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2094th MEETING 

Held in New York on Wednesday, 1 November 1978, ai 10.30 a.m, 

President: Mr. Léon N’DONG (Gabon). 

&XW: The representntivcs of the following States: 
Rolivia, Canada, China, Czechoslovakia, France, Gabon, 
Germany, Federal Republic of, India, Kuwait, Mauritius, 
Nigeria, Union of Soviet Social& Republics, United King- 
dom of Great Britain and Northern Jreland, United States 
of America. Venezuela. 

Provisional agenda (S/Agenda/2094) 

1, Adoption of the agenda 

2. The situation in Namibia: 
(a) Report of the Secretary-General submitted pur- 

suant to paragraph 7 of Security Council resolution 
435 (1978) (S/12903); 

(b) Letter dated 24 October 1978 from the Permanent 
Representative of Burundi to the United Nations 
addressed to the President of the Security Council 
(S/ 12906) 

The meeting was called to ordcr at II.25 a.m. 

Expression of thanks to the retiring President 

1. The PRESIDENT (interprctation fiorn Franch): It is a 
most pleasant duty for me to open this fïrst meeting of the 
month of November by paying a tribute on behalf of all the 
members of the Council to the Permanent Representative 
of France, Ambassador Jacques L,eprette, who, as President 
during the month of October-a particularly heavy one- 
guided our ‘Nork with the efficiency, diplomacy and cour- 
tesy for which he is well known. 

Adoption of the agenda 

??w agenda was adoptcd. 

The situation in Namibia: 
(4 Report of the Secretary-General submitted pursuant to 

paragraph 7 of Security Council resolution 435 (1978) 
(S/i 2903); 
Letter dated 24 October 1978 from the Permanent 
Representative of Burundi ta the’ United Nations 
addressed to the President of the Security Council 
(S/l2906) 

2. Thc PRESIDENT /interfx@ation fiom French): In 
accordance with the decision taken at the 2092nd meeting, 
I invite the rcpresentatives of Burundi, Egypt and Ghana to 

take the places reserved for them at the side of the CounciI 
chamber. 

At the invitation of the President, Mr. Sknbananiye 
(Burundi), Mr. Abdel Meguid (Egypt) and Mr. Bonten 
(Ghana) took tfze places reserued for them at the side of the 
Council chamber. 

3. The PRESIDENT (interpretation j?om Trench): 1 
should like to inform the Coumi] that 1 bave recejved 
letters from the representatives of Bangladesh, Benin, 
Guyana, Saudi Arabia, Somalia and Zambia, in which they 
ask to be invited to participate in Ihe discussion. In 
accordance with the usual practice, 1 propose, with the 
consent of the Council, to invite those representatives ta 
participate in the discussion without the right to vote, in 
conformity with the provisions of the Charter and rule 37 
of the provisional rules of procedure. 

At the invitation of the Fresic’ert, Mr. Huq (‘Bangladesh), 
Mr. Houngavou (&nin), kfr. Sinclr Yr (Guyana), 
Mr. Baroody (Srrudi Amt it! f,l1:. Hussen (Somalis) and Miss 
Konie (Zarnbia) took the pIaces reserved for them at the 
side of the Council chamber. 

4. The PRESIDENT (interpretation fion? French): In 
accordance with the decision taken at the 2092nd meeting, 
I invite the Vice-Preddent of the United Nations Council 
for Nambia and the delegation of the Council to be seated 
at the Council table. 

At the invitation of tfx? Residcnt. Mr. Cuevas Cancino 
(Vice- fiesiden t of tf~? United Nations Coumil for Nurnbia) 
and the other members of the delegation took FIaces at the 
Council table. 

5. The PRESIDENT (interpretation front %W’h): In 
accordance with the decision takcn at the 2092nd meeting, 
I invite Mr. Gurirab to take a seat at the Council table. 

At the invitation of the President, Mr. GUrirUb (Per- 
m)lent Observer of the South West Africa PeoPle’S 
(îrganization} took a place ut the Council table. 

6. T]x PRESIDENT (interprctatiun from Frcnch): The 
first speaker is the representative of Egypt. I invite him to 
take a place at the Council table and to make a statement. 

7. Mr. ABDEL MEGUID (Egypt): Mr. President, dlOW me 

at the outset to express my delegation’s sincere gratitude to 
~OIJ and the other members of the Security Council*for 
giving me this opportunity to address thc Council at a tirne 
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when you, the representative of Gabon, a sister Aftican 
country, are presiding over its work. We are confident that 
with your diplomatie ability and ski11 thc deliberations of 
the Council concernjng Namibia at this crucial and decisive 
stage Will be fruitful and successful. 

8. My delegation has asked to participate in the debate on 
the situation in Namibia not only because it touches on the 
life of a brother African people or because Egypt is a 
member of the United Nations Council for Namibia, but 
above a11 because of the grave nature of the developments 
and the crucial stage they have reached. The situation in 
Namibia as ii is now portends ominous developments and 
threatens a catastrophe the responsibility for which would 
bc pinned on a11 those who failed to take specdy action to 
avert its occurrence. 

9. The life and future of an entire nation are hanging in 
the balance, pending the decision of the Council. The blood 
of thousands of innocent Namibians would be shed if the 
Council shoulcl fail to take quick action to shoulder its 
responsibility in its capacity as the highest international 
authority. 

10. The JneetiJlg today is the third occasion in three 
months when the Council has considered the question of 
Namibia. It should by now bave bcen reviewing the progress 
achieved in the implemcntation of the report of the 
Secretary-General [S/12827/, approved in resolution 
435 (1978). One Jnonth after the adoption of the resolu- 
tion the Council is meeting once again to confront the new 
obstacles created by the racist minority régiJne of South 
Africa and the confusion caused by the joint statement of 
19 October issued by the Foreign Ministers of the five 
Western Powers and the South African Government, which 
is contained in clocuments S/ 12900 and S/ 12902. 

11. Tbe African countries have receivcd the joint state- 
ment with astonishment and indignation. In relation to the 
implementation of redolution 435 (1978), we consider the 
statement a step backwards and an anticlimax to a11 the 
expectations raiscd by recent Council resolutions, which 
heraldecl an imminent settlement of the problem based on 
the withdrawal of the illegat South African adminisl.ration 
from the Territory SO that the Namibian people might 
achieve their legitimate aspirations to self-determination 
md gcnuinc indcpendetlce. 

12. We are not pessimistic, nor do we entertain any 
illusions, but a cursory look at paragraph 4 of the joint 
statenient reveals the true intentions of tlie racist minority 
régime at Pretoria. That Govemment openly cleclares its 
determination unilatemlly to hold clections in Namibia in 
Dcccrnber, in clear defiance of resolution 431 (1978), 
which approved the Western plan providing for the elec- 
tions to be held under United Nations supervision and 
coi1 trol. 

13, WC should likc to know how the fïve Western 
countries could allow themselvcs to be parties to that 
statcment, which clearly violates the very plan they had 
proposed which was adopted by the Security Council. It is 
evident that they bave failed to dissuade the Pretoria 
Govcrnment from unilaterally holdine elections. It would 

have been more appropriate for them to have declared this 
and requested the Council to take SUC~ measures as would 
compel the Pretoria régime to abide by and respect its 
resolutions. However, the five Western countries elected to 
issue such a confusing statement as could only provoke 
indignation and further complicate the situation rather thon 
help to achieve any progress towards a just settlemcnt of 
the problem. 

14. The five Western Powers are calling for Pretoria to be 
provided with an opportunity of proving its intentions, but 
is not that precisely what we bave been doing for the past 
12 years, since the General Assembly adopted its historic 
resolution 2145 (XXI) in 1966 terminating Saut11 Africa’s 
Mandate over Namibia and assuming direct responsibility 
over the Territory? We should like also to recall the 
advisory opinion of the International Court of Justice of 21 
June 1971 ,J which clearly and categorically resolved ail the 
equivocation and misrepresentation by the South Aftican 
régime about Namibia. That verdict stated that the con- 
tinued presence of South Africa in Namibia was illegal. 
Time and again the General Assembly and the Security 
Council have adopted resolutions, in particular resolution 
385 (1976), all of which have been flouted by the racist 
régime at Pretoria. That régime, instead of observing those 
resolutions, tightened its hold on Namibia, practising ail 
forms of oppression and injustice in arrogant defiance of 
the Will of the international community. Moreover, South 
Africa has repeatedly launched acts of brutal aggression 
against neighbouring African countries, Jnercilessly attack- 
ing the camps of refugees from Namibia and the SWAPO 
forces in a bid to terrorize the people of Namibia and to 
undermine their resistance to the illegal occupation of the 
Territory. 

