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EUROPEAN COVMUNI TY
Measure of tcessation of oil exports to South Africa crippled by evident |oopholes
partners no! lo diclose any in/brmation’. In previous
years simlar trans-shipnent practices have been used
to ship North Sea oil originated in the United King-
dom and Norway to South Africa via Rotterdam
Anot her inportant |oophole in the EC-neasure is the
excl usion of export of refined petrol eum products to
South Africa. Not only refined products as such are
still allowed to end up in South Africa, but also it is
possi bl e to circunmvent the EC nmeasure, when | arge
guantities of crude oil are mxed with smaller vol unes
of petrol eum products in storage tanks or ships in Wst
Eur opean ports. In doing so, these volunes are
handl ed, not as crude oil, but as petrol eun products
appearing as such in custonms docunents and trade
statistics.
Neither is the EC neasure affecting invol vemrent by
EC-regi stered shi ppi ng conpani es, oil conpanies and
oil traders in transport and sale of oil to South Africa.
Shi ppi ng Research Bureau data indicate about 70 per
cent of all conpanies involved are based in Wstern
Eur ope.
Mor eover, other forms O West European invol venent
in breaking the oil enbargo against South Africa are
not dealt with by the EC neasure:
Alimted oil enbargo agai nst South Africa by the
Eur opean Community (EC) as was presented on 10
t . September 1985 in the socall ed Luxenburg accord, is
| acki ng effectiveness because of endurance of the
exi sting | oophol es.
On 10 Septenber the Foreign Mnisters ofthe Twel ve
menber states of the EC decided _ in the franework
of the European Political Cooperation _ to introduce
a package of 'restrictive measures’as a tlegitimle and
necessary signal to the South African governnenl ’
One of these neasures was I c'essalion Q' oi/ exports to
the RSA .
A further interpretation of this neasure was initially
given as a ban on export of only crude oil produced in
EC-menber states. In practice this applied mainly to
North Sea oil produced in the United Ki ngdom
Denmark and the Netherlands. Since it is believed
virtually no North Sea oil is going anynore to South
Africa, the EC countries decided to add an ot her
category of crude oil: On 28 January 1986 they agreed
this measure shoul d cover also icrude oil brought into
free circulationi within the comobn market. Although
an official definition was not given, apparently is
O O neant crude oil originated in third counties which has .
. _ Refining and nmarketing of Gl in South Africa by

Etletgslnported 1n the EC and traded Vla EC nenber EC-based oil majors as SHELL, BP and T
OTAL.

Transfer of technology to SASOL, South Africais
parastatal oi | company converting coal into liquid
fuel s.
_ Support to South Africais oil/ gas exploration state-
owned company SOEKCR by means of supply of
of f-shore equi pnent and know how.
_ Bank loans to South Africais oil industry.
However, a substantial volume of crude oil will not be
covered by this neasure. This is crude oil held in



bonded storage (entrep6t) and transit since this oil
according to existing customs regul ations, is not
entering the market of free circulation. So, in practice
it is still possible for tanker and oil conpanies to | oad
crude oil destined for South Africa in trans-shipnent
ports in Western Europe.

Fi ndi ngs by the Shipping Research Bureau show t hat

of a total of 26 crude oil deliveries to South Africa via
trans-shiprment in Rotterdamin the period 1979-1984

all cargoes were exported from bonded storage. A

recent exanple is the tanker Berge King which trans-
ported in July-August 1985 a cargo oflranian crude oi

to South Africa through Rotterdam Dutch and West

(jet man port authorities were deceived by the Norwe-
gi an shi powner Bergesen and its Rotterdam agent Cel a

Shi ppi ng making believe this cargo was of f-1oaded in

the West Gernman port of WI hel nshaven. This ship-

ment to South Africa was not denied by the shipowner.

but a spokesman of Bergesen refused to nake any _ . , _ ,
statenment since 'we are unferpressure 0/01". (t(JI'II1falll Ilggtillicrgc Kings U ikiC HCr
ysuc |)c Vol kskrunl (t heNet hcrl unds). | bCct obe.

Al t hough the EC-neasure was announced to be in

effect at the latest on 31 January 1986 _ a few days

bef ore the Lusaka Conference of the EC and the

Frontline States _ inplementation by national |egis-

| ati ve neasures in the EC-nenber states has still to be
wor ked out. At the | evel ofthe European Conm ssion

(the Communityls supranational adm nistrative body)

which is responsible for nonitoring and harnoni zi ng

all different national neasures to be taken possible

ways of inplenentation are studied. It is expected the
outcome will be a conbinati on of supranationa

gui del i nes and national |egislation
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SASCLI s Chai r man:

South Africa nore dependent on inported oi

Despite SASOLIs production of liquid fuels fromcoa
and new plans for synthetic fuel production, South
Africals vulnerability to an oil enbargo is grow ng.
This was actually adnitted by M. D.P. de Villiers,
SASCLIs chairman in his review on the conmpanyls

annual results in October 1985.

Anticipating no further expansion of oil-fromcoa
production by SASCL is likely, M. de Villiers

concl usion was: | Thefuel consunption ofthe Republic

of South Africa is increasing and the ability of Sasol to
bring about production increases in its three existing
factories will decrease in tine. This nmakes South
Africa nore dependent on inported petrol eun

A simlar observation, already in August 1984, was
made by the Director-General of the Departnent of

M neral and Energy Affairs, M. Louw Al berts when

he stated South Africals partial self-sufficiency: due to
Sasol production was tending to decrease: | This reduc-
tion of crude oil inports, however, is less than the
quantity ofcrude oil replaced by the Sasol production
of fuel s because ofgrowmh in nmarket demand

Al so South Africa’s Mnister of Mneral and Energy
Affairs, M. Danie Steyn recently confirnmed that there
is a constant increase in demand of liquid fuels in
South Africa, thereby stressing the necessity of buil-
ding with regularity new plants producing synthetic
fuel s.

In oil industry circles, however, viability of new
synthetic fuel plans such as the Mossel bay oil -from gas
project is broadly questioned. A report draWh up by
energy consultant Dr. Paul Conlon and published by

the United Nations Centre against Apartheid in Ccto-
ber 1985 concluded: [ Pretorials offshore oil anbition

could only be acconplished, if at all, in massive
violation of all conmmonly acceptedprofilabi/ity slan-
dar dsi

Present international oil narket conditions showi ng a

sharp fall of crude oil prices to levels below US $ 15 a

barrel indicate economc viability of new South Afri-

can synthetic fuel production is nore in the clouds

than ever.

| Financial Mail, |10 August 1984 and 4 Cctober 1985: Beel den (Bel gi um

January 1986: Dr. Paul Conlon. South Al'ricais offshore oil exploration.

Centre agai nst Apartheid. Notes and Docunents 8 85. Non York. October
| 9851

The Mossel bay oi |l -from gas-project:

Western conpanies invited to tender

On 14 Novenber 1985 the South African gover nnment

has decided to go ahead with the exploitation of the
Mossel bay gasfield. This is planned to be the first of
three synthetic fuel projects to be developed in order to
counter the growing threats of boycots and the week
position of the Rand. To counter South Africals

i ncreasing isolation the governnent tries to devel op

i ndependent| fuel supplies. Synfuel projects such as
SASOL were seen as viable, not for economc but for
strategi c reasons. In the seventies the giant oil-from
coal conversion plants of Sasol Two and Three were

built as a direct result of the international oil enbago
agai nst South Africa It 15 estimated SASCL produc-

tion covers one third of South Africa 5 total needs of
liquid fuels However, no additional plants using this
technol ogy are consi dered, apparently because the
government has realized SASOL is too capital-inten-

sive and its production cost of synthetic fuels is too
hi gh.

Since MOBIL did develop a new process in 1983 to

convert hydrocarbon gas and condensate into gasoline

UN



and di esel fuels, offshore gas fields have becone of
interest for the South African narket as an alternative
source of inported crude oil from abroad. According

to the state-owned oil exploration conpany SOEKOR

the Mossel bay field has reserves of 1,220 billion
standard cubic feet and it expects to yield a production
in 1992 of 20,000 barrels a day for a period ofabout 20
years. This quantity would nmeet about 5 per cent of
South Africals total consunmption of liquid fuels.

Total costs of the Mssel bay project are estimted by
the governnment to be nore than 5,200 nillion Rands.

The costs ofthe production platformand pipelines are
R 3,500 nillion while onshore processing facilities are

expected to cost an additional R 1,700 million
Simlar to the SASOL operation in financing this
project the South African state will participate

through its Central Energy Fund (CEF). This secret

fund is covering the costs of research, devel opnent and
construction of all energy projects in South Africa.
CEF was established as the successor of the State O
Fund (SOF) which financed the construction of SA-

SOL. The fund itself is financed _ through various

| evies on- fuel consunption _ by tax payers and petro
consunersl noney. In addition the governnment is

hopi ng for a maximal contribution by the private
sector. It is expected the government will initially offer
South Africals oil majors(Mbil, Caltex, Shell, BP

and Total) a stake in the onshore conponent.

