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The Eagleburger Contribution 

Diplomatic historians are likely to accord Under 
Secretary of State Lawrence Eagleburger's June 23 
address in San Francisco an importance not perceived 
by those present at the National Conference of 
Editorial Writers, where he delineated the full regional 
scope of the R~agan Administration's policy of "con
structive engagement." Media coverage, with a few 
exceptions, has been reminiscent of the Indian fable of 
the four blind men describing an elephant-animated 
in reaction to specific parts but failing to convey the 
quite extraordinary dimensions of the whole entity. 

The timing of this detailed manifesto was almost 
certainly influenced by growing State Department con
cern about several pieces of legislation affecting U.S. 
relations with southern Africa that have been making 
unexpected headway through subcommittees and 
committees of the House. Eagleburger was speaking 
both to the assembled representatives of the media 
and to the Hill when he warned that "voices in our 
Congress, media, and public" are calling for "punitive 
measures" against "governments which do not please 
us"- and that the princiP,al effect of these measures 
would be to reduce U.S. relevance and influence in 
the region. He referred, explicitly or implicitly, to pro
posals to ban food aid to Mozambique and develop
ment assistance to Zimbabwe; to make adherence to 
the Sullivan Code of Fair Employment Practices man· 
datory instead of a voluntary corporate undertaking by 
American firms operating in South Africa; to politicize 
access to the stabilization programs of the IMF; and 
to escalate "petty trade controls." 

While domestic considerations may have determined 
the timing, there was a message as well for every na
tion and movement in southern Africa. The speech 
emphasized the U.S. search for a balanced policy that 
consciously holds out the option to radical regimes "to 
diversify their external orientation and to pursue closer 
economic ties with th e West." It reiterated a "substan
tial commitment to the success and health of newly 
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independent Zimbabwe" and reaffirmed U.S. support 
for the efforts of the fledgling regional development 
organization SADCC to improve transport and food 
security for its nine member countries; noted that the 
United States has pledged over $100 million in PL-480 
food aid to drought-stricken countries of the area for 
1983-84; and reaffirmed the U.S. commitment to in
dependence for Namibia. The text is notable for its 
avoidance of such controversial buzzwords as "pro
Soviet" and "linkage." The latter was replaced, in 
reference to the continuing negotiations with Angola 
on the departure of Cuban troops, by the softer term 
"reciprocity." 

There was nothing subtle, however, about the 
language on apartheid: "We reject unequivocally at
tempts to denationalize the black South African ma
jority and relegate them to citizenship in the separate 
tribal homelands. We do not and will not recognize 
these areas. All Americans are repelled by the sight of 
long-settled, stable black communities being uprooted 
and their inhabitants forcibly removed to barren sites 
in far away 'homelands' they have never seen before. 
Neither can we countenance repression of organiza
tions and individuals by means of administrative 
measures like banning and detention without due pro
cess of law. By one means or another, South Africa's 
domestic racial system will be changed . . . Our 
policy is directed . . . not at whether a non-racial 
order is in South Africa's future or what the shape of 
that non-racial order will be, but how that non-racial 
order will be arrived at ... " 

Eagleburger said that the U.S. government, in 
developing programs that give substance to this com
mitment, is according priority to undertakings that are 
strengthening the capacity of black South Africans to 
participate in their country's society as equals
"economically, culturally, and politically." These in
clude plans to more than double the $4 million dollars 
a year now being spent on scholarship aid at 
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undergraduate and graduate levels, support for tutorial 
programs to help high school students attain eligibili
ty for university education, cooperation with the AFL
CIO in initiating training programs to enhance the 
collective bargaining ability of black and mixed trade 
unions, and support of small business development. It 
is also Administration policy to encourage U.S. cor
porations and subsidiaries operating in South Africa 
to remain there and to continue the role they have 
pioneered in the past decade as a "force for change 
.. . far greater than is commonly recognized." 

