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As re<pired by PI. 99-440, the 1\nti-1\par
theid let of 1986, President Reagan sent to 
Congress oo C:Ctooer 2, 1987, a report on the 
extent to which South Africa has made 
progress toward ending the system of 
apartheid and establishing a nonracial 
democracy in South Africa. It re<pires 
that, •if the President determines that 
significant progress has not been mcrle ••• the 
President shalJ. inclooe ••• a recoomendation 
on which ••• additional measures should be 
inposed." The law states that the neasure 
of such progress is that Sou th Africa 
must: repeal the state of emergency, 
respect j11stice under law for citizens of 
all races, release all political prisoners 
and trade union leaders, permit free 
participation in the political process to 
all groups, establish a timetable for the 
elimination of all apartheid laws, negotiate 
with representatives of all racial groups 
the future political system in South Africa, 
and end military and paramilitary activities 
aimed at neighboring states. 

Pretoria has met none of these corrl i -
tions. The President acknowledged that 
there has bE?-en no progress toward ending 
apartheid bu~~~ as expected, he blamed that 
lack of progress on the ll .S. i11posi ti on of 
limited sanctions on South Africa. Because 
of his conviction that "punitive sanctions 
are not the best way to bring freeclom to 

South Africa," the President h0s cl1n8i::-n to 
disobey the law by refusing to recrnq11encl 
cdditional measures. Rather, be caJJs for 
an undefined "per ioo of active arid creative 
diplomacy ... to bring the peorles of South 
Africa together for meaningful negotia
tions." 

The President's report reiterc1tes 
numerous unsubstantiated arguments in favor 
of the failed and rejected ro.l ky of 
"constructive engagement." It is built on a 
foundation of erroneous and misleading 
assumptions about the magnitude mil scope of 
the crisis in South Africa and tbe extent of 
support there and in the U.S. for the 
strongest possible pressure against the 
Pretoria regime. 

I 
\ MINIMAL IMPllCT CF Sl\lC.l'ICH> 

The President reports that "sru-ctions 
have ha:'J minimal i~t on ••• trade because 
of [S<x.Ith Mrica 's] ooi.lity to fitid substi
tute narkets ••• " It a::1ds that "after years 
of con tending with enbargoes on anrs and 
oil, South Africa has shown itself alept at 
eva:'J ing saix: tions." 

'I'he President cittributes tile minimal 
impact of current sanctions to the availa
bility of aJ ternative markets and South 
Africa's adeptness in evading sanctions. 



However, he fails to report that the 
potential impact of the weak sanctions 
adopted by Congress has been minimized by 
the klministration 's own Jax enforcement of 
the law and its act ions to prevent the 
inposition of coordinated sanctions by the 
international connunity. 

The current U.S. sanctions were passed 
over President Reagan's vigorous opposition 
and veto last year. Al though significant, 
these sanctions are wecik, limited, and 
circumventable. Because of the President's 
fundamental opposition to sanctions, he has 
undercut the Jaw by the iirposi tion of weak 
regulations. For example, uranium 
hexaflour ide is exempted from the ban on 
uranium and licenses have been granted for 
the import of uranium intended for 
re-export. 'J1)e circumvention of the ban on 
uranium ard tbe klniinistration 's failure to 
inplement other provisions of the law has 
been documented in a report by the General 
Accounting Office. 

South African trade has benefitted from 
the J oophole in the ban on new investments 
which permits short-term trade financing. 
Other J oophol es permit the rescheduling of 
outstanding loans, the reinvestment of 
profits from South African operations and 
the acquisition of South African securities 
and financial instruments by U.S. nationals. 
These and many other loopholes in the law 
hav~ allowed business-as-usual in many 
sectors of the South African econon~. 

It has been easier for South Africa to 
find alternative markets because the Reagan 
Administration, in violation of the intent 
of the sanctions Jaw, has consciously 
blocked international irnposi lion of the 
limited U.S. sanctions against South Africa. 
In Section 107 of the current law, the 
Congress urges the President to seek 
i!Jternational cooperation "as a prerequisite 
to an effective anti-apartheid . policy •.• " 
Section 401 say's that "It is the policy of 
the United . States to seek international , 
cooperative agreements ••. to bring about 
the conplete dismantling of apartheid" and 
directs that negotiations with "other 
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fil.M18.RY CF 'HIE PRES IDEN.I' Is RE1'0RT 
ON SCUl'H M'RICA 'S PI03RESS 

'IU'lAID DI~Hl3 APAR'lHEID 

As required by the Anti-Apartheid Act of 
1986, President Reagan reported to Congress 
on October 2, 1987 on "the ex tent to 
which South Africa has rnade significant 
progress toward ending the system of 
apartheid and establishing a nonraciaJ 
democracy". 'H..e President's report states 
that no significant progress has been mcrle 
toward dismantlinJ apartheid over the past 
year. In fact, the report states, "the cycle 
of violence and counter violence between the 
South African government and its opponents 
has, if anything, gotten worse." 

Although the Anti-Apartheid Act req.iires 
that the President recommend additional 
sanctions against South Africa if he firrls 
that the situation in that country bas not 
improved (as measured by specific conditions 
stated by Congress in the Act) the 
President's report does not call for new or 
stricter sanctions. 

