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CHAPTER 5

THE IMPLEMENTATION OF THE ARMS EMBARGO DURING THE SECOND TERM
OF THE REAGAN ADMINISTRATION, 1985 - 1988

5.1 INTRODUCTION: THE REAGAN ADMINISTRATION VS. THE ANTI-APARTHEID
MOVEMENT

In September 1984, a renewed spate of unrest in South Africa acted as the first
catalyst for a change in the Reagan Administration’s policy toward South Africa. The
unrest started as a reaction by South African blacks to the establishment by the South
African Government of a new Parliament where Indians and Coloreds would share
power with the white South Africans on a national level. Black South Africans were
excluded from this new dispensation. The step ignited violent uprisings in the black
townships, to which the South African Government responded by declaring a state of
emergency and acting strongly against any violence. Large numbers of black South
Africans were arrested; unfortunately not only those who were involved in violent
clashes with the police, but also many who participated in peaceful protests. The
situation turned extremely ugly when Labor Union leaders were harassed, deaths in
detention occurred and massive searches of private homes in the black townships were

conducted. Sweeping bans on political meetings were also instituted.’

Although the Reagan Administration was the first government to voice its concern
about the situation in South Africa publicly, calling it repugnant, Chester Crocker in a
statement before the Subcommittee on African Affairs of the Senate Foreign Relations
Committee on 26 September 1984 made it clear that the Reagan Administration
remained opposed to economic sanctions, an issue that was discussed increasingly in
the US Congress. This stance was soon to change due to mounting domestic pressure
for action against South Africa. Reagan was re-elected as US President on 6 November

1984 in a landslide victory over the Democrat candidate Walter Mondale, but the South

1. Armscor Archives (Pretoria), Main Management, Foreign Affairs and Organization, Embargo, File
1/17/1, Volume 5: Research Document entitled Sanctions against South Africa: Current legislative
issues, compiled by B.M. Branaman for the Congressional Research Service, 14 August 1986;
C.A. Crocker, An update of Constructive Engagement in South Africa, Statement before the
Subcommittee on African Affairs of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee on 26 September 1984,
Department of State Bulletin, January 1985, p. b.
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African sigh of relieve about this fact was short-lived. Anti-apartheid activists in the US,
after six years of lobbying, were tired of non-action on the part of the US Congress.
They decided that the time had come for boldly defiant gestures that would tell the
South African Government and the Reagan Administration that they meant business.
Hundreds of anti-apartheid demonstrators started to protest outside the South African
Embassy in the US, and a new campaign, the Free South Africa Movement, was born.
As 1984 went over into 1985, more and more people joined the campaign. All over the
US, satellite demonstrations were held before South African diplomatic and consular
offices, and many prominent politicians, labor leaders, movie stars etc. were deliberately
having themselves arrested, which in turn received good coverage by newspapers. As a

result, even more volunteers were drawn to the demonstrations to be arrested.?

The political demonstrations in the US did not go unnoticed in South African arms
producing circles. In fact, in a letter from Armscor to the State Security Council in
November 1984, concern about the possible effect of the political demonstrations on
US policy could be clearly detected. Nonetheless, true to the defiant nature of the South
African Government of the time, recommendations of actions to limit the effect of
sanctions against South Africa did not lack far behind the concern. It was recommended
that South Africa be aligned with other countries in Southern Africa in the scientific and
technological areas. On the one hand, the potential boycotter would then realize that
other parties would also be disadvantaged by any punitive measures, while on the other
hand, institutions that were favorable towards South Africa could be offered arguments
on why they should continue their supply of equipment to South Africa. Even more
important, a cooperation agreement between South Africa and a neighboring country
could assist South Africa in countering the arms embargo by obtaining the necessary
equipment through a subsidiary in the cooperating country. In Armscor’s view, this
would in general also establish and promote South Africa’s image as an important and
constructive partner in Southern Africa. It was further recommended that all details of

lobbying for anti-South Africa measures in the US as well as other countries be obtained

2. C.A. Crocker, An update of Constructive Engagement in South Africa, Statement before the
Subcommittee on African Affairs of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee on 26 September 1984,
Department of State Bulletin, January 1985, pp. 5-6; P. van Slambrouck, South Africa’s image in US
shatters, The Christian Science Monitor, 10 December 1984, p. 1; R.K. Massie, Loosing the bonds,
pp. 558-559; R.I. Rotberg, US shakes stick at South African policies, The Christian Science Monitor,
26 December 1984, p. 1.
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through whatever means possible, so that it can be studied in preparation of the best

way to counter it.*> This implied a major intelligence effort.

On 10 December 1984, the mounting domestic political pressure led to the first crack in
Reagan’s policy toward South Africa. For the first time since he became President, he
abandoned his usual approach of quiet diplomacy and spoke out strongly against South
Africa in a speech marking the 36" anniversary of the Universal Declaration of Human
Rights, saying that he felt a moral responsibility to speak out against the human and
spiritual costs of apartheid. He specifically criticized the South African Government’s
policies of detention without trial and the forced removal of black people from white
areas to the homelands. After the speech, senior officials confirmed that the Reagan
Administration had decided to turn up the volume of criticism of the South African

policy of apartheid.*

5.2 THE EXPANSION OF THE UNITED NATIONS ARMS EMBARGO

On 12 - 13 December 1984, South Africa received another blow when two
condemning resolutions were adopted in the United Nations. The first resolution was
adopted by the United Nations General Assembly and condemned the occupation of
Namibia by South Africa and demanded the territory’s independence. One of the
paragraphs in the resolution specifically deplored the continued collaboration of certain
Western nations, particularly the US and lIsrael, in political, military, economic and
nuclear fields, in disregard of the relevant resolutions of the United Nations. The General
Assembly resolution was followed a day later by Resolution 558° in the Security
Council, at the request of The Netherlands. This Resolution was accepted unanimously.
It reaffirmed the 1977 mandatory arms embargo and expanded it by calling on all
nations to resist from buying and importing arms, ammunition of all types and military

vehicles produced in South Africa. The US voted for the resolution but made no

3. Armscor Archives (Pretoria), Main Management: Technological and Scientific Action Committee, File
1/15/2/3/1, Volume b: Letter, C.G. Coetzee to Secretary of the State Security Council, November
1984.