15. Al1 that is a more than adequate test of the intentions 
of the racist régime at Pretoria. Why should we take the 
trouble to await the outcome of the present test of 
intentions, when we already have the statement made by 
South Africa’s Prime Minister, Mr. Botha, contained in 
document S/12900? The South African régime carefully 
published that statement in the same document as con- 
tained the joint statement on Namibia of the South African 
Government and the five Western Powers. The special 
significance of that action could hardly cscape the notice of 
anyone, and it clearly establishes the true intentions of the 
Pretoria Govcrnment. In his statement, flJl1 of distortions 
and misrepresentations, Mr. Botha showered SWAPO with 
accusations, claiming that, should SWAPO corne to power, 
it would be detrimental to southern Africa and the free 
world. That statement simply means that South Africa bas 
no intention whatsoever of withdrawing from Namibia or 
conducting free and just elections. It is fully convinced that 
SWAPO, which enjoys the overwhelming support of the 
people of Namibia, as well as that of the international 
community, Will win the elections with a sweeping J-J~* 
jority; that is why South Africa is levelling SUC~ pre- 
posterous and untrue accusations. 

16. The international community, including the fïve West- 
ern Powers themselves, bas been witness to the flexibility 

1 LegaI Consequences for States of ihe Continued Fresence of 
South Africa in Namibia (South West Africa) notwithstanding 
Security Coumil Resolution 276 (19701, Advisory Opinion, I.C.J. 
Reports 1971, 1). 16. 

2 



and co-operation S~OWII by SWAPO in all the efforts 
exerted to achieve a peaceful settlement in Namibia. It has 
even gone to the extent Of offering enormous concessions, 
by accepting the plan of the fivc Western Powcrs, adopted 
by the Security Council in its resolution 43 l (lg78), 
despite somc negative clements it containcd. That resolu- 
tien also found a response in many international forums, 
including the African Summit Conference held at 
Khartoum last July and the Conference of Ministers for 
Foreign Affairs of Non-Aligned Countries which met at 
Belgrade during the same month. That leaves South Africa 
with the decision to abide by what it committed itself to 
when it announced its acceptance of the Western plan. It is 
worthwh& stating here that Pretoria was not acting in 
good fait11 when it announcedits acceptance of the Western 
plan. It pretended to accept the plan in the expectation 
that it would be rejected by SWAPO. That, Pretoria 
believed, would cast it in the role of the flexible party while 
SWAPO would appear as the intransigent one. When 
SWAPO declared its acceptance of the plan, Pretoria found 
itself in a dilemma. It sought excuses and pretexts for 
hacking out, since it had already made a11 preparations to 
carry out its own plan in the Territory. This plan provides 
for the holding of unilateral elections that would result in 
the bringing to power of a puppet government to guarantee 
South Africa’s continued domination. We bave no doubt 
that SUC~ a puppet govcrnment would immediately pro- 
claim the unilateral independence of Namibia and ask the 
international community, including the United Nations, to 
keep their hands off the Territory. 

17. Will the Western Powers bear the responsibility for this 
crime which is about to be committed in Namibia and for 
its consequences? Will they content themselves with the 
statement they made that the outcome of such unilateral 
elections would be regarded as nu11 a.nd void? Do we have 
t0 await thc result of the test of Pretoria’s intentions? 

18. It is timc for us to ask the five Western Powers 
unequivocally to declare their position on these develop- 
ments. We shoulcl like to know specifïcally what they Will 
do if the Pretoria Government should insist on holding in 
Namibia unilateral elections that would result in the 
creation of a leadership that would proclaim the indepen- 
dence of Namibia in the mariner to which we have referred. 
We also want to know very clearly whether the five Powers 
recognize SWAPO as the sole legitimate representative of 
thc people of Namibia. We sincerely hope to receive from 
the five Powers a clear and categorical answer-and the 
sooner the bettcr. 

19. We cannot afford to await the outcome of these 
developments. We bave to take a clear-tut position before it 
is too 1ate. WC should learn a lesson from what is happening 
now in Southern Rhodesia. The racist régime of Ian Smith 
proclaimed the so-called interna1 settlement last March. The 
international community, including most of the five West- 
ern Powers, denounced that settlement. That did net, 
however, avert the present massacres involving thousands of 
innocents in Zimbabwe. The same tragedy is about to be 
repcated in Namibia. Unless the Security Counci1 takes 
prompt action together with the five Powers which cari 
influence Pretoria, there wilI be an outbreak of b1oody 

conflict With grave consequences that Will directly threaten 
international peace and security. 

20. The only option left to us is to compe1 sout11 Africa 
to respect the Will of the international commünity, the 
Unitcd Nations and Security Counci1 resolutions. In our 
view that could be achieved only by enforcing the 
Provisions of Chapter VII of the Charter. ‘fhe African 
countries and the international community, now more than 
at anY other time, insist on the necessity of this action. 
There is no time for hesitation. Nor is there time for testing 
the intentions of the racist régime. Otherwisc we shall be 
overtaken by events and have a catastrophe on our hands. 

21. Egypt Will consistently support the struggle of the 
peop1e of Namibia led by SWAPO, its sole and authentic 
representative. It Will also continue to support the struggle 
of a11 liberation movements in southern Africa. Equally, jt 
wi11 remain convinced of the possibility of settling inter- 
national disputes by peaceful means. Guided by this 
concept, my country has offered to contribute to the 
implementation of resolution 431 (1978), and we have 
formally informed the Secretary-General of our decision in 
this respect. 

22. We have no doubt that the efforts exerted by the 
United Nations, other sincere efforts and the Security 
Council’s persistence in shouldering its responsibility Will 
ultimately lead to the triumph of the Will of the African 
pcople in Namibia, Zimbabwe and South Africa. 

23. The PRESIDENT (interpretntion frorn French): The 
next speaker is the representative of Ghana. 1 invite him to 
take a place at the Council table and to make bis statement. 

24. Mr. BOATEN (Ghana): Mr. President, in the first place 
1 should like to thank you and the other members of the 
Council for allowing me to participate in this debate. It is 
gratifying to see you, a son of Africa, preside over this 
crucial meeting of the Council. 

25. The Government of Ghana is as committed today as it 
has ever been to the proposition-the dictum of its first 
President-that the independence of Ghana is meaningless 
unless it is linked with the total liberation of Africa. We 
bave asked to participate in this debate because of oui 
conviction that that process of liberation has most unwar- 
rantedly been checked and has been placed in jeopardy at a 

‘crucial point once again by the seemingly inexhaustible 
trickery, by the. sinister scheming of the Pretoria régime. 

26. Namibia must be free. But is its freedom to be ofthe 
genuine kind which the United Nations, as the successor of 
the bague of Nations, must ensure in the discharge of its 
sacred trust, or is it to be a travesty and a farce such as we 
sec in bantustans, a puppet show manipulated by the 
ap&teid régime for the protection of its Namibian pro fi ts 
and its access to Namibian uranium? 

27. At this juncture the question must also arise whether 
the United Nations will ever be enabled to assert and 
enforce its authority in what until its genuine independence 
is and must remain, legally, a United Nations Territory, or 
whether the apartheid régime will be enabled to vitiate our 
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efforts for us long as it chooses by merely pretending to 
ncgotiate until that not-far-distant day when it will choose 
to end the wholc tragicomedy by means of a nuclear 
stalemate. This debate may well hold the answers to these 
questions. 

28. We a11 know that the present crisis has been pre- 
cipitated by the Pretoria régime’s decision to proceed 
unilaterally with eiections which it now calls interna1 after 
psetending for 15 months to negotiate on elections under 
United Nations supervision and control, as required by 
resolutions 366 (1974) and 385 (1976), and after making a 
feint of accepting a scheme for such elections proposed by 
the t’ive Western members of the Council. The internai 
elections werc intended, of course, and still are intended to 
be held outside United Nations supervision and control. 

29. The Security Council adopted resolution 435 (1978), 
thus adopting the plan apparently accepted by the Pretoria 
régime and approving the Secretary-Ceneral’s proposals for 
its implementation submitted at the Council’s request. The 
resolution is but the most recent of a whole series of 
resolutions whereby thc Council, ever since 1969, has called 
on the apartheid régime to carry out the immediate 
withdrawal of its illegal administration from Namibia, 
declare its acceptance of the decisions of the United 
Nations and the advjsory opinion of the International Court 
of Justice on Namibia, transfer powcr to the people of that 
Territory with the assistance of the United Nations after 
holding free elections under United Nations supervision and 
control, or else face the possibility, by given deadlines, of 
appropriate action under the Charter. By resolution 
435 (1978), the Council reaffirms those demands by 
recalling its predecessors, draws attention to the need for 
elections that are not only free but fair, under United 
Nations supervision and control, declares nu11 and void a11 
unilateral measurcs relating to the electoral process and all 
unilateral transfers of power, calls on the Pretoria régime to 
co-operate forthwith with the Secretary-General in the 
implementation of the entire resolution, including, of 
course, the adopted plan and proposals for its implementa- 
tion, and requests the Secretary-General to report on that 
by the given deadtine, 23 October 1978. 

