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INTRODUCTiON

The present report1 is submitted to the Gene:al Assembly by the Security
Coundl in accordance with Article 24, paragraph 3, and Article 15, paragraph 1,
of the Charter.

Essentially a summary and guide reflecting the broad lines of the debates,
the report is not intended a5 a substitute for the records of the Security Council,
which constitute the only comprehensive and authoritative account of its
deliberations.

With respect to the membership of the Security Council during the period
covered, it will be recalled that the General Assembly, at its 1313th and 1314th
meetings, on 29 and 3~ December 1964, approved the membership of Jordan,
Malaysia, the Netherlands and Uruguay as non-permanent members of the
Security Council to fill the vacancies resulting from the expiration, on 31 December
1964, of the terms of office of Brazil, Morocco and Norway and the resignation
from office of Czechoslavakia.

The period covered in the present report is from 16 July 1964 to 15 July 1965.
The Council held 89 meetings during that period.

1 This is the twentieth an11ual report of the Security Council to the General Assembly.
The previous report~ were submitted under the symbols A/93, A/366, A/620, A//945, A/1361,
A/1873, A/2167, A/2437, A/2712, Aj2935, A/3137, A/3648, A/3901, A/4190, A/4494, A/4867,
A/5202, A/3502 and A/5802.

1
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Part I

QUESTIONS CONSIDF.RED BY THE SECURITY COUNCIL UNDER ITS RESPONSmILITY
FOR THE MAINTENANCE OF INTERNATIONAL PEACE AND SECURITY

Ciapter 1

LETTER DATED 4 AUGUST 1964 FROM THE PERMANENT REPRESENTATIVE OF THE UNITED
STATES ADDRESSED TO THE PRESIDENT OF THE SECURITY COUNCIL

I

A. Communication to the Conncil
1. In a letter dated 4 August 1964 (S/5849), the

representative of the United States of America re
quested the President to convene an urgent meeting
of the Security Council to consider "the serious situa
tion created by deliberate attacks of the Hanoi regime
on United States naval vessels in international waters".

B. COllsideration at the 1140th and 114lst
meetings (5-7 August 1964)

2. When the Security Council's 1140th meeting
opened on 5 August with the United States letter on its
provisional agenda, the representative of the Union of
Soviet Socialist Republics requested that the meeting 0e
postponed until 6 August in order that members might
receive the necessary instructions from their Govern
ments. The representative of Czechoslovakia supported
that request, stating that the Council was in possession
of only one version of the events and that it would be
neither just nor helpful if the Council were to start a
debate on the basis uf that version alone.

3. The representative of the United States opposed
the request for postponement, since he had asked for
an urgent meeting in the light of two armed attacks on
the high seas which had occurred during the two pre
ceding days. His Government sought to dampen the
explosive potentialities of the situation and reduce the
likelihood of expanding the conflict. Moreover, th~

Charter provided explicitly for immediate reporting to
the Council of measures taken by members in the
exercise of their right of self-defence. If the Council
wished to adjourn after hearing the statement of the
United States, his delegation would 'have no objection.

4. The representative of the United Kingdom of
Great Britain and Northern Ireland considered that
the request for the meeting was entirely proper, and
it was his delegation's view that the Council should pro
ceed to hear the report of the United States ddegation.
This, at any rate, might be helpful to other m,embers of
the Council in need of instructions.

5. The representative of the USSR withdrew his
request for postponement of the meeting and expressed
reservations regarding the correctness of the termi
nology contained in the United States letter (S/5849),
since he asserted there was no such thing as the "Hanoi
regime", but that there was a Government of the
Democratic Republic of Viet-Nam, which was a sove
reign State that was recognized internationally on a
wide scale. Subject to these reservations he would not
object to the adoption of the agenda.
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6. The representative of Czechoslovakia maintained
his objection to the time of the meeting but said that
his delegation would participate in the meeting since all
the other members of the Security Council agreed that
it should take place.

7. The Council then included the question in its
agenda.

8. The representative of the United States stated
that he wished to bring to the 3ttention of the Council
acts of deliberate aggression by the Hanoi regime. He
charged that on 2 August, the United States destroyer
MaddoX', on routine patrol about thirty miles off the
coast of North Viet-Nam, had been approached by three
high-speed North Vietnamese torl?edo boats in attack
formation. All haC. fired at the MaddoX' with machine
guns, and two had fired torpedoes, which had been
evaded. The following day, the United States, in
accordance with the Geneva Agreements, had called the
attention of the Hanoi regime to that aggression and
warned of the "grave consequences which would in
evitably result from any further unprovoked offensive
military action against United States forces". The
United States did its utmost to minimize the explosive
potential of this flagrant attack and had hoped that the
incident was an isolated or uncalculated action. On 4
August. however, the destroyers Maddox and C.
Turner Joy, sixty-five miles off-shore, hau again been
subjected to an armed attack, this time under cover of
darkness, by an undetermined number of motor
torpedo-boats of the North Vietnamese Navy. Numer
ous torpt:does had been fired during the attack, which
had lasted for over two hours. Since there could no
longer be any shadow )f doubt that a planned, deliberate
military attack had occurred, his Government had de
termined to take positive but limited measures to secure
its naval units against further aggression. Accordingly,
the previous night. aerial strikes had been carried out
against North Vietnamese torpedo-boats and their
support facilities, an action limited in scale and directed
only against the weapons and facilities against w:llch
the United States had been forced to defend itself.

9. That single action had been designed to make
it unmistakably clear that the United States could not
be diverted by military attack from its obligations to
help its friends establish and protect their independence.
The United States representative stressed that the
United States vessels had been in international waters
when attacked, that freedom of the seas was guaranteed
under long-accepted international law, that the vessels
had taken no belligerent actions of any kind until they
had been subjected to armed attack, and that their reac-



tion in self-defence was the right of all nations and was
fully within the provisions of the Charter of the United
Nations.

10. The incident which his Government had brought
to the Sec(lrity Council could be discussed intelligently
only in the context ')f events in South-East Asia during
the past fifteen year.>, and was part of a pattern designed
to subject the people of that area to an empire ruled by
force and terror, a pattern which included the arming
of terrorist gangs in South Viet-Nam by the regimes in
Hanoi and Peking, the infiltration of armed personnel to
wage war again"t the GO\'e:llment of South .vie~-:':am.
and the deliberate, systematIc and flagrant vIOlatIOns of
the Geneva Agreements. \ Vhen the peace agreements
reached long ago were met effectively, peace would re
turn to South-East Asia and military power could be
withdrawn.

11. The representative of the USSR emphasized
that the Council had at its disposal only one-sided
information on the alleged attacks by torpedo-boats of
the Democratic Republic of Viet-Nam against United
States destroyers. Consequently, it was necessary, in
order to ensure an objective discu~:>ion of the dispute.
to ask the Government of the Delnocratic Republic of
Viet-Nam for information on the substance of the
question. He noted that the United States charges were
made on the second day after a protest by the Demo
cratic Republic of Viet-Nam that United States and
South Viet-Nam had sent naval vessels to shell two
islands located in its territorial waters and that Ameri
can bombers had raided a frontier post and a village
twenty kilometres away from the border between Viet
Nam and Laos. Under Article 32 of the Charter, the
Council had the duty to invite the representatives of
the Democratic Republic of Viet-Nam to take part in
its work if that Government wished to participate.
Accordingly, he submitted a draft resolution (S/5851)
under which the Security Council would request the
President to ask the Government of the Democratic
Republic of Viet-N~m to s~pply th~ Council urge?tly
with the necessary mformatlon relatmg to the Umted
States complaint, and invite representatives of that
Government to take part without delay in the meetings
of the Council.

12. The representative of the USSR noted that the
Democratic Republic of Viet-Nam had described the
incidents between the torpedo-boats and destroyers as
provocative acts of the United States armed forces car
ried out in its territorial waters. The Soviet Union con
demned both the dispatch of the United States Navy
to the Gulf of Tonkin and the order of the United States
President for continuing patrols along the coast of the
Democratic Republic of Viet-Nam. It also considered
that the United States bombing of coastal targets in the
Democratic Republic could only be described as acts of
aggression, and that the United States plans to expand
military activities in South Viet-Nam were fraught
with great dangers for the maintenance of peace
thro:.lghout South-East Asia. The United States should
put an immediate end to military activities against the
D\~mocratic Republic of Viet-Nam or else it would have
to bear a heavy responsibility for the consequences of
such acts.

13. The representative of the United Kingdom stated
that. in the circumstances and having regard to the
repeated nature and mounting scale of the attacks, the
United States Government had the right to take action
directed to prevent the recurrence of such attacks on
its ships, in accordance with the principle of self-
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defence as interpreted in international law. Represent
ing a nation with a long maritime history and dedicated
to the principl~ o~ the freedom of the seas, h:s Govern
ment viewed with abhorrence unprovoked attacks upon
warships proceeding on their lawful course on the hieh
seas. \Vhile members were obliged to seek to preserve
international peace, they were equally obliged to uphold
the right of self-defence recognized in Article 51 of the
Charter. It was right and proper that the United States
should have reported to the Council on the measures
which it had felt ccmpelled to take in the exercise of its
right under this Article.

14. The representative of China considered the
action of the United States entirely justified under the
established rules of intermtional law and under the
provisions of the Charter. \'.7ith regard to the proposal
to im·ite representatives of the Hanoi regime to parti
cipate. he considered that such an act would be tc confer
on that regime a status not l,itherto enjoyed and provide
it with an opportunity tc <-.buse and obstruct the pro
ceedings. while not serving any useful purpose for the
United Nations.

15. The represeutative of France considered it right
for a representative of the Democratic Republic of Viet
Xam to be invited as a matter of urgency to participate,
without 'Vote. in the discussion. He suggested, however,
that the Council should ask the President to take action
on its wishes without voting on a draft resolution. the
terms of which might give rise to controversy, thereby
needlessly prolonging the debate.

16. The representative of the United States sug
gested that if the North Vietnamese were invited, the
Republic of Viet-Nam should also be invited to appear.
He thought the best way to handle the matter might
be to provide an opportunity for informal consnltations
among Council members so that appropriate invitations
could be issued.

17. At the 1141st meeting on 7 August, the President
reported that as a result of his informal consultations
with the members of the Council it was the general
understanding that for its further consideration of the
question befme it, the Council would welcome such
information relating to the complaint as the Democratic
Republic of Viet-Nam and the Republic of Viet-Nam
would desire to make available to it, either through
taking part in the Council's discussions or in another
form which might be preferred. The Secretariat was
asked to communicate the contents of that general
understanding to the Democratic Republic of Viet-Nam
and to the Republic of Viet-Nam.

18. The representative of Czechoslovakia charged
that on 5 August a large number of United States
Air Force aircraft had bombed a series of localities
on the territory of the Democratic Republic of Viet
Nam, causing casualties among the population. The
Government of the United States, which had ordered
that premeditated aggression, had attempted to justify
its action by asking for an urgent meeting of the
Security Council in order to charge the actual victim
of aggression with a so-called unprovoked attack on
United States vessels on the high seas. Information
available to his Government indicated that the United
States vessels in the Gulf of Tonkin, thousands of
miles away from United States territory on a provoca
tive mission in waters adjacent only to the Democratic
Republic of Viet-Nam and to the People's Republic
of China, had, on 30 July and 1 and 2 August, violated
the territorial waters of the Democratic Republic of
Viet-Nam and shot at two islands belonging to it.



The alleged incident of 4 August, which according to
the Democratic Republic of Viet-Nam was a sheer
fabrication, had been chosen as a pretext for a large
scale aggression against its coast. While the repulsion
of the alleged attack might be termed self-defence, the
United States action against the territory of the
Democratic Republic of Viet-Nam could at best be
regarded as an act of reprisal, such as the Council,
including the United States representative, had already
condemned. In reality it was an act of naked aggression.

19. The United States representative had said that
his ':iovernment was engaged in a mission of peace in
South-East Asia, but, the representative of Czechoslo
vakia declared, the truth was that by spending billions
of dollars and the lives of American soldiers in a
futile, wasteful, dirty war, the United States was
supporting and maintaining the power of a handful of
brutal and corrupt individuals whom the people of
Viet-Nam would have chased away if it had not been
for United States military support. The Czechoslovak
representative added that the United States aggression
was an act contrary to the principles of the Charter,
to the decisions of United Nations organs, and to the
obligations of Member States, as well as to tht:.
agreements reached at the Geneva Conference.

20a. The representative of the United States rejected
the contention of the representative of Czechoslovakia
that the attack by North Vietnamese torpedo-boats on
2 August had been a natural reply to provocative acts
by the United States. In fact, no United States ships
had intruded into North Viet-Nam's territorial waters,
or shelled any North Vietnamese islands, either on
30-31 July or at any other time, and on those dates
the closest American ship had been 120 miles from
the site of the alleged action. Moreover, despite the
doubts expressed by the representative of Czechoslo
vakia, the attack of 4 August had been very real to
those whose lives had been in danger, and was regarded
as extremely serious by his Government, since it had
occurred less than two days after the previous attack.
He noted that, on 2 August, the United States had
limited its response to counter-attack on the torpedo
boats anCI to the dispatch of a warning note to North
Viet-Nam. Nevertheless, United States vessels had
again been attacked on the high seas. Since it was then
clear that North Viet-Nam's actions were deliberate
and calculated, the United States had had no choice
but to respond by making it impossible for those
pit atical attacks to continue with impunity. Far from
seeking to extend the conflict in South-East Asia, the
United States sought only to destroy those weapons
of war and support facilities which had been used
against it in armed aggression. As for the political
attack on the Republic of Viet-Nam, he reminded the
representative of Czechoslovakia that the Charter did
not condemn the efforts of people to preserve their
independence from aggressive neighbours. Its purpose
was to protect independence and freedom: it was not
a cloak, but a shield.

20b. In the response to the United States represen
tative, the representative of Czechoslo vakia recalled
that another proof of the illegal character was the
haste with which that action of the United States had
been undertaken without notifying the Security Council
in advance. The answer given by the United States
delegate was far from being satisfactory.

21. The representative of France said that, in
examining the matter, his delegation considered that
the principal problem was that of the future. Tension
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was rising at an increasingly alarming rate, jeopardizing
the maintenance of peace in South-East Asia. France's
objective was to l,-ing about the true restoration of
peace and the integrity and independence of the States
in that area in order to ensure the establishment of
supervised rules of non-intervention in their domestic
affairs. It also sought to return to strict respect of the
1954 Agreements and to achieve the true pacification
of the States which had previously made up Indo
China. In the circumstances, the onl~7 possible solution
was a political one, which must come from negotiation
and hence a conference of the Powers concerned. The
President of the French Republic had stated, referring
specifically to the possibility of the complications that
had just occurred, "Since ,var can settle nothing it is
necessary to make peace."

22. The representative of the USSR rejected the
United States claim that the bombardment of targets
in the coastal areas of the Democratic Republic of
Viet-Nam was a legitimate exercise of the right of
self-defence in accordance with the Charter. He quoted
the following statem~nt attributed to the United States
Secretary of Defencr.:: "In retaliation for this unpro
voked attack on the high seas, our forces struck the bases
used by the North Vietnamese patrol craft". Inter
national law categorically rejected the concept of the
right of retaliation, and indeed recognition of the right
to self-defence in Article 51 of the Charter meant,
ipso facto, renunciation of the right to retaliate.
Accordingly, even before the full details were known,
it was clear that what was involved was an act of
aggression.

c. Subsequent communications

23. With a letter dated 12 August (S/5888), the
representative of the USSR transmitted to the President
a statement dated 6 August by the Government of the
Democratic Republic of Viet-Nam and a statement
dated 8 August by the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of
the Democratic Republic of Viet-Nam.

24. In its statement of 6 August, the Government
of the Democratic Republic of Viet-Nam charged that
on 5 August many jet planes of the United States
Seventh Fleet had strafed and bombed a number of
places in its territory, causing losses to the people there.
In preceding days, United States planes from Thailand
and Laos had bombed and strafed two areas near the
Laos-Viet-Nam border and United States warships had
repeatedly intruded into the territorial waters of the
Democratic Republic of Viet-Nam, strafing islands and
coastal localities. Having become bogged down in its
aggressive war in South Viet-Nam, the statement
charged, the United States was threatening to expand
the war to North Viet-Nam and intensifying its inter
vention in Laos. The Government of the Democratic
Republic denounced the aggressive acts of the United
States, and demanded that it stop at once all provocative
acts against the Democratic Republic, end its aggressive
war in South Viet-Nam, and correctly implement the
1954 Geneva Agreements on Viet-Nam. Further, it
earnestly called on the countries which had taken part in
the 1954 Geneva Conference on Indo-China, the
socialist countries and all peace-loving countries to
indicate their partic:llar concern with regard to the
serious situation created by United States imperialists
in Indo-China and to take appropriate measures to
cher~ the United States and defend peace in South
Ea Asia.



25. The statement issued on 8 August by the Minis
try of Foreign Affairs of the Democratic ReT":lblic of
Viet-Nam repeated the charges against t~.e United
States and added that the United States' complaint
against the Democratic Republic in the United Nations
Security Council betrayed its design to use the United
Nations to interfere in the Viet-Nam situation and
carry out its policy of aggression, having more than
once used the United Nations as a tool to carry out
its aggressive policy. The Ministry of Foreign Affairs
reiterated that the 1954 Geneva Agreements on Viet
Nam must be respected and strictly implemented. The
two Co-Chairmen of the Geneva Conference and the
countries which had taken part in it should examine
in time and condemn the dangerous aggressive acts of
the United S..ltes and demand that it implement those
Agreements strictly, stop its aggressive war in South
Viet-Nam and cease its provocative acts against the
Democratic Republic. Only the two Co-C~airmen and
participants in the 1954 Geneva Conference had full
competence to examine the acts of war committed by
the United States, the Foreign Ministry declared, and
accordingly the Security Council had no right to
examine the problem. Under paragraph 13 of the final
Declaration of the 1954 Geneva Conference, the par
ticipants should consult one another to study such
measures as proved necessary to ensure that the agree
ments on the cessation of hostilities in Cambodia, Laos
and Viet-Nam were respected.

26. In a letter dated 13 August (S/5892), the
Permanent Observer of the Republic of Viet-Nam
offered the Security Council his Government's full
co-operation and expressed readiness to provide any
information which the Council might need concerning
the attacks by the Viet-Cong torpedo-boats against
United States ships in international waters in the
Gulf of Tonkin. Those attacks were further evidence
of the aggressive policy of the Hanoi regime, constitut
ing part of the general framework of Viet-Cong aggres
sions in South-East Asia which for years had been
directed against the Republic of Viet-Nam. The refusal
of the Hanoi regime to appear before the Security
Council or even to provide it with factual information
showed its awareness that its attacks were not ce
fensible and its disregard for the role of the United
Nations in the maintenance of international peace and
security. Whenever it created a serious situation, the
Hanoi regime invariably advocated the convening of
a new Geneva Conference, but the usefulness of such
conferences could be evaluated in the light of the
repeated violations by the Viet-Cong of the Geneva
Agreements of 1954, as testified in the Special Report
of 2 June 1962 of the International Control Commission.

27. In a letter dated 15 August (S/5906), the
Minister for Foreign Affairs of the Republic of Viet
Nam charged that the Viet-Cong had been using every
means at its disposal to carry out aggressiol1, subver
sion and provocation against South Viet-Nam. He
transmitted copies of the pamphlets concerning this
alleged communist Viet-Cong aggression against the
Republic of Viet-Nam. The pamphlets conc1r.ded, as
had the Special Report of the International Control
Commission in Viet-Nam of 2 June 1962, that per
sonnel, arms, munitions and other supplies had been
sent from the Northern Zone to the Southern Zone
with the object of supporting, organizing and carrying
out hostile activities, including armed attacks, against
the armed forces and administration of the Southern
Zone, and that the People's Army had allowed the
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Northern Zone to be used for inciting, encouraging and
supporting hostile activities in the Southern Zone aimed
at overthrowing the administration there. Those ac~s

were all in violation of various articles of the Agreement
on the Cessation of Hostilities in Viet-Nam. In fact,
since 1954 hostilities had never ceased in Viet-Nam,
and his Government reaffirmed its solemn determina
tion to fight against communist aggression and safe
guard the independence and freedom of the Viet
Namese people. The Foreign Minister concluded by
stating that, should discussions be held, his Government
would accredit a delegation to the Council.

28. In a telegram dated 19 August (S/5907), the
1'!inister for Foreign Affairs of the Democratic Republic
of Viet-Nam stated that his Government regarded the
complaint against it by the United States in the Security
Council as a slander, contrary to the 1954 Geneva
.t\greements, which should be rejected. The incidents
which the United States had provoked in the Gulf of
Tonkin were part of a manoeuvre planned in advance
and had followed upon numerous violations by United
States aircraft and warships of the airspace and
territorial waters of the Democratic Republic. Washing
ton had concocted the myth of a second attack on 4
August as a pretext for ordering its aircraft to bomb
and strafe several areas in the Democratic Republic.
Having intervened for ten years in violation of the
1954 Geneva Agreements on Indo-China, and having
launched a war of aggression in South Viet-Nam, in
creased its provocative acts against the Democratic
Republic, intervened in the internal affairs of L"1oS and
violated the frontiers and territory of Cambodia, the
United States was unable to extricate itself from its
defeats and involvement in South Viet-Nam. Therefore,
since the beginning of 1964, the United States Gov
ernment circles had repeatedly and openly announced
their intention of "taking the war to North Viet-Nam".
The attack of 5 August was made in execution of that
American plan to extend the war. \Vorld opinion
condemned the aggressive policies of the United States,
and the Heads of Government of many countries had
called for a political settlement of the problems of
Indo-China and the convening of the Geneva Con
ferences. The participants in the 1954 Geneva Con
ference had undertaken to respect the sovereignty,
independence and territorial unity and integrity of
Viet-Nam, Laos and Cambodia and to refrain from all
interference in their internal affairs. The Agreements
had also set up competent bodies to consider violations
and seek measures to ensure their application, namely,
the International Commissions for Supervision and
Control in Indo-China composed of delegates of Iudia,
Canada and Poland. In order not to fall short vf its
obligations, the United Nations should respect and
support the Geneva Agreements. His Government
demanded from the United States Government the
immediate cessation of acts of war against the Demo
cratic Republic of Viet-Nam, the immediate cessation
of the war of aggression in South Viet-Nam, the
complete withdrawal from South Viet-Nam of United
States troops, military personnel, arms and war equip
ment, and respect for the right of the people of South
Viet-Nam to settle their own affairs themselves in
the spirit of the 1954 Geneva Agreements on Viet
Nam. His Government categorically rejected the com
plaint against it by the United States in the Security
Council, solemnly declared that the consideration of
the problem lay within the competencf~ of the 1954
Geneva Conference on Indo-China, and not of the



Security Council, and asserted that, should the Council
take an illegal decision on the basis of the United
States complaint, his Government would find itself
obliged to consider that decision null and void. His
Government continued to request the Co-Chairmen of
the 1954 Geneva Conference and the countries which

had taken part in it to consult one another in accordance
with paragraph 13 of the final Declaration of that
Conference, and to induce the United States Gov
ernment to cease immediately all acts of war against the
Democratic Republic of Viet-Nam and the war of
aggression in South Viet-Nam.

Chapter 2

LETrER DATED 26 DECEMBER 1963 FROl\1 THE PERMANENT REPRESENTATIVE OF CYPRUS
ADDRESSED TO THE PRESIDENT OF THE SECURITY COUNCIL

A. Consideration at the 1142nd and 1143rd
meetings (8-11 August 1964)

29. On 16 July 1964, the Secretary-General ad
dressed to the President of Cyprus, the Prime Minister
of Greece and the Prime Minister of Turkey identical
telegrams (S/5828, A). expressing concern ov~r the
reported build-up of mIlItary personnel and eqUIpment
on both sides in Cyprus. He appealed to the Govern
ments primarily concerned to do all within their power
to halt that perilous trend and to reverse it before it
led to a major clash in Cyprus. A generally similar
telegram (S/5828, B) was sent to the Vice-President
of Cyprus.

30. On 17 July, the Prime Minister of Greece
replied (S/5828, C) agreeing that the arms build-up
must be halted. He was issuing a statement calling for
all concerned to rely upon the efforts of UNFICYP
and the Mediator for a final and lasting solution of the
problems confronting Cyprus. He also stressed that,
if it were possible to have an assurance that there was
definitely no danger of invasion of the island, peace
would automatically be restored there and that, in the
face of Turkish threats of invasion, it was natural that
the Cyprus Government should try by all means to
organize the defence of the island.

31. On 19 July, the Vice-President of Cyprus
recalled' (S/5828, D) his own previous appeals to
secure an end to the importation of arms and military
personnel into Cyprus. Heavy arms imported by Greeks
on the pretext of defence against foreign invasion were
being deployed against Turks in various areas. Citing
other measures taken against the Turkish community,
he concluded that it was obvious that those activities
were diametrically opposed to the request of the
Secretary-General and to the letter and spirit of the
Council's resolution of 4 March 1964.

32. On 20 July, the President of Cyprus replied
(S/5828, E) that he shared the Secretary-General's
anxiety about the accumulation of arms in Cyprus and
reiterated his belief that the Cyprus problem should be
solved by peaceful means and within the United Nations.
But so long as the threat of a Turkish invasion
continued, his Government had the responsibility and
duty to build up its defences to protect the territorial
integrity of the country.

33. On 22 July, the Prime Minister of Turkey
replied (S/5828, F) that his Government fully shared
the Secretary-General's concern about the build-up of
military personnel and equipment in Cyprus. He ex
pressed assurances that Turkey had never sent to
Cyprus military personnel and weapons other than
those provided for in the Treaty of Alliance. Reiterating
his Government's determination to co-operate as closely
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as possible with the United Nations and its Mediator
for the finding of a negotiated solution to the Cyprus
problem, he stated that it was obvious that the existing
grave tension could only be eliminated if all the parties
concerned showed the same spirit of co \Jperation and
goodwill.

34. On 22 July, the Secretary-General sent messages
(S/5843) to the Government of Cyprus and to the
Vice-President of Cyprus. The message to the Govern
ment of Cyprus conveyed his growing concern over
instances of the denial to the United Nations Force
of freedom of movement, a right specifically given to
it in the Status Agreement and a condition of its
presence in the island which was absolutely essential
to its proper functioning. Among other matters, the
Secretary-General cited denial of entry into the docks
at Limassol, refusal of access to specific sensitive areas
and delays and searches at road blocks.

35. The message addressed to the Vice-President
of the Republic of Cyprus asked the latter to do all
within his power to put a stop to covert infiltration of
arms and personnel in areas controlled by members of
the Turkish Cypriot community, reports of which
continued to reach the Secretary-General.

36. On 27 July, the representative of Cyprus trans
mitted his Government's reply (S/5842), in which it
was stated that that Government had never intended
to restrict the heedom of movement of UNFICYP as
defined by the Status Agreement. A note was annexed
stating its interpretation of the term "freedom of
movement". The Government maintained that the
entry by UNFICYP into docks and ports or other
government premises was not included in the term
"freedom of movement". For such entry the consent
of the Government was a prerequisite.

37. In a message dated 6 August (S/5855), the
President of the Republic of Cyprus said that, irrespec
tive of the legal views expressed in the previous com
munication, it was his desire to assure the Secretary
General that the United Nations Force in Cyprus would
enjoy full freedom of movement throughout the terri
tory of the Republic. The only exceptions would be
certain localities connected with the defence of the
State, access to which might be arranged after con
sultation between the Government and the Commander
of UNFICYP.

38. In a letter dated 7 August (S/5869), the
Secretary-General expressed appreciation of his action
and stated that the Force Commander would be in
touch with the appropriate authorities of the Govern
ment of Cyprus with regard to arrangements for
access to the areas mentioned.

39. In a letter dated 8 August (S/5859) the repre
sentative of Turkey requested the President of the



Security Council to convene an urgent meeting of the
Council to consider "the serious situation created in
Cypnts by the renewed and continuing attempts of the
Greek Cypriots to subdue by force of arms the Turkish
community in CyPrtlS in order to perpetuate the usurpa
tion of government by the Greek community",

40, On the same day, the Charge d'affairrs of
Cyprus requested (S/5861) the President to convene
immediately an emergency meeting of the Council as a
matter of utmost urgency in view of the "deliberate and
unprovoked air armed attacks against the unarmed
civilians of Cyprus carried out by airplanes of the
Turkish Air Force in the hours immediately preceding
the submission of this request and which are still
continuing",

41. In a letter dated 7 August (S/5865), the
Charge d'affaires of Cyprus informed the President of
the Council of attacks said to have been made by
Turkish terrorists and rebels in Nicosia and in Tylliria
on 5 and 6 August.

42. Various other communications were received
during this period. They included letters from the
representative of Cyprus concerning the supply of food
to Turkish Cypriots and other matters (S/5831) and
concerning a statement attributed to the President of
Turkey (S/5835); a letter from the representative of
Turkey transmitting a telegram from Dr. Kiic;iik,
Vice-President of Cyprus, concerning reports of the
poisoning of wells (S/5838); and a letter from the
representative of Turkey (S/5858) replyin6" to the
letter of the representative of Cyprus (S/5835).

43. The letters of 8 August from the representative
of Turkey (S/5859) and from the Charge d'affaires
of Cyprus (S/5861) were included in the agenda of the
1142nd meeting of the Security Council on 8 August
1964. when the representatives of Cyprus, Turkey and
Greece were again invited to take part in the discussion.
The President stated that he had been informed by the
Secretary-General that the Commander of UNFICYP
was exerting every effort to avoid further bloodshed
by bringing about a cease-fire wherever fighting had
occurred, and was keeping in close and constant touch
with government leaders and with the leaders of the
Turkish Cypriot community for that purpose. However,
those efforts had not yet met with success. Assistance
was being given to refugees from the fighting and to
the wounded. That assistance was being discussed by
General Thimayya with government authorities.

44. The representative of the Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics proposed that, in view of the
circumstances, the representative of Cyprus should be
called upon to speak first.

45. The President explained that the representativ:"
of Turkey had been the first to ask to speak.

Decision: The USSR proposal received 3 votes in
favour (Bolivia, CzechoslO'llakia and USSR), 4 against
and 4 abstentions (China, Ivory Coast, Morocco and
Norway).

46. The representative of Cyprus, speaking on a
point of order, informed the Council of a message to
the effect that six warships from Turkey were heading
for Cyprus for the purpose of invasion, followed by
another twenty-six warships and troopships and that
within one hour troops would be landed on the island.

47. The representative of Turkey observed that the
Council had heard similar reports in the past. The
actions of the Makarios Government during the last
few weeks made it quite clear, he declared, that it was
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determined to annihilate the Turkish community or to
bring it to submission. Military preparations by Greek
Cypriot bands and statements by their leaders had
made it obvious that they were preparing a major
offensive, presumably in the Kokkina-Mansoura area
His Government had drawn the matter to the attentio~
of the Secretary-General and of the UNFICYP
Command, but despite assurances reportedly given to
General Thimayya, the Greek Cypriots had unleashed
offensives on various points of the island and par
ticularly in the Kokkina-Mansoura area on 5 August.
A number of Turkish positions had been occupied and
Turkish casualties were heavy. The United Nations
Peace-keeping Force had b~en unable to act although
General Thimayya was making efforts to bring about
a cease-fire. In the face of that brazen aggression and
of the defiance of the United Nations, his Government
had been compelled to order a warning flight over the
battle zone by Turkish aircraft.

48. After approaching the other guarantor Powers
and the Commander of the UNFICYP to enlist their
aid in stopping the onslaught, the Turkish Government
had reque~te~ the emergency meeting of the Council,
but the crtmmal attacks had continued unabated and
even the call of the Prime Minister of Greece to cease
all attacks seemed to have gone unheeded. The Greek
CJ:pr~ot bands were continuing their aggression by
brmgmg to the battle areas large convoys of reinforce
ments. In those circumstances, the Turkish Govern
ment had been compelled to stop the inflow of reinforce
ments by bombing from the air the road used to bring
them in. That action, undertaken by Turkish aircraft
was directed exclusively at military targets and consti~
tuted a limited police action taken in legitimate self
defence. The representative of Turkey requested the
Council to consider what urgent measures could be
taken to put a stop to Greek Cypriot aggression which
was threatening peace in the area.

49. The entire responsibility for the alarming turn
of events in Cyprus was borne by the Government of
Archbishop Makarios, which had undoubtedly acted to
put out the glimmer of hope for an agreed peaceful
solution as a result of the work in Geneva of the United
Nations IVrediator. The build-up of Greek arms in
Cyprus had reached such proportions that it could now
fairly be said that an invasion of the island by the
Greek Government had taken place. UNFICYP must
be fully empowered to stop any further importation of
military equipment and personnel and an attempt must
be made to reduce the existing supply of arms and
personnel. He enumerated various measures which his
Goverr.ment suggested be taken to those ends.

50. The representative of Cyprus called for a clear
statement by the representative of Turkey that no
:vars~ips were heading fo: Cyprus for the purpose of
mvaSIOn. That representatIve had resorted to inscribing
his name as the first speaker in order to discuss matters
t!"lat could have been brought to the C;ouncil at al1Y
time, J:lttt between the call fo~ the Cout:clI meeting and
the time fixed for a meettng, TurkIsh planes had
bombed towns and villages in Cyprus. Despite its
obligc:tions under the Charter, Turkey chose not only
to brmg back the rule of force but, by bombing an
unarmed civilian population, perhaps in order to create
terror and paralysis in Cyprus, to act in a way contrary
to the accepted laws of legitimate warfare.

51. Reviewing the origin of the recent events in the
Mansoura area, he denied that the Government forces
had started an attack as alleged by the representative



of Turkey. On 10 July 1964, General Thimayya had
been officially informed that Turkish rebels had oc
cupied an important height in that region and had been
asked to take steps for their peaceful withdrawal. The
rebel action was in conformity with the rebel plan for
occupation of other areas in preparation for partition.
In response to the failure of UNFICYP to intervene
in order to make the Turks withdraw, government
security forces had occupied a parallel height, where
upon the Turkish rebels had immediately attacked.
He recalled that the resolution of 4 March 1964 did not
recognize any other State than the Government of
Cyprus and did not give any status to the rebels as
a fighting force that must be equally respected by the
United Nations or anyone else. The responsibility for
the maintenance and restoration of law and order was
placed on the Government of Cyprus, and law and order
were maintained in all the areas under the control of
that Government. la contrast, the Turkish Cypriots
were in a desperate situation in the small areas under
the control of the Turkish rebels because of the terror
ism they suffered. Turks were free to come and go
in the Greek areas, while no Greek could enter the
areas under the control of the rebels without terrible
consequences. The purpose of UNFICYP was to elimi
nate the rebellion ~nd restore law and order after
which a peaceful s01ution would be more possible.
However, not only had the rebellion not been contained,
let alone gradually eliminated, but it had been spread
ing and, therefore, a dynamic move by the Government
had been necessary.

52. The problem was now twofold: the population
of Cyprus was subjected to in4iscriminate killing from
the air merely in order to terrorize while Cyprus was
at the same time threatened with invasion. The Turkish
aerial action was directly contrary to Article 2, para
graph 4, of the Charter. If Cyprus was deprived of its
right to territorial integrity, of sovereignty and of in
dependence as a Member of the United Nations, what
guarantee was there for others? The decision to be
taken by the Council was of great importance in relation
to the struggle between the forces of war and those
of peace. Moreover, the consequences of an invasion
made it necessary for the Council to consider the matter
as a threat to world peace and not only as one to
Cyprus.

53. The representative of Greece noted that the
representative of Turkey contended that the action of
the Turkish Air Force was intended to protect' a
civilian minority which was being attacked by the
forces of the Government of Cyprus. If so, Turkey
should have called for an urgent meeting of the Council
to explain the facts and to ask that immediate measures
be taken. Instead, it was the Turkish aviation that had
caused the victims among the civilian population. Turk
ish statements had made it clear that the attack was
not a sudden decision based on informatton on events
in Cyprus. Weapons had been used against which the
victims could not defend themselves. The Council was
confronted by an undeniable and overt act of aggression.
While the threat of invasion existed, he continued.
it was very difficult to expect peace to be re-established
in Cyprus. He informed the Council of statements by
the Greek Government calling for a peaceful solution
of the problem of Cyprus and appealing for an imme
diate end to hostilities.

54. The representative of the Union of Soviet So
cialist Republics said that the situation in the region
had become very serious indeed. The latest acts of
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foreign armed intervention in the domestic affairs of
Cyprus were of an extreme nature and were frau~ht
with grave consequence~ that threatened the mam
tenance of peace in the &stern Mediterranean region.
The Council could not admit that one sovereign State
could arrogate to itl:ldf tht~ right to undertake so-called
police measures a!fdinst another soverign State. That
could only undermine and destroy the United Nations
Charter. It was legitimate to ask for an explanation
of the fact that, despite all the decisions adopted
unanimously by the Security Council, the threat to
the territorial integrity and independence of Cyprus
still persisted. It was cl~ar that the latest events repre
sented the consequences of the continued interference
in the domestic affairs of Cyprus by aggressive im
perialistic forces, namely, by NATO. Without external
interference in the interests of forces alien to Cyprus,
the Turkish and Greek communities on that island
would long since have settled all the questions which
concerned them alone and they could have been living
in understanding and friendship. The Council should
demand the immediate cessation of all activities against
Cyprus and that the sovereignty of Cyprus be respected
in accordance with the Charter and with the previous
decisions of the Council.

55. The representative of France said that it was
imperative that further conflict should not occur. The
Council should appeal to the parties involved to cease
taking action which had already created too many
victims, to rely on the steps taken by the United
Nations in order to find a peaceful solution to the
Cyprus question, and to stop jeopardizing the efforts
of the Mediator.

56. The representative of Turkey said that he had
been instructed to deny the charge of an imminent
invasion.

57. At the 1143rd meeting on 9 August 1964, the
representative of the Ivory Coast said that the situation
appeared extremely grave and proposed that the Coun
cil ask its President to make an immediate appeal to
Turkey to cease the bombing of Cyprus forthwith and
to suspend all military measures taken against Cyprus,
and to make an immediate appeal to the Government
of Cyprus to order a cease-fire.

58. In response, the President said that he would
appeal to the two Governments in the following terms:
To the Government of Turkey: to cease instantly the

bombardment and the use of military force of any
kind against Cyprus;

To the Government of Cyprus: to direct the armed
forces under its control to cease firing immediately.
Decision: It was agreed that this appeal would be

made.
59. The representative of Turkey welcomed the

appeal as a constructive measure.
60. The representative of Greece said that, despite

the suspension of all hostilities on the Greek Cypriot
side at 9 p.m. Cyprus time the previous day, Turkish
aircraft had renewed their attacks and firing continued
from the Turkish Cypriot side. If the appeal just issued
by the Council to Turkey did not lead to any result
and if the acts perpetrated by Turkish aircraft continued
after 3 p.m. that afternoon, Greece would lend its
assistance to Cyprus through its Air Force and by all
the military means available to it.

61. The representative of Cyprus said that the situa
tion was tragic. Sixty-four Turkish Air Force planes
had returned for a new and more murderous attack



against the non-combatant, innocent population in the
northwest of Cyprus. The number of victims had
reached several hundred. Not a single Turk had been
killed that day or in the two days before. The inability
of the Council to restrain the continuation of that
dastardly attack was a very ominous sign of the times.
The ruthless use of bombs and napalm was being com
bined with the shelling of the coast by Turkish de
stroyers lying well within the territorial waters of
Cyprus. At least 500 Turkish troops, landed clandes
tinely in Cyprus in the past weeks, were attacking
from the Kokkina area. The Council must take resolute
action to stop and condemn aggression and to ensure
that it was not carried out and did not continue to be
carried out with impunity. The action taken by Turkey
in utter disregard of the Council resolutions was a direct
blow to the Organization and posed a physical danger
not only to the population of Cyprus but also to the
members of the United Nations Force who were de
ployed in the attack area. He emphasized the restraint
and forbearance manifested by his Government in en
deavouring to avoid the recurrence of conflict and in
not proceeding to eliminate the rebellion. The renewed
attack by the rebellion was merely provocation as a
preliminary to intended invasion.

