
change if we are to make any real progress in
this region and in solving this crisis. The same
commitment by the United States, except on a
greater scale is needed if the broader peace
process is truly to move forward. The issues
between Egypt and Israel were relatively easy
when compared to the broader regional
issues: the future of the West Bank and Gaza,
the security of Israel's borders, the rights of
the Palestinians. Progress on these issues is
only possible if the U.S. Government puts its
strongest effort into the search for peace.

Mr. President, I want to again applaud the
efforts of Prime Minister Peres and President
Mubarak, and to extend to them the fullest
possible support and encouragement of the
United States.

I also urge the executive branch to search
creatively for new ways in which it can move
ahead to promote the broader peace process,
so that some day we can take note of a
summit between an Israeli Prime Minister and
another Arab head of state who has signed a
peace agreement with Israel.

EFFECT OF ANTIAPARTHEID
LEGISLATION

HON. MICKEYLELAND
OF TEXAS

INTHE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Friday, September 12, 1986

Mr. LELAND. Mr. Speaker, Iwould like to
bring to the attention of my colleagues the fol-
lowing article published in today's Los Ange-
les Times. It was written by Mr. Gerald War-
burg, an adviser to Senator Alan Cranston
on foreign policy, defense, and trade matters.
In his article, Mr. Warburg reviews the issue of
preemption and the intention of the Senate in
that regard. He points out that the Senate ver-
sion of antiapartheid legislation, which was ap-
proved by this body today, was drafted by
more than a half-dozen Senators, many of
who utterly reject Senator Lugar's interpre-
tation of preemption.

In approving today's legislation, this body
clearly stated its intention that the legislation
will not preempt or supersede any local or
State antiapartheid laws. I believe my col-
leagues would be interested to learn that
many of our colleagues in the other body
agree withus on this important matter.

Again, S commend this article to my col-
leagues.

[From the Los Angeles Times, Sept. 12,
1986]

Divestiture WillSurvive
(By Gerald Warburg)

Will the South Africa sanctions legislation
pending in Congress undermine California's
new anti-apartheid law? Can federal author-
ity require local governments to profit from
apartheid against their will?

The answer to both vexing questions is
yes, according to proponents of a sweeping
federal preemption doctrine recently ad-
vanced by Sen. Richard G. Lugar (R-Ind.).

The specter that enacting the pending
congressional measure on anti-apartheid
trade sanctions would strike down broader
state divestiture legislation has alarmed
grass-roots activists. At stake is the fate of
as many as 20 state statutes and more than
80 city and county regulations that address
the South Africa issue.

There is valid reason for concern when
one hears the views of Lugar, the respected
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their trusteeship involves choices affecting
international affairs.

As is often the case, Washington lawmak-
ers have followed, not led, local govern-
ments, churches and university activists in
addressing the South Africa issue. The fed-
eral courts are unlikely to sustain an illogi-
cal assertion that congressional action,
which imposes trade sanctions but is silent
on divestiture and preemption, could force
states to keep their IBMstock. Yet, because
of the stir created by Lugar's assertions,
proponents of sanctions willmove to enact
new provisions that would make the case for
total preemption legally untenable.

The bottom line is that local authorities
already have a clear legal right (and moral
obligation) to exercise discretion in how
they invest their money. While a minority
may wish that the emerging federal law
would immobilize grass-roots action, wishing
isn't going tomake itso.

OMNIBUS DRUG ENFORCEMENT,
EDUCATION, AND CONTROL
ACT OP 1986

SPEECH OF

HON. F. JAMES SENSENBRENNER
OF WISCONSIN

INTHE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, September 11, 1986
The House in Committee of the Whole

House on the State of the Union had under
consideration the bill (H.R. 5484) to
strengthen Federal efforts to encourage for-
eign cooperation in eradicating illicit drug
crops and in halting international drug traf-
fic, to improve enforcement of Federal drug
laws and enhance interdiction of illicitdrug
shipments, to provide strong Federal leader-
ship in establishing effective drug abuse
prevention and education programs, to
expand Federal support for drug abuse
treatment and rehabilitation efforts, and
for other purposes.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chairman, as
an original cosponsor, Iwant to underscore
my support for H.R. 5484, the Omnibus Drug
Act of 1986, legislation whose time has finaily
come. Today, the United States makes up
only about 5 percent of the world's population,
yet consumes nearly 60 percent of the world's
illegal drugs. The real tragedy is that our Na-
tion's future is the victim, because the users
of illegal drugs are predominately among
young people.

However, even before this legislation was
introduced, we were starting to see a funda-
mental change in the attitude of the American
people toward the problem of drugs. Across
the country, individual citizens, private organi-
zations, community groups, and public agen-
cies are all working to reestablish a climate in
which drug abuse is not just illegal, but social-
ly and ethically unacceptable.

President Reagan has made fighting drug
abuse a major goal of his administration, and
recently announced a national strategy con-
sisting of six major goals to eradicate drug
abuse. Mrs. Reagan has made it her major
goal. With her help, 10,000 "Just Say No"
clubs have been established across the coun-
try. Five years ago, there were only 900 such
groups.

Among other provisions, the omnibus meas-
ure incorporates provisions of seven bills re-
ported by the Judiciary Committee to enhance

Foreign Relations Committee chairman:
"When we get into anti-apartheid law, the
federal government is speaking for the
nation ... we cannot have individual states
and cities establishing their own foreign
policies."

Lugar rests his case on the presumptive
constitutional grant of federal supremacy in
international affairs, and concludes that
any federal legislation on South Africa—no
matter how limited its scope— preempts all
state legislation on the matter.

But before the activists' concern turns to
panic, the full record needs to be scruti-
nized. There is no reason for California to
back away from the strong measures adopt-
ed in Sacramento. Lugar's is a minority
opinion— one unlikely to prevail if pressed
ina legal challenge.

"WhenIuse a word, itmeans just what I
choose ittomean," says the Queen in"Alice
InWonderland." So itoften is withlawmak-
ers struggling to place their own interpreta-
tion on legislation during the drafting proc-
ess. Lugar currently is advancing his own
preemption thesis as a selling point to per-
suade the White House and corporate lead-
ers to live with the Senate bill, which Lugar
maintains would at least get local authori-
ties off their backs on the emotionally
charged South Africa issue.

Yet the "Lugar bill"actually is a cut-and-
paste job of legislation drafted by a half-
dozen senators. These co-authors utterly re-
jected Lugar's interpretation, as the follow-
ing statements culled from the long and tor-
tured legislative history of the South Africa
debate illustrate.

William Proxmire of Wisconsin, senior
Democrat on the Banking Committee: "We
have no intention of preempting state di-
vestment law."

Alan Cranston of California, Democratic
floor manager of the measure: "Courts
always recognize the distinction between
the state as market participant and the
state as a market regulator ... we have no
intention of compelling sovereign states to
invest incompanies that they do not wish to
invest in."

Edward M. Kennedy of Massachusetts,
senior Democrat on the Judiciary Commit-
tee: "The law is clear that this legislation
willnot preempt the kind of state and local
action against apartheid that has occurred
throughout this country."

Advocates of total preemption make much
of a vote last month against an amendment
by Sen. Alfonse M. D'Amato (R-N.Y.). But
this amendment pertained only to a special
contracting issue (whereby federal funds for
New York City might be withheld if local
authorities, acting against companies still in
South Africa, ignored U.S. civil-rights and
budget laws requiring acceptance of low-bid
contracts). D'Amato said explicitly that this
debate "had nothing to do withdivestiture."

Those who wish that the federal legisla-
tion explicitly preempted local divestiture
have failed to win their point in the con-
gressional debate. The only effort to legis-
late a total ban on state laws pertaining to
South Africa, an amendment introduced by
Sen. William V.Roth Jr. (R-Del.), was with-
drawn in the face of very strong opposition.
The final legislative product has no substan-
tive provisions whatsoever on preemption.
And it is totally silent on the divestiture
issue. Thus itis grasping at straws to main-
tain, as Lugar has, that the bill "occupies
the field" on all South Africa-related mat-
ters.

While Lugar is correct that the Constitu-
tion yields supremacy to Washington incon-
ducting foreign relations, the Supreme
Court has defended repeatedly the right of
states to manage their own funds— even if
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From the Committee on the Judiciary:
Peter W. Rodino^
Don Edwards,

John Conyers,
Hamilton Fish,

F. James Sensenerenner,
Jr.

From the Committee on Energy, for con-
sideration of section 1006 of the Senate
amendment and modifications:

John D.Dingell,
Henry A. Waxman,

Managers on the Part of the House.
Orrin G. Hatch,

Paula Hawkins,

Dan Quayle,
Robert Stafford,

Edward M.Kennedy,
Christopher Dodd,

John F. Kerry,
Managers on the Part of the Senate.

APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES
ON H.R. 4021, REHABILITATION
ACT AMENDMENTS OF 1986

Mr. HAWKINS. Mr. Speaker, Iask
unanimous consent to take from the
Speaker's table the bill(H.R. 4021), to
extend and improve the Rehabilita-
tion Act of 1973, with a Senate amend-
ment thereto, disagree to the Senate
amendment, and request a conference
with the Senate thereon.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from California? The Chair
hears none and, without objection, ap-
points the following conferees: Messrs.
Hawkins, Biaggi, Williams, Marti-
nez, Hayes, Eckart of Ohio, Waldon,
Jeffords, Goodling, Coleman of Mis-
souri, and Bartlett.

There was no objection.

APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES
ON H.R. 4116, DOMESTIC VOL-
UNTEER SERVICE ACT AMEND-
MENTS OF 1986
Mr. HAWKINS. Mr. Speaker, Iask

unanimous consent to take from the
Speaker's table the bill(H.R. 4116) to
extend and improve the Domestic Vol-
unteer Service Act of 1973, with a Sen-
ator amendment thereto, disagree to
the Senate amendment, and agree to
the conference asked by the Senate.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from California? The Chair
hears none and, without objection, ap-
points the following conferees:

For consideration of all provisions of
the House bill and of the Senate
amendment and modifications com-
mitted to conference: Messrs, Haw-
kins, Eckart of Ohio, Jeffords, and
Colsman ofMissouri.

For consideration of all provisions of
the House bill and of the Senate
amendment (except sections 3, 4, 5, 7,
and 8(a) of the House billand sections
3, 6, and 9 of the Senate amendment)
and modifications committed to con-
ference: Messers. Kildee, Owens, Per-
kins, Bruce, Petri, and Tauke.

For consideration of allprovisions of
the House bill and of the Senate
amendment (except sections 8(b), 8(c),

8(d), and 9 of the House bill and sec-
tions 4, 5, and 10 of the Senate amend-
ment) and modifications committed to
conference: Messrs. Williams, Biaggi,
Martinez, Hayes, Waldon, Goobling,
and Bartlett.

There was no objection.

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDER-
ATION OP SENATE AMEND-
MENT TO H.R. 4868, ANTI-
APARTHEID ACT OF 1986

Mr. WHEAT. Mr. Speaker, by direc-
tion of the Committee on Rules, Icall
up House Resolution 548 and ask for
its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. Res. 548
Resolved, That upon the adoption of this

resolution itshall be in order to consider in
the House, without intervening motion, a
motion if offered by the chairman of the
Committee on Foreign Affairs to take from
the Speaker's table the bill (H.R. 4868) to
prohibit loans to, other investments in, and
certain other activities with respect to,

South Africa, and for other purposes, with
the Senate amendment thereto, and to
concur in the Senate amendment, and the
Senate amendment shall be considered as
having been read. Debate on said motion
shall continue not to exceed one hour, to be
equally divided and controlled by the chair-
man and ranking minority member of the
Committee on Foreign Affairs, the previous
question shall be considered as ordered on
said motion to final adoption without inter-
vening motion, and all points of order
against said motion are hereby waived.

Sec. 2. Upon the adoption of the motion
provided for in section 1, the House shall be
considered to have adopted a House resolu-
tion containing the text: "Resolved, That in
passing the bill, H.R. 4868, as amended by
the Senate, it is not the intent of the House
of Representatives that the bill limit, pre-
empt, or affect, in any fashion, the author-
ity of any State or local government or the
District of Columbia or of any Common-
wealth, territory, or possession of the
United States or political subdivision there-
of to restict or otherwise regulate any finan-
cial or commercial activity respecting South
Africa".

G 0935

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. Wheat]
is recognized for 1hour.

Mr. WHEAT. Mr. Speaker, for the
purposes of debate only, Iyield the
customary 30 minutes to the gentle-
man from Missouri [Mr. Taylor]
pending which Iyield myself such
time as Imay consume.

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

Mr. WHEAT. Mr. Speaker, House
Resolution 548 makes it in order for
the chairman of the Foreign Affairs
Committee to make a motion that the
House concur in the Senate amend-
ment to H.R. 4888, a billwhich prohib-
its future loans to and investments in
South Africa.

All points of order against the
motion are waived under the provi-
sions of the rule.

The rule also provides that the
motion to concur in the Senate
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amendments is to be debatable not to
exceed 1hour— the time equally divid-
ed between the chairman and ranking
minority member of the Committee on
Foreign Affairs.

After debate is completed, a vote will
occur on the motion. Adoption of the
motion by the House willclear the bill
for the President's signature.

The rule also provides that upon
adoption of the motion to concur in
the Senate amendment, the House
shall be considered to have adopted a
House resolution consisting of lan-
guage which is contained in section 2
of the rule itself.

The text of the resolution states
that in passing H.R. 4868, it is not the
intent of the House that the bill
should limit the ability of State or
local governments to restrict Gr regu-
late financial or commercial activity
relating to South Africa.

Mr. Speaker, today this House
stands on the brink of passing historic
legislation that willplace the United
States on the side of 24 million black
South Africans trapped under the iron
fist of apartheid. Enactment of the
Anti-apartheid Act of 1986 would be
the first significant step of this Con-
gress to put moral force behind the ad-
ministration's rhetorical condemna-
tions of the racist regime in South
Africa. No longer will we turn our
heads and look the other way while
millions of innocent men, women, and
children suffer and die because of one
reason, and one reason only—the color
of their skin.

Among its major provisions, H.R.
4868 would prohibit importation into
the United States of ail products pro-
duced by any South African Govern-
ment-owned or controlled organiza-
tion. However, strategic minerals im-
portant to our military needs would be
exempted from this prohibition if the
President certifies to Congress that
the amounts produced in the United
States are inadequate to meet those
needs. In addition, the importation of
several specific items would be banned,
including textiles, uranium, iron and
steel, coal, and agricultural products.

Another new sanction in the bill
would bar all new United States loans
to South African businesses and the
Government. United States firms
would be prohibited from making any
new investments in South Africa,
except to those firms owned by black
South Africans.

This legislation would prohibit any
South African-owned airline from op-
erating in the United States and ban
all United States airlines from taking

off or landing in South Africa.
These are some of the more impor-

tant sanctions contained in the act.
However, the President could suspend
or modify any of the sanctions in the
billif he reports to the Congress that
the South African Government has
made substantial progress toward dis-
mantling the apartheid system. Such
progress would include the release of
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black leader Nelson Mandela and
other political prisoners and repeal of
the current state of emergency.

My colleagues, the apartheid system
is founded on institutionalized racism,
enforced by brutality, and sustained in
no small measure by American compli-
ance. The repression of that system
draws a race of war of immense pro-
portions closer by the day. The few
voices of peace and moderation still
left in South Africa are slowly drown-
ing in a sea of blood, clinging to a
branch of hope that this country will
bring pressure to bear on a stillintran-
sigent regime.

We must respond in a meaningful
way to the cries of reasonable black
and white South Africans. Their cries
have carried a loud, clear message for
many years: the international commu-
nity must apply sanctions against the
South African Government. Sanctions
represent the only means left by
which the West can offer effective
support to the cause of freedom in
South Africa.

No doubt we willagain be warned
that sanctions willhurt those we are
trying to help—black South Afri-
cans—as if this revelation of truth
has gone unnoticed by black South Af-
ricans.

Those concerned with the effect of
sanctions on the already miserable
conditions ofblack South Africans will
be relieved to know that punitive eco-
nomic sanctions are supported by the
African National Congress, the United
Democratic Front, the largest trade
unions, most prominent church lead-
ers, including Bishop Desmond Tutu,
Rev. Alan Boesak, and the leading
Catholic hierachy inSouth Africa.

A clear consensus exists among black
South Africans in support of this legis-
lation. A clear consensus exists among
our constituents to apply sanctions
against Pretoria. Now, hopefully, a
clear consensus exists in this Congress
on the need for this legislation, on the
need to bring moral conviction to
United States policy in South Africa.

The time is upon us. Admittedly,
this bill cannot guarantee peace in
South Africa; it cannot guarantee free-
dom for black South Africans; it
cannot guarantee and end to apart-
heid inSouth Africa.But itcan guar-
antee one thing: that the rest of the
world—especially those suffering in
South Africa—willknow that this Con-
gress witnessed evil and had the guts
to take a stand. Mr.Speaker, let's take
that stand. We can do no less than
that.

Mr. TAYLOR. Mr. Speaker, Iyield
myself such time as Imight consume.

(Mr. TAYLOR asked and was given
Permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. TAYLOR. Mr. Speaker, House
Hesolution 548 is a limited rule under
which the House will consider agree-
ing to the other body's version of a bill
imposing economic sanctions against
South Africa,

This rule eliminates the necessity
for a conference with the Senate on
the bill, H.R. 4868, which the House
passed on June 18.

Mr. Speaker, the rule provides for
consideration of the motion to agree
to the Senate amendments in the
House and no amendments willbe in
order.

The rule provides for 1 hour of
debate on the motion, which is to be
equally divided between the gentle-
man from Florida [Mr. Fasceix], the
chairman of the Committee on For-
eign Affairs; and the gentleman from
Michigan [Mr.Broomfield], the rank-
ing Republican member of the Com-
mittee onForeign Affairs.

Mr. Speaker, the rule waives ail
points of order against the motion to
agree to the Senate amendments, in
order that the House might accommo-
date the leadership's desire to com-
plete action on this legislation this
week.

The rule also includes the text of a
resolution expressing the intent of the
House that the billnot limit,preempt,
or affect in any fashion, the authority
of State and local governments to
impose sanctions of their own.

Mr.Speaker, section 2 of the rule is
included because a provision of the
Senate amendment apparently has the
effect of giving State and local govern-
ments 90 days to bring their laws into
conformity with the bill,or face the
possible loss ofFederal funds.

Although Ido not like the idea of
Congress telling our State and local
governments they must do something
or face the loss of funds they are oth-
erwise entitled to by law, the area of
foreign policy belongs primarily to the
Federal Government.

Mr. Speaker, There was no opposi-
tion to this rule during our hearing in
the Committee on Rules last night.
Many Members may very well be op-
posed to the Senate amendment, but
there is also ample reason to oppose
this rule on procedural grounds alone.

Mr.Speaker, Iyield 3 minutes to the
gentleman from Illinois [Mr.Hyde],

(Mr.HYDEasked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Speaker, this is an
embarrassment for the House; but we
are used to embarrassments. Yester-
day we dealt with an omnibus block-
buster bill on drugs that went from
aardvark to zebra. There had been no
hearings to make the thing coherent,
intelligible, but we got on the train
and it went down the track and now
today, another rush to judgment on a
bill that is of great importance, thatI
have not seen a copy of.Itisnot here
in the Chamber; Ihave looked under
the chairs and all over, but we are
going to move on it,because that same
train is gathering speed.
Ihope during the debate the defend-

ers of the Constitution, who were so
evident here yesterday and who ex-
pressed with some passion their con-
cerns about the sanctity of the unrea-

sonable search and seizure provisions
of the Constitution, willtoday explain
their reaction to article I,section 8 of
the Constitution which says Congress

shall have the power to regulate com-
merce withforeign nations.

Because in our rush over the cliffof
legislative prudence, we are going to
adopt a motion here that says that it
is not the House's intent that this bill
limit,preempt or affect in any fashion
the authority of any State of local
government or the District of Colum-
bia to restrict or otherwise regulate
any financial or commerical activity
respecting South Africa.
Iwould like some of you scholars of

the Constitution to explain how that
squares with article I, section 8 of the
Constitution. Or do we pick and select
those parts of the Constitution we
choose to recognize, and we ignore the
others.

Now, you are not treating this issue
seriously if you do not give us a
chance to read what the sanctions are.
You do not give us a chance to study
them, and Isuggest that this issue de-
serves more than a rush to judgment
and shoving it down everybody's
throat.
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Iam concerned about sanctions. I

want moderation. Iam not looking for
a revolution to tear the African Conti-
nent apart. ButIthink there are those
who want a revolution, and nothing
short of a revolution willsatisfy them.
But this is unconstitutional, it is an
embarrassment. Itis a terrible way to
legislate on important, serious mat-
ters, and Irepeat it is an embarrass-
ment. Iyield back the balance of my
time.

Mr. WHEAT. Mr. Speaker, Iyield
myself such time as Imay consume.

Mr. Speaker, Iappreciate the seri-
ousness of the concern of the gentle-
man, and certainly Members of the
House ought to have the opportunity
to review this significant historic legis-

lation. As the gentleman is aware, this
legislation passed the other body some
time ago in the middle of August and
has in fact been available to all the
Members of the House to review since
that time. So all of the Members have
had the opportunity to look at the
sanctions. The sanctions willbe thor-
oughly debated when we get to the
review of the billitself, and there will
be 1hour allotted to that review proc-
ess.

Mr. GRAY of Pennsylvania. Mr
Speaker, willthe gentleman yield?

Mr. WHEAT. Iyield to the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania.

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

Is itnot true, Iwould ask the distin-
guished gentleman from Missouri—l
would ask the gentleman, is itnot true
that the bill that is coming before the
House as a result of this rule, if it is
passed, is a billwritten by the Repub-
lican leadership of the other body and
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was written and passed and debated
for several weeks and had several
hearings? And is itnot true that most
of the provisions in that billare very
similar to provisions that have been
debated and considered on the floor of
the House at one time or another and
there have been hearings by the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs, which I
think the gentleman has a crucial in-
terest and maybe even a membership
on, is that not true?

Mr. WHEAT. The gentleman states
itcorrectly. We willin fact be debating
the bill verbatim that was written by
members of the other party in the
other body.

Mr. GRAY of Pennsylvania. May I
ask another question?

Mr. WHEAT. Certainly.
Mr. GRAY of Pennsylvania. With

regard to the item read by the gentle-
man with regard to the rule and its
constitutionality, it is my understand-
ing that this writing is intended pri-
marily to protect States rights and
local governments' rights under the
Constitution with regard to how they
handle their financial affairs. Itis not
designed in any way, shape or form to
give State government and local gov-
ernment the ability to regulate inter-
national commerce, but it is designed
primarily to express the intent that
we, in no way, want to interfere with
the judgment of any State legislature,
any council which decides how it
wants to regulate its own financial af-
fairs with regard to things such as
pension funds is that not correct?

Mr. WHEAT. That is my under-
standing, that is the intent, is not to
provide any new additional authority
to State and local governments but
merely not to preempt actions that
they may have in fact taken with
regard to this issue at this point, nor
actions that they contemplate taking
in the future.

Mr. GRAY of Pennsylvania. If the
gentleman would further yield, so that
is what you would be doing, you would
be protecting the right of Governors
like Tom Kean of New Jersey, a Re-
publican Governor, or Governor Deuk-
mejian of California, a Republican
Governor, who have said that they
have a special concern about how their
States handle their pension funds and
investments; is that not correct?

Mr. WHEAT. The rights of all
States and local municipalities would
be protected under the House resolu-
tion we would be adopting today.

Mr. GRAY of Pennsylvania. Iwas
wondering, Iwould think many of our
colleagues who, for many years, have
been very concerned about Federal ac-
tivities intervening in State and local
governments and who have been argu-
ing for greater State and local control
would now be concerned about such a
statement of intent since clearly what
this is intended to do is to say that any
action we take is not intended to pre-
empt State and local governments
from handling their own personal or
their own jurisdictional financial af-

fairs. So Iwould hope that everyone
would understand that and that many
of the gentlemen from the other side
of the aisle who have been leaders in
this country for several decades argu-
ing about the Federal Government's
intrusion into State and local affairs,
would understand that this is a clear
statement of that which they have
argued for many, many years.

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

Mr. HYDE. Mr, Speaker» will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. WHEAT. Iwould be happy to
yield to the gentleman from Illinois
immediately after Iyield to the distin-
guished chairman of the Committee
on Foreign Affairs, the gentleman
fromFlorida [Mr.Fascell].

Mr. FASCELL. Ithank the gentle-
man for yielding.
Iwould simply say inresponse to the

constitutional question that the bill
does not amend the Constitution be-
cause itcannot do so. So the Constitu-
tion is still the Constitution. And if a
State or local government is doing
something that is unconstitutional, it
is still unconstitutional, Isay to the
gentleman from Illinois.The billdoes
not change that situation one bit; he
knows itand Iknow it; we all know it.

With respect to the availability of
the printed material, let me say ithas
never been the practice, as far as I
know, since Ihave been here to print
up the Senate amendment and distrib-
ute it as an original bill.The only way
that is available is in the engrossed
copy or when it is printed in the
Record on the Senate side. What we
are doing here today is totally in
order, and that is to take up the
Senate amendment.

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

Mr. WHEAT. Iwould be happy to
yield some of this side's time to the
distinguished gentleman from Illinois.

Mr. HYDE. Iwill try to be brief. I
thank my friend for yielding.
Iappreciate the constitutional in-

struction from the chairman of the
Committee on Foreign Affairs that we
are not trying to amend the Constitu-
tion. Ihad discerned that myself from
reading this document. But Isuggest
the gentleman has never addressed
what rights the States have to regu-
late foreign commerce because the
Constitution says Congress shall have
the right and the power to regulate
foreign commerce. Youare saying you
are safeguarding the States' rights.
They have no rights to regulate for-
eign commerce. While this does not
amend the Constitution, as a matter of
fact, it does not have the force of law,
it is the sense of the House. ButIsug-
gest to you that in the plain reading of
the English language in the Constitu-
tion, article I,section 8, it is the non-
sense of the House, not the sense of
the House.
Ithank my friend for yielding.
Mr. WHEAT. Mr. Speaker, for the

purposes of debate only,Iyield 5 mm
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utes to the gentleman from Texas
[Mr.Leland],

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

Mr. LELAND.Ithank the gentle-

man for yielding.
Mr.Speaker, Irise in strong support

of the rule before this body. Millions
of our constituents have devoted
countless time and energy to help

place our great Nation on the side of
justice and freedom in South Africa,

Their tireless efforts to end united
States support for the racist and inhu-
man Government of South Africa
have resulted in the passage of anti-
apartheid ordinances and laws in about
20 States and 80 cities throughout our
country, including my home city of
Houston, TX.

On June 18, 1986, the House of Rep-

resentatives responded to the mandate
of the American people by approving a
comprehensive sanctions package au-
thored by my good friend and colleague

from California, Ron Dellums, that
would have ended all United States in-
vestment in and trade with South
Africa. Subsequently, the other body
approved a less stringent and less com-
prehensive measure against South
Africa.

While the other body's language
fails to end all commercial activity be-
tween the united States and South
Africa, it does demonstrate to South
Africa and the world the end of
united States political support of a
racist regime.
Iam, however, particular ily con-

cerned, as I'm sure many of my col-
leagues are, over the other body's stat-
utory silence on the question ofFeder-
al preemption over more stringent
local and State ordinances and laws.

The rule before us has my strong
support because its language clearly
states that it is not the intention of
this body to preempt or supercede any
local and State laws referring to South
Africa.
Inthe absence of statutory language

in the other body's text, itis essential
that we in this body establish a legisla-
tive history of intent not to preempt
or supercede local and State anti-
apartheid ordinances and laws.
Iam concerned that without the

clarifying language of intent con-
tained in this rule, we risk losing the
significant advanced by the American
people on local and State levels.

On a question of such magnitude, in
which the American people have re-
peatedly and unequivocally called for
an end to the oppression and violence
that is apartheid, it is unconscionable
for us—their elected Federal repre-
sentatives —to ignore their mandate.

As members of the House of Repre-

sentatives we must emphatically
state —

for the record —that it was and
is not our intention for the legislation
soon before us to negate, in any form
or fashion, any and all local and State
anti-apartheid measures, ordinances

H6760 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD
—

HOUSE



September 12, 1986
and laws whichresulted from the tire-
less efforts of millions of our constitu-
ents struggling to help bring peace
and freedom to South Africa.
Iwould like to again commend my

colleague of course fromMissouri who
has led us with the rule itself, has
given us an incredible opportunity
here to make that statement. Iwould
also like to commend again the gentle-
man from California [Mr. Dellums],
for his leadership in this matter, for
providing us on balance the real
debate on the issue of apartheid and
how it is that we should challenge it.
Ithank the Speaker and urge allmy

colleagues to join me in supporting
this rule.

Mr. Spekaer, Iyield back the bal-
ance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr,
Daniel). The gentleman yields back 1
minute.

Mr.TAYLOR.Mr.Speaker, Iyield 4
minutes to the gentleman from Virgin-
ia [Mr.Parris].

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

Mr.PARRIS. Ithank the gentleman
for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, every Member of this
Chamber believes apartheid is an ab-
horrent policy.Iam one of those, how-
ever, whohave some lingering concern
about the effectiveness of sanctions to
eliminate that situation, or to improve
the situation that exists in South
Africa.
Iask for this time this morning, Mr,

Speaker, and Irise inopposition to the
process that is being utilized in this
measure as Ispeak. This matter was
not on the whip notice which is tradi-
tionally given to us at the end of the
previous week so that we might know
what willbe considered by this body.
This matter was not on the printed
agenda, it was placed on the agenda
only last evening at something around
10 o'clock p.m. by the leadership who
only decided yesterday that they
would accede to the Senate version of
this legislation. The point is that we
are asked to vote on a very important
matter when there is not even a copy
available on the floor of this Chamber,
as we engage in this debate. We do not
have a copy of the Senate version of
this bill in the Cloakroom. The staff
does not have a copy to give to us. It
was not printed in the Congressional

Record and the document room indi-
cates it does not have a copy available.
The Senate bill is 70 pages long and
nobody has a copy ofit to even look at
as we discuss this matter. There isn't
even a summary available for review.

Mr.Speaker, there is something fun-
damentally wrong with the legislative
process when the greatest deliberative
body of the strongest nation in the
free world is asked to take some criti-
cally important action without even
having the simple expediency of a
piece of paper to read to see what it
says that we are about to do. Isuggest
to you this resolution reads that we

''concur in the Senate amendment and
the Senate amendment shall be con-
sidered as having been read." The
reason we do not read it is because
nobody has got one. How do we know
what we are about to do?

The billas passed by the House was
enormously different than the version
adopted by the Senate. Who can tell
me whether it says in the Senate ver-
sion that we must negotiate only with
the African National Council which
has a large Communist representation
in its membership? That's what the
House billprovided. Who can tell me
whether the Senate version says there
must be immediate disinvestment
without any opportunity for the ex-
tension of economic credit for health,
or for humanitarian concerns or for
any other reason? Does anybody know
what we asked to vote for here this
morning?

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Speaker, will
my colleague yield?

Mr. PARRIS. Iwould be glad to
yield to my distinguished friend.

Mr.DELLUMS.Iappreciate my dis-
tinguished colleague yielding, and Iin
no way wish to challenge the gentle-
man's concern with respect to process.
But Iwould just say Iknow that my
colleague has been here long enough
to know that we do not print Senate
amendments other than the day that
they are passed in the Senate and
then printed in the Record. That is
tradition. That is a matter of fact.

Mr.PARRIS. Iwould simply say to
my friend that, had Ibeen informed
that this matter was coming up this
morning. Iwould hope, in the face of
an important consideration on the
drug abuse problem of yesterday on
which we spent all day and until 10:30
last night, had Iknown that we were
not going to approach the problem, if
you will, of tax reform which Iam
trying to do a littlestudy about, had it
not been for the fact that we are going
into the continuing resolution next
week and the reconciliation act which
represents the expenditure of one-half
trilliondollars, on which Ihave been
spending some time, Iwould have
tried, had time permitted, to look at
this matter. But nobody ever told any
of us; not just me that this matter was
pending and would be considered this
morning, Iam not the only person
around here who did not know until
last night at 10 o'clock that this
matter was coming up because the
leadership did not know. Had we been
given some kind of reasonable notice,
then those of us who were unable to
address our attention to this matter at
an earlier time would be in a different
situation. The situation we have here
today is totally unconscionable, re-
gardless of the merits of the issue ad-
dressed by this legislation. How can we
as the elected leadership of the citi-
zens of the United States take some
action as critically important to the
continent of Africa and the citizens of
South Africa, black or white, as this
without even knowing what we are

doing and without an adequate time
for consideration or debate? Irespect-
fully submit that that is exactly what
we are are doing here this morning.

Now, on the question of
tionality or unconstitutionally, I
would say to my friend, the chairman
of the Committee on Foreign Affairs^
ifyou believe this matter is clearly un-
constitutional, which it obviously is,
then we ought not to vote for it. Itis
not a question of whether we are
amending the Constitution. This reso-
lution says it is not the intent of this
Congress to limit or preempt the Dis-
trict of Columbia to restrict or other-
wise regulate any financial or commer-
cialactivity respecting South Africa.
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What that means, Mr. Speaker, is
that every political jurisdiction in this
Nation can restrict the sale of Ford
auto parts unless itdisinvests its pres-
ence in South Africa. That is indirect
opposition to article 1, section 8 of the
Constitution and should therefore be
rejected.
Ithink the consideration of this pro-

posal under this process this morning
is simply outrageous.

Mr. WHEAT. Mr. Speaker, for pur-
poses of debate only, Iyield 2 minutes
to the gentleman from Connecticut
[Mr.Morrison].

Mr. MORRISON of Connecticut,
Mr. Speaker, Ithank the gentleman
for yielding this time to me.

Mr.Speaker, Irise in support of the
rule and in support of the House pas-
sage of this measure.
Iwish we were voting on a confer-

ence report that was closer to the ver-
sion that the House passed earlier this
year. The amendment of the gentle-
man from California was the toughest
sanctions billthat we have ever con-
sidered in ttre House, and we passed it
Ispent 10 days in South Africa

during August, and Icome back with
the conviction that economic leverage,
strong economic leverage, as mandato-
ry and as universal as we can achieve
is the last hope that we have to avoid
a holocaust in South Africa of great
bloodshed and suffering.

The debate is not whether some in
South Africa will suffer, including
some blacks will suffer, from sanc-
tions. The question is whether or not
that economic hardship can be used as
leverage for the change that must
come for majority rule in that coun-
try.That is where things must go. The
question is: Is this Nation, is this Con-
gress, going to put itself squarely on
the side of that change and use the
powers that are available to us to help
bring it about?

There cannot be change in South
Africa without sacrifice of the white
majority, those who have controlled
the destiny there for too long. Ifwe
can do it with economic pressure, we
will gain much in that regard. For too
long we have searched for and found
excuses not to act, but our failure to
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act willbe recorded against us for long
into the future.
Ihope the House will take this op-

portunity to move one small step in
the right direction. The decision now
willbe up to the President whether or
not he wants a peaceful and rapid
change to majority rule in South
Africa.

Mr.TAYLOR.Mr.Speaker, Iyield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Flori-
da [Mr.Shaw].

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Speaker, Ithank
the gentleman for yielding.

Mr.Speaker, for one moment, Iwant
to add my voice to those who have
gone before me, and not to talk about
the oppressive laws of South Africa. I
think we could get a total majority in
this House, a total vote, against those
laws.

What Iam talking about is not the
constitution of South Africa, but the
Constitution of the United States. And
Iwould ask us for a moment to take a
look at what we are doing here. I
might take just a moment to give a
short lesson in constitutional law.

