
INITIAL PROCEEDINGS 

By a letter] dated 29 January 1986 addressed to the 
President of the Security Council, the representative of the 
Sudan, in his capacity as current Chairman of the Group 
of African States, requested that an urgent meeting of the 
Security Council be convened to consider the situation in 
southern Africa. 

At its 2652nd meeting, on 5 February 1986, the Security 
Council included in its agenda2 the item entitled “The situ- 
ation in southern Africa” and considered the item together 
with the letter dated 29 January from the Sudan at the 
2652nd, 2654th and 2656th to 2662nd meetings, held be- 
tween 5 and 13 February 1986. In the course of its delib- 
erations the Council invited, at their request, the repre- 
sentatives of Afghanistan, Algeria, Angola, Botswana, 
Cuba, Egypt, Ethiopia, the German Democratic Republic, 
Guyana, Hungary, India, the Islamic Republic of Iran, Le- 
sotho, the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Mozambique, Nicara- 
gua, Pakistan, Panama, Senegal, South Africa, the Sudan, 
the Syrian Arab Republic, Tunisia, the Ukrainian Soviet 
Socialist Republic, the United Republic of Tanzania, Yu- 
goslavia, Zambia and Zimbabwe to take part in the discus- 
sion without the right to vote.’ The Council also extended 
invitations as requested under rule 39 of the provisional 
rules of procedure of the Security Council to a delegation 
of the United Nations Council for Namibia led by the 
President of that body, to Mr. Neo Mnumzana of the AK- 
can National Congress of South Africa (ANC), to the Act- 
ing Chairman of the Special Committee against Apartheid 
and to Mr. Theo-Ben Gurirab of the South West Africa 
People’s Organization (SWAP0).4 

Decision of 13 February 1986 (2662nd meeting): resolu- 
tion 581 (1986) 

At the 2652nd meeting, on 5 February 1986, the repre- 
sentative of Togo, speaking in his capacity as current 
Chairman of the Group of African States, identified three 
elements of the “highly explosive” situation in southern 
Africa, as follows: (a) the policy of apartheid of the Gov- 
ernment of South Africa; (6) the illegal occupation of Na- 

. mibia by that racist regime; and (c) South Africa’s policy 
of aggression and destabilization against independent 
neighbouring States. He then discussed each element, 
stressing what he called the “dire consequences” which 
posed a dangerous threat to international peace and secu- 
rity, in order to explain why the State President of Senegal, 
the current Chairman of the Organization of African Unity 

‘S/I 7770. 
*For the adop tion of the agenda, see SIPV.2652, p. 2. While this 

was the first instance in which the present formulation of the 
agenda item was added to the list of matters of which the Security 
Council is seized, specific problems relating to the southern Afri- 
can region that have been considered by the Council are also re- 
flected in this chapter under various headings, such as “the ques- 
tion of South Africa”, “the situation in Namibia”, “Complaint by 
Angola against South Africa”, “Letter dated 17 June 1985 from 
Botswana addressed to the President of the Security Council” and 
“Complaint by Lesotho against South Africa”. 

3For details, see chap. III of the present Supplement. 
4For details reg arding the invitations under rule 39 of the provi- 

sional rules of procedure of the Security Council, see chap. III of 
the present Supplement. 

