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12  Factors influencing the quality of the SRB-reports 
 
 
 
What factors contribute to a higher or a lower quality of a report? There are 
limitations in trying to answer this question. In this research, many variables are 
present, but only a limited number of cases. Therefore, these factors cannot be 
traced through statistical generalizations. Instead, use is made of analytical 
generalizations. This means that this part of the study will be, to a large degree, 
exploratory in nature. 
 First, factors related to the SRB and its reports are discussed (12.1). Second, 
reports by other organizations on the same issue are surveyed to identify 
differences to trace additional insights regarding factors that influence the 
quality of reports (12.2). 
 
 
12.1 FORUM, DECEPTION, AND OTHER FACTORS 
 
An organization such as the SRB who published its reports, will differ from the 
BVD that rarely made anything public. The SRB is also an example of a non-
commercial non-governmental organization. The SRB differs vastly from the 
BVD in terms of different kinds of feedback from different forums (12.1.1) – 
which may lead to more insight than when more of the same type of agency 
were investigated. 
 In addition, special attention is paid to the factor of deception (12.1.2), as 
discussed in 3.3. Finally, a series of other factors are discussed, such as political 
engagement, wages, motivation, size of the organization, and education (12.1.3). 
 
12.1.1 Forum 
 
Feedback, corrections, and criticism about a report can stem from different 
forums. It can come from internal forums, limited to the organization that 
produced the report, or from external forums, such as consumers of a report. As 
the effects of the different forums are entwined with the discussion on openness 
and secrecy, attention will also be paid to this issue. 
 
Internal forums 
 
At the SRB, internal forums are discussed from three angles. First, there is the 
forum on the design and research method. Second, there is the forum for 
individual cases of oil shipments and third, there is the role of the board of the 
Bureau. 
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Design and method 
 
As described in 7.2.1, the economist Rivers and the journalist Bailey played an 
important role in the design of the SRB-method, and also later when refining the 
method. The initial research design was developed before beginning any 
research. The existence of this forum before starting any research was likely to 
be of a positive nature. Also in later years, the SRB forum for design and 
method was well-developed and well maintained. 
 
During the existence of the SRB, internal discussions took place on the method 
and future of the Bureau. Four main discussions can be distinguished: the first in 
August and September 1982; the second from July-October 1984; the third from 
October 1986-January 1987; and the fourth and final one in 1992.  
 The reasons for these discussions varied. The 1982 and 1986 discussions 
were aimed at gaining understanding whether other methods of investigations 
could be implemented. These discussions could be raised by SRB staff (1982) or 
its parent organization (HCSA in 1986).  
 The 1984 meeting was convened after the research director had announced 
his departure from the Bureau.  
 The fourth discussion (1992) was organized because the SRB expected that 
the ANC would soon request an ending to embargo-politics.1 It also focused on 
whether some of the money remaining could be spent on a publication about the 
work of the SRB.2 In 1995, as a result of this discussion, the SRB published its 
book Embargo. 
 
As some issues remained an item throughout the years, these are presented in a 
thematic way. From the beginning, the SRB, internally, discussed all kinds of 
possible research methods, and in particular the journalistic approach. A related 
point was topicality – what was the most optimal way to apply political pressure 
and to be involved with publicity? During an internal discussion more in-depth 
research was proposed which reflected the investigative journalistic approach of 
Martin Bailey.3 After internal discussions, a new publicity function was created 
inside the Bureau. In 1983, Jaap Rodenburg became the first staff member 
responsible for public affairs.4 Other, sometimes outrageous, ideas included 
monitoring tankers by satellite; Greenpeace-research together with actions on 
the high sea, and Wallraff-research – selling oil to South Africa and covering the 
deal with print and film.5

                                                 
1  Hengeveld, “Iets over de ‘toekomstdiscussie’ van het SRB,” 13 April 1992, 3-5. 
2  Ibid. 
3  - , “Possible Activities of the Shipping Research Bureau in the Future,” 2/9/82, 3 point E. 
4  Hengeveld, Embargo, 1995, 375. 
5  Rodenburg “Toekomst SRB: discussiestuk 23 July 1984,” 3. Rodenburg referred to the German 

writer and activist Günter Wallraff, who worked undercover to unveil abuses. His best known 
activities are his undercover work as a journalist at the German daily Bild., and as a Turkish worker 
at several companies. 
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 A continuous point of discussion involved what the SRB called the retro-
spective and the prospective approach. The retrospective approach is a method 
that analyzes all kinds of databases for primary biannual reports. The prospec-
tive method is a journalistic approach focusing on exposing recent oil deliveries. 
The prospective approach was more related to the kind of work of SRB’s parent 
organizations, and therefore the Bureau saw this more as an appropriate activity 
for HCSA and Kairos.6 In addition, the SRB, feared that the prospective 
approach would reduce the investigation to exposing incidents, as has been the 
case before 1980. The Bureau was not looking for alternatives actions, but rather 
alternative methods of research. The journalistic investigation was too close to 
campaigning.7

 The journalistic approach, however, had advantages at times. The absence of 
a journalistic investigation led to the undesired effect that the Bureau, was 
intimidated by letters received from companies who denied being involved in oil 
deliveries.8 Journalists made their own investigations on the spot and conse-
quently obtained information that was not uncovered by the Bureau. Attempts 
were made to combine both ways of working. One success of the combination of 
the journalistic approach and the SRB method was in uncovering the activities 
of Marc Rich.9 In later years the Bureau gave journalists scoops in exchange for 
services. The SRB also leaked on purpose preliminary findings to a journalist, in 
order to advance publicity. In that case the Bureau could quote this journalist – 
actually being the SRB’s own preliminary findings – without waiting for the 
time-consuming procedure of sending letters and reminders to ship owners, oil 
brokers, and governments before publishing the data. This was called the 
method of ‘creating sources.’10