The several States of this Nation
came together 200 years ago and
granted certain powers to the Federal
Government. Specifically, those
powers not specifically granted to the
Federal Government are reserved to
the States, and that is what those of
us who believe so strongly in States'
rights are talking about.

But even those of us who are so
strongly in favor of States' rights do
understand that there are some specif-
ic powers that were granted to the
Federal Government. Iread to you:
"The Congress shall have the power to
regulate commerce with foreign na-
tions/

Even 200 years ago our forefathers
recognized the importance of speaking
with one voice. Ifwe want to expand
the sanctions, let us do it from Wash-
ington. We are the united States
speaking to the Union of South Africa
about an oppressive regime. We are
not the District of Columbia, the State
of Florida, the State of Texas or the
State of Pennsylvania.

Can you imagine in other situations
how confusing it would be for the
world for the 50 States and the Dis-
trict of Columbia to be speaking and
espousing the public policy of this
United States as it applies to foreign
nations? Itis wrong. Itis unconstitu-
tional, and it damages the image that
this country wishes to portray to the
entire world in dealing with foreign
countries.

Mr. WHEAT. Mr. Speaker, for the
purpose of debate only, Iyield 3 min-
utes to the gentleman from New York
[Mr.Solarz]

Mr. SOLARZ. Mr.Speaker, Ithank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time.

Mr.Speaker, Ihope to speak during
the debate on the billitself about the
fundamental justification for the
adoption of this legislation. During
the course of the debate on the rule, I

simply want to confine myself to com-
menting on the issue ofpreemption.
Iwant to make the point that in ad-

dition to the language included in the
rule before us which makes it clear
that it is the intent of the House that
the adoption of the legislation on
South Africa not preempt State and
local authorities from taking their
own actions with respect to South
Africa, that there has been a memo-
randum prepared at my request by the
law division of New York City which
makes it very clear, Ithink, that with
but one exception, there is nothing in
the bill that came out of the Senate
which would preempt the right of
State and local governments to take
their own actions concerning apart-
heid.
Iam including the memorandum at

this point as a way of further bolster-
ing the legislative history on this
issue.

The memorandum follows:
The City of New York,

Law Department,

New York,NYSeptember 11, 1986,

Memorandum
To: Hon. Stephen Solarz, Member of Con-

gress.
From: Paul T. Rephen, Chief, Division of

Legal Counsel.
Re: Status of State and Local Anti-Apart-

heid Legislation under the Proposed
Comprehensive Anti-Apartheid Act of
1986.

You have asked for our view as to the
effect of the proposed Comprehensive Anti-
Apartheid Act of 1986, as approved by the
Senate, on the ability of state and local gov-
ernments to continue to enforce their anti-
apartheid legislation. Such legislation gen-
erally limits the power of government to
enter into contracts with certain companies
doing business in South Africa or requires
divestiture of stockholdings in those compa-
nies. For the reasons explained below, it is
our view that ifthe Senate billin its current
form is enacted into law, state and local gov-

ernments willcontinue to be able to enforce
their laws, except with respect to contracts
that are federally-aided.

The Senate considered the effect of its bill
on state and local laws during a debate on
August 15, 1986. The issue was raised when
Senators D'Amato and Moynihan intro-
duced an amendment that would have pre-
served the right of state and local govern-
ments to apply their anti-apartheid legisla-
tion to federally-aided contracts, as long as
the state or local government assumed any

increase in the cost of a contract resulting
from the application of its law. Senator
D'Amato explained that early this year the
United States Department of Transporta-
tion had withheld approval of funding for
highway contracts by the City of New York
on the ground that application of the City's
Local Law 19, which provides for the award
of a contract to other than the lowest
bidder, in certain circumstances where the
lowest bidder does not agree to refrain from
doing business with the agencies that en-
force apartheid, conflicts with federal com-
petitive bidding requirements. Senator
D'Amato also noted that Congress had pro-
vided relief to the City by enacting legisla-
tion that would enable the City to apply
Local Law 19 to its federally-aided contracts
through the end of the current federal
fiseal year, September 30, 1986. The purpose
of the D'Amato/Moynihan amendment to
the Senate version of the Comprehensive
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Anti-Apartheid Act was to make this protec-

tion permanent, and to extend it to all state
and local governments that have adopted

similar legislation. As Senator D'Amato ob-
served, such legislation has been enacted by

at least 25 local governments.

Senator Lugar opposed the D'Amato/
Moynihan amendment on the ground that
the proposed federal legislation should pre-
empt state and local legislation concerning

South Africa. When Senator Pell comment-
ed that the legislation should not interfere
with divestiture programs that have been
adopted by some states, Senator Lugar re-
sponded that this matter would have to be
resolved by the courts, but the D'Amato-
Moynihan amendment "muddies the water
with regard to the preemption issue." After
this discussion, a vote was taken on the
amendment, and itwas defeated by a vote of
64-35, withone abstention.

Senators D'Amato and Moynihan then of-
fered another amendment, which was
adopted by the Senate. This amendment,

now § 806 of the Senate bill,provides:
"Notwithstanding section 210 of Public

Law 99-348 or any other provision of law—
"(1) no reduction in the amount of funds

for which a State or local government is eli-
gible or entitled under any Federal law may
be made, and

"(2) no other penalty may be imposed by
the Federal Government,

by reason of the application of any State or
local law concerning apartheid to any con-
tract entered into by a State or local govern-

ment for 90 days after the date of enact-
ment of this Act."

Senator D'Amato explained that this
amendment gives local governments that
have passed anti-apartheid legislation 90
days after the date of enactment of the pro-
posed federal law "to change their laws,"
and said that it"prevents any loss of Feder-
al funds that might result from the passage

of the anti-apartheid legislation on a local
basis."

The amendment adopted by the Senate
appears to allow state and local govern-

ments to continue to apply their local anti-
apartheid legislation to federally-financed
contracts for a period of up to 90 days fol-
lowing the enactment of the proposed feder-
al law, while at the same time allowing the
state and local governments time to exclude
federally-funded contracts from the oper-
ation of their legislation.

By adopting this amendment, it would
appear that the Senate did not intend to
preempt all state or local laws concerning

South Africa. Rather, the Senate bill only
precludes states and localities from applying
such laws to contracts funded by the federal
government. Senator D'Amato's comments
in support of his and Senator Moynihan's

amendment indicate that the amendment's
purpose was to permit states and localities
to continue to enforce their statutes dealing

withSouth Africa except in the case of fed-
erally funded contracts. We have consulted
withSenator D'Amato, and he confirms this
interpretation of his amendment.
Ibelieve the adoption of the rule

willmake it crystal clear the House
does not intend that this legislation on
South Africa preempt the right of
State and local authorities to take
action on South Africa, and this
memorandum of law makes it clear
that neither did the Senate intend to
do so either, regardless of some pass-
ing observations that may have been
made by one Member of the other
body during the course of the debate.
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Mr. SHAW. Mr. Speaker, will the

gentleman yield to me?
Mr. SOLARZ. Iyield to the gentle-

man fromFlorida.
Mr, SHAW. The question is not the

point of talking about whether or not
we are preempting the States rights.
The problem is in the wording of the
resolution itself.Itsaid, andIread:

?
•

? The authority of any State or local
government or the District of Columbia or
of any Commonwealth, territory, or posses-
sion of the United States or political subdi-
vision thereof to restrict or otherwise reg-
ulate any financial or commercial activity
respecting South Africa.

That is all inclusive of the powers
that have been specifically reserved to
the Federal Government.

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

Mr. SOLARZ. Iyield to the gentle-
man from Florida, the very distin-
guished chairman of the Foreign Af-
fairs Committee.

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Speaker, the
answer is obviously simple in the sense
that if the States and local govern-
ments do not have authority, then
they do not have it under the Consti-
tution. So it does not make any differ-
ence how you read this language. Itis
immaterial, because it cannot change
the Constitution.

If the States are now doing some-
thing unconstitutional, then it is un-
constitutional. This legislation does
not clothe them with any additional
power.

Mr.TAYLOR. Mr.Speaker, Iyield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Indi-
ana [Mr.Burton].

Mr. BURTON -of Indiana. Mr.
Speaker, Ithank the gentleman for
yielding this time tome.

Mr.Speaker, we simply do not have
enough time, this rule does not allow
enough time for us to debate the rami-
fications of the Senate billadequately.
Iwant to make three points. The

pain and suffering that colleagues on
the other side of the aisle say is neces-
sary tobring about positive change in
South Africais going tobe much more
widespread than we anticipate because
of this legislation.

Yesterday in my office, Ihad 12
people from Inkatha come to visit me
and talk to me about these sanctions.
To a man or woman, they were op-
posed to these sanctions. They repre-
sent 1.3 millionblack South Africans.
They represent Chief Buthelezi, the
Chief of the Zulu tribes, 6 million
black South Africans. They said they
do not want these sanctions.

So many ofmy colleagues have been
misguided into believing that the pre-
vious sanctions that have been im-
posed by the administration have
changed such things as the pass laws.
Those people yesterday told me the
pass laws were changed because of in-
ternal pressure from blacks coming to
the cities in large numbers to such a
degree that the South African Gov-
ernment could not cope and they
changed the pass laws out of necessity,

Not because of our sanctions. Our
bludgeoning the South African Gov-
ernment is not going to change apart-
heid; what is going to change apart-
heid, according to INCATHA,is for us
to help the economic plight of the
blacks so that they can grow in
strength and continue to put pressure
internally upon that Government to
bring about change. That is what they
asked us to do,

D 1010
What will these sanctions bring to

the South African blacks? First of all,
we are going to see in the coal mines
145,000 blacks lose their jobs. The
Gray bill would have done that. But
this bill, the bill coming out of the
Senate, will cut agricultural exports,
among other things, totaling 446,000
jobs. Each one of those people feeds
five to six other South African blacks.
That means 2.2 millionSouth African
blacks will be without sustenance.
That does not include the other indus-
tries that are related to these indus-
tries that willbe adversely affected.

In addition to that, the South Afri-
can National Congress, the African
National Congress, is going to be the
beneficiary and we all know they are
controlled by the Communists. Nine-
teen of the thirty members of the Ex-
ecutive Committee of the African Na-
tional Congress are members of the
South African Communist Party, and
they want violent revolution. Joe
Slovo, the head of their military wing,
has talked consistently about a violent
revolution and overthrow of that Gov-
ernment.
Ifwe put these people out of work, if

they cannot feed their kids, they are
going tobe ripe for that revolutionary
rhetoric from the Communists and
they are going to fall right into that
trap and we are going to see a blood-
letting like you willnot believe. Not
because of leaving them alone, but be-
cause of what we are doing.

My colleagues say if we do not do
something there willbe a revolution. I
say to you these sanctions willcause a
bloody revolution, and we do not want
that to happen.

Let us just talk about how it is going
to affect the United States of America.
Nobody talks about that. The strategic
minerals that are vital for the security
of this country and our industrial
health come from South Africa. Only
5 percent of their exports are strategic
minerals. What makes anyone think
they are going to sell us strategic min-
erals that are vital to our economic
health and our defense if we embargo
products that they want to sell to us
in large quantities? Ninety-nine per-
cent of the manganese that we use in
steel production comes from South
Africa. The only other place we can
get it in quantity is from the Soviet
Union.

Now the cost of steel is going to go
up directly proportionate to the cost
of manganese. Platinum, which is vital
to this country, the catalytic convert-

ers, 80 percent of it for the free world
comes from South Africa. We are
going to cut that off.

Let us get back to the steel. The cost
of automobiles is going to go up, the
cost of farm implements is going to go
up, the cost of constructing buildings
is going to go up. Let us talk about ag-
riculture. Two years ago South Africa
bought 2.7 millionmetric tons of corn.
They bought more wheat this year
than the Soviet Union has and they
are cash buyers.

My colleagues, we cannot afford to
lose any more agricultural markets. So
if you look at the bottom line, the
bottom line is we are going to hurt the
very people we want to help. We are
going to play into the hands of the
Communists. Strategic minerals that
are vital to the security of this country
we are going to have to deal with the
Soviets to get if the African National
Congress takes over South Africa, if
the Communists have their way and
they might very well succeed.

Finally, the farmers, and Ihave a lot
of them in the Sixth Congressional
District of Indiana, are going to be
without another market. We cannot
afford that. Now if you think that is
not a big problem, go out and talk to
them. Ifyou think that is not a big
problem to auto workers, the unfair
competition from overseas and how
this is going to translate into higher
auto costs, go out and talk to them.

So you are not only hurting the
black South Africans, you are hurting
American industry and business and
the farmers as well.

Mr. WHEAT. Mr. Speaker, Iyield 2
minutes to the gentleman from New
York [Mr.Weiss].

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

Mr. WEISS. Mr. Speaker, let us
speak plainly. For its black majority,
South Africa is a totalitarian state
without a free press, without the rule
of law. South Africans are prevented
from assembling peaceably even to
bury the victims of officialmurder.

The bill before us today is not all
that Iwould have wished. Itdoes not
provide for full disinvestment as the
bill Icosponsored, which was spon-
sored by our distinguished friend and
colleague, Mr. Dellums from Califor-
nia, and adopted by this House on
June 18 provided. Its impact on South
African Government will be only in-
cremental. But it is, nonetheless, an
important step in the right direction.
Itis a step in the direction to which
the American people have been push-
ing us over the course of these past
months and years.

In that context, let me address the
issue of preemption. There has been
reference to Republican Governors of
California and of New Jersey whose
States, among many other States and
localities, have undertaken to prevent
financial involvement with South
Africa. The city of New York has a
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regulation which provides that any
company desiring to bid for New York
City business has to certify that it is
not doing business withSouth Africa.

The Secretary of the U.S. Depart-
ment of Transportation has ruled that
because of that provision, the city of
New York shaD receive a reduced
amount of Federal assistance from
DOT. That is wrong. No city or State
should be penalized for adhering to a
higher moral standard than the Feder-
al Government in regard to the evil of
apartheid. The language in this resolu-
tion sets forth the clear congressional
intent to allow the States and local-
ities to decide whom they willdo busi-
ness with.
Ithas been made necessary to in-

clude such a sense of Congress because
one important Member of the other
body has seen fit to make a statement
which would suggest otherwise. It is
absolutely essential, for the record to
be clear, that the right of the cities, lo-
calities, and the State governments of
this country to make their own deter-
mination to stop doing business with
South Africa is in no way intended to
be preempted or superseded by this
legislation.

These local initiatives are in the best
tradition of local government in Amer-
ica. They do not undermine or inter-
fere with the Federal Government's
control over foreign policy. On the
contrary they complement it.

Mr. Speaker, the time for decisive
action on South Africa is now. In
recent weeks we have seen the level of
repression and officialmurder increase
to unprecedented levels. The South
African authorities have made itplain
that they willnot be moved by words
of condemnation, or "quiet diploma-
cy," or "constructive engagement."
Iurge the adoption of the billbefore

us today. We must send a strong signal
which willbe heard by the black ma-
jority in South Africa and by our Eu-
ropean allies— and by those who cling
to power in South Africa itself.

Mr.TAYLOR.Mr. Speaker, Iyield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr.Walker].

Mr. WALKER. Ithank the gentle-
man for yielding me this time.

Mr. Speaker, Iget the feeling that
we have kind of a clever little game
being played out here about the bill
that we are bringing to the floor, and I
just want to try to make a little legis-
lative history here myself.
Iintend to vote for the Senate

amendments, but Iintend to vote for
them because they are in fact a bal-
anced approach to this problem. Abal-
anced, constitutional approach to the
problems that we face in South Africa.
Apart of that balance is that Congress
is saying flatly that we are making a
determination of national foreign
policy relating to South Africa.Itis a
unified policy that is not to be
changed by States or localities or uni-
versities or whatever.

We are in fact saying that we are
preempting the ability of others to set

their own foreign policies. Now, when
we put language in this particular rule
that causes some of us who are going
to vote for the Senate approach a
little bit of a problem because what
this is an attempt to do is to say some-
thing different than that which the
billis that they are bringing to the
floor.Ithink itis extremely important
for some of us who are going to vote
for this bill to say flatly that it is our
intention to vote for a bill that does in
fact set a unified foreign policy and a
unified policy with regard to the com-
merce of this Nation that is in line
with article 1, section 8 of the Consti-
tution. That is exactly whatIthink we
intend to do out here. Iwant the legis-
lative history to be clear.

What we are doing in this rule is
simply a sense of the House. Ithas ab-
solutely nothing to do with the statu-
tory language which is in the Senate
bill. The statutory language of the
Senate billmakes absolutely clear that
we are preempting the ability of
others outside the national govern-
ment to set foreign policy. Foreign
policy should be in the hands of the
Congress and it should stay there.

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

Mr. WALKER.Iyield to the gentle-
man fromNew York.

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

Mr.Speaker, Ihave in my hand the
Senate bill.Can the gentleman point
to a single paragraph, a single sen-
tence or a single word in the Senate
bill which explicitly preempts the
right of State and local governments
to take action on South Africa?

Mr. WALKER. Let me say to the
gentleman Iwill go back to what the
gentleman from Florida has told us
here a few minutes ago.

D 1020
The Constitution makes that clear.

We do not have to put language in to
do that. The Constitution makes clear
that when we set policy and when we
tell the States they must come into
compliance with the Federal law, we
are in fact acting under the Constitu-
tion. The gentleman from Florida is
absolutely right there, and that is the
language in the billto which Irefer.

Mr. GRAY of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, willthe gentleman yield?

Mr. WALKER.Iyield to the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania.

Mr. GRAY of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, let me say to my colleague,
the gentleman from Pennsylvania,
that Ijust want to understand what
he is saying. IthinkIdo. Imight dis-
agree, but Ijust want to make sure I
understand.

The gentleman is telling us he is for
legislation

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
Daniel). The time of the gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr.Walker] has
expired.

September 12, 1986
Mr. WHEAT. Mr.Speaker, Iyield 2

minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr.LevineL

(Mr. LEVINE of California asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. LEVINE of California. Mr.
Speaker, Ithank the gentleman for
yielding time to me.

Mr.Speaker, Irise also today to dis-
cuss the legislative history and to sup-
port the rule as well as the bill, H.R.
4868, as amended.

While the language of this billwill
not be nearly as strong as the lan-
guage that Iwould like to see nor as
strong as the language that this body
sent over to the other body, it does
remain a powerful policy statement on
one of the most important moral
issues of our times— apartheid, the
ability of an individual to exercise his
or her fundamental human rights, the
right to vote, the right to live where
they choose, and the right to be treat-
ed as a full citizen in the land of their
birth.

The overwhelming bipartisan sup-
port in Congress for sanctions reflects
our legitimate concern over South
Africaand our frustration with the ap-
palling administration inaction on this
issue.

But there is a very important point
that has been discussed in the context
of this debate and in the context of
this rule that Iwould like to empha-
size in the remainder of my remarks.
Many State and local governments
have taken the lead on South African
sanctions. In fact, they have been in-
strumental in creating the momentum
for action at the Federal level when
the Federal Government lagged

behind some of the leadership on the
State and local levels.

My own State of California, for ex-
ample, recently passed a landmark law
mandating the divestiture of stock in
companies operating inSouth Africa.

This rule that we are voting on
today includes language protecting
such laws. We include important lan-
guage protecting such laws by clearly
indicating that it was not the intent of
Congress in passing legislation to pre-
empt State and local actions on South
Africa. That language in this rule is
critical if we are to ensure that States
have the right to determine their own
investment policies.

Mr.Speaker, Iurge my colleagues to
support the rule and the bill, as
amended, and specifically to under-
stand the legislative history contained
in this rule, that we oppose preemp-
tion and that we are protecting State
and local laws.

Mr.TAYLOR.Mr.Speaker, Iyield a
minutes to the gentleman from Wis-
consin [Mr. Roth], a member of the
committee.

(Mr.ROTH asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks, and in-
clude extraneous matter.)
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Mr.ROTH. Mr.Speaker, Ithank the

gentleman for yielding this time to
me.

Mr. Speaker, just as the Bible and
the Constitution or any other legisla-
tion passed by this House, this legisla-
tion is open to interpretation. Today
the House is agreeing to the South Af-
rican sanctions bill adopted by the
other body. In so doing, we adopt the
intent and legislative history of its au-
thors.

This billwas debated for 3 days on
the floor of the other body and the au-
thors who penned various provisions
in the billmade clear their intent.

As ranking member of the Interna-
tionalEconomic Policy and Trade Sub-
committee which has jurisdiction for
trade sanctions, Iwould like to add to
the record a reiteration of congression-
al intent with respect to the provisions
of new loans and investments:

Prohibitions on New Loans to, and New
Investments in,South African Entities
H.R. 4868, passed by the Senate on August

15, 1986, prohibits U.S. persons from ex-
tending new financing to public and private
sector South African entities whether inthe
form of loans; purchase of stock, bonds, or
assets. The specific exceptions to these
broad prohibitions, discussed here and es-
tablished by the bill, represent a reasoned
decision in each case that U.S. nationals,
rather than South Africans, would suffer
unjustified financial harm absent the excep-
tions.

1. PREEXISTING AND RESTRUCTURED LOANS

A. Description of restructured debt
In August 1985, South Africa declared a

moratorium on payment of short-term debt
owed by South African residents to foreign
creditors. South African debt outstanding
and subject to the moratorium totalled ap-
proximately $14 billion. The reason for the
suspension of payments was that South
Africa lacked the aggregate foreign ex-
change for South African private and public
sector debtors to meet all payments owed in
foreign exchange when due.

Such a unilateral suspension of payments
clearly was untenable from the viewpoint of
the creditors, who immediately began press-
ing the South African authorities to resume
repayments on an orderly schedule at the
earliest possible date, and made clear that
no new foreign exchange would be provided.
The result of these efforts was as follows:

South Africa provided to its public and
private sector debtors a repayment of 5 per-
cent of the principal amounts covered by
the moratorium and maturing, beginning
April15,1986.

South Africa committed to provide foreign
exchange to South African debtors so they

could continue to make interest payments
on the debt. Moreover, South Africa agreed

that interest could be charged and paid at
up to a 1 percent spread over the rates then
in place, reflecting increasing risk on the
credits.

South Africa agreed that the remainder of
outstanding principal would be paid June
30, 1987.

South Africa further provided that: (1)
the foregoing commitments would apply
even where a creditor chose to substitute
one private sector borrower for another on
outstanding debt (for example, a creditor
could substitute a more creditworthy bor-
rower); and (2) the South African govern-
ment (through the Public Investment Com-
missioners [PIC]) would assume a private
sector debt directly if the creditor so chose

(for example, during such time as a substi-
tution of one private debtor for another is
being arranged).

B. Need for statutory exception

H.R. 4868 allows restructured loans, under
the foregoing arrangements, to remain out-
standing, and, if appropriate, for further
restructurings to be arranged that are
aimed at achieving full repayment to for-
eign creditors. Failure to make these excep-
tions to the prohibitions on loans to the pri-
vate and public sector in South Africa,
would grant a windfall financial benefit to
South Africa, since South Africa could
refuse to make the repayments.

As noSouth Africa loan presently is inde-
fault, U.S. creditors at this time would have
no legal basis on which to demand pay-
ment—by litigation or otherwise— on the
loans: rather, the effect would be outright
debt forgiveness to South Africa.

Moreover, even if there were some legal
basis for suit now, or in the future, the ex-
penses of international litigation and the
limited amount of South African assets lo-
cated outside South Africa on which a re-
covery might be sought (relative to the ag-
gregate outstanding debt) indicate that U.S.
creditors would suffer extensive losses from
which South Africa directly would gain.

Accordingly, the exceptions to the prohi-
bition on loans to South African residents
created for rescheduled loans (including the
substitution of debtors on outstanding
loans) avoids unjustified financial losses to
creditor institutions, and has a correspond-
ing financial cost to South Africa.

2. SUSTAININGFINANCIALVIABILITYOFU.S.
CORPORATIONS REMAINING INSOUTH AFRICA

H.R. 4868 prohibits new investments in
South African companies but makes an ex-
ception for certain financial transactions by,
and with respect to, the South African busi-
ness operations of U.S. companies. H.R.
4868 does not, directly or indirectly, require
any U.S. company to divest its South Afri-
can business interests (either through the
prohibition on new investments or loans to
South African entities). To do so could lead
to extraordinary losses to the U.S. compa-
nies, the assumption of those businesses by
others, and thus the absence from South
Africa of a continuing important force for
social change.

However, H.R. 4868 does limitinvestments
by U.S. companies in their South African of-
fices, branches, or subsidiaries solely to: re-
investment of profits1 and investment nec-
essary to maintain continuing operations.
Thus, U.S. companies can continue to con-
duct their businesses in South Africa at the
current level of operations. This includes
U.S. financial institutions which, consistent
with the ban on new loans to South African,
companies, may reemploy their local curren-
cy assets through, for example, local curren-
cy loans to private sector companies.
Indeed, absent such authority, the financial
institution would soon be inliquidation and
the bill effectively would result in divest-
ment. Again, liquidation of local assets
could lead to unjustifiable losses to U.S.
companies.

Thus H.R. 4868 has permitted U.S. corpo-
rations to remain in operation in South
Africa, although under clear constraints on
the permissible growth of those businesses.
To do otherwise would cause unjustified fi-
nancial harm to U.S. companies while re-
moving an important force for change in
South Africa.

1Indeed, as profits largelycannot be remitted, in-
ability to reinvest the profits would serve only to
benefit South Africa.

Mr. TAYLOR.Mr.Speaker, Iyield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Michi-
gan [Mr. Siljander], the ranking
member of the Subcommittee on
Africa.

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

Mr. SILJANDER. Mr. Speaker, I
have just a couple of quick points to
make on this issue that we have dis-
cussed over and over and over again
here in the Congress. This procedure

is a littlebitpeculiar, if nothing else.
We have not been in session at 9
o'clock in the morning since Ican re-
member, let alone on a Friday and let
alone on a Friday when the night pre-
viously we were in session until nearly
midnight.

It is pretty clear that there is a
ramrod approach to get the sanctions
bill through in enough time so we can
override the President's veto. Manipu-
lation is nothing new on the floor of
the Congress. Manipulation relative to
this issue is nothing new. Unfortunate-
ly, many in this Congress insist on
ramroding this issue that has tremen-
dous implications not only for the
blacks in South Africa but indeed for
all of America and the Western World.

Let itbe stated very clearly that this
approach, the Senate approach, while
some may call it a balanced approach
and some may call it a moderate ap-
proach, is a very tough approach
indeed. Itis far more tough than the
Gray approach, in my opinion, that
was debated on this floor not too
many months ago.
Ifa black woman who makes rugs in

South Africa were in any way whatso-
ever subsidized by the South African
Government, she could not export
those rugs to the United States. Those
involved in handicrafts and in so many
black entrepreneurships who are sub-
sidized in one way or another by the
Government of South Africacould not
under this billexport their products to
the united States. Under this bill, if
the business of a black entrepreneur

inSouth Africa, by any remote stretch
of the imagination, were subsidized by
the government in any indirect fash-
ion, he could not export his goods to
America.

Under this billintelligence coopera-
tion would be cut off. We could cer-
tainly go on for many, many hours
with what Iperceive to be the prob-
lems with this bill.But Iwould ask
two simple questions of those who are
promoting this approach of sanctions.
Iwould ask just two questions, and if
those questions could be responded to
in a reasonable fashion, Iwould vote
with them without question.

The first question Iwould ask is
this: How specifically will sanctions
stop the killing in South Africa? After
all, that has been an initial presenta-
tion of the speeches— the deaths in
South Africa and the racial apartheid
in that country. How specifically will
sanctions deal with those two issues?
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The second question is this: Ifblacks

inSouth Africa were so overwhelming-
ly supportive of sanctions against
South Africa, than why do not the
blacks themselves go on a general
strike for 2 weeks? They are legally in-
volved inlabor unions in South Africa,
and the blacks could easily within 2
weeks, as Isaid, stymie the entire
economy of South Africa. They could
do more in 2 weeks than would be re-
quired by years of sanctions by the
entire trading West against the Gov-
ernment of South Africa. There could
be an entire economic stymie in 2
weeks.

Why, then, if the blacks are so sup-
portive of sanctions in South Africa, as
you contend, why do not the blacks
just walk off their jobs themselves?
We have not heard a response because
frankly there is not one.

By destroying the very wheels that
turn the economy, we willremove the
very force the blacks themselves are
using to forge change in South Africa.

Let me ask one other question
before Iclose. What if sanctions do
not work? What if the sanctions that
we propose in this bill willnot encour-
age or create change in the apartheid
system in South Africa? What then?
Where would the United States be in
terms of our ability to negotiate, to
use pressure to encourage change? We
willhave yielded that away complete-
ly.

So in all compassion, Iwould just
ask those who are supporting this ap-
proach to answer those two basic ques-
tions. And may Iclose by repeating
those questions. How specifically, not
with emotionalism but with practical
reality, willsanctions stop the aparth-
eid in South Africa and stop the Kill-
ing? And, No. 2, why do blacks them-
selves not engage in an internal eco-
nomic stymie of their own country,
which could easily be done in only a
few weeks?

So, Mr. Speaker, Iwould encourage
the membership of the Congress to
look again at those two very important
and very crucial questions.

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

Mr. SILJANDER. Iam happy to
yield to the gentleman from Texas.

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

[Mr, FIELDS addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions ofRemarks.]

Mr. SILJANDER. Mr. Speaker, I
yield back the balance ofmy time.

Mr. WHEAT. Mr. Speaker, Iyield 2
minutes to the distinguished gentle-
man from Pennsylvania [Mr.Gray].
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Mr. GRAY of Pennsylvania. Mr.

Speaker, the issue before us now is
whether or not we will adopt a rule
that willallow consideration of a sanc-
tions bill written by the Republican
leadership of the Senate, passed by
the Senate over 1month ago, 84 to 14,

bipartisanly, that has been published,
that has been available for anybody
who wanted to do their homework and
read it, and particularly for those who
are on the Foreign Affairs Committee.
It seems ridiculous now to argue

that we cannot take a vote because we
have not done our homework or we do
not have a copy or we do not know
how to read the language.

Second, it seems to me the argument
about constitutionality is absolutely a
ludicrous and absurd one, for clearly
anyone who reads this language, as
the distinguished gentleman from
Florida, the chairman of the Foreign
Affairs Committee has pointed out,
there is no change of the Constitution.
There is a statement of intent.

The gentleman from Pennsylvania
[Mr.Walker! is absolutely right when
he described what the issue was with
regard to intent, and that is whether
or not by passage of this bill are we
preempting States and local govern-
ments from taking certain actions
within their jurisdictions? Clearly, the
answer to that is one which is in
doubt, because, first, the Senate bill
mentions nothing about preemption;
so therefore, by voting for this rule,
you are saying that you are allowing
States to do as they please.
Iam sure the gentleman from Penn-

sylvania [Mr. Walker] would agree
with me that the Lieutenant Gover-
nor, Mr. Scranton, who just recently
said he would not like to invest pen-
sion funds in companies in South
Africa, and the State senate and the
State house in Pennsylvania, he would
not want to deny them the right to de-
termine how to make their invest-
ments. That is essentially what the
issues is with regard to the Constitu-
tion.

Thus, when you vote for this rule,
all you willbe saying is that Iwant to
allow Pennsylvania, Iwant to allow
California,Iwant to allow Virginia,I
want to allow Maryland to determine
what to do with their pension funds.

So the issue is clear. Let us not cloud
it up with any gamesmanship about,
"Ican't read, Ineed a copy, or there is
a constitutional question."

Let us push the Senate billand give
it to the President and make a state-
ment and light a candle for those op-
pressed.

Mr. RANGEL Mr. Speaker, Irise in strong
support of H.R. 4868, the Anti-Apartheid Act
of 1986. Iwould especially like to extend my
support for the provision in the rule which ex-
pressly states that local antiapartheid initia-
tives willnot be preempted by this act.

Local commercial and economic restrictions
on companies which do business in South
Africa are the prerogative of State and munici-
pal governments. At least 25 localities across
the country have enacted laws which restrict
businesses from engaging in financial relation-
ships with South Africa. These laws reflect the
will of the people in those localities that the
United States should not do business with
South Africa.
Iwould suggest» Mr. Speaker, that it is the

duty of the Members of this body to submit to

the willof our constituents who have chosen
to enact !ocal antiapartheid laws. We cannot,
and should not, ignore the sentiment of the
American people by unilaterally declaring their
will to be somehow misguided or misinformed.
Our constituents know what they want, Mr.
Speaker, and it is evident that they want us
out of South Africa.

We must send a signal to South Africa that
we are absolutely committed to ending our
economic and commercial relationship with
apartheid. This commitment requires the par-
ticipation of our society at every level. The
Federal Government should work in tandem
with State and local governments, and the
business community must respond to the con-
cerns of consumers and the academic com-
munity.

Spiritual leaders, elected officials, the legal
community, and our financial institutions must
join the growing moral consensus that is re-
flected in the antiapartheid initiatives of local
governments. The bottom line is that the
people have spoken, and we must answer
them.

Let us defeat any attempt to preempt local
antiapartheid laws. Let the people have their
say.

Mr. BIAGGI. Mr. Speaker, Irise to lend my
strong support to the rule and the bill, H.R.
4868, the Anti-Apartheid Act of 1986. This rule
and the legislation are critical and must be
passed at this time to provide sufficient time
for another vote should the President exercise
his option to veto the bill.

It is critical that Congress complete action
on this legislation and express its substantive
opposition to the repugnant policy of apart-
heid in South Africa. The distinguished aspect
of the rule is that, upon its adoption, the
House will agree to an important provision
which says that nothing contained in H.R.
4868 shall be deemed to, in any way, limit,
preempt, or affect actions taken by State or
local governments regarding financial or com-
mercial dealing with South Africa.

That is the proper position for the Congress
to take. The fact is that a number of local ju-
risdictions, including and especially my home
city of New York, have passed their own laws
calling for the divestment of pension funds in-
vested in companies doing business in South
Africa. That is responsible action and it must
be encouraged to continue.

If the United States is going to make an
impact in putting an end to apartheid in South
Africa, it must do more than merely express
moral indignation. It must exercise economic
muscle to extract change. This cannot be
done unless ail levels of government are al-
lowed to participate. Therefore, Iurge support
of the rule.

Mr. DIXON. Mr. Speaker, Irise in strong
support of the rule. The clarifying language
that the rule includes is critical to establishing
legislative history on this issue.

It is not the intent of this bill to preempt or
affect in any fashion the authority of any State
or local government to restrict or otherwise
regulate any financial or commercial activity
with respect to South Africa.

About 20 States and 80 cities have taken
the lead in passing divestiture laws, including
my State— the State of California. We are not
here to preempt State and municipal laws on
divestiture or contracts, nor are we giving
them the right to dictate foreign policy. We
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should not preempt the rights of States like
the State of California to determine where to
invest $13 billion of their pension or public
funds. It is not the jurisdictional purpose of
this bill to intrude or intervene in the internal
affairs or a State or local government.

Mr. Speaker, there is a deepening crisis in
South Africa and it is time to respond to the
unambiguous appeals of thousands of South
Africa's black majority who are pleading for us
to take a stronger stand. It is time to take a
stand and answer the calls of thousands of
Americans who urge emphatically for sanc-
tions against South Africa.
Ibelieve H.R. 4868 may not go far enough,

but it is a beginning and a new direction in our
foreign policy in South Africa. More important-
ly, it is time we demonstrated our commitment
to the principles of freedom and democracy
not only in South Africa, but throughout the
world.

The Senate bill is silent on th question of
the preemption issue, but Istrongly believe
our rule clarifies this issue and establishes
legislative history. Iencourage my colleagues
to support this rule.