30. The Secretary-General duly made his report on 21 
October [S/I29031 and, on the subject of South Africa’s 
co-operation, made mention of the efforts of the five 
Western members to persuade the régime to comply with 
the terms of thc resolution. lndeed, the results of those 
efforts are available, in part, for our examination in 
document S/12900. But the real task before the Council 
today, at least in our view, is not SO much to examine 
that particular clocument as to determine from the evidence 
contained in it and available from any other source whether 
the Pretoria régime has taken the action it should bave 
taken and discontinued the action it should have dis- 
continued in order to meet the requirements of resolution 
435 (1978) and its precursors; and, if it has net, what 
measures should be taken to make i t do SO. 

31. l t scems clear enough from thc cvidence before us that 
the upartheid régime has not only failed SO far, to take the 
action required under resolution 435 (1978) but has em- 
barked upon and is still insisting on a course of action that 

is irreconcilable with it, as suggested in the joint statement, 
and SO in a senâe already violates it. What is infïnitely 
worse, however, is that this course of action, the interna1 
elections, if not checked would create an entirely new 
political and military situation which would abort the 
entire plan and the entire resolution, and pose a grave 
threat to international peace and stability. 

32” This will, we hope, become clearer as we go along. But 
first permit me to point out that the Pretoria régime does 
not appear to accept even the requirement of United 
Nations control, as distinct from mere supervision, of the 
elections. In paragraph 3 of the joint statcment issued on 
19 October by the Pretoria regime and the five Western 
Fore@ Ministers it is suggested that Mr. Ahtisaari should 
proceed to hold discussions with the so-called Admin- 
istrator-General to work out the modalities of the proposed 
elections under United Nations supervision only. But 
resolution 435 (1978) and a11 the other relevant decisions 
of the Security Council invariably speak of United Nations 
supervision and control. 1s the deviation from that standard 
formula due to objections by Pretoria and the acquiescence 
of the Five? Whatever the clarification, the Pretoria regime 
has yet to show any evidence, by word or deed, of any 
unequivocal acceptance of elections controlled and super- 
vised by the United Nations; nor has it ever made a clear 
declaration of its acceptance of the decisions of the 
Security Council or of the advisory opinion of the 
International Court of Justice on Namibia, as required by 
resolution 385 (1976) and recalled in resolution 
435 (1978). On that Count, it has definitely failed SO far to 
satisfy the requirements of those resolutions. lndeed, in 
some ways a most disturbing retrogression from positions 
already reached appears to have taken place. 

33. But we mahtain that the principal violation of 
resolution 435 (1978) and its precursors, the principal 
source of the crisis we now face, is the decision to proceed 
unilatcrally with elections on the pretext that they are 
merely an interna1 process despite which the plan approved 
and established through the resolution may very we11 60 on, 
for the plan is neither clearly accepted nor clearly rejected. 
In resolution 435 (1978), of course, the Council warned 
that any such unilateral act with respect to the electoral 
process would be nul1 and void; and thc warning, on the 
evidence before us, was repeatcd by the Western Forci@ 
Ministers. But this is hardly a new element in the situation. 
The International Court of Justice by its advisory opinion, 
and the Security Council by its decisions, determined long 
ago that subsequent to the valid termination of its Mandate 
South Africa’s presence in Namibia was illegal, and all its 
acts there were illegal and invalid. And its acts would 
certainly include its political creation, the body elected by 
the unilateral decision of the Pretoria régime. 

34. l-lowever, it is not enough to point to the obvious 
illegality of that body’s status and withhold recognition but 
then tolerate its existence and allow its effccts-for it does 
have certain effects which are not neutralized whether or 
not we cal1 it legal, whether we choose to recognize or 
ignore its existence. A body SO elected Will certainly use its 
position to perpetuate its own existence by whatever meahs 
it is allowed at the expense of its rivals; and to introduce an 
additional factor prejudicial to the fair elections envisaged 
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by resolution 43.5 (1978) is certainly an act in violation of 
&e resolution and irreconcilable with the aims of the plan, 
ytlc t\vo cannot coexist: one of them must go, and it must 
t)e the “internai” elcctions, not the Plan. But even that does 
not seem to us to be the most alarming or dangerous 
consequencc of tolerating the existence of a new, uni- 
laterally elccted, illegal Turnhalle-type body. 

35, In the joint statement, the apartheid régime has said 
that it will use its best efforts to persuade the body elected 
by the unilateral interna1 proccss “to consider ways and 
means of achieving international recognition through the 
good offices of the Special Representative and .the Admin- 
istratorGenera1” /S/lZ’OO, arzrlex 11, para. 4J. Does that 
net mean that they have the option and may decide, if they 
SO choose, not to seek international recognition through an 
internationally acceptable solution? 

36, In this regard the declared intentions of the aparrheid 
régime are truly revealing. In its reply to the Five on 
6 October, the régime wrote: 

“A11 options Will be open to the elected representatives 
and they Will, therefore, also be frce to recommend 
acceptance of the Secretary-General’s report. South 
Africa Will, a1 that timc, point out to them the various 
alternatives ancl their likely consequences, both internally 
and extcrnally. South Africa Will also again bring to their 
attention the views of thc Five in regard to the 
requirements for international recognition of an indepen- 
dent South West Africa.” [IUirl., annex I./ 

The language is significant They Will also be free to 
recommend acceptance of the Secretary-Çeneral’s report, 
among a numbcr of alternatives with external as well as 
interna1 consetlucnces; and they Will, of course, also be fret 
to prefer any one of those other alternatives. What other 
alternatives then does the apartheid régime intend to offer 
them? 

37 According to Mr. Vorster, speaking on 20 September 
OZI the decision of the apartheid Cabinet to hold unilateral 
elcctions, ail options were to remain open: to accept or not 
tu accept the Secrctary-General’s report; to implement or 
net to implement the proposals of the Five; to draw up 
their own constitution, or to postpone it. Drawing up a 
constitution for Namibia is of course tantamount to the 
outright rejection of the whole plan the aim of which is to 
create a freely and fairly elected constituent assembly. 
After enumerating thc options just mentioned, Mr Vorster 
is reported to have added revealingly: “They Will, of course, 
also be free to express themselves on numerous other 
matters.” /S/12853, annex.J Those are signlficant words. 
Which “other matters”? Do they include an interna1 
settlement, a unilateral declaration of independence SLIS- 

taincd by the guns and sanctions-breaking of the apartltcid 
régime? What would prevent a Turnhalle II body domi- 
nated or vetoed by thc National Party and the Democratic 
Turnhalle Alliance, teleguided by Pretoria, from resuming 
or provoking hostilities with delaying indefïnitely by thal 
ruse thc withdrawal of apartheid forces and, therefore, 
thc implementation of the plan and then resorting to a 
sham election and a unilateral declaration of independence 
under the protection of apartheid guns? Do we have an 

assurance worth the paper it is written on that sucb an 
option would be closed to them by the apartheid régirne? 
What we do bave now from that quarter is a categorical 
declaration that any outbreak of hostilities would delay 
hdefinitely the withclrawal of their forces but certahly net 
the date of elections. 

38. If the Turnhalle II group were to make such a defiant 
choice, backed by the notoriously defiant Pretoria régime, 
What courses of action would remain open to the Security 
Counci1? TO cal1 it nul1 and void and to condemn it? That 
would be welcome enough but neither very new nor very 
helpful. TO try to reassert United Nations authority by 
introducing the United Nations Transition Assistance 
Croup (UNTAC) by force under Article 42 of the Charter’? 
Not likely before every resource under Article 41 is tried. 
TO impose sanctions under Article 41, then, on a United 
Nations Territory, even as Britain has caused sanctions to 
be imposed on its,colony? Those would be breached and 
rendered ineffective by and through South Africa. SO what 
then? TO impose sanctions on South Africa itself as the 
only practical and effective course left? But when? 1s it to 
be attempted as a remedy after the situation has de. 
teriorated to the point where a truly Rhodesian-type 
situation is in full swing? Or should it be used as a measure 
to prevent that? We are on the side of prevention. 

39, Thc Pretoria régime, in its fourth and fïfth such 
manoeuvres pretended to negotiate in order to stave off the 
sanctions threatening under resolution 385 (1976) It nego- 
tiated for a situation in which it could-to put it in plain 
English-rig the Namibian elections in favour of its puppets, 
United Nations or no United Nations. That does not seem 
to be succeeding. Its next manoeuvre is to make a show of 
riegotiating a withdrawal of its illegal administration in 
accordance with resolutions 385 (1976) and 435 (1978), 
but in rcality to reintroduce into the Territory those same 
puppets who, whether recognized by us or not, have been 
given the motive for and the option and means of 
sabotaging thc implementation of both resolutions and 
indeed creating a breach of the peace in defiance of the 
United Nations 

40. TO set up a body which may checkmate, as it were, 
rcsolution 43.5 (1978) is to defy that resolution, and that 
ca1ls for appropriate measures under the Charter, as so 
often warned about in the past but, alas, with no Follow-up 
action TO set up a body which is given the motive for and 
the option and means of commtting a breach of the peace 
in the Rhodesian mariner is to create a situation that 
thrcatens international peace and stability. And that calls 
for urgent preventive measures. 

