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7  SRB-reports and criteria 
 
 
 
What is the quality of the SRB-reports? First, an explanation of the SRB-reports 
that were investigated is given. Then, the quality of the SRB-reports is evaluated 
against the criteria formulated in chapter 5.  
 
This case study differs slightly from the BVD, because the material to be 
investigated is different. First, contrary to the investigated BVD-report, the SRB 
focused mainly on encyclopedic data. Attention is paid to the reliability of the 
encyclopedic data, including the issue of bias. Second, a series of reports are 
investigated in the SRB-case. Conclusions are drawn regarding the increase or 
decrease of the quality of the reports over time. In the BVD-case, only one report 
is analyzed in-depth. Third, SRB reports were criticized externally and conse-
quently are open to research, unlike the BVD-case.  
 As this research is on Dutch intelligence, the focus is on Netherlands-related 
criticism. The two rival networks of the SRB, the Dutch government and Dutch 
business, expressed criticism. Criticism by Norwegian ship owners, for instance, is 
only included when it provides new information. When similar Dutch observations 
are available, only these are evaluated. The investigation concerning quality issues 
is not only focused on outside criticism, but also for example, on new inside 
information from South Africa, of oil shipments that have never been made public 
before, not even in the final SRB-publication Embargo (6.3). 
 
 
7.1   HOW TO INVESTIGATE THE QUALITY OF WHICH REPORTS 
 
How is the quality of the SRB-reports tested with the help of the criteria, as 
presented in chapter 5? This is carried out per criterion. In 5.2, specific indica-
tors were developed for each criterion. These indicators are also included in the 
investigation.  
 In this case, seven main reports of the SRB are investigated. Furthermore, two 
surveys especially written for the Dutch situation – a survey on the Netherlands and 
the Netherlands Antilles, and a survey on Rotterdam – are also included. 
 These documents were chosen to be investigated for the following reasons. The 
main reports are the most important and the most elaborate documents of the 
Bureau. Subsequently they are likely to produce the most thorough research results. 
Also, a comparison between these successive main reports can be made (see 6.1). 
Two surveys are included because of their link to Dutch interests and to Dutch 
politics. The following nine documents are investigated (table 7.1). 
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Table 7.1 SRB-reports and -surveys investigated 
 

Main report no. Title Year Pages 
1 Oil Tankers to South Africa 1981 90 
2 Oil Tankers to South Africa 1980-1981 1982 99 
3 Secret Oil Deliveries to South Africa 1981-1982 1984 104 
4 South Africa’s Lifeline: Violations of the Oil Embargo 1986 106 
5 Oil to South Africa: Apartheid’s Friends and Partners 1988 77 
6 Fuel for Apartheid: Oil Supplies to South Africa 1990 100 
7 The Oil Embargo 1989-1991: Secrecy Still Rules 1992 16 
    

Surveys    
Survey on Neth. 
& Neth. Antilles 

Oil Supplies to South Africa: The Role of Tankers Connected 
with the Netherlands and the Netherlands Antilles 

1981 18 

Survey on 
Rotterdam 

Olieleveranties aan Zuid-Afrika. De Betrokkenheid van 
Rotterdam 

1985 75 

 
For an accurate insight into the sequence of the first publications, an additional 
comment is made. Two surveys preceded the first main report. The very first 
publication was a survey on Norway. This report was released at a press conference 
in Oslo on 3 December 1980. It led to a debate in the Norwegian parliament in the 
weeks afterwards.1 It was followed by a second survey on the Netherlands and the 
Netherlands Antilles, titled Oil Supplies to South Africa: the Role of Tankers 
Connected with the Netherlands and the Netherlands Antilles. On 13 January 1981, 
the HCSA and Kairos, the parent organizations of the SRB, made it public through 
a press conference at the press center Nieuwspoort, The Hague.2 On 11 March 
1981, the SRB published its first main report, titled Oil Tankers to South Africa. 
This was done as SRB board chairman Cor Groenendijk handed over a copy to the 
chairman of the Special Committee against Apartheid, at the UN in New York.3

 The first two surveys and the first main report appeared within a short period of 
four months – December 1980 - March 1981. There were many reactions to these 
three publications. The Bureau published its next main report in June 1982. In the 
meantime, the SRB made some changes in relation to its investigative methods, 
verification, and data presentation. These changes were mainly provoked by 
outside criticism and political pressures. 
 
 
7.2  CRITERIA AND SRB-PUBLICATIONS 
 
As noted earlier, use will be made of the main criteria, and also their related 
specific indicators to evaluate the SRB-publications. These specific indicators, 
can show more precisely, the extent to which a criterion is or is not met. As the 

                                                 
1  Telex for press conference Nieuwspoort at 13 January 1981, 9 January 1981. Telex press statement HCSA 

and Kairos, 13 January 1981. 
2  Telex board member SRB to British AAM, 7 January 1981. Telex HCSA and Kairos for press conference 

Nieuwspoort at 13 January 1981, 9 January 1981. Telex reminder for press conference, 12 January 1981. 
Press statement HCSA and Kairos. 

3  Telex by HCSA, press communiqué, 11 March 1981. Interview with Richard Hengeveld by the author, 14 
July 1999. 
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SRB-publications contained mainly encyclopedic data, the specific indicators on 
explanatory and prognostic research will not be applicable. Only the specific 
indicators for descriptive intelligence – or those indicators of a general nature – 
can be tested. 
 The quality of the SRB-publications is investigated per criterion. While 
SRB-reports had almost all the same design and used the same sources, eventual 
differences over time appeared. These are discussed per criterion. This approach 
is taken to avoid repeating the same aspects for each report over and over again. 
There are six sub-sections of 7.2. Each sub-section is headed by the criterion in 
question and all the specific indicators – including those not tested as noted 
above. 
 
7.2.1  Criterion 1 – design 
 
Criterion 1 New intelligence research has to be subject to careful preliminary designing,  

a standard research is designed according to an established protocol 
 

Specific 
indicators 

a) preliminary designing: research question, methods & techniques, initial literature 
exploration, to define terms and concepts;  

b) explanatory research: high alpha- & low beta-chance;  
c) prognostic research: to estimate strengths & purposes, forces & factors to influence 

opponent, room to act, factors leading to unexpected developments, indicators of 
change, events to trigger major shifts 

 

 
Main research design 
 
Right from the beginning the Bureau, considered how to design an investigation 
that monitored oil supplies to South Africa. For this preliminary designing 
process, the British economist Bernard J. Rivers and the British journalist 
Martin Bailey were consulted extensively. Rivers helped the SRB in the capacity 
of a consultant, whereas Bailey, from a distance, acted as an adviser and a 
source for information. They played a key role concerning the methods the SRB 
developed, because of their earlier experience of investigating the oil trade. 
From the early seventies on, Rivers had investigated the failure of the Rhodesian 
oil sanctions. Bailey was also engaged in researching the Rhodesian embargo. In 
1979, both Rivers and Bailey were also involved in the ad hoc Sanctions 
Working Group, aimed at monitoring oil supplies to South Africa.4

 During the preparation of the second survey5 – the survey on the Netherlands 
and Netherlands Antilles, which preceded the first main report – Rivers was also 
actively involved in the research itself, contacting the authorities and Shell in 
Curaçao.6 Although Bailey assisted from a distance, he was actively involved in 
the Bureau until the end of the 1990’s, and assisted in, for example, evaluating 
the research of the SRB.7

                                                 
4  Hengeveld, Embargo, 1995, 2, 11, 17, 56, 57. 
5  This was a sub- or mini report of the first main report. 
6  Telex Rivers to board of SRB, 29 December 1980. 
7  Woldendorp, “The Shipping Research Bureau and the Oil Embargo against South Africa 1985 - 

1991,” 24 January 1991, 2. 
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 The following section focuses on explaining how a main report was 
produced. Special attention is given to two complex investigations – the so-
called gap tankers and incorrect calls. 
 
General overview of the design 
 
Generally, it took the SRB one and a half to two years to produce a main report. 
This is relatively long, but the information produced was still the latest 
available. The report was composed of two parts. The most important part was 
focused on encyclopedic data of oil shipments to South Africa. The other part 
had a more general nature. It included among other issues, an explanation of the 
need and the effect of an embargo. For this study, the part on encyclopedic data 
is the most interesting one as it provides information on how the Bureau dealt 
with biased and manipulated data. 
 The SRB explained the general features of its methodology in its main 
reports attention except for the 7th main report.8 Its methodology was also 
explained in the Rotterdam survey, and marginally in the survey on the 
Netherlands and Netherlands Antilles.  
 From the third to the sixth main report, this explanation followed a fixed 
pattern and appeared as Appendix II. The general features of the methodology 
were open to the public, but details remained de facto secret. In its main reports, 
the Bureau presented the four – public – stages of preparing a report as an 
intelligence cycle (2.2.1): 
1. The initial gathering of data. As a starting point of research, the SRB focused 

on tankers which were capable of carrying a crude oil load of 50,000 tons or 
more. 

2. Findings submitted to companies for corrections. After preliminary selection 
of the cases, registered letters were sent to companies that were identified as 
the owner of a ship, the manager of the tanker, and the last known owner of 
the oil cargo. The Bureau provided each company with its preliminary 
findings, and asked to correct or to amplify the data. The SRB explicitly 
asked a company to confirm or to deny that the vessel in question had 
delivered oil to South Africa during her calls there. The Bureau sent a 
reminder by telex or fax to companies that had not responded. The SRB took 
replies into consideration.9

 In its letters, the SRB also informed these companies about the Bureau itself, 
and its relation with the UN. Enclosed in these letters were also a 
questionnaire and summary data sheets, which included information on the 
name of the tanker, its flag, the managing company, the registered owner, the 
beneficial owner, the charterer, and its voyage history. Because the 
information in the summary data sheets needed to be checked at various 

                                                 
8  The seventh main report was a reprint from a survey in a Newsletter. 
9  SRB, Fuel for Apartheid, Appendix II, 95. The same type of explanation is found in Appendix II of 

the third, fourth and fifth two yearly report. 



SRB-REPORTS AND CRITERIA 147

sources the SRB wanted to keep them confidential so asked the companies 
involved not to quote them or to disseminate them publicly.10

3. Findings submitted to governments for investigation. The SRB sent letters, 
telexes, or faxes to governments of countries in which the above mentioned 
oil and shipping companies were based, where the vessels were registered or 
from where the vessels had sailed from to South Africa. These governments 
received detailed data about the vessels suspected of delivering oil, including 
those that companies had given the SRB at best an inconclusive reply. ‘The 
governments were requested to investigate the cases and – if possible – to 
inform the Shipping Research Bureau of any inaccuracies in the data. Again, 
the replies received were all taken into consideration.’11

For the first and second main report, there was a different situation. The UN 
itself handed over the initial findings to those countries that were involved. 
Most countries responded.12 Some countries criticized the UN for this way of 
acting. In subsequent investigations, the Bureau handed the data over itself.13 
The SRB took responses and corrections into account in the final report.14

4. The final analysis and decisions about the findings. The SRB conducted 
further analyses until the completion of the report. 

 
For the first step of the investigation, the initial gathering of data, the SRB used 
as its main source data bases bought from Lloyd’s. When an oil tanker sailed 
from an oil-exporting country to South Africa – for example to Durban or to 
Cape Town – calling there for three days, and then immediately returning to an 
oil-exporting area, the SRB saw this as a key reason to conclude that an oil 
delivery had been made. The Bureau held this opinion because you only need 
one day for bunkering, and there was no other reason to sail this route other than 
to deliver oil.15

 The approach of the SRB was to reduce the number of ships that could have 
delivered oil to South Africa. The most effective way of working was by 
excluding the possibility that a ship had delivered oil (7.2.3 ‘To deny 
hypotheses’). In the case of, for example, the fourth main report, the SRB 
reduced the number of ships over and over again. First, it formed a mass of more 
than 1000 cases that had to be investigated for the biannual report. During the 
                                                 
10  In a typical case, the SRB sent such sheets with accompanying letters to Transworld Oil (TWO) – the 

Dutchman John Deuss. TWO got a letter from the SRB on 22 January 1982 and it answered the 
Bureau on 24 February 1982. As some of the information was, in the eyes of the Bureau, ambiguous, 
it sent a second letter on 9 March 1982. In 1983, TWO chose not to react to the SRB. As a result, 
TWO got a reminder by fax (Letter SRB to TWO, 22 January 1982; letter SRB to TWO 9 March 
1982; letter SRB to TWO 20 June 1983; fax SRB to TWO 2 August 1983). 

11  SRB, Fuel for Apartheid, 1990, Appendix II, 95. The same explanation can be found in Appendix II 
of the third, fourth and fifth two yearly report. 

12  Telex HCSA, press communiqué, 11 March 1981. 
13  Interview with Richard Hengeveld by the author, 29 February 1996. 
14  Hengeveld, Embargo, 1995, 60, 71. For the second report, 130 companies were sent letters. The Bureau 

received replies from, or on behalf of, more than three quarters of the companies written to (SRB, Oil 
Tankers to South Africa 1980-1981, 1982, 6). 

15  SRB, Oil Tankers to South Africa, 1981, 13. See also for example: SRB, Secret Oil Deliveries to 
South Africa 1981-1982, 1984, 57-67. 
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second selection, the SRB decided that about 500 cases needed to be 
investigated. After this investigation, a third selection took place resulting in 
around 150 remaining. The Bureau presented this information to the companies 
involved. After obtaining answers and additional research, a fourth selection 
took place. As a result of this, about 90 cases were presented to governments. 
After receiving responses and further investigation, the fifth selection took 
place. Finally the SRB published 83 cases. Already at the fourth step, the Bureau 
began to write the draft of the final report. It finally corrected the draft with the 
results of the fifth and last selection. The time between the second selection and 
publication took at least eight months.16

 In addition to this approach of regularly reducing the number of ships, 
individual ships were checked. These were initiated most of the time from a tip 
or a print-out. The SRB always investigated serious tips – received from a 
telephone call or a letter – concerning a ship or a company.17

 
Gap tankers and incorrect calls 
 
In the beginning, tankers could still be directly traced in data bases provided by 
Lloyd’s. However, the data base from Lloyd’s became increasingly incomplete 
and unreliable during the years because ships delivering oil to South Africa 
made secret calls or reported fake calls at other ports. The only type of ship that 
still reported calls at South Africa and could transport oil were the so called 
OBO’s – multi functional bulk carriers.18 Oil tankers did not report calls any 
more to South Africa. As a result the Bureau refined and supplemented its initial 
design by developing two new types of investigation – the gap-tanker 
investigation and the incorrect call investigation. 
 
Gap-tankers 
 
The SRB traced gap-tankers by checking all the movements of a certain ship. 
The Bureau made a sheet of such a ship and analyzed its movements for a whole 
year, using Lloyd’s voyage histories. If there was a gap in combination with 
passing the Cape, the ship received special attention.19 Every gap was analyzed. 
The SRB checked the date and place of the last call before the gap, and the date 
and place of the first call after the gap. If this gap perfectly coincided with the 
time needed to sail to and from South Africa, this was a strong lead. If the time 
was too short, the case could be dropped. The SRB easily traced gap tankers, 

                                                 
16  SRB staff, “Belangrijkste activiteiten en werkwijze van het SRB,” (internal paper) 14 October 1986, 

1. In the beginning of the 1980’s, the selection until the final analysis took about nine months. Three 
months were for obtaining tips and collecting data. This was followed by six months of investigation 
and research of the data ( - , Possible Activities of the Shipping Research Bureau in the Future, 
September 2 1982, annex 1, 1). 

17  Hengeveld, Embargo, 1995, 117. Interview with Richard Hengeveld by the author, 29 February 
1996. 

18  Interview with Richard Hengeveld by the author, 29 February 1996. 
19  Ibid. 
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because it simply analyzed tankers that had a gap in their calling. Nevertheless, 
some companies developed a more sophisticated cover up, the incorrect call. 
 
