
i?esiorandum t o  the Iscaae Secretary 

prepared by tne Anti-Apartheid Movement 

On Tuesday Hay 3rd the s ta f f  of the  Anti-Apartheid itovement 
returned to  work a t  the Hoveaenc's new Headquarters i n  camden 
Town t o  discover tha t  the premises had been burgled during the 
lona itflekt.'nd. Between the evening of Friday April 29 th  and the 
morning of  Toe-day Hay 3rd one or more persons gained entry t o  
the builAin* through a small f i r e  escape a f t e r  having smashed 
the rein'forc6d gl'iss window and the  lock. It i s  understood t h a t  
the Private Office of the Home Secratary has sought a full police 
report. 

W- are cowlnced that t h i s  buralary rfas c lear ly  motivated by 
po l i t i ca l  ob-tectives. ffliilst ttost items of f inancial  value were 
not  s tolen (e .g .  e lec t r ic  typewriters, petty cash e t e r )  the 
items taken included membership records, f inancial  documents, 
campaign f i l e s  and other s l a i l a r  types of material. It is clear  
tha t  the burglars were disturbed a s  there were Several boxes 
f u l l  of f i l e s  and documents renoved from desks and Elllntr 
cabinets aad stacked near the f i r s  escape, apparently ready t o  be 
loaded onto a waiting vehicle, 

In  out judyewnt this burglary seems t o  have had the oblectives 
of disrupting the :4ovenent's campaigning ac t iv i t i e s ;  intlaidacing 
its !%ipporter~; and obtaining information fo r  those presumably 
rasponsmle tar C01~01ss1onihg the break-in, natnaly the south 
African security SWiCeS and / or the South African embassy in  
London. In making this judgementwe note t h a t  the involvement or 
the South African authori t ies  in the  break-in has not been &&%ea. 
An embassy spokesman has sinply stated t h a t  "any suggeition of 
south African involvement would b e t o t a l l y  ilns'iit3stantiate<3 and 
malicious in  the fextnaaa . This vague statement is in  sharp 
contrast  t o  that  made by the embassy on September 26th 1982 
following court appearances of two men i n  connectionwith the  
break-ins a t  tba off ices  of the WC, SHAPO and the P&C during 
t h e  stunner of 1982. T h i s  statement read, V s  deny categorically 
tha t  t h i s  embassy is involved in any w.ay w i t h  these burglaries ... 



"...We categorically deny that we either recruit terrorists or 

people to perform these acts of bdrgIli:'- in this "country.-'-This 

statement was proved to be a blatant lie in light of the findings 

of the British courts and the effective expulsion of a member 

of the South African embassy staff. Warrant Officer Kl The L 

Anti-Apartheid Movement reiterates its conviction that the South 
African authorities or agents acting on their behalf were entirely 

responsible for this burglary at its Headquarters.  

BACKGROUND 

On October 13th 19a2 the Anti-Apartheid Movement presented a 

memorandum to the Home Secretary referring to the numerous acts 

of an illegal, clandestine or subversive character which were 

specifically aimed agaiast opponents of the apartheid regime in 

Britain. The memorandum warned that the apartheid regime was 

using the United Kingdom as a base for "even more serious and 

disturbing operations". These included: 

a) the use of physical violence against anti-apartheid 
organisations in Britain.  

b) the surveillance of and gathering of information about 
opponents of apartheid in Britain, with the objective of 
planning assasinations.  

c) Thesystematic break-ins and harassment of anti-apartheid 
organisations in Britain.  

d) the use of Britain as a base for planning operations against 
the governments of independent African states and southern 

* African liberation movements.  

;Since the presentation of this. memorandum many of the MQvement s 

fears have been confirmed, and since then even more sinister 

devel pments have been brought to light. There were three trials 

at the Old Bailey relating to illegal activities of South African 

agents' in Briatin: the trials of Messrs.. Hammond, Cherrett and 

Aspin on 18th October 1982; the trial' of *ssrs. Caselt',n and 

Aspinal on 17th Decembaer 1932; and the trial of Mr Wedin on 

6th - llth April 1983. These trials provided conclusive proof of 

the South African governnrent's illegal and improper activities 

in the United Kingdom. These included: 
* the establishment of a 'front company' "African Avitaion.  

Consultants" in order to provide cover and for channelling 
funds into the United Kingdom to finance South Africa's 
illegal operations.  