The importance of the San Francisco text lies both 
in its content and the personalities who had a hand in 
its honing- ranging from the able South African desk 
officer, David Dlouhy (whose transfer this month to 
the Chile desk is a major loss for the Africa Bureau), 
up the ladder to Assistant Secretary for African Affairs 
Chester A. Crocker, Assistant Secretary for Human 
Rights and Humanitarian Affairs Elliott Abrams, and 
Policy Planning, as well as Eagleburger himself, 
Secretary Shultz, and various elements in the White 
House. In contrast to what often happens when many 
bureaucratic hands stir the pot, the language defining 
the U.S. view of apartheid and position on Namibia 
was hardened rather than softened in the review pro
cess. In the final draft, the continuing key role of the 
United States in negotiations to free Africa's "last col
ony" was underscored by the statement that "The 

President is committed to Namibia's independence" 
and "is prepared to use his full influence" to achieve 
this end as well as "to assist in creating a peaceful 
and independent Angola in a peaceful and prosperous 
region." 

The threads of past and present woven together in 
the Eagleburger speech result in a relatively nonpar
tisan document. The Democratic presidential aspirants 
should study it with care before responding to 
pressures to endorse undeliverable rhetorical promises 
to please this constituency or that. There is much to 
question about the ad hoc assumptions on which cur
rent U.S. policy toward Africa north of the equator 
appears to be based (for amplification of thb point, 
see Helen Kitchen, CSIS Washington Paper No. 98, 
U.S. Interests in Africa, Praeger, 1983). But the 
policy of "constructive engagement" with southern 
Africa, as defined by the seminal Eagleburger presen
tation, is conceptually coherent and is rendered credi
ble by its recognition of the scope as well as the limits 
of U.S. ability to influence developments in distant 
areas of the world. 

In addition to the Eagleburger text (published in full 
below), we recommend Simon Jenkins' candid, authori
tative, and disquieting article, "Destabilisation in South
ern Africa," in the July 16 issue of The Economist, as 
"must" reading for all those who would understand the 
complexities of present and future U.S. policymaking. 

Southern Africa: America's Res ponsibility For Peace and Change 

Text of the address by Under Secretary of State for 
Political Affairs Lawrence S. Eagleburger before 
the National Conference of Editorial Writers, San 
Francisco, California, June 23, 1983. 

I am grateful for this opportunity to speak to you who are 
so involved in helping to shape this nation's consideration of 
critical choices . I have come to speak to an issue that has 
occupied an important place on this Administration's 
agenda-an issue of common interest to the Western world, 
an issue central to international stability. 

From this podium, spokesmen from the several ad
ministrations of recent times have addressed the respon
sibilities which the United States bears for the great crisis 
areas of the globe-Europe, the Middle East, Asia, Latin 
America. Tonight I invite you to join me in considering what 
is at stake in southern Africa, and what role we can play in 
shaping that region's future. My message is not an easy 
one. It is a message of responsibility-responsibility for the 
use of American influence and power in dealing with a ques
tion of substantial and growing national interest. 

I do not have to tell this audience that there is a crisis in 
southern Africa . Nearly a decade ago, as we stood mes
merized by our engagement in Southeast Asia and by 
escalating warfare in the Middle East, Portugal's empire in 
Africa collapsed. In its wake, southern Africa's conflicts, 
rooted as they were in longstanding struggles for decoloniza
tion and racial equality, became world issues-issues that 
would engage our national interests and test our resolve. 
Angola became an area of intense civil strife and contest 
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between the Soviet Union and the West, the war for Zim
babwe's independence intensified, Mozambique was caught 
up in regional conflict, and the struggle for change in South 
Africa assumed more violent and polarized forms. Wars 
which had been more or less contained within national 
boundaries spread across frontiers, and the cycle of violence 
which has come to plague the region took root. 

In retrospect, Western indifference to change in southern 
Africa played a part in creating this situation. As a nation 
we were not ~ell equipped to deal with the region. Our in
volvement had been superficial; we knew little of its actors 
or its dynamics. Our body politic was polarized. The left 
was transfixed by the issue of racism, while the right was 
too often prepared to interpret events only in the light of the 
East-West competition. In spite of these domestic divisions, 
three administrations have attempted to catch up with fast
moving events, define our national interests, and decide how 
to use our influence. 