** Internal politics ** 

The President's report gives external 
pressure par ti al creel it for the National 
Party's victory in the last eJection. It 
claims that this victory, ard the increased 
presence of far right-wing opposition, have 
"put a brake on any inclination toward 
fundamental reform by the South African 
Government." 

'J1)e report also notes that the govern
ment of South Africa has used the state of 
emergency to silence the voices of 
opposition, particularly targeting the lJDF. 

The report contains virtually no 
reference to political developments among 
the black majority. 



** Regional Destabilization ** 

The report cites the "increase in 
reg ion al tensions triggered in part by a 
sharp expansion of South African mil i.tary, 
para-military' am covert operations." 'Ihe 
raids on Livingstone and Maputo, and covert 
operations in SwaziJancl, Botswana, and 
Zinbabwe are e:xampJes of these des~abiliza
tion tactics. The President claims that 
"our sanctions were fol.lowed by an increase 
in such ill-considered actions", inplying 
that because of sanctions, "Pretoria appears 
less inc] ined to consider external views 
than was previously the case." The report 
does not mention Sou th African military 
aggression in illegally occupied Namibia, or 
South African attacks on Angola or its 
support for lJNITA. 

** Effect on the White Camunity ** 

The President's report sees the presence 
of ever-widening splits within the Afrikaner 
community as a positive development. 
It favorably notes the nunber of Afrikaners 
who left the National Party to run as 
independents in the last election. The 
report also claims that sectors of the 
government are beginning to recognize the 
need to negotiate "power sharing" with the 
black majority. 

** 'Ibe Etonoory ** 
The report claims that South Africa is 

not necessarily vulnerable to U.S. sanctions 
because South African export earnings 
come from the sale of primary products, 
especially nalnerals, "that have a reedy 
market internationally whether or not we 
choose to buy tbem." It states that South 
Africa evaclecl tbe inpact of U.S. sanctions 
by simply seeking new export markets, 
although this has resulted in "somewhat 
lowere:l profit margins". The areas of 
the econ9aj' hardest hit by sanctions are , 
those which were al.reedy in decline for 
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pureJ y economic reasons prior to sanctions: 
sugar, coal, iron and steel. The report 
emphasizes that "although tbe South African 
Governrnen t has been able to avoid some of 
the economic effects of our sanctions in the 
short term, the long-term effect on unem
ployment and growth rates may well be more 
serious". 'I'he report states particular 
concern that these effects "will hit blacks 
hardest." 

The President's report indicates that 
U.S. direct investnient in South Africa is 
down by almost half since 1982. However, 
the report states that disinvestrrent has 
worsened the situation in South Africa, 
depriving black workers of errployee benefits 
and widening the gap between the white rich 
and the black poor by placing formerly 
American-owned companies in white South 
African hands. 

** Rec~ations ** 

Despite recognizing that the situation 
in South Africa has deteriorated over tile 
past year, and despite the law's stipulation 
tbat the President shall recommend cild i tion
al sanctions if he finds that South Africa 
has not made progress toward dismantling 
apartheid, President Reagan refused to 
suggest additional measures against the 
apartheid reg ine. Ins teed, the report calls 
for "a period of active and creative 
diplomacy bilaterally as well as in consul
tation with our allies and friends in Africa 
focusing on doing all that is possible to 
bring the peoples of South Afr ka together 
for meaningful negotiations lea:J ing to the 
building of a democratic society." 

* * * * 
Copies of the President's Report to the 
Congress Pursuant to Sectfon 501 of the 
Conprehensive.....hnti-Apartheid AcLQLu..82. are 
available from the Public Affairs Office of 
the Africa Bureau, Department of State, 
(202) 647-7373. 



industrialized democracies and other 
trading partners of South Africa ..• sbould 
beg in prorrptly" and that within 180 days of 
enactment, the President "should convene an 
international conference ••. in order to 
reach cooperative agreements to ir11pose 
sanctions against South Africa •.. " There 
have been no negotiations and no interna
tional conference. Moreover, the U.S. 
representative to the UN Security Council on 
February 20, 1987, vetoed the international 
imposition of sanctions identical to 
those adopted by the United States. 

To date the major industrialized nations 
have inposed weaker measures or have omitted 
sane ti ons included in the U.S. sanctions 
package. Coal, for example, is the South 
African export second in importance as a 
foreign exchange earner only to gold. The 
U.S . , Australia, Canada, Denmark, France ar¥J 
Sweden have banned Sou th African coal. 
However, Britain, West Germany, Italy and 
Japan continue to iuport large quantities 
of it. Tile U.S. prohibi U on on coal has 
been undermined by the Administration which 
has done nothing to pressure these allies to 
join tbe ban on South African coal. 

