
~~~~~~~~~ the principle that no State or group of Slalcs has the 
rlRh[ 10 iilcrucnc, directly or indrrcctly. for any rcawn whatcvcr. in 
the rnrcrnal or external affarrs of any other State. 

Rrco//ing o/ro the inherent and lawful right of every State. in the 
ckcrcrsc of its sovereignty. IO rcqucst assistance from any other State 

or group of Stales. 

~co,,ng in mrnd that all Mcmbcr States must refrain in their 
international rclatrons from the thrcar or use of force against the 
tcrritoria) integrity or politrcal independence of any State. or in any 

other manner inconsrstcnt with the purposes of the United Nations. 

GIUV~/Y roncrrnrd at the acts of aggression committed by South 
Africa against the People’s Republic of Angola and the violation of 11s 
sovcrcignty and territorial integrity. 

Condrmning the utilrzation by South Africa of the international 
Territory of h’amibra IO mount that agprcssion. 

(;raw/,r concrmrd o/so at the damage and destruction done by the 
South African n-wading forces in Angola and by their scirurc of 
Angolan cqurpmcnt and matcrral~. 

~Vorrng the letter of the Pcrmancnt Rcprcwntativc of South Afrrcu 

regarding the withdrawal of South African troops. 

I Condrmns South hfrrca’s aggression against the Pcoplc’s 
Rcpublrc of Angola; 

2 Drmundl that South Africa ssrupulourly rcspcct the indcpcn- 
dcncc, sovcrcignty and territorial integrity of the Pcoplc’s Republic of 
Angola; 

3. Drmonds o/so that South Africa desist from the utilization of 
the international Territory of Namibra IO mount provocative or 
aggressive acts against the People’s Republic of Angola or any other 
ncighbouring African State: 

4. Calls upon the Government of South Africa to meet the just 
claims of the People’s Rcpubhc of Angola for a full compensation for 
the damage and destruction inflicted on its State and for the 
restoration of the equipment and materials which its invading forces 
seized; 

5 Rrpurrrl the Secretary-Gcncral IO follow the implcmcntation 
of the present resolution 

Explaining the reason why he had abstained in the 
vote the representative of the United Kingdom said that 
his Government had consistently opposed all forms of 
external intervention. South African intervention was 
rightly condemned in the draft resolution. But in his 
view all foreign intervention in Angola was wrong and 
should be condemned. Therefore, he found the draft 
unbalanced. He also had reservations concerning the use 
of the term “aggression” since, with the withdrawal of 
South African troops from Angola, it applied to a 
situation in the past. As to the questions of restitution 
and compensation for damages the Security Council was 
not the appropriate forum for such consideration.“” 

Similar views were expressed by the representative of 
France.ll?’ 

At the end of the meeting a procedural discussion 
concerning the presidency over the Security Council 
tooh place, since the meeting continued beyond mid- 
night ending on I April 1976 at 12.15 a.m.11~9 

THE SITL’ATlO;hi IN SOCTHERN RHOUESlA 

Dccisioi of 6 April 1976 (1907th meeting): resolution 
388 (1976) 

‘I:’ 1906th mrg.. paras. 245.252 
I’)” /bid, paras 2S3-254 
“?’ For dctarl\. see chapter I 

On 15 December I Y75 the Security C’ouncil (‘otnrr~it 
tee established in pursuance of rcsoluticbn !$ I ( I’)(rX) 

concerning the question of Southern Rhodcsi;r suhrnil- 
ted to the Security Council a spcci;r) rcpclrt (S/l IYI !) 
containing a recommendation for the expnnsion of 
sanctions against the illegal regime in Southern Rhtdc- 
sia. The report stated that the Committee had consid- 
ered a wide range of proposals IO that end, but had 
managed to reach agreement, subject to rescrvntions 
entered by certain delegations, on the rccommend;rtion 
that insurance, trade names and franchises should bc 
included within the scope of mandatory sanctions 
against Southern Rhodesia.“‘” 

At the 1907th meeting on 6 April 1976. IIIC Scctrrity 

Council decided to include the (‘ornmittcc.‘\ ~~CCI.I\ 
report in its agend;t. which was adop~cd without objcc- 
lion.ll” 

At the same meeting the President of the Security 
Council announced that, as a result of intensive consul- 
tations on certain recommendations contained in the 
special report, agreement had been reached on the text 
of a draft resolution (S/12037). which had been spon- 
sored and submitted by all I5 members of the Security 
Council. The draft resolution was adopted unanimously 
at that meeting as resolution 388 (1976). The text of the 
resolution reads as follows: 

Thr Srcuriry Council, 

RruJTrming its resolutions 216 (1965) of I2 November and 217 
(1965) of 20 November 1965. 221 (1966) of 9 April and 232 (1966) 
of 16 December 1966. 253 (1968) of 29 May 1968 and 277 (1970) of 
18 March 1970. 

Rra/firmi& that the measures provided for in those resolutions. as 
well as the measures initiated by Mcmbcr States in pursuance thereof. 
shall continue in effect. 

Tu&ing in/o uccoun/ the rccommcndatrons made by the Sccurrty 
Council Committee established in pursuance of rcsolutwn 253 ( 1961) 
concerning the quc*tion of Southern Rhodccra rn its \pcct~l report of 
15 Dcccmbcr 1975 (S/I 1913). 

Rrcrl;lirnring that the present wtuarron rn Southern Rhodcw 
co,n<titutc\ ;I threat IO rnrcrrurtronal pcacc and rccurlly. 

.Icring under Chapter VII of the Charter of the United N;IIIo~\. 

I. DrridrJ that all Member SI~ICS shall take approprratc mea- 
sures IO ensure that thcrr n~~wnah and persons rn thcrr tcrrrtorrcs do 
not Insure: 

((1) Any commoditrcs or products cxporrcd from Southern Rho- 
dcsra after the date of the prcscnt rcsolutwn in contravcnrron of 
Security Council rcsolutron 253 (1968) which they know or have 
rcasonablc cause IO bclicvc IO have been so exported; 

(b) Any commodities or products whrch they know or have 
rcasonablc cause IO bclicvc arc dcstrncd or mtcndcd for rmportatron 
into Southern Rhodcsra after the date of the prcscnt rcsolutwn rn 
contravention of rcsolutron 253 (1968): 

fc) Commodrtics. products or other property in Southern Rhodc- 
sra of any commcrcral. rndustrral or publrc u1111ty undertaking In 
Southern Rhodcsra. rn contravention of rcsolutron 253 (l96H). 

2 Drridrs that all Member States shall take approprlatc mca- 
surcs IO prevent thcrr wrtonals and persons in thcrr Tcrrrrorrcs from 
grdntrng IO any commcrcral. indusrrurl or publrc utrlity undcrtakrng rn 
Southern Rhodcsra the rrght to USC any rradc name or from cntcrrng 
inlo any franchrsrng agreement rnvolvrng rhc USC of any trade name. 

“‘O For the nalurc Jnd full cxrcnt of rhc ranctron, cnvrwgcd under 
those Items. see the rclcbant opcrarwc pdrrgraphs of rcsolutron 3x8 
(1976) subscgucntl) adopted by rhc Sccurrry C‘ouncll on rhc subject 
and rcproduccd bclou 

“‘I 1907th mtg . prcccdlng pdr.r 2 
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,ndc mark u, rcp,slcred dcwgn ,n connc~~on \*llh the UIC or 
dls,,,bu,,on o[ an) prduc~\. comn’d~l~~\ or \crb,cc\ Of such .t” 

undcrrakmg: 

3 L!,R~J, having regard IO the prlrwplc ,ta[cd I” Artlclc 2 of the 
un,tcd kalions Charler. Star-z\ nol Mcmbcrr of the lJnl\cd Na~~onr IO 

acl I” accc)&ncc with the provisions of the prc\cnl resolution 

Following the vote the representative of the United 
Republic of Tanzania expressed his delegation’s satis- 
faction at the unanimous sponsorship and adoption of 
the draft resolution by the Council, which he believed 
was a precedent. Nevertheless, he observed that while 
the agreed recommendation from the Committee was a 
step in the right direction. it did not go far enough; the 
provisions of Article 41 of the Charter had not yet been 
exhausted. and his delegation maintained that the 
sanctions would never achieve the desired purpose of 
toppling the illegal rCgimc in Southern Rhodesia unless 
they were made fully comprehensive and effectively 
supervised, and were also extended to South Africa. He 
recalled that the heads of Commonwealth countries at 
theit-summit meeting in Kingston, Jamaica, in 1975 had 
agreed to recommend the expansion of the scope of 
sanctions and that the United Nations General Asscm- 
bly and the Special Committee on the Situation with 
regard to the Implementation of the Declaration on the 
Granting of Independence to Colonial Countries and 
Peoples had repeatedly taken the same position. Still, he 
urged strongly that all States should scrupulously cn- 
force the sanctions already decided upon by the Security 
Council.~~” 

The representative of Pakistan, Chairman of the 
Security Council Committee established in pursuance of 
resolution 253 (1968) concerning the question of South- 
ern Rhodesia for the year 1976, said that if recourse to 
force and violence were to be avoided in Zimbabwe, the 
sanctions against the illegal rtgimc in Southern Rhodc- 
sia must be made more effective. He concurred with the 
representative of the United Republic of Tanzania that 
all States should apply the sanctions faithfully; in 
particular. he appealed to the Security Council to 
impress upon South Africa the responsibility of that 
Government under the Charter.“” 

I’hr rcprcscnt.ttivc of the I II\IIC~ K;lngdom wclcomcd 
the i:u th;rt ilrc ;rprccmcnt on the rccommcndation had 
been rci\chctl ununimously 111 the C’ummittcc ;rnd th.lt 
the dr;\f~ rcholution givlnp cffcc~ IO that rccommcnda- 
lion had also been adopted unanimously in the Council. 
Iic rcvicwcd the recent developments in Southern 
Rhodesia with particular regard to the measures undcr- 
taken to find a political solution to the impasse on the 
Southern Rhodcsian situation, IO all of which, he said, 
the Icadcr of the illegal rCgimc had not been receptive. 
After explaining the scope of the ncu sanctions just 
adopted by the Council, as undcrslood by his delegation, 
the representative of the United Kingdom reaffirmed his 
dclcgatlon’s view that the exlstlnp sanctions. even with- 
out the need to expand them. uould bc sufficient to 

crumble the economy of the illegal rlgime if only they 
had been more efficiently and universally applicd.“J 

The representative of the United States said that his 
country had always scrupulously enforced the sanctions 
against Southern Rhodesia with the exception of the 
importation of certain minerals from that territory 
under United States domestic law. He stated, however, 
that the United States Government of the day was 
committed to repealing that piece of enabling lcgisla- 
tion. which should increase economic pressure against 
the illegal rCgimc and restore the position of the United 
States vis-8-vis its international obligations.“)> 

The representative of the USSR expressed regret that 
despite the binding nature of the sanctions imposed by 
the Security Council they had not been fully complied 
with by certain countries. some of which were violating 
them overtly. It was the duty of the Security Council to 
put an end to such violations and to intensify the 
sanctions against the illegal rtgimc in Southern Rhode- 
sia. Unfortunately. he said, the Council had on several 
occasions been frustrated in its efforts to that end by the 
use of the veto by certain Western Powers. His dclega- 
tion believed that the situation in Southern Rhodesia 
justified the application of the full measures stipulated 
in Article 41 of the Charter. and had voted for the 
present resolution on the basis that it was an interim 
measure pending the adoption soon of more far-reaching 
mcasurcs.l’” 

The representatives of Benin, Guyana and Romania 
felt that the current level of sanctions had failed to 
bring about the desired result; they therefore supported 
and strongly urged the expansion of the mandatory 
sanctions to include all the mcasurea provided for in 
Article 41 of the Charter.“” 

The representative of France said that as one of the 
permanent members of the Committee since its inccp- 
tion, his delegation was quite aware of the imperfections 
of the sanctions already in force and had on many 
occasions supported initiatives to increase the cffcctivc- 
ncss of the Committee. Accordingly, he declared, his 
delegation had no difficulty in supporting the new 
recommendation and in co-sponsoring the draft rcsolu- 
tion just adopted.“” 

I’hc rcprsscntativc of Italy said that his delegation 
W;IS h;lppy to support the Committee’s recommendation 
and to co-sponsor the subsequent draft resolution just 
adopted. Hc promised that if, in effecting the implcmcn- 
tution of the new sanctions, further legislation was 
technically necessary, his Government would not fail to 
submit immediately the necessary proposals to the 
Italian Parliament for approval.“‘p 

The representative of Japan said that his delegation 
WAS pleased to be associated with the recommendation 
from the Committee, bearing in mind the necessity to 
increase polItical and economic pressure upon the iIIcgaI 
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rtgime in Southern Rhodesia. Although the rccommcn- 
dation did not go as far as some Member States would 
have liked, he said, his delegation considcrcd it a 
practical and useful step in the right direction. and 
hoped that it would compel the illegal rdgimc to turn 
away from its rebellion.“W 

The representative of Sweden said that while his 
delegation welcomed the recommendation from the 
Committee as a measure for further tightening the 
pressure upon the illegal minority regime. it also 
proposed that the search for agreement on still further 
extensions of the sanctions should continue in the 
Committee, and his delegation was prepared to contrib- 
ute actively in that search:“” 

The President of the Council, speaking as the repre- 
sentative of China, pointed out that despite the existence 
of sanctions the preliminary trade figure compiled by 
the Committee for the year 1973 indicated that the 
value oTSouthern Rhodesia’s trade had increased by 
more than SUS 160 million. Attention should therefore 
be paid to the violations of those sanctions. But sanc- 
tions apart, he said, his delegation was of the view that 
the fundamental solution to the question of Southern 
Rhodesia lay in the struggle by the people of Zimbabwe 
themselves, who for that reason deserved every political 
and material assistance.1’41 

Decision of 27 May 1977 (201 Ith meeting): resolution 
409 (1977) 
On 31 December 1976 the Security Council Commit- 

tee established in pursuance of resolution 253 (1968) 
concerning the question of Southern Rhodesia submit- 
ted to the Council a second special reportll41 on the 
expansion of sanctions against the illegal rCgime in 
Southern Rhodesia. The report listed a number of 
proposals which, it said, had be,en considered by the 
Committee in the course of the year as areas in which 
the sanctions could be further expanded. No agreement 
had been reached on all the proposals except one, 
namely: that the flow of capital from Southern Rhode- 
sia for certain purposes should be included in the scope 
of sanctions against Southern Rhodesia.“u Agreement 
on that recommendation had. been reached subject to 
resecvations by certain delegations, which were summa- 
rized and annexed to the report. 