4. P. van Slambrouck, US raises volume of criticism of S. Africa, The Christian Science Monitor,

12 December 1984, p. 1; R.K. Massie, p. 562; R.l. Rotberg, US shakes stick at South African
policies, The Christian Science Monitor, 26 December 1984, p. 1.
5. See Appendix Il for a full transcript of Resolution 558.
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statement afterward. Furthermore, unlike the 1977 arms embargo, Resolution 558 was

not mandatory.®

The ban on importing arms from South Africa came as a result of an increasingly
aggressive marketing strategy of its arms production capacity by Armscor since 1982 in
an effort to help keep the South African arms industry economically viable. The aim of
this strategy was two-fold: first, to combat inflation, which was running at 15%
annually, and second, to obtain funds to purchase sophisticated arms on the world
market. As part of its marketing strategy, Armscor started to participate in international
arms exhibits, the first being the Defendory 82 arms exhibition in Piraeus, Greece in
1982. Armscor’s participation sent shock waves through the world, and on the second-
last day of the weeklong exhibit it was expelled from Greece. Nonetheless, two years
later Armscor showed off its products at the international FIDA-84 arms exhibition in
Chile. One of its star attractions was the G6 mobile artillery unit, which was developed
from the 155mm gun blueprints that South Africa had obtained clandestinely from the
US/Canadian firm SRC in the late 1970’s. By this time, Armscor had reason to be proud
with its performance over the preceding seven years since the mandatory arms embargo
was instituted. South Africa had become largely self-sufficient in armament production,
and its air force and navy were considered as being close to the state-of-the-art of the
time. A number of world firsts in military technology were registered, e.g. the
mentioned G6 mobile artillery unit, the Cactus missile, the Kukri air-to-air or air-to-
ground missile system, which could be directed by the pilot through a special visor in

his helmet, and underwater radar detection equipment, among other developments.’

After the vote in the Security Council, the South African Ambassador to the United
Nations, Kurt von Schirnding, said that it was an illusion to believe that the embargo on
arms imports from South Africa would succeed, and that the South African arms
industry would thereby be hampered. South Africa would continue the development of

its arms industry apace with the requirements of its self-defense. He was totally

6. South Africa: The making of United States policy, 1962 - 1989, microfiche collection: National
Security Files, fiche 01709: Resolutions: General Assembly 19/50 A and B, Condemnation of the
occupation of Namibia and demand for its independence, 12 December 1984; Anonymous, U.N.
expands arms embargo, The New York Times, 14 December 1984, p. A14; Anonymous, Security
Council widens S. Africa arms embargo, Los Angeles Times, 14 December 1984, p. 12.

7. C. Murphy, Embargo spurs S. Africa to build weapons industry, The Washington Post, 7 July 1981,
p. A12; F.J. Parker, South Africa: Lost opportunities, p. 148; K. Abendroth, Arms sales ban threat:
SA ‘isn't worried’, The Citizen, 15 December 1984, p. 1; S. Landgren, Embargo disimplemented:
South Africa’s military industry, pp. 175-176.
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supported in this confident statement by an editorial in the Pretoria News on 14
December 1984. According to the editorial, South Africa’s enemies were often likely to
become totally frustrated with South Africa, because no matter what strategies they
devised or what alliances they formed, South Africa every time came out stronger than
before. This phenomenon was especially well illustrated by the mandatory arms
embargo instituted in 1977. Although the embargo had made itself felt particularly as
far as heavy weapons and warplanes were concerned, South Africa was able to
establish a weapons industry of such enterprise and expertise that foreign nations
sometimes queued to buy the wares. The Star of 17 December 1984 reacted to the
embargo on arms imports from South Africa by saying that it was ironic. In 1963 and in
1977, the United Nations asked member countries not to sell arms to South Africa, so
the latter was forced to develop its own arms industry, which by 1984 exported
weaponry of approximately R150 million a year.® In the words of The Star: “Now the
Security Council asks UN members not to buy arms from us. That loud explosion is just

a boycott backfiring” .’

Nonetheless, not long afterwards a different picture was painted through a
memorandum compiled by an Armscor committee on the possible effects on Armscor of
further economic measures against South Africa. According to the memorandum,
several countries, including the US, had already started to follow the guidelines of
Resolution 558 by making the marketing and import of South African military products
illegal. Furthermore, the expectation was that this non-binding measure would some
time soon be given the same status as Resolution 418 of 1977, thereby making it
mandatory for all member countries. Armscor feared a number of consequences of such
a step. The most serious consequences were regarded as the cancellation of existing
export contracts, which would result in an immediate financial loss of several million
Rands; the underutilization of most arms factories, which would result in the closure of
several production lines, the retrenchment of approximately 3,000 skilled workers and
the resultant loss of important expertise, especially in the area of heavy caliber arms and
ammunition; higher unit prices of products delivered to the South African armed forces;

and lastly a heavy shock to the high morale in the South African arms production

8. Anonymous, Security Council widens S. Africa arms embargo, Los Angeles Times, 14 December
1984, p. 12; K. Abendroth, Arms sales ban threat: SA ‘isn’t worried’, The Citizen, 15 December
1984, p. 1; R. Devenish, SA to continue arms sales push, Pretoria News, 14 December 1984, p. 1;
Anonymous, UN bid is doomed to fail once again (Editorial), Pretoria News, 14 December 1984,
p. 14; Anonymous, Arms and the ban (Editorial), The Star, 17 December 1984, p. 8.