62. The representative of the United States said
that the members of the Council had had ample evidence
of the depth of feeling that exists between the two
communities in Cyprus and the homicidal consequences
of their mistrust and bitterness. The danger was not
just to them; the danger was international war. The
responsibility of the Council was to stop hostilities,
and until all were stopped none would stop. Most,
perhaps all, had wanted an immediate cease-fire the
night before, but they had not got it. The situation was
now even more urgent and demanded swift action. He
introduced the following joint draft resolution spon
sored by the United States and the United Kingdom
(Sj5866):

The Security Council,
Concerned at the serious deterioration of the situa

tion in Cyprus,
Reaffirming the appeal the Council has just addressed

to the Governments of Turkey and Cyprus,
1. Calls for an immediate cease-fire by all concerned;
2. Calls upon all concerned to co-operate fully with

the Commander of the United Nations Peace-keeping
Force in Cyprus in the restoration of peace and se
curity; and

3. Calls upon all States to refrain from any action
that might exacerbate the situation or contribute to the
broadening of hostilities.

63. The representative or the United Kingdom said
that the Council had a clear and plain duty to bring
about an immediate and unconditional end to hostilities
of ·every kind. The Council sLwuld reinforce the appeal
made by the President on its behalf by urging all con
cerned to refrain from any action or threat of action
likely to worsen the already dangerous situation.

64. The representative of Turkey had no doubt that
his Government would heed the President's appeal if
the other party heeded it equally. His Government had
made it quite clear that the air attacks were intended
to stop the Greek Cypriot aggression and that they
would stop when it stopped.

65. The representative of Cyprus observed that the
joint draft resolution differed markedly from the appeal
made by the President.
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66. The representative of China called for immediate
and unanimous adoption of the joint draft resolution.

67. The representative of Czechoslovakia stressed the
dangers inherent in the serious situation confronting
the Council. That was why his delegation had sup
ported the appeal by the President, which drew a
distinction between the outside aggression on the part
of Turkey and the operations undertaken by the Gov
ernment of Cyprus in the exercise of its legitimate
right of self-defence. The Coundl should not weaken
that appeal and should be consistent with its previous
resolutions.

68. The representative of the United States intro
duced a revision of the preamble of the joint draft
resolution in which the appeal made by the President
was quoted. He explained that the joint draft was
not just a reaffirmation of that appeal but sought a
cease-fire by all concerned.

69. The representative of Bolivia welcomed the joint
draft, particularly in its revised form, and hoped that
it would be adopted as soon as possible. Noting that
the Council awaited a report from the Secretary
General on the events in the island, he suggested that
the following sentence be included in the text of the
joint draft:

"Whilst awaiting the report of the Secretary-General
which will allow the Council to adopt adequate
measures."

70. The representative of the Union of Soviet So
cialist Republics said that the Council, except for the
appeal made by the President, had not yet fulfilled
the obligations incumbent upon it under the Charter
and noted that in the meantime there had been repeated
attacks against the territory of Cyprus and reIJ...ated
violations of its territorial integrity and sovereignty.
The statements made to the Council showed quite
clearly that the NATO Powers encouraged Turkey in
following its dangerous path and were responsible for
the events in Cyprus. It was clear that some represent<l
tives in the Council did not have the necessary courage
to make an official appeal to the Government of Turkey
to stop immediately its bombing attacks and the use
of military force against Cyprus. In that connexion,
he referred to the criticism made of the joint draft
resolution by the representative of Cyprus, a criticism
admitted by the revision of that proposal. All were
aware of the difference between a provision included
in the preamble and one included in the operative part
of a draft resolution. Emphasizing the gravity and the
seriousness of the situation, he appealed to the mem
bers of the Council to support the adoption of a de
cision that would contain the appeal of the Council
for the immediate cessation of bombing and utilization
of all military forces against Cyprus.

71. The representative of the United States said that
the sponsors would gladly convert the preamble into an
operative paragraph and also include the suggestion
by the representative of Bolivia.

72. The representatives of Brazil, France, Norwav
and Morocco supported the revised joint draft reso
lution.

73. After further discussion, the meeting was sus
pended in order to permit the representative of Cyprus
to get in touch with his Government. When it was
reconvened, the representative of Cyprus requested the
inclusion in the joint draft of a reference confirming
the Security Council's resolution of 4 March 1964.



74. After a further suspension of the meeting, the
representative of the United States expressed willing
ness to include the following as the second paragraph
of the preamble:

"Reaffirming its resolutions of 4 March (S/5575),
13 March (S/5603) and 20 June 1964 (S/5778)".
75. The representative et the Union of Soviet So

cialist Republics proposed that the Council await the
return of the representative of Cyprus before voting.

76. The President ruled that, since the joint draft
resolution had been revised and amended to meet the
views of the Government of Cyprus, as stated by its
representative shortly before, he would put that text
to the vote in accordance with the obligations of the
Council under Article 24 of the Charter.

77. The representative of Czechoslovakia supported
the USSR proposal.

Decisions: The ruling of the President was put to
the vote and upheld by 9 votes in fm/our to 2 against.

The revised joint draft resolutio1~ (S/5866/Rev.1),
as orally modified, was adopted by 9 votes in favour
with 2 abstentions (Czechoslovaleia and the USSR).

78. The text of the resolution follows (S/5868):
"The Security Council,
"Concerned at the serious deterioration of the

situation in Cyprus,
"Reaffirming its resolutions of 4 March (S/5575),

13 March (S/5603) and 20 June 1964 (S/5778),
"Anticipating the submission of the Secretary

General's report on the situation,
"1. Reaffirms the appeal just addressed by the

President of the Security Council to the Governments
of Turkey and Cyprus, worded as follows:

" 'The Security Council has authorized me to make
an urgent appeal to the Government of Turkey to
cease instantly the bombardment of and the use of
military,force of any kind against Cyprus, and to the
Government of Cyprus to order the armed forces
under its control to cease firing immediately';

"2. Calls for an immediate cease-fire by all con
cerned;

"3. Calls ttpon all concerned to co-operate fully
with the Commander of th('; United Nation Peace
keeping Force in Cyprus in the restoration of peace
and security;

"4. Calls ztpon all States to refrain from any action
that might e.xacerbate the situation or contribute to
the broadening of hostHities."
79. The 1143rd meeting was then suspended.
80. In a letter dated 9 August (5/5870), the repre

sentative of Turkey tiansmitted a telegram addressed
to the Secretary-General by Dr. Kii~iik expressing the
indignation and anxiety felt by his community in the
face of the still continuing all-out Greek attacks on
Turks and Turkish villages in the Tylliria area.

81. In a telegram dated 10 August (S/ 5871), the
President of Cyprus informed the President of the
Council that his Government would respect the appeal
concerning a cease-fire and added that it had ordered
unilaterally a cease-fire in the evening of 8 August.

82. In a letter (S/5873) dated 10 August, the
representative of the USSR transmitted the texts of
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messages sent on the previous day by the Chairman
of the Council of Ministers of the USSR to the Prime
Minister of Turkey, the President of Cyprus and the
Secretary-General.

83. 011 the same day, the representative of Cyprus
requested (S/5872) that a meeting be held without
any delay in order to consider developments in Cyprus
of extreme urgency and prevent any further aggravation
of the situation.

84. In a letter dated 10 August (S/5875), the Prime
Minister of Turkey informed the President of the
Council that upon the latter's appeal the Turkish Gov
ernment had decided to stop immediately the action
of the Turkish aircraft over the Mansoura-Kokkina
region where the recent large-scale aggression of the
Greek Cypriot forces was endangering the lives of the
whole Turkish population in the area. That decision
could only make sense if the Greek Cypriot attacks
were stopped forthwith and if the appeal for an im
mediate cease-fire was heeded by the Greek Cypriots.
Until UNFICYP could effectively and freely control
the cease-fire and until the pacification of the island
was effectively carried out, the Turkish Government
would be in constant vigilance.

85. On 10 August (S/5878), the representative of
Yugoslavia transmitted to the Secretary-General a state
_lent made by his Government in connexion with the

latest developments in Cyprus.
86. On the same date, the Secretary-General issued

a statement (S/5879) welcoming the positive and un
conditional response of both Governments to the appeal
of the President of the Security Council for a cease-fire.
The immediate cease-fire called for by the Co~ncil was
no N in effect.

87. In the light of the present situation, he did not
believe that any useful purpose would be served by
submitting a report on the incidents of fighting since
5 August at that time. The President of the Council
had concurred in the decision not to do so.

88. The text of exchanges of cables between the
Chairman of the Council of Ministers of the USSR
(S/5880) and the Secretary-General (S/5881), and
between the Prime Minister of the Sudan and the
Secretary-General (S/5882) were jrculated on 10 and
11 August. A telegram to the President of the Council
from the President of the Republic of Haiti was also
circulated (S/ 5885) .

89. The 1143rd meeting was resumed on 11 August,
when the representative of Cyprus informed the Council
that a further Turkish aerial attack had taken place
in the morning of 10 August in violation of the cease
fire and of the resolution of the Security Council.
That attack upon innocent people had been totally un
provoked in any sense because there had been no firing
against the rebels by the security forces since the
evening of Saturday, 8 August.

90. Thele had been another violation of the reso
lution by Turkey during Sunday night when Turkish
naval craft had entered the territorial waters of Cyprus
and had anchored off the rebel stronghold of Kokkina.
An UNFICYP officer had later seen some of those
craft and supplies, including weapons and ammunition,
strewn on the shore. There had also been terroristic
overflights of Cyprus in areas far distant from the
scene of the previous fighting. The effect and the
meaning of those overflights upon the people of Cyprus
could only be understood when the picture of the



victims of the areas attacked was realistically seen.
Those flights represented a complete disregard of the
Council's resolution and of the cease-fire as well as a
violation of the territorial integrity and sovereignty
of Cyprus. It was signific:,nt that the overflights that
day had come even after t,le Prime Minister of Turkey
had accepted the President's appeal. He contrasted that
attitude with the one taken by his Government which
had unilaterally ceased fire on 8 August and had com
mitted itself to respect the appeal of the Council con
cerning a cease-fire. His delegation asked the Council
that there should be a resolution deploring the conduct
of Turkey, which should be called upon to respect fully
the cease-£.re and the Council's resolution. If violations
of the resolution and the cease-fire took place with
impunity, that would be an incentive for a similar
attitude on the other side, with the risk of competition
for advantages.

91. The representative of Turkey regretted the
calling of the meeting at a time when there were many
hopeful signs on the horizon. The cease-fire had been
observed by Turkey. UNFICYP and other United
Nations organs were preparing to resume their efforts
to bring a lasting peace to the island. The Prime Min
ister of Turkey had just sent a conciliatory message
to the Prime Minister of Greece, the text of which he
read, a.1d which expressed the hope that the question
of Cyprus might be solved within one month. In those
circumstances, the Government of Archbishop Makarios,
who was unanimously blamed by the world Press for
the latest incidents in Cyprus, had chosen again to
complicate the situation by declaring that the Greek
Cypriot forces would never go back to the positions
they had occupied before 5 August. But the present
cease-fire would be meaningless unless there was such
a withdrawal and the Turkish Government felt com
pelled to observe constant vigilance until the Greeks
had retreated to their previous positions. It was that
necessity that had prompted the reconnaissance flights
of Turkish aircraft over Cyprus that same day. The
overflights could in no way· endanger the peace, but
were only a precautionary measure necessitated by the
gravity of the situation. The real danger lay in Greek
troop concentrations. In that connexion. he cited reports
attributed to UNFICYP sources that firing had not
stopped as claimed on 8 August. His Government had
no information whatsoever about the alll'ged aircraft
raid on 10 August.

92. The representative of Greece said that the viola
tion of the air space of Cyprus th~t morning was
flagrantly incompatible with the appeal by the President
of the Council and contrary to paragraph 4 of the
Council's resolution of 9 August. The incident of that
morning had followed a violation of Cypriot territorial
waters on 9 August and the bombing of certain Cyprus
'localities which had caused a number of casualties. To
that series of aggressive acts must be added the new
provocation and violation of Greek air space committed
that same day by Turkish aircraft which had flown
over the island of Rhodes. The Turkish Government
had placed a condition on its acceptance of the appeal
made by the President, !lamely that it would be accepted
so long as the Greek Cypriot attacks ceased. If the facts
adduced by Cyprus and Greece were true and confirmed,
and if the Greek Cypriots had observed the cease-fire
on Saturday afternoon, the request of the representative
of Cyprus for a resolution by the Council concerning
the conduct of Turkey was quite in order.
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93. The Secretary-General informed the Council that
reports from the Commander of tIle UNFICYP in
dicated that firing had come to an end both on the
ground and in the air. It had been reported that a
number of Turkish aircraft had flown ov~r parts of
Cyprus early on 11 August. There had been no firing
by any of those aircraft. As to the incidents occurring
after the Security Council action of 9 August but before
receipt, on 10 August, of the favourable responses from
the two parties, he was informed that in the morning
of 10 August two Turkish jet aircraft had fired on
Polis. UNFICYP had reported that after midnight of
9 August two motor torpedo boats had been seen at
Kokkina and other naval craft had been seen later on
steaming north of that area. He had also been informed
that sporadic firing attributable to delay in notification
of the cease-fire to all outposts had taken place early
in the morning of 10 August. It had subsequently died
away on both sides.

94. The representative of Cyprus said that it was
necessary to have a Council resolution to ensure that
there would be no repetition of those events with effects
that might escalate to very serious trouble. The primary
coneem was that the overflights should be stopped.

9~. The representative of the Union of Soviet So
cialist Republics said that the fundamental objective
at present was the restoration of peace on Cyprus. Greek
and Turkish Cypriots and their Government must have
the possihility of solving their problems peacefully in
an atmosphere of tranquillity, taking into account the
interests of both communities. The United Nations must
do all in its power to end bloodshed on Cyprus. The
solution of the problem of Cyprus must be attained
on the basis of respect for the sovereign rights of the
Republic, and through the withdrawal from Cyprus of
all foreign troops.

96. The representative of the Ivory Coast expressed
satisfaction that the appeal by the President had been
heeded and that the firing had ceased. He suggested
that the President might sum up the debate by calling
for respect for the resolution of 9 August, by which
he understood, in particular, the suspension of all flights
over the territory of Cyprus pending the final decision
of the Council.

97. After further discussion, the President, in ac
cordance with the suggestion of the representative of
the Ivory Coast, summed up the consensus of the views
of the members of the Security Council as follows:

"After hearing the report of the Secretary-General
and the statements of the representatives of Cyprus,
Greece and Turkey and of the members of the Se
curity Council, the Security Council notes with sat
isfaction that the cease-fire is being observed through
out Cyprus; requests the parties to comply with
resolution S/5868 of 9 August 1964 in its entirety:
asks all Governments to Si0p all flights over the
territory of Cyprus in violation of its sovereignty;
requests the Commander of the United Nations
Peace-keeping Force in Cyprus to supervise the cease
fire and to reinforce its units in the zones which were
the sphere of the recent military operations so as
to ensure the safety of the inhabitants; and requests
all concerned to co-operate with and to assist the
Commander of the Force in achieving this purpose."
98. The representative of Cyprus thank'd the Coun-

cil for its action.



B. Communications and reports recei\"ed between
11 August and 15 September 1964

99. Letters dated 11 and 12 August (S/5884 and
S/5887) were addressed to the President of the Council
by the representatives of Greece and Cyprus on the
subject of Turkish overflights. On 12 August (S/5890),
the representative of Turkey informed the President
of the Council that in response to the Council's appeal
of 11 August the Turkish Government had decided to
discontinue reconnaissance flights over Cyprus. The
flights reported by the Press to have occurred that
morning were understood to have taken place before
the appeal of the Council could be acted upon, owing
to the difference of time between New York and
Ankara.

100. In a letter dated 12 August (S/5889), the
Permanent Representative of Greece replied to the letter
of 10 August from the Prime Minister of Turkey
(S/5875).

101. By a letter dated 13 August (S/5897), the
representative of Turkey transmitted to the Secretary
General a message in reply to a cablegram in which
the Secretary-General communicated the consensus of
views reached by the Council on 11 August. The Turk
ish Government noted with satisfaction the decision
to request the Commander of UNFICYP to supervise
the cease-fire and to reinforce the units in the areas
which had been the theatre of recent operations so as
to ensure the safety of the inhabitants. Urgent meas
ures in the Mansoura-Kokkina area were called for
and, particularly, the withdra,val of Greek Cypriot
forces to the positions they had held prior to 5 August.

102. In a note dated 15 August (S/5898), the
Secretary-General stated that, in general, the cease-fire
in Cyprus was being observed, although tension con
tinued to be high.

103. In a letter dated 14 August (S/5899), the
representative of Greece transmitted the text of the
reply made by the Greek Prime Minister to the message
of the Prime Minister of Turkey read out by the Turk
ish representative on 11 August.

104. During this period a series of communications
was addressed to the Security Council or the Secre
tary-General by the representatives of Turkey and Cy
prus. Those from the representative of Turkey in
cluded a number of letters bringing to the attention
of the Council communications from Dr. Kiic;iik, Vice
President of Cyprus.

105. In letters dated 13 August (S/5893), 17
August (S/5902), 18 August (S/5904), 25 August
(S/5915), 26 August (S/5916), 27 August (S/
5917),3 September (S/5931), 8 September (S/5944
and S/5945) and 10 September (S/5958), the repre
sentative of Turkey dealt, among other things, with the
Greek Cypriot attack in Tylliria; measures to alleviate
the tragic conditions of Turks in Cyprus; the text of a
message sent to Heads of Government by the Prime
Minister of Turkey on events in Cyprus; attempted
seizure of diplomatic pouches by the Greek Cypriot
authorities; the situation created by the economic block
ade imposed by the Greek Cypriot Government; dis
embarkation of Greek army personnel at Limassol; a
reply to the Cyprus letter of 25 August (S/5914) ; and
the death of a child in the Turkish Cypriot village of
Giindogdu.

106. Letters dated 25 August (S/5914), 1 Sep
tember (S/5925), 2 September (S/5929), 11 Septem
ber (S/5963 and S/5965) and 15 September (S/5972)
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from the representative of Cyprus referred, inter alia,
to the Turkish letter of 18 August (S/5902); viola
tions of Cypriot air space by Turkish military aircraft
from 29 to 31 August; the Turkish letter of 26 August
(S/5916) ; the rotation of the Turkish ;:ontingent in
Cyprus; the question of Turkish "refugees" in Cyprus;
and the text of a note from the Cyprus Foreign Min
ister to the Turkish Embassy in Nicosia, concerning
violation of the territorial waters of Cyprus by Turkish
naval units.

107. On 21 August, the Secretary General cir
culated a report (S/5910) on the financial situation in
respect of the operation in Cyprus as of that date. In
the conclusion to the report, he stated that he con
sidered it essential that action be taken immediately
to obtain the additional financial support required,
failing which it would arpear necessary that the Force
be withdrawn before 2<., September 1964.

108. On 27 August, the Secretary-General sub
mitted a further report (S/5918) on the financial situa
tion in respect of the operation in Cyprus.

109. On 29 August, in a report (S/5920) to the
Council, the Secretary-General alerted the Council to
the possibility of a new and dangerous crisis develop
ing in Cyprus at the end of the month. The issue in
volved the projected rotation of one-third of the Turk
ish national contingent. Since the various approaches
and appeals made in Nicosia and at Headquarters had
as yet produced no positive result, it must be concluded
that an impasse had been reached and that an armed
clash might occur on Cyprus when the relieving Turk
ish troops attempted to land and proceed to the area
in which the Turkish contingent was deployed.

110. In a note dated 10 September 1964 (S/5954),
the Secretary-General stated that, in view of its nature
and implications, he deemed it advisable to bring to
the attention of the members of the Council a memo
randum submitted to him on the same day by the
representative of 'i·urkey. In that memorandum it was
stated that, owing to the economic blockade by the
Greek Cypriots, the village of Kokkina and the in
habitants of four or five neighbouring villages who
had sought refuge in Kokkina, were in r'anger of
starvation. Turkey would deliver food supplies and
other necessities to those people within the next two or
three days, and would inform the United Nations of
the days of the delivery. If an attempt were made
to prevent such deliveries, the Turkish Government
would be compelled to take appropriate action. It
agreed that UNFICYP might control the deliveries
to be made to Kokkina in order to ascertain that they
consisted of vital provisions and not military equip
ment or weapons. The economic blockade applied
against 1:he Turks of Cyprus, it was declared, had
brought the tension on the island to breaking point.

111. In a further note dated 11 September (S/
5961), the Secretary-General brought to the attention
of the Council a memorandum which he had addressed
that day to the Permanent Representative of Turkey
in connexion with the situation which had arisen con
cerning the Kokkina area. That memorandum, after
reviewing the food situation in the Kokkina area,
stated that it was clear .:hat. in order 1:0 make possible
UNFICYP assistance, any plans by the Turkish Gov
ernment for bringing supplies into Cypriot territory
must have the consent of the Cyprus Government.
The Secretary-General drew attention to the possible
dangerous consequences of any attempt to bring ma-



terials or supplip.s into Cypriot territory on any other
basis. llis Special Representative and the Force Com
mander were prepared to make their good oftices avail
able in that connexion.

112. On 10 Septemher the Secretary-General sub
mitted a report (S/3lJ50 and Corr.l and .-\dd.l and
2) on the Cnited :\ations Operation 111 Cyprus cover
ing the period until S Septemher. The ft'port informed
the Conm'il of the death of the ~led:ator, Mr. Sakari
Tuomioja, on 9 September. He had served as ~ledia

tor with great ability and dedi.:ation. and now his
life had heen given in the effort.

113. In the slllllmin~ up and observations at the
conclusion of the report. the Secretary-General said
that the inadequacy and lack of clarity in the man
date of the Force h:-d obviously been a handicap to
its operation. It had bet'n subjected to much pressure
from those who wished it to go much further than it
had gone, particularly in the employment of armed
force, and from those who felt that at times the Force
tried to go too far on the territory of a sovereign
State. Despite these handicaps, and under most trying
and -1angerous circumstances in general, the Force
had functioned extremely well. It had not. oll\'iously.
been able to achieve the full objectivl:s defined in the
genernJ mandate of the Council. \V;~h regard to pre
venting a recurrence of fighting, there had heen two
serious engagements-at St. Hilarion and in the Tyl
Iiria area. But the presence of the Force had been a
major factor in bringing that fighting to a quick end,
and in preventing those episodes from escalating. Nor
could there be any doubt that had the Force not been
deployed in Cyprus over those six months there would
have been far more fig-hting on that island. T'1ere had
been a considerat,le improvement in the security situa
tion since the deployment of the Force and its police
arm. Although conditions were still far from those pre
vailing h, the island prior to the outhreak of com
munal lighting. there had heen significant advances
from the dire situation which had e.,<:isted when the
Force arrived in Cyprus. However. despite all the
efforts of the United Nations, conditions in Cyprus
were still far from good.

114. The report then reviewed the attitudes adopted
by the parties to UNFICYP and the economic le
strictions imposed upon many Turkish communities
by the Government of Cyprus. In that connexion, it
was observed t'1at. allowing for the security factor.
those restrictions indicated that the Government of
Cyprus sought to force a potentiul solution hy eco
nomic pressure as a substitute for military action. It
was therefore a cause for no little encouragement that
it had been learnt, on the eve of the report, that the
Gove, ament of Cyprus had substantially relaxed those
restrictions. The Secretary-General also felt compelled
to express the view thc1t tho~ aerial attacks on Cyprus
communities by Turkish aircmft in early Aug-ust had
been most unfortunate and had made a solution of
the Cyprus problem far more difficult. He trusted
that they would not be repeated, for whatever reasons.
The report then reviewed the problem of freedom of
movement and projected restrictions which the Gov
ernment of Cyprus had recently sought to impose despite
the assurances of the President of Cyprus on 6 August.

115. Dealing with the problem of rotation of part of
the Turkish contingent, the report stated that the rota
tion had been deferred and that the Turkish Govern
ment was due commendation for its helpfulness in that
critical situation. In reply to a suggestion by the Secre-

tary-General, the Government of Turkey had agr~

to place its contingent under tht' over-all command
authority of tht- Commander of U~FICYP, subjel't
to several conditions. That liovernment had also stated
that it could not agree to the withdrawal of the Turkish
contingent from their present Jlosition astride the Ky
renia road, hut would hav:.' no ohjection to Ur-.:FICYP
controllill": that road ancl keepin~ it open to unarmed
persons, provided that liNFICYP ......·ould prevent by
use of arll1s allY attempt on the part of (;reek Cypriots
to gain control of the road. He intended to continue
exploring the (IUestion of the status of the Turkish con
tingent with a view to nr. ling a satisfactory solution.

116. The build-up of arms and ammunition in Cy
prus had contil.uecl. The Forc~' was not only outnum
bered hy the Greek Cypriot forces. but also commanded
considerahly less firepower. Despite the nnhappy posi
tion of the Force. its v;ithdrawal at that time could
lead to utter disaster in the island, and all four Govern
ments concerned had indicated their wish that it be
continued. In conclusion, the Secretary-General felt
bound to addse the Council that. if VNFICYP was
extended ior another three months, he must insist that
at least pled~es in the total amount necessary to sustain
the Force for that period be in hand hy 26 September.
Otherwise. he wonld have no choice hut to cnns;der
any expenses exceeding the total of the voluntary con
trihutions recei\'ecl as a legitimate charge against United
Nations revenues from whatever source derived.

lli. Finally he addsed the Council that, if the Force
were extended. there would be serious need for at least
some clarification as to actions that it might take in the
discharge of its mandate.

118. In an addendum (S/5950/Add.2) dated 15
Septemher, the Secretary-General reported on develop
ments from 10 to 15 September, including develop
ments in connexion with the problem of th t supply of
food and other con:modities to the Kokkina area. The
addendum also dealt with a message sent to the Secre
tary-General on i 5 September by President Makarios
(S/5950/Add.2/Annex). That message stated that the
Cyprus Government had decided to remove any eco
nomic restrictions and to allow delivery of any quantity
of foodstuffs supplied to, or purchased by, the Turkish
Cypriots. Any supplies from Turkey would be per
mitted. provided they were sent through the normal
channels and on ~ permit granted by the Cyprus Gov
ernment. The Government of Cyprus was ready to order
the removal of all armed po>ts throughout Cyprus,
provided that the Turkish leadership would do the
same, and was ready to assist financially and to afford
protection to the Turkish Cypriots who, according to
the Government, had been compelled by their leader
ship to ahandon their homes. and we~e desirous of be
ing resettled. It was also disposed to grant a general
amnesty and was willing to accept any suggestion of the
United Nations in respect of practical security measures
designed to contdbute to the pacification of the island,
provided such measures did not affect a political solu
tion of the prohlem.

119. The Secretary-General welcomed President
Makarios' suggestions as an important step towards
reducing c lrrent tensions and enabling UNFICYP,
with the co-operation of the Cyprus Government, to
carry out effectively its mandate of endeavouring to
prevent a recurrence of the fighting and contributing
to the maintenance and restoration of law and order
and to a return to normal conditions on the island.
He had asked his Special Representative and the Force
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Commander to take up immediately with the Cypms
Government the implementation of those proposals. He
also wished to express his apprechtion to the Govern
ment of Turkey for having responded favourably to
the appeal he had made to it on 12 September to with
draw its proposed shipment of supplies to Kokkina.

c. Consideration at the 1.L51st and 1153rd to
11591h meelings (16.29 September 1964)

120. :\t the 115lst meeting on 16 September, the
Council took up the discussion of the report of the
Secretary-(ieneral who informed it of the appointment
as l'.Iediator of :-'Ir. Galo Plaza.

121. The representative of Cyprus said that his
Government had already indicated its readiness to ac
cept the extension of UNFICYP's mandate for an ad
ditional three months on the basis of the resolution of
4 I\Iarch. '.'ihile his Government did not expect the
peace-keeping' force to act as an arm of the Govern
ment, the functions of the Force as it had understood
them all along under the Council resolution of 4 March
would be exercised in such a way as to respect at all
times the sovereign rights and authority of the Cyprus
Government. He welcomed the restatement of that
premise in the report. The resolution of 4 March like
wise recognized his Government's responsibility for
maintenance of law and order and its right, responsi
hility and duty to strengthen its defence in accordance
with the universally accepted right of every sovereign
State. It had done i(s utmost to solve the problem of
the unrestricted freedom of movement of UNFICYP
in spite of the fact that most serious and sensitive
issues of securitv and defence were involved. A solu
tion of the probiem had been arrived at hetween
UNFICYP and the Government and he trusted that
that had settled the issue.

122. Turning to the question of removal of positions
and fortified instalh.tions, he stated his Government's
readiness, in its earnest desire to see peace and normal
condition& restored, to order the removal of all armed
posts throughout the country, provided that the Turkish
rebels did or were made to do the same. Such proposals,
he said. did not concern or affect any installations, for
tifications or other defensive measures connectec with
the security and defence of the country against external
threats. The suggested credtion of bu~er zones might in
fact prove most dangerous and prejudicial to the politi
cal future of the country.

123. Reviewing the supposed problem of supplies
for Kokkina, he said that there never had been an eco
nomic blockade. The real situation was that in certain
areas where the Turkish population had been isolated
by Turkish terrorist leaders the latter had been trying
to increase their stocks in order to have ample supplies
in expectation of a conflict as a result of the plan for
Turkish intervention. It was therefore natural for the
Government to restrict new supplies of certain items to
reasonable quantities. As the Secretary-General's report
attested. his Government, despite all its difficulties, had
been occupied with the working out of a detailed plan
in co-operation with the United Nations and the Inter
national Red Cross and had now decide·~, as from 15
Septerr,uer, to remove all economic restrictions. In
that connexion, he referred to the provisions of the
message addressed to the Secretary-General on 15 Sep
tember by Archbishop Makarios, which was a message
of peace. If the Turkish Government was interested in
peace and the well-being of the Turkish Cypriots, it
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should order its agents in Cyprus to open up the con
centration camps in which it forcibly detained a part
of the Turkish population in pursuance of its political
aim of partition.

124. The representative of Cyprus then ~ve a de
ta:!cd account of events in Tylliria ~arly in August
1964, taking issue with various aspects of the summary
given in the report of the Secretary-General. In no way,
he said, could those events be considered a justification
for the barbaric bombings of Cyprus on 8 and 9 August
by Turkish military aircraft, acts which constituted fla
grant violations of the Charter and of the resolutions of
the Council as wdl as of the law of warfare. It was
difficult to believe that the Turkish pilots had been
aiming at military targets but had instead hit civilian
populations and buildings. Far from being "police ac
tions", the air attacks, \vhen taken in conjunction with
a statement hy the President of Turkey on 20 July,
when there had been no fighting in Cypms, that the
Cyprus question would be solved by bombings, consti
tuted aggression of the gravest nature, unprecedented
in recent history. All the resolutions of the Council
had. all along, been ignored by Turkey which had even
violated the call made by the Council on 11 August
to stop the overflights over the territory of Cyprus.
Threats of new attacks continued and should be noted
by the Secur;ty Council.

125. He reiterated his Government's position that
the Turkish contingent should leave Cyprus and that
its continued presence there constituted a threat to
peace and a continuous act of aggression in itself. The
situation remained the same despite the continuous
and well-meaning efforts of the Secretary-General to
remedy it.

126. Pointing out that the weapons used in the Turk
ish air attacks were not of Turkish manufacture and
had been given to Turkey as a member of the NATO
alliance and for the purpose of that alliance, he asked
whether Turkey was entitled to use military equipment
received from the United States in that manner and
whether, under United States law, the United States
Govermnent was under obligation to infoml Turkey
of its ineligibility for further military assistance as a
consequence. It was also necessary to clarify whether
Turkey had been allowed to act in such a manner wita
the tolerance of some of its allies in NATO. The people
of Cyprus were entitled to such clarifications. Being a
small, peace-loving and militarily weak country, they
threatened no country. They were faced, however, with
constant threats from a powerful neighbouring country.
The respon~ibi1ity of the Council was now greater than
ever before.

127. The representative of Turkey informed the
Council of various observations made by his Govern
ment to the Secretary-General on 8 September con
cerning the efficacy of UNFICYP. His delegation wel
comed the conclusion in the Secretary-General's report
that there should be some clarification concerning ac
tions that the Force might take in the discharge of its
mandate. Commending that report, he said that in prac
tice a strict and legalistic interpretation of the resolu
tion of 4 March tended to exercise a direct influence
on the political situation. Thus arms imported by the
Gov' .nment of Cyprus for what it called its self-defence
would be deemed natural but any such imports by the
Turkish Cypriots for genuine purposes of self-defence
was smuggling and against the law or the land. The
injunction of impartiality in relation to the two com
munities, faithfully observed, had led to anomalous



re~ 'dts such as the shameful economic blockade. The
primary l'Onsideration. as noted in the report, was that
the United Nations .Mission was in the midst of a bitter
civil war. It could not carrv out its mandate with fair
ness and impartiality if it recognized to onc side in the
civil war the unhindered exercise of the prerogatives
of a sovereign government, at the expense of the other
side. It would be illtlgical for it to help extend the
sway of the Gr;:ek Cypriots over the Turks, for to do
so would be to act as an arm of the Government of
Cyprus, which was what the Secretary-General asserted
that it should not do. It could attempt as acts of gov
ernment ouly those compatible ,vith its mandate and
its presenre in Cyprus. The importation of arms with
the clear intention of a recurrence of fighting would not
logically be respected by it as an act of government,
or as consistent with the -\. l\Iarch resolution. There
were manv instances of sovereign Governments accept
ing the limitations of arms such as the uudertaking
of thl: Government of Cyprus under the Treaty of
Guarantee.

128. Turning to the question of economic blockade,
he said that the truth unearthed l.y the Thimayya Mis
sion on 12 September had given a shock to world public
opinion. His GOYernment hoped that that measure
would be totally removed. A second immediate danger
was the arms build-up by the Greek Cypriot Govern
ment which ,vas still in full swing so that Greece had
now invaded the island with a force of more than
10,000. The incompatibility of that build-up with the
Councii's resolution was illustrated by the Secretary
General's report. The Force ,vas fully authorized un
der the Council's resolution of 4 March to stop that
influx. Another question with explosive possibilities
was the rotation of a portion of the Turkish contingent
stationed in Cyprus under the Treaty of Alliance. His
Government had deferred the operation for a brief
period at the request of the Secretary-General, and it
was hoped that the Greek Cypriot regime would not
seize upon the opportunity to endanger the peace vf
the area once again.

129. At the 1153rd meeting on 17 September 1964,
the representative of Turkey said that there could be
no comparison between the air action of Turkey .and
the attacks made against Turks by the Greek CyprIots.
The Security Council. for its part, had neither con
demned nor condoned the Turkish action and no one
had said that Turkey should stand aside and observe
the cold-blooded slaughter of her kinsmen. The account
given of the Tyllirian fighting by the Foreign Minister
of Cyprus was in contradiction to the report of the
Secretary-General. As for the supposed "self-restricted
areas" in Cyprus, he noted that the Makarios Govern
ment h~.d declared areas of Famagusta and Larnaca
to be restricted areas some ten days before and had
subsequently declared them to be unrestricted again.

130. The report of the Secretary-General and state
ments of the UNFICYP Commander gave sufficient
information on the issue of the economic blockade. The
solution of the Cyprus problem would not be imposed
by force on the Turkish minority. His Government
hoped and trusted that a new Mediator would be suc
cessful in impressing that fact upon the Government
of Archbishop Makarios.

131. The representative of the United Kingdom
said that the Secretary-General's report of 10 Sep
ten:ber had clearly described the dangers to peace in
herent in the situation in Cyprus and demonstrated
repeatedly the essential )art play"d by the United
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Nations Force in preventing the outbreak of total civil
war aud in alleviating the sufferings of the people of
the island. There should be no doubt that the Force
ofTercd th~ only hope of keeping the peace until, by
way of mediation, a permanent political settlement was
achieved. Without it, the consequences for the island
and. indeed, for the cause of peace for the whole area
wuulll be v~ry grave. His delegation could, therefore,
see no alternative course but to support the extension
of the Force's mandate for a further three months.
His Government attached the greatest importance to
the principle that the finrlncial burdens of the Force
shopld be widely sh1:red, and the present situation in
which they were borne by a small minority of Member
States appeared to he hoth inequitable and contrary to
the spirit of the Organization. It was not enough merely
to approve a further extension of the mandate. It was
vital that the Council should do its best to ensure that
the Force could count upon full co-operation in carry
ing out its mandate from the leaders of both communi
ties in Cyprus. In that connexion, he welcomed the deci
sion to lift the economic restrictions on the Turkish
Cypriot l'ommt1l1ity. A solution to the problems of
Cyprus would only be found by way of peaceful nego
tiations hy the parties concernecl and a lasting solution
acceptable to both communities would not be possible
until present tensions were restored to the level where
people could pursue their normal lives without fear.
In conclusion. he paid ~ribute to the achievement of
the Secretary-General.

i32. The representative of the United States of
America welcomed the report of the Secretary-General
and the evidence it gave of commendable and persistent
efforts in every field to reach agreement with the au
thorities in Cyprus and leaders of the two communities.
He :-150 welcomed the indication in the annex to the
report that the regrettahle practice of calculated restric
tion of essential supplies to certain areas of Cyprus
would cease. The military situation remained worrisome
and precarious. His delegation continued to oppose and
to deplore the importation of arms into an island already
stuffed with armaments and deplored any use of force
on the island hy the parties to the dispute. In particular,
it deplored the use of heavy arms, purportedly for ex
ternal defence. in violation of specific pledges made to
the United Nations. The United States also em
phatically deplored any air attacks on the island
launched from outside Cyprus. It had never agreed to
the use of arms furnished under military assistance
agreements for any purpose not specified in those agree
ments. In the instance in question, the agreement of
the United States for the use of those weapons had
neither heen sought nor gi";en. It was clear that the
danger remained great and that the Force needed and
deserved the utmost co-operation from the govern
mental authorities and communities on Cyprus and
from all Member States. Another necessity was that
of free movement of the members of UNFi:CYP. He
fully supported the extension of the mandate of the
Force for an additional three months.

133. Calling' for further contributions to the
financing of United Nations activities in Cyprus, he
expressed the belief that those who had particularly
insisted on the primary or even exclusive authority
of the Security Council in the peace-keeping field might
,vell assume a particular responsibility to contribute
to an operation duly authorized by the Council and
finanr.ed by arrangements set forth in a Council resolu
tion.•\ permanent agreed solution could not be one



legislated in the abst"act but must be negutiat~d between
the parties, whose 1epresentatives had recognized each
other's interests in the island in signing the treaties at
Nicosb in 1900. That recognition of interest could not
he scratched frum history, and the Council. in its former
resolution. had dearh- indicated those who would be
involved in llIediatiOli amI llt.·gotiation.

134. The representatiH~ of Greece said that if im
plemented promptly with the assistance of the United
Nations. to which his GOH'rtlment attachell tremendous
importance. anll given the goodwill of the Turkish
minority, the pacitication plan submitted by the Presi
dent of the Repuhlic of Cyprus could rapidly change
the entire situation ~Ild could quickly meet the wishes
of all those who had contributed to the pacification of
Cyprus. He regretted the wholly negative way in which
that plan hall het'n receiwd hy the Turkish delegation.
The Turkish reprl'sentative had approached the ques
tion hy trying once again to justify the aerial homhard
ment of Cyprus. In that connexion, he noted thl' com
ments made hy the Secretary-Gl'neral in his report.
which could scarcely proYidl' encouragement to the
Turkish position. I le expressed satisfaction at the
statement made Il\" the representath'e of the United
States on the subjt'ct of the use of weapons provided
to members of the Atlantic Alliance.

