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ISOLATING APARTHEID: 
THE CALL FOR U.S. DISENGAGEMENT FROM SOUTH AFRICA 

Since the massive infusions of foreign capital were made into South Africa after World War II, foreign investment has played a major-if 
not a predominant-role in creating and sustaining the institution of apartheid in that country. As public awareness has grown of both 
the nature of the South African regime and the role off oreign capital in that society, the anti-apartheid movement in the United States 
has developed substantially. In 1975 Gary, Indiana became the first municipality to enact a divestment ordinance; five years later Nebraska 
became the first state to promulgate comparable legislation. Today howev.er, divestment legislation has passed, is pending, or is about 
to be introduced in more than twenty-six states and numerous cities. In 1982 alone, divestment bills were passed in states such as Massa
chusetts, Michigan, and Connecticut and in cities such as Philadelphia, Wilmington, and Grand Rapids. These state and local actions 
against apartheid reflect increased demands for corporate responsibility, popular abhorrence of the apartheid system, and growing impatience 
with U.S. support of the racist regime. 

This Issue Brief focuses on United States government and corporate involvement in South Africa and the attempts to redirect financial 
investments and technological transfers from that society. It first presents the views of Congressman William Gray, III (D-PA), a proponent 
of U.S. disengagement from South Africa. The Issue Brief next outlines the extent to which U.S. corporations and financial institutions 
are linked to the South African economy and evaluates the arguments commonly made for and against corporate involvement. Finally, 
this issue examines the divestment movement in the United States and discusses the challenges it currently faces. D 

How should the U.S. government disassociate itself from 
the support of apartheid in South Africa? 

GRAY: What I have advocated is no new investment as a 
first step toward making it very clear to the apartheid gov
ernment that we are not going to continue to provide eco
nomic support for that system. This is vitally important in 
terms of our strategic interest not only in Africa specifically, 
but in tpe.Third World generally. It is extremely important 
for us to be consistent in our policies. We advocate lighting 
a candle for the oppressed in Poland, but we ignore the fact 
that a number of the labor leaders in South Africa are incar
cerated or banned. We have taken no steps whatsoever 
toward South Africa that are comparable to what we have 
done in Poland. We cannot continue to say that we abhor 
apartheid while refusing to take any steps toward removing 
our support for its continuation. 

The Gray Amendment is a step toward disassociating the 
U.S. from South Africa because U.S. financing is extremely 
important to that country. In 1950 $140 million in direct 
U.S . .investment was made to South Africa. U.S. investment 
had grown to $2.6 billion in 1980. In 1982 U.S. banks made 
over $3 billion in loans to South Africa. We are ranked as 
having approximately eighteen percent of all foreign invest
ments in that country. 

What impact would this kind of legislation have on the 
South African economy and political system? 

GRAY: The impact of the Gray Amendment would be to 
deny future monies from the United States which provide 
the economic underpinning of apartheia. Is it going to 

CONSERVATIVE AND 
MOD ERA TE AS WELL 
AS PROGRESSIVE AND 
LIBERAL MEMBERS 
OF CONGRESS FROM 
BOTH PARTIES WERE 
PLEDGED TO VOTE 
FOR THE GRAY 
AMENDMENT ... BE
CAUSE EVERYONE 
HAS RECOGNIZED 
THAT AFTER AL
MOST THREE YEARS, 
"CONSTRUCTIVE EN
GAGEMENT" HAS 
BEEN AN ABSOLUTE 
FAILURE. 

Congressman William Gray, III (D-P A) 

change apartheid? No, it is not; but sanctions have never 
been utilized to bring about change because they cannot do 
it. When we imposed sanctions against Uganda, the Central 
African Republic, the Soviet Union for the shooting down 
of Korean Airline flight #007, Poland, Iran, or Cuba, no 
one expected those governments to change simply because 
sanctions were imposed. So, the Gray Amendment prohibi
tion on new investment is not going to change apartheid. 
What it does is put the United States in a posture in which 
our values and principles are exemplified in our foreign 



policy. Thus, we would be better able to play a role in 
peaceful change in southern Africa among all parties and 
to have a leadership role in Third World countries. 

Why should we adopt a prohibition on new investment at 
a time in which the Reagan administration supports a policy 
of "Constructive Engagement"? 

