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2275th MEETING

Held in New York on Tuesday, 28 April 1981, at 11 a.m.

President: Mr. Noel DORR (Ireland).

Present: The representatives of the following States:
China, France, German Democratic Republic, Ireland,
Japan, Mexico, Niger, Panama, Philippines, Spain,
Tunisia, Uganda, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics,
United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland,
United States of America.

Proyisional agenda (S/Agenda/2275)
1. Adoption of the agenda

2. The situation in Namibia:

Letter dated 10 April 1981 from the Permanent
Representative of Uganda to the United
Nations addressed to the President of the
Security Council (S/14434)

The meeting was called to order at noon.
Adoption of the agenda
The agenda was adopted.

The situation in Namibia:

Letter dated 10 April 1981 from the Permanent
Representative of Uganda to the United Nations
addressed to the President of the Security Council
(5/14434)

1. The PRESIDENT: In accordance with decisions
taken at previous meetings [2267th to 2272nd and
2274th meetings), 1 invite the representatives of
Algeria, Angola, Bangladesh, Benin, Brazil, Burundi,
Canada, Cuba, Democratic Yemen, Ethiopia, the
Federal Republic of Germany, Guinea, Guyana, India,
ch!onesia, Jamaica, Kenya, the Libyan Arab Jama-
hirlya, Mozambique, Nigeria, Pakistan, Romania,
Senegal, Sierra Leone, South Africa, Sri Lanka, Togo,
the United Republic of Tanzania, Yugoslavia, Zaire,
ngbxa and Zimbabwe to participate in the discussion
without the right to vote.

At the invitation of the President, Mr. Benyahia
(Algeria), Mr. Jorge (Angola), Mr. Kaiser (Bang-
ladesh), Mr, Houngavou (Benin), Mr. Corréa da Costa
(Brazil), M, Simbananiye (Burundi), Mr. Dupuy
(Cm?aa’a), Mr. Malmierca (Cuba), Mr. Ashtal (Demo-
cratic Yemen), Mr. Gedle-Giorgis (Ethiopia), Mr. Jelo-
nek (Federal Republic of Germany), Mr. Coumbassa

{Guinea), Mr. Douglas (Guyana), Mr. Rao (India),
Mr. Kusumaatmadja (Indonesia), Mr. Shearer
(Jamaica), Mr. Kasina (Kenya), Mr, Burwin (Libyan
Arab Jamahiriva), Mr. Monteiro (Mozambique),
Mr. Baba (Nigeria), Mr. Shahi (Pakistan), Mr. Mari-
nescut (Romania), Mr. Niasse (Senegal), Mr. Conteh
(Sierra Leone), Mr. Fourie (South Africa), Mr. Balasu-
bramaniam (Sri Lanka), Mr. Akakpo-Ahianyo (Togo),
Mr. Salim (United Republic of Tanzania), Mr. Vrhovec
(Yugoslavia), Mr. Kamanda wa Kamanda (Zaire),
Mr. Goma (Zambia), and Mr. Mangwende (Zimbabwe)
took the places reserved for them at the side of the
Council chamber.

2. The PRESIDENT: I should like to inform members
of the Council that I have received a letter from the
representative of Singapore in which he requests to be
invited to participate in the discussion of the item on the
Council's agenda. In accordance with the usual prac-
tice, I propose, with the consent of the Council, to
invite that representative to participate in the discus-
sion without the right to vote, in accordance with the
relevant provisions of the Charter and rule 37 of the
Council’s provisional rules of procedure.

At the invitation of the President, Mr. Koh (Singa-
pore), took the place reserved for him at the side of the
Council chamber.

3. The PRESIDENT: In accordance with the decision
taken at the 2267th meeting, I invite the President of
the United Nations Council for Namibia and the dele-
gation of the Council to take places at the Security
Council table.

At the invitation of the President, Mr. Lusaka (Presi-
dent of the United Nations Council for Namibia) and
the other members of the delegation took places at the
Council table.

4. The PRESIDENT: In accordance with the deci-
sion also taken at the 2267th meeting, I invite Mr. Peter
Mueshihange to take a place at the Council table,

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

5. The PRESIDENT: I should like to inform members
of the Council that I have received from the Chairman
of the Special Committee on the Situation with regard
to the Implementation of the Declaration on the



Granting of Independence to Colonial Countries and
Peoples a letter dated 28 April which reads as follows:

“On behalf of the Special Committee on the
Situation with regard to the Implementation of the
Declaration on the Granting of Independence to
Colonial Countries and Peoples, I have the honour to
request, under rule 39 of the Council’s provisional
rules of procedure, to be invited to participate in the
Council’s consideration of the situation in Namibia.”’

6. On previous occasions the Security Council has
extended invitations to representatives of other United
Nations bodies in connection with the consideration
of matters on its agenda. In accordance with that past
practice, therefore, I propose that the Council extend
an invitation pursuant to rule 39 of its provisional rules
of procedure to the Chairman of the Special Committee
on the Situation with regard to the Implementation
of the Declaration on the Granting of Independence to
Colonial Countries and Peoples.

At the invitation of the President, Mr. Abdulah
(Chairman, Special Committee on the Situation with
regard 1o the Implementation of the Declaration on the
Granting of Independence to Colonial Countries and
Peoples) rook a place at the side of the Council
chamber.

7. The PRESIDENT: The first speaker is the repre-
sentative of Singapore. I invite him to take a place at
the Council table and to make his statement.

8. Mr. KOH (Singapore): Mr. President, I should like
to thank you and the other members of the Security
Council for giving my delegation this opportunity to
make its modest contribution to the consideration of
the question of Namibia. The Council is fortunate this
month to have a man of your integrity, diplomatic
skill and fairness as its President. We are confident
that you will provide the Council with wise and strong
leadership.

9. The case against South Africa with regard to Na-
mibia has been ably argued by several distingnished
Ministers for Foreign Affairs and other representatives
of African and other non-aligned countries. The case
is irrefutable. It is beyond dispute that South Africa’s
occupation of Namibia is illegal and completely without
justification. That is so by virtue of the decision of the
United Nations General Assembly in its resolution
2145 (XXI) of 1966, which terminated South Africa’s
Mandate over Namibia. The International Court of
Justice issued an advisory opinion on 21 June 1971,
in which it held that South Africa’s Mandate had
been validly terminated by the General Assembly, and
that South Africa’s continued occupation of Namibia
was therefore illegal.

10. 1In the years after 1966, the United Nations Gen-
eral Assembly and Security Council adopted innu-
merable resolutions calling upon South Africa to ter-

minate its illegal occupation of Namibia, South Africa
defied all such appeals and demands. That impasse
continued until 29 September 1978, when the Security
Council adopted its resolution 435 (1978), containing
what has come to be known as the United Nations plan
of action. It is a matter of public knowledge that the
United Nations plan was first conceived by five West-
ern countries, namely Canada, France, the Federal
Republic of Germany, the United Kingdom and the
United States. The plan provides for a cease-fire, for
the establishment of a demilitarized zone, for the
deployment of a United Nations Transition Assist-
ance Group (UNTAG), and for the holding of free and
fair elections under the control and supervision of the
United Nations. Although the African countries were
initially sceptical, they and the South West Africa
People’s Organization (SWAPO) were eventually
persuaded to accept the United Nations plan. At the
same time, the five Western countries succeeded in
persuading the Government of South Africa to accept
the plan.