At the 201 Ith meeting on 27 May 1977 the Security 
Council decided to include the Committee’s second 
special report in its agenda, which was adopted without 
objection. ‘I” The President drew the Council’s attention 
to the report as well as to the draft resolution 
(S/l 2339). sponsored by all members of the Council.1’46 

The draft resolution was introduced by the rcprcscn- 
tative of Mauritius, who said that the purpose or the 
rccommcndation submitted by the Committee w:~s to 
suppress the propaganda. promotional and sitnklr activ- 
ities being performed abroad by the various olficcs :Ind 
agencies of the illegal r&gimc utilizing funds tr:lnamittcd 
to them for that purpose by the rtgimc. Although the 
draft resolution did not go far enough, his delegation 
felt that it was a further step in the right direction. for. 
contrary to expectations voiced so often. he said, the 
current level of sanctions had failed to dislodge the 
illegal rtgime. He cited loopholes in the Council’s most 
recent resolution on the question”” and in the present 
draft resolution, which he blamed for the continuing 
existence of the illegal rCpime. In ildditicvn. hc rrl’rrrrd 
to information received by the Committee from I~W- 
governmental sources indicating that sanctions against 
the illegal rCgime were being violated through the 
supply of oil and oil products to the rtgime bv certain 
international oil companies using their subsidiaries in 
South Africa. In view of those considerations, he said, 
the draft resolution contained a tactical requirement for 
the Council to meet before I I November l977U14a to 
consider further measures to be taken under Articlc 41 
of the Charter upon the recommendations of the 
Commitlce.~~4P 

The representative of Pakistan commented on the 
unanimity with which the Council members had co- 
sponsored the draft resolution before the Council, but 
expressed his delegation’s regret that differences contin- 
ued to persist regarding the extension of full sanctions 
against Southern Rhodesia. Noting that it was far 
preferable to have the question of Southern Rhodesia 
solved by peaceful means, he appealed to those countries 
with influence upon the illegal rCgime to renew their 
efforts so as to promote the achievement of that desired 
end.“w 

The representative of the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya 
said that in view of the deteriorating situation in 
Southern Rhodesia, it was incumbent on the Security 
Council to adopt concrete measures that would put an 
end to the illegal regime. He referred to the programme 
of action adopted by the international Conference in 
Maputo concerning the liberation of Zimbabwe and 
Angolal”l in which a number of concrete and effective 
measures against the illegal rCgime were called for; it 
was up to the Council to meet the challenge by adopting 
those measures. In addition, he urged that in view of the 
defiant and open role of South Africa in shoring up the 
illegal rkgime. the mandatory sanctions should bc wid- 
ened to include that country.U”z 

“AU 1907th mcg.. paras. 96.100 
“‘I Ibrd.. pans. 104-107 
“‘J Ibid.. paras. 121-125 
““S/l 22%. OR. 12nd y, . SuppI /or Jun - .\ltirch 1977, pp. 13. I7 
‘la For Ihe nature and full CXIC~I of rhc UK~WIS cnvlcagcd under 

that recommcndallon. see pdragrJph I of ~C\OI~I~O” 409 (1977) 

::ka 
ue”‘ly Jdoptcd by the Sccur~t> ( ounc~l ~,n the rubjecl And 
uccd below. 

‘Il’i 201 I Ih mlg . prcced~ng para I 
‘IH ldrm 

‘I” Rcsolu~~on 381 (1976) 
“‘“See para 3 of rhc drall rcsoluLmn in dwumcnt 

subscqucnlly adopted 3s rc\oIu~~on 409 ( 1977) 
“H Inkrvcntwn by biaurlllur. 
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The representative of the USSR referred to the 
weakness of the draft resolution before the Council. 
based as it was on a recommendation adopted by the 
Committee on the initiative of the United Kingdom, 
which he said reflected attempts IO depoliticize the 
Committee and turn it into a purely technical organ. 
His delegation was convinced that time was already 
overdue for the imposition of all the measures under 
Article 41 against the illegal regime. For that reason he 
also recalled the programme of action adopted by the 
international conference in Maputo in which a similar 
proposal had been made.‘“’ 

The representative of Romania said that the ineffec- 
tiveness of the sanctions so far in force, aided by the 
accommodation provided to the illegal regime by South 
Africa. demanded not only a closing of the existing 
loophole> but also an extension of those sanclions to 
South Africa itself. His delegation advocated such a 
course, bearing in mind that the credibility of the 
llnitcd Nations would be damaged if the measures 
taken against Southern Rhodesia should fail.“” 

The representative of China reviewed the causes of 
the ineffectiveness of the sanctions and declared that the 
Security Council should seriously consider expanding 
the sanctions to cover South Africa. He also urged that 
all States Members of the United Nations, particularly 
the permanent members of the Council, should strictly 
implement the sanctions in force. He said that the new 
measures contained in the draft resolution before the 
Council were inadequate. and reiterated that the funda- 
mental solution to Southern Rhodesia’s problem lay in 
the struggle of the Zimbabwe people themselves.1r’5 

The representative of the United Kingdom referred to 
operative paragraph 3 of the draft resolution and 
remarked that, although some elements of Article 41 
posed difficulties for some members of the Council, 
there were other provisions, under that Article on the 
basis of which the application of sanctions could be 
improved. tie welcomed the unanimous sponsorship of 
the draft resolution, which he believed would send a 
proper message IO the illegal rCgime.1”b 

l‘lrc rcpr.cscnt.jtivc of the \lnited States expressed his 
tlclcp;~t~rrn’\ s;ttisf;rction at the achievement of unnnimi- 
ty on the dr;rl’t resolution before the Council. The timing 
w ;I s appropriate for a number of reasons, he said, 

tncludinp the f;lct that the United States Government 
had just rspcalcd the legislation that had previously 
pzrmitted violation of the sanctions.““ 

The representative of Venezuela said that although 
there were ncgotialions currently In progress for a 
solution lo the Southern Rhodcstan problem, their 
outcome was not very promistng; 11 was therefore 
necessary to exert Increased pressure against the illegal 

regime, and the measures contained in the present draft 
were a significant step in the right direction,l~J~ 

The representative of India said that his delegation 
shared the view that the measures under consideration, 
though clearly a step forward, constituted only a 

tentative and halting step; they were inadequate and 
came too late. He urged the Council to discharge its 
responsibility as provided for in the Charter in order to 
terminate the illegal regime in Southern Rhodesia.“” 

The President of the Council, speaking as the repre- 
sentative of Benin. addressed himself to those Western 
countries which he said were pursuing neocolonialist 
policies and protecting the illegal rtgime. If  such 
countries were sincere, he declared, they would accept 
the expansion of the sanctions as provided for in Article 
41 of the Charter.“bo 

Thereafter, the draft resolution in document S/l2339 
was adopted unanimously without vote as resolution 409 
( I977).“*’ 

The resolution reads zs follows: 

~roj/irm~ng IIP rc4utions 216 (1965) of I2 November and 2’7 
(1965) of 20 Xovcmbcr 1965. 221 (1966) of 9 April and 232 (1966) 
of 16 Ikccmbcr 1966. 253 (1968) of 29 May 1968, 277 (1970) of 18 
March 1970 and 388 (1976) of 6 April 1976. 

Nra/jirmrng that the mearura provided for in those rcrolutiom. as 
well as Ihe measures initialed by Member Stales in pursuance thereof. 
shall continue in effect. 

Taking info acrounr the recommendations made by the Security 
Council Commr11ee wablishcd in pursuance of resolution 253 (1968) 
concerning the question of Sourhcrn Rhodesia in its second special 
repor of 31 December 1976 on the expansion of sanctions againsl 
Southern Rhodesia. 

Rrafjbmtng that the prcscn1 situation in Southern Rhodesia 
CO~S~IIUICS a Ihrcat IO international peace and securiry. 

Actrng under Chapter VII of the Charter of the Unired Nattom. 

I. Drrtdrr 1ha1 all Member States shall prohlbi1 the WC or 
rransfcr of an) funds in their wrl1orlcs by 1hc illegal rCgimc in 
Southern Rhodwa. including an, offlcc or agent thereof. or b) other 
persons or bodlcs within Southern Rhodesia. for the purposes of .I”: 
off~cc or agency of the lllcgal rCgtme that is established within their 
tcrritorlcr o1hcr than an off~cc or agency so er1ablishcd cxclus~vcl) for 
pcn\kms purpcs: 

!  (‘rpcc. havmg regard IO 1hc principle staled m Arttclc 2. 
p.tr.lpr.tph h of 1hc C‘hartcr of 1hr Umicd Nations. Staler not 
h!cmbcr\ of the Lnltcd Natwns IO act in accordance with the 
provlswnr of 1hc prcwn1 rcsolutlon. 

3 Dr~~drr 10 meet no1 la1cr 1han I I November 1977 10 consldcr 
ihc nppl~carwn of furlher mcasurcs under Artlclc 41 of the ChJrw. 
.~nd mcanuhllc requcr~s 1hc Sccur11) Council Committee cstabhbhcd 
I” pur\uancc ef rcsolutlon 253 (1968) concerning the qucwon of 
Soulhcrn Rhudwa IO cxamlnc. tn addIllon IO IIS o1hcr funcllonb. 1hc 
~ppl~at~on <!I further measurer under Arth 41 and lo repor lo Ihe 
Council rhcrcun .H uon ah powblc 

Subsequent to the meeting of the Council. the reprc- 
sentative of Australia. in a letter dated 2 June 1977.“b’ 
set out the position of his Government concerning 
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Security Council resolution 409 (1977). The letter 
stated that Australia fully supported the application of 
sanctions against Southern Rhodesia for which purpose 
the Government proposed to introduce legislation, when 
Parliament reassembled in August 1977. which would 
give effect to the Council’s new resolution.‘16’ The letter 
promised that the Secretary-General of the United 
Nations would be kept informed of the progress of the 
proposed legislation. 

In a letter dated I September 1977 addressed to the 
President of the Security Council”” the representative 
of the United Kingdom transmitted certain proposals 
for the restoration of legality in Southern Rhodesia and 
the settlement of the Southern Rhodesia problem drawn 
up by the Government of the United Kingdom with full 
agreement of the Government of the United States and 
after consultation with all the parties concerned. In a 
further letter dated 8 September 1977’16’ the representa- 
tive of the United Kingdom transmitted the text of a 
statement issued in Salisbury by the United Kingdom 
Secretary of State for Foreign and Commonwealth 
Affairs concerning the proposals for a settlement in 
Southern Rhodesia. 

Dccidoa of 29 September 1977 (2034th meeting): 
resolution 415 (I 977) 
By a letter dated 23 September 19771r” the rcpresen- 

tativc of the United Kingdom requested a meeting of 
the Security Council in order to consider the invitation 
by the United Kingdom Government to the Sccrctary- 
General, through the Council and pursuant to the 
Government’s proposals for a settlement of the Southern 
Rhodesia problem, ‘I*’ to appoint a representative who 
would enter into discussions before the transition period 
with the British Resident Commissioner-designate in the 
territory. 

At the 2033rd meeting on 28 September 1977 the 
Council decided to include the United Kingdom letter of 
23 September 1977 in its agenda, which was adopted 
without objcction.“u The matter was considered by the 
Council at the 2033rd and 2034th meetings, held on 28 
and 29 September 1977, respectively. 

In the course of those meetings, the President, with 
the consent of the Council, invited the representatives of 
Gabon and Kenya, at their request, to participate in the 
discussion without the right to vote. Also, in accordance 

““ In its nmth re uiar re rt covcrmg the period 16 Dec. 1975 IO 
I S Dec. 1976 (SII If65 01$32nd yr Spwiol Suppl No 2) the 

Security Council Committee ‘established in pursuance of resolution 
253 (1968) concerning the uwtion of Southern Rhodesia had 
mcntroned Australia as one of I 1 c countries where officer representing 
Southern Rhodesia’s imcrats stall operated The Commlttcc had 
quoted Australia as reporting that the Government had effected 
cancellalron In 1974 of the rc@ration of an office there operating 
under the name of the Rhaics(an Information Cemre. as a resul( of 
which the actiwticr performed by that office would not be contlnucd 
under tha( name. 

‘lb( S/l 2393, OR. Jhd yr , Suppl /or /II/, -Stpf 1977. p 69 
“0 S/12395. ibid.. 9. 78. 
‘IH S/l 2402. ibid.. p. 82 
‘ia’Sce footnotes I I64 and II65 
“U 2033rd mrg . preceding para I 

with requests from the representatives of Rcrlin. the 
Libyan Arab Jamahiriya and Mauritius and In the 
absence of objection, the President extended invitations 
under rule 39 to Mr. Joshua Nkomo and IO Mr. 
Callistus Ndlovu.‘i6P 

The President drew the attention of the members of 
the Council to the documents before them relevant to 
the imminent debate, namely: the two letters from the 
United Kingdom dated I and 8 September 1977.“‘O and 
the text of a draft resolution”” sponsored by the tlnitcd 
Kingdom.l”r 

Introducing the draft resolution. the United Kingdom 
Secretary of State for Foreign and Commonwealth 
Affairs explained some aspects of the acttlcmcnt propo- 
sals and elaborated on the objcctivcs of 111~ princtpltl 
provisions of the draft resolution. He said that the 
proposals sought to restore the territory of Southern 
Rhodesia to legality, after which it was intended to 
bring together the various interested parties in order to 
arrange a cease-fire, which would then lead into the 
transition period. In that connection the United King- 
dom requested the appointment of a representative of 
the Secretary-General to enter into negotiations con- 
cerning the military and related arrangements necessary 
to effect the transition to majority rule. Describing the 
draft resolution as a modest step for the time being, 
which did not seek to treat fully the substance of the 
proposals themselves, he urged the Council to adopt it, 
as his Government believed it to offer the quickest way 
of resolving the conflict in Southern Rhodesia.“‘] 

Mr. Nkomo, speaking as co-leader of the Patriotic 
Front of Zimbabwe, reviewed the situation in Southern 
Rhodesia and said that the balance had now shifted in 
favour of the forces for majority rule in the territory and 
that the change in the situation had been caused by the 
armed people of Zimbabwe in view of the inability of 
the United Kingdom and the minority regime to heed 
the people’s peaceful demand for self-determination. It 
was therefore necessary to recognize that any formula 
for resolving the crisis in Southern Rhodesia must take 
into account the reality of the war being waged by the 
Patriotic Front and must identify the United Kingdom 
on the one hand and the Patriotic Front on the other as 
the relevant parties in the conflict. 

