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EVERGREEN MEMORY GARDENS

CEREMONY
(Mr, COBEY asked and was given

permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. COBEY. Mr, Speaker, recently,
Ihad the privilege and honor to repre-
sent the U.S. Congress at a dedication
service inReidsville, NC.

At Evergreen Memory Gardens, a
bronze memorial to the Manila Ameri-
can Cemetery and Memorial from
World War 11, plus a bronze memorial
to the eight World War IAmerican
military cemeteries on foreign soil,
were officiallydedicated.

This was the 14th and last dedica-
tion ceremony held at Evergreen
Memory Gardens. Now, allof our mili-
tary dead on foreign soil have been
honored there.

These dedications of bronze memori-
als were the result of the dedicated
workof a true patriot, Mr.Les Daly,

We are extremely fortunate to live
in a country that can produce men of
Mr.Daly's stature.

The bronze plaques at Evergreen
Memory Gardens willbe a constant re-
minder of those Americans who made
the supreme sacrifice for freedom.

ELECTION OP MEMBER TO
COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr, Speaker, as
chairman of the Democratic Caucus
and by direction of the caucus, Ioffer
a privileged resolution (H. Res. 185)
designating membership on a standing
committee of the House, and ask for
its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H.Res. 185
Resolved, That John Bryant, Texas, be,

and he is hereby, elected to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

The resolution was agreed to.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.

THE SANDINISTAS ARE
COMMUNISTS

(Mr. SILJANDER asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. SILJANDER. Mr.Speaker, it is
interesting in this debate on Nicara-
gua that on one hand we have Yasser
Arafat and his group, Ayatollah Kho-
meini, we have Muammar Qadhafi of
Libya, the Russians, the Cubans, Bul-
garians, North Koreans, allsupplying
millions of dollars to the Government
of Nicaragua, and the answer is, "they
are not Communists." The Sandinista
government is, in fact, Communist.
They are supported by radicals. They
are, in fact, Marxist-Leninists, clearly
and simply.

Mr.WALKER. Mr.Speaker, willthe
gentleman yield?

Mr.SILJANDER. Iyield to the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania.
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Mr. WALKER. Ithank the gentle-
man for yielding, because Ithink the
gentleman makes a very valid point.

The point that this gentleman made ,
earlier in the well is the fact that
there is no doubt that we are dealing
with Nicaraguan Communists. The
question is whether or not, in provid-
ing the humanitarian aid that we all
want, we provide it to freedom fighters
who are on our side, or whether we
provide it to the Communists.
Ido not think that we want to be in

a position on the House floor of sug-
gesting that the way in which you
should approach the problem in Nica-
ragua is to provide U.S. taxpayers'
money to the Communists in Nicara-
gua; rather, Ithink we ought to go the
direction that the minority leader sug-
gests: that what we ought to be doing
is supplying some money to the free-
dom fighters, the people who are on
our side inNicaragua,

Far better that we do that. Far
better that we do that than move in
the direction that seems to be suggest-
ed here, that the Communist govern-
ment of Nicaragua is where we ought
to place our help.

No,Ido not think the American tax-
payers want to see their tax dollars
going to Nicaraguan Communists.
They want to see them going to the
democratic opposition within that
country.

Mr. DORGAN of North Dakota. Mr.
Speaker, willthe gentleman yield?

The SPEAKER. The time of the
gentleman from Michigan [Mr, Sil-
jander] has expired.

D 1230

ANTI-APARTHEID ACT OF 1985
The SPEAKER. Pursuant to House

Resolution 174 and rule XXIII, the
Chair declares the House in the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union for the further
consideration of the bill,H.R. 1460.

D 1232
INTHE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly the House resolved
itself into the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the
Union for the further consideration of
the bill(H.R. 1460) to express the op-
position of the United States to the
system of apartheid in South Africa,
and for other purposes, withMr.de la
Garza in the chair.

The Clerk read the titleof the bill.
The CHAIRMAN. When the Com-

mittee of the Whole rose on Tuesday,
June 4, 1985, pending was an amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute of-
fered by the gentleman fromMichigan
[Mr.SiljanderL The gentleman from
Michigan [Mr.Siljander 3 had 30 min-
utes of debate remaining and the gen-
tleman from Michigan [Mr. Wolpe]
had 30 minutes of debate remaining.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Michigan TMr.Stt-tandfr 1

Mr. SILJANDER, Mr,. Chairman, I
yield myself such amount of time as I
may consume.

(Mr. SILJANDER asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr.SILJANDER, Ithank the Chair
for the opportunity to share with the
Members my views about the Siljander

substitute dealing with the apartheid
issue inSouth Africa.

No. 1, the conditions inSouth Africa
are appalling. Three hundred-plus

blacks have been killedin riots, blacks
have been killingblacks— Azapo versus
UDF— violence. Over 88 blacks have
been killedby one another in political
violence. White police have been
mowing down protesters inadvertently.
Over 250 blacks have been killed by
white police. They pass laws, the
homeland policy, influx control, deten-
tion laws, prohibition of fullblack par-
ticipation in the political system-— they
still exist. They have not changed at
all.

ButIthink it would be interesting to
look at specifically why the protests
are now taking place in South Africa.
From my recent visit in South Africa,
Ihave found that the riots are not for
disinvestment or banning new busi-
ness; the riots are not for banning
bank loans, Krugerrands, or computer
sales to the Government. The protests
do not take the form of general strikes
by blacks to shut down their own
economy to put pressure on the Gov-
ernment. Black people inSouth Africa
have not been willing to sacrifice their
jobs for pressure. The riots and the
protests are to create an equality in
justice and in social, economic, and po-
liticallife. That is what the riots are
allabout.

Many black South Africans are riot-
ing because of unemployment. Rioting
is not a problem in Soweto, the scene
of the 1976 unrest, that shocked the
world. Instead, the rioting and killings
are occurring in the Port Elizabeth
area where unemployment is a serious
fact of life.The riots are taking shape
because of demands and concerns
about jobs, housing, and food on the
table.

Recognizing some of these realities,
the key question is, how should U.S.
policy respond to the current situation
in the South African Government and
the black community in South Africa?
How can we best help in influencing
and securing the hopes and dreams of
the black majority that is so utterly
oppressed in that society? Iwould like
to read a quote by Dr. Martin Luther
King. He said:

The ultimate measure of a man is not
where he stands in moments of comfort or
convenience but where he stands in times of
challenge and controversy. The true neigh-
bor will risk his position, his prestige, and
even his life for the welfare of others. In
dangerous valleys and hazardous pathways,
he willliftsome bruised and beaten brother
to a higher and more noble life.
Ithink the quote of the late Dr.*

Martin Luther King is quite clear.
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While conditions- have not changed in
South Africa there is an important or-
ganic, dynamic .change happening; in
another area, especially when one
places this change in the context of
South Africa itself. There is, in fact a
change of attitude amongst the white
ruling minority. The rhetoric of the
last 6 months, by the President and
other leaders is a ,180-degree . shift
from just 6 months ago. To hear Presi-
dent Botha suggest that blacks should
be involved fully in the political proc-
ess is initself a remarkable admission
that conditions in that country need
to be changed.

The radical rightwing white AMkam-
er fringe; element thai ruled for 29
years, is ño longer iripower. There is a
reality that has .hit the white ruling
minority. There is an.obvious :econom-
ic reality that seems, to be :.surfacing..
That reality is— apartheid 'must die».

Three-quarters of the work force is
black. One-half of the- ¦skilled ;

work
force is black. Trade and labor union
influence ¦ is growing .substantially.
Apartheid is- an expensive :system _to

maintain by the Government from a
very practical/ pragmatic dollars-and-
cents point of view.In1985, for exam-
ple, to keep up the homelands and
control of Namibia, the Government
budget increased 27 percent. They re-
alize that they, cannot continue this

'

¦ policy;, at least economically. Industri-
alization, coupled with growing inter-
national and internal domestic pres-
sure, has. forced this- change of atti-
tude. ; . :. ¦

' \ ¦
- : " .

Whites cannot exist inSouths Africa
alone. That is just: reality.- Colin Eglin,
who is. a P,F.P. :.member of the South ¦

.African Parliament-' and. who; is on
record as a . strong opponent of.the-
apartheid system, says this:
It is these forces that are helping create

economic muscle for black South Africans,
so that blacks, are in a stronger .position to
bargain for their rights and fight for their
liberation. Itis these forces that promote
peaceful forces from within South Africa
that must be strengthened and must be en-
couraged.

Is.itnot interesting that the Govern-
ment of South Africa-is in the process
of repealing the Mixed Marriages and
Morality Acts? In themselves they are
small steps, and they are meaningless
in terms of changing the conditions of
blacks in South Africa. AndIagree to
that.

. . D 1240 .
:
. i

.Iagree to that, but they are signifi--
cant in the attitude of the white lead-
ers, who.by virtue of their support of
the elimination of Mixed Marriages
Act and Immorality Act, are ..saying
that yes, apartheid is immoral They
are saying that, the process, of apart-
heid is wrong and. needs to be changed.
On the table, for the first time in the
history of the country, the President
has put the Group- Area Act, ¦ influx
control and detention laws.

Now, they are on the table, but they
-have not changed yet,- So,our policy
needs, to be directed at: how. can we

help, accelerate' the attitude and trans-
late that intopractical changes.

Job reservation laws have been re-
pealed. The temporary work force
status of blacks to permanente have
been changed* These things cannot be
ignored in terms of the attitude of the
Government ofSouth Africa.
Iwant to repeat, because the last

timeIpresented this argument, itdid
not seem to sink in.Ido not suggest
that these in themselves are signifi-
cant changes in the condition of
blacks. Ido not think "so and never
suggested they would be; however,
they are significant in the admittance
of the white South African leadership
that what they are doing is absolutely,' ,
unequivocally wrong.

ColinEgiin also said:
A greater sharing in social benefits, eco-

nomic opportunities, even ¦ political power,
are consistently taking place. Ishare with
my- fellow South Africans the* frustration,
however, at the slowness and the •uneven-
ness of the pace at which these changes are
taking place. ¦ , .
Iagree .with. him.It is too slow, too

little,and too late.
, So the. question really ought tofte in
our policy, how do we" accelerate and ;
help effectively change, the attitude
into practical changes in the condi-
tions?

AdiaiStevenson once-.said: ¦ ;
'

When some people see darkness, they
curse. Others willlight a candle.
. The. whites dominate blacks and
some answer that to, more cursing will
change this horrid darkness. ¦• Our
choice -is either to raise up blacks, or
reduce- both blacks .and whites to
rubble heaps.
. My vision is to build a cathedral for-
the blacks to match the cathedral of
the whites in that country. That is my
hope and my vision, not to reduce the
total society to equal rubble heaps, as
in the neighboring country of Mozam-
bique, but rather to build up, to en-
courage an.d bring blacks and whites
up to equal levels, not down to respec-
tive lower levels.

Dr. MartinLuther King said:
We will never have peace ;in the world

until men everywhere recognise the ends
are not cut off from the means, because the
means represent the ideal in the making of
the end process. Ultimately, you can't reach
goods ends through evilmeans, because the
means represent the seed and the end repre-
sents the tree.
Iwould submit to the Members that

by opposing the Siljander substitute,
what we are really saying is' that we do
not want American business

'
in South

Africa to continue^ to pursue equal
racial policies.

At least the substitute of the gentle-
man from California [Mr.Dellums] is
intellectually honest.' He is not saying
that we should encourage : business
that is in South Africa to pursue equal
racial policies. What, he is saying is
that we should not have any business
inSouth Africa. We should sever our-
selves, completely froma racist system.

While .Idisagree with the gentle-
man, my good friend from California,

Imust say 'to the rest of the member-
ship that versus another substitute,
his is intellectually honest and up
front with what he wants to do.

The Gray billdoes nothing in terms
of existing business in South Africa.
What does it do to existing business to
help contribute to change?

Mysubstitute puts a sanction on ex-
isting-business, where Gray does noth-
ing.

The Siljander substitute says; that a
business cannot exist in South Africa
unless it signs the Sullivan principles
infull, the newest version of the prin-
ciples; and lobby, promote, spend, and
encourage change for the blacks in
that society. '¦¦

v

Existing business is not let off scot-
free either. They must subscribe to
the Sullivan principles also.

Leon Sullivan said in a recent op ed
in the Washington Post that by these
principles, the Sullivan principles,
along with other forces, must be
pushed more than, ever before to help
speed up the far too gradual move-
ment toward fundamental reform, and
this is whyIam proposing immediate-
ly that present business in South
Africa, U.S. business, should conform
to. the Sullivan principles.

Some willrespond, well, we are for
the Sullivan principles, but later on at
another 'date we willwillintroduce a
bill making Sullivan mandatory for
new. and existing business.

Gray now and Sullivan later are not
compatible, because if we ban new
business initially, that prohibits
present business from retooling, from
modernizing, and expanding; essential-
ly-putting them under a state of seige.
Itwillmean that they willnot be able
to effectively compete in the interna-
tional markets.

Do you think that those signatories
to the Sullivan principles who have
contributed over $100 million since
1977 and tens of thousands of corpo-
rate hours for employees to leárn, to
educate, to train for upward mobility
and management, do you really think
that with the economic pressures that
banning new business, they could con-
tinue to comply the Sullivan princi-
ples?

There would be an avalanche of
those that were signatories that would
become former signatories as they
drop their compliance.

Congressman Wolfe was concerned
that present businesses in South
Africa, U.S. businesses who had signed
Sullivan are not fully conforming.
That is a legitimate concern.
Iadvocate, however, with¦ H.R. 1460

now and mandatory Sullivan later, no
one willbecome a signatory. They will
allsimply choose to leave.
Ithink it is quite obvious that the

proponents of ¦ the Gray approach;
some of. them, should admit what they
are. really up to and be honest like the
Dellums billis honest.

-What we are suggesting with Gray

now and mandatory Sullivan later is
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total disinvestment from beginning to
end. Itis a disinvestment scenario, not
only of new business, but of existing
business as well. Itputs them in an un-
tenable position.

Besides the 125,000 employees of
U.S. firms that are Sullivan signato-
ries, 77,000 of which Mr. Gray men-
tioned were blacks, Sullivan himself
estimates that nearly 1million,mostly
blacks, work inSouth Africa for South
African firms; that because of U.S.
business leadership have signed the
Sullivan principles themselves; if we
wash our hands, cut and run, what will
become of those 1millionmostly black
workers that are now under desegrega-
tion of the workplace and upward mo-
bility?

We should use the economic might
of the United States to literally de-
clare war on apartheid, not to cut and
run. We should stay and fight for the
fortunes of all blacks in South Africa.

Now, how do we deal withnew busi-
ness? Well, the Gray billsimply bans
allnew business. Itis a sanction.

We also ban new business, unless
new business is willing to conform to
the Sullivan principles; and unless new
business is willing to contribute to
positive change for blacks in that
country.

What are the ideas embodying H.R.
1460 that help build a visionary cathe-
dral for blacks? What positive influ-
ence is in H.R. 1460, by any remote
stretch of the imagination?
Ibelieve that the Siljander substi-

tute goes much further than H.R.
1460. Itdeals with existing business. It
also deals withnew business. Itapplies
sanctions unless there is positive
change, rather than purely being puni-
tive.

Leon Sullivan says that Congress
should make the newly toughened
principles mandatory, and that is ex-
actly whatIam trying to do.
Ifyou look up the word sanctions in

Webster's Dictionary, it means using
force to influence change. Ithink Sul-
livan compliance is a direct attack on
the South African Government. Itis a
direct sanction against the institution
of apartheid.
Ithink we should use our influence

to advance the black cause and not to
destroy it.
Ithink an important question

should be how do we keep up the pres-
sure? How do we accelerate the pres-
sure toward change inSouth Africa?I
have been advocating a Marshall plan
for -South Africa. The Siljander substi-
tute creates a human rights fund to
help black human rights causes,

G 1250
The National Endowment for De-

mocracy, is given $1.5 millionto assist
democratic development, and $15 mil-
lion for black scholarships. We also
allow black joint ventures with Ameri-
can firms to recover assistance
through OPIC. In fact, Ihave been
criticized by some of my colleagues on

my side of the aisle because this is too
liberal an approach. Some believe that
we are spending too much money on a
foreign country.

We helped Europe in the same way,
and we should consider this Marshall
plan to be minor, in terms of a trillion-
dollar budget, to help blacks in South
Africa.

No. 2, it gives a reasonable time-
frame, 3 years for the foundational
elements of apartheid, the pass-
through, influx control, detention
laws, group area acts and other acts to
be dismantled and to allow full politi-
cal participation by blacks in that
system. A U.S. commission is created
that must report each and every 6
months to Congress on the progress of
change of these major elements of
apartheid.

This commission is independent
from the White House, independent
from Congress. It is a commission
without influence one way or the
other.
Ifno progess is made after 3 years,

which is a reasonable timeframe, even
Sullivan suggests we should give at
least 2 years for these major signifi-
cant building blocks to change, then
my amendment clearly suggests that
embargoes, sanctions, the Dellums ap-
proach should be considered. It does
not automatically trigger it in, but it
should be considered.

So the major actions we are suggest-
ing are to make Sullivan mandatory
for new and existing businesses. A
Marshall plan to help catapult South
Africa into the 20th century. This is a
sanction against the Government be-
cause every penny we put in helps
blacks in challenging the apartheid
system.

We consult, review, and call for
change. If there is moral indignation
at all against South Africa, in the
Gray bill,the Dellums bill,or the sub-
stitute offered by the gentleman from
Wisconsin [Mr. Gunderson], we clearly
outline as much moral indignation as
any.

Action taken after a reasonable
timeframe is what we call for, assum-
ing that elements of apartheid have
not changed.

So Iwould say that both of our bills
deal with economic sanctions. One is
punitive and one is positive.

Economic growth willbe the back-
bone of the fight against apartheid.
Growth makes racial discrimination
more expensive. Our civilrights histo-
ry proves that growth can destory
racism.
Itis important to be concerned, and

we debated this yesterday for nearly a
half an hour, just how do the blacks
feel about what we are trying to do on
their behalf in South Africa. Past re-
sults of polls of blacks have been re-
jected and a new poll has been reject-
ed. We asked for a referendum which
was defeated in Congress. Somehow,
somewhere, we need an alternative to
consider the concerns of the blacks
themselves in South Africa. After all,

the leader of the largest black group

in South Africa, Chief Buthelezi, says:

For me. the first question that must
always be asked in the disinvestment debate
is what the people of South Africa them-
selves say about it. Ihave yet to meet a
black South African worker who favors dis-
investment. Disinvestment would strip us
bare. So Imust conclude that those who
have advocated disinvestment do so in com-
plete disregard of what black people them-
selves think.

Whether we agree withChief Buthe-
lezi specifically or not, we ought to be
concerned with how blacks would re-
spond to our activities.

The CHAIRMAN. Ifthe gentleman
would kindly suspend, the Chair would
like to advise the gentleman from
Michigan that he has consumed 21
minutes of this 30 minutes.

The gentleman may proceed.
Mr.SILJANDER. Ithank the Chair-

man forhis point.
You may not want to vote for the

Siljander substitute, and that is fair
enough. But we should be concerned
about the impact it would have. You
may not be interested to know exactly
how to tap in on the concerns of the
black community in South Africa. I
am not advocating that there is a way,
and Ido not now if there is a way to
accurately discern the true public
opinion among South African black
people.

But please, respectfully consider the
following figures:

The gentleman from Pennsylvania
[Mr.Gray] stated that of the 125,000
employed toy U.S. firms, only 77,000
are nonwhites. That is true. Ihave no
disagreement. However, it is clear,
based on the South African Chamber
of Mines and other groups, that each
one black employee feeds 6.6 to 10
other black mouths. So the 77,000
begins affecting significantly more
than the 77,000, but 500,000 to 770,000
people.

The Krugerrand ban could affect
550,000 black workers in the mines of
South Africa. That is another 3Vfe to
5V2 million people. The 1 million
blacks employed under South African
firms that have signed the Sullivan
principles equal 6.6 to 10 millionmore
mouths.

The figures are incredibly awesome
and the human suffering of these indi-
viduals needs tobe considered.
In closing, Mr. Chairman, just why

do we oppose apartheid? Itis degrad-
ing to the human spirit. It causes
human suffering, and that is the
bottom line. Apartheid causes human
suffering emotionally, socially, politi-
cally, economically, in every way.Itis
immoral and it is wrong because the
bottom line is people suffer.
Ifwe are the compassionate people

we claim tobe, we should do all we can
to destroy a system that causes such
deep human suffering.

But Iwould advocate that when the
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
Gray] and others are presenting disin-
vestment, that only aggravates human
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suffering, that this is an illogical re-
sponse to the very definition of why
we finditmorally repugnant.
In the Jewish Torah it says that

those in government authority and its
leaders have a job to bring justice to
the nations. The issue is indeed a
moral one.

Is it moral, then, to ask others to
further suffer because we in our self-
righteousness feel it is in their best in-
terests to change? Is it honest or
moral in our secure environment with
full bellies and $75,000 a year salaries
and upper middle class homes to ask
others to give up their salaries, their
homes, and go hungry because some-
how this action we think will help
them topple their Government or
cause an end to apartheid?

The answer inmy opinion is to help
create an environment of hope, an en-
vironment of vision, and a dream for
blacks. We can do that by offering op-
portunity, not the lack of opportunity.
The elimination of poverty must be
predominant inour mind, and the way
to eliminate apartheid is to eliminate
poverty, not to expand it.
Ifour goal is really tomake a strong

moral statement against apartheid we
have done that. But letus make itun-
equivocally clear. The gentleman from
Texas, Congressman Mickey Leland,
told me just yesterday what we need
to do is "make this statement effec-
tively, constructively, and positively/

The Siljander substitute fills each
and every criteria that the gentleman
fromTexas [Mr.Leland] sets out. The
Gray billis negative, isnot effective; it
is punitive and is not a constructive
approach to help the suffering and
the poor in South Africa,
Iwould like to end^ by quoting an

editorial from the Washington Post,
whichIdo not often quote from, but
in this particular instance Ithink it is
appropriate. It says the following con-
cerning the Gray bill:

Inshort, the best thing about the bill is
that its effect will be largely symbolic. But
that does not make itwise public policy.

The legislation is widely seen by Demo-
crats as a rebuke to the Reagan administra-
tion policy of "constructive engagement."
That it would be. But it would be a poorly
aimed rebuke. The type of engagement that
widens blacks' economic advantages and
openings is the good kind. What deserves to
be criticized in the administration's policy
twit is not attacked by this bill is the kind
that lets too many South Africans ask
whether the United States is dserious about
apartheid. The kind that has American dip-
lomats seen more often to be apologizing for
apartheid than demanding its abortion.

a 1300
Iwant to thank the gentleman from

California for his honest approach. At
least he makes clear his poistion and
makes unequivocal his attitude toward
the Government. Istand here support-
ing him from my approach which I
feel is a positive one rather than a pu-
nitiveone.

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield to me?

Mr.SILJANDER. Iyield to the gen-
tleman from Illinois, our minority
leader.

Mr. MICHEL. Ithank the gentle-
man for yielding tome.

Mr. Chairman, Ihad a unanimous
consent request' earlier in the day to
include with my remarks several let-
ters, one received from the Secretary
of State, Mr. George Shultz, which
reads:

The Secretary of State,
Washington, DC, June 1, 1985.

Hon. Robert H.Michel,
House ofRepresentatives.

Dear Bob: Iam writing you to discuss
House consideration of H.R. 1460, the Anti-
Apartheid Act of 1985, which Iunderstand
is scheduled for Tuesday, June 4, As you
know, the Administration strongly opposes
this bill, and Ihope you will feel free to
share my views with as many of your col-
leagues as you deem appropriate.

The issue of apartheid is one on which
there is no doubt that all Americans speak
with one voice. Itis morally wrong, repug-
nant to our social values, and is a system
which must be ended as quickly as possible.
The President, our Ambassador to South
Africa, State Department officials and I
have often stated this position publicly and
have vigorously maintained itinour private
exchanges with the South African Govern-
ment, The real question before the House is
how best to use U.S. influence to bring
about the end of apartheid. The Adminis-
tration believes the Gray bill would send
precisely the wrong signal at the wrong
time. We cannot simply walk away from
South Africa or throw our hands up in an
act of moral indignation. Rather we must
enhance policies that increase the ability of
the united States to help accelerate the
pace and channel the direction of the inevi-
table change inSouth Africa.

Aban on new investment and other meas-
ures included in H.R. 1460 would remove
one of the levers available to our country
which has been most effective. These meas-
ures willnot be an effective tool inbringing
about change. They hurt U.S. companies,
which have clearly been in the forefront of
change in the workplace in South Africa,
Legislation designed to reduce the American
economic presence inSouth Africa, ifimple-
mented, will affect the employment of
about 55,000 blacks now working for U.S.
firms, whose jobs are at risk if their compa-
nies are forced by the onerous provisions of
this legislation, to reconsider their South
African operations.

As the House debates H.R. 1460, 1sincere-
ly hope you and your colleagues will bear
these points inmind, and willalso consider
the negative effect that such legislation will
have on our regional policies in southern
Africa. Iurge you to vote against H.R. 1460.

Thank you very much for your attention
to this matter.

Sincerely yours,
George P. Shultz.

Mr.Chairman, Ialso have received a
letter from the Secretary of the Treas-
ury, JimBaker, which says:

The Secretary ofthe Treasury,
Washington, DC, June 3> 198 5.

Hon. Robert H.Michel,

House ofRepresentatives,
Washington, DC

Dear Bob: The Administration strongly
opposes the repugnant apartheid policies of
South Africa. At the same time, U.S. Gov-
ernment policies to encourage the elimina-
tion of apartheid should be carefully formu-
lated to be effective and consistent with
other policy objectives.

We do not believe that economic sanc-
tions, such as those in H.R. 1460, would be
effective in eliminating the South African
Government's apartheid policies. Indeed,
economic sanctions may be counterproduc-
tive since they may harm rather than bene-
fit the black population inSouth Africa,

Other than national security exceptions,
we have consistently maintained that lead-
ing decisions should be based on market
rather than political considerations. The
proposed restrictions would undermine the
Administration's policy that international
capital markets should remain free of gov-
ernment interference. The proposed ban on
bank loans to the South African public
sector could set a dangerous precedent for
imposing politically motivated restrictions
on lending to other countries. Moreover, a
ban on U.S. bank lending would not be ef-
fective ifother countries' banks replace our
banks as lending sources. Also, since much
U.S. bank lending finances U.S, exports,

such lending restrictions may harm U.S.
production and employment.

The proposed ban on new investment
would remove amajor catalyst for reform in
South Africa. Many U.S.-owned companies
there provide equal pay, unsegregated facili-
ties and training and job advancement op-
portunities for all workers. Finally, the pro-
posed ban on Kragerrand imports may raise
serious concerns about our GATT obliga-
tions»

For these reasons, Iurge you to work to
defeat H.R. 1460. We believe the Adminis-
tration's policy is a more effective way to
work against apartheid.

Sincerely,
James A.Baker III.

Mr. Chairman, Ialso received a
letter from the Secretary of Com-
merce, Mr. "Mac" Baldrige which
reads as follows:

The Secretary of Commerce,
Washington, DC.

Hon. Robert H. Michel,

House of Representatives
Washington, DC*

Dear Bob: Iam writing to ask you to vote
against H.R. 1460, the Anti-Apartheid Act
of 1985, which imposes punitive sanctions
on U.S. firms engaging in trade and invest-
ment inSouth Africa.

While opposed to this legislation, Iassure
you of my opposition to South Africa's
apartheid system and my support for the
need for positive change. Indeed, Ibelieve
that U.S. firms operating in South Africa
have been at the forefront of promoting
change in South Africa, especially those
firms which have signed or follow the fair
employment code advocated by Rev. Leon
Sullivan. These companies have spent mil-
lions of dollars on training programs and
community development projects to assist
their non-white workers.

H.R. 1460, however, proposes to ban new
U.S. investment in South Africa. Italso im-
poses trade embargoes and places con-
straints oncapital flows between the United
States and South Africa. This legislation
would, Ibelieve, lead to a decline in the U.S.
presence there. This decline would only
serve to transfer ownership from American
companies, and the new owners could not
reasonably be expected to continue the en-
lightened practices of the U.S. firms. Ifthis
occurs, the positive changes made by U.S.
companies would be lost. Black workers and
their families would suffer and the goal of
promoting positive changes in South Africa
would be set back.
Ifthere are specifics in the bill which you

want to discuss, please call me, or have your
staff contact Gerald J. McKiernan, Deputy
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Assistant Secretary for Congressional Af-
fairs, (377-1583) whom Ihave designated as
the Department of Commerce representa-
tive on this issue.

Sincerely,
Malcolm Baldrige,
Secretary of Commerce.

Mr. Chairman, Iwould like to com-
pliment the gentleman [Mr. Siljan-

der! for his presentation here this
afternoon, this gentleman from Illi-
nois can certainly support his amend-
ment as Ican that of the gentleman
fromWisconsin [Mr.Gunderson],

ButIwould liketo take just a couple
of minutes, ifImay, ifthe gentleman
wouldcontinue to yield.

Mr. SILJANDER. Mr. Chairman,
may Iinquire how much time is re-
maining?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
[Mr.Siljander] has 2 minutes remain-
ing.

Mr. SILJANDER. Mr. Minority
Leader, Iwould like an extra 30 sec-
onds to yield to the gentleman from
California.

Mr. MICHEL. If the gentleman
wants to yield to somebody else, that
isperfectly allright withme.

Mr. SILJANDER. Iyield 30 seconds
to the gentleman fromCalifornia [Mr.

Dellumsl.
Mr. DELLUMS.Ithank the gentle-

man for yielding. Isimply wanted to
say to my colleague that Ilistened
very carefully to virtually all of his
presentation. He and Idisagree politi-
cally on this very vital and critical
issue, butIbelieve that the gentleman
is very positively motivated and I
simply want to thank him forhis kind
and generous remarks with respect to
the effort that this gentleman is at-
tempting to make on what Iperceive
to be the most important debate at
this moment of our time.
Ithank the gentleman.
Mr. SILJANDER. Ithank the gen-

tleman forhis kindcomments.
Mr. Chairman, Iyield back to the

gentleman from Illinois [Mr.Michel].
Mr. MICHEL. Ithank the gentle-

man for yielding.
Mr. Chairman, Iwant to take a few

minutes to make our colleagues aware
of the fine work for human dignity
and racial justice being done by Ameri-
can companies inSouth Africa.

We have heard quite a bit yesterday
and today about the very real prob-
lems of South Africa. AndIshare with
all of our colleagues the conviction
that apartheid is a policy which
cannot be condoned and must be even-
tually eliminated.

But the question arises: What is the
best way to bring about its elimination
or, tobegin its modification?

The answer to that question is: No
one knows. Ifwe knew a formula for
ridding South Africa of its problems
without causing damage to the majori-
ty black population, we would be for
it.

But any program that cuts off the
black population ofSouth Africa from
the undeniable benefits of working for
American companies is worthless.

Imention this knowing these ques-
tions have been and willcontinue to be
debated in detail by many of our col-
leagues. Ijust want to pass on to you
the record of one American Company

inSouth Africa.
The Caterpillar Tractor Co., whose

international headquarters is in my

hometown of Peoria, IL,has a wholly
owned subsidiary in South Africa.

This subsidiary owns and operates a
parts warehouse of about 82,000
square feet near Johannesburg.

That facility employs 82 people— one
of whom is Asian and 47 of whom are
black Africans.

Caterpillar, as a matter of stated
company policy, does not agree with
the concept of apartheid.

In its "code of worldwide business
conduct and operating principles" the
company has a policy of fair treat-
ment of employees without racial or
other discrimination.
In its South African facility, this

code of business is operational. The
laws of apartheid have not prevented
the operation of this nondiscrimina-
tory code.

Caterpillar in Africa has an ongoing
affirmative action program involving
equal pay for equal work, self-develop-
ment for employees, including compa-
ny sponsored education programs and
upgrading of allemployees capable of
undertaking more responsibility.

The program also supports allorga-
nizations promoting freedom and
better living standards and desegrega-

tion and demands nondiscrimination
of all employees inallrespects.

As early as 15 years ago, Caterpillar
in South Africa was improving salary
levels, fringe benefits, training and job
opportunities forblack employees.

Caterpillar in Africa has a single
salary scale that far exceeds the mini-
mum wage in that country. There is
also a "minimumlivinglevel" for fami-
lies with three or four children. All
employees receive a Christmas bonus
equivalent to1month's salary.

There is a program for merit pay
raises and training programs for
blacks who want to prepare them-
selves for supervisory responsibilities.

There are black foremen in this
plant. Whites have been hired into po-
sitions formerly held by blacks and
they report directly to black foremen.

None of this sounds particularly in-
novative or revolutionary to us when
we think in American terms. But in
South Africait is revolutionary.
Itis revolution of progress through

jobs.
Caterpillar helps employees to

better themselves by reimbursing
these employees for 70 percent of the
cost of school courses they take. That
is only one of the many programs Cat-
erpillar operates for the educational
progress of all its employees.

Finally, the Caterpillar Tractor Co.
supports the Sullivan principles and is
working tomake them a day-to-day re-
ality.

This is one company. In the great

scheme of things itspayroll is relative-
ly small. But each one of its black em-
ployees is being helped, not hurt, ben-
efited, not exploited. Ifone American
company can do this, others also can—
and they are.

There is going to be revolution in
South Africa. There isno doubt in my

mind about that.
The question is: Is it going to be rev-

olution of violence and bloodshed
brought about by the unendurable
frustration of people who have been
cut off from the outside world? Or is it
going to be revolution of jobs, dignity
and progress.

That's the question we are faced
with.
If we cut off black South Africans

from the benefits of American compa-
nies, we guarantee the worst kind of
revolution.
Ithank the gentleman very much

for yielding tome.
The CHAIRMAN. The time of the

gentleman from Michigan [Mr. Sil-
jander] has expired.

The gentleman from Michigan [Mr.
Wolpe] is recognized for 30 minutes.

Mr. WOLPE. Mr. Chairman, Iyield
5 minutes to the distinguished gentle-
man fromNew York [Mr.Solarz].

Mr. SOLARZ. Mr.Chairman, Iwant
topay tribute to my very good friend,
the distinguished ranking minority
member of the Subcommittee on
Africa, Mr. Siljander, for the substi-
tute which he has put before the
House today. There is no question but
that this proposal represents a very
significant step forward in the think-
ing of the gentleman from Michigan
about how we ought to respond to the
problem of apartheid in South Africa
in comparison with his approach to
this problem only a year ago.

Last year when we debated this issue
my friend from Michigan was opposed
to the mandatory implementation of
the Sullivan principles. This year he
offers a substitute which would re-
quire American firms doing business in
South Africa to comply with a set of
fair employment principles.

Last year the gentleman from Michi-
gan flatly and categorically opposed
sanctions in any way, shape, manner,
or form against the Government of
South Africa. This year my friend
from Michigan offers us a substitute
which provides for the possibility of
sanctions against South Africaif,after
3 years, the commission whichhis sub-
stitute would provide for, after review-
ing the situation in South Africa, con-
cludes that sanctions would be a
useful way of facilitating progress
toward the elimination of apartheid.

So in the sense that the gentleman
from Michigan now believes there are
circumstances under which sanctions
may indeed be useful, Iwant to pay
tribute to him for his willingness to
change his position withrespect to the
potential applicability of sanctions
against South Africa.
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Mr. SILJANDER. Mr, Chairman,

willthe gentleman yield?
Mr. SOLARZ. Iwould be happy to

yield to the gentleman if the gentle-

man willfirst permit me to finish my
remarks which will not take much
longer.

The problem with the gentleman's

substitute is that it is in effect a legis-
lative metaphor for what is wrong
with the policy of the Government of
South Africa itself with respect to
apartheid. Because like the policy of
the Government of South Africa with
respect to apartheid, the substitute of-
fered to us today by the gentleman

from Michigan is too little and too
late.

d iaio
After 37 years of apartheid, after

almost four decades of systematic dis-
crimination, dehumanization and deg-
radation inflicted upon the black ma-
jority inSouth Africa by the white mi-
nority inSouth Africa, we do not need
another 3 years in which- to consider
whether or not to impose sanctions
against South Africa,

The time for sanctions isnot 3 years
from now. Itis now. We do not need
another 3 years in order to determine
whether apartheid is good or bad; we
do not need another 3 years in which
to determine whether constructive en-
gagement is working or not working.

The verdict on constructive engage-
ment is in. Itis a flop and a failure,
and the verdict on apartheid is in as
well: Itis politically and morally un-
tenable.

Five months ago, 35 of our Republi-
can colleagues in the House, including
the distinguished gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. Siljander! seemed to
agree that the time to eliminate apart-
heid was not 3 years fromnow but was
today. They sent a letter to the South
African Ambassador to the United
Stated which was a bold and brilliant
statement about the need for action
and action now to eliminate apartheid.
Itwas a clarion call for racial justice.

They made it clear that in the ab-
sence of real progress toward the
elimination of apartheid, they would
favor the imposition of sanctions
against South Africa.

