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Xecallingjurther its resolutions 232 (1966) of 16 Dcccmbcr 1966 
and 253 (1968) of 29 May 1968. by which it determined and 
reaffirmed, respectively, that the situation in Southern Rhodesia 
constituted a threat to international peace and security. 

Having examined the report (S/12307) of the Mission to Botswana 
established under resolution 403 (I 977). 

Having heard the statement of the Minister for External Affairs of 
Botswana on the continued attacks and acts of provocation by the 
illegal racist regime in Southern Rhodesia against Botswana, 

Convinced that international solidarity with Botswana, as a neigh- 
bouring State to Southern Rhodesia, is essential for the promotion of a 
solution IO the question of Southern Rhodesia. 

I. Expresses full support for the Government of Botswana in its 
efforts to safeguard ita sovereignty. lcrrilorial integrity and indcpcn- 
dencc; 

2. Expresses ifs appreciation to the Secretary-General for having 
arranged to aend a Mission IO Botswana IO ascertain the assistance 
needed; 

3. Takes note wirh sa:isjocrion of the report ol the Mission to 
Botswana (S/12307); 

4. Fully endorses the asacasment and recommendations of the 
Miwion to BotswZtra under resolution 403 (1977); 

5. Furrher/ully endorses the appeal made by the Secretary-Gen- 
cral in his letter of I8 April 1977 (S/12326) to all States to give the 
matter of assistance to Botswana their most urgent attention and to 
provide Botswana with the ftnancial and material help it urgently 
needs; 

6. Welcomes the establishment by the Secretary-General of a 
special account at Headquartcn to receive contributions for assistance 
to Botswana through the United Nations; 

7. Requests the United Nations and the organizations and 
programmcs concerned, including the Economic and Social Council. 
the Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations, the 
International Fund for Agricultural Development, the United Nations 
High Commiuioncr for Refugees. the United Nations Educational, 
Scientific and Cultural Organization. the United Nations Conference 
on Trade and Development. the United Nations Development Pro- 
grammc and the World Health Organization, IO assist Botswana in 
the liclds identified in the report of the Mission to Botswana; 

8. Requessrr the Secretary-General to give the matter of assis- 
tance to Botswana his continued attention and to keep the Security 
Council informed; 

9. Decides to remain seized of the matter. 

COMPLAINT BY BENIN 

Decision of 8 February 1977 (1987th meeting): resolu- 
tion 404 (1977) 
In a Ietter14J4 dated 26 January 1977. the representa- 

tive of Benin requested, in accordance with Article 35 of 
the Charter, that a meeting of the Security Council be 
convened for the purpose of discussing the cowardly and 
barbarous aggression committed by the imperialists and 
their mercenaries against the People’s Republic of 
Benin. The letter charged that on 16 January 1977 a 
commando unit of mercenaries, brought by a military 
aircraft, had attacked the airport and city of Cotonou 
but had been forced to retreat, abandoning a considera- 
ble quantity of weapons and ammunition after causing 
the loss of some lives and material damage. 

By a letter’4J5 dated 4 February 1977, the representa- 
tive of Guinea transmitted a message from the President 

I”‘S/ 12218. OR, 32nd Jr. Suppl. for Jan.-March 1977. p. 6. 
1”’ S/I 288 1, ibid.. p b The Prestdcnt of the Council rcccrvcd three 

other letters supporting Bcntn’s request a letter dated 7 February 
1~77 (S/I 2883. ibid., p 7) from the representative of Srr Lanka, 

transmitting in hts capactt) ds Chairman of the Co-ordinaling Bureau 

of Guinea in which he objected to the alleged attempt 
by some members of the Security Council to refer the 
complaint by Benin to the Organization of African 
Unity (OAU) and requested the President of the 
Security Council to call an immediate meeting of that 
organ. 

