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As the Board of Trustees reported in 1978, "the racially defined 
and repressive policies of South Africa create a situation so 
compelling as to warrant special attention." We have heeded their 
words. For almost one hundred years proponents of ''constructive 
engagement" with this regime have argued that economic development 
propelled by American capital investment provides the most effective 
corrosive to the apartheid regime and the best road to its 
dissolution. However, history has proved these assertions to be 
untrue. The South African government is as heinous today as it 
was in 1900. While American capital investments have steadily 
increased over the course of this century, there has been no 
significant amelioration of the political and civil status of 
blacks in this country. Far from corroding the apartheid system, 
American capital invested in basic industries and in the government 
itself has been complicitous in supporting and strengthening ~ this 
abhorrent regime. As we have recently seen, only direct pressure, 
both economic and political, has proven successful as a means to 
ensure any improvement in the political and civil status of blacks. 
This is why a majority of South African blacks, including Bishop 
Tutu, have called for the withdrawal of American economic investments 
and political support for this system. 

During the sprinb semester, the Coalition for Divestment has 
sponsored a campaign designed to educate the Princeton community 
about South Africa, particularly about the role of American 
corporations and American investments in a country whose racism 
and violent repression we abhor. The Coalition advocates the 
divestiture of the University's holdings in corporations that do 
business in South Africa, in order that our institution may join 
the growing number of universities, states, municipalities, and 
trade unions currently demonstrating their revulsion against apartheid. 
Such divestiture is an effective way for Princetonians both to 
pressure corporations to withdraw and to promote that strong 
econo~ic sanctions be enacted in the United States Congress. . ~ 

Both advocates and opponents of divestiture agree that the issues 
involved are complex. Our efforts, we believe, have facilitated 
necessary discussion. The need for discussion has become increasingly 
a~parent to many. Over 3,000 students and over 260 faculty have 
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expressed their commitment to total divestiture within a two year 
period. Princeton is one of the three largest university investors 
in South Africa. Princeton as yet has adopted no ethical guidelines 
for investment. Princeton does not even require corporations in 
which it buys stock to conform to the Sullivan Principles. Not 
only has the University taken no concrete steps toward reassessment 
of current investment policies, but further, over the course of this 
year the holdings of our portfolio in corporations in South Africa 
have increased by eleven million dollars. These purchases include 
an investment of 6.5 million dollars in a bank lending directly 
to the South African government and in Fruehauf, a corporation 
whose employment practices are so repugnant that even Yale has sold 
these stocks. We are thus committed to sustaining an atmosphere 
conducive to open and honest discussion without which no institution 
dedicated to free inquiry and critical thinking can perform its 
function. Reassessment of Princeton's policy and serious consideration 
of divestiture requires such inquiry and discussion. 

Because the free and honest discussion of issues vital to the 
moral health of this community had been threatened, we agreed on 
a twelve hour blockade at Nassau Hall as a symbolic protest. What 
happened on Thursday shows a very serious fracture within the· 
cowJTiunity and a breakdown of discussion. The publication on May 20 
Of President Bowen's remarks made at the press conference following 
the policy and budge~ subcommittee meeting was ~ interpreted by many 
as si8nalling that reassessment of the 1978 policy had been dismissed 
by the administration and the Board of Trustees. Students and faculty 
members alike were dismayed by this apparent impasse, and felt 
that the statement left no avenue for progress toward mutually 
agreeable measures. On Tuesday and Wednesday, Mrs. Walzer, assistant 
to President Bowen, and Dean Lowe assured us that the Princetonian 
had distorted President Bowen's statement and that the issue was 
still very much alive for the administration and the trustees. 
We suggested to Mrs. Walzer and Dean Lowe, however, that on an issue 
of. such widespread concern clarity was important, and that 
President Bowen's office should take it upon itself to issue a 
public statement correcting any misimpressions for the university 
community. Dean Lowe agreed to raise the matter with President 
Bowen. During the course of our discussion with Dean Lowe, which 
took place on Wednesday morning, he also told us that he had been 
informed that a sit-in had been planned at Nassau Hall for Thursday 
morning, which we neither confirmed nor denied. 