The divisions of the past, I regret to say, still linger. 
There are those who would assure our irrelevance. As we 
meet here tonight, voices in our Congress, media, and 
public call for punitive measures against governments which 
do not please us - banning bank loans to South Africa or 
KrugerRand imports from South Africa, denying access to 
the stabilization programs of the International Monetary 
Fund or escalating petty trade controls, banning food aid to 
Mozambique or development a ssistance to Zimbabwe. 
Others repeat the slogans of liberation, while denying us the 
ability to add an ounce of political will or diplomatic invest
ment to solving the region's problems. At a time when we 



need all the leverage available to us, some argue for 
disinvestment and escape. They confuse the making of 
statements with the ability to influence events. 

There are those outside Africa whose motives are more 
cynical. They are the advocates of violence, who would turn 
the landscape of southern Africa into an enlarged version of 
Lebanon, with the sovereignty, independence, and economic 
viability of the states in the region subordinated to a battle 
between South Africa and its neighbors. These forces would 
welcome such an outcome, since it would present new op
portunities for neo-colonial exploitation. They are more than 
willing to shed African blood and to supply copious quan
tities of weapons, even though they know violence cannot 
create anything of value in southern Africa. Violence, for 
these outsiders, is not a means to achieve national self
determination or to end apartheid. Rather, it is an end in 
itself, a political vehicle to enhance external influence and 
permit the political and ideological subjugation of indepen
dent Africa. The United States, on the other hand, proceeds 
from the conviction that our national interest and the in
terests of the West demand an engagement-constructive 
and peaceful-in the affairs of southern Africa. The United 
States is, I believe, uniquely situated to speak to all sides in 
the conflict. 

The region has enormous potential-positive and negative. 
Historically it is a zone of Western influence and has been 
so for 300 years. But direct Western control has ended. 
Decolonization, peaceful and violent, left a legacy of weak 
institutions, conflicting nationalisms, fear and loss of con
fidence in any reliable hand. 

The implications are clear. If we wish to shape events, we 
must be prepared to take initiatives, make investments, sup
port those things we believe in, build institutions and 
bridges. We must, in short, be involved. And we must, as 
well, be prepared to oppose those from outside Africa who 
claim a right to violent intervention. 

To succeed in southern Africa, we must define a coherent 
regional strategy. Apart from Namibia, we are talking about 
a community of sovereign states. Southern Africa is in
terdependent economically in its infrastructure, its popula
tions, markets, its natural links and to an important degree 
in its external orientation. The region, unfortunately, suffers 
from a current and aggravated temptation to depend upon 
the instruments of violence. 

One way or another the states of southern Africa have to 
evolve explicit or tacit ground rules for cooperation and co
existence, for the alternatives are all too obvious. Both 
South Africa and the independent African states to its north 
have enunciated at different times a vision of co-existence. 
Regional co-existence, the only path to peace and stability, 
has an additional meaning. Unless there is peace and 
stability in southern Africa, it will prove impossible to en
courage essential change in South Africa-and by change I 
mean a basic shift away from apartheid. 

At present, the issue of Namibia and South Africa's con
tinuing control there, the presence of Cuban forces in 
Angola, and the practice of harboring guerrillas and dissi
dent movements to strike at targets across borders, pose 
severe challenges to regional security and Western 
diplomacy. As a region, southern Africa contains parallels 
to the tragedies of the Middle East. A cycle of violence has 
begun; unless it is reversed, the interests of the region and 
the West will be severely damaged. If southern Africa is at 
war, the consequences for South Africa will be clear: in
creased spending on war; reduced political will for address
ing the domestic agenda of negotiated, evolutionary change; 
and a heightened polarization of attitudes that can only 
distort the internal South African debate about the means 
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and forms of change. Similarly, if the region is at war, the 
economies and institutions of the neighboring African states 
will be undermined, distorted, and perhaps destroyed. No 
amount of Western or international support and solidarity 
with these states will be productive if the politics of develop
ment and co-existence continue to be subordinated to the 
politics of survival and war. 