Let me read to you what they said
on that occasion. They said, and I
Quote:

We are looking for an immediate end to
the violence in South Africa aeeompained
by a demonstrated sense of urgency about
ending apartheid. Ifsuch actions are not
forthcoming, we are prepared to recommend
that the U.S. Government take the follow-
ing two steps: il)

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman has expired.
Mr. WOLFE. Iyield an additional 3

minutes to the gentleman.
Mr.SOLARZ. First they said:
Curtail new American investment in

South Africa unless certain economic and
civil rights guarantees for allpersons are in
Place; and

<2> organize international diplomatic and
economic sanctions against South Africa.

In the last 6 months, since that
letter was sent and signed by the gen-
tleman from Michigan, the author of
this substitute himself, 240 blacks
have been killedby the security forces
in South Africa, 16 of the leading
members of the united Democratic
Front have been arrested for high
treason. One additional homeland has
already, with the approval of the
South African Government, set in
motion plans for its independence.

Does this sound like the Govern-
ment of South Africa has demonstrat-
ed progress toward the elimination of
apartheid?
Icall upon the gentleman from

Michigan and the other 34 Republican
Members of the House who signed
that letter to have the courage of
their conviction. If you were in favor
of sanctions 6 months ago, in the ab-
sence of immediate progress toward
the elimination of apartheid, how can
you be opposed to the imposition of
sanctions today after 240 blacks have
been killedand after 16 of the leading
advocates of peaceful change inSouth
Africa have been thrown into jail on
charges ofhigh treason?

Yet the Siljander substitute walks
away from the moral commitment
contained in that communication. In-
stead of calling for sanctions now it
calls for the establishment of a com-
mission which will take 3 years to
study the situation in South Africa,
and perhaps at the end of 3 years, rec-
ommend sanctions.

What if they do recommend sanc-
tions? There is no guarantee the
House will enact them. There is no
guarantee the President will sign
them. We do not need to wait another
3 years. •

Youdid not say inyour letter, Mr.
Siljander, that you were looking for
an immediate end to the violence in 3
years. You said you were looking for
an immediate end to the violence now.
Ifyou had had any idea on the day

you sent this letter, that between then
and now 240 more blacks would be
shot in the back by the security forces
of South Africa, would you have said
then than you would stillbe opposed
to the imposition of sanctions?
Iplead with you, have the courage

of your convictions. What you said in
December is a bold and brilliantstate-
ment; it was a clarion call for justice.

And we join you in the sentiments
you expressed on that occasion. Ionly
hope you live up to them now.

Mr,WOLPE. Mr. Chairman, Iyield
3 minutes to the gentleman from the
District of Columbia [Mr.Fauntroyl.

(Mr. PAUNTROY asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. FAUNTROY. Mr. Chairman,
the gentleman from Michigan, the
author of the substitute, invoked the
sainted memory of Dr. Martin Luther
King, Jr. in an effort to justify drop-

ping sanctions from the action we take
in this House today.

Instating that Dr. King urged all of
us to place our feet in the shoes of
those who suffered most, let me con-
firm that the gentleman from Michi-
gan is absolutely right. Infact, on De-
cember 10, 1982, at Hunter College in
New York on Human Rights Day Dr.
King did, in fact, place his feet in the
shoes of those who suffered in South
Africa; he joined Chief Albert Luthuli
in calling upon all people of con-
science, all over this world, to support
economic sanctions against South
Africa.

Indeed, in that historic speech, now
23 years ago, Dr.King said:

The shame of our Nation is that it is ob-
jectively an ally of this monstrous Govern-
ment in its grim war with its own black
people.

What was true 23 years ago, Mr
Chairman, is unfortunately true
today, and Dr. King would say today
to Mr. Siljander and to all America
that ifwe place our feet in the shoes
of the suffering in South Africa, we
willsupport sanctions.

Now the gentleman suggests that in-
stead of supporting sanctions, we
should study the matter more, that
indeed we should have a commission
to look into this matter. He references
in his own resolution the fact that a
commission did study it in 1981; the
Rockefeller commission. Itconcluded
that sanctions such as we are propos-
ing today need tobe imposed.
If the gentleman questions that, let

me call your attention to the first rec-
ommendation of the Rockefeller
study, in 1981. Itreads inpart, that we
should "make clear the fundamental
and continuing opposition of the U.S.
Government and people to the system
of apartheid."

Specifically it states that: "Those
U.S. corporations in South Africa
should not expand their operations,
and those not already there should
stay out." The Siljander substitute
would rob the country of the opportu-
nity to implement a recommendation
drafted by a commission that studied
for 2 years the system of apartheid in
South Africa and concluded 4 years
ago that now is the time for us to say
to our U.S. corporations: Do not
expand your operations there.
Ifyou want to call that a sanction,

call it that, and when you call it that,
do not invoke the name of Dr. Martin
Luther King, Jr., as justification for
denying us that opportunity, spoken

for it.
Dr. King's address follows:

Appeal for Action Against Apartheid

(April 4, 1984 National Armband Day

against apartheid and U.S. racism in com-
memoration of The Reverend Dr. Martin
Luther King,Jr.)

Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr. appeals for
sanctions against South Africa jointly with
Chief Albert J. Luthuli on Human Rights

Day, 10 December 1962:
4'We, therefore, ask allmen of good willto

take action against apartheid in the follow-
ingmanner:
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"Hold meetings and demonstrations on

December 10, Human Rights Day: "Urge
your church, union, lodge, or club to ob-
serve this day as one of protest;

"Urge your Government to support eco-
nomic sanctions;

"Write to your mission to the United Na-
tions urging adoption of a resolution calling
for international isolation ofSouth Africa;

"Don't buy South Africa's products;
"Don't trade or invest inSouth Africa;
"Translate public opinion into public

action by explaining facts to all peoples, to
groups to which you belong, and to coun-
tries of which you are citizens until an ef-
fective international quarantine of apart-
heid is established."

Callfor an International Boycott of
Apartheid South Africa

(Statement by the late Reverend Dr.
Martin Luther King, Jr. at a meeting at
Hunter College, New York City, on Human
Rights Day 10 December 1965.)

Africa has been depicted for more than a
century as the home of black cannibals and
ignorant primitives. Despite volumes of
facts contraverting this picture, the stereo-
type persists in books, motion pictures, and
other media of communication.

Africa does have spectacular savages and
brutes today, but they are not black. They
are the sophisticated white rulers of South
Africa who profess to be cultured, religious
and civilized, but whose conduct and philos-
ophy stamp them unmistakably as modern-
day bargarians.

We are in an era in which the issue of
human rights is the central question con-
fronting all nations, In this complex strug-
gle an obvious butlittle appreciated fact has
gained attention— the large majority of the
human race is non- white—yet itis that large
majority which lives in hideous poverty.
While millions enjoy an unexampled opu-
lence in developed nations, ten thousand
people die of hunger each and every day of
the year in the undeveloped world* To
assert whitesupremacy, to invoke white eco-
nomic and military power, to maintain the
status quo is to foster the danger of interna-
tional race war... What does the South
African Government contribute to this
tense situation? These are the incendiary
words of the South African philosophy
spoken by its Prime Minister, Dr. Verwoerd:

"We want to keep South Africa white.
Keeping it white can only mean one thing,
namely, white domination, not 'leadership',
not 'guidance', but control supremacy."

The South African Government to make
the white supreme has had to reach into the
past and revive the nightmarish ideology
and practices of nazism. We are witnessing a
recrudesence of the barbarism which mur-
dered more humans than any war in histo-
ry. InSouth Africa today, all opposition to
white supremacy is condemned as commu-nism, and in its name, due process is de-
stroyed; a medieval segregation is organized
with twentieth century efficiency anc* drive;
a sophisticated form of slavery is imposed
by a minority upon a majority which is kept
in grinding poverty; the dignity of human
personality is defiled; and world opinion is
arrogantly defied.

Once more, we read of tortures in jails
with electric devices, suicides among pri-
sioners, forced confessions, while in the out-
side community ruthless persecution of edi-tors, religious leaders, and political oppo-
nents suppress free speech and a free press.

South Africa says to the world: "We have
become a powerful industrial economy; weare too strong to be defeated by paper reso-lutions of world tribunals; we are immune toprotest and to economic reprisals. We are

invulnerable to opposition from within or
without; if our evil offends you, you will
have tolearn tolive withit."

Increasingly, in recent months this con-
clusion has been echoed by sober commen-
tators of other countries who disapprove,
but, nevertheless, assert that there can be
no remedy against this formidable adver-
sary of human rights.

Do we, too, acknowledge defeat? Have we
tried everything and failed? In examining
this question as Americans, we are immedi-
ately struck by the fact that the United
States moved with strikingly different
energy when itreached a dubious conclu-
sion that our interests were threatened in
the Dominican Republic. We inundated that
small nation with overwhelming force,
shocking the world with our zealousness
and naked power. With respect to South
Africa, however, our protest is so muted and
peripheral itmerely mildlydisturbs the sen-
sibilities of the segregationists, while our
trade and investments substantially stimu-
late their economy to greater heights. We
pat them on the wrist in permitting racially
mixed receptions inour Embassy and by ex-
hibiting films depicting Negro artists. But
we give them massive support through
American investments in motor and rubber
industries, by extending some forty million
dollars in loans through our most distin-
guished banking and financial institutions,
by purchasing gold and other minerals
mined by black slave labour, by giving them
a sugar quota, by maintaining three track-
ing stations there, and by providing them
with the prestige of a nuclear reactor built
with our technical co-operation and fueled
withrefined uranium supplied by us.

When it is realized that Great Britain,
France and other democratic Powers also
prop up the economy of South Africa—and
when to all of this is added the fact that the
USSR has indicated its willingness to par-
ticipate in a boycott— it is proper to wonder
how South Africa can so confidently defy
the civilized world. The conclusion is ines-
capable that itis less sure of its own power,
but more sure than that great nations will
not sacrifice trade and profit to oppose
them effectively. The shame of our nation is
that it is objectively an ally of this mon-
strous Government in its grim war with its
own black people.

Our default is all the more grievous be-
cause one of the blackest pages of our histo-
ry was our participation in the infamous Af-
rican slave trade of the 18th century. The
rape of Africa was conducted substantially
for our benefit to facilitate the growth of
our nation and to enhance its commerce.
There are few parallels in human history of
the period in which Africans were seized
and branded like animals, packed into ships'
holds like cargo and transported into chat-
tel slavery. Millions suffered agonizing
death in the middle passage in a holocust
reminiscent of the Nazi slaughter of Jews
and Poles, and others. We have an obliga-
tion of atonement that is not cancelled by
the passage of time. Indeed, the slave trade
in one sense was more understandable than
our com temporary policy. There was less
sense of humanity in the world three hun-
dred years ago, The slave trade was widely
approved by the major Powers of the world.
The economies of England, Spain, and the
U.S. rested heavily on the profits derived
from it. Today, in our opulent society, our
reliance on trade withSouth Africa is infini-
tesimal significance. No real national inter-
est impels us to be cautious, gentle, or a
good customer of a nation that offends the
world's conscience.

Have we the power to be more than pee-
vish withSouth Africa, but yet refrain from
acts of war? To list the extensive economic

relations of the great Powers with South
Africa is to suggest a potent non-violent
path. The international potential of non-vi-
olence has never been employed. Non-vio-
lence has been practised within national
borders in India, the U.S. and in regions of
Africa with spectacular success. The time
has come to utilize non-violence fully
through a massive international boycott
which would involve the USSR, Great Brit-
ain, France, the United States, Germany
and Japan. Millions of people can personal-
lygive expression to their abhorrence of the
world's worst racism through such a far-
flungboycott. No nation' professing a con-
cern for man's dignity could avoid assuming
its obligations if people of all States and
races were to adopt a firm stand. Nor need
we confine an international boycott to
South Africa. The time has come for an
international alliance of peoples of all na-
tions against racism.

For the American Negro there is a special
relationship with Africa. It is the land of
the origin. Itwas despoiled by invaders; its
culture was arrested and concealed to justi-
fy white supremacy. The American Negro's
ancestors were not only driven into slavery,
but their links with their past were severed
so that their servitude might be psychologi-
cal as well as physical. In this period when
the American Negro is giving moral leader-
ship and inspiration to his own nation, he
must find the resources to aid his suffering
brothers in his ancestral homeland. Nor is
this aid a one-way street. The civil rights
movements in the United States has derived
immense inspiration from the successful
struggles of those Africans who have at-
tained freedom in their own nations. The
fact that black men govern States, are build-
ing democratic institutions, sit in world tri-
bunals, and participate in global decision-
making gives every Negro a needed sense of
dignity.
In this effort, the American Negro willnot

be alone. As this meeting testifies, there are
many white people who know that liberty is
indivisible. Even more inspiring is the fact
that in South Africa itself incredibly brave
white people are risking their careers, their
homes and their lives in the cause of human
injustice. Nor is this a plea to Negroes to
fight on two fronts. The struggle for free-
dom forms one long front crossing oceans
and mountains. The brotherhood of man is
not confined within a narrow, limited circle
of select people. Itis felt everywhere in the
world; it is an international sentiment of
surpassing strength. Because this is true,
when men of good will finally unite, they
willbe invincible.

Through recent anthropological discover-
ies, science has substantially established
that the cradle of humanity is Africa. The
earliest creatures who passed the divide be-
tween animal and man seem to have first
emerged in East and South Africa,Professor
Raymond Dart described this historical
epoch as the moment when man "trembled
on the brink of humanity". A million years
later in the same place some men of South
Africa are again "trembling on the brink of
humanity"; but instead of advancing from
pre-human to human, they are revising the
process and are travelling backward in time
from human to pre-human.

Civilization has come a long way; it still
has far to go, and itcannot afford to be set
back by resolute, wicked men. Negroes were
dispersed over thousands of miles and over
many continents, yet today they have found
each other again. Negro and white have
been separated for centuries by evil men
and evil myths. But they have found each
other. The powerful unity of Negro with
Negro and white with Negro is stronger

H3822 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD
—

HOUSE



June 5, 1985
than the most potent and entrenched
racism. The whole human race willbenefit
when ft ends the abomination that has di-
minished the stature of man for toolong.
This is the task to which we are called by
the suffering in South Africa, and our re-sponse should be swift and unstinting. Out
of this struggle willcome the' glorious reali-
tyof the familyofman.

Mr. WGLPE. Mr. Chairman, Iyield
1 minute to- the gentleman from New
York [Mr,GilmanL

(Mr. OILMANasked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. OILMAN. Mr, Chairman, Irise
in opposition to the Siljander Study
Commission amendment», and in sup-
port of HJ& 1460 as- reported. Mr.
Chairman, Ivoted, together with a
majority of my colleagues on the
House Foreign Affairs Committee, to
report H.R. 14.60, introduced by the
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
Gray], which the pending amendment
seeks to change.

The billas reported calls for strong
action against the apartheid policy of
the Government of South Africa, and
provides incentives— in the formof the
reduction of sanctions— to that coun-
try to terminate its oppressive policies.
At the same time, the bill's provisions
are designed to avoid damaging the in-
terests of innocent blacks and other
minorities living under apartheid. On
the other hand, the amendment, while
well-intended, simply does, not provide
for sufficiently strong action in the
near term, and -may well send" the
wrong signal to the South African
Government.

Mr. Chairman» Ibelieve it is impor-
tant that the United States do every-
thing inits power to move the South
African Government- away from -its
current policies. It seems inevitable
that if those policies do not change,
the result willbe increased bloodshed
inthat troubled land. By adopting this
bill, to the degree we are able to ad-
vance the day that apartheid is ended,
we willcontribute to peace and, to the
saving ofhuman life*

Accordingly, Mr.. Chairman, Iurge
the defeat of the pending Siljander
substitute amendment and the passage
of H.R. 1460 as originally reported.

.D 1320
Mr. WOLFE. Mr,Chairman, Iyield

3 minutes to the gentleman from Ten»
nessee [Mr.Ford].
. (Mr.FORD of Tennessee asked and
was given

"
permission to revise and

extend his remarks.)
Mr.FORD of Tennessee. Ithank the

gentleman for yielding.
Mr.Chairman, hopefully, today the

House willcomplete consideration of
H.R. 1460, the Antiapartheid Act of
1985. Ithink it is essential that Mem-
bers have a clear idea of how certain
substitutes to the legislation might
aífeet the message that the bill's au-
thors had hoped to send, ' ¦

Mr. Chairman, the substitute that is
being offered by the gentleman from
Michigan and the one that willbe of-

fered by the gentleman from Wiscon-sin, although well intended, fall far
short of where the House shall align
itself on this particular issue. Both
substitutes establish commissions to
look at the apartheid dilemma. These
panels would meet for 2 and 3 years
respectively to study the effects" of
apartheid and then would make rec-
ommendations on sanctions. The sanc-
tions which would then foe available to
the panel are strikingly similar to the
sanctions in H.R. 1460 which would
bring about immediate change both in
this country and inSouth Africa.

As the House considers 1 these substi-
tutes, we ought to ask ourselves how
strongly we feel about this issue. Are
we too comfortable on this side of the
Atlantic to remember the segregation-
ist policies of the deep South fromour
not too far distant past? Have we
become so contented in our own posi-
tion that we can sit back and watch a
repeat of our own ugly history? These
substitutes, Mr. Chairman, although
well meaning, are simply a continu-
ation of the present policy ofconstruc-
tive engagement.

Mr. Chairman, the adoption of this
substitute or the substitute offered by
the gentleman from Wisconsin put us
an additional 2 or 3 years behind in
trying to eliminate such racist prac-
tices. Itis time that this body make a
statement' in the strongest possible
terms against apartheid. Although in
my heart Ibelieve that total divesti-
ture would be the best way to bring
about change—that is why Iwill- sup-
port the amendment that willbe of-
fered by the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. BellumsJ—lam realistic to
the hardship this would place on black
South Africans. Bishop Tutu himself
supports economic pressure on the
South African Government, to be fol-
lowed by total divestment if apartheid
is not eliminated in 2 years.
Iam afraid that further study on

this matter willbecome an excuse for
further inaction. We have spent a
great deal of time in this Chamber
talking about and debating this par-
ticular issue. Today the House has the
opportunity to place significant hard-
ship on South Africa without advocat-
ing total- divestment. The measure
would let the South African Govern-
ment know that, we are serious about
this matter, and Iurge my colleagues
to join with me today inpassing BLR.
1460 and also rejecting this substitute
and the substitute that willbe offered
right afterward.

Mr. WOLPE. Mr. Chairman, Iyield
5 minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr,Herman].

(Mr, BERMANasked and. was- given
permission .to revise and extend his re-
marks.) ¦ '-. . . . ?

' - ¦¦• . • ¦

. Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Chairman, first,
Iwould like to commend the chairman
of our subcommittee, his predecessor
as chairman, the gentleman from New
York, the gentleman who is the chief
sponsor of this legislation, Mr. Gray,
as well as my other colleagues- who,

long before the issues of constructive
engagement and apartheid in South
Africa, were on the front pages of our
Nation's newspapers, were fighting on.
these issues persistently and relent-
lessly and effectively. Perhaps now we
are approaching a time when the
policy of constructive engagement
might end and the United States may
place itself firmly on the side of force-
fulopponents of apartheid. Perhaps at
last the United States is going to do
more than just simply rhetorically de-
nounce this pernicious system.
Iwould also like to speak against the

substitute amendment and the substi-
tute to follow and focus primarily on
one aspect, that of the legislation's
prohibition on the export of comput-
ers, computer technology, software
and servicing and maintenance of com-
puters to the South African Govern-
ment and to its regional and local enti-
ties;

At one point in the debate on this
legislation it appeared that there
might be an amendment to delete that
language, and much of what Iwish to
say now Iwould have raised on the
debate on that amendment. But since
it appears the Senate Foreign Rela-
tions Committee legislation is going to
contain somewhat different language
and that this willbe an issue for a con-
ference committee to consider, Ithink
it is important to lay a foundation for
that prohibition, and Imight point
out that the ¦ gentleman from Michi-
gan, in his comments in favor of his
substitute, never spoke to- the specific
sanction of the prohibition on comput-
er sales.

Why delay the imposition of that
type of sanction or the imposition of
the sanction on bank loans? Ihave
heard no justification or logic for de-
laying implementation of these specif-
icsanctions, •

In South Africa, the computers
make apartheid work. By the prohibi-
tion contained in this legislation, we
are demonstrating that we do not
want the United States and U.S. com-
panies toprofit fromapartheid.

Mr. GUNDERSON. Mr. Chairman,
willthe gentleman yield?

Mr,BERMAN,Iyield to the gentle-
man from Wisconsin.

Mr.GUNDERSON. Iappreciate the
gentleman's yielding.

Mr.Chairman, Ijust want to ask the
gentleman a question. Ifhe supports
the banning of the computers, and you
look at the fact that Japan has recent-
ly increased their sale of computers by
some 400 percent since 1977 to South
Africa, does the gentleman think that
by our banning the sale of computers
we are going to prevent the Govern-
ment of South Africa from getting

•outers?. ¦
-

¦:¦••-¦:
-

¦ . ¦•

Mr. BERMAN.Iwould reclaim my
time in order to answer the gentle-
man's very relevant question. Iwould
put itinto this context: At the present
time, the United States supplies 70
percent of the computers that go to
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South Africa. Those computers are
used directly in the implementation
and in the enforcement of apartheid
policies. Those computers are utilized
in the classification of people by race
and the classification of people who
lead protests against apartheid in
South Africa. They are an instrument
of enforcement of apartheid in South
Africa. And U.S. computers are direct1
ly involved in that whole process.

Look back to what happened with
the arms embargo on South Africa.
Initially, the United States took the
step alone. We then prevailed and
gradually saw to it that the rest of the
Western World ended up going along
with our arms embargo on South
Africa. We made it a much broader
multilateral approach. My hope and
my goal is that when this legislation
passes, and these sanctions go into
effect, the United States would go to
the Security Council of the United Na-
tions, to our NATO allies, to Japan
and take this prohibition that the
United States willhave enacted unilat-
erally and say, "Is this not at least a
minimal standard of conduct to expect
of our other Western allies?" AndIbe-
lieve we can prevail and we can seri-
ously affect the ability of South Africa
to enforce its apartheid system
through the utilization of sophisticat-
ed computer technology.

Mr. SILJANDER. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield for a ques-
tion?

Mr. HERMAN.Iyield to the gentle-
man from Michigan.

Mr. SILJANDER. Iwould just like
to know what would prohibit Japan or
another country, as they have been
since 1976, increasing their share of
the market from simply filling the
void, thereby putting absolutely no
pressure on the South African Gov-
ernment at all.

Mr. BERMAN. What prohibits the
Western European arms industry from
selling arms to South Africa? The fact
is that it was a series of patient and re-
lentless efforts by the United States,
after it enacted its arms embargo, to
get other countries to undertake that
same position.

Mr. SILJANDER. But will the gen-
tleman answer the question regarding
Japan?

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from California [Mr.
Berman] has expired.

Mr. WOLPE. Mr. Chairman, Iyield
myself such time as Imay consume.

(Mr. WOLPE asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. WOLPE. Mr. Chairman, first,I
want to pay tribute to my distin-
guished ranking minority member, the
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. Sil-
jander]. Whatever differences we have
on the amendment that the gentleman
from Michigan has offered—and the
differences are obviously rather dra-
matic—l believe that the letter that
was sent earlier by a number of my
Republican colleagues, to which he

was a signatory, made a very impor-
tant contribution to the debate on
South Africa and to an alteration in
the political climate within this body
with respect to that subject.

Moreover, while we differ on how to
approach the issue of South Africa,
my ranking minority member has been
very cooperative inmoving this legisla-
tion through to this point on the
House floor, and Iwant to express my
appreciation to him for that assist-
ance.

D 1330

Mr. Chairman, as we have listened
to this debate on South Africa over
the past few days, ithas become clear
that those who advocate a continu-
ation of the policy of constructive en-
gagement or who, in more general
terms, resist the imposition of econom-
ic sanctions against South Africa,
make certain assumptions that are
more implicit than explicit, but, I
think, need tobe laidbare.

The first of those assumptions is
that South Africa is very much like
the United States, and that we can
project onto the South Africa situa-
tion America's own experience with
race and racism and our own experi-
ence, indeed, with the civil rights
movement.

Mr. Chairman, that was an assump-
tion that Iused to make. Inmy previ-
ous life, Ihappened to have been a
professor of African politics;Ithought
Iknew something about the subject. It
was only when Itraveled to South
Africamyself that Idiscovered how in-
correct that set of assumptions really
was. Because South Africa is in fact
very different. There are two key dif-
ferences that need to be understood in
order to appreciate how destructive
the policy of constructive engagement
has been.

The first of those key differences is
that South Africa is a totalitarian
police state. Now, when Americans
think about South Africa, we tend to
project onto the South African experi-
ence what we know about our own his-
tory with discrimination, withsegrega-
tion, with racial inequality. And when
you travel to South Africa, you see
that discrimination very clearly mani-
fested in every respect, in every way.
But the thing you are unprepared for
is the totalitarian nature of the police
state.
Istillrecall traveling to Soweto, the

black township outside of Johannes-
burg, and being informed by blacks
who were resident in Soweto that it
was their estimate that 1 out of 10
blacks living in this township were
police spies. Why? Because it turns out
that many of the women and children
who live in the black township of
Soweto, who have come there to join
their husbands that are working in the
mines, are themselves there illegally,
and if they do not cooperate with the
police, they are immediately subject to
deportation to the so-called home-
lands. They have got to cooperate.

Youcannot imagine what itis like to
have a police system that penetrates
into the very fabric of the society; into
the neighborhoods, into the homes. It
is difficultto comprehend the sense of
distrust, the sense of disorganization,
the sense of paranoia that is part and
parcel of the life of the black South
African every day. South Africa is a
totalitarian police state. Unless we
comprehend that, the effort to project
onto that experience our own evolu-
tionary democratization will yield
enormously tragic consequences.

There is a second difference no less
significant. In the United States,
whites are the majority; blacks were
the minority. InSouth Africa, the ma-
jority-minority relationships are re-
versed. Whites are a minority, desper-

ate to hold onto their privilege, their
power. Denying to the majority of the
population even a semblance of
human dignity, even a semblance of
basic political rights. Unless we under-
stand that the reversal of the majori-
ty-minority relationships inevitably
creates a different political dynamic,
we are going to develop a foreign
policy and continue a foreign policy
that willagain produce very counter-
productive consequences.

There is a second assumption under-
lying those who would resist sanctions
and would support the amendment of
my distinguished colleague from
Michigan. That is that somehow eco-
nomic and social change lead inexora-
bly topolitical liberalization and to de-
mocratization. We are told repeatedly
that we need to encourage *the process
of industrialization and that American
economic activity in South Africa will
further that process and promote po-
liticalreform at the end of the line.

Do we not only have to look to the
experience of Nazi Germany, to the
experience of Stalinist Russia, indeed,
to the experience of South Africa to
see that that kind of assumption is
blatantly false? In all of those in-
stances there has been progressive in-
dustrialization, economic and social
change, and greater repression; not de-
mocratization; not political liberaliza-
tion.
Iam not saying that the American

companies involved in South Africa
are not making a constructive contri-
bution to desegregated workplaces and
to the process of economic change, but
that what is happening in those work-
places is essentially irrelevant to the
process of political change, and» that
the gut issue that we are facing in the
struggle against apartheid is not a
struggle for economic improvement; it
isnot a struggle even for desegregated
workplaces. The struggle against
apartheid is a struggle for political
rights.

Blacks, the vast majority of the pop-
ulation in South Africa, are asking for
nothing less and nothing more than
the right to participate in the political
decisions that affect their lives on a
daily basis.
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Third, there are those who are argu-

ing against sanctions and for the ap-
proach taken by the Siljander amend-
ment, who insist that .sanctions are
going to:hurt those who we are seek-
ing to help: the black population.

Indeed, they go even further. The
Washington Post editorial today sug-
gested that those who are advocating
sanctions are really not very sensitive
to the prospective suffering that
might be created on the part of the
black population. Nothing, could be
further from the truth; The tragic re-
ality is that the policy of constructive
engagement, however it may have
been intended, is in fact producing
more suffering, more violence,

'

and
more repression. That is very simply
because the message, that • has .been
heard 'by, the Afrikaner regime is
simply that they now have a much
freer hand to do what- they will;not
only internally, Imight say, inside the
country of South Africa, but in the
region. They know in advance, because
that has been administration policy,
that no matter how much repression
there is, no matter how much aggres-
sion the South African Government
unleashes against the neighboring
states in the region, there willbe no
cost in 'terms of the American-South
African relationship. They know in ad-
vance that they are free to engage in
that kind of repression* What we have
really signaled to them through con-
structive engagement is that the
system of apartheid can be maintained
indefinitely into the future without
any real cost, without any real isola-
tion in terms of the international com-
munity, or.without any real economic
costs in terms of their relationship to
the united States.

So that it is current policy that is
adding to the violence; it is the ambi-
guity of our policy. We verbally con-
demn apartheid on the one. hand, but
then we engage in business as usuaL
What we do at that point is to rein-
force the more intransigent elements
of the South African Government in
the, belief that they can hold on in-
definitely, without any consequences,
any response, from the united States.

Those of us who are advocating now
the application of sanctions do so be-
cause of our profound belief that that
is the only way of mitigating the' vio-
lence. Only at the point at which the
South

'

African Government under-
stands that it cannot continue the
present system without real economic
and political costs, do we have a possi-
bility that the Government willcoun-
tenance a political negotiation leading
to a new political order and to genuine
power sharing on the part of all the
elements of the South Africanpopula-
tion.
It is current policy that is adding to

the violence. It is the imposition of
sanctions that will help us possibly
avert some of that bloodshed that we
can anticipate down the road if the
South African Government does not

move immediately to begin the process
of dismantling apartheid.- ¦

Let me say finally that Ihope that
the administration willlisten carefully
to what has -happened in this body the
past couple of days and what is hap-
pening in the other body. There is an
emerging bipartisan consensus that
understands that constructive engage-
ment has enormously destructive con-
sequences.
Ihope the administration, ;rather

than responding defensively and dig in
its heels, willbe responsive to the bi-
partisan consensus. Look at the
margin of the votes that occurred yes-
terday. Look at the vote that willtake
place on final passage today, the bi-
partisan majority that willbe for the
placement 'of immediate sanctions. I
hope the administration willrespond
to that opportunity and join with the
Congress in forging a new; foreign
policy toward South Africa that willat
one and the same time advance the
process of change inSouth Africa and
be consistent with American national
interests in the region. We cannot
afford to be perceived as on the side of
or entering into an accommodation
with apartheid. We would, at the same
time, be advancing a policy that is
genuinely consistent with American
national values,

D 1340
The CHAIRMAN. The question is on

the amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute offered by the gentleman from
Michigan [Mr.SiljanderL

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that' the noes
appeared tohave it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. SILJANDER. Mr/Chairman, I
demand a recorded vote.

Arecorded vote was ordered. ..• :
The vote was taken by electronic

device, and there were—ayes 108, noes
310, not voting 15, as follows:

[RollNo. 137]

AYES-108
Archer Gek&s Miller< OH)
Armey Gingrich Monson : , •¦

Badham Goodling Montgomery ;

Barnard Grotberg Moore
Bartlett Gunderson Moorhead
Barton Hall,Ralph Morrison (WAX
Bateman Hammerschmidt Myers
Bentley Hansen Nichols
Bilirakis Hartnett Nielson
Broomfield Hendon Oxley
Broyhill Henry Packard
Burton (IN) Hillis Parris
Campbell Holt Pashayan
Chandler Hunter Petri
Cheney Hyde Quillen
Cobey Kemp Rogers
Coble Kindness Roth
Combest Kolbe Rowland <CT)

Craig Kramer Schuette
Daniel Lagomarsino Schulze
Dannemeyer Leath (TX) Shaw
Daub Livingston Shumway
Davis Loeffler Shuster
DeWine Lott Siljander
Dickinson Lowery <CA) Skeen
Doman (CA) Lujan Slaughter
Dreier Lungren Smith CNE)

Eckert (NY) Marlenee Smith, Denny
Fawell McCollurn Smith, Robert
Fiedler McEwen Solomon
Fields McMillan Spence
Franklin Michel Stangeland

Strang» Taylor Walker
Stump . , Thomas <CA):

-
Whitehurst

Sundquist Vander Jagt Wolf
Swindali Vucanovich ¦ Young <PL)

NOES— 310
:

Ackerman Foglietta McKernan
Addabbo Foley -.McKiiuiey
Akaka Ford (MI) : Meyers
Alexander Ford (TN) Mica
Anderson :. : Fowler ;Míkulski :

Andrews Frank Miller (CA)

Annunzio" Frost Miller (WA)
Anthony . Fuqua Mineta
Applegate Gallo Mitchell
Aspin . .Garcia Moakley
Atkins Gaydos Molinari
AuCoin Gejdenson Mollohan
Barnes Gephardt Moody
Bates Gibbons Morrison (CT)
Bedell Oilman Mrazek
Beilenson Glickman Murphy
Bennett Gonzalez Murtha
Béreuter

-
Gordon Natcher

Herman .Gradison Neal
Bevill Gray (ID ¦: Nelson
Biaggi Gray (PA) Nowak
Bliley Green O'Brien
Boehlert

'. Gregg Oakar
Boggs Guarini Gberstar
Boland Hall(OH) Obey
Boner CTN) Hamilton Olin ;
Bonior(MI) Hatcher Ortiz
Bonker Hayes Owens
Borski Hefner . Panetta
Bosco Heftel Pease
Boucher Hertel Penny
Boulter Hiler Pepper
Boxer . Hopkins Perkins
Breaux Horton Pickle
Brooks Howard Porter
Brown (CA) Hoyer Price
Brown (CO) Hubbard Pursell
Bruce Huckaby Rangel
Bryant Hughes Ray
Burton CCA) Hutto Regula
Bustamante ; Ireland Reid
Caliahan Jacobs Richardson
Carney : Jeffords . Ridge
Carper Jenkins Rinaldo '

Carr Johnson Ritter
•Chappie Jones (NO Robinson
Clay Jones (OK) Rodino
Clinger. Jones (TN) Roe
Coats Kanjorski Roemer
Coelho Kaptur Rose .
Coleman (MO) Kasich Roukema
Coleman (TX) Kastenmeier . Rowland (GA)

Collins Kennelly Roybal
Conte Kildee Rudd
Conyers Kleczka Russo
Cooper Kolter

"*
Sabo

Coughlin Kostmayer Savage
Courter LaFalce Saxton
Coyne Lantos Schaef er
Crane Latta Scheuer
Crockett Leach <IA) Schneider •

Darden Lehman (CA) Schroeder
Daschle Lehman (PL) Schumer
de la Garaa Leland Seiberling
DeLay Lent Sensenbrenner
Dellums Levin (MI) Sharp
Derrick Levin© <CA) Shelby
Dicks Lewis CCA) Sikorski
DioGuardi Lewis (FL) Sisisky
Dixon Lightfoot Skelton
Donnelly Lipinski Smith <FL)

Dorgan(ND) Lloyd Smith (IA)

Dowdy Long Smith (NH)

Downey Lowry (WA) Smith <NJ)

Duncan Luken Snowe
Durbin Lundine Snyder
Dwyer Mack Solarz
Dymally MacKay Spratt
Dyson Madigan St Germain
Early Mantón Staggers
Eckart (OH) Martin (ID Stark
Edgar Martin (NY) Stenholm
Edwards (CA) Martinez Stokes
English Matsui Stratton
Erdreich Mavroules Studds
Evans <IA) Mazzoli Swift
Evans (ID McCain Synar
Fascel! McCandless Tallón
Fazio MeCloskey Tauke
Feighan McCurdy Tauzin
Fish McDade . Thomas (GA)

Flippo McGrath Torres
Floria McHugh Torricelli
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Towns Weaver íjíortley
Traficant Weber Wright
Traxler Weiss Wyden
Udall Wheat Wylie
Valentine Whitley Yates
Vento Whittaker Yatron
Visclosky Whitten Young (AK>

Volkmer Williams Young (MO)
Walgren Wirth 2schau
Watkins Wise
Waxman Wolpe

NOT VOTING-IS
Byron Prenzel Rostenkowski
Chappell Hawkins Slattery
Dingell Markey Stallings
Edwards (OK) Rahall Sweeney
Emerson Roberts Wilson

D 1350
Messrs. JONES of Oklahoma,

SMITH of New Hampshire, and
WRIGHT changed their votes from
"aye" to "no."

Mr. PASHAYAN and Mr. DICKIN-
SON changed their votes from "no" to
"aye."

So the amendment in the nature of
a substitute was rejected.

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

D 1400

AMENDMENT INTHE NATURE OF A SUBSTITUTE
OFFERED BYMR. GUNDERSON

Mr.GUNDERSON. Mr.Chairman, I
offer an amendment inthe nature of a
substitute.

