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The Foreign Language Materials

Program, operating in West Haven»purchases materials in foreign lan-
guages appropriate to the needs of
this community.

The LEAP Program, operated
through the Southern Connecticut Li-
brary Council in Hamden, which
brings the latest computer technology
to the region for the purpose of facili-
tating the location of library materials
for use ininterlibrary loans.

Mr. Speaker, from the above list of
special projects in Connecticut's Third
District, it is clear that libraries are
moving into areas beyond their tradi-
tional boundaries. This trend is to be
applauded. We in Congress must do all
that we can to ensure that it contin-
ues, and that the more traditional pro-
grams of the library, which are so im-
portant to the education and enrich*
ment of our population of all ages»
flourish. We must hold to the belief
that national defense means more
than military security; it means, an
educated, well-read population with
the resources to expand its horizons as
well.*
# Ms. KAPTUR. Mr Speaker, over 30
years ago, the renowned nuclear scien-
tist, J. Robert Oppenhekner, said:

The open society, the unrestricted access
to knowledge ... these are what make a
vast» complex» evermore specialized, techno-
logical world» nevertheless, a human com-
munity.

Our Nation's libraries play a major
role inproviding that unlimited access
to knowledge which creates our
human community. Andlibraries serve
as important cornerstones of democra-
cy in building critical thought and
freedom of inquiry.

Inmy district alone, there are 30 li-
braries serving schools, universities,
and the general public. Eight of these
libraries participate in a regional pro-
gram providing reference assistance,
books, and audio-visual materials to
citizens of several counties. Last year,
Toledo, OH, was deemed to be the
fourth best read city in the Nation
based on use of public libraries as
listed in "The Book of American City
Rankings." All of us in Ohio's Ninth
District are proud of our libraries and
the many services they provide to.our
citizens.

But in today's budgetary climate, li-
braries are threatened with the elimi-
nation of vitalFederal funds. This will
severely limittheir ability to serve as
public sources of information, knowl-
edge, and understanding of our world.
Among the fiscal year 1986 budget rec-
ommendations are proposals to elimi-
nate funding for the fourth year of
the Library Services and Construction
Act—even though Congress reauthor-
ized the LSCA for 5 years last fall, li-
brary grant programs under titleIIof
the Higher Education Act have also
been targeted for removal. The pro-
posed elimination of postal subsidies
willincrease the costs to libraries that
mailbooks and materials to the blind
and physically disabled. For Ohio,

these devastating reductions would
amount to over $11 million in lost
services to the illiterate, the disadvan-
taged and older Americans, funds for
construction and renovation of librar-ies, support for resource sharing and
postal service for materials to the
blind and handicapped.

Thomas Jefferson, who recognized
the importance of libraries by donat-
ing his collection to the Nation after
the Britishburned the Library ofCon-
gress in 1814, said, "Enlighten the
people generally, and tyranny and op-
pressions of body and mind willvanish
likeevil spirits at dawn of day." Let us
be thankful for our libraries whióh
enable the light of knowledge to be
shed for all.#

GENERAL LEAVE
Mr. OWENS, Mr, Speaker, Iask

unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks on the
subject of my special order today.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman fromNew York? ,

There was no objection.

D 1550
The SPEAKER [Mr. Boucher],

Under a previous order of the House»
the gentleman from New York [Mr.
Eckert] is recognized for 60 minutes.

[Mr. ECKERT of New York ad-
dressed the House» His remarks will
appear hereafter in the Extensions of
Remarks..]

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
a previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr*
Gaydos], is recognized for 30 minutes*

[Mr.GAYDOS addressed the House*
His remarks willappear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks. 3

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
a previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Indiana [Mr. Coats] is
recognized for 60 minutes.

[Mr. COATS addressed the House,
His remarks willappear hereafter in
the Extensions ofRemarks.]

ORDER OP BUSINESS
Mr. FRANK. Mr. Speaker, Iask

unanimous consent that the gentle-
man from Texas [Mr.Gonzalez] andI
be allowed to switch our positions in
the roster today, and that Ibe allowed
to proceed with my special order at
this time and that the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. Gonzalez] may take my
place on the roster.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman fromMassachusetts?

There was no objection,

AMERICANFOREIGN POLICY
INCONSISTENCIES

Mr,FRANK. Mr.Speaker, Iwant to
express my appreciation to my col-
league» the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. Gonzalez], for allowing me to
proceed at this point, and he willpro-
ceed a littlebitlater on.

Another gentleman from Texas [Mr.
Leland] and Ihave jointly requested
this special order because we are very
troubled by a very fundamental incon-
sistency in American foreign policy.
We have a situation in the world in
which the administration tells us we
must, as a matter of high national
policy, continue to finance a body of
revolutionaries inNicaragua. <

People onboth sides are being killed.
Iam not here to talk particularly
about atrocities by one side or the
other because the relevant point is
that that sort of atrocity, the killing
of people who volunteer to fight, the
killing of innocent people, the destruc-
tion of property, and the wounding of
small children, is unfortunately in our
modern age inevitable when people
resort to war. That isnot an argument
forpacifism. Itis an argument for, not
easily but for purely political reasons,
precipitating a war or financing a war.
So we have to look,Ithink, very care-
fully at what the justification is for
this country continuing to finance a
war inNicaragua in which people get
killed.

Well, the administration tells us
that that war has got to continue until
the Nicaraguan Government, in the el-
egant diplomatic phrase that our
President chose to use— no doubt bor-
rowed from Metternich or one of the
19th century diplomatists— as the
President said, must "cry uncle." Well,
on what must they "cry uncle"? What
must they concede to our President to
get him to agree that itis not a sensi-
ble use of American tax dollars for us
to continue to fight this revolution or
to finance it?

Well, he says, they must be demo-
cratic, they must have free elections,
they must treat their people in a civil-
ized fashion. They are told that "if
you don't treat your people in a civil-
ized fashion, you can't presumbly
expect America not to make war on
you."

Here is what we have fromthe Presi-
dent on July 18, 1984; these were the
remarks of a participant of the White
House outreach group, and the Presi-
dent said:
Ifthe Sandinistas want cooperation and

friendship from the civilized world, then
they can start by treating their own citizens
in a civilized manner. A substantial part of
the justification for making war in Nicara-
gua is that the people of Nicaragua are not
given fulldemocratic liberties.

That is what the President said. He
has set several conditions which he
says they have to agree to if we are to
stop financing a war against them:
First, they have to stop being a surro-
gate for the Soviet Union and Cuba;
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second, they must reduce their armed
forces, which are now 100,000, they
must reduce to a level comparable to
those of their neighbors. The current
imbalance, we are told, is incompatible
with regional stability; third, they
must stop support for insurgents and
terrorists in other countries nearby;
and fourth, the Sandinistas must live
up to their commitment to democratic
pluralism made to the OAS in 1979.
The internal opposition is entitled to
participate in the political process of
the country.

All right, there are four conditions.
First, they have to stop being a surro-
gate for the Soviet Union and Cuba,
but that is really an overstatement for
the other three. Then they must not
have an armed force which is dispro-
portionate to others in the region;
they must stop supporting terrorists
and armed insurgents elsewhere in
their region; and they must treat their
country's people democratically. If
not, the President says, we willmake
war on them; we willuse American tax
dollars to finance this very bloody kill-
ing on both sides.

Well, Ilooked at these conditions,
Mr. Speaker. They had a certain fa-
miliarity to them. Let us think about
another country which has an armed
force very disproportionate to any-
body else in its region, larger than
almost anybody else in the region com-
bined. Let us look at one which has
troops in fact in other countries and
which is actively supporting armed in-
surgencies against other international-
ly recognized governments, and let us
look at one that is as repressive to the
majority of its people as any govern-
ment in the world—South Africa. One
would have naively thought, looking
at the Reagan administration's crite-
rion for one where we finance revolu-
tions, that South Africa would have
been high on the list. By almost every
criterion given here about Nicaragua,
the South Africans are far worse.

Does anybody think that Iam disap-
pointed in and critical of the Sandi-
nista regime's failure to live up to
promises that were made for full de-
mocractic rights for their people? Un-
fortunately, many governments in the
world fall short of that. The problem
is, what is the best way to respond to
that?

Now, with regard to South Africa—
and let me say, having said that Iwish
the Sandinistas had lived up to demo-
cratic principles better than they did—
no one could seriously contend the ab-
solute denial of basic humanity, which
is the lot of the majority of the people
of South Africa, the black majority,
and no one could deny that they are
treated by their government in a far
more repressive fashion and a far less
democratic fashion than the people in
Nicaragua. Itis simply hypocrisy to
argue that we are so offended by the
censorship of La Prensa inManagua—
and Ideplore that censorship— that we
must finance a revolution against the
government that censors it,but we can

be the best friend in the world to the
Government of South Africa. Because
that is what we are.

There is a glaring inconsistency in
the policies of the administration re-
garding Nicaragua and South Africa.
To be South Africa's best friend, to
preach constructive engagement, to
support South Africa at the United
Nations against others who would con-
demn it, to be even more than our
Western allies the friend of South
Africa makes it very difficultto have
anyone believe that this administra-
tion is really motivated by a concern
over democracy withinNicaragua.

Here is what he said in July, 1984:
Ifthe Sandinistas want cooperation and

friendship from the civilized world, then
they can start by treating their own citizens
ina civilizedmanner.

What are we told about South
Africa? Well, here is what we are told
about South Africa by Assistant Secre-
tary of State ElliottAbrams. He is the
human rights specialist of this admin-
istration. They do not likewhat South
Africa does, but he said, in September
of 1984, andIbegin to quote:

But we must recognize we are dealing with
another sovereign nation and, by no means,
the only country in the world to abuse
human rights. We cannot dictate to that na-
tion's leaders how to conduct their internal
affairs, but we certainly can and do offer
cur own reactions to what we see.

To the brutal regime of South
Africa,repressing its black majority as
badly as any human beings on this
Earth are mistreated, we must remem-
ber that we are dealing with a sover-
eign nation and we cannot dictate to
them how to conduct their internal af-
fairs. To the people of Nicaragua, we
can say to them, "We willmake war
on you until you have elections we
like,"because that is one of the condi-
tions, and as Iread the President's
proposal for which he wants to get our
approval, all of them have to be satis-
fied. The Niearaguan Government has
to cancel the elections they had and
have new elections, and that is a con-
dition. That is a condition for us. We
are not talking now, by the way,about
giving aid to Nicaragua. We are not
talking about any form of cooperation.