Incorrect call 
 
Incorrect calls were more sophisticated. They left no trace of an inexplicable gap 
in their movements. However, ship owners could make mistakes. The SRB 
began to investigate incorrect calls when it found irregularities after cross-
checking the data bases from Lloyd’s such as when a ship supposedly called at a 
port that was simply too far away to sail to within a given time. Still, a ship 
could call at a port that was at the same distance from, for example, the Persian 
Gulf as was South Africa. Singapore was one such harbor, but also so was Ain 
Sukhna in the Red Sea. Singapore was the kind of harbor which could be 
checked, by checking the call with information from harbor and custom 
officials. Ain Sukhna was an almost perfect incorrect calling because Lloyd’s 
did not have a representative there to check information. Once the Bureau 
discovered the popularity of such fake destinations, these ports became a 
standard indication that an incorrect calling had been given.20

 
Cycles 
 
The research could take various turns as a result of gap tankers and incorrect 
calls. These turns resulted in different research cycles. Although the SRB did not 
formulate explicitly on paper such cycles, in practice the researcher followed a 
set of steps to analyze the data. An attempt is made of how these cycles could 
have looked like. When the main data was already at the SRB, it took regularly 
the shape of a cycle. The researchers did not work always according to an intel-
ligence cycle. In particular when halfway the processing new data came in, their 
approach was similar to a matrix way of working.21 This especially concerned 
data originated from tips that had been judged by an analyst as valuable.22

 
Gap tanker cycle 
 
The first cycle focuses on the gap tanker investigation. Regarding a gap tanker, 
the cycle was more or less as follows:23

 

                                                 
20  SRB, Secret Oil Deliveries to South Africa 1981-1982, 1984, 34-36. SRB, South Africa’s Lifeline, 

1986, 6. SRB, Oil to South Africa, 1988, 41, 43, 50, 51, 71, 72. SRB, Fuel for Apartheid, 1990, 3, 49, 
51, 53, 55, 57, 59, 61-63, 83, 85, 87. Hengeveld, Embargo, 1995, 118-120, 135-137. 

21  An intelligence cycle offers the clearest insight of steps to be taken. For a further explanation of the 
intelligence cycle and matrix, see 2.2.1. 

22  Interview with Richard Hengeveld by the author, 29 February 1996. 
23  SRB, Oil Tankers to South Africa, 1981, 31. SRB, Oil Tankers to South Africa 1980-1981, 1982, 28, 

73-78. SRB, Secret Oil Deliveries to South Africa 1981-1982, 1984, 8, 25, 32, 34-36. SRB, South 
Africa’s Lifeline, 1986, 6. SRB, Oil to South Africa, 1988, 3. Hengeveld, Embargo, 1995, 60, 61, 
117-121, 144, 145, 356 note 21. Interview with Richard Hengeveld by the author, 29 February 1996. 
See also the notes of the four stages of preparation in 11.2.1. 
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Gap tanker cycle 
• Is there a gap? 
• If yes, is the gap long enough to sail to and back from South Africa, given the last call before and 

the first call after the gap? To answer this question, the Bureau used the data from Lloyd’s voyage 
histories and technical information derived from various tanker registers (sailing speed). A 
researcher made a sheet of the voyage history of an individual tanker on which it named all gaps. 

• If yes, can this information be checked with other information that hints at a call at South Africa 
(‘passed Cape’)? If yes, the SRB paid extra attention. 

• Is there information that shows the ship did not supply South Africa with oil? For this, the SRB used 
the information on charterers. If the charter information led to another destination, the Bureau saw 
this as not delivering oil in South Africa. The Bureau checked at ports (Lloyd’s agents, harbor 
officials) to be sure the ship had called there. If this charter information said ‘charted unknown,’ the 
SRB investigated the case further. 

• The Bureau combined other information from which it could become clear that it was unlikely that 
oil had been delivered to South Africa. The SRB paid extra attention to shipments connected to 
people, organizations, and countries known to deliver oil to South Africa (for example: the country 
where the oil originated from; a shipping company or an oil broker; or someone who issued 
misleading data on the destination or actual routes, or who shunned publicity regarding a voyage). 

• If there was no information available that suggested it was unlikely that the ship delivered oil to 
South Africa, the SRB investigated whether there was a combination of a gap with supplementary 
information that made a delivery of oil almost certain. For this, the Bureau checked tips, and, even 
more important, its staff members held sessions to evaluate a tanker. These sessions took the shape 
of brainstorming in which they formulated and falsified hypotheses. For example, staff members 
checked distances and data in Lloyd’s shipping index that could be an indication that a tanker had 
for instance called at Ain Sukhna. A staff member could play the devil’s advocate to develop all 
kinds of hypotheses of what could have happened. The goal was to analyze what was most likely, 
concerning the route and deliveries of the ship. 

• The SRB decided which ships were entered into the computer. After this, it selected ship sheets to 
be sent to shipping companies. The Bureau did not transfer all the information it had to a ship 
owner, in order to leave open the possibility of false statements being made by a ship owner. This 
could lead to new hypotheses or leads. After a (refusal to) answer, the SRB sent the sheets to 
governments. The Bureau did not send the weakest cases to governments. 

• After the SRB analyzed responses, it finally evaluated whether or not to draw a conclusion that oil 
had been delivered. If not, the SRB staff members discussed whether: a) there was a strong link or a 
remote one; b) the evidence for this link was from a reliable source. When there was a strong link 
combined with a reliable source, the SRB named the shipment in its report. 

• Some difficult cases were put aside. One difficult case, for example, was a combined carrier which 
was purported to have loaded iron ore, but could have also loaded bulk products such as oil and 
coal. 

 
The SRB directly started investigating ship owners, who were known to deliver 
oil to South Africa, when there were gap tankers among their ships. 
 
Incorrect call cycles 
 
The incorrect call cycles did not begin by tracing an incorrect call but, for 
example, by asking Lloyd’s for all Ain Sukhna calls. During the first steps of 
analyzing data bases, it became clear that possibly incorrect calls were being 
made. The SRB traced abnormal patterns – for example suspect destinations 
such as sailing from Rotterdam to the Persian Gulf and back in thirty days. 
When a shipping company was known to deliver oil to South Africa, this was 
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sufficient an indication to check for incorrect calls. Because incorrect calls were 
more complex, two different lines of investigation could be followed.24

 
Incorrect call cycle. 

The first line: checking the sequence of calls 
• The SRB investigated a connected sequence of calls, for example the calls 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5 of a 

certain ship. The researcher would check whether these were a logical sequence. For example, 
whether the ship could have made all the voyages listed or whether the ship called at a harbor that it 
simply could not reach because of the speed it could sail (if this resulted in a gap, see: gap tanker 
cycle). 

• If the calls as such were possible, any combination of three callings in a row were investigated to 
check whether it was possible for one of the calls to have actually been in South Africa, for example 
calling 1, 2, and 3; calling 2, 3, and 4; calling 3, 4, and 5; and so on. The Bureau checked the time 
needed to sail to and from South Africa between other callings. 

• If it was not possible to sail to South Africa and back, what could be the reason for the improbable 
sequence of callings? For example, could other callings in this sequence be incorrect; is there a 
traceable mistake made by Lloyd’s? If it was possible that the ship actually sailed to South Africa, 
was the supposed incorrect call at a harbor known for its incorrect calls? This could be, for example, 
a harbor or oil facility that did not have a Lloyd’s’ official to check calls, such as Ain Sukhna. 

• If the harbor was not known for its incorrect calls, this still could be a new harbor used for incorrect 
callings. When a harbor was known for its incorrect calls, and the shipment was suspected of 
supplying South Africa with oil – because of the country were the oil originated from, the shipping 
company or oil broker, or someone who issued misleading data on destination or actual routes, or 
who shunned publicity regarding the voyage – this was a strong indication of an incorrect call. 

• The Bureau used the ship sheets it sent to ship owners to evaluate leads and to check whether 
evidence was from a reliable. 

• After sending the ship sheets and waiting for a response that hopefully gave additional information, 
a strong link combined with a reliable source was sufficient reason to name the shipment in the 
report. 

• A decision was made on the remaining cases. 
 

Incorrect call cycle. 
The second line: checking places known for incorrect calls 

• Some harbors were known for their incorrect calls, for example Ain Sukhna, Singapore, and Port de 
Bouc. The Bureau tried to check calls at those harbors, because of the possibility that a call could 
have been made in order to cover up a shipment to South Africa. 

• Is it possible to sail to South Africa and back between other calls? If this was possible – these 
calling points were chosen for that reason – did the shipment have a connection to someone known 
to have delivered oil to South Africa (such as the country were the oil was originated from, the 
shipping company or oil broker, or someone who issued misleading data, or shunned publicity 
regarding the voyage)? 

• If there was not a connection to someone who was known to supply South Africa with oil, was this 
an indication of an unknown person? In such cases, the SRB made an in-depth investigation of a 
ship and the company in question. For example, by tracing whether a ship of that size could call at 
the harbor mentioned; the type of oil transported; whether the ship was chartered openly or not. If 
analysts found such clues, they checked whether there was a strong link, and whether the evidence 
stemmed from a reliable source. After sending the ship sheets and waiting for a response that 
hopefully gave additional information, a strong link combined with a reliable source was a reason to 
name the shipment in the report. 

 
SRB research design from 1990/1992 onwards 
 
Especially after 1992, the research design changed. First in 1990 and later in 
1992, the SRB gained direct access to new sources within South Africa. This 

                                                 
24  Ibid. 
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made the whole investigation much easier since it provided the Bureau with a much 
larger number of accurate data on the actual delivery of oil. Especially after 1992 
(the second new source), the original time-spending method of investigation 
belonged to the past. Now that it was known which ships had delivered oil, the 
Bureau had only to discover the voyage history before and afterwards, and 
additional facts on shipping companies, the land of origin of the oil, and oil 
brokers. Having access to all the sources this tracing was easy and 
straightforward. The new sources meant that the Bureau could trace 85% of the 
estimated shipments, compared with the usual 50-60%.25

 
Alternative designs 
 
The SRB discussed also discussed, internally, completely different research 
approaches. For more on this – such as investigating oil brokers and oil compa-
nies, or the journalist approach – see 12.1.1 ‘Internal forums.’ Different types of 
investigations were, at most, seen as additional approaches. However, they were 
never seen as promising as the tanker analysis which used data from Lloyd’s as its 
main initial source. Tanker analysis was the goose that laid the golden eggs (6.2, 
‘Aims’). Therefore, the Bureau gave this type of analysis the highest priority 
throughout its existence. It guaranteed a cost-efficient report every two years. 
 
To define terms 
 
In the successive main SRB-reports, there was a special section in Appendix I in 
which the Bureau explained and defined the technical terms it used. Again, an 
exception was the 7th main report. The SRB also explained the terms in the 
survey on the Netherlands and Netherlands Antilles, but only marginally in the 
Rotterdam survey. 
 
Conclusion 
 
The SRB worked with a research design that was developed with the help of two 
external advisors. In this research approach, the main initial source was data 
bases from Lloyd’s. The aim was to reduce the number of files on tankers that 
could have potentially delivered oil to South Africa. When the information 
obtained from Lloyd’s became increasingly incomplete and incorrect the main 
research design was refined and supplemented by new types of investigations on 
gap tankers and incorrect calls. 
 The Bureau discussed other research designs, but the tanker analysis turned 
out to be the most reliable and the most efficient. After 1990, the SRB gained 
access to reliable sources within South Africa. In its reports, the SRB defined 
terms and explained some main features of the research design. 
 To conclude, the Bureau met criterion 1 and its applicable specific indicators.  
                                                 
25  Interview with Richard Hengeveld by the author, 29 February 1996; Hengeveld, Embargo, 1995, 

121-122, 356 (note 21). For more, see 7.2.2, ‘South Africa and sources after 1990.’ 
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7.2.2  Criterion 2 – different angles of investigation 
 
Criterion 2 Research is carried out by researching through relevant different angles of 

investigation, oriented at relevant options to be formulated 
 

Specific 
indicators 

a) descriptive research: triangulation of sources, biases by problematic accessibility; 
b) explanatory research: competing hypotheses, high alpha & low beta chance, 

robustness, profoundness; 
c) prognostic research: robustness, width, options & openness (& their strengths and 

weaknesses), dissenting opinions 
 

 
First, attention is paid to the main source of the SRB – the data bases bought 
from Lloyd’s. Other sources were also used as a source on their own and to 
cross reference data obtained by Lloyd’s. Attention is also paid to sources that 
were problematic for the SRB to access. Finally, two special cases are discussed 
– the information position after 1990 as a result of reliable sources from within 
South Africa, and the sources for the Rotterdam report. 
 
Lloyd’s26

 
Data bases from Lloyd’s were the main initial source for the SRB although this 
was not made public in its reports. Publicly, the Bureau just stated: 

 
‘The Bureau’s main sources of data regarding these ships have been specialized shipping 
industry publications and computerized data bases. These sources record the identities of the 
companies that own, operate and charter individual ships, including the movements of these 
ships in and out most of the world’s ports as reported by agents in those ports and by the 
companies operating these ships. [...] The Bureau has extensively checked and supplemented this 
information by a variety of means.’27

 
An extra clue was the comment: 
 

‘Shipping industry sources regularly produce publications listing all movements by merchant 
shipping. These publications are based on reports received from agents in virtually every port of 
the world. The publications show, for each ship, the dates upon which it called at and left each 
port. The publications do not indicate, however, whether the ship actually made a delivery at any 
particular port.’28

 
Insiders in the world of shipping companies will directly conclude from this 
quote the importance of Lloyd’s’ databases for the SRB.29 However, the Bureau 
                                                 
26  The SRB worked with Lloyd’s Maritime Information Services. 
27  SRB, Fuel for Apartheid, 1990, Appendix II, 95 (sixth main report). The same lines are found in 

Appendix II of the third, fourth and fifth two yearly report. In the second report Appendix II, there is 
an explanation of the Bureau how it assessed whether a ship had transported oil to South Africa 
(SRB, Oil Tankers to South Africa 1980-1981, 1982, 73-78). In the first report, the SRB explained its 
research method briefly in chapter four (SRB, Oil Tankers to South Africa, 1981, 12-17). 

28  SRB, Oil Tankers to South Africa, 1981, 12. 
29  Interview with Guill de Valk by the author, 21 February 1996. Guill de Valk was director of the 

International Association ‘The Rhineshipsregister’ from 1969 - 1976. In internal UN documents, the 
awareness of its dependency for its research on Lloyd’s is also present (UN IGG, “Information note 
on the work of the Secretariat regarding monitoring the supply and shipping of oil and petroleum 
products to South Africa,” page 2 and 3 of 8). 
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did not mention Lloyd’s when it explained its methodology,30 at the request of 
Lloyd’s itself.31  
 
The SRB used different types of print outs from Lloyd’s. This was needed, for 
example, to trace the gap tankers and incorrect calls. The SRB found clues for 
such irregularities by cross-checking different data bases of Lloyd’s.  
 The Bureau studied the voyage histories of ships in order to investigate 
whether a ship could have visited South Africa. As noted, data on ship histories 
was sometimes manipulated. Besides the annual voyage histories of Lloyd’s, the 
Bureau also bought special print outs. For example, the SRB always requested a 
print out from calls to South Africa, and later on from, for example, Ain Sukhna 
(‘Incorrect call’). In addition – to trace the special gaps – the Bureau asked for a 
print out of all ships that called into the Persian Gulf twice on a row. This 
movement could be an indication that a ship sailed to South Africa and back. 
Furthermore, the SRB traced unusual patterns of reporting by cross-checking the 
above data with information such as the weekly Lloyd’s voyage records and 
Lloyd’s shipping index. Lloyd’s print outs were not cheap. The SRB had to pay 
several thousands of pounds for a set of prints. You could request any 
combination of data, if you paid Lloyd’s for it.32

 
Other sources 
 
In the main reports, the Bureau did not explain how it checked or supplemented 
information. From the beginning, the SRB had access to other sources. 
 
Concerning the initial sources, the Bureau was not restricted to the data bases of 
Lloyd’s. Bailey and Rivers – who had laid down the basis of the research 
method for the SRB – were helpful in supplying the Bureau with information 
throughout the years. Sometimes, journalists gave them a lead which initiated an 
investigation. The documentation from UNCTAD, concerning its campaign 
against the flag of convenience (Foc) registries, was also helpful.33

 Trade Unions were another source. An exchange of tips and requests for 
information took place between the Bureau and Maritime Unions Against 
Apartheid (MUAA) and, on a smaller scale, the British Merchant Navy and 
Airline Officers’ Association (MNAOA) and the International Transport 
Workers’ Federation (ITF).34

                                                 
30  The SRB made an exception to this policy for the municipality of Rotterdam. It revealed the 

importance of databases of Lloyd’s to Rotterdam, hoping the city would carry out its own research. 
The SRB explicitly mentioned the prints of Lloyd’s and Lloyd’s Voyage Records in: SRB, 
Eindbestemmings-certificaat, 1983, 6. 