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

Mr. WHEAT. Mr. Speaker, just to
make it very clear what the rule actu-
ally does in its second section on pre-
emption, it is not the intent of the
committee, it is not the intent of this
body, to pass any legislation which
grants any new constitutional author-
ity.Itis merely our intent to make it
clear that this legislation does not
impact upon authority that States and
local governments already have. Ifthe
State of California has the right to
pass legislation affecting their own
funds in regard to the situation in
South Africa, then they continue to
have that authority. If the State of
Pennsylvania has the authority, then
they continue to have that authority.

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

Mr. WHEAT. No; Iwillnot yield at
this time.
If the University of Mississippi

system has that authority, then they
will continue to have that authority,
and this legislation has no impact
upon the legal or constitutional au-
thority of any State or local munici-
pality.

The gentleman has asked some very
good questions about what will
happen inSouth Africa, and admitted-
ly this billcajinot guarantee peace in
South Africa. This billdoes not guar-
antee an end to apartheid in South
Africa, but it does guarantee one
thing, that the rest to the world, espe-
cially those suffering in South Africa,
willknow that this Congress witnessed
the eviland would not turn away.

Mr. Speaker, Ihave no further re-
quests for time, and Imove the previ-
ous question on the resolution.

The previous question was ordered.
Mr. SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.

Daniel). The question is on the resolu-
tion,

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

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

Mr. SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi-
dently a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify
absent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic
device, and there were— yeas 292, nays
92, not voting 47, as follows:

[RollNo. 380]

YEAS—292
Akaka Fish Luken
Alexander Plippo Lungren
Anderson Florio MacKay
Andrews Foglietta Mantón
Annunzio Foley Martin(ID

Anthony Ford (TN) Martin (NY)

Applegate Fowler Martinez
Aspin Frank Matsui
AuCoin Franklin Mavroules
Barnard Frenzel Mazzoli
Barnes Fuqua McCain
Bates Gallo McCloskey
Bedell Garcia McCollum
Beilenson Gaydos McCurdy
Bennett Gejdenson McEwen
Bereuter Gibbons McGrath
Berman Glickman McHugh
Bevill Gonzalez McKernan
Biaggi Gordon McMillan
Bliley Gradison Meyers
Boehlert Gray (ID Mica
Boggs Gray (PA) Mikulski
Boland Green Miller (CA)
Bonior(MI) Gregg Miller (WA)

Bonker Guarini Mineta
Borski Gunderson Mitchell
Bosco Hall (OH) Moakley
Brown (CO) Hamilton Mollohan
Bruce Hatcher Montgomery
Bryant Hawkins Moody
Bustamante Hayes Morrison (CT)

Byron Hefner Morrison (WA)

Carper Henry Mrazek
Carr

*
Hertel Murphy

Chandler Hillis Murtha
Chappell Hopkins Natcher
Clay Horton Neal
Clinger Howard Nelson
Coats Hoyer Nichols
Collins Hubbard Nowak
Conte Hughes Oakar
Conyers Hutto Oberstar
Cooper Ireland Obey
Coughlin Jacobs Olin
Courter Jeffords Ortiz
Coyne Jenkins Panetta
Daniel Jones (NO Pease
Darden Jones (TN) Penny
Daschle Kanjorski Perkins
Davis Kaptur Pickle
de la Garza Kasich Price
Dellums Kastenmeier Pursell
Derrick Kemp Rahall
Dicks Kennelly Rangel
Dingell Kildee Ray
DioGuardi Kindness Regula
Dixon Kleczka Reid
Donnelly Kolbe Richardson
Dorgan (ND) Kolter Rinaldo
Dowdy Kostmayer Roberts
Downey LaFalce Robinson
Duncan Lantos Rodino
Durbin Latta Roe
Dwyer Leach (IA) Roemer
Dymally Leath (TX) Rose
Dyson Lehman (CA) Rostenkowski
Early Lehman (FL) Roth
Eckart (OH) Leland Roukema
Edgar Lent Rowland (CT)

Edwards (CA) Levin (MI) Rowland (GA)
English Leviné (CA) Roybal
Erdreich Lewis (CA) Russo
Evans (IA) Lipinski Sabo
Evans (ID Lloyd Savage
Fascell Long Sax ton
Fazio Lowry (WA) Scheuer
Feighan Lujan Schneider

Schuette Stark Weber

Schulze Stokes Weiss
Schumer Studds Wheat
Seiberling Swift Whitley
Sensenbrenner Tallón Whittaker
Sharp Tauke Whitten
Shelby Tauzin Wilson
Sikorski Thomas (GA) Wirth
Sisisky Torres Wise
Skelton Torricelli Wolpe
Slattery Traficant Wortley
Smith (PL) Traxler Wright
Smith (IA) Udall Wyden
Smith (NE) Valentine Wylie
Smith (NJ) Vento Yates
Snowe Visclosky Yatron
Solarz Volkmer Young (PL)

Spratt Waldon Young(MO)
Staggers Walgren Zschau
Stallings Watkins
Stangeland Weaver

NAYS—92
Archer Gingrich Porter
Armey Hall,Ralph Quillen
Badham Hammerschmidt Ridge
Bartlett Hansen Ritter
Barton Hendon Rogers
Bateman Hiler Schaefer
Bentley Holt Shaw
Bilirakis Hunter Shumway
Boulter Hyde Shuster
Broomfield Johnson Siljander
Burton (IN) Kramer Skeen
Callahan Lagomarsino Slaughter
Cheney Lewis (FL) Smith, Denny
Coble Lightfoot (OR)

Coleman (MO) Lott Smith, Robert
Combest Lowery (CA) (NH)

Craig Mack Smith, Robert
Crane Madigan (OR)

Dannemeyer Marlenee Solomon
Daub McCandless Spence
DeLay Michel Stenholm
DeWine Miller (OH) Strang
Dickinson Molinari Stump

Dornan (CA) Monson Sundquist
Dreier Moorhead Sweeney
Eckert (NY) Myers Swindall
Edwards (OK) Nielson Taylor
Emerson Oxley Vander Jagt
Pawell Packard Vucanovich
Fiedler Parris Walker
Fields Pashayan Wolf
Gekas Petri

NOT VOTING-47
Ackerman Crockett Moore
Atkins Ford (MI) Owens
Boner (TN) Frost Pepper
Boucher Gephardt Rudd
Boxer Gilman Schroeder
Breaux Goodling Snyder
Brooks Grotberg St Germain
Brown (CA) Hartnett Stratton
Burton (CA) Huckaby Synar
Campbell Jones (OK) Thomas (CA)

Carney Livingston Towns
Chapman Loeffler Waxman
Chappie Lundine Whitehurst
Cobey Markey Williams
Coelho McDade Young(AK)

Coleman (TX) McKinney

[RollNo. 3803

D 1045

Messrs. DICKINSON, GINGRICH,
PACKARD, and RALPH M. HALL
changed their votes from "yea" to
"nay/'

Mr. FRENZEL changed his vote
from "nay'* to "yea."

So the resolution was agreed to.
The result of the vote was an

nounced as above recorded.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.
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GENERAL LEAVE
Mr. WHEAT. Mr. Speaker, Iask

unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks on the
resolution just adopted.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. (Mr.
Daniel). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Missouri?

There was no objection.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION
Mr. ECKERT of New York. Mr.

Speaker, Iwas surprised to learn this
morning that the Record lists me as
not voting on final passage of the Om-
nibus Drug Act of 1986 last evening.
That is not accurate. Itmust be a me-
chanical mishap.
Iwas present in the Chamber, cast a

vote in the affirmative and voted not
only on final passage but on all bills
yesterday. Iwould like the Record to
reflect my statement, and Iask unani-
mous consent that these remarks be
recorded in the permanent Record im-
mediately following that vote on final
passage of H.R. 5484.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from New York?

There was no objection.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. KORTON. Mr. Speaker, last
night during final passage of the om-
nibus drug bill of 1986, Iwas standing
next to the gentleman from New York,
Mr. Fred Eckert, when the vote was
taken. Isaw the gentleman take his
voting card out and cast his vote on
final passage.
Iknow from my personal conversa-

tion during the vote that he had voted
"yes."
Ilearned this morning that the

Record showed that he had not voted.
That is not accurate; he was present;
he did vote;Iwas a witness to that.

Mr. Speaker, Iask unanimous con-
sent that my remarks be recorded in
the permanent Record immediately
following the vote on the Omnibus
Drug Act of 1986.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from New York?

There was no objection.

PERMISSION FOR SUBCOMMIT-
TEE ON FISHERIES AND WILD-
LIFE CONSERVATION AND THE
ENVIRONMENT AND SUBCOM-
MITTEE ON MERCHANT
MARINE OF THE COMMITTEE
ON MERCHANT MARINE AND
FISHERIES TO SIT ON
WEDNESDAY, SEPTEMBER 17,
1986, DURING THE 5-MINUTE
RULE
Mr. BOSCO. Mr. Speaker, Iask

unanimous consent that the Commit-
tee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries'

Subcommittee on Fisheries and Wild-
life Conservation and the Environ-
ment, in conjunction with the Sub-
committe on Merchant Marine, and by
itself, have permission to sit during
the consideration of legislation under
the 5-minute rule on Wednesday, Sep-
tember 17, 1986.

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

There was no objection.

ANTI-APARTHEID ACT OP 1986
Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Speaker, pursu-

ant to House Resolution 548, Imove to
take from the Speaker's table the bill
(H.R. 4868) to prohibit loans to, other
investments in, and certain other ac-
tivities with respect to, South Africa,
and for other purposes, with a Senate
amendment thereto, and concur in the
Senate amendment.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to House Resolution 548, the
Senate amendment is considered as
having been read.

The text of the Senate amendment
is as follows:

Strike out all after the enacting clause
and insert:

SHORT TITLE

Section 1. This Act may be cited as the
"Comprehensive Anti-Apartheid Act of
1986".

TABLE OF CONTENTS
Sec. 2. The table of contents of this Act is

as follows:
Sec. 1. Short title.
Sec. 2. Table of contents.
Sec. 3. Definitions.
Sec. 4. Purpose.

TITLE I—POLICY OF THE UNITED
STATES WITH RESPECT TO ENDING
APARTHEID

Sec. 101. Policy toward the Government of
South Africa.

Sec. 102. Policy toward the African National
Congress, etc.

Sec. 103. Policy toward the victims ofapart-

heid.
Sec. 104. Policy toward other countries in

Southern Africa.
Sec. 105. Policy toward "frontline"states.
Sec. 106. Policy toward a negotiated settle-

ment.
Sec. 107. Policy toward international coop-

eration on measures to end
apartheid.

Sec. 108. Policy toward necklacing.
Sec. 109. United States Ambassador to meet

with Nelson Mandela.
Sec. 110. Policy toward the recruitment and

training of black South Afri-
cans by United States employ-
ers.

TITLElI—MEASURES TO ASSIST
VICTIMSOF APARTHEID

Sec. 201. Scholarships for the victims of
apartheid.

Sec. 202. Human rights fund.
Sec. 203. Expanding participation in the

South African economy.
Sec. 204. Export-Import Bank of the United

States.
Sec. 205. Labor practices of the United

States Government in South
Africa.

Sec. 206. Welfare and protection of the vic-
tims of apartheid employed by
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the United States.

Sec. 207. Employment practices of United
States nationals in South
Africa.

Sec. 208. Code of Conduct.
Sec. 209. Prohibition on assistance.
Sec. 210. Use of the African Emergency Re-

serve,
Sec. 211. Prohibition on assistance to any

person or group engaging in
"necklacing".

Sec. 212. Participation of South Africa in
agricultural export credit and
promotion programs.

TITLEHI—MEASURES BY THE UNITED
STATES TO UNDERMINEAPARTHEID

Sec. 301. Prohibition on the importation of
krugerrands.

Sec. 302. Prohibition on the importation of
militaryarticles.

Sec. 303. Prohibition on the importation of
products from parastatal orga-

nizations.
Sec. 304. Prohibition on computer exports to

South Africa.
Sec. 305. Prohibition on loans to the Gov-

ernment of South Africa.
Sec. 306. Prohibition on air transportation

withSouth Africa.
Sec. 307. Prohibitions on nuclear trade with

South Africa.
Sec. 308. Government of South Africa bank

accounts.
Sec. 309. Prohibition on importation of ura-

nium and coal from South
Africa.

Sec. 310. Prohibition on new investment in
South Africa.

Sec. 311. Termination of certain provisions.
Sec. 312. Policy toward violence or terror-

ism.
Sec. 313. Termination of tax treaty and pro-

tocol.
Sec. 314. Prohibition on United States Gov-

ernment procurement from
South Africa.

Sec. 315. Prohibition on the promotion of
United States tourism in South
Africa.

Sec. 316. Prohibition on United States Gov-
ernment assistance to, invest-
ment in, or subsidy for trade
with,South Africa.

Sec. 317. Prohibition on sale or export of
items on MuriitionList

Sec. 318. Munitions list sales, notification.
Sec. 319. Prohibition on importation of

South African agricultural
products and food.

Sec. 320. Prohibition on importation of iron
and steel.

Sec. 321. Prohibition on exports of crude oil
and petroleum products.

Sec. 322. Prohibition on cooperation with
the armed forces of South
Africa.

Sec. 323, Prohibition on sugar imports.

TITLEIV—MULTILATERALMEASURES
TO UNDERMINEAPARTHEID

Sec. 401. Negotiating authority.

Sec. 402. Limitation on imports from other
countries.

Sec. 403. Private rightofaction.
TITLEV—FUTURE POLICY TOWARD

SOUTH AFRICA
Sec. 501. Additional measures.
Sec. 502. Liftingofprohibitions.

Sec. 503. Study of health conditions in the
'Tiomelands" areas of South
Africa.

Sec. 504. Reports on South African imports.

Sec. 505. Study and report on the economy
ofsouthern Africa.

Sec, 506. Report on relations between other
industrialized democracies and
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South Africa.

Sec. 507. Study and report on deposit ac-
counts of South African na-
tionals in United States banks.

Sec. 508. Study and report on the violation
of the international embargo
on sale and export of military
articles to South Africa.

Sec. 509. Report on Communist activities in
South Africa.

Sec. 510. Prohibition on the Importation of
Soviet Gold Coins.

Sec. 511. Economic support for disadvan-
taged South Africans.

Sec. 512. Report on the African National
Congress.

TITLE VI-ENFORCEMENT AND
ADMINISTRATIVEPROVISIONS

Sec. 601. Regulatory authority.
Sec. 602. Congressional priority procedures.
Sec. 603. Enforcement and penalties.
Sec. 604. Applicabilityto evasions ofAct.
Sec. 605. Construction ofAct
Sec. 606. State or local anti-apartheid laws,

enforce.
DEFINITIONS

Sec. 3. As used in this Act—
(1) the term "Code of Conduct" refers to

the principles set forth insection 208(a);
(2) the term "controlled South African

entity"means
—

(A) a corporation, partnership, or other
business association or entity organized in
South Africa and owned or controlled, di-
rectly or indirectly, by a national of the
United States; or

(B) a branch, office, agency, or sole propri-
etorship in South Africa of a national of the
United States;

(3) the term "loan"—
(A) means any transfer or extension of

funds or credit on the basis of an obligation

to repay, or any assumption or guarantee of
the obligation of another to repay an exten-
sion offunds or credit, including—

(i)overdrafts,
(ii)currency swaps,
(Hi) the purchase of debt or equity securi-

ties issued by the Government of South
Africa or a South African entity on or after
the date ofenactment ofthis Act,

(ivJ the purchase of a loan made by an-
other person,

(v) the sale of financial assets subject to
an agreement to repurchase, and

(vi) a renewal or refinancing whereby
funds or credits are transferred or extended
to the Government of South Africa or a
South African entity, and

(B)does not include
—

(i) normal short-term trade financing, as
by letters ofcredit or similar trade credits;

(ii) sales on open account in cases where
such sales are normal business practice; or

(Hi) rescheduling of existing loans, ifno
new funds or credits are thereby extended to
a South African entity or the Government of
South Africa;

(4) the term "new investment"
—

(A) means—
(i) a commitment or contribution offunds

or other assets, and
(ii)a loan or other extension ofcredit, and
(B)does not include—
(i) the reinvestment of profits generated by

a controlled South African entity into that
same controlled South African entity or the
investment of such profits in a South Afri-
can entity;

(ii)contributions of money or other assets
where such contributions are necessary to
enable a controlled South African entity to
operate in an economically sound manner,
without expanding its operations; or

(Hi) the ownership or control of a share or
interest in a South African entity or a con-
trolled South African entity or a debt or

equity security issued by the Government of
South Africa or a South African entity
before the date of enactment of this Act, or
the transfer or acquisition of such a share,
interest, or debt or equity security, ifany
such transfer or acquisition does not result
in a payment, contribution of funds or
assets, or credit to a South African entity, a
controlled South African entity, or the Gov-
ernment ofSouth Africa;

(5) the term "national of the United
States" means—

(A) a natural person who is a citizen of
the United States or who owes permanent al-
legiance to the United States or is an alien
lawfully admitted for permanent residence
in the United States, as defined by section
101(a)(20) of the Immigration and National-
ityAct (8 U.S.C. 1101(a)(20)); or

(B) a corporation, partnership, or other
business association which is organized

under the laws of the United States, any

State or territory thereof, or the District of
Columbia;

(6) the term "South Africa'1includes
—

(A) the Republic ofSouth Africa;
(B) any territory under the Administra-

tion, legal or illegal, ofSouth Africa; and
ÍCJ the "bantustans" or "homelands", to

which South African blacks are assigned on
the basis of ethnic origin, including the
Transkei, Bophuthatswana Ciskei, and
Venda; and

(7) the term "South African entity"
means

—
(A) a corporation, partnership, or other

business association or entity organized in
South Africa; or

(B) a branch, office, agency, or sole propri-
etorship inSouth Africa of a person that re-
sides or is organized outside South Africa;

and
(8) the term "United States" includes the

States of the United States, the District of
Columbia, the Commonwealth of Puerto
Rico, and any territory or possession of the
United States.

PURPOSE

Sec. 4. The purpose of this Act is to set
forth a comprehensive and complete frame-
work to guide the efforts of the United States
in helping to bring an end to apartheid in
Soutfi Africa and lead to the establishment
of a nonracial, democratic form of govern-
ment. This Act sets out United States policy
toward the Government of South Africa, the
victims of apartheid, and the other states in
southern Africa. It also provides the Presi-
dent with additional authority to work with
the other industrial democracies to help end
apartheid and establish democracy in South
Africa.
TITLE I—POLICY OF THE UNITED

STATES WITH RESPECT TO ENDING
APARTHEID
POLICY TOWARD THE GOVERNMENT OF SOUTH

AFRICA

Sec. 101. (a) United States policy toward
the Government of South Africa shall be de-
signed to bring about reforms in that system
of government that willlead to the establish-
ment of a nonracial democracy.

(b) The United States will work toward
this goal by encouraging the Government of
South Africa to

—
(1) repeal the present state of emergency

and respect the principle of equal justice

under law for citizens ofall races;
(2) release Nelson Mandela, Govan Mbeki,

Walter Sisulu, black trade union leaders,
and all political prisoners;

(3) permit the free exercise by South Afri-
cans of all races of the right to form politi-
cal parties, express political opinions, and
otherwise participate in the political proc-
ess;

(4) establish a timetable for the elimina-
tion of apartheid laics;

(5) negotiate with representatives of all
racial groups in South Africa the future po-
litical system inSouth Africa; and

(6) end military and paramilitary activi-
ties aimed at neighboring states.

(c) The United States will encourage the
actions set forth in subsection (b) through
economic, political, and diplomatic meas-
ures as set forth in this Act The United
States will adjust its actions toward the
Government of South Africa to reflect the
progress or lack of progress made by the
Government of South Africa in meeting the
goal set forth in subsection (a).

POLICY TOWARD THE AFRICAN NATIONAL
CONGRESS, ETC.

Sec. 102. (a) United States policy toward
the African National Congress, the Pan Afri-
can Congress, and their affiliates shall be
designed to bring about a suspension of vio-
lence that willlead to the start of negotia-

tions designed to bring about a nonracial
and genuine democracy inSouth Africa.

(b) The United States shall work toward
this goal by encouraging the African Nation-
al Congress and the Pan African Congress,
and their affiliates, to

—
(1) suspend terrorist activities so that ne-

gotiations with the Government of South
Africa and other groups representing black
South Africans willbe possible;

(2) make known their commitment to a
free and democratic post-apartheid South
Africa;

(3) agree to enter into negotiations with
the South African Government and other
groups representing black South Africans for
the peaceful solution of the problems of
South Africa;

(4) reexamine their ties to the South Afri-
can Communist Party.

(c) The United States will encourage the
actions set forth in subsection (b) through
political and diplomatic measures. The
United States willadjust its actions toward
the Government of South Africa not only to
reflect progress or lack of progress made by
the Government of South Africa in meeting

the goal set forth in subsection 101(a) but
also to reflect progress gt lack of progress
made by the ANC and other organizations

in meeting the goal set forth in subsection
(a) of this section.

POLICY TOWARD THE VICTIMSOF APARTHEID

Sec. 103. fa) The United States policy
toward the victims of apartheid is to use
economic, political diplomatic, and other
effective means to achieve the removal of the
root cause of their victimization, which is
the apartheid system. In anticipation of the
removal of the system of apartheid and as a
further means of challenging that system, it
is the policy of the United States to assist
these victims of apartheid as individuals
and through organizations to overcome the
handicaps imposed on them by the system of
apartheid and to help prepare them for their
rightfulroles as fullparticipants in the po-
litical, social, economic, and intellectual life
of their country in the post-apartheid South
Africa envisioned by this Act.

(b) The United States will work toward the
purposes ofsubsection (a) by—

(1) providing assistance to South African
victims of apartheid without discrimination
by race, color, sex, religious belief, or politi-

cal orientation, to take advantage of educa-
tional opportunities inSouth Africa and in
the United States to prepare for leadership
positions in a post-apartheid South Africa;

(2) assisting victims ofapartheid;
(3) aiding individuals or groups in South

Africa whose goals are to aid victims of
apartheid or foster nonviolent legal or polit-
ical challenges to the apartheid laws;
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(4) furnishing direct financial assistance
to those whose nonviolent activities had led
to their arrest or detention by the South Af-
rican authorities and (B) to the families of
those killed by terrorist acts such as "neck-
lacings";

(5) intervening at the highest political
levels in South Africa to express the strong
desire of the United States to see the devel-
opment in South Africa of a nonracial
democratic society;

(6) supporting the rights of the victims of
apartheid through political, economic, or
ether sanctions in the event the Government
of South Africa fails to make progress

toward the removal of the apartheid laws
and the establishment of such democracy;

and
(7) supporting the rights of all Africans to

be free of terrorist attacks by setting a time
limit after which the United States will
pursue diplomatic and political measures
against those promoting terrorism and
against those countries harboring such
groups so as to achieve the objectives of this
Act
POLICY TOWARD OTHER COUNTRIES INSOUTHERN

AFRICA

Sec. 104. (a) The United States policy
toward the other countries in the Southern
African region shall be designed to encour-
age democratic forms of government, fullre-
spect for human rights, an end to cross-
border terrorism, political independence,
and economic development.

(b) The United States will work toward the
purposes ofsubsection (a) by—

(1) helping to secure the independence of
Namibia and the establishment of Namibia
as a nonracial democracy in accordance
with appropriate United Nations Security
Council resolutions;

(2) supporting the removal of all foreign
militaryforces from the region;

(3) encouraging the nations of the region

to settle differences through peaceful means;
(4) promoting economic development

through bilateral and multilateral economic
assistance targeted at increasijig opportuni-

ties in the productive sectors of national
economies, with a particular emphasis on
increasing opportunities for nongovernmen-

tal economic activities;
(5) encouraging, and when necessary,

strongly demanding, that all countries of the
region respect the human rights oftheir citi-
zens and noncitizens residing in the coun-
try, and especially the release ofpersons per-
secuted for their political beliefs or detained
without trial;

(6) encouraging, and when necessary,
strongly demanding that all countries of the
region take effective action to end cross-
border terrorism; and
i7) providing appropriate assistance,

within the limitations ofAmerican responsi-

bilities at home and in other regions, to
assist regional economic cooperation and
the development ofinterregional transporta-

tion and other capital facilities necessary
for economic growth.

POLICY TOWARD "FRONTLINE"STATES

Sec. 105. It is the sense of the Congress

that the President should discuss with the
governments of the African "frontline"
states the effects on them of disruptions in
transportation or other economic links
through South Africa and of means of reduc-
ing those effects.

POLICY TOWARD A NEGOTIATED SETTLEMENT
Sec. 106. (aJfIJ United States policy will

seek to promote negotiations among repre-
sentatives of all citizens of South Africa to
determine a future political system that
would permit all citizens to be fullpartici-
pants in the governance of their country.
The United States recognizes that iiriportant

and legitimate political parties in South
Africa include several organizations that
have been banned and will work for the un-
banning of such organizations in order to
permit legitimate political viewpoints to be
represented at such ,negotiations. The
United States also recognizes that some of
the organizations fighting apartheid have
become infiltrated by Communists and that
Communists serve on the governing boards
ofsuch organizations.

(2) To this end, it is the sense of the Con-
gress that the President, the Secretary of
State, or other appropriate high-level United
States officials should meet with the leaders
of opposition organizations of South Africa,
particularly but not limited to those organi-

zations representing the black majority.
Furthermore, the President, in concert with
the major allies of the United States and
other interested parties, should seek to bring
together opposition political leaders with
leaders of the Government of South Africa
for the purpose ofnegotiations to achieve a
transition to the postapartheid democracy

envisioned in this Act.
(b) The United States will encourage the

Government ofSouth Africa and allpartici-
pants to the negotiations to respect the right

of all South Africans to form political par-
ties, express political opinions, and other-
wise participate in the political process
without fear of retribution by either govern-

mental or nongovernmental organizations.
Itis the sense of the Congress that a suspen-
sion of violence is an essential precondition
for the holding of negotiations. The United
States calls upon all parties to the conflict
to agree to a suspension ofviolence.

(c) The United States willwork toward the
achievement of agreement to suspend vio-
lence and begin negotiations through co-
ordinated actions with the major Western
allies and with the governments of the coun-
tries in the region.

(d) Itis the sense of the Congress that the
achievement of an agreement for negotia-
tions could be promoted ifthe United States
and its major allies, such as Great Britain,
Canada, France, Italy, Japan, and West
Germany, would hold a meeting to develop a
four-point plan to discuss with the Govern-
ment ofSouth Africa a proposal forstages of
multilateral assistance to South Africa in
return for the Government of South Africa
implementing—

(1) an end to the state of emergency and
the release of the political prisoners, includ-
ingNelson Mandela;

(2) the unbanning of the African National
Congress, the Pan African Congress, the
Black Consciousness Movement, and all
other groups willingto suspend terrorism
and to participate in negotiations and a
democratic process;

(3) a revocation of the Group Areas Act
and the Population Registration Act and the
granting of universal citizenship to all
South Africans, including homeland resi-
dents; and

(4) the use of the international offices of a
third party as an intermediary to bring
about negotiations with the object of the es-
tablishment ofpower-sharing with the black
majority.

POLIC V TO WARDINTERNA TIONALCOOPERA TION
ONMEASURES TO END APARTHEID

Sec. 107. (a) The Congress finds that—
(1) international cooperation is a prereq-

uisite to an effective anti-apartheid policy

and to the suspension of terrorism in South
Africa;and

(2) the situation in South Africa consti-
tutes an emergency in international rela-
tions and that action is necessary for the
protection of the essential security interests
of the United States.
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(b) Accordingly, the Congress urges the

President to seek such cooperation among

all individuals, groups, and nations.
POLICY TOWARD NECKLACING

Sec. 108. It is the sense of the Congress

that the African National Congress should
strongly condemn and take effective actions
against the execution by fire, commonly

known as "necklacing", of any person in
any country.

UNITED STATES AMBASSADOR TO MEET WITH
NELSON MANDELA

Sec. 109. It is the sense of the Senate that
the United States Ambassador should
promptly make a formal request to the South
African Government for the United States
Ambassador to meet withNelson Mandela.
POLICY TOWARD THE RECRUITMENT AND TRAIN-

ING OF BLACK SOUTH AFRICANS BY UNITED
STATES EMPLOYERS
Sec. 110. (a) The Congress finds that—
(1) the policy of apartheid is abhorrent

and morally repugnant;
(2) the United States believes strongly in

the principles of democracy and individual
freedoms;

(3) the United States endorses the policy of
political participation ofall citizens;

(4) a free, open, and vital economy is a
primary means for achieving social equality
and economic advancement for all citizens;

and
(5) the United States is committed to a

policy of securing and enhancing human
rights and individual dignity throughout

the world.
(b) It is the sense of the Congress that

United States employers operating in South
Africa are obliged both generally to actively
oppose the policy and practices of apartheid
and specifically to engage in recruitment
and training of black and colored South Af-
ricans for management responsibilities.

TITLE lI—MEASURES TO ASSIST
VICTIMSOF APARTHEID

SCHOLARSHIPS FOR THE VICTIMSOF APARTHEID

Sec. 201. (a) Section 105(b) of the Foreign

Assistance Act of1961 is amended—
(1) by inserting "(1)"after "(b)";and
(2) by adding at the end thereof the follow-

ingnew paragraph:
"(2)(A)(i)Of the amounts authorized to be

appropriated to carry out this section for
the fiscal years 1987, 1988, and 1989, not less
than $4,000,000 shall be used in each such
fiscal year to finance education, training,

and scholarships for the victims of apart-
heid, including teachers and other educa-
tional professionals, who are attending uni-
versities and colleges in South Africa.
Amounts available to carry out this sub-
paragraph shall be provided in accordance
with the provisions of section 802 (c) of the
International Security and Development Co-
operation Act of1985.

"(it)Funds made available for each such
fiscal year for purposes of chapter 4 of part
IIof this Act may be used to finance such
education, training, and scholarships in
lieu of an equal amount made available
under this subparagraph.

"(BHi) In addition to amounts used for
purposes of subparagraph (A), the agency
primarily responsible for administering this
part, in collaboration with other appropri-
ate departments or agencies of the United
States, shall use assistance provided under
this section or chapter 4 of part IIof this
Act to finance scholarships for students pur-
suing secondary school education in South
Africa. The selection of scholarship recipi-

ents shall be by a nationwide panel or by re-
gional panels appointed by the United
States chief of diplomatic mission to South
Africa.
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"Hi)Of the amounts authorized to be ap-

propriated to carry out this section and
chapter 4 ofpart IIof this Actfor the fiscal
years 1987, 1988, and 1989, up to an aggre-
gate of $1,000,000 may be used ineach such
fiscal year for purposes of this subpara-
graph.

"(OH) In addition to the assistance au-
thorized in subparagraph (A), the agency
primarily responsible for administering this
part shall provide assistance for inservice
teacher training programs in South Africa
through such nongovernmental organisa-
tions as TOPS or teachers' unions.

"(ii)Of the amounts authorized to be ap-
propriated to carry out this section and
chapter 4 ofpart IIof this Act, up to an ag-
gregate of $500,000 for the fiscal year 1987
and up to an aggregate of $1,000,000 for the
fiscal year 1988 may be used for purposes of
this subparagraph, subject to standard pro-
cedures forproject review and approval ".

fb) The Foreign Assistance Act of1961 is
amended by inserting after section 116 the
following new section:

"Sec. 117. Assistance for Disadvantaged
South Africans.— ln providing assistance
under this chapter or under chapter 4 of
part IIof this Act for disadvantaged South
Africans, priority shall be given to working
with and through South African nongovern-
mental organizations whose leadership and
staff are selected on a nonracial basis, and
which have the support of the disadvan-
taged communities being served. The meas-
ure of this community support shall be the
willingness of a substantial number of dis-
advantaged persons to participate in activi-
ties sponsored by these organizations. Such
organizations to which such assistance may
be provided include the Educational Oppor-

tunities Council, the South African Institute
of Race Relations, READ, professional
teachers' unions, the Outreach Program of
the University of the Western Cape, the
Funda Center in Soweto, SACHED, UPP
Trust, TOPS, the Wilgespruit Fellowship
Center (WFC), and civic and other organi-
zations working at the community level
which do not receive funds from the Govern-
ment ofSouth Africa.".

HUMANRIGHTS FUND

Sec. 202. (a) Section 116(e)(2)(A) of the
Foreign Assistance Act of1961 is amended—

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

(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".

(b) Section 116 of such Act is amended by
adding at the end thereof the following new
subsection:

"(f)(l) Of the funds made available to
carry out subsection (e)(2)(A) for each fiscal
year, not less than $500,000 shall be used for
direct legal and other assistance to political
detainees and prisoners and their families,
including the investigation of the killingof
protesters and prisoners, and for support for
actions of black-led community organiza-
tions to resist, through nonviolent means,
the enforcement of apartheid policies such
as—

"(A) removal of black populations from
certain geographic areas on account of race
or ethnic origin,

"(B) denationalization of blacks, includ-
ing any distinctions between the South Afri-
can citizenships ofblacks and whites,

"(C) residence restrictions based on race
or ethnic origin,

"(D) restrictions on the rights of blacks to
seek employment in South Africa and to live
wherever they find employment in South
Africa, and

"(E) restrictions which make it impossible
for black employees and their families to be

housed in family accommodations near
their place ofemployment

"(2XA) No grant under this subsection
may exceed $100,000.

"(B) The average of all grants under this
paragraph made inany fiscal year shall not
exceed $70,000.

"(g) Of the funds made available to carry
out subsection (e)(2)(A) for each fiscal year,
$175,000 shall be used for direct assistance
to families of victims of violence such as
'necklacing* and other such inhumane acts.
An additional $175,000 shall be made avail-
able to black groups in South Africa which
are actively working toward a multi-racial
solution to the sharing ofpolitical power in
that country through nonviolent, construc-
tive means. ".

EXPANDING PARTICIPATIONINTHESOUTH
AFRICANECONOMY

Sec. 203. (a) The Congress declares that—
Í1J the denial under the apartheid laws of

South Africa of the rights of South African
blacks and other nonwhites to have the op-
portunity 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 in minority-dominated business-
es,

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 Code of
Conduct to assure that South African blacks
and other nonwhites are given assistance in
gaining their rightfulplace in the South Af-
rican 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) Notwithstanding any other provision
of law, 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 percent
beneficial ownership by South African
blacks or other nonwhite South Africans.

EXPORT-IMPORT BANKOF THE UNITED STATES
Sec. 204. Section 2(b)(9) of the Export-

Import Bank Actof1945 is amended—
(1) by striking out "(9) In"and inserting

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

(2) by adding at the end thereof the follow-
ing:

"(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 non-
white South Africans. The certification re-
quirement contained in clause (c) of sub-
paragraph (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. 205. fa) Itis the sense of the Congress
that the labor practices used by the United
States Government—

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

residence funds of South Africans and em-
ployees of South African organizations for
their long-term employment services on
behalf ofthe United States Government, and

(3) for the employment services of South
Africans arranged by contract,

should represent the best of labor practices

in the United Slates and should serve as a
model for the labor practices ofnationals of
the United States inSouth Africa.

(b> The Secretary of State and any other
head of a department or agency of the
United States carrying out activities in
South Africa shall promptly take, without
regard to any provision of law, the neces-
sary steps to ensure that the labor practices
applied to the employment services de-
scribed inparagraphs (1) through (3) of sub-
section (a) are governed by the Code of Con-
duct Nothing in this section shall be con-
strued to grant any employee of the United
States the right to strike.

WELFARE ANDPROTECTION OF VICTIMS OF

APARTHEID BYTHE UNITED STATES

Sec. 206. (a) The Secretary of State shall
acquire, through lease or purchase, residen-
tial properties in the Republic of South
Africa that shall be made available, at rents
that are equitable, to assist victims of apart-
heid who are employees of the United States
Government inobtaining adequate housing.

Such properties shall be acquired only in
neighborhoods which would be open to occu-
pancy by other employees of the United
States Government inSouth Africa.

