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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
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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.
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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

COxNGRESSIONAL RECORD
—

HOUSE



June 5, 1985
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.
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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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