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//;ELLaw is an indispensable requirement for a well-ordered
{existence and sanctions serve to uphold law. Underlined

;by the idez of force, they are measures for Securing
Iobedience to law. They are applied with the purpose of
making tﬁe ;ecalcitrant state comply with the accepted
norms of behaviour. Sanctions aim at rectifying situafions
I|_threatening pea95§» An "organic” system of enforcement has -
been Set up under the Charter of the United Nationé_(UN)
with the Security Council being vested with the entire
responsibility of initiating enforcement measures. Economic
sanctions have been*frequently discussed since the inception
of the United Nations though the consensus in the Security
Cauncil necessary for their applications has not beeh
positive. Soauth Africa has been a frequent target for
resolutions recommending economic sanctionsS as a protest
against the policy of apartheid. But these have lacked the
strength:and force of action initiated in the Security

Councile.

In the present day context the use of sanctions
can be best illustrated in the case of South Africa which
has lost almost all its legitimacy and the power of the
state iS based increasingly on force. The Situation in

South Africa presents a serious defiance to the principles
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enshrined ;h'the démécratic fabric of the present‘day
ﬁorld és well as in the United Nations Charter. It 4s

a system that has oppressed and disenfranchised the
majprity of its own people, systematically places adults
as well as children in detention and seek to destabilize
neighbouring governments. Apartheid is now broadly
réCognizéd as a flagrant violation of international

law; chsequently,‘the legal basis of sanctions has
become well established in South Africa which not only
practises apartheid but has even tried to internationaiise
it. The p;rpose oﬁ sanctions is to create economic
problems within South Africé which would force the govemn-

ment to abandon the policy of apartheid.

/52;?he preSent study attempts to identify the pros and
cons bf the use of sanctions by the United States in \

South Africa, gauge the extént of the success it has
attained and evaluate the effectiveness of the sanctions
weapon as a viable altemative to the use of armed force
against an érring territorial u?ijkg:The present dissertation
will analyse the quantum of effective use of sanctions

by United States in South Africa and the compulsions of
United States in not imposing full-hearted sanctions in
South Africa. The United States has not gone back while
imposing sanétions on other countries, whether it is a grain
embargo against Soviet Union or an absolute Sanction

against Cuba. But in the case of South Africa till
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the ﬁeight of tensions, the United States believed

in negotiatingltactics and quiet persuasion in £he

quise of ‘'constructive engagement' rather than accepting
sanctions as a means to relieve tension and chaos there.
Sanctions were later used by United States as a diplomatic
strategy to promote its own interest rather than a

genuine desire to end apartheid in South africa.

>7£§hus-there seems to be a contradiction between
the real interest and the continuance of sanctions in
United States foreign policy and diplomecy in South
Africa. Integral to this contradiction there is the
basic problem and challenge before the United States to
safeguatd its economic interest in South Africa as well
as to avoid international isolation by imposing sanctions
against South Africa. In other words it has to use
subtle diplomacy in order to balance its economic fortress
in South Africa and its impoSition of sanctions on South
Africa. The United States has also been soft towards
South Africa becsuse of its overriding defence concemrm
in the wider strategic confrontation with the Soviet
Union."The United States sought to curb Soviet andv
" Cuban influence in the region. There was a lull in
diplomatic activity on the part of United States with
regard to a negotiated settlement of the problem. United

States feared that escalation of the conflict would
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have Serious consequence for their huge economic interest
in South Africa. Their brand of sanctions, they thouéht,
would be retaliated by South Africa with its own sanctions,
Economic sanctions against South Africa would tend to erode
rather thgn strengthen future influence and flexibility.
and would damage western ecoﬁomic interest in the country.

The purpose of the present dissertation is to study and’
analyse this contradiction and the probi;§§%;\

Chapter-I of the dissertation is a theoretical
exposSition dealing with the integral relationship between
sanctions and dipldmacy, use énd threat of usSe of economic
sanctions as an instrument of diplomacy and the necessity
and constraints of sanctions as a viable weapon agaiﬁst

an erring state.

Chapter-II deals with the rélationship of apartheid
with sanétions in South Africa, the instrument of sanctions
used at the‘UN andIUnited States against South-Africa to
dismantle apartheid and the elusive attitude of United
States in not imposing sanctions against South Africa

inspite of its condemnation of apartheid.

Chapter-III deals with United States policy of
‘constructive engagement' during the Reagan administration,

the stakes in South Africa, the diplomatic Strategy used
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to stall sanctions, a focus on tﬁe evolution of United
States diplomacy in South Affica before the so-called
‘constructive engagement' and the East-West conflict
perpetuating the life of ‘constructive engagement' even

longer inspite of its failure.

Chapter-1V deals Qith the diplomacy of U.3. economic
sangtions against South Africa, the necessity to go in for
sanctions. against Séutﬁ Africa, the challenges before
the United States, the success of US sanctions in South
Africa and the potential loss to both United States and

south Africa in the coercive interplay of sanctions.

The conclusion iooks into the effectiveness of
economié sanctions as an instrument of U.S. diplomacy
in South Africa and tries to weigh the present reforms
ih South Africa with the economic sanctions imposed by
United States. The conclusion emphasises the judicious
mix of United States economic Sanctions and friendly
gestures to South Africa whivch has brought about the
phenomenal,chapges in Sauth Africa leading to the lifting

of économic Sanctions by United States on South Africa.

The method used in this dissertation is descriptive,

comparative and analytical. In writing this dissertation
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I have mostly relied on secondary sources. However,

primary Sources have been used wherever necessary.



CHAPTER . I

EQONOMIC SANCTIONS AS AN INSTRUMENT OF
DIPLOMACY: A THBORETICAL FRAMEWORK.




Modern nations8 are politically and technologically
interdependent and thus rely on each other for resources
and commodities that enable them to develop and Sustain
viable economies. For almost any national endeavour,
whether it is to establish or increase standards of
living or to produce capabilities and resources that
can be used for domestic or foreign>policy purposes,
reliance on others has become one of the paramount

conditions of modern international relations.

Since economic resources are often scarce.but
neceésary to fulfill national’values and .aspirations,
_needs in the modem world are frequently of an economic
nature. Economic resources are among the major capa-
bilities that can be mobilised for political purposes.
For example, when a‘coﬁntry relies on the export of a
few commodities to earmm foreign exchange, any drop in
the price of theSe.éxportS can have disastrous effects
on the economy. Such dependence are not uncommon between
developing and industrialised countries, and can be
exploited for political purposes, provided that alternative

markets afe not available.

/;(\fconomic instruments of foreign policy are nommally
y
used for three purposeés : 1) to achieve any foreign

'policy objective by exploiting need and dependence and



offering economic rewards, or threatening or imposing
economic punishments; (2) to increase a State's
capabilities or deprive a potential enemy of capabi-
lities; and (3) to create economic satellites or help
maintain political obedience in satellites or "spheres
of influence" by creating a reiationship of economic

dependence.

Thusvéconomic "coercion", or ébercive diploﬁacy
using the economic instrument of foreign policy implies
the effort to project influence across frontiers by
denying or conditioning aCCeés to a country's resources,’
raw materials, semi-or finished products, capital,
technology, services or conSumersl- The basic theory of
economic sanctions postulates that economic deprivation

will result in the desired political change in the

behavioural pattem of the target state.2

Sanctions can be defined in the words of A.L. Epstein
as "a promise of rewards for fulfilment of the nomms

or behaviour that are socially recognised and accepted

1 Tom J. Farer, "Political and Economic Coercion in
Contemporary Intemational Law", American Journal
of International Law (WashingtonyD.C.), vol.79,
no.2, April 1985, p. 408.

2 Neera Chandhoke, The Politics of UN Sanctions
(New Delhis Gitanjali Publishing House, 1986),
po3o




or in the liability to suffer the consequences that

attend their breach“.3 Sanctions are ex post facto

measures. In other words they are applied after the
nom haS'been violated. At the level of international

politics sanctions are measures of foreign and/or

collective policy against an offender state.4

A publication from the United States Department

of Defence defines economic warfare as the aggressive

use of economic means to achieve national'objectives.5

In this article the author makes a list of thelprinciplés

6
of economic warfare':

i) Diversity: There are varied instruments of
economic warfare such as trade, finance,
resource management and other unconventional
instruments like industrial espionage,
disinformation and the like. There is a
diversity of approaches to bring economic
forces to bear. The positive approach
involves the awarding of. economic benefits
and the negative approach uses the deniagl
of economic benefits.

ii) Objectives A clearly defined objective is a
pre-redquisite for coordinating economic
initiatives,

3 A.L. Epstein, "Sanctions" in International
Encvclopaedia of the Social Sciences (New York,
1968), vol.14, p.1.

Chandhoke, n.2, p.6.

5 John C Scharfen, "The Principles of Economic War"®
United States Naval Institute Proceedings (Annapolis),
vol.109, no.12, Dec. 1983, p. 61.

6 ibid, pp. 61-63 (refer to it for a detailed analysié}




11i) Concentration: The application of economic force
should be focusad on a specific area or areas
of an adversaries economic wvulnerabilities.

1v)  Flexibility: Withholding the uSe of economic
coercion is one form of retaining flexibility.

v) Magnitude of the Effort: The magnitude of the
force employed must be sufficient to accomplish
the objective. '

vi) Timeliness: Time impacts on the application of
economic force in several ways. Short-range
tactical economic measures are less likely to
be effective than long-term strategies.

vii) Unitys If there is, to be a successful application
of economic force, national resources must be
effectively coordinated, controlled and
concentrated upon the objective. World economies
are so integrated that the exercise of economic
force will usually impinge upon one's own -
economy, the economy of one's allies, and
the economy of nations other than the target
natiam.

There are different modes of coercive diplomacy.

But at the outset, it must be made clear that when rewards

are offered or economic punishments are threatened two

conditions should be fulfilled ~ the target state must
perceive the genuine need of reward or avoidance of
punishment and secondly, no alternative Source of Supply

should be made easily available to the target.

K.J. Holsti has listed a few modes of economic
‘coercion' - Tariffs, Quotas, Boycott, Euwbargo and Loans,

credits and currency manipulationsz

7 K.J. Holsti, International Politics s A Framework
for Analysis (New Delhi; Prentice Hall of India
Pvt. Ltdo, 1978), PP 245—6.
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Economi¢ Sanctions as _an Instrument of
Coercive Diplomacy:

When rewards are given openly and on a major 8cale,
it is referred to as “foreign aid®, and when punishments
are meted out in the same way, it is termed as ‘economic
sanctions'. But it is more appropriate to describe it

; . 8
as economic pressure.

Saﬁctions areyit can be said 4in the 1ight»of the
dynamics of intemational politics, more acceptable in
the community of nations than the use of force. It is
usually more concrete than diplomatic protests 6"r
other such moves. Economic sanctions can be aefined
as coercive economic measures taken against one or
more countries to force a change iﬁ policies, or at
least to demonstrate a country's opinion about the
other's policiesg Economic Sanctions occassionally
involve "comprehensive® but more nommally entail"selective™
interruption of commercial and financial relations
between thé sanctioner and his vicfim]o

Economic Sanction$ as an instrument of diplomacy

are by no means a wholly twentieth century phenomenon.

8 G.R. Berridge, Imternational Politics s States Power
and Conflict since 1945 (New York : St. Martins
Press Inc, 1987), p. 94.

9 Barry E. Carter, International Economic Sanctions:
Improving the Haphazard U.S. Legal Regime
(New Yorks Cambridge University Press, 1988),p.4.

10 Berridge, n.8, p.95.
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Since the First World War they have been used in support

of an increasingly broad range of foreign policy objectives.
Probably the most important reason for the growing
popularity of economic sancfions in the 20th century
ironically enough, is the triumph of liberal political
theory which occurred in the West during the course of

the 19th century.

.Both the League of Nations as well aé the United
Nation held that war was irrational and that economic
sanctions were the natursl alternstive because no
stafe could long survive the loss of the benefits of

free trade!1

A belief in the utility of sanctions
and of their potential efficacy as an alternative to
force is thus an understandable outgrowth, if not a

necessary entailment of liberal rationalism]2

In his book, David Baldwin has noted three common
meanings of the tem "economic sanctions®: the first,
a rather narrow concept, refers to the use of economic

measures to enforce international law; the second

11 David A. Baldwin, Economic Statecraft (New Jersey:
Princeton University Press, 1985), p.201.

12 James Mzyall, "The Sanctions Problem in Intermnational
Economic Relations ¢ Reflections in the Light
of Recent Experiences", International Affairs
(London), vol.60, no.4 (198‘9, p. 634.
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refers to the types of values intended._to be reduced
or augmented in the target state; the third corresponds
to the concept of economic techniques of statecraft13
The concept of "economic sancticns" has been used in
varied manners. For some, sanctions are those legal
policy instruments that are used to enforce intermational

1aw]4

For others, as mentioned in the previous pages,
sanctions are the instruments of economic coercion.
Furfher, still others use the temm only in a socio-"
logical senses Sanctions,lwhether poéitive or negétive,
afe simply the méaﬁs of exercising power-]5 But generally
it is agreed that sancticns are the économic insﬁrﬂments'

used to achieve foreign policy goals and are effective

instruments of diplomacy.

There are basically two distinguishing characteristics
of Sanction§ - fifst, international sanctions are imposed
for acts of wrcng-doing; and Second,>£hey are punitive
in intent. They are invafiably imposéd in response to
16

some acte. When states use sanctions, they are seeking

13 Baldwin, n.11, pe. 201.

14 Hans Kelsen, The Law of the United Nations{(New Yorks
' Praeger Publishers, 1950), p. 760.

15 For details, see KlausKnorr, The Power of Nations s
© The Political Economy of International Relations
(New York: Basic Books, 1975)

16 Kim Richard Nossal, "International Sanctions as
‘Intermational Punishment®”, International Organisation
(New York), vol. 43, no.2 (1989), p. 305.
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to achieve one or more éf five broad ends: compliance,
subversion, deterrence, international symbolism or

domestic symbolisml7

But one point may be noted at this juncture:
no  state can employ economic Sanctions or any other
kind of economic statecraft, for thaﬁ matter, with
any prospect  success unless it has a fair deéree
of economic power. This in turn depends on the
four "bases" of economic power - economic Strength,
the will to use it, skill in its application aﬁd a

repﬁtation for its sueécessful e'nploymentl8

'Economic strength! is, by far, the most important
base of economic power. An interestiﬁg deduction may
be noted here. Since most goods and services are in
wide demand throughout the world economy, only very
large states or groups of states are likely to have any
real degree of monopoiy; But af the same time instances
can be cited of small states which possess monopoly of
power if they happen to be well endowed with natural
resources which in turn happen to be high in demand.
Countries like the United States, whoSe exports are
relatively insignificant to the economy as a whole,

which means, the states that have only a small ratio

18. Berridge, n.8, p.98.
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of their foreign economic tranSactionS to gross natiénal
product, are very likely to be less vulnerable to market
power than the thoroughgoing *'trading states' like
Great Britain and Saouth Africazg But on the other

hand, both kinds of state may equally be wvulnerable to

monopoly of power exerted by a foreign enemy.

The Effectiveness of Sanctions:

The conditions for the Sﬁcceséful employment of
economic saqctions are ekacting and‘it'is thus not
surprising that their record has not béen a good one,
especially when employéd in iSSﬁés in which the stakes
are high. |

/’

%Liberal theorists were of the view that sanctions
were an\understandable outgrowth of liberal rationalism.
The problém with this approach is tha& in practice

it tendé to boliticise trade, when in theory the
liberal hammony of intereSts‘requires both natiocnal

and international markets to be treated as wutonomous.
The imposition of Sanctions immediately returns

intermational relati-ns to the mercantilist zero-sum

world from which the liberal internationalists wene

™~

. 20
SO anxiais to escape.

19 ibigd, p. 98.