11. Two and a half years have passed since the
United Nations plan was adopted by the Security
Council. Why has it not been implemented? It is fair
to say that the plan has not been implemented because
of the evasive action and negative attitude of South
Africa. The negotiations between, on the one hand,
the five Western countries and the Secretary-General
and, on the other hand, South Africa for the imple-
mentation of the plan proved protracted and difficult.
South Africa kept raising questions and problems.
Each time a problem was resolved, the Government of
South Africa would raise a new problem. This process
continued until January this year, when, at the insis-
tence of South Africa, a pre-implementation meeting
was held at Geneva. At that meeting, the leader of
SWAPO offered to sign a cease-fire agreement with
the Government of South Africa, and to observe
faithfully all the terms and conditions of the United
Nations plan. The Government of South Africa, on
the other hand, retreated from its earlier acceptance
of Security Council resolution 435 (1978). It accused
the United Nations of partiality, and endorsed the
arguments of certain political parties in Namibia that
the United Nations plan did not contain sufficient
guarantees on the continuation of the democratic
process and respect for individual and minority rights
in an independent Namibia. As a result of the attitude
of the Government of South Africa, the pre-imple-
mentation meeting ended in failure.

12. 1 have examined carefully the statement made
by the representative of South Africa in the Council
on 22 April this year [2268th meeting]. The only
argument put forward by him was that conditions of
peace and security must prevail in Namibia before the
United Nations-supervised elections could be held,
and that South Africa did not believe that the United
Nations could or would take effective steps to bring
this about. I find that an extremely unconvincing
argument. Surely we, the States Members of the



United Nations, will want to ensure that after a cease-
fire has come into effect in Namibia, UNTAG will
maintain conditions of peace and security so that the
people of Namibia can vote in the elections, which
will be controlled and supervised by the United Na-
tions, free from fear and intimidation. The obstacle
which the South Africans have put in the path of the
implementation of the United Nations plan is, there-
fore, very much like all the other obstacles and excuses
which they raised previously.

13, In his statement to the Council, the represen-
tative of South Africa pleaded for tolerance and under-
standing and implored the Council to avoid confron-
tation. These are sweet words. We must, however,
judge South Africa—and for that matter any other
country—not by what it says but by what it does. There
is, regrettably, no congruence between South Africa’s
words and South Africa’s deeds. How can we avoid
a confrontation with South Africa if it is not prepared
to give up its dream of annexing Namibia? How can
we avoid a confrontation with South Africa if it is not
prepared to terminate its illegal occupation of Na-
mibia? How can we avoid a confrontation with South
Africaif it is not prepared to implement Security Coun-
cil resolution 435 (1978) in good faith? Those who
commit aggression and occupy the territories of others
illegally are in the habit of speaking the language of
peace and preaching international co-operation,
understanding and negotiations. We must not be
deceived by such rhetoric.

14. I have also examined carefully the statement
made by the representative of the United Kingdom to
the Council on 23 April 1981 (22715t meeting]. In the
course of his statement, he read the text of a com-
muniqué which was issued in London at the conclu-
sion of a meeting attended by the senior officials of
the five Western Governments [ibid,, para. 88]. In
that communiqué, the five Western Powers agreed that
Council resolution 435 (1978) continues to provide a
solid basis for transition to independence in Namibia.
The communiqué, however, goes on to say that the
five Western Powers have considered possibilities for
strengthening the existing plan and have agreed that
expeditious progress towards a settlement would be
enhanced by measures aimed at giving greater con-
fidence to all the parties on the future of an indepen-
den‘g Namibia. The London communiqué has caused
anxiety to African and other non-aligned countries.
They would like to know whether the five Western
Powers remain committed to their own plan of action
as contained in resolution 435 (1978) and to its faithful
implementation. What do they mean by *‘possibilities
for strengthening the existing plan'? Do they intend
to amend or revise the plan? In our view, there is
nothing wrong with the United Nations plan of action.
What is wrong is the attitude of the Government of
SO}Jth Africa. It is, therefore, not the plan but the
attitude of the Government of South Africa which
needs to be altered.

15. Some of my colleagues from the five Western
Powers have asked me why we should impose on them
the primary responsibility for the implementation of
the United Nations plan. I shall give them three reasons
why we do so. First, we hold them responsible because
the United Nations plan was their conception in the
first place. They therefore have a parental duty towards
the plan. The second reason is that the five Western
countries, through their political and economic links
with South Africa, possess levers of power and influ-
ence which, if used, could persuade the Government
of South Africa to alter its course. Other countries do
not have such power and influence over South Africa.
The third reason is that it is in the interest of the five
Western Powers to ensure the prompt and faithful
implementation of resolution 435 (1978). I say this
because those Western countries are the advocates of
the process of peaceful change. They have told us time
and again that peaceful change is preferable to violent
change. It is therefore in the interest of the Western

countries to ensure that the process of peaceful change

in Namibia succeeds. If the Western countries are

not prepared to put pressure on South Africa in order

to melt its intransigence, then the process of peaceful

change will surely fail. If the process of peaceful change

fails, the people of Namibia will have no alternative

but to intensify their armed struggle in order to achieve

their liberation from South Africa. The West must

remember that the alternative to peaceful change is

not acquiescence in the status quo: it is change by non-

peaceful means.

16. I shall conclude my statement by simply joining
my voice to those of my colleagues from African and
other non-aligned countries in asking the Council to
act firmly and decisively by adopting measures aimed
at the prompt and scrupulous implementation of Secu-
rity Council resolution 435 (1978).

17. Mr. de PINIES (Spain) (interpretation from
Spanish): T have already had occasion in the past to
congratulate you, Mr. President, on your accession
to the presidency of this lofty body, and also to pay a
deserved tribute to your predecessor, Ambassador
Florin. Today I should like to thank the African Min-
isters for Foreign Affairs for being here. Their presence
reflects the particular importance of this debate and
indeed reveals the concern of the international com-
munity. T wish to pay a tribute of appreciation and
admiration to each and every one of them for coming
here to New York and drawing attention to this impor-
tant matter of such great concern.

18. On 30 January of this year [2263rd meeting], we
were convened in this very chamber to hear the report
of the Secretary-General on the implementation of
Security Council resolutions 435 (1978) and 439 (1978)
relating to the question of Namibia [S//4333]. A few
days earlier, at Geneva, there had been a meeting of all
the interested parties to discuss details of the direct
implementation of resolution 435 (1978) to ensure
attainment of Namibian independence in 1981,



19. To achieve that aim, during the course of the
Gen_e\_/z} talks a date was to be set for a cease-fire and
for initiation of implementation of the United Nations
plan during the first half of this year.

20. ] Unfortunately, despite the constructive exchange
of views at that meeting, South Africa’s refusal to set
a date for the cease-fire caused a suspension—with
unforeseeable consequences—in the lengthy process
of negotiations which would have made it possible to
achieve a negotiated settlement in the immediate
future. That attitude frustrated the dialogue between
the various parties that had gone to Geneva to define
prerequisites for a peaceful settlement: inter alia,
the front-line States, the Secretary-General of the
Organization of African Unity (OAU) and the repre-
sentative of the Chairman of that organization, the
Minister for Foreign Affairs of Sierra Leone, as well
as representatives of other important countries, such as
Nigeria and the five Western Powers which over the
preceding four years had made tireless efforts to
design and implement the United Nations plan for
Namibia. As the Secretary-General of the United
Nations himself indicated in his report, the outcome
of the Geneva meeting must give rise to the most
serious international concern.