(b) There are authorized to be appropri-

ated $10,000,000 for the fiscal year 1987 to
carry out the purposes of this section.

EMPLOYMENTPRACTICES OF UNITED STATES
NATIONALSINSOUTHAFRICA

Sec. 207. (a) Any national of the United
States that employs more than 25 persons in
South Africa shall take the necessary steps

to insure that the Code of Conduct is imple-
mented.

(b) No department or agency of the United
States may intercede with any foreign gov-
ernment or foreign national regarding the
export marketing activities in any country

ofany national of the United States employ-
ing more than 25 persons in South Africa
that is not implementing the Code of Con-
duct

CODE OF CONDUCT
Sec. 208. fa) The Code of Conduct referred

to in sections 203, 205, 207, and 603 of this
Act is as follows:

(1) desegregating the races ineach employ-
ment facility;

(2) providing equal employment opportu-
nityfor all employees without regard to race
or ethnic origin;

(3) assuring that the pay system is applied
to all employees without regard to race or
ethnic origin;

(4) establishing a minimum wage and
salary structure based on the appropriate

local minimum economic level which takes
into account the needs of employees and
their families;

(5) increasing by appropriate means the
number ofpersons inmanagerial, superviso-
ry, administrative, clerical, and technical
jobs who are disadvantaged by the apartheid
system for the purpose of significantly in-
creasing their representation insuch jobs;

(6) taking reasonable steps to improve ¿he
quality of employees' lives outside the work
environment with respect to housing, trans-
portation, schooling, recreation, and health;

and
(7) implementing fair labor practices by

recognizing the right of all employees, re-
gardless 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) It is the sense of the Congress that in
addition to the principles enumerated in
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subsection fa), nationals of the United
States subject to seciiori 207 should seek to
comply with the followingprinciple; taking
reasonable measures to extend the scope of
influence on activities outside the work-
place, including—

(1) supporting the unrestricted rights of
black businesses to locate in urban areas;

(2) influencing other companies in South
Africa tofollow the standards ofequal rights
principles;

(3) supporting the freedom of mobility of
black workers to seek employment opportu-
nities wherever they exist, and make provi-
sion for adequate housing for familiesof em-
ployees within the proximity of workers' em-
ployment; and

(4) supporting the rescission of all apart-
heid laws.

(c) The President may issue additional
guidelines and criteria to assist persons wlio
are or may be subject to section 207 in com-
plying with the principles set forth in sub-
section (a) of this section. The President
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 sub-
ject to this section or would be considered to
be in compliance with the principles set
forth insubsection (a).

(d) The President may require allnation-
als of the United States referred to insection
207 to register with the United States Gov-
ernment

(c) Notwithstanding any other provision
of law, the President may enter into con-
tracts with one or more private organiza-
tions or individuals to assist in implement-
ing this section.

PROHIBITIONONASSISTANCE
Sec. 209. No assistance may be provided

under this Act to any group which main-
tains within its ranks any individual who
has been found to engage ingross violations
of internationally recognized human rights
(as defined insection 502B(d)(l) of the For-
eign Assistance Act of1961).

USE OF THEAFRICAN EMERGENCY RESERVE
Sec. 210. Whenever the President deter-

mines that such action is necessary or ap-
propriate to meet food shortages insouthern
Africa, the President is authorised to utilize
the existing, authorized, and funded reserve
entitled the "Emergency Reserve for African
Famine Relief" to provide food assistance
and transportation for that assistance.
PROHIBITIONONASSISTANCE TO ANYPERSON OR

GROUP ENGAGING IN "NECKLACING"
Sec. 211. No assistance may be provided

under this Act, the Foreign Assistance Act of
1961, or any other provision of law to any
individual, group, organization, or member
thereof, or entity that directly or indirectly
engages in, advocates, supports, or approves
the practice of execution by fire, commonly
known as "necklacing",
PARTICIPATIONOF SOUTH AFRICA INAGRICULTUR-

ALEXPORT CREDIT ANDPROMOTION PROGRAMS
Sec. 212. Notwithstanding any other pro-

vision of this Act or any other provision of
law, the Secretary ofAgriculture may permit
South Africa to participate in agricultural
export credit and promotion programs con-
ducted by the Secretary at similar levels,
and under similar terms and conditions, as
other countries that have traditionally pur-
chased United States agricultural commod-
ities and the products thereof.
TITLE III—MEASURES BYTHE UNITED
STATES TO UNDERMINEAPARTHEID

PROHIBITION ON THE IMPORTATIONOF
KRUGERRANDS

Sec, 301. No person, including a bank,
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 ofSouth Africa,

PROHIBITION ONTHE IMPORTATION OF MILITARY

ARTICLES
Sec, 302. No arms, ammunition, or mili-

tary vehicles produced in South Africa or
any manufacturing data for such articles
may be imported into the United States,

PROHIBITIONON THEIMPORTATIONOFPRODUCTS
FROM PARASTATAL ORGANIZATIONS

Sec. 303. (a) Notwithstanding any other
provision of law, no article which is grown,
produced, manufactured by, marketed, or
otherwise exported by a parastatal organiza-

tion of South Africa may be imported into
the United States, (1) except for agricultural
products during the 12 month period from
the date of enactment; and (2) except for
those strategic minerals for which the Presi-
dent has certified to the Congress that the
Quantities essential for the economy or de-
fense of the United States are unavailable
from reliable and secure suppliers and
except for any article to be imported pursu-
ant to a contract entered into before August
15, 1986: Provided, That no shipments may
be received by a national of the United
States under such contract after April 1,
1987.

fbJ For purposes of this section, the term
"parastatal organization" means a corpora-
tion or partnership owned or controlled or
subsidized by the Government of South
Africa, but does not mean a corporation or
partnership which previously received start-
up assistance from the South African Indus-
trial Development Corporation but which is
now privately owned.
PROHIBITIONONCOMPUTER EXPORTS TOSOUTH

AFRICA
Sec. 304. (a) No computers, computer soft-

ware, or goods or technology intended to
manufacture or service computers may be
exported to or for use by any of the following

entities of the Government of South Africa:
(1) The military.
(2) The police.
(3) The prison system.
(4) The national security agencies.
(5) ARMSCOR and its subsidiaries or the

weapons research activities of the Council
for Scientific and Industrial Research.

(6) TJie administering authorities for con-
trolling the movements of the victims of
apartheid.

(7)Any apartheid enforcing agency.
(8) Any local, regional, or homelands gov-

ernment entity which performs any function
of any entity described in paragraphs (1)
through (7).

(b)(l) Computers, computer software, and
goods or technology intended to service com-
puters may be exported, directly or indirect-
ly, to or for use by an entity of the Govern-
ment of South Africa other than those set
forth in subsection (a) only ifa system of
end use verification is in effect to ensure
that the computers involved willnot be used
for any function of any entity set forth in
subsection (a).

(2) The Secretary of Commerce may pre-
scribe such rules and regulations as may be
necessary to carry out this section.
PROHIBITIONONLOANS TO THE GOVERNMENT OF

SOUTHAFRICA
Sec. 305. ia) No national of the United

States may make or approve any loan or
other extension of credit, directly or indi-
rectly, to the Government ofSouth Africa or
to any corporation, partnership or other or-
ganization which is owned or controlled by
the Government ofSouth Africa.

(b) The prohibition contained in subsec-
tion (a) shall not apply to—

(Da loan or extension of credit for any
education, housing, or humanitarian bene-
fit which—

(A) is available to allpersons on a nondis-
criminatory basis; or

PROHIBITION ONTHE IMPORTATION OF MILITARY

ARTICLES

September 12, 1986
ÍB) is available in a geographic arca ac-

cessible to all population groups toithout
any legal or administrative restriction; or

$2) a loan or extension of credit for which
an agreement is entered into before the date
ofenactment of this Act.

PROHIBITIONONAIR TRANSPORTATION WITH
SOUTH AFRICA

Sec. 306. (aid) The President shall imme-
diately notify the Government of South
Africa of his intention to suspend the rights

of any air carrier designated by the Govern-
ment of South Africa under the Agreement
Between the Government of the United
States of America and the Government of
the Union of South Africa Relating to Air
Services Between Their Respective Territo-
ries, signed May 23, 1947, to service the
routes provided in the Agreement.

(2) Ten days after the date ofenactment of
this Act, the President shall direct the Secre-
tary of Transportation to revoke the right of
any air carrier designated by the Govern-
ment of South Africa under the Agreement to
provide service pursuant to the Agreement

(3) Ten days after the date of enactment of
this Act, the President shall direct the Secre-
tary of Transportation not to permit or oth-
erwise designate any United States air car-
rier to provide service between the United
States and South Africa pursuant to the
Agreement

(b)(l) Tfie Secretary of State shall termi-
nate the Agreement Between the Govern-
ment of the United States of America and
the Government of the Union of South
Africa Relating to Air Services Between
Their Respective Territories, signed May 23,
1947, in accordance with the provisions of
that agreement

(2) Upon termination of such agreement,

the Secretary of Transportation shall pro-
hibit ajiy aircraft of a foreign air carrier
owned, directly or indirectly, by the Govern-
ment of South Africa or by South African
nationals from engaging in air transporta-

tion with respect to the United States.
(3) The Secretary of Transportation shall

prohibit the takeoff and landing in South
Africa of any aircraft by an air carrier
owned, directly or indirectly, or controlled
by a national of the United States or by any
corporation or other entity organized under
the laws of the United States or of any State,

(c) The Secretary of Transportation may
provide for such exceptions from the prohi-

bition contained in subsection (a) or <b) as
the Secretary considers necessary to provide

for emergencies in which the safety of an
aircraft or its crew or passengers is threat-
ened.

(dJ For purposes of this section, the terms
''aircraft*', "air transportation", and "for-
eign air carrier 3

'
have the meanings given

those terms in section 101 of the Federal
Aviation Act of1958 (49 U.S.C. 1301).

PROHIBITIONS ONNUCLEAR TRADE WITH SOUTH

AFRICA
Sec. 307. (a) Notwithstanding any other

provision oflaw
—

(1) the Nuclear Regulatory Commission
shall not issue any license for the export to
South Africa ofproduction or utilisation fa-
cilities, any source or special nuclear mate-
rial or sensitive nuclear technology, or any
component parts, items, or substances which
the Commission has determined, pursuant

to section 109b. of the Atomic Energy Act, to
be especially relevant from the standpoint of
export control because of their significance

for nuclear explosive purposes;
(2) the Secretary of Commerce shall not

issue any license for the export to South
Africa of any goods or technology which
have been determined, pursuant to section
309(c) of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Act

(B) is available in a geographic area ac-
cessible to all population groups toithout
any legal or administrative restriction; or
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of1978, to be of significance for nuclear ex-
plosive purposes for use in, or judged by the
President to be likely to be diverted to, a
South African production or utilization fa-
cility;

(3) the Secretary of Energy shall not,
under section 57b. (2) of the Atomic Energy
Act, authorize any person to engage, directly
or indirectly, in the production of special
nuclear material inSouth Africa;and

(4) no goods, technology, source or special
nuclear material, facilities, components,
items, or substances referred to in clauses
(1/ through (3) shall be approved by the Nu-
clear Regulatory Commission or an execu-
tive branch agency for retransfer to South
Africa,
unless the Secretary of State determines and
certifies to the Speaker of the House of Rep-
resentatives and the chairman of the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations of the Senate
that the Government of South Africa is a
party to the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation
of Nuclear Weapons, done at Washington,
London, and Moscow on July 1, 1968, or oth-
erwise maintains International Atomic
Energy Agency safeguards on all its peaceful
nuclear activities, as defined in the Nuclear
Non-Proliferation Act of1978.

(b) Nothing in this section shall preclude
—

(1) any export, retransfer, or activity gen-
erally licensed or generally authorized by

the Nuclear Regulatory Commission or the
Department ofCommerce or the Department

ofEnergy; or
(2) assistance for the purpose of develop-

ing or applying International Atomic
Energy Agency or United States bilateral
safeguards, for International Atomic Energy
Agency programs generally available to its
member states, for reducing the use ofhighly
enriched uranium in research or test reac-
tors, or for other technical programs for the
purpose ofreducing proliferation risks, such
as programs to extend the lifeof reactor fuel
and activities envisaged by section 223 of
the Nuclear Waste Policy Act of 1982 or
which are necessary for humanitarian rea-
sons to protect the public health and safety.

(c) Tfie prohibitions contained in subsec-
tion (a/ shall not apply with respect to a
particular export, retransfer, or activity, or
a group of exports, retransfers, or activities,
if the President determines that to apply the
prohibitions would be seriously prejudicial
to the achievement of United States nonpro-
liferation objectives or would otherwise
jeopardize the common defense and security
ofthe United States and, ifat least 60 days
before the initialexport, retransfer, or activ-
ity is carried out, the President submits to
the Speaker of the House of Representatives

and the chairman of the Committee on For-
eign Relations of the Senate a report setting

forth that determination, together with his
reasons therefor.
GOVERNMENT OF SOUTH AFRICA SANKACCOUNTS

Sec. 308. fa) A United States depository in-
stitution may not accept, receive, or hold a
deposit account from the Government of
South Africa or from any agency or entity
owned or controlled by the Govenunent of
South Africa except for such accounts which
may be authorized by the President for dip-
lomatic or consular purposes. For purposes
of the preceding sentence, the term "deposi-
tory institution" has the same meaning as
in section 19(bHl) of the Federal Reserve
Act.

(b) The prohibition contained in subsec-
tion (a) shall take effect 45 days after the
date ofenactment of this Act
PROHIBITION ON IMPORTATION OF URANIUMAND

COAL FROM SOUTH AFRICA

Sec. 309. (a) Notwithstanding any other
provision oflaw, no—

<1> uranium ore,

(2) uranium oxide,
(3) coal, or
(4) textiles,

that is produced or manufactured in South
Africa may be imported into the United
States.

(b) This section shall take effect 90 days
after the date ofenactment ofthis Act

PROHIBITION ONNEW INVESTMENTINSOUTH

AFRICA

Sec. 310. (a) No national of the United
States may, directly or through another
person, make any new investment in South
Africa.

fb) The prohibition contained in subsec-
tion fa) shall take effect 45 days after the
date ofenactment of this Act.

fc) The prohibition contained in this sec-
tion shall not apply to a firm owned by
black South Africans.

TERMINATION OF CERTAINPROVISIONS

Sec. 311. fa) This title and sections 501 fc)

and 504fb) shall terminate if the Govern-
ment ofSouth Africa—

fl)releases allpersons persecuted for their
political beliefs or detained unduly without
trial and Nelson Mandela fromprison;

(2) repeals the state of emergency in effect
on the date of enactment of this Act and re-
leases all detainees held under such state of
emergency;

f3) unbans democratic political parties

and permits the free exercise by South Afri-
cans of all races of the right to form politi-

cal parties, express political opinions, and
otherwise, participate in the political proc-
ess;

(4) repeals the Group Areas Act and the
Population Registration Act and institutes
no other measures with the same purposes;
and

f5) agrees to enter into good faith negotia-
tions with truly representative members of
the black majority without preconditions.

fb) The President may suspend or modify
any of the measures required by this title or
section 501fc) or section 504 fb) thirty days
after he determines, and so reports to the
Speaker ofthe House ofRepresentatives arid
the chairman of the Committee on Foreign
Relations of the Senate, that the Govern-
ment ofSouth Africa has—

fl) taken the action described in para-
graph fl)ofsubsection fa),

(2) taken three of the four actions listed in
paragraphs f2) through f5) ofsubsection fa),
and

f3) made substantial progress toward dis-
mantling the system of apartheid and estab-
lishinga nonracial democracy,

unless the Congress enacts within such 30-
day period, in accordance with section 602
of this Act, a joint resolution disapproving

the determination of the President under
this subsection,

fc) It is the policy of the United States to
support the negotiations with the represent-

atives of all communities as envisioned in
this Act. If the South African Government
agrees to enter into negotiations without
preconditions, abandons unprovoked vio-
lence against its opponents, commits itself
to a free and democratic post-apartheid
South Africa under a code of law; and if
nonetheless the African National Congress,
the Pan African Congress, or their affiliates,
or other organizations, refuse to participate;
or ifthe African National Congress, the Pan
African Congress or other organizations—

fl)refuse to abandon unprovoked violence
during such negotiations; and

f2) refuse to commit themselves to a free
and democratic post-apartheid South Africa
under a code oflaw,

then the United States willsupport negotia-

tions which do not include these organiza-

tions.

POLICY TOWARD VIOLENCE OR TERRORISM

Sec. 312. fa) United States policy toward
violence inSouth Africa shall be designed to
bring about an immediate end to such vio-
lence and to promote negotiations conclud-
ing with a removal of the system of apart-
heid and the establishment of a non-racial
democracy inSouth Africa.

fb) The United States shall work toward
this goal by diplomatic and other measures
designed to isolate those who promote ter-
rorist attacks on unarmed civilians or those
who provide assistance to individuals or
groups promoting such activities.

fc) The Congress declares that the abhor-
rent practice of "neckladng" and other
equally inhumane acts which have been
practices in South Africa by blacks against
fellow blacks are an affront to all through-

out the world who value the rights of indi-
viduals to live in an atmosphere free from
fear ofviolent reprisals.

TERMINATION OF TAX TREATYAND PROTOCOL

Sec. 313. The Secretary of State shall ter-
minate immediately the following conven-
tion and protocol, in accordance with its
terms, the Convention Between the Govern-
ment of the United States of America and
the Government of the Union of South
Africa for the Avoidance ofDouble Taxation
and forEstablishing Rules ofReciprocal Ad-
ministrative Assistance With Respect to
Taxes on Income, done at Pretoria on De-
cember 13, 1946, and the protocol relating

thereto.
PROHIBITION ON UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT

PROCUREMENT FROM SOUTHAFRICA

Sec. 314. On or after the date ofenactment
of this Act, no department, agency or any

other entity of the United States Govern-
ment may enter into a contract for the pro-
curement of goods or services from parasta-

tal organizations except for items necessary

for diplomatic and consular purposes.
PROHIBITION ONTHEPROMOTION OF UNITED

STATES TOURISMINSOUTH AFRICA
Sec. 315. None of the funds appropriated

or otherwise made available by any provi-
sion of law may be available to promote
United States tourism inSouth Africa.
PROHIBITION ON UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT

ASSISTANCE TO, INVESTMENT IN, OR SUBSIDY
FGR TRADE WITH, SOUTH AFRICA

Sec. 316. None of the funds appropriated
or otherwise made available by any provi-
sion oflaw may be available for any assist-
ance to investment in, or any subsidy for
trade with, South Africa, including but not
limited to funding for trade missions in
South Africa and for participation in exhi-
bitions and trade fairs inSouth Africa.

PROHIBITION ONSALE OR EXPORT OFITEMS ON
MUNITIONSLIST

Sec. 317. (a) Except as provided insubsec-
tion (b), no item contained on the United
States MunitionList which is subject to the
jurisdiction of the United States may be ex-
ported to South Africa.

fb) Subsection fa) does not apply to any

item which is not covered by the United Na-
tions Security Council Resolution 418 of No-
vember 4, 1977, and which the President de-
termines is exported solely for commercial
purposes and not exported for use by the
armed forces, police, or other security forces
ofSouth Africa or for other militaryuse.

fc) The President shall prepare and submit
to Congress every six months a report de-
scribing any license issued pursuant to sub-
section (b).

MUNITIONSLISTSALES, NOTIFICATION
Sec. 318. (a) Notwithstanding any other

provision of this Act, the President shall:
fi) notify the Congress of his intent to

allow the export to South Africa any item
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which is on the United States Munition List
and which is not covered by the Wnited Na-
tions Security Council Resolution 418 ofNo-
vember 4, 1977, and

Hi) certify that such item shall be used
solely for commercial purposes and not ex-
ported for use by the armed forces, police, or
other security forces of South Africa or for
other militaryuse.

(b) The Congress shall have 30 calendar
days of continuous session (computed as
provided in section 906(b) of title 5, United
States Code) to disapprove by joint resolu-
tion of any such sale.

PROHIBITIONONIMPORTATIONOF SOUTH
AFRICANAGRICULTURALPRODUCTS ANDFOOD

Sec. 319. Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision oflaw, no;

(1) agricultural commodity, product, by-
product ofderivitive thereof,

(2) article that is suitable for human con-
sumption, that is a product of South Africa
may be imported into the customs territory
of the United States after the date of enact-
ment of this Act.

PROHIBITIONONIMPORTATION OFIRON AND

STEEL

Sec. 320. Notwithstandig any other provi-
sion of law, no iron or steel produced in
South Africa may be imported into the
United States.

PROHIBITIONON EXPORTS OF CRUDE OIL AND

PETROLEUM PRODUCTS
Sec. 321. (a) No crude oilor refined petro-

leum product which is subject to the juris-
diction of the United States or which is ex-
ported by a person subject to the jurisdic-
tion of the United States may be exported to
South Africa.

(b) Subsection (a) does not apply to any
export pursuant to a contract entered into
before the date ofenactment of this Act.
PROHIBITION ON COOPERATION WITH THE ARMED

FORCES OF SOUTH AFRICA

Sec. 322. No agency or entity of the United
States may engage in any form of coopera-
tion, direct or indirect, with the armed
forces of the Government of South Africa,
except activities which are reasonably de-
signed to facilitate the collection of neces-
sary intelligence. Each such activity shall be
considered a significant anticipated intelli-
gence activity for purposes of section 501 of
the National Security Act of1947.

PROHIBITIONS ONSUGAR IMPORTS
Sec. 323. (a)(l)Notwithstanding any other

provision of law, no sugars, sirups, or mo-
lasses that are products of the Republic of
South Africa may be imported into the
United States after the date ofenactment of
this Act.

(2) The aggregate quantity of sugars,
sirups, and molasses that—

(A)are products of the Philippines, and
(B) may be imported into the United

States (determined without regard to this
paragraph) under any limitation imposed
by law on the quantity of all sugars, sirups,
and molasses that may be imported into the
United States during any period of time oc-
curring after the date of enactment of this
Act,

shall be increased by the aggregate quantity

of sugars, sirups, and molasses that are
products of the Republic of South Africa
which may have been imported into the
United States under such limitation during
such period if this section did not apply to
such period.

(b)(l) Paragraph (c)(i) of headnote 3 of
subpart A of part 10 of schedule 1 of the
Tariff Schedules of the United States is
amended—

(A) by striking out "13.5" in the item relat-
ing to the Phüippines in the table and in-
serting in lieu thereof "15.8", and

(B)by striking out the item relating to the
Republic ofSouth Africa in the table.

f2)Paragraph <c) of headnote 3of subpart
A of part 10 of schedule 1 of the Tariff
Schedules of the United States is amended
by adding at the end thereof the following
new subparagraph:

"(iii) Notwithstanding any authority
given to the United States Trade Represent-
ative under paragraphs (c) and (gJ of this
headnote

—
"(A)the percentage allocation made to the

Philippines under this paragraph may not
be reduced, and

"(B) no allocation may be made to the Re-
public ofSouth Africa,

in allocating any limitation imposed under
any paragraph of this headnote on the quan-
tity of sugars, sirups, and molasses de-
scribed in items 155.20 and 155.30 which
may be entered. ".

TITLEIV—MULTILATERALMEASURES
TO UNDERMINE APARTHEID

NEGOTIATING AUTHORITY
Sec. 401. (a) It is the policy of the United

States to seek international cooperative
agreements with the other industrialized de-
mocracies to bring about the complete dis-
mantling of apartheid. Sanctions imposed
under such agreements should be both direct
and officialexecutive or legislative acts of
governments. The net economic effect of
such cooperative should be measurably
greater than the net economic effect of the
measures imposed by this Act.

(b)(l)Negotiations to reach international
cooperative arrangements with the other in-
dustrialized democracies and other trading
partners of South Africa on measures to
bring about the complete dismantling of
apartheid should begin promptly and should
be concluded not later than 180 days from
the enactment of this Act During this
period, the President or, at his direction, the
Secretary of State should convene an inter-
national conference of the other industrial-
ized democracies in order to reach coopera-
tive agreements to impose sanctions against

South Africa to bring about the complete
dismantling ofapartheid.

(2) The President shall, not less than 180
days after the date of enactment of this Act,
submit to the Congress a report contain-
ing—

(A) a description of United States efforts
to negotiate multilateral measures to bring
about the complete dismantling of apart-
heid; and

(B)a detailed description of economic and
other measures adopted by the other indus-
trialized countries to bring about the com-
plete dismantling ofapartheid, includingan
assessment of the stringency with which
such measures are enforced by those coun-
tries.

(c) If the President successfully concludes
an international agreement described in
subsection (b)(l), he may, after such agree-
ment enters into force with respect to the
United States, adjust, modify, or otherwise
amend the measures imposed under any pro-
vision of sections 301 through 310 to con-
form with such agreement.

(d) Each agreement submitted to the Con-
gress under this subsection shall enter into
force with respect to the United States if
(and only if)—

(1) the President, not less than 30 days
before the day on which he enters into such
agreement, notifies the House ofRepresenta-

tives and the Senate ofhis intention to enter
into such an agreement, and promptly there-
after publishes notice of such intention in
the Federal Register;

(2) after entering into the agreement, the
President transmits to the House of Repre-
sentatives and to the Senate a document
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containing a copy of the final legal text of
such agreement, together with—

(A) a description of any administrative
action proposed to implement such agree-

ment and an explanation as to how the pro-
posed administrative action would change

or affect existing law, and
(B) a statement of his reasons as to how

the agreement serves the interest of United
States foreign policy and as to why the pro-
posed administrative action is required or
appropriate to carry out the agreement; and

(3) a joint resolution approving suck
agreement has been enacted within 30 days

of transmittal ofsuch document to the Con-
gress.

(c) It is the sense of the Congress that the
President should instruct the Permanent
Representative of the United States to the
United Nations to propose that the United
Nations Security Council, pursuant to Arti-
cle 41 of the United Nations Charter, impose
measures against South Africa of the same
type as are imposed by this Act.
LIMITATIONON IMPORTS FROM OTHER COUNTRIES

Sec. 402. The President is authorized to
limit the importation into the United States
ofany product or service of a foreign coun-
try to the extent to which such foreign coun-
try benefits from, or otherwise takes com-
mercial advantage of, any sanction or pro-
hibition against any national of the United
States imposed by or under this Act.

PRIVATERIGHT OF ACTION

Sec. 403. (a) Any national of the United
States who is required by this Act to termi-
nate or curtail business activities in South
Africa may bring a civilaction for damages
against any person, partnership, or corpora-
tion that takes commercial advantage or
otherwise benefits from such termination or
curtailment.

(b) The action described in subsection (a)

may only be brought, without respect to tt>?
amount in controversy, in the United States
district court for the District of Columbia or
the Court of International Trade. Damages

which may be recovered include lost profits
and the cost of bringing the action, includ-
ing a reasonable attorney's fee.

(c) The injured party must show by a pre-
ponderance of the evidence that the damages
have been the direct result of defendant's
action taken with the deliberate intent to
injure the party.

TITLE V—FUTURE POLICY TOWARD
SOUTH AFRICA

ADDITIONALMEASURES
Sec. 501. (a) It shall be the policy of the

united States to impose additional meas-
ures against the Government of South
Africa ifsubstantial progress has not been
made within twelve months of the date of
enactment of this Act in ending the system
of apartheid and establishing a nonracial
democracy.

(b) The President shall prepare and trans-
mit to the Speaker of the House of Repre-

sentatives and the chairman of the Commit-
tee on Foreign Relations of the Senate
unthin twelve months of the date of enact-
ment of this Act, and every twelve months
thereafter, a report on ¿he extent to which
significant progress has been made toward
ending the system of apartheid, including—

(1) an assessment of the extent to which
the Government of South Africa has taken
the steps set forth in section 101(b) of this
Act;

(2) an analysis of any other actions taken
by the Government of South Africa in
ending ¿he system of apartheid and moving
toward a nonracial democracy; and

(3) the progress, or lack of progress, made
in reaching a negotiated settlement to the
conflict inSouth Africa.
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fc) Ifthe President determines that signifi-

cant progress has not been made by the Gov-
ernment of South Africa in ending the
system of apartheid and establishing a non-
racial democracy, the President shall in-
clude in the report required by subsection
fb) a recommendation on which of the fol-
lowing additional measures should be im-
posed:

(Da prohibition on the importation of
steel from South Africa;

(2) a prohibition on militaryassistance to
those countries that the report required by
section 508 identifies as continuing to cir-
cumvent the international embargo on arms
and militarytechnology to South Africa;

(3) a prohibition on the importation of
food, agricultural products, diamonds, and
textiles from South Africa;

(4) a prohibition on United States banks
accepting, receiving, or holdingdeposit ac-
counts fromSouth African nationals; and

f5) a prohibition on the importation into
the United States of strategic minerals from
South Africa.

id) A joint resolution which would enact
part or allof the measures recommended by
the President pursuant to subsection (c)
shall be considered in accordance with the
provisions ofsection 602 of this Act.

LIFTING OF PROHIBITIONS

Sec. 502. (a) Notwithstanding any other
provision of this Act, the President may lift
any prohibition contained in this Act im-
posed against South Africa if the President
determines, after six months from the date
of the imposition of such prohibition, and
so reports to Congress, that such prohibition
would increase United States dependence
upon any member country or observer coun-
try of the Council for Mutual Economic As-
sistance (C.M.E.A.) for the importation of
coal or any strategic and critical material
by an amount which exceeds by weight the
average amounts of such imports from such
country during the period 1981 through
1985.

fb)fl)Not later than 30 days after the date
of enactment of this Act, the Secretary of
Commerce shall prepare and transmit to the
Congress a report setting forth for each
country described in subsection (a)

—
(A) the average amount of such imports

from such country during the period of1981
through 1985; and

fB) the current amount of such imports
from such country entering the United
States.

(2) Thirty days after transmittal of the
report required by paragraph (1) and every
thirty days thereafter, the President shall
prepare and transmit the information de-
scribed inparagraph <1)(B).

STUDY OF HEALTH CONDITIONS INTHE

"HOMELANDS'' AREAS OF SOUTH AFRICA

Sec. 503. The Secretary of State shall con-
duct a study to examine the state of health
conditions and to determine the extent of
starvation and malnutrition now prevalent
in the <chomelands" areas of South Africa
and shall, not later than December 1, 1986,
prepare and transmit to the Speaker of the
House of Representatives and the chairman
of the Committee on Foreign Relations of
the Senate a report setting forth the results
ofsuch study.

REPORT ONSOUTH AFRICANIMPORTS

Sec. 504. fa) Not later than 90 days after
the date of enactment of this Act, the Presi-
dent shall submit to the Speaker of the
House of Representatives and the chairman
of ¿he Committee on Foreign Relations of
the Senate a report on the extent to which
the United States is dependent on the impor-
tation from South Africa of—

(1) chromium,
(2) cobalt,

(3) manganese,
(4) platinumgroup metals,
(5)ferroalloys, and
(6) other strategic and critical materials

(within the meaning of the Strategic and
Critical Materials Stock PilingAct).

(b) The President shall develop a program
which reduces the dependence, ifany, of the
United States on the importation from
South Africa of the materials identified in
the report submitted under subsection (a).

STUDY ANDREPORT ON THE ECONOMY OF
SOUTHERN AFRICA

Sec, 505. (a) The President shall conduct a
study on the role of American assistance in
southern Africa to determine what needs to
be done, and what can be done to expand the
trade, private investment, and transport
prospects of southern Africa's landlocked
nations.

(b) Not later than 180 days after the date
of enactment of this Act, the President shall
prepare and transmit to the chairman of the
Committee on Foreign Affairs of the House
of Representatives and the chairman of the
Committee on Foreign Relations of the
Senate a report setting forth the findings of
the study conducted under subsection (a).
REPORT ON RELATIONS BETWEEN OTHER INDUS-

TRIALIZED DEMOCRACIES AND SOUTH AFRICA

Sec. 506. (a) Not later than 180 days after
the date of enactment of this Act, the Presi-
dent shall prepare and transmit to the
Speaker of the House ofRepresentatives and
the chairman of the Committee on Foreign
Relations of the Senate a report containing
a detailed assessment of the economic and
other relationships of other industrialized
democracies with South Africa. Such report
shall be transmitted without regard to
whether or not the President successfully
concluded an international agreement
under section 401.

(b)For purposes of this section, the phrase

"economic and other relationships" includes
the same types ofmatters as are described in
sections 201, 202, 204, 205, 206, 207, sections
301 through 307, and sections 309 and 310 of
this Act.
STUDY AND REPORT ON DEPOSIT ACCOUNTS OF

SOUTH AFRICAN NATIONALS IN UNITED STATES
BANKS
Sec. 507. (a)(l) The Secretary of the Treas-

ury shall conduct a study on the feasibility
of prohibiting each depository institution
from accepting, receiving, or holding a de-
posit account from any South African na-
tional

(2)For purposes ofparagraph (1), the term
"depository institution" has the same mean-
ing as in section 19(b)(l) of the Federal Re-
serve Act.

(b) Not later than 180 days after the date
of enactment of this Act, the Secretary of the
Treasury shall submit to the Speaker of the
House of Representatives and the chairman
of the Committee on Foreign Relations of
the Senate a report detailing the findings of
the study required by subsection (a).

STUDY AND REPORT ON THE VIOLATIONOF THE
INTERNATIONALEMBARGO ONSALE ANDEXPORT

OF MILITARYARTICLES TO SOUTH AFRICA

Sec. 508. (a) The President shall conduct a
study on the extent to which the interna-
tional embargo on the sale and exports of
arms and military technology to South
Africa is being violated.

(b) Not later than 179 days after the date
of enactment of this Act, the President shall
submit to ¿he Speaker of the House of Repre-
sentatives and the chairman of the Commit-
tee on Foreign Relations of the Senate a
report setting forth the findings of the study
required by subsection (a), including an
identification of those countries engaged in
such sale or export, witha view to terminat-
ing United States military assistance to
those countries.

REPORT ONCOMMUNISTACTIVITIES INSOUTH
AFRICA

Sec. 509. (a) Not later than 90 days after
the date of enactment of this Act, the Presi-
dent shall prepare and transmit to the
Speaker of the House ofRepresentatives and
the chairman of the Committee on Foreign

Affairs of the House of Representatives and
the chairman of the Committee on Foreign

Relations of the Senate an unclassified ver-
sion of a report, prepared with the assist-
ance of the Director of the Central Intelli-
gence Agency, the Director of the Defense In-
telligence Agency, the National Security Ad-
visor, and other relevant United States Gov-
ernment officials in the intelligence commu-
nity, which shall set forth the activities of
the Communist Party in South Africa, the
extent to which Communists have infiltrat-
ed the many black and nonwhite South Afri-
can organizations engaged in the fight
against the apartheid system, and the extent
to which any such Communist infiltration
or influence sets the policies and goals of the
organizations with which they are involved.

(bJ At the same time the unclassified
report insubsection (a) is transmitted as set
forth in that subsection, a classified version
of the same report shall be transmitted to
the chairmen of the Select Committee on In-
telligence of the Senate and of the Perma-
nent Select Committee on Intelligence of the
House ofRepresentatives.

PROHIBITION ON THE IMPORTATIONOF SOVIET
GOLD COINS

Sec. 510. (a) No person, including a bank,
may import into the United States any gold
coin minted in the Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics or offered for sale by the Govern-
ment of the Union ofSoviet Socialist Repub-
lics.

(b) For purposes of this section, the term
"United States" includes the States of the
United States, the District of Columbia, the
Commonwealth ofPuerto Rico, and any ter-
ritory or possession ofthe United States.

(c) Any individual who violates this sec-
tion or any regulations issued to carry out
this section shall be fined not more than five
times the value of the rubles involved.
ECONOMIC SUPPORT FOR DISADVANTAGEDSOUTH

AFRICANS

Sec. 511 (a) Chapter 4 ofpart IIof the For-
eign Assistance Act of 1961 is amended by
adding at the end thereof the following new
section:

"Sec. 535. Economic Support for Disad-
VANTAGED SOUTH AFRICANS.

