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forces in the West. Cuba voiced a similar opin-

ion, saying the refusal by the United States to

al low the imposi t ion of  mandatory sanct ions

against South Africa meant a manifest decision

to protect  the  aggressor .  The German Dem-

oc ra t i c  Repub l i c  and  t he  USSR sa id  i t  was

time for the Council to act in accordance with

its June 1980 resolution on Angola and South

Africa,  when i t  decided to meet  again in the

e v e n t  o f  f u r t h e r  S o u t h  A f r i c a n  v i o l a t i o n  o f

Angola’s territory in order to consider more ef-

fective measures under the Charter, including

C h a p t e r  V I I .
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Republic favoured an appeal to States to pro-

vide Angola with al l  necessary assistance in

order to bring South African aggression to an

immediate end.

Tunisia said international peace and security,

as well as the Council’s authority and credibility,

would be reinforced by the adoption of manda-

tory sanctions. The call for sanctions was sup-

ported by several  others ,  such as the Libyan

Arab Jamahiriya and Uganda. Yugoslavia said

the demand of  the non-al igned countr ies  for

sanctions had become more acute and more uni-

versal. In Brazil’s view, the Council would have

no other resort but the use of Chapter VII if

South Africa did not meet the request to with-

draw its troops and pay full compensation for

the human and mater ial  losses  caused by i ts

invasion.

Ireland charged that South Africa had utilized

i t s  i l l ega l  occupa t ion  o f  Namib ia  t o  a t t ack

Angola on the pretext of a pre-emptive strike;

Ireland wondered whether those attacks might

not ultimately be aimed at promoting instability

throughout southern Africa. In Japan’s opinion,

South Africa’s military actions in Angola went

against all United Nations efforts to find a settle-

ment of the Namibian problem.

Kenya, as Chairman of OAU, said Angola was

the target of the invasion, not SWAPO and its

bases. Mozambique believed that South Africa’s

invasion of Angola and its January attack on

Matola, Mozambique (p. 211, were meant to de-

stabi l ize  the s i tuat ion in  both countr ies  and

make it more difficult for them to express politi-

cal and material solidarity with national libera-

tion movements. The Niger remarked that the

conduct of the operations, their timing and ob-

jective ruled out the possibility of improvisation

or chance; they were outright acts of aggression,

backed with sufficient means. The Philippines

saw the invasion as part of South Africa’s scheme

to perpetuate its illegal occupation of Namibia.

India expressed a similar opinion and urged the

Council to take appropriate and resolute action,

including the application of Chapter VII.

Uganda saw four South African objectives in

committing aggression against Angola: to make

the world safe for apartheid; to eliminate all pa-

triotic elements within and outside Namibia so

as to consolidate its illegal hold on the Territory

and frustrate self-determination; to intimidate

the front-line States and inhibit them from ex-

pressing solidari ty with the l iberat ion move-

ments and refugees; and to weaken the econo-

mies of the neighbouring States so as to make

them dependent on South Africa.

In Canada’s view, the situation re-emphasized

the acute need for a solution to the Namibia

question. France said South Africa’s argument

that it was acting in self-defence against: incur-

sions by SWAPO fighters was not at all valid, as

South African territory was not in danger; the

direct cause of the dangerous situation in south-

ern Africa was the unjustified maintenance in

Namibia of a South African presence and Preto-

ria’s refusal to accept the United Nations settle-

ment plan for Namibia. The Federal Republic of

Germany expressed the conviction that efforts

for a peaceful solution to that question could suc-

ceed only if all parties exercised the utmost re-

straint and desisted from any action likely to

endanger peace and security in the area.

Mexico stated that South Africa’s impunity

was largely the result of the Council’s ambiguous

conduct; it had not reacted with sufficient deci-

s i v e n e s s  w h e n  f a c e d  w i t h  a n  o b v i o u s  f a c t .

Panama said the gravity of South Africa’s aggres-

sion required the adoption of forceful coercive

measures; States could not remain neutral when

faced with the constant institutional erosion pro-

duced in the United Nations by that country’s

stubborn and delinquent attitude.

F U R T H E R  C O M M U N I C A T I O N S  ( S E P T E M B E R -

N O V E M B E R ) .  On 3  September  and 8  Septem-
(19)

ber,
( 2 6 )

 respectively, Bangladesh and Pakistan

transmitted government statements denouncing

the acts of aggression against Angola, expressing

solidarity with it and calling for international

action to terminate the attack and ensure with-

drawal of the South African troops.

T h e  A c t i n g  C h a i r m a n  o f  t h e  C o m m i t t e e

against Apartheid, by a letter dated 10 Septem-

ber ,
( 3 )

 t ransmit ted to the Secretary-General  a

Declaration on the Aggression by the South Afri-

can Racist Regime against the People’s Republic

of Angola, adopted on 31 August by the Interna-

tional Seminar on Publicity and the Role of the

Mass Media in the International Mobilization

against Apartheid, held at Berlin (p. 204). The

Seminar, condemning the invasion, requested

that the Security Council declare South Africa

as the aggressor, demand the immediate and un-

conditional withdrawal of its forces, declare its

liability for full reparations, adopt comprehen-

sive and mandatory sanct ions and cal l  on al l