20  Mayall, n.12, p. 634.
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As far as the other argument is concerned,
sanctions are not an effective means by which foreign
policy objectives can be schieved. The futility of
this argument arises from the fact that usually the
target state tums to alternative Sources er the

embargoed goods?1

No matter how dependent the target
country is on its trade with the'state attempting an
economic power-play, the government under‘pressure

can usually tum to other partners. For example, thé
United Nations (UN) oil embargo on Rhodesia waSs
undermined by the conduit provided by South Africa;‘thé
éherican boycott of Cuba was vitiated by Castro's
ability to find an alfernative mérket for his country's
sugar in Russia; and President Carter's attempt to
punish the Soviet Uniobn for its invasion of Afghanistan'v
by the imposition of a grain embargo in 1980 was utterly
defeated by the extent to which other producers -
notably Argentina and Australia - were prepared to

replace American grain in Sgviet market?2

Besides, another important point may be noted
here g3 sanctions increased the target's political will

to resist foreign pressure. Coercive trade sanctions

21 Knorr, n.15, p. 152.

22 Berridge, n.8, p..100.
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tend to foster political integration rather than

disintegration?3

\?he dehial»of economic resources to the enemy
by seige and bl&ckade has an honoured place in the
theory éf war, but sanctions without military backup
are undermined by economic interdépendence, which at
first sight makes them Seem attractivé as a form of -
non-vioclent coercion. Only in circuhstances wheré_the
target‘state is viftually toally dependent on the‘
mafket of the opposing state, which can itself easily
survive any counter - sanctions, are they likely.fo be
effective in peréuading’an adversary to modify its

policieS%ﬁ

DESpiFe sanétions,.if a state could sustain
relations with multinatignal finns; tﬁen the effective-
ness of sanctionS is put fb queStion;' This is because,
govemmen® have difficulties in monitoring the activities
of their multinational corporations and alsSo because

the UN lacks enforcement capabilitiesgs‘

23 Knorr, n.15, p. 154.
24 Mayall, n.12, p. 638.

25 Stefanie Ann Lenway, "Between War and Commerces
Economic Sanctions as a Tool of Statecraft”,
-International Organization (New York), vol.42,
no.2, Spring 1988, p. 398.
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Baldwin, in his book "Economic Statecraft"

has téken up the problem of the efficacy of sanctions.,
His argument stems from his belief that in a nuclear

age it is especially important to understand the capabi-
lities and limitations of alternativés to military

for\ce?6

Another drawback of economic sanctions is that,
unlike most kinds of conventional wilitary force, they
tend to be undiscriminating.in the damage which they
inflict ¢ in the complex and intricately intermeshed
world economy, and égain bearing in mind that this is
. more true of trade than financial Sanctions, economic
missiles are almost by definition unguided. Not only
do they have the tendency to explode in the faces of
thos e who launch them, but they are also likeiy to do
as much ham to states adjacent to the target states

-as to the targets themselveﬁ?7

Finally, the continually evolving dependence
on vast, sophisticated communications and information
management syStemsS makes it difficult to isolate economic

rewards and punishment to a single nation%8

26 Baldwin, n.11, p.69.
27 Berridge, n.8, p. 101.

28 Scharfeﬁ, n.5, p.60.
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The UN and the Concept of Sanctionss

The moral claims of competing ideclogies particularly
those reflected in the East-West rivalry, have encouraged
widespread official use of the term sSanctions to invest
foreign policy actions with an aura of righteousness.
Moreover, the trend to adopt corrective measureS outSide
the UN and other organizational frémeworks, has
inevitably extended the scope of sanctioning. ‘Inter-
natiénal sénctions are penalties threatened or imposed
as a declared.conséquence of the target's failure to
observe international standards or intemational obli-
gations.29 "

International sanctions may be adopted inside or
outside institutional frameworks. If it is adopted
inside the framework of an institution then it may
either be mandatory or voluntary and in the latter case,
they can only be yoluntary. Thus there are elaborate
provisions in the Chapter-VII of the UN Charter regarding

SanctionS.30

It seems highly contradictory that given its role

29 Margret, P. Doxey, Intemation al SanctionS in
' Contemporary Perspective (Londons Macmillan
Press, 1987), p. 4.

30 Chapter-VII Articles 41 and 42, empowers the
Security Council to call on a3ll UN members to
cease diplomatic and trade relations with any-
country which threatens international peace, and
as per Article 43, in extreme cases can also
call for the use of force.
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as a body promoting peace, how could the UN posSsibly
resort to the use of force ? But then, without Security
Council's authorization, force is only permitted.to Uﬁ
members for individual or collective self-defence against
amed attack; and govemments typically justify military

action in those terms%1

The veto protects permanent
members of the Security Council and their friends and

‘clients from any poSsibility of mandatory UN sanctions.

Apart from the collective coﬁcerpt of sanctions
under the purview of the UN,rthe states can also impose
Qﬁilateral sénétions. But the decision to impose saﬁctions
on the part of the imposing state is inseparable from
the diplomacy to persuade other states, particularly the

32

allies, to follow suit? If thdi s diplomacy fails, not

only will sanctions fail, but, in addition, the imposing
govermment's international prestige may be damaged§3
oﬁe example can be cited in this case. The United
Sﬁates was determined to apply sanctimms against
Soviet Union over Afghanistan and Poland, despite

the enormous difficulties it faced in persuading its

Buropean allies of the necessity of the embargo. As

31 Doxey, n.29, p.21.
32 Mayall, n.12, p. 639.

33 ibid, p. 639.
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a result, a great degree of damage was inflicted on
the Atlantic alliance34 Thﬁs the decision to'impose
sanctions unilaterally by a sovereign state has got
its own difficulties. The generic problem of all
sanctibns diplomacy isvhow to reconcile the conflicts
of interests. $When there is a basic division of interests,
even amongSt'the allies, then the chief purpose of
imp031ng sanctions (to bring to book a reCalcitrant
state). is not achieved. Thus, when in reSponse to

UN pressure the United States and Britain unilaterally
imposed embargoes on arms sales to South Africa in
-1963'aﬁd 1964, this was to the advantage of France,
which quickly established itself as South Africa's

major arms Supplier:?5 q_

Sanctiobns can be applied (a) by one state against
another, (b) by abgroup of states against a state or
a group of states and (c) by an international organizaticn

6
against a norm-breaker§

Sanctions applied by an intemational organisation

against a state or a group of stateSAby way of punishment

34 Robert Paarlburg, "Lessons of the Grain Embargo",
Foreign Affairs (New York), vol.59,ro.1,
Fall 1980, pp. 160-1.

35 Mayall, n.12, p. 639.

36 Peter Wailensteen, "Characteristics of Economic
Sanctions", Journal of Peace Research (0Oslo),
vol.5 (1968), p. 249.
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for the breaking of an internationally accepted nomm
are qualitatively different from the Sanctions employed
as an instrumeﬁt of diplomacy of a state. This is so
as any posture adopted by the international>organisation

has the advantage of immediate legitimacyQ

R. St. Macdonald sayss

Collective measures are theoretically more
desirsble than individual sanctions, the
reason being that the coercion is here being
mobilized in support of and in no significant
way in opposition to, the decisions of the

organized community and this fact alone
goes a long way towards providing legitimacy.(37)

¥ The first time that the UN used the economic
weapon was against Ian -Smith's rebel regime in Rhodesia.
The use of economic Sanctions against an errant state
by an international organisation for promotion of certain
values was a significant event in the annals of the |

world body. )

The“Unjgeg States and Banctions:

Economic force may be the most effective

instrument of power the United States has in the competiticn

37 R. St. Macdohéld, "Economic Sanctions in the
International System", Canadian Yearbook of
International Law (Vancouver), 1969, pp.70-71.
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among nation8. The enthusiasm for the uéé of economic

sanctions which has charéctérized'various United States

administrations (especially those of President Carter

and of President Reagan) has repestedly been emphasized
.—\- .

in the United States. It has the capability to wield

the global weapons of economic warfare effectively if it

is properly prepared and orga'nized%8

The United States leads the world in its employment
of economic sanctions as an instrument of diplomacy and -

has experienced a success rate of about.sixty seven

per cent in sixty-two ¢ases, as cited by Gary Hafbauer

and Jefferey Schott?9

over the years the United States succéss rate,
as regards the utilityof sanctions, has varied according
to the foreign policy objective being pursued. There
were Sanctions whose chief aim had been to bring about
relatively modest changes in the policies of the target
state. £Economic sanctions have occasionally succeeded
in furthering non-proliferation policy. For example,

in 1975-76, Canadavand the United States threatened

38 Scharfen, n.5, p. 60.

39 For details, see Gary Clyde Hafbauer and Jeffrey
Schott, Economic Sanctions Reconsidereds HisStory
and Current Policy (Washington, D.C.: Institute
for International Economics, 1985). '
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financial and export sanctions to persuade South Korea
not to buy from France a reprocessing plant that cauld

have been used to make weapons - grade nuclear material?o

Similerly, the United States delayed some Shipments of
nuclear power reactors and fuel to Taiwan in 1976-77 in

a successful effort to stop the Taiwanese from reproceSsing

spent fuel ! 9

Combating international terrérism has been another

of the modest, though increasingly impo;taht, goals of the
United States in its use of eccnomic sanctioh$.  The
United States govemment alsc employed econoﬁic sanctions
againct countries that were désignated as supporting
terrorism.6 A well-known example was President Reagan's
tightening of sanctions on Eigzg, which had apparéntly‘
supported the terrorists who fired on civiliins at the

Rome and Vienna airports in December, 1985. -~

Another policy goal of US economic sanctions

has been to resolve expropriation claims. The United

States iS opposed to alien countries expropriating the

properties of US companies unless there is "prompt,

40 Carter, n.9, p. 15.

41 ibld’ P- 15.
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adequate and effective compensation”?2 The US has been

successful in an eight of its nine uses of Sanctions
against expropriation. * The continuing effort against

Cﬁba is the only unsuccessful case.”)

The United States has enjoyed frequent success

in its use of Sanctions to destabilize foreign governments .

Duvalier's downfall in Haiti in February 1986 may be
attributed to the US suspensidn of 2.6 million dollars

in foreign assistance.

Since 1945 US has reSbrted to impoSing sanctions

to disrupt military adventqres. Examples of it are US
opposition of Egypt's Nasser in.Yemen and the Congo in
1963-65 and also its opposition to British.French

invasion of Egypt in 1956. 0.5. hés also imposed sanctions
to limit the long tem military potential éf the

target country.

Economic sanctions are often used in times of war
in the fom of economic blockades and embargoes. Here,
however, they are secondary to military measures. There
'is a fundamental difference between Sanctions employed
during war time with the aim of destroying the infra-

structure of the offending state, and sanctions employed

42 CartEr, n.g, po17.o
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as a method of "non-destructive coercion® with the
objéctive Qf law enforcement?3 The difference is

qualitative. Margaret Doxey commentSs

There are important differences in the
status and purpose of economic measures
used as techniques of warfare either in
con junction with military measures or
independently and economic sanctions
employed by an international organisation.
as part of a constitutionally authorized
enforcement process. (44) '

. _
Economic sanctions alone are a blunt and ineffective

instrument of peace enforcement. They can be effective
if they are applied as an adjunétvto police‘operations
against the subjeét. The longer economic Sanctions

take to be effective the leés they are likely to continue

to receive international Supportés Y

Sanctions do not aim at the destruction of the
target state. They are aimed to bring about certain

changes in the target state. Moreover, sanctions create

43 S.C. Lloyd Brown John, Multinational Sanctigns
in International Law g A Comparative Analysis
(New York : Praeger Publishers, 1975), p.1l.

44 Margaret Doxey, Economic Sanctions and Inter-
national Enforcement (London: Macmillan, 1980),
pcgo

45 Leonard T Kapungu, The United Nations and Economic

Sanctions against Rhodesia (Lexingtons Lexington
Books, 1973), pp. 39-40.
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conditions in”whiéh_negotiatinns are possible. They
impress upbn the target state that its behaviour
constitutes an "offence", but one which can be corrected.
Hence not all avenues to negotiation are closed as in
the case of outright warfare. Moreovér, economic
sanctions are less costly than shooting war. Robert
Mclamara said, "One day's war is mére-expensive in terms
of financiéi‘cost and human misery which can éasily
finance one month expendlture on ec0ﬁom1c sanctlons"46
In the nuclear age, in whlch'war can no longer be the
pursuit of bolitics by’ahother meéns, the significance
of Sanctioné as tool of inﬁernational politics seems to

be growing. Sanctions are regarded as'the ultimate

non-violent means of economic and political intervention?

46 New York Times, 14 December 1990.
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CHAPTER - II

APARTHEID AND SANCTIONS
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South Afriea ﬁas been deformed by'apéftheid -
its vitality weakened and~wasted. The white regime
in South Africa‘in its struggle to survive has,over
the last two decades aﬁd more, spread death, economic
destruction, starvation and division over the southern
hemisphere, brazenly piling horror and 1llegallty

so high upon each other that the. rest of the world has

lacked an adequate vocabularyfpf outrage.

‘Before we go into the diplomatic nuances, it is
neceseary to understand apartheid and the various anti-
bblack rules impoSed by the white regimevin South Aftica.
South>Africa is an African nation with seventy three
per cent of the population of African origin and twelve
per cent coloured and Asian, domihated by a regime of
a white minority of a mere fifteen per cent! The South
African political system is charécterized by cultural
diversity, communal conflict, and the domination of a black
majofity by a white minority. This the white minority
does through the policy of “apartheid" or "separate
development" which provides for a system of enforced
sepafation between three racially defined population

categories: "Whites", "Coloureds", and "Blacks". It is

1 J.N. Garba, "Western Countries Sustain Apartheid
System in South Africa", New Perspectives(Helsinki),
vol.15, no.2 (1985), p. 27.
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a deeply divided society wi£h apartheid.amounting to a
crude system of "divide and rule" and a sophisticated
example of a "pragmatic racial oligarchy“2 Apartheid is,
in fact, a true and accurate reflection of the ethnic
complexity of this society.
i

The word 'apartheid' was invénted‘by Hendrick
Verwoerd. Every race has a unique destiny of its bwn
| and a cultural contribution to make to the world.
Different races must therefore be kept separate and
- allowed to develop along their own lines, Contacf
among raées resulting in contaminating the puriﬁy of
racial culture mﬁst be reducéd.to an absolute minimum.
The system requires that each racial group should have
part of South Africa as a homeland in which it can.
develop its own culture. A long series of laws provides
for the rigid social and residential Segregation of

the races.

The Population Registration Act (No.30 of 1950),
made provision for race claséification of the population
into Whites, Blacks and Coloureds. This Act can in no
way be said to provide an accurate and comprehensive.

description of the ethnic compoSifion of Sauth African

2 W.J. Breytenbach, “The Multi-National Population
Structure of South Africa", Plural Societies
(The Hague), vol.2, no.1 (1977} ,pp. 53-68.
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:society. This is the.basic Act on which the political
institutions of apartheid Society in South Africa is
constructed. Besides this, the Group Areas Act,

Separate Amenities Act and the Bantu Education Act
attempted to segregate the blacks. Political separation
was achieved through the Separate éeprésentative of
Voters Act, the promotion of Bantu Self-Government Act
.and the Proﬁibition of Political Interference Act%

Many of the Acts have become.redundant now.v Tovencourage
the policy of segregation 'Bantustans' have been

encouraged to accept full independence.

The system of apartheid has faced the problem
of survival right from its inception but its position
. 'waS never as critical as it has now become. With no
altemative in hand, the National‘Party in South
Africa adopted only one method which in Afrikaans is

called kragdadighsid,. i.e., forcefulness. This means

brutal suppression of the blacks by police terror, attack by
hired mercenaries and inciting inter_tribal.war, and
clubbing the neighbouring states with bombings and

raids to force them into submission. In addition to

being a police state, South Africa turned itself into

a well-ociled war machine.

3 See for details Africa: South of the Sahara 1989
(London: Europa Publications Ltd., 1988), p. 903.
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The terms 'cycle of violence' or 'spiral of
violence' have become part of the South African political
lexicon. Institutional violence by the state leads
to violent reactiohs-and protest and insurgent violencé
escalates. In ordef to check this the police uses
the oppressive apparatus of the state and so the cycle
goes on? Apartheid inevitably leads to violence. It
is the end of a self-destroying policy for as long as
it is practiSed it will be feSisted. The physical
violence used by the raci st regime is so great that armed

. o : ' : : .-
resistance is accepted as an act of ‘counter-violence's

' To counter these apartheid laws tﬁe’majority of
the world community has been consistently‘calling out
for sanctions against South Africa. Two diametrically
opposite views have been advanced on the subject of
sanctions agaiﬂst South Africa. One Supports sanctions
on the ground that - (i) sanctions will fécilitate the
end of apartheid, and (ii) timely imposition of sanctions
can avoid an all-out racial blood bath in Southern

Africa. Opposing this view others argue that - (i)

4 ' Hendrik W. Vander Merwe, Pursuing Justice
in South Africa (London: Billing and Sons Ltd.,
1989), pe 30.

5 Shanti Sadiq Ali, "United Nations Role in South
Africas Constraints and Possible Options*®,

India Quarterly (New Delhi), vol.42, no.3
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sanctions are immoral; (ii) they will hurt South Africa's
blacks more than the Whites and (i1ii) that at any rate

sanctions are impracticable§

The three major reasonslfor sanctions against

- South Africa had been its assistance to the illegal
regime in the erstwhile Rhodesia, its continued control
of ﬁémibia till récently and parts of it even now, and
the system of apartheid itself! The fir‘st and the
second have almqét bécome dead iséues buﬁ the third,
conéidered a heigous crime against humanity and the'worst
category of racism, is still alive. Often underlying the
callrfor sanctibns is a theofy'of action that asserﬁs a
relatimship hetween the economic isolation of Soutﬁ
Africa (the stratégy) and the ending of apartheid

(the goal).

Sanctions are moral imperativesagéinst the
evil system of apartheid in Scuth Africa. Sanctions
are used to express sSolidarity with the black people

in southerm Africa, and especially for resistance

6 Anirudha Gupta, "Sanctions Against South Africa:
‘ 8ome Issues and Implications®" India Quarterly
(New Delhi), vol.42, no.3 (1986), p. 274.

7 Margaret P. Doxey, International Sanctions in
Contemporary Perspective (London: Macmillan
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movements engaged in guerrilla warfare there, such’as

the African National Congress (ANC), and the Pan Africanist
Congress (PAC) all of whom have called for economic
isolation of South Africaq Sanctions are seen to

be econanic.warfare and coupled with the-guerrilla war

and internal civil disturbances it will rid the world

of this form of racism, as prevaient in South Africa.

The economic isclation of South Africa will hasten the

" demise of apartheid.

Diplomacy at the Unitéd Nations:
United Nations and Apartheid

The method of racial segregation practised in
South Africa has been condemned world-wide by the anti-
apartheid movement. The anti-apartheid movement is a
multi-racial, worldwide movemént consisting of governmental
and non-governmental actors operating at infernational,
national and subnational levels in aﬁ attempt to enad
racizl oppression in South Africa? The principle -
of the elimination of racism of which apartheid is an
institutionalised form has become an urgent concermn of
the intérenational community. As the community's guafdian

the United Natioms has accorded a high priority to this

8 Jancie Love, The U.S. Anti-Apartheid Movements
Local Activism in Global PoliticsS (New Yorks
Praeger Publishers, 1985), p. 1.

