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ARMS TRAFFIC WITH SOUTH AFRICA:

WHO IS GUILTY?

An ominous impression is gaining currency here and abroad that
there exists some sinister relationship between Israel and South
Africa,

This distortion is being created and broadcast by powerful
forces in the militant, radical Arab and African blocs, abetted by
the Soviet regime and its satellites. It is symbolized by references
to "the Pretoria-Tel Aviv Axis;" its purpose, to discredit Israel as
a fascist, racist state by linking it to the infamous “Rome-Berlin
Axis" which the phrase ineluctably conjures up.

A recent and especially damaging case in point is the "Report
on the Relations between Israel and South Africa" released on August
19, 1976 by the "Special Committee Against Apartheid," a creature
of the United Nations General Assembly. (1) A glance at the compo-
sition of the Special Committee* is hardly likely to induce con-
fidence in its findings, consisting as it does almost entirely of a
congeries of military dictatorships, Communist tyrannies and other-
wise repressive regimes. The Special Committee's even-handedness
on the subject may be gauged by the fact that only five of its eight-
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een members have diplomatic relations with Israel.

Among the subjects on which the Report focuses is the alleged
"military collaboration" between Israel and South Africa.
*Algeria, East Germany, Ghana, Guinea, Haiti, Hungary, India, Indo-

nesia, Malaysia, Nepal, Nigeria, Peru, Phillipines, Somalia, Sudan,
Syria, Trinidad and Tobago, Ukraine.
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The evidence it adduces is minimal and largely based on rumors and
speculative inferences. Yet because of its UN sponsorship, the

Report must be taken seriously and examined rigorously. How exten-

sive is Israel's military-sales relationship with South Africa? How
does 1t compare with the arms other countries are selling to the
Vorster regime?
e begin by citiné a recent news item:
"Paris, COct. 1. -- France 1is to sell two new
Agosta 20-tcrnedo submarines to South Africa
in a deal worth about $65 million."

This dispatch, quoted in full and verbatim as it appeared in
the October 2, 176 issue of The Times of London, underscores the
most significant aspect of the arms traffic to South Africa -- that
the government of Prime Minister John Vorster has managed to evade
the arms embargo in effect against it these past dozen years because
of the cupidity and connivance of the Western powers, chief among
them France, who have engaged in massive arms traffic with the
apartheid regime.

Yet the UN Report ignores South Africa's huge purchases of
weapons from the countries of Western Europe, concentrating instead
on Israel, whose military sales to South Africa -- which are not
to be condoned -- are in fact (as this study will show) minuscule
by comparison. This double standard underscores the political
purpose of such repakts as that of the "Special Committee Against

Apartheid," revealing its intention to be not a condemnation of those

powerful states that provide South Africa with the great share of

its military capability but an indictment of the State of Israel.
Because most of the countries that sell military hardware to

South Africa seek to hide these transactions, a complete report is

not nossible at this point. However, enough facts can be assembled
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to reveal the overall pattern of the flow of arms to South Africa

and of Israel's share in 1it.

Historical Rack

Historically, South Africa has always been closely associated
with the West. It fought as a member of the British Commonwealth
alongzié2 the Western Allies in both World Wars; it participated in
the Berlin Airlift of 1948 and sent a squadron of fighter-bombers
to the United Natione Command during the Korean War.

As a consequence of this historical association and of its
strategic geographical position, South Africa long occupied a special
place in Western defense plans and, until the early 1960s, received
a steady flow of arms shipments from Great Britain, the United
Sctates and Canada. (2)

The Simonstown Aqreements, 1955 and 1661

South Africa's ccoperative military relationship with Great
Britain was especially strong, its armed forces followed the
British model and were originally created and largely equipped by
Great Britain.

In 1955, the two governments concluded the"Simonstown Agree-
ment, " under which Britain (a) handed ovér to South Africa control
of its great naval base at Simonstown, not far from Cape Town;

(b) retained important naval facilities there, which it was permitted
to use independently in case of war; (c) undertook what was called

a "joint scaward defense" system with South Africa; and (d) began

a major re-equipment program for the South African Armed Forces

chiefly the Navy and Air Force.




Under the latter provision, large quantities of new equipment
were sold to South Africa: $50 million worth of naval vessels,
including seaward defense ships, coastal minesweebers and four
frigates, as well as eight Avro Shackleton maritime reconnaissance
aircraft redesigned for use also as tactical bombers and tran-
sports. (3)

At the insistence of the British Defense Ministry, the Simons-
town Agreement had included an explicit distinction between defens-
ive arms and+arms to be used for internal purposes such as counter-
insurgency. That distinction carried ovef when the Agreement was
renegotiated i1n 1961. It remained an empty one, for it did not pre-
vent the sale of spare parts for naval vessels (4), Centurion tanks,
Saracen armored cars, Buccaneer marine bombers, six Canberra strike-
and-reconnaiﬂsanceplanes, Westland Wasp helicopters and other
military equipiment that could be used as well for counter-insurgency
purposes. (5)

During the same 1955-61 period, South Africa purchased 37
Sabre-6 jet fighters from Canada, helicopters from the United
States and small arms and ammunition from Belgium and Switzerland. (6)
The Turn of the Hinge, 1960 and 1961

The years 1960.and 1961 marked crucial turning-points 1in the
world standing of South Africa. In 1960, a massacre occurred at
Sharpeville that shocked the world: South African police units
fired into crowds of rioting black workers and students, killing
63. An aroused world opinion strongly condemned South Africa for

its racial policies. But the wave of protests from every corner of

the globe resulted only in more riqid an? morc brutal enforce-
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ment of apartheicd. In resoonre, the nations of the British Common-
wealth expelled South Africa from the Commonwealth.