At the 1986th meeting on 7 February 1977, the 
Security Council included the two letters in its agenda 
and considered the item at its 1986th and 1987th 
meetings on 7 and 8 February 1977. During these two 
meetings, the Council decided to invite the representa- 
tives of Algeria, Cuba, Guinea, Madagascar, Mali, 
Rwanda, Senegal, Somalia and Togo to participate, 
without vote, in the discussions.14M 

At the 1986th meeting, the representative of Benin 
opened the discussion with a very detailed description of 
the events of 16 January 1977 at Cotonou and charged 
that the aim of the act of aggression carried out by a 
group of mercenaries was to immobilize the armed 
forces of Benin and to place the city under military 
occupation as a first stage. He pointed out that the 
mercenaries carried highly sophisticated quipment in 
large quantities and gave rise to severe fighting leading 
to death and injury of soldiers and civilians as well as to 
substantial material damage. He accused imperialist 
and neo-colonialist Powers of having instigated this 
attack and called for a special Security Council mission 
to ascertain the facts, to determine who was responsible 
and who carried out the armed aggression and to help 
assess the damage caused. He also expressed hope that 
in a second phase appropriate action should be taken to 
prevent the recurrence of such barbaric acts of aggres- 
sion by mercenaries.‘437 

The representative of Mauritius also condemned the 
mercenary attack on Cotonou and called for the dis- 
patch of a Security Council mission of inquiry to Benin 
as soon as possible. In this connexion he introduced a 
draft resolution co-sponsored by the delegations of 
Benin, Libyan Arab Republic and Mauritius under 
which the Council would decide to send such a mission 
to investigate the de/ucto aggression.14JD 

Members of the Security Council and other speakers 
joined the representative of Benin in denouncing the 
attack on Cotonou and in seeking the establishment of 
the relevant facts surrounding the act of aggression by a 
Council mission.‘459 Several representatives underlined 

of Non-Aligned Countries a communique issued by that body 
regardmg the attack on Cotonou; a letter dated 8 February 1977 
(S/12284. tbid, pp. 7-8) from the representative of Jordan who as 
Chairman of the Arab Group transmnted a communique from that 
group; a letter dated 8 February 1977 (S/12285. ibid. p. 8) from the 
representative of Rwanda who as Chairman of the African Group 
rcportcd that the African countries had expressed unanimous support 
for Hcnin’s request 

I”* For dctsl’\. see chJptcr III 
I”’ 19l4bth mtg, paras- 10-41 
I”” Ibid.. p~rar 43-W The draft rtsolutwn S/l?282 was subsc. 

qucntly sltghtl! rcvtrcd and adopted as rcsolutton 404 (1977) Fur the 
1~x1 of the orlgln.tl dr~fr see OR, jlnd j’r, Suppl /or Jan -March 
IV77 on lb-l’ 

“‘v’&c the !nlcrvcntions by Rwanda. Madagascar. Guinea. A)gcri;r 
.II the 1986th mtg and by the USSR. Libyan Arab Rcpubhc. France. 
Romania, Pdktrt.tn. China, Indta. Togo. Somalta, Malt and Panama 31 
the 1987th mrg 
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the basic responsibility of the Council to look into such 
situations,i*60 others emphasized the universal validity of 
the basic Charter norms regarding the maintenance of 
international peace and security and the non-use of the 
threat or use of force.1*1 

At the end of the 1987th meeting on 8 February 
1977, the President stated that as a result of informal 
consultations, the members of the Council were agreed 
to adopt the revised draft resolution1*61 by consensus, 
without putting it to the vote, and accordingly, he 
declared the draft resolution adopted as resolution 404 
(1977).‘*’ The resolution reads as follows: 

The Stcuriry Council. 
Tuking MIC of the letter dated 26 January 1977 from the Charge 

d’Affaires. a.i.. of the Permanent Mission of the People’s Rcoublic of 
Renin to the United Nations addrused to the President of the’Security 
Council. 

Having hcord the statement of the Permanent Representative of 
the People’s Republic of Benin. 