31  Interview with Hengeveld by the author, 4 July 2000. The importance of Lloyd’s as a source was 
later revealed in Embargo (Hengeveld, Embargo, 1995, 117). 

32  Interview with Richard Hengeveld by the author, 29 February 1996. 
33  Hengeveld, Embargo, 1995, 116, 117. 
34  Afraid of being accused to break an embargo, ships were very careful about what items they 

bunkered at South African ports. Hengeveld, Embargo, 1995, 113-115. 
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 The Bureau obtained information from informers inside the shipping industry 
and other confidential sources. Information from informers had to be always 
checked for various reasons. For instance, an informer could make a mistake by 
changing names and data. Some data was simply not relevant. The SRB was 
also confronted with storytellers or people who purposely fed the Bureau with 
disinformation, to distract the researchers from their work.35

 The Bureau obtained information from harbor and custom officials. Not 
every official knew exactly the kind of work the SRB did. However when 
questioned, the Bureau explained its remit. The information obtained could be 
used to check whether a ship had indeed called at a particular harbor as was 
listed in the data bases from Lloyd’s, or whether it was a probable incorrect call. 
The problem with this kind of data was that the information, while it was not 
classified, was not necessarily in the public domain. Sometimes authorities took 
measures to silence a source for example in the Netherlands Antilles, authorities 
declared this type of information as confidential.36

 In addition, there was incidental information which was provided by a wide 
variety of sources, ranging from a doctor in Singapore treating seamen for 
venereal diseases, to the Norwegian missionary Per Anders Nordengen living in 
South Africa.37

 Being a low budget organization, the SRB was often dependent on material 
passed to them by others. This sometimes led to hilarious situations. For 
example, when the Bureau hired a car to collect a large number of copies of the 
trade journal Oil World, to find out it focused only on soybean and palm oil.38 
Among the information the Bureau used up until the final days of its existence 
was the South African press clipping service Stockpress.39

 
The Bureau sent its preliminary findings to companies for corrections, and it 
submitted findings to governments for investigation. This information was a 
source on its own. In the case of the second main report, for example, some 
companies denied transport or made corrections. The SRB took these replies into 
consideration for the report. Often this led to extra information, which, in turn, the 
Bureau could check. 
 Some replies led to actual changes in the text. In the preliminary findings, for 
example, the SRB wrote that Norwegian oil was transported to South Africa. 
Norway denied this. The Bureau changed the text accordingly.40 In the final text of 
the second report, the SRB wrote ‘Norway has no legal oil embargo either, but it 
has officially requested oil companies not to sell Norwegian crude oil to South 

                                                 
35  Hengeveld, Embargo, 115, 116 126, 128, 149. 
36  SRB, Secret Oil Deliveries to South Africa 1981-1982, 1984, 24. Hengeveld, Embargo, 1995, 64, 65, 

125. 
37  Hengeveld, Embargo, 1995, 115, 121. 
38  Ibid., 61, 117, 173. 
39  Staff SRB, “Over het huidige en toekomstige werk van het SRB,” 30 October 1992, 5. 
40  Foreign Affairs, Code 6, 1975-1984, 613.211.45, File 5931, confidential message embassy Norway, 

reference 14325, 29 June 1982. 
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Africa.’41 This still left the possibility open that non-Norwegian oil was being 
transported to South Africa by Norwegian companies. Norway was an important 
oil transporting country. 
 A special case was the very first publication of the SRB – the survey on 
Norway. Norwegian ship owners produced a counter-report and argued that not 
all the ships listed had delivered oil.42 The ship owners reaction was welcomed 
by the Bureau as a confirmation that some of the ships had delivered oil and as a 
source to check the original information.43

 
The information position of the parent organizations of the Bureau was also 
sometimes helpful. HCSA and Kairos focused mainly on lobbying, rather than 
intelligence, which is why they founded the SRB. Nevertheless, both Kairos and 
the HCSA were active in gathering information on the other two networks, 
government and business. 
 In the archives of Kairos and the HCSA, for example, there is a memo on Dutch 
business (‘VNO/NCW Contactgroep Zuidelijk Afrika’) meant ‘for internal use.’ In 
this document, among others, the position of the government on oil sanctions is 
evaluated.44 There is also an internal letter, from the management of Shell Neder-
land B.V. to its employees, concerning actions taken against it as a company and 
the struggle it was having with its image. This letter was probably obtained via the 
SRB.45 In addition, there were confidential memos of meetings between Shell and 
the Dutch Council of Churches, and Shell and the World Council of Churches.46  
 Government documents were obtained from public sources, except for one 
incidental draft of a report that later became official. The parent organizations also 
had good contact with the UN. Sometimes this caused uneasiness with other 
countries. Norway, for example, felt uncomfortable about a letter that Kairos 
sent to Reddy of the UN Center against Apartheid. Its uneasiness was caused by 
the ‘very accurate information that Kairos had regarding the Norwegian position 
vis-à-vis the disputed reports of the UN expert group [...] it looks as if Kairos 
took notice of the so-called “Norwegian comments” and also the report “The 

                                                 
41  SRB, Oil Tankers to South Africa 1980-1981, 1982, 2. 
42  The Bureau had laid down the explicit qualification that its survey did not contain proof that all 

tankers listed as having called at South Africa had actually delivered oil. 
43  Press communiqué by HCSA, 11 March 1981. Hengeveld, Embargo, 1995, 62, 63. 
44  Memo VNO/NCW Contactgroep Zuidelijk Afrika to the executive committee of VNO (for its meeting on 

10 May 1983), ‘Zuid-Afrika,’ Dn/vS/1591, 5 May 1983. VNO: Verbond van Nederlandse 
Ondernemingen; in English: Federation of Netherlands Industry. NCW: Nederlands Christelijke 
Werkgeversverbond; in English: Netherlands Christian Employers Federation. 

45  Interview with Hengeveld by the author, 4 July 2000. Letter: letter Shell Nederland B.V. (H. Hooykaas) to 
the employees of Shell companies in the Netherlands, 11 April 1989. Obtaining such documents seems to 
have a long history. See for example a confidential report of the NCW: NCW, “Rapport studiereis naar 
Zuid-Afrika, 14 maart - 3 april 1974,” 33 pages. The visit as such was not confidential and NCW made a 
press release afterwards. 

46  Confidential report of the meeting between Shell and the Dutch Council of Churches on 31 March 1989, 7 
April 1989, 9 pages. World Council of Churches, confidential memo, 10 May 1990, 3 pages. This Dutch 
business had met the Dutch Council of Churches on earlier occasions. See: confidential report of a 
meeting between VNO/NCW and Dutch Council of Churches on 11 November 1975, 4 pages. 
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Norwegian Supply of Oil to South Africa.”’47 The Dutch ambassador in Oslo 
had the impression, a Norwegian authority had informed him about Kairos’ 
information position during a ‘chance opportunity,’ because this confidential 
information might have been leaked by a Dutch source.48 Foreign Affairs 
replied to the Dutch embassy in Norway, to tell the Norwegian authority – also 
in a ‘chance opportunity’ – that this leak was not caused by a Dutch official. 
Kairos ‘took at least the same critical attitude towards the Dutch government as, 
for example, towards the Norwegians. According to Foreign Affairs, the UN 
Center against Apartheid should be a more legitimate object of Norwegian 
suspicion.’49

 
Throughout the years, the SRB gained access to an increasing number of diverse 
sources. As a result, incorrect denials by companies could no longer avoid rigorous 
scrutiny as in the beginning.  
 In table 7.2, an overview is presented of the sources of the Bureau, and the way 
these sources were employed and adjusted. 
 

Table 7.2 Sources: overview of the SRB intelligence method 1980-1988 
 
 Initial 

source 
Supple-
mental 
source 

Source to 
check 
initial 
sources 

Counter-measures 
against SRB 

Adjustment by the 
SRB 

databases 
Lloyd’s: voyage 
histories, 
voyage records, 
shipping index 

yes, 
major 
source 
until 
1988 

no no secrecy and cover up: 
- hiding calls 
- reporting incorrect 
calling 
- confidential charters 

- tracing gap tankers 
- tracing calling points 
with no Lloyd’s 
official, and harbors 
with same distance to 
South Africa 
- direct checks by SRB 
on location (port 
authorities/Lloyd’s 
agent) 

lists from 
harbors, data 
on charterers 

yes, 
major 
source 

no sometimes, 
to check 
other data 
of Lloyd’s 

no no 

technical data 
on tankers & 
harbors  

no no yes rare (flag of 
convenience/ hiding 
ownership of tankers) 

not applicable 

Foc-files of 
UNCTAD 

no yes no no not applicable 

other databases 
and periodicals 
of the shipping 
industry 

yes yes no inside South Africa: 
yes, secrecy  
outside South Africa: 
yes, being more care-
ful with contents of 
publications, or to stop 

no 

                                                 
47  Foreign Affairs, UN, 1975-1984, 999.214.9, File 2324, Oslo, confidential, 23/30 (by courier) 

December 1983. This UN-expert group was the predecessor of the UN IGG, see 8.3. 
48  Ibid. 
49  Foreign Affairs, UN, 1975-1984, 999.214.9, File 2324, minister of Foreign Affairs confidential, 2 

January 1984. 
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publication (Norway) 
 

 Initial 
source 

Supple-
mental 
source 

Source 
to check 
initial 
sources 
 

Counter-measures 
against SRB 

Adjustment by the SRB 

oil trade 
statistics 

no rare, 
(Brunei, 
Rotter-
dam) 
 

yes 
(Rotter-
dam) 

yes, secret in South 
Africa 

yes, using sources 
external to South Africa 

other media 
outside South 
Africa 
 

no sometim
es 

no no not applicable 

other media 
inside South 
Africa 

no rare no yes, Petroleum Pro-
ducts Act and National 
Key Points Act, in 
combination with the 
Internal Security Act, 
Customs and Excise 
Act, and Publications 
Act 
 

no, but more liberal 
approach of South Africa 
in the beginning of the 
nineties 

South African 
parliament 

no  once no yes, this report of the 
Advocate-General was 
confidential and 
censored 
 

yes, the report was 
leaked, and the censor-
ship was not accurate. 

tips from inside 
the world of 
shipping (South 
Africa): 

yes, 
after 
1992 
major 
source* 
 

yes no no not applicable 

corporate 
intelligence 
 

no no yes no not applicable 

replies to SRB 
from companies 
and 
governments 
 

no no yes yes, by not giving 
answers, denying or 
lying 

yes, any information is 
information, especially a 
detected lie 

informers/deep 
throats 
(seamen, 
clergymen, etc.) 
 

no yes no No not applicable 

sailors’ unions 
(MUAA, 
MNAOA, ITF, 
etc.) 
 

no some-
times 

some-
times 

yes, being careful with 
bunkering items 

no 

port and 
custom 
authorities 
 

no no yes occasionally 
(Netherlands Antilles) 

no 

monitoring 
ships, in South 
Africa or 
surveillance of 
radio contact 

yes, 
after 
1990  

hardly no ship spotting: yes, 
covering names of 
ships 
radio contact: yes, 
contact under coded 
names and radio 
silence 
 

ship spotting: no regular 
access spotting of ships 
before 1990 
radio contact: no, only 
years after radio contact 
was introduced, the SRB 
had access to it 

*) These sources were a help to publish the updated lists in the final publication Embargo 
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Biases and accessibility 
 
The research goal of the SRB was to monitor the physical oil flow to South 
Africa. In its reports, the Bureau commented: 

 
‘There are no publicly available statistical sources on the supply of crude oil to South Africa. 
The principal research method used by the Shipping Research Bureau has been an extensive 
analysis of the movements of the world’s tanker fleet.’50

 
In the ideal situation the Bureau gained access to sources with information on 
the countries of origin of the oil, the companies selling the oil, the names of the 
ships and its shipping companies, and the role ports played in trans-shipments.51 
However, access to these sources differed. This resulted in biases. Biases related 
to sources were the following (biases unrelated to sources are presented in 
7.2.4). 
 
The first bias was caused by differences in access – ‘[t]he success rate in linking 
shipments to specific oil companies was always lower than that in identifying 
the shipping companies involved and the countries of origin of the oil.’52 The 
main reasons for difficulties to obtain information were secrecy and the lack of 
access to oil exporting countries from the Middle East. The greatest difficulties 
were in gaining access to the following information: 53

• oil producing countries: cooperation with oil traders, (governmental) 
contracts with South Africa, laws and regulations; 

• oil companies and oil traders: contracts that were made with oil exporting 
countries; contracts that were made with shipping companies; and contracts 
that were made with South Africa; traders who were used as intermediaries; 

• oil in South Africa: consumption, import, stockpile, Sasol, Soekor.54 
 
A second and related bias was that the research was more tanker-oriented, rather 
than focused on the oil-trade.55 This is related to the first bias because oil traders 

                                                 
50  SRB, Fuel for Apartheid, 1990, Appendix II, 95 (sixth main report). The same lines are found in 

Appendix II of the third, fourth and fifth two yearly report. In the second report Appendix II, there is 
an explanation of the Bureau how it tested alternative hypotheses to answer the question of whether a 
ship had transported oil to South Africa (SRB, Oil Tankers to South Africa 1980-1981, 1982, 73-78). 
In the first report, the SRB explained its research method briefly in chapter four (SRB, Oil Tankers to 
South Africa, 1981, 12-17). 

51  Rouweler, “Voorstellen voor de toekomst van het Shipping Research Bureau,” 3 October 1984, 1. 
52  Hengeveld, Embargo, 1995, 194. 
53  SRB staff, “Belangrijkste activiteiten en werkwijze van het SRB,” (internal paper) 14 October 1986, 

1 and 3. 
54  SFF/Sasol: Strategic Fuel Fund Association/South African Coal, Oil, and Gas Corporation. Soekor: 

Southern Oil Exploration Corporation. 
55  The problem of bias, caused by the method used, is a phenomena well known in criminology. For 

example, if you concentrate on intensive patrolling in the street instead of electronic data surveillance 
in the field of banking, it is highly likely gang crimes will be covered much more than white collar 
crime. 
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were the most difficult aspect of the investigation to follow. To illustrate this two 
examples are given on John C. Deuss and on Marc Rich.  
 In its first main report, the Bureau reported on movements of some ships 
chartered by Transworld Oil. In this report, the SRB wrote that this oil trading 
company was based in the USA. This was according to the data then available to 
the Bureau.56 It did not give any further information. In the second report, the SRB 
discovered that its owner was the Dutchman John Deuss. This led to a special item 
in this second report.57 The SRB described Transworld Oil as ‘amongst the most 
important suppliers of crude oil to South Africa.’58

 The Bureau discovered only in later years the importance of other oil traders. 
For example, the SRB mentioned Marc Rich name in its first report, but nothing 
else.59 In later years, the Bureau found out more on Rich, and it even included 
special section in its third main report on him as one of the main companies 
involved since 1979. The Bureau only discovered the full extent of Rich’s 
involvement in long term contracts after it received a confidential report on 27 
June 1984, written by the South African Advocate-General (heading ‘South 
Africa and sources after 1990’).60

In the book Embargo, Rich was typed as one of the highest ranking persons 
who was responsible for oil being delivered to South Africa during 1979-1993.61 
Because oil traders maintained complex structures and networks, it was more 
difficult to trace their involvement than tankers. Compared to other traders, 
Rich’s involvement was more difficult to trace than Deuss’. One explanation is 
‘that the secretive Rich was more skillful in covering his tracks than John 
Deuss.’62 To frustrate investigations – not only from the SRB – oil traders such 
as Marc Rich made use of an empire of often short lived companies based in 
different countries.63 He used a range of puzzling ways to charter ships. 
 The Bureau tried to balance this second bias by focusing special 
investigations on oil traders and brokers, instead of primarily focusing on oil 
tankers. When these were successful they were presented in the main reports. By 
focusing on ships rather than oil brokers, an important oil trader like Rich came 
only at a relatively late stage into the spotlight of attention. This may have been 
different if another approach had been chosen.64

 
A third bias concerned countries who were relatively under- or overexposed. 
When the SRB mentioned one country from which oil originated more often 

                                                 
56  SRB, Oil Tankers to South Africa, 1981, 76. 
57  SRB, Oil Tankers to South Africa 1980-1981, 1982, 23-24 (§ 3.2 of this report). 
58  Ibid., 24. 
59  SRB, Oil Tankers to South Africa, 1981, 50 and 78. 
60  SRB, Secret Oil Deliveries to South Africa 1981-1982, 1984, 18-19 (§ 3.4). See also: Hengeveld, 

Embargo, 1995, 87-88, 138-140. Scholtz, “Drive Now and Pay Forever,” Embargo, 1995, 266. 
Contrary to Transworld Oil, Rich was not mentioned in Table B (on oil companies), 58-59, of the 
second report. 