(OAU), had called for the convening of the current series 
of meetings of the Security Council. He stated that Preto- 
ria’s response to the defiance of its racist policies by the 
peoples of South Africa had been the declaration of a state 
of emergency in July 1985, thereby giving its security 
forces a freedom to behave with utter arbitrariness. He said 
that the only crime of the black Africans who were the 
daily victims of the South African police was that they 
sought to enjoy in their homeland the most fundamental 
rights that had been guaranteed to all mankind by the Char- 
ter of the United Nations and the Universal Declaration of 
Human Rights. With respect to Namibia, he said that South 
Africa continued its illegal occupation of a territory that 
was under United Nations administration in violation of all 
relevant General Assembly and Security Council resolu- 
tions, in particular Council resolution 435 (1978) which 
embodied the United Nations plan for the independence of 
Namibia. He said that South Africa, instead of choosing 
between the two electoral processes that had been provided 
for in Council resolution 435 (1978), had shown its con- 
tempt for the international community by raising various 
pretexts ranging from the status of SWAP0 and the impar- 
tiality of the United Nations and the Security Council to 
the presence of Cuban troops in Angola, which was extra- 
neous to the question of Namibia. He again referred to 
South Africa’s internal crisis and its concern with continu- 
ing the illegal occupation of Namibia, and quoted the cur- 
rent Chairman of OAU, the President of Senegal, who had 
stated that the Pretoria Government was applying a sys- 
tematic policy of political, military and economic destabi- 
lization against neighbouring African States and that An- 
gola, Mozambique and Botswana had been among the 
victims of frequent acts of aggression and sabotage. When 
South Africa had not intervened to destabilize Angola di- 
rectly, he added, it had used its proxy, the National Union 
for the Total Independence of Angola (UNITA), which had 
served as a cover for the deliberate policy aimed at inter- 
fering in the internal affairs of Angola. He then recalled, 
in connection with the role of UNITA, the concern that had 
been expressed by the Heads of State or Government of 
the States members of OAU over the abrogation of the 
Clark Amendment by the United States Senate; and quoted 
paragraph 1 of the Declaration adopted at the twenty-first 
summit meeting of OAU in July 1985, which had stated: 
“Any financial, military and logistical support to the ene- 
mies of the Angolan people by any Government or private 
group or government agency, directly or indirectly, would 
be considered a serious violation of the 1970 Declaration 
on Friendly Relations among States, and of the provisions 
of the Charters of the Organization of African Unity and 
the United Nations.“j He emphasized Africa’s confidence 
in the ability of the Security Council to contribute to the 
establishment of peace in southern Africa and called 
upon the Council to demand that the Pretoria Govem- 
ment: (a) immediately put an end to the state of emer- 
gency and release Nelson Mandela and all other political 
prisoners; (6) immediately abolish the policy of apartheid, 
which could not be reformed, and ensure respect for the 
equal rights of all South Africans without any discrimina- 
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tion based on race; (c) cooperate in the immediate imple- 
mentation of Council resolution 435 (1978), the United 
Nations plan for Namibian independence, as well as sub- 
mit its choice of electoral processes within a deadline to 
be set by the Council; and he urged that all States Members 
of the United Nations refrain from any act that would fur- 
ther aggravate the complex situation in southern AFrica. 
He concluded by stressing that the Security Council should 
consider at a future meeting the adoption of comprehen- 
sive mandatory sanctions under Chapter VII of the Charter 
of the United Nations, in the event that South Africa per- 
sisted in its defiance and intransigence.6 

At the same meeting, the representative of South Africa 
said that the convening of the current series of the Security 
Council meetings, in the wake of far-reaching proposals 
on 3 1 January 1986 by his State President, was entirely 
uncalled for and a mockery of the principles governing the 
Council’s activities, in particular the promotion and main- 
tenance of international peace and security. He said that 
President P. W. Botha of South Africa, in his opening ad- 
dress to Parliament on 3 1 January, had focused precisely 
on the goals of the maintenance of peace and security and 
that some of the important reforms that had taken place in 
South Atica since his assumption of the presidency had 
included: (a) the development of full black trade-union 
rights; (6) recognition of the permanence of urban blacks; 
(c) the introduction of freehold title for blacks in urban 
areas; and (d) scrapping of the Prohibition of Political In- 
terference Act, the Mixed Marriages Act and the relevant 
provisions of the Immorality Act. He then outlined the 
“framework and guidelines” for further constitutional de- 
velopment by quoting his State President, who had also 
said: (a) that South Africa would accept one citizenship for 
all South Africans; (b) that the sovereignty of the law must 
be the basis for the protection of the fundamental rights of 
individuals and groups; (c) that human dignity, life, liberty 
and the property of all must be protected regardless of col- 
our, race, creed or religion; (6) that a democratic system 
of government accommodating all legitimate political as- 
pirations of all South African communities must be nego- 
tiated; and (e) that South Africa had outgrown the outdated 
colonial system of paternalism and the outdated concept of 
apartheid. He referred to President Botha’s intention to ne- 
gotiate the establishment of a “national statutary coun- 
cil” -pending the institution of constitutional structures- 
that should consist of members of the South African 
Government and representatives of the “self-governing na- 
tional states”, as well as leaders of other black commu- 
nities and interest groups, and declared that the reform 
was clearly the first step towards institutionalized power- 
sharing in South Africa. With respect to external relations, 
he reaffirmed South Africa’s commitment to international 
coexistence through cooperation and negotiation, particu- 
larly in southern Africa, and that his Government was 
ready to implement Security Council resolution 435 (1978) 
concerning the independence of Namibia as soon as agree- 
ment could be reached on the withdrawal of Cuban troops 
from Angola. He reiterated his President’s invitation to the 
neighbouring States to give “tangible expression” to the 
common desire for peace and stability in the region, in- 
cluding the withdrawal of all foreign forces, the peaceful 

6slPV.2652, pp. B-14. 

settlement of disputes, regional cooperation on common 
problems and a prohibition of cross-border violence. To 
that end, his President had proposed the establishment of 
a “permanent joint mechanism” for dealing with matters 
concerning threats to the peace and prosperity of southern 
Africa. He emphasized the importance of the proposals by 
President Botha as historic not only for South Africa but 
for all the peoples of southern Africa and called upon the 
Security Council to make a positive contribution to a 
peaceful transition to the new era by encouraging the peo- 
ple of South Africa towards negotiated political structures 
acceptable to all.’ 

