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Introduction
dededrdedekdode ikt

The saga of how Rhodesia has contintied te obtain its 6il supplies is
undoubtedly the biggest sanctions=busting ‘story since UDI, Qil is
* sbsolutely c¢rutial to the survival of the illegal regime,  IF
Rhodesia's 61l supply wa& cut off, the ecoromy would soon be on the
verge of collapse. S ' s

In January 1966, soon after UDI, Harold Wilson told fellow Commoiiwealth
leaders that the Rhodesian rebellion would be ended "“within a matter
of ‘weeks; rather than months” -- a prediction made on the ‘assumption
that oil sancticns would 'bite'. ~But thé oil continued to fléw,
through South Africa and Mozambique, and what is surprising is that

it has taken so many years fot the story to emerge.’ A

It was not until the United Church of Christ report entitled 'The 0il
Conspiracy' was released in New York last June that a detatled account
Of how Rhodesia cbtalhs its oil was first publicly available,  This
was followed by the Anti-Apartheid Movemeht/Haslemere Group report

on 'Shell and BP in Scuth Africa' which was published in London on

1 March 1977, This study included & brief but important section on
sanctions~busting which concluded that there is 'little doubt that
Shell and BP oil has béen reaching Rhodesia.” =~~~ =

‘The facts are simple. - Firstly, Shell and BP are the inajor diérributors

of oil in Rhodesia -- the two companies control atound 50 per cént of
the Rhodesian market. Secondly, Rhodesia now obtains all of its il
in a refined form from South Africa. Thirdly, almost 40 per cent of
the Tefinéd oil in South Africa is' préduced frem Iranian crufe oil at
a Durban refinery which is jointly ‘6wned by Shell and BF., Thé ohaly

questions that remaih aré whether oil from thd Shell/BPF vefinery is

reaching Rhodesia, and whether the South African subsidiaries of Shell

and BP have encouraged or discouraged this flow,

20"



We are certainly not the firstwﬁétputffﬂése questions before the
Governmenty they have been raised on a number of occasions since UDI.
For instance, on 12 July 1976 John Prescott MP asked in a parliamentary
question whether the Prime Minister wduld Tailse at the hnext meeting

of thglsuropean Coungi}_the need for the tightening of oil sanctions
agaiqét Rhodesia, Ted Rowlands, a junior Minister at the Foreign

and Commonwealth dfficg, replipds MI see no need at present to raise
_the subject iﬁ the European Council,” 0n.15 July 1976 Mr Prescott
aéked the Chancellor what reCent.discussions he had had with BP .about o
the operation of economic sanctions agalnst Rhodesia. Mr, Joel

. .Barnett replied: 'None" (l)rf#

Lﬁjthe same month, the UN Sanctions Committee made .an umannounced .
request to,the British governmént to respond within two months at

the latest to allegations made before it that Shell and BF, amongst
others, had been providing oil for Rhodesia (2). The British response
is not publicly available, '

Since the publication of 'Shell, and BP in South. Africa’ last month,
the matter has again been raised on a number .of occasions with the
Government, both within the House of Commons. and. privately,

Angfrican government have been.particularly concerned about.the role of
Western‘qil‘companies-in supplying Rhodesia... Three. months ago,.

President Kaunda told the 0AU Liberation Committee that "the time: g
has come for these oil companies‘to choose between Ian Smith and
cooperation with Africa.,” (3), The Zambian government is also planning
tb_raise the issue at the Commenwealth Prime Ministers' meeting - e
in London in June. .

The Nigerian government is also concerned. about the -involvement of

the oil companies in supplying Rhodesia. Nigeria is the major
African soyrce of crude oil for Shell .and BB, and the assets of the

*% Sea list of footnotes at end of this Submission.



two compapies in the country amount. to £200 million (4).  Any
retaliatory action by the Nigerian authorities. against 8hell and
BP would therefore have very serlous repercussions on the two
companies. - Shell and BP, which operate throughout independent
Africa, could well find that they. face serious financial losses
because of their invelvement in Southern Africa.

Within six weeks of publication of the Anti-Apartheid Movement/
Haslemere Group report on Shell and BP, the Foreign Secretary
announced that an official Inquiry would be -set up to investigates
(a) how oil gets to Rhodesia; {(b) whether British companies are
involved; and (c) whether British legislation has been broken,.

We welcome the establishment of the Inquiry, and hope that it will
be- conducted both thoreughly and urgently. We offer our full

coopetation.

Immediately after the announcement of the Inquiry, we decided.to
prepare. this Submission to the Inquiry. . Because of the importance

of the subject, and widespread interest expressed,.it was decided
to-make the Submission puhlicly;available**. The Submission is

also being presented to other bodies concerned with this issue.

These include the U;N.- Sanctions Committee, the Commonwealth Sanctions
Committee, and the Organisation of African Urity. In additian; it

is being sent to member governments of the 0AU, OPEC, the Commonwealth,
and the EEC; and finally, to the gbvernment of the USA.

The Subﬁission documents considerable evidénce 6n.how 611 ggts_tp
Rhodesia; it also points out where further information should be
available, and discusses some of the legal and political issues
involved. It ig based on a research pregramme that has been
undertaken over. several years, and that is being actively continued.
Much of the information it contains has not been published before, and

was obtained from a wide range of sources in Britain, Europe, the

*% N.B, Further copies of ihis Submission may be obtained from the
Anti-Apartheid Movement. TPléase send a stamped addressed envelope and
a small donation,



USA, and Africa. We would like to thank: Martin Bailey {author of
'Shell and BF in South Africa') and Bernard Rivers (principsl

author of 'The 0il Conspiracy') for compiling this Submission.

Coples of these two repbrts are being submitted to the Foreign 0ffice
as an attachment to this Submission. © We would alsoc like to thank
Kairos (a Dutch church group) and the Ihterfaith Center for Cotporate
Responsibility (ICCR) in New York for their active cooperation in

working on this issue.

This Submission deals primarily: with the activities of Shell 'and BE.
It does not attempt to be comptehensive in its coverage of tlie other
foreign oil companies operating in South Africa., These are the "
American firms Mobil and Caltex, and the French firm Total. We
urge the British government to entourage thé governments of the USA
and France to ensure that their oil companies. are not involved in
supplying Rhodesia,

Tt should be stressed that we are :not accusing-thé-hésd offices of:
Shell and BP in London of direct invelvemeint in sanctions-busting.

In our investigations we have seen no evidenie which shows that
either company has contravened the UK Sanctions Order No. 2 of 1968
as it has been interpreted in the courts. There are nevertheless
very strong grounds for believing that the South'African’ subsidiaries
of Shell and BP are involved in providing oil- for Rhodesia. At
present this does not appear to be illegal’ under British law,

In presenting this Submission to the Inquiry, we wish publicly to
state thats . o o ' '

“(a) We ecall upon the British government  and oil companies to
take immediate-getion to ensure that oil products from
British~owned refineries in South Africa’are nét supplied

to Rhodesia. ' h

{b) We call upon the Government to amend UK sanctions
legislation so that British oil companies are held responsible
for ensuring that oil preducts from their refineries in

South Afridg.are'not supplied to Rhodesia.

A
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(e} We call upon the Government to press South Africa to
allow effective international scrutiny of British-owned .
oil companies in South Africa to ensure that oil they

. refine is not supplied to Rhodesia.

(d) if Scuth Africa makes effective scrutiny of British-
" owned oil companies there impossible, it becomes even more

necessary for the British govérnment to work through the

United Nations for an extension of oil sanctions to cover

South Africa.

The swift introduction of majority rule in Rhodesiz is the declared
aim of the British government. Effective international sanctions,
particularly on oil, provide the only means short of support for
the liberation forces by which the'international community can
dssist the people of Zimbabwe in securing majority rule.

As President Kaunda told the Afro-Arab summit in March 1977:
"There could be no greater contribution to the liberation struggle

today in Southern Africa than to end the sale of oil to rebel

Rhodesia."” :
25 April 1977

The Haslemere Group The Anti~Apartheid Movement Z

(A Research/Action Group on Third ’ _ 89 Charlotte Street, :

World Issues) London W.1

467 Caledonian Road,
London N,7

Tels 580-5311

LA R R R N R EE R : i



CHAPTER: ONE -- BACKGROIND

A The 011 Companies in Rhodasi@ and South Africa

Five oil companies distribute in Rhodesia -- Shel‘l , 3!‘ Hobil, Caltex
and Total == and the. same companies alno -operate in South Africa. -
Al Bhndasia's oil: now claamly comes:: from SDuth Afrzca. :

- The Oﬂmemship qf BR and Shell

The British government has a 68 per cent: stake in BP. Shell. Vi; an:
Anglo-Dutch group. The South African operations of both companies
are wholly-owned subsidiaries. o

CHAPTER TWO - EVIDEHCE

A. Stockpilirgg Before Sa,nctions

In the months before UDI the oil companies in Rhédesia --'especially
Shell and BP ~- helped Smith build up substantial stockpiles. Zambia,
on the other hand, had very small stocks by the time of UDI. :

B. Initial Respecnse to Sanctions

The South African subsidiarlies of Shell and BP appear to have helped
Rhodesia survive the first few weeks of sanctions by assisting the
effort to supply the country by road tankers.