Nevertheless, cespite South Africa's growing isolation, it
continued tc find ample supnlies -- and suppliers -- of armaments
rrom anroac. In 1963 France for the first time became a major
supplier and sold Pretoria the Mirage III, which became its prime
fighter plane, and the Alouette II, which became South Africa's
vacic military heliconter, Large numbers of the more advanced
Alouette III were ordered for later delivery. In addition, the
United States delivered to South Africa 37 Cessna-185 liaison planes
and seven C-130B Hercules transport planes between 1962 and 1964. (7)
The United Nations Arnms Embargoes, 1963 and 1964

The pattern of censure, condemnation and exclusion begun 1n
1560 came to a head in a series of United Nafions Security Council
resoluticns (August, 1963; December, 1963; and June, 1964) calling
on all states to cease the sale and shipment to South Africa of arms
and ammunition, military vehicles, equipment and materials needed
for the maintenance of arms, Following these resolutions a series
of embargoes hy individual states was adopted.

Despite all the resolutions and embhargoes, however, the major
suppliers of arms to South Africa found ways and grounds of justi-
fication to continue the arms traffic.

s

Thus, i1n 1964, while suppbrting the UN resolutions, Britain and
France exercised their right to sunplv South Africa with equipment
for 1ts external defence. W#When the British government announced
1ts arms embargo of South Africa 1in 1964; it excluded already
existing "firm contracts," which covered six Canberra B-(1)-58

bombers, four additional Westland Wasp helicopters and .h

o B




Buccaneer bompers. (3) At the same time Britain continued to

supply spare' parts for thecze two types of pombers, as well as spare

parts and ammunition foir the Stackieton planes, the Centurion tanks

and the Saracen armored cars sold in earlier vears. (9)

In the same wav, when the United States announced its embargo

in 1963, it declared that existing contracts would nevertheless

he fulfilled. The device used to negate the arms embargo was the
so-called "cdual use" doctrine, a loophole permitting the supplying

of equipment and materials which can have both civilians and mili-

tary uzes. Under that same doctrine, the United States sold 17?2

Cessna-185s anG six C-130E Hercules transports. Canada continued

to supply spare parts for equipment it had sold 1in pre-emoargo
days -- sales which in 1909 alone amounted to $1.2 million. (10)
The effect of these sales and the continuing supnly of spare

rarts and ammunition, transport and communications equipment and

heliconters has been to strengthen the South African Navy, allow 1its

A i'orce to keep all its Britich aircraft in full operation and

France and Italy) of British engines produced under license.

Indeed, one of the most effective and significant ways in which

the Western powers and South AZrica have evaded the UN arms embaryves

has been through lkensing arrangements. By 1965, for example,

South Africa had acquired 127 licenses for the manufacture or

assembly of foreign equipment, including "rench armored cars, Belgian

automatic rifles, Italian jet trainers, and French jet fighter

planes. (12)




The Extent of Collusion

Even a cursory examination of various summary surveys that are
readily accessible provides a startling insight into the collusion
of certain Western powers with South Africa in supplying armaments.

According to the U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament Agency,
South Africa received in the decade 1965-1974 a total of $358

million worth of militaryv equipment. (13) The supplier-country

breakdown is as follows:

P EAYIOB . o v s na Nk G S cisdesadvees.miilion
United Kingdom.......... PP ey [ R
SR RO States. covesinsanvinm vk 24 million
West Germany.cccceeee . o W AR 1l million

All others (unspecified)..... 35 million
These estimates, based exclusively on official statistics
provided by the various governments, are generally regarded as being
considerably understated. A sobering estimate is provided by the
Stockholm International Peace Research Institute (14) in a table
listing the value of weapons and other war material imported by

South Africa in the vears between 1963 and 1975:

ST R i e e e e $118 million
L ARG RS G - DE YRGSy S 39 million
T A g T AP T AP 142 million
R i aee s L R e R P AR (B 70 million
L e PR R SON R S 60 million
R A NI | e e 34 million
R s e - s . e SRR o (et L B T
et 0 SR o 6 e SR e o2 B9 AL IA ON
L R i b e o o odomt-dl3on
B i e o o's oo d0 e onisbisty oeis it 28 million
5 PN o . SR WS TR (Y 28 million
o RSP (I SR . B At 219 million
L e O P L ey LS L T ve s Rl WMTIliom




The result of all these arms sales? A detailed breakdown of
the South African Armned Forces' equipment by the prestigious Inter-
national Institute for Strategic Studles (15) lists the following
kinds of war material and the various countries of origin:

Army:

Centurion tanks (British)
Comet tanks (British)

Eland armored cars (French)
Ferret scout cars (British)
Saracen armored cars (British)
Tigercat missiles (British)
Crotale missiles (French)

Navy:

Daphne submarines (French)
Wasp helicopters (British)
Ford patrol boats (British)

Alr Force:

Canberra bombers (British)
Buccaneer bombers (British)
Mirage jet fighters (French)
Piaggio transports (Italian)
Transall transports (French)
Alouette helicopters (French)
Cessna trainers (American)
Impala trainers (Italian)

Country-by=-Country Countdown

France

South Africa's chief military arsenal for the past dozen years
-- and continuing tp today -- is France. A fﬁll report of the
military hardware that French companies have supplied to South
Africa has never before been compiled and the information that
follows is probably not complete. But this is the first time so
much detailed information has ever been pieced together from a
variety of reliable sources, with names of companies, types and

brand names of equipment, the years in which the arms were ordered
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and nrocuced, and tnheir mornetary value. It is an astounding por-
trait «of the vast arra of weaponry, for use on land, sea, anc air,
which France has »rovided to Scuth Africa.