21. However, the failure does not mean that the long
series of negotiations in which the United Nations
has been involved for several years now has been a
waste of time. The settlement plan contained in Secu-
rity Council resolutions 385 (1976), 435 (1978) and
439 (1978) remains fully in effect; those resolutions
still constitute the basic framework for achieving
Namibia’s peaceful transition to independence. The
creation of a demilitarized zone, the deployment of
UNTAG, the organization of free elections to be
supervised by the United Nations, and the rejection
of any internal settlement continue to be the funda-
mental points that should guide our efforts to achieve
peace. However, it is no longer possible in our work
to forget the path we have travelled, or the time that
has elapsed without our having been able to achieve
the goal of such complex negotiations. The plan con-
tained in the aforementioned Council resolutions must
be implemented without delay.

22. Since 1966, when the General Assembly, in
accordance with resolution 2145 (XXI) assumed direct
administration of the Territory of Namibia until it
achieved final independence, the United Nations has
borne the primary responsibility for the Territory of
Namibia and is in duty bound to give its people inde-
pendence, no matter what obstacles may exist. Other
speakers who have preceded me have reiterated
quite accurately here what the fundamental milestones
are in the United Nations doctrine concerning the
question of Namibia. Therefore, I do not wish to repeat
a lengthy list of resolutions either of the General As-
sembly or of the Council, or the learned opinion of the
International Court of Justice.

23. Support for the Namibian people and its rig]—,t

independence in its full territorial integrity has beeo‘
a constant factor in Spanish foreign policy. Our M; n
ister for Foreign Affairs, in his statement before 1~
thirty-fifth session of the General Assembly, state . e

“The continued occupation by South Africg
the Territory of Namibia, contrary to the resoly,
tions of the United Nations, is a persistent elemen‘
of conflict in the entire region. We consider tha:
that illegal occupation must be brought to an enqg 4 ¢
quickly as possible, and therefore we have Supl
ported [all] resolutions [adopted at the thirty~f0urth
session of the General Assembly] reaffirming
right of the Namibian people to self-determinatig
freedom and independence, and the terTitoj ai
integrity of a united Namibia’’.2 ‘

24. The forward thrust of the forces of liberatioy
constitutes an irreversible historic tide the aims f
which are gradually being achieved. The comme .
oration last year of the twentieth anniversary of the
adoption of General Assembly resolution 1514 (X',
and the accession to independence of countries Which
like Zimbabwe, had to travel an arduous path in order
to achieve liberty, should provide an example and
an encouragement to us to solve as soon as possible
the difficult situation created by the illegal occupation
by South Africa of the Territory of Namibia. As we
have pointed out on other occasions, it would serve
little purpose for the liberation movements to be ready
to enter into dialogue if the Governments which
exercise effective control over the Territories do not
take the necessary steps to achieve a just and lasting
solution. Thus, SWAPO has given evidence of great
political qualities and on repeated occasions has
demonstrated a constructive attitude in the search for
solutions to the problem of Namibia, making clear its
agreement with the United Nations plan contained in
Council resolutions 435 (1978) and 439 (1978).

25. It is also necessary to emphasize the positive
attitude demonstrated on numerous occasions by the
front-line States, which have engaged in a standing
dialogue with the five Western Powers of the contact
group and with the Special Representative of the
Secretary-General for Namibia. I should at this time
like to join those other delegations which have thanked
the Secretary-General for his tireless efforts to fin
a just solution to the problem that is before us.

26. With regard to the various meetings that haVve
been held within a regional framework to deal with the
question of Namibia, we should like to emphasiZ€
among the most recent ones the extraordinary iR~
isterial meeting of the Co-ordinating Bureau of the
Non-Aligned Countries, held this month at AlgierS-
Among its conclusions, we should like to emphasiZ€
the meeting’s support for the inalienable right to self
determination and independence of the people ©
Namibia; the reaffirmation that independence shO“Id
be achieved in Namibia’s entire territory, with 1<
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division of the Territory whatsoever, especially with
regard to Walvis Bay; the rejection of any internal
settlement that runs counter to Security Council reso-
jution 439 (1978) and of any substantive modification
of the plan laid out in resolution 435 (1978), which
continues to provide the universally accepted frame-
work for the peaceful transition to independence of
Namibia [S//4458, annex].

77. Spain, from its seat in the Security Council,
would like to support all efforts that have been made
to date—without any slackening of energy—to ensure
that the speedy liberation of the people of Namibia
may be achieved and that the majority will be able
to express its views in an election supervised by the
United Nations. Any settlement without the direct
participation of the Organization would not be advis-
able. Similarly, we reject the reinforcement of South
Africa’s military presence, the arbitrary detention
of a great number of patriots and the repeated acts of
intimidation committed not only within the borders of
the Territory that is illegally occupied by South Africa,
but also against the neighbouring countries.

28. While it is true that problems cannot be solved
by words alone, it is no less true that it is certainly
realistic to negotiate speedy and effective solutions,
as has been indicated in the Charter of the United
Nations, which established the Security Council as
the principal body responsible for the achievement of
concrete solutions to situations of conflict. We con-
sider, however, that the application of indiscriminate
drastic measures would perhaps not constitute the
best means of achieving the negotiated solution we
advocate. Such measures, according to studies made
by specialized bodies of the Organization, would
have a boomerang effect on the countries which are
most interested in achieving a solution to the problem
of Namibia and which are currently suffering most
from the imbalance that exists in the region. We should
like to think that it is yet not too late for a negotiated
solution, so long as all the parties to the conflict, and
fundamentally South Africa, renounce all delaying
tactics and accept the will of the international com-
munity,

29. In conclusion, 1 should like to join in the urgent
app_eal that the Secretary-General made to South
Afnca to reconsider as speedily as possible its posi-
tion relating to the immediate implementation of
resolution 435 (1978).

30. The PRESIDENT: The next speaker is the
Chairman of the Special Committee on the Situation
with regard to the Implementation of the Declaration
on the Granting of Independence to Colonial Countries
gnq quples, to whom the Council has extended an
invitation under rule 39 of its provisional rules of
procedure. I invite him to take a place at the Council
table and to make his statement.

3L Mr. ABDULAH (Chairman, Special Committee
on the Situation with regard to the Implementation

of the Declaration on the Granting of Independence
to Colonial Countries and Peoples): On behalf of the
Special Committee on the Situation with regard to the
Implementation of the Declaration on the Granting of
Independence to Colonial Countries and Peoples,
I wish to express my sincere appreciation for this
opportunity to address the Security Council in con-
nection with its consideration of the critical situation
with which the Organization is confronted in respect
of Namibia.

32. I should also like to say, Mr. President, how
happy and gratified I am to see you presiding over the
deliberations of the Council on this occasion. The
commitment of the people and Government of Ireland
to the cause of the colonial peoples in regard to self-
determination and independence is a matter of record.

