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THE QUEsTION

and semity

OF SOUTH AFRICA

Decision of 5 February 198 I (2264th meeting):
statement of the Presrdent
In a letter dated 28 November 1980,’ the representative of Senegal, in his capacity as Chairman of the
Group of African States at the United Nations for the
month of November, forwarded for necessary action
the copy of a letter of the same date addressed to him
from the representative of the African National
Congress of South Africa (ANC) in respect of death
sentences passed by the South African Supreme
Court on three members of ANC. The representative
of ANC had specifically requested that the Council,
as in a similar case on an earlier occasion, hold
consultations and mandate the President to use his
ood offtces to alert world opinion and to save the
Bives of the three ANC members2
At its 2264th meeting, on 5 February 1981, the
Council included the letter dated 28 November 1980
from the representative of Senegal in its agenda.
As a result of consultations among members of the
Council, the President then made the following
statement on behalf of the Council:)
The members of the Security Council have entrusted me to
express, on their behalf, their grave concern over the death
sentences recently passed by the Transvaal Division of the
Supreme Court at Pretoria on Ncimbithi Johnson Lubisi (28).
Petrus Tsepo Mashigo (20) and Naphtali Manana (24) and which
may be considered shortly by the Appellate Division of the
Supreme Court at Bloemfontcin.
Having this in mind, I strongly urge that the Government of
South Africa, in order to avert further aggravating the situation in
South Africa, should take into account the concerns expressed for
the lives of these three young men.

Decision of 27 August I98 I (2295th meeting): invitation extended to Mr. Johnstone Makatini
By letter dated 27 August I98 I ,I the representative
of Niger, on behalf of the countries members of the
Council belonging to the Movement of Non-Aligned
Countries, requested a meeting of the Council at the
earliest possible opportunity to consider the wish
expressed by Mr. Johnstone Makatini, representative
of ANC at the United Nations,. in his letter dated 24
August addressed to the President of the Council,
that, in accordance with the position taken by the
Council in previous similar cases, the President issue
a statement on behalf of the Council in connection
with the death sentences passed by the Pretoria
Supreme Court on three members of ANC-Anthony
Tsotsobe, 25, Johannes Shabangu, 26, and David
Moise, 25-n I9 August I98 I, in order to save their
lives.
At its 2295th meeting, on 27 August l98l., the
Council included the letter from the representative of
Niger on its agenda. Following the adoption of the
agenda, the Council decided to extend an invitation
to Mr. Makatini under rule 39 of the provisional
rules of procedure.’
The re resentative of Niger pointed out that the
South APrican regime was ready to murder in the
space of a few months another three ANC militants
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for reasons direct1 linked to their everyday struggle
against the apart x eid regime. He added that the
repressive and political nature of the trials against
ANC members escaped no one, since the deception
of the South African authorities had been unmasked
already six months ago. The black majority in South
Africa only demanded a just and democratic society
where all races and social categories would be treated
equally and with justice and dignity. His delegation
washed to stress that it was the duty of the Council to
help them to achieve that aspiratron, in accordance
with the Charter and the relevant resolutions of the
Council, and appealed urgently to the Council to
prevent the execution of the three patriots0
Most members joined the appeal of the representative of Niger that the Council, through its President,
call upon the Government of South Africa to desist
from the execution of the three ANC members.’ The
representative of the United Kingdom indicated that
the judicial process in the case might not yet be
complete, but stated his delegation’s view that, on
humanitarian rounds alone, the death sentences, if
they were conB rrmcd, should call for clemency.x The
representative of the United States recalled the
statement issued in February and expressed his wish
that the Council might finally come to a similar
unanimous expression of concern.V Several representatives voiced surprise and dismay that the members
of the Council had failed to endorse unanimously an
appeal by the Council President as proposed by the
representative of ANC and pointed to the wellknown features of the South African handling of the
case in question which could not be described as a
normal judicial process.‘O
Decision of I5 December 1981 (2315th meeting):
statement by the President
By letter dated 7 December 1981,” the representative of Botswana, on behalf of the Group of African
States at the United Nations, requested that the
President of the Council undertake consultations
among the members of the Council in order that, in
keeping with precedent, appropriate action might be
taken by the Council following the proclamation by
South Africa of the independence of another bantustart.
At its 23 15th meeting, on I5 December I98 I, the
Council included the letter dated 7 December from
the representative of Botswana in its agenda. As a
result of consultations held among members of the
Council, the President made the following statement
on behalf of the Council:‘*
The Security Council notes that on 4 December 198 I, the South
African regime
proclaimed the Ciskei, an integral part of South
African territory, a so-called “independent” State, in pursuance of
its upunheid and bantustanization policy.
The Council recalls its resolution 417 (1977). in which it
demanded that the racist rCgime of South Africa should abolish the
policy of bantustanization. II also recalls its resolutions 402 (1976)
and 407 (1977). in which it endorsed General Assembly resolution
31/6 A of 26 October 1976 on the matter. The Council further
takes note of General Assembly resolution 32/105 N of 14
December 1977 on the question of bantustans.
The Council does not recognize the so-called “independent
homelands” in South Africa: it condemns the purported proclamation of the “independence” of the Ciskei and declares it totally
invalid. This action by the South African r&me. following similar
proclamations in the case of the Transkei, Bophuthatswana and
Venda. denounced by the international community, is designed IO
divide and dispossess the African people and establish client States
under its domination in order to perpetuate aparrheid.
It seeks to
create a class of foreign people in their own country. It further

aggravates the situation in the region and hinders international
efforts for just and lasting solutions.
The Council calls upon all Governments to deny any form of
recognition to the so-called “independent” bantustans. to refrain
from any dealings with them, to reject travel documents issued by
them, and urges Governments of Member States to take effective
measures within their constitutional framework to discourage all
individuals, corporations and other institutions under their jurisdiction from having any dealings with the so-called “independent”
bantustans.