 Another discussion concerned the possibility of investigating oil traders and 
oil companies instead of tankers. A problem of this type of approach was that it 
not only deviated from the systematic approach of investigating tankers, but also 
the information itself often turned out to be vague. It was time-consuming and 
often led to meager results. 
 To summarize, there was a well developed forum functioning in terms of 
design and method. Nevertheless, all the discussions on method and future 
rarely influenced SRB policy. Most of the times, changes were not a result of 
elaborate discussions with the parent organization, but rather took place in every 
day practice – and with advice from Bailey and Rivers. However, this forum-
function was useful in identifying the items that the Bureau had difficulties with 
and prevented them from being inward looking. 
 

                                                 
6  De Jong “Toekomst Shipping Research Bureau,” 13 September 1984, 3-4. 
7  De Jong “Toekomst Shipping Research Bureau (2),” 2 October 1984. See also: Rodenburg 

“Toekomst SRB. Discussiestuk voor KZA en Kairos,” 10 August 1984, 4. 
8  Hengeveld, Embargo, 1995, 173. 
9  Ibid., 126, 139, 161, 177. 
10  Ibid., 66, 124. 
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Cases of individual shipments 
 
In addition to discussing method, the SRB established a small forum that 
focused on difficult cases concerning oil supplies. SRB staff members held 
sessions in which they formulated and evaluated hypotheses to analyze certain 
ship movements, sometimes over a relaxed glass of wine.11

 
Board 
 
As explained above, the board played a role in discussing the future of the 
Bureau. When a weak point was identified in the internal forum structure of the 
SRB, it was, however, controlled by the board. The board of the Bureau – domi-
nated by its parent organizations – was primarily interested in obtaining data for 
their campaigns, as fast as possible. It rarely concerned itself with the way research 
was carried out.12 The board of the SRB was almost ‘systematically shielded 
from hearing about research problems.’ Of an average of 8 items on board 
meeting agendas only one concerned the ‘technical research of the SRB.’13

 A discussion between members of the board and analysts of the Bureau 
illustrates this. A member of the board asked for more emphasis on aspects other 
than just tanker-oriented research. The SRB explained that it had put a lot of effort 
into related issues, but this kind of research involved tackling difficult aspects. 
The Bureau sometimes simply missed concrete evidence for solid statements.14 
The conclusions drawn from this discussion varied. Board member Bosgra was 
of the opinion that the discussion had helped to change the emphasis of SRB’s 
work into a direction desired by the HCSA. The SRB-analyst was of the opinion 
that the discussion was helpful because board members finally saw that the 
Bureau was already for years working in the way that HCSA wanted.15

 
External forums 
 
The external forums of the SRB were diverse and well developed. There is a 
division between the confidential external forum and the open external forum. In 
an implicit way, these forums have already been discussed in 7.2.1 and 7.2.2.  
 The confidential external forum was composed of reactions of the Bureau’s 
preliminary findings. The SRB sent its confidential preliminary findings to 
business and governments (and ANC, SWAPO and the UN). The reactions 
served as a source of information and criticism (7.2.1). 
 There were also other options. SRB-consultant Rivers suggested in a 
confidential memo that distributing a confidential newsletter to selected parties 
                                                 
11  Interview with Richard Hengeveld by the author, 29 February 1996. 
12  Interview with Ruud Bosgraaf (HCSA/board SRB) by the author, 29 January 2000. 
13  Rouweler, “Voorstellen voor de toekomst van het Shipping Research Bureau,” 3 October 1984, page 

4, point 17. 
14  Minutes of the meeting of 17 November 1986 by SRB, HCSA, and Kairos, 1 December 1986, 2-3. 

Minutes of the meeting of 14 January 1987 by SRB, HCSA, and Kairos, 16 January 1987, 1-3. 
15  Minutes of the meeting of 14 January 1987 by SRB, HCSA, and Kairos, 16 January 1987, 1-3. 
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may be worth considering, ‘[t]he newsletter could be free, or we could charge 
for it.’ The Bureau never took this idea or carried it out.16

 
There was also the open external forum. This forum responded to SRB 
publications. Since anyone could criticize the findings, it encompassed almost 
all kinds of sources – from governments to ship owners, from journalists to 
trade-unions. Actually, the open external forum represents many sub-forums. It 
served as an extra source of expertise. One example concerns a counter-report 
by Norwegian ship owners concerning the first SRB-survey, written about 
Norway (7.2.2). 
 