9. As quoted in Anonymous, Arms and the ban (Editorial), The Star, 17 December 1984, p. 8.
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industry. A further extension of general trade restrictions would in the short term affect
the arms production industry’s import of manufacturing equipment, resources and
sophisticated electronic components. Further limitations of the import of computer
hardware and software would cause no damage on the short term, as enough were
available in order to continue. On the medium term, a shortage of components would
begin to place a limitation on computer capacity, unless the South African electronics
field developed rapidly enough to supply these components, or it was imported
clandestinely. On the long term, this limitation would have a serious influence on the
arms industry, for the simple reason that computer technology was developing at a
rapid pace, and arms systems and products would benefit better from more
sophisticated computer-assisted design, production and application. Lastly, extended
limitations on movement and communication would seriously hamper clandestine

acquisition and marketing.'®

5.3 THE SOUTH AFRICAN SANCTIONS DEBATE

By early 1985, the anti-apartheid demonstrations in the US had gained much
momentum and the voice for boycotts, sanctions or embargoes grew louder by the day.
The momentum was further spurred by a report in a digest called Africa News, which
alleged that the granting of licenses to South Africa for military-related items such as
aircraft, computers and communication equipment almost doubled during the first term
of the Reagan Administration. Simultaneously, licenses for items on the Munitions List
had risen from $12 million to $88 million. The result of the renewed momentum of the
anti-apartheid movement was that dozens of US universities, religious denominations
and foundations decided to divest from South Africa, followed by large institutions,
municipal governments and state legislators passing measures to restrict the stock they
could own in and products they could buy from South Africa. US firms with South
African subsidiaries responded to the call, fearing the potential loss of their biggest
customers in the US if they did not respond. Some examples include the Bank of Boston
and Morgan Guaranty who announced bans on loans to South Africa, Perkin-Elmer, a

manufacturer of specialized optical and electronic equipment who sold its South African

10. Armscor Archives (Pretoria), Main Management, Committees, Commissions and Control Boards,
State Security Board, Committee for Scientific and Technological Action, File 1/15/2/3/1, Volume 4:
Memorandum on the possible effect on Armscor of further economic punitive measures against the
RSA, December 1984.
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subsidiary, Pan American Airlines who suspended its flights to South Africa and

Motorola who announced that it would stop selling radios to the South African police."’

Despite the pressure and the strong denouncement of South Africa in December 1984,
the Reagan Administration remained opposed to sanctions or any other measures over
and above the arms embargo. On 16 April 1985, Secretary of State Shultz stated
categorically that the Reagan Administration rejected the view of cutting South Africa
off from the Western world through sanctions, boycotts or embargoes other than the
arms embargo, with the argument that even if it brought no change in South Africa, it
would put the US on the side of what was right. Shultz was of the opinion that such
measures would lead the US down the road of ineffectual actions that were more likely
to strengthen resistance to change than to strengthen reform. Chester Crocker, who
had watched with dismay the growing controversy over the strategy that he had
nurtured for four years on the premise that political reform could not come to South
Africa until after the regional conflicts in Southern Africa had been solved, agreed with
Shultz in a speech two days later. He even went further than Shultz in what he termed
an effort to set the record straight. He spoke out quite strongly on the current
discussions about South Africa in the US, saying that they should be based on facts and
a reasonable understanding of the issues and the policies of the Reagan Administration.
According to Crocker, it had not been the case, as the Reagan Administration frequently
faced a litany of warped statements, misrepresentations or outright falsifications of the

facts, which had the clear intention of discrediting US policy toward South Africa.'?

Crocker specifically had a lot to say about allegations of violations of the arms embargo
by the Reagan Administration. He said that it should have been clear to any objective
observer that the US’ relationship with South Africa was far from normal. This was
clear from the significant embargoes and restrictions in the military and nuclear areas,
the most recent being the vote in the Security Council for an embargo on the import of
arms and ammunition from South Africa in December 1984. According to Crocker, the

claims that the Reagan Administration supported the enforcement of apartheid by

11. G. Frankel, U.N. arms ban proves costly to South Africans, The Washington Post, 24 February 1985,
p. A1; R.K. Massey, Loosing the bonds, pp. 575-578.

12. S. Shultz, Southern Africa: Toward an American Consensus: Address before the National Press Club
on 16 April 1985, Department of State Bulletin, June 1985, p. 25; R.K. Massie, Loosing the bonds,
p. 583; South Africa: The making of United States policy, 1962 - 1989, microfiche collection:
National Security Files, fiche 01795: Statement by C.A. Crocker before the Subcommittee on Africa
of the House Foreign Affairs Committee, 17 April 1985.
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permitting South Africa to import mainframe computers to implement the pass laws that
controlled the lives of millions of black South Africans, were utterly false. The policy of
the Reagan Administration was to prohibit the sale of computers to the South African
military and police or any entity in that country that actively enforced apartheid.
Concerning the latter entities, Crocker claimed that the Reagan Administration
conducted regular prelicense checks on the end-use of agencies such as the South
African Post Office, Reserve Bank and ESCOM, and had insisted on the right to do post-

license checks as well. To his knowledge, there had been no violations in this regard."

