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The meeting was called to order at 4.05 p.m.

ADOPTION OF THE AGENDA

The agenda was adopted.

THE SITUATION IN NAMIBIA

LETTER DATED 25 MARCH 1987 FROM THE PERMANENT REPRESENTATIVE OF GABON TO THE
UNITED NATIONS ADDRESSED TO THE PRESIDENT OF THE SECURITY COUNCIL (S/18765)

LETTER DATED 31 MARCH 1987 FROM THE PERMANENT REPRESENTATIVE OF ZIMBABWE TO
THE UNITED NATIONS ADDRESSED TO THE PRESIDENT OF THE SECURITY COUNCIL (S/18769)

The PRESIDENT (interpretation from French): 1In accordance with a

decision taken by the Council at its 2740th meeting, I invite the representatives
of Afghanistan, Algeria, Angola, Barbados, Canada, Egypt, the German Democratic
Republic, India, Kuwait, Mexico, WNicaragua, Pakistan, Peru, Qatar, Senegal, south
Africa, Togo, Turkey, the Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic, Yugoslavia and
zimbabwe to take the places reserved for them at the side of the Council Chamber.

At the invitation of the President, Mr. Dost (Afghanistan), Mr. Djoudi

(Algeria), Mr. de Figueiredo (Angola), Dame Nita Barrow (Barbados), Mr, Laberge

(Canada), Mr. Badawi (Egypt), Mr. Ott (German Democratic Republic), Mr. Dasgupta

(India), Mr. Abulhasan (Kuwait), Mr. Mova Palencia (Mexico), Miss Astorga Gadea

(Nicaragua), Mr. Shah Nawaz (Pakistan), Mr. Alzamora (Peru), Mr. Al-Kawari (Qatar),

Mr. Sarre (Senegal), Mr, Manley (South Africa), Mr. Kouassi (Togo), Mr, Turkmen

(Turkey), Mr, Oudovenko (Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic), Mr. Pejic

(Yugoslavia) and Mr. Mudenge (Zimbabwe) took the places reserved for them at the

side of the Council Chamber,

The PRESIDENT (interpretation from French): 1In accordance with a

decision taken by the Council at its 2740th meeting I invite the President and
delegation of the United Nations Council for Namibia to take a place at the Council

table.
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At the invitation of the President, Mr. Zuze (Zambia), President of the United

Nations Council for Namibia, and the other members of the delegation took a place

at the Council table,

The PRESIDENT (interpretation from French): 1In accordance with a
decision taken at the 2740th meeting, I invite Mr. Gurirab to take a place at the

Council table.

At the invitation of the President, Mr, Gurirab took a place at the Council
table.

The PRESIDENT (interpretation from French): I should like to inform

members of the Council that I have received letters from the repregentatives of
Burkina Faso; Cuba, Jamaica, Morocco and Mozambidque,in which they reauest to be
invited to participate in the discussion of the item on the Council's agenda. 1In
accordance with the usual practice, I propose, with the consent of the Council, to
invite those representatives to participate in the discussion without the right to
vote, in conformity with the relevant provisions of the Charter and :ﬁle 37 of the
Council's provisional rules of procedure.

There being no objection, it is so decided.

At the invitation of the President, Mr. Faso Ouedraogo (Burkiné Faso),

Mr. Oramas Oliva (Cuba), Mr. Burnett (Jamaica), Mr. Bennouna (Morocco) and

Mr. Dos Santos (Mozambique) took - the places reserved for them at the side of the

Council Chamber.

The PRESIDENT (interpretation from French): The Security Council will

now resume its consideration of the item on its agenda.

The first speaker on my list is the representative of Zimbabwe, who wishes to
make a statement in his capacity as Chairman of the Co-ordinating Bureau of the
Movément of Non-Aligned Countries. I invite him to take a place at the Council

table and to make his statement.
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Mr. MUDENGE (Zimbabwe): At the outset, I wish to congratulate you, Sir,
on your assumption of the presidency of the Security Council for the month of
April. Bulgaria's commitment to peace, equality and the brotherhood of man is
second to none, and your own commitment'to those same values, as well as your
acknoWledged diplomatic skills, give us great confidence that the affairs of the
Council will be well guided as we deal with the important matters before us.

I wish also to express my appreciation for the way in which His Excellency
Ambassador Delpech, Permanent Representative of Argentina, so ably presided over
the work of the Council during the month of March.

The international community has a special responsibility with regard to
Namibja. 1Its duty towards the people of that Territory derives not only from the
general responsibility of the United Nations to promote the self-determination and
independence of peoples and countries. 1Its respénsibility on the auestion of
Namibia is very special: it emanates from the fact that it was the intérnational
community, thtdugh its mandate system, that in71919 put Namibia under South African
occupation in the first place. ‘The international community therefore has a direct
responsibility to end that occupation.

We are aware of ahd appreciate the ruling by the world Court in 1971 that
South Africa's continued occupation of Namibia was illegal. We are aware also of
'tﬁe decision of the United Nations in 1966 to terminate South Africa's Mandate.
\Eutthermore, we continue to support the 1978 decision by the Security Council to
;ut forward a plan for Namibia's independence. Thosé actions show that the
international community acknowledges its responsibility towards Namibia, but sadly

they have so far proved inadequate to bring about Namibia's independence.
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Namibia is still illegally oécupiéd; Its people are not yet free. They
continue to be oppressed and brutalized by the apartheid régime. This persists to
this day, 21 years after the United Nations terminated South Africa's Mandate over
the Territory, 16 years after»the world Court handed down its historic ruling that
South Africa's presence in Namibia was illegal, nine years after the Security
Council voted in favour of the United Nations plan for Namibia's independence, and
aboutitwo yéars after the Secretary-General announced to the world that all
outstanding issues pertaining to the implementation of the United Nations plan for
Namibia's independence had been resolved. ﬁe must therefore ask ourselves how such
an intolerable situation has been allowed to cohtinue for such a long time when nd
issues remain outstanding.

According to the Secretary-General, the only stumbling block in the way of
proceeding immediately with the implementation of the Namibia independence plan is
South Africa's insistence on linking Namibia's independence to the withdrawal of
Cuban troops from Angola. In his report on the work of the Organization dated
9 September 1986, the Secretary-General stated that

LY concerted effort needs to be made to gain the co-operation of South Africa

in the immediate implementation of the United Nations plan." (A/41/1, p. 10)
our failure to heed that call by the Secretary-General i§ one of the feasohs
the Security Council is meeting today. We have failed to make "a concerted effort"
to compel South Africa to comply with the resolutions of the United Nations, in
particular Securitf Council resolution 435 (1978)., That is why Namibia's
indgpendence continues to elude us, like some will—o'-the-wisp.‘
It is true that the Botha régime now uses the issue of Cuban withdrawal from

Angola as its pretext for not allowing Namibia to be free. But that should not

fool hnybody, for Botha himself is on record as saying that, to South Africa, the
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prior or paraliel.withdrawal of Cuban forces from Angola iz not necessarily a sine
qua non for granting independence to Namibia. What is crucial to Botha is the
emergence and survival of an‘amehable puppet régime in Namibia so that Territory -
might continue to serve as a buffer State for apartheid south Africa, ‘That is
Botha;s true prerequisite for Namibia's independence. The presence of Cuban forces
in Angola is a convenient red herring which he uses to keep some Western countries |
enmeshed in'his schemes. That interpretation of Botha's strategem emerged very
clearly in a siatement he made to the South African Parliament on 18 April 1985, in
which he said,

"However, as I told Parliament on 27 April 1984, the pebple of Ssouth West
Africa/Namibia, including SWAPO, cannot wait indefinitely for a breakthrough
on the withdrawal of the Cubans from Angola. Should it eventually‘beCOme
evident, after all avenues have been thoroughly explored, that there is no
realistic prospect of attaining this goal, all the parties most intimately
affected by the present negotiations will obviously have to reconsider how
internationally acceptable independence may best be attained in the-light of
the prevailing circumstanceé.":

Members of the Councilvwill.recall that this morning Pretoria's representative
ended his statement by paraphfasing the very auotation I have just cited.

Botha has not waited 'indéfinitely", but has already installed a so-called
interim government of his lackeys in Namibia. Those puppeté have now produced a
so-called constitution which they intend to submit to a national referendum. They
have also decided to establish ministries of external affairs and internal
security. These are unmistakable initial steps towards an illegal declaration of

independence.
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To Botha, 'link;ge' is an expendable expedient to be used for the'purpose of
securing his major objective of creating a sustainable Muzorewa-like puppet régime
in Namibia. Only such an entity, Botha reasons, can act as a shield or buffer for
the apartheid state. He parrots the éo—called importance of 'linkage"metely to
gain time to install his quislings in Namibia. Botha is fully aware that the
Cubans are in Angola because he, Botha, invaded Angola and continués to occupy

~ parts of it to this day.
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He knows that if he Qants them éut qf‘Angola he must himself get out of Angola,
move his troops back into South Africa, allow ﬁamibia'to.becomé independent and
stop supporting the UNITA bandits. But, of course, he does not want that. For the
time being the defence of ag#itheid»needs an ideological veil behind which to
hide. That veil comes from skilfully'eéuating the defence of apartheid with the
defence of Western interests in southern Africa. It is that element that has
enabled Botha to lure some Western leaders into thinking that they need his
agartheid régime for the defence of their interests. The presence of Cubans in
Angola has become an essential ingredient in the Botha scheme to create this
illusion in Western eyes. As a regult. these interests have become the armour
behind which apartheid is protected, a kind of invisible Maginot Line behind which
apartheid can resist Namibia's independence. Namibia is still colonized mainly
because some key Western countries have become unwitting supporters of South
Africa's iilegal occupation of Namibia.