.. The recruitment of...



* the recruitment of a British citizen, by South African 
embassy personnel and a South African agent, to carry out 
a series of burglaries and providing him with a weapon 
prohibited by law.  

* the recruitment of a British resident to carry out extensive 
surveillance operations of organisations opposed to apartheid.  

* the transport of propearty burgled from anti-apartheid 
organisations in.Britain to the South African securtty 
services in Pretoria.  

* the use of Britain as a base for similar activities in 
Norway, Canada. the Netherlands and Cyprus.  

The operations reveled in these trials were carried out with the 

active participation of staff of the South African embassy in 

London.  

These trials also reve2aled that the Anti-Apartheid Movement was 

a specific target for th-,se illegal activities. Aspinall (the 

British burglar) was reported in court evidence as saying " I 

was supposed to go to Norway on 22nd September to do a military 

office and a house out there with a lot of papers in it." This, 

in our Movement's judgement, referred to the Headquarters of the 

World Campaign against Military and uclear Collaboration with 

South Africa, which was initiated by the Anti- _..)artheid V"  2it, 

and whose Director is the Honorary Secretary of the British Anti

Apartheid Movement who resides in OskoQi 

In the trial of Mr Wedin letters from Craig Williamson of the 

South African security police were read in court. In these letters 

Mr Williamson proposed various ways in which Wr Wedin could obtain 

documents of the Anti-Apartheid :Movement.  

These revelations, together with statements of self.-confessed 

South African agents, confirm the Movement's experience over some 

two decades that it is a key target of South African subversive 

activities in Britain. Furthermore, in view of what has been 

revealed.so far, in particular as a result of the arrest of 

Aspinall, it is equally evident that the full range of South 

African security operations in the United Kingdom extends 

considerably beyond those exposed by these developments.



THE1 HO,12 SECJRETARY' S RESPONSE

On December 22nd 1982 the Home Secretary replied to the proposals 

set out in the iovement's Memorandum of October 13th and _'n th'r 

matters which it had subsequently raised.  

The Movement regrets to state. that none of the measures it 

proposedi measures which it regards as the barest minimum to 

remedy this intolerable situation, have been acted upon, the only 

exception being the of fctive explusion of Warrant Officer Klu.  

The Home Secretary rejected the Movement's two most important 
proposals, namely the introduction of a visa regime and to refuse 

the accentance of the credentials of any South African diplomat 

known to have a security, military or police background.  

The failure of the Home Secretary to act upon these proposals is 

narticularly disturbing since there is absolutely nc evidence 

that any alternative measures are being pursued to stop the 

operations of South African agents in the United Kingdom.  

We would like to refer to a number of cases which confirm in the 

Movement's view the seeming indifference and complacency of the 

British Government and its appropriate agencies to this problem.  

A. The case of Warrant Officer Klue.  

Mr Klue left the UK on November 23rd 1982. The British Government 

had g_-d reason tr) beli.ve he had been engaged in activities 

incompatible with his official status in this country." This is 

welcomdd. But when Klue's effective expulsion was publicised, the 

South African Foreign Minister decared, " I do not believe that 

the British people would have expected any British representative 

abrfid to act in any other manner in respect of important info

rmation -n IRA plans for violence in the UK". Leaving aside the 

fact that there can be no comparison between the IDA and the 
Southern African liberation movements which enjoy the official 

recogniti,'n of the UN and OAU; this declaration represents an 

official and public endorsement of Klue's activities. At the 

time the Movement's Chairperson sought a response from HIMG, and 

in his ltter he said, 

"I find it intolcrable that the Foreign Plinister of South 
:j[rica, with which we have diplomatic relations, can publicly 
endorse the illegal activities of members of his diplomatic



service in the United Kingdom and that moreover he should 
bring our own diplomatic service into disrepute. If the 
British Government should fail to respond to his-statement 
it will serve as a green light to the SOuth Africans to 
continue their illegal and ii:proper activities." 

The Foreign Secretary refused to lodge a protest with the South 

African authorities and instead replied to the Anti-Apartheid 

I4ovement arguing that the South African Foreign 11inister's 

statement did not endorse Klue's activities. This the Movement 

found incomprehconsible. rurther more it is understood that the 

South Africans have simply replaced r Klue with another operative.  