C. From Road to Rail

Rail was the only economic methed for Rhodesia to obtain its oil,
But until the publication of a report entitled ‘The 0il Conspiracy',
little was known of exactly how Rhodesia arranged the importation of oil.

B. The Paper-Chase

ot
Secret Mobil documents show that the South African subsidiary of the
company used a complicated paper-chase to supply Rhodesia with
oil through intermediaries.

E. Shell and BP

Strong evidenice has emetrged to suggest that Shell and BP established
their own paper—chases to provide oil for Rhodesia. The main '
intermediary used was Freight Services Ltd.

F. Sources of Further Evidence

Likely sources'of further evidence of sanctiong-busting by Shell and
BP are listed. ‘
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(HAPTER THREE -~ COMMENT

A. The Response of the 041 Companies

The head off ices of the oil companies have not #ented that their -
South African subsidiaries supply Bhodesia ¥ia intermediaries.

B. Lgﬁal Constraints

Hnbil 2 headquarters ¢laim tbat suppiies to Rhodesia through :
intermediari«s could not be tut-off because of the Scuth African =
Official Secraets Act and ‘conditional selling' legislation. It is
not clear, however, if these laws wotlld ‘actually be enforded, or .-
whether they are a convanient shield for the oil cnmpanies tn
htde be‘hind. g

Ce Conclusion

If thig South African legislation is not likely to be enforced, then
the 0il companies should take immedlate steps to éfisure that suppliesd.
do not reach Rhodesia. On the other hand, if the legislation is
enforced, theén this would make it even more necessary for the .
British govermment to work for an extension of -oi1’ sanctions to

cover South Africa,
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Chapter One -- The Background
g e B

A, The 011 Companies in Rhodesia and South Africa

There are five Western oll companies with subsidiaries in Rhodesial
Shell, British Petrolewum (B3P}, Mobil, Caltex, and Total. A1l five
operate as 1ocally-registered companies whlch are wholly ~owned by
parent companies based in Europe or the USA, - ShHell 1% an Anglo=-
Dutch company, BPY is British, Mobil and Caltex.are American, and
Total is French. These five companies a11 have wholly-owned
subsidiaries in South Africa as well,:

Rhodesia has one oil refinery, at Umtali, Tt was opensed in March
1965, and was intended to supply both the Rhodesian and Zambian
markets. The refinery is owned by Central ‘Afpican Petroléum ©
Refineries (CAPREF), a ecompany reglstered in-Salisbury, -and-ic
is managed by Shell, Sharehtlders in CAPREF are ShHell (20.75%),
BP (20,.75%); - Mobil (17.5%), Caltex (15.75%Y, American Independent
0il (15%), Kuwait National Petroleum (5%), - and Total (5%),

Since UDI, . control of the'refinery has Ydin with the Rhddestan
subsidiaries of the oil compahies rather than with the ‘parent
companies -overseas. ' - The Umtali-refinery was supplied with crude
0il via: a 186-mile pipeline from the Mozaniigue port ‘of Baira,
The pipeline is owied by the Companhla do-Fipeline Mocambigue
Rodesia (CPMR), reglstered in Beiras '~ ‘Thé British company Lonrho
holds a 62£ stake in CPMR.

Rhod951a declared UpI on 1¥ November 1965, Shortly thereafter,
salictions were imposed on oil and ‘certain other products, although
it ‘was -not until 1968 that sanctions were made’ ‘comprehensive and
covered all products. - Once sanotiors were imposed, fio erude oil
reached Beira, and the pipeline to the refinery ceased operating

on 31 Decembeér 1965, In consequence, the Umtzli refinery was closed

a few days -laters Since then, the pipellne and the ref1nery

have lain durmant.

Slnce UBI, the five Rhode31an subsidlarles ‘of the 0il companies h&ve
coritinued to opevate.  They becamne "directed™ ‘vompanies under

- Rhodesian legislation, and: the patient companiss overseas claim to

have no control over their operitionsy’ * No UK’ sdnctions Iaw is
being broken if the Rhode31an 5ub51d1ar1es conflne thelr aCthltleS

‘to within Rhode31a.

Houevar, the closure of the prpellne 1 % Umtall meant: that

Bhodesla would collapse rapidly,” unless ‘other ways coiild-ba Found -

of bringing oil- into the country.’ There were:prdbléms:involved in
importing’ orude oil once the pipeline was out of aecticn, - So instead

At was necessary to- import the entire rahige of oil products that are
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obtained from the refining process. ' These, congist of fuels (such as
petrol, diesel fuel, aviation fuels, ete.,) and non-fuel o1l - products
(such as lubricants, greases, solvents, etc.).

Rhodesia is a land-locked country, so these oil products had to come
in overland from a neighbouring country, The only two possible
neighbours were Mozambique and South Africa. Mozambigue posgesses
one refinery, owned by Sonarap; at Louréncoe Marques- {now Maputo)}.-
South Africa possesses five refineriest

ShelljBP‘(Joint ownership) --’Durban
’ Mobll ~= Durban .

© Caltex -- Cape Town o '"ff? o . o S s

NAIREF - Sasolburg
SATMAR ~- Boksburg

NATREF . (National Petroleum Refiners. of South Afrieca) is 30 per cent
owned by the French Companie Francalse Des Petroles ('Total'), .

17,5 per cent owned by the National. Iranian 0il Company, and:52.5.
‘per; cent owned by the South African government corporation SASOL.-
SATMAR (the South African Torbanite Mining and.Refining Company) is
the only refinery totally.owned by South African interests. : However,
there is algo.a SASOL-ouwned plant gt Sasolburg which.produces oil from
coal. . The NATREF refinery was only :opened :in 1971.. The SASOL-and
SATMAR plants have very -small -capacities. ..Bhug, .at least until 1971,
only the three Western-owned refineries had suffic1ent capaCLty to
supply Bhodesia. from South Africa. .. :

Virtually all of South Africa's crude oil has been 1mported from Iran

since the Arab OPEC members imposed an embargo against South Africa in
November 1973 (5), . This means that Iran =—:z country whieh 'accepts

UN sanctions resolutlons -~ is knowingly or anknewlngly previding the

crude oil which is refined to supply Rhodesia's needs. .

BP_ié tbe,major:partnerﬁin ihe Iraniaqﬁdqﬁsdrtium,'whichgmarkets P e

" Iran's exports to South Afriea and other countries. It's share in-the
Consortium, held through the London-registered 0il Trading (Iran)y. is
40 per cent, Shell, with a 14 per cent stake, is also an important
partner. .. In January 1977 it was reported in 'Africa' Journal that
"informed sources have.claimed that Iran-is now considering halting --
or at least reducing -- oll supplies to South Afriga 1f the. aparthe1d
regime continues to fuel ;the Smlth reglme "

For most of the perlod since upI, Rhode31a 8 011 5upp1y has. bean sent
from South Africa via Mozambique, The most economical route was to
take the products by.ship from South Africa to;Lourenco Marques; iin:
Mogambique, and then to use rail transport.into Rhodésias Sometimes
the oil may hawve been railed-all the way:from South Africa into

i Mogambique, and: then on to Rhodesia. - We:also-unterstand that certain
specialised .0il products were shipped to:Beira.for onward transpertation
to Rhodesia.
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. On-3 Maxch 1976 the FRELIMO. government.closed: the Mozambique-

Rhodesia border. Until shortly before that time, the pnly

other rail route from South Africa to Rhodesia went through
Botswana, which was: a particularly circuitous: route for:products : .
from the Durban refineries.- . But.in September 1974 & direct.rail -
‘1dnk from South-Africa was completed between Beif Bridge and the

--Rhodesian. town of Rutenga. Thig+is now the main route used by .
. Rhodesia te import: its.oil requirements, T

B. The Dwnership of BP and Shell:

The British goVernment at pFasent holds a 68 per cent stake in

BP. This includes the origindl 48 per ceiit shareholdirng, purchased
in 1914, and a 20 per cent holding that was acquired by the Treasury
in Fahuar§ 1975 as ﬁéft”&fﬂth¢ﬁbbef£tibh‘tozréQCUEwthé Burmzh 0il
Company. “On 5" April 1977 the Chancellor of the Exchéequor confirmed
that the Government intended te™§ell part of its sharehélding, but
that it would still retain a 51 per cent majority holding in BP.
This sale has not yet taken place,

‘The Govermment has the right to nominate two members to the BP Board.

The present Government Directors are Lord Greenhill of Harrow

(former Permanent Under-Secretary at the Foreign and Commonwealth
Office) and Tom Jackson {General Secretary of the Union of Post Office
Workers)., The Government Directors have the power to veto any
decigions, But in 1914 it was made clear by the Government that

the veto would only be exercised over certain specific matters, which
included foreign affairs. The veto has never been formally used.
However, there seemMs to be no reason why the Government, as majority

. shareholder, cannot use this power to prevent BP or its subsidiaries

from supplying Rhodesia, This should be done, even if such supplying
of Rhodesia is belng carried out in a way that does not contravene

UK sanctions legislation. ~ Indeed, it has been reported that Tom
Jackson, one of the Government Directors, raisesd this issue at

a meeting of the BP Board on 3 March 1977, two days after publication
of the Anti-Apartheid Movement/Haslemere Group report *Shell and

B? in South Africa'.