To manage the offshore devel opnent four foreign
conpanies, two US and two British, are reportedly 1n
the running A governnent 5 condition of participa-

tion by overseas contractors is that at |east 40 per cent
of total engineering and construction work shoul d be
handl ed by South African conpani es. The conpani es
invited to tender include EMSO which carried out the
Mossel bay feasibility study in 1985. EMSO is 60%

owned by the South African conpany EMS, a subsi -

diary of Murray & Roberts, the US conpany of

Crawmford & Russell International holds the rest. Qher
forei gn contenders are Brown & Root and Hunphreys

& d asgow, both British engineering firnms with strong
US Iinks. The final US conmpany is Internationa

Bechtel .

The absence of Fluor Corporation which was the main
contractor of SASOL and originally tipped as conten-
der for the feasibility study, has given rise to expecta-
tions that the SASOL synthol process will not be used
anynore.

Al'l contenders are bound by secrecy clauses and are

not allowed to talk about their proposals. At the
earliest date, succesful tenders are expected to be
announced in March 1986 after SOEKOR has nade its
recomendati ons to the governnent.

Newsl etter on the G| Enbargo agai nst South Africa, No. 3, February 1986.
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Two ot her synthetic fuel projects are under considera-
tin by the South African governnment. One is a R 2,500
mllion oil-fromcoal conversion project using Mbi
technol ogy, planned by AEC / Antoal in which the
British chemical giant ICl and the Angl o American
Group of South Africa are mmjor sharehol ders. The
other is a snmaller oil-fromshal e project proposed by
the South African m ning house Gencor.

On 14 Novenber 1985 President, M. P.W Botha

di sm ssed the Indian House of Del egates Budget

M nister, M. Ebrahim Abranjee, fromthe Indian

M nisterls Council. M. Botha accused himof lifting
details to the press on the secret Mssel bay gas project.
According to President Botha the Indian M nister had
failed to honour his undertaking in terns of the
Constitution Act not to divulge, directly or indirectly,
any matters which have been entrusted to himin
secrecyi A day before M. Anbranjee had reveal ed

the South African governnent had deci ded upon three
synthetic fuel projects, one of them being the exploita-
tion of offshore gas deposits south off Mossel bay.
[l1-iinancial Miil (South Africa). 22 Novenber 1985 and |0 January T986;
Financial Tinmes. |5 Novenber 1985: Southern Africa Report (South Alrlca):
22 Novenber 19851

New i ncrease in petrol prices

Since a massive price increase of nmore than 40 per cent
in the beginning of 1985, two nore increases of petro
prices have followed bringing the total increase over
1985 to 60 per cent conpared with 1984 prices.

I n Septenber 1985 a new i ncrease of 5% cane into
effect. Finally, in Novenber 1985 the South African

M nister of Mneral and Energy Affairs, M. Danie

St eyn, announced a further increase of 7 per cent.
Price increases of diesel and paraffin were also an-
nounced. According to the Mnister the increase was
caused wholly by the poor rand-dollar exhange rate.

| Weekly Mail (South Africa) 8 Novenberl 985; Fi nanci al Mai 120 Sept enmber
| 985J

Mari no Chi avel |

5A lengthy court case before Wtwatersrand Suprene
Court between busi nessnen on alleged clains for

comm ssion in oil deals has ended in August 1985. In
this case which was hel d behind cl osed doors, a South
African food conpany tFontana Hol dings (Pty) Ltd.’
owned by M. Taki Xenopoul es cl ai ned about R 85
mllions plus interest fromM. Marino Chiavelli for
not payi ng commi ssions on oil deals. The out-of court
settl enent has been kept secret in termofthe Nationa
Suppl i es Procurement Act prohibiting any disclosure

on business relating to strategic conmoditi es.

The opposition party in South African Parlianment, the
Progressive Federal Party (PFP), has urged the gO-
vernnment to reveal once and for all whether M.
Chiavelli had supplied oil to South Africa.

PFPl s energy spokesman, M. Brian Goodall said it

was tinme to release nore details and that the Mnister
of Mneral and Energy Affairs, M. Danie Steyn,

woul d be asked whet her he stands by his statenent

made in 1984 saying M. Chiavelli had not been
involved in oil procurenment for South Africa. An
official report by the South African Advocate- Genera
published in June 1984 on the countryls oil procure-
nment apparatus, excessive paynments to oil traders |ike
M. John Deuss and M. Marc Rich, and alleged
corruption by state officials, had concluded that no
details on this could be given as |Iong as the case was
tsub judicel. In its conclusion this report suggested
however that nore information would become avai -

| abl e once this court case ran its course.

In 1982 M. Chiavelli who has acquired South African



citizenship, told,the Italian magazine tLa Vocel that the
source of his |fabulousl fortune estimated at R 2,500
mllion was Arab oil

i Busi ness Day (South Africa). 22 August 19851

TRADE UNI ONS

Enbar go breakers face boycotts by Maritine

Uni ons
Any ship detected to be involved in oil deliveries to
South Africa will be liable to direct action by trade

uni ons throughout the world. This threat of boycotts
agai nst ships, oil and shipping conpanies was the main
result of an international conference by seafarersl and
dockersl unions fromnore than 30 countries. The
Conference on Ol Supplies to South Africa was held

on 30-31 Cctober 1985 in London and was sponsored

by the United Nations Special Conmittee agai nst
Apartheid. Iniatives were taken by the tMaritine

Uni ons agai nst Apartheid (MJAA), a group of

seamenl s and dockers’ unions of Denmark, Australia

and the United Ki ngdom

Enphasi zing their position, M. JimSlater. general -
secretary of the British National Union of Seamnen,

sai d There have been many resol utions from i ndivi -

dual trade unions and international trade uni on orga-

ni sati ons condemi ng apartheid, but we have to go
beyond this and translate all the verbal support into
positive action, and to conmt ourselves to tightening
the enbargo on oil supplies to South Africa. ’
Il'lustrating the conpanies vulnerability to trade union
action M. Slater stated 'We all knowfi’' om previous

di sputes with shipping conpanies that you don '1 need

a conplete strike 10 have a nmjor effect. Shipping
conpani es take a | o! of noti ee Of 24-hour or 48-hour

st oppages. By sinply delaying ships fromsailing,

shi ppi ng conpani es incur substantial extra costs, their
reliability becomes suspect and their availability to
obtain charters at economic- rates isjeopara’ised. This
will automaticallr increase the risks and the costs of
being involved in the supply ()foil.v

A clear exanple was al ready shown on the first day of
the conference by the British Transport and Cenera
Workers Union by refusing to unload cargoes of

South African coal in British ports. Al conpanies
known to be involved in oil deliveries to South Africa
Newsl etter on the G| Enbargo against South Africa, No. 3. February 1986.



are urged by the unions concerned to give assurance
they will stop this trade. If this assurance is not given,
they are threatened by boycott actions, not only

agai nst tankers but against all other ships owned by the
conpany i nvol ved.

In its opening session the conference was addressed by
the ANC-President, M. diver Tanbo, |eader of the
British Labour Party, M. Neil Kinnock, chairman of
the British Anti Apartheid Myvenment, Bishop Trevor
Huddl est one and by the chairman of the United

Nati ons Special Conmittee Against Apartheid, M.

J oseph Garba.

The conference further resolved that all seafarers, port,
dock and other transport workers represented wll:

- press on governnents, including those offering flag
of convenience facilities, to pass national |egislation
and regulations to make it illegal to supply or
transport oil to the South African apartheid regine.

- exchange information on ships violating the UN oi
embargo on South Africa, including those dischar-

ging oil in Nam bia

- take direct actions against the vessels of any conpa-
ni es invol vedin supplying oil to South Africa.

- coordinate their activity in these areas to facilitate the
speedi est and fullest inplenentation of the UN oi
enmbargo on South Africaf

In support of the conference the Shipping Research
Bureau presented a special survey called | Conpanies
breaking the G| Enbargo agai nst South Africa3
containing a list of all conpanies identified in oi
deliveries to South Africa in the period 1979-1983. In
addi ti on some findings were given on the years 1983-
1985, a period which is still under investigation
Conpani es breaking the oil enbargo, 1979-1983

In its survey 1lConpani es breaking the oil enbargo

agai nst South Africa the Shipping Research Bureau

has listed the names and addresses of the oil compa-
nies, oil traders, shipowners and managi ng compani es
linked with the tankers identified. The names of the
tankers are listed in order of nonth of call at South
Africa, their deadwei ght tonnage and flag. |In case
ships - after their call at South Africa _ were
renamed, sold or scrapped this information is al so

i ndi cat ed.

In summary the SRB findings on the period January
1979- January 1983 were the foll ow ng:

- Atotal of 164 tankers and conbined carriers were
identified.

- The oil-transport capacity of these 164 cases anoun-
ted to about 33 milion tons, or to nmore than half of
South Africais crude oil inmport needs during this 4
year period.

- Most of the crude oil was shipped directly to South
Africa fromoil exporting countries: over 60% of the
vessel s sailed to South Africa fromthe Arabian /
Persian @ulf area; sonme 12% sailed from (pre-

i ndependent) Brunei and sone 8% from ot her oi
exporting countries.

The remai ni ng 20% of the vessels were loaded in a
trans-shipnment port, mainly in the Netherlands (20
cases) and the Netherlands Antilles (10 cases), from
which they sailed to South Afri ca.