Bcoring in mind that all Member States must refrain in their 
international relations from the threat or UK of force against the 
territorial integrity or political independence of any State. or in any 
other manner inconsistent with the purpues of the United Nations, 

I. Ajjlrms that the territorial integrity and political indcpen- 
dcnce of the People’s Republic of Renin must be respected; 

2. Derldrs to send a Special Mission composed of three members 
of the Security Council to the People’s Republic of Renin in order to 
invatiptc the events of I6 January 1977 at Cotonou and report not 
later than the end of February 1977; 

3. Lkides that the members of the Special Mission will be 
appointed after consuliatiorts between the President and the members 
of the Security Council; 

4. Requests the Secretary-General to provide the Special Mission 
with the necessary auistance; 

5. Decides to remain seized of the quation. 

Following the adoption of the resolution, the Presi- 
dent announced that he would begin consultations with 
the members of the Council on the appointment of the 
members of the Special Mission and keep the members 
informed of progress.iW 

In a notci”J dated 10 February 1977, the President of 
the Security Council reported that the Council members 
had agreed to appoint three Council members: India, 
the Libyan Arab Republic and Panama as members of 
the Special Mission and the Ambassador of Panama as 
Chairman. 

In a further notei*66 issued on 23 February 1977, the 
President informed the Council members that on 22 
February he had received a telegram from the Chair- 
man of the Special Mission to Benin requesting, in view 
of the extensive volume of evidence acquired in the 
course of its investigation, an extension until 8 March of 
the deadline for submission of its report. The President 

lLoSee. for example. 1986th mtg.: Mada 
39). 1987th mtg.: Pakistan, para. SO (Article ? 

ascar, para. 68 (Article 
4). 

I(61 Sec. for example. 1987th mtg.: Pakistan. para. 48 (Article 
I (I )). India. pra. 64 (Article 2(4)). 

t&r S/I 22 2/Rev. I, adopted as resolution 404 (1977). The revision 
involved the deadline in paragraph 2 and the addition of paragraph 4 
regarding the assistance to be provided by the Secretary-General. 

I*’ 19g7th mtg.. para I23 
I4 Ibid.. para. 131. 
‘u’S/I 2286. OR. 32nd yr Suppl /or Jonuary-March 1977. p 8. 
‘“S112289,ibid.p 9. 

added that the members of the Council had agreed to 
the request. 

On 7 March 1977, the Security Council Special 
Mission to the Pc~plc’s Republic of Benin submitted its 
report,” in which it gave an account of its investigation 
of the events of 16 January 1977 at Cotonou. During its 
visit to Benin from 16 to 25 February, the Special 
Mission had interviewed members of the diplomatic 

corps, witnesses of the attack and a capturd mercenary 
and had examined material evidence including docu- 
mentation left behind by the invaders. The report 

offered a detailed reconstruction of the events of 16 
January, described step by step the operation launched 
by the mercenaries. the number and background of the 
attackers and the action of the Beninese forces who 
successfully repulsed the invasion. 

The report concluded that on the basis of the 
testimony received and evidence examined, the attack of 
16 January had been launched with the primary objcc- 
tive of overthrowing the Government of Benin and that 
the act of aggression had been carried out by merce- 
naries for pecuniary motives. According to the testimo- 
ny of the prisoner held in Benin and parts of the 
documentation left behind by the attacking force, the 
attackers had been recruited in Europe and Africa, 
trained near Marrakesh, Morocco, transported from 
Morocco to Gabon on 15 January and flown in different 
aircraft to Cotonou arriving on the morning of 16 
January. A Colonel Maurin, who was in charge of the 
operation, had been hired by an organization called the 
Front de Libtration et de RChabilitation du Dahomey, 
whose objective was to replace the Government of Benin 
with a rCgimt of its own choice. According to the 
documents, a French national, Gilbert Bourgcaud, had 
been employed as an adviser to the President of Gabon 
since August 1976, and his photograph had been 
identified by the prisoner as that of Colonel Maurin. 
However, the Special Mission had decided that’ the 
terms of its mandate and the time at itrdisposal did not 
permit it to investigate further and verify the testimony 
of the prisoner pertaining to those matters. 