GRAY: One of the reasons my amendment passed by a voice 
vote in the Congress was the overwhelming support for it 
across the ideological spectrum. Conservative and moderate 
as well as progressive and liberal members of Congress from 
both parties were pledged to vote for the Gray Amendment. 
That broad-based, bipartisan support across ideological lines 
existed because everyone has recognized that after almost 
three years, "Constructive Engagement'' has been an abso
lute failure. Apartheid has become more intransigent inter
nally and belligerent externally. We have seen more bannings, 
more mysterious deaths in detention, greater enforcement 
of the insidious homelands policy, greater state violence in 
South Africa, and more aggression toward its neighbors. 

In 1981 Secretary of State Alexander Haig sat before my 
committee and this Congress and said that if the Reaga·a 
administration were given two years to work with South 
Africa as friends, we would see a major change in apartheid 
and a Namibian settlement. We have had over three years 
of working with them as friends. We have relaxed our 
export-import restrictions in violation of at least the spirit 
of the U .N. arms embargo. We have had greater exchanges 
of high-level military personnel, including the training of 
their Coast Guard here in the United States. We have opened 
consulate offices with commercial attaches. We have done 
everything to reward them, but there has been no change 
in their policy. Clearly, that was the motivation behind the 
overwhelming bipartisan support of the members of Con
gress for the Gray Amendment. 

Has there been opposition to the legislation from South 
Africa and its representatives in this country? 

GRAY: The South African lobbying effort has been quite 
. extensive. They feel that they have a much better chance in 

the U.S. Senate in killing my amendment as well as the other 
provisions in Title 3. It is going to be extremely important 
for the people in the various states to tell their Senators that 
we do not want the U.S., its individuals, or businesses pro
viding the economic resources that keep apartheid alive. 

The arguments that were used against us were several. One 
was that apartheid is being picked-on. We have total embar
goes-no trade, no anything, not simply no new invest
ment-against five countries: Iran, Cuba, Vietnam, Cam
bodia, and North Korea. We have imposed some form of 
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sanctions against fifteen other countries, ranging from 
Afghanistan to Poland. So, to use the argument that we are 
picking on South Africa and that we do not do this with 
other countries is absolutely absurd. Those who argue that 
we are picking on South Africa are more conscious of the 
color of the victims' skin in certain places than in others. 

A second argument that is utilized is that all we are doing 
is "moralizing" and that "moralizing" is inappropriate in 
foreign policy. Why doesn't that same argument apply to 
Poland? Why doesn't that same argument apply to Iran? 
It doesn't because those who argue against "moralizing" 
really want to support apartheid for whatever reason. 

The third argument utilized is that sanctions will hurt the 
people we are trying to help. It is almost reverse racism to 
suggest that our only concern is helping black South Afri
cans because it assumes that the Black Caucus and Congress
man William Gray are trying to help black people simply 
because we are black. As I asked on the floor of the House, 
"Who am I trying to help?" When I raised that question 
with one of my colleagues who was opposed to my amend
ment, he could not answer it. What I responded was, "I 
am trying to help my country." I am a member of the body 
which makes the laws of this land-not South Africa. I want 
my country to have a foreign policy which helps maintain 
our leadership position in the world, which insures that our 
values and om: practices are consistent, and which gives us 

WE ADVOCATE LIGHTING A CANDLE FOR THE OP
PRESSED IN POLAND, BUT WE IGNORE THE FACT 
THAT A NUMBER OF LABOR LEADERS IN SOUTH 
AFRICA ARE INCARCERATED OR BANNED. 

the kind of long-term and short-term influence we need to 
have in Africa, Central America, Asia, and other regions 
of the world. 

I do not claim to legislate on behalf of the oppressed 
peoples of South Africa. Sooner or later, they will do that 
for themselves: majority rule is going to come to South Afri
ca. But how will America be viewed by those who will soon 
control that country with all of its vast minerals and re
sources? How will America be viewed by the black African 
nations which have resources and minerals which are des
perately needed by our economy? 

How do you respond to the allegation that your legislation 
will harm the black majority in South Africa? 