9 ikid, pe.1.
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principle. The concernof the intemational commuﬁity has
been evident in the General Assembly's recdmmendations,-
resolutions and decisions. Indiea has been relentlessly .
fichting apartheid in different intermational forum

including the United Nations.

The Problem of Consensus

The United Nations hes been éble to play a key
role in pfomoting an impressive world alliance against -
apartheid - bkut powerful veéted interests have thwarted
and concerted and decisive action. .The.role of the
United Nations in tﬁe.struggle again apartheid
within South Africa Has been considerably weakened by
the lack of consensus in dealing with systematic
viclations of international norms by the Pretoria regime
for the maintenance of apartheid, as well as over
the strategies to be adopted to resist this un just
and opp:éssive system. Apartheid has been condemned
on numerous occasions by the United Nations which has
called for sanctions against the racist regime in‘South
Africa. Most governments have implemented diplomatic,
political and economic and other sanctions against |
the regime. Yet, a few govermments which profess
rejection of apartheid and many‘Transnational Corporations
and financial interests in the West, have constantly
opposed and undemined international sanctions against

apartheid and have assisted the Pretoria regime!o

10 Garba, n.1, p. 28.
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The péwers given to the Security Council are
found to be major constrainté as they impede enforcement
measureS. As a consequence the gulf between intemational
.law and reality threatens the very credibility of the
world organisation especially as far as its human rights

policies with regard to South Africa are concerned!!

The United Nations is the obvious foruh to impose
sanctiéné but the position there is comblex. The General
Aésembly, where each nation has éne vote, can pass
resolutions, but undér the Unitea_Nations Charter these'
are not binding on méﬂbers. Tﬁé'only method of imposing
‘mandastory Sanctioné is under Articles 37-42 of the‘United
Nations Charter which give eachof the five "Big Powers"
(China, U.S.A., ﬁ¢SqS.R., U.K. and France)of the Security
Council the right to veto; so nothing can-be_paseed
without at least the;tacit agreement of all five. Unlike
those iﬁ.the Generél:Assembly, the Security Council
resolutions are Subject to the veto power held'by the
five permanent members. In Security Council deliberations,
the United‘States wields great influence not only as a
permanent member with right to veto but as 8 super power

of virtually unchallenged economic and political strength.

Limits of United Nations Intervention:

The question of South African racial policies

11 ali, n.5, p. 239.
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has beeﬁ before the.United-Nations since 1946. The
United Nations recognized in 1952 that apartheid wouid
inevitsbly cause conflict and took up the matter in
the Security Council in 1960 as a ciear dahgér to peace.
- The United Nations' organs held discuSSions; passed
resolutions apd made appeals to the South African.
Government to readjust its policies in accordance with
the principles of the Charter."The South African |
Govemment has reiterated that the matter was eSSentially
within its domestic juriséictibn under the termé of
Articles 2, Paragraph 7, oflﬁﬁé United ,Nations Charter

and that the resolutions of the United Nations were

ultra-vires. Only Portugal supported South Africa's
contention that it was not accountable to the Uniteg
Nations for the treatment of its population.

Diplomatic Actions and Appropriaténess of
United Nations Coercion

‘The analogy between apartheid *based on the
ruthless demand of human inequality' and colonialism
was made implicit in the Lusaka Manifesto on the

Liberation of Southern Africal2

12 The Lusaka Manifesto, while~recognizing the
Republic of South Africa as "an independent
sovereign sta& e and a member of the United Nations",
reiterated that," it could not compromise on the
question of South Africa‘'s apartheid policy 'based
on the ruthless demand of human inequality' and that
‘the validity of the principles of human equality
and dignity extend to the Republic of South Africa
just as they extend to the colonial territories of
Southem Africa'." For full text, see, Africa
Contemporary Record, 1969-70 (London), pp.41-45.
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The:shootiﬁg by‘the-pplice'in‘Sﬁafpeville of
peaceful demonstrators against thé.Pass laws in 1960
not only shook South Africa and the world out of their
complacency but formed a turning point in the United
NationS consideration of the South African problem.
The:ymrpéviqle}incident provided the evidence which
compelled not only the General ASéembly but also
the Security Council to discuss the hatfer. The
Security COuncil adopted a resolutioq which was rejected
by the South African govemment; and it proceeded with
the declaration 6f Energency, banniﬁg §f the ANC and

the PAC and the strengthening of its security forces.

At the November 1962 meeting-of the General
Assembly, there emérged a clear-cut divisim over the
approach towards the problem of South Africa. United
States did not believe in taking stiffer measures against
SOutthfrica. ~The African natidns took up the issue
aéainst the United States; Mr. Adebo, speaking as a
representative of Nigeria, said that “all the diplomatic
approaches by‘the U}S.A. and U.K. before, have been
valueless"13 It was Que to their efforts that the

Gerieral Assembly in its resolution 1761 (XVIII) of

November 6, 1962, SpeCifically "requested the member

13 General Assembly Official Records, (GAOR), (1962),
Session 17, Plen, mtgs. vol.1, p. 667.
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states to take measurcs separatelyor collectively in
conformity with the Charter of the United Nations to
lbring about the abandonment of apartheid policy“!4
Measures amounting to sanctions were first recomnended
by the General Assembly in 1962 when members were
requested to sever shipping and air links'and to

boycott South African trade. The Assembly by the Same
resolution established the Special Committee on Apartheid

to keep the racial policies of South African govemment

under continuous review.

In the United Nations the Genera1 Assembly
'can do no more than fecommend that the Security Coﬁncil
should implement'therenforCement measures provided
for in Chapter-VII of the Charter and impose mandatory
.econanic Sanctions. The Security Council so far has
been constrainedrfroh acting to isolate South Africa
becauseiéf veto poﬁers of its permanent members
especially United StateS and Britain. On its éwn
however the General Assembiy in 1973 declared apartheid
to be a féfime against humanity"., and has prevented
South Africa from taking part in plenary sessions

since 1974. The Security Council has on a few occasions

14  ibid, p. 667.



33

heeded ;he recommendations of the General Assembly

as in the caSe.of the 1977 mandatory arms embargo on
South Africa in place of the voluntary ones recommended
in 1963; 1964 and 1970. It was for the first time that
mandaﬁory sanctions had been imposed on a member state
and the Western Powers had Supported the unanimous
decision in detemining that ‘the acquisition by

South Africa of amms and feléted material constituteé

a threat to thé maintenance of international péace'

and security'. This decision came in thé wake of the
death in detention of Steve'éiko and the;banning of
Black consciousness organiSaﬁion]5 Resqlution 418

of 1977'instituted the mandaﬁory ban on the sale to
South Africa of "amms and reiated material of all types
‘including ... weapons and ammunition, military vehicles
and equipment, paramilitary police equipment and spare
p;rts“. AThe arms embargo‘remains in force and has

had some effect in 1imiting>$outh Africa's military
capacity. But the ban has numerous logpholes and is
broken by”a few states, notably Israel. Vetoes by

big powers have prevented the UN from imposing any
other mandatory bans. The year 1982 was declared

t};e International Year of Mobilization for Sanctions

15 Survey of Race RelationS$ in South Africa
(Johannesburgs South African Institute of Race
Relations, 1977), pp- 574-6,
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against Sopth Africa by the UN.

Due tb certain stem measures by the UN and
constant vigilance o§er human rights issue the white
regime in South Africa in order to confuse world public
opinion, p?oceeded to advertise the so-called changes and

reforms apparently to mitigate racist oppression under
ul6

the,cover of cosmetic changes in “petty‘apartheid
Thirty yearé ago it:waS-difficult even to obtain the
required majority for a discussion of apartheid in the UN.
Many powe:ful Westem (notably United,étates and Great
Britain) and other States blocked any‘condennation of
‘South Africa. Today the UN and the international community
are committed to the total_éradication of aéartheid.
Probably of even greater,influeﬁce on the UN dealings with
South African racial issues has béen the rapid increase-

in the number of African membefs and their persistent
effort to enlighten the world community about apartheid's

expiosive potential as a fuse for setting off a world-wide

16 The expression "petty apartheid" is nommally used
+ to indicate practical measures separating whites

and blacks in all walks of life, as distinguished
from the grand design of geographic separation
of black homelands. Petty apartheid relates to
discriminatimn regarding residential areas
amenities such as cinemas and restaurants, taxis,
and public transport, buses, post offices,
hospitals, beaches, swimming pools, parks and
other amenities. See Merwe, n.4, pp. 28-29,
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race war]7 They insisted on the urgéncy-of sanctions

to end this inhuman practice of apartheid.

The South African regime is increasingly isolated
from the rest of the world. The decisive role in
ensufing the end of apartheid and the beginﬁing of a
new course in South Africa beloﬁgs fo the South African
- people themselves, but the iﬁtérnational conditions for
such a development are rapidly being createdl® It is
clear that the pace and direction of peacefﬁl changer
within Séuth Africa, under the auspices of the Uﬁ,
can Qniy be brought about by the acﬁive COOpération
of Pretoria's éllies who céntrol the'implenentafion

of enforcement measures in the Security Council.

The United States Policy Towards Apartheid:

At the UN, America's perceived support for
South Africa and Seemingly disregard for African economic
and political concems have reinforced the perception
of the United States as an aloof, uncomprehending

super powerz9 United StateS was opposed to the posSition

17 The Observer (London), 19 April 1984.

18 E.S.Reddy, Apartheids The United NationS and
the International Community (New Delhi: Vikas
Publishing House Pvt. Ltd., 1986), p. 13.

19 MoniqQue Rubens, "At the United Nations, Africa
and the U.S. at 0dds®, Africa Report (New York),
Vol.29, 00-2 (1984), po 56. .
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adopted by the UN for over two deéades, namelys

a)  to end collaboration with the apartheid

regime;
b) to support the national liberation movement; and
c) mobilise world public dpinion for these,purposesgo

[

Ambéssqdor Stevenson of the Uﬁited States to
the UN spoke of "the énachronisticvSpeCtacle.of the
‘ngernment of a great people which persists‘in seeing
the disease as the remedy, prescribing for the malady
of racism the bitter- tox1c of apartheid". "apartheid",
he said, "is abhorent®. 2! But the United States did

not support action under Chapter VII of the UN Charter.

Ambassador Stevenson Said s

It is clear to my delegation that the

application of sanctions under Chapter VII

in the situation now before us would be

both bad law and bad policy. Chapter VII

was intended to apply where there was an ‘
actuality of international violence or such

a clear threat to the peace as to leave no
reasonable alternative but resort to coercion.(22)

20 Reddy, n.18, p. 146.

21 United NationsS Doc. S/PV. 1052 2 August 1963,
pp. 31, 33-35.

22 ibid, Pe 370
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In 1963, the United States govermment decided,
in response to the birth of the Organisaticn of African
Unity (oau), to.impOSe an arms embargo ag inst South Africa.
It also supported Resolution 1881 (XVI1I) of October 11,
91963 in the United Nations General Assembly, calling
for the release of political prisoners, many of whom
were involved in sabotage and several of whom were

well-known communists.

The United States who has the exercise of veto
in the Security Council, has beenjﬁeluctant to sﬁpport
the broad conSenSus in the UniteétNations on the question
of Self_determinatioh for African majority in an

undivided South Africa23

President Botha of Sauth

Af;ica stated thatv'one-man, one vote' is non negotiable.
The rejection of one man, one vote is neither néw nor

an insoluble obstacle to a Settlement and could be solved
by voluntafy or involﬁﬁtary fragmentation. The United
States by abstaining on General Assembly Resolution 31/64
(XXXII) regecting the "acceptance of independence" by
TranSkei, expressed its support for the policy pursued by

South Africs.,.

Under President Reagan's administration, UN

diplomacy took a back seat to economic and military might

23 The Quardian (London), 15 August 1985.
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as a tooi of American foreigﬁ policy. The administration‘s
policies of linking Cuban troop withdrawal from Angolalfo:h
Namibian independence and 'constructive engagement® withf

South Africa isclated it at the UN ana continuéd to hamper

progress on the South African issues‘?4

But later on with vigorous and blatant public -
opinion in United States rising against apartheid and?45
isoiation in the world commuhity on South African issué '
have significantly altered the Qnited_States diplo&atic
stance towards the racist reéihél The United States -
since the closing years of thé Reagan administration
has become more vocal in its resentment of apartheid
and has forcefully entertaiﬁed the logic of sanctions as
a devise to remove apartheid. Thus the American posture
has considerably changed though the sSympathies for the
white regime in South Africa is still exhibited in
the United Nations as late as 1987 with United States

vetoing a Sanctions bill in the Security Council.

Role of Public Opinion

The American public opinion has also been playing
an important role in influencing US policies towards
South Africas. Ever since Dr. Martin Luther King's

acceptance of Nobel Peace Prize late in 1964 the American

24 Rubens, n.19, p. 54.
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blacks have slowly idehtified~the'struggle.against
apartheid with their own.domestic civil rights struggle;
they could generate public intéres£ in the South |
African policy of the United States to a level Seldom'.

achieved by any other foreign policy issue%5

The black American Democrat,Athe Reverand Jesse
Jackson came up with an unusdél form of what hercailed
sSanctions during a tour of frontline‘states in August
1986,- He suggested a summit meeting of_Pfesidént

. Reagan and South African leaders, He said:

Specially we must look at apartheid in
regional temsS, not just local temms...
we must usSe a multiple strategy approsch
such as diplomatic ties with Angola, aid
to Namibia. All are really sanctions
against South Africa.... 26

1

Increased concérn among politicians, trade unions,
Churches and the media about South Africa and its ruthless
policy of -apartheid raised a massive degree of awareness
among the public which gurther tried to impress upon the

government the immediate and urgent need of sanctions.

A Louis Harris survey in 1978 found that fortysix

per cent of Americans thought that USA and other countries

25 New York Times, 11 December 1986.

26 Joseph Hanlon and Roger Omond, The Sanctions
. Handbook (London: Penguin Books Ltd., 1987),
p. 162.
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should put pressure on South africa to provide blacks
-with greaﬁer freedom and pérticipation in government.
More than half supported a halt to arms sales; Americans
-fa§oured United States companies puﬁting pressure on
‘?retoria by fortysix to twenty eight per cent; and a
near similar percentage of Americans suppoftéd a ban

27 : '
on new investment.

The public opinion in United States was further
rouséd in 1985 by the tumoil in black townships, and
the efforts by the security forces to Suppress it,

which received extensive television coverage in the

United States.

U.S. Congress on. Apartheid and
Sanctions

The Congress has always deﬁounced apartheid
and has called for econbmic sanctions against South
Afriqa. However, the power of Presidential veto have
thwarted their_moves on most of the occasions. Call
for economic sanctions from the United States Congress

came more persistently during the Reagan administration.

The Reagan administration repealed the Clark

Amendment applicable to South Africa and provided overt

27 Desaix Myers, United States Business in South
Africa (Bloomington: Indiana University Press,
1980) ,p0135'
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'militafy aid to UNITA rebels who in reality were not
freedom fighters but were carrying out the objectives
of.South Africa in aAngola. However, as far as South
aAfrica is cbncerned, theAReagan administration was
reluctant to support siﬁilar action. On the contrary,
it provided the racist military and police with:aid
banned by previous administrations, flagrantly viol=ting
the United Nations arms embargo. It also éﬁpborted
South Africa on making the release of Nelson Mandela
COndiﬁionél on:his'renunCié£ion of ﬁviolence“iwhich it
had been'rightly argﬁed in the General Assembiy, would
be foréing the African National Congress tQ_aécept the

legitimacy of the entire'apartheid ma_achinery?8

In 1984 South African government introduced
constitutional changes which allow direct elections to
three legislative cﬁamberé by whites, Coloﬁreds andA.
Asians, and in 1985 certain offenéive 1egislétion
(notably the Mixed Marriage and Immorality Acts) were
repealed, but blacks still had no votes except in the
so=called 'homelands’ whose patently spurious independence
has failea to win any outside recognitien. The

inauguration of the new Constitution provoked renewed

28 Ali, n.5, 'po 245.
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protest in South Africa and intermal unrest led to

the §roclamation of a State of Emergency in numerous
areas of the country in July 1985. A mounting toll

of death and destriuction brought renewed calls for
radical reforms: and for sanctimns. The anti-apartheid
movement in the United States gainéd momentum and for

the first time United States not 6nly acaepted in
principle the épprOpriateness of sanctions as a means

of bringing p£855ure to<beér on South African government, -

but also took steps of econhic and politiéal nature.29

Congress usually'piays a Seconaary role, essentizlly
one of passing the basSic statutes; the President then |
decides to invoke or not to invoke when a dispute or a
minor crisis arises. The Reagan administration was
pressurised in 1985 by an overwhelming_vote in the
United Statés ﬁouse of Representatives and Senate
to.order limited economic ‘Sanctions against South Africa
on the declaration of Emergency in a desperate effort
to meet the wave.of unrest which had swept the country
sihcé 1984. Aalthough the Carter administration was not
in favour of sanctions, the formmer President, in Aggust

1985, after both the House of Representative and the

29 Doxey, n.7, p. 46.



43

Senate had passed bills to impose sanctions against
South Africa, urged Reagan not to veto if the two

"Houses of Congress came up with an agreed measurego

Sanétions were thus imposed but they were not
designed: to put economic pressure on SOuth Africa but,
as George Shultz, Sec¢retary of State, described, were
intended to “gend a single ﬁessage on behalf of all
Americans". The measures imposed by the United étates
was mild. But in symbolié_térms theSe measures were
important as ﬁhey represehted a qualitative shift in
United States govermmental policy which was not welcome
to the Sauth African government. The United Stétes
administration imposed sanctions approved by the Congress

but opposed sanctions in the Security Council::]1

In July 1986 pressure increased on the Senate

to pass a sanctions bill. The Washington Post editoria-

lized that the United States must be Seen to be
enthusiastically on the side of black freedom rather
than white privilege. America is a multiracial sociéty
that strives to ensure equal rights for all its citizens,
and this impresses a moral stance on American policy.

towards South Africa?2

30 Business Day (Johannesburg), 21 August 1985.
31 Indian Express (New Delhi), 4 October 1986.
32 Washington Post (Washington, D.C.), 30 July

1986.
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The comprehensive Anti_Apartheid Act of 1986 15
an important exCeptibn to the secbndary role of Congress
as well as to the lack of a comprehensive statutory
framework for sanctions. Congress enacted:the law in

October 1986 over President Reagan's veto.

