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APARTHEID IN SOUTH AFRICA 
What Exactly Is Apartheid? 

1. "Apartheid" is an Afrikaner word meaning "separateness." 

2. It is a system of institutionalized racism established in 1948 by the white Afrikaner government of South Africa 
by which the white minority (16% of the population) maintains complete control over the legal, political, social, and 
economic institution of the country. 

"Reduced to its simplest form the problem is nothing else than this: we want to keep South Africa white 
. . . 'Keeping it white' can only mean one thing, namely white domination - not 'leadership' - not 

'guidance' but control, 'supremacy.' " 
-Hendrick F. Verword, former South African Prime Minister 

3. Blacks are denied any meaningful form of political expression or self determination. Blacks cannot vote, own 
property, or live where they wish with their families. 

4. Black South Africans have no rights of citizenship in their own nation. Most have been permanently deported 
to the impoverished Homelands or "Bantustans," while a small number are permitted to work in urban industrial 
centers, but are prohibited from bringing their families with them. 

5. The Pass System: The pass system forbids the free movement of the black, colored, and asian populations. 
Non-whites over the age of 16 are required to be finger-printed and carry a passbook at all times with a record of 
bantustan identification, employment, permits lo enter white areas, taxes, and family status. Failure to produce a 
passbook on demand is a criminal offense punishable by imprisonment or deportation to the bantustans. On the 
average, 250,000 are arrested for pass-law violations every year. 

6. The Bantustans were established by the Native Land Act of 1913. This act divides 13% of the worst land in 
South Africa into 13 homelands. These homelands, organized along ethnic lines to create division among Africans, 
consist of 250 non-contiguous pieces of land. 

7. Apartheid and Health: One-half of all black children die before the age of 6 of malnutrition and disease. While 
there is one doctor per 400 whites there is only one doctor per 44,000 blacks. 

8. Apartheid and political oppression. All dissent is punishable by indefinite detainment, imprisonment or death. 
Over 45 political prisoners ha\'e been killed in prison since 1963. On March 21, 1960 in Sharpeville, the police killed 69 
unarmed demonstators. Twenty-five years later, on March 21, 1985, at a demonstration in Langa commemorating 
Sharpeville, close to 4\l unarmed Blacks were killed. And the deaths continue. Acts such as: the Suppression of 
Communism Act, Criminal Law Amendment, Riotous Assemblies Act, Unlawful Organization Act, and Terrorism Act 
outlaw any form of dissent or any organization opposed to apartheid. 

With So Much Injustice and Oppression In Other Countries, Why Single Out South Africa? 

1. Apartheid is unique. South Africa is the only country in the world which bases its legal, political, social, and 
economic institutions on systematic racial supremacy. Never since Nazi Germany has a totalitarian system been so 
thoroughly grounded in racism. 

2. American corporations profit from this legalized racism and provide crucial support to the while minority 
government. U.S. corporate involvement now totals $14 billion, representing 20% of all direct foreign investment in 
South Africa. As of March 1984, U.S. banks had $4.6 billion in loans to the South African government. U.S. companies 
support the South African economy particularly in its most strategic sectors. They represent 70% of all computer sales, 

·,_ ' 'Provide 43% of its petroleum, and control 23% of the automobile market. . ~ 
3. America provides economic support and political legitimization for South Africa's apartheid regime. The 

extent of American economic connection to South Africa gives us both the moral responsibility and the leverage to end 
apartheid. 



.. ~ 

CORPORATE WITHDRAWAL OR "DISINVESTMENT" 

"The economic boycott ••f South Africa will entail undoubted hardship for Africans. We do not doubt that. 
But if it is a method which shortens tire day of blood, the suffering to us all will be a price we are willing to 
pay. In any case, we suffer already, our children are often undernourished, and, on a small scale (so far), we 
die at the whim of a policeman." 

Chief Albert J. Luthuli, Nobel Peace Prize Winner 
and Former President of the African National Congress. 

Why Is Corporate Withdrawal Necessary? 

1. U.S. investments are concentrated in the most crucial sectors of the South African economy: automobiles, oil 
and energy, and computers. U.S. involvement, by strengthening the apartheid economy, increases the ability of the 
white government to preserve its power. G.M. trucks transported police to Soweto in 1976 and Ford buses transport 
prisoners for the Department of Prisons, Mobil guarantees oil to South Africa, a country without domestic oil reserves. 
One-third of IBM's South African business is with the government. It supplies and maintains computers for the 
Department of Defense, Department of Prisons, and the Atomic Energy Board. The Department of the Interior uses 
two IBM computers to run the passbook system. 

"The net effect of the American investment has been to stTengthen the economic and military self-sufficiency 
of South Africa's apartheid regime." 

-Report of the Senate Subcommittee on Africa 

2. U.S. loans totalling $4.6 billion, as of March 1984, are a significant support of apartheid. The loans have 
facilitated South Africa's feverish drive for self-sufficiency in strategic areas of the economy, such as iron, steel, and 
energy. U.S. loans, especially at crucial times such as in the aftermath of the 1976 Soweto uprising, have helped to 
restore confidence and stability to the South African economy. 

3. Corporate loans levied on American companies contribute to the wealth of the apartheid regime. U.S. 
businesses pay over $200 million a year in taxes directly to the South African government, 40% of which goes to the 
South African military. 

4. Many of the U.S. corporation plants are designated as "National Key Points." In the event of an emergency 
(such as extensive rioting) these plants can be confiscated by the government and used for military production. The 
local manager of the plant is not permitted to report these conversions to the parent company. 

5. Major political change will occur only when the South African regime no longer has the backing of the "free 
world." The South African government obsessively fears international ostracism. Its multibillion-dollar overseas ad 
campaign emphasizes its claim to be "a bastion of Western Civilization." Corporate withdrawal is one of the steps 
necessary to remove Western bolstering of apartheid. 

Don't U.S. Corporations Have A Progressive Role To Play In South Africa? Companies That Have 
Signed The Sullivan Principles Have Instituted Fairer Labor Practices Than South African Firms, 
So Wouldn't Withdrawal Just Make Matters Worse For Blacks? 

1. The Sullivan principles attempt to make apartheid comfortable, not to change the system. Drafted in 1976, 
these principles provide for desegregated facilities, shorter work hours, higher wages, job training, etc. While 
improving the working conditions for blacks in American companies, the Sullivan principles do not change the fact 
that outside of the workplace a black will still be under the heel of apartheid. In this respect, the principles have been 
likened to increasing the rations for slaves in pre-Civil War America. 

2. South African law blocks the implementation of the Sullivan Principles. By law no black may hold a job higher 
than a white, so all black employees in a firm must earn less than the most poorly paid white. 

3. Companies that have signed the Sullivan principles do not necessarily abide by them. Many of the 120-odd 
signators do not fully disclose their labor practices and some fulfill only a small portion of these standards. 

4. American corporations in South Africa are capital, not labor intensive, and therefore employ less than 1 % or 
70,000 of the black work force . The result is that fewer than 22,000 blacks (out of 7,527,000 workers, or a 20,000,000 
population), or 0.1 % of the total black African population, are affected by the Sullivan principles. Boeing, with $141 
million in sales in South Africa, employs 3 people, all of whom are white. Interpublic Corp. pays below the South 
African minimum wage. General Motors has a total of 4800 employees. 



S. All independent Black African leaders and organiz.ations call for corporate withdrawal. Despite the fact that 
calling for disinvestment in South Africa is a treasonable offsense punishable by death, Black leaders do so because 
they understand that the economic support and legitimization which American corporations provide for the apartheid 
regime negates the minimal benefits of labor reform. The organizations include the African National Congress, Pan 
African Congress, Indian Congress of South Africa (founded by Gandhi), the South African Student Organization, the 
S. A. Congress of Trade Unions, and the S. A. Council of Churches. 

"The argument is often made that the loss of foreign im•estments would hurl blacks the most. It would 
undoubtedly hurt blacks in the shorl run, because many of them would stand to lose their jobs. But it should 
be understood in Europr and Norlh America that foreign investment supporls the present economic system 
of political injustice . . . If Washington is really interested in contributing to the development of a just 
society ·in South Africa, it would discourage investment in South Africa. We blacks are perfectly willing to 
suffer the consequences! We are quite accustomed to suffering." 

-Black Consciousness leader Steven Biko 

(Steven Biko was killed in 1977 by the South African police while he was being held under the 
Terrorism Act.) 

If U.S. Companies Pulled Out Wouldn't Their Facilities Easily Be Taken Over By Foreign Investors 
From Japan, West Germany, Britain, etc.? 

1. This argument reduces our behavior in the international arena to the lowest common denominator. America 
is a leader of the "free world." No action on the part of the U.S. will be unilateral. Already, Japan's present policy is to 
discourage new investment. Anti-apartheid movements are well advanced in Britain, West Germany, and France, so 
that organized corporate withdrawal or economic sanctions are achievable. 

2. Our most strategic companies are not replaceable. American expertise in high technology fields, such as 
computers (such as IBM) and the magnitude of investment required in other areas (such as Mobil Oil) prohibit other 
Western corporations from filling the shoes of U.S. companies. 

"Each trade agreement, each bank loan, each new investment is another brick in the wall of our continued 
existence. " 

-former South African Prime Minister John Vorster 

DIVESTITURE AND PRINCETON 
Why Should Princeton Divest? 

1. Princeton has a moral imperative to divest. Its current policy endorses those companies which participate in 
the South African economy and society. Thus Princeton University quietly supports the existing structure of apartheid. 
Divestiture is not only an effective method of doing our part to end apartheid, it is also the ethical choice when deciding 
how to deal with investments in companies in South Africa. 

2. Now is the time for divestiture. An international ll)Ovement for divestiture is burgeoning; it already includes 
states, cities, pension funds, and universities. This is creating snowballing pressure for positive change in South Africa. 
Because of its influence, Princeton has an exceptionally strong voice. It can either add that voice now to the increasing 
chorus, or it can wait until such a time when action will be irrelevant. 

3. Everyone in South Africa will hear us. The government will know that external pressure for equality 
continues to build, and.the morale of those who try to survive apartheid will be raised when they learn of support from 
abroad. 

What Exactly Is Princeton University's Involvement In South Africa Through Its Investments? 

1. Out of approximately $800 million in common stocks, 40%, or $320 million is invested in companies that do 
business with South Africa. Of this, 10% or $32 million is invested in banks and financial institutions that lend to the 
South African government and South African businesses. 

2. A brief list of Princeton's investments in corporations includes: 70,000 shares of Mobil Oil (with $426 million 
in direct South African investments). 339,000 shares of IBM ($262 million annual sales) , 197,050 shares of General 
Motors ($243 million direct investment). Banks: As of March 1984, U.S. banks had $4.6 billion in outstanding loans to 
South Africa. Among the significant lenders in which Princeton is invested are: Bankers Trust (16,000 shares), 
BankAmerica (404,800 shares), Chemical Bank of N.Y. (15,000 shares). First Chicago (17,000 shares), and Citicorp 
(198,100 shares) . Of the top ten lenders to South Africa, Princeton owns stock in seven. 

·, ' If Complete Divestiture Is The Goal, Then Why Single Out Banks And Financial Institutions That 
• ·~ Lend To South Africa For Immediate Divestiture? 

1. Banks that loan to South Africa are a particularly compelling case for divestiture. Bank loans do not employ 
workers as corporations do. So, it is hard to argue for a progressive role for loans to South Africa. Capital inflow from 
banks, financial institutions, and the International Monetary Fund help the apartheid regime to stabilize an economy 
that is beset by a deep recession and drained by South African military agression across its borders. Apartheid is 
expensive, and western banks foot the bill. 

2. Bank divestiture is an immediately achievable goal. Banks that loan to South Africa make up only 4% of 
Princeton's portfolio. While these investments are large in absolute dollar terms, they do not represent a large fraction 
of Princeton's endowment and therefore would not represent a real limitation of the University 's investment options. 



Will Divestiture Lead To Corporate Withdrawal Or Disinvestment? 

1. To clarify our terms as used in this text: "Divestiture" is the act of selling stocks owned in a company. 
"Disinvestment" is the act of a corporation removing its assets (plants, offices, and capital) from an area. 

2. Divestiture makes a moral argument for withdrawal to U.S. corporations. Companies such as Poloroid have 
been convinced to withdraw on moral grounds. 

3. Divestiture makes an economic argument for -..ithdrawal. While at first corporate response may be to increase 
th£"ir costly public relations counter-offensive (Mobil alone spends $21 million a year on image building}, with 
increased public pressure, continued involvement in South Africa will not "pay off" for them on the balance. Public 
relation costs and potential losses from concerned consumers wiU exceed the now slim benefits of doing business in 
South Africa. 

4. With the growth of the divestiture movement, disinvestment is becoming an issue in mainstream politics. The 
pending legislation in Congress for economic sanctions against South Africa is the direct result of pressure from 
citizen's groups and institutions who support divestiture and disinvestment. 

The Primary Responsibility Of The Trustees Is To Protect Princeton's Endowment. Won't 
Divestiture Hurt Our Endowment? 

":- .... .. 

1. Out of the 6,350 businesses on the New York Stock Exchange, 350 do business in South Africa. Less than 1 % of 
the banks on the NYSE lend to South Africa. There has been a recent explosion in "socially conscious" investment 
groups, such as Boston's Trinity Investment and the Calvert Social Investment Fund. A recent New York Times article 
(4 -'21 / 85, Business section) points out that while funds assume a slightly higher degree of risk by divesting South 
African holdings, they usually earn better returns. 

2. Many union pension funds, well known for their conservatism in investments, have divested completely of 
South African related investments. 

3. States and cities have led the way with their retirement funds. Five states: Connecticut, Massachusetts, 
Nebraska, Maryland, and Michigan have divestiture legi5'ation pending. Twenty cities, including Philadelphia, New 
York, and Boston, hae passed such laws. 

4. Over 45 universities have completely or partially divested. Those that have completely divested include: 
Uni\'ersity of Wisconsin, Michigan State, University of Massachusetts, Antioch, Hampshire, and Ohio University. 
Michigan State's portfolio, managed by Trinity Investment, has outperformed the Standard and Poors top 500 by 
almost 50 percentage points since divesting in July, 1982. Universities that have partially divested include Columbia, 
Stanford, Brown, and Bryn Mawr. 

By Divesting From Companies, Doesn't The University Lose Its Voice? Can't Investors Work More 
Effectively From Within Through Stockholder Resolutions And Letters To The Board? By 
Divesting Aren't We Just Washing Our Hands Of Moral Responsibility? 

1. For years, the University has actually been voting, if inconsistently, for resolutions calling for adherence to the 
Sullivan Principles to little avail. As an example, after 3 years of voting through stockholder resolution for adherence 
to the principles, Princeton has not changed the policy of Dunn & Bradstreet. 

2. By the admission of Princeton's financial Vice President Carl Shafer, stockholder resolutions don't do 
anything because the company is in no way bound to abide by them. 

3. Without the threat of divestiture, letter writing loses its leverage. The public relations cost to a corporation of 
the withdrawal of a large and influential institutional investor makes divestiture a useful tool. 

INDIVIDUALS CAN MAKE A DIFFERENCE 
1. You can write your representative to support pending legislation in both the House and the Senate. Most 

likely to succeed is HR1460/ S635 introduced by Rep. Bill Gray (D-Pa.) and Sen. Edward Kennedy (D-Mass.) 
prohibiting loans to the South African government, prohibiting all new investment in South Africa and Namibia, 
banning the importation of krugerrands, prohibiting computer sales to the South African government. 

2. Individuals taking action were the reason for this new legislation. 

3'. Your action is needed to help Princeton divest. Come talk to us, write letters to the administration and trustees. 

4. Take a moral and effective stand on the issue and help end the abomination of apartheid. We should be bold in 
the name of justice. 
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