61  Hengeveld, Embargo, 1995, 145. 
62  Ibid., 146. 
63  Ibid., 149. 
64  Ibid., 138, 139. 
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than another, this did not mean it was reporting that this country actually 
delivered more oil. Sometimes there were differences in the accuracy of the data 
from Lloyd’s, which was the basic source of the SRB. In the book Embargo 
(page 90), the United Arab Emirates are ranked as number one and Iran is 
ranked third. Further in this book, the Bureau wrote that this does not preclude 
that Iran’s share was greater. On page 117-118, Hengeveld explains: 
 

The structural problem relating to the fact that not all terminals were covered [by Lloyd’s] does 
affect the scope of the findings of the Shipping Research Bureau. In the table on page 90 the 
United Arab Emirates heads the list, whereas Iran is ranked third. To a certain extent this tells us 
more about the quality of the information passed on to Lloyd’s from the two countries than about 
the actual share of each country in South Africa’s oil supply. (...) in the case of Iran, the SRB is 
thoroughly convinced that its findings considerably underestimate the role Iran played as a 
country of origin for oil to South Africa since 1979. 

 
Because some countries kept a relatively low profile during this period their 
role, which might have been more important, was concealed, for example, 
Gabon.65 The Bureau was aware of this factor, but it was unable to completely 
correct this bias. The SRB barely developed techniques for unveiling the dark 
number of 40-50% of shipments.66  
 
A fourth bias was a result of source protection. This occurred when the Bureau 
developed a qualification system to label the certainty of an oil shipment. In 
some cases the SRB was very sure a ship delivered oil, whereas in other cases it 
was almost sure. The Bureau sometimes twisted words in its reports to express 
this certainty (‘suggesting’ or ‘strongly suggesting’) to prevent people involved 
in oil deliveries gaining an insight as to the exact information that informed the 
research results.67 For another example – regarding Soviet oil – see the heading 
‘Rotterdam survey’ further down in this section. 
 
There were also some other aspects concerning accessibility. Some sources were 
either cut off over time or the SRB simply never gained access. The UN, for 
example, was an important source of information. In 1986, however, activities 
of the UN led to sources being cut off. When the UN established the 
Intergovernmental Group to Monitor the Supply and Shipping of Oil and 
Petroleum Products to South Africa (the UN IGG), Saudi Arabia for example 

                                                 
65  In its listing in Embargo, the SRB only mentioned two shipments for the period 1979-1981 (Mobil 

Petroleum in June 1979, and Wangli in October 1981). This is less than one percent of the total of 
210 identified shipments (Hengeveld, Embargo, 1995, 91, 206-209). According to South African 
documents, Gabon was at that time responsible for 3,7% of the import (Letter director SFF, D.F. 
Mostert, to director-general of the Mineral and Energy Affairs, 2 October 1981, 2). Gabon was even the 
only country South Africa could obtain its oil from without an intermediary (Confidential and personal 
letter general manager of Sasol, D.F. Mostert, to director-general of the Mineral and Energy Affairs, 29 
April 1981, 2. See also Hengeveld, Embargo, 1995, 325). 

66  Hengeveld, Embargo, 1995, 118. 
67  Interview with Richard Hengeveld by the author, 29 February 1996. 
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used this as an excuse to not send any more copies of discharge documents to 
the SRB.68

 The SRB did not gain access to sources in oil exporting countries from the 
Middle East. This was a problem for the SRB, as most of the oil originated from 
these countries.69 The absence of this source can be explained by the non-exis-
tence of anti-apartheid pressure groups in these countries. The SRB labeled, in 
internally, Arab governments as ‘generally [...] notoriously difficult to commu-
nicate with, for any purpose except oil procurement and/or arms’ sales.’70

 Although the Bureau made use of informers, most of the information was 
publicly available. This not only concerned the information bought from 
Lloyd’s, but also from all kind of specialized or general newspaper and 
periodicals. All these sources were the so-called basic material, which the 
Bureau cross-referenced with other sources. The former research director of the 
SRB, Jaap Woldendorp, estimated that at least 95% of this basic material was 
publicly available. Woldendorp estimated that at most 5% of the cases would 
not have been published, if these non-public sources had not been available.71 
Woldendorp’s colleague, Hengeveld, estimated that the amount of cases that the 
SRB revealed through non-public sources was higher than 5%. He saw, in 
particular, tips by the journalist Martin Bailey as being very helpful.72 Sources 
not available to the public were especially helpful in identifying oil traders. 
These sources could make a case more solid and subsequently could lead to an 
earlier publication than would have been the case through regular research.73

 
South Africa and sources after 1990 
 
While this last period is less interesting from the aspect of how to investigate 
manipulated data, it is interesting in terms of gaining access to sources. For a long 
period, obtaining information directly from South Africa was extremely difficult. 
South Africa silenced sources by censorship and new laws (12.1.2, ‘Deception’). 
Nevertheless, incidental information sometimes reached the Bureau, passed on 

                                                 
68  See: 8.3 ‘UN IGG.’ Hengeveld, Embargo, 1995, 130. Araim, “The United Nations and the Oil 

Embargo against South Africa,” Embargo, 1995, 237. 
69  SRB staff, “Belangrijkste activiteiten en werkwijze van het SRB,” 14 October 1986, 3. 
70  Woldendorp, “The Shipping Research Bureau and the Oil Embargo against South Africa 1985 - 

1991,” 24 January 1991, 7. In all the internal documents, the SRB only referred to ‘Our Man in the 
Gulf’ once even though he was responsible for a growing number of identifications in 1989 
(Hengeveld, “Een paar opmerkingen n.a.v. JJW’s Personal Note over Zes Jaar SRB,” 29 January 
1991, 4) Nevertheless, this was not an Arab source, but was a ploy obviously meant to protect a 
South African source (Interview with Richard Hengeveld by the author, 14 July 1999). 

71  Woldendorp, “The Shipping Research Bureau and the Oil Embargo against South Africa 1985 - 
1991,” 24 January 1991, 11-12. The figure of a public availability of 95% is in line with a comment 
by former CIA-director James Woolsey who said that 95% of all economic information is from pub-
lic sources (Woolsey in the Christian Science Monitor, quoted in NRC Handelsblad, 22 March 2001) 

72  Hengeveld, “Een paar opmerkingen n.a.v. JJW’s Personal Note over Zes Jaar SRB,” 29 January 
1991, 4. 

73  Woldendorp, “The Shipping Research Bureau and the Oil Embargo against South Africa 1985 - 
1991,” 24 January 1991, 11-12. 
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for instance by a Norwegian priest and the ANC.74 A further example was the 
leaked confidential and censored report, from the South African Advocate-
General of 27 June 1984. Because the South African censor failed to do its work 
well, the Bureau could trace a long term contract between South Africa and 
Saudi Arabia in this report.75

 Only after 1990, the Bureau could buy documents and obtain information 
from two South African sources. The ‘long source’ (from 1990) was data concern-
ing ships, but rarely on related aspects. The ‘short source’ was an incidental source 
from which information was obtained around 1992. The contents of this infor-
mation covered almost every aspect of the oil shipments, including the owners of 
the oil cargo. As a result, the Bureau could unveil a high percentage of oil traders.76

 
The South African sources were not limited to these two only. The SRB was 
able to gain access to radio messages between ships and South African shore 
stations. However, the South African authorities had already anticipated this and 
made use of coded and veiled radio contact. It was only in mid-1994 – after the 
end of apartheid – that the Bureau met Dutch ship spotters who could report on 
everything regarding the appearance of ships.77 Direct spotting of ships was a 
source of information also, but even now the Bureau is still very reserved about 
it in order to protect the people involved.78

 The SRB had to pay several thousands of dollars to obtain the South African 
information. In the final years, the SRB spent its money for acquiring data for a 
large part on these sources from South Africa, rather than on a wide range of 
data bases from Lloyd’s.79  
 
Rotterdam survey 
 
In 1985, the SRB published its Rotterdam survey that had been commissioned by 
the municipality of Rotterdam; the only oil report formally commissioned by a 
Dutch authority.80 The case of the Rotterdam survey differs from the main 
reports of that period, because of the advantageous information position in 
Rotterdam. In Rotterdam, the quality of some information was higher than else-
where, such as on calls. When the SRB obtained information from, for example, 
an Asian port regarding a ship that did not make a call, his could mean three 
things. First, there was no call. Second, a tanker had called but it was not in the 

                                                 
74  Hengeveld, Embargo, 1995, 121. 
75  Advocate-General, “Report in Terms of Section 5 (1) of the Advocate-General Act, 1979 (Act 118 of 

1979)” (As amended by Select Committee), No. 7, 27 June 1984, confidential, 20. 
76  Interview with Richard Hengeveld by the author, 29 September 1998. See also the fifth column on 

owners of oil cargo on pages 207-221 of Hengeveld, Embargo. 
77  Hengeveld, Embargo, 1995, 87, 88, 115, 116, 121, 122. 
78  Interview with Richard Hengeveld by the author, 29 February 1996. 
79  Hengeveld, “Iets over de ‘toekomstdiscussie’ van het SRB,” 13 April 1992, 2. Interview with 

Richard Hengeveld by the author, 29 February 1996. 
80  Of course, others could ask for a report, like Dutch labor unions. See: - (internal anonymous SRB paper), 

Possible Activities of the Shipping Research Bureau in the Future, 2/9/82, 2. 
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books of the officials. Third, a ship was near an Asian port, but it had transferred 
the oil outside the harbor. In Rotterdam a no call, actually meant a no call.81

 Not only was the quality higher, but the SRB also had access to more sources 
than usual. The Bureau had a greater access to Rotterdam authorities because the 
municipality had commissioned the report. The SRB obtained, through the port 
authorities, detailed information for the years 1982-1984.82 The Rotterdam port 
officials also had data on oil stock alteration in entrepôt. The Bureau compared 
this data with data on the tonnage of ships that left the harbor, and checked 
whether oil was delivered at the ports named. A relatively small amount of oil 
left Rotterdam for another continent. Therefore, checking shipments was not a 
large task. Not only could the Bureau obtain weekly statistics, but it was also 
sometimes possible to connect directly an alteration in the entrepôt with a ship. 
Sometimes informers supplied information that concerned an individual 
shipment.83

 The quality of the informers was so high that the accuracy of the information 
potentially could reveal their identity. The SRB, through this informer received 
information on the transhipment in Rotterdam by order of the company Marimpex. 
These sources told that, out of the ten Marimpex shipments during 1979-1983, six 
cases involved Soviet oil. When the SRB submitted this information to the Soviet 
consulate in Amsterdam, a twelve person strong delegation asked the represen-
tatives of the Bureau for additional proof. The Soviets were not at all pleased to be 
confronted with this information. They afterwards warned Marimpex, who denied 
the allegations, that no violations of the contract clauses would be tolerated. 
Because further verification from public sources was not possible, and in order to 
protect sources, the SRB decided not to include the Soviet link in its public reports. 
Besides, it was clear that the Soviets did not participate themselves in the tranship-
ment of their oil in Rotterdam. When the media in 1988 exposed the first direct 
delivery of Soviet oil to South Africa, the Bureau did not hesitate to give as 
much publicity to it as possible.84 Before 1988, in its contacts with journalists 
who asked whether Soviet oil went to South Africa, the Bureau always stimulated 
them to delve into the Marimpex-Rotterdam link telling them that Marimpex ‘was 
known to trade in Soviet oil.’85  

                                                 
81  Interview with Richard Hengeveld by the author, 29 February 1996. 
82  SRB, Olieleveranties aan Zuid-Afrika, 1985, 17. Though there were in the beginning some delays 

and problems to obtain data from the port authorities, this situation changed later on (SRB internal 
note “Lijdensweg kontakt met Havenbedrijf,” middle of May 1985 (undated) meant as a preparation 
for a meeting with the port authorities of 20 May 1985. Letter SRB to councilor Van den Dunnen, 5 
July 1985) Letter Hengeveld to the author, 15 July 1999. 

83  Interview with Richard Hengeveld by the author, 29 February 1996. 
84  Hengeveld, Embargo, 1995, 102-103, 354 note 16. SRB, Olieleveranties aan Zuid-Afrika, 1985, 21-

22, 28-30. In the BVD-files, it is noted that in October 1987 the SRB was in touch with the Soviet 
embassy ‘concerning the problem of the delivery of oil to South Africa’ (BVD, FOIA-file no. 
248633-2001, on South-African Communities in the Netherlands 1948-1998. File 3 of 6 (Shipping 
Research Bureau), page 1 of 4). A SRB-delegation also visited Rotterdam authorities to inform them 
about the Soviet oil (Interview with Richard Hengeveld by the author, 29 September 1998). 

85  The Dutch newspaper Reformatorisch Dagblad wrote an article on the possibility of transports of 
Soviet oil to South Africa. The original source of Reformatorisch Dagblad was Jaap Woldendorp of 
the SRB. The Bureau could face an image problem, as being soft on communism – as was suggested 
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Dissent 
 
This specific indicator does not apply to the SRB, as the whole analysis unit – 
the Bureau itself – was so small. In cases of doubt, all staff members were 
involved in solving the problem. 
 
Conclusion 
 
The main initial source was different types of print outs from Lloyd’s. The 
Bureau also used a wide variety of sources to check and double check infor-
mation. No information from any source was taken for granted. Both the SRB 
and its parent organizations had a good information position concerning the 
other two networks – business and government. The main exception of access to 
sources was an entree in oil exporting countries from the Middle East. 
 After 1990, the Bureau gained access to accurate sources from within South 
Africa. This simplified the research process – and the research outcomes were 
improved significantly. In the case of the Rotterdam survey of 1985, the SRB 
also had an excellent information position. Some informers were even so 
detailed and accurate that the SRB could not reveal this information without 
endangering them. 
 Criterion 2 was met by the Bureau through constant effort and awareness of 
triangulating sources of information, and by constantly improving its informa-
tion position. 
 
7.2.3  Criterion 3 – to be correct, complete, and accurate 
 
Criterion 3 Data and information presented need to be correct, complete, and accurate 

 
Specific 

indicators 
a) sound processing (collectors also); take notice of reliability; be unambiguous on 

certainty; be critical on consistency; 
b) pay attention to data lacking; do not ignore deviant data; aim at denying a hypothesis;  
c) acknowledgment of sources; correct representation of viewpoints 
 

 
Since the SRB published its reports, there was a lot of information available to 
check this criterion. Internally or publicly, organizations reacted. This infor-
mation is included in assessing the extent to which this criterion was met. It 
begins with the correctness and accuracy of the information in the SRB-reports, 
followed by an evaluation of its completeness. Finally, attention is paid to the 
applicable specific indicators. 
 
