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TESTIMONY FROM THE AMERICAN FRIENDS SERVICE COMMITTEE '

CONCERNING U.5. CONTROLS ON EXPORTS TO SOUTH AFERICH

My name is Thomas Conrad. I am a staff researcher with MARMIC, a project
of the American Friends Service Committee (AFSC), on whose behalf I am here
today. The AFSC is a Quaker organization which strives to promote development,
dialogue, justice and disarmament in the United States and other countries.

I speak here today for the AFSC on a matter of deep concern to our organization

and to many Friends, although I do not purport to speak for all Quakers.

The AFSC is gravely concerned about the future of the U.S. arms embargo
against South Africa and the regulations that implement it. We are now in the
final stage of a critical evaluation of the embargo, focusing on high-technclogy
sales which will be published soon. I would like to share some of our perspectives
with the Members here. But before doing so, I would like to note that our research
in this area, and our experiences in providing relief and development assistance
to suffering people in a number of countries for over sixty years, have given us
a certain insight into U.S. export controls. The strange way that pelitics in-
fluence principles produces some situations that are difficult to understand.

For example, we find it frustrating and ironic that the governmcnt allows U.S.
corporations to ship millions of dollars of sophisticated computers and advanced
technology to South Africa for use by the repressive government in Pretorii,

while at the same time, our cfforts to get critically neceded basic assistance

Prie e U petemsaee ol

to the people of Kampuchea (Cambodia) have neon restricted i
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Commerce and State under the Internaticnal Emergency Eccnomic Powers hct.

Many of our requests for licenses tﬁ purchase_sqpplies for Kampuchea were Sranted
in the EarlyrEMase of the relief effort. Recently, we have not becn so fortunate.
In one instaﬁca, it was made clgar'wé ﬁn&lﬂ not be able to obtain a licensc o
purchase simple p&w&rrtculs, such as many Americans have in their homes, for
use in huildi#g furniture for Kampuchean schools. Similarly, we did not submit
a reguest for permission to purchase a small sawmill to provide the wood to
rebuild schools after we learned that it would be denied. We did not contest
these decisin;s because Australian Quakers were able to cobtain Australian guvefnmnnt
funds to buy the needed equipment. Our interest was in helping people in need,
not in confrontation with U.S. officials. But the government's increasingly

restrictive decisions are making it virtually impossible to cbey the law and

still act with integrity.

Cur friends at Church World Service and the Mennonites have encountered
similar problems. The Commerce Department recently refused to issue the Mennonite
Central Committee a license to export 86,000 pen and pencil sets for Kampuchean
children. To our astonishment we learned that just a few weeks earlicr, Commerce
officials had jast issued Sperry Corporation an export permit for an advanced
computer destined for Atlas Aircraft, one of South Africa's largest agovernment-

owned manufacturers.

Reflect with me for a moment, if you will, on the irony of this situaticn:

Wny is it so difficult for non-profit rulicious orcanizations to avi scheo.
supplies and tools to people who desperately need tnem, andé so carv for L...

comj-anlecs to ship comiuters wo thn L5707 CLATA RN, Tt Tk
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Controls on Exports to South hfrice

As you know, the United States has pledged to cbserve the international
arms emﬂ;rgnlagainst South Africa, first enacted in"1963 by the United Nations
and made mandatory in 1977. 1In 1978, the 1.E. dovethment extended its restrictions
wn sales to Sﬁﬁfh.hltica. Broadly and generally speaking, £he regulatiencs
praomimted the expoif to South Afrita of any weapons - even those for private
use - and all items on the Munitions List; bannea sales df any commodities to
tThe pulicE“an&'miiitlry; sibjected certain aual-use items to special reviews;
and applied the"same restrittions t6 Ye-exports of U.S: origin commodities from

Emird countfies to proscribea ena users in South Africal

While these regulations represented a step in the right direction, they
were fFravant with loopnoies and blindspots that undermined the embargo; further-
more, they have apparently mot been adediiately enforced. In 1981, the Reagan
Bdministration fnrthe: 'weakéned the embargo by lifting the ban on sales of air-
port saféty eguipment ana medical supplies to_military ana police agencies.

If this relaxation of the regulations and the Administration's recent permission
for the Sperry-Atlas deal are anv indication, an already fragile embargo is

likely to be eroded even further. This could bé accomplished at the administra-
tive level with little fanfare by means of a few slight changes in the Commerce

Department requlations. The results would be disastrous for the embarac.