It is for all these reasons that this Administration has 
committed its prestige and energy to defining a regional 
strategy and using our influence to shape events. The under
taking has several aspects which, taken together, are 
directed at encouraging enhanced regional security, 
economic development, and peaceful change. 

Namibia 
The quest for Namibia's independence remains for this Ad
ministration, as it was for our predecessors, a key object of 
American diplomacy. The unresolved status of Namibia 
creates a dangerous vacuum in the area and serves as a 
magnet for violence and external meddling. Namibia re
mains Africa's last colony, and a focal point of the conti
nent's and the nonaligned world's attention. Its people suffer 
from war and outside domination. The United States long 
ago accepted responsibility for helping to secure Namibia's 
independence; we have, since then, made a considerable 
contribution toward achieving that goal. Under President 
Ford, we defined the first procedure for a peaceful move to 
independence. Under the Carter Administration, we joined 
with our allies-France, Canada, Great Britain, and 
Germany-in negotiating UN Security Council Resolution 
435, a document of seminal importance which defines how 
transition to independence under UN authority will occur. 
During the Reagan Administration we have faced squarely 
the need to secure conditions which will make it politically 
possible for South Africa to relinquish its position in a ter
ritory it has controlled since 1916. 

We inherited a stalemated negotiating process. Since that 
time, we and our allies, working through what we call the 
Contact Group, have elaborated constitutional principles to 
guide the framers of the constitution for an independent 
Namibia. We have successfully resolved a series of 
troublesome issues related to the role of the United Nations. 
The fruits of this intensive diplomacy are impressive. 
Through sustained and coordinated effort with our allies, the 
Frontline States and SWAPO, the South Africans, the inter
nal Namibian parties, and the UN Secretary General and 
his officials, we have virtually all elements in place for the 
implementation of Resolution 435. 

There is, admittedly, some frustration over the time it has 
taken to move as far as we have. But these are complex 
.and delicate questions which have required months of quiet 
negotiation. There is, today, virtually unanimous agreement 
on the basis for re.solving this intricate and important prob
lem. We are at the point where the transition to in
dependence can begin as soon as the key parties are 
prepared to take the necessary political decisions. 

Angola 
With the government of Angola we have undertaken a 
separate but parallel negotiation which, if successful, will 
provide for the departure of Cuban forces, thus opening the 
way to a South African decision to implement the interna
tional agreements so painstakingly developed on Namibia's 
transition to independence-while setting the stage for peace 
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in Angola itself. In a year and a half of talks, we have 
sought to build confidence in our objectives, and to establish 
a principle of broad applicability to the region at large. 

That principle is reciprocity. Progress in the area can be 
achieved only if all parties make a contribution, and only if 
the security and sovereignty of each is respected. South 
Africa must leave Angola's southern provinces and it must 
leave Namibia. Angola, on the other hand, can make such 
steps possible, while remaining true to its principles, by 
assuring, as a separate sovereign act, the withdrawal of 
Cuban combat forces from its territory. 

The position of the United States is clear. The President is 
committed to Namibia's independence. He wants to assist in 
creating a peaceful and independent Angola in a peaceful 
and prosperous region. He is prepared to use his full in
fluence to achieve these ends. 

A Framework for Regional Security 
The quest for peace in southern Africa does not stop with 
Namibia and Angola. Our diplomacy has consciously sought 
broader regional security. We have moved to rebuild our 
relations with strife-torn Mozambique. We have responded 
to Mozambique's difficult economic circumstances with food 
aid and will shortly send an ambassador there. We have 
pressed for dialogue between South Africa and Mozambique, 
and an end to cross border violence. Our efforts have been 
rewarded with two rounds of talks at ministerial level be
tween the governments, and a commitment to a continued 
search for understanding despite the pressures of recurring 
violence. The dialogue is fragile , but we will continue to do 
what we can to foster it. 