*In the years 1957-59, two French incustrial giants, Matra
anc¢ Thouson-Hruston-Hotchlriss-Brandt, developed a $100 million
missile-anc-radar svstem, adapted from their own famous Crotale
syscen, to snecifications of South African government experts who
wo.slted ¢loselyv with them. The new system is called Cactus/Crotale,
and f£ircc celiveries began in 1971. It is a low-level, surface-to-
air svetern with all-weather capability, effectcive against super-
sonic¢ airvcraft, higilv mobile on land and by air transport, adle to
¢G> into action within five minutes, arnd with an ability to be
intecrated into o0:he¥ air cdef~nce sycstems, with particular reference

to the Nr»i’' ish radar svst~in installed by the Marconi Company 1in

$D70 ;. (Cae . pildS) . (16)

s
¢

‘In 1©£3, South Africa nurchased twenty AMX armored cers rirom
the French manufacturer Panhard. This car is arned with 60mm. and
SOmin cannon. (17) Three vears earlier, in 1965, Panhard had
liceinsed the procduction and assemibly in South Africa of 1,000 of
these cars. By 1975, ©020 nhad already been produced; they entered

the Scrth African arsenal as the Eiand AC. (18) 1In 1968, as part

)
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of the arrancecment, South Africa bought 250 Panhard engines at a
coscao: 5850, 000.. (19)

“*The ¢iant French aircraft manufacturer, Societe Nationale
Incdustrizlle Aerocospatiale (SNIAS),is one of South Africa's-great
military sources. For example:

-- In the early 1960s, SNIAS and its subsidiary,




Sud-Aviation, Dbuilt the Atlas Aircraft Corporatiorn plant in the
TrXansvazl. Atlas hLaes since LLecome the major production center wnere
the mainstawvs of the Suhth 2.rrican Air Force, the Impala and the
Mirage, are manufactured and acsembled under license. (20) The Ailas
Factoxwsias constructed at a cost of $42 miltlion. (21)

--In the late 1960s, SNIAS sold an unsvecified (i e hidden)
number o” AS-20 and AS-20 mnissiles to South A€riea (22) and. N 1970,
an un<nown nvrmier of the more advanced Exocet missile. (23)

--&«n 1970, SNIAS sold nine Transall C-150 troop transport planes
O SOUNLh AEYica, at a cost of about $34 million. f24)

-=In 1959, the SNIAS subeidiary, Sud-Aviation, licensed the
assemnly anc nroductizsn in 3outh Africa of 20 SA-330 Puma heli-
copters (25) at a cost of s»me $28 million. (26)

-=rom 1967 to 1969, SNIAS-Sud-Aviation sold to South Africa
three difierent brands of militarv helicopters: six Alouette IIs
costing over $600,000; 50 Alouette IIIs (estimated at $7 million):
and 16 SA-3210 Suvner Frelors, at a cost of around $30 million. (27)

-=-In 1974, SNIAS renewed its missile sales to South Africa
.

by delivering an unspecified number of the advanced-generation




-- In 1975, South Africa ordered more advanced
missiles from SITIAS: 40 Aerospatiale AS 11/12 air-to-
surface missiles used to arm the Impala plane, on which
SNIAS started delivery 1in 1975; and the Aerospatiale
AM 39 Exocet air-to-surface missile to arm SNIAS' Super
Frelon heliconter, with delivery due in 1977. (29)

“Second only to SNIAS as a source of missiles for South Africa
1s Mat ra, another major French weapons company. In addition to
having shared in the production of the Cactus/Crotale missile
system (see above), Matra independently made two separate missile
sales to South Africa. In the late 1950s Matra sold 45 Matra R.530s
at an approximate cost of nearly $4 million. (30) In 1972, South
Africa ordered a large numner of more advanced Matra R.550 Magic
air-to-air missiles (to arm the Mirage F-1 jet fighter) on which
Matra began delivery in 1975. (31)

*In 1972, another French firm, Dubigeon-Normandie, sold three
Cherbourg-class patrol boats to South Africa. That same year, it
delivered three Daphne-class submarines, at a cost of over $40
million. (32) And in 1975, there was a repeat order for three
more Daphne submarines. (32)

Not to be outcone 1in sales by any of its confreres, the
léading French airplane manufacturer, Marcel-Dassault, has for
more than a do~zen years been South Africa's major supplier of
military aircraft. In 1963, Marcel-Dassault sold 16 Mirage III-CZ

interceptor planes, and in 1967 three more of the same type. (34)




-=-In 1965-65, Mércel—Dassault sold South Africa 20 Mirage III-EZ
pursuit bomberé.

—-In 1967, it s0l1d four Mirage III-RZ reconnaissance planes.

--In 1965, it sold three Mystere-20 transport planes.

-=Tn 1971, it sold 150 Mirage-Milan attack bombers. (35)

--Marcel~Dassauli initiated its most ambitious and massive
military supply arrangemen- with - South Africa in 1971 when 1it
licensed to the Atlas Aircraft Corporation the production and assembly
of 48 of its renowned Mirage F-1 jet fighters at a cost of some
$300 million. (36) The first phase of this deal was consummated 1in
early 1975 with the delivery by Dassault of the first 16 Mirage F-1
planes. (37) For the remaining 32 of that initial order, the
engines were imported from France; all other components were pro-
duced in -- and the entire nlane was then assem®led at -- the Atlas
factory. (38) It has been reported tha‘ a total of 100 F-1ls have been
licensed to Atlas (39) .

-~The South African Air Force also ordered fonr Mirage III-R
reconnaissance planes in 1972. They were delivered in 1973 (40)

In 1974 South Africa took deliverv of 18 Mirage III-E jet fighters,
ordered in mid-1972. (41)

*Ancillary to the massive Marcel-Dassault deal 1s South Africa's
order of the A-300 Airbus tanker-transport, to support £he growing
Mirage force. (42) The order is for 1977 delivery. These planes
are officially described as civilian in purpose, thus permitting
their open sale to South Africa. Reportedly, however, thay are
readily adaptable to the task of in-flight refueling of fiéhter

planes, thus greatly increasing their combat range and putting much
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of Central Africa within aerial surveillance distance. (43)

*Three more French-South African military deals are worth
noting:

--In 1971, the French firm Breguet-Aviation sold the Pretoria
governmert eight Breguet-Atlantique anti-submarine destroyers at
an estimated cost of nearly $100 million. (44)

~--As part of its naval expansion program, South Africa has
negotiaved the purchase of the CMN Corvette, a 750-ton boat that is
armed with four Exocet SSM missile-launchers, also produced in
France. (45)

--Negotiations have reportedly reached an advanced stage for
the purchasé of four new French frigates. (46)

*One of the most ominous developments in the Franco-South
African relztiorBlp is the $1.2 billion nuclear power deal
announced in May of this year between the Electricity Supply
Commission (ESCOM) of South Airica and a consortium of French
companies -- F'ramatome Alsthom, and Spie-Batignolles.