At the 2654th meeting, on 6 February 1986, the repre- 
sentative of Zimbabwe said that South Africa’s recent 
threats against its neighbours, economic blockades and 
other acts of aggression constituted a clear negation of the 
basic provisions of the Charter of the United Nations and 
the General Assembly Declaration on Principles of Inter- 
national Law concerning Friendly Relations and Coopera- 
tion among States in accordance with the Charter of the 
United Nations, which stated: “Every State has the duty to 
refrain in its international relations from the threat or use 
of force against the territorial integrity or political inde- 
pendence of any State, or in any other manner inconsistent 
with the purpose of the United Nations. Such a threat or 
use of force constitutes a violation of international law and 
the Charter of the United Nations and shall never be em- 
ployed as a means of settling international issues.“* 

He further said that South Africa, in the pursuit of its 
goal of establishing hegemony over the whole region, had 
committed aggression, economic strangulation and State 
terrorism, and that Pretoria had moreover fanned and in- 
stigated acts of civil strife and terrorism in almost every 
independent State in southern Africa, in flagrant violation 
of the Declaration on the Inadmissibility of Intervention 
and Interference in the Internal Affairs of States, which de- 
manded that every State should “refrain from armed inter- 
vention, subversion , military occupation or any other form 
of intervention and interference, overt or covert, directed 
at another State or group of States, or any act of military, 
political or economic interference in the internal affairs of 
another State, including acts of reprisal involving the use 
of force”.9 He stressed that the South African nationals 
who crossed the borders into Lesotho, Swaziland and the 
front-line States were victims of apartheid and that they 
met the requirements for refugee status as defined by in- 
ternational law, in particular article 1 of the 195 1 Conven- 
tion and the Protocol relating to the Status of Refugees. He 
further emphasized that, despite the fact that those refu- 
gees were labelled “terrorists” by apartheid South Africa, 
the neighbouring States were bound by international con- 
ventions and by bonds of humanity to uphold the provi- 
sions of the 195 1 Convention on the Status of Refugees, 
particularly as was set out in article 3 of that Convention. 
He said that the real reason for South Africa’s destabiliza- 
tion of its neighbours was that it could not stand non-racial 
democratic societies on its frontiers since they were the 
antithesis of the policy of apartheid that espoused the doc- 
trine of the supremacy of one race over another. He re- 

‘Ibid., pp. 46-52. 
8GeneraI Assembly resolution 2625 (XXV), annex. 
9General Asse mbly resolution 361103, annex. 
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called President Botha’s recent statement to the South Af- 
rican Parliament, where he had referred to the “outdated 
concept of apartheid”, and contrasted the declaration of 
“reform” with South Africa’s refusal to repeal the Group 
Areas Act as well as its refusal to negotiate with the true 
leaders of black South Africans who were dismissed as 
“revolutionaries”. With reference to the United States pol- 
icy of “constructive engagement”, he stressed that the fun- 
damental issue in southern Africa was apartheid in South 
Africa and South Africa’s colonization of Namibia, and 
that no African could be free until that last vestige of the 
African’s humiliation as a race was undone.1° 

At the 2660th meeting, on 12 February 1986, the Presi- 
dent of the Security Council drew the attention of the mem- 
bers to the text of a draft resolutior?’ submitted by the 
Congo, Ghana, Madagascar, Trinidad and Tobago, and the 
United Arab Emirates. 

At the same meeting, the representative of Egypt said 
that the Pretoria regime was responsible for the unrest that 
was besetting South Africa and that, whenever Pretoria 
found itself unable to stifle the resistance, it had usually 
made some reform proposals in an effort to delude inter- 
national public opinion. He referred to the proposals in a 
statement to the South African Parliament on 31 January 
1986, and said that the President of the Pretoria regime had 
nonetheless ruled out implementation of the principle of 
universal suffrage within a united country, thereby show- 
ing no commitment to the elimination of the apartheid re- 
gime. He said that Pretoria’s leaders and the regime’s rep- 
resentatives outside South Africa often spoke of the fear 
that the international community would intervene in their 
internal affairs and that their acts of aggression against 
neighbouring African States as well as the continuing oc- 
cupation of Namibia sought to prevent or limit foreign in- 
terference. He then asserted that South Africa’s irresponsi- 
ble acts of aggression and refusal to implement United 
Nations resolutions regarding Namibia’s independence 
were factors which would lead to foreign interference in 
the internal affairs of the African continent, particularly 
southern Africa, by exposing the region to the dangers of 
big-Power conflict. He said that the Security Council had 
a clear responsibility with regard to South Africa and that 
the responsibility stemmed from the following two factors: 
(a) that the Council, as the forum responsible for the main- 
tenance of international peace and security, had a special 
role in the organization of contemporary international re- 
lations and that it should intervene, in accordance with the 
Charter, to end South Africa’s manoeuvres which had ren- 
dered the region insecure and volatile with dangers not 
only for Africa but for international peace and securiy in 
general; and (b) that the Security Council was responsible, 
under the Charter, for ensuring compliance with its resolu- 
tions, and that it was time the Council exercised its pre- 
rogatives under the Charter to force South Africa to respect 
the resolutions calling upon Pretoria to terminate the policy 
of apartheid and the occupation of Namibia, as well as 
those calling upon it to refrain from launching acts of ag- 
gression against neighbouring countries.12 