Openness - secrecy 
 
The Bureau’s well developed external forum may contribute to providing 
insights into the discussion on openness and secrecy of intelligence and security 
agency reports (2.4.3).  
 Two overall effects of the external forum can be traced. First, it served to 
provide quality control. The quality of reports improved throughout the years, 
partly because of the extra expertise and insights that was obtained from the 
response to public reports. A second effect concerns temporary extra bias 
because of the way publicity gave rise to additional pressure.  Both effects are 
discussed in relation with intelligence literature. In 2.4.3, former CIA-director 
Colby pleaded for openness in reports as a starting point. He argued that 
criticism from independent sources would lead to extra expertise. This idea of 
extra expertise is supported by the SRB-case. After the first main SRB-report and 
-surveys were published, the publications were the object of criticism. This led to 
improvements. First, the SRB optimized its method of investigation. Second, the 
Bureau improved its method of verification, and it began to consult also with 
companies. Third, it obtained additional information such as the mentioned 
counter-report by Norwegian ship owners (7.2.1, 7.2.2). 
 Nevertheless, the SRB-case also shows a – temporary – period of additional 
bias as a result of reports being public. The pressure from OAPEC-countries and 
ANC led to individual names, from oil exporting countries from the Middle East 
being deleted in the second and third main reports. These countries did not like 
seeing their names published while they were publicly supporting the oil 
embargo. The same openness eventually led to a correction of this practice. This 
was not only caused by criticism of oil transporting countries and organizations, 
but also by others such as journalists, Israel and the internal uneasiness of the 
Bureau concerning this SRB/ANC policy. This criticism was more intense, as 
the names of individual oil exporting countries from the Middle East were 
mentioned in the preliminary findings (7.2.4, ‘Biased and veiled reporting 1981-
1984’). The Bureau eventually had to correct its biased and veiled reporting 

                                                 
16  Confidential memo Bernard Rivers to SRB, 27 August 1982, 7. 
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because otherwise its credibility was at stake. This pressure was a result of the 
policy of openness. 
 What is special for the case of the SRB was that its objectives were not limited 
to intelligence. They also were concerned with lobbying. It is likely, this made this 
agency more vulnerable to pressures from allied organizations, like the ANC. 
 
From the SRB-case, it cannot be concluded that one factor in the forums was 
decisive. After the publication of the first main report, the design and method – 
positively influenced by the well developed internal forum – was still flexible to 
being further improved based on feedback from the external forum. Also in the 
external forum, not one factor was decisive. After the first report, the main 
political pressure came from the ANC and its allies. This one-sided influence 
provoked a bias, but was later balanced by criticism from other parties. 
 What seems to be decisive positive effect on the quality in the SRB-case is 
the combination of different forums from different backgrounds. Not all aspects 
of the openness of the reports provoked, in the short or medium term, a positive 
influence – although the majority of these aspects did do so. The different 
forums from different backgrounds had the most clear positive influence. 
 The worst situation seems to be when there is only one political or 
diplomatic motivated forum – whether this is an internal or external forum. 
Additional bias is then most likely to be present. This calls for a triangulation of 
forums – composed of different backgrounds – which is more likely to be a 
decisive factor than just openness. In the case of the Bureau, a triangulation of 
forums was clearly present and well established – and turned out to have a self-
refining potential in the long run. 
 
The Bureau had a policy of secrecy in order to protect vulnerable sources. A 
staff member never revealed the identity of a source to someone else. This 
policy also applied to colleagues amongst the SRB itself. If there was a change 
of staff within the SRB, a source was usually handed over in an (oral) briefing.17  
 In the SRB-case, source protection was rarely an issue in relation with 
reports being made public. Only in a very limited number of cases was data not 
presented fully. To circumvent such difficulties, the SRB informed the parties 
involved confidentially, or it first leaked information to the media, and then 
quoted from the publications.18 The secret sources from South Africa never 
caused a problem, and actually improved the quality of the publications without 
leaving a trace to their source. 
 
Hypotheses 
 
In 2.4.3, hypotheses were developed to assess some of the relationships about 
the issue of openness and secrecy.  

                                                 
17  Interview with Richard Hengeveld by the author, 14 December 1995. Hengeveld, Embargo, 1995, 

115. 
18  The Bureau used both options in the case of Marimpex and the Soviet oil: 7.2.2 ‘Rotterdam survey.’ 
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HYPOTHESIS 1: If the dominant forum function is performed by 
political or diplomatic feedback, this will influence the quality of the 
intelligence and security agency report in a negative way. 

 
In the case of the Bureau, diplomatic feedback – by the ANC and OAPEC 
countries – was not the only feedback. During the second and third main report, 
however, this type of feedback, while it was at its strongest, produced the most 
negative influence. It was the only period of biased and veiled reporting by the 
SRB. This bias is undoubtedly connected to pressure from the ANC. For the 
fourth and following main reports, the Bureau took a more independent course. 
The diplomatic factor was not dominant anymore, and its negative influence 
disappeared in the reports. 
 The outcomes of the SRB-case support hypothesis 1. 
 

HYPOTHESIS 2: If intelligence and security agency reports are publicly 
shared, this will lead to a worsening of the information position caused by 
a decrease of and manipulation of sources – especially of secret sources. 

 
For this hypothesis, two effects can be traced in the SRB-case study. First, 
sources were indeed manipulated and shielded. These concerned (semi-)open 
sources, rather than secret ones. Characteristically only the information on South 
African oil supplies was affected, whereas other information remained intact. As 
a result of other information being available, the Bureau adapted its methods of 
analysis and kept its analyzing potential intact (gap tanker cycle, incorrect call 
cycle). In short, although there was manipulation of (semi-)open sources, the 
analyzing potential of the Bureau was not affected by it. It may be that at least as 
long as the general information of an issue remains available, the manipulation 
of and shielding of data within this issue is not a decisive factor for the quality 
of a report. 
 Second, the access to secret sources was not affected in the case of the 
Bureau. On the contrary, the Bureau gained access to a growing number of 
secret sources over the years. The quality of these secret sources also kept 
improving, ending with high quality secret sources from within South Africa. 
 As far as the SRB-case is concerned, hypothesis 2 is rejected in terms of 
secret sources and the negative influence on the analyzing potential. 
 

HYPOTHESIS 3: If intelligence and security agency reports are publicly 
shared, their quality will increase because the positive effect caused by the 
feedback from different forums will dominate. 