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment in the nature of a substitute

offered by Mr. Gunderson: Strike all after
the exacting clause and insert in lieu there-
of the following:

TITLEI-GENERALPROVISIONS
FINDINGS AND DECLARATIONS

Section 1. The Congress finds and de-
clares that—

(a) the policy and practice of apartheid-
CD deliberately separates millions of

South African "migrant" workers from
their families;

(2) denies meaningful, democratic partici-
pation in the political process to the majori-
ty ofthe South African population;

(3) consigns the mass of South African
citizenry to lives of economic and education-
al deprivation;

(4) denies black citizens of South Africa
the right to travel freely within their own
country;

(5) leads to the arbitrary government con-
fiscation of the private property legally
owned by black South African nationals;

(6) tries to deprive many South African
citizens ofSouth African citizenship;

(b) the policy and practice of apartheid is
repugnant to the moral and political values
of democratic and free societies, and runs
counter to United States policies to promote
democratic governments throughout the
world and respect for human rights; and

(c) itis the policy of the united States to
promote peaceful change in South Africa
through diplomatic means, but a|so, where
necessary and appropriate, through the
adoption of other measures, in conjunction
withour allies, inorder to reinforce United
States opposition to apartheid,

DEFINITIONS
Sec. 2. As used in this Act—
(1) the term "national of the United

States" means—
(A) a natural person who is a citizen of

the United.States or who owes permanent
allegiance to the United States; or

(B) a corporation, partnership, or otherenterprise if—

(Í1 natural persons who are nationals of
the United States own or control, directly or
indirectly, more than 50 per centum of the
outstanding voting securities;

(ii)natural persons who are nationals of
the United States own or control, directly or
indirectly 25 per centum or more of the
voting securities, and natural persons of an-
other nationality do not own or control as
equal or larger percentage;

(iii)any natural person who is a national
of the United States operates the corpora-
tion, partnership, or enterprise pursuant to
the provisions of an exclusive management
contract;

(iv) a majority of the members of the
board of directors are also members of the
comparable governing body of corporation
or legal entity organized under the laws of
the United States, any State or territory
thereof, or the District of Columbia;

(v) natural persons who are nationals of
the United States have authority to appoint
the chief operating officer;and

(2) the term "South Africa" refers to the
territory that constituted the Republic of
South Africa on May 31,1961.

SCHOLARSHIP FOR BLACK SOUTH AFRICANS
Sec. 3. Section !05(b) of the Foreign As-

sistance Act of 1961 is amended—
(1) by inserting "(1) after "(b)";and
(2) by adding at the end thereof the fol-

lowingnew paragraph:
"(2XA) Beginning with the fiscal year

1986, and for each fiscal year thereafter,
$15,000,000 ofassistance provided under this
section by the Administrator of the agency
primarily responsible for administering this
part of this Act shall be used to finance
scholarships for black South Africans who
are attending universities, colleges, and sec-
ondary schools in South Africa and who are
selected in accordance with subparagraph
(B). Of the funds available under the pre-
ceding sentence to carry out this subpara-
graph, not less than $5,000,000 shall be
available only for assistance to full-time
teachers or other educational professionals
pursuing studies toward the improvement of
their professional credentials.

"<B) Individuals for whom scholarships
are financed under subparagraph (A) shall
be selected by a national panel or by region-
al panels composed solely of members of the
teaching profession appointed by the
United States chief of diplomatic mission to
South Africa. No such individual may be se-
lected through any contract entered into
with the agency primarily responsible for
administering this part of this Act.".

HUMANRIGHTS FUND

Sec. 4. Section 116(e)(2)(A) of the Foreign
Assistance Act of 1961 is amended—

(1) by striking out "1984 and" and insert-
ing inlieu thereof "1984,";

(2) by inserting after "1985" a comma and
the following: "and $1,500,000 for the fiscal
year 1986, and for each fiscal year thereaf-
ter"; and

(3) by adding at the end thereof the fol-
lowing: "Grants under this paragraph shall
be made by the Assistant Secretary for
Human Rights and Humanitarian Affairs.".

EXPANDING PARTICIPATIONINTHE SOUTH
AFRICANECONOMY

Sec. 5. (a) The Congress declares—
CD that the denial under the apartheid

laws of South Africa of the rights of South
African blacks and other nonwhites to have
the opportunity to participate equitably in
the South African economy as managers or
owners of, or professionals in, business en-
terprises, and

(2) the policy of confining South African
blacks and other nonwhites to the status of
employees inminority-dominated businesses
is an affront to the values of a free society.

(b) The Congress hereby—
(1) applauds the commitment of nationals

of the United States adhering to the princi-
ples set forth in section 10 to assure that
South African blacks and other nonwhites
are given assistance ingaining their rightful
place in the South African economy; and

(2) urges the United States Government
to assist in all appropriate ways the realiza-
tion by South African blacks and other non-
whites of their rightful place in the South
African economy.

(c) The Secretary of State and any other
head of a department or agency of the
United States carrying out activities in
South Africa shall, to the maximum extent
practicable, in procuring goods or services,
make affirmative efforts to assist business
enterprises having more than 50 per centum
beneficial ownership by South African
blacks or other nonwhite South Africans.

OVERSEAS PRIVATE INVESTMENT CORPORATION

Sec. 6. Section 237(a) of the Foreign As-
sistance Act of1961 is amended—

(1) by striking out "(a) Insurance" and in-
serting in lieu thereof "(a)(l)Except as pro-
vided in paragraph (2), insurance"; and

(2) by adding at the end thereof the fol-
lowing:

"(2) Insurance, reinsurance, and guaran-
ties of loans may be issued to cover an in-
vestment made inconnection with a project
in South Africa, notwithstanding the ab-
sence of an agreement with the Govern-
ment of South Africa, ifsuch investment is
otherwise eligible under this title, except

that—
"(A) the issuance of any such insurance,

reinsurance, or guaranty shall onlybe made
to promote joint ventures between business
enterprises controlled or owned by South
African blacks or other nonwhite South Af-
ricans and business enterprises controlled or
owned by United States nationals; and

"(B) the national of the United States
holds a minority interest or agrees to relin-
quish its majority interest during the course
of the joint venture.".

EXPORT-IMPORT BANKOF THE UNITED STATES
Sec. 7. Section 2(b)(9) of the Export-

Import Bank Act of1945 is amended—
(1) by striking out "(9) In" and inserting

inlieu thereof "(9)(A)Except as provided in
subparagraph (B), in"; and

(2) by adding at the end thereof the fol-
lowing:

"(B) The Bank shall take active steps to
encourage the use of its facilities to guaran-
tee, insure, extend credit, or participate in
the extension of credit to business enter-
prises in South Africa that are majority
owned by South African blacks or other
nonwhite South Africans. The certification
requirement contained in clause (C) of sub-
paragraphs <A) shall not apply to exports to
or purchases from business enterprises
which are majority owned by South African
blacks or other nonwhite South Africans.".

LABOR PRACTICES OF THE UNITED STATES
GOVERNMENT INSOUTH AFRICA

Sec. 8. (a) Itis the sense of the Congress
that the labor practices used by the United
States Government—

(1) for the direct hire of South Africans,
(2) for the reimbursement out of official

residence funds of South Africans and" em-
ployees of South African organizations for
their employment services on behalf of the
United States Government, and 12K3) for
the employment services of South Africans
arranged by contract,

should represent the best of American labor
practices and should serve as a model for
the labor practices of nationals of the
United States inSouth Africa.
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. (b) Notwithstanding any. other .law,.. the
Secretary of State and any other head of a
department or agency of the United States
carrying out activities inSouth Africa shall
promptly take the necessary steps to ensure
that the labor practices applied to the em-
ployment services described in paragraphs
(1) through (3) of subsection (a) are gov-
erned by the principles set forth in section

employment practices of united states
nationals insouth africa

Sec. 9.:"
' '

¦

.. (a) Statement of PoLicY,~-It is the. sense
of.-the. Congress that any national of the
United States who—

(1) has a branch or officeinSouth África,
ór . ¦.

,. ... ¦'
, :

'
¦ • ¦¦. ¦;

(2) controls, a business enterprise in South
¦Africa, should implement, in the operation
of such branch, office, or business enter-,
prise, those principles relating- to; employ-
ment practices set forth insection 10..

(b) Sanctions.— . ;
'

(I) ¦ Applicability.—The ;: sanctions set
forth in paragraph (2) shall apply td any

of the united States who™ ¦¦ ;¦¦ ¦

. (A)has a.branch, or office inSouth Africa,
or . • . .¦¦.-,...':

'(B)controls a business enterprise inSouth
Africa,'-

' ' . .
' '

¦;.;.; , ';,;/ .
in which more than 20 people; are employed,
and who does not implement the principles
set forth in section 202 in the operation of
that business enterprise.

<2). Sanctions.— With respect to:any na-
tional of the .United States described in
paragraph (1)— ¦

: :; ¦ ¦

-
•

. ,.(A).- no.:department or agency ¦, of ¦. the .,
United States may— .,.-. ¦ .

(i)enter into any contract with,
¦<ii)make any:loan, issue any guaranty of a

loan, or issue any insurance to,
(iii)provide any counseling on economic

:or:political risks' to,'or
<iv) intercede with any .foreign govern-

ment or any national -regarding the foreign
investment or export marketing activities in
any country of,
that national; and

(B) that national may not receive any
credit or deduction under the Internal Reve-
nue Code of 1954 forany income, war prof-
its, or excess profits paid or accrued to
South Africa. •

(c) No department or agency of the United
States may intercede with any foreign gov-

ernment or any national regarding the
export marketing activities in any country
of any national of the United States em-
ploying more than twenty persons in South
Africa that is not implementing the princi-
ples relating to employment practices in
South Africa set forth insection 10, No such
national may make any new investment in
the Republic of South Africa. The Secretary
of State shall promulgate such regulations,
as are necessary toimplement this section,

'- STATEMENT OFPRINCIPLES
Sec. 10. (a) The principles referred to in

sections .8 arid 9 of this. Act are as follows:
(1) Desegregating the .races- in each em-

ployment facility,including—
<A>removing all race designation signs;
(B) desegregating all eating, rest, and

work.facilities; and
(C) terminating all.regulations which are

based onracial discrimination.< 2) Providing equal employment for all
employees, including—
¦

!(A)-assuring that any' health, accident, or
death benefit plans that are established are
tioridiscriminatory and open to all employ»
ees, on an equitable basis; and
¦

(B) implementing equal and nondiscrim-
inatory terms and conditions of employment

for-all employees, and abolishing job-reser-
vations, job fragmentation, apprenticeship
restrictions for blacks and other nonwhites,
and differential employment criteria, which
discriminate on the basis of race or ethnic
origin.

(3) Establishing equally pay for all em-
ployees doing equal work, including—

(A) establishing and implementing, as
soon as possible, a wage and salary structure
which is applied equal to all employees, re-
gardless of race, who are engaged in equal
work;

- .
(B) reviewing the distinction between

hourly and salaried job classifications, and
establishing and implementing an equitable
and unified system of job classifications
m7hich takes into account such review;and

(C) eliminating inequities in ¦seniority and
ingradé benefits so that all employees, re-
gardless of race, who perform similar jobs
are eligible for the same seniority and in-
grade benefits.

(4): Establishing- a minimum wage and
salary structure based on a cost-of -living
index which takes into account the needs of
employees and their families.

(5) Increasing, by appropriate means, the
number of blacks and other nonwhites in
managerial, supervisory, administrative,
clerical, and technical jobs for the purpose
of significantly increasing the representa-
tion of blacks and" other nonwhites in such
jobs, including—

(A)developing training programs that will
prepare substantial numbers of blacks and
other nonwhites for such' jobs as soon as
possible, including—

(i) creating on-the-job training programs
and facilities to assist employees- ta .advance
to higher paying jobs requiring greater
skills;

(B)establishing procedures to assess, iden-
tify, and actively recruit employees with po-
tential for further advancement;

(C) identifying blacks "and other non-
whites withhigh management potential and
enrolling them in accelerated management
programs;

(D) establishing and expanding programs
to enable employees to further their educa-
tion and skills at recognized' education facili-
ties; and

(E) establishing timetables to:carry out
this paragraph.

(8) Taking reasonable steps to improve
the quality of employees' lives outside the
work environment with respect to housing,
transportation, schooling, recreation, and
health, including—

(A) providing assistance to black and
other nonwhite employees for housing,
health care, transportation, and recreation
either through the provision of facilities or
services or providing financial assistance to
employees for such purposes,; including the
expansion or creation of in-house medical
facilities or other niedicar programs to im-
prove medical care for black and other non-
white employees and their dependents; and

(B) .participating in the development of
programs that address the education -needs
of employees, their dependents, and the
local community.

(1) Recognizing labor unions and. imple-
menting fairlabor practices, including—

(A) recognizing the right of all employees,
regardless of racial or other distinctions, to
self -organization and to form, join, or assist
labor organizations, freely and without pen-
alty or reprisal, and -recognizing the right to
refrain from any such activity;

(B)refraining from—
(I) interfering with, restraining, or coerc-

ing employees in the exercise of their rights
of self-organization under this paragraph,
: (ii)dominating or interfering with the'for-
mation oradministration of any labor orga-

nization or sponsoring, controlling, or con-
tributing financial or other assistance to it,

(iii)encouraging or discouraging member-
ship in any labor organization by discrimi-
nation in regard to hiring, tenure, promo-
tion, or other condition of employment,

(iv) discharging or otherwise disciplining
or discriminating against any employee who
has exercised any rights of self-organization
under this paragraph, and

(C) allowing employees to exercise ri
of self -organization, including solicitation of
fellow employees during non working hours,
allowing distribution and posting of union
literature by employees during nonworking
hours in nonworking areas, and allowing
reasonable access to labor organization rep-
resentatives to communicate with employ-
ees on employer premises at reasonable
times;

'
;•¦'¦:-¦ • ¦ .

(D) allowing employee representatives to
meet with employer representatives during
working hours without loss of pay for pur-
poses of collective bargaining, negotiation of
agreements, and representation of employee
grievances;

(E) regularly informing employees that it
is company policy to consult and bargain
collectively with,• organizations which are
freely elected by the employees to represent
them; and

(P) utilizing impartial persons mutually
agreed upon by employer and employee rep-
resentatives to resolve disputes concerning
election of representatives, negotiation of
agreements or grievances, arising thereun-
der, or any other matters arising under this
paragraph.

(b) The. Secretary of State may issue
guidelines and criteria to assist persons who
are or may be subject to this section, incom-
plying with the principles set forth in sub-
section (a) of this section. The Secretary
may, upon request, give an advisory opinion
to any person who is or may be subject to
this section as to whether that person is
subject to this section or would be consid-
ered to- be incompliance with the principles
set forth insubsection (a).

(c) The Secretary of State may promul-
gate such regulations as the Secretary may
deem necessary to implement the provisions
of this Act. The Secretary may conduct in-
vestigations, hold hearings, administer
oaths,. examine- witnesses, receive evidence,
take dispositions, and require by subpoena
the attendance and testimony of witnesses
and the production of ail books, papers, and
documents relating to any matter under in-
vestigation. The Secretary may require all
persons referred to insubsection (a) to reg-
ister with the Department ofState.

(d) Any person who willfullyviolates any
rule or regulation issued under this section
or who willfully,in a registration statement
or report required by the Secretary, makes
any untrue statement of a material fact or
omits to state a material fact required to be
stated therein or necessary to make . the
statements therein not misleading, shall
upon conviction be. fined not more than
$1,000,000 or imprisoned not more than two
years, or both.

(c) In carrying out functions under this
section, the President is authorized to exer-
cise the same powers concerning violations
and enforcement which are conferred upon
departments, agencies and officials by sub-
sections (c), (d), (c), and (f)of section 11 of
the Export Administration Act of 1979, and
by subsections (a) and (c) of section 12 of
such Act, .subject to the same terms and
conditions as are applicable to such powers
under such Act. Nothing in this subsection
shall be construed as authorizing the with-
holdingof information from the Congress,
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(f) Notwithstanding any other provision

of law, the Secretary may enter into con-
tacts with one or more private organizations
or individuals to assist the Secretary on im-
plementing this section.

POLICY ON ECONOMIC SANCTIONS

Sec. 11. (a) It shall be the policy of the
United States to impose economic sanctions
against the Government of South Africa if,
within two years of the date of enactment
of this section, significant progress has not
been made toward ending the policy of
apartheid.

(b) The President may waive sanctions
contained in subsection (a) of this section
for a period of not more than 12 months if—

(1) the President determines that one or
more of the conditions as .set forth in sub-
section (d) of this section are met,

(2) the President submits that determina-
tion to the Congress, and

(3) a jointresolution is enacted approving
the President's determination.

(c) The President may waive the sanctions
contained in suksecUoa <&) of this section
for an additional 6-month period if, before
each such waiver—

(1) the President determines that an addi-
tional condition set forth in subsection (d)

has been met since the preceding waiver
under this subsection became effective,

(2) the President submits that determina-
tion to the Congress, and

(3) a joint resolution is enacted approving
the President's determination.

(d) Statement of Conditions.
—

The condi-
tions referred to in subsections (b) and (c)

are the following:
(1)Family housing near place ofemploy-

ment.—The Government of South Africa
has eliminated the system which makes it
impossible for black employees and their
families tobe housed inÍamity accommoda-
tions near the place of employment.

(2)Right to seek employment— The Gov-
ernment of South Africa has eliminated all
policies that restrict the rights of black
people to seek employment in South Africa
and to live wherever they findemployment
inSouth Africa.

(3) Eliminating denationalization.— The
Government of South Africa has eliminated
all policies that make distinctions between
the South African nationality of blacks and
whites.

(4) Eliminating removals.— The Govern-
ment of South Africa has eliminated remov-
als of black populations from certain geo-
graphic areas on account of race or ethnic
origin.

(5) Eliminating residence restrictions.—
The Government of South Africa has elimi-
nated all residence restrictions based on
race or ethnic origin.

(6) Negotiations
'
for new political

system.— The Government of South Africa
has entered into meaningful negotiations
with truly representative leaders of the
black population for a new political system
providing for the fullnational participation
of all the people of South Africa in the
social, political, and economic life in that
country and an end to discrimination based
on race or ethnic origin.

(7) Settlement of Namibia.— An interna-
tionally recognized settlement for Namibia
has been achieved.

(8) Freeing political prisoners.— The
Government of South Africa has freed all
political prisoners."

REPORT OF THE PRESIDENT
'Sec. 12. (a) The President shall prepare

and transmit to the Speaker of the House of
Representatives and the chairman of the
Committee on Foreign Relations of the
Senate March 1, 1987 and every six mo^*isthereafter, a report ©n the «xtent to which

significant progress has been made toward
ending the system of apartheid, including—

(Da detailed assessment of the extent to
which the Government of South Africa has
made progress in—

(A)housing black workers with their fami-
lies;

(B) abolishing the pass laws which pre-
vent blacks from moving freely into the
cities;

(C) terminating the migrant labor system;
(D) allowing unrestricted labor union

rights for all; and
(E) increasing local investment in black

education and training;
(2) a statement of any conclusions drawn

by the Inter-Allied Working Group on
South Africa;

(3) a determination by the President as to
whether significant progress has been made
in achieving the purposes described in
clauses (A) through (E) of paragraph (1);
and

(4) if the President determines under
paragraph (3) that significant progress has
not been made, a recommendation as to
which of the followingsanctions should be
imposed;

(A) A ban on new commercial investment
inSouth Africa.

(B) Aban on new bank loans to the Gov-
ernment of South Africa.

(C) Aban on the importatin of South Af-
rican Krugerrands.

(D) Aban on the sale of computers to the
central Government ofSouth Africa,

TITLEII—UNITEDSTATES
COMMISSION ON SOUTH AFRICA .

SEC. 201. ESTABLISHMENT OF COMMISSION.
There is established a commission to be

known as the "united States Commission on
South Africa" (hereinafter in this title re-
ferred to as the "Commission").

SEC. 202. DUTIESOF COMMISSION.
(a) Study and Report on Progress

Against Apartheid.— The Commission shall
conduct an ongoing study of, and shall
report to the Congress on, the progress that
the Government of South Africa has
made—

(1) ineliminating the system of apartheid;
and

C2) toward the fullparticipation of blacks
and other nonwhites in the social, political,
and economic life inSouth Africa.
The Commission shall also study the eco-
nomic and political relations between the
United States and South Africa.

(b) Focus of Study.—In carrying out sub-
section (a), the Commission shall—

(1) with respect to the progress toward
eliminating apartheid, pay particular atten-
tion to the termination of—

(A) the Group Areas Act;
(B) the Pass Laws;
(C) the Influx Control Act;
(D) the MixedMarriages Act;
(E) the Immorality Act;
(F) the homelands policy; and
(G) the detention of persons without due

process oflaw; and
(2) withrespect to the goals referred to in

subsection (a)(2), pay particular attention to
the involvement of recognized representa-
tives of the black and nonwhite population
in South Africa inachieving these goals, in-
cluding the convening, as soon as possible,
by the Government of South Africa of a na-
tional congress, composed of all pro-demo-
cratic groups in South Africa, to establish a
timetable for granting full citizenship to
blacks and other nonwhites inSouth Africa.

(c) Schedule of Study an© Reports.—
(1) Study.— The Commission shall con-

duct the study under subsection (a) during
the 2-year period beginning on the date of
the enactment of this Act,

(2) Reports.— The Commission shall
submit in terim reports to the Congress at
the end of each 6-month period beginning
on the date of the enactment of this Act.
Not later than the end of the 2-year period
beginning on the date of the enactment of
this Act, the Commission shall submit a
final report to the Congress. The final
report shall contain—

(A) a determination by the Commission of
whether the Government of South Africa
has made substantial progress toward the
goals set forth in paragraphs (1) and (2) of
subsection (a), and

(B) if the Commission determines under
subparagraph (A) that substantial progress
has not been made, a recommendation as to
whichof the followingshould be imposed:

(i) A ban on new commercial investment
inSouth Africa.

(ii)A ban on new bank loans to the Gov-
ernment ofSouth Africa.

(iii)A ban of the sale of computers to the
Government of South Africa.

(iv) Changes in diplomatic relations with
South Africa.
SEC. 203. MEMBERSHIP.

(a) Number and Appointment.—
(1) In general.—The Commission shall be

composed of15 members, as follows:
(A) The chairman and ranking minority

member of the Committee on Foreign Af-
fairs of the House of Representatives.

(B) The chairman and ranking minority
member of the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions of the Senate.

(C) The chairman and ranking minority
member of the Subcommittee on Africa of
the Committee on Foreign Affairs of the
House of Representatives.

(D) The chairman and ranking minority
member of the Subcommittee on Africa of
the Committee on Foreign Relations of the
Senate.

(E) Seven members appointed by the
President from among persons knowledgea-
ble inSouth African affairs, as follows:

(i) One member shall be an officer of the
Department ofState.

(ii)One member shall be an officer of the
Department of Commerce.

(iii)One member shall be an officer of the
Department of the Treasury.

(iv) Four members shall be appointed
from among persons who are not officers or
employees of any government who are spe-
cially qualified to serve on the Commission
by virtue of their education, training, or ex-
perience.

'(2) Designation of substitutes.— If any
member referred to in paragraph (1XA) or
(1KB) is the same individual as a member
referred to in paragraph (IXC) or (1)(D),
then the individual shall designate another
member of the Committee on Foreign Af-
fairs or Foreign Relations, as the case may
be, to serve as a member of the Commission.

(3) Fillingqf vacancies.— A vacancy in
the Commission shall be filled in the
manner in which the original appointment
was made.

(b) Continuation of Membership.— Ifany

member of the Commission who was ap-
pointed to the Commission as a Member of
the Congress leaves that office, or if any
member of the Commission who was ap-
pointed from persons who are not officers
or employees of any government becomes
an officer or employee of a government, he
or she may continue as a member of the
Commission for not longer than the 60-day
period beginning on the date he or she
leaves that office or becomes such an officer
or employee, as the case may be.

(c) Terms.— Members shall be appointed
for the life ofthe Commission.

(d)Basic Pay.—
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(1) For non-government employees.—

Except as provided inparagraph (2), mem-
bers of the Commission shall serve without
pay» Dut shall be allowed travel or transpor-

tation expenses, including per diem in lieu
of subsistence, to the same extent as em-
ployees serving intermittently in the Gov-
ernment Service are allowed such expenses

under section 5703 of title 5, United States
Code.

(2)For government employees.— Members
of the Commission who are full-time offi-
cers or employees of the United States or
Members of the Congress shall receive no
additional pay, allowances, or benefits by

reason of their service on the Commission.
(c) Quorum.— Eight members of the Com-

mission shall constitute a quorum» but a
lesser number may holdhearings.

(f) Chairman.— The Chairman and Vice
Chairman of the Commission shall be elect-
ed by the members of the Commission.

(g) Meetings.— The Commission shall
meet at the call of the Chairman or a ma-
jorityof its members.
SEC. 204. STAFF OF COMMISSION; EXPERTS AND

CONSULTANTS.
(a) Staff.—The Commission may appoint

and fixthe pay of such additional personnel
as itconsiders appropriate.

(b) Applicabilityof Certain CivilServ-
ice Laws.— The staff of the Commission
may be appointed without regard to the
provisions of title 5, United States Code,
governing appointments in the competitive
service, and may be paid without regard to
the provisions of chapter 51 and subchap-
ters 111 of chapter 53 of such title relating

to classification and General Schedule pay
rates, except that no individual so appointed
may receive pay inexcess ofthe annual rate
of basic pay payable for GS-18 of the Gen-
eral Schedule.

(c) Experts and Consultants.— The Com-
mission may procure temporary and inter-
mittent services under section 3209(b) of
title 5, United States Code, but at rates for
individuals not to exceed the daily equiva-
lent of the minimum annual rate of basic
pay payable for GS-18 of the General
Schedule.

(d> Staff of Federal Agencies.— Upon the
request of the Commission, the head of any
Federal agency is authorized to detail, on a
reimbursable basis, any of the personnel of
such agency to the Commission to assist the
Commission in carrying out its duties under
this Act.
SKC. 205. POWERS OF COMMISSION.

(a) Hearings and Sessions.— The Commis-
sion may, for the purpose of carrying out
this title, hold such hearings, sit and act at
such times and places, take such testimony,
and receive such evidence, as the Commis-
sion considers appropriate. The Commission
may administer oaths or affirmations to wit-
nesses appearing before it.

(b) Powers of Members and Agents.— Any
member or agent of the Commission may, if
so authorized by the Commission, take any

action which the Commission is authorized
to take by this section.

(c) Obtaining Official Data.— The Com-
mission may secure directly from any de-
partment or agency ofthe United States in-
formation necessary to enable it to carry
out this Act.Upon the request ofthe Chair-
man or Vice Chairman of the Commission»
the head of such department or agency
shall furnish such information to the Com-
mission.

(d) Gifts.—The Commission may accept,
use, and dispose of gifts or donations of
services or property.

(c) Mails.—The Commission may use the
United States mails in the same manner and
under the same conditions as other depart-
ments and agencies of the United States.

(f) Administrative Support Services.—
The Administrator of General Services shall
provide to the Commission on a reimbursa-
ble basis such administrative support serv-
ices as the Commission may request.

(g) Subpoena Power.—
(1) In general.— The Commission may

issue subpoenas requiring the attendance
and testimony of witnesses and the produc-
tion of any evidence that relates to any
matter under investigation by the Commis-
sion. Such attendance of witnesses and the
production of such evidence may be re-
quired from any place within the United
States at any designated place of hearing
within the United States.

(2) Refusal to obey a subpoena.— lf a
person issued a subpoena under paragraph
(1) refuses to obey such subpoena or is
guilty of contumacy, any court of the
United States within the judicial district
within which the hearing is conducted or
within the judicial district within which
such person is found or resides or transacts
business may (upon application by the Com-
mission) order such person to appear before
the Commission to produce evidence or to
give testimony relating to the matter under
investigation. Any failure to obey such
order of the court may be punished by such
court as a contempt thereof.

(3) Serving of subpoenas.— The subpoenas
of the Commission shall be served in the
manner provided for subpoenas issued by a
United States district court under the Fed-
eral Rules of CivilProcedure for the- United
States district courts.

(4) Venue of process.— Allprocess of any

court to which application may be made
under this section may be served in the judi-
cial district in which the person required to
be served resides or may be found.

(h) Immunity.—No person shall be ex-
cused from attending and testifying or from
producing books, records, correspondence*
documents, or other evidence in obedience
to a subpoena, ontteground that the testi-
mony or evidence required of him may tend
to incriminate him or subject him to a pen-
alty or forfeiture; but no individual shall be
prosecuted or subjected to any penalty or
forfeiture by reason of any transaction,
matter, or thing concerning which such in-
dividual is compelled, after having claimed
his privilege against self-incrimination, to
testify or produce evidence, except that
such individual so testifying shall not be
exempt from prosecution and punishment
for perjury committee inso testifying.
SEC. 206. TERMINATION.

The Commission shall cease to exist 90
days after submitting its final report pursu-
ant to section 412(c).
1

Mr. GUNDERSON (during the read-
ing). Mr. Chairman, Iask unanimous
consent that the amendment in the
nature of a substitute be considered as
read and printed in the Record.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Wisconsin?

There was no objection.
The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to

House Resolution 174, the gentleman
from Wisconsin [Mr.Gunderson] will
be recognized for 30 minutes and a
Member opposed willbe recognized for
30 minutes.

Is the gentleman from Michigan
[Mr. Wolpe] opposed to the amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute?

Mr.WOLPE. Iam, Mr.Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman

from Michigan willbe recognized for
30 minutes.

At this time the Chair recognizes

the gentleman from Wisconsin CMr.
Gunderson] for 30 minutes.

Mr. GUNDERSON. Mr.Chairman, I
yield myself 10 minutes.

(Mr. GUNDERSON asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. GUNDERSON. Mr. Chairman,
let me begin by commending the
chairman of the subcommittee for his
commitment to change in South
Africa.Ithink there ought to be no
doubt in this House, or anywhere in
the country, that all of us have the
same intent. We must try to change

the policy of the Government of
South Africa. The problem in the
debate that we are incurring this
afternoon is a debate on strategy, how
best might we achieve that goal.

We must ask ourselves, do we want
to simply make moral statements that
make us feel good or do we actually
want to enact policies that can con-
tribute to constructive change? Do we
want to help the blacks in South
Africaor do we simply want to punish
the whites inthat country?

Our goal must and ought to be to
contribute to constructive change, not
to conduct a litmus test on civilrights
legislation here in the United States. I
shudder to think that this may be
simply a debate where people are
voting on the titleof the bill,not the
substance.
Ihave introduced a substitute which

is very, very similar to that which has
been enacted by the Foreign Relations
Committee in the other body with
only two small differences. If you are
to give my substitute a title, it would
be this isnot immediate sanctions, this
is conditional investment. We do what
Bishop Tutu, we do what the Wash-
ington Post, we do what others have
called for, we encourage investment by

the United States in South Africa
during the short term. Business is
more progressive than the Govern-
ment of South Africa and American
business is more progressive than
South African business. Thus we see
that as a tool toward constructive
change.

The first difference between the
Gray proposal and my substitute is
that his proposal is a negative one. It
simply imposes sanctions. Mine is a
positive proposal. My substitute asks,
how can we help bring about change?

My proposal offers $15 million in
scholarships for black South Africans
and $1.5 million in grants under the
AID Human Rights Fund for the
black South African cause. We provide
insurance, reinsurance and guarantees
of loans through OPIC for blacks and
other nonwhite South African busi-
ness. We provide the extension of
credits through the Export-Import
Bank and other such institutions for
blacks and other nonwhite South Afri-
cans. We try to make positive contri-
butions to the black and nonwhite
population of South Africa.
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The second thing. we do$ which the
Gray billdoes not, is to require Ameri-
can companies involved in business in
South Africa to adhere to the Sullivan
principles, not just give the option. We
require them to do itand we impose a
penalty. We impose a major penalty of
$1 million for anyone who willfully
violates the Sullivan principles. I
think that is the way we want to go.

The third element ofmy,proposal is
what we call economic sanctions or
conditional investment. We say that it
willbe the policy of the United States
to impose- economic sanctions on the
Government of South Africa if at the
end of 2 years positive substantial
progress has not been made toward
ending the policy of apartheid in
South Africa.
. Howis that going tobe done? At the
end of 2*years if the President certi-
fies, or in reality ifthe State, Depar-
tment certifies, that progress has not
been made; then the policy of sanc-
tions becomes 'the policy of the-Gov-
ernment of the United States. The
President can implement through Ex-
ecutive order or Congress can enact at
that point in time exactly what those
sanctions would be.

The- next element of my particular
proposal is similar to that of the gen-
tleman from Michigan. [Mr.. Siljan-
der] which creates a U.S. Commission
on South Africa. Why do we do that?
We do that because many of my col-
leagues on the other side of the aisle
are going to be . hesitant to simpler
allow, the administration, the present
State Department, the present admin-
istration .to determine whether or not
progress is being made in eliminating
apartheid inSouth Africa.

What we really do is set up a com-
mission to keep each other honest, a
commission appointed bipartisan from
the leadership of the House and the
Senate to keep the President and the
State Department honest and vice
versa. That is the purpose of the com-
mission under our particular proposal.

Now let us compare again the differ-
ences then, in reality between the
Gray proposal and my particular sub-
stitute. The Gray proposal offers im-
mediate sanctions banning new bank
loans. What is that going to do? Ifwe
ban new bank loans, presently we have$400 millionof bank loans to the pur-
chasers of U.S. products, allit does is
increase our present trade deficit,
something Iwouldsuggest most of the
American unions would be opposed to.

Second, it simply penalizes South
African firms which have no legal role
in enforcing apartheid. Ifyou willlook
at every chamber of commerce in
South Africa, every one of those
chambers of commerce, black, white,
Afrikaaner, et cetera, ail have state-
ments opposed to the policy of apart-
heid.

The Gray substitute also calls for a
ban on the sale of computers to the
government. Willthat have any effect
on the South AfricanGovernment? Of
course not. Since 1977, Japanese sale

of computers to South Africa has in-
creased some 400 percent. They are
not going to stop using computers;
they are only going to buy them from
Japan rather than the united States.
So we effectively eliminate our role
and our opportunity in trying tobring
about constructive change, and we do
nothing in terms of bringing about
that change. ¦

• .
a i4io

Iwould like to go on and recite the
remarks of Bishop Tutu.

Mr. HERMAN. Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. GUNDERSON. Iwould like to
finish my remarks first.
Iwould like to go on at this point in

time 'and .refer to the- remarks of
Bishop Tutu, a person :whoIthink is
clearly perceived as the moral leader
of the blacks in South Africa. Bishop
Tutu said on February 3, when he en-
throned as the head of the Anglican
Church,- andIwould liketo quote:

MayIpoint out that Ihave not as yet ad-
vocated ,disinvestment. Up to now Ihave
called forinternational pressure, -diplomatic,
political, but above all economic, to per-
suade the South African Government to go
to the conference table with,t^he authentic
representatives of all sectors of our commu-
nity. . . ; . ;.:, -.

Now, he goes on then and explains
the kinds of economic pressure:

There is economic pressure used through
things such as the different codes tp;seek to
improve the lot ofblack workers—

The Sullivan principles—
Our concern is not for an amelioration of

improvement of the apartheid dispensation.
Itis to see apartheid dismantled, ;.Conse-
quently Ihave said that we must all work
together tosee that goal achieved.

Now listen to this:
Ihave actually called for an increased.for-

eign investment on stringent conditions—
that black workers are housed as family
units near the place of work of the bread-
winner—no migratory labor, the unioniza-
tion of the black worker, the only real
reform we have had, and for which the gov-
ernment must be commended— thus the
worker would be free to sell his labor wher-
ever he pleases, so no influx control that ap-
plies only to blacks, massive investment in
black education and training, an end to the
denationalization of blacks and to forced
population removals. These conditions
should be implemented within 18 to 24
months. The onus is on the government. I
give notice that ifin 18 to 24 months from
today apartheid has not been dismantled or
is not being actively dismantled, then for
the first time Iwillmyself call for punitive
economic sanctions.
If we were to adopt and to pass in

this House a proposal under the guide-
lines set forth by Bishop Tutu 'in.his
speech on February 3, my substitute
would be that proposal. It tells the
Government of South Africa, it tells
the business community of South
Africa, if you want American invest-
ments in the future, my proposal
meets the criteria.
Iwould only go on to suggest, as the

gentleman from Michigan before me,
take

"
a look at today's Washington

Post. Itsays not immediate sanctions.
Itsays conditional investment. Itsays
take some action which can contribute
to change.

My substitute willdo just that.
Mr. LARGOMARSINO. Will the

gentleman yield?
Mr. GUNDERSON. 1 yield to the

gentleman from California,
(Mr. LAGOMARSINO asked was.

given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. Mr. Chair-
man, as we debate the important ques-
tions of whether to approve this legis-
lation and whether; disinvestment will
in fact bring about the desired end to
apartheid, there are several' facts
which all of us must face. Let me ex-
cerpt just a, few of these facts; from a
recent editorial in the Christian Sci-
ence, Monitor, .written by .Dimitri
Simes, a senior associate of the Carne-
gie .Endowment for International
Peace.

