
There was no objection.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. With-

out objection the Senate amendment
to the title of H.R. 4378 is agreed to.
There was no objection.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

GENERAL LEAVE
Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, Iask

unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on the legislation just consid-
ered.

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

There was no objection.

COMMUNICATION FROM THE
CLERK OF THE HOUSE

The SPEAKER laid before the
House the following communication
from the Clerk of the House of Repre-
sentatives:

Washington, DC,
September 29, 1986,

Hon. Thomas P. O'Neill, Jr.,
The Speaker, House ofRepresentatives,
Washington, DC.

Dear Mr. Speaker: Pursuant to the per-
mission granted in Clause 5, Rule IIIof the
Rules of the U.S. House of Representatives,
Ihave the honor to transmit sealed enve-
lopes received from the White House as fol-
lows:

(1) At 5:30 p.m. on Friday, September 26,
1986 and said to contain a message from the
President in accordance with the Impound-
ment Control Act of1974; and

(2) At 5:30 p.m. on Friday, September 26,
1986 and said to contain H.R. 3247, an Act
to amend the Native American Programs
Act of 1974 to authorize appropriations for
fiscal years 1987 through 1990, and a veto
message thereon; and

(3) At 9:25 p.m. on Friday, September 26S

1986 and said to contain H.R. 4868, an Act
to prohibit loans to, other investments in,
and certain other activities with respect to,
South Africa, and for other purposes, and a
veto message thereon.

With kind regards, Iam,
Sincerely,

Benjamin J. Guthrie,
Clerk, House ofRepresentatives.

ANTI-APx\RTHEID ACT OP 1986—
VETO MESSAGE PROM THE
PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED
STATES
The SPEAKER laid before the

House the following veto message
from the President of the United
States.

To the House ofRepresentatives:
Iam returning herewith without my

approval H.R. 4868, the Comprehen-
sive Anti-Apartheid Act of 1986. Title
IIIof this billwould seriously impede
the prospects for a peaceful end to
apartheid and the establishment of a
free and open society for all in South
Africa.

This Administration has no quarrel
with the declared purpose of this
measure. Indeed, we share that pur-
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food. An estimated million-and-a-half
foreign workers, legal and illegal, now
live in South Africa. The number of
people, women and children especially,
outside South Africa who are depend-
ent upon the remittances of these
workers for their survival has been es-
timated to be over fivemillion.Do we
truly wish to be directly responsible
for increased suffering, and perhaps
starvation, in southern Africa? Do we
truly wish our action to be the ration-
alPretoria invokes for expelling these
workers? Do we truly wish to trigger a
cycle of economic sanctions and
counter-sanctions that end up crip-
pling the economy of South Africaand
devastating the economies of the
frontline states? What sense does it
make to send aid to those impover-
ished countries with one hand while
squeezing their economies with the
other?

Disrupting the South African econo-
my and creating more unemployment
willonly fuel the tragic cycle of vio-
lence and repression that has gripped
that troubled country. Black unem-
ployment in South Africa in some
areas is over 50 percent— and adding to
it will create more anger, more vio-
lence, and more competition among
blacks struggling to survive. Itwillnot
improve prospects for negotiations.

Another feature of the billwould re-
quire Administration to publicly iden-
tify withinsix months any and all na-
tions that have chosen not to join us
in observing the U.N. arms embargo
against South Africa, "with a view to
terminating United States military as-
sistance to those countries." But the
United States will not revert to a
single-minded policy of isolationism,
with its vast and unforeseen effects on
our international security relation-
ships, that would be dictated by the
unilateral decisions of our allies. No
single issue, no matter how important,
can be allowed to override in this way
allother considerations in our foreign
policy. Our military relationships
must continue tobe based upon a com-
prehensive assessement of our nation-
al defense needs and the security of
the West.

Not only does this legislation con-
tain sweeping punitive sanctions that
would injure most the very people we
seek to help, the legislation discards
our economic leverage, constricts our
diplomatic freedom, and ties the
hands of the President of the United
States in dealing with a gathering
crisis in a critical subcontinent where
the Soviet Bloc—with its mounting in-
vestment of men and arms—clearly
sees historic opportunity. Therefore, I
am also vetoing the billbecause itcon-
tains provisions that infringe on the
President's constitutional prerogative
to articulate the foreign policy of the
United States.

There are, however, several features
of the measure that the Administra-
tion supports. TitleIIof the bill, for
example, mandates affirmative meas»

pose: To send a clear signal to the
South African Government that the
American people view withabhorrence
its codified system of racial segrega-
tion.Apartheid is an affront to human
rights and human dignity. Normal and
friendly relations cannot exist be-
tween the United States and South
Africa until it becomes a dead policy.
Americans are of one mind and one
heart on this issue.

But whilewe vigorously support the
purpose of this legislation, declaring
economic warfare against the people
of South Africa would be destructive
not only of their efforts to peacefully
end apartheid, but also of the opportu-
nity to replace it with a free society.

The sweeping and punitive sanctions
adopted by the Congress are targeted
directly at the labor intensive indus-
tries upon which the victimized peo-
ples of South Africa depend for their
very survival. Black workers—the first
victims of apartheid—would become
the first victims of American sanc-
tions.

Banning the import of sugar, for ex-
ample, would threaten the livelihood
of 23,000 black farmers. Banning the
import of natural resources is a sanc-
tion targeted directly at the mining in-
dustries of South Africa, upon which
more than half a millionblack labor-
ers depend for their livelihood.

By prohibiting the importation of
food and agricultural products, the
measure would invite retaliation by
South Africa, which since June has
purchased over 160,000 tons of wheat
from the United States. Denying basic
foodstuffs to South Africa—much of
which go to feed the black popula-
tion—will only lead to privation,
unrest, and violence. It willnot ad-
vance the goals ofpeaceful change.

Are we truly helping the black
people of South Africa—the lifelong
victims of apartheid— when we throw
them out of work and leave them and
their families jobless and hungry in
those segregated townships? Or are we
simply assuming a moral posture at
the expense of the people in whose
name we presume to act?

This, then, is the first and foremost
reason Icannot support this legisla-
tion. Punitive economic sanctions
would contribute directly and measur-
ably to the misery of people who al-
ready have suffered enough. Using
America's power to deepen the eco-
nomic crisis in this tortured country is
not the way to reconciliation and
peace. Black South Africans recognize
that they would pay with their lives
for the deprivation, chaos, and vio-
lence that would follow an economic
collapse. That is why millions of
blacks and numerous black leaders in
South Africa are as firmin their oppo-
sition to sanctions as in their abhor-
rence of apartheid.

The imposition of punitive sanctions
would also deliver a devastating blow
to the neighboring states in southern
Africa that depend on Pretoria for
transportation, energy, markets, and

September 29, 1986



September 29, 1986
ures to eliminate apartheid and pro-
vide assistance to its victims, including
support for black participation inbusi-
ness enterprises as owners, managers,
and professionals. It authorizes the
President to take steps for the purpose
of assisting firms to fight apartheid
and extend equal opportunity to
blacks in investment, management,

and employment. The bill also con-
tains a number of other useful and re-
alistic provisions, such as those calling
upon the African National Congress
(ANC) to reexamine its Communist
ties mandating a report on the activi-
ties of the Communist Party in South
Africa and the extent to which it has
infiltrated South African political or-
ganizations. Still other portions of the
billcall upon the ANC to condemn the
practice of "necklacing" and terrorism
and to state affirmatively that it will
support a free and democratic post-
apartheid South Africa. These provi-
sions, as well as many others in the
bill, reflect the agreement of the Con-
gress and the Administration on im-
portant aspects of an overall anti-
apartheid policy.

