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The meeting was called to order at 3.25 p.m.

AGENDA ITEM 32

POLICIES OF APARTHEID OF THE GOVERMMENT OF SOUTH AFRICA

The CHAIRMAN: In accordance with the decision taken at its 36th

meeting on 20 Hovember and in compliance with the request of the General Assembly,
the Special Political Committee is meeting this afternoon to permit speokesmen for
organizations having a special interest in the question to be heard on agenda
item 32, entitled "Policies of apartheid of the Govermment of South Africa".

I propose that, following the practice of previous years, the Committee
request a verbatim record of this special meeting. If I hear no objection,
I shall take it that it is so decided.

It was so decided.

The CHAIRMAN: The first speaker is Miss Beatrice von Roemer,

representative of the International Confederation of Free Trade Unions to

the United Nations, and I now call on her.

Miss von ROEMER (International Confederation of Free Trade Unions):
On behalf of the International Confederation of Free Trade Unions (ICI'TU),

I should like to express our appreciation for this opportunity to address the
Special Political Committee of the General Assembly.

A year ago, from this forum, we issued an urgent warning to the international
ccmmunity not to be deceived by South Africa's so-called labour reforms, which
by the Government's own admission were an attempt to bring the growing black
trade union movement under tight control. Since then, the actions of the
Pretoria régime have furnished abundant further proof of this.

In the field of legislation, several developments have caused us great
concern. The most important is the Labour Relations Amendment Bill before the
South African Parliament. A number of its key clauses would result in a severe
crippling of the independent black trade unions. Thus it would prohibit “stop-

order" facilities for urregistered unions, that is, the automatic deduction of
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membership fees by the employer. It would ban strike funds and place new
clamps on so-called illegal strikes. Particular controversy was alsc aroused
by a provision reintroducing the works council system. While the Department
of Manpower maintains that works councils should not be seen as a substitute
for Tull_fledged unions, we know from experience that management will attempt

to use the councils rather than recognize the unions.
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Representatives of 29 black unions met in Cape Town in August
to discuss the new bill. They declared that while they did not object to
providing information with respect to their constitution. finances and
representativity, they refused to subject theriselves to control by anybody
other than their own members and therefore resisted and rejected the present
system of registration in so far as it was designed to control and interfere
in the internal affairs of the union. They also agreed to support each
other in defying restrictions on providing financial aid to striking
workers. Finally, they rejected the present Industrial Council system
and recommended that unions which are not members of these councils
should not join themn.

Last month, the Federation of African Trade Unions (FOSATU) was
again prohibited from raising funds after an earlier ruling, against
which it had appealed, hcd been nullified by a Supreme Court judge.
Three weeks after FOSATU von its case, the Minister of Health, Velfare
and Pensions, Mr. Munnik, tabled an amendment to the Fund Raising Act
50 as to give himself the green lipght for renewing the prohibition.The
revised section of the Fund Raising Act of 1978 now empowers the llinister
to prohibit the collection of contributions for any purpose. without
giving any person or organization notice or an opportunity to make
representations. It was published in the Gazette on 23 October., accompanied
by a notice prohibiting the collection of contributions by or for or
on behalf of FOSATU. A Johannesburg lawyer was quoted as commenting:
"The legislation and the Minister's cynical use of it represent the
most blatant flouting of the rule of natural justice.  The ICFTU has
issued a strong protest against this renewed assault on an independent
black trade union federation.

Throughout the year, there have been arrests of trade unionists.
particularly organizers, partly through the instisation of companies

which refuse to recognize independent black trade unions.
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Let we give just a few examples. In September, 205 people from
three different black unions were arrested in Fast London. This
was described as the widest police action ever taken against black
labour union members. They were later released on bail 6 but are now
being charged. It seems that they had been singing freedom songs.

The President of the South African Allied Workers' Union, Thozamile
Ggweta who described the arrests as ‘outrageous ., (eclared: There

is nothing illegal about singing freedom songs - this is clearly

another crackdown on unionists.’ It must be mentioned that shortly
before the arrest of the 205, it had been disclosed in the South Africon
Parliament that the security police had drawvn up & contingency plan

Tfor Dbreaking the FEast London--based South African Allied Vorkers® Union
and that Police Minister Louis le Grange acknowledsed that police

had distributed the document to white ccmpany managers to solicit

their support. It has also been reported that Thozamile Ggweta was
harassed by the police vhen he attended a hearing of some of those who
had been arrested. Only about 10 days ago, again in Fast London.

a woman trade unionist was shot dead when the police opened fire on a
group of black trade unionists gathered at a bus terminal after returning
from the funeral of the mother and uncle of Thozamile Ggweta, who had
died when their house burned down. According to the South African
Allied Vlorkers' Union. the blaze was caused by a firebomb.

After the mass firing and deportation of sugar workers at the
company of Vilson--Rovmtree, a country wide boycott of the firm's products
was organized by the Wilson-Rowntree Support Committee. The members of
that committee were subjected to police harassment, and seven of then

were arrested and detained in September.
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The practice of mass firings for strike action 1s becoming more
and more widespread. In addition, cmrlcyers are taking advantage of the
recession in EBurope to recruit replacements there. Thus, British
Leyland fired some 2000 workers because they wanted their union recognized
and wished to enter into negotiations with management. The following
weel:, advertisements appeared in the British press for white workers
to take the place of the blacks who had been fired. Fmployers also
resort to recruitment abroad to fill their requirements for skilled
labour, rather than Orcanize training schemes for black workers.

These recruitment camvaigns and the resulting increase in immigration
to South Africa are of great concern to the free trade union movement.
They were the subject of a special resolution adopted last July by
the ICFTU Fxecutive Board. which reaffirms the conviction that immigration
to South Africa is tantawount to a denial of livelihood to the black
worker and only serves to furthsr entrench apartheid' , urzes Governments
to discourarve sports activities and tourism to South Africa and calls
on affiliated organizations to increase pressure for the closure of
South African recruitment offices and undertake various information
activities to discourage immigration to South Africa. A similar statement
was also adopted by our British affiliate, the Trades Union Congress (TUC),
at its recent congress.

Despite an increase in the use of repressive measures and strong arm
tactics on the part of police and employers. independent black trade
unions continue to grow at a surprising pace. At this time, more than
20 foreipn companies have recognized such unions: that is to say. they
have concluded collective agreements with them. This may seem like a
significant progress  since fairly recently there were only two companies
that had taken this step. But it still represents only a tiny fraction

of the total number of foreign companies operating in South Africa.
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According to the updated list about to be published by the ICFTU there
are 3036 such companies ~ over a thousand more than appeared on our
previous list published in 1973. And those few agreements were achieved
only after Vigourous trade union action inside South Africa. supported
by strong international pressure. As the ICFTU survey points out:
Companies invest in South Africa because of apartheid and not
despite it. UDImployers use apartheid laws to frustrate workers®
legitimate demands they take full advantage of the pass laws,

the group areas act. and all the other rules. regulations and

laws which reduce the black worker to a virtually stateless

migrant in his own country.

Therefore., the ICFTU has alwvays insisted that codes of conduct,
such as the one of the FEuropean Economic Community (EEC), must include
strong implementation clauses, providing for sanctions against companies
that do not abide by their provisions.

Last year. the ICFTU convened a free trade union conference on
South Africa which resulted in a programme of action later adopted by
the ICFTU Executive Board. lMore recently, the Executive Board
also fully endorsed the updated 1964 Declaration of the International
Labour Organisation concerning the Policy of Apartheid in South Africa
and the programme of action appended to the Declaration. e would urpe
States Members of the United Hations to take the steps recommended in this
comprehensive prorramme, particularly as regards sanctions against
South Africa, the cessation of public and private investuent by
withdrawing credit guarantees and licences, the introduction of
effective enforcement clauses in codes of conduct for companies investing
in South Africa and the discouragement of emigration of their nationals

to South Africa.
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\le also hope that the Assembly will adopt a resolution demanding
the release of all imprisoned trade unionists., the lifting of bannings
irnrosed for trade union activities and the iumediate and complete abolition
of all restrictions ¢a the trade union rights of all African workers

in South Africa.