Turning to the United Kingdom request for the 
Secretary-General to appoint a special representative, 
Mr. Nkomo said that the people of Zimbabwe would 
welcome such a person provided that his role facilitated 
the complete decolonization of the country rather than 
join with the United Kingdom in the furtherance of 
colonization. To ensure a positive role, therefore, he 
said, the Patriotic Front proposed that the individual in 
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question should be appointed in consultation with the 
Security Council members and with the parties to the 
conflict and that his duties, powers and functions should 
be similarly determined. With a view to facilitating the 
work of the Security Council, Mr. Nkomo presented to 
the Council a document”” prepared by the Patriotic 
Front and containing the statement by the Front on the 
United Kingdom proposals for a settlement in Southern 
Rhodesia.“” 

The representative of Benin welcomed the United 
Kingdom proposals, which his delegation regarded as a 
manifestation that the United Kingdom Government 
was at last facing up to its responsibilities. The propo- 
sals contained elements which could serve as a basis for 
meaningful negotiations with the Patriotic Front for a 
peaceful settlement. However. his delegation did not 
regard the proposals as a substitute for the armed 
struggle in progress, and warned that they could only be 
supported if they genuinely offered a clear and unfet- 
tered path to the complete independence of Zimbabwe. 
On the appointment of a representative of the Sccre- 
tary-General, his delegation felt that the proposed 
individual’s mandate should be defined in such a way as 
to enable the negotiations with the Patriotic Front to 
proceed smoothly.l”6 

The representative of the United States said that his 
Government supported the United Kingdom settlement 
proposals with which the United States Government had 
got involved at the insistence of African States. In doing 
so the United States believed that it was participating in 
the opening of a new era of international co-operation 
towards putting an end to colonialism, racism and 
imperialist domination. He therefore urged support for 
the appointment of the representative of the Sccretary- 
General, giving assurance that there need not be any 
fear of the involvement of the United Nations in Africa. 
The situation had changed vastly in Africa since the 
early sixties, he explained. With the creation of the 
Organization of African Unity and the emergence of the 
organization of front-line States, African affairs were 
now being conducted in such an atmosphere that 
African countries themselves were playing an influential 
and determinant role.“” 

The representative of India said that his delegation 
regarded the appointment of a representative of the 
Secretary-General as a necessary form of association of 
the United Nations in the process of decolonization in 
Southern Rhodesia; his delegation would therefore sup- 
port the draft resolution before the Council. He pointed 
out that subsequent developments In Southern Rhodesia 
required an end to the rebellion and a restoration of 
legality in the territory. That process must be pursued 
on the basis that the interests of the people of Zimba- 

bwe were paramount, and on the principle of majority 
rule leading to the independence of the territory.“‘” 

The Minister for Foreign Affairs of Romania said 
that the international community welcomed the initia- 
tives contained in the United Kingdom proposals, bear- 
ing in mind the grave situation prevailing in Southern 
Rhodesia. Although the appointment of a representative 
of the Secretary-General was only a limited step, he 
said, his delegation would support it; but he warned that 
such support should not be regarded as a pretext for 
relaxing the United Nations decisions currently in force 
against Southern Rhodesia or for putting off a scttle- 
ment of the serious situation in the ttrritory.l”p 

The representative of France said that, after hearing 
the statements of the African delegations, as well as 
that of Nr. Nkomo himself, his delegation considered it 
appropriate for a representative to go to the area and 
make an assessment on the basis of which the Council 
might pursue and, in particular, determine whether it 
was profitable to go ahead with the implementation of 
the United Kingdom proposals as a whole.llM 

Before the conclusion of the 2033rd meeting, the 
President, bearing in mind the request by the United 
Kingdom for an early decision on the draft resolution, if 
possible that day, announced a short suspension of the 
meeting in order to enable the members to decide in 
private consultation how to proceed. When the meeting 
resumed, it was adjourned without further debate.“” 

At the 2034th meeting on 29 September 1977, the 
representative of the USSR said that his delegation 
objected to the involvement of the United Nations in 
measures that might be prejudicial to the national 
liberation struggle of the people of Zimbabwe. The 
Soviet Union therefore had serious doubts about the 
proposal to appoint a representative of the Sccretary- 
General, which it suspected to be a back-door manoeu- 
vrc to secure approval of the proposals as a whole. 
However, on the basis of the assurance of the United 
Kingdom Secretary of State that acceptance of the draft 
resolution in no way meant approval of the United 
Kingdom proposals, and bearing in mind the Position of 
Mr. Nkomo himself and of the various African coun- 
tries on the matter, he said that his delegation would not 
impede the adoption of the draft resolution before the 
Council.ll” 

The representative of China, after affirming that, 
historically. revolutionary forces for national liberation 
could not be stopped by reactionary forces. made a 
preliminary observation that the United Kingdom pro 
posals were not conducive to the furtherance of the 
Zimbabwe people’s struggle for liberation and indepcn- 
dence. He wondered why, if those proposals. drawn UP 
by only one party to the conflict, were still subject to 
negotiations by all the parties concerned, the United 
Kingdom should request the Security Council to con- 
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firm one of them, His delegation regarded that proce- 
dure as rather abnormal. China would therefore not 
support the draft resolution before the Council; in view 
of the position of the African countries concerned, 
China would only not participate in the voling.l”’ 

The Secretary for Foreign Affairs of the Libyan Arab 
Jamahiriya stated that his delegation considered as a 
fundamental point the United Kingdom assurance that 
the appointment of a representative of the Secretary- 
General did not entail acceptance of the settlement 
proposals, and that the Security Council was not 
currently engaged in discussion of the substance of those 
proposals. His delegation, however, regarded the draft 
resolution as rather too general and vague with particu- 
lar regard to the mandate of the proposed representa- 
tive, and warned that the representative should not be 
committed in his discussions to the acceptance of the 
substance of the settlement proposals. Otherwise, he 
said, his delegation had no objection in principle to the 
draft resolution.1”4 

ancc of his Government’s support for the rcprescnta- 
live’s efforts in every w8y.l’” 

The representative of the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, on 
behalf of the three African members of the Council, 
submitted two amendments to the draft resolution 
before the Council, which were accepted by the United 
Kingdom and were incorporated into the full text. The 
first amendment proposed the addition of a new prcam- 
bular paragraph reading as follows: 

Having hrard the statement by Mr. Joshua Nkomo, co-leader of 
the Pa~rio1ic Front of Zimbabwe; 

the second amendment referred to paragraph I, in 
which the words “in consultation with the members of 
the Sccuriti Council” would be added with reference to 
the appointment of the Secretary-General’s rcpresenta- 
tive.1’a8 

The Minister for Foreign Affairs of Kenya said that 
his Government supported the United Kingdom request 
for the appointment of a representative of the Secretary- 
General, but, recalling the reservations stated at the 
previous meeting by Mr. Nkomo, he reiterated that 
nothing should be done to shift the responsibility from 
the United Kingdom as the administering Power to the 
United Nations. His Government was of the view that, 
as a necessary condition for the involvement of the 
United Nations, the rebel regime in Southern Rhodesia 
should step down and the territory restored to legality; 
otherwise it would be unrealistic to ask the proposed 
representative to participate in arranging a cease-fire, or 
to expect the national freedom fighters to lay down their 
arms.llB’ 

The Council then proceeded to vote on the draft 
resolution, as revised, which was adopted as resolution 
415 (1977) by I3 votes to none with I abstention 
(USSR). One member (China) did not participate in 
the voting.1’19 

The text of the resolution reads as follows: 
Thr Srruriry Council. 

Taking nofc of the Iclters dated I September 6112393) and 8 
Scp1embcr 1977 (S/12395) from the Pcrmanen1 Representative of the 
United Kingdom of Great Brilain and Northern Ireland IO the 
President of the Security Council, 

/Vofinl U/JO the invitation IO the Secretary-General. in the letter 
dated 23 Sep1cmbcr 1977 (S/12402) from the Permanent Rcprcsenta- 
tivc of 1hc United Kingdom to the President of 1he Security Council, 
to appoinl a teprescntalive. 

Having heard the statemen of Mr. Joshua Nkomo. Co-leader of 
the Patriotic From of Zimbabwe. 

The representative of Gabon,‘speaking on behalf of 
the Chairman of the Organization of African Unity 
(OAU), said that the free and independent countries of 
Africa did not support all aspects of the United 
Kingdom settlement proposals, and that his participa- 
tion in the discussion should not be taken as endorse- 
ment of those proposals. Nevertheless, he said, the OAU 
supported the appointment of a representative of the 
Secretary-General, although such a procedure should 
not be exploited by the illegal rtgime as a delaying 
tactic for the progress of the people of Zimbabwe to 
freedom and independence.l~‘6 

The President, speaking in his capacity as the rcpre- 
sentativc of the Federal Republic of Germany, said that 
his delegation welcomed the prospects for a peaceful 
settlement of the Southern Rhodesian question in which 
the United Nations was being asked to take part. He 
therefore welcomed the request for the appointment of a 
representative of the Secretary-General, and gave assur- 

I. Rrqur~ls the Secretary-General IO appoint, in consultation 
with rhc members of the Security Council, a rcptucntative 10 enter 
inlo discussions with 1he British Resident Commissioner designate and 
with all the parties concerning the military and associated arrangc- 
mcnts tha1 ate considered necessary to effect 1he transition IO majority 
rule in Southern Rhodesia; 

2. Furfhrr rrqur~~s the Secretary-General IO 1ransmit a report on 
the results of these discussions to the Sccuricy Council as soon as 
possible; 

3. Cu//s upon nil parries IO co-operate with the representative of 
the Secretary-General in the conduc1 of the discussions referred IO in 
paragruph I of the present rcsolulion. 

Following the vote, the Secretary-General made a 
statement in which he said that he would soon inform 
the members of the Council, after appropriate consulta- 
tions, of the name of his representative, and gave 
assurance that he and his representative would do 
everything possible to achieve results.“m 

Mr. Ndlovu, speaking as representative of the Patriot- 
ic Front of Zimbabwe, made a statement in which he 
reiterated the reservations made by Mr. Nkomo at the 
previous meeting and in particular emphasized that the 
procedure just adopted did not prejudice the position of 
the Patriotic Front on the United Kingdom proposals as 
a whole, that in the view of the Patriotic Front reference 
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to the “parties concerned” meant the United Kingdom 
and the Patriotic Front, and that the mandate of the 
Secretary-General’s representative would be specifically 
defined in terms intended 10 advance the objective of 
decolonization.“q’ 

On 4 October 1977, the President of the Security 
Council issued a note”p* advising members of the 
Council that he had been informed by the Secretary- 
General of his intention to appoint Lieutenant-General 
Prem Chand as his representative pursuant to resolution 
415 (1977). After due consultations with all the mem- 
bers, the note said, the President had informed the 
Secretary-General that the proposed appointment was 
acceptable to I4 members of the Council; and that 
China had dissociated itself from the matter. In a 
further communication to the President on the same 
day, the Secretary-General had announced the appoint- 
ment of Lieutenant-General Prem Chand as his repre- 
sentative. 

Decision of 14 March 1978 (2067th meeting): resolution 
423 (1978) 
By a letter dated I March 1978.“9J the representative 

of the Upper Volta, in his capacity as the Chairman of 
the African Group for the month of March, requested 
the President of the Security Council to convene a 
meeting of the Council as soon as possible to discuss the 
deterioration of the situation in Southern Rhodesia 
following the manoeuvres of the illegal rtgime aimed at 
concluding a s&called internal settlement in Southern 
Rhodesia.1194 

At the 2061~1 meeting on 6 March 1978, the Security 
Council included in its agenda, which was adopted 
without objection,“p’ the letter of I March 1978 from 
the representative of Upper Volta and considered the 
matter at 7 meetings held from 6 to IO and 13 and 14 
March 1978.“” In the course of those meetings the 
President, with the consent of the Council, invited the 
representatives of Angola, Benin, Botswana. Kenya, 
Liberia, Mozambique, Saudi Arabia, Sierra Leone, Sri 
Lanka, Sudan, the United Republic of Tanzania, Upper 
Volta. Yugoslavia and Zambia, at their request, to 
-- 
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participate in the discussion without the right to vote. 
Also, in accordance with requests from the representa- 
tives of Gabon. Mauritius and Nigeria and in the 
absence of objection, the President extended invitations 
under rule 39 to Canon Burgess Carr, Mr. Robert 
Mugabe and Mr. Joshua Nkomo.‘197 

The representative of Upper Volta, speaking on 
behalf of the African Group of States at the United 
Nations. said the meeting of the Council had been 
requested in order to consider the threat to international 
peace and security in southern Africa, particularly in 
Southern Rhdesia, arising from the manoeuvres of the 
illegal rCgime to institute a so-called internal settlement 
of the Rhodesian question. Such a scheme could not be 
the framework of a genuine sertlement of the problem. 
He declared that the proper procedure consisted of 
direct negotiations between the Administering Power 
and the liberation movements of Zimbabwe, and that 
the United Kingdom proposals, despite some gaps and 
weaknesses, offered prospects for a start in that direc- 
tion.“9a 

The representative of the United Republic of Tanza- 
nia gave a brief background survey to the Southern 
Rhodesian problem and declared that the so-called 
internal settlement, as presented in various published 
media, was no real settlement at all, but a mechanism 
contrived by the rebel leaders in order to perpetuate 
themselves in power and that as such it was totally 
unacceptable. His delegation regarded the proposed 
arrangement as a cynical ploy, which was bound to 
invite further violence and bloodshed and would inevita- 
bly internationalize the conflict. For those reasons his 
delegation called for complete rejection of the proposed 
internal sel1lemenl. 

Furthermore, he said, the proposed arrangement must 
be rejected because it disregarded the United Kingdom 
proposals submitted on I September 1977 which his 
Government together with the Governments of the other 
front-line States had welcomed as providing a basis for 
a negotiated settlement. He then outlined what his 
delegation considered essential prerequisites for a genu- 
ine solution of the conflict, namely: the capitulation of 
the rebel rCgime and dismantling of its oppressive laws; 
the cmcrgencc of Zimbabwe as independent State; the 
creation of a new Zimbabwe army, and the creation of a 
climate of confidence in the territory. African countries 
were committed to promote a genuinely negotiated 
agreement along those lines. 

Finally, he appealed 10 the United Kingdom and to 
the United States not to abandon their own proposals, 
action on which was already in progress, and not to do 
anything that might give encouragement to the leaders 
of the illegal rlgime in their proposed scheme.“w 

The .Irrdnpcrncnl UJ+ IO cxludc the lcadcrs of Ihe Patrlolrc Front 
who scrc dlrc~llng ~hc war of llbcratlon from across the borders of 
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The representative of Zambia said that her govern- 
ment had reached the conclusion that the so-called 
internal settlement was a sell-out and could not provide 
a meaningful solution to the Southern Rhodcsian prob- 
Icm, because, in her Government’s opinion. it pcrpclu- 
atcd the illegal regime and was worse than the United 
Kingdom proposals. Moreover, she declared, no seltle- 
rncnt of the problem could be sustained which did not 
take into account the role of the fighting forces of the 
Patriotic Front. While taking note of some dissent by 
certain United States officials on the internal settlement 
scheme, she contended that the international community 
was entitled to expect that the proponents of the United 
Kingdom settlement proposals would be the first to 
defend those proposals rather than abandon them in 
clandestine favour of the so-called internal settlement. 