The Administration has been— and
remains— prepared to work with the
Congress to devise measures that
manifest the American people's united
opposition to apartheid— without in-
juring its victims. We remain ready to
work with the Congress in framing
measures that—like the 1962 U.S. em-
bargo of military sales and the careful-
ly targeted sanctions of my own Exec-
utive order of 1985—keep the United
States at arms distance from the
South African regime, while keeping
America's beneficient influence at
work bringing about constructive
change within that troubled society
and nation.
Itremains my hope that the United

States can work with its European
allies to fashion a flexible and coordi-
nated policy—consistent with their
recent actions— for constructive
change inside South Africa. Ibelieve
we should support their measures with
similar executive actions of our own,
and Iwill work with the Congress
toward that goal. Itremains my hope
that, once again, Republicans and
Democrats can come together on the
common ground that, after all, we
both share: An unyielding opposition
both to the unacceptable doctrine of
apartheid as well as the unacceptable
alternative of Marxist tyranny-

backed by the firmdetermination that
the future of South Africa and south-
ern Africa willbelong to the free. To
achieve that, we must stay and build,
not cut and run.

That American should recoil at what
their television screens bring them
from South Africa—the violence, the
repression, the terror—speaks well of
us as a people. But the historic crisis
in South Africa is not one from which
the leading nation of the West can
turn its back and walk away. For the
outcome of that crisis has too great a
bearing upon the future of Africa, the

future of NATO, the future of the
West,

Throughout the postwar era, we
Americans have succeeded when we
left our partisan differences at the
water's edge— and persevered; as we
did in the rebuilding of Europe and
Japan, as we are doing today in El Sal-
vador. We have failed when we permit-
ted our exasperation and anger and
impatience at present conditions to
persuade us to forfeit the future to
the enemies of freedom.

Let us not forget our purpose. Itis
not to damage or destroy an economy,
but to help the black majority of
South Africa and southern Africa
enjoy a greater share of the material
blessings and bounties their labor has
helped to produce— as they secure as
well their legitimate political rights.
That is why sweeping punitive sanc-
tions are the wrong course to follow,
and increased American and Western
investment— by firms that are break-
ingdown apartheid by providing equal
opportunity for the victims of official
discrimination—is the right course to
pursue.

Our goal is a democratic system in
which the rights of majorities, minori-
ties, and individuals are protected by a
billof rights and firm constitutional
guarantees.

Ronald Reagan.

The White House, September 26, 1986.
Mr. FASCELL (during the reading).

Mr. Speaker, Iask unanimous consent
that the message be considered as read
and printed in the Record.

The SPEAKER, In the opinion of
the Chair, that would be setting a
precedent, and the Chair believes we
should read the message.

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Speaker, Iwith-
draw my request.

The Clerk concluded the reading of
the veto message.

D 1750
The SPEAKER. The objections of

the President willbe spread at large
upon the Journal, and the message
and billwillbe printed as a House doc-
ument.

The question is, Will the House, on
reconsideration, pass the bill, the ob-
jections of the President to the con-
trary notwithstanding?

The gentleman from Florida [Mr.
Fascell] is recognized for 1hour.

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Speaker, Iyield
30 minutes to the distinguished gentle-
man from Michigan [Mr. Broom-
field], the ranking minority member
on the Committee on Foreign Affairs,
and pending that, Mr.Speaker, Iyield
myself 2 minutes.

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

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Speaker, today

the House casts a very significant vote.
Those of you who listened to the veto
message from the President did not
hear anything new or different, and
nothing has changed in South Africa
since the time Congress first acted on

this bill.As a matter of fact, Ithink it
is fair to say the situation continues to
get worse.
Ishall let others talk about the

moral, political imperatives which
make itnecessary to take this legisla-
tive and resulting economic action.
But suffice it to say, we need to ex-
press very clearly once again our feel-
ings as Americans and as the institu-
tion representing the American
people. We must express the feelings

that we have with regard to apartheid;
that we want to separate ourselves in
every possible way from the actions of
the South African Government and in
support of principles that are demo-
cratic and not repressive.

The President can, of course, at any
time issue an executive order. Itdoes
not have to be issued now. One would
have to take into consideration the
reasons issuing itat this time; and the
reasons Ithink are quite obvious.

We do disagree, but this bill has
been through the political process. It
is overwhelmingly supported by both
parties. So when you look at it in the
cold light of day, it concerns the ques-
tion of votes in the other body. That is
the only difference that exists today,
and that is, in my judgment and with-
out being disrespectful in any way,the
reason for this new executive order.

We, the President and the Congress,

have come closer and closer on this
issue every time ithas come up. ButI
think the time has come and the time
is today, to vote yes on this billand
send a clear and unified message on a
bipartisan basis.

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.)

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker,
all Americans stand united in their
condemnation of apartheid and the
human toll that results from this
ghastly system of institutionalized
racism.

The President spoke for all of us
when he stated in his veto message
Friday that "normal and friendly rela-
tions cannot exist between the United
States and South Africa until it
become a dead policy."

The United States is on the side of
change in South Africa and against
those who would maintain the status
quo in that country. That is not to say
that we are on the side of violence or
those who advocate it.
It is my belief that constructive

change in South Africa will come
about not from the barrel of a gun or
from the destruction of the South Af-
rican economy.

The economy is the most effective
force for change inSouth Africa that
exists today.

We should strengthen it, not weaken
it.

We should help to build a future for
blacks throughout southern Africa.
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We should not contribute to the de-
struction of the major, vehicle- for
their liberation.
Ido not consider this position to be

dishonorable, as some in South Africa
and here in the Congress seem to
imply.

Archbishop Tutu has characterized
President Reagan's as position
"racist", apparently because the two
men do not agree on the best way for
the United States to encourage con-
structive change in South Africa. I
object to this kind of name-calling. It
is not only inflammatory, but does not
contribute to a peaceful resolution of
the South Africa tragedy. In fact, the
archbishop owes the President an
apology.

Many prominent anti-apartheid ac-
tivists in South Africa disagree with
the economic sanctions approach.
Chief Buthelezi and Helen Suzman
surely cannot be accused of racism,
and yet opposition to economic sanc-
tions is their position.
In instituting economic sanctions

against South Africa—and in effect, all
of southern Africa—the Congress
would be ensuring the need for dra-
matically higher levels of foreign aid
to most countries in the region. Inan
era when foreign aid is targeted for
deep cuts, can we afford this? Ido not
think so.

The United States needs to effective-
ly support the forces for peaceful, con-
structive change in South Africa. This
can best be accomplished through
joining with our allies in western
Europe and with Canada and Japan in
whatever actions we take.

For maximum effect, the western in-
dustrialized democracies must speak in
one clear voice when addressing South
Africa. To balkanize our policy re-
sponse to South Africa reduces the
impact we can have on the situation
there.

As the President stated in his re-
marks Friday, "It remains my hope
that the United States can work with
its European allies to fashion a flexi-
ble and coordinated policy—consistent
with their recent actions—for con-
structive change inside South Africa.I
believe we should support their meas-
ures with similar executive actions of
our own, and Iwill work with Con-
gress toward that goal."

Inmy judgment» the administration
has been dragging its feet. Itshould
have more vigorously pursued this
joint approach long ago. However, I
believe the President is sincere in his
desire to do so now, and he has my
support inhis efforts.

Mr.Speaker, the escalating violence
in South Africa offers no solutions to
the plight of blacks in that country.
Similarly, doing violence to the econo-
my of South Africa destroys the best
change the country has for rapid
change and an end to the system of
apartheid.

The vote we willsoon have to make
today poses a dilemma.

On the one hand, we are frustrated
by the slow pace of change in South
Africa, by the continuing injustice of
the apartheid system.

On the other hand, this billis not a
solution to the problem.
Iagain quote from the President's

remarks:
Let us not forget our purpose. Itis not to

damage or destroy any economy, but to help

the black majority of South Africa and
southern Africa enjoy a greater share of the
material blessings and bounties their labor
has helped to produce— as they secure as
well their legitimate politicalrights.

That is why sweeping punitive sanctions
are the wrong course to follow, and in-
creased American and western investment —
by firms that are breaking down apartheid
by providing equal opportunity for the vic-
tims of official discrimination—is the right
course to pursue.

Our goal is a democratic system in which
the rights of majorities, minorities, and indi-
viduals are protected by a Billof Rights and
firm constitutional guarantees.