Virtually no opponent of sanctions defends
apartheid. Thei% goal is aiwéys to move away from
racism and towards a free, nbn_racial (or'multi-?acial)
society. Pfesident Reagan, the strongest obponent of
the use of economic pressure‘égainst Soutb_Afriéa, was
no exception. Defeated by the Senate he delivered a
major épéech on sanctions on‘éz July 1986. He began
with an attack on apartheid, ‘the root cause of Scuth
Africa's d_isorder'.33 He said America's views of

apartheid was clear:

Apartheid is morally wrong and politicéally
unacceptable. The United States cannot

maintain . cordial relations with a government
whosée power rests upon the denial of rights

to a majority of its people, based upon race.(34)

He went on to add:

But the primary victims of an economic boycott

of South Africa would be the very people we seek
to help. Most of the workers who would lose jobs,
because of sanctions would be black workers.(35)

33 Washington Post (Washington, D.C.), 13 Augqust 1986.

34 The Guardian (London), 13 August 1986.

35 ibid.
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For President Reagan capitalism was the natural
enemy of feudal institutidas such as apartheid. Experience
in United States shows that racial progress comes swiftest
and easiest not during economic depression but in times
‘of prosperity and growth. He insisted on not a wesStern
withdrawal but deeper iﬁVOIVEment by the Wéstern_buSiness

community, as agents of change, progfess and gfowth?s

Obieétive of Sanctions in SOuth Aftica:

The objective of sanctions is to farce South

African government to'énd aparthéid, to dismantle the

elaborate legal Structﬁre that'déﬁies bla¢k$ the right
| of their full self-detérmination; Presumably this wbuld
be accomplished by'imﬁosing economic hardships on the
country as a whole and espécially on whites, in order to
pﬁniSh them and raise the cost of perpetuating apartheid.
Sanctions have achiéveh important successes and comprehensive
economic éénctions siahd a good chance of encouraging
fundamental changes in South Africa. Unless Americans
want  to go to war against apartheid, such Sanctions
'represent thé only hope of bringing the apartheid regime

to the negotiating table.

The concern of governments who oppose Sanctims,

about the suffering of blacks in South Africa, is

36 Hanlon and Omond, n.26, p. 175,
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hypocritical. The blacks are suffering in any case,

from Pretoria, from the logic oannti_SanctionS. Almost

thirty years ago Chief Albert Luthuli said:

The economic boycott of South Africa will
entail undoubtedly suffering for Africans. .
We .do not doubt that. But if it is a '
method that shortens the day of bloodshed,
the suffering to us will be a price we are
willing to pay. (37)

The President of Zambia on this issued saids

Yes, we will be hurt by these sanctions, .

but we will suffer more if economic sanctions
asS a peaceful weapon for change are not
applied. The result of the explosion :
will be far more destructive than the injury
that economic sanctions: can cause to us.(38)

Sanctions per se do not have the potential

for immediate change and nor do their informed adherents

expect them to. But this strategy has more long-term.

potential. What it certainly;does is to demonstrate

world condemnation of apartheid and inflict a sense

of isolation in the target state. Sanctions may not

be the perfect weapon but no other weapons are available

to check South Africa's flagrant violation of international

law and human rights.

37

38

Neil Kinnock, "South Africas Measure That
Matter", Mainstream (New Delhi), vol.24,no.52,
30 August 1986, p. 18.

ibid, p. 18.
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Sou th Afriga iéldependént on foreign trade and
:sﬁpport and the white.minority government could not
survi&e for long if it was tétally isolated. Resistance
by other countriés and interests which have extensive
 financial links-with Séﬁth Africa have blocked these
hoveS. However, fear of isolation along with South
Africa has forced cquﬁtries to change their diplom=tic
posture tdwards Soﬁthﬁafriéé and adopt coercive diplom=zcy
in relationship to the‘racist regime. The Upited States:
has evolved its position over the years and today is
in favour'of continuation of existing-ééonomic sancticns
_égainst South Afri¢a as an ipstrument vaits diplomacy v

to dismantle apartheid in South Africa.



CHAPTER -~ 111

QONSTRUCTIVE ENGAGEMENT - A DIPLOMATIC STRATEGY
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One individual, Aséistant Secrétary of State
for African Affairs Chester Cfoker, has been almost
solely responsible for formuléting, adapting, -and
implementing the concept of ‘constructive engagement' .
For him South aAfrica's overwhelming economic and
military predominance in the southérn region of the
african continent wés a reality ahd could not be

overlooked. It was realpolitik reasoning rather than

VidééldgiCal coﬁsideration that shaped Crocker's
thinking on the question. Constfuctive engégenent was
a product of his assessment that;the Botha’fégime's
secure doﬁeétic and regional position, deriving from
the nation's relative economic aﬁd military self-
Asufficiency, limits the effectiveness-of economic

sanctions or arms embargoes]

Crocker's belief in the viébility of constructive
enagement as an alternative to the more confrontational
strategy followed by the Carter adninistration also
rested on the assumptién that Prime Minister P.W.Botha

meant it when he said in 1979 that South African whites

1 Helen Kitchen and Michael Clough, "The United
States and South Africas Realities and Red
Herrings", Significant Issues Series (Washington,
DOC.)' v0106, n°o6 (1984), P- 30
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must “adapt or die”, and that he could take éﬁepsrt§=f
improve U.S. - South African relations - notabl& by |
initiating internsal reforms, accepting Namibia's
independence, and developing accomodativé relations

with South Africa's neighbours. .Crocker believéd

that U.S. interests'would be best servedvby encouraging
and assisting Soauth Africa in moviﬂg‘ih a positi#e
airection ir the domestic and regional_areéé rathefl
than by ¢oer§ion. ACrocker preseﬁted'conStruétiVe
~engagement’p:imarily as a mAeans of'reinforcing movenent
away from~apértheid in SOUthIAfriCa; the Namibian iésues
and broader fegional rélations_were onlyvbriefiy mentioned.
in order to influence a non-racial order of society

it emphasized dialogue with South Africa and not
‘confrontation. Quiet diplomacy, according to Crocker,

Qill achieve more than will harangues in the U.S.Congressg

But before we go into the details of the diplomacy
of‘constrqctive engagenent: its failures and finally
its burial, it is necessary to deal with the evolution

of American policy towards South Africé from 1960

2 Peter Duignan, "The United States and South
Africa: The Case Against Disinvegtment™.:
Orbis (Philadelphia), vol.31, no.1, Spring -
1987, p-.8. ‘
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(the year.of the_Sharpéville massacre), the United
Stéﬁes.intérests in South Africa and the broader East-
West conflict. All of these have conditioned Reagan's
diplomacy towards south Africa in the form of ‘constructive
engagément'through the first temm of his presidentship

and part ‘'of his second term after 1984.

Evolution of United States Diplomacy
Towards South Africa

For the first time the United Statee came up
froﬁ its-diplomatiC hibernation'towards the atrocities
in South Africa and'deplored the Sharpeville massacre
’in 1960. At that stage the State-Departmént,'however)
" said U.S. policy was tha£ it did 'not normally comment
on the interha1>affairs'of govemments, with which it

en joyes normal relations'.

The Johnson administration, in 1964, did not

" tender for four-wheel vehicleé wanted by the South
African government after the State Department warned
that export licenses should be refused because the
véhicles could be converted into armcoured carS§
Pretoria then placed no orders with Ford until 1967,

when purchases were resumed.

3 Joseph Hanlon and Roger Omond, The Sanctions
Handbook (Har dmondsworths Penguin Books Ltd.}
1987), p. 156. ’
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In May 1966 President Johnson said that there
wasS increasing awareness in Africa that government

. must represent the true will of its citizens:

This makes all the more repugnant, the
narrow and outmoded policy which in some
parts of Africa permits the few to rule
at the expense of the many .... Just as
we are determined to remove the ramnants
of inequality from our own micdst, we are
also with you - heart and soul - as you
.try todo the same . (4)

Nixoﬁ Administration

U.S. diplomacy during the Nixon years was

summed up'by>the President in February 1970:

There is no questim of the United States
condonifg or acquiescing in ‘the racial

policies of the White rules regimes. The
United States, stands fimly for the prin-

ciples of racisl equality and self-deter-
mination.(5)

However, the 1960s had shown that there could
be no quick solutions and progressive change could

not be furthered by force. Later the Same year,

4 Arthur S chlesinger, Robert Kennedy and His
Times (Londons: Andre Deutsch, 1978), pp. 743-9

5 Hanlon and Omond, n;3, p. 157.
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& e o

President Nixon repéaied U.S. commitment  for fﬁndamental
human righfs in Southern Africa", but stressed that the
solution lay not iﬁ violence but in 5the constructive
interplay of political, ecoﬁomic and social forces which
will inevitébly.leéd to changes". The U.S.A did not
believe that cutting of ties with the rich, troubled
larid would@ advance the cause they pursue or heiﬁ the
majority:of_thé people of thét countryg' This was a
policy of 'constructivé engagementf, though the phrase
itself héd not yet been coined.' By 1972 the Nixon
‘admihig£rétion was showing_greater sympathy’towards

" Pretoria than its two predecessors. In April 1972

| small esecutive jets had been sold to South Africa and
Boeing 707s to the Portuguese who were embroiled, amid
muqh intermational hostiiity, in fighting colonial wars
in angola and Mdzambique. The ban on importing Rhodesian
chrome had been ended in defiance of the UN where

Washington had abstained or voted against resolutions

on South Africa.

The United States has tended to regard South

Africa as a 'client' ever Since the Nixon Doctrine

-6  ibid, p. 158.
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advanced the idea that the United States shbuld
‘appoint regional 'deputy sheriffs® rather than employ
difect force itself outside recognised Anme rican

spheres of influenée?

Henry Kissinger was the:pfinc;pal architect
of American diplomacy in South Africa during the

Nixon year. Kissinger summarizes:

-The Whites are here to stay (in Spguth
Africa) and-the only way that constructive
-change can come about is through them.
"There is no hope for the blacks to gain

. the political rights they seek through
violence, which will only lead to chaos

- and increased opportunlties for the
communists.(8) .

~Carter Administration

. In 1976, Jimmy Carter became the President of
Unitéd States. Carter fdllowed what Pretoria considered
the most hostile policy towards South Africa ever made
by a U.S. President. The then South African Prime
Minister, B.J. Vorster, said in August 1977 that the

administration was embarking on a courSe that would

7 G.R. Berridge, ‘'The Role of Super Powers'
in John D. Brewer, ed.,Can South Africg Survive ?
(Loridon s MacMillan Press, 1989), p. 19.

8 Steven Smith, US Neo-colonialisn in Africa
(Moscow: Progress Publishers, 1974), p. 60.
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iead to chaos and anarchy in South Africa. The

only difference between Americén'pfessuré ahd Communist
revolution was one of method - ‘strangulation with
finesse‘ instead of ‘*‘death by brgte forCe'? The Carter
administration_SOught to differentiate itself from its .
predecessors by placing greater emphasis on human
rightg of Sodth Africa and downplaying‘the strategic'

dimension]q

The concrete manifestation of:the Carter approach
included - (1),thé Anglo-Américan effort to achievé a:
settlement in thdesia; (2) thg initiation of the Westérn
"contact grbup“ initiative to acﬁieve a settlement in:
Namibia; (3) Vice-President Walter.Mondale'S meeting
in 1977 with PrimevMinister B.J. Vorster in Viennas,
where the term "one-man-one vote“ surfaced; (4) a tightening
up of restrictions on exports to the South African.
military following the death of Black Coﬁsciousness
leaders Steve Biko while in detention and (5) espanding

U.S. contacts inside South Africa with black activists.

The issue of human rights became a salient

9 International Herald Tribune (Paris), 14 August
1977 . . :

10 Jim Cason and Mike Fleshman, ®“The United States
and South Africa", Monthly Review (New York),
V01037, '1’)0.11, April 1986,po 7 e ’



55

feature of Carter‘é diplohacy. The Carter administration
sponsoréd the formulation of the ‘Sullivan PrinéipleS'g
This code of conduct was designed to guide the activities;
of Americ=n business operating in Sou£h Affica. It dealt
with fair employment practicc—s]1 Howe&er, the superfic-
iality of Carter's 'human rights'.approach soon became
apparent: there was returm to business as usual with
Pretofia. Three major factors demonstrated this. Firstly;
United Nations Securiéy Council Resolutions thaf'were
intended to occasional changes in the apaffheid syétem
were constanﬁly vetoed~byzthe United States. Secondly,
the United Stat-=s conﬁinued its traditional economic, f
’military and technologiéal ties with Scuth Africa. and
finally, the human rights policy was plagued with

duplicity in its application.

U.S. Interests in South Africas

The foundation of U.S. involvement in Sguth.Africa
was by two“American éorporations - "The New Mont Minihg
Company" and "The American Metal Climax". They in turn
'open;d a floodgate to American corporate interests. By

1980, U«.S. had 300 companies and by 1985, 350 operating

1 George Klay Kieh, "Bdoyond the Facade of
Constructive Engagement: A Critical Examination
of the United States Foreign Policy Towards South
Africa",Africa Quarterly (New Delhi), vol.26, no.1
(1987),p- 3.
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in the country with 15 billion dollars worth of investment
about 3 quarters of the U.S. ih#estments in the contineﬁt
were in South Africa and an estimated resturm on investment
of 15 per cent compared with 10 per cent at home. These
companies control 43 per Centvof the South Afric-:n
petroleum market; 23 per ceﬁt of its motor venicles

and 75 per cent of its computer busi-ness!2 The interest

of United States in South Africa is primarily economic

such as investments and trading interests.

Thé existenceléf a variety of ﬁinerals in South
Africa_hés always attracted western interests as they
are impo#tant for development of their economy. United
States having_anvadvantage of money and technological
power is in the best position to exploit the under-
developed economic structure of South Africa. U.3.
investmeﬁt in South Africa totalled an estimated 15 billion
dollars: 4.7 billion dollars in bank loans, over 2 billion
dollars in direct investment, and an estimated 8 billion

to 10 billdon dollars in Securities - primarily gold

stocks]3
12 ibid, p. 1.

13 The Observer (London), 10 August 1985.
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In terms of the North Atlantic Treaty OrganiSJtiamplé_
_ nning £4 fty Seven pér cent of Western Burope's cil needs
and twenty perfcent of American oil needs pass by the
Cape]4 As a major supplier ofigold, South Africas plays

a key role in money supply and the financial stzhility

of the capitalist world.

American Diplomacy in-the Milieu of Zast-West
Conflict during Reagan Administratilon:

Instead of giving unreserved support to the freadom
of_Namibia, to~th§ dismantling of apartheid and to resist
the destablization of Stateé-ﬁy South Africa the United
States had viewed the issues as an extensSion of super
power rivalfy fof'influence in the African continent.

The United States had been soft towards South Africa
becausé of their«over;riding defence concern in the wider
strategic confrontation with the Soviet Union. They

thought that a friendly goverhment on the coastline at

the entrance in both the Indian Ocean and the South Atlantic
is vital'té‘their interests'at a time when Soviet naval
power was groWing.._The United States and its allies

believed that they have vital strategic and eccnomic

14 Richa d E. Bissell, "How Strategic Is Scuth
Africa?", in Richard E. Bissell and Chester A.
Crocker, ed., South Africa into the 1980s
(Colorados Westview Press, 1979), p. 215.
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interests in_the'fioﬁ of merchant shipping (especially
oil-tankerS) along the 'Capé Route!, Foilowing the
gfowth of Soviet naval strengﬁh in the Indian Ccean and
the rise of_Soviet bloc influence in southern Afri-za in
the first half of the 1970s anxiety waS expressed by
the:US Joiﬁt Chiefs of Staff and Defence Planning Committee
of NATO!S Unitgd Statés has an important but more exposed
interest ih rela£ion to South Africs. and thitis ﬁhe
diplomaﬁic and domestic pdlitical interest in_avoidisg
a posture towards issues in the fegion_which in view of
the opinions of the Africans and American blacks on the
queétion of apartheid, are likely to lead to a deterioration
in Ameritan relationsS with countries of the Crganisation
of African Unity (OAU) and may probably cause acute
unrest in the United States itself.16

The United States alsc has a strategic interest
in-gainirg access to intelligence on the region and its
surrounding oceans and this is supplied by South Africa's

Silvermine ground station!7 Washington has a strategic

15 Christopher Coker, NATO, The Warssw Pact and
Africa (London: Macmillan Press, 1980), pp.82-87
16 WeJe Fotz, 'United States Policy toward Scuth

Africa: Is One Possible?', in G.C. Bender,
JeS. Coleaman and R.S. Skiar, ed. , Africen Crisis

and U.S. Foreign Policy (Berkeley: University of
California Press, 1985), pp. 38-42.