Linkage therefore is a convenient ideological cold-war mask uéed by the
Pretoria régime to hide its true motives for delaying the granting of indépendence
to Namibia behind East—ﬁes: rivalry. That is why we must expose it for what it
is,’ And it is for that reason too that we now appeal to thosé who invented it to
defrock the apartheid régime by repudiating linkage. For whatever may‘have~been
the true motives behind the origin of linkage, today it has become a stumbling
block to Namibia's independence by equating Western interests in southern Africa
with the survival of the apartheid régime. - Linkage forces the international
community to keep addressing matters‘that are irrelevant and issues that are
extraneous to Namibian 1ndependence.‘ I§ diverts pressure and attenﬁion from the
real cause of the delay - that is, South Affica's intransigence and desire to

protect the apartheid State.
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According to a }ecent report entitled "A U.S. Policy toward South Africa:
Report of the Secretary of State's Advisory Committee on South.Africa”, linkage is
an integral part of the policy, ‘first formulated in 1980f198;, known as
cdnstructive engagement which ;_and-I quote from page 33 of the report - "rested on
four interrelated assumptions”, one-of’which was

"that the ﬁotha Government could be induced to agree to an internationally .

accepted settlement in Namibia i{f south African withdrawal from Namibia were

linked to a withdrawal of'Cuban‘troops from Angola”,
That ishthe origin of linkage. 'The Seétetaty-General's recent report also puts the
genesis-of‘linkage-at 1982, Hence, before consttuctivé engagement, linkage as a
stumbling block to Namibiah independence did not exist and was never used by the
apartheid régime as a reason for delaying Namibia's independence. Linkage
therefore is a transatlantic invention and obsession. Before the introduction of
linkage by the present United States Administration, South Africa, in order to
delay Namibia's independence, used excuses such as that concerning the
"impartiality of the United Nations®, which have long since been disposed of to
everybody's satisfaction.
| To Pretoria linkage is only a ploy to be used to win support for its policies
in the region and to be discarded if and when it loses its appeal, especially
across the Atlantic.  We noté‘that the report of the Sectefary of State's Advisory
Comﬁittee has concluded that the policy of constructive engagement has not
succeeded and that‘thetéfore "a new (United States] policy is now urgently |
required™ in regard to South Africa.

It is our hope that linkage, as part and parcel of the failed policy of .
constructive engagement, will no§ be abandoned. But the recent search for
logistical facilities in the region for possible wider military involvelment has .

caused much apprehension about the new directions United States policy might take
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in the region. We hoée that this does not portend any degeneration from
-constructive to destructive engagement. 1In this regard we are concerned by what
appears to be efforts to force Angola'and the Southern African Development
Co-ordinating Conference to capitulate to UNITA blackmail over the reopening of the
Banquela railway line. A move towards such a policy would be both misguided and
doomed -to failure. -The UNITA bandits are South Africa's surrogates, needed to
provide a buffer to the apartheid régime's occupation of ﬁamibia. Support for
UNITA ensﬁres the existence of this buffer for apartheid's control of Namibia. 'And
as long as the buffer exists, Pretoria will have little incentive to get out of
Namibia. We therefore hope that the new United States pqlicy towards southern
Africa will not include continued collaboration with the apartheid régime in
financing the UNITA buffer mechanism for the defence of apartheid and its continued
illegal occupation of Namibia.

Those who stand in the way of Namibia's independenge for any reason whatsoever
bear a heavy moral responsibility. Whether they accept it or not, they are in fact
accomplices in the brutalities committed by the apartheid régimg against the people
of Namibia - brutalities committed in order to make South Africa safe for apartheid.

The prevalence of such acts of inhumanity are matched only by their -
callousness, And these acts have been thoroughly documented and attested to by
numerous church and human-rights organizations. They make most chilling reading
indeed. Take, for example, the revelations made by Warrant Officer
Nikodemus Nampala, a member of the Namibian police force for 13 years, when he gave
evidence during the trial of some eight partisans of the South West Africa People's
Organization (SWAPO) invwindhoek recently. According to police officer Nampala,
widespread use of violence on prisoners takes place in Namibian prisons. The

police officer claimed that such use of violence is justifiable and necessary in
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order to achieve certain results. "“You thrash him until he cracks,” said officer
Nampala during a court hearing, "until he-points out what has to be pointed out”,
Asked by the counsel for defence, a Mr. Brian O'Lyn, "where does [this éhrashing]
end?", Mr. Nampala was quite teassuting: *"We don't beat them to death". Asked
again if rules preventing abuse of prisoners do not apply to suspected SWAPO
freedom fighters, Warrant Officer Nampala was again quite revealing. According to
him it was all right to torture such prisoners "as long as we don't kill them".

When one of the eight accused, Comrade Andreas Heita, stripped to the waist to
show scars on his chest and across his back, Warrant Officer Nampala, who had
arrested him, testified that the prisoner had not had those scars when he arrested
him nor indeed were they inflicted during the arrest; they were inflicted while the
prisoner was in police éustody.

Warrant Officer Nampala's attitude is by no means isolated. It is intrinsic
to the apartheid system. Take, for example, the recent remarks by a Mr. Swanepoel,
a parliamentary candidate in the present whites-only election and the former South
African Chief Police Interrogator and commander during the 1976 Soweto massacres.
According to Swanepoel, blacks are

*emotional people who easiiy go over to mob violence. The only way to stop

them is to use as much force as is necessary. If you have to shoot one person

or wound one person in the leg to stop him, you do so. But if it is necessary
to shoot a hundred to get the situation under control, do it. There are no
half measures when you deal with riots. Law and order must be restored at a11‘
costs".

According to Swanepoel, over 70 per cent of the South African police forces share

his thinking.
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' It is therefore not surprising that these acts of brutality and inhumanity
are being perpetrated in Namibia. WNamibian prisoners are béing thrashed until they
ctack;'until they point out what has to be pointed out. ' Torture is éommonplace;
only murder is said to be avoided. This is the lot to which thé Némibian people
are condemned, This is the only ﬁay the tacist occupyiﬁéxforces can keep Namibia
upder subjugation: by use of brute-force.' This is what linkage is legitimizing
and perpetuating in Namibia: scars on the chest;'scats on the back. And
‘Pretoria's representative this morning boasted of how well his country has been
looking after the Namibiang. Some caring,*indeed!

In the midst of all this, the pillaging of Namibia's natural resources
continues unabated. We therefore welcome the efforts of the United Nations Council
for -Namibia to enforce its Decree No. l. We ufge the Council for Namibia to remain
firm and resolute in pursuing the legal battle‘agéinst URENCO and others to its
logical conclusion. The Council should not shirk 'its iespOnsibilities. It mﬁst
act without fear or favour to protect and preserve Namibia's natural resources.

The judgement of history has never been kind to those who betray a role of trust.
History will not forgive the Council for ﬁamibia were it ever to give in to outside
bpressure in the execution of its sacred trust.

* The auestion of Namibia éoses an excruciating morai dilemma for‘the friends of
South Africa. South Africa is in Namibia in defiance of international law. The
Security Council has a plan agreed to by all, 1ncluding’80uthlhfrica,vto bring
Namibia to independence. There are no moralAOt legal reasons why South Africa
should continue to occupy Namibia. 1Its only interest is to buy time for the
perpetuation of the policy of apartheid in South Africa. Bow can any country

represented here justify protecting such selfish and immoral ends?
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Let us hope that no member of the Council will find it necessary to protect
the perpetuation of racism in South Africa and Namibia by casting a negative vote.
Above all, nobody should insult us by asking the international community to wait
for the outcome of the whites-only general elections in May before taking action
against the PretdtiaAréqime.- This ploy is now thread-bare. It has been usgd a
number of times before, For example, it was used in 1§81 after Botha scuttled .the
Geneva pre~implementation talks and called for another whites-only election. We
now know it for what it is: a device for inaction, a strategem to buy time for the
continued occupation of Namibia by racist South Africa, a gimmick to allow the
-pillaging of Namibian iesources, a8 justification for the continued tortqre andv
- murder of Namibians. We therefore reject it out of hand even before it is
proffered. We alsb cannot accept such excuses as that thete\ate secret cohtacts,'
which should n§£ be disturbed. - We have heard them a thousand times before. We
know them to be ﬁollow, and are therefore unimpressed by them.

South Africa does not need to be gi§en more time to think about getting out of
Namibia, It is there illegally, in defiance of Security Council decisions. It
must be ordered out of Namibia ~ not tomorrow, but yesterday. The authoritf Qf the
.Security Council is being challenged. Has this Council the political will to
uphold its authority? That:ié'the challenge before this world body, and we shall
know the Council's response to it by the way it votes. South Africa must be given
the choice of either agreeing to the implementation of resolution 435 (1978) now or
of facing immediate imposition of comprehensive mandatory sanctions under
Chapter VIi of the Charter.. I trust no member of the Council will condone the.
defiance of international law and protect the agartheid occupation of Namibia by¢»

casting a negative vote on the draft resolution before the Council.
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. Finally, we salute the South West Africa People's Organization (SWAPO) , the
sole, authentic voice of the Namibian people, for its commitment and dedication to
the liberation of its mother;and. We applaud its ieadership for the statesmanship
and dignity it has demonstrated in its struggle for independence;' We appeal to the :
international community to provide concrete material assistance to SWAPO in
addition to the usual expreésions of solidarity and diplomatic support. We thank
the Secretary-General for his tireless efforts to bring about Namibian
independence. I want to assure him that in his arduous task he can always rely on
our ‘support and understanding. We welcome his latest rebort for being frank and
forthright.

The PRESIDENT (interpretation from French): I thank the reprentative of

Zimbabwe for the kind words he addreséed to me and to my country.

Mr., KIKUCHI (Japan): X welcomé this opportunity to congratulate you,
sir, on your assumption of the presidency of this Council for the month of April.
I am confident that with your wisdom and broad diplomatic expgrience our
deliberations will be conducted in a fruitful manner.> Let me assure you, Sir, that
my delegation‘is ready to extend its full co-operation as you carry out your
important responsibilities.

I wish also to express our heartfelt gratitude to his Excellency
Dr. Métcelo Delpech for the excellent manner.in which he guided the work of this
Council as its'Ptesident during the month of March.

When the Security Council met last February to deliberate on the question of
South Africa, I outlined the position of my Government on the abhorrent system of
apartheid. In today's statement, therefore, I should like to confine my remarks to
mattérs directly related to the present agénda item, namely, the situation in

Namibia.



JVM/7 S/PV.2741
19-20

(Mr, Kikuchi, Japan)

Ag the outsét f wish to note the report which the Secrefary-General recently
submitted concerning the implementation of its resolutions 435 (1978) and
439 (1978) on the question of Namibia. We have read the report with deep interest
and wish to pay high tribute to the strenuous efforts that Secretary-General
Pérez de Cuéllar has made to settle the Namibian auestion. 7

It is a mattey pf profound concern to the international community that two
decades after the General Assembly terminated South Africa's Mandate over the
Territory the people of Namibia are still being denied their right to
self-determination.