The power station, South Africa's first, will be built at
Koeberg, 17 miles north of C2pe Town. Framatome will supply two
nuclear reactors, and Aisthom*will provide two turbine generators
capakle of producing 922,000 kilowatts of power each. Spie-Batig-
nolles will providé general engineering services. The first unit
of the power station is scheduled to go into operation in November
1982 and the second a year later. (47) The contract covers the
supply of six fuel element deliveries; thus, the French consortium

has committed itself to at least an 18*year involvement in the

project. (48)




ESCOM has been preparing facilities for nuclear power in con-
junction with the South African Atomic Energy Board. (49) The
Koeberg power station will provide South Africa with her own fuel
and fissionable materials; if a plant is built for treating irradi-
ated material, South Africa will have all she needs to build an
atomic bomb. While South Africa might already possess the know-how
to produce nuclear weapons, France is both facilitating and speeding
the process. (50)

The significance of France's involvement in the Koeberg project
must be seen in the context of French nuclear cooperation with
South Africa over many years. There has been a constant exchange

of information and experts between the two countries. For example,
+he French firm SODETEG, which participated in the French nuclear
program, has been established in Johannesburg since 1968 . (51)

Since 156L, the two governments have had an agreement whereby South
African nuclear scientists and technicians have been receiving train-
ing in France. (52)

In explaining why South Africa awarded the contract for nuclear
power development to the French rather than to the two other bidders
(one American-led, the other Dutch), a South African spokesman des-
cribed the French contractors as "more reliable and certain.”

For France the conttact is another lucrative deal with an old
customer, in keeping with a newly aggressive export policy in every-
thing from nuclear plants to tanks to electronics. "It's strictly

business," a French government spokesman said. (53)

I+t should be noted at once that companies in other countries

are not being completely locked out of this "strictly business" deal.
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Fuel elements for the initial charge and five reloads will be manu-
factured by Franco-Belgian Fuel Co. from enriched uranium hexa-
flouride provided by South Africa. (54) The enrichment services
will, in turn, be supplied from two sources: a pilot uranium enrich-
ment plant just completed and set up with West German know=how (55)
and the uranium enrichment program agreed to by the United States
last year (56) through the U.S. Energy Research and Development
Administration, enabling the reactors (theoretically, at least) to
supply as by-products enough plutonium to make 100 atom bombs of the
typed used against Nagasaki in 1945. (57)

Nor need the United States feel lefﬁ out of the deal.
Framatome is 15 per cent owned by Westinghouse Electric Corporation

and is a licensee for Westinghouse's pressurized-water nuclear
reactor. (58)

Great Britailn

Commercial considerations, as well as the residue of tradition,
are also the main force behind Britain's continuing military exports
to South Africa, which was once Britain's largest African customer
for arms. It is also true that the United Kingdom, like a number
of other Western countries, has interpreted its obligations under
the UN resolutions so narrowly that a wide range of military equip-

ment is still suppligd to the apartheid regime.

In the period 1968-1970, for instance, four separate deals of
military conseguence are a matter of public record:

*In 1968, the Marconi Communications Systems Company of England
opened a new factory in South Africa which produces, among other items,
the ADF-370 radio compass for the Impala jet trainers assembled 1in

South Africa.
e. 18




*In 1969, International Aeradio Southern Africa LTD was
established By a consortinm of British electronics firms -- EMI
Electronics, Philips Telecommunications, and Racal Electronics. (60)

*In 1970, the Marconi Coﬁpany confirmed a new, $70-80 million
contract for military radar and other electronically operated
communications equinment now in use as part of the South African
radar defense known as the Northern Air Defense System. According
to the British Government, this sale was not a breach of the UN
embargo, since it concerned electronics and communications equipment

not covered in the embargo. (61)

*Also in 1970, South Africa imported the British twin Rolls-
Royce Tyne engines for use in assembling the French Transall trans-
port aircraft. (62)

In 4371, South Africa ordered six Westland Wasp AS«# helicopters,
which the British delivered in 1974 under their interpretation of

the Simonstown Agreement. (63)

Recent investigations in England have exposed a whole series
of commercial agreements iA the past two years for the sale of
militarv equipment to South Africa, revealing the 1nadequacies of
controls imposed on the flow of arms by Britain. Many 1tems of
equipment, such as communications, electronic and radar systems,
have never been covéred by the terms of the arms embargo. At the

same time, however, the supply of military hardware has continued

through imtermediaries in third countries.

In addition, the British Minister of Defense admitted in

Parliament last May that copies of a military equipment catalog,

listing all classificd and unclassified British military equipment
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Irst ad o crates containiiig one or two overhauled engines, deep-
sea containers holding an average of 12 tons of material cach »began
to De chinped recularly to Sounth Africa. Between August and
Deceabe:r 1©75, at least 15 such containers were shipoed by Aviation

veWrseyv to ocuth Africa.

lieanwnile, back in England, there was an equallv large flow
to Avr:ztion Jersey's warehouv-es of engine parts and components from

tihre Royal Orcdnance Denct near Nottingham. No export licenses vere
reguired to move this equipment from Nottincham to Jersey because
oif the special customs relationship which the Channel Islands

hiistovically have with Britain.

g o W

The Sunvay Times conclucded: "Such are the vzgaries of politics
that, despite the existence and general enforcement of embargo
rules, South Africa has %e~n able to receive, quite legitimatelv,

entire scva.lron of 15 British Buccareer grouncd-support tactical
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bombers (while being denied, subsequently, a single British Wasp

helicontor."”") (Emphasis added.)