17 ibid, p. 35.
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interest as well in discouraging the development of
South Africa as. a nuclear weapons state because of its

general interest in the avoidance of nuclear proliferation.

The most important American interest.of all in
_SOUthé:n Africa in_thé view of the Reagan administfétion,‘
is the diplomatic; cold war interest in expelling Soviet
influence from the region. 'CﬁalkingAup'a major cold war
victory against Mascow, by seéuring the removal of the
Cuban troops from aAngola was the major impulse behind
American policy .Eand this is;pne of the
factors that led to the linking by the"u’nﬁ“éd‘ States of
Nemibian independence to the withdrawal of the Cubans

frop Angola.

Souﬁh Africa mattered strategically to the United
Stafes:_iﬁ-was one of the most vitai,regions of the
world. Around the Cape of Goéd Hope passes the o0il of
the Persian Gulf - which is indispensable to the industrial
economies of Western Europe. Southern Africa and South
Africa are a repository of many of the vital minerals -
vanadium, manganese, chromium, platinum -~ for which the
West has no other secure source of Supply. The Soviet
Union knew the stakés: it had installed, using Cuban
troops, ‘'a client regime' in Angola and was providing

it - with weapons to attack UNITA, which President Reagan
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described as "a black liberation movement whiCﬁ seeksi

for Angélahs the same right to be represented in thei:
govemment that'black South Africans seck for thenselves,m
The United States strategic intérests in South Africa‘
includes curbing of .Soviet and Cuban influence in the
region and restaininé South africa from ﬁfoducing nuclear
weapons. The U.S. Administration auring the Reagan

prricd felt that cohﬁunism and apartheid are two forms

of oppressim and it was not orally soft on.one at the
éXpense of the other. It did not thereforé,'condemn

_ . . 8.
apartheicd because of its ctrong antl-communlst stand1

‘The U.3. put SOuth Africa in a globél conte#t
and assessed its pélicy with reference to wider East-
West concernsS. Reagan saw the world in terms of competing
powar blocs, with little room for the uncommitted. Within
such a view South Africa has an increéSed geopolitical,
economié and miliﬁary importance not only in its own

right but as something to be denied to the Soviet Union.

Diplomacy of Constructive Engagements

The Carter administration sought to promote changes
in South Africa through strong public condemnation and

the threat of economic sanctions. The Reagan administration

18 Davidson Nicol, "United States Foreign Policy
in Southern Africa: Third World Perspectives"®,
The Journal of Modern African Studies (New York)
vol.21, no.4, December 1983, p. 589.
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called this approach‘unrealistic and.coﬁpterproducﬁiQe

and instead adopted a policy of "constfuétivé engagement®
toward Sbuth Africa. ‘quét persuasion, . it was convinceg,
:could better protect U.S. intefests in South Africa while
more effectively encouraging_the government to change its
raciql"ﬁblicies. one of its first principles was.that.
the previous U.S. policy of pUtting-overf, public pressﬁfe
for change bn_the South African ;egimethad Seeméd to
‘pfomiée.muCh more to black SOch Africans thaﬁ‘it could
.deliver. "Americans need to do their homework"; wrote .

_Mr. Crockers:

A tone of empathy is required not

only for the suffering and injustice
caused to blacks in a racist system, .
‘but also for the awesome political .
dilemma in which Afrikanners and other
whites find themselves.....American
powéer should be kept dry for genuine
opportunities to exert influence. . As
in other foreign policy agendas for the
1980s, the motto should be: underpromicse:
and overdeliver -~ for a change. (19)

While American policy under the previous administrations:
had been tinted with ambivalence and double standards,

the Reagan administratidh has unequivocally articulated

United States unflinching support for Pretoria both in

19 Chester A. Crocker, ®South Africas Strategy

for Change", Foreign Affairs (New York), vol.59,
no.2, Winter 1980/81, pp. 323-51.
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substance and in form through the pollcy of “constructive

engagenent.

In President Reagan's own words,

Can we (the United States) abandon a

country that has stood by us in every

war we have fouglt - a country that is

strategically essential to the free

world in its production of minerals we

all must have? I feel that... if we

are going to sit down at a table and

negotiate with Russians, surely we can

keep with a friendly natlon like South

Africa. (20)

The closest embrace between the U.S. government
and apartheid céme»ﬁnder the Reagan &dministration's
policy of constructive engagemen,tg1 In the South
African context the cardinal features of constructive
engagement are:s (1) a friendly and a non-confrontational
approach via quiet discussion and negotiation with Pretoria;
it is only through this method apartheid can be reformed;
(2) continual political, economic, military and technological
collaboration with and support for Pretoria. The rationale

is that through'this‘means the United States can continue

20 Elizabeth Schmidt, "Marching to Pretoria:
Reagan's Southern African Policy on the Move",
Trans Africa Forum (New Jersey), vol.2, no.2,
(1985)0 P Se

21 - Janice LoVe, The U.S. Anti.Apartheid Moveaments

Local Activism in Glgbal Politics (New Yorks
Praeger Publishers, 1985), p. 13. '
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to exercise'leverage,:and théreby occésionalvchénge}(3)

the corollary is that economic sanctions and 6ther punitive
measures will have an édverse impact on the oppressed
black population, and undermine the viability of the

reform crusade and (4) South Africa is strategically
important to the United States: it has several minerals
that are crucial to the American-induStrial complex, hence
the United States has to Support Pretdﬁia otherwisé the

‘communists will take over??

Constructive engagement believed in reforhiﬁg”the
 South Aftican system by working entirely within it. "active
cohstructive engagement“-reliéd on white-led change
gnd ignored the needs, the pClitics.aﬁd the‘paésions of
the black majority in South Africa2> COnsﬁructive engagement
was designed to end South Africa's isolation from the

world community and to bring this important U.3. ally

back on the international stage.

The most fundamental thing that constructive engagement

promised was that if the United States could, as Crocker

22 Kieh, n.11, pe 5.

23 Standord J. Ungar and Peter Vale, 'South Africat
why Constructive Engagement Failed', Foreign
Affairs (New York), vol.64, no.2 (1985/86),p.235.
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put it, "steer between the twin dangers of abetting
violence in the Republic and aligning ourselves with

the cause of White rule", then it could COntribute to
the achievament of change in 3ocuth Africa%4' In the

early days of chstructive engaéenent, the Reagéﬁ
édministrétion'seened obsessed with a desire to exhibit
American balanced position. .Id 1981, Mr. €@rocker
stressed that in-south-AffiCa,'the United Stétes_SOUght
v"tovbuild a more constructive felationship.....based on
.shared interests, persuasion aﬁd imprOVed_commuﬁication".
Whiie reiterating that the Reagan administfétion disapproved
of "apartheid policies that are abhorrenf to bur an

multiracial democracy", Crocker saids

We must avoid action that aggravates the
.awesome challenges facing Socuth Africans

of all races. The Reagan Administration

has no intention of destsblizing Sauth

Africa in order to curry: favour elsewhere.(25)

Bishop Desmond Tutu had wamed then tha t "a
United States decision to align itself with the South
African govermment would be an unmitigated Jdisaster

for both Saath Africa and the United States“?6

24  ibid, p. 238.

25 "Regional Security for Southern Africa",
Document 50, The United States and South Africa:
US Public Statements and Related Documents,
1977~-85 (Department of State, Washington D.C.s
Govermment Printing Office, 1985), p. 58.

Ynesbuvg
€sbvvg ] 26 Sunday Times (Joharnesburg) , 12 March, 1981.

N
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This policy of United States encouraged South Africa
to destabilize by economi¢ means its neighb§urs and demén-
st;ate'its.political hegemony over weaker states. Thg
United States disténced itself on the issue of destabli-
zation and condemnéd South Africa's cross-border incursions.
Absence of 8trong action by United States étrengthened
‘Pretoria's audacity. Inspite of thié Crocker stategd,
“you cannot get Government ¢hanges in thejright’direction
iness you have a White majority for chénge and a powér
basé{"27 ” |
The basic conclusion was that the whites were-ﬁéfe‘to
stay and the only way that-constructi§e_¢hange could come
about is thmugh them. However, the Reagén adminidtration
failed to understand that the issue in South Africa is not
“poﬁer Sharihg" but a power shifts a shift from white
minority rule to black majority-rﬁle basgd.on one person
one vote in a unitary, nonracial state%B:
George.éhultz,~the Ue.S. Secretary of State during the
Reagan administration, said that the next months would

reveal whether the South African government can muster the

27 The Guardian (Lohdon), 20 July 1984.

28 Hen ry Winston, “South Africa and the Reagan
Factor", Political Affairs (New York), vol.65,
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vision and bold lead'ership‘ that will be reqﬁ_it:ed to
move from éonfrontation to negot-i.ation. and a new consti-
_tutional order deriving its strength from {:he consent
~of the governedgg This revealed the racist eSsencé of
"corﬁ'st"ruci:ive engagement®, Accor'c'ii_ng to Shultz, it is
not the ANé and its leaders - such as Nelson Mandela

and Oliver Tambo -~ who can provide vision and leadership,

but the apartheid rulers.

One of the most protracted ihterests of the _Reagah
admini'st_ration to go in for constmcﬁive engag‘eﬁe'rﬁt was
that a continuation of apartheid would polarize black
and white opinicn and t‘his would lead.to eéonomié disorder
and violence which was catatostrophic to the American
econamy in South Africa. Crocker argued that it wés “not
our task to choose between black and white, but to be
'even-handed', so as to be in a better position to
pursue diplomatic solutions and to protect Western

strategic .and economic intereSts in the region'.'30

With a UN sponsored arms embargo on South Africa in

29 ibid' P 9.

30 James Barber, Jesmond Blumfeld and Christopher
Re Hill, The West and South Africa (London:
Routledge and Kegan Paul Ltd., 1982), p. 3.




67

1977, SPuth Africa developed an arms 1ﬁdustry;> Fearing
nuclear proliferafion the U.S. did not want to make South
Africa-mére powerful since Sanétions Seemed to make it
more indeper’dent and tﬁriye for Sélf-SUfficiency. Thé

| U.S. conStrﬁqtivé engagement policy sougﬁt to establish

a relationship with South Africa that will pemit effective
communication between United Stétes and South Africa
énd>theteby_enhance Uniﬁed States'ability to-influence

its policies.

 1Tﬁe United States have all along expressed its
abhérrence of apartheid, but does not believe»that mandatory
sanctions will provoke the necessary changes. It felt
instead that investments woul d promote economic growth,
which in turmm, would not only alleviate the conditions
of blacks,‘but}alSO force the South African government to
abandon its policy of apartheid. For Reagan, Sanctions
were a "historic act of folly". Sanctions would be
couhterproductive: they are more likely to strengthen
resistance to change than to strengthen the forces of

reform:j1

If the South Africans cooperated on the Namibian issue,

31 Kenneth W. Dam, "South Africa: The Case Against
Sanctions) Department of State Bulletin
(Washington, D.C.), vol.85, no. 2099, June 1985,
p036. .
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the United States could "work to end South Africa‘'s
ploecat status in the world and seek to restore its

place as a legitimate and importént regional actor

Qith whom U.S. can cooperate pragmatically."32 The

U.S. State Department leadership was enthusiastically
willing to make symbolic gestures to Pretoria. Crocker

saigs

We Americans are builders and not destro-
yers .... We should develop, rather than

. withdraw, our influence and be prepared

‘to use it, while taking into account the
strength and self-sufficiency of a state
hal fway round the world that cannot be
coerced by outsiders on whom it is only
marglnally dependent. (33)

The Namibian Imbroglio in the
‘Qover of Constructive Engagement

By mid 1981, the tying of a South African withdrawal
from Namibia!to a withdrawal of Cuban troops from Angola
had become Reagan administration's stfaiegy which served

two purposes. Firstly, it would dissociate communist
influence in the regional by withdrawal of Cuba from

Angola and secondly, linkage»Of Cuban and Scuth African

32 Crocker, n. 19, p. 334.

33 Chester A. Crocker, "The U.S. and South Africas
A Framework for Progress", Department of State
Bulletin (Washington, D.C.), vol.85, no.2103,
October 1985, pp. 5-7.
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- withdrawals was the most promising way of moving South
Africa to agree to implementation of UNvResolutjon 435,
A succeSsful Namibian settlement would give the Botha
govemment confidence to move faster with-its internal
reform programme, which in turn would confim £he mérits
6f constructive engagement. The Reagan administration
seaned to believe that Qith its domestic situation under
control and improvihg South Africa, with Ameriéan backing,.
could play the role of a regional power promoting peace.

Once Namibia had achieved independence under ULN.
superviéion, other regional tensims would be reduced

" and South african Whites would peacefully coexist with

neighbouring black ruled states.

However, the period of constructive engaéenent
did not bring about Namibian independence nor the
withdrawal of Cuban troops from Angola. Dr.'érocker,
who had devised linkage, became known in the capitals
of thevFroﬁtline States as 'the master of contrived
GUplicity‘§4 Prime Minister Robert Mugabe of Zimbabwe

derided linkage as ‘'blackmail’ and suggested that

34 These are the words of Theon-Ben Guirab, SWAPO's
United Nations representative in the early 1980s
and later Secrectary for Foreign Affairs.
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constructive engagement would be better calléd_'constructive
instigation', as it so clearly enCOuragéd the South Africans

to threaten the neighbourS?5

However, despite the death of constructive engagement
the ‘linkage' issue was very much alive and went on to
be a major issue in the independenée of Namibia and the

withdrawal of Cuban troops from Angola.

In October 1981 Chester Crocker in a major policy
speech emphasized the importance of directing constructive
engagement at the entire southern region of the continent,

not just South Africas

Until there develops a structure of
understanding - someé reciprocally
understood basis for coexistence -
between South Africa and its neighbours,
this situation will remain a major Source
of instability and could result in
growing conflict across borders.(36)

Dr. Crocker further said in a Congressional hearing in

1981:

Southern Africa is a region of unquestioned
importance to United States and western
economic progress and warrants a substantial

35 Victoria Brittain, Hidden Lives, Hidden DeathS:
South Africa's Crippling of a Continent
(London: Mackays, 1988), p. 67.

36  ibid, p. 64.
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effort on our part to reinforce
these prospects and to forestall
heightened conflict and polarizstion.
Second, this region has the tragic
potential to become a magnet for
internationalized corflict and a
cockpit of East-West tension. It

. contains the explosive combination of
. forces - Soviet-Cuban military
-involv ement. (37)

The compromise and accomodation which had originally
referred fo éoutﬁ AfriCa's internal politics :thus beqame
a fegional policy of constructive engagement. No matter
hoﬁ successful its regional dimension, constructive
engagement Qilliultimatély be judged by its critics in the
'United‘States oﬁ criteria relating to apartheid.

Americen Manipulation of Constructive
Engagement and its Demise:

_CoﬁstructiVe engagement called for actions that
Vwo@ld help:blacks to acquire the economic and organizational
béSe from which effectively to demand a larger share of
political power. During its first three years in office,
the Reagaﬁ administration, with the support of Congress,
took a number of steps in this direction, including
setting up programmes that expand on private initiatives
to educhate black South Af:icans in the United States,

providing funding to train black union leaders, and

37 . ibid, P 64.
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Supporting various efforts to further black entrepreneurial

development.

A number of conceSSivons- had been made to Pretoria
since 1981 to'énhance the éffectiveness of "quiet. diplomacy",
These included looséning up "gray area" restrictions on
export of nonlethal equipment to Sduﬁh Africa that could
be used by police or military and Qoting in_fa&o@r of a
loan to Séuth Afriéa in the Internétional Monetary Fund

(F) 38

Anerican policy was to educate, prod, cajole,
eﬁcourage, bolster and not to coerce, compel or force
changes. However, father than humanizing the apértheid
regime, as the Reagan administration claimed thle
aggressiveiy launching policy of "constructive engagement"”,
developments within Sohth Affica and Preboria‘s policies
in the region revealed that in reality it is thé:Western
Powers who had to work in subordination to South Africa's

aims of "reforming® not eliminating apartheid at home

‘and establishing its hegemony in southern AfriCa?g'

38 Jonathan Kwitny, “How IMF Overcame Political
Issues to Vote a Loan to South Africa®,
Wall Street Joumal (New York), 1983, p. 72.

39 Sshanti Sadiqg Ali, "United Nations Role in Sputh
Africa: Constraints and Poppible Options*,
India Quarterly (New Delhi), vol.42, no.3,(1986),
PP - 246—47 ° .
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At the international level, the policy of constructive
engagement proviaéd support fér the propagation of the
apartheid system. In tﬁe United Nations , the United
States consistently supported the aparfheid regime.
Since the inauguration of the Reagan administration, the
United States voted against'&irtually every méaéure in

the United NationsS General Assembly that had been designed

to oCcaSsion:Changes in thé apartheid syStem. ~Simultane-
ously, ;be Uniﬁed States‘alSO us ed its:veto'power in the
United ﬁations Security Council in 1981, 1983 and 1987
"to undermine efforts aimedﬁat bringiﬁg;changesvin South
Africa. Reagan administ;afion frequéhtly stood>alone on
SOUtﬁ Africa's side in thé U.N. Security Council;vetoing
resolutions critical of South Africa on occasions when
Britain and France abstained, énd; in some cases,
regisﬁering the only absténtion when Western allies voted

to condemn South African éctionS.