The CHAIRIAN: The next speaker is Mr, Wilfred Grenville-Grey,
representative of the International Defence and Aid Fund for Southern

Africe at the United Nations.
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Mr. GRENVILLE-GREY (International Defence and Aid Fund for Southern

Africa): I thank you, Mr. Chairman, for the mrivilepe of beins mermitted to
address the Snecial Political Cormmittee this afternoon.

WThen our President, Canon John Collins, was here at the United Wations a
couple of years aso with his wife Diana to receive a snecial award from the
Secretarv-Genersl, his wife said "The main thrust of our work - in the Fund
“our final responsibility, has always been for those who are strugeling directly
face to face with apartheid tvranny.”’ She was referrins, of course., to all those
courageous people, political prisoners: detainees: those on trial like
Oscar Mpetha. whose trial has dragged on for more than 10 months® the banned
and the banished - yes, and to ordinary prisoners, too, for vho in South Africa
today is not, in reality, a political prisoner of some kind or another?

May I briefly now bring you, lir. Chairman, and your Committee up-to-date
with the latest news about these silenced., but invincible., men and women of
all races. There are at present 502 "security” vprisoners in South African
vrisons. These are peonle who have been convicted under the country's main
security laws, such as the Terrorism Act, the Internal Securitv Act and the
Unlawful Organizations Act. If this figure were not bad enough, we learn that
the total of people convicted during the period 1976-1979 for onlyv slishtly
lesser political offences, such as charges of promoting unrest, unlawful and
riotous assembly and sabotage, was a staggering 4L, 373 people. And vet, in
spite of this scale of resistance, there are those outside South Africa who
still have the nerve to say that the people are not doing enocugh to free
themselves.

Mn especially erim feature of the present revression is that 06O people
have already been hanged in 1981. Six political militants are at present under
sentence of death. Since the mid-1970s the number of executions per vear has
trebled, and at present South Africa alone accounts for half of the wcrld's
known judicial executions.

As recently as August of this year there were 129 detainees caught in the
net of State security legislation. Detainees'’ whereabouts are kept secret,
access is severely restricted, and food and clothing parcels are accepted or
refused arbitrarilyv. T %tninecs are at the mercvy of the vhirs of their

Faolers. In June this vear Sadia Taniels was forbidden to deliver halal meat
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to her dauchter Garro, who was also deprived of a prayer book and scarf for
Ramadan observances. Durins the same month Bobby Tsotsobe, one of the six men
at present in the condemned cell, told the court how ae had been repeatedly
assaulted by security policemen in a Soweto police station “truth room'. He
was whipped, handcuffed and beaten with a length of hosepipe by the security
police. Under the South African Criminal Procedure Code, confessions extracted
under duress have a validity which would not be admissible in other countries.

Meither youth nor age is spared under ggg;ﬁhgi@_:justice”. There are at
present three prisoners all under 18 vears of age on Robben Island. In June,
as the 16 June Soweto Commemoration came near, more than 20 were detained from
the South African Youth Revolutionary Council of the Azanian People’s
Orsanization and the Azanian National Youth Unity.

While old men like Oscar Mpetha stand trial. some, like Nelson liandela,
nov in his 6hth year are forced to zrow old in prison. There is a whole
ceneration of resisters from the 1960s,and some are suffering serious
deterioration in their health. Ve are particularly concerned about the Nemibians
sentenced in 1068. Shinema ailenge is over 70 years old and suffering from
high blood pressure. Wjisbula Tshaningau is also over 70 and becoming blind.
Elizar Tuhadeleni is suffering from asthma.

During the past year the people have never been more vociferous in their
opposition to apartheid. In the Ciskei, resistance to Bantustanization is
reflected in the great waves of recent arrests and detcr-icrs. The Indian
cermunity have rejected the Government's scheme for them by a derisory 10 per cent
turn-out in the Indian council elections. In the Bantustans it is disturbing
tlhiat there have been four deaths in detention in the past 15 months, and there
is a fear that the police in these areas, aided and abetted by the South African
Government . are able to work in a climate of added secrecy and with more
unfettercd nowver.

To those who say to us "Surely the situation is not that bad in South
Africa™ we must reply "Look at the facts, the very latest facts: they speak

for themselves. '’
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The CHAIRMAN: The next speaker is Miss Annie Street, who will speak
on behalf of the Interfaith Center on Corporate Responsibility, on whom I now

call.

Miss STREET (Interfaith Center on Corporate Responsibility): I am
honoured to testify before this Committee today.

My name is Annie Street. I serve on the staff of the Interfaith Center on
Corporate Responsibility (ICCR), which is a sponsor-related movement of the
National Council of Churches. The Center is a coalition of 180 Romar Catholic
orders and 17 Protestant denominations. For 10 years member churches of the
ICCR have worked on a wide variety of corporate responsibility issues. of which
the question of corporate investment in South Africa has been a primary focus.

Whilst I cannot purport to sveak for such a diverse and rich membership,

I should like to describe some of the actions which the United States churches
have taken on the United States corporate comnection in South Africa. Iy
testimony will be divided into two parts. TFirst, I wish to address the question
of United States bank loans in South Africa and the role of church investors

in challenging such economic support for the apartheid régime. Secondly, I

rant to focus on the strategic and military implications of United States
transnational corporations' involvement in the Republic of South Africa.

Foreign bank loans to South Africa, especially to the Government and
its agencies. have played an important role in helping maintain apartheid and
the status quo. This Committee is well aware of the importance of such loans
to the Government of South Africa. The United States clurches have spearheaded
a nationwide campaign to stop banks lending to South Africa. They have appealed
to management. filed stockholder resolutions, withdrawn accounts from banks and
worked with a wide variety of organizations such as unions, criv e’ tas and
community groups in an effort to stop this financial support for apartheid.

Citibank's involvement in South Africa, and narticularly its participation
in a $250 million loan in October last year, has cost the bank a considerable
amount of business. In March 1980 the National Council of Churches. the Board
of Global Ministries of the United Methodist Church and Union Theological

Seminary announced the withdrawal of approximatelv $65 million in accounts from
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Citibank. 1In May 1980 the American ILutheran Church divested $2 million. Over
30 church investors have now pledged not to buy Citibank .certificates of deposit or
tonds. In January of this year Harvard University divested $51 miliion in
securities, and in April 1981 New York's Riverside Church announced the
withdrawal of its operating account, which had an estimated cash flow of some
$6 million for 1981.

It has been estimated that Citibank has already lost roughly the equivalent
of the money it would have earned from its participation in the $250 million loan.
This loss of business has come throush withdrawals of accounts and divestments in

protest over the bank's policy as regards lending to South Africa.
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In March 1931, Mr. William Howard, the President of the Wational Council of
Churches and the Reverend Leon Sullivan, the author of the Sullivan Principles,
held a Jjoint press conference in New York to announce a new phase in the campaign
against bank loans to South Africa. Their joint sbkatement read.

“"If United States banks perceive that our Government has abandoned its
past emphasis on human rights and opposition to apartheid, they may be
tempted to respond to the South African Govermment ’s request for loans with
a flood of new lending...Our message to the United States banks is
unmistakably clear: to United States banks considering a return to a lending
as usual relationship vith South Africa, we pledge our united efforts to
vigorously oppose such loans. Lending to South Africa, to the Government or
its agencies, and other loans that support apartheid., will be uet with a
massive withdrawal of deposits, accounts and the divesture of securities.
le will urge the United States public, including our colleajues in the
nation's churches, to hold the banks lending to South Africa accountable.

“The black population of Scuth Africa has shown its determination to be
free, to have equal rights in all aspects of their country‘s life...The racial
unrest in South Africa is like a tiwme bomb that may explode into devastating
violence and a great loss of life. It could precipitate global conflict. By
our action today we work to keep this from happening and to contribute towards
peaceful change. United States bank loans undoubtedly contribute to the
support of the system of apartheid in South Africa...”

They concluded their Jjoint statement by saying:

lMost important, we will renew our efforts to have churches and unions,
foundations and universities, city and State pension funds, individual
concerned citizens and other institutions(a) reguest a policy from their
banks on lending to South Africa, (b) withdrav bank accounts, divest of
securities and sever other links with banks that continue lendinz to South
Africa in violation of the policy espoused today. !le are confident that this
on-going bank campaign will expand its ranks, We pledge our on-going
efforts until racial Jjustice and black majority rule are in effect in South

Africa."
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Although Citibank has been a major tarzet of the bank campaign here in the
United States, there are other banks which are also involved in lending to South
Africa. The United States churches will continue to campaign to stop United
States banks lending to South Africa and to Jjoin other United States banks,
such as First Wational Boston, Irving Trust, Chemical Bank and Bankers Trust
vhich have adopted policies limiting or prohibiting loans to the South African
Uovernment.