Decision of 9 April 1982 (235lst meeting): resolution
503 (1982)

In a letter dated 8 April 1982,‘) the representative
of Uganda transmitted a letter from Mr. Makatini,
representative of ANC, who informed the President
of the Council that the South African Court of
Appeal had confirmed the death sentences imposed
on three members, Ncimbithi Johnson Lubisi, Naphtali Manana and Petrus Tsepo Mashigo, in 1980 and
requested an urgent meeting of the Council once
more to take up the matter; Mr. Makatini further
requested that the President use his ood offices to
urge the Council, pursuant to the ca PI made by the
Council on behalf of the three patriots on 5 February
1981 at the 2264th meeting, to demand that South
Africa desist from carrying out those sentences and to
release immediately and unconditionally those and
other patriots.
By another letter of the same date,” the representative of Uganda requested an urgent meeting of the
Council to examine the situation in southern Africa,
following the confirmation of the death sentences on
ANC members.
At its 235 1 st meeting, on 9 April 1982, the Council
included the letter from the representative of Uganda
requesting the Council meeting” in its agenda.
At the beginning of the meeting, the President
drew attention to a draft resolutionrJ submitted by
Togo, Uganda and Zaire.
The representative of Uganda pointed out that an
amendment had been proposed regarding the draft
resolution and would be acceptable to the sponsors;
he then read the text of the amendment, which
replaced operative paragraph 2 of the original draft.
He further stated that the meeting of the Council had
been requested for purely humanitarian reasons, in
order to enable the Council to help save the lives of
three South African patriots. He recalled the statement of the President on 5 February 1981 expressing
the Council’s grave concern for the lives of the three
patriots and briefly indicated the humanitarian quality of the draft resolution. Speaking on behalf of the
African Group and the three sponsors, he commended to the Council the draft resolution which he
hoped would be adopted unanimously.‘*
The President then put the draft resolution as
amended to the vote; it received I5 votes in favour
and was unanimous1 adopted as resolution 503
(1982).” It reads as rallows:
The Security Council,
Recalling its resolution

473 (1980) and its statement of 5
February 1981 regarding the death sentences passed by the
Transvaal Division of the Supreme Court at Pretoria on Ncimbithi
Johnson Lubisi. Petrus Tsepo Mashigo and Naphtali Manana.
three members of the African National Congress of South Africa,
Gravely concerned at the conlirtnation of the death sentences by
the South African Court of Appeal on 7 April 1982,

Deeply concerned that the carrying out of the death sentences
would further aggravate the situation in South Africa,
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I. Culls upon the South African authorities to commute the
death sentences;
2. Urges all States and organizations to use their influence and lo
take urgent measures in conformity with the Charter of the United
Nations, the resolutions of the Security Council and relevant
international instruments to save the lives of the three men.

At the 2398th meeting, the representative of
Ghana, speaking in his capacity as the Chairman of
the Group of African States at the United Nations,
stated that sanctions offered the last aceful instrument to accomplish the abolition o p”apartheid and
racial discrimination in South Africa. He reviewed
the developments since the imposition of the mandatory arms embargo in 1977 and pointed to the
dellberate violations of the arms embargo and the
loopholes in the coverage of the arms embargo that
had become apparent since then. He also urged that
the international community ban co-operation with
South Africa’s nuclear programme, since that .enhanced the racist regime’s nuclear-weapon capabIlity
and enabled it to threaten peace and security m the
re ion and to terrorize nelghbouring countries. He
ca H led upon the Council Committee to prepare a list
of all the products that would fall under the provisions of the arms embar o , suggested that the embargo be extended to so-ca7led dual-purpose items that
could be taken advantage of by the South African
military authorities and urged that oil be recognized
as an essential element in any arms embargo. He
appealed strongly to the Council that everything be
done to ensure the more effective implementation of
the mandatory arms embargo against the apartheid
rCgime in South Africa.2’