33. This series of meetings of the Security Council
comes at a time when the effort of the international
community to bring about a definitive negotiated
solution for Namibia has once again floundered on the
rock of obduracy so blatantly displayed by the minor-
ity régime in Pretoria. These meetings of the Council
are a demonstration of the serious concern shared
by members of the Group of African States, members
of the non-aligned movement and, indeed, of the
international community as a whole at the current turn
of events with regard to the Territory and underscore
our determination to see that all effective measures
open to the Organization are taken to eliminate a situa-
tion which constitutes a serious threat to international
peace and security. Moreover, the open defiance by
South Africa of the will of the international community
is a damaging affront to the Organization, since it
undermines the very principles on which the United
Nations was founded.

34, As the United Nations body entrusted with the

task of ensuring the full implementation of the Declara-

tion on the Granting of Independence to Colonial

Countries and Peoples [General Assembly resolution

1514 (XV)], it has been the Special Committee’s con-

sistent position that, given the refusal of the South

African authorities to comply with the demands of the
international community with respect to Namibia,

given their continued resort to force to perpetuate their
illegal domination of the Territory, and given their
repeated acts of aggression against their neighbours,
the full and effective application of measures under
Chapter VII of the Charter of the United Nations
will be the key to the speedy restoration of peace,
justice and freedom to the Namibian people. The
validity of this position of the Committee has, I trust,
been more than amply demonstrated, Indeed, the well-
known developments since the adoption of Council
resolution 435 (1978) and the dismal failure of the so-
called pre-implementation meeting at Geneva resulting
from South Africa’s devious and dilatory tactics, have
clearly unmasked the true intent of the Government
of South Africa: this has been to earn the time, under
the guise of negotiation, to consolidate its domination



over the Territory through the proxy of a puppet
régime and to deny to the Namibian people their
inalienable right to self-determination and inde-
pendence.

35. At the same time we have witnessed, and whole-
heartedly endorsed, the fine sense of statesmanship on
the part of the leadership of SWAPQO, as demonstrated
in its sincere willingness to do everything possible to
effect without delay the full implementation of the
United Nations plan under Council resolution 435
(1978). The extraordinary demonstration by the
SWAPO leadership of the spirit of accommodation,
patience and responsiveness is too well known to be
repeated here. In the same context, I wish to pay a
special tribute to the leaders of the front-line States for
the crucial role they have piayed throughout in support
of the cause of the people of Namibia.

36. It is against the background I have just outlined
that we in the Committee view the present situation
obtaining in Namibia. The repeated attempts to bring
about an independent, stable, self-governing, demo-
cratic Namibia by the exercise of reason through nego-
tiations at an international level have not brought
about the desired results. It is indeed past the time to
proceed forthwith with other alternatives. The adop-
tion by the Security Council of a comprehensive
programme of economic sanctions, on the one hand,
and the extension by the international community of
all possible assistance to the struggling people of
Namibia under the leadership of SWAPO, on the
other, is the very least we can expect if we are not to
see the present armed struggle degenerate into a full-
scale war with all its dire consequences.

37. Before I close, may I be permitted to express my
deep appreciation to the States members of the OAU
for having taken this important initiative to call for
this series of Council meetings on the sitnation in Na-
mibia. With the full co-operation of the members of the
movement of non-aligned countries, I have no doubt
whatever that the decisions adopted by the Council
during this series of meetings will prove to be a deci-
sive factor in restoring to the people of Namibia their
long-denied human dignity and freedom. Delay is the
worst form of denial.

38. In conclusion, I should like to pay a particular
tribute to the Secretary-General, for his tireless
endeavour in the search for a satisfactory solution
to the problem of Namibia.

39. Mr. LEPRETTE (France) (interpretation from
French): For four years my country, together with
the four other members of the contact group, has
been engaged in a continuous, tireless quest for a
peaceful and internationally accepted solution for
the painful problem of Namibia.

40. Since the submission of the settlement plan by
the five Powers [S//2636], negotiation has gone through

periods of optimism, uncertainty and sometim

discouragement. Considerable efforts have B eeeS%
made, not only by our countries but also and pa ; n
ularly by the African countries, first and foremogy 3o~
the front-line countries, whose patience, Wisqg

and spirit of co-operation are to be commended; by, tt:n
Secretary-General, to whom 1 should like to pga €
tribute here; and by his devoted assistants. Sig‘“fican::

progress has been made.

4l. When South Africa and SWAPO accepted ¢y,
plan, when the Security Council adopted resolutio
435 (1978), we thought that our goal—the emergenca
of a free and independent Namibia—was finally gojn
to be reached. Naturally, we were disappointed thay
problems arose subsequently regarding the interpye _
tation and implementation of the settlement pJlgyg
Many people thought in the spring of 1979 that negotia:
tion had been compromised once and for all. Neve .
theless, tirelessly, means to resume negotiations werea
sought out and found.

42. The proposal put forward in 1979 by the late
President Neto of Angola to create a demilitarizeg
zone on the northern border of Namibia enabled yg
at the time to resume negotiations. The progress made
and the good will that seemed to prevail on all sides at
the time rekindled the hope that in a reasonable time
independence might be achieved by Namibia. The
goal of the Geneva meeting held from 7 to 14 January
last was to agree on a date to start implementing
resolution 435 (1978).

43. The failure of the Geneva meeting disappointed
us. We especially understand the bitterness of the
African countries because we ourselves witnessed the
determination to succeed within the delegation of
SWAPO and the delegations of the front-line States,
Nigeria and the OAU. On the other hand, the argu-
ments used by the members of the South African
delegation did not seem to us sufficient to justify post-
poning the entry into force of the settlement plan .

44, Since the end of the Geneva meeting, the coun-
tries members of the contact group have thought
about the attitude to be adopted. Both because wWe€
were faced by a new situation and because a change of
Administration had occurred in one of the five Powers.
the period of reflection of the contact group was longer
than certain people had expected. Several speakers
blamed us at the resumed thirty-fifth session of fhe
General Assembly for not having proposed anything
new, and even for being silent. Some delegations cOR-
cluded that recourse to force and enforcement meas-
ures would now have to take over from negotiatio¥t-

45. Can anyone really believe that the appeal in th€
Security Council for comprehensive mandatory
sanctions could enable Namibia to achieve ind€-
pendence in 1981, which was the goal of the Gene¥Y?
meeting? We for our part do not believe that it cortid-



46. We are told that nothing can be achieved by
negotiation. But have we made so many efforts for
nothing? Has the Secretary-General used his talent
in vain? Did President Neto devote the last months of
his life to futile efforts? Is the situation today the same
as that which prevailed in 1977? The reply to those
questions is obviously no.

47. My delegation is convinced that the time for
negotiation has not passed. The positions of the parties
are not so far apart that no hope remains.

48. Although disappointing, the Geneva meeting
was not, we think, useless. The objections raised by
one delegation had nothing to do with the validity of
the United Nations plan. The parties to the settlement
accept, as does the international community as a whole,
the independence of Namibia, the holding of free elec-
tions and the deployment of UNTAG on the Territory
of Namibia. No one has challenged resolution 435
(1978). The problem raised by the South African dele-
gation had to do with the impartiality of the United
Nations and trust between the parties. I should like to
observe in passing that there would be no problems of
distrust had South Africa followed, in respect of Na-
mibia, the policy that has been followed by Powers
entrusted with Mandated and Trust Territories. There
would be no problem of distrust quite simply because,
under this hypothesis, there would have been an inde-
pendent Namibia more than 20 years ago; there would
have been no SWAPO since there would have been an
internationally recognized Government of Namibia.