While the Administration argues that 
sane tions do not work ar¥J has obstructed 
the global application of sanctions against 
Sou th Africa, the Secretary of State has 
campaigned vigorously for glooal measures 
against Iran and the U.S. maintains total 
sane tions against Libya ar¥J Cuba. This 
hypocritical stance reveals the true intent 
of the Administration to protect the 
apartheid regime from sanctions. Despite 
the adoption of some limited measures, 
the major industrialized nations continue 
to trc.::le extensively with and invest in the 
a par the id economy. '111ey provide critic al 
support to Pretoria in the form of trcile 
credits and bank loans, energy prcx:luction 
( o i 1) , technology transfers (computers 
and electronics) , and capital equipment 
(heavy machinery,). As long as the U.S., 
Britain, France, West Germany, Israel, 
Canada, Japkn and other nations, along with 
oil conpanies and arms dealers, continue to 
do such business, Pretoria will be able to 
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circumvent and to minirnize the impact of 
sanctions and existing UN supported bans on 
oil and arms. 

'I11e President can not have it both ways. 
'l'he U.S. cannot inpose selective sanctions, 
undermine their limited effectiveness 
with weak regulations, block their global 
application and then argue that sanctions do 
not work! 

\ SAf.CTICR> HURT BLl'l(l{S 
/ 

'1be President clairos that •to the extent 
that our sanctions contribute to• Sooth 
Africa's econanic prcblems, •we will have 
contributed ••• to an increase in [block] 
uneuploymen t ••• • 

The President's claim that sanctions 
have exacerbated the unemployment and 
hardships of blacks seeks to absolve 
Pretoria of responsibility for its brutal 
oppression of the black majority. Apartheid 
is the principal cause of unernploymen t ard 
suffering in South Africa. The apartheid 
economy is built upon the exploitation of 
cheap labor. The South African goverrunent 
has established bantustans and relocation 
canps in the barren countryside to create 
vast pools of people who can be forced to 
work for slave wages, under horrendous 
con::litions, in its mines, domestic service, 
factories and farms. Representatives of the 
Detainees Parents Support Conrrnittee an::l the 
Bleck Sash have estimated unemployment rates 
before sarx::tions at between 35% an::l 50%. In 
sone areas, like the bantustru1s, the rate is 
as high as 90%. 

Long before the discussion of sanctions, 
apartheid was creating suffering for block 
people. Apartheid is responsible for a 
high infant mortality rate (25% in some 
rural bantustans) , a high tuberculosis rate 
(200 cases per 100,000), a high incidence 
of malnutrition (as higb as 78% in rural 
vi1lages) and unjust and inadequate health 
care ( l doc tor to 5000 people in rural 
areas, compared to 1 doctor per 1000 people 
in urban areas serving mainly white people). 
An Operation Hunger study (August 1987) 



provides evidence that the rate of malnutri
tion in some South African rural areas 
exceeds that of Botswana, Swazilard, Zanbia 
ard Zinbabwe. 

Sanctions critics' sudden •coocern• 
for suffering blccks. 

Only when the carnpaigns for divestment 
ard sanctj ons over the years began to gain 
momentum and threaten U.S. profit-making in 
South Africa did the suffering of black 
South Africans become an issue for opponents 
of sanctions. Since sanctions llave becon1e a 
reality, U.S. corporations, certain merrbers 
of Congress ard the Reagan Administration 
have further escalated their rhetoric 
proclaiming concern for "the victims of 
apartheid," declaring that "sanctions will 
only hurt those we seek to help." Little 
was heard f1om these detractors about the 
enormous suffering caused by apartheid to 
its victims long before sanctions and 
divestrnent emerged at the center of the 
debate about U.S. policy to\vm:d southern 
Africa. 

Al:chbishop 'Tutu and others have derided 
the sudden sympathy of these er i tics of 
sane tions. The welfare of black Sou th 
Africans has been rncde a principal argument 
against sanctions whereas similar reserva
tl ons about the effect of sanctions on 
Poles, Cubans, Libyans, or Nicaraguans have 
not even been mentioned. 

Blccks call for more sancti<XlB 

Labor unions, churches and political 
groups in South Africa have appealed to the 
U.S. and other nations to impose stiffer and 
comprehensive sane t ions against their 
goven1111ent. 'I11ey recognize that a total 
trcde ban ard disinvestment would result in 
some increased unemployment. But they 
recognize, also, tliat apartheid is the 
pi: inc iple cause of unemployment and the 
misery they suffer from daily. Just as the 
Union of rt~·eworkers accepted the loss of 
income ari.I jobs ard the threat of violence, 
when over 350,000 miners struck for higher 
wages, black South Africans ard Namibians 
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have decided that they are prepared to 
accept a short-term increase in suffering in 
order to bring an end to the perpetual 
oppression of apartheid slavery. 

'l'he w id esp read popular support for 
comprehensive sanctions has been documented 
by a survey conducted in August and 
September of 1987. Tbe Community Agency for 
Social Enquiry opinion poll of rural am 
urban blacks showed that 67% said that 
sanctions should be applied to bring an em 
to apartheid (tle.ekJy Mail, O:;t. 16, 1987). 

It is the white South African comnunity 
that reaps the benefits of apartheid. 
According to the Congress of Sou th African 
Trade Unions (COSATU, with 1 million 
members it is the largest federation 
of South African trcde unions), "Whites who 
make up 15. 5% of the population earn 
61% of the income while blocks, who make up 
84. 5% of the population earn 39% of the 
total income." Such statistics make a 
mockery of the frivolous claim in the 
President's Report that 11 

••• concentration 
through disinvestment of more of South 
Africa's wealth in local white hands 
has ••• marginally enlarged the economic gap 
between the races." 