41. Negotiation has repeatedly failed to end the intransi- 
gence and endless trickery of Vorster, SO let action be taken 
at long last. Thcrefore we cal1 For action under Chapter V11 
of the Charter at the present stage to PreVent the 
unilatcrally arranged clections threatened in Namibia, to 
Frustrate the new version of Turf-halle and to stop Namibia 
going the way of Rhodesia. 

42 Tlle 1~l~ESIDENT (interpretatio~z ficH?z h?wh]: ?‘hC 
next speaker is thc Minister for Forci@ Affairs of Ban- 
gladesll 1 welcome him and invite him to take a place at the 
Council table and to make his statement. 



43. Mr. HUQ (Bangladesh): Allow me at thc outset to 
express my delegation’s sincere appreciation of this op- 
portunity to address the Security Council during its current 
deliberations on the situation in Namibia. 1 should like also 
to congratulate you most warmly, Mr. President, on your 
assumption of the presidency on the occasion of this 
meeting, which has a profound bearing on the destiny of 
the peopte of Namibia. 1 am confident that under your wise 
guidance the Councit Will be fruitful in finding a just, 
speedy and effective way of ensuring the fulfilment of the 
aspirations of the Namibian people. 

44. Bangladesh has consistentty and categorically declared 
what we consider to be the irrefutable premises governing 
the transition to a sovereign independent Namibia. These 
are: First, that South Africa’s armed occupation and 
prcsence in Namibia is illegal and constitutes aggreSSiOn 
against the pcople of the Territory and the United Nations, 
its legal Aclministering Authority, and that South Africa’s 
continued presence remains a potent threat to peace and 
security; secondly, that independence in Namibia must be 
achievcd without concessions on the basic principles em- 
bodied in the resolutions of the United Nations, par- 
ticularly Security Council resolution 385 (1976); thirdly, 
that the United Nations recognizes the speciat position of 
SWAPO as the sole and authcntic representative of the 
Namibian people and supports its commitment to end the 
illegal South African occupation by any means, including 
the armed liberation struggle of SWAPO, if necessary; 
fïnally, that no initiative on or solution of the Namibian 
question cari be recognized, nor the probtem resolved, 
outside the framework of the United Nations. 

45. In sum, Bangladesh believes that the cardinal ob- 
jectives governing a just and lasting solution for Namibia 
rcquirc the immediate withdrawat from the Territory of the 
illegal administering and military presence of South Africa, 
and the ushering in of independence in Namibia on the 
basis of genuine elections under the supervision and control 
of the United Nations. Thus means that every Namibian 
voter must be enabled to cast bis ballot free from coercion 
or intimidation and that atl politicat prisoners must be 
unconditionally released and all exiles permitted to return 
under conditions that Will enable them to participate fully 
in the campaign preceding the elections. It also requires 
that South Africa should cesse forthwith a]] actions 
designed to undermine the unity and territorial integrity of 
Namibia. 

46. During the last few months, expectations had been 
raised that Namibia would soon indeed become a sovereign 
independent State. Such a position was reached as a result 
of three powerful forces. The first was the relentless war of 
tiberation launched by SWAPO in 1966 as the only 
remaining alternative to ineffectuat peaceful struggte. 
Despite tremendous odds, the tenacity, fortitude and 
courage of the Namibian patriots resutted in significant 
success, enough indeed to compel Pretoria to move towards 
the acceptance of resolution 385 (1976). The second was 
the consistent pressure imposed on South Africa by the 
overwhelming majority of the international community led 
by the Organization of African Unity in the vanguard of the 
non-aligned nations. This, ultimately, was to push the 
Security Council to commit itself to a Namibian solution 

througll the adoption of resolution 385 (1976). The con. 
tribution of the United Nations Councit for Namibia in this 
process cannot be over-emphasized. The third important 
force was tlie valuable role of the five Western members of 
the Security Council who applied their considerable indi- 
vidua] and collective weight on South Africa for negotiating 
practical arrangements to implement the main substance of 
resolution 385 (1976) 

47. On the basis of the Western plan, the Secretary- 
General submitted a comprehcnsive report on the imple- 
mentation of the proposa1 of the Five /S/12827/. This 
report was approved and adopted by the Security Counci] 
in its resolution 435 (1978). We take this opportunity to 
record Bangladesh’s endorsement of this resolution and also 
our forma] tribute in appreciation of the work done by the 
Secretary-General and his Specia] Reprcsentative. 

48 Resolution 435 (1978) expressly welcomes SWAPO’s 
preparedness “to co-operate in the implcmentation of the 
Secretary-Generat’s report, inctuding its readiness to sign and 
observe the cesse-fïre provisions”. That it did SO was only 
right and proper, for it underlincs the unprccedentcd 
concessions accedcd to by SWAPO under the persuasion of 
leading African nations. T~US SWAPO agreed, inter dia, to 
the retainment in Namibia of a residual South African force 
of 1,500 troops, even though rcsolution 385 (1976) called 
for total withdrawat of its military presence. Futhermore, 
SWAPO accepted the Secretary-General’s proposa1 that the 
primary responsibility for maintaining law and order in 
Namibia during the transition period would rest with the 
South African police as at present. Finally, SWAPO 
accepted an extremely circumscribed and dituted resolution 
on the future of Walvis Day. 

49. These concessions assume particular relevancc in the 
face of the objective realities of the situation actually 
obtaining within Namibia. South Africa continues to 
maintain an iron hotd through a mititary force approaching 
60,000 men. Evidence of South Africa’s ilt-conceated 
efforts to develop its nuctcar potcntial is now wetl recorded 
and exposed. Past history in the Territory has been replete 
with a11 the itls that characterize classical colonialism with 
the heartless brutality inhercnt in the repressive régime of 

apartheid. There is tittle expectation or evictence that there 
has been an abatement in the manifestation of this 
abhorrent policy. On the contrary, the process of harass- 
ment, intimidation and subjugation continues to escalate 
through arbitrary mass arrcsts, torture, detention and 
imprisonment of SWAPO sympathizers and the growing use 
of local mercenaries frorn tribal armies ancl crgenfs provoc~- 

teurs The logical extension of this policy has seen an 
organized and systematic fragmentation of the Territory 
along ethnie and racial lines exemplifïcd by the contrivance 
of bantustanization. South Africa’s brutality lias even 
extended to genocidal attacks on haplcss anct uprooted 
Namibian refugees, harried and pursued by aerial bombard- 
ment and paratroop units into the ncighbouring States of 
Angola and Zambia, thereby violating the tcrritoria] in- 
tegrity of these sovercign States. 

50 The existing environment in Namibia serves uy- 
deniabty to demonstrate the true extent of SWAPOs 
co.operation and flexibility in accepting the Western plan 
and the Secretary-Cenerat’s proposed implementation plan. 
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51. At the last Security Counci] debate in September, and 
during the current debate, many members, as wel] as the 
Presjdent of SWAPO, highlighted the dual strategy with 
which South Africa seeks to undermine the current Western 
initiative, a strategy whose prime objective, by whatever 
means possible, was to excludc and negate SWAPO’s role in 
the future of Namibia on the one hand, and on the other 
through a varicty of subterfuges and propaganda to project 
South Africa in a positive light as having made substantial 
concessions 

52. The stage for the current Council consideration of 
Namibia must be viewcd against this historical background. 
The take-off point arises spccifically from South Africa’s 
blatant announcement on 20 Septcmber 1978 that it Will 
hold elections in Namibia unilaterally, without United 
Nations supervision, in December this year. This decision is 
the latest in a stries of premeditated measures taken by 
South Africa 10 compromise and circumvent any plan not 
of its own making on the future of Namibia. 

53. My Government views with serious concern the joint 
statement issued by the Fore@ Ministers of the Western 
Five and the South African Government (S/12900, annex 
II]. The statcment conveys the impression that South 
Africa’s position as stated therein Will fïnd reflection in the 
final implementation of the Western plan. In that event, the 
joint statement would go far beyond the already substantia] 
concessions made by SWAPO in the original plan, namely 
that the functions of lhe existing racist police forces would 
not be affected by the deployment of UNTAG civilian 
personnel for police-monitoring responsibilities envisaged 
by the Secretary-General, and that the principle of “fair 
consultation” would be maintained even on the composition 
and actual size of the military contingent, thus implicitly 
allowing South Africa, at any stage, to delay matters. 