By letteriW dated 28 March 1977, the Secrctary- 
General transmitted a copy of a telegram from the 
President of Gabon who expressed astonishment at the 
conclusion contained in the report of the Special Mis- 
sion and disappointment at the cursory manner in which 
the inquiry had been conducted. He requested the 
documentation on which the report was based and 
invited the members of the Mission to visit Gabon to 
supplement their information and reiterated that his 
country had at no time been involved in the alleged 
aggression. Subsequently, by a letttr1”9 dated 4 April 
1977, the Secretary-General transmitted to the Council 
a letter dated 23 March from the President of Gabon 
who complained that a charade had been staged to 
discredit his country and rquestad that another fact- 

‘*‘S/I 2994 and Add. 1 replaced by S/I 2994IRcv. I. issued in OR. 
jZtrd2. Special Suppltm;nr No 3. 

St I23 I 3. ibid., Suppl. /or January-March 1977. 
F’ 50. IMdp St I 23 I 7. OR. 32nd yr.. SuppI. for April-Jm 19 7. p. 2 
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Ending mission should be authorized to visit Gabon 
together with the witness to conduct a full counter- 
investigation on the spot. 

Decision of 14 April 1977 (2005th meeting): resolution 
405 (1977) 
At the 2000th meeting on 6 April 1977, the Security 

Council included the report of the Special Mission to 
the People’s Republic of Benin in its agenda and 
considered the item during its 2000th to 2005th meet- 
ings from 6 to 14 April 1977. During these meetings, 
the Council decided to invite the representatives of 
Algeria, Botswana, Cuba, Egypt, Equatorial Guinea, 
Gabon, Guinea, the Ivory Coast, the Lao People’s 
Democratic Republic, Madagascar, Mali, Mauritania, 
Mongolia, Morocco, Mozambique, Niger, Saudi Arabia, 
Senegal, Somalia, Togo, United Republic of Tanzania 
and Upper Volta to participate, without vote, in the 
discussion of the qucstion.“‘O 

At the bc@ning of the meeting, the President drew 
the attention of the Council members to additional 
documents, including the two communications from the 
Government of Gabon,“” and two letters’4’1 dated 4 
April from the ChargC d’affaircs a.i. of Benin requesting 
the circulation of reports prepared by his Govcrn- 
ment.14TJ 

The representative of Panama, speaking in his capaci- 
ty as Chairman of the Special Mission, opened the 
deliberations of the Council and introduced the report 
giving special emphasis to its principal concIusions.1474 

The representative of Benin expressed his apprccia- 
tion for the thorough report submitted by the Special 
Mission and noted that other investigations carried out 
under Beninese or African auspices corroborated the 
conclusions of the Security Council inquiry. It was clear 
in the judgcmcnt of his Government that the act of 
aggression had been organized, by the reactionary nco- 
colonialist circles in France who had never accepted the 
revolution of 1972 in Benin. He appealed to the 
representative of France to see to it that the criminals 
who had launched the operation from French soil be 
brought to justice. He stated that as a result of the 
attack on Cotonou, Benin was forced to pay particular 
attention to problems of dcfencc and security; the 
civilian and military population had been mobilized 
since 16 January 1977, and for reasons of security, the 
Government had been obliged to close Benin’s western 
frontiers for a time. He addressed an urgent appeal to 
the international community for assistance in repairing 
the extensive damages caused by the aggression and in 
ensuring its dtfcnce and security in the futurc.1475 

The representative of Mauritius mentioned that the 
Council of Ministers of the OAU had already adopted a 

I”” For details. see chapter III of thus Supplement. 
14” See notes I468 and I469 
I”? For the ICIIC~S and the attached re rts see S/I ?I 38 and Add. I. 

OK. 3,‘nd y, . SuppI. for Jon -March I9 r 7. pp. 2-5. and SI I2 I39 and 
Add. I, ibid, pp. 5-26. 