%/PV.2654, pp. 16-18, 22 and 26-31. 
* IS/l 78 17, subsequently revised and adopted as resolution 58 1 

(1986). 
‘2S/PV.2660, pp. 8- 13. 

In the course of the Council’s deliberations, many rep- 
resentatives stressed the importance of comprehensive 
mandatory sanctions under Chapter VII of the Charter as 
the most effective means of forcing South Africa to dis- 
mantle its apartheid system and of restoring peace and sta- 
bility in the region.13 

At the 2662nd meeting, on 13 February 1986, the Presi- 
dent of the Security Council put a revised text of the draft 
resolution (S/l 78 17/Rev. 1) to a vote.14 Speaking before the 
vote, the representative of the United States said that the 
denomination in the draft resolution of “uses of force” by 
a State as “terrorism” was neither necessary nor helpful 
and that it would have sufficed to state that the use of force 
by a State was contrary to the Charter of the United Na- 
tions. He stated that “respect for territorial integrity” was 
an important and universal principle and that calling only 
upon South Africa to respect international borders did not 
advance matters. He further said that the draft resolution 
incorrectly implied that external assistance was the main 
cause of destabilization of some States in the region, 
whereas in his delegation’s view Governments that relied 
on foreign troops to stay in power against the opposition 
of a significant portion of the domestic population were 
inherently unstable and that stability could be enhanced in 
such States through a dialogue between the Government 
and opposition groups. l5 

The revised draft resolution was then voted upon and 
adopted by 13 votes to none, with 2 abstentions, as resolu- 
tion 581 (1986)? The resolution reads as follows: 

The Security Council, 

Having considered the rquest of the Permanent Representative of 
the Sudan to the United Nations contained in document S/l 7770, 

Bearing in mind that all Member States are obliged to refrain in 
their international relations from the threat or use of force against the 
sovereignty, territorial integrity or political independence of any State 
or from acting in any other manner inconsistent with the purposes and 
principles of the United Nations, 

Gravely concerned at the tension and instability created by the hos- 
tile policies and aggression of the apartheid regime throughout south- 
em Africa and the mounting threat they pose to the security of the 
region and its wider implications for international peace and security, 

Gravely concerned that such acts of aggression can only serve to 
aggravate the already volatile and dangerous situation in the southern 
African region, 

Reiterating its total opposition to the system of apartheid, 
Reaflrming the right of all countries to give sanctuary to refugees 

fleeing from the oppression caused by the apartheid system, 
Taking note of the communique of the Ministers of the front-line 

States and of the European Economic Community in which, inter alia, 
the Ministers condemned South Africa’s policy of destabilization in 
all its manifestations, including the use of any direct or indirect armed 

13For the texts of relevant statements, see WV.2652: Senegal, 
p. 23; Zambia, pp. 28 and 29; SIPV.2654: Acting Chairman of the 
Special Committee against Apartheid, p. 13; SiPV.2656: President 
of the United Nations Council for Namibia, p. 27; India, p. 33; 
WV.2657: Denmark, pp. 31 and 32; German Democratic Repub- 
lic, p. 38; WPV.2658: Algeria, p. 11; Bulgaria, pp. 17 and 18; Trini- 
dad and Tobago, p. 23; Ghana, p. 36; Iran (Islamic Republic of), 
p. 47; SIPV.2659: Venezuela, p. 13; Union of Soviet Socialist Re- 
publics, p. 22; Cuba, p. 29; SiPV.2660: Yugoslavia, p. 19; Panama, 
p. 23; Madagascar, p. 37; Nigeria, p. 47; SiPV.2661: United Arab 
Emirates, pp. 27 and 28; Syrian Arab Republic, pp. 33 and 34; 
Ukrainian SSR, p. 46; Hungary, p. 48; Pakistan, p. 56; and 
SiPV.2662: Tunisia, 

14S/PV.2662, p. 3 1. 
p. 11. 