Following the adoption of the resolution, the
representative of the United States commended the
sponsors for their agreement to accept the critically
important amendment to paragraph 2 of the text.ls
The representative of the Soviet Union criticized
the delegation of the United States for insisting on
language in paragraph 2 of the resolution, which
changed the context of the Council’s position concerning the lives of the three young patriots from the
explicit condemnation of the policy of apartheid as a
crime against the conscience and dignity of mankmd,
as found in resolution 473 (1980), paragraph 3,
adopted unanimously on I3 June 1980. He deplored
the Insistence of the United States on considermg the
threat to the lives of the three young men in the
context of the violation of human rights and not in
the context of the policy of upurfheid.lP
Decision of 20 September 1982 (2397th meeting):
invitation of the Chairman of the Security Council
Committee established by resolution 42 I (1977)
Decision of 23 September 1982 (2398th meeting):
other invitations
At its 2397th meeting, on 20 Se tember 1982, the
Council resumed consideration o P the report of the
Security Council Committee established by resolution 421 (1977) concerning the question of South
Africa2” on ways and means of makmg the mandatory
arms embargo against South Africa more effective,
an item which had been included in its agenda at the
226lst meeting, on I9 December 1980.
The President stated that, in the course of consultations, the Council members had agreed to extend
an invitation under rule 39 of the provisional rules of
procedure to th$: Chairman. for I98 1 of the Security
;“d~;~f, CommIttee estabhshed by resolution 42 1
At the 2398th meeting, on 23 September 1982, the
Council invited the representatives of Algeria, Cuba
and Ghana, at their request, to participate in the
discussion without the right to vote.**
At the same meeting, the Council also decided to
extend an invitation under rule 39 of the provisional
rules of procedure to the Chairman of the Special
Committee against Apurrheid.23
At the 2397th meeting, the Chairman for 1981 of
the Security Council Committee recalled the adop
tion of the mandatory arms embargo under Chapter
VII of the Charter in resolution 418 (1977) and the
establishment., organization and work of the Committee estabhshed under resolution 421 (1977) in
order to study ways and means b which the embargo
could be made more effective. +he report dated 19
September 1980 of the Committee showed that the
embargo was violated in that illicit transfers of arms
continued to take place and loopholes encouraged
violation of the embar o . The Committee had recommended that the loop i oles be closed and had urged
that additional measures be taken to tighten the
application of the arms embargo. He warned that if
those steps were not taken to strengthen the im act
of the arms embargo, the very respectability oP the
Organization would be called into question.*’
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Ch?c$iton of 4 October 1982: statement of the PresiBy a letter dated I6 September 1982*“ addressed to
the Secretary-General, the Chairman of the Special
Committee against Apartheld drew attention to the
death sentences imposed by South Africa on 6 August
1982 on Thelle Simon Mogoerane, Jer
Semano
Mosololi and Marcus Thabo Motaung, tx ree ANC
members, on the charge of high treason.
On 4 October 1982, following consultations with
the Council members, the President issued the
following statement*’ on behalf of the members of the
Council:
The members of the Security Council have entrusted me (0
express, on their behalf, their grave concern at the death sentences
passed on 6 August 1982 in South Africa on Mr. Thcllc Simon
Mogoerane. Mr. Jerry Semen0 Mosololi and Mr. Marcus Thabo
Motaung, three members of the African National Congress of
South Africa.
The members of the Security Council strongly urge the Govemment of South Africa, in order to avoid further aggravating the
situation in South Africa. to commute the death senlcnces.

Decision of 2404th meeting (7 December 1982):
resolution 525 (1982)
At ifs ?404th meeting, OII 7 December 1.982, the
Fg~nndc;l Included the questlon of South Africa m Its
The President stated that the meeting of the
Council had been convened in accordance with a
request by the re resentative of Uganda on behalf of
the Group of APrican States at the United Nations
and the non-aligned members of the Council. He
drew the attention of the Council to a draft resolution** submitted by Guyana, Jordan, Panama, Togo,
Uganda and Zaire. The draft resolution was put to
the vote, received 15 votes in favour and was
ado ted unanimously as resolution 525 ( 1982).29 It
rea Bs as follows:
The Security Council,
Having considered the question of the death sentenpassed on
I9 August 1981 in South Africa on Mr. Anthony Tsotsobe, Mr.
Johannes Shabangu and Mr. David Moise,

Pul I I
Recalling its statement of 4 October 1982 regarding the death
sentences passed on 6 August 1982 in South Africa on Mr. Thelle
Simon Moeoerane, Mr. Jerry Semano Mosololi and Mr. Marcus
Thabo Motaung, members of the African National Congress of
South Africa, and reiterating its urgent appeal for executive
clemency in this case,
Grave/y concerned at the confirmation by the Appellate Division
of the Supreme Court of South Africa on 26 November 1982 of the
death sentences imposed on Mr. Anthony Tsotsobe. Mr. Johannes
Shabangu and Mr. David Moise.
Conscious that the carrying out of the death sentences will
further aggravate the situation in South Africa.
I. Culls rcpon the South African authorities to commute the
death Sentences imposed on the six men;
2. Urges all States and organizations to use their influence and to
take urgent measures, in conformity with the Charter of the
United Nations, the resolutions of the Security Council and
relevant international instruments, IO save the lives of the six men.

Decision of 7 June 1983 (2452nd meeting): resolution
533 (1973)
By a letter dated 6 June 1983,‘O the representative
of Morocco, in his capacity as Chairman of the
Group of African States at the United Nations,
informed the Council that South Africa had on that
day confirmed the death sentences passed on Thelle
Simon Mogoerane, Jerry Semano Mosololi and Marcus Thabo Motaung and requested the Council to
take urgent and appropriate action.
At its 2452nd meeting, on 7 June 1983, the
Council included the letter from the representative of
Morocco in its agenda.
Following the adoption of the agenda, the President drew attention to a draft resolutionjl that had
been worked out in the course of consultations
among the members of the Council. He then put the
draft resolution to the vote; it received 15 votes in
favour and was adopted unanimously as resolution
533 (1983).32 It reads as follows:
The Security Council,
Having considered the question of the death sentences passed on
6 August 1982 in South Africa on Mr. Thelle Simon Mogoerane.
Mr. Jerry Semano Mosololi and Mr. Marcus Thabo Molaung,
members of the African National Congress of South Africa,
Recalling its statemem of 4 October 1982 as well as its
resolution 525 (1982) appealing for executive clemency in this
case,
Grave/y concerned over the decision of the South African
authorities on 6 June 1983 to refuse executive clemency in respect
of the three men,
Conscious that the carrying out of the death sentences will
aggravate the situation in South Africa,
I. Calls upon the South African authorities to commute the
death sentences imposed on the three men;
2. Urges all States and organizations to use their influence and to
take urgent measures, in conformity with the Charter of the
United Nations, the resolutions of the Security Council and
relevant international instruments. to save the lives of the three
men.

