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Recent. Developments and U.S. Policy Responses
The struggle for the liberation of southern Africa is growing. Americans

must stop U.S. support for minority rule in the coming confrontation.

The system of white minority rule is crumbling. Mozambique and Angola
have already achieved their independence from Portuguese colonialism through
wars of liberation that lasted a decade. Their independence in turn has in
spired Africans in Zimbabwe (Rhodesia), Namibia and South Africa to work to
regain control over their lives and lands, and has opened up bases for guerilla
operations. The Smith regime has been forced to accept at least the concept
of majority rule in two years; South Africa is furiously planning a sham in
dependence for Namibia. In South Africa itself, the citadel of white political
rule and economic domination in the region, African anger, resistance and
political organization have rocked the foundations of apartheid in a way no one
would have guessed before June 16th, 1976.

The uprisings in South Africa demonstrate that a new phase has opened
in the struggle there. Africans are not fighting simply to end segregation
and legal inequality; their struggle will not be ended sfmply by gradual re
forms such as an end to job reservations and Bantu education, or even abolition
of the pass laws.

As the move toward majority rule accelerates, the U.S. continues to pro
mote its own economic and strategic interests, a policy which has the effect
of hampering the struggle for African self~determination. In Angola, the U.S.
pronoted two factions in a civil war to try to gain some measure of control
over a country in which it had supported colonialism since World War II. After
the "loss" of Angola, U.S. strategists gave new emphasis to southern AFrica and
recognized that their tactics had to change. In Zimbabwe and Namibia, the U.S.
is now trying to use promises of aid and political maneuvering, rather than
covert military intervention, to proroote "rooderate" governmeJ?ts that will pro
tect existing western investments. But such solutions will fail because they
lack popular support •

. In South Africa, U.S. involvement in and support for the status quo is
increasing. American investment has expanded by more than 30 percent over the
last 18 months; U.S. bank exposure has p.xceeded $2 billion. Export-Import Bank
exposure has increased by more than tenfold in the last five years. The State
Department continues to ignor~ South Africa's military use of planes sold to
South Africa under licenses for peaceful purposes under the U.S. arms embargo.
These planes have been us~ to invade Angola, roove troops in Namibia, and patrol
South Africa's own borde~ against guerillas. Kissinger's negotiations with
Prime Minister Vorster in June and in the fall gave a badly-needed boost to
the regime after its defeat in Angola and its continuing severe economic decline.
At the same time, South African police were ruthlessly shooting down unarmed
African children and detaining thousands without a word of official U.S. protest.

As the struggle in southern Africa grows and intensifies, U.S. intervention,
becomes roore probable. Now is the time for U.S. citizens to dem::mstrate that
we will not sit by and watch this happen.

Should We Expect Anything New from Carter?
The goals of the Carter Administration in southern Africa are likely to be

much the same as those of the Nixon and Ford years, although the methods and
emphases will change slightly. The Republican Administrations saw the U.S.
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interests in southern Africa's mineral wealth, western investments and the strat
egic significance of the Cape of Good Hope as important, though not vital. They
believed that the best way to protect these ~nterests was to expand relations
with the minority regimes so as to increase u.s. influence over them to make
minor reforms anq eradicate the most flagrant examples of oppression. The fight
of liberation movements to end the system was seen as leading only to "chaos
and increased opportunities for the communists," a concern which the new national
security advisor, Zbigniew Brzezinski, generally shares. These basic policy
perceptions are likely to be shared by the Carter Administration, as carter's
anticipated re-appointment of William Schaufele as Assistant Secretary of ~tate

for African Affairs suggests. Carter has already emphasized that "economic
development, investment commitment and the use of economic leverage against what
,~sr after all, a government system of repre~sion within South Africa, seems to
me the only'way to achieve racial justice'there." Under the influence of Andrew
Young, Car~t intends to urge U.S. corporations to exert a "progressive" in
fluence'by imp~oving their employment practices toward Africans. Young believes
(we think mistakenly) that the struggle in South Africa is only a civil rights
struggle similar to that in the U.S. south in the 1950's and 1960's, and that
COrPOrations which took a lead in desegregating the south can do so again in
South Africa. Cyrus Vance also agrees with this view, which fits into ~he.gen

eral international capitalist world view of the Trilateral Co~ssion from wh~ch
Carter, Mondale~Vance and so many of Carter's advisors come. The most likely
source of leverage on Carter to change his views on southern Africa is the
American black community whose votes put him in the White House.