—
(a)(l) Up to

$40,000,000 of the funds authorized to be ap-
propriated to carry out this chapter for the
fiscal year 1987 and each fiscal year thereaf-
ter shall be available for assistance for dis-
advantaged South Africans. Assistance
under this section shall be provided for ac-
tivities that are consistent with the objective

ofa majority ofSouth Africans foran end to
the apartheid system and the establishment
of a society based on non-racial principles.
Such activities may include scholarships,
assistance to promete the participation of
disadvantaged South Africans in trade
unions and private enterprise, alternative
education and community development pro-
grams.

"(2) Up to $3,000,000 of the amounts pro-
vided in each fiscal year pursuant to subsec-
tion (a) shall be available for training pro-
grams for South Africa's trade unionists.

"(b) Assistance provided pursuant to the
section shall be made available notwith-
standing any other provision of law and
shall not be used to provide support to orga-
nizations or groups which are financed or
controlled by the Government of South
Africa. Nothing in this subsection may be
construed to prohibit programs which are
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consistent with subsection (a) and which
award scholarships to students who choose
to attend South African-supported institu-
tions. ".

(b)Not later than 90 days after the date of
enactment of this Act, the Secretary ofState
shall prepare and transmit to the Congress a
report describing the strategy of the Presi-
dent during the five-year period beginning
on such date regarding the assistance of
black Africans pursuant to section 535 of the
Foreign Assistance Act of1961 and describ-
ing the programs and projects to be funded
under such section.

REPORT ONTHE AFRICAN NATIONALCONGRESS

Sec. 512. (a) Not later than 180 days after
the date of enactment of this Act, the Attor-
ney General shall prepare and transmit to
the Congress a report on actual and alleged
violations of the Foreign Agents Registra-

tion Act of1938, and the status of any inves-
tigation pertaining thereto, by representa-
tives of governments or opposition move-
ments in Subsaharan Africa, including,but
not limited to, members or representatives

of the AfricanNational Congress.
(b) For purposes of conducting any inves-

tigations necessary inorder to provide a full
and complete report, the Attorney General
shall have fullauthority to utilize civilin-
vestigative demand procedures, including
but not limited to the issuance of civilsub-
penas.

TITLE VI—ENFORCEMENT AND
ADMINISTRATIVEPROVISIONS

REGULATORV AUTHORITY
Sec. 601. The President shall issue such

rules, regulations, licenses, and orders as are
necessary to carry out the provisions of this
Act, including taking such steps as may be
necessary to continue ineffect the measures
imposed by Executive Order 12532 of Sep-
tember 9, 1985, and Executive Order 12535
of October 1, 1985, and by any rule, regula-
tion, license, or order issued thereunder (to
the extent such measures are not inconsist-
ent with this Act).

CONGRESSIONAL PRIORITY PROCEDURES
Sec, 602. (a)(l) The provisions of this sub-

section apply to the consideration in the
House of Representatives of a joint resolu-
tion under sections 31Kb), 401(d), and
50Kd).

(2) A joint resolution shall, upon introduc-
tion, be referred to the Committee on For-
eign Affairs of the House ofRepresentatives.

(3)(A) At any time after the joint resolu-
tion placed on the appropriate calendar has
been on that calendar for a period of5 legis-

lative days, it is inorder for any Member of
the House (after consultation with the
Speaker as to the most appropriate time for
the consideration of that jointresolution) to
move that the House resolve itself into the
Committee of the Whole House on the State
of the Union for the consideration of that
jointresolution. The motion is highly privi-
leged and is inorder even though a previous
motion to the same effect has been disagreed
to. Allpoints of order against the joint reso-
lution under clauses 2 and 6 of Rule XXIof
the Rules of the House are waived. If the
motion is agreed to, the resolution shall
remain the unfinished business of the House
until disposed of. A motion to reconsider the
vote by which the motion is disagreed to
shall not be in order.

(B) Debate on the joint resolution shall
not exceed ten hours, which shall be divided
equally between a Member favoring and a
Member opposing the joint resolution. A
motion to limit debate is in order at any
time in the House or in the Committee of the
Whole and is not debatable.

(C) An amendment to the jointresolution
is not inorder,

(D)y At the conclusion of the debate on the
joint resolution, the Committee of the Whole
shall rise and report the joint resolution
back to the House, and the previous question
shall be considered as ordered on the joint
resolution to finalpassage without interven-
ingmotion.

(b)(l) The provisions of this subsection
apply to the consideration in the Senate of a
joint resolution under section 31Kb), 401(d),
or 501(d).

(2) A jointresolution shall, upon introduc-
tion, be referred to the Committee on For-
eign Relations of the Senate.

(3)A joint resolution described in this sec-
tion shall be considered in the Senate in ac-
cordance with procedures contained in
paragraphs (3) through (7) ofsection 8066(c)

of the Department of Defense Appropria-
tions Act, 1985 (as contained inPublic Law
98-473), except that—

(A) references in such paragraphs to- the
Committee on Appropriations of the Senate
shall be deemed to be references to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations of the Senate;

and
(B)amendments to the jointresolution are

inorder.
(c) For purposes of this subsection, the

term
'
'joint resolution* means only

—
(A) in the case of section 31Kb), a joint

resolution which is introduced ina House of
Congress within 3 legislative days after the
Congress receives the report described in sec-
tion 31Kb) and for which the matter after
the resolving clause reads as follows: "That
the Congress, having received on
the report of the President containing the
determination required by section 31Kb) of
the Comprehensive Anti-Apartheid Act of
1986, disapproves of such determination.",
with the date of the receipt of the report in-
serted in the blank;

(B) in the case ofsection 401(d)(3), a joint
resolution which is introduced ina House of
Congress within 3 legislative days after the
Congress receives the document described in
section 40Kd)(2) and for which the matter
after the resolving clause reads as follows:
"That the Congress, having received on

the text of the international agree-

ment described in section 40Kd)(3) of the
Comprehensive Anti-Apartheid Act of 1986,
approves of such agreement ", with the date
of the receipt of the text of the agreement in-
serted in the blank; and

(C) in the case of section 50Kd), a joint
resolution which is introduced ina House of
Congress within 3 legislative days after the
Congress receives the determination of the
President pursuant to section 50Kc) and for
which the matter after the resolving clause
reads as follows: "That the Congress, having

received on a determination of
the President under section 50Kc) of the
Comprehensive Anti-Apartheid Act of 1986,
approves the President's determination.",
with the date of the receipt of the determina-
tion inserted in the blank.

(d) As used in this section, the term "legis-
lative day" means a day on which the House
of Representatives or the Senate is in ses-
sion, as the case may be.

(c) This section is enacted—
(1) as an exercise of the rulemaking

powers of the House of Representatives and
the Senate, and as such it is deemed a part
of the Rules of the House and the Rules of
the Senate, respectively, but applicable only
with respect to the procedure to be followed
in the House and the Senate in the case of
joint resolutions under this section, and it
supersedes other rules only to the extent that
itis inconsistent withsuch rules; and

(2) with full recognition of the constitu-
tional right of the House and the Senate to
change their rules at any time, in the same
manner, and to the same extent as in the
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case of any other rule of the House or
Senate, and of the rightof the Committee on
Rules of the House of Representatives to
report a resolution for the consideration of
any measure.

ENFORCEMENT ANDPENALTIES

Sec. 603. (a)(l) The President with respect

to his authorities under section 601 shall
take the necessary steps to ensure compli-

ance with the provisions of this Act and any
regulations, licenses, and orders issued to
carry out this Act, including establishing
mechanisms to monitor compliance with
this Act and such regulations, licenses, and
orders.

(2)In ensuring such compliance, the Presi-
dent may—

(A) require any person to keep a fullrecord
of,and to furnish under oath, in the form of
reports or otherwise, complete information
relative to any act or transaction described
in this Act either before, during, or after the
completion thereof, or relative to any inter-
est in foreign property, or relative to any
property in which a foreign country or any

national thereof has or has had any interest,

or as may be otherwise necessary to enforce
the provisions ofthis Act;and

(B) conduct investigations, hold hearings,
administer oaths, examine witnesses, receive
evidence, take depositions, and require by
subpena the attendance and testimony of
witnesses and the production of all books,
papers, and documents relating to any
matter under investigation.

(b) Except as provided in subsection (d)-~
(1) any person that violates the provisions

of this Act, or any regulation, license, or
order issued to carry out this Act shall be
subject to a civilpenalty of$50,000;

(2) any person, other than an individual,
that willfullyviolates the provisions of this
AcU or any regulation, license, or order
issued to carry out this Act shall be fined
not more than $1,000,000;

(3) any individual who willfullyviolates
the provisions of this Act or any regulation,
license, or order issued to carry out this Act
shall be fined not more than $50,000, or im-
prisoned not more than 10 years, or both;
and

(4) any individual who violates section
301(a) orany regulations issued to carry out
that section shall, instead of the penalty set
forth in paragraph (2), be fined not more
than 5 times the value of the krugerrands or
gold coins involved.

(c)(l)Whenever a person commits a viola-
tion under subsection (b)

—
(A) any officer, director, or employee of

such person, or any natural person in con-
trol of such person who knowingly and will-
fully ordered, 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 be fined not more than $10,000, or im-
prisoned not more than 5 years, or both.

(2) Paragraph (1) shall not apply in the
case of a violation by an individual of sec-
tion 301(a) of this Act or of any regulation
issued to carry out that section.

(3) A fine imposed under paragraph (1) on
an individual for an act or practice consti-
tuting a violation may not be paid, directly
or indirectly, by the person committing the
violation itself.

(d)(l)Anyperson who violates any regula-

tion issued under section 208 (d) or who, ina
registration statement or report required by

the Secretary of State, 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 be subject to a
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civil penalty of not more than $10,000 im-
posed by the Secretary of State. The provi-

sions of subsections (d), (c), and if) of sec-
tion 11 of the Export Administration Act of
1979 shall apply with respect to any such
civil penalty.

(2J Any person who commits a willfulvio-
lation under paragraph (1) shall upon con-
viction be fined not more than $1,000,000 or
imprisoned not more than 2 years, or both.

(3) Nothing in this section may be con-
strued to authorize the imposition of any
penalty for failure to implement the Code of
Conduct

APPLICABILITYTO EVASIONS OF ACT
Sec. 604. This Act and the regulations

issued to carry out this Act shall apply to
any person who undertakes or causes to be
undertaken any transaction or activity with
the intent to evade this Act or such regula-

tions.
CONSTRUCTION OF ACT

Sec. 605. Nothing in this Act shall be con-
strued as constituting any recognition by
the United States of the homelands referred
to in this Act
STATE OR LOCAL ANTI-APARTHEID LAWS, ENFORCE

Sec. 606. Notwithstanding section 210 of
Public Law 99-349 or any other provision of
law

—
(1) no reduction in the amount of funds

for which a State or local government is eli-
gible or entitled under any Federal law may

be made, and
(2) no other penalty may be imposed by

the Federal Government,

by reason of the application of any State or
local law concerning apartheid to any con-
tract entered into by a State or local govern-
ment for 90 days after the date ofenactment
ofthis Act

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
gentleman from Florida [Mr.Fascell]
willbe recognized for 30 minutes and
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr.
Broomfield] willbe recognized for 30
minutes.

Before the gentleman from Florida
is recognized, would the gentleman
from California [Mr.Dixon] take the
chair.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
Dixon).The Chair recognizes the gen-
tleman from Florida [Mr.Fascell].

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Speaker, Iyield
myself 2Vz minutes.

Mr. Speaker, the matter which I
bring before the House today is in-
tended to assist in the formulation of
a bipartisan United States policy
toward South Africa, encouraging that
Government to dismantle its system of
apartheid.

During the 99th Congress, the
House has passed several bills impos-
ing sanctions on South Africa—none
have been enacted into law. By ap-
proving the motion which Ioffer
today, we have a real opportunity to
have United States policy toward
South Africa enacted into law. Both
Houses of Congress have recognized
the need for a change in U.S. policy.
The motion Ioffer today is intended
to bring about a change in that policy.

On June 18, the House passed a
strong sanctions bill, H.R. 4868. The
Senate amendment to that bill, while
not as strong as the House bill, is a
good bill. Itwill send a strong biparti-
san message to the Government and
People of South Africa.

Iknow many Members would like to
strengthen the bill.Itis important for
the Congress to send a strong message
South Africa but it is equally impor-
tant to send a message which has the
support ofboth Houses. Inlight of the
shortness of time remaining in this
session and in light of the need to ex-
pedite sending this important legisla-
tive policy initiative to the President,
H.R. 4868, as amended by the Senate,
is the most appropriate vehicle at this
time.

Let me briefly discuss the resolution
contained in the rule, House Resolu-
tion 548. During the debate on this
matter statements were made that
this legislation preempts State and
local anti-apartheid laws. The resolu-
tion House Resolution 548 simply
states that it is not the intent of the
House of Representatives that this bill
limitor preempt State of local finan-
cial or commerical activity respecting
South Africa.

Mr. Speaker, Iurge adoption of the
motion.

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as Imay con-
sume.

(Mr. BROOMFIELD asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks, and to include extraneous
materials.)

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr.Speaker, in
the face of a steadily deteriorating sit-
uation at home, and an increasingly
united opposition abroad, the South
African Government continues to
cling to the debilitating system of
apartheid. Let no one claim that there
is confusion on this point: The Con-
gress, the administration, and the
American people deplore the system of
apartheid and the human toll that lies
in its wake.

Today, the House considers whether
or not to accept the Senate amend-
ment to H.R. 4868, the Anti-Apartheid
Act of 1986. This amendment, of
course, is substantially different from
the bill passed by the House in late
June. Ibelieve it is a better bill than
the more extreme legislation passed
by the House. However, in my judg-
ment, the House should have appoint-
ed conferees to work out the differ-
ences in the respective bills with our
Senate colleagues. Ibelieve that many
constructive changes could have
emerged from a conference.
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However, the Democrat leadership

in the House has apparently chosen to
accept in its entirety the Senate bill.
Iwant to say, Mr. Speaker, in fair-

ness, there are a number of aspects of
this billbefore us that will, ifenacted,
do a great deal of good. For example,
title IIcontains provisions earmarking
funds for scholarships for the victims
of apartheid. Itsets forth guidelines
for assistance to disadvantaged South
Africans. It earmarks funds for the
promotion of human rights and takes
steps to encourage blacks to use
Export ImportBank facilities.

Inaddition, it does not require disin-
vestment, but requires U.S. companies
to comply with a rigorous set of fair
employment principles.

These are positive actions that pro-
vide assistance to nonwhite South Af-
ricans while maintaining numerous
benefits to the black majority associat-
ed with the presence of the American
business community in that country.

In other titles, the bill clearly sets
forth U.S. policy toward South Africa.
Itcalls fornegotiations to reach inter-
national agreements incorporating
sanctions against South Africa. Lastly,
itprohibits after 90 days, the enforce-
ment ofState and local anti-apartheid
laws with respect to contracts funded
in whole or in part by the Federal
Government.

Mr. Speaker, it seems to me in re-
sponse to this latter point that our
Democrat colleagues included in the
rule we just adopted a most unusual
and probably unconstitutional provi-
sion. Section 2 of the rule provides
that upon adoption of H.R. 4868, the
House shall be considered to have
adopted a House resolution containing
a statement of intent of the House re-
garding the issue of preemption. Mr.
Speaker, this is a highly unusual and
alarming procedural twist which ap-
pears to attempt to reshape the bill
passed by the other body without
going to conference. The language of
the rule appears to try to rewrite our
Constitution to allow States and local-
ities to independently conduct their
own foreign policies.
Iwant to conclude by saying it is un-

fortunate that this unusual procedural
situation has developed. It can only
jeopardize the bill's acceptance by the
President. The White House has noti-
fied me this morning that the Presi-
dent is strongly opposed to enactment
of this legislation in its present form.

Mr. WOLPE. Mr. Speaker, Iyield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Texas [Mr.Leland].

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

Mr. LELAND. Mr. Speaker, today we are
considering legislation that willput the United
States on the legislative record against the
continuation of South Africa's brutal and op-
pressive policy of racism.

Unfortunately, the legislation before us
today is not as comprehensive as the legisla-
tion passed earlier by this body on June 18,
1986, which would have put an end to all
United States investment in and trade with
South Africa.

South Africa is the only country in the world
that judges how much freedom, justice, or
property a person is entitled to strictly on the
basis of his or her color. After decades of this
racial oppression by the minority government
in Pretoria the American public

—
and many in

the world community—has now developed a
clear and unequivocal abhorrence to the con-
tinuation of apartheid and any action, or inac-
tion, on the part of the United States that
could in any way support the maintenance of
this hideous and violent policy.
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There has been some difference of opinion
among Members of Congress on the effect of
the implementation of economic sanctions on
Pretoria's continuation of apartheid. Yet there
are many, and the number is steadily growing,
who believe that apartheid has been allowed
to exist far too long and the only nonviolent
action that will help facilitate the demise of
that hideous policy is the implementation of
economic sanctions.

The bill before us today is an initial step to
legislatively demonstrate to South Africa and
the world our great Nation's strong disapprov-
al of apartheid. Although Iwould have liked to
see this bill strengthened in conference, Irec-
ognize the political realities and time con-
straints of Congress and the White House.
People in South Africa are dying every day.
The United States cannot morally and politi-
cally afford to support our current poetical and
commercial relationship with South Africa. It is
for this reason, that Ireluctantly support this
legislation which has a strong chance of be-
coming law soon rather than fighting now to
achieve a definitive anti-apartheid bill that
would not pass the other body or be signed
by the President.
Iwas very concerned, however, over the

other body's statutory silence on the question
of Federal preemption over more stringent
and comprehensive local and State anti-apart-
heid ordinances and laws already approved by
about 20 States and 80 cities. Because of my
concern not to negate the results achieved by
millions of Americans on the local and State
levels, Iactively worked with other Members
of the Congressional Black Caucus to ensure
that the rule for consideration of this bill would
explicitly state this body's intention not to pre-
empt local and State anti-apartheid ordi-
nances. The inclusion of this language in the
rule already adopted by the House helps us
establish a legislative history of our intent not
to preempt the advances against apartheid
made on the local and State levels. Iwould
like to reiterate the wording of that rule at this
point inmy statement:

Resolved, That in passing the bill, H.R.
4868, as amended by the Senate, itis not the
intent of the House of Representatives that
the bill limit, preempt, or affect, in any
fashion, the authority of any State or local
government, or the District of Columbia, or
of any commonwealth territory, or posses-
sion of the United States, or political subdi-
vision thereof to restrict, or otherwise regu-
late any financial, or commercial activity re-
specting South Africa.

Although this does not ensure the retention
of the significant gains made by Americans
across our great Nation, itdoes allow us to go
on the record stating our intention not to su-
persede local and State anti-apartheid ordi-
nances and laws.

The inclusion of this language in the rule is
significant in protecting the strides already
made in the struggle to end apartheid.

I, therefore, rise in support of the measure
before us which Iam hopeful will become law
soon and help accelerate the collapse of
apartheid in South Africa. Thank you.

Mr. WOLPE. Mr. Speaker, Iyield
myself 6 minutes.

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

Mr. WOLPE. Mr.Speaker, the legis-
lation that is before us would impose
tough, effective sanctions against

South Africa; sanctions which would
enable American policy to turn away
from the failure of so-called construc-
tive engagement.

The billis not as strong as the origi-
nal House version, and not as strong as
many of us had hoped for. While the
legislation does not go as far as we
would have liked, there is no quarrel
that it is effective and that House pas-
sage of its original legislation, in the
form of the stronger substitute offered
by the gentleman from California [Mr.
Dellums], has played a key role in
moving this process forward to where
we are today.

Iwant to pay tribute to the gentle-
man from California [Mr. Dellums],
the gentleman from Pennsylvania
[Mr.Gray], the author of the original
House version of the legislation, and
to so many others such as Mr.Solarz,
Mr. Wheat, Mr.Leland, Mr.Pish, Mr.
Miller,Mr. Roemer, and Mr.Gilman,
all of whom have had a key role in
providing the leadership to the anti-
apartheid movement nationally and
within this body.

H.R. 4868, as amended by the
Senate, bans imports of textiles, agri-
cultural products, coal, uranium, and
steel from South Africa, as well as any
products produced, manufactured,
marketed, or otherwise exported by
South African para-statal agencies. It
bans virtually all new investment of
U.S. dollars in South Africa, and the
overwhelming majority ofnew loans.
Itends landing rights for South Af-

rican-owned aircraft in the United
States, and vice versa. It contains a
number of lesser sanctions, including
legislative codification of the sanctions
contained in the President's Executive
orders of September 9 and October 11
of 1985.

Furthermore, the sanctions may not
be liftedunless and until South Africa
meets four of five stiff conditions
aimed at fostering a negotiated politi-
cal settlement with the representa-

tives of the black majority and the dis-
mantling of the apartheid system.

Finally, the bill threatens further
sanctions within a year if the South
African Government has not made
substantial progress in ending apart-
heid and establishing a nonracial de-
mocracy.

Mr. Speaker, as chairman of the
Subcommittee on Africa, Iwant to
state my own view that there is noth-
ing whatever in this bill that seeks to
preempt or supersede State and city
laws and policies which seek to ensure
that the funds of those entities are
used and invested in a socially respon-
sible manner with respect to apart-
heid. In this regard, Iwould like to
insert in the Record an excellent edi-
torial by Gerald Warburg, foreign
policy adviser to Senator Alan Cran-
ston, which was published in today's
Los Angeles Times:

September 12, 1986
[Prom the Los Angeles Times, Sept. 12,

19883
Divestiture WillSurvive

(By Gerald Warburg)

Will the South Africa sanctions legislation
pending in Congress undermine California's
new anti-apartheid law? Can federal author-
ity require local governments to profit from
apartheid against their will?

The answer to both vexing questions is
yes, according to proponents of a sweeping
federal preemption doctrine recently ad-
vanced by Sen. Richard G. Lugar (R-Ind.).

The specter that enacting the pending
congressional measure on anti-apartheid
trade sanctions would strike down broader
state divestiture legislation has alarmed
grass-roots activists. At stake is the fate of
as many as 20 state statutes and more than
80 city and county regulations that address
the South Africa issue.

There is valid reason for concern when
one hears the views of Lugar, the respected
Foreign Relations Committee chairman:
"When we get into anti-apartheid law, the
federal government is speaking for the
nation ...we cannot have individual states
and cities establishing their own foreign
policies."

Lugar rests his case on the presumptive
constitutional grant of federal supremacy in
international affairs, and concludes that
any federal legislation on South Africa—no
matter how limited its scope— preempts all
state legislation on the matter.

But before the activists' concern turns to
panic, the full record needs to be scruti-
nized. There is no reason for California to
back away from the strong measures adopt-
ed in Sacramento. Lugar's is a minority
opinion— one unlikely to prevail ifpressed
ina legal challenge.

"When Iuse a word, itmeans just what I
choose itto mean," says the Queen in"Alice
In Wonderland." So itoften is withlawmak-
ers struggling to place their own interpreta-
tion on legislation during the drafting proc-
ess. Lugar currently is advancing his own
preemption thesis as a selling point to per-
suade the White House and corporate lead-
ers to live with the Senate bill, whichLugar
maintains would at least get local authori-
ties off their backs on the emotionally
charged South Africa issue.

Yet the "Lugar bill"actually is a cut-and-
paste job of legislation drafted by a half-
dozen senators. These co-authors utterly re-
jected Lugar's interpretation, as the follow-
ing statements culled from the long and tor-
tured legislative history of the South Africa
debate illustrate.

William Proxmire of Wisconsin, senior
Democrat on the Banking Committee: "We
have no intention of preempting state di-
vestment laws."

Alan Cranston of California, Democratic
floor manager of the measure: "Courts
always recognize the distinction between
the state as market participant and the
state as a market regulator ... we have no
intention of compelling sovereign states to
invest incompanies that they do not wish to
invest in."

Edward M. Kennedy of Massachusetts,
senior Democrat on the Judiciary Commit-
tee: "The law is clear that this legislation

willnot preempt the kind of state and local
action against apartheid that has occurred
throughout this country."

Advocates of total preemption make much
of a vote last month against an amendment
by Sen. Alfonse M.D'Amato (R-N.Y.). But
this amendment pertained only to a special
contracting issue (whereby federal funds for
New York City might be withheld if local
authorities, acting against companies still in
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South Africa, ignored U.S. civil-rights and
budget laws requiring acceptance of low-bid
contracts). D'Amato said explicitly that this
debate "had nothing to do withdivestiture."

Those who wish that the federal legisla-
tion explicity preempted local divestiture
have failed to win their point in the con-
gressional debate. The only effort to legis-
late a total ban on state laws pertaining to
South Africa, an amendment introduced by
Sen. William V. Roth Jr. (R-Del.), was with-
drawn in the face of very strong opposition.
The final legislative product has no substan-
tive provisions whatsoever on preemption.
And it is totally silent on the divestiture
issue. This itis grasping at straws to main-
tain, as Lugar has, that the bill "occupies
the field" on all South Africa-related mat-
ters.

While Lugar is correct that the Constitu-
tion yields supremacy to Washington in con-
ducting foreign relations, the Supreme
Court has defended repeatedly the right of
states to manage their own funds—even if
their trusteeship involves choices affecting
international affairs.

As is often the case, Washington lawmak-
ers have followed, not led, local govern-
ments, churches and university activities in
addressing the South Africa issue. The fed-
eral courts are unlikely to sustain an illogi-
cal assertion that congressional action,
which imposes trade sanctions but is silent
on divestiture and preemption, could force
states to keep their IBMstock. Yet, because
of the stir created by Lugar's assertions,
proponents of sanctions will move to enact
new provisions that would make the case for
total preemption legally untenable.

The bottom line is that local authorities
already have a clear legal right (and moral
obligation) to exercise discretion in how
they invest their money. While a minority
may wish that the emerging federal law
would immobilize grass-roots action, wishing
isn't going to make it so.

There are over 19 States, 68 cities,
and 10 counties whose total divest-
ment from securities of companies
with operations in South Africa al-
ready amounts to some $18.5 billion
and many other States and localities
are considering similar action. Among
the leaders in divestment are my own
home State of Michigan, New Jersey,
West Virginia, Nebraska, Rhode
Island, Connecticut, New Mexico, and,
most recently, California.
In passing their bills, they do not

seek— these municipalities and State
governments— to regulate the activi-
ties of other private or government en-
tities. These bills are therefore mark-
edly different from the bill we willbe
voting on today. They do not violate
any express constitutional mandate,
treaty, executive agreement, or with
the possible exception of rules govern-
ing bidding for Federal contracts, any
Federal statutes.

If anything, they are consistent in
principle with the national policy
toward South Africa, and apartheid,
articulated in the provisions of this
bill.
Iwould also note that in many re-

spects, the bill now before us is very
similar to the billpassed by this House
last year, the first session of this Con-
gress.
Ifyou go back to that debate, you

willnote that there was not a single
suggestion made in the entire course

of that debate by Members of either
side of this aisle that the legislation
has anything to do whatsoever withan
effort at preempting or superseding
State and local laws.
In closing, Mr. Speaker, Iwant to

make a special plea to the President.
Please, Mr. President, heed the over-
whelming bipartisan consensus that
exists in this Congress and among the
American people.

We, the Congress, are saying by the
passage of this legislation that we do
not want America any longer to be an
accomplice to apartheid. We are also
saying to the South African Govern-
ment that they must understand that
their hope of maintaining the system
of apartheid in place, their hope of
preserving minority rule in South
Africa, is pure fantasy.

That their delay in negotiating with
the credible black leadership, their
delay in freeing Nelson Mandela, and
unbanning the African National Con-
gress, and entering into direct negotia-
tions with the ANC and other repre-
sentative groups within South Africa»
willmeet only with increasing econom-
ic pressure and growing international
isolation.

Mr. President, throughout the
world, people are puzzled by how dif-
ferent our approach has been to South
Africa and to other cases of oppression
and inhumanity around the world.
They see how the United States has
responded in the cases of Nicaragua
and Cuba and Afghanistan and Poland
and Libya and by contrast that with
the way we have responded in South
Africa.

There is a perception that we aré
pursuing a double standard, and it is
that perception that is eroding Ameri-
ca's moral authority and political in-
fluence around the world.

Mr. President, do not resist this
sanctions effort. Instead, please use
the influence and authority of your
office to reinforce the bipartisan na-
tional consensus that is being ex-
pressed by the passage of this legisla-
tionby this Congress.

Mr.Speaker, Ireserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Washington [Mr.Miller].

(Mr. MILLERof Washington asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend his remarks.)
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Mr. MILLER of Washington. Mr.

Speaker, this is a constructive and re-
sponsible measure. This legislation,
which enjoys the overwhelming sup-
port of both Houses of the U.S. Con-
gress, is the strongest message yet
that the American people want sub-
stantial progress toward ending apart-
heid now. This action makes clear our
position on apartheid today as it pre-
serves our hopes for the future of de-
mocracy in South Africa.
Ibelieve this is an appropriate mes-

sage to come from the United States.

As the leader in the struggle for free-
dom and democracy in the world, as
the leader in the fight against Com-
munist oppression, we must be vigor-
ous in our opposition to racist and po-
litical oppression.

The worldwide yearning for freedom
and self-determination demands no
less ofus.
Iam especially pleased, Mr,Speaker,

that this measure expands on the posi-
tive approach Isuggested over a year
ago and which was adopted by this
House. That is the linking up with and
supporting groups working for democ-
racy and a peaceful end to apartheid. I
thank the gentleman.

Mr. Speaker, Iyield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. WOLPE. Mr. Speaker, Iyield 5
minutes to the distinguished gentle-
man fromPennsylvania [Mr.Gray].

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

Mr. GRAY of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker and colleagues, Irise today in
support of the resolution before us. I
would have welcomed the opportunity
to go to conference to strengthen this
legislation, because Ibelieve the posi-
tion taken by the House was the cor-
rect position in light of the increased
oppression and tyranny of apartheid
that we have seen in the last 18
months. But unfortunately, we do not
have the opportunity to go to confer-
ence and yet at the same time ensure
that there willbe a sanctions billthat
can be signed into law, and the Con-
gress can have the opportunity to vote
on whether or not to override a Presi-
dential veto. Thus, even though I
would have preferred the House posi-
tion,Irise today to urge all ofmy col-
leagues to support this resolution.
Ido so with mixed feelings, because

many of the provisions of this resolu-
tion which were written by the distin-
guished chairman of the Committee
onForeign Affairs of the other body, a
Republican, Imight add, were provi-
sions that we wrote 5 years ago: No
new investment, no bank loans, fair
employment practices.

Clearly the situation in South Africa
has progressed far beyond where it
was 5 years ago. Thus, we need a more
powerful signal, a more powerful re-
striction of the economic fuel for the
politicalengine of apartheid.

However, in the interest of getting
sanctions passed which would clearly

show to the 28,000,000 black majority
that we stand with them, will clearly
say to our allies we want to restrict
economic activity with the racist
regime and at the same time put us
strategically and morally in the cor-
rect position on human rights, Iurge
my colleagues to support the resolu-
tion before us.

This bill will maintain pressure on
South Africa. It is not designed to
knock down the economy of South
Africa. Itis perhaps designed to knock
some sense into the Botha regime and
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apartheid. It is not going to bring
about startling change overnight, just
as our sanctions against Poland, Libya,
Nicaragua, Afghanistan, and 16 other
nations have not brought startling
change.

But what it will say to the entire
world is that the American people do
not want to provide economic support
for apartheid. Itis important that we
collectively, bipartisanly say that. We
were willing to light candles for those
oppressed in Poland. If we pass this
legislation, and if we are willing to
override a veto, today, we will light a
candle for those oppressed in South
Africa as well. That is the position
that this great democracy should have
in the world.

We must not simply talk about
democratic values, but we must imple-
ment them as we have done in other
places in the world.

There are those who willsay, "Sanc-
tions do not work." Well, why is it we
have them in 20 other countries in the
world? They will say," Sanctions hurt,
they hurt the very people you are
trying to help." Well, interestingly
they never said that in Poland, they
never said itin Iran, they never said it
in Afghanistan, they never said it in
Kampuchea, or North Korea. So why
have that as the standard in South
Africa?

But more importantly, they overlook
the one important fact of racism in
South Africa

—
sanctions may hurt, but

apartheid kills.
Right now, as we debate, there are

people who cannot even bury their
dead who have been killed by the vio-
lence of Apartheid.

So, yes, there may be some pain.
Bishop Tutu has acknowledged that
and Reverend Boesak has also ac-
knowledged that.

When Iwas there withmy colleague,
Congressman Pauntroy, and Con-
gresswoman Lynn Martin from this
Republican side of the aisle, in Janu-
ary, even the labor leaders said, "Yes,
restrictions will hurt, but we are pre-
pared to endure that hurt if it means
that our day of liberation and freedom
may come closer because you raise the
cost of apartheid for the minority who
is livingoffof our oppression."

So, yes, sanctions may hurt but, re-
member when you vote today that
apartheid kills.

Therefore, Iurge you to vote so that
we can stand with those oppressed.

Let us pass this measure and send it
to the President of the United States
and then override his veto if he will
not lead a bipartisan consensus of the
American Congress.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr,

Dixon), The gentleman from Porida
has 16V2 minutes remaining and the
gentleman from Michigan [Mr,
Broomfield] has 24 minutes remain-
ing.

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Illinois [Mr.Crane],

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

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

Mr. CRANE. Iyield to the gentle-
man from New York.

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

Mr. Speaker, like all people should, Iabhor
apartheid but Irise in opposition to this legis-
lation, although Iam certainly under no illu-
sions about the eventual outcome of the vote
we will be taking today. And Ido feel com-
pelled to make a few remarks.

That additional sanctions are going to be
imposed on South Africa seems beyond
doubt. But what is equally beyond reasonable
doubt is the fact that sanctions can only make
a bad situation even worse. Throughout the
several years that Congress has debated
sanctions against South Africa, not one con-
crete argument has been produced in support
of the contention that a de facto disengage-
ment of American involvement in South Africa
holds out the promise of anything better for
that country.

A recent editorial in the Wall Street Journal
declared that congressional advocates of
sanctions against South Africa have seemingly
embraced "the strange idea that economic
collapse will somehow confer unity and true
democracy" in such an extremely diverse and
racially divided country.
Iwould suggest that South Africa defies

neat and easy categorization. It is a country
possessing attributes of both the first world
and the Third World. And the salient reatfty
about Southern Africa as a whole is that the
political, social, and economic fabric of that
region is such that sanctions or punitive ac-
tions taken against South Africa will also spill
over into each of the neighboring countries.
And all of this will take place with no likeli-
hood that the apartheid system will be in any
significant way either changed or done away
with.

A recent editorial in the Washington Post
suggested that many advocates of sanctions
against South Africa are only now

—
somewhat

belatedly—coming to the realization that sanc-
tions against one country in Southern Africa
really mean sanctions against all countries in
that region.

The editorial went on to make the even
more ominous observation that the South Afri-
can Government, for its own perverse rea-
sons, may even welcome such pressure in
order "to show it can endure Western sanc-
tions and dish out tougher ones itself/* In fact,
South Africa has already started with Zim-
babwe and Zambia.

South Africa has begun demonstrating just
how steep the cost of sanctions can be by re-
cently levying an import tax on all goods
bound for Zimbabwe and Zambia that traverse
South Africa. According to the new regula-
tions, importers in Zimbabwe and Zambia are
required to place a cash deposit equal to 125
percent of South African customs duties on all
goods bound for those two countries that are
being shipped via South African-controlled fa-
cilities. Over time, the enforcement of such a
requirement can only have a devastating
impact on the economies of those two coun-
tries.