                                                                                                                   

in Reformatorisch Dagblad – by not making these transports public. In the book Embargo, 
Hengeveld reminds the reader that the Bureau was neither overtly nor covertly afflicted to be a 
communist front organization (Hengeveld, Embargo, 102, 103, 354 note 13. For more, see: 
Reformatorisch Dagblad, 11 October 1986; or: Vermaat, De Informatievervuilers, 1987, 54).  
In an oral briefing, the SRB informed representatives of the municipality of Rotterdam about the 
transports of Soviet oil (interview with Richard Hengeveld by the author, 29 September 1998).  
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Correct and accurate  
 
In the winter of 1980-1981, the Bureau prepared its survey on the Netherlands 
and Netherlands Antilles. In the beginning of January 1981, the Netherlands 
Antilles denied its involvement as described by the SRB in its confidential advance 
papers. The Netherlands Antilles told the Dutch press agency ANP, that only two 
ships transported oil to South Africa.86 After this press statement, the Acting 
Governor of the Netherlands Antilles declared, in a confidential message to the 
Dutch Minister of Foreign Affairs, that only one ship delivered oil to South Africa. 
The Acting Governor wrote that he based his findings on data from the Statistical 
Office, port offices, and oil companies. The other ships that were said to have 
bunkered did not call at the Netherlands Antilles or left to go to another 
destination.87

 Foreign Affairs and Economic Affairs wanted to double check the data because 
of an expected parliamentary debate, and invited Shell to a meeting on 27 January 
1981. The Shell representatives reported that Shell South Africa provided 19% of 
the oil that the country needed. This was realized through the British based Shell 
International Trading Company Limited. Shell also said that the six tanker 
movements of three Shell-tankers mentioned by the SRB were correct. This 
concerned the tankers Laconica, Latirus, and Mytilus.88 The SRB mentioned 
these shipments both in its survey and in its first main report of March 1981.89 
According to a concept press release by Shell – which it never made public – the 
Dutch Shell company Shell Tankers B.V. owned these three ships.90 To the 
ministry, Shell explicitly stated, that it did not endorse the position of the 
Netherlands Antilles that the majority of the facts in the SRB report were not 
correct. As a result of this, Foreign Affairs was of the opinion that ‘it seems 
therefore wise, for the time being, to leave the denials of the Antilles of 
involvement the view of Willemstad.’91

 Dutch Shell decided not to make its press release public. Despite this the 
Nigerian branch of Shell released a press release public on 20 January 1981. In this 
press release, Shell Nigeria wrote the SRB was established ‘two years ago’ – 
whereas the Bureau was actually established six months earlier on 11 July 1980. 
Shell Nigeria also reported that the SRB admitted that its ‘information is second-
hand and they draw conclusions from this second-hand information which are 

                                                 
86  ANP-message quoted in Foreign Affairs, UN, 1975-1984, 999.214.9, File 987, telex Foreign Affairs to 

governor and prime minister of the Netherlands Antilles at Willemstad, no. 480013, 14 January 1981. 
Telex HCSA and Kairos to Prime Minister of the Netherlands Antilles Don Martina, 9 January 1981. 

87  Foreign Affairs, UN, 1975-1984, 999.214.9, File 987, confidential message Acting Governor at 
Willemstad to Minister of Foreign Affairs, 16 January 1981. 

88  Foreign Affairs, UN, 1975-1984, 999.214.9, File 988, confidential memo International Organizations 
Department, no. 29/81, 3 February 1981. 

89  SRB, Oil Tankers to South Africa, 1981, 46-51, 64-65, 82. 
90  Unpublished concept press release of Shell, 30 January 1981. See also: Table A, of SRB survey Oil 

Supplies to South Africa of January 1981. There is no information on tankers chartered by British 
Shell companies. 

91  Foreign Affairs, UN, 1975-1984, 999.214.9, File 988, confidential memo International Organizations 
Department, no. 29/81, 3 February 1981. 
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not sustained by facts,’ and ‘[t]he Government of the Netherlands Antilles has 
issued a press release which points out the inconsistencies and half-truths of the 
Shipping Research Bureau’s allegations as far as the Netherlands Antilles is 
concerned in it.’92 The statement that data from Lloyd’s is ‘second-hand’ is 
questionable. Moreover, the Shell Company in the Netherlands explicitly did not 
share the opinion of the Netherlands Antilles.93

 
Generally, the SRB did not publish data if it was not completely convinced of its 
accuracy. An exception occurred in regard to shipping or trading companies, 
already well-known for delivering oil to South Africa. In these cases the 
transports by particular companies could be cited by SRB as ‘almost sure’. Also 
in these cases, the Bureau sent preliminary findings to the companies in question 
for corrections.94

 There was also a clear preference for SRB-researchers to provide perfection-
ist details. For example in the Rotterdam survey – in a special item on the Mobil 
Weser on page 24 – the Bureau included the weather conditions at the moment 
the ship called at Rotterdam. This made the story accessible in a journalistic 
way. The data on the weather was – in the pursuit of perfectionism – accurate. 
The Bureau obtained this data from the Royal Dutch Meteorological Institute.95

 
A large involvement? 
 
In the press statement for the survey, the HCSA and Kairos wrote that the 
Netherlands Antilles and Shell were heavily involved in oil deliveries to South 
Africa.96 In the survey itself, the SRB wrote ‘[t]he principal finding of this report is 
that tankers owned or chartered by Shell [...], plus tankers sailing from the 
Netherlands or the Netherlands Antilles have played a larger role in delivering 
crude oil to South Africa than have tankers connected with any other country.’97 
According to the conclusion, Shell ‘appears to be particularly deeply involved in 
supplies to South Africa.’98 This was not denied by any of the parties. The Bureau 

                                                 
92  Press Release by Shell Nigeria, P.F. Holmes Managing Director, 20 January, 1981. 
93  The nationalization of BP Nigeria in 1979 may have triggered off this type of reaction by Shell Nigeria. 

Furthermore, Nigeria said that any ship entering its waters was liable to prosecution, if it had visited South 
Africa for any reasons in recent months (SRB, Oil Tankers to South Africa, 1981, 18). For that reason 
Shell forbade it ships to call within a year at a Nigerian port, even when this ship only picked up post by 
helicopter at Cape Town (Foreign Affairs, Code 6, 1975-1984, 613.211.45, File 5929, embassy Lagos, 
no. 686/116, 4 February 1981). 

94  A denial from a shipping company could be a lead on its own, especially if later on this turned out to 
be untrue. The SRB from then on treated every other case of the same company with extra suspicion. 
The Bureau – not completely sure whether such a ship actually delivered oil at South Africa – could 
list a shipment in a report, and later this shipment turned out to be untrue. Nevertheless, the shipping 
company in question did not protest, because otherwise it had to unveil a number of other shipments 
(Hengeveld, Embargo, 1995, 119-123). 

95  Royal Dutch Meteorological Institute, in Dutch: Koninklijk Nederlands Meteorologisch Instituut 
(KNMI). Interview with Richard Hengeveld by the author, 29 February 1996. 

96  Press statement HCSA and Kairos for SRB-survey Oil Supplies to South Africa, 13 January 1981. 
97  SRB, Oil Supplies to South Africa, 1981, 2. 
98  Ibid., 5. 
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wrote, in regard to the Netherlands Antilles,‘[n]or have we as yet identified in 
which oil-exporting countries the oil originates which appears to be going to South 
Africa via the Netherlands Antilles.’99 Being involved could, to a large extent, be 
concluded from Table 5 in the report. In that table, the Netherlands Antilles were 
ranked as having the highest number of tankers that sailed to South Africa.100  
 Generally, Foreign Affairs, for political reasons, tried to downplay the large 
Dutch involvement.101 Meanwhile, they kept on checking and double checking the 
data during 1981: 
 

‘In the same period, [January 1979 - March 1980; GdV] the number of departures from the 
Netherlands Antilles would have been nineteen, of which eight through Shell, of which we know of 
these eight, five were sailing under the authority of a Dutch corporate body (Shell Tankers B.V.).’102

 
In retrospect, the involvement of the Netherlands was larger than assumed at that 
time by both the SRB and the Dutch government. South African documents show 
the extent of the Dutch involvement. In particular, this concerned the role of the 
Dutchman John Deuss. In 1985, the SRB was the impression that Deuss played a 
substantial role, when it had obtained a report from the South African Advocate-
General. In this report, the advocate-general wrote SFF (Strategic Fuel Fund 
Association) had ‘purchased a total of 69 cargoes of crude oil between January 
1981 and March 1983.’ Also an implied warning was given that some contracts 
could result in having ‘too many eggs in one basket.’103  
 Despite this the real extent of the involvement of Deuss has not yet been 
published. In other South African documents it shows that in 1981 and 1982, Deuss 
supplied South Africa with more than half the total South African imports. In May 
1981, Sasol calculated that this was 67% of the total.104 In October 1981, SFF 
wrote that this percentage was 57%: ‘Mr. Deuss now supplies 8, 0 million tonnage 
crude oil a year, or 57% of all import.’105 In 1982, the position of Deuss was still 
strong. In 1982 in a secret letter, SFF estimated this percentage to be 53%.106 The 
                                                 
99  Ibid., 6. Shell controlled the Curaçao Oil Terminal (COT). Nevertheless, non-Shell companies owned 

most of the oil. The SRB had difficulties to investigate this trade in detail. See: Hengeveld, Embargo, 
1995, 65. 

100  SRB, Oil Tankers to South Africa, 1981, 23. 
101  On 28 January 1982, for example, a meeting took place between officials and representatives of the 

parent committees of the SRB (HCSA and Kairos). During this meeting, the minister of Foreign 
Affairs promised to investigate the extent of The Netherlands’ involvement. The minister said this 
was denied for the time being (Foreign Affairs, Atlantic Cooperation and Security Affairs 
Department, 1975-1984, 921.30, File 639, memo Van der Stoel, 4 February 1982, no. 6/82). 

102  Foreign Affairs, UN, 1975-1984, 999.214.9, File 907, memo International Organizations Department, 
no. 29/81, 8 September 1981. 

103  Advocate-General, “Report in Terms of Section 5 (1) of the Advocate-General Act, 1979,” 16, 20, 
and 23. In this report, the part on ‘the John Deuss contract’ is on page 16-32. 

104  Sasol wrote that Deuss delivered 8.5 million tons a year, from a total of 12.67 million tons a year. 
Confidential and personal letter of general manager of Sasol, D.F. Mostert, to the director-general of the 
Mineral and Energy Affairs, 15 May 1981, 7. This estimate is also given in a secret undated (probably end 
of 1982) document: “kontraktprys vergelijkings:,” 2. 

105  Letter Director SFF, D.F. Mostert, to director-general of the Mineral and Energy Affairs, 2 October 1981, 
1; Hengeveld, Embargo, 147. 

106  Then, South Africa had contracts for import of a total of 260.000 barrels a day. Of this total, Deuss had 
contracts to import 160,000 a day (53 %), and Shell 46,000 barrels (18 %). Shell supplied South Africa in 
the beginning of 1982 with oil from Brunei, Iran and the United Arab Emirates (Secret letter director SFF, 
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contribution of Deuss slowly declined over time. Because his position was so 
dominant, SFF/Sasol strongly stressed the need for more diversification, not only 
because of their dependency on him, but also because of the publicity he attracted: 
 

‘When the Deuss-contract was made, it was de facto impossible to get more diversification in 
practice.  
The large extent of publicity that Deuss enjoys in the past period, see for example appendix 5, makes 
him the more vulnerable. We cannot leave such a large volume in the hands of somebody who has 
become so visible. Because of the high profile he maintains, he may become for us also a political 
embarrassment; therefore, I am of the opinion that he has to break up his assets in the RSA and that 
we have to negotiate with him preferably abroad.’107

 
Sasol wrote that the publicity – and the minister of Mineral and Energy Affairs also 
was worried about this108 – was caused by ‘publicity and continuous investigations, 
especially in the Netherlands,’ by the SRB.109

 When you only look retrospectively at the role the Dutchman Deuss played, the 
conclusion is that there was a very large Dutch involvement. This is even when the 
roles that Shell and Vitol110 – which are partly Dutch – played are not taken into 
account.111

 In terms of correctness of data, the Bureau had to take some risks of making 
mistakes in order to publish ‘a reasonable accurate overall view of the oil trade 
with South Africa.’112 The SRB saw an occasional mistake concerning a 
transport by Deuss as less harmful than a mistake regarding a transport by an 
unknown company.113  
 
Shell 
                                                                                                                   

D.F. Mostert, to director-general of the Mineral and Energy Affairs, 13 April 1982, 5-6) The peak of 
deliveries by Deuss was in 1981. In another document, this impression is supported by the listing of the 
contracts. In the period of November 1978 - September 1982, 140 ships transported for Deuss 
136,900,000 barrels of oil to South Africa. This was based upon three contracts: 1) Lucina Saudi Arabia, 
period December 1980 - September 1982, 64 shipments with 78,180,000 barrels; 2) Lucina Oman, period 
April 1980 - August 1982, 42 shipments with 32,770,000 barrels; and, 3) TWO Lucina Spot, period 
November 1978 - August 1980, 34 shipments with 25,950,000 barrels (Undated {probably end of 1982} 
confidential document: “Crude oil purchases,” 2; see also annex A, B, C, D, and H of this document). 

107  Secret letter director SFF, D.F. Mostert, to director-general of the Mineral and Energy Affairs, 13 April 
1982, 11. Already at the end of 1980, Sasol stressed the need of diversification (Telex H.R. Wiggett, 
Sasolkor Johannesburg, to director-general of the Mineral and Energy Affairs, 21 October 1980, ref. 
2127). Mostert repeated the need for diversification over and over again (Confidential and personal letter 
general manager of Sasol, D.F. Mostert, to director-general of the Mineral and Energy Affairs, 15 May 
1981, 5. Secret telex director SFF, D.F. Mostert, to director-general of the Mineral and Energy Affairs, 6 
August 1981. Secret letter general manager of Sasol, D.F. Mostert, to director-general of the Mineral and 
Energy Affairs, 7 October 1982, point 11 on page 3). In his reply, the South African minister of Mineral 
and Energy Affairs shared the concern of Mostert. The minister asked for immediate steps to diversify 
sources (Secret letter South African minister of Mineral and Energy Affairs to Mostert, SFF, 21 May 
1981, 1-2). 

108  Secret letter South African minister of Mineral and Energy Affairs to Mostert, SFF, 21 May 1981, 1. 
109  Confidential and personal letter general manager of Sasol, D.F. Mostert, to director-general of the Mineral 

and Energy Affairs, 29 April 1981, 2. 
110  Vitol was a Dutch-Swiss oil company. SRB, Newsletter, no. 30, first quarter 1993, 8. For shipments by 

Vitol, see Hengeveld, Embargo, 1995, 206-208. 
111  For a discussion on the responsibility in terms of the line of the management, see heading next ‘Shell.’ 
112  Hengeveld, Embargo, 1995, 123. 
113  Ibid., 123. 
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As Shell is partly Dutch and oil was delivered to South Africa, the Bureau 
wanted to make a link to the Dutch being involved. In the second main SRB 
report, it is written: 
 

‘In an attempt to belittle the role of the Netherlands in the supply of crude oil to South Africa, a 
Dutch Minister of Foreign Affairs claimed that, because Shell is a multinational company, not 
every delivery of crude oil to South Africa by a Shell tanker should be accounted to the 
Netherlands. However, the whole conglomerate of the Royal Dutch/Shell Group of companies is 
owned by two parent companies: a) the Royal Dutch Petroleum Company, registered in The 
Hague, Netherlands, with a 60% interest in the Group; and b) the “Shell” Transport and Trading 
Company, registered in London, U.K., with a 40% interest. Both parent companies, though 
maintaining their separate identities, are responsible for all actions of the Group as a whole.’114

 
What the Bureau missed in its second main report was the extra level in the line 
of responsibility. The line of responsibility is less direct than the Bureau 
suggested. The Royal/Shell Group has two mother companies: the Netherlands 
based N.V. Koninklijke Nederlandse Petroleum Maatschappij (Koninklijke), and 
the UK based Shell Transport and Trading Company, p.l.c. (Shell Transport). 
This is a Dutch/UK association with a 60:40 share. The mother companies limit 
themselves to shareholder affairs and the appointment of members of the Board 
of Directors. Below this are holding companies. 
 Shell South Africa (Proprietary) Limited, was a 100% subsidiary company of 
the British holding company. The only way for the Dutch mother organization 
Koninklijke to influence Shell South Africa, was by exercising its position as a 
shareholder in the British holding Shell Petroleum Company Limited (SPCO) 
Ltd., because the managerial organization starts at the level of the holdings. The 
Bureau did not make this restriction.115

 
South African harbors 
 
Another point of third party criticism concerned the harbors that the SRB took into 
account. According to Foreign Affairs, the draft of the second main report differed 
from the first in regard to the harbors that were identified. In the first report the 
Bureau took only the harbors of Durban and Cape Town into account whereas in 
the second report the SRB also included Saldanha Bay and Richards Bay. Within 
Foreign Affairs they wondered whether this was correct, for there were no 

                                                 
114  SRB, Oil Tankers to South Africa 1980-1981, 1982, 26. 
115  Foreign Affairs, UN Political Affairs Department, 1983-1990, File 841, Letter Shell top official to 