Strategy for Citizens' Groups
What should our criteria for a policy focus be?

1. Any U.S. policy campaign shouldinuminate the realities of oppression and re
sistance in southern Africa and the U.S. relationship to this struggle.

2. Issues that we work on in the immediate future should help to build a larger
movement that can prepare to oppose what will, in all likelihood, be growing
U.S. intervent~on on the. side of minority rule, as a confrontation in southern
Africa becomes more imminent.

3. Our goals should provide a yard stick by which we and others can judge Carter~s

performance. We should therefore advocate at least those policies put forward ".
in the Democratic Platform.

4. We should focus on'both the Executive branch: and the Congress. We will have to
pay more attention to the Carter Administration than we did to Nixon and Ford
not necessarily because we expect improvements from Carter, but because Demo
crats in Congress will look to Carter for leadership in the foreseeable future.
Our past experience does suggest, however, that citizen pressure has a greater
impact on Congress than.on the Executive branch.

We recommend a dual focus on 1) ending U.S. economic support for minority
rule, especially in South Africa, and 2) giving positive economic assistance to
refugees fleeing from South Africa, Zimbabwe and Namibia. with this focu~ (which
is congruent with the position of the Organization of African Unity), 'we would
work on a' 'cluster of legislative issues:

1. Deny tax credits to companies investing in South Africa and Namibia
Congressman Rangel, a member of the House Ways and Means eommittee, is

drafting a bill to amend Section 901 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 to

:0.: #.'
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deny U.S. compani~s"which invest in SOuth Africa credit against :their U.S. taxes
for taxes paid to the SOuth African government.

This bill brings into focus the true role of U.S. corporations: they earn
high'profits by investing in apartheid, their investment bosters the Vorster .
regime and also helps create an "interest" which U.S. policy will protect. It
also confronts head-on the Administration's stance that corporations are the
heart of a solution in southern Africa, rather than the heart of the problem. '

Regardless of Carter's current posture, the Democratic Platform did call
for denying "tax advantages to all corporations doing business ini.South Africa
and Rhodesia who support or participate in apartheid practices,qn~ policies."
This is also the position of the Congressional Black Caucus, whi~h calls for
"tax disincentives to U.S. corporations operating in South Africa, Zimbabwe and
Namibia." Senator Clark, on the other hand, says that he has not yet made up
his mind on this issue, but he leans toward encouraging U.S. corporations to'
be "high profile" models for change by improving wages, benefits, training and
job promotion of their black employees. :'] :,"

, We would not expect a bill denying tax credits to companies in SOuth Africa
'.' • • -J ..~ •• •

to pass in Congress; the focus would be on hearings and debate il) the Ways and ':
Means Committee. However, it might be more possible to pass a similar bill
denying tax credits to companies in Namibia, since the U.S. has accepted the
ruling qf the International Court of Justice that South Africa's occupation of
Namibia is illegal. Senator Clark supports denying tax credits to companies in
Namibia, as does Vice President Mondale, who introduced a bill to this effect
in June, 1974.

2. End all Export-Import Bank Financing of Trade with SOuth Africa
The legislative strategy of cutting off U.S. support to repressive regimes

around the world on the grounds of violations of human rights has so far excluded
southern Africa, since the U.S. does not give these regimes direct military and
economic aid. There are other governmental channels from which South Africa does
benefit, however, including the Export-Import Bank. Including action on a
human rights ~endment to the Export-Import Bank charter as part of a strategy
to cut U.S. support for South Africa would link the atrocious violations of
human rights in southern Africa to the political approaches being used to fight
U.S. support of other repressive regimes.