GRAY: The argument that these limitations would somehow 
hurt the black majority is tantamount to arguing against the 
abolition of slavery because you would be putting people 
out of work. I think that argument is absurd; and most of 
the South African leadership thinks so, too. Of course, as 
I pointed out during the debate on the floor of the House, 
the South Africa leadership cannot say so because it would 
be considered treason and sedition. Under South African 
law, they can be arrested and incarcerated. Therefore, you 
won't find a South African leader openly advocating limita
tions or sanctions against South Africa if they want to go 
home again. Those who have left and who have no inten
tion of returning will advocate carefully constructed pro
posals such as the Gray Amendment as a step toward put
ting pressure to brmg about constructive, non-violent change 
to South Africa. D 



INVESTING IN APARTHEID 

" ... U.S. investment in South Africa is substantially 
greater than the $2.6 billion we have always glibly ban
died about and probably much more significant than 
the twenty percent of total foreign investment in South 
Africa that we generally quote ... . All of this suggests 
that the potential for U.S. disinvestment could be more 
important to the South African economy than we had 
previously assumed. " 

Cable from the U.S. Embassy in Pretoria 
to the U.S. State Department, 1983 

It is impossible to be certain of the full extent of U.S. 
corporate investment in or trade with South Africa. At least 
three pieces of South African legislation-the National Sup
plies Procurement Act, the Defense Act, and the Official 
Secrets Act-prevent disclosure of information concerning 
"security matters." U.S. corporations are not willing to 
admit the full extent of their relations with South Africa and 
are able to use various forms of corporate subterfuge to 
disguise investment in that country. Moreover, the Reagan 
administration has subverted the intent of the Freedom of 
Information Act by moving to make export licenses auto
matically exempt from release. 

It is evident, nevertheless, that the United States has a 
growing economic stake in the apartheid regime. U.S. Com
merce Department estimates are that American investments 
in South Africa rose from $140 million in 1950 to at least 
$2.5 billion in 1980. Even federal authorities, however, ad
mit that the $2.5 billion figure is absurdly low. That figure 
represents only those investments made directly by American 
firms in South African subsidiaries; but U.S. affiliates in 
South Africa report to and receive their funding from sub
sidiaries of U.S. firms based in Europe, particularly in Great 
Britain. Although these transactions have not been counted 
heretofore, they represent U.S. investment because funds 
are made available either directly to the European firm by 
the U.S. parent company for an investment in South Africa 
or indirectly .. through the retention of earnings by the sub
sidiary in a referral of dividends by the U.S. affiliate. 

Therefore, informed experts estimate the real investment 
level to be at least $15 billion-six times the level publicized 
by the Reagan administration. U.S. investments in South 
Africa are more significant to both nations' economies than 
either thinks it prudent to admit. Publicly quoted figures 
suggest that only one percent of U.S. foreign investments 
are in South Africa and that U.S. investment represents only 
twenty percent of foreign investment in the South African 
econoll?-y; both figures are substantially greater in reality. 

Today, U.S. corporations control vital sectors of the 
South African economy, including the motor vehicle in
dustry, oil and petroleum production, and the computer 
industry. Additionally, the U.S. accounts for more than half 
of all foreign holdings in South African mining companies: 
$8.1 billion of a $14.1 billion total. Foreign shareholders 
account for at least thirty-eight percent of all mining capital 
with the U.S. share alone comprising a full twenty-five per
cent. More than 250 of the Fortune 500 companies have sub
sidiaries or affiliates in South Africa with Mobil, Standard 
Oil, Ford, Caltex, and General Motors representing the top 
U.S. employers of South African workers; and four hun-

dred of the more than six thousand firms listed on the major 
U.S. stock exchanges conduct business in South Africa. 

The Federal Reserve Board reports that U.S. bank loans 
to the South African government fell from $794 million in 
June 1978 to $285.5 million in December 1982, but loans 
to South Africa's private sector rose from $1.5 billion to 
$3.4 billion during that same time period. While fifty-nine 
percent of U.S. loans went to banks, twenty-four- percent' 
went to other private sector borrowers and only seventeen 
percent to the public sector; it is virtually impossible to be 
certain of the end-use of private sector loans. In contrast 
to the overall forty percent decline in bank lending to South 
Africa reported during the two year period from 1978 to 
1980, total U.S. lending to South Africa has increased 167 
percent since the Reagan administration was inaugurated. 
Not surprisingly, sixty-five percent of that total originated 
from the top nine U.S. banks and another eighteen percent 
from the fifteen next largest banks. 