Similarly, between South Africa and Zimbabwe and South 
Africa and Lesotho we have quietly urged patience, re
straint, and dialogue. Here again our efforts have achieved 
a measure of success. But I repeat, the framework is new; it 
is vulnerable and only through good will and reciprocal 
undertakings will it survive. 

This concept of regional security in southern Africa rests 
on several key premises: 

• First, we are talking about sovereignty. Apart from 
Namibia, the region consists of sovereign states which 
recognize the rights and obligations of that statehood. 
Respect for international boundaries and renunciation of the 
use of violence across them are central to any framework 
for international security. There can be no double standards 
for either South Africa or its neighbors. The obligations of 
statehood, in southern Africa as elsewhere, are basic and 
reciprocal. 

• Second, the U.S. categorically reaffirms the principle 
that all states have a duty to refrain from tolerating or ac
quiescing in organized activities within their territory by 
guerrillas or dissidents planning acts of violence in the ter
ritory of another state. This applies equally to South Africa 
and its neighbors. 

• Third, regional security cannot rest solely on the activi
ty, the vision, or the influence of outsiders. Our task is not 
to impose a structure of security. The structure must rest on 
regional realities, mutual interests, and direct channels of 
communication. Our role is to foster a climate conducive to 
building it. We have made a beginning by stressing our 
readiness to work for reduced violence, to facilitate contact 
and communication, to build bridges and to serve as honest 
broker. To be effective, our stance must rest on a capacity 
to speak credibly to all states. We are uniquely qualified to 
play this role and we intend to play it. But it is up to the 
governments directly concerned-·in South Africa, Mozam-
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bique, Zimbabwe, Lesotho, Botswana, Zambia and others
to make the basic choice between the temptations of 
violence and the challenge of co-existence. 

• Fourth, we recognize that it is not realistic to speak of 
regional security without reference to the domestic political 
dimension of co-existence between states. The dilemma we 
face is that peaceful domestic change in southern Africa and 
regional security are both urgently needed if the risks of 
growing international strife are to be avoided. 

In South Africa, about which I will speak further in a mo
ment, the imperative of peaceful change is domestic. South 
Africa has enjoyed sovereign statehood for over 70 years. 
Yet, a structure of regional stability in southern Africa is 
unlikely to take root in the absence of basic movement away 
from a system of legally-entrenched rule by the white 
minority in South Africa. By the same token, peaceful 
change toward social justice and equality for all South 
Africans is unlikely to happen in a regional climate of 
escalating strife and polarization. 

In Namibia, we and our Contact Group allies are working 
effectively as a matter of highest priority to bring about 
negotiated peaceful change to internationally recognized in
dependence. Success would directly benefit in many ways 
our goals of building regional security, addressing the issue 
of cross border violence and foreign intervention. 

Dimensions of US Regional Involvement 
There are those who see in southern Africa's political ten
sions an opportunity for the West to identify the good guys 
and the bad guys and then to align itself accordingly. 
Others argue that the U.S. cannot maintain constructive 
ties based on principle and mutual interest with both South 
Africa and its African-ruled neighbors. Our policy of con
structive engagement rejects simplistic stereotypes based on 
race and ideology as inadequate guidelines for U.S. policy. 
From the outset of this Administration, we have signaled 
our hope for constructive relations with all governments in 
southern Africa. No regional state or external power can or 
should define our relations for us. 

Accordingly, if we are to be effective in this region, we 
must maintain a balanced policy that is relevant to its needs 
and that fully reflects its diversity and divisions. Politically, 
we seek to bolster those whose development policies and ex
ternal actions warrant that support. But we have also con
sciously held out the option to others to diversify their exter
nal orientation and to pursue closer economic ties with the 
West. Our cooperative diplomacy on Namibia has brought 
us into intensive contact with the Frontline States, a group
ing that spans a wide range of African political choices
some of them still evolving. Vice President Bush's travel last 
November to Zimbabwe, Zambia, and Zaire-and return 
visits here by their leaders-enable us to nurture these im
portant ties. Our substantial commitment to the success and 
health of newly independent Zimbabwe is another dimension 
of our effort to help this strategically important region find 
stability and growth. While Zimbabwe faces serious dif
ficulties, its leadership has committed itself to the principles 
of political reconciliation and a mixed economy. Because of 
its key geographic position and relatively strong economic 
base, it is important that Zimbabwe not fail as a new 
nation. 