Secretary Shultz says we willcontin-
ue to pay people to shoot people in
Nicaragua until they have elections
that we think are fully OK., but with
regard to the absolute repression in
South Africa, well, that is a sovereign
nation, and we cannot interfere.

The hypocrisy is overwhelming, and
we are here—and Iam about to yield
to my friend, the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. Lelanb]— -to drive that
home. We cannot consistently talk
about the sorts of policies that this ad-
ministration has in Nicaragua and
South Africa and make any sense of
them.

We are told, with regard to South
Africa, "constructive engagement."
Let me read one more suggestion, the
next time you hear the President say
that Nicaragua must "cry uncle."
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Among the things they must "cry
uncle," they must live up to our ver-
sion of democracy. Iwish they did.I
wish that every country in the world
did, the Philippines, South Korea, and
the People's Republic ofChina.
Ithink the President is right to have

a rapprochement with the People's
Republic of China, but let us not con-
fuse the Chinese Politburo with the
American CivilLiberties Union or even
the Republican National Committee.
This is no great "gang of democrats,"
but it is OK with the People's Repub-
licof China. Itis hypocrisy topretend
that internal democracy or its lack in
Nicaragua has anything to do with it.

Here is what the President said
about South Africa. This was in De-
cember of 1984.
Ifyou are practicing quiet diplomacy, you

cannot talk about itor itwon'tbe quiet any-
more.

There is a brilliance here we have
not fully appreciated in this man's
subtlety.

And then he says:

Ihave always believed that it is counter»
productive for one country to splash itself
all over the headlines demanding that an-
other government do something because
that other government is then put in an
almost impossible political position.

He thinks it is tactically unwise to
demand that the South African Gov-
ernment stop shooting down innocent
black South Africans who are protest-
ing their repression, but he can insist
that the Niearaguan Government "cry
uncle" about internal democratic pro-
ceedings or else we willpay people to
go and make war on them.

Mr.Speaker, Iwillnow yield to my
friend, the gentleman from Texas [Mr.

LelandL
D 1600

Mr. LELAND.Mr. Speaker, Iappre-
ciate the gentleman yielding. Ialso
want to say Itruly appreciate the gen-
tleman's wisdom as well as his leader-
ship on this matter. The gentleman
andIdiscussed just the other day the
contradictions and hypocrisy that the
Reagan administration has espoused.
We are truly disturbed by those con-
tradictions.

Mr. Speaker, yesterday Secretary of
State George Shultz said ofU.S. policy
toward South Africa, "We must not
stand by and throw American matches
on the emotional tinder of the region."

Earlier, he had stated:
The only course consistent with American

values is to engage ourselves as a force for
constructive peaceful change. Itis not our
business to cheer on, from the sidelines, the
forces of polarization that could erupt ina
race war; it is not our job to exacerbate
hardship, which could lead to the same
result.

Yet, the Reagan administration has
chosen to do just that— throw Ameri-
can matches on the emotional tinder—
in its Central American policy.

The blitzand hype surrounding the
President's request for aid for the
Contras in Nicaragua and his call for
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the continuation of the worthless
policy of constructive engagement for
South Africa highlight the inconsist-
ency and hypocrisy which the Presi-
dent has time and time again demon-
strated inhis foreign policy.

The President has equated the Con-
tras inNicaragua to our great Nation's
Founding Fathers— true democrats. He
continually refers to them as freedom
fighters, as opposed to Contras, and is
ernestly setting out to convince the
American public and Congress that
these "freedom fighters" are groups of
peasants, farmers, small businessmen
and others disillusioned with the San-
danista Government who desperately
seek a free and democratic Nicaragua.
Icannot understand how the Presi-

dent can justify calling a band of men
and women whose hallmarks are rape,
pillage, kidnaping, and murder free-
dom fighters. How did the President
come to the conclusion that the Con-
tras are made up primarily of humble
Niearaguans disillusioned with the rev-
olution? It is a known fact that the
largest group ofContras is made up of
former national guardsmen from the
Brutal Somoza regime. The brutalities
executed by the guardsmen under
Somoza caused Niearaguans en masse
to rise against the government. How
can then can President Reagan claim
that the majority of Niearaguans now r

support these same people whoinflict-
ed such atrocities on them earliers?

The President continues to claim
that we have a moral obligation to
help these terrorists in the name of
democracy.

Let's turn to another region now,
South Africa. The conflict in South
Africa has received almost as much
publicity as the conflict inNicaragua
lately. And the conflicts inboth coun-
tries do have some similarities.

President Reagan is highly critical
of the Sandinista government because
of what he perceives as questionable
elections and repressions of govern-
ment opponents, freedom of the press,
and the private business sector.

But what of the Botha government
in South Africa? The overwhelming
majority of South Africans have no
political voice, let alone a vote. Those
who oppose the government are jailed,
mysteriously disappear, or are mur-
dered. And what greater repression of
the private business sector than keep-
ing a majority of a nation's people re-
stricted to certain areas and in such
destitution that the thought of
owning a business is not even a fanta-
sy?

Yet the Reagan policy regarding
South Africa is "quiet diplomacy." In
no way does the President want to
offend Botha. But Reagan appears to
have no qualms about offending the
Sandanista government. He continual-
ly attempts to intimidate them by
sending troops to train in neighboring
Honduras and urging support of the
contras. Reagan has chosen confronta-
tional politics in Nicaragua and silent
Politics inSouth Africa.

In South Africa» as in Nicaragua,
there are factions who do not agree
with the government, who have neverhad illusions about democratic treat-ment from the government. The over-whelming majority who oppose the
South Africa's apartheid system arethe humble of South Africa.Ido not
deny that some in South Africa have
taken a more strident approach to
ending the abuses of democracy and
human rights inSouth Africa,like the
AfricanNational Congress.

President Reagan, however, does not
acknowledge the people fighting for
freedom and democracy in South
Africa as freedom fighters.

Based on President Reagan's state-
ments that we "have an obligation to
be of help where we can to freedom
fighters and lovers of freedom and de-
mocracy" and that we should stand in
strong support of those who have had
"tyranny imposed on them by force,
deception, and fraud" Iwould think
that the President would seek consist-
ency inhis foreign policies.

Therefore, shouldn't President
Reagan recognize and aid all freedom
fighters who strive for democracy and
justice? I've drafted a resolution call-
ing on the President to be consistent
in his foreign policy. Ifhe insists on
calling the Contras inNicaragua free-
dom fighters and aiding them then he
should also recognize members of the
African National Congress in South
Africa as freedom fighters and secure
aid for them as well

But while the President may find it
perfectly justifiable to intimidate and
confront the Sandinista government
in order to enforce Reagan approved
politics, he becomes defensive when
asked why the United States is not
doing more to bring about change in
South Africa. He tries to explain that
quiet diplomacy is the only policy that
willbring change inSouth Africa. His
policy in South Africa seems to be a
one of wishful thinking—ifhe wishes
long and hard enough maybe apart-
heid willgo away. If this is the case,
President Reagan isn't wishing
enough, because apartheid is still
present in South Africa and only cos-
metic change has occurred.

In dealing with Nicaragua, Reagan
has chosen to do more than wish away
the problems there. He has been so
eager to bring about change that he
has allowed for the flagrant abuse of
laws.

The Boland amendment— which
President Reagan himself signed into
law—prohibits the use of funds for the
overthrow of the Nicaraguan Govern-
ment. Yet the Reagan administration
has violated this law several times,
from the CIA approved manual on
overthrowing the Sandinista Govern-
ment to Reagan's approval before the
American people for the removal of
the Sandinista government unless the
Sandinistas cry "uncle."

An earlier spending cap of $24 mil-
lion for direct and indirect aid to the
Contras was repeatedly violated. The

New York Times reported that the
CIA charged some of the costs of rebel
programs to accounts other than those
covered by the $24 millioncap.

The Times further reported that the
living expenses of some rebel leaders'
families and salaries of some CIA em-
ployees sent to Honduras, as well as
the cost of CIA manuals, had been
charged elsewhere,

And when the united States was
prohibited from funding the Contras,
President Reagan appealed to friendly
allies to aid the Contras.

Time and time again Congress has
come to learn of actions taken in re-
gards to Nicaragua after the fact, a
clear violation of the Intelligence
Oversight Act.

America's Watch has concluded that
the Contras "have attacked civilians
indiscriminantly; they have tortured
and mutilated prisoners; they have
murdered those placed hors der
combat by their wounds; they have
taken hostages; and they have com-
mitted outrages against personal digni-
ty."

Yet, these are the people the Presi-
dent has dubbed freedom fighters. A
group Ronald Reagan, as our Nation's
leader, has chosen to be the recipient
ofU.S. support and aid.
Iam reminded of the saying, "If we

allow an immoral government to speak
for us then we are responsible for its
acts." Ido not believe the "silent ma-
jority" (as Reagan likes to call the
public) wants to be responsible for the
atrocities being supported by the
Reagan administration. Iam speaking
out and Iurge all concerned Ameri-
cans to do the same.

D 1610
Mr.FRANK.Ithank the gentleman

fromTexas forhis great leadership.
Mr. RITTER. Will the gentleman

yield?
Mr.FRANK. AndIwillyield to my

friend in1second. Ijust want to sum-
marize a couple of points and then we
willopen itup.

The point that we want to focus on
is much of the justification for the
President's request for $14 million,but
$14 million is only a small part, for
continuing substantial sums from
America to finance a revolution
against the Nicaraguan Government,
to finance the Contra attack, is the
lack of democracy within Nicaragua.
There were other justifications as
well, but Ireread again Secretary
Schultz's speech in February at the
Commonwealth Club inSan Francisco.
There are four points; all of them
have to be satisfied before a war
America is financing could be called
off and one of them is they must live
up to their commitment to democratic
pluralism. They must be allowing the
opposition to participate in the politi-
cal processes of the country.
It is simply bizarre for South Afri-

ca's great friends to say that one of
our conditions for stopping armed at-
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tacks on the Nicaraguan Government
is that they let the people of Nicara-
gua have more rights when they sup-
port a South African Government
that totally represses them.

The government, yes, talked about
the business sector. Well, if you are
black inSouth Africa you cannot even
be an employee in much of your own
country. You cannot be in certain
businesses.

Yes; progress is coming. They are
now about to say, we are told, that if
two people of different race make the
mistake of feeling an affection for
each other, and want through some
church to regularize that and become
married to each other, that may no
longer be a crime. That is the degree

of moral barbarism we are dealing
with and that we support in many
ways by economic relations.