The purpose of sanctions is to increase 
the cost of maintaining apartheid to whites. 
A total ban on ALL bank loans to South 
Africa, and .a prohibition on sbort-·term 
trade credits, for example, would affect 
those who seek and receive international 
trade financing: white South African 
businesses. Of course, there will be some 
unemployment repercussions for the black 
labor force if co111prehensive sanctions are 
inrposed on South Africa. In spite of this, 
the majority of black South Africans, 
accustomed to suffering urder apartheid, 
have stated and re-stated their support for 
conprehensive economic sanctions: 

The present regirre bas demonstrata:l 
over and over again its intransi
gence and its unwillingness to 
willingly move towards a real 
solution. 'I11is is why our recent 



Congress resolved to support 
the call for 'effective pressure 
which will assist fo bringing about 
a non-violent, truly democratic and 
non-racial Sou th Africa. ' We have 
decJ ared support for comprehensive 
mandatory economic sanctions as one 
of the few options left to those 
fighting to erd apartheid. (COSA'lll, 
Septenber 24, 1987) 

COSATU has been joined in the call for 
stronger sanctions against Pretoria by 
NACTO, the second largest federation of 
trade unions, the National Union of Mine
workers, the South African Council of 
Churches, the three million menber United 
Democratic Front, the African National 
Congress and other organizations. The 
President's report ignores their appeals. 

' SMCI'ICM> HAVE arr BOCK SCCIAI. PKX;RAMS / 

'l1ie President laments the wi thfrawal of 
American businesses fran Sooth Africa by 
saying, • ... the nvst painful iupcct of this 
trend toward disinvestment has been the 
disappearance of company-funded social, 
housing, educational, and job training 
programs designed to inprove living stan
dards and career OR>Qrtunities for Black 
Sou th Africans.• 

Once again, the President misses the 
point. 'I11e key point is that such corporate 
sponsored social and educational programs do 
not address the structural nature and 
injustices of the apartheid system. COSA'IU 
bas made it clear that, "the er is is in our 
country is strucbual ard cannot be solved 
through superficial reforms. Only a 
democratic state can i111ple11ent a program 
that would address the gross inequalities 
and restructure our society to meet the 
needs of tbe majority of our people." 

The reality is that U.S. corporations in 
South Afdq1 mu$t operate under apartheid 
laws and ·ti1.erefore within the framework 
of the racist apartheid system. Such 
programs do not, and cannot, furilamentally 
alter the system which oppresses the black 
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majority. In fact, according to Bhekokuhle 
Sibiya, South Afrkan Breweries Projects 
Officer, "CSR [corporate social responsi
bility programs] is implemented in such a 
way as to preserve and perpetuate the stab.ls 
quo by, for instance, supporting racially 
segregated schools, technikons ard univer
s i U es and developing racially segregate::] 
residential areas." (Weekly Mail, CCtober 
2, 1987) 

The Presiclent praises the contribution 
of U.S. corporations to the welfare of 
blacks and claims tbat, "during the past 
decade, U .s. companies have spent nearly 
$ 200 million on [education, training, ard 
conununity improvement] projects." However, 
he is unrealistic to suppose that a 70 cents 
per person per year contribution by 
businesses has done anything to alleviate 
the suffering caused by apartheid I The 
President's report never mentions that less 
than 10% of black South Africans have been 
affected by ANY of the very limitoo U.S. 
corporate social programs. According to 
Daniel W. Purnell, &ecutive Director of 
Signatory Conpanies Statenent of Principles, 
"SuJ.livan programs affect 2. 5 miJ lion blacks 
at an educated guess." He mentioned that 
his estimate included "adoptive schools ard 
heal th clinics which [Sullivan companies] 
support but do not wholly pay for." Only 
those working for U.S. corporations or 
potential employees bave very limited cccess 
to any jd:> training ard on-the-job social 
benefits. Since lJ .s. corporations employ 
less than 1% of the Black workforce, very 
few will be assisted by improved working 
corditions or employment opportuniUes. 

Corporatioos benefit apartheid. 

While the President makes much in his 
report of the contribution of U.S. corpora
tions to the social welfare of blacks 
in South Africa, he says nothing about the 
apartheid wages paid by those corporations 
to their black workers. According to 
the Investor Research Responsibility Center 
(IRIC), over the Jast three years some U.S. 
businesses have been inching their 11nnurum 
wages up to 50% over the black poverty 



level. But most companies continue to start 
workers below the poverty leveJ. If U.S. 
businesses operating in South Africa paid 
living wages, then employees would have less 
need for corporate handouts. 

Corporate taxes contribute to tne 
ma in tenance of the a par the id system. 
Moreover, U.S. corporations provide vital 
economic and technological support to 
the aparthejd economy. IBM may have ha::l 
social welfare programs in South Africa. 
But, IBM technology and prcducts continue to 
automate the apartheid system which 
H:presses black Sou th Africans. 