ISIbid., p. 41. 
16For the vote on the draft resolution, see ibid., p. 43. 
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actions in neighbouring States, and agreed to deny perpetrators of such 
actions any assistance or support, 

Recalling its resolutions 567 (1985), 568 (1985) 571 (1985) 572 
(1985) and 580 (1985), by which, inter alia, it condemned South Af- 
rica’s aggression against Angola, Botswana and Lesotho, 

Convinced that the apartheid system of the racist regime of South 
Africa and its continued illegal occupation of Namibia are the source 
of tensions and insecurity in southern Africa, 

Gravely concerned at the recent threats by South Africa to continue 
other to perpetrate acts of aggression against the front-line States and 

countries in southern Africa aimed at destabilizing them, 

Conscious of the urgent need to take effective steps for the preven- 
tion and removal of all threats to peace and security in the region 
posed by South Africa’s recent threats to use force against countries 
in southern Afri ca, 

Convinced that only the elimination of apartheid can lead to a just 

and lasting solution to the explosive si tuation in So uth A fric a in par- 
titular and in southern Africa in general, 

1. Strongly condemns racist South Africa for its recent threats to 
perpetrate acts of aggression against the front-line States and other 
States in southern Africa; 

2. Strongly warns the racist regime of South Africa against com- 
m itting any acts of aggression, terrorism and destabili 
indepen dent Afri can States and its use of mercenaries; 

3. Deplores the esca lation of violence in the region and calls upon 
South Africa to res 1pect fully the sanctity of international borders; 

zation against 

4. Deplores any form of assistance given by States whit 
be u sed to destabilize independent States in southern Africa; 

h could 

5. Calls upon all States to exert pressure on South Africa to desist 
from perpetrating acts of aggression against neighbouring States; 

6. Realfirms the right of all States in the fulfilment of their inter- 
national obligations to give sanctuary to the victims of apartheid; 

7. Demands the immediate eradication of apartheid as the neces- 
sary step towards the establishment of a non-racial democratic society 
based on self-determination and majority rule through the full and free 
exercise of universal adult suffrage by all the people in a un ited and 
non-fragmented South Africa, and to this end demands: 

(a) The dismantling of the bantustan structures as well as the ces- 
sation of uprooting, relocation and denationalization of the indigenous 
African people; 

(b) The abrogation of the bans and restrictions on political organi- 
zations 19 parties, individuals and news media opposed to apartheid; 

(c) The unimpeded return of all the exiles; 

8. Demands that the racist regime of South Africa put an end to 
the violence against and repression of the black people and other op- 
ponents of apartheid, unconditionally release all persons imprisoned, 
detained or restricted for their opposition to apartheid and lift the state 
of emergency; 

9. Deplores the racist regime of South Africa for its disregard of 
the principles of international law and its obligations under the Charter 
of the United Nations; 

10. Commends the front-line States and other States neighbouring 
South Africa for their support of freedom and justice in South Africa 
and requests Member States to extend urgently all forms of assistance 
to these States in order to strengthen their capacities to receive, main- 
tain and protect South African refugees in their respective countries; 

11. Requests the Secretary-General to monitor developments re- 
lated to South Africa’s threats to escalate acts of aggression against 
independent States in southern Africa and to report to the Security 
Council as the situation demands; 

12. Decides to remain seized of the matter. 

“S/l 8072. 
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Decision of 23 May 1986 (2686th meeting): rejection of 
five-Power draft resolution 

By a letterI dated 2 1 May 1986 addressed to the Presi- 
dent of the Security Council, the representative of Senegal 
requested, on instructions from the President of Senegal 
and current Chairman of the Organization of African 
Unity, the convening of an urgent meeting of the Council 
to consider South Africa’s aggression against Botswana, 
Zambia and Zimbabwe. 

By a letter’* dated 22 May 1986 addressed to the Presi- 
dent of the Security Council, the representative of Zambia 
requested, on instructions fi=om the Chairman of the front- 
line States, an immediate meeting of the Council to con- 
sider South Africa’s military attacks, on the morning of 19 
May 1986, against Botswana, Zambia and Zimbabwe. 