Newsl etter on the G| Enbargo against South Africa, No.
- The oil conpani es which were heavily involved in the
crude oil trade with South Africa are

Transworld GO |/ TWY John Deuss (Netherl ands/

Ber nmuda)

Shell (Netherlands/ U K.)

Vitol Trading (Netherlands/ Swtzerl and)

Marc Rich (Switzerland/ U. S A)

Mari mpex (FR  Ger many)



British Petrol eum (U K.)

- The shi ppi ng conpani es which were frequently char-
tering out their ships for oil deliveries to South Africa
are:

A.P. Ml |l er-Mersk Line (Dennark)

Si g. Bergesen D.Y. (Norway)

Havt or / Havt or Managenent ( Norway)

St aubo/ Ver ven ( Nor way)

Cast - Eur ocanadi an (Swi tzerl and / Bernuda/ Cana-

da)

Hansen- Tangen ( Norway)

CGodager (Norway)

In a later period the Norwegi an shi powner Thor Dah
transported large quantities of crude oil to South
Africa.

- Alnost half of the 164 cases identified were |inked
wi t h Norwegi an- based shi ppi ng conpani es, al -

though only 7% of the World Tanker Tonnage was

under Norwegi an control. Together these Norwegi an

shi ps could have transported some 16 million tons of
crude oil to South Africa, or over 25% of South
Africais crude oil inport needs during this 4 year
peri od.

During the periodJan. 1979-Jan. 1983, 5ever alt enden-
cies can be noted whi ch have changed the pattern ofthe
crude oil supplies to South Africa considerably.

- The secrecy surrounding oil deliveries increased
dramatical ly:

-in 1979 about one third of the identified vessels
made a secret call at South Africa when apparently
delivering their crude oil; in 1982 over 90% of the
identified tankers calls at South Africa were kept
strictly secret;

-in 1979, in about a quarter of the identified oi

shi pnents to South Africa, the oil conpany coul d

not be identified; in 1982 over 90% ofthe identified
crude oil deliveries to South Africa were covered by
secret charter parties, thus protecting the identity of
the 011 conpani es invol ved.

- Changes al so took place in the origin of the oil which
was shipped to South Africa, and the areas at which
the tankers were | oaded:

- in 1979 ships sailed to South Africa from sone
seyen different oil |oading areas/countries; in 1982
shlps only sailed fromthree different areas/coun-
trles;

- in 1979 about 30% Of the oil cargo was |oaded in
trans-shi pment ports, mainly in Rotterdam Euro-

poort and the Netherlands Antilles. In 1982 trans-
shi pnent played only a mnor role;

- in 1979 about half of the ships identified |oaded
their South Africa bound oil cargo in the Gl farea;
in 1982 over three quarters of the oil shipnents
identifled, originated in the Gulf area.

3, February 1986.
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- Changes can also be noticed in the type of companies
whi ch shi pped crude oil to South Africa, and in their
comercial activities:

- in 1979 the four major oil conpanies Shell, BP

Exxon and Mobil were responsible for over 40% of

the identified oil shipnments. In 1982 the oil mgjors
apparently had withdrawn fromthe direct, open

supply of crude oil to South Africa.

The role of the oil traders Transworld QO |/John

Deuss, Marc Rich and Marinmpex has increased

since 1979.

- several of the shipping conpanies which were very
deeply involved in the shipment of crude oil have

now stopped this trade, or wound up nost of theirs
tanker activities or even ceased to exist: A P. Mller
(20 cases), Staubo/Verven(14), A'S Havtor (I1),

Cast - Eurocanadi an (9). Hansen-Tangen (9), CGoda-

ger (8), SHV & Rijn-Schel de-Verol ne (6) Schlusse

(3) and Kl aveness (2).

(Shi ppi ng Research Bureaut Comnpani es breaking the ()il Enbargo agai nst
South Africa. Ansterdam October 1985, Survey.)
AUSTRALI A

Direct action stops shipping conpany

Direct action taken by the Seamenls Union of Austra-
Iia agai nst a shipping conmpany delivering oil to South
Africa has resulted in this companyls decision to stop
trading oil to South Africa. This was caused by the fact
that the tanker tBotany Triadt on charter to the Botany
Bay Shi pping Conpany (Australia) Pty. Ltd. was
transporting transforner oil from Houston, USA to
Durban when it collided with a Chinese ship offSouth
Africa on 6 Decenber 1985. The Panama-fl agged

Botany Triad is owned by the Japanese conpany Abo
Shot en of Ononi chi.

Since 12 Decenber 1985 two ships, tBotany Trinity

and Botany Troubadourl, also on charter to Botany

Bay Shi ppi ng Conpany, have been boycotted offthe
Australian ports of Sidney and Botany. After tal ks on
the conpanys participation in the South African oil
trade, the nanaging director gave the assurance on 16
Decenber 1985 that his Australian conpany woul d

not engage in any further oil trade with South Africa: 1/
hereby confirmthat this company undertakes not to
engage in the carriage ofcrude oil, petrol eum produvts
or any derivatives of petrol eum products either into of
out South Africa in accord with the United Nations oi
enmbar go agai nst South Africa.’

Ghana

Endorsi ng the decisions nmade at the Internationa
Conference of Maritine Unions on G| Supplies to

South Africa of October 1985 in London, the Mari -

time and Dockworkersls Union (MDU) of the Ghana

Trades Union Congress (TUC) has publicly announ-

ced it will take action agai nst compani es known to be
involved in oil deliveries to South Africa. The Unionls
CGeneral Secretary, M. S.S.Q Abloso, stated in
Decenber 1985: Shi ppi ng conpani es and agents who

are involved in the supply ofoil to South A frica either
directly or through Nanmi bia have been warned t hat
vessel s under their jurisdiction are liable to the Union '3
boycott when they call at any of Ghana's pOrts.
(People’s Daily Graphic (Ghana). 6 Decenber 1985)

USA

New canpai gn agai nst SHELL

After year-long denmonstrations in front of the South
African Enbassy in Washington, the Free South

Africa Moveneht has decided to target the private
sector for its involvenent in South Africa. The first
target is to be SHELL O, the Anerican subsidiary of
the Royal Dutch/Shell Goup. M. Randall Robin-



son, |eader of the Free South African Mvenent,

stated oil was South Africals Achillesl heel and he
accused the Royal Dutch/Shell G oup of violatingthe
oi | enbargo by shipping oil to South Africa through
traders and middl enen. He al so charged Shell with
contributing to repression in South Africa by supply-
ing the South African military and police and with

usi ng uni on-busting tactics at the South African

Ri etspruit coal mne which is 50% owned by Shell.

On 9 January 1986 the Free South African Myvenent
showed it had joined hands with Americas | argest

trade union federation. AFL-CIO (13 million mem

bers), in a canpaign to force Shell out of South Africa.
In a-unprecedented step of both noverments they called
on all Americans to boycott Shell products and to
destroy their Shell credit cards. Shell Ol Co. is
operating about 11,000 petrol stations in the USA and
its share in total profits of the Royal Dutch/ Shell
Group is about 30 per cent.

Thi s nation-w de canpaign is furthernore supported

by the United Auto Workers, United M ne Workers of
Anerica, American Federation of Government Em

pl oyees, International Union of Bricklayers, National
Educati on Association (a teachefs union), Coalition

of Black Trade Unionists and the National O ganiza-
tion for Wonen.

In a joint statenent the President of AFL-CIO M.
Lane Kirkland and M. Randal |l Robi nson, co-chair-

man of the Free South Africa Mywvenment said: 1V

hope this boycott will encourage Shell to disinvest in
South Africa as a part ofthe broad effort to pressure
the South African reginme to end the Apartheid

system And the President of the United M ne Wbr-

kers of America (UMM), M. Richard Trunka

stated: 'This boycott gives al/Anericans an opportuni-
ty to strike a blow agai nst oppression. Wthout the
support of Shell the South African governnent woul d

not be able to resist the pressure and would fallf

M. Robi nson warned that Shell was not the only

target but also other oil conpanies |ike MOBIL,

EXXON and CALTEX and conpani es |ike | BM may

becone liable to actions.

The canpaign coalition is aiming to make a dent in
Shellls US punp sales by picketing its petrol stations in
13 cities. In the city of Boston actions have started in
January to be followed in other cities during 1986.
Newsl etter on the G| Enbargo agai nst South Africa, No. 3, F ebruary 1986.



WESTERN EURCPE

Canpai gns agai nst Shell planned for 1986

The American campai gn agai nst Shell w Il be suppor-
ted by several anti apartheid organi sations and ot her
groups in Western Europe in the course of 1986.

The British Anti Apartheid Movenment together with

the Dutch anti aparthei d organi sations, the Holl and
Conmittee on Southern Africa and the Wrking

Goup KAIROS, will launch ajoint canpai gn agai nst

Shell in March 1986. I n other Wst european countries
such as Sweden and Dennmark anti apartheid nove-

nments have al so shown their support. Organisations in
Canada, Australia and New Zeal and have al r eady

agreed to join the international canpaign agai nst Shel
during 1986.