 
In the long term, the experience of the SRB supports hypothesis 3. Nevertheless, 
in the short and medium term, the picture is more ambivalent. On one hand, the 
feedback from different forums helped the Bureau to overcome the teething 
problems in producing the first main report. On the other hand, the diplomatic 
pressures – also provoked by the policy to publish the reports – resulted in 
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biased and veiled reporting for some years. Finally, the positive effects caused 
by feedback from different forums – including sharp internal and external 
criticism on this biased and veiled reporting – dominated the fourth and 
following main reports. 
 If a priority must be given to of what was useful in keeping the negative 
effects of publicly shared reports as limited as possible, the focus must be on 
limiting the influence of the diplomatic and political factor. At least, that is the 
outcome of the SRB-case – see hypotheses 1 and 2. The SRB-case supports 
hypothesis 3, with the condition that the negative influence from diplomatic 
feedback needed to be managed so that it remained within set limits. 
 
12.1.2 Deception 
 
In 3.3, Angleton’s model of an opponent’s potential to use deception was 
presented. On one hand an opponent can feed an agency with manipulated 
information – or it can prevent it from receiving information. On the other hand, 
an opponent can try to get inside information from an organization. 
 In this section, first an investigation takes place to understand whether 
elements of deception were present. Second, the response of the SRB is explored 
and finally, the effect on the quality of the reports is assessed. 
 
Input and output 
 
At the input stage – when incorrect information is given by an opponent – a 
number of elements of deception can be discovered. 
 First, ship owners stopped calling at Lloyd’s (7.2.1). Already in 1982, the 
Bureau experienced that calls to not only South Africa were being kept secret, 
but also the chartering of tankers in the Persian Gulf and Brunei.19 In South 
Africa ships were forced to call under coded names or utilized radio silence. 
Another popular method was to paint over or to cover the ship’s name when 
unloading at Durban or Cape Town. A subtle method included using old tankers, 
bought from lay up and making their final voyage, using this trip to deliver oil to 
South Africa. Another method was trans-shipment of oil on the high seas or ship 
to ship transfers in third countries. 
 Second, false calls were made (7.2.1). Companies reported fake calls at 
harbors, reported the nature of cargo incorrectly (chemicals instead of oil), 
concealed movements, or secret loaded oil. A difficult trick to tackle was for 
instance a ship that was reported as having sailed to Ain Sukhna (with a pipeline 
to the Mediterranean Sea); and this tanker had a falsified Romanian report that 
identified it as a ship that sailed the Mediterranean Sea to transport oil to 
Romania. Oil brokers paid Romania for these falsified documents. Sometimes, 
South Africa itself was involved in forging these documents.  

                                                 
19   - , Possible Activities of the Shipping Research Bureau in the Future, 2/9/1982, 1. 
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 Third, to frustrate investigations – not only from the SRB – people like Marc 
Rich made use of an empire of (short term) companies based in different coun-
tries. This was complicated by the complex way in which Rich chartered 
ships.20

 Fourth, South Africa made laws and took special measures to enforce the 
secrecy of oil supplies. Examples of these laws were the National Supplies 
Procurement Act (1970), the Petroleum Products Act (1977), the Petroleum 
Products Amendment Bill (1979), the National Key Points Act (1980), the 
Petroleum Amendment Bill (1985), and the State Oil Fund Act. Sometimes, 
South Africa used these laws in combination with the Internal Security Act, the 
Customs and Excise Act, and the Publications Act. The South African 
authorities not only used laws, but they also monitored and commented on the 
way oil supplies took place.21 Other additional measures were taken, such as the 
press censorship on movements of ships, which was extended to all South 
African harbors.22

 Fifth, storytellers purposely fed the SRB with disinformation (7.2.2 ‘Other 
sources’). 
 
Besides input, there is output – when an opponent tries to gather inside 
information covertly. The SRB had to deal with attempts of infiltration, ranging 
from people presenting themselves as a journalist to a South African conscientious 
objector, who persistently wanted to meet the SRB staff in their own office. 
 One person, who gained the deepest access to the SRB, later became known as 
the wastepaper man. He said that he collected wastepaper for a school in 
Amsterdam.23 At the time, the Bureau needed the help of a trusted volunteer. The 
Christian research organization Osaci – later Oikos – suggested its long-time 
volunteer Marcel Paul Knotter, alias Paul Oosterbeek. Although SRB staff were not 
sure if they could trust him, he was taken on as a volunteer for more than three 
months at the beginning of 1989.24 Afterwards, he was dubbed the wastepaper man 
because he gained access to several Third World solidarity organizations through 
collecting waste paper on behalf of a school. The school indeed received the 
proceeds. Only after some time, when documents were quoted, among others, in 

                                                 
20  SRB, South Africa’s Lifeline, 1986, 17. SRB, Oil to South Africa, 1988, 9-10, 20-21. SRB, Fuel for 

Apartheid, 1990, 3, 5, 9-11, 17, 39-42. Hengeveld, Embargo, 1995, 152, 160. Interview with Richard 
Hengeveld by the author, 29 February 1996 

21  South African authorities were worried oil deliveries took place in a trading pattern they judged as 
too regular: ‘4.2.1 They intend to use only two ships, which names will be changed from time to time 
and which will load at various ports in the Middle East. We feel this method too easily will create a 
pattern that can be detected and exposed by the anti-South African groups, and therefore a greater 
diversity of ships is necessary’ (Personal and confidential letter D.F. Mostert of SFF/Sasol, to 
Director General of the Ministry of Mineral and Energy Affairs, 15 May 1981. See: Hengeveld & 
Rodenburg, Embargo, 1995, 162). 