Throughout the many congressional de-
bates on South Africa, Ihave always empha-
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sized that we must resist the temptation of
dealing with South Africa purely from an atti-
tude of malice. And so Iapproach this vote
today with a feeling of profound regret.

We must stand ready to help the South Afri-
can people achieve change in a manner that
does not foreclose their future—the continent
of Africa is already littered with the wreckage
of too many farted revolutions and ruined
economies. Unfortunately, this bill isn't the
way to do it.

Mr. Speaker, Iwould also like to speak to
the intent of this bill and any report language
concerning outstanding obligations and cur-
rent investments.

Mr. Speaker, in defining the term "loan"
and "investment" in H.R. 4868, our col-
leagues in the U.S. Senate gave careful
thought to the real and practical effect that
the imposition of sanctions would have both
on South Africa and on the United States. The
Senate reached two broad conclusions about
the ban on new loans and new investments
that are embodied in H.R. 4868: Loans out-
standing to South African residents are not
prohibited —

nor is rescheduling of such
loans— and South African business operations
of United States companies, including those
of United States financial institutions, are not
required to be terminated or reduced at this
time. These conclusions are based on the
sound judgment that imposing extraordinary
losses on United States creditors and inves-
tors by making them in effect write off all or
most of these financial or corporate assets in-
jures those Americans and benefits South
Africa: South Africa would continue to have
full use of those financial resources and enter-
prises.
Icommend the wisdom of these provisions

of the Senate bill.
One of the purposes of H.R. 4868 is to

codify the provisions of the Executive orders
President Reagan issued last fall with respect

to South Africa. To implement those Executive
orders, the Departments of Treasury, Com-
merce, and others issued a variety of regula-
tions. To the greatest extent possible, those
regulations should be relied upon in imple-
menting H.R. 4868.

For example, the Executive orders and the
regulations issued under them do not bar U.S.
financial institutions for making rand-denomi-
nated loans to the private sector. This is per-
mitted so long as the making of these loans
do not involve any transfers of new funds by
the financial institution to its South African
subsidiary. This practice of redeploying local
assets is fully consistent with the ban on new
investment contained in this bill.

Mr, CRANE. Mr. Speaker, once
again the House of Representatives
has the opportunity to stop an emo-
tionally driven legislative effort that
will have the unfortunate impact of
hurting the very people that it is
trying to help—the blacks iii South
Africa. While from a moral standpoint
this legislation certainly has a com-
mendable objective, the sad reality is
that it willnot help to bring about a
peaceful change in South Africa. In
fact, itis likely to do just the opposite,
further adding to the unrest and vio-
lence that already plagues that coun-
try.Consequently, each of us willhave
to live with the fact that the black
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South African willsuffer to pay for
our moral crusade. I, for one, do not
want to live withthat burden.

Repeatedly during the debate on the
House sanctions bill,Iheard propo-
nents of the billclaim that the blacks
inSouth Africa are willingto suffer to
bring about an end to apartheid. That
is easy to say from the comfort of a
Capitol Hill office, but a recent
Sunday Times—London—poll of 615
blacks throughout South Africa, indi-
cates that nearly two-thirds are op-
posed to suffering and violence as a
means to end apartheid. Furthermore,
the polls revealed the 44 percent of
the blacks surveyed thought they
would be hurt personally by sanctions,
as opposed to only 17 percent who
thought they would not be hurt.
Clearly then, those who claim that the
blacks are willing to suffer the conse-
quences of our sanctions are not repre-
senting the people who will do the
actual suffering.

Those factions that support unrest
and violence in South Africa as a
means to end apartheid are also the
very ones that stand to benefit from
the turmoil that would accompany the
fall of the Government. My fear is
that the United States willact unwise-
ly,and as a result, we will deliver the
people of South Africa to a future
which promises only the tragic shack-
les of economic chaos, civil war, and
Soviet dominated totalitarianism.

The Reverend John Gugucha, direc-
tor of a private black religious out-
reach program in South Africa, recent-
ly warned that "one man, one vote* in
South Africa would lead to totalitari-
anism as it has in other African na-
tions. "We have all seen what has hap-
pened in other African states," said
Mr. Gugucha. "It's one man, one
vote—once. Government by the major-
ity tribe and then the minority tribes
have no snowball's chance in hell of
coming to power." Without exception,
no Member of this body could possibly
want to be responsible for condemning
all South Africans to such a bleak and
hopeless future. However, economic
sanctions may well do precisely that.

Mr. Speaker, over the years Ihave
warned proponents of economic sanc-
tions against South Africa of the
likely impact of such sanctions on
South Africa, the neighboring African
states, and on the United States. I
have repeatedly cited black leaders in
South Africa, such as Lucy Mvubelo of
the black National Union of Clothing
Workers and Chief Buthelezi of the
Zulus, who genuinely believe that eco-
nomic sanctions will only add to the
unrest and violence, and willultimate-
ly do more harm than good for the
blacks in that country. Today Iam
again raising my concerns, this time
citing a liberal member of the South
African Parliament as my source.

Helen Suzman was first elected to
the South African Parliament in 1953.
As an opposition member of parlia-
ment, she has long been an articulate
and outspoken critic of the Govern-

ment's policy of apartheid. Although
she is morally opposed to the system
of apartheid, as am I,she warns:

Those who believe that a quick fix is
likely to follow the imposition of sanctions,
and that the Pretoria regime will collapse
within a short time thereafter, are sadly
misinformed

* *
*. Far more likely is a re-

treat into a siege economy, more oppression
and more violence.

Based on this fear, Mrs. Suzman
concludes:

Unpalatable as itmay seem to the sanc-
tions lobby, the most practicable way to get
rid of apartheid and to achieve a nonracial
democratic society in South Africa is
through an expanding, flourishing econo-
my.

In spite of the warnings from within
South Africa,, by pressing forward with
economic sanctions against South
Africa, we will again fallvictim to the
arrogant philosophy that "the U.S.
Government knows what is best for
your country despite what you might
think otherwise." In the meantime,
sanctions will surely reverse the
progress that the Government of
South Africa has recently made. This
progress can be in part attributed to
the positive example set by United
States firms engaged in business in
South Africa.

The American firms operating in
South Africa stand in the vanguard of
those who promote the continued ad-
vancement of the political and eco-
nomic aspirations of all South Afri-
cans. Operating under the Sullivan
principles, the majority of American
firms have dedicated themselves to the
dismantling of apartheid and the pro-
motion of equal rights for nonwhite
South Africans. To date, American
firms have spent more than $140 mil-
lion adding classrooms to schools,
building health centers, awarding
scholarships, and otherwise assisting
their black employees.

For these very reasons, and in the
face of warnings from a wide array of
prominent South Africans, black and
white, liberal and conservative, it re-
mains a mystery to me why United
States legislators still feel a need to
take the moral high ground and
impose severe sanctions against South
Africa. Congress should carefully
evaluate the action we are about to
take before we realize Reverend Gugu-
cha's ominous prediction that:

As soon as the American people impose
sanctions, they will pat themselves on the
back and turn their attention to other trou-
ble spots in the world, and blacks in South
Africa willbe left to pick up the pieces.
Ifyou really want to vote your con-

science today, dq not vote in favor of
punitive sanctions which are sure to
bring pain and suffering to the very
people we are trying to help. Instead,
let's work together to bring about a
positive and peaceful end to apartheid
in South Africa. With determination,
and serious consideration as to what
will be in the best interest of the
people of South Africa,Iam confident
that we can work out a solution that
we willnot have to feel guilty and re-

sponsible for in the future. Iurge my
colleagues to oppose the Senate sanc-
tions legislation.

Mr. Speaker, Isubmit for the
Record a letter from Raymond J.
Celada, senior specialist in American
public law, CRS, Library of Congress.
Congressional Research Service,

The Libary of Congress,
Washington, DC, September 10, 19S6.

To: House Committee on Foreign Affairs;
Subcommittee on Africa. Attn: Steve
Weissrnan.

From: American Law Division.
Subject: Preemption of State and Local

Laws by Federal Legislation Respecting
South Africa.

Following our conversation earlier today,I
discovered that one of my colleagues,
Johnny Killian, previously prepared a paper
on the above subject in connection with an-
other South Africa sanctions bill. Although
itis not dispositive of the present situation,
it covers in detail the major points raised
during our discussion, including our conclu-
sion regarding the importance of the scope
of the eventual federal law and statements
made during its consideration. Althoughiso-
lated statements made by individual mem-
bers in the course of debate are not given
much weight by the courts in determining
congressional intent, statements by the
chairman of the committee which reported
the legislation are considered more persua-
sive of legislative intent. Accordingly, in
light of Chairman Lugar's remarks of
August 15, 1986, supportive of across-the-
board preemption, and absent any probative
contrary evidence a court holding in accord
with that conclusion is not an unlikely even-
tuality. In the circumstances as you de-
scribed them to me, your only recourse at
this time is to fillHouse consideration of
the Senate bill with as many corresponding
statements by the chairman and leading
spokespersons on South African sanctions
and hope that these prove persuasive with
the courts. The latter may not tilt the bal-
ance against preemption but, given the un-
certainties that mine the legal landscape, it
gives you a chance, to prevail.

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Indiana [Mr.Coats].

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

Mr. COATS. Mr. Speaker, Irise in
support of the bill that is before us
today. Ithink it is a sensible and work-
able compromise of a very difficult
and divisive issue before this Congress.
There is no doubt in my mind that the
House version went much too far.
While disinvestment may have sent
the right message, it is the wrong
remedy. Itworks against those that we
are trying to help and Ithink for that
reason alone it was good that we
adopted the Senate proposal. The
Senate proposal is superior because it
imposes both sanctions and incentives.
The incentives and sanctions work to-
gether to provide a carrot and stick ap-
proach that Ithink has the best
chance of bringing about a workable
solution to the problem that we face.
The Senate version is sensible, work-
able, it recognizes the positive contri-
butions that investment, United States
investment in South Africa have
brought toward the people of that
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country. The incentives provided in
the legislation are directed toward
those very necessary first steps that
the South African Government must
take to end apartheid and bring about
needed reform. This carrot and stick
approach is one that can pass Con-
gress this session. Itcan impact posi-
tively on South African policy this
year, and hopefully it is one that can
bring about much-needed change in
the South African Government.

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

Mr. WOLPE. Mr. Speaker, Iyield 5
minutes to the distinguished gentle-
man from California [Mr.DellumsL

Mr.DELLUMS. Ithank the gentle-
man for yielding.
Ithank the Speaker.
Mr. Speaker, several weeks ago to

the shock and surprise of many of our
colleagues in the House, millions of
American people around the country
and, Imight add, this gentleman, the
author of the amendment in the
nature of a substitute, the Congress of
the United States in a voice vove
passed it.

This gentleman suddenly found him-
self in a very interesting place, the
winner of the floor of the Congress on
a major issue of our time.

NowIcame to the floor withno illu-
sions, Mr. Speaker and Members of
the House, and my distinguished col-
leagues. Ithought that we would
achieve a significant vote, but Idid
not come to the floor thinking that it
would win; but only coming to the
floor to try to fashion a solution, not
that Ithought that would pass the
House of Representatives, be enacted
by the Congress of the United States,
signed into law by the President; but a
bill that Ithought would do the job,
that is to bring South Africa to their
senses.

But lo and behold, by some extraor-
dinary fluke my colleagues found
themselves stumbling into integrity,
falling into principle and finding
themselves on the correct side of his-
tory.

For that Ithank all of them. But we
now find ourselves confronted with a
piece of legislation that has some sub-
stantial difference from that piece of
legislation. Ididnot have any thought
that it would pass, but my hope was
that we could move back the fear bar-
rier. Most of us as politicians operate
in an incredible atmosphere of fear:
"ifItake this stance, willmy constitu-
ents understand? IfItake this posi-
tion, willIbe opposed in the next elec-
tion? What will this do for my
future?"

So in enacting what we did, we
moved back the fear barrier. Many
politicians and people around the
country realized that out of idealism
many things could happen. Ithink
history would look back upon this
moment and they will say that even
though we are not at this moment
confronted with the bill that we
brought, because we had no illusion

about the Senate enacting it, but our
hope was to force the Senate to do
more than they would normally have
done. History willrecord that we were
correct. But a number of things have
moved around the country, including
the great State of California, a con-
servative Republican Governor, about
the business almost at this very
moment of signing into law perhaps
the most significant piece of divesti-
ture legislation ever enacted by any
State in this entire United States, I
think as a direct result of what the
House of Representatives did when
the smoke cleared and this aggressive
piece of legislation had indeed passed
the House.
Iwould like to state clearly and un-

equivocally, Mr. Speaker, Iam not
happy about the legislation that
comes to the floor.
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Iam concerned about the issue of

preemption. Iwould have liked to see
us go to conference and resolve that
problem. Iam not happy about the
definitionof new loans and new invest-
ments, that even watered down the
version of the bill that was an alterna-
tive when our piece of legislation
passed.

So there is not a great deal in this
bill.
Itook the different route. Isaid,

why do we not go to conference and
fight for a stronger billand come up
with a piece of legislation whose objec-
tive not was simply to pass a piece of
paper. Our objective here is not ulti-
mately to pass legislation, but to bring
down apartheid in South Africa. And
that what we do ought to always be
evaluated against that backdrop. And
if we believe on principle and integri-
ty, that the legislation did not do that,
then we should fight for something
stronger.

But that position did not fail, Mr.
Speaker. My colleagues felt, and I
think it is a very important view, that
Mr. Botha and Pretoria should not be
able to celebrate as a result of no bill
coming through, so that we should
keep the momentum. Itis out of that
consensus that we find ourselves with
the Senate bill.

We have now stated the House
intent on the issue of preemption, so
that is to some extent satisfying. We
are now moving forward with some
continued momentum of the issue of
sanctions that brings us to this
moment.
Iwould like to say that in January,

if it is the will of our constituency, we
willbe back. We willfight again for a
stronger piece of legislation, not
simply because our objective is to pass
a piece of legislation, but to bring sig-
nificant sanctions that willultimately
bring down apartheid because it is the
greatest human rights issue of our
time.

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, Iam
willing to see this bill go forward, not
because it is a satisfactory response to
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one of the most terrible situations on
the face of this Earth, but it is the
only thing that we have at this
moment, and it ought to pass to keep
the momentum going forward.

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
Indiana [Mr.Burton].

Mr. BURTON of Indiana, Mr,
Speaker, Ithank the gentleman for
yielding this time to me.

Mr.Speaker, Icannot believe whatI
just heard, that apartheid is the great-

est human rights violation and horri-
ble atrocity of our time. What about
communism? What about millions of
people who are dying in Ethiopia as a
result of communism? Ido not under-
stand why we do not talk about that
once ina while, but we do not.

But apartheid is repugnant, and I
am opposed to it just as your folks are,

Itshould be changed.
ButIthink we are involved today in

an orgy of self-righteousness that is
going to hurt the very people that we
purport to want to help.

Has anybody been listening? Six
hundred thousand South African
blacks are going to lose their jobs.
They each feed a family of five. That
is 3 millionpeople who are going to be
without sustenance. The African Na-
tional Congress that you want to rec-
ognize is controlled by the Commu-
nists, and the Soviet Union gave them
$8 millionin weapons last year. They
want violent revolution. Those 3 mil-
lionpeople who willnot be able to eat
or survive without some kind of suste-
nance, a job, are going to be ripe for
revolutionary talk in a very short
time. We are playing right into the
hands of the ANC and the South Afri-
can Communist Party and the Soviet
bloc.

They want South Africa because of
its vitalminerals, because itprovides a
mechanism to strangle the West,
Ninety-nine percent of our manganese
and 88 percent of our platinum comes
from South Africa needed for industry

and defense of this country, and yet
we are playing right into their hands.
Italked to the Inkatha people inmy

office yesterday, 12 of them, and they
said exactly what Ijust told you. Not
me speaking, the people fromthe Zulu
tribe in Inkatha, 1.3 millionSouth Af-
rican blacks. Itis going to hurt them
severely. Itis going to hurt the very
people we want to help.Ido not know
if anybody else was listening earlier,
but it is going tohurt America, too.

We were elected to represent Amer-
ica. Think about that just a littlebit.
Ninety-nine percent of our manganese
comes from there which is used for
steel, which is used for automobiles,
which is used for farm implements,
things that are vital to industry and
economic health in this country. Yet
we are going to charge the American
people more money for those imple-
ments, which is going to cause infla-
tion and possibly a loss of jobs. And
the only other place you can get those
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minerals in quantity is from, you
guessed it, the Soviet Union.

What about our farmers? Did any-
body hear that a while ago? Two point
seven millionmetric tons of corn was
purchased by South Africa 2 years
ago. We cannot afford to lose more
markets. Our farmers are in the tank
right now. Yet we are going to cut off
another market. The South African
Government has bought more wheat
this year than the Soviet Union has,
and they are a cash buyer. Did you
hear that?

You go home and explain that to
your farmers, to your auto workers, to
the people in industry, because it is
going to come back to haunt us.
People say they will sell us the vital
minerals because the bill allows us to
buy them. Only 5 percent of their ex-
ports are in those minerals. Ifwe em-
bargo the others, they are not going to
give us those minerals, and it is going
to come back to haunt the United
States of America.

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 4 minutes to the gentleman from
California [Mr.Shumway].

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

Mr. SHUMWAY. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding this
time to me.

Mr. Speaker, Irecognize the fact
that we have before this body this day
a great policy dilemma, one that is dif-
ficultfor allofus to see a clear wray in,
and certainly one which is difficultfor
all Americans. Certainly the impact of
the decision made here today willhave
significant and far-reaching overtones,
moral and political and otherwise, not
just for this country but for nations
around the world.

But as we deliberate this issue, I
think there are some basic questions
that we should keep in mind, and I
would just like to suggest these to
Members and perhaps we can think
about them as we go through this
debate.

The first is, are we giving any recog-
nition to what appears to me to be a
strong likelihood that economic sanc-
tions will turn out to be a two-way
street? That is when South Africa cuts
off the sales of precious metals to the
United States and those metals are
available to no other country in the
world except the Soviet Union. What
do we do then. And can there be any
question that the South Africans
would not so retaliate. Ithink there
cannot be such a question.

Second, Mr. Speaker, Iwould sug-
gest that we should ask ourselves, do
we have any understanding of the
impact of sanctions on other nations
in the southern African hemisphere?
Now we know there are many employ-
ees of South African firms that come
from Botswana, from Zimbabwe, from
Zambia, from other places, even Mo-
zambique. Ifour purpose is to force
the collapse of that South African
economy, and Ido believe it is in spite

of the protestations of that purpose,
do we realize that it is going to take
other nations down withit and the im-
plications of those nations falling?

Third, Mr.Speaker, is there any rec-
ognition given to the progress made
thus far, including the repeal of pass
laws? Is there any understanding on
our part of measures taken by South
African businesses, both American and
domestically-owned, to aid the cause
of minorities, including application of
the Sullivan principles?

Is there any concern about the ap-
parent hypocrisy of our own self-right-
eous indignation about apartheid
when we have not eliminated racism
here in our own society? Or how about
the irony in this congressionally sug-
gested foreign policy of making great
efforts to achieve friendly relations,
for example, with Red China while
bashing a long-term reliable ally,
South Africa.
Itseems to me, Mr. Speaker, that

these are questions we should have
foremost in our minds as we embark
upon this debate, and that we would
serve our purpose of policy in this
country far better by striving to find
ways to provide economic incentives
for South Africa to help that country
build up its economy and provide jobs
for those whoneed them the most and
social equality for those who are enti-
tled to it, rather than tear down that
economy as this kind of policy will
eventually culminate in.

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

Mr. SHUMWAY.Iyield to the gen-
tleman from the District of Columbia.
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Mr. FAUNTROY. Ithank the gen-

tleman for yielding to me.
Mr. Speaker, the gentleman does

raise serious questions. First, it is ap-
parent that South Africa will respond
by imposing sanctions on the neigh-
boring front line nations. The question
is what do we do about it.

The gentleman, Ithink, does know
that the diamonds, the ferro-manga-
nese, the platinum the precious metals
that South Africa sells did not stop at
the line of the border ofSouth Africa.
Those precious metals are available in
all the front line nations. But they
cannot produce and market them
around the worldbecause of the desta-
bilization efforts of the South African
Government in bombing and murder-
ing and destroying the trade routes
which would allow them to move them
out and reduce our dependency upon
this racist regime alone for these pre-
cious metals.

WTe ought to think in terms of a sup-
plemental program that would assist
the front line nations not only in de-
veloping their trade and developing
routes, but also in bringing the tech-
nology and human resources to ex-
tract from the soil those same re-
sources which we so vitallyneed.

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 30 additional seconds to the gen-

tleman from California [Mr. Shum-
way] to respond.

Mr.SHUMWAY.Ithank the gentle-
man for the additional time.

Mr.Speaker, Iappreciate the gentle-
man's suggestion and Ireally think
that it goes hand-in-hand with the
idea that Iexpressed in conclusion.
That is we should be seeking ways to
build up our neighbors and allies in
South Africa not to bash them by
trying to bring ruin and devastation to
their economy.
Imade no reference to diamonds but
Idid feel very strongly about those
rare metals that we do obtain from
South Africa. We have heard time and
again from good authority that if we
do not buy them from that nation
they are only available from one other
source and that is a source that we do
not want to trade with. Ithink there-
fore that we need to keep that particu-
lar effect of sanctions in mind as we go
ahead with this debate.

Mr. WOLFE. Mr.Speaker, Iyield 4%
minutes to the gentleman from New
York [Mr.Solarz].

Mr. SOLARZ. Ithank the gentle-
man for yielding me this time.

Mr. Speaker, Idoubt in the short
run that this bill willbring an end to
the killing in South Africa. Irather
doubt that it will result in the aboli-
tion of apartheid. Irather doubt that
itwill lead to the release of the politi-
cal prisoners in that country, and I
rather doubt that it willproduce nego-
tiations between the Government of
South Africa and the legitimate black
leadership of the nation.

The sad truth is that the situation in
South Africa is likely to get much
worse before it gets much better. But
what this billwilldo is tomake it clear
that the United States is on the side of
change rather than the status quo.
That the United States is not prepared
to continue doing business as usual
with the apartheid regime in South
Africa. That the United States is will-
ing to join with the commonwealth
and with the European community
and with other industrialized nations
around the world in applying addition-
al economic pressure to the racist
regime inPretoria.

This billwillmake it clear that the
United States has finally abandoned
the policy of constructive engagement
and replaced it with a new policy of
constructive engagement in which we
make it clear by deed as well as by
word that we are opposed to the apart-
heid regime in South Africa.

For better or for worse, rightly or
wrongly, a situation now exists where
our willingness to impose sanctions
against South Africa has become the
litmus test of the sincerity of our op-
position to apartheid. Without the
adoption of this legislation, our rhe-
torical denunciations of apartheid will
ring increasingly hollow.

Furhermore, even if this bill is un-
likely to facilitate real change in
South Africa in the short run, its
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adoption is critical if apartheid is j
going to be abolished in the long run. !
In the absence of increasing internal i
and international pressure, the incen-
tives for the Government of South ¡
Africa to abolish the apartheid would
be de minimis. In this sense, Iwould
recall the words of the ancient negro
spiritual, "God gave Noah the rainbow
sign, no more water, the fine next
time."
Ifear that in the absence of legisla-

tion like this the accumulated rage
and resentment and repression in
South Africa willproduce a fire that
will consume that entire country, the
region in which it exists, and perhaps
even the world. So Ibelieve that the
adoption of this legislation may well
be the last, best hope for peaceful
change in South Africa.

Those who oppose the billsay that it
would hurt the very people that we
want to help. Ithink this is a serious
and significant argument. Iwant to
say this morning that if in fact Ibe-
lieve that the black leadership of
South Africa were opposed to this leg-
islation, Iwouldvote against itmyself.
But the fact of the matter is that vir-
tually all of the recognized black lead-
ers of that country are in favor of ad-
ditional economic pressure against
South Africa.

Nelson Mandela favors increased
sanctions against South Africa, so does
Oliver Tambo, so does the Bishop
Tutu, so does Reverend Bosack, so
does Dr. Matwana and the Committee
of Ten in Soweto, and Cosato and
Cusa, the two largest federations of
black trade unions in South Africa
which represent the overwhelming
majority of organized black labor in
that country are on record in favor of
additional sanctions as well.

The United Democratic Front which
represents 700 organizations and over
2 million blacks in South Africa is
strongly in favor of increased econom-
icpressure against the Government of
South Africa.In view of the fact that
the black leadership of South Africa
and the black people of South Africa
are asking us to impose sanctions
against their government and against
their country in order to facilitate the
abolition of apartheid, Isay that it
would be politically cynical and moral-
ly presumptious for us to take the po-
sition that we know what is in the best
interests of the black people of South
Africa better than they do themselves.
Isay that by voting for this legisla-

tion we willbe keeping faith with the
black majority whom we say we want
to help in South Africa, and so Icall
for the adoption of this billtoday.

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Michigan [Mr.Pursell].

Mr. PURSELL. Ithank the gentle-

man for yielding me this time.
Mr. Speaker, Iwant to compliment

the chairmen on both sides. Ithink
that this is a bipartisan foreign policy
issue and that there has been a
healthy debate over the years on sanc-

tions against South Africa and apart-
heid. Iwas an original cosponsor of
Congressman Gray's bill when we in-
troduced the first bill to implement
sanctions withregard to apartheid.
Ihave been to Africa and Ido not

claim to be an African expert in for-
eign policy, but Ithink, in terms of
human justice, it is reprehensible that
28 million black people in Africa do
not have the right to vote and do not
have the right to move around Africa
or anywhere else in the world.
Ithink apartheid is a major human

rights issue. Isuggest to some people
who think that communism is equally
as bad how very important it is that
the United States takes the right posi-
tion as a moral leader of the world on
moral issues. Isuggest that the Afri-
can nations willlook some day to the
West or to the East and decide who
has been a supporter in terms of con-
structive policy and who has worked
with the African leaders on the eco-
nomic, social, political, and cultural
development of this Nation and this
world.
Ithink the President's policy on con-

structive engagement really has not
worked. Ialso believe that the Sulli-
van code is not enough either. Ihave
met with Dr. Sullivan, Iknow him
quite well andIhave studied the Sulli-
van code. Ithink that is a step in the
right direction. In conclusion, Ialso
think this billis a step in the right di-
rection. Iam sure we have more to do,
but Iask the President, in all of my
humble experience as a Member of
this Congress for 10 years, to consider
this billcarefully and to look at it fa-
vorably. Ihope that he has the cour-
age and conviction to say that we
should change our foreign policy and
support the sanctions issue here. The
embodiment of some sanctions that
are not that difficult to adhere to
hopefully will improve the situation
and willabolish apartheid.

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
California [Mr.Zschau].

Mr. ZSCHAU. Ithank the gentle-
man for yielding me this time.

Mr.Speaker, Irise in strong support
of this Anti-Apartheid Act of 1986
passed by the other body on August
15.

Last year, about this time, this body
passed the conference report on H.R.
1460. Itnever became law,but some of
its provisions, in fact, most of its provi-
sions were implemented by the Presi-
dent by Executive order.
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It was important that we did that
last year because itmade clear our ab-
horrence of the policy of apartheid,
and that we were willing to back up
our talk with actions. Itwas also im-
portant because it began to put pres-
sure on the Government of South
Africa.

We agreed at that time that we
would monitor the situation and base
future action on what occurred in the
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intervening period. Although there
have been some small steps taken to
improve the situation, on balance the
situation has deteriorated dramatical-
ly. Stronger action is necessary, and
we must take that action now. This
legislation increases the pressure. Itis
that stronger action that we should be
taking.

But Ibelieve it is a balanced ap-
proach. Itimposes greater pressure on
the Government of South Africa. It
has some positive measures to help the
lives of blacks in South Africa, and it
retains the possibility of United States
firms that are Sullivan code-compliant
to continue to do work there, to not
only help in the lives of South Afri-
cans but also to set an example for
others.
Ibelieve we should continue to mon-

itor the situation, and those provisions
for monitoring are contained in this
legislation. Specific objectives are set
out. In addition, we should seek the
support of other nations around the
world to joinwithus in these stronger

actions taken to put pressure on the
Government of South Africa in a bal-
anced and responsible way in order to
bring an end to apartheid.

Mr. WOLPE. Mr. Speaker, Iyield 1
minute to the distinguished gentle-
woman from Ohio [Ms. Oakar].

Ms. OAKAR. Mr. Speaker, Ithank
the gentleman for yielding this time to
me, and Icongratulate him on this
compromise.
Iwant to assure allmy friends that

women do not want those diamonds
from South Africa. We would rather
wear our fake diamonds.

Mr.Speaker, apartheid is the equiva-
lent ofnazism. The former Prime Min-
ister, Dr. Verwoerd, the "architect of
apartheid," said, and Iquote: "Any
further admission of Jews into South
Africa will lead to the defiling of our
white race.'*

There is strong evidence that these
laws in South Africa were derived
from the Nazi Nuremberg Laws. Ifyou
look at them, you will see that the
race laws of South Africa prevent the
nonwhite races from interbreeding; in
hibition and limitations with regard to
nonwhite races from employing or
giving orders to whites; and the laws
which deprive the nonwhite races of
citizenship and of political rights and
most civil rights in this land which is
devoid ofhuman rights.

The least we should be doing, Mr.
Speaker, is passing this legislation.

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I
yield W* minutes to the gentleman
from Louisiana [Mr.Roemer].

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

Mr.ROEMER. Mr.Speaker, Irise in
support of the billbefore us, and I
would take the time to ask a few
simple questions.

Should our country bar trade with
and take the profit out of apartheid?
Yes. Support the bill.
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Should we in the Congress stand

mute and allow this administration to
continue its policy of so-called con-
structive engagement? No. The record
clearly shows that this administration
willcontinue to honor the economic
contract with South Africa while ig-
noring the moral contract with its citi-
zens. Support the bill.

Will the policy of sanctions outlined
in this billbe imposed without risk or
pain? Of course not. But inaction is
more risky to America and to South
Africa and, in the long run, more pain-
ful to both. Support the bill.

Finally, unlike most Members, I
grew up on a farm in the deep
South during the fifties and saw a
great region and a decent people at-
tempt to finesse and temporize the
horror of apartheid, using all the eco-
nomic arguments and seemingly prac-
tical arguments utilized by the Gov-
ernment of South Africa and this ad-
ministration. From personal experi-
ence Ican tell you there is no turning
back, no temporizing. We cannot
knowingly continue to do businss with
a nation that treats a majority of its
citizens like animals. Support the bill.

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 1minute to the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr.Walker].

Mr.WALKER. Mr.Speaker, Irise in
support of the bill,but Ithink itneeds
to be understood that those of us who
are supporting this billcome from dif-
ferent perspectives on it from time to
time.
Irise in support of a unified, coordi-

nated, and comprehensive approach to
foreign policy toward South Africa.
That is what is contained in the bill
that was brought to us by the other
body.

The other body's specific intent in
that bill was to keep the rest of the
country; namely, State and local gov-
ernments, and so on, from formulating
their own foreign policy. Rather, their
intent was to bring our whole foreign
policy together in a coordinated kind
of effort.
Ithink that is right. Ithink as this

Nation expresses itself to the world,
we ought to do it through the voices of
the elected Representatives of this
Congress, and that is the intent of the
billthat we have before us. Many ofus
who support that billare in fact sup-
porting that approach to the foreign
policy of this Nation, and Ithink itis
extremely important that we under-
stand that that is our intent.

Mr. GRAY of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, willthe gentleman yield?

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
Dixon). The time of the gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. Walker] has
expired.

The Chair wishes to state that the
gentleman from Michigan [Mr.
Broomfield] and the gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. Wolpe] both have 6
minutes remaining.

Mr. WOLPE. Mr.Speaker, Iyield 1
minute to the distinguished gentleman
from Maryland [Mr.Mitchell].

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

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. Speaker, as a
citizen of a nation born in revolution,
as America was— we tend to forget
that—lam proud to be a supporter of
this legislation.

In1960, when America came to grips
with the ugly racism in this Nation,
whether we likeditor not, whether we
wanted to or not, we assumed the
moral leadership of the world on the
issue of a color bar, and it is for that
reason, and that reason only, that na-
tions around the world were puzzled
and hurt and pained and disillusioned
when our Government by word and
deed supported the racist regime in
South Africa and thereby kept mil-
lions of black people living out their
lives in humiliationand degradation.

Is it any wonder that those black
men and women in South Africa raised
the question: How many years can a
mountain exist before it is washed to
the sea? How many years can some
people exist before they are allowed to
be free?

Mr. Speaker, these are the waning
days for me in this Congress, and I
feel proud of the action that this
House willtake. Iwillrespect you for-
ever for it,and Iwillrespect you when
you override the Presidential veto of
this legislation.

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Indiana [Mr.Burton],

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr.
Speaker, Ithank the gentleman for
yielding me this time.

Very littlemention has been made
today of what the President's position
is. He has stated continually that he is
diametrically opposed to apartheid,
but he believes that if we pull stakes
and run, we are going to end up hurt-
ing the people we want to help very se-
verely. He thinks we should stay in
there and work and not cut and run,
as he has said in the past.

One of his quotes is this: "Ifposta-
partheid South Africa is to remain the
economic locomotive of southern
Africa, its strong and developed econo-
my must not be crippled. Therefore,"
he said, "Iurge the Congress and the
countries of Western Europe to resist
this emotional clamor for punitive
sanctions."

And make no mistake about it, the
South African sanctions contained in
the Senate billare punitive. For exam-
ple, the Senate bill, as Isaid before,
willban the import into the United
States of South African agricultural
commodities and products. The impact
on black employment in the agricul-
tural area alone willbe 446,000 jobs.

Banning the import into the United
States of South African coal, iron and
steel willhave an impact on blacks of
145,000 jobs. The impact on the people
that it willfeed is 725,000 workers and
their families. Itis 2.2 million from ag-
riculture alone, and we are not men-
tioning the other areas that are con-

nected with those industries. The
bottom line is that more than 600,000
jobs willbe lost, and the livelihoods of
more than 3 million blacks willbe af-
fected.

As Isaid before, we are playing right
into the hands of the South African
Communist Party. The African Na-
tional Congress is controlled by the
Communists, and Ibelieve we are set-
ting the stage for a major, major disas-
ter in South Africa by the actions we
are taking here today.

Q 1200

Mr.Speaker, Iurge my colleagues to
reconsider their actions. Iknow this
thing is on rails and it is probably
going to pass overwhelmingly, but I
wish you would really think of the
ramifications to the people we are
trying to help and to the people of the
United States as well.

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 1minute to the gentleman from
Massachusetts [Mr.ConteJ.

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

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Speaker, on June
18, Istood in this well and pleaded
with my colleagues to support disin-
vestment as the last best hope to avoid
a potential bloodbath in South Africa.
Shortly after that speech, Iput my
money where my mouth is. Idivested
my portfolio of allstock of any compa-
ny doing business inSouth Africa and,
Mr.Speaker, it is going tobe a hell of
an expense, too.

Today we have an opportunity to
vote for a Senate package that does
not go far enough, but it is another
step forward. Iwould prefer that
today's vote be on sending a disinvest-
ment package to the President, but
that is not the reality. But we do have
a sanctions package that puts the
weight of this great country behind
the effort to eliminate the evil and im-
moral system of apartheid. Sanctions
hurt, you bet they hurt. But apartheid
kills, and black leaders throughout

Africa—including Archbishop Tutu,
the united Democratic Front, and
others—are calling for sanctions as the
last defense against a holocaust of pro-
found proportion in South Africa.
Iurge my colleagues to vote for this

bill, and Ialso urge that others join

me in taking their own actions to
convey their total opposition to apart-
heid by divesting stock they may hold.