I should like nov to turn briefly to my second area of concern this afternoon:
the question of strategic and military implications of American transnational
corporate involvement in South Africa. I have already underscored the importance
which foreign investment plays in helping to maintain the apartheid system intact.

United States investuent in South Africa has grown substantially over the
last 15 years, jumping from $1.67 billion in 1976 to over $2 billion by the end
of 1981, while that country's percentase share of foreign capital in South Africa
grew from 11 per cent in 1960 to its present level of over 20 per cent.

However, far uwore important than the actual dollar value of foreign
investments in South Africa is their strategic significance. llany of the South
African economy's most vital sectors are controlled by United States corporations.
TFor exe.iple, 33 per cent of the motor vehicle market, 7O per cent of the
computer trade and L4l per cent of the market in petroleum products are all
controlled by United States firms.

The United States oil firms play a particularly strategic role in the
Revublic of South Africa. Lobil Corporation is the largest United States investor
in South Africa, with investments of over %425 million.

In 1980, a number of church shareholders requested that ilobil follow the
spirit of the United States Commerce Department's regulations and cease all sales
to the South African police and military. The resolution stated:

"The Corporation and its subsidiaries shall not sell any productis or
provide any services to the police and military and shall monitor all bulk
sales and large-scale service operations to ensure that the South African
police and military are not the end-destination of purchases made by

intermediaries."
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liobil Corporation’s response included the following statement:

“Bach liobil subsidiary has traditionally folloved the policy of corporate
good citizenship in each of the countries in which it operates, Mobil‘s
management in Wev York believes that its South African subsidiaries' sales
to the police and military are but a small part of its total sales and
typical in relative size to its sales to such grouns in other countries.

Total denial of sales to the police and military forces of a host country is

hardly consistent with an image of sood citizenship in that country. The

great bul. of the work of both police and the military forces in every
country ., including South Africa, is for the benefit of all its inhabitants.

All have a basic interest in the maintenance of public order and safety.

A policy of the character advocated would deny resources for response to

grave euergencies, for the apprehension of common criminals and for the

protection and security of all individuals anc¢ property including that of
the Corporation.”

In his comment on this response before a United States House of
Representatives sub-committee in October, iir. William Howard, the President of the
Wational Council of Churches of the United States stated:

“1iobil s response deserves an award for twisting the truth. Their
detence males the South African police and military, dedicated to unholding
vhite supremacy, sound like the Washington D.C. traffic police.

“ilever before have I seen a United States corporation go to such lengths
to defend the actions of the police aad military. Uhen pressed to alter that
statement at the 1930 annual stockholders’ meeting, Mobil Chairman Ravleigh
Warncr simply said 'We stand by it.'. In short, we watch as dobil sells to the
wolice and military, defends the necessity of doing so and tries to sugar-coat
the role of the police and military, thus implyinz that the Commerce
Depurtment resulations are unnecessary.

“The lesson is clear. lobil's vested interest in South Africa and their
business relationship tn that Government requires a viporous defence of the
basic social system.

This position of overt collaboration with the South African police and
military taken by ilobil is an outrage. It must be condemned by all vho support and
struggle for change in South Africa. Indeed, ilr. Hovard was so moved by 1obil's

stance that e has vritten to all African United Jations Ambassadors and to
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Fcreign Ministers of countries where liobil has business operations, draving their
attention to, as he put it in his letter, this "clear public endorsement by liobil
of apartheid and the virtual police State which keeps it in place in South Africa’.

General liotors and Ford also continue to sell vehicles to the South African
police and military, waking a mockery of the United States Comuerce Denartment's
rules prohibiting sales,by Aumerican corporations to the South African police
or military,of zoods containing parts manufactured in the United States or
Geveloped by United States technology. Both General llotors and Ford defend such
sales in 1980 reports to shareholders, arguing that they may lose South African
Government business if they discontinue such sales. Co~operation with the
forces of repression in South Africa has in this way become a price of good
citizenship in South Africa for numerous United States firms like General Mctors
and the Ford Lotor Company.

This Lind of stratezic co-operation by United States corporations with the
South African Government not only raises concerns about such close support for
the apartheid régime but also calls into question the control that these
corporations have over their own operations in South Africa. Under South African
law the Governuent can take over plants if they serve a strategic purpose. Tle
believe that United States companies like llobil and Caltex, General liotors and
Ford may soon be forced into an even closer collaboration with the repressive

South African Goverrment by puttine armed militia on guard in their plants.
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I very much appreciate this opportunity to testify on behalf of the
Interfaith Center on Corporate Responsibility, and to draw the Special Political
Committee's attention to some of the United States churches areas of concern
and action on South Africa and the role of United States corporations in
supporting apartheid, I would like to end by urging consideration of the
following proposals: first, research and publicity on the issues of United
States and other international bank loans to South Africa, and the role they
play in supporting apartheid should continue: secondly, strong recommendations to
the United Nations Member States to intervene and stop the flow of capital to
South Africa should be made; thirdly, continued hearings on the role of foreign
investments in South Africa within the United Nations by appropriate todies such
as the Special Committee against éggzzggig_and this Committee convened this
afternoon should continue; finally, as has been passed in former General Assembly
resolutions, we would urge the United Nations to use its financial leverage as a
client of many banks and corporations, together with the massive power of the

United Nations Pension Fund, to demand an end to investment in South Africa,

The CHAIRMAN: I now call on Mr, Luis Guastavino, who will speak on

behalf of Chile Democratico,

Mr, GUASTAVINO (Bureau Chile Democratico) (interpretation from Spanish):

I should like to speak on behalf of the Bureau Chile Democratico, whose
headquarters in Rome, Italy is the centre for the thousands of Chilean exiles
around the world,

Those who support and back the racist South African régime are enemies of
the noble cause of all the peoples of Africa and of the universal democratic
conscience and awareness, We have considered it our duty to come here today and
report to the Special Political Committee dealing with apartheid on how the
present Chilean régime, against the principles of the great majority of the
Member States of the General Assembly of the United Nations, and contrary to the
resolutions of the General Assembly, is backing the South African régime and
intensifying diplomatic, commercial, economic, educational and, particularly,
military links with the South African racist régime, Indeed, it is our duty to add
that this dces not represent the spirit and the feeling of the Chilean tecple- it

is a transgression of the deep democratic feelings of the Chilean people.
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Prior to the time of the present dictatorship in Chile, which was
established by a military coup, successive Governments in Chile never had friendly
relations with the South African apartheid régime. We have turned over
documents to the Governments represented here which shor the anti--dewoecr-tic
ideological and political convergence of the régimes of Santiago and Pretoria.
Furthermore , the practical measures that the two régimes have been implementing
reveal the latent threats and the future activities both would like to nursue in
their friendly relations in both continents.

We should like to highlight only some aspects. During the ceremony in
Chile on 23 lMay 1981 to decorate the South African Vice-Admiral Mathius Albertus
Becker , Director-General of Services of the South African armed forces, the
Deputy Chief of the Chilean navy expressed the following dangerous official
geopolitical thesis:

"We necessarily conclude that the quadrilateral formed by Chile, Great

Britain through the Falkand Islands, the Union of South Africa and

Brazil constitutes the support base for the defence of the South Atlantic.”

In other words, the true feelings of the authorities of Santiago and
Pretoria could not be more complementary with regard to an approach towards the
fashioning of the widely condemned military pact of the Scuthern Atlantic,
contrary to the maintenance of peace in the area and contrary to the interests
and the striving for liberation and freedom by the two peoples.

On 28 May this year, the Commander-in-Chief of the Chilean air force, who
is also one of the four members of the Govermment Junta, General Fernando
Matthei, travelled to South Africa, thus strengthening the elements of political
and military alliance, and proceeded to purchase "CROTALE" surface-to-air missiles
in the amount of $40 million from the South African régime, Thus, relations
between Chile and South Africa are being strengthened, something which the
United Nations in a categorical and justified fashion has requested not be done,
in order to isolate the South African régime, which is repudiated by the whole

of mankind,
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These significant facts would be unimaginable in a democratic Chile. They
increasingly show a process that has numerous examples in recent years, including
various exchanges of varied character in the most diverse fields, including the
visit of a representative of the Transkei to Santiago, between the Chilean

military régime and the South African régime. These uneguivcecally reveal ...