49. In our view, resolution 435 (1978) must remain
the solid basis for any future solution. If arrangements
should prove to be still necessary with regard to the
plan, that could only be the case within the framework
of the United Nations.

50. We must now consider the ways and means to
overcome the obstacles that emerged in Geneva, in
order to implement resolution 435 (1978), thus achiev-
Ing our common goal, Fears have been expressed
concerning equal treatment of the parties as well as
the democratic future of the Territory. We feel that
these apprehensions can be allayed., The international
community should be able to provide the assurances
necessary to restore a climate of trust which is indis-
pensable to make progress.

51 It is in that direction that we feel we should
proceed. As is stated in the communiqué published
in Longion on 23 April [§//4457, annex] and as was
Stated in the Council by the representative of the
United Kingdom [227/st meeting, para. 88), it is
towards that goal that the countries members of the
contact group are now committed. It is too early to
submit any precise proposals, but that is the way in
which we wish to work.

32. To us that would seem to be the only valid way.
hatever resentment and bitterness may have accu-

mulated for all too many years, the will to suceed must -
take precedence. There is no alternative. France, for
its part, is determined to work within the contact group
to reach a peaceful settlement of the question of Na-
mibia. It considers that the efforts to be made must
respond essentially to two concerns: first, the rights,
freedoms and principles of government enunciated in
the Charter of the United Nations and the International
Covenants on Human Rights must be taken into
account; secondly, a system guaranteeing respect for,
and the application of, these principles must be elab-
orated.

53. The PRESIDENT: The next speaker is the repre-
sentative of Guyana. I invite him to take a place at the
Council table and to make his statement.

54. Mr, DOUGLAS (Guyana): Mr. President, I
should like first to congratulate you on your assump-
tion of the presidency of the Council for this month.

55. The abortive pre-implementation talks at Geneva
last January saw the climax of the international com-
munity’s patient and reasoned dialogue with South
Africa designed to achieve the decolonization of Na-
mibia. The brutal and cynical fashion in which South
Africa wrecked those talks demonstrated unambig-
uously the Pretoria régime’s determination at all
costs to maintain its colonial presence in Namibia and
to frustrate the efforts of the international community
to bring about the independence of that Territory. In
a sense our presence here today bears witness to the
futility of our forbearance. But, more significantly,
our presence here is testimony to our resolve to apply
the necessary pressure that South Africa’s intran-
sigence has so long demanded in the face of its inflex-
ibility, deviousness and procrastination. It is the
recognition of the gravity of the disquieting develop-
ments concerning the Namibian question that has led
s0 many statesmen to appear before the Council to
demand that it respond in appropriate measure to the
challenge posed by South Africa’s refusal to implement
United Nations decisions on Namibia, and to the
consequential dangers that such an attitude implies
for peace and stability in the region.

56. The grave situation that has necessitated these
meetings of the Council cannot be resolved by com-
promise solutions. The long history of our consider-
ation of the question of Namibia has been one of
compromise. It was within the spirit of accommodation
that the Council adopted resolution 435 (1978), laying
down the basis on which Namibia's independence
could be achieved and giving rise to some optimism
that a decisive hurdle had been cleared on the road to
freedom for the occupied Territory. The passage of
time has shown that, whereas SWAPO, the sole and
legitimate representative of the Namibian people, and
the vast majority of the international community saw
compromise as a speeding up of the decolonization
process, South Africa, on the contrary, saw it as an
expedient to delay Namibia’'s freedom indefinitely. To



play for time and to deceive have been the tactics that
the South Africans have consistently employed in their
negotiations on the future of the Territory. No clearer
proof of this strategy can be found than in the intoler-
able behaviour of South Africa at the conference table
at Geneva.

57. Ttis distressing, therefore, that, in spite of a clear
pattern of South African deceit and evasiveness over
the years, culminating in the theatricals at Geneva,
conveniently timed initiatives are being taken that
would suggest that further concessions need to be made
to placate South Africa, Does not the evidence of South
Africa’s past behaviour show that it regards no conces-
sion as final? Is it not clearly obvious to all by now that
South Africa’s appetite for concessions from the
international community on the question of Na-
mibia’s independence cannot be sated? And it cannot
be sated because South Africa has no interest in a solu-
tion that means the end of its occupation of Namibia
and the freedom of the Territory.

58. A framework for the independence of Namibia
exists. It is to be found in resolution 435 (1978), a reso-
lution that enjoys international consensus and for
which the five Western Powers have a special respon-
sibility. To modify this resolution or to deviate from its
principles simply to satisfy the tactical demands of
South Africa would be to call into question our serious-
ness of purpose and our commitment to a just settle-
ment of the Namibian question. It is only on the basis
of this resolution and within the United Nations that
initiatives for a final and peaceful solution can be taken.

59. What must concern us is the equivocation and
inconsistency of the five Western Powers as shown in
their uncertain commitment to the spirit and letter of
resolution 435 (1978). The timidity with which the
Western countries have sought to enforce a resolu-
tion of which they were the architects and for which
they obtained the support of the international com-
munity owes much to the primacy of the strategic and
economic considerations that continue to distort a
simple, straightforward question of decolonization
and to make Namibia a focal-point of East-West
confrontation. Such an outlook is completely at
variance with that of most member countries of the
international community and is responsible for the
obduracy of the South African racists because of their
belief that in the last resort their Western friends will
not be prepared to apply the kind of pressure that will
end South Africa’s illegal occupation of Namibia.

60. Given the conduct of Western countries so
far, there is no reason to dispute South Africa’s assess-
ment of Western priorities. The readiness of the
West to defer to the South African point of view forces
us to face squarely the question of whether the role of
Western countries is one of mediation or of tacit
alliance with South Africa. It is by resolute action in
the Council that those key Western countries can allay
the legitimate fears that have arisen about the true

nature of their role and their genuine commitment
to the cause of Namibia's independence.

61. There is now broad international agreement
about what form such resolute action should take.
After years of patience and tolerance, it is now gener-
ally accepted that the only fitting response to the
obstinacy of the racist Pretoria régime is the applica-
tion of comprehensive mandatory sanctions under
Chapter VII of the Charter of the United Nations. The
Organization of African Unity, the non-aligned move-
ment and the General Assembly have called for such
sanctions. It is a call that the Council must heed if it is
to show the world, and in particular the oppressed
people of Namibia, that it intends at long last to imple-
ment the resolutions that over the years it has adopted
on the question of Namibia. It is important for the
Council to restore credibility to the United Nations,
credibility that was badly shaken by South Africa’s
outrageous conduct at Geneva. In this respect, those
Western countries that are permanent members of this
organ must now join the international consensus which
demands the imposition of sanctions against South
Africa as the next step towards the achievement of
independence by Namibia.