135. Pacification of the island was a matter of the
greatest urgency, because it was only in an atmosphere
of relaxation that mediation couM grow and develop.
Such an atmosphere required the goodwill of all. The
attainnlt'nt of agreement between the parties concerned
would indeerl be the ideal solution. hut was it to be
expectell wht'n one of the parties regarded Cyprus as
an artificial State? The international entity of Cyprus.
its indt'pendence and its territorial integrity were un
challengeahle and had lleen recognized by the United
Nations. Ill' declared that Greece would mntinlle to
contrihute to the finandal support of UNFICYP so
long as the Security Council decided to continue the
mandate of the Force.

136. 'The President. speaking as the representative
of the Union of Soviet Socialist Repuhlics. said that
events in the Cyprus area over the last nine months.
and particularly those at the heginning of August,
demonstrated that differences bel\'"een the two com
nmnities on Cyprus were hein~ used by some NATO
Powers for selfish interests and to transform the island
into aNATO militarv fortress. The trick of new mili
tary inten"ention on the part of Turkey was still being
used as one such means of pressure. In that connexion.
he noted that the aircraft and weapons used in the
Turkish bombardment in August were eloquent testi
monv that without the sanction of the aggressive
NAtO militarv bloc the attack could not have heen
carrierl out. The constant pressure on Cyprus from
abroad and the attempts at intimidation of its people
with the use of force constitutl'd an inneasing ohstacle
to normalization of conditions on the island. The essen
tial prerequisite for elimination of the tense situation
in the Cyprus area ,,"as the cessation of all such pres
sures.

137. The Soviet Government had frequently warned
that all attempts to sol\"{' the internal prohlems of Cy
prus throu~h armed intervention from abroad could
lead only to a further worsening of the situation in
Cyprus and the Cyprus area. In that connexion, he re
called the statement made hy his Government to the
effect that it could not remain impassive in the face of a
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threat oi military conflict which could arise near its
southern borders. The essential element of the decisions
of the Council 0;1 the probl.:m was the confirmation of
the principle of non-intervention in the internal affairs
of Cyprus and respect for its sovereignty.

130. Turning to the questiun of the position of his
l;OVerl1111ent rt.·garding the dispatch to Cyprus of United
Nations forces. he recalled its view that the essential
condit i011 illr recourse to slhh an extreme measure
must be full respect for all provisions of the Charter
relating' tu the use of force for the maintenance or
restoration of international peace. Although not all
clauses of the Charter hat! been carried out at the lime
of the 4 March decision, his delegation had not opposed
adoption of the resolution of 4 !o.Iarch in order to meet
the wishes of the Government of Cyprus, Similarly,
his delegation had not objected to the extension of the
stay of those forces in Cyprus. In so doing, the Soviet
Union had been motivated also bv the fact that the
Council's resolution did not mention any financial obli
gation upon :t\lemhers of the United Nations whose
units were not part of the United Nations Force in
Cyprus. He observed that a further extension could
certainly not take place except on the express condition
that the procedures provided for in the 4 March resolu
tion woulll he ensured, especially in respect of the
fin:l.l1l'ing of the United Nations operations in Cyprus
amI the functions of the United Nations Force. He
opposed any expansion of the mandate of the Force
since that would lead to interference in the internal
affairs of Cyprus. Since the 4 :March resolution had
noted the responsibility of the Government of Cyprus
for the maintenance and restoration of law and order,
the United Nations armed forces could act only in
order to contrihute towards and assist that Govern
ment in its performance of its responsihilities and cer
tainly could not make demands upon that Government.
The functions of thp. Force must be, first of all, to
protect Cyprus from any foreign threat.

139. The representative of Cyprus said that it was
not the 1960 agreements that gave C)1m1S the right to
independence: it was a Member of the United Nations
on the same hasis as anv other Member State, and the
Treaty of Alliance couid not in any way be used as
an excuse for military action against a party to that
treaty. even if it were still valid. Moreover, such an
attack must make nonsense of any concept of alliance.

140. At the 1154th meeting on 18 September, the
representative of Norway observed that aggressive acts
and the use of arms could only increase the danger of
an escalation of the conflict and reduce the possibility of
an equitable solution. It remained the view of his
delegation that the basis for a solution of the conflict
could be found only through negotiations, mediation
and co-operation from the parties concerned. An open
military conflict would make coexistence between the
population groups in Cyprus and good-neighbour rela
tions between Greece and Turkey even more difficult
or downright impossible. His delegation, therefore. had
supported the part of the appeal of 9 August requesting
the Government of Turkey to cease instantly the
bombardment and the use of military force of any
kind against Cyprus. It welcomed the lifting of
restrictions on essential supplies by the Government of
Cyprus and held that a solution to the problem of
rotation of military forces must be found through
negotiation. It also welcomed the report that a stop
had been ordered in regard to the expulsion of Greek
nationals from Turkey.



Secretary-General's report in order to facilitate the task
of the Force, some of which, he noted, seemed to find
their answer in the important proposals made by Arch
bishop I\.fakarios. The solution of the Cyprus problem,
he said, must not only be sought in Cyprus but must
be found there, and due regard must be paid to the
historical background of the island. He supported the
extension of the mandate of the Force.

147. The representaive of Moroc~o considered that
a negotiated solution to the problem before the Council
still seemed difficult to devise. The Force would have
to maintain extreme vigilance in order to avoid armed
clashes between the two communities. Noting the differ
ing plans advocated for the political future of Cyprus
by the Greeks atd by the Turks, he said that his dele
gation believed that that future. even if it changed,
was something which, in all matters, must depend on
the freely expressed will of the population of Cyprus,
which was an independent sovereign State, a Member
of the United Nations and a non-aligned nation. Onlv
if it had been established that the future of the two
communities could not be a joint future, because the
nation:ll and sovereig-n entity created after independence
had been challenged, would new agreements then have
to be arrived at between the parties concerned in order
to find a peaceful and reasonable solution. The chances
for such a solution, he thought, depended to a large
extent on the g-oodwill that might be evinced by the
leaders in the island. whether Greek or Turkish, and
particularly by the Government. The ties of unity and
of mutual understanding among the peoples of that
part of the world were much deeper and more important
than anything which might divide them.

148. The representative of Czechoslovakia said that
it was quite obvious that it was not the existence of
two national communities with their differences which
was the main cause of the Cyprus problem, but the
fact that those differences were being used as a pretext
for external interference, for pressure and even for an
invasion and aggression. The history of events both
in Cyprus and in the Council proved the correctness
of the stand taken by his delegation. The danger of a
foreign invasion, of an attack on Cyprus, had been
and was a real one. Any measure which did not respect
that primary fact and protect the security, sovereignty,
independence and territorial integrity of the Republic
of Cyprus could not be helpful in solving the critical
situation in Cyprus as well as the problem in the
Council. He welcomed the cable of President Makarios
to the Secretary-General which constituted another step
towards reconciliation and peaceful reconstruction. The
Cyprus Government should be fully supported by the
United Nations and should be further protected against
any attempts at pressure and interference from abroad.
It was necessary, in that connexion, to remind the
Council of the danger that the Acheson Plan and other
NATO aims constituted not only for the independence
of Cyprus but also for peace and for the whole of the
United Nations. That danger was recognized by public
opinion even in the Western countries.

149. The efforts of the Council should be oriented
towards a solution respecting the inviolable rights of the
Cypriot people. In view of the statement that the Gov
ernment of Cyprus considered the role of UNFICYP
as positive and desired its extension, his Government
was willing to agree to such an extension on the as
sumption that the future activities of the Force would
remain strictly within the framework of the resolution
of 4 March and would neither impose financial obliga-
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141. Paying tribute to the accomplishments achieved
in Cyprus, he said that the task ahead was still the
most difficult one. He supported the continuation of
UNFICYP and believed that the conditions of opera
tions should be improved as suggested by the Secretary
General. His Government was ready to continue its
financial contribution to the Force. In conclusion, he
urged the parties to utilize fully the present somewhat
improved atmosphere and to make full use of the
newly appointed l\Iediator in order to reach a lasting
political settlement.

142. The representative of China commended the
report of the Secretary-General and welcomed the
relative improvement in the situation which, though
still unstable and fraught with dangerous possibilities,
did provide some ground for cautious optimism. He
supported the extension of the United Nations opera
tion for an additional three-month period.

143. At the 1155th meeting en 21 September, the
representative of Brazil said that his delegation had
noted with satisfaction the measures taken or con
templated by the parties to alleviate the tension in
and around Cyprus, leading the way to a final, peaceful
settlement of the whole problem. Even if UNFICYP
had not been able to achieve the full objectives defined
in its mandate, what it had accomplished had prevented
the worsening of political conditions in Cyprus which
would probably have brought about an extremely
dtingerous menace to peace and security in the area with
world-wide consequences. The Council should exter.d
the existence of the Force and endeavour to improve
the conditions under which it had been operating, es
pecially as concerned freedom of movement.

144. The representative of France stressed the im
por(ance attached by his delegation to the fact that
all the parties must exert every effort to contribute to
a peaceful solution and to the return of calm in the
area. Without such an atmosphere it would be illusory
to try to devise a political solution. In that connexion,
he welcomed the lifting of pconomic restrictions by the
Cypriot Government, the 'Turkish Government's state
ment regarding the situation of Greek nationals in
Istanbul, as well as that Government's delay in the
rotation of its contingent in Cyprus, and the restraint
shown by the authorities in Athens.

145. The favourable attitude of the parties con
cerned regarding the renewal of the mandate of the
United Nations Force constituted a basic element of
the problem, and his delegation, which had not changed
its position involving certain reservations in principle,
would agree to the renewal of the mandate of the
Force for a further three months. With regard to the
financing of the operations, he did not see how an
agreement could, practically speaking, be arrived at by
any other modality than the provisions of paragraph
6 of the resolution of 4 March. In conclusion, he paid
tribute to the efforts of the Secretary-General and
expressed the hope that the signs of relaxation noted
in the last few days would be strengthened.

146. The representative of the Ivory Coast said that
the failure of attempts of the Security Council to find
a political solution to the problem and the difficult cir
cumstances confronted by the Force were due to the
inability of the Council to speak in clear-cut terms be
cause of a potential veto. He supported the deserved
tribute which the Council must pay to the personnel
of UNFICYP, to the Secretary-General and to the
countries furnishing troops and financial assistance. The
Council should accede to the requests made in the



tions on Member States nor infringe upon the sovereign
rights of Cyprus and its Government.

150. At the 1156th meeting on 22 September, the
representative of Bolivia said that the moving report
submitted by the Secretary-General showed clearly
the state of life in Cyprus, where the situation seemed
worse than it had been in March. It appeared that all
members of the Council agreed to an extension of the
Force within the terms of the resolution of 4 March.
His delegation supported that extension but stressed
the necesdty for a sincere effort on the part of all
involved in the Cyprus crisis to come to an understand
ing. His c\)Untry could not remain silent in the face
of the blatant crime committed by the clandestine bring
ing into Cyprus of arms ior both Greek and Turkish
Cypriots. In conclusion, the representative of Bolivia
expressed the belief that the recent statements made
by the parties reflected a definite wish to achieve
conciliation.

151. The question was included in the agenda of
the 1158th meeting on 24 Septel'lber but was not dis
cussed at that meeting.

152. At the 1159th meeting on 25 September, the
representative of Brazil introduced the following joint
draft resolution sponsored by Bolivia, Brazil, Ivory
Coast, Morocco and Norway (S/5986) :

"Thc Security Council,
"Taking note of the report of the Secretary-General

and noting, in particular, that the Secretary-General
considers it necessary that the stationing in Cyprus
of the United Nations Peace-keeping Force created
by the Security Council resolution of 4 March 1964
(S/5575) should be extended beyond 26 September
1964,

"Noting that the Government of Cyprus has in
dicated its desire that the stationing of the United
Nations Force in Cyprus should be continued beyond
26 September 1964,

"Renewing the expression of its deep appreciation
to the -Secretary-General for his efforts in the im
plementation of the Security Council resolutions of
4 March, 13 March and 20 June 1964,

"RcnC'ulinrl the expression of its deep appreciation
to the States that have Lontributed troops, police,
supplies and financial support for the implementation
of the resolution of 4 March 1964,

"Paying tribute to the memory of Sakari Tuomioja
for the outstanding services that he rendered to the
cause of the United Nations,

"Expressing satisfaction that a new Mediator has
been appointed by the .3ecretary-General in con
formity with the resolution of 4 March 1964,

"1. Reaffirms its resolutions of 4 March, 13 March,
20 June and Y August 1964 and the consensus ex
pressed by the President at the 1143rd meeting, on
11 August 1964;

"2. Calls upon all States Members of the United
Nations to comply with the above-mentioned reso
lutions;

"3. Extends the period in which the United
Nations Peace-keeping Force shan be stationed in
Cyprus for another three months, ending 26 De
cember 1964, in conformity with the terms of the
resolution of 4 March 1964;

"4. Requests the Secretary-General to keep the
Security Council informed regarding the compliance
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of the parties concerned with the provisions of the
present resolution."
153. The representative of Brazil regretted the in

ability of the non-permanent members of the Council
to arrive at a compromise solution. The co-sponsors
had, nevertheless, felt it to be their duty to submit a
draft to the Council aud he noted that their text
reaffirmed the previous resolutions of the Council as
well as the consensus expressed by the President on
11 August. The text followed the general lines of the
resolution of 20 June.

154. The representative of the Ivory Coast felt that
the Council should have been able to go further and
spell out proposals which would make possible new
approaches to the problem. The situation was evolving
and the Council should adapt itself to that fluent state
of affairs. Unfortunately, despite difficult and com
plicated negotiations with the parties and the members
of the Council, it had been necessary to submit a draft
with omissions which his delegation considered serious.

155. The representative of Morocco would also have
preferred a text t~ ,t would better meet the requirements
of the situation. .de would have liked some of the
results of observations and summings-up in the report
of the Secretary-General to have been taken into ac
count, in particular with regard to the question of
freedom of movement; but, in view of the difficulties,
the sponsors had found it necessary to introduce their
text as it stood in order to achieve progress.

156. The representative of Bolivia said that the
form of drafting of the joint text had been the only
way of achieving an agreement and thus securing ex
tension of the mandate of the Force. His delegation
would have preferred more explicit terms regarding
the report of the Secretary-General, which had earned
the heartiest congratulations of all concerned. He also
stressed the highly constructive nature of the measures
proposed by the Government of Cyprus.

Decision: At the 1159th meeting on 25 September,
the Council adopted the joint resolution unanimously
(S/5987).

157. The Secretary-General expressed his intention
of continuing to seek full respect for the freedom of
movement of the Force, and of initiating any actions
necessary for the implementation of the mandate to
prevent a recurrence of fighting and contribute to the
maintenance and restoration of law and order and a
return to normal conditions. He would continue to rely
on the co-operation of the Government of Cyprus and
all the other parties concerned and appealed to them
again to join their efforts with those of the Force.

158. Turning to the issue of rotation of one third
of the Turkish national contingent in Cyprus, he in
formed the Council that the parties concerned had
agreed to the proposal which he had submitted to them,
whereby the Kyrenia road, presently under the control
of Turkish and Turkish Cypriot armed personnel, would
be placed under the exclusive control of UNFICYP.
No armed personnel or armed posts other than those
of the Force would be allowed on the road, and traffic
on the road would be free for all civilians. The proposal
also provided for the withdrawal of any posts of the
Turkish national contingent within 100 yards of the
road, with certain exceptions. The Government of
Cyprus, without prejudice to its position on the ques
tion of the Turkish contingent in Cyprus, would not
interfere with the rotation of the contingent. UNFICYP
would observe in the usual manner the movement of



the out-going and in-coming elements in the rotation.
He expressed his appreciation to the Government of
Turkey for having withheld the rotation in order to
allow time for discussions to take place and to the
Government of Cyprus for its co-operation in finding
a satisfactory solution.

159. Regarding the financing of the Force, he reit
erated his view that the existing method was most
unsatisfactory and repeated that he had no assurance
that the funds required for a further three-month ex
tension could be raised through voluntary contributions.
If it appeared that the total voluntary contributions
were unlikely to cover all the costs for which the
Organization might be responsible during that period,
he would have no alternative but to inform the Council
of the situation and, whenever the financial situation
made it necessary, to withdraw the Force before the
end of the three-month period. He appealed to all
l\Iember States to contribute towards meeting the costs
of the peace-keeping operation and thus to demonstrate
their effective support of the activities which the Or
ganization had to undertake in the fulfilment of its
paramount obligation towards the maintenance of inter
national peace and security.

160. The Government of Cyprus had agreed to the
extension of UNFICYP on the same basis .tGrl com
position. He therefore proposed to request officially the
continued participation in the Force of the countries
providing contingents and associated himself with the
expressions of appreciation to those Member States.
Amh-assador Carlos Bernardes of Brazil had been desig
nated as his Special Representative in Cyprus to replace
Mr. Galo Plaza, who had now taken up his functions
as Mediator.

161. The representative of the United States of
America welcomed the adoption of the resolution as
well as the fact that it took due note of the excellent
assessment of the problem made in the Secretary
General's report. Reviewing the contributions made by
his Government to the cost of the Force, he stated
that it would contribute up to $2.3 million for the forth
coming three-month period. His delegation strongly
urged that contributing States continue to support the
operation in proportion at least equal to their past
efforts. It particularly urged that States which had not
heretofore seen fit to make voluntary contributions to
the operation should now do so. He welcomed the
achievement of agreement on rotation of part of the
Turkish contingent and the news of the appointment
of Ambassador Bernardes.

162. The representative of the United Kingdom
welcomed the statement made by the Secretary-General,
which would meet with the full support of his Govern
ment. He also welcomed the appointment of Ambas
sador Bernardes. Turning to the question of financing,
he announced the intention of his Government to con
tribute the further sum of $1 million, in addition to
the $2,400,000 which it had already contributed or
guaranteed and to the further large contributions it had
made in the shape of men and services. The heavy
financial burden of maintaining the Force for the further
period should now be more widely shared among
Member States. There was much discussion of the im
portance of peace-keeping and of the valuable part
which the Council could and should play in that field.
His Government had instructed him to make a most
urgent appeal to the members of the Council and all
Member States to demonstrate their practical support
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of the decision just taken by the Council by contributing
immediat~ly and generously to the costs of maintaining
a United Nations presence in Cyprus.

163. The President, speaking as representative of
the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, reiterated the
position of his delegation on the question of the use
of United Nations forces in general for the purpose
of preventing or putting an end to acts of aggression
or of protecting the independence and sovereignty of a
State victim of aggression. An essential condition for
the use of such armed forces of the United Nations
should be the full observance of all the provisions of
the Charter. The USSR memorandum of 10 July
(S/5811) expressed its attitude on those cases and
circumstances on which the Soviet Union was prepared,
together with all the other members of the Council,
to participate in the financing of such operations. As
his delegation had explained, not all of the provisions
of the Charter had been complied with at the time
of the adoption of the resolution of 4 March, which had
just been reaffirmed by the Council. His delegation
had not opposed adoption of that resolution in view
of the wishes of the Republic of Cyprus and on the
basis that the resolution did not place any financial
obligation upon Members of the United Nations whose
contingents did not participate in the armed forces of
the United Nations sent to Cyprus. The position of the
Soviet Union remained unchanged in respect of the
further extension of the stationing of the United Nations
troops in Cyprus.

164. The representative of Cyprus noted with satis
faction that the extension of the United Nations Force
was taking place in accordance with the terms of the
resolution of 4 March. He stressed the importance of
co-operation between the Government of Cyprus and
the Force in implementing the common objectives laid
down by that resolution and reiterated in the one just
ad'lpted. His Government would do its utmost to com
ply with the wishes of the Secretary-General as regards
the question of freedom of movement, although the
recent deplorable incident illustrated the importance of
the principle that the rights of the Government of
Cyprus could not be jeopardized or prejudiced in any
way. His Government would continue to do its utmost
to see peace and normality restored to Cyprus; thus
it had decided not to interfere with the rotation of part
o~ .the Turkis~ contingent without prejudice to its po
?ltlon on the lssue of the presence of that contingent
111 Cyprus. It welcomed the opening of the Nicosia
Kyrenia road which the Secretary-General had been
able to secure, but accepted it without prejudice to the
sovereign rights of the Government. His Government
welcomed the appointment of Mr. Bernardes as repre
sentative of the Secretary-General in Cyprus. It would
work with the new Mediator for the purpose of achiev
ing a solution in accordance with the principles of
the Charter, taking into account the phraseology of the
4 March resolution with respect to the interests of
the people of Cyprus as a whole. He welcomed the
call for respect for the resolutions of the Council and
hoped that there would not be another possibility of
their being ignored or of violations of the Charter. In
conclusion, h~ emphasized that the Greek majority in
Cyprus constltuted 82 per cent of the population. In
accordance with the principles of democracy, the ma
jority must rule and must determine the future of the
country. His Government was fully aware of its ob
ligations to the minorities, of which there were more
than one.



165. The representative of Turkey observed that
the incident concerning the transporting of arms by
certain personnel of the Peace Force had been exag
gerated for the purpose of limiting the freedom of ac
tion of the Force. Such irregularities occurred in any
armed force of that size. The major ground for con
cern in it was the fact that the arms transported, in
stead of being impounded by the Force, had been
handed over to the Greek Cypriots and might conceiv
ably be used in aggressive operations against the Turk
ish community.

166. His delegation considered that the Council's
resolution, while it did not go as far as might have
been wished in extending the authority of the Force,
still provided sufficient authority for the Secretary
General to proceed effectively and energetically in keep
ing the peace on the island. The Secretary-General could
count upon the full co-operation of the Turkish Gov
ernment.

167. The sl:1ccess of the Secretary-General's media
tion in the question of the rotation of the Turkish regi
ment on the island was a step in the right direction.
He added that the right of rotation stemmed from the
Treatv of Alliance which existed and was valid and
could"not be made the subject of any bargaining. The
opening of the Kyrenia road to unarmed civilians was
also a step in the right direction taken by the Turkish
GoYernment for the sake of bringing peaceful condi
tions to the island. Reiterating appreciation for the
efforts of the Secretary-General, he said that they
might be entering a period which could constitute a
breathing spell in which the new Mediator could carry
out his historic task. He also expressed gratification
at the appointment of Mr. Bernardes.

168. The representative of Greece expressed satis
faction with the terms of the resolution adopted by the
Council and hoped that the appeal for compliance with
it would be heard by those who, through their actions
or their threats, had infringed on the sovereignty of
the Government of Cyprus. The Turkish Government
and those~ who supported it in its negativism would
assume heavy responsibility if they tried to prevent
the restoration of peace in Cyprus, which was the ob
jective of the United Nations operation.

D. Communications and reports received between
16 September and 18 December 1964

169. In a note dated 29 September 1964 (S/5992),
the Secretary-General gave a detailed account of the
initial stages of the fighting" in Tylliria in early August
1964, based upon UNFICYP sources of information.
He stated that he considered it advisable to make the
account available to the Council, with particular refer
ence to the accounts of the fighting presented to the
Council by the representative of Cyprus at its 1151st
meeting on 16 September and in the Secretary
General's report of 10 September.

170. In a note dated 21 October (S/602l), the
Secretary-General reported to the Council that the
Special Representative in Cyprus and the Commander
of the Force had informed him that the arrangements
for implementation of the proposed re-opening of the
Kyrenia road and the rotation of the Turkish national
contingent had been completed. It was expected that the
re-opening of the road, as well as the rotation, would
take place within the next few days.

171. On 12 December, the Secretary-General sub
mitted a report (S/6102 and Corr.1 and 2) covering
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the period 10 September-12 December 1964. In the
conclusions, the Secretary-General observed. that the
impro\'ement in the position of UNFICYP and the
general recognition by all parties of its usefulness con
stituted an encouraging development. But the basic
factors of the Cyprus situation relilained essentially
unchanged. The life and economy of the island remained
disrupted and abnonnal and it would be unrealistic to
expect any radical improvement until a basic political
solution could be found. The task of UNFICYP, in
the absence of progress toward a political solution,
would inevitably become an increasingly static one. It
was essential that all con.:~rned intensify their efforts
to facilitate an early solution, but for the time being
there seemed to be no reasonable alternative to the con
tinuation of its functions and activities. Recommending
such a prolongation, which all of the parties directly
concerned wished, the Secretary-General said that he
did so on the assumption that the countries which had
until then contributed would continue to do so. He
urged all Member States of the Organization and of
the specialized agencies to contribute.

172. Between 16 September and 18 December, a
further series of communications was addressed to the
Council or the Secretary-General by the representative
of Turkey. These included letters bringing the attention
of the Council to communications from Dr. KiiC;iik,
Vice-President of Cyprus. Letters dated 15 September
(Sj5974) , 17 September (S/5977), 22 September
(Sj5982) , 25 September (S/5985), 5 October
(Sj5999), 15 October (S/6013), 4 December
(S/6083), 7 December (Sj6088 and S/6089), 9 De
cember (Sj6103) and 11 December (S/6104) from the
representative of Turkey concerned, among other sub
jects, the economic blockade against the Turkish com
munity in Cyprus; President Makarios' proposals for
solution of the Cyprus question; judicial matters ; state
ments said to have been made by General Grivas;
denials of reports of preparations for a Turkish Cypriot
attack; statements made in the Greek Press; and a
protest addressed to the Cyprus Foreign Minister
against the "Municipality Law, 1964" passed by the
Greek Cypriot members of the House of Representatives
of Cyprus.

173. In a letter dated 25 September (Sj5989) , the
Permanent Representative of Sweden transmitted the
text of a communique issued by his Government ex
pressing its regret on the failure of certain members
on the Swedish contingent to observe strict impartiality
in the conflict in Cyprus.

174. In a letter dated 11 December (Sj6108), the
representative of Greece replied to the Turkish letter
of 9 December in connexion with statements made in a
Greek newspaper.

E. Consideration at the 1180th meeting (18
December 1964)

175. At the 1180th meeting on 18 December 1964,
the Council had before it the following joint draft
resolution (S/6115) submitted by Bolivia, Brazil, Ivory
Coast, Morocco and Norway:

"The Security Council,
"Noting that the report of the Secretary-General

(S/6102) recommends the maintenance in Cyprus
of the United Nations Peace-keeping Force, created
by the Security Council resolution of 4 March 1964
(S/5575), for an additional period of three months,



"NotitJg that the Government of Cyprus has indi
cated its desire that the stationing of the United
Nations Force in Cyprus should be continued beyond
26 December 1964,

"Noting with satisfaction that the report of the
Secretary-General indicates that the situation in
Cyprus has improved and that significant progress
has been made,

"Rene'wing the expression of its deep appreciation
to the Secretary-General for his efforts in the imple
mentation of tt .•: Security Council resolutions of 4
March. 13 March (S/5603). 20 June (S/5778) and
25 September 1964 (S/5987),

"Rene'wing the expression of its deep appreciation
to the States that have contributed troops, police,
supplies and financial support for the implementation
of the resolution of 4 :March 1964,

"1. Reaffirms its resolutions of 4 March 1964.
13 March 1964, 20 June. 9 August (S/5868) and
25 September 1964 and the consensus expressed by
the President at the 1143rd meeting on 11 August
1964:

"2. Calls upon all States Members of the United
Nations to comply with the :tbove-mentioned
resolutions;

"3. Takes note of the report of the Secretary
General (S/6102);

"4. Extends the stationing in Cyprus of the
United Nations Peace-keeping Force, established
under the Security Council resolution of 4 March
1964. for an additional period of three months, ending
26 March 1965."
176. The representative of Cyprus noted that there

had been no major incidents in the island during the
period covered by the Secretary-General's report. The
comparative calm had come about as a result of
UNFICYP and as a result of the patient and construc
tive policy of his Government. In contrast, the leader
ship of the Turkish Cypriot rebels had continued to
follow a policy of obstruction in order to further the
political aims of the Turkish Government for partition
or for its disguised form. "federation". His Govern
ment had done its utmost in the direction of a return to
normal conditions, even overlooking in certain cases
security requirements and important economic consid
erations, but the leaders of the rebels demanded that
nothing should be done unless the unworkable and
imposed Constitution of 1960. which thev had destroyed
by their actions. was restored. The difficulties and the
plight of a section of the Turkish minority were being
perpetuated by the leaders of the rebels as a matter
of policy.

177. Although the declared policy of his Govern
ment, as stated to the Secretary-General in President
Makarios' message of 15 September, had not so far
met with the proper response, it still stood. One issue
to which the Government attached great importance
and without which normality was meaningless, was the
need to achieve complete freedom of movement for all
citizens of Cyprus.

178. Another question of primary significance was
that of the resettlement of displaced persons. The im
posed segregation of a section of the Turkish population
had involved serious consequences, including lack of
protection of the machinery of the law.

179. Urging a more effective contribution by
UNFICYP towards a return to normality, he reiterated
that his Government was always willing to adopt any
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suggestions for measures which might contribute to
pacification and restoration of normality, provided that
such measures did not affect the defence requirements
of the country and did not prejudice the solution of the
political problem. He stressed the danger to the peace
and security of Cyprus constituted by the continued
illegal presence in Cyprus of the Turkish military
contingent. The Turkish policy of threats, blackmail
and subversion, pursued in furtherance of its expan
sionist aims, was undermining the efforts of the United
Nations. An agreed settlement was not possible and
would not be possible as long as Turkey refused to ac
cept the basis of such a settlement as laid down by the
Security Council. The resolution of 4 March 1964 spoke
of the people of Cyprus as a whole.

180. The representative of Turkey said that the
Council was now faced with a new approach by the
Greek Cypriot leadership although there had obviously
been no change in the ultimate goal of imposing their
own solution. The studied course of the Greek Cypriot
regime seemed to he to try to bring the Turks of
Cyprus to their knees by a process of gradually extend
ing their unlawul authority over the areas where the
Turks had taken refuge. It had relentlessly gone about
destroying deliberately every single vestige of the con
stitutional basis of law and order in the island. In the
vacuum thus created the Greek Cypriots were now
insidiously trying to establish their unlawful regime as
the legitimate Government of Cyprns and expected the
United Nations to be a party to the usurpation. But
despite the change of means employed by the Greek
Cypriot Government, the Turkish community was still
being subjected to severe hardship, as the Secretary
General's report attested.

181. Expressing the gratitude of his Government for
the efforts of UNFICYP to bring about a gradual
return to normal conditions in Cyprus, he ob<;erved that
the efforts to establish on all roads in Cyprus a regime
like that on the Kyrenia road had met with the deter
mined resistance of the Greek Cypriot authorities.

182. Even if UNFICYP did not consider it part of
its mandate to re-establish constitutional law and order
in Cyprus, he said, it could only contribute to a return
to normal conditions by helping the two sides in the
civil war to get together. A meeting of the true and
lawful Government of the Republic, comprising mem
bers of both communities, would have been extremely
helpful in that direction. The fear of a stalemate must
not allow the situation to drift into a solution imposed
by one party upon another. An agreed solution was
the only lasting solution.

183. The representative of Greece noted that general
attention was now concentrated not so much on the
domestic situation on Cyprus as on the political solu
tion of the problem. The decisive factor in that turn of
events had been the determination of the Government of
Cyprus to re-establish and preserve order and calm.
The facts proved that the message of peace addressed by
President Makarios to the Secretary-General on 15
September reflected the true intentions of the Govern
ment of Cyprus. Unfortunately, Turkish Cypriot leaders
had found it necessary to continue to prevent contact
between Greeks and Turks. In that connexion, he be
lieved that the United Nations could and should guaran
tee freedom of choice to the Turkish Cypriots to con
tinue to live in the encampments or return to their
homes and receive the benefits of the measures which
the Government of Cyprus had agreed to take, with the
assistance of the United Nations, for their re-establish-



ment. The peacefhi solution of the problem of Cyprus
was an urgent matter. His Government agreed to the
extension of the mandate of UNFICYP and hoped
that an increasing nUIr.ber of Members would be willing
to participate in underwriting the expenses of that
Force.

184. The representative of Brazil noted that the
joint draft resolution .followed the !ines of p:evious reso
lutions of the Councd on the subject and mvolved ex
tendino- the stationing in Cyprus of the peace-keeping
Force to 26 March 1965, in accordance with the recom
mendation of the Secretary-General.

185. The representative of the United Kingdom
welcomed the fact that Cyprus had on the whole been
peaceful in recent weeks and that effo:~s conti:1Ued to
achieve a return to more normal conditions. HIs Gov
ernment was prepared to continue its participation and
to maintain its contingent at its present level. It was
also prepared to make a further voluntary contribution
of $1 million towards the cost of the Force. It greatly
hoped that other Governments would giye comparable
financial assistance and that more countnes than before
would join in sharing the financial burden.

186. The representative of the Unio?- of Soviet
Socialist Republics said that the marked Improvement
noted in the report of the Secretary-General was an
encouraging factor. Reiterating the posi!ion of ~is de1e
o-ation on the question of Cyprus, he said that It would
~ot oppose the recommendation ~f ~he Secret~ry
General for extension of the statlomng of Umted
Nations Forces in Cyprus for an additional period of
three months, taking into account the facts and on con
dition that the extension would conform to the pro
visions of the Council's resolution of 4 March.

187. The representative of Turkey could not und~r

stand why the Foreign Minister of the Greek Cypnot
Government regarded federation as tantamount to
partition. Federation was a form. of .government found
in many parts of the world where ~t did not subsequently
slide into partition. Dealing With t~1e terms of the
Council's resolution of 4 March, he said that there was
no intention in that text of working towards a unitary
solution and that the only interpretation to be placed
upon "the well-being of the people of Cyprus as a
whole" was that the interests of one community should
not be given preponderance over the interests of the
other.

188. The representative of Cyprus commented that
the Turkish minority in Cyprus was 18. per.cent of the
total population and that to equate It With the re
maining 82 per cent was not only contrary to all norms
of democratic government and to the Charter, but was
also contrary to the very interests of Cyprus as a
whole. While federation had come about in many coun
tries where separate Srates had decided to fe~erate,

in the particular case of Cyprus the representative of
Turkey asked for division in!o d,ifferent states and
federation. He wanted to make It qUlte clear that federa
tion or partition would under no circumstances be ac
cepted bv the people of Cyprus or by their Government.
He saw no injustice in trying to achieve a solution based
on majority rule, with sufficient guarantees for the
protection of the human rights of all the people.

Decision: The joint draft 1'esolution was adopted
unanimously (5/6121).

189. The representative.o! the United St~tes of
America welcomed the declslOn of the Councd. The
United States noted that the past three months had
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been marked by more real progress than tt:e previous
periods combined and hoped for substantially more
progress in the search for a solution to the Cyprus
problem during the next few months. Through the
ex~rcise of restraint and generosity a peaceful solu
tion could and must be found.

F. Communications ~md reports received between
18 December 1964 and 17 March 1965

190. During this period a series of communications
was addressed to the Council or the Secretary-General
by the representatives of Turkey and Cyprus. Those
from the representative of Turkey included a numbe.r
of letters bringing to the attention of the Councd
communications from Dr. Kii,:;iik, Vice-President of
Cyprus.

191. Letters dated 4 January (S/6137), 20 January
(S/6158), 22 January (S/6159 and Add.1), 23 Janu
ary (S/6161), 28 January (S/6168), 8 February
(S/6176), 9 February (S/6180, S/6181, S/6182 and
S/6183), 10 February (S/61~4), 19 February (S/
6193),3 March (S/6213), 4 March (S/6217), 8 March
(S/6221 and S/6223), 10 March (S(6227) and 15
March (S/6237) from the representative of Tur~ey
dealt, inter alia, with the following: Greek CyprlOt
preparations for an attack and. !andings of men an~
materials from Greece; the posItion of Dr. Ihsan Ah
in the Turkish community; the changing of the days
of official bank holidays in Cyprus; the renewed at
mosphere of tension in Cyprus; Greek Cypriot efforts
directed at annexing Cvprus to Greece; the grave
situation created by neW' Greek Cypriot fortifications
in Famagusta; Red Crescent supplies for the Turkish
community of Cyprus; arbitrary measures ~y the ~~~ek
Cypriot administration of Cyprus agamst clvlhan
Turkish Cypriots; statements concerning "en~sis"; a
Greek Cypriot view on the causes of the fadure of
the Zurich and London agreements; replies to com
munications from Greece and Cyprus; and a message
from Mr. Denktas, President of the Turkish Com
munal Chamber in Cyprus, concerning a declaration
by General Grivas.

192. Letters dated 15 January (S/6152), 4 Febru
ary (S/6173), 19 February (S/6194), 27 February
(S/6205), 2 March (S/6212, S/6215 and S/6216),
12 March (S/6230), 15 March (S/6233), from the
representative of Cyprus concerned; among. other s1.!b
jects a letter from Dr. Ihsan All, Turkish Cypnot
lead~r of the Paphos area; Turkish Cypriot prepara
tions for a renewed attack; a denial of Turkish allega
tions concerning preparation of an attacl< against the
Turkish Cypriots; repiies to Turkish letters; and viola
tion of human rights and oppression by the Turko
Cypriot leaders of the TMT. In a telegram dated 12
February (S/6188), the President of the Republic of
Cyprus denied allegations that the Cyprus Government
forces were preparing an all-out offensive against the
Turkish Cypriots.

193. In a report covering the period up to 10 March
1965 (S/6228), the Secretary-Ge.neral review.ed t~e
functioning of the United NatlOns OperatIOn 111
Cyprus. In observations on the situation, he said that
despite the very creditable results achieved, ~e saw no
alternative but to recommend another extension of the
Force for a further three months. He noted the difficul
ties involved for those providing contingents and ex
pressed his appreciation to the Governments of the
contributing States.



194. In reviewing the problems and questions that
had arisen about the mandate of l!N.F1CYP, ~1e o.b
served that the Force's action was hmlte? to domg .Its
best to halt violence to promote a reductlOn of tenslOn
and restore normal 'conditions of life, thus creating an
atmosphere favourable to the efforts to achieve a long
term settlement. While the last months had been rela
tively peaceful, it was equally significant that both
sides were militarily better prepared than before so that
the results of any renewal of fighting were likely to be
more severe than theretofore. Appealing to the parties
concerned to make the most sincere and determined
effort by negotiations to find an agreed basis for long
term solutions of their intercommuna1 problems, he
said that the efforts of UNFICYP to promote a return
to normal conditions in Cyprus seemed to have reached
their limits in the face of the rigid positions taken by
the Government and by the leaders of the Turkish
Cypriot community. There was a clear need for a
gradual and progressive dismantling of fortifications
with a view to achieving in the shortest possible time,
and under adequate protection and guarantees from
UNFICYP, the removal of all fortifications and armed
military posts in the island not essential for the defence
of Cyprus against external attack. His Special Repre
sentative and the Commander of the Force would soon
submit concrete proposals to that end and he strongly
urged the parties to give their support.

G. Consideration at the 11918t to 1193rd
meetings (17-19 March 1965) .

195. At the 1191st meeting on 17 March 1965, the
Council took up discussion of the report of the
Secretary-General.

196. The representative of Cyprus expressed the
disappointment of his Government over the necessity
for a new extension of the Force, and reiterated its
strong hope that the Force would be able to complete
its task. If present conditions were perpetuated, the
United Nations would have to choose either an indefi
nite stay of the Force in Cyprus or a withdrawal of the
Force, which in the present state of affairs would make
probable a renewal of fighting. Neither of those alterna
tives could be regarded as a success for the United
Nations.

197. Paying tribute to the success of the efforts of
the Force in averting major incidents, he emphasized
that that state of affairs was mainly due to the fact
that his Government had shown the maximum possible
degree of restraint in the face of extreme provocation
ag-ainst established law and order and in circumstances
of deliberate subversion of the unity and integrity of the
State.