The CHAIRMAN: I call on the representative of Chile on a point of

order.

Mr. LAGOS (Chile) (interpretation from Spanish): It is unusual for
en organization to criticize a Govermment which is a Member State of this
Organization., I should like to ask in what capacity the speaker is speaking.
I should like to know why the gentleman who is now speaking has the floor,

by virtue of what authority and under what rule, Sir?

The CHAIRMAN: These speakers were referred to us by the office of

the President of the General Assembly. That is the only basis on which we

have been able to hear him, We have taken note of your remarks,
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Mr. LAGOS (Chile)(interpretaticn from Spanish): Should we assume
from what the Chairman has Jjust said that it is the President of the General
Assembly who determined who can speak this afternoon? Does that mean that
the speaker has the authorization of the President of the General Assembly?

It seems to me that this procedure has no precedent in this Organization.

If that was indeed the procedure used I would urgently request a legal opinion
on who has the competence to give the floor to organizations that represent
nobody .

I understand that under certain exceptional circumstances organizations
recognized by the United Nations or with consultative status with the Economic
and Social Council are permitted to speak, but I do not believe that the
organization allegedly represented by the speaker is in any way recognized

by the United Nations.

The CHATRMAN: In a letter dated 18 September 1981, the President of

the General Assembly informed the Chairman of the Special Political Committee
that at its Lth plenary meeting on 18 September 1981 the General Assembly, on
the recommendation of the General Committee, decided that organizations having

a special interest in the item "Policies of apartheid of the Government of South
Africa” would be permitted to be heard by the Special Political Committee.

It was in line with that decision that the representative of the organization
in questicn wrote to the President of the General Assembly; his letter was then
referred to our Committee.

I ask the speaker to confine his remarks to the policies of apartheid of the
Government of South Africa.

I call on the representative of Chile on a point of order.

Lir. LAGOS (Chile)(interpretation from Spanish): The question I have
raised is a question of principle. It dces not concern the subject on which
the speaker will make his statement. I underscore that point quite emphatically.

I do not believe that the letter about which the Chairman has just spoken can
be applied too broadly; the organizations in question should at the least be
recognized in some way by the United Nations. In my view, we cannot allow any
organization that comes along to be given the right to speak in the United Nationms;

that would allow the greatest excesses and abuses.
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(Mr. Lagos, Chile)

I therefore reiterate my request that, before allowing the representative
of a pscudo -organization to continue with his statement, an opinion be
sought from the Lezal Counsel as to what should be understood by the right
of the President to determine which organizations have a special interest
in the item under discussion. I do not believe that the organization represented

by the speaker has such a special interest. I would request a report by the

Legal Coun:.-l vith regard to the interpretation of this procedure and-to the

organization vhich has been called upon to speak at this meeting.

The CHAIRMAN: I call on the representative of Cuba on a point of order.

Mr. BLANCO (Cuba)(interpretation from Spanish): It seems to my
delegation that the Chairman has received a communication from the President of
the General Assembly in which he refers not to a decision taken unilaterally by
him in the exercise of his presidential authority, but rather to a decision taken
by the General Ccrmittee. On the basis of that decision a number of
organizations made requests to speak, and their names were placed on the
list of speakers for this gfternoon’s Meeting of the Committee.

In my view, the General Committee, in its wisdom, the Fresident of the Ceneral
Assembly in the discharge of his functions, and the Chairmen-of our Committee have all
perfectly ccmplied with the rules in permitting these organizations, whether
governmental or non-governmental, to speak.

Furthermore. it is my impression that at one point the Chairman informed
this Committee of the names of the organizations which were going to address
the Comuittee. If memory serves me at no point was there an objection or
request made by any delegation.

I would be glad of confirmation of that. was the list of those who were to

address the Committee made available to members by the Secretariat?
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The CHATRMAN: The list was available at the beginning of this

meeting and could have been obtained from the Secretariat, as is the usual
practice.

There is evidently a difference of view regarding the granting of a hearing
to the representative of Chile Democrético. There has been an objection by =a
member of the Committee and I would seek the guidance of the Committee. If
there is no further objection, I shall ask the speaker to continue his statement
but to confine himself to the item before +the Committee, "Policies of
apartheid of the Government of South Africa’.

I call on the representative of Chile on a point of order.

Mr. LAGOS (Chile) (interpretation from Spanish): Fundamentally, }
I have raised a legal question and I hope I shall receive a reply in legal
terms. Up to now, I have not obtained it.
I am asking whether the person whom I interrupted has the right to spesk.

This relates to a problem that requires a decision ...

The CHAIRMAN: T call on the representative of the Soviet Union on a

point of order.

Mr. SMIRNOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (interpretation from

Russian): It seems to me that the explanation is the one which you, Mr. Chairman,
provided a few moments ago that the General Committee recommended to the General
Assembly to authorize statements by organizations at today's meeting of the
Special Political Committee on the agenda item now before us. Under that
recommendation of the General Committee, the General Assembly has adopted a
relevant decision, which was communicated to you by the President of the
General Assembly. The list of those orgasnizations, from which you have so far
called upon speakers, is available to the delegations present and no objection
to calling upon this or that particular organization had been raised.

So from my point of view, you are conducting our proceedings in the

Special Political Committee in accordance with the rules of procedure and
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(Mr. Smirnov. USSR)

those decisions of the General Assembly which have in fact been adopted earlier.
Accordingly., as to the question of some sort of legal report raised by the
representative of Chile, I think that such a question cannot even exist because
there is a special decision of the General Assembly being carried out by you

as Chairman of the Special Political Committee.

Mr. LAGOS (Chile) (interpretation from Spanish): The argument is
made that the General Committee authorized some specialized organizations to
participate in our work: but it did not specify which they could be.

Use has also been made to the arsument that my delegation had not objected
to the presence of the so-called delegation which has been speaking. Ve are
precisely doing that now. Ve have been made aware this afternoon of the list
provided by the Secretariat on which appears this pseudo-organization and from
which persons would be called upon to speak; hence we have come here to raise
an objection at this time. I believe that this broad power which, it is said,
the General Committee has given does not have such broad flexibility as to
allow any organization - even if there is no such organization - to come and
speak here. I believe that this has limits. It is not possible to accept it.
Consequently, my problem is of a legal nature. It is not possible to call upon
any pseudo-organization to speak, because it does not even have the character
of an organization and does not have consultative status with the United
Nations and cannot speak here.

This precedent could give rise to major abuses. Two delegations have
Just intervened apparently favouring this predicament. I am wondering whether
in the future some organizaticn not dedicated to those countries could come
here and speak before this Organization. Is this what is wanted?

Therefore, I should like a legal interpretation. I should like the
Chairman to consult the Legal Adviser in order to ascertain precisely whether
this pseudo-organization, called "Chile Democratico', has the right to speak

by virtue of the letter which the Chairman read out to us.

The CHAIRMAN: I shall suspend the meeting for 10 minutes in order

to obtain a legal opinion.
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The neeting was suspended at 11.25 p.m. and resumed at 4.55 p.m.

The CHAIRIIAII: Before the suspension of the meeting. the
representative of Chile sought the opinion of the Legal Counsel as to
vhether or not ifr. Guastavino, who was speaking on behalf of Chile
Democratico, could be allowed to address this Commrittee.

I now call on the Legal Counsel.

Mr. SUY (The Legal Counsel): The question before the Committee
is whether it should hear a representative of Chile Democratico in the
debate on policies of apartheid.

Let me first of all remind the representatives that there has
been a decision talren by the Genersl Assembly to the effect that
representatives of the Organization of African Unity (OAU) and of national
liberation movements recosnized by the OAU would be permitted to
participate in the discussions in the plenary meetings and that organizations
having a special interest in the question would be permitted to be
heard in this Committee.

In the mast. there has always been wide latitude as to the nature
of orzanizations having a special interest in the cuestion and, as I
can see from the list of those who have spoken up until now. this
wide latitu’e in the gquestion of vhich organizations will be heard
before this Cormittee is confirmed.