62. We are certain that our diplomatic efforts here
will supplement the intensified struggle of SWAPO
in its war to rid Namibia of South African occupation
forces. SWAPO has always stood ready to seek a
negotiated solution to the Namibia conflict at the
bargaining table, but it has always been conscious that
in the final analysis it would be the progress it made
on the battlefield that would determine the outcome of
the liberation struggle. Events have shown that it is the
military option that SWAPO must now exercise to deal
with South African aggression and intransigence. The
international community must accordingly give those
valiant fighters for freedom the maximum support
possible for the struggle both on and off the battlefield.
Support must also be given to those front-line States
that are the constant targets of Pretoria’s bestial
attacks, :

63. The decolonization of southern Africa is a pro-
cess that may encounter temporary setbacks, but it
cannot in the long run be stopped. Guyana is con-
vinced of the inevitable victory of the liberation
struggle. It is a victory that can be hastened by the
imposition of sanctions by the Council,

64. The PRESIDENT: I should now like to make
a statement in my capacity as representative of
IRELAND.

65. I can scarcely begin, as many others have done,
with kind and flattering words addressed to the Presi-
dent, though it is true, of course, that I do wish him
well. However, I should like to express my good wishes
in person to my immediate predecessor, Ambassador
Florin, now that he has returned to New York, and to
thank him for his work as President of the Council
during the month of March.



¢6. The United Nations assumed in 1966 a special
responsibility towards the people of Namibia. We meet
here to consider yet again how to discharge it. I cannot
and should not in a short statement rehearse the whole
nistory of the United Nations involvement in the
question. But, given the importance of the present
debate, I feel it necessary to do so to some extent.
[ believe it is also worth recalling some of that long
history because that will place in its proper perspective
the South African contention at Geneva in January that
it was premature to discuss a date for implementation
of the United Nations settlement plan.

67. In1920 South Africa received a Mandate from the
League of Nations in respect of the former German
territory of South West Africa, renamed Namibia in
1968. It was charged with promoting ‘‘to the utmost the
material and moral well-being and the social progress
of the inhabitants of the Territory™’.? When the League
of Nations went out of existence and yielded place to
the United Nations, South Africa, unlike other Man-
datory Powers, declined in 1946 to place the Mandated
Territory under the new United Nations Trusteeship
System. In 1949 it declined even to continue submitting
reports to the United Nations on the Territory, as it was
obliged to do under Article 73 ¢ of the Charter. Nor
would it accept the 1950 advisory opinion of the Inter-
national Court of Justice,* which held that in the
changed circumstances after the Second World War
the functions of supervision under the Mandate should
be exercised by the United Nations.

68. But the United Nations effort continued. An
ad hoc committee of the General Assembly in the early
1950s, a good offices committee from 1957 onwards,
and a special United Nations mission in 1962 all failed
—ultimately because of South Africa’s attitude. It is
true that South Africa drew back from its initial inten-
tion to annex the Territory formally. But over that
period it applied step by step to Namibia many of the
policies of apartheid which it was also imposing on
Its own people, as well as the repressive measures
necessary to enforce those policies.

69. A new phase began in the 1960s. After a further
case in the International Court of Justice® had failed
l_)ecause the Court held that the countries that brought
it h?d no standing to do so, the General Assembly
decided to terminate the Mandate. That decisive
resolqtion of 1966 [resolution 2145 (XXI)] declared
that since South Africa had no other right to administer
tlge Territory, South West Africa was henceforth a
direct responsibility of the United Nations. In 1967
the Assembly established the United Nations Council
for Namibia [resolution 2248 (S-V)]. It then formally
asked the Security Council to take effective measures
to ensure the removal of what was now the illegal
presence of South Africa in the Territory.

_70- In March 1969, the Security Council addressed
lztself to the problem for the first time. In its resolution
64 (1969), the Council recognized the termination of

the Mandate by the Assembly; it called on South Africa
to withdraw its illegal presence; and it further stated
that if South Africa failed to do so, then the Council
would decide on necessary steps or measures in accord-
ance with the Charter of the United Nations.

71. Ireland fully supported the 1966 decision of the
General Assembly to terminate the Mandate. It also
welcomed the Security Council’s decision of 1969 to
assume its responsibilities in the new situation. We did
so because the Irish Government considered, even at
that stage, 11 years ago, that it was the Security Coun-
cil, and the permanent members in particular, which
had the responsibility and the power to bring South
Africa’s illegal presence to an end. Indeed our then
Minister for Foreign Affairs, Mr. Aiken, had stated
that position as far back as 1966.

72. That South Africa’s presence was illegal was soon
clarified beyond any doubt through an advisory opinion
of the International Court of Justice in 1971.' This
stated explicitly that South Africa was under obliga-
tion to withdraw from Namibia immediately, and that
Member States of the United Nations were under
obligation to recognize the illegality of South Africa’s
presence there. I emphasize the word ‘‘obligation’.
Inits resolution 301 (1971), the Security Council agreed
with those conclusions of the Court, and since then it
has sought to ensure that they are put into effect.

73. A new and serious effort to do that began with
the adoption of Council resolution 385 (1976). The
Council declared in that resolution that it was imper-
ative that free elections under the supervision and
control of the United Nations should be held for the
whole of Namibia as one political entity. But those
proposals were in outline only, What was needed was
a specific set of proposals and a specific plan through
which they could be implemented. That came the
following year, when the five Western members then
on the Security Council engaged themselves actively
in the search for an internationally acceptable solution
on the basis defined by the Council one year previ-
ously.

74. That was indeed a hopeful development and my
Government welcomed the plan which the five Powers
proposed [S//2636]. We welcomed, too, Council

‘resolution 435 (1978), which endorsed detailed settle-

ment proposals based on that plan. We saw it as a
serious and practical effort to bring Namibia to inde-
pendence undertaken by those in the best position to
carry it through. We also saw it as a2 new and welcome
attempt to solve by peaceful means within a United
Nations framework an international problem which had
so far proved intractable.

75. Much thought went into the plan but progress in
carrying it out was painfully slow. Nevertheless,
agreement was reached over the following years on
many aspects of the proposals and how they would be
implemented. Particular efforts were made during



all of this period by the Secretary-General and his
staff, by the front-line States, by the contact group of
Western States, by SWAPO and by others, all of which
we acknowledge with appreciation. Even South Africa
agreed to discuss implementation, though the Min-
ister for Foreign Affairs of the United Republic of
Tanzania outlined to us here on Friday last [2273rd
meeting] with his customary clarity the extent to which
concessions were made and good will shown in the
effort to bring South Africa to agree to carry out the
proposals. A major turning point seemed to have been
reached, however, by the end of 1978, when South
Africa, as well as SWAPO, accepted in principle the
terms of resolution 435 (1978) and the settlement
proposals which it incorporated.

76. Yet the key question, as always, remained. What
was the real attitude of the Government of South
Africa? They accepted in principle the United Nations
proposals for an internationally acceptable settlement
but, while continuing to discuss them, they tried at
the same time to promote an internal settlement in
late 1978 through unilaterally organized elections
and arrangements. That effort was rightly rejected
by the international community and it was declared nuil
and void by the Security Council in its resolution 439
(1978).

