committee on Rules did not
bother to inquire as to whether I had
already put my amendments in the
RecorDp or in what order. I assumed
that they were aware of my presenta-
tion and the order that I followed.

The House has voted for a rule
making my first two amendments in
the REcorbp in order. The intent of the
Committee on Rules no longer mat-
ters; the will of the House is para-
mount on this point. The rule has
been adopted.

Mr. SOLARZ. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the Chair for his indulgence.

I am informed that when this rule
was brought up in the Committee on
Rules yesterday, the gentleman from
Mississippi [Mr. Lort] specifically
asked why this amendment which the
gentleman from Indiana now proposes
to offer, which the gentleman had
asked the Committee on Rules to
make in order, was not being made in
order by the rule which the Commit-
tee on Rules was in the process of
adopting, and which it did adopt.

In other words, Mr. Chairman, as I
understand it, the legislative history
of this rule, both in committee and on
the floor, makes it clear that this par-
ticular amendment was not supposed
to be made in order.

The other amendments the gentle-
man from Indiana has relating to the
Sullivan principles and some other
matter were to be made in order. But
this one was not to be made in order.

I believe that we would be doing vio-
lence to the intent of the Committee
on Rules and of the House if we now
permitted an amendment to be offered
which the rule was designed to pre-
clude.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the distin-
guished gentleman from Pennsylvania
[Mr. WaLKER] wish to be heard on this
point?

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, it is
my understanding that the rule we
adopted allows the gentleman from In-
diana [Mr. BurTton] to offer amend-
ment No. 1. That is specific to the
rule. That is what the Chair has to
rule upon.

If the gentleman has amendment
No. 1, as printed in the REcorbp, before
us, that is the only issue before the
Chair. What went on in the Commit-
tee on Rules is not the issue before the
Chair. In fact, the rule was adopted by
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the whole House at this point, in spe-
cifically stated language.

And so, for the gentleman from Indi-
ana to have a favorable ruling of the
Chair, all he has to be able to show is
that his amendment was printed in
the ReEcorp and it is amendment No. 1.
That is the basis under which the
Chair must rule. I thank the Chair for
its indulgence.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will
listen to the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania [Mr. Gray] on this issue.

Mr. GRAY of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Chairman, it is my understanding that
the gentleman from Indiana asked for
three amendments and that the Com-
mittee on Rules provided a rule for
two specific amendments to be offered.

It is also my understanding that the
particular amendment that is being
suggested now by the gentleman on
the floor is one that was not approved
by the Committee on Rules and, in
fact, the transcript of the conversation
between the Republican Members and
the Democratic Members, the minori-
ty and the majority, clearly shows
that it is not the intention of the Com-
mittee on Rules to provide a rule for
this particular amendment, but to pro-
vide a rule for the other two amend-
ments that the gentleman offered.

I know it is a little bit confusing be-
cause earlier today during the debate
on the rule, we heard language, Mr.
Chairman, that the gentleman was
denied his rights, his legislative rights,
when, in fact, two of three amend-
ments were approved by the Commit-
tee on Rules. This one, as I under-
stand it, specifically was refused by
the Committee on Rules.

In a colloquy between a Member of
the minority side and the Chair, this
was specifically pointed out.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, it was my intention to comply
with the rule as passed by this House.
The amendments are numbered; they
were numbered before the Committee
on Rules ever made a decision and
they were filed with this House and
printed in the ReEcorp that way.

The CHAIRMAN. To conclude the
discussion, the distinguished gentle-
man from New York [Mr. SorLarz] is
recognized.

Mr. SOLARZ. Mr. Chairman, I want
to thank the chairman very much for
his extraordinary indulgence. I know
he has given us ample opportunity to
speak to this question and I very much
appreciate it.

I want to suggest to the Chairman,
before he makes his final ruling on
this issue, that when the Committee
on Rules fashioned this rule, it obvi-
ously decided not to grant an open
rule. In deciding which amendments
to make in order and which amend-
ments not to make in order, Mr. Chair-
man, it was clear that the Committee
on Rules was governed by consider-
ations other than the amount of time
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it would take to debate each individual
amendment.

Now, my very good friend, the gen-
tleman from Indiana [Mr. BuURTON],
came before the Committee on Rules
to ask that three separate amend-
ments be made in order. I do not think
the gentleman would deny that.

The Committee on Rules, in its
wisdom, decided to make two of the
three amendments in order. We have
to then ask the question, why did they
give the gentleman from Indiana the
right to offer two amendments, rather
than three amendments? It was not
because they thought the third
amendment would take up too much
time; it was because they did not be-
lieve it was appropriate for the third
amendment to be offered.

The third amendment is the amend-
ment that the gentleman now pro-
poses, and I would like, Mr. Chairman,
if I may, to yield to the very distin-
guished chairman of the Committee
on Rules, the gentleman from Florida
[Mr. PeppEr], who can perhaps ex-
plain this matter more effectively
than I.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair would
observe, first, that happily the Chair
controls the time, and second, this is a
matter of clearly some confusion to a
number of the Members and there is
not a record before the Committee of
the Whole other than the rule and the
House Record itself, in which the gen-
tleman printed some amendments.

While the Chair is willing, if the
Members insist, to permit several
others to vent their views on this
matter, the Chair is prepared to rule.

Mr. SOLARZ. Mr. Chairman, if I
may yield to the gentleman from Flor-
ida [Mr. PeppPER], the distinguished
chairman of the Committee on
Rules—

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, regu-
lar order.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Florida [Mr.
PepreEr], the distinguished chairman
of the Committee on Rules.
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Mr. PEPPER. Thank you,
Chairman.

When the committee heard yester-
day the request for a rule on this bill,
we considered the matter in the Demo-
cratic caucus, and it was determined
there that two of the amendments of-
fered by the gentleman from Indiana
other than the three—he offered
three—but we rejected one of his pro-
posed amendments, the one dealing
with communism, but allowed the
other two.

The gentleman raised the question
when he was still in the chair, when
we came back to vote at 2:30 on the
rule, and he asked if his three amend-
ments were approved; we said only two
of them. And he said, “Why was one
left out?” The gentleman from South

Mr.
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Carolina [Mr. Derrick] said, “Matter
of judgment.” I am sure the distin-
guished gentleman will remember
that.

Then later the gentleman from Indi-
ana came to me and protested that we
left out his third amendment dealing
with the communistic question: “Why
did you leave that out?” I said that
was our decision. We thought that was
the proper thing to do.

So the gentleman protested to me
personally against our leaving out the
very amendment. It was not included
by the Rules Committee. Maybe we
should have more carefully defined
the two that we allowed, but I thought
the gentleman clearly understood
which two of his amendments we ap-
proved, and he complained to me
about our rejecting the third amend-
ment. It was not the intention of the
Rules Committee that that amend-
ment be included in the rule.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. Chairman, I wish to
be heard on the point of order.

The CHAIRMAN. The distinguished
gentleman, a member of the Rules
Committee, wishes to be heard?

Mr. LOTT. I wish to be heard on the
point of order, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. To conclude

debate, then, on the point of order,
the distinguished gentleman may pro-
ceed.

Mr. LOTT. I thank the Chairman
very much.

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Chairman, may I
have just one word? Would you allow

me just one word?

To the distinguished member of the
Rules Committee, the gentleman from
Mississippi [Mr. Lorr], after the Rules
Committee had indicated its decision,
he offered this particular amendment
about communism, and it was defeated
by the Rules Committee in the deter-
mination, as the gentleman will re-
member, in the final decision of the
committee.

Mr. LOTT. Having been recognized
by the Chair, I would like to speak on
this issue, and speak to that particular
point.

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent to revise and extend my remarks.

The CHAIRMAN. If the gentleman
will withhold, that request to revise
and extend should not include the
debate on the point of order.

Mr, LOTT. Mr. Chairman, I wish to
be heard in support of the right of the
gentleman from Indiana to offer his
first amendment printed in yesterday’s
RECORD.

The facts are these. The gentleman
did appear before the Rules Commit-
tee and asked for three amendments
to be made in order. He was preceded
by the distinguished chairman of the
Foreign Affairs Committee, the gen-
tleman from Florida [Mr, FascELL],
who voiced support for making all
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three Burton amendments in order, as
well as several other amendments.

During his testimony, the gentleman
from Indiana said the following, which
can be found at page 14 of our com-
mittee transcript:

The first amendment prohibits any U.S.
taxpayer dollars from going to the African
National Congress.

Mr. BurToN went on to explain his
other two amendments. Following his
testimony, he went to the floor and
filed his amendments in the same
order in which he presented them to
the Rules Committee, since he was led
to believe that all three would be
made in order under the rule since
they were supported by the Foreign
Affairs Committee chairman as part of
an agreement with the minority, and I
clearly was under the impression that
all amendments that were requested
before the Rules Committee would be
made in order; but when the rule came
out, of course that was note the case.

Following the testimony, the com-
mittee recessed to reconvene one-half
hour later, at 5 p.m. Only then was a
rule passed out in which it was re-
vealed that only two amendments
would be made in order by Mr.
BurToN—the “first” amendment and
the “second” amendment in quotes,
and that is what it said; first amend-
ment, second amendment—printed in
che June 17 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.

I would maintain that the Rules
Committee made a mistake in drafting
this rule, and the Chair is constrained
to interpret the rule as it stands and
as it is read, and not take into account
what the intention of the committee
may have been.

I would emphasize, Mr. Chairman,
that there is no deception here or du-
plicity on the part of the gentleman
from Indiana in placing his amend-
ments in the REcorb in this order; this
is the order in which he presented
them to the Rules Committee and the
order in which the amendments were
put in the Recorp. The transcript of
the Rules Committee hearing supports
this quite clearly.

I would also point out that in the
past, the Rules Committee has been
very explicit in indicating which
amendments it is making in order.
Right now, the Rules Committee is in
effect in recess, waiting for the gentle-
man from Michigan [Mr. BROOMFIELD]
to bring his substitute to the Rules
Committee so that we can see exactly
what the substance is of the substitute
on SALT II.

In House Resolution 456, for in-
stance, the rule on the trade bill, we
placed the amendment in the rule in
the order in which they would amend
the bill and specified for each which
title and part of the bill they amend-
ed. The Rules Committee could have
done this with this rule but it did not.
It was hasty and it was sloppy and it
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made a major mistake. But the House
has just today adopted a rule which
clearly specifies that the first two
Burton amendments in yesterday’s
RECORD are in order.

It is now only the intent of the
House that matters. The House has
voted to make the first two Burton
amendments in order, and the Chair is
obliged to rule in favor of the ex-
pressed will of the House as reflected
in the vote adopting the rule on this
bill.

I thank the Chair.

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Chairman, may I
be recognized?

The CHAIRMAN. To -conclude
debate on the point of order, the dis-
tinguished chairman of the Rules
Committee, Mr. PEPPER, is recognized.

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Chairman, I am
sure that my distinguished colleague
on the Rules Committee and friend,
the gentleman from Mississippi, does
not fail to recall that after the motion
was made by the gentleman from
South Carolina that the rule be re-
ported, the question arose as to
whether or not the particular amend-
ment that is in question now offered
by the gentleman from Indiana was in-
cluded.

He was advised and the committee
was advised that it was not included.
Then the gentleman from Mississippi
offered an amendment that it be in-
cluded and there was a vote. The gen-
tleman from Mississippi asked for a
record vote; there was a record vote,
and the vote was seven noes to two
ayes. So it was rejected specifically by
the Rules Committee.

Not only that, but the staff of the
Rules Committee notified the staff of
the gentleman from Indiana as to
what the Rules Committee's action
was. So there was no misunderstand-
ing; maybe we should have delineated
more carefully, and we will try to
profit by this experience in the future,
but there was no misunderstanding by
the gentleman from Indiana or, I be-
lieve, by the distinguished gentleman
from Mississippi as to what the action
of the committee was.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. Chairman, if I could
be heard briefly, further, in support of
the gentleman from Indiana and in re-
sponse to the chairman of the Rules
Committee.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
will be recognized to close argument
on the point of order.

Mr. LOTT. I will try to be brief and
I will close, but I would like to speak
to the particular point the chairman
referred to. I, in fact, did offer an
amendment to try to make all three
Burton amendments in order; and as a
matter of fact tried to read for the
Rules Committee into the REcorp the
exact language of the amendment, but
it was said, ““Oh, no, no, no, that’s not
necessary.”
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I really was not aware of which one
of these amendments was which. Re-
gardless of that, the Rules Committee
just made a judgment call; “Yes, we’ll
allow these two but not that one,” and
I thought that was very guestionable.

All of that is irrelevant now. The
mistake was made; no matter how it
occurred, and the House has voted on
the rule.

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. TRAXLER).
The Chair is prepared to rule.

On the basis of the language con-
tained in House Resolution 478 and
the ConcrEssroNaL REcorp of June 17,
the Chair finds that there is no ambi-
guity, and that under the rule the first
amendment printed by the gentleman
from Indiana is to be in order along
with the second amendment; and the
committee has made his first amend-
ment which is printed in the REcCorD
of June 17, in order.

The Chair has no other question on
that point, and therefore cannot go to
events that occurred in the Rules
Committee nor what the intention
may have been of the Rules Commit-
tee relative to the order of several
amendments that the gentleman pre-
sented in the Rules Committee.

The Chair cannot rule on the basis
of the good faith effort of the gentle-
man from Indiana to comply with the
request of the Rules Committee.

Therefore, it is the decision of the
Chair based upon the rule and upon
the CoNGRESSIONAL RECORD of June 17,
1986, that the amendment is in order,
and the gentleman may proceed with
his amendment.

The gentleman from Indiana [Mr.
BurToN] has T'2 minutes, under the
rule, and there are 7% minutes allocat-
ed to the gentleman from Michigan
[Mr. WoLPE], in opposition.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may
consume,

Mr. Chairman, the bill authorizes
$25 million: $4 million for “refugee
education assistance” and $21 million
for “community development assist-
ance.”

The bill spells out very carefully
that this money should have nothing
to do with the South African Govern-
ment.

My amendment would stipulate
equally carefully that our money shall
not be used by the African National
Congress, as long as that organization
is intimately associated with the
South African Communist Party.

No one is saying that this money will
necessarily go to the ANC. On the
other hand, there is nothing in this
bill to stop the money from going di-
rectly to the ANC or to an organiza-
tion directly controlled by the ANC.

Joe Slovo, who is second in com-
mand of the ANC’s military wing
Umkhonto We Sizwe, or “Spear of the
Nation"” is a Communist.




14268

In the Rules Committee one
Member voiced skepticism with my
contention that a significant number
of the ANC executive committee are
members of the South African Com-
munist Party. He wanted evidence, so
here is that evidence: at the second na-
tional conference of the ANC in
Kabwe, Zambia, June 16 through 23,
1985, a new ANC national executive
council was chosen, consisting of 30
members. Of these, at least 19 and
possibly up to 25, are known Commu-
nists.

Traditionally, the president of the
ANC, who is now Oliver Tambo, is not
a member of the South African Com-
munist Party [SACP]l. But the secre-
tary general of the SACP is always a
member of the ANC executive. Mr.
Moses Mabhida, who held this post,
died on March 8 of this year.

In addition to Solvo and Mabhida,
we have the names of an positions of
17 other members of the ANC execu-
tive committee who are Communists,
including the ANC’'s secretary and
deputy secretary general and the
senior commanders of its military
wing.

I would like to submit the list, which
was compiled from South African in-
telligence and other sources by the
staff of the Subcommittee on Security
and Terrorism of the Senate Judiciary
Committee, for the REcorp at this
point:

(A) At the Second National Conference of
ANC at Kabwe (Zambia 16-23 June 1985) a
new ANC-national executive was chosen,
consisting of 30 members. Of these, at least
19 and possibly up to 25, are known Commu-
nists, although it is not in all cases possible
to give documentary proof of the SACP
membership since SACP does not disclose
its membership lists. It is however known
that traditionally the president of ANC (O.
Tambo) is not an SACP-member, but the
secretary-general of SACP is always a
member of ANC Executive. Mr. Moses Mab-
hida, who held this post, died on 8 March
1986.

(B) Of members of ANC executive, follow-
ing are known Communists:

Alfred Nzo (Secretary general, second in
command).

Steve Dlamini, president of ANC-aligned
SA congress of trade unions.

Chris Hani, political commissar of Umk-
honto We Sizwe.

Pallo Jordan, senior member of ANC de-
partment of information and publicity.

Moses Mabhida, secretary general of
SACP now deceased.

Mac Maharaj, member of political and
military committees.

Cassius Make, senior commander of Umk-
honto We Sizwe.

Henry Makgothi, secretary of education
department.

Thabo Mbeki, secretary for publicity.

Francis Meli, editor of Sechaba (ANC's of-
ficial monthly).

Joe Modise, commander of Umkhonto We
Sizwe—armed wing.

Anthony Mongalo, ANC-representation in
East Germany.

John Nkadimeng, chief secretary of
SACTU, chairman of political committee.
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Aziz Pahah, senior member in London
office.

Mzwai Piliso, special aide to O. Tambo.

Reg September, former London represent-
ative at HQ, now in Lusaka.

Joe Slovo, second in command of Umk-
honto We Sizwe.

James Stuart, at HQ in Zambia.

Dan Tloome, deputy secretary-general and
deputy treasurer-general.

In any case, we need not look only to
the membership of the ANC to discov-
er its Communist affiliations.

The most important indication of
the ANC’s Communist control is in its
own declared ideology and policies.

For example, the ANC-SACP alli-
ance supports the Soviet invasion of
Afghanistan. In 1981 the ANC execu-
tive member Moses Mabhida stated:
“We express our full solidarity with
the Afghanistan People’s Democratic
Party—we fully understand and sup-
port the timely assistance of the
Soviet Union, and call upon progres-
sive forces throughout the world to
consolidate the ranks of the anti-impe-
rialist forces.” [London, July 30, 1981.]

The political report of the ANC'’s
June 1985 conference is pure Soviet
line. The report articulates the ANC’s
view of the world under the headings
“Anti-Imperialist Victories” and “U.S.
Offensive.”

I would like to read some excerpts
from the ANC report:

The Vietnamese Liberation Movement
had finally won victory in 1975 with the
* * * humiliating flight of the Americans re-
maining in South Vietnam. The Shah of
Iran * * * was swept out of power by the
masses in 1979. In the Western Hemisphere,
progressive changes took place in Nicaragua
and Grenada with the victories of the San-
dinista and the New Jewel Movement.

The report goes on to justify or en-
dorse the military crackdown in
Poland, the Soviet occupation of Af-
ghanistan, the Communist Sandinistas
in Nicaragua, the Communist guerril-
las in El Salvador, the Polisario Front
in Morocco, and the Palestinian Lib-
eration Organization.

The 36-page report mentions the
United States and imperialism over 30
times and identifies the United States
throughout as leading the ‘“‘global of-
fensive of imperialism.” The Soviet
Union is mentioned 10 times: eight em-
phasizing the Soviet Union's role as
enemy of the United States, once as a
victim of Nazi Germany, and once as
savior of the “democratic and anti-im-
perialist revolution of Afghanistan.”

The report also identities ‘“Zionist
Israel” as “the proxy of United States
imperialism.”

It doesn’t seem to me to be knee-jerk
anticommunism to say that, while the
ANC was once a legitimate, Black Na-
tionalist organization, it is now a typi-
cal Soviet-backed “liberation” move-
ment, committed to a Soviet agenda.

I really do not see how anyone who
loves freedom or who wants to help
anyone in South Africa would support
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a group that seems to take some of the
most repressive regimes on Earth as
its role models.

It is also hard for me to understand
why well-meaning Members of Con-
gress would be fooled by the ANC in
exactly the same way they were fooled
by the Sandinistas in Nicaragua, the
Vietcong in Nicaragua, the MPLA in
Angola, Frelimo in Mozambique, and
even by Fidel Castro in Cuba.

I wonder how many times Commu-
nists will be able to surround them-
selves with a veneer of democratic sup-
porters and say they are nationalists
and have liberals in the West swallow
the idea hook, line, and sinker.

If my colleagues, such as Mr. WOLPE
and Mr. Gray do not support the
ANC, I would be happy to hear it. If
that is the case, they should have no
problem with my amendment.

If they do support the ANC, I would
like to hear why they do not think
they are being fooled again into build-
ing legitimacy for an organization
which is no more democratic that the
movements and governments that it so
lavishly praises and have inflicted so
much misery on so many people.
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Mr. SILJANDER. Mr.
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. I yield to
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr.
SILJANDER].

Mr. SILJANDER. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, just to make sure
that I understand what the gentleman
is attempting to do precisely with his
amendment, I understand that the bill
now before us allows specific funds to
be appropriated for organizations in
South Africa.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. That is
correct.

Mr. SILJANDER. The gentleman’s
amendment then suggests or directs
that none of these funds could be used
for the ANC, the African National
Congress, is that correct?

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. So long as
they are inundated by the Communist
Party.

Mr. SILJANDER. But in the docu-
mentation the gentleman is suggesting
that out of the 30 members, how many
of the members are members of the
Communist Party?

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. We have
documentation that 19 members are
Communists, members of the South
African Communist Party, and we be-
lieve that as many as 25 of the 30 are
Communists.

Mr. SILJANDER. Well, this gentle-
man would like to go on record: I sup-
port the amendment of the gentle-
man, but I also would like to go on
record as saying that there are those
factions in the African National Con-
gress that are not Communists that

Chairman,
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are certainly seeking after freedom,;
but based on the documentation of the
gentleman, I would be very concerned
about American taxpayers’ dollars,
when my farmers are in serious trou-
ble in western Michigan, using taxpay-
ers’ dollars to fund an organization
that had any elements of the Marxist-
Leninist nature.

So I appreciate the amendment of
the gentleman. It seems rather appro-
priate at least to protect the taxpayer
dollars.

The ANC can be what it wishes, but
I think we have an option not to send
our taxpayer dollars to groups that
have that orientation.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. I thank
the gentleman, and, Mr. Chairman, I
reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. GRAY of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Chairman, the gentleman used my
name, and he is not going to yield?

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. I think
that Mr. WoLPE might be able to yield
some time to the gentleman.

Mr. WOLPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
3 minutes to my distinguished col-
league from Pennsylvania [Mr. Gray].

Mr. GRAY of Pennsylvania. I thank
the Chairman, Mr. WoLpPE, and also
my colleagues.

Mr. Chairman, it is unfortunate that
a Member of the House would refer to
me by name and then not pay the
courtesy of allowing me to ask him a
question with regard to the use of my
name.

Let me just simply say I did not hear
specifically how my name was used or
in what context. But I would like to
address the fundamental basis of the
gentleman’s argument; that is that we
cannot do anything against apartheid
because of communism. He say that he
has documentation which, by the way,
brings to mind the mysterious docu-
ments referred to by P.W. Botha at
the announcement of his govern-
ment’s new emergency restrictions.
The gentleman from Indiana says that
there are persons on the board of the
ANC who are documented Commu-
nists. I must say that his position to
this is positively ludicrous. Is he will-
ing to support apartheid because there
may be so-called communists in the
ANC? The issue is not communism, it is
apartheid. Nelson Mandela has said
that he is not a Communist. At his
trial he said:

Our fight is against real, and not imagin-
ery hardships. Basically we fight against
two features which are the hallmarks of Af-
rican life in South Africa. These feature are
poverty and lack of human dignity, and we
do not need communists or so-called “agita-
tors” to teach us about these things.

We must avoid the side issues. Going
off on these tangents does not help.
The ANC was founded in 1912—long
before the Russian revolution, dec-
ades before Chairman Mao established
the People’s Republic of China, long
before there was a Communist Cuba.
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Who were the ANC’s agitators then?
Who was prompting them to assert
their dignity? The ANC receives assist-
ance from countles religious organiza-
tions around the world. Does that
make them a religious organization?
How on earth can the struggle in
South Africa be dismissed as “‘commu-
nist led?”

Is Desmond Tutu, Communist? Allan
Boesak? Beyers Nawde? South African
Council of Churches? Dr. Mottana?
How may excuses are going to be
found to appease apartheid? It
seems to me. Mr. Chairman that this
position is yet another diversionary
tactic to maintain the status quo and
to avoid “rocking the Botha.”

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman has expired.

The gentleman from Michigan [Mr.
WoLrE] has 4% minutes remaining.

Mr. WOLPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, the committee will
accept the amendment because it is,
frankly, a meaningless amendment.
There is no assistance in the body of
this act that was ever contemplated to
be directed to the African National
Congress.

The purpose of this legislation, how-
ever, is to do whatever we can to press
the South African Government to
begin to negotiate with the African
National Congress and with other rep-
resentative black leaders of the popu-
lation.

So our acceptance of this amend-
ment should not be construed as indi-
cating that we believe the African Na-
tional Congress does not have a role to
play, a critical role to play in the nego-
tiating process. In fact, one of the iro-
nies of this amendment, to show how
really extreme it is in its conception,
the administration itself has called
upon direct negotiations between the
South African Government and the
African National Congress, in recogni-
tion that it is the African National
Congress that is far and away the
most popular political force within
South Africa.

Nor should our acceptance of this
amendment indicate any endorsement
of the view that the African National
Congress is dominated by Commu-
nists. Again the administration has
testified to this point that, while there
are some Communists that are affili-
ated with the African National Con-
gress, in no way is it Soviet-dominated
or Communist-inspired.

Let me say, however, that it is the
kind of effort that so frequently, I
think, can create a self-fulfilling
prophecy. We need to begin to recog-
nize that it is apartheid itself that is
the cause of the expansion of commu-
nism within that region, and every
time this kind of amendment is of-
fered up, what we do, I think, is to call
into question our basic commitment to
our opposition to apartheid. I think it
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is unfortunate. But the amendment is
meaningless. The committee will
accept it.

Mr. Chairman, I yield such time as
he may consume to the gentleman
from New York [Mr. SOLARZ].

Mr. SOLARZ. 1 thank the gentle-
man for yielding.

Mr. President, I agree with the gen-
tleman that the amendment is entirely
meaningless.

I would like, however, to make two
observations. According to this amend-
ment no assistance can be given to the
ANC so long as there are members of
the South African Communist Party
in its governing body.

Does the gentleman from Indiana
know that there are Communists in
the Italian Parliament, that there are
Communists in the French Parlia-
ment, that there are Communists in
the Japanese Parliament, that there
are Communists in the parliaments of
some of the other countries most
closely allied with the United States?
Is the gentleman going to offer an
amendment to the DOD bill saying we
should withdraw American troops and
military assistance from any govern-
ment in which Communists participate
around the world? I rather doubt that
he will. I do not see the gentleman of-
fering an amendment which says that
no assistance may be provided to
South Africa so long as there are rac-
ists in the South African Government.
But lo and behold, because of some
hypothetical possibility that aid could
go to the ANC, we have an amend-
ment like this saying no aid can go to
that organization because there may
be a few Communists in it. This is ex-
actly the kind of thinking which sub-
jects the House to a degree of skepti-
cism on the part of the American
people with respect to our wisdom.
But because it is meaningless, and
there was no intention to provide any
aid to the ANC anyway, I agree with
the chairman we might as well accept
it and get on with the far more serious
issues that confront this House.

Mr. WOLPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
back the balance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Indiana [Mr. BurToN].

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the ayes
appeared to have it.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, I demand a recorded vote, and
pending that I make the point of order
that a quorum is not present.
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The CHAIRMAN.