On the other hand, there is no need to stress that the question of
the policies of apartheid is not of a local or regional nature; it is
a question of universal iuportance and a question that has been dealt
with in the Organization precisely because it affects the principles of
the Charter of the United Jations. Therefore. I would say that any
organization that claims to have a specific interest in the question
can be heard before this Commitiee, provided of course that such an
organization in its statement confines itself exclusively to the guestion

of the policies of apartheid of the Governuent of South Africa.
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(The Legal Counsel)

Finally, I would have to add the usual caveat: if there would be opposition
from the room, from the representatives, as to whether the Committee should hear
the representative of Chile Democrdtico, specifically, then I think it would

be for the Committee itself to take the final decision.
The CHAIRMAN: I thank the Legal Counsel for his statement.

Mr. LAGOS (Chile) (interpretation from Spanish): My delegation is
of course extremely respectful of legal opinion, especially coming from the
Legal Counsel of the Organization, which is what Mr. Suy is. I believe
that in my question it was not a matter of knowing if organizations can speak
on the subject of apartheid, because this concerns the whole of mankind.

My delegation is perfectly aware of this.

But what does draw my attention is that the invitation was given to
organizations that have a special interest. But I should like - without
harming my chance to speak again - to avail myself of Mr. Suy‘s presence
here, because I think it is very interesting to hear the opinion given us
by Mr. Suy, in order to have him tell us - and I believe that the question
put can be useful for the future - who determines what constitutes an
organization. The truth is that I do not think that the so-called Chile
Democratico is an organization. I understand that, on the basis of this
legal opinion, any individual who comes along and says that he represents

an organization has the right to speak.
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(Mr. Lagos, Chile)

I should like it to appear on the record that that is the legal opinion
and the ruling of the Chair. Tt seems to me that it establishes a serious
legal precedent. but if that is what we want to arrive at, my delegation will
accept it.

I should also like to point out that if this interpretation - that this
so-called organization can speak on apartheid - is to be accepted, then I
request that all its statements that have nothing to do with apartheid be
expunged from the record. Of course, basing itself on the same legal opinion,
my delegation will interrupt this so-called delegation,if it continues to

speak, every time it departs from the item under consideration.

Mr. BLANCO (Cuba) (interpretation from Spanish): Having heard the
representative of Chile, T am not at all clear whether he has finally decided
to accept a ruling of the General Assembly and s tradition of the General
Assembly and of this Committee. If he has, I have nothing to say. If he has
not, I should like to say that the statement made by the Legal Counsel fully
coincides with the criteria of my delegation, except for one matter: what he
referred to at the end of his statement, which no longer relates to the legal
question but rather to his personal criteria.

If T understood the Legal Counsel correctly, he said that if there were
an objection in our Committee, he thought - here is where the personal element
comes in - it would be incumbent on the Committee to decide. My delegation
would strongly oppose creating a precedent that because someone objects to
an organization's coming here to give concrete data on a topic on which the
General Assembly has decided that organizations have the risht to come here
to give data, the matter must then be put to a vote, thus discriminating
against people, individuals or organizations with information that the General
Assembly needs in order to be able to act on the question of South Africa and
apartheid. That would be a serious precedent for the cause of Africa, the
implementation of the decisions of the Security Council and the need that
we all have for information about those who violate the resolutions of the

Security Council and co-operate with South Africa.
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Furthermore, the organization that the representative of Chile is
challenging has co--operated regularly with the Information Centre of the
Special Committee Against Apartheid. Therefore, it is not the first time that
the organization has given information about the policies of South Africa on
this matter.

If the Chilean delegation accepts the ruling, which my delegation has
accepted and which coincides with our legal criteria, which could not be
other than those expressed by Mr. Suy, I should have nothing to add. If an
objection by one delegation is supposed to lead to a vote, my delegation
would object to creating a precedent which violates the ruling of the General
Assembly, the decision of this Committee and the ruling explained by the

Legal Counsel.

The CHAIRMAN: I call on the Legal Counsel.

Mr. SUY (The Legal Counsel): For the benefit of the representative
of Cuba, I should like to clarify my last point. I think that it would be for
the Chairman to decide whether to hear a particular individuval representing an
organization. If the Chairman's decision 1is challenged, obviously there is
no other solution than to put the challenge to the vote of this Committee. That

is what I meant.

Mr. SCHROTER (German Democratic Republic): We carefully followed the

statement made by the representative of Chile Democrédtico. On behalf of my

delegation, I should like to make it clear that that statement was fully in

line with the decisions taken by the General Assembly, the Special Committee

Against Apartheid and the Fourth Committee. For that reason, I see no

problems about hearing the statement of the representative of Chile Democréatico.
At the same time, the statement made by the representative of Chile was

not a point of order-: it was a question of substance, an attempt to disturd

our fruitful discussion.
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Mr. TAHINDRO (Madagascar) (interpretation from French): At the
beginning of the meeting, Mr. Chairman, you indicated that it was a decision
of the General Committee to ask the Special Political Committee to hear the
petitioners, including the representative of Chile Democratico. That decision
was adopted by this Committee at the beginning of our meeting, in view
of the seriousness of the oproblem of apartheid.

The representative of Chile has raised twe legal points. In order to deny
the representative of Chile Democratico the opportunity to speak, he has spoken
of that organization'’s absence of legal title to speak before the Committee.

He has spoken of its lack of consultative status with the United Nations and
of interference in the internal affairs of a Member State.

Problems of apartheid are considered an international public problem by
the United Mations and the international community. It i1s sufficient to look
at all the resolutions condemning the apartheid policies of the Government of
South Africa. The international public character of the matter makes it
possible for United Nations bodies and all subsidiary bodies to hear any information
relating to the problem of apartheid.

As regards the problem of interference, my delegation listened carefully
to what the representative of Chile Democratico said. He did not speak of
domestic affairs of Chile:; he spoke of the military co-operation between the
Governments of Chile and South Africa. It must be remermbercd that numerous
United Nations resolutions ccndermn military co-operaticn by Member States
with South Africa. Therefore, the representative of Chile Democratico
should be authorized to speal, because he is speaking not about the

internal problems of Chile but about the military co-operation of a Member State

of the United Nations with the South African Government.

The CHAIRMAIT: The observer of the African National Congress has asked

to speak. T request him to be brief and to confine himself as much as possible

to the point at issue.
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ir. MAKATINT (African National Congress): The issue before us is of

paramount importance in that here we are dealing with a sitaution that involves
the violation by the apartheid régime of all the ideals and objectives embodied in
the Charter of the United Wdations and the Universal Declaration of Human Rights.
e are dealing with a situation that has been condemned time and again by the
United VYations as a crime against humanity and as constituting a threat to
international peace and security. Ve are dealins yith a situation which has

talken the form of a nublic outery against those countries that collaborate with this
system and, in listening 1o the counsel given by the legal expert, we are

quite happy with the decision which points to the fact that every nation, every
orzanization and every individual has a special interest - and we maintain
that all decent people of the world who love justice, whichever corner of the
globe they may emanate from, have an interest in the elimination of the apartheid
system . gnd therefore we think that the first part of the opinion given suffices,
because to go further would create a precedent that could lead to creating a
situation that would favour the attempted conspiracy of silence on such

collaboration.