The House Banking and Cur~enGY Committee must act on the Ex-1m Bank charter
by March 15, according to the budget procedure. Efforts to add a human rights
amendment in Co'nlmittee would thus have to be made soon. We have no estimate at
this time of the likelihood of passage by the full House or the Senate.

3. Repeal the Byrd Amendment and Expand U.S. Implementation of Sanctions to include
U.S. subsidiaries in South Africa. ,,"

"'; On January 11, 1977 H.R. 1746 and S. 174 were introduced to repeal the
.1,- Byrd Amendment.'" The'iri~in House sponsors were Young, Fraser, Buchanan and

Diggs; the main Senate sponsors were Clark, Humphrey, McGovern, Brooke, Percy,
Cranston, Javits and Kennedy. Clark has said several times that the Byrd
repeal will be his first southern Africa priority in the new session; he wants
to move the bill quickly through the Senate (probably during February) to
lessen the harm Senator Allen can create with a filibuster. In the House,
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the sponsors are waiting for a clear indication from the Administration that
it wiil actively support the bill.. Vance said in a brief statement at his
confirmation hearing that he supports repeal. Passage in the Senate is'vir
tually assured, though lobbying and constitu~ncy pressure may be needed on a
few key members~ especially to invoke cloture. The House fight will still be
a'difficult one, and outside support will be important, though the main impetus
will have to come from the Administration.

The importance of expanding the Treasury Department's sanctions regulations
is not as widely known. Put simply, the u.S. government could, stop the Rhodesian
economy (and thus its ability to wage war), forcing Smith to seriously nego
tiate a transfer of power by prohibiting subsidiaries of u.S. oil companies
in South Africa from shipping supplies to Rhodesia (as they have done ever
since Rhodesia's unilateral Declaration of Independence in 1965). (Such re-

,"strictions on subsidiaries are enforced with regard to North Korea and Vietnam.)
Citizen pressure to this effect would probably be most effectively be brought
on the State Department to, in turn, convince Treasury to expand the regUlations.

Imports from Rhodesia provide the regime with $60-$70 million in foreign
exchange annually, and oil is, as in any country, the lifeline of the economy.
Therefore, Americans who want to see an end to the Smith regime should oppose
this concrete u.S. support for it.

4. Oppose possible economic preconditions on Zimbabwean independence
Kissinger's plan for a negotiated transition to independence in Zimbabwe

was based on economic "carrots" for the white population in the form of a
financial package which would guarantee retention of their wealth and economic
privileges. Such a package, which could require Congressional authorization
of hundreds of millions of dollars, could not be implemented unless ,and until
such a solution were agreed to by the United Kingdom, the Smith regime and
Zimbabwean nationalists, an eventuallity which appears less and less likely.
If the new Administration tried to implement this plan, however, .we would have
to carefully evaluate whether this economic "aid" was desired by the leaders of
the newly independent state or whether it was accepted under pressure.

5. Give humanitarian assistance to refugees fleeing minority rule
In the last year, thousands of Africans have been fleeing from Rhodesia,

South Africa and Namibia to escape being killed in war or picked up by the
police. Giving assistance to these people, through multilateral channels,
is one realistic way that the u.S. can give some support to those who are re
sisting minority rule. Many of these people also need to continue their edu
cation, but it is very important that the u.S. not give bilateral assistance
for the purpose of selecting students who will meet its own political ends, as
it has done in other countries.

Senator Clark is planning to introduce an amendment to the Foreign Assis-'
tance bill to include funds for these purposes. The Black Caucus also supports
assistance to refugees.

Prepared by the Washington Office on Africa
Ted Lockwood and Chris Root
546-7961
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