Unfortunately, the Sperry sale to Atlas Aircraft is not the only recen:
sign of slippage. For the first time in several years, Just recently South

hfrican magazines have again besun to carry advertiscements for U.S. wearoni.
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One arms dealer's ad in a recent issue of the military magazine Paratus features
Colt police revolvers and Remington riot shotguns. Another ad lists Winchester
semi-automatic shotguns, Winchester pump-action riot guns, Smith and Wesson
revglvers and Colt Army revolvers. Ammunition from Winchester, Federal ané

Remington are also available on the market in Semth Africa, according to the ads.

The continued availability of U.S5. weapons in South Africa raises serious
guestions about the effectivéness of the embargo: How are these weapons reaching
South Africa? Who is responsible for exporting them? Is the U.S5. government
aware of this apparent violation? Will the government move to stop transfers of

this kind?

While the export of actual weapons may be the most dramatic violation of
the embargo, an egually serious and alarming problem is the Ezxilure of the.
egrbaroo ‘Foiadecuately resrrict thie ‘export of a vast Tange of critival technclogy
and know-how .anciudiTnia computexs - electronics and communications gear,.and in-
formation about ‘these types of products. Although exports in this category are
generally considered "non-lethal"”, many of them have direct mMiTITary applitation
In all likelihood, the flow of high-tech equipment to South Africa is much larger
than the flow of weapons. In the long run, exports of this typc are probably
more significant and pernicious than trafficking in actual arms because they
contribute to South Africa's entire infrastructure of repression. We have all heard
the old adage, "Give a man a loaf of bread and he'll feced himself for life."”
ine same principle is egually true when turned arcund ang arplied tec tne arms
vmbargo: Giye the Pretoria covernment weapons and it will turn them amalinss
irts own people. But give Pretoris coiputers and elecorendes ané it will oro then
to design its own weapons and equip its state apparatus with awesoms repressive

powers:
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As we see it, gquestionable high-tech exports to South Africa fall into
three general categories: 1) those which clearly violate the embargo; 2) those
which manipulate locopholes in the law that should be closed; and 3) those which —-
however morally repugnant they may be -- are legal but shouvld be halted because

they support apartheid and are inconsistent with the spirit of the embargo.

Support for Government Agencies

As the Members may know, it is difficult to get any but the most general
type of information about the sale of higl-tech equipment to South Africa and
how it is used there. A great deal more investigation is needed. However,
even based on our limited inguiry in this area, we can show that numercus exports
to South Africa from U.S. corporations contradict the arms embargo and directly
invelve the United States in administration of white rule. Several examples

bear this out.

For several years IBM has knowingly rented a Model 370 computer system to
the South African Department of the Interior which is used for the reaime's
national identity system. The IBM machine stores files on scven million people
the recime has desianated as "coloureds", Asians and whites. Information on
blacks is stored on another computer. Since IEM owns the eguipment and leases
it to the covernment, it could withdraw from the arrangement, but has declined
to do so. Despite the fact that the IBM-based system helps facilitate the
scheme of racial classification that apartheid is based on, the embargo has had

no ¢cf£fect on this transactior..

* -
lopare-

U.S. hardware is also uscd by scme branches of the Flural Afiairs
ment, the Deparunent of the Frime Hinister, Lne Departhent 0o Sraetlsuicy aln.

other central government agencies. This technology is uscd o run the scsrecated
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educational system; manage the country's biased tax system; operate the segregated

transportation network, compile white-only voters' rolls and pay government employees.

Local government bodies, as well, rely on computers from U.S. manufacturers.

In many cases, U.S5. corporations are supplying computer hardware to the very
same agencieg.tha; are responsible for the legally enforced indignities inflicted
on blacks, Igﬁians and Asians who lave in official white areas. The white-run
government in Boksburg has an entire computerized municipal administratiecn
system based nﬁ a Univac machine from Sperry. NWCR, which has played a strong

LY

visible role in computerizing white-run local governments in South Africa, has
provided hardw;ra to Pietersburg, Stellenbosch, Rustenburg and other cities.
Mohawk has help;d outfit Johannesburg and Germiston with hardware. IBM machines
are used in Pinetown, Randfontein, Richards Bay and at the Pretoria "Peri-Urban
Areas Board".

Sales to the overwhelming majority of South African government agencies

do not fall under the U.S5. ban. This loophole, we believe, is a major flaw

in the embargo.