77. However, by the end of last year, after much
painstaking negotiation, it seemed as if the long and
wearisome history might at last be coming to a satis-
factory end. The Geneva meeting in January 1981
was to be the final stage. It was arranged to promote
confidence and to get firm agreement on a date for a
cease-fire so that the proposals of three years earlier
might now be implemented. But at Geneva, despite
the high expectations in all quarters and every evidence
of good will on the African side, South Africa declared,
according to the report of the Secretary-General of
19 January 1981, that *‘it would . . . be premature to
proceed™ [S§/14333, para. 16].

78. Premature to proceed! Sixty years after the
original Mandate was granted; 35 years after the Gen-
eral Assembly first rejected South Africa’s wish to
annex the Territory [resolution 65 (1)]; 30 years after
the International Court of Justice found that South
Africa was bound to submit to the supervision and
control of the General Assembly:® 15 years after the
Mandate was ended [General Assembly resolution
2145 (XXD)]; 10 years after the Security Council, in
agreement with the World Court, found South Africa’s
presence illegal and ordered it to leave [resolution
301 (1971)]; 3 years after the detailed proposals were
put forward [$//2636]; 2 years after South Africa
informed the Secretary-General by letter that it had
*‘decided to co-operate in the expeditious implemen-
tation of Security Council resolution 435 (1978)"
[§/12983, annex]. After all of that, South Africa finds
it premature to proceed.

79. Was there ever in recent history a transition to
independence so thoroughly prepared and so carefully
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negotiated, with such a regard for what was fair and
internationally acceptable? Was there ever a depen-
dent Territory whose status had so engaged the atten-
tion of the highest international judicial and politica]
organs and for so long? Was ever a birth of a new
nation so attended, with so many major Powers as
midwives to the event? And yet South Africa finds it
premature to proceed.

80. What can one possibly say in answer to this
plea? Let us, nevertheless, make the effort and try to
understand.

81. We have carefully read all of the documents and
in particular the Secretary-General’s report on the
Geneva meeting, document S/14333, We have listened
carefully to the South African statement made earlier
in this debate [2268th meeting]. It is still difficult to
understand.

82. It seems as if the reasons—at least the overt
reasons—which South Africa has given for its refusal
so far to implement in practice what it accepted in
principle in 1978 really amount to two: first, it claims
that the United Nations would not be impartial; and
secondly, it professes a fear, on behalf of those whom
it describes as the people of Namibia, that implementa-
tion of the plan might lead to ‘‘one man, one vote,
one time’’ [S//4346, para. 71.

83. The basic question for us at this stage is whether
these reasons can possibly be genuine, or are they
rather a pretext for a refusal to carry through the plan
in the hope that changed international circumstances
may allow South Africa to retain control over Namibia?
In other words, to put it bluntly, the real question for
us now is one of good faith: what South Africa itself
calls trust and confidence—but not, as it says, the
good faith of the United Nations and of the world
community but that of South Africa itself.

84, Let us, however, suppose for a moment that the
South African concerns are genuine and see how they
can be answered.

85. On the first point, that of impartiality, one fact
should be obvious, though it is sometimes obscured.
That is, that under the plan endorsed by Security
Council resolution 435 (1978), and, of course, without
prejudice to the international legal position, it would
not be the United Nations which would organize the
elections: the United Nations would supervise and
control the elections; the South African administration
would remain in place until independence. So the
argument that the United Nations might not be impar-
tial is rather specious.

86. So too is the argument that the United Nations is
partisan because it has given recognition and some
limited support to SWAPO. It is true that the General
Assembly recognized SWAPO as the ‘‘sole and
authentic representative’’ of the Namibian people



“in their liberation struggle’’. But recognition by the
Assembly of the role of SWAPO in the liberation
struggle is not incompatible with a decision of the Secu-
rity Council that the future Government of Namibia
must be determined by free and fair elections, espe-
cially since SWAPO itself has accepted that decision
and agreed to abide by it. Furthermore, in considering
the General Assembly’s attitude to SWAPO, one must
also consider the massive effort including the military
and police effort directed against SWAPO and the
support given continuously to other elements by
South Africa and by its administration, which, after
all, exercises control in the Territory itself,

87. A further important point, which I note from the
report of the Secretary-General of 24 November 1980,
is that his representative, Mr. Urquhart, reiterated
during his visit to Pretoria that:

“All participants in the political process would,
at the commencement of the transition period and
thereafter, be placed on an equal footing by UNTAG,
which would be directly responsible for imple-
mentation.”’ [S/14266, para. 12.]

88. We believe that the commitment already made
by the United Nations, which we could readily endorse,
can easily provide the basis for a resolution of this
issue of impartiality in so far as it may have any sub-
stance; and indeed that was evident at Geneva.

89. What of the second basic issue raised by South
Africa and referred to again when it spoke here on
Wednesday last? That is, the fear which it professes
that the electoral process in Namibia would result in
practice in ‘‘one man, one vote, one time’’.

90. I do not believe that South Africa’s fears will
prove to be true but I cannot help retorting that even
if those fears were to prove well founded, then at least
the people of Namibia would in that event have had
one free election more than either they or the majority
of the people of South Africa itself have ever been
allowed in all of their lives under white South African
rule. A better answer, of course, is that, like other
nations, the people of Namibia as a whole must have
the right they have never had so far to determine for
themselves their own destiny as a people, including the
political structures under which they want to live.

91. But underlying the point made by South Africa
there‘ appears to be a fear for minority rights in a future
N_amtl;ia. One cannot but marvel at this concern for
minorities shown by a Government which has itself
always ruled Namibia in the sole interest of one minor-
ity, and which represses and disenfranchises the great
majority of the people of its own country.

92. _ But perhaps others with a better right than South
Afrlca may feel that concern about this point is legit-
imate. I do not think they need to be afraid in practice
that there will be oppression of minorities in the inde-

11

pendent Namibia which emerges from negotiations
between elected representatives in a constituent
assembly. After all, other, older and still flourishing
democracies have emerged from just such a process.

93. But if, nevertheless, the point is felt to have
substance, and if that were all that remained, then
I believe that it too could be met, granted one further
display of that good will which was so evident on one
side at Geneva.

94. What is not acceptable, however, is that this
point, which was first put forward on the South African
side quite recently, after years of negotiation on other
issues, should now become a reason to call into ques-
tion and reopen the whole effort to bring Namibia to
independence on the basis of the settlement plan
endorsed in resolution 435 (1978), a plan which South
Africa, according to its public position, still says it is
in principle willing to implement.

95. On this last point—the need to keep to the frame-
work already agreed—I cannot do better than quote
another distinguished source whose views thereon
deserve attention. I refer to the opening two sentences
of a letter of 29 August 1980 to the Secretary-General,
which is included in the documents of the Council:

“The people of South West Africa/Namibia and
the South African Government are determined to
conclude successfully the negotiations of the past
three and a half years to bring the Territory to inde-
pendence. During this time, much has been achieved
and it is in the interests of all concerned that these
achievements should not be forfeited.” [S/14139,
para. 1.]

96. The author is the Minister of Foreign Affairs
of South Africa, and the date is within the past year.
We may doubt in many respects South Africa’s will to
proceed, but the Minister is certainly right in saying, as
he did, that it is in the interests of all concerned that
what has been achieved over three and a half years
should not be forfeited—as 1 believe it would be if we
were now to abandon the framework within which it
was achieved.