Other claims that the Reagan Administration often heard from critics was that it had
sold $100 million worth of munitions to South Africa, including items such as shock
batons. According to Crocker, these claims were complete distortions of the facts, as
the Department of State had not licensed any export to South Africa of any item that
was subjected to the arms embargo. In fact, Crocker stated, the US export controls
went beyond the requirements of the United Nations in this regard, and included many
items on the Munitions List that were not subjected to the United Nations embargo. For
example, it included items such as encryption devices used in bank teller machines, for
which export to South Africa was only authorized for private entities like banks,
financial institutions and US corporate subsidiaries, and then only after thorough checks
on the recipients and the intended use. These type of items comprised 90% of the value
of licenses granted for Munitions List exports to South Africa. The remaining 10% of
items had similarly valid end-use by other entities, e.g. image-intensifier tubes for an
astronomical observatory. No items for military purposes were approved for export.
Crocker did not deny that the system of controls was not perfect. He referred to the
shipment of shock batons to South Africa, which was mistakenly authorized. However,
the batons was not controlled by the Munitions List, and according to Crocker, it was
the US Department of Commerce and not the critics who brought the error to the

attention of the Department of State. Therefore, in the light of all that has been said,

13. South Africa: The making of United States policy, 1962 - 1989, microfiche collection: National
Security Files, fiche 01795: Statement by C.A. Crocker before the Subcommittee on Africa of the
House Foreign Affairs Committee, 17 April 1985; C.A. Crocker, U.S. response to Apartheid in South
Africa: Statement before the Subcommittee on Africa of the House Foreign Affairs Committee on 17
April 1985, Department of State Bulletin, June 1985, pp. 39-40.
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Crocker was adamant that it was blatantly untrue to accuse the Reagan Administration

of approving or increasing arms sales to South Africa.'*

Concerning US-South African nuclear cooperation, Crocker asserted that many critics
had accused the Reagan Administration of supporting the South African acquisition of
sensitive nuclear technology. They claimed that South Africa could not have developed
its nuclear potential without active assistance from the US. Crocker in answer pointed
out that South Africa was a technologically advanced nation that had pursued an
independent nuclear program for three decades. Therefore, Crocker was of the opinion
that it would stretch the imagination to envision how the US could have prevented
South Africa from developing an indigenous nuclear program. Nonetheless, US law and
policy barred all significant nuclear transfers to countries like South Africa that have not
accepted full-scope nuclear safeguards. Furthermore, the US had strict controls over
transfers of nuclear technology, whereby all applications for exports of nuclear-related
equipment or assistance were thoroughly reviewed so that only limited, non-sensitive
transactions were permitted. In the light of this, the Reagan Administration had
approved for export to South Africa only unclassified, non-sensitive items for use in fully
safeguarded civil nuclear facilities. Crocker denied that neither the Reagan
Administration nor any of its predecessors had provided any assistance in any form to

weapons-related nuclear research in South Africa.'®

In conclusion to his speech, Crocker emphasized the point he was trying to make with
the following words: “The helicopters flying South African soldiers and police are not
American. The nuclear power plant outside Cape Town is not American. Computers
used by security forces and apartheid-enforcing agencies are not American. We have in
place strong and effective policies that distance our country from such fields, sending
both a tangible and symbolic signal that is clearly understood in South Africa. Our

policies in this regard are the most rigorous of any of its major industrial trading

14. South Africa: The making of United States policy, 1962 - 1989, microfiche collection: National
Security Files, fiche 01795: Statement by C.A. Crocker before the Subcommittee on Africa of the
House Foreign Affairs Committee, 17 April 1985; C.A. Crocker, U.S. response to Apartheid in South
Africa: Statement before the Subcommittee on Africa of the House Foreign Affairs Committee on
17 April 1985, Department of State Bulletin, June 1985, pp. 39-40.

15. South Africa: The making of United States policy, 1962 - 1989, microfiche collection: National
Security Files, fiche 01795: Statement by C.A. Crocker before the Subcommittee on Africa of the
House Foreign Affairs Committee, 17 April 1985; C.A. Crocker, U.S. response to Apartheid in South
Africa: Statement before the Subcommittee on Africa of the House Foreign Affairs Committee on
17 April 1985, Department of State Bulletin, June 1985, pp. 39-40.
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partners.”"® In May 1985, the Reagan Administration sent another tangible and symbolic
signal to the South African Government when Armscor reported that it had received a
letter from the Scientific Liaison Office in Washington, D.C. concerning state-imbursed
scientists and engineers from the US who wanted to visit South Africa. These scientists
and engineers would in future be denied permission by the US Government to attend
conferences or other meetings in South Africa if such conferences or meetings would be
held in the homelands. They would furthermore be forbidden to visit South Africa if their
costs were to be carried by any South African government department or scientific
council. Armscor therefore encouraged institutions in South Africa who wanted to invite
scientists and engineers from the US to mention in the invitations that funding for the

visits would be provided by a university or a private sector firm."’

In the meantime, Congressional support for sanctions against South Africa grew rapidly.
To make matters worse, events in South Africa deteriorated by the day as the South
African Government’s security machinery once again attempted to crush its enemies
and conflict between the United Democratic Front (UDF) and other black groups grew.
As a result, divestment measures piled up in all sectors in the US. In the House of
Representatives, more than twenty bills were filed against South Africa. On 2 May
1985, the House of Representatives Foreign Affairs Committee overwhelmingly
approved a bill that would bar new private US investment in South Africa. The bill
would prohibit new US investments and bank loans in South Africa, cut off existing
computer contracts with the South African Government, and prohibit importation of the
South African gold Krugerrand, a collector’'s and investor’'s item. The cut-off of
computer contracts especially was significant for the arms embargo implementation
regulations, which had long been a controversial and much-discussed item during the
first term of the Reagan Administration, as discussed in foregoing parts of this

chapter.'®

16. As quoted in South Africa: The making of United States policy, 1962 - 1989, microfiche collection:
National Security Files, fiche 01795: Statement by C.A. Crocker before the Subcommittee on Africa
of the House Foreign Affairs Committee, 17 April 1985.

17. Armscor Archives (Pretoria), Main Management, Committees, Commissions and Control Boards,
State Security Board, Committee for Scientific and Technological Action, File 1/15/2/3/1, Volume 4:
Minutes of a meeting of the Committee for Science and Technology, 23 May 1985.