The ownership of Shell is very different. The 'Shell* Transport and
Trading Company Limited, registered in London, has a 40 per cent
stake in the Shell group. The Royal Dutch Petroleum Company,
Tegistered in the Hague, has a 60 per cent stake. Shell's South
African subsidiaries fall under the authority of Shell Petrolewum
Supply, registered in London, but the close interlocking ties between
Royal Dutch and *Shell’ Transport and Trading presumably mean that
responsibility for their South African operations lies with both the
British and Dutch companies,

The South African holding companies of Shell and BP are both wholly
owned by the European parent companies. Thus the head offices of
Shell and BP should be in a position to issue instructions to their
South African subsidiaries. In the last resort, of course, they
could replace the South African directors if these instructions were
not acted upon. It would therefore appear quite possible for the
head offices of Shell and BP to instruct their South African
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subsidiaries to take steps to ‘engure- that oil from théir joznt reflnery
is not supplled to Rhodes1a. T 3 R

Shell and BP haVe trad1t1ana11y worked closely together in-Southern
Africa., ~ In Rhodesla mirketing was controlled by a subsidiary of
Consolidated Petroleum, registered if'London,” i# which Shell and BP
each hold a 50 per cent stake. Marketing operations ‘in South ‘Africa
were also organised on a joint: basis. ~ In July 1975, however,: k
arrangements were made by Shell and BY to form independent marketing
companies. Both Shell and BP still retain a 50 per cent shareholding
in South African Petroleum Refineries (SAPREF) which operates Africa's
largest refinery at Durban. Shell ahd BP dlso each Have 17.5 per cent
stakes in Trek Belegglngs Beperk, the only prlvately owned South -
African oil company. Trek is supplied with reflned products from
_the JOlnI 'Shell/BP reflnery at. Durban. o .

The c105e llnks between She11 and BP in Southern Africa mean that

sometlmes it becomes difficult to separate the operations of the
two compan;es in dealings with Rhodesia, . . B
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MShell and HP, had, assured &
. oil” supplles to Rhodésia éve

purpose.? (6)

. allegations Ef $aﬁ¢t10ﬂs-bu
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. Chapter Two ~= Evidence
*********************** o

This Submission seeks to bring together a range of information,

all ofl which. suggésts that the South-African subsidiaries ofsShell”
and BE: have. supplied Rhodesia’ ever'sifow UDIL ~ $bme of the materigl
we quote représents.cl early: docimehtadevidenae, -« Othet Matetial”
constitutes -&1legations made: by’ othéts ++= allegatibns which are =
apparently- based: oh spund evidence;: although we have not alWays

had ‘ther oppartunlty-of examlnlng this evidence‘eurséiVes.‘: -

s

'At tlmas we repbrt clalms Whlﬂh have heen made to. ug by’ lnfﬂfmaﬁts

whe have asked us not to reveal our source. These instances are
clearly: stated when they ocetr in this: chapter. - It:should be st¥dssed
that under the 0fficial ‘$ecrets fcots of bboth-Rhodesia and: South:

.Afrlca, -a person. gould fate-a long prison sentence fbr revealing

evenia small part of the story wh1ch we tell.-‘
The 1mportance of the materxal in thls chapter, when v1ewed in toto,
is. that it-all tells'a consistentstory. Indeed; in coaducting outr
investigations we were ‘struck by the fact that evidence gathered -

from a very wide range’éfisourtesappeared” to! independently confirm

our.early:tesults.” The gonclidlons dhe is forced to draw frém - =i
the mateérial ih this chapret:aré worrying: ones whichidemand furthed
in-depth 1nvestlgation by these bettér placed than ourselves to
carry it ouﬁ. SRR .

L Smrékpﬂ.ing Before:Sanctions’ i

panles in thdeSLa N espec1a11y
th ever efore UDI thag-theyﬁwouldﬂsecure
1'if sanctions gislation was passed

by the Unlted Klngdom, and a'carefql plan had'been 1aid out for the

The UANC' ‘Memotandim on Sapctlons onlatluns by ﬁohil Caltex, Shell,
BP and Total and their subsidiaries ahd affiliates™) dated 10 March
1977, has been submltted ‘o, Senator Sparkmgn, Chalnman of the US
Senate Fonék" I

”1ah appeal court Judge
... and was sen; from the

_hy Ametlian_“ l'companlgs (Mobll

and Galtex),



The UANC Memorandum claims that "“there ig evidence that the oil
companies, by assuring Smith of continued oil supplies despite
sanctions, encouraged him to declare UDI.... The o0il companies
thought that the illegal Government would get recognition within
a matter of weeks, and therefore built up stockpiles of petroleum
preducts in Rhodesia in the months 1mmed1ate1y precedlng upIL." (7)

Shell was apparently keen R helping Smith at thls time. partly because
the compshy was ; "busily negotiating for .oil-:concessiens in Angola
from the Portuguese and thought that support for Smith would aid
success" (8). - It ig. alleged that Peter Jamieson, -a Shell :employee
who was Director. of the Umtall. refinery, was particularly. involved

in ensuring that Rhodegia survived the first few months.of:sanctions.,
Before UDI, of course, the head offices of the oil companies were
presumably responslble for the actions of their Rhodes1an subsldlarles.

Rhodesia undoubtedly had substantial atockplles of 011 at the time
of UDI, and these. appear to have been somewhat. greater than was
generally reported at the time in the press, Indeed, we understand
that when sanctions were: impesed o6n 17 December 1965 Rhodesia had -
almost six months supply of oil at reduced consumption levels.

Zambia, on.the other hand, had very small.stocks of:oil when sanctions
were imposed.against Rhodesia. At this time it had no refinery of
its own, and until UDI it obtained its supplies from the refinery in
Rhodesia. Early in January 1966, two weeks after supplies from -
Rhodesia had been cut, there was .only eneugh oil in Zambia to. last
eight days.  The United Kingdom, the United States, and Canada

then mounted an emergency airlift to ensure the survival: of Zambia.
Reoad transport also had to be used to haul in supplies over the Great
North Road until the completion of the oil pipeline from Dar es
Salaam in August 1968, The additional costs.of -bringing in Zambia's
oil over this period almost certainly exceeded £100 million.

The UANC ‘memorandum goes on’ to claim that the petroleum companles

' "deliberately cit back 6il supplies to and pr901pitated a crigis in
Zambia" (9), This apparently trepresented a ‘Breach of the agreement
of 30 Qctobér 1962 batwéeh Zambia (then Northern Rhod951a) and the oil
companies on the establishment of the Umeali reflnery.' ‘81nce the
submission of the UANC Memorandum, President Kaunda has feveadled that
Zambia is "actively considering" taking legal actlon agalnst the

01l companies ir the Zambian courts (10).

This period up"tn‘l?‘DecEmber 1965 wf during which stockpiles were
deliberately built up inside Rhodesia == might be deemed to fall
‘outside the teris of refgrence of the Offic¢ial Inquiry, In our

view, however, it is imipertart to conslder the ‘moriths 1mmedlate1y
before the imposltlon of ‘sarictions, because activ1tles ‘carried out
then could well help explain how the Rhodesian regime mdnaged to
survive the ménths immediately following ‘the introductlon of gandtions.



‘stote oil bound for Rhodesia, = Shell*
: quegtloned on this poxnt, did not deny that thélr Stuth- African *°
=’sub91d1ary Haa helped finance “the Messina dépot '(18), 'This suggests
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B, Initial Response to Sanctions

In the peried 1mmediate1y after I, according to the UANC Memorandum,
Peter Jamieson. of ‘Shell(Rhodesia) attempted to ‘énsure that eride
0il continued to flow into Rhodesia, On 25 December 1965 Mobil
apparently "decided to obey United States regulatlons in respect
of ganctions, ana therefore decided to cease supplying oil to
Rhodesia” (11). ' This decision "threatensd to wréck the whole
plan™ which the ofl’ companles +h Rhodesia had made, anhd Tan Smith
1mmediate1y held a meeting with Jamiason. Fbllou1ng diséussions
with Dr. Frelters-Cruz, the Portuguese Consul-General in Salisbury,
Jamieson then weht to Mozambiqué with power of attorney from
CAPREF, the Umtali refinery company, to seal Mobil's installations

,.1in Lourenco Marques. 0On-28 Degember 1965, after Jamieson's

arrival’ in Mozambique, '"Mobil caved in and agreed to Temain in
the scheme to violate sanctions" (12). '