Let me just talk about the strategic
question. The administration would
genuinely believe, they would have us
believe, Iguess, that they are opposed
equally to what goes on inboth places.
Iwould think almost anybody objec-
tively would find South Africa-

Mr. RITTER. Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr.FRANK.Iwillget to the gentle-
man in a moment.

At this point Iwould read into the
Record some extraneous material
from an article by Gregory Nokes of
the AP. And he says: "President
Reagan says the struggle against the
Sandinista Government of Nicaragua
is one of the 'greatest moral chal-
lenges' since World War 11, but critics
say the greater challenge, about which
Reagan says little, is in South Africa.

"The President speaks out forcefully
and frequently against Nicaragua, but
only seldom criticizes South Africa.
Yet there is little disagreement that
the mistreatment of South Africa's 22
millionblacks by the white minority is
much harsher than the human rights
abuses of the leftist Sandinistas."

At this point, Mr. Speaker, Iinclude
this entire article.

The article referred to follows:
Reagan Says Nicaragua a "Moral Chal-

lenge" but Quiet on South Africa: An
AP News Analysis

(By R. Gregory Nokes)

Washington.— President Reagan says the
struggle against the Sandinista government
of Nicaragua is one of the "greatest moral
challenges" since World War 11, but critics
say the greater challenge, about which
Reagan says little,is in South Africa.

The President speaks out forcefully and
frequently against Nicaragua, but only
seldom criticizes South Africa. Yet there is
littledisagreement that the mistreatment of
South Africa's 22 million blacks by the
white minority is much harsher than the
human rights abuses of the leftist Sandinis-
tas.

Reagan has accused the Sandinistas of
"institutionalized cruelty," alleging brutal-
ity toward the Miskito Indian population;
suppression, torture and abuse of political
opponents, and of using a "scorched earth"
policy to force the relocation of tens of
thousands of peasants.

Yet South Africa, the only government to
make racial discrimination official govern-

ment policy, routinely destroys homes of
blacks, and has forced -millions to live on
reservations known as homelands. Blacks
have no vote and no right to protest. Sever-
al hundred blacks have been killedin recent
months by police who fired on demonstra-
tions, while dozens of black leaders have
been jailed on unspecified charges.

Reagan's approach to the two countries
reflects his concern that Nicaragua is going
Communist, while South Africa is consid-
ered an anti-Communist bastion in Africa,

But it's a shortsighted policy that willreap
its own illharvest, say critics.

Rep. Howard Wolpe, D-Mich., chairman of
the House Subcommittee on Africa, said the
administration fails to "understand that
South Africa itself is an open invitation to
communism."

"Our identification with this kind of
regime is actually increasing the depend-
ence of liberation movements in the region

on the Soviets and the Cubans," he said.
Randall Robinson, who has organized

daily demonstrations outside the South Af-
rican Embassy here, said the administration
errs by focusing exclusively on strategic ob-
jectives. "Moral concerns of the deprivation
of human rights don't have the slightest
consideration," he said.

He said the administration is doing noth-
ing in its policies to head off a possible
"blood bath" in South Africa.

But Secretary of State George P. Shultz,
speaking at a National Press Club luncheon
Tuesday, expressed sharp opposition to a
proposal before Congress that would ban
new U.S. investment and reduce trade ties.
He said the United States "must not throw
American matches on the emotional tinder
of the region."

He also said conditions are improving, al-
though critics say recent changes are only
cosmetic and don't get at the substance of
apartheid, which is the denial of any politi-
cal power to the black majority.

In one of his rare criticisms of South
Africa, after 19 black demonstrators were
killed by police last month, Reagan said the
apartheid practices of the government are
"repugnant."

He has said he doesn't criticize South
Africa more often because it is "counter-
productive for one country to splash itself
all over the headlines demanding that an-
other country do something ... Itcan't
appear to be rolling over at the demands of
outsiders."

There is no reluctance to criticize Nicara-
gua, however, which Reagan said wants "to
spread its poison throughout this free and
increasingly democratic hemisphere."

"We cannot have the United States walk
away from one of the greatest moral chal-
lenges inpostwar history," he said Monday
night ina speech aimed at persuading a re-
luctant Congress to approve $14 million in
new aid for anti-government guerrillas,
known as Contras.

Reagan says the Contras— organized and
trained by the Central Intelligence
Agency— are freedom fighters worthy of the
help that the United States traditionally
gives to peoples struggling for freedom. The
Contras have received $80 million from the
administration since 1981, but a much older
black guerrilla movement in South Africa
receives neither Reagan's praise nor Ameri-
can aid.

Wolpe said in an interview that racial atti-
tudes may be a factor in American foreign
policy.

"Itis hard to escape the possibility that
our hang-ups about race inour own society
have helped to shape our very different way
we respond to the struggle for freedom and
dignity inSouth Africa, in contrast withour
easy identification with comparable strug-
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gles elsewhere in the world against commu-
nist or totalitarian rule," he said.

Chester A. Crocker, the assistant secre-
tary oí state for African affairs who helped
forge the administration's policy of so-called
"constructive engagement," said in an inter-
view it is misleading to compare South
Africa withNicaragua."

South Africa is not a communist country,
for God's sake," he said. "South Africa is
not our enemy."

(Editor's note.—R. Gregory Nokes covers
diplomatic matters for The Associated Press
and has been writingabout the administra-
tion's policy toward Central America since
1981.)

Mr. FRANK. What is it that keeps
them from speaking out against South
Africa?

Mr. RITTER. Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. FRANK.Not at this time.Iwill
yield to the gentleman ina moment.

Mr. RITTER. The gentleman is a
great engager in other special orders.

Mr. FRANK.Ihave not yielded, so I
do not know why the gentleman is
speaking. Iwillget to him. We have
about 40 minutes left and Ipromise
thatIwillbe glad to let the gentleman
speak. Ijust want to develop the argu-
ment.
Iwant to quote Secretary Shultz.

Certainly my friend on the other side
wouldnot object to my quoting Secre-
tary Shultz.

Secretary. Shultz said yesterday in a
quote as to why we cannot fight
against South Africa too hard, why we
have to be constructively engaged in
South Africa: "A society that feels im-
mensely threatened by outside forces
is less likely to loosen the controls at
home.'*

Now if you are seriously trying to
get the Nicaraguan Government to be
more democratic, you do that. Let me
put it this way: You make the Nicara-
guan Government being more demo-
cratic by financing a war against
them. But inSouth Africa, you do not
rise your voice too loudly because if
they feel threatened by outside forces,
they are less likely to loosen the con-
trols at home.

Andhere is Secretary Shultz again:

We cannot have itboth ways. We cannot
have influence wit£ipeople ifwe treat them
as moral lepers, especially when they are
themselves beginning to address the agenda
ofchange.

We must not treat the South Afri-
cans as moral lepers, but we can shoot
the Nicaraguans because that will
bring them to change. But we cannot
criticize too harshly South Africa.
That is the kind of incredible use of
language to cause there tobe no credi-
bility for the President's program.
That is what we wanted to focus on.

Let me read just one last final quote
fromChester A.Crocker, the Assistant
Secretary of State of African Affairs.
This is in January of 1985 that it was
printed, but he said it in September.
An Assistant Secretary of State over
at the State Department talking about
how we would like change in South
Africa.He says:
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Americans reject instinctively scenarios

that would have us instigate revolutionary
violence and racial strife in that coun-try...

Apparently violence without racial
strife is OK, but revolutionary vio-
lence and racial strife with violence we
cannot have.

Our goals can only be reached through a
sustained process of peaceful evolutionary
change. We remain opposed to the resort to
violence from whatever quarter; the fruits
of political violence in the world today are
bitter reminders of what terrorism and
counterterrorism can mean.

This is not coming from Mike Far-
rell or from opponents of the Presi-
dent's policy or the National Council
of Churches. This is the Assistant Sec-
retary of State of the United States of
America explaining our policy in
South Africa.

We remain opposed to the resort to vio-
lence from whatever quarter. [We] reject in-
stinctively scenarios that would have us in-
stigate revolutionary violence and racial
strife .... .. the fruits of political violence in the
world today are bitter reminders of what
terrorism and counterterrorism canmean ...

As someone who is unhappy with
the Sandinistas' lack of democracy,
how in the name of anything rational
can you say these things and then fi-
nance in the name of democracy in
part a $14 millionfirst installment on
a war?

Mr.DYMALLY.Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr.FRANK.Iam happy to yield to
the gentleman from California.

Mr.DYMALLY.Ithank the gentle-
man very much for yielding.
Ihave an appointment with the

chairman of the Foreign Affairs Com-
mittee and Itrust that Iwilltake this
matter up withhim, too.

Mr. Speaker, Ido not know of any
issue that is more pressing in the
world today than the question of the
racist regime in South Africa. Ijoin
with my colleague fromMassachusetts
[Mr. Frank] and my colleague from
Texas [Mr.Leland] in expressing my
indignation over the situation in
South Africa and the failure of this
administration to move forcibly
against the racist regime.
Iconclude by saying this:Itake very

strong exception as an American to
the fact that the President referred to
the Contras in Nicaragua as freedom
fighters but then blame the freedom
fighters in South Africa for fighting
for their rights and lay the blame on
the whole unrest there on the freedom
fighters. And as a black, Itake strong
exception to the Secretary of State re-
ferring to*these Contras inNicaragua
as brothers. Brother is a term of en-
dearment born out of the civilrights
movement for the struggle for justice
and democracy, and it seems to me it
is a double standard that points out
the hypocrisy of this administration's
efforts in South Africa.
Icommend the gentleman from Mas-

sachusetts [Mr. Frank] and the gen-

tleman from Texas [Mr. Leland] for
calling this special order and Ithank
the gentleman for yielding tome.

Mr.FRANK.Ithank the gentleman.
Mr. RITTER. Will the gentleman

yield?
Mr. PRANK. Inow yield to my

friend fromPennsylvania.
Mr.RITTER.Ithank the gentleman

for yielding.
Ithink there is some difference be-

tween the situation in South Africa
and Nicaragua. Iam not here in any
way to defend apartheid or the poli-
cies of the South African Government.
But Iwould liketo call my colleague's
attention to certain situations that
have occurred in the last 15 years
around the country, around the world,
whereby authoritarian regimes have
made the transition to democracy. For
example, Greece under the colonels
eventually went democratic. We did
not sponsor a war of national libera-
tion, of violent upheaval in Greece.
We, to some extent, worked with the
Greek Government, worked with the
traditional forces within the society,
traditional forces like the business
community, traditional forces like the
church, traditional forces engaged in
political opposition that was not total-
ly destroyed.
Ithink the same can be said of

Spain under Franco. When Franco
died, Spain made a transition to demo-
cratic rule.