Since then, the international community has continued without respite its
efforts to gain Namibia's independence. The Security Council and General Assembly
have adopted a number of resolutions on the question of Namibia; the front-line
States, the United Nations Secretary-General and other parties have made serious
efforts to resolve the issue; and many countries, including my own, have been
pressuring South Africa in various ways. However, South Afriéa, in defiance of
international(opinion, remains unméved and continues its illegal occupation of

Namibia.
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,Japan's’position on tﬁis issue‘is firm_and unequivogal: Namibiafs.”
independencg gust_bg achieved'ih-accpqdance withvghe w;shes of its inhab;@ants,vas,
expressed through ftee‘elections,to be held under the supervision and control of
the Qnitgd Wations., Japan steadfastly supports Security cQuncil iesolu;ion
435 (1978), which embodies the\dnly universally qccep;ed‘ffamework for a peacefgl
transition to independence. |

Both the Government of South Africa and the South West Aﬁrica‘People's
Organization (SWAPO) have indicated_their acceptance pf the settlement plan
endorsed by that resolution. But while professing its willingness to co-operate ‘
with the international community, South Africa has in fact been working to bloékv
the implementation of resolution 435 (1978). Pretoria's conciliatory words ate‘
belied by its belliéerent actions. | |

Its iptroduction ofvthe linkage issue is a case in point. Last year South
Africa proposed that thg date of 1 August 1986 be set as a target date for
commencing implementation of the settlement plan. This proposal first appeated to
be a positive step forward, but it was hot, as South Africa insisted upon thgv |
pre-condition regarding the withdrawal of Cuban forces from Angola. In his report,
which I mentioned earlier, the Secretary-General concluded:

'1his linkage pre-condition, ... now constitutes ghe only obstacle to the

implementation of the United'Nat;ons plan for Namibia.® (s8/18767, para. 32)

He went on to say that he did not iecognizevthe validity pf the linkage
pre-condition, nor couid he acdept it as a pretext ;o delay any further the
independence of Namibia. Japan, too, maintains that efforts to resolve the
Namibian aquestion must not be obstructed by extraneous issues. ;

It is also recalled that in June 1985, South Aftiéa set up what it calls an

interim government in Namibia, in violation of the explicit provisions of Security
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Council resolution 455 (1978). This is nothing but a ploy to frustrate the United
Nations plan and further delay a peaceful settlement. Japan regards it as null and
void: | |

Moreovéf} south Africa continues to mount armed attacks against nélghﬁburing
coﬁhtries, destabilizihg the éitﬁatioh‘tﬁfoughdut the region and making the
possibility of settling the Namibian auestion even more remote. Japan patéiéﬁiatlf
deplores the attacks against Zambia,'Zimbabﬁe and Botswana in May last year, as
well as the répeated armed incursions into Angolan territory. The latest of these
attégks océurted this past January, as reported by Ambassador de Figueiredo of
Angglé in his letter to the President of the Security Council dated 27 January 1987.

5apan has taken vigorous measures to pressure South Africa to end its illegal
occupation of Namibia and abandon its racist policy of agartheid. In demonsttétin§
its disapproval of South Africa's illegal occupation of Namibia, Japan refrains
from any aét%on that would in effect acknowledge the present status of Namibia.

For example, ihe Japanese Government does not extend grants, loans qi’technical
assistance of any kind to South Africans in Namibia.

" The Government of Japan also prohibits direct investment in South Africa and
Namibia by Japanese nationals or corporations under its jurisdiction. It
instituted this policy 20 years ago, long before this became a major issue in the
Orgaﬁization or in any other major industrialized country.

In accordance with Decree No. 1 for the Protection of the Natural Resources of
Namibia, which was enacted by the United Nations Council for Namibia in 1974, no
Japanese nationai or corporation under its jurisdiction maintains mining
concessions in Namibia.

‘Most gravely affected by South Africa's illegal occupation of the Territory

are, of course, the Namibian people themselves: and those who are suffering
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ditectlylunder the yoke of their oppressors, as well as those who have been forced-
out of their native land as refugees. - The neighbouring éountries‘that‘have
accepted tﬁe refugees are also experiencing serious difficulties. -

Japan has long been extending assiétance to the Namibian people through’its -
contributions to thé humanitarian and educational funds and programmes administered
by the United Nations, including the United Nations Institute for Namibia. Japan -
is determined to extend such assistance as long as the need continues. As I have
alteédy stated, when the United Nations Transition Assistance Group (UNTAG). is in
place, Japan will provide assistance in thg forms of financial contributions and
personnel., Once the independence of Namibia is achieved, Japan is ready to extend
biiatetal economic and technical co—-operation for its nation-building efforts.:

Lastly, allow me once again to quote Secretary-General Jaﬁier Pérez de Cuéllar,
this time from the statement ﬁe made at the first meeting of the 1987 session of:
the United Nations Council for Namibia because my delegation fuliy concurs with his
view:

"The intransigence of South Africa can by no means weaken our resolve.:

Namibia is a}matter of very special importance to the United Nations and one‘

in which the commitment of the international community is total and

unequivocal. Even though two decades have passed since the United Nations
terminated South Africa‘'s Mandate over the ferritory, South Africa must be
made to realize that the just and legitimate aspirations of the people of the

Territory cannot continue to be thwarted without serious detriment to South

" Africa's own long-term interests and, of course, to the peace and stability of
the region as a whéle.f

As I said, my delegation fully concurs with his view. The Governmeht of South
Africa must realize that the international community is ﬁore firmly united than

ever before in calling for the immediate independence 6f Namibia. It can no longer
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tolerate Pretoria's prevarications, empty excuses, and .an extraneous linkageffi_,_4
Japan demands once again that South Africa heed the voice of reason and grant .
Namibia its independence without further delay} as demanded by_SecurityvCouncil

resolution 435 (1978).

‘The PRESIDENT (interpretation from French): 1I thank the representative .

of Japan for his kind words addressed to me.:

Mr. PABON GARCIA (Venezuela) (interpretation from Spanish):

Mr. President, allow me to express my delegation's pleasure at seéing you in charge
of our work this month and to express our sincere and fraternal appreciation tprthe
Permanent Representative of the Republic of Arggntina, Ambassador Marcelo Delpech,
for his wise conduct of the Council's proceedings last month. ‘

| Once again, the problem of southern Africa is before us for consideration.
Only a few weeks ago the Council gave lengthy consideration to the situation of the
South.African black majority living under the odioﬁs apartheid régime. The
violence and oppression qharacterizing the situation were found to be the cause of
instability in the entire area and hence a threat to international peace and
security. On that occasion as on earlier occasions, the hardly constructive
attitude of a number of members of the Council left the door open to radicalization

of the problem.
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Today, with the racist Government in Pretoria being the primary cause of
debate, the question of Namibia is once again before us. Violence and oppression
are also common features of the situation there. The only difference is that a -
foreign Government is exercising control over the people of Namibia - that of
South Africa. The military occupation of the Territory and the imposition of the
stbalter'h'aufhority of colonial power in order to subvert the people's right to -
self-determination prove that the situation in Namibia is a political question.
governed by international law. |

However , much as we are concerned by them, we are here to debate not political
events inside Namibia, but the international legal situation: territorial
occupation in flagrant contempt for international law,

‘We are discussing the application of the law enforcement machinery available
to us. South Africa‘'s defiance of international law and order can no longer be
émdoned. Any show of appeasement would only be tantamount to acceptance of; a
double standard: one sténdard for the international community, and another for -
South Africa.

The international community cannot continue to allow‘ the minority
South African régime to flout with impunity the letter and spirit of the United
Nations Charter and the releyant resolutions of the General Assembly and ﬁhe
Security Council. 1In his most recent report concerning the implementation of
Security Council resolutions 435 (1978) and 439 (1978), in document S/18767 of
31 March 1987, the Secretary-General once again reports to this body that there has
been no change in South Africa's position on the question of linkage, which he says

has prevented the United Nations from implementing the plan for Namibia.
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Venezhela ﬁishés to draw attention to another aspect of the situation now
before us. -Failure by the Council to take a stand would only fostér increased
violence in Namibia.and entail further hatred and suffering. Rgluctance to 'ac;:ept
the implementation .of binding general sanctions under Chapter VII of the Charter
would but prolong the suffering of the millions of victims of that régime and the’
bloodbath in Namibia, where South Africa is waging a typically colonial war based
on the ﬁxassive militarization of the country.

Any passiﬁity or permissiveness on the part of the Council would only make it
an accomplice to what is happening or might happen in that beleaguered land. ~That
should give pause to those countries that presume to stand in the way of concerted
faction by the international community in its pu;suit of a just and lasting solution
to the Namibian problem.
| ;n_the light of even;é, Namibia'svuntqld wealth is inextricably intertwined in
the general situation obtaining in South Africa. The disproportionately huge
profits of the'ttanénational corporations operating there, which are made possible
by inhuman exploitation, have in large measure helped finance the stability of the
Pretoria Government and account for the very survival of the odious apartheid
régime. As a result, Namibia's fate is in double jeopardy. To the extent that
that is the case, the intetnational ocommunity bears a double responsibility and
therefore has a double debt: to the rule of law and to international peace and
security.

Venezuela, as a member of the United Nations Council for Namibia, is
disappointed to see how the long-suffering people of Namibia have been abandoned.
That disappointment springs from the apparent ineffectiveness of our efforts.
"patience® is beginning to lose its real meaning. To the Namibian people, justice

delayed is justice denied - which can only provoke greater violeqce;
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Namibia, in spite of its many complex relations of interdependence with
southern Africa, must be viewed as a case of colonization pure and simple. The
self-determination of a people - a people fully entit;led to expect other free
peoples to be committed to the happy achievement of its cause - must be viewed
within the universally accepted framework of Security Council resolution 435 (1978).

Ethically and politically, Venezuela is in solidarity with the cause of‘ the
Namibian people under the leadership of the South West Africa People's Organization
(SWARO). 1In an effort to promote freedom and justice and to presei:ve peace in
Namibia, Venezuela would support any enforcement action provided for by the Charter
to promote, foster and preserve the fundamental values that give meaning to the
civilization and culture of mankind.

The adoption of general binding sanctions against South Africa has been
demanded by the international community, by the opponents of apartheid, by its
victims and by the front-line States. They are well aware that the economic
difficulties that would flow from such sanctions would be a kind of contribution to
the struggle of the peoples of that part of the world to overcome the inhuman
apartheid system.