Economically, some 25 percent of U.S. bilateral 
assistance to sub-Saharan Africa goes to southern African 
states, six of which are landlocked. Though rich in minerals 
and human potential, most states of the area share to a 
greater or lesser degree in Africa's current economic crisis. 



As part of our effort to deal with the region's economic 
crisis, we are working to support Zambia's efforts to restruc
ture its economy and stimulate its promising agricultural 
sector. The recent visit of President Kaunda to the U.S. and 
subsequent intensive consultations have given impetus to 
this process. 

Southern Africa's current drought-the worst in de
cades-represents a serious challenge to economic security 
and human well-being in the region. After careful review of 
this potential food disaster, we have recently increased by 
$25 million our PL-480 food aid programs for affected na
tions, beyond the $79 million for FY 83/84 already pro
grammed. Over the longer term, even as political tensions 
threaten to divide southern Africa, there are potent factors 
of geography, history and economics that pull these states 
together. Transport links, the pattern of interstate boun
daries, and the natural flow of goods and people all point in 
the direction of regional cooperation. We are supporting the 
regional efforts in transport and food security of the 
Southern African Development Coordination Conference 
(SADCC), while also quietly urging South Africa and its 
neighbors to maintain pragmatic trade and customs 
agreements based on mutual benefit. 

South Africa 
It is essential that South Africans get on with the business 
of deciding and shaping their own future. The political 
system in South Africa is morally wrong. We stand against 
injustice, and therefore we must reject the legal and political 
premises and consequences of apartheid. Indeed, it is in
creasingly recognized as impossible to maintain by a grow
ing number of South Africans of all races. 

We reject unequivocally attempts to denationalize the 
black South African majority and relegate them to citizen
ship in the separate tribal homelands. We do not and will 
not recognize these areas. All Americans are repelled by the 
sight of long-settled, stable black communities being 
uprooted and their inhabitants forcibly removed to barren 
sites in far away "homelands" they have never seen before. 
Neither can we countenance repression of organizations and 
individuals by means of administrative measures like ban
ning and detention without due process of law. 

By one means or another, South Africa's domestic racial 
system will be changed. Black South Africans will gain 
fuller participation in all aspects of South African society 
and politics. Our policy is· directed, therefore, not at 
whether a non-racial order is in South Africa's future or 
what the shape of that non-racial order will be, but how 
that non-racial order will be arrived at. Western policy 
toward South Africa today must focus on how various black 
groups acquire the basis and influence necessary to par
ticipate in a genuine bargaining process that produces 
change acceptable to all. The future of South Africa 
depends on those who participate in shaping it. A peaceful 
process of change depends on support from those who re
ject, as we do, both alignment with the current racial order, 
and violence as a means of ending it. 

We believe that South African and U.S. interests are best 
served by encouraging the change that is now under way in 
South Africa. We are committed to strengthening the 
capacity of black South Africans to participate in their coun
try's society as equals-economically, culturally, and 
politically. It is our view that such "power to participate" 
can only be made-it cannot be taken. This is not and can
not be a zero-sum game, since power taken by force, or a 
revolutionary upheaval, will likely leave little worth fighting 
over. 
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American efforts should, therefore, concentrate on positive 
steps which back constructive change and those who are 
working for it. We applaud the steps which are being taken 
to expand home ownership opportunities, trade union rights, 
and access to education. The structure and substance of 
apartheid is inevitably affected as education budgets grow 
dramatically and blacks find new opportunities and new in
fluence as workers and consumers. The recent South 
African court decision to confirm urban residency rights of 
blacks is an important development. Equally, the findings of 
the de Lange Education Commission underline the necessity 
of a sustained expansion of opportunity on a basis of greater 
equity. The commission's findings and recommendations 
deserve recognition and support. 