1”12000th mtg., para. 9 See also his extensive statement a~ the 
2005th mtg . paras. 166-203 

l”’ 2000th mtg.. paras. 18-34 
I”’ lhrd, paras. 49-83 

resolution condemning the act of armed aggrwion 
against Benin; the consideration by the Security Council 
should lead not only to condemnation of the events of 16 
January and to compensation to the Government of 
Benin for the damages suffered, but it should also result 
in a further attempt by the Council to come to terms 
with the spreading disease of “mcrcenarism”. He re- 
viewed some recent provisions in resolutions of the 
General Assembly dealing with mercenary activities and 
international norms designed to prevent such occur- 
rences, reported to the Council that the OAU was 
currently reviewing a regional draft convention on 
mercenaries and called upon the Security Council to 
seek actively a solution at the global level for this 
growing problem.“‘* 

During the subsequent extensive discussion of the 
report of the Special Mission and in particular of the 
causes and effects of the attack on Cotonou there was 
general agreement that the Republic of Benin had been 
the victim of a mercenary attack and that the Council 
should condemn this criminal act. Several African 
representatives and the representative of France, howcv- 
cr. took exception to charges and allegations that were 
contained in the report”” prepared and distributed by 
the Government of Benin. The resulting exchange 
involved also the representatives of Benin and Guin- 
ea 1.7: 

At the beginning of the 2004th meeting on 14 April 
1977, the representative of Mauritius introduced a draft 
rcsolutionr479 sponsored initially by the delegations of 
Benin, the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya and Mauritius and 
subsequently also by the representatives of India and 
Panama;‘- he presented its provisions in detail and 
expressed his pleasure that the draft would be adopted 
by the Council members by consensus.r”’ 

At the conclusion of the 2005th meeting on 14 April 
1977, the President stated that, as a result of consulta- 
tions, the draft resolution would be adopted without 
putting it to a vote, and declared the text adopted by 
consensus as resolution 405 (1977).““’ The resolution 
reads as follows: 

Thr Sccuriry Council, 

Having considered the report of the Security Council Special 
Mtuion to the People’s Republic of Benin established under resolution 
404 (1977) of 8 February 1977, 

Grow/y concurrnrd at the violation of the territorial integrity, 
indepcndcnce and sovereignty of the State of Benin. 

I”* Ibid.. paras. 89-l 16. 
I”’ See note 1472. for the rcnort issued as SI I2 I 39IAdd. I 
I”’ For arguments dts utin’g iknin’s charga see 2000th mtg.: 

Gabon, paras. 139-160; 2 lo 1st mtg.: Senegal. paras. 33-46: France. 
paras. 52-67: Morocco, paras. 72-96; Ivory Coast. paras. 101-I 38. 
2OOZnd mtg.: Togo, paras. 57-90; 2004th mtg.: Senegal. paras. 57-83. 
2OO5th mtg.: Gabon, paras. 30-42; Ivory Coast. paras. 108-126. 
Senegal. paras 128.144. For views in support of Benin’s position. scc 
2000th mfg.: Gumea. paras. 163-179; 2003rd mtg Benin. paras 
73.1 IO. 2004th mtg. Guinea. parw 85.1 16. 2005th mtp Gumc.t. 
parar I50- 156. 

“” St 2322 subsequently adopted wrthout change as resolution 
405 1977). * 

Lao The co-sponsorship of lndra and Panama *as announced by the 
President at the 2004th mtg.. para S5 

“‘I For the statement by the rtprcscnratrvc of Haunttus. rnld. 
paras. S-22. 

‘W See 2005th mtg., para 207. for the statement of the Prcsrdcnt 



306 Chapler VIII. MalBtcumce or IHeruli0ul pan amd security 

&tpply gri~td at the loss of hfc and subrlanltal damage lo 
property caused by the invading force during its attack on Cotonou on 
16 January 1977. 