As far as Zambia was concerned, she stated, the 
proposed internal settlement had not changed the situa- 
tion in Southern Rhodesia, and Zambia therefore con- 
demned and totally rejected it. Accordingly, Zambia 
also called upon the Security Council to reject the 
so-called internal settlement and to urge the intcrnation- 
al community to withhold recognition from any regime 
created on the basis of such settlcmemi~ 

All the rePresentativts of the other African countries 
that participated in the debate’“’ repeated or echoed, 
with more or less emphasis, the principal points put 
forward by the representatives of Upper Volta, the 
United Republic of Tanzania and Zambia, namely, that: 
the so-called internal settlement scheme was unacccpt- 
able and should be rejected; the capitulation of the 
illegal regime was a prerequisite lo any peaceful scttle- 
men1 of the Southern Rhodesian question; no settlement 
of the question could be entertained which took no 
account of the Patriotic Front and its military forces, 
and that, therefore, the United Kingdom proposals for a 
settlement, despite their inadequacies still provided a 
plausible basis for a peaceful negotiated settlement of 
the question. Some of them gave. in addition, individual 
assessments of the motives of the illegal rCgime in 
attempting to push through an internal settlement: to 
secure a lifting of the sanctions; to induce an end to the 
war being waged by the Zimbabwe freedom lighters, 
and to gain legality and international acceptance. Oth- 
ers expressed fears that acceptance of the internal 
sctllemcnl scheme. which they regarded as a bogus 
arrangement for continuation of the stofus quo, might 
provide a dangerous precedent for a similar scheme for 
Namibia. Furthermore. they argued that acceptance of 
that scheme would put the United Nations in a position 
of self-contradiction, since the Security Council must 
await the result of the implementation of its resolution 
415 (1977). 

The representatives of Angola, Botswana and Mo- 
zambique focused on the military raids committed 
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against them and other neighbouring countries by 
Southern Rhodcsian forces and wondered whether the 
illegal regime could by itself afford or undertake such 
ventures without external support, notitbly from South 
Africa. Such support, they contended, encouraged the 
illegal regime to postulate such defiant measures as the 
so-called internal settlement currently under considcr- 
alion. 

The representative of Gabon, whose President was al 
the time Chairman of the OAU, cited a recent rcsolu- 
lion adopted by the OAU at Tripoli, the Libyan Arab 
Jamahiriya, in which the OAU had totally rejected the 
so-called internal scttlcment. On its part, Sudan rcgard- 
cd the internal settlement proposals as inadquate 
inasmuch as they did not dismantle the instruments of 
oppression and domination in Southern Rhodesia; morc- 
over, only the United Kingdom in its constitutional 
capacity could issue legal instruments for the indcpcn- 
dcnce of Southern Rhodesia. 

The Commissioner for External Relations of Nigeria 
urged that in the light of the previous abortive deals and 
attempts at a peaceful settlement with the illegal 
regime, on account of the rtgimc’s bad faith, the 
Security Council should no longer accept a situation 
whereby the United Kingdom would again allow itself 
to be docilely manccuvrcd by the insubordinate regime. 
On the other hand, the representative of Liberia, after 
reading out the portion of the message from the 
President of Liberia relevant to Southern Rhodcsia,‘m2 
dissented from outright rejection of the internal settlc- 
ment proposals; he expressed his Government’s belief in 
pragmatic diplomacy and asserted that, according to his 
Government, some aspects of the proposals merited 
serious consideration. Finally, the representative of 
Mauritius said that, in the circumstances, there was no 
choice but to fall back upon the United Kingdom 
proposals for a settlement in preference to what he 
termed the “Smith constitution”,iml which had been 
rejected by the leaders of the Patriotic Front. He could 
not understand why the Western countries hesitated to 
declare the so-called internal settlement unacceptable. 

At the 2063rd meeting on 8 March 1978 Canon Carr 
made a statement in which he said the All Africa 
Conference of Churches associated itself with the moral 
indignation that had been evoked throughout the Afri- 
can continent by the so-called internal settlement, to 
which he referred as a contrivance by the leaders of the 
illegal regime to delay the liberation of the people of 
Zimbabwe. It was an evil trick which must be con- 
demned, and he urged the Security Council not to 
associate itself with it. Instead. he said, his organization 
had given and continued to give its unequivocal support 
10 the liberation movements in southern Africa; prcs- 
surcs in that direction must be intensified, since they 
had succeeded in forcing the leaders of the illegal 
regime to the negotiating tablc.‘zM 

‘la’ see hotnole I I QJ 
1201 In reference IO the so-called lntcrnal scc!lemcnl proposals 

prepared under the dlrccrmn of Ian Smath. leader of Ihe lllcgal rCgimc 
In Southern Rhodesia (ICC foolnolc 1196) 

Ima 2063rd mlg paras 34-48 



FarI II p..---.-- --- ..- --___. 

,it the 2063th meeting on 9 March 1978 both hlr. 
Robert Mugabe and Mr. Joshua Nkomo addressed the 
Security Council. In his statcmcnt’*O’ Mr. Mugabe, on 
behalf of the Patriotic Front, reviewed the situation of 
the civil strife inside the territory as well as the various 
futile attempts by the United Kingdom, as the Adminis- 
tering Power, to resolve the problem. He then analysed 
the specific points constituting the so-called internal 
agreement and rejected them all as a conspiracy by the 
leaders of the illegal regime to entrench white privilege 
and perpetuate white domination in the country. The 
Patriotic Front had decided to fight for a non-racial 
society and was therefore opposed to any solution based 
on racial lines. He appealed to the Security Council, as 
the guardian of international peace and security, to 
repudiate the so-called internal settlement in Southern 
Rhodesia; otherwise there would be created in southern 
Africa a belt of puppet regimes whose main purpose 
would be to protect the abhorrent system of qzparrheid. 
Meanwhile he reaffirmed that the Patriotic Front was 
committed to continuing the liberation struggle. 

Mr. Joshua Nkomo, in addition to Mr. Mugabe’s 
statement, emphasized that the manoeuvre contrived by 
the illegal regime and the African accomplices was 
intended to thwart the forward movement of the people 
of Zimbabwe to genuine independence and self-deter- 
mination; it was also an attempt by the illegal rtgimc to 
legitimatize its unilateral declaration of independence. 
It was therefore a matter of satisfaction that so many 
members of the Council and representatives of other 
Governments had spoken out, during the Council’s 
deliberations, against the so-called internal settlement. 
That, he felt. should send a message to the United 
Kingdom Government not to accept those fraudulent 
moves by the illegal rtgime.‘*06 

Stalemcnts were made by other speakers’rO’ in opposi- 
tion to the so-called internal settlement, who also 
maintained that no solution should be entertained unless 
it was acceptable to the international community as a 
whole. They fixed the responsibility for devising such a 
solution upon the Administering Power, and for that 
reason they expressed interest in the outcome of the 
current United Kingdom proposals, which they said had 
the merit of providing for consultations among all the 
partics to the conflict. 

The representative of Saudi Arabia suggested that 
perhaps the Patriotic Front might achieve its objectives 
by being more tlexible: in particular by conducting the 
struggle from within the system,rrO” 

AI the 206Sth meeting on 10 March 1978 the 
representative of China rejected the so-called internal 
settlement. chirractcrizing it as an out-and-out fraud, 
and said that as far as it was concerned, China 
--__-- 
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supported the positron of the OAU calling for stronger 
support for the armed struggle of the people of Zimba- 
bwe under the lcadcrship of the Patriotic Front.i*oP 

The representative of the USSR said that in contriv- 
ing the so-called internal settlement the illegal regime 
was attempting to exclude the Patriotic Front from the 
destiny of the country, but it was also motivated by a 
desire to preserve its privileged position and to protect 
the interests of the international monopolies operating in 
southern Africa. For its part the USSR recognized the 
Patriotic Front as the only legitimate representative of 
the people of Zimbabwe and would continue to give 
assistance to the Front. As to the attitude of the United 
Kingdom and United States regarding the illegal re- 
gime’s scheme he expressed his delegation’s puzzlement 
at the statement attributed to the United Kingdom 
Secretary of State for Foreign and Commonwealth 
Affairs bearing in mind the outstanding United King- 
dom proposals that the so-called internal settlement was 
“an important step towards majority rule” and was “a 
step in the right direction”.ilrO 

At the 2066th meeting on 13 March 1978 the 
representative of Mauritius formally introduced a draft 
resolutioniz” sponsored by all seven non-aligned mcm- 
bers of the Council,iJi+’ the text of which he said had 
been finalized after intensive and extensive consultations 
and after taking into consideration the views expressed 
to the sponsors by the representative of the United 
Kingdom. He then analysed and explained the individu- 
al operative paragraphs of the draft resolution.i*il 

At the 2067th meeting on 14 March 1978 the 
represbntative of the United States said that as a 
participant in the negotiations leading to the United 
Kingdom proposals, his delegation regarded the new 
settlement proposals from Salisbury as introducing a 
curious element in the situation. On the face of it. he 
said, the new proposals appeared to offer a promising 
advance towards solution of the problem, mainly be- 
cause, on comparison with past attempts, they marked 
some progress and they also had the support of African 
nationalist leaders in Southern Rhodesia. However, 
after scrutinizing the new internal proposals, he de- 
clared, the United States had found them inadequate 
and remained fully convinced that the United Kingdom 
plan offered the best basis for a peaceful and prompt 
transition to an independent Zimbabwe. He then 
enumerated the reasons for the inadequacy of the 
so-called internal settlement, as opposed to the United 
Kingdom proposals: their exclusion of some factions to 
the conflict; failure to guarantee that transitional poiiti- 
cal institutions would not be subject to control by the 
illegal regime; failure to provide for international ma- 
chinery to monitor the proposed prc-independence CIW- 
lions; failure to provide for impartial transitional peace- 
keeping machinery other than the existing security 

‘2” 2066th m,e., pJ,J\ 43-45 
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forces under the control of the illegal regime; and the 
rigidity imposed on the proposed new Government with 
regard to making any necessary constitutional changes. 
Furthermore, the representative of the United States 
concluded that no efforts for a settlement in Southern 
Rhodesia could succeed without the support of the 
Security Council and of the African countries most 
directly involved.“” 

The President, in his capacity as the representative of 
the United Kingdom, made a statement in which he said 
that after listening to all the statements SO far he was in 
a position to address some of the pertinent points raised. 
He started by giving categorical assurance that the 
United Kingdom fully recognized and accepted its 
primary responsibility for the colony of Southern Rho- 
desia. He also explained that any approbative remarks 
emanating from London or Washington concerning the 
so-called internal settlement did not mean abandonment 
of the United Kingdom proposals; rather they only 
reflected a legitimate recognition that to the extent that 
any aspects of the internal scheme were consistent with 
the United Kingdom proposals, those particular aspects 
were a step in the right direction. Nevertheless, he 
affirmed that the so-called internal settlement proposals 
were on the whole inadequate and had serious deficien- 
cies; as such they could not be endorsed. 

The representative of the United Kingdom gave a 
review of the progress on the United Kingdom proposals 
since the adoption of resolution 415 (1977) by the 
Council, and claimed that both the United Kingdom 
and the United States, authors of the proposals, could 
not be accused of having done anything to slow down 
the momentum of those proposals. In the light of the 
current situation he suggested that the next step was to 
identify the areas of concurrencebetween the two sets of 
proposals, to bring together all the parties to the conflict 
and to try to widen the areas of agreement between 
them. For that reason he announced that both the 
United Kingdom and the United States had decided to 
convene a conference soon and had invited all parties to 
the conflict to attend.‘*” 

The Council then proceeded to vote on the seven-Pow- 
er draft resolution which was adopted by 10 votes to 
none with 5 abstentions (Canada, France, the Federal 
Republic of Germany, the United Kingdom and the 
United States) as resolution 423 (1978). 

The text of the resolution reads as follows: 

The Srcunry Council. 

Rrr~llrng Its resolutions on the question of Southern Rhodesia and 
in particular resolution 415 (1977) of 29 Scptcm&r 1977, 

R@I7rmrag that the continued e%lstcncc of the ~Ilcgal rkgime tn 
Southern Rhodesia is a source of tnsccurtty and instability in the 
region and constitutes a serious threat to intcrnattonal peace and 
security. 

Crovr!, roncrmrd over the conttnucd military operations by the 
tllcgat r@mc. includmg its acts of aggression against nctghbouring 
mdcpcndcnt S~atcs. 

“I’ 2067th mtg . paras I 5.32 
I!” Ihrd. p.,ra\ I IO-129 

lndipwnr (II the continued csccutions of frccdwn f~tth~cr\ hy IIIC 
tllegal rCgimc. 

Considrring the need fur ur((cnt mcasurcs to tcrtrrm,ttr the tllcp.tl 
r&Rime and cstabltrh 8 govcrnmcnt based on nrajorltv rule. 

I. Condemns all attempts and manccuvrcs by the tllc~;~l rrl~~me 
oimcd 81 the rclcnlion of power by a r8ctst minwly and ;II prcvcntln~ 
the achievement of independence by Ztmbabwc; 

2. Drr/arrs 8s tllega) and unacceptable any inlcrnal sctllcmcnt 
concluded under the auspices of the illegal rCgimc and calls ufwn all 
States not to 8ccord 8ny recognition to such a seltlemcnl. 

3. Furrhrr drrlurrs that the speedy termination of the ilkpal 
rCgimc and the replacement of its military rnd police forces constttutc 
the first prerquisitc for the restoration of legality in Southern 
Rhodesia so that nrtangcmcnts may be made for a pcaccful and 
democratic transition to genuine majority rule and indcpendcncc m 
1978; 

4. Lkclarrs ulso that such 8rrrngcmentr as enviwpcd tn p;rr.t- 
graph 3 of the present resolution include the holding of free and fatr 
elections on the basis of universal adult suffrage under Unrted NatIons 
supervision; 

5. Calls upon the United Kingdom of Great Britain and North- 
ern Ireland to take PII measures ncceuary to bring to an end the 
illegal racist minority rCgimc in Southern Rhodesia 8nd IO effcc~ the 
genuine dccolonirltion of the Territory in accordance wtth General 
Assembly resolution I514 (XV) and other United Nations resolution\. 

6. c’oruidrrs that, with the 8ssistancc of the Secretary-General. 
the United Kinp,dom, 8s the administering Power, should enter into 
immediate consultations with the parties concerned tn order to attain 
the objectives of genuine decolonization of the Territory through the 
implcmcntrtion of paragraphs 3.4 and 5 of the present rcsolut~on: 

7. Rrqursfs the Secretary-General to report. not later than I5 
April 1978. on the results of the implementation of the present 
resolution. 