198. The situation, and the presence of the Force,
was due to the existence in Cyprus of a few s111a11
pockets-in no more than 1.68 per cent of the area
of Cyprus-under control of agents of another country.

199. If peace was to be secured and a recurrence of
fighting averted, dividing lines on the island must be
eliminated and a complete return made to normality.
That was no more than full implementation of the
Council's resolution of 4 March. The Force should
fully carry out its share of responsibility for a return
to normality. It could not be argued seriously that the
task of the United Nations and principles guiding its
mission in Cyprus should be altered in practice because
the interests of the aggressor were jeopardized. The
Turkish policy of division had brought great suffering

upon the peaceful majority of the Turkish Cypriot popu
lation. The Government of Cyprus had pledged to do
its utmost for the protection of all citizens of Cyprus,
whether Greek or Turkish Cypriots, but felt that under
present circumstances it was the duty of UNFICYP to
assist the Government in that respect.

200. The agents of Turkey in Cyprus sought to
preserve the existing abnormal situation, the enlarge
ment of the areas under the control of the terrorists
so as to create a pattern of artificial de fact~ ~eparati?~1
and the creation of military and other condlttons faclh
tating invasion from Turkey. In that connexion, he
described recent incidents in the Lefka area.

201. The aim behind the Turkish activities which
had led to the incidents had been the intention to occupy
a larger area so as to advance plans for separation and
to create conditions to facilitate an invasion which was
still, it seemed, very much on the mind of the Turkish
Government. The Turkish Chief of Staff had made it
clear that the Turkish Government had taken steps to
strengthen and complete fortification of the Turl~ish

positions in Cyprus. Turkish threats and provocatton,
like the war of nerves, went on unabated. The fixed
interest that Turkey had in intensifying conflict was
illustrated by its recent tactics, including the false
charge that the Greeks of Cyprus were on the verge of
unleashing a mass armed attack against Turkish
Cypriots. He contrasted such attempts to create tension
and to conceal Turkish guilt with the policy of peace
of his Government, which was ready to strengthen its
co-operation with UNFICYP on the basis of the
mutual aim of preventing the renewal of fighting and
the full and complete return to normal conditions
throughout the territory of Cyprus. It would resist
with all the force at its disposal any attempts to con
front it with stalemated conditions perpetuating and pro
moting any kind of separation or division. His Govern
ment would discharge its own responsibilities to the
full. The people of Cyprus would never compromise or
alter their determination to secure their complete free
dom and decide freely for themselves their own destiny.

202. The representative of Turkey said that not
only was a final settlement no nearer but, in spite of the
uneasy truce, there seemed to be the threat of a recur
rence of fighting on a much larger scale. The report of
the Secretary-General, despite its circumspection, was
a clear indictment of the policies of the Greek Cypriot
Government and of the Government of Greece. The
Greek Cypriot administration had relaxed somewhat
its economic pressure during the period immediately
before the opening of the nineteenth session of the
General Assembly, but had now turned the pressure
on again with increased intensity. It seemed quite clear
that, whenever it suited their purposes, the Greek
Cypriots sought to force a solution by economic pressure
as a substitute for military action.

203. Archbishop Makarios had proceeded to have a
series of laws enacted in contravention of the Constitu
tion and it now appeared that the enactment of a new
elections law was being contemplated. Those laws were
devoid of any validity. If the existing electoral system
was altered, the Greek Cypriots would have deliberately
sown the seeds of separation in Cyprus themselves,
since the Turkish community could not be expected to
take part in any election to be held under an unconsti
tutional elections law.

204. The Turkish representatives then turned to
the pernicious role played by the Government of Greece,
which had sent a formidable force into Cyprus. Giving
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detdls of that force, he said that the unlawful Greek
Cypriot regime was acting hand in glove with the
Government of Greece in trying to bring about their
declared intention of annexing the island to Greece. In
consequence. Greece had shouldt.'rt.'d full responsibility
for all military action on the island. and any military
aggression directed against the Turks of Cyprus would
be considered as aggression coming from Greece as well
as from the Greek Cypriot regime. Unless and until the
Greek invading force in Cyprus and the Greek officers
in the Greek Cypriot forces left the island. the greatest
threat to peace in the area would be present. 'In that
connexion, he referred particularly to the village of
Ambelikou which had been surrotmded and attacked
since 12 March.

205. Reviewing statements made by President
Makarios and General Grivas, as well as the dangers
inherent in the overwhelming arms build-up of the
Greek Cypriots, he maintained that if the danger of
renewed large-scale hostilities in the area was to be
averted, measures of disarmament and repatriation of
troops, similar to those proposed in the past, should be
taken without delay. As the Secretary-General had
made clear, UNFICYP could not act a~ an instrument
of the Greek Cypriot Government. The 4 March resolu
tion defining the mandate of UNFICYP dealt with the
two hostile communities on a basis of equality. His dele
gation continued to maintain that the Force could best
carry OUt its mandate of restoration of law and order
and of a return to nor!.!1a1 conditions by patiently trying
to restore the very basls of law and order on the island,
namely, the Constitution, and by providing for the
Turkish community the exercise of their constitutional
rights.

206. The Greek and Greek Cypriot forces were
equipped with heavily armed mobile forces, so that a
removal of all fortifications would render the Turks an
easy prey to those forces. Moreover, fortifications
ostensibly for external defence could easily be used
against the Turkish community in local operations. All
Turkish positions were defensive whereas even the
smallest Turkish agglomerations were surrounded by
offensive Greek fortifications, which were the ones
that must come down.

207. The representative of Greece reviewed the
background of the problem, declaring that the agree
ments of 1959-1960 had granted to the Turkish
Cypriots. in domestic as well as external matters,
exaggerated privileges in the form of a series of rights
of veto. Those unprecedented privileges. which had
been meant as a protective shield. had been changed
into a means of pressure against the majority, result
ing in the p:lralysis of the St:lte. It had been obvious,
even in the eyes of the moderate members of the
minority, that the situation had to be remedied, but the
Turkish Cypriot leaders. pushed bv Ankara, had op
posed any negotiation or dialogue likely to consolidate
and strengthen the Republic of Cyprus. A strong
Turkish Cypriot military unit ready to enter into action
had significantly appeared upon the launching of the
incidents of December 1963. The chief of the minority.
Mr. Kii<:iik. had declared the Repuhlic defunct :md the
Constitution obsolete and had claimed that partition
was the onlv solution. That policv of dismemherment of
the island had consistentlv been a'dvocated bv the Turks.
He contrasted that interest in separation' and in the
poisoning of relations between the communities with
the attitude of the Greek Cypriots as manifested in the
statement of Archbishop l\fakarios in September 1964.
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The Turkis!1 response to that statement, he recalled, had
been quite negative. Whereas the policy of the Govern
ment of Cyprus aimed at the re-establishment of order
and a return to conditions of normal life in all fields,
the policy of the Turkish Government sought to divide
and to maintain the self-isolation of the Turkish
Cypriots. The maintenance of such barriers, he contin
ued, was not designed to protect the members of the
Turkish Cypriot minority, since the extent of areas
under Turkish military control was less than 2 per cent
of the territory of the island and those areas contained
about one-fifth of the Turkish Cypriot population. The
other four-fifths lived peacefully on the rest of the
island outside the terroristic grasp of the leaders, as was
a~tested by the report of the Secretary-General. Turkish
dlplomacy had been carrying on intensive activities in
various capitals and international organizations. trying
to plant the idea, unsupported by any proof, that the
Greek Cypriots Vlere engaged in military preparations
for the extermination of the entire Turkisb minority.
Such activities were designed to ii""·.'ent any return
to normality. As the Secretary-Gener.~)\ report attested
the intention of the Turkish fighters li'" Cyprus \\"as t~
a.chieve and enforce.a coriditi~n akin to de facto parti
hon. In that conneXlOn, he pomted out that the United
Nations Force, under the 4 March resolution. was called
upon to protect the integrity and unity of Cyprus.

208. Extreme solutions could not be achieved since
they were equally offensive to the sense of justice of
international public opinion and to the determination of
the enormous majority of the population.

209. At the 1192nd meeting on 18 March. the repre
sentative of the United Kingdom noted that the
Mediator was ~11 the process of completing his first
report. The penod after the presentation of that report
would perhaps be the most crucial and his Government
~oped that all concerned would avoid hasty or rigid
Judgements and would approach the coming months
with the utmost tolerance and flexibility they could
muster. It was more than ever necessary for all Mem
ber States in conformity with the resolution of 4
March to refrain from any action likely to worsen the
situation. The Secretary-General's latest report made
it very clear how precarious was the peace and how
close to the surface lay all the elements for a further
outhreak of violence. The indications of a continuing
anps build-up given in the Secretary-General's report
pomted to a very serious development underlininO' the
crucial need for restraint and made it clear that the
mandate of UNFICYP must be renewed for a further
period. His Gove1't1l1lent snpported the re~ommendation

of the Secretary-General in that respect. It would con
tinue to provide a contingent in UNFICYP at the same
strength as before. ;r ~'equired to do so. It was willing to
make a further contribution of $1 million towards' the
expenses of that peace-keeping operation.

210. After further statements by the parties at the
same meeting. discnssion was continued at the 1193rd
meeting on 19 March, when the representative of
Bolivia introduced the following joint draft resolution
(S/6247) submitted bv Bolivia. Ivory Coast Jordan
Malaysia. the Netherlmlds and Uruguay:' ,

"The Security Council.
"Noting that the report of the Secretary-General

(S/6228 and Corr.1 and Add.!) recommends the
maintenance in Cyprus of the United Nations Peace
keeping Force, created by the Security Council reso
lution of 4 March 1964 (S/5575), for an additional
period of three months,



UNaM'ng that the Government of Cyprus has indi
cated its desire that the stationing of the United
Nations Force in Cyprus should be continued beyond
26 Ma..Jl 1965,

"Noting from the report d the Secretary-General
that while the military situation has on the whole
remained quiet during the period under review and
while the presence of the United Nations Force has
contributed significantly to this effect, nevertheless
the positio'1 remains one of uneasiness in several
points, with the consequent danger of a renewal of
fighting with all of its disastrous consequences,

"Renett.'ing the expression of its deep appreciation
to the Secretary-General for his efforts in the imple
mentation of th~ ~ecurity Council resolutions of 4
March (S/557;,;, 13 March (5/5603). 20 June
(S/5778), 25 September (S/5987) and 18 December
1964 (S/6121),

"Renc'wing the expression of its deep appreciation
to the States that have contributed troops, ~lice,

supplies and financial support for the implementation
of the resolution of 4 March 1964,

"1. ReaffiYms its resolutions of 4 March 1964,
1~ March, 20 June, 9 August (S/5868), 25 Septem
ber and 18 December 1964 and the consensus ex
pressed by the President at the 1143rd meeting on
11 August 1964;

"2. Calls upon all States Members of the United
Nations to comply with the above ·mentioned
resolutions;

"3. Calls upon the parties ccncerne~ to act with
the utmost restraint and to co-operate fully with the
United Nations Force;

"4. Takes note of the report by the Secretary
General (S/6228 and Corr.1 and Add.l) ;

"5. Extends the stationing in Cyprus of the
United Nations Peace-keeping Force, established
under the Security Council resolution of 4 March
1964, for an additional period of three months, ending
26 June 1965."
211. The represp.ntative of Jordan said that the

proximity of Cyprus to his country and the strong ties
between his people and the people of Cyprus of both
Greek and Turkish stock made his delegation approach
the issue with special concern. It strongly felt that what
was basically required was a restoration of the spirit
of co-operation and goodwill among the parties. He
paid tribute to the considerable degree of success
achieved by the United Nations Force in contrlbuthg to
the maintenance uf law and order on the island. He
expressed his delegation's concern over the parts of the
Secretary-General's report which dealt with tension,
which strengthened the argument for a further exten
sion of the Force. He associated his delegation with the

. Secretary-General's appeal for co-operation from all
the parties concerned.

212. The representative of the Netherlands paid
tt ~0ute to the work of the United Nations in Cyprus.
Withaut belittling the co-opef'ation of the parties who
had helped to find solutions in several situations, it
seemed that the Force had exerted exactly that calming
effect for which it had been established. The Force
should therefore be enabled to continue to function and
the United Nations was entitled to expect the parties
concerned to give all necessary co-operation to the
Force. He regretted the instances mentioned in the
Secretary-General's report where the generally satis
factory state of affairs had heen troubled by difficulties

with the Cypr~ot military leadership, on the one hand,
and the Turkish Cypriot military leaders, on the other.
The hostile confrontation of armed forces and the
increased influx of light and heavy military equipment
for the Government's forces had inevitably increa:led
the danger. His delegation had been glad to t~ke note
of assurances to the Force Commander that there was
no intention of using any such equipment in the inter
communal conflict or to attack the Turkish Cypriot
community. He asked all parties concerned to heed the
call of the Secretary-Gl"neral for continued recognition
of the rights of UNFICYP in respect of free movement
and observation. His delegation ~lso attached impor
tance to the Commander's proposals for progressive
defortification.

213. The Netherlands felt bound to express its dis
appointment at the lack of progress towards either a
normalization of the situation or towards a solution
of the problem itself. His delegation believed that there
was a rising feeling that the time had come where the
efforts of the United Nations Forc~ and of all those
who contributed to it whether in men or in money, as in
the case of the Netherlands, should be matched by a
clear willingness of aU parties concerned to reach an
agreed solution. In that respect, lie had been struck by
the agreement of the parties that the existing situation
could not be allowed long to endure except at the
greatest peril to peace. The only logical conclusion to
be drawn from that fact was that it was high time to
stop accusations and to start ne~otiations for a long
term solution.

214. The representative of Malaysia said that his
delegation found the latest report of the Secretary
General to be the most disquieting of the four that had
been submitted and the staL~ments over the last two
days had underlined his fears. It was essential to bear
in mind that UNFICYP was a means to the end of an
acceptable political settlement between the contending
parties. Paradoxically, the presence of UNFICYP.
although it had undoubtedly arrested a worsening of
conditions, had made it possible for contestants on both
sides to consolidate their existing military strength and
increase their offensive and defensive capabilities. The
central core of the proble:'l was the military build-up.
and it was to be feared that it would give rise to more
and more incidents of violence on the one hand. and.
on the other, render efforts at mediation less and less
fruitful or capable of ultimate success. He therefore
appealed for a cessation of the build-up and joined in
asking that an parties avo;d taking- rigid or inflexible
attitudes in the conduct of negotiations th1'ouO"h the
Mediator. '"

215. The representative of the United States be
lieved that the continued presence of UNFICYP on
Cyprus was still essentia~ to the creation of the condi
tions necessary to the working out of an agreed solution.
The service to peace rendered by the members of the
Force had earned universal admiration. Welcoming the
joint draft resolution. for which he wou10 v· .:-~, he said
that the mere presence of the Force in Cypr"s, impor
tant as it was, was not enoug-h. To be effective, it must
be permitted to carry out the mandate assigned to it.
In that connexion. he referred to the need for freedom
of movement and welcomed the statement bv the
Foreign Minister of Cyprus that his Government ~votlld
streng-then its co-operation with UNFICYP. His dele
gation supportp..1 the Secretary-General's interpretation
of the role'f ~t;e Force and called for compliance with
the Force fA,;.,..nander's recommendations regarding the
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~ ..
situation in the Lefka-Ambelikou area. His delegation
also shared the concern of the Secretary-General re
garding the importing of heavy arms into Cyprus, about
which the Council could not fail to be concerned. He
called on the parties to place greater confidence in the
demonstrated abilities of the Force and its capable Com
mander to protect the security interest of the people
of Cyprus and to turn their attention to a return to
normal conditions und to c0mmunal reconciliation. The
United States stood ready to contribute up to an addi
tional $2 million towards defraying the expenses of the
extended period of the Force.

216. The representative of China said that it must
be recognized that the Force had effectively sought to
implement the relevant Council resolutions and had
contributed to the achievement of the objectives laid
down by the Council. It deserved the confidenct. and
gratitude of the Council. The fact that peace and qUIet
had generally prevailed during the period covered by
the Secretary-General's report was a remarkable
achievement despite the regrettable outbreak of recent
fighting near Lefka. He supported the extension of the
Force.

Decision: After further discussion at the 1193rd
meeting on 19 March, the joint draft resolution was
adopted lInanimol/sly {rpsolution 201 (1965)).

H. Report of the Mediator

217. On 30 March 1965, t1.<. United Nations Media
tor, Mr. Galo Plaza, submitteu report to the Secretary
General in which he reviewed the background of the
situation, the activities and efforts of the Mediator, and
analysed the positions of the parties concerned regarding
an agreed settlement of the Cyprus problem. In spite
of the impasse between the positions of the Greek
Cypriots and the Turkish Cypriots, he did not feel
entitled to suggest to the Secretary-General that the
mediation effort had reached its absolute limits and that
it had finally been proved incapable of bringing about
an agreed -settlement of the problem of Cyprus. The
respective conceptions of principle were not so different
in terms of the real interests at stake as to be beyond
reconciliation. Both sides, he noted. advocated inde
pendence but under different terms. He considered the
question of C1IOS1S as the most d1visive and rotenti<llly
the most explos~ve aspect of the problem. It was diffi
cult for him to see how any proposed settlement which
left open the possibility of enosis being brought about
against the will of the Turkish Cypriot minority could
secure agreement at present or in the foreseeable future.
Serious warnings had been given that an attempt to
impose such a solution would be likely to precipitate not
only a new outbreak of violence on Cyprus itself but
also a grave deterioration in relations between Turkey
on the one hand and Cyprus and Greece on the other.
possibly provoking actual hostilities and in any case
jeopardizing the peace of the eastern Mediterranean
region. Should the Government of Cyprus decide to re
frain, for as long as the risks persisted, from placing
before the population the opportunity to opt for enosis.
he was confident that the Government of Greece would
be prepared to respect that course ot action. That de
cision would have to be a free undertaking. in view of
the sovereign prerogatives which the Cyprus Govern
ment enjoyed and would not be a condition to be im
posed upon then. Suct a course of action was capable
not only of fitting the principle of self-determination but
also of going a long way towards contributing to the

maintenance of international peace and security. In
that connexion, the Meaiator reviewed prospects in
connexion with possible demilit2.rization.

218. Dealing with the structllre of the independent
State, he observed that the opposition of the Greek
Cypriots to the Turkish Cypriot idea of geographic
separation was hardly less strong than the opposition of
the Turkish Cypriots to the imposition of enosis. He
haJ studied the arguments for and against that proposal
and found it diffir-..!t to see how the practical objections
to it could be overcome. He was reluctant to believe in
the "impossibility" of Greek Cypriots and Turkish
Cypriots learning to live together again in peace. He
was inclined to regard separation as the only means
that the Turkish Government and Turkish Cypriot
leadership considered workable of ensuring respect for
the real principle at stake: namely, that the Turkish
Cypriot community must be protected adequately. The
Mediator fully supported that principle. He felt strongly
that the protection of the Turkish Cypriot community
was one of the most important aspects of the Cyprus
problem and that everything possible must be done to
ensure it, including safeguards of an exceptional kind.

219. The realities of the situation required that there
must be established in Cyprus the most rigorous pos
sible guarantees of human rights and safeguards against
discrimination and that, for some time, in order to help
the two communities to find their "ray out of the
vicious circle (If deep distrust between them certain
intern..ltiontal guaraI"~ees must also be provided. In
addition, any Turki::ih Cypriot who failed to find in such
guarantees a basis for reasonable confidence should
have the right to resettle in Turkey and should be
assisted to do so with adequa..:e compensation. Appropri
ate assi:>t~nce should also be provided to rehabilitate
all those whose property had been destroyed or seri
ously damaged as a result of the disorders. That would
be a task of reconstruction for which, he felt confident,
external assistance. including assistance from the
United Nations family of organizations, would be forth
coming at the Government's request.

220. The hard fact of the distinctive features of the
twu communities, sharpened by the recent events, re
quired that some special measures, if only transitional,
should be applied to ensure to the members of the
minority community a proper voice in their traditionally
communal affairs a:ld also, without weakening the unity
of the State, an equitable part in the public life of the
country as a whole. That was not a question of denying
the right of a political majority to rule, but a question
of the need to avoid the excessive demands of one nres
ently distinct community over another to an extent and
in a manner likely to delay indefinitely the unity of the
population.

221. The Mediatar noted the assurances given by
Archbishop Makarios of his concern for those aspects
of the problem and the specific measures whkh the
Archbishop had expressed willingness to apply. The
need for such measures having been conceded in princi
ple, the Mediato~ felt confident th<'t their improvement
and extension VI: • e, if need be, matters susceptible of
negotiation between the parties. He attached particular
importance to the presence and role of a United Nations
Cmnmissioner, a unique and extraordinary safeguard
whose very existence would, he believed, engender
confidence in all Cypriots. In response to the matter of
the position of the Turkish Cypriots as ~ community,
Archbishop Makarios had conceded the desirability of
finding some means, for a transitional period at least,
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of ensuring representation of the Turkish Cypriots in
the governmental institutions. That might he done by n
systt'll\ of proportional rcpn'st'lltation or reservation of
seats in the Parliament, and also, perhaps, by the ap
pointment of a Turkish Cypriot minister responsible for
the affairs of his community-without prejudice to
other Turkish Cypriots being elected or appointed on
merit. In that field, too, he felt confident that negotia
tions between the parties could be fruitful. After re
viewing other questions in that connexion, the !\fediator
t'xpressed the opinion that because both sides. for ap
parent reasons, might view treaty arrangements with
some misgivings. a different form of guarantee might
have to be devised. He believed that the possibility
could he explored for the United Nations its('lf to act
as the guarantor of the terms of the settlement.

222. In conclusion. the Mediator stressed that he
had not felt it appropriate at that stage to set forth
precise recommt'ndations or even suggestions of a
formal kind for a solution to the problem of Cyprus.
His only recommendation was that the partie<; con
cerned should try, in the light of the observations in the
report, to meet together' at a suitable place on the
earliest possible occasion. The procedure most likely
to produce fruitful results would be for such a meeting
or series of meetings to take place in the first instance
between representatives of the two principal parties who
belonged to Cyprus: the Greek Cypriot and Turkish
Cypriot cOllnlltmities. That hy no means precluded other
alternatives that might prove acceptable and would not
alter the fact that an agreed settlement in the context of
the Council resoluti()n of 4 March 1964 1lIust have the
adherence of all the parties mentioned in that resolution.

223, Should that procedure lead eventually to agree
ment on all major issues and should it then be found
necessary to refer t1J.e terms of settlement to the people
of Cyprus directly. he considered that it would. be
essential that they should be asked to accept or reject
the basic settlement as a single package and not in its
various parts. If there were a majority vote against
the terms of the settlement, that should not be con
strued as a vote in favour of any other particular solu
tion, but would only signify that the process of seeking
an acceptable form of settlement would have to begin
anew.

224. In a letter dated 31 March (S/6267) addressed
to the Secretary-General, the Permanent Representa
tive of Turkey said that his Government had carefully
studied the report of the Mediator. In spite of the
Mediator's mandate being defined in the 4 March 1964
resolution as promoting "an agreed settlement", Mr.
Galo Plaza, without securing the agreement of all
parties to the dispute, had proceeded to express his
conviction :lS to the subst:lnce of the problem by way
of observations, views or suggestions. On several occa
sions in the past, the Turkish Government had made
it clear to Mr. Galo Plaza that such a course would not
be compatible with his mandate and had requested him
to refrain from such action in order that he might
fruitfully continue his mediation efforts, the pursu:lnce
of which was also desired by the Turkish Government.
The report of Mr. Galo Plaza contained sections which
went bevond his terms of reference. It was obvious that
those sections could not be taken into consideration.
could not be entertained as a mediation effort and could
not therefore constitute in any manner a basis for
future efforts. That created a situation w'lere it must
be deemed that Mr. Galo Plaza's functions as a mediator
had come to an end upon the publication of his report.
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At any rate, the Turkish Government could no longer
exp<.'Ct positive results from the continued mediation
efforts of a person who had given vent to his convictions
on the substance of the question without the agreement
of all parties concerned. It wished to express to l\tr.
Galo Plaza. its thanks for his efforts in trying to find a
settlement agreeable to all the parties.

225. In a reply dated 1 April (S/62(j7), the
Secretary-General noted the views expressed. \iVhile it
was for the members of the Council themselves to make
authoritative interpretations of the provisions of resolu
tions of the Council, he had found nothing' in the
Mediator's report which he could consider as going
beyond, or being in :lny other respect incompatible with,
the functions of the Mediator as defined in the resolu
tion of 4 March 1964. While he noted with regret the
view of the Turkish Government that the functions of
the Mediator had come to an end. he did not consider
that any action by him at that juncture affecting the
status of the Mediator was called for. He appealed to
that Government not to insist on the extreme position
that the services of the Mediator had come to an end
because he feared that that might well mean the end of,
for ah practical purposes, the mediation effort itself,
thus grt'atly diminishing" hopes for a peaceful solution
of the Cyprus problem. That appeal, of course, did not
apply in any way to the attitude of the Government of
Turkey towards the substance of the Mediator's report.

226. In a reply dated 6 April (S/6267/Add.l), the
representative of Turkey said th~l:: it had never occurred
to his Government to take action concerning the stand
ing of a person designated by the Security Council. Rt't
there could be no further usefulness in the continuation
of Mr. Galo Plaza in his functions. Under the circum
stances. to draw the conclusion that his mediation
efforts had come to an end was no more than the expres
sion of the assessment of a state of fact. His Govern
ment. which had always fully supported the constructive
mediation efforts of the United Nations, aimed at pro
moting a peaceful solution based on justice, would
continue to do so in the future.

227. In a note dated 12 April (S/6275/Add.l), th~

representative of Cyprus transmitted a statement issued
by his Government on th\~ report of the Mediator. It
had reached the conclusion that most of the findings in
the report constituted a constructive approach to the
problem, particularly the chapter on the criteria upon
which the solution of the problem must be based. Rut
it could not agree with the recommendation of self
restriction with respect to the exercise of the right of
self-determination as long as there existed a danger to
peace. The Government believed that the work of the
Mediator had been useful and wished it to be continued.

228. On 9 April, the Secretary-General transmitted
to the members of the Council, for their information, a
letter dated 3 April (S/6279) from Dr. KilGiik, Vice
President of the Republic of Cyprus, enclosing a state
ment by the Turkish Cypriot leadership on the report
of the !\Tediator. The statement by the Turkish Cypriot
leadership expressed regret that the Mediator should
have made personal suggestions, which could not have
any legal effect. It coulr1 not have been the intention of
the Mediator to advocate the idea that situations in
violation of treaties and created through a use of brute
force should be taken as a basis of discussions for new
agreements. The report did not take into consideration
the legal rights of the Turkish Cypriot community and
Turkey. \iVhat was important was to establish an order
in Cyprus, on the basis of the validity of the 1960



230. During this period a series of communications
was addressed to the Sec'1rity Council or the Secretary
General by the representatives of Turkey and Cyprus.
Those from the representative of Turkey included a
number of letters bringing to the attention of the
Council communications from Dr. Kii<;iik. Vice
President of Cyprus.

231. Letters dated 18 March (S/6244 and S/6246),
22 March (S/6251), 24 March (S/6255). 2 April
(S/6271), 20 April (S/6293), 23 April (S/6298),
27 April (S/6306 and S/6307 and Corr.1), 28 April
(S/6309), 30 April (S/6311), 3 May (S/6326),
5 May (S/6335), 7 May (S/6337), 13 May (S/635,7),
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tn.'aties. in order to provide possibilities tor the Turkish
community to preserve its existence and to continue to
live in peace and security. The supposedly gem'rous
ofTer hy Archbishop 1hkarios to respect the human
rights of the Turkish community would in fact be
nothing mort' than the restor:ltion to the Turks of sOllle
of the rights which they already possessed under the
Constitution and which human beings everywhere must
possess in any case. The Turkish Cypriots had ahso
lutely no conlUellce left in Greek Cypriot leadership.
The Turkish community, as one of the two partners in
the sovereignty of the Republic of Cyprus and as the
oWl1er of no less than one-third of the entire territory
of the Republic, sought conditions that would make it
phvsically impossible for the Greeks to destroy the
imiependence of the Republic or to eliminate. dominate
or subjugate the Turks or the Turkish community as :1
whole. with or without enosis. Cyprus. it was declared.
was not a "country" in any ethnic sense: it was just a
small island populated by two distinct natioml and
juridical communities. The fact that tile Greek com
munitv was numerically bigger than the Turkish did
not niake the ishnd in its entirety a property of the
Greeks and did not entitle the bigger cOlllmtlllity to rob
the smaller one of all its basic rights including the right
of self-dt'll'rlllinatiOlI and the right to enjoy full security
of life and property. Reviewing the virtues of federation
as a solution. the statement r;:onsidered it strange that
the Mediator's report, while objecting to a voluntary
regrouping of a limited number of people within
Cyprus. should advocate voluntary resettlement of
Turks in Turkey. involving a much more complicated
and c.:>stly movement of people and a total change of
conditions of lift' and employment.

229. In a letter dated 8 April (5/6280). the Minis
ter for Foreign Affairs of Greece communicated to the
Secretary-General a statement issued by the Greek
Council of Ministers on the Mediator's report. That
report, it was observed, constituted a synthesis of the
findings and conclusions by two personalities who had
in succession performed the duties of Mediator. It noted
with satisfaction the Mediator's recognition of the
fundamental right of the people of Cyprus to decide on
their own future without atlV 1"('striction from outside:
but the exercise of that rigIlt should not be restrained
because of the threat of the use of force. The Greek
Government continued to :tim for unfettered inde
pendpnc{' for Cyprus. inc1mling- tl1<' right of self
determination. as well as full protection of the rights
of the Turkish minority. The means te, that aim were
pacification and continuation by Mr. Plaza of his
mission as Mediator.

I. Communiea2ions eireulated hetween 18 March
and 15 June 1965

2i l\lay t~/(i.~I'-l. ~/!l.H~ amI ~/()3().J.). 2:-\ May
(S/h.WS) ant! I .Junt' (~/()402). from. the r~pre

sentative of Turkey dealt, among other thmgs. With a
letter from 1\1r. Denktas and Mr. O~llJan Orek. Minis
ter of Defence for Cyprus, concerning the report of the
Secretary-General: a message from Mr. Denktas on
the question of f.'nosis: a reply by the Yice-Pre.sident of
Cyprus to the speech made by the Foreign Mmister of
Cyprus before the Security Council on Iq ~brch: the
importation of Red Crescent supplies into Cyprus: the
dissolution of the Greek Communal Chamber (If Cyprus:
Turki!'h Cypriot protests ahrainst the hlockade in
:'\icosia: the murder of a Greek and Turkish Cypriot on
11 April: comment on the unilateral dismantling of
Greek Cypriot fortifications; replies to letters from the
representative of Cyprus: the dismiss:!1 of U r.
'sukiJ11;\n: freedom of movement of Turkish Cypriots:
the cl:mgl'r of a new Greek Cypriot :lttack. and the
stntement made by President Uabri0s on 26 May.

232. Letters dated 16 April (S/6286), 22 April
(S/6296), 23 April (S/6299). 3 :May (S/6327). 6
May (S/6334), 12 May (S/6350). and 26 May
(S/6383). from the representative of Cyprus referred,
illtcr alia, to the murder of a Turkish Cypriot and a
Greek Cypriot on 11 April: a statement made on 21
April by the President of Cyprus announcing the uni
lateral dismantling of Greek Cypriot fortifications:
incidents caused by Turkish Cypriots on 9 and
15 April; violation of the :.ir-space of Cyprus by a
Turkish Air Force jet on 26 April: preparations by
Turkish Cypriot rebels; acts of provocation and aggres
sion by Turkish Cypriots: and replies to Turkish
communications.

J. Report of the Secretary-General and considera
tion at the 1224th meeting (15 June 1965)

233. On 10 June. the Secretary-General submitted
a report on the United Nations operation in Cyprus
(S/6426) covering the period 11 March-IO June.
In the observatiol's made at the conclusion of the
report. he stated that although there had been relative
quiet in Cyprus for the past three months, the basic
situation remained unchanged and there had been
no re~! progress in solving the fundamental problems.
The quiet which prevailed was tenuous and it was
very likely that without UNFICYP there would be
an early recurrence of fighting. UNFICYP provided
the only mechanism by which civilian administrative,
judicial and economic activities in the island could
be carried out across communal lines. The problems
encountered in attempting to achieve a return to
normality, which had been described in some detail in
the report, provided an indication of the kind of
breakdown in the life of the island which might occur
if UNFICYP were to be withdrawn.

234. 'With those considerations in mind, he felt
obliged to recommend to the Council that UNFICYP
be extended for a further period which he hoped
might be six months instea<:1 of the usual three. Among
the advantages of a longer extensic~~ would be facili
tation of the planning and efficient operation of the
Force and the fact that '. would be a more economical
arrangement. Governm\...m; contributing contingents had
indicated no objection to the longer period. The
report also observed that the question of withdrawal
of the Force before the expiry of the six months
period, should it arise, would be submitted without
delay to the Security Council for its consideration and



appropriate action. Noting that voluntary contributions
pledged to date left a deficit of $1.6 million for the
period which was ending, the Secretary-General pointed
out that it would be necessary to obtain that sum, as
well as pledges to cover the costs for any further
extension of UNFICYP.

235. Unless the mandate were to be changed, which
seemed unlikely, or real progress were to be made
towards a political solution or to more normal condi
tions, the current strength of UNFICYP was, in the
firm view of the Commander of the Force, the absolute
minimum for the effective performance of its duties.

236. The dominant factor of the prevailing situation
was the armed confrontation between the Government
of Cyprus and the Turkish Cypriot community. The
disengagement programme announced by the Govern
ment on 21 April had provided a starting point from
which to deal with that situation. But the full poten
tialities of such a scheme could be realized only when
it had been extended to areas where the tension was
high, such as in the walled city of Nicosia. '.'he
Government had indicated its intention of extending
the disengagement programme to all areas, if and
when circumstances permitted. In that connexion, the
Secretary-General urged both the Government of
Cyprus and the Turkish Cypriot community to
co-operate increasingly in making disengagement a
reality. If the Government was to be urged to extend
the geographic scope and the detailed implementation
of the programme, then it was necessary also for the
Turkish Cypriots, on their part, to react positively and
helpfully to reciprocate with similar disengagement
measures on their side under UNFICYP's protection
and guarantee.

237. The maintenance of the armed confrontation
discouraged normal life and security {or all the
inhabitants of the island and generated constant risk
of clashes as well. He appealed to the Cyprus Govern
ment and to the Turkish Cypriot community to
co-operate with UNFICYP in measures to diminate
inflammable and precarious situations, such as those
prevailing in Lefka-Ambelikou and in parts of Nicosia,
where the closeness of the confrontation between
military elements was such as to render it impossible
for UNFICYP, by interposition or any other means,
effectively and reliably to carry out its function of
preventing a recurrence of fighting.

238. The mediation function. due to circumstances
fully known to the Council through previous reports
on the subject, was inactive at the present time. Though
unfortunate, that did not preclude a continuation of
t4e efforts as recommended by the Mediator to bring
about discussion and negotiation among the parties
concerned, at any level, looking toward the settlement
of political problems. In that regard, it was known
that bilateral talks between Greece and Turkey were

. taking place and the hope might be expressed that
they would be productive. In addition, he had long
believed that it would be very helpful if talks could
be arranged locally between officials of the Cyprus
Go'\ernment and leaders of the Turkish Cypriot
community. Efforts would continue in that direction.

239. At the 1224th meeting on 15 June, the repre
sentative of Cyprus said that his Government had
accepted the Secretary-General's proposal for a six
month exteasion subject to the understanding stated
in that respect by the Secretary-General. In reviewing
the period covered by the report, the representative
of Cyprus contrasted the attitude and actions of the
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Turkish Cypriot terrorists, under direction from
Ankara, with the persistent attempts of his Govern
ment, in co-operation with the United Nations, to
bring about the full pacification and normalization of
the situation in Cyprus. Careful study of the report
of the Secretary-General, he declared, would confirm
that that had been the attltude of his Government.
In response to his Government's attitude, the Turkish
Cypriot leadership had not only refused positively to
respond to any proposal or measure leading to a
return to normality, but had on the contrary tried to
take advantage of the pacifying gestures of the Cyprus
Govcmment in order to promOte their political aims
and improve their military positions. In that connexion,
he cited the case of the Greek-owned shops in the
Paphos Street in Nicosia, on the so-called Green Line,
which had been described in the report of the Secretary
General. He also mentioned a series of incidents in
the Lefka-Ambelikou area. The attitudes and methods
employed by the Turkish Cypriot terrorists could
further be illustrated by the cold-blooded murder of
a Turkish Cypriot trade union leader, Dervish
Gm'azoglu, who had been prominent in working towards
reconciliation between the Greeks and the Turks in
Cyprus and had accordingly been repeatedly threatened
with execution by the Turkish terrorist organization.

240. The report of the Secretary-General had noted
what it terr,led a seemingly deliberate policy of self
segregation by the Turkish Cypriots. That statement
gave the true picture of the situation in Cyprus and
the answer to the question of who was rcspclsible for
that situation. Intimidation, murder, torture and
detention had been the measures used for some time
by the Turkish Cypriot leadership upon the innocent
members of the Turkish Cypriot minority in Cyprus.
Turkey, by means of a combination of internal sub
version and continued threats of aggression and inva
sion. systematically and continuously undermined all
efforts for a return to normality and frustrated the
possibilities for a peaceful solution. But the issue of
Cyprus could be decided only through the United
Nations and on the basis of the principles of the
Charter. In that connexion, he recalled that his Gov
ernment considered the report of the Mediator most
constructive and useful although it had some reser
yations with regard to certain of the views expressed
111 that report.

241. The representative of Turkey said that he had
reason to share the hopes expressed by the Secretary
General in his report that the negc tiations under way
with a view to finding a solution to that unfortunate
question would be productive. It was his delegation's
hope that, once a basis for agreement could be reached
between Greece and Turkey, the same basis could
be extended with general consent to bring in all parties
concerned so that a peaceful solution and an agreed
settlement as envisaged by the Council might be
realized. It was unfortunate, however, that that glimmer
of hope was being dimmed by a growing intransigence
of the Greek Cypriot Government. Archbishop Makarios
had recently made an inflammatory statement to the
effect that the alternatives were union of all Cyprus
with Greece or a holocaust.

242. Turkey agreed to the suggestion of prolonga
tion of the mandate of the Force in Cyprus for six
months instead of the usual three. The position of his
Government on the report of the Mediator had been
made quite clear in his letters of 31 March and 6 April
1965 (S/6267 and Add.1). He reiterated, however,



that Turkey could continue to support the mediation
efforts of the United Nations as envis:tged under the
Council resolution of 4 March 1%4. The Secretary
General's report noted that earlier fe:trs of external
attack had not materialized and indeed made it clear
that the frequent and indiscriminate invocation of
that imaginary threat had heen seriously curtailing
UNFICYP in its efforts to reduce the tension on the
island and effectively to prevent the recurrence of
fighting between the two communities. In that con
nexion, he cited events in the area of Lefka and
Ambelikou in March 1965. A similar illegal encroach
ment on Turkish Cypriot rights by the Greek Cypriots
was unfortunately shaping up in another part of the
island, again in the name of external defence. The real
Greek Cypriot intention ",'as to strangle yet another
Turkish village, that of :\fandrb. regarded by impartial
military observers as the least likely place to be chosen
for any external attack. It was to be hoped that
UNFICYP would have better success in that instance
than it had had so far in the Lefka-Al11belikou region.

243. Turning to the question of the right of inspec
tion by UNFICYP on the Green Line in Nicosia, he
said that the Turkish Cypriots had never intended to
interfere with the freedom of movement of the Force,
and that the misunderstanding had been immediately
cleared up Ot1ce it had become possible to have the
inspection by UNFICYP without occupation of the
premises in question by the Greek Cypriots. As for the
unfortunate assassination of Mr. Gavazoglu, he noted
that the report of the Secretary-General stated that it
had not been impossible to identify the perpetrators of
that crime and that the Vice-President of the R'public
of Cyprus had suggested that the police unit attached
to UNFICYP could be asked to carry out an impartial
investigation.