The President's assessment of the "treoo 
toward dis investment" is unsubstantiated. 
Since 1980, 113 U.S. corporations have 
announced plans to "withdraw" from South 
Africa. But of that 113, only 7 corpora
tions (including Ashland Oil, Bell and 
Howell, Boeing, Eastn1an Kcdak and Elolair) 
have ac tualJy dis invested from Sou th Africa. 
Disinvestment is when a corporation removes 
ALL of its money, equipment, technology, 
products and services from the apartheid 
economy. Many of the corporations claiming 
to have "disinvested" maintain service 
contracts, warehouses, leasing arrangements, 
technology exchanges, licensing agreements, 
and receive a percentage of the sales of 
their products in South Africa. For 
example, although Coca-Cola announced that 
it was withdrawing, the company maintains a 
J icensing agreement and still prof its from 
the sales of its prcducts in South Africa. 
Consequently, the soft drink giant still 
supports apartheid. 

The President argues that U.S. corpora
tions are a progressive force for change in 
South Africa and glorifies the benevolence 
of their nieager corporate social programs. 
In fact, U.S. corporate support for 
apartheid repression continues, and 
ultimately U.S. businesses in South Africa 
do more to puttress apartheid than to help 
its victims~ · 
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\ I 
SAtCI'ICH> Sh'T BOCK FAIR LABOR STANlAIDS 

One of the JOOSt ircredible statements 
mcrle by the President in the report is that 
"the main inpact of disinvestnent has been 
to danaJe fair lcbor staJrlards programs• in 
Sooth Africa. 

We ask, what is the President referring 
to? Does he refer to the inhuman and 
cramped single sex hostels, Jack of death 
and accident benefits and slave wages which 
black mineworkers raised as issues in their 
most recent strike, brutally repressed by 
the mininy corBlomerates? No fair labor 
standards exist for block workers in South 
Africa and Narnib i a. 

I 
srucTI~ DOCREl\SE U.S llFWHCE CN SClJ".IH 

AFRICA 

The President reports that ~ticns 
have resulted in •a marked redoctioo in our 
ability to persuade the South African 
government to act responsibly on human 
rights issues.• 

The President expects people to believe 
that before sanctions, the Administration 
hcrl persuaded the apartheid reg ine to act 
responsibly on any human rights issues. 
Nothing could be further from the truth. 
Under the Reagan Adrninstration and previous 
U.S. Administrations no such persuasion ever 
existed. Before last C:Ctober 's sanctions, 
the utterly failed policy of constructive 
engagement "persuaded" the Botha regime in 
1984 to crlopt a deceptive new constitutional 
arrangenent an] tri-cameral parliament which 
sought to entrench apartheid by coopting 
Indians and so-called "coloreds", totally 
excluding the black majority, and perpetua
ting white power. It was this crucial move 
by the apartheid regime which convinced 
blacks of the futility of pressing for 
reforms and precipitated an unprecedented 
wave of anti-apartheid struggle which, in 
turn, sparked intensified anti-apartheid 
protests in the U.S. and throughout the 
world from 1984 to 1986. The South African 
government responded with the !T'ost brutal 
repression, resulting in tile deaths arrl 



SClllH AFRICAN CHUICHES AID UNIOOS CALL FOR CCMPREEENSIVE SMCI'IOOS 
Frank Chikane, General Secretary, South African Council of Churches 

(excerpts from a telex, C:Ct. 9, 1987) 

For us, sanctions must be understocd 
corrpreliens i vely to inc Jude all non-military 
action hy the worJd conanunity of states that 
is intended to contribute to the i1m1ediate 
ending of apartheid. Sanctions will include 
economic, military, diplomatic, cultural and 
any other action that seeks to exclude South 
Africa from the coH11111.mi ty of nations and is 
designed to increase the cost of maintaining 
apartheid especially to those who benefit 
most from it. 

The general view of the unions is that 
while sanctions may be painful to the people 
initially, the choice is to suffer pain 
forever or to suffer increased pain over a 
shorter per icd in order to extirpate the 
root causes of the suffering of the people. 
The Second National Congress of COSA'I'U 
called for comprehensive and mandatory 
sanctions, monitored by the United Nations 
Secud ty Council. COSA'IU pointed out that 
selective sanctions, as applied hitherto, 
are actually dangerous and counter-prcduc
t i ve because they create serious regional 
unemployment, further monopolization of the 
Sou th Afr i.can economy and generally serve 
the interests of the trans-national corpora
tions and state. COSA'IU has called on the 
world cona1uni ty to accept the fact that the 
ending of apartheid means a change of 
government, for if they come to accept that 
reality they may be able to prescribe the 
correct conbination of sanctions. 

The South African churches have recog
nized the fact that the authentic voice of 
the oppressEd people as expressed through 
their unions and political organizations has 
been a call for sanctions with a sting 
against the South African Government. In 
tesponse to the problems that may be created 
by sanctions, the Methooist Church of South 
Africa ha~-:-;~pointed out that the responsi-

bility for any hardship that may arise lies 
with the Sou th African Government and not 
with the people who are struggling to free 
themselves from the snare of apartheid. Tiie 
Catholic Church in southern Africa has 
pointed out, in an explanatory paper, that 
the issue of who controls invesbnents is 
indissolubly bound up with the question as 
to who controJ s sec iety as a whole. Tiius 
they argue, the question is not simply 
one of job loss with disinvestment or job 
creation with investment. Those who are 
concerned with job creation must also 
be concerned with the creation of a new 
economic structure in South Africa. 