De&ion of 10 October 1978 (2090th meeting): resolu- 
tion 437 (1978) 
By a letter dated 6 October l978t*‘6 the representative 

of India, in his capacity as Chairman of the Security 
Council Committee established in pursuance of resolu- 
tion 253 (1968) concerning the question of Southern 
Rhodesia, submitted to the Security Council for appro- 
priate action the texts of two statements adopted that 
day, one by the Committee and the other by the African 
Group of States at the United Nations, concerning the 
reported impending visit to the United States by Ian 
Smith, leader of the illegal rtgime in Southern Rhode- 
sia, and other members of that regime. The letter also 
included the text of a statement made by the representa- 
tive of the United States at the Committee’s meeting 
that day. 

The letter from the Chairman of the Committee was 
included in the Security Council’s agenda, which was 
adopted without objection, rzl’ and the matter was con- 
sidered by the Council at the 2090th meeting held on 10 
October 1978. 

The Council had before it a draft resolution submit- 
ted by the delegations of India, Kuwait, Mauritius and 
Nigeria. Subsquently. following a brief suspension of 
the meeting the President announced agreement to 

‘t”SII 2685. OR, JJrd pw. Suppl. /or Or!.-Drr 1978. p 1 By a 
letter of the same date the representative of Burundt m hts capactiy aI 
Chatrman of the Afric8n Group of States at the Unned Nations aI\0 
tranrmrttcd to the Sccurit 
statement of the African i 

Counctl mdepcndently the text of the 
roup on the matter (ICC SII~XR~. lb/d 

P 9) 
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amend paragraph 4 of the draft rcsolution’1’8 under 
which the Council would express the hope that the 
United States would continue to exert its influence on 
Ian Smith to transfer power to genuine majority rule 
without further delay. The President then read out the 
text of the new paragraph 4, and the draft resolution as 
revised was adopted by I I votes to none, with 4 
abstentions (Canada, the Federal Republic of Germany, 
the United Kingdom and the United States) as resolu- 
tion 437 (1978). 

The text of the resolution reads as follows: 

Thr Srcurir~ Council. 

fItwing conridcrrd the letter dated 6 October I978 from the 
Chairman of the Security Council Committee established in punu- 
ante of rcsolutron 253 (1968) concerning the question of Southern 
Rhodesia (S/12885). 

Ncculltng its resolution 253 (1968) of 29 May 1968. by which it 
made it mandatory for Member States to prevent the entry into their 
tcrrrtories of persons ordinarily resident in Southern Rhodesia and 
conncctcd with the illegal regime there, 

Taking nofr of the statement of the African Group (S/12885. 
annex II). 

TctkrnR no/e o/so of the statement of the Government of the United 
State\ of America (S/l 2885. annex I). 

I. Norrr wifh rrgrrr ond concern the dc-crrion of the Government 
of the United SI~ICS of America IO allow the entry into the United 
States of Ian Smith and some members of the illegal rCgimc in 
Southern Rhodesia; 

2. Conodrrs that the above-mentioned decision is in contravcn- 
tion of Security Council resolution 253 (1968) and or the obligations 
under Article 25 of the Charter of the United Nations; 

3. C’P//J upon the United States of America IO obscrvc scrupu- 
lously the provlsions of Security Council resolutions concerning 
sanctions; 

4. Exprrsser rhc hop that the Unitd State, of America will 
continue IO exert IIS influence in order that genuine majority rule may 
be achieved without further delay in Southern Rhodesia. 

After the vote the representative of India expressed 
great regret that the United States Government had felt 
obliged to allow Ian Smith to enter the country, in 
violation of the Security Council’s sanctions against the 
illegal regime in Southern Rhodesia. and particularly in 
view of the actual purpose of his visit: to seek support 
for a possible withdrawal or suspension of those sanc- 
tions. For that reason the representative of India 
s~rcsscd that the United States should maintain the 
sanction\ and observe them scrupulously. He also dc- 
cried the liiilure of the Council to act earlier, before the 
;\rrival of Mr. Smith.i*1v especially as the matter under 
discussion was a clear-cut political question. not a mere 
allegution requiring prior investigations by the Commit- 
tcc.‘~~~ 

Scvcral other members of the Councili* similarly 
expressed regret at the admission of Ian Smith and his 

‘)I’ for lk le\r or pdrJgraph 4 I” 11% or~gcnal form. see S/I 2x87 
ox jlrd ,.tur, suppi. jar &I. .Drc IV7X. p 9 

‘:I9 AI (hc IIIW of consrderatron of the matter by the Security 
t ounc~l. Inn Srnllh and other members of the “mternal settlement ’ 
.chcmc h;ld .rlrc,rdy reportedly arrived rn the United S~rlcs 

I??0 2090th mtg . paras. 6-8. 
“‘I Vcn.z/ucl.r. Kuwait, China, USSR, Nlgerta. Rolrvia, Gabon and 

t’rcc~ho\l,,v~LI.r (rhrJ pare, 9.15. 18.25. 26-2X. 34-44, 65-78. 79-90. 
u! 97 :rnd I(Y). IO4 rcapcclivcly) 

supporters into the United States, which some regarded 
as providing him with an opportunity to mount a 
progaganda campaign for selling the “internal settle- 
ment” scheme and for seeking international recognition 
and respectability. Others felt that the visit would 
consequently make it more difficult to pursue and reach 
an acceptable solution through peaceful means. Yet 
others reiterated that no such solution could be achieved 
without the involvement of the Patriotic Front. Many of 
them advocated that, in the circumstances, more pres- 
sure should be exerted against the illegal rtgime, 
especially through the strengthening and expansion of 
the sanctions. 

The representative of the United States explained 
that the decision by his Government to issue a visa to 
Ian Smith had been made in exceptional circumstances 
and after very careful consideration. While deeply 
conscious of its obligations under the Charter and 
profoundly aware of the purpose of the sanctions, he 
said, the United States Government wished to continue 
the dialogue already under way in the hope that the 
opportunity might offer an additional chance to advance 
the cause of majority rule and peaceful settlement of the 
Southern Rhodesian question.rrlr 

The representatives of Canada and the Federal Re- 
public of Germanyi**’ felt that in view of the explana- 
tion given by the representative of the United States 
their Governments were convinced that all the pertinent 
aspects of the problem had been taken into account by 
the United States authorities; it was necessary to 
explore every avenue that might yield the desired result 
peacefully rather than through bloodshed. The rcpresen- 
tative of the Federal Republic of Germany added, 
however, that on account of the sanctions in force his 
Government could not permit Mr. Smith to enter the 
country. 

The representative of the United Kingdom said that 
his Government was totally convinced that despite the 
admission of Ian Smith, which was purely a United 
States Government decision, the United States remained 
genuinely committed to the United Kingdom proposals. 
The United Kingdom Government had noted with 
interest the outcome of Mr. Smith’s meetings with the 
United States officials in Washington. He informed the 
Council, however, that the United Kingdom Govern- 
ment had turned down a rquest that might have 
enabled Mr. Smith to visit London on his way back 
from the United States.“! 

The President, speaking in his capacity as the repre- 
sentative of France, expressed his delegation’s hope that 
the United States Government officials might use the 
visit to correct Mr. Smith’s attitude; nevertheless his 
delegation had voted for the resolution because the visit 
had been permitted contrary to the terms of Security 
Council resolution 253 (1968). which the United States 
had itself supported and approved.“r’ 

‘2’) 2090th mtg.. paras. 29-3 I 
1111 /b/d.. purls 46-48 and parrs. 58.6) rupcctrvtly. 
Im ibld, paras 51-54 
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Lkcision of 8 March 1979 (2122nd meeting): resolution 
445 (1979) 
Bv a letter dated 14 February 1979 (S/I 3084),11*6 the 

representative of Equatorial Guinea, in his capacity as 
the Chairman of the African Group of States at the 
United Nations, transmitted the text of a statement 
made by the African Group at the United Nations that 
day, expressing dismay in connection with the reports of 
moves within the United Slates Congress to send an 
observer team to Southern Rhodesia to monitor the 
elections scheduled there in April 1979. under the 
so-called internal sclllement constitution, which had 
already been rejected and condemned by the United 
Nations and the OAU.“” 

In a further letter dated 28 February 1979.rz*~ the 
representative of Equatorial Guinea, on behalf of the 
African Group of States at the United Nations rquest- 
cd the urgent convening of the Security Council to 
discuss recent developments in Southern Rhodesia. 

At the 2119th meeting on 2 March 1979, the Council 
included the letter from the representative of Equatorial 
Guinea in its agenda, 
objection.rz” 

which was adopted without 
and the matter was discussed at four 

meetings held from 2 to 8 March 1979. 
In the course of those meetings the President, with 

the consent of the Council, invited the representatives of 
Angola, Benin, Botswana, Cuba, Ethiopia, Ghana, Sri 
Lanka and Yugoslavia, at their request, to participate in 
the discussion without the right to vote. Also, in 
accordance with requests from the representatives of 
Gabon, Nigeria and Zambia, and in the absence of 
objection from any member of the Council, the Prcsi- 
dent extended an invitation under rule 39 to Mr. 
Callistus Ndlovu, representative of the Patriotic 
Front.r~r” 

The representative of Ethiopia said that recent events 
in Southern Rhodesia had exacerbated the situation in 
that territory and increased the threat to international 
peace and security in the region: there was an intensili- 
cation of the aggressive strikes against the neighbouring 
countries by the illegal rCgime in collusion with the 
opurfheid rCgime of South Africa and now the illegal 
rCgime was arrogantly arranging to implement its 
self-devised constitution. He recalled that the Security 
Council had in its resolution 423 (1978) categorically 
rejected and condemned the so-called internal settle- 
ment; the Council could not therefore be expected to 
take any other action but to condemn the planned 
elections. He also appealed to the United Kingdom and 
the United States not to permit the sending of observer 
missions to monitor the elections, as that would tend to 

‘llbS/I 3084. OR. 34rh year. Suppl. jur Jan -March 1979. p. 62 
I*?’ Subsequently IWO orher Icrws dated 9 and I6 April 1979. wwc 

rcccived from the represcnlalives UC Zambia and Sri Lanka (the lJ!ler 
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lend legitimacy 10 the process and its results irrrd 
thereby provide a pretext for lifting the sanctionsIr” 

Mr. Ndlovu reviewed the situation obtaining in the 
region and said that the Smith rtgimc, having lost 
control of most of the country to the freedom fighters, 
had in desperation resorted IO intensification of the 
repressive and discriminatory laws. brutal and genocidal 
prosecution of the war und unprovoked apprcssion 
against ncighbourinp countries. fle alleged that the 
illegal rCgime was encouraged in its acts by the support 
it received from South Africa, and he called upon the 
international community to condemn that country for 
interfering in the intcrnnl affairs of Zimhabwc. Ilc alscr 
blamed the Western countries for bolstcrinp the illcpal 
rtgime especially through their lax application of the 
sanctions. 

With regard to the proposed elections. Mr. Ndlovu 
said that as part of the so-called internal settlement 
which had been rejected by the Security Council, they 
were illegal and unacceptable and could not in any case 
be fairly or democratically conducted. Consequently he 
called upon the Council to condemn the elections and to 
urge all countries not to have anything to do with them. 
He also appealed to the Council to condemn the illegal 
rtgime’s raids into ncighbouring countries, to warn 
South Africa against its interference in Zimbabwe and 
to lighten the sanctions against the illegal rtgime.r*rJ 

The representative of Portugal expressed his country’s 
solidarity with those Front-line States that had beerr 
subjected to aggressive raids by the forces of the illegal 
rCgime. He also declared his Government’s position to 
the effect that the rtgime in Southern Rhodesia was 
illegal and that his Government fully supported the 
sanctions imposed against it. Furthermore, his Govern- 
ment did not consider the scheduled elections as valid 
and would discourage any Portuguese persons from 
travelling to Southern Rhodesia as observers of those 
elections.rzJJ 

Several other speakersr*14 echoed and supported the 
pertinent points advanced by the representative of 
Ethiopia and by Mr. Ndlovu, emphasizing that the 
Security Council, in consistency with its earlier resolu- 
tion 423 (1978), could not now condone the proposed 
elections, which must be considered illegal, and that the 
United Kingdom and the United States as proponents of 
the United Kingdom proposals should not bc duped into 
embracing the so-called internal settlement by pcrmit- 
ting observers from their countries to go and monitor 
those c!ections. Some of the speakers advocated that in 
view of the intransigence of the illegal rCpimc. embcll- 
ished by South Africa’s support, the Security Council 
should not only strengthen the sanctions against the 
illegal rCgimc but should also extend them to South 

‘I” 2119th mlg , parar E-l? 
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Africa. Others expressed their conviction that in the 
circumstances only the armed struggle by the Patriotic 
Front, for which they advocated international support. 
offered any promise for resolving the Southern Rhode- 
sian question. The President of the Council, speaking in 
his capacity as the representative of Nigeria, expressed 
disquiet at the stalled momentum on the United King- 
dom proposals and wondered what had happened to the 
assurances of the United Kingdom and the United 
States in that regard. The representative of Cuba, 
recalling relevant passages from the Maputo final 
communiqut’rl’ asserted that imperialism was actually 
attempting to prevent political and social change in 
Zimbabwe in order to perpetuate the colonial capitalist 
economy there. 

The representative of the United Kingdom began by 
expressing his Government’s condemnation of the recent 
attack by the illegal rtgimc against ncighbouring coun- 
tries. He then stated his Government’s view that the 
best prospect of resolving the Southern Rhodesian 
question lay in an attempt for a wider agreement 
involving both sides to the conflict. He also reaffirmed 
the commitment of the United Kingdom and the United 
States to bring about a peaceful transition to indepen- 
dence and majority rule through elections supervised by 
the United Nations as opposed to those being organized 
in Salisbury. On the question of observers he warned 
that his delegation would not accept a draft resolution 
attempting to interfere with the parliamentary demo 
cratic process or to circumscribe the rights of the British 
Parliament.‘*~ 

The representative of the United States addressed 
himself to the recent attacks by the illegal rCgime 
against neighbouring countries and said that those 
attacks were deplorable to his Government, and should 
be condemned by the Security Council.‘*” 

At the 2122nd meeting on’8 March 1979 the Security 
Council voted on a draft resolution (S/13140) on the 
matter which had been submitted by Bangladesh, Boliv- 
ia, Gabon, Jamaica, Kuwait, Nigeria and Zambia. The 
draft resolution received I2 votes in favour to none with 
three abstentions (France, United Kingdom and United 
States) and was adopted as resolution 445 (1979), the 
text of which reads as follows: 

Wrcx~llrn~ 11s resolutions on the question ol Southern Rhodesia, snd 
in particular resolutions 253 (1968). 403 (1977). 41 I (1977). 423 
(1978). 424 (197U) and 437 (1978). 