Evidently a
quorum is not present. Pursuant to
the provisions of clause 2 of rule
XXIII, the Chair announces that he
will reduce to a minimum of 5 minutes
the period of time within which a vote
by electronic device, if ordered, will be
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i . Michel Ritter Staggers Chappie Hunter Olin
BE el pendn;g] q‘-;edsuogl f()llowinlrl Mikulski Roberts Stallings Clinger Hutto Ortiz
ing the gquorum call. Members Will yjjer(ca) Robinson Stangeland Coats Hyde Oxley
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The call was taken by electronic Mitchell Rogers Studds Coleman (MO) Jenkins
device. Moakley Rose Stump Coleman (TX) Johnson
i Molinari Rostenkowski  Sundquist Combest Jones (NC)
The fOHOWlI:lg Members. respogided Mollohan Roth Bweeney Conte Jones (OK)
to their names: Monson Rowland (CT)  Swift Cooper Jones (TN)
Montgomery Rowland (GA) Swindall Coughlin Kanjorski
[Roil No. 178) Moody Roybal Synar Courter Kaptur
Ackerman de la Garza Holt Moore Rudd Tauke Craig Kasich
Akaka DeLay Hopkins Moorhead Russo Tauzin Crane Kastenmeier
Alexander Dellums Horton Morrison (CT) Sabo Taylor Daniel Kemp Quillen
Anderson Derrick Howard Morrison (WA) Savage Thomas (CA) Dannemeyer Kennelly Ray
Andrews DeWine Hoyer Mrazek Saxton Thomas (GA) Darden Kildee Regula
Annunzio Dickinson Hubbard Murphy Schaefer Torres Daschle Kindness Reid
Anthony Dicks Huckaby Murtha Scheuer Torricelli Daub Kleczka Richardson
Applegate Dingell Hughes Myers Schroeder Towns de la Garza Kolbe Ridge
Archer DioGuardi Hunter Natcher Schuette Traficant DeLay Kolter Rinaldo
Armey Dixon Hutto Neal Schulze Traxler Derrick Kostmayer Ritter
Aspin Donnelly Hyde Nelson Schumer Udall DeWine Kramer Raoberts
Atkins Dorgan (ND) Ireland Nichols Seiberling Valentine Dickinson LaFalce Robinson
Badham Dornan (CA) Jacobs Nielson Sensenbrenner Vento Dicks Lagomarsino Roe
Barnard Downey Jeffords Nowak Sharp Visclosky Dingell Lantos Roemer
Barnes Dreler Jenkins Oakar Shaw Volkmer DioGuardi Leach (1A) Rogers
Bartlett Duncan Johnson Oberstar Shelby Vucanovich Dixon Leath (TX) Rose
Barton Durbin Jones (NC) Obey Shumway Walgren Donnelly Lehman (CA)  Rostenkowski
Bateman Dwyer Jones (OK) Olin Shuster Walker Dorgan (ND) Lent Roth
Bates Dymally Jones (TN) Ortiz Sikorski Watkins Dornan (CA) Levin (MI) Roukema
Bedell Dyson Kanjorski Owens Siljander Waxman Downey Levine (CA) Rowland (CT)
Beilenson Early Kaptur Oxley Sisisky Weber Dreier Lewis (CA) Rowland (GA)
Bennett Eckart (OH) Kasich Packard Skeen Weiss Duncan Lewis (FL) Rudd
Bentley Eckert (NY) Kastenmeier Panetta Skelton Wheat Durbin Lightfoot Russo
Bereuter Edgar Kemp Parris Slattery Whitley Dwyer Lipinski Sabo
Berman Edwards (CA) Kennelly Pashayan Slaughter Whittaker Dyson Livingston Saxton
Bevill Edwards (OK) Kildee Pease Smith (FL) Whitten Early Lloyd Schaefer
Biaggi Emerson Kindness Penny Smith (14) Williams Eckart (OH) Loeffler Scheuer
Bilirakis English Kleczka Pepper Smith (NE) Wilson Eckert (NY) Long Schroeder
Bliley Erdreich Kolbe Perkins Smith (NJ) Wirth Edgar Lott Schuette
Boehlert Evans (IA) Kolter Petri Smith, Denny  Wise Edwards (OK) Lowery (CA) Schulze
Boggs Evans (IL) Kostmayer Pickle (OR) Wolf Emerson Lujan Schumer
Boland Fascell Kramer Porter Smith, Robert Wolpe English Luken Seiberling
Boner (TN) Fawell LaFalce Price (NH) Wortley Erdreich Lungren Sensenbrenner
Bonior (MI) Fazio Lagomarsino Pursell Smith, Robert Wright Evans (IA) Mack Sharp
Bonker Feighan Lantos Quillen (OR) Wyden Fascell MacKay Shaw
Borski Fiedler Leach (IA) Rahall Snowe Wylie Fawell Madigan Shelby
Bosco Fields Leath (TX) Ray Snyder Yates Feighan Manton Shumway
Boucher Fish Lehman (CA) Regula Solarz Yatron Fiedler Marlenee Shuster
Boulter Flippo Lehman (FL) Reid Solomon Young (AK) Fields Martin (IL) Sikorski
Boxer Florio Leland Richardson Spence Young (FL) Fish Martin (NY) Siljander
Brooks Foglietta Lent Ridge Spratt Young (MO) Flippo Martinez Sisisky
Broomfield Foley Levin (MI) Rinaldo 5t Germain Zschau Florio Mavroules Skeen
Brown (CA) Ford (MI) Levine (CA) Ford (MI) Mazzoli Skelton
Brown (CO) Ford (TN) LL:wi.s {E‘:: O 1440 Fowler McCain Slattery
Broyhill Fowler wis (FL) Franklin McCandless Slaughter
Bruce Frank Lightfoot The CHAIRMAN. Four hundred grenge McCloskey Smith (FL)
Bryant Franklin ﬁpiinsk: eleven Members have answered to Frost McCollum Smith (IA)
Burton (CA) Frenzel vingston i i Gallo McCurdy Smith (NE)
Burton (IN) Frost Liloyd Egelrcnme{tgeguoyﬁ]m Vi pres?tgt'bmg Gaydos McDade Smith (NJ)
Bustamante Gallo Loeffler € Comm Wil resume. 1 USl-  Gejdenson McEwen Smith, Denny
Byron Gart:iln Long ness. Gekas McGrath (OR)
Callahan Gaydos Lott Gephardt McHugh Smith, Robert
Campbell Gejdenson Lowery (CA) BECORDEQ R z . Gibbons McKernan (NH)
Gekas Lowry (WA) The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi- Gjiman McKinney Smith, Robert

Gephardt Lujan ness is the demand of the gentleman Gingrich McMillan (OR)

i e from Indiana [Mr. BurToNn] for a re- Glickman Meyers Snowe
Gilman Lungren ded t. Goodling Mica Snyder
Gingrich Mack corded vote. Gordon Michel Solarz
Glickman MacKay A recorded vote was ordered. Gradison Miller (CA) Solomon
goﬁﬂ ﬁm‘tﬂ&“ The vote was taken by electronic Gray (L) Mﬂicr tg‘rﬂ) gpence
] ng anton . Green Miller (WA) pratt
Gordan Markey device, and there were—ayes 365, noes  ZTeCY Moakley Stagueth
Gradison Marlenee 49, not voting 19, as follows: Gunderson Molinari Stallings
Gray (IL) Martin (IL) [Roll No. 179] Hall (OH) Mollohan Stangeland
Gray (PA) Martin (NY) AYES-— 365 Hall, Ralph Monson Stenholm
Coleman (MO) Green Martinez Hamilton Montgomery Strang
Coleman (TX) Gregg Matsui Alexander Bennett Brooks Hammerschmidt Moody Stratton
Collins Gunderson Mavroules Anderson Bentley Broomfield Hansen Moore Stump
Combest Hall (OH) Mazzoli Andrews Bereuter Brown (CA) Hartnett Moorhead Sundquist
Conte Hall, Ralph McCain Annunzio Berman Brown (CO) Hatcher Morrison (WA) Sweeney
Conyers Hamilton McCandless Anthony Bevill Broyhill Hefner Mrazek Swift
Cooper Hammerschmidt McCloskey Applegate Biaggi Bruce Heftel Murphy Swindall
Coughlin Hansen McCollum Archer Bilirakis Bryant Hendon Murtha Synar
Courter Hartnett McCurdy Armey Bliley Burton (IN) Henry Mpyers Tallon
Coyne Hatcher McDade Aspin Boehlert Bustamante Hertel Natcher Tauke
Craig Hawkins McEwen Atkins Boggs Byron Hiler Neal Tauzin
Crane Hayes McGrath Badham Boland Callahan Hillis Nelson Taylor
Crockett Hefner McHugh Barnard Boner (TN) Campbell Holt Nichols Thomas (CA)
Daniel Hendon McKernan Bartlett Bonker Carney Hopkins Nielson Thomas (GA)
Dannemeyer Henry McKinney Barton Borski Carper Horton Nowak Torres
Darden Hertel McMillan Bateman Bosco Carr Hubbard Oakar Torricelli
Daschle Hiler Meyers Bates Boucher Chapman Huckaby Oberstar Traficant
Daub Hillis Mica Bedell Boulter Chappell Hughes Obey Traxler
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Udall
Valentine
Vento
Visclosky
Volkmer
Vucanovich
Walgren
Walker
Watkins
Waxman

Weber
Whitley
Whittaker
Whitten
Williams
Wilson
Wirth
Wise

Wolf
Wolpe

NOES—49

Ford (TN)
Frank
Garcia
Gonzalez
Gray (PA)
Hawkins
Hayes
Howard
Hoyer
Lehman (FL)
Leland
Lowry (WA)
Markey
Matsui
Mikulski
Mineta
Mitehell

NOT VOTING—19

Foley Rangel
Fuqua Schneider
Grotberg Vander Jagt
Guarini Weaver
Latta Whitehurst
Lundine

O'Brien
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Messrs. MICA, CARPER, and
BATES changed their votes from “no”
to “aye.”

So the amendment was agreed to.

The result of the vote was an-
nounced as above recorded.

AMENDMENT OFFERED EY MR. BURTON OF
INDIANA
Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair-

Wortley
Wright
Wyden
Wylie
Yatron
Young (AK)
Young (FL)
Young (MO)
Zschau

Morrison (CT)
Owens
Perkins
Rahall
Rodino
Roybal
Savage

St Germain
Stark
Stokes
Studds
Towns
Weiss
Wheat
Yates

Ackerman
Akaka
Barnes
Beilenson
Bonior (MI)
Boxer
Burton (CA)
Clay

Collins
Conyers
Crockett
Dellums
Dymally
Edwards (CA)
Evans (IL)
Fazio
Foglietta

AuCoin
Breaux
Chandler
Cheney
Coyne
Davis
Dowdy

man, I offer an amendment.
The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. BurTon of In-
diana: Insert the following after section 7
and redesignate the succeeding sections and
references thereto, accordingly:

SEC. 8. EXEMPTION FOR CERTAIN COMPANIES.

(a) EXEMPTION FOR COMPANIES COMPLYING
WitH SvuLLivaN PrincipLEs.—The prohibi-
tions contained in this Act shall not apply
with respect to any business enterprise lo-
cated in South Africa which, in the oper-
ation of that business enterprise, imple-
ments those principles set forth in subsec-
tion (b).

(b) STATEMENT oF PRINCIPLES.—The princi-
ples referred to in subsection (a) are the fol-
lowing:

(1) DESEGREGATING THE RACES.—Desegregat-
ing the races in each employment facility,
including—

(A) removing all race designation signs;

(B) desegregating all eating, rest, and
work facilities; and

(C) terminating all regulations which are
based on racial discrimination.

(2) EQUAL EMPLOYMENT.—Providing equal
employment for all employees without
regard to race or ethnic origin, including—

(A) assuring that any health, accident, or
death benefit plans that are established are
nondiscriminatory and open to all employ-
ees without regard to race or ethnic origin;
and

(B)(i) implementing equal and nondiscrim-
inatory terms and conditions of employment
for all employees, and (ii) abolishing job res-
ervations, job fragmentation, apprentice-
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ship restrictions for blacks and other non-
whites, and differential employment crite-
ria, which discriminate on the basis of race
or ethnic origin.

(3) EQUITABLE PAY SYSTEM.—Assuring that
the pay system is equitably applied to all
employees without regard to race or ethnic
origin, including—

(A) assuring that any wage and salary
structure that is implemented is applied
equally to all employees without regard to
race or ethnic origin;

(B) eliminating any distinctions between
hourly and salaried job classifications on
the basis of race or ethnic origin; and

(C) eliminating any inequities in seniority
and ingrade benefits which are based on
race or ethnic origin.

(4) MINIMUM WAGE AND SALARY STRUC-
TURE.—Establishing a minimum wage and
salary structure based on the appropriate
local minimum economic level which takes
into account the needs of employees and
their families.

(5) INCREASING BLACKS AND OTHER NON-
WHITES IN CERTAIN JOBS.—Increasing, by ap-
propriate means, the number of blacks and
other nonwhites in managerial, supervisory,
administrative, clerical, and technical jobs
for the purpose of significantly increasing
the representation of blacks and other non-
whites in such jobs, including—

(A) developing training programs that will
prepare substantial numbers of blacks and
other nonwhites for such jobs as soon as
possible, including—

(i) expanding existing programs and form-
ing new programs to train, upgrade, and im-
prove the skills of all categories of employ-
ees, including establishing and expanding
programs to enable employees to further
their education and skills at recognized edu-
cation facilities; and

(ii) ereating on-the-job training programs
and facilities to assist employees to advance
to higher paying jobs requiring greater
skills; (B) establishing procedures to assess,
identify, and actively recruit employees
with potential for further advancement;

(C) identifying blacks and other non-
whites with high management potential and
enrolling them in accelerated management
programs; and

(D) establishing timetables to carry out
this paragraph.

(6) IMPROVING LIFE OUTSIDE THE WORK-
PLACE.—Taking reasonable steps to improve
the quality of employees’ lives outside the
work environment with respect to housing,
transportation, schooling, recreation, and
health, including—

(A) providing assistance to black and
other nonwhite employees for housing,
health care, transportation, and recreation
either through the provision of facilities or
services or providing financial assistance to
employees for such purposes, including the
expansion or creation of in-house medical
facilities or other medical programs to im-
prove medical care for black and other non-
white employees and their dependents; and

(B) participating in the development of
programs that address the education needs
of employees, their dependents, and the
local community.

(7T) FAIR LABOR PRACTICES.—Implementing
fair labor practices, including—

(A) recognizing the right of all employees,
regardless of racial or other distinctions, to
self-organization and to form, join, or assist
labor organizations, freely and without pen-
alty or reprisal, and recognizing the right to
refrain from any such activity;

(B) refraining from—

14271

(i) interfering with, restraining, or coerc-
ing employees in the exercise of their rights
of self-organization under this paragraph,

(ii) dominating or interfering with the for-
mation or administration of any labor orga-
nization or sponsoring, controlling, or con-
tributing financial or other assistance to it,
except that an employer may permit em-
ployees to confer with the employer during
working hours without loss of time of pay,

(iii) encouraging or discouraging member-
ship in any labor organization by discrimi-
nation in regard to hiring, tenure, promo-
tion, or other condition of employment,

(iv) discharging or otherwise disciplining
or discriminating against any employee who
has exercised any rights of self-organization
under this paragraph, and

(v) refusing to bargain collectively with
any organization freely chosen by employ-
ees under this paragraph; and

(CXi) allowing employees to exercise
rights of self-organization, including solici-
tation of fellow employees during nonwork-
ing hours, (ii) allowing distribution and
posting of union literature by employees
during nonworking hours in nonworking
areas, and (iii) allowing reasonable access to
labor organization representatives to com-
municate with employees on employer
premises at reasonable times where there
are no other available channels which will
enable the labor organization to communi-
cate with employees through reasonable ef-
forts.

(8) ACTIVITIES OUTSIDE THE WORKPLACE.—
Taking reasonable measures to extend the
scope of influence on activities outside the
workplace, including—

(A) supporting the unrestricted rights of
black businesses to locate in urban areas;

(B) influencing other companies in South
Africa to follow the standards of equal
rights principles;

(C) supporting the freedom of mobility of
black workers to seek employment opportu-
nities wherever they exist, and making pro-
vision for adequate housing for families of
employees within the proximity of workers’
employment; and

(D) supporting the recission of all apart-
heid laws.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana (during the
reading). Mr. Chairman, I ask unani-
mous consent that the amendment be
considered as read and printed in the
RECORD.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Indiana?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will in-
quire of the gentleman from Indiana
[Mr. BurToN] whether this is the
second amendment made in order by
the committee and printed in the
Journal.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, it is.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Indiana [Mr. BurtoN] will be
recognized for 7% minutes and the
gentleman from Michigan [Mr.
WoLrpe] will be recognized for 7% min-
utes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Indiana [Mr. BURTON].

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.
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Mr. Chairman, this amendment is
straightforward. It would exempt any
company operating in South Africa,
either American, foreign, or South Af-
rican, from the provisions of the bill, if
it abides by the Sullivan principles.

This bill has $21 million in it for
community development. Well, the
Sullivan signatories have contributed
$115 million to date for projects in
health, education, housing, and better
living conditions for nonwhite South
Africans.

In December 1984, 284 U.S. corpora-
tions had direct investments in South
Africa, and 123 of those, employing 70
percent of the work force in the U.S.
companies, were Sullivan signatories.

As of October of last year, there
were 240 U.S. corporations, of which
178, or 74 percent of our corporations,
are Sullivan signatories.

These corporations have provided
over 1,000 scholarships to blacks,
spent millions on black education and
development. This bill would effective-
ly force these corporations to leave
South Africa.

Now I think we have to ask our-
selves, what is our goal here. Is it to
make South Africa ungovernable, as
the ANC has stated it would like to do,
or is it to help speed up the breakdown
of apartheid through constructive
change.

Do we wish to simply destroy the
economy of South Africa? Over

350,000 blacks from neighboring coun-
tries work legally

in South Africa,
while another 1.5 million come in ille-
gally.

The economies of at least 14 nations
in Africa remain substantially depend-
ent on economic relations with South
Africa. These nations hypocritically
support sanctions that they would
never implement themselves.

In fact, a majority of blacks of
South Africa itself say that they
oppose the economic boycott of South
Africa.

In a poll conducted in March by the
Institute for Sociological and Demo-
graphic Research of the Human Sci-
ences Research Council among 1,338
blacks in urban areas found that 67.7
percent opposed a world economic boy-
cott.

When the gquestion was changed to
ask if they would support sanctions if
it meant losing their jobs, the number
opposed to sanctions increased to 73.8
percent.

Since this bill would, as it stands,
affect all corporations in South Africa,
my amendment would provide a strong
incentive for all corporations, South
African or foreign, to comply with the
Sullivan principles.

I believe this would be a very con-
structive development and would urge
adoption of the amendment.
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Mr. WOLPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myseif 2 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, this amendment is
virtually identical to one that was pro-
posed last year during the consider-
ation of the antiapartheid legislation
then, that was overwhelmingly defeat-
ed on a bipartisan vote because Mem-
bers of this body understood that this
ran directly contrary to the whole
thrust and intent of the sanctions leg-
islation.

The effect of this amendment would
be to really substantially weaken the
sanctions that are in the bill. The
issue that is involved in the struggle
against apartheid is not workplace
conditions, and while it is certainly
true that the Sullivan code companies,
at least several of them, that are in-
volved in South Africa made a very
positive contribution in the workplace
sphere to labor-management relation-
ships, and to improved conditions of
life for their specific workers, it is not
true that that kind of economic invest-
ment and activity is moving South
Africa away from apartheid. In fact,
all of the economic industrialization
that has occurred in the recent dec-
ades has been accompanied by in-
creased repression and the consolida-
tion of the totalitarian regime, not the
reverse.

We need to understand that there
are somewhere in the neighborhood of
50,000 employees that are employed in
the Sullivan code firms, American
firms. There are some 24 million
South Africans that are black, some 4
million South Africans that are col-
ored or Asian. To think that 95 per-
cent of the American debate focuses
upon the 50,000 workers is ludicrous
on its face when we are really exclud-
ing consideration of the impact of
apartheid upon the 26 million people
in that country that just happen not
to be white.

Reverend Sullivan himself, the ar-
chitect of the Sullivan code, has en-
dorsed virtually everything that is in
this bill. He has gone even further; he
has said that if apartheid is not dis-
mantled within 1 year, by May 1987,
that he himself would come out for
total disinvestment.

It is not that the Sullivan code com-
panies have not done good; it is that
the struggle against apartheid is no
longer a struggle for desegregated
workplaces or improved working condi-
tions, it is a struggle for political
rights.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 1 minute to my colleague,
the gentleman from Michigan [MTr.
SILJANDER].

Mr. SILJANDER. Mr. Chairman, on
August 1, 1985, Mr. WoLpPE, on the
floor of the Congress, said, “I cannot
tell you how proud I was personally as
an American, as a Member of this in-
stitution, to see the House and Senate
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conferees, on a totally bipartisan basis,
express a commitment to move in a
new direction in our relationship to-
wards South Africa.”

In that conference report, Mr.
Chairman, were the Sullivan princi-
ples, made essentially mandatory, and
50 many on the other side stood up to
say that it was a great day in Ameri-
can history, that this was a bipartisan
effort and they were proud to stand
up for the Sullivan principles. They
were not inconsistent last year; why
are they now inconsistent this year? I
think that the thinking is rather in-
consistent, and the poliey.

Mr. WOLPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from
Maryland [(Mr. MITCHELL].

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. Chairman, God
has been good to me. God has been ex-
ceedingly good to me. He has allowed
me to stay in this Congress long
enough to see a remarkable transfig-
uration take place.

Last week it was manifested in the
housing bill, when all of those who are
bitterly opposed to housing legislation
stood up and offered amendment after
amendment speaking in the name of
the tenants that they denied for so
many years.

Today we see another manifestation
of that miraculous transfiguration
where those who had no concern at all
about blacks in South Africa rise in
defense of the 50,000 black employees
saying we love you, we want to protect
you, the devil with the others. Don’t
you know that this is exactly what
happened during the civil rights
decade?

Mr. Chairman, I want to see these
transfigured personalities who are so
sympathetic to blacks hear the benefit
of my praise for them.

It is just like the civil rights decade.
You go into a Southern town and the
white bosses trotted out five black
people who had jobs. They said, “We
want to protect your jobs., Don’t let
these others come down here demon-
strating and acting simple, because if
they do, you will lose your job.”

Of course those blacks said, “We
don’t want to lost our jobs.”

The civil rights decade was a deliber-
ate, mean-spirited attempt to drive a
wedge between the black community.
It is not going to work. It did not work
then, and it is not going to work in
South Africa. People are concerned
about the freedom of a people, and
when they face that kind of crucible,
that severe test, they are willing to
bear the pain, willing to bear all the
sufferings necessary so that they can
be regarded as human beings with full
dignity.

It is a bad amendment. This trans-
figured friend of black South Africans
offers you a bad amendment, and I
would urge the defeat without even
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much more discussion on it. It does
not merit much more.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself 30 seconds.

Mr. Chairman, there are a multitude
of approaches to solving this very com-
plex problem in South Africa. One of
them is to help the blacks have better
employment conditions and better
living conditions, as well as the politi-
cal problems that they face, and to
adopt the Sullivan principles which
have been heralded around the world
as a step in the right direction by
American companies, and to apply
those principles, to South African
companies cannot be a step in the
wrong direction.

The analogy that the gentleman
used about Southern America in the
fifties, forties, and thirties I do not
think is correct.

Mr. WOLPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
1 minute to the distinguished gentle-
man from Pennsylvania [Mr. Gray]l.

Mr. GRAY of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Chairman, I urge a “no” vote against
this amendment. It sounds good, it
looks good, but it is not good. Let me
tell you why:

Leon Sullivan, who is the author of
the Sullivan principles, lives in my dis-
trict. I have known him since the age
of 9. Last year he said that he support-
ed the Anti-Apartheid Act of 1985
which we passed in Congress. This
year he supports the Anti-Apartheid
Act of 1986 in its entirety. The gentle-
man, however, by this amendment is
saying that those companies that sign
the Sullivan principles should be ex-
empted from sanctions.

Dr. Sullivan, himself, would not sup-
port this amendment, and he is the
author of the principles in question.

When I was in South Africa in Janu-
ary, we talked with the majority popu-
lation and they said, “Look, the com-
panies are not complying with the Sul-
livan Code as they should.” Leon Sulli-
van has said that they are not comply-
ing as they should. However, my major
criticism of this amendment is that
the issue is not Sullivan principles, the
issue is not supply-side diplomacy, it is
not the loss of jobs; it is a loss of life,
the loss of human freedom, and the loss
of justice.

Mr, Chairman, I urge a ‘‘no"” vote.

Mr. SILJANDER. Mr. Chairman,
may I inquire how much time we have
on this side?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Indiana [Mr. BurTonN] has 3 min-
utes remaining, and the gentleman
from Michigan [Mr. WoLPE] has 2%
minutes remaining.

Mr. SILJANDER. I thank the Chair.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to
my colleague, the gentleman from
California [Mr. HUNTER].

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, I
thank my friend for yielding, and I
would like to say that I think that
there is a great deal of merit in his
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amendment. You know, I think that
there are two ways to move a nation.
You can push them, you can punish
them, or you can persuade them and
pull them, and I am reminded that in
our country we have tried to give some
economic stimulus to the minority
community with our 8(a) programs
and with our set-aside programs, and I
like the idea of trying to help people
rather than damage economies, and I
think that we have a real chance of
putting South Africa, white and black,
into recession, or possibly into a de-
pression.

I think that the Sullivan principles
have merit and that they have been
identified as being very important, at
least in the initial stages of this strug-
gle, and I think that the idea that Mr.
BurToN has put forth has great merit,
because it persuades people to do
something in a positive fashion, and 1
think if we continue down the path we
are going down, we are going to see a
depression for both communities,
black and white, in South Africa.

I thank the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. WOLPE. Mr. Chairman, to close
the debate, I yield the remainder of
my time to the distinguished gentle-
man from the District of Columbia
[Mr, FAUNTROY].

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from the District of Columbia [Mr.
FaunTrOY] is recognized for 2% min-

utes.
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Mr. FAUNTROY. Mr. Chairman,

simply stated, this amendment de-

serves the same fate that it experi-
enced last year when it was brought
up. It needs to be recognized that it is
an effort simply to gut this legislation.
This amendment deserves to be de-
feated.

The issue here is not the fate of
some 50,000 blacks who work for
United States firms in South Africa.
The issue is whether or not we are
going to take a stand against apart-
heid.

The gentleman from Indiana sug-
gests that American firms have con-
tributed $150 million to self-help pro-
grams in South Africa. He ought also
to point out that American firms have
paid $4.6 billion in taxes to the apart-
heid regime in South Africa. What we
are saying in this legislation is no new
business, no more loans, no more de-
velopment of companies that underpin
this vicious regime, no increased tax
revenues from foreign firms.

I urge you to vote no on this amend-
ment now.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. FAUNTROY. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Michigan.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I
thank my colleague for yielding.

Is it true that Dr. Leon Sullivan,
himself the author of the Sullivan
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principles, is opposed to this amend-
ment?

Mr.
true.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr.
thank the gentleman.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, I want to close the debate on my
amendment, if the gentleman has
other Members who want to speak on
it.

Mr. WOLPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
back the balance of my time.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself the remainder of
my time.

Mr. Chairman, there are thousands
of blacks who work in American com-
panies that work under the Sullivan
principles. I have been to South
Africa. Their plight is much better
than those of their counterparts who
work in South African companies.

Now, I cannot for the life of me see
why we would not want to apply the
Sullivan principles to South African
companies to encourage them to make
the working conditions for the blacks
in those companies better.

This amendment, in my opinion,
does not have a downside. It has only
an upside. It is going to encourage
South African companies to use their
resources to help the blacks who work
in their companies, just like the Amer-
ican companies that have plants in
South Africa.

I have heard the arguments from my
colleagues and the analogies that they
have used. I do not agree with them.

This is a step in the right direction.
It is not an overall solution. Apartheid
needs a great deal more work to be
done. We are going to have to contin-
ue pressure on the South African Gov-
ernment, but this is one step toward
an overall solution and I urge you to
support this amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Indiana [Mr. BurTON].