South Africa retains an independent judiciary and a dis
tinguished bar-two institutions which tie it to the finest 
traditions of Western democracy. Indeed, the rule of law is 
for South Africa, as for any country, a precious inheritance. 
In recent years the power of the court has been circum
scribed by new acts of Parliament and police practices 
which remove from the courts the ability to review executive 
action. Nowhere is this more apparent than in the system of 
detention, where the right of access to those in the hands of 
the police has been limited. Such a system leads to abuse. 
There are few things Americans should be prouder of than 
the rule of law in our society. Similarly, we admire efforts 
by South Africans to retain an independent judiciary. Those 
who work to rebuild the rule of law are forging anew South 
Africa's more important links to Western democracy. We 
wish them well. 

Our policy-constructive engagement-supports those, in
side and outside of government in South Africa, who are 
committed to peaceful change away from apartheid. Our 
support is both tangible and political. It is essential that we 
in the West, who have the most to offer toward peaceful 
change and much to lose if it fails, send an unambiguous 
message to the people of this increasingly important coun
try. The message is, first, that we agree with those South 
Africans who ·recognize that change is imperative and, sec
ond, that we are determined to permit them the opportunity 
to shape and define that change free of the threat of foreign 
intervention. 

Constructive engagement seeks to support trade unionists, 
students, entrepreneurs, government leaders, cultural
political movements, civic associations, and religious 
organizations which, through their commitment to peaceful 
change away from apartheid, can help make a better future 
for all citizens of South Africa. Such groups and individuals 
must prosper if there is to be multiracial bargaining leading 
to a government based on the consent of the governed. 

To support the positive aspects of change in South Africa, 
the Reagan Administration, with the support of Congress, 
has initiated new programs over the past two years: 

• A $4 million-a-year scholarship program which brings 
approximately 100 black South African students a year to 
the United States for undergraduate and graduate degrees. 
The majority of these students are studying in the hard 
sciences. By 1985 there will be some 400 black South 
Africans enrolled in U.S. institutions of higher education, 
and we will begin graduating more black engineers, 
chemists, and computer engineers than now exist in South 
Africa. 

• In cooperation with the AFL-CIO, programs of support 
are being initiated to train labor leaders in South Africa in 
skills which will improve the collective bargaining ability of 
black and mixed trade unions and enhance the dialogue be
tween the American and South African labor communities. 
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The U.S. contribution to this program will increase from 
$190,000 this fiscal year to $875,000 next year. 

• In cooperation with the National African Federated 
Chamber of Commerce of South Africa, we are beginning 
this year a project to support small business development in 
the black community. Over the next two years, some $3 
million will be invested in this project designed to enhance 
the economic leverage of the black community. 

• In conjunction with black community groups throughout 
South Africa, we have underway a tutorial program to assist 
black high school students preparing for the matriculation 
examination which will determine their professional futures. 
Over the next two years this $2 million project should 
significantly boost the number of blacks eligible for universi
ty admission. 

• Moreover, the United States Senate has recently ex
pressed its interest in setting aside $5 million for an internal 
scholarship program as a counterpart to the program now 
bringing black South African students to the United States. 
This program, implemented through private South African 
institutions, could provide scholarship support to some 400 
black South African students per year. 

I do not pretend that these programs, in and of 
themselves, are the answer to apartheid. But they are in
dicative of an approach that fully justifies the term "con
structive." We are tangibly backing the things we believe in. 
By strengthening the educational standards of the black 
population, by enhancing the organizational ability of labor, 
and by expanding the business base of the black communi
ty, we are engaged in institution-building for change away 
from apartheid while helping to encourage the alternative to 
it. 

In terms of supporting change in South Africa, the 
American business community has considerably more ex
perience than the U.S. government. Over the past decade, 
American corporations with subsidiaries and affiliates in 
South Africa have become a force for change. The activities 
of these firms have had an impact far beyond the book 
value of U.S. investment in South Africa, and far greater 
than is commonly recognized. U.S. firms have led the way 
toward equal employment opportunities in South Africa. 
Corporate initiative, both foreign and domestic, helped bring 
about changes in South African labor law permitting blacks 
to organize trade unions and bargain collectively. U.S. 
firms, acting through the voluntary Sullivan Code of Fair 
Employment Practices, have had a significant impact on the 
well-being of black South Africans on the job. We strongly 
believe that voluntary adherence to the Sullivan Code is one 
of the best ways to go beyond rhetoric about apartheid. 
Equally important, so do the great majority of our corporate 
leaders. 