In a letter to the minority leader,
Mr.Michel, and myself, the President
today outlined the contents of a new
executive order he will soon sign
which will encompass measures re-
cently adopted by many of our allies.I
believe this joint approach has a great
deal of merit and a copy of the letter
follows my remarks.

A few minutes ago, Italked to the
President's national security advisor,
Admiral Poindexter, who emphasized
the importance at this difficulttime of
sustaining the President's authority.
He also emphasized that the President
is committed to assisting responsibly
in resolving southern Africa's tragic
dilemma.

Mr.Speaker, Iurge my collegues to
vote no on this measure and sustain
the President's veto.

The. White House,
Washington, September 29, 1986.

Hon. Robert H. Michel,
Republican Leader, House of Representa-

tives, Washington, D?
Dear Bob: Iunderstand and share the

very strong feelings and sense of frustration
in the Congress and in our Nation about
apartheid, an unconscionable system that
we all reject. The ongoing tragedy inSouth
Africa tests our resolve as well as our pa-
tience. None of us wants to aggravate that
tragedy.

In the last several months, the South Af-
rican Government, instead of moving fur-
ther down the once promising path of
reform and dialogue, has turned to internal
repression. We all know that South Africa's
real problem traces to the perpetuation of
apartheid. And we know that the solution to
this problem can onlybe found inliftingthe
present State of Emergency, repealing all
racially discriminatory laws, releasing politi-
cal prisoners, and unbanning political par-
ties—necessary steps opening the way for
negotiations aimed at creating a new, demo-
cratic order for all South Africans. The
South African Government holds the key to
the opening of such negotiations. Emerging
from discussion among South Africans, we
want to see a democratic system in which
the rights ofmajorities, minorities, and indi-
viduals are protected by a billof rights and
firm constitutional guarantees. We will be
actively pursuing diplomatic opportunities
and approaches in an effort to start a move-
ment toward negotiations in South Africa.

September 29, 1986
Ioutlined in my message to the House of

Representatives on Friday my reasons for
vetoing the Comprehensive Anti-Apartheid
Act of 1988, principally my opposition to pu-

nitive sanctions that harm the victims of
apartheid and my desire to work in concert
withour Allies,Ialso indicated in that mes-
sage that Iam prepared to sign an expanded
Executive order that strongly signals our re-
jection of apartheid and our desire to active-
ly promote rapid positive change in South
Africa. Iam prepared to expand the range

of restrictions and other measures that will
characterize our relations with South
Africa. There would be strong sanctions in
my new order, sanctions that Iearnestly
wish were unnecessary. These sanctions, di-
rected at the enforcers not the victims of
apartheid, encompass measures recently
adopted by many of our Allies, as well as
many elements of the original Senate Com-
mittee version of the bill. They are incon-
testably necessary in today's circumstances.
My intention is to make itplain to South
Africa's leaders that we cannot conduct
business-as-usual with a government that
mistakes the silence of racial repression for
the consent ofthe governed.

My new Executive order will, therefore,
reaffirm and incorporate the measures Iim-
posed last year (i.e. bans on loans to tñe
South African Government and its agencies,
all exports of computers to apartheid-en-
forcing entities and the military and police,
all nuclear exports except tnose related to
health, safety, and lAEAprograms, imports
of South African weapons, the import of
Kragerrands, and a requirement for all U.S.
firms to apply fair labor standards based on
the Sullivan principles). The Executive
order willalso add:

A ban on new investments other than
those inblack-owned firms or companies ap-
plying the fair labor standards of the Sulli-
van principles;

A ban on the imports from South Africa
of iron and steel;

A ban on bank accounts for the South Af-
rican Government and its agencies;

Arequirement to identify countries taking
unfair advantage of U.S. measures against
South Africa with a view to restricting their
exports to the united States by the amount
necessary to compensate for the loss to UJ3.
companies;

A requirement to report and make recom-
mendations on means of reducing U.S. de-
pendence on strategic minerals from south-
ern Africa;

Arequirement to provide at least $25 mil-
lion in assistance for scholarships, educa-
tion, community development, and legal aid
to disadvantaged South Africans witha pro-
hibition on such assistance to any group or
individual who has been engaged in gross
violations of internationally recognzed
human rights;

The imposition ofsevere criminal and civil
penalties under several statutes for viola-
tion of the provisions of my Executive
order;

A requirement to consult with Allies in
order to coordinate policies and programs
toward South Africa;

A requirement to report on whether any
of these prohibitions has had the effect of
increasing U.S. or allied dependence on the
Soviet bloc for strategic or other critical ma-
terials, with a view to appropriate modifica-
tions of U.S. measures under my Executive
order should such dependency have been in-
creased;

And a clear statement that the Executive
order constitutes a complete and compre-
hensive statement of U.S. policy toward
South Africa, with the intent of preempting
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inconsistent State and local laws which
under our Constitution may be preempted.

Sanctions, in and of themselves, do not
add up to a policy for South Africa and the
southern Africa region. Positive steps as
well as negative signals are necessary. This
unusually complex and interrelated part of
the world is one that cries out for better un-
derstanding and sympathy on our part. We
must consider what we can do to contribute
to development of healthy economies and
democratic institutions throughout the
region and to help those who are the vic-
tims of apartheid.

Following the Congress' lead and building
on existing programs, Iplan to expand our
assistance to those suffering the cost of
apartheid and to help blacks as they pre-
pare to play their fullrole in a free South
Africa. We spent $20 million in FY 86 and
have requested $25 millioninFY 87. We will
do more, much of italong the lines incorpo-
rated in the South Africa bill.
Iam also committed to present to the

next Congress a comprehensive multi-year
program designed to promote economic
reform and development in the black-ruled
states of southern Africa. We intend to seek
the close collaboration ofJapan and ourEu-
ropean allies in this constructive effort. Our
goal is to create a sound basis for a post-
apartheid region— a southern Africa where
democracy and respect for fundamental
human rights can flourish.
Ibelieve the United States can assist re-

sponsibly in resolving southern Africa's
tragic dilemma. Many observers in and out-
side South Africa regard present trends
with despair, seeing in them a bloody inevi-
tability as positions harden over the central
question of political power. This is a grim
scenario that allows no free choice and
offers a racial civil war as the only solution.
Itneed not be so ifwisdom and imagination
prevail.

South Africans continue to search for so-
lutions. Their true friends should help in
this search. As Ihave said before, our hu-
manitarian concerns and our other national
interests converge inSouth Africa as in few
other countries. With the actions Ipropose
today, Ibelieve itis clear that my Adminis-
tration's intentions and those of the Con-
gress are identical. May we unite so that
U.S. foreign policy can be effective inbring-
ing people of good will and imagination in
South Africa together to rebuild a better,
just, and democratic tomorrow.

Sincerely,
Ronald Reagan.

D 1800
Mr. Speaker, Iyield 2 minutes to the

gentleman from New York [Mr.
Kemp].

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

Mr. KEMP. Mr.Speaker, Irise with
real sadness in my heart. All Ameri-
cans and particularly those of us in
this body have to deal with an issue
that is vexing, riot only to this body
but to parliamentary democratic
bodies all over the world.Ihope folks
listened to the distinguished ranking
minority member of the Committee on
Foreign Affairs, the gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. Broomfield], who
made a very thoughtful and positive
contribution to this debate.
Ihope that one's motives are not

challenged for taking a position that
seems to, on the surface, look some-
how insensitive to an evil that is being

practiced inSouth Africa, the problem
of apartheid. We cannot be insensitive
to evil and Ishare the view that pres-
sure on South Africa is essential to the
ending of this evilof apartheid.