SHELL

The conpanyis view. no w thdrawal

In an interview with a Dutch weekly, the President of
the Royal Dutch/Shell G oup, M. Lo van Wachem

gave his view on Shellis position towards South Africa,
an issue which is repeatedly on his agenda, he admt-
t ed:

tWe are not planning to voluntarily abandon our
subsidiary in South Africa. W have a conpany there
which is already for some 70 years a | oyal menber of
the Shell group. We do not supply South Africa with
oil. 1 do not know how crude oil is purchasedfor our
refinery in South Africa (South Africals |argest refi-
nery SAPREF isjointly owned by Shell and BP- note

of SRB). Shell South Africa is not in aposition to rely
on us, neither on our other trading subsidiaries

el sewhere. In South Africa it is legally prohibited to
di scl ose any information on oil supplies. In the South
African situation our subsidiary there is organizing its
own oil proc’ urenent. We could ask Shell South A friea
how it is getting its oil, but in South A friea that does
not nake sense since the answer is not allowed to be
gi ven. W cannot urgefrom our subsidiaries to oppose
the laws of the country they are based in.

TEl sevicrs Weekbl ad (The Netherlands). 19 October 19851
JOHN DEUSS

Purchase of US refinery

One of South Africais main crude oil suppliers, the
Dutch oil trader John Deuss/Transworld G| (TWO),

has fornmed a new US. conpany called Atlantic
Petrol eum Corporation. Fromthe US oil conpany
Atlantic Richfield (Arco) M. Deuss purchased an oi
refinery in the USA. together with a self contained_
outl et chain of 576 service stations, termnals, pipelines
and the inventory. Due to a restructuring Arco sold
this 120,000 b/d East Coast refinery to M. John

Deuss on 1 COctober 1985. The US $ 420 nillion

purchase was handl ed in cash through his bank Banca
della Svizzera Italiana (BSI) based in Lugano, Switzer-
l and. Since 1984 the US. bank Irving Trust Corpora-
tion has held 50% of the shares of 1381.

The ot her 400 petrol stations of Arco have been sold to
SHELL O L, the US. subsidiary of the Roya

Dutch/ Shell Group. M. John Deuss was reported to

have made a bid al so on a Chevron refinery containing
about 2000 petrol stations on the East Coast.

A striking fact was two former Shell executives have
been engaged by M. Deuss to manage his refinery.

One is M. Ed McMahon, as Vice president in charge of
mar ket i ng, supply and distribution, the other is M.

M chael Corrie as president and chief operations

of ficier handling day today nanagenent.

In circles of American oil marketers there were

specul ations that oil trader M. John Deus nust have
an underlying crude oil supply commtnent froma
produci ng country in the Mddle East with sone form



of price or risk protection if not financial backing for
this purchase M. Deuss has denied the United Arab

Em rates (UAE) or any other producing country has a
direct financial interest in this refinery. Celebrating the
purchase at a lunch party near Philadel phia M. John
Deuss hosted anong others the Mayor ofthat city and

the Gl Mnister of-the UAE, Dr. Mana Saeed Al

Qeiba. D. Oeiba, who is a prom nent nenberofthe

OPEC market commttee, told M. Deuss on that

occasion: |1 amvery inpressed by this risky step you
have taken now. The oil supply you are getting from

the other side of the globe can nake the refinery into a
profitable one'.

Interviewd by a reporter of the tPhiladel phia Inquirerl
M. Deuss pointed out that not only his company but

al so a nunber of U S. oil conpanies are doi ng business
with South Africa without violating the | aw of any
country: "United Nations resolutions calling for an oil
enbar go agai nst South Africa have not resulted in
enforcenent by law in any ofthe U N menber states’.

H's oil trade with South Africa is not handl ed through
his main conmpany Transworld G| (TWD, but

through one of his other conpanies, M. Deuss said.

He refused, however, to disclose its identity. A special
survey on M. Deuss/ TWO by the SRB of January

1985 showed this is the conpany tLucina Ltd which
concluded a three year termcontract with the South
African state-owned oil procurenment agency Strategic
Fuel Fund (SFF). In terns ofthis contract during the
period January |981-March 1983 Deussi conpany

Lucina Ltd. supplied 4 mllion tons of crude oil
annually. A total volune of 12 million tons were

shi pped in 69 tanker |oads, a quantity equal to about

25 per cent of South Africals total annual inport needs
of crude oil.

When asked whether his trade with South Africa did

not create problenms in doing business with Arab oil -
produci ng countries having an oil enbargo policy

agai nst South Africa, M. Deuss grinned turning his

head to Dr. Oteiba and said: Apparently not, as you

can see.

i The G| Daily. 2 Cctober 1985: |'he Next York limes. 9 Cctober 19x5; Xeu
York Daily cht's. |4 Cctober 1985. SRB Sun u) on John Deuss | rnnxvl’ orld
G l. Januur) 1985J
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THE SALEM AFFAI R

New court cases

Si x years after the sinking of the tanker Sal em new
court cases agai nst perpetrators show how vul nerabl e
South Africa is to an oil enmbargo and whi ch shady

deal s are made to circunvent the enbargo. In short,
this is what happened to the Salem In Decenber 1979
the tanker Salemwas en route from Kuwait to Europe
with a cargo of 193,000 tons of crude oil being carried
on behal f of Shell. Four days after the Salem had |eft
Kuwait Shell purchased its oil cargo fromits origina
owner, the Italian oil conpany Pontoil. The vesse
deviated fromits schedul ed voyage to di scharge secret-
ly its cargo off Durban. On 27 Decenber 1979 the

shi ps nanme had been changed to | Lemai. About

173,000 tons were punped ashore froma Single Buoy
Mooring (SBM near Durban and the vessel then was
bal | asted with seawater thus appearing it was stil

| oaded with its original cargo. Leaving Durban _ its
nane changed into Salemagain - it continued its
voyage. O f coast Senegal on 17 January 1980 the
Sal em sunk under suspected circunstances.

During trials in the USA and Greece in 1985 various
peopl e have al ready been convicted, anmpong themthe
owner of the Sal em the Houston businessman M.
Frederi ck Soudan, and the G eek crew agent M.

Ni kol aos Mtakis. For their role in the sinking of the
vessel and its cargo’'s theft, M. Soudan was jailed for
35 years and M. Mtakis for 11 years.

(For detail ed background information on the Salem affair. South Africais oi
procurenment organi sations and the questioned role ol’Shell. see G| Enbargo
Newsl etter. No 2. June 19851

THE NETHERLANDS

M. Reidelis leading role

In a court case in Rotterdamheld on 6 February 1986,
the District Attorney presented evidence on the |ea-
ding role by the Rotterdam busi nessman, M. Anton
Reidel. M. Reidel acted as the pro-forma owner ofthe
Salem s cargo for the South African officials of

SASOL and SFF. SASOL concl uded contracts with

oil suppliers on behal fof South Africals state-control-
I ed oil procurenent agency Strategic Fuel Fund

Associ ation (SSF).

According to the Attorney, M. Reidel was involved in
each crucial stage during the preparation and execu-
tion of the Salemoil fraud. M. Reidel carried out the
sal e ofthe Shell-owned oil to SASCL officials and the
US $ 32 milion paynent was transferred by SFF to

M. Reidells bank account in Zug, Switzerl and

In a neeting with SASOL- SFF officials on 19 Decem

ber 1979 at Sasolburg in South Africa, M. Reide
presented hinmself as the sol e owner showi ng a captainls
bill of Iading on which the name of the origina

consi gnee, the Italian oil conmpany Pontoil, had been
deleted. In court M. Reidel said the South African
officials were fully aware of this forged title deed since
their only interest was to conceal the true identity of
suppliers in order to protect South Africa from

sancti ons.

The prosecution called for a three-year prison sentence
against M. Reidel. The verdict is expected on 19
February 1986.

GREECE

Sal emi s captain sentenced to 12 years

The Greek naster of the Salem M. Denitrios
Georgoulis, has been sentenced to 12 years inprison-
ment by the Piraeus Crimnal Court on 13 February

1986. M. GCeorgoulis had been arrested in October in

At hens after having eluded police since 1980. On the
charge of causing a deliberate sinking of the vessel he



was sentenced to ten years, of being an acconplice to
enbezzl ement of the Salem s crude oil cargo the

verdi ct was four years, but the total sentence was to be
set on 12 years. In addition M. Georgoulis was

deprived of his civil rights for a period of five years.
In giving evidence to the court, M. Georgoulis who

hel d no captainis certificate at all, admtted for the first
time he scuttled the tanker. He claimed he was only

told after discharging in Durban that the Sal em s cargo
had been sold to South Africa illegally. Subsequently

he was instructed by the owners to scuttle the ship, he
said, to cover up the fraud with proni ses of noney for
the whole crew. M. CGeorgoulis said he believed that
Shell and the defunct Italian oil conpany Pontoil were
party to and not victinms of a sanctions-busting oi

delivery. M. GCeorgoulis told the court: Ill was Shell’s
oil. W unloaded it at Shell’s installations in South
Africa

In a previous court case in Geece in 1985 four crew
menbers were sentenced to smaller terms varying from
two to four years. In the same trial the G eeck shipping
agent, M. Mtakis was sentenced to 11 years.