Support for South Africa's Police

Other evidence we have gathered indicates that the South African Police
have continued access to U.S. technology and know-how in spite of the amms embarco.
We were shocked, for example, to find that 15 South Africans are members of the
International Association of Chiefs of Police (IACP), an organization of scnior
law enforcement officizls with headguarters in Gaithersburc, Marvlana:., 1= 15027,

the Keagan Administration gave two South African police officials wimns, onal

them to travel to the United States to artoenc tiher 1AD: coinventio:..
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police have earned worldwide condemnation for their brutality; it is uncon-
scionable that they are privy to exchanges with law enforcement officials in

the United States, courtesy of the IACP.

We have also found evidence of other apparent transfers of police

technology tﬁ-ScuEh Africa:

#
o In 1978, after U.5. export controls were ticghtened, disk drives made
by Control Dat; Corporation found their way into the hands of the South African
Police as par{ of nine high-speed computers. Control Data's subsidiary in the
United Kingdom, sold the subunits to its business partner, ICL, which then built
them into the ihrger processors destined for the South African police. Contrel
Data insists that its sales to ICL are in compliance with U.S. law. ICL ac-
knowledges using many components from U.S. producers in its computers. Since
ICL is a major supplier of the South African military and police, there is
reason to believe that thousands of dollars of U.S. technology are reaching
embargoed agencies in South Africa via manufacturers in third countries. This

matter has been the subject of a Commerce Department investication for three years.

o 1In 1979, RCA began exporting a radio system known as TAC to South Afrieca.
The same system is used in the United States by police and businesses. A month
after TAC was introduced to the South African market, a Johanncsburg newspaper
reported that the police were setting up an advanced new communications network
covering the entire region around Johannesburg. Its name: TAC. RCA claims
that somecbody else outfitted the police with the cguipment uollng Liv samne nanco.

The company insists that its hardware is not being used by the police and maintain
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that its exports to South Africa have all been legal. A representative of

RCA acknowledged, however, that the company was not able to monitor how its

equipment was' being used within Scuth Africa. The Commerce Department has
P

started an investigation into the matter.

-

b J

o As part of our research on high-tech sales to South Africa, we have
reviewed several relevant puhli:ﬁtinns and periodicals from South Africa,

including a major trade reference, the Computer Users Handbook.

H
.

Accurﬂihg to the 1980 Handbook, IEM markets a police software system
in South ﬁf:ici through its General Systems Division. The package, which IEM
calls its "Law énfﬂrcement System", turned up in the Handbook in a list of software
programs available from the company's subsidiary. After the existence of the
program was publicized, IBM began to deny that it had ever made the system
available in South Africa. The company said it didn't know how the ad for the
law enforcement package got into the Handbook but this denial has done little

to dispel the skepticism surrounding this issue. The Commerce Department has

started an investigation into this matter as well.

© Our survey indicates that many other kinds of security equipment from
the United States are available in South Africa, despite the embargo. The list
is too lengthy to detail here but it includes surveillance systems, sensors,
devices to detect clandestine radio transmitters, security training packages
and lie detector training. It takes little imagination to envision how commod-
ities like these can be used as instruments of repression in the context of

South Afric:.
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© Even the U.S. gnvernmentuhas helped to facilitate the £flow of techno-
logy to the South African Police. We learned recently that Major Hennie Reyneke
of the South African Folice visited the United Statés for a course in electronic
communications. Reyneke's wisit was reported in the summer of 1980 in a South
Rfrican Police ;mgaz%ne, which noted that communications play a critical role
in police operations. In order to participate in the program, Reyneke, who is
head of technical training at the Police College, received a visa from the U.S.
government. U.S. controls on arms exports are suprosed to cover not only commodities

i
but also the transfer of technical information and training to foreign nationals,

even if it-cccyrs in the United States.

L

Support for South Africa's Military

The Commerce Department's 1978 controls banned the export of any commodity
"for delivery directly or indirectly to or for use by or for military or police
entities..." Prior to this restriction, IBM had supplied the South African
Defence Force with at leasf four large computers. IBM says that it has not sold
any new machines to the military since the 1978 restrictions but a loophole in
the embargo allows IBM and other U.S. corporations to provide maintcnance and
spare parts for military installations as long as these commeodities don't or-

iginate in the United States.