I. rah tt~rt OT the report of the Spccisl Mission and CxPrcsss 
its appreciation for the work accomplished; 

2. Srrong/y ~~ndrmn.s the act of armed aggression perpetrated 
against the People’s Republic of Llcnin on I6 January 1977; 

2. ~ra~firnrs its resolution 239 (1967) of IO July 1967. by which, 
jnrrr olio, it condemns any State which persists in permitting or 
tolerating the recruitment of mercenaries and the provision of 
facilitia to them, with the objective of overthrowing the Governments 

of Member States; 

4. Calls upon all States IO exercise the utmost vigilance against 
the danger postd by international mercenaries and to cnsurc that their 
territory and other territories under their control. as well as their 
nationals, arc not used for the planning of subversion and recruitment, 
training and transit of mcrccnarics daigncd IO aerthrow the Govern- 
ment of any Member State; 

5. Fur/her CO//S upon all States to consider taking ncccssary 
measures to prohibit. under their rcspcctivc domestic laws, the 
rccruitmcnf training and transit of mcrccnarics on their territory and 
other tcrritorics under their control; 

6. Condemns all forms of external interference in the internal 
affairs of Member Stata, including the use of international mcrce- 
narics to dcstrbilize Stata and/or IO violate their territorial integrity, 
sovereignty and’indcpendencc; 

7. Rrqursrs the Secretary-General to provide appropriate tcchni- 
cal assistance to help the Government of Benin in rsscasing and 
cvalualing the damage resulting from the act of armed aggrtuion 
committed at Cotonou on I6 January 1977; 

8. Appcob lo all State, to provide material assistance to the 
Pmplc’s Republic of Rettin in order to enable it to r+ir the damage 
and loaaa inflicted during the attack; 

9. NOMS that the Government of Benin has rcacrvcd its right with 
respect to any eventual claims for compensation which it may wish to 
auerl; 

IO. Culls upon all Statcs 10 provide the Security Council with 
any information they might have in conncxion with the events at 
Cotonou on 16 January 1977 likely to throw further light on thcu 
evc”ts; 

I I. Requesfs the Secretary-General to follow closely the imptc- 
mcntation of the present resolution; 

12. Dccidrs to remain seized of this quation. 

Dccisi~a of 24 November 1977 (2049th meeting): 

resolution 419 (1977) 

By Ictttr’“’ dated I3 October 1977, the representative 
of Benin transmitted the revised report by his Govern- 
ment evaluating the damages resulting from the act of 
armed aggression committed at Cotonou on 16 January 
1977. The revised report’* was based on new statistical 
data and on the reports prepared by two expert consul- 

tants who had visited Cotonou in accordance with 
paragraph 7 of resolution 405 (1977). Copies of the 
reports of the two expert consultants on material 
damage and on damage to persons were annexed. 

By lettcr1u5 dated 4 November 1977, the rcpresenta- 
tivc of Benin requested the President of the Security 
Council to convene a meeting of the Council to resume 
consideration of the question of armed aggression of 16 
January 1977 against Benin. 

luJ St241 5. OR. Hnd VI.. Suppl./or Or:.-Lk. 1977. pp 27-33. 
““’ It superseded the first report circulated on 5 April as document 

SII2318/Add.l (we note 1472) 
““S/12417, ihrd.. p 51 

At the 2047th meeting on 22 November 1977, the 
Security Council included the letter dated 4 November 
in its agenda and considered the item at its 2047th to 
2049th meetings from 22 to 24 November 1977. During 
these meetings, the Council decided to invite the repre- 
sentatives of Algeria, Angola, the Congo, Cuba, Equato- 
rial Guinea, Guinea, Madagascar, Mali, Mozambique 
and Viet Nam to participate, without vote, in the 
discussion of the item.‘& 

The representative of Benin opened the deliberations 
by recalling the resolutions 404 and 405 (I 977) which 
the Council had adopted in response to the events at 
Cotonou and charged that the hostility against his 
country continued in overt and covert ways: after the 
imperialist aggression in January Benin was now subject 
to economic reprisals consisting of denial of credits that 
were routinely granted in the past and other forms of 
economic coercion. The Government of Benin regretted 
in particular that the Government of France had not yet 
responded to its request for assistance in investigating 
th,: origin of the mcrc;.-.arJ agg;:ssiIon of 16 January as 
far as it could be traced to French nationals acting on 
French territory. 