Recently, in South America, there
has been a spate of nations which
having formerly been authoritarian
made the transition to democratic
rule. Argentina recently, not too long
ago, was under the dictatorship of the
Generals. We did not go into Argenti-
na and suppport the Montenegro left-
ist guerrillas. We worked to some
extent with a system; we supported
those intitutions and those traditions
within the government.

D 1620

Mr. FRANK. Iwill take back my
time for just a second in order to ask
the gentleman a question: AsIunder-
stand ithe is giving all these instances
when we have refrained from financ-
ing an armed rebellion against an un-
democratic society. Do Itake it he is
about to announce against funding the
Contras? Iam just curious.

Mr.Speaker, Iyield back to the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania.

Mr. RITTER. No. Iam trying to
make the distinction, if the gentleman
would continue to yield, and Ido ap-
preciate his yielding, Iam trying to
make a distinction between some of
these undesirable authoritarian re-
gimes on the right which have had the
seeds of transition to more democratic
societies.

For example, we have worked with
the Korean Government and strides
have been made towards opening up
the Korean political system, as recent
elections show. They have a long way
to go to become a United States-style
democracy, there is no doubt about it.

i

But nobody is interested in foisting a
North Korean type of war of national
liberation on them.

Brazil, Uruguay have recently made
the transition from authorization
rightwing regimes to democratic sys-
tems.

Mr. FRANK. Iam going to take
back my time in order to make a point
briefly. Let me say to the gentleman I
understand and Iagree to all that.

Mr. RITTER. Will the gentleman
continue to yield?

Mr.PRANK. No, the rules are such
that the gentleman may speak when I
yield to him. Under the gentleman's
special order Imay speak when he
yields to me. ButIsimply want to set
the ground rules.

The point is simply this. Ionly have
an hour and there are other Members
who want to speak.

Mr. RITTER. Will the gentleman
yield further?

Mr,FRANK.Iwould ask the gentle-
man, Mr. Speaker, to please abide by
the rules. Iwould be glad to continue
to yield ifthe gentleman would abide
by the rules of the House. Ido not
write the rules of the House, Ionly
vote for them.

Mr. RITTER, Well, may Isum up
my point?

Mr. FRANK. No; Iwillbe glad tc
yield to the gentleman briefly, but 1
willnot if wecannot abide by the rules
of the House. Ido not think it is possi
ble

Mr. RITTER. Will the gentlemar
yieldto me briefly?

Mr. FRANK.Iwillyield in a fe^
minutes.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr
Frank] controls the time.

Mr. FRANK.Isay to the gentlemar
from Pennsylvania that ifhe wants tc
give this list, and Iagree with him
and Ithink it was a wise thing that we
did insome cases. When Raul Alfonsir
became President of Argentina win
ning a democratic election, Iwas ver3
proud that he had Pat Derian who waj

Assistant Secretary for Human Rightj
in the Carter administration, to be a
his inauguration because he said if i
had not been for her and the kind o
pressure she had brought on tha
regime that preceded him, he migh

have not livedeven to run.AndIagre<

that we can do that. My point is tha
it is not relevant to the issues we ar<
talking about today because we ar<
talking about South Africa.
Iwould reject the suggestion tha

there is in this explicitly racist regime
of South Africa anything that reall:
resembles what has gone on in Argen
tina and Greece.

There is, Ithink, a qualitative differ
ence with the people who say— you se<
the problem we had with these othe
nations was this: the Greeks, th
Franco regime, they said democracy i
no good. We have something in Soutl
Africa where they say "Oh, democrac;
is wonderful." The people who rui
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South Africa, the white South Afri-
cans say democracy is the only legiti-
mate form of government "for us
human beings. But for you black
people, you don't count and you don't
get this." Therefore Iam rejecting the
gentleman's analogy. The fact that
the Greek Government did move,Ido
not think the South African Govern-
ment is going to move. On the other
hand Iwould also point out to the
gentleman that we are not here argu-
ing and let me make this clear, the
gentleman from Texas, myself, the
gentleman from California [Mr.Dym-

ally], we are not arguing for the
Reagan policy of Nicaragua to be
transferred to South Africa. We are
not here suggesting that not $14 mil-
lionbut a proportionate amount would
be $50 millionor $60 million,be given
to armed resistance by the AfricanNa-
tional Congress.

We are not here suggesting that you
finance armed revolt against the
South African Government. We are
saying that to finance armed revolt
against Nicaraguans and say democra-
cy is one of the reasons, they do not
say it is the only one, but to count
that at all and then to say "We can't
even yell at the South Africans" I
think is inconsistent.

So Iwould say to the gentleman
what he said is not relevant to the ar-
gument here.
Iyield to the gentleman fromPenn-

sylvania.
Mr.RITTER. Iappreciate the gen-

tleman's yielding.
First of all we are fighting, that is

we are supporting wars ofnational lib-
eration, inAfghanistan.

Mr.FRANK. Yes.
Mr.RITTER. A wide cross-section of

this Congress, the committee at least,
has supported aid through Thailand
for the San Son resistance in Cambo-
dia. And Ithink the reason is that
there has not been any kind of author-
itarian government's transition to a
democracy other than in Grenada
which was done by force. Ithink it is a
realization that there simply is no
movement of Communist totalitarian
governments toward more liberal
forms of government and that the
people who are willing to take up arms
onbehalf of democratic principles per-
haps deserve some support.

Mr.FRANK. Let me take back my
time to ask the gentleman a question
and Iwillyield to him. He has not yet
said and none of his arguments make
any sense unless he is about to tell us
that the South African Government is
in fact going to move. Ido not see any
sign that if you follow the Reagan
policies of constructive engagement, of
not being rude to them, blaming some
of the rioters for getting shot as the
President did

Mr. RITTER. Iam not supporting
that.

Mr. FRANK. Right. Iwould agree
with some of the examples that the
gentleman gave but the point is they

are not available to defend the Reagan

policy in South Africa.
The point is simply this. The gentle-

man is making arguments about other
countries. We are talking about South
Africa. Let me be very explicit: When
George Shultz says, "We are so con-
cerned about the censorship of La
Prensa, it distresses me so to see a
newspaper censored that Iam going to
finance a revolution against the people
who censor it," when he then turns
around and says, "but with regard to
South Africa if you make someone a
moral leper then you can't have any
influence." What Iam saying is it is
not true, the Secretary of State and
others who say that, including the
President, are speaking an untruth to
the American people when they say

that the Nicaraguan policy is motivat-
ed in part by concern over internal de-
mocracy.

The South African example and
their own rhetoric belies that. Now
yes, there are other countries that
have moved. As far as South Africa is
concerned, let me say thatIhave seen
more movement inbehalf of some far-
left countries. Let us take one -of the
President's best friends right now, the
People's Republic of China. He has
great relations with them. There have
been some movement, more liberaliza-
tion, more improvement fromthe Mao
days to the Deng Xiaoping days today
in China than in South Africa. So
whileIagree with what the gentleman
has said that we have not seen democ-
racy come to any of those Communist
countries, we have seen, if you are
going to take South Africa, we have
seen the lotof a Chinese citizen today
is better economically and politically
in terms of liberalisation than it was
under Mao. For the South Africans it
has gotten worse. They have even lost
the right of living in their own coun-
try. The South African Government in
the most cosmetic way talks nice and
in fact is getting worse and more
brutal.Iam simply saying that the ar-
gument that the gentleman makes
while it is historically of great inter-
est, it is irrelevant to the argument
here.
Iyield to the gentleman from Texas

at this time.
Mr. LELAND.Ithank the gentle-

man for yielding.
Mr. Speaker, Iwould like to address

myself to Mr.Ritter and some of the
observations that he has made.

What Ido not understand is the
logic of his argument because if you
lay out the foundation for the history
the gentleman has given then in fact
we ought to be supporting the South
African liberation fighters or the true
freedom fighters there for the libera-
tion of the majority of the people in
South Africa, financially and other-
wise.

Mr. RITTER. Iwould like to re-
spond to that.

Mr. LELAND. All we are trying to
say in this discussion, if you will,is
that if, in fact, President Reagan can

make so many statements that are fa-
vorable tofward the Contras in Nicara-
gua, then those statements ought to
be truly, inmany instances or in most
instances Iventure to say, those state-
ments ought to be made more so about
the people who are struggling for free-
dom inSouth Africa.

Mr. PRANK. Iyield to the gentle-
man fromPennsylvania.

Mr.RITTER. Ithink what one can
see inSouth Africa that is similar, for
example, to some of the other coun-
tries that made the transition, not
that South Africa is that close to tran-
sition, but there is an independent
church, there is an independent busi-
ness community, there is an independ-
ent intellectual community and aca-
demic community. These are the seeds
that eventually can, ifone works with
them, make the transition.

Mr.FRANK.Iwould ask the gentle-
man this question: forblack people?

Mr, RITTER. Just one second,
please. The Chinese experience, yes,
there is liberalization in China but if
anyone thinks the Chinese people
have anything regarding any kind of
freedom that even existed in Greece
under the colonels, Ithink that is
stretching it.

The fact about Nicaragua is that it is
on our southern border. The fact
about Nicaragua is that it does not-

—
Mr.FRANK.Ihave to take back my

time for a second because the gentle-
man said Nicaragua was on our south-
ern border. Has he misplaced a few
countries? What happened to like
Mexico and Panama, not Panama but
the others above it? Nicaragua is not
on our southern border.

Mr.RITTER.. Nicaragua is very close
to the southern border of the United
States.

Mr. FRANK.Iwillgive the gentle-
man "close."

Mr. RITTER. There is no way one
can consider it on the southern border,
it is not literally on the southern
border.

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

Mr. FRANK. Iwilllet the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania finish if I
may.

D 1630
Mr. RITTER. Iguess my point

about Nicaragua is. it is one of these
totalitarian communist governments.
There are people who are willing to
take up arms. If you look at the
number, 15,000 in a small country of
2 ¥2 million, that is like 1.5 million
Americans. They say that with the
proper material and supplies. 25.000
people would take up arms.

Mr. PRANK,Ihave to ask the gen-
tleman a question. Iwant to take back
my time to ask the gentleman a ques-
tion, and then Iwill yield to the gen-
tleman from Texas.