T;rktng norr of the rtutcmcnt of the hfrtcan Group contained in 
dtrumcnt S/ 130114. 

Ilu~n# hrurd the rtutcmcnts of the rcprcsentattves of Angola and 
Zambut. 

Is” The final communi UC of the spectal scss~on of Ihe Co+rdlnat. 
ing Bureau of the Non-A ~gned Countries held in Maputo. Mozam- P. 
btquc. from 26 January to 2 February 1979 (see S/13185. OR. Jlrh 
ycur. Suppl /or Jun.-March 1979. p 163) 

Ins 2 120th mts.. paras I E-22 
In’ /bid . p;lras I 16. I I8 

Having ~/IV hrurd the statement of the rcprexntativc or Ihe 
Pdtrmttc Front of Ztmbabwc. 

the 
Grovt/y concrroed over the indtscriminate military operations by 

il)egat rettune and the extension of its premeditated and provora- 
tive acts of aggression. not only against ncighbouring independent 
countries but also against non-contiguous States. resulting in wanton 
killings of refugees and civilian populations, 

lndignonr at the continued executions by the illegal regime in 
Southern Rhodesia of persons sentenced under repressive laws, 

RruJirming that the existence of the illegal racist minority regime 
in Southern Rhodesia and the continuance of its acts of aggression 
against ncighbouring independent Starer constitute a threat to interna. 
tional peace and security. 

Rruj/irming the inahenablc right of the people of Southern 
Rhodesia (Zimbabwe) to sell-determination and independence in 
accordance with General Assembly resolution I514 (XV) ol 14 
December 1960 and the legitimacy of their struggle to secure the 
enJoymen or such rights as set forth in the Charter of the United 
Nations. 

Grove/y conctmrd over the moves within certain States IO send 
missions to observe the so-called elections in April 1979 organized by 
the illegal racist minority regime in Southern Rhodesia for the 
purpose of according it some legitimacy and thereby eventually lifting 
sanctions. 

Rra/lirming resolution 423 (1978), particularly its provisions 
declaring as illegal and unacceptable any internal settlement under the 
ausptces of the illc8al regime and calling upon all States not IO accord 
any recognition IO such a settlement. 

Broring in mind the responsibility of every Member State to adhere 
scrupulously IO Security Council resolutions and decisions, and their 
responsibility IO ensure that institutions and citizens under their 
jurisdiction will observe the same. 

I. Srrongly condrmnr the recent armed invasions perpetrated by 
the illegal racist minority regime in the British colony ol Southern 
Rhodesia against the People’s Republic ol Angola, the People’s 
Republic of Mozambique and the Republic of Zambia. which 
constitute a flaBrant violation ol the sovereignty and territorial 
integrity of these countries; 

2 Commrndr the People’s Republic of Angola, the People’s 
Republic of Moumbtquc and the Republic OC Zambia and other 
front.linc States for their support of the people of Zimbabwe in their 
Just and legitimate struggle for the attainmenl of freedom and 
independence and for their scrupulous restraint in the face of serious 
provocations by the Southern Rhodaian rebels; 

3. Rrqurrrs all States to six immediate and substantial material 
assistance to enable the Governments ol the front-line States to 
strengthen their dclcncc capability in order to safeguard effectively 
their sovereignty and territorial integrity; 

4 Rcquessrr the admtnistertng Power to take all ncccs.s.ar~ 
measurer to prevent further illegal executions in Southern Rhodesia; 

5 Condrmru all attempts and mancnwvru by the illegal rCgime. 
tncluding its socalled elections of Aprtl 1979. aimed al retaining and 
calending a ractrt minortty rule and at preventing the accesston of 
Ztmbabwc to indepcndcnce and gcnume maJority rule; 

6 Drclarrr that any elections held under the auspices of the 
~llcgal racist regtme and the results thereor will be null and void and 
that no recognition will be accorded either by the United Nations or 
any Member State to any representatives or organ atablirhed by that 
process. 

7. Urgrs all States to rcfram from sending obser~rs to thuc 
clccttons rnd to take appropriate actton to discourage organtuttons 
rnd mrtttutions wtthin their rapecttvc areas of jurisdiction from dotng 

w. 

8 Rtyur~fs the Security Council Committee cstabhJhed 1” 
pursuance of resolutton 253 (1968) concerning the quation of 
Southern Rhodesia to meet immediately to ccmsidcr tncasura for 
$trcnsthcnlng and rtdening the sanctions aglinst Southern Rhodesia 
and to submit its proposals not later than 23 March 1979; 

9 &rides to meet. not later than 27 March 1979. to consider the 
report envisaged m paragraph 8 of the present rcsohttion. 
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Following the vote, the representatives Of the United 
Kingdom, Norway, the United States and France’2Ja 
made statements in explanation of vote. The represcnta- 
tive of the United Kingdom repeat4 that the language 
of the resolution seeking to circumscribe the rights of 
Parliament or to restrict the freedom of movement was 
unacceptable. The representatives of France and the 
Unit4 States shared that view. In addition, the repre- 
sentative of France objected to the apparent confused 
use of “resolutions” and “decisions” of the Security 
Council in the resolution. The representative of the 
United States said that, according to his delegation’s 
understanding, the resolution just adopted did not 
endorse the use of force. He also affirmed that any 
constitutional arrangements emanating from Salisbury 
which did not involve all political parties concerned 
would not have the support of the United States. With 
regard 10 paragraph 3 of the resolution the representa- 
tive of Norway stated that, in conformity with its 
established policy, his Government would continue to 
provide only humanitarian and economic assistance. 

Decision of 30 April 1979 (2143rd meeting): resolution 
448 (1979) 
In a letter dated 26 April 1979,‘lJ9 the representative 

of the Ivory Coast, in his capacity as Chairman of the 
African Group of countries at the United Nations 
requested the President to convene an urgent meeting of 
the Security Council to consider the reccnl develop- 
ments in Southern Rhodesia. 

At the 2142nd meeting on 27 April 1979 the Security 
Council included the letter from the representative of 
the Ivory Coast in its agenda,““ which was adopted 
without objection, and the matter was discussed at two 
meetings held on 27 and 30 April 1979. 

In the course of those meetings the President, with 
the consent of the Council, invited the representatives of 
Botswana, India, the Ivory Coast, Kenya, Sri Lanka, the 
Sudan and Yugoslavia, at their request, to participate in 
the discussion without the right lo vote. Also, in 
accordance with requests from the representatives of 
Gabon, Nigeria and Zambia and in the absence of any 
objection from any member of the Council, the Presi- 
dent extended an invitation under rule 39 to Mr. 
Callistus Ndlovu, representative of the Patriotic 
Front.l’4’ 

At the 2142nd meeting the representative of the Ivory 
Coast said the Council had been requested to meet in 

order to consider the situation that had just arisen 
following the holding of electionsl~” in Southern Rhode- 
sia which had been condemned by the Security Council 

IY. 
‘M %c 2122nd mt&. pras 24-31. 32. 31-38 and 39.40. rc~pcct,~c. 

‘In S/I 3216. OR. J&h yr Suppl. jar Apr,l-June I 970. p. b4 
‘la 2142nd rnll.. praxdmg para I. 
“*I For details concerning these invilarlons. ICC chrptcr 111. 
‘I’* By a note dated 26 April 1979 the Permanent MISSION of Benin 

lo the United Nations trammilted the 1~x1 of a stalcmcnl cn[Illed 
“The Ekctionr of Ian Smith” consis~mg of an analytical and crlllcal 
briefin preacnwd by hir Callistus Ndlovu on lhe CICCI,~R~ heId ,” 
Sodwn Rhodaim in Apll 1979. under the cons~~t~,,on of ,hc 
s+cakd internal scthncnr (see S/I 3217. OR J&h Lrar, supp/ I,,, 
April-June 1979, p 64) 

in its resolution 445 (1978). He recalled that the 
so-called internal settlement constitution itself, upon 
which the elections were based, had also been rejected 
by the Council in its resolution 423 (1977). tie therefore 
appealed to the Council to reaffirm its position by 
condemning the elections and decluring them null und 
void.11” 

Mr. Ndlovu, referring to his analysis of the elections 
presented earlier,“” described the conduct of those 
elections and sought to show that, apart from being 
illegal, they had been based on discriminatory premises 
and had been conducted in blarantly repressive and 
unfair conditions for the African voters. He rcitcratcd 
that the elections just conducted would do nothing to 
change the situation in Zimbabwe especially with regard 
to the liberation war being waged by the Patriotic 
Front. He also warned against the involvement of South 
Africa which he said was attempting to link the solution 
of the Southern Rhodesian problem lo that of Namibia. 
He therefore called upon the Council to reaffirm its 
rejection of the election, to call upon all Member States 
not to recognize them or the resulting rdgimc and to 
denounce South Africa’s policics.‘*4’ 

The representative of Kenya, speaking on behalf of 
the Minister of Foreign Affairs of Kenya. Chairman of 
the OAU Council of Ministers at the time, affirmed 
that the elections were illegal, in any case, unfairly 
conducted and therefore unacceptable. Moreover, they 
could not bring peace to the country. The Council had 
thus a straightforward duty to reject them and instead 
urge Ian Smith and his colleagues lo return to the 
negotiating tablc.lza 

At the 2143rd meeting on 30 April 1979 the represen- 
tative of Kuwait, after reviewing some press reports on 
the conduct of the elections, said that the Council could 
not condone elections conqucted under emergency con- 
ditions, with no opposition .allowed, and where the 
proposed new Government was set merely to perpetuate 
white supremacy. The Council should therefore reaffirm 
its earlier resolutions with regard to the elections and to 
the so-called internal settlement. In the course of his 
statement he introduced a draft resolution (S/13282) 
sponsored by the delegations of Bangladesh, Bolivia, 
Gabon, Jamaica, Kuwait, Nigeria and Zambia.1*47 

The representative of France, while admitting the 
elections had thrown the question of Southern Rhodesia 
into deeper confusion, reaffirmed his Government’s 
position that the colonial territory of Southern Rhodesia 
was a special responsibility for the United Kingdom; 
France could not therefore associate itself with a draft 
resolution which did not permit an opportunity to the 
administering Power to handle its responsibilities 
first.1*48 

The representative of the United States reaffirmed 
that his Government still adhered to the United King- 

1:” 2142nd mtg.. paras. 7-15. 
‘J” See footnote I242 
12” 2142nd rnlg , paras 17-36 
“W lbrd, paras 85-93 
‘2” 2 I43rd mtg , parar ! .  15 
1!*1 IhId, pafJ, 27.11 
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dom proposals as the best and fairest solution to the 
problem of Southern Rhodesia. Quoting the United 
States Secretary of State he said that a broader solution 
required elections supervised by the United Nations. 
With regard to the draft resolution before the Council 
he reminded the Council that, according to United 
States law, the President of the United States had to 
determine whether the recent elections in Southern 
Rhodesia had been free and fair. Pending that detcrmi- 
nation the United States delegation could not take any 
position on the draft resolution and would therefore 
abstain on it, and would regard it as non-binding.‘*@ 

At the same meeting the seven-Power draft resolution 
was put to the vote and was adopted by 12 votes to none 
with three abstentions (France, the United Kingdom 
and the United States) as resolution 448 (1979), the 
text of which reads as follows: 

The Srruriry Council, 

Rrculling iIs resolutions on the question of Southern Rhodesia and 
in particular resolutions 253 (1968). 403 (1977). 41 I (1977). 423 
(1978). 437 (1978) and 445 (1979) rcaffirmmg the illegality of the 
Smith dgimc, 

Having heard the statement of the Chairman of the African Group. 

Having obo heard the slalcmcnt of the representative of the 
Patriotic Front of Zimbabwe, 

Rrujlirming resolulion 445 (1979). particularly its provision dc- 
claring that any elections held under the auspices or the illegal racisl 
rCgimc and Ihe rcrults thereof would be null and void and that no 
recognition would be accorded either by the United Nations or any 
Mcmbcr State to any rcprescntativc or organ established by that 

process. 

Grow/y conwmrd that the illegal racist minority rCgimc in 
Southern Rhodcrla proceeded with Ihe holding ol sham clcctlons in 
the Territory in utter defiance of the United Nations. 

C’onvincrd that these wcallcd clcctionr did not constitulc P 
gcnulnc exercise of the right ol the people of Zimbabwe 10 sclf-dctcr- 
mlnation and national mdcpcndencc and were dcsigncd to perpetuate 
white racist minority rule, 

Reaffirming the inalienable’ right of the people of Southern 
Rhodesia (Zimbabwe) 10 selfdetermination and indcpcndencc in 
accordance with General Assembly rcsolutlon 1514 (XV) of I4 
December 1960 and rhe legitimacy of their struggle to secure the 
enjoyment of such rights as scl forth in the Charter of the Umkd 
Nations, 

Hrrrrin~ rn mincl the rcbponslblllty of ever) Mcmkr Stdtc 10 adhcrc 
~rupulou\l) lo Security Counrll resolution> dnd declslons. and thclr 
rcspomiblllty IO ensure that in\tltullon\ and c1tlxns under IheIr 

)uris&crlon will observe the same. 

I Slronglr condrmn.c all attempts and manocuvres by the illegal 
rCglmc. lncludlng the so-called clccllon\ of April 1979. aimed JI 

rctumlng und cxtcndlng a rnc’lst mlnorlty rule and at prcvenlmg the 
ucccssion of Ilmbubwc 10 mdcpcndcncc and gcnulnc mJJo,rlly rule. 

2 &u(lirm.c the bo-c;lllcd clcc:lkm\ held under the JU\~ICL‘* t~l 
the tllcttal rack1 rdglme and the results thereof tt~ bc null and VCWI: 

J Wrlrtrurrr II‘ cull 1~1 till SIJIC\ nut 11, ,lcCllrd rccclpnlll~m 111 .~n\ 
rcprrrcnt~~~~c {)I (lr organ errabll\heJ by th.lt pruc’\\ .~nd 111 ~,brcrvc 
rtrlctly the Inundut~,ry \rnct~ns ugJln\l Sarulhcrl, Hh~rlc~ 

Speaking after the vote, rhc rcprcscnliitivc ()I’ lhc 
(Jnited Kingdom repeated [hat hi\ dclcgation ccbuld noI 
accept a resolution that attempted 10 circumhcribc the 
rights of Parliament or the freedom of iI> ;tc(ion\. 