97. Of course, it must be clear from all that 1 have
said that my delegation remains deeply sceptical about
South Africa’s underlying intentions in a larger sense.
Yet to admit failure now, or to change course in some
fundamental way from the effort to bring South Africa
to carry out in practice what it accepted in principle
in 1978—that is, the future independence of Namibia
on the basis of resolution 435 (1978)—would have
momentous consequences.

98. What is needed instead at this time, in our view,
is the following: a reaffirmation of resolution 435
(1978); a further effort on that basis and within that
framework to meet and resolve any remaining obsta-
cles, to the extent that they are not specious; and a



strong and steady pressure on South Africa to imple-
ment in practice at last what it professed to accept in
principle over two years ago. Those three points taken
together offer, in our view, the only way forward.

99. Clearly, it would be intolerable if there should be
further lengthy delay in bringing freedom and inde-
pendence to Namibia. That should not happen. Ireland
wants to see the cease-fire and the transition period
leading to elections begin as soon as possible. We want
to see Namibia independent within the year. Delay
will cause further bloodshed and suffering; it will mean
a prolongation of repressive measures in Namibia
and a continuing attempt to divide its people and to arm
and incite one ethnic group against another. It will
mean, too, that South Africa will remain free to develop
in‘its own interest the mineral and other resources of
the Territory, which the people of Namibia will badly
need at independence.

100. But beyond that, delay and prolongation of the
present conflict will have even broader consequences.
It will lead almost inevitably to increased instability in
the whole region and possibly to wider conflict which
might involve outside interests. Already, South
Africa’s efforts to maintain its rule have had a most
damaging impact on neighbouring States, as the
Minister for External Relations of Angola, for example,
made clear in his statement here [227]/st meeting].
Raids across the borders of Namibia deep into neigh-
bouring countries have been carried out frequently
—and more and more indiscriminately; there has been
suffering and loss of life; and the newly independent
States of the region have been diverted, to their cost,
from the economic development which they would
otherwise be free to pursue for the benefit of their
peoples.

101. 1t will be clear from all that I have said that my
delegation shares the widespread concern and frustra-
tion which have been expressed in this debate by so
many speakers, including so many distinguished
Ministers for Foreign Affairs of countries of the non-
aligned movement, who have come here especially
to address the Council. We believe that it is necessary
that South Africa be pressed, and pressed firmly, to
carry out the decisions of the Council and to grant
independence at last to a Territory over which the
world Court long since held its rule to be illegal. We
hoped, and we still hope, that the efforts and influence
of those countries which have greatest contact with
South Africa will continue to be brought to bear effec-
tively to that end. Those efforts are now more than
ever essential, and they should be intensified in the
interest of the whole world community and, indeed, in
the long-term interest of South Africa itself.

102. Beyond this, my delegation is also on record as
saying that if South Africa remains wholly intransigent,
we shall be ready to give our support in the Security
Council to certain graduated and carefully chosen
measures to oblige that country to respect the decisions
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of the Council and to carry out what are clearly its
obligations in international law as defined by the
Council and by the International Court of Justice. If
we stand, as Ireland always has, for a world-wide
effort to replace conflict and strife by international
justice and the rule of law, then we must be ready,
when all else fails, to give our support to carefully
worked out measures, in accordance with the provi-
sions of the Charter of the United Nations, to secure
respect for the rule of law on the part of those who
continually defy it over many years and cause much
human suffering and injustice thereby.

103, That is the position of my delegation. I must say,
however, that our greatest concern at this very moment

is that divided counsels here on how best to proceed

may lead to a major confrontation and to division in
this body at this time.

104. The Council has so far dealt with this issue over
several years with a broad measure of agreement
between its members on what needs to be done. It has
sought to solve the problem in a United Nations frame-
work, by peaceful means, through imaginative pro-
posals accepted and agreed by all and pressed strongly
in sustained negotiations by some members and former
members of the Council. It has availed itself to the full
of the devoted work of the Secretary-General and
his staff, of Under-Secretary-General Urquhart, and
of the Commissioner-General and Special Repre-
sentative, Mr. Ahtisaari, all of whom have made
patient efforts over many years to negotiate implemen-
tation of Council decisions and to overcome obstacles.
All this has been done with a real concern for the
people of Namibia and their future, and with a minimum
of ideological division in the Council. Namibia has
been seen at all stages as an African issue which must
be resolved in an African context and not, as toc many
other issues come to be seen, as an aspect of a larger
East-West rivalry.

105. The international effort which has been made
towards securing freedom and independence for Na-
mibia—and particularly the efforts by members of the
contact group, the front-line States and SWAPO that
have gone into trying to secure the full implementation
of the plan endorsed in resolution 435 (1978)—surely
offers an outstanding example of how a difficult and
dangerous problem should be faced by the world com-
munity, and particularly by the Council, which is
charged in a special way with the maintenance of
international peace and security.

106. If this major, sustained effort at peaceful solu-
tion of a serious and long-standing international
problem succeeds, it will show the way in which other
difficult problems might be addressed and negotiated.
But if we break up after our debate in the Council in
serious confrontation and disagreement on resolu-
tions, the hopes based on the unity shown so far will
be frustrated. Namibia will continue to suffer, and the
only real beneficiary will be South Africa. I should




say rather ‘‘apparent beneficiary™, since even South
Africa’s real long-term interests cannot be served by
strife and conflict with its neighbours and within the
Territory which it rules without consent.

107. Beyond this, such an outcome would also
disappoint greatly all those who might be ready to take
a lesson from such a sustained effort based on unity
in the Council, and who could come to see it as an
example of how a major international problem can be
addressed and solved on a peaceful basis, through
common accord.

108. What we need here most at this moment, there-
fore, is not division and disagreement through stub-
bornness on either side, not a clash of will which leaves
both sides angry and our common purpose damaged,
but a clear signal to South Africa of our unity and
common determination.

109. That common purpose must be to see Namibia
at last become independent through a process of free
and fair elections under United Nations supervision
and control, within the framework set by Council
resolutions 385 (1976) and 435 (1978), and patiently
negotiated over three years. If any genuine obstacles
remain, they can be resolved quickly to the extent that
they are genuine. But they must be resolved without
basic change in what is already agreed, or in the frame-
work within which it was agreed. For my part, I say
again that Ireland’s aim is to see Namibia become
independent within a year, and then we want to wel-
come it here as a Member of the United Nations.

110. The Irish delegation commits itself to that aim.
_We want to see the Council united in its effort to bring
itabout and we shall continue to work, as we have been
working since this debate began one week ago, to try
to avert a division in the Council which we believe
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would seriously damage our common hope of achieving
that aim,

111. If this sustained effort which we are making to
avert division in the Council does not succeed, then
my delegation will have no other option but to address
itself carefully to every aspect of the draft resolutions
which may come before us to see how best we should
vote—with realism but with a clear intention to send
to South Africa that signal of firmness of purpose which
we believe each member of the Council should send.
But our major effort is still to avoid a division in the
Coungil at this time.

112, 1pray that this effort will succeed, since I believe
that unity in the Council, along with firmness of pur-
pose in our common commitment to what has been
agreed, is the signal that we most need to send from
this major debate to advance our aim-—the early
independence of Namibia.

The meeting rose at 1.25 p.n.
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