Requests in Parliament for the names of personnel in Mr Klue's 

category, i.e. persons enjoying diplomatic protection but not 

listed in the diplomatic list, have produced the response that 

such information is confidential. Moreover the embassy official 

responsible for Mr Klue's activities, Col. van Niekork, c ntinues 

on the embassy staff as does .r S.G.Botha, who is in charge of 

DONS the successor of BOSS) operations at South Africa House.  

Hence the effective expelsion of hr Klue in practice assumed 

limited significance, and would have been seen by the South 

African authurities as a move designed to minimise any embarass

ment which could have arisen had he been in Britain at the time 

of the trial of Aspinal and Caselton.  

B. The South African Embassy financing of illegal arms sales 

to South Africa.  

At tRe trial of Viessrs. Hammond, Cherrett and Aspin, evidence was 

presented in court on the involvement of the South African embassy 

in financing illegal arms sales to South Africa. Mr Cranley Onslow 

MP, Minister of State in the Foreign & Commonwealth Office, in a 

letter to the Movement dated February 15th 1983, stated the 

Government's view "although there is no conclusive evidence of the 

embassy's role .in the case, there are prima facie grounds for 

suspecting that the embassy or members of its staff were involved 

in transactions for the supply of arms to South Africa in contra

vention of UK legislation." 

The Movement was informed that the Covernment takes "a serious 

view of this". However we are also told that "since th events 

in question happened soue time ago, it seems clear that any staff 

who may h~ve been involved are no longer serving at their embassy 

in Lo, oi".  

...It is difficult...



It is difficult to understand this explanation. First, one of the 

Court Exhibits, which we have seen, was an invoice with an 

Embassy stamp. If this is not conclusive evidence, what is? 

Secondly, the Customs' authorities first became aware of the 

South African Embassy's involvement in June 1981, and yet the 

Foreign Office did not act on this case until Octsber 1982. Its 

investigations were only concluded in February 1983.  

Clearly if the Government did take a "serious view" it could have 

acted on the information immediately, when it was in a position 

to act against those directly involved. However this does not men 

that it could not act now if it wishes by taking appropriate 

measures against the military section of the Embassy. The same 

applies to the South African aris dealer Mr Stoffberg. His 

involvement in smuggling arms to South Africa was also known to 

the authorities in June 1931 yet he was subsequently permitted 

to enter the UK on a n~tiber of occasions. Despite this no action 

was taken to bring hiut to justice.  

It is therefore difficult ftjr the MIovement to take seriously the 

Governmient's assertions in the light of what is known.  

C. The visit of Lt.Gen.Johan Coetzee 

The head of the South African security police visited Britain in 

March of this year. Mr Coetzee is the official who has overall 

responsibility for kr Williamson who in turn masterminded the 

illegal activities of Aspinal, Caselton and Klue in Britain. He 

has publicly boasted of his close involvement with Williamson's 
operations. And yet he was allowed to enter the UK without any 

restrictions. Mr Cranley Onslow M1 has explained that "since 

there is no visa regime for travel by South Africans to the United 

Kingdom, we have no means of knowing about the arrival of South 

African citizens in this country.". However, he did confirm in 

his letter that the delegation of which LtoGen.Johan Coetzce was 

a member did :pass throuqh London' 

We find this admission ths most serious of all. The South African 

Security'/ . ce can s. :t up a major operation in the Ux involving 

breakiz burjli.ri.;s 2tc, and yet the head of the Security Police 

is ,nermitted to enter Britain with no action being taken against 

him. The ;Dvement finds this unacceptable.



CONCLUS ION 

The issues raised in the Movement's memorandum of 13th October 
1932 and in this document are viewed with the utmost seriousness.  
The Movement has been repeatedly disappointed by the lack of a 
real and positive iesponse by successive governments when similar 
matters were raised -over the past two deca~des. It was therefore 

greatly encouraged by the Home Secretary's letter of 1st December 
1982 which stated "I can assare you that I take these matters 
very seriously, and I-have asked that they should be very 

carefully bonsidered." 