However. he informed the Council that since the 

elections the United Kingdom Secretary of State for 
Foreign and Commonwealth Affairs had announced his 
intention to send his special envoy to Africa again for 
the purpose of exploring the possibility of holding a 
conference to be attended by all parties to the con- 
flict.“‘O 

Decision of 2 I December 1979 (2 18 1 st meeting): resolu- 
tion 460 (1979) 
By a letter dated 9 November l979’*” the Chairman 

of the Security Council Committee established in pursu- 
ance of resolution 253 (1968) concerning the question of 
Southern Rhodesia transmitted the text of a statement 
adopted by the Committee that day expressing grave 
concern about measures contemplated by the United 
Kingdom to discontinue in the near future the applica- 
tion of Council sanctions against the illegal rCgime in 
Southern Rhodesia, a matter which the Committee felt 
should more appropriately be left to the Council itself, 
which had instituted the sanctions in the first place. 

By a letter dated I2 December 1979”” the rcprcscn- 
tative of the United Kingdom informed the Council that 
on 3 December 1979 an order had been made providing 
for full resumption of United Kingdom authority over 
Southern Rhodesia. The foregoing arrangements were 
being worked out in the final stage of the constitutional 
conference on Southern Rhodesia under way at the time 
at Lancaster House, London. As a result, a British 
Governor had assumed his functions in Salisbury on I2 
December and the state of rebellion had been brought to 
an end. Therefore, the United Kingdom Government 
held, the situation in Southern Rhodesia had been 
remedied and the obligations of Member States under 
Article 25 of the Charter had been discharged. Accord- 
ingly the United Kingdom was terminating the mea- 
sures taken pursuant to the decisions adopted by the 
Security Council. 

In a letter dated 14 December 1979l:!! the reprcsenta- 
tivc of Madagascar, in his capacity as Chairman of the 
African Group of countries at the United Nations, 
expressed the great concern felt by the African Group at 
the decision of the United Kingdom to cease to dis- 
charge its obligations with regard to the mandatory 
sanctions against Southern Rhodesia in resolution 253 
(1968). The African Group considered the unilateral 
action of the United Kingdom to be illegal and corn- 
pletcly unacceptable. and requested the Council to 
maintain its authority in the matter. 

In 3 further letter dated I8 December 1979.‘*” the 
rcprcscntalivc of the United Kingdom, referring to his 
c;trIicr Iclter of I2 December, requested a meeting of 
the (‘ouncil to consider the matter. 

AI the 2 18 1st meeting on 21 December 1979. the 
Sccurily Council included the two letters from the 
rcprcscnt;ltivc of the United Kingdom and the letter 
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from the representative of Madagascar in its agenda. 
which was adopt& without objcction.1255 and considered 
the matter at that meeting. 

In the course of that meeting the President with the 
consent of the Council, invited the representatives of 
Botswana, Cuba, Liberia, Madagascar, Mozambique 
and the United Republic of Tanzania, at their rquest, 
to participate in the discussion without the right to vote. 
Also, in accordance with requests from the rcpresenta- 
tive of Kuwait and in absence of any objection from any 
member of the Council, the President extended an 
invitation under rule 39 to Mr. Clovis Maksoud.r2M 

At the beginning of the Council’s deliberations the 
President drew attention to a draft resolution 
(S/13699), which he said had been prepared in the 
course of prior consultations.‘25’ The Council then 
proceeded to vote on the draft resolution, which was 
adopted by 13 votes to none with two abstentions 
(Czechoslovakia and the USSR) as resolution 460 
(1979) and the text of which reads as follows: 

Thr Security Council, 

Rrcolling its resolutions 232 (1966) of 16 December 1966, 253 
(1968) of 29 May 1968 and subsequent related resolutions on the 
situation in Southern Rhodesia, 

Rrajfirming the provisions of General Assembly resolution IS14 
(XV) of I4 December 1960. 

NorIng wirh rorirjoaion that the conference held at Lancaster 
House in London has produced agreement on the Consthution for a 
free and independent Zimbabwe providing for genuine majority rule, 
on arrangements for bringing that Constitution into cffcc~ and on a 
cease-kc. 

A’oring o/so that the Government of the United Kingdom of Great 
Britain and Northern Ireland. having resumed its responsibility as the 
administering Power. is committed to decolonizing Southern Rhodesia 
on the basis of free and democratic elections which will lead Southern 
Rhodesia to genuine independence acceptable to the international 
community in accordance with the objcctivcs of resolution IS14 (XV), 

Drploring the loss of life. the waste and the suffering caused by the 
fourteen years of rebellion in Southern Rhodesia. 

Concciour of the need to take effective measures for the prevention 
and removal of all threats IO international peace and security in the 
region. 

I. Rruffirmr the inalienable right of the people of Zimbabwe IO 
self-determination. freedom and independence. as enshrined in the 
Charter of the United Nations and in conformity with the objectives 
of General Assembly resolution I514 (XV); 

2. Drcidrs. having regard to the agreement reached a~ the 
Lancaster House confcrcncc. to call upon Member States to terminate 
the measures taken against Southern Rhodesia under Chapter VII of 
the Charter pursuant to resolutions 232 (1966). 233 (1968) and 
subsequent related resolutions on the situation in Southern Rhodesia; 

3. Furthrr drcidn to dissolve the Committee established in 
pursuance of resolution 253 (1968) in accordance with rule 28 of the 
provisional rules of procedure of the Security Council; 

4. Commrnds Member States. particularly the front-line States. 
for their implementation of its resolutions on sanctions against 
Southern Rhodesia in accordance with their obligation under Article 
25 of the Charter; 

5 CO//J upoa all Member States and the specialized agencies to 
provide urgent assistance to Southern Rhodeslr and the front-lrne 
States for reconstruction purposes and to facilitate the repatriation of 
all refugees or dtsplaced pcrsonr to Southern Rhodesia, 

““218lst mtg..precedingpara I. 
‘ly For details concerning these invitations, see chapter III 
I”* 2181~1 mtg , para 3 

6 Calls for strict adherence to the agreements reached Itnd for 
their full and faithful implemcntutton by the administering Power and 
all the parties concerned. 

7. Colb upon the administering Power IO ensure that no South 
Afrtcan or other external forces. regular or mercenary. will remain tn 
or enter Southern Rhodesia. e~ccpl those forces provided for under the 
Lancaster House agreement; 

8. RrpurJfr the Secretary-General to assist in the implementa. 
tion of paragraph 5 of the present resolution. pitrticulurty in organir. 
ing with immediate effect all forms of financirl. tcrhntcal and 
material assistance to the States concerned in order to cn;thlr them to 
overcome the economic mnd social difficulties facing them. 

9. DrcidrJ to keep the situation in Southern Rhodesia under 
review until the Territory attains full independence. 

After the vote the Secretary-General made a state- 
ment. He welcomed the formal signing that day in 
London of the constitutional agreement which he said 
had set in motion the process by which Southern 
Rhodesia would become free and independent under 
genuine majority rule. He also noted that the resolution 
just adopted had terminated the Security Council sanc- 
tions against Southern Rhodesia. During the subsistence 
of those sanctions, he further noted, certain countries in 
the region, particularly Zambia and Mozambique, had 
encountered enormous difficulties: their economic and 
social structures, like those of Southern Rhodesia itself, 
had been seriously disrupted and would, therefore, 
rquirc massive international assistance for restoration. 
In the resolution the Security Council had appropriately 
addressed itself to that need. The Secretary-General 
assured the Council that, in consultation with the 
Governments concerned and with the appropriate inter- 
national agencies, he would do everything possible to 
organize assistance to the front-line States and would 
soon enter into discussions with the new Government of 
Zimbabwe in order to organize an effective programme 
of financial, economic and technical assistance for the 
country. Finally, with regard to repatriation of refugees 
to Southern Rhodesia, he said that the United Nations 
High Commissioner for Refugees would act to facilitate 
such repatriation and settlement and was also willing to 
co-ordinate other international efforts to that cnd.lr” 

The representative of the United Kingdom said that 
his delegation was pleased to support a resolution that, 
among other things, had terminated the sanctions, 
although the United Kingdom had already considered 
them automatically terminated with the return of the 
colonial territory to legality. He then referred to the 
constitutional settlement of the Southern Rhodesian 
question achieved in London, which he regarded as an 
event of great historical importance, and paid tribute to 
all those involved in that achievement. Looking to the 
future he urged that all the parties to the agreement 
should honour their commitments so as to make the 
agreement a SUCCESS. He also expressed the hope that 
due attention would be paid to the resettlement of the 
refugees in Zimbabwe and the restoration of the eco- 
nomic and social structure there.1*59 

‘I” Ibtd.. paras. 6- I5 
Iz’* lbrd, paras 16-23 



The representative of Zambia also Hclcomed the 
constitutional agreement reached in London, which he 
said had &en facilitated by the final communiquC 
adopted in August 1979 at Lusaka, Zambia, by the 
Commonwealth Heads of Government.‘2bo He recalled 
how much Zambia had suffered through military at- 
tacks by the illegal rCgime and through its sacrificial 
application of the sanctions against the rtgimc. He 
stated his Government’s view that, contrary to the 
Position of the United Kingdom and other countries that 
had acted unilaterally, the sanctions could only be 
abrogated by the Security Council itself. However, now 
that the Council had done so, he commended the 
Security Council Committee on sanctions for its work in 
monitoring the application of those sanctions, as well as 
those countries that had complied with them. He also 
urged the Council to warn South Africa to remove all its 
military forces and other personnel from Southern 
Rhodesia and against any contemplation that Govern- 
ment might ha&our to intervene in Southern Rhode- 
sia.lIbl 

The representative of Mozambique reviewed the his- 
tory of the struggle for independence in Zimbabwe and 
of the application of sanctions. He quantified some of 
the actual losses suffered by Mozambique in the pro- 
cess. He drew attention, however, to the difficulties soon 
to be encountered with the re-opening of the borders 
with Zimbabwe and stressed the need for international 
assistance to restore the damaged or disused means of 
communication in particular.‘lb’ 

Mr. Maksoud said that the Arab Group of States and 
the League of Arab States joined the international 
community in welcoming the constitutional agreement 
reached in London, and expressed the hope that the 
lessons learnt over the Southern Rhodesian question 
might facilitate the struggle by the Palestinian people in 
their own cause.‘*b1 I 

The representatives of the United States and France 
similarly welcomed the constitutional resolution of the 
Southern Rhodesian issue and expressed the hope that 
all the parties concerned would act in good faith to 
promote a successful implementation of the agree- 
IlIcllt.0” 

The rcprcsentatives of Czechoslovakia and the USSR 
cxpreshcd ~mc doubts about the agrrcment reached in 
I .ondon, iind withoul uny guarnntce of a positive 
uutcomc CA the substance 4 the agreement said to have 
been concluded. they felt that the termination of the 
sunctiom by the Council U’;IS ;I premature move. For 
that reuson they h;rd decldcd to abstain on the draft 
resolution Just voted on by the c‘ounciI.‘16’ 

All the other speakers’*“b stressed similar points: 
concern about the implementation of the agreement 

concluded in London and anxiety about any sinister 
counter-moves by South Africa. Some of them looked at 
the agreement as a victory for the nationalist liberation 
forces of Zimbabwe and regarded it as an instructive 
lesson for the nationalist forces in Namibia, upon which 
matter they urged the Council to exercise close vigi- 
lance. Others maintained that the agreement had not 
absolved the United Kingdom of its primary rcsponsibil- 
ity for Southern Rhodesia and still looked to it for 
ensuring faithful implrmentation of the agreement; they 
also criticized the United Kingdom and the United 
States for their unilateral termination of the sanctions. 
Nevertheless, most of them regarded the London agree- 
ment as a welcome relief from a conflict of potential 
international proportions, and expressed satisfaction 
that the peaceful resolution of the crisis had reaffirmed 
the authority of the Security Council. 

Declsioa of 2 February 1980 (2196th meeting): rcsolu- 
tion 463 (1980) 
By a letter dated 25 January 19801u7 the rcpresenta- 

tive of Malawi, in his capacity as Chairman of the 
African Group of Countries at the United Nations, and 
upon the instructions of the OAU, requested an urgent 
meeting of the Security Council to consider the situation 
in Southern Rhodesia which, he said, had arisen from 
gross violations by the United Kingdom Government of 
the constitutional agreement on Southern Rhodesia 
concluded in London in December 1979. 

At the 2192nd meeting on 30 January 1980 the 
Council included the letter from Malawi in its agenda, 
which was adopted without objection.‘*” and the matter 
was considered at five meetings held from 30 January to 
2 February 1980. 

In the course of those meetings the President, with 
the consent of the Council, invited the representatives of 
Algeria, Botswana, Cuba, Egypt, Ghana, Kenya, Libc- 
ria, Malawi, Mozambique, Nigeria, Somalia, Uganda, 
the United Republic of Tanzania, Viet Nam, Yugosla- 
via and Zaire, at their request, to participate in the 
discussion without the right to vote. Also, in accordance 
with requests from the representatives of Nigeria, 
Tunisia and Zambia and in the absence of objection, the 
President extended invitations under rule 39 to Messrs. 
Tirivafi Kangai. Johnstone Makatini and Callistus 
Ndlovu.““’ 

The Minister for Foreign Affairs of Liberia, speaking 
on behalf of the Chairman of the OAU, said that the 
meeting had been called so that the Security Council 
and the international community might be informed of 
Africa’s concern at the serious violations of the constitu- 

‘l(* /hi. hr18crl;l (plrlr a-63). ciJbfl (parJi 6Je70). bhvia 
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tional agreement concluded in London for solving the 
Southern Rhodesian question. He said that it was a 
matter of great irony that the United Kingdom, as the 
administering Power primarily responsible for upholding 
the agreement, should itself be the violator of that 
accord. Of the violations complained of he singled out 
the following which he said were arousing the greatest 
concern: the continued presence of South African troops 
and mercenaries in Southern Rhodesia; the partiality 
shown by the British Governor in his implementation of 
the agreement; the deployment of the Southern Rhode- 
sia forces by the Governor instead of confining them to 
their bases, and the renewal by the Governor of the 
emergency regulations for a further period of six 
months, contrary to the spirit and intent of the agrcc- 
ment. 