In the first place. Idid not suggest
that China today has freedom. Isaid
there has been more advance for the
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Chinese peasant from Mao to
Deng-

—-
Mr.RITTER. Itis because
Mr.FRANK.Imust remind the gen-

tleman that he has to wait for me to
yield. Those are the rules we all live
by; the gentleman can take out a spe-
cial order and Iwillparticipate there,
but we do have to have rules in the
House»

The point is this: Isimply said that
there has been an improvement for
the average Chinese that was greater
than the improvement for a black in
South Africa:.Ithink there has been
slippage in the other direction.
Idid not say that they had any of

those real freedoms. As a matter of
fact, it is the Reagan administration
that is the great booster of the Peo-
ple's Republic of China—ldo not
thinkIhave been quite as enthused as
the President about some of these
things; in fact, Ihave been critical of
the Reagan administration's failure to
allow political asylum-seekers from
the People's Republic of China into
America, Ithink the State Depart-
ment has behaved badly in rejecting
the asylum application because of the
President's political tie-in there.

ButIwant to get back to the gentle-
man when he suggests that there is
for black people inSouth Africa, inde-
pendent business, and an independent
intellectual community.
Ihave to disagree when the gentle-

man suggests that black people in
South Africa today are allowed those
óasic freedoms. They are not even al-
lowed in many cases to live in certain
parts of their own country.

So the suggestion that the black
people of South Africa have that kind
of independence, Ithink, is simply
wrong.

Does the gentleman want me to
yield to him, or his reinforcement?

Mr. RITTER. Iwould just like to
say, Ido not believe that there is the
great level of independence of blacks
in South Africa, but one also must
admit that blacks do migrate into
South Africa fromother black African
ruled nations.

Mr, FRANK. And what is the rel-
evance of that?

Mr,RITTER. Excuse me?
Mr, FRANK. Is that in any way a

justification or anything relevant—l
must say that disturbs me, that sug-
gestion.

Mr.RITTER. There are certain eco-
nomic —-

Mr. FRANK. Iwant to get back to
the point that Iwas asking. The gen-
tleman suggested that South Africa
today resembles Greece. The gentle-
man said that Nicaragua is a totalitar-
ian regime, and suggested it for the
blacks in South Africa. For the whites
inSouth Africa, it is a great place to
live; no heavy lifting, because the
blacks do it for you.

But in the situation for black people,
Iwould argue that it is far worse than
it was for the people of Nicaragua;
there is much less freedom for the

blacks, and Iwould reject the notion
that there is the basis forblack people
to be at all hopeful about this regime
inSouth Africa.
Iyield to the gentleman from Penn-

sylvania,
Mr.RITTER. What Iam trying to

say is, there are institutions today in
South Africa which do not agree with
apartheid. There is an independent
church which is diametrically opposed
to apartheid. There is a press which is
opposed in part, which is opposed to
apartheid. There are academic institu-
tions, there are business organizations
which have gone several steps to en-
force celibate principles within their
own confines to oppose the system of
apartheid.

Mr. FRANK, Reclaiming my time, I
want to respond to the gentleman's I
think excessive justification of South
Africa.

Mr.Speaker, Iwould ask
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

gentleman from Massachusetts has
the time.

Mr. FRANK. The gentleman should
understand. He talks about an inde-
pendent church in South Africa. Well,
there is an independent church in
Nicaragua.

Youmight say, "Well, the church in
Nicaragua faces harrassment." The
churches in South Africa face persecu-
tion and harrassment that is far
worse.

In South Africa they have indicted
white churchmen as well as black
churchmen. Roman Catholic church-
men have been indicted in South
Africa—ldo not think that there have
been high ranking Roman Catholic
churchmen subjected to the kind of
police procedures in Nicaragua that
they have been in South Africa.

So the argument that because there
is an independent church in Nicara-
gua, they are better off; the South Af-
rican Catholic Church has been very
shabbily treated and persecuted by
this government.
Iyield first to the gentleman from

Texas and then to the gentleman from
Minnesota.

Mr. LELAND. Ithank the gentle-
man from Massachusetts for yielding
tome, and let me direct my comments
to the statements made by the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania, and let him
know that Ihave a certain empathy
for the people of South Africa, be-
cause my roots lie somewhere in the
Continent of Africa, and because of
the brutality that was committed to
the black people who were brought
here, in terms of our cutting off our
roots, we cannot trace back precisely
where we came from.

Let me suggest to you that Iam very
happy to be an American citizen
today, because Ican stand here and
argue with you on the issue apartheid
in South Africa whereas there is not a
black person in the parliament of
South Africa who can argue for the
people they wouldrepresent, given the
opportunity to get elected.

They cannot get elected, not only be-
cause they are disallowed from repre-
sentation for the people who are in
the majority in South Africa,but they
cannot even vote. They do not even
have a vote.

What kind of persecution is that?
You talk very cavalierly about what is
going on in South Africa. There is
nothing cavalier about the fact that
people, black people, are relegated to
townships, shanty towns, if you will,
because white people do not want
them to be a part of their social lifeor
their political or economic life.

They do not gain any benefit from
being a South African citizen and now
they have gotten this incredible
scheme where they would cordon off
land for the so-called black workers in
South Africa and give them that land
and let them call that a township.

They have absolutely no rights to
participate in society inSouth Africa
at all. What is done in Nicaragua is
not comparable to what has gone on in
South Africa.How long has the Sandi-
nista government been inpower?

Let us also review the history of
Nicaragua. What kind of rights did the
people under Somoza have? What
kind?
Ithink that the gentleman must un-

derstand that what is happening in
South Africanow is that things have,
as the gentleman from Massachusetts
has suggested, have gotten much,
much worse.

Anytime the black people get to-
gether in groups now, they are subject
to being killed.Not just incarcerated
or put under house arrest, but now
they are fearful of their lives, just for
going to a funeral. Just for peacefully
demonstrating.

What kind of situation is that? How
can we justify our continued involve-
ment? How can we accept the very pe-
destrian attitude on the part of the
Secretary of State of this country to
say that in fact those people in South
Africa might get a little shaky, the
rulers of South Africa might get a
littleshaky ifwe push too hard?

Mr.FRANK. Iwillreclaim my time
for a second. Ijust want to add to the
comments of my friend from Texas.
He isperplexed, and he wants toknow
how we can do that. Let me explain.
Let me give him the Reagan doctrine
on this. Itcomes from Secretary for
Human Rights Abrams—he is the
human rights expert.

He says, he might as well have been
listening here and wanted to say this
to the gentleman from Texas when he
talks about people being shot down at
funerals:

We must recognize that we are dealing
with another sovereign nation. And by no
means the only country in the world to
abuse human rights. We cannot dictate to
that nation's leaders how to conduct their
internal affairs.

That is the justification for nonin-
tervention in South Africa. But with
Nicaragua, because they have censored
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the press and have not had elections
that we fully approve of, we can fi-
nance a revolution against them.
Iyield to the gentleman from Min-

nesota.
Mr.WEBER. Ithank the gentleman

from Massachusetts for yielding to
me.

Mr.Speaker, Ihave not been a part
of this entire discussion; Iwatched
some of it on television in my office.
Let me say, Iessentially agree with
the gentleman from Texas and the
gentleman from Massachusetts about
the situation in South Africa.
Ispecifically agree with the gentle-

man from Massachusetts about the
stupidity of the remarks of the Secre-
tary of State. Ido not want to get into
that argument, particularly, but it
seems to me that what we are— where
Iwilldisagree withboth of the gentle-
men is that the situation inNicaragua
is nowhere comparable to the situa-
tioninSouth Africa.
Inmy judgment, all the elements of

the same kind of oppression, ifnot in
degree, but the same kind of oppres-
sion are existent inSandinista Nicara-
gua that exist in South Africa. There
is oppression of the church by the
Sandinista government. The archbish-
op has had his car destroyed twice;
once with him in it by the Tour Bus
Divinas organized by the Sandinista
government; Father Pina has been
stripped and beaten by Sandinista sol-
diers; the Sandinista government has
expelled all the foreign priests work-
ing with the traditional church and
kept only the priests working with the
so-called popular church.

So there are elements of religious re-
pression. Even the elements of the re-
settlement program that the gentle-
man from Texas [Mr.Leland] so elo-
quently pointed out, one of the major
human rights violations on the planet
which is taking place right now in
South Africa, but there is even an ele-
ment of that inNicaragua, as 3,000 to
4,000 families in the Montegulpa Prov-
ince and the other northern areas of
the country are being relocated by the
Sandinista government, having their
families torn apart.

D Í640

Inmy judgment, if there is a differ-
ence in degree between Nicaragua and
South Africa, it is only because the
Sandinistas have not had a sufficient
amount of time to entrench the totali-
tarian nature of their state.

Mr. FRANK. Iwill take my time
back now. The gentleman has made
his statement. Iwill take my time
back, and Iwant to make one point
clear. We were not here, essentially,
arguing that particular point. What
we were saying was this: The gentle-
man said he is willing to concede, I
guess, that South Africa, for black
people, is maybe a degree or two worse
than Nicaragua.

Mr.WEBER. Ijust said it is worse. I
did not say a degree or two.Isaid it is
worse.

Mr. FRANK. Allright. The gentle-
man concedes that South Africa is
worse than Nicaragua. Now he thinks
if you give Nicaragua time, they may
overturn them. The point we are
making is this: We are addressing that
part of the Reagan administration's
justification for making war on Nica-
ragua which says we are concerned
about democracy.

Ifyou want to argue the other point,
you can. What Iam saying is

Mr. WEBER. Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr.FRANK. No; Ihave not yielded
yet, because Iwant to get back on the
point. The point we are making is
this

Mr. WEBER. Iam trying to address
the point.

Mr.FRANK. Well, then get a special
order and address it.

The point is, the administration has
said that one of the moral justifica-
tions for making war on Nicaragua
with American money is their lack of
democracy. At the same time it has
said with regard toSouth Africa:

You can't expect the government to
change. They are a sovereign nation. Ifwe
push too hard, they will rebel against us.
That is not the way to do it.

What we are saying is, it is hypo-
critical for a government to make ex-
cuses for not pressing very hard
against South Africa. And Iadmired
the letter that the gentleman and
others on his side of the aisle sent to
the South African Government. I
thought it was an important letter.I
wish it reflected administration policy.

Let us not lose sight of the fact that
the No. 1 defender of apartheid in
America today, as Iremember him
fromhis statements in the columns he
wrote, he is now the Director of Com-
munications, Mr. Buchanan. Mr. Bu-
chanan has basically defended apart-
heid. He is in the White House. That
is the policy we have today.