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the noes
appeared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE
Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, I demand a recorded vote.
A recorded vote was ordered.
The vote was taken by electronie
device, and there were—ayes 150, noes
268, not voting 15, as follows:

[Roll No. 180]
AYES—150

Broomfield
Brown (CO)
Broyhill
Burton (IN)
Byron
Callahan
Campbell
Carney
Chappell
Chappie
Clinger

FAUNTROY. It is certainly

Chairman, I

Coats

Cobey

Coble
Coleman (MO)
Combest
Craig

Crane
Dannemeyer
Daub

DeLay
DeWine

Applegate
Archer
Armey
Badham
Bartlett
Barton
Bateman
Bentley
Bereuter
Bilirakis
Boulter
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Dickinson
Dixon
Dornan (CA)
Dreier
Duncan
Eckert (NY)
Edwards (OK)
Emerson
Evans (IA)
Fawell
Fiedler
Fields
Franklin
Frenzel
Gallo

Gekas
Gingrich
Gregg
Gunderson
Hall, Ralph
Hammerschmidt
Hansen
Hendon
Hiler

Hillis

Holt
Hopkins
Hunter
Hutto

Hyde
Ireland
Johnson
Kasich
Kemp
Kindness
Kolbe
Kramer
Lagomarsino
Leath (TX)
Lewis (CA)

Ackerman
Akaka
Alexander
Anderson
Andrews
Annunzio
Anthony
Aspin
Atkins
AuCoin
Barnard
Barnes
Bates
Bedell
Beilenson
Bennett
Berman
Bevill
Biaggi
Bliley
Boehlert
Boggs
Boland
Boner (TN)
Bonior (MI)
Bonker
Borski
Bosco
Boucher
Boxer
Breaux
Brooks
Brown (CA)
Bruce
Bryant
Burton (CA)
Bustamante
Carper
Carr
Chapman
Clay
Coelho
Coleman (TX)
Collins
Conte
Conyers
Cooper
Coughlin
Courter
Coyne
Crockett
Daniel
Darden

Lewis (FL)
Lightfoot
Livingston
Loeffler
Lott
Lowery (CA)
Lujan
Lungren
Mack
Madigan
Marlenee
McCain
MeCandless
McCollum
McEwen
MecMillan
Meyers
Michel
Miller (OH)
Monson
Montgomery
Moore
Moorhead
Morrison (WA)
Murphy
Myers
Nielson
Oxley
Packard
Parris
Pashayan
Petri
Porter
Quillen
Regula
Ridge
Ritter
Roberts
Rogers
Roth

NOES—268

Daschle
de la Garza
Dellums
Derrick
Dicks
Dingell
DioGuardi
Donnelly
Dorgan (ND)
Downey
Durbin
Dwyer
Dymally
Dyson
Early
Eckart (OH)
Edgar
Edwards (CA)
English
Erdreich
Evans (IL)
Fascell
Fazio
Feighan
Fish
Flippo
Florio
Foglietta
Foley
Ford (MI)
Ford (TN)
Fowler
Frank
Frost
Garcia
Gaydos
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilman
Glickman
Gonzalez
Goodling
Gordon
Gradison
Gray (IL)
Gray (PA)
Green
Guarini
Hall (OH)
Hamilton
Hatcher
Hawkins
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Rowland (CT)
Rudd
Saxton
Schaefer
Schuette
Shaw
Shumway
Shuster
Siljander
Skeen
Slaughter
Smith (NE)
Smith, Denny
(OR)
Smith, Robert
{NH)

Smith, Robert
(OR)
Snyder
Solomon
Spence
Stangeland
Stenholm
Strang
Stratton
Stump
Sundquist
Sweeney
Swindall
Tauke
Taylor
Thomas (CA)
Vucanovich
Walker
Whitehurst
Whittaker
Whitten
Wolf
Young (FL)
Zschau

Hayes
Hefner
Heftel
Henry
Hertel
Horton
Howard
Hoyer
Hubbard
Huckaby
Hughes
Jacobs
Jeffords
Jenkins
Jones (NC)
Jones (OK)
Jones (TN)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kastenmeier
Kennelly
Kildee
Kleczka
EKostmayer
LaFalce
Lantos
Leach (IA)
Lehman (CA)
Lehman (FL)
Leland
Lent

Levin (MI)
Levine (CA)
Lipinski
Lloyd

Long

Lowry (WA)
Luken
MacKay
Manton
Markey
Martin (IL)
Martin (NY)
Martinez
Matsui
Mavroules
Mazzoli
McCloskey
McCurdy
McDade
McGrath
McHugh
McEernan

Rinaldo
Robinson
Rodino
Roe

McKinney
Mica
Mikulski
Miller (CA)
Miller (WA)
Mineta
Mitchell
Moakley
Molinari
Mollohan
Moody
Morrison (CT)
Mrazek
Murtha
Natcher
Neal
Nelson
Nichols
Nowak
Oakar
Oberstar
Obey

Olin

Ortiz
Owens
Panetta
Pease
Penny
Pepper
Perkins
Pickle
Price
Pursell
Rahall

Ray

Reid
Richardson

Synar
Tallon
Tauzin
Thomas (GA)
Torres
Torricelli
Towns
Traficant
Traxler
Udall
Valentine
Vento
Visclosky
Volkmer
Walgren
Watkins
Waxman
Weaver
Weber
Weiss
Wheat
Whitley
Williams
Wilson
Wirth
Wise
Wolpe
Wortley
Wright
Wyden
Wylie
Yates
Yatron
Young (AK)
Young (MO)

Roemer
Rose
Rostenkowski
Roukema
Rowland (GA)
Russo
Sabo
Savage
Scheuer
Schroeder
Schulze
Schumer
Seiberling
Sensenbrenner
Sharp
Shelby
Sikorski
Sisisky
Skelton
Slattery
Smith (FL)
Smith (1A)
Smith (NI
Snowe
Solarz
Spratt
St Germain
Staggers
Stallings
Stark
Stokes
Studds
Swift

NOT VOTING—15
Grotberg O’Brien
Hartnett Rangel
Kolter Roybal
Latta Schneider
Lundine Vander Jagt
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Mr. MARTIN of New York and Mr.
NICHOLS changed their votes from
“aye” to “no.”

Mrs. HOLT changed her vote from
“no” to “aye.”

So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was an-
nounced as above recorded.

AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE OF A SUBSTITUTE

OFFERED EY MR. DELLUMS

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment in the nature of a
substitute.

The CHAIRMAN. Is this amend-
ment No. 4 that was printed in the
House RECORD?

Mr. DELLUMS. That is correct, Mr.
Chairman, in the nature of a substi-
tute.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will
report the amendment in the nature
of a substitute.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment in the nature of a substitute
offered by Mr. DELLuMs: Strike all after the
enacting clause and insert the following:
SECTION 1. PROHIBITION ON INVESTMENTS IN

SOUTH AFRICA.

No United States person may, directly or
through another person, make or hold any
investment in South Africa.

SEC. 2. PROHIBITION ON IMPORTS AND EXPORTS
FROM SOUTH AFRICA.

(a) ImporTS.—Notwithstanding any other
provision of law, no article which is the
growth, produce, or manufacture of South
Africa may be imported into the United
States, except for those strategic minerals
of which the President certified to the Con-

Chandler
Cheney
Davis
Dowdy
Fuqua
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gress that the quantities essential for mili-
tary uses exceed reasonably secure domestic
supplies and for which substitutes are not
available.

(b) EXPORTS.—

(1) GENERAL RULE.—No goods, technology,
or other information subject to the jurisdic-
tion of the United States may be exported
to South Africa, and no goods, technology,
or other information may be exported to
South Africa by any person subject to the
jurisdiction of the United States. The prohi-
bition contained in this paragraph shall
apply to goods, technology, or other infor-
mation of any kind, which is subject to con-
trols under the Export Administration Act
of 1979, the Arms Export Control Act, the
Atomic Energy Act of 1954, or any other
provision of law.

(2) ExceprioNn.—The prohibition con-
tained in paragraph (1) shall not apply to
exports described in section 6(g) of the
Export Administration Act of 1979.

SEC. 3. PROHIBITION ON LANDING RIGHTS OF
SOUTH AFRICAN AIRCRAFT.

(a) ProHIBITION.—The Secretary of Trans-
portation shall prohibit the takeoff and
landing of any aircraft by a foreign air carri-
er called, directly or indirectly, by the Gov-
ernment of South Africa or by South Afri-
can nationals.

(b) EXCEPTIONS FOR EMERGENCIES.—The
Secretary of Transportation may provide
for such exceptions from the prohibition set
forth in subsection (a) as the Secretary con-
siders necessary to provide for emergencies
in which the safety of an aircraft or its crew
or passengers are threatened.

(c) DeFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sec-
tion, the terms “aircraft” and “foreign air
carrier” have the meanings given those
terms in section 101 of the Federal Aviation
Act of 1958.

SEC. 4. PROHIBITION ON IMPORTATION OF KRU-
GERRANDS.

No person may import into the United
States any South African krugerrand or any
other gold coin minted in South Africa or
offered for sale by the Government of
South Africa.

SEC. 5. ENFORCEMENT; PENALTIES.

{a) AUTHORITIES OF THE PRESIDENT.—The
President shall take the necessary steps to
ensure compliance with the provisions of
this Act and any regulatons, licenses, and
orders issued to carry out this Act, including
establishing mechanisms to monitor compli-
ance with such provisions, regulations, li-
censes and orders. In ensuring such compli-
ance, the President may conduct investiga-
tions, hold hearings, administer oaths, ex-
amine witnesses, receive evidence, take
depositions, and require by subpoena the at-
tendance and testimony of witnesses and
production of all books, papers, and docu-
ments relating to any matter under investi-
gation.

(b) VioraTions.—Any person that know-
ingly violates the provisions of this Act or
any regulation, license, or order issued to
carry out this Act shall—

(1) if other than an individual, be fined
not more than $500,000; and

(2) if an individual, be fined not more
than $250,000, or imprisoned not more than
5 years, or both.

(c) ApDDITIONAL PENALTIES FOR CERTAIN IN-
DIVIDUALS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Whenever a person com-
mits a violation under subsection (b)—

(A) any officer, director, or employee of
such person, or any natural person in con-
trol of such person who willfully ordered,
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authorized, acquiesced in, or carried out the
act or practice constituting the violation,
and

(B) any agent of such person who willfull
carried out such act or practice.

shall, upon conviction, be fined not more
than $250,000, or imprisoned not more than
five years, or both.

(2) RESTRICTION OF PAYMENT OF FINES.—A
fine imposed under paragraph (1) on an in-
dividual for an act or practice constituting a
violation may not be paid, directly or indi-
rectly, by the person committing the viola-
tion itself.

(d) SEIZURE AND FORFEITURE OF AIRCRAFT.—
Any aircraft used in connection with a viola-
tion of section 3 of any regulation, license,
or order issued to carry out that section
shall be subject to seizure by the forfeiture
to the United States. All provisions of law
relating to the seizure, forfeiture, and con-
demnation of articles for violations of the
customs laws, the disposition of such arti-
cles or the proceeds from the sale thereof,
and the remission of mitigation of such for-
feitures shall apply to the seizures and for-
feitures incurred, or alleged to have been in-
curred, under the provisions of this subsec-
tion, insofar as such provisions of law are
applicable and not inconsistent with the
provisions of this Act; except that all
powers, rights, and duties conferred or im-
posed by the customs laws upon any officer
or employee of the Department of the
Treasury shall, for purposes of this subsec-
tion, be exercised or performed by the Sec-
retary of Transportation or by such persons
as the Secretary may designate.

SEC. 6. REGULATORY AUTHORITY.

The President may issue such regulations,
licenses, and orders as are necessary to carry
out this Act.

SEC. 7. DEFINITIONS.

For purposes of this Act—

(1) Unitep sTATES.—The term “United
States” includes the States of the United
States, the District of Columbia, the Com-
monwealth of Puerto Rico, and any terri-
tory or possession of the United States.

(2) Uwitep staTEs.—The term “United
States person” means any United States
resident or national and any partnership,
corporation, or other entity organized under
the laws of the United States or of any of
the several States, of the District of Colum-
bia, or of any commonwealth, territory, or
possession of the United States.

(3) INVESTMENT IN SOUTH AFRICA.—The
term “investment in South Africa” means—

(A) a commitment of funds or other assets
(in order to earn a financial return) to a
business enterprise located in South Africa
or owned or controlled by South Africa na-
tionals, including—

(i) a loan or other extension of credit
made to such a business enterprise, or secu-
rity given for the debts of such a business
enterprise;

(ii) the beneficial ownership or control of
a share or interest in such a business enter-
prise, or of a bond or other debt instrument
issued by such a business enterprise; or

(iii) capital contributions in money or
other assets to such a business enterprise; or

(B) the control of a business enterprise lo-
cated in South Africa or owned or con-
trolled by South African nationals, in cases
in which subparagraph (A) does not apply.

(4) SoutH AFrica.—The term “South
Africa” includes—

(A) the Republic of South Africa;

(B) any territory under the administra-
tion, legal or illegal, of South Africa; and
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(C) the “bantustans” or “homelands”, to
which South African blacks are assigned on
the basis of ethnic origin, including the
Transkei, Bophuthatswana, Ciskei, and
Venda.

(5) BUSINESS ENTERPRISE.—The term *‘busi-
ness enterprise” means any organization, as-
sociation, branch, or venture which exists
for profitmaking purposes or to otherwise
secure economic advantage, and any corpo-
ration, partnership, or other organization
which is owned or controlled by the Govern-
ment of South Africa, as such ownership or
control is determined under regulations
which the President shall issue.

(6) BraNcH.—The term “branch” means
the operations or activities conducted by a
person in a different location in its own
name rather than through a separate incor-
porated entity.

(7T) SOUTH AFRICAN NATIONAL.—The term
“South African national” means—

(A) a citizen of South Africa; and

(B) any partnership, corporation, or other
entity organized under the laws of South
Africa.

(8) CONTROL BY SOUTH AFRICAN NATION-
ALs.—For purposes of paragraph (3XA),
South African nationals shall be presumed
to control a business enterprise if—

(A) South African nationals beneficially
own or control (whether directly or indirect-
1y) more than 50 percent of the outstanding
voting securities of the business enterprise;

(B) South African nationals beneficially
own or control (whether directly or indirect-
1y} 25 percent or more of the voting securi-
ties of the business enterprise, if no other
person owns or controls (whether directly or
indirectly) an equal or larger percentage;

(C) the business enterprise is operated by
South African nationals pursuant to the
provisions of an exclusive management con-
tract,

(D) a majority of the members of the
board of directors of the business enterprise
are also members of the comparable govern-
ing body of a South African national;

(E) South African nationals have the au-
thority to appoint a majority of the mem-
bers of the board of directors of the busi-
ness enterprise; or

(F) South African nationals have the au-
thority to appoint the chief operating offi-
cer of the business enterprise.

(9) CONTROL BY UNITED STATES PERSONS.—
For purposes of paragraph (3XB), a United
States person shall be presumed to control a
business enterprise if—

(A) the business enterprise is operated by
the United States person pursuant to the
provisions of an exclusive management con-
tract,

(B) a majority of the members of the
board of directors of the business enterprise
are also members of the comparable govern-
ing body of the United States person;

(C) the United States person has author-
ity to appoint a majority of the members of
the board of directors of the business enter-
prise; or

(D) the United States person has author-
ity to appoint the chief operating officer of
the business enterprise.

SEC. 8. APPLICABILITY TO EVASIONS OF ACT.

This Act shall apply to any United States
person who undertakes or causes to be un-
dertaken any transaction or activity with
the intent to evade the provisions of this
Act or any regulation, license, or order
issued to carry out this Act.
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SEC. 9. EFFECTIVE DATE.

The provisions of this Act shall take effect
180 days after the date of the enactment of
this Act.

Mr. DELLUMS (during the reading).
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the amendment be consid-
ered as read and printed in the
RECORD.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
California?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule,
the gentleman from California [Mr.
Derrums] will be recognized for 30
minutes, and a Member opposed to the
amendment will be recognized for 30
minutes.

Will those gentlemen who are op-
posed to the Dellums amendment
kindly stand so the Chair can desig-
nate?

Is the gentleman from Washington
[Mr. BoNKER] opposed to the amend-
ment?

Mr. BONKER. I advise the Chair
that I oppose the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. Then the Chair
will recognize the gentleman from
Washington [Mr. BoNkeR] for 30 min-
utes in opposition to the Dellums
amendment.

Does the gentleman from Washing-
ton wish to yield any of his time or
share any of his time?

Mr. BONKER. Mr. Chairman, I
would yield half the allotted time, 15
minutes, to the gentleman from Michi-
gan [Mr. SILJANDER].

The CHAIRMAN. The time in oppo-
sition will be equally divided between
the gentleman from Washington [Mr.
BonNkEr] and the gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. SILJANDER].

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, I
have a parliamentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
will state it.

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, do I
understand that the process that has
just taken place has given the minori-
ty side one-quarter of the time.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair would
counsel the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania in regard to his inquiry that the
rule provides that a Member will be
recognized in opposition. The gentle-
man from Washington [Mr. BONKER]
was recognized in opposition, and he
shared his time with your side.
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Mr. WALKER. In other words, the
minority, though, was not recognized
for the purposes of opposition. Is that
correct?

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair would
state that the procedures of the House
are governed by its rules, but more im-
portantly in this instance, by the rule
adopted by the House as reported
from the committee.
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Mr. WALKER. I thank the Chair.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from California [Mr. DELLUMS] is rec-
ognized for one-half hour in support
of his amendment.

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I
yield such time as she may consume to
the gentlewoman from Maryland [Ms.
MIKULSKI].

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in support of the complete divest-
ment of the United States from South
Africa and in support of the substitute
offered by the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. DELLUMS].

Mr. Chairman, it is appropriate that today's
vote on South African sanctions in the House
of Representatives comes so soon after the
10th anniversary of the Soweto massacre in
South Africa. Two days ago black South Afri-
cans protested the evil of apartheid by staying
away from work. Their deafening silence was
heard around the world. Today we step for-
ward to declare America’s total opposition to
the oppression, inhumanity and injustice that
is apartheid.

Apartheid enslaves black South Africans. It
is evil. The United States has been an acces-
sory to this evil because the President and
this Congress refuse to cut all United States
ties to South Africa.

Some say total divestment will lead to more
suffering for the black laborers in South Africa
who may lose jobs. In truth, complete divest-
ment will affect only 1 percent of the labor
force. And the suffering resulting from divest-
ment is meaningless compared to the suffer-
ing black South Africans endure now.

The issue in South Africa is not standard of
living. The issue is freedom. Freedom to
speak, freedom to vote, freedom to assembly,
freedom from arbitrary arrest, police terrorism,
and torture.

Mr. Chairman, we speak out today to free
South African blacks from political persecu-
tion. We also speak out today to free America
from our history of racial injustice, and from
our present policy of “constructive engage-
ment.” The struggle against apartheid is as
important to the well-being of this nation as it
is for the lives of our sisters and brothers in
South Africa.

It is for that reason that | will vote for total
divestment, and | strongly urge my colleagues
to do likewise.

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. Mr. Chairman, I would begin
this important debate on this amend-
ment by indicating that I assume, and
in fact, would stipulate that each
Member of this Congress opposes the
system of apartheid in South Africa.

I would further assume and further
stipulate, Mr. Chairman, that each
and every Member of this body, irre-
spective of their political party or phil-
osophical frame of reference, would
like to end this madness. Thus, the
question before the body, Mr. Chair-
man, is how do we accomplish that.

There is clearly, at this particular
point in the debate, no need to reiter-
ate the oppression and the resulting
horror of death and imprisonment
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that results as the reality that is un-
folding in South Africa at this
moment.

Thus, I choose to speak to the issue
of what do we do.

I begin by pointing out to my col-
leagues that the issue here is not
whether there shall be sanctions or
not sanctions because, No. 1, we have
established clearly in the body politic
that sanctions are an appropriate in-
strument of foreign policy in this
country.

Second, I point out to my colleagues
that last year, the House of
Representatives invoked some form of
sanctions against South Africa; the
U.S. Senate invoked some sanctions
against South Africa; the President of
the United States invoked some wa-
tered-down sanctions against South
Africa. So the issue is not whether we
should go forward with sanctions; the
question is: What are appropriate
sanctions at this particular moment,
given what is unfolding in South
Africa at this time?

The sanctions contained in the bill
before us, Mr. Chairman, while I be-
lieve are a step forward, in my humble
opinion, are inadequate in response to
what is evolving in South Africa at
this very moment.

It is indeed an incremental step. It
has been referred to by a number of
people who have preceded me to the
floor of this body as a measured step.

I simply suggest that this incremen-
tal measured step allows the Govern-
ment of South Africa to adjust rather
than to bring extreme pressure to try
to end the death and the suffering and
the human misery that is the reality
in South Africa.

I, therefore, offer this amendment in
the nature of a substitute to the bill,
H.R. 4868. The major thrust of this
bill is to call for immediate divestment
and total embargo against the Govern-
ment of South Africa, comprehensive
sanctions against South Africa, not an
incremental step, not a measured step,
but an all-out, powerful, aggressive
statement.

Why, Mr. Chairman? For two very
important reasons. No. 1, I believe
that it is a moral and political impera-
tive that the Government of the
United States make a powerful, clear,
clean, unambiguous, uncomplicated,
unequivocal statement about the dete-
riorating situation that unfolds in
South Africa at this moment.

That is a statement that we should
make to ourselves as a Nation, a state-
ment we should make to the people of
South Africa, and a statement we
should make, indeed, to the entire
world.

First, Mr. Chairman, to ourselves.
We are a multiracial Nation. We are a
Nation of blacks and whites and
browns and reds and yellows. We are a
Nation that went through pain and
suffering and sorrow as we attempted
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to invoke civil and human rights in
this country; as we attempted to strug-
gle to say to millions of human beings
in America and around the world, that
people can function and flower and
grow and realize their fullest and total
potential as human beings beyond
race, beyond sex, beyond class, and
beyond age.

We fought in this country. People
died and people went to jail. People’s
careers were broken as a result of that
effort. So we must be internally con-
sistent, Mr. Chairman. There must be
some internal integrity to the state-
ment made.

We cannot be progressive at home
and reactionary abroad or vice versa.
Foreign and military policy have an
intimate relationship. They are mirror
images of each other.

We cannot be in bed in some fashion
with the evil and the horror and the
oppression of South Africa, and ade-
quately and profoundly and morally
and ethically say to the millions of
human beings in this country, that
race is no longer a factor, that we are
equal human beings.

So we must make this statement to
ourselves because there is healing and
progress that must take place in this
country.

I suggest that the struggle against
apartheid in South Africa is as much
alleviating oppression in this country
as it is about a statement we make
with respect to South Africa.

I said, Mr. Chairman, that we must
make this statement to South Africa
and to the world. We heard earlier a
number of statements about commu-
nism, Mr. Chairman. We have had a
discussion on the floor of communism
day after day in the 16 years that this
gentleman has been in the Congress.

I think that there is no question
about where the majority of the body
politic is with respect to that issue. It
is no secret what America feels about
communism. That is not a question.

But what is at question is how does
America feel about apartheid in South
Africa? It is not enough to stand up
and say what you oppose. We must
also say what we stand for, Mr. Chair-
man.

If we say that we stand for Demo-
cratic principles; if we say that we
stand for a commitment to human
rights, civil rights, a commitment to a
constitutional form of government, a
respect for human life and human dig-
nity, the quality of human beings,
then that says very powerfully and
very loudly to the South Africans and
to the world community, that we op-
posed apartheid.
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Not only do we stand in opposition
to it, but we attempt to stand as a
beacon of freedom and justice in the
world.
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I would suggest that it is hypocriti-
cal and contradictory to assert that we
must be the beacon of freedom; and
when it comes to opposing apartheid
in South Africa, we come to the
podium with trembling feet and trem-
bling hands. We must stand loudly and
powerfully.

So the first reason why I offer these
powerful sanctions against South
Africa is that we must make the state-
ment, we must cleanse ourselves in
this country, and we must assert our
role in the international community as
a nation committed to the dignity of
people, to freedom of human beings,
to the concept of human rights; not as
an abstract idea but as a reality.

That is our destiny, that is our role,
that is our profound obligation.

I would suggest, Mr. Chairman, that
America's greatest export is not its so-
phisticated technology, not its nuclear
missiles, but our commitment to
human rights, and our commitment to
democratic principles and our commit-
ment to the respect for human life.

The second reason, Mr. Chairman,
that I assert these sanctions and I be-
lieve that this is a statement we must
make—is because I think that we at
this particular moment in history
must make the strongest, powerful
statement that we can make and hope-
fully the most effective.

None of us in this room, on any of
the measures we act, not one measure
that we act upon in this Congress can
say with clear certainty that what we
do will change things, but we operate
within an environment of judgment.
We all must do this.

I assert that judgment at this point
and suggest that we must go all the
way with these sanctions against
South Africa. That is the only thing
that they can hear. It is the only hope
for us to have, to hope for a peaceful
solution in South Africa.

Some will argue that these sanctions
are too strong a response. We already
have complete sanctions against five
nations; but what would be our re-
sponse in order to let the world know
that we abhor what is happening in
South Africa?

Maintain the status quo? That is
clearly unacceptable. Make a powerful
statement with respect to sanctions?
Or declare war against these people?
That would be strong, but I am not ad-
vocating that because I have attempt-
ed for 16 years to raise my voice as an
advocate of peace and nonviolence.

So I am not advocating on the one
hand maintaining the status quo, nor
on the other hand engaging in war; so
the alternative left is to invoke power-
ful sanctions against South Africa.

Some will argue that it is too expen-
sive, that some American corporations
will lose money as a result of divest-
ment response. We ostensibly went to
war in Vietnam in the name of democ-
racy and freedom and dignity. We
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brought back thousands of young
Americans in body bags. What price
tag do we place on war? How much
money do we add up to become the
sum amount of money that was ex-
tracted from America as the result of
the death of thousands of American
people?

We have taken our commitment to
democracy all the way out, to war;
risking our young lives, and someone
can tell me that we are not prepared
to risk a few dollars from American
corporations in the name of freedom
and democracy? 1 am prepared to
debate you on that question: If we can
sacrifice our young sons to fight and
die in the name of freedom, some
American corporation can -certainly
lose a few dollars as America attempts
to make a very powerful statement,
short of the insanity of war and the
cruelty of death and destruction on
the battlefield as we speak to freedom
and democracy.

Third point. It will harm blacks, Mr.
Chairman. It will harm blacks. If we
invoke divestment and total embargo,
some black people in South Africa will
lose their jobs.

No. 1, you could have argued that
slavery could have been justified on
the grounds that thousands of black
people lost their jobs; but I would sug-
gest to you that unemployment is not
an adequate argument in support of
slavery; and it is an inept, inadequate,
unfortunate argument in support of
continuing to live in bed with apart-
heid.

Second argument, Mr. Chairman,
black people are suffering now in
South Africa and there is no time limit
on it. If there is some inconvenience
with respect to employment, my black
brothers and sisters in South Africa
have said on more than one occasion
that they are prepared to endure that
misery on a time-limited basis, but
they are not prepared to go on ad infi-
nitum, well in to the future, continu-
ing to have their spirits crushed as
human beings.

I would suggest, Mr. Chairman,
Members of this body, human beings
do not live by bread alone; that there
are spiritual values, the right to stand
as a dignified human being, the right
to stand as an equal person. I stand
here on the floor of Congress as a
black American, asserting my right to
assert my point of view. Why? Because
I have that right. Not true for black
people in South Africa.

I would suggest that wherever you
are on the political spectrum, you
should join me in this effort not to
make a statement that is measured;
not to make an incremental step; not
to make a step that is a political step,
but to make the statement at this
point based upon what is right.

Twelve months ago I made this argu-
ment. I said to you then I wanted to
defeat the committee effort because it
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was not strong enough. History has re-
corded that this gentleman was cor-
rected in that respect. So now we
simply take another step forward—
while it is forward it is not powerful
enough.

There are voices of young people
and not-so-young people all over this
country who have raised their voices
for divestment and for total embargo.
Corporations, some of them, have al-
ready made this statement. A number
of universities have taken that leap.

And so we back away from that, Mr.
Chairman? This is where leaders
should reside, not where mirrors ag-
gregate. We should be at some point
willing to assert our responsibility to
assume leadership when it is a moral
and political imperative.

Mr. Chairman, why not other na-
tions? That is the fourth argument.
Why choose South Africa? There are
other countries that are oppressed on
the basis of human rights. I agree; do
not challenge that assertion.

I am simply saying that it is my
hope and my dream and my vision for
the future—maybe a world that this
gentleman would never see: a world
that is peaceful, a world that is com-
mitted to human rights, a world that
says, “Every human being on this
planet has control over their human
destiny.”

It is not enough for the left to chal-
lenge the right and the right to chal-
lenge the left. A commitment to
human rights is a commitment that
transcends the narrow confines of ide-
ology. So let us not use that as a
framework for not voting to stop this
madness in South Africa to the extent
that we hope that we can, simply be-
cause some other nations—I would say
to my colleagues, “Bring the bill, bring
the bill that challenges human rights
violations in other countries.”

At this moment we are confined
with this piece of legislation. If we
brought a bill to deal with education
and somebody said “Well, you're not
dealing with housing and you're not
dealing with this and that and the
other,” you would see that as an
absurd argument. I see that as an
absurd argument at this point.

The issue before us is South Africa;
we have a responsibility to address it.
When the issue is some other nation
on the floor of Congress, then let us
address that. That is a flimsy argu-
ment, Mr. Chairman.

Let me simply say to my colleagues:
This is an important issue. To summa-
rize, we need to make this statement
for two reasons; our own internal in-
tegrity, to assert our role in the world
as a nation committed to democratic
principles and human rights, and fi-
nally we must say as strongly as we
can to South Africa: We will not prop
up this madness; that we step away,
Mr. Chairman, we step away dramati-
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cally, we step away with anger, we step
away with great concern because we
respect human life on this planet, in
this country, and in South Africa.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
DursiN). The gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. DerLums] has consumed 16
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Washington [Mr. BonNkEer], for
15 minutes.

Mr. BONEKER. Mr. Chairman, I
want to take a moment to commend
my colleague from California [Mr.
DeLrvms] for an excellent statement;
moving, eloguent, and speaks I think
to what he says is the horror and re-
pression in South Africa today.

I strongly support his concerns and
at the same time oppose his amend-
ment. It is time for Congress to speak
out loudly and clearly about apartheid
in South Africa. I suggest, though,
that the vote in favor of the commit-
tee bill is the best approach to this
issue.

This legislation that is embodied
now in the bill that is before the
House was sponsored by Congressman
Gray of Pennsylvania, my colleagues
on the committee, Mr. SoLArz, and Mr.
WoLPE, who is chairman of the Sub-
committee on Africa.
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They have been prominent leaders
on this issue, and they have put forth
good, realistic, practical and, I would

imagine, effective legislation. The
sanctions proposed in H.R. 4868 are
sufficient. They were very carefully
drafted. They were the result of a
series of hearings by two committees
and the full committee on the various
types of legislative sanctions to be of-
fered by the committee.

We also considered the Dellums leg-
islation that is now the subject of the
amendment before the body. But the
full committee felt that the legislation
that is in the committee bill would
more likely gain House approval and
would more likely gain multilateral ap-
proval by our European allies and
others, while they probably would not
endorse all-out disinvestment as pro-
posed by the gentleman from Califor-
nia.

Mr. Chairman, the Committee on
Foreign Affairs bill offers the kind of
response that is tailored to the present
situation in South Africa. The bill sig-
nificantly strengthens the current
sanctions without presenting South
Africa with this total and immediate
ultimatum.

The Foreign Affairs Committee bill
proposes a series of sanctions designed
to maximize United States economic
leverage while it still exists there

against the South African Govern-
ment by providing incentives for that
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Government to move toward majority
rule.