Shortly after U.S. export restrictions were expanded in 1978, one South

African specialist suggested that agencies such as the military that were unable

to trade directly with U.S. companies could get U.S. surplier throu=n from -
ganizations. The use of third parties in this way has apparcnily caunght e,
Two Eouth Africen firmz, Infoplan end log-Un, which GO busi:, Teve. T Beodaniirni

reportedly act in this capacity. 1IBX, and possibly otner U.f. firmo, have conw
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business with Infeoplan and Log-On, supplying parts and services, as well as
training and technical data. IBM claims these transactions are legal and insists

-

that the firmg do not use its products for military-related work. However, it
is wvirtually imgussible to dete£ﬁine how U.S. technology is actually put to use
once it is out of the.control of the companies who sell it. As long as the law
allows U.S. subsidiaries to service military installations under "pre-embargo

commitments"” and to sell eguipment and know-how to local companies that have

links to the military, the embargo will be ineffective.

LY

L]

U.S. firms not only are involved in servicing and furnishing spares for
\
existing military installations, they have also been supplying new technology

to South Africa's military establishment:

o In Rugust 1979, it was revealed in the United Kingdom that computers
made by the Massachusetts-based Digital Equipment Corporation were sold to the
South Africans as part of a sophisticated radar system manufactured by Flessey,

a British arms-maker. Furthermore, the Foreign Office confirmed that South
African Air Force personnel had been trained on the hardware in Britain. 1In

April of 1981, Plessey sent a follow-on shipment of air defense equipment to

South Africa, which may have contained U.S. technology. Despite repcated requests,
the U.5. government has refused to supply details of these transactions or to
announce that any action has been taken to stop them. Such re-cxports of U.S.
products from third countries are supposed to be rovered by the embarge. However,
this case and others similar to it indicate that the Unitei States has far to

go in enforcing the embargo.
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o Both IEX¥ and Control Data have eguipped South Africa's largest re-
search organization with advanced campﬁters. This agency, the Council for
Scientific and Industrial Research (CSIR), located in Pretoria, helps oversee
major R&D préje:t; in military and strategic areas. The CSIR's contributionc
to Pretoria's war-.effort have included the development of poison gases, advanced
missile research, investigation Ff methods to store fingerprints, telecommuni-
cations research and the develnpﬁent of counter-insurgency wvehicles. Through
several of itsisatellite institutes, the CS5IR also provides consulting and

I

testing servictes for the state military corporation, ARMSCOR, and for the

military. i

The CSIR‘% links to the military have not discouraged U.S. corporations
from outfitting it with advanced hardware. CSIR's nerve center is its computer
network which is based on large machines supplied by Control Data Corpeoration
and IBM. These companies also provide training for computer personnel. CSIR
researchers also have accesé to other U.S5. hardware including computers from
Perkin-Elmer, Hewlett-Packard, Digital Eguipment Corporation and Calcomp. It
is our understanding that the Commerce Department is currently considering a
request from Control Data for permission to export an even more powerful computer

in its Cyber range to update the CSIR facility.

These examples highlight another major flaw in the U.S5. controls on
exports to South Africa. The regulations implementing the embargo have had
little apparent eficct on the flow of high-tech eguipment to agoncies ana corror-
ations engaged in militory RED and production. It is ironic thaet the law pro-
hibite amms exporte bBur alliowrs exports to arrs rakers,  Thne leoriole whicn alio
U.5. corporations to ¢o business with the CSIR is arpparently eonly the tip of

the iceberg.
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For example, although the regulations expressly prohibit exports of any
type to ARMECOR, the state-owned weapons manufacturer, they apparently do not

prohibit sales to subsidiaries of ARMSCOR, one of which, Atlas Aircraft, was

the recent recipient of the Sperry computer mentioned above, said to be

Planned for use only in inventory control.

Other examples of U.S. computer use by South African military manufacturers

include:

o Leyland-South Africa, a firm that produces land rovers for the security

police, which rents seven computers from IBM;

o Barlows-South Africa and its subsidiary Marconi, producers of elec-
tronics for military use, which use hardware from NCR, Burroughs, Hewlett-

Packard and Data General;

o Sandock-Austral, producer of strike craft and armored vehicles, which

uses Burroughs computers-

o The African Explosives and Chemicals Industry, specialized in the pro-
duction of explosives, ordnance, napalm and tear gas, which rents four IBM

computers.

