vemorandum to the Home Seeretary

prepared by tae Antifggggﬁheid'Movement

INTRODUCTION

On Tuesday May 3rd the staff of the Anti-apartheid Movement
returfied to work at the Hovement's new Headquarters 1n;tamden
Town to discover. that the premises had been burglead during the
lona wcckend, Between the evening of Friday April 29th and the
‘morning of Tue-day Hay 31d one or more persons gained entry to
the . builo ney through % -small fire esoape after ‘having . smashed.
‘the rLlnF“¥¢md alugs w1ndaw and the lock., It is understood that
the P:ivate of;ice.of the Home. 3ecrhtary has=sought a full pnlice
report. ' o

'Wn arge convinced that this barqlary was clearly motivated by
political objectives. Whilst: most ditems of fimansial value ware:

not 'stoler (e, g..electric.typewritems,_petty cdsh ete,) the

items taken included membership fecﬁrts,“financial ~documents,

campalgn files and other similar types. of material. It. 15 elear

that the burglars wera’ disturbea ‘as. thére were severdl boxes

full of files and documents renoved from desks and £iling.

cabinets and stacked near the fire escape, apparently ready to be.

lcaded onto a waiting vehicle.

In our jud?ement-this’but@lary seens fo have had. thé'objéctives

- of -disrupting: the Movement's. campalgning activities“intimidaclmg
its suppofters; and ohtaining information for those presumably
responsible for: comnissioning the break—in, namely tha South.
fAfrlcan security services angd- f or the SGuth,Af:ican enbassy in
London. In making this judgement wa note that. the involvement of
the South African authorlties in the break~in ‘has not been denied.
An embassy spokesman has simgly stated that “any suggestion of '
‘South African- involvement would be totally unsubstantiated and
malicieus in the &xtreme ._This vague statementlis in sharp
contrast: to that made by the embaﬁsy on. Scptember 26th 1982
following court. appaarances of two men in ccnnectien*with the B
break-ing at the affices of the ANC, swapo and the Pac during '
the summer Gf 1982 - This statement read, e deny categorically
‘that this embass; is anDlVEd in any way with these bdrglaries.w.:

b,fwéfgaﬁagnricaily detiyy. .
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"...We categorically d ny that we elther recruit terrorists or
people to perform these aots of burglarxes iri~this countrj.“ This
statement was proved to’ be,a blatant.lie inullght of the findings
‘ . of the British courts and the effective expulsion of a member
' of the South African embassy staff. Warrant Officer KL '  The =
Anti- Apartheid Hovement reiterates its conviction that the South
*Afrlcan authorities or agents acting on their behalf were entirely
‘-respon51ble for this burglary at its Headquartcrs.

BACKGROUND

On October 13th 1982 the Anti-Apartheéid tovement preserted a
memorandum to the. Home Seoretéry referring to the numerous acts
‘of an illegal, cléndestine or subversive-characterﬁwhich waere
‘specifically aimed acaiast onponents.of the apartheid.regiﬁe in
Britain., The memorandum warned that the apartheld regime was
using thc United K1ngdon as a base for "aven more serious and
dlsturbing operation"". These included-

a) the use of physical violence against antl—apartheld
organisations in Britain,

b) "the surveillance of and gathering of information about
‘opponents 'of apartheid in' Britain, with the ohjective of
'plannlng assaSLnatlons.

| ej The systematlc break-ins and. harassnent of antl-apartheid
organlsations in Britain.

d} the use of Britain as a base for planning operations against
the governments of: independent African states and southern
iAfrican liberation movements. .o

..8ince the presentation of this. memorandum many of the Movement 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 ﬁo illegal actiﬁities_of South African
agents  in Briatin: the trials of #essrs.. Hammond, Cherrett and
“Aspin on 18th October 1982: the trial: of  wssrs. Caselton angd - -
nspinal on 17th Decembor- 1952; and the trial:of Mr Wedin on |
6th - 1llth Apr11:1983. ihese trials provided conclusive proof of
the South African government's illegal and improper-activitiés
in the United Klngdom. These Adncludeds '