Appeal was | odged by M. Georgoulis. It is expected
this apeal and that of M. Mtakis will be heard in My
1986.

1Ll oyd3 List. 14 January. 13 and 14 February 198wa
United Ki ngdom

Burglary in M. Van Vuurenis flat

A London flat of the South African businessman, M.
J.C.J. (Johan) van Vuuren, was broken into in the
sunmer of 1985. M. Van Vuuren who is closely

i nvol ved in South Africa s oil procurenment, had been
South Africa’ s mddl eman hel ping to finance the
purchase of the tanker Salemin 1979.

M. Van Vuuren is the head of a South African
consortiumwhich arranged an US $ 14 mllion deal of
Saudi Arabian crude oil to be sold to Europe. It was
uncl ear whether this was the final destination ofthe oil
In the past M. Van Vuuren has had al so dealings with
the South African governnent over an oil refinery

pl an.

The man who was charged with conspiring to enter

M. Van Vuurenis flat in London, is also a South
African businessman. M. ReinierJacobus Botha. M.

Newsl etter on the G| Enbargo against South Africa. No. 3, February 1986.



Botha, a former major in the South African army, has
junped bail and has left the United Kingdom He was
all eged of hiring two nen to burgle M. Van Vuurenls
flat. According to M. Van Vuuren a file containing
tax docunments was stol en.

Apparently M. Botha had conme to London to arrange

for the other consortium nmenbers share of profits to
be repatriated to South Africa Via Switzerland to avoid
t ax.

| The Quardi an, 24 August 19851

FEDERAL REPUBLI C OF GERMANY

The rol e of Marinpex/ German QO

On 29 Cctober 1985 the Shippi ng Research Bureau
published a survey on the West Gernman oil trading
conpany Marinpex headed by M. Gert Lutter. In its
third main report |Secret G| Deliveries to South
Africa, 1981-19821 the SRB already in 1984 presented
detailed information on the role of Marinpex in
breaki ng the oil enbargo against South Africa. Since
then, in particular after a SRB report - comm ssi oned
by the Gty of Rotterdam _ on the use of Rotterdam

as a mmin trans-shipnent port in secret oil shipnents to
South Africa, new informati on was brought to |ight on
Mari npexl role whichjustified a special survey on this
West German oil trader. This survey shows that during
the period Decenber |980-May 1983 the Hanburg

based conpany Marinpex sent at |east ten tanker
cargoes to South Africa to deliver crude. oil. The
deliveries identified anbunt to a total of 1.37 mllion
tons of crude-oil during a two and a half year period.
Al'l tankers involved had | oaded their cargo in the port
of Rotterdamin this way using trans-shipnent to hide
the origin of the oilland its final destination

nane of ship cargo nonth the ship

(tons of called at

crude oil) South Africa

Konkar Di nos 200.000 tons Dec. 80/Jan. 81

St. Marcos 90. 000 tons August 1981

Haegh Hi Il 230.000 tons Septenber 1981

Reci fe 135. 000 tons OcL/Nov. 1981

St. Marcos 90. 000 tons Decenber 1981

St. Marcos 90. 000 tons July/Aug. 1982

St. Tobias 175.000 tons Aug./Sep. 1982

Mobi | Weser 95.000 tons Decenber 1982

St. Benedict 185.000 tons Decenber 1982

Purma 80. 000 tons May 1983

Mari mpex is characterized as a rather untransparant
congl onerate of firns all associated with the Hanburg
busi nessman, M Gert Lutter. After having been

regi stered for some time, sone of those companies

wer e di ssol ved agai n, conpany nanes have been

changed on a regul ar basis and Swiss-registered firns
have been used for particul ar purposes.

In half of the ten cases identified, Mrinpex was not
only involved as the owner of the cargo but also as the
owner of the tanker used for those oil deliveries to
South Africa.

Mari mpex is known as presently owni ng one tanker
called Mraflori which is not reported accurately in
st andard shi pping publications. Sources within the
trade of oil and shipping indicate Marinpex is stil
involved in the secret trade of oil deliveries to South
Africa. In Decenber 1985 this tanker was renaned

Rafio (milrafiolri) apparently to disguise its role in
illicit oil deliveries to South Africa. Managenent of
the tanker is done by the Norwegi an shi ppi ng conpany
Fearnley & Eger A/S in Gslo.

German Q|

In May 1985 Marinpex entered into a joint venture

with the state of Lower-Saxony to formthe conpany

| German Q|1 which was designed to get access to the



shut-down refinery of Mobil Gl at WI hel nshaven.

This refinery is subject to serious political controver-
sies within Lower-Saxony because it was erected with

| arge-scal e financial backing ofthe state governnent in
1978 and al ready shut-down by Mobil in the spring of
1985.

On 19 Decenber 1985 Mobil GOl AG agreed to sell its
refinery to German G| and a prelinminary contract was
signed. The ten-year-old refinery with a capacity of 8
mllibn tons annually was reportedly sold for DM 50
mllion plus DM 22 million for its land. German QI is
owned by Marinpex which holds 35% of the DM 2

mllion share capital, the state of Lower Saxony (45%
and the regional Norddeutsche Landesbank (209% .

Lower Saxonyls Economic Affairs Mnister. Ms.

Breuel announced in Decenber 1985 her governnent

and the Norddeut sche Landesbank were pl anni ng

their withdrawal as majority sharehol ders from Ger-

man G| duringJanuary 1986. To get the W1 hel nsha-

ven refinery on stream again about DM 280 nillion
woul d be required including the first feeding | oad of
crude oil. German O lls manager, M. August F. Kurtz

was reported entering into financial negotiations with
Iran and sone other oil-exporting nations in January
1986 to take over the majority stake in German G| and
to supply the operational capital.

Newsl etter on the G| Enbargo against South Africa, No. 3,
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In 1985 Marinpex had al ready concluded a 1net-backf
agreement with the National Iranian G| Conpany

(NICC) to purchase 5 mllion tons ofcrude oil a year to
be processed by the WI hel nshaven refinery. This net-
back deal inplies that NIOC as crude oil supplier is
taking all economc risks since paynents to Iran are
made only after processing and final sale of produced
refined oil products.

Marinmpex traditionally has had | arge crude oil con-
tracts with the USSR and Iran. In addition Marinpex
has entered into contracts with Rumani a and the
Peopl es Republic of China on the sale of petrol eum
products fromthese countries.

| Shi ppi ng Research Bureau, Marinmpex. a Gernman Ol Supplier to South
Africa, Amsterdam OCctober 1985. Survey)

| RAN

O l-for-arnms barter deal with South Africa?

The governnent of Iran has agreed to purchase US $

750 million worth of South African weapons including
heavy-cal i ber howitzers. In return South Africa wll
purchase Iranian crude oil ofthe same value. This was
reported by the Mddl e East News Agency (MENA) on

12 January 1986 in Cairo. According to Mena this
barter deal was reveal ed by the Paris-based Arabic-

| anguage Magazine | Al -Talfah al-Arabiyahl inits 13
January edition. This nagazine noted that Iranian

Ant i - Khonei ny organi sations had decided to voice

their protest in nessages to several heads of states of
African Countries.

In addition to this report, an other Egypt-based

I rani an opposition source, the radi o station sVoice of
the Liberation of Iranl has reported that a del egation
of the National Iranian O Conpany (N CC) did

arrive in Durban on 5 Decenber 1985 for negotiations
with South African officials on the future of the
Durban oil refinery of NATREF. The South African

oi | conmpany SASOL has a majority stake in NA-

TREF. The rest is owned by the French state oi

conpany TOTAL with 30% and by NIOC with 17.5%

of the shares.

The radi o station described relations between Iran and
South Africa as |steadyl adding that two South African
ships filled with foodstuffs had anchored at the Iranian
port of Busher.

| MENA news report. Cairo, 12 January 1986; BBC radi o broadcasts, 6
Decenber 19851

UNI TED NATI ONS

I srael: 1Arab nations fuel South Africa,

"The Arab governnents fuel South Africalv econony

and nake aforturze doing it. This allegation was nade
by the Israeli Anmbassador at the United Nations, M.
Benj ami n Netanyahu, in the UN General Assenbly

neeting of 31 Cctober 1985. In his address to the
Assenbly the Anbassador said that Arab oil exports

to South Africa conprised about US $ 2,200 million a
year, assumng that 95% of all crude oil shipnents in
the period 1983-1984 did originale in the Arabian CGulf.
Apparently, this allegation was made only enphasi ze
that the volune of Arab oil exports alone to South
Africa was far larger than Israelts entire trade to South
Afri ca.

O the 18 shiprments traced over the years 1983-1984,
17 originated in the Arabian @ulf, the Ambassador
stated. However, no detailed information or documen-
tation was presented on idendities of tankers or
conpani es invol ved during this period.

In reply to the charge by the |Israel Anmbassador that
Saudi Arabia provided 39% of South African oil

i mports during 1981-1982 and does even nore now,

the Saudi Arabi an Anbassador to the UN, M. Samr

Shi habi, stated his country was firmy conmitted to a



total enbargo against South Africa, particulary in oil

exports. Review ng the oil enbargo policy of the

OPEC and QAPEC nenber states, M. Shihabi said

purchasers and shippers of Saudi crude oil were

prohi bited fromdelivering oil to South Africa.