In conclusion, we wish to point out that 
the issue of sanctions against the apartheid 
regine must be seen in the context of the 
total struggle against apartheid. It will 
not be sanctions alone that will bring about 
an end to apartheid but the determined 
struggle of the people of South Africa. 
Their call to the international comnuni ty is 
that if they cannot see their way clear to 
support their just struggle the least they 
can do is to stop supporting am propping up 
the apartheid regime. Sanctions are one way 
in which tile foternational conu11unity can 
embark Of! . a. programme of "constructive 
disengagen1ent" from the apartheid system and 
thereby leaving it open for the people to 
smash it, and extirpate it from the face of 
the earth. 

The Sou th African Council of Churches 
joins the majority of the people of South 
Africa in calling for inarediate comprehen
sive and mandatory sanctions that are aimed 
at sapping the energy of the apartheid 
state. We believe that the inposition of 
such sanctions is the only way to effect 
change in South Africa with minimum 
violence. 

1------------------------------------------------ ---·--·------' 
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detentions of thousands and the inposition 
of two states of emergency. 

In fact, it was tbe failure of the 
Reagan Administration's constructive 
engagement poJ icy to "persuade" South Africa 
to do anything to stop its internal ancl, 
external policies in southern Africa, which 
forced the Arner ican pecple and the Congress 
to finally repudiate the Administration's 
policy toward South Africa. 

\ SAfCTI(R) HAVE tvr .NJVA?CED U.S. CDALS 
/ 

'Jlie President states that •Sooth African 
white leadership has reacted defiantly 
towards these measures• arrl corx:ludes that 
the inpact of saI£tions •on the goverrorent 
itself arx1 its political choices [has] not 
advaI£erl oor goals.• 

Naturally, the apartheid government, 
receiving an unexpected rebuke from the 
United States after years of support from 
the Reagan Administr a ti.on' s constructive 
engagement policy, reacted defiantly 
towards sanctions. No government would ever 
openly admit that it was capitulating to the 
pressure of sanctions. Despite their 
outward defiance, white South Africans have 
been responsive to pressure, and are anxious 
to prevent the application of stronger 
measures by the United States. The South 
African government has been coooucting an 
extensive canpaign against sanctions, except 
in the case of its own sanctions against 
neighboring states. Botha argues that 
sanctions will not work and that they will 
only hurt blacks. This coocern for the 
welfare of blacks does not seem to restrain 
Pretoria's policies which lead to the 
detentions, shootings, forced removals aoo 
inpovetishment: of black South Africans. 

According to Sheena Duncan, former 
President of the Black Sash and currently 
the acting Associate General Secretary of 
tbe South Afric~ Council of Churches, the 
white busit'less corrmunity in South Afdca is 
very respollsive to international economic 
and political pressure. Since the inposi
tion of sanctions, a number of business 
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leaders and Afrikaners have met with tbe 
outla\·1ed African National Congress, and 
spoken more forcefully against the state of 
emergency and other harsh measures by the 
government. A smaJl but growing nurrber of 
Afrikaners in South Africa, including some 
prominent politicians and intellectuals have 
becon,e increasingly critic al of the Nation
alist Party's policies and have publicly 
sought to distance themselves from some of 
Botha 's actions. Even the President's 
Report concedes that, in response to 
sanctions, 11 the single ray of hope •.• was 
the appearance of ferment within the 
Afrikaner comnunity where there is increas
ing public discuss ion of power sharing." 

Although the denial of national politi
cal rights to blacks has been a fundanental 
creed of the National Party, the conbined 
external and internal pressure has forced 
the white minority regime to attempt 
to show that it is moving toward appeasing 
black political aspirations. The Botha 
government has appointed several reform 
cormnissions and taken other steps aimed at 
showing anti-sanctions forces in the U.S. 
and throughout the world "evidence" that 
"reform" is on the horizon in South Afdca 
-- which is not the issue. Many of the 
so-called reforms are merely "window 
dressing" for the same brutal apartheid 
policies. For exanple, the South African 
President's Council commission recomnending 
reforms guarantees "that most of South 
Africa will remain racially segregated 11 

(NoohingtQn Post, ~tcber 6, 1987). 'Ihe 
commission's proposals are rightly condemned 
as being "neo-apartheid" by anti-apartheid 
leooers in Sou th Africa. But 11ucl1 of th is 
charcde would never have been launched if 
the threat of U.S.-led global sanctions did 
not loom close to becoming reality. 

Racism warps President •s analysis 

The President misrepresents the results 
of the 1987 whites-only elections as "a 
nationalistic backlash to foreign interfer
ence," which has "put a brake on any 
inclination toward fundamental reform ••• " 
In the May 1987 whites-only elections the 



National Party won an overwhelming majority 
of the seats in Parliament. Alth<X.lgh other 
daoostic issues aOCI the issue of security 
were featured in the South African elec
tions, there was virtually no discussion of 
U.S. sarctioos. President Botha waged a 
campaign calling for a mandate for his 1 

definition of "reform". He did this while 
brutally repressing anti-apartheid opponents 
and militarily attacking South Africa's 
black-rulE.d neighbors. Urrler these circum
stances, the generally conservative wili te 
electorate gave him the mandate he wante:I. 