22  Foreign Affairs, Code 6, 1975-1984, 614.51, File 3037. Foreign Affairs, Code 6, 1985-1990, 614.51, 
File 2152. Foreign Affairs, Code 6, 1985-1994, 613.211.45, File 1564, Pretoria no. 7137/1171, 21 
October 1986. 

23  Hengeveld, “Tankers tellen en tipgevers bellen,” Ons Amsterdam, vol. 48, March 1996, 81-82. 
24  Letter of SRB to Marcel Paul Knotter (alias of Paul Oosterbeek) of 22 December 1988 (Oosterbeek’s 

voluntary work) and 22 April 1989. 



DUTCH INTELLIGENCE 330

the conservative newspaper De Telegraaf , it transpired that the waste paper was 
not given to the school immediately. In 1995, after Oosterbeek had been exposed, 
the SRB was still confident that it – as opposed to some other organizations whose 
confidential correspondence had been quoted – had ‘kept a watchful eye on the 
contents of its waste-paper bin.’25 However, this did not prevent Oosterbeek from 
stealing a glance at some older files, such as ‘Libya 1980-1982’ and ‘Internal 
Correspondence.’ This turned out to be the case when some of these documents 
were later quoted in De Telegraaf, and the apartheid friendly periodical Sta-vast. 
The quotations showed many inaccuracies and spelling mistakes. The SRB 
concluded that the wastepaper man had hastily copied the documents by hand. He 
had not made photocopies.26

 Oosterbeek used his alias Marcel Paul Knotter. After his activities were exposed 
in 1994, his real name was uncovered. He worked for Peter J.W. Siebelt’s Vinken-
veen-based company Algemene Beveiligings Consultancy (ABC).27 ABC was 
founded in 1986, as a bureau for investigation and advice.28 The approach of ABC 
was not appreciated by all Dutch private agencies. In particular Control Risks 
Benelux criticized ABC and said that people who want to trace corporate espionage 
must not commit this espionage themselves.29

 
Target 
 
The incomparable degree of deception is to attack physically. In September 
1982, three suspects were caught and charged in Britain after a series of 
burglaries. These burglaries were aimed at the then British based ANC, PAC, 
and SWAPO offices. The burglaries were committed in July and August 1982. 
Edward Nicholas Aspinall, a suspect who pleaded guilty to the charges, referred 
to a planned operation against a ‘shipping front,’ indicating that SRB was the 

                                                 
25  Hengeveld, Embargo, 374. See also Hengeveld, “Tankers tellen en tipgevers bellen,” Ons Amsterdam, 

81-82. 
26  Sta-vast, March 1990, 113-114. Letter Hengeveld to Lubbers, 18 November 1996. 
27  The SRB was not the only target of ABC. The consultancy did its wastepaper work on dozens of pressure 

groups. As an organization it could collect many documents from AWEPAA, of which Scholten was the 
leader. It possibly also had access to documents of Kairos. 
ABC might have been a BVD-target. In its 1992 annual report, the BVD wrote malafide traders on 
information tried to obtain their information with the most various means, sometimes with similarities to 
spying practices. In 1994, the BVD visited all organizations on corporate intelligence. After a FOIA-
request by the author on ABC, the agency could not release any information. This file may be still 
operational. This may be an indication of the sensitivity of the ABC-file at the BVD. Seven organizations 
that were victim of the affair complained to the police about the roles of Oosterbeek and Siebelt, and 
accused them of swindle and participation in a criminal organization. The police interrogated both 
Oosterbeek and Siebelt. Yet, the case did not come to a further prosecution. Lubbers, “Liefdewerk Oud 
Papier wordt vervolgd,” Welingelichte Kringen, 1995, 57-66, 71-71, 73, 77-79. Letter of the BVD to the 
author, 1631512/01, 6 December 2000. 

28  Oosterbeek was, during his cover as a wastepaper man, difficult to get in touch with. His post office box, 
which was finally traced during a reconstruction, turned out to be the same as the one placed in an 
advertisement ‘Dutch shock trooper seeks employment’ in the July 1985 edition of the periodical Soldiers 
of Fortune. His father had been a civil servant at the Ministry of Defense. Lubbers, “Liefdewerk Oud 
Papier wordt vervolgd,” Welingelichte Kringen, 1995, 63-67. 

29  Sietsma quoted in Lubbers, “Liefdewerk Oud Papier wordt vervolgd,” Welingelichte Kringen, 1995, 73. 
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target.30 Furthermore, in 1982, an ANC member, Frene Ginwala, warned the 
Bureau that papers, which had been found on the suspects, showed that the next 
target was ‘an office opposite the Amsterdam Central Station.’ The office of the 
SRB had its entrance on Prins Hendrikkade 48, which is indeed opposite Central 
Station.31 Uncovering this address could happen although the Bureau had tried 
to keep its location secret. 
 Kairos – one of the parent organizations – was the target of an abortive 
bombing attempt in 1989. If the bomb had detonated, the building would have 
been reduced to a pile of rubble.32 A Dutch police officer, who investigated the 
bombing attempt, said that this type of explosive had not been used in Europe 
before.33 This may support the hypothesis that a (professional) foreign hit team 
could have been involved. Nevertheless, information that could contradict this 
possibility is found in BVD-files. The BVD wrote in its weekly survey – No. 46 
of 1989 – on “Terrorism and other relevant events and developments:” ‘The 
clumsy fabricated bomb did not detonate, because the time mechanism did not 
function in an optimal way.’ In the information released by the BVD, no 
indication can be found regarding possible suspects.34

 
The Shipping Research Bureau 
 
Largely, the SRB could cope with most of the mentioned forms of deception.35 
These forms of deception had the effect of slowing down a SRB-investigation. 
In most cases it took some time to uncover a new form of deception, or to deal 
with it.36 When a deception was discovered by the Bureau, additional activities 
could be identified in three fields – extra interaction, the development of new 
sources, and the employment of extra research proceedings. 