-
First, *

'"the United States has neither
the power nor willto assure a peaceful
evolution inSouth Africa which would
lead to multiracial harmony.'' Second,
"is:there, any punishment the U.S. can
inflictupon South Africaor any incen-
tive itcan offer which would persuade
whites to accept black majority rule?
Probably not."."Simes goes on to say
that "moreover,, the record of black
African states, does.' not inspire any
confidence that, once the whites sur-
render , power," their minimal rights
would be respected.'* Surely the. au-
thors and supporters, of this resolution
wou-lcjt .not suggest that we end apart-
heid only to have it replaced by an-
other vicious regime that refuses to re-
spect the. rights of its people. '

Mr.Simes also states that:
Aneconomic warfare against South Ai

would probably have just the opposite
impact (rather than encouraging responsi-
ble trends, it would encourage .dangerous
trends). Conservative critics of the Botha
government would wrap their opposition to
any concession to blacks in a banner of pa-
triotism. And blacks, simultaneously encour-
aged by American support and deprived of
opportunities of American companies, would
become further radicalized. That is a pre-
scription for confrontation, not accommoda-
tion. ¦

'
, ¦¦ ¦

Icouldn't agree with him more. Mr.
Chairman, the_ United States has been
and should continue to be a force for
positive, constructive change inSouth
Africa—not a promoter .of ¿lisin vest-
ment, which would have the exact op-
posite effect of that which we seek»
Itis unfortunate, but a fact norithe*

less, that this legislation would have
the contrary, effect of reducing, the
U.S. corporate presence as a positive
and important— not to mention visible
and appreciated— force for the elimi-
nation of apartheid in that country.
Today, over 150 U.S. companies, ac-
counting for over 80 percent of the
employees of all affiliates of U.S. com-
panies: in South Africa, voluntarily
support the Sullivan Principles. This
effort does much more than improve
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the well-being of the small fraction of
the total South African labor force
working for U.S.-owned enterprises.
The presence of these companies is in
Hiy mind an unquestionable force for
progress and a strong indication of
U.S. support formeasures to eliminate
these aspects of apartheid which we
find most discriminatory and unjust.
To forceably evict these companies
would be folly, and insure that the
United States plays less of a role in
future South African society.
Ialso share Mr.Simes' view that the

U.S. policy of constructive engagement
is not a perfect answer. Ithink all of
us would agree with this—that there
has not been as much progress in
South Africa as desired. Mr. Simes
continues, however, that:

There are no perfect answers in dealing
with this tragic dilemma. Any leverage-
short of sanctions— to persuade President
Botha and his associates to expedite long
overdue reforms is a political and ethical
imperative. Yet nobody appointed the
united States to become the moral police-
man of the world. We should not be shy in
communicating America's extreme disap-
proval of Pretoria's repugnant repression.
But with all its sins, South Africa is not
Nazi Germany reincarnated. Ifwe launch
an economic war against it,what are the im-
plications for dealing with such oppressors
as Zimbabwe, Iraq, or the U.S.S.R.?

Mr. Chairman, the facts before us
today do not signal that either U.S. in-
terests or the South Africanblacks* in-
terests, would be justly served by ap-
proving this legislation. While the leg-
islation may prove appealing to some
on moral or ethical grounds, let us not
delude ourselves into thinking that
this legislation willin any measurable
fashion alter apartheid. It will not.
The United States should strongly
make known its repugnance to apart-
heid, to the Pretorian regime* But to
approve this legislation, and insure
our inability to control the outcome,
may very well be a prescription for
trouble.

Let me now offer my views in sup-
port of rational and forward-looking
alternatives. These are the substitute
amendments offered by my good
friend and colleague from Michigan,
[Mr. Siljander] and my colleague
from Wisconsin [Mr. Gunderson].

The amendments, Mr. Chairman,
state plainly, that apartheid runs
against the principles of civilized na-
tions, debases human dignity, and is
repugnant to U.S. values. They
reaffirm our policy in opposition to
apartheid, and states that the United
States seeks to promote change in
South Africa through peaceful means.

Furthermore» they recognize that
Uüs. objectives can best be served by
directing U.S. influence toward build-
ing institutions that willenable South
Africans to challenge apartheid, and
declares that to that end, the United
States supports an impartial judicial
system, free trade unions, and fullpar-
ticipation of all the people of South
Africa in the social, political, and eco-
nomic lifeof that country.

The Siljander amendment would
also establish a United States Commis-
sion on South Africa, which would
conduct a thorough study on the
progress the Pretorian regime, is
making in: First, eliminating the
system of apartheid, and second, en-
couraging fullparticipation of blacks
and other nonwhites in the social, po-
litical and economic life in South
Africa. The Commission would report
directly to the Secretary of State and
the Congress on their findings, and
would issue a final report after 3
years.

In addition, the amendment would
require all U.S. companies and foreign
business enterprises operating in
South Africa employing more than 20
persons to adopt the principles em-
bodied in the Sullivan codes. Compli-
ance with these principles would be
mandatory. It would also support
trade unions, establish a human rights
fund, and increase innumber and type
scholarships available to black South
Africans.

Mr. Chairman, Ibelieve we have an
historic opportunity today to not only
express our strong opposition to apart-
heid in South Africa,but to serve as a
force for positive change in that im-
portant nation. Iam certain that none
of us would deny the importance of
that nation to the West, nor would we
deny that the Soviets would like noth-
ing better than to continue their in-
roads in Southern Africa. We can
insure that the United States remains
a positive influence on the South Afri-
can regime, and assists the legitimate
aspirations of those fighting forpeace-
ful change in that country. Istrongly
urge my colleagues to support the Sil-
jander and Gunderson amendments to
H.R. 1460.

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

Mr. GUNDERSON. Inow yield to
my friend: from California.

Mr. BERMAN.Ithank the gentle-
man for yielding.

The gentleman indicated inhis com-
ments once again, as he did when he
was speaking earlier on the Siljander
substitute, essentially that the ban on
computer sales and export of comput-
er sales will have no effect. Iwould
like the gentleman to consider for a
moment a few of the facts surround-
ing South Africa's use ofU.S. comput-
ers, because it is not quite as fungible
as the gentleman would make it
appear tobe.

A number of very sophisticated com-
puters are now utilized by the South
African Government, the Department
of Statistics, local and regional Bantu
Administration Boards to enforce the
pass laws, to enforce the whole process
of limiting where blacks in South
Africa can live. They are covered by
contracts that involve the providing of
software, of continued maintenance,
and continued service of those com-
puters, long-term contracts.

The bill we are considering and
which you seem to substitute your lan-

guage for» affects those contracts. I
would suggest to the gentleman

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Wisconsin has consumed 10 min-
utes.

Mr. GUNDERSON. Mr.Chairman, I
yield myself 1 additional minute for
the purposes of a response.
Iappreciate the gentleman's re-

marks. Iwould like to simply respond
with one thing. We are not going to
eliminate the use of computers if we
pass the Gray billand impose a sanc-
tion prohibiting the sale of computers
to South Africa.

First of all, many computers that are
there will stay there. Anyone who is a
specialist in computer software and
technology understands the whole
system.

Second, what is going to happen is
that Japan and other computer spe-
cialists are simply going to come in
and take over the market, so that in
and of itself is not going to change it.

Likewise, the Gray billprovides for a
1-year delay in any of those sanctions
which are proposed by the President.
So what is going to happen? Inboth
cases sanctions can occur. Myproposal
simply calls for some positive invest-
ments during the 1- or 2-year delay.
Iyield back the balance of my time.
Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Chairman, will

the gentleman yield?
Mr. GUNDERSON. Not at this

point.
Mr. WOLPE. Mr. Chairman, Iyield

myself such time as Imight consume.
Mr. Chairman, Irise in very strong

opposition to the substitute amend-
ment that has been offered by my dis-
tinguished colleague from the State of
Wisconsin [Mr. Gunderson]. The
Gunderson substitute is virtually the
Siljander amendment in slightly modi-
fied form, but it is essentially the same
amendment. Itraises the same issue as
was raised by the amendment by my
colleague from Michigan; namely, do
we wish at this point to impose sanc-
tions against South Africa, or are we
going to continue current policy,
which is to delay the application of
sanctions. Because the essential thrust
of the Gunderson amendment is to es-
sentially delay any imposition of eco-
nomic sanctions directed against
South Africa.
Iam not going to repeat the argu-

ments that in my view require the re-
jection of this amendment because I
think they were spelled out very clear-
ly in the course of the debate on the
Siljander amendment. This is essen-
tially the same thing.
Ido, however, want to take this op-

portunity, ifImay, to just respond to
some of the observations, some of the
characterization that has been made
of the position ofBishop Tutu with re-
spect to the legislation that is before
the House today, and particularly with
respect to the substitute amendment
that has been proposed by the gentle-

man fromWisconsin.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD
—

HOUSE



June 5, 1985
Ihave met withBishop Tutu person-

ally on several occasions over the past
several years, both in South Africa
and this country. Bishop Tutu has in
fact recently testified before the Sub-
committee on Africa.

At no point in any of those conversa-
tions has Bishop Tutu ever suggested
fora.moment his opposition to the ap-
plication of economic pressures
against South Africa. Moreover, he
has affirmed his very strong support
for the effort that/ is inprocess, to the
very strong movement that is inproc-
ess, the free South Africa movement
designed to produce the kinds of eco-
nomic pressures that are embodied in
the legislation offered by the gentle-
man fromPennsylvania [Mr.Gray].

Bishop Tutu, as the gentleman from
Wisconsin noted in his own observa-
tions in the well just a moment ago,
specifically has opposed the Sullivan
code. Let me quote for a moment from
testimony of Bishop Tutu before our
committee last December.
"Ihave gone on to say that Ido not,

in fact, support the ..Sullivan code.
While it has brought about some
•changes, improvements for some black
workers, the basic weakness is that it
is ameliorative, merely making things
slightly more comfortable. Somebody
has said we don't want our chains
made comfortable, we want our chains
removed."

To
;

the '.extent that the substitute
amendment

:
by the gentleman from

Wisconsin [Mr.GundersonJ embodies
an affirmation of the importance of
the Sullivan, code,. it is simply inappro-
priate to use Bishop Tutu as support-
ive of the approach taken by the gen-
tleman, from Wisconsin. Bishop Tutu
is explicitly opposed to that approach.
Bishop Tutu has gone on to say, again
using the very quotation of the gentle-
man from Wisconsin, that he supports
conditional investment. He has never
said that he opposes economic pres-
sure.

The Gray legislation before this
body calls precisely for the kind of
conditional investment approach that
Bishop Tutu has himself described.
What the Gray legislation does is to
stipulate that there willbe certain eco-
nomic sanctions— no new investment
and no importation of Krugerrands—
imposed immediately which can how-
ever, be waived if each of the elements
of the apartheid system are stripped
away, and there is time permitted to
allow reasonable progress to be made
in a way that would be both steady
and make sense. It would be achieva-
ble ina practical time frame.

So it is the Gray legislation the em-
bodies the approach of Bishop Tutu,
regarding conditionof investment,

Finally let me say that when the
gentleman from Wisconsin and other
Members have cited Bishop Tutu in
opposing legislation that would deal
with economic pressure, what Bishop
Tutu was referring to was disinvest-
ment. He has said that he has not yet
advocated publicly disinvestment. The

legislation before us does not call for
disinvestment.

G 1420

It calls for no new investment. I
might add that Bishop Tutu himself
pointed out before our committee that
South African law makes it illegal to
call for disinvestment. Isay that be-
cause Ithink it is important to under-
stand the full context .of Bishop
Tutu's remarks which certainly unin-
tentionally might lead some to a very
diferent construction of their signifi-
cance than is in fact accurate.

Mr, GUNDERSON. Mr. Chairman,
willthe gentleman yield?

Mr. WOLPE. Iwould be pleased to
yieldIadditional minute ifImay be-
cause Iwant to limitmyself here.

Mr.GUNDERSON. Ithank the gen-
tleman for yielding.
Ido not think anybody on this side

suggested that the Gray billis a disin-
vestment bill.Inever suggested that. I
think however that while both sides
might claim that Bishop Tutu was on
their side, and Iguess we understand
both sides trying to do that, Iwould
suggest that we look at the rhetoric,
the exact words which Bishop Tutu
has called for. He has called for in-
creased foreign investment under
stringent conditions. That is totally
different than imposing immediate
sanctions.
Ithink you cannot disagree with

that.
'

. .
?

Mr.: WOLPE. IfImay reclaim, my
time, increased economic development
becomes possible under the Gray legis-
lation if the kinds of conditions to
which Bishop Tutu refers are in fact
met. We do not preclude the possibili-
ty of additional investment. All that
has to happen is that the South Afri-
can Government must begin to take
the steps to dismantle the system of
apartheid.

Mr. Chairman, Iyield 6 minutes to
the gentleman from Maryland [Mr.
HOYERI.

Mr. HOVER. Ithank the chairman
for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, Icommend my col-
leagues, Congressman Bill Gray

chairman of the Budget Committee,
and Congressman Howard Wolpe,
chairman of the Foreign Affairs Sub-
committee on Africa, for the outstand-
ing work that they have done on this
legislation. Irise in opposition to the
Gunderson substitute and in.strong
support of H.R. 1460.

The efforts of Congressmen Gray
and Wolpe to reach a consensus as to
how human rights principles can be
practically converted into elements of
U.S. influence in the affairs of other
nations, particularly in this case of
course, South Africa, are reflected in
the billnow before the House.

Mr. Chairman, for the past 5 years
the administration has not been sensi-
tive to the plight of those subjected to
government oppression and the
human rights aspect of the situation
in South Africa has not been taken

sufficiently into account in shaping
the bilateral relationship with that
nation.

Neutrality, or delay, in my opinion,
on such an issue is not an alternative.
Isuggest to the Members of the House
that the substitute before us is in fact
a proposal for further delay. That, I
do not believe is acceptable.

The United States must consider the
long-term implications of its present
relationship with South Africa. Most
agree that one way or another the
walls of apartheid willbe torn down,
The longer those walls remain stand-
ing, the more violent willbe the means
to bring them down. And we should
not be supplying the mortar which
sustains those walls.

There exists a basic and fundamen-
ta! disagreement with South Africa
over apartheid. On that point we seem
to be in agreement in a bipartisan
manner. The sponsor of this substitute
has spoken eloquently and in agree-
ment with the chairman on that par-
ticular issue. No longer, therefore,
should we merely regret South Afri-
ca's legal framework. We must step
beyond rhetoric. We need to give sub-
stance to our disagreement; we must
not hesitate at this time.

Ultimately the United States cannot,
as has been observed on this floor,
eradicate apartheid. However, the bill
before us, H.R. 1460, is a policy option
which acknowledges that internal ac-
tions by the South African Govern-
ment willprovide the main impetus to
change. Itoffers :a means .by which the
United States can disassociate itself
strongly, directly, and unequivocally
from apartheid and furthermore pres»
sures South Africa to move in a posi-
tive direction toward full political
rights forallinSouth Africa. .. , .

The chairman spoke earlier in oppo-
sition to the Siljander substitute about
the fact that this billseeks political
rights for all human beings in South
Africa. This is an issue of fundamental
concern to America.

South Africastands withinsight of a
cataclysmic racial civilwar. There is,I
suggest to you, particularly when we
are considering a substitute that wants
a further delay, limited time for
change. Black patience with achieving
reform is understandably running out.
We must not make the mistake of un-
derestimating the depth of feeling and
anger of the black community at con-
tinued humiliation, degradation, and
denial.

The killings of the last 16 months,
including the slayings of at least 19
people during a funeral march on the
25th anniversary of the Sharpeville
demonstrations, reflect a deeper and
dangerous mood. Itis one of intransi-
gence versus frustrated demands and
rights. As the grievances mount and as
a younger generation becomes encased
in the shattered dreams of their par-
ents and harsh confrontation, the vio-
lence surely willincrease.
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Mr. Chairman, not too long ago, a

great man of vision appealed to the
conscience of America. Rev. Martin
Luther King, Jr., perhaps inamoment of
frustration, perhaps as a warning,
stated, and Iquote:

For years now we have heard the word
"wait!" Itrings in the ear of every Negro
withpiercing familiarity.

Perhaps it is easy for those who have
never felt the stinging darts of segregation
to say, "wait." But when you have seen vi-
cious m6bs lynch your mothers and fathers
at willand drown your sisters and brothers
at whim; when you have seen hate-filled po-
licemen curse, kick, and even killyour black
brothers and sisters; when you see the vast
majority of your twenty million Negro
brothers smothering in an airtight cage of
poverty in the midst of an affluent society***

When youare forever fightinga degener-
ating sense of "nobodiness"— then you will
understand why we find itdifficult to wait.

Mr. Chairman, H.R. 1460 urges the
Government of South Africa to seek
accommodation with 22 millionof its
own citizens denied the inherent digni-
ty that all men and women through-
out the world should have. Itis a rea-
sonable billand a timely measure. I
strongly urge my colleagues to support
the Anti-Apartheid Act of 1985 and to
reject the pending substitute, however
well meaning, that in fact says "Wait."

Mr.GUNDERSON. Mr.Chairman, I
yield 4 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman fromFlorida [Mr.Shaw].

Mr. SHAW. Ithank the gentleman
for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, Ithink that this
body, Ithink that this Government
must speak out in the loudest, most
constructive way possible in its abhor-
rence of apartheid. There are many
speeches that have been made over
the last few days and in the sessions
that preceded this particular one on
this particular bill.Ifind myself in
just about total agreement withall the
speakers. Ifind the encouraging part
about this debate is that we are all
unified in what we want to do. We
want to bring democracy to South
Africa. We would liketo use the influ-
ence of the United States in the most
constructive way possible to see that
this happens.

D 1430
And this is whyIbelieve that the

substitute that is before us right now
brings the best of allamendments and
all substitutes together in one bill,be-
cause what it brings about is the
added influence of the United States,
its ideals and its objectives in a con-
structive manner, the constructive
manner in order to bring change to
South Africa.

The most destructive thing that we
could do to the black man in South
Africa would be to disinvest.

NowIknow that the billbefore us at
this moment does not call for disin-
vestment, even though Ibelieve a sub-
stitute that willbe offered afterwards
would, but Ithink to bring about eco-
nomic hardship in any way, whether it
be a freeze upon investment or wheth-
er itbe disinvestment, is going to bring

about the hardest hardship, the worst
hardship, among those we are trying
to help.

That is the poorest of the poor of
South Africa; that is the black South
African.

Only in an expended economy are
there going to be new jobs, are there
going to be responsible jobs, jobs in
management which the United States
has led the way inin South Africa.Only
in that way willthey be offered to the
black South Africans.

For us to in any way try to isolate
South Africa among the family of na-
tions throughout the world would
bring about a galvanization of a cor-
rupt apartheid that none ofus want to
bring about.
Ifwe were to isolate South Africa in

the world, then the only way to
change would be violent revolution,
and this is something that none of us
would want to advocate, nor would we
want the blood of such a revolution on
our hands.
Ibelieve what has been offered is

the most constructive, progressive ap-
proach that we could possibly use at
this time, but it is most important that
we as the leading democracy in the
world today do all "we can to bring
about the democratization of all of
South Africa as well as any nation in
the worldtoday.
Ibelieve that we have a responsibil-

ity,Ibelieve that we have an opportu-
nity with this substitute to bring
about this change, and for us to be a
vitalpart of that change.
Irecently returned from South

Africa, and Iwas very encouraged to
see the contribution that American
business had made to the life of the
black South African, and these are the
ones that need the help. These are the
ones that need the American example;
and it is through American involve-
ment in South Africa that we can set
the example which they willsee would
be to their best advantage to follow,
and willbring about economic prosper-
ity and hopefully political prosperity
to black South Africa.

Mr. WOLPE. Mr. Chairman, Iyield
3 minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr.Berman].

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Chairman, the
gentleman from Wisconsin, in arguing
in favor ofhis substitute, attempted to
characterize the legislation before us,
with its waiver provisions, as ina sense
simply a shorter period of time than
his own delay before the imposition of
sanctions.
Ithink the gentleman from Wiscon-

sin inadvertently characterized this
legislation in mistaken fashion. Only
two of the sanctions are affected by
the waiver provisions. The sanctions
related to no new investments in
South Africa, and sanctions related to
the importation of the Krugerrand.
Ithink there is a categorical differ-

entiation between those sanctions
which are part of an effort to bring
economic pressure on the South Afri-
can regime to change its system of

apartheid and the other two sanctions;
that is, the ban on the export of com-
puters and the prohibition on bank
loans to the South African Govern-
ment, which are efforts to weaken
South Africa's ability to enforce apart-
heid.

Those provisions are not subject to
waiver; the waiver provisions which
apply to the other two sanctions are
not simply delay sanctions until such
time as some commission reports, but
they are sanctions which only can be
delayed upon a Presidential certifica-
tion that one of the conditions set
forth in the bill has been achieved,
and second, that Congress by joint res-
olution has approved of that determi-
nation.

In addition, the gentleman from
Wisconsin argues over and over again,
as have others who have taken that
position, why ban computers? The
Japanese will just fillthe void.

The fact is that this country, time
and time again has made its decisions
on sanctions in large part based simply
on the fact of whether the sanctions
were justified, and when this adminis-
tration imposed sanctions and prohib-
ited exports of potassium fluoride to
Iraq, because Iraq was using that
chemical to manufacture nerve gas,
there was no belief that Iraq could not
find this chemical from some other
country; what this country was saying
through this administration's unilater-
al action was, we are not going toplay
a role in that particular heinous act by
supplying the chemicals.

The companies that manufactured
those chemicals approved of those
sanctions, because it provided them
and insulated them from liability for
the contracts they had toprovide Iraq
for those particular chemicals.
Isuggest that the computer industry

in this country, when it sits back and
looks at the effect of these sanctions
which we seek to impose will say,
thank you for helping us avoid having
to do business and fulfill contracts
that help make apartheid work.
Iask for a "no" vote on the substi-

tute amendment.
Mr.GUNDERSON. Mr.Chairman, I

yield 1minute to the gentleman from
California [Mr.ZschauL

Mr. ZSCHAU. Ithank the gentle-
man for yielding.

Mr.Chairman, Iwould like to clarify
for this body the fact that under cur-
rent regulations and current industry
practice, U.S. computer manufacturers
are not selling computers to the major
agencies of the South African Govern-
ment that administer and enforce
apartheid.
If the substitute of the gentleman

from Wisconsin were implemented and
current practices continue, that re-
straint in selling such computers to
support apartheid would continue as
well.

Mr. BERMAN. Will the gentleman
yield?
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Mr. ZSCHAU. Iyield to the gentle-
man, i

Mr.HERMAN. My understanding of i
the present situation is that in fact, I
certain levels of computers are sold to t
South African agencies which enforce
apartheid including local and regional !
boards, which implement policies of <
segregation, and that the administra- 1
tion has specifically decontrolled per- <
sonal computers to the South African
Government, including agencies that l

support apartheid. j
Mr.GUNDERSON. Mr.Chairman, I

yield 4 minutes to the gentleman from ¡
Pennsylvania [Mr,Walker!.

Mr. WALKER.Ithank the gentle-
man for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, there was some dis-
cussion earlier today about a letter
that was written by conservatives with
regard to apartheid and what its impli-
cations were to this particular debate,
and Ithink that that discussion to
some extent misrepresented the situa-
tion.

Because Ibelieve that the approach
taken by Mr. Siljander and now by
Mr. Gunderson is precisely in line
with what we detailed ina letter that I
was one of the primary authors of,
back in December, where we said as
conservatives that we think that it is
important in order to speak out
against apartheid and to act against
apartheid and to act against apart-
heid, that we begin the process of cur-
tailing new investment and that we
move toward diplomatic and economic
sanctions that made some sense.

That was essentially the key para-
graphs of that particular bill,or that
particular letter.

The Gunderson approach moves us
in that direction. What Isomewhat
resent in the debate is the idea that to
have spoken out then locks you in to
taking some approach which is a sin-
gular approach.
Ithink the Washington Post makes

very good sense this morning when it
says that there may be other ap-
proaches that make more sense than
the approach being taken by the ma-
jority on this issue.
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Well, in this case, the approach that

makes some sense is the Gunderson
approach because what you have there
is an attempt to utilize American busi-
ness in a way which causes positive
movement within the country. We
have heard a lot of discussion about
people who have been to South Africa
and have seen the situation there and
have come to their own conclusions.
Well, Mr. Gunderson has been' to
South Africa.Ithink his billand his
approach grew out of his visit to
South Africa. Iknow that the South
Africans that Ihave talked to in my
office, to a man, who are anti-apart-
heid, have said flatly that they agree
with this approach, an approach of
mandatory Sullivan rather than disin-
vestment.

Now, Irealize that there are folks
who are saying, "Well, there is noth- 1
ing about disinvestment in the ap-
proach that the majority has brought

to the Hill." i
Well, let me just ask a question: The x

people who are parading out in front \
of the South African Embassy or the ]

people who are demonstrating on the i
campuses with the signs that read s
"Disinvest now," would they be more
supportive of the approach brought to
us by the majority or the approach
brought to us by Mr. Gtjnderson? My j
guess is that the majority is attempt-
ing in their billto*appeal to precisely
that politicalsentiment.

Now, the one that comes the closest
and is the most honest approach to
that particular sentiment is the
amendment to be offered by our col-
league from California [Mr.Dellums],
and that is certainly the approach
that they would most agree with.But
my point is that Ithink that the disin-
vestment forces, who sincerely believe
that, also have some problem with the
Gunderson approach because itis the
true conditional investment aspect.
AndIthink that ifyou believe, asIdo,
that South Africa willbe well served
and the majority of South Africans
willbe well served by a policy that
positively moves us toward creating
better economic conditions that rapid-
ly, then empowers black citizens eco-
nomically and then politically, that
the approach that willdo that is the
Gunderson-type approach.

So Iapplaud him for bringing that
particular amendment to the floor.I
intend to support that substitute andI
intend to support that substitute con-
fident that it meets precisely the
standards of the letter that conserv-
atives put together in December. We
think that that was a statement
worthwhile. This would be a step

worthwhile in fulfilling that state-
ment.

Mr.GUNDERSON. Mr.Chairman, I
yield sVfe minutes to the gentleman
from Michigan [Mr. Siljander], the
distinguished . ranking minority
member of the subcommittee.

Mr,SILJANDER. Ithank the gen-
tleman for yielding, and Irise in
strong support ofhis substitute,
Ithink it is important in the course

of the debate, as we to some degree
pooh-poohed the Sullivan principles
and what they have really done for

i blacks in South Africa, to look over
! the record. As a matter of fact, 2
; weeks ago Iwas challenged by Mr.
\ Conyers of Michigan on the figure I
I gave that since 1977 $100 millionhas. flowed into black education, health,
> housing and other programs from U.S.
5 firms who are signatory to Sullivan. I
) was asked, "Where do those figures
i come from, and can you give me a
r breakdown?" And Iam more than-

thrilled to do so today.
3 In education and training for Sulli-
f van employees, for example, in 1982,-

4,295 participated; in 1983, 13,369, a
total of $6 million.

Blacks in training programs, 5,544 in
1982; in1983, 6,942.

Blacks as a percent of total in super-
visory and management categories— it
is important that we talk about
upward mobility and training blacks
for management leadership skills—in
1979, the percent was 16.7 percent; in
1983, it was 21.2 percent, even With the
severe recession inSouth Africa.

Scholarship and tuition refund pro-
grams, in 1979, 550775 s077 participated; in
1983, over 35,000 participated. Before
the recession, nearly 68,000 participat-
ed.

Advancement training, in 1979 there
were 9,298; now there are over 50,000,

Non-Sullivan employees involved in
training programs, blacks, 22,000 in
1983, spending an amount of nearly $3
million.

Adopt-a-school program, under Sulli-
van signatories, there were 96 such
adopt-a-school programs in1980; there
were 200 in 1983, and the goal is 1,000.

These are things that help the
upward mobility for blacks. This is a
forum, a positive, progressive forum,
to help blacks begin dismantling that
vicious apartheid system.

Financial contributions for educa-
tion and training in 1978 was $1.2 mil-
lion. And in 1983 it was $13.3 million,
an elevenfold increase.

Health care, $2.4 million.
Small business development, $4.2

million.
And, to quote Mr. Sullivan, in an

area Ithink is of vast importance,
"the Sullivan signatories have been in-
volved in helping change the political
climate and the conditions in that
country."

He says, "Many top signatory execu-
tives serve on executive committees of
influential South African commerce
and industry organizations. Three
such organizations"— and he lists
them--"have issued public statements
in opposition to such proposed legisla-

tion as the orderly movement and set-
tlement of black persons bill,intended
to further limit the right of blacks to

chodse their place of residence. As a
result," says Mr. Sullivan, "of strong

and unified opposition from these or-
ganizations, as wellas from some polit-
icalparties, this billwas withdrawn."

Mr. Sullivan, in a recent article in
the Washington Times, said not only

are there 125,000 employees under
U.S. firms under Sullivan but 1million
blacks, approximately 1 million
people, most of them are blacks, he

;
said are under signatory to the Sulli-
van code that are South African-

: owned companies that have nothing or
little to do withU.S. firms except they

1 followthe U.S. leadership.
Í Mr. GRAY of Pennsylvania. Mr.

Chairman, willthe gentleman yield?

Mr.SILJANDER. Iyield to the gen-

tleman from Pennsylvania,

i Mr. GRAY of Pennsylvania. Ithank
the gentleman for yielding.
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The gentleman quoted Dr.Leon Sul-

livan, who is a constituent of this
Member of the House.

Mr.SILJANDER. Iam well aware of
that.

Mr.GRAY ofPennsylvania. Dr. Sul-
livan has been writing an op-ed pieces
on this very subject.
Iwonder if the gentleman did not

also read in any of these op-ed pieces
where Dr.Sullivan says:

Meanwhile, there must be a moratorium
on all American economic expansion in
South Africa until apartheid is officially
ended. There should be no new investments»
no bank loans to the South African Govern-
ment or its agenncies and an end to the sale
ofKrugerrands —

Mr. SILJANDER. Iwould like to
regain my time to say that Ihave read
the article, Iam familiar with the arti-
cle. It is certainly politically astute
and sensitive on his part. He is a co-
pastor, and he is a constituent, he cer-
tainly put the disclaimer at the end of
his article.Ithink itwas certainly sen-
sitive and appropriate for him to do
so.

ButIwould like to quote Mr. Sulli-
van, to summarize my remarks, your
constituent, who says:

We have made more progress in this
regard—

Regading black progress-
in those 7 years— educating our black broth-
ers, providing job training and higher
paying jobs and supervisory jobs, and man-
agement jobs, improving the medical care
and health programs, providing decent
housing, doing all ofthe things the Sullivan
signatory companies have committed to do.
I'm proud of the job the U.S. companies
have done and are doing in South Africa.
But it's not enough, and Ikeep saying to
the companies we must do more, more, more* *

*. We must move faster, faster, faster
*? * '

And that is precisely why this substi-
tute is important, to make those prin-
ciples mandatory fornew and existing
businesses.*Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Chair-
man, Ihave supported the Siljander
and Gunderson amendment because it
does not hinder economic growth as
the committee billdoes.
It seems ifyou slow down economic

growth it takes away jobs for blacks
and other low-income persons.

The best way to erode apartheid is
to impove the economy of this country
and not to stop investments in South
Africa.

By accepting this billwe willbe, in
effect, taking away our leverage of get-
ting decent human rights in South
Africa.

So itdoesn't make good sense to just
pull out of South Africa. To fight
apartheid, Ithink, there are other
ways to do it.

Mr.GUNDERSON. Mr.Chairman, I
yield myself the remaining time.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Wisconsin [Mr. Gunderson] is
recognized for 4VÍ2 minutes.

(Mr. GUNDERSON asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

•

Mr. GUNDERSON. Mr. Chairman,
let me begin by commending my col-
league from Pennsylvania for offering
this particular piece of legislation. I
think he shares the feeling of every
Member of this Congress and every
person in this country who wants to
change what is going on in South
Africa.Ioffer you this afternoon what
Ibelieve is a thoughful, intellectual,
constructive alternative. Ibelieve itis
a better strategy to achieve the
common goals which are held by every
American.
Ihave almost no blacks in my dis-

trict.Iam not on the Foreign Affairs
Committee. Andmany can ask why am
Iinvolved in this issue.
Igot interested in this issue because
Ihave come to believe, as a youngster,
that there is no such thing as the
American dream. The American dream
is a universal dream which exists in
the hearts and in the minds of people
all over the world, who simply yearn
for the chance to be free and the op-
portunity to chart their own destiny.

When Isee what occurs inother re-
gions of the world, and particularly in
South Africa, this afternoon, Íwant to
know how we can be a constructive,
positive contributor to change and to
giving that American freedom to every
citizen of the world.

My billprovides conditional invest-
ment. Itencourages American invest-
ment in the next 2 years because we
believe that is positive, and only ifno
progress is made at the end of 2 years
do we say, yes, then we must take
sanctions as our only alternative.

My billprovides economic incentive,
scholarships for the blacks, funds for
the Human Rights Commission and
activities of the blacks politically in
South Africa, extension of credit to
various black businesses.

My billrequires the immediate im-
plementation of the Sullivan princi-
ples not for 70 percent of the Ameri-
can companies operating in South
Africa but for 100 percent of those
companies.
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Mybillprovides economic incentives;

scholarships for the blacks; funds for
the Human Rights Commission and
activities of blacks politically inSouth
Africa. Extension of credit to various
black businesses. My billrequires the
immediate implementation of the Sul-
livan principles not for 70 percent of
American companies operating in
South Africa, but for 100 percent of
those companies.

My billsets up a Congressional Com-
mission on South Africa, so we along
with the administration would be part-
ners in the process of trying to bring
about reform and change in that par-
ticular region of the country.

Finally,Iwould liketo appeal to my
colleagues on the Democratic side of
the aisle whoIknow have made com-
mitments to support the Gray propos-
al and know it willpass. As this par-
ticular proposal goes to a conference

committee with the other body, if you
believe as Ido that we ought not only
look at the issue of sanctions in terms
of bank loans, computer sales, et
cetera, but ifyou believe we also ought
to be positive, that we ought to pro-
vide incentives in the fair labor area,
incentives in education, incentives to
black business and black enterprise,
then send a signal, send a signal to the
author of the bill; send a signal to
your Members who willbe on the con-
ference committee that you want more
than just negative reaction; you want
positive, constructive proposals as
well.

Vote for my substitute so that they
willunderstand that when they bring
a conference proposal back to this
House, it will be more than just a
statement, it willbe a positive cause of
expanding the American ideals to an-
other corner of the world forallof the
population of that country.

Mr. Chairman, Iyield back the bal-
ance ofmy time.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Michigan [Mr. Wolpe] has 15
minutes remaining.

Mr, WOLPE. Mr. Chairman, Iyield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
Gray], the principal sponsor of this
legislation.

(Mr. GRAY of Pennsylvania asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend his rjemarks.)

Mr.GRAY of Pennsylvania. Ithank
the gentleman for yielding tome.

Mr.Chairman, we are coming to the
end of a rather lengthy debate on a
very significant issue that affects all
of us in this great Nation of liberty
and democracy. That issue is whether
or not we will implement the great
words that we allbelieve in as Ameri-
cans—freedom and dignity. Will we
put into action in our foreign policy
towards South Africa those values
that we have been quick to put into
place with nations like Poland, Iran,
Afghanistan, Iraq, Jordan, and other
places where we nave seen the denial
of freedom, liberty, and dignity.
Iwant to, first of all, thank the

chairman of the Subcommittee on
Africa, the gentleman from Michigan
[Mr.Wolpe], for the outstanding lead-
ership that he has provided during
this debate. Iwant to thank allofmy
colleagues for the high level of debate
in which they have participated here
on the floorof the House.

However, Imust rise inopposition to
the amendment by the gentleman
from Wisconsin [Mr.Gunderson]. For
ultimately there are four things that
are wrong withthis amendment.

First, there is a call for the institu-
tion of the Sullivan principles, a sense
of Congress that the Sullivan princi-
ples ought to be implemented. Even
the Senate decided not tohave a sense
of Congress resolution. They decided
to make the Sullivan principles man-
datory. But more importantly, the
issue is not whether to implement Sul-
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livan or not to implement Sullivan.
Por, indeed, Dr. Sullivan has made his
position very clear. He states in arti-
cles that have already been partially
quoted here today that he is for those
principles which American companies
should implement so that they will
not be guilty of practicing apartheid
inside of American owned plants in
South Africa. There is no violation of
South African law for any American
company to do that.

American companies ought to be
doing that and we should not even
need a sense of Congress or a manda-
tory rule to say that American compa-
nies in South Africa ought to provide
freedom, justice, and equal opportuni-
ty. But, some are suggesting here
today that these principles willchange
or affect the political structure of
apartheid. Even Dr. Sullivan, in op-ed
pieces in the Philadelphia Inquirer,
the Washington Post, and the New
York Times, makes it clear that his
principles address a very narrow prob-
lem, and that is that American corpo-
rations not practice the insidious
system of apartheid within their walls.

He goes on to say, and Iquote again:
"Meanwhile, there must be a morato-
rium on all American economic expan-
sion in South Africa until apartheid is
officially ended. There should be no
new investments, no new bank loans to
the South African Government or its
agency. An end to the sale of Kruger-
rands; a halt to the sale of any equip-
ment, material, or services to the mili-
tary or police backed up with embar-
goes, sanctions, and other penalties."

So Dr. Leon Sullivan would reject
the Gunderson amendent on face
value because this amendment does
not reflect his position. The Sullivan
principles do not attack the basic
problem of apartheid— the political
system of enslavement based upon
race and the color of one's skin. Dr.
Sullivan is simply saying that Ameri-
can companies should not participate
in apartheid and Iagree withhim.