244. Freedom of movement on all highways, if
necessary under UNFICYP superdsion, and relaxation
of the economic restrictions against the Turkish com
munity were two areas where UNFICYP efforts
should be concentrated. In that connexion, he noted
that the Turkish community, notably in the opening of
the Nicosia-Kyrenia road, had not been lacking in
goodwill in that respect. He also referred to the
hardships of all kinds which the Secretary-General's
report described. Reviewing the often-rt2peated allega
tions that movement of members of the Turkish com
munity was restricted by its leaders, he cited the
number of Turkish visitors trapped in Nicosia by the
Greek Cypriot siege on 16 April and also recalled the
case of Mr. Suleiman, who had been dismissed from
the Government's civil service as a result of having
spoken the truth. Similar Greek Cypriot allegations
about Turkish Cypriot refugees were also false. Not
only had the Greek Cypriots continued to hamper the
importation of relief supplies, but they had :efused
to honour an agreement for the evacuation of Turkish
buildings in Nicosia, thereby condemning thousands
of Turkish Cypriots to remain as refugees in camps
outside Nicosia.

245. Referring to reports that the Greek Cypriot
administration was being urged to hold a general
election for the two communities under a unified
electoral roll, he noted that the Constitution provided
for separate communal rolls. If the Greek Cypriot
regime carried such a project into effect, it would be
consolidating the irrevocable separation of the two
communities. In conclusion, he stated that the so-called
disengagement programme declared unilaterally by
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Archbishop Makarios on 21 April could not be taken
as a starting point for any return to normal conditions
in view of the realities of the military situation. Real
disengagement between the two communities could
only take place after a balance in military power was
established through disarmament under effective con
trol. Under prevailing conditions, UNFICYP pro
tection could only be considered supplementary and
not an alternative to the defences of the Turkish
Cypriot community. In connexion with the talks urged
by the Secretary-General, he assumed that what was
meant was that the Government of Cyprus should
meet in plenary and discuss problems that normally
concern the Government of a State. The Turkish
Cypriot leadership had always been in favour of that
and had proposed such a meeting.

246. The representative of Greece said that two
factors had brought about the somewhat better atmos
phere and somewhat more encouraging prospects: (1)
the improvement in the situation in Cyprus. thanks to
the presence of the Force and the continued efforts of
the Cyprus Government; and (2) the dialogue just
reiterated betw~en the Governments of Greece and
Turkey, which was fully consistent with the concluding
remarks of the report of the Mediator, to whom the
representative of Greece paid tribute. His Government
approved those discussions, reviewing all aspects of
Greek-Turkish relations with sincerity and goodwill,
and trusted that they would pave the way to an
improvement of the situation in the whole area, thus
promoting its ultimate aim of helping to find a peaceful
solution to the Cyprus question. He regretted that the
Turkish Cypriot leadership had not responded to the
Government's pacification offers and measures and
noted that whereas the Tur1<ish Cypriots could move
about in the Government-controlled areas no Greek
Cypriot was allowed to enter the Turkish enclaves
except by special permission or under special escort.
The task lying before everyone, including the Cyprus
Government and the Turkish Cypriots, was still a
difficult one. A newer impulse must be given to pacifica
tion and to a comprehensive return to normalcy, and
further complementary steps must be taken if the
talks in Athens and Ankara were to succeed. Meetings
between the leaders of the Turkish Cypriot community
and their Greek fellow-islanders were absolutely
essential and should be started as soon as possible.
Local problems could best be solved locally.

247. His Government concurred in the proposed
extension of the mandate of the Force and maintained
its consistent policy of putting its trust in the United
Nations, in keeping with which it had given support
to UNFICYP in amounts far beyond what could be
expected from a small country heavily burdened by the
protracted crisis and exceeding the contribution of
another allegedly equally interested, and far wealthier,
party. In conclusion, he paid tribute to the Secretary
General and to the international Force.

248. The representative of the United Kingdom said
that his Government supported the extension of the
mandate. It would continue, if so required, to provide
its contingent at its present strength and to meet all
the latter's costs. It would make a further voluntary
contribution of $1 million towards the expenses of the
Force. If the other Governments concerned agreed to
the proposal for a six-month extension, the United
Kingdom would also support it and in that event its
contribution should be considered an initial one for
the new period. He commented that a final settlement of



the Cyprus problems was still to be found but that it
was possible already to claim that United Nations
action had been invaluable. Those serving under the
United Nations fbg in Cyprus had earned the gratitude
and admiration of all and were an example of how
well the United Nations could act to keep the peace.

249. The representative of Uruguay introduced the
following joint draft resolution submitted by Bolivia,
Ivory Coast. Jordan, l\Iabysb, the Netherlands and
Uruguay (S/6440):

"The ScCllrity Council,
"Not;ng that the report of the Secretary-General

(S/6426 and Corr.!) recommends the maintenance
in Cyprus of the United Nations Peace-keeping
Force created by the Security Council resolution of
4 l\Iarch (S/5575) for an additional period of six
months,

"Notill{l that the Government of Cyprus has
indicated its desire that the stationing of the United
Nations Force in Cyprus should be continued beyond
26 June 1965,

"Noting from the report of the Secretary-General
that, while the military situation has on the whole
remained quiet during the period under review and
while the presence of the United Nations Force
has contributed significantly to this effect, never
theless the quiet which prevails in the island is
tenuous and. in fact. it is very likely that without
the Force there would be an early recurrence of
fighting,

"Rene'wing the expression of its deep appreciation
to the Secretary-General for his efforts in the
implementation of the Security Council resolutions
of 4 March, 13 March (S/5603), 20 June (S/5778),
25 September (S/5987) and 18 December 1964
(S/6121) and resolution 201 (1965) 19 March
1965,

"Rene'lt>ing the expression of its deep appreciation
to the States that have contributed troops, police,
supplies and financial support for the implementation
of the resolution of 4 March 1964,

"1. Reaffirms its resolutions of 4 March, 13
March, 20 June, 9 August, 25 September and 18
December 1964 and 19 March 1965 and the consensus
expressed by the President at the 1143rd meeting,
on 11 August 1964;

"2. Calls upon all States Members of the United
Nations to comply with the above-mentioned
resolutions:

"3. Calls upon the parties concerned to continue
to act with the utmost restraint and to co-operate
fully with the United Nations Force;

"4. Takes note of the report of the Secretary
General (S/6426);

"5. Extends the stationing in Cyprus of the United
Nations Peace-keeping Force established under the
Security Council resolution of 4 March 1964 for
an additional period of six months, ending 26
December 1965."
250. The representative of the Union of Soviet

Socialist Republics said that his Government maintained
its position on the Cyprus question. It had no objection
to the joint draft resolution, on condition that the
Government of Cyprus agreed to that draft and that
the extension of the United Nations presence in Cyprus
for another six months would be carried out in keeping
with the conditions laid down in the Council resolution
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of 4 March 1964, namely, with the retention of the
present functions of United NatiQns troops and the
existing manner of financing.

Decision: TIle jo:'nt draft resolution sftbmirted by
Roli'<'ia. h'ory Coast. Jordan, Malaysia. the IVetherlands
and Uruguay 'Was put to the 'llOte at the 1224tlz meeting
011 15 June 1965 and 'Was adopted unanimously (reso
lution 206 (1965)).

251. The representative of the United States of
America expressed his Government's gratitude and
appreciation to those concerned with the United Nations
force in Cyprus who had won the respect and support
of the parties to the dispute and of the entire Council.
His Government was willing to contribute to the support
of the Force at approximately the level of its previous
contributions. It hoped that those who had contributed
in the past would likewise continue to do so and
would be joined by others wishing to demonstrate
their support of United Nations peace-keeping.

K. Communications received I)ctween 15 June
and 15 July 1965

252. During this period communications addressed
to the Secretary-General were received from the repre
sentatives of Cyprus and Turkey. Those from the
representative of Turkey included communications from
Dr. Kiic;iik, Vice-President of Cyprus. The communi
cations were circulated, when requested, as documents
of the Council.

253. Letters dated 15 June (S/6442), 23 June
(S/6473) and 1 July (S/6493) from the representa
tive of Cyprus dealt, among other things, with a
letter from the representative of Turkey (S/6339)
regarding the construction of a road for military use
between St. Hilarion Castle and Templos Village;
with a Turkish allegation holding the Cyprus authorities
responsible for the death of a Turkish Cypriot child;
with a letter addressed to the President of the Republic
by Dr. Kiic;iik, in his reply to which the representative
of Cyprus stressed the fact that the inclusion of a
Turkish Cypriot in the Cyprus delegation to the Afri
can-Asian Conference fell exclusively within the com
petence of the legal Government of the State; and with a
letter from the representative of Turkey (S/6486),
in reply to which the representative of Cyprus informed
the Council that his Government, while it had no
objection to the admission of female students to the
island, could not permit the return to the island from
Turkey of male persons who, on the pretext of
"studying", received indoctrination and military training
there and were being sent to Cyprus for the purpose of
carrying out acts of rebellion and terrorism.

254. Letters dated 21, 28 and 29 June 1965 from
the representative of Turkey included a letter from
Dr. Kiic;iik, Vice-President of Cyprus, to the President
of the Republic (S/6463) asking for inclusion of
Mr. F. Pliimer, Minister of Agriculture and Natural
Resources in the Cypriot delegation to the African
Asian Conference in .'dgiers ; messages from Dr. Kiic;iik
addressed to the Secretary-General (S/6485) and
(S/6486), stressing the gravity of the present situation
in Cyprus in connexion with large-scale military
exercise in various parts of the island by the Greek
forces in Cyprus; and the systematic besieging of
Turkish villages by Greek armed personnel to coincide
with the Turkish-Greek talks in Athens and Ankara
and with the activities of General Grivas in Cyprus as
revealed in the articles b) General Karayannis in the



Athens paper Ethnikos Kyriks; and an appeal to the
Secretary-General to use his good offices to prevent
"another inhuman arbitrary and unlawful act of the
Greek-Cypriot leadership" in prohibiting the return to
Cyprus from abroad, for summer school vacations, of
Turkish Cypriot students over the age of fifteen. In
a letter dated 8 July (S/65l2) replying to the letter
of the Cyprus representative dated 1 July (S/6493) •
the representative of Turkey said that he regarded this
as a very serious breach by the Cyprus administration
of the human and constitutional rights of the Turkish
Cypriots. In his view, the arbitrary action of the
Greek Cypriot administration in prohibiting the return
to Cyprus of some 150 Turkish Cypriot students from

Turkey for their summer vacations, was in direct
contravention of the Constitution of Cyprus and dis
regarded article 13 of the Universal Declaration of
Human Rights. While appreciating the UNFICYP
intervention which had led to the lifting of this illegal
restriction in respect of girl students and of those
travelling from countries other than Turkey, the repre
sentative of Turkey felt justified in expecting that
UNFICYP would not refrain from exerting its full
authority for the abolition of this restriction for the
Turkish Cypriot students coming from Turkey. He
stressed that UNFICYP supervision could have been
readily arranged to make sure that the students did not
engage in the alleged harmful activities.

Chapter 3

LETTER DATED 3 SEPTEMBER 1964 FROM THE PERMANENT REPRESENTATIVE OF MALAYSIA
ADDRESSED TO THE PRESIDENT OF THE SECURITY COUNCIL

A. Communication to the Council

255. By a letter dated 3 September 1964 (S/5930),
the Permanent Representative of Malaysia requested
an urgent meeting of the Security Council under Article
39 of the Charter, charging that "during the midnight
hours of Wednesday, 2 September, an Indonesian
aircraft flew over South Malaya dropping a large
group of heavily armed paratroopers estimated to be
in the neighbourhood of thirty".

256. At its 1144th meeting on 9 September 1964,
the Security Council decided,· without objection, to
include the item on its agenda and invited the represen
tatives of Malaysia and Indonesia to participate without
vote in its discussions. At the 1145th meeting on 10
September 1964, the representative of the Philippines
was similarly invited, at his request, to participate in
its discussions.

B. Consid;ration at the 1144th and 1145th,
1148th to 1150th and 1152nd meetings (9·17
September 1964)

257. The representative of Malaysia stated that
his country had had very close ties with Indonesia
and recalled that in April 1959 the two countries had
signed a treaty of friendship. That Treaty of Friendship
still remained the only treaty of its kind ever entered
into by his country. In the implementation of that treaty,
visits of civic leaders and cultural groups had been
arranged from 1959 to 1962. Thereafter those exchanges
had ceased. Nevertheless, Malaysia valued nothing
more than close co-operation with its neighbours,
particularly with Indonesia, to develop further the
common bonds between them.

258. When, on the eve of their independence, the
people of the Borneo States and Singapore had
expressed a desire to associate themselves with the
Federation of Malaya in a larger federation, the people
of Malaya had welcomed them because they had close
racial, religious, economic and social ties with them,
besides having a similar system of administration, law
and justice. That, said the representative of Malaysia,
was the sole source and motivation behind the enlarged
federation under the new name of Malaysia that had
come into being the previous year. However, in spite
of all the affinities between the peoples of Malaya and
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those of Singapore, Sabah and Sarawak, there would
have been no Malaysia if the people themselves had
not willed it on the basis of their true expression of
opinion. Brunei had not been compelled to join the
new federation because its people had not expressed
such a wish.

259. Indonesia and the Philippines, however, had
raised doubts as regards the observance of the principle
of self-determination in the ascertainment of the wishes
of the people of the Borneo territories. In order to
remove those doubts and to promote further the existing
friendship between itself and those two countries, the
Federation of Malaya had joined them in requesting the
Secretary-General of the United Nations to reascertain
the wishes of the people in the two North Borneo
territories. After a close examination of the situation
on the spot, the Secretary-General had stated:

"Bearing in mind the fundamental agreement of
the three participating Governments in the Manila
meeting, and the statement by the Republic of
Indonesia and the Republic of the Philippines that
they would welcome the formation of Malaysia
provided that the support of the people of the
territories was ascertained by me and that, in my
opinion, complete compliance with the principle of
self-determination within the requirements of General
Assembly resolution 1541 (XV), Principle IX of
the Annex, was ensured, my conclusion, based on
the findings of the Mission, is that on both of these
counts there is no doubt about the wishes of a
sizeable majority of the people of these territories
to join in the Federation of Malaysia.

"In reaching my conclusions, I have taken account
of the concern expressed with regard to the political
factors resulting from the constitutional status of
the territories and about influences from outside the
area on the promotion of the proposed Federation.
Giving these considerations their due weight, in
relation to the responsibilities and obligations estab
lished in Article 73 and General Assembly resolution
1541 (XV) in respect of the territories, I am satis
fied that the conclusions set forth above take cogni
zance of the requirements set forth in the request
addressed to me on 5 August 1963 by the Foreign
Ministers of the Republic of Indonesia, the Federation
of Malaya and the Republic of the Philippines."



260. Indonesia and the Philippines, however, had
refused to accept those conclusions which presumably
had not been to their liking. They had refused to
recognize Malaysia and had broken off diplomatic
relations with it. Soon after, Indonesia had announced
a policy of military and economic "confrontation".
Indonesian army infiltrators, both regulars and irregu
lars, had started flooding into the Borneo States from
across the border and had begun a continuous series of
"hit and run" tactics from the safe sanctuary of the
Indonesian part of Borneo. To avoid increasing tension
in the area, Malaysia, however, had scrupulously
desisted from crossing the border int~ Indonesi~ in
pursuit of the infiltrators even though It was entItled
to do that in exercise of hs right of self-defence. In
spite of the restraint sho~n by Malaysia, In?on~~ia
had continued to pursue Its oft-repeated deSIre to
crush" Malaysia. Recent events had given evidence of
concentration of Indonesian army regulars at staging
posts all along the border.

261. ~Ialavsia had not only shown the utmost
patience and forbearance, in spite of continually
mounting losses in men and material, but had even
agreed to hold talks with Indonesia. It had taken part
in at least ten such meetings without making any
progress towards a solution. In fact, Indonesia's
attitudes had hardened at everv step. The last of those
talks held in Tokyo through "the efforts of President
Macapagal of the Philippines had also ended in failure.
However, the Philippines President, realizing the
danaer of strife in the region, had suggested further
talk~ to which Malaysia had agreed, provided its
territorial integrity and sovereignty were respected.
To ensure that, Malaysia had suggested that the t~lks

be begun and properly prepared. for by app~op~Iate

contacts at official levels. IndoneSIa too had sIgmfied
its willingness to attend. But before any preparations
could be made, an Indonesian attack had taken place
on the morning of 17 August 1964. A large party
of sea-borne Indonesian infiltrators, heavily armed,
had landed on the shores of South Malaya. That had
been the first invasion-like landing in strength on the
peninsular part of Malaysia.

262. The landing of 17 August had been followed
by another act of aggression wherein Indonesia had
dropped three platoons of heavily armed paratroopers
in a remote area of southern Malaya. Dunng the
midnight hours of 1-2 September, members of the loc~l

vigilante corps in the village of Kampong Tenang In

Central Johore, the southernmost state ~f the Malayan
Peninsula had observed flares droppmg from the
aircraft, followed by parachutes coming do.wn. The
information had been conveyed to the securIty forces
in Labis. The security forces had searched the area
and recovered four parachutes. In the contacts t~ey

had made with the enemy personnel, one IndoneSian
had been killed and another captured. Later in the
dav in further contacts, another Indonesian had been
kili~d and four more captured. Interrogation of the
captured personnel had revealed that about forty
Indonesian infiltrators had been air-dropped by an
Indonesian Air Force plane.

263. Giving further details of this incident, the
representative of Malaysia said that up to 8 September
five paratroopers had been killed and twelve captured
and large quantities of material, including arms atl;d
ammunition, had been recovered. In support of hIS
statement, he then submitted a list of the captured arms
and equipment. All that evidence clearly proved the
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aggression committed against his country. The Security
Council could not ignore the evidence submitted to it
and was in duty bound to adjudge Indonesia guilty
of aggression. It should also enjoin upon Indonesia to
desist from further acts of aggression and to vacate
the one it had already committed.

264. The representative of Indonesia stated that his
Government, which did not recognize "Malaysia" as
a sovereign and independent country, had neverthel~ss

decided to participate in the debate because of ItS
direct involvement in the issue. The Malaysian statement
contained allegations and accusations which were made
out of context and without reference to the deeper and
broader conflict in the region. Indonesia regretted
that the two countries should find themselves opposing
each other in the Security Council since their peoples
were so close racially and culturally. However, col9
nialism and imperialism had separated them. In reality,
the deep conflict between the new emerging revolu
tionary forces of freedom and national self-assertion
and the old dominating forces still continued in South
East Asia. The item concerning the complaint of
"Malaysia" could thus be viewed only in the wider
context of that conflict.

265. Indonesia's own revolution had been a great
experience and also a lesson in the struggle against
colonialism. That struggle was not yet over. Even after
its independence Indonesia had suffered from colo
nialism. Its neighbouring areas, called at present
"Malaysia", had been used by British colonialism as
a base from which to fight and subvert the Indonesian
revolution. When Malaya had been granted inde
pendence in 1957, Indonesia had welcomed it and had
sought its co-operation and friendship. But the British
hold over Malaya, supported by their military bases in
Singapore and elsewhere, had not been weakened, and
Malaya and Singapore had continued to be used to
subvert the Indonesian revolution. It was a matter of
distress that both Singapore and Malaya had provided
shelter and an active base for secessionist rebels against
the Indonesian Republic since 1958.

266. Indonesia had not been a priori opposed to
the idea of "Malaysia". It had only felt that it would
be better that "Malaysia" be formed not primarily as
a British-Malayan project, but rather as a South-East
Asian project, founded on the co-operative will for
freedom of the peoples in that region. Indonesia's
experience with British economic and military designs
in the area, in particular in Northern Borneo (Kali
mantan), had given it grounds to suspect the British
sponsored project of "Malaysia". Some opposition to
that project had already arisen among the people of
Malaya, Singapore and North Borneo. That opposition
had increased with the passage of time. On 8 December
1962, a revolt led from Brunei had started in Northern
Borneo against British colonial rule and the British
project of "Malaysia". The freedom and independence
of the State of Northern Borneo, comprising all three
British colonial territories, had been proclaimed and
a government-in-exile had been established. However,
in spite of its natural sympathies with North Borneo's
revolt, Indonesia had not recognized that "govern
ment". Meanwhile, the President of the Philippines
had suggested that the three Heads of Government
of Malaya, Indonesia and the Philippines should meet
together to solve the problem of the projected "Federa
tion of Malaysia" and to find ways for close co-operation
and development of the people of the area. In response
to that suggestion, the three Heads of State had met



---
in Manila from 30 July to 5 August 1963. The Con- considered within the context of the activities against
ference had resulted in the Manila Accord, in which the it, aimed at "crushin('J''' the Indonesian revolution. In
principles for Maphilindo (a loose association between the face of those activities, the Indonesian people had
Malaya-eventually "Malaysia"-the Philippines and been compelled to take counter-measures. In the
Indonesia) were set forth. It was in that spirit that beginning, Indonesia's response had been only to defend
the procedure for the formation of the projected itself in its own territory; however, as its strength
"Federation of Malaysia" had been modified to embody increased, it could act in its defence by retaliating,
an anti-colonialist spirit and also to give it an Asian if necessary, on the "enemy's own territory". When
label. The Prime Minister of Malaya had agreed to the British had forced the establishment of the
the Manila Declaration and had signed it. It provided "Federation of Malaysia", embodying their policy of
that the establishment of the Federation of Malaysia, confrontations against Indonesia and against the concept
originally planned for 31 August 1963, might be of Maphilindo, the Indonesian people had risen to
postponed, to await the result of the agreed reassessment action and had volunteered as guerrillas to fight in
of the wishes of the people of Sabah and Sarawak. the cause of freedom. Indonesian volunteers, together
Although the modification suggested might have with the youth of Sarawak and Sabah, some of whom
appeared technical or juridical in nature, it was had been trained on Indonesian territory, had entered
basically a political move and was intended to remove "Malaysian" territory and had been fighting there.
the British "flavour" from the proposed federation in In the absence of a peaceful solution, particularly after
the interest of "Malaysia" itself. the inconclusive end of the Tokyo Summit Conference,

267. From the outset, the British had opposed that there was danger that fighting and other activities on
new concept, particularly since it had been linked with both sides might escalate.
the concept of "11aphilindo". British opposition had 270. "Malaysia" had now thought fit to submit its
already been felt during the Manila Conference and it complaint of "aggression" to the Security Council even
had been confirmed during their "co-operation" in though hostilities between it and Indonesia, involving
the implementation of that part of the Manih. Agree- incursions into each other's territory, had been going
ments providing for a United Nations reassessrr~ent of on for some time. Moreover, the acts of Indonesian
the wishes of the peoples of Sabah and Sarawak. The volunteers, in the cause of freedom against neo-colo-
attitude of the colonial authorities in those territories nialism, could not be termed "aggression"; that term
had made a mockery of the actual intent of the Manila could be applied better to the many hostile acts of the
Agreements and the same attitude had been demon- British and the "Malaysians" against Ind0l1 -.ian
strated when the British, together with the Government territory. For its part, Indonesia had never sought
in Kuala Lumpur, had declared on 29 August 1963 war with an independent "Malaysia", whose people
that the "Federation of Malaysia" would be proclaimed were in fact its brothers. The close co-operation that
on 16 September 1963, without waiting for the outcome Indonesia desired with the people of "Malaysia" had
of the United Nations reassessment. That Cleclaration, been prevented by British policy in South-East Asia.
a flagrant violation of the Manila Agreements, had Nevertheless, Indonesia, together with the Philippines,
confirmed Indonesian suspicions about the intent of had continuously tried to resolve those differences by
British policy in South-East Asia and made it obvious peaceful means. To that end, it had attended two
that there could be no co-operation with a "Malaysia" meetings in Bangkok which had failed because
sponsored bythe British. "Malaysia" had not seemed ready to discuss the

268. After the United Nations reassessment in political aspect of the question. Because of that failure
Sabah and Sarawak had been completed, British to resolve the political conflict, the Indonesian policy of
"Malaysia" had attempted to defend its formation and confrontation had continued. There was a common
the validity of the defence arrangements it had entered basis for such a solution in the Manila Agreements
into by various legalistic arguments. But the struggle but so far "Malaysia" had refused to abide by it.
for freedom and the maintenance of peace in South-East During the Tokyo meeting, Indonesia had shown the
Asia was a political problem to which legal arguments, greatest goodwill in seeking a peaceful solution and
particularly when they were based on the so-called had even agreed, in spite of .its preference for a strict
international law of the world of the colonial Powers, adherence to the Manila Agreements, to a proposal
could not be applied. Moreover, the British concept of the Philippine President to refer the dispute to a
of the "preservation of peace in South-East Asia" four-nation African-Asian conciliation commission.
amounted to hostility to Indonesia. Mention had already Indonesia's acceptance of that proposal had been an
been made of the political and military assistance act of faith in African-Asian solidarity and its
provided from Singapore and Malaya to the rebels in adherence to the doctrine that Asian problems should
Indonesia during 1958 and 1959. There was also be solved by Asians in an Asian manner. "Malaysia",
evidence to show that the British had stepped up their on the other hand, had acce1)ted the Philippine proposal
activity in pursuance of the so-called defence arrange- only in principle and on the condition that, before the
ments. Already, there had been numerous cases of African-Asian commission was established, Indonesia
incursions into Indonesian territory, of unauthorized must withdraw all its guerrillas from Sarawak and
flights and violations of air-space, smuggling of arms Sabah and discontinue its policy of confrontation.
to rebels for use against Indonesia and other subversive Malaysia had not realized that the Indonesian policy
activities. of confrontation was a consequence and not the cause

of the "Malaysian" conflict and that that policy would
269. After listing cases of "incursions" and "sub- come to an end once the political conflict was resolved.

versive activities" against his country, the representative
of Indonesia noted that many other acts of subversion 271. The representative of the United Kingdom of
and violation of Indonesian territory might have Great Britain and Northern Ireland noted that it was
GLcurred, escaping the attention of the Indonesian clear from the Indonesian representative's statement
poL~e or village guards in remote jungle areas. The that his Government not only admitted the parachute
charges of "aggression" against Indonesia should be landings near Labis but even sought justification for
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that and earlier actions, inciuding the recent landing on
the Malayan peninsula. The Indonesian representative
had also made assertions about alleged British and
British-Malaysian activities against Indonesia. The
British Government had never at any time been
actuated by hostility towards Indonesia. The only
thing that stood in the way of friendly relations between
the two countries was Indonesia's proclaimed policy
of confrontation against Malaysia. The allegation that
British arms found in Celebes had been supplied to the
rebels by the British was quite unfounded. The Council
had before it a singularly clear example of an uupro
voked attack by one country against another and should
deal with the situation by strongly condemning such
attacks and by calling for an unequivocal assurance
that they would not occur again.

272. At the 1145th meeting of the Council on 10
September, the representative of the Philippines stated
that his country's main interest was to help remove
the discord and to lay the foundations of an agreement
between two sister States. The Manila Accord, which
had created the concept of Maphilindo, was designed
to bring peace and prosperity to the area and that was
also the purpose of the meetings held by the Foreign
Ministers of the Maphilindo area. During the Tokyo
meetings, President Macapagal of the Philippines had
proposed the establishment of an African-Asian con
ciliation commission. While Indonesia had accepted
that proposal without reservation, Malaysia's acceptance
had been subject to the condition that Indonesian
troops be first withdrawn from Malaysian soil. Sub
sequent discussions about the composition and terms
of reference of the proposed commission had been
interrupted by the events that had led to the present
discussion before the Council. However, subject to the
concurrence of the other parties, the Philippines would
be prepared to suggest a commission of four members:
that is, Indonesia, Malaysia and the Philippines to
choose one member each, and the three thus chosen
to select a fourth who would act as Chairman. If it
were the desire of the Security Council that a solution
be sought aiong those lines, a recommendation to that
effect by the Council would be welcomed by the
Philippines. President Macapagal firmly believed that
his proposal for a conciliation commission offered the
best means to work out a peaceful settlement of the
Indonesian-M alaysian differences.

273. The representative of the United States stated
that his Government took a serious view of the situation
in which a Member State of the United Nations had
sanctioned the use of force in the pursuit of its quarrel
with another Member State. In fact, the Indonesian
statement had expressed pride in the activities of the
guerrillas and had given the impression that the
Indonesian Government would continue to use force
until a settlement was reached. The Council was
aware also of the announced objectives of Indonesia
"to crush" Malaysia. But it seemed that Indonesia's
quarrel was primarily with the United Kingdom which
had sponsored Malaysia and was committed to its
defence. However, the question before the Council was
a complaint by Malaysia relating to violation of its
territorial integrity on 2 September 1964 by an armed
band, equipped and transported by Indonesia. That
incursion had not been denied by the Indonesians. The
United States, having a record of friendly co-operation
with both States, was dis' 'essed by the present dispute
between them and the more so because one of them
had employed force as an instrument of its policy
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towards the other. It had, therefore, worked towards
a peaceful resolution of the differences behveen those
two States and had welcomed the efforts 0i their
neighbours, in particular those of the Philippines and
Thailand.

274. The United States attitude to the Malaysian
complaint resulted directly from its understanding of
the obligations of a Member State under the Charter.
The Security Council could not condone the use of
force in international relations outside the framework
of the Charter. Indonesia had not only admitted but
had even justified its use of force on the territory of
neighbours with whose policies it did not agree. That
was a new and dangerous doctrine, contrary to the
Charter and liable to disrupt the maintenance of
peace. Indonesia had argued that the problem before
the Council was political and not legal. But politics
could not be separated from law. In view of the
arguments submitted by Indonesia, it was all the more
necessary for the Council to state categorically that
the Indonesian armed action of 2 September was
inadmissible. The Council should, therefore, call for
the cessation of armed attack on Malaysia and should
at the same time help the parties to establish the
conditions and the climate in which fruitful negotiations
could be held. The Security Council and the Secretary
General might well be utilized in establishing such
conditions.

275. The representative of Indonesia stated that to
understand the Indonesian approach to the case before
the Council it should be remembered that the Indonesian
people were still engaged in a struggle against the
forces working against their revolution. It was against
that background that he had tried to put "Malaysia's"
complaint. There was no conflict between the peoples
of Indonesia and those of "Malaysia" but rather a
political conflict in which the United Kingdom and
other colonial forces were clearly involved against the
Indonesian revolution. Indonesia's volunteers and native
guerrillas from the area were fighting not against
the native population of Sabah and Sarawak but against
British colonial troops; it was because of the political
conflict that many Malayans were found to be in
"Malaysia's" gaols.

276. The complaint by "Malaysia" was thus based
on a wrong premise and was presented out of context.
The "Malaysian" allegations of a sea-borne landing
at Pontian and a paratroop landing at Labis had not
been proved by the evidence submitted to the Council.
Indonesia had not admitted the incursions of the
guerrillas in the territories now called "Malaysia"; it
had only drawn the attention of the Council to the
fighting that was going on there. The volunteers were
fighting for a political cause and for freedom and for
them there was no difference between Sabah, Sarawak
and Malaya. The Council had to take the whole picture
into consideration, consider the reasons that had led
to that fighting and remedy the causes of the conflict.
Indonesia considered that the area of agreement between
the parties based on the Philippine proposal was the
only way at present of seeking a solution.

277. The President, speaking as the representative
of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, stated that
the Council's discussion had clearly shown that the
complaint submitted by Malaysia could not be dealt
with in isolation from the series of incidents that had
been happening systematically on the territory of
Indonesia. The representative of Indonesia had cited
many cases in which Indonesia's territorial integrity



had been violated and saboteurs and weapons sent to
assist colonialist agents against the Republic of Indo
nesia. The Malaysian complaint could, therefore, be
understood only in the wider context of t~e situation
prevailing in the region of South-East ASia, where a
struggle between the colonialists and the forces of the
national liberation movement was being waged. The
true purpose of the neo:coloni~list creation of. Ma.tay~ia
was to enable the Umted Kmgdom to mamtam Its
supremacy in that part of South-~ast Asia and t~ use
it as a we.c1.pon in the fight agamst the Repubhc of
Indonesia. In the creation of Malaysia there had also
been violations of the United Nations Declaration on
the Granting of Independence to Colonial Countries
and Peoples, as the people. of North Kalimant~n ha.d not
been given an opportumty to express their wishes.
The United Nations Malaysian Mission, referred to
by the repre:~ntative of Malaysia, had been conducted
in the presence of colonialist troops and officials who
had had a decisive influence On the results of that
"inquiry". In order to ascertain the true wishes of the
people of North Kalimantan, it wa.s indisp~nsable for
all foreign troops and .all c?lon.ml officials .to be
withdrawn and for the mvestlgatlon to be directed
by representatives of neutral developing countries.. It
was not .mrprising that of the three States req?estmg
the investigation, only Malaysia h~d. a&,reed with t?e
conclusions. Indonesia and the Phlhppmes had qUIte
rightly refused to accept them. Moreover, the crea!ion
of Malaysia had been announced eyen ~e~ore the U~lted
Nations Mission had concluded Its VISit or submitted
its report.

278. The influence of the, British monopolies on
British policy in Malaysia was clearly shown in some
of the comments of the British Press. The objective
of those monopolies was to hold 0l?- t~ the huge p:ofits
that were derived from the explOItatIOn of the riches
of Malaya. They were being supported by the British
military ba~es established !~ accordance wit~ an Agree
ment imposed by the Bntlsh On Malaya m 1957. In
1963 the British had automatically made the same
Agr~ement applicable to N?rth .L\......iimantan in ord~r
to give a semblance of legahty to the presence of their
troops on that terri~ory. Acco:~ing to ~urther repor~s,
Britain had transferred new mlhtary umts to MalaySia.
All that was part of the activities of the colonialists in
South-East Asia w1.lich had led to a situation threatening
the peace of the region. To resolve that situation, it
was necessary to put an end to foreign interference
and to give the peoples an opportunity to solve their
problems and to decide their future by themselves.

279. The representative of Malaysia stated flat his
country had been described as an example. of n~o

colonialism simply because Malaya had achieved Its
independence without bloodshed and had then negotiated
with the British for the independence of Sabah and
Sarawak. To Malaysians, however, the fact that it had
been done peacefully was a most satisfying achievement.
Malaya had kept its neighbours fully informed of all
developments towards the formation of the Federation
of Malaysia; Indonesia had then not only disclaimed
interest in territories outside the former Netherlands
East Indies but had even wished success to the
Feden:.tion. How could Indonesia now fail to re
gard the proposal as anything but a genuine plan for
the decolonization by peaceful means of Sabah and
Sarawak? The independence of Malaysia had been
a true and genuine expression of the will of the people
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on the basis of self-determination as confirmed in the
findings of the Secretary-General.

280. Indonesia had questioned the timing of the
submission of the Malaysia case. The bringing of the
matter to the attention of the Security Council had
nothing to do with the question of where the aggression
had taken place, but with the fact that the situation
had reached a stage where the Security Council should
be seized of it before irreuarable damage was done to
the peace and security o( South-East Asia. Indonesia
had openly admitted acts which were in complete
violation of the Charter of the United Nations and the
Bamlung Declaration. Indonesia had also .allege~ ~~at
Malaya had in 1958 been a base for subverslVe actiVities
against Indonesia. Those allegations were not true.
Malaya had most scrupulously avoided being inyolved
in the internal affairs of Indonesia; in fact, It had
given every assistance to Indonesia within the scope
of international law. In return, all that Malaysia wished
was respect for its territorial integrity and sovereignty.
While Malaysia was always willing to seek an honour
able solution, it would not negotiate at the point of.a
gun. During the talks at Bangkok and Tokyo, IndoneSia
had insisted on maintaining its military presence on
Malaysian territory and envisaged withdrawing them
progressively as the negotiations progressed towards a
political solution. No self-respecting nation could agree
to such a procedure; negotiations could not be conducted
while the troops of one party were in the territory of
another.

281. At the 1148th meeting on 14 September, the
representative of Malaysia stated that the formation of
his country in its present form had been represented
as a "neo-colonial project", although the establishment
of Malaysia was not the issue before the Council. That
issue had indeed been settled by the people of Malaysia
when they had decided it of their own free will. The
fact that they had exercised their right of self-deter
mination had been confirmed by the Secretary-General.
The danger that was threatening Malaysia was not
colonialism, but the neo-imperialism of a neighbour
whose avowed policy was to crush Malaysia, as would
be clear from public statements of the leaders of that
country. It was that aggressive policy that had prompted
Malaysia to submit its case to the Security Coundl,
not only for the protection of its territorial integrity
and security but also to prevent the escalation of those
3.ggressive acts into total war in the area.

282. Malaysia's defence agreement with the United
Kingdom and the presence of foreign military bases on
its territory had been cited as a manifestation of
neo-colonialism. But any nation enjoyed the sovereign
right to enter into a military alliance with another
nation for defence purposes; this was in no way incon
sistent with the principles of the Charter or the Bandung
Declaration. The question of military bases had been
discussed at Manila and their existence had not been
considered an obstacle to Maphilindo. Malaysia had
already given the assurance that the military bases
on its territory would not be used to subvert the
national independence of Indonesia. The Indcnesial1
reoresentative knew that Malaysian troops had fought
a~d died in the defence of Malaysia against the
invaders. It was Indonesia's determination to use its
military power-forty times tbat of Malaysia-for
political and territorial aggrandizement which had
obliged Malaysia to seek the assistance of its Com
monwealth allies.



283. In criticism or Mala~ sia it was also alleged that
it<; economy was dominated by British monopolistic
interests. That was n"lt true, as would be eV'ident from
an exnmination of the statistics of Malaysia's major
industries nd external trade. Far from exercising
economic domination, Britain's importance in Malaysia's
overseas trade had declined considerably. Since 1957,
Malavsia's trade with countrjes other than tne United
Kingdom had expanded consistently, especi:l!ly with its
neirI--bours like the Philippines and Thailand and also
with Japan. Malaysia was a product of the same move
ment that was bringing changes to the countries of
Asia. Africa ana Latin _'\merica and had the same
as'Jir<ltions. Like them it also had dr;J.wn inspiration
from the Bandung Conference of 1955. L was for that
reason that Malaysia had welcomed the Philippine
President's proposal for an African-Asian Conciliation
Commission. Indonesia had described Malaysian accept
ance of that proposal as conditional. In fact, during all
the talks the main problem had been Indonesia's insist
ence that its regular and irregular forces would remain
in Sabah and S'\rawak. Prior to the Toh.')'o meeting, a
joint communique had been issued stating that
Lldonesia accepted the principle of withdrawal of its
forces, both regulars and irregulars, from Sabah ~l11d

Sarawak. The Tokyo meeting had failed because
Indonesia had returned to jts original stand that it
would not withdraw its troop'" The so-called volunteers
from Malaysia. referre1 to by the representative of
Indonesia, were members of organizations which had
been discredited in the eyes of the Malays;an people for
owin~ allegiance cutside Malaysia and for belonging to
anti-nationaEc;:- groups. Malaysia would not tolerate
opposition to its established Government from pecple
who had chosen violent means in preference to the
constitutional methods which were always open to all
its people.

284. The representative of Malaysia concluded by
stating that the question before t~e Counc;l was one of
unprovoked aggression and one that did not concern
Malavsia alone. Further urgency was lent to a dangerous
situation by the fact of another landirlg made on 9
September. Indonesia's declared aim of destroying
Malaysia was patently against the principles of the
Charter. Ceneral Assembly resolutions 1236 eXE) and
1301 (XIII) and the Bandung Declaration. In thor.e
circumstances, the Council could not but uphold the
Charter and urge Indunesia to fulfil its obligations as
a Member State.