1U 1V CGeneral Assenbly Address by the Israeli Anbassador, 30 COctober 1985;
Cape '1 ines (South Africa) 2 Novenmber 19851
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THE COVMONVEALTH

Vol untary ban on sale and export of oil

The Conmmonweal t h Conf erence which was held in

Nassau, Bahamas, from 18 ti 1121 Cct ober 1985, agreed
upon the adopti on of a package of teconom c neasu-

res, against South Africa. Regarding the oil enbargo
the final accord reads under paragraph VI: tA ban on
the sale and export of oil

The neasures agreed upon have a voluntary character
and were to be endorsed by all 49 nmenber countries
iMmediately. In a six nonth time a group by countries
(Zanbi a, Australia, Bahamas, Canada, India, Zim

babwe and the United Kingdom) will review these
Conmonweal th measures in relation to the situation

in South Africa to see if stricter action is needed. The
only country opposed to econom c sanctions: the

United Kingdom eventually joined this accord thereby
accepting in principal an oil enbargo against South
Africa.

TFi nanci al Times. 22 Cctober 1986)

UNI TED KI NGDOM

Loophol es in oil enbargo

The Foreign office of the British governnent has
adnmtted the British oil enbargo agai nst South Africa
does have a inportant |oophole: sale and export of

refi ned petrol eum products are not covered.

Bef ore the Conmonweal th agreement the British

Foreign Mnister, Sir CGeoffrey Howe, had said: tWe do
not export oil to South Africa

This along with other Foreign Ofice statenents

seened to inply that the ban covered oil products. At
the end of Cctober, however, the Foreign Ofice stated
that although this exclusion of oil products is a

| oophol e, tUK exports ofoil products are small’
Oficial statistics showthat nearly fl 6 mllion worth of
refined products were exported to South Africa in the
first 8 nonths of 1985. Modst of these products were

[ ubricants essential for the South African economy.
The main British-owned conpani es marketing fuels

and lubricants in South Africa are - through their
subsidiaries - SHELL, BP and Castrol

(New Statesnman, | Novenber 19851

10

Anti Apartheid Movenent urges |egal controls

Since the British government did at |ast recognize on
26 Septenber 1985 an oil enbargo as a lIrestrictive
neasure by the European Conmunity, the British

Anti Apartheid Movenent (AAM has urged its

government to strictly inplenent the oil enbargo.

The United Kingdom has al ways opposed an oi

enbar go agai nst South Africa. Only on export of
British North Sea oil sonme restrictive guidelines had
been introduced in 1979. Under terns of these guide-
lines Prime Mnister, Ms. Thatcher has stated: I North
sea oil is only exported to our partners in the EEC and
the International Energy Agency, as well as to those
countries with whom we have an established pattern of
trade in oil. South Africa is not included in any ofthose
cat egori esi .

Despite these guidelines the Shipping Research Bu-
reau has identified at least 5 deliveries of British North
Sea oil (such as Brent and Ni nean crude) to South
Africa in the period 1979-1981. Three of those were
transported directly fromthe United Kingdom the
other two via trans-shiprment in Rotterdam and the
Spani sh port of Bil bao.

The British governnment, however, has not been prepa-
red to i ntoduce controls to enforce its own guidelines.
It has informed the AAMthat tit is inpossible to
nonitor or control thirdparty trade in oili According
to the AAMthis refusal will send a very clear signal to



the South African governnent that the United King-
domis not even comritted to the European Comru-

nity trestrictive neasures. The AAMtherefore stres-
sed the necessity of the following | egal controls which
shoul d be i medi ately i npl enent ed:

a) a ban on North Sea oil exports to South Africa and
Nam bia, directly or indirectly, including the intro-
duction of end-user certificates to control the
destination of all exports;

b) a simlar ban on the export to South Africa and
Nam bi a ofrefined petrol eum products ofall kinds;

c) a ban onlBritish-owned, registered, or managed
vessel s shipping crude oil of refined petrol eum
products to South Africa and Nam bia. The British
government should al so carry out a major review of
Britainls involverment in the supply, delivery, refi-
ning and marketing of oil and refined petrol eum
products, including British involvenment in the
production of oil fromcoal in South Africa and

draw up conprehensive legislation to stop all such
British invol venent.
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CANADA

1No alternative source

On 13 Septenber 1985 the Canadi an gover nment
announced new nmeasures to increase pressure on

South Africa. It stated it was ready to go to the limt
and break all economic and dipl omatic rel ations.
Canadai s External Affairs Mnister, M. Joe O arke,
said: 'Canada is prepared to invoke total sanctions if
there is no change’

Anmong t he nmeasures he announced was a voluntary

ban on the sale of crude oil. M. Cark said, although at
present very little oil was sold to South Africa, he
wanted to ensure that Canada did not becone an
alternative source for oil supplies to South Africa.
SRB findings show that in at |east two cases Canadi an
petrol eum products were shi pped from Canada to

South Africa. In May 1980 the tanker | Jeppesen

Maer ski of the Danish conmpany A.P. Miller sailed to
South Africa | oaded with 40,000 tons. According to an
eye-wi tness part ofthe cargo has been di scharged in the
mlitary sector of the port of Durban. Another Ml -

| er/ Maersk tanker, the 1Jakob Maerskl, delivered a
cargo of about 50,000 tons in South Africa in August
1980.

During the period 1979-1982 two Canadi an conpani es
were involved in 11 deliveries of crude oil from other
countries to South Africa:

nane of ship cargo nonth the ship

(tons 01 called at

crude 011) South Africa

Cast Ful mar 161.805 May/June 1981

Cast Narwhal 268.728 Aug/ Sept 1981

Cast Narwhal 268.728 Feb/ March 1982

Cast Narwhal 268.728 June/July 1982

Cast Petrel 145.052 Nov. 1980

Cast Pule 145.015 Cct. 1980

Cast Puffin 145.015 Nov. 1981

Cast Skua 104.749 Nov. 1980

Lake Mendoci no 145.092 June 1981

The shi powner of these tankers was the conpany

| Cast, Eurocanadi an Shi phol di ngs/ I ntercastl based in
Canada- Bermuda and Switzerland. This conpany is

now in |iquidation.

The ot her Canadi an conpany invol ved was t hel Cana-

di an Pacific Group, with subsidiaries in Bermuda and
the United Ki ngdom

1.D. Sinclair

Port Hawkesbury

254.735

257.028

May 1981

March 1981

TGuardi antL’ K). 14 Sepi enber| 98515hi ppi ng Research Bureau

on 1980-1981 and 1981-19821

[

AUSTRALI A

Ban on petrol eum products

The Australian government decided on 19 August

1985 to close its trade commi ssion office in South
Africa at the end of Septenber. Although Australia
will maintain trade with South Africa, export of some
Australian goods will be banned. Anpbng those are
petrol and petrol eum products or any ot her products
of potential use to the south African security forces.
More than a year before, in July 1984, the Australian
government had confirmed that Australia had expor-
ted refined petrol eum products to South Africa. Then,
the Australian governnent stated trade restrictions
woul d be 1difficultl because sanctions agai nst south
Africa would require a decision by the United Nations
Security Council.

nmain reports



| Guardi an (UK), 20 August 19851

BRAZI L

Row with South Africa on sanctions

Responding to the inposition of the state of energen-
cy and increasing violence in South Africa the Brazi-
lian President, M. Jose Sarney, signed on 9 August
1985 an official decree prohibiting the export of arns,
crude oil and petroleumderivatives to South Africa.

I mposition of these sanctions agai nst South Africa by
the Brazilian governnent caused a row between the

two governnents. The South African governnentls
reaction describing those sanctions as | counterproduc-
tive and futilel has annoyed the Brazilian governnent
whi ch announced, that additional measures are to be

t aken.

Financial "1 inmes, 12 August 19851
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USA

Phi br o- Sal omonh wi t hdr awal

The international investnent banki ng and commodi -

ties tradi ng group Phibro-Sal onon announced on 21
August 1985 to withdraw fromall its business activities
in South Africa. The group has cl osed down its wholly-
owned subsi diary Derby Metals and has stopped

handl i ng export sales of chronme ore, ferro-chrone,
ferro-silieon and magnanese for | arge South African
conpani es such as M ddel burg Steel Alloys, Rand

M nes, Black Muwuntain, H ghveld Steel & Vanadi um

and Transal | oys.

The nove is the nore significant since the groups

bi ggest sharehol der M norco is the international in-
vestnent arm of the South African Angl o Anerican-

De Beers group

In July 1985 M norco which is based in Bernuda,
reduced its stake in Phibro-Salonon from22,5 to 14,5
per cent. No public steps were taken by Anglo
American to deflect the American groupis anti-South
Africa nove since it nerely has a portfolio holding in
t he group.

Phi br nSal ononl s deci sion to cease all dealings with
South Africa was pronted by | oss of business on the
donestic American market due to powerful pressure

by the US Anti-Apartheid Movenment. The groups

i nvest ment bank, Sal onon Brothers, had been cut out

of lucrative municipal securities issuing deals by |arge
cities as Los Angeles, San Franci sco, Gakland and
Seattle. Mwveover, investnent institutes and share-
hol ders were al so divesting thensel ves of the groups
st ock.