After the supply of crude oil to the Umtall reflnery ‘was closed

b sanctions,' it became essent1a1 for Rhode51a to import refined

oil produtts, on 5 February 1966 a South® African newspaper ;
reported that three” ot four fuel tankers per day were crossing

the South Afr1Can - Rhodeslan border by road at Beit" Brldge, and

a plcture of'a Rhodesian farker was Jpublished with the story (13).
Faintly visible through a thin coat of _grey paint was a large 'P* =-
part of the BP insignia. Eleven days Tater the same tahker was
again seen crossing the bordetj thid time tha BP insignia had bean
completely palnted out (14)

Accordlng ‘to Robert Good, then US Ambassador in Lusaka, ““Bp was
first into the breach, to be f0110wed by Shéll and subsetiuently
by other internaticnal oil companies" (13).  Goed’ added that
"London*s fa11ure to usé effdctive pressure against BP at the
outset carrled far-reaching consequences" (16) '

The Brltlsh government was clearly aware ‘of the extent of 011
traffic at Beit Bridge. On 12 February 1966 officers from the
Britigh Embassy {H SoutH Africa established thair own observatlon
post at the fronteir, Robert Good points out that'they
"maintained a round-the-clock surveillance from a parked car a few
yards from the bordar gate" (17). By the ehd of February around
49, 000 gaIlons ‘of “oil were belng transpﬁrted across the Beit Bridge

‘Border” .point every ay..' This represented approxlmately half of

Rhodesia 8 requirements at redueed conSumption Tates,

In’ 1966 Shell BP and Mobil’ flnanéed a 100; 000 ‘gallon oil depot
at Messi'a, This depot wag only ‘ten” miles SOuth ‘of the Beit’ Bridge
border” peint, and it was generall? assumed that 1ts purpose wgs to
‘bffice in The Hague, when

that the South Afrlcan sub31d1ar1es of ‘Stiell and BP- were actively

assistifg Rhodesta obtain oil gupplies by t6ad.

21
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C. From Road to Rail

Road transport actoss the Beit Bridge border proved a vital means of
bringirng in Rhodeslia's oil during .the first few months of UDI. But
the road route was, expens1ve and the only 1ong-term anSWer was_ to )
bring. in the 011 by rall. It was, not untll September 197& that a
Unt11 then, the most economlcal route therefore involved sending 611
from South Afrlcan reflneries to Lourenco Marques (now Maputo) in
szamblque, either by sea or rall, and then by rail on to Rhodesia
through Malvernia, By Harch 1966 a.reliable estimate. suggested that
140~ 160 00D gallons of oil were ‘going inté Rhodesia.from HOZamblque
every day. .This was roughly equivalent to Rhodesia’s normal
consumption (19). : :

Inof ormed- observers of the Southern Afrlcan scene assumed that the oil
companies in Rhodesia obtained all their requlrements from South
Africa. But it was hard to prove this, and harder still to discover
who it was in South Africa that provided the oil preducts., . When
‘queried on this polnt, the parent companies were unable or unwilling
to provide olarlflcatlon. Rawleigh Warner, Chalrman of Mobil, said
in 1975 that “the Rhodesian Government subjected all petroleum .
companies operatlng w1th1n the country to a strlngent set of controls
which requlred them to secure all of thelr preduct requlrements '
solely fyom a government agency" (20). He did not name this Rhode31an
agency, nor did he explain how it obtained the 011 products whlch

it then passed oh to the oil companies w1th1n HhodeSLa._

It took over ten years for the full story to emerge. On 21 June
1976_a 50-page report entitled 'The 0il Conspiracy' was.published

in New.York by the Center for Soclal Action of the. United Church

of Christ, ong of America's major. Protestant churches. . This. study
contained highly detailed allegatlous of how the South, Afrlcan
subsidiary of Mobil was supplylng oil products to Rhodesxa through

a chain of intermediaries, It was largely based on eighteen secret
documents, .all of which were interpnal memoranda of Mobil{Rhodesia) and
Mobil(South Africa), or were letters to or from these two companies.
The report also. contatned references to lnvolvement in 51m11ar activities
by Shell and BP. . . . ‘

Washlngton DC.,  Reverend Larold K. Schulz took the opportunlty to
explaln that .the. Center for Socla1 Actlon, of which he was Executlve
Director, had over the past few years carrled out con51derab1e .
research-and publicity on the issue of Rhodesian sanctions, He said
that the decuments on whlch *The Qil Conspiracy' was based had.been
received from OKHELA. B clandestlne group, of whlte ‘South’ Afrlcans
dedicated to comhatting apartheld.\ In addltlon teo the. documents,
OKHELA supplied him with further undocunented information on how, oil
reaches Rhodesii.. . All this Lnformation “had . apparently been gbtained
from strateglcally placed 1nformatants who worked in gouth Africa and
Rhodesia®, and wag gathered by OKHELA "durlng a perlod of 1ntens;ve
and ‘secret research, wlth 1nf11trat10n and 1ntelllgence work lastlng
ovef a year® (21).
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o eThe FitgE-task of - the ‘of f1édal  Ingufry,  aceording to the Foreign
“0 Babretary,- is°to "~ "astablish the faets  coneerning the -operations..

swheréby dupplies of “petroleun and -petroleum prodicts have reached -
Rhodesta dince Decatber '17,1965"(22),.* There is no deubt that -
‘thetmost-detaited publicly-available evidefee on this question is:

et béfoand:in *The 011 Conspiraey’, where & leapthy: deseription

isigiven of hotwMebil 6il ‘gets té Rhodesia,” 4ll the'evidence

o available -to us suggests ‘thit broadly similar methods for supplying
‘ Rh@desis- ate iised by d13 five.of the- 0il--companies operating inside

Rhddeska: *-This similarity ewven extends, in-certain cases, to.
their using the same-intermediary comparnies: It therefore -seems
appropriate to gummarise the facts preseated in ‘The 0il Consplracy'
even though mueh of that case relates dlrectly to Mobll.

X 'Ihe QllMCnpsp”uacy' showed that the Rhedeﬁlan government agency

“which imports the country's oil is named ‘GENTA.  As Mobil's
Chairman pointed out, the agency does indeed sell to the o1l
.companies im mad981a thelr rlqulrements cf fuel products, although

Rhodeala, bavlng;b en Eold after UDI that they,_ st buy thelr fuel
;products. ﬁrom GENIA, were themselves agked to.set up, procedures
wherebinEyTA coyld import The fuel from their sister companies in
South Africa, (23}, For, 1nstance, shortly after ﬁbl, GENTA asked.

.. Mobil(Rhodesia) to make arrangements whereby Mob11($outh Africa)

; ould sell .to GENIA most or ali of Rhodesia'sg rgqu1rements of petrol,
d;esel fuely  and, Avtur;(av1at10n turbine. fuel). . GENTA. would . then

- resell th sé_fuel Ampe orts to all’ thg oil compénles in Rhodesia ~=

“which ipe nded Mobil hodesié)., “Other oil companies, 1uc1ug1ng
Shell ,and BP, were. asked to. prov1de qther fuel products (2&). .

In mid-1966, an elaborate scheme was then devised'to'méké'it 1ook as

if  the Soyth Afrlcan subsldlarlea of .the.0il companies were not
themselves invalved in, any trade with Rhodesla. ; Physlgal transportatlon
"of oil produgts to Bhodesla from the reflnerles in South Afrlca

- provided no real proplem, . si
The, dlfflc v Iay in th

Eapgrwngg.'because, 1t seems, a dec;sion

. was made thgn'nowhere in. fhe accounts.of. the South African
subsidiaries of the 011 compames Wag . there to be. a copy of an
invoice billing a Rhodesian firm (25). It is not clear whether
this. subterfugg was. primarily intended, te. conceal, .informatinn from
the Sputh: Afr;can government (uhxch did. net 1mpcse sanctlona), the
parent e11 companlgs,_or the governments of the counﬁrles in, whlch
»Lthe, pa;r;em: :0i1 companies are: based. i , : ; :

—~¥9b11 ‘has called, a pape

it was in. fact Shell(Rhodesiaj h;cn txrst arranged

of the Umtaii reflner
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The paper-chase was:a system whereby sales and payments- would:be passed
through various South African companies which acted.as intermediaries,
Thus Mebil(South Africa) could sell.oil to a.South Afrigan company,
knowing that it would be passed on to:other. companies, which would
eventually sell it to the: required recipient;in Rhodesia: -~ .usually
GENTA.: - GENTA would then sell them-to.the oil companies-in Rhedesia
for final ‘sale to the publie, _If the .Scouth African-subsidiaries

of the oil companies were ever asked whether they provided oil preducts
for Rhodesia; they could . evade the question: by stating that:-they sold
only to companies in-South Afrieca, and that:they did not knew-what
these companles ‘did:with:the- 011 purchased (27)« L

Even lf a clever invast;gator managed to dlssover thmx certaln 011
products had found theitr way to Rhodesia from the Sguth African
refineries owned by 5hell/BP or Mobil, the oil companies were gquite
sage == so lang as nobody could prove that there .was intentlon on‘the
part of the 0il companies for their products to reach Rhodesia.
Unfortunately for them the documents released in 'The 01l Conspiracy
showed "that the 011 companies did ifideed intend their products 'to reach
Rhodesia.