* the establishment of a ‘front company “African Avitaion
Consultants® in order to provide cover and for channelling
funds into the United hlngdom to finance South Rfrica's
illegal operations., -

...* The recruitment of...
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* the recruitment of ‘a British citizen, by South African
embassv personnel and a South African agent, to carry out
a series of- burglaries and prov1ding him with a: weapon
prohlbited by law. C

* the recruitnent of a British re51dunt to carry out extensive
surveillance operations .of organisations opposed to apartheid.

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

* the use of Britain as a base for. 51m11ar act1v1ties in
Norway, Canada, the Heterlands and Cyprus. 7
The operations revaaled in thcse trials were carried ocut with the
active part1c1pat10n of staff of the. South African embassy 1n
London. -

Thcoe trials JlSC rev:ulvd that the Antl"ADarthcld HMovena ntAwes

a specific target for these illegal activities. Aspinall (the
British _burglar) wWas reported in court evldenco as saying I
was supnoocd'to gc to Morway on 22nd acntemhcr to do a military
OfflCL ana a house out there with = lot of papers in it."” This,
in our ﬂovembpt s 3udgemept, ru:grreq to the Headquarters of'the
"Warld Campalgn,agalnst Military and luclear Collabora;ion with
South Africa, which was initiated by the Anti- .parthiid * voment,
and whose Director is the Honorary Secretary of the British Anti~
-Aparthelid Movement who resides in 05191, -

in the trlal of Mr Vedln lcttEIS from Craiq Williamson of ‘the
South African security POllCL were rea& in court In these letters
Mr W1111“mson proposed various wavs in whioh ‘Wr Wedin could obtain
documenta of the Anti-Apartheid Hovenent .

These revelaLions, togethcr w1th statemcnts of salf-confessed
aouth African agents, confirm the uovement‘ﬂ exneriencn over some
two dccaﬂns that it is a Pey target of South African subver51ve
activ1t1c= 1n Britain. Furthermore, in VIEW'Of what has been '
revealed so “ar, in particular as a result of the arrest of
Aspinall, 1L is equally evident that the full range’ of South
ﬂfrican_securiﬁf operations in the United Kingdom extends
considzrably beyond those exposced by these developments.
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. 'I"HE HOME SECRETARY'S RESPONSE

On Decenber 22nd 1982 the Home: Secretary replied to the proposals
set out 1n ‘the dovement s uemorandum of October 13th and on thgr
matters which it had subsecuentlv raised.

The Hovement regrets ;uo state that none of 'the measures it
'ﬁroposéd- measures which it reqards as the barés t minimum to
remedy tnis 1ntolerable 51tuation, ‘have been acted upon, the only
exception be1ng the cffeotive prlu51on of Warrant Officer Klue.
The Home Secretarv rejected the Hovement's two most important

- proposals, namely the 1ntroduct10ﬁ of a visa regime and to rafuse
the acceptance of the credgntzals of any South Afrlcan diplomat
known to have a securlt", mllltary or ﬁalicb background

Thb failur» of the Home Secretary to act upon these proposals is
narticular’v dlSuurb;nn 51nce there is absolutely nco evidence
that any alternative moasuras are baing pursaee to stop the
onerations of South-hirican agents in the United King&om.

| Ve would like to refer to a nunber of cases which cenfirm in the
Hovgmentis view the seeming indifferenca and complacency of the
‘British Govermment and its appropriate agencies to this problem.