                                                 
30  In March 1982, the ANC Mission had even been bombed. AAM Archives Committee, “Submission 

to the Truth and Reconciliation Commission on South Africa’s Illegal and Covert Activities in the 
United Kingdom,” 13, 17. Peter Casselton told the former major of the South African Police Eugene 
de Kock, that the South African Minister of Foreign Affairs, Pik Botha, knew about this bombing (De 
Kock, A Long Night’s Damage, 1998, 71). The planning of the bombing is said to have been the 
work of Craig Williamson, and the explosives were said to be sent to London via the South African 
diplomatic bag (Pauw, Into the Heart of Darkness, 1995, 43-44, 169). 

31  Hengeveld, “Tankers tellen en tipgevers bellen,” Ons Amsterdam, 81-82. Interview with Richard 
Hengeveld by the author, 29 September 1998.  
It is possible that the South African hit team obtained the address actually quite simply through 
consulting the Amsterdam Chamber of Commerce. At least it is likely the BVD obtained this way the 
address of the SRB. In this BVD-file, the statutory address is Prins Hendrikkade 48, Amsterdam 
(BVD, FOIA-file no. 248633-2001, on South-African Communities in the Netherlands 1948-1998. 
File 3 of 6 {Shipping Research Bureau}, page 2 of 4). 

32  Hengeveld, Embargo, 1995, 373, 375. 
33  Interview with Erik van den Bergh by the author, 1 October 1998, and 7 May 1999. This does not 

mean the explosives were produced in South Africa, as South African hit squads have made use of 
explosives from other countries, such as China or the USSR (De Kock, A Long Night’s Damage, 
1998, 116, 174). 

34  BVD, FOIA-file 71758, 6 December 2000. Report belonging to letter no. 2112.307 of 27 November 
1989, “TERRORISME en overige relevante gebeurtenissen en ontwikkelingen, week 46/89”. 

35  SRB, South Africa’s Lifeline, 1986, 17; SRB, Oil to South Africa, 1988, 9-10, 20-21; SRB, Fuel for 
Apartheid, 1990, 3, 5, 9-11, 17, 39-42; Hengeveld, Embargo, 1995, 152, 160. 

36  Interview with Richard Hengeveld by the author, 29 February 1996. 
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 Extra interaction was mainly internally oriented. Rivers and Bailey were 
asked for advice or help to solve new research problems caused by deception. In 
addition, SRB-analysts held sessions to tackle difficult cases of possible oil 
deliveries. 
 The extra sources covered many different fields. Throughout the years, for 
example, the Bureau gained access to a variety of sources – including secret 
informants – within the oil business. After 1988, it gained access to sources 
within South Africa.37

 Extra research proceedings were also employed. The SRB developed new 
standard research processes for ‘no calls’ and ‘false calls’ (7.2.1). Companies 
suspected of delivering oil received as standard, extra attention. 
 Finally, the Bureau protected itself against deception by changing the degree 
of certainty a ship had delivered oil (7.2.2 ‘Biases and accessibility’). It also 
tried to protect itself against infiltration, as carried out by ABC. 
 For a complete overview of the interaction between SRB-sources, counter-
measures, and the Bureau’s reaction on these countermeasures, see 7.2.2 table 
7.2. 
 
Hypotheses 
 
A variety of new forms of deception were implemented throughout the years. At 
the same time – as we saw in 8.1 – the quality of reports improved. This 
correlation is now discussed in combination with the two hypotheses from 3.3. 
 

HYPOTHESIS 4: If an opponent has a policy of deception – 
disconnected from the fact if this is or is not discovered by your agency – 
this will influence the quality of your analysis in a negative way. 

 
HYPOTHESIS 5: If an opponent has a policy of deception – and this 
policy of deception is discovered – this will trigger off such additional or 
different activities within your agency, that in the end better analyses are 
produced than if the opponent did not employ a policy of deception. 

 
There seems to be most support for hypothesis 5. The quality of reports indeed 
increased while at the same time more and new forms of deception were 
employed. This increase of quality was caused by extra consultants and contacts, 
the development of new sources and by the development of and utilization of 
extra research procedures. 
 Some effects of Wilensky’s big policy decision (3.3) can be traced in the 
case of deception as well. Deception led to the mobilization of new resources 
and an improved information flow which in the end led to analyses of a higher 

                                                 
37  To tackle such a form deception, the mentioned tanker with falsified Romanian report can be taken as 

an example. The SRB was able to check this information after 1988, when it obtained information 
directly from a deep throat in South Africa. Only then the Bureau could prove the documents for first 
half of the voyage – to Ain Sukhna – were forged. 
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quality. Discovering deception appears to some extent activate high-quality 
intelligence. The urgency caused by the discovery of deception appears to lead 
to the shaping of many decisions, and freeing the flow of information. In short, 
the discovery of deception triggered some of the elements Wilensky mentioned, 
which eventually leads to a higher quality of intelligence than when no 
deception was found. 
 