A few days ago Venezuela was pleased to receive SWAPO's President,

Mr. Sam Nujoma, who had lengthy talks with a number of our officials, including an
important dialogue with the President of the Republic, Mr. Jaime Lusinchi. His
stay in the country ptovided an opportunity for an in-depth analysis of recent
events in Namibia. The press communiqué issued at the conclusion of th‘e visit
states, inter alia, that

"the interest of both peoples in the strengthening of democratic institutions

| and in support of the front-line countries in their struggle against the
t‘epeated acts of aggression'of the Government of South Africa remains intact.

They teaffirmv their support for those countries and their efforts to overcome
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their economic and social problems and to es(:abliéh poli ticallind}ependence and
“autonomy in_the area."
For all those reasons Venezuela wishes oncé again to ask whether the time bhas
not come for the Council, within the context of Article 50 of the Charter and as én
exercise in prudent preventive diplomacy, to hear the views of the countries of the

area on the adverse effects that a policy of sanctions against South Africa might

have on their respective economies.

The PRESIDENT (interpretation from French): I thank the representative
of Venezuela for 4his kind words to me.

I now invite the representative of Peru to take a place at the Council table

and to make his statement. N
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Mr, ALZAMORA (Peru) (interpretation from Spanish): First of all, I

should like cordially to congratulate you, Sir, on your assumpt;on ofvghe_ .
presidency of the Security Council and to express our gtatitudelfdt the skilful
guidance of the Council by your predécessor, Ambassador Delpech of Argentina.

In its 41 years of existence the United Nations has for moré‘than 2Q of theseb
years been faced with a challenge to its politiéal and mpral authority owing to‘the
illegal occupatiqn of Namibia.

In the past six years alone the Security Council has,béén called upon to
‘consider this question eight times. During that time five draft resolutions aimed
at putting an end to South African colonial occupation and at beginning
implementation of the United Nations p;an for Namibia were vetoed.

A vast world-wide coalition has supported and given impetus to this process.:
designed to remedy this grave breach of the international juridical order. The
cause ‘af"‘iha‘épe‘riden‘c'e for Namibia has universal value: ~ it has been embraced by an
overwhelming number of States with varying systems and’degtees of development;_it
has brought together the most varied political and social forées; and jt has
rallied the most diverse non-governmental organizations in a common effo:t to
defend peace, freedom and the rights of peoples.

More recently this striving for freedom‘has been inctgasinqu teflected in the
quantity and aquality of the sanctions adopted against South Africa, and today it is
incumbent upon the Council to consolidate suéh action»in’an oveta11,>mandatory and
comprehensive mandate, in keeping with the ptovisions of Chapter VII of the’
Charter, to give fufther impetus to peaceful transition towards genuine |
independence for Namibia. |

In this connection we welcome the efforts of the Secretary-General aimed at

achieving progress in the search for agreement on the immediate implementation of
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—

the United Nations plan, as well as the renewed pledge for peace'made'on this

_ocCasion by the South West Africa People's Organizatioh {SWAPO), which expfésséd
its full readiness to discuss a cease-fire with a view to initiating the
implementatioh 6f the pian onl Ahgust 1986.

The South African Government obstructed this process by insisting on invalid
conditions extraneous to the problem - conditions already rejected by this
Council - as well as the fiction of a so-called internal régime lackiﬁg'any
legitimacy or representativeneés since it disregarded the élementary political
ptinciple of equality - which was also rejected by this Council.

The actions undertaken during 1987 to bring South Africﬁ to renounce this
obstructionist policy have so far been fruitless, and it is now up to the United-
Nations, in particular the Security Council, vigorously to reaffirm its commitment
to thé.cause of freedom for Namibia.

VIncreasingly isolated interests are continuing to obstruct this appeal of the
universal conscience and cpntributing,iby their actions, to South Africa's illusory

| atteﬁpt to check the tide of history.

The vetokpolicy aids and abets South Africa's defiance, thus undermining the
.United Nations and prolonging the subjugation and exploitation of Namibia. To the
formal legal veto is added the material and tangible veto in the form of external
SUpﬁbtt for South Africa by way of investments, loans from financial institutions,d

the salé of weapons and ﬁechnology that incréase its military cépaéity to wage a
war of océupation agaihst the people of Namibia, commit acts of‘aggression against
neighbouring States and maintain apartheid.

. The Government of Peru, in keeping with the reauirements of internal social
change, reaffirms iEs democratic and anti-imperialist position of solidarity with
all the oppressed peoples 6f the ﬁorld and on this occasion reiterates its active

support for SWAPO's struggle.
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Wé are convinced that international solidarity with the Namibjian people must -
acquire a more clearly defined pblitical_dimension. Hence ‘last year Peru‘ |
established diplomatic relations with SWAPO and has just received in Lima the.
official visit of President Sam Nujoma, a solemn occasion wﬁen President Alan
Garcia reaffirmed to President Nujoma the militant commitment of Peru in ;he
struggle agéinst‘impérialism, colonialism, neo-colonialism and racism and Peru's’
decision actively to participate in the international mobilization leading to the
achievement of Namibia's qenuiﬁe, final and total independence.

Today the overwhelming majority of States represented in this Organization -
which reject the illegitimate use of force to subject a peoplé, pillage a nation or
colonize a State - once again urge the Council to assume its responsibility and put
an end to the veto policy that impedes the adoption of mandatory comprehensive
sanctions against South Africa as called for in the draft resolutions of the
non-aligned countries and as consistently advocated by Peru within and outside the
Council. |

When the Council adopts these measures, we shall have taken an irreversible
step towards ending the illegal occupation of Namib;a and the international system
will have swept aside one of the main focal points of tension and danger.

On the other hand, if.tpé veto policy once again impedes the application of
the measures provided for in the Charter to maintain peace and the rule of law, we
shall have yet égain éhown what are the motives and reasons 1mpeding freedom for
Namibia and the scope will have been more clearly defined, revealing those that are
and those that are not part of this vast coaiition of States in favour of freedom
and justice.

.For Latin American countries there is no dilemma, and the path laid out for us

by our liberators is clear, identified as we have been since our birth with life in
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independence,: with thekstruggle in solidarity against colonial domination and in
support for the common defence of racial eguality, human dignity and the freedom of
peoples - something which constitutes an itréversible historical process.

For an analysis of history confirms our conviction that colonialism cannot
endure and that no veto can stand in the way of the struggle of the éeople qf
Namibia, SWAPO's leadership and the solidarity of the peoples of the world with the
cause of Namibia's genuine freedom and independence.

Peru is fully identified with this cause, and today we renew our firm and
broad support for it.

The PRESIDENT (interpretation from French): I thank the representative

of Peru for the kind words he addressed to me.
The next speaker is the representative of Egypt. I invite him to take a place

‘at the Council table and to make his statement.
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Mr. BADAWT (Egypt) (interpretation from Arabic): It gives me pleasure,
sit,yat the outset té éonveyﬂto §0u our congratulations upon your assumption of the
presidency of the Security Council for this month and to express to you our full
confidénée that yo&r great diplomatic ahilities and rich political experience will
enabielyou fully té diséhérge your teSponsibilitieé. I should also like to take
this opportunity to convey our gratitude and appreciation to your predecessor,
Aﬁbassadot’Délpech,'fof the ability and wisdom with which he conducted the
Couﬁcii'é.bu9£ness'1ast'm6nth.

The independence of Namibia has been one of the subjects most studied by the
major organs of fhe Unifed Natibns since théVOtgahiiation's first session in 1946,
when General Assembly résolutién 65 (I) was adopted.> Ever since then, this
question has been before the Assembly and the Securi:y.Council. Many resolutions
have been adopied by béth ofgans,vincluding a resolution on the termination of
South Africa's Mandate over'the Territory, General Assembly resolution 2145 (XXI)
of 1966, and another on the United Nations assumption of direct responsibility for
the Teitiﬁory‘s administrétion,‘resolution 2248 (s-V) of 1967, which also
established the Uhitéd ﬁétions Council for Namibia to act as the organ through
which the international Orgénization would discharge its responsibilities to the
Territory’aﬁd its people untilvtﬁe attainment of independencé.

Secﬁrity”Councii resolutién 435 (1978) represents the culmination‘of the
position arrived at by the'international comﬁunity with regard to £his aquestion.
That resolution contains the United Nations plan for the independence of Namibia,
which is riéhtly considered fhe only internatibnally accepted basis for the
achievement of a peacefullsettlement of the question. Subsequent resolutions have
affirmed fhat'the implementation of resolution 435 (1978) cannot be linked to any
extraneous factors or considerations. That has been the position of the entire

international community; yet, South Africa persist in its policy of prevarication
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and procrastination and in,fabticating obstacles to :he»implementégion ofVSecutity
Council tesolutions,_ipcluding\those SOch Africa itself has aqcepted.

For many years the reports submitted_by the United Nations.Sécrétaty-ceneral
on his consultations with the Government of South Africa concetning the immédiatgl
implementation of the United Nations plan for Namibiah independgnce have affitmed
that, despite the achievemen§ of agregment on all matteis»pertaining to the plan’s
implementation, no progtesS has vet been made in‘that‘;egard because of the racistv
régime's insistence on linking its withdrawal from the‘Tertitoty to the withdrawal
of Cuban forces from Angola. That linkage is‘extraneous to Security Council
resolution 435 (1978) and, as such, has been condemned by the international
Organization in all its resolutions‘on the subject. However, the racist régime in
Pretoria, not content to defy the international community and to disregard United
Nations resolutions, has continued to plunder and pillage the natural :esourceg Qf
Namibia and to exploit :he Territory's human resources, in collabctationlwith
foreign economic interests, which‘havekdisregarded the right og present and fpturer
generations of Namibiané to thenriches qf their_coqntry,iconcentrating only on
reaping enormous profits in as shott_a :ime‘as possible. i |

The oecupafion authorities habe also transformed the Territory into a pase for
terrorism, aggression and blackmail against fraternal soéereign States. That has
not on;y weakened the ability of those Stateé to face the challenges.of development
and progress, but also exacerbated instability and insecu;ity; i; has also led ;o
an increase in threats to peace in the region. 1In its practice of State terro;ism
the racist South African régime is openinglthe door to iptetnaﬁional conflicts on
the African continent, which has thus far managed to avoid them. It is only wise
and logical thatyinternational efforts to spare Africa from the scourge of

major-Power rivalry be intensified.
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That has been the United Nations historical responsibility for Namibia and its
people. South Africa's practices are in flagrant defiance of the international
Organization and its resolutions. Therefore, as the supreme international organ
entrusted with the maintenance of international peace and security, the Security
Council must today consider how those resolutions can be fully and immediately
implemented.
| Because, we believe, South Africa will not leave Namibia and its vast riches
voluntarily, there is no glternative but to compel it to comply with the
international will. Over the years, the international cbmmunit} has experimented
with various degrees of selective sanctions against South Africa; yet, as has
become abundantly clear, those measures have failed to bring Namibia to
indjependence and to enable its people to exercise its legitimate right to
self-determination. We consider that the Security Council must today take an .
indispensable step if it wishes to uphold its international prestige and to -
reaffitm its major global role: The Counéil must accept‘the challenge thrown down
before it by the Pretoria Government; it must discharge its obligations and duties
under Chapfer Vit of the United Nations chattei with tégﬁrd to a tégimé that alone
ié responsible for the obstruction of Namibian'independéhce as envisaged in the
plan adopted by the Council nine years ago.