Minister of Foreign Affairs, The Hague, 1 November 1984. Shell executive, Van Wachem – the same 
Dutchman who explained that there was no direct link between Shell in the Netherlands and South 
Africa – was present at the Nobel peace price in 1993, ‘apparently invited on the instigation of the 
South African embassy.’ According to a Norwegian newspaper, this invitation somewhat undermined 
the position that Shell subsidiaries operated independently from their parents (SRB, Newsletter, no. 
33, fourth quarter 1993/first quarter 1994, 4). It is only in the 1990’s that a documented example is 
known that Shell-directors of different national Shell companies met to make a decision about a 
political issue. After actions by Greenpeace, these directors met in June 1995 in The Hague and 
decided not to sink the Brent Spar (VPRO-documentary Een geschenk uit de hemel, 1999. 
Broadcasted second half of documentary: Nederland 3, 24 January 2000, 20.54-22.00 hours). 
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refineries or pipelines in these harbors. According to the ministry, the SRB 
suggested that there was nothing to stop crude oil from being delivered to any of 
the other ports in South Africa and then delivering it to a refinery by overland 
transport or by using smaller tankers whose movements were not necessarily 
known. Foreign Affairs did not accept this as a line of reasoning, and not at all 
as a reasonable indication of probability.116  
 Some comments can be made. First, in the final version of the second main 
report, the SRB did not make a reference to Saldanha Bay or Richards Bay.117 
Second, Saldanha Bay was – contrary to the opinion of Foreign Affairs – a 
harbor with oil facilities. In a contract of August 1980 between Deuss and South 
Africa, Saldanha Bay is – together with Cape Town and Durban – the port of 
delivery.118 In the early 1980’s, Deuss delivered the majority of his oil to 
Saldanha Bay.119 Third, in the first report, Richards Bay is already mentioned, 
for example in Table A, page 40-55. In that table, the Bureau referred to this 
harbor (together with Saldanha Bay) in combination with Cape Town and 
Durban. This combination is perhaps an indication as to why there was a 
disagreement. The SRB also investigated combined carriers. These vessels could 
transport ore, bulk, or oil. The Bureau referred to these vessels as OBO’s (ore-
bulk-oil). Richards Bay was a coal harbor, which OBO’s could transport coal 
from. When the Bureau traced a call in Richards Bay, this could be an indication 
that this vessel could have transported oil first to Cape Town or Durban. In that 
case, naming Richards Bay did not so much refer to an oil delivery there, but 
rather a previous oil delivery to Cape Town and Durban.120

 
Costs 
 

                                                 
116  Foreign Affairs, UN, 1975-1984, 999.214.9, File 907, memo International Organizations Department, 

no. 11/82, 5 February 1982. 
117  The only reference in the second report to those harbors, without any further leads, is a map on page 

98. 
118  Agreement for purchase of crude oil in bulk, 18 August 1980, 2, point E2. This is a contract between 

Deuss (Lucina Limited) and SFF. 
119  Personal and confidential letter director SFF, D.F. Mostert, to Director General of the Ministry of 

Mineral and Energy Affairs, 15 May 1981, 6 (The Bureau mentioned the oil storage units at Saldanha 
Bay in: SRB, Fuel for Apartheid, 1990, 29). 

120  Interview with Richard Hengeveld by the author, 14 July 1999. For an example of such a call, used by 
the SRB as a lead for tracing a concealed oil delivery, see: SRB, Secret Oil Deliveries to South Africa 
1981-1982, 1984, 35-36. This concerned an ore transport from Saldanha Bay. In UN-documents, the 
possibility of combined carriers (to import oil and to export coal) at Richards Bay is explained (UN 
IGG, electronically stored wp-document, hearings.igg, 29 March 1989, c.1. harbors), or put that 
‘[s]ince 1979 South Africa is increasingly forced to obtain oil in smaller lots and some of these are 
brought into Richards Bay on combi-carriers which are taking coal out (this defrays the cost of 
freight by utilising the same ship to transport oil on the empty run). This is assumed to be particularly 
important for maritime links with the Far East, but it could possibly also be important for maritime 
links with Europe because South African coal is delivered to Rotterdam, which is also a major spot 
market for oil. As far as the use of Richards Bay and the combi-carriers is concerned, the otherwise 
profitable coal trade is being used to subsidize, or at least defray the costs of, clandestine oil 
procurement arrangements.’ (UN IGG, South African Coal Report, draft, March 1988, C2) 



DUTCH INTELLIGENCE 172

In the beginning, the SRB only paid attention to the need for an oil embargo. In 
the third report, the Bureau gave attention to another aspect – the extra costs for 
South Africa to obtain oil.121 The SRB-estimate was roughly the same as a later 
statement made in 1986 by South Africa’s President P.W. Botha. The Bureau 
quoted this statement in the fourth and fifth report.122

 
Complete 
 
Generally, the SRB published, as complete as possible, data that it had 
concerning oil supplies to South Africa. Nevertheless, there were two exceptions 
worth mentioning. The first one is regarding source protection, for example in 
the case of Marimpex (7.2.2 ‘Rotterdam survey’). 
 The second concerns the omission of oil exporting countries from the Middle 
East in its second and third main report. The Bureau named some countries in 
these two reports, but not others. In the first main report, Table A, column 10, the 
SRB provided data on ports and countries from which a tanker departed before 
calling at South Africa. It mentioned the names of all countries involved, for 
example Ras Tanura in Saudi Arabia and Khor al Amaya in Iraq.123 In the second 
and third report, the way of listing Table A changed. The Bureau still mentioned 
the names of Western countries, such as the Netherlands and France and countries 
that did not join the OPEC embargo, for example Brunei. However, it referred to 
oil exporting countries from the Middle East as the Arabian Gulf.124 In the third 
report, of the fifty seven harbors at which tankers left for South Africa, forty (more 
than 70%) were from this unspecified ‘Arabian Gulf.’ Of the seventeen remaining, 
three departures were unknown. Of the other fourteen, the Bureau named in twelve 
cases the countries explicitly, not one being an ‘Arabian Gulf’ country.125

                                                 
121  SRB, Secret Oil Deliveries to South Africa 1981-1982, 1984, 2, 28-29. For example, in the ‘Summary 

of findings and the Conclusions,’ point 10. 
122  SRB, South Africa’s Lifeline, 1986, 38 (37-40). SRB, Oil to South Africa, 1988, 2 (25). For the sixth 

report, see: SRB, Fuel for Apartheid, 1990, VI, 32, 33.  
Different estimates showed roughly the same outcome. The Dutch embassy in Pretoria wrote, based 
upon a British estimate, South Africa needed in 1978 between 12 and 15 million tons (Dutch 
Embassy at Pretoria, South Africa, Secret Archive, 1977-1983, 613.211.451, confidential message 
embassy Pretoria to Foreign Affairs, 23/31 January 1979, 2) The SRB estimated South Africa 
imported 14-15 millions tons of crude oil (SRB, Oil Tankers to South Africa, 1981, 1. SRB, Oil 
Tankers to South Africa 1980-1981, 1982, 2. SRB, Secret Oil Deliveries to South Africa 1981-1982, 1984, 
3. SRB, South Africa’s Lifeline, 1986, 37. SRB, Oil to South Africa, 1988, 4. SRB, Fuel for 
Apartheid, 1990, 1). From confidential South African papers, you can learn the actual figure for the 
beginning of the 1980’s was a bit lower than the SRB-estimate: 1981: 13.2 million tons; 1982: 12.3 
million tons; and 1983: 11.7 million tons (Confidential and personal letter of general manager of Sasol, 
D.F. Mostert, to the director-general of the Mineral and Energy Affairs, 15 May 1981, 7). See also: 
Hufbauer a/o, Economic Sanctions Reconsidered. History and Current Policy, 1990, 120-122; 
Hufbauer a/o, Economic Sanctions Reconsidered. Supplemental Case Histories, 1990, 233; Van 
Bergeijk, “Success and Failure of Economic Sanctions,” Kyklos, 1989, 390-392, 398-399. 

123  SRB, Oil Tankers to South Africa, 1981, 40-55. 
124  The Gulf area was later referred to as the Persian Gulf. 
125  SRB, Oil Tankers to South Africa 1980-1981, 1982, 42-55. SRB, Secret Oil Deliveries to South Africa 

1981-1982, 1984, 52-67. 
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 This veiled way of reporting was a result of international diplomatic lobbying 
and pressures. From 1985 onwards, however, the SRB moved away from this kind 
of reporting. In the fourth main report of September 1986, ‘Arabian Gulf’ changed 
to the Persian Gulf, and in most cases the Bureau put the name of the country in 
brackets underneath. From the sixty three cases of ships sailing from the Persian 
Gulf to South Africa, twenty four (38%) cases remained unspecified, whereas thirty 
nine (62%) were identified by country. In the fifth main report of September 1988, 
the figure of specified cases increased; from a total of forty six Persian Gulf cases, 
seven (15%) remained unspecified, while thirty nine (85%) were identified. The 
Bureau named countries like Bahrain, Iran, Kuwait, Oman, Qatar, Saudi Arabia, 
and United Arab Emirates.126 Especially in its Newsletters, the Bureau paid 
attention to violations of OAPEC countries of their own embargo resolution. The 
SRB mentioned the secret long term contracts of the Saudi’s in its Newsletter of 
June 1985. In the fourth main report (1986) the Bureau wrote: 
 

‘There are strong indications that since 1981, almost all crude oil which has been imported by South 
Africa was purchased on the basis of long term contracts. (...) The crude oil, shipped to South Africa 
during 1983 and 1984, appears to originate in a limited number of oil-exporting countries, mainly in 
the Middle East and the Far East.’127

 
The SRB explicitly named Saudi Arabia as the long term contract partner in its 
June 1985 Newsletter. In the notes for the press statements of the main report of 
1986, the SRB paid explicit attention to the involvement of Saudi Arabia.128 In its 
Newsletters, the SRB reported on oil deliveries in which Saudi Arabia was 
involved.129 For more on the causes of this bias by incomplete reporting, see 7.2.4, 
‘Bias.’ 
 
Rotterdam survey 
 
It is difficult to estimate the extent to which the Rotterdam survey of 1985 was 
complete, but in the ten years following, the Bureau was only able to publish one 
other case of an oil delivery (the Marakanda) from the Netherlands to South Africa 
during the period of 1979-1984 (8.1). When you take into account that in later 
                                                 
126  In the sixth (1990) report, the figures of specified cases from the Gulf area raised to 89% (49 out of 55 

cases). SRB, South Africa’s Lifeline, 1986, 56-71. SRB, Oil to South Africa, 1988, 34-51. SRB, Fuel for 
Apartheid, 1990, 48-63. 

127  SRB, South Africa’s Lifeline, 1986, 49. 
128  Statements SRB, Oslo, Brussels, London, For internal use only, end of August 1986, 1, 4. In retrospect, 

Hengeveld does not have a specific reason for this, especially since naming Saudi Arabia was not a 
problem anymore (Interview with Richard Hengeveld by the author, 14 July 1999). 

129  SRB, Newsletter, no. 2, June 1985, 1; no. 8, July 1987, 2; no. 15/16, July 1989, 2. no. 18, first quarter 
1990, 7. The Bureau published a forged Saudi Arabian certificate in SRB, Newsletter, no. 14, January 
1989, 3; and SRB, Oil to South Africa, 1988, 11. See also: SRB, Oil to South Africa, 1988, Appendix 
I, Table G, 68-69; and SRB, Fuel for Apartheid, 1990, Appendix I, Table F, 78. In 1987, for 
example, the SRB presented in its Newsletter data of shipments in which Saudi Arabia was involved 
during January 1979 - March 1985: ‘at least 112 crude oil deliveries to South Africa were made 
from oil terminals in Saudi Arabia, a volume equal to about 22 million tons. About 80 of those 
shipments, mainly in the period 1979-1983, were made by tankers chartered by the Dutch oil trader, 
Mr. John Deuss of Transworld Oil.’ (Bold is presented as in the original text. SRB, Newsletter, no. 
8, July 1987, 2). 
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years the Bureau gained access to sources, such as informers within South Africa, 
the number of shipments mentioned in the Rotterdam survey was not a poor result. 
 An aspect that does not concern shipments is the role that oil brokers and 
other organizations played. The SRB always had more difficulty in exposing 
their role than shipments. This was also the case with Marimpex. It was only 
after the SRB stopped publishing its reports, that the role of Marimpex could be 
fully established. South African documents showed that Marimpex – with its 
Soviet oil – was responsible for almost 10% of the total imports during those 
years.130

 One aspect of completeness is the percentages of oil deliveries that were un-
covered in successive reports and surveys. This will be dealt with in section 8.1. 
 
Sound processing 
 
SRB tried to process the data properly and meticulously, for a single mistake 
could ruin the Bureau's image. One aspect of sound processing is the general 
design of the research – including presenting the preliminary findings to parties 
and countries involved. This was discussed in 7.2.1. 
 Another aspect is the filing system. Around 1981, the SRB set up a detailed 
filing system that kept track of all the various hints and leads, as well as possible 
connections. In the beginning, the Bureau put information regarding oil 
deliveries in one file. Later, it stored data in all files that could potentially be 
relevant. The detailed filing system was not so much the result of an effective 
use of entries, but of letting the photocopier run and store them. There were 
main filing systems on countries, ships, shipping companies, voyage histories, 
and information on charterers (oil companies and oil traders). When in one 
document two countries, five ships, and three shipping companies were named, 
the Bureau photocopied this document ten times (2 + 5 + 3) and stored it away 
in the respective files of these systems. This time consuming filing was useful 
for the actual research.131

 
Attention paid to data lacking 
 
See 7.2.2. 
 
To deny hypotheses 
                                                 
130  SFF wrote ‘Marimpex 25,000 barrels Russian oil a day.’ On a total of 260,000 barrels a day, this is 

almost 10%. Secret letter D.F. Mostert, Director SFF, to Director General of Mineral and Energy 
Affairs, 13 April 1982, 5-6. See also undated (probably 1982) secret document: “Omstandighede 
tydens aangaan van termynkontrakte:,” 3. In another document, the share of Marimpex is estimated 
to be 9% of the total being 1.25 million ton a year (Letter director SFF, D.F. Mostert, to director-general 
of the Mineral and Energy Affairs, 2 October 1981, 2). A few month earlier, the share of the Soviet oil – 
Romaschkinskaya oil (32.4° API) – is calculated to be a bit higher: 1.5 million tons a year (Personal and 
confidential letter director SFF, D.F. Mostert, to Director General of the Ministry of Mineral and 
Energy Affairs, 15 May 1981, 2). 

131  SRB staff, “Belangrijkste activiteiten en werkwijze van het SRB,” 14 October 1986, 2. Hengeveld, 
Embargo, 1995, 140. Interview with Richard Hengeveld by the author, 29 February 1996. 
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In different ways, the Bureau worked with hypotheses and tried to deny them. A 
first point was the number of shipments under investigation. To reduce the 
number of suspect tankers as quick as possible, the Bureau tried to falsify the 
hypothesis a ship could have delivered oil.132 In the latest phase of the 
investigation – after all the previous steps had failed to make it very reasonable 
that a ship did not deliver oil in South Africa – the Bureau looked for data that 
indicated a ship had actually delivered oil.133

 Second, every source – as informers and trade statistics – was handled as 
potentially unreliable, because it was possible that the Bureau would be fed with 
incorrect information134 The Bureau used denying hypotheses also to judge 
whether a document was forged. Subsequently, the SRB had to check and 
double check every source. The Bureau used supplemental sources to complete 
initial sources, and sources to check the reliability of the information of the 
initial sources (7.2.2). By working with hypotheses in combination with this 
wide variety of sources, the SRB tried to produce data with a high reliability. 
 Third, there were the investigations on gap tankers and incorrect calls (7.2.1, 
cycles). The SRB formulated all kind of hypotheses. These were necessary 
because data could be forged. Simply analyzing data from Lloyd’s was no 
longer sufficient. The Bureau checked these hypotheses by comparing, for 
example, the data from Lloyd’s.135 In both the case of a gap tanker and an 
incorrect call, the Bureau wanted to deny hypotheses. This led to answers for a 
hypothesis such as ‘the case of tanker X cannot be deleted on the basis of the 
“documentation” submitted by the government of country Y. The documents 
have clearly been forged.’136

 
Acknowledgment of sources 
 
A public reference to a document or source was in many cases not possible for 
reasons of source protection. The Bureau made references or links to sources in 
two ways. First, in pre-publication phases not open to the outside world in which 
all the data that was to be presented later was linked to sources. Second, on 

                                                 
132  Though in general, the SRB-researcher looked for information about a ship that did not deliver oil (in 

order to reduce the number of ships), a slightly different attitude was taken when someone known to 
deliver oil to South Africa was the object of research. The analyst paid extra attention to such cases, 
and such a person could be the starting point of the investigations. Nevertheless, also in these cases, 
denying hypotheses remained a central working method. 