_Financial investment is only one aspect of corporate sup
port for apartheid. The equipment, training, and technology 
from U.S. multinational corporations helped lay the founda
tion for South Africa's military-industrial complex, which 
relies on computers to fill support and backup positions so 
that human resources can be deployed against liberation 
movements and neighboring countries. The computer was 
also an indispensable aid in the consolidation of adminis
trative power by the white mihority because it facilitated the 
modernization of the notorious system of influx control. The 
South African government placed its first order for an "elec
tronic tabulator" with IBM in 1952 and by 1955 had auto
mated its population register in order to streamline the pass 
system. Since al1 blacks are automatically fingerprinted at 
age 16 (almost 900,000 new passbooks and identification 
documents are issued annually and 15 million fingerprint 
records are stored in a central computer), the latest 
technological innovations become a necessity. 

In order to lower their public profile, businesses have 
opted not to establish South African subsidiaries; instead 
they engage local firms as business partners. For example, 
Wang, Inc., a leader in the data processing industry with 
no direct subsidiary in South Africa, has, nonetheless, regis
tered sales increases of forty-five percent annually. ITT sim
ilarly sought to evade critics of its South African investment 
policy by selling · its South African subsidiary to Altech, a 
local South African corporation. By retaining a substantial 
minority financial holding and granting Altech a license to 
all ITT information and products, however, the parent com
pany maintained control despite the formal sale. 

Despite the inevitability of heightened conflict and insta
bility in South Africa, U.S. direct and indirect investment 
in that country is likely to grow. As Business Week noted 
in its 20 October 1980 issue: "United States companies are 
finding that their South African holdings are among the 
most profitable-estimated payback for many companies 
in just five years-and that opportunities for expansion are 
irresistible." Businessmen will never place ethical considera
tions above the desire for profit. Given this reality, only 
decisive actions taken by the government will end U.S. 
collaboration with apartheid. D 



THE CASE FOR SANCTIONS 

"What we in the African National Congress want to 
see is what the people of South Africa want to see . ... 
Our people are npt only ready and willing to accept 
the consequences of action against the regime on the 
economic front, but they have themselves demanded 
the total political, economic, cultural, and military 
isolation of the racist regime. We demand total.isola
tion of the racist regime-no. investment and .with
drawal of existing investment." 

Oliver Tambo 
President of the African National Congress 

Because of the undeniable link between foreign investment 
and the maintenance of apartheid, opponents of the minority 
regime-both inside and outside South Africa-have argued 
that the punitive use of economic relationships is the best 
means of pressuring for change in that country. The first, 
formal international call for the economic isolation of South 
Africa was issued in 1962 when a majority of the member
states of the United Nations voted for an end to diplomatic 
and economic relations with the apartheid government. 
Similar demands for the imposition of economic sanctidns 
have increased substantially since the outbreak of student 
demonstrations in Soweto in 1976. Within the United States, 
as in Western Europe and Japan, the call for economic with
drawal from South Africa has resulted in a long and heated 
debate concerning both the desirability and feasibility of 
imposing sanctions. . 

In the United States, proponents of sanctions have 
asserted that this form of pressure would have three signifi
cant impacts on the situation in South Africa. First, they 
argue that the economic withdrawal of American corpora
tions and banks would have a tremendous effect on the con
fidence of the minority government. Donald Woods, an ex
iled South African editor, has suggested that "disengage
ment . . . will deal a firm psychological blow against the 
structure and system of apartheid. The white government 
in South Africa is terribly conscious of world opinion-its 
affects not to be, but it is extremely conscious of it. ... " 
The presep.ce of foreign capital-particularly American cap-
ital-is ·seen as insurance for South Africa, protecting it 
against any real threat of international isolation. I!ldeed, 
Pretoria considers foreign investment to be the most impor
tant indicator of foreign support for the regime. As Dr. de 
Villiers, South African Minister of Industries, Commerce, 
and Tourism stated in 1981, ''if the opposition has doubts 
about the future of South Africa, I can only say our con
fidence in our country is borne.out by the number of foreign 
investors." It is, therefore, a criminal offense in South 
Africa-punishable by a minimum of five years in jail and 
a maximum of death-for anyone to publicly oppose invest
ment by foreign corporations. · 

In.addition to the psychological impact, economic sanc
tions, proponents argue, would inflict substantial damage 
to the South African economy because foreign investment 
has been the major engine of growth in that country. Foreign 
capital has enabled South Africa to finance the massive in
vestments needed to achieve industrial growth, to offset 
balance of payments deficits, and to support its growing 
defense and oil imports costs. 