If the Council has failed in the past to guarantee the necessary respect for
its reSolutidns on Namibia, its meeting today might furnish a favourable
opportunity for it to_corfect the situation and to consider this matter with the
necessary seriousness and attention. We believe that the item before the Council
today will to a greaé extent affect the Security Council and its role in the
maintenance of international peace and security under the Charter., The Council

must achieve South Africa's withdrawal from Namibia, terminate South Africa's
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illegal occupation of that Territory and enable the people of Namibia to exercise
its legitimate right.to self-deﬁetmination in accordance with the rules of
international law and the relevant resolutions of the Security Council.

Egypt has supported and will continue to support the struggle of the Namibian
people for freedom and independence under the leadership of the South West Africa
People's Organization (SWAPQO), the sole, legitimate representative of their hopes
and ambitions. That position stems from Egypt;s understanding of the lessons of
the history of the African continent ? thét African security is an integrated whole
and that independence is an objective shared by a;l its peoples. That position
also reflects Egypt's belief in the common destiny, history and future of the
peoples of our continent.

SWAPO has been one of the national liberation movements of Africa to which
Egypt bhas unfailingly provided mpral and material assistance. Egypt has opened its
heart to the leaders of SWAPO and has provided in its capital a home for the
organization's liaison office in order that SWAPO may lead its people and wage
political campaigns in éupport of its just struggle. Egypt is proud of the fact
that the first foreign liaison office of SWAPO, from which that organiiatioﬁ began
its intensified political struggle in support of the massive'tesistance étruggle in
the Territory of Namibia, was estéblished in Cairo. Egypt's support for other
African liberation movements having achieved its purpose of enabling our brethren
to regain their freedom and independence and to exercise sovereignty over their own
territories and riches, we are confident that similar viétbry will crown the
struggle of the Namibian people, who, for morevthan a century, have been

steadfastly pursuing their freedom and independence.
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We have absolute faithrih the inevitable victory of the popular will. Bht
viégory is the pro&uct of a people's sacrifices and of adherence to its pbrﬁOses
and §rinéip1es. We join in the call for comprehensive mandatdry sanctions against
South Afrida. convincéd that such measures would expedite restoration of egquity and

justice, heip put an end to the tragic sitqation in Namibia and eliminate the
racism and occupation under which 1£s pebple suffer. |

‘qupt reitetafes iis éontinued shpport for and‘assistancé to the Namibian
people,rthrough SWAPO, until its hopes for independence and soveteignty’have been
fealized, We call upon tﬁé Security Council to overcome the obstacles which have
in the past prevented it from discharging its reSponsibilitiés under the Charter,
and to adopt a decisive éosition in the face of Pretoria's stubborn refusal to
comply with the international will, United Nations resolutions and the provisions
apdhgules of international law.

The PRESIDENT (interpretation from French): I thank the representative

of Egypt for the kind words he addressed to me.
The next speaker is the teptesentative of Barbados. 1 invite her to take a
place at the Council table and to make her statement.

Dame Nita BARROW (Barbados): I wish to congratulate you, Sir, on your

assumption of the presidency 6f the Security Council for the month of April, the
month we have come to associate with new beginnings.‘
I should like also to compliment the delegation of Argentina, and particulariy

Ambassador Delpech, for its excellent execution of the presidency during the month

of March.
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I cennet do other than take‘note of the appointment of a new Permanent
Representative to the United Wations from the éovernment of SOch Afriea; COnrtesy
requires me to aeknowledge his presence. _Optimism, and perhape the time,cf fear.
tempted me to hope that this envoy would have brought with him a new attitude;.e
refreshing change, to this grievous issue with which we are faced. Realism
tempered my optimism, however, and reminded me that nothing 1n the events of.the
past 20 years justifies any expectation that the régime at Pretoria would alter or
review its policy on Namibia.“ |

In a few months' time, the Government and the people of Barbados w111
celebrate the twenty-first anniversary of independence. Barbadians know well the
aspirations of subject peoples; we know the unease that comes from heing controlled
by a foreign Power; and we have known for 21 years the pride and eivicvenergy that
are released when people are left free to manage and to chart their nationaii |
destiny. | |

While it is the wicked system of agattheid which motivates‘end snstains the
enslavement of Namibia, it is the politics of greed whieh have permitted Pretoria
to defy this Organization and to continue unchecked its exploitation of Namibians.
But the greed is not restricted to Pretoria, for without the complicitonf its vast
network of eecomplices the South African Government would not have attempted, and
could not have succeeded.in, its primitive determination to defy the course of .
history.

Namibians have long sought te find a peaceful solution to this ptoblem,
indicating to all their wish to have the wealth of their land enjoyed by a11 who
hold just entitlement to that wealth., Pretoria, on the other hand, emboldened by a

phalanx of international monied interests, has responded with consistent contempt



EMS/12 : S/PV.2741
' : 43

(Dame Nita Barrow, Barbados)

éndAarmed suppression, In the end, the Namibians have had to resort to arms in
order to defend their interests and to rescue their children from the clutches of
apartheid and transnational greed. i . L

The problem of Namibia is nét difficult to define. It is the systematic and .
effectjve application of international finance to the suppression of a‘people. Thg
solution to the problem must be seen in like terms. International finance must be
employed in the service of Namibjans.

~ The two largest banking organizations in South Af¥ica and Namibia are

affiliates of transnational corporations. There are, we are informed, some 1,000 ..
transnational corporations active in South Africa and Namibia. Those corporations
provide the life-blood which flows from the industrial centres of the world to the
organism at Pretoria. Ttansnationai banks are the crediﬁors for the more than
$20 billioh South Africa carries in foreign debt. Three of south Africa’'s four oil
refineries are owned by transnational corporations, which also own all but one
fifth of South Africé's retail pétroleum outlets. Transnationals supply more than
half of South Africa's electronic imports and control South Africa's automobile
industry. 1In Namibia, three transnational corporations hoid_90 per cent of the
.couhtry's mining assets in base metals, uranium and diamonds. Those industries
account for half of‘Namibia's}grbss domestic product and three auarters of its
exports.

That is only half the picture. While transnational finance is the life-blood
' of the system which egslaves Namibia, the armaments industry provides the muscle to
ensure Namibia remains suppressed. The armaments industry bears a transnational

character which finds easy accommodation in the laws of Pretoria.
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AUnder South Africa's Key Points Act, a company in South Africa or Namibia can
be required to maintain an armed security force far larger than that ;eauited for
its protection. Those forces can be called upon by the Govetnment:as required.
South Africa makes no secret of its military capability or of its faiﬁh in those
who futniéh its matériel and help train its troops..

None are more aware than the rﬁlers at Pretoria that their policiéé in Namibia
are an aberration of history. This we know because paranoia has become evident in
théir execution of those policies - a paranoia which it was my dubious lot to see
face'to face.

The leaders at Pretoria have chosen to reduce Namibia to a strategic resource
in order to furnish for themselves and their allies a plausible reason for armed
occupation. Not content with suppressing the aspirations of the Namibian people,
éfetoria's rulers have embarked on a systematic programme of combined military and
economic aggression agains£ the neighbouring States of Botswana, Mozambiqué,
gzambia, Zimbabwe and Angola. South Aftica's'objectives of devastatioh and

destabilization can readily be discerned.
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What is also evident is that Namibia can no longer be viewed in isolation but
must be seen ‘as'a symbol and a symptom of a menacing problem. What we debate he:é
today is not Qniy thg guestion of Namibia but the auestion ofvthe integrity of
African people., It is a problem mést vividly expressed‘in the objectionable and
transparent policy of homeland settlements through which thatrprimitive‘artogancel‘1
that in;pires Pretoria would usurp the goals of subject peoples and render all
southern Africa the colony of apartheid.

This web of oppression which Pretoria would weave must be dismantled. This
return of Africans to a life of enslavement sends a clear sighal to us in the
Caribbean, whose mgmories‘and history find common cause with Africa. We recognize
a specific responsibility in taking firm initiatives to discourage the Government
of South Africa from implementing regressive schemes against Namibians and the
people of South Africa.

The Government’of Barbados reiterates its commitmen; to soiidarity with the
people of Namibia and commends the Movement of Non-Aligned Natioﬁs forkbtingingb
this matter to the attention of the Security Council. Barbados stands ready to \
extend its résources, meagre as they are, to all those menaced by apartheid. This
commitment has already been demonstrated through the offer of scholarships and
other grants to young Namibians to enable them to study at institutions in
Barbados. These have been taken up.

Barbados wishes also to commend the Non-Aligned Movement for its call to
protect the front-line States of southern Africa from the declared intention of
Pretoria to undermine their economies. Twelve days ago the Government of Barbados
announced‘its pledge of the sum»of 100,000 Barbados dollars to the SOI;Gaiity Fund
for Southern Africa. The pledée, the first by‘a Caribbean State, is significant

for a country of Barbados' size, representing 40 cents for each citizen. That
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underscores in tangible terms the se?iousnéss Qiﬁh which Barbados views the
situation in southern Africa.

In its blatant and repeated assaults against its neighbours, Pretoria has
permitted us to see in its true fofm the problem that confronts theﬂsecurity
Council and the people‘of Namibia. We believe that the ihitiatives taken by the‘v
Non-Aligned Movement, if adequatély supported, can bring a solution to that problem.

‘Much has been saié against Pretoria’s policy in Namibia and southern Africa.
We challenge those with the capability to do so to put their resources behind their

words.

The PRESIDENT (interpretation from French): I thank the representative
of Barbados for the congratulations she extended to me.
The next speaker is the representative of Qatar. I invite him to take a place

at the Cgunéil table and to make his statement.