In tpe'economic field, the Reagan adninistratién
provided the “giﬁcose“ that kept.the apartheid state
alive. Specifiéaily, in the trade area, total trade
increased by 1 billibn dollars in 1981 - from 3.2. billion
dollars in 1980, to 4.1 billion dollars. By 1984, the
United States regained its status as South Afriéa‘s

largest trading partner: total trade burgeoned to a
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record of 6.6 billion dollars?iO

Similarly, the total amount of American private
investment in fhe apartheid system rose from $§ 2.01
Table. 1 ¢ THE DIRECTION OF SOUTH AFRICA'S TRADE

- WITH THE UNITED STATES {IN BILLION DOLLARS
(US) J:1981-1985

‘Year Imports _ Exﬁorts Total Trade
1981 2.7 o 1 -
1982 2.7 . | 1.3 4.0
1983 3.0 2.0 5.0
1984 ' 4.1 | : 2.5 6.6
1985 3.7 : 3.5 7.2

Sources South African Institute of Race
Relations, Race Relations Survey,
1981-85 (Johannesburgs Natal Witness
Ltd.) . ‘

billion in 1980, to $2.6 billion in 1981. By 1985, about
ten of the American companies in south africa controlled
more than 70 per cent of the total value of direct

investment?1

Thus, it is clear that instead of dismantlihg

- apartheid the United States diplomacy was aimed at

40 Kieh, n. 11, p. 10+

41 The Times (London), 26 February 1986.
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constructively éngagiﬁg itself in order to éconcmically
.benefit’f;om the rich_minerals'ahd the huge market
' in South Africa and to perpetuate South Africa's evil
system of apartheid and create, rather than diffuse,
tensions in the'region. Consequently, the United States
has~5upported thersurviVal of_pro-Western capitalist
governménts in the regim, both in order to maintain its
economic interests, and.to reduce“or eliminatelthe
pérceived threat of the Soviet Union, which>might gain

a foothold‘in the region.

bne important consequence of American éolicy of
quiet diplomacy was that-a‘whole Stratum of black Scuth
African leaders who had previously ag:eed io negotiate
over the country's future-were Swayed into the cult of
violence. Dr. Crocker never appeared to notice that,
just as Suliivan-principles of work-place desegregation‘
were rejeqted as mére,window dreS; ing by South Africa's
workers, so also constrﬁctive engagement was rejected
by South Africa's black majority as it was by black Africa.
Apart from that Whaﬁever iittle economic gains the black
majority had derived from Leon Sullivan and U.S. businessmen
proved no more tractsble with Dr. Crocker's politieal

carrotse

In 1981 the Reagan administration permitted medical
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exports for the South African police and thé'aimed

forces as well as airport X-ray scanning equipment;

There were further concessjbns in 1982; the scope of
expért to south Africa increased uhiCb inciuded electronic
instruments, computers apd crime prevention instruments;
Certain equipments were later used by the South african
government not only for oppression of,blagks, buf also’
forAaggressicn against neighbourihg éountries such as
angola, Lesotho and Mozambique on.the grounds that.ﬁhey

harboured activists of the ANC.

The Reagan adminiStratiQn openly associated U.S.
policy with white power in the region, accompanie d by
a disregard for the political reaction that association

would provoke at home and abroad.

In 1985 the Botha govemment in South Africa proceeded
to impoSe a neéw constituticn under which the coloﬁred
ﬁeople and people of Asian origin were given token rights
while the African majority was totally exciuded. Under
the policy of constructiVe ehgageﬁént the Reagan adminis-
tration welcomed the diabolic constitution as a step .

in the right direction?2

42 J.N. Garba, "Western Countries SuStain Apartheid
System in South Africa", New Perspectives
(Helsinki), vol.15, no.2 (1985), p. 28.
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However, by 1984 the public opinion in United
States was in favour of sanctions and there was
ihpatience with the administfation‘s policy of con-
structive engag'ement or quiet. persuasion. The anti-
apartheid cause gainéd-international’momentum in late -
1984 Wi th the Nobel'PéacélPrize to Bishop Desmond Tutu
of South Afric¢a. In 1985 PreSiderH; Botha declared a
sﬁate of emergency. Thé. Reagan admiZni strztion responded
by speaking out mgfe fofcefully agéinst apartheiﬁ, butA_
'.it-rémained COnvihced that its policy of quiet diplomacy

will most'effectively further U.S. interests.g

- The diplomacy ofliéonstructive éngaganent of the -
Reagan administration failed to fulfill itS raison
_c_l:_gt__r_g:. the diSm-antling of the apartheid system through
quiet negptiations. Instead, the pélicy served as a
bulwark for the propagatioh of theAéystan and for making
the apartheid staﬁe more int:ansigeht. The feilure of
the policyimanifestedAboth at the domestic and at the
international ievel. At the domestic level the rate
of human rights violations and diScriminations escalated
~and at the international level, the United States
economic relations with South Africa experienced a
phenomenal growth: trade, investment and the granting
of loans to the.Pretoria regime by American banks

increased.
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The only concrete achievementé Of:ConStructive
engagement Qere a brief period of leniency by the
Pretoria government towards black trade unions and
the granting of passports tb black spokesmen invited
to U.S., such aé-Tuﬁu and Motlané. VEver Since the
failure of constructive engagement .there has bheen a
call in the U.S. for economic sancticns against Scuth
Africa. The pressure-is froﬁ both the domestic and
international SphereS. Senator Edward Kennedy, 'whose
visit to SOUtthfriCa in 1?84 sparked off a massive
controversy, made many Staﬁenents in- favour of the issue

of economic sanctions. In 1985 he saids

Mr. Botha's system of reforms in South

- Africa had dashed all real hope that the
South African govermment is ready to
change its racist ways. Let us send
a clear and unmistakable message that
the time for constructive engagement
with racism is over and that the time
for fim American action against
apartheid has come.(43)

The U.S. congress in 1985 felt that time was
runniﬁg out. "Sticks" as well as "carrcts" were
needed to deal with the apartheid regime on the major
issues of racism. President Reagan was forced in 1985
to order light punishment on Pretoria which the

administration called a period of 'active constructive

43 MWashington Post,
16 August  1985.
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engageﬁént'_with South'hfrica?4 Again in 1986 Reagan's
veto waé o?erridden by the Congress and economic Sanétions
~ were imposSed against South Africa in a stringer manner.
This particular pOStufe of CongresSs was termed as the
biggest féreign policy defeat of the Réagan Presidency.

By.1986 constrUCtive,engagenenﬁ was gone in name
as'wéll'as, ;ﬁ fact, withoﬁt any success - neitber regionai
nor domeétic. Aparthéid was still securely stuck in the
white fegimeb rule book_in Soﬁth Africa. éonstructive
engagement caused the_United.States to lose five
valﬁable'years when it might have influenced Scuth Africa
.tobegin_negoﬁiatihg_a séttlément of ﬁhé unicue and

extraordinary racial problems.

Inspite of the burial of the policy of constfuctive
engagement'Reagan made desperate attempts to dig it out
from its grave. In mid-August 1986 the PreSideni.sought
to draw a distinctioﬁ between the Sanctions he had used
against Poland and Nicaragua and thoSe which others want
‘againSt South Africa. The sanctions were justified against
Nicaragua because it was Seeking to export revolution

while South Africa was not. Further, black South Africans

44 Ben L. Martin, "American Policy Towards Southemn
' Africa in the 1980s", The Joumal of Modern African
Studies (New York ), vol.27, no.1 (1989), p. 30.
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were not being as severel%}?ppressed as Nicaraguans were
by the Sandinista regime. In the Polish case, sanctions
were directed against the government and not the people

or Bolidarity?®

But whatever may be the attempt to dig oﬁt constructive
engagement, the ﬁhited States public opinion, media and
public diplomacy by tﬁg South African leaders héve
compelled Amefica to impcs e Sdme sort of sanctions ajainst
the racist regime as a means to destroy apartheid. “The
United States diplomacy was leff‘ﬁith no option but to
pursue a policy that involved pértial Sanctions which

might be termed as partial disengagenent or selective

46
engagement

After the failure of constructive engagement Crocker

came out with another article in Foreign Affairs defining

constructive engagement as a conditional concepts in
exchange for Pretoria's cooperation on achieving Namibia's
independence, United States would hold Pretoria as a

major ally?7 ‘But since this diplomacy failed, constructive

45 The Guardian (London), 13 August 1986.

46 Henry Bienen, "The United States and South
Africas A New Policy-Selective Engagement",
Orbis (Philadelphia), vol.31, no.1, Spring
1987, p. 28.

47 chester A. Crocker, "Southern Africa: Eight
" Years Later", Foreign Affairs (New York),
v01068, n0.1 (1989), Pe 1590




81
engagement was no longer used as a policy in South -

Africa.

Chester Crocker's painstaking diplbmacy failead
to bring significant changes in Soﬁth African policies.
Constructive engagement is largely qiscreaited and
the only option before the United States was economic
sanctions'to‘bring to book fhe érring-state of SOuﬁh-
. Africa. It is qléarly evident that constructive éngage_
ment was used_by ;he United StateS'as a substitute-td
a confrontational.strategy?qfﬁapplyingAsanctions
against South Africa. Econémic>SanctionS would have
hampered its own economic interest as well as the

interest of one of its major allies, South Africa itself.




CHAPTER - 1V

DIPLOMACY OF U.S5. SANCTIONS AGAINST SCUTH AFRICA -
OOMPULGIONS AND CONSIRAINTS.




82

In September and October 1986, the United States
Hou se Qf Représentatives and Senatevvoﬁed to override
President Reagan's ﬁeto-of the Comprehensive Anti-
Apartheid Act of 1986 and thereby imposed economic
sanctions against South Africa. Thougﬁ the economic
»imﬁact of the sanctions may be minimél, the Act was a
stroqg poliﬁical Statement against the fascist policies

~ of the South African Government.

Prior to the act, the policy of the United States
towards South Africa was génerally one.of "constructive
engagement", a policy of passive encouragement of'chaége
of the SOuﬁh African system of apartheid] In September
1985, this policy of constructive engagement waS undermined
when the PréSident after pressure from Congress, issued
an Executive Order imposing limited economic sanctions
against the South African govemment. The Executive ;
Order banned computer exports to the South African
government, and barred U.S. importatioﬁ of South African
arms,.ammunition, military vehicles and nucléar goods and
technolaéy except what is required under Iﬁternational

Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA)% The restrictions also

1 For details refer to Chapter III of the present
dissertation.

2 The Economist (London), 14 September 1985.
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inéluded thé stipulated édﬁerence to the Sullivaﬁ
Principles for U.S. companies doing busihess in South
Africa and promised consultatibpn with parties to the
General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT) with a

view to banning the import of krugerrands to the

(R

U.

[ €]

The Comprehensiwve Aﬁti-Apartheid Act:

While the Executive Order initially placated critics
of the President's South-Africa policy, members of Congress
began to press for moré $trigent sahctions in early 1986,
after the South Africéﬁ government declared a state of
emergency and further restricted the civil liberties of

black South AfriCans;

The U.S. representative who met President Botha on
his European visit following the declaration of the.state>

of emergency was reported as having told him "that the

‘emotional climate' in the U.S. would not permit the

presidential veto unless there was 'accelerated movement®

vtowafds the dismantling of apartheié%

3 Margaret Doxey, International SanctionS in
Contemporary Perspective (Londons Macmillan
Press, 1987) p.50.

4 Financial Times (London) 12 August 1985.
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Although President Reagan in his major foreign
poligy stéﬁement toward South Africa ih early August
1986'asserted that sanctions destroved America's flexi-
bility, discarded diplomatic ieverage and deepened the
crisis and tried to convince the American people that
"victnns:of an economic boyéott of Sauth Africa would
be the very people we seek to help,"S demands for
: compfeh?nsive-SanctionS were raised from'differentvquartefs
in thé Usa. william Zartman argued persuasively that
the only pre-condition fQ:_initiating productive negotiations
wasra‘métually hurfing stalemate‘6 Qhen both (the blazcks
and the whites) get the pangs of the outcome of Sanctions
they w1ll need each other and Comprom¢se and tend to
push themselves to the negotiating table. There was a
realization in Washington that a political compromise
had to be made in South Africa before a violent revolution
toppied;the‘white minority regime. Even the U.S. Secretary
of State George Shultz recognised:s “the only altemnative
‘to a radical, violent outecome is a politicel acéomodation

now, before it is too late.“7

5 Time (Chicago), 4 August 1986.

6 William Zartman, ‘Ripening Conflict, Ripe Moment,
Formula and Mediation', in Diane B. Bendshmane and
John W. McDonald, ed., Perspectives on Negotiation:
Four Case Studies and Interpretations (Washington:
Foreign Service Institute, Department of State,
1986), p. 218.

7  The Observer (London), 15 August 1986.
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One June 18, 1986, the HousSe of Representatives
passed a sanctions bill which would have virtually ended
all trade with South Africa and forced U.S. businesses to
leave that country within six honthsg In response to the
House action, President Reagan urged Congress to resist
from imposing punitive sanctions. CohéreSs did not follow
the President's urging, and while the Senate rejected the

9

sanctions bill paésed by the House”, the Senate began

workiné on its own sanctions bill in'July 1986.

On August 15: 1986 the Senate passed a bill imposing
economic sanctions against'36ﬁth'Africa; President Reagan
vetoed the bill afguing ﬁhat the main victims of‘the bill's
economic sanctioné would be South African blacks. The
President notified congressional leaders thet if Congress
sustained his veto, he would impose limited sanctions.

He stated that.he;would sign an Executive Order which
would.ban new in§éstment in Sguth Africe, bzr the import
of Sauth Af;ican iron and steel, and ban bank accounts .
for the South African govemment and its agencies]o
CongreSé, however, rejected the president's ¢ffer and the
bill became law when both the House and Senate overode the

President's veto.

8 Jeff Walker, "Economic Sanctions: United States
sanctions Against South Africa", Harvard International
Law Journal (Cambridge), vol.28, no.t1 (1987), pp.
117-18.

9 . ibid, p. 118.

10 The Times (London), 27 September 198§.‘
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The Act reStrictéd §aribus financial activities of
American natipnals doing business in South Africa,. First,
the &ct prohibitéd Unifed States nationals from making
or approving any extensicn of credit to.thé South African
govemment br any organization control]ed.by the South

African goyernment‘.1 Second, the Act prohibited new

investment in South Africa by any United States nationall2
Third, the Act forbid any United States depository
institution from acceptihg or holding any.deposité from
the South African govemment or any agency céhtrolled by
the South African governmen£!3 Fourth, the Act instructed

the United States Export-Import Eank both tc encourage

south african bl%cks to use its facilities and to

11 The Comprehensive anti-Apartheid Act of 1986 section
305(a) states: "No national of the United States
may meke or approve any loan or other extensicn of
credit, directly or indirectly, 'to the Govemment
of south Africa or to any corporation, partnership
or other organization which is owned or controlled
by the Government of South Africa". The Observer
(London), 13 Cctober 1986.

12 ~Section 310(a) of the Act states: "No national of
the United States may, directly, or through ancther
person, make any investment in South Africs". The
prohikition against new investment doeS not apply
to new investment in firms owned by black South
Africans. Ibidem.

13 Under the Act, United States depoSitory institutions
may, however, accept or hold deposits from the South
African govermment if such accounts are authorized by
the President for diplomatic or consular purposes.
Ibidem. '
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guarantee credit to buSinesses that are majority-owned by
either black South Africans or other non-white South

African514

In addltlbn to placing financial restricticns on
thoSe dolng business in South Africa, the Act prohibited
computer exports to the Soauth Afrlcan armed forces, police,
prison SyS tem, national seéurity agenéies-and.apartheid
enforcing agencies. This ban oﬁ computer exports barred
the eXportation of computers, éomputer'software,'and
technology intended to service or manuLccture computerS15
- The Act also prohibited the exportation of petroleum goods

produced in the United States16

aAdditionally, the United
States Nuclear Regulatory COmmisSsion was precluded from
issuing a license for the exportation of nuclear materials

to South Afrlca17

The Act also prohibited the importation into the
United Ststes of a number of South African goods. Those
goods whose importation was prohibited include coal,

uranium, textiles, steel, ircn and agricul tural products.

14 Created in 1945, the Export-Import Bank is an agency
of the United States govermment which aids in financing
and facilitating imports and exports and the exchange
of commodities between the United States and Foreign
nations. Ibidem.

15 The Observer (London), 3 October 1986.
16 Sunday Times (London), 3 October 1986.
17 New York Times 3 October 1986.
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The Act also barred the importation of-South.African arms,
ammunition, and military vehicles in addition to the import-
ation of gold krugerrands. It also prohibited the

importation of any gold coin minted in south Africa18

Finally, the Act provided funds to support black
South african students. The Act established a scholarship
fund for black South aAfricans attending universities, .

' colleges and secondary schools in South Africa.19

Thé bill perﬁitteé:the ending of sanctions if
President of the United States detemmined that the South
African gerrnment had released Nelson Méndela from
prison madé substantial progress toward dismantlin§ the
system of apartheid and establishing a non-racial democracy,
and had taken three of the following four steps: repeal
of the State of emergency and-reléasé of detainees held
under the»étate of emergency; unbanning the democratic
political parties; repeal of the Groﬁp Areas and Population
Régistratio; ActS} public commitment to good faith
hegotiationS'with truly repfesentative members of thei”

black majoritywwithout pr.‘econditionsgo

18  The Observer (London), 3 October 1986.
19 Newsweek (New York), 13 October 1986.

20 Sanford Wright, "Comprehensive Intemational Sanctions
Against South Africa : An Evaluation of Costs and
Effectiveness", Africa Today (Colorado), vol.33,
nos. 2 & 3 (1987), p. 20
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" This Act was a sighificaﬁt stgp forwérd in tems
of diminishing U.S. support for the South African governmeht.
Approximately £ 329 millioﬁ in South African funds were
affected by the bank deposit prohibition. At lesst
95,000 passengers a year were affected by the ban on

landing rights?]