Even more significant, Lercause it is not dependent on the
qUl1rky political giography of the Channel Islands, is the actual
effect nof the British Government's interpretaticn of the arms
embargo. While actual arms shipments are controlled, an enormous
range ¢’ hich technolocy prcducts and materials can be sent to South
Afriza without any check at all; they nead nct even be declared at
custormis. Thus, while British industry cannot actually arm South
Africa, it is free to provide most of the necessities for the South
Africarc to arm themselves. And while the sale of aircraft is

banned, there 1is no »han on the sale of alrborne radar.
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Two sales Dby Marconi Communications Systems Ltd(which has
pioneered adﬁanced communications systems) reveal a loophole so
large that, in the words of one British investigator, "you could
drive a Centurion tank through it and not notice the hole". (67)

*A 512 million sale of S600 data-link equipment to update the
South African air defensc system. (68)

*A $14 million contract to supply sophisticated "tropospheric”
communications equipment to the South African Arms Bureau. (69)

This was for the supply of four sets of 600-800 kilometer communi-
cations links, to form the backbone of a computer-controlled defense
system covering both South Africa and Namibia. 2Although South Africa
already has the radar, detection devices and computer equipment to
establish this system, it still requires communications equipment

to link surveillance centers and strike bases to the main military
control center, which is believed to be located at Silvermine, a

huge underground complex near Simonstown, cutsiade Cape Town. (70)

Among the items which may be exported to South Africa from
England without controls are: communications, navigation, direction-
finding and radar equipment; chemicals, including primary explosive
and priming compositions; various engineering products, many of
which are suited to the production of aircraft; a wide range of
minerals which havé a use in military equipment; and electronics
components. (71)

Two recent instances of British sales to South Africa of
equipment used in military aircraft are:

*A contract for the sale of 250 rocket motors, to be fitted

to a new pilot-ejector-seat system manufactured by Martin Baker Ltd,
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for use 1n South African-asgembled Mirage jet fighters. (72)
*An agreement under which Rolls-Royce engines were licensed
<or manuiacture in Italy and then shipped to South Africa for

installation in the Impala Mk I aircraft. (73)

Project Advokaat and the NATO Powers

Advokaat is the huge military communications and intelligence
system installed by the 3outh African Navy at its base at Silvermine,
near Simonstown. Advokaat maintains surveillance of all ship and
air movements in an area reaching from the Cape to North Africa,
across the Atlantic Ocean to the South American coast and across

the Indian Ocean tc Australia and New Zealand.

In April of this year, the London Observer reported the sale

to oouth Africa of military equipment bearing NATO code numbers.
This astonishing revelation came to light, the newspaper noted,
through the participation of several NATO powers in the construction
of Advokaat. For example, work on the surveillance center was
initiated by West German firms, with the approval of the West

German defense ministry; British, American, French, Danish and Dutch
firms supplied equipment and spare parts. (74)

A few months later, in July 1976, the London monthly Africa
reported that France had played a large part in the installation of
Advokaat -- "linked to NATO," the magazine said. (75) This was not,
however, Africa's first reference to this matter. Indeed, it had

scooped the London Observer by six months. For, in its November

1975 1ssue, 1t reported that Advolzaat had been installed with West

German aid: the electronic equipment had been supplied by West

Germany, and all spare parts "were given NATO code numbers with the
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aia of tle Bundeswehr mateirial supply office," (75)

Both London publications could have discovered and reported
these facts earlier based on a report published inside South Africa
itself. 1In 1¢73, the Sundav Times of Johannesburg reported the
sale bv various Western powers of egquipment for Advokaat bearing
the NATO code, noting further that Advokaat was directly linked
with Roval Navy headgquerters in Whitehall and with the U.S. naval
hDace at San Jvan, Puerto Rico.

Ti:izn, pointing out that it was "NATO firms (Vest Germanv,

Brita~n, U5A, France, Denmark, Holland)" which had sold the coded

L

milicary eguipment, the paner added that, though these firms could
not be identified from the NATO forms kecause the reference to them
was discuiseda Dy the uce of code numbers, it was clear that firms

Lrom those countries are involved. "Most striking of all," the Times

conclucdecd, "is the fact that the NATO system of codifying equipment
and spare parts has actually been made available in this manner to
south Atrica. ™ £77)
West Germanvy

Although the ‘lest German government, responsive to an alert
public opinion, has been ctricter than most Western powers in
enforcing the ban on Scuth African arms traffic, West German firms

.

have nevertheless been able to engage in lucrative "dual use" trade
with Seuth Zfrica. For example, West German firms, along with French,
Italian and Zimerican comnanies have consistently sold machine tools

and ocrher "non-military" equipment t-» the Atlas Aircraft Corporation,

South Africa's sole producer of military aircraft. (78)




'esu Cermanv 1s also permitting its nuclear know-how to be
exported to South Africa in partial excharge for South African
uranium. (79) This ié corrovorated in some circumsi-antial detail
by Tre Tines of London, which reports that South Africa and Iran
reached an agreement in 1975 urder which Pretoria will sell uranium
oxide worth some $500 million to Iran. In return, Iran will par-
ticipate firnancially in a proposed uranium enrichment plant to be
constructed with West Geirman assistance.

The feasibility study for that plant was done by a West German
firm in the Ruhr capital, Essen. (80)

Bven more startling is the revelation,in the arms trade regis-
ter of the authoritative Stockholm International Peace Research
Institute, of Tlest German involvement in the sale and licensing of
-major military hardware to South Africa. SIPRI revorts "advanced
negotiations," for example, on a main battle tank. The actual con-
summation of the order is presumablv awaiting the easing of tension
- and a cessation of public at*ention on Southern African affairs. (81)
Italv I

Italy has been active in both the sale ard licensing of
militarv hardware to South Africa, especially several varieties of
aircraft.

Since 1957, for ‘example, an Italian light aircraft known in
South Africa as the RSA-200 Falcon has been produced and assembled
under license at the Atlas Aircraft factory. (82) The Falcon is a
dual use light plane whose engine is imported from Ltaly.,  -Ag-of
19574, 40 had been produced for likely use with the South African

Commando Air Force. (83)

.