Moreover, South Africa is heavily dependent upon a rela
tively limited number of foreign suppliers for natural re
sources such as oil, high technology, and capital goods such 
as heavy machinery. The principal suppliers of these needs 
are American corporations which constitute forty-four per-

cent or the petroleum industry and \Yh~ch provide thirty- · 
three percent of the automobiles and trucks as well as seventy 
percent of the computers. These ind~stries ar~ cri~ical to the 
South African government's capacity to mamtam co11:trol 
and to develop its economic and military strength. Amencan 
corporations all must pay taxes to the South African gov
ernment. The automobile industry sells vehicles to the South 
African military and police; American oil companies sup
ply South Africa with the fuel on which it is so critically 
dependent; and American computer fir?1s help ''automa~e'' 
apartheid. If a comprehensive econo?11c embargo w~re im
posed, it would be virtually impossible for the _re~1me to 
attain self-sufficiency in any of these areas despite its pre-
dictable efforts to do so. . · · 
· Finally, supporters of some form of sanct~ons ex~I~in t.hat 

economic disengagement would have a maJor poht1cal im
pact because it would sever the bond between U.S. corpora
tions investing in South Africa and the minority governme!1t. 
It is this bond, they assert, which has restrained U.S. pohcy 
toward the apartheid regime. Thus, if the U.S. government 
no longer were concerned about a major U .S. economic 
commitment to South Africa, its policy options with respect 
to that country would expand dramatically. In this conte~t, 
there would be no justifiable reason for the U.S. to be m
volved in safeguarding the stability . of the minority 
government. . . . . . 

Conversely, opponents of economic sanct10ns feel that 
their use against South Africa would be neither feasible or 
desirable. Rather, they argue that American investment in 
that country serves as a "progressive force" which will in
evitably undermine and destroy the system of apartheid. 
With continued foreign investment, GNP will rise as will 
the income and job status of black South Africans. This 
upgrading of the African standard of living will lead ulti
mately to their full and equal inclusion in all realms _of the 
society, including total political, social, and econo?11c p~r
ticipation. Thus, apartheid is seeri as being incompatible with 
further economic development. 

The evidence, however, belies this view. The flow. of 
foreign capital into South Africa has not been accompamed 
by either improved economic or political conditions for 
blacks. The gap between white and black wages has not been 
altered significantly as a result of the infusion of foreign 
capital. In addition, black political rights have suffered as 
more repressive legislation has been passed and as the 
homelands policy has been more vigorously enforced. Apart
heid has not constrained South African economic develop
ment but has been used as a sophisticated mechanism for 
regul~ting a flo.w of cheap black labor upon which the 
dynamism of South African capitalism has been ?ased_. 

Furthermore, even if it were possible for Amencan m
vestment to have the impact predicted by the opponents of 
sanctions the South African employees of American firms 
account for less than two percent of the entire work force 
of the country with only approximately 70,000 of these 
workers being black. 

Opponents of sanctions argue that there is no guarantee 
that economic pressure would lead to the desired political 
changes in South Africa. Clearly, the "progressive f~rce'.' 
argument has been given a nearly forty-year test which 1t 
has failed dismally. Limited sanctions, such as the arms em
. bargo, have never been implemented effectively; compre
hensive sanctions have not been tried. Perhaps, it is now 
time to do so. 0 



THE DIVESTMENT MOVEMENT 

Corporate and government entities that invest in South 
Africa do so in spite of the growing number of shareholders 
and constituents who are urging them to seek profits 
elsewhere. On college campuses and union halls as well as 
in the Congress, state legislatures, and city councils, the 
legitimacy of South African investments increasingly is be
ing questioned. Anti-apartheid activists have always seen the 
isolation of the South African economy as a goal, but many 
who argue for divestment today do so because they recognize 
that it is in their own self-interest to seek alternative sources 
of financial gain and security. 

Public referendums, shareholders resolutions, and 
legislative enactments which question the wisdom of South 
African investments are still controversial; but they are no 
longer considered novel. The cities of Chicago, Denver, San 
Antonio, Milwaukee, Dayton, and Boston have all passed 
resolutions urging citizens not to invest in gold Krugerands. 
While continuing to offer the South African gold coin, 
Shearson/ American Express has acceded to public pressure 
and has announced that it will no longer advertise or pro
mote their sale. 