Mr. AL-KAWARI (Qatar) (interpretation from Arabic): I am happy fé ;
congratulate you, Sir, oﬂ your assumption of the presiden;y of thé Security
Council. We have full confidence in your abilities and wish you all success in
yohr’task; |

I take this opportunity also to express my delegation’s apprediatiqn to your
predecessor as President of the Council, the Permanent Represéntative of Argentina,
for the excellent way in which he conducted the Council's work last month.

The Security Council is meeting today to consider an item which it has
repeatedly considered in the past, with the aim of achieving a solution to the
question of Namibia that is acceptable to the whole world. The solution iﬁ
advocates, however, remains unimplemented - not because of a lack of effort on the
part of the United Nations, but becauée of South Africa's intransigence and its

continued refusal to put an end to its illegal occupation of Namibia, despite all
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the United Nations efforts to prevail upon that country to respect the
international community's will and international legitimacy.

As is well known, thg Security Council, as a result of constant efforts,
adopted resolution 435 (1978), which contained an acceptable formula for
guaranteeing the Namibian people's independence. Since the adoption of that
resolution, efforts have been madg‘to ensure its implementation. But no progress
towards that end has been made. The objective is to end South Africa's Mandate
over Namibia and to échievg Namibian independence in accordance with General
Assembly resolution 2145 (XXI) of 1966, which terminated South Africa's Mandate
over the Territory.

It is also well known that both the Security Council and the General Assembly
have adopted several resolutions calling for free elections in Namibia, for sQuth
Africa to cease its domination of Namibia, and for Namibia, like its neighbouring
sister African countries, to achieve independence. The majér obstacle to tﬁe
implementation of those resolutions and the achievement of Namibian independence
has béen'South Africa's intransigence and its refusal to qomply with the
international community's will, South Africa has sought to circumvent the will of
the infetnational community-by means of various ploys, including the installation
of a puppet Government to mask its real intention - ﬁhat is, to plunder the wealth
and resources of the people of Namibia.

We must refer here to the efforts made last year to solve the question of
Namibjia. Among those efforts was thé International Conference, for the Immediate
Independence of Namibia, held in Vienna from 7 to 11 July 1986, and the special
session of the General Assembly on the éuesﬁion of Namibia, held.in

September 1986 ~ in which my country had the honour to participate,
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The Conference'to which I have referred was a clear, strong expression of the
will of the countries of the world to put an end to South Africa's persistent
refusal to withdraw from Namibia and grant that Territory its independence, to put
an end to South Africa‘'s obstruction of efforts by the United Nations - the only
legitimate authority in the Territory since the Mandate was terminated in 1966 - to
assume its responsibilities.

The fourteenth special session of the General Assembly, on the question of
Namibia, constituted a platform for representatives of countries to deplore the
intransigence of the Government of South Africa and its evil intentions, evidenced
by its continued illegal occupation of Namibia and its plundering of that country's
wealth, as well as by its b§lster1ng of its military presence in Namibia. |

The implicit support of the South African régime reflected in the fact that
the Security Council has been prevented from adopting a resolution calling for the:
imposifion of sanctions against that régime encourages it to persist in its denial

of the will of the international community.
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At‘a time wheﬁ internaﬁional public opinion is intensifying efforts to
pressure the racist tégjme in‘South Africa to grant 1ndepéndence to:Namibig, we
have new information on cb—Opetation between the two racist régimes in Pretoria and
Tel Aviv., The latest is included ih the United States State pepartment's report to
Congress on 2 April affirming, inter alia, the following: that cq—éperéfion
between South Africa and Israél was between their Governments and that the
Government of Tel Aviv was fully aware of the militﬁty exchanges with South
Africa. Last year the Isfaeli arms industry garneredvptofits ranging from
$400 million to $800 million through its trade with South Africa.

 We have noted the further report of the Secretary-General concerning the
implementation of Security Council resolutions 435 (1973) and 439 (1978) concerning
the question of Wamibia. 1In that report the Secretary-Genetal told of his efforts
and the resuﬁption of contacts with south Africa to implement the p:oyisions of
these two iesolutions, in particular, its choice of an electoral system. However,
it seems that the more thé Secretary-General tries to eliminate difficulties, the
mére new obstacles South Africa throwé up, the latest being the unacceptable
pre-conditions to any agreement on‘implementation of the United Nations
resolutions, Those pre-conditions now constitute the only obstacle to the
implementation of the United Nations plan for Namibia.

In his concluding remarks, the Secretary-General does not recognize the
validity of those pre-conditions and is of the view that the Government of South
Africa should urgently reconsider its position, and we totally‘support him in
this, My delegation thanks the Secretary-General's tireleés éfforts to implement
-the Security Council's reauests andvto reach a‘peaceful 501ut19n. However, it is
certain that those efforts will not bear‘fruit unless'ﬁhe Sgcutity Council
discharges its responsibility by adopting'the'measurgs enshrined in the Charter

against those not. complying vith.resolutions of the Security Council.

-
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In conclusion, on behalf of my country I should like to pay tribute to the
heroic people of Namibia for their heroic struggle, under the leadership of their .
sole legitimate representative, the South West Africa People's Organization (SWAPO).

The PRESIDENT (interpretation from French): I thank the representative

of Qatar for the kind words he addressed to me.

The nékt'speaket is His Excellehcy Mr. Ahmet Engih Ansay, Pefmanenf'ObsetVéfbc
of the otganizatidn of the Islamic Conference to the United Nations, to whom the’
Council hés‘éxtended anuiﬁvifation under rule 3§ of ité'provisionai rules of
procedure.

‘I invite him to take a place at the Council table and to make his statement.

4Mr; ANSAY: Please accept, Sir, the congratulations of the Organization
of the'islamic Conference on yoﬁr’assumption of the presidency of the Security
Council for‘this month.

At the same time I should like to pay tribute to your predecessor, His
Exéellency Ambassador Delpech of Argentina, for the efficient manner\in which he
presided over the work of the Council last month. |

once agaih‘we are discussing the perennial question of Namibia, which has
become one of the most important and serious issues facing the United Nations in
the field of decolonization.

The United Nations has been seized of the aquestion of Namibia for thé‘paét
40 years. Volumes of resolutions héve been adopted by the Security Council, as
well as by the General Assembly, with the aim of puftihé an end to the illégal
océﬁpétioh of Namibia by the racisﬁ minority régime of SOuth Africa in defiance of
the will of the international community. -

A few‘weeks ago I stated befére this Council that'my Otgahizatidn had always
kept a close watch on developments in Africa, since 24 of its meﬁbérs.belonged to

that great continent. We consider both the question of Namibia and the question of
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South Africa as important and vital aslthéiqugstibn‘oszalestine and the Middle
East. As members are aware, the Fifth Islamic Summit, held in Kuwait from.26 to
29 January 1987, decided to.establish a ministerial committee chaired by His
Excellency Mr. Pirzada, Secretary-General of the Organization of the Islamic
Conference (OIC), on the.pattérn of fhe oIC QOmmittee on Palestine, in order to
co-ordinate action by the Islamic States against the .racist régime in Pietoria..

.-The illegal and coloniél occupation of Namibia constitutes an act of
;ggtession against the Namibian people and is a belligerent challenge to .the
authority of the United Nations. This situation consiitutesja permanent threat .to
regional and international peace and security.

We believe that Security Council resolutions 385 (1976) and 435 (1978)
constitute the only acceptable basis for a final and lasting settlement of this
question. ‘I should say that there is universal consensus on this, vith\the sole
‘exception of the party that continues to defy both resolutions 335 (1976) and
435 (1978).

South Africa cannot and must not be allowed to continue to hold the
implementation of these resolutions hostage to some irrelevant issues.

The Fifth Islamic Summit reaffirmed, inter alia, its céndemmation and
rejection of the racist Pretoria régime's insistence on the withdrawal of Cuban .
troops from Angola as a pte-condition for the independence of Namibia and expressed
gsatisfaction with the relevant Security Council and General Assembly resolutions
rejecting such linkage. 1In this regafd His Excellency Mr. Pérez de Cuéllar has our
firm and full support for his determined position categorically rejecting such
linkage, as pronounced in the concludihg remarks of his important recent report

contained in document S/18767 of 31 March 1987.
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I should also iiké to bring to the attention of this Council that the Fifth -
Islamic Summit also appealed to all countries that have diplomatic relations with "
South Africa to éké#t‘immediate and unrestricted diplomatic pressure and implement
real economic sanctioné againt the racist South African régime in order to hasten
implementation of the United Nations plan for the independence of Namibia in
accordance with Security Council resolution 435 (1978); urged the Security Council’
to impose comprehensive and effective sanctions against South Africa in conformity
with the provisions 6f'Chaptet VII of the ﬁnited Nations Charter; called upon the
United NatioﬁS'Security Council to explore all ways and means that are available to
it to accelerate the independence of Namibia; and’expreSséd support for the’
struggle'of the South West Africa People's Organization (SWAPO) to achieve the
national independence'of a united~Namibia.

It is indeed unfortunate that a number of States have encouraged the Pretoria
régime in petsisiing in its illeéalland aggressive designs by their political,
military, economic and other forms of assistance and support. The Zionist entity;'
‘as is well known, has been especially genérous in its support for the racist régime
of Pteforia. 'We condemn the collusion; especially in the nuclear field, between
these two régimes aimed at exercising hegemony over the African and Arab peoples

and hindering their economic and social development.
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Weléonsi6;f>ﬁhat the‘gacist'ideology of the South African ééaréﬁéid'£691mé,°its""
illegal and brutal occupation of Namibia, its exploitation of the natural resources
of‘éhat cgﬁhtry and its repeated aggression against the front-line States and
neighbouring countries aré’éiﬁilar to the practices of the zionist eh£i£§“in the
occdpié& P&léstinfan'and Arab territories. Wé‘haGé'né faith whatsoeVef in the
Qalidity:ofAiééaeifs‘tecent claims that it would reconsider its military and
cultural co-operation with South Africa, since these two régimes are organically
linked, both in ﬁtéctice énd bbjective. | |

At this juncture, suffice it to refer to last Friday's edition of The New York

Times, which stated that the latest report submitted to the Congress by the United
States Depértment of State uneauivocally asserts that Israel has provided military
aid to South Africa in violation of the existing United Nations sponsored
international emﬁargo against the racist régime in Pretoria.