The record of U.S. corporate citizenship in South Africa, 
though not perfect, is clear and impressive. Our firms have 
been pace-setters for change. Those in the U.S . and other 
Western nations who would have our firms disinvest not only 
ignore this record of achievement but propose measures 
that rest on no discernible philosophic or policy premise. 
Disinvestment by U.S. firms would undo an avenue of 
positive effort. Proponents of corporate disinvestment-and 
of stockholder or pension manager sales of stock of firms 
operating in South Africa-would have Americans wash 
their hands of any association with that country. This ap
parent quest for symbolic dissociation is, in reality, a for
mula guaranteed to assure America's irrelevance to South 
Africa's future. 

In the final analysis, however, South Africans 
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themselves-both black and white-will have to meet the 
challenge of their society, drawing for inspiration primarily 
on their own resources and their own history. Movement 
toward change in South Africa is taking place. In the 
economy blacks have been gaining ever more bargaining 
power as producers. They are moving into more skilled and 
responsible positions. As consumers their purchasing power 
has become essential to the South African economy. Black 
trade unions have become a major new reality. Politically, 
Prime Minister Botha put his own political base in jeopardy 
with his proposal to extend a limited and ethnically-based 
franchise to the Coloured and Asian communities. What 
some South Africans see as too much, others see as too lit
tle. I do not see it as our business to enter into this debate 
or to endorse the constitutional proposals now under con
sideration for South Africa. Nor do we offer tactical advice 
to any of the interested parties. Yet the indisputable fact 
which we must recognize is that the South African govern
ment has taken the first step toward extending national 
political rights beyond the white minority. 

Many are quick to point out that these proposals make no 
provision for the national political participation of the black 
African majority in South Africa, except via the separate 
tribal homelands. More generally, there is a tendency to re
ject all incremental improvements in whatever sector of life 
in South Africa that are not explicitly linked to a full-blown 
democratic blueprint. We recognize the limits of current 
change, and for this reason do not make a practice of en
dorsing individual steps as, in themselves, an adequate 
response to the dead end of apartheid. At the same time, 
we believe it is incumbent on us to avoid the arrogance of 
rejecting such steps. Nor, if we would be credible, can we 
expect South Africa's would-be reformers to announce their 
game plan and their bottom line to the world at large. 

We state clearly and unequivocally our belief in the con
cept of government based on the consent of the governed. 
We do not presume to offer a formula to South Africa for 
resolving its unsettled political agenda other than to state 
that all South Africans must have a say in determining their 
political system. 

Conclusion 
Let me conclude by drawing your attention to a little 
recognized fact. Our southern African policy of constructive 
engagement-extending the hand of friendship, cooperation, 
and support to all states and peoples of the area who wish 
it-has occasioned controversy. Some, it appears, have 
misunderstood the message or chosen for their own reasons 
to misunderstand it. Less noticed is the encouraging 
evidence of a growing consensus across party lines around 
the core principles of more active involvement in this in
creasingly important region . Many Americans are coming to 
recognize that without a strong Western leadership role, it 
could become a turbulent zone of tragedy. They are pleased 
to see the U.S . striving diplomatically to build regional 
peace, to achieve independence for Namibia, to create con
ditions for the departure of Cuban troops from Angola. I 
detect a commonsense public awareness that we can do 
these things only if we develop close and credible working 
relations with all the parties in the region . Whatever tactical 
debates may exist, I perceive a growing consensus in Con
gress, among businessmen, church leaders, trade unionists, 
and the media that it is right for Americans to do more 
than preach about apartheid. The time has come to support 
what we believe in, not to walk away in self-righteous 
indignation. 