Mr  KANAKARATUT (Sri Lanka): There is an old saying “Fools rush in

vhere anpgels fear to tread, and at the risk, perhaps, of proving that point,
my delegation believes that an important issue is at stake and I wish very
briefly to invite the attention of representatives in this Committee to that issue.
I believe it is quite clear that in this particular instance the Committee,
at one of its earlier meetings, approved a series of speakers wvho had applied to
speak before this Committee and the application of the organization known as Chile
Democradtico to speak before this Committee had been approved and I believe
that fact is on record.
The second issue is what that speaker says. Nov it is up to us, the
audience of these vnetitioners, all of us representing sovereign Governments and
presumably all of us intelligent enoush to see the relevance or irrelevance of
vhat a particular petitioner says, to assess what importance and weight we
would attach to the content and the substance of the petitioner's remarks in

relevance to the subject at issue, whether it be apartheid or something else.
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(Mr. Kanakaratne, Sri Lanka)

ov what my delegation wishes to bring to the attention of the Committee
and particularly to the attention of the representative of Chile is that since the
Cormittee has approved the right of a representative of Chile Democrético
to speak here, thereafter it is a matter of our own individual delegation'’s
vieus as to vhat importance or relevance we attach to what that speaker
says on the issue of apartheid and therefore under those circumstances I think
that this Committee will not rush into creating a very dangerous precedent
in decidings by vote which speaker, petitioner or organization should be given
the risht to appear before this Coumittee, particularly in view of what the
Legal Counsel nas said regarding the legal position based on the decisions of the
General Assembly. I therefore see no practical problem. The organization
called Chile Democrdtico had been given the right to appear before this
Cormpittee. A representative of that organization has appeared before this
Comnittee and is in the process of speaking. Thereafter the relevance or
othervise of what he says is a matter for us and I am sure that the Chairman
will indicate whenever a particular speaker goes so far off the subject as to

sugzest that he is speaking on subjects other than the matter under discussion.

ilr. ROSENSTOCK (United States of America): Iy delegation will not at

this point address the issue that is before us, of whether some particular
organization should or should not be heard, but rather would raise a cuestion with
the Chairman. Ve have now heard two assertions: first, that there was a decision
at the beginning of this meeting: secondly, that there was a decision at sone
earlier meeting, expressly to hear the organization in question. Ve are

unavare of any such decision and we think that if there was such a decision

it would be obviously helpful to the Committee to know. If there was not such

a decision - and I nwust say ve believe that to be the case - then it would also

be helpful if that were clarified before we proceed any further on a misconception.

The CHAIRNAL: In clarification of the noint raised by the

representative of the United States, there was nc formal decision taken on
whether to approve the speakers we shall hear today, but the list was available
at the beginning of this afternoon and members were free to object to speakers

as and when they spoke. This was in accordance with previous practice.
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bir. ROSTWSTOCK (United States of America): Thank you, 'Ir, Chairman. for

clarifying the point that there has been no decision taken to hear the organization
in cuestion at this or any other meeting of this Committee.

lly delegation vould like to revert back to the carefully phrascd statement we
heard from the Lepal Counsel. Vhat the Legal Counsel said is that there has
been latitude with regard to hearine speakers. But latitude does not mean
licence, it does not mean anybody and everybody, it does not mean that vhen we
have an organivzation coue ian here and tell us 'Vle care about this particular
problem”, that therefore we are obligated immediately to hear it Decause of
past nrecedents. It may well be that one must err on the side of liberality in
order to avoid excluding an organization which may have a particular interest or
o particular concern.

There would appear to be no basis vhatsoever for believing the organization
in question has a particular concern. If there is a basis, we have not heard it.
e have listened to the speakers who spoke and we have heard them say that they
are willing to hear them and we have heard them say that there has been a measure
of 1atitude; but ve have not heard it susgested that this hody of sovereign
States, vhich has a liberal attitude towards hearing those with particular
information, has suddenly turned itself into a hearing-ground for anybody and
everybody with a particular cause to come and bring itself before this
Orsanization. he it the free 'this” or the free “that" ,the free this member"’ or the
free “that member’, and if we embark on this course we should be aware of what we are
ewnbarking on. We should also be asking ourselves WhY our york is being
interrupted at this point by an organization whose main and primary concern is
otherwise. After all, it is perfectly clear frou what one does Know that the
primary interest and concern of this organization that wishes to be heard is not
the problem of apartheid. Its geographic location does not suggest it has
particular information to bring to bear on the question. Ve have heard a State
raise a question with regard to it and therefore we ought to ask ourselves what
the facts are, becausc this can very readily and ensily be multinlied out, to
the detriment of the work of the Organization on the vital and important question
of apartheid, as well as on other matters. There are many countries here with
opposition groups. There are countries here which have swallowed other once
sovereign countries and some of those countries still have representation in

various capitals. Is that what we are heading towards? Is that what we want?
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Is that howv we wvant this Organization to focus itsell on the problems pronerly
before us? Yes, apartheid is a matter of global concern, no issue before the
United INations is more so, but it is not the only issue of =lobal concern and
there are a number of other issues of plobal concern before the United Nations,
but we cannot., we should not. we serve no useful purpose if we do pernit the
United Jations to be turned into an opportunity for publicity-seeking by all
naaner of groups, merely because they assert that they are opposed to apartheid
or that tney are in favour of this or opposed to that, and it is the necessity

to maintain some criteria, some standards -- yes, latitude, but not "anything goes"
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Mr. BLANCO (Cuba) (interpretation from Spanish): I apologize, first of
all, for speaking cnce again, but the statement just made by the representative
of the United States only confirms the fears expressed by my delegation in my
previous statement. VWhat we have heard here from those who have always been on
the side of South Africa when voting on resolutions dealing with South Africa,
rather than on the side of the majority, demonstrates a discriminatezy attitude
against persons and organizations that come here to give information on how
Security Council resolutions are being violated.

While being told to be careful, are we not now being pushed on another
course, towards creating precedents so that if a professor from Harvard or a
United States university came here to tell us how they were co-operating with
South Africa, sometimes on nuclear matters, and the United States delegation
objected to that person speaking before this Committee, we would have to challenge
the ruling of the Chair or question the decisions of the General Assembly and all
of the traditions that have been established here. Is that what we want? It is
allegedly only a regional problem as if those who do not live in Africa do not
have a vote and an opinion on the problem. Is this perhaps a way of fragmenting
African solidarity against apartheid? But apartheid is of concern not only to
Africa but, as stated by the Legal Counsel, a matter of international concern.

Is it perhaps the 'Moral Majority", the new right, that has to decide who may

speak here?

Mr. LAGOS (Chile) (interpretation from Spanish): I am not going to
answer the propagandistic and imaginative utterances of the representative of
Cuba. It is pointless, for what my delegation did was to raise a strictly
legal question. The question of apartheid is not at issue. We have said this
from the outset. We are not discussing the importance of that phenomenon.
Therefore, what has just been said is irrelevant and just more propaganda.

What emerges from this debate is that the Committee apparently does not
decide on requests to speak here. As the Chairman has indicated, simply to
register one's name with the Secretariat suffices for anyone to be considered an
authorized speaker and be allowed to address this Committee. This is an important

consideration to be kept in mind.
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(Mr. Lasos, Chile)

As T indicated - and I repeat this - my delegation will defer to the opinion
of the Legal Counsel. But we wish it to be recorded along with the fact that
this Committee consents that any person, any individual, who indicates that he
has a special interest in speaking on the subject of apartheid may do so. I think
this deserves a decision by the Chair: namely that any person, any individual,
any organization, that says or thinks it has the right to speak on apartheid will
be allowed to do so.

I say this because it is obvious in the case of the representative of the
so-called organization that now has the floor that it is not the question of
apartheid that is of interest to his pseudo-organization but only the overthrow
of the Government of Chile, whatever the means, whatever the expedient, and
whether speaking in the Fifth Committee, the Fourth Committee, the Third
Committee, or the First Committee.

Consequently, the specific interest has not been demonstrated in any way.

If we are to accept the precedent which I have pointed out and which derives
from an apparent consent of the members here and concerning which I should like
to have a decision by the Chairman, then any organization, any individual,
exploiting the item on apartheid will in future be able to come before this
Organization and this Committee and be allowed to speak.

I believe that I have the legitimate right to ask that this appear in the
record and that there be a ruling by the Chair.

The CHAIRMAN: My ruling would be in line with what the General Assembly

has decided, namely, that any organization having a special interest in the
question will be permitted to be heard by the Special Political Committee and, as
the Legal Counsel stated, subject to the agreement of the Committee. If the
appearance of any speaker is objected to and is challenged, the Committee can take
a decision on whether to hear him or not. I think that accords with the opinion
of the Legal Counsel, and I think it is in accordance with the directive received
from the General Assembly.

After hearing the speakers and the opinion of the Legal Counsel, may I take
it that the Committee wishes to agree to hear the representative of the Chile
Democratico on the understanding that he confines his statements to the policies
of apartheid of the Govermment of South Africa.

It was so decided.
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The CHAIRMAN: I call on Mr. Luis Guastavino.

Mr. GUASTAVINO (Chile Democratico) (interpretation from Spanish):

I believe that everyone fully comprehends the basic reason for that lamentable
interruption, which is absolutely understandable.