The gentleman from Michigan re-
minded us, Mr.Speaker, that all of us
who want to dismantle apartheid have
to give thought to how we do that
without dismantling the economy of
the country, how we can help lead a
peaceful transition from the evil of
apartheid to the justice of democracy
and freedom, and equal opportunity
for allpeople inSouth Africa.
Iagree with the gentleman from

Michigan, Mr.Speaker, Ido not think
that constructive engagement is
enough, and we need to move beyond
constructive engagement. Iwould
hope that our country could establish
the type of a moral climate of diplo-
macy as we didunder Camp David, be-
tween Israel and Egypt, to bring black
and white together in South Africa, to
bring down apartheid and those bar-
riers that exist to freedom, dignity,
and democracy.
Ido not see how we, as Members of

this Congress, who willnext year cele-
brate the 200 th anniversary of the
American Constitution, can do any-
thing less than to speak out and to
help put pressure on South Africa to
help bring down this practice so ab-
horrent to allmen and women of good
willand liberal democratic values.

ButIwant to say as a matter of con-
science that Ido not think that disin-
vestment is the answer. Ido not not
think that preventing new investment
is the answer, Mr. Speaker. Frankly,
one of the most liberal institutions in
South Africa, other than the church,
is that led by those men and women
who are trying to conduct business or
abide by the Sullivan principles which
were codified by this body; incidental-
ly, Iam very proud to have helped
codify those Sullivan principles in an
earlier vote on this issue last year.
Ihope, as we look for solutions, that

we give some thought to what takes
place subsequent to apartheid and
how we can bring about property
rights, political rights, democratic
rights and equal rights for blacks for
allpeople inSouth Africa; and soIam
going to support the veto; but want to
make it very clear that Ithink we
need to move, as the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. Broomfield) pointed
out, beyond constructive engagement,
and help make sure that whilewe take
steps to dismantle this evil that we do
itin such a way as we help lead to the
peaceful transition to democracy, that
all men and women of good willwant
to see occur.

Mr.Speaker, at Camp David we saw
a President of your party, President
Carter, bring together the leaders of
two sovereign nations, which had been
long and bitter foes. They reached a
peace once thought impossible. As I
said, Ihope we could do the same for

South African blacks, .

The hour is not too late—indeed the
time is now—for new American leader-
ship in South Africa—leadership that
rejects the way of division and vio-
lence, and that reaches out to all
people willing to work for a just and
democratic society. We need a "third
force* strategy that rejects commu-
nism, and apartheid.

But the President must have our
support. We can begin today by stand-
ing with him against punitive sanc-
tions, and uniting to help bring a
peaceful end to apartheid that willput
the United States on the right side of
history.

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I
yield such time as he may consume to
the gentleman from Arizona [Mr.
Ruddl.

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

Mr. RUDD. Mr. Speaker, supporters
of the South Africa sanctions package
say that we need to send a moral
signal to South Africa about our out-
rage over apartheid. But we have sent
that signal and although most reforms
have been recent, the reforms have
been made and the culture of South
Africa is ina state of change.

So what are we doing with these
sanctions? The European nations have
agreed on a set of sanctions and Presi-
dent Reagan is expected to followsuit
this week to comply with their sanc-
tions that are more severe than our
own. Numerous polls have shown that
the people of South Africa, both black
and white, are opposed to any of these
sanctions because it willcripple the
economy upon which they both
depend for survival.
In fact, the billthat was vetoed by

the President willdevastate the black
population, the very people we are
trying to help. Itwillalso hurt the es-
timated 500,000 blacks attempting to
immigrate to South Africa annually.
They come to South Africa because of
the economic opportunity there and
that directly benefits their own eco-
nomically troubled countries like Zim-
babwe, who, through growing Marxist
practices, are destroying their own
economies. In Zimbabwe, a state of
emergency has existed for 6 years.
And where also as many people were
massacred by government troops in
Matabeleland in 1983 as have died in
all the racial violence in South Africa
these past 2 years. Yet this same Con-
gress that voted economic sanctions
against South Africa has annually ap-
proved economic assistance for Mr.
Mugabe.

The billbefore us today bans the
import into the United States of
South African agriculture commod-
ities and products. This willresult in a
loss of 446,000 jobs to support 2.2 mil-
lion workers and their families. Itwill
ban the import of South African coal,
iron and steel. This willresult in an-
other loss of at least 145,000 jobs that
support 725,000 workers and their
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families. The bottom line is a loss of
600,000 jobs that provide the liveli-
hood for more than 3 million South
African black workers and their fami-
lies—ls percent of the entire black
population. Such unemployment will-
only lead to more black misery and ra-
dicalization seriously reducing the
chances for a free and prosperous
postapartheid South Africa.

Despite the claims of supporters of
sanctions, the pain would not be felt
by the South African Government.
Pretoria recently announced that it
had been stockpiling strategic materi-
als for the last 10 years, inpreparation
for just such sanctions. Clearly, then,
sanctions will not achieve their pur-
ported purpose: they willnot send a
moral signal— one has already been
sent— and they will not force the
South African Government to do any-
thing more than they are physically
able to do,

What is needed instead is a strategy
to increase Western contact with and
therefore influence withSouth Africa.
The United States, should not with-
draw investment from South Africa;
rather it should increase western in-
vestment there, while continuing to
place diplomatic pressure on Pretoria.
Sanctions willresult ina weakening of
Western influence for positive and
peaceful change and willlead to fur-
ther political polarizations that can
only benefit those forces seeking a
radical and non-Democratic outcome.
Therefore, we inCongress, should vote
today to sustain the President's veto,
and continue through other produc-
tive means to speed the demise of
apartheid inSouth Africa.

Mr. WOLPE. Mr. Speaker, Iyield 1
minute to the gentleman from Mary-
land [Mr.Hoyer].

Mr. HOVER. Mr. Speaker, Iam ex-
tremely disappointed that our Presi-
dent has once again failed to seize an
opportunity to embrace the consensus
of the Congress, of the American
people and of the world with regard to
South Africa by not signing the sanc-
tions bill which Congress recently
overwhelmingly adopted.

Nations all around the world are ex-
pressing their condemnation of apart-
heid, and yet this administration had
to be pushed and prodded by the Con-
gress to take any action to put this
country on record against the South
African system of apartheid.

Bishop Desmond Tutu said on
Sunday, and Iagree, that President
Reagan willbe judged harshly by his-
tory for his veto of tough economic
sanctions legislation against South
Africa.

Indeed the President's refusal to act
fairly with the black population of
South Africa is preparing a sorrowful
place inhistory for the United States.
If we follow the President, we do so
knowing that, years down the road,
South Africans will remember that
our Nation, which is a beacon of hope
for liberty, justice; and equality,stood
by this time and didnothing.

Mr. Speaker, it is our responsibility
and our great privilege in this House
to reflect the fundamental beliefs of
the American people and make sure
they are embodied in our Nation's
policies. There is no more fundamen-
tal belief and no greater goal our
people strive for than the principle of
the equality of man. Our foreign
policy should reflect that goal.

Take a stand with the American
people on behalf of all the people of
South Africa. Vote for freedom. Vote
for equality. Vote to override the
President's veto.

Mr. WOLPE. Mr.Speaker, Iyield 2
minutes to the gentleman from New
York [Mr.Solarz].

Mr. SOLARZ. Mr. Speaker, the
President's position seems to be that
the adoption of this legislation would
hurt the very people we are trying to
help in South Africa.
IfPresident Reagan had evinced any

sympathy in the past for the black
majority in South Africa, this might
have some credibility. As it is, his ex-
pressions of concern make crocodile
tears seem like Perrier water.
If the black leadership in South

Africa were opposed to sanctions, it
would constitute a compelling argu-
ment against this legislation; but in
view of the fact that the overwhelm-
ing majority of black leaders; Nelson
Mandella, Oliver Tambu, Bishop Tutu,
The Reverend Boesak; and black orga-
nizations like the United Democratic
Front, the Council of Churches, the
Conference of Bishops, and virtually
all of the organized black independent
labor unions in the country are also in
favor of sanctions.
It seems to me that the President's

position m opposition to this legisla-
tion is an act of incredible moral arro-
gance and supreme political cynicism
because he is in effect saying that he
knows better than they do what is in
their own best interests.