133  7.2.1. The SRB, of course confirmed its hypothesis, when it obtained proof that a ship had delivered 
oil. 
In the case of its 1985 Rotterdam survey, the SRB had the presumption Rotterdam did not play any 
significant role in the shipments of oil any more. The Bureau formulated this presumption as an 
hypothesis. Then, the Bureau checked this hypothesis with, among others, data of Lloyd’s and of the 
harbor authorities (See headings ‘Rotterdam survey’ in 7.2.2 and 7.2.3). Interview with Richard 
Hengeveld by the author, 29 February 1996. 

134  An example of incorrect statistics concerned, for example, the Dutch foreign trade statistics on the 
Mobil Weser owned by Marimpex in November 1982. SRB, South Africa’s Lifeline, 1986, 25, 117. 

135  Interview with Richard Hengeveld by the author, 29 February 1996. 
136  Hengeveld, Embargo, 1995, 130. 
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several instances the SRB named sources of (individual) shipments, as open 
sources (such as periodicals and newspapers), answers obtained after sending 
the preliminary findings, or (leaked) reports.137

 
Correct representation of viewpoints 
 
A continuing issue was the extent to which it was correct to make a reference to 
‘the’ oil embargo. The use of ‘the’ oil embargo in the survey on the Netherlands 
and Netherlands Antilles led to criticism from Foreign Affairs and Shell. In an 
internal confidential memo from Foreign Affairs, the comments on the use of ‘the’ 
oil embargo by the Bureau are as follows: 
 

‘The challenged report gives the impression of the existence of a world wide general ban on oil 
supplies to South Africa, and the strong involvement of the Netherlands in the evasion of this. It is out 
of the question there is not such an “international oil embargo,” and thus there is no “evasion.” There 
is no reason for a possible action on behalf of the government against those parent [oil; GdV] 
companies.’138

 
In its unpublished concept press release, Shell put its criticism as follows: 
 

‘The content and way of publication of the report makes clear the action groups want to raise the 
impression at the public, there would exist a world wide general ban on oil supplies to South Africa. 
To avoid this misunderstanding it is pointed out there is no general embargo on oil supplies to South 
Africa, although a large number of oil exporting countries have adopted destination restrictions.’139

 
What did the SRB write on ‘the’ oil embargo? In its survey, it wrote ‘[s]ince at 
least the beginning of 1979, every member of OPEC has embargoed the supply 
of oil to South Africa, as have most other oil-exporting countries’140 The SRB 
repeated its statement regarding OPEC in the first main report.141 In this main 

                                                 
137  For example, sources of (individual) shipments were mentioned on the following pages of the main 

reports: SRB, Oil Tankers to South Africa, 1981, 31-32, 80-81; SRB, Oil Tankers to South Africa 
1980-1981, 1982, 45, 51, 53, 55; SRB, Secret Oil Deliveries to South Africa 1981-1982, 1984, 15, 
17-18, 20-22, 35, 57, 61; SRB, South Africa’s Lifeline, 1986, 12, 15, 18, 20, 22, 59, 92, 97, 99; SRB, 
Oil to South Africa, 1988, 14, 18-19, 35, 37, 41, 43, 45, 49-51, 69, 71-73; SRB, Fuel for Apartheid, 
1990, 11-12, 22-23, 49, 51, 57, 62, 64, 91, 93-94.  
To quote a source, however, does not mean this will prevent a protest. An example of this did not take 
place in the main reports, but rather in a SRB Newsletter. The SRB used information from the UK based 
weekly Private Eye. In this article, a member of parliament of the British Conservative Party – Alan 
Duncan – was accused of coordinating oil trade between Brunei and South Africa for Marc Rich. After the 
Bureau used this information, the parliamentarian denied his involvement and protested against the SRB. 
The Bureau published this denial two issues of the Newsletter later (SRB, Newsletter. Second quarter 
1992, no. 27, 4-5; and fourth quarter 1992, no. 29, 6. The original source of this information appeared in 
Private Eye of 8 May 1992). Rumors about Duncan’s involvement reappeared in the media in 2000, after 
US-president Bill Clinton had pardoned Mark Rich in January of that year. The Guardian quoted telexes 
in which Duncan was linked to these supplies (The Guardian, 4 May 2000). Duncan denied his 
involvement and maintained these documents were sent to him by mistake (The Guardian, 5 May 2000). 

138  Foreign Affairs, UN, 1975-1984, 999.214.9, File 988, confidential memo International Organizations 
Department, no. 29/81, 3 February 1981, 2. 

139  Unpublished concept press release of Shell, 30 January 1981. 
140  SRB, Oil Supplies to South Africa, 1981, 1. 
141  In the first main report, Chapter 1, ‘Introduction,’ the Bureau wrote ‘since at least the beginning of 

1979, every member of OPEC has embargoed the supply of oil to South Africa’ (SRB, Oil Tankers to 
South Africa, 1981, 1). 
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report, the Bureau also dealt with resolution 34/93F of 12 December 1979 of the 
UN General Assembly. In this resolution, the assembly requested states to stop 
oil deliveries to South Africa and to take effective legislative or other measures 
against such supplies. On this resolution the SRB made the following comments: 
 

‘It should be emphasized that this United Nations General Assembly resolution has no binding 
power. In this respect, it is different from a mandatory resolution of the United Nations Security 
Council (such as was used for the trade embargo against Rhodesia), which United Nations 
members are obliged to enforce with the force of law. No Security Council resolution 
implementing an oil embargo against South Africa has yet been passed, and in no Western 
country is it yet illegal to be involved in the supply of oil to South Africa. Companies involved in 
supplying oil to South Africa from some Third World oil-exporting countries may, however, be 
legally liable for breach of contract, if the contract under which they purchased the oil specified 
that it must not end up in South Africa.’142

 
Contrary to the survey, the SRB claimed explicitly, in its first main report that there 
is no mandatory embargo, and it is not illegal for Western countries to be involved 
in supplying oil. The Bureau even left open the possibility that OPEC-countries 
‘might have secretly decided that they are after all willing to supply South Afri-
ca.’143 While the position of the SRB was accurate, it was formulated succinctly in 
the survey. The reaction of Foreign Affairs and Shell seems to be an overstatement, 
probably caused partly by the way Kairos and the HCSA publicized the survey.144 
Foreign Affairs reported the position of the Bureau on ‘the’ oil embargo in an 
earlier evaluation of SRB’s advanced papers much more exactly and accurately.145

 
Nevertheless, criticism is possible on the Bureau’s presentation of the commitment 
countries had to keep to an oil embargo. This criticism concerned the first main 
report (but not the survey with its succinct formulation). The SRB presented and 
interpreted, in the first main report, the result of the voting on UN General 
Assembly resolution 34/93F, 12 December 1979. The Bureau said ‘[t]he 124 
countries voting in favor have therefore made the implicit commitment to seize any 
tanker (and its cargo) which has violated the embargo.’146 Further in its report, the 
SRB named the Netherlands as one of the 124 countries voting in favor of the 
resolution.147  
 First, you can question the interpretation by the Bureau of the implicit 
commitment ‘to seize’ any tanker, supplying oil to South Africa. Second, and this 
is even more important, the Netherlands made reserves. These reserves are found in 
the correspondence between the Netherlands and the UN. The chairman of the 
Special Committee against apartheid referred to resolution 34/93F, while it 

                                                 
142  Ibid., 9-10. 
143  Ibid., 11. 
144  See: Telex HCSA and Kairos of 9 January 1981, announcing a press conference at Nieuwspoort (The 

Hague) on 13 January 1981. Reminder telex HCSA and Kairos of 12 January 1981. Telex HCSA and 
Kairos of 13 January 1981, press statement on ‘illegal oil deliveries of Shell from Oman to South Africa, 
and heavy involvements of the Netherlands Antilles in supplying oil to South Africa.’ 

145  Foreign Affairs, UN, 1975-1984, 999.214.9, File 987, memo International Organizations Department, 
no. 257/80, 29 December 1980. 

146  SRB, Oil Tankers to South Africa, 1981, 9. 
147  Ibid., 86. 
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presented the advance SRB papers to the Netherlands.148 The Netherlands 
answered that they ‘voted in favor of General Assembly resolutions to that 
effect, most recently resolution 35/206D, although we had to reserve our 
position on the call, contained therein, for legislative and other measures to be 
enacted by individual member states.’149 Thus, the SRB interpreted the Dutch 
vote in the UN without taking the accompanying reservation into account. 
 
A final comment. The Netherlands never considered oil to be part of an arms 
embargo or boycott. Pagan International explained that a possible opposite 
position in its secret report written for Shell ‘[i]t is often argued that an oil 
embargo is enforceable through the existing mandatory arms embargo, because oil 
is a “munition of war” under South African law and certainly a “war related 
material,”’ of which ‘10% is consumed by the security forces.’150 In July 1986, a 
spokesperson for Shell admitted on Dutch radio that the company was supplying 
fuel to the South African police and armed forces. In a written statement this 
spokesperson later denied this.151

 
Conclusion 
 
The SRB presented data on shipments correctly. Denials by the Netherlands 
Antilles of shipments listed by the SRB proved to be incorrect, as shown by 
information from Shell. When the Bureau spoke in the beginning of the 1980’s 
of a large Dutch involvement, this was downplayed by the authorities for 
political reasons. In retrospect, however, this involvement was even larger than 
the SRB had guessed. The South African harbors listed by the Bureau were 
correct (Deuss contract), although Foreign Affairs had its doubts. 
 Generally, the SRB did not publish data if it was not completely convinced 
of its accuracy. An exception concerned people already well-known for delive-
ring oil to South Africa. In these cases movements of these people could be 
listed if SRB was ‘almost sure’. 
 While the filing system was traditional and somewhat primitive, it was 
effective. The SRB used hypotheses in a correct way. The Bureau mentioned 
public sources sometimes publicly. In internal documents, information was 
linked to sources. Public acknowledgment was in most cases not possible for 
reasons of source protection. 
 Nevertheless, some critical comments can be made. In the second and third 
report, the data presented was not as complete as possible; the names of 
individual oil exporting countries from the Middle East, were not mentioned. 

                                                 
148  Foreign Affairs, UN, 1975-1984, 999.214.9, File 988, letter chairman of the Special Committee 

against Apartheid to Dutch Permanent Representative UN, Reference PO 230-SOAF (2-2-1), 15 
December 1980. 

149  Foreign Affairs, UN, 1975-1984, 999.214.9, File 988, letter Dutch Permanent Representative UN to 
chairman of the Special Committee against Apartheid, UN, 22 January 1981, no. 521. 

150  Pagan International, “Shell U.S. South Africa Strategy,” Summary Assessment, 5; and Appendix XII, 5. 
151  SRB, Newsletter, no. 5, September 1986, 9. The broadcasting program was VARA radio, “De Rode 

Draad,” 2 July 1986. For more on Pagan, see 6.3.2. 
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When you look for other comments, two minor points can be mentioned. First, 
the representation of the lines of responsibility at Shell was a bit too simplistic. 
Second, the presentation of ‘the’ oil embargo was sometimes a bit forced, 
though the facts were as such presented correctly. 
 In general, this criterion was met, even in the pursuit of perfectionism. The 
only major criticism is that, for political reasons, not all the data available was 
mentioned in the second and third report. 
 
7.2.4  Criterion 4 – to be plausible and convincing 
 
Criterion 4 The analysis and presentation of data, arguments, and conclusions needs to be 

plausible and convincing – replicable and verifiable 
 

Specific 
indicators 

a) information is best and most balanced of that moment;  
b) make unavoidable bias explicit; content of report is consistent; consumer understands 

what producer means; producers write what they mean; show what is established 
knowledge, and what is an underpinned judgment; arguments and information are 
relevant for conclusion; clear use of reliability and probability; clear structure of 
argument and report;  

c) explanatory research: show strength of causal relationships, and plausibility of 
findings; eliminate alternative explanations;  

d) explanatory & prognostic research: a judgment rests on defined and clarified 
assumptions;  

e) prognostic research: principle of continuity; argument is made explicit, patterns are 
drawn; if possible make use of theory 

 

 
The SRB tried to be as convincing as possible by explaining why a ship was 
listed. The Bureau often presented the route a ship had followed. Sometimes, it 
referred to sources, such as newspapers, or ship owners who admitted a delivery 
(7.2.3, ‘Acknowledgment of sources’). In cases of a denial, an explanation was 
given as to why a shipment was listed. Furthermore, the SRB gave a judgment in 
its analysis by presenting the likelihood a ship delivered oil. 
 
Bias 
 
In 7.2.2, biases related to sources were discussed. In this section, biases caused 
by other factors are given. The following four biases can be ranked from being 
less political touchy to more. 
 First, the SRB did not deal with ships with a deadweight-tonnage of less than 
50,000. These smaller ships had a much more irregular trading pattern than the 
large crude oil tankers. Therefore, they were more difficult to investigate. At an 
early stage the SRB abandoned the investigation on the more complex and 
smaller products and chemical tankers.152 Subsequently these ships will be 
underexposed. The Bureau made this clear in the summary at the beginning of 
the reports.  
 Second, shipping companies and oil brokers that were known to have 
delivered oil to South Africa received extra attention from the Bureau. The same 
                                                 
152  Hengeveld, Embargo, 1995, 129. In later years, the UN IGG made an attempt to investigate this kind 

of shipments (8.3). 
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applies also to methods used to cover up a shipment, such as harbors used for 
incorrect callings. This means, that once they had come into the spotlight they 
received more attention from the SRB than others. This was, for example, the 
case with John C. Deuss and Marc Rich. Because Deuss acted in a less complex 
way the SRB soon discovered his shipments, whereas Rich remained longer a 
dark number – till mid-1983 – in the SRB statistics.153

 A third bias was caused by political priority. In Norway there was a lot of 
pressure on ship owners not to deliver oil to South Africa. Anti-apartheid groups 
used data on Norwegian shipments effectively in local campaigns. Being part of 
a political campaign, the SRB paid extra attention to Norwegian ship owners.154 
This type of bias fitted with the goals of the Bureau – both to uncover as much 
as possible, and to campaign as goal-oriented as possible with limited resources.  
 
Biased and veiled reporting 1981-1984 
 
The fourth bias needs special attention. This bias took place during the period 
1981-1984. During that period, the Bureau deliberately did not mention the 
names of some oil producing countries. The countries not named were allies of 
the ANC. As a result of political pressure, the SRB only referred to these 
countries as the ‘Arabian Gulf’ or Persian Gulf. For more on the data deleted in 
Table A of these reports, see 7.2.3, ‘Complete.’ 
 How could this veiled and biased reporting happen? In the first main report, 
some of the countries accused of delivering oil to South Africa were OAPEC-
countries. These countries had endorsed an oil embargo. The SRB and the ANC 
had agreed earlier that the ANC could make itself familiar with the raw material 
of the pre-publication findings. The ANC also ‘would be allowed to give its 
advice as to the way of publishing findings, and to make use of pre-publication 
material at the diplomatic level.’155 Because of the protest by political allies – 
through, for example, the UN Special Committee against Apartheid – the ANC 
put pressure on the Bureau. For the second report, the ANC and the SRB agreed 
‘the research findings would be presented in a manner as to “avoid the 
impression” of blaming the oil-producing countries primarily and to “stress the 
responsibility of companies.”’156 This led to a presentation, for example, such as 
‘four of these Shell ships sailed from the Arabian Gulf to South Africa, and then 
immediately returned to the Arabian Gulf. To the best of the Shipping Research 
Bureau’s knowledge, every oil-exporting country in the Arabian Gulf embargoes 
South Africa, and had stated so publicly and officially.’157 The SRB no longer 
specified the names of those gulf countries – instead of, for example, for Saudi 
Arabia it wrote the ‘Arabian Gulf’ or Persian Gulf. 