As earlv as 1965, Ital' had licensed the productior o” *he
Aermacchi MB-§26M arned trairer, with accomparving parts and tech-
nical assistance. Known in South Africa as the Atlas Impala I,
the plane is particularly well-suited to counter-insurgency
activitv., Sixteen of these planes were initially delivered from
Italy in complete form, 10 in major component form, and 40 in sub-
assemblies. By 1972, about 70 per cent of the parts (air frames
and engines) were being built in South Africa. The remaining 30
per cent of the airplanes consisted of imported instruments. (84)

Three hundred of these planes were planned for production,
which began in 1967. As of 1975, all 300 had beeniproduced. (85)

In 1971, the South African Air Force ordered a quantity of
the Piaggio P.165 transport plane. (86) Nine were delivered in
1973, along with a number of Aermacchi-Lockheed 06O0s. (87) Also
in 1971, South Africa-received a licenﬁe to nroduge thg Aermacchi
Aerfer AM-3Cs, a fully-equipbped, general purnose aircraft.

(88) In 1974, 40 of thesn_plangswere deliver,d in chponent varts,
including the engine, and assambled Ly “he Atlas Companv; the
following year Atlas went into full production of the plane,known
in South Africa as the Atlas AM~3C Bosbok. (89) In 1973, Italy
accepted a sales order for helicopters known in South Africa as the
Silvercraft SH-4. (90)

South Africa is producing and assembling a number of other
militarily useful planes under license from Italy. For example,
the Aermacchi MB-326K, a jet-powered, light strike trainer air-
craft, with a speed of 890 km. per hour, was licensed in 1973 and

went into production that vear; nevertheless in 1974 four such
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trainers vwexre supplied comp ete from Italy. (91) The engine 1is
imported from Britain, under license, and 100 of them are on

order. (92)

Since last year, Soutlh Africa has been producing the C4M Kudu,

a substantially improved version of the Aermacchi AM-3C. What is
significant about this development is its American connection, for
this plane uses an American engine originally built in Italy under
U.S license -- and only subsequently re-licensed to south Africa. (93)
Be 1gium

Available information about the Belglan supply of arms to
South Africa reveals four relevant items -- one arms sale and three
weapons procuced under license.

Uncdexr license are (a) the EN 7u62hautomatic rifle¥ (b) an
improvec version of the Mark Rl automatic rifle: and (c) ammunition
for both weapons. (94)

In 1975, the Belgian Air Force sold an unspecified number
of Swearinger Merlin light transport planes to South Africa. The
nlane is of American design and Wwas built in Belgium under li.cC--
erse. The United States had the legal right to prevent its subsequent
sale but failed to do. (S5)

United States

American involVvement in the transfer of military-related
equipment to South Africa has been cited-in this report almost in
passing, yet it is substantial: the failure of the U.S. to interpose
a vetc in the sub-licensing of U.S.-designed military equipment Dby
Belgium and Italy; the American participation in the construction of

the Advohaat system; the direct sale by American firms of machine
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tools and other equipment to the Atlas Aircraft company; the sale

of Cessna tralner planes; Westinghouse's 15 per cent interest in one
of +the French companies constructing the billion—doliar nuclear
reactor: and the U.S.-South Airican uranium enrichment project.

Important information 1s available from a major Congressional
source on the U.S.-South African aircraft deals in the period 1963-
1973. (96)

Wwhile U.S. aircraft manufacturers have made no Kknown sales of
new equipment to the South African military since 1963, there have
been substantial engine replacement, repair and other services pro-
vided for seven C-130s sold before 1963. The average annual value of
these services from 1963-1968 was $1.8 million, firom 168 to 1972

about $3 million. (97)

The dollar value of sales of U.S. aircraft to South African
commercial companies'rose froml$23 million in 1967 to $80 million
in 1972. In many instances, these commercial planes can be adapted
to military use. (98)

Since 1972, six large L-100 transpofts (the new version of the

C-130) have been licensed for sale to SAF Air, a private commercial

South African manufacturer. State Department sources have admitted

that they know of the military use of U.S. aircraft previously sold

e

to the same company. (99)

In the first three months of 1973, "non-military" helicopters

accounted for $11 million out of the $21 million in U.S. aircraft

sales to South Africa. (100)

finally, should we forget the estimate by the U.S. Arms

“1Th~“
N A )

Control Agency that in the decade 1965-1974 South Africa received
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$24 million worth of military equipment from this country. (101)

Jordan

In May 1974, the Kingdom of Jordan concluded a military sailes

deal with South Africa in the amount of $17.4 million covering the
delivery in that month of 41 Centurion battle tanks and the Short
Tigercat surface-~to-air missile system. Deliveries included 717
micssiles, (162 practice micssiles, 555 combat missiles) as well as

jeeps, launchers, racdar and other support and maintenance equip-

ment. (102)

Soviet Union and Czechoslovakia

At least two members of the Soviet bloc, the USSR and Czecho-
slovakia, deal with South Africa, although documentation is diffi-
cult. A recent article in the reliable South African daily, the
Johannesburq 5tarx , provides a tantalizing revelation. (103)

The Star points out that ever since the 1963-arms embargo ,
local gun dealers have been forced into a variety of subterfuges in
order to obtain handguns, rifles and shotguns. Some of the strata-
gems include arms shipments changing hands on the high seas, con-
signments passing through two and even three foreign export houses
to disguise their final distination,and dispatching guns to points
in neighboring African countries for ultimate delivery to South
Africa. h

Ironically, the Star notes, "it is often easier to get weapons

from Communist countries than from some of their Western rivals.
Shipments of Czech handguns and shotguns, some of them closely
modelled on Western males, are snapped up. Even the Russians are

not aolove selling shotguns here. The Communist-made weapons are
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low-priced, in a bid to attract sorely needed foreign exchange.”

According tc the Star, it is generally known in the trade that a

large proonortion of Aimerican and European arms cestined for South
Africa passes thrcugh Vest Germany, even though the German govern-
ment is the toughest of all on sales of its own manufacture to
South Africa. Many such arms are sold to South African dealers on
the understanding that they zre first shipped to West Germany.