Some have argued that there is no
need for this legislation and we should
sustain the veto, because- the President
is about to issue a new Executive
order; but there is no relationship be-
tween the Executive order and the
bill; the Executive order is a counter-
feit version of the legislation.

Unlike the bill, it does not prohibit
new investment or new loans in South
Africa. Itdoes not prohibit agricultur-
al or textile imports. Itdoes not pro-
vide for the transfer of the sugar
quota from South Africa to the Philip-
pines. It does not prohibit landing
rights for South African Airways.

The total economic impact of the
billon South Africa is $3.6 billion, the
impact of the Executive order would
only be $267 million.
Ifthis vote is sustained, there willbe

praise in Pretoria and sadness in
Soweto; and consequently, Iask you to
override the President's veto and vote
for the enactment of the legislation.

Mr. WOLPE. Mr.Speaker, Iyield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr.Levine].
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(Mr. LEVINE of California asked

and was given permission to revise and
extend his remarks.)
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Mr. LEVINE of California. Mr.
Speaker, Irise instrong support of the
vote to override President Reagan's

veto of H.R. 4868, the Anti-Apartheid
Act of 1986.
Iam not surprised by the President's

action. First, through his failed policy
of constructive engagement, and most
recently behind a smokescreen of pro-
fessed concerns for the well-being of
South African workers, this adminis-
tration has done everything it can to
frustrate efforts to impose tough eco-
nomic sanctions.

Mr.Speaker, one would have hoped
that the administration might have
been swayed by the overwhelming bi-
partisan majorities in both Houses of
Congress that supported H.R. 4868; by
the desire of the American people to
see our Government take strong and
unambiguous steps against the odious
Pretoria regime; by the support for
sanctions by South Africa's black lead-
ership; and by the knowledge of the
key leadership role the United
States—the leaded of the free world-
could take in the struggle against
apartheid through the 'implementa-
tion ofsanctions.

Alas, such was not to be the case.
The administration remained un-
moved, with its feet stuck in cement
and its head stuck in the sand, as one
of the most important moral struggles

of our time—the battle against apart-
heid—passed itby.

The potential fallout from the
Reagan veto is particularly troubling.
Even the chairman of the Senate For-
eign Relations Committee— usually a
strong supporter of the administra-
tion—stated after the veto that this
action, if sustained, would make the
United States "apologists for apart-
heid," regardless of Presidential prot-
estations to the contrary.

Mr,Speaker, as the saying goes, ac-
tions speak louder than words, and the
Reagan veto— of a weaker bill than
this body originally passed— represents

a flagrant disregard for the will of
Congress and the American people,
and for the plight of those in South
Africa suffering under the yoke of
apartheid. As the senior Senator from
my own State of California, Alam
Cranston, said several days ago, "The
President is sacrificing and damaging
America's moral leadership in the
World."

Frankly, Iwould have preferred a
tougher sanctions bill.Iam not con-
vinced that these sanctions willhave a
meaningful impact on the South Afri-
can economy. However, the great need
for some action, combined with the
powerful symbolism which accompa-
nies the imposition of sanctions, com-
pels me to support this bill.

The administration rationale for the
veto is that sanctions hurt those they
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are designed to help, namely, South
Africanblacks. We have heard this ar-
gument before, and we should dismiss
it. Itis merely a cover for continuing
the failed policy of constructive en-
gagement.

Mr. Speaker, the case for sanctions
against South Africa now is compel-
ling.The moral case for such action is
overpowering. American interest and
American values are at stake. The
South African Government must real-
ize that no amount of force can con-
trol the aspirations of millions to be
free. We must do all that we can to
ensure that black South Africans are
free, free from tyranny and free from
fear, and that they are free to deter-
mine their own destiny. Overriding
the President's veto willset forces in
motion which will assist that process,
and willrepresent a repudiation of the
Reagan approach. Iurge my col-
leagues to vote for the override.

Mr. WOLPE, Mr. Speaker, Iyield
such time as he may consume 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, Irise in
support of overriding the President's
veto.

This administration's policy on South Africa
is clear President Reagan wants to do as
little as possible, as late as possible.

For 5V2 years, the Reagan administration
has been soft on South Africa. Over and over
we have heard soothing words about quiet di-
plomacy, constructive engagement, and re-
straint.

Is this the kind of language that trie South
African Government understands? Did that
Government use restraint in detaining over
5,000 men, women and children under the
state of emergency declared this past Juné?
Have the South African police used restraint
as they fired shotgun blasts at unarmed dem-
onstrators—and then attacked the funerals -of
the people they killed? Was South Africa
thinking of constructive engagement when it
starved the people of Lesotho into submis-
sion, overthrew their government, and in-
stalled a quisling regime?

Since the collapse of Nazi Germany, South
Africa has been the only country on Earth
whose legal and political system is based on
explicit, systematic, and all-encompassing
racial discrimination, it is the only country that
occupies a United Nations trust territory—Na-
mibia—

in violation of international law.
South Africa has an unparalleled record of

aggression against its neighbors. It has
mounted air and ground attacks against Bot-
swana, Zimbabwe» Mozambique, Swaziland,
Angola, and Zambia, killing hundreds of
people and causing some $10 billion in
damage. South Africa, the richest power in the
region, has done more than any other to keep
its neighbors destitute.

South Africa has shown its contempt for
quiet diplomacy and constructive engagement.
We have no choice but to show a firmer hand.

Last year President Reagan stopped a
sanctions bill with a token Executive order.
This year he waited until the fast minute to
veto a strong aniiapartheid bill

The days of too little, too fate are over. The
President's veto won't stop this bill We will
override his veto in both houses of this Con-
gress. This is one bill that won't get lost in the
last-minute crunch.

There is a growing consensus in this coun-
try. In cities and towns and State legislatures
across America, people are saying no to
apartheid. They are saying no to institutional-
ized racism. Now we m the Congress are join-
ing that consensus. We must take the neces-
sary action to bring about progressive change
in South Africa now.

Iurge my colleagues to vole to override the
President's veto.

Mr. WOLPE. Mr. Speaker, Iyield 1
minute to the gentleman from Wash-
ington, Mr.Miller.

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

Mr. MILLER of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, Irespect the President's lead-
ership on foreign affairs. Most of what
he has done to promote American
pride and the cause of freedom abroad
Ihave supported.

But on this issue Icannot support
him. On South Africa, the President is
wrong.
It all comes down to this—the

United States, the leader of the free
world in the struggle against Fascist
and Communist oppression, must also
be a leader in the struggle against
racist oppression.

What we say and do here today
could help determine whether South
Africans are forced to choose between
an existing racist police state and a
looming communist dominated revolu-
tion—or whether there is a third
choice— a democratic peaceful alterna-
tive.

Our place is with all South Africans
who seek that thirdchoice.

Mr.Speaker, we should override the
President's veto.

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Louisiana [Mr.Livingston],

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

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

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Iyield to the
gentleman fromCalifornia.

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

Mr.DANNEMEYER. Mr;Speaker, I
rise in strong support of the Presi-
dent's veto.

The proponents of sanctions against South
Africa seem to regard this action as a major
initiative, a "shot heard 'round the world." it is
instead a shot \n our own foot.

Our farmers are faced with a lingering crisis.
One of our few positive trade balances sn agri-
culture is with South Africa, Next year

—
with-

out sanctions
—

we expect $292 million \n ex-
ports to that nation, in wheat,, rice, corn,
cotton, barley, off, seeds» and animal products.
With sanctions, we stand to lose that market
to other suppliers.

In 1984, we exported $151.5 million In com-
puter and telecommunications equipment.

Again, sanctions will mean the loss of this
market to other countries.

We are also plagued with a depressed oil
economy. The United States currently exports
$50 million in petroleum products to South
Africa. Sanctions will thus mean even fewer
profits and jobs in our hard-hit oil-producing
States.

South Africa is a major buyer of United
States aircraft. Purchasing $242 million in
planes and equipment in 1983. Again, another
American industry is targeted for losses
thanks to sanctions.