Decision of I3 January 1984 (2512th meeting):
resolution 547 (1984)
By letter dat$d 18 January 1984,” the representative of Togo: m his capactty as Chairman of the
Group of African States at the United Nations for the
month of January 198!, requested an urgent meeting
of the Council to consider the question of the death
sentence passed by the Supreme Court of South
Africa against Mr. Malesela Benjamin Malaise, a
member of ANC.)’
At its 2512th meeting, on 13 January 198?, the
Council included the letter from the representative of
Togo in its agenda.
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Following the adoption of the agenda, the President drew attention to a draft resolutionjs that had
been prepared in the course of the Council’s consultations. He then put the draft to the vote; it received
I5 votes in favour and was adopted unanimously as
resolution 547 (1984).16 It reads as follows:
The Seruriry ~‘oun~rl.
Iluvrng cwnsrdered the question of the death sentence passed on
6 June 1983 in South Africa on Mr. Malesela Benjamin Maloise.
Rtwlhng its resolutions 503 (19x2). 525 (1982) and 533 (1983).
~ruvely concmwd over the currenf
decision of the South African
authorities to reject an appeal against the death sentence imposed
upon Mr. Maloise,
Conscious that carrying out the death sentence will further
aggravate the situation in South Africa,
I. t’u//s uprm the South African authorities to commute the
death sentence imposed upon Mr. Maloise;
2. (/rKc.v all States and organizations to use their influence and to
take urgent measures, in accordance with the Charter of Ihe
United Nations, the resolutions of the Security Council and
relevant international instruments, to save the life of Mr. Male&a
Benjamin Maloisc.

Decision of I7 August 1984 (2551s.t meeting): resolution 554 (1984)
By letter dated 8 August 1984,” the representative
of Algeria, on behalf of the Group of African States at
the United Nations, requested, in accordance with
General Assembly resolution 38/l I of 15 November
1983, an urgent meeting of the Council to consider
the so-called constitutional reforms in South Africa.
At the 2548th meeting, on 16 August 1984, the
Council included the letter dated 8 August from the
representative of Algeria in its agenda. Following the
adoption of the agenda, the Council decided to invite
the following, at their request, to participate in the
discussion without the right to vote: at the 2548th
meeting, the representatives of Algeria, Argentina,
Czechoslovakia, Nigeria, South Africa and Thailand;
at the 2549th meetm , the representatives of Benin,
Cuba, Mongolia, the 8yrian Arab Republic, Trinidad
and Tobago and Yugoslavia; at the 2550th meeting,
the representatives of the Congo, Indonesia, Kuwait,
Qatar and Sri Lanka; and at the 255 1 st meeting, the
representatives of Afghanistan, Guyana, Kenya and
Togo.5 The Council also decided to extend invitations under rule 39 of the provisional rules of
procedures, at the 2548th meeting, to the Acting
Chairman of the Special Committee against Apurfheid, to Mr. Mfanafuthi J. Makatini and to Mr.
Ahmed Gora Ebrahim, at the 2549th meeting, 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 and, at the 2551st meeting, to Mr.
Lesaoana Makhanda.’ The Council considered the
item during its 2548th to 255lst meetings, on 16 and
I7 August 1984.
Speaking on behalf of the Group of African States
at the Umted Nations at the 2548th meeting, the
representative of Algeria pointed out that the socalled constitutional reforms imposed by the South
African Government sought to entrench and perpetuate the apurrheid s stem and completed the edifice
that made the incl igenous po ulation non-persons
and deprived them of their Pundamental right to
citizenship. He then described in detail the new
constitution establishing the hierarchy of races and a
so-called three-house Parliament for whites, for “coloureds” and for persons of Asian origin, respectively,
while excluding blacks from any kind of representa-

tion altogether. He indicated that whereas the white
chamber could take up any matter it wished, the
other two chambers could discuss issues only after
the approval of the white President of the State,
thereby guaranteeing the parliamentary dominance
of the white minority. Referring to the long chain of
discriminatory legislation, he stressed that the new
constitution was merely another link intended to
strengthen the apartheid regime and to perpetuate
white supremacy.
In view of the Ion history of the racist system, the
representative of A f geria concluded that the aparfheid system could not be reformed, but must be
rooted out, and that pressure must be kept up against
the South African regime in order to obtain the
restitution of the le itimate ri ts of the South
African people. The E roup of APrican States at the
United Natlons therefore expected and demanded
that the Council, like the General Assembly, would
re’ect the so-called constitution, as well as the results
o / the 2 November 1983 referendum. The Council
should clearly indicate that the implementation of
the “constitution” would inevitably aggravate tension and conflict in South Africa and throu hout the
region. Only the eradication of aparfhei d and the
establishment of a democratic non-racial society
based on universal adult suffrage in a united and
unfragmented South Africa could lead to a just and
lasting solution of the explosive situation in southern
Africa.3B
At the same meeting, the representative of South
Africa protested sharply agamst what he called
interference by the Council in an internal affair of the
Republic of South Africa. That violation of the
Charter by organs and members of the Organization
was unacceptable as the subject of constitutional
arrangements was beyond the ambit of the United
Nations. He offered the official explanation for the
new constitution and stressed that the black ppulation had not been left out but had exercised Its right
to self-determination by opting for political independence. He presented a detailed description of the new
constitutional set-up, which was supposed to advance
the goals of self-determination, autonomy, devolution of power and co-ordinated economic development throughout the country. He denounced the
United Nations as an ineffectual organization and
indicated that his Government re’ected in advance
what the Council would decide.] d
At the 2549th meeting, on 16 Au ust 1984,. the
President drew attention to a draft resolutlo@
submitted by Burkina Faso, E pt, India, Malta,
Nicaragua, Pakistan, Peru and Yimbabwe.
At the 255 1st meeting, on 17 August 1984, the
representative of India, speaking on behalf of the
ei t non-aligned sponsors of the draft resolution,
inPormed the Council that as a result of consultations
with other Council members the sponsors had a reed
to a few changes, including the deletion o F the
original second preambular paragraph, some editorial changes in the original fifth preambular paragraph
and the deletion of some words in the last preambular paragraph. He expressed hope that the spirit of
accommodation shown by the sponsors would enable
the Council to adopt the draft resolution b an
overwhelming majority, if not by unanimity.’ Y
At the same meeting, the President put the drafi
resolution to the vote; It received 13 votes in favour,