                                                 
153  Hengeveld, Embargo, 1995, 140, 145-150. For more on Deuss and Rich: 7.2.2, ‘Bias and 

accessibility.’ 
154  - , “Toekomst SRB- besproken punten-standpunten op KZA-vergadering 14 August 1984.” 
155  Hengeveld, Embargo, 1995, 62. 
156  Ibid., 98. 
157  SRB, Oil Tankers to South Africa 1980-1981, 1982, 25. 
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 During this period the SRB recruited a second staff member. The ANC was 
seriously concerned that this staff member should only do research and not 
campaigning.158 In those years, the relationship with the ANC, and other like-
minded organizations, in regards to international campaigning and independence 
were the subject of continuing internal discussion at the Bureau.159 This was not 
only because of uneasiness inside the SRB, but it was also a consequence of 
outside pressure. The policy to be soft on OAPEC-countries led to a diminishing 
credibility of the SRB in Western countries. The Dutch Minister of Foreign 
Affairs, for example, said that this presentation placed an emphasis on oil 
transporting countries rather than oil producing countries. All the names of the 
oil producing countries failed, with the exception of Brunei. The argumentation 
on page 20 of the second report did not convince the minister, because the SRB 
mentioned in its preliminary findings the names of these other countries.160 
Within the Bureau this kind of criticism was discussed internally.161 
Furthermore, the media start to ask questions. The Bureau was accused of 
publishing biased reports, and this accusation became difficult to dismiss.  
 Ultimately the SRB changed it policy. The first reason was because the 
Bureau did not want to lose its credibility. Second, the ANC attempted in vain to 
execute a successful silent diplomacy with nations that publicly supported this 
liberation movement.162

 The Bureau was aware that its integrity and credibility of the reports were at 
stake. The effectiveness of the SRB was closely related with its credibility.163 
Credibility was according to the Bureau ‘our single most important weapon.’ 
Therefore, integrity received the highest priority. After discussions about the 
extent to which the publications had to be in accordance with the wishes of the 
ANC, the SRB finally claimed its independence instead of seeking approval. 
From then on, the Bureau sets its priorities.164 In retrospect, SRB-research 
director Jaap Woldendorp (1985-1991) wrote in an internal memo: 
 

‘The Israelis were using our information to identify the individual oil-exporting countries and 
accused us of protecting the Arabs. And of course they were right! 
It was, and I still think it is, a serious blot on our otherwise unblemished record. I felt we could 
not go on like this. Certainly not when both the report of the South African Advocate-General of 
1984, which the Bureau had obtained, and our past correspondence with governments of oil-
exporting countries made it abundantly clear that they were indeed no innocent victims of 
western companies. On the contrary, they appeared to be heavily involved in the trade and 
refused any cooperation with the Bureau.’165  

                                                 
158  Hengeveld, Embargo, 1995, 100-101. 
159  Rodenburg “Toekomst SRB: discussiestuk,” 23 July 1984, 1-2. 
160  Foreign Affairs, UN, 1975-1984, 999.214.9, File 907, letter Minister of Foreign Affairs/ International 
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161  Confidential memo of Bernard Rivers for the SRB on 27 August 1982. 
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The Bureau began naming the individual oil exporting countries from the Middle 
East in its 1985 Newsletter, surveys and in the following fourth main report of 1986 
(7.2.3 ‘Complete’). Woldendorp wrote ‘I think this was the right decision, although 
it should have been taken much earlier than in the course of 1985.’166 After this 
change, the SRB did not receive serious accusations for producing biased reports 
(for other effects: 8.2). 
 
Replicable and verifiable 
 
A Rotterdam statistician brought up the issue of reproducibility. In Embargo, the 
SRB commented: 
 

‘There was very little “scientific” criticism of the Bureau’s work – chiefly because it was not in any 
way related to the academic community and vice versa. On one rare occasion, a statistician of the Port 
of Rotterdam claimed to have discovered a fundamental flaw in a report by the SRB on the role of the 
Rotterdam harbor in oil supplies to South Africa. The Bureau had not mentioned its sources when it 
referred to tankers departing from Rotterdam with a cargo of oil for South Africa; according to the 
critic, this meant that the investigation did not meet the scientific criterion of repeatability. Even now, 
the researchers will not reveal the names of many informers for fear that the latter will lose their jobs. 
What the critic mainly showed was that he had difficulty interpreting his academic textbook lessons 
in a creative manner. Of course the study was repeatable! He was advised to have a go at it himself 
and was given the assurance that he would come to the same conclusions.’167

 
As explained in 3.1, intelligence and security agency reports are not academic 
publications. For intelligence and security agency reports, the norms of 
acknowledgment, mentioning sources publicly, differ from scientific reports. The 
Rotterdam statistician missed the point of the nature of the work of the SRB. 
Furthermore, the research by the SRB may not have been replicable in an academic 
sense, but it was reproducible in a way acceptable with intelligence commands. 
And it actually was replicated by journalists, the UN IGG and the Israeli delegation 
at the UN.168

 
Structure 
 
The two surveys and all the main reports (except for the 7th main report) had a 
clear structure. The reports were aimed at guiding the consumer through the 
report. These reports had an index, an introduction, and a summary. A 
conclusion was absent. However, the summary – which was placed in the 
beginning of each report – functioned as the conclusion. The two surveys and all 
main reports (except for the 7th main report) had background information on the 
SRB. Accessibility was further enhanced by the uniform structure of the 
successive reports. 
 In Table 7.3, the primary exception of the SRB-publications is the last and 
seventh main report. This report was published in a less elaborate format as part 

                                                 
166  Ibid., 11. 
167  Hengeveld, Embargo, 1995, 123. 
168  8. 2 (last footnote) and 8.3 ‘UN IGG.’ 
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of Newsletter 26, first quarter 1992, and was reprinted as a separate publication 
in March 1992.169 The report was a kind of survey, and had the structure of 
research findings published in a special section of a Newsletter. It was smaller 
and lacked an introduction, index, and a clear structure. In terms of its structure, 
it is the least accessible of all the reports. 
 Another point concerns the absence of a consistent policy whether or not to 
make recommendations. In the Rotterdam survey, the SRB made elaborate 
recommendations (pages 45-50). This seems logical, for the Bureau wrote this 
report for a specific consumer. In the survey on the Netherlands and Netherlands 
Antilles, however, recommendations were absent. The SRB wrote the main 
reports for a diverse audience, so it was less easy to establish to whom recom-
mendations should be directed. In the first report, the Bureau made no recom-
mendations. Whereas it did in the second, third, and fourth reports. However, in 
the fifth report recommendations were absent, but they reoccurred in the sixth.  
 

Table 7.3 Structure SRB-reports 
 

 intro-
duction 

summary  
beginning 

report 
 

recommen-
dations 

clear 
arrangement 

consequent arrangements of 
successive reports 

first 
main report 

yes yes 
(principal 
findings) 

 

no yes not applicable 

second 
main report 

yes yes yes yes basically like the first main 
report, but with adaptations and 

refinements 
 

third 
 main report 

yes yes yes yes like the second 
(with some minor differences) 

fourth 
 main report 

yes yes yes yes like the second and third 
(with some minor differences) 

fifth 
 main report 

yes yes no yes like the second, third, and fourth  
(with some minor differences) 

sixth 
 main report 

yes yes yes yes like the second, third, fourth, and 
fifth  

(with some minor differences) 
 

seventh main 
report 

no yes no absent no 

      
Neth./N. 
Antilles 
survey 

 

yes yes 
(findings) 

no yes not applicable 

Rotterdam 
survey 

 

yes yes 
(together 

with 
conclusion) 

 

yes yes not applicable 

 

                                                 
169  SRB, The Oil Embargo 1989-1991, 2. Pages 7-16 of the Newsletter on the Oil Embargo against 
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Conclusion 
 
The SRB presented its research results in a convincing and plausible way. It 
supported its claims as to why a shipment was listed, for example by presenting 
its voyage history. In general, the publications had a clear and accessible 
structure. 
 Most biases were, or were made, explicit – and seem to be excusable. It 
seems logical – and it was explicitly recorded that the Bureau would not investi-
gate small shipments. Extra attention was paid to people and organizations 
known to be involved in oil deliveries to South Africa. The extra attention on 
Norway was more political because of the strong and effective anti apartheid 
lobby located there. 
 One bias was a serious problem. In the second and third main report, the 
Bureau deliberately did not name individual oil exporting countries from the 
Middle East. For political reasons, the SRB only referred to these countries as 
the ‘Arabian Gulf.’ After 1984, this biased and veiled reporting ceased. 
 In general, criterion 4 was met, except for the biased and veiled reporting of 
the oil exporting countries from the Middle East in the second and third main 
report. 
 
7.2.5  Criterion 5 – to be of relevance for the consumer 
 
Criterion 5 The information, conclusions, and options presented need to be of relevance for the 

consumer it is written for 
 

Specific 
indicators 

a) policy relevant: directed towards danger, threats, and risks; 
b) report: being in time, brief, clear & direct; 
c) explain what is unknown; support statements by arguments;  
d) explanatory research: present cause-and-effect patterns;  
e) prognostic research: sketch possibilities of (width of) future developments, indicate 

factors that can be manipulated; be aware of relevant forces & speed of intervention 
 

 
Since the SRB-reports were focused on presenting statistical data, they were not 
intended to expose dangers, threats, or risks. The information that remained 
unknown concerned data on oil deliveries that were not discovered (8.1, 
‘Discovered oil supplies’). 
 
In time and relevance 
 
The data presented by the SRB was in time in the sense it was the most recent 
overview of oil deliveries to South Africa in the world, although the processing 
of a certain period took a year and a half. 
 The data was useful and timely for campaigning endeavors. In the survey on the 
Netherlands and the Netherlands Antilles, the Bureau planned to make it public just 
before the parliamentary debates in the beginning of February. The SRB and its 
parent organizations the HCSA and Kairos did this to obtain a political impact. In 
the beginning of January 1981, the press release by the Netherlands Antilles 
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became public. This was weeks before the SRB planned to publish the report. It 
was ‘[t]his was no cause for unalloyed joy for the Shipping Research Bureau, 
since it had been planning to announce its research results at its own press 
conference to be held later in January 1981.’170 Although the publicity did not 
follow the exact time schedule of the SRB, Foreign Affairs was aware of the timing 
of the report and the intended political impact: 
 

‘It is obvious the Dutch producers of the report have carefully chosen their timing, for reasons of the 
parliamentary debate next 4-5 February, in which a follow up of the Scholten-resolution undoubtedly 
will play a role, now even stronger than was to be expected after the imploring stories of the last time. 
The political waters could become violent again!’171

 
Brevity and relevance 
 
Concerning brevity, the reports were for a large part composed of tables. In 
these tables, data was presented from different angles. This was necessary to 
serve many different consumers as policy relevant as possible. Different 
consumers had different expectations as to which aspects they wanted to be 
informed on for their campaigning and lobbying. Sometimes the data simply 
functioned to exert pressure on some consumers. By presenting certain data 
from different angles, consumers did not need to work out specific conclusions 
themselves. The consumers could simply find the information they needed in the 
shortest time possible. This explains the volume of the reports. 
 
Clarity and relevance 
 
In general, the information was presented in a clear way. For the first main report, 
however, an additional comment has to be made. In the first main report, the SRB 
named ships that called at South Africa, but that did not deliver any oil. On the 
basis of data by Lloyd’s on shipping movements, the main source of the Bureau, 
conclusions could only be reached on sailings and calls. When a ship ‘sailed 
from’ a certain oil exporting country from the Middle East, this did not mean it 
had collected oil there. The oil could be from another country. ‘Sailed from’ 
could be a lead to the country where the oil for South Africa originated from, but 
nothing more than that. It also could be the ship had bunkered fuel only. The 
term ‘called’ has a similar position. When a ship ‘called’ at a South African port 
this does not necessarily mean it had delivered oil there. It was a lead to be 
checked with other information. It could be that a ship bunkered fuel, picked up 
new crew members, or needed repairs. Such options were possible, as South 
Africa had a strategic position between the Indian and Atlantic Ocean.172

 The publication of the first main report led to protests from those cases, in 
which the SRB named ships that called at South Africa, but did not deliver any 
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172  Hengeveld, Embargo, 1995, 89. 
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oil. Although the Bureau explained the difference between ‘calling’ and 
‘delivering oil’ in its report,173 shipping companies were not at all happy to see 
their names listed. In the next SRB-reports, the Bureau placed an emphasis on 
ships that actually delivered oil, and not on ships that only called. 
 
Conclusion 
 
The SRB-reports were in time in the sense they presented the first overview of 
oil deliveries in a certain period. The timing to publish a survey, furthermore, 
was carefully chosen to reach a maximum political effect. 
 Concerning brevity, the reports were lengthy. To serve different consumers 
by presenting data from different angles received more weight than to be as 
succinct as possible. This practice, supported the reports to be more widely 
relevant. 
 The content of the publications was clear. On the first main report, however, 
there was criticism by some consumers whose ships were mentioned although 
they only called at South Africa, but did not deliver oil. Although the SRB 
explained this difference in its first report, this way of reporting was abandoned 
for the subsequent confusion it caused. 
 This criterion was met, although one minor point can be made concerning the 
confusion surrounding the explained terms ‘calling’ and ‘delivering oil’ in the 
first report. 
 
7.2.6  Criterion 6 – warning 
 
Criterion 6 The timely and well-urged warning makes clear the nature, gravity, duration, and 

timing of the threat, as well as the likelihood the threat will become reality 
 

Specific 
indicators 

a) warn when evidence is a reasonable basis for action, not when harm will occur; do not 
only warn, but also urge that measures are taken;  

b) danger is not a product of the imagination; avoid bias of worst-case scenarios; a 
warning is not a summing up of all the dangers possible;  

c) indicate nature, gravity, probability of occurrence, timing, and duration; what 
indicators are available to observe a threat; what are the intentions of the opponent; is 
the threat unambiguous, or does a opponent’s actions serve other purposes; is a threat 
mandatory or optional 

d) make recommendations 
 

 
During its existence, the SRB carried out an experiment that it characterized as 
an early warning. The Bureau used this expression to identify a ship that was 
planning to sail to South Africa to deliver oil. The Bureau sometimes obtained 
such information. The SRB experimented with early warnings in the period 
September - December 1984. 
 The Bureau perceived the outcome of the experiment as a negative one. First, 
of the five ships that were identified, two did not sail to South Africa. Second, 
ships could change plans and deny that they were sailing to South Africa. Third, 
                                                 
173  SRB, Oil Tankers to South Africa, 1981, 12-13, 16-17. 
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it cost the SRB a lot of time and stress, especially when the early warning was 
not followed by an actual delivery. Fourth, the media seemed not to appreciate 
all the extra effort. The media were more interested in the main reports with all 
the data, than such incidents.174  
 A decisive reason to stop the early warning was the SRB’s opinion that an 
incorrect early warning could damage the Bureau’s reputation of reliability.175 
After 1984, the SRB used such shipments as a case study in its reports. This was 
then still useful, for example for unions that employed blacklists.176  
 From the available material, it remains unclear if the warning worked as a 
self-defeating hypothesis. 
 
Conclusion 
 
When a warning prevents danger – in this context this is an oil delivery to South 
Africa – this is seen as an intelligence success (2.2.3). It is unclear if this was the 
case for the two mentioned shipments that did not deliver oil. The Bureau itself 
felt the warning experiment conflicted with its reputation of producing reliable 
results. 
 Too little information was available to conclude (to what extent) this 
criterion was met or not met. Subsequently the criterion is not applicable. 
 
7.2.7 CONCLUSION 
 
To summarize the conclusions of the previous sections, the following can be 
said. The first and second criterion – on design and on different angles of 
investigation – were met. 
 The third and fourth criterion – concerning being correct, complete, accurate, 
plausible and convincing – were generally met. Apart from a few minor points, 
there is one serious point of criticism on the second and third main report. In 
these reports, the SRB purposely omitted, for political reasons, the names of 
individual oil exporting countries from the Middle East in Table A. The Bureau 
generally pursued perfectionism in terms of presenting data. 
 The fifth criterion – concerning relevance – was met, albeit there was 
confusion in the first report around the tables illustrating ‘calling’ and 
‘delivering oil.’ 
 On the sixth criterion – regarding warning – too little information was 
available to conclude the extent to which this criterion was or not met. 
Subsequently the criterion was not applicable. 
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 To conclude, the first five criteria were met, including the applicable specific 
indicators. Only one serious point of criticism in the second and third main 
report was encountered. The reports were generally of high quality. The fourth, 
fifth, and sixth main reports were of high quality, including all specific 
indicators. 
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