To add insult to injury, we are also making
ourselves liable forlitigation. The sanctions bill
calls for immediate suspension of the South
African airline's landing rights. Our current, in
force air agreement requires 12 months notifi-
cation of termination. An immediate suspen-
sion thus gives South Africa an opportunity to
sue for damages and reparations.

In all these instances, the intended "victim"
is South Africa, but the actual victim is the
United States taxpayer. We stand to worsen
the plight of farmers, energy producers, and
aerospace and high-technology industries.
And any damages awarded as a result of
breaking a contract must also be born by the
taxpayers.

It is obvious that the noble intention of
taking a positive stand for human rights has
been lost in the harsh reality of this mistaken
legislation. South Africa can locate alternative
sources and options. We stand to lose much
more. Are all those other nations rustling to
impose sanctions going to take up the slack
and buy our products?

There is also the question of the effects of
this legislation on South Africa. The danger to
the South African economy, and especially to
black workers, looms at least as large as to
us. Thousands of jobs are dependent upon
US. business and investment.

More crucial, however, is the political
impact. Sanctions are but one more attempt
to destabilize the South African Government.
The hidden agenda behind sanctions is not so
much reform or human rights as it is the over-
throw of a pro-West government which is
taking steps to become more democratic and
ensure greater freedom for ail its citizens.

This, of course, is nothing new. We have
been down this road before. In 1965, the
White minority-controlled Government of Ro-
desia declared its independence from Britain.
Because there was no provision at that time
to transfer power to the majority blacks, sanc-
tions were imposed. This was followed, in
1968, by a UN-sponsored trade embargo.
The United States dutifully went along and,
among other items, stopped buying Rhodesian
chrome. After all, this was in the name of
human rights. We subsequently obtained
chrome from the Soviet Union—at three times
the price, and we know how wonderful their
human rights record is.

By the iaie 19705, revolution threatened
Rhodesia. We heard many voices here in the
United States raised in support of Robert
Mugabe, head of one of the largest black po-
litical parties, the Zimbabwe African National
Union. Others voiced concern that Mugabe
was a Soviet puppet who would destroy Zim-
babwe-Rhodesia rather than save it. But we
were so concerned about the outward appear-
ance of "human rights" that we lost our sense
of perspective. Today, 6 years after assuming

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD
—

HOUSE



power, Mugabe has been waging incessant
warfare on other blacks; some 6,000 have
been killed in the past 2 years. And the econ-
omy, once robust and boasting the highest
standard of living for Blacks on the African
Continent— -that distinction, ironically, now be-
longs to South Africa—has been ravaged.

Is this what we have in mind for South
Africa? Replace Mugabe with Nelson Man-
dela, replace the ZANU, with the ANC—Afri-
can National Congress— the similarities are
striking. And ominous.

The President has valiantly stood his
ground against this travesty. It may very well
be like trying to stop a runaway train, but this
member, at feast, is proud that the President
is standing firm for principles. We don't need
any symbolic act of self-immolation, or of
throwing—once more—an ally to the wolves.
It is time we aim straight and stop shooting
ourselves in the foot.

Mr. LIVINGSTON, Mr. Speaker, I
rise in opposition to this attempt to
override the President's veto of H.R.
4868. Let me make itclear that Iam in
complete agreement with those that
say that apartheid is an affront to
human rights and dignity. In fact, I
voted with the majority of the Mem-
bers of this House for last year's bill,
which imposed a number of restric-
tions on our dealings with the South
African Government.

However, the billbefore us today
simply goes too far, and unduly inter-
feres with the President's ability to
conduct our foreign policy. Beyond
that, Ijust don't believe that the sanc-
tions contained in the billwill have
the effect that its sponsors anticipate.
In the Philippines, we supported suc-

cessfully a peaceful transition from
autocratic rule to a democracy
through our great political leverage
over the Marcos government. But, this
does not parallel the situation in
South Africa. Our already limited po-
liticaland economic influence over the
South Africans willbe further reduced
by the punitive sanctions contained in
this bill. We willnot end apartheid
any faster by exerting this type of eco-
nomic pressure, because the South Af-
ricans willsimply withdraw, as they
have always done in the past, and
become more self-sufficient and less
amenable to outside persuasion.

Further, the disruption to the South
African economy causes by these sanc-
tions willserve to support the efforts
of the Communist-dominated ANC in
their attempt to violently overthrow
the current government.

Inessence these sanctions willcreate
more black unemployment, reduce the
influence of the forces of moderation
that are working for peaceful change,
and fuel the tragic cycle of violence
gripping South Africa.

This is a clear case of bowing to the
passions of the moment by cutting off
our nose to spite our face. Only it is
not our noses that willsuffer from our
actions, it is the good people, black
and white, in South Africa who will
suffer.

Mr.Speaker, Iurge my colleagues to
reject the motion to override the
President's veto.

Mr. WOLPE. Mr. Speaker, Iyield I
minute to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts [Mr.Conte],

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

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Speaker, Icome
before this House today with a heavy
heart. It's not easy to come to this
floor and ask Members to oppose the
President of the United States, the
President of my party. But today I
must.
Iwent to South Africa 27 years ago.
Isaw firsthand the deprivation and
brutal conditions under which blacks
were forced to live.Isaw black people
restricted to so-called homelands that
weren't fit for cattle. Isaw black
people branded with passbooks that
had to be on their person at all times,
or God save them from the conse-
quences. And 27 years later, what has
changed? Ten years after Soweto,
what has changed? Five years after
constructive engagement, what has
changed?

Nothing has changed, Mr. Speaker,
nothing. Blacks are still second-class,
or really third-class citizens in their
own country. So-called radicals are
still jailed in the name of preserving
law and order. And the hopes of those
seeking peaceful change and justice
are stillsnuffed out like a candle in a
gale.

The billbefore us today is already a
compromise. It's a far cry from the di-
vestment bill that this House ap-
proved, and that Isupported, in June,
And it's a far cry from the divestment
billsigned into law recently by the Re-
publican Governor of California. We
can compromise on sanctions no fur-
ther. Now is the moment for every
Member of this House to dig down
deep withinhis or her convictions and
vote to hold the line on South Africa.
Sanctions will hurt, but from Arch-
bishop Tutu to the Eminent Persons
Group, the call has gone out for sanc-
tions as the last, best hope to avert a
potential bloodbath in South Africa.

So Istand before this House with a
heavy heart, because Ithink America
should speak with one voice on this
issue, Ibeg Members, Iplead with
you—do the right thing, do the just
thing, do the only proper thing and
vote to override. Yes, Mr. Speaker,
sanctions willhurt, but apartheid kills.
Sanctions yes, apartheid no. Vote to
override.

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

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

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

Mr. Speaker and colleagues, the
President on Friday evening in his
veto message said black workers, the
first victims of apartheid, would
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become the first victims of American
sanctions.
Ibelieve today we have an opportu-

nity to provide a moral and diplomatic
wakeup call for a President who does
not understand the issue.

Black South Africans are already

the victims; they are suffering under
apartheid and they know that sanc-
tions may hurt, but they also know
that apartheid kills. Over 130 per
month this year.

Why is ittoday we are having such a
difficult time understanding that? I
cannot for the life of me understand
why our President willnot listen to
the majority, to the Desmond Tutus,
to the mine workers, to the black labor
leaders, to the Soweto mothers? And
why does he listen to P.W. Botha, who
says to us the blacks will suffer.
Second, the President said the neigh-
boring states will suffer. Well, the
neighboring states have issued a joint
communique including, some of them
having imposed their own sanctions.
They know what is in their best inter-
ests. Isitnot interesting that we know
what is in their best interests better
than they do?

Then finally the President said we
would just be morally posturing. Well,
let me tell you something, my friends:
Sometime we need to feel good about
who we are, what we stand for and
what we participate in. And that is
why in 20 nations around the world we
have imposed sanctions. We did not
ask about the victims inNicaragua, we
did not ask about the victims in Cuba,
Libya, Poland, Afghanistan or Iran.
Why? Because we wanted to stand for
something.