The city council of Gary, Indiana passed the first 
municipal divestment ordinance in December 1975, targeting 
IBM, ITT, Motorola, and Control Data as supporters of 
apartheid. In June 1982 Philadelphia became the first major 
U.S. city to sell all of its South Africa-related securities. 
Massachusetts, Michigan, and Connecticut have each 
enacted divestment legislation after broad-based coalitions 
mounted extensive educational campaigns. 

In Massachusetts where organizers defeated a $4 million 
South African lobbying effort, the coalition won enough 
legislative support to override the outgoing Governor's veto. 
The Massachusetts bill requires all public pension funds to 
be withdrawn from corporations doing business in South 
Africa, resulting in the withdrawal of an estimated $90 
tnillion from-more than forty corporations over a three year 
period. Michigan's law requires public educational institu
tions to sell all securities in corporations operating in South 
Africa and was passed two years . after a similar bill pro
hibited the deposit of state funds in banks making loans to 
South Africa. The Connecticut divestment bill required the 
sale of securities from companies unable to demonstrate that 
they have received a performance rating within the top two 
categories of the Sullivan Principles evaluation system, that 
they recognize the right of black workers to organize and 
strike, and that they refrain from supplying strategic prod
ucts or ~ervices to the South African government, military, 
or police. This bill has resulted in a $4 million profit from 
the sale of more than $20 million worth of stock. 

The District o'f Columbia's divestment bill generated an 
unusual amount of controversy because of the unique rela
tionship which the city has with the federal government. As 
the nation's capital, Washington is subjected to federal 
supervision through the legislative veto process. All the city's 
ordinances are subject to Congressional scrutiny; however, 
federal concern is legally restricted only to laws directly im
pacting on the federal government or criminal conduct. Al
though similar legislation has been enacted by other cities 
and states, the District bill was targeted for rejection by the 

Congress. 
While the Reagan administration has continued its policy 

of "Constructive Engagement" with South Africa, the Con
gress has begun to take action against apartheid. The House 
of Representatives has passed a version of the Export Ad
ministration Act which attempts to thwart the Reagan 
administration's effort to evade the arms embargo and facili
tate trade with South Africa. Congressman Howard Berman 
(D-CA) introduced a provision that would reimpose export 
controls on goods sent to the South African military and 
police. New U.S. investments in South Africa would be pro
hibited by the amendment offered by Congressman William . 
Gray, III (D-PA). A provision introduced by Congressman 
Stephen Solarz (D-NY) would prevent commercial bank 
loans to South Africa's government or government-owned 
corporations, would ban importation of the Krugerand and 
other South African gold coins into the U.S., and would 
make the Sullivan Principles mandatory and binding on U.S. 
cor,porations in South Africa. Finally, Congressman Ho
ward Wolpe (D-MI) has submitted an amendment which 
would expand nuclear non-proliferation export controls to 
include parts and technology transfers to nations (of which 
South Africa is one) which refuse to conform to Interna
tional Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) safeguards for their 
nuclear facilities. 

Within the private sector, institutional investors have de
fied the "Wall Street Rule" (which holds that shareholders 
should either support management decisions or sell their 
stock) and ha.ve sponsored shareholders resolutions urging 
firms to disclose or curtail any investments in South Africa. 
Churches, educational institutions, foundations, banks and 
trust companies, investment firms, insurance companies, 
and pension funds have all been forced to at least reassess 
their investment policies. It was in response to pressure from 
such institutional investors that Polaroid ended its practice 
of supplying the film and equipment used in production of 
passbook documents. Although few firms have been com
pelled to so drastically cut their ties to the regime, the 
negative publicity which was generated by Polaroid's forced 
admission of its role has helped to discourage other corpora
tions from becoming so intimately involved with South 
African police and military agencies. 

The strength of the divestment movement has not gone 
unnoticed by the South African government and its sup
porters here in the United States. Registered agents for the 
regime have threatened to raise legal challenges to state and 
municipal divestment legislation, asserting that the Constitu
tion forbids state regulation of interstate commerce or 
foreign policy. The Supreme Court, however, has held con
sistently that the "Commerce Clause" of the Constitution 
precludes only state action aimed primarily at or · with a 
major impact on interstate commerce. Opponents of divest
ment also have threatened to assert that the ''Fiduciary 
Duty" doctrine precludes consideration of any factors other 
than profit when making corporate investment decisions. 
That assertion undoubtedly would be impossible to prove 
because it cannot be demonstrated conclusively that in
vestors lose money when funds from South Africa are 
reinvested elsewhere. 0 
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