18. R.K. Massie, Loosing the bonds, pp. 580, 582-583; S. Engelberg, House panel favors Pretoria
sanctions, The New York Times, 3 May 1985, p. A3.
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On 5 June 1985, the House of Representatives voted 295 to 127 in favor of a measure
imposing an immediate ban on new investment in and gold-coin imports from South
Africa. The passing of the bill with such a huge majority meant that 65 Republican Party
members voted against their own president. Meanwhile, a companion bill was also
pending in the Senate and on 11 July 1985, it voted 80 to 12 in favor of a sanctions
measure that would ban new US bank-lending to the South African Government and its
state-controlled agencies, create a total ban on nuclear-related trade between the US
and South Africa, codify existing curbs on computer exports to South Africa, and
mandate corporate adherence to the previously voluntary fair employment policies

known as the Sullivan principles.'®

But despite the pressure from the anti-Apartheid Movement and the steps mentioned in
the previous two paragraphs, as well as the declaration of a state of emergency and the
conference of almost unlimited powers to the police and military by South African
President P.W. Botha, the Reagan Administration remained reluctant to impose
sanctions against South Africa. In a statement before the United Nations Security
Council on 25 July 1985, the US Ambassador to the United Nations reiterated that his
country had on numerous occasions over the years conveyed to the South African
Government its firm conviction that apartheid would sooner or later lead that country
into chaos. To underscore the seriousness of this conviction, various measures had been
undertaken against South Africa: support of the 1963 United Nations arms embargo as
well as the 1977 mandatory United Nations arms embargo, to which the US added
more severe regulations than required by the United Nations by restricting sales to the
South African military and police, and support for the December 1984 United Nations
embargo on imports of arms and ammunition from South Africa. Furthermore, the US
Ambassador had been recalled to the US just prior to the Security Council meeting, and
the Reagan Administration had also restricted its commercial relationship with South
Africa. Lastly, export license applications for the export of, among other things, US
crime control equipment were carefully reviewed on an ongoing basis, in order to
prevent the use of such items in the enforcement of apartheid. However, according to
the Ambassador, the Reagan Administration was not convinced that extensive trade

sanctions in addition to the arms embargo were suitable means to discourage apartheid.

19. C.A. Crocker, High Noon in Southern Africa: Making peace in a rough neighborhood, p. 264,
L.E.S. de Villiers, US sanctions against South Africa: A historical analysis of the sanctions campaign
and its political implications, 1946-1993, pp. 246-248.
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Indeed, in their view it could only have a disruptive effect on the South African

economy that had been increasingly open to black people in recent aforegoing years.*°

On 26 July 1985, six days after a state of emergency was announced in South Africa,
the United Nations Security Council adopted Resolution 569, which expressed deep
concern and outrage at the deteriorating situation in South Africa, the repression of
millions of people, the imposition of a state of emergency in the country, and the use by
the South African Government of detention without trial, forcible removal and
discriminatory legislation. Member states of the United Nations were urged to adopt
commercial and sport restrictions against South Africa, as well as prohibition regulations
concerning all sales of computer equipment that might be used by the South African
military and police. The US, in a departure from its usual support for South Africa in the
United Nations, abstained on voting for the resolution. The reason: the Senate majority
leader just a few days prior to the passing of the resolution warned Reagan that anti-
South African sentiment in both houses of the US Congress was so strong that it could
override an Administration veto for sanctions legislation against South Africa.
Nonetheless, in a statement the day after the adoption of Resolution 569, the US
Ambassador said that his country supported most of the elements in the resolution,
especially an end to the state of emergency and the prohibition of all computer-related
sales to the South African military and police, which the Reagan Administration had
indeed already extended earlier to the South African Government agencies as part of its
implementation of the arms embargo. However, the US underlined that it would
maintain its policy of constructive engagement, and therefore it did not support actions
to restrict new investment in South Africa. A few days later, Crocker again reiterated

this policy line in an address before the Commonwealth Club in San Francisco.?'

On 15 August 1985, South African President P.W. Botha finally ignited an explosion in
the US with his so-called Rubicon speech. Unknown to Botha, his speech was

transmitted live into the homes of all spectrums of society in the US. What was sold by

20. V.A. Walters, Security Council meets on situation in South Africa: Statement by Ambassador Vernon
A. Walters, U.S. Ambassador to the United Nations, on 25 July 1985, Department of State Bulletin,
October 1985, pp. b4 - 5b.

21. United Nations, Security Council Resolution 569 of 26 July 1985, Department of State Bulletin,
October 1985, p. 55; W. Clark, Statement on Security Council Resolution 569 by Warren Clark, Jr.,
U.S. Permanent Representative to the United Nations on 26 July 1985, Department of State Bulletin,
October 1985, p. 55; C.A. Crocker, The U.S. and South Africa, A framework for progress: Address
before the Commonwealth Club in San Francisco on 16 August 1985, Department of State Bulletin,
October 1985, pp. 4 — 7; R.K. Massie, Loosing the bonds, p. 585.
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South African Foreign Minister Pik Botha to the Reagan Administration just a week
before as a prospect of dramatic reform in South Africa, turned out to be a complete
disaster. Botha started his speech with an assertion that the South African Government
had “crossed the Rubicon of reform”?? by accepting the permanency of black people in
the urban areas of South Africa, but he quickly fell into the ideological Rubicon when he
ruled out any real reform, stating that the black homelands would remain, that a fourth
chamber of parliament for Africans would not be a practical move and that Nelson
Mandela, a leader of the ANC jailed since the early 1960’s, would not be released