Let me tell you something else to
those who are concerned about Marx-
ism. This Congressman is concerned
about Marxism, too, but you do not
stop the spread of communism by sup-
porting racism.

Today we have a choice. We can
stand with P.W. Botha and apartheid
and Ronald Reagan, or we can stand
with the American people, we stand
for our ideals and send a wakeup call.

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 1minute to the gentleman from
Illinois [Mr.Crane].

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

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, Irise in
support of the President's veto of H.R.
4868, the Comprehensive Anti-Apart-
heid Act of 1986. Like the President, I
agree with the declared purpose of
this measure, but fear the impact of
imposing punitive economic sanctions
against South Africa. Pressure can be
brought to bear against the system of
apatheid in South Africa without
threatening to destroy the entire econ-
omy of southern Africa.

Proponents of sanctions claim that
this legislation will make a political
statement against apartheid. Inreali-
ty, it is more likely to bring about in-
creased unemployment, starvation,
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social unrest, and ultimately, violence.
Thus, while Congress votes to morally
clear its conscience, the blacks in all of
southern Africa will suffer the eco-
nomic consequences.

For example, the provision that bans
the import into the United States of
South African agricultural products
and commodities will cost 448,000
black jobs that support some 2.2 mil-
lion-workers and their families. At the
same time, a similar ban on the export
of united States agricultural products
to South Africa willnegatively impact
an already depressed American farm-
ing industry. The United States main»
tains a trade surplus in agriculture
with South Africa. Some $300 million
in- U.S. exports of wheat, rice, corn,
cotton, barlay, oil seeds, and animal
products would be prohibited at the
expense oí

'

making a political state-
ment. Ihope that those Members rep-
resenting farming districts can justify
this additional blow to the American
farmer as the elections approach.

Recent statistics indicate that this
legislation will result in the loss of
some 800,000 jobs for blacks in South
Africa. Each of these displaced work-
ers is likely to support a family of five,
thereby impacting about 4 million
blacks in South Africa. The economic
ramifications of this legislative effort
is even more extensive when one con-
siders that the economy of southern
Africa is closely tied to that of South
Africa, Estimates warn that 2 million
blacks, supporting about 10 million
people, could lose their jobs as a result
of this bill. Are the proponents of this
billprepared to shoulder this responsi-
bility?

What is even more distressing, is
that these sanctions are not likely to
bring about a more representative and
free society. The only political system
that can possibly emerge from this
economic chaos will be a one-party»
pro-Soviet, dictatorship. The seeds of a
Communist Party have already been
planted in South Africa. Let's not be
responsible for fostering and nurtur-
ing the growth of this movement.
Iurge my colleagues to vote respon-

sibly and support the President. We
can bring about positive change in
South Africa without economically de-
stroying the entire region.

At this time Iinsert for the record
an editorial written by Patrick Bu-
chanan, assistant to the President and
White House Director of Communica-
tions, which appeared in the New
YorkTimes, September 18, 1986.

Destroy South Africa toSave It?
(By Patrick J. Buchanan)- •

Washington.— On television, you don't
sense the daily squalor, the flies, the filth,
the dehumanizing way people are just

thrown together," said a stunned Arehbi-
ship of Canterbury, as he toured the Cross-
roads squatters camp near Cape Town, "it's
so much more dramatically squalid than I
had expected."

Yes, itis—and these impoverished workers
who came to Cape Town in search of jobs
will be the first fatalities of the economic

war that Congress has just declared upon
South Africa.

Why are we doing this? Because, comes
the arch reply, we want to stand up against
Botha's regime— and stand with all the
people of South Africa. But the people of
South Africa, black and white, are opposed
to sanctions. According to The Sunday
Times of London, a plurality, of blacks and
virtually the entire white population is beg-
ging us not to join this international cartel
to cripple the economy upon which they
both depend for survival.

Congressional sanctions are targeted di-
rectly at South Africa's mining industry,
where some 800,000 blacks are employed.
Shut down those mines, and the dependent
families of migrant workers could starve
back home inMalawi and Mozambique. Will
these black laborers then think better of
the United States? When the Xhosa and
Zulu peoples, confined in their segregated
townships, are also jobless and hungry, will
we all sleep' better in" Chevy Chase and
Georgetown?

Suppose, during the Great Depression,
Britain declared she would lead a worldwide
boycott of American steel and coal until
President Roosevelt desegregated the South
and moved America to one-man., one-vote.
Would the destitute American workers have
welcomed that as the act of a trusted and
reliable friend?

Sanctions willadvance democracy* our leg-
islators insist. But is so, why are lifelong
South African democrats like Helen Suzman
and Alan Paton so passionately opposed to
them? Why is every antidemocratic ele-
ment—from the South African Communist
Part to the Soviet blue—demanding their
imposition?
'

Andifsanctions advanced democracy, why
not impose them upon Zimbabwe, where
Prime Minister Robert Mugabe is moving
toward a single-party Marxist state, where
the state of emergency has lasted six years,
where perhaps as many people were massa-
cred by Government troops inMatabeleland
in 1983 as have died Inall the racial violence
in South Africa these past two years? Yet,
the same Congress that voted economic
sanctions against South Africa has annually
approved economic assistance for Mr,
Mugabe.

Well, sanctions are designed tomake a po-
litical and moral statement, we are told. But
what political message is sent when the
world's richest nation sets about systemati-
cally destroying the economy of a develop-
ing country that has done no harm to the
united States? What moral message is sent
when Congress votes to close down to South
African Airways the same airports we are
opening up to Aeroflot?

When Senator Malcolm Wallop urged the
Senate, in the name of some moral symme-
try, to impose upon the Soviet Union the
same sanctions we impose upon South
Africa,moderate Republicans threw in with
liberal Democrats to defeat him.

"How can anyone who favors sanctions for
Nicaragua oppose them for South Africa?"'
the press asks.

The answer is simple. While South Afri-
ca's racial sins (like our own) are scarlet, she
has not adopted as her ruling ideology the
century's most odious form of tyranny over
the mind of man; she has not endorsed the
decade's most monstrous crime—Afghani-
stan; she has not converted her territory

into a staging area for the export of Com-
munist revolution; she has not aligned her-
self with a regime that has 9,000 ballistic
missile warheads pointed at the United
States.

South Africa has never sought to be an
enemy of the American people. In two
World Wars and Korea, her soldiers fought

alongside ours. When American pilots at-
tacked the terrorist base camps of Col.
Muammar el-Qaddafi c South Africa was
almost alone among third world nations to
applaud the American action.

What have the people of South Africa
done to us that we are now anxious to col-
lude with the most despotic regimes on
earth in waging economic war against them?
Is itnecessary to destroy this country in
order to save it?

Surely, Americans can "make a state-
ment" against the discredited doctrine of
apartheid without adding to the suffering of
its victims. Surely, Americans can manifest
their distaste for Pretoria's racial policies
without collaborating with a jackal pack oí
hypocritical despots and Marxists, whose
ambition is to bring down the South African
republic. .

While. the Senate clamors for sanctions
and the House demands total economic
withdrawal— lest we be morally tainted by
contact withsuch a country—Cuban troops,
East German secret police, North Korean
military advisers and Soviet "diplomats"
continue to arrive in neighboring states. Se-
rious men, their agenda does not include
power sharing in Pretoria or desegregating
the lunch counters of Durban.

At times, it seems a just God has turned
His face against Africa. In the first quarter
century of independence, tens of thousands
perished in civilwars inAngola and Mozam-
bique and Chad and the Sudan, perhaps a
million in Nigeria. Hundreds of thousands
died in tribal massacres in Rwanda, Burundi
and Uganda. Countless thousands suc-
cumbed to barbarism in Equatorial Guinea
and the Central African "Empire." Millions
have starved in the Sahel region; and in
Ethiopia, the greatest human rights holo-
caust since the fall of Cambodia continues
to unfold. Yet no Western moralists clamor
for sanctions against these regimes. No Con-
gressman has been sighted lumbering up
toward the Ethiopian Embassy to get him-
self arrested signing "We Shall Overcome/*

One wonders exactly which country on
the continent Congress wishes South Africa
to emulate. Which government in the neigh-
borhood should serve as role model for the
South African republic, so that she, like so
many of them, can qualify for. Western ap-
probation and aid?