A. The case of Warrant officer Kluz. '

Mr Klue left the UK on November 23rd 1982, The British Government
" had g.»d reason to beliuve he had been engaged in activities
incompatible with his official status in this'country."'This is
.welGOmdd But when Klue's effectmve exvulsxon was publicised, the
South African TForeign ﬂinlstgr decared, " I do not believe that

the British people would have ekpected dny British representative
abread to act in any otner mamner in respect of important info-
rmation :n IRA plans fér viclenco in the UK". Leéving éside the
fact that thera can be no comparison between the IRA and the
‘Southernrlfricén liberation movements which enjoy the official
recognition of the U énd OAU; this declaration represents an
official and public endorsamcnt of Klue' 5 actlvities. At the
time the ﬂovemen“'s Chairvmr:on ucuvht & resaonse from HMG, and
in. his le<tar he gaid, N *

“I f£ind it intolcraBle that the ﬁoreign iinister of Soutlh

Lirica, with which we have diplematic relations, can publicly
.endorez the illegal activities of members of his diplomatic

tay . - S _ 2



service in the United Kingdom and that moreover he should
bring our dwn diplomatic setrviece into disrepute. If the
British Government should fail to respohd +to his statement
it will serve as a.green light to the Scuth nfricans to -
continue their 111egal and iyproper activities.

The Forblgn Secretary refused to lodge a protest witn'the Southrr
Afficah-authoritiés'and instead replied to the‘Anti—Apartheid
Hovement arguing that the South African Foreign Hinister's '
statament did npt_endorse Klue's activities. Thiéfthe Hovement
found incomnrehrnsible; Further morea it 1s understood that the

South Africans have simply replacod Mr Klue with anoth r operative..

Requests in Parliament for the names of personnel in Mr Klae's
category, i.e. persons’ ﬂnjoying diplomat;c protcctlon but not
listed in the diﬂlonatlc 1ist, have produced thL response that
such informatlon.xs confid:ntial. Horeover the Lmbassy official
" responsible for Hr ¥lue's activities, Col., van Niekerk,_cmntinues
or: the embassy staff as doas Mr S;G.Bctha, who iz in charge of
DONS (the successor of BOSS) ‘operations at Souﬁh_hfrica House.
Hence the effective expulsion of iir Klue in practice assumed
limiteéd eic_}nificaﬁcé, and would have been seen by the South
African anthurities as a. move des;qned ko minimise any embarass—
‘ ment which could have arisen had he beg sh in Britain at the time
of the tr1a1 of Aspinal and Caselton.

B. The South African Embass; financing of lllcgal arms sales
to South Africa.

‘At ﬁﬁé;trial of nnssrs. Hammond Cherrett and Asvih, evidence was
presented in court on the involvement of the South African embassy
in financing illegal arms sales-to South Africa. Hr ranley_Onslow
MP,_miniSter of State in the Fdreign & Coﬁmonwealth foiée, in a
letter to the Movement dated February 15th 1983, stated the '
Government's vibw "although there is no concludlve evidence of the
embassy's role in the case, there are prima fhrie grounds for
‘suspecting that the embassy or members of its staff:wer; invclved
. in transactions for tﬁe7supply of irms to South Africa in contra-
vention of UK legislation.” ' ‘ '

The Movament was informed that the.ﬁaverﬂment,takes "a sericus
‘view df this", However we. are also told that "since ths events

in questinﬁ happened sowe time ago, it seems '¢lear that any staff
who may have been involved ére no longer serving at their embassy
in Lon won".

...It is 8if flcult...
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It is diffjcult to understand this explanation. F%tst, one of the
Court,ﬁxﬁibits, whidh we have seen, was an inﬁoicé with an
Embassy stamp. If this is not conclusive evidence, what is?
.Se¢qndly, the Customs' authbrities first'beéame aware of the
South African Embassy's involvement in Juhe.lQBI,'and yet the
oraign Office did not act bnfthis;case until Qéﬁ;ber 1982. Its:
investigations were only concluded in ?eh;uary 1983. |

Clearly if the Government did take a "serious view" it could have
acted on thr'infbrmatiOﬁ immediately, when it was in a position

. to act against those directly involved. However this dDuS not me n
that it could not act now if it Wlshes by taking appropriatc
measures aaalnct the mllltary saction of the Embassy. The same
‘applia 15 to the- South African arus dealer Mr Stoffberqg. His
involvement iﬁ sraggling arms to South africa was also known to
the authorities in June 1981 yet he was subsequently permitted

t6 enter the UK on a nawber of occasions. Despite this no action
was taken to brfing him to-justice. o

It is thereford difficult f.r the Movement to takes seriously the
‘Government's assertions in the light of what is known.