54. What is most disquieting is the lack of agreement over 
the fixing of a firm date for the elections and the essential 
prerequisites governing the start of officiai campaigning. 
This assumes an ominous significance when we consider the 
inclusion in the joint statemcnt of South Africa’s plan to 
continue its unilateral December elections for “interna] 
leadership”, as they cal1 it, with a view to achieving 
international recognition for such leadership through the 
good offices of the Secretary-Ceneral’s Special Repre- 
sentative and the South African Administrator-General. 
Add to this South Africa’s conditions governing future 
troop reductions, and the prospects of genuine indepedb 
dencc in Namibia become more bleak and remote than ever. 

55. The Western Five categorically stated that they saw no 
way of reconciling such elections with the proposai they 
had put forward and that, in relation to the electora] 
process to be instituted by the United Nations, “any such 
unilateral measures . , . Will be regarded as nul1 and void” 
[ibid., para. 51. Nevertheless, the question arises whether in 
the very act of issuing of the joint statement there is a tacit 
acknowledgement that there Will indeed be two sets of 
elcctions. 

56. Bangladesh believes that the daubts that bave been 
expressed over the joint statement and its interpretation 
have caused a serious break in the momentum towards 

independence in Namibia.. Acceptance of Saut]1 Africa’s 
stance, even by implication, would be tantamount to 
aPPeaSement particularly in the face of the already sub- 
Stantia] concessions accorded to South Africa. 

57. The time has now corne for forthright action. South 
Afnca must be made ta perceive that it cannot any longer 
tax the patience of the international community with 
further pretexts for delaying the process of the attainment 
Of genuine independence in Namibia. It must be made 
CrYstal clear that any unilateral attempt by South Africa to 
pursue a so-called interna] solution without the participa- 
tion Of a]] the parties involved is totally unacceptable to the 
international community and Will be unequivocally con- 
demned. In our opinion, the Secretary-General’s imple- 
mention plan, as already backed and rendered man- 
datory by the accord of the Security Council, should tic 
treated as the basis for ihe transfer of power to the 
Namibian people. Failure on the part of South Africa to 
co-operate in its implementation and vacate Namibia would 
justifiably warrant the imposition of measures under 
Chapter VII of the Charter. Bangladesh believes that any 
further delay in finding a just and speedy solution to the 
deepening crisis in Namibia, Zimbabwe and Azania poses a 
serious threat to global peace and security. 

58. The PRESIDENT (interpretation fion? French): The 
next speaker is the represetitative of Somalia. 1 invite him 
to take a place at the Cour&1 table and to make his 
statement. 

59. Mr. HUSSEN (Somalis): Mr. President, I wish to thank 
you and the other members of the Council for having 
afforded my delegation the opportunity to express my 
Government’s views on the matter before the Council. 

60. As this is the first time 1 have addressed the Council 
this month, permit me at the outset, on behalf of my 
delegation, to extend our warmest congratulations to you 
on your assumption of the high office of the presidency. 
There is no doubt in my mind that during your tenure the 
work of the Council Will be both fruitful and successful. It 
is indeed gratifying to my delegation that you are presiding 
over this momentous meeting of the Council when the 
question of Namibia is on the agenda. 

61. 1 would also express my delegation’s appreciation and 
admiration to your predecessor, Ambassador Leprette of 
France, for the skilful mariner in which he conducted the 
business of the Council for the month of October. 

62. The Security Council is now entering a crucial phase 
of the implementation of its resolutions 385 (1976), 
431 (1978) and 435 (1978), which seek to bring about the 
genuine and full independence of Narnibia on the basis of 
free and fair elections under the supervision and control of 
the United Nations. 

63. We have asked to be allowed to participate in the 
debate in order to express the deep sense of frustratian, and 
j&xd of outrage, felt by my Govemment al the fact that, 
after 33 successive years of United Nations efforts to free 
the Namibian people from oppression, the Organization iS 

sti]] being hampered in this task by the intransigence of the 
racist régime in South Africa. 
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64. The 12 years that have passed since the United 
Nations assumed direct responsibility for Namibia have 
been particularly bitter ones for the Namibian people, as 
time after time their trust in the effectiveness of the 
Organization has been betrayed. During this period they 
have courageously assumed the main responsibility for 
bringing pressure to bear on South Africa, through armed 
stuggle, under the leadership of SWAPO, theic liberation 
movement and their authentic representative. Their struggle 
has been remarkably successful, in spite of the fact that 
they were faced with overwhelming odds in the form of 
South Af&a’s vast military machine and its extensive 
economic links and resources. 

65. Today, when the fate of the Namibian peoplc hangs in 
the balance and when yet another crossroads in Namibian 
affairs has been reached, the Security Council must not fail 
to take action commensurate with its responsibilities 
towards the Namibian people, which Will ensure for them 
the enjoyment of their inalienable rights. The present 
Namibian crisis, like others in the past, stems from South 
Africa’s continued defiance of the authority of the United 
Nations. The situation is particularly disappointing because 
only a short time ago it seemed, from the assurances given 
to us by the Western Five, that a peaceful settlement of this 
long-standing threat to regional and international peace 
would be achieved. 

66. The adoption of resolution 385 (1976) set in motion a 
promising train of events which included the formulation of 
the initiative of the five Western Powers on the Council, the 
acceptance of their plan for Namibian independence by 
SWAPO and the Pretoria régime, the issuance of the 
thoroughly professional and well-reasoned report of the 
Secretary-General on the modalities for implementing the 
plan, and the endorsement of that report by the Council. 
Of particular importance was the acceptance of the report 
by SWAPO, in spite of that organization’s legitimate 
reservations in cases where internationally accepted’ ele- 
ments of a Namibian settlement seemed endangered. 

67. SWAPO’s reservations were rightly based on the role 
envisaged by the Pretoria régime in the independence 
process in Namibia. The ambiguity of the relationship 
between the role of the Secretary-General’s representative 
and that of the Administrator-General, unilaterally ap- 
pointed by South Africa, could not be overlooked, Nor 
could there be indifference to the process of voter 
registration, accompanied by fraud and intimidation, and 
again, unilatcrally undertaken by the Pretoria régime in 
violation of the principle of United Nations supervision and 
control of the election process. 

68. SWAPO’s acceptance of the indcpendence plan in spite 
of its flaws provided compclling evidence of its statesman- 
like determination to explore all avenues of pcaceful change 
and to show the maximum amount of flexibility com- 
patible with the true intcrests of thc Namibian peoplc. 
Further evidence of SWAPO’s moderate and responsible 
attiludc was its proposa1 for an officia1 cesse-fire agreement 
wl-tich it would sign either separately or jointly with the 
Secretary-General, Somalia, along with other African 
States, welcomed this constructive attitude. It demon- 
strated that the main concern was ta pursue a course of 

action which would be both objective and realistic and 
which had as its sole purpose the well-being of the 
Namibian people. 

69. Unfortunately, the grave doubts of many African 
States, including my own country, about South Africa’s 
good faith have now proved to be justifiecl. We suspe~~cled 
judgement against South Africa temporarily in a bid to give 
the Western proposa1 the benefit of the doubt, hoping that 
it would lead to a peaceful settlement. Howcver, we could 
not help being troubled by the fact that, even wbile the 
initiative of the Eve Western States was being pursued, 
Soutb Africa was still applying oppressive and discrimina- 
tory laws and practices. Far from releasing political 
prisoners and creating a climate necessary for free political 
expression, it was intensifying its campaign of repression 
against SWAPO and its supporters. Far Rom preparing to 
withdraw its military presence, it was building up its armed 
forces and armaments in Namibia and arming divisivc 
groups, in order to intimidate and, where possible, to 
liquidate SWAPO. Furthermore, as the Council is well 
aware, it continued to use Namibia as a base for launching 
acts of aggression against neighbouring African States. The 
savage attacks on unarmed refugees at Kassinga in Angola 
clearly illustrated the continuing threat to peace pres+ed 
by the Pretoria régime and its racist policies. If thcsc 
matters were not sufficient cause for alarm, the decision of 
the Pretoria régime to annex Walvis Bay, an integral part of 
Namibia, shows its flagrant disregard for the unity and 
territorial integrity of thc Territory and ils obvious resolve 
to retain control by cstablishing an economic &angl&o]d 

over an independent Namibia. 