Mr. Chairman, when we look at the
amendment before us, we have to ask
ourselves some realistic questions. The
gentleman from California says that
sanctions are now an integral part of
the U.S. foreign policy. Well, this is
far more than a trade embargo, a
great deal more than just another
round of sanctions. This is disinvest-
ment. This calls upon all United States
businesses who are involved in South
Africa, however they have been dis-
posed toward apartheid, to shut down
their offices and their plants within 90
days and pick up and move out.

It is hardly realistic that U.S. busi-
nesses who have extensive involve-
ment there can meet that timeframe.
And what about the 80,000 black em-
ployees of the U.S. businesses there?
They are thrown out of work immedi-
ately without any time to adjust to
this new reality. What about the
American families and the homes and
investments they have there?

I agree we have got to sharply cur-
tail United States economic interests
in South Africa, but let us be realistic
about the timeframe in which that can
be achieved.

Mr. Chairman, I would also ask
about the extraterritorial implications
of this amendment. What about com-
puter firms in the United States who
are sending components to a firm in
France and they, in turn, are doing
business with South Africa? Are we
going to deny the potential markets
that exist in Europe and Japan and
Asia simply because those countries
might be doing business in South
Africa? Is this going to be another sit-
uation where we extend our extraterri-
torial reach to a point where it is
going to provoke European allies and
deny us potential markets, not in
South Africa but in these countries,
and throw up, again, the question of
being an unreliable supplier? And
what about possible litigation? The
Government is forcing businesses to
shut down in 90 days. Are there going
to be possible suits against the United
States for economic losses incurred?
Mr. Chairman, we have to ask our-
selves, will total disinvestment work?
We want our economic sanctions to be
effective. Will they be effective, or will
the French and the Japanese and
others just move in and pick up where
we left off, much as was the case when
we attempted a grain embargo on the
Soviet Union and then again under
the Reagan administration a total em-
bargo on the construction of the pipe-
line which made possible economic
benefits for other countries?

Then, Mr. Chairman, we have to ask
whether or not other nations are
going to join us in this effort so that
they are effective?

When the situation in Rhodesia was
brought to the United Nations and
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there were collective economic sanc-
tions imposed over a period of time,
they were effective. I think we have
got to do more than just take unilater-
al action. But it requires multilateral
action so that we can bring the eco-
nomic sanctions to bear upon the Gov-
ernment of South Africa where they
will be effective.

Simply shutting down the shops and
moving out would not make the policy
effective.

So I would hope that the legislation
would include some provision that
would involve the Europeans and
others to join in collective action
against that country for its apartheid
policies.

Mr. Chairman, I think we ought to
ponder very carefully the amendment
before us. It is not as though it is the
only alternative we have to send a
message to South Africa. We have the
committee product, which was
brought to us by prominent leaders in
this House on the South African issue.
It is sufficient to send the message. It
will be effective. It is tailored in such a
way that we will make this legislation
effective. But if we go to far, I think
we risk a failure on the House floor
that would send the wrong message to
South Africa and the world communi-
ty.

So, Mr. Chairman, I urge that my
colleagues oppose the Dellums amend-
ment and support the committee bill.

Mr. Chairman, House consideration this
week of H.R. 4868, the Anti-Apartheid Act of
1986, is extremely timely. As many speakers
have observed, this week marks the 10th an-
niversary of the uprising in Soweto. In the last
decade, thousands have given their lives and
tens of thousands more have been arrested
fighting the abhorrent apartheid system. Since
the Government’s renewal of the state of
emergency last week, more than 30 people
have died and the Government has arrested
and detained an estimated 2,000 to 4,000
labor and political leaders. We must ask our-
selves: What actions can we take—even if
they be more symbolic than substantive—to
help avert further bloodshed and contribute to
a nonviolent transition to black majority rule?

More often than not the imposition of trade
and investment embargoes hurt the U.S.
economy and our own workers more than the
economy of the targeted nation. We have
seen this in the grain and oil and gas embar-
goes against the Soviet Union. Even in such
instances as Nicaragua, where American ex-
porters had little to lose, sanctions have not
had the intended effect: If anything, terminat-
ing our commercial relations with Managua
has forced the Sandinistas further into the So-
viets' arms. It is an unfortunate commentary
that increasingly we are witnessing the use of
economic sanctions to try to salvage failed
diplomatic initiatives. As example after exam-
ple shows, economic embargoes rarely alter
the behavior of foreign governments and tend
to have a negative impact on our own econo-
my. Moreover, although this administration
heartily condemned the use of economic
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sanctions by its predecessor, it has selectively
switched its position.

The legislation before us today, which pro-
poses tougher economic sanctions against
South Africa, is the result of mounting frustra-
tion over the administration’s failed political
and diplomatic efforts in southern Africa gen-
erally and in South Africa in particular. While
its ineffective policies toward Nicaragua and
Libya led to the imposition of economic boy-
cotts against them, the administration persists
in its opposition to the congressional calls for
similar measures against South Africa.

South Africa is precisely the type of case in
which the symbolic importance of sanctions
supersedes their negative impact on our econ-
omy. The administration's refusal to take more
than a defensive posture toward the Botha
regime and serve as an apologist for apart-
heid compel the Congress to call for tougher
measures. Rather than distancing our country
from the practice of apartheid, the administra-
tion's tacit support for Pretoria has made us
an accomplice in the deaths and spreading vi-
olence. An administration which does not
hesitate to invoke trade embargoes against
Nicaragua and Libya should not shy away
from the proposals contained in H.R. 4868.
The sanctions set forth in this bill are far
weaker than those in place now against Libya
and Nicaragua, and, indeed, a number of
American banks and businesses have already
begun to reduce or remove their presence in
South Africa.

In just 4 years, United States investment in
South Africa has plunged from an all time high
of $2.6 billion in 1981 to $1.3 billion in 1985.
In 1984, 7 United States companies withdrew
from South Africa; last year 38 formally with-
drew; and 10 more have announced plans to
end their direct investment in South Africa this
year. At the present time, one-half of all
United States banks operating in South Africa
prohibit loans to the Government, and one-
fourth deny loans to both the Government and
private sector. Such figures are hardly surpris-
ing when viewed against the overall state of
South Africa’s economy: Growth has slowed
from an annual average of 6 to 7 percent in
the late 1970's to less than 1 percent; unem-
ployment is running at some 30 percent; and
the value of the rand has plunged to less than
one-half of its value in 1982. Even excluding
exchange rate fluctuations, the earnings of
American companies in South Africa have
been sliced by about one-third since 1984,
Whether or not we pass this bill, this self-initi-
ated trend is likely to continue and the pace
may even quicken.

Mr. Chairman, the Foreign Affairs Commit-
tee and especially its Subcommittees on
Africa and International Trade have worked on
related legislation for more than 5 years. In
1985, we came very close to enactment of
the conference report on the predecessor to
H.R. 4868. This year, we have conducted ex-
tensive hearings on sanctions legislation. |
wish particularly to commend my colleagues
on the committee, Mr. WoLPE and Mr.
SoLAarz, as well as Mr. GRAY, who have
worked tirelessly to keep this issue before us.

It is time to set aside reservations about the
effectiveness of economic and trade sanc-
tions and to make a strong statement against
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apartheid. As Bishop Desmond Tutu said last
month:

There is no absolute guarantee, obviously,
that sanctions will topple apartheid, but it
is our last nonviolent option left, and it is a
risk with a chance.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Washington [Mr. BoNkKER] has
consumed 7 minutes.

Mr. SILJANDER. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. WALKER].

Mr. WALKER. I thank the gentle-
man for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, I listened a few mo-
ments ago and heard the gentleman
from California describe his amend-
ment as the tough approach and as
the honest approach, and he is right.
And I think that we ought to look at it
that way because, if you are someone
on this floor who is presenting an ar-
gument here today that sanctions
really work, then the honest approach
is really the Dellums approach, be-
cause if sanctions work as a policy
then it seems to me what Mr. DELLUMS
is saying is, “Let’s do it right and let's
do it now.”

That is what the advocates across
the country are saying, people on col-
lege campuses are saying, “Do it now.”

Mr. DELLuMs comes to us and says
very honestly that is his approach.

So maybe in this House that is what
we ought to do from time to time, take
the tough, honest approach immedi-
ately on some of these issues.

If you want to send a message to
South Afriea, as I just heard discussed
a moment ago, then if we are really in
the business of sending messages, why
not send a tough message? Why would
you settle then for a wishy-washy mes-
sage? Why not send the toughest pos-
sible message if you are going to take
that particular approach?

It seems to me that what we are
doing here is talking about a wishy-
washy incremental approach versus an
approach that is at least tough and
honest.

Mr. DELLUMS very honestly says that
his approach would cause hardship in
South Africa. He knows that. The
committee comes to us today, and they
try to sidestep that whole issue. They
do not really want to admit to some of
those kinds of problems with their
particular bill. This is the tough ap-
proach, this is the honest approach. It
seems to me that when we get to a
final passage vote, we ought to do the
job of trying to make certain that the
House is faced with that choice, with
the choice of really doing something
or doing something wishy-washy that
may end up doing nothing.

I would have to say that, if this par-
ticular amendment got to the final
passage, I would vote against it; but I
think I am going to vote for the Del-
lums’ approach at this point because it
is the tough approach and the honest
approach.
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Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I
yield such time as he may consume to
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr.
STOKES].

Mr. STOKES. I thank the gentle-
man for yielding time to me.

Mr. Chairman, I simply want to com-
mend the gentleman from California
for an eloquent statement on behalf of
his amendment.

Mr. Chairman, | rise in support of the Del-
lums substitute.

Mr. Chairman, we can no longer allow
apartheid to exist. Today the House of Repre-
sentatives must confront the crisis situation
that exists in South Africa and must pass
meaningful legislation that will compel that
nation to grant fundamental rights to black
citizens. If we fail to do so, it is certain that in-
justice, senseless killings and oppression of
black South Africans will continue. It is also
certain that black South Africans will continue
to battle against this illegal and immoral treat-
ment.

We can no longer sit and watch 22.7 million
black South Africans be subjected to racism
and second class citizenship by the minority
4.7 million whites in that nation. The harsh re-
ality of that situation demands action on our
part. With each passing day, the situation
worsens and every moment that we hestitate
means another life snuffed out, another depri-
vation of freedom and another day of rioting.

Mr. Chairman, more than 1,600 people have
died in South Africa in 2 years of protest
against apartheid. In 1986, the violence has
continued to escalate:

On February 15-18 at least 22 people died
in Johannesburg's Alexandra Township.

On May 12 clashes between radicals and
conservatives at Crossroads Squatter Camp
outside Cape Town left 44 dead.

On May 19 South Africa launched raids into
Botswana, Zambia and Zimbabwe on alleged
bases of the African National Congress.

On June 9 additional violence took place at
the Crossroads Camp.

On June 12 Prime Minister Pieter Botha
again imposed a nationwide state of emergen-
cy under which:

Government security forces are allowed to
jail anyone incommunicado in the interest of
public safety for up to 2 weeks;

Prisoners are not permitted reading matter
and may not whistle or sing;

Security forces are empowered to impose
martial law anywhere, prohibit acess to any
area and prevent right of way;

Forces may search buildings and vehicles
and seize anything;

The South African courts are barred from
intervening;

The police, without giving reason, may close
off areas, temporarily close businesses, con-
fine people to their homes, bar nonresidents
from certain areas and bar anyone from bring-
ing any object into any area;

The press is prohibited from printing the
names of detainees, may not film or photo-
graph a public disturbance, strike or boycott
without police permission and may not publish
anything that threatens harm or loss to
anyone or his or her family;
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The police may also bar the media from re-
porting on the conduct of the security forces
in maintaining public safety.

This brutal oppression and deprivation of
rights imposed by the South African Govern-
ment will no longer be tolerated by its black
citizens. Nor should it be tolerated by the
people of the United States and the interna-
tional community.

It is apparent that the “constructive engage-
ment" approach advocated by the Reagan ad-
ministration has not worked, will not work and
that America must take a new and more ag-
gressive approach toward the South African
Government in order to end apartheid.

Mr. Chairman, the amendment offered by
the Representative from California, [Mr. DEL-
LuUMs], provides the Congress with an oppor-
tunity to take such decisive action. By prohibit-
ing U.S. citizens from making or holding any
investment in South Africa; by banning exports
and imports from South Africa; by withholding
landing rights of South Africa aircraft; by pro-
hibiting the importation of krugerrands and dis-
allowing any tax credits of deductions for
income, war profits or excess profits taxes
paid or accured to South Africa, Congress will
send a forceful message to Pretoria that
apartheid will not be tolerated.

This action must be taken now. We no
longer have time to engage in leisurely
debate. Today, black South Africans are fight-
ing for their lives. They are fighting against vi-
olence and unjustified killings by government
police against unarmed black citizens. They
are fighting for the right to live in their home-
land and not be relegated to satellite black
townships. They are fighting for the right to
live, work and raise their families free of op-
pression. We have moral obligation to assist
them in this battle for fundamental rights.

If we fail to meet this obligation, the possi-
ble ramifications are frightening. The nation of
South Africa teeters on the edge of a bloody
revolution, which, once it begins, may be im-
possible to stop. Therefore, it is essential that
we take a stand on this issue to stem the tide
of violence and oppression that is consuming
the nation of South Africa.

Today, a choice must be made. | strongly
urge you to vote for this amendment.

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I
yield such time as he may consume to
the gentleman from the Virgin Islands
[Mr. pE Lucol.

Mr. pE LUGO Mr. Chairman, I rise
to commend the gentleman from Cali-
fornia for an elogquent statement. I
think all of us on this House floor
today have been moved by his elo-
quence. I also would like to commend
the gentleman from Pennsylvania for
his position on this issue. I urge ac-
ceptance by the House of the Dellums
amendment.

Mr. Chairman, the time has come! The time
is now!

The time has come for the United States of
America to take a firm and positive stand to
end the abhorrent system of apartheid in
South Africa. That is why, as an original co-
sponsor, | rise in strong support of the Del-
lums amendment to ban all United States in-
vestment in South Africa, as contained in H.R.
997.
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President Reagan continues to oppose
strong economic sanctions, accepting the
South African Government’s contention that
such measures would hurt those who most
need our help. Our State Department has
taken the position that such sanctions would
not promote United States goals in South
Africa and would serve only to encourage in-
transigence, rather than moderation, by white
and black leaders.

Let us look, then, at what has been happen-
ing in South Africa while we have followed the
administration's policy, so mistakenly called
constructive engagement. The past year has
seen a rising tide of violence in which more
than 600 South Africans, nearly all of them
black, have lost their lives. The white majority
government last year imposed a state of
emergency and has now once again taken
even more human rights away from a popula-
tion that even President Reagan describes as
being caught in the throes of a civil war. Free-
dom of the press has all but disappeared and
the most evil deeds of the security forces are
hidden from international scrutiny. The
chances for a peaceful transition to a demo-
cratic majority government are steadily dimin-
ishing. If events continue to unfold as they
have over the past year. Chaos lies ahead.

The administration’s policy, far from being
constructive, has allowed the South African
Government to pursue its destructive course
with what certainly seems to be the tacit sup-
port of the United States.

The beleaguered majority of the South Afri-
can people know what is at stake. They have
called on us for help. They have asked us
again and again to use our economic strength
to put pressure on the oppressive minority
government. They have told us that they are
willing to suffer now, in the short run, so that
their children may have a chance for freedom
as full citizens of a new South Africa.

Mr. Chairman, we have an obligation to help
these people. It is an obligation born of our
own national commitment to freedom. Let us
no longer hide behind the pretext that we are
saving the black majority from the conse-
quences of putting economic pressure on their
government. As the Rev. Allan Boesak told us
recently:

“When we the South African people have
had enough we will let you know."

But, until then, let us answer their cries for
the assistance they know may cause them
pain but which they also know will help them
to emerge from their long night of bondage.

The time has come. It is now. Tomorrow
may well be too late.

Mr. Chairman, | urge all of my colleagues to
support this legislation. Let this be the day
when we say to the oppressive South African
regime, enough is enough. The time has come
for a change, and we will not rest until apart-
heid ends and democracy is born in South
Africa.

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 4 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from New York [Mr.
SoLARz].

Mr. SOLARZ. Mr. Chairman, I
would like to pay tribute to the gentle-
man from California for his rhetorical
eloquence and to the gentleman from
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Pennsylvania for his parliamentary
creativity.

Mr. Chairman, I think we face two
issues today in considering this legisla-
tion. The first is whether we should or
should not impose sanctions against
South Africa, and second, if we should
impose sanctions against South Africa,
what kind of sanctions should we
impose? I think that the debate on
this legislation so far and the votes
which have been taken make it abun-
dantly clear that a substantial majori-
ty of our colleagues believe that we
have a far better chance of facilitating
peaceful change in South Africa by in-
creasing American economic pressure
against the government of that coun-
try than by maintaining a policy of
benign neutrality and neglect.

Consequently, the only issue really
left for us to decide is, what kind of
sanctions we should impose, whether
we should impose the tough but limit-
ed sanctions of the bill or whether we
should vote for the tougher compre-
hensive sanctions contained in the
substitute offered by the gentleman
from California?

I believe that this is a good bill.
Indeed, I am one of the sponsors of it.
But I also believe that the substitute is
better. And I would hope that the
House will approve it for the following
reasons: I think that South Africa as
we speak hovers on the abyss of a civil
war. I agree with the report of the
Eminent Persons Group to the Com-
monwealth countries that, in the ab-
sence of sanctions, we may witness in
South Africa the worst bloodbath
since the Second World War.

I think it is clear that sanctions are
designed not to bring the Government
of South Africa to its knees but to
bring the Government of South Africa
to its senses. Sanctions are a form, if
you will, of political shock therapy.
And if we are going to administer
shock therapy, it is better to adminis-
ter a stronger than a weaker shock.

Now I did not always feel this way.
Last year when the gentleman from
California offered his amendment, I
voted against it. But I changed my
mind on the basis of what has hap-
pened over the course of the last few
weeks. I have changed my mind be-
cause of the South African raids
against Zambia, Zimbabwe, and Bots-
wana.

I changed my mind because of the
reimposition by the South African
Government of the state of emergen-
cy.

I changed my mind because dozens
of additional blacks have been killed
by the security forces of South Africa.

I changed my mind because the Gov-
ernment of South Africa continues to
refuse to release Nelson Mandela and
the other political prisoners from jail.
I changed my mind because the Gov-
ernment of South Africa categorically
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and contemptuously rejected the pro-
posals of the Eminent Persons Group,
speaking on behalf of the Common-
wealth countries, to enter into a proc-
ess of negotiations with the recognized
black leadership of the country.

Ladies and gentleman, if we do not
act soon and act as strongly as we pos-
sibly can, the point of no return may
be reached.

1 saw President Kaunda of Zambia a
year ago in Lusaka. He told me that
unless the Government of South
Africa were willing to sit down within
the next year with the legitimate rep-
resentatives of the black majority,
that in his view more people would be
killed.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from New York has ex-
pired.

Mr. BONEKER. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
New York.

Mr. SOLARZ. 1 thank the gentle-
man for yielding.

President Kaunda told me, in the ab-
sence of such a development, the
number of people killed when the
South African volcano exploded could
be 10 times the number who lost their
lives in the civil war in Zimbabwe.
Forty thousand were Kkilled in that
conflict. We are talking, then, about
the lives of hundreds of thousands of
people, and unless the Government of
South Africa moves quickly to enter
into negotiations and release Mandela
from prison, it may be too late. We
may not have the luxury of coming
back here a year or 2 or 3 years from
now to impose this stronger form of
sanctions because by then it may be
too late.

So if the votes are not there for the
substitute, so be it. I think it is still a
good bill; I will support the bill. But if
we really want to accomplish what we
are trying to accomplish, I think we
have a better chance of doing it with
the substitute.

Mr. SILJANDER. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Indiana [Mr. BurTON].

Mr. P'JRTON of Indiana. I thank
the gent.eman for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, the previous speaker
in the well talked in glowing terms
about the Eminent Persons Group
that made some recommendations. I
might point out to the gentleman that
the Executive order imposed by the
President of the United States last
year goes beyond what the Eminent
Persons Group recommended.

I happen to have here in front of me
the bank loans, the ban on Kruger-
rands, the computer equipment, the
nuclear materials technology, or, im-
portation of South African military
equipment.
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The overall conclusior_l is that L_he
President, through his Executive
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order, was much stronger than the
recommendations of the Eminent Per-
sons Group to which the gentleman al-
luded.

So I would just like to point out to
my colleagues that less than 9 months
ago the President of the United States
took positive action. I submit to you
that we ought to let the actions the
President has taken have a chance to
work while, at the same time, trying to
impose whatever pressure this body
can do through the rhetoric and the
legislative proposals we have made.

But we are on the right track, and
we ought to compliment the President
and try to work with him in bringing
about positive changes in South
Africa.

Mr. SILJANDER. Mr.
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. I yield to
the gentleman from Michigan.

Mr. SILJANDER. Mr. Chairman, is
the gentleman saying essentially that
the Eminent Persons Group, what
they suggested in terms of economic
sanctions or economic penalties
toward the Government of South
Africa are essentially incorporated in
the President’s Executive order?

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. As a
matter of fact, the President has gone
further. He dealt with the South Afri-
can Government more strongly than
the Eminent Persons Group recom-
mended.

Mr. SILJANDER. Mr. Chairman, I
yield such time as he may consume to
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr.
CRANE].

Mr. CRANE., Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, the mere title of H.R. 4868,
the Anti-Apartheid Act of 1986, would suggest
that anyone who opposes this legislative effort
is a friend of aparthied. In reality, aparthied
and racial discrimination are antithetical to all
of our views of liberty, justice, and equality
under law. The question then, is not whether
aparthied is right or wrong, but it is how to
help bring about a peaceful change in South
Africa. It is my opinion that this legislation will
not achieve that goal, and ultimately will not
be in the best interest of the people of South
Africa, or the United States for that matter.

H.R. 4868 was jointly referred to the Ways
and Means Committee for consideration of the
trade related portions of the legislation. Al-
though the bill specifically calls for an import
ban on only four South African products—
coal, steel, uranium ore, and oxide—language
contained in section 2 of the bill would essen-
tially amount to a near total trade embargo.
Section 2(a)(1)(B) of H.R. 4868 states that
“no U.S. person may, directly or through an-
other person * * * make any investment in
South Africa.” “Investment in South Africa” is
defined as "a commitment of funds or other
assets * * * to a business or enterprise locat-
ed in South Africa or owned or controlled by
South African nationals, including—a loan or
other extension of credit made to such a busi-
ness enterprise.” Since almost all trade is
conducted on a letter of credit basis, this has
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the practical effect of eliminating trade be-
tween the United States and South Africa. Not
only would this be a unilaterally protectionist
action that is GATT illegal, but if South Africa
elected to respond by banning the export of
certain strategic minerals to the United States,
the defense capabilities of our Nation would
be seriously threatened.

The United States is entirely import depend-
ent on several strategically critical minerals
that are located in only two places in the
world, South Africa and the Soviet Union. Ever
since Soviet leader Leonid Brezhnev an-
nounced in 1973 that “our aim is to gain con-
trol of the two great treasure houses upon
which the West depends—the energy treasure
house of the Persian Gulf and the mineral
treasure house of Central and Southern
Africa,” the Soviets have been stepping up
their support for several terrorist groups in
their bid to gain control of the region. If the
Soviets are successful in their efforts to con-
trol these critical minerals upon which the
United States is now 100 percent import de-
pendent, our technological capabilities as well
as our defense industry will be severely
threatened. We will be subject to Soviet eco-
nomic blackmail and will either have to pay
exorbitant prices or be denied access to these
minerals entirely.

Positive changes are taking place in South
Africa, and they will continue. One of the most
recent and progressive examples of this was
the Government's sweeping decision to abol-
ish the pass laws that previously restricted
movement of blacks in South Africa. Within
the last year, the Government of South Africa
has also abolished provisions against interra-
cial marriage, integrated it's universities,
opened downtown commercial business dis-
tricts to businessmen of all races, and gener-
ally moved in a direction toward a more racial-
ly integrated society. Although these reforms
may not go far enough and are not coming
fast enough to please some critics, legislation
such as H.R. 4868 will only reverse this trend
by removing the positive American influence.

The American firms operating in South
Africa stand in the vanguard of those who
promote the continued advancement of the
political and economic aspirations of all South
Africans. Operating under the Sullivan princi-
ples, the majority of American firms have dedi-
cated themselves to the dismantling of apart-
heid and the promotion of equal rights for
nonwhite South Africans. To date, American
firms have spent more than $140 million
adding classrooms to schools, building health
centers, awarding scholarships, and otherwise
assisting their black employees.

In direct opposition to these positive efforts,
stand the efforts of those who counsel and
proclaim that the best way to effect change in
South Africa is to detach ourselves, disinvest,
and declare economic warfare upon those be-
leaguered people. While | am certain that
those who favor disinvestment are well-moti-
vated, | am equally certain that their advice is
ill-founded. Such actions would be strongly
deterimental to the South African economy.
We must ask, “Who will pay the costs of such
actions?"" What the proponents of divestment
do not seem to comprehend is that their ac-
tions would cause great hardship to those
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they intend to help. Without exception, pro-
posals for divestment, if enacted will lead to
greater black unemployment, greater black
hardship, and, perhaps, even to more violence
and bloodshed in that troubled area. To those
who doubt this, | proffer the insight of Mrs.
Lucy Mvubelo, general secretary of the
15,000-member Black Union of Clothing Work-
ers and vice president of the Trade Union
Council of South Africa: “Who will suffer [from
divestment]? Clearly, the greatest hardships
would fall on my people, the black people.
They will be the first to lose their jobs. They
will be left to die of starvation. They will be
the first to die in a revolution.”

The troubles which face South Africa are
many and varied. Working between leftwing
and rightwing extremists, the moderates in
South Africa, in both the Government and pri-
vate sector, have worked on behalf of the
peaceful evolution of a system in which all
South Africans, regardless of race are free to
participate on equal measure. For South Afri-
can extremists who advocate violence, the
economic chaos resulting from Western di-
vestment would serve as fuel for their murder-
ous fire.

A second area of trade restrictions con-
tained in the bill is directed at Namibian natu-
ral resources. Since most of Namibia's $12.4
million in exports to the United States qualify
as natural resource exports, this would have
the practical effect of banning most imports
from that economically struggling country. The
real question in regards to Namibia, however,
is why it has been included in this legislative
effort. If the objective, as stated in the bill title,
is to end apartheid, there is no reason to in-
clude Namibia, since there is no apartheid in
Namibia.

In its first year, the Namibian Transitional
Government for National Unity has abolished
apartheid, moved forward toward total national
reconciliation, and labored to remove all re-
maining vestiges of residual discrimination.
The Transitional Government of National Unity
provides representation for Namibians of all
races and their six major political parties. To
punish this Government, as this legislation
would do, impedes the establishment of an
autonomous government in Namibia and
strengthens the position of SWAPO, the Com-
munist terrorist group that has continually sab-
otaged the hopes of the Namibian people for
peaceful and democratic transition to com-
plete independence.

Proponents of this legislation claim that they
have included Namibia to help bring about in-
dependence in that country. They would like
to see South Africa break it's economic and
military ties with Namibia. Considering that
South Africa gives Namibia some $600 million
annually in economic support, an amount that
equals 60 percent of Namibia's annual
budget, and protects it from the Cuban ag-
gressors that illegally occupy Angola, a South
African pullout would certainly doom the future
of a democratic Namibia. The void created by
a South African pullout would be quickly filled
by the Soviet-backed SWAPO terrorists and
the Cuban mercenaries currently in Angola.
The Transitional Government in Namibia has
made great strides toward democracy and in-
dependence, why would anyone want to un-
dermine these positive gains and leave the
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future of this country in the hands of the Com-
munist aggressors?

Those Members in support of this bill say
that the United States can only have a posi-
tive influence on South Africa if we discontin-
ue our support for the economic advancement
of the South African and Namibian people.
The proponents of this bill are wrong. The
blacks that have suffered under apartheid
want us to be an active and positive influence
in the region. They desire our involvement in
developing their economic power as well as
their political and civil rights. Mr. Mangosuthu
Buthelezi, the elected chief of the 6 million
member Zulu tribe in South Africa recently
counseled that:

The actual implementation of the disin-
vestment campaign would be useless unless
it hurt the economy, and if it hurt the econ-
omy blacks would suffer more than whites.
The disinvestment campaign is not only det-
rimental to the interests of black South Af-
ricans, but ultimately detrimental to the in-
terests of blacks in the whole of the subcon-
tinent.

The black people of South Africa do not
want us to abandon them to economic ruin. In
a recent poll of 1,338 urban blacks in South
Africa, the question was asked, “Should the
outside world apply an economic boycott
(sanctions) against South Africa?” Over 67
percent of those polled replied, “No."” Con-
trary to what the proponents of this bill claim,
black South Africans do not want to lose their
jobs, they do not want to starve, and they do
not want to see their nation abandoned to a
violent revolution.

In conclusion, although H.R. 4868 would
have the net impact of banning almost all im-
ports from South Africa and many from Na-
mibia, there were no hearings held in the
Ways and Means Committee to consider the
trade-related ramifications should this become
law. Even though the administration, in letters
from the Secretary of State and the Secretary
of Commerce, strongly expressed its opposi-
tion to H.R. 4868, they were not given the rou-
tine opportunity to present testimony before
the Ways and Means Committee. In an effort
to meet the Democrat leaderships’ timetable
for consideration of H.R. 4868 on the floor of
the House of Representatives, the normal leg-
islative process was circumvented and no
hearings were held. Thus, not only do |
oppose the content of H.R. 4868, but | am
also opposed to the manipulation of the legis-
lative process for purely political motives.