285. The reprenelltative of Brazil stated that the
evidence submittec, to th~ Council indicated that the
attack of 2 September against Malaysia had not been
an act of inciividuals but rather the result of a planned
action supported by the miltary authorities of Indonesia.
Furthermore, the representative of Indonesia, by stnting
that the action against thE" Malay Peninsula had been
on a smaller scale than the operations in other parts
of "W:tlaysia, hac! admitted that Indonesian "volu:lteer3",
together with local rebels, were engaged in fighting
against the Government of Malaysia. The Security
Council could not condone the use of force and must,
therefore, take swift action to stop the fighting and to
prevent the recurrence of similar acts. While the
Council's action should be confined to the r.pecific cum
pIa: ,t abmitted by Malaysia, it would be proper to look
into ..•c underlyir.g issues of the question. One ('If them
was the aon-recognition by Iudonesia of Malaysia as a
sovereign State. The community of nations represented
by the United Nationr had recognized Malaysia not
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only as 3. sovereign State but also as a Member State
of the Organ:zation. Indonesia, which supported the
principle of coexistence, was bound by the Charter to
respect and h live in l'~ace with all Member States.
The Brazilian delegation viewed with tl-te utmost
cont'ern the violations by Indonesia of its obligations,
particularly because it was a country which had ~ome of
age :'!' ..'r- the aegis of the United Nations. If there
were problems between Indonesia and :Malaysia, they
should be resolved hy peaceful methods of negotiation as
provided by the Charter.

2R6. The represent:\tive of the United Kingdom
stated that Indonesia, in admitting the attack on
Malaysia on ~ Selltember, had c!nimE"d that such
attacks were justified by British and Malaysian provo
cation and by Indonesia'~ revolutionary doctrine. As far
as the United Kingdom Government was concerned, it
had been stated already that it had neither supplied
arm::; to Indonesian rebels nor attempted to subvert the
Indonesian Government. The charges made of British
violations of Indonesian territory referred to dates
sub~equent to the Indoneshn attacks on Malaysian. Had
th·".- been the ;ublert Of :,r.f.lpl;-:nt at the time they had
occurred, it,iRht :." '. ...d r"Jossible for his Gov
ernment to refute ft.:,·; '. '.li1. -But even on occasions
when there had Cl migA tl~.r\ e ot'curred an unintentional
and ninor violation ot tb Indonesian frontier, hecause
the border was hard to define from the air, British
authorities in the area had expressed their regret to
Ilidonesia. No aerial machine-gun attacks had been
mounted in the B'Jrneo territoriE"s, nor had any British
helicopters been lost, as the Tndonesian representative
had claimed. The United Kingdom had fun diplomatic
relations with Indonesia and the normal way of dealino
with the Indonesian chaloes would have beel1 through
diplomatic channels.

287. Indonesia had also contended that its revolu
tionary ethic allowed it tu present its armed attacks on a
neighbouring country as something other than aggres
sion. However, Indonesia, as a Member State, had
accepted obligations under the Charter. particularly
those under Artide 2. which enjoined up"; it to live in
peace with its neighbours and to settle :ts differences
by peaceful means. These could not be disowned.

288. The theme that Britain's relationship with
Malaysia constituted a threat '::> Indonesia was unjusti
fied. The United Kingdom had never been actuated by
hostility towards Indonesia. The Council would wish to
seek an end '! J the tensions in the area, but it must
recognize that good neighbourliness could only be
based on respect for the territorial integrity of all
concerned.

289. The representative of the United Kingdom
then said thai. the Council had before it a complaint by
Malaysia which it should deal with in accordance with
the principles of the Charter. The Council should de
clare its disapproval of the admitted actions of Indonesia
and should make it clear that it expected Indonesia to
respect the s~vereignty and territorial integrity of
Malaysia. Mala~·,;ja, both generally and as a Member
State, had the right to expect the protection of the
Council in accordance with Article 2, paragraph 4, of
the Charter. Once the undeclared war on Malaysia had
been brought to a close, talks might be resumed.

290. The representative of China stated that Indo
nesia's opposition to the proposal of the formation of
an enlarged Malaysian Federation p-.d been well known.
The efforts of the President of the Philippines to bring
about a settlement of the differences between Indonesia



and Malaysia had so far been unsuccessful. Indonesian
hostility had increased after the formal proclamation of
Malaysia and guerrilla bands and Indonesian "volun
teers" had entered Malaysian territory. According to
the present complaint, Indonesia had dropped three
platoons of heavily armed p~ratroopers in southern
Malaya. That was not only a challenge to the territorial
integrity of Malaysia but also to the purposes and prin
ciples of the Charter. In justification of its armed action,
Indones~a had implied that its activities in Malaysia
were part of its own revolutionary process and had
describtd Malaysia as the creation of "neo-colonialism".
Thus Ind0nesia was denying the people of Sarawak
and Sabp 11 their right of self-determination and also
refusing to recognize the validity of the findings of the
Secretary-General. Indonesia's contention that it could
not be deterred by ll'gal arguments about the establish
ment of Malaysia was not only a dangerous argument
but also an untenable one. It amounted to a denial of
the existence of international law and a complete nega
tion of the purposes and principles for which the
United Natrons was founded. The Security Council
could not condone the use of force; the dispute must be
settled by peaceful means in accordance with the
Charter.

291. At the 1149th meeting of the Council on the
same day, the representative of Indonesia, after re
calling his country's interest in Malaya'S achievement of
independence and its future development, reiterated its
disappointment that the secessionist movements in
Indonesia had received support from Singapor" Malaya
and from the British colonial territories In Northern
Borneo. While Indonesia had· been familiar with and
could deal with the British colonialist challenge, it found
itself in an embarrassing and difficult situation with
regard to the newly independent State of Malaya. It
had hoped that Malaya would choose a policy of inde
pend.ence and of co-operation with Indonesia. Instead,
that country,J1ac1 decided to collaborate with the British
in establishing the project of "Malaysia" which was
connected from the beginning with the aggressive and
subversive British policy in South-East Asia. Indonesia
was not against an independent "Malaysia", free from
colonialism and established in accordance with the
genuine wishes of its people. The present situation,
however, was that "Malaysia" was opposed by patriots
of North Borneo, some of whom had fought earlier for
the Indonesian revolution. Opposition in Singapore had
also increased and a large number of people had been
arrested for opposing "Malaysia". British military con
trol of Singapore was complete. Moreover, there were
regular movements of British military warships in the
area and even before the alleged incident of 2 September
those warships had entered Indonesia's national waters.

292. "Malaysia" had defended its case by stating
that the new federation had been formed after the
United Nations assessment of the wishes of the people
of the Borneo territories. The assessment, however,
had not been carried out as had been intended in the
request under the Manila Agreement. Under that
Agreement, the Secretary-General had been requested
to undertake to assess the genuine political wishes of
the people, including' those of the many who had been
detain'n bv British colonial authorities in Sabah and
Sara;"ak. The time schedule and place of the meeting'S
for the hearings by the United Nations teams had all
been arranged by the British colonial authorities who
had also provided officials as interpreters and guards
at the meetings. No adequate opportunity had been
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provided to the United Nations teams to hear th..:
political detainees; unly about 4 per cent of them had
been heard. Such methods did not constitute the ascer
tainment of the wishes of people in the free and demo
cratic manner requested by the Manila Accord. The
co-operation provided by the British authcrities had
in fact resulted in sabotage of the real intent of the
Manila Agreement, and s\1ch an ascertainment could
not be accepted by IndOl.esia and the Philippines.
Moreover, even before the United Nations had com
pleted its assessment, the "Kuala Lumpur Govern
ment" had announced on 29 August 1963 that the
Federation of "Malaysia" would be proclaimed on 16
September 1963. That announcement had completely
disregarded the Manila Accord on that point as well
as the assessment then being condurted by the
United Nations. There was little for "Malaysia" to
complain of about Indonesia and the Philippines not
accepting the findings of the United Nations team.
when it, itself, had shown such complete disregard
for those finding'S. Indonesia was opposing "Malaysia"
because it had been created in serious contravention
of an existing agreement and because it represented
a continuation of British colonial designs in South
East Asia.

293. As for the question of withdrawal of "volun
teers", the representative of Indonesia said that his
Government had agreed in principle to that '\vithdrawal
in the context that a political solution of the dispute
would be sought. In fact, Indonesia had started an
initial withdrawal in order to facilitate the start of the
Tokyo summit meeting. Indonesia's goodwill g'esture
had, however, been met by obstruction from "Malay
sia". Moreover, the presence of those volunteers was
a manifestation of the conflict and not its cause. Their
presence would come to an end as soon as a political
solution was found. At present the situation was
fraught with many dangers. The confrontation policy
on both sides had not lessened and guerrilla fighting
was continuing on both sides. Vioiations of Indonesia's
air-space and territorial waters had not ceased and sub
version against its territory was continuing. The situa
tion needed an urgent political solution and as far as
Indonesia was concerned it could see the possibility
of such a solution in the proposal to submit the dispute
to a four-nation African-Asian Consultation Com
missic.l. Indonesia believed that the growing responsi
bility of Asia and Africa to sobe their O\vn problems
by themselves should be honoured.

294. The representative of the Philippines stated
that his delegation was gratified to see that, in spite
of the contentions of the two parties, there was a
basic desire and willingness on their part to reach
an amicable settlement through consultations. The
Philippines would be only too glad to see that progress
in that respect was made through the implementation
of the Macapagal proposal of establishing an African
Asian Commission. Meanwhile, without in any way pre
judging the findings of the Security Council on the
question of aggression as submitted to it by one of
the parties, the Philippines delegation wished to put
on record its opposition to aggression committed any
where in the world. It hoped that the Coucil could
agree on a course of action to head off more serious
developments.

295. The representative of Czechoslovakia stated
that basically the question before the Council con
cerned the conflict between the forces of national libera
tiOf' ;;1 Asia and the positions of power still held there



by colonialism. A series of armed actions had taken
place in the territory close to the border of Indonesia
and the new Federation of Malaysia. In fact those
actions had started long before the establishment of
l\Ltlaysia and had resnlted from the hostile attitude
of the British colonial Power to the Indonesian revolu
tion. Althongh the former British territories had be
come part or' l'.falaysia. the fighting there was still b~i.n~
carried ont hy British colonial troops, and new Brtttsh
troops and naval units were being brought into the
area. 1t ,vas the same pattern that had been followed
in other areas lw the colonial Powers. \Vhen forced
to declare certain territories independent, they never
theless reserved for themselves certain economic and
military privileges. It was not surprising that the
people of North Kalimantan had rejected the propos~d
Federation. linking it with the interests of a colomal
Power and foreign monopolists. The resistance by the
people of North Kalimantan had commanded the sym
pathy of the Indonesian people who ~ad alway~ ~een
in the forefront in the struggle agamst colomahsm.
Their moral support had found expression in a num
ber of Indonesian volunteers joining- in that struggle.
That act cf the Indonesian volunteers could not consti
tute a basis for blaming Indonesia for aggression. Such
a charge would ne contrary to the principles and pur
poses ~f the United Nations Charter and the .Declara
tion on the GrantinO' of Independence to Colomal Coun
tries and Peoples.

o
The Security Council could not

examine indi :dual cases or incidents without taking
into account the historical and political background
of the dispute and the relevant resolutions and ait;ls
of the United Nations in that respect. In those CIr
cumstances a solution could consist only in ensuring
the cor pl~te departure of c~lonialism,. ,including its
militarv bases. therehy creatmg condItIOns for the
peopks of the region to settle their problems by them
selves.

296. The representative of the Ivory Coast stated
that althouO"h the Council was considering a limited
incident. it

0

was nevertheless a serious matter as its
roots went deep and as it concerned an area where
the utmost caution was necessary to avoid an escala
tion of the conflict. The Ivory Coast. which in the past
had condemned and deplored all violations of territorial
integrity, believed that th~ paracht~ting of troops onto
the soil of a Member State was Illegal and contrary
to the principles of the Charter. The Council should,
therefore, deplore and express its regret at t~e incidents
of 2 September 1964 which were the subJec~ of the
1\1alays1an complaint (S/5930). At the same t111;e, the
Council should make sure that those events (lId not
recur and should appeal to the parties to abstain from
any measure or act of hostility. I~ was also a mat.ter
of satisfaction to note that IndoneSIa had stated du!"lt1g
t4e present discussiol1 t~at it had. not opposed t~,e I~ea
of Malaysia but that It had ,vIs~ed for. an ASIan
Malaysia" in preferen~e to .what It d:scrtbeJ as ope
conceived by the BritIsh. Smce a deSIre for negotra
tions had been expressed. the Security Council should
encouracre the parties to begin them and, if necessary.
seek th: assistance of friendly nations in that respect.

297. The representative of Morocco stated that his
delegation regretted that the tens~on that had pr~vailed
for some time hetween IndoneSIa and MalaYSia had
resulted in an armed conflict. Morocco felt that a con
flict of that gravity might bring chaos to South-East
Asia and mig-ht thus have .serious repercussions tor
the maintenance of international peace and securIty.

It therefo. e hoped that the two countries would achieve
a sincere understanding in order to save their peoples
from a ruinous clash.

298. He recalled that the Federation of Malaya
had kept itself alod from military alliances with for
eign Powers and noted that the same policy appeared
to have been followed by the new Federation of Ma
laysia. The differences between Indonesia and Malaysia
were not based on a territorial claim but rather on
Indonesia's fears that the new Federation might lend
itself to the strategic and economic interests of the
former colonial Power. The presence of an important
military base at Singapore, besides forming a link in
the chain of strategic and operational bases surround
ing the Afro-Asian \ Jrld, was not likely to give a
feeling of secnrity to Indonesia. Morocco hoped that
Malaysia, once the situation had become normal, would
take into account Indonesian apprehensions and would
adopt towards the British base a policy in conformity
with its position as a non-aligned country.

299. As regards the complaint submitted by Ma
laysia (S/5930), the Moroccan delegation would urge
upon the parties a cessation of hostilities. It believed
that in the present circumstances the guerrilla activities,
instead of solving any pending problems, might give
rise to a threat to international peace and security. It
would also urge the parties to co-operate with the
Securitv Council in order to find the best means for
~oncIuding an agreement wh;ch would offer to Ma
laysia guarantees for its security and at the same time
open prospects of a peaceful settlement of the dispute
through negotiations.

300. The representative of Norway stated that the
Council did not need to verify the Malaysian charges
about the landings of Indonesian paratroopers as Indo
nesia had not denied those charges. It was a case of
one Member State embarking upon military interven
tion against the territory of another and Norway deeply
deplored and regretted such acts. The repres~ntative

of Indonesia had given his Government's views on the
underlying issues and had maintained that the present
situation represented a logical consequence of the con
flict. Icdonesia's position that the use of military means
was part of its declared policy had given an even more
serious connotation to the incident reported to the
Council. However, the Council hr..d been informed
about the talks that had taken place to settle the differ
ences between Indonesia and Malaysia. The Norwegian
delegation hoped that the Philippine ena.:avours in
that respect would be successful. Malaysia's reluctance
to enter into a new round of talks while military pres
sure was being exerted was understandable. The Char
ter j:rovided that all Members should settle their
disputes by peaceful means without resorting to the
threat or use of force again>;t the territorial integrity
or political independence of other States. It would be
in conformity with the spirit and aims of the Charter,
and in particular with its Article 33, if the Security
Council were to appeal to the parties to make renewed
efforts towards a negotiated settlement as soon as peace
ful conditions had been re-established. In that con
nexion, the Council might refer also to the Philippine
proposal for outside mediation.

301. At the 1150th meeting on 15 September, the
representative of the United Kingdom, commcl1ting on
the remarks made by the Indonesian representative,
stated that there was no obligation under international
law to seek prior authorizc.tion for the passage of a
warship through international straits. In spite of that,
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the United Kingdom, as a matter of courtesy, had
maue a practice of giving notice of the passage of its
warships through international straits. On 2i August
1964, a group of British ships had proceeded from
Singapore for exercises in Australian waters. Notice
of that had been given to the competent Indonesian
authorities. There had been no question on that or any
other occasion of provocation on the part of British
warships against Indonesia.

302. The representative of Indonesia had questioned
once again the results of the Secretary-General's find
ings. However, the leader of the Indonesian Observer
team, Mr. Otto Abdul Rahman, had stated publicly
that he had been "convinced of the impartiality of the
work of the United Nations team".

303. Indonesia had also clail11 , 1 that the persons
fighting against Malaysia were "volunteers". However,
in his stater.icnt (S/5956), one of those captured in
the 2 September attack had admitted being a member
of the Indonesian armed forces. He had also made it
clear that he had been ordered to board the plane which
had carried him to Malaysia. There were also Press
reports to show that the so-called volunteer movement
was under the direct supervision of the President of
Indonesia. Thus, there was considerable evidence to
show Indonesia's involvement in the aggression against
Malaysia. Moreover, Indonesia had made it quite clear
that the 2 September attack had been but an episode
in a deliberate policy of aggression pursued by it in
defiance of the Charter. A further landing had taken
place on 9 September. The Council should act with
the greatest expedition to stop the series of armed
attacks.

304. The representatives of the Ivory Coast and
Morocco stated that the efforts of their delegations to
submit an African-Asian draft resolution on the question
before the Council had not succeeded. They had under
taken those efforts in the context of their responsibilities
as members- of the African-Asian group in order to re
solve a conflict which involved two members of that
group. However, they hoped the Security Council would
continue its efforts to restore peace and tranquillity in
the area.

305. The representative of Indonesi.a reiterated that
the Malaysian complaint could not be taken as
an isolated case because the situation in the whole
of South-East Asia consisted in clashes, conflict and
turmoil of which the controversy between Indonesia
and "Malaysia" was only a part. Those clashes had
been admitted. ! 15 recently as 6 September the British
"Malaysian" fu(ces had conducted a land-and-air raid
0n an Indonesian Army post in East Kalimantan.
"Malaysia's" cbrge of so-called aggression of 2 Sep
tember had completely ignored "Malaysia's" own record
of attacks and intrusions. 'l'he Security Council should
take into consideration the realities of the situation,
place the complaint in its proper context and help the
parties to retnrn to the conference t<1.ble.
. 3G6. The representative of Bolivia stated that his

country had every sympathy with the parties as its
own problems were often similar to those of Indonesia
and Malaysia. In spite of the present difficulties, Bolivia
believed that a satisfactory solution could be found
through regional efforts. The Council could encourage
that regional understm. ;ng by eliminating the factors
that might hamper its attainment. Both Malaysia and
Indonesia had stated that the same types of weapons,
originating from Europe, had been used against each
other. In order that the principle of collective security
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might function, it was necessary that there should be
real control over armament trading.

307. At the same meeting, the representative of
Norway submitted the following draft resolution
(S/5973) :

"The Security Council,
"Taking note of the complaint of Malaysia con

tained in document S/5930,
"Taking into consideratir-n the statements of the

parties and of the members of the Council expressed
during the discussion,

"Deeply concerned by the fact that the armed in
cidents which have occurred in that region have
seriously aggravated the situation and are likely to
endanger peace and security in that region,

"Noting with satisfaction the desire of the parties
to seek a peaceful solution of the differences between
them,

"Recalling the relevant provisions of the United
Nations Charter,

"1. Regrets all the incidents which have occurred
in the whole region;

"2. Deplores the incident of 2 September 1964
which forms the basis of the complaint contained
in document S/5930;

"3. Requests the parties concerned to make every
effort to avoid the recurrence of such incidents;

"4. Calls upon the parties to refrain from all threat
or use of force and to respect the territorial integrity
and political independence of each other, and thus
to create a conducive atmosphere for the continuation
of th~ir talks;

'''5. Recommends to the Governments concerned
thereupon to resume their talks on the basis of the
joint communique issued by the Heads of Govern
ment following the meeting which took place in Tokyo
on 20 June 1964. The Reconciliation Commission
provided for by that joint communique, once estab
lished, should keep the Security Council informed
concerning the development of the situation."
308. Submitting the above draft resolution, the repre

sentative of Norway stated that there could remain
no reasonable doubt that the incident, as described by
Malaysia, had taken place on 2 September 1964, nor
could there be any doubt that other incidents had
occurred in that whole region. The draft resolution,
therefore, taking guidance from the relevant Articles
of the Charter, had called upon the parties to refrain
from all threat or use of force and to respect the
territorial integrity and politkal independence of each
other. That appeal was not addressed to any particular
party but to all parties concerned. Finally, there was
the recommendation to the partie~ to resume their talks.
It would, however. be clear that there was a certain
sequence in the draft resolution implying that the
resumption of talks had to be preceded by an under
taking by the parties to refrain from actions likely to
endanger the peace in the region.

309. At the 1152nd meeting on 17 September, the
representative of France stated that his delegation
considered the draft resolution (S/5973) as a com
promise text. While it deplored the incident about which
one of the parties had complained to the Security
Council, it also regretted all the incidents which had
occmred in their region. While Indonesia, as an inde
pendent sovereign State, was entitled to contest the
formation of the Federativn of Malaysia and criticize



its policies and activities, that did not include the right
to use force to threaten the existence of Malaysia. The
draft resolution properly drew the Council's attention
beyond the incident of 2 September and those that had
preceded it so that, by going back to the root causes,
the Council might attempt to bring a1)out a settlement
of the problem as a whole. For that reason, the French
delegation supported the. idea of the resumption of
negotiations under the conditions envisaged at the Tokyo
meeting and by avoiding the use of means contrary to
the Charter.

310. The representative of Indonesia, commenting
on the draft resolution (S/5973). stated that his dele
gation, without in any way questioning the sincerity
of purpose of the sponsor, doubted whether the draft
resolution would be helpful to the parties in feaching
a settlement on the political dispute between them. Some
of its paragraphs left room for misinterpretation. In
deploring the alleged 2 September incident, the Council
would be lending itself to the acceptance of a {me-sided
account. By its operative paragraph 4, the draft reso
lution would impose on Indonesia the acceptance of
an entity which, in fact, did not exist. Indonesia could
not recognize a British-sponsored Malaysia. In any case
that was a question to be settled by negotiations, not
one to be made a precondition for negotiations. Opera
tive paragraph 4 would thus rather hamper the nego
tiations by imposing conditions which Indonesia could
not accept.

311. The representative of Morocco stated thClt the
submission of the Norwegian draft resolution (8/5973)
showed that the Council's efforts to find a solution of
the present difficulties between Indonesia and Malaysia
had not been interrupted. While considering the present
draft resolution, the Moroccan delegation was conscious
of its close ties with Indonesia and also of the need
for mainthining African-Asian solidarity. However, in
spite of those considerations, it felt that in its attitude
towards the draft resolution it should be guided only
by the principle of respect for laws that must g::>vern
relations among States. Nevertheless, in deciding to
vote for the draft resolution. the Moroccan delegation
had weighed very ::"refully the arguments presented by
the representative ot Indonesia, particularly those with
respect to operative paragrapp. 4. The Moroccan dele
gation hoped that the position taken by his country
would contribute to an improvement of the situation
and that outside interference would not hamper progress
towards resumption of talks between Indonesia and
Malaysia.

312. The representative of the Ivory Coast stated
that operative paragraph 4 of the Norwegian draft
resolution (S/5973) stressed the principle of respect
for the terr: 4 '}rial integrity and political independence
of countries, a principle from which his delegation could
not withhold its support. It believed that operative para
graph 4 applied not only to Indonesia and Malaysia
but also to those allied with them. In order to restore
harmony, negotiations between the parties were indis
pensable and for that reason, operative paragraph 5
was very important. It was essential that negotiations
should be resumed with the help of friendly countries
from the African-Asian world.

313. The representative JI Norway stated that in
including operative paragraph 4 in its draft resolution
his delegation was motivated only by the desire. which
it shared with other members of the Security Council,
that the principles embodied in the Charter of the United
Nations should be respected by one and all.

314. The representative of the USSR stated that
the draft resolution, as a whole, had not taken account
of the true causes of the tension in the region of South
East Asia which had been caused primarily by the
unceasing military and political intervention of colonial
Powers in the internal affairs of the countrks of that
region. The Soviet delegation regretted that the draft
resolution had failed to appreciate the c:mstructive stand
taken bv Indonesia and its desire to have talks without
any prior condition.

Decision: At the 1152nd meeting on 17 September
1964, the draft resolution submitted by Norway
(S/5973) was put to the vote. It '"eceived 9 'llotes i-n
favour to 2 against (Czechoslovalda) USSR) and was
not adopted owing to the negative vote of a permanent
member of the Council.

C. Subsequent communications

315. In a series of letters dated 31 October
(S/6034), 3 November (S/6036), 10 November
(S/6042), 19 November (S/6054), 4 December
(S/6084), 16 December (S/6111), 31 December
(S/6134), 7 January 1965 (S/6140), 28 January
(S/6167), 8 March (S/6222) and 28 May (S/6388),
the representative of Malaysia drew the attention of
the Security Council to further violations of Malaysian
territory and to the heavy build-up of Indonesian forces
along the border in Borneo.

Chapter 4

LETTER DATED 5 SEPTEMBER 1964 FROM THE PERMANENT REPRESENTATIVE OF GREECE
ADDRESSED TO THE PRESIDENT OF THE SECURITY COUNCIL, AND LETTER DATED 8
SEPTEMBER 1964 FROM THE PERMANENT REPRESENTATIVE OF GREECE AUDRESSED
TO THE PRESIDE1\T OF THE SECURITY COUNCIL

LETTER DATED 6 SEPTEMEER 1964 FROM THE PERMANENT REPRESENTATIVE OF TURKEY
ADDRESSED TO THE PRESIDENT OF THE SECURITY COUNCIL

A. Communications to the Council

316. In a letter dated 28 July 1964 (S/5844), the
Chm"ge d)affaires a.i. of Greece transmitted to the
Security Council the text of the note verbale which
the Greek Government had addressed to the Turkish
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Government in protest against the recent Turkish law
concerning education on the islands of Imbros and
Tenedos. That law, which II:3.de instruction in the
Turkish language obligatory in all schools of those
islands and permitted the language and religion of the
minority to be taught only at the request of parents,



-
the note stated, was in flagrant violation of the Treaty
of Lausanne. The note also protested against numerous
cases where the minority had been forced to sell
farmlands at minimum prices.

317. In a letter dated 3 September 1964 (S/5933),
the Permanent Representative of Greece transmitted
to the Council the text of a second protest sent by the
Greek Government to the Turkish Government con
cerning new measures affecting education on the islands
of Imbro$ and Bozcada, which, it stated, were in
violation of the Treaty of Lausanne, of the Protocol
of 20 March 1952 to the Convention for the Protection
of Human Rights and of the generally accepted prin
ciples of international law.

318. In a letter dated 5 September 1964 (S/5934),
the Permanent Representative of Gr 'tece Stated that
the Turkish Government had taken a series of in
creasingly hostile measures against Greek nationals in
Turkey, culminating in the expulsion of Greek resi
dents of Istanbul. Turkish spokesmen had repeatedly
indicated that on the expiration of the Greco-Turkish
Treaty of Establishment of 1930, on 16 September
1964, those measures would be further intensified. In
view of the dangerous situation brought about by
Turkey's actions, the Greek Government requested that
the Security Council be convened to consider the matter
and to take appropriate measures.

319. In a letter dated 6 September 1964 (S/5935
and COl-r.1), the Permanent Representative of Turkey
requested an urgent meeting of the Security Council to
discuss and take appropriate measures to forestall the
immediate danger to international peace and security
arising from the provocative military actions of Greece,
including: large concentrations of troops and military
equipment in the Dodecanese Islands in violation of
treaty stipulations; concentrations on the frontiers of
Turkey in Western Thrace; invasion of Cyprus by
10,000 men; encouraging the usurpers of government
in Cyprus to impose a solution by force to the Cyprus
problem; and acting in collusion with the unlawful
Government of Cyprus in undermining the mediation
attempt undertaken in accordance with the Security
Council resolution of 4 March 1964. Those actio!:J,
and others, as well as bellicose statements by the Prime
Minister of Greece, created an immediate threat to
peace in the area with consequent repercussions on
the peace of the world. The Turkish Government there
fore called upon the Council to dispatch without delav
a fact-finding mission to the area concerned in order
to enable the Security Council to take speedy measures.

320. In a letter dated 8 September 1964 (S/5941),
the Permanent Representative of Greece drew the
attention of the Council to a statement made by the
Prime Minister of Turkey on 4 September 1964 to
the effect that the present situation created for Turkey
the imperious need to intervene militarily in Cyprus
at any moment and that that would automatically bring
about a state of war between Turkey and Greece. Those
bellicose statements added urgency to Greece's request
for a meeting.

B. Consideration at the 1146th and 1147th
meetings (11 September 1964)

321. At the 1146th meeting on 11 September 1964,
the Security Council included the item on its agenda.
It invited the representatives of Greece and Turkey and
at the 1147th meeting also the representative of Cyprus
to participate in the debate, without the right to vote.
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322. The representative of Greece stated that a
series of hostile and provocative acts by Turkey against
Greece had given rise to an explosive situation. That
policy culminated in the application of a plan to ex
terminate the Greek elements in Istanbul. The Turkish
measures were obviously designed to crush the Greek
nationals economically before they were expelled. Close
to 1,100 persons had so far been expelled.

323. According to certain declarations made by the
Turkish Government, those measures were to apply
only to Greek nationals, but not to the Greek minority
in Istanbul. However, the Greek nationals against
whom the measures were to apply were in fact no less
indigenous than the others. They were technically
Greek nationals because their ancestors had originally
been from the provinces of the Ottoman Empire in
corporated in the Kingdom of Greece, either at its
foundation or afterwards. Past Turkish excesses had
not distinguished between the two G:eek elements.
Statements made by spokesmen for the Turkish Gov
ernment indicated that unless Greecf, ceased to support
Cyprus, all Greek nationals in Turkey could be expelled
en 1nasse. To that state of affairs must be added the
harassing of the Ecumenical Patriarchate.

324. Recent Turkish statements had acknowledged
that the real motive for the mass expulsions was the
attitude of Greece to the Cyprus problem. But that did
not excuse Turkish reprisals against the Greeks of
Istanbul. Moreover, the Greek attitude to the Cyprus
crisis had been irreproachable in its restraint. Con
trasting that with Turkish actions and with the inflam
matory statements made by Turkish leaders, he ob
served that self-defence was not only a right but a
duty. The Greek Government pledged its closest co
operation in seeking a just solution of the question
of Cyprus.

325. The representative of Turkey stated that the
most serious aspect of a whole series of aggressive
Greek moves was the attitude of the Greek Government
in the unfortunate issue of Cyprus. The Greek Gov
ernment had openly invaded the Island of Cyprus under
the very eyes of the United Nations peace-keeping forct:.
By aligning itself with the Makarios regime, the Greek
Government had encouraged that regime to trample
upon the constitution of the island. It continued to
condone the illegal and inhuman acts of the Greek
Cypriots. By becoming a party to the Makarios policy
of imposing a solution by force, the (~reek Government
had disdained the recommendation" of the Security
Council. The cause of the dangerous worsening of
relations between Turkey and Greece was the brazen
resurgence of Greek territorial expansionism. Greece
had allowed itself to be led into trouble by the Makarios
regime. Faced with that situation, the Turkish Sovern
ment as a last resort was calling upon the Council
to send a fact-finding commission to Cyprus in order
to establish the truth and report to the Council.

326. The Turkish Government had denounced the
treaty giving special privileges to Greek nationals in
Turkey by virtue of the provisions of the same treaty.
It had found it necessarv to take certain measures
against those who were unlawfully engaged in certain
occupations reserved solely to Turkish citizens or
against those who were undertaking activities against
the country.

327. The representative of Greece denied that there
was a Greek military unit in Cyprus other than the
contingent there officially. Nor was there any con
centration of troops and material by Greece either in



the Dodecanese Islands or in the Aegean islands which
were demilitarized under the Lausanne Treaty. There
were only limited forces in Western Thrace. In the
corresponding Turkish areas, on the other hand, there
were powerful assault forces.

328. The dispatch of a fact-finding mission to Cyprus
fell within the purview of that sovereign country. But
as far as Greek territory was concerned, Greece wot.ld
welcome such an idea on condition that the inquiry
covered all the Turkish areas in which there had been
threatening military movements, including the regions
from which air attacks and naval demonstrations against
Cyprus had originated.

329. At the 1147th meeting on 11 September, the
President, speaking as the representative of the Union
of Soviet Socialist Republics, stated that it was intol
erable that innocent people should be made victims of
the tension in the area and subjected to mass deporta
tion. In accordance with generally accepted principles
of international law, the existence of strained relations
between countries did not justify the adoption of re
pressive measures on the part of one country against
the other's nationals living within its borders.

330. The essence of the matter was to put an end
as soon as possible to the interference by some NATO
Powers in the internal affairs of Cyprus and to the
threat of Turkish military invasion of Cyprus.

331. The representative of the Ivory Coast stated
that the Council could not remain indifferent to anything
that might shatter friendly relations between Greece and
Turkey and suggested employing the good offices of
common friends of both countries to ease the situation.
A war in that part of the Mediterranean would be a
world catastrophe.

332. The representative of France appealed to both
Governments to show a spirit of tolerance in the treat
ment of their respective minorities.

333. The representative of Norway deplored meas
ures which resulted in hardships and uncertainty for
minorities and expressed the hope that the responsible
auchorities of the parties concerned would desist from
such actions both in their own interests and in the
interests of peace in the area.

334. The representative of Cyprus denied the allega
tion made the previous day by the Prime Minister of
Turkey to the effect that the Turkish Cypriots living
in the Kokkina area were starving. The Kokkina region
had plenty of supplies, as the Secretary-General had
noted. Nor was there an economic blockade against the
Turkish Cypriots. It was the Turks who had decided
to isolate themselves in certain areas, in accordance
with instructions from Ankara for political and military
purposes. The Cyprus Government was ready to leave
it to the Secretary-General to determine what sup
plies were reasonable and extended an invitation to
UNFICYP to send a delegation to the area to investi
gate the situation. The Charges d'affaires of Turkey
and Greece were also invited to go without creating
a precedent.

335. The representative of the United Kingdom said
that he did not wish to deal with the substance of the
Cyprus problem. His Government, however, deplored
all forms of pressure, physical, psychological or eco
nomic and regarded such pressure as inconsistent with
the repeated calls by the Council on all parties to refrail1
from actions which might exacerbate the situation. He
associated himself with the appeals made to the Gov-
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ernments and parties concerned to act with the fullest
regard to humanitarian principles.

336. The representative of Morocco stated that the
expulsion of Greek nationals residing in Turkey, even
though it might be considered as falling strictly within
Turkey's competence, was likely to aggravate the rela
tions between the two countries. He hoped that, should
any measures be taken, they would not be in the form
of a massive undiscriminating expulsion which would
be prejudicial to the relations between the countries
concerned, and to the good reputation of Turkey.

337. The repre~entativeof Czechoslovakia considered
that the situation was serious, the more so since one
of the parties felt that measures tending to aggravate
the situation were merely reprisals. The interests of
the peoples involved were subordinated to the objectives
of the Atlantic Alliance, which had created certain diffi
culties to the detriment of the relations between the
two peoples concerned. The problem of Cyprus would
already have been solved had the Cypriot people been
given a full chance to decide on their own fate and
future and if the efforts to keep alive the vestiges of
colonial domination and of warlike bases on Cypriot
territory Gad been eliminated. The United Nations was
duty-bound to end such outside pressures.

338. The representative of the United States of
America said that the expulsion of Greek nationals
from Istanbul seemed a sad sequel to the communal
hostility in Cyprus. While entirely within the letter of
international agreement, the Turkish Government's
measures touched the humane instincts and evoked the
profound sympathy of al' Urging the Turkish Gov
ernment to give very careful consideration to the effect
of its actions, he said that he could not ignore the fact
that its actions towards Greek nationals were a con
sequence of the treatment of Turkish-Cypriots in
Cyprus. By mutual concern for each other's citizens
or ethnic brethren, the Governments of Greece and
Turkey could succeed in settling their differences-the
principal one being the question of Cyprus.

339. The representative of Bolivia stated that the
Council was not faced with a question of judging the
substance of the claims of either country. Even though
the measures taken by Turkey against Greek nationals
mig~t be supported by the security laws, they still were
repnsals. He trusted that tre Turkish Government
would heed the Council's appeal to revoke those
measures.

340. The representative of Brazil said that the ques
tion of Greek nationals in Turkey was closely related
to the question of Cyprus. His Government did not
deny the right of any State to regulate the situation of
any foreigr :l citizens resident in its territory, but the
measures taken must not be of a discriminatory nature.
The measures taken by the Turkish Government would
not contribute to lessening the tension between the two
countries. That question could only be viewed in the
light of the whole of the Cyprus problem. By doing so
it should be noted that the Cyprus Government, which
was closely linked to the Greek Government, had ap
plied against the Turkish community discriminatory
measures whose gravity could not be denied.

341. The representative of Turkey said that while
his Government welcomed recent reports from the
Secretary-General to the effect that certain supplies
of food had gone into the Kokkina area, it had no reason
to believe that such supplies would continue. It had



therefore suggested that a committee made up of repre
sentatives of UNFICYP, the Turkish and Greek em
bassies and the British High Commissioner should go
to the Kokkina area to ascertain the facts and the needs
of the people there.

342. There was no question of "mass deportations".
The measures taken by Turkey were aimed at a few
hundred subversive agents of the Greek Government.
After the expiration of the Treaty on 16 September,
the Greek citizens living in Istanbul would be subject
to the same regulations as applied to all foreign citizens.
The Turkish minority in Western Thrace, on the other
hand, had been allowed to remain oppressed and under
developed culturally and economically for the last four
decades. The Turkish proposal for a fact-finding mission
applied only to Cyprus; the Greek representative had
stretched the scope of the proposal out of proportion.

343. The representative of Greece denied that he
had expanded the scope of the proposed fact-finding
mission; it was the Turkish representative who had
made the proposal to send a mission to the "area con
cerned" which included Thrace, the Dodecanese and
Cyprus.

344. The representative of Cyprus stated that the
allegation that the food sent to Turkish areas in Cyprus
was not of the necessary caloric value was contradicted
by a statement made by a spokesman of the United
Nations.

345. It was for the Cyprus Government to invite
a het-finding committee. If the United Nations were
to take up the Turkish proposal it must consult his
Government. However, the Cyprus Government had
made its own proposal.

346. The representative of Turkey stated that the
Government in power in Cyprus was not a legitimate
one since the Greek element had usurped power by ex
pelling the T-urkish element from the Government. The
Turkish relationship to that Government was a de facto
one maintained for the sake of peace. He said that the
"area concerned" in connexion with fact-finding was
only Cyprus, and gave details of the warlike preparations
made 1Jy the Greek Government in other areas.

C. Communicabons received between 12 Septem
ber 1964 and 15 July 1965

347. During this period communications addressed
to the Secretary-General were received from the repre
sentatives of Greece and Turkey dealing with matters
similar to those raised in earlier communications. These
communications were circulated, when requested, as
documents of the Council.

348. The representative of Greece in his letters of 24
and 25 September (S/5988, S/5990), 19 and 23 Octo
ber (S/6019 and Corr.1, S/6024), 12 December 1964
(S/6109), 5 and 18 January 1965 (S/6143, S/6154),
15 and 29 March (S/6238, S/6266), 5 and 7 April
(S/6474, 5/6277), 15 and 27 May (S/6362, S/6385),
I, 2, 8, 12 and 21 June (S/6403, S/6405, S/6410,
S/6425, S/6441, S/6470) and 6 July (S/6506), com
plained to the Secretary-General of repeated violations
of Greek airspace or territorial waters by Turkish
military craft. In his letter of 9 April 1965 (S/6282)
he denied the alleged violation of Turkish territorial
waters on 17 March by a Greek destroyer. Letters of
2 October 1964 and 17 April 1965 (S/5997, S/6268)
dealt with arbitrary measures taken by the Government
of Turkey against the Greek minority in the islands
of Imbros and Tenedus; and a letter of 25 January
1965 (S/6162) referred to the continuing deportation
of Greek citizens residing in Turkey.