unless he agreed to a set of restrictive conditions.?®

Botha’'s speech sent shock waves through all spectrums of society in the US, including
state legislatures, city council members, universities and big commercial concerns. In
the Reagan Administration, Secretary of State George Shultz and Reagan’s National
Security Advisor, Robert McFarlane, agreed that some sort of congressional sanctions
against South Africa were now inevitable. Reagan had but one alternative to this,
namely to seize the initiative and implemen some measures of his own through an
executive order. To make matters worse for South Africa, a report prepared by the
United Nations Center on Transnational Corporations for the start of the 40™ United
Nations General Assembly in September 1985 was released on 21 August 1985. The
report stated that South Africa was at the time better equipped militarily than it was 22
years before when the United Nations first imposed an arms embargo against the
country. Furthermore, the report stated, South Africa was continuously expanding and
upgrading its military force because of its perception of an external threat to the
country. The report estimated South Africa to be the 10" largest arms manufacturer in
the world, and concluded that the various arms embargoes of 1963, 1977 and 1984
had not achieved their primary goals of helping to eliminate apartheid nor to reduce the
threat of war in the Southern Africa region. Concerning South Africa’s nuclear power,
the report found that the Valindaba uranium enrichment plant was estimated to produce
enough plutonium for two to three nuclear bombs a year. Nonetheless, the report
reiterated that although the embargoes were imperfect, they were a necessary part of

international policy to eliminate apartheid.?*

22. As quoted in R.K. Massie, Loosing the bonds, p. 586.

23. R.K. Massie, Loosing the bonds, p. 586.

24. R.K. Massie, Loosing the bonds, pp. 587-588; Anonymous, S. Africa military called stronger despite
22-year arms embargo, Los Angeles Times, 21 August 1985, p. 11.
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In the US, the report fueled the sanctions debate even more. Talks about a mandatory
ban on buying South African weaponry surfaced again. In South Africa, fears abounded
that such an embargo would have a far greater effect on the country than the sanctions
legislation pending in the US Congress. The pending sanctions expected to be passed in
the US Congress were regarded as merely a slap rather than a crushing blow to the
South African economy. Indeed, as the sanctions debate headed towards a climax, the
Reagan Administration was left with two choices: It could continue with constructive
engagement and veto the sanctions legislation pending in Congress, thereby risking a
veto override, or it could acknowledge that the policy of constructive engagement had
failed and it was time for sanctions. For Crocker, the choice between the two options
was phony, as sanctions against South Africa had been incorporated in US policy since
the voluntary arms embargo was instituted in 1963. The sanctions, as already known,
included bans on the trade of arms and military or nuclear-related technology,
restrictions on computer licenses for certain clients in South Africa, etc. On the other
hand, Crocker did not think that sanctions were a policy. Rather, for him they were one
possible instrument of policy, dependent on the raw coercive potential of the sanction
itself. Furthermore, measuring the success of the coercion was difficult. As stated
earlier, in the case of South Africa, the arms embargo successfully raised the price of
arms and complicated the acquisition of a wide range of items by the SADF. On the
other hand, the embargo helped South Africa in creating a large and diversified arms
industry. Furthermore, by 1984, international arms sales by South Africa formed an
important part of this multi-million-rand industry. In an effort to counter the massive
production costs, South Africa had to sell as many arms as possible after its own needs
were satisfied. Thus, Crocker argued, sanctions created pressures for self-sufficiency,

and therefore its success was limited.?®

Due to the mounting pressure and seeming inevitability of sanctions against South
Africa, Reagan met with his top advisors on 5 September 1985 to discuss how the US
could use its influence to end the violence in South Africa and bring about talks
between the South African Government and prominent black leaders in the country. The
meeting was followed with a National Security Decision on US policy toward South
Africa, dated 7 September 1985. In the document, it was stated that the important

political, commercial and strategic interests of the US were being threatened by

25. A. Walker, Arms sales ban could hit SA where it really hurts, The Star, 23 August 1985, p. 12;
C.A. Crocker, High noon in Southern Africa: Making peace in a rough neighborhood, pp. 268-269.
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widespread violence and increased tension in South Africa and by continued
communistic challenges in the Southern Africa region. Nonetheless, nowhere in the
document did the Reagan Administration make any statement indicative of stronger
measures towards South Africa. Instead, the broad objectives of the political strategy of
Constructive Engagement were once again re-emphasized. The only mention of arms-
embargo related issues was a reference to continued efforts to work with South Africa
and the IAEA to safeguard South African nuclear facilities and to obtain South African
adherence to the Nuclear Non-proliferation Treaty. Concerning sanctions against South
Africa, the document stated that the Reagan Administration would continue to promote
its policy in the United Nations and other international fora and oppose new,
international mandatory economic sanctions against South Africa. In accordance to the
National Security Decision, a special working group was established under State
Department chairmanship to plan and implement a strategy for gaining better public

understanding and support of US policy toward South and Southern Africa.?®

Two days after the above National Security Decision, on 9 September 1985, Reagan
surprised many with an Executive Order prohibiting trade and certain other transactions
involving South Africa, thereby preempting Congressional legislation and averting a
foreign policy defeat for his Administration. Refraining from calling the Executive Order
sanctions, Reagan stated that it was a set of measures designed and aimed against the
machinery of apartheid without indiscriminately punishing the people who were victims
of the system of apartheid. According to Reagan, the measures would disassociate the
US from apartheid but associate it with peaceful change. As this research study
specifically deals with the implementation of the US arms embargo against South
Africa, a discussion of each of the measures contained in the Executive Order is not
deemed necessary. Concerning measures applicable to the arms embargo, a number
were implemented. First, a ban on all exports of computers, computer software, or
goods or technology intended to service computers, to the South African Government
and its entities, including the military, police, prison system, national security agencies,
Armscor and its subsidiaries, the weapons research divisions of the CSIR, administering
authorities for the black passbook and similar controls, any apartheid enforcing agency

and any local or regional government or homeland entity that performed any function of

26. B. Gwertzman, Reagan and aides review policy on South Africa, The New York Times, 6 September
1985, p. A9; Reagan Presidential Library, File NLS-NSC-NSDD-187: National Security Decision,
United States policy toward South Africa, 7 September 1985; Reagan Presidential Library,
File NLS-NSC-NSDD-187: Memorandum, N. Platt to R.C. McFarlane, 1 October 1985.
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any entity described before. The US Secretary of Commerce was authorized to
promulgate such rules and regulations as may be necessary to carry out this measure
and to implement a system of end use verification to ensure that any computers
exported directly or indirectly to South Africa will not be used by any of the mentioned

entities.?’