12.1.3 Other factors 
 
In this section, other factors are discussed that may have influenced the quality 
of the reports. These are factors on which less material was obtained 
 
Staff members of the Bureau were politically motivated to do their work. They 
wanted to support the anti-apartheid struggle. This is also expressed in the low 
wages they received.38  
 There is no clear or consistent connection that can be traced between political 
motivation and the low wages and the quality of the publications. There is, of 
course, the period of biased and veiled reporting (1981-1984),39 caused by 
trying to serve the ANC and its allies. However, being politically motivated 
provided highly educated people, while receiving low wages, to delve deeply 
into this issue for years. Overall, to be political motivated and to receive low 
wages did not seem to influence the quality of reports in a negative way. 
 
In 12.1.1 ‘Internal forums,’ the discussion on the retrospective or prospective 
approach was presented. This discussion was also related to another issue – the 
motivation of a researcher. During 1983, tension developed within the SRB 
because the reports did not receive an adequate follow up in the form of 
publicity and political pressure (within the Netherlands). This led to a reduction 
of people enjoying their work, which ultimately led to Janwillem Rouweler 
leaving. In 1984, the announcement of his leaving led to an extensive discussion 
on goals, structure, and methodology of the Bureau.40 A diminishing lack of 
enjoyment – caused by a lack of motivation – can lead to a lower quality. In a 
worst case scenario, a brain drain takes place. This did not happen at the SRB. If 
an effect can be traced, it was that the quality of the reports improved during the 
following years, because in 1985 the Bureau abandoned its policy of veiled and 
biased reporting. The internal discussions and new personnel helped to change 
this policy. 
 
There are no indications that the size of the Bureau – very small – influenced 
quality in a positive or negative way. In 2.3.1, it was noted that it is possible that 
a small think tank working solely on the basis of open material provides more 

                                                 
38  In fourteen years, the total budget of the SRB was less than $ 2 million (6.2). 
39  But the quality of the research process itself was not affected by it. 
40  Rodenburg “Toekomst SRB. Discussiestuk voor KZA en Kairos,” 10 August 1984, 1. 
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valuable information than a large and ineffective functioning agency. Size as 
such does not appear to be a decisive factor. 
 
All staff members of the Bureau had an academic education, such as political 
science and economics.41 The way analysts worked and the structure of their 
publications bore features of a scientific approach. The academic background 
and scientific attitude of the SRB staff members contributed to this approach. 
Research skills were the main criterion for selection of staff members.42 It had a 
positive influence on the quality of the reports. 
 
To summarize, there is no consistent outcome of most factors – political 
motivation, low wages, low motivation, or size of the organization – on the 
quality of the publications. Overall, they do not appear to have influenced the 
quality in a negative way, including the factor of low motivation. Their 
relationships with quality appear to be weak. 
 One factor had a more clear and positive effect on the quality – the scientific 
background and the scientific attitude of the researchers. 
 
 
12.2 SRB AND OTHER ORGANIZATIONS 
 
What factors contributed to differences in quality between SRB-publications and 
reports by other organizations? As noted in 8.3, the reports by other 
organizations were only evaluated marginally – for their differences with the 
SRB-publications. It encompassed the cross-case analysis of the SRB-case 
study. 
 
In the case of the Erasmus-report, it remains unclear as to which factor(s) 
contributed to a lower quality compared to the SRB-report. It may have been 
pressure of time. It may have been a lack of expertise with this kind of 
fieldwork. It may have been that an emphasis on analysis, prognosis – at the 
same time neglecting the painstaking labor of retrieving reliable data – led to 
making a calculation regardless of the data. But there is little to calculate with 
the number zero.43

 In the case of Foreign Affairs, the good information position is likely to have 
contributed to accurate assessments (6.3.2). To trace other factors is too complex 
for this context. It may be that the often-criticized bureaucratic culture – in 
which documents are passed round a merry-go-round of officials and depart-
ments – created a well-developed internal forum, that in turn had a positive 
effect on the quality of an analysis or assessment.  

                                                 
41  Interview with Richard Hengeveld by the author, 14 December 1995. 
42  Interview with Richard Hengeveld by the author, 29 February 1996. 
43  If the definite 1984 figures were used – 0 tons of oil – there was nothing left to be calculated for the 

effects on employment and trade, because there would be no effects in the case of an oil embargo 
(8.3). 
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A factor that produced a negative influence on quality is diplomatic pressures. 
Diplomatic pressures are capable of seriously harming the quality of a report. It 
had harmed, to some degree, the quality of the second and third main SRB-
report (12.1.1). 
 The negative influence of the diplomatic factor already loomed large in UN 
IGG reports. For diplomatic reasons, the UN IGG carried out extra 
investigations on smaller and more complex transports that scarcely led to any 
findings. In addition, the UN IGG made use of documents handed over by 
governments. Although the UN IGG was aware that these documents were 
sometimes forged, they, for diplomatic reasons, did not put these falsifications 
aside. The UN IGG deleted cases, even when a party involved admitted oil 
deliveries to South Africa. The degree of this bias dwarfed the one of the 
mentioned SRB-reports. 
 The diplomatic factor played an even extremely negative role in the UN 
Khalifa-lists, especially in regard to the continuous deletion of data about East 
European and Arab countries. Khalifa ignored outside criticism. This reinforces the 
idea already presented in 12.1.1 that not openness, but feedback by forums from 
different backgrounds is likely to be a more decisive factor. 
 
Hypothesis 
 
This cross-case analysis of the SRB-case leads to an outcome for one factor – 
the diplomatic one. 
 