70. South Africa’s trumped-up charge that the Secretary- 
Ceneral’s implementation plan wcnt beyond thc original 
agreement was clearly dismissed by thc Sccretary-General’s 
explanation of 29 Septcmber before the Council /2087th 
meeting/. My Government fully supports the stand of the 
Secretary-General. Such issues as the size ancl finictions of 
UNTAC and of the proposed police component, as well as 
thosc of consultation and of the date of elcctions, wcrc 
shown to be logically foundcd on thc clccisions alrcady 
macle and capable of resolution on the basis of good failli. 
In particular, the readjusted election schcdulc was S~OWII to 
be essential for the proper assumption by the United 
Nations of its responsibility for the supervision and control 
of the election process. The ncw timc schedule is, of course, 
necessary for establishing a free political clirnate, fol 
allowing the retum of political cxilcs, to givc all parties 
time to organize their political campaigns, and for carrying 
out a new and impartial registration of voters. 

71. The Botha r&ime has not acccpted thc implementa~ 
tion plan which was approved by the membcrs of thc 
Security Council, including, significantly, the five Wcstcrn 
Powers. Its declaration of intent to proceed in unscemly 
haste witb its own elections on t! Dccembcr must thercfore 
bc taken as a rejection of the plan and as opcn defiance of 
the Unitcd Nations. 

72. One CIUI~O~ Ilelp noting the striking sirnilarity betwcel) 
the Salisbury and the Pretoria rdgirncs as tltey twist a& 
turn in thcir attempts to continue their oppressive control 
of Zimbabwe and Namibia rcspcctively, and as tllcy 
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attempt to impose interna1 settlements through political 
trickery and the manipulation of susceptible elements. The 
international community WMI has rejected the interna1 
settlement of the illegal Ian Smith régime must vigorously 
reject the current attempt of the Botha régime to impose an 
interna1 settlement jn Narnibia. We must resist the creation 
of a puppet governrnent through which South Africa cari 
continue to control Namibia and its rich rcsources. The 
alternative would be to allow the Territory to become 
another banfustan or another version of Ian Smith’s 
hfamous unilateral declaration of independence in 1965. 

73. The question is whether it is still possible to salvage 
the Western initiative without prejudice to the true interests 
of the Namibian people or to the principles which were 
internationally approved for the solution of the Namibian 
problem in resolutions 385 (1976) and 435 (1978). 

74. My delegation must express disappointment at the fact 
that the fïve Western Powers, in their joint statement on the 
most recent talks with the South African Government, have 
resigned themselves to a process which includes the strong 
probability that South Africa Will install a puppet régime in 
Namibia. Our suspicions about the proposed December 
elections have not been allayed by the statement of the fïve 
Western members that they would consider them to bc 
“nul1 and void”. What Will happen if the South African 
régime reports after the December elections that it has 
failed to persuade the so-callecl elected rcpresentatives to 
co-operate with the United Nations? That and many other 
questions remain to be answered. The five Western mem- 
bers should have used their undoubted leverage with South 
Africa to head off that attempt at creating a fait accompli. 
Certainly, they must not retrcat now from thc position 
they adopted during the ScPtember debate which resulted 
in the adoption of resolution 435 (1978), which approved 
tlie Secretary-General’s report, It is pertinent to recall that 
the Secretary of State for Foreign and Commonwealth 
Affairs of the United Kingdom, for example, said in that 
debatc that South African reactions to the Secretary- 
General’s report would show whether the concerns ex- 
pressed were genuine or mercly excuses made to avoid the 
unpalatable 4 fact of a free choice for a11 the people in 
Namibia. Mr. Owen also had this to say: 

“the South African Government must face up to the 
question of whether it genuinely wants an internationafly 
acceptable solution for Namibia or is really seeking 
pretexts for imposing the interna1 solution” [ibid., 

mm SO/. 

He went on to say: 

“My Government’s approach, if the Security Council 
needs to meet at the end of Octobcr, Will be governed by 
the attitude displaycd by the new South African Govern- 
ment over the next few weeks. We are issuing no threats, 
but they should not underestimate the gravity of the 
situation that could arise if there were no solution in sight 
sud we met hcre in the Council again.” [Ibid., pura. 81./ 

7.!5> 1 shall refrain from citing other pertinent statcmcnts 
made by the representatives of the five Western Govern- 
ments since they were aIl in the samc vein and bave bcen 
quoted by speakers who preceded me. 

76. The attitude of the South African régime over the past 
few weeks bas been one of stringent intransigence. As long 
as that r&$.me PerSiStS in its present course there wdl be no 
solution in sight. Should South Africa persist in holding its 
so-called elections in the Territory, the least that the United 
Nations cari do is to ensure that it Will net become a 
wltness to illegal procedures. For that reason, we beljeve 
that any United Nations officia1 who might be in the 
Territory should be withdrawn well before that date, 
Notkng should be done that could embarrass the United 
Nations or allow it to be cven remotely connected with the 
exercise. 

77. MY Govemment befieves that the time bas corne when 
the Security Council must take resolute action against the 
South African régime in line with the requirements of the 
Present situation. It should no longer tolerate the defiance 
and contempt which that régime has displayed regarding 
Council decisions. If South Africa is not prepared to offer 
its co-operation’ in the implementation of resolutions 
385 (1976) and 435 (1978), then the international com- 
munity must be prepared to proceed with a course of 
action strong cnough to induce South Africa to abide by 
those decisions. My delegation has in mind the imposition of 
comprehensive economic sanctions, including an oil em. 
bargo. 

78. The long struggle for Namibia’s independence has been 
waged in international forums and, what is of even greater 
significance, it has been carried on at the cost of the lives of 
Namibian freedom fighters. That struggle must not be 
undermined yet again by the working of special interests. 

79. In 1966, whcn thc question of Namibia came before 
the General Assembly, the Somali delegation warned that 
South Africa’s intransigence over Namibia, which thrcat- 
ened regional and international Peace and security, could be 
countered only by enforcement measures taken under 
Chapter VII of the Charter. We cal1 once again On the 
Security Council, as we did over a decade ago, to fulfil 
honestly and resolutcly the responsibility assumed by the 
United Nations to bring about the independence of the 
Namibian People. 

80. The p[{ESIDENT (i~ltcrpretatiun jkV?z fh/K’/t): The 
next speaker is thc represcntative of Saudi Arabia. 1 invite 
him to take a place at the C’ouncil table and to make bis 
statement. 

81, Mr. BAKOODY (Saudi Arabia): Mr. President, it iS 
heartening to see a son of Africa in the Chair dUri% tllk 

discussion. However, Ict me hasten t0 Say tbt it iS n0 

longer an Af’ricarl problem: thc question of Namibia is a 
univcrsal problem. 

82. 1 s]Jould ]ike to say a few words about your 
predecessor. As President of the Council, Mr+ LePrCttc 
discharged his duties in the best firench tradition. He 
exuded col~rtesy: at the snmc time, bis authority was clearly 
felt by all of LIS ~110 attcnded thc C0llXil Wetinp ~IldCl 

bis chairmanship. 
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founded; it has been with us ever since South Africa 
assumed the responsibility of the Mandate. 1 addressed 
tnyself to this question, I believe, in the Fourth Committee 
over 20 years ago, after 1, together with some of my 
friends, had finishcd elaborating the principle of self- 
determination into a fully-fledged right. Why did we do 
that, here in the United Nations, starting in the last 194Qs, 
and not succeed in including an article on self- 
determination in the International Covenants on human 
rights’? Because we found that thc Victor nations placed 
many Territories-or countries, if you like, because they are 
filled with people wbo bave their own culture and national 
identity-untler mandates. 

84 As 1 have said time and again, mandates were nothing 
but colonialism in disguise. 1 remember them in the 
countries of the Fertile Crescent, meaning Iraq, Syria, 
Lebanon and Palestine. There were two French High 
Commissioners and two British High Commissioners. Of 
course, there were local authorities, but they were under 
the aegis of the foreign High Commissioners. What were 
they there foi? Allegedly, to train the people for self- 
rule, but that was not the fact; they were there in 
order to make sure that no one took those Territories, 
which they regarded as essential for their trade and also for 
strategic purposes. They clung to those Territories. It was 
net until after the Second World War that they relinquished 
their authority. They bad ta. That was by way of a preface. 
There were other mandates, classified as A, B, C. 1 do not 
recall what the classification was for South West Africa, 
which as we a11 know was a German colony. We look 
around and we find that a11 the mandates bave becn 
liquidated. 1 stand to be corrected if 1 am wrong, but I do 
not think there is any mandated Territory besicles South 
Wcst Africa, which we bave christened Namibia. 

85. Why? I do net. want to parrot platitudes, saying what 
South Africa sho~lcl do, and 1 really should direct somc 
praise to the effoits of the five Western Powers which during 
the last three or four years have bcen doing their very best 
to find a solution, but I must tel1 thcm here in the Council 
that 1 pcrsonally believc they have failcd. Let us bc good 
Boy Scouts and try, try and try again; never givc up. Yes, 
but lifc cornes to an end, our individual lives, and WC do not 
know whcther those who Will take over from us Will 
succecd or not. 

86. Thcrc is a peculiarity about South West Africa, or 
Namibia as we havc corne to know it. There are three 
factors Lhat corne into it. 