At its 2684th meeting, on 22 May 1986, the Security 
Council included in its agenda the letter dated 21 May 
1986 from the representative of Senegal addressed to the 
President of the Council and considered the item at the 
2684th to 2686th meetings, held on 22 and 23 May 1986. 
In the course of its deliberations, the Council invited, at 
their request, the representatives of Argentina, Botswana, 
Cuba, Czechoslovakia, the German Democratic Republic, 
India, the Islamic Republic of Iran, the Libyan Arab Jama- 
hiriya, Senegal, South Africa, the Syrian Arab Republic, 
the United Republic of Tanzania, Zambia and Zimbabwe 
to take part in the discussion without the right to vote.19 
The Council also extended invitations as requested, under 
rule 39 of the provisional rules of procedure of the Security 
Council, to the Chairman of the Special Committee against 
Apartheid and to Mr. Syed Sharifuddin Pirzada of the Or- 
ganization of the Islamic Conference. I9 

At the 2684th meeting, on 22 May 1986, the President 
of the Security Council drew the attention of the members 
of the Council to six documents before the CounciLzo 

At the same meeting, the representative of Senegal said 
that the latest acts of aggression by South Africa against 
Botswana, Zambia and Zimbabwe had been unanimously 
condemned by the international community. He then 
quoted extensively from a, statement by the President of 
Senegal, the current Chairman of OAU, who had con- 
demned South Africa’s “State terrorism” and flagrant vio- 
lation of the integrity, independence and sovereignty of the 
three States and had declared that the time had come for 
the members of the Security Council to adopt mandatory 
economic sanctions to safeguard the Council’s credibility 
as the guardian of international peace and security. The 
representative of Senegal stated that South Africa’s latest 
acts of aggression against the front-line States had shown 
its disrespect for the Principles and Purposes of the Charter 
of the United Nations and for the foundations of intema- 
tional law, and that Pretoria had flagrantly defied Security 
Council resolution 580 (1985), which stated that “all Mem- 
ber States must refrain in their international relations From 
the threat or use of force against the territorial integrity or 

%/18076. 
l%or details, see chap. III of the present Supplement. 
*%/I 8067, S/l 8069, S/l 8070, S/l 8075, S/l 8076 and S/I 8077, 

letters dated between 19 and 22 May 1986 addressed to the United 
Nations from, respectively, Botswana, Algeria, the Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics, Barbados, Zambia and Kenya concerning South 
Africa’s attacks committed on the morning of 19 May I986 against 
the three neighbouring States of Botswana, Zambia and Zimbabwe. 



political independence of any State, or acting in any other 
manner incompatible with the purposes of the Charter of 
the United Nations”. He further said that, shortly after the 
commemoration of the fortieth anniversary of the Charter 
of the United Nations and on the eve of the special session 
of the Genera1 Assembly devoted to development issues of 
Africa, it was inconceivable that South Africa should con- 
tinue to defy and scorn the whole world, particularly the 
Security Council whose authority it rejected. He then 
stressed that the situation in southern Africa, the central 
problems of which were the eradication of the apartheid 
system and the independence of Namibia in accordance 
with the relevant United Nations resolutions, constituted a 
definite threat to international peace and security, and that 
the Council should take the appropriate measures, in ac- 
cordance with the Charter, under which it was entrusted 
with the major responsibility for maintaining international 
peace and security. He concluded that Africa expected the 
Council to shoulder its responsibility not only by con- 
demning South Afi-ica and demanding just and speedy 
reparations for the damage it had caused, but also by de- 
ciding on the application of comprehensive mandatory 
economic sanctions against Pretoria.21 

At the same meeting, the representative of Zambia re- 
called his statement22 to the Council on 5 February 1986 
in which he had spoken about South Africa’s threats of at- 
tacks against the front-line and other States for the reason 
that those States, including his own, had continued to give 
sanctuary to refugees who had fled from the apartheid sys- 
tem, in accordance with their international obligations to 
do so. He further said that at the time some members of 
the Council had not taken their concern seriously and that 
some had even indicated that the Council meeting had not 
been justified since there had been no actual attack. He 
then gave a detailed account of the time, targets, types of 
weapons and equipment used and the number of those 
killed and wounded as well as the material damage in- 
flicted in each of the attacks against Zambia, Botswana, 
and Zimbabwe on 19 May 1986, and charged that “friends 
of South Africa”, some of which were permanent members 
of the Council, were responsible both through inaction and 
active military, economic and political support, thereby en- 
couraging South Africa to attack and destabilize its neigh- 
bours. He said that the timing of South Africa’s attacks 
against the three neighbouring States, when the group of 
eminent persons established by the Commonwealth coun- 
tries to find peaceful solutions to the problems of apartheid 
was in South Africa, had clearly shown Pretoria’s intention 
to poison the atmosphere for peaceful negotiations. He 
then emphasized that the last peaceful option for eliminat- 
ing apartheid was the imposition of mandatory and com- 
prehensive economic sanctions against South Africa, and 
that the argument by some Western countries that the sanc- 
tions would hurt the people of South Africa was a “lame 
excuse”, since those people were already suffering and 
since they were prepared to pay the price for their freedom 
at present rather than risk much more eventually. He called 
on the Security Council not only to condemn South Africa 
for its acts of aggression against three peaceful States 
Members of the United Nations, but also to pronounce it- 