Second, a prohibition was introduced on the issuance of any license for the export to
South Africa of goods and technology that could be used in a nuclear production or
utilization facility, or which, in the opinion of the Secretary of State, were likely to be
diverted for use in such a facility. The prohibition furthermore included any authorization
to engage, directly or indirectly, in the production of any special nuclear material in
South Africa, any export license for component parts or other items or substances
especially relevant from the standpoint of export control because of their significance
for nuclear explosive purposes, and any approval of retransfers to South Africa of any
goods, technology, special nuclear material components, items or substances already
described. The US Secretaries of State, Commerce, Energy and Treasury were
authorized to take such actions as may be necessary to carry out these measures. Also,
nothing of the mentioned prohibitions would preclude assistance for International
Atomic Energy safeguards or IAEA programs generally available to its member states, or
for technical programs for the purpose of reducing proliferation risks, such as for
reducing the use of highly enriched uranium and activities envisaged by the US Nuclear
Waste Policy Act or for exports that the US Secretary of State determined were

necessary for humanitarian purposes to protect the public health and safety.?®

Third, a ban was placed on the import into the US of any arms, ammunition or military

vehicles produced in South Africa or of any manufacturing data for such articles. The

27. The White House, South Africa: Presidential Actions. Texts of President Reagan’s remarks made in
the White House and the Executive Order signed at the conclusion of the remarks on 9 September
1985, Department of State Bulletin, October 1985, pp. 1-3; Reagan Presidential Library, Speeches,
Online Document 90985c: Message to the Congress reporting on the prohibition of trade and certain
other transactions involving South Africa, 9 September 1985; National Archives and Records
Administration, Federal Register, Online document e12532: Executive Order 12532 - Prohibiting
trade and certain other transactions involving South Africa, 9 September 1985.

28. The White House, South Africa: Presidential Actions. Texts of President Reagan’s remarks made in
the White House and the Executive Order signed at the conclusion of the remarks on 9 September
1985, Department of State Bulletin, October 1985, pp. 1-3; Reagan Presidential Library, Speeches,
Online document 90985c¢, Message to the Congress reporting on the prohibition of trade and certain
other transactions involving South Africa, 9 September 1985; National Archives and Records
Administration, Federal Register, Online document €12532, Executive Order: 12532 - Prohibiting
trade and certain other transactions involving South Africa, 9 September 1985.
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Secretaries of State, Treasury and Defense were authorized to take such actions as may

be necessary to carry out this measure.?

Despite adopting most of the trade and financial actions against apartheid that were
sought by the US Congress and thus signaling a major reversal of policy, Reagan was
adamant that he would not sign a comprehensive bill of economic sanctions that was
serving before the Senate when he announced his Executive Order. According to
Reagan, such a bill would only hurt the very people the US was trying to help, i.e. the
South African black community. However, his Executive Order was not received too
positively by the majority of Americans as well as in South Africa. The latter denounced
Reagan’s announcement and said that outside attempts to interfere in South Africa’s
affairs would only retard racial change in the country. In the US, the White House and
the leadership of the ruling Republican Party characterized Reagan’s action as largely an
effort to avoid a head-on collision with the Congress over sanctions. The opposition
Democratic Party, together with some Republicans, made it clear that they would fight
to get a tougher package of sanctions accepted in the Senate, thereby forcing Reagan
to veto the bill. They argued that Reagan’s measures were significantly weaker than

those included in the legislation before the Senate. *

Many trade analysts felt that Reagan’s limited measures, which they called sanctions,
would have a negligible impact on the South African economy and on US companies
doing business with South Africa. However, on the other hand they felt that the
decision might have psychological effects and strengthen the resolve of other countries
to expand their own sanctions against South Africa. Some other analysts were of the
opinion that the sanctions would encourage the South African Government to redouble
its effort to build a self-supporting economy, as was already evident from the build-up

of the South African arms industry as a result of the arms embargoes. Furthermore, the

29. The White House, South Africa: Presidential Actions. Texts of President Reagan’s remarks made in
the White House and the Executive Order signed at the conclusion of the remarks on 9 September
1985, Department of State Bulletin, October 1985, pp. 1-3; Reagan Presidential Library, Speeches,
Online document 90985c¢, Message to the Congress reporting on the prohibition of trade and certain
other transactions involving South Africa, 9 September 1985; National Archives and Records
Administration, Federal Register, Online document e12532, Executive Order: 12532 - Prohibiting
trade and certain other transactions involving South Africa, 9 September 1985.

30. Anonymous, Excerpts from Reagan’s remarks and question session with reporters, The New York
Times, 10 September 1985, p. A12; Anonymous, News summary, The New York Times,
10 September 1985, p. B1; A. Cowell, Botha declares sanctions will retard racial changes, The New
York Times, 10 September 1985, p. A12; J. Fuerbringer, Senators fighting for tougher move,
The New York Times, 10 September 1985, p. A12.
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sanctions on computers, computer equipment and computer software used by South
African public agencies to enforce apartheid, as well the sanctions on nuclear equipment
that could be used for military purposes, merely validated changes already put in effect
earlier in the Reagan Administration.®' The following comment by the co-chairman of the
Free South Africa Movement, Randall Robinson, perhaps sums up the general feeling of
critics: “The executive order and speech were designed to help him [Reagan] reconcile
his reflexive sympathy for the white minority government of South Africa with the

building opposition to his program of constructive engagement in the US."*?