none against, and 2 abstentions, and was adopted as
resolution 554 (1984).42 It reads as follows:
The Security Council,
Recufling
its resolution 473 (1980) and General Assembly
resolution 38/l I of I5 November 1983. as well as other relevant
United Nations resolutions calling upon the authorities in South
Africa to abandon apartheid, end oppression and repression of the
black majority and seek a peaceful, just and lasting solution in
accordance with the principles of the Charter of the United
Nations and the Universal Declaration of Human Rights,
Convinced that the so-called “new constitution” endorsed on 2
November I983 by the exclusively white electorate in South Africa
would continue the process of denationalization of the indigenous
African majority, depriving it of all fundamental rights, and
further entrench opurfheid,
transforming South Africa into a
country for “whites only”,
Aware that the inclusion in the “new constitution” of the socalled “coloured” people and people of Asian origin is aimed at
dividing the unity of the oppressed people of South Africa and
fomenting internal conflict,
Nofing wifh grave concern that one of the objectives of the socalled “constitution” of the racist rCgime is to make the “coloured” people and people of Asian origin in South Africa eligible
for conscription into the armed forces of the upurrheid
r6gime for
further internal repression and aggressive acts against independent
African States,
We/coming the massive united resistance of the oppressed
people of South Africa against these “constitutional” manoeuvres,
Reuflrming the legitimacy of the struggle of the oppressed
people of South Africa for the elimination of apartheid
and for the
establishment of a society in which all the people of South Africa
as a whole, irrespective of race, colour, sex or creed, will enjoy
equal and full political and other rights and participate freely in
the determination of their destiny,
Firmly convinced that the so-called “elections” to be organized
by the Pretoria r&ime in the current month of August for the
“coloured” people and people of Asian origin and the implementation of this “new constitution” will inevitably aggravate tension in
South Africa and in southern Africa as a whole,
I. Declares that the so-called “new constitution” is contrary to
the principles of the Charter of the United Nations, that the results
of the referendum of 2 November 1983 are of no validity
whatsoever and that the enforcement of the “new constitution”
will further aggravate the already explosive situation prevailing
inside apartheid South Africa;
2. Strongly rejects and declares as null and void the so-called
“new constitution” and the “elections” to be organized in the
current month of August for the “coloured” people and people of
Asian origin as well as all insidious manoeuvres by the racist
minority r&ime of South Africa further to entrench white
minority rule and apartheid;
3. Furrher rejects any so-called “negotiated settlement” based on
bantustan structures or on the -Iled “new constitution”;
4. Solemnly declares that only the total eradication of apartheid
and the establishment of a non-racial democratic society based on
majority rule, through the full and free exercise of universal adult
suffrage by all the people in a united and unfragmented South
Africa, can lead to a just and lasting solution of the explosive
situation in South Africa;
5. Urges all Governments and organizations not to accord
recognition to the results of the socalled
“elections” and to take
appropriate action, in cooperation with the United Nations and
the Organization of African Unity and in accordance with the
present resolution, to assist the oppressed people of South Africa
in their legitimate struggle for a non-racial, democratic society;
6. Requests the Secretary-General to report to the Security
Council on the implementation of the present resolution;
7. Decides to remain seized of the matter.

Following the adoption of the resolution, the
representative of the United States su ested that the
United Nations could discuss and con7emn all forms
of racial discrimination, deemed at one time an
internal matter, as the Members of the United
Nations had pledged themselves through the Charter
to promote human rights and fundamental freedoms
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for all without distinction as to race, sex, language or
religion. He emphasized that his Government did not
believe that Article 2, paragraph 7, of the Charter
could be interpreted to render the Universal Declaration of Human Rights or other general principles a
nullity. He added, however, that his delegation had
abstamed in the vote since the Council, whose
mandate was clearly spelt out in Article 24, was not
the appropriate forum for that resolution. He expressed the hope that the expansion of the franchise
to persons of Asian and so-called coloured descent
could eventually be further extended to include the
majority of South Africans and declared that the
United States would continue to encourage attainment of the ultimate goal of universal, non-discriminatory suffrage in South Africa.43
The representative of the United Kingdom stated
that his delegation shared the concern expressed in
the resolution about the absence of any provision in
the new constitution for the black majority. But he
warned against making a final jud ement at that
point about the new arrangements. I - fis Government
had consistently declined to take a position on the
new arrangements, which might endanger prospects
for further change in South Africa. He further took
exception with some of the language in the resolution
and did not accept that the references to the legitimacy of the struggle related to armed struggle or
extended to the use of force. Nor did his delegation
believe that outsiders should prescribe solutions or
determine the validity of internal arrangements.43
Decision of 23 October 1984 (2560th meeting):