2’SlPV.2684, pp. 22-28. 
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self on how a crime against humanity, apartheid, should be 
eliminated and stated that, in his Government’s view, it 
was time to invoke Chapter VII of the Charter and to 
impose mandatory comprehensive economic sanctions 
against South Africa.23 

At the same meeting, the representative of South Africa 
affirmed that on 19 May 1986 “small elements” of the 
South African Defence Force had attacked “a terrorist op- 
erational centre and transit facility in Harare (Zimbabwe), 
a terrorist transit facility situated at Mogaditsano, outside 
Gabarone (Botswana), and a terrorist operational centre 15 
kilometres south-west of Lusaka (Zambia)“. He then re- 
called that his delegation had informed the Security Coun- 
cil at its meetings24 on lo,20 and 2 1 June and 30 Decem- 
ber 1985 that South Africa had been and would be obliged 
to take action against “terrorist bases” responsible for plan- 
ning and executing violence in his country. He further re- 
called that his Government had frequently warned that it 
would take action if Governments tolerated and harboured 
terrorists that were engaged in hostile actions against 
South Africa. He said that, while the international commu- 
nity had clearly rejected the use of violence as a means for 
political ends, terrorism should be consistently deplored in 
all areas. He asserted that the Governments of South Af- 
rica’s neighbouring States had nevertheless frequently ex- 
pressed their support to the aims and actions of ANC, 
which they justified as that terrorist organization’s “legiti- 
mate struggle” to bring an end to the system of government 
in South Africa. He then referred to the statement by the 
President of South Africa on 3 1 January 1986, and reiter- 
ated his Government’s commitment to negotiation on 
broadening the basis of democracy in his countryZ5 He 
stressed that negotiation was the key to the resolution of 
the internal problems of South Africa as well as to resolv- 
ing differences with the neighbouring States; but that re- 
garding ANC bases in Zimbabwe, Botswana and Zambia, 
his Government would take whatever action might be ap- 
propriate for the defence and security of its people.26 

In the course of the Council’s deliberations, several par- 
ticipants invoked Chapter VII of the Charter of the United 
Nations and urged the Security Council to impose manda- 
tory and comprehensive economic sanctions against South 
Africa.27 

%PV.2684, pp. 12-21. 
*‘For the texts of the statements by South Africa, see, respec- 

tively, SiPV.2583, in connection with the situation in Namibia, 
pp. 87-103; WPV.2597, in connection with the complaint by Angola 
against South Africa, pp. 22-27; SjPV.2599, in connection with the 
letter dated 17 June 1985 from the Permanent Representative of Bo- 
tswana to the United Nations addressed to the President of the Secu- 
rity Council (S/17279), pp. 31-36; SiPV.2639, in connection with the 
complaint by Lesotho against South Africa, pp. 1 l-13. See also en- 
tries in the present chapter under the same headings. 

2%or details on the reform proposals and an outline of “guide- 
lines” for constitutional development, see the statement by the rep- 
resentative of South Africa at the 2652nd meeting of the Council, 
note 7 above. 

2%lPV.2684, pp. 22-28. 
27For the texts of relevant statements, see SiPV.2684: Chairman 

of the Special Committee against Apartheid, p. 22; India, pp. 38 
and 42; United Republic of Tanzania, p. 47; SiPV.2685: Bulgaria, 
p. 12; China, p. 16; Mr. Pirzada of the Organization of the Islamic 
Conference, p. 19; Argentina, p. 3 1; SjPV.2686: Madagascar, p. 123; 
Denmark, p. 23; USSR, p. 29; Venezuela, p. 32; Syrian Arab Re- 
public, p. 77; and Trinidad and Tobago, pp. 97, 101 and 102. 
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At the 2685th meeting, on 23 May 1986, the President 
drew the attention of the members of the Council to a draft 
reso1ution2* submitted by the Congo, Ghana, Madagascar, 
Trinidad and Tobago and the United Arab Emirates. 