There are two fundan€ntal errors in the 
President's assessment of the South African 
politkal situation. He believes that 
change in South Africa will come through 
reform in the apartheid system. This 
contradicts the view of the majority, 
black South Africans, that apartheid can not 
be reformed but must be removed. The 
President's report is built on the racist 
preconception that a future of racial 
justice and representative government in 
South Africa deperrls upon whites. 

' K'.CHJUC GR:HIB RA'.lBER 'IHAN SMC.l'I~ I 
WIIL ENJ APARlllEID 

'l'he President argues that •economic 
growth aOCI the ~ess of the Sooth African 
economy have been aioong the major forces 
ercrling apartheid. 'Ibey also offer the best 
charx:e of bringing about its en:J.• 

Many opponents of sanctions like Helen 
Suzman (of the Progressive Federal Party in 
South Africa), Jerry Falwell and conserva
tive menbers of Congress have also cdvanced 
this argun€nt and have calJed for increased 
inves trnen t in Sou th Africa and no more 
sanctions. Like the President they believe 
that economic growth of the apartheid 
economy 1ec:ils to increased economic power 
for blacks, stronger unions, improved 
education, and better social conditions. 
Ebonornic development and growth, they hold, 
will aid li\atks in the long term by even
tually errling apartheid. 

The two major perioos of economic growth 
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in South Africa were the early l960's ard 
197 6-7 8 when international gold prices 
skyrocketErl. Yet those per ioos are renowned 
for the Sharpeville aril Soweto massacres. 
Repression in South Africa has consistently 
increased. At the same time, the widesprecd 
poverty, malnutrition, chronic health 
problems, massive unemployment, forced 
ren1ovals and other miseries of life, which 
have characterized block suffering in South 
Africa, continued unabate:I. The President's 
Report gives no evidence to support the 
contention that economic growth lecds to 
greater political power for blacks. 

Furthermore, continued or increased 
investment in South Africa will primarily 
benefit whites and increase their stake in 
the exploitative, repressive apartheid 
system. They would be less likely to 
relinquish their monopoly of political power 
when they are dealing from a position of 
economic strength. Increase:I invesbnent in 
southern plantations and rising prof its from 
the exploitation of slaves would not have 
led to freedom or politic al enfanchisement 
for slaves in the antebellum U.S. South. 

DIOCUSSIGI CF NAMIBIA CMI'l""IID 

The President's Report never mentions 
Namibia, where one and a half mi11ion blacks 
suffer under racist apartheid colonial 
rule. This is a particular failing of tlie 
report, because the sanctions applied to 
South Afr.ica by the Anti-Apartheid Act of 
1986 are also applied against Namibia. 
Official U.S. policy proclaims support for 
UN resolution 435, the internationally 
accepted plan for Namibian independence. 
Yet despite this, the President offers no 
information or analysis on the effects of 
the continued, illegal South African 
occupation of Namibia. Nor does he provide 
any assessment of the inpact of sanctions on 
the lives of black Namibians. 

In 1987, the U.S. vetoed a United 
Nations Security Council resolution calling 
for the imposition of mandatory global 
comprehensive economic sane tions against 
South Africa, which hcd been proposed in 



response to South Africa's opposition to 
Namibian independence. The Reagan Mminis
tration 's insisterce on the withdrawal of 
Cuban troops from Angola as a precondition 
for Namibian independence prolongs South 
African domination and exploitation of 
Namjbia and the suffering of the Nandbian 1 

people. 

A free Namibia would be a significant 
"sanction" against South Africa. Fconomi
cally, Namibia's rich natural resources 
provide substantial income for the engines 
of apartheid. Militarily, Namibia is 
pivotal for South Africa's war against 
Angola and other neighboring states. South 
Africa provides bases and training for UNITA 
forces in northern Namibia. The termination 
of South Afr kan control of Namibia would 
bring the cost of tl1e war of destabilization 
closer to home for whites. 

\ SAOCTICR> ARE RESPCN3lBLE FOR IOCRFASID I 
.RH;Ictw:.. D.ES'rnBILIZATIOO 

The President states that there •has 
been an iocrease in reg iooal tensions• in 
southern Africa. Be says, further, that 
Sou th African security forces have raided 
Zanbia, Botswana, Mozanbique, Swazilarrl am 
Zimbabwe. He argues that •sanctions 
[by the U .s. J were followed by an i.ocrease 
in such ill-considered actions.• 

The President erroneously implies that 
if there ha:l been no sanctions there would 
lwve been no increase in South Africa's 
destabilization of its neighbors. South 
Africa's economic, polj tical and military 
destabilization is part of its "total 
strategy" to protect and perpetuate apar
theid domination at home and in the region, 
much like Nazi Germany did to extend Nazism 
to the rest of F.urope. '!be policy of total 
strategy was not adopted or implemented 
because of saoctions. Pretoria has esca
lated its attacks against its neiglbors 
since the mid 1970s arrl early 1980s when 
white rul~ · began to collapse in these 
countries. South Africa formulated "total 
strategy" as an official doctrine aimed at 
stopping an alleged "conuriUnist onslaught". 
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Pretoria has always sought to protect the 
privileged white way of life which has 
also been built on the exploitation of labor 
and natural resources of the southern Africa 
reg ion. 

