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Recent events have once more focused international attention
on-the situation in Namibia.  -On-18th April 1985 . the Scuth
African President announced the eatablighment of an “interim
govermment! for tha verritory. This move has been widely
regarded as & prelude to’'a uniiateral declaration of Wamibia's
iﬁgependence by South Africa. s '

our cuﬁcefﬂ‘has;been reinforcted by the statement o the South
African Pariiament on 26th April by the Foreign Minister Pik ‘
Botha:

. “Somth Africa has made it clear. to the West and the

+ world that it has the right to, unilaterally,
terminate its presence .and administration in South:
West Africa. I don't say we will do it or that it
is under consideration at this moment but. it is an
option.” '

The anncuncement on the 18th April was preceded by a statéement
that South African troops were to be finally withdrawn from the
People's Republic of Angola although subsequent reports ihdicate
that this troop withdrawal has pot in fact besn completed and
that the South Africans are continuing to viclate Angolan
airspace. '

‘At the same time, the lack of progress towards Namibia's
independence is giving rise to growing international concern.
In New Delhi from 18-21 April 1985 under the Chairmanship of
H.E. Mr. Rajiv Ghandi, the Prime Minister of India, an 7
Extracrdinary Ministerial Meeting on Namibia of the Co-ordinating
" Bureau of Non~Aligned Countries took place. It decided to ™
mandate the Chairman of the Co-ordinating Bureau in New York:
"to convey to the UN Secretary General the deep concern
‘of the Movement of Non-Aligned Countries at theé
continuing failure to bring about the independence of
Mamibia and the latest attempts by Pretoria to create
a fait accompli.”

- The meeting also decided to request thé convening of an urgent

meeting of .the UN Security Couneil to consider the gquestién of
Namibia and proposed that the Foreign Ministers of 18 o
Non-Aligned States personally participiate in this meeting.

There has been similar concern expressed amongat Commonwealth

Member States. . A specially convened meeting to discuss Namibia

and other developments in.Southern: Africa téok place on 25th -

;gril in London of the Commonwealth Committee on Southern _
rica., [N : : RS ' : : S '

‘The ﬁrit@s@ Government's initial ragponge -to these developments
over Namibia was made by the Secretary of State for Foreign and

Commonwealth Affairs in his address to the House of Commons on
25th April during a debate on Foreign Affairs: :

-



"Peace in the region, of covrsze, also requires a solution
t0 the Namibia problem. I was able to discuss this in depth
earlier this year with the Heads of Government in Zimbabwe,

- Zambia and Kenys. The interim administration For Namibia, .
announced on 18th April, can be no aubstitute for internationally
recognised independence on tha basis.of frae and falr

- elegtiona. This iz what is provided: for in United Nations
Security Council resolution 435, fo which all partiss -

. remain committed. We shall continue to press for its _
o cdmplementation and give our full support to the negotiations

A

now. being cohducted by the United States *.

We believe that recent developments should 1sad to a much wider
review of British and Western policy and in particular an urgent
reassesament ‘of Britain‘s "full support to the negotiations now
being conducted by the United States.*

BACKGROUND

The history .of ‘the negotiations over Kamibia haa been well
documented. It is now almost eight years since the establishment
©of the "Contact Group" was anncunced and it will be seven years
this September since the adoption of the UN 8CR.. 435 and the UN

decolonisation plan for Namibia,

In a memorandum entitled"Britain and Namibia'- A Time to Change
Course’ which was presented to the then Minister of -State Cranley
Onglow MP on 28th February 1983, the AAM assessed the failure .
over the previous five years to make progress over Namibian

The. Memorandum. stated. that * there has been no progress towards
the implementation of. UN SCR 433. becauss-of South African: - .
determination to procrastinate and to obstruct the achievement
of ind@peqéegce-foxﬂyam&hia",iIt.gdded-"currantly»it ia the
insistence of the United States administration on progress on
Cuban withdrawl which. has become the main cause for impasse in

v

the negotiations.

In the peridd since the presentation of this Memorandum thé
main obstacle. has continued to be "Iinkage": We™ weldomad the
adoption. of UN: Security- Council Resclution 539 on' 28th october
1983 which;rejeated,"lihkage?.andfthe aimilar rejection by the
Commonwealth Heads of Government Summit in New Dehliin Novenber
1983. The British Government supported both. decisions.

Hawe§éf;iﬁéﬁ;Mré'ThﬁtcharvreporﬁedftavwEaniiament<Sﬁhiauhe'1984

~ on her megeting with PW Botha the previous Saturday she stated:
vt do ﬁbﬁﬁbeiie;é that that {iﬁdéﬁendeﬁce for Hamibia)

will occur until there is, in parallel, also the withdrawal
.9f Cuban forces from Angola". - I C )

The éavérﬁmmht ﬁ;ﬁytakes £ﬁe—wiew that linkage is a "“realityw.
As the Foreign Secretary stated- in- the House of Commons 'on
23rd January 1985 on his return from his vigit to Africa, "we do

~
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not recognise it as & preceondition for settlement, but the facot
that a linkage has been made cannot be ignored 1f a settlement
is to be reached.”