C. The visit cf Lt.Gen.Johan Coetzes

The head of theé South African security police visited Britain in
Harch of this year. Mr Cbetzee'is the official who has overall
responsibility for Mr Williamson who in turn masterminded the
ill‘galﬁaﬂtivitiés of Aspinal, Caselton and Klue in Britain. He
has publicly boasted of nls c¢lose involvement with Williamson’'s
'Oﬁerations. and yet he was allowcd to enter the UK without any
1estrictions. Ar Cranley Onslow HMP has explained that "since
there is no visa regime for travel by South Africans to the United
Kingdom, we have no means of knowing'abaut the arrival of South
African citizens in this country. . However, he did confirm in-
hisuletter that the delegation of which Lt.CGen. Johan Coetzce was
-2 member did "pass throwth London’.

¥e find this admission ths most serious of all. The South African .
Qecurity Pollize can sot up A major operation in the UK invelving

break-inz Lurgiarizs zte, and yet the head of the Security Police
is permitted to enter Sritain with no action being taken against

him. The fovemont finds this unacceptable.
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- The 1ssuus ralsed in the MDVLmEnt s m;mcrandun of 13th 0ctongr
1932 and 1n this oncumbnt are vicwe d w1th the utmost Sﬂrlousness.
fhe Movement bas bcﬁn reneatuﬂly dlsap001nted by the lack of a
real and p031t1v respons bv suc09551ve govgrnment" ‘when similar
mabtcrs wcre ralsbd ‘over tn; ﬂast two “*caaeq.AIt_wgg‘therpfcrb
greatly encguraga@ by the Homa Secretary's letter of 1st December
1982 which stéfgd;fl can assure jdh that I take tﬁé se matters
vaery seriously, and I have. asked that thby should be - very
‘careLully consiéyred.

However, following the break-in at £he HMovement's Weadquarteré
oﬁér the Maj-Dav Bank'ﬁoli(ay Wkabra, ‘ther=z has allsen a r@al
crisis of CcnflLunCu in British policy. The South Afrlcgn
authorities clzarly have intorprotad the policy f HMG and its
agencles  as .allowing them to 3ﬂbratu with impunity in this
cauntry and defy its laws. The Movefient has Leen repeatedly
informed vhen ‘it raissd these matters in fhe past that HuG will
act1Vf1y Dursaa allcgatlons if suﬁnor;ed by £irm evidence. The
South Africans now know that ceven wien 2 large scale intelligunece
operation is cxnosad, involvinj South African agents and diﬁlomats,
the British Govérnment's response will be minimal and ineffective,
Whatever may %Ye tho intentions of G, this is the signal which.
is conveyed to- the apartheid re giﬂu. If‘PWG chocsges to maintain
this polzc; then there is every prospect. that the apartheid redime
will escalate its illegal activities in Brltaln, and it is fearced
that thls may involve further acts of viclence such as the recent
bombing of the ANC office .in iqhden,

The HMovement belisves that there must exist the néces%ary#polﬁical
‘will for HAG te . stamp oub the.illegal and improp=r Soﬁth'hfricé,
actlvitius in Britain. This regquiras HMG to make it abundantly
~clear to the Scouth African authoritioes that such activities will
no longer be telerated. As matters stand, the lfovement, its
nembershin, and. influential sections'of-Briﬁish‘opinioniilready '
face a crisis of confidence in Btitish policy in this‘respecf.
Such concorn is gvaen mare widesnread in the EOLfAligﬁed world

~and in particular among the J‘rmc_a and Commonwealth countries.