What we are saying is, this adminis-
tration, if they want to persuade us
that 3 millionpoorly organized people
inNicaragua are a threat to this great
superpower, let them do it on that
basis. But let them not try to invoke
democratic principles, because when
the gentleman agrees South Africa is,
if anything, even worse, even if they
are both unfortunate, where do you
get any justification for saying, given
the South African policy, that one of
the reasons we are making war on
Nicaragua is democracy?

The speech says there were four con-
ditions. One of the Secretary of
State's and President's conditions for
calling off the war is the lack of de-
mocracy. Well, if we were to go to war
against everybody in part on that
basis, Ithink we would be bankrupt.
Iyield tomy friend fromTexas.
Mr. GONZALEZ. Iimpose on my

colleague quite reluctantly, but only
because the gentleman that you just
yielded tobefore on the other side has
made a grievous misstatement of truth
and fact, and Iwould like at this point
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to provide, if the gentleman agrees
with this unanimous-consent request,
a reply to this question of so-called re-
ligious persecution in Nicaragua, by
Rev, William Callahan, who is here
now in the Washington area but has
worked and lived in Nicaragua for
many, many years, and Ijust want to
state at this point the categorical
answer that he makes to this, in view
of the fact that the President had
talked quite insincerely, Ithink, about
using the hierarchy as sort of a
medium ofreconciliation.

"The Roman Catholic bishops, as a
whole," in Nicaragua, "have taken a
strong adversarial position toward the
Sandinista party and toward the newly
elected Nicaraguan Government. They
are not perceived as impartial either
inside Nicaragua or internationally* ? ? »»

"The struggle between the bishops
and the Nicaraguan Government is es-
sentially political, not religious; that
is, a struggle over 'turfs,' not over reli-
gious freedom," which has been one of
the long-associated historical dilem-
mas in the Latin American countries,
beginning withMexico and proceeding
on south.

Many religious opponents of the Nicara-
guan Government suggest that Nicaragua
willbecome

'
'another Cuba."

Exactly the opposite has happened.
The very opposite. In Cuba, the
churches were restricted to the
churches and the religious practition-
ers restricted to the churches, they
have been closed, to all intents and
purposes, religious schools have been
closed, the Catholic Church had
fought Castro, lost, and has been
sharply reduced in scope and influ-
ence.

Exactly the opposite is true after 6
years in power of the so-called Sandi-
nista regime. "Churches of all denomi-
nations enjoy freedom of worship. The
churches are vigorous." The Nicara-
guans are a highly religious people,
"as witnessed in the public activity of
those supporting the revolution and
those opposing it. Religious schools
are flourishing, and the intrachureh
debates are vigorous."

Fourth, "the struggle in Nicaragua is
not only between the government and
the bishops but within the church
community, i.e., between Catholics
who oppose the revolution and those
powerful segments of the Catholic
community that support the revolu-
tion."

Mr. FRANK. Iwill just say to my
friend from Texas that unfortunately
Ionly have 5 minutes remaining.

Mr.GONZALEZ, Ithought it would
be appropriate to put that in..

Mr.FRANK.Iappreciate it,Ihope
it willbe inserted. ButIdid want to
have time to yield a littlebit to my
two friends. Let me go to my friend
from Minnesota first and then to my
friend from California. Iwill keep

about a minute formyself.
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Mr.WEBER. Let me just ask my col-

league, the gentleman fromTexas had
a unanimous consent request, Ido not
want to interrupt the free flow of
debate, but Ihope the gentleman is
not going to insert at this point in the
Record massive volumes of materials,
because if he is going to do that, I
would like to do the same thing to
hold out my point of view. Iwould
hope that the gentleman would agree
with me that neither of us would go
messing up their special order withall
sorts ofunanimous consent requests at
this time.

Mr. FRANK, Well, the gentleman
from Minnesota willnot be surprised
if the gentleman from Texas has his
own special order.

Mr.WEBER. Iam sure that he does.
Mr. FRANK. And he will put in

whatever he thinks is appropriate.
Mr. WEBER. Ithank the gentleman

for yielding. Iwillnot go into this at
any great length. Iwilljust say that in
my visit to that part of the worldIex-
plored more than any other question
the question of the situation of the
Catholic Church.

Mr. FRANK. Which part of the
world,South Africa or Nicaragua?

Mr. WEBER. Both in El Salvador
and inNicaragua, not inSouth Africa.

Mr.FRANK.Not inSouth Africa.
Mr. WEBER. And Idisagree with

the conclusions of the gentleman from
Texas. We were told by Archbishop
Obando y Bravo that over 860 priests
in Nicaragua remained loyal to the
traditional church and only 10 Nicara-
guan priests and 40 foreign priests are
loyal to the so-called Popular Church.

Furthermore, the Popular Church,
which does not attract very large
crowds at Sunday mass when we were
there at that time, is subsidized heavi-
ly by the government. Half a million
dollars went to the center which subsi-
dizes the Popular Church and the San-
dinista government. Let me just con-
clude, and then Iwillgive your time
back.

Mr. FRANK. Ijust wanted to ask
the gentleman, because that is not ba-
sically my point, Iwanted to ask him,
does he think that the fact that a
church is mistreated, which Igreatly
deplore, is an independent reason for
America to finance an armed assault
on the government that does it? Be-
cause Ithink the South African Gov-
ernment mistreats its churches as
badly and in many cases worse, with
indictments and persecutions, as Nica-
ragua. So Iam not here to say that
these things do not happen, simply
that itishypocritical for this adminis-
tration to advance that as an inde-
pendent reason for attack.
Iyield to the gentleman from Min-

nesota.
Mr. WEBER. One, Iam responding

to the gentleman from Texas, who
took specific issue withmy comments.
Two, Ido not think in and of itself
that the nature of religious freedom in
any country is reason forus to justify
the overthrow of that government.

However, the nature of religious free-
dom in the country of Nicaragua, to
the extent which it exists and the atti-
tude the government takes toward it,
together with other facts we know
about that government, are substan-
tialevidence of the nature of that gov-
ernment and should be brought to
bear inthe debate.

Mr.FRANK.Ihave to take back my
time. Yes; they are evidence of the
nature of the government. The point
the gentleman from Texas and Iare
making is this: Itis hypocritical to be
South Africa's best friend—l do not
mean the gentleman from Minnesota,
who has been very good on this sub-
ject ofSouth Africa—itis hypocritical
for this administration tobe South Af-
rica's friend and say we cannot pres-
sure them politically and then find a
lack of democracy as any part of the
justification for an assault on Nicara-
gua. Ifthey want to justify the Ameri-
can people taking scarce dollars to en-
courage people to killeach other in
Nicaragua, they better find some
other reason than that they are con-
cerned about democracy, because as
South Africa's friend, as Marcos'
friend, as the friend of so many other
dictators, right and left, the People's
Republic of China» when was the last
time they pressured them for democ-
racy?

Mr.LELAND, Chile» Mr.Pinochet in
Chile,

Mr. FRANK. Chile, which is far
more oppressive, right in our own
hemisphere. Itsimply willnot wash
for them to invoke democracy, and it
degrades the debate for them to pre-
tend.

Let me yield to the gentleman from
California,

Mr. HUNTER. Ithank the gentle*
man for yielding.

To get back to the gentleman's origi-
nal point, Ithink the gentleman has
made a good case for inconsistency
here manifest in the statements of Mr.
Shultz and others in the administra-
tion. My question for the gentleman
is, because it appeared to me that the
gentleman was saying that he agrees
that the Sandinistas do pose— at least
there is an argument to be made for a
military threat and that they are, in
many cases, as bad as the South Af-
ricans

Mr, FRANK. No; let me just say to
the gentleman that Idisagree with
their internal policies, Ithink they are
undemocratic; Iam not afraid of the
Sandinistas because Nicaragua is a
small, rather poor country. Iwould be
inclined, as a citizen of Massachusetts,
to be more afraid of Connecticut than
Iam of Nicaragua, because they have
a better industrial base. But the point
Iwould make is that Iam critical of
their lack of democracy, Iam not
frightened of them. AndIam not a big
tough guy, this is not a macho act, itis
just geopolitics.
Iyield back to the gentleman.
Mr.HUNTER. Myquestion is simply

this: Does the gentleman feel—because

the Contra vote obviously is coming
up, and the gentleman has not indicat-
ed how he is going to vote on that.
Does the gentleman feel that there is
enough of a proxy Soviet presence
there in Nicaragua or a potential pres-
ence, satellite presence, to be a threat
on the magnitude ofCuba?

Mr. FRANK, I* will take 1 minute,
and then Iwill yield to the gentleman
from Texas.

No; in the first place, if it were a
threat of the magnitude of Cuba, I
suppose we would have to go and
invade Cuba too, and Ithink that dis-
proves the gentleman's point.Ifit is a
Cuba-type threat, if it is a proxy for
Cuba, what do you get by doing away
with the proxy when the real thing is
still there just a few miles away?
Ido not think that America should

be the 911 of civilliberties, every time
people repress their citizens you dial
911, out comes BillCasey and $50 mil-
lion and a comic book about how to
murder people and blow up their toi-
lets.Ithink that is a great waste. Iam
not afraid ofNicaragua. Ithink we can
say, as a majority of both parties of
this House said, we are prepared to
support policies that interdict the
shipment of arms elsewhere, butIam
not for invading them, andIam for an
equivalent policy,Iam not for funding
the African National Congress, Iam
not for making war onSouth Africa,I
am for the kinds of economic sanc-
tions in South AfricaIthink would
help.
Iwill yield, to finish up, to the gen-

tleman fromTexas.

D 1650
Mr. LELAND.Iwould just like to

ask the gentleman if,on the premise
that we have involved ourselves and
the way that we have as a Govern-
ment in Nicaragua, should not we
attack the Soviet Union right now
since in fact we are worried about
their involvement? Imean, that is ex-
actly what the parameters of the dis-
cussion happen tobe. That is what the
gentleman is suggesting.

Mr.FRANK.Isay to my friend from
Texas: Please do not give them any
ideas.•Mr.STOKES. Mr. Speaker, Iwould
like to thank my distinguished col-
leagues, the gentleman from Texas
[Mr.Leland] and the gentleman from
Massachusetts [Mr.Frank] for reserv-
ing this special order on the Reagan
administration's "constructive engage-
ment* approach toward the South Af-
rican Government. The President
would have us to believe that this ap-
proach is the key to changing the
racist system of apartheid in South
Africa.That is not the case.