-

resolution 556 (I 984)
By letter dated 17 October 1984,” the re resentative of Ethiopia, on behalf of the Group o? African
States at the United Nations, requested the President
of the Council, in pursuance of General Assembly
resolution 3912 of 28 November 1984, to consider
the serious situation in South Africa emanating from
the imposition of the so-called new constitution and
to take all necessary measures in accordance with the
Charter, to avert the further aggravation of tension
and conflict in South Africa and m southern Africa as
a whole.
At its 2560th meeting, on 23 October 1984, the
Council included the letter from the representative of
Ethiopia in its agenda. Following the adoption of the
agenda, the Council decided to invite the representatives of Ethiopia and South Africa, at their request,
to participate in the discussion without the right to
vote. The Council also decided to extend invitations
under rule 39 of the Council’s provisional rules of
procedure to the Chairman of the Special Committee
against Aparrheid and to Bishop Desmond Tutu.t
The Council considered the item at the same meeting.
The President opened the meeting and drew attention to a draft resolution4s submltted by Burkina
Faso, Egypt, India, Malta, Nicaragua, Pakistan, Peru
and Zimbabwe.
The representative of Ethiopia, speaking on behalf
of the Group of African States at the United Nations,
condemned once again the process of bantustanization whereby blacks were uprooted from their ancestral homes and forced to settle in barren wastelands.
He also denounced the so-called referendums and
elections as nothing other than attempts to entrench
white supremacy. He recalled the recent adoption of
Council resolution 554 (1984) and General Assembly

135

resolution 39/2 as expressions of the international
community regarding the illegitimate and racist
character of the regime and its policy. He warned
that the situation could no Ion er continue and
emphasized that the Council s h o u9 d finally agree to
the imposition of comprehensive and mandatory
sanctions against South Africa under Chapter VII of
the Charter; otherwise, the people of South Africa
would be left with no other choice than the intensification of the ongoin armed stru le. He concluded
by calling upon the E ouncil memrers to endorse the
draft resolution, which contained the minimum to
defuse the current tension.&
The re resentative of South Africa charged a ain
that the cpouncil was interfering in the internal affairs
of his country and rejected whatever decisions the
Council might arrive at in prescribing to South Africa
how it should run its own affairs.
Bishop Desmond Tutu commended President P.
W. Botha for his courage in declaring that the future
of South Africa could no longer be determined by
whites only, but deplored that that opportunity to
resolve the burgeoning crisis in his native land should
have been vitiated by exclusion of the overwhelming
majority in the land. From all indications it had
become clear that the new constitution was intended
to perpetuate the rule of a minority and to entrench
racism and ethnicity. He expressed dismay over all
forms of violence, presented his dream of a truly nonracial, democratic society and pledged to continue
the work for justice, peace and reconciliation.47
Prior to the vote, the representative of the Netherlands addressed the growing danger of an explosion
leading to destruction and violence in South Africa
and warned that decisive measures of basic reform
were ur ently required to forestall such a development. I-f e recalled his Government’s willingness to
co-operate with other Council members in strengthening the arms embargo by a mandatory ban on the
import of arms manufactured by South Africa. He
announced his delegation’s support for the draft
resolution, but objected to some of the language
employed in the draft and to the Council’s passing
Judgement on the legal validity of a Member State’s
constitution or electoral processes.47
At the same meeting, the draft resolution was put
to the vote, received 14 votes in favour with I
abstention, and was adopted as resolution 556
( 1984).48 It reads as follows:
The Security Council,
Recalling its resolution 554 (1984) and General Assembly
resolutions 38/l 1 of I5 November 198jand 3912 of 28 September
1984, which declared the so-called *‘new constitution” contrary to
the principles of the Charter of the United Nations,
Rearming the provisions of the Universal Declaration of
Human Rights, particularly article 21, paragraphs 1and 3. which
recognize, inrer &a. the right of everyone to take Dart in the
Government of his count@ directly or through freely chosen
representatives, and the will of the . peoole
. as the basis of the
authority of Government,
A/armed by the aggravation of the situation in South Africa, in
particular the wanton killing and the maiming of defenceless
demonstrators and workers on strike as well as the imposition of
virtual martial-law conditions intended to facilitate the brutal
repression of the black population,
Gravely concerned at the continuinn arbitrarv arrests and
detentions without trial of leaden and activists of mass organizations inside the country as well as the closure of several schools
and universities,
Commending the massive united resistance of the oppressed
people of South Africa, including the strike by hundreds of
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thousands of black students, to the imposition of the so-called
“new constitution”,
Commending also the Asian and coloured
communities in South
Africa for their large-scale boycott of the recent “elections” which
constituted a clear rejection of the so-called “new constitution”,

At the 2564th meeting, on 13 December 1984, the
Council included the letter in its agenda. Following
the adoption of the agenda, the Council invited the
representative of South Africa, at his request, to
participate in the discussion without the right to
vote.5 The Council considered the item at its 2564th
meeting.
The representative of the Netherlands stated that,
a month earlier, his delegation had requested a
meeting of the Security Council Committee established by resolution 42 1 (1977) in order to submit to
its members a proposal to expand the arms embargo
imposed in resolution 4 18 (I 977) by a ban on arms
imports from South Africa, a ste that his Govemment had advocated over the last ew
P years. That ste
seemed advisable because South Africa had responJed to the arms embargo with a major effort to build
up its capacity to manufacture arms and thus to
circumvent the provisions of the embargo. Moreover,
the South African Government had launched an
export drive for its self-produced weapons. Under
those circumstances, his delegation believed that the
international community must keep u the pressure
on South Africa so that a process oP fundamental
reforms would be initiated leading to the elimination
of apartheid.
He then introduced the draft resolution 5I which
was the result of extensive consultations with other
members of the Council and had been recommended
by consensus by the Security Council Committee
established by resolution 42 1 (I 977). He added that
his delegation saw the proposed draft resolution,
though of a non-mandatory character, as a concrete
step forward, and urged the Council to endorse the
text.s2
Then the President put the draft resolution to the
vote;.it received 15 votes in favour and was ado ted
unammously as resolution 558 (1984).s3 It rea cfs as
follows:

Reujjirming the legitimacy of the struggle of the oppressed
people of South Africa for the full exercise of the right to selfdetermination and the establishment of a non-racial democratic
society in an unfragmented South Africa,
Convinced that racist South Africa’s defiance of world public
opinion and the imposition of the rejected so-called “new constitution” will inevitably lead to further escalation of the explosive
situation and will have far-reaching consequences for southern
Africa and the world,
I. Reiterates its condemnation of the upar/had policy of the
South African r&gime and South Africa’s continued deliance of the
resolutions of the United Nations and designs further to entrench
upurrheid. a system characterized as a crime against humanity;
2. Fururrher condemns the continued massacres of the oppressed
people, as well as the arbitrary arrest and detention of leaders and
activists of mass organizations;
3. Demund.c the immediate cessation of the massacres and the
prompt and unconditional release of all political prisoners and
detainees;
4. Reu/firms that only the total eradication of uporfheid and the
establishment of a non-racial, democratic society based on majority rule, through the full and free exercise of adult sumrage by all the
people in a united and unfragmented South Africa, can lead to a
just, equitable and lasting solution of the situation in South Africa;
5. Crrgex all Governments and organizations to take appropriate
action, in co-operation with the United Nations and the Organization of African Unity and in accordance with the present
resolution, to assist the oppressed people of South Africa in their
legitimate struggle for the full exercise of the right to self-determination;

6. Demands the immediate eradication of uparrheid as the
necessary step towards the full exercise of the right to selfdetermination in an unfragmented South Africa, and to this end
demands:
(u) The dismantling of the bantustan structures as well as the
cessation of uprooting, relocation and denationalization of the
indigenous African people;
(b) The abrogation of the bans and restrictions on political
organizations, parties, individuals and news media opposed to

apartherd;
(c) The unimpeded return of all the exiles;
7. Requesfs
the Secretary-General to report to the Security
Council on the implementation of the present resolution;
8.

Decides

to remain seized of the matter.

Following the vote, the representative of the
United Kin dom stated that his Government had
supported t f e resolution just adopted in order to
provide another sign by the international community
that the problems of South Africa neither could nor
should be resolved by repression, by the denial of
civil and political rights or by violence. He regretted
the exaggerated language used in some parts of the
resolution and explained that his delegation regarded
the expression “crime against humanity” as one of
abhorrence rather than a technical le al description
and that it did not interpret any part o kthe resolution
as fallin within the terms of Chapter VII of the
Charter. 8
Decision of 13 December 1984 (2564th meeting):
resolution 558 (1984)
In a letter dated 13 December 1984,50 the Chairman of the Security Council Committee established
by resolution 421 (1977) concernin the question of
South Africa transmitted to the % resident of the
Council for the attention of its members the text of a
recommendation adopted by consensus by the Committee at its 63rd meeting, held on the same day.

VW.

Maiatcaaeec

o f

iaternational peace

and

aecwity

The Security Council,
RecuNing its resolution

418 (1977), in which it decided upon a
mandatory arms embargo against South Africa,
Recalling its resolution 421 (1977). by which it entrusted a
Committee consisting of all its members with the task of. among
other things, studying ways and means by which the mandatory
arms embargo could be made more effective against South Africa
and to make recommendations to the Council,
Tuking nofe of the Committee’s report to the Security Council
contained in document S/l4179 of I9 September 1980,

Recognizing that South Africa’s intensified efforts to build up its
capacity to manufacture armaments undermines the effectiveness
of the mandatory arms embargo against South Africa,
Considering that no State should contribute to South Africa’s
arms-production capability by purchasing arms manufactured in
South Africa,
I. Reaflrms its resolution 4 I8 (I 977) and stresses the continuing need for the strict application of all its provisions;
2. Requests all States to refrain from importing arms, ammunition of all types and military vehicles produced in South Africa;
3. Requests all States, including States not Members of the
United Nations, to act strictly in accordance with the provisions of
the present resolution;
4. Requests the Secretary-General to report to the Security
Council Committee established by resolution 42 I (I 977) conceming the question of South Africa on the progress of the implementation of the present resolution before 31 December 1985.

Following the vote, the representative of the
United Kin d o m pointed out that his Government
was opposed to certain su estions that would exacerbate the situation in Sout
PB Africa and could cause
grave damage to neighbouring States and therefore

-

137

P u t II

warned against the Council’s lightly entering into
areas such as Chapter VII measures. His Government
also objected to the use of trade sanctions, which
were difficult to enforce and harmed the poorest and
most vulnerable, whereas trade was a channel for
widening mutual understanding and for exercising a
moderatmg influence. He commended the Council
for adopting a realistic course and expressed great
appreciation to the representative of the Netherlands
for preparing a text that would command unanimous
slJpporL5*
The representative of India underlined the primary
importance of resolution 418 (1977) setting up the
mandatory arms embar o and suggested that the new
measure to ban also t a e import of South African
arms was only an aspect of the total embargo. He also
expressed regret that the text adopted did not contain
all the improvements that had been proposed in the
consultations.s2
The representative of the Soviet Union asked for
concrete steps to close some of the loopholes in the
embargo and to make it as comprehensive as possible. Beyond the new decision, which he warmly
welcomed, he reiterated his Government’s longstanding support for the application of sanctions
provided for in Chapter VII of the Charter.‘*
The representative of Pakistan called the decision
of the Council a mandatory Council resolution and
expressed hope that the Council would take up the
recommendations for comprehensive measures submitted by the arms embargo committee four years
ago.s2
The representative of South Africa protested that
he had specifically requested to speak before the
Council voted on the draft resolution and called the
procedure adopted by the President most irre ular.
He also acknowledged that the buildup of the 8outh
African arms industry had begun after the adoption
of resolution 418 (1977) and claimed that that
development was inevitable as the arms embargo
constituted an ill-conceived attempt to destroy South
Africa’s capacity to exercise its basic right to selfdefence. He added that South Africa had become
self-sufficient in a number of important armaments
sectors and would continue to keep pace with the
requirements of its defence.52
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Decision of 19 March 1981 (2266th meeting): Presi-