Mr. SILJANDER. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Chairman, it is not really the
50,000 or 80,000 black workers alone in
United States firms in South Africa
that I stand in opposition. That has
been alluded to several times on the
floor, and I quite agree that that is not
the issue. Rather it is the 22 million
human beings that are under the bond
of apartheid that we stand in opposi-
tion to both substitutes.

Mr. Gray of Pennsylvania, Mr.
WoLPE and Mr. SoLAarz late last year
during the debate on the conference
report spoke in quite glowing terms of
that specific conference report.
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For example, Mr. SoLAarz said, “Mr.
Speaker, this is an extraordinary sig-
nificant achievement. For the first
time since the establishment of apart-
heid in 1948, 37 years ago, the United
States will be going on record as
making clear our opposition to apart-
heid by deed as well as by word.”

Mr. Gray of Pennsylvania at that
same time said, “Constructive engage-
ment is clearly neither the will of the
American people, nor the rising inter-
national tide in opposition to apart-
heid. I commend the House and the
Senate conferees for the leadership
they have shown. I trust that this bi-
partisan, bicameral position makes it
clear that the urgency of implement-
ing a new enlightened South African
policy is indeed justified.”

I could also quote Mr. WoOLPE saying
similar comments, but I think that
makes the point. They all, Mr. Chair-
man, alluded the agreed conferee
report that was passed indeed by the
House and by the Senate.

It is no coincidence that Ronald
Reagan implemented every single
aspect of that same conference report
in his Executive order, the same con-
ference report as alluded to by Mr.
Gray of Pennsylvania, by Mr. SoLARzZ,
by Mr. WoLPE and others in such glow-
ing terms.

For example, Mr. WoLpE said he was
proud to stand up and be an American
in this institution for such a bipartisan
effort., Well, that is all well and good.
But Mr. SoLArz was on this floor not
too many hours ago saying it is time
after 5 years we abandon constructive
engagement. Well, where has the gen-
tleman been over the last year? Con-
structive engagement justifiably and
gladly has been tabled, has been elimi-
nated, and now we are in a mode
called active engagement.

Let us be clear for all the Members
who are listening. I appreciate Mr.
DeLrums of California for his honesty.
I sincerely mean that. I do not agree
philosophically with the gentleman
from California, but the gentleman’s
approach is one of integrity and hon-
esty.

The approach taken by Mr. Gray of
Pennsylvania and others, while I do
not agree with either, equally embra-
goes United States firms and other
firms in South Africa. The difference
is it is in a slight different mode.

So for any of us to suggest that
somehow the Gray of Pennsylvania
bill is less worse or less powerful than
the Dellums approach, I think, is
frankly unjustified. The Gray of
Pennsylvania approach last year,
while some of us thought it was tough,
nowhere smacks of the intensity of
the antibusiness approach of the Gray
of Pennsylvania bill of this year. It is
far more extreme and far more devas-
tating than the Gray of Pennsylvania
bill of last year.
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So let us not muddy the water by
comparing Mr. DeLrumMms’ approach
with Mr. Gray of Pennsylvania's ap-
proach, as though Mr. Gray of Penn-
sylvania’s is somehow a moderate ap-
proach to the situation.

Now whether United States firms
stay or remain, that may not even be
an issue to really ending the death in
South Africa. Fifty U.S. companies
have left of late, but the killings have
increased.

We have essentially banned all bank
loans to South Africa, but yet the kill-
ings continue.

We have initiated the Sullivan prin-
ciples and four other sanctions by
President Ronald Reagan's Executive
order, yet the killings still continue.

So I think the issue is fairly clear. If
someone could convince me that the
Derrums approach or the Gray of
Pennsylvania approach, whichever,
that both engage in extreme embargo-
ing of South Africa, if someone could
demonstrate in a clear way how that
would stop the killings and somehow
promote a peaceful transition to ma-
jority rule, a new constitution which
offers freedom and hope for the op-
pressed majority in that country, I
would stand on the floor of this House
supporting my friend, the gentleman
from California [Mr. DELLUMS] or the
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
Gray] with all the great enthusiasm
that I could possibly muster.

That is really the issue at hand.

Mr. SoLaARz did say one thing I agree
with. The issue is not what type of
sanctions, but what kind of sanctions.
Yet, we have not demonstrated at this
point whether sanctions in fact will
stop the killings or promote or push or
encourage the minority white racist
government into any constructive dis-
cussions or changes. If they can dem-
onstrate that they are willing to
change based on sanctions or you can
demonstrate to me that there would
be a hope for peaceful transition in
that country, I would stand again in
unity with the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. DELLUMS].

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. BONKER. Mr. Chairman, I
vield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
Florida [Mr. Mical, a member of the
committee.

Mr. MICA. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding this time to
me.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of
the committee-passed legislation, and
very reluctantly oppose the pending
substitute.

I might say that every single point
that the gentleman from California
has made regarding the conditions,
the situation, and the problems is ab-
solutely correct. But I must say that
the subcommittee chaired by Mr.
WoLPE has had numerous hearings on
this subject, and truly attempted to
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write a piece of legislation that I, as a
senior member of the Committee on
Foreign Affairs, feel that we should
support.

I might say, incidently that I will
oppose all weakening amendments.

It takes measured steps in response
to a very serious problem. It was done
with thought. It was done with reason.
It was done with rationale.

The bill does contain some very
steep sanctions, and I know this bill
almost divides the House in half. The
substitute that we are debating would
probably mean that we would not
have a realistic approach, in my
humble assessment. The bill sends the
message through measured steps, such
as banning importation of certain ma-
terials, denying landing rights on
South African airports, prohibiting
United States business activity in
energy in certain areas, bars United
States firms from mining and export-
ing natural resources in Namibia.

But it has one special provision. It
does have the carrot approach that, if
indeed South Africa reverses its poli-
cies, we can make the appropriate
changes.

In the substitute, it would take legis-
lative changes.

I think that America, in essence, to
follow the direct approach, would
probably doing something that if we
could envoke would be correct, but
since we cannot we would be shooting
ourselves in the foot again.
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So I support the committee amend-
ment, oppose the substitute, will
oppose all weakening amendments,
but I think we need that carrot, we
need the balanced approach, and we
need something realistically we can
try to bring into being.

I commend the gentleman for the
substitute. I guess I could say if South
Africa were a state, a territory or a
possession and we could pass a law and
prohibit apartheid as of midnight to-
night or this very instant, we would
pass it overwhelmingly in this body.
But dealing in foreign affairs, interna-
tional affairs, we have tried to go as
far as we realistically think we can.

Mr. Chairman, I urge Members of
the House to reject the pending
amendment, even though I support
the goals stated therein, and to keep
this harsher approach, frankly, in re-
serve, for what I hope not be neces-
sary later action.

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I
yvield 2 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
CoNTE]L

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Chairman, as an
original sponsor of H.R. 4868, the anti-
Apartheid Act of 1986, I rise in strong
support of the Dellums amendment,
and if his amendment is not adopted—
I hope it will be—then I will vote for
final passage.
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Mr. Chairman, on this 10th anniver-
sary of the Soweto uprising, we find
ourselves at a critical and unfortunate
crossroads in terms of our South
Africa policy. Ten years after Soweto,
change in South Africa has been too
little, too slow, and sadly, perhaps too
late. Some of the trappings of apart-
heid have been removed or modified.
But the institution of apartheid re-
mains as firmly entrenched as ever.

Last year this body provided the
leadership that was needed on this
issue by passing the Anti-Apartheid
Act of 1985 which I supported. That
action ultimately led to the Presi-
dent’s Executive order imposing cer-
tain sanctions on South Africa. Unfor-
tunately, recent events have clearly
demonstrated that those sanctions are
inadequate and in desperate need of
strengthening. Today’'s bill—hopefully
as modified by the Dellums amend-
ment—makes those necessary changes.

I do not operate under the illusion
that these economic sanctions will nec-
essarily result in the elimination of
apartheid.

I do operate under the belief, howev-
er, that sanctions are the last defense
against a potential bloodbath in South
Africa and are, therefore, in our politi-
cal and moral best interests.

That conclusion is supported by the
findings of the British Common-
wealth’s Eminent Person’s Group.
After extensive factfinding in South
Africa, the group's recently released
report notes:

“We are convinced that the South
African Government is concerned
about the adoption of effective eco-
nomic sanctions,” and that sanctions
may offer the last opportunity to
“avert the worst bloodbath since
World War I1.”

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
time of the gentleman from Massachu-
setts [Mr. CoNTE] has expired.

Mr. SILJANDER. Mr. Chairman, I
yvield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Massachusetts [Mr. CoNTE].

Mr. CONTE. I thank the gentleman
from Michigan.

Mr. Chairman, as Bishop Tutu re-
cently noted,

There is no guarantee that sanctions will
topple apartheid, but it is the last nonvio-
lent option left, and it is a risk worth taking.

I wrote to Bishop Tutu in October of
1984 to congratulate him on receiving
the Nobel Peace Prize. Since that
time, over 1,500 people have died in
apartheid-related violence, and over
40,000 people have been arrested on
political charges. Last week, a state of
emergency was imposed that is tanta-
mount to martial law. This is not
change; this is retrenchment. We have
imposed the strongest of sanctions on
Libya because of its support for terror-
ism. We have imposed the strongest of
sanctions in the past on other govern-
ments with whom we have deep dis-
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agreements on policy. If we fail to
impose the strongest of sanctions on
South Africa it would represent the
worst kind of double standard in our
foreign policy. It would be a double
standard with potentially grave conse-
quences for the United States and
South Africa. I urge my collcagues to
support this last, best hope for nonvio-
lent change in South Africa.

Mr. Chairman, I went to South
Africa 27 years ago. 1 have visited
Soweto and other places in South
Africa. I saw how those people were
corralled, not let on the streets of Jo-
hannesburg and Pretoria and other
places in South Africa. I came back
and I spoke against apartheid 27 years
ago. And here we are, in 1986, and
nothing has changed.

The gentleman from California is
absolutely right. This is no time for ti-
midity. This is time to get to the jugu-
lar vein. This is time to do something
that will wake up the South African
Government before we have bloodshed
running rampant all over the streets
of South Africa, thousands and thou-
sands of innocent people dead in that
country. We must stand here in the
well today and do something that will
restore the dignity of man, who has
been deprived of that dignity long
enough. It is time to act today. The
sanction bill here is a movement for-
ward. But it 1oes not have the wallop,
it does not have the shock to South
Africa that we need, that we have in
the Dellums amendment. I hope that
the majority of this Congress today
will stand up and have the guts to vote
for the Dellums amendment.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
Chair will inform the Members that
the gentleman from California [Mr.
DeLrums] has T minutes remaining,
the gentleman from Washington [Mr.
BonkeRr] has 4 minutes remaining, and
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr.
S1LJaNDER] has 3 minutes remaining.

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 1 minute to the distinguished
gentleman from Texas [Mr. LELAND],
the chairman of the Congressional
Black Caucus.

Mr. LELAND. Mr. Chairman, I stand
here in complete support of the Del-
lums amendment, and I would like to
commend the gentleman from Califor-
nia for having the courage to stand
before this body in a very difficult sit-
uation, where his colleagues, whom he
has ultimate faith in to offer the kind
of approach that they feel is necessary
but rather he would then venture to
do, as he has done, and that is by prin-
ciple offer the severest possible sanc-
tions against South Africa.

I would like to associate myself with
all of the remarks that the gentleman
from California has put forward.

I would like to commend the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania [Mr. WALKER]
for having the forthrightness and also
the courage to stand against his col-
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leagues on the other side of the aisle,
to say indeed that what the gentleman
from California [Mr. DeLrums] is
doing is the honest approach. Indeed
it is.

People have died and suffered un-
necessarily. It is time now that all of
the good-thinking countries of this
world should isolate South Africa for
what it is, not do business with it to
encourage the economiec growth that it
is experiencing right now, but rather
indeed to impose the worst kinds of
sanctions in order that human dignity
can be restored to those majority
black people who have suffered so
greatly.

Mr. Chairman, there are not enough words
that can adequately express the moral out-
rage | feel over the fact that in the late 20th
century, the worth of human life is still judged
by the color of one's skin. In South Africa this
is a judgment that is made daily to the detri-
ment of the majority of the South African pop-
ulation. It is a judgment that has imprisoned
thousands in the past 4 days. It is a judgment
that has resulted in the killing of over 1,600
men, women, and children in the past 2 years.

The people of the United States over the
past 24 months have stood up and voiced op-
position to the continued brutal policy of
apartheid in South Africa. Their voices have
spurred our Government to speak out against
apartheid. But rhetoric alone will not save
South Africa. It is one thing to say apartheid is
repugnant and morally wrong. It is another to
actively demonstrate our repulsion to such a
system. Today, we in the House of Represent-
atives have the opportunity to demonstrate to
the American public that we have taken their
words seriously and are willing to concretely
back up the words of condemnation against
South Africa’s brutal policy of apartheid.

That is why | stand before you today, and
ask that you join me in supporting a measure
that will help the South African people in their
quest to dismantle apartheid. | ask you to join
me in supporting the amendment offered by
the gentleman from California, Mr. DELLUMS.

Quiet diplomacy has not worked, does not
work, nor will it ever work. The United States
must embark on a course which will lead to
true negotiations. The amendment offered by
Mr. DeLLums, which prohibits making or hold-
ing any investment in South Africa and the im-
portation or exportation of goods from South
Africa, is such a course. It is not, as some
have claimed, a radical proposal. It is, in fact,
a very moderate response to the continued vi-
olence and oppression in South Africa.

As Americans—a people founded on de-
mocracy and freedom—we cannot continue to
do business with a nation which fails to recog-
nize the humanity of over 22 million lives.
America stands for justice. But in continuing to
remain an economic presence in South Africa,
we stand on the side of the South African
Government. We do not stand on the side of
justice.

Many in the present administration have
stated that it is naive and morally cleansing to
call for economic sanctions but that their en-
actment would not have a positive effect in
dismantling apartheid. | believe this is a dan-
gerous rationale for our continued involvement
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in the South African economy. Economic
sanctions are the most rational, peaceful
means of influence the United States pos-
sesses. | am not naive enough to think that
the enactment of economic sanctions alone
will bring about an immediate end to apart-
heid. | do know, however, that whatever tiny
and cosmetic changes made by Pretoria in the
past have resulted from economic pressures
placed by those within and outside of South
Africa. | hope my colleagues are not naive
enough to think that our economic presence
in South Africa does not help strengthen the
South African economy and in turn its govern-
ment concept and pace of reform. Because it
does.

| am appalled by those who justify their lack
of support for sanctions by stating they don't
want to hurt black South Africans. This is ludi-
crous for two reasons. First of all, the sheer
number of black South Africans employed by
American corporations is not that great—the
Investor Responsibility Research Center
placed the number at 66,000 last year, out of
8 million black workers in South Africa.
Second, respected people such as the Rev.
Alan Bosak and Bishop Tutu, although prohib-
ited by South African law to advocate eco-
nomic sanctions, have made it clear to the
American public that they support these non-
violent measures.

If we want to continue to be the bastion of
democracy, we must stand up for democracy
in South Africa. We must say no more invest-
ments in South Africa, no more to quiet diplo-
macy, and no more to apartheid.

| urge my colleagues to support this amend-
ment.

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 2 minutes to the distinguished
gentlewoman from Ohio [Ms. Oakar].

Ms. OAKAR. Mr. Chairman, I have
heard a lot about communism today,
and I think it would be interesting to
strike the parallels between nazism
and apartheid.

It was the former Prime Minister of
Africa Voerwoerd who was the archi-
tect of apartheid in the 1940's, who
also said, “Any further admission of
Jews into South Africa will lead to the
defiling of our white race.”

So I think it would be interesting to
make a comparison between the race
laws of South Africa and the anti-Se-
mitic race laws of Nazi Germany.

No. 1, South Africa prohibits mixed
marriages, forbids intermarriages be-
tween whites and nonwhites, and pro-
vides that any such mixed marriages
contracted outside of South Africa are
null and void.

In Nazi Germany, they had the Nur-
enberg law that said marriages be-
tween Jews and citizens of German or
kindred blood is forbidden.

Another law that is part of the
South African Industrial Conciliation
Act denies the right of nonwhites to
employ whites in South Africa. See-
tion 3 of the Nazi Nuremberg laws
state that Jews are not permitted to
employ female citizens of German or
kindred blood as domestic servants.
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No. 3, on February 7, 1978, South Af-
rica’s Government confirmed that its
Homeland Citizens Act, with its associ-
ated legislation, would be used to de-
prive all black South Africans of their
South African citizenship, a process
still in existence. This includes a per-
manent denial of voting rights to
blacks and also the denial of them to
the right to occupy office.

The parallel in Nazi Germany was
the Nazi Reich citizenship law of 1935
which stated that a citizen of the
Reich can be that subject only who is
of German or kindred blood.

Now, Mr. Chairman, the world had
no conscience when 6 million Jews
were demeaned and murdered. We
cannot wait again. The time is now.
Vote for the Dellums amendment.

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr.
SirLianper] yield 1 minute of his re-
maining time to me?

Mr. SILJANDER. Mr. Chairman, I
would be more than thrilled to yield to
the gentleman from California [Mr.
DeLLums] 1 minute of my time.

I want it stated, however, to go down
in your record book.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I
would like to reserve that 1 minute for
the purpose of closing the debate
later.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to
the distinguished gentleman from
Ohio [Mr. TRAFICANT].

Mr. TRAFICANT. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, we are not here
today to send signals; we are not here
today to make statements; we are not
here today to send any messages. We
do not work for Conrail, we do not
work for IBM, and we certainly do not
work for Western Union. We are here
today as Members of Congress, and
our task is to enact legislation that
will have a direct and intended impact
on problems of great concern that
affect our country.

So the issue today with South Africa
is not an issue of jobs, it is not an issue
of economics, it is an issue of justice
and freedom that we are addressing in
the Hall today.

To turn our backs on the oppressed
in South Africa would historically be
recorded as a dark day in this House.

The issue requires the strongest leg-
islative act that we can in fact develop,
and I recommend that the Dellums
substitute be that legislation.

Mr. BONEKER. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Minnesota [Mr. VENTOI.

Mr. VENTO. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in reluctant op-
position to this amendment.

Mr. Chairman, what type of action is
most appropriate today? Do we want
to make a statement, create a symbol,
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or to write law? The fact is that, in
spite of the intentions and actions of
the past in this House, we have not
put into statute the policy that we
would like followed in South Africa.
Whatever occurs here today will have
a dramatic effect.

The question is whether or not we
want to take business concerns that
have been operating in good faith and
legally, and to dramatically impose
upon them a forced sale in terms of
their assets; in other words, we have
not sent the proper signals, in law and
now we are proposing to in fact re-
quire an action that I think would be
precipitous.

We must provide a reasoned oppor-
tunity. The fact is that by providing
the 1l-year period in which we can
muster support, we will in fact involve
our allies. It came, I think, as no sur-
prise last week that Britain is waiting
for United States action. They are
waiting to follow and to work with us.
But if we take precipitous action, we
will not provide the type of leadership
that is necessary to most effectively
change the situation. If we write off,
in essence, United States and allied
business concerns in South Africa. It
causes serious problems.

We are in an excellent position to
help provide a peaceful end to the in-
sanity of apartheid. The United States
is the second largest investor in South
Africa, United States investments
cover highly sensitive areas, computer
nuclear technology, oil refining, trans-
portation, other key economic ven-

tures. Strong economic sanctions by

the United States will help persuade
the South African Government to
enter into political negotiations now to
bring a peaceful end to apartheid and
to release the political prisoners.

We have the economic clout, but we
have to use it properly. We have to act
like a leader in terms of bringing along
the British, the French, and the other
governments that are investing there,
not to just pass a symbol to the other
body, where it will languish. The com-
mittee legislation will become law and
should be acted upon.

Mr. Chairman, many examples illus-
trate the need for this action. Police
that came in the dark of the night and
force hundreds of men and women to
leave their frightened families and to
go and be interrogated about their po-
litical beliefs, their friendships and ac-
quaintances, and anything else which
the police were interested in knowing
about them. Those who are arrested
can be held indefinitely without any
charges ever being filed. They can be
held without any right to talk to a
lawyer or a family member or friend
or anyone else who could intervene on
their behalf with the authorities.
Journalists are forbidden to photo-
graph, record, or report any act of op-
position or civil unrest or to dissemi-
nate any information which could be
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construed by the Government as being
subversive. To do anything or to
commit any act outside the scope of
the Government’s approval was to risk
imprisonment or worse. Indeed the
eyes of the media are poked out and
no uncensured information is avail-
able.

Mr. Chairman, perhaps this sounds
like a description of Nazi Germany in
the 1930°s or the Soviet “gulag” de-
scribed by Solzhenitsyn or some other
familiar example of a totalitarian
regime. In fact, it is a description of
South Africa in 1986; a nation that
stands on the brink of a terrible civil
war. Like all totalitarian regimes, it
cannot enjoy the popular support of
the people so it imposes its will by
force. The reimposition of the state of
emergency by the South African Gov-
ernment last week is only the latest
example in a series of acts by a govern-
ment that refuses to search for con-
structive and peaceful change.

One fact is unmistakably clear; the
days of apartheid in South Africa are
numbered. Apartheid is much more
than just a political system which is
imposed by one group upon another.
It is a profound repudiation of human
dignity and justice which does not
merit sanction from any quarter. It is
preposterous to suggest that a nation
which institutionalizes such an order
is a nation which respects democracy
and democratic values.

What can we as Americans do to ex-
press our rejection of apartheid as well
as our hopes for a peaceful solution to
the problems confronting South
Africa today?

Certainly the legislation which we
are considering today, H.R. 4868, the
Anti-Apartheid Act of 1986, presents a
responsible approach to this issue.
H.R. 4868 prohibits new loans to and
investments in South Africa and im-
poses a broad array of economic sanc-
tions which would become effective
immediately. This legislation also con-
tains provisions for lifting these sanc-
tions if and when the South African
Government takes substantive action
to abolish apartheid or to release
black political prisoners and to begin
good-faith negotiations to end apart-
heid.

The bill prohibits the importation of
South African uranium, coal, and steel
into the United States and specifically
prohibits the use of United States
technology and information for the
exploration and development of new
energy resources in South Africa. H.R.
4868 would also ban mining by United
States firms in Namibia, a territory
currently occupied and controlled by
South Africa. Finally, this legislation
would also ban United States invest-
ments in South African computer busi-
nesses and on computer exports to
South Africa after 1 year unless the
Government dismantles apartheid or
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releases the nation’s political prison-
ers—including Nelson Mandela—and
begins good-faith negotiations with
representatives of South Africa’s black
majority.

Mr. Chairman, at the end of 1984,
direct United States investment in
South Africa totalled $1.8 billion.
While this constitutes only about 1
percent of all United States foreign in-
vestment, the United States is the
second largest foreign investor in
South Africa and United States invest-
ments there are highly sensitive be-
cause they include computers, nuclear
technology, oil refining, transporta-
tion, and other important economic
ventures.

President Reagan insists that the
imposition of economic sanctions
against South Africa by the United
States would hurt the very people that
our policy is supposedly trying to help;
that is, the black majority. But let's
look at the facts. United States firms
there employ only about 70,000 black
workers, or less than 1 percent of the
total black work force in South Africa.
Economic sanctions would certainly
not hurt South Africa’'s 3 million un-
employed black workers or the mil-
lions of blacks subsisting on barren
plots in the “homelands.” Moreover, it
is the black people of South Africa
themselves who are calling the United
States and other nations to impose
sanctions to hasten the end of apart-
heid. A London Sunday Times poll in
August 1985 found 77 percent support
for sanctions among urban blacks. The
nation’s major black political organiza-

tions, including the African National

Congress [ANC], the Pan-Africanist
Congress, the United Democratic
Front, the Congress of South African
Trade Unions, and others are united in
calling for sanctions. It is not the
black majority but the white minority
which enforces apartheid that stands
to lose the most if apartheid is not
abolished and sanctions are imposed.

While economic sanctions alone may
not end apartheid, they are neverthe-
less very significant in sending a very
clear message from the people of the
United States to the Government of
South Africa; that message is “apart-
heid must go.”

The President continues to urge
Congress to support his administra-
tion's policy of so-called constructive
engagement. But let's review what has
happened during the past 5% years
under this policy. The crisis in South
Africa is worse than ever. The death
toll has risen to an average of more
than five people per day. Many of
these who have been killed are chil-
dren. Government troops occupy the
townships and are exercizing more un-
restrained powers than ever before.
The Government has not only made
matters much worse within South
Africa but has exported its violence
outside of the country in a campaign
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to destabilize independent states in
the region such as Lesotho, Botswana,
Zambia, and Zimbabwe. Despite good
intentions, it is time for the Reagan
administration to concede that its
policy of constructive engagement has
been a failure. It has not encouraged
moderation and reform but has been a
device to pursue “business as usual”
with the South African Government
and has encouraged the intransigence
of those who support apartheid. The
system of governance is at fundamen-
tal odds with the basic values of our
Nation. It indeed is time to act and re-
fleet those values in our national eco-
nomic policies and United States rela-
tions with South Africa.

Mr. Speaker, nearly 25 years ago,
President John F. Kennedy told us
that “those whe make peaceful change
impossible make violent change inevi-
table.” President Kennedy’'s warning is
very timely today. Ultimately, it must
be the people of South Africa, black
and white, who will work out their na-
tion's future destiny. Let us hope that
it is not too late for the people of
South Africa to spare themselves a
cataclysm of violence and further
bloodshed. I urge my colleagues to
join me in supporting H.R. 4868.

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I
vield such time as he may consume to
the gentleman from California [Mr.
DymaLLy].

Mr. DYMALLY. I thank the gentle-
man for yielding time to me.

Mr. Chairman, greed for power, greed of
such oppressive weight that it crushes an
entire people is pushing South Africa toward
catastrophe. The people of that country hold
their meetings over the coffins of the dead.
There they plan the next collective scream of
pain, of protest, of anger. And they build more
coffins. While the dust of Soweto boils under
the bare feet of the thousands who will now
be free at any cost, the white people still take
their tea on the grass. But now the fighting is
not so far away. The tea cups rattle. The dust
cast up by the black feet of Soweto settles on
the windows of white Johannesburg. Soon the
white people will also be meeting over coffins.

And here we talk. Our discussions are
paced as though there is time. Shall we work
through American corporations in South Africa
to foster improved treatment of black work-
ers? Should we send a message of concern
by selecting a sanction or two to illustrate our
displeasure with apartheid? And surely we
can't disinvest. Our companies are our instru-
ment for effecting peaceful change. Besides,
Mr. Shultz thinks disinvestment is a copout.
We can't set ourselves up for criticism like
that can we?

My friends, the discussion is hollow. it
echoes in our hall because the hall is empty.
While we were taking our toast and tea the
crowd took to the streets with clubs and
rocks. Petit concessions meted out to stave
off the inevitable will now slow nothing.
Rather, that taunting, if it is to continue, will
only goad the oppressed to pursue their free-
dom with greater zeal. The catastrophe is not
tomorrow. It is now. The soldiers are holding
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their hands over the camera lenses, but no
matter. It has started. If there is any forceful
enough action we can take—and there may
not be—we must take it now. Do not vote for
mild action. It is meaningless. Today we must
take the strongest action at our disposal. Con-
gressman DELLUMS has offered us that action.
Through our vote today we will join the inex-
horable march to freedom in South Africa, or
we will take a last sad stand with the defend-
ers of apartheid.

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I
yield such time as she may consume to
the gentlewoman from Connecticut
[Mrs. KENNELLY].

Mrs. KENNELLY. Mr. Chairman, | rise in
support of H.R. 4868, the Anti-Apartheid Act
of 1986.

Less than a year ago, this House took
action to demonstrate how repugnant the
system of apartheid is to us. Since that time,
and especially in the last weeks, the situation
in South Africa has deteriorated dramatically.
The country now exists in a state of emergen-
cy. As many as 4,000 antiapartheid activists
have been detained without trial. Sharp re-
strictions have been placed on the press.
Winnie Mandela is once again under guard.
With words and actions, President Botha has
proclaimed his allegiance to apartheid and his
absolute opposition to change.

In this tragic situation, there are those who
argue that now is not the time to act, that we
have tried before and our efforts have failed.
Mr. Chairman, that position is absolutely
wrong. Half-hearted measures and slaps on
the wrist were doomed to failure, especially
when the policy of so-called constructive en-
gagement masks a continuing flirtation with
those who practice apartheid. Until we end
that flirtation, until we recognize that that en-
gagement is broken, we will not have acted
strongly enough.

This legislation says what we must say to
the South African Government, strongly and in
a way that cannot be misunderstood. It de-
mands that the South African Government
begin good faith negotiations with black lead-
ers and free its political prisioners, Unless Pre-
toria takes those steps, sanctions will be im-
posed. It could be no more clear-cut. It could
be no more direct. It could be no more point-
ed.