Like corporations that do military work in other countries, these companies
are diversified, producing civilian and military products. It is difficult to
dotermine exactly how these computer installations are keoins uscs at any one time.
Once the computers are in place, however, it is virtually im; ocsiblie to control

their applicatic:..
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In addition to the sale and rental of these computers to South African
arms-makers, we have just recently become aware that the Pretoria government

has selected Control Data Corporation's South African subsidiary to work on
a military cém@pnicatichs prnjeﬁt. In thé.Epring of 1981, Control Data
received a contract worth 200,000 Rand (approximately U.S. $204,000) to work
on a programrpretaria calls "Project Bowie". The exact nature of the work has
not been made gublit. But it has been established that Project Bowie involves
the Uitkijk R{éiu Center, located at Voortrekkerhoogte, South Africa's military

headguarters situated near Pretoria. The Project is evidently the responsibility

of the Second Signal Regiment. Control Data's involvement with Project Bowie

kL]
P

raises serious guestions about how seriously U.S. corporations take the embargo
and how well the U.S5. government is monitoring the corporations' compliance.
We hope these revelations will lead to a full inguiry into Control Data's

participation jn this military venture.

Most of the high-tech transfers cited here thus far involve transactions
that have occurred or are occurring. However, the scope of the problem is
probably much larger. We have found additional evidence which shows that U.S.
military-specification egquipment is widely accessible on the open market in
South Africa. For example, since the 1978 restrictions, we have found ads in
specialized journals for military electronics components from U.S. companies.
One ad listed "filters for use in aerospace, military and similar applications”,
made by Telonic/Berkeley, a California company. Another listed detectors for
use in electronic warfare systems made by the U.S. company, TEW. Another elec-

tronics publication recently ran an ad for a precicion measvring devics fres
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Kistler Instrument, a division of Sunstrand Corporation. The device available in
South Africa is used for measuring ballistic gas pressure on small arms, guns

I
and detonation chambers. Products of this kind have clear and imﬁediate appli-
cations in weapons systems, military communications and- arms manufacture, but as

long as they are exported to civilian South African purchasers, the U.S. govern-

ment apparently refuses to interfere.

By rights, the embargoc should cover products ﬁ%nduced in the United States
by local subsidiaries of foreign companies. However, in this area as well,
measures to implement the government's export controls appear to be lax or
non-existent. For example, the Dutch-owned Philips Corporation has at least
five plants in the United States that manufacture military products, some of which
are shipped to South Africa, according to the Dutch Anti-Apartheid Movement.

In 1979, a Scuth African Electo.r:nics journal carried an ad for Philips Pyro-
electric Vidicon, a thermal imaging device which is used in military night vision
egquipment. The Philips system was displayed at a military electronics exhibit

in Europe the same year it came onto the South African market. It is manufactured
at a Philips facility in Slatersville, Alabama. The Dutch orcanization also
discovered that military-specification semiconductors made by the Philips U.S.
subsidiary, Signetiecs, are alse available to weapons-makers in South Africa.

These exports will undoubtedly make a significant contribution to Pretoria's

military potential. We believe they should be halted immediately.

U.5. hrmv Collaboration

In addition to corporate transfers of U.S. military-related products an:d
technology, the U.S. Army has been involved in an eoncoins joint rescarch proaran

with a state-owned laboratory in South Africa. ‘Tne progras, which began a fvw
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years ago, has been continued under the Reagan Administration. We first became
aware of the program when South Africa's MNational Physical Researqh Laboratory
{(NPRL) publicly acknowledged the cooperation of the-U.S5. Army Armément Research
and Development Command (AARADCOM) in the Laboratory's most recent annual report.
The NPRL is an arm of the CSIR, which, as we explained above, is a major military

R&D facility. AARADCOM is located at Dover, New Jersey.

A research scientist at AARADCOM's Applied th;ics Branch who works on
the project confirmed that many of his experiemtns have been conducted in con-
junction with researchers at the NPRL's High Pressure Physics Division, with
whom he shares information regularly. He characterized the work as basic research
on the behavior of certain metals when they are subjected to extreme pressure,
and indicated that the goal of AARADCOM's work in this field was to develop a
material that can be added to propellants to reduce the residue left in a firing
chamber after a projectile is fired, a substance, as he explained in lay terms,
that will cause a "self-cleaning out of gun tubes". The Army researcher main-
tained that his collaboration with the South Africans did not involve the actual
application of his experiments, but it appears that results from the U.S. Army's

work could easily be transferred to the development of ordnance in South Africa.

This eollusion is net only objectionable on moral grounds because of its

potential for South Africa's war machine: it also appears to be a serious

breach of U.5. law.

Conclusion

Many of the cases cited here are being macde public for the first time.

We suspect that they represcnt only a Simall joar: el o omiicl airoer, moroe Jonvasis
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problem. We ask the Members of the Subcommittees to urge the Department of State
and the Department of Commerce to conduct a full investigation of the transfers
cited here, many of which we believe involve serious violations of the embargo

or its intent. We also believe there is a critical need to examine the exvorts

by Philips' U.S. subsidiaries to South Africa, and the sales of products by Control
Data, Digital Equipment Corporation and other U.S. corporations to ICL and

Flessey and other foreign companies known to do business with the South African
Police or military. We urge the Subcommittees to reguest that the Department of
Defense put an immediate end to the collaboration between AARADCOM and Socuth

Africa, as well as any other joint projects with South Africa.

Is the U.S5. arms embarge against South Africa working? From all appear-
ances, it is at best an occasional and very mild irritant to the apartheid
system. We hope the Members of the Subcommittees will agree with us that now
is not the time to consider softening the arms embargo against South Africa.

We believe the United States should move to end all forms of collaboration with
South Africa which bolster the apartheid state, or contribute to its internal

security apparatus or military potential.

The AFSC believes that economic pressure on South Africa to end apartheid
must go far beyond the embargo. Based on the principle of rejecting profits
from apartheid, the AFSC refuses to invest in firms with subsidiaries in South

Rfrica and we encourage others to do likewise.

The AFSC supports the embargo, while recognizing that it does not go far
enough. If the ecmbarcgo is to have any integrity at all, Congress and the Adain-

istration must see to it that ithe €XiS5ting FeSuleilUlo ofv aludUullCly CRICIC..
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and that the embargo is expanded in ways consistent with its purposes. Secveral

steps would help accomplish these gaalsk,

o Ite@k on the Commodity Control List (known as the "CoCom List") should
The CoCom List details many

not be exported to any end-users iﬁ.ﬁﬂuth Africa.
commodities with actual or potential military uses. Unfortunately, the United

| 4
States has neglected to apply the criteria on the list to most exports destined
for South Africa. We alsc believe the military utility of products proposed

for export tn_ﬁnuth Africa could be evaluated by using the Defense Department's
L
Qualified Products List and the "Mil-Spec" classification system.

\
o Exporéb to anf South African military or police agency, local, regional

and central government agencies, government research organizations and govern-

ment- owned corporations should be prohibited.

o Exports to South African companies that supply the military, police or

government should be prohibited.

o Exports to other end-users in South Africa should be permitted only when
the U.S5. exporter and the South African end-user can guarantee that the commodity

has no military or repressive applications, and that it will not be made avail-

able to any embargoed users.
© The embargo should cover products produced in the United States bv

foreign-owncd companies, as well as commodities sold by U.S. companies to foreign

purchasers who re-sell them to South hfricz.
i J o T o SRl

Arv present, well over half of the comjuters seld in Eouth

o
corporations come from their manufacturing facilities cutside the United State..

The provisions of the existing embargo make it relatively casy to cvad.
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U.S. scrutiny by using foreign plants to ship from. We believe the cmbargo

should cover the operations of foreign-based subsidiaries of U.S. corporations.
- i

o The embargo must be adequately enforced. More resources must be devoted
to scrutinizing proposed exports before thev are licensed and to monitoring the
compliance of U.S5. exporters, their overseas subsidiaries and Scuth African

end-users.

To address the problem of high-tech exports to South Africa is to confront
a confusing array of hardware, electronics systems and technical specifications,
a world devoid of human spirit. However, we cannot allow the gquestion of the
arms embargo to stay at the level of mere technology. We must never lose sight
of how our technology effects the lives and aspirations of the pecple of southern
Africa: A simple off-the-shelf electronic component can help guide a deadly
missile toward its human prey...An automated reguisition and rail transport
system based on U.S. computers can help insure the bondage of Namibia by keeping
South African forces there equipped with weapons and ammunition...U.5.-made
night vision equipment and computers can be used to track down Pretoria's political

opponents and keep South Africa's blacks subjugated...

We believe the United States is morally obliged to oppose the wholesale
rictimization of South Africans by apartheid, and to press for democratic rule.

herefore, we urge that U.S. export policy be realigned so it will be consistent

ith these goals.
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