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sure that if we failed 3 purpose" embargo which
3

went beyond recognisably military equipment we would not

seriously damage our opportunities i1n South Africa.

by no means convinced that if we make clear the importance
to us 0of our substantial trade in, for example, computers of
an essentially civilian character and the fundamental opposition
in our Parliament and outside to reneging on contracts, our
position would not be fully -~ albeit reluctantly - understood.
my recent visit to Nigeria I found a high degree of grudging
espect for our trade policy towards South Africa, and we
must not allow wild statements in the Nigerian press to mislead
us into a policy of weakness. OSurely if we do not stick to
this principle there is no end to the compromises which
shall be pressed to make down the road of sanctions affec

normal civil trade, not just in South Africa?

My conclusion 1is therefore that we would be wrong to decide

against a veto (either in company with the Americans and/or
T g 4 . i _— ; .
the French or alone) at this stage. Although I am wholly

rainst using it if we can pos 'olj avoid doing so, we must

S
not let the impression be created either in the minds of our

delegation at the UN or in those of our allies that this is
our stance until the minimum changes set out in my note have
been achieved. If they are £, we should reconsider the matter

without having closed any options.

I am copying this minute to other Members of 0D Committee,

Keith Josepu, David Howell and Sir Robert Armstrong.

Department of Trade
1 Victoria Street
London, SW1H OET
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