349. The representative of Turkey in his letters of
23 February 1965 (S/6199), 23 March (S/6254) and
12 April (S/6285) referred to the violation of Turkish
airspace and' .:rritorial waters by Greek military craft.
In his letters of 12 and 23 February (S/6189, S/6200),
19 and 20 April (S/6287, S/6289) and 14 July
(S/6526), the representative of Turkey stated that
there had been no violations of Greek airspace or terri
torial waters as alleged in communications of the repre
sentative of Greece. In a letter of 13 September 1964
he again rejected as irresponsible the allegations made
by the Government of Greece concerning his Govern
ment's policy towards the Oecumenical Patriarchate in
Istanbul. In a letter of 12 May (S/6351) he dealt with
the alleged incidents in the islands of Imbros and
Tenedos.

Chapter 5

THE PALESTINE QUESTION

A. Communications to the Council received he
tween 6 August and 19 October 1964

350. In a letter dated 6 August 1964 (S/5854)
the representative of the Syrian Arab Republic in
formed the Security Council that Israel armed forces,
estimated at one infantry platoon, had attacked Syrian
posts across the armistice demarcation line in the Ain
Memoun sector. A heavy exchange of fire had ensued
which had lasted until the following day when a cease
fire had been effected at the request of the United
Nations Truce Supervision Organization (UNTSO).

351. In a lette:r dated 10 August (S/5874), the
representative of Israel replied that an Israel routine
night patrol consisting of six men had crossed by error
the Demarcation Line into Syrian territory and that
it was absurd to contend that such a patrol could have
launched a premeditated attack against fortified Syrian
positions.
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352. In a letter dated 18 September (S/5980),
the representative of Israel drew the attention of the
Council to the decisions taken at the Arab Summit
Conference held in Alexandria from 5 to 11 September
1964. According to the Declaration issued at the end
of the Conference, the Council of the Arab Heads
of State had defined the national cause as that of
liberating Palestine from Zionist imperialism. The
Declaration had further stated that the Council had
adopted the necessary resolutions to implement Arab
plans, especially in the military and technical fields,
and had welcomed the establishment of the Palestine
Liberation Organization as a vanguard of the joint
Arab struggle to liberate Palestine.

353. The Alexandria decisions were in conflict with
the Charter and constituted a threat to international
peace and security. It would be unwarranted for the
United Nations to acquiesce in this open challenge to



United Nations principles, or to ignore the threat to
the peace which was involved,

354. By a letter dated 6 October (S/6003) the
representatives of Algeria. Iraq, Jordan, Kuwait, Le
banon, Libya, Morocco, Saudi Arabia, Sudan, Syrian
Arab Republic, Tunisia, United Arab Republic and
the Arab Republic of Yemen transmitted to the Coun
cil the text of the Declaration issued by the Alexan
dria Conference. The letter stated that the Israel repre
sentative had made deliberate misrepresentations and
deletions. This Declaration had reaffirmed the views
that their Governments separately and jointly had ex
pressed in the United Nations and in international con
ferences to uphold and restore the rights of the Pales
tinian people to th,=ir homeland. The letter referred to
condemnations of Israel by the Security Council and
stated that Israel's record in the international com
munity hardly qualified it to accuse other States of
violating the United Nations a,arter or of posing a
threat to international peace and security.

355. In a letter dated 19 October (S/6020) the
representative of Israel, referring to the Arab com
munications of 6 October (S/6003), reasserted that
the official text of the Declaration corroborated the
charge made in Israel's previous letter that the purport
of the proclamation had br;en that thirteel1 Member
States were aiming at the liquidation of another Mem
ber State.

B. Requests for a meeting of the Security Council

356. In a letter daten 14 November (S/6044), the
representative of the Syrian Arab Republic requested
an urgent meeting of the Security Council to consider
the latest aggression committed by Israel against the
Syrian Arab Republic.

357. In a letter dated 15 November (S/6046), the
representative of Israel requested an urgent meeting
of the Security Council to consider repeated acts of
aggression committed by Syrian armed forces against
the citizens and territory of Israel in violation of the
General Armistice Agreement, culminating in the
Syrian attack of 13 November 1964, and threats br
spokesmen of the Syrian Government against the terri
torial integrity and political independence of Israel.

358. In a further letter dated 14 November (S/
6045) the representative of Israel gave a resume of the
incident of 13 November. He denied that there was
any basis for the Syrian claim that an Israel patrol
had crossed the border and penetrated into Syrian
territory. The Israel villages of Shear Yashuv and Kib
butz Dan had been subjected to Syrian artillery and
heavy mortar bombardment resulting in considerable
damage to dwellings and farms. Israel casualties in
the incident were three killed and eleven wounded.
Af~er the Syrians had disregarded the initial attempts
by the United Nations Observers to arrange a cease
fire, Israel planes had been obliged to go into opera
tion in order to halt the bombardment of the Israel
villages. The Israel air strike must be understood in
relation to the nature of the terrain, as the border area
was completely dominated by the adjacent high ground
on the Syrian side, which had been heavily fortified
by the Syrian armed forces. The incident was the
most recent example of indiscriminate firing from
Syrian positions across the border at Israel civilians
which for years had been a major source of tension
along the border. The aggressive behaviour of Syrian
troops in the border area had to be seen against the
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background of the situation in Syria, Syria's relations
with other Arab States and the beIIigerent policies of
the Arab States towards Israel to which reference had
been made in the letters of 18 September (S/5980)
and 19 October (S/6020).

C. Cousideration at the 1162nd, 1164th to
1169th, 1179th and 1182nd meetings (16
November·21 December 1964) and report of
the Chief of Staff

359. At the 1162nd meeting on 16 November 1964,
the provisional agenda, consisting of the Syrian and
Israel communications as sub-items (a) and (b) re
spectively, was adopted. The representatives of Israel
and Syria were invited to take seats at the Council
table.

360. The representative of Syria stated that the
Israel aerial bombardment constituted armed aggres
sion according to Article 51 of the Charter and was a
flagrant violation of the Armistice Agreement. He gave
fourteen instances of Israel acts of aggression from
7 October to 12 November 1964, and stated that on
13 November an Israel armoured patrol had crossed
the Syrian frontier and Israel artillery had shelled the
Syrian villages of Nukheila and Abbasieh, which had
had rl.J military elements. Fire had been returned,
directed against the military installations and colonies
from which shelling emanated, including the village of
Dan. Syria had accepted the cease-fire proposed by
UNTSO, while Israel had bombed three peaceful vil
lages ill addition to the Syrian defensive positions, and
had used napalm. A cease-fire had subsequently become
effective. Syrian losses were seven dead and twenty-six
injured. That deliberate and calculated crime per
petrated on Syrian national territory called for the
strongest condemnation by the Security Council, which
in past resolutions had repeatedly condemned military
action by Israel in breach of the General Armistice
Agreements.

361. The basic reason for the tension in the area
lay in the fact that the Israel authorities had con
sistently refused to respect the status of the demili
tarized zone as defined in the General Armistice Agree
ments, and in the explanatory letter of the Acting
Mediator. That status rested on the following prin
ciples: (1) the return of normal civilian life in all of
the Arab villages and in the Israel Jettlements and
colonies; (2) the administration of the demilitarized
zone on a local basis, under the control of the Chief
of Staff of the area; (3) the recognition that the de
militarized zone did not fall under the sovereignty of
any country; and (4) that no armed forces could be
stationed in the demilitarized zone, nor could any for
tifications be built there. Israel had refused to recognize
the special status of the zone, and, on the contrary,
had claimed that it was an integral part of Israel terri
tory, even to the point that it could be occupied by
Israel troops. Israel had, moreover. refused to discuss
anything pertaining to the zone in the Israel-Syrian
Mixed Armistice Commission (ISMAC) and h'l.d boy
cotted the Commission since 1951. The present incident
had been deliberately provoked by the incursion into
Syrian territory of an Israel armoured unit so that
Israel might have a pretext for a large-scale air attack
on Syrian positions miles inside Syria. He asked the
Council to condemn Israel in terms which would leave
no doubt that it was determined to put an end to its
aggressive acts and policies.



362. The representative of Israel stated that the
aggressive behaviour of Syrian troops in forward posi
tions was an expression of the state of war which
Syrian leaders were constantly uroc1aiming. The status
of the demilitarized zone and the iimctioning of ISMAC
were not before the Council, since the incident of 13
November did not involve the demilitarized ZOne in the
slightest. The first phase of that incident had taken
place when the Syrians had, without provocation,
opened fire on an Israel patrol consisting of two men
proceeding along the border road in a single vehicle in
a sector of the frontier which was not within the de
militarized zone. The patrol was the same kind which
regularly travelled along this road, which lay wholly
on the Israel side of the border. A little while after
the first phase of the incident on 13 November, the
Syrians from their artillery positions on the heights
had started a simultaneous and co-ordinated bombard
ment of the Israel villages in the valley below. In addi
tion to Kibbutz Dan and Shear Yashuv, Kibbutz Dafna
had been bombarded. These villages were peaceful ci
vilian communities and there was no military reason
for the shell fire; a rough estimate of the damage it
had caused was half a million dollars. The sole pur
pose of the air stdke launched as a last resort after a
United Nations appeal for a cease-fire had been accepted
by the Israel side but ignored by the Syrians, had been
to suppress gun positions operating against Israel popu
lation and territory. The purpose had been achieved
and the cease-fire had come into operation immediately
afterwards. The Israel Government accepted full re
sponsibility for that defensive measure.

363. The representative of. Israel stated that there
had been hundreds of instances of Syrian firing across
the border at normal Israel activities. Although nobody
disagreed that this Syrian behaviour was unlawful and
a threat to the peace, nobody had been able to curb
the Syrian authorities. Repeated Syrian assurances to
UNTSO thaf they would desist from firing had re
peatedly been broken. The recent incident was particU
larly dangerous in view of warlike statements by the
leaders of the Syrian Government and in the broad
context of Arab affairs. Referring to his letters of 18
September (S/5980) and 21 October (S/6020) con
cerning the Conference of the Arab Heads of State
in Alexandria in September 1964, he declared that the
purport of that Conference was the liquidation of the
State of Israel. There had since been increasingly
militant pronouncements on the part of Syrian leaders.
The Charter and the Armistice Agreement both for
bade the use of force, and the Armistice Agreement
and subsequent Security Council resolutions stated
that the Armistice was a transition to a negotiated
and permanent peace. He asked if Syria was prepared
to negotiate a peaceful settlement of its conflict with
Israel or at least to renounce the use of force. His
Government was prepared to give such an undertaking.
He asked that the Council should insist that Syria (1)
refrain from further attacks and interference with
Israel activities in the border zone, and in particular
all firing across the border, and (2) refrain from all
further threats against Israel's independence and terri
torial integrity.

364. The representative of Syria pointed out that
all Israel advanced kibbutzim were armed and built
in places of strategic military importance. As for the
cease-fire, it had been accepted only after Israel planes
had attacked Syria.
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365. The representative of Morocco stated that the
massive air attack could be the prelude to a policy
which a certain section of Israel opinion had always
advocated, the policy of preventive warfare. The par
ticipation of aircraft in local conflicts went beyond the
scope of mere incidents that might take place from
time to time between two hostile armed forces con
fronting each other. The Israel representative, he
added, had referred to the decisions of the Arab Sum
mit Conference but he did not believe that the perspec
tive of the problem should be thus changed. The prob
lem before the Council was a limited one, namely an
act of war.

366. In a report dated 24 November (S/6061 and
Corr.1-3 and Add.l (issued subsequently)), the Chief
of Staff reviewed the various stages of the incident of
13 November 1964 in the northern area of the Israel
Syrian armistice demarcation line, particularly in the
Tel-El-Qadi area.

367. The Chief of Staff reported that firing had
actually been started by the Syrian side which had
alleged that an Israel armoured personnel carrier had
encroached fifty metres into Syrian territory. As soon
as firing started it had been heavy on both sides. The
Chairman of the Mixed Armistice Commission had
then sought a cease-fire. Initially this had been ac
cepted by the senior Israel delegate but it had not been
possible to make contact with the senior Syrian delegate
in time. The Syrian Front Commander and the senior
Israel delegate had subsequently bo(h ac,:epted 1500
hours for the beginning of the cease-fire. The Israel
delegate had then advised the United Nations Control
Centre in Tiberias that his acceptance of the cease-fire
was not final as he had not been able to contact all
the Israel positions. That had been followed by Israel
bombing and machine gunning of Tel Azaziat and
Syrian positions along the Banias-Kuneitra Road which
had continued until a cease-fire had become effective at
1530 hours. Casualties and material damage had re
sulted on both sides.

368. The Chief of Staff stated that the recent ten
sion in the area of Te!-El-Qadi (the Israel "Tel Dan")
had begun with the carrying out by Israel of its project
for the reconstruction of the track along the inter
national boundary and a drainage ditch parallel to and
north of the track. In October 1961, the eastern part
of the track running along the northern edge of Tel-EI
Qadi east towards Wadi Assal had been constructed,
and in May 1962, the western part, from the Hasbani
River towards Tel-El-Qadi. A survey had beeil con
ducted in 1963 by a team of Canadian surveyors placed
at the disposal of UNTSO. This survey had covered
the western part of the track, but had not continued
as far as Tel-El-Qadi, Israel having withdrawn its
co-operation fer a continuation of the survey further
east. On 28 October 1964, Israel had requested UNTSO
co-operation for a survey of the areas intended for the
reconstruction of the track from the eastern point sur
veyed by the Canadian team to the east of Tel-EI-Qadi;
preliminary material was being collected. In 1963, the
Syrians had been disappointed with the results of their
co-operation with the Canadian team, which had found
that there had been no Israel encroachment into Syria
in the portion of the track it had surveyed. The main
Syrian objection had been that the UNTSO survey
had stopped 250 metres west of Tel-El-Qadi and that
the more important "encroachments of the Israeli track



into Syria" were alleged to be further east, in the un
surveyed portion of the track.

369. UNTSO efforts to secure the co-operation of
both parties to establish the location of the portion of
the track not surveyed in 1963 had been jeopardized
by an incident on 3 November 1964 at approximately
the same location as the 13 November incident, involv
ing firing on both sides. The oriRin of the 3 November
incident had been the reconstruction of the Israel track.
An UNTSO investigation had shown that there
appeared to have been an Israel encroachment into
Syrian territory, but the official map was not of a scale
to permit a definitive judgement in a matter of mdres.
It involved the question of access by Syrian farmers
to a spring which they said they had traditionally used
and this could not fail to be connected, at least to some
extent, with the Arab-Israel conflict about the use of
the Jordan waters.

370. The Chief of Staff said that the 3 and 13 No
Y~mber incidents showed that the question of whether
the reconstructed Israel track encroached into Syria
or not should not be left in abeyance, and sURgested
that the two parties might accept the continuation of
the 1963 survey. Pending a solution following a report
from an independent team of surveyors, the Chairman
of the Israel-Syrian Mixed Armistice Commission
(ISMAC) should continue to assess, at either party's
request, the truth concerning the illegal crossing of the
armistice demarcation line. The success of his efforts,
however, would depend on the self-restraint exercised
by both parties to avoid firing, even of warning shots,
and to suspend all activities about which a party had
complained. if the Chairman deemed such suspension
necessary. These suggestions, the Chief of Staff added,
would not be necessary if Israel were not preventing
meetings of the Mixed Armistice Commission.

371. In conclusion, the Chief of Staff stated that
the bitterness which characterized the relations be
tween the two countries was nourished to a consider
able extent by Israel's firm refusal to recognize any
locus standi to Syria in the demilitarized zone, the
greater part of which was now under de facto Israel
authority, limited only by the efforts of th~ Chairma?
and United Nations Observers to fulfil theIr responsI
bilities. The tension was also a consequence of Syria's
steadfast refusal to seek an end to its conflict with
Israel.

372. At the 1164th meeting on 27 November, the
representative of Syria, commenting on a map which
the representative of Israel had distributed to tp'c ~~Gun

cil, stated that the Israel map had deliberately omitted
to show that the Israel villages shown were in fact
military strongholds and had also omitted altogether
the northern section of the demilitarized zone. In that
map, the Dan River, which was referred to in the Ar
mistice Agreement maps as the Liddani River, stopped
short at some distance from the Israel road shown on
the map whereas the original source of this river was
in Syria~ territory close to the demarcation line.

373. The history of the Israel track had begun on
15 May 1962 when Israel had opened a new dirt road
running along the Syrian-Palestine border and the
present Syrian-Isr8-=1 armistice demarcation line from
Tel-El-Qadi up to Lhe southern extremity of El Ghajar
Bridge on the Hasbani River. This had penetrated ap
proximately 300 metres inside Syrian territory from
the west of the source of the Dan River up to its north
ern tip. According to UNTSO, the source of the Dan
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River wa~ in Syrian territory; the passage of the track
to the north of the source was an additional evidence
of its location in Syrian territory. He added that two
months previously Israel had blasted a number of new
springs displacing the original source to the south inside
Israel-occupied territory and had placed broken rocks
on the original source. Moreover, it had always been
the practice in the Mixed Armistice Commission to
leave a separation zone of fifty metres in which no
work would be undertaken on each side of the demarca
tion line to allow for the discrepancy in the official
Armistice map, so that the Israel road, which was in
some places on the line itself, was a clear violation.
In 1962, the work on the road had been stopped by a
verbal order from the Chief of ~Laff, but had been re
sumed on 3 November 1964. The road was meant to
perform ?, military and political function which violated
the provisions of the General Armistice Agreement.
Syria had opposed its construction from the beginning
and had requested a survey of the eastern part to estab
lish beyond doubt the Israel encroachment; the survey
had not been possible because of Israel lack of co
operation. Contrary to Israel's allegations, the Syrian
authorities had never acquiesced in Israel's right to
patrol the road-the Israel representative seemed to
have misinterpreted Syrian restraint in this matter.
As long as the Israel encroachment was not ended,
Syria would continue to oppose Israel's military patrols
on the road. The Syrian authorities, however, were
prepared to discuss at any time any aspect of that
question in the Mixed Armistice Commission.

374. The validity of the Israel peace offers, he said,
could best be measured by examining the record of
Israel during the past sixteen year.. On becoming a
Member of the United Nations it had repudiated its
signature of the Lausanne Protocol; it was the only
Member State in the United Nations which had drawn
no less than six condemnations and censures from the
Security Council and the General Assembly; it had
ignored fourteen United Nations resolutions calling for
the repatriation or compensation of the Arab refugees.
Each of its peace offers had been a camouflage for
fresh acts of aggression. The Second Conference of
Heads of State or Government of Non-Aligned Coun
tries held in Cairo in October 1964, in conformity with
the Charter of the United Nations, had decided to en
dorse "the full restoration of all the rights of the Arab
people of Palestine to their homeland" and to declare
"full support to the Arab people of Palestine in their
struggle for liberation from colonialism and racism".
Thus, the Conference had decided chat the question of
Palestine was one of liberating a whole n~tion-the

Arabs of Palestine.
375. Reviewing the incident of 13 November, he

said it could be· divided into three phases. The first
had been when an Israel military patrol supported by
tanks and artillery from the rear had entered Syrian
territory. This had been intended to sustain by force
Israel claims upon that territory and to provoke the
Syrians to provide a pretext for the air force to inter
vene. The second phase had been the artillery duel and
exchange of tank, gun and mortar shelling between
positions on both sides; this had been initiated by the
Israelis to cover the retreat of their armoured patrol.
The third phase, which constituted an open and delib
erate act of war, had been the massive Israel air raid.
The air bombardment had gone beyond the needs of
self-defence and constituted reprisals or punitive sanc
tions, which had rightly been condemned by the United



Nations. The representative of Syria recalled the Se
curity Council's resolution of 18 11ay 1951 by which
the Council had considered Israel's aerial action of 5
April 1951 inconsistent with the tt'rms of the Annistice
Agreement and the obligations assumed under the
Charter, and its resolution of 24 November 1953 by
which it nad censured the retaliatory action elt Qibya
taken by Israel 01' 14-15 October 1953.

376. The report of the Chief of Staff, the repre
sentative of Syria asserted, had confirmed in every
respect the Syrian claims and C'ontentions. In para
gral·h 4 of the report, the Chief of St,lff said that there
had heen a single warning shot of unknown origin.
and presumably coming from a point west of the
Syrian village of Nukheila. At the same time. United
Nations it1Ye~tigators had confirmed that an Israel
armoured personnel carrier had encroached fifty metres
into Syrian territory. :\cC'ording to paragraph 7 of
the report, the Israel air strike ~md started six minutes
after the Israelis had b'"oken their undertaking to
ohserve the cease-fire. Paragraph 18 of the report,
which drew certain analogies between the incident of
3 Novemher and that of 13 November, clearly implied
that the Israelis knew of the Syrian expected reaction
when the\' decided to send their military patrol to
"'atrh mHl clefenrl the work unlawfully resumed in the
eastern part of the road.

377. Noting that paragraph 22 of the report had
stated that, although the Israel encroachment on Syrian
territory might he a matter of metres, the maps in
dicated, however, that in the Tel-EI-Qadi area a few
metres might be particularly important, he said that
his delegation failed to understand how access by
Syrial1 farmers to a spring to which they were legally
entitled could be treated as a comparatively minor inci
dent, nor could it understand how encroachment which
could go as far as 200 ur 300 metres should he treated
lightly.

378. Regarding the suggestions contained in the
report. he stated that a single warning shot was in the
prevailing circumstances the only alternative left to
the Syrians because: (1) Syrian complaints were not
followed by preventive measures in view of the system
atic Israel boycott of IS1,1AC; (2) Syrian authorities
rightly considered such an Israel military incursion
into Syrian territory in a particularly sensitive area
a very serious matter: and (3) Syrian restraint in
face of Israel military incursions v,'as alw~ys inter
preted by Israel as a precedent establishing acqui
escence in the resumption of unlawful Israel projects.
He considered that the suggestion to refrain from fir
ing went hand in hand with the suggestion in the same
paragraph of the report that work complained of should
be suspended where su~h suspension was deemed
necessary by the Chairman of ISMAC.

379. At the 1165th meeting on 27 November, the
representative of Israel stated that the over-an picture
that emerged from a study of the report of the Chief
of Staff and its annexes was substantially the same
as the picture that his delegation had already presented
to the Council. The map references showed that the
patrol vehicle when attacked had been on Israel terri
tory. In this connexion, he added, rechecking' of the
map references in the report on the incident of 3 No
vember by UNTSO had shown that the possibility of
an encroachment at that time might have to be recon
sidered. The report indicated that the first cease-fire
proposed by UNTSO had immediately been accepted
by Israel. That that cease-fire had not gone into effect
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was due to the fact that the United Nations representa
tives had not been able to locate the Syrian delegate
to IS:\L-\C. It had been impossible to arrange the
second cease-fire in the very limited time allowed in
the battle conditi011s then prevailing. It was not true,
as had been alleged, that Israel had attempted to stall
off a cease-fire. The investigators had found no ev;·
dence of fortific:ttions in the Israel villages which 1-.ad
been attarked ; they had found no Syrian village which
had been bombed and had been denied access to various
places mentioned in the Syrian complaint, nor had they
been allowed to check that there had, in fact, been
Syrian cnsualties. He maintained that the Israel bomb
ing had been confined to Syrian military positions; at
the time of the incident the only life at the village of
Nukheila had been that of Syrinn troops it: next to,
and in front of the hamlet.

380. As to the berder track, it was clear from the
report that the Council was not dealing with the ques
tion of alleged penetration by individuals into Syrian
territory in the normal sense of the term but with
Israelis· working or travelling on an Israel-made road.
The charge of encroachment, therefore, related to the
location of the track itself and not to the persons on
it. He reviewed the history of the track and denied
the allegation in the Chief of Staff's report that the
Canadian survey had not been continued eastwards
because Israel had withdrawn its co-o;1eration. There
had been no question of a survey of the eastern part
of the track at the time the Canadian survey of the
western part of the track had been completed. There
had been no inridents or complaints involving the
track from Jun\~ 1963 to October 1964. In October
1964 it had been found that the track required repair
before the winter rains; as work was required east of
th~ sector surveyed by the Canadian team, Israel had
proposed that the area over which the work should
take place would he surveyed. His Government was
prepared to agree to the continuation of the survey.

381. He endorsed the suggestion of the Chief of
Staff that there should be no firing across the border
and stated that Israel would continue to give careful
consideration on their merits to requests by the Chair
man of IS1'!AC for the suspension of activities which
were the subject of a complaint. His Government co
operated with the Mixed Armistice Commission in its
functions of observation of '.he border and investiga
tion of complaints. While preserving its position on
questions of principle, it was ready to discuss with the
Chief of Staff ways and means of utilizing the MAC
machinery to the best advantage possible in the cir
cumstances.

382. The representative of the United Kingdom of
Great Britain and Northern Ireland said that he was
strongly convinced that the Council should direct its
attention not to recrimination and bitterness about
what had taken place, but to practical steps to prevent
any such violence in the future. The loss of life and
damage to property caused as a result of the violence
of 13 November were serious enough, but it was clear
that the danger of new violence in the future continued
to threaten as long as nothing was done to deal with
and to remove the causes of the outbreak.

383. The first necessity was surely to go to the root
ef the trouble by defining and marking that section of the
armistice demarcation line which was in dispute. The
Council should specifically endorse the recommendation
that the necessary survey should be urgently undertaken
with that end in view. Equally important, the Chief of



Staff of UNTSO had underlined the need for ISMAC
to be made an effpctive instrument for keeping the peace
and used as such. Only by full co-operation in and with
the Commission could the dangers of the Israel-Syrian
frontier be rel"oved for the future. The Council should
proceed urgently to support the practical proposals
whicll the Chief of Staff had made.

384. The representative of Morocco said that the
latest Israel aggression was characterized by a massive
aeria1 intervention carried out by the Israel air force
against villages and defence posts in Syria.

385, When his delegation was making a preliminary
study of the Chief of Staff's report, it noted the enor
mous disproportion between. on the one hand, the
nature of the localized character of the incident which
had taken place in the Tel-EI-Qadi-Nukheila area and,
on the othrr hand, the scale of the aerial intervention
against Syrian territory and also the provocative way
i.a which that matter had been presented to the interna
tional Press by the Israel military leaders. The incident
appeared to his delegation to have been a pretext for
a punitive action against a country which had refused
to end its conflict with Israel. Furthermore, it should
b~ noted that the aerial attacks had been n '1de after
the two parties had agreed to a cease-fire. The fact,
itself, contributed to fix Israel's responsibility for the
deliberate air attack. The encroachment by the Israel
patrol on Syrian soil had been in the same place as a
previous encroachment. It was therefore a systematic
violation in an area which the United Nations observers
considered as one of the points of the armistice line
where tension was highest-a violation through which
the Israelis. for some doubtless specific purpose, were
trying to keep alive a war atmosphere over a certain
length of road. That explained why the Israelis after
accepting the cease-fire had gone back on the initial
decision although it had been practically effective at
the time. Israel, with its present military power and
its inexhaustible resources throughout the world con
tinued to challenge the United Nations Charter and to
threaten peace and security in the region.

386. Commenting on the Israel statement concerning
the decisions of the Arab Summit Conference on Pales
tine, he said that the decisions of the Arab States
regarding Palestine were based on the principles of
law and justice, and they could not be considered as
contradicting the principles of the Charter.

387. At the 1166th meeting on 30 November, the
reprf'sentative of France considered that, to prevent
future incidents. the means at the disposal of the Chief
of Staff of UNTSO should be reinforced. In this con
nexion, the Security Council might examine the recom
mendations made by the Chief of Staff in his report
of 24 August 1963. These provided for a determination
on the ground of the exact Israel-Syrian boundary in
the' area where the demarcation line was laid down bv
the General Armistice Ag;eement and of the limits of
the use of land where the Agreement had provided for
demilitarized zones. He endorsed the Chief of Staff's
observations regarding the resumption of plenary meet
ings of the Mixed Armistice Commission and his pro
posals concerning greater freedom of movement for
the United Nations military observers and the installa
tion in the demilitarized zones of temporary mobile
observation posts. Since one of the main causes of the
tension now prevailing on the Israel-Syrian border was
the recent reinforcement of Syrian and Israel troops
stationed in the border areas, the Council should ask
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both parties to reduce those forces to the levels laid
down in the Armistice Agreement.

388. The representative of Czechoslovakia stated
that from the circumstances it was evident that Israel
had committed an act of aggression against Syrian ter
ritory on 13 November, in violation of the Armistice
Agreement and the Charter. Legitimate self-defence
could not be invoked on this occasion since Israel had
not been attacked. Moreover, it was Israel's refusal to
co-operate with the ]Hixed Armistice Commission which
had prevented a clarification of the demilitarized zone.
The Council should condemn the Israel aggression and
insist that arrangements be made to ensure that the
Armistice Agreement worked and was fully respected.

389. The representative of China observed that,
unlike previous border incidents, this time the retalia
tion took the form of air attacks by Israel aircraft.
Retaliation, however justifiable under the circumstances,
was out of proportion to the nature of the provocation.
From the Chief of Staff's report it appeared that the
incident had been largely due to the fact that the
armistice demarcation line in the region of Tel-EI-Qadi
was not entirely clear. The suggestion of the Chief of
Staff that a survey be made of the boundary in the
area in question by a team of international experts
should therefore be acted upon as quickly as possible.

390. The representative of Non....ay said that the
Council should endorse the specific recommendations
of the Chief of Staff, namely, the need for a survey
by impartial experts of the frontier between the two
countries in order to define and mark the armistice
demarcation line, the necessity of avoiding direct uni
lateral action, either provoked or unprovoked, and the
necessity of making the Mixed Armistice Commission
function effectively.

391. The representative of Israel, commenting on the
possible use of mobile temporary observation posts
along the border, stated that his Government, on the
three occasions when it had been approached by General
Bull, had expressed its agreement regarding the instal
lation of these posts, and the posts had been established.
He added that in spite of the difficulties which had
arisen concerning the holding of plenary meetings of
ISMAC, the Commission had continued to carry out
effectively the great bulk of its responsibilities and
could not, therefore, be described as being inactive
or suspended.

392. At the 1167th meeting on 3 December, the
representative of Brazil endorsed the suggestions of
General Bull in his report and expressed the hope that
both parties would contribute to their implementation.
He stated that in the absence of regular meetings of
the Mixed Armistice Commission it was difficult for
the Council to determine which of the complaints should
be considered as a violation of the Armistice Agree
ment. There was no doubt, according to the report of
the Chief of Staff, that the Syrian military posts had
started the exchange of fire in a region where an
accurate topographical survey was stilI necessary to
est8blish the location of the armistice demarcation line.
On the other hand, one could not fail to take note that
Israel's militarv retaliation was unjustified and out of
proportion.

393. The representative of the Ivory Coast main
tained that the Council should support the wish ex
pressed by General Bull that when a party alleged
that the other had illegally crossed the demarcation
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line, it should lodge a complaint with the Mixed Armi
stice Commission. In any case, the parties should refrain
from resorting to the use of arms. The localized prob
lem of Tel-El-Qadi could be solved only by answering
the question whether the Israel track encroached at
some points on Syrian territory. The Chief of Staff's
report let it be understood that it was easy to solve
this problem by continuing the topographical survey
started in 1963. The Council must, thereiore, order
the continuation of that survey. It was also essential
that the parties agree to a resumption of the activities
of the Mixed Armistice Commis~ion.

394. The representative of th Union of Soviet So
cialist Republics stated that according to the report
of the Chief of Staff the direct cause of the tensions
in the area had been that Israel had started construction
work on the '.rack. fhis action hed been undertaken
unilaterally in spite of the fact that the demarcation
was not clear cut and was not recognized by both
parties, and that such construction work therefore re
quired prior agreement. This was, moreover, a par
ticularly sensitive area, since it contained the sources
of the Jordan River. The appearance of the armed
Israel patrol in this region had been intended to start
a whole chain of action. This was further proved by
the fact that Israel after agreeing to a cease-fire had
sent its air force into action and had bombed a whole
series of points in Syrian territory. The Israel con
tention that this was a counter-measure could not be
accepted as the Council had already condemned the
principle of reprisal. Moreover, Syria had already ac
cepted the cease-fire so no counter-measures were called
for. This aggressive action,. he emphasized, must be
resolutely condemned by the Council so as to make it
clear that the Council had firmly decided to put an end
to Israel's aggressive acts.

395. At the 1168th meeting on 3 December, the
representative of Syria replied in detail to the previous
statements of the representative of Israel, maintaining
that the Israel account of the incident was quite different
from that contained in the Chief of Staff's report.

396. He stated that the following facts emerged
from General Bull's report: (1) Israel authorities had
provoked the incident of 13 Navember by sending a
military patrol to the eastern part of the road encroach
ing on Syrian territory, w'here work had been resumed
by the Israelis contrary to UNTSO instructions; (2)
the Syrian warning shm: or shots had been immediately
returned by a wide array of Israel fire from Israel
military positions; (3) in spite of a cease-fire agree
ment, a large number of Israel planes had attacked
Syrian villages and military positions. He adduced the
following conclusions: (1) the Israelis provoked the
incident of 13 November to achieve certain far-reaching
objectives; (2) the Israel air attack was not a last
resort since a cease-fire agreement had been reached
prior to the attack; (3) the premeditated Israel air
attack was out of proportion to any Syrian provocation.

397. Commenting on the statements made by the
United Kingdom and Norwegian representatives at
the 1165th and 1166th meetings respectively to the
effect that the task of the Council was not to condemn
but to conciliate, he said that tolerance should not
distract the Council from the urgent business to which
it had to attend, and that such tolerance could best
be advocated after the resolutions of the United Nations
on Palestine were carried out by the Israel authorities.
He added that regarding the Almagor incident the
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Norwegit\n representative had stated on 30 August
1963 that the function of the Security Council was first
to weigh :\11 the evidence available and to attempt to
form some judgement on it, and secondly to consider
what action was proper to prevent the recurrence of
similar incidents in the future. He asked the United
Kingdom represer.tative whether there was a double
yardstick which applied in one case and not in another.
The present case was more serious than that of August
1963. He was dismayed that the United Kingdom
representative had put on the same level Syria's ~ct

of defence and Israel's attack.
398. The demilitarized zones were created specifi

cally in order to separate the Israel and Syrian armed
forces and remove the cause of tension. Thus, the
only way to stop Israel incursions into the demilitarized
zone was by strict observance by Israel of the Armi
stice Agreement, which was a 5ingle and indivisible
instrument. One could not invoke part of it as the
Israelis had been doing to suit their purpose and ignore
the rest of it when it was against their selfish interests.

399. He called on the Council to censure Israel for
its reckles5 behaviour and warn it in clear terms that
such acts must cease. The basis of peace and stability
in the area must lie in the full adherence by both
parties to the General Armistice Agreement. The
Council should therefore require the Israel authorities
to attend the meetings of the Mixed Armistice Com
mission. All work on the road should cease immediately
until an impartial and general survey had been com
pleted and approved by the Syrian side. Also, his Gov
ernment did not object to the marking of any section
of the northern demarcation line, provided that such
mRridng was also carried out along the entire demarca
tion line to include the three sectors of the demilitarized
zone.

400. The representative of the United Kingdom,
in reply, said that in the case of the Almagor incident,
doubts were voiced before the Council regarding the
very occurrence of the incident itself and the Council
had been obliged to attempt to reach a judgement on
the facts as well as to contribute to an improvement
in the situation. The circumstances were thus a little
different from those of the present case. There were
certain basic facts which the Council on the basis of
the information before it was not in a position to
assess-particularly in the absence of a survey. What
was not in dispute was flat there had been a heavy
exchange of fire and a rapid escalation. Therefore his
delegation believed that the Council's proceedings would
have no purpose if it did not by supporting General
Bull's recommendations contribute to conciliation.

401. The representative of the United States of
America expressed his disappointment that Syria and
Israel had readily once more resorted to arms with
a subsequent rapid escalation rather than in the first
instrtnce resorting to United Nations machinery. He
endorsed the Chief of Staff's recommendation for an
independent survey for the purpose of determining the
location of th~ track and its relation to the demarcation
line. This appeared to have been accepted by the parties.
He added that on the success of limited surveys de
pended the possibility of more general ones. His dele
gation urged both sides to submit their complaints to
the Mixed Armistice Commission rather than to com
mence shooting and to suspend activities complained
of if the Chairman of the Commission deemed it nec
essary. Finally, full participation by both parties in



the Cor'lmission's activities would, he stated, more than
any other single act, increase the chances of a more
effective observance of the truce by both sides.

402. The representative of Israel, referring to the
statement of the Syrian representative, spoke of the
convenient habit of opening fire on Israel activities and
then calling it warning shots and asked whether a single
warning shot could have produced such dramatic re
sults. He maintained th~,t the track in question had been
constructed in 1961 and had been in use for several
years and that it was wholly within Israel territory. The
place where the attack had taken place had been pin
pointed by a United Nations observer as in Israel terri
tory. Syria had never brought forward any evidence to
substantiate the encroachment alleged by it at that
spot. In proposing that the Canadian survey be con
Hnued, his Government did not imply any doubt as to
the track's being in Israel territory; it was agreeable to
the survey in order to put an end to Syrian claims of
encroachment and Syrian shooting at activities there.
The fact that a survey of the Tel-EI-Qadi sector was
now for the first time made conditional by Syria on a
total and comprehensive survey of the whole Israel
Syrian border amounted to a rejection of General Bull's
proposals. This, he alleged, was because the Syrian
authorities realized that the survey would indicate that
there were no encroachments.

403. At the 1169th meeting on 8 December, ~he

President drew the Council's attention to the following
draft resolution submitted by Morocco (S/6085/
Rev.l) :

"The Security Council,
"Noting the complaint by Syria to the Security

Council concerning the aggression committed by
Israel on 13 November 1964,

"Noting the counter-complaint by Israel and the
statements made to the Council by the representatives
of Syria and Israel,

"Noting the report of the Chief of Staff of the
United Nations Truce Supervision Organization in
Palestine,

"Recalling its resolutions of 19 January 1956 and
9 April 1962 and in particular the provisions of those
resolutions relevant to the maintenance of the Armi
stice and the settlement or disputes through the inter
mediary of the Mixed Armistice Commission,

"Noting with concern that Israel, in the course of
its aggression on 13 November 1964 against the
Syrian Arab Republic, used its air force to bomb
peaceful villages and defensive positions in Syrian
territory, and the violation of the Syrian air space
on 13 and 14 November 1964,

"1. Condemns the air action undertaken by the
armed forces of Israel against the territory of the
Syrian Arab Republic on 13 November as constitut
ing a violation of the cease-fire provisions of the
Security Council's resolution of 15 July 1948 and as
being both incompatible with the obligations binding
upon the parties under the terms of the General
Armistice Agreement and contrary to the Charter;

"2. Expresses the most severe condemnation with
regard to this action, which is of such a nature as to
endanger peace in that area;

"3. Calls upon Israel to take effective measures to
prevent the repetition of such actions;
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"4. Calls upon the Governments of Syria afld
Israel strictly to apply the provisions of the Armist: e
Agreement concluded between the two parties and
fully to participate in the meetings of the Mixed
Armistice Commission."
404. The representative of Morocco said that it

appeared from the CI.ief of Staff's report that there
were two elements which explained why the incident
of 13 November had been transformed into an aerial
attack against Syrian villages and military positions.
The first was Israel's refusal to recognize any locus
standi to Syria in the demilitarized zone which was
purely and simply an attitude which was nothing hut a
violation of the Armistice AgTeement and a defiance of
UNTSO. The second was Syria's refusal to seek an
end to its conflict with Israel which, on the other hand,
was a political attitude that had nothing whatsoever to
do with the need for ensuring supervision of the truce.
It was therefore clear that the air attack, which could
not be justified on a military basis, had been under
taken for political reasons, to force Syria to change its
political stand. Introducing his delegation's draft reso
lution, he said that the Council must prove its dedication
to peace by adopting a sufficiently categorical position
so as to avoid the recurrence of an act of war such as
that committed by Israel on 13 November.