At the 2686th meeting, on the same date, the President 
of the Security Council, speaking in his capacity as the rep- 
resentative of Ghana, said that South Africa’s attacks 
against the front-line States were morally indefensible; 
that they constituted-“by common definition”-State ter- 
rorism; that they contravened the letter and spirit of the 
Charter of the United Nations; and that those attacks, 
which were committed in the pursuit of the preservation of 
a system that had been universally condemned, especially 
by the Security Council, had followed a long chain of simi- 
lar previous acts of aggression. He further said that failure 
on the part of the Council to act resolutely in the current 
instance would mean its inadvertent concurrence in State 
terrorism, in illegality and in racism. He then referred to 
the draft resolution (S/18087) before the Council and said 
that his delegation had accordingly joined the sponsors of 
the draft text, which called for selective sanctions, limiting 
itself to actions that legislative bodies and multilateral or- 
ganizations, especially of Western States, had already in- 
stituted against South Africa. He stressed that the intention 
was to bring the selective measures under a United Nations 
umbrella and that, with some linguistic adjustments in the 
draft text, the sponsors were confident that a unanimous 
decision could be reached. He further stated that Bo- 
tswana, Zambia and Zimbabwe were entitled, in addition 
to assistance to improve their defensive capabilities, to full 
and fair compensation for the damage to life and prop- 
erty.29 When the 2686th meeting resumed following a brief 
suspension, 3o the representative of Trinidad and Tobago 
orally introduced, on behalf of the sponsors, a number of 
textual revisions to the draft resolution. In one instance, an 
explicit reference, in operative paragraph 6 of the draft, to 
“Chapter VII” (of the Charter of the United Nations) was 
deleted and replaced with the words “the provisions”. He 

*$/18087, subsequently orally revised (S/l 8087/Rev.l). 
*%/PV.2686, pp. 107 and 108. 
3qbid., p. 116. 

then requested that the draft resolution (S/l 8087IRev. l), 
as orally revised, be put to the vote.31 

The representative of the United Kingdom requested a 
separate vote on the twelfth preambular paragraph and on 
operative paragraph 632 of the draft resolution. Following 
the objection by the representative of Trinidad and To- 
bago, on behalf of the sponsors of the draft resolution, to 
the proposal to have a separate vote on the two para- 
graphs 33 the draft resolution, as orally revised, was voted 
upon a\ a whole; it received 12 votes to 2, with 1 absten- 
tion, and was not adopted owing to the negative votes of 
two permanent members. 34 Under the operative paragraphs 
of the draft text,3s the Council would have, inter alia: (a) 
condemned South Africa for the military raids in Bo- 
tswana, Zambia and Zimbabwe; (6) demanded full and 
adequate compensation by South Africa to the three States; 
(c) commended the Governments of the three States for the 
support they were rendering to refugees from South Africa; 
(d) expressed its solidarity with the people of South Africa 
in their struggle for freedom and justice; (e) determined 
that the policies and acts of the racist regime of South Af- 
rica constituted a threat to international peace and security; 
and v) decided, as an effective means of combating the 
apartheid system and bringing peace and stability in south- 
em Africa, to impose against South Africa selective eco- 
nomic and other measures, including: (i) suspension of all 
new investments and guaranteed export loans; (ii) prohibi- 
tion of the sale of krugerrand and all other coins, all new 
contracts in the nuclear field and all sales of computer 
equipment; and (iii) restrictions in the field of sports and 
cultural relations. 

3*Ibid., pp. 121 and 122. 
3qbid., p. 126. The twelfth preambular paragraph related to a no- 

tation by the Council that the policy of “constructive engagement” 
had not succeeded; while operative paragraph 6, as orally revised, 
involved an affirmation that the Council was “acting in accordance 
with the provisions of the Charter of the United Nations”. 

331bid., pp. 126 and 127. For the procedural discussion in con- 
nection with the proposal for a separate vote and rule 32 of the 
provisional rules of procedure of the Security Council, see also 
cha . I, part V, of the present Supplement, under rule 32. 

3t For the vote, see WPV.2686, p. 128. 
3%ee note 28 above. 

23. LETTER DATED 25 MARCH 1986 FROM THE PERMANENT REPRESENTATIVE OF MALTA TO 
THE UNITED NATIONS ADDRESSED TO THE PRESIDENT OF THE SECURITY COUNCIL 

LETTER DATED 25 MARCH 1986 FROM THE PERMANENT REPRESENTATIVE OF THE UNION OF SO- 
VIET SOCIALIST REPUBLICS TO THE UNITED NATIONS ADDRESSED TO THE PRESIDENT OF 
THE SECURITY COUNCIL 

LETTER DATED 26 MARCH 1986 FROM THE PERMANENT REPRESENTATIVE OF IRAQ TO THE 
UNITED NATIONS ADDRESSED TO THE PRESIDENT OF THE SECURITY COUNCIL 

INITIAL PROCEEDINGS Mediterranean and to consider appropriate action to reduce 

By a letter* dated 25 March 1986, the representative of 
tension and restore peace and stability in the region. On 

Malta requested an urgent meeting of the Council to dis- 
the same date, the representative of the Soviet Union re- 

cuss the grave situation which had arisen in the Central 
quested2 that the Council meet to consider “the situation 

‘S/l 7940. *s/17941. 