)

here exists a view that certain organs and agoencies of thﬁ Brxtish

Government have and do mzlnt:ln a calﬂulatud indifference towards.
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the seemingly endless ‘arrogance of the South african rﬁgime and
its securitv SLerCGS and their imﬁrop o act1v1t1es in the UK?
Aay we quote Mr Roy hatterslby %P, opwositlon Home Affalra
\spokesman, as a reflection of thia conflﬂence cr1sis. |

" If what is going on, and what we suspect is. going on from
London = this spylng on private and legitimate organisations
= if this was going on from an eastern European embassy I
think Eritish security services would take it a oreat deal
more seriously. My worst fear is that in the security
services many idividuals actually know whait is aoing on -
and I sug»act that scome of the activities are, in their ‘
crudest form, antl—comnunist and therefore are actlvities
they don't want to stamp ‘on.”

In the llqht of tals position the HMovement urges HMG to agree
that the Sscurity CcmmlSSlon investigates and revorts on ‘
South Africa's ihtélligence:and related illegal activities in.
"the UK; the corresponding respcnses of_Britain'susecuritf and
cther concerné£7agenéies, and to recommend measures to end such
activities, It shaﬁld also investigate and review any contiﬂuing
'co—operatloq betweon the Bxitlsh and Scuth afrlcan ‘security
agenc1eu with a view to terninatinu them.,. .

The.proposals set out in the Movement's provicus memorandum

,provide; in its judgement, a necessary framcwork for a policy to
end illégal and improper Scuth ifrican activities in the UK, and
L

we acgordingly urgs the Government, in iight of the br«ak-ln at
the ARM HQ, to give them urgent considuration.

The . !lovement wishes to make the foiltWingxadaitional proposals:

1. Given the fact that judiciial wrocesdings have been completed,
“HMG lodges & formal protest to the South African goverhment :
con¢erning thz illegal:and improper operations in the UK of Socuth
African security'personnel'and cmbassy staff. Such a pretest should
include a demand thatthe South African authurities cease engaging
in any farther such operatibns and activities in this country.

2, WG roguests tha . immediate witharawal of the Scuth african
an‘ass=aur, and securus ‘Aan unaertak;nc from all successor amuass~'
adors that they do not allow their embassy personnal to violate
the laws of this coantry or engage in the organisation-of activities
which ar; innrobcr'qr which interfere with the lawful rights Qf
rrs:i.'i:,.nts of tha UK. -
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should act iﬁmediatel; to put an enc to the organisation

of improner - and 1llecal activ1ties by the South African embassy,

and in nqrta.cular to:

aj}

b)

“and

o)

expel £rom this-country all-59r501nel known to be from .the
South african Hational: Intellzgcncn Service, lncluuing
%r 5.G.Botha, Pirst Sccretarj.

terminate the agreement'providing for a military section

-in the South Africon embassy and immediately to expel

Colonel i.J.van Niekerk, Armed Forces. Attache,

aneqlgatE the activities &f the 1nformatron Dew:rtment
of the South African embassy with a view to ensuring that

it ccases engaging . in 1mnrnper and illeq 1 activities, such

as thL clandestine funding of a British based organisation

‘.ﬁnd the dlcruptian of the légitimate work of the Anti-

Aparthaid Movemant and similar antl-“P”rtH”ld crganisations.

4. WG should maintaiﬁ a'full list of South-éfrican nationals

who, by virtu: -of their known association with the South African

security services or arms procurement agencies, as well as their

past illegal activities in the Uk, are to he excluded from entry
to the UK. The categories to be on this list shculd'indludé:

(a) those known to Be associated with- the South African

security scrvices

{b). asscciates of the South hfrican_arms-brccurtment agencins.

. {¢) those wha have ih the bast engaged in illegal or improper

activities in the service of thz dparthdld regima.