And it is no more than morality, decency,
and humanity demand.

The Reverend Alan Boesak, the antiaparth-
eid leader, has said the South African Govern-
ment's recent actions are “not a sign of
power, but a sign of weakness.” | would add
that if we fail to pass this bill, that, too, would
be a sign of weakness. To refuse to speak out
for our Nation's fundamental values, to resist
taking a stance against one of the most vi-
cious systems the world has ever known,
would be an almost unparalleled act of moral
weakness and political cowardice.

| urge my colleagues to stand up for the
values we believe in and to vote for the Anti-

Apartheid Act.

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I
yield such time as he may consume to
the gentleman from California [Mr.
MiINETA].
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Mr. MINETA. Mr. Chairman, | rise in support
of the Dellums substitute, and congratulate my
friend from California for his leadership on this
issue.

Apartheid is a moral abomination. We all
agree.

But what shall we do about it?

We have the ability to bring the full weight
of American political, economic, and social
pressure to bear upon the South African Gov-
ernment. We have this ability; we also have
the responsibility to use it.

| join with my distinguished colleague Mr.
DELLUMS in saying we must do all we can to
end apartheid.

How can we not? How can we stand by and
not act?

H.R. 4868 is a good bill. | congratulate
those who worked to craft the bill and bring it
to the floor.

The Dellums substitute improves the com-
mittee bill, however, and | urge my colleagues
to support it.

Yes, the Dellums substitute is a dose of
strong medicine. And that is precisely what is
needed at this moment of extreme tension
and danger.

Does anyone truly think that gentle persua-
sion and subtle signals will resolve the prob-
lems in South Africa?

As Archbishop Tutu said this week:

There is no room for neutrality. When
you say you are neutral in a situation of in-
justice and oppression, you have decided to
support the status quo * * * Are you on the
side of oppression or liberation? Are you on
the side of death or life? Are you on the side
of goodness or of evil?

| urge a "yes" vote on the Dellums substi-
tute.

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I
yield such time as he may consume to
the gentleman from the District of Co-
lumbia [Mr. FAUNTROY].

Mr. FAUNTROY. Mr. Chairman, | rise in
support of the Dellums substitute to H.R. 4868
because it is the right thing to do.

More than any other Nation in the world,
the United States should understand the evil
of apartheid. It has known it and felt it. The
United States overcame blatant racism and
oppression because blacks and whites of
good will joined together to do the right thing.
Some have argued that apartheid should not
be disturbed because the interests of the
United States are best served by supporting
the current regime. Others have said it is
easier to work with the 4 million whites than it
would be to work with the 24 million blacks
who constitute a majority. Still others have
claimed that it is politically difficult to disman-
tle apartheid. To each of those persons, |
would share the words of an old, English
Methodist Minister who on one occasion said:

Cowardice asks the question, is it safe?

Vanity asks the question, it is popular?

And expediency asks the question, is it
politic?

But, conscience asks the question, is it
right?

The right thing for America and the world to
do in South Africa is to stand for the same
basic, Democratic freedoms that we now take
for granted. Presently, that means we must
isolate South Africa. Many in the world com-
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munity are beginning to move in that direction.
| urge this House to do the right thing and
vote for the Dellums amendment.

O 1640

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I
yield such time as he may consume to
the gentleman from Kansas [Mr.
WHEAT].

Mr. WHEAT. I thank the gentleman
for yielding to me.

Mr. Chairman, | rise today in support of the
amendment in the nature of a substitute of-
fered by the gentleman from California [Mr.
DELLUMS].

Mr. Chairman, today we are assembled on
the floor of the House to determine the next
logical step in the evolution of U.S. policy
toward South Africa. Nearly a year ago, this
body spoke out clearly and with overwhelming
conviction condemning the racist regime in
South Africa. The President's Executive order
imposing limited sanctions against South
Africa was a clear result of our action in this
House. It was a small step in the right direc-
tion. Today, the world awaits word whether
the United States will take the next step in
making a fundamental change in our policy
with a government created by, based on, and
committed to racial repression.

Thanks to the determination of this House
to put American support behind the oppressed
rather than the oppressors, the President’s 5-
year policy of “constructive engagement” with
the South African regime is dead and buried.
Only a few weeks after the President inexpli-
cably hailed South Africa for an American-
style end to racial segregation—a solution ap-
parent to no one but him—the President once
again beat Congress to the punch by signing
an Executive order imposing limited sanctions.
To be sure, the action was a significant devel-
opment, underlined by Pretoria's reaction of
shock, anger, and defiance.

But the sanctions, announced at once with
fanfare and apologies, do not represent a fun-
damental change in U.S. policy toward South
Africa. Nor do they effectively promote a
meaningful evolution in the South African po-
litical system. On the contrary, they continue
the President's practice of attempting to
reform the South African system by working
entirely within it and honoring its rules. “Active
constructive engagement”, as the President
has dubbed his new policy, is simply a new
name for an old face, just as Pretoria’s knee-
jerk gestures of reform in South Africa repre-
sent a repackaging of apartheid.

Constructive engagement, whether active,
inactive, or comatose, is still a policy that cap-
tures the attention and interest of only a
small, privileged minority of South Africans.
U.S. policy today still relies on white-led
change, as designed and defined by a regime
that is becoming more embattied by the day.
It has encouraged and indulged the govern-
ment's divide-and-rule tactics, leading the
regime, its victims, and the international com-
munity to believe that, whatever the rhetoric
emanating from Washington, American pres-
tige is on the side of the Pretoria government.
This policy ignores the needs, the politics, and
the passions of the black majority in South
Africa. It will continue to fail.
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The Eminent Persons Group, composed of
seven of the Commonwealth’'s most distin-
guished statesmen, has completed its 3-
month effort aimed at finding a basis for nego-
tiations between the South African Govern-
ment and black leaders. They have issued a
report of their findings, and their findings are
grim.

The group’s report reinforces what many of
us already know, and what must be by now
painfully apparent to the Reagan administra-
tion. The Eminent Persons Group found that,
and | quote, “while the government claims to
be ready to negotiate, it is in truth not yet pre-
pared to negotiate fundamental change, not to
countenance the creation of genuine demo-
cratic structures, not to face the prospect of
the end of white domination and white power
in the foreseeable future".

Even more ftroubling is the government's
naive confidence that, after 18 months of the
worst violence and unrest in South African
history, it can control the situation indefinitely
by force. My colleagues, such confidence is
pure fantasy. The following words from the
Commonwealth Group's report put the re-
gime's intransigence in stark perspective:

Although the government's confidence
may be valid in the short term, but at great
human cost, it is painly misplaced in the
longer term. South Africa is predominantly
a country of black people. To believe that
they can be indefinitely suppressed is an act
of self-delusion.

In spite of the obvious justice and over-
whelming international support for the cause
of black South Africans, during this debate we
will again be treated to the same tiresome ex-
hortations and dire warnings about the neces-
sity to stand by “our friends,” the brutal South
African regime, to protect South Africa from
the onslaught on communism.

How long must this country be duped into
supporting “friends” who profess hatred of
the evils of communism, who vow to fight for
the preservation of freedom and liberty, and
who then proceed to crush freedom and liber-
ty for the many in order to protect if for the
few? With friends like these, we create bold
enemies among people, who will inevitably
control their own destinies. Don't we ever
learn? Haven't we read this book before?

This country must stand for freedom and
against oppression, whether oppression
comes from the left, right, or somewhere in
between. Human beings stripped of their dig-
nity, deprived of basic human rights, and
crushed when moved to dissent, care little
about the political banner of their friends.
They ask only for our support, for a clear,
convincing, and sustained effort to assist them
in their struggle. Time is quickly running out
for us to join in that struggle. We can't afford
to be left behind.

The Dellums amendment proposes new
sanctions, including complete divestment of
United States companies from South Africa
and a trade embargo, which will place the
United States unequivocably on the side of
justice and equality for the majority in South
Africa. It is the next logical step in the evolu-
tion of U.S. policy toward South Africa.

Whenever talk of divestment arises, there
are those who suggest that neither the Ameri-
can people or the South Africans support this
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measure. Divestment legislation has been
passed in 17 States and 60 cities. Over 80
colleges and universities have adopted poli-
cies restricting investments in and purchases
from companies with South African ties. Last
year, 28 of the nearly 300 businesses in South
Africa left, and for the first time in decades,
not a single U.S. company started a new op-
eration in that country.

The American people are clearly ready to
stand for freedom and against oppression re-
gardless of the economic costs. The same
message is heard from South Africa where 70
percent of all blacks support sanctions against
South Africa. In the words of Bishop Desmond
Tutu, “We are suffering already. To end apart-
heid, we will support sanctions even if we
have to take on additional suffering.”

There are those who argue that divestment
is too strong an action, that instead we should
support the Sullivan Principles, as they were
intended, to make U.S. corporations a positive
force for change. But black leaders are vehe-
ment that the Sullivan Principles have little
impact on the apartheid system. In the words
of Nobel Laureate Peace Prize winner Tuty,
“We do not want apartheid ameliorated or im-
proved. We do not want apartheid made com-
fortable. We want apartheid dismantled. We
don't want our chains loosened. We want
them removed.”

While these sanctions alone cannot guaran-
tee positive change within South Africa, they
represent the few tools available to the United
States to convince the white regime that
apartheid will only be sustained at great cost
to all South Africans. The Eminent Persons
Group, warning of impending violence that
could take the lives of millions in South Africa,
has pointed to international economic sanc-
tions as the only measures that can be taken
to compel the ruling minority to negotiate with
black leaders for a new South Africa. Let this
House once again provide the leadership lack-
ing in the administration. Please support the
Dellums amendment.

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I
yield such time as he may consume to
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr.
LEVIN].

Mr. LEVIN of Michigan. I thank the
gentleman for yielding time to me.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of
the Dellums amendment.

Mr. Chairman, the President prohibited busi-
ness activities by American businesses in
Libya.

It was a response to terror.

| supported that response.

There was no absolute guarantee it would
work but action was mandatory.

This amendment is a response to another
form of pervasive terror—a terror that has
taken the lives of innocent thousands and
threatens to enguli an entire nation in un-
imaginable bloodshed.

Swift, stern economic action is the only
hope to change the course of events in South
Africa.

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I
yield such time as he may consume to
the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr.
OBERSTAR].
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Mr. OBERSTAR. I thank the gentle-
man for yielding time to me.

Mr. Chairman, The Dellums substitute puts
an end to gradualism in dealing with apart-
heid. The step-by-step policies of the past
have failed; constructive engagement or the
more recent active engagement will be equally
ineffective in the future.

The only message the minority government
of South Africa understands is action, decisive
action. Words, threats, or intentions to do
something in the future are meaningless for
that government. They will not end apartheid
until the economic cost of continuing it is too
great to bear.

Even if, as the oppostion of this substitute
claims, economic sanctions do not bring an
end to apartheid, America, by imposing these
tough sanctions, at least, will no longer be a
silent partner in the oppression. Qur hands will
be clean; we will have told the oppressed
blacks of South Africa that America has taken
a decisive step for their freedom.

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I
yvield such time as he may consume to
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr.
Haves].

Mr. HAYES. I thank the gentleman
for yielding time to me.

Mr. Chairman, today | rise to express my

support for the Dellums amendment to H.R.
4868.

| also want to express my anger and deep
concern over the deteriorating plight of blacks
in South Africa. Reports | have seen indicate
that the apartheid regime of South Africa is
now responsible for over 2,000 people losing
their lives simply because they wanted to
struggle for basic human fights and basic free-

doms. Over 36,000 blacks have been arrest-
ed, most of whom committed no crime but to
voice their opposition to apartheid.

Not only has the South African Government
brutalized its own citizens, it has also carried
out brutal military attacks against its neigh-
bors—the independent nations of Zambia,
Botswana, and Zimbabwe.

This year during the State of emergency in
South Africa, the black death rate has almost
doubled, from 70 people per month to over
130 per month.

South African leaders claim many of these
people were killed by black vigilantes. The re-
ality of this is that the South African Govern-
ment has sponsored and assisted these black
vigilantes with their murdering of peacefully
antiapartheid protesters.

It is clear to me, and | believe it should be
clear to a majority of our colleagues that the
United States has not used its influence to
bring about meaningful change in South
Africa. The Reagan administration, in propos-
ing- limited sanctions in place of the House
and Senate passed H.R. 1460, has only con-
tributed to the plight of blacks in South Africa.
| dare say, if blame is to be laid for the con-
tinuing deaths of antiapartheid protesters in
South Africa, those who have not strongly de-
nounced the continued abuse of power by the
South African Government are as much to
blame as that Government itself.

Mr. Chairman, our administration, our Gov-
ernment, our Nation, must take a strong stand
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in opposing apartheid. We cannot continue to
aline ourselves with the atrocities taking place
in South Africa. It is time we give notice, not
only to our colleagues in the other body, not
only to the Reagan administration, but also to
the world community, that this Chamber, this
U.S. House of Representatives, is on record
as supporting the strongest possible sanctions
against the apartheid regime of South Africa. |
urge my colleagues to support the strengthen-
ing amendments offered by our colleague
RON DELLUMS.

In supporting these amendments, we state
to the world that the United States will not tol-
erate South Africa’s inhuman acts any longer.
Again, | urge you to support the strengthening
amendments offered by Mr. DELLUMS.

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I
yield such time as he may consume to
the gentleman from New Mexico [Mr.
RICHARDSON].

Mr. RICHARDSON. I thank the
gentleman for yielding time to me.

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr., Chairman, I
yield 1% minutes to the gentleman
from New York [Mr. ACKERMAN].

Mr. ACKERMAN. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding me this time.

Mr. Chairman, just days after the
10th anniversary of the uprising in
Soweto, I thought it would be interest-
ing to note that during the outbreak
of our own country’s war for independ-
ence that Benjamin Franklin liked to
equate those who equivocated on the
issue with a bird known as the mug-
wump. This bird had the strange char-
acteristic of sitting on the fence with
his mug on one side and his wump on
the other.

Referring to these creatures, both
beast and man alike, Franklin noted
that when the fighting would start,
both ends would get shut off. Just as
with Ben Franklin's mugwumps, the
time has once again come for our
Nation to openly and publicly take a
stand on the side of justice. When
apartheid falls, and it will fall, the ac-
tions we take today will decide where
we stand not only with the new Gov-
ernment, but in the eyes of all those
who seek justice in the world. We can
either march with the cause of free-
dom and equality or have our honor
smeared in the ashes of a cruel and
barbaric regime.

The choice is ours. I urge my col-
leagues to get off of the fence and vote
for immediate and complete sanctions.

Mr. BONKER. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 30 seconds of my time to the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. DEL-
LUMS].

Mr. DELLUMS. I thank the gentle-
man for yielding me this time.

Mr. Chairman, I, in turn, yield 30
seconds to the gentleman from Florida
[Mr. BENNETT].

Mr. BENNETT. I thank the gentle-
man for yielding me this time.




June 18, 1986

Mr. Chairman, I strongly support
the Dellums substitute. If that fails, I
will support the substitute that comes
from the committee.

I was elected to public office before
World War II; elected at a white pri-
mary. I can consider that experience. I
also consider the experience of Prime
Minister Nakasone, who recently told
me, “If I took a different position with
regard to international trade, I would
not be here.”

I think the same situation probably
exists in South Africa. So we should
send the strongest possible message.
We ought to do the very strongest
thing we can, to do what we can to the
end of preventing a bloodbath.

I urge all the Members to vote for
the Dellums amendment. If that
passes or fails, let us pass the bill.

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I
yield the balance of my time to the
gentleman from New York [Mr.
OWwENSs].

Mr. OWENS. I thank the gentleman
for yielding time to me.

Mr. Chairman, I want to thank the
gentleman from California [Mr. DEL-
Lums] for offering a substitute which
demonstrates dramatically the life and
death nature of today’s debate.

Time is running out. The fascist,
barbaric Government of South Africa
is now setting the stage for the final
solution to this problem of guarantee-
ing minority rule and minority privi-
leges. The Botha regime has thrown
out some members of the press and
strict censorship has been imposed on
the remaining media representatives.
The eyes of the civilized world have
been punctured. We will not be al-
lowed to see the final extermination of
million of blacks. Soweto and all of
the other segregated black townships
are now being transformed into the
concentration camps of the 1980’s.
Once before in the 1930's and early
1940’s the civilized world permitted
the murder of millions—and the
excuse then was that “we didn't
know.” This time, as the ideological
sons of Adolf Hitler escalate their
dirty work we cannot say that “we
didn’'t know."” We do know that every
human right is being violated in South
Africa. We do know that mass murder
is being committed daily. Every Ameri-
can should try to do something to stop
this carnage. Certainly every Con-
gressman should vote today to take at
least one more step forward against
the unjust Government of South
Africa. The committee sanctions bill
before us is far too weak. The Dellums
substitute is the more adequate and
necessary step against genocide. The
South African Government has
thrown down the gauntlet, a challenge
to the whole civilized world. By voting
strong sanctions we rise to answer this
challenge. History is watching the
House of Representatives at this
moment. If we fail to vote to stop the
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greatest bloodbath of this century it is
probable that we will be viewed by our
grandchildren with eternal contempt.
Let us vote today to block further
mass murder. Let us vote today to ad-
vance the cause of decency, freedom,
and civilization.

Mr. BONKER. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Chairman, I want to remind my
colleagues that the issue is not wheth-
er or not we are sending a message to
South Africa. Both the committee bill
and the Dellums amendment send
strong messsages.

The issue is whether we go with
sanctions in the committee bill or total
disinvestment in the Dellums bill
which would call upon all American
businesses to shut down in 90 days.

I strongly urge my colleagues to do
the sensible thing and stay with the
committee bill.

Mr. Chairman, I yield the balance of
my time to the gentleman from Flori-
da [Mr. FAscELL].

Mr. FASCELL. I thank the gentle-
man for yielding me this time.

Mr. Chairman, I rise against the sub-
stitute of the gentleman from Califor-
nia. I think the committee bill does
the job in the sense that the United
States is making a strong statement.

The substitute is a straight, econom-
ic matter. I think that rather than leg-
islate disincentives by way of requiring
disinvestment, the companies that are
there, which have demonstrated a rea-
sonable amount of good faith in deal-
ing with South Africa, will make the
necessary economic judgments on re-
maining there. It is a question of
honest difference of opinion as to
whether or not all of that can be done
in 180 days, which is what the substi-
tute would require.

Simply put, that difference in judg-
ment, which the committee amend-
ment says is that what we need to do
here is indicate that we are not
moving forward with any new invest-
ment. That the companies that are
there and which have been operating,
as I say, in reasonably good faith; es-
pecially those trying to abide by the
principles. They will make their own
economic decisions with respect to
what is happening in South Africa. I
do not think they need the push that
this substitute would require right
Now.

Therefore, I would urge my col-
leagues to vote against the substitute
and support the committee bill.

Mr. KEMP. Mr. Chairman, last week, Cross-
roads was the scene of tragic violence. Radi-
cal forces waged war on blacks striving to
better themselves and their families. Many
died. Many more were injured.

Similarly, the ANC has announced the goal
of “making the country ungovernable” through
a campaign of agitation, sabotage, and terror-
ism. Hundreds of blacks have been killed to
frighten others away from any contact with
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governmental or business institutions working
for peaceful change.

Moderate blacks have rejected the ANC's
campaign of violence, because, as Karen
Elliot House writes, they don't “believe it
makes sense to destroy the country in order
to inherit the ruins a little faster.”

| fear for the future of all South Africans if
the flames of violence, hatred, and injustice
spread. | would ask all my colleagues to look
into your hearts, and ask yourself what impact
the sanctions contained in the Dellums
amendment will have on the people we seek
to help. Lives are at stake here. We have a
grave responsibility to act with compassion,
sensitive to the historical and cultural com-
plexity of South Africa, and to the practical ef-
fects of our acts.

In our impatience with the pace at which
apartheid is being dissolved, the United States
imposed economic sanctions against South
Africa just 6 months ago. | myself voted in
favor of last year's conference report, sharing
with the great majority of my colleagues a
large measure of frustration and a sense that
we needed to register our deep-felt protest
against the evil and the injustice of apartheid
in that land.

But before we plunge headlong down the
sanctions road, as the amendment under dis-
cussion would have us do, it is imperative that
we stop and assess what we have done.

Since we imposed sanctions against South
Africa, its economy has been very hard hit by
a debt crisis. Last year, the rand fell from
$1.30 to just 36 cents in value, and has made
only a modest recovery. New lines of credit
have dried up, as major lending institutions
have refused to renew loans, for fear that
international sanctions and internal violence
would weaken the economy. This is a stun-
ning and, in my view, detrimental development
that can only hurt the people of South Africa
and weaken the prospects for peaceful
change.

And what has been the effect upon the gov-
ernment in South Africa? By all reports, the
international sanctions campaign has served
to harden the attitudes of those in power and
on the extreme right, and to raise unrealistic
expectations among those aspiring to power.
Between these two poles are the great majori-
ty of South Africans, of all colors and creeds,
who are watching as the prospects for their
freedom, justice, and future erode.

The short lesson is that economic warfare
may have some utility against enemies in war-
time; but judging from the record in South
Africa, it will only cause violence and anarchy.

If our objective here is to encourage the
peaceful and total end of apartheid, for which
| hope and pray, then we must ask how a de-
stroyed economy can possibly further this
goal.

The stark demographic realities of South
Africa make sustained economic growth along
the lines of the Sullivan principles an impera-
tive. Each year, 250,000 people come out of
the countryside into the city, sometimes camp-
ing at settlements like Crossroads to await
work. That means that each year, there are
one-quarter of a million new entrants into the
work force, and one-quarter of a million new
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jobs must be created. Where are those jobs
to come from if the economy is receding?

Without new jobs, black unemployment will
soar. Without economic growth, the existing
enormous gaps in education, housing and the
quality of life will only worsen. Already, we can
see the beginnings of this deterioration, as
South Africa struggles against the harmful ef-
fects of a precipitous drop in the value of the
rand, the drying up of foreign capital and mar-
kets, and declining confidence fueled by the
disinvestment campaign. And in a situation of
a destroyed economy, the economically weak
suffer the most, and anarchy ensues.

South Africa’s human resources are the key
to its future wealth and prosperity. They are
also the key to the future health of South Afri-
ca's society, and the peaceful evolution of
that sociaty into a democracy.

It shouid be self-evident that hurting South
Africa's economy will not improve the quality
of life in South Africa. Nor will contracting op-
portunities raise prospects for greater equality
or social cohesion. If we truly care about
achieving a peaceful end to apartheid, then
we must come to terms with what will work.

Contrary to the belief of those promoting
disinvestment, the real key to ending apart-
heid lies in South Africa's modern capitalist
economy. As Paul Johnson argues in his mas-
terful commentary article, “It is the nature of
capitalism to destroy apartheid, and that is
precisely what it has been doing.”

This is so because the ethical underpin-
nings of a vibrant free enterprise economy are
antithetical to racism. The corollary to this is
that a growing industrial society in South
Africa will, of its own dynamic, force changes
in political ideology. We need to exert our in-
fluence to encourage power sharing and ne-
gotiations between all citizens. It seems to me
that we should be promoting measures to en-
courage and accelerate this essential change,
not measures to retard it.

And if we are serious about advancing free-
dom and human rights in the world, we must
acknowledge that our policy toward South
Africa does not operate in a vacuum. Funda-
mental to the advancement of human rights is
an international environment in which freedom
and democracy can flourish, secure against
totalitarian challenges. Our national security
and the security of the free world are essen-
tial to the preservation and advancement of
individual rights. Those who assert that the
promotion of human rights can be separated
from national security requirements are simply
wrong. If we care about human rights, we
must also care about the strategic interests of
the free world. And so, our policy toward
South Africa must be measured against this
yardstick as well.

The whole of the region of Southern Africa
is caught up in a major Soviet expansion
effort. Cuban forces in Angola, Soviet advisors
in Mozambique, and Marxist-Leninst terrorist
groups throughout the region attest to the
major investment of resources the Soviets are
making to destablize the region and bring it
under Soviet control.

A weakened South Africa, embroiled in vio-
lence and civil war, threatens the stability and
security of the whole of Southern Africa. From
the standpoint of the defense of the west, a
strong South Africa is an indispensible ally.
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And the security of the Western world is not a
minor consideration in the calculation of free-
dom.

| understand the intent of the sponsor of
this amendment to make a moral statement
against the reprehensible aparthied regime in
South Africa. | am fully and deeply in agree-
ment with that moral statement.

But what may be intended as a compelling
moral statement may be morally unacceptable
in its practical consequences. Judging from
the record, economic sanctions against South
Africa fall squarely within this fold. To the
extent the sanctions in this bill might help
foster an economic climate in which violence
is likely to grow, we would be undercutting the
prospects for peaceful evolution to a fair and
just society. And we would be jeopardizing the
stability and security of the entire region.

| will not be satisfied until the day the
aparthied system an affront to black and white
alike collapses. We can welcome a fully free
and democratic South Africa into the fold of
free nations. If freedom is to be extended to
South African blacks, the government and
well-meaning people in South Africa will need
all the assistance they can get to lay the con-
ditions for a peaceful and successful transfor-
mation of their society. But this bill will not
bring us closer to that day; it will ony serve to
delay it further.

| urge my colleagues to vote against this
unwise legislation.

Mr. FRENZEL. Mr. Chairman, the substitute
amendment of the gentleman from California
[Mr. DELLUMS] is said by some Members to
be too strong. Full disinvestment is too radi-
cal, to rash, and not practical.

| believe that those descriptions are accu-
rate, but that they apply equally to the com-
mittee bill, H.R. 4868. Mr. DELLUMS' substitute
has about the same effect as the bill he is
amending. The difference is that the Dellums
is more open and straightforward.

What has not been said through this entire
debate is that no sanction is going to repeal
apartheid political statements by this House
will not immunize South Africa against the
threatened blood bath.

The letter of Secretary of State Shultz,
which went unnoticed by our Foreign Affairs
Committee because it held no hearing and
took no testimony on its bill, warned that com-
prehensive sanctions were more likely to en-
courage extreme reviews in South Africa.

The Dellums amendment is extreme. So is
the committee bill. Both will have similar ef-
fects. Both are likely to cause bloodshed
rather than prevent it.

Because of the similarity, | take no position
on the Dellums amendment. Either way the
bill is dangerous and should neither be
passed nor enacted.

Mr. WEISS. Mr. Chairman, it has been 10
years since a group of peaceful marchers at
Soweto in South Africa were fired on by
police. In those 10 years, the Government of
South Africa has steadily taken an ever harder
line. Hundreds more have died. Millions con-
tinue to be subjected daily to the degradation
of official, institutionalized racism.

The situation in South Africa is now far
more serious than it was when we last debat-
ed this issue. The police enjoy sweeping
emergency powers of unprecedented extent.
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One South African commentator has written
that South Africa has “crossed the line that
separates authoritarian from totalitarian soci-
eties. South Africa is today a country without a
free press, without the rule of law, without the
full protection of the courts and without the
basic human rights to speak freely, to assem-
ble, or to protest."

This week, President Reagan personally
called once again for “restraint.” South Afri-
can President Botha rebuffed that plea, as he
had rebuffed the appeals for dialog from the
Commonwealth eminent persons group. So
much for constructive engagement.

Some people say we should oppose strong
sanctions because sanctions will hurt South
African blacks. Let's listen to what black lead-
ers say about that.

The Reverend Allan Boesak said recently,
“South Africa wants the world to believe it
does not give in to pressure, that they are not
afraid of sanctions or isolation. They say, 'if
you do it to us, then you will see what we will
do to blacks."" Reverend Boesak continued,
“Don't worry. We will decide when we have
suffered enough and then we will tell you so.
Don't worry that we suffer because of the joy
they get out of apartheid.” Bishop Desmond
Tutu has also called for international sanc-
tions, and he has done so at great personal
risk to himself.

We must respond to these calls for action,
and we must do so decisively. This may be
the last hope for peaceful change in South
Africa. Reverend Boesak also said, “If there is
no international pressure on Pretoria, South
Africa will explode. The trade unions, the
UDF, all the major churches are all clear
about economic pressure. They support it. It is
clear they are of one mind with the people.”

It is in our hands to respond to this call. |
urge my colleagues to support strong sanc-
tions today.

Mr. EDGAR. Mr.
enough.

One year ago we passed legislation here
imposing tough sanctions on South Africa's
racist Government.

We stood up and said that we shouldn’t
allow new United States bank loans to the
South African Government.

We stood up and said that we shouldn't sell
the South African police and military United
States computers used to enforce the outra-
geous laws of apartheid.

| was also proud to stand with a number of
our courageous colleagues and call for the
withdrawal of all United States investment in
South Africa. We argued that to be serious
about ending racism in South Africa means
ending United States trade with that country.

But when we stood up for human rights, we
were told to sit down. Between the intransi-
gence of the Senate and a last-minute ma-
neuver by the President, the result was a
“compromise" bill of much weaker sanctions
which gave the South African Government yet
another opportunity to demonstrate progress
in ending apartheid.

This is not a time to say "l told you so." But
when the President announced his weaker
sanctions package last year, my colleague
and friend Republican BiLL GRAY rightly de-

Chairman, enough is
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scribed it as “meaningless and full of loop-
holes."