He urged the Council members to consider the attack 
on Cotonou once again for two reasons: The case offered 
an exceptional opportunity to adopt effective measures 
to eliminate the scourge of international mercenaries. 
Moreover, paragraph 7 of resolution 405 (1977) bad 
requested the Secretary-General to assist the Govem- 
mtnt of Benin in assusing and evaluating the damage 
resulting from the aggression against Cotonou. Two 
experts whom the Secretary-General bad made avail- 
able conducted surveys regarding human lasses and 
material damages and arrived at a total estimate of 7 
billion CFA or $28 million. Tbe reports prepared by the 
two experts indicated that their estimate was on the low 
side. The Government of Benin did not ask for charity 
but only for justice, as far as these damages were 
concerned.~u7 

At the same meeting, the represenGtivc of France 
rejected the charges of the Beninese representative, 
reiterated his Government’s commitment to the princi- 
ple of respect for the independence of States and 
non-interference in their internal affairs and noted that 
his Government bad carried out an independent investi- 
gation, following the request by the Benin authorities, 
which, however, had produced nothing; the Government 
of Benin had been informed of the outcome of the 
French inquiry. He concluded by once again declaring 
his Government’s principled condemnation of all forms 
of interference and by reiterating its denial of any 
involvement in actions by adventure-seekers, such as the 
attack of 16 January.lU 

General support in the subsequent discussion for the 
concerns expressed by the representative of Benin result- 

i”I For details, see chapter III 
I”’ 2047th mlg . paras. g-31 
I*’ lhid. paras. 18-83. 
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ed in the adoption without a vote of a draft resolu
tion,'''' slightly revised,"" at the end of the 2049th 
meeting on 24 November 1977."" Resolution 419 
(1977) reads as follows: 

The Security Council, 
Having heard the statement of the Permanent Representative of 

the People's Republic of Benin to the United Nations, especially 
regarding the threats of aggression by mercenaries, 

Deeply concerned over the danger which international mercenaries 
represent for all States, in particular the smaller ones, 

Convinced of the necessity of co-operation between all States, in 
conformity with paragraph 10 of resolution 405 (1977) of 14 April 
1977, to collect more information about the mercenaries who operated 
against the People's Republic of Benin on 16 January 1977, 

I. Reaffirms its resolution 405 (1977), in which it had, among 
other provisions, taken note of the report of the Security Council 
Special Mission to the People's Republic of Benin established under 
resolution 404 (1977) of 8 February 1977 and strongly condemned the 
act of armed aggression perpetrated against the People's Republic of 
Benin on 16 January 1977 and all forms of external interference in the 
internal affairs of Member States. including the use of international 
mercenaries to destabilize States andlor to violate their territorial 
integrity. sovereignty and independence; 

2. Takes "ote of the report on the evaluation of damages 
contained in document S/12415; 

3. Calls IIpon all States to work in close co-operation in order to 
gather all useful information concerning all mercenaries involved in 
the events of 16 January 1977. in compliance with paragraph 10 of 
reSOlution 405 (1977); 

4. Takes note of the desire of the Government of Benin to have 
the mercenaries who participated in the attacking forces against the 
People's Republic of Benin on 16 January 1977 subjected to due 
process of law; 

5. Appeals to all States and all appropriate international organi~ 
zations. including the United Nations and its specialized agencies. to 
assist Benin to repair the damage caused by the act of aggression: 

6. Requests the Secretary~General to provide all necessary assis· 
lance to Benin for the implementation of paragraph 5 of the present 
resolution; 

7. Reqllests the Secretary-General to walch over the implemen
tation of the present resolution. with particular reference to para
graphs 3. 4. 5 and 6. and to report to the Security Council not later 
than 30 September 1978; 

8. Decides to remain seized of the matter. 

THE QUESTION OF SOUTH AFRICA 

By letter14" dated 9 March 1977 addressed to the 
President of the Security Council the representative of 
Nigeria, Chairman of the African Group for the month 
of March, requested the convening of a meeting of the 
Council to consider the question of South Africa, in 
conformity with previous relevant General Assembly 
and Council resolutions, in particular General Assembly' 
resolution 31/6 and Council resolution 392 (1976). 