405. The representative of Israel, commenting on the
Moroccan draft resolution, stated that it was simply
the Syrian contention submitted by the Arab member of
the Security Council and, as such, it laid no claim to
being impartial or balanced. The impression that Syria,
in rejecting the completion of the survey in the Tel-El
Qadi area called for by General Bull by making that
survey conditional on a demarcation of the whole
border, did not wish its charges of encroachment to be
put to the test was corroborated by the fact that the
Moroccan draft resolution deliberately evaded all refer
ence to the proposed survey.

406. At the 1179th meeting on 17 December, the
President rIrew the attention of the Council to the fol
lowing draft resolution ]ointly submitted by the United
Kingdom and the United States (S/6113) :

"The Security Council,

"Having heard the statements of the representa
tives of Israel and the Syrian Arab Republic,

"Ta!?ing into consideration the report of the
Secretary-General of 24 November 1964,

"1. Deplores the renewal of militarv action on the
Israel-Syria Armistice Demarcation" Line on 13
November 1964 and deeply regrets the loss of life
on both sides;

"2. Takes special note in the report of the
Secretary-General of the observation of the Chief of
Staff in paragraphs 24 through 27, and in the light of
these obsen ..tions, recommends specifically:

" (a) That Israel and Syria co-operate fully with
the Chairman of the Mixed Armistice Commission
in his efforts to maintain peace in the area;

" (b) That the parties co-operate promptly in the
continuation of the work begun in 1963, of survey
and demarcation as suggested in paragraph 45 of
document S/5401, commencing in the area of
Tel-EI-Qadi, and proceeding thereafter to completion,
in fulfilment of the recommendations of the Chief of
Staff's reports of 24 August 1963 and 24 November
1964;



"(c) That the parties participate fuily in the
meetings of the Mixed Armistice Commis~,ion;

"3. Requests the Secretary-General to inform the
Council by 31 March of the progress that has been
made toward implementing these suggestio113."
407. The representative of Morocco regretted that

the efforts of certain delegations to find a formula for
agreement that might be acceptable to the parties con
cerned had not been successful. In the circumstances, he
asked that his delegation's draft resolution (S/6085/
Rev.!) be put to the vote. The representative of the
USSR sUPForted this request.

408. Introducing the United Kingdom-United States
draft resolution the representative of the United States
explained that the co-sponsors did not consider their
draft a substitute for the Moroccan draft as the two
texts were concerned with different aspects of the
13 November incident. The co-sponsors had thought it
advisable that the Council should express itself speci
fically on the problems relating to the future and to an
endorsement of the efforts of the Chief of Staff. The
draft stressed the common responsibility of the parties
to maintain the terms of the Armistice Agreement and
its recom:nendations were basic minimum steps to be
taken as a preventive against this sort of incident.

409. The representative of the United Kingdom,
speaking in support of the draft resolution, stated th::1.t
it was evident that the majo~'ity of membecs of the
Council considered that the interests of the parties could
best be served by carrying out the CHef of Stair's
recommendations and by trying to find means whereby
ISMAC could fulfil its vital role. An independent
survey of the armistice line in the yicinity of Tel-El
Qadi and acceptance by Israel and Syria of its findings
was urgent and essential. His delegation was also con
vinced that if the work of survey and demarcation
could continue in other areas it would be of great
benefit to bo1:h countries.

410. The representative of Czecboslovakia said that
the responsibility for the creation of the situation and
for the escalation by aerial bombardment rested with
Israel. His delegation therefore supported the Moroccan
draft resolution.

411. The representative of France said that his
delegation was unable to support the Moroccan draft
resolution since the text did not seem to reflect the
considerably less categorical conclusions of the
Secretary-General's report. Further it reflected only
one of the concrete proposals formulated by the Chief of
Staff and not the other measures which his delegation
had endorsed.

412. The President, speaking as the representative
of Bolivia, noted the wish expressed by the parties to
see the restoration of peace in the area and the proper
functioning of the Mixed Armistice Commission and to
avoid new incidents. He appealed to the parties to
endeavour to comply with the provisions of the Armi
stice Agreement and to co-operate with the Commission.

Decision: At the 1179th meeting on 17 December,
the Moroccan d1'aft resolt!tion (S/6085/Rev.1) was
voted upon and not adopted. There were 3 votes in
favour (Czechoslovakia. Morocco. USSR), none
against and 8 abstentions.

413. At the same meeting, the representative of
Morocco introduced a number of amendments (S/6116)
to the United Kingdom-United States joint draft reso
lution (S/6113). The amendments called for the fol
lowing alterations: (1) the inserticm in operative para-
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graph 1 of the following phrase "l.etween the words
"Dcpl.ores:', and "the renewal": "the violation by an
Is.rael! mlhtary patrol of the Armistice Demarcation
Lme 111 the area of Tel-EI-Qadi. which had not been
surveyed, contrary to the instructions of the Chairman
of the Isrnel-Syria Mixed Armistice Commission'"
(2). the insertion in operative paragraph 1 of the f~l~
10wmg phrase between the words "13 November 1964"
and "deeply regrets": "and the subsequent unjustified
resort.by Israel to aerial action"; (3) the deletion in
operatIve paragraph 2, of the word "special" after the
word "Takes" and the deletion of the word "specifical:y"
after the word "recommends"; (4) the deletion in sub
paragraph (b) of operative paragr:J.ph 2, of the rest
?f the sub-paragraph after the word "demarcation" and
Its .replacet;le!lt by the following phrase: "along the
entIre ArmlSt1~e Demarcation Line, inCluding the area
of T~I-EI-Qadl and the three sectors of the Demilita
rized Zone. in fulfilment of the recommendations of the
Chief of Staff's reports of 24 AuO"ust 1963 and 24
November 1964"; and (5) the replacement of sub
paragraph (c) of operative parag-raph 2 bv the following
text: "T.11at Israel as :vell as Syria participate fully in
the meetmgs of the MIxed Armistice Commission".

414. The representative ::If the USSR considered th~t
the Moroccan amendments and the statement of the
representative of Morocco showed the desire of the
Arab countries to achieve a constructive solution and
would bring the decision of th~ CouncIl into line with a
factual analyl,is of the circumsttmces ac-:ompanY1ng the
events of 13 November.

415. The representative of the United States said
t~la! the co-sponsors of the joint draft resolution had
!tmlted themselves, in describil1O" the incident to the
barest minimum so as to avoid the serious imp~sse that
had occurred in the efforts to reach a consensus. They
~ad therefore concentrated their efforts on the construc
tive elements, the recommendations of the Chief of
~taff, which would perhaps provide constructive guide
!tnes for the future.

416. The representative of the Ivory Coast stated
that the report submitted by General Bull did not
completely clear up the problem of the path taken by
the Israel patrol, and therefore, in order to avoid a
recurrence of such incidents, the most practical solution
would be once and for all to make certain that this path
was .not on Syrian territory. Therefore the political
solutton would be to draw the line of the path clearly.

417. At the 1182nd meeting on 21 December the
~epresentative of the United States reiterated th~t to"
mtroduce .the Moroccan amendments, with the exception
of the thIrd amendment, to the joint draft resolution
would .reopen t~e entire subj~ct of con'i:rove:sy. There
fore, hIS delegatton could not m good faith support those
amendments.
, ;1-18. The repr~senta~ive of the USSR said that the
Jomt draft resolution trted to put the victim of agression
and the aggres~or on the same footing. The Moroccan
amendment takmg note that the Israel aerial bombard
ment was completely unfounded seemed to be the very
least that could be expected in the circumstances.

419, In submitting its amendments, the delegation
of Morocco was thus suggesting once more to those
members of the .Counci1 who had not supported the
first draft resolution that they should nevertheless find
a way to arrive at a solution and make it possible for
the Security Council to give necessary guidance in order
to avoid and prevent a recurrence of aggressive acts~



such as the incident of 13 November, on the Syrian
Israel frontier. By acting in that way, the Security
Council could fulfil the obligations imposed on it by the
Charter.

420. The Soviet delegation supported all the amend
ments proposed by the delegation of Morocco, since
without them the draft resolution submitted by the
United Kingdom and United States del,:g-ations would
not prevent the recurrence of dangerous incidents such
as those of 13 November 1964 for which Israel was to
blame. Without those amendments the United
Kingdom-United States draft resolution would be com
pletely unacceptable to the USSR delegation.

Decision: At the 1182nd meeting o~ 21 December,
the Moroccan amendments (Sj6116) to the United
Kingdom-United States draft resolution (Sj6113) were
put to the vote. The first amendment, to operathe para
graph 1, was rejected by 3 votes in favour (Czecho
slovakia, Morocco, USSR), 1lOne against and 8 absten
tions. The second amendment, to operative paragraph 1,
was rejected. by 5 votes in favour (Bolivia, Brazil,
Czeclzoslovah.l, Morocco, USSR), none against and 6
abstentions. The third amendment, to operative para
graph 2, was adopted by 7 votes in favour, none against
and 4 abstentiolls (Bolivia, Brazil, United Kingdom,
United States). The fourth amendment, to operative
paragraph 2, was reiected by 3 votes in fa'l'our (Czecho
slovakia, Morocco, USSR), none against and 8 absten
tions. The fifth amendment, to operative paragmph 2,
was adopted by 7 votes in favour, none against and 4
abstentions (Bolivia, Brazil, United Kingdom, United
States).

421. After the vote, the representative of Morocco
said that Syria, as the plaintiff before the Council, had
been the victim of an unjustified act of aggression. The
sponsors of tile joint draft resolution had failed to take
into account the minimum necessary in connexion with
this incident. The draft resolution was therefore com
pletely unacceptable to his delegation.

Decision: The United Kingdom-United States draft
resolution (S/6113) as amended. received 8 votes in
favour and ? against (Czechoslovakia, Morocco,
USSR). The draft resolution failed of adoption since
one of the negative votes was cast by a permanent
member of the Council.

422. After the vote, the representative of France said
that his delegation had supported the joint draft resolu
tion because it considered it essential to follow up the
suggestions made by General Bull in the hope of limit
ing the risk of friction in the future. The text of the
joint draft resolution had had the merit of setting aside
the controversies to which the description of the inci
dent of 13 November had given rise in the unofficial
talks held in the search for a consensus. His delegation
had supported the third and fifth amendments pro
posed by Morocco since they did not alter the balance
of the draft.

423. The representative of Israel stated that the
Armistice Agreement was never intended to be a substi
tute for normal and peaceful relations between two
neighbouring States, but only a short transitional stage
towards those relations. It was his Government's hope
that the Government of Syria would come to understand
that it was in the interests of the two countries and
peoples, and of Middle East peace, to resolve its conflict
with Israel by negotiation.

424. The representative of Syria regretted that the
Council had been prevented from condemning Israel

after all the facts had been so clearly stated. In favour
ing the Israel point of view, some permanent members
of the Council had once again confirmed the true link
which bound them to Israel, the instrument of colonial
ism in the region. It was necessary that the Council
should deal "ffectively with the persistent defiance by
Israel of the authority of the United Nations. He added
that the s'lrvey of the area of Tel-El-Qadi should be
carried out simultaneously on the whole length of the
armistic~ line and also that the Western limits of the
demilitarized zone should be included in the survey.

425. The joint draft resolution, he said, had had
certain defects. First, it had omitted any reference to
the first act of provocation by Israel, its encroachment
on Syrian territory, and had also ignored the fact that
Israel had resumed work on the eastern part of the
road contrary to the instructions of the Chairman of
ISMAC. Secondly, it had remained silent concerning
Israel's aerial aggression against Syria. Thirdly, it had
adopted. the Israel point of view in calling for the
re-markmg of one small part of the northern sector in
the dem~rcation line instead of recorr.mending the full
re-markmg of the three sectors of the armistice line in
conformity with the recommendations of the Chief of
Staff. Fourthly, the draft resolution failed to call on
Israel, and Israel alone, to put an end to its boycott of
the Mixed Armistice Commission, since Syria had been
and was still collaborating fully with the United
Nations machinery.

426. The representative of the United States said
that his delegation regretted that the Council because
of the exercise of the veto, had been unable t~ endorse
at least the constructive recommendations or the Chief
of Staff in regard to the continued maintenance of peace
along the demarcation line. However, the lack o(una
nimity on the part of the permanent members of the
Council in this matter derogated in no way fro:.11 the
re.sponsibility of the parties to carry out, in co-operation
wlth General Bull, the terms of the General Armistice
Agreement.

427. The· representative of the United Kingdom
said that his delegation still believed that an impartial
survey of the Tel-El-Qadi area was necessary. He re
ferred to his earlier statement in which he had said that
if the work of survey and demarcation could continue
in other areas, as proposed by the Chief of Staff, it
would be of great benefit to both parties.

428. The representative of Norway explained that
his delegation had voted for the joint draft resolution
because it had recommended for approval specific issues
suggested by the Chief of Staff designed to avoid similar
incidents in the future. It had not voted for the first
Moroccan amendment since it did not consider that
the report had brought out clearly that an Israel military
patrol had violated the armistice demarcation line. It
had not voted for the second amendment which would
have deplored Israel's aerial action for the reason that
there was no mention of the intervening escalation of
the use of military means by both sides after the first
incident and up to Israel's aerial action. As to the
survey, his delegation had felt that it would be natural
to commence it in an area where the lack of demarcation
hac apparently led to incidents.

D. Subsequent communications

429. In a letter dated 26 January (Sj6163) to the
Secretary-General, the representative of Jordan drew
the attention of the Council to violations and military
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provocative acts by the Israel authorities in the Mt. a "symbolic military parade" :n Jerusalem. Should this
Scopus area ~n Jerusalem. Under the Agreement of 7 take place, then Israel would definitely be exposing the
July 1948 this area was placed under United Nations situation in the Holy City to grave repercussions.
protection. In view of the dangerous situation arising 435. In a letter dated 17 March (S/6243) to the
from the Israel violations, his Government requested President of the Security Council, the representative of
that immediate inspection of Israel positions in the Israel drew the attention of the Security Council to the
area should be carried out through a special representa- tense and dangerous situation which had developed
tive of the Secretary-General. during the previous two weeks on the Israel-Syrian

430. In a letter dated 1 March (S/6208), the repre- border, in the vicinity of the village of Almngor. He
sentative of Israel drew the Security Council's atten- charged that the Syrian authorities had resumed tlie
tion to a recent series of acts of sabotage or attempted practice of opening fire upon peaceful Israel civilian
sabotage on Israel territory, perpetrated by persons activities in the border area. He listed seven Syrian
crossing the armistice demarcation line from Jordan. attacks. between 2 and 16 March, and stated that, in
Under the Armistice Agreement, the Government of connexion with each of these attacks, Israel had sub-
Jordan must accept full responsibility for these acts and mitted a complaint to the Mixed Armistice Commission
discharge that responsibility by apprehending and pun- and investigations were carried out which, in the case
ishing the perSOflS involved in these actions, and by of the 2 and 3 March incidents, confirmed that the
taking stringent measures to prevent any recurrence Israel tractors when fired upon by Syria were west of
of armed infiltration and organized sabotage from its the armistice demarcation line. The conclusions of the
territory. This responsibility had recently received fresh investigations of the subsequent incidents were not yet
emphasis through the dispatch to the area of a special available. In connexion with some of these inciden~s

mission, consisting of Mr. Spinelli as representative of Syria had complained that Israel was cultivating Arab
the Secretary-General and Major-General Rikhye as land in the demilitarized zone, but this contention had
military adviser, following a deterioration of the situa- been rejected as far back as 1957 as a result of a
tion along the border. United Nations investigation.

431. In a letter dated 1 March (S/6209) to the 436. It. a letter dated 19 March (S/6248) to the
Secretary-General, the representative of Jordan stated President of the Security Council, the representative of
that the preparations by the Israel authorities to review Syria d:-ew the attention of the Security Council to the
a military parade in the City of Jerusalem and to show increasing aggressive activities of Israel along the
their military equipment and heavy arms was in utter whole armistice demarcation line in general, and the
violation of the Jordan-Israel Armistice Agreement and demilitarized zone in particul~r. He listed ten incidents
of the Security Council resolution of 11 April 1961. H,= from 31 December 1964 to 17 March 1965 in which
requested the Secretary-General to give the matter full there had been firing on Syrian territory from tanks
consideration with the aim of preventing such action and Israel posts. Syria had lodged complaints with
from being carried out by the Israel authorities. the Mixed Armistice Commission and called for

432. In a letter dated 8 March (S/6220 and Corr.1) investigations.
to the President of the Security Council, the represen- 437. In a letter dated 25 May (S/6382), the repre-
tative of Jo~dan, in connexion with the Israel complaint sentative of Syria drew the Security Council's attention
of 1 March (S/6208) stated that following Israel com- to a series of aggressive acts committed by Israel on 2he
plaints to UNTSO on 29 January and 28 February, Syrian borders and on the armistice demarcation line
investigations carried out by the United Nations ob- during the previous two weeks. He listed seven
servers gave no evidence tnat there had been any infil- instances of firing against Syrian territory. In two
trators into Israel from Jordan territory. In bringing instances, serious damage had been caused to property
such false accusations to the attention of the Security and investigations had been requested.
Council without any evidence, Israel seemed to be con- 438. In a letter dated 27 May (S/6387), the repre-
templating renewed aggression, which was a pattern of sentative of Israel, referring to his letter of 1 March
behaviour characteristic of Israel. (S/6208), drew attention to renewed acts of violence

433. In a lett,=r dated 15 March (S/6232) to the and sabotage allegedly committed by armed groups
President of the Security Council, the representative of penetrating into Israel from Jordan territory. The
Jordan referred to the Spinelli Mission which the Israel aP~gations of acts of sabotage on 2 and 4 March
Secretary-General had dispatched to Jerusalem in con- had been confirmed by the Chairman of the Mixed
nexion with the mounting tension along the Israel- Armistice Commission in a statement of 16 March.
Jordan armistice demarcation line. In spite of the good De;;pite these findings, three further armed attacks had
efforts of the Secretary-General, he said, the Israel occurred during the previous two weeks, two of them
authorities had resumed their acts of aggression in the against civilian habitations, and seven civilians had
Latroun area in violation of the Jordan-Israel Armistice been injured.
Agreement, and refused to comply with the decisions of 439. In a letter dated 28 May (S/6390), the repre-
MAC in this respect. sentative of Jordan complained to the Council that on

434. In a letter dated 15 March (S/6235) to the 27 May Israel army units had attacked houses, a factory
Secretary-General, the representative of Jordan referred and fuel stations in Jordan; four civilians had been
to his letter of 1 March (S/6209) drawing attention killed and seven wounded. These acts of open military
to the intention of the Israel authorities to review, in aggression, which had been brought to the attention of
the City of Jerusalem, a military parade on the occasion the Mixed Armistice Commission, had caused a most
of Israel's "Independence Day". He added that con- dangerous situation in the region. Israel had attempted
trary to the verbal reply which he had received from to explain its military aggression by the occurrence of
Dr. Ralph Bunche, as a result of the Secretary-General's acts of sabotage inside Israel-held territory attributed
efforts to prevent such action, that the parade would be to Jordan; the Government of Jordan denied most em-
held at Tel Aviv, the Israel Prime Minister had stated phatically any knowledge of or responsibility for such
that the Israel authorities were still planning to hold alleged acts.
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440. In a subsequent letter dated 28 May (S/6391),
the representative of J Qrdan informed the Council that
orders had been issued to the Jordanian Armed Forces
to "repel with utmost severity and determination any
new Israeli act of aggression".

441. In a letter dated 28 May (S/6392), the repre
sentative of Syria submitted to the attention of the
Council derails regarding incidents of 13 and 22 May.
As a result of the investigation of the incident of 13
May, the Chairman of ISMAC had stated that there
had been no evidence of any Syrian fire and that the
target of Israel fire had been equipm-:nt and civilians
well inside Syrian territory. The Chairman had drawn
Israel's attention to the fact that firing from the de
militarized zone was a serions breach of the General
Armistice Agreement. 111 the incident of 22 May an
Israel armoured launch on Lake Tiberias had opened
fire across the armistice demarcation line in the direc
tion of Syrian positions. A complaint had been lodged
with ISMAC.

442. In a letter dated 1 June (S/6397 and Corr.!).
the representative of Israel informed the Council that
on 31 May Jordanian army posts had opened fire from
the Old City across the armistice demarcat~')n line into
Israe! territory, and the casualties thereL )m had been
two killed and four wounded, all of them civilians. There
had been no firing from the Israel side. The attack
aroused particular revulsion since it had taken place
in the city of Jerusalem with its universal associations
and its exceptionally sensitive border security problems.

443. In a letter dated 4 June (S/6414), the repre
sentative of Israel informed the Council of two acts
by saboteurs luring the night of 1 June, one allegedly
by infiltrators from across the Lebanese border and
the other by infiltrators from across the Jordan border.
Both incidents had been repGrted to the Mixed Armi
stice Commission and investigations were proceeding.

444. Referring to the incident of 25 May, the letter
added that the Jordan-Israel Mixed Armistice Com
mission on 2 J:.me had adopted a decision which com
pletely confirmed the Israel charges and found that
there had been a flagrant violation by Jordan of article
IV, paragraph 3, of the General Armistice Agreement.
The letter quoted the decision of the Commission.

445. In a letter dated 4 June addressed to the Presi
dent of the Security Council (S/6415), the representa
tive of Jordan denied tne Israel allegations contained
in the letter of 1 June (S/6397 and Corr.1). The Israel
version of the incident of 31 May, he asserted, was a
distortion of the truth. Israel had started firing in the
no-man's land adjacent to the Jerusalem walls in the
direction of the Jordan army defence posts. These posts
had fired back in a successful attempt to stop enemy
fire and some civilians had been caught in the exchange
of fire. Jordan had complained to the Mixed Armistice
Commission which had found that Israel had fired shots
on the walls of Jerusalem and on Jordan army posts.

446. In a letter dated 15 June (S/6444) to the
President of the Security Council, the repreiientative of
Lebanon, in replying to th~ Israel letter of 4 June (S/
6414), stated that no evidence had been found to sub
stantiate the allegations that saboteurs had crossed the
Lebanese border into Israel and this had been confirmed
by the investigations carried out by UNTSO,

447. In a letter of 16 June 1965 (S/6446), the rep
resentative of Jordan informed the Council that, in
connexion with the incident of 27 May, the' Mixed
Armistice Commission at its emergency meeting No.
370 decided that the Israel forces had crossed the armi
stice demarcation line into ] ordan and that the raid
committed by these forces against the Jordanian civilian
inhabltants and their properties resulted in the death
of two men and three children and the wounding of two
adults and three children.

448. In a letter dated 1 July (S/6492), the repre
sentative of Israel, referring to the incident of 31 May
1965, stated that on 28 June the Israel-Jordan Mixed
Armistice Commission had justly upheld the Israel
complaint. The Commission had noted that "the perpe
t.~ators of. the shooting were regular Jordanian military
personnel...."; decided that the shooting was a gross
violation of the General Armistice Agreement.; and
condemned Jordan for the shooting.

449. The United Nations Observers did not sub
stantiate the Jordanian claim reported in the letter of
the representative of Jordan on 4 June (S/6415), that
Israel had started firing on the Y-lalls of Jerusalem

450. Moreover, with regard to the incident of 27
May, the Jordan letter of 16 June (S/6446) in trans
mitting the decision of the Mixed Armistice Commis
sion had cO:lveniently omitted one key paragraph. That
paragraph noted that the Israel action "was taken after
a series of demolition activities took place against
civilians" in Israel.

451. In a letter dated 7 July (S/6508), the Charge
d'affaires of Jordan drew the attention of the Council to
the alleged misrepresentation and distortions contained
in the Israel letter of 1 July (S/6492). He stated that
in connexion with the incident of 31 May 1965, the
Mixed Armistice Commission had not white-washed
the Israel authorities from sparking the fire and that it
had confirmed that the shooting had been started by the
Israel military forces at Jordanian positions as ex
plained in Jordan's letter of 4 June (S/6415). The
Jordanian forces, the letter continued, would continue
to uphold their duty of defending Jordanian citizens
and property whenever they were endangered by Israel
fire.

452. As regards the incident of 27 May, the decision
of the Mixed Armistice Commission appearing in
Jordan's letter of 16 June (S/6446) was correct. It
could not be concluded from the decision of the Mixed
Armistice Commission that there was evidence that
Jordan had any part in sabotage operations against
Ramat Hakovesh.

A. Communications to the Council received be.
tween 21 November and I December 1964

Chapter 6

THE SITUATION IN THE DEMOCRATIC REPUBLIC OF THE CONGO

manent Representative of Belgium drew the attention of
the members of the Council to the danger threatening
nearly a thousand persons belonging to eighteen

453. In a letter dated 21 November 1964 to the nationalities held as hostages by the rebel authorities in
President of the Security Council (S/6055), the Per- the Stanleyville area. lill efforts at amicable negotiation
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for the evacuation and safety of the threatened persons
having remained without effect, the Belgian Govern
ment had taken preliminary measures, in consultation
with the Congolese Government and at its request,
against the flossibility that it might prove necessary
to evacuate the hostages.

454. In another letter of 24 November 1964
(S/6063), the Permanent Representative of Belgium
informed the Council that, in view of the deterioration
of the situation in the Stanlevville area and of the
growing imminence of the danger it represented, the
Belgian Sovernment had found it necessary to embark,
with the Congolese Government's agreement, on the
humanitarian action of rescuing the hostages held by
the rebel authorities in the Stanleyville area. Belgian
paracommandos carried by United St::tes aircraft had
been parachuted into that ::.lrea. The sole objective of
the operation was to save endangered lives and it
would end as soon as that aim had been achieved. To
that communication were annexed: (a) the text of· a
letter addressed on 21 November 1964 on behalf of the
Chief of State by the Prime Minister of the Democratic
Republic of the Congo to the Ambassador of Belgium
at Leopoldville whereby he authorized the rescue opera
tion while defining and limiting its scope and duration;
(b) the text of a statement which Mr. P H. Spaak, the
Vice-President of the Cot:ncil of Ministers and Minister
for Foreign Affairs of Belgium, had addressed to his
compatriots on 24 Noveober stating the circumstances
which had made it impossible for the Belgian Govern
ment not to assume its full responsibilities for the pro
tection of its nationals abroad, in conformity with the
rules of international law codified by the Geneva Con
ventions to which Belgium had acceded.

455. By a letter dated 26 November 1964 (S/6067),
the Permanent Representative of Belgium informed the
Council of the development of the rescue operation
which had meanwhile been continued in the Paulis
area to evacuate over 300 foreigners held there as
hostages. Finally, on 1 December 1964 (S/6074), ne
announced the end of the operation: all the Belgian
paracommandos had left Kamina on Sunday, 29
November, after having been assembled there since
27 November.

456. In a letter of 24 November 1964 (S/6060)
addressed to the Secretary-General, the Prime Minister
of the Democratic Republic of the Congo stated that
hehad authorized the Belgian and United States Gov
ernments to render his Government the necessary assist
ance in organizing a humanitarian mission with a view
to evacuating the foreign hostages held by rebel groups
in the Stanleyville region.

457. The Permanent Representative of Italy brought
to the attention of the members of the Council, by a
letter of 23 November 1964 (S/6058), the seriousness
of the situation in Stanleyville where impending danger
threatened a number of foreign civilians, including about
one hundred Italian citizens.

458. In letters addressed to _the President of the
Security Council on 21, 24, 26 November and 1 Decem
ber 1964 (S/6056, S/6062, S/6068 and S/6075), the
Permanent Representative of the United States in
formed the members of the Council of the failure of the
appeals made by the Congolese Government, the Ad
H QC Commission of the Organization of African Unity,
various Governments, the International Red Cross and
thirteen countries signatories of the Geneva Conven
tions, to spare the lives of hostages held by rebel groups.

At the request of Belgium and with the authorization of
the Democratic Republic of the Congo, the United
Statt~3 had provided air transport for a mission of
mercy to effect the release of over 1,000 civilian hos
tages from eighteen nations held in and around Shnley
ville. The latest efforts made by the United States
Ambassador to Kenya who had met with a representa
tive from Stanleyville in Nairobi (KenYJ') had produced
no results, since the latter had refused to discuss the
release of the hostages except on conditions which the
United States Government had neither the moral nor
the legal right to consider and which made it clear that
he was attempting to bargain with their lives for
political and military purposes.

459. The representative of the United States an
nexed to one of his communications (S/6062) the text
of a letter from the Prime Minister of the Democratic
Republic of the Congo autho~izing the American Gov
ernment to furnish necessary transport for that hu
manitarian mission and the text of a statement issued
by the United States Government explaining the back
ground and the limited purpose of the rescue operation
to which it "as contributing air transport facilities.

460. On 1 December 1964, he informed the Presi
dent of the Council that the rescue mission, having
effected the release of as many hostages as possible, had
departed from the Congo {n 29 November 1964
(S/6075).

461. The Permanent Representative of the United
Kingdom, in a letter dated 23 November 1964, ad
dressed to the Secretary-General (S/6059), informed
him that in the lig:lt of the humanitarian objectives of
the action undertaken by the Belgian and the United
States Governments, the United Kingdom Government
had granted, upon their request, certain facilities in
Ascension Island.

462. By letter dated 25 November 1964 addressed
to the President of the Security Council (5/6066), the
Permanent Representative of the USSR stated that
his Government considered the landing of Belgian
parach'lti&ts at Stanleyville a fla.grant act of armed
interference by Belgium, the United States and the
United Kingdom in the internal affairs of the Congo
and a threat to the freedom and independence of the
Congole"e and other African peoples. Fallacious refer
ences to the need to protect the f(1reigners at Stanley
ville revealed the colonial nature of the action, which
actually aimed at giving TshomM undisguised assist
ance from regular units of the Belgian Army in sup
pressing the naticnal liberation movement. Appeals
made by Belgium and the United States to the Security
Council on 21 November 1964 could not be regarded as
anything but a smoke-screen for the intervention which
had been prepared. The letter stated that the Soviet
Government demanded the immediate cessation of the
military intervention in the Congo by Belgium, the
United States and the United Kingdom and the with
drawal from the Congo of all Belgian tr 'vps and all
foreign mercenaries and declared that full responsibility
for the consequences of those actions lay squarely with
the Governments of the aforementioned States.

463. On 26 November 1964 (S/6069), the Per
manent Representative of the United Kingdom com
municated to the President of the Security Council
the text of a statement issued by the Foreign Office in
London rejecting the terms of the Soviet Government's
statement. It said that the rescue operation had taken
place only because of the refusal of the rebel leaders to
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give guarantees for the safety ot the civilians in Stanl.:-:'.
ville or to treat them in accordance with the normally
accepted rules of war.

B. Requests for a meeting of the Security Ccnnw

464. By a letter received on 1 December 1964 and
subsequent addenda (S/6076 and Add.! to 5), twenty
one African and Asian States and Yugoslavia requested
the Security Council to consider urgently the situation
in tl'e Democratic Republic of the Congo, which in
their opinion was likely to endanger the maintenance
01 pcac'~ and security in Africa. A memorandum at
tal·l I • ....' the request referred to the resolutions adopted
~k e!"l,ms made by the Organization of African
U,;ty \;:th a view to dealing with the situation existing
in the: Democratic Republic of the Congo. They also
aH~gtd that, in complete defiance of Article 52 of the
United Nations Charter and as a deliberate affront to
the authority of the Organization of African Unity, the
Governments of Belgium and the United States, with
the concurrence of the United Kingdom Government,
had launched mihtary operations in Stanleyville and
other parts of the Congo and that such actions con
stituted an intervention in African affairs and a threat
to the peace and security of the African continent.

465. In a message dated 9 December 1964 (S/6ff.)6) ,
the Prime Minister of the Government of the Demo
cr"ltic Republic of the Congo also requested the Presi
dent of the Security Council to convene urgently a
meeting of that body to examine several events :iffecting
the sovereignty and independence of his country, whose
continuance, he stated, would threaten the peace and
stability of the Congo and of the whole of Africa. He
stated that there were definite inciications that Algeria.
Suaan, Ghana, the United Arab Republic, the Chinese
communist regime and the USSR were assisting the
rebel government in the Congo. The message referred
to acknowledgements made in this respect by the
Algerian President and the Government of Sudan.
Such violations of the sovereignty of a Member State
constituted a flagrant intervention in its domestic affairs.

466. These two communications were included re
spectively as items 2 and 3 on the provisional agenda of
the 1170th meeting of the Security Council.

467. On 28 December 1964, the Prime Minister of
the Democratic Republic of the Congo sent a further
message to the President of the Security Council
(S/6126) containing additional information to be con
sidered as included in t!'1e complaint brought by his
Government on 9 December 1964.

C. Consideration at the 1170th to 1178th meet·
ings (9.17 December 1964)

'468. At its 1170th meeting on 9 December 1964, the
Security Council examined the question whether item 3
of its provisional agenda (i.e., the complaint submitted
by the Democratic Republic of the Congo, S/15096)
should be included in its agenda.

469. The representative of the Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics supported the inclusion in the
agenda of the letter of twenty-one Asian and African
States and Yugoslavia, but objected to the inclusion
in the agenda of the complaint by the Congolese Gov
ernment. He regarded the latter as a provocative item
and as a manceuvre to divert the Security Council from
the real question, the aggressive actions of the United
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States, Belgium and the United Kingdom against the
people of the Congo, in violat! in of the Charter.

470. The representative of the United States con
sidered almost Incredible the position taken by certain
members of the Council who asked it to hear a com
plaint against those who had not interver-ed in the
Congo while refusing to hear the complaint submitted
by the Government of the Congo itself against some of
those same States who, by their own admission, h~d

intervened in the internal affairs of the Congo. The
action taken by the United Stat~s and Belgium was
purely and simply a rescue mission, authorized in
advance by the legally constit'tted Government of the
Congo. He suggested that the Council hear the two
complaints as a whole.

471. The representative of Czechoslovakia stated
that the Council was confronted by a collective colonial
ist intervention by NATO Powers in the domestic
affairs of the Congo. He 'lpposed the inclusion in the
agenda of the Congolese complaint which obviously
presented only allegations of a hypothetical or fictitious
character.

472. The representatives of the United Kingdom of
Great Britain and Northern Ireland and of Brazil de
clared that it w1uld be impossible to consider ndequately
the originnl prC'iposal without examining the subsequent
complaint of the Government of the Congo itself. since
both complaints dealt with the same subject, alleged
acts of intervention in the internal affairs of the Congo.

473. The representative of Morocco considered that
the Council should not be seized with anything but
~pecific issues containing specific charges. and that the
Congolese complaint did not meet these requirements.

:·74. 1 he representative of the Ivory Coast said that
in accordance with normal procedure, members of the
Council had been consulted concerning the holding of a
meeting on the item proposed by the African States
but not with regard to the second complaint. He there
fore considered that the Council should begin its dis
cussion of items 1 and 2 of the provisional agenda.

Decision: A tits 1170tlz IlICctitlg otl 9 Dccemjer
1964. the Security Council dccided by 7 votes in favour
(Boli'Zlia. Bradl, China. France. NOrlC'aY, Ut/ited King
dom alld United Sftites) and 4 against (Czecho
slo'l!al<ia. f'l.'or'j' Coast. Morocco and USSR), to include
in the agenda item 3 of the prO'Z'isional agenda.

475. The representatives of the Sudan, Guinea,
Ghana, Belgium, Republic of the Congo (Brazzaville),
Algeria, Mali, Democratic Republic of the Congo,
Nigeria and United Arab Republic had asked to parti
cipate in the discussion in the Council (S/6078, S/6079,
S/6080, S/6081, S/6086. S/6090, S/6091 , S/6093,
S/6095 and S/6097).

476. The representative of the USSR stated that
the puppet regime of Tshombe could not represl''1t the
Congolese people and that its claim to speak in the
name of the people of the Congo should be rejected by
the Security Council.

477. The representative of the Ivory Coast said that
his delegation believed the Government of the Congo
to be a legal govern.l1ent and that its representatives
enjoyed that legal status and therefore had the right
to participate in the discussion of the problem.

478. The President invited the representatives of the
States which had requested to be heard to participate
without the right to vote in the discussion of the items
on the agenda.



479. The representative of the Republic of the
Congo (Brauaville) considered that tIle problem at
hand was the latest aggression committed by the United
States, Belgium and the United Kingdom against black
populations. In fact. that a~gression had been premedi
tated. As early as .5 September 1964, the Council of
Foreign Ministers of the Organization of African Unity
had !..:arned that those three countries wanted to
evacuate the white inhnbitant3 of Stanleyville. Such a
manreuvre was intended to make it possible to place at
the disposal of the Leopoldville authorities effer.tive
means of mass destruction and to unleash bomlJs on
the black population of Stanleyville. When their first
attempt had failed, those three countries had resorted to
direct intervention. The so-called humanitarian opera
tion at Stanleyville was nothing but a pretext conceived
ful" the purpose of safeguarding material and selfish
interests. A claim was made, in the name of humanity,
to save an insignificant number of whites, while tens
of thousan:ls of blacks were massacred. The Security
Council could not fail to condemn the nefarious action
undertaken by a certain group of whites designed to
exterminate the black inhabitants. The situation created
in Africa as a result of that aggression was extremely
grave because it gave a permanent feeling of insecurity
to all black peoples, in particular to those living in
neighbouring countries. by creating the impression that
the white man was not to be touched and that the
blacks had to be extremely careful lest the slightest
thing might place millions of their own lives in dal1ger.

480. The representative of Ghana felt that the recent
foreign military intervention in the Congo must be iso
lated from the over-all political situation in that country.
In flagrant breach of the resolution adopted by the
Security Council at ~he 873rd meeting on 14 July 1960.
Belgium had by one way or another got its troops back
inte- the Congo. Likewise, by their military intervention
in the Con2"o. foreign Powers had defied resolution
1474 (ES-IV) adopted by the General Assembly at its
906th meeting on 16 September 1960 and had under
mined the unity, territorial integrity and political
independence of the Congo. The Council of Ministers of
the Organization of African Unity, however, which had
met at Addis Ababa from 5 to 9 September 1964, at
the request of the Congolese President. Mr. ]oseph
Kasa-Vubu. and with the active participation of the
Congolese Prime Minister. Mr. Moise Tshombe, had
been of the opinion that the situation in the Congo was
not one deserving a military solution, but one requiring
a political and reconciliatory solution. It had passed 'a
resolution to this effect and had established an ad hoc
commission to help in the restoration of national
reconciliation in the Congo.

481. The United States had, on 30 September 1964,
assured the Reconciliatory ad hoc Commission, whose
~hairman was 1~r. ]omo Kenyatta. o.f its co-operation
tn every approprIate way. Representatives of the United
States had also taken part in several meetings in Nairobi
and elsewhere with the Commission and all interested
parties. Unfortunately. the United States Government
had broken off the talks with the representatives of the
nationalists on the question of the so-called hostages.
It had explained its part in the military intervention at
Stanleyville by asserting that its conduct was lawful
since it had been agreed to and authorized by the legal
Government of Mr. Tshombe. Irrespective of the ques
tion of the legality of Mr. Tshombe's government, the
United States Government was applying a different
standard from that which it had adopted in the Cuban

crisis when it had maintained that the legal Government
of Cuba could not call for Soviet military help.

482. The problem of the Congo was of concern to
its immediate neighbours, to all Africa and to the
United Nations itself, whose financial crisis had been
brought about by its Congo peace-keeping operation.
The Security Council should therefore help the Organi
zation of African Unity to bring about an amicable
settlement.

483. As for the &\l-called humanitarian motivation of
the Belgian-United States military intervention, the
representative of Ghana stressed that humanitarianism
in that context was held to relate to the saving of the
lives of