He was right. We've already given the
South African Government enough time. In
the past year, things have gotten worse, not
better. More South African blacks have died,
more violence has occurred, and the Govern-
ment has only made cosmetic changes in its
racist policies.

It's time to stop equivocating.

I'ts time to stop waiting for the minority
white racist Government to make a peaceful
transition to majority rule.

The question is not whether we can achieve
change without violence. There is already vio-
lence that has killed hundreds in South Africa
over the past 2 years.

The question is whether we can continue
the morally bankrupt policy of propping up the
South African Government and its economy
while they continue to deny basic human
rights to the black majority.

Mr. Chairman, we are not debating some
antiseptic foreign policy or strategic goal. We
have before use the cause of humanity, and it
is worth remembering what President Abra-
ham Lincoln said at a time when our own
Nation was struggling with slavery. President
Lincoln said that the great principle which
keeps our Nation alive is “that sentiment of
the Declaration of Independence which gave
liberty not alone to the people of this country,
but hope to all the world. For all future time. It
was that which gave promise that in due time
the weights would be lifted from the shoulders
of all men, and that all should have an equal
chance.”

We have an opportunity today to deliver on
the promise of the Declaration and the hopes
it has raised for over 200 years in this country
and around the world. Let us not forget why
that same President called the United States
the “last best hope of mankind."

| urge my colleagues to stand with me today
in fulfilling that hope by supporting this bill,
legislation that will:

One, prohibit new loans to the South Afri-
can Government;

Two, prohibit new direct or indirect invest-
ment in South Africa;

Three, bar the import of South African steel,
coal, and uranium into the United States; and

Four, bar investment in South African com-
puter businesses.

| also urge them to join me in voting for the
Dellums amendment to withdraw all United
States investment in South Africa. It is time to
admit the truth about South Africa—half-meas-
ures have not worked and incremental
changes have not led to real change. It's time
for us to take the next step and withdraw our
economic support for racism. It's time to admit
that the only acceptable step for us to take is
not to participate in apartheid at all.

Mr. Chairman, | urge my colleagues to sup-
port H.R. 4868 and the Dellums amendment.

Mr. KOSTMAYER. Mr. Chairman, | rise in
strong support of H.R. 4868, the Anti-Apart-
heid Act of 1986, introduced by my colleague,
BiLL Gray of Pennsylvania. And | strongly en-
dorse the substitute amendment offered by
the gentleman from California, RON DELLUMS,
which was introduced as H.R. 997 and which
the House has agreed to. This action puts the
House of Representatives on record in solid
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and meaningful opposition to the policies of
the racist South African Government.

| have joined with 45 of my colleagues in
cosponsoring Mr. DELLUMS' measure which
passed the House without voiced opposition
and which imposes the toughest possible
sanctions and sends the strongest possible
signal to South African President P.W. Botha
that his bloody imposition of another state of
emergency will not be tolerated by the United
States without an appropriate response.

We have taken action that, if enacted into
law, would effectively end all United States
business involvement in South Africa. The
measure bars all U.S. investment and ends all
U.S. exports to that nation while permitting the
importation only of those materials that the
President certifies to the Congress are vital to
our national security.

This measure would take effect 180 days
after becoming law and would also close
many of the loopholes in the current ban on
the importing of Krugerrand gold coins into
the United States. Additionally the measure
would deny landing rights in the United States
to South Africa Airways.

| visited South Africa last January as part of
a delegation led by the distinguished chairman
of the House Budget Committee, Mr. GRAY. |
saw then, as millions of Americans have seen
on their television screens, the need for Amer-
ica to align itself, without delay, with the
forces of change and justice in that nation.
For far too long we have done too little to en-
courage the peaceful transition to majority
rule. With each passing day, the tide of vio-
lence rises and threatens to sweep away any
chance either for peaceful change or for a
multiracial democratic society in South Africa.

| am deeply saddened by the action taken
by my own country at the United Nations in
vetoing a Security Council resolution that
would have imposed limited economic sanc-
tions on South Africa. The action taken by the
House in support of the Dellums amendment
helps in compensating for that tragic mistake.

| regret the position against meaningful
sanctions by our own President and his stated
intention to veto this significant measure
passed by the House. | am hopeful that we
will override the President's veto, provided the
Senate also acts to move decisively against
injustice and racism in South Africa.

Mr. Chairman, the wast majority of the
American people recognize the need to ac-
tively respond to the legitimate yearning for
change on the part of the black majority of
South Africa. A catastrophic tragedy is unfold-
ing in that unhappy nation with very negative
ramifications for the United States if the Presi-
dent does not act swiftly against apartheid as
we have done in the House.

The CHAIRMAN. All time for
debate has expired on the Dellums
substitute amendment.

The question is on the amendment
in the nature of a substitute offered
by the gentleman from California [Mr.
DEeLLUMS].

The amendment in the nature of a
substitute was agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the committee amendment in the
nature of a substitute, as amended.
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The committee amendment in the
nature of a substitute, as amended,
was agreed to.

O 1650

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule,
the Committee rises.

Accordingly the Committee rose;
and the Speaker pro tempore [Mr.
NatcHER] having assumed the chair,
Mr. TraxrLER, Chairman of the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union, reported that that
Committee, having had under consid-
eration the bill (H.R. 4868) to prohibit
loans to, other investments in, and cer-
tain other activities with respect to,
South Africa, and for other purposes,
pursuant to House Resolution 478, he
reported the bill back to the House
with an amendment adopted by the
Committee of the Whole.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the rule, the previous question is or-
dered.

Is a separate vote demanded on the
amendment to the committee amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute
adopted by the Committee of the
Whole? If not, the question is on the
committee amendment in the nature
of a substitute.

The committee amendment in the
nature of a substitute was agreed to.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the
third time, and passed, and a motion
to reconsider was laid on the table.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. WOLPE. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on H.R. 4868, the bill just
passed.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Michigan?

There was no objection.

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO-
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF HOUSE CONCURRENT RES-
OLUTION 350, PROVIDING CER-
TAIN CONDITIONS FOR AD-
HERENCE TO SALT AGREE-
MENTS

Mr. HALL of Ohio from the Com-
mittee on Rules, submitted a privi-
leged report (Rept. No. 99-645) on the
resolution (H. Res. 479) providing for
the consideration of the concurrent
resolution (H. Con. Res. 350) providing
that the President shall continue to
adhere to the numerical sublimits of
the SALT agreements as long as the
Soviet Union does likewise, which was
referred to the House Calendar and
ordered to be printed.
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PERMISSION FOR SUBCOMMIT-
TEE ON COURTS, CIVIL LIBER-
TIES, AND THE ADMINISTRA-
TION OF JUSTICE OF COMMIT-
TEE ON THE JUDICIARY TO
SIT ON TOMORROW AND
FRIDAY DURING 5-MINUTE
RULE

Mr. KASTENMEIER. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that the Sub-
committee on Courts, Civil Liberties
and the Administration of Justice of
the Committee on the Judiciary be
permitted to sit on tomorrow, Thurs-
day, June 19, 1986, and on Friday,
June 20, 1986, while the House is read-
ing for amendments under the 5-
minute rule.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Wisconsin?

There was no objection.

SISTER MARY BONITA WILLOW
RETIRES

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
a previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Illinois [Mr. ANNUNZIO] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. ANNUNZIO. Mr. Speaker, | rise to call
to the attention of my colleagues that Sister
Mary Bonita Willow, president of Felician Col-
lege, located in the 11th Congressional Dis-
trict of lllinois which | am honored to repre-
sent, will be retiring on July 31, after 23 years
of dedicated service to this educational institu-
tion.

Sister Mary Bonita, a native Chicagoan, at-
tended St. Hyacinth's Elementary School and
Good Counsel High School, and received her
bachelor's and master's degrees, as well as
her doctorate from Loyola University in Chica-
go. She came to Felician College as an in-
structor and registrar in 1956, and in 1963,
she became president of the college.

During the last 23 years, Sister Mary Bonita
has been the guiding force at Felician College,
and has compiled an outstanding record of
achievement as President. Her dedication to
the highest standards of excellence in the
academic, social, and spiritual development of
each student, has been a source of strength
and inspiration for the entire Felician College
community.

An active participant in many civic and com-
munity affairs, Sister Mary Bonita has also re-
ceived several awards, grants, and scholar-
ships. Her tireless efforts on behalf of the col-
lege and in the community, are truly most
worthy of recognition, and she has deeply
touched and enriched the lives of all those
who have had the opportunity to know her
and her service to the church.

Mr. Speaker, upon her retirement, Sister
Mary Bonita Willow will remain active in Feli-
cian College, as president emeritus. | join with
her many friends and colleagues, who will be
honoring her at a luncheon reception at the
Starlight Inn in Schiller Park on June 22, in
wishing her abundant good health and much
success in all of her future endeavors in her
service to the church and the college to which
she has dedicated her life for almost a quarter
of a century.
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A statement prepared by Felician College
listing the many accomplishments of Sister
Mary Bonita as president of the college fol-
lows:

S1sTER MaRrRY BonNITA WiLLow RETIRES AS
PRESIDENT oF FELICIAN COLLEGE, ACCOM-
PLISHMENTS MARK DISTINGUISHED CAREER

On July 31, 1986, Sister Mary Bonita
Willow will retire from her position as Presi-
dent of Felician College. Through years of
dedicated leadership, she has bestowed
upon the College a legacy rich in scholarly
accomplishment, institutional enhance-
ment, and spiritual and moral strength.
Though no list of Sister Mary Bonita's ac-
complishments could be complete, the high-
lights of her years of administrative leader-
ship include:

The establishment of the Phychoeduca-
tional Center to provide diagnostic and re-
medial services for children with learning
disabilities,

The transition of Felician College from
Sisters’ College, to a college accepting lay
women, and then to coeducational institu-
tion of higher learning.

The successful guidance of the College
through its North Central Association Self-
Study, which led to full accreditation of Fe-
lician College by the NCA.

The achievement of continued North Cen-
tral Association accreditation for a period of
seven years.

The acceptance of foreign students
through the acquisition of U.S. Office of
Education permit.

The formation of an Adult Education Pro-
gram for Indochinese refugees.

The development of Adult/Continuing
Education—a program of informal educa-
tion experiences which permits non-tradi-
tional students to earn academic credit, to
study for career advancement, or to achieve
personal enrichment.

The establishment of a Lay Advisory
Board and the addition of lay members to a
Board of Trustees formerly composed en-
tirely of members of the Felician Sisters’
Community.

The launch of a major fund-raising activi-
ty, the Theater Dinner Benefit, at which
the Cor Mariae Award was presented to cer-
tain distinguished individuals.

The addition of the Annual Art Festival as
a major cultural event which draws exhibi-
tors and visitors locally and nationally.

The establishment of the Felician College
Student Senate organization—the general
governing body representing the students.

The initiation of English as a Second Lan-
guage (ESL) programs on an extended
campus basis.

The inauguration of Felician College as a
College Entrance Examination Board-ap-
proved center for the College Level Exami-
nation Program (CLEP).

The establishment of a broad program of
campus ministry—a service reaching a great-
er number of students, faculty, and staff
and expanding to areas beyond the College
community.

The progression of the College to embrace
a diversity in student enrollment—coeduca-
tional, racially integrated, foreign and
native, varied in both background and levels
of academic preparation.

The addition of the full-time administra-
tive positions of Business Officer, Academic
Dean, Dean of Students, and Development
Director.

The establishment of the Department of
Development/Public Relations to support
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the goals of the College with regard to fund-
raising and internal and external publicity.

The organization of an Administrative
Council and a Faculty Council to facilitate
the flow of decision-making within the Col-
lege.

The establishment of the Annual Recogni-
tion Dinner to formally honor those persons
who, in various ways, contribute to the de-
velopment of the College.

The introduction of courses in Basic Alco-
holism Counseling, in cooperation with the
Central States Institute of Addiction, and
the subsequent establishment of the Associ-
ate in Applied Science degree in Basic Alco-
holism Counseling,

The enhancement of institutional growth
by expanding College services to the com-
munity through the Suzuki Program in
piano and violin and the Orff musical in-
struction program,

The foundation of the Sister Mary Inno-
centa Memorial Fund to serve as a basis for
College endowment.

The establishment of an official publica-
tion, the College newsletter SHARING, to
highlight accomplishments, developments,
and significant events.

The inauguration of a five-year Strategic
Long-Range Plan.

The initiation of the Doctor of Humane
Letters Honorary Degree.

The administration of those mechanics
within the College which were primarily re-
sponsible for the development and enrich-
ment of the Felician College Library.

The demonstration of unique leadership
skills in four specific administrative areas:
superintendence, facilitation, development,
and policy-formation.

The establishment of the Alpha Iota Psi
Chapter of Phi Theta Kappa, the national
honor society for students in two-year col-
leges.

The renovation of College physical facili-
ties providing for development office, addi-
tional faculty offices, and bookstore.

As President Emeritus, Sister Mary
Bonita will remain active in the Felician
College community.

METHANOL: THE FUEL OF THE
FUTURE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
a previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from West Virginia [Mr. Wisg]
is recognized for 60 minutes.

Mr. WISE. Mr. Speaker, this is the
first of what I believe will be several
special orders that I will be taking to
talk about methanol.

Methanol is an alcohol fuel. It is de-
rived from many, many areas, but pri-
marily natural gas or coal, and is what
I call “the fuel of the future.”

I would like to give a general over-
view of where the development of this
fuel stands, and touch on the legisla-
tion now pending in this Congress.

Perhaps the most significant issue
with respect to the development of
methanol as an alternative fuel is a
virtually inexhaustible supply of coal
which exists in the United States. All
reports indicate that there are hun-
dreds of years of available coal from
the known deposits that are identified.

In view of this it makes sense to
avoid the serious economic disruption
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which would result from an interrup-
tion of supplies of oil from foreign
sources or from a precipitous increase
in the price of that fuel.

This becomes particularly important
when we recognize that methanol is
not some exotic fuel, some synthetic
fuel that requires a large Government
subsidy, something that is way in the
indefinite future. Methanol is some-
thing that is here today and now.
Something, for instance, that is read-
ily produced and is already being pro-
duced in large quantities for chemical
purposes for the use of chemical
plants and indeed in the production of
many chemical products.

Methanol is readily available. It is
easily transportable, and would be
equally useful in developing power for
stationary powerplants, fuel cells, or
for vehicles.

Some people say, “Well, is methanol
used in vehicles now?” Anybody who
watched the Indianapolis 500 recently
saw methanol in use. Methanol was
used by all the automobiles that par-
ticipated in that race. Why is metha-
nol so popular there? Because of high
octane, because of its energy value,
and because of the fact that it is also
safer—it is not as volatile as gasoline.

So methanol has immediate applica-
tion. Indeed, there are automobiles
today running on methanol. The State
of California runs a fleet of several
hundred automobiles that are fueled
with methanol, and indeed they are al-
ready installing a series of fueling sta-
tions so that the cars can be driven
away from the main base. The Bank of
America runs several hundred cars on
methanol.

Methanol is a fuel that is not only
for the future, but one that is used
today. About a year ago I drove a
methanol-powered vehicle for a week
at our mobile office.

0 1700

So I drove a methanol-powered vehi-
cle in my own district for a week, pro-
vided by the Ford Motor Co. and the
Celanese Corp.

An important point to remember is
that adjustments to the economy and
to the functions of our industry
cannot be made overnight. Significant
changes in the automobile industry re-
quire lead time of approximately 5
vears. That means that automobile
manufacturers and people making in-
vestments in methanol must be plan-
ning now.

There is every reason to believe that
changes in the infrastructure required
to make an alternate fuel available
throughout large portions of the
United States would take this long or
longer. Appropriation for worldwide
shortages of petroleum products, the
sharp increases of the prices of these
products, predicted in some quarters
to be likely as early as the 1990's
should be in now.
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So we must in Congress also be
taking some steps. I hope during other
special orders to be talking about what
is needed to make methanol a reality,
but let me just paint the picture for
vou of where we are today.

Methanol, as I said, is already a
viable fuel. It is already in production,
because methanol is produced by
many chemical companies for chemi-
cal purposes.

As I mentioned, there are automo-
bile fleets that are actively burning
methanol.

The technology for making metha-
nol from natural gas or from coal has
been with us for a long time. The East-
man Kodak Co. in Tennessee, for in-
stance, makes methanol from coal. Of
course, methanol has long been made
from natural gas.

Methanol is as cheap or cheaper
than gasoline. It takes more methanol
to power a vehicle, but what it takes is
cheaper and so it takes about 1.7 gal-
lons of methanol for every 1 gallon of
gasoline, but even with gasoline costs
staying somewhere around a dollar a
gallon, the equivalency point is
reached.

Methanol does not require large
Government subsidies. Some say, well
the Synthetic Fuels Corporation was
ended by this Congress. Did that also
end methanol? Not at all. Methanol
will make it in the private sector.
Many others are interested in metha-
nol, too. Research is occurring in
many countries and I predict that
within 15 years many of the automo-
biles will be powered by methanol.

What does need to be done? Well,
one thing that needs to be done is to
get predictability to those we are
asking to take the chance to build
methanol powered vehicles.

So this Congress needs to be signal-
ing clearly that methanol is a fuel
that we will recognize.

One need is for the auto industry to
meet the combined average fuel econo-
my, the CAFE standard of 27.5 miles
per gallon imposed by the Federal
Government.

Legislation that I have introduced
would give a certain credit, legislation
I might add that I have authored and
my colleague, the gentleman from In-
diana [Mr. SHARP] would give a certain
credit toward an automobile company
meeting its CAFE requirements for
every vehicle produced that is capable
of operating on methanol.

H.R. 3355 and H.R. 2955 would pro-
vide this incentive. This would encour-
age the production of methanol fuel
and the building of methanol fuel sta-
tions.

It would also encourage the develop-
ment of dual fuel capability, that is a
car that could burn gasoline and meth-
anol interchangeably.

Is that something far in the future?
Not at all. Those cars already exist. I
drove one several weeks ago in Detroit.
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Ford Motor Co. in conjunction with
the Celanese Corp. already has such a
ear in operation.

So I urge my colleagues that we
make the next few months a time to
concentrate our focus on methanol
and what needs to be done, not a lot of
tax dollars spent, not huge tax breaks,
but simply encouragement, a small tax
incentive to permit automotive manu-
facturers and methanol producers to
proceed.

In future special orders, I will con-
centrate on both these bills in detail,
the clean air aspects of methanol,
what the introduction of methanol in
the marketplace would mean to Appa-
lachia and the coal industry and upon
other subjects that show a great deal
of promise from the fuel of the future.

As 1 say, if you are looking to see
whether methanol is some kind of in-
definite pie in the sky fuel of the
future, simply look at the Indianapolis
500 and see it already in application.
Look at the many other applications
of methanol that will be made. Look,
for instance, at what I believe you will
soon be seeing in New York City
where 100 taxicabs will soon be driven
fueled by methanol.

So for a fuel that is made in America
from American resources, from a vari-
ety of resources, a fuel that is energy-
efficient, a fuel that is so clean that it
meets the EPA standards for cleaner
than gasoline is, a fuel that is cheaper
than existing fuel sources powering
our automobiles, methanol is one to
look at and I do hope that in the next
few months this Congress will be turn-
ing its attention to methanol.

I thank the body very much and
look forward to discussing methanol
more in the future.

Mr. BIAGGI. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. WISE. I am happy to yield to
the gentleman from New York.

Mr. BIAGGI. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman and commend him for
discussing this question of methanol.

I recall during the gasoline crunch a
number of years ago when the Nation
and the Congress was inclined toward
an energy independent Nation, metha-
nol came into the forefront. Many
people have experimented and spent
huge sums of money to develop it.

At that point in the city of New
York we had a number of taxis, some
of which were in my district, that were
using methanol and using it very ef-
fectively, getting more mileage, which
was a godsend at the time, and clearly
with lower emissions than the stand-
ard gasoline.

Hopefully, there will be a new thrust
in this area, because we never know
when the fortunes of the OPEC na-
tions will reverse themselves and we
will find ourselves dependent upon
foreign sources of fuel.
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I commend the gentleman for his
comments and bringing up the issue.

Mr. WISE. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman very much for his contribu-
tion.

As I say, I was delighted to learn
that apparently some of those taxi-
cabs will be returning in some of the
discussions I have had.

Mr. SHARP. Mr. Speaker, | want to thank
my colleague from West Virginia for his lead-
ership on the methanol issue and his efforts in
obtaining this special order. He has been in-
strumental in promoting ways to make greater
use of America's coal resources, and he is
one of a small group of Members of Congress
who recognized early on the value methanol
has as a transportation fuel.

Methanol is the liquid fuel of the future, but
today's vehicles run on gasoline or diesel fuel.
This fact is a result of a historical coincidence,
not a technical evaluation that gasoline is the
best transportation fuel.

Early vehicles could run on a variety of fuels
including gasoline, kerosene, ethanol, metha-
nol, and benzene. An accidental discovery of
crude oil at Spindletop, TX, provided gasoline
costing pennies a gallon at just the time motor
vehicles were replacing horses. The rest is
history; gasoline is the fuel of today.

Gasoline, however, has problems. We are
dependent on a volatile region of the world for
a large part of our supply. Price fluctuations
have ravaged consumers. Emissions have
caused smog and fouled our cities.

Because methanol can be made from do-
mestic gas or coal, using it in our cars can
displace significant quantities of imported pe-
troleum. And by displacing gasoline and diesel
fuel, it can eliminate smog in the 20th century.

Methanol is also safer than gasoline and
diesel fuel and is free of benzene, a known
carcinogenic compound found in gasoline.

The Government has a role to play in the
replacement of gasoline by methanol. Despite
current low prices of oil, the basic causes of
the energy crises of the 1970's have not
changed. This Nation is still a net energy im-
porter and will continue to be one for the fore-
seeable future. Because automobiles use 40
percent of the oil consumed in this country,
replacing petroleum-based fuels with methanol
can enhance our energy security and our bal-
ance of trade.

Methanol use can also mean U.S. jobs.
When methanol can be produced competitive-
ly from coal, conversion of just 20 percent of
U.S. automobiles would create a market for an
additional 300 million tons of coal per year.

Methanol cannot be used—except blended
in low levels with gasoline—in today's vehi-
cles. Today's vehicles have been optimized
for 60 years to run on gasoline.

A “chicken-and-egg” problem prevents the
market from choosing methanol. Auto manu-
facturers will not mass produce methanol-
fueled wvehicles until there is widespread
demand, which requires a distribution and
sales system for fuel methanol; and fuel mar-
keters will not establish the retail fuel distribu-
tion system until there are cars to use the
fuel.

To correct this problem the Fossil and Syth-
etic Fuels Subcommittee is considering H.R.
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3355. This bill is based on 6 years of review
and analysis including:

Methanol test fleets operated by the Bank
of America;

A 500-car test fleet operated by the State of
California;

Hearings and testimony; and

Comments from auto and fuel manufactur-
ers.

H.R. 3355 has three major parts. First, it es-
tablishes a Federal demonstration fleet. The
Federal Government purchases a large
number of vehicles each year for its own use.
Starting in 1989, 5,000 of these vehicles
would be methanol vehicles. Second, the bill
offers a CAFE [corporate average fuel effi-
ciency] incentive to automobile manufacturers
to produce vehicles capable of running on
methanol. Third, the bill requires that after
1991 buses purchased with Federal assist-
ance for use in Clean Air Act nonattainment
areas be methanol powered.

H.R. 3355 will be marked up shortly. It pro-
vides the necessary balance of inexpensive
demonstration and regulatory reform to allow
methanol to compete on an equal basis with
gasoline. It has wide bipartisan support.

Even Detroit has finally recognized what the
Indy 500 racers have known for years. H.R.
3355 is supported by the three major U.S.
auto manufacturers—GM, Ford, and Chrysler.
Only a couple of months ago the vice chair-
man of General Motors told America's refin-
ers, “We are betting on methanol as the gas-
oline of the 21st century.”

Congress must do its part to work with the
auto and fuel industry to assist in the neces-
sary transition to methanol. | urge my friends
in the Congress to join us in hastening the
coming of a clean, safe, domestic fuel—meth-
anol.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. WISE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that all Members may
have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks on the
subject of this special order.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
Gray of Illinois). Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
West Virgina?

There was no objection.

THE GREAT SURGE OF ILLEGAL
ALIENS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
a previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Arizona [Mr. Rubpp] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. RUDD. Mr. Speaker, the great-
est surge of illegal aliens in the history
of our country, the United States, is
pouring across our Nation's southern
border. Over 2 million will be detained
this year, 1.8 million were detained
last year and double that amount en-
tered through the border. So it is ex-
pected that perhaps another 2 million

this yvear will not be identified and will
remain in this country.

Some say that as much as 10 percent
of our population is now made up of il-
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legal aliens. We are too prone to be-
lieve that with all of the publicity on
the beautiful Statue of Liberty that
all of the people who immigrate to our
country come through New York City
or Boston, but this is to let you know
of the tremendous surge of people
coming across our southern border
who have no documentation whatso-
ever and are beginning to pose a real
problem to the security of our Nation.

Mr. Speaker, no country in the
world has allowed so many to infil-
trate our borders as we have done.
This poses a great threat to our entire
economic system, allows for a tremen-
dous amount of drugs to enter our
country illegally and take jobs away
from our own citizens.

Something must be done about this.
It is an outrageous situation and if an
omnibus immigration bill does not
pass in this Congress, then we will
need to do everything in our power in-
cluding what every other country is al-
ready doing to protect their borders
and that is to use our military forces,
if needed.

I am introducing a bill today that
would allow Federal agencies to re-
quest help from the President when
the President does certify that our
borders are out of control. My hope is
that my bill will provide the impetus
to prompt timely action on the omni-
bus immigration bill. I have placed a
caveat in the legislation that if the im-
migration bill does pass Congress, then
the bill to which I and the cosponsors
on the bill have placed in the hopper
today will not take effect.

We, in Congress, must take action or
this country will be brought to its
knees by the chaos resulting from ille-
gal immigration.

THE FIRST ITALIAN-AMERICAN
SUPREME COURT JUSTICE

(Mr. BIAGGI asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. BIAGGI. Mr. Speaker, I wish to
commend President Reagan for his
historic nomination of Judge Antonin
Scalia of the U.S. Court of Appeals to
be an Associate Justice of the Su-
preme Court.

President Reagan has etched a per-
manent place in our Nation's history
for any number of reasons—yet none
will be more enduring that his bold
and pioneering selections for the Su-
preme Court.

The President selected the first
woman for the Supreme Court with
Justice Sandra Day O’Connor.

With the nomination of Judge Secalia
we are now on the threshold of having
our first Italian American Supreme
Court Justice.

Judge Scalia is an outstanding nomi-
nee—who happens to be Italian Ameri-
can. He is a renowned legal scholar—a
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judicial activist in short a respected
jurist with impeccable credentials.

Judge Scalia is also a first genera-
tion Italian American and father of
nine children.

As an Italian American I feel a spe-
cial pride. Our community has always
advocated for consideration and repre-
sentation based on merit.

In this instance, President Reagan
has responded with a most meritorious
nomination—Judge Antonin Secalia. I
hope he is quickly confirmed.

THE WAR ON DRUGS—A LOSING
BATTLE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
a previous order of the House, the gen-
tlewoman from Maryland [Mrs. BENT-
LEY] is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mrs. BENTLEY. Mr. Speaker, illegal
drugs have become, at least in one re-
spect, like the weather. Everyone talks
about it, but nothing effective is being
done about it. We are losing this war
and in massive terms.

Within the past year, the annual
amount of cocaine illegally smuggled
into this country has multiplied five-
fold. For the last full year, the records
indicate that 125 tons of this perni-
cious stuff has found its way into our
illegal drug markets. With it has come
incalculable damage to the health,
sanity, and well-being of the tragic ad-
dicts of this narcotic.

It has created soaring, vicious crime
statistics. Addiction to crack creates
instant criminals who are so driven by
their need for the drug that violent
behavior occurs when the crack supply
is threatened whether by law enforce-
ment officers or by friends. This is in-
dicated by the increase of crack-relat-
ed homicides.

Nor is cocaine the only controlled
substance whose use and importation
is growing. The current drug crisis has
just exploded with the advent of
crack, a new, highly potent, relatively
cheap form of cocaine. The easy avail-
ability of this purer cocaine mix and
its low price seems to be a direct result
of the dumping of huge amounts on
the American market.

The tremendous increase of cocaine
delivery is occurring during the time
of the greatest effort ever made on the
part of the U.S. Government to inter-
dict the movement of drugs and to
invest sums of money to encourage
governments in South America to de-
stroy crops in the field. ;

Unfortunately, there is considerable
evidence that many narcotic exporting
countries have no real intention of
killing this lucrative trade. Perhaps,
there is even reason to believe that
some of our Government officials are
winking at illicit drug traffic because
it is seen as a means of bailing out na-
tions which are deeply in debt to the
United States.
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Without commenting on such a cyni-
cal view, it is obvious that the United
States has created no economic disin-
centives to nations which whether
willingly, or not, are the major sources
of the narcoties infecting our young
people.

When one considers that the cost of
caring for and policing against drug
addicts and apprehending their suppli-
ers has been placed as high as $26 bil-
lion annually, it is irrational not to
offer both positive and negative in-
ducements to these countries of origin.