For instance,’ an official of Hob11(Rhodesla) explalns in 6ne of the
décumeénts that the dlfferent stagés ‘of the paper—chase Yare; to all
intents and purposes, méaninhless and are merely our false traii”being
laid..,"™ He adds: "You might consider that the procedure that We
have adopted is ‘unduly compllcated and unnecessary, But as Wis
conveyed to y0u when you were here; it is ® orge's”

people [a referéncé to GENTA, whose Chairman is Gedt Atmore] ‘that
we involve and complicate this matter to 4 Far s sredted’ degree thah
pertains at present in the hope that 1f wiil dlscouragn an .
1nvestigation“ (28).  another doclment expla1ns ‘that- fhe" paperhchase
"ig necessary in order to make sure that thefe is*no Iink betweén MOSa
IMobil(South Africa)] ~and MOSR's, [Mobil(Rhodesia)'s) ~supplies..."”
It gbes on to state thats “THiS paper<cha ch’
to admlnister, is done prlmarlly to hide thé faet ‘thit mosa is in-
fact supplying MOSR with prodict in dontravention of Ui ;4. Sanetions
regulations...” (29).

~The ‘major ‘part oE *The 0il Consplracy is taken up with a detailed
description of the various paper*chases used by Mobil to gét different

1ntermed1ary companies. : Many of these are 1n’ract bogus companmes;
othets are [ronts acting for other compan1es. * The _report also™

contains details on Rhodesla's fuel consumptlon and the market share
held by dlfferent 011 companles wi.thmE hodesla. A

The 'New York Times" carried out a’ detailed investlgation of 'The 0il
Conspiracy y the’ conclusions ‘of  wWhigh wére given in a maJor articie
on'? August-1976, The newspaper wag cIeariy impressed; ‘it ‘had’ !
been unable to disprove any of thé hllegatisns, and it had obRaified
1ndependent conflrmatlon of certain details of the Mobil paper-chase.
It went ofv to sayt 'With the passage of ‘more than a'month sincé the
report was made public, and in the abserce of a ﬂlSaVﬂwal by Mobil,
chutch and’ Government’ o ficials s5ay credibllity appears ‘to he: growing,
One’ UY o +1cial. asgked’ “about” the authenticlty &f- the documents, sald:
*We do have'redson to 'believe they are’ authentlc Qy reas?n of our
experience in dealing with this type of documént?,™’
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The-informatien-in

s.t‘,'The Gzl Conspiracy' ztse:lm,.prgvi_ﬁses mucha
& weport eldims that whén-Shell(Scutk AfFiea) plan thdirs lu!:ur@ ales,
ey Ancleder in itheln plarmmg:-tghlés # :dpeelal catépory - <7 i

- Im the ctm’rsae Jof:

The ,JU.S._ Senate. Subcommttee on Aftica:; Afi: 1rs, chaired hy .

The U.5,°F an’ enqmry,"ﬁ'ﬁ:. ¢h has’ "
’been £6ing on Tor alhiest a Vear, The Fesilté are ‘aXpected  sodH;
“A shareholder.resoluthn 15 a],so to.be put hel ore the Mobil AGM

_E._Shell and BE

the :0LL Conspiraey!,: bot:hﬂacummted aad FEer s
undocumented ;e ers «primarily .to-Mobil. Ik. clhearly=ilustrates how
Mobil has.made efifeetive use-of; the cict tha.t WS szanctions ‘regubations
appatestly.-du-not prevent a Seuth African-registered gompany from:

trading with Rhodesiaj:even whén that -company  ig- wholly:ouwned -by -
a compahy registered in the United States, We have every reason
[or believing that Shell and BP have since UDI been making use of
an equwalf‘ent lmphela( An Br'msh sanetiens iemslatmn' ST

(this evr.denca. i

entomatl cally entitled 44 §* o This stands Lor a Seuth- Afrﬁcan

- icompany- called Freight Servidds.Ltd, [ and is to. cover purchages .

made by Frgight -Services f or-sdbdéquent ‘regale  to oriin Heza:mhtque,
Malawi ... and Rhedesia (31). . Im-supplying ¢il' preducts e i
Rhodesia, Shell apparently operates through ‘reight Services and

five ather intemed'iairies.' his ssystem has Peen aperating 1o __fé

hesevieral years.: | Every three months Freight:Services, cactingcon

shehalfl «bi :ﬁhemselvas and:-thieother fiatermediaries; i dnl orm Shell Jm

- thelr requirements tor a vardety of .oil productsy: specifying how
mueh r.hey esmmane will be needed, -twer vm?;e naxt 3»@:1&-12 mdnths

32)

.the freperr. bn ‘Ehell md BE in- SDuth Alrieca',

-“-tlw éaxthor was:;told ‘by. Shellsoess offiee-in Lobdes tthat their .

South African subsidiary did indeed sell: igil: o Freight’ &erw..oe&. <
The oifice added that ne investipations tvad- beed undertaken o . 14
examine allegations that ireight Services supply Rhodesia. So far
‘ag DP:care iconcerned, they have tonsistently refused eithet Tovi:
confirm or deny reporis that Freight Serf\siees is :'a:mto&mr g

‘m thmr South ‘Afypican subsxd‘mry"'

ar _w.n'a imvesmg:aﬂimis,i.. & have scome-upon: fanwtﬂ-mr’:
souree : which conf irmstagain that! Freipht Services has over thes
years obtained wil-products froni-Shil I(South Afwiica) for sha:pmem
Lo Rhodestas 7 More dmportantly;: this 'zame ‘goutrce atids That & reipht
Servides hasalsoracted im i aimikhr way For-8P(South Afwicakys: !
Unfortunately -it-fis not posgible Horous torname thi s sourios, o e
acknowledse that this mf orma.twn does not const:ture evidence in
ths@ ﬁrmﬁl* senge - R i

-:_; T gt
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One ;nfo;mant has cla'med tnat Freight serv“"":Sﬁipé Agency at ;;

largest § pping and 4 é;ditig‘_j: rﬁpiﬁit;a, yith anches in Rhodesia
and Mozambique, as well as  throuzhout Squth Africa. It is wldely
known in Southern African business citfcles for its con51derab1e )
involvement in trade with Rhodesia.

The ownership of Freizht Services is complex, Until- 1975 23.9 per cent
of the shares in freight Services were held by Charter Consolldated,

a British company which is.part :of «the Anglo American.groupj:and g
further»56 ‘per icent w#s in . the Hands ol the :Anglo Ameriecan: .~ .
:Industrial Corperation, - This mednt that the Angle Ameriean group
held almest: 90 “per ‘cent of . the ishares ‘in Freight Services, .- Ocean
Transport-and Tradingy another Brltlsfh company y alsar had a stake in
.rewht. Services. o N o .

In July 1975 t.he Freltht Servmes parent scmpany, Frelgbtﬁ Services
Holdings, was merged with two other companies to form Aero Marine
Freight .Services Holdings. . Major shareliolders inm this larger company
~arte -Abgla- Ameriean and the South African: Marine Corporation (Satmarine).
The British :and Commenwealth Shipping Cempdny, registered ‘in London,
held #:28 per cent stake im-Aero:Marine ‘Investients (which merped

with Freight Services in 1975) as well ras<d 1%:6 per ‘cent holdi,ng in
Safmarine {uhicl in-turn hds a 3.6 -per cent share 1n the new -

Aero Ma!r‘lne au’rewht Servicﬁs prou]i\). o : :

It is clear uhat l’rm?,ht Ser\nces Aacts as ~an mtermedi,ary 20‘:‘ the
oil ~companies .umidr & mumbier of .gulsess .o The Mobil ducaments showed
that Treight Servicds often- upe‘rate‘s--beh’:tnd'a front cglled Minerals
Expleration Company. . Numetiows other companies --:frequently Tepres-
‘enting litcle imoré than letter+boXes: for-passing -invoices == have:
been set up, some by Freight Services, to deal with oil for Rhodesia.
These intermediaries include Rand-0ile, Western Transvaal Dewel.om‘ent
and Exploration Co.) .Botswana Carriexs, Botswana Transport,: Semco No.
3 Account, Village Main Da.stributors, Recom of Rhaﬂesla Ltd., and
Plasexm Evarn NB. 3Accomt‘ R P Nt T . .