The economic impzct of the Act may be marginal -but
?tﬁe political»meSSage.was clerr. The ‘act mérked a
radical departure from President Reagan's policy of
;COnstructive;engagement' aﬁd-demonstrated the extent of
Congress di$Sétisfactibn with the policy. Congress was
'so dissatisfied with the policy that for the first time
since the enactment of the War Powers Act in 1973, it
voted to override a President's veto on a major foreign}
policy issue. The Act was able to send a message that the
pasSive policy of construétive engagement was no longer
aéceptable and that the United States must and will act
affirmatively to end aparthéid in SouthiAfrica.

However, before the Act waé passed the number and
volume of foreign loans to'South Afri ca had decreased since

1985 in response to a decree by the South African government

21 New York Times, 16 August 1986.
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suspending'indefinitely the repayment of foreign loansgz.

The State Department told Congress on January 17, 1987:

The U.3. economy and military remains

so much- dependent on South Africa for

10 minerals and other raw materials

that the cfficials think it is difficult

to find other sources for the key items

like Chromium, cobalt, maganeSe and

platinum group metals. (23)
The sinccrity of the U.3. Anti-apartheid Act of 1986.
in the light of this statement sounds skepticél. The
U.S. Geological Survey in 1988 listed_ho fewer than
27 minerals as ‘eritical' for modern industrialized

societies%4

Prohibition on new loans to the South African
government is not likely to have much impact; Apart
from this, U.S. companies then had beéun to withdraw
existing investments from South Africa at a rapid pace.
Given this trend toward voluntary divestment, the

prohibition on new investments appeared to be superflous.

Campaign in U.S. for Divestments

The campaign in the U.S. for the divestment of

holdings by.universities, churches, cities and states in
22 Walker, n.8, p. 121.

23 Africa Research Bulletin (Economic Series), vol.24,
no.1 *1987), p. 8544.

24 JameS BeIber, Jesmond Blumerfeld and ChristOphér R.
Hill, The West and Sguth Africa (London: Routledge
and Kegan Paul Ltd., 1982),p. 62.
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cqmpanieszwdth Soﬁfh-xfrican interests and for ending
of‘bank loans Qés not new. Statgs ﬁave passed législation
in the past to prohibit or limit the investment ofipublic
funds in companies with South African interests. The
first state action was taken by Nébraska in 1980, followed
by MaSSachusetts{VCbnnecﬁicut, and Michigan in 19822° |

The . campaign bééan to attract naticonwide sqpport'in-
1984. This was due to a Series of events in, 1984 like the
widespread unrest and police violence’ centering round
the imposition of £hé new Constitution in Scuth Africa, 
the award of the Nébel Peace Prize to Bishop Desmond Tutu,
which focused worldwide attention on apartheid, the
candidaéy'in thé US of JesSe Jackson which brought the
issue of Soutb Africafint0~the arena of national political
debate andrthe naiectﬁmuof President Reagan, which brought

the prospecfs of four more yeérs of 'constructive engagement.

Mofe than any other issue since the Vietnam War, the
question.of’ébartheid had touched off a wave of public
‘prOteSt and voluntary arrsest in the U.S. Demonstrators
took to the streets of the capital while others across the

country sought to pressure state and local governments,

25 Cosmas Desmond, "Sanctions and South Africa®, Third
world Quarterly (London), vol.8, no.1 (1986), p.78.
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~universities and colleges to rid themselves of holdings
that involve U.S. and foreign companies with interest in

South Africa?6

In U.S. usage, 'diVeStmeﬁt' referS_td the action of
shareholders disposing of their holdings.in companies;
‘disinvestmehﬁ' refers to compani es withdrswing their
capital from South Afr:i.ca?'7 Although U.5. companies derived .
only a proportion, aﬁd in the case'of the giant muitinationald
only a very Small propoftiqn; of their projecés from
South Africa, thé damage dbné to their‘image by the
exposure and-criticism of“their involvement in South
Africa éffected_the profitability of their other operations.
CompanieS, therefore, decided whatéver their profitability
from South African involvenent'may be, their continued
presence wasS hot worth the effért. Since 1980 to 1986,
thirty U.S. companies had withdrawn féom Soufh Africa
while only eleven had gone in. Others like Ford and'
Coca—éola had cut back their holdings in Sauth Af:icén
companies to less than fifty per cent before finally
winding ﬁp. If-Soﬁth Africans were no longer able to'buy
Coca-Cola they would begin tb feel the impact of internationaj

isolation. South African movie houses are dependent on

26 Time (Chicago), 5 August 1985.

27 DeSmond, n. 25, p. 79.
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~

Améfican films; and the withdrawal of these films woﬁld
exert a cultural influence like the sports boycott. The
mo st farereaching action was California‘'s divestment of
$ 11.3 billion invested in companies doing business in
South Africa.

By the autumn of 1985 it was obvious thast ‘private
sanctions' were having - visible effects. U.5. banks were
nervous abo@t.their involvement with South Africa and
refused to renew short term loans, while public pressure
in the U.S. ‘was alsoihévéng aﬁ influenbe on corporate
attitudes. In Septembéf“the Souﬁh Africsn government was
faced wifﬁ_é serious fall in the value of the Rand and
declared a moratorium on foreign debt repayment to alloﬁ

for reScheduling’of'negotiationS.

The campaigns have helped to create a political
‘climate in which it was possible for both Houses of
Congress to pasSs legislation which would prohikit new

investment and provide for some form of sanctions.
P

Trade unions have played an increasing part in trying
to persuade American corporations to sell their 3outh
African interests. One of the biggest moves came in

March 1986 when American Federation of Labour-Congress of
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Indqustrial Organization (AFL-CIO) endorSed a consSumer
boycott of Shell to coincide with the twenty-sixth

anniverSary of Shatpeville?e

Cbmpahies invest in south Africa (as they do else-
Qhere) in order to makeiprofit and not to'benefit the
‘South African economy as a whole nor to improve the lot
of blaCkS in particulér. They will withdraw when it is
ing;heir financial iﬁterests to do so, either because of
the state of the economy or because public disappro§al
is affecting their profitsbility in other areas. South
Africa while Still a highly profiﬁablé field for
investmént in some Seétors, particula rly mining,is ﬁo
longer the happy hunting-ground that it was. It was
;eported that Frost Sullivan, a New York risk consultant,
had dropped South Africa from ranking as one of the safest
of the wWorld's econqﬁies to 'a par with Some of the higher

risk Third World cduntries‘?9

Most of the leading banks had a policy of not
making loans to the South African govermment and its
agencies. The most notable ‘convert' was Citibank, the

world's largest private bank and the US.'s largest

28 Joseph Hanlon and Roger Omand, The SanctionsS Hand
Book (Harmondsworths Penguin Books Ltd., 1987),p.165.

29 Sunday Times (London), 28 July 1985.
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lender, which announced in February 1985 that it would
no lohger také_partiin-loans to the South African government

nor would it sell krugerrandgg

U.S. companies sold off their South african interests
and banks ceased doing business with South Africs. This

Spared them of what is known as the ‘hassle factor' 31

Partiy:aé a result of the cémpaign there was a fall
in US bank -1bans to the pubii.c Sector from $623 million
in 1982 to $343 million in Sepﬁembef 1984. Invegtors
Qeré largely-regaraed as partY'£o the ‘crime of apartheid’'.
Disinvestment alone might ndt bring about radical political
change inASouth Africa, but doés make Some éontributibn_
- in preparﬂng the Way'for:other actioné, particularly for
more wide-fanging sanctions. On'bthe psychological level,
it is a geSture of solidarity with, and a morale boost
to, black South Africans, the primary agent< of chanage,
who are using public diplomacy as an instrument to
influencé internationél public opinion in favour of them.
The fact that‘political leaders, with the exception of
Chief'Buthélezi, léader of the Zulu movement Inkatha,
have consistently called for sénction,should in itself
be a sufficient justification for the campaign. Effective

sanctionS were not on the agenda in the US. The

30 E. Militz, "The International Campaign to End Loans
to South Africa", World Council of Churches(Geneva),
1985, p. 176.

31 The U.S. Council on. Economic Priorities reported that
six pension funds with combined assets exceeding
$95 billion had joined the values of ‘sharcholder
activists' in 1986. See report in Globe and Mail
(Toronto), 27 February 1986.
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divestment campaign‘put@the issue of South Africa on

the agenda.

Above all, the U.S. feared that if the U.S. continueg
to support the south African regime, it may face a |
challenge oﬁ‘poliﬁical isolation from third world countries
who have already. doubts ébout U;S. commitments to seek

R . C e . .32
and maintain ties with democratic regimes’

US interest to impoSe economic sanctions on Scuth
Africé and to put pressure on the regihé ih Pretor;a'to
compel it for negotiatigns with black African leaders
was also'conditioned'by the thought that U.S. might
lose its foothqld in South Africa vhen South Africa undergoes
a revolution and subsequently a black majority govermment
is estasblished which may denounce any linkage with the
collaborators of their oppressors. And ultimately it
may create an opening for the Sovie ts in Sputh Africa

which will certainly not be welcomed by the United StateS§3

\

The sanctions bill, thdugh very selective, Somewhat
placed the United States in line with other international
bodies, including the Common-wealth of Naticns, the

Non-Aligned Nations and the European Community. It

32 Gulam Mustafas and Rezina Ahmed, "US Policy Toward
South Africa ¢ Campulsions and Options"., BII1Ss3
Journal (Dhska), vol.7, no.4, October 1986, p.543.

33 Mustafa and Ahmed, n. 32, p. 546
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also put pressure upon Japan and other countries tbv |
fol]ow the lead of the United States. The United States
had to use Sanctions against South Africa to aVoid”
intemational isolation and to safeguard world security and
stebility. It had to pSychologically imeSe oh the |
world and the South African gavernment the;oﬁfragé and

ostracism of the U.S. towards apartheid.

United States had shown in the past that it did not
count -the cost, in terms of money or .even lives, in_
_ combating what it perceiYed to be the threat of comrmunism.
This particular posture was more Ca;éfully nourished by
the Reagan administratioé and thé ﬁnitéd States diplomacy
towards Soﬁth Africa was directed in both of Reagan's
tems in relatims to the expansion of communism. Although
complete isolation of Sduth Africa was hot possible on
economic grounds, Amerlca perceived the threat of
communi sm grever than economic setback and Reagan admin-
stration believed Pretoria's propzganda calling anyone

demanding radical change in Seuth Africa as "communist”.

Acccerding to Dr. Chester Crockers

The United States has no troops, bases
or alliances there (in South Africa).

and no coercive influence over any party
in the region. By way of contrast,
Soviet amms deliveries to Angola alone
averaged $§ 1 billion annually for much

of the 19805 -~ ten times the level of
U.S. military assistance to all 46 nations
of sub-Saharan Africa in the first year
of the Reagan Administration and 40 times
the U.S. level by 1988.(34)

34 Chester A. Crocker, "Southern Africas Eight Years
 Later", Foreign Affairs (New York), vol.68, '
nOo4 (1989): Do 1460 . -
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He further édded:

Since sound diplomacy can only be based
on the realities of history and power,
we would have to turn these realities in
our direction, play upon the region's
own dynamics, and link our vision tou the
self interest of other parties. (35)

Sanctions Diplomacy Under the .
Bush Administration in SOuth Africa

The Bush administration's diplomzacy towards South

Africa's system of racial oppression was first exhibited

by Mr. James Baker, U.3. Secretary of State, when the

Eminent Church Persons Group (ECPG) visited the U.S.

‘Mr. Baker said:

though there might be differences of
approach oh the use of sanctions in
tackling apartheid, the Bush admini-
straticn agreed with the ECPG on the
end result of their efforts - the
elimination of apartheid.(36)

In 1990, 3 U.Se banks were involved and responsible
for negotiastion on the issue of the Scuth African
bank loans due fér repayment. They were Citibank,

Manu facturers Hanover Trust and Morgén Trust§7 The

35  ibid, p. 146

36 James Mutambirwa, south Africaz The Sanctions
Mission, Report of the Eminent Church PersonS
Group (London: 2ed Books Ltd., 1989), p. 87.

37 ibid, p.89.
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U.3. administration was urged to tighten the U.G.
.sanctions already in place by establishing a monitoring
mechanism to ensure that U.5. companies observed
the sanctions. President Bush wés however =zpsrehensive
about the positivity‘of the role of Sgnctions in
dismantling épartheid. He szid that multilate;31
sanctions had a chance of Sshowing positive results,

but unilsteral sancticns were ineffective "because
there are always some people or some countries willing.
to make a quick buck". his particular statement
highlights that sancticns were‘i@poSea under the Anti-
Apartheid Act of 1986 and that Jépan prohptly took

“over as South Africa's major trading partner.

The Bush adﬁinistration thought thast perhaps
‘the best approach might be a combination of methods
- economic sanctions: and 'constructive engagement'?8
The United States di@lomfcy again tried to revive the
fated ‘constructive engagementf with a differehce.
It added the criteria of economic sancticn as a
major premise to constructive engagement which was
conspicuously absent in Reagan's policy of conétructive

engagement, a diplomatic venture to forestall sanctions.

The United Statess role and especially that of the

Congress during this period was ambivalent with regard

38 New York Times, 21 February 1990.
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to impositicn of economic sancticns on South Africa.

The December 1988 agrecement between Angola, Cuba and
South Africa opening up the process for Namibia's
indgpenaeﬁce was clted as evidence thatvthe South African
governmeht was now reasonakle and had accepted the need

to seek negotiated solutions.

The South African governmént negotiated with
Angola and Cuba és'it was forced to the negotiating
‘table by a éénstellaﬁion of factors. Firsf, ﬂne
SouthlAfrican Air Force had loét air Super%ority
over the skies of southernvAngéla and Was-unable to
provide‘the air cover to enable its trapped troops at
Cuito Cuanavale to withdraw without catastrophic losses.
Ironically it was UN mandztory arms.embargo (i.e.sanctions)
which had caused a shortage of Spare parts of South
Africa's ageing aircraft and_tﬁeir fonsequent loss of air
SUperiority?g Thiéiwas proof.fhat sancticns could work

if applied diligently and with detemmination.

Apart from this} the war in Angola and Namibia had
become too costly and, because of South Africa‘'s dire

economic situation Pretoria was no longer able to finance

39 The Guardian (London), 30 December 1988.
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these military adventures. The adverse economic positﬁon»
- of the country was again partly due to the limited economic
sanctidns‘impoSed by the international community, especially
the U.S. The war in Angolé and Namibia was costing
Pretoria one million pounds a day and many white South
African lives. To quote Reginald Green of the Institute
of Desvelopment Studies in Sussex, this conflict was
‘costing Soﬁth'Africa_proportionately more in human

térms than Vietnam did to the U.S.aT0

Impact of U.3. Economic Sanctions -
Against South Africa

Whites in South Africa are generally opposed
to sanctions énd would like the United Statés, at one
time the largest trading partner of South Africa, to

limit its pressure on South Africa to diplomatic forms.

The President of the South African Foundation

Stated at the end of 1987z

...there is no doubt that the (sanctions)
.package has had an adverse effect on
domestic confidence. This lack of confi-
dence is again and again emerging as the
most important single factor inhibiting
growth in this country. (41)

40 A.K.M. Abdus Sabur, "South African Strategy
in Namibia:s An Assessment of the Role of the
International Community", BIISS Journal
(Dhaka), vol.6, noa3,July 1985, p. 383

41 Financial Times (London) 11 November 1987.
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_Soufb Africa faces acute unemployment. High levéls

of economic growth are required to absorb increasing

‘numbers df job-seckers, but this requires extemal
eConomic_and financial contacts, eséecially with
industrislized and more\advanced industrializing nations

of the world. The restrictions on South Africa's

exports, cutting off'or:reducing grucial imports restricting,
reducing and halting loan finance including trade credit,
Stopﬁqp<af the transfer of technology, disruption of
transport and.communicétion links héve lowered growth

rates for the economy.

In US tems, total imports fell by over thirty
three per cent at current prices, from $16.7 billion iﬁ
1980 to $11.1.billion in 1986%2 The falling level of
imports was:a cause of the low levels of aggregéte growth
achieved in the 19805.'%The low and falling levels of
real investment have been due in large measures to the
éctual and anticipated action of fhe internatiocnal
community against South Africa, which seriously and

adversely sffected the business climate and level of

confidence among investors and potential investors.

42 | Roger C. Riddell, "New Sanctions Against South

. Africa", Development Policy Review (Beverly
Hills ,californiag, Veol. 6, no.3, September 1988,
p.247. '
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‘ Thféé facﬁorS‘standvout in this regards thé

: deciéion of foreign banks not to roll over 3outh Africa's

foreign debt in 1985; second, the decision of U.S. firms

to disinvest from South Africa; angd, third, the action

vtakeh,by United States to impc:e various trade sanctions?3
-DisinveStmentvby United States_compaﬁies ﬁad undoubtedly

added siggifiCantly to the undermining of confidence

in tﬁe South African economy. The ban by the p.s; on'

new private investment into South Africa not only affected

confidence but contributed.to the shortage of féreign

exchange and investment capital.in the country. In addition,

it héiped to halt the flow of new investment from

coﬁntries'where there is no such ban, notebly Israel?4

The most far-reaching implicaticn of the 1986 Act was the

lessening of Israel's military support because ény cOuntry_

involved in arms treding to South Africa will forfeit

military aid from United States?5 Israel COUldAnét afford

~to lose its militery aid from U.S. as it needed it badly

to fight the Palestinians. Therefore it preferred to

give priority to its domestic front rather than supply

43  ibid, p. 247.