Expl ai ning his withdrawal the groups chairnman, M.

J ohn Gutfreund stated: 1We think ourselves as apoli -
tical, but financial institutions are particularly vul -
nerable in this kind ofsituation

In february 1985 the group already decided to stop
deals in petrol eum products to South Africa after
pressure by the City of New York

(Financial Tinmes, 22 August and 18 Septenber 1985; Financial Mil, 13
Sept ember 19851

NORDI C COUNTRI ES

No unilateral oil enbargo

At a neeting of the Nordic Foreign Mnisters in Gslo
on 17-18 Cctober 1985 a new Nordi c Programm of

Action against South Africa was adopted. Pending
mandat ory sanction inposed by the UN Security

Council, the Nordic countries of Denmark, Finland,

| cel and, Norway and Sweden decided to take a

nunber of unilateral neasures in order to reduce their
economi e and other relations with South Africa.
However, on the issue of the oil enbargo no nationa
neasures were deci ded upon.

The Nordic countries agreed to work actively within
the framework ofthe United Nations for the adoption

of mandatory sanctions in the field of investnent,
trade and transport. An effective oil enbargo would be
an inportant elenent of such a policy.

The Nordic countries agreed they wll undertake

consul tations with other shipping nations with a view
to reaching agreement on a joint boycott of oi
transports to South Africa.

(United Nations. Press Rel ease GA/ APt 1680. 21 Cctober 198,91
DENMVARK

Proposed bill before April 1986

On 2 October 1985 a najority of Danish Parlianment
ordered its government to inplement stricter measures
in order to tighten econom c sanctions agai nst South
Africa. In a proposed bill Danish Parlianent urged as
one of the main measures to be taken: The sal e of oi



from Danish oil fields to South Africa as well as
transport thereto ofoil On Dani sh- owned vessel s shal
stop.’

This was foll owed on 13 Decenber 1985 by a deci sion
of Parlianent instructing the Danish governnent to
tabl e before 1 Februaay 1986 a proposed bill prohibi-
ting coal inports from South Africa. That proposa
has been tabl ed already by the Danish M nister of
Foreign Affairs

In addition Parlianment has directed its governent to
put forward before 1 April 1986 a proposal for an act

prohibiting all inmports fromand exports to South
Africa. Transport and sale of oil to South Africa wll
be included in this proposed bill. Parlianment menbers

have stated they are confident this proposal is going to
be tabl ed by the Dani sh governent as was aksed for.
Newsl etter on the G| Enbargo agai nst South Africa, No. 3, February 1986.
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NORWAY

Regi stration: not conpul sory, not public

Contravening a Parlianments majority decision ofJune
1985, the Norwegi an Centre-right governnent an-
nounced on 31 January 1986 its guidelines for registra-
tion of Norwegian ships calling at South Africa: the
system deci ded upon will provide only figures on a

vol untary basis and identities ofvessels and conpanies
will not be nmade public.

The new gui del i nes which have a start date of |
January 1986, will nean quarterly returns on the
nunber of Norwegi an vessel s and aggregate dead-

wei ght tonnage of ships calling at South African ports.
The figures will be provided by the shipowners on a
vol untary basis and will be published by the Norwe-
gi an Shi powner sl Associ ati on.

Details of individual vessels and of conpanies invol-
ved will not be nade public. Al Norwegi an-owned an
regi stered oil tankers are subject to the registration
system

As a result the position of the Shipowhers was a
confident one since they have shown strong opposition
to public registration and have organi zed _ succesful -
'y _ an influential [obby in Norwegian politics in
recent nmonths. In a comment on the new guidelines,

M. Arild Wegener of the Shi pownersi Association

said: |IWe expect our nmenbers will conplyfully with

the arrangenents. 1fthe figures appear to be | ess than
expected, the governnent has reserved the right to
return with nore ni easures’.

According to the Norwegi an M nister of Trade and

Shi ppi ng, M. Asbjorn Haugstvedt, this neasure was

the hardest one that could be taken without violating
i nternational trade accords. This view was strongly
opposed by the Labour Party referring to an investi-
gation by experts in international |law. According to
these experts a systemof public registration was not in
conflict at all with existing international trade agree-
nments. The government wanting to see a | essening of
Nor wegi an i nvol verrent in oil supplies to Southt Afri-
ca, expects volune figures to decline and novenents

of vessels to decrease in tinme.

Strong criticismand organi zed oppostition is expected
to be raised in Norwegi an Parlianment, by churcha
groups, trade unions and anti-apartheid organi sations.
In June 1985 Parlianent in a najority vote had asked
for specific neasures of a conpul sory registration of
all Norwegi an shi ps and had urged the governenment to
present a publie list containing dates and ports of cal
in South Africa, types of cargo, nanmes of individua
shi ps and conpani es involved. This position was
broadly shared by the Norwegi an Federation of Trade
Unions (LO), church organi sations and the anti -

apart heid noverent.

13

NORWAY

Church of Norway:

i Governnment and Shi powners are al armingly narrow

m nded

Church of Norway Presiding Bishop Andreas Aarfl ot

of Osl o, provoked strong reactions fromthe govern-
ment and from shi powners during the first days of

1986. Speaking at the New Year pastorsl gathering of
hi s di oces, Aarrot, who is also a nmenber of the

Lut heran Worl d Federationis Executive Conmittee,

said it was 'alarnmingly narro w m ndedt hat Norwegi an
aut horities and shi powners are unwilling to inplenent
a total oil and trade boycott against South Africa. The
bi shop said it was 'a shane that Norwegi ans are not
bei ng 017ered the chance and the challenge to carry the



costsi of a total Norwegi an boycott of tthe ruthless
apartheid reginme. |

I

The Norwegi an Shi powners Associ ati on (NSA) war -

ned that Aarflot was entering a tcostly blind alley? In a
letter to the bishop, NSA Director-Ceneral David

Vi koeren said Norwegi an authorities will have to cover

wi despread annual | osses of between 2 and 3 billion
crowns (US $150 to 225 nmillion) should the countryis

shi powners be barred from accepting oil transports to
South Africa. Vikoeren also wote that internationa

oil trade is too conplex to fit into the bishops w shes.
He told the bishop that an oil freight m ght change
owner, and thus destination, several times while at sea.
The bi shopis comrents were wel coned by the | abor
opposition, claimng that the government is unwlling

to go far enough in this matter. But Aarflot al so had
the support of a mpjority of his episcopal coll eagues
and other church | eaders. Qhers, anong themtwo of

the bi shops and several newspaper comentators, said

the bishop had entered too far into prescribing detail ed
political matters.

Aarrot answered his critics by saying he regretted that
econoni ¢ deliberations seemto nmatter nore to the
government and the shi powners than the conditions

for the black people of South Africa. I! admt that the
government’s proposal is an honest attenpt,’ the

Nor wegi an bi shop said, ibut they are commtting the

nm st ake of not asking what the black people thensel -

ves want us to do. Blacks are asking for boycott and
sanctions, perhaps our |ast chance to avoid arned
struggle in South Africa.’

| Lut heran World Information (LW), Mnthly, February 1986)
Newsl etter on the G| Enbargo against South Africa, No. 3, F ebruary 1986.



NORVWAY

50 shi ps publi shed

On 16 July 1985 the Norwegi an newspapert Dagbl adef
published a list of 50 Norwegi an ships which called at
South African ports in the period January |985-mi dst

of May 1985. These 50 ships were resonsible for 71 calls
at the ports of Durban, Richards Bay and Cape Town.

One ship was figurating under the code nane tM 56t
calling at Durban on 27 March 1985. Ofall other ships
nanmes, ownership, type of ship and date of call were

pr esent ed.
O the total of 50 ships were 14 vessels which could
have delivered oil in South Africa:

Bergesen d.y. G oup, Stavanger (owner)

tanker’s nane type of ship port date of cal

in South Africa in South Africa

Ber gebonde oil/ore Cape Town 1 February 1985

Dur ban 29 Apri

Berge Bragd oil Cape Town 24 March

Berge King oil Cape Town 4 February

Cape Town 25 February

Berge (del oil/ore Richards Bay 11 Apri

Cape Town 22 January

Berge Pioneer oil Cape Town 25 January

Durban 11 May

Berge Prince oil Durban 3 January

Durban || February

Berge Princess oil Cape Town 14 January

A/'S Thor Dahl. Sandefjord

Thor shol moi |l Durban 4 March

Hal fdan Ditl ev-Si nonsen. Gslo

Vel ma oil Cape Town 27 January

Lei f Hoegh & Co. A/S, Gslo

Haegh Hood oil/ore Cape Town 20 March

Cape Town 29 May

A/'S Havtor Managenent, Gslo

Havprins oil/ore Cape Town 16 February

Havl yn gas/oil Cape Town 3 March

BJ. Ruud Pedersen A/S. Gslo

Essi Flora oil Durban 28 March

Cape Town 1 Apri

A'S Wyl and Rederi, Ginstad

Evita oil Durban 3 Apri

1Dagbl adet (Norway). 16 July 19851
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NORWAY

Report on the role of Bergesen

I n August 1985 the Shippi ng Research Bureau (SRB)
publ i shed a special survey on the role of the Norwegian
shi ppi ng conpany Sig. Bergesen d.y. & Co.. Regar-
di ng the period January |979-January 1985 the SRB
identified 21 tanker shiprments to South Africa nade
by Ber gesen.