5.3.1 REAGAN’S EXECUTIVE ORDER AND THE ARMS EMBARGO

Criticism of Reagan’s limited sanctions was further fueled in late September 1985 when
various testimonies were delivered before a special United Nations panel that was
appointed by the United Nations Secretary-General to study whether transnational
corporations doing business in South Africa were aiding apartheid. The hearings before
the panel touched on all aspects of trade. Concerning the trade in arms, a researcher of
the American Friends Service Committee, Thomas Conrad, told the panel that the arms
embargo against South Africa was being evaded through what he termed a “brisk

invisible military trade”*?

by transnational corporations. According to Conrad,
transnational corporations were important conduits for the supply of strategic arms
technology to South Africa. As a result, South Africa had been able to build up the
largest arms industry in the Southern Hemisphere, mainly through access to the high-
tech building blocks of modern weaponry, i.e. computers, microprocessors,
instrumentation equipment, electronic components, and sub-assemblies for use in larger
weapons systems. Regarding US transnational corporations specifically, Conrad alleged
that 33 of the more than 400 US companies doing business in South Africa ranked
among the top 100 contractors of the US Department of Defense in 1984. In addition,
companies like IBM, Control Data Corporation, Hewlett-Packard, NCR, Burroughs and

General Motors also supplied high technology to South Africa. However, Conrad took

care to say that these facts did not prove that all US arms manufacturers with

31. P.T. Kilborn, Psychological effects seen for curbs, The New York Times, 10 September 1985,
p. A13; G.D. Moffett lll, History of sanctions shows South Africa’s resilience, The Christian Science
Monitor, 9 September 1985, pp. 1-2.

32. As quoted in F.X. Clines, Foes and friends of Pretoria criticize Reagan’s sanctions, The New York
Times, 10 September 1985, p. A13.

33. As quoted in Anonymous, UN told arms embargo being evaded, Pretoria News, 19 September 1985,
p. 3.
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subsidiaries in South Africa were necessarily selling military technology to the South
African Government. Nonetheless, it did provide a structural context for evading the
arms embargo. He suggested also that total high-tech sales to South Africa were likely
to be much higher than the R250-million worth of computers and related equipment sold
to South Africa by US firms during a 16-month period ending in April 1985, because
such firms usually had subsidiaries in third countries that exported directly to South

Africa, thereby bypassing the US.%*

Abdul Minty, Director of the World Campaign against Military and Nuclear Collaboration
with South Africa, testified before the special United Nations panel that the growing
military confrontation in South Africa made it important to identify transnational
corporations that operated in the South African military sector. He, too, alleged that the
arms embargo had been seriously weakened by clandestine exports and corporations
that labeled goods as dual purpose in order to bypass export regulations. Furthermore,
he pointed out that South Africa did not observe the Nuclear Non-proliferation Treaty
but benefited from being a member of the IAEA. The country also had secret enrichment
plants, according to Minty. When the panel asked him how the export of dual-purpose
military equipment could be prevented, Minty pointed out that the US had succeeded in
preventing the shipment of certain computers to the Soviet Union via Germany and

Sweden; therefore it could surely take similar steps vis-a-vis South Africa.>®

When a secret memorandum from the top manager of Armscor security to the secretary
of the company, dated 9 October 1985, is studied, Conrad and Minty seemed to have
been thorough in their investigations, or at least in some aspects thereof. According to
the memorandum, unconfirmed information indicated that the American Friends Service
Committee, who had links with the United Nations, had completed an investigation into
arms exports to South Africa and had found that although states tried to adhere to the
United Nations arms embargo, it was mainly multinational companies that violated the
embargo. Accordingly, Armscor could expect that the focus would fall increasingly on
multinational corporations with possible links with South Africa and that there would be

efforts from especially governments and pressure groups to lay clear any real weapons-

34. Anonymous, UN told arms embargo being evaded, Pretoria News, 19 September 1985, p. 3;
Anonymous, Invisible military trade helps SA, The Citizen, 19 September 1985, p. 16; United
Nations, Fifty-two witnesses present testimony during four days of hearings on transnational
corporations in South Africa, UN Chronicle 22, November-December 1985, p. 8.

35. United Nations, Fifty-two witnesses present testimony during four days of hearings on transnational
corporations in South Africa, UN Chronicle 22, November-December 1985, p. 9.
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type connections. Armscor was therefore urged to be security sensitive in its
involvement with such corporations and to ensure that all related activities were

thoroughly concealed.*®

On 11 October 1985, the ban on the import of arms from South Africa announced by
Reagan in September took effect. The ban included tanks, armored cars, handguns,
rifles, ammunition and technical manuals and was imposed by the US Department of
Treasury’s Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco and Firearms. A spokesman for the Bureau said
that although South Africa at that stage did not sell any military items to the US, it was
believed that the country was getting ready to export firearms in the near future. The
ban would cut South Africa off before it was able to go to the US to promote its items.
The South African Embassy frowned at this assertion, commenting that it was not

aware of any plans to export South African arms to the US.*’

Following the announcement of the Ilimited sanctions package, the Reagan
Administration also published an updated Federal Regulations package concerning trade
in arms. One section, i.e. Section 126.1 of the Code of Federal Regulations (1985
edition), specifically dealt with International Traffic in Arms Regulations. It stated that it
was the policy of the US to deny licenses and other approvals with respect to defense
articles and defense services destined for or originating in certain countries or areas,
including countries or areas with which the US maintained an arms embargo. This
included exports originating in such countries or areas. Concerning shipments, it was
stated that a defense article licensed for export may not be shipped on a vessel, aircraft

or other means of transport owned, operated or leased by any of these countries.®®

In the section on Department of Commerce regulations, Title 15 of the Code of Federal
Regulations (1985 edition), it was reiterated that an embargo was in place on the export
or re-export to South Africa and Namibia of arms, munitions, military equipment and

materials, and materials and machinery for use in the manufacture and maintenance of

36. Armscor Archives (Pretoria), Top Management, Foreign Relations and Organization, Embargo, 1981 -
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1985.
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