During my statement, as has been underlined by various delegations, I have
referred to the dangers of the apartheid policy, carried out by the South African
Government, in an international context and to the closer relations with areas
of the world, concerning which public opinion and the international community
are well aware of the danger of setting up the military pacts that are being
organized and directed from South Africa, the centre of apartheid.

My statement is absolutely relevant, and I am obliged to state that I am not
speaking as the representative of a pseudo-organization. The name of Chile
Democratico is mentioned in many United Nations reports, of the Commission
on Human Rights, the General Assembly, the Sub-Commission on Prevention of
Discrimination and Protection of Minorities. Its representatives are received
by the Secretariat of the United Nations. It has contacts with the Ministries
of TForeign Affairs of a very large number of countries represented here, and
all know that it represents - I say this serenely but not without the emotion
and passion it arouses - an immense part of the citizenry of our country which

enjoyed legitimate and constitutional representation ...

The CHAIRMAN: I call on the representative of Chile on a point of

order.
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Mr. LAGOS'(Chile): As the Committee heard, what the speaker was
saying has nothing to do with the question of apartheid. T request that, in
accordance with the Chairman's ruling. he deal only with the question of
apartheid and not with other matters concerning the internal situation in Chile.
It is neither permissible nor justifiable that he make any sort of comments

concerning that situation; +the Chairman's ruling was very clear in that respect.

The CHAIRMAN: T request the representative of Chile Democrético
to confine his statement scrupulously to the subject of the policies of apartheid

of the Government of South Africa.

Mr. GUASTAVINO (Chile Democrédtico)(interpretation from Spanish):

Out of respect for the Chairman and representatives, I believe it necessary that
I explain on whose behalf I am speaking, and the nature of my organization, and
I have done so. It has several times been said here that my organization has

a pseudo-representational character. I think that it is an elementary norm of

respect to -

The CHAIRMAN: I call on the representative of the United States on

a point of order.

Mr. ROSENSTOCK (United States of America): lle are again hearing material

that does not relate to the question of apartheid or the policies of the Government

of South Africa with relation thereto.

The CHATRMAW: I once again ask the speaker please to deal with the

subject under consideration.

Mr. GUASTAVINO (Chile Democratico): I was about to finish my

statement when I was interrupted.

Our organization is deeply concerned about all those problems which are
of interest to the international community as reflected in the international
instruments agreed upon by the international community. Such instruments

with regard to apartheid have repeatedly been adopted by this Organization.
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It is from this viewpoint that we wish to underscore the danger posed
by the existence of a régime such as the South African régime, which spreads its
military tentacles to other parts of the earth, and not only in the immediate
geographical confines of southern Africa. Public opinion has been assaulted

by the expansionist policy of the Republic of South Africa and its attacks on

fraternal countries and peoples in that part of Africa. My organization is

concerned to see the dangers vposed by the policies of agpartheid. They do not

stop with the commission of such acts. but rather extend to other areas and

countries; this is of concern to organizations such as mine, Chile Democréatico.
That is why Chile Democrédtico considers it absolutely relevant and necessary

for it to have attended this meeting of the Special Political Committee. Ve

went through the appropriate channels in order to express our solidarity with

the South African people and to denounce the collusion in support of the apartheid

régime from other parts of the world. We consider it useful to point out who

it is that is supporting and backing the racist régime of South Africa: they-

are enemies of the cause of the liberation of the South .African people, and

they violate the repeated resolutions of the United Nations.

The CHAIRMAN: I now call on lMr. William Booth, the President of the

American Committee on Africa.

Mr. BOOTH (American Committee on Africa): On behalf of the American
Committee on Africa I should like to thank the members of the Special Political
Cormittee for this opportunity to share with them some of our concerns about current
developments relating to the United States and South Africa.

In late August, Assistant Secretary of State for African Affairs Chester
Crocker made a major address elaborating the Reagan Administration's policy on
Africa, in which he proclaimed United States neutrality regarding development in
South Africa. He said:

"It is not our task to choose between black and white. Ve will not lend

our voice to support those dedicated to seilzing and holding power through

violence...".

The political blindness and moral bankruptcy of that statement cannot be

overemphasized. At a time when the Reagan Administration is increasingly supportive
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of the proraganda of the South African régime and increasingly committed to
“constructive engagement'’, it behoves us to demonstrate again and asain the
conseguences of that nolicy.

Not choosing between black and vhite in South Africa is to ignore the plight
of 2,000 squatters outside Cape Tovmn, who have been driven from their homes by
bulldozers and have watched the deliberate burning of their shacks by the police.
It is to ignore the cruelty inflicted on women and children who are detained and
then deported to barren homelands 800 miles to the east where they are dumped in
the bush that cannot support them. The iinister of Co--operation and Development
Mr, Pieter Koornhof, vho is responsible for the removals, says That the problems
have arisen because of concessions he made in the past to illepal migrants
because he has been "too human'.

And the United States Gecvermnment will not choose between Koornhof and the
woman ho has lost track of her husband and lives in extreme poverty with her
children in a barren reserve because of his racist laws, vhich make it illepal
for black families to live topgether under the same roof in a place vhere there
are jobs and services to sustain decent human life. The Reasan Administration
would not even participate in a French-initiated. mildly-worded expression of
concern about the squatters, even thouch it was supported by Austria, Sweden,
Belgium and Denmark.

The United States “will not lend support to those dedicated to seizing and
holding power through violence'. How does it thinlk the South African Govermment
stays in power? Let us not forget Sharpeville, or the deaths following the
1976 Soweto uprising, or the recent detentions of black trade unienists.

Let us not forget that three men were recently sentenced to death by the
South African régime. liembers of the African Iational Congress, they were
alleged to have been involved in acts of sabotage. o one died from their alleged
actions, ag property, not people, was the target. The men vere sentenced to die
none the less. Johannes Shabangu, David lloise and Anthony Tsotsobe had been
held under the Terrorism Act which permits the state to detain suspects indefinitely
without charge and without access to lawyers or relatives.

All three were convicted on the basis of “confessions® extracted under torture.
Johannes Shabangu vas hung head down by his leg irons frcm o tree during his

interrogation. Anthony Tsotsobe was stripped and a wet sack was pulled tightly over
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his head making breathing extremely difficult, while he was beaten with
a hosepipe.

But the United States is against "holding power through violence’.

This becomes even more meaningless in light of the South African invasion
of Angola in August of this year. The attack was made in an attempt to destroy
the South-West Africa People's Organization (SWAPO) and to punish Angola for its
continuing support for the Namibian liberation strugpgle. ‘“the invasion penetrated
120 miles into Angola, occupied six Anpgolan towns, bombed villages to smithereens

and left more than 1,000 people dead.
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Tlhen the Security Council passed a resolution condemning the South
African invasion, the United States was the only nation to cast a veto.
That veto was justified, in the Reagan Administration's vieir, because
the resolution “places blame solely on South Africa’. The Reagan Administration
wants to shift the blame for the continuing conflict fron South Africe to the South
Uest Africa Teople's Orsanization (STAPO), Cuba, the Soviet Union and Angola.
The South African invasion had to be seen in the “context' of the Cuban
and Soviet presence in Angola, and their supnort for SUAPO, said an
Administration spol-esman.

The Dearsn Administration has linked a Wamibian settlement vith the
withdrawval of Cuban trooms fTrem Angola by calling for ‘parallel novement’
in the two areas. In effect, this justifies South Africa’s continued
occupation of HNamibia so long as there are Cubans in Anpola.

This linkage brings to the surface the world view which underlies
Washinpton's embrace of Pretoria as a friendly ally., Apartheid and racism
are perceived as a lesser evil than any association with a liberation struggle
backed by the Soviet Union,

The current Administration's hostility to the Movimento Popular de
Libertagao de Angola (IIPLA), the political lesdership of Angola, has a

considerable history. Iven before his election, Reagan told The Vall Street Journal

hat he was willing to sell arms to the National Union for the Total

Independence of Angola (UNITA), the rebel Angolan group being kept alive by

South Africa. More recently, Ur. Crocker announced that , in Vashington's eyes.
"UNTTA represents a significant and legitimate factor in Angolen politics.’

Thus the Administration has consistently urged the repeal of the Clail: Amendment
vhich rohibits covert United States actions in Angola. The vote on this crueial
matter will come in the United States Congress in the next few weeks,

Resides a strong effort on the part of the Administration to see the

Clark Amendment repealed, the United States is also moving avay from an effective
enforcement of the United WNations arms ewbargo against South Africa.