In the light of these recent developments, the Organization of the Islamic
COnférenée, which has actively participated in the efforts exerted by the United
Natioﬁs; the‘érganization of African Unity, the Non-Aligned Movement and a number
of othef international organizations to bring to an end the illegal occupation of
Namibia by the Pretoria régime, calls upon the international commuhity to translate
its support into practical measures, including ghe imposition of comprehenszive
economic sanctions with a view to compelling‘nations and transnational corporations
really to sever all their ongoing ties with racist South Africa, to expediting the
termination of the subjugation of the Namibian people, and to,éffecting thg
complete freedom and independence of the valiant people 6f Namibia,

We demand that the Security COunéil exercise the powefs entrusted to it under
its Charter to impose mandatory sanctions against the Pretoria régime as provided

for under Chapter VII of the Charter. We hope that this Council will not once
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again findiiﬁsélf‘éo;gtless to act in ghe face of this’expansionjgt and obpoxious
racist policy. | L

We call upon the Security Council to explore all ways and use all means that
are available to it to acceletatevghe independence of_Namibia.i

The Organization of the Islamic Cangrence will continue to take all necessary
measures‘in‘tandem‘with the interhationa; community towards the acﬁiéveMent of this
objective,

The question of Namibia willlcontinue to be on the agepda of\tﬁe Islamic:,
Conference until the day when theyheroic‘people of Namibia have liberated gheir_
land and"regéined their legitimate rights.

As the Secretary;Gene:al of the Organizati§h of the Islamic,Confefgnce 
declared in Hérare before the Eighth Conference of Heads of Stafe or Government‘of
Non-Aligned Countries, and reiterated before the special session of the General‘
Assembly on Namibia:

*The members of the,Islahiq Conference will continue_to exert all effqrts to

~support the people of Namibia and Azania to gain their just and inalienable
national rights to self-detetmination, independence and majority :ﬁle.'

The PRESIDENT (interpretation from French): I thank Mr. Ansay for the

congratulations he addressed to me.
The next speakér»is the representative of Angola. T invite him to take a
place at the Council table and to make his statement.

‘Mr. De-FIGUEIREDO (Angola): On behalf of my delegation may 1

congratulate you, Sir, on your assumption of the presidency of the Secu;ity Council
for the month of April. It gives me great pleasure to see the representative of a

fraternal country hold this post during the debate on an issue on which his -
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Government's stand is unequivocally on .the side of self-determination an8l genuine
independence for an oppressed, illegally occupied nation, and against_tacism,
apartheid, coionialism and imperialism. May I also take this opportunity to
congratulate your predecessor, the Permanent Representative of Argentina, who so
ably conducted the proceedings of the Council last month,

My Government would also like to commend the SOuth West Africa People's
Organization (SWAPO) and its leadership for.theirvcourage, wisdom and diplomacy in
their unceasing stfuggle.to be the instrument of their own liberation. They bhave
shown patience ahd festraint not often seen in a similar situation.

It is an irony that the issue pf Namibian independence is one regarding which
few Articles of the United Nations Charter have been left unviolated.

It is an irony that all these violations of the Charter have been undertaken
by a founding Member of the United Nations - the apartheid régime in South africa.

It is an irony that this Council, set up to safeguard international peace and
security, has allowed itself to be held hostage by this renegade Member of the
United Nations, maihly through that Member's close éllies and supporters.,

It i{s an irony that the Council has been unable, since the United Nations in
1967 declared illegal South Africa's occupation of Namibia and the United Nations
Council for Namibia 5ecame the adﬁinistering Power, to achieve the withdrawal of
South Afriqan troops from the Territory of Namibia.

It is an irony that the Council is, as it were, in default of its own
obligations and its mandates under the terms of its c§nstitution. thg Charter.

It is an irony that all the necessary ingredients for Namibian independeénce
are already there; in fact they have been in existence since 1978. They are
embodied in Security Council resolution 435 (1978), which was freely and willingly

negotiated by all parties, and only the setting of a cease-fire and emplacement of
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the United Nations Transition Assistance Group (UNTAG) remained. I should have
said "almost all the hecessary ingredients®, because onevof the key ingredients
was, and still is; missing: The honest intention on the part of South Africa td
allow resolution 435 (1978) to be implemented, and thus give up its lucrative
military and economic hold on Namibia.

It is an irony that the apartheid régime ~ thebcriminal in this case - is
allowed to get away with its flagrant flouting of the Charter, through a variety of
tactics, including the introduction since 1978 of issues extraneous and non-related
to Namibian independence. | |

For example, what happgns_inside the borders of Angola with our officially
invited Cuban iﬁtérnationalist forces has nothing to do with Namibian
independence. And just to set the record straight, South African trdops first
1aunchéa a full-scale armed invasion of Angola in 1975, months prior to the arrival
of a single internationalist comrade in Angola. And may I state here that the
presence of our Cuban internationalist Eofces in Angola acts as a §ort of peace
brigade, whose presence is in.some ways a deterrent to even more intensive
aggression by racist troops in all of southern Africa. 1In addition, may I point
out that Article 51 of the Charter gives each and every country the right to appeal
for assistance in the face of vicious and massive external assault and aggression,

I have heard with amazement and disbeliéf the statement delivered this morning
by the representative of South Africa. It would be difficult to fird more
unt;uths, terminological inexactitudes and distortions than those contained in his
statement. The record of negotiations cleaily shows that the blame for the
non-implementation of Security Council resolution 435 (1978) can only be laid at

Pretoria's door.
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';n 1978, vwhen resolution 435 (1978) was ready for implementation, our Cuban
internationalist friends had already been in Angola for two and a half years, at
our specific rtequest, to help us {n the task of national reconstruction and to help
stave off racist imperialist aggression against our newly independent State. - How
come their presence was not an issue during late .1976, 1977, 1978 and subseqﬁently
until Pretoria, desperately lobking around for excuses, settled for this one?

The representative of the racist régime -is right when he é,sks how it is
V conceivable tt_xat’ free. elections can. b’é held .in Namibia in the shadow of a menacing
presence - except that he has deliberatelf misidentified the menace. The menace is
the huge armed machinery of the racist régime, which is in military occupation of
:Namib'ia. of parts of southern Angola and indeed of South Africa itself.

The Coun;il should not shed crocodile tears over the South African claim that
it will “*simply not abandon its obligations to the inhabitants"™ of Namibia. 'We
know full well what those obligations are: to plunder Namibiaj; to strip it of its
finite resources;y to subsidize thevagaftheid activities in South Africa and its
military aggressions in thé sovereign States of southern Africas; to impose racism
inside Namibia, as it has done inside South Africa; and to violate every
conceivable human, economic, political and social right of the inhabitants of
Namibia - except, of course, for the small white minority.

B What the South Aft,ica. representative refers to as an initiative was nothing
more than an insult to the United Nations and to the Security Council. As such it
was simply ignored by the international community and consigned to well-deserved
oblivion. Attempts by South Africa to demonstrate good faith are met in- the only
ﬁann’et- possible: by asking Pretoria for concréte action and not more words. And
all this is accompanied by realistic cynicism, for Pretoria is mere].y continuing to

fool the international oommunity.
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On our part, the Angolan Government haskalways displayed its readiness to talk
to racists and their supporters in an effort; to find ways of solving the problems‘
of Namibian independence and rélated -issues and the,witﬁdrawal of South African
. troopé from southerh\ Angola. We have never received a speci fic response to our
platform of November 1984.

The South Africa tepresentai:ivé has issued a warning to the African continent
that sanctions will not end at the frontiers of Namibia or South Africa. All of us
are aware of the arrangements being made by the racist régime to attéck,
destabilize and terrorize southern Africa in order_ to keep itself in power. Aand
despi te’ those warnings, wie, the States of southern Africa, are willing and ready to
bear the k:onéequences of comprehensive sanctions. Their consequences will be borne
with dignity and pride in so far as they help to liberate our Namibian comrades and
our South Afriican friends. |

I have sixhpl} one speci_fic questioﬁ to put to the Pretoria régime via the good
offices of ;he Security Council; it reciuires a one-word answer: Is the racist
junta i_n Pretv:oriavwill.ing immediately to set the implementation date for
vres\olution 435 (1978), as agreed in 1978, wi thbut.ptecondi tions? The answer will
be as vague and as worthless as South Africa‘'s duplicitous promises and deceptions.

Since 1975 South Africa has invaded Angolan territory, then sought to use
withdrawal as a bargaining chip, only to renege on its various agreements And
promises. |

- However, in order to strengthen our support for the heroic Namibian struggle
led by the South West Africa People's Organization (SWAPO), Angolan
President Jos€ Eduardo dos Santos in November 1984 presented a fair platform, with
a numnber of offers and propositions designed to address lthe major issues in

southern Africa, including, of course, the independence of Namibia. While the
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international community has categorically rejected any linkage, my Government has
since 1984 been prepared to agree to a phased withdrawal of all Cuban forces from
the south parallel and the complete withdrawal of South African troops from
‘Namibia. The racist régimé has attemptéd a remarkable re-contouring of the
geography of southern Africa. It has artificially created a border between Angola
and sbuth Africé by bringing its troops to our own borders via Namibia.

However, the racist régime and its main supporter, the present Admmistrdtion
in Washington, in effect neglected to undertake any negotiations or actions based
on the platform., In fact, the racist régime has rejected resolution 435 (1978) by
establishing the so-called interim Government in Windhoek and has shown its

"disregard for solutions to any of the problems facing southern Africa by its
support for the bandit renegade group of UNITA in Angola and RENAMO in Mozanbique;

At this point it may be opportune to mention that the United States
Administration is now seeking to obtain new bases in Africa to enable the i:ransfer
of UNITA terrorist acts to areas further away from Namibia, thus attempting to
create the false impression that the UNITA puppets have broken their links with
their racist Pretoria protectors. 1In this'mann‘er both the United States
Administration and the Botha régime, and the UNITA renegades themselves, hope to
weaken the cohesion and unifieé action of the Organization of African Unity (OAU)
on the issues of the total liberation of the.African continent, respect for the
independence and sovereignty of States and the policy Of destabilization of
front-line States. The Pretoria régime meanwhile continues to enlarge and arm its
sophisticated military base in the Captivi strip, the better to carry out its
terrorism in southern Africa.