It shtmldfehe ‘empharsls:ed,. hnwever:,- -.'that*-F‘reight Services is vertainly
not the omy :-eompany assistinp in supplying BRhodesia, I is .
tikely that SASOL, a South African -government: corporation, . is also
involved in supplying 0il purchased from other companies in South
Afiriea -to Bhodesia,. .. SASOL .-Ee-atturgau—in---"ﬁ nunber .of -the Mobkil paper~
chases outlined: in *The 0il: Conspltacy . - .One of the important--w
tasks- ol the ofificial: Inquiry shoulsd be £o.:deternine which :
intermediaries have heen -used -to: supply: Rhodesia. - Cleax;ly ik 1-.-111
be important: for  ¥hformation-to..be. soughe from the South. Afnca.n
subs&dxam&s qof Shell and. BE:on- all ma;Jm: bullc sales. : SR

ekl

On ar. 1east one occasion it appears that a company in whi.eh Shell
and BP together have a 33 per cent stake was actually used by Mobil
as an intermediary. A Mobil(Rhodesia) memorandum reproduced in
'The 011 Conspiracy' shows that a firm knowh as Semco was used in
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supplying lubricants and greases to Rhodesia. The memorandum
points out that these products are billed by Mobil(South Africa)

to “Seméo No. 3 Account® in Durban (33¥, This is almost certalnly
a refprence to Sefico Lubrlcants ‘and Chemicals (Pty), whlch is, part
of Themieo (Pty)y. Chemico is a Wwhelly owned subsidiaty of Trek
Beleggings,  The South African subsidiarias of Shell and BF. each,
have ‘a 17,5 per’ cent o dlng in Trek;Belegglngs. The 1ubr1cants N
supplied to Mobll(Rhodesla) ‘could well have -come [rom the. .South
Affican Lubricants Manuiacturlnp Company (SAMCO) plant at Durban.
SAMCO is ownhed by Trek (50 per cent), Shell. {25 _per cent), and.

_BP (25 per cent).

Other evidence of Shell's involvement in. supplying Rhodesia was
contained in two secret Mobil dpcuments reppoduced in 'l'he 0il
Conspiracy'. First, in a lengthy technical letter dated 2 September
1968 Richard van Niekerk of Hobll(RhodeSLa) wrote to R.H,Maskew
of Mobil(South Africa) on the Pprocedures {or importation, He
included the following note on "Sipply Sales Premium vz Regular"
"As was communicated to you on- the telephone on /riday morning we
have held turther discussions with GEN[A here on thig matter and
they are aware that-we are poing back to Shell with an- piler to -
accomodate them at L.M, [Lourengo Marques) fer Régulary’ I
Shell refuse this of fer there will. bé ne justilicat1on fﬁr‘GENFA
favouring them on Premium at our expemse." (34) -~ .i° -

“Secondly, Shell appears ito’'have i menopoly on the export of

Avgas: 300/130- into Rhodesid. . & Mobil(Rhodesia)- -mefiorandum on
MProduct :Procurement" - points out that “avyas 1004130 is- ‘ imported
[rwom:Shell. by GENIAY: - Avgas 100/130 fg .a‘vital -aviation Fuel used
in light aireraft, -It-is:not produced at any South Afriean re£1nery,
and -consequently: “the’ Avgas whicéh SRéll “sends {tom South Alvick to
Rhodesia mugt- have ‘beén- originally {mperted to Scuth: Airlca CFrom
a country whxch does: not permlt sanctlons-bust1np. (35) et

The same Moh11 ‘memdrandus goes on to-add that Avtur (aVLatlon turhine
fuel) is imported by Mobil, "despite [Teguent attempts by Shell to

- stop-tRisy they claim prodict cuntam1nat19n #tide This is restlved

by a‘sample to them from edch batchs While Mebil 1mports AVtur,
other companles 1mport ker951ne, avgas etc.“ (36) :

'1he 0il Cnnspiracy' al 0! points out that in '1974; Shell(Rhud951a)
buil®-a lubricant blending plant at Willswvale, “on the outskirts of
Salisbury, which uses base-stock {semi-prétessed-crude oily’ imported
from the Shell refinery at Durban, The plant has apparently been
used to blend lubricant® -according te Shell’ ‘specif{ications, which’

is then pur into ting marked with the- trademarkq of BP, Mobxl,

"Caltex, ’I‘atal, and ol cours’a Shell (37)

According Lo ‘“he 031 cnnsplracy‘- Shell ig by Ear the Iargest ‘0il

© o 'company’ in Rhodesiza:(38).- Betwesn 1967 and 1972 Shell's sHETé of
+ the Rhodwesian petrol market (Ider not 1nciuding diegel fuel, IubriCants,

ete.): ranged from 34,4 per cent'to37.2 per ‘cent., BP's ‘share-
Tanged irom-15.3 per cent to 15.%: percent {39), - In June 1976, whgn

- *The 041 Congpiracy® was published; ‘it was claimed that’ Shell mnﬁ

BP were srill imgorting bil prédutts into Rhodesia (40Y. Tt was
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also pointed out that'“informed sources say that the British government
is quite aware of the fact that Shell(South Africa) is providing oil
prodiucts for Rhodesia. ~'But nothing has been dope about this,." (41)

The figures for the market share held by Shell and BP appear to be
confirmed by statistics quoted ih the UANC Memorandum to the US

Senate, These figures deal with all oil products (not, as in '"The

0il Conspirdey', just with petrol) and show that Shell and BP have
together supplied approximately half of Rhodesia's oil. The yearly

shares of the two companies together in Rhodesia have heen as follows (42):

1967  43,5%
1968 47.1%
1969 47.3%
1972 47.1%

1873 - 56,1%
1974 49.6%

Tonnage figures are also given for the first four months of 1974, .
These show that Shell and BP supplied 76,100 tons of oil during this
period (Januarys 24,175 tons; Februarys 13,890 tonsj Marchi 18 270
tons; and April: 19,765 tons),.

If the first third of the year was typical, then we can conclude from
these and other figures queted in the UANC Memorandum that during 1974:
(a) Rhodesia imported some 460,000 tons of oil,” and (b) Shell and BF's
share of this.was some 228,000 tons, . This total importatien figure
of -460,000 tons is similar te a figure obtainable from 'The 0il
Conspiraey'. Documents there.show that in 1973 Rhodesia's projected
consumption of -petrol as 1,873,000 barrels, and of diesel fuel was
1,738,000 barrels. These two figures, which do .not include other

o0il products (such as lubricants), total 3,511,000 barrels, or
approximately 425,000 tons (at 8.5 barrels per ton}, (43)

It is slightly ambiguous -as to whether the figures in the UANC Memorandum
tefer to sales inside Rhodesia by Shell -and BP,; or to exports into-
Rhodesia from the South African subsidiaries of Shell and BP. This
should clearly be checked by the Inquiry. It is implied, however, that
the quantities seld lnslde Rhodesia by each company. are - the

same as the quantities exported o Rhodesia by the South Afriean
subsidiary of the same company. .

There is little:doubt that a complieated paper~chase has been used

to. supply Rhodesia with oil from the Shell/BP refinery at Durban.

What is not proven, however, 1is whether the South African subsidiaries
of Shell and BP have deliberately set up the paper-chase in order

to try te hide their involvement in this trade, or whether conversely
they have been merely aware that intermediaries such as Freight: Sexrvices
. have been purchasing their oil for tesale to Rhodesia and have not.taken
measures to stop these sales. The Mobil evidence presents a strong
case for suggesting that the South African subsgidiaries of Shell and

BP adopted a similar procedure to Mobil, .and delibevately participated
in the establ1shment of a .paper-chase to supply Rhodesia,



F. S'oﬁrces of Further Evidence = .

‘

- 23 -

" . ThieBritish govérnment has presumably been k&eplng ‘a; clnse watch
“onthe questinn of how oil’ supplles ‘have reached §h0desia ever'”“

since it took the’ mrtlatwer to impose 0il' sanctibng agai,nst ‘

the Smith regime Hoon aftetr UHT, Britlsh dlplbmatlc repreSentat;wes
in both South Africa and’ Mozambigue dre’ knowh to Have' attempted

to monitor this oil traffic for Rhodesia. The Foreign Office in
London is believed to have gathered conslderable 1nformatlon over
many years on tm.s sxfbject. : LI

Sxmlaﬂy both' the' United Hatmns Sunbtions Commiltt and the
Commonwealth Sanctions Committee are known to have éxamined the '’
question nf sanctlons-bustlng by Shell and BP

Bther docmnentary* éridelite on how Rhodesia has been obf;aining o1l
- présumably exiats”

& nutthier- of differént offlces-_ “The following

“golircas would® Blmokt ¢eFtainly be'in a’ position to provide

substantlal 1nformatlon for the Inqulryt

(a) The oil éompanies operatmg in Sauth ﬁfr:l.ca =i namély Shell,
BP, Mobil, Caltex, Total; TLek, Easb; Sonap and Sasol -- would
clearly Be thé- most impe¥tant sourc "In particéilar thé South
African marketing subsidiaries of Shell and BP {Shell 0i] South
Afriga and-BP 0il- $outh Africa) must”have detailéd infor fation- on
- sales te custémers, such as Fre:ght Servmes, wh:.ch ar‘e beIieV“&d
to be involved 1n;supp1y1ng Rhodeﬁi

Cb) seui:h Afncan‘ﬁallways and” Hambﬁux':g"fs;lm{) should have
congidetable tnAf6rmation on Che BRipment of o1l botnd for Rhodssias
(1) SARH owns the pipeline from the Shell/BP _Ireflnery at_Durban
“to' Germidton, nEaE: Iohanfieshiir's, R Ech ’ ¢ :
of thé Sell-~BP 611 stipplied 'to Rhodésia
- €¥1) 84RH controls the matdy
o transpcrt ‘ot1 i b RhodESla
at ‘Beit Bridge, ‘to ‘the Mozamhiqde- *bordér ‘Near Lourénco"ﬂarquesmaputo
“(for: shlpménts E’hrough Mo zafih iqgue te Rhodesia), ant te the Bots rana
bm:der ear Hafekmg (for shipmdnts thrcug‘li Bcrtswa_na to Plumt:ree).
t (Y SARH ‘eontrols ‘the harbour ‘at Durban which was “iged to
shlp oil ‘by: sea £0 Lourércd Marques “For giliéénuent trans-shipient
by rail through Mozamb:.que to Rhodesm- this
redundanf when the'Moz boxde

seé presumably has

‘“‘?rom Snuth Aﬁlca to Rhode$1a.