87. Thc fïrst is the geographical proximity of thc Man- 
daied Tcrritory to the hlandatory Power. Al1 the othet 
Mantlated Territories were ovcrscas. 1 CIO not know the 
Mandatory l’owcrs Will correct me if I am wrong if thcrc 
wus any mandate over any Tcrritory that was not Overseas. 
But Namibia, South Wcst Africa, is contiguous with the 
Repuhlic of South Africa and that factor becomcs very 
cviclent in the reply 01’ South Africa to our fricnds. the 
Foreign Ministcrs or rcpresentatives of the fivc Western 
Powcrs to which the Council delcgatcd the handling of this 
question. lt dots net mention that proxirnity or contiguity, 
but it bccomcs evidcnt that they arc afraid that nonc othcr 
than the Russians might, shall l say, permeate the Territory. 

88. The Russians have been quietly watching things, and l 
do not blame them; but for our South African coIleagues-1 
do not know whether any of thcm arc herc, but 1 Will tel1 
them Nz abscrztia-the proxitnity of South West Africa has 
been a deterrent to the acceleration of the process of 
emancipation from thc Mandate. 

89. 1 have marked some of thc passages that have to do 
with this. Here is the bugbear, as 1 cal1 it, which makes the 
West afraid of the real bear, the Russian bear. This is from 
anncx 1 to the letter dated 19 October 1978 from thc 
Chargé d’Affaires of the Permanent Mission of South Africa 
to the Secretary-General, the statement of the Prime 
Minister of South Africa addressed to the Foreign Ministers 
of the five Western members of the Security Council: 

“[Thel new developments to which 1 rcfer conccrn, of 
course, the entry of Soviet Russia into Africa and. more 
especially, into southem Africa. Soviet activity in the 
Horn of Africa”-that is very far away and we arc not 
concerned with it-“. . . 1 would suggest, gentlemen, that, 
for your countries and for the wholc of the free world, 
you should be vitally concerned at these developments 
throughout the African continent. 1 am not SO presump 
tuous as to suggest that you are not so concerned.” 
[S/12900, amex 1.1 

I do not know whether that last remark has ta be replied to 
by the Western Powers or net. 

90. Why should the people of Namibia suffer becausc it SO 
happens that, allegedly, the Russians arc pcrmcating 
Africa? Have net the Western countries permeated Africa 
evcr since colonial days? I-lave we not mentioncd time and 
again, and not only in the Securily Council, thal tllc 
approach of thc major Powcrs is not ncw, whatcvcr thcir 
ideology may be? They try to wealtcn ont anothcr, not 
neccssarily by militaiy confrontation but by intcrvcntions 
which havc an adverse cconomic impact on cnch other’s 
spheres of influence. 

91. Look at what is happening. What gave Mr. Stalin and 
Mr. Truman the right to create sphcres of influcncc? The 
Balkans-l am not going to enumeratc thc countrics, they 
know themselvcs--wcrc to bc undcr Soviet influcncc. I do 
not say “Russian”; you havc become nationalistic now. The 
grcat Mr. Churchill and Mr. Truman saw to it tbat a11 thc 

area from the Pacifie to Afghanistan would be undcr 
Western influcncc. China was in thc miclst of a rcvolution. 
It is enicrging now. Gocl help us if it emcrges and uses thC 
same approach. It is thc wrong approach. Two world wars 
did not teach those countries that were cxcrcising powct 
anything. 

92. Powcr politics ancl sphercs of influence, and here WC 
corne back to this paragraph. 1 do not know about thc 
Russians. We do not havc an intclligencc service in Saudi 
Arqbia to let us know what is going on. WC havc to dcpend 
on 11~ Americans and thc Russinns to Icarn what transpires. 
Thc Russians arc dccpcr than thc Amcricans anyway, but 
sonictimcs lhcy let things out whcn they talk hcre. T~IC 

British arc thc bcst now bccausc thcy havc rclinyuisbcd 
thcir empire and havc bccomc vcry human. I judgc that by 
my good fricnd and ncighbour hcrc. lloncstly, 1 mean that. 
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They still have a lot of weight. They bave atomic bombs. 
They bave culture. Look-1 am speaking in their language, 
you cari see what an impact they have had on us. Theirs is a 
beautiful language, the language of Shakespeare. This is not 
an aside; it is to show that Baroody, 1 hope, puts things in 
their right perspective. And the French are the same. They 
are happier now without their erstwhile empire. 

93. To return to the letter of 19 October: 

“Let us suppose that in addition to Angola and 
Mozambique, the Soviet Union were to get a firm 
foothold in South West Africa by imposing a satellite 
government. This is not a far-fetched possibility. There 
could be little doubt that Sam Nujoma’s SWAPO has 
already become a Soviet pawn.” 

I have spoken to that gentleman. He is as free as any 
nationalist. After lîve decades in international affairs, 1 
should know a little about people. He is a nationalist, but 
he is made to appear to be a Soviet satellite. 

94. Now, we must bc fair to the Russians. As 1 bave said, 
because they have no new approaches, they are now doing 
in Africa what the British did ai one time-and the French, 
and the ltalians, and the Spanish, and the Portuguese before 
them-they are interfering directly. Of course, they are 
doing SO in the name of liberty, in the name of liberating 
those countries. Leave them alone, both of you, you 
Americans and you Russians; please leave Africa alone; 
leave Asia alone. Of course, you may have commerce with 
them, have everything with them, but leave them alone 
politically. 

95. The lettcr I bave been quoting states: “say the Soviets 
and SWAPO succeed, what then? ” That would be the end 
of the world. Therefore, judging by this document, we are 
stymied and thcre does not seem to be any solution if this 
is the attitude of South Africa. 

96. Again 1 quote the letter: “An indcpendent South Wcst 
Africa with a responsible governmcnt will havc to take 
cognizance of these facts,” Otherwise thcrc Will be a 
chaotic South West Africa. SWAPO, being a stooge of the 
Soviets, has no place there. They want to bave thcir own 
stooges. That is the whole story. South Africa wants to have 
its own stoogcs there, just as, in my part of the world, the 
High Commissioners selectcd the peopIe who were to run 
tlle show, SO to speak, but tlle High Commlssioners always 
supervised them. 

97. The letter also says, and this is pathetic: “My advice is 
stop shouting at us.” That is South Africa speaking. Who is 
shouting at whom? They sent their Foreign Ministers. 
Cood Lord, 1 never thought they paid SO much attention to 
South Africa. They sent their Foreign Ministcrs, those five 
Powers, Canada, the United Kingdom, France and the rest 
of them. Thc only thing lcft is to scnd the Prime Ministcrs, 
tlle Monarch or the Presidcnts of the Republics to plead 
with thc South Africans to be reasonable. No: South Africa 
1s a stooge; Namibia is a stooge of the Soviet Union. 
Therefore there 1s no hope of a solution along thcse lines if 
we take this document into account. 

98. 1 am not being critical, but 1 want to show the 
thinking of our good friends from the Western world in the 
Ietter dated 21 October 1978 from the representatives of 
Canada, the Pederal Republic of Germany, France, the 
United Kingdom and the United States to the President of 
the Security Council [Sfl2902]. At this vexy table, 1 have 
mentioned that politicians have a way of appeasing 
PeoPle-not only the man in the street, but even the 
so-called intellectual-with clichés, with platitudes. In 
annex Il of that document, entitled “Statement issued on 
19 October 1978 by the fïve Governments”, it is said: “The 
fixing of a date is necessary to provide a firm framework.” 
It is the new fashion to use the word “framework”, It was 
used at Camp David. Mr. Kissinger used “step-by-step 
diplomacy”. 1 once said to him, and 1 said it here tir public 
aIsO, “If 1 want to walk from,one door to another, about 20 
steps, and each step takes three years, then it Will take 60 
years, and neither you nor 1 nor anybody here will be alive 
to see whether SUC~~ step-by-step diplomacy bas succeeded”. 
Ancl do not forget that our friend Mr. Kissinger borrowed 
the word “détente”. What kind of détente? Détente to a11 
appearances, but with everybody subverting the others 
through intelligence agencies that have budgets far exceed- 
ing the budgets necessary for the legitimate collecting of 
information to see if any party has designs on another 
State. What for? Subversion. In détente, the subversion is 
under the surface. We are not true to ourselves. 

99. “TO provide a firm framework”. With what shah we fil1 
that framework? Of course, language is not mathematical, 
and words denote certain things; they are symbols. But 
what framework? 1 am not saying Mis in bitter criticism. 1 
am giving an analysis. In other words, the question Will be 
postponed and the Security Council Will meet again, and 
everbody Will vie one with the other and the rest Will watch 
and see what happens and how they talk. And, as 1 have 
said, we shah begin to parrot the platitudes again. 