In the same statement the Foreign Secretary expresséd the view
of the Government that: ' o
"ome must recognise that the best possible prospect for
gettlement lies in the negotiations now led by the
United Ststes” ) .

Britain's Rassponsibilities -

Britain has a three-fold responsibi]ity for the situation in

Namikbia:

a) the original League of Nations Mandate was granted to the British
Crown. Although it was agreed that the Mandate would be
administered by South Africa it was not a sovereign state and
pritain has clearly a continuing responsibllity

b) wamibia is the only territory in the world for which the
international community and the UN in particular has a specific
responsibility. Britain as a Permanent, Member of the UN Security
Council thus has & special responsibility for Namibia and in
particular to ensure the implementation of UN Security Council
Resolutions on Namibia: :

c} Britain, as a Member of the,ContactAGfdupi_which_was involved

in the negotiations. to draw up the UN plan for Namibia has a
responsibility to ensure the implementation of UNSCR 435

There are in addition wider British responsibilities. It is the
major foreign investor in the territory apart from South Africa
itself: it trades extensively with Namibia; and South Africa's
military occupation is dependent on extensive British support
including military equipment, fuel, finance etc.

" BRITISH POLICY

‘We welcome the Foreign Secretary's reaffirmation of Britain's

commitment to the implementation of UN 2CR. 435. However we believe
that' thare is an urgent need to -review the basis of British policy
to Namibia ‘as a whole. We would urge consideration of the
following pointg: : cEe

a) UN_termination of the mandate: We are aware of the view taken
by successive British governments net to recognise the decision
‘of the UN General Assgembly in 1966& to revoke South Africa‘s
mandate and the subsequent rejection of the International
Court of Justice's Advisory Opinion. In this respect British
policy is in econflict with the United States. Addressing the US
Congress on 21st Febuary 1985, Assistant Secretary of State for
African Affairs, Chester Crocker reaffirmed the United States'
recognition of the termimation of the mandate.As a result of
this policy the UK refuses to contribute to the international
copmunity's efforts to protect Namibia’'s natural resources.



b)

\ -
He believe that the British government should urgently reconsider
itg policy with a view ko acoepting the legality of the General
Assembly ‘s decislon and to imploment measures resulting from
thp termination Of the mandate such as Docree No 1

British "de facto" recognition of South Africa B illggal

administration: We believe that British policy has amounted

to a "de facte” Tecognition of South Africa’'s illegal
administration. This arises both as a result of British trade
with and investment in ¥amibia but siso through the recognition
which was granted to represehtativds of the former " internal
administration ". It is significant that in the Multi.Party

_ Conference proposals of 27th March 1985 it states "the reaction

c)

in certain British and West German circles will not, it,appears,
be condemnatory”. This speculation presurably results from the
respectability which Britain and other members of the Contact

‘Group ‘have conferred onto the soicalled "internal parties’.

We ar'e extremely concerned that thisz will continue to be the
"de facdto® policy of the British government in relation to
the newly establizhed “"interim ¢government" :

Erosion of the UN Plan for HNumibias: Wa are particularly

‘concerned that continuing procrastination by the South African

authorities is not only delaying the implementation of UN SCR 435
but is resulting in further erosion of the UM plan itself. The

" current South African effeorts to place a “Namibian facade" on

it's illegal administration and in particular its restructuring
of the state apparatus, together with 51gnif1cant changes in the
mllltary, pollce anﬁ security structures, mean in- effect that

' 'the UN ‘plan which was agreed 4n 1978 is being fundamentally

transformed to the detriment of SWAPO and thus undermining the

prosppcts for gpnulne 1ndependence fcr the people of Namlbld

4There has been particular <ontroversy over the poss1b1e role

" of Koeévoet in the trarsitional period and the introduction of

' conscription of all NamiBian males. between L7 and 55, We' under-

stand that the British government is aware of these issues.

It is clear that should theASouth African authorities persist
with such moves then it will put at risk the entlre ba51s for’
the UN plan as a whole.

Brltzsh ulic' towards *linkage*: Britain's: ambiguous policy
regarding "linkage” has simply :encouraged the United States and
South ‘Africa t6 insist that agreement -has to be reached: on- the
withdrawal of Cuban forces from Angola before UN SCR 435 can be

‘implemented. The Angolan President in November 1984 in. his

message to the UN Secretary General set out arrangements which
would have created a basis to resclve this outstanding matter.
The “fact that South Africa has now proceeded with a new "internal

“settlement™ is further proof that "linkage' was. regarded by the

" SouthiAfrican-authorities as a further ohstacle to delay the
-1mplementation of UN SCR 435.~n . :

" The approach of the Br1t1sh governmentv* to reJect "llnkage“

but to accept it as @ "Feality" has-simply given comfort to

the South Africans. The British government should now recoghise
that the Angolan President's message is an. acceptable basis
for the immed1ate implementation: cf UN:SCGR 435,
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SOUTH AFPRICA'S “INTERIM GOVERNMENT'