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr.Speaker, I
yield 1minute to the gentleman from
the District of Columbia [Mr. Faunt-
roy].

Mr. FAUNTROY. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, and my colleagues, on
Thanksgiving evening in 1984 Itook
an action, together with a couple col-
leagues, Randall Robinson and Mary
Francis Berry, that was a tribute to
the wisdom of the Founding Fathers.
They recognized that there might
come times in the course of our de-
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mocracy when the body politic might
not respond to the legitimate concerns
of even one citizen, so they guaranteed
tous the right of peaceful assembly to
petition the government for address-
ing grievances. When we have done
that effectively in this country, it has
done two things. It has raised con-
sciousness and it has pricked the con-
sciousness of the American people to
take action.
Iwant to thank you all for respond-

ing to the legitimate concerns of mil-
lions of Americans, that we come down
on the right side of this issue.
Iurge, therefore, support for this

measure, albeit weaker than that
which ought to be done, as another
step toward the elimination of this
heinous system of apartheid in South
Africa.

We in the Congressional Black
Caucus look forward in the next Con-
gress toproviding other alternatives to
strengthen the will of the coalition of
consciousness around this world that
this issue and this system be disman-
tled.
Ithank the gentleman for yielding

one minute ofhis precious time.
Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I

yield 1minute to the gentleman from
Maryland [Mr.HoyerL

Mr. HOVER, Mr. Speaker, Irise
today in strong support of the Sen-
ate's amended version of H.R. 4868.

Though this measure is not strong
enough and not as strong as Iwould
prefer, it is a step forward. The values
of our country which we should seek
to express in our policy toward South
Africa are equality, freedom and jus-
tice for all men and women.

South Africa's brutal system of
apartheid threatens the very core of
those values. Racism is in direct con-
flict with these basic values. It is an
evil which we have fought long and
hard to rid ourselves of in this coun-
try, and as has been said before, we
are still fighting it in this country and
to be true to those values here at
home we must be true to those values
throughout the world.

The Government of South Africa is
intent on continuing its practice of or-
ganized racism. A country like the
United States, whose Constitution is
based on equality for all cannot sub-
ject itself to continuing a relationship
as usual with such system. By not
having a strong, well defined policy
with regard to South Africa, we are in
effect, condoning that country's racist
behavior.

The President's Executive order does
little more than dance around the
issue. Since the order was issued last
year, Pretoria has stepped up its in-
timidation of the black population in
South Africa. People are taken from
their homes forno reason at ail. Many
families have no idea where their
loved ones are, or even if they are
alive. Hundreds are tortured and bru-
tally killed. Inlight of this increase in
violence, it is unconscionable that the

President would reissue his same do-
nothing policy.

What does the President think his
Executive order accomplishes? It
surely does not express this country's
values, and obviously has not put
enough pressure on South Africa to
force that country to abandon its
racist practices.

Unlike the President's weak policy
the Senate measure willraise the cost
of South Africa practicing its policy of
apartheid. Itmust be made clear, that
the United States abhors apartheid
and that if South Africa continues to
practice these policies, they willtotal-
ly alienate the rest of the world.

Again, this measure before us today
is not as strong as Iwould prefer.
However, the provisions contained in
the Senate version would let Pretoria
know, that the United States is com-
mitted to the total elimination of
apartheid. Approval of this measure
will let South Africa, as well as the
rest of the world know, that the
United States is committed to uphold-
ing those values on which our country
is based, equality for all of mankind.
Itis not time, as the gentleman from

Louisiana said, to temporize or ration-
alize. Itis time to act. Itis time to act
now. Vote for this billand vote against
the override when and ifit comes.

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I
think we have had a very good debate
on this subject. Ithink the House is
obviously prepared to vote.
Iwant to indicate that my under-

standing from a phone call this morn-
ing from the White House is that the
President does not like the bill in its
present form. Itis a clear signal, at
least to me, this gentleman from
Michigan, that he intends to veto the
bill.

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

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Iam glad to
yield to the gentleman from New
York.

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

Mr.GILMAN.Mr.Speaker, Irise in
strong support of the pending motion,
a motion to agree to the Senate
amendments to the bill and sending
the South African sanctions legisla-
tion to the President without the pos-
sible delay of a House-Senate confer-
ence.

Mr. Speaker, the South African Gov-
ernment simply must be placed on
notice that it cannot expect to carry
on "business as usual" withthe Ameri-
can people while a state of emergency
continues and scant progress is made
in the move toward powersharing in
that country. This bill sends a strong
signal reflecting the attitude of the
American people toward the system
now in place in South Africa. Just as
we have sanctions in place against
Nicaragua and the Soviet Union,
against Syria and Iran, we should ex-
ercise this peaceful weapon of econom-
ic sanctions as a means of attempting
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to influence the policies of another
nation.

These sanctions include termination
of the South African Airlines' landing
rights, prohibiting importation of ma-
terials from South African Govern-
ment-owned or controlled corpora-
tions, banning the importation of tex-
tiles, uranium, iron and steel, coal, and
agricultural products. It bars new
United States loans to South African
businesses— except those owned by
black South Africans. In addition to
other important sanctions, it states
that United States policy will be to
impose more sanctions ifSouth Africa
does not make substantial progress
toward ending apartheid ina year.

Mr. Speaker, this is a balanced,
thoughtful piece of legislation.

A conference might result in some
marginal improvements, but they
would not be of any critical nature. It
is important to take the opportunity
presented to us to pass this billnow,
without further delay. Accordingly,
now, Iurge my colleagues to vote in
favor of the motion now pending.

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I
am sure, regardless of what happens
today, we hope this billdoes pass and
it willdo something to improve the sit-
uation inSouth Africa and that every-
one willbe much better off for it.

Mr. WOLPE. Mr. Speaker, to close
the debate, Iyield such time as he
may consume to our distinguished
Speaker, the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts [Mr.O'Neill].

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

Mr. O'NEILL. Mr. Speaker, Irise in
support of the motion.

Today, the House considers a vital
matter of American purpose. Ever
since World War 11, our great country
has offered itself as a force for free-
dom and independence in the world.
We have opposed communism, and, at
the same time, we have supported the
end of European colonialism. We have
fostered a third alternative, the alter-
native we enjoy here in America, the
alternative of freedom and human lib-
erty.

Today, we in the House vote on a
measure that breathes life into our
historic commitment to American
values. We send to the President of
the United States a document that
clarifies our values, but, more than
that, our determination to uphold
these values.

Six years ago, this administration
embarked on a new approach to South
Africa. Rejecting the previous policy
of public condemnation, itoffered the
carrot of constructive engagement.
South Africa took the carrot, applaud-
ed the new administration's policy,
and insisted on the right of that coun-
ty's whites to monopolize supreme
power over 22 million of its black citi-
zens.

Constructive engagement, this policy
of offering American sympathy to the
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government in Pretoria, has been a
failure. After 6 years of failure, in my
opinion it is time to abolish that
policy. Itis one thing to experiment.
That might be forgivable in the eyes
of history. What is not forgivable is to
continue with a policy that has proven
itself a failure, morally as well as po-
litically.

President Reagan has a unique op-
portunity in the next few days to serve
as a champion of freedom. He has a
chance to make itclear that this great
country of ours is willing to once again
pay the price of freedom. We are will-
ing to sacrifice short-term economic
gain to support our long-term values.
We are willing to tell our brothers in
South Africa, black and white and
Asian, that our bill of rights is not
only alive in this country, but a valued
treasure for all humanity.

As an American, Ihope our Presi-
dent willnot veto this billand will join
the Congress of the United States in
listening to the call from the millions
of Americans in the towns and cities of
our country to sign the sanctions bill
and send Pretoria and the world a
message:

When it comes to basic human prin-
ciples, Americans always stand togeth-
er.

Mr. WOLPE. Mr. Speaker, Iyield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Tennessee [Mr.
Ford].

(Mr. FORD of Tennessee asked and
was given permission to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr.FORD of Tennessee. Mr. Speak-
er, it is with mixed feelings that Icon-
sider the Senate bill on sanctions
against South Africa. While my con-
stituents and Iwould have rather be
sending the Dellums disinvestment
language to the President, the Senate
bill we willbe voting on today is a first
step toward bringing reform to that
nation.

The billhas several worthwhile pro-
visions. Itends landing rights in this
country for South African aircraft,
prohibits most new investment in
South Africa, and prohibits the import
of uranium ore, coal, and steel coming
from that nation. Italso provides edu-
cational and housing assistance for
black South Africans disadvantaged by
apartheid.

Mr. Speaker, Iwillvote for today's
bill,but with no strings attached as to
whether this measure willpreempt the
authority of State and local munici-
palities to enact disinvestment legisla-
tion on South Africa. Iencourage
these entities to pull their investments
from South Africa. While this Con-
gress may not be able to pass disinvest-
ment legislation this year, there is no
reason for us to preempt those legisla-
tivebodies that can.

We have not heard the last on this
issue. While we will almost certainly
be considering an override in the next
few weeks, Iam hoping that the 100th
Congress will bring about new pres-
sure on the other body to approve dis-

investment. We must make the Preto-
ria government respect the rights of
its black majority.

Mr. WOLPE. Mr. Speaker, Í yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from New Mexico [Mr.
Skeen].

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

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Speaker, Irise in
support of the bill.

Mr. GUNDERSON. Mr. Speaker, shortly
after returning from my trip to South Africa in
February 1985 this body began to debate and
struggle with the important question of how
the United States might be a constructive in-
fluence toward change in that country. Since
that time, the situation inSouth Africa has de-
teriorated and grown increasingly violent, yet
Congress has been unable to reach agree-
ment on the issue of sanctions.

The question is out as to whether or not the
United States can still make a difference in
South Africa; whether the United States can
still make a positive contribution to help to
bring an end to apartheid and a renewal of
peace.

However, in approving the measure before
us today (H.R. 4868) we have an opportunity
to speak with one voice in telling the people
of South Africa and the world, that the citizens
and Government of the United States disasso-
ciate themselves, clearly and without reserva-
tion, from the system of apartheid. In passing
this bill, we will be passing a measure that
can, and Iam confident will, be signed into
law. After 2 years of debate, we can finally
signify to the merging and legitimate black
majority population that America stands with
them in their efforts to obtain justice.

The bill puts into permanent law all of the
sanctions that President Reagan imposed on
South Africa in his September 9, 1985 Execu-
tive order. Those were bans on: the importa-
tion of Krugerrands; the importation into the
United States of arms, ammunition or military
vehicles made in South Africa; the export of
computer software and related items to South
Africa for use by Government agencies, such
as the police; loans by United States banks to
the Government of South Africa; and the
export to South Africa of nuclear power equip-
ment and supplies.

Additional sanctions are established in an
attempt to achieve short-term objects, such as
the lifting of the current state of emergency,
and long term, broader objectives, including
the creation of a truly democratic form of gov-
ernment. Among the sanctions are included: a
ban on the import of South African textiles,
uranium and uranium ore, iron and steel, coal,
and agricultural products; a prohibition on any
form of cooperation between United States
Government agencies and South African
armed forces; a ban on new United States
loans to South African businesses, the Preto-
ria government or any entity it controls; no
new investments in South Africa by American
business; and termination of a 1947 air travel
agreement between the United States and
South Africa.

The bill reaffirms the U.S. commitment to
help the victims of apartheid through direct fi-
nancial aid and other efforts. Funds are in-
cluded for education scholarships, housing,
and human rights programs aimed at helping

black South Africans help themseives over-
come the weight of apartheid.

Sanctions can be waived if the South Afri-
can Government undertakes five steps:

First, free African National Congress leader
Nelson Mandela and all persons persecuted
for their political beliefs or detained without
trial;

Second, repeal the state of emergency and
release all persons detained under it:

Third, legalize democratic political parties
and permit all South Africans to join political
parties, to express political opinions and par-
ticipate in the politicalprocess;

Fourth, repeal the Group Areas Act and the
Population Registration Act, which restrict
where nonwhites live and work; and

Fifth, agree to enter into good-faith negotia-
tions with truly representative black leaders
without precondition.

While denouncing government violence per-
petrated by Pretoria, we must also condemn
acts of violence, such as the horrid "necklac-
ing" carried out by black militants. H.R, 4868
calls on the African National Congress to
strongly condemn these acts and take imme-
diate action to bring a halt to this violence.
Iam not so naive as to think that the pas-

sage of this bill guarantees an end to either
apartheid, or the violence that has resulted
from its enforcement. It is up to the people of
South Africa, black and white, to bring about
an end to the bloodshed and injustice piagu-
ing their nation.

However, if our goal is to promote freedom
and democracy throughout the world, and at a
minimum establish communications with
blacks in all of Africa; we cannot stand by and
allow the 85 percent of the population in
South Africa to be denied their similar rights to
freedom and majority rule. I strongly urge my
colleagues to join with me in supporting the
passage of this bill, in the hope that we may
best promote America's interests, the inter-
ests of the South African majority and the
cause of peace.

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. Speaker, Irise to ex-
press my total opposition to apartheid and my
support for complete United States divestment
from South Africa.

In the past Icalled for the toughest sanc-
tions against the apartheid regime. In May, the
House paid heed to that call. Icall for those
sanctions again today.

It is most unfortunate that the President re-
fuses to join the House of Representatives,
the American people, and the Eminent Per-
sons Group in expressing total abhorrence to
apartheid. Apartheid enslaves black South Af-
ricans. It is evil. The United States willbe an
accessory to this evil until all ties are cut with
the apartheid regime.
Icontinue to believe that we must send the

strongest message possible to the South Afri-
can regime that we oppose apartheid. Ialso
believe that we must, as a nation, wait no
longer to move decisively. It is unfortunate
that the Senate package is the toughest sanc-
tions bill we can pass and sustain over a veto.

The sanctions the President imposed last
year have simply not done the job. We must
send a stronger message. I urge my col-
leagues to accept the Senate amendments: a
compromise, but a stronger message none-
theless.

Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Speaker, Irise in strong
support of H.R. 4868. The provisions o-
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bill, although not as stringent as those origi-
nally passed by the House, willgo a long way
toward pressuring the South African Govern-
ment to begin negotiating with recognized
black leaders of that country to work toward a
nonviolent resolution of the unconscionable
political, economic and social structure of
South Africa. Passage of this legislation is the
least that we can do today. As Members of
the U.S. Congress, we have been entrusted
by the people of this Nation with a moral and
political obligation to strive for equity and
peace, not only in America, but throughout all
regions of the world. It is far past the time for
us to take decisive action to end the grossly
unjust situation in South Africa.

There are many critical elements contained
in H.R. 4868, but Iwill take time to point out
one of the most important from the standpoint
of West Virginia* the bill's ban on the importa-
tion of South African coal into the United
States. In recent years, the amount of foreign
coal entering this country has steadily in-
creased. The infiltration of imported coal into
domestic markets obviously displaces coal
mining jobs in this country.

Leading the attack on coal field employ-
ment is South African coal which is produced
under conditions very different than those
maintained in this country. There are virtually
no health and safety standards enforced in
South African coal mines and the right of the
primarily black miners to organize against the
atrocious conditions they are forced to work in
has consistently been denied. How can we
not act against a system that not only submits
its workers to inhumane and dangerous condi-
tions, but also contributes to the unemploy-
ment and suffering of workers right here in
America?

How can we not enact this legislation, as
limited as it may be? How can we not do at
least this, in an effort to help the downtrodden
majority of South Africa reach a level of re-
spect due all human beings? Our efforts here-
tofore have gone unheeded by those inpower
in South Africa. We have no course other than
to pass this bill and stringently enforce its pro-
visions. Iurge its adoption.

Mr. BIAGGI. Mr.Speaker, as an original co-
sponsor of H.R. 4868, Irise in absolute sup-
port of this final version of this critically impor-
tant legislation. If the Congress of the United
States is going to take a stand on any foreign
policy issue this year—and do so in a mean-
ingful way

—then it must take the kind of un-
equivocal stand against the evilof apartheid in
South Africa that H.R. 4868 takes.
Iwould be the first to acknowledge that the

bill before us today is not as strong as the
House-passed version. Ivoted for that meas-
ure and stand by it. However, our objective in
this process is to emerge with a final legisla-
tive product, not a one-House stand. The
managers on the part of the House in the
conference were able to negotiate from a po-
sition of strength because of the House vote
in June.

The result is, we have not a compromise bill
but a genuinely strong and viable piece of leg-
islation to vote on today. The bill would pro-
vide for the following:

The bill would ban all new public and pri-
vate sector loans or investments or other ex-
tensions of credit.

The bill bars the importation of uranium,

coal, textiles, iron, steel, ammunition, military
vehicles, agricultural products and food from
South Africa. These bans would take effect
immediately, except the uranium, coal and tex-
tile bans which take effect 90 days after en-
actment.

The bill would also ban any imports from
South African state-owned companies, either
directly or indirectly through third countries.

This bill bans the export of all crude oil pe-
troleum products and munitions to South
Africa. In addition, it would ban exports of
computers, computer software and computer
services to the South African military, police or
other entities responsible for enforcing apart-
heid.

The bill terminates the air services agree-
ment now ineffect with South Africa and ends
all South African landing rights in the United
States.

The bill earmarks $40 million out of the For-
eign Assistance Act economic support fund
for assistance to South Africans disadvan-
taged by apartheid.

This legislation contains important penalties
against those corporations which violate these
sanctions. The absence of this provision
would render this legislation meaningless in
my judgment.

By enacting this measure, the United States
is taking a strong stand. The message we
convey is that we want no part of condoning
the continued existence of apartheid in South
Africa. We are able to exert genuine pressure
to achieve peaceful change in this ravaged
land. We must end our association with any
elements who are in any way responsible for
apartheid. Apartheid is a policy as abhorrent
as any system the world has ever seen. It is a
policy which imposes permanent subjugation
on a group of people, namely the black major-
ity in South Africa.

Mr. Speaker, there have been more than
100 legislative measures, introduced this Con-
gress to, in some way, condemn and/or end
the normally repugnant system of apartheid in
South Africa. Ihave cosponsored a number of
those measures, including House Resolution
373, which would urge the South African Gov-
ernment to engage in meaningful política! ne-
gotiations with their black majority; and H.R.
1460, a bill that passed this body last year to
impose economic sanctions on South Africa.
Today's measure is the strongest action yet,
and it deserves our strong support. Simply
put, apartheid and the bloody civil unrest it is
spawning cannot be tolerated and this legisla-
tion wii!do more than merely mouth that mes-
sage.

Mr. DANNEMEYER. Mr. Speaker. South Af-
rica's racial policy of apartheid has been
under attack since its institutionaüzation in
1948. More recently, world moral indignation
has escalated to calls for direct action; that is,
disinvestment. It is presumed that compelling
corporations, banks, and other investors to
cease their business activities in South Africa
will force an end to apartheid. This is wishful
thinking, and dangerously naive.

On June 19, the House of Representatives
passed by voice vote a radical sanctions bill
introduced by Mr. Ron Dellums; allowing it to
succeed without a fight was a calculated
gamble since opponents of sanctions believe
that such an extreme measure would never
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pass the Senate or be signed by the Presi-
dent. Should the legislation become law, all
United States companies owning interests in
South Africa must divest themselves of those
interests within 180 days.

it is estimated that some 300 American
firms have $1.8 billion in direct investments in
South Africa, producing S2.2 billion in annual
trade. Were sanctions instituted, and they

were only 20 percent effective, it is projected
that 90,000 whites and 343,000 blacks would
lose their jobs; if 50 percent effective, the
total rises to 1.1 million South Africans who
wouid be unemployed.

An alarming aspect of sanctions wouid be
the potential prohibiting of the importation of
strategic minerals vital to the United States,
minerals vital to our basic economy as well as
to our national defense effort. It has been es-
timated by some experts that the loss of
these minerals might effectively result in for-
bidding the importation of foreign automobiles,
repealing the Clean Air Act, and, of course,
paying much higher prices for those minerals
obtainable eisewhere. American imports from
South Africa include: 56 percent of chromium,
33 percent of manganese (which is essential
in the manufacture of tanks, ships, and air-
craft), 67 perent of the platinum group miner-
als (which includes rhodium, used in making
catalytic converters, which all cars sold in the
United States must possess), 67 perent of in-
dustrial diamonds, and 44 percent of ferroch-
romium (used in making stainless steel). In
many of these groups, including manganese,
platinum, and vanadium, the only other major
source is the Soviet Union. The loss— or
greatly increased cost of having to purchase
elsewhere—of these minerals would severely
impact those industries most reliant upon
them, including aerospace and defense indus-
tries inCalifornia.

Moreover, we would be unable to export our
products to South Africa, currently amounting
to about $125 million annually, primarily in
computers and other high-technology equip-
ment. Fully 47 percent of all South African
computer purchases is from the United States.
Again, California would be hard hit.

The question is asked: Is it right to choose
an economic argument over a moral one? Are
jobs and economic growth in the United
States more important than the freedom and
human rights of blacks in South Africa? It is
an easy question to ask, but an elusive one
for proponents of sanctions to answer. What
morality is inherent in disinvestment?

Polls taken among South African blacks in-
dicate that between 68 and 74 percent
oppose sanctions. Neighboring countries who
rely on South Africa for between 50 and 100
percent of their electricity and for 40 to 70
percent of their trade would suffer with any
decline in the South African economy. We
should heed the lesson of Rhodesia/Zim-
babwe. We applied sanctions against that
nation 20 years ago because the white minori-
ty government refused to hand control over to
blacks. Rhodesia subsequently fell and a
black regime now rules. Unfortunately, Marx-
ism has devastated the economy and the fac-
tion in power is intent upon destroying all po-
litical opposition. We find that, instead of free-
dom, there is widespread violence and blood-
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shed. Is this what we have to look forward to
in South Africa? Itis important to note that not
all blacks oppose the existing Government's
program of reform. The Zulus, led by their
Chief Mangosuthu Buthelezi, are opposed to
the radical African National Congress, which is
heavily infiltrated and controlled by Commu-
nists. The ANC is a terrorist group trained in
the Soviet Union, East Germany, Libya, and
Angola, and which has received millions of
dollars in aid from the PLO.

Progress toward ensuring human, econom-
ic, social, and political rights for all South Afri-
cans has been slow. But progress is being
made: The hated pass laws were abolished
this summer, the policy of forced resettlement
has been revoked, more extensive voting
rights are being negotiated, and spending on
education for blacks has increased 600 per-
cent since 1980. These are steps in the right
direction. Of course, anything less than imme-
diate change fails to satisfy promoters of revo-
lution.

The United States has an option: We can
make a stupid and counter-productive symbol-
ic gesture which injures ourselves, fails to de-
liver on its promise of freedom, and plays di-
rectly into the hands of the Soviets; or we can
help an ally solve very basic problems and
seek a solution which maximizes common
sense and genuine progress and minimizes
carnage and catastrophe.

Mr. HOWARD. Mr. Speaker, Irise In support
of the H.R. 4868, the Anti-Apartheid Act of
1986, before us today. This legislation is an
important and necessary step in bringing
about the abolition of the apartheid regime in
South Africa.

I would like to bring to the attention of the
House the portion of the bill over which the
Committee on Public Works and Transporta-
tion has jurisdiction; that is, the section prohib-
iting South African aircraft from landing in the
United States. Iam pleased that the legisla-
tion on the floor today contains this provision,
which is identical to the earlier House-passed
bill.

This is an important provision of the legisla-
tion because air travel is a major means of
commerce internationally, and if we intend to
have an impact on the regime of apartheid, a
sanction against convenient air travel from
South Africa to the United States is crucial. Air
travel is also a highly visible and symbolic
means of commerce, so the significance of
the sanction goes far beyond the economic
value of the air service,

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

Again, Irise in support of the H.R. 4868 and
urge itpassage.

Mr. TALLÓN. Mr. Speaker, Irise once again
to urge my colleagues to join me in strong
support of legislation imposing sanctions on
the white majority government of South Africa,

This House now stands on the brink of histor-
ic iegisiation. Through H.R. 4868, the Anti-
Apartheid Act, we will establish a national
policy of opposition to South African racist
governance by threat, violence and repres-
sion. One which defends essential democratic
principles: the basic rights to vote and to par-
ticipate on a one-person, one-vote basis in the

National Government. We will establish a
policy that puts us clearly on the side of
change inSouth Africa.

H.R. 4868 would prohibit new United States
business investment in South Africa, ban
some imports, including steel and other prod-
ucts from corporations controlled by the Gov-
ernment, and deny landing rights in the United
States to the Government-owned South Africa
Airways, along with imposing a number of
other restrictions aimed at the Government
and its commercial enterprises.

H.R. 4868 threatens additional, stronger
sanctions unless South Africa makes substan-
tial progress within a year to enó its apartheid
system of racial segregation. The measure
also provides for rescinding the sanctions if
the South African Government takes steps
such as lifting segregationist rules, freeing an-
tiapartheid leader Nelson Mandela, legalizing
all political parties and negotiating with black
political leaders.

Importantly, this legislation allows States
and local governments to continue to individ-
ually regulate financial or commercial activity
with regard to South Africa. H.R. 4868 in no
way preempts the efforts or decisions of State
and local governments respecting South
Africa.

These sanctions represent our first signifi-
cant step to put moral force behind our rhetor-
ical opposition to apartheid. If rhetoric would
change the situation, the government would
have long since folded, and there would be no
apartheid today. But that has not happened.
South Africa has continued its rule of institu-
tionalized racism, sustained by United States
companies.

The administration has come out quite
soundly in support of the status quo in South
Africa. Let us think for a moment what a
status quo for South Africa means. Status quo
in South Africa means repression of 22 million
blacks who are deprived of the most basic
rights such as the right to vote, to chose a
job, an education or a place to live.

South Africa is the only nation on Earth that
constitutionally enshrines racism by denying
blacks the basic right to vote, the right to
move about, freedom of association, equal
protection under the law, virtually all of the
constitutional freedoms that we know and
cherish in this country.

Over the last 20 years some 3Vfe million
blacks have been relocated by the Govern-
ment, forcibly onto worthless patches of land.
Eight million of them have been stripped of
their citizenship. During the same period of
time, U.S. investment has grown from about
$150 million to a current combined direct and
indirect investment of $14 billion. But as the
American role has grown in South Africa, so
has the tyranny of the South African Govern-
ment.

Violence and Government repression have
reached tragic new levels in South Africa. The
news media carries daily reports of brutal and
senseless attacks by the white government
against the blacks of South Africa. We see
blacks seeking political and humanitarian
rights beaten and imprisoned. Meanwhile,
the Government has prohibited almost all
public dissent, closed opposition newspapers,
and banned television and other press cover-
age of unrest and police actions.

Mr. Speaker, as the traditional leader of the
free world, our Nation has to take a stand,

H.R. 4868 puts us squarely behind liberty and
equality. And this is in our owninterest because
Iam certain that blacks inSouth Africa willin-
evitably come to power. As a nation, we must
be at that time in a posture to be able to say
that we were on the right side of this most im-
portant social justice issue. Ihope my col-
leagues will join me in sending this message
of U.S. support for peace and democracy. It is
a message we can all be proud of.

Mr. FRENZEL Mr. Speaker, this vote on
sanctions is a terribly hard one for me.

Essentially, all of us abhor apartheid, and
want to do what is reasonable to hasten the
demise of the system.

Essentially, ido not like sanctions, either. !
do not like them as policy and Ibelieve they
are almost invariably unsuccessful.

Also, Ibelieve that the Senate bill,on which
we vote today, like the original House bill, and
unlike the Dellums version, has as much pro-
tectionism as idealism as its basis. The usual
suspects, the coal industry, the steel industry,
and the textile industry have managed to iso-
late and protect their commercial interests in
the name of human rights.
Iam also troubled about the emphasis on

only 1 of the 150 countries in the world which
do not offer the basic human right of the
democratic franchise to their people.

Apartheid is noxious, but so are the sys-
tems of dozens of other countries, many of
them on the same continent. Free elections
are the exceptions in this world, not the rule.

Despite my distaste for sanctions, Imust
now yield to a stronger distaste for apartheid.
The democratic traditions of this country are
too strong. The United States is too important
as a symbol of freedom.
Ishall, therefore, vote for the conference

report not because Ithink rt will change the
conduct of the Botha government, but be-
cause Imust. There is, at this time, no other
way to express the strong feelings that
demand expression now.

Mr. KEMP. Mr. Speaker, in considering
sanctions against South Africa, our foremost
concern at this time must be how we can help
the black people of South Africa to achieve
a full political democracy which fully protects
human rights and human dignity for all.

Apartheid, in every form must end and is
demonstrably evil. Thanks to our American
Declaration of Independence, we can all agree
on that. But there are many persuasive voices
who tell us that the only way to build a new
society is to tear down the old. I disagree, vio-
lence does not beget peace. Nor does pover-
ty beget prosperity.

It would be tempting to disregard the sub-
stance of this bill and to vote for it as a
symbol, a gesture of solidarity with the op-
pressed minorities in South Africa. I believe it
would also be, on balance, politically popular
to do so and Iknow this bill willpass. Idon't
question motives, that would be easy to do,
but wrong. Because the result of this bill, Ibe-
lieve, would be to hurt the prospects for the
emergence of a just, peaceful, and free demo-
cratic society in South Africa.

We must hate evil with a divine hatred. But
we should always keep in mind what we want
to build—this is ultimately more important than
what we are against. Yet Isee no plan, for
how punitive sanctions against the South Afri-
can people will help build a democracy in
which everyone has an equal opportunity and
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a society and economy in which everyone has
a fair and free stake.

! want to join in devising such a plan. But i
see no such plan connected in any way with
this bill. Ifavor pressure in South Africa and
have demonstrated by word and action my
commitment to demolishing apartheid but I
don't want anarchy and depression.

We do not build political democracy by tear-
ing down economic opportunity. We do not
improve the future for South African working
people and their families by destroying their
jobs. We do not improve the prospects for
bringing the weight of world opinion to bear
upon South Africa's unjust political system, by
cutting that nation off from the rest of world
society.

The way to help the people of South Africa
is not to turn our back on the very principles
which we proclaim as true not only for our-
selves, but for all people everywhere— that
human freedom, both political and economic,
is the bedrock of political society. The future
of the South African people will be best ad-
vanced through democratic self-determination,
and free and growing economic opportunity,
and Ido favor a summit conference to help
achieve that end.
Ido not believe that the interests of the

South African people, least of all South Afri-
can blacks, are served by preventing new in-
vestment that creates jobs and increases their
standard of living, as this bill would do. Ido
not believe that the people of South Africa are
helped by prohibiting imports of any firm that
receives any kind of Government subsidy.
This would be equivalent to banning all agri-
cultural products produced by American farm-
ers although the bill hypocritically allows for
subsidized grain sales to South Africa but not
petroleum.

Ican't believe it,but it's true.
Iask all people of good willon both sides

of the aisle to join together in an effort to
build up, not tear down. To be voices of rec-
onciliation, not hatred. To bolster our natural
love of human rights and human dignity which
is in every conscience. Every person of good
will can join in putting pressure for change
toward observance of human right, but also in
resisting pressure for violence and poverty. I
agree that constructive employment is not
enough, but we've sent signals, we are pres-
suring South Africa for an end to this evil.
Icast my vote against these ill-advised

sanctions, and ask my colleagues that we
begin together the vital work of reconstruction,
reconciliation, and an end to racism in South
Africa.

There are many of my colleagues and good
friends who willnot understand a vote against
sanctions. Iam profoundly sorry but Isincere-
ly share the common goal of a summit confer-
ence on democratizing power, the release of
Mandela, the repeal of the state of emergen-
cy, and repeal of the Group Areas and Popu-
lation Registration Act. Let's eradicate apart-
heid not the economy.

Mr. WOLPE. Mr. Speaker, Iyield
back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
Dixon). Pursuant to House Resolution
548, the previous question is consid-
ered as ordered.

The Question is on the motion of-
fered by the gentleman from Florida
[Mr.Fascell] to concur in the Senate
amendment.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi-
dently a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify
absent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic
device, and there were—yeas 308, nays
77, not voting 46, as follows:

[RollNo. 3811
YEAS—308

Akaka Erdreich Leath (TX)
Alexander Evans (IA) Lehman (CA)

Anderson Evans (ID Lehman (FL)

Andrews Fascell Leland
Annunzio Pawell Lent
Anthony Fazio Levin(MI)

Applegate Feighan Levine (CA)

AuCoin Fiedler Lewis (CA)

Barnard Fish Lewis (FL)

Barnes Flippo Lightfoot
Bateman Florio Lipinski
Bates Foglietta Lloyd
Bedell Foley Long

Beilenson Ford (MI) Lowery (CA)

Bennett Ford (TN) Lowry (WA)

Bentley Fowler Lujan
Bereuter Frank Luken
Berman Franklin MacKay
Bevill Frenzel Madigan
Biaggi Fuqua Mantón
Bliley Gallo Martin (ID

Boehlert Garcia Martin (NY)
Boggs Gaydos Martinez
Boland Gejdenson Matsui
Bonior(MI) Gekas Mavroules
Bonker Gibbons Mazzoli
Borski Gilman McCain
Bosco Gingrich McCloskey
Broomfield Glickman McCurdy
Brown (CO) Gonzalez McGrath
Bruce Goodling McHugh
Bryant Gordon McKernan
Bustamante Gradison McMillan
Byron Gray (ID Meyers
Carper Gray (PA) Mica
Carr Green Mikulski
Chandler Gregg Miller (CA)

Chapman Guarini Miller (WA)

Chappell Gunderson Mineta
Clay Hall(OH) Mitchell
Clinger Hamilton Moakley
Coats Hatcher Molinari
Coleman (MO) Hawkins Mollohan
Coleman (TX) Hayes Moody
Collins Hefner Morrison (CT)

Conte Henry Morrison (WA)

Conyers Hertel Murphy
Cooper Hiler Murtha
Coughlin Hillis Natcher
Courter Hopkins Neal
Coyne Horton Nelson
Darden Howard Nichols
Daschle Hoyer Nowak
Daub Hubbard Oakar
Davis Hughes Oberstar
de la Garza Hutto Obey
Dellums Ireland Olin
Derrick Jacobs Ortiz
DeWine Jeffords Panetta
Dicks Jenkins Pashayan
Dingell Johnson Pease
DioGuardi Jones (NO Penny
Dixon Jones (TN) Perkins
Donnelly Kanjorski Petri
Dorgan (ND) Kaptur Pickle
Dowdy Kasich Price
Downey Kastenmeier Pursell
Duncan Kennelly Rahall
Durbin Kildee Ray
Dwyer Kleczka Regula
Dymally Kolbe Reid
Dyson Kolter Richardson
Eckart (OH) Kostmayer Ridge
Edgar LaFalce Rinaldo
Edwards (CA) Lagomarsino Roberts
Edwards (OK) Lantos Robinson
English Leach (IA) Rodino

Roe Smith (IA) Vucanovich
Roemer Smith (NE) Waldon
Rose Smith (NJ) Walgren
Rostenkowski Snowe Walker
Roukema Solai-z Watkins
Rowland (CT) Spratt Waxman
Rowland (GA) Staggers Weaver
Roybal Stallings Weber
Russo Stangeland Weiss
Sabo Stark Wheat
Savage Stokes Whitley
Saxton Studds Whitten
Scheuer Swift Williams
Schneider Tallón Wilson
Schuette Tauke Wirth
Schulze Tauzin Wise
Schumer Thomas (GA) Wolf
Seiberling Torres Wolpe
Sensenbrenner Torricelli Wortley
Sharp Traficant Wyden
Shelby Traxler Wylie
Sikorski Udall Yates
Sisisky Valentine Yatron
Skelton Vento Young (MO)

Slattery Visclosky Zschau
Smith (FL) Volkmer

NAYS-77
Archer Holt Roth
Armey Hunter Schaefer
Badham Hyde Shaw
Bartlett Kemp Shumway
Barton Kindness Shuster
Bilirakis Kramer Siljander
Boulter Latta Skeen
Burton (IN) Lott Slaughter
Callahan Lungren Smith, Denny
Cheney Mack (OR)

Cobey Marlenee Smith, Robert
Coble McCandless (NH)

Combest McCollum Smith, Robert
Craig McEwen (OR)

Crane Miller (OH) Solomon
Daniel Monson Spence
Dannemeyer Montgomery Stenholm
DeLay Moorhead Strang
Dickinson Myers Stump
Doman (CA) Nielson Sundquist
Dreier Oxley Sweeney
Eckert (NY) Packard Swindall
Emerson Parris Taylor
Fields Porter Vander Jagt
Hall, Ralph Quillen Whittaker
Hammerschmidt Ritter Young (FL)

Hendon Rogers

NOT VOTING—46
Ackerman Frost Owens
Aspin Gephardt Pepper
Atkins Grotberg Rangel
Boner (TN) Hansen Rudd
Boucher Hartnett Schroeder
Boxer Huckaby Snyder
Breaux Jones (OK) St Germain
Brooks Livingston Stratton
Brown (CA) Loeffler Synar
Burton (CA) Lundine Thomas (CA)

Campbell Markey Towns
Carney McDade Whitehurst
Chappie McKinney Wright
Coelho Michel Young (AK)

Crockett Moore
Early Mrazek

D 1225

The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

On this vote:
Mr.Rangel for, with Mr.Hansen against.