Second, the Gunderson amendment
says let us provide financial aid for
human rights activities and for schol-
arships. A noble cause; who is against
scholarships and human rights aid?
But is it not sort of anomalous, to say
the least, that in a nation where there
is the gross denial of human rights we
are going to provide $1.5 million for
human rights activities? In a country
where people cannot live where they
want to live, cannot go where they
want to go, cannot vote for what they
want to vote for, we are going to say,
4'We are standing for freedom and de-
mocracy. We are going to give $15 mil-
lion for scholarship funds. Scholarship
money to be used where? Inthe Bantus-
tans? In the schools of the Bantus-
tans? Iam sure South Africa would
love to have $15 million in scholar-
ships to "educate" the black majority
in those schools. Itwould relieve them
of that problem and they could save
$15 million to add to the dispropor-
tionate education of the minority

white students there. Then the United
States would be in the strange posi-
tion; on the one hand, funding human
rights activities to the tune of $1.5 mil-
lion, while at the same time we are al-
lowing a $600 millionsale of Kruger-

rands in this country and permitting
bank loans to the tune of $400 million
to the South African Government.
And we willbe saying, "We are stand-
ing for freedom, justice, and democra-
cy."

Do you believe the people of South
Africa or the people of the world
would actually believe us? No.

Then there is the third part of the
amendment. Let us have a commission
so that we can study apartheid. Let
the Congress form another committee,
another committee in the Congress to
study apartheid. We willform it; the
same ratios as the House; we willeven
send committee members to South
Africa to study for a while. We do not
need another legislative committee or
a congressional commission to study
apartheid.

Martin Luther King, Jr., used to
have a saying about those back in the
fifties and the sixties who were reluc-
tant to change here inAmerica and he
said, "They always wanted commis-
sions and study groups, and they
always got caught up in the paralysis
of analysis." So we are being offered
the opportunity to get caught up in
the paralysis of analysis, spend tax-
payers* money so that we can study
the problem some more.

Then finally, the fourth thing that
is offered in the Gunderson amend-
ment is that the suggestion, which has
been a part of the debate for the last 4
days, is that somehow my billis nega-
tive because it willhurt the majority.
Itwillthey say, "cause disinvestment,"
and we do not want to lose any of
those precious slave jobs in the mines.
Some seem to think that the issue is a
loss of jobs, not a loss of justice.
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These claims are not true. My bill

does not call for the loss of any jobs at
all, and each of those who have
spoken and implied otherwise that
know that. Itdoes not call for the loss
of a single job.
Ibelieve it is time for us as a nation

to put our values into action, move
beyond the rhetoric of "abhorrence of
apartheid," and begin to say, as even
those in the other body said yesterday
when they adopted at least three parts
of this bill, that the time has come to
do something. Yes, we can argue about
whether Chief Buthelezi is right or his
cousin, Bishop Manos Buthelezi is. We
can talk about Bishop Tutu. We can
talk about Dr. Motlano. But let me
remind you of three quotes, firstJohn
Vorster, the former Prime Minister of
South Africa. Here is what he said:

Each trade agreement, each bank loan,

each new investment, is another brick in the
wallof our continued existence.

This was the leading architect of
apartheid saying "Continue to send

money, America. You are strengthen-

ing me."
And if you do not want to listen to

Bishop Tutu, let me take you back to a
man who started a movement in non-
violence many years ago, and he was
the first black to ever receive the
Nobel Peace Prize. His name was
Albert Luthuli, the former president
of the African National Congress, the
first black recipient of a Nobel Peace
Prize, the first African and South Afri-
can to be awarded a Nobel Peace Prize,

and this is what he said years ago:

The economic boycott of South Africa will
undoubtedly entail hardship for Africans.
We do not doubt that. But ifit is a method
which shortens the day of bloodshed, the
suffering willbe the price we are willingto
pay.

Because the West would not heed
those words, that movement, the ANC,
has been forced to renounce nonvio-
lence. Today they are willingtouse vi-
olence.

Do you not see our good friends, the
Soviets, rejoicing in that moment so
they can send arms? Ifyou want to
stop the spread of communism, Amer-
ica, fight apartheid. If you want to
help communism, embrace apartheid.

Then Iwould say finally to my col-
leagues before you vote, the real ques-
tion for all of us is not over the fun
and games of strategy but it is really
the question of where we stand. Do we
stand with the victims or do we stand
with the oppressors? No matter how
we try to rationalize it, that is the
question.
Iremember as a child growing up in

the deep South of this great country,
a country that is so great that it had
the ability to change and allow a black
boy born inLouisiana, who grew up in
the ghettoes of north Philadelphia, to
become chairman of the House Budget

Committee. Iremember back in the
1940's reading in the newspapers in
the South all of those who said, "The
black folk are happy. We took a poll.
No black leaders are upset with segre-
gation and we are evolving."

No; we do not need to do that again.

We know the answer. The answer is
that we ought to take these modest
steps to say where we stand as a
nation.

Finally, Iconclude by saying to all
ofmy colleagues, we ought to do it be-
cause Ibelieve every American from
sea to shining sea, from Maine to
Texas, from Pennsylvania to Califor-
nia, does not want this Nation financ-
ing apartheid. That is the issue. This
billseeks to end financing apartheid.

But if you do not want to listen to
me, Iwant to remind you finally of
someone who has been banned for a
number of years. That is the practice
in South Africa when you speak out
against the apartheid system but they
have no grounds whatsoever to justify
locking you up. They put you in your
house and say, "You cannot leave the
house. You can only have one visitor
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at a time." And this has to be ap-
proved by the government.

There is someone similar to Sak-
harov and Shcharansky in the Soviet
Union suffering this kind of oppres-
sion, like Lech Walesa in Poland. We
lit a candle for Solidanty in Poland,
but we willnot strike a match for the
blacks of South Africa.The person I'm
quoting said this to the West, and I
think she speaks to us in the hallowed
halls of this great Congress. Her name
is Winnie Mandela. Her husband is in
jail and he willnot leave because he
willnot bow to the apartheid oppres-
sion. She said these words when asked
about what the West should do and
whether or not sanctions would hurt
South Africa's black majority. She
said these words, and Iam quoting
her, Winnie Mandela:

The West refuses to understand what we
mean by saying leave us alone. We are tired
of being well-fed slaves. We want to fight
for our freedom on empty bellies. Stop sus-
taining and maintaining apartheid. Stop fi-
nancing apartheid. Again, the white man
prescribes for us. He tells us we willsuffer,
as ifwe have not been suffering.

That is Winnie Mandela.
Ichoose today to stand with the vic-

tims, not with the Vorsters, not with
the Bothas, but to stand with the
Nelson and Winnie Mándelas, the
Bishop Tutus, and those who want to
bring about peaceful change. If we as
a nation fail to stand with those who
are the victims of this most insidious
form of oppression, then America is
the loser. We willlose on the world
stage as a nation that preaches free-
dom, justice, but it is only applied to
certain people, and there is a double
standard.

Yes, Iwant to hear those words,
those words that are sung by Ray
Charles, sung by the majority of
South Africans. The day of freedom
willcome sooner or later, my act isnot
going to force apartheid to come down
tomorrow. Itis simply going to get us
out of the business of financing apart-
heid, likeMr.Vorster wanted. But one
day it will come to the point where
those South Africans will look back
and say, "Years ago the American
Congress stood up and forced the
West to join them," and they willsing
with new meaning the lines so often
sung by Ray Charles:
O beautiful for heroes proved in liberating

strife,
Who love their country and mercy more

than life.
America, America, may God thy goal refine,
'Till every success is nobleness and every

gain divine.
Iurge a "no" vote on the Gunderson

amendment.
The CHAIRMAN. The question is on

the amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute offered by the gentleman from
Wisconsin [Mr.Gunderson].

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the noes
appeared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. GUNDERSON. Mr.Chairman, I
demand a recorded vote.

Kostmayer Neal Smith (IA), LaFalce Nelson Smith (NH)" Lantos Nichols Smith (NJ)
5 Leach (IA) Nowak Snowe

Lehman (CA) Oakar Snyder
Lehman (FL) Oberstar Solarz
Leland Obey Solomon
Lent Olin St Germain
Levin(MI) Ortiz Staggers
Levine (CA) Owens Stark
Lipinski Packard Stokes
Lloyd Panetta Stratton
Long Pease Studds
Lowry (WA) Penny Sweeney
Luken Pepper Swift
Lundine Perkins Synar
Mack Pickle Tallón
MacKay Price Tauzin
Madigan Rahall Thomas (GA)
Mantón Rangel Torres
Markey Ray Torricelli
Martin (ID Reid Towns
Martin (NY) Richardson Traficant
Martinez Rinaldo Traxler
Matsui Ritter Udall
Mavroules Robinson Valentine
Mazzoli Rodino Vento
McCandless Roe Visclosky
McCloskey Roemer Volkmer
McCollum Rogers Walgren
McCurdy Rose Watkins
McDade Rostenkowski Waxman
McEwen Rowland (GA) Weaver
McGrath Roybal Weber
McHugh Rudd Weiss
McKernan Russo Wheat
McKinney Sabo Whitley
McMillan Savage Whittaker
Mica Schaefer Whitten
Mikulski Scheuer Williams
Miller(CA) Schneider Wirth
Miller(OH) Schroeder Wise
Miller(WA) Schulze Wolpe
Mineta Schumer Wortley
Mitchell Seiberling Wright
Moakley Sharp Wyden
Molinari Shelby Wylie
Mollohan Shumway Yates
Moody Sikorski Yatron
Morrison (CT) Sisisky Young (AK)
Mrazek Skelton Young (MO)
Murphy Slattery Zschau
Murtha Slaughter
Natcher Smith (FL)

NOT VOTING—8
Byron Emerson Stallings
Dingell Gradison Wilson
Edwards (OK) Spratt

D 1520
Mr. LIPINSKI and Mr. BREAUX

changed their votes from "aye" to
"no."

Mr. VANDER JAGT and Mr.
DUNCAN changed their votes from
"no" to "aye."

So the amendment in the nature of
a substitute was rejected.

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

AMENDMENT INTHENATURE OF A SUBSTITUTE
OFFERED BY MR. DELLUMS

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment in the nature of a
substitute.

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment in the nature of a substitute

offered by Mr.Dellums: Strike out all after
the enacting clause and insert in lieu there-
of the following:

SECTION 1. PROHIBITION OF INVESTMENTS IN
SOUTH AFRICA.

No United States person may, directly or
through another person, make or hold any
investment inSouth Africa.
SEC. 2. PROHIBITION ON EXPORTS TO SOUTH

AFRICA.
(1) General rule.—No goods, technology,

or other information subject to the jurisdic-
tion of the United States may be exported

Arecorded vote was ordered.
The vote was taken by electronicdevice, and there were—ayes 112, noe*

313, not voting 8, as follows:
[RollNo. 138]

AYES—112
Archer •

Hammerschmidt Petri
Badham Hansen Porter
Barnard Hartnett Pursell
Barton Hendon Quillen
Bateman Henry Regula
Bentley Hiler Ridge
Bereuter Hunter Roberts
Bilirakis Hutto Roth
Broomfield Jenkins Roukema
Broyhill Kolbe Rowland (CT)
Burton (IN) Kramer Saxton
Campbell Lagomarsino Schuette
Chandler Latta Sensenbrenner
Chappie Leath (TX) Shaw
Cheney Lewis (CA) Shuster
Clinger Lewis (FL) Siljander
Cobey Lightfoot Skeen
Coble Livingston Smith. (NE)
Craig Loeffler Smith, Denny
Daniel Lott Smith, Robert
Dannemeyer Lowery (CA) Spence
Daub Lujan Stangeland
Davis Lungren Stenholm
DeWine Marlenee Strang
Dickinson McCain Stump
Dornan (CA) Meyers Sundquist
Dreier Michel Swindall
Duncan Monson Tauke
Evans (IA) Montgomery Taylor
Fiedler Moore Thomas (CA)
Fields Moorhead Vander Jagt
Franklin Morrison (WA) Vucanovich
Frenzel Myers Walker
Gekas Nielson Whitehurst
Gingrich O'Brien Wolf
Goodling Oxley Young (FL)
Gunderson Parris
Hall,Ralph Pashayan

NOES-313
Ackerman Coleman (TX) Gallo
Addabbo Collins Garcia
Akaka Combest Gaydos
Alexander Conte Gejdenson
Anderson Conyers Gephardt
Andrews Cooper Gibbons
Annunzio Coughlin Gilman
Anthony Courter Glickman
Applegate Coyne Gonzalez
Armey Crane Gordon
Aspin Crockett Gray (ID
Atkins Darden Gray (PA)
AuCoin Daschle Green
Barnes de laGarza Gregg
Bartlett DeLay Grotberg
Bates Dellums Guarini
Bedell Derrick Hall (OH)
Beilenson Dicks Hamilton
Bennett DioGuardi Hatcher
Berman Dixon Hawkins
Bevill Donnelly Hayes
Biaggi Dorgan (ND) Hefner
Bliley Dowdy Heftel
Boehlert Downey Hertel
Boggs Durbin Hillis
Boland Dwyer Holt
Boner (TN) Dymally Hopkins
Bonior(MI) Dyson Horton
Bonker Early Howard
Borski Eckart (OH) Hoyer
Bosco Eckert (NY) Hubbard
Boucher Edgar Huckaby
Boulter Edwards (CA) Hughes
Boxer English Hyde
Breaux Erdreich Ireland
Brooks Evans (ID Jacobs
Brown (CA) Fascell Jeffords
Brown (CO) Fawell Johnson
Bruce Fazio Jones (NO
Bryant Feighan Jones (OK)
Burton (CA) Fish Jones (TN)
Bustamante Flippo Kanjorski
Callahan Florio Kaptur
Carney Foglietta Kasich
Carper Foley Kastenmeier
Carr Ford (MI) Kemp
Chappell Ford (TN) Kennelly
Clay Fowler Kildee
Coats Frank Kindness
Coelho Frost Kleczka
Coleman (MO) Fuqua Kolter
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to South Africa, and no goods, technology,
or other information may be exported to
South Africa by any person subject to the
jurisdiction of the United States. The prohi-
bition contained in this paragraph shall
apply to goods, technology, or other infor-
mation of any kind, which is subject to con-
trols under the Export Administration Act
of1979, the Arms Export Control Act, the
Atomic Energy Act of 1954, or any other
provision of law.

(2) Exception.— The prohibition con-
tained in paragraph (1) shall not apply to
exports described in section 6(f) of the
Export Administration Act of1979.
SEC. 3. PROHIBITION ON LANDING RIGHTS OF

SOUTH AFRICAN AIRCRAFT.
(a) Prohibition.— The Secretary of Trans-

portation shall prohibit the takeoff and
landing of any aircraft by an air carrier
owned by the Government of South Africa
or any citizen or national of South Africa.

(b) Exceptions for Emergencies.— The
Secretary of Transportation may provide
for such exceptions from the prohibition set
forth insubsection (a) as the Secretary con-
siders necessary to provide for emergencies
in which the safety ofan aircraft or its crew
or passengers are threatened.

(c) Definitions.— For purposes of this sec-
tion, the terms "aircraft" and "air carrier"
have the meanings given those terms in sec-
tion 101 of the Federal Aviation Act of 1958.
SEC. 4. PROHIBITION ON IMPORTATION OF KRU-

GERRANDS.
No person may import into the United

States any South African krugerrand or any

other gold coin minted in South Africa or
offered for sale by the Government of
South Africa.
SEC. 5.ENFORCEMENT; PENALTIES.

(a) Authorities of the President.— The
President shall take the necessary steps to
insure compliance with the provisions of
this Act and any regulations, licenses, and
orders issued to carry out this Act,including
establishing mechanisms to monitor compli-
ance with such provisions, regulations, li-
censes and orders. In insuring such compli-
ance, the President may conduct investiga-
tions, hold hearings, administer oaths, ex-
amine witnesses, receive evidence, take
depositions, and require by subpoena the at-
tendance and testimony of witnesses and
production of all books, papers, and docu-
ments relating to any matter under investi-
gation.

(b) Violations.— Any person that violates
the provisions of this Act or any regulation,
license, or order issued to carry out this, Act
shall—

(1) if other than an individual, be fined
not more than $1,000,000; and

(2) if an individual, be fined not more
than $50,000, or imprisoned not more than 5
years, or both.

(c) Additional Penalties for Certain In-
dividuals.—

(1) In general.— Whenever a person vio-
lates the provisions of this Act or any regu-
lation, license, or order issued under this
Act—

(A) any officer, director, or employee of
such person, or any natural person in con-
trol of such person who knowingly and will-
fullyordered, authorized, acquiesced in, or
carried out the act or practice constituting
the violation, and

(B) any agent of such person who know-
ingly and willfullycarried out such act or
practice, shall, upon conviction, be fined not
more than $10,000, or imprisoned not more
than five years, or both.

(2) Restriction of payment of fines.— A
fine imposed under paragraph (1) on an in-
dividual for an act or practice constituting a
violation may not be paid, directly or indi-

rectly, by the person committing the viola-
tion itself.

(d) Seizure and Forfeiture of Aircraft.—
Any aircraft in connection with a violation
of section 3 of this Act or any regulation, li-
cense, or order issued to carry out that sec-
tion shall be subject to seizure by and for-
feiture to the united States. Allprovisions
of law relating to the seizure, forfeiture, and
condemnation of articles for violations of
the customs laws, the disposition of such ar-
ticles or the proceeds from the sale thereof,
and the remission or mitigation of such for-
feitures shall apply to the seizures and for-
feitures incurred, or alleged to have been in-
curred, under the provisions of this subsec-
tion, insofar as such provisions of law are
applicable and not inconsistent with the
provisions of this Act; except that all
powers, rights, and duties conferred or im-
posed by the customs laws upon any officer
or employee of the Department of the
Treasury shall, for purposes of this subsec-
tion, be exercised or performed by the Sec-
retary of Transportation or by such persons
as the Secretary may designate.

SEC. & REGULATIONS.
The President may issue such regulations,

licenses, and orders as are necessary tocarry
out this Act.
SEC. 7. DEFINITIONS.

For purposes of this Act—
(1) United States.— The term "United

States" includes the States of the United
States, the District of Columbia, the Com-
monwealth of Puerto Rico, and any terri-
tory or possession of the United States.

(2) United States person.— The term
"United States person" means any United
States resident or national and any domes-
tic concern (including any permanent do-
mestic establishment of any foreign con-
cern).

(3) South Africa.—The term "South
Africa" includes the Republic of South
Africa; any territory under the administra-
tion, legal or illegal, of South Africa; and
the "bantus tans" or "homelands", to which
South African blacks are assigned on the
basis of ethnic origin, including the Trans-
kei, Bophuthatswana, Venda, and Ciske.

(4) Investment in South Africa.—A
person makes or holds an investment in
South Africa ifthat person—

(A) establishes or contributes funds or
other resources (includingmaking a loan or
other extension of credit) for the establish-
ment of a business enterprise in South
Africa;

(B) otherwise invests funds in a business
enterprise in South Africa, including—

(i) beneficially owning or controlling a
share or interest in such a business enter-
prise;

(ii)beneficially owning or controlling a
bond or other debt instrument issued by
such a business enterprise;

(iii) making capital contributions in
money or kind to such a business enterprise,
and

(iv) making a loan or other extension of
credit to such a business enterprise, or
giving security for the debts of such a busi-
ness enterprise; or

(C) controls a business enterprise inSouth
Africa, in cases to which subparagraphs (A)

and (B)do not apply.
(5) Funds.— The term "funds" means

money or other resources.
(6) Business enterprise..— The term

"business enterprise" means any organiza-
tion, association, branch, or venture which
exists for profitmaking purposes or to oth-
erwise secure economic advantage, and such
term includes the ownership of real estate.

(7) Branch.
—

The term "branch" means
the operations or activities conducted by a

person in a different location in its own
name rather than through an incorporated
entity.

(8) Control.— A United States person

shall be presumed to control a business en-
terprise inSouth Africa if—

(A) the business enterprise is operated by
the United States person pursuant to the
provisions of an exclusive management con-
tract;

(B) a majority of the members of the
board of directors of the business enterprise
are also members of the comparable govern-
ingbody of the United States person;

(C) the United States person has author-
ity to appoint a majority of the members of
the board of directors of the business enter-
prise; or

(D) the United States person has author-
ity to appoint the chief operating officer of
the business enterprise.

SEC. 8. APPLICABILITYTO EVASIONS OF ACT.

This Act shall apply to any United States
person who undertakes or causes to be un-
dertaken any transaction or activity with
the intent to evade the provisions of this
Act or any regulation, license, or order
issued to carry out this Act.
SEC. 9.EFFECTIVE DATE.

The provisions of this Act shall take effect
180 days after the date of the enactment of
this Act.

D 1530

Mr.DELLUMS (during the reading).
Mr. Chairman, Iask unanimous con-
sent that the amendment in the
nature of a substitute be considered as
read and printed in the Record.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
California?

There was no objection.
The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule,

the gentleman from California [Mr.
Dellums] will be recognized for 30
minutes and a Member opposed to the
amendment willbe recognized for 30
minutes.

Is the gentleman from Michigan
[Mr. Siljander] opposed to the
amendment?

Mr. SILJANDER. Iam, Mr. Chair-
man.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
fromMichigan [Mr.Siljander] willbe
recognized for 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from California [Mr.Dellums]. -

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as Imay con-
sume.

Mr.Chairman, this is indeed the last
amendment that will be debated on
the Anti-Apartheid Act of 1985. A
number of my colleagues have, in an
unsolicited fashion, indicated that this
is the only intellectually honest
amendment to be presented on the
floor.Ileave that to those of you in
thisbody tomake that judgment.
In order to make my statement, Mr.

Chairman, Iwould like to go back
about 55 years to the early 1930's in
Nazi Germany when a number of our
fellowhuman beings were required to
carry cards and wear a yellow star to
hyphen who they were.
Itstarted in a very gradual way.
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Iwas born in the middle of that

decade, 1935. Beyond the middle of
that decade, in the infancy of my life,
Nazi Germany began.

So, Mr. Chairman, we began in the
early 1930's in virtually the same way
that South Africa conducts its busi-
ness with respect to black people in
that country. But by the late 19305,
Mr. Chairman, millions of our Jewish
brothers and sisters were being killed.
Iwould like to believe that if this

gentleman were a Member of the U.S.
Congress that Iwould have raised my
voice in my diametric opposition to
that madness. Ibelieve that Iwould
have screamed out against the injus-

tice and the brutal maiming and kill-
ing of millions of our fellow human
beings. ButIwas merely an infant.
Iam now an adult and at this

moment, at this time, with respect to
what is happening in South Africa, I
cry out, Iraise my voice to scream at
the incredible injustice that is present-
ly taking place inSouth Africa.
It is against that backdrop that I

make my statement. Iam motivated
by the notion that each of us who are
citizens of this planet, whether we are
in or outside the formal body politic,
have a profound obligation, indeed a
major responsibility to stand up and
speak out against injustice wherever it
occurs anywhere in the world. And
there are two ways that one chal-
lenge injustice in the world: pleaceful-
ly or in a warlike fashion.

This gentleman is not asking the
United States to declare war on South
Africa. We have the technological ca-
pability to destroy that nation. But I
am not a man of war.Itry to raise my
voice in peace.
It is in that second context that I

offer the amendment today in the
nature of a substitute. We have a re-
sponsibility to speak.

Mr. Chairman, the premise upon
whichIspeak is as follows: Apartheid
is unspeakably horrendous, evil, im-
moral and politically wrong. Mr.
Chairman, the United States and its
citizens are accessories to this evil by
virtue of our acquiesence and our sup-
port of the injustices and the immoral-
lyreprehensible Government in South
Africa. Unrest, violence, deaths contin-
ue, continue to escalate in that coun-
try.

Mr. Chairman, our, the United
States, political ideals, moral teach-
ings and our history require that we
change our policy.

At this pointIwould like to begin to
elaborate upon that statement by first
saying this, something that has not
been introduced into this debate, and
that is that the struggle against apart-
heid inSouth Africa is as important to
the emotional and mental and intellec-
tual and political well-being of this
Nation as it is for the savings of our
brothers and sisters in South Africa.
We are a multiracial Nation. What do
we say to the blacks, to the browns, to
the reds, to the yellows, and to the
whites in this country who understand

the commonality of our brother and
sisterhood when we continue to cling
tenaciously to policies that would
allow a nation based upon an absurd
and antiquated notion of racial su-
premacy to continue to go forward? So
no one has said on this floor that what
we a#e about here is as much about
the liberation of America as it is the
liberation of our black brothers and
sisters inSouth Africa.

Healing must take place in this
country. Martin Luther King talked
about the dreams that are still de-
ferred.
Iam a black man. Irepresent the

district that Iwas born in, raised in,
educated in, cried in, fought in, dated
in, played baseball in.Icome to this
floor and all of you*know that Itake
every single opportunity at my dispos-
al to advance my full citizenship be-
cause Iwalk in that door every single
day assuming that Iam a full partici-
pant in the body politic. To do less
would be to diminish me. To do less
would diminish 500,000 people who are
my constituents. To do less would be
to diminish the process itself.

So we all sit «here, men and women,
black and white, brown, yellow, but
when we vote we are allequal. That is
the statement that we must take for-
ward into the world if we are indeed
committed to it.

So we must get beyond the last ves-
tiges of Tacism and discrimination and
prejudice and hatred and misunder-
standing that have been an integral
pact of the 200 years of our past. And
so this debate is not singularly and
simply a debate about South Africa.
Understand it is as much a debate
about America as it is about South
Africa.

SoIdo not come teto the wellwith a
sense ©f noblesse oblige. This is not
my noble obligation. Iam not here as
a missionary . My self interest is in-
volved in the liberation of all people
on this planet,

D 1540
America has tobe an integral part of

painting a -different face to the world
and It cannot be done it seems to me
while we continue to engage in a rela-
tionship with South Africa. The policy
of constructive engagement has not
worked. We all know that. It is,
indeed, an un-American policy, Mr.
Chairman, in that it fails to support
the principles upon which we ostensi-
bly believe.

Let me state ita different way:Ibe-
lieve that to oppose apartheid in
South Africa should be as American as
apple pie. Mr. Chairman, from the
most rlghtwing Member of this body

to the most leftwing Member of this
body and everyone inbetween should
be unified on this issue. This isnot the
latest liberal issue of the day. This
issue transcends the narrow confines
of our ideological perspective. The

reason why 1 say opposing apartheid
should be as American as apple pie is
as follows: Ifany of you in the Repub-

lican Party, in the Democratic Party,
in all wings of the political spectrum
believe truly in your heart of hearts
and in your mind in the equality of
human beings and the magnificence of
the human spirit, black people in
South Africa, people of color in South
Africa are not dealt with as equal

human beings. Ifyou believe in indi-
vidual rights that are enshrined in the
Constitution of the United States, due
process: When Iwent to jailbefore the
South African Embassy Iknew that
the next day Iwould be arraigned
before a judge. Iknew that ifIneeded
itIcould solicit an attorney. Not true
for black people inSouth Africa.

The freedom to speak: This black
man stands in the welland has the au-
dacity to challenge policy to whichI
disagree. My brothers and sisters in
South Africa do not have that oppor-
tunity.Istand in this well to challenge

on behalf of my constituency as a
black man, interestingly enough with
a predominantly white constituency;
18.2 percent black, 27 percent total
nonwhite, 71 percent white, for 10 ¥t of
the 14 years that Ihave served in the
Congress.

So it shows that people have the ca-
pacity to get beyond the earth-bound,
mundane, pedestrian notions of the
color of one's skin, to the level of their
ideas and their competence and their
capabilities. Ifit can happen in one
little place in California then it can
happen all over the world. So it is
indeed un-American that we continue
to embrace the notions of apartheid.

Freedom of assembly: Igo where I
choose, meet with whomever Ichoose.
That is an inherent right. Itis part of
my birthright. My wife and Igave
birth to three children. They have
rights as citizens. They didnot have to
fight for them. We did the fighting.

My children did not have to die for
it. The Kings and the Malcolms and
others did the dying for it. But it is
now their right. But that isnot true in
South Africa.

So how can we wave the flag as
Americans based upon our democratic
ideals and embrace apartheid? We be-
lieve that every single individual in
this country at a certain age shall
have the right to vote as an inherent
part of our flag-waving. Black people
in South Africa do not have that. We
can travel anywhere that we choose to
go. Some of my colleagues even think
the mass transit is a communist con-
spiracy because it means getting
people out of their individual automo-
biles so that they cannot travel freely.
So we cling tenaciously to the notions
of the right tomove freely.

Not true for our people in South
Africa.

Freedom from arbitrary arrest and
police terrorism: Not true in South
Africa. So this is not a liberal issue,
my colleagues; this is not a democratic
issue; this is a human question that is
as much American as it is the prob-
lems of South Africa. We cannot sup-
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port a regime that does not show its
concern for the welfare of its own
people, with an incredibly high infant
mortality rate in South Africa. Over
half of the children in the Bantu
stands die before they are age 5. We
fight tenaciously in this country,
many of my colleagues, on the issue of
abortion.

Then stand withme in opposition to
being in bed with the nation that
allows its children to die simply be-
cause they are a different color. Itis a
contradiction to do less.

Poor health conditions for blacks
and nonwhites; government policies
that are destructive of the family.
How many times have we heard Presi-
dent Reagan go on television and talk
about returning to traditional family
values? In South Africa we are de-
stroying the family. How can you
make that statement in one side of
one's mouth and then turn and face to
the other side of the reality of what is
going on in South Africa, and our ac-
quiescence in it, and our support of it?

South African black people, unfortu-
nately, cannot seek their freedom
peacefully. But the international com-
munity that we are an integral part of
have the capacity and the leverage to
cause the South African Government
to come face to face with black South
Africans and forge true democracy
through dialog and conciliation. And
we must be in the forefront of forging
and developing that international
pressure and that international public
opinion.Itis our responsibility.

Constructive engagement has failed
and Iwillnot go through all the rea-
sons why. You have already heard
them.

The question for America is this:
How can we minimize the bloodshed
and promote political freedom and
economic justice? Ibelieve that Amer-
ica must take steps to promote justice
and to promote freedom. We must leg-
islate a series of actions that willwith-
draw our support and end our acquies-
cence to a legally sanctioned and op-
pressive and brutally enforced system
of apartheid.

That is why Ihave introduced this
alternative amendment in the nature
of a substitute.

Mandatory disinvestment, a ban on
exports to South Africa, prohibition
on the sale of Krugerrands, denial of
landing rights in the United States to
South African aircraft.

In other words, Mr. Chairman and
my distinguished colleagues, adoption
of a policy that demonstrates our
total, not mediocre, not moderate, not
compromised, but total abhorrence of
South Africa's policy on apartheid.

The key, Mr.Chairman is disinvest-
ment. Iwould say to my colleagues
who support no new investments: How
can you then fashion an argument
that says "I support no new invest-
ments because investments support
the killingand the dying of people," I
would then say that there is already a
corporate structure in South Africa

spending billions of dollars killingour
brothers and sisters inSouth Africa. It
is a contradiction to say that you sup-
port no new sanctions and then turn
your back on the question of disinvest-
ment at this moment because our
people are dying, not of new specula-
tive investment; our people are dying
not of new speculative loans; they are
dying as a result of the propping up of
a system of apartheid that we are
presently participating in, American
corporations, now.
Iunderstand the political realities.I

have been here 14V£ years but that
does not say that my approach is not
honest. That does not say that disin-
vestment is not real. Maybe some of
my colleagues lack the political cour-
age to take the step, maybe they have
counted the votes and said, "Well,
maybe we can get a moderate biparti-
san proposal through." But under-
stand that is allitis, it is a moderate,
bipartisan, Washington political state-
ment. We are still in bed with South
Africa. Itdoes not make me go to bed
feeling any better because we said "no
new loans, no new investments" be-
cause they are not the ones killing our
people.

D 1550
It is the corporations presently

there, cropping up and supporting an
atomosphere that is conducive to
racism and oppression that is extraor-
dinary on the face of this earth.

Mr. Chairman, why should Ameri-
can corporations be required to pull
out? Foreign investment is the glue
that holds the apartheid system to-
gether.

Mydistinguished colleague, the gen-
tleman from Philadelphia [Mr.Gray]
quoted the former South African
Prime Minister Vorster, and Irequote:

Each trade agreement, each bank loan,
each new investment is another brick in the
wall ofour continued existence.

Again, ifyou can argue that no new
investments are appropriate, then it
seems to me ifyou are outraged about
what is taking place and our role init,
then it seems to me that it is intellec-
tually and politically and morally con-
sistent to stand with me and call for
immediate and total disinvestment.

Anything short of that, then you
have to see it for what it is. The study,
"U.S. Investments in South Africa:
The Hidden Pieces," show U.S. invest-
ment in South Africa to be at least
$8.1 billion.Some people say it is as
high as $14 billion.

American support for South Africa
is greater than even the numbers sug-
gest. For example 70 percent of the
computers— American firms; 44 per-
cent of the energy— American. Ameri-
can technicians man South African
nuclear reactors.

With respect to transport; Ford and
General Motors are used by South Af-
rican military and police. The two
firms comprise 24 percent of all of the
South African automobile industry,

As the manager-director of Bur-
roughs, S.A. Carlton said in early
19705, and Iquote:

We are entirely dependent on the United
States. The economy would grind to a halt
without access to computer technology of
the West.

Foreign corporations provide direct
strategic support of South Africa. We
are told that corporations are progres-
sive forces for change and disinvest-
ment that that would hurt black
South African economy would lead to
reform.

Let me address these issues, because
Ibelieve those assertions by the corpo-
rations and the South AfricanGovern-
ment—so obvious political and finan-
cialself-interest.

First, the corporate self-interest is
clear, Mr. Chairman. Besides every-
thing else, apartheid is a system of
labor control. Exploitation of cheap
black labor means high profits. South
Africaattracts foreign captial because
it has two economies, Mr. Chairman,
not one: The developed "white"econo-
my which provides a good market for
consumption, and the underdeveloped
"black" economy that supplies the
cheap labor,

There is no basis to the argument
that a growing economy lessens apart-
heid. Iwould suggest any mediocre
student of the recent history of South
Africa would rapidly come to the con-
clusion that things have gotten worse;
they have not become better.

The CHAIRMAN. Will the gentle-
man kindly suspend?

The Chair would advise the gentle-
man that he has consumed 20 ofhis 30
minutes.

The gentleman ¿nay proceed.
Mr. DELLUMS. Thank you very

much, Mr. Chairman. Let me move
past a few of these points and come to
this:

There has been a great deal of talk
about the Sullivan principles; it only

affects 1 percent of the total labor
force, and as one officialof one federa-
tion of South African trade unions
called them, "window dressing in a
broken window."

The effect of a U.S. pullout would
affect less than 1percent of the labor
force, but let us say that it would
affect more than that. This would be a
small amount of suffering in compari-
son to the daily suffering and dehu-
manization caused all black people in
South Africa.

The critical issue forblack South Af-
ricans is not standard of living; it is
freedom. Even those blacks employed
by U.S. firms cannot vote; they cannot
freely choose where they live; they

cannot freely choose whom they will
marry. Divestment may help create a
situation where this type of freedom
could be blamed forallblacks.

You know, one could make the argu-
ment that during slavery there was
full employment. Do you think that
we would have loved to continue to be
slaves in order tomaintain our jobs, or
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was there something much more noble
to struggle for? Our freedom. Freedom
that Iexpress on this floor of Con-
gress and that Iexercise— it is not
about a job or a standard of living; it is
about the dignity of the human spirit
and the right of human beings to
function.

Mr. Chairman, Ihave proposed a
number of things, but even ifitis just
the 1 percent. Steve Biko made the
following statement:

The argument is often made that the loss
of foreign investment would hurt blacks in
the short run, because many of them would
stand to lose their jobs. But itshould be un-
derstood inEurope and North America that
foreign investment supports the present

economic system of political injustice. ..
IfWashington is really interested in con-

tributing to a development of a just society
inSouth Africa, itwould discourage invest-
ment in South Africa. We blacks are per-
fectly willing to suffer the consequences.
We are quite accustomed to suffering.

Steve Biko was killed, killed, mur-
dered in 1977 as he sat in jail, in in-
communicado status.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman,
would my colleague yield at this point?

Mr. DELLUMS. If my colleague
would just let me finish, and then I
willyield.
Iyield to the gentleman.
Mr. CONYERS. Iwould like to

remind the distinguished leader of this
portion of the substitute that there
are many of your colleagues who are
desperately anxious to join you in this
particular and most important part of
the debate.
Ionly would wish that the gentle-

man would remember that we have
probably a limited amount of time,
and Iwant to join him. That is the
only point Iwant to make at this time.

Mr. DELLUMS. Ithank my col-
league, and Iappreciate it.

The tragedy is that we are standing
here on what Iconsider the most im-
portant debate other than dropping
nuclear bombs to destroy life on this
planet, as one of the two most impor-
tant issues wre will discuss in our
modern lifetimes, and we are sitting
here with 30 minutes, and Iunder-
stand that; Iwillwrap itup, and Iwill
give my colleagues an opportunity.
Hopefully, my distinguished colleague
and friend over here may give us a few
minutes to allow a few people to
speak, Ido not know.