dent’s statement
In a letter’ dated 3 March 1981, the representative
of Lebanon requested a meeting of the Council to
address itself to the continuing problem of repeated
Israeli aggression against Lebanon. In previous letters,* he had informed the Council about particular
acts of aggression against Lebanon which he charged
had been committed by Israeli forces.
At its 2265th meeting, on 9 March 1981, the
Council included the letter dated 3 March 1981 from
Lebanon in the agenda. Followin the adoption of the
agenda, the President of the I ouncil Invited the
representatives of Israel and Lebanon, at their request, to participate in the discussion without the
ri ht to v0te.j The Council considered the item at the
2 165th and 2266th meetings, on 9 and 19 March
1981.
The representative of Lebanon stated that his
Government was not waiting for the expiration of the
mandate of the United Nations Interim Force in
Lebanon (UNIFIL) to submit its grievances and ask
for action, as a novel situation had developed in the
south since the last Council debate on 17 December
1980, involving repeated acts of violence, which had
become constant, and continued warfare, which
comprised a threat to international peace and securit as well as to the safety of UNIFIL. The results of
t h e well-pondered policy of so-called pre-emptive
strikes by Israel were: (a) an escalation of military
and paramilitary operations to an ever-ascending
level of intensity; (b) the disruption of the fabric of
civilian life in south Lebanon; and (c) a general state
of disintegration and terror beyond the Lebanese
borders and in the whole Middle East. He deplored
the danger of UNIFIL being destroyed as a credible
deterrent and pointed to the stability of the o eration
of the United Nations Disengagement 8bserver
Force (UNDOF).
He quoted extensively from a statement by President Sarkis to the third summit meeting of the
Islamic Conference and, in view of the tremendous
danger, appealed to the Council to initiate a mechanism for peace in Lebanon and on the internationally
recognized border with Israel, because only such a
step could create the conditions for the peace-keeping
enterprise to succeed. He concluded in expressing his
hope that the Council could reach that type of actionoriented resolution.4
The representative of the Soviet Union recalled
how often the Council had been forced to meet in
connection with incessant acts of aggression by Israel

of international perice and security
against Lebanon. He rejected the Israeli attempts to
justify those aggressive actions against Lebanon by
means of assertlons that they were carrying out socalled pre-emptive strikes against Palestinians as
blatant defiance of international law and of numerous decisions of the Council and the General Assembly designed to protect the sovereignty and territorial
integrity of Lebanon. The Israeli policy could only be
described as international State terrorism, which
relied on the support of those who were paying lipservice to opposition against such terrorism.
He called for a return to collective efforts, within
the framework of an international conference, to find
a just and comprehensive settlement. In view of
Israel’s continued banking on force, the Council
should adopt a resolution condemning the acts of
aggression by Israel and calling for an end to such
aggression; the Council should also oblige the Israeli
Chapter VIII. Maintenance

authorities to observe and respect strictly the sover-

eignty and territorial integrity of Lebanon and to
cease all intervention in that State’s internal affairs.5
During consultations among members of the

Council on 16 March 1981, the Secretary-General
made a statement that was issued on the same day as
a special report.6 The Secretary-General reported
that, even as the Council was considering the complaint brou ht by the Government of Lebanon on the
violence o B 2 and 3 March, further hostilities had
broken out in southern Lebanon and had made the
situation in the UNIFIL area extremely tense. On the
morning of 16 March, the de/act0 forces located in
the south had tired 24 tank rounds into the village of
Al-Qantara, in the Nigerian battalion sector of
UNIFIL, killing a Nigerlan captain and a corporal
and injuring I I Nigerian soldiers. The dejizcro forces
had threatened to resume shelling unless the platoon
of Lebanese soldiers was withdrawn from Al-Qantara, and that threat had been carried out when 10
tank rounds were fired into a village in the Netherlands battalion area.
The Secretary-General also informed the Council
that the Commander of UNIFIL had made it clear to
the de /aclo forces that there was no question of
withdrawing the Lebanese platoon, which had been
located in Al-Qantara since April 1979 in implementation of the UNIFIL mandate as set out in resolution 425 (1978). He added that the United Nations
had been in touch with the Israeli authorities, urging
them to make all possible efforts to bring an end to
the irresponsible behaviour of the deficto forces. He
noted that in recent months UNIFIL had also had to
contend with constant efforts by various factions of
armed elements to the north and west to infiltrate its
area of operation and had sustained casualties in the
process.
The Secretary-General declared that one of the
most important principles upon which UNIFIL was
established was the full co-operation of all the parties
concerned, but it had been all too clear throughout
the history of UNIFIL, and was again underlined by
the tragic events in question, that co-operation had
not been forthcoming. Therefore, al! possible efforts
should be made to impress upon all armed groups in
the area that provocation, harassment and military
offensives against UNIFIL could not and would not
be accepted.
At its 2266th meeting, on 19 March 198 1, the
Council included the special report of the Secretary-