It is interesting to note that this 
sectioo of the report never :menticus Angola, 
where the Reagan Mrnfoistration has allied 
itself with South Africa by its covert 
military aid to the Pretoria-back Ed UNI'11\ 
rebels, led by Jonas Savirrbi. 'I11e U.S. 
has provided more than $30 million since 
1986 to Savimbi 's rebels who heJp South 
Africa destabilize the Angola government am 
economy. The war in Angola escalates daily. 
Although the President criticizes South 
African "covert operations" against neigh
boring states, the CIA channels covert U.S. 
military aid to Savirrbi. 

Moreover, continued Reagan Mministra
tion support for South Africa has actualJy 
encouraged Pretoria to maintain its support 
for the Renamo rebels in Mozambique, 
despite official U.S. support for the 
FRELIMO government. Angola ard Mozanbigue 
are Sou th Africa's principal targets for 
regional destabilization. Ard South Africa 
believes that it can continue to attcck 
these an:J other countries in southern Africa 
and never fear a strong U. S. or Western 
response. Thus, tbe very South African 
destabilization policy which the Aclministra
tion claims it condemns, is actually aidoo 
and encouraged by U.S. policy. 

t.DRE CF norm OOIIDN:i 
IS ALL 'lHAT IS :l'a>SIBLE 

The report clearly indicates that the 
President is comrni tted to doing nothing in 
South Africa. Constructive engagement has 
failed, yet the President proposes much the 
same by urging nothing more than an unde
fined "period of active and creative 
diplomacy". Al though the President says 
that the U.S. should "do all that is 
possible to bring the peoples of Sou th 
Africa together for meaningful negotiations 
leading to the build fog of a democratic 
society," his report proposes no tangible 



steps towards that goal. He continues his 
cpposition to sanctions by violating the law 
which rnan:lates that the President recomrrend 
additional neasures if South Africa has not 
made significant progress toward ending 
apartheid. 

Once again the Amer jean people and the 
Congress are forced to define U.S. policy in 
southern Africa. Stronger sanctions 
against South Africa must be maroated by 
Congress and fought for by the people of 
this country and the world. Several 
sanctions measures are pending. These 
include loophole closing measures, such as 
the elimination of tax credits to U.S. 
companies operating in South Africa, the 
prohibition of bidding on U.S. oil leases by 
oil conpanies operating in South Africa, a 
ban on the importation of South African and 
Namibian diamords, and a limitation of South 
African investments in the United States. 

Ultimately, the necessary response to 
the deteriorating coroitions and increasing 
repression in South Africa is comprehensive 
tconornic sanctions. Represent.:1tive Honald 
v. Dellurns (D-CA) has intrcduced H.R. 1580 
which mandates a total trade errbargo and 
disinvestment from South Africa. In 
addition to imposing its own measures, the 
U.S. nust take the lecd in the international 
inposition of conprehensive sanctions. 

'l'be washinCJtOO Post (Q::tober 13, 1987) 
reported Archbishop Desmoro 'Tutu's response 
to the President's Report. According to 
the ~ Tu tu was, 11 sharply critical of 
President Reagan and British Prime Minister 
Margaret Thatcher for not applying harsh 

enoogh sanctions against South Africa." He 
was quoted as saying, 11 If it were blocks who 
were oppressing wbites, you would have the 
marines here." 'Tutu's critical remarks are 
a stark remirder of the intense feelings 
among a broad spectrum of South African 
blacks who continue to view U.S. policy as 
being supportive of white minority rule in 
soutbern Africa. 

Comprehensive sanctions alone, irrposed 
by the U.S. and other Western powers, are 
not the only means of supporting the 
struggle in South Africa, nor will corrpre
hensive sanctions be a quick fix solution to 
the crisis in the reg ion. However, strong 
sanctions are a critical part of the Ieng 
term process of rerooving the existing layers 
of strategic econanic arrl political stJR>Ort 
which the internatiooal camuni ty contiooes 
to provide for the apartheid regime. 

In addition to irrposing stiffer sanc
tions against South Africa, Congress IWst 
also heighten the inpa:::t of saoctioos on 
South Africa by increasing U.S. aid to the 
nations of southern Africa, advocating 
inmerliate U.S. Sllft>Ort for Namibian irrlepen
den:::e without precoriHtioos, arrl terminating 
U.S. military support for South Africa's 
war against Angola. These and other 
measures would support the liberation 
struggle of the black majority, raise the 
cost of apartheid to white South Africans 
ard increase the likelihooo that a conbina
tion of internal aro external pressures will 
bring an end to apartheid. 

Noverrber 1, 1987 

For urdated ir;iformation on sanctions legislation and other measures concerning southern 
Afr ka, phEme the Anti-Apartheid Action Hotline 202-546-0408 • 
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Prepared by 
'Ihe Washington Off ice on Africa 

110 Marylarrl Avenue, N.E., Washi.IXJton, o.c. 20002 
(202) 546-7961 
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