Mr. CONYERS. Ithank the gentle-
man.

Mr. DELLUMS. Let me summarize,
Mr.Chairman.
Iam deeply appreciative of this op-

portunity. Iwish we had more time to
debate this matter. There are many,
many more statements this gentleman
wishes to make.
Iwould just finally say to those of

my colleagues on the Republican side
of the aisle who say that the present
billbefore the body is too moderate,
you now have an alternative. For
those of you on this side of the aisle
who say no new investments, that we
have to move away from our economic

support of South Africa, reach into
your gut, reach into your spirit, and
reach into your conscience; not your
political machination, but into your
conscience, because Iam not here just
to be a spear-catcher. Iam here to
win, and Iwould like to beat you, and
Iwould like you to join us, because I
want America out of bed with South
Africa. We have a responsibility to
make a political statement to ourselves
for healing; to make a statement to
the world that we stand for some-
thing.

My colleagues oppose communism. I
have always said ifyou want to oppose
an idea, come with a better idea. The
better idea is democratic principles;
get out of bed with South Africa,
divest. Ihope my colleagues of con-
science will joinme in support of this
amendment, and Ithank my col-
leagues.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from California [Mr. Dellums] has
consumed 25 minutes. He has 5 min-
utes remaining.

Mr. SILJANDER. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 30 seconds to the gentleman
from South Carolina [Mr.Hartnett].

Mr. HARTNETT. Mr. Chairman, I
want to commend my colleague from
California, who is an articulate spokes-
man and say to him that in his re-
marks, when he said that in his opin-
ion it was not just quality of life fop

the people ofSouth Africa, that it was
freedom. There are many of us who
feel that strongly about national de-
fense in this country; that it is not just
the quality oflife for our people here
in these United States, but their free-
dom.

So Isay to my colleague who some-
times does not want to be as strong on
national defense as Iam, that as he
feels, it is not just quality of life for
the people of South Africa, but free-
dom. There are those of us in this
Congress who feel that it should not
just be quality oflife for the people in
our country, but freedom.

Mr. SILJANDER. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
New York [Mr.SoxomonU.

Mr.SOLOMON. Mr.Chairman, "few
things are as stimulating as other peo-
ple's calamities observed from a safe
distance." This maxim by George F.
Will describes a rather fundamental
characteristic of human nature, a be-
havior pattern that Iwould suggest is
largely responsible for this very ill-
conceived piece of legislation, H.R.
1460. As Members of Congress, we
have been debating what to do about
South Africa for nearly 2 years now,
ever since the export administration
act came to the floor in the autumn of
1983. Ibelieve now, asIbelieved them,
that this debate is much in need of a
healthy dose ofrealism.

In an African Continent reeling
under the burdens wrought by politi-
cal repression, failed economies, tribal
warfare, poverty, starvation, and
squalor, South Africa has been singled
out by some Members of Congress as a

country deserving of economic sanc-
tions. Inits own way, this special focus
on South Africa reflects the larger re-
alities about the contemporary situa-
tion in Africa as a whole, realities that
no amount of congressional action can
change.

The point is often made in our For-
eign Affairs Committee that double
standards are continually being en-
shrined in foreign assistance bills and
other legislation reported from that
committee. Iwould define that double
standard this way: Our approach to
countries that have not experienced a
leftwing revolution emphasizes a his-
torical necessity for change, an inexo-
rable process must be set in motion
leading to a fundamental change in
the present situation. Once a country
has experienced a so-called popular
revolution however— a leftwing takeov-
er—our new approach to that country
emphasizes an implicit acceptance of
the new tyranny and the new abuses
committed in the name of the revolu-
tion. Whether it be, for example, the
Sandinistas in Nicaragua or the Men-
gistu regime in Ethiopia, the new tyr-
anny, the new repression must be ac-
cepted as a permanent fact of life.
Itis in this double standard that I

find the focal point of the legislation
before us today. There can be no mis-
take: The South African policy of
apartheid is a calamitous and heinous
system that justly deserves the con-
demnation of the civilized world. We
all believe that. If South Africa is
truly a member of the Western World,
as the Pretoria Government often
claims, that government must make
good its claim by implementing at the
very least those essential civiland eco-
nomic liberties that are the heritage
and hallmark of Western civilization-
liberties that must be granted to all
South Africans. And those countries
that have formal relations with South
Africa must encourage at every step
the peaceful evolution of free institu-
tions within that country.

How our country can contribute to
peaceful change in South Africa
should be what we are debating today.
Instead, however, we have a debate in
which the critics of the Reagan admin-
istration's policy of "constructive en-
gagement" in dealing with South
Africa have presented riot one shred of
evidence that a policy of de facto dis-
engagement holds out the promise of
anything better. And H.R. 1460 is ex-
actly that: A disengagement of Ameri-
can interests and investment with
South Africa, a Ritualistic washing of
our hands, an implicit acknowledg-

ment that there is nothing we can do
to help—so bring on the turmoil, up-
heaval, and revolution in South
Africa.

A recent article in the Christian Sci-
ence Monitor explains the false hope

behind this kindof approach to South
Africa very well. Written by Dimitri
Simes, a senior associate of the Carne-
gie Endowment for International
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Peace, the article correctly notes that
disinvestment and other punitive sanc-
tions against South Africa will indeed
cause problems for the government
there. But the writer goes on to make
this warning—and everyone should
listen to this very carefully: "Those
who are ready to play with the desta-
bilization of South Africa should be
prepared to accept responsibility for
triggering an unmitigated disaster/ Is
there anyone in this House who wants
to accept that responsibility? IfMem-
bers do not, then vote against H.R,
1460.

What is at stake in South Africa
concerns more than the people living
there, the South Africans of all races
who willserve as cannon fodder for
the radicals of both the left and the
right. What is at stake inSouth Africa
also affects the rest of Africa, Apeace-
ful resolution of the internal problems
in South Africa and an improvement
in the relations between allnations in
southern Africa are indispensable to
the future of development and securi-
ty of the African Continent as a
whole.

South Africa commands the only ef-
fective physical infrastructure in
southern Africa. And the half has
never been told concerning South Afri-
ca's trading relationship with its
southern Africa neighbors and other
countries in the continent. Countries
as far away as Zaire and Kenya have
relied on South Africa as a source of
vitalfoodstuffs.

And, whether we like it or not, our
own country must maintain a vital
trading relationship with South Africa
to guarantee our own survival. South
Africa is the free world's preeminent
supplier of manganese, vanadium,
platinum, and more than a dozen more
of the strategic nonfuel minerals and
metals on which our heavy industry
and national defense efforts are based.
The Soviet Union and South Africa to-
gether control over 75 percent of the
world's supplies of these minerals and
metals. No congressional fiat can
change that fact. Nor can congression-
al posturing do away withthe gold and
diamond reserves in South Africa on
which the free world is also primarily
dependent. Ihave always been struck
by the ironic fact that our trade em-
bargo against Rhodesian chrome
meant that we had to make our
chrome purchases from the Soviet
Union instead.

Mr. Chairman, no one policy option
can encompass or address all of the
complexities and paradoxes of the
South African situation. Whether itbe
the carrot or the stick, no one policy
or approach holds out the promise of
being infallible. But it is within our
power, as Members of Congress, to
resist the temptation of dealing with
South Africa purely from an attitude
of malice.
Ibelieve that our country can best

serve the cause of freedom and justice
in South Africa by staying there: To
encourage American businesses to

invest there, to employ and train and
house nonwhite South African work-
ers, to implement fully the Sullivan
fair-employment practices code, and to
participate in the process of change
that is even now underway.

Now is the time to expand our edu-
cational and human rights programs
in South Africa—to encourage, rather
than belittle, the efforts of those con-
scientious South Africans of all colors
who are striving for peaceful change.
The emerging demographic and eco-
nomic realities of the situation in
South Africa have created a complicat-
ed network of political and moral im-
peratives. As South Africa undertakes
the difficulttask of sorting out its pri-
orities, we should stand ready to help

the process and not to vilifyit.
The choice before this House today

is whether we willindulge ourselves in
a moment of satisfaction and selfcon-
gratulation—getting a kick out of
washing our hands of this whole
matter and leaving South Africa to
bleed—or whether we will do the right
thing and commit ourselves to seeing
this matter through over the long
haul. The question is whether or not
we really believe Sguth Africa is im-
portant enough to be involved in—
whether or not the issues at stake in
that country are important to the
future Africa and to our own future as
well.
Iam wellaware of the passions this

issue generates. But there comes a
time when each of us must set aside a
littleof our own infallibilityand try to
do what is right for the people of
South Africa and the people of the
United States. The very fact that we
are even conducting such a debate— is
testimony to the fact that our country
does have leverage in South Africa
and that change in that country is
possible. Ifsuch were not the case, we
would not be wasting our time with
this debate. Ihope that some day we
will conduct such a debate on the
Soviet Union, the People's Republic of
China, and other countries.

D 1600

Mr. SILJANDER. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
Michigan [Mr.WolpeL

Mr, WOLPE. Ithank the gentleman
for yielding.

Mr.Chairman, Iwant to begin, first
of all,by saying that, whileIshall not
be supporting the amendment offered
by my distinguished colleague, the
gentleman from California, Ibelieve
he has performed a very significant
service in pressing this amendment
before this House. Iam pleased we
have the opportunity to debate the
Dellums substitute. While many advo-
cates of sanctions against South Africa
are heartened to see the United States
Congress finallyon the verge of adopt-
ing certain antiapartheid sanctions,
adopting a very different approach to
South Africa than that embraced in
the policy of constructive engagement,
it is important, as the gentleman from

California [Mr.Dellums] reminds us,
to remember that there is a vast body
of Americans who have been calling
for total disinvestment from South
Africa for several decades now. As
chairman of the Africa Subcommittee
for the past 2 sessions of Congress, I
have heard testimony from a variety
of influential Americans who believe
that disinvestment is both the correct
moral position to take as well as the
most sound policy for America to
adopt in pursuit of a nonracial demo-
cratic state inSouth Africa, which ul-
timately would be best serving Ameri-
ca's national interests.
It was in December 1962 that Di%

MartinLuther King, Jr. issued a joint
appeal withChief Albert Luthuli call-
ing for sanctions against South Africa,
including disinvestment.

The gentleman from California [Mr,
Dellums] himself testified before my
subcommittee this year. He and the
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. Con-
yers] had introduced disinvestment
legislation as early as 1971.

This is not a new issue, and this is
not a new or, for that matter, a radical
proposal.

InJanuary of this year, Dr. Clifton
Wharton, whois a director of the Ford
Motor Co. and chairman of the board
of the Rockefeller Foundation, testify-
ing before my subcommittee, stated:

One hopes that from what surely is a na-
tional consensus will emerge a national
policy that willreflect U.S. determination to
sever normal ties withSouth Africa.

Dr. Wharton added:
United States corporations should cease

doing business in South Africa and with-
draw as rapidly as possible * *

*.Ibelieve
the time for debate and discussion has run
out!

Itis not often that we find a repre-
sentative of the corporate world advo-
cating disinvestment, but that was pre-
cisely Dr. Wharton's unequivocal mes-
sage.

In fact, there are already American
corporations beginning to disinvest out
of a recognition that it does not well
serve their economic self interest tobe
identified with the system of apart-
heid or to be involved ina situation of
growing political and civil unrest in
which virtually war zone conditions
are developing in some portions of the
country.

In fact Ihave occasionally been
asked my own advice by some corpo-
rate leaders as to what Iwould recom-
mend. Ithink corporations staying in
South África at this point may be
doing a disservice to their own share-
holders, because Ithink that is simply
not the wisest policy to be pursuing.

Having said that, Iwant to say that
I, along with the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr, Gray] and other
cosponsors ofH.R. 1460, have gone out
of our way in the development of the
legislation that is before this body to
emphasize that H.R. 1460 does not—l
repeat: does not—call for disinvest-
ment. We have emphasized the moder-
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ate nature of the sanctions of the An-
tiapartheid Act of 1985 because they
are indeed moderate. We believe that
the political reality today suggests
that these moderate restrictions can in
fact pass this Congress, and become
American law. What we have been at-
tempting to develop is a package that
willboth be effective in the sanctions
that are imposed and willenjoy the
broadest base of bipartisan political
support possible. We think that kind
of message directed at South Africa
would be very dramatic in and of itself
and would begin to signal to South
Africa that we've had it withconstruc-
tive engagement and that absent sig-
nificant change, more willfollow.
Isay that because Ithink it is im-

portant that while, as Isaid before, I
willnot be in a position to support the
gentleman's substitute today, Ithink
it is important that Members of this
body begin to think through the full
implications of what the gentleman
from California [Mr.Dellums] has of-
fered today. Because we may well be
here again a year from now or 2 years
from now, once we have an opportuni-
ty to see what happens in South
Africa. And if indeed there has been
no progress and only further repres-
sion and further deterioration, Ithink
we are going to find larger numbers of
Americans insisting that more pres-
sure is needed and that disinvestment
may in fact be the only way to go.

So Ithank the gentleman from Cali-
fornia for really raising this issue in
the way in which he has, and Iwould
plead with the corporate community
to look very seriously at their own con-
tinuing involvement.

D 1610
Mr. SILJANDER. Mr. Chairman, I

yield myself such time as Imay con-
sume.

Mr. Chairman, Ijust wanted to
thank the gentleman from California
[Mr.Dellums] for his honesty. Isaid
that earlier today several times and I
sincerely mean that. Ithink when we
compare the Gray bill with the Del-
lums approach, there is a clear differ-
ence. There is no doubt about it.

The Gray bill, from my point of
view, is a half-way measure. We bat-
tered this around significantly on the
floor today dealing with banning com-
puter sales. Ihave argued, as others
have, that Japan could easily fill in
that void. They have increased their
market share 206 percent since 1976 to
1983.

What would Dellums do versus
Gray? Dellums would simply say no
computers at all. He makes itunequiv-
ocably clear. Now the second point,
the Gray billbans bank loans just to
the Government. Why ban bank loans
just to the Government? Ifwe are seri-
ous about disassociating ourselves
completely, from a racist system then
whynot ban bank loans to the private
sector as well?
Ifwe are serious about it, and Iam

not advocating this position, but if we

are really serious from that point of
view, intellectually honest, why not do
so? Statistically, half of all the bank
loans to the Government have already
been eliminated without a need for a
Gray bill.Further, in an April issue of
the New York Times, itsaid:

Virtually all major banks have stopped
lending to the government and its agencies.
Citicorp, J.P. Morgan &Co. and the NCNB
Corp. adopted policies prohibiting loans to
the public sector as well.

Fresh lending to the Government by
American banks appears to have been virtu-
allystopped.

So my argument is that banning
bank loans in itself willput no addi-
tional pressure that is already being
placed without the Gray bill.Again,
the Dellums substitute is more honest
than Gray.

The third issue, and Ithink it is
quite crucial, deals with Krugerrands.
Banning Krugerrands to the South
African Government willhave no real
economic effect.Itell you what is does
have effect on: For every $350 Kruger-
rand, a black family receives, working
in the mines, $49. Is that worth cut-
ting the Government of South Africa
out of 40 cents? That translates into
$750,000 lost to the Government per
year and $85 millionlost, however, to
black families in South Africa per year
based on banning new sales of Kruger-
rands and imports ofKrugerrands.

Keep one thing inmind: One worker
feeds 6.6 to 10 other mouths. Five
hundred and fifty thousand black
workers makes literally millions of
blacks that this banning of Kruger-
rands could possibly affect. Lesotho;
65 percent of their GNP is based in
South Africa, and 51 percent of that
GNP is based in gold.

Botswana, Swaziland, Zimbabwe,
Angola, Zambia, and Nambia would all
be hurt by this Krugerrand ban. Isay
if this is really your interest, then let
us go with what Dellums does; he
bans everything: chromium, manga-
nese, platinum, gold bullion, coal, dia-
monds; everything.

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

Mr.SILJANDER. For 10 seconds.
Mr. LELAND. Come on, give me

more than 10 seconds. The issue is
Mr. SILJANDER. Iyield for 10 sec-

onds.
The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentle-

man decline to yield?
Mr.SILJANDER. Iyield the gentle-

man 10 seconds to make a point or a
comment.

Mr. LELAND. The point is is that
how is it that you can put a caviat in
justice? How is it that you can say
that it is all right to accept all of the
other atrocities but ycu take 49 cents
out of the amount of money that they
get from the sale of Krugerrands in
this country?

That is a caviat; that is an amend-
ment to justice.

Mr. SILJANDER. Ithank the gen-
tleman for his comments, and that is
precisely my argument regarding the

Gray bill.Itis a half-way measure. At
least, from your standpoint, obviously,
and intellectually, the Dellums bill
goes all the way and is clearly honest.

The last point Iwould like to make
with the Gray bill, itbans new invest-
ment as we all know. The Dellums bill
bans all investment. Existing invest-
ment; new investment; he goes all the
way.Isaid the bank loans have been
cut in half anyway. Six States, 40 uni-
versities, 20 cities have already divest-
ed. Six to eight State legislatures have
introduced disinvestment legislation.
Forty are on the dockets of 40 States
this year alone. Of those 40 universi-
ties Imentioned, $300 million has been
already eliminated in stocks alone.
Eleven major corporations are 'ready
to leave South Africa. The stock and
bond value of all these transactions is
$1.5 billion divested and growing
stronger. There are nearly 20 sanc-
tions around the world on South
Africanow in effect.

There still, even under Gray, there
would be 350 firms still operating and
1,800 subsidiaries still operating.
Under Dellums, there would be none.
Absolutely none. Iam arguing that
disinvestment or the essence of what
the pressure of Gray would attempt to
do in banning new business is already
underway without a Gray bill.

So my point is that the Gray billes-
sentially does nothing significantly to
change the present course. But cer-
tainly the Dellums billdoes. Iwould
argue the only way for Gray to work
effectively, to pursue the goals that
have been articulated on the floor
would be to bring Britain in. Britain,
after all, is half of all the foreign
trade. France's trade has risen 43 per-
cent in the first half of 1984. West
Germany is the third greatest trade
partner. Japan is tied for No. 1 with
the United States. InAfrica, 49 coun-
tries trade with South Africa in the
continent alone. In Israel, we cannot
tell for certain, because of many secret
agreements, but Israel is likely, ac-
cording to many analysts, tied with
Japan and the United States as No. 1
trading partner.

So if this is to be effective, we need
to incorporate an international spec-
trum of disinvestment. Lastly, if it is
really tobe effective, we wouldhave to
later on engage the Sullivan principles
as mandatory in separate legislation.
AsIsaid earlier in my initial presenta-
tion of my own substitute, by doing
that later, by incorporating Sullivan
after the Gray bill, it forces a seige on
the businesses now there. Because
Gray does nothing to existing busi-
nesses, but puts them under seige.
They cannot retool; they cannot mod-
ernize; they cannot expand. How can
they compete in the international
market effectively? Obviously, they
cannot. So as businesses look for ways
to cut, the first thing, obviously, some
of them willdo is cut their participa-
tion inthe Sullivan principles.
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Then, when we make itmandatory
under the Solarz approach later on
with Gray, the businesses willhave to
disinvest, they willhave to close down.
So the Gray bill with the Sullivan
principles later on assuming that they
pass the Congress, makes a similar sce-
nario to the Dellums approach. ButI
would argue even with the Dellums
approach we need international coop-
eration to really achieve the specific
goals and change specifically what the
proponents of the Dellums approach
suggest need to be changed.

Mr. Chairman, Ireserve the balance
ofmy time.

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 2V2 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from Illinois [Mr.Savage].

Mr. SAVAGE. Ithank the gentle-
man for yielding me this time.

Mr.Chairman, may Ijust point out
a course that we are not here responsi-
ble for the foreign policy of other na-
tions, but we are responsible for the
foreign policy of America. Ijust want
to emphasize a point made by the
sponsor of this motion and that is rec-
ognizing that perhaps we do not recog-
nize the nature of facism against
which this billfights.

Fascism savage may include racism,
but it is even more evil. Itis qualita-
tively worse because: One, it destroys
peaceful relations with other nations
in its sphere of interest, and two, it
violates the kinship of the human
family required for justice and pros-
perity in the world.

Indeed, fascism is a politico-econom-
ic system more pernicious than the
slavery which poisoned our past, when
the United States was an underdevel-
oped, agrarian nation— for fascism is
associated with advanced technology,
pervasive mass communication, which
permits a much greater and more so-
phisticated capacity for oppression.

An adequate definition of fascism
must recognize that* unlike slavery, it
occurs in a highly developed nation. It
is characterized by extreme concentra-
tion of private ownership of the major
means of production, through govern-
ment-backed privilege, control of
supply and marketing, and dominance
of government by private cartels— and
all for the purpose of maximizing
their profits, to the extent that main-
tenance of the system requires censor-
ship of mass media, extreme suppres-
sion of opposition, barbaric oppression
of a substantial part of its own popula-
tion, and aggressive chauvinism in for-
eign policy, under conditions that
permit an atrocious intensification of
these evils.

Thus, in South Africa, the issue is
not merely better employment, wages,
education and material conditions for
the black majority there. Afterall,
blacks in American slavery had com-
pulsory fullemployment, for instance
material well-being is not a fullmeas-
ure of freedom and justice.

So, let us understand clearly that
whatever strengthens the South Afri-

can economy, increases the power and
stability of that fascist regime.
If disinvestment would also harm

the oppressed of South Africa, who, on
this floor would have opposed the
American Revolution or America's role
in World War IIbecause Americans
would suffer injuries and loss of life?
As one of America's greatest strate-
gists of freedom and justice, Frederick
advised more than a century ago: "We
may not get all we pay for in this
world, but we certainly pay for all we
get."

Let us not compromise with fascism
and thereby insult the ultimate sacri-
fices made in the fight against fascism
in World War 11.
It is not just the welfare of black

South Africans that is at stake here. It
is a test of America's commitment to
democracy and liberty.

Therefore, itis not enough to simply
cease investing in fascism. We must
stop and divest.

D 1620
Mr. SILJANDER. Mr. Chairman, I

yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
Michigan [Mr.Coktyers].

(Mr.CONYERS asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. CONYERS. Ithank the gentle-
man for yielding this time to me.

Mr. Chairman, this is perhaps the
most important part of this debate on
the Anti-Apartheid Act. We have a
Member from Pennsylvania and a
Member from California bringing to
us two very important ways to resolve
it.
Iwould say in tribute to the gentle-

man from Michigan [Mr. Wolpe], who
has in his establishment role as the
leader of this measure, and who has
gotten it through to this point where
we could get to this plateau, Iwant to
thank him, because he realizes, as
more Members do now, that this
debate is now really about how fast
the process of disassociation should
occur. That is what we are talking
about.

Should it move forward in a way
that we can now guarantee disassocia-
tion with apartheid through no new
investment, or should we face up to
the inherent contradiction in riot sup-
porting total disinvestment in that the
old investment is not just as bad as the
new investment, it is worse. Itis what
is killingpeople.

Behind this approach for disinvest-
ment is a long history of sanctions
which is disinvestment from the
United Nations, from the world body,
the family of nations. We have been
talking about this for a long time, This
did not come *up this spring or last
year. South Africa has been the sub-
ject and object of sanctions for the
last 20 years, so this is a very timely
proposal whose moment has come.

Now Iwant to tell you how it is
going to improve the Gray measure by
voting for the Dellums substitute, be-
cause if we walk out of this Chamber,
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if we have the courage to replace this
measure with the Dellums substitute,
we will then be able to go to confer-
ence with an even stronger position.
We have everything here. The other
body voted sanctions on •nuclear col-
laboration with South Africa before
we did. When Ibrought my amend-
ment up in the House yesterday, the
committee in the other body had al-
ready acted.

So, Mr. Chairman, Iam urging you
to vote for the Dellums amendment.
Seriously. Not one for the Black
Caucus, not one to show that you were
out there and then you are coming
back to Wolpe-Gray, but to show that
you understand that genocide and the
war in South Africa has already begun
and that this is a time process. Every
month, every year that we say we will
wait there are thousands of deaths in-
volved.

Mr.Chairman, Ithink that if we ex-
amine the situation in South Africa
closely we will realize that this meas-
ure is the most consistent with both
our values and our long-term national
interests.

There is a fundamental contradic-
tion between embracing no new invest-
ment/bank loans as provided in under
1460 and not embracing disinvestment.
No new investment/ bank loans ac-
knowledges that investment and loans
do indeed support the apartheid
system. Ifthis is so, as Ibelieve itis,
then one cannot really defend the con-
tinued existence of current invest-
ments and bank loans.

For some time during the 19705, I
reluctantly adhered to the notion that
U.S. firms in South Africa could blunt
the cruelty of apartheid. But no
longer. The past 20 years has clearly
demonstrated that the net effect of
foreign investment has been the
strenghening of the apartheid struc-
ture.

U.S. economic investment in South
Africa is highly capital intensive.
While U.S. firms employ less than 1
percent of the entire black South Afri-
can work force, they control the major
segments of the highly sophisticated
South African police state— 7o percent
of the computer market, 45 percent of
the oil market, 33 percent of the auto-
motive market all of which constitute
the jugular vien of the highly sophisti-
cated garrison state. Without these,
South Africa could not maintain its
racist political, social, and economic
structures.

In addition, the United States today
is the largest trader, second largest
foreign investor, and the source of
one-third of all international credit in
South Africa, Those who argue that
disinvestment would more hurt than
help the oppressed black South Afri-
cans clearly misperceive the funda-
mental nature of our investment in
that country.

While the investment may benefit
the relative few lucky enough to be
employed by U.S. firms, millions upon
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millions of South Africans have
become measurably worse off during a
period in which foreign investment
has increased.

Studies conducted on the relation-
ship between foreign investment and
the easing of apartheid, including one
by the Carneige Foundation, consist-
ently tell of the fortification of the
apartheid structure, increases inblack
improverishment and the general in-
tensification of violent repression that
has accompanied foreign investment
in South Africa.

One study by Charles Simkins of
Capetown University, found that the
number of people below a minimum
living standard on the Government
created homelands increased from 4.9
to 8.9 millionbetween 1960 and 1980, a
period in which our investment in-
creased approximately 900 percent.

We often hear the argument that if
U.S. firms disinvest, some eager corpo-
ration that doesn't give a damn about
human rights willbuy up evacuated
U.S. plants at fire sale prices. This is
oversimplistic nonsense.

Were a major superpower like the
United States with control over the
major sectors of the South African
economy to disinvest, it would so dras-
tically change the investment climate
so that the risk assessment would be
dramatically increased. This coupled
with the fact that the walls of apart-
heid willsoon be tumbling down under
the internal turmoil of a civil war
would make it utter lunacy for a firm
to invest inthat country. Utter lunacy!

But don't just take my word for it.
Listen to Harry Oppenehimer the
chairman of Anglo-American Co., per-
haps the richest and most powerful
corporation not only in South Africa
but maybe the world. On Nightline
several weeks ago he stated candidly
but emphatically that no firm would
scurry into South Africa in the midst
of a major disinvestment campaign by
the United States. .

Just look at the actions of the South
African Government. While it contin-
ually insists that disinvestment will
have no impact on the internal affairs
there, it has spent literally hundreds
of millions of dollars to hire lobbyists
to battle disinvestment legislation in
the United States. Under its Terrorism
Act, ithas made the advocacy of disin-
vestment in South Africa an act of
treason, a crime which can be punish-
able from 5 years inprison to death.

Indeed, it was only after the threat
of disinvestment had been developed
in the U.S. Congress, that Pretoria, for
the first time, took any concessionary
steps announcing, for instance, the
suspension of the homeland policy.
While inconsequential, through these
and other actions, Pretoria has unwit-
tingly made it abundantly clear the
extent to which disinvestment threat-
ens to undermine the apartheid
system.
InSouth Africa today there is wide-

spread support for economic sanctions
from the black South Africans them-

selves. Black labor, religious and politi-
cal leaders have taken the lead in this
drive despite the threat of severe retri-
bution by the state.

The two largest black trade union
federations, the Federation of South
African Trade Unions CFUSATU] and
the Council of Unions of South Africa
[CUSA], both recently issued strong
statements calling for foreign disin-
vestment as have such other notable
leaders over the years including Luth-
uli, Mandela, Boesak, Sisulu, Sobukwe,
Biko, Tambo, Nuade, and Tutu. Labor
leaders in particular have spoken
against the low-wage haven that
South Africa provides for foreign
firms because blacks are payed one-
sixteenth of their white counterparts.

Businesses in South Africa are al-
ready starting to recognize the foolish-
ness of staying in South Africa. The
Investment Responsibility Research
Center has identified over 42 U.S.
firms which have withdrawn their in-
terests in operations in South Africa
over the past 4 years including Amax
Mining, Bethlehem Steel, Texas Gulf,
Inc., Zapata Mining, and many others.

Look at the track record. Greater
economic investment in South Africa
has not lead to any changes. From
1970 to 1981 U.S. economic involve-
ment tripled. Since that time the pace
of our investment has further acceler-
ated. Amidthis increasing investment,
South Africa has violently reinforced
its structures of racial domination,
killing hundreds of unarmed civilians,
accelerating the world's only home-
land policy, whereby families are forc-
ibly removed from their homes at gun-
point and relocated to barren reserves
where death from starvation and dis-
ease if commonplace. Numerous stud-
ies have documented the increasing re-
pression and violence that has histori-
cally accompanied increasing foreign
investment inSouth Africa.

Mr. Chairman, several weeks ago, I
met with Oliver Tambo, the President
General of the African National Con-
gress who confirmed to me that there
are essentially two courses that can be
followed in South Africa. Pretoria can
recognize that it must negotiate the
transition to a one man, one vote polit-
ical system or there willsoon be a vio-
lent civilwar.

President General Tambo also re-
minded me, and history certainly con-
firms this, that Pretoria willnever ne-
gotiate unless it is forced to, and that
the most effective means of influenc-
ing Pretoria is through the threats of
economic sanctions from the West as
it depends on this investment for the
maintenance of its system.

Thus, economic sanctions and disin-
vestment is the most effective way
that we can influence events toward
the peaceful resolution and transition
to a one-man, one-vote society. Any-
thing short of this can only encourage
Pretoria's intransigence and thereby
reinforce the pressures toward a vio-
lent civil war in which the inevitable
postapartheid government is less

likely to be friendly to the United
States. Both our national interests and
values require that we withdraw from
South Africa.

We must also stop and ask ourselves
how willU.S. firms be treated as the
tendencies toward violent civil blood-
shed increase on a daily basis— firms
which in the South African's eyes are
in tacit collusion with the apartheid
machine? The managing director of
Goodyear Tire &Rubber Co.'s South
African subsidiary predicts that, "for-
eign companies are going to be the
target. That is where the dissident
blacks will focus. We are right in the
tinderbox."

The choice is clear. To remain in
South Africa is to reinforce the ten-
dencies toward a violent and bloody
civilwar, to risk alienating the hearts
and minds of the South African
people, and to make itmore likely that
the inevitable postapartheid govern-
ment will for generations be a foe of
the United States, in which case U.S.
firms would then be forced out on a
one-way ticket. To disinvest, on the
other hand, is to assert ourselves clear-
ly on the side of the South African
people, a policy which willbe consist-
ent both with our principles and long-
term interests.

Time is running out in South Africa
for the fanatic white minority and its
malevolent mechanisms by which it
creates phantom homelands and ad-
ministers the legalized enslavement of
22 millionblacks.

Mr. SILJANDER. Mr. Chairman, I
reserve the balance of my time but
would urge the gentleman from Cali-
fornia, if he has any time he would
liketo yield, toplease proceed.

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 2 minutes to my distinguished
colleague» the gentleman from Texas
[Mr.Leland].

(Mr.LELAND asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. LELAND. Ithank the gentle-
man for yielding this time tome.

Mr.Chairman, very quickly,Iappre-
ciate the gentleman from California
giving me this opportunity to do what
is right. This body ought to do what is
right. It ought to do the moderate
thing like vote for total divestment in
South Africa. It is moderate, Mr.
Chairman, because we are not asking
formillionsof dollars to finance a war,
a Contra, if you will, to the Govern-
ment of South Africa. Itis moderate
because we are talking about doing
something that is nonviolent. We are
talking about doing something that is
in favor of saving human lives and not
destroying them.

Mr. Chairman, Iwould hope that
this body would understand the words
of the gentleman fromCalifornia, who
stands here withan empathetic voice.
He happens to be black and he talks
about his upbringing. Let me tell you
about mine.
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Four decades ago Iwas born in this
country. Ihad to fight racism and dis-
crimination and oppression because I
was black, and as Ibegan to mature
and grow up in this society, I.became a
civilrights activist and Iworked inthe
1980's and the 1970's to do what was
right on behalf of black people, and
now, in this Chamber, Iam available,
with the facility to do what is neces-
sary to fight racism and discrimination
not only in this country but in the
world.
It is only right for us to have that

opportunity. In South Africa, black
people cannot stand in the well of the
Parliament there to ask for their free-
doms, or to even raise opposition to
the atrocities that are committed on
them.
It is a horrendous perpetration of

racism and brutality and murder on
the people. Over 300 people in the last
6 months or so have been killed there,
just because they have stood up and
said, 'Iwant to be free/

We have to be Americans today and
do what is right and nonviolent and
moderate, and support the Dellums
substitute. Itis moderate to talk about
nonviolence and to go to the extreme
of that nonviolence and say that we do
not want any more investments. Itis a
privilege that is bestowed on the
American corporate structure in this
Nation, the free enterprise system
that has been given to them to be al-
lowed to do business in South Africa.
Let us rip that privilege away from
those people who are so abrasive to
the humanity of the people in South
Africa in the majority there who have
absolutely no right to determine their
destiny.

Mr. SILJANDER. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
Michigan [Mr.Henry].

Mr. HENRY.Ithank the gentleman
for yielding this time to me.

Mr.Chairman, Imust say the debate
in many respects makes me feel like a
young man again, because as the pre-
vious speaker indicated, itbrings back
memories of my college years and the
civil rights movement and the whole
apartheid issue, Ithink, haunts some
of us because we see some of the
perils. Perhaps it is hard for us to deal
with itobjectively because so much of
our own history is intertwined in this
issue.
Isaw apartheid for the first time

about 25 years ago whenIwas a junior
in high school and came as a student
to this Capitol, with separate drinking
fountains, separate wash rooms. That
is the first time Isaw rigid division of
the races that was institutionally and
governmentally sanctioned.

ButIsaw itagain later, some 8 years
later, after Ispent 2 years as a Peace
Corps volunteer, and then before
coming home Iwent back to spend a
month in South Africa.Iwent to see
Byers Naude, the head of the Council
of Churches, who has been historically
one of the great, outspoken critics of
that regime. Iwent to him because as

an Evangelical Protestant, with all
those fundamentalist overtones and
all the tying of the political right with
the religious right,Iwanted to see this
man who looked at things in a differ-
ent way.
Iwill tell my colleagues, he is a true

man of God, and he changed my life.
That man, within 2 weeks after Ihad
seen him—lhope there was no connec-
tion—was banned, put under house
arrest, and he suffered that kind of
attack by the Government for 20
years.

Then ironically, last year, Allen
Bosak lived three blocks from me
when he spent a year in my home dis-
trict in Grand Rapids, which is com-
posed of 35 percent people who are
Dutch Reformed, to use the vernacu-
lar or the colloquial term, Christian
Reformed, Reformed Church people
of Dutch descent who have very close
familial ties with the alliance of the
Dutch Reformed Churches in South
Africa.

? 1630

Now, Ihave followed these people. I
prayed with these people and for these
people. Ihope that those who spon-
sored and support this amendment do
not by any means interpret the opposi-
tion that some of us have as to the
means to employ would in any way
lend support for the apartheid system.
Ithink that is critically important.
This debate has been one of the most
constructive, literate, and, Ithink,
positive and well-intentioned debates I
have heard since becoming a Member
of this body.

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

Mr. HENRY. Ijust have 30 seconds
left, and Icannot yield, Iam sorry to
say to my colleague.

Mr. Chairman, let me say just one
other thing. Having lived in Africa, let
me point out that my mother was res-
cued, physically saved, as the daughter
of a missionary in Africa by what
would then have been called a native
black nurse, a native of the country.

Ihave followed this. Ihave agonized
over it.Ihave dealt with it.Icospon-
sored one of the public divestiture bills
in the State house in Michigan which
passed relative to divesting public in-
stitutions.
Ithink, however, there are any

number of discrete steps that have to
be taken, one at a time, to keep turn-
ing the screws. What concerns me,
both about the substitute and the
main billas it stands, is that we shoot
our wad all at once and that leaves us
no leverage for the next step down the
road.

The CHAIRMAN,The time of the
gentleman from Michigan [Mr.
Henry] has expired.

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I
yield such time as he may consume to
my colleague, the gentleman from
New York [Mr.Owens].

(Mr. OWENS asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr.OWENS. Mr.Chairman, Irise in
support of the Dellums amendment.