However, following the break-in at the Movement's Headquarters 
over the May Day Bank Holiday weekend, there has arisen a real 

crisis of confidrice in British .policy. The South African 
authorities clearly have interpreted the policy if 11MG and its 
agencies as .allowing them to operate with impunity in this 
country and defy its laws. The .ovement has been repeatedly 
informaed when 'it raised these matters in the past that H.iG will 
activly pursue allegations if supported by firm evidence. The 
South Africans now know that even when a large scale intellig,:iuce 
operation is exposed, involving South African agents and diplomats, 
the British Government's response will be minimal and ineffective.  
Whatever may be the intentions of TMG, this is the signal which 

is conveyed to the apartheid regime. If I1IG chooses to maintain 

this policy then there is every prospect that the apartheid regime 
will escalate its illegal activities in Britain, and it is feared 
that this may involve further acts of violence such as the recent 

bombing of the ANC office in London.  

The Movement believes that there must exist the necessary-poltical 

will for ,IG to. sta.mr out the illegal and impropar Sout.. African 
activities in Britain. This requires H1MG to make it abundantly 
clear to the South African auth-rities that such activities will 
no longer be tolerated. As matters stand, the Movement, its 
membership, and influential sections of British opinion already 
face a crisis of confidence in British policy in this respect.  

Such concern is ev n more widespread in the Non-Aligned world 
and in particular among the African and Commonwealth countries.  
There exists a view that certain organs and agencies of thi- British 

Government have and do maintain a calculated indifference towards



the seemingly endless arrogance of the South African regime and 

its security services and their impnropXr activities in the UK? 
.4ay we quote Mr Roy Hattersley MP, opposition Home Affairs 

spokesman, as a reflection of this confidence crisis: 

-If what is going on, and what we suspect is going on from 
London - this spying on private and legitimate organisations 
- if this was going on from an eastern European embassy I 
think Eritish security services would take it a great deal 
more seriously. My worst fear is that in the security 
services many idividuals actuilly know wha't is going on 
and I susoect that some of the activities are, in their 
crudest form, anti-communist and therefore are activities 
they don't want to stamp on." 

In the light of this position the Movement urges H14G to agree 

that the Security Commission investigates and reports on 

South Africa's intelligence and related illegal activities in 

the UK, the corresponding resnonses of Britain's security and 

other concerned agencies, and to reccmmend measures to end such 

activities. It should also investigate and review any continuing 

co-operation between the British and South african :security 

agencies with a view to terminating them.  

The proposals set out in the Movement's previous memorandum 

.provide, in its judgeitent, a necessary fram-:work for a policy to 

end illegal and improper South African activities in the UK, and 
(we accordingly urge the Government, in light of the break-in at 

the .AIJ HQ, to give them urgent consideration.  

The. 1ov ement wishes to make the follcwing additional proposals: 

1. Given the fact that judicial proceedings have been completed, 

HD4G lodges a formal protest to the South African government 

concerning tha illegal and improper operations in the UK of South 

African security personnel and embassy staff. Such a protest should 

include a demand thatthe South African authorities cease engaging 
in any further such operations and activities in this country.  

2. HMG requests the immediate withdrawal of the South African 

ambassador, and secures an undertaking from all successor ambass

adors that they do not allow their embassy personnel to violate 

the laws of this coantry er engage in the orqanisation of activities 

which are improper or which inter-fere with the lawful rights of 

residents of the UK.



3. HWG should act immediately to put an enQ to the organisation 

of inproper and illegal activities by the South African embassy, 
and in particular to: 

a) expel from this country all personnel known to be from .the 
South African NIational Intelligence Service, including 
!4r S.G.Botha, First Secretary.  

b) terminate the agreement providing for a military section 
in the South African embassy and immediately to expel 

Colonel iA.J.van *.iekerk, Armed Forces Attache.  

and 

c) investigate the activities of the Information Department 

of the South African embassy with a view to ensuring that 

it ceases engaging in improper and illegal activities,, such 

as the clandestine funding of a British based organisation 

and the disruption of the legitimate work of the Anti
Apartheid Movement and similar anti-apartheid organisations.  

4. HMG should maintain a full list of South African nationals 

who, by virtu,; of their knoxm association with the South African 
security services or ams procurement agencies, as well as their 
past illegal activities in the UK, are to be excluded from entry 
to the UK. The categocries to be ;n this list sh-uld includa: 

(a) those knrown to be associated with the South African 
security services 

(b) associates of the South African arms procurement agencies.  
(c) those who have in the past engaged in illegal or improper 

activities in the service of tha apartheid regime.