(d:) The oil companies operat?ing ki _Mozambl”: de -="1,a She11 BP, ~

M6biT, Galtex, Total and Sonap -- ; "have certain details”
of salés to Rhodesia, ‘or to" m’cerm‘ediatie acti 1 b half of N
Rhadema; for ‘the ‘pe‘rlod up' to 3 Ha__ h 19715. ” ‘

¢e) Huzamblque Ras.lwws Have statistics of il gd¥ried betwedn

Lourenco Marques and the Rhodesian border at Malvernia, and also
between Beira and Umtali, for the period until 3 March 1976.
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(f) Mozambique Customs Department should have records of 011 exported
from Mozambique to Rhedesia up until 3 March 1976, :

{g) _The Sonarep Refinery in Mozambigue, and its prlncipal shareholdar
Manuel Boullosa,- is, belleved o hawv conelderableﬂlnformatlon on how
oil has reached, Rhodesla. Sonarep refines oil both for itself and
for, the French company of Total. Between 1968 and 1972 Sonarep and
Total. together supplled apprnxlmately 15 per cent of the Rhodesian
market (AA) s . . )

(h) Aeto Marlne Frelght Serv1ces Ltd. the parent company £or Freight
Services, must have access to a vast amount of relevant information,
The company's head office is in South Africa, - It alse has offices
in Mczamblque. Belra, Lourenco Margques, all of which presumably have
detailed information on oil handled. : The company also has an
offige in London, . .

(i) A number of banks in Southern Afrlca have handled very 1arge
financial transactions.in the ecourse of the operation. of  the varipus
ﬁoii paper-chases. .~ The two. largest banks in South-Africa--= Barclays
“National and the Stendard Bank of South Afrlca ==..are Brltlsh contrqlled.

(i) The Botswaneggovernment is belleved to have statlstlcs on 011
transported by rail from South Africa to Rhodesia via Botswana.

A detailed. survey on this ratlvay (whick ts owne Bhliodésla) was
carrled out by a Canadlan fitm of . consultants . tWo..years ago.

(k) Ihe Zambian 5cverpment has announc d}that 1t intends to, take
legal actlon.against Shell, BP, Mobll Caltex and ‘Total for supplying
Rhedesia. Press report haVe pointed put that.Ministry of -Justice
officials are now at an advanced stage in the preparation of their
legal case (45).  The, Zambian, government is therefore:likely to -have

evidence 1mbiicat1ng the oil companiss in sanctlong”bustlng.

(1) The Unlted Afrxcan Hat1onal Ceuncll of Zlmbabwe ‘has clalmed that
it is in possessicn of "substentxal additional evidence. which

would show that the Mobil 0il Corporatlon is not the snle pperator
in sanctione—bustlng, and ‘that it acted .in culluslon with the other
_maJur oil gorporations, . 1nc1ud1ng Shell, BP, Caltex and Total ih.an
‘1ngen10us ‘scheme to viglate the sanctxons regulatlans of the United
‘Nations, and the enforcement leglslaxion of the. Dnited States, United
Klngciam, .and .the legitimate sovereign of Rhodesia” (46)y This claim
is made in the UANC Hemorandum suhmltted ta. the US Sanate.-' .

(m) . The British company Lom:ho has claumed to. have aequlred
considerable information on sanctions-bustlng by Shell and BP on

a number of occasions. Mr. R.W. Rowland, the company's Chief
Executive, wrote ro Mr.'H.C. Gill; ‘Inspector of Comipanies at the
Department of Trade, on 5 April 197s4, Rowland claimed that soon
after the. 1ntroduct10n of the Beira patrol "what was not. giwven: ;publiecity
was the untrammelled -and ‘constant otf=Toading of fefined pettoleun
products destined for Rhodesla at Lourenco Marques, where the existing
tank farms mush¥oomed. -Over 50 per cent. . of .these petroleum products
were imported into Rhodesia by BF and Shell, and carried by rail

tank wagons. via Malvernia and Gwelo to Bulawayo and. Salisbury." .(47)
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Rowland went on to add that many years ago he had supplied the
chassis numbers of :around 300 rail tankers which were used ro carry
fuel from the Shelt=BP tank ‘FTarm at Lotirenco Marques into Rhodesia.
This evidence was presented to James Bottomley, then Deputy Under
Secretary of State at the Foreign and Commonwealth Office, and
Rowland "suggested a meeting of the petroleum companies to bring
this anomaly to an end.”

In 1967 Lonrho is actually believed to have considered legal

action against the British govermment over sanctions-busting

by BP, presumably because of the then 48 per cent government .
sharcholding in BP; Professor Raoul Yentura prepared a writ (48).
According to Rowland's letter, the company dropped the proposed
“action after discussions with Apgus Ogilvy, then a Lonrho Director,
-Apparently Ogilvy had been advised by Sir Michael Adeane, the Queen's
Secretdry, that if legal proceedings against the Government were
initiated, then “he must resign forthwith", '

On 10 “April“1977 it was revealed that Rowland had recently asked
his lawyers tp prepare a civil action against the f ive oil companies,

including Shell and BP, which are believed to have been supplying

Rhodesia (49). Lonrho apparently wants to sue them for £50-E100 million

for breaching contracts with the Companhia do’ Pipeline Mocambique. -
thdésia'(cm;, in wpi_;:hrlLon_th:has_:a:_ 62 per cent stake.

‘CPMR owns the pipeline built to carry crude oil from Beira to

the Rhodesian refinery at Umtali. = We understand that under a
_contract signed bgtween the oil companies and CPMR in the early

- sixties, the ofl companies guaranteed that they would not import
oil ihto'Rhodesia by any means other than the.pipeline; ~At. the

end of 1965 the pipelihe was closed as a result of sanctions. Thus
i the oil companies themselves then brought oil inro Rhodesia by
‘other routes, they could well have been acting.in breach.of their
contract with CPMR, even if they did the importation in a way

that did not contravene UK sanctions legislation, If +-as .has been
reported, Lonrho plans to take the oil companies to cowrt for
breach of this contract, then it would seem that Lonrho would have
to prove that the oil companies did send oil into Rhodesia.

‘Accotding to the Sunday Tines, Lonrho has indeed acquired the
. documentary evidence to back up its claim that Shell, BP. and other
© oil compénies have been supplying Rhodesia. . . C

{n} Further wresearch. - ‘The Haslemere Group and ‘the Anti=Apartheid
Movement are actively:continuing their investigatiéng inté How oiY
is supplied to-Rhodesta. ~ Further leads are -eyrrently being pursued.

42
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Ao The_Bequnse_ofuthe Dil companies

Shell and BP have denieq actually hreaklng UK sanctions regulations.
They point out that ‘sinee ‘UDI they have lost control over their
subsidiaries 'in Rhodesia. They have usually also denled Lhat their
South ‘African sub31d1ar1es supply Rhodesla direct; but thgy have Dot
- denied {or confirmed) that these subsidlarles supply Rhodesla via
South African 1ntermedlar1es. .

A typical comment from Shell was reported in the Sunday Tlmes last =
yeart "Yesterday ‘in Ldnﬂon, Shell denied for the umpteenth tlme,

that 'its South Afr1can subsidiary had know1ng1y slupplied these

products to Rhodesla. Hang' Fohl, managlng cllrector afid, actlng
Chairman of Shell 0il South Aftrica, saidt °'As far as I know, no

Shell! company in Sbutt Africi® has an interest in supplying oil to.
Rhodesia.' " However, in responsé té 4 Further questien, he saids

'What Freight Services does? I do not knpw'." (50) BP has consistently
stated that: it does not trade with Ehodesla, and claims that this
applies to its South Aftican’ sub51diary as well (51). “But'in

reply to repeated questions as to whether BP(South Aftica) supplies
Rhodé¢sia via intermediaries, "the company said that it was difficult

to give a firm answer one way or- another." (52) '

Thus’ neither of the- Br:Ltlsh oil compa.nies have demed the allegal;ion
made “in thé teport on’ 'Shell ‘and BP in Séuth Afrlca that their
South African subsidiaries have been supplying Rhode51a through
intermedisries., As 'The Guardiant pointéd outi’ “Until the _companies
have announced measures to ensuré that Freight Serv:l.ces 'is not Jused ‘
a5  an intermedidry to supp‘ly Rhode91a, ‘there is strcmg ‘évidence to =
imply that they are aware 6f how fuel from their joint réfinery at
Durban is reaching the Rhodesian reglme.ﬂ (53) .Clearly it will be
important fer the 0ff101a1 Tnquity to find out From Shell” and ‘BP

what itstruétions 'on sanctions have been issued to their South Afrlcan
subsidiaries since 1965, and’ what ‘the réiponse has been.