HYPOTHESIS 1: If the dominant forum function is performed by 
political or diplomatic feedback, this will influence the quality of the 
intelligence and security agency report in a negative way. 

 
The UN IGG reports and the UN Khalifa lists were produced by diplomatic 
units. The diplomatic factor was present in a dominant way. First, it was 
incorporated within the research unit itself. Second, the units took a dependent 
attitude towards the diplomatic networks in which they functioned. The reports 
and lists were affected in a negative way by the diplomatic factor, to an extent 
that the Bureau did not experience. 
 Concerning Dutch Foreign Affairs, no conclusive insight was obtained of the 
effects by the diplomatic factor. To be more conclusive regarding Foreign 
Affairs, attention, in future research, should focus on the interaction between the 
diplomatic factor and the culture in which documents are passed round a merry-
go-round of officials and departments. 
 The cross-case outcome of this case study supports – as in 12.1.1 – 
hypothesis 1. 
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12.3 CONCLUSION 
 
Factors that influence the quality of reports can have three effects – positive, 
negative or a negligible effect. Second, the SRB-case is interesting from the 
point of view of openness. Attention is given to the effects of reports that are 
made public. 
 
Factors of positive effect 
 
Different factors have shown to have a positive effect on the quality of reports. 
First, to obtain feedback from forums appears to be an important factor in 
improving the quality of a report. Especially a triangulation of forums – different 
forums from different backgrounds – are promising. This means that if one forum 
does not function well, as was the case with the SRB board a problem does not 
arise. It is possible that the forum-function at the Dutch Foreign Affairs was 
enhanced by its culture in which documents are passed round a merry-go-round 
of officials and departments. One forum has a negative influence – the 
diplomatic forum (see heading ‘Factors of negative effect’). 
 Second, the discovery of deception is likely to raise the quality of a report. As a 
result of discovering deception three responses were taken by the Bureau – extra 
interaction, the development of new sources, and the employment of extra 
research procedures. The effects at the SRB after the discovery of deception 
supports hypothesis 5: if an opponent has a policy of deception – and this policy 
of deception is discovered – this will trigger off such additional or different 
activities within your agency, that in the end better analyses are produced than 
when an opponent did not employ a policy of deception. 
 Third, the scientific background and scientific attitude of researchers appears 
to have enhanced quality. A force enhancer for a scientific approach may be a 
combination of forums to discuss design, preliminary findings, and the reactions 
of third parties. 
 Fourth, a good information position enhances quality. The improvement of 
the quality of SRB-reports was parallel to the improvements of its information 
position. Also the accurate assessments by the Dutch Foreign Affairs is likely to 
have been influenced positively because of its accurate information position. 
 
Factors of negative effect 
 
A factor that showed to have a negative effect on the quality of reports was 
diplomatic pressure. It was traceable as a within-case effect for successive SRB-
reports. It was also traceable in different cases – the Bureau, the UN IGG, and 
the Khalifa-lists. These point to the large destructive potential that diplomatic 
pressure has on quality. Although this destructive potential is large and in all 
cases the diplomatic pressure ran its course, a public price in terms of credibility 
and influence had to be paid. The effect of diplomatic pressure on secret reports 
could not be assessed, as no information was available. 
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 In the SRB-case, some indications are found that any political motivated forum 
may lead to a potential lower quality. Nevertheless, not enough data was available 
to make a firm statement on this. 
 
Factors for the larger part of indifferent effect 
 
The factors of political motivation, low wages, low motivation, or size of an 
organization do not produce a consistent outcome. The relationship to quality 
appears to be weak. Generally, they all appear not to have influenced quality in a 
negative way, including the factor of low motivation. 
 
Openness 
 
Openness as such is not a single factor. It is related to a series of indicators. The 
positive effect of openness is undoubtedly that it creates an external forum. A 
negative effect is that it may trigger additional diplomatic pressure. 
 To assess the effect of openness more specifically, some additional comments 
are explored. In the SRB-case, the power of the external forum showed, in the long 
term, to be stronger than the power of diplomatic pressure. The positive effects 
finally dominated totally. Here, openness eventually had a complete self-refining 
potential. 
 A different occurrence concerns the Khalifa-lists. In this case diplomatic 
pressure was stronger than the external forum. At the same time, a process took 
place that paralleled with the observation of manipulation, made in 4.1.2 – ‘if the 
same group [...] [is] caught out a second or third time, their credibility will 
probably be dead for good. [...] They have not only lost all hope of directly 
influencing policy, they have lost [...] the indirect influence which they might 
have exercised through an honest contribution to the debate [...].’ In the Khalifa-
case, a self-refining potential of a different nature was traced – those who did not 
adjust their report lost their credibility and their influence. 
 
In the SRB-case, source protection was scarcely an issue in relation to reports 
being made public. Still, the Bureau had vulnerable sources, such as secret infor-
mants in the shipping industry and it even obtained valuable documents from 
within South Africa. In this respect there is hardly any difference between public 
agencies. 
 The Bureau solved the issue of source protection quite easy by not always 
being consequent about the degree of certainty that a ship had delivered oil, or 
by leaking purposely information to the media. In terms of source protection, the 
openness of reports was not only not a negative influence on quality, it was also 
almost a non-issue. Contrary to the assumption of 2.4.3 (table 2.4), openness in 
relation to source protection showed, in the SRB-case, to be more of a mentality 
issue, than something that affects quality. Source protection did not interfere 
with the external forum – and its positive effect on quality. The SRB-case 
indicates that source protection cannot be used straightforward as an excuse for 
a lack of openness of reports. 
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