100. But is there a solution? Of course there is a solution. 
It should be an innovative solution. We should not follow 
the same road like horses with blinkers, seeing nothing but 
the road. There must be something on the waysitle that we 
may pick up SO that we tnay find out how WC cari solve this 
problem. 

101. Do not think 1 an1 very harsh on South Africa. TI~C 
Soutll Africans are scared. They know that the white man 
therc bas no future. Thcy Will fight with their backs to the 
wall. Why do they not change their policies? It takes time. 

102. Having disposed of the geographical proximity fac- 
tor, 1 corne to the economic factor. 

103. For lreaven’s sake, my African fricnds and brothers, 
do net ask tlx impossible of thc fïve Western Powers ci- any 
other Powers and ask them to apply sanctions which worild 
not be rcspected. They Will be truthful. The fïve WeSterll 
Powers want to sec an end to mis question. It is not in tlieir 
interests to havc trouble in Africa pcrpctuated, WllCther «Il 

onc side of Africa or the other. lt is a ~p2StiO~l of’ tllek 

being SO-called democracies, and today democracles are 
influenced by their constiluents, and many of their 
constituents are in pressure groups. 
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104. Here again 1 must refer to the rationalization of South 
Africa as it tries to play on thc cmotions of the Western 
Powers with regard to thcir so-callcd tlemocracies: 

< . ., South Africa, as a mcmber of the British Com- 
monwealth of Nations, was ta be found playing its part in 
the defence of the common ideals of Western democracy. 
In Korea, we joined the group of Western countries in the 
fight against communist aggression and expansianism.” 
[S/l2900, annex I. J 

10s. Who told Mr. Stalin and Mr. Truman to draw a line at 
the 38th parallel-1 have been saying this since 19.50-and 
then create problems for us at tl!e Un,itcd Nations because 
of spheres of influence? The ‘North is the commun& 
spbere of influence and the South is the democratic sphere 
of influence. What kind of communism and what kind of 
democracy is that? We know very wel! now. 1 am not going 
to say anything which would hurt the susceptibilities of my 
friends here; the so-ca!Ied democratic way suits them. Very 
well, we a11 have to use votes and SO on. But has not 
democracy to a great extent been reduced to democracy by 
subscription and contribution ? What kind of democracy is 
it? You communists too have your elite. You have your 
technocrats with dachas and cars. Many of you act like 
capital&. The poorest democrades are getting to be 
socialist by attrition and you communists are adopting the 
mechanics of capitalism by accelerated evolution. 

106. Newspapers tel.! the man in the street whatever they 
want and people are like sheep. But 1 hope that they Will 
not be marched to the slaughterhouse as they were in 
bygone years. Youth has awakened, and my fait11 is in 
youth. You cannot help being etnotional whatever your 
ideology-democracy, communism or what have you. You 
knovi that do you not? 

107. Why should the Namibians suffer? Why should they 
be pushed to a point where, not because of the influence of 
any ideology, they might be activatcd to create more 
aharchy instead of stability? Why? The economic question 
is very pertinent. The Americans and the Brjtish bave 
interests in South Africa, as 1 said, and we decided that 
pressure groups in those dcmocracies have a great deal of 
say. SO, for heaven’s sake, you, my good friend Mr. Boaten 
from Ghana who are an idealist, and others, do not think 
that sanctions cari do this. Sanctions Will not be enforced. 
Let us be frank. It is not because the Governments of the 
Western countries do not want to see them enforced, but 
because they are under pressure. 

108. Then comes the third factor, the political factor and 
the politica1 factor emanates from the economic. If South 
West Africa, Namibia in other words, becomes po1iticaIly 
viable-and there is no reason why it should not, if South 
Africa ~OCS net persist in its policy and the five Western 
POWerS have corne to the realization that there should be a 
solution, and as I said I am really thankful for the efforts 
they bave made---then whai is the answer? Political? We 
c:m bave political policies, provided we do something which 
;s innovative yet not SO innovative, not SO radical. Perhaps I 
Sh0llld present it to you concisely-and I reserve my right 
to speak again becawe it is late; though your appetites Will 
bc whcttcd antl you Will eat better if you bave to wGt 
another fïvc 01 10 minutes. 

109. Fetlow colteagues, let me tel1 you what it is, SO that 
we may allay the fears of South Africa. 1 remember whcn 
U Thant approached tnc and we worked on the neutrality 
of Austria. 1 remembcr very well in this very United 
Nations how Austria was occupied by four countries-thc 
United Kingdom, Russia, France, and 1 forget which was 
the fourth. They were suffering under that occupation and 
WC found a formula to neutralize Austria, and rightly SO. In 
order to do that for South West Africa, or Namibia, WC 
should have to place it for a short period-and you 
Africans, do not get tne wrong and do not be impatient, 
tisten to me--undcr the Trusteeship Council which is still 
functioning. Or we would have to revive it for six rnonths 
or SO and work through that gentleman frotn Finland, 
Mr. Ahtisaari, who Will be in charge-after all, he has our 
confidence, he has the confidence of the Secretary- 
General-t0 sec to it that South West Africa, Namibia, 
becomes independent with neutrality. That is the para- 
tnount solution to the impasse with wbich we are faced. 

110. What is wrong with that? If we do not do that thc 
five Western Powers Will again be shuttling to and from 
South West Africa. Do not ask for sanctions through third 
persons. 1 know what happened after tbe First World War. 1 
was a young man in the 1920s and 1930s in Europe and I 
knew about those who sold arms and smuggled. Sir Basil 
Zaharoff-he was even knighted by the British-was a Grcck 
living on the Riviera. He was still alivc when 1 was there. 
Some people 1 knew knew him and they told me that he 
would sel1 anything to the Devil for money. He was selling 
to everybody in the First World War. As 1 have said, steel 
was sold to both sides by a European country, net by the 
country itself, but through another small country in 
Europe. 

111. Therefore, 1 say to my African brothers, do not 
Count on sanctions. Even if the Western Powers wcrc in a 
position to apply sanctions, they would not be enforccd, 
Third parties and other flags would see to it that they 
received everything they needed. 

112. Why should the innocent South African pcoplc 
suffer? Should there be a crisis in South Africa we know 
that the blacks would suffer more than the whites. The 
whites may have some savings but the blacks work for 
wages. Do we want the blacks to be in a worse statc of 
penury than many of them are now? There would be no 
work for the blacks, and they would rebel. 1s anarchy what 
we want? 1s anarchy what the United Nations works for? 
Let us be sensible. 1 cari say things which my Western 
friends cannot say because they would be misinterpretecl, 
but dare anyone challenge what 1 say? Do we want anarchy 
in South Africa where only the minority is white and the 
majority is black? The wage earners are black. How would 
we benefit? 

113. 1 am not saying “don’t”, my African friends; if you 
feel strongly about sanctions, follow it up, but 1 tel1 you 
now that it Will not work. Therefore, because of the 
economic factor, we know what the picture is. Becausc of 
Namibia’s geographical proximity, which they are playing 
on, they are raising the bugbear and saying that the 
communists will corne. Al! right, what if the communist 
States or social& States, or whatever name they mi@ 
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l)e:lr, thc major Powers, came ? WO would all do something 
to ensure the ncutralization of South West Africa. What is 
wrf)ng wi th being neu tral ? It would allow no military 
operations from outsicle. But 1 shall not go into details 
because we do not know whethcr it Will con-te to such a 
solution. 

114,’ TO sum up, and, for heaven’s sake, please listen to 
me. Instcad of all parties addressing thc Secretary-General 
and then thc latter trying to play politics with cverybody- 
becausc he is a political figure, too, and cannot antagonize 
any party; he is in the middle-put South West Africa under 
thc Trustceship Council for a short period of time. And 
bave a High Commissioner; not in the old colonial sense, 
but this gentleman, who seems to be very calm and 
collected, Mr. Ahtisaari, and his aides, ta hasten the 
emancipation of Namibia, provided it Will be a neutral 
State. Then the South Africans Will not be able to say that 
the Russians arc coming to be mischievous, or, for that 

matter, that the Americans or oihers have certain interests 
which they should protect. Then every country that wants 
to Will be free to go and develop the resources with the 
indigenous people of South West Africa, without politics. 
Otherwise, 1 warn the Council, this matter Will remain with 
us, as it has for the last 20 ycars. It Will go on and on. But 
the world is impatient. We cannot afford impatience, lest 
there be anaxhy, lest there be trouble, lest the whole of 
Africa, and the Asians with it, become aflame emotionally, 
and lest activists in Europe, no matter of what ideology, 
work on this for political advantage rather than to fïnd a 
just solution. 

115. 1 apologize for having taken SO much of the Council’s 
time, but 1 hope that my message Will be acceptable, if not 
in toto at least in part, and that we shall open UP a new 
avenue towards a viable solution. 

Tlw meeting rose at 1.35 pm. 