"Black Africa has become a theatre of
barbarism and exported political sentimen-
tality," writes Bruce Anderson in The Spec-

tator. "Throughout the continent, 'govern-
ments' are robbing, oppressing, incarcerat-
ing, flogging, torturing and murdering their
subjects— but no one in the West gives a
damn."

Comes now the Congress of the United
States to counsel us that social justice will
be advanced on this bleeding patch of
earth— if only President Reagan will join
hands in choking off the last industrial
engine operating on the African continent.

The answer is no. As President Reagan

told the world weeks ago, we Americans will
not be a party to something like that.

"We know no spectacle so ridiculous as
the British public on one ofits periodical fits,

of morality," wrote Thomas Babington Ma-
caulay, a century and a half ago. Unfortu-
nately, Lord Macaulay never got inside the
Beltway. , ' .

Mr. WOLPE, Mr. Speaker, Iyield 1
minute to the gentleman from New
York [Mr.Carney],

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

Mr. CARNEY. Mr.Speaker, Istand
to express my disapproval of the Presi-
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dent's veto of H.R. 4868, Anti-Apart-
heid Act of 1986.

The United States has expressed its
outrage over apartheid— failing a re-
sponse from Pretoria— we must ex-
press out sentiments in stronger lan-
guage. For the United States to be a
credible voice in Africa and the Third
World, we must speak and act plainly.
Our opposition to apartheid should be
viewed as sincere and tangible.
Iregard the President's policy of

constructive engagement as a valid at-
tempt to address the repressive and se-
gregatory apartheid. Unfortunately»
the reality is that Pretoria has not re-
sponded to our efforts in a manner ac-
ceptable of an ally. To the contrary,
the situation is only deteriorating.
Judging from the amount of time this
policy has been in effect, and Preto-
ria's intransigent response to our pa-
tient diplomatic efforts, Inow feel
that the United States must take a
stronger stance on this issue and send
a more powerful message of disapprov-
al to the South African Government.
Icontinue to believe that by accept-

ing the Senate version of this bill, we
will not be "washing our hands of
South Africa/ as some more radical
proponents of disengagement would
suggest. We must retain a voice in that
country's affairs and use it construc-
tively. The sanctions offered inthe bill
send a strong message of disapproval,
but are not a punitive strike which will
further inflame the situation in that
state.

Finally, Mr. Speaker, once these
sanctions are in place, we cannot turn
our backs on the South African citi-
zens nor the South African Govern-
ment in the belief that we have done
all that we can do. Congress must have
a long-term commitment to the resolu-
tion of this dilemma, and to bringing
about a just and lasting peace to this
troubled nation.

Mr. WOLPE. Mr. Speaker, Iyield 1
minute to the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr.Mineta].

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

Mr.MINETA.Mr. Speaker, on Sep-
tember 26, 1986, the President of the
United States vetoed the Comprehen-
sive Antiapartheid Act. Indoing so, he
turned his back on the millions of
South Africans who are crusading for
the freedom and justice now denied to
them by their Government. Indeed,
the President of the United States
used the prestige and power of his
office to sentence millions of South
Africans to a life of terror and oppres-
sion.

Now, it is up to the Congress —with
the full backing and support of the
American people— to overturn this in-
decent decision by the President.

The Congress did not easily reach
the decision to impose economic sanc-
tions on South Africa, knowing as we
do the severity of such a policy. But,
the intransigence of the South African
Government and their rock-solid com-

mitment to apartheid leaves us no al-
ternative. What moral suasion do we
have left? The elegant rhetoric and
mild rebukes used thus far have pro-
duced no discernible progress, and no
promises that conditions will improve
tomorrow or the next day or the day
after. Without this legislation, we
have no policy in place to end apart-
heid. On the contrary, our inactivity
breathes new life into a regime that
understands all too well empty ges-
tures and unkept promises.

Ours is a nation which treasures jus-
tice; and, just as we have fought op-
pression at home, so must we reject a
regime that would perpetuate oppres-
sion elsewhere. The South African
Government is not my ally and it is
not America's ally. The Government
spreads more evil than it can contain.
The South African Government is not
our bulwark against communism nor is
it a guarantee of stability. No good can
come of a morally corrupt regime.

Therefore, let us not hesitate to act
as one nation against apartheid. We
must not cede to any President the
right to seal the fate of millions to a
life of poverty, of humiliation, and
worst of all, of hopelessness.

We can be proud when Congress
overrides the President's veto. But, we
can celebrate only when all South Af-
ricans are free. And so, let us begin.
Let us repudiate the President's tragic
policy toward South Africa.

Mr,BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Illinois [Mr. Hyde] a member of the
committee.

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

D 1825
Mr. McGRATH. Mr. Speaker, will

the gentleman yield?
Mr.HYDE.Iyield to the gentleman

from New York.
(Mr. McGRATH asked and was

given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. McGRATH, Mr. Speaker, Irise
in support of the efforts to override
the President's veto of the Anti-Apart-
heid Act.

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Speaker, punitive
sanctions are a form of economic war-
fare that willbe felt not just by the
white government, but by the labor in-
tensive industries which provide the
jobs, the food, clothing, and shelter
for millions of black workers.

Standing over here, with our won
civil rights battles hardly over, and
pointing our sanctimonious finger at
South Africa certainly makes us feel
good— it nourishes our supply of self-
righteousness—but it moves that
tragic land closer to bloody, bloody
revolution, and farther away from any
evolutionary solution.

What's more, we lose influence and
leverage with the Government of
South Africa, and leave them to con-
front those organized revolutionary
forces such as the African National

September 29, 1986
Congress to whom free enterprise is as
distasteful as apartheid.

In overriding the President's veto»
we turn a deaf ear to the moderate
black leaders such as Chief Buthelezi,
and Helen Suzman who point out the
fatal flaws in a program of punitive
sanctions, all the while living under
and condemning apartheid as no
American can do.

We are rushing in exactly the wrong
direction—what is needed is more and
more investment which could result in
the integration of the work place and
the economic betterment of those now
in poverty, and accomplish in the fac-
tories what ultimately must be accom-
plished in the nation as a whole.

We should be encouraging the dis-
possessed blacks to become urbanized,
and by working in industry become an
indispensable element of the South
African economy. Political power will
followas itdid to those blacks who mi-
grated to the cities of America during
and after World War 11.

As many of you vote to override the
President, let me express the forlorn
hope that some day the citizens of the
Soviet Union can organize labor
unions and go on strike as they have
in South Africa, and that Andrei Sak-
harov and other victims of the reli-
gious apartheid that is institutional-
ized in the Soviet Union can come and
go from Russia as easily as Bishop
Tutu can leave and reenter South
Africa.

Let us await the millennium when
those forces which are unyielding in
the face of apartheid spend one-tenth
the moral energy on human rights
throughout the continent of Africa-
starting with Ethiopia and working

their way down the map.
The feeding frenzy is on. We all

scramble to take the moral high
ground. But we are to become engines
ina tragedy we willlive to regret.
Iwillsupport the President's veto as

the correct, and yes, the moral choice.
Mr. WOLPE. Mr. Speaker, Iyield 1

minute to the gentleman from Michi-
gan [Mr.Levin].

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

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

Mr. LEVIN of Michigan. Iyield to
the gentleman from California.

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

Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Speaker, Irise in
opposition to the President's veto and
insupport of the override.

Mr. Speaker, in vetoing this legislation,
President Reagan has said no to justice, no to
civil liberties, and no to the principle of free-
dom which each of us in this country holds
dear.

He has said yes to more oppression, yes to
more injustice, and yes to more violence.

But this House must override the Presi-
dent's veto of H.R. 4868, the South Africa
sanctions bill. It's time for the United States to
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