By letter'''' dated 21 March 1977 addressed to the 
President of the Security Council the representative of 
Liberia transmitted the text. of a message by the 

1489 S112454, sponsored by Benin. the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya and 
Mauritius and introduced by the representative of Mauritius at the 
2048th mtg .. paras. 74-86. It was replaced by S/12454/Rev.1. 

1490 S/12454JRev.l differed from the original draft only in that the 
language of paragraph 1 underwent a very small editorial change. 

1491 For the adoption of the draft. see 2049th mtg .. para. 96. 
1492 S/12295. OR. 32nd yr .. Slippl.for Jan.-March 1977, p. 12. 
1493 S/12301; ibid .. p. 19. 
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President of Liberia on the question of South Africa. He 
called on the Council and all Member States to 
demonstrate through positive action that apartheid was 
indeed a crime against humanity which contravened the 
Charter of the United Nations, as well as the Universal 
Declaration of Human Rights, and was increasingly 
leading to a racial conflagration in southern Africa. In 
his view, positive action meant application against South 
Africa of Chapter VI! of the Charter, in particular 
Article 41. 

By letter1494 dated 18 March 1977 addressed to the 
President of the Security Council the Acting Executive 
Secretary of OAU to the United Nations transmitted 
the text of a message from the Administrative Secre
tary-General of OAU stating that OAU expected the 
Council to impose economic sanctions and a mandatory 
arms embargo against South Africa. 

At the 1988th meeting on 21 March 1977 the 
Security Council adopted 14" the agenda and considered 
the item at the 1988th to 1992nd, 1994th, 1996th, 
1998th and 1999th meetings between 21 and 31 March 
1977. 

In the course of its deliberations the Council invited 
the representatives of Algeria, Bahrain, Botswana, Bu
rundi, Cuba, Egypt, Ethiopia, the German Democratic 
Republic, Ghana, Guinea, Guyana, Indonesia, Jamaica, 
Kenya, Lesotho, Liberia, Madagascar, Mauritania, 
Mongolia, Nigeria, Senegal, Sierra Leone, Somalia, Sri 
Lanka, Sweden, the Syrian Arab Republic, Togo, the 
United Republic of Tanzania, Yugoslavia, Zaire and 
Zambia, at their request, to participate, without vote, in 
the discussion of the item.'496 It also extended invitations 
to the President and other members of the United 
Nations Council for Namibia, to Mr. Mfanafuthi John
stone Makatini of the African National Congress, to 
Mr. Potlako Leballo of the Pan Africanist Congress, to 
Mr. Olof Palme, to Mr. Abdul S. Minty and to Mr. 
William P. Thompson. 1497 

At the 1988th meeting the representative of Mauri
tius drew the attention of the Security Council to the 
imminent danger of a general war in southern Africa. 
Rapid and effective measures were needed to deal with 
the real causes of the conflict which otherwise would 
inevitably grow more serious and might spread to other 
parts of Africa. It could produce the most serious 
international crisis. South Africa, he said, possessed an 
awesome military power and continued to develop its 
military capabilities at a rapid rate, building the most 
powerful military machine in Africa south of the Sahara 
for the purpose of maintaining and protecting its system 
of minority rule. This military power constituted a 
threat to neighbouring States and other States farther 
afield; it had mounted a full-scale invasion of Angola, 
imposed an occupying army on Namibia, attacked 
Zambia and was giving military assistance to the Smith 

1494 S/12303. ibid .. p. 20. 
1~95 1988th mtg., preceding para. 5. 
1496 For details. see chapter III. 
1497 Ibid. At the 1991s1 meeting the representative of the United 

Kingdom raised a procedural point concerning the invitation of Mr. 
Thompson (sec 19915t mtg .. paras. 6-9). 