The American news media depicts
almost daily the mounting injustices,
senseless killings, and horrors that are
a part of the everyday lifeof the 22.7
million black South Africans. Al-
though they comprise the majority of
the population, blacks inSouth Africa*
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virtually have no political, economic,
or social power. The majority is ruled
by the minority— 4.7 million white
South Africans. White South Africans
can vote. Black South Africans cannot.
For every $1a white employee earns, a
black earns 22 cents.

Mr.Speaker, while the united States
simply watches, the grand scheme of
apartheid to establish satellite black
townships where blacks are relegated
and robbed of their homeland is infull
swing. Institutional discrimination and
overt racism are the law of the land.
Violence and unjustified killings by
government police against unarmed
black South Africans are on the in-
crease.

"Constructive engagement
"

willnot
change this situation. In fact, the
Reagan administration approach may
worsen it. Constructive engagement

has lulledthe white ruling South Afri-
can Government into actually believ-
ing that apartheid can survive.

The Reagan administration's ap-
proach is a simplistic response to a
complex problem. Itis also a comfort-
able position for the United States.
Over 300 American corporations con-
duct business in South Africa. South
Africa's minerals are imported, in
large quantities, into the United
States. And, South Africa is a major
ally of the United States in that part
of the globe.

Itis a tough decision. But, leaders of
this Nation, the self-proelaimed cham-
pion of the oppressed around the
globe, must take a firm stand on the
side of justice in South Africa. Con-
structive engagement is not the
answer. Only swiftand effective action
by the American Government will
push the South African ruling minori-
ty government to review and abolish
the apartheid system.

Mr. Speaker, the Anti-Apartheid
Act, introduced by my distinguished
colleague, Congressman BillGray, is
a good first step. The bill prohibits
American businesses from making new
investments in or loans to South
Africa. The billfurther prohibits the
sale in this country of the gold South
Africankruggerand coin and sets forth
steps fromthe sanctions to be lifted.

The Anti-Apartheid Act is tough
action, not meaningless talk like the
Reagan administration constructive
engagement approach. The American
Government must act, decisively,
before itis too late in South Africa.®
® Mr.SOLARZ. Mr.Speaker, Iam ex-
tremely pleased to sponsor H.R. 1460,
the anti-Apartheid Act of 1985, which
was introduced on March 7, 1985. For
several years now, along with many
like-minded colleagues in the House of
Representatives, Ihave sought to
enact legislation to limit American
economic and political relations with
South Africa and to express our com-
mitment to see the policy of apartheid
eradicated. Such legislation passed the
House of Representatives last year,
but unfortunately died in the Senate
in the last hours of the session. None-

theless, in the ensuing months advo-
cates of sanctions have been encour-
aged and renewed by the demonstra-
tions of concern and commitment by
thousands of Americans on this issue,
and we are pleased to reintroduce the
South Africasanctions billfor passage
during the current session of Con-
gress.

Virtually all Americans would agree
that South Africa's apartheid system
is incompatible with democratic princi-
ples and human rights. Any system of
government which excludes by defini-
tion the overwhelming majority of
people who livein that country merely
because of the color of their skin is a
system of government that we would
find fundamentally objectionable. The
question we confront in the Congress
is not how to assess apartheid, but
how to respond to it.

The answer advanced by the Reagan
administration is a policy known as a
constructive engagement, grounded in
the belief, as Assistant Secretary of
State Chester Crocker has said, "that
it is not our task to choose between
black and white." After 4 years, the
verdict is in on the constructive en-
gagement approach. Itis a flawed and
failed policy, a monument to moral
myopia and wishful thinking. It has
caused South Africa neither to relax
its racist repression at home, nor to
end its control of Namibia in defiance
of international law. Meanwhile, the
United States is paying an increasingly
heavy price, with the black majority in
South Africa, with other African na-
tions, and even withsome of our West-
ern allies, for a policy which is often
perceived as a reapproachment with
racism.

Clearly, it is now time to abandon
constructive engagement and bring
forward a new approach, one which
makes clear in deed as well as word
our abhorrence of apartheid. Itis time
to develop a policy in which we choose
not between black and white, but be-
tween justice and injustice. In design-
ing and executing such a policy, we
should cast aside any illusions that
our actions willbring the apartheid
system to its knees. Inthe final analy-
sis, a politicalresolution of South Afri-
ca's problems must come from within
South Africa, not from the United
States or any other outside nation. At
the same time, there are a number of
steps we could take which would have
a significant symbolic and substantive
impact upon events in South Africa.
Several of those steps are embodied in
the legislation that was introduced on
March 7, 1985. The billhas four parts:
First, a ban on loans by U.S. banks to
the South African Government or its
parastatal entities, except for loans
made for educational, housing, and
health facilities which are available on
a totally nondiscriminatory basis in
areas open to all population groups;
second, no new investment by Ameri-
can companies in South Africa; third,
a ban on the importation into the
United States of the South African
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krugerrand or any other gold coin
minted by the South African Govern-
ment; and fourth, a ban on the sales of
computers (which are used to enforce
apartheid) to the South African Gov-
ernment.

Critics of the legislation contended
that it is wrong to single out South
Africa for special condemnation when
there are so many other human rights
violators around the world. But the
fact is that for a variety of reasons the
United States has adopted stringent
measures against other nations—re-
strictions which have frequently been
more sweeping that those proposed in
this bill.For example, in 1978 we en-
acted a total economic embargo on
trade with Uganda. Under the Interna-
tional Emergency Economic Powers
Act, the United States maintains an
embargo on economic transactions
with Cuba, Vietnam, Cambodia, and
North Korea and implemented an em-
bargo against Iran during the hostage
crisis. Under the United Nations Par-
ticipation Act, we carried out exten-
sive economic sanctions against the
white minority government of Rhode-
sia for many years. The Export Ad-
ministration Act contains other provi-
sions under which exports to South
Africa and many other nations are
controlled or restricted on grounds of
short supply, national security, anti-
terrorism, human rights, nonprolifera-
tion of nuclear weapons, and other
foreign policy considerations.

Given the actions we have taken
against other human rights violators,I
believe our Nation would be more open
to a charge of inconsistency and selec-
tive indignation in our foreign policy if
we failed to enact this legislation. If
we believe human rights to be a valid
and important consideration in our
foreign policy, it would seem to be par-
ticularly inappropriate to carry on
business as usual with the apartheid
regime. While all forms of dictatorship
and tyranny are objectionable, there is
something especially repulsive about a
system of tyranny based on the doc-
trine of racial exclusion because that
idea strikes in a very fundamental and
insidious way at the dignity of human
beings.
Ibelieve it is now up to the Congress

to point us toward a fundamentally
different course in our relations with
South Africa, a course which serves
both our sense of national purpose
and our national interest, which is
consistent with our own commitment
to individual freedom and recognizes
the reality of eventual majority rule in
that nation.®•Mr. LEVINE of California. Mr.
Speaker, Iam pleased to have the op-
portunity to participate in this special
order on the lack of firm action by the
Reagan administration against the
practice of apartheid by the South Af-
rican Government.

On taking office in 1981, the Reagan

administration formulated the policy
of constructive engagement to encoui-
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age peaceful change away from apart-
heid inSouth Africa.But treating this
odious practice in such a benign
manner is like treating terminal
cancer with laetrile. It just doesn't
work.

The South African Government op-
erates under an entrenched system of
institutional racism, in open defiance
of any standard of civilized society.
Yet the Reagan administration still
prefers to adhere to its misguided
policy and to reward this inhuman
South African Government by making
it the United States' largest trading
partner and by becoming the second-
largest foreign investor in South
Africa.

Through apartheid, the South Afri-
can Government allows a minority of
4.5 million whites to deny 22 million
black South Africans their basic
human rights. Black South Africans
cannot vote. They cannot run for po-
litical office to have a voice in their
own destiny. The South African Gov-
ernment's homelands policy has re-
sulted in over 9 million black South
Africans being stripped of their citi-
zenship in the land of their own birth.
The South African Government has
increased its oppression of trade
unions. Its policies have resulted in
the death of blacks fighting for their
rights and for their ever-elusive free-
dom. A virtual police state exists in
South Africa.

Mr. Speaker, we must raise our
voices loudly and clearly in opposition
to the unconscionable practice of
apartheid and to the Reagan adminis-
tration's policy. Constructive engage-
ment is not the answer. Tolerance of
apartheid is not the answer. We must
remember the oppressed black South
Africans longing for their freedom and
for the respect they deserve. We must
speak for them and to agitate on their
behalf. Our national values and inter-
ests mandate that we take up the
cause of those longing tobe free of the
shackles of their oppressors. Itis our
moral responsibility.

We can help break the back of
apartheid by breaking the grip of
those who foster that obnoxious prac-
tice, We must remember the human
beings for whom and with whom we
fight. We must keep them and their
indomitable spirit in our hearts and
minds. We can have an effect by op-
posing administration policy and by
passing stong antiapartheid legisla-
tion, whichIendorse wholeheartedly.
We can do that by expressing our
views and by pressing unceasingly
against the relentless wall of apart-
heid.

South African bishop, Desmond
Tutu, recipient of the 1984 Nobel Prize
for Peace, has said that no amount of
repression can contain the millions of
black South Africans who are deter-
mined to be free. Let us join them in
their determination and their efforts.
We must stand with them, hands
joined, in unity of spirit, for a cause
that is right. One day they will be

free, and I, for one, want to help
hasten that day.#
& Mr. MORRISON of Connecticut.
Mr.Speaker, Iam proud to join with
my colleagues in supporting H.R. 1460,
the Anti-Apartheid Actof 1985.

South Africa is the only country in
the world that practices legally man-
dated m racism. The United States
cannot associate itself with a govern-
ment that oppresses 23 million of its
citizens. As the champion of democra-
cy, freedom, and human rights in the
world, we must demonstrate our ab-
horrence and repugnance for apart-
heid.

The effects of apartheid are devas-
tating. In the past 35 years, 3 million
black, 800,000 mix race, and 400 Indian
South African citizens ha/c been forc-
ibly removed from their land. As a
result of poor sanitary conditions, low
standards of nutrition, and the lack of
sufficient hospitals and doctors in the
so-called homelands, infant mortality
among blacks is as high as 200 per
1,000 livebirths (among whites, it is 15
per 1,000 live births). The poor living
conditions also give blacks a life ex-
pectancy of 57 years as compared with
70 years for whites.