44 Janice Love, "The Potential Impact of Economic
Sanctions Against south Africa", The Jourmmal
of Modern African Studies (Cambridge), vol.Z24,

45 Thomas L. Friedman, "Israel will Curk Arms for
Pretoria", New York Times, 19 March 1987.




104

military aid to South Africa. Recent trends in total
exports of South Africas are shown in Table 1. They reveal-
a rising trend in exports after 1985 and a significant

fall iﬁ exports to the United States in 1987 folléwing

the passing of the comprehensive Anti-Apartheid Act of
1986. As is seen from Table 1, the f~ll in exports to

the United States in 1987 of $1.1. billion coincided

Qith an overall expansioh in_the_U}s; dollar value of

. worldwide South Africen exports of §3.3 billion.

 Table-1 3 TREIDS IN SOUTH AFRICA'S TOTAL EXPORTS

Year Totel exports(bn) ' - Total expcrts to
Rand Us $ US $ bn vUyU.s. % of S.aA.
exports
1984 25.3 16.9 2.6 15.4
1985 36.7  16.2 2.1 13.0
1986 r 42,1 - 18.3 2.5 ' 13.7

1987 - 42.7 21.6 1.4 6.5

Source : Roger Ce Riddell, "New Sancticns Against
" South Africa", Development Policy Review
(Beverly Hills Y, vol. 6, no.3,
September 1988, p. 251.

The counter measures that South Africa took against
economic sancticns sSeverely distorted the economy. The
measures include oil stockpiling, the promotion cf import
substitution indﬁstries, a forced pace of development for

strategic capital goods sectors, trade diversification and
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military sector expansion. For example, in trying to
reduce its dependehce on oil,A50uth Africa was speﬁding

$ 3.1 billion at three times more expensiVé than.refininél
gasoliﬁe from petroleum at current oil priceS?6 The
valué of the Rand had plummeted and the economy had not
been in worse shape since 19308. U.S. sanctioﬁé had

created a climate of readiness to aécept the imposition

of stronger sanctions agaeinst South Africa. .

Souéh Africé's real gross national prodgctv(GN?)j
hés not grown at all. Withéthe populétion growing at
about 2.3 per cent a year, berrcapita iiving Staﬁdards
have déclined‘sharply. Conéiderable economic strain
arose from the cost of apaftheid itself. Military eXpen-r
diture consumed 13 per cent of.the-budget. Direct
spendiﬁg on apartheid was eStimated to take up a further

14 per cent of the budget. '

Apart from economic sanctions affecting trade and
financial stability, South Africa was also impaired by
other factors such as 'brain'draiﬁ?7 There is a net

loss of technically skilled and professicnal people as

46 Steve Lohr, "South Africa's World 0il Pipeline
Starts to Dry Up", New York Times, 7 December 1986.

47 Edward Seage, "Impact of Economic Sanctions on the
South African Economy", Round Table (London) no.306,
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théy do not find proper skillful avenues to utilize their
abilities. Thus they prefer to migrate from South Africa

than to go in.

But to isoiate south Africa entirely was a difficult
-and dangerous proposition. éouth AfriCé enjoys a common “
mquet with Botswana, Lesétho and Sﬁaziland. Its
iﬁfiuence also included Zimbabwe.and Moéambique-and,even
‘Malawi énd Zambia are dépéndent on the South African economy
er godds, services; trans_éhipments of imports, and to
_Soﬁe extent,.capital?e' Trade linkagéé are alS§ tight.
South Africa is the major trading _laarfner of all.vi.ts.
ﬁeighbours. On a comparative analysié, the potential
of Sanctions to hurt South Africs is iess than its hurts
its neighbours. Their production depends 6n South African
re-exports of many key intermediates as‘well as on a

large number of South Africaﬁ_goodé add Servicesg'9

For
United States neither comﬂgte isolation of South Africa
nor military intervention- was possible. Constructive

engggement was largely discredited. The only option

available was to put symbolic dissatisfaction of United

48 Je.H. Cooper, "South Africs and the Threat of
Economic Sanctions", Sauth African Journal of
Economics (Johannesburg), vol.52, no.4 (1984),

p. 2770 ' :

49 Charles M. Becker, "Economic SanctionsS Against
South Africa", World PoliticS (Princeton),
vol. 39, no.2, January 1987, p. 150.
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States towards aparfheid through econdmic.Séncﬁions.
Above all, "inspite of.American sympéthies for the white
regime in South Africa it could not diminiéh its wider
interest in the Southem African region. Apartheid was
drawing‘neigthUrihg states of South Africaz into the
vortexhéf violence and this affected America's vital

interestS.'

'Change of Leadership in South Africas

_A»crisis:emerged within the National Paftyvin early
1989; in mid-Jaﬁuary President Botha withdrew f;oﬁkhis
official-duties and in early February’he resighed as
leader of'the pafty. He wasisucceeded’by F.wW. de Klerk
Minister of National Education. Following a confrontation
with the Cabinet, which defied Botha's authority by
uniting behind de Klerk, Botha resigned as State
President in mid-August. De Klerk was sworn in as
acting ?resident.

Soon after being elected to office de Klerk went
in for major reforms, a step iowardsvthe dismantling of
apartheid. A reform package was announced by de Klerk in
February 2nd, 1990. A&nong the core measureS announced
weres the unbanning, after 30 yeérs, of the aNC, the PAC
and a number of subsidiary organisations including South

African Gommunist Party (SACP); the lifting of restrictions
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on 33 other organisations; the release of political
prisohers; the limitation of detention without trial
to six months; a moratorium on hangingS; and the
~unconditional release of iHelson Mandela?o Finally,

Nelson Mandela was released on'February 11th, 1990.

De Klerk agreed with Mandela tﬁat_an accord with the
‘ANCLéhd introductién of & non-racial sqéiety‘iS'the_énly
way in which the country can be Saved from the sﬁigﬁa
which repels thé;world. Both NﬁC>and the SOuth African
govefnment arg.eéger to negotiate, this is in contrévention
with their previous line of thinking in which both‘dénanded
conCeésions and‘counﬁer_conceésions as’preconditions:for
negétiétion%1

Inspite of de Klerk grying ﬁo change the face of
South Afriéa, the Bush administration said on Febfua#y 12th,
1990 that American Sanctions could not bé lifted until
Soufh Afriga.met the conditions set out in America's

comprehensive anti-Apartheid Act. The Americans have

made it clear that they will not lift economic sanctions

50 Times of India (New Delhi), 3 February 1990

51 William Zartman, '‘Negotiations in South Africa‘',
Washington Quarterly (Washington), vol.11 (1988),
p. 143.
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until the end of apartheid?2

Vo scow revised the fundamental ténets of its
apprdech towards South Africa by downpiaying réVOlution,
"pushing for a.political solution, encouraging preservationv
of the economy and calling for recogniﬁion~of the im@ortance
of ethpicity and groﬁp rights. It.haé also t;ied to ekpand
ties with liberal whitesi:aéademics and_joufnalists in
SOUth Africa and is said to be exploring'ﬁhe merits-of
_improviné official ties with Pretoria. qufCrOCKér,"the
Soviet leadership in the name of-'new thinkiné' had adopted
thevfunctional equivalent of»wesﬁern poliéy_toward this

most troubled and perplexing regibn“§3'

The reforms by de Klerk were welcomed in all circles.
UN Secretéry General Mr. Javier Perez de Cueller said the

news had "the sound of celestial music®" and seemed "like

the beginning of the end of apar_theid".54 President

George Bush invited President de Klerk to visit the U.S.A.

This was the first official invitation to a South African

State PreSident§5

52 Dawn (Karachi), 13 February 1990.
53 Crocker, n.34, p. 162.
54 The Observer (Lohdon), 20 April 1990.

55 South Africa Country Report: Analysis of Economic
and Political Trends Every Quarter, The Economic
Intelligence Unit (London), no.1 (1990), p. 19.




110

Since the fall of the Botha regimé in séuth Africé,
the de Klerk government has, as it seemé, beeﬁ sincerélyv
trying td dismantle apartheid step by step. Tﬁe world
public opinion is no longer as hafsh as it was in ﬁhe‘
yester yeafS.’4HOwever, the world cdmmunity still looked
at these refoms Qith suspicion fearing that de Klerk's first
few years in office will be one of leniéncy and later
similar to that of his predécessor. vTherefd;é, the
U.S. went on with its econﬁmic sanctions despite the
virulent reforms in South Africa. The'South African
gove:ﬁhent has-:ealized the drgency to negotiate with
blacks. The white regime has realized that it could not
take another Soweto troubles of 19708 or townéhip revolt

of the 1980s.



CONCLUSION |



1mm

The South African President F.W. de Klerk seems
determined to puéh and prod South Africa into a new
era. His choice was clear-abandon an outmoded system
or abandon any hope of joining the world economy and
aftracting western capital. By jettisbning one of the
_1ast legal pillérs of apartheid, the.POpulation Registrétion
Act that classified all South Africans at birth by race,
de Klérk now confronts the United States with a much‘
more troublesome decision than it faced five years agd.
However, supporters of sanctions say that they should,
remain in place'uhtil South Africa chaﬁges a political
system that still disenfranchises black people. The
ANC officials and other government critics argue that.
Pretoria will slow down the pace of change once intermational
sanctions are removed.

Four of the five conditions established by the U;S.
Congress have now been met: legalizing the ANC,and other
®democratic political parties®, ending fhe 1986 state of
energéncy, opening negotiations with represeﬁtative black
leaders, repealing the Group Areas and Popuiation |
Registration Acts. The remaining requirement - the
release of political prisoners - has proved to be the

most troublesome.
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The american public opinion is canfﬁsedaand is ;
unable to decide what Should be the courae of-U.S.v:
diplomaey towards South Africa in the‘preSent situation
when South Africa sSeems to be getting rid of the stigma
of apartheid. The opinion is largely dlvided . Business
organisations are apprehensive about their future
alignments with South Africa. The American corporatiens
‘came in for considerable criticism at home for their
investments in South Africa during mid.1985 and most
are likely to wait at least until township unrest subsidds

,}before they start;ourlng more money into the country
.again. Wayne Mltchell of the American Chamber of COmmerce

‘in South Africsa SayS:

Once we have the violence reduced and a
solid investment code in‘place, there is
every possibility of a good stream of
foreign investment. But until we get
that, it doesn't matter how many sanctions

are lifted. (1)

How far economic Sanctions by the United States
have motivated the changes in South Africa is a difficult
ques tion because the present intermational scenario has

undergone tremendous changes and the South African

1 Joseph Contreras, "After Apartheid“ Neusweek
(New York), 1 July 1991. i
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reforms might be Seen as an effectér outcome of this.
The dramatic revolutions in Eastern Europe have raised
the question of whether the authorities could survive if
the black population of South Africa took to the streets

in similar numbers.

The United StateS ﬁas become more vocal in its
abhorrenoéto'apartheid_during the late 1980s due toc the
| c¢ooling down of the East-West tensionsS. The ‘Soviet Unién
is no longer regarded asAan ‘evil empire' in the United
States. wiih the Soviet Unicn grapling to improve its
economy which is in shétfers it hérdly has rescurces for
regional eﬁgégementS. The United States has realised that
communism does not represent the threat that it had
pretended to be. Initially United States was Soft towards
South Africa as it wanted to curb Soyiet influence in the
region but with the advent of Gorbachev and especially
‘during 1989;90, the United States diplomacy towards
South Afrias also marked a change in the sense that it
became moréAcoerciVe and vocal in its disapproval of
apartheid. The Soviet quest for economic help from thei
west to improve 1its economy has put United States in a
stronger position to bargain as was evident in the INF
treaty in which the Soviet Union agreed to dismantle more

of its military warheads than those of the United States.
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It is said that_the world was becoming unipolar with

theisoviet'ﬁniOn.relegated to history as a Superpower.

aAs far as ANC is concerned, its backers in the Soviet
Union have gone cold on the romance of revolution.

Therefore, they too want to move to the negotiating table.

The SOUth African. government has realised that
'apartheid can no longer Secure the interests of white
South Africa. Economic sanctions have galsed the cost
for 6perating the aper#heid system of South Africa and had
adversely-affected ﬁhese who benefitted from it. Thus
it can be argued that sanctions have played a role in
. moving Scuth African authofities in tﬁe direction of

change towards the establishment of democracy.

During the period of ‘constructive engagement ' frem
1980 to 1986 the U.S. helped to strengthen the white
‘regime in South Africa and later fzced with diplomatic
failures, was morally responsible to assist directly in
the dismantling of apartheid and tranSfo;m South.African
society into a democratic one. The United States had to
brovide world leadership in enforcing economic sanctions
and demonstrate that it no longer supported the minority

South aAfrican government.
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Though U.sS. diplomaéy'towérds Soﬁth Africa in the
UN was directed towafds pfotecting Pretoria and despite
its obvious and visilkle lehiehcy towards the white regime
in South Africa, U.S. did take a coercive diplomatic
stance and unilaterally imposed economic SanctionS'which
played a major role in influencing the preseht reforms
in South Africa. At the UN American diplomacy was ‘directed
in favour of theﬂgovernmént in South Africa and it opposed
sanctions vehemently and vetoed on all resolutions seeking
to impose economic sanctions against:South Africa in the

19808, the latest being in 1987.

Despite White House sSympathies ﬁhe Congress éhowed
its hostility‘towards apartheid time and again. The U.S.
public opinion was furious against thiSAform’of racism
in the modern world. Public diplomacy both in VnitedlStates
and by the Séuth African black leaders further roused the
public opinion and media in United States which perSistently.
called out fgr-economic sanctions against South Africa and
have even gone to the extent of calling out business
organisations doiﬁg business with South Africa to close
"down and impose ‘private Sanctions'. They have been

successful in their movement against apartheid.

Of late de Klerk has partially fulfilled the last

condition imposSed by the U.S. Congress in 1986 - the
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release of prisoners. The Bush administratiob had for
several months been examining the idea of lifting Sanétions.
The state depértémt had initiated a review of the sanctions
' after South Africa repealed, on June 17, 1991, its
Population Registration Act, whiéh required Scuth Africans
to_register'themselvés oﬁ the basis of tacé and was a major
legal pillar of apartheid. The review concluded that

sanctions could be Iifted?

Thereis howevef still opposition the U.S. houses of
Congress ﬁo the lifﬁing of sanctions. But the opponents may
not be able to muster enough Supﬁort to overtum the
president®s decision as most of the legislatores are
in favour of the lifﬁing of sanctions against South
African govemment which almost fulfilled all the conditions

of the 1986 Anti.Apartheid Act.

The Sanctions-Qere impoSed by U.S. in 1986 by
overriding presidential veto of Ronald Reagane. George
Bush who wa$ then vice-presidént, had opposed the imposition
of Sanctions against South Africa. Both he and Reagan
had argued that sanctions would hurt the victims of

epartheid the most.

2 Times of India, (New Delhi), 10 July 1991.
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In Durban the leadership of the ANC had indicated
a flexibility on the question of Sahctions. The U.3.
administration interpreted the leadership's hint at
- flexibility as a signal that the ANC would evéntnally

agree with the lifting of sanctions.

Mr. Nelson Mandela was of the opinion "we want to
continue to hold the line on ﬁhe'question of sanctions™®,
but warned, “gnless there is a great deal of flexibility
" and imagination, we will be left holding a shell and

nothing else".

Insﬁité of Mandela's warniné, the United States on
July 10, 1991 withdrew the six year old U.S. economic
Sanctions against South Africa.. George Bush asserted that
Preto;ia waé now on the "irreversible" course of installing
a non-racial govemment in the country and therefore the
need of sanctions héa diminishéd. At the same time he
doubled the annual U.S. economic aid of $40 million to
the black community in South Africa to help it prepare
itself for future respbnsibility in a democratic society.
The U.S. arms embargo on South Africa is still in place
and Pretoria is not entitled to U.3. govemment loans.
and those from the IMF. The sanctions which have now
been lifted include U.S. investment in SOuth Africa and

trade in gold coins, steel and minerals which waS banned
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by the comprehensive Anti-Apartheid Act, 1986.

However, South Africa inspite of all its reforms is
still going on with its struggle. There are still prisonefs
in jail, thousands of exiles have not been idemnified, |
.violence still wrecks the townships and political trials
have not been stopped. Mr. Mandela has described the
U.3. 1lifting of economié sanctiéns on South Africa as

"premature®.

The U.S. diplomacy towardé South Aftidé has been
directed on the economic gainsband losses of the United-
States. The United States is sd much depehdent on
South African mineralé that its industries can hardly
sustain without it nor can United States find'an altemative
market for these strategic minerals. The East-West
tensions having been lost into oblivion no longer pléys
an important part in the American policy towards South

Africs.

However, removal of sanctions at a point when reforms
were heading towards a democratic society in South Africa
may not be welcomed to the intermational cbmmunity which
is striving to see a non-racial government in South

Africa. A democratic fabric of society is still non-existent
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in South Africa inspite of the basic pillars'of apartheid
being annihilated. American diplomacy, as the torchbearer,
should be directed more towards the establishment of peace,
coexiétence and democratic ideals than the furtheranée of

its own interests,

A long-term and effective.U.S. diplomapic Strategy
muét bé based on a judicigus mix of:thé conSfructive
option and vigorous economic diplomécy in the form of
Sanctions against Pretoria and aid to black South Africans.
Oniyffhis can lead to the promotion of the values of a
more open and humane society and make South Africa a

democratic, and non-racial society.
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