Chester Crocker has told top-level South African officials that the United
States will work towards 'a greater accevtance of 3outh Africa within the

global framework of Western security'. Since the new Administration took office,
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there have been instances of increased South Africa--United States military

relations, relaxation of arms embargo regulations and cases where evidence

indicating a possible violation of the arms embargo has not been adequately
investigated by the Administration.

In June, the Reagan Administration revised the controls on exports
to South Africa and Namibia, so that certain products may now be sold
directly to the South African military and police, Restrictions were
lifted on the sale of medical supplies to South African military and police
institutions. Turther, the Administration used the United States commitment
to international civil aviation safety to justify the relaxation of controls
on the sale of ecquipment to South Africa and Namibia, including sales directly
to the military and police, which will be used ‘to combat international civil
aviation terrorism . This amendment has already allowed for the sale of
metal detectors to the South African police and may possibly have also
facilitated computer sales to the military.

Particularly disturbing is the fact that equipment purchased from
the United Otates under the pretext of maintenance of civil aviation safety
could also easily be used by the police and military in carrying out their
repressive functions as enforcers of agpartheid, Also, the new export control
regulations do not define exactly what constitutes "civil aviation terrorism“,
The phrase ‘'combating international terrorism’ is open to vwide interpretation
and legitimate action by South African freedom-fighters is regularly termed
“terrorism' by the régime, Under this amendment to the regulations. United States
equipment misht be sold to the South African military and police which would be
used in suppressing the legitimate struggles of the oppressed peoples of South
Africa and Namibia,

The Reapan Administration appears to be encouraging contacts between the
United States and the South African military and police. Last Merch, five
top-ranking South African military officers met with melibers of Congress and
the National Security Council in Vashington and with United States Ambassador
to the United Nations, Jesne Kirkpatricik,in New York. In September, tvo
Secuth African military officers, cne from the Navy and the other from the Air Force,

attended a United Ctates Coast Guard training programme in llew York.
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Washington and Pretoria recently increased their military attachés in

each other's embassies, This fall, three top-ranking South African

police officers were allowed to attend international police conferences

in the United States. Two Major-Generals from the South African police
attended the International Association of Chiefs of Police in New Orleans

from 26 September to 8 October., In New York, an officer from the South

African Railway Police attended the meeting of the Board of Directors of

the International Association of Airport and Seaport Police, A State Department
spokesman noted that granting visas for these agents of apartheid constituted

a break with past practice,

Last month, a team of American nuclear experts held high--level talks
in Pretoria, foreshadowing the likelihood of the United States resuming sales
of enriched uranium to South Africa. The United States had suspended such
sales in 1975 because South Africa had refused to sign the nuclear
Non~Proliferation Treaty, which pledges the disavowal of any nuclear-weapor
development, It is now widely accepted that Pretoria has the capability
to produce such weapons, and enriched uranium from the United States could
be used by South Africa in the further development of a nuclear-weapon
programme,

While research and investigation are still in progress, there is also
ample evidence to suggest that certain aireraft and computer companies are
selling products to the South African military in violation of the arms embargo.
Our official enquiries indicate that the Reagan Administration has not made
any attempt to investigate these possible violations.

The pelicy of the Reagan Administration makes it imperative that the
American people take action against United States "constructive engagement’
with South Africa. One of the most important arenas for this action is state
governments and city councils. Legislation which prohibits the investment of
public money in banks and corporations that operate in South Africa is being
introduced in dozens of places across this country.

State and municipal action was stimulated by a unigue national conference
held in June in New York City. Attended by 200 State and municipal legislators,

investment experts, trade unionists, church leaders, academics and
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grass-roots activists, it pgave participatns the opportunity to learn

from previous campaigns and gain skills for launching new ones. Of special
importance helping legislators appreciate the significance of their efforts
wag the press conference held at the United Nations hosted by

Ambassador B, A, Clark of Nigeria, wvho was then Chairman of the United Nations
Special Committee against Apartheid.

A field representative of the American Committee on Africa,

Mr. Dumisani Kumalo 6 has just completed a trip to the Midwest and the Far VWest,
where he has helped to focus attention on the importance of this kind of
action against apartheid. So far, legislation has been successful in
llassachusetts, Connecticut, Michigan and Nevada and bills are pending in at
least eight more States.

Student action against apartheid is also growing and, again, the United
Jations has played an important role. A National Student Anti-Apartheid Strategy
Conference was sponsored by the Hunter College Student Government in early
October in Wew York. Organized by the American Committee on Africa and supported
by the United Nations Special Committee against Apartheid, it was attended by
students from 50 campuses in 20 States.

A useful way of increasing the over-all effect of inherently
decentralized campus activity is to have activists from different campuses
plan their major events within a limited time span and well in advance.

Two weeks of national action will be held from 21 March to L4 April,
commemorating the dates of the Sharpeville massacre and the assassination of
llartin Luther King Jr.

Although the particular nature of the activity will vary from campus
to campus, to give the two weeks of action national cohesicn, the following
four-point political focus has been adopted by the students:

Tirst, support for the liberation movements of southern Africa and,
in particular, a call for the immediate independence of Hamibia;

Secondly, demand the immediate withdrawl of United States corporations from
South Africa and MNamibia and an end to all bank loans; build support for
mandatory United Nations sanctions against South Africa, particularly an

oil embargo;
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Thirdly, opposition to the Reagan Administration's increasing
collaboration with South Africa and the current effort to repeal the Clark
Amendment: and

Fourthly, stress the links between United States support of racism in
South Africa and racism in this country.

Since the weeks of action run tkrough 4 April, groups are to plan events
that link commemoration of Martin Luther King Jr. with support for African
liberation.

In conclusion, Georgia State Legislator Julian Bond was the keynote

speaker at the June Conference on Public Investment and South Africa. Speaking

here at the United Nations in a Friday night session, he spoke for all of us.

He said:

"South Africa today constitutes a direct personal threat to us all.

Forty years ago, Adolf Hitler demonstrated that genocide is yet possible,

even in democracy, even among people who look alike. Apartheid is evil
and we cannot allow it to continue. To be neutral on this issue is to

join the other side.”
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Mr. NWACHUKWU (Nigeria): Tt is with a very deep sense of sorrow, horror

and loss that my delegation takes the floor to announce the assassination in
Durban, South Africa, of Mr. Griffith Mxenge.

Mr. Mxenge was until his death a prominent member of the African National
Congress (ANC) and a member of the South African Bar. It will be recalled that
Mr. Mxenge, until his untimely death, was at the forefront of the struggle for
freedom in apartheid South Africa. He even paid the price of serving a term of
imprisonment on the notorious Robben Island.

He earned the respect and admiration of the oppressed black people throughout
the country by his tireless role in providing legal defence to the cause of ANC
freedom-fighters and other patriots, who daily face arbitrary trials resulting from
the brutal repression that is currently being carried out by the apartheid régime,

Mr., Mxenge's death, coming in the wake of the murder of Joe Gandhi in Zimbabwe,
and amidst repeated threats by the Pretoria régime to assassinate ANC leaders and
activists wherever they are to be found, is a dastardly crime which further
undersceres the Fascist and terrorist character of the Botha régime. It calls for
strong condemnation by all nations, organizations and individuals which cherish
Jjustice.

It is for these reasons that we kindly request, Mr., Chairman, that you use
your good offices to urge the United Nations Member States and solidarity
organizations throughout the world to send messages of solidarity to Mr. Mxenge's
wife, whose address I shall provide to you, Such messages of condolence and
solidarity could be read at memorial services due to be held on Thursday
26 November 1981,

In conclusion, I should like to remind the Committee that the inhuman régime
of South Africa has not merely made up its mind to liquidate the soul and body of
the freedom-fighters embodied in the ANC movement., We call upon you, Sir, to use
your good offices to appeal to the soul of all the organizations in the United

Nations system to lend their support and solidarity.

The CHAIRMAN: The request of the representative of Nigeria will be brought

to the attention of the members so that those who are able may send their
condolences, and with the permission of the Committee I shall send a message of

condolence in the name of the Committee, Since I see no objection, I shall do so,

The meeting rose at 5,55 p.m.