To that end I am preparing to intro-
duce a bill tomorrow to penalize coun-
tries which do not cut the amount of
export of native-grown narcotics by
stopping all sources of U.S. Govern-
ment moneys to those governments.

The bill will provide: That any
nation which is an identified source of
narcotics according to reports already
required of the Attorney General and
the Secretary of State and which fails
to reduce the export of illegal narcot-
ics to the United States by at least 10
percent per year beginning in fiscal
year 1987 shall be immediately cut off
from access to direct funds from the
U.S. Government until that nation
comes into compliance.

I am taking one more step in order
to underline not only the gravity of
the situation, but to urge that this ad-
ministration show its commitment to
the world that we will stop this illegal
activity and stop it now.

0O 1715

Mr. Speaker, I am preparing letters
to the President and the Vice Presi-
dent urging them to deploy all Nation-
al Guard and Reserve units—who are
beginning their summer maneuvers—
to the Mexican border for summer
duty.

Since 1981, when the Congress re-
laxed the law to allow the military to
assist domestic law enforcement, the
legal authority has existed for the
President to marshal our armed serv-
ices to participate in stemming this
criminal invasion. We finally have the
means to mount a two-pronged attack
on drug smuggling, sanction nations
which fail to cooperate in eradicating
the plague of drugs and at the same
time, use our available manpower to
shut off one of the main routes for il-
legal drug smuggling.

It seems the height of foolishness
for our Reservists and Guard to run
mock wargames against each other
when we are engaged in a real war
with a real enemy intent on destroying
our populace.

Newsweek of June 16, 1986, quotes
Detroit Police Inspector Joel Gilliam,
“In 1941 the Japanese bombed Pearl
Harbor and we went to war. Today,
little white packets are being dropped
on this country and nobody gives a
damn.”
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All of our law enforcement officers
and agents feel that they are under
siege from this influx. The Border
Patrol has said that an army is needed
to stop drug smuggling in its tracks.
We have that Army. We have plans to
have it in the field somewhere this
summer. Why not put the war and the
Army together and convince these
countries once and for all that we
mean business?

When do we finally face the gravity
of the problem and meet it with all
our available national resources?
While we drag our feet, each day hun-
dreds of new users, mostly children
and the young, begin the long spiral
down into their own personal hell.
Would any of us want to face them or
their loved ones and try to answer the
question, “Why didn’t you stop this?”
The time has come to commit the
Nation to a war against this evil.
Please join me in making a start with
this bill.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Mr. GROTBERG (at the request of Mr.
MicHEL), for today, and until further
notice, on account of illness.

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission
to address the House, following the
legislative program and any special
orders heretofore entered, was granted
to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. KoLBe) to revise and
extend their remarks and include ex-
traneous material:)

Mr. Rupp, for 5 minutes, today.

Mrs. BENTLEY, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. Jerrorps, for 60 minutes, on
June 25.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. GLICKMAN) to revise and
extend their remarks and include ex-
traneous material:)

Mr. ANNUNzIO, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. StokEs, for 15 minutes, today.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission
to revise and extend remarks was
granted to:

Mr. WEiss, prior to the vote on the
Dellums amendment to H.R. 4868 in
the Committee of the Whole today.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. KoLBE) and to include ex-
traneous matter:)

Mr. BADHAM.

Mr. PORTER.

Mr. HORTON.

Mr. COURTER.

Mr. Dornan of California.

Mr. Younc of Florida.

Mr. GUNDERSON.

Mr. LAGOMARSINO in three instances.
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Mr. LIVINGSTON.

Mr. GOODLING,

Mr. WYLIE.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. GLickMAN) and to include
extraneous matter:)

Mr. SWIFT.

Mr. PEPPER.

Mr. LeviNne of California in two in-
stances.

Mr. MARKEY.

Mr. Nowak.

Mr. LIPINSKI.

Mr. TALLON in two instances.

Mr. HEFTEL of Hawaii.

Mr. BOLAND.

Mr. RANGEL.

Mr. STOKES.

Mr. FOLEY.

Mr. ATKINS.

Mr. Frorro in two instances.

Mr. KLECZKA.

Mr. HUBBARD.

Mr. LELAND.

Mr. GEPHARDT.

Mr. Forp of Michigan.

Mr. SOLARZ.

Mr. DorGAN of North Dakota.

SENATE BILL AND JOINT
RESOLUTION REFERRED

A bill and joint resolution of the
Senate of the following titles were
taken from the Speaker's table and,
under the rule, referred as follows:

5. 2057. An act to establish the President’s
Council on Health Promotion and Disease
Prevention; to the Committee on Energy
and Commerce.

S.J. Res. 290. Joint resolution to designate
July 4, 1986, as “National Immigrants Day"’;
to the Committee on Post Office and Civil
Service.

ADJOURNMENT

Mrs. BENTLEY. Mr. Speaker, I
move that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 5 o'clock and 18 minutes
p.m.), the House adjourned until to-
morrow, Thursday, June 19, 1986, at
10 a.m.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu-
tive communications were taken from
the Speaker’s table and referred as fol-
lows:

3742. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Defense, transmitting a
draft of proposed legislation to authorize
appropriations for fiscal year 1987 for pur-
chases or commitments to purchase metals,
minerals, or other materials by the Depart-
ment of Defense pursuant to section 303 of
the Defense Production Act of 1950; to the
Committee on Banking, Finance and Urban
Affairs.

3743, A letter from the Chairman, Council
of the District of Columbia, transmitting a
copy of D.C. ACT 6-176, “Equitable Tax
Relief Act of 1986,” and report, pursuant to
D.C. Code section 1-233(c)(1); to the Com-
mittee on the District of Columbia.
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3744. A letter from the Chairman, Council
of the District of Columbia, transmitting a
copy of D.C. ACT 6-177, “Youth Residential
Facilities Licensure Act of 1986,” and
report, pursuant to D.C. Code section 1-
233(e)1); to the Committee on the District
of Columbia.

3745. A letter from the Chairman, Council
of the District of Columbia, transmitting a
copy of D.C. ACT 6-178, “Juvenile Protec-
tive Act of 1986,” and report, pursuant to
D.C. Code section 1-233(c)(1); to the Com-
mittee on the District of Columbia.

3746. A letter from the Chairman, Council
of the District of Columbia, transmitting a
copy of D.C. ACT 6-179, “Capitol Court
Designation Act of 1986,” and report, pursu-
ant to D.C. Code section 1-233(c)(1); to the
Committee on the District of Columbia.

3747. A letter from the Chairman, Council
of the District of Columbia, transmitting a
copy of D.C. ACT 6-175, “Boxing and Wres-
tling Commission Act Amendment Act of
1986, and report, pursuant to D.C. Code
section 1-233(e)(1); to the Committee on the
District of Columbia.

3748. A letter from the Commissioner, Re-
habilitation Services Administration, De-
partment of Education, transmitting an
evaluation of the Centers for Independent
Living Grant Program, pursuant to 29
U.S.C. 796e(e)(2) (Public Law 93-112, section
T11(eX2) (98 Stat. 31)); to the Committee on
Eduecation and Labor.

3749. A communication from the Presi-
dent of the United States, transmitting cer-
tification that the conditions set forth in
the President’s 1981 AWACS Communica-
tion to the Senate have been met (for sale
to Saudi Arabia), pursuant to Public Law
99-83, section 131(b) (99 Stat. 209) (H. Doec.
No. 99-235); to the Committee on Foreign
Affairs and ordered to be printed.

3750. A letter from the Acting Assistant
Secretary for Health, Department of Health
and Human Services, transmitting notifica-
tion of a proposed new records system, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 552a(o); to the Committee
on Government Operations.

3751. A letter from the Acting Commis-
sioner of Social Security, transmitting noti-
fication of a proposed new records system,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 552a(o0); to the Com-
mittee on Government Operations.

3752. A letter from the Clerk of the
House, transmitting the annual compilation
of personal financial disclosure statements
filed with the Clerk of the House of Repre-
sentatives, pursuant to Public Law 95-521,
section 103(d)(1) (H. Doc. No. 99-236); to the
Committee on Standards of Official Con-
duct and ordered to be printed.

3753. A communication from the Presi-
dent of the United States, transmitting noti-
fication of his designations of the Chairman
and Vice Chairman of the International
Trade Commission, pursuant to 19 U.S.C.
1330(c)(1); to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

3754. A letter from the Comptroller Gen-
eral, General Accounting Office, transmit-
ting the results of the reviews of the inde-
pendent certified public accountants’ audits
of the fiscal year 1984 and 1983 financial
statements of the National Credit Union
Administration’s operating and share insur-
ance funds and the Central Liguidity Facili-
ty (GAO/AFMD-86-45), pursuant to 31
U.S.C. 9106(a); jointly to the Committees on
Government Operations and Banking, Fi-
nance and Urban Affairs.
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REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLU-
TIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports
of committees were delivered to the
Clerk for printing and reference to the
proper calendar, as follows:

Mr. DERRICK: Committee on Rules. H.
Res. 479. Resolution providing for the con-
sideration of H. Con. Res. 350, a concurrent
resolution providing that the President
shall continue to adhere to the numerical
sublimits of the SALT agreements as long as
the Soviet Union does likewise. (Rept. 99-
645). Referred to the House Calendar.

Mr. MITCHELL: Committee on Small
Business. H.R. 4260. A bill to provide the
Small Business Administration continuing
authority to administer a program for small
innovative firms; with amendments (Rept.
99-646). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the Union.

PUBLIC BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 5 of rule X and clause
4 of rule XXII, public bills and resolu-
tions were introduced and severally re-
ferred as follows:

By Ms. KAPTUR:

H.R. 5046. A bill to provide for certain
transportation of cargo of the Department
of Defense; jointly, to the Committees on
Armed Services, and Merchant Marine and
Fisheries.

By Mr. MONTGOMERY (for himself
and Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT):

H.R. 5047. A bill to amend title 38, United
States Code, to eliminate gender-based lan-
guage distinctions in title 38, United States
Code, and to make technical corrections in
that title; to the Committee on Veterans’'
Affairs.

By Mr. RUDD (for himself, Mr. N1EL-
son of Utah, Mr. DornaN of Califor-
nia, Mr. GincricH, Mr. D1oGUARDI,
Mr. Stump, Mr. BRown of Colorado,
Mr. OxLEYy, Mr. SILJANDER, MTr.
Mvers of Indiana, Mr. SCHAEFER, Mr.
DANNEMEYER, Mr. HUNTER, Mr.
SKEEN, Mr. MiLer of Ohio, Mr.
BurtoN of Indiana, Mr. SOLOMON,
and Mr. ARMEY).

H.R. 5048. A bill to amend title 10, United
States Code, to authorize certain additional
assistance to be provided by the Depart-
ment of Defense for civilian law enforce-
ment purposes related to border protection;
jointly, to the Committees on Armed Serv-
ices, and the Judiciary.

By Mr. SENSENBRENNER:

H.R. 5049. A bill to require the Environ-
mental Protection Agency to clean up haz-
ardous wastes at the Sheboygan Harbor site
in Wisconsin; jointly, to the Committees on
Energy and Commerce, and Public Works
and Transportation.

By Mr. JONES of Oklahoma (for him-
self, Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI, Mr. JACOBS,
Mr. GEPHARDT, Mr. FowLER, Mr.
DonNNELLY, Mr. CoyNE, Mr. GIBBONS,
Mr. ARcCHER, Mr. Daue, Mr. GREGG,
Mr. PicKkLE, Mr. PEPPER, Mr. RoYEAL,
Mr. STarg, Mr. Forp of Tennessee,
Mr. Downey of New York, Mr.
GUARINI, Mr. PEASE, Mr. MaTsul, Mr.
ANTHONY, Mr, FLIPPO, Mr. DORGAN Of
North Dakota, Mrs. KENNELLY, Mr,
Duncan, Mr. VANDER JAGT, Mr. FREN-
ZEL, Mr. McGRATH, Mr. JENKINS, Mr.
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RaANGEL, Mr. ANDREws, Mr. APPLE-
GATE, Mr. ArRMEY, Mr. AsPIN, Mr.
BarTon of Texas, Mr. Biacci, Mr.
BLiLEy, Mr. BoeHLERT, Mr. BoNIOR
of Michigan, Mr. BONKER, Mr,
Borski, Mr. BoucHER, Mr. BRown of
California, Mr. BRYaANT, Mrs. BURTON
of California, Mr. BUSTAMANTE, Mrs.
BYRON, Mr. CARNEY, Mr. CHAPPIE,
Mr. CHaPMAN, Mr., CHAPPELL, Mr.
Cray, Mr. Coatrs, Mr. CoBeEy, Mr.
CoLEMAN of Texas, Mr. CoMBEST, Mr.
ConNyYERs, Mr. COUGHLIN, Mr. CROCK-
ETT, Mr. Davis, Mr. DELLUMS, Mr.
DEWINE, Mr. DrioGuarpi, Mr.
Dre1er of California, Mr. DwYER of
New Jersey, Mr. DymaLLy, Mr. Enc-
LisH, Mr. ErpreicH, Mr. Fazio, Mr.
FreLps, Mr. FocLiETTA, Mr. Forp of
Michigan, Mr. Gaypos, Mr. GEJDEN-
soN, Mr. GLICKMAN, Mr. HAYES, Mr.
RaLpH M. Haun, Mr. Henry, Mr.
HorToN, Mr. Howarp, Mr. HuTToO,
Mr. JeFForDps, Ms. KAPTUR, Mr.
Kitpee, Mr. KorLTEr, Mr. KosT-
MAYER, Mr. LaFaLce, Mr. LAGOMAR-
siNo, Mr. Leaman of California, Mr.
Leranp, Mr. Levine of California,
Mr. LicatrooT, Mrs. Lroyp, Mr.
McCaNDLESS, Mr. McCurpy, Mr.
McEwEN, Mr. McHvucH, Mr., Map-
1GAN, Mr. MaNTON, Mr. MARKEY, Mr.
Mica, Mr. MircHELL, Mr. MOAKLEY,
Mr. MorrisoN of Connecticut, Mr.
MorrisoN of Washington, Mr.
MRAZEK, Mr. MurpHY, Mr. NOWAK,
Ms. OAKAR, Mr. OBERSTAR, Mr. REID,
Mr. Riwaipo, Mr. RoBinNsonN, Mr.
Ropino, Mr. Rog, Mr. RoGcers, Mr.
Rose, Mr. RorH, Mr. RowLanND of
Connecticut, Mr. SaxToN, Mr.
ScHEUER, Mr. SCHUMER, Mr. SHAW,
Mr. SHUMWAY, Mr. SKELTON, Mr.
SwmitH of Florida, Mr. SmiTH of New
Hampshire, Mr. SPRATT, Mr. STAL-
LINGS, Mr. SWEENEY, Mr. SWINDALL,
Mr. Swrirr, Mr. SYNAR, Mr. TAUKE,
Mr, TorrEs, Mr, TownNs, Mr. TRAFI-
CANT, Mr. UpaLL, Mrs. VUCANOVICH,
Mr. Watkins, Mr. Waxman, Mr.
WEeaver, Mr. WHITEHURST, Mr.
Wirson, Mr. Wise, Mr. WoLr, Mr.
WoLPE, Mr. WoRTLEY, Mr. YATRON,
Mr. Younc of Missouri, Mr. BERMAN,
Mrs. SCHROEDER, Mr, THomas of Cali-
fornia, Mr. LenT, Mr. KINDNESS, Mr.
WiLLiamMs, Mr., BroyYHILL, Mr. Maz-
zoLl, Mr. MARTINEZ, Mr. EDGAR, and
Mrs. BoxER):

H.R. 5050. A bill to establish the Social
Security Administration as an independent
agency, which shall be headed by a Social
Security Board, and which shall be responsi-
ble for the administration of the old-age,
survivors, and disability insurance program
under title II of the Social Security Act and
the supplemental security income program
under title XVI of such act, to provide for
more prudent and effective management of
the title II trust funds, and for other pur-
poses; to the Commitiee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. WIRTH (for himself, Mr.
LeacH of Iowa, Mr. GINGRICH, and
Mr. ROEMER);

H.R. 5051. A bill to authorize funding for
research on the potential atmospheric, cli-
matic, biological, health, and environmental
consequences of nuclear explosions and nu-
clear exchanges, and to establish a commis-
sion to study such conseguences and their
implications for U.S. defense policy; jointly,
to the Committees on Armed Services, Sci-
ence and Technology, and Energy and Com-
merce.
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By Mr. FAUNTROY (for himself, Mrs.
Hort, Mr. Parris, Mr. BarnNEes, Mr.
HovYEeRr, and Mr. WoLF):

H.J. Res. 659. Joint resolution designating
July 4, 1986, as “July 4th Family Celebra-
tion Day"; to the Committee on Post Office
and Civil Service.

By Mr. LEVINE of California (for
himself, Mr. RANGEL, and Mr.
GILMAN):

H.J. Res. 660. Joint resolution to require
that alkyl nitrites and their isomers be
treated as a drug for purposes of the Feder-
al Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act; to the
Committee on Energy and Commerce.

By Mr. PASHAYAN (for himself and
Ms. OAKAR):

H.J. Res. 661, Joint resolution designating
the month of October, 1986 as “National Ce-
ramic Arts Month"; to the Committee on
Post Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. SWEENEY (for himself and
Mr. MAVROULES):

H.J. Res. 662, Joint resolution expressing
the support of Congress for the Advanced
Technology Bomber; to the Committee on
Armed Services.

By Mrs, BOXER:

H. Con. Res. 359. Concurrent resolution
expressing the sense of the Congress that
the Equal Employment Opportunity Com-
mission should not take more than 60 days
to review and act upon charges filed under
title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 by
2,000 or more employees against an employ-
er with which they are engaged in a labor
dispute affecting commerce; to the Commit-
tee on Education and Labor.

By Mr. McCOLLUM (for himself, Mr.
WryLIE, and Mr. ROEMER):

H. Res. 480. Resolution to provide for the
consideration of the bill (H.R. 20) to amend
the definition of a bank for purposes of the
Bank Holding Company Act of 1956; to the
Committee on Rules.

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, spon-
sors were added to public bills and res-
olutions as follows:

H.R. 704: Mr. Daus and Mr. McGRATH.

H.R. 1156: Mr. KILDEE.

H.R. 1309: Mr. McDape, Mr. OBEY, Mr.
RoyBaL, Mr. Gray of Illinois, Mr. FASCELL,
Mr. RinaLpo, Mr. SmitH of Florida, Mr.
GonzaLEZ, Mr. ROEMER, and Mr. BONKER.

H.R. 1398: Mr. VISCLOSKY.

H.R. 1769: Mrs. LLoyYD.

H.R. 2902: Mr. KLECZEA.

H.R. 4029: Mr. WAXMAN.

H.R. 4075: Mr. SWIFT.

H.R. 4300: Mr. pE Luco, Mr. LeLanDp, and
Mr. DURBIN.

H.R. 4391;: Mr. Lowry of Washington.

H.R. 4424: Mr. Towns, Mr. BEviILL,
PENNY, and Mr, Youn of Florida.

H.R. 4435: Mr. Lowry of Washington.

H.R. 4633: Mr. APPLEGATE.

H.R. 4655: Mr. MonsonN and Mrs. MARTIN
of Illinois.

H.R. 4669: Mr. DELAY.

H.R. 4671; Mr. WiLLiams, Mr. LaNTos, and
Mrs. BoxER.

H.R. 4722: Mr. DyMaLLY, Mr. PERKINS, Mr.
RopiNo, Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI, Mr. Fuqua,
Mr. pE Luco, Mr. BUSTAMANTE, Mrs. BURTON
of California, Mr. pE LA GaARza, Mr. JacoBs,
Mr. LELAND, Mr. MiTcHELL, Mr. FAUNTROY,
Mr. Garcia, Mr. Rog, Mr. Towns, Mr.
SmitH of Florida, Mr. FusTER, Mr. PEPPER,
Mr. TraricaNT, Mr. DELLUMS, Mr. MARTINEZ,
Mr. BErMmaN, Mr. Dorcan of North Dakota,
Ms. KapTUR, Mr. HENDON, Ms. MIKULSKI,

Mr.
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Mr, SoLarz, Mr. RaHALL, Mr. MOLINARI, Mr.
BARNES, Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr. SCHEUER, Mr.
CRrRoOCKETT, Mr. F1sH, and Mr. TORRICELLI.

H.R. 4744: Mr. UpaLL.

H.R. 4820: Mr. pE LA GARZA.

H.R. 4872: Mrs. Burton of California.

H.R. 4886: Ms. MIKuLsKI and Mr. SMITH
of Florida.

H.R. 4908: Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr. BEDELL, Mr.
BArNES, Mr. BEILENSON, Mr. BEREUTER, Mr.
Bonior of Michigan, Mr. BoNKER, Mr, Bus-
TAMANTE, Mr. CrockKeETT, Mr. DE Luco, Mr.
Dixon, Mr. Epwarps of California, Mr.
FaunTrROY, Mr. Fazio, Mr. GiLMaN, Mr. GUN-
DERSON, Mr. HorTOoN, Mr. KASTENMEIER, Mr.
LeLAND, Mr. LEVINE of California, Mr. LIPIN-
SKI, Mr. McKINNEY, Mrs. MEYERs of
Kansas, Ms. MigkuLsk1l, Mr. MITcHELL, Mr.
MorrisoN of Connecticut, Mr. RoOBINSON,
Mr. Stupps, Mr. TorrICELLI, Mr. WEAVER,
Mr. WiLLiams, and Mr. WoORTLEY.

H.R. 5035: Mr. BENNETT, Mr. Gray of Illi-
nois, Mr. NeLsos of Florida, Mr. FascELL,
Mr. FAUNTROY, Mr. LiPINSKI, Mr. DYMALLY,
Mr. WoRTLEY, Mr. FoGLIETTA, and Mr. DE LA
GARZA.

H.J. Res. 231: Mr. DornanN of California,
Mr. O'BrieN, Mr. Daus, Mrs. BENTLEY, Mr.
Lewis of Florida, Mr. TayLor, Mr. KosT-
MAYER, Mr. HoveEr, Mr. VANDER JAGT, Mr.
HurTto, Mr. FRENZEL, and Mr. BOEHLERT.

H.J. Res. 429: Mr. Dyson, Mrs. HoLt, Mr.
KASTENMEIER, Mrs. JOHNSON, Mr. HENDON,
Mr. AcKERMAN, Mr. ATKINS, Mr. CARNEY,
Mr. BLiLEY, Mr. Brown of California, Mr.
Younc of Florida, Mr. DascHLE, Mr. DEL-
Luoms, Mr. Dowpy of Mississippi, and Mr.
DARDEN.

H.J. Res. 552: Mr. FoGLIETTA, Mr. FEIGHAN,
Mr. GiLMAN, Mr. Moorg, Mr. LELAND, Mr.
KoLTER, and Mr. Dyson.

H.J. Res. 590: Mr. FasceLL, Mr. HiLLIs,
and Mr. PICKLE.

H.J. Res. 607: Mr. BapHaM, Mr. FAWELL,
Mr. MonsoN, Mr. PAckARD, Mr. TRAFICANT,
Mr. VALENTINE, and Mr. VOLKEMER.

H.J. Res. 611: Mr. BERMAN, Mr. WoLF, Mr.
WyLIE, Mr. MOLLOHAN, Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr.
WALKER, and Mr. SHUMWAY.

H.J. Res. 643: Mr. WEBER, Mr. Fazio, Mr.
Davus, and Mr. BLILEY.

H.J. Res. 656 Mr. MicHEL, Mr. LoTT, Mr.
Kemp, Mrs. MarTIN of Illinois, Mr. LAGOMAR-
siNo, Mr. LEwis of California, Mr. BARNARD,
Mr. CHANDLER, Mr. REcura, Mr. GINGRICH,
Mr. WALKER, Mr. KasicH, Mr. SoLomMoN, Mr.
CoURTER, Mr. SLAUGHTER, Mr. SENSENBREN-
NER, Mr. Hypg, Mr. BurToN of Indiana, Mr.
SiLyanper, Mr. TayLor, Mr. BrRoYHILL, Mr.
DornaN of California, Mr. BapHam, Mr.
Myers of Indiana, Mr. KiNpNeEss, Mr. Lon-
GREN, Mr. GUNDERSON, Mr. DuNcawn, Mr.
WHITTAKER, Mr. Tauvke, Mr. Barton of
Texas, Mr. CoBey, Mr. CoLEMAN of Missouri,
Mr. Rupp, Mr. Brown of Colorado, Mr.
BLILEY, Mr. BATEMAN, Mr. WoLF, Mr. GREGG,
Mr. SnypeEr, Mr. Coars, Mr. SPENCE, Mr.
McCaIiN, Mr. QUILLEN, Mr. PORTER, Mr.
McGRATH, Mr. BILIRAKIS, Mr. CAMPBELL, Mr.
GILMAN, Mr. HiLLis, Mr. CoNTE, Mr. THOMAS
of California, Mr. WEBER, Ms. FIEpLER, MTr.
MoLiNaRI, Mr. GRADISON, Mr. KRAMER, Mr.
McDaDpE, Mr. SHUSTER, Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT,
Mrs. HoLt, Mr. DIcKINSON, Mr. IRELAND, Mr.
MooRrg, Mr. SHaw, Mr. Lewis of Florida,
Mr. ScHurLze, Mr. CRaNE, Ms. Snowg, Mr.
HUNTER, Mr. CHAPPIE, Mr. LOEFFLER, MTr.
Suwnpquist, Mr. PeTRI, Mr. FieLps, Mr.
RoGERs, Mr. HoPKINs, Mr. STrRaNG, Mr.
OXLEY, Mr. N1eLson of Utah, Mr. CALLAHAN,
Mr. HorToN, Mr. EckerT of New York, Mr.
BrooMrFIELD, Mr. PasHAYAN, Mr. MiLLER of
Ohio, Mr. DEWiInNE, Mr. Younc of Alaska,
Mr. Craic, Mr. BoeEHLERT, Mr. COUGHLIN,
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Mr. Stomp, Mr. MarTIN of New York, Mr.
Epwarps of Oklahoma, Mr. WHITEHURST,
Mr. HENDON, Mr. MacK, Mr. Younc of Flori-
da, Mr. ARCHER, Mr. LujaN, Mr. FAWELL, Mr.
Daus, Mr. DeLay, Mr. SCHAEFER, Mr.
SAXTON, Mrs. SCHNEIDER, Mr. JEFFORDS, Mr.
Rowranp of Connecticut, Mr. FRENZEL, Mr.
Purserr, Mrs. Mevers of Kansas, Mr.
ZscHAU, Mr. MonsoN, Mr. HARTNETT, Mr.
SmiTH of New Hampshire, and Mr. ARMEY.

H. Con. Res. 26: Mr. MOLLOHAN.

H. Res. 468: Mr. LEaman of Florida, Mr.
BLiLEY, Mr. DERRICK, Mrs. HoLt, Mr. Mog-
risoN of Connecticut, Mr. Hurro, Mr. LEWIS
of Florida, Mr. ANDREWS, Mr. REGULA, Mr.
HeNrY, Mr. SmiTH of Florida, Mr. LEVINE of
California, Mr. WiLsoN, Mr. Mica, Mr.
HorToN, Mr. HypgE, Mr. MARTINEZ, and Mr.
VALENTINE.

H. Res. 471: Mr. AckKerRMAN, Mr. GARCIA,
Mr. NeLsown of Florida, Mr. Youne of Flori-
da, Mr. CHAPPELL, Mr. MITCHELL, Mr. STEN-
HOLM, Mr. MorrisoNn of Connecticut, Mr.
Lewis of Florida, Mr. HENRY, Mr. ROWLAND
of Georgia, Mr. WiLsoN, and Mr. ROBINSON.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, peti-
tions and papers were laid on the
Clerk’'s desk and referred as follows:

395. By the SPEAKER: Petition of Mr.
Erich Weiszkirchner, et al, of Austria, rela-
tive to the removal of the Navajo and Hopi
residents from their homeland; to the Com-
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs.

396. Also, petition on the City Council of
Monterey Park, CA, relative to cities that
are declaring themselves sanctuaries for ille-
gal aliens; to the Committee on the Judici-
ary.

397. Also, petition of the City Council of
Conneaut, OH, relative to “Save American
Industry/Jobs Day'; to the Committee on
Post Office and Civil Service.

398. Also, petition of the Board of Lake
County Commissioners, Painesville, OH, rel-
ative to “Save American Industry/Jobs
Day"; to the Committee on Post Office and
Civil Service.

June 18, 1986

399. Also, petition of the Association of
Southeast Asian Nations, Washington, DC,
relative to the Pease amendment to the
Comprehensive Trade Policy Reform Act of
1986, to the Committee on Ways and Means.

AMENDMENTS

Under clause 6 of rule XXIII, pro-
posed amendments were submitted as
follows:

H. Con. REs. 350

By Mr. BROOMFIELD:

—Page 3, beginning in line 19, strike out
“NUMERICAL" and all that follows through
the end of line 20 on that page, and in lieu
thereof insert “PrRoVISIONS.”; and

Page 3, beginning in line 21, strike out all
that follows the word “adhere” through the
end of line 25 on page 3, and in lieu thereof
insert *“to the provisions of the SALT agree-
ments as long as the Soviets do likewise.”.
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