We welcome the widespread condemnatiom of the announcement by the
South Afridan President on 1Bth April that an "interim government"
was to be established in Namibila. We have taken note in particular
" &f the statement from the British government handed.to the South
African government on 15th April 1985 which states that the British
government would regard any unilateral measures taken by the South
African governmert "to be nall and VOlﬁ"

We have similarly taken note of the Canadian Secretary of State
for External‘hffairs statement that “it suggests that Scuth Africa
doés not intend té proceed promptly with the implementation of
Resolution 435“

The dec1sion by the South African authorities to proceed with the
establishment of an “interim government” must bring into guestion

the whole basis of western policy and in particular Britain's “"full
support for the negotiations mow being ¢onducted by the United States”

CONCLUSIONS

We Delieve that recent developments over Namibia underline the
necessity for a major review of policy. We cannot accept that the
international community. should allow there to be any further delay
or procrastination over the impleméntation of UN SCR 435. Indeed

we believe that further delay may well result in such erosion of the
UN pian that it will no 1onger be the basis for genuine independence.
The British government has a very clear cheoice., it can either
persist in abandoning its responsibilities towards the people of
Namibia by allowing the United States alone to negotiate with

Scuth Africa whilst at the same time refusing to take any effective
measures to pressuriSe South Afr;ca. .

or, it can recognise the néed for a change in policy.
T™Hisg would invalve the followxng 1mmediate steps:

a) support for ‘the . convenlng ‘of the UN Securxty Council so. that
agreement can be reached for the United Nations and the Secretary
General to resume the primary resporsibility for the -
implementation of UN 5CR 4215

b) support fox: a declaraticm by the UN Security Council that the
measures announc I by the South African President on 18th April
.are "null ‘dnd v _" together with a committment by the British
government that it W, 1 not grant any Form of recognition to
the néw. illegal admlnlstrafinn

(el ] suppOrE “For the'appllcation'of effective measures against South
Africa both unilaterally and under c¢hapter 7 of the Charter. This
is eclearly the most erucial matter. The British government has
recognised the npeed for such measures. It voted for UN SCR 539
in Oectober 1983 which concluded by stating "in the event of
continued obstruction by South Africa, to consider the adoption
of appropriate measures under the Charter of the UN". More
recently on 25th April 1985 the Commonwealth Committee on Southern
Africa decided that “Commonwealth Governments should harden
their resolve. both indiwvidually and collectively, by adopting
such concrete action as can be eFfectlve in bringing pressure
an the apartheid regime®.
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Howevel the British government's response to specific proposals
has been to reject them. The Governnent 's view wag explained in a
tetfer to the President of the AAM Bishop Huddlesteon from Malcolm
Rifkind MP the Minister of State on 14th December 1984:

"I note your concern that, if agreement is not reached
‘on the Cuban issue, the South African Government should
not be granted the oppertunity to produce further
reagons for delaying implementation of the UN Plan
for famibia. I think we are all aware of this danger
and I hope we shall_be_gble.to.ﬁwoid,it.nIn_tpis_
respect the.mediéting';ole.Q£‘thefpnited States is
- partitularly important. The Americans are committed
to achieving a Namibia settlement and T am confident
they will not draw back from putting pressure on
South Africa where this would be halpful. .

‘For the time being, howevep;-the,gital_thing-i§¢to
test South African gopd faith by locking them further
into the current process of negotiations and producing
an agreement.You will not be surprised when I say that
the employment of mandatory economic sanctions will
not, in my view, contribute to such an agreement. On
the contrary, by driving South afries inte farther
isolation, suﬁhﬁmeasures_ﬁbuld:&hmagE'sevareiy, perhaps
irreparably, the chahces of securing a Namibia - '
‘settlement " ST ol .

pressuré be applied. It is clear that not only i there the basis
for collective international action but EﬁatlSoﬁth_Afriga hés hever
been s vulnerable to a range of measures. Its ecénomy is in deep
crisis; the cost of - maintaining its'military oecéupation _
massive, it faces serious deficiencies as.3 result of the arms ambargo

and similarly it is experiencing real problems ag a result of the
oil embargo."Thé'Bfitish’gbvé;nment is well aware Of the range of
measures which have been prpposed by the OAU, the NonAligned
Movement and the United Nations. It is clear that if the political
will eéxists that internétibhal_aqregméntjéould:ﬁé feached on
“apprbpriéte"meaSUreS'tc’bfeésurise Soutt Africa to implement
ON SCR 435 no e pressurise : nbdea ko lm _

We believe that thé'Hfitisﬁugdvernmént shdq1@”undq:tgke a review of

policy &nd iﬁ‘pafticdlar"implemgntﬂtﬁégé'Stéﬁ"'"
shqulﬂschoose-this5c6&r$é?ﬁhere'isfé.re3;_@to et . £ .
suffering'could'be'aﬁﬁi&ed and-Némfﬁih‘éqﬁid"arhiéVg'its independence
in the near future. T¥ Hritain ghould chvose not to confront

- South Africa the prospect must sufély'bé*fﬁrther'procrastination

and delay which can only lead to increased conflict in Namibia and