Some of South Africa's principal ex-
ports include diamonds, uranium,
metals, metallic ores, and gold. Yet, a
black mineworker earns an average of
$136 a month, whilehis white counter-
part earns an average of $750 a month.
The South African Government
spends $7 on each whitestudent's edu-
cation for every $1 spent on a black
student's education. Since August
1984, over 270 blacks have been killed,
and over 4,500 blacks have been arrest-
ed.

South Africa's black majority is
denied the right to citizenship, the
right to national political participa-
tion, the right to choose where one
willlive and work, and the right of
free assembly to petition the govern-
ment for a redress of grievances.
It is quite obvious that the Reagan

administration's policy of constructive
engagement isnot working. The South
African Government recently estab-
lished a new constitution that does not
even acknowledge the very existence
ofblack South Africans.

We must make it clear to the South
AfricanGovernment and to the rest of
the worldthat we findapartheid total-
ly unacceptable. We must do more
than say we don't likeapartheid.

My colleague, Mr. Gray, of Pennsyl-
vania, has introduced a billthat will
impose economic sanctions against the
South African Government. H.R. 1460
prohibits loans to the South African
Government, prohibits allnew invest-
ment in South Africa and Namibia,
bans the importation of krugerrands
into the United States, and prohibits
computer sales to the South African
Government. These sanctions demon-
strate our abhorrence and repugnance
for such oppression.
Ihave joined as a cosponsor of H.R.

1460, and Ihope that this body will

take favorable action on this impor-
tant measure without delay. Itis time
for the United States to take a strong

and clear stand against apartheid.©•Mr. MINETA.Mr.Speaker, today, I
would like to join with my colleagues
in bringing attention to the adminis-
tration's continued support of the
racist and brutal policies of the Gov-
ernment of South Africa. In face of
the administration's tacit approval of
the apartheid policies in South Africa,
Ibelieve citizens all across our Nation
must make known to their lawmakers
that it is unacceptable to continue to
have close relations with a country
where human rights are denied to 73
percent of the population because of
their race. In their own country,
South African blacks must carry
passes at all times; they cannot vote;
they cannot own property in the'
'white areas" which comprise 87 per-

cent of the country; they are barred
from making any economic progress;
and many have to live apart from
their families.

U.S. citizens must object loudly
against our Nation's economic power
reinforcing a government that fre-
quently displays brutal violence to-
wards its citizens—shooting and killing
innocent people who feel compelled to
demonstrate against the injustices of
the white-supremacist government of
South Africa.

The Reagan administration speaks
of the importance of constructive en-
gagement, and is an enthusiastic ap-
plauder of South African President
Botha's tepid and cosmetic reforms.
Our citizens must ask out loud, "What
have 4 years of this so-called construc-
tive engagement brought"?
Ifat the highest levelof our Govern-

ment there is silence and inaction,
then our national objection to the
policy of apartheid and the Govern-
ment of South Africa must begin at
the grass roots level, for our national
patience is fast running out.

Mr. Speaker, Iam proud to say that
the city council of my hometown of
San Jose, CA, on April 2, 1985, voted
to begin banning investment of city
money in South African Government,
in corporate securities, and in Ameri-
can firms that have subsidiaries in
South Africa. Icommend the council
for their action for Ibelieve they
voted their conscience in passing this
measure. Ihope my colleagues in the
House will follow their example when
legislation comes to the floor which
seeks to make it the policy of the
United States to condemn and seek
eradication of the policy of apartheid
through specific prohibitions and re-
strictions on loans, investments and
exports toSouth Africa.®

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
a previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman fromNebraska [Mr.Bereuter]

is recognized for 60 minutes.
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[Mr. BEREUTER addressed the
House. His remarks willappear hereaf-
ter in the Extensions ofRemarks.]

MY ADVICE TO THE PRIVILEGED
ORDERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
a previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. Gonzalez] is
recognized for 60 minutes.

Mr GONZALEZ. Mr.Speaker, Icon-
tinue on my advice to the privileged
orders, which, as Ihave said, include
first and foremost my colleagues. We
happen to find ourselves at a critical
moment inour hierarchial, societal po-
sition in one of the pinnacle points of
privilege. But mostly to those real
wielders of power, the real privileged
orders, which today in America repre-
sent those forces that ensconced in an
unaccountable way to the people in
basic violation of the basic tenets that
gave rise to our form of government
under the Constitution that is opera-
tive today, are wielding the power of
war and peace; the American standard
of living; the doom or the extinction of
millions of our small business exter-
prises.

To these privileged orders Iaddress,
and continue to address my remarks. I
had intended to begin by continuing
what Ileft somewhat unfinished yes-
terday with respect to this peculiar sit-
uation that brings us full circle in
America back to the 200-year-ago
point and just almost on the eve of our
bicentennial celebration of the Gov-
ernment that we enjoy today. So many
Americans think that we had a bicen-
tennial in 1976; the truth is that our
form of government willnot have a
200 thbirthday until1989.

There is nothing, Imight point out
to my colleagues, that vouchsafes the
continuity or the permanence of this
form of government. We take it for
granted, true. But we better start
working at it.
Iwas starting to begin on that

premise when Ijoined, just a few min-
utes ago, in some of the discussion
that the distinguished gentleman from
Massachusetts, who, with his un-
matched wit and incisive intellect has
so eloquently pointed out and has, I
think, removed some of the obscuran-
tism of the current President and his
regime in the trappings that they have
tried to provide in guise of a policy,
but whichineffect isno policy at all.I
am very grateful to the gentleman
from Massachusetts for at least point-
ing out the incoherency, if not the
actual hypocrisy and outright insincer-
ity,in what is being uttered and what
is being done.
Iwanted to take this point to pick

up on that matter having to do with
our relations and our present cata-
strophic course in Central America,
specifically. But generally toward
those countries that share the destiny
south of the border with us, beginning
withthe Republic of Mexico.

Inthe first place, we cannot contin-
ue to indulge in the misperceptions
that stillprevail in the minds of the
overwhelmingly and preponderant
number of Americans in and out of
the Congress, in and out of the White
House. Also, the reference to the situ-
ation or the anomolous position and
conflicting position of the administra-
tion and its spokesmen with respect to
the situation in Central America with
specific reference to the Republic of
Nicaragua, and the South African
country or government or republic.
Itreminded me very much, Iwanted

my colleague from Texas and my dis-
tinguished colleague from Massachu-
setts to hear this because in1957, as a
freshman member of the State Senate
of Texas, at a time before the name
Martin Luther King was heard, Igot
up and filibustered, Iused the instru-
mentality that had really been born in
the Texas State Senate; not in the
U.S. Senate. The unlimited rule of
debate and the filibuster, as it got to
be called popularly, really had its
birth in that great institution known
as the Texas State Senate.

We were facing that particular year
the massive group of resistance bills
that had emanated out of the State of
Virginia and had wended its course
through the 11 Confederate States. I
might say that the record willshow
that it was only in the Texas Legisla-
ture where they were even debated. In
the Arkansas Legislature, for example,
the 16 basic measures were approved
in about 16 minutes. So that when I
got up, took the floor, held it continu-
ously without cease and without sit-
ting for a total of some 26Va hours, and
then combined with a senior member
at that time, but a recent former col-
league of ours in the Congress, Mr.
Abraham Kazen, we filibustered and
tied up the Senate a total of 36 hours,
and we ended up in enabling the
Senate to approve only 2 of the 16.

But the arguments that were ad-
vanced were identical to what you
heard here today. Now,Icannot evoke
that atmosphere: The sounds, the
smells, the hatred, the putredness of
outworn prejudicies encrusted into the
law.Ihad first seen that on the city
council levelofSan Antonio, where we
had the same thing. Astoundedly, I
was the one that had a hand in the
first so-called Supreme Court decision
that was the beginning of the so-called
civilrights, and that was the unconsti-
tutionally of restrictive covenants in
the alienation of property based on
race, color, creed, or nationality.

At that time it was very popular a
practice in San Antonio and in Texas
generally, but particularly in that
part, and more virulently in east
Texas, to have in the master deed
records with the county clerk, filed
these restrictive covenants that read:

"Ifat any time this property, either
through diseason or alienation or sale
or inheritance or bequeath, should
become an ownership in the hands of
a Negro or a Mexican," and in some
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sporadic instances they also included
the wordJew, "then the original title,
that is the title to this land, shall
revert to the original grantor/ That is
the one who had originally filed the
master deeds when he or she proceed-
ed to develop plats of land or what we
call today developments or subdevel-
opments.

D 1700
So that here we were in the glorious

year of our Lord1947, while in the law
school Ihad studied that very diligent-
ly and then after the war, and subse-
quent to 1946, Iread with great inter-
est in a law journal that the black
group inSt. Louis, MO,had raised the
magnificent sum of $250,000 in order
toprosecute the case ofrestrictive cov-
enants through the judiciary and were
headed for the Supreme Court.

Now, in San Antonio, we had had,
some of us, the same experiences that
were customary and were encrusted
into the State statutes known as Jim
Crow laws, and the other State consti-
tutional provisions that called for
strict segregation up and down the
line. We were no different fromSouth
Africa. The antimiscegenation laws
were criminal culpability in nature,
and inthe city of San Antonio, lo and
behold, Iorganized what was known as
the first, sponsored Mexican-Ameri-
can—even though Ihate hyphenated
names, Iwilluse this for descriptive
purposes-— businessmen. These were
relatively young men who had some-
how or other remained inSan Antonio
during the war and they were able to
profit, and some of them reached the
great position of being either million-
aires or near-millionaires. So after the
war Ithought it was time that the
people ofMexican origin do more than
just sit back and whine and complain
about discrimination.

AsIsay and repeat, in some areas,
including San Antonio at that time,
and particularly before the war, we
faced, and especially those who had a
darker texture of their skins, and in
my family,as Isaid once before here, I
am the lightest complexioned in the
family, so thatIshared some experi-
ences that were directed to my broth-
ers and my sister that unfortunately I
wouldbe spared because the individual
prohibiting entry say to the skating

rink on St. Mary Street, or to the
swimming pool at San Pedro Park, or
further over inNew Braunfels, TXt to
the Land Apart, and before that, well,
later it became a State park so we
were able to proscribe that kind of
practice, but at that timeIhad the ex-
perience of having these individuals
say, "Allright, we do not allowMexi-
cans," Then they would look at me
and say, "Well, you are all right be-
cause you are Spanish."

This is the reason Ido not like this
word Hispanic today, even though it
offends some of my colleagues of
Puerto Rican and Cuban descent who
are generally classified as Hispanics. I
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