Mr. McKinney for, with Mr. Loeffler
against.

So the motion was agreed to.
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 the
motion just agreed to.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.

Dixon). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Michi-
gan?

There was no objection.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to House Resolution 548, House
Resolution 549 is considered as having
been adopted.

The text of House Resolution 549 is
as follows:

Resolved, That in passing the bill, H.R.
4868, as amended by the Senate, itis not the
intent of the House of Representatives that
the bill limit, preempt, or affect, in any
fashion, the authority of any State or local
government or the District of Columbia or
of any commonwealth, territory, or posses-
sion of the United States or political subdi-
vision thereof to restrict or otherwise regu-

late any financial or commercial activity re-
specting South Africa.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION
Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, Iwas

unavoidably detained earlier today.
Had Ibeen present Iwould have voted
"yes" on rollcall No. 379; and Iwould
have voted "yes" on rollcall No 380
providing for consideration of the
Senate amendment to H.R. 4868, the
Anti-Apartheid Act of 1986.

WAIVING CERTAIN POINTS OF
ORDER AGAINST CONSIDER-
ATION OP H.R. 5313, DEPART-
MENT OF HOUSING AND
URBAN DEVELOPMENT-INDE-
PENDENT AGENCIES APPRO-
PRIATIONS ACT 1987
Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, by

direction of the Committee on Rules, I
call up House Resolution 532 and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. Res. 532
Resolved, That during the consideration

of the bill (H.R. 5313) making appropria-
tions for the Department of Housing and
Urban Development, and for sundry inde-
pendent agencies, boards, commissions, cor-
porations, and offices for the fiscal year
ending September 30, 1987, and for other
purposes, all points of order against the fol-
lowing provisions in the bill for failure to
comply with the provisions of clause 2 of
rule XXI are hereby waived: beginning on
page 2, line 8 through page 7, line 9; begin-
ning on page 7, line 22 through page 9, line
11, beginning on page 10, line 1 through
page 13, line 21; beginning on page 14, lines
13 through 16;beginning on page 15, line 21
through page 16, line 9; beginning on page
16, line 23 through page 18, line 4; begin-
ning on page 18, line 10 through page 19,
line 12; beginning on page 20, line 10
through page 25, line 3: beginning on page
26, line 1 through page 29, line 4; beginning
on page 29, line 13 through page 33, line 8;
beginning on page 35, line 20 through page
36, line 9; and beginning on page 39, line 7
through page 41, line 22. Itshall be in order
to consider an amendment to the bill print-
ed in section two of this resolution, if of-
fered by Representative Boland of Massa-
chusetts, and all points of order against said
amendment for failure to comply with the

provisions of clause 2 of rule XXI are
hereby waived.

Sec. 2. On page 26, line 14, insert at the
end of the sentence: "; Provided further,
That of the funds appropriated under this
heading, not to exceed $160,000,000 shall be
provided for space station phase C/D devel-
opment and such funds shall not be avail-
able for obligation until the enactment of a
subsequent appropriations Act authorizing
the obligation of such funds.".

The SPEAKER pro tempere. (Mr.
Anthony). The gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. Beilenson] is recognized
for 1hour.

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, for
purposes of debate only, Iyield the
customary 30 minutes to the gentle-
man from Tennessee [Mr. Quillen],
pending which Iyield myself such
time asImay consume.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 532
is the rule waiving certain points of
order against consideration of H.R.
5313, the Department of Housing and
Urban Development and independent
agencies appropriations for fiscal year
1987.

Since general appropriation billsare
privileged under the rules of the
House, the rule does not provide for
any special guidelines for the consider-
ation of the bill. Provisions related to
time for general debate are not includ-
ed inthe rule.

Customarily, Mr. Speaker, general
debate time is limited by a unanimous-
consent request by the chairman of
the Appropriations Subcommittee
prior to the consideration of the bill.

Mr.Speaker, the rule protects speci-
fied provisions of the bill against
points of order for failure to comply
with the provisions of clause 2 of rule
XXI. Clause 2 of rule XXIprohibits
unauthorized appropriations and legis-
lative provisions in an appropriations
bill. The specific provisions of the bill
for which the waiver is provided are
detailed inthe rule by page and line.

Also, Mr.Speaker, the rule makes in
order an amendment offered by Rep-
resentative Boland of Massachusetts.
The amendment is printed in section 2
of the rule. The rule waives points of
order against the amendment under
clause 2 of rule XXIwhich, asIstated
earlier, prohibits the inclusion of un-
authorized appropriations and legisla-
tion in general appropriation bills.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 5313 contains
$54.6 billion in new budget authority
for the Department of Housing and
Urban Development and for 17 inde-
pendent agencies in fiscal year 1987.
The bill would provide $13.2 billion to
the Department of Housing and Urban
Development, which includes $8.1 bil-
lion for the assisted housing pro-
grams—sufficient to provide for 98,000
units. The committee has appropri-
ated $3 billion for community develop-
ment block grants, and $275 million
for urban development action grants.

In addition to providing funding for
HUD, this billappropriates $26.1 bil-
lion for all of the programs of the Vet-
erans' Administration. Of this total,
the billprovides $14.4 billion for com-

provisions of clause 2 of rule XXI are
hereby waived.

pensation and pensions, $9.5 billionfor
medical care and treatment, and $355
million for construction projects.

Finally, Mr. Speaker, H.R. 5313 ap-
propriates funds for several other in-
dependent agencies including $34.5
million for the Consumer Product
Safety Commission, $7.65 billion for
NASA, and $1.6 billion for the Nation-
al Science Foundation. The bill also
would provide $1.2 billion for salaries,
abatement and buildings for the Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency and $2.4
billion for waste water grants adminis-
tered by that agency.

Mr. Speaker, the rule would allow
the House to fully consider the action
of the Appropriations Committee on
an important bill as we approach the
beginning of the new fiscal year. I
urge its adoption so that we can move
expeditiously to consideration of the
issues.

D 1235
Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, Iyield

myself such time as Imay use.
(Mr. QUILLEN asked and was given

permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, at the
outset Iwould like to say that Isup-
port the rule in its present form. I
want to advise the Membership, how-
ever, that there willbe an effortmade
to defeat the previous question, which
Ido not support.

The purpose of the effort to defeat
the previous question willbe to make
in order a line-item veto amendment
which is only applicable to this bill. As
much as Ifavor a line-item veto, it
should be across the board and no in-
dividual appropriation should be sin-
gled out.

Mr. Speaker, this is an important
measure, coming here on Friday in the
closing days of this session, but there
is no more important appropriation
bill than this one appropriating for
HUD and some independent agencies
of this Government, including the Vet-
erans' Administration and NASA.

We know how valuable the Veterans'
Administration is to the veterans of
this country, their health care and
their well-being. Even though it is
above the request of the administra-
tion, it will be possible to offer an
amendment to reduce that amount. I
support the rule. Isupport the meas-
ure. Iurge a yes vote on the previous
question.

Mr.Speaker, Ido have two or three
requests for time.

At this time, Iyield 5 minutes to my
friend, the gentleman from Texas [Mr.
Armey].

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, Ithank
the gentleman for yielding. Iappreci-
ate his generosity in giving me this
time. Ithink it is reflective of the
quality of people we have here that we
are so generous in giving time to one
another, even when we are in disagree-
ment with each other.
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Mr. Speaker, at the end of this
debate when the previous question is
moved, Iwillbe asking for a recorded
vote. Of course as the Members of this
body approach that vote, they are
going to wonder why somebody asked
for a recorded vote in a manner that is
not within our regular proceedings
here.

The reason Ido that, Mr.Speaker, is
ifIam successful, then, in defeating
the previous question under the rules
of the House Iwillbe able to offer an
amendment to the rule that will allow
and protect against points of order, an
amendment to the appropriations bill
that willgrant to the President a line-
item veto authority.
Itake this action not because Iam

disappointed in or lack any regard for
the work done by the Appropriations
Subcommittee on this HUD appropria-
tions bill.Ithink it is very clear that
we in this body must understand and
appreciate the hard work and the sin-
cere work done by the Appropriations
Committee in fulfilling the limits of
their 302(b) allocations, and even
indeed insome cases going beyond.

The fact of the matter is we are
about to close out a fiscal year with a
$230 billion deficit despite what has
been in effect good efforts of this body
to control spending, the deficit stays
out ofcontrol.

The American people have indicated
inpoll after poll that we must get this
spending under control; and indeed, as
you know, there have been efforts
made on each appropriation billthat
we have dealt with on this floor to
amend the billand reduce spending on
a line item basis by Members of this
body.

Some 26 amendments have been of-
fered, and all but 2 or 3 have been
voted down, giving us a clear indica-
tion that the body is not prepared to
make these extra necessary cuts on a
line itembasis.

Realizing that, Ihit upon the strate-
gy to try then to give the President
that authority which he requested in
his State of the Union Message when
he said, "Give me the authority to
make the cuts; 111 take the heat."

If we cannot pass the cut amend-
ments, we have got to pass the buck;
but in one way or another, Mr.Speak-
er, we have got to gain control of this
spending.
Itis for that reason that Iwent to

the Committee on Rules and request-
ed, carrying with me a letter signed by
over 90 Members of this body. Iasked
for a rule that would allow me tomake
this amendment to the HUD appro-
priations billand Iwas denied.

Consequently, Iam compelled, then,
ifIam to pursue this, to take this ex-
traordinary action and ask the Mem-
bers of this body to join me in voting
no when the previous question is or-
dered; so that as we defeat the previ-
ous question, we can then bring that
amendment to the floor and let the
Members of this body work their will
with an up or down vote that will

allow line-item veto authority for the
President of the United States.
Imust remind the Members of the

body that not only have the people of
this Nation spoken in poll after poll
about their concern about the spend-
ing, but they overwhelmingly support
this kind of authority tobe granted to
the President,

Imight also point out that in my pe-
culiar amendment, we are by and large
replicating the language of the Budget
Impoundment Control Act of 1974
where indeed this kind of authority
did exist for the President where, if
indeed this body does not approve of
his specific line item cuts, they can
override him with a 50-percent or ma-
jorityveto.

So it does not have the stringent
two-thirds requirement of the regular
vetó power. We have given this body
every opportunity to work its will,we
ask now for the opportunity to give
the President the power and the au-
thority to assist us in this difficult
business of cutting spending, while re-
serving for us in this body the right to
override.

Finally,Mr.Speaker, Iask the Mem-
bers of the body to vote no on the pre-
vious question.

Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, Iyield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Ohio
[Mr.WYLIE3.

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

Mr. WYLIE. Mr. Speaker, Irise in
support of the rule and in support of
the bill, which this rule makes in
order, H.R. 5313, the HUD-independ-
ent agencies appropriations bill for
1987.
Inparticular, Iwant to applaud the

efforts of the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts, Chairman Boland, and the
gentleman from New York [Mr.
Green], the ranking minority member
of this Subcommittee on Appropria-
tions as they relate to the housing and
community development sections of
the bill.

These programs fall under the au-
thorization of the Committee on
Banking, and Ihave had an opportuni-
ty to discuss the bill with both of
these gentlemen, and think they have
done a good job.

This past June, the House consid-
ered H.R. 1, the Housing Act of 1986.
As an alternative to that, Ioffered a
substitute, H.R. 4756, which Ibelieve
was a balanced, well-rounded legisla-
tive approach which stayed within the
bounds of reality as dictated by the
rather substantial budget deficit that
we now face.

Although at that time Idid not re-
ceive a majority of the Members votes
in support of my substitute, Iam
pleased to see the HUD appropriations
figures before us today for assisted
housing do reflect the cornerstone of
that substitute which Ioffered at that
time.

September 12, 1986
G 1245

That is a belief that it is necessary
to set a new standard of priorities in
order to provide the greatest amount
of assistance for the least amount of
money, or the amount of money which
is realistically available for housing.
The primary example of this is the
issue of new construction units versus
modernization of existing public hous-
ing units. Inthis regard the appropria-
tions bill does provide no appropria-
tion for new public housing units with
the agreed-upon exception of Indian
housing units.

The primary example of this is the
issue of new construction units versus
modernization of existing public hous-
ing units. In this regard, the appro-
priations bill provides no appropria-
tion for new public housing units with
the agreed upon exception of Indian
public housing units. Such funds that
would have gone to new construction
have been used to increase funding for
the public housing modernization pro-
gram. This reflects a significant redi-
rection in Federal housing policy and
is consistent with the Bartlett amend-
ment which overwhelmingly passed
the House during consideration of
H.R. 1.

Finally, for assisted housing the ap-
propriations bill reflects the adminsi-
tration's request for 50,000 housing
vouchers. Housing vouchers can be the
key to alleviating some of the prob-
lems associated with low-income hous-
ing assistance at a much less expensive
and faster rate than costly production
programs.

The appropriations billalso contains
credit limitsof $80 billionfor FHA and
$132.5 billion for GNMA. In view of
this past years FHA activity and a con-
tinued decline in mortgage rates Ifear
that the 1987 FHA credit limit of $80
billion willnot be enough. Ibelieve
the level should be $100 billionand I
will support efforts to raise the FHA
figure to that level. Iremind my col-
leagues these are credit limits only

and do not represent increased Federal
outlays. In fact, with regard to FHA
we have negative outlays meaning
that the Government collects receipts
via premiums which technically re-
duces the deficit, rather than adding
to the deficit.

The bottom line is that Ihope the
FHA credit limit contained in H.R.
5313 can be resolved so as not to
repeat the fiscal year 1986 experience
of having to increase the limiton two
occasions. The lack of credit authority
along with the short-term reauthoriza-
tions of FHA, were very disruptive to
the American homebuyer and the
home finance industry in general, as
I'm sure my colleagues remember.

Finally, although Iam in general
support of the appropriations bill,Ido
have some concern over certain au-
thorizing language which amends a
provision Iadded to the 1983 housing
authorization bill. That provision pro-
hibits rent controls from being placed
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on projects funded under the Rental
Rehabilitation Grant Program, if rent
control ordinances were put in effect
after November 30, 1983. The language
in H.R. 5313 would negate this anti-
rent control language and allow rent
controls to be placed on projects that
are assisted through State programs
where the amount of the State assist-
ance exceeds the amount of assistance
provided under the Rental Rehabilita-
tionProgram.

Iunderstand that this language was
included in the billbecause the State
of New York established a housing
trust fund after passage of the 1983
housing bill. Instead of the State
changing their statute to conform to
the Federal rental rehab statute, the
State sought relief by seeking to
change the Federal statute.

Mr. Speaker, in view of the legisla-
tive history on the issue of rent con-
trol with regard to the Rental Reha-
bilitation Program Ido not believe an
appropriation billis the proper vehicle
to modify our previously established
position. While Iwillnot contest the
provision at this time, Iwould hope
that this issue could be deferred until
the committee with authorizing juris-
diction has had an opportunity to con-
duct hearings and review the issue of
rent control, as well as other issues,
that may be raised with regard to mul-
tifamily rental housing by the pending
tax reform legislation.

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, for
purposes of debate only,Iyield 3 min-
utes to the gentleman from Ohio [Mr.
TraficantL

Mr. TRAFICANT. Ithank the gen-
tleman.

Mr.Speaker, Iprobably willnot take
all of those 3 minutes. Iappreciate
having the time in order to discuss two
amendments that Iwillbe bringing to
the HUD appropriations bill.

The first one willbe a strict limita-
tion that any of the funds so expended
under title Ibe used specifically for
domestic goods, products and services.
Itis,Iguess, the buy-American clause.
Ithink itis necessary. Iam hoping for
support on it.

One of the conditions willbe that it
willnot be able to be offered until the
conclusion of the billin its entirety. At
that particular time if the committee,
in objection to these particular two
amendments, would decide to rise, I
would try to have the motion to rise
defeated. Iwould prefer not to do
that. This is Friday afternoon, people
want to leave. Icertainly do not want
to belabor this House. ButIwould like
to say this; Ithink it is high time
when you have a situation where we
are able to get $4.5 million for the
Youngstown Metropolitan Housing As-
sociation to refurbish existing low-
income housing and they buy heating

radiators from Sweden and pipe from
Sweden and an LTV pipe factory 5
miles down the road ends up closing,
then there is something intrinsically
wrong with the thinking of Congress.

Ido not want to keep anybody here,
but Iwant to bring this issue and the
awareness of these dynamics to the
floor of the House.

The second one deals specifically
with a parochial issue that Ithink is
of great interest. We have only a part-
time outpatient veterans clinic in my
district. We have been noticed and no-
tified that they willclose down. We
have 125,000 veterans who willhave to
travel at least 60 to 80 miles on an av-
erage to get reasonable medical care.
Iam going to ask that no money in

this particular HUD appropriation bill
be used to transport, transfer or trans-
port any of the items or other equip-
ment in that clinic out. Iwant your
help. Our mills helped us when those
bombs were flying in the Second
World War, and now our people, many
of them retired or veterans, now even
are being denied these basic types of
services.
Iwillnot be able to offer these if the

committee says "no."Ido not want to
have to fight the motion to rise. That
is the dilemma that Iam in. Iam
going to be asking for your help. I
would appreciate those of you who
would support them, hopefully we will
not have to go to the term with a con-
tested vote to approve these two
amendments; that is not the case. I
would hope that there would be that
empathy in the House to consider
these two issues and, with resolve, give
a firm hand of support.
Iyield back the balance of my time.
Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, Iyield

2 minutes to the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr.GekasL

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

Mr. GEKAS. Mr. Speaker, Ithank
the gentleman for yielding. Irise to
urge my colleagues, as did the gentle-
man from Texas, to vote "no" on the
previous question so that we can grant
the Members another opportunity to
debate an issue long desired by the
general population, by the public, by
our constituents, by the President of
the United States, by many Members
of Congress and a debate on this issue
which has never been granted us on
the floor of this House, namely, the
line item veto.

We deserve a chance to record our
sentiments on this vitalpiece ofbudg-
etary discipline and budgetary theme
which we have never had the opportu-
nity to do before.
Imyself am contemplating, in the

pattern just outlined by the gentle-

man from Ohio in his concerns, that if
we should lose, if the previous ques-
tion is not defeated, later on when the
time comes on the motion to have the
committee rise, to oppose that motion
and Ihope to introduce my own ver-
sion of a limited line-item veto which
would occur withinthe confines oí the
HUD appropriation itself and not
beyond, but which willbreak the ice,
open the door for an eventual contem-
plation by this body of the entire

structure of a line-item veto to be
granted to the President of the United
States.

The public wants scrutiny line by
line, not only by the Congress but by
the President of the United States,
whoever he may be.
Imight say that whatever we. may

do in the exercise of trying to promote
the line-item veto may not inure to
the benefit, if that is what you want to
call it, of this current President.

So we are not simply interested in
furthering Ronald Reagan's policies,
we want this for budgetary control
into the next century, whoever may be
the President, whoever may have the
right to exercise it.

So let us vote down the previous
question, give the gentleman from
Texas the right to bring the line-item
veto within the context of this appro-
priation and, failing that, Iwill have
to consider very strongly opposing the
motion to rise later on to bring in this
limited line-item veto that would per-
tain and obtain to HUD appropria-
tions alone.
Ithank the gentleman for the time.
Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, Iyield

2 minutes to the gentleman from New
York [Mr.Green].

Mr. GREEN. Mr. Speaker, Irise in
support of the rule and urge Members
to vote for the previous question and
for the rule. Ithink the HUD and in-
dependent agencies appropriation bill
would be a particularly futile place to
experiment with the line-item veto.
The fact of the matter is that those
parts of the HUD appropriation of
which the President disapproves are
well known to this House. The admin-
istration earlier this year sought to
impound some of those funds and
defer others. This House did not go
along with that. We specifically over-
rode the deferrals. We allowed the im»
poundments to expire. Itseems foolish
to go through that same exercise
again in another form, a form, in my
opinion, of dubious constitutionality
when the mechanism is there in the
Budget Impoundment and Control Act
of 1974.
Itwas used by the President. This

House and this Congress overruled the
President on those issues. You are
only going to tie this appropriation
billinto knots by going that route.

There are many important policy
issues that have to be resolved in this
appropriation bill, particularly issues
relating toNASA.Ithink it would be a
terrible mistake if we do something

which will almost certainly force this
bill into a continuing resolution and
willdestroy any hope we have that we
can move forward with this bill with-
out regard to the continuing resolu-
tion.

So Iwould urge my colleagues do
not get us in that quagmire. Please
vote for the previous question and for
the rule.

Mr.QUILLEN.Mr.Speaker, Iurge a
"yes" vote on the rule, a é< yes" vote on
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the previous question, and a "yes" vote
on the billitself. It is an important
measure that we must pass soon if we
are to avoid funding these agencies
through a continuing resolution.

Mr. Speaker, Iyield 1minute to the
gentleman fromMinnesota [Mr.Fren-
ZELl.

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

Mr.FRENZEL. Mr.Speaker, Irise in
support of the Armey amendment,
which can only be made if the previ-
ous question on the rule is defeated. I,
therefore, urge a vote against the pre-
vious question when that vote occurs
in the House ofRepresentatives.

With all due respect to my good
friend from New York, Mr.Green, it is
about time that the Congress experi-
mented, stuck its toe, a tiny bit, into
the waters of fiscal responsibility, and
gave this good idea of the line item
veto a chance to work in a cost center
which is small compared with our
whole Government spending program.

The gentleman suggested that a vote
for the Armey amendment would
throw the billinto the continuing res-
olution.
Isuggest that the billis already in

the continuing resolution, and it is
going to take a miracle to handle it
otherwise. Give us a chance to vote
once on the line item veto in one small
place, and give those Members of the
House, who want to stand for fiscal re-
sponsibility, a chance to vote for it.
Iurge a vote against the previous

question.
Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, I

have no further requests for time, but
Ido want to just close debate, taking 1
minute to respond to some of the com-
ments in opposition to ordering the
previous question. However, Ido want
topause briefly before that to express
appreciation to the able gentleman
from Texas for his courtesy in advis-
ing the committee of his intentions
here today. We appreciate that very
much.

Mr. Speaker, the gentleman urges
the House to defeat the previous ques-
tion so that he can offer an amend-
ment to the rule to make in order a
line-item veto amendment to the HUD
appropriation.
Imust note that the amendment of

the gentleman from Texas is clearly
legislative in character, and requires a
waiver of clause 2 of rule XXI.Ialso
have some doubt as to whether the
amendment is germane.

Mr.Speaker, there are better, much
better, vehicles than the HUD appro-
priation bill for rewriting the Budget
Act or, for that matter, the Constitu-
tion.

The people of this country have
elected the Members of Congress to
write the laws, including appropria-
tions. The Founding Fathers viewed
legislative control of the power of the
purse as one of the most important
safeguards of liberty, and vested it in
Congress absolutely in the Constitu-

tion. Idon't know ifwe can give away
a responsibility that 200 years of his-
tory have won for us. But Ihave no
doubt that we should not, and espe-
cially not under these circumstances.

Mr.Speaker, this resolution and the
rules of the House give each Member a
right to offer an amendment to the
spending numbers in the bill.If the
gentleman from Texas or any other
Member of this august body feels that
any amounts in the billare too high,

his rights or her rights are protected
by the rule.

Mr. Speaker, in concluding Iurge
the House to order the previous ques-
tion and to adopt the resolution. I
thank my friends on the other side,
Mr. Wylie, Mr.Green, and Mr. Quil-
len for supporting us in these efforts,
and after yielding to the gentleman
from Texas Iwillmove the previous
question.

Mr.ARMEY.Ithank the gentleman
for yielding.
Ijust want to clarify one point be-

cause Ithink it is an important point.
We have researched our effort, we
checked with the Parliamentarian. If
we should defeat the previous ques-
tion, then we willbe offering not only
an amendment the rule that allows an
amendment to the billbut a protec-
tion waiver against rule XXIwhich is
commonly given quite frequently by
the Rules Committee, quite in con-
formity with that practice and which
could have been granted to me and my
92 cosigners by the Rules Committee
and was turned down. So Ithink we
have covered these kinds of parliamen-
tary bases. Iappreciate the time of the
gentleman.

Mr.BEILENSON. Mr.Speaker, Iap-
preciate the clarification of the gentle-
man from Texas.

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

Mr. BEILENSON. Iwould be
happy to yield to the gentleman from
Minnesota.

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

The gentleman is quite correct that
this is not the best vehicle to rewrite
the Budget Act or to set overall fiscal
policy. The gentleman has done great

work in this area, and Ionly wish that
some of his ideas could have gotten
before us. While it is not the best vehi-
cle, all the other vehicles are in a
locked barn upon blocks with no air in
their tires, their battery disconnected.
This remains the only one in sight. I
thank the gentleman for his good
work on the Budget Act.

Mr. BEILENSON. We thank the
gentleman for his kind comments. We
understand that there are problems
and frustrations which the gentleman
has,

Mr. Speaker, Imove the previous
question on the resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on ordering the previous
question.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, Iobject
to the vote on the ground a Quorum is
not present and make the point of
order that a quorum is not present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi-
dently a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify
absent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic
device, and there were—yeas 226, nays
137, not voting 68, as follows:

[RollNo. 3823
YEAS—226

Akaka Ford (MI) Oakar
Alexander Frank Oberstar
Anderson Fuqua Obey
Andrews Garcia Olin
Annunzio Gaydos Ortiz
Anthony Gejdenson Panetta
Applegate Gilman Pashayan
AuCoin Glickman Pease
Barnard Gonzalez Perkins
Barnes Gordon Pickle
Bates Gray (ID Price
Bedell Gray (PA) Quillen
Beilenson Green Rahall
Bennett Guarini Ray
Bentley Hall(OH) Reid
Berman Hamilton Richardson
Bevill Hammerschmidt Rinaldo
Biaggi Hatcher Robinson
Boehlert Hayes Rodino
Boggs Hefner Roe
Boland Horton Rose
Bonior (MI) Hov/ard Rostenkowski
Bonker Hoyer Roukema
Borski Hubbard Rowland (GA)

Bosco Hughes Russo
Bruce Hutto Sabo
Bryant Jeffords Savage
Bustamante Jenkins Schneider
Byron Jones (NO Schulze
Carper Jones (TN) Schumer
Carr Kanjorski Seiberling
Chapman Kaptur Sikorski
Chappell Kastenmeier Sisisky
Clay Kildee Skelton
Coleman (MO) Kleczka Smith (FL)
Coleman(TX) Kolter Smith (IA)

Collins LaFalce Smith (NJ)

Conte Lantos Smith, Robert
Conyers Leath (TX) (OR)

Cooper Lehman (CA) Solans
Coughlin Lehman (FL) Spratt
Coyne Leland Staggers
Daniel Levin(MI) Stallings
Darden Levine (CA) Stenholm
Daschle Lewis (CA) Stokes
Davis Lipinski Studds
de la Garza Lloyd Swift
Dellums Long Taylor
Derrick Lowry (WA) Thomas (GA)

Dicks Luken Torricelli
Dingell MacKay Traficant
DioGuardi Mantón Traxler
Dixon Matsui Valentine
Donnelly Mavroules Vento
Dowdy McCloskey Visclosky
Downey McCurdy Volkmer
Duncan McGrath Waldon
Durbin McHugh Walgren
Dwyer McMillan Watkins
Dymally Mica Waxman
Dyson Mikulski Weaver
Eckart (OH) Miller(CA) Weiss
Edgar Mineta Wheat
Edwards (CA) Mitchell Whitley
Edwards (OK) Molinari Whitten
English Mollohan Williams
Erdreich Montgomery Wilson
Evans (ID Moody Wirth
Fascell Morrison (CT) Wise
Fazio Mrazek Wolpe
Feighan Myers Wyden
Fish Natcher Wylie
Flippo Neal Yates
Florio Nelson Yatron
Foglietta Nichols Young (MO)
Foley Nowak
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NAYS—137

Archer Henry Petri
Armey Hertel Porter
Badham Hiler Pursell
Bartlett Hillis Regula
Barton Holt Ridge
Bateman Hopkins Ritter
Bereuter Hunter Roberts
Bilirakis Hyde Roemer
Bliley Ireland Rogers
Boulter Jacobs Roth
Broomfield Johnson Rowland (CT)
Brown (CO) Kasich Saxton
Burton <IN) Kindness Schaefer
Callahan Kolbe Sensenbrenner
Chandler Kostmayer Sharp
Cheney Kramer Shaw
Clinger Lágomarsino Shumway
Coats Latta Shuster
Cobey Leach (IA) Skeen
Coble Lent Slaughter
Combest Lewis (FL) Smith (NE)
Courter Lightfoot Smith, Denny
Craig Lott (OR)
Crane Lowery (CA) Smith, Robert
Dannemeyer Lujan (NH)
DeLay Lungren Snowe
DeWine Madigan Solomon
Dickinson Marlenee Spence
Dorgan (ND) Martin (ID Stangeland
Dornan (CA) Martin (NY) Strang
Dreier Mazzoli Stump
Eckert (NY) McCain Sundquist
Emerson McCandless Sweeney
Evans (IA) McCollum Swindall
Fawell McEwen Tauke
Fiedler McKernan Tauzin
Fields Meyers Vander Jagt
Franklin Miller (OH) Vucanovich
Frenzel Miller (WA) Walker
Gallo Monson Weber
Gekas Moorhead Whittaker
Gingrich Morrison (WA) Wolf
Goodling Nielson Wortley
Gradison Oxley Young(FL)
Gunderson Packard Zschau
Hall,Ralph Parris
Hendon Penny

NOT VOTING—68
Ackerman Grotberg Rangel
Aspin Hansen Roybal
Atkins Hartnett Rudd
Boner (TN) Hawkins Scheuer
Boucher Huckaby Schroeder
Boxer Jones (OK) Schuette
Breaux Kemp Shelby
Brooks Kennelly Siljander
Brown (CA) Livingston Slattery
Burton (CA) Loeffler Snyder
Campbell Lundine St Germain
Carney Mack Stark
Chappie Markey Stratton
Coelho Martinez Synar
Crockett McDade Tallón
Daub McKinney Thomas (CA)
Early Michel Torres
Ford (TN) Moakley Towns
Fowler Moore Udall
Frost Murphy Whitehurst
Gephardt Murtha Wright
Gibbons Owens Young (AK)
Gregg Pepper

? 1310

The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

On the note:
Mr.McDade for, withMr.Daub against.

Mr. McKinney for, with Mr. Schuette
against.

Mr. PURSELL and Mr. HERTEL of
Michigan changed their votes from
"yea" to "nay."

Messrs. WALGREN, WHEAT, and
YATES changed their votes from
"nay" to yea."

So the previous question was or-
dered.

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the resolution.

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

the table.

GENERAL LEAVE
Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Speaker, Iask

unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks on the
bill,H.R. 5313, and that Ibe permitted
to include tables, charts, and other ex-
traneous material.

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

There was no objection.

DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND
URBAN DEVELOPMENT-INDE-
PENDENT AGENCIES APPRO-
PRIATIONS ACT,1987
Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Speaker, Imove

that the House resolve itself into the
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union for the consider-
ation of the bill (H.R. 5313) making
appropriations for the Department of
Housing and Urban Development, and
for sundry independent agencies,
boards, commissions, corporations, and
offices for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 1987, and for other pur-
poses; and pending that motion, Mr.
Speaker, Iask unanimous consent that
general debate be limited to not to
exceed 1hour, the time to be equally
divided and controlled by the gentle-
man from New York tMr.Green] and
myself.

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

There was no objection.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Massachusetts
[Mr.Boland].

The motion was agreed to.

D 1320
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 consideration of the bill
(H.R. 5213), with Mr. MacKay in the
chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.
By unanimous consent, the first

reading of the bill was dispensed with.
The CHAIRMAN.Under the unani-

mous consent agreement, the gentle-
man from Massachusetts [Mr.
Boland] willbe recognized for 30 min-
utes, and the gentleman from New
York [Mr. Green] willbe recognized
for 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
fromMassachusetts [Mr.Boland].

Mr.BOLAND. Mr.Chairman, Iyield
myself such time asImight require.

Mr. Chairman, we bring before the
Committee today the 1987 appropria-
tions billforHUD and 17 independent
agencies. Itis a bill that has the unan-
imous support of the Subcommittee on

HUD-Independent Agencies and the
support of the fullCommittee on Ap-
propriations.
Iwant to express my appreciation to

all the Members who serve on the sub-
committee, particularly the ranking
minority member, the gentleman from
New York [Mr.Green]. His tireless ef-
forts and constant attention at sub-
committee meetings have made the
job of all the members of this subcom-
mittee a littleeasier.

May Ialso express my appreciation
to all the Members on the majority
side who have given me and the rest of
the Members so much help.

Mr. Chairman, the bill this year
totals $54,006,168,700. This amount is
about $10.8 billion above the Presi-
dent's original 1987 budget request—
with virtually all of that difference
arising from assisted housing.

The recommended amount is some
$4,141 millionbelow the current 1986
level after Gramm-Rudman— the
major difference being revenue shar-
ing—for which no funds have been in-
cluded in 1987. To date, that program
has not been reauthorized.

This billis within the subcommit-
tee's 302(b) allocation for both budget
authority and outlays. It was a tight
squeeze. There weie some tough trade-
offs that had to be made to stay
within those particular limits. But I
think the bill we bring before you
today is a fairbill,a balanced bill,and
one the House willsupport.

And let me tell you why you should
support it.

This bill, which totals
$54,006,168,700, is about $5 million
below the subcommittee's section
302(b) allocation.

The 1987 discretionary bill total of
$38,895,848,700 is approximately $4
millionbelow the subcommittee's sec-
tion 302(b) allocation for discretionary
accounts.

The 1987 billtotal of $54,006,168,700
is $4,141,215,284 below the 1986 en-
acted level of $58,147,383,984.

The 1987 billtotal of $54,006,168,700
is about $294 million below the Sen-
ate's section 302(b) allocation of
$54,300 million.

And finally, the 1987 discretionary
total of $38,895,848,700 is approxi-
mately $504 million below the Senate's
section 302(b) allocation of $39,400
millionto the HUDSubcommittee.

So by almost any measure, this bill
meets all the tests.

Briefly let me give you some of the
highlights. First, in the Department of
Housing and Urban Development we
have added $8,095 million for assisted
housing. This mark is virtually identi-
cal to the assumption in the budget

resolution for subsidized housing.
When the accounting change recom-
mended by the administration is fac-
tored in—converting public housing
modernization to direct capital grants
financing— assisted housing is about
$50 million below the comparable 1988
level.
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