In this context, the Star makes a relevant point: "Germans are

the middlemen in the sale of the Communist-made weapons to South
Africa. The Czech arms industry employs mainly German and Austrian

agents to market its wares in the West, and does not concern itself

with the final destination of the guns

Israel

By contrast witﬁ the huge, multi-billion-dollar arms traffic
detaileé in this far from comolete report, Israel's military
rela£icnship with South Africa pales into insignificance. The sum
total of Israel's arms deals with South Africa as reported in the
1975 Yearbook of the Stockholm International Peace‘Research Insti-
tute consists of two items: (104)

a. Israel is puilding six Ramta-class patrol Dboats, essentially
corvettes, for South Africa. .

b, 1Israel is supplying a quantity of Gabriel II surface-to-

surface missiles, to arm the six corvettes.

And that is the whole of 1it.




Why Is Israel Singled Out?
In the face of the evidence documenting the qw.rwholmung dis~

proportion between the extent of Western and Soviet-bloc arms
traffic with South Africa and what Israel sells to Bouth“-AfrJ.ca,
the question inevitably arises as to why Israel has been singled
out for attack by the UN General Assembly's "Special Committee
Against Apartheid.”

The answer is to be found in the composition of the Committee
itself. Three of its members (Algeria, Sudan and Syria) belong to
the Arab League; three are Soviet~-controlled (East Germany,
Hungary, the'Ukraine). Only five recognize Israel.

India is a case in point. Hexe is a~statq that secretly and
deviously fashioned and exploded atomic bombs out of nuclear
materials and know-how given to it exclusively for peaceful uses;
that has suspended the ClVll liberties provisions of its con-

stitution; and that practices its own version of a Egrthei in the

treatment of its 50 milllon untouchables. Who is India to Judge

Israel’

The hypocrisy pract1ced by some of Israel's harshest critics

is further underscored by a highly authoritative document on inter-

national commerce -- a volume called Direction Qg:Tradg, published

by the International Monetary Fuﬁdl' (105) The volume's detailed
section on South Africa provides a breakdown of statistics on the

apartheid regime's exports and imports to various parts of the world

for the year 1974. It reveals that South Afrigahhag trade rela-

tions, running into millions of dollars annua with three membeaers

of the UN Special Committee Against Apa id == BE&

German
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Hungary and Peru. According to the IMF Statistics, East Germany

sold $3.44 million worth of goods to South Africa in 1974; Hungary's
exports to Pretoria ran to $2.4 million; Peru imported $3.80 million
and exported $4 million worth of goods in its trade with South
Africa during 1974.

For the Soviet Union and its East European satellites as a
whole, the IMF figures reveal nearly $5 million worth of imports
from South Africa and nearly $25 million worth of exports to South
Africa. Poland is cited as the largeat,pf South Africa's East
European trading partners for 1974, with nearly $10 million worth
of exports and imports in 1974. Czechoslovakia's exports to South
Africa during the same period amounted to $7.37 million. Other
East European countries listed by the IMF as trading partners with
South Agrica are Bulgaria, Romania and the Soviet Union itself.

Indeed, though this is not noted by the IMF, it is well estab-
lished that the USSR i# a substantial purchaser of chrome -- useful
for both civilian and military purposes -~ from both South Africa
and Rhodesia. This is, for obﬁious reasons, no simple matter to
document. Nevertheless, a recent issue of the authoritative
London newsletter Soviet Analyst (edited by Robert Conquest, an
internationally renowred Soviet Affairs scholar) reports just such
a purchase earlier this year.

According to Soviet Analyst, at least $75 million worth of
Rhodesian products have been bought this year by the Soviet Union

The deal was completed after Mozambique President Machel had closed

his country's border with Rhodesia on March 3 and the Mozambique
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ports of Maputo and Beira were heavily stocked with Rhodesian
goods awaiting sale and shipment. The.newsletter reported that
all of these goods were shipped to the UéSR -=- shipments that
included a high proportion of chrome ore, which ranks as a
strategically important material. (106)

Not less significant is the final category listed by the IMF
study =-- "Other Area Totals of Interest.” One of the three cate-
gories under that rubric is "0il Exporting Countries,“ to whom

 South Africa expofted in 1974 goods valued at $44 million. Who are
the oil-exporting countries with whom South Africa does business?
The IMF does not say. But they could only be those African and
Arab states where South African products are traditionally and
readily available -- Nigeria (also a member of the UN special
Committeee Against Apartheid), Saudia Arabia, Iraqg, Kuwait.
The question remains: Why does the UN General Assembly

"Special Committee"” single out Israel?

Three reasons come to mind: First, many of the Committee's
members do business with the Western states and the USSR. Out of
their own interest, it would not do to criticize or condemn these
countries for maintaining a massive arams traffic and other commerce
with South Africa.. It is far easier and more convenient to find
a suitable scapegoat.

Second, focusing the world's attention on Israel's trade with
South Africa helps to distract attention from théir own culpability.

Finally, anti-Semitism continues to operate as an irrational

combination of unreasoning ignorance and wild prejudice.
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Whatever the reasons, the Third World in combination with the
Soviet bloc is engaged in a massive worldwide campaign to brand
Israel as a military partrner of the South African apartheid re-

gime -- and therefore guilty of racism.

The facts prove otherwise. The guilt lies elsewhere.

L




(1)

(3)

(4)
(5)
(6)

(8)
(9)
(10)
(11)

(12)
(13)

(14)

(15)

Referer.ces and Notes

Special Committee Against Apartheid, "Report on the Relations
Between Israel and South Africa." Document number A/AC.115/
CRP.25. 19 August 1976.

The Almanac _of World Military power, Trevor N. Dupuy, ed.
3rd edition. R.R., Bowker, New York 1974. Page 257 .

The Arms Trade With The Third World, produced by the

Stockholm International Peace Research Institute (hereafter
referred to as SIPRI), Humanities Press, New York 1971.

The Almanac of World Military Power, pp. 257-258

SIPRI, The Arms Trade With The Third World, pp. 677-678... '/
Ibid., page 677.