The supreme irony is that, while from time to time the issue of Namibian

independence is debated in some international forum or the other, the oppression of
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the Namibian people ‘ccnti.nues; their land continues to be occupied by South Afdcan
troops; the murder and incarceration of Namibian patriots continue; and Namibian
resources continue to be plundered and used to maintain South Africa's illegal
occupation, to maintain the apartheid system and structure inside South Africa and
to subsidize South Africa's illegal military occupation of parts of southern Angola
since 1981 and to subsidize South Africa's invasions of all the other States in
southern Africa as well.

Behind all these ironies of the situation lie many tragedies: the senseless

killing of patriots and freedom fighters in Namibiaj; the brutal murder of women and

children; the denial of fundamental human rights; the denial of basic civil,
economic, political and social rightsj; the daily humiliation of being a prisoner in
your own land; the pain of watching a new generation grow up in the same apartheid
condi tions as their parents.

There are other tragedies too: that of virtual inaction by the international
community on the issue of actual genuine independence for Namibia; the virtual
fallure of the Council to either adopt or enforce resolutions which would or could
force the racist régime to withdraw from Namibias the virtual powerlessness of the
United Nations to do anything concrete in the face of racist Pretoria's
intransigence.

It; is time that all in this Chamber, in particular those whose presence here
is permanent, examined our own words in this history of silent shame and realized

the extent of our participation in modern slavery.
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It is time also for all to note that the only réal solution ‘t‘)_at will work
towards Namibian independence is mandatory comprehensive san_ctio_ns undet
Chapter VII, unless the South African racist régime immediately agrees to the.
immediate implementation of tée’olution 435 (1978) as it stands,

The Council has for too long been paralysed by thé veto. action of those who
appear to be blind and deaf to the realities of the situation, and their .
explanations for the veté is pathetic - liké telling an enslaved man that the
abolition of slavery would be injutioﬁs to Vhis health, The putative injuries are
mainly financial and stfat:egic, and they cerﬁainly do not affect thé people of
Namibia. The arquments of the veto users are patently spurious and self-serving.

while laudable efforts have been under way since last year to improve the
efficiency and structuring of. ihe United Nations, the Organijzation's most abysmal
failure in international hw and peace-keeping has been conveniently ignored, |
perhaps even encouraged, by some of thoée who are in the forefront of reform.

I will refrain from cataloguing the military, political, économic and social
violations being perpetrated by the racist tégime with impunity and with immunity
from prosecution and retribution granted by its friends. I would like to confine
myself to a few points of international law, since that is the very matrix of the
United Nations and the code to which all countries that join the United Nations pay
at least lip-sefvice.

The racist régime's defiance of the Security Council and the General Assembly
is all the more scandalous becausé Pretoria is guilfy of some of the most seridus
crimes, characte;ized as such by the International Law Commissions aggréssi,on
against the territorial integrity of another comtry, in this case Namibia, Angola,
mzaub_i.cjue and others; denial of a people's right to sel.f-detetmin#tion, in Namibia
and inside South Africa; and enforcement of agarthe‘id,‘also in ﬁamibia' and inside

South Africa.

A%
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And yet no efféctive measures have been taken by the United Nations, which hasv
thus unwittingly contributed to a breach of international peace and secufity and
gseriously undermined the authority and rule of international law all over the world.

What greatly disturbé my Government is that legal dimensions and illegal
Qiolations are considered either unimportant or less important. And while the
international community and especially its power brokers failed to take any
effective action despite all the legal rights and rulings in favour of Namibia, the
racist régime misused and abused the system of law illegally to give itself
*rights" over Namibia.: |

The situation worsened in the 1970s after initial attempts and some movement
on the part of the international community in the 19605.'

| In 1950, when the International Court of Justice determined that the
supervisory functions concerning the administration of the Mandate were to be
exercised by the General Assembly, Pretoria refused‘to accept this.

In 1955 and 1956 the International Court of iustice furthér determined that
SQuth Africa had a legal obligation to accept United Nations jurisdiction over the
Mandate. South Africa refused.

In 1960 proceedings were instituted in the International Court of Justice
against South Africa on the above.

In 1962 the International Court of Justice decided over SOﬁth Africa's
objections that the Court did not have jurisdiction over the case.

In 1966 the General Assembly reassessed its poiicy on Namibié and terminated
the Mandate.

In 1967 the United Nations Council for Namibia was created, but South Africa

refused it entry into Namibia.
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In 1967 South Africa appiied-the Terrorism Act - and what an irony - to the
Territory of Namibia, on a retroactive and repressive basis aﬁd held a trial of 37
Swmﬁo'patriots.

Between 1969 and 1971 the Security Council adopted several impottant'
resolutions on Namibia, all of which had no effec: on South Africa. |

What cannot be emphasized enough at this point is ;hat in 1971 the
International Court of Justice confirmed that these resolutions were binding, that
Pretoria was under obligqtion to withdraw from Namibia and that all States had a
duty to recognize the illegality of South Africa's presence there.

" In October 1971 this very Council endorsed the operative paragraphs of the
Court's determination and that all States had individual responsibilities towards
the people of Namibia and that in the discharge of those responsibilities: they must
abstain from all relations with South Africa which éould entrench the latter's
authority over Namibia.

In 1972 the Security Council began direct negotiations with the racist régime
without success, and these were terminated in December 1973. Simultaneously the:
racist régime began to organize and sponsor local minority puppet groups.

In 1974 the General Assembly endorsed Decree No. 1 of the United Nations
Council for Namibia, which prohibhits the exploitation of Namibia's natural
resoources without the consent of the Council.v Not only South Africa;,; but a number.:
of other States as well have continued to violate this Decree with impunity.

In 1974 the Security Council adopted its first strongly worded resolution
demanding the immediate withdrawal of South Africa from Namibia and warning that in
the event of non-compliance it would consider taking “appropriate measures®. SOuth

Africa refused to comply.
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At this stage, as a matter of lasting shame, three permanent members of the
Council - France, the United Kingdom and the Uniteé States - cast a veto on a draft

resolution calling for the first time on mandatory sanctions.

These vetoes, which have continued mutatis mutandis until now, gave South
Africa the courage, encouragement and protection it»heéAed to coﬁtinde to defy the
Uﬁited Nations, a position it has expanded and intensified.

In 1976 the Council adopted the critical resolution 385 (1976). Yet again
South Africa refused. And once again a draft resolution calling for mandatory
sanctions could not be adopted owing to the three vetoes.

In 1978 the GeneréilAssembly; responding to the paralysis of the Council,
adopted an important declaration oh Namibia, which stated that, if the vetoes
prevented the United Natians from taking effective measures against South Africa,
the General Assembly woﬁld take the necessary action to end the illegal occupa:ion.

But while this chahge was being considered, these three permanent members,
together with two other Council members, began a prbcess which culminated in the
famous resolution 435 (1978).

Sadly and inevitabiy, while resolution 435 (1978) is an excellent frémewotk
for Namibian independence, the entire process in 1978 and since 1978 has done
nothing but give South Africa time to entrench itself further in Namibia, increase
repression at home, invade neighbouring sovereign States, attempt to destabilize
sovereign Governments and sabotage all efforts by these Governments to develop
independent econonmic infrastructures and thus decrease the region's colonially
structured dependence on South Africa.

I will not take up any more of the Council's valuable time by listing the
sorry state of affairs since 1978: thé‘duplicities by South Africa, the bétrayéls
by others and the vetoes when mandatory Council resolutions could have changed

events, The flexibility shown by SWAPO, and in particular by my own Government,
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the préximity.talks, the: desperate attempts at buyih§ time and creating patently
false "linkages", the abysmal and hopeless and doomed constructive éngagement
policy - all these are too well known for me to repeat here. What emerges fairly
clearly is that, already as léng ago as 1974, self-serving policies of some
permanent members of the Council played aﬁ‘obstructionist‘rolel one that is still
in operation, no matter in what pseudo-humanitarian or political guise it is
presented.

And, thtoughout, South Africa has managed to deceive and cuckold the
international community. And, throughout, espécially since 1974 - except for a
brief period in 1978 - the Security Council too has been powerless, through the
vetoes, to fulfil its bwn role and enfo:cefintetnatinal law and punish ;he

violations and the violators of those laws,
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Those who oppoée mandatory sanctions solely because of huge
Investments.- despite the disinvestment of 1986>- should be made aware that there
are other reasons for them. They do not have to support the illegal and inhuman
structure of apartheid, The funds withdrawn can be invested énywhete in southern
Africa - in the codntries of the SOutﬁern African Devélopment Co-ordination
Conference (SADCC), fo} example. |

It is time now for new signals to be given to Namibia and t6 the rest of
southern Africa that the international community will no longer allow itself to be
fobbed off with pathetic excuses and weak explanations from 6ne aquarter and with
deceit and lies from another. It is ﬁime for the Council to be more committed to
repairing the damage to the standing, stéture andycredibility of international
law. It is time for the General Assembly once again to use the means at its
disposal to push for mandatory sanctions if the Council fails once more.

It is time for several nations members of the international cpmmunity to stop
treating South Africa like a naughty child that has been quilty of a number of
misdemeanors, ndne of which are considered serious enough to warrant the child's
expulsion from the family but only, perhaps, from one or two rooms. We had all
better face up to the fact that this child is, instead, a cunning, evil, hopeless;y
~and pathologically twisted gnd distorted freak whose capacity to destroy the lives
of those in its environment is enormous and exceeded only by the inevitability of
its own destruction when its internal and external contradictions can no longer
sustain either its body or its life-supporf system.

Tt is not simply that the time has come to do all that should and must be
doﬁ;. I am afraid that soon the time will be goné when anything can be
done - anything within these walls. Tt will then be out of our hands, and

historical forces will pangenetically erupt with their own solutions.
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I do not wish to sound dramatic, but the drama that has been unfolding with
steady, and now increasing, violence in southern Africa will neither end nor change
simply because the Council or some group wishes it to do so. No: that drama is
the unfolding, developing history of that region, and it is inexorably choosing its
own options;

Before tﬁe inevitable happens, perhaps all of us have this one last chance.

It must not be allowed to lapse because of the short-sighted policies of a few,
whose sense of history and khowledge of Africa is lacking, even in fundamentals.

A luta:continualv A vitoria e certal

The PRESIDENT (interpretation from French): I thank thé representative

of Angola for the kind words he addressed to me and to my country.

In view of the lateness of the hour, I propose to adjourn the meeting now.
The next meeting of the Security Council to continue consideration.of the item on
its agenda will be held, with the consent of members, tomorrow morning,
7 april 1987, at 10.30 a.m.

The meeting rose at 6.25 p.m.