At this point it is instructive to examine the detailed arguments -
put forward by Mobil to. justify.its present position; which almost
. certainly allows its South Afriean subsidiary to. supply Rhodesia:
through intermediaries. Mobil's legal case was expressed in a
lengthy testimony to the US Senate Subcommittee on African Affairs
last September.

The US head office of Mobil has never denied allegations that
Mobil(South Africa) deliberately supplied Rhodesia via South African
intermediaries, nor has it denied the authenticity of the documents
upon which these allegations were based, (In falrness it must be
pointed out that neither have they confirmed these things.) The
company's response can be summarised as followst (a) they are
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prevented by the South African Official Secrets Act from conducting

an investigation, and they thefefore do not Know if the documents
in 'The 011  Cénspiracy® are huthentic or the allegations are true;
(b) ‘even if it were proved that the ‘dllegations were correct, South
African Yegislation on *conditional selling* might make it impessible
for the parent cempany to prevent oil going from Mobil(South Africa)
to Rhodesia via intermédiaries. - . R : L

"B+ Legal Constraints_

The South African Official Secrets Act certainly makes it difficult
to investigate the question of how oil has been reaching Rhodesia,
The Act covers all matters relating to the storage, distribution,
and sale of petroleum, Mabil explained the dilemma they faceds
“Actually, we are caught in the middle,. squarely between the -
US government attempts to.enforce a.bovecott of Rhodesis and the
equally determined efforts of the.S5duth African government to -
prevent any external or internal interference in.the distribution
of petroleum products, . As a resull of these differing policies,
we have been unable to conduct any investigation in South Africa
relating to the allegatipns. because of the South African 0ffiecial
Secrets Act.,” (54) o : : o

After three of Mobil's top executives had flown.to South Africa
last August to examine allepations of sanctions~busting made

in 'The 0il Conspiracy', they were apparently warned by their legal
advisers that if they attempted “to carry out any investigation

of this subject they, themselves, would.be subject Lo prosecution

.as_foreign agents.” (35) The.South African Secretary of Commerce

adviged the Mobii_representatives that this controversy was a policy
matfer which could only be dealt.with on a "governmeat to government
basis". (56) . . . " S

The Official Secrets Act is a powerful weapon in the hands of the
South African government. In connection with the issue under review
it 1is certainly most unusual for.a peacetime government to.have

the power to prevent the subsidiary of an oil company from disclosing
details of its customers to its head off ice abroad. : It has been
claimed by sources within Mobil that the company has not faced this

situa;ipn,elsewhe:e during. the past twenty five years.

There are grounds for helieving that the oil companies may be taking
an excessively strict interpretation. of the Official Secrets Act and
using it as a shield to hide their involvement in business with
Rhodesia, .. D L C

.The, Act covers disclesure of information “prejudicial .te the safety
‘and interest of South Africa,” (57) It could be argued, however, .

that even though South Africa does not adhere to a. sanctions: policy,
provision of information to a foreign parent company- on-evasion of -
sanctions against a third country (Rhodesia) which occurs: within:

South Africa would pot by. itself contravene the Act..

3
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Mr. C. Frledma.n Mohﬂ. s 1egal advmser in- SQuth Afnca, h:.mself pomted
out that the Officu.al Seerets Act. cannot .prevent or impede. the  "noral
flow ‘of information" betwee,n the. company’s.South. AfTican ‘subsidiary
_and its overseas head. office. (58) This certainly. suggests that the
question of whether Frelght Servmes is a bulk .purchaser of eil from
the South Aftrican subsidiaries of Shell and.BP could well be a mattet
that could be disclosed in the course of "normal® buslness.

Finally, it should be pointed out that the oil companies. have already
disclosed material on trade with Rhodesia, and ne prosecution has
followed. How is it, for instance, that the head offices of Shell
and BP' have been able to determine cas' ‘they ‘claim) that their South
Afncan subsldlat‘ies have not: supplled Rhodesia direct?

Mob:.l actually 1nformed the US Sghate Sub-Committee of an arrangement

which had only: been permitted by the South Aftican government : ,
on conditjon that it‘was kept ‘secret, George Birrell, General Counsel o/
of Mobil, recalled the situation that arésé in January 19661 i h
"Mobil's South African affiliates advised that their boards had adopted
resolutions: formally requiring discontinuance of all petroleum

product - supplies to Mobil Rhodeiia. 'Our manager in South Afriéa

advised that the“South Af#ican Government was willing to permit the

adoption of such a policy which would prevent direct sales to’Rhodesia,

but the Government insisted that no public announcement of this .

policy be made and tha? sale® in the normal colpsd 'of bu31ness in

South Africa hot be avcbmpani ed "by" any attempts to festriet the .use

to. whlch 1ts customers sheuld ‘put_those - products." (59) :

In addition te quotlng 1eg151atwn wh:.ch ‘they ‘say’ prevents them asking

questiofs of Mobil(%outh Afriedd,’ Mobil’ have also reférred to legis-

Lation whieh they sdy prevents: them from- exerc:smg a veto as 'te

who Mobil(South Africa) makes bulk ‘sales to. They say thaf South'

African legislation on "conditional selling" makes it impossible’

for Mobil(South Africa) to refuse to sell to customers w:l.lling to

pay the eourkent’ price., ' Thése testrictions are embodied in- the

Price Control-Act Ne, 25 ‘6f 1964, and the Natmnal Sujpplles ' o
I’rocuxement Act Hﬁ. 89 of- 1970. {60) ‘

Shell's London offme also made iusé of this argument after -

publication of ‘the report on 'Shell and ‘BP in South Africar, _

They claimed that *under Soutl Afridan 1aw dompariies are unable '
to refuse to supply customers or to contrel the ultimate destination

of products sold, - Shell compahies bperate under the Taws of the )

countries in which they ‘exist.™ (61)  Ancther' Teport addeds '

"A spbkesman poinited out ‘that Shell dould be 1iable to proseeutmn .

under South African law if it refused to supply its customers thete." (62)

The 'condltional iselling? legislatmn applies only to customers ‘withm
South Africa. - The oll ‘companies in South Afrida are thereferd ™
able to! refuse td gell to’ compatiies “butside’ the’ count:r:y, 1nc1udmg
Rhodesiei - "Mobil ‘aléd received legal advme to siggest that
'conditibhal: sellmg Tegislatinn® wouid probably not apply” ik the’ case
of a customer "who is plaitly aeting as a méfe agent Tor g Rhodesian
purchaser.” (63) As 'The Guardian' has pointed out, "this suggests
that it would be unlikely that Shell or BP could be prosecuted for
cutting off supplies to intermediaries 1ike Freight Services." (64)
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C. Conclusion RS
s _wOHClis0n

It is important to remember that although the Soyth African government
has strong legal powers, the oil companies have enormous economic
power, The five major foreign oil firms which operate in Scuth
Africa import and refine 85 per cent of the country’s oil,

They continue to supply the country in the face of a concerted

. -embarge by all the:Arad members of OPEC. Consequéntly the oil

companiés have. strong leverage, and the:South African government
would certainly be reluctant to antagonise Ehem unduly, . It is .,
‘certainly questionable, for instance, whether South Africa would be
willing to endanger its own supplies in’order ‘to assist in the -
continued survival of the Smith regime. -

-Atris thevefore far From clear-whether: the legal-HarPiers-cited -

by the oil companies =- the Official Secréte et and the legislation
on "conditional selling' -~ would apply to Shell .and BP if they .
took positive steps to ensure that oil From their refinery was not
supplied to Rhodesia. These are obviously complicated legal

issues which will have to be examined by the 0fficial Inquiry.

In simple terms two main conclusions are possible.

First, the Official Inquiry might concluge that tha Off icial ‘
Secrets Act and the 'conditional se1ling' legisiation do no produce
an ingurmountable barrier. In this case we wouldirge that the
laws be tested. Tpe_Soutn_&g;iqgn“ngaidigries,o£45hg;1:and BP
should takeé immediate steps to ensure that no bulk sales are made

te customers: unsbleito ‘provide verifiable eidence that the products
purchased are pot destined for transhipment. te Rhodesia, :

Alternatively, if South African legislation does effectively rule ‘
out the possibility of cutting off sales to interfiediaries involved
in supplying Rhodesia, then this constitutes an intolerable situation.
This is particularly the case with regard to BP, in which the

»;majprttyf3hazehpldingbis‘hﬂldfhyztherveryfgoverhmah%fwhitﬁ”first S

introduced sanctions. It would then.become even more-gecessary ¢ -
for the British government te work through the United Nations for

:aﬁ-@xtgnsiongaf;oﬁl=san3tien§%to=qo¢er-$6uthfﬁftiéaa":
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