Ibid., page 678

Ibid., page 679

Ibid., pp. 679-680

Ibid., pp. 679-680

"South Africa's Access to Armaments," in Strategic Survey 1972,
published by the International Institute for Strategic Studies.
London 1973. Page 60

Ibid., pp. 61-62

World Military Expenditures and Arms Transfers, 1965-1974,
United States Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, Washington

1976. Page 75

SIPRI Yearbook 1976, Stockholm International Peace Research
Institute, Stockholm 1976. pp. 250-251

The Military Balance 1975-1976, International Institute
for Strategic Studies, London 1975. Page 44.

- 59 o




{&I

References and Noteg -~

(16) SIPRI, The Arms Trade With the Third World, pp. 681-682.
See also L'Aparthe’d et La Franc2, published by the African
National Congress, Budapest 1973. Page 31.

(17) L’ '"partheid et La France, p. 3l.

(18) Wo '.d A maments and Disarmament, SIPRI Yearbook 1976,
pp. 246-247.

(19) SIPRI, Tre Arms Trade With the Third World, p. 684.

(20) Strateqgic_Survey 1972, p. 62.

(21)  SIPRI, op. cit., p. 683.

(22) L'Apartheid et La France, p. 31l.

fe9 ) Ania.

(24) . Ibid.

(25) SIPR2 Yearbook 1974, p. 254.

(26) L'Apartheid et La France, p. 31.

(27) .. Ibid.

(28) SIPRI Yearbook 1975, p. 239.

(29) SIPRI Yearbook 1976, p. 274.

(30) L'Anartheid...., p. 31l.

(31) SIPRI Yearbook 1975, p. 239.

(32) L'Apartheid...., p. 31l.

(335 SIPRT Yearbook 12970; De - 2395

(34) L'Apartheid...., p. 3l.

[93) IToiad.

(36) 1Ibid.

e o




Re’erences and Notes -- 3

(37) SIPRT Yearbogk 1975, p. 211

(33) SIPRT Yearbook 1976, pp. 246-247.

(39) Ibid.

(40) SIPRI Yearbook 1974, p. 281.

(41) SIPPT Yaarbook 1975, p. 239.

(42) ST22T Yearbook 1976, p. 274.

(43) AFriga (@ London monthly news-and=-analysis publication),
Sapcembei” 1975, p. 43.

(414) L'Apsrtheid...., p. 31.

(45) SIPRI Yearbook 1975, p. 239.

(46) Ibid

(47) ¥all Street Jourpal, June 1, 1976.

(48) Africz, July 1976, pp. 23-26

(49) Africen Developmen: (a London publication), July 1976.

(50) Africa, July 1976, pp. 23-26.

(51) Thid.

(52) Strztegic Survey 1972, p. 62.

(53) Baltimore Sun, June 5, 1976.

(54) Wall Street Jourpal, June 1, 1976.

(55) Africa, loc. cit.

(56) Wall Street Jgournal, loc. cit.

(57) African‘Develogment, 108 .. 1L,

(58) Wall Street Journal, loc. cit.

SR, T




keferences and MNoteg =- 4

(59)
(60)
(61)
(62)
(63)
(64)
(65)
(66)
(67)
(€8)
(69)
~(70)
(71)
(72)
(73)
(74)
(75)
(76)
(77)
(78)
(79)
(80)
(81)
(82)
(83)

(84)

Atriva,. loec, cit.

London Observer, April 18, 1976

SIPRI. The Arms Trade '/ith the Third World, p. 68l.

W e L T PR, Y MR W W IO YT e

Ibid.

2010 -, »680.

Strategic Survey 1972, p. 6l.

SIPRI Yearbook 19575, p. 239.

ArTEFrIea. June 1976, p. 20

Sunday Times (London), March 28, 1976

Africa. 100. cit., p. 21.

London Observer, April 18, 1976.

Ibid.

Ibid.

Africa and London Observer, loc. cit.

Ibid.

Ibid.

ArTrsea. "July 1976, p. 25.

Africa, November 1975, p. 38.

The Sunday Times of Johannesburg, Octcber 21, 1973.

SIPRI, Arms Trade With the Third World, p. 68l.

Africa, November 1975, p. 38.

The Times of London, October 17, 1975

SIPRI Yearbook 1976, p. 246.

Strategic Survey 1972, p. 62
SEERL ¥earbook 1975, p. 211

SIPRY, Arms Trade With the Third World, pp. 682-3.

- 35 -




1

References and Notes == 5

(85)
(86)
(87)
(88)
(89)
(90)
(91)
(92)
(93)
(94)
(95)
(96)

(97)
(98)

(99)

(100)

(lOi)'World-Militar Expenditures and Arms Transfers
United States Arms Control and Disarmament Agency,
Washington 1976., p.75 =~

(102) SIPRI Yearbook 1975, p.

SIPRI Yearbook 1975,

SIPRI Yearbook 1974, »n.

SIPRI Yearbook 1976, p.

SIPRI Yearbook 1976, p. 274.
SIPRI Yearbook 1974, p. <8l.

SIPRI, Arms Trade With the Third World, pp. 682-3.

SIPRI Yearbook 1974, p. 281; and SIPRI Yearbook 1975, p. 239.

pp. 246~-7

281.

SBEPRI ¥sarbook 1975, p. 211,

SIPRI Yearbook 1976, pp. 246-7.

Ibid.

SIPRI, Arms Trade With the Third World, p. 683.

274.

"“mplementation of the U.S. Arms Embargo". Hearings of the
Subcommittee on Africa, Committee on Foreign Affairs, House
of Representatives, 93rd Congress, lst Session, March 20 and
22, ana April 6, 1973.

ibid., pp. 145, 159,

oA, DL 47.

EREEes b 103, 147.
RS . Ps 330,

1965~-1974,

a9

(103) Johannesburg étar, April 24, 1976,

(104) SIPRI Yearbook 1976, p.

274.

(105) Direction of Trade, International Monetary Fund/International

Bank for Reconstruction and Development. New York, May 1975

(L06) Soviet Analyst, Vol. 5, No. 15 London, July 15, 1976.

o ¢