Tankers owned and nmanaged by Sig. Bergesen d.y. &
CO., listed in order of nomh of call at South Africa
apparently to discharge crude oil there:

Nane Tanker size Month | he tanker

(in nmetric) called at South

tons) Africa

Ber gehus 205, 807 January 1979

Berge Seplinus 284,512 June 1979

Berge Brioni 227,557 July 1979

Berge Seplimus 284,512 April 1980

Berge Septimnus 284,512 Septenber 1980

Berge King 284,919 January 1982

Berge King 284,919 June 1982

Berge King 284,919 Septenber 1982

Ber ge Queen 280,476 Septenber 1982

Berge King 284,919 COctober 1982

Ber ge Queen 280,476 Novenber 1982

Berge King 284,919 Decenber 1982



Ber ge

Queen 280,4 76 January 1983

Ber gebonde 155, 048 Januarjl’ 1983

Ber ge
Ber ge
Ber ge
Ber ge
Ber ge
Ber ge
Ber ge

Prince 284,522 January 1983

King 284,919 April/ My 1983
Prince 284,522 May 1983

King 284,919 June/July 1983
Princess 284,507 April/ May 1984
Bragd 280,4 76 November 1984
Prince 284,522 Decenber 84/

January 1985
Newsl etter on the G| Enbargo agai nst South Africa,
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A total volunme of over 5.2 nillion tons of crude oi

worth over US $ 1,000 mllion has been transported by

this conpany. In co-operation with oil traders owning

the cargoes and with South African authorities the

conpany Bergesen tried to hide these deliveries.

Confidential charter parties have been concluded to

conceal the traders identity.

In several cases the cargo was | oaded off port in the

Ar abi an/ Persian Gul f by ship-to-ship transfer from

ot her tankers. In 17 cases the crude oil did originate in

the @ulf area. Three Shel |l -owned cargoes were | oaded

in the Netherlands Antilles and one in pre-independent

Brunei. On departure fromthe Gulf in nost cases no

destination or a false destination was given. Since 1982

the calls at South African ports have been kept strictly

secret.

(For nore details on Bergesen tankers and on origin of the oil. see SRB-
survecy: O Shipnments to South Africa by tankers owned and managed by Sig
Bergesen diy. & Co. of Norway (1979-1985). Ansterdam July 1981)
NORWAY

Ber gesen continues oil transports to South Africa

In a cooment on this Bergesen survey, a conpanyis

director M. K ell Rovik stated: "It is clear that oi

transport to South Africa is inportant. Oten there are

no ot her cargoes we can take. W have ships laid up

and we need enpl oynenfor our crewsi M. Rovik

confirmed that transports to South Africa by Bergesen

tankers were still going on: Up to August we have
transported oil to South Africafour tinmes during 1985.
W will continue to do so. This is not an illega
activity 1

I n Decenber 1985 one of Bergesen captains, M. Bernt
Haugl und, naster of the Berge Princess, said he would
continue transporting oil to South Africa twith good
consci ence. He said he hinself had sailed with oi
directly fromArab countries to South Africa and
adnmitted the use of illicit practices: tlt is true that the
docunents show we have sailed to a totally different

pl ace. Thi sfact cannot be hidden. For the rest there is
reason to point out that also Arabs thenselves are
transporting oil to South Af’'rica.

Now hi s ship, the Berge Princess, has been sold and
flagged out to Liberia.

According to a Norwegi an seaman who had sail ed on

the Berge Pioneer, M. Magne Sporal and, the nane of

the Berge Queen was changed in Novenber 1983 into

the Berge Bragd because it was discovered this tanker

had been in South Africa with oil. A newidentity nmade
possible it continued transporting oil to South Africa.
15

M. Sporal and said an Arab oil -exporting country had
found out the Berge Queen had been four tines in

South Africa and the tanker was threatened to | oose
further cargoes unless it changed its nane.

(By Tid (Norway), |0 August 1985; Aftenposten. 13 August 1985; Verdcns
Gang. 14 Septenber 1985; Virtland, 20 Decenber i985)
NORWAY

[I'licit procedures

Call's by Norwegian tankers at the port of Durban

during 1985 have increased by fifty per cent during the
first quarter of 1985 conpared with the sane period of
1984. Norwegi an tankers delivering oil in Durban are
practicing special procedures such as the use of code
names to hide their identities.

This statenent was nade by the Norwegi an seaneni s
priest who has been based in Durban, M. Knut

Haral d Seth, in a Norwegian television interviewin
July 1985. Illicit practices ofdischarging oil under code
nanes, painting over ship s names and of conpany

si gns have been confirned by seanen and a shi pping

i nspector in Norway. One ofthose seanen who wi shed



to stay anonynous, stated he had been in 1982 aboard

a Norwegi an tanker of which hone port and funne

signs were painted over before the ship entered Port

El i sabeth in South Africa. According to this seaman
docunents had been forged to conceal this call, and the
shipis captain was of fered 5000 Norwegi an Crowns

(US $ about 600) to keep silent. He also stated he had
seen ot her Norwegi an tankers of which nanes and

signs were renoved while the ships entered wi thout the
Nor wegi an fl ag.

On the alleged increase of deliveries by Norwegi an
tankers the Norwegian Mnistry of Trade and Shi p-

ping said it had knowl edge of at least 5 oil deliveries
during the first quarter of 1985. The Mnistry stressed
that painting over of nanes and renoval of the
Norwegi an fl ag was an of fence according to Norwe-

gian |l aw. One case was reported to the Mnistry on
illicit practices, but the Mnistry refused to nention
whi ch ship and whi ch conmpany was i nvol ved.

The shi ppi ng company Bergesen stated in its conment

that the nunber of Bergesen tankers delivering oil in
South Africa during the period in question was 'nore
than one but |less than five. 'The Norwegi an Associ a-
tion of Shi powners has deni ed allegations of such illicit
procedures undertaken by Norwegi an tankers, by
presenting the exanple of the tBerge Pioneer; which

had cal |l ed openly at South African ports.

(Aitenposten, 9 July 1985; Verdens Gang 10 July 1985; Norges Handeis Og
Sjafarl stidende Il July 19851
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Nor wegi an shi powners:

1Arab oil enbargo is w ndow dressingl

One of the directors of the Norwegi an Associ ati on of
Shi powners, M. Erik Aanot, stated the oil enbargo
policy of Gulf states such as Orman and the United
Arab Emirates was only 'w ndow dressing

Restrictive measures by those countries are rather

m ni mal , he said, because ships could bring oil to
South Africa and return to the Arabian Gulf w thout
any difficulties.

The state-secretary of Norwayls Mnistry of Foreign
Affairs, M. Torbjarn nmesnes has stated in a com
ment that '95 per cent ofthe crude oil suppliedl o South
Africa dO originate in Arab countries in the Gulfarea.
M. Aamot confirmed, however, one case in which a

Nor wegi an tanker had called South Africa hiding its
identity. This had been one ofthe tankers owned by the
shi ppi ng conpany Odd Godager & Co in 1980.

Shi ppi ng Research Bureau findings show this may

refer either to the tanker tNorse King or the Norse
QueenT.

According to a Norwegi an seaman, M. Magne Spor a-

| and, the Norwegi an tanker | Evital owned by the
conpany Ugland did also use a hidden identity. He
suspected the conpany was operating with two | og-
books, an official and an unofficial one. because
reporting a South African call in official docunents
woul d nean the tanker woul d not be able to get a new
cargo in the aulf.

TAftcnposten 9 July 1985; Verdens Gang (Norway). 10 July 19851
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NORWAY

ban on Norwegian oil to South Africa

On 16 Decenber 1985 the Norwegian M nister ofTra-

de and Shi ppi ng announced the governenment wll

present |egislation prohibiting the sale of Norwegi an

oil fromthe North Sea to South Africa. A proposal for

such a law is worked out by the Mnistry of Justice.

Nor wegi an anti-apartheid organi sati ons have urged

the governenent to include clauses in the proposed | aw

with the effect that oil conpanies with subsidiaries in

South Africa, i.e. Shell, BP, Total, Caltex and Mbbil

are excluded from new concessions for oil exploration

and production in the Norwegian part of the North

Sea.

The captain ofthe Norwegi an tankerl Berge Princessl,

M. Bernt Haugland, said in an interviewwith the

newspaper iVartlandi of 20 Decenber 1985 he had

evi dence that Norwegian oil was discharged in South

Africa in August 1985.

Since this is contrary to official governnent policy the

Nor wegi an Council for Southern Africa, a solidarity

organi sation, has asked the Mnister of Gl and Energy

to start an official investigation into this matter.

Wartl and (Norway), 20 Decenber 1985: Al 't enpost enWbrway). 17 Decenber

1985)
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