Expounding on those complaints the Minister for 
Foreign Affairs of Liberia said that, contrary to assur- 
ances and explanations given by the United Kingdom 
authorities, there were up to 6,OfKt South African 
military and police personnel all over Southern Rhodc- 
sia and not just a few confined to the protection of the 
Bcit Bridgc.r*m The continuation of the martial law and 
the emergency regulations would perpetuate a climate 
of intimidation, and any elections conducted under those 
conditions could not bc less objectionable than those 
held previously under the so-called internal settlement, 
which had been rejected by the international communi- 
ty. For all those reasons, be said, the African countries 
appealed to the Security Council to prevail upon the 
United Kingdom to implement scrupulously the London 
agreement, which the Patriotic Front of Zimbabwe had 
been induced to sign in expectation of good faith. In 
particular, he enumerated the following measures 
which, in the opinion of the African countries, were 
necessary to ensure a fair implementation of the agree- 
ment: immediate expulsion of all South African military 
and mercenary personnel from Southern Rhodesia; 
immediate confinement of Southern Rhodesian security 
and auxiliary forces to their bases; the release of all 
political prisoners, and the freedom of all Zimbabwe 
exiles to return to Southern Rhodesia without harass- 
ment. He concluded by reading the text of a message 
sent to the Prime Minister of the United Kingdom by 
the President of Liberia on 14 January 1980. in which 
similar pleas were made to the United Kingdom Gov- 
ernment.‘*” 

The representative of the United Kingdom denied 
that there had been a deterioration of the situation in 
Southern Rhodesia; he sought to show on the contrary 
that since the coming into effect of the London agrce- 
mcnt there was mounting evidence of a return to 
normalcy in the territory. Nevertheless, he gave a 
detailed account of incidents perpetrated by various 
interested parties which, he acknowledged, were making 
implementation of the agreement difficult. But he 
pointed out that all such incidents were being handled 

‘v~ The bridge II the border point on the highway IinkIng Southern 
Rhodesia and South Afrtu. 

‘I” 2192nd mtl.. paras. I 3-M 

by the Electoral and Cease-fire Commissions on which 
all the interested parties wcrc represented. 

Addressing himself to the specific complaints raised 
by the African countries. the rcprescntutivc of the 
United Kingdom informed the Council that ott that very 
day the South African military contingent had been 
withdrawn from the Rhodesian side of the Bcit Bridge. 
On the question of deployment of the Southern Rhodc- 
sian auxiliary forces, he said that, while recognized as 
part of the Southern Rhodesian forces, they had been 
deployed in accordance with the London agreement in 
order to help the police monitor effectively the ceasc- 
fire. He noted however that some members of the 
Patriotic Front force had not scrupulously obscrvcd the 
requirement to stay at their assembly points. 

He further explained that the Governor’s decision to 
renew the emergency regulations had been taken with a 
view to dealing with acts of lawlessness and violence in 
the country as a whole. The same rationale had applied 
to the continuation of martial law over a large area of 
Southern Rhodesia; however, the martial law courts 
were no longer functioning and many martial law 
detainees had been released. With regard to the rcpatri- 
ation of Zimbabwe refugees he said that although the 
programme had not gone as smoothly as expected there 
was no complicity to deny the refugees their right of 
return; already some 4,000 had returned from Botswana 
and arrangements were under way for the return of 
those from Mozambique and Zambia. Finally he gave 
assurance that the Governor was acting properly and 
impartially although his task was a difficult one, noting 
how each of the interested parties had variously accused 
the Governor of partiality.“” 

Mr. Kangai, speaking as representative of the Patriot- 
ic Front of Zimbabwe, commented on some of the 
principal complaints raised in the letter from Malawi 
and by the Minister for Foreign Affairs of Liberia, and 
added that, contrary to the assurance given by the 
representative of the United Kingdom, the Patriotic 
Front did not believe that all South African troops had 
left Southern Rhodesia. He claimed that the South 
African military personnel operating in Southern Rho- 
desia fell into three categories: those under direct South 
African command, those on secondment to the Southern 
Rhodesian forces and mercenaries. The Patriotic Front 
also rejected the deployment of the Southern Rhodesian 
auxiliary forces for monitoring the cease-fire, which it 
regarded as a clear violation of the London agreement. 
That was the duty of the Commonwealth observer 
forces, he said, which were also entrusted with monitor- 
ing the confinement of the forces of all the interested 
parties to their bases or assembly points.1273 

Mr. Ndlovu similarly accentuated the complaints of 
the Patriotic Front. He enumerated a number of 
instances which the Patriotic Front considered as clear 
manifestations of favouritism to the Administration of 
the rejected internal settlement. He said that the 
continued presence of South African troops on Zim- 
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babwe soil, apart from being contrary to the London 
agreement, constituted a serious threat to internal 
peace. He appealed to the Council to redress the 
complaints raised, otherwise, he warned, a serious 
confrontation would ensue, jeopardizing the peaceful 
settlement agreement that had been achieved at the 
London confercncc.1~74 

All the representatives of the other African countries 
that participated in the discussionll” repeated and 
reiterated with more or less emphasis the principal 
complaints raised against the implementation of the 
London agreement, and appealed to the Security Coun- 
cil to take the necessary measures to rectify the 
situation while there was still time. Many of them urged 
the Security Council to prevail upon the United King- 
dom to adhere strictly to the provisions of resolution 460 
(1979) and to ensure scrupulous impltmtntation of the 
London agreement. 

The representative of the USSR said’l’* that the statc- 
merits made by the African representatives had borne 
out his delegation’s doubts that the London agreement 
would ever be the basis for a peaceful resolution of the 
Southern Rhodesia question. He contended that the 
actions of the United Kingdom Government and of the 
Governor in Southern Rhodesia were deliberately in- 
tended to benefit those in power in the territory under 
the so-called and discredited internal settlement consti- 
tution. He claimed that such khaviour was in conformi- 
ty with the design of certain Western countries to keep 
in power minority, racist rCgimes in southern Africa for 
the benefit of those countries and their transnational 
corporations. The views of the USSR delegation were 
supported by the representative of the German Demo- 
cratic Rtpublic.‘z” 

The representative of China supported the various 
views and proposals put forward by the African rcpre- 
sentatives and urged the Security Council to give serious 
consideration to them. His delegation also urged that 
the Council should strongly condemn South Africa for 
its interference in Southern Rhodesia’s internal affairs 
and call upon the administering Power to ensure imme- 
diate withdrawal of all the South African forces and 
mcrccnurics from the territory.“‘” 

The rcprcscntativc of the United Kingdom made a 
further statement in reply to some of the statements 
made. tic repeated that in conformity with the London 
tigrccnrcnt the Governor was entitled to call out the 
Rhodesian forces, which were themselves monitored, to 
monitor the cease-fire; but he also added that the 
deployment of the Rhodcsian forces had been ncccssitat- 
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ed by the failure of the Zimbabwe African National 
Liberation Army (ZANLA)‘l’P to assemble or remain at 
their assigned points. He pointed out, moreover, that 
there was a Cease-fire Commission established under 
the London agreement to which any relevant violations 
should be referred, rather than to the Security Council. 
He also denied the claims about the presence of South 
African forces in Southern Rhodesia apart from those 
recently withdrawn to the South African border of the 
Bcit Bridge. On the contrary, he said, there were several 
military personnel of other nationalities, notably those 
of the Front for the Liberation of Mozambique, operat- 
ing with ZANLA. which had not complied with the 
requirement to assemble at the assigned points. He 
concluded by informing the Council that, with regard to 
repatriation of the refugees. informal agreement had 
been reached as to the number of refugees expected to 
be repatriated daily from Botswana, Mozambique and 
Zambia. He also informed the Council that the United 
Kingdom Government had announced an allocation of 
f  1.15 million to assist in such repatriation in response 
to the appeal by the United Nations High Commission- 
er for Rcfugees.‘*M 

At the 2196th meeting on 2 February 1980 the 
Council had before it a draft resolution 
(S/l 3777IRcv.l) sponsored by the delegations of Ban- 
gladesh, Jamaica, Mexico, Niger, the Philippines, Tuni- 
sia and Zambia, which was put to the vote and was 
adopted by 14 votes to none (the United Kingdom did 
not participate in the voting) as resolution 463 (1980), 
which reads as follows: 

Tht Srcvriry Council. 

Having ronsidertd the latest developments in Southern Rhodesia 
(Zimbabwe). 

Rrcalling its resolutions on the situation in Southern Rhodesia. and 
in particular its resolution 460 (1979) of 21 December 1979. 

Noring that the conference held at Lancaster House in London has 
produced agreement on the Constitu.ion for a free and independent 
Zimbabwe providing for genuine majority rule. on arrangements for 
bringing that Constitution into effect and on a cease-fire. 

Noting a/Jo that the Government of the United Kingdom of Grat 
Britain and Northern Ireland. having resumed its responsibility as the 
udministcrinR Power. is comrmtted to decolonizing Southern Rhodesia 
on the basis of fire and democratic elections which will lead Southern 
Rho&sir to Benuinc mdcpcndcncc acceptable to the intcrnrtiona) 
community. In accordnncc wth the objectives of General Assembly 
resolution I514 (XV) of I4 December 1960. 

Concrrnrd at the numerous wolallons of the tcrmz of the Lancaster 

H*usc rrgrccmcnt. 

Rraj/irmtng the need for strict compltrncc with the termr of 
pragraph 7 of rewlu~wn 460 (1979). whxh uIM upon the 
udministcring Power to ensure that no South African or other external 
forces. regular or mercenary, would remain in or enter Southern 
Rhodesia. cacep~ thae forces provided for under the Lancaslcr House 

agrctmcnl. 

I Uru/jirms the maltenable right of the people of Zimbabwe to 
self-detcrmmauon, freedom and mdcpendence. as enshrined in the 
Charter of the United NatIons and m conformity with the objectives 

of General Assembly resolution 1514 (XV); 

2 CO//S upon all panln to comply with the Lancaster H- 

agreement. 

ItI* A component of the armed forces of the Rtriolic Front of 
Zlmbabwc 
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3. Co//s upon the administering Power IO ensure the full and 

impartial imp(emcn~ation of the letter and spirit of the Lancaster 
House agreement; 

4. Calls upon the Governmenl of the United Kingdom of Great 
Britain and Northern Ireland. while noting its announcement that the 
South Afriun troopa have ken withdrawn from the Beit Bridge. to 
ensure Ihe immbdi;tc, complete and uncondilional withdrawal of any 

other South African forces, repular or mercenary. from Southern 
Rhodesia: 

5 Co/is upon the Government of the United Kingdom lo take all 
nary steps in order to cnsutc that eligible Zimbabwe nution& 
WIII freely participele in the forthcoming elccloral prwess. indudin8. 

(0) The speedy and unimpcdcd return of Zimbabwe erilcs and 
refqces in conformily with Ihe Lancaslcr House a8reemcnl; 

(b) The rclusc of all political prisoners; 

(c) The strict compliance by all the forces with the terms of Ihe 
Lancaster House l srccmcnl and the confinement forthwith of the 
Rhode&an and auxiliary forces IO their bases in conformity with the! 
agreement; 

(d) The according of cqual treatment to all pprtics lo Ihe 
agreement; 

(c) The rescinding of all emcrlcncy musura and rcplations 
inconsistent with the conduct of free and fair elections; 

6. Culls upon the Government of the United Kingdom lo create 
conditions in Southern Rhoduia which will ensure free and fair 
clecrions and thereby avert the danger of the collap~ of the Lancaster 
House agrcemcnl. which could have serious consequences for intcrna- 
tional peace and security; 

7. Calls upon the Government of the United Kingdom to release 
any South African polilical prisoners, including captured freedom 
filhtcrs. in Southern Rhodesia and to ensure their safe passage lo any 
country of their choice; 

8. Strongly condemns the rrcist rdgime in South Africa for 
interference in the internal affairs of Southern Rhodesia: 

9. Calls upon all Member State lo respect only Ihc free and fair 
choice of the people of Zimbabwe; 

IO. L4cldrs to keep Ihe situation in Southern Rhodesia under 
review until the Territory attains full independence under genuine 

majority rule. 

Following the vote the rcprcsentative of the United 
Kingdom explained his delegation’s non-participation in 
the vote, explaining that the draft resolution was 
unbalanced and selective, and purported to give guid- 
ance on the United Kingdom’s administration of its 
colonial territory otherwise than in accordance with the 
terms of the London agreement; the United Kingdom 
delegation could not associate itself with such a resolu- 
tion.b2s’ 

The representative of the United States said that, 
although difficulties had occurred during the implemen- 
tation of the London agreement, it was necessary for the 
parties concerned to build on the positive elements that 
had so far emerged. He exhorted all others not party to 
the agreement to exercise patience and exhibit forbear- 
ance in their criticism. In explanation of vote he said 
that he understood that the resolution just adopted 
called on the United Kingdom and the parties concerned 
to play their part in implementing the agreement, but 
his delegation did not accept charges of violations of 
that agreement.ln* 

The representative of Portugal said that his deicga- 
tion had rupported the resolution because it reflected 
the apprehension of the world community about the 
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developments in Southern Rhodesia, but that his dclcga- 
tion had trust in the ability of the United Kingdom to 
implement the London agreement impartially.l*‘~ 

THE SITUATION IN SOUTH AFRICA: KILLINGS ANI) VIO- 
LENCE BY THE AfARTHEfD RctilME IN SOWET AND 
OTHER AREAS 

Decision of 19 June 1976 (1930th meeting): rc.wIulion 
392 (1976) 

By lettcr’*‘4 dated I8 June 1976 addressed to the 
President of the Security Council, the rcpreaentutivcs of 
Benin, the Libyan Arab Republic and the United 
Republic of Tanzania. in accordance with the decision 
of the African Group, requested an emergency meeting 
of the Security Council to consider the measures of 
repression, including wanton killings, perpetrated by the 
apartheid rtgime in South Africa against the African 
people in Sowcto and other areas in South Africa. 

By tclegram~~~5 dated 18 June 1976 addressed to the 
Secretary-General, the President of Madagascar, in 
view of the outburst of violence in Sowcto and several 
other places in South Africa, requested the Sccretary- 
General to convene the Security Council as a matter of 
urgency and to call upon all nations, particularly the 
developed countries, to implement the relevant resolu- 
tions of the General Assembly and the Security Council. 

At the 1929th meeting on 18 June 1976, the Council 
included the item in its agenda.l*W In the course of the 
discussions the President, with the consent of the 
Council, invited the representatives of Algeria, Cuba, 
India, Liberia, Madagascar, South Africa, the United 
Republic of Cameroon, Yugoslavia and Zambia, at their 
request, to participate in the discussion without the right 
to vote.‘*“ 

The Council also extended invitations under rule 39 
of the provisional rules of procedure to Mr. Trami 
Mhlambiso of the African National Congress of South 
Africa and Mr. David Sibeko of the Pan Africanist 
Congress of Azania.‘*“ 

The question was considered at the 1929th and 
1930th meetings, held on I8 and I9 June 1976. 

At the 1929th meeting the rcpraentativc of Liberia, 
speaking on behalf of the African Group, stated that the 
events in Sowcto were reminiscent of what took place in 
Sharpeville in 1960, constituted a violation of human 
rights and had become the concern of the international 
community. She pointed out that the African States 
condemned the atrocities by the Pretoria rtgimc, which 
had resulted in the deaths of hundreds of innocent 
people, including children. and calltd on the Security 
Council to take bold and positive action against South 
Africa which for the past 30 years had flouted resolu- 
lions of both the Security Council and the General 
Assembly.‘*‘* 
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