This amendment which mandates
immediate and total divestment for all
American individuals and corporations
is in no way extreme. This amendment
represents a forthright and meaning-
fulstep but it is a nonviolent and mod-
erate action. What we are saying
through this amendment is that the
South African apartheid is an abomi-
nation on the face of the Earth and
therefore everything other than going
to war should be done to pressure the
Union of South Africa into joining the
civilized world. We are calling for the
utilization of the economic power of
America to end an evil which causes
undue pain and hardships for more
than 25 million human beings. As the
richest country that has ever existed
in the history of the world, the United
States could now set a precedent for
all others to follow. By making this
substitute a law, we willinitiate a new
kind of nonviolent warfare. Without
guns or bombs we willstrike a devisive
blow for freedom.

Inthe name of freedom we invaded
Grenada. In my opinion this was a
mistaken use of force and a violation
of international law. In the name of
freedom we have imposed an economic
embargo on Nicaragua. We also pro-
pose to continue aid to rebels seeking
to overthrow the Government of Nica-
ragua. In the name of freedom the
Reagan administration has even
threatened armed intervention in
Nicaragua. Iam firmly opposed to
these threats of violent intervention
under any circumstances. Violence
should be ruled obsolete as a produc-
tive means of achieving justice. But
this amendment proposes an intensi-
fied program of nonviolence. This
amendment proposes to use the eco-
nomic power of America against the
racist government of South Africa.
This amendment proposes a show of
massive nonviolence power to achieve
freedom for the overwhelming majori-
ty of the people of South Africa. This
amendment does not represent a viola-
tion of international law or any inter-
ference in the domestic affairs of an-
other country. This amendment is di-
rected toward other Americans and
calls upon them to cease-and-desist ac-
tions which give aid to a government
which is hostile toward the ideals of
the American way of life.

Not a single shot willbe fired as a
result of this piece of legislation. But
total divestiture by all American inves-
tors would signal the beginning of the
end for apartheid. There is no need to
wait. The use of our total American
moral force is long overdue. Iurge all
of my colleagues to vote for the Del-
lums substitute. This Congress must
provide leadership for the rest of the
free world.
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Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I

now yield such time as he may con-
sume to the distinguished gentleman
from the District of Columbia [Mr.
Fauntroy].

(Mr. FAUNTROY asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. FAUNTROY. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding me
this time, and Irise in support of the
Dellums substitute.

[Mr. FAUNTROY addressed the
Committee. His remarks will appear
hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.]

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I
yield such time as he may consume to
my distinguished colleague, the gentle-
man from Maryland [Mr.Mitchell].

(Mr. MITCHELL asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in support of the Dellums amend-
ment, whichIthink is a magnificent
gesture.

[Mr. MITCHELL addressed the
Committee. His remarks will appear
hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.]•Mr. CROCKETT. Mr. Chairman, I
strongly support the Dellums amend-
ment on total and immediate divest-
ment of funds from corporations that
invest in South Africa.Isupport this
amendment and the Antiapartheid
Act of 1985, not because Ibelieve it
will force South Africa to end its re-
pressive policy of racial segregation,
but because this action willsignal a di-
vorce of the United States from its
silent support of apartheid through its
policy of constructive engagement. In
short, itbrings the United States back
on the right side ofthe issue.

The Dellums amendment, as with
the current Free South Africa demon-
strations and protest, is but a last-
ditch effort on our part to tell the Pre-
toria government that time and the
fuse grow short, that it is imperative
for the Pretoria government to begin
meaningful negotiations with black
South African leaders for a fully rep-
resentative political system and an end
to racial and ethnic discrimination.

And the crucial question forus in all
this is the role America willplay. Will
our country be credited with having
helped the black South African to
achieve freedom inhis own country or
willwe be seen, as so often has been
the case, as having strengthened the
status quo by doing nothing positive to
foster change.

The Dellums amendment gives a
positive response, and Ifully support
it.#

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will
state that the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. Dellums] has 30 seconds re-
maining.

Mr.DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, may
Iinquire as to how much time my dis-
tinguished colleague on the other side
of the aisle has remaining?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Michigan [Mr.Siljander] has 5
minutes remaining.

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, is it
customary that the offeror of the
amendment close the debate?

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair would
advise the gentleman that the gentle-
man fromMichigan [Mr.Siljander] is
in fact representing the committee
which opposes the gentleman's amend-
ment, so, therefore, he would have a
procedural right to close debate on the
amendment.

Mr. DELLUMS. Iunderstand, Mr.
Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
should avail himself of his last 30 sec-
onds at this point.

Mr.DELLUMS.Ithank the Chair.
Mr.Chairman, may Iinquire, would

my distinguished colleague yield 1ad-
ditional minute to me?

Mr. SILJANDER. Mr. Chairman, I
willyield an extra minute of my time
to the gentleman from California [Mr.
Dellums], as he has been fair and at-
tentive to this entire debate. So now
the gentleman has a minute and 30
seconds.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from California
[Mr. Dellums] for 1 minute and 30
seconds.

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, as
we close this debate, let me say to the
members of the committee that, in the
words of Bishop Tutu, it is often ex-
traordinarily difficult to put into
words one's feelings, and when Ilook
at black people dying and suffering in
South Africa, Iask, why? We have
dropped bombs on no one, we have
harmed no one in the world, and yet
for some incredible reason, black
people have suffered at an extraordi-
nary level all over the world, and at
this point it is heightening in its inten-
sity inSouth Africa.
Ihave offered a proposal today in no

paternalistic fashion whatsoever be-
cause Iam not doing it out of a mis-
sionary spirit and because Ibelieve
taking a stand against apartheid, with
as much power and courage and con-
viction as one can, is as important to
the healing and the well-being of this
country as it is to the healing and
well-being of the people in South
Africa.

So it is for both of those reasons
that Ithink it is important for all of
us here tounite ina magnificent state-
ment. Iapplaud the efforts of my dis-
tinguished colleagues, but Iunder-
stand that Iam outside that consensus
and have been for the 14 Vé years that I
have been here. My role has been as a
progressive person to stand out and to
try to be on the cutting edge, but itbe-
comes very frustrating and incredibly
painful if the only role one plays is to
be out on the cutting edge while other
people tend to congregate in the
middle of our political spectrum. I
wish that all Members on this issue
would come to this position and take a
stand, take a stand for America, and

take a stand against what is happen-
ing in South Africa and for the evolu-
tion of human rights across this entire
planet.

Again, Mr. Chairman, Ithank my
colleague for yielding extra time to
me.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from California [Mr. Del-
lums] has expired.

The gentleman from Michigan [Mr.
Siljander] has 4 minutes remaining.

Mr.SILJANDER. Ithank the Chair.
Earlier in the debate there have

been various accusations thrown this
way, and there wTas no time for me to
respond, so Iwould like to use this
time to do that.

How can Ibe opposed to sanctions?
That was the question presented to
me. Just 6 months ago Isigned a letter
saying Icould support future sanc-
tions. That was by the gentleman
from New York [Mr. Solarz]. Iwant
to respond to that question, as Ihad
no time to do so before.
Iam offering very stiff sanctions,

the toughest sanctions of all, with the
Siljander approach. That sanction is
offering opportunity to blacks. That is
the worst of all sanctions against the
Government, from my point of view.

He also called for an immediate end
to the violence, the appalling violence,
and he said in 6 months, 240 blacks
had been killedand many, many dissi-
dents had been jailed, and how could
I,in the face of these killings and the
rest, sign such a letter and then
oppose such an approach as the genle-
man from Pennsylvania [Mr.Gray] is
proposing?
If the gentleman from New York is

suggesting that somehow, in the
remotest stretch of the imagination, I
condone this violence, Iam appalled
by this suggestion. Ihope that he un-
derstands that Iam certainly not con-
doning that violence.

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

Mr.SILJANDER. Iwillnot yield.
How does Gray and the bill that the

gentleman from New York purports to
support really stop the violence in
South Africa? How can the billhe sup-
ports effectively change the killings
and the putting of blacks in prisons?
How does his approach effectively
change that?

What he suggests is putting more
blacks out of work, creating more
hunger, and creating more poverty,
and, after all, is that not what all the
riots are about? The riots are not
about disinvestment, they are about
jobs, they are about security, they are
about the future, they are about
human rights, they are about suffer-
ing. To advocate more suffering is an
answer, but the wrong answer.

Who are we trying to fool by sug-
gesting that that approach, which as
the Washington Post clearly puts it
today, is only symbolic at best? How-
can we honestly tell the listeners to
this debate that this symbolic ap-
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proach willdo anything to change the
course of history in that country? Itis
as equally misguided, in my opinion, as
the suggestion by the gentleman from
New York just the other day that his
visit of a week or so about a year ago,
talking with those on the right and
those on the left, is somehow more
empirically based in terms of public
opinion than more scientifically based
polls.

Ithink the right response is to build,
to build the very things that brought
blacks from slavery to freedom, and
that is the vision of opportunity.
Iwould like to quote from someone

whom many of us in this Chamber
considered a very important man, one
who fought for freedom for blacks in
this country, Martin Luther King. He
said: "New laws are not enough. The
emergency we now face is economic. It
is a desperate and worsening situation.
In our society," he continues, "it is
murder psychologically to deprive a
man of a job or ofhis income. You are
in substance saying to that man that
he has no right to exist."

Mr. Chairman, I, as Martin Luther
King, believe that any man black or
white, red or yellow, or brown, has a
right to exist, has a right to freedom,
and has a right to opportunity. Ijust
do not feel that the comments of the
gentleman from New York and the bill
he supports will offer opportunity to
the black citizens of South Africa.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentle-
man from Michigan [Mr. Siljander]

yield back the balance of his time?
Mr. SILJANDER. Ido, Mr. Chair-

man.

D 1640

The CHAIRMAN.The question is on
the amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute offered by the gentleman from
California [Mr.Dellums],

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the ayes
appeared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. SOLARZ. Mr. Chairman, I
demand a recorded vote, and pending
that, Imake the point of order that a
quorum is not present.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will
count.

Mr. SOLARZ. Mr. Chairman, Iwith-
draw my point of order of no quorum.

Mr. WOLPE. Mr. Chairman, Imake~
the point of order that a quorum is
not present.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will
count,

Mr. WOLPE. Mr. Chairman, Iwith-
draw my point of order of no quorum.

The CHAIRMAN. A sufficient
number has arisen for a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.
The vote was taken by electronic

device, and there were— ayes 77, noes
345, answered "present" 1, not voting
10. as follows:

M«"Ktriney Roberts
"

Stangcland

McMillan Robinson Stenhohm
Meyers Roe Strang

Mica Roemer Stratton
Michel Rogers Stump

Miller (OH) Rose Sundquist
Miller (WA) Rostenkowski Sweeney
Moakley Roth Swift
Molinari Roukema Swindall
Mollohan Rowland (CT) Synar
Monson Rowland (GA> Tallón
Montgomery Rudd Tauke
Moore Sabo Tauzin
Moorhead Saxton Taylor
Morrison (WA) Schaefer Thomas tCA)

Mrazek Scheuer Thomas (GA)

Murphy Schneider Torricelli
Mortha Sefruette Traxler
Myers Schulze Udall
Natcher Schumer Valentine
Neal Seiberling Vander Jagt
Nelson Sensenbrenner Vento
Nichols Sharp Visciosfey
Nielson Shaw Volkmer
Nowak Shelby Vucanovich
O'Brien Shumway Walgren
Oberstar Shiister Watker
Obey Siljander Watkins
Olin Sisisky Weaver
Oxley Skeen Weber
Packard Skeiton Whitehurst
Parris Slattery Whitiey
Pashayan Slaughter Whittaker
Pease Smith (FL) Whitten
Penny Smith (IA) Williams
Pepper Smith (NE) Wirth
Petri Smith (NH) Wolf
Pickle Smith (NJ) Wolpe
Porter Smith, Denny Wortley
Pursell Smith, Robert Wright
Quillen Snowe Wyden
Ray Snyder Wylie
Reguía Solara Yatron
Reid Solomon Young (AK)

Ridge Spence Youn« (PL)

Rinaldo St Germain Young (MO)

Rftter Staggers Zschau

ANSWERED "PRESENT"— 1
Gray (PA)

NOT VOTING—10
Alexander Emerson Stallings
Campbell Ford (MI) Wilson
Dingeil Gradison
Edwards (OK) Spratt

D 1650

Mr. McCAIN and Mr. HOWARD
changed their votes from "aye" to
"no."

Ms. MIKULSKI and Messrs. PA-
NETTA, GONZALEZ, EDGAR, and
KOSTMAYER changed their votes
from "no" to "aye."

So the amendment in the nature of
a substitute was rejected.

The result of the vote was an-
nounced as above recorded.
« Mr. DANIEL. Mr. Chairman, the
racial policies of South Africa are re-
pugnant and unacceptable to me. But
to deny private investment in South
Africa will in no way improve the
status of the oppressed and could very
well be counterproductive. Therefore,
Ido not intend to support this bill.

A sense-of-the-Congress resolution
condemning the racial policies would
be a more effective approach.*• Mr. WIRTH. Mr.Chairman» Irise in
strong support of H.R. 1460, the Anti-
Apartheid Act of 1985.
It is time for the minority Govern-

ment of South Africa to relinquish
power to a democratic regime withfull
political rights for the blacks who
make up the vast majority of the
country's population. And it is certain-

CRoH No. 1393

AYES—77
Ackerman Garcia Ortiz
Addabfoo Gejdenson Owens
Afcaka Gonzalez Panetta
Bates Gray (EL) Perkins
Berman Hawkins Price
Boxer Hayes Rahall
Brown (CA) Hoyer Rangel
Bryant Jacobs Richardson
Burton (CA) Kastenmeier Rodino
Bustamante Kildee Boybal
Clay Ko&tmayer Russo
Collins Lautos Savage
Conyers Leiiraan CCA) Sehroeder
Coyne Lehman (FL) Sikorski
Crockett Leland Stark
Delíums Levine (CA) Stokes
Dixon Lowry (WA) Studds
Downey Mar key Torres
Dymaily Matsui Towns
Edgar Mikulski Traficant
Edwards (CA) Miller (CA) Waxman
Evans (ID Mineta Weiss
Fazio Mitchell Wheat
Foglietta Moody Wise
Ford (TN) Morrison <CT) Yates
Frank Oakar

NOES— 345
Anderson Dasctile Holt
Andrews Daub Hopkins
Annunzio Davis Horton
Anthony de la Garza Howard
Applegate DeLay Hubbard
Archer Derrick Huckaby
Armey DeWine Hughes
Aspin Dickinson Hunter
Atkins Dicks Hutto
AuCoin DioGuardi Hyde
Badham Donnelly Ireland
Barnard Dorgan (ND) Jef lords
Barnes Dornan (CA) Jenkins
Bartlett Dowdy Johnson
Barton Dreier Jones (NO

Bateman Duncan Jones (OK)

Bedell Durbin Jones (TN)
Beilenson Dwyer Kanjorski
Bennett Dyson Kaptur
Bentley Early Kasich
Bereuter Eckart (OH) Kemp
Bevill Eckert (NY) Kennelly
Bia^gi English Kindness
Bilirakis Erdreich Kleczka
Bliley Evans (IA) Kolbe
Boehlert Fascell Kolter
Boggs Fawell Kramer
Roland Feighan LaFalce
Boner (TN) Fiedler Lagomarsino
Bonior(MI) Fields Laita
Bonker Fish Leach (IA)
Borski Flippo Leath (TX)
Bosco Florio Lent
Boucher Foley Levin (Ml)

Boulter Fowler Lewis (CA>
Breaux Franklin Lewis (FL)

Brooks FreiKel Li^htfoot
Broomfield Frost Lipinski
Brown iCO) Fuqua Livingston
Broyhill Gallo Lloyd
Bruce Gaydos Loeffler
Burton (IN) Gekas Long
Byron Gephardt Lott
Callahan Gibbons Lowery (CA) .
Carney Gilman Lujan
Carper Gingrich Luken
Carr Glickman Lundine
Chandler Goodling Lungren
Chappell Gordon Mack
Chappie Green MacKay
Cheney Gregg Madigan
Clinger Grotberg Mantón
Coats Guarini Marlenee
Cobey Gunderson Martin (ID
Coble Hall (OH) Martin (NY)

Coelho Hall,Ralph Martinez
Coleman (MO) Hamilton Mavroules
Coleman (TX) Hammerschmidt Ma^azoli
Combest Hansen McCain
Conte Hartnett McCandless
Cooper Hatcher McCloskey
Coughlie Hefner McCollum
Courter Heftel McCurdy
Craig Hendon McDade
Crane Henry McEwen
Daniel . Hertel McGFath
Dannemeycr Htiier McHugh
Darden Hillis McKerrran
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ly time for the Congress to legislative-
lyencourage such a development.

The death tolls, the economic dis-
ruptions, and the social chaos in
South Africa's urban and rural areas
are mounting rapidly and show no
signs of abating. The artificially con-
trived apartheid regime is unravelling,
a fact that is clear even to the system's
supporters.

The question now is: Willthe white
minority support an orderly transition
to government based on democratic
choice and the right of self-determina-
tion or will it maintain its siege men-
tality and resist change until the con-
flict degenerates into a bloody racial
war? And just as importantly, from
our perspective, what willour Govern-
ment's role be in shaping the transi-
tion?

The answer to the first Question is
crystal clear. The Afrikaner govern-
ment should no longer control the
black majority through oppression
and must effect a prompt transition to
democratic rule open to all people
within South Africa's borders— and
that includes the so-called independ-
ent homelands, such as Transkei and
Bophuthatswana.

Of course, the Afrikaner government
would counter that such a transfer
willundoubtedly lead to a countrywide
breakdown of order. That breakdown,
however, is already occurring. The
growing aspirations of South African
blacks, coloreds, and Indians are meet-
ing the increased oppression of the
Afrikaner government with volatile
results— and this volatility is spreading
throughout the country like wildfire.
Not only is there political unrest in
townships like Soweto, but also in the
rural areas, where open opposition to
apartheid was previously sporadic and
unorganized.

The white minority government can
only respond by magnifying its oppres-
sive policies authorized under the rule
of apartheid. Those policies include
murder, as the continued killing of
black protesters throughout the coun-
try tragically demonstrates. These
policies rely on the detention and tor-
ture of the system's opponents, as well
as the strict control of internal move-
ments by blacks under the pass laws
and laws requiring the forced removal
of black indigents from their ancestral
homelands. Reports from independent
human rights groups indicate that the
intensity of the white regime's violent
assault on the opponents of apartheid,
and even those innocents caught in
the conflict, is on the increase.

But that assault is not deterring the
opponents of apartheid from continu-
ing their just crusade. One example
among many was the funeral march,
less than 2 months ago, for 19 blacks
murdered in Uitenhage on the 25th
anniversary of the Sharpesville dem-
onstrations and massacre— the march
numbered 60,000 people. And it was
led by men-^Bishop Desmond Tutu
and Rev. Allen Boesak— who can effect
the peaceful transition which the mi-

nority government ostensibly desires.
These men— these peaceful advocates
of a prompt and nonviolent change in
the way South Africa is governed—
may well offer the last best hope for
peace. Iam convinced that if the Afri-
kaner government continues to resist
change, violence willsoon be seen by
blacks as the only route to independ-
ence, and Bishop Tutu and Reverend
Boesak willbe cast aside in favor of
less experienced and perhaps less
stable rebels.

Given these conditions, it becomes
clear what the U.S. role in shaping the
transition should be. Through careful-
ly managed economic sanctions, the
United States must push the Afrika-
ner government to open the democrat-
ic process to all peoples of South
Africa, as expeditiously as possible.
For years, Ihave fought with many of
my colleagues for tough- economic
sanctions against South Africa and
now, for the first time, see the possi-
bility that such sanctions may be ap-
proved by the Congress. One hundred
and fifty-six of us in the House have
cosponsored legislation that would ban
new U.S. investment in South Africa,
bank loans to the Afrikaner govern-
ment, the import of Krugerrands, and
the export of computer equipment and
software to South Africa. This legisla-
tion, which is also drawing consider-
able support in the other body, would
not completely undercut the South Af-
rican economy, but it would send a
powerful signal to the South African
Government and white community
that the United States, its one per-
ceived ally, will no longer tolerate
footdragging on the abolition of apart-
heid.

The administration has asked us to
be patient with its policy of construc-
tive engagement that relies on quiet
diplomacy to achieve social and politi-
cal change in South Africa. Yet we
cannot afford to remain quiet while
South African riot police shoot down
blacks who rightly protest a system
that denies them basic civilrights and
degrades them because of their racial
inheritance. We cannot remain silent
so long as blacks, coloreds, and Indians
are deprived of their right to self-de-
termination through open democratic
rule.

Instead, we must act forcefully to
dissociate ourselves from the Afrika-
ner government and its system of
apartheid. The opportunity exists—
now and perhaps only now—to help
the black majority in South Africa
throw off the shackles of apartheid
and engage in a peaceful transition to
open democratic rule.
Iurge my colleagues to vote for H.R.

1460, and against any amendments or
substitutes that would dilute our ef-
forts to hasten the demise of apart-

heid.#•
Mr.BIAGQI.Mr. Chairman, as a co-

sponsor of this legislation Icompel my
colleagues to take the responsible and
morally right position and vote for the
Anti-Apartheid Act of 1985.

Let us review some of the basics in-
volved in this issue. What is not at
issue is the fact that the South Afri-
can Government's system of apartheid
is an outrage, a moral affront to civil-
ized society and a system which de-
serves the moral condemnation it has
received from many quarters. What is
at issue is how best the United States
can assist in its amelioration. Icon-
tend that the approach embodied in
this legislation offers the soundest and
most meaningful approach.
Itis important to note that this does

not represent our first involvement in
legislation to end apartheid. The pre-
vious administration, led by Jimmy
Carter, had a sincere commitment to
human rights. This commitment was
backed by action and not just words.
The Carter administration tightened
restrictions on U.S. exports to the
South African Government, as well as
imposing an embargo on the sale of
goods and technical data to its mili-
tary and police, and banning the sale
of computers to all South African
Government agencies.

What is central to our deliberations
today is precisely what policy ap-
proach should we be taking. Should it
be in the activist vein or should we
rely on a more quiet and diplomatic
approach. Ibelieve the answers rest
on one primary consideration—which-
ever one works the best to achieve the
goal of dismantling apartheid. The ad-
ministration's policy, which goes
under the curious name of "construc-
tive engagement," in and of itself has
done litle to improve conditions for
the black majority in South Africa. Its
reliance on working with the South
African Government, but by decreas-
ing pressure on it to make reforms,
has in fact contributed to not only the
prolongation but the intensification of
some of the more heinous aspects of
apartheid in South Africa.

Where is the incentive for the South
African Government to change its
policies? Where is the stick that goes
with the obvious carrot that is being

extended? Ibelieve our action today is
a referendum on whether we should
continue our present policies with re-
spect to South Africa or move to an-
other approach.
Ibelieve the provisions contained in

this legislation are responsible and
have teeth. They are in fact true eco-
nomic sanctions as compared to hollow
threats. The four sanctions in the ag-
gregate could have a significant
impact on South Africa. H.R. 1480
would impose a ban on loans to the
South African Government, as well as
any newT investment in South Africa.
Itwould further impose a ban on the
importation of South African Kruger-
rands and would ban the sale of com-
puters to the South African Govern-
ment.

As any responsible sanction bill
should, H.R. 1460 would permit the
President to waive for a limited period
the prohibitions related to new invest-
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ment and gold coins if the South Afri-
can Government meets any one of
eight conditions. They are:

Elimination of policies that prohibit
black employees and their families
from living in family accommodations
near their place of employment.

Elimination of "influxcontrol" poli-
cies that restrict blacks from seeking
employment where they choose, and
that in turn prevent them from living
near where they find employment.

Elimination of policies that make
distinctions between the South Afri-
can nationality or blacks and whites.

Ending the removal of black popula-
tions from certain locations for rea-
sons involving race or ethnic origin.

Elimination of all residence restric-
tions based on race or ethnic origin.

Enter into negotiations with repre-
sentative leaders of the black popula-
tion for a new nondiscriminatory polit-
ical system.

Reach an internationally recognized
agreement on Namibia.

Free all political prisoners.
The waiver, Ishould note, is not an

automatic process. Both the House
and Senate must adopt a joint resolu-
tion accepting the President's determi-
nation that the South AfricanGovern-
ment has met one or more of these
conditions before sanctions are waived.

Appropriately, the bill establishes a
series of stiff fines for individuals and
organizations who violate sanctions
once imposed. Unless one is prepared
to back sanctions with appropriate
penalties, they lose a great deal of
their effectiveness and meaning.
Isupport this bill,as reported by the

committee, as a balanced approach be-
tween two conflicting schools of
thought as to what we must do. One
school would acknowledge the inher-
ent failure of our existing policy and
would establish diversionary devices
such as commissions to co*nduct stud-
ies on how the South African Govern-
ment is doing in eliminating apartheid.
A related approach would shorten the
period of time to study this problem
by 1year and would hold out the pros-
pect of imposing sanctions at that
time. The other school of thought is
far more activist in nature. Itwould
bar any U.S. individual, business, or
organization from making or holding
any investment in South Africa. It
does and would embody a complete di-
vestment approach of all U.S. assets
from South Africa. While Ido have
sympathy with this approach, Iwould
prefer to consider it at a later date
after we have been allowed to assess
the impact of the approach provided
for inthe billbefore us today.

What is evident is that we must
become more active in speeding the
demise of the moral travesty known as
apartheid. We cannot expect to be ef-
fective simply by issuing a series of
harsh statements. Any government
which can sanction the morally bank-
rupt policy such as apartheid willmost
certainly not be persuaded by mere

moral condemnations by nations in-
cluding the United.States.
If an individual believes that the

South African Government is commit-
ted to change and improvements, then
they should not support this legisla-
tion.Ifsomeone believes that the "re-
forms" enacted by the South African
Government are really a move away
from apartheid, then they should not
support this bill.Ifa person believes
that parliamentary elections agreed to
by the South African Government,
but which produces an entity which
bars admission by blacks, is proper,
then they should not support this bill.
Ifa person is not affected by the fact
that more than 3,000 blacks have been
killed opposing apartheid, then they
should not support this bill.
I,however, plan to vote for this bill

and work for similar action by the
other body so the President is forced
to make a decision on signing it into
law. For those, who contend that sanc-
tions would hurt those we are trying
to help, namely the black majority, let
it be noted that many black South Af-
ricans believe that even if the sanc-
tions result in some limited hardships
in the short run, that sacrifice is
worth the longer term benefits which
willultimately result.

Finally, it should be noted that we
would not be alone in taking such ac-
tions. The nations of Japan and
Sweden have already invoked econom-
ic sanctions against South Africa. Our
Nation, as the recognized world leader
on behalf of freedom, dignity, and
human rights for all, cannot allow
itself to remain in the hypocritical po-
sition of opposing apartheid, but doing
nothing decisive about it.Let us keep
in mind the views of the Nobel Peace
Prize winner, Bishop Tutu, ina recent
interview.He said:
Iam calling for pressure from overseas;

not yet for disinvestment. Iwilldo so within
the time span Ihave given ifno significant
change has happened to show that apart-
heid is being dismantled.
Iurge the passage of this bill and

close with this observation. For those
of my colleagues who support this leg-
islation and oppose the type of institu-
tional discrimination that is apartheid,
Iurge you to coinsider a very similar
situation which is happening today in
the six counties of Northeast Ireland.
Perhaps the difference is the group
victimized in Northern Ireland— the
Catholics— are the minority as com-
pared to South Africa where the ag-
grieved are the majority. However, the
inherent discriminatory natures of the
policy of apartheid and direct rule by
Britain over Northern Ireland are pro-
ducing the same tragic economic and
social results, As in the case of South
Africa, our Nation does business with
the governments who maintain the
policies; in Northern Ireland to a
much greater extent than in South
Africa. However, in both cases it be-
hooves us to take whatever steps are
necessary to ensure that we are not in
any way subsidizing with our dollars

the continued discrimination of any
group in any nation. Ido not advocate
the imposition of sanctions in North-
ern Ireland at this time. However, Ido
believe at the very least that the posi-

tion as articulated by the IrishNation-
al Caucus bears some support. They
are calling upon all American firms
doing business in Northern Ireland to
subscribe to the Macßride principles
of nondiscrimination whichIwant to
insert at this time:

1. Increasing the representation of individ-
uals from under-represented religious
groups in the workforce including manageri-
al, supervisory, administrative, clerical and
technical jobs.

2. Adequate security for the protection of
minority employees both at the workplace

and while travelling to and from work.
3. The banning of provocative sectarian or

political emblems from the workplace.
4. All job openings should be publicly ad-

vertised; and special recruitment efforts
should be made to attract applicants from
underrepresented religious groups.

5. Layoff, recall, and termination proce-
dures should not in practice favor particular
religious groupings.

6. The abolition of job reservations, ap-
prenticeship restrictions, and differential
employment criteria, which discriminate on
the basis of religion or ethnic origin.

7. The development of training programs
that willprepare substantial numbers of mi-
nority employees for skilled jobs, including

the expansion of existing programs and the
creation of new programs to train, upgrade,

and improve the skills of all categories of
minorityemployees.

8. The establishment of procedures to
assess, identify, and actively recruit minori-
ty employees with potential for further ad-
vancement.

9. The appointment of a senior manage-
ment staff member to oversee the Compa-
ny's affirmative action efforts and the set-
ting up of timetables to carry out affirma-
tiveaction principles.

As the chairman of the Ad Hoc Con-
gressional Committee for Irish Affairs,
Iimplore my colleagues to evaluate
this situation with the same keen and
compassionate eye as we do with re-
spect toSouth Africa.*• Mr.MATSUI. Mr. Chairman, South
Africa's policy of apartheid represents
vicious, institutionalized racism, and it
is a practice that willnot end with the
administration's policy of "construc-
tive engagement." The fact is con-
structive engagement is a failed policy,
and the time has come to stop provid-
ing support to a nation whose prac-
tices so completely bely our own demo-
cratic traditions of fairness and equali-
tyunder the laws.

Mr. Chairman, economic sanctions
can be a legitimate tool of foreign
policy, and Iam convinced that this
would be an appropriate and effective
means tobring about change in South
Africa. Itwould, in any case, leave no
question where the United States
stands on the abhorrent policy of
apartheid.

The Anti-Apartheid Act of 1985
would impose four major economic
sanctions against South Africa. These
sanctions are just and represent a crit-
ical first step in disassociating the
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United States from the cruel and
racist policies of South Africa. Iurge
adoption of this legislation.®
$ Mr. MILLER of California. Mr.
Chairman, Irise today in strong sup-
port of H.R. 1460, the Anti-Apartheid
Act. Itis obligatory that this Congress
repudiate the tolerant attitude of the
administration toward racial discrimi-
nation in South Africa, and instead de-
clare ourselves full partners in the
effort to end apartheid.

This past April, as the chairman of
the Human Rights Task Force during
the Speaker's visit to the Soviet
Union, Itold the leaders of the Soviet
Government how vigorously we object
to their discriminatory policies against

racial and religious minorities. In a
speech to members of the Supreme
Soviet, Isaid something which is very
appropriate here this afternoon.

Human rights, Isaid, are "insepara-
bly linked to all other issues. On this
we willnot bend. As Abraham Lincoln
declared, 'Important principles may
and must be inflexible.'

"
We sent that message to the Soviet

Union. Today, by passing H.R. 1460,
we can send that same message to the
Government of South Africa.

The billbefore us, H.R. 1460, follows
in our national traditions of peaceful
change and human rights. Political,
economic, and social sanctions estab-
lished by this act will emphasize our
vigorous objection to apartheid, and
willpromote our position as defenders
of personal freedom and human rights
throughout the world.

This bill includes incentives to the
South African Government to end its
official policy of racial discrimination,
providing a realistic means for achiev-
ing the elimination of these facist doc-
trines. But more than incentives are
needed. H.R. 1460 also prohibits new
U.S. investment in South Africa; halts
U.S. bank loans to South Africa; bans
the importing of South African gold
coins into the United States; and halts
the export of computer equipment to
the South African Government.

Our present practice of "construc-
tive engagement" is a weak, ineffective
and inadequate means of bringing
about the repeal of apartheid. We
cannot separate military policy from
apartheid; we cannot separate trade
policy; we cannot separate cultural or
sports policies. We cannot separate
any of them from the issue of apart-
heid.

Similarly, efforts to dilute this legis-
lation send an erroneous message to
the proponents of apartheid and the
opponents of racial justice in South
Africa. Weakening this legislation, as
would these amendments, suggests
that the Congress of the United States
is not serious in our revulsion for a
system which denies basic human
rights and justice to the black majori-
ty of South Africa.
Icall upon ail of our colleagues to

reject apartheid and reject *•
construc-

tive engagement." Let us instead em-
brace for black South Africans the

same standards of justice that we
claim for ourselves: Democracy, major-
ity rule, and freedom for all the citi-
zens of South Africa.©• Mr. GARCIA. Mr. Chairman, once
again, Irise in support of K.R. 1480,
the Anti-Apartheid Act of 1985. Iam
convinced that this bill offers a bal-
anced effortto fight apartheid.

As my colleagues know, the billim-
poses four sanctions against the Gov-
ernment of South Africa:

First, itprohibits all loans and credit
to the South African Government;

Second, it prohibits all new invest-
ments in businesses in South Africa;

Third, it prohibits the importation
of Krugerrands; and

Fourth, it prohibits the export of
U.S. computer parts, programs, or
other technology.

The bill would allow the President
to waive the prohibition of Kruger-

rands and new investment for 12
months if the South African Govern-
ment meets one of eight conditions
outlined in the t>ill. These conditions
are:

First, eliminate the prohibition of
black employees and their families
from livingnear their place of employ-
ment;

Second, eliminate the policy of pro-
hibiting blacks from working where
they choose and from living where
they work;

Third, eliminate distinctions be-
tween South African nationality for
blacks and whites;

Fourth, stop removal of black com-
munities from certain areas simply be-
cause the residents are black;

Fifth, eliminate residence restric-
tions based on race or ethnicity;

Sixth, begin negotiating with mem-
bers of the black community for the
establishment of a nondiscriminatory
politicalsystem;

Seventh, reach an internationally
acceptable agreement on Namibia; and

Eighth, free politicalprisoners.
Further, for each additional condi-

tion met by the South African Gov-
ernment» the waiver can be extended
for another 6 months.
Ipoint out all these conditions to

emphasize just how reasonable they
are. No one is asking the South Afri-
can Government to turn over power to
their nation's majority community. No
one, at this point, is asking for divest-
ment or disinvestment. This bill, in-
stead, is a well-crafted statement to
the Government of South Africa, tell-
ing them that we will not accept the
status quo.

Certainly, the administration's
policy of "constructive engagement"
was dealt two severe blows recently

when South African commandos were
apprehended in Angola, and when the
Government of South Africa sent out
a clear signal that it does not intend to
allow Namibia to become independent.

The administration should be able to
read South Africa's signals clearly
enough. The Government of that
nation is not to be trusted. Its word is,

apparently, no more credible thai
method for ruling,

We cannot change South Africa
overnight. We cannot force them to
eliminate apartheid, but we can make
them pay a price for the continuation
of that system. We are being reasona-
ble with this bill,but at the same time,
we are putting the Government of
South Africa on notice that we willdo
all that is within our power—openly,
directly—to make them understand
just how reprehensible apartheid is to
the people of this Nation.
Iurge my colleagues to support H.R.

1460.#• Mr. KEMP. Mr. Chairman, for the
record Iwant to just state my reasons
for voting "no" on final passage today.
No nation based on the self-evident
idea that all beings are created equal
in the right to rule themselves can be
publicly indifferent to race discrimina-
tion in South Africa. To the extent
that the policy of

"
constructive en-

gagement" in South Africa implies
keeping quiet about the evil of apart-
heid, it is wrong. Elie'Wiesel, in a dif-
ferent context, spoke a universal truth
when he stated, "Indifference to evilis
evil." And make no mistake about it,
apartheid is evil.

The United States, through the ad-
ministration and through Congress,
should be as clear about apartheid as
Pope John Paul IIwas when he said
recently that "No system of apartheid
or separate development will ever be
acceptable as a model for relations be-
tween people or races."

What is at issue in the legislation
before us is not are we forxor against
apartheid. The real question is how to
find the approach that can help un-
dermine racial discrimination and
move South Africa toward real social
and political democracy and justice. I
do not believe that the way to under-
mine apartheid is to bash the South
African economy through unilateral
sanctions. Idon't believe that the way
to help the victim of apartheid is to
further victimize him or her by ruin-
ing the South African economy.

The key to achieving racial harmo-
ny, social justice, and political rights

isn't by throwing black people out of
work in South Africa—which this leg-
islation, while nobly inspired would
misguidedly encourage. My colleague
and friend BillGray often reminds
me that lives are at stake, not just
jobs, and he is right, we must save
lives and jobs, they are not contradic-
tions
Iwould ask my colleagues whether

they think unemployment is a bad
thing for blacks inDetroit or Buffalo
or Philadelphia, and yet a good thing
for blacks inJohannesburg and Uiten-
hage. For make no mistake about it:
This legislation would throw blacks
out of work in South Africa. And any
proposal that would suddenly or
slowly turn the screws on the South
African economy may mean well, but
is seriously mistaken.
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My colleagues should recall some-

thing that thinkers as disparate as
Adam Smith and Karl Marx have
always emphasized: Industrial growth
and commercial activity is the real
engine of social change and political
revolution. Recently Reverend Leon
Sullivan said that we should give the
Sullivan principles more time to con-
tinue what they have been doing suc-
cessfully for some years already in in-
tegrating the workplace in South
Africa. For those who think the Sulli-
van principles are ineffective, let me
mention that not only are some U.S.
companies adhering to the principles,
but as Leon Sullivan points out, do-
mestic South African companies that
employ 1 million black workers have
also adopted these rules.

And make no mistake: The Sullivan
principles are a dagger at the heart of
social apartheid, forcing total desegra-
gation of factories and offices, equal
pay for equal work, administrative and
supervisory jobs for blacks who are
nowsupervising whites, increased tech-
nical training, recognition of black
labor unions, and support for schools,
housing, and medical facilities devel-
opment. The principles are capable of
wrorking a revolution in race relations
in South Africa, and when you see
South African companies imitating
our businesses in that country, it
should be obvious that the Sullivan
ideas can be a tremendous force for
racial integration and recognition of
rights in South Africa, which is whyI
voted earlier to codify them in the law.

But it is certain that economic stag-
nation brought on by sanctions makes
the easing of apartheid more difficult
to achieve peacefully. Suppose this
legislation led to less investment in
South Africa, and the economy goes
into a severe recession. Not only will
black South Africans lose jobs, but
white unemployment will rise as well.
Black labor unions, which have only
recently won legal recognition, would
probably lose it, and the discriminato-
ry laws would be intensified. Those at
the bottom of the scale always have
the most to lose when growth stops.

As Isaid, Iwould make the Sullivan
principles mandatory for all U.S. com-
panies in South Africa. More: Iwould
suggest a diplomatic initiative to get
other countries with large operations
is South Africa to follow the Sullivan
rules. South Africa should learn that
the whole civilized world holds apart-
heid to be morally abominable.

One last point is fundamental: You
can't instruct other nations about
their rights by denying rights at
home. We undermine the lesson of
freedom we intend to teach South
Africa when we don't allow Americans
to buy South African products. While
there are limited actions the United
States can take to expand human
rights around the world, the single
most powerful instrument remains
what it has always been: Making the
United States itself a model of human
rights» of freedom, justice, and democ-

racy, and keeping America what Lin-
coln called the "hope to the world for
all future time [which] gave promise
that in due time the weights should be
liftedfrom the shoulders of all men,
and that all should have an equal
chance."

The United States must not run
away from the struggle to fight for
human rights in South Africa. But we
must not punish black South Africans
by shutting down their economies.
Irespect the efforts of my col-

leagues who support this legislation,
and Icannot in good conscience sup-
port actions that would have the
effect of punishing black South Afri-
cans by taking away their jobs.o

D 1700

The CHAIRMAN.The question is on
the committee amendment in the
nature of a substitute, as amended.

The committee amendment in the
nature of a substitute, as amended,
was agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule,
the Committee rises.

Accordingly the Committee rose;
and the Speaker having resumed the
chair, Mr. de la Garza, Chairman of
the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union, reported that
that Committee, having had under
consideration the bill (H.R. 1460) to
express the opposition of the United
States to the system of apartheid in
South Africa, and for other purposes,
pursuant to House Resolution 174, he
reported the billback to the House
with an amendment adopted by the
Committee of the Whole.

The SPEAKER. Under the rule, the
previous question is ordered.

Is a separate vote demanded on any
amendment to the committee amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute
adopted by the Committee of the
Whole?" Ifnot, the question is on the
amendment.

The amendment was agreed to.
The SPEAKER. The question is on

the engrossment and third reading of
the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, and was read
the third time.

MOTION TO RECOMMIT OFFERED BY MR. CRANE

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, Ioffer a
motion to recommit with instructions.

The SPEAKER. Is the gentleman
opposed to the bill?

Mr.CRANE.Iam, Mr.Speaker.
The SPEAKER. The clerk will

report the motion to recommit.
The Clerk read as follows:
Mr. Crane moves to recommit the bill

H.R. 1460 to the Committee on Foreign Af-
fairs withinstructions to report the same to
the House forthwith with the following
amendment:

Add the followingat the end of the bill:
SEC. 15. EFFECTIVE DATE.

(a) Effective Date.— Subject to subsection
(b), the provisions of this Act and the
amendment made by section 7 of this Act
shall take effect at the end of the 1-year
period beginning on the date of the enact-
ment of this Act.

(b) Limitation.—The provisions of this
Act and the amendment made by section 7
of this Act shall not take effect if,not earli-
er than 30 days before the end of 1-year
period referred to in subsection (a), the
President certifies to the Congress that-

(1) the African National Congress has not
renounced the use of violence by that orga-

nization in the achievement of its goals.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman
from Illinois [Mr.Crane] is recognized
for 5 minutes.

Mr. CRANE. Mr.Speaker, frankly I
do not think this is a particularly con-
troversial recommendation to improve

the quality of the bill.The AfricanNa-
tional Congress, for those Members
who have not followed the affairs in
South Africa, is an organization that
some years ago joined forces with the
South African Communist Party to
provide for the violent overthrow of
the Government of South Africa. I
think itis the commitment to violence
on the part of both the ANC and the
SACP that should be a concern to
each and every one of us. They have
engaged in acts of terrorism, assassina-
tion of public officials and, in fact,
some of their atrocities, worst atroc-
ities, have been perpetrated against
members of the black community in
South Africa. Ithink, Mr. Speaker,
that if the Members of this body seek
to attempt to impose some meaningful
change on public policy that there are
a variety of kinds of violence that are
engaged in, some of it nonphysical,
that need to be addressed in this anti-
apartheid resolution. But the ingredi-
ent of physical violence comes from
elements not covered. And itis this vi-
olence that must concern us as much
as any other because of our desire to
improve conditions on the African
Continent. It is this feature that, Mr.
Speaker, Ithink should be of concern
to each and every Member of this
body.

Lucy Mvubelo, the general secretary
of the National Union of Clothing

Workers in South Africa disagrees

with the action that we aré preparing
to take here with regard to this resolu-
tion. She stated:
Ihope that careful reflection willdissuade

well-meaning, compassionate, and thought-

ful Americans from pressing for shortsight-

ed laws calling for divestment and disinvest-
ment.

AndImight remind you, if you are
not aware of it already, that Lucy
Mvubelo is a black woman and that
the clothing union is the largest black
union in South Africa. She went on to
state:

Such laws will set back the cause of
human rights and peaceful change. They
will hurt the South African economy and
the very persons their advocates seek for
help.

In conjunction with our effort to
effect a peaceful resolution of this
problem, it is as incumbent upon us if
we are going to go through with this
resolution to be as attendant to the
potential for violence represented by
the African National Congress, as any
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other group. And itis incumbent upon
them, if they want these kinds of
changes, too, to lay down their arms
and join in a peaceful effort to secure
a civilized transition in that troubled
land.

Mr. Speaker, Iyield back the bal-
ance ofmy time.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman
from Michigan [Mr. Wolpe] is recog-
nized for 5 minutes in opposition to
the motion to recommit.

Mr. WOLPE. Ithank the Speaker.
Mr. Speaker, the Members of this

House have expressed on a number of
votes over the past several days, on a
bipartisan basis, their understanding
that the legislation that is before this
body offers the best hope for averting
the escalating violence in South
Africa. Iurge a "no" -vote on the
motion to recommit.

The SPEAKER. Without objection,
the previous question is ordered on
the motion to recommit.

There was no objection.
The SPEAKER. The question is on

the motion to recommit offered by the
gentleman from Illinois[Mr.Crane].

Mr. CRANE. Mr.Speaker, on that I
demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.
The vote was taken by electronic

device, and there were—yeas 139, nays
282, answered not voting 12, as follows:

[RollNo.140]

YEAS-139
Archer Hammerschmidt Packard
Armey Hansen Parris
Badham Hartnett Pashayan
Barnard Hendon Petri
Bartlett Henry Quillen
Barton Hiler Ridge
Bateman Hillis Roberts
Bentley Holt Rogers
Bereuter Hunter Roth
Bilirakis Hyde Rudd
Boulter , Ireland Saxton
Br-oomfield Kemp Schaefer
Broyhill Kindness Schuette
Burton (IN) Kolbe Sensenbrenner
Callahan Lagomarsino Shaw
Chandler Latta Shumway
Chappell Leath (TX) Shuster
Chappie Lent Siljander
Cheney Lewis (CA) Skeen
Clinger Lewis (FL) Slaughter
Cobey Lightfoot Smith (NE)
Coble Livingston Smith (NH)
Coleman (MO) Loeffler Smith, Denny
Combest Lott Smith, Robert
Craig Lowery (CA) Snyder
Crane Lungren Solomon
Daniel Mack Spence
Dannemeyer Madigan Stangeland
Daub Marlenee Stenholm
Davis Martin (ID Strang
DeLay McCain Stump
Dickinson McCandless Sundquist
Dornan (CA) McCollum Sweeney
Dreier McEwen Swindall
Duncan McMillan Tauke
Eckert (NY) Meyers Taylor
Evans (IA) Michel Vander Jagt
Fawell Miller (OH) Vucanovich
Fiedler Monson Walker
Fields Montgomery Weber
Franklin Moore Whitehurst
Gekas Moorhead Whittaker
Gingrich Morrison (WA) Wolf
Goodling Myers Young (AK)
Grotberg Nielson Young<FL)
Gunderson O'Brien
Hall,Ralph Oxley

NAYS—282
Ackerman Akaka Anderson
Addabbo Alexander Andrews

D 1720
Messrs. CONYERS, RITTER, and

SLATTERY changed their votes from
''yea" to "nay/*

So the motion to recommit was re-
jected.

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

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the passage of the bill.

The Question was taken; and the
Speaker announced that the ayes ap-
peared tohave it.

Mr.WOLPE. Mr. Speaker, on that I
demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.
The vote was taken by electronic

device, and there were—yeas 295, nays
127, not voting 11, as follows:

LHOÜNO. 141]

YEAS—295
Ackerman Duncan Kildee
Addabbo Durbin Kleczka
Akaka Dwyer Kolter
Alexander Dymally Kostmayer
Anderson Dyson LaPalce
Andrews Early Lantos
Annunzio Eckart (OH) Leach (IA)
Anthony Edgar Lehman (CA)
Applegate Edwards (CA) Lehman (FL)
Aspin English Leland
Atkins Erdreich Lent
AuCoin Evans (IA) Levin (MI)
Barnard Evans (ID Levine (CA)
Barnes Fascell Lewis (CA)
Bates Fazio Lightfoot
Bedell Feighan Lipinski
Beilenson Fish Livingston
Bennett Flippo Lloyd
Berman Florio Long
Bevill Foglietta Lowry (WA)
Biaggi Foley Luken
Bliley Ford (TN) Lundine
Boehlert Fowler MacKay
Boggs Frank Madigan
Boland Frost Mantón
Boner (TN) Fuqua Markey
Bonior (MI) Gallo Martin (ID

Bonker Garcia Martin (NY)
Borski Gaydos Martinez
Bosco Gejdenson Matsui
Boucher Gekas Mavroules
Boxer Gephardt Mazsoli
Breaux Gibbons McCloskey
Brooks Gilman McCurdy
Brown (CA) Glickman McDade
Brown (CO) Gonzalez McGrath
Bruce Goodling McHugh
Bryant Gordon McKernan
Burton (CA) Gray (ID McKinney
Bustamante Gray (PA) Mica
Byron Green Mikulski
Carper Gregg Miller (WA)
Carr Guarini Mineta
Chappell Hall (OH) Mitchell
Clay Hamilton Moakley
Coats Hatcher Molinari
Coelho Hawkins Mollohan
Coleman (MO) Hayes Moody
Coleman (TX) Hefner Moore
Collins Heftel Morrison (CT)
Conte Hertel Morrison (WA)
Conyers Hiler Mrazek
Cooper Hopkins Murphy
Coughlin Horton Murtha
Courter Howard Natcher
Coyne Hoyer Neal
Crockett Hubbard Nelson
Darden Huckaby Nowak
Daschle Hughes Oakar
Daub Jacobs Oberstar
Davis Jeffords Obey
de la Garza Jenkins Olin
Dellums Johnson Ortiz
Derrick Jones (NO Owens
Dicks Jones (OK) Panetta
DioGuardi Jones (TN) Pease
Dixon Kanjorski Penny
Donnelly Kaptur Pepper
Dorgan (ND) Kasich Perkins
Dowdy ' Kastenmeier Pickle
Downey Kennelly Porter

Anminzio Gibbons Oberstar
Anthony Gilman Obey
Applegate Glickman Olin
Aspin Gonzalez Ortiz
Atkins Gordon Owens
AuCoin Gray <IL) Panetta
Barnes Gray (PA) Pease
Bates Green Penny
Bedell Gregg Pepper
Beilenson Guarini Perkins
Bennett Hall(OH) Pickle
Berman Hamilton Price
Bevill Hatcher Rahall
Biaggi. Hawkins Range!
Bliley Hayes Ray
Boehiert Hefner Regula
Boggs Heftel Reid
Boland Hertel Richardson
Boner (TN) Hopkins Rinaido
Bonior (MI) Horton Ritter
Bonker Howard Robinson
Borski Hoyer Rodino
Bosco Hubbard Roe
Boucher Huckaby Roemer
Boxer Hughes Rose
Breaux Hutto Rostenkowski
Brooks Jacobs Roukema
Brown (CA) Jeffords Rowland <CT)
Brown (CO) Jenkins Rowland (GA)
Bruce Johnson Roybal
Bryant Jones (NO Russo
Burton (CA) Jones (OK) Sabo
Bustamante Jones (TN) Savage
Byron Kanjorski Scheuer
Carney Kaptur Schneider
Carper Kasich Schroeder
Carr Kastenmeier Schulze
Clay Kennelly Schumer
Coats Kildee Seiberling
Coelho Kleczka Sharp
Coleman (TX) Kolter Shelby
Collins Kostmayer Sikorski
Conte Kramer Sisisky
Conyers LaFalce Skelton
Cooper Lantos Slattery
Coughlin Leach (IA) Smith (PL)
Courier Lehman (CA) Smith (IA)
Coyne Lehman (PL) Smith (NJ)
Crockett Leland Snowe
Darden Levin(MI) Solarz
Daschle Levine (CA) St Germain
de la Garza Lipinski Staggers
Dellums Lloyd Stark
Derrick Long Stokes
DeWine Lowry (WA) Stratton
Dicks Lujan Studds
DioGuardi Luken Swift
Dixon Lundine Synar
Donnelly MacKay Tallón
Dorgan (ND) Mantón Tauzin
Dowdy Markey Thomas (CA)
Downey Martin(NY) Thomas (GA)
Durbin Martinez Torres
Dwyer Matsui Torricelli
Dymally Mavroules Towns
Dyson Mazzoii Traficant
Early McCloskey Traxler
Eckart (OH) McCurdy Udall
Edgar McDade Valentine
Edwards (CA) McGrath Vento
English McHugh Visclosky
Erdreich McKernan Volkmer
Evans (ID McKinney Walgren
Pascell Mica Watkins
Fazio Mikulski Waxman
Feighan Miller (CA) Weaver
Fish Miller (WA) Weiss
Flippo Mineta Wheat
Florio Mitchell Whitley
Foglietta Moakley Whitten
Foley Molinari Williams
Ford (TN) Mollohan Wirth
Fowler Moody Wise
Frank Morrison (CT) Wolpe
Frenzel Mrazek Wortley
Frost Murphy Wright
Fuqua Murtha Wyden
Gallo Natcher Wylie
Garcia Neal Yates
Gaydos Nelson Yatron
Gejdenson Nichols Young (MO)
Gephardt Oakar Zschau

NOT VOTING-12
Campbell Ford (MI) Pursell
Dingell Gradison Spratt
Edwards (OK) Nowak Stallings
Emerson Porter Wilson
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Price Shelby Udall
Rahall Sikorski Valentine
Range! Sisisky Vento
Ray Skelton Viselosky
Reid Slattery Volkmer
Richardson Smith (FL> Walgren
Rinaldo Smith (IA) Watkins
Robinson Smith (NJ) Waxman
Rodino Snowe Weaver
Roe Solara Weber
Roemer St Germain Weiss
Rose Staggers Wheat
Rostenkowski Stark Whitley
Roukema Stenholm Whitten
Rowland (CT) Stokes Williams
Rowland (GA) Stratton Wirth
Roybal Studds Wise
Russo Swift Wolpe
Safoo Synar Wortley
Savage Tallón Wright
Saxton Tauke Wyden
Scheuer Tauzin Wylie
Schneider Thomas (GA) Yates
Schroeder Torres Yatron
Sehulze Torricelli Young (AK)
Sehumer Towns Young (MO)
Seiberling Traficant
Sharp Traxler

NAYS-127
Archer Hansen Pashayan
Armey Hartnett Petri
Badham Hendon Quillen
Bartlett Henry Regula
Barton Hillis Ridge
Bateman Holt Ritter
Bentley Hunter Roberts
Bereuter Hutto Rogers
Bilirakis Hyde Roth
Boulter Ireland Rudd
Broomfield Kemp Schaefer
Broyhill Kindness Schuette
Burton (IN) Kolbe Sensenbrermer
Callahan Kramer Shaw
Campbell Lagomarsino Shumway
Carney Latta Shuster
Chandler Leath (TX) Siljander
Chappie Lewis (FL) Skeen
Cheney Loeffler Slaughter
Clinger Lott Smith (NE)
Cobey Lowery (CA) Smith (NH)
Coble Lujan Smith, Denny
Combest Lungren Smith, Robert
Craig Mack * Snyder
Crane Marlenee Solomon
Daniel McCain Spence
Dannemeyer McCandless Stangeland
DeLay McCollum Strang
DeWine McEwen Stump
Dickinson McMillan Sundquist
Doman (CA) Meyers Sweeney
Dreier Michel Swindall
Eckert (NY) Miller (OH) Taylor
Pawell Monson Vander Jagt
Fiedler Montgomery Vucanovich
Fields Moorhead Walker
Franklin Myers Whitehurst
Frenzel Nichols Whittaker
Gingrich Nielson Wolf
Grotberg O'Brien Young (FL>
Gunderson Oxley Zschau
Hall, Ralph Packard
Hammerschmidt Parris

NOT VOTING—11
Dmgell Gradison Stallings
Edwards (OK) Miller (CA) Thomas (CA)
Emerson Pursell Wilson
Ford (MI) Spratt

D 1740

So the billwas passed.

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

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table,

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. WOLPE. Mr. Speaker, Iask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks on
H.R. 1460, the bill just passed.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
Hayes). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Michi-
gan?

There was no objection.

PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE
ON SMALL BUSINESS TO SIT
DURING 5-MINUTE RULE ON
TOMORROW, THURSDAY, JUNE
6, 1985
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. Speaker, Iask

unanimous consent that the Commit-
tee on Small Business be permitted to
sit during the 5-minute rule tomorrow
for the purpose of marking up an au-
thorization bill.

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

There was no objection,

REPORT ON RESOLUTION WAIV-
ING CERTAIN POINTS OF
ORDER AGAINST CONSIDER-
ATION OF H.R. 2577, SUPPLE-
MENTAL APPROPRIATIONS
FOR FISCAL YEAR 1985
Mr.FROST, from the Committee on

Rules, submitted a privileged report
(Rept. No. 99-160) on the resolution
(H.Res. 186) waiving certain points of
order against consideration of the bill
(H.R. 2577) making supplemental ap-
propriations for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 1985, and for other pur-
poses, which was referred to the
House Calendar and ordered to be
printed.

HOUSE FAIR EMPLOYMENT
PRACTICES RESOLUTION

(Mrs. SCHROEDER asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1minute and to revise and extend
her remarks and include extraneous
matter.)

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker,
Congress— often dubbed "The Last
Plantation"— has exempted itself from
the provisions of all antidiscrimination
bills.Indoing so, Congress has created
a new type of perk— exemptions from
regulations that we pass for others.

Six years ago today, on June 5, 1979
the Supreme Court held in Davis
versus Passman that the fifth amend-
ment gives congressional employees
the right to sue in Federal court for
damages resulting from discrimina-
tion.

An instrumental factor in the
Court's decision was that Congress
does not have a mechanism through
which to implement the antidiscrimi-
nation language that is already in the
House rules. Thus, when Shirley Davis
believed that her constitutional rights
had been violated, she had no form of
redress other than the Federal courts.
Iam introducing legislation today

that offers congressional employees
redress, the House fair employment
practices resolution. First introduced
in May 1979. this bill sets up an in-

June 5, 1985
House grievance procedure so that the
House can enforce the language of our
rules.

My billnot only provides employees
with essential protections against dis-
crimination, but also takes into consid-
eration the unique characteristics of
the House of Representatives as an in-
stitution. Mybilldoes not involve any
other branch of Government, so there
is no separation of powers conflict.
Ihope my colleagues willjoin me in

my effort tohave Congress follow the
same antidiscrimination laws we pass
for others.

Mr.Speaker, Iam submitting an edi-
torial appearing in this morning's
Washington Post for printing in the
Record. The editorial discusses the
need for

•
Congress to set its own

Houses in order and enact legislation
to ensure that its employees are pro-
tected from discrimination.
[From the Washington Post, June 5. 19853

Congress Protects Its Own
Two House committees. Judiciary and

Education and Labor» have now reported
legislation to overturn the Grove City deci-
sion, which weakened the power of the fed-
eral government to enforce civilrights laws.
The bill is targeted to a specific problem in-
volving the application of the law to an
entire institution when only a part of the
institution discriminates. Sponsors want to
keep the proposal focused on this issue and
vote ina block todefeat amendments not di-
rectly related to this question. That is wise
legislative strategy, even though it forced
postponement of committee consideration
of an important reform designed to make
civil rights employment laws applicable to
Congress.

Madison wrote confidently, in the Feder-
alist Papers, that members of Congress

would be restrained from enacting oppres-
sive measures because "they can make no
law which willnot have its fulloperation on
themselves and their friends, as well as on
the great mass of the society. This has
always been deemed one of the strongest

bonds by which human policy can connect
the rulers and the people together. It cre-
ates between them that communion of in-
terests and sympathy of sentiments of
which few governments have furnished ex-
amples; but without which every govern-

ment degenerates into tyranny." Madison
did not foresee Title VIIof the CivilRights
Act of 1964, which prohibits discrimination
in employment and from which Congress
carefully exempted itself.

Remedial legislation has been offered.
Rep. Lynn Martin's billhas 69 bipartisan co-
sponsors. Rep. Patricia Schroeder's propos-
al, also widely supported, has been around
since 1978. Both measures allow some
leeway so that legislators would be free to
hire staff from the home district and the
same political party, and both recognize the
separation-of-powers problem by creating

outside panels to hear complaints, rather
than sending them to the courts. But most
of the 30,000 employees on the Hill and
17,000 in the federal courts— they are now
exempt too

—
are not in sensitive, policy-

making positions, and they need and de-
serve the same protections given to employ-
ees in private industry. A cafeteria worker,

clerical aide or service worker should not
suffer discrimination because of race, reli-
gion, national origin, sex, age or handicap
just because he is employed by Congress
and not a corporation. Now that the House
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none oí that? You saw buildings that
had previously housed various indus-
try, as well as retail outlets that had
been nationalized and were now hous-
ing government offices and officials,
and Ifound it to be very depressing.
And as we talked to individuals, they
said everything was in severe supply
shortage. In fact, we asked, "Well, do
you think the economic sanctions will
have a negative impact?" And most
said no, because it could not get any
worse, but that they saw it primarily
as. a symbolic gesture that showed our
solidarity behind the Contras.

Mr.COBEY. Right. Well, that third
black flower is control of the economy.
So they are marching straight in the
direction of the lines that we know
exist in the Soviet Union-Eastern bloc
nations. Shortages are a way oflife.

Mr. SWINDALL. Is it not true that
as you control the economy you then
can control the democratic process, in-
asmuch as you make the statement to
individuals that if you do not vote in
such and such a fashion or participate
in such and such a fashion, you will
not receive your rationing coupons or
you wrillbe cut off from this or cut off
from that?

Mr. COBEY. That is precisely my
point of the three black flowers. First,
you control the information that the
people get through the press or what-
ever means, and you feed them pre-
cisely what you want them to hear.
And, second, you use fear and intimi-
dation to keep them from speaking
out. And then, third, you control the
economy so that they are dependent
on the state for their food, their hous-
ing, their medical care; and, therefore,
you have total control of a situation.
Ithink we ought to look at this on a

broader scale, too: How does it affect
the United States?

Well, people who oppose aid to the
Contras say they do not want another
Vietnam. Well, certainly, the gentle-
man and Ido not want another Viet-
nam.

Mr. SWINDALL. Let me ask the
gentleman a question about that:
When we were engaged in Vietnam,
was not the precise point that if the
Communists were not stopped in
North Vietnam that they would
almost certainly spread to South Viet-
nam, Cambodia, Laos, and Thailand?
Andis it not true that today, 10 years
after American withdrawal, we see
precisely that, with the exception of
Thailand, which is today being shelled
and almost certain to fall?

Mr. COBEY. Right. Iwas going to
get around to that, not in those terms,
but draw some connections.

Right now, freedom fighters, the
Contras, all they want is some help,
some aid. They willfight their own
battle. We are not talking about send-
ing military men from America to Cen-
tral America, and none of us wants to
do that. It is a brutal conflict down
there.

Mr.SWINDALL. Did the gentleman
speak to a single individual who even

suggested that we send American
troops in?

Mr.COBEY. No. We did not talk to
anybody who wants that.

Mr.SWINDALL. The people Ispoke
to said they did not want American
troops, that they were prepared to do
what was necessary but they needed
something to offset the tremendous
influx of Soviet and Cuban advisers,
supplies, military and humanitarian,
that were coming in. And, obviously,
Daniel Ortega's recent trip exemplifies
that.

Mr. COBEY. When Ivoted for the
aid to the Contras, the $14 million,I
voted for it because Ido not want an-
other Vietnam. Ido not want to send
our men down to Central America.

Mr. SWINDALL. Is it the gentle-
man's conclusion that this is an oppor-
tunity to avoid, ultimately, having an-
other Vietnam, because we can utilize
their own initiative, their own reasons
for wanting to bring pressure to bear
on the Sandinistas?

Mr. COBEY. Right, and if we do not
aid them, we may have to use Ameri-
can fighting men at some point in the
future when they export revolution.It
may be in Mexico, it may be on our
border. But let us recognize there are
100 millionpeople between our Texas
border and the Panama Canal.

When we leftVietnam, we had what
we called the boat people. Ten percent
of that population got on rickety boats
in the South China Sea to escape com-
munism, who are the greatest human
rights violators of all time. What is
going to happen if we allow Commu-
nists to take over and to have a foot-
hold there in Nicaragua and export
their revolution in Central America?
We are going to have the feet people.
And we willhave at least 10 percent or
well over 10 million that will be
coming to this country- Most of them
are the type of people we want in our
country. But we have to recognize that
this group could be salted with KGB-
trained terrorists. What would we do
in our society, in this country, this
open country, if we had terrorists in
this country poisoning our water sup-
plies, bombing our bridges, bombing
our airports? This is a serious matter.
We must look in the direction, we
must aid these freedom fighters. It is
the best option that we have, given
the fact that the Sandinistas willnot
meaningfully engage in dialog, in ne-
gotiation.

Mr.SWINDALL.The gentleman has
raised a point that Iwould like to ex-
plore, because it was one of those
areas that Ihad a great deal ofuncer-
tainty and lack of clarity in my own
mind prior to going on this trip, and
that was the composition of both the
leadership and the rank and fileof the
Contras in Nicaragua. And almost in-
evitably as Ispoke with various indi-
viduals, many of whom, again, were in-
dividuals who were formerly support-
ive of the Sandinistas, Iwould ask:
Tell me about the leadership of the
Contras, tell me about the rank and
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file Contras. And their statement was
that most of them were people from
out in the countryside or they were
people who were formerly part of the
revolution. They used one example,
and Iwould like to focus on this one
example.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. All
time of the gentleman from Georgia
[Mr.Swindall] has expired.

Mr.SWINDALL.Ithank the Chair.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE
By unanimous consent, leave of ab-

sence was granted to:
Mr. Spratt (at the request, of Mr.

Wright), after 2:45 p.m. today and for
June 6, on account of a necessary ab-
sence.

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED
By unanimous consent, permission

to address the House, following the
legislative program and any special
orders heretofore entered, was granted
to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. Blaz) to revise and
extend their remarks and include ex-
traneous material:)

Mr.McEwen, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr.Armey, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr.McEwen, for 15 minutes, June 6.
Mrs. Bentley, for 10 minutes, June

6.
(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr.Ray) to revise and extend
their remarks and include extraneous
material:)

Mr. Bustamante, for 5 minutes,
today.

Mr.Ray, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. Annunzio, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr.Kleczka, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr.Alexander, for 10 minutes, June

10.

EXTENSION OP REMARKS
By unanimous consent, permission

to revise and extend remarks was
granted to:

Mr. Michel, and to include extrane-
ous matter, during consideration of
H.R. 1460, Anti-Apartheid Act of 1985,
in the Committee of the Whole, today.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. Blaz) and to include ex-
traneous matter:)

Mr.McCain.
Mr.Bereuter.
Mr.Porter.
Mr.Courter in two instances.
Mr.Gekas.
Mr.Gunderson.
Mr.Clingsr.
Mr.Broomfield.
Mr.Lewis ofCalifornia.
Mr.Bliley.

Mr. Vander Jagt.

Mr.Dreier of California.
Mr.Hartnett.
Mr.Henry.

Mr.Crane.
Mr.Weber.
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Mr.Kemp in three instances.
Mr.McGrath.
Mr.Lagomarsino in four instances.
(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. Ray) and to include ex-
traneous matter:)
Mr.Mazzoli.
Mr. Millerof California in three in-

stances.
Mr.Hamilton.
Mr. Yatron in two instances.
Mr. Ackerman.
Mr. Murtha.
Mr. Atkins.
Mr. Shelby.

Mr. Montgomery.
Mr.Rangel.

Mr. Carr.
Mr.Ford ofMichigan.
Mr. Wise in two instances.
Mr.Downey of New York.
Mr.Dyson intwo instances.
Mr. Conyers.
Mr.Dorgan of North Dakota.
Mrs. SCHROEDER.
Mr.Florio in two instances.
Mr.Luken.
Mrs. Boxer.
Mr.Dellums intwo instances.
Mr. Torres.
Mrs, Burton of California in two in-

stances.
Mr. Towns.

ENROLLED BILLSSIGNED
Mr. ANNUNZIO, from the Commit-

tee on House Administration, reported
that that committee had examined
and found truly enrolled a bill of the
House of the following title, which was
thereupon signed by the Speaker:

H.R. 873. An act to amend title 5, United
States Code, to provide that employee orga-
nizations which are not eligible to partici-
pate in the Federal employees health bene-
fits program solely because of the require-
ment that applications for approval be filed
before January 1, 1980, may apply to
become so eligible, and for other purposes.

BILLPRESENTED TO THE
PRESIDENT

Mr.ANNUNZIO, from the Commit-
tee on House Administration, reported
that that committee did on this day
present to the President, for his ap-
proval, a bill of the House of the fol-
lowing title:

H.R. 2268. An act to approve and imple-
ment the Free Trade Area Agreement be-
tween the United States and Israel.

ADJOURNMENT
Mr. SWINDALL. Mr. Speaker, I

move that the House do now adjourn.
The motion was agreed to; accord-

ingly (at 8 o'clock and 10 minutes
P.m.), the House adjourned until to-
morrow, Thursday, June 6, 1985. at 10
a.m.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

1418. Under clause 2 of rule XXIV,a
letter from the Chairman. Nuclear Regula-

tory Commission, transmitting a report on
abnormal occurrences at licensed nuclear fa-
cilities for the fourth calendar quarter of
1984. pursuant to Public Law 93-438, section
208; jointly, to the Committees on Interior
and Insular Affairs and Energy and Com-
merce.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLU-
TIONS
Under clause 2 of rule XIII,reports

of committees were delivered to the
Clerk forprinting and reference to the
proper calendar, as follows:

Mr.FROST: Committee on Rules. House
Resolution 186. Resolution waiving certain
points of order against, H.R. 2577, a bill
making supplemental appropriations for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 1985, and
for other purposes. (Rept. No. 99-160). Re-
ferred to the House Calendar.

Mr.DINGELL: Committee on Energy and
Commerce. H.R. 2370. A bill to amend the
Public Health Service Act to extend the pro-
grams of assistance for nurse education;
with amendments (Rept. No. 99-161). Re-
ferred to the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union.

PUBLIC BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 5 of rule X and clause
4 of rule XXII,public bills and resolu-
tions were introduced and severally re-
ferred as follows:

By Mr. HOWARD (for himself, and
Mr.Young of Missouri):

H.R. 2667. A bill to amend the Federal
Aviation Act of 1958 to provide for the revo-
cation of certain certificates for air trans-
portation, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Public Works and Transpor-
tation.

By Mr.ADDABBO:
H.R. 2668. Abill to permit collective nego-

tiation by professional retail pharamcists
with third-party prepaid prescription pro-
gram administrators and sponsors; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr.DORGAN of North Dakota:
H.R. 2669. Abill making supplemental ap-

propriations for the fiscal year ending Sep-

tember 30, 1985, for the Temporary Emer-
gency Food Assistance Program within the
Department of Agriculture; to the Commit-
tee on Appropriations.

By Mr. HANSEN (for himself, Mr.
Nielson of Utah, and Mr. Monson):

H.R. 2670. Abill to designate certain lands
within units of the National Park System in
the State of Utah as wilderness, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Interi-
orand Insular Affairs.

ByMr.DYMALLY:
H.R. 2671. A bill to provide for the im-

provement of faculty development and ad-
ministration for universities, colleges, and
secondary schools in certain countries and
U.S. territories and possessions in the Pacif-
ic region; jointly, to the Committee on For-
eign Affairs, Interior and Insular Affairs,
and Education and Labor.

By Mr.GUARINI:
H.R. 2672. A bill to redesignate the New

York International and Bulk MailCenter in
Jersey City,NJ, as the "New Jersey Interna-
tional and Bulk Mail Center", and to honor
the memory of a former postal employee by
dedicating a portion of a street at the New
York International and Bulk MailCenter in
Jersey City, NJ, as "Michael McDermott
Place"; to the Committee on Post Office
and CivilService.

By Mr.KANJORSKI:

H.R. 2673. A bill to amend title 5, United
States Code, to allow the detailing of admin-
istrative law judges from one agency to an-
other without reimbursement; to the Com-
mittee on Post Office and CivilService.

By Mr.KLECZKA:
H.R. 2674. A bill to authorize certain uses

to be made with respect to certain lands
conveyed to Milwaukee County, WI, by the
Administrator of Veterans' Affairs; to the
Committee on Veterans Affairs.

ByMr.PETRI:
H.R. 2675. A billto establish a commission

to study ways of improving defense procure-
ment; to the Committee on Armed Services.

By Mr.PETRI (for himself, Mr. Chap-
pie, Mr. Armey, Mr. Clinqer, Mr.
Lagomarsino, Mr. Kolter, Mr.
Shumway, and Mr. Young of Flori-
da):

H.R. 2676. A bill to amend the Fair Labor
Standards Act of 1938 to require that wages
based on individual productivity be paid to
handicapped workers employed under cer-
tificates issued by the Secretary of Labor; to
the Committee on Education on Labor.

By Mr.SHELBY:
H.R. 2677. A bill to repeal the provision

requiring a State to require proof of pay-
ment of the Federal use tax on heavy vehi-
cles before a vehicle subject to such tax may
be registered; to the Committee on Public
Works and Transportation.

ByMr.STANGELAND:
H.R. 2678. A bill to settle unresolved

claims relating to certain allotted Indian
lands on the White Earth Indian Reserva-
tion, to remove clouds from the titles to cer-
tain lands, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs.

By Mr. UDALL(for himself, and Mr.
Cheney):

H.R. 2679. A bill to amend the Clean Air
Act to control certain sources of sulfur diox-
ide to reduce acid deposition; jointly,to the
Committees on Energy and Commerce, and
Science and Technology.

By Mr.VANDER JAGT:
H.R. 2680. A bill to amend title XVIIIof

the Social Security Act to treat certain rural
osteopathic hospitals as rural referral cen-
ters for purposes of payment under the pro-
spective payment system; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

By Mr.HENRY (for himself, Mr.Hall
of Ohio, Mr. Petri, Mr. Courter,
and Mr.Moody):

H.J. Res. 305. Joint resolution to recognize
both Peace Corps volunteers and Peace
Corps on the agency's 25th anniversary,
1985-86; to the Committee on Post Office
and CivilService.

ByMr.WALKER:
H.J. Res. 306. Joint resolution to request

that the Secretary of State raise the case of
the imprisonment of Aleksandr Shatravka
with the Soviet Union; to the Committee on
Foreign Affairs.

• By Mr. YOUNG of Florida:
H.J. Res. 307. Joint resolution proposing

an amendment to the Constitution of the
United States; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

By Mr. DYMALLY(for himself and
Mr.Rangel):

H. Con. Res. 159. Concurrent resolution
expressing the sense of the Congress that
the President should grant a posthumous
full, free, and absolute pardon to Marcus
Garvey for any offenses against the United
States for which he was convicted; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.
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