On Wednesday afternoon, President Bowen asked for a meeting with 
representatives of the Coalition. Although the threat of a protest 
was not mentioned by anyone, it clearly provided the context for 
this meet~ne. At this meeting, President Bowen confirmed that the 
trustees' and the administration's positions had been misrepresented 
by tne>- Prince and that the trustees were in the process of reassessing 
the 1978 policy. We asked again for public clarification of 
this misunderstanding. The President replied that correction of 
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distortions in the Prince was inconsistent with administration 
policy. We then asked President Bowen whether, in order to assuage 
the great anger over Monday's statement, he would be willing to 
suggest publicly measures that would demonstrate the administration's 
commitment to further inquiry, such as the formation of an ad hoc 
committee of the Board :of Trustees which would examine issues 
and 'alternatives and report back to the full Board in October. He 
was not. We made two futher suggestions: that President Bowen 
propose that a student-faculty advisory committee be formed to keep 
in touch with the trustees and to mount a lecture series on South 
Africa in the academic year 1985-86; and that he propose that interested 
faculty and Coalition students organize a one and one-half hour 
informational seminar for the trustees at their June meeting. 
President Bowen again demurred. At this point, one Coalition 
member suggested that any statement or gesture by President Bowen, 
anv ·public indication ·- · .:: to back his private reassurances to us 
that he was willing to facilitate a thorough examination of the issues, 
would help to ease the situation. Again the President made no 
commitment to respond publicly to our concerns. At this point we 
felt that President Bowen's refusal to emend his remarks was an 
effective endorsement of them. With all channels for dialogue 
seemingly closed, members of the Coalition felt that only direct 
action would convince President Bowen of the need to restore the 
community's faith that there would be an examination of Princeton's 
investment policies, and at 6:00 am Thursday morning the sit-in 
began. Shortly after 8:00 am representatives of the Coalition 
requested further talks with administrators in order to resolve 
the situation and avert arrests. Dean Lowe, after consulting with 
University counsel Thomas Wright, refused this request, and the 
arrests were made. 

Subsequently, President Bowen's offtce issued the three page 
press release which you received, affirming that the issue would 
be fully considered by the Board of Trustees in the upcoming months. 
We regret that President Bowen would not agree earlier to release 
such a statement; it was made clear at Wednesday's meeting that, 
had such a statement been forthcoming, the blockade would have 
been reconsidered. We blockaded Nassau Hall because all means of 
communication had been exhausted, because dialogue· had· been cut off . 
Honest discussion, of crucial importance to this and to all 
academic institutions, was obstructed by the contradiction between 
President Bowen's private assurances and the public statements 
which he refused to emend. 

Our action was peaceful, and limited to one working day . Let 
us stress, our resistance was non-violent. When administrators tried 
to gain access, we stayed seated, but made no further effort to 
stop ~them: Ours remained a demand for dialogue, even during the 
block.a.de. During the arrests, we cooperated both with the proctors 
and with the Princeton borough police. 
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The Coalition felt itself in a double bind. Without student pressure 
there would be no reassessment of current investment policy. Yet 
the administration refuses to accept as legitimate student-initiated 
requests for policy review. We had no choice. Yes, we did 
blockade. We violated the letter of University regulations. 
However, we take pride in our action, because as dedicated Princetonians 
we violated the letter in order to defend the spirit of those 
regulations, that is the preservation of the University(and I quote 
from Rights, Rules, and Resnonsibilities) "as a center for free 
inquiry and the search for knowledge and insight." Our action 
upheld the moral imperatives and conduct which University regulations 
were designed to encourage: Liberty, Equality, and Justice for all, 
not only here on this campus but in South Africa as well. ~-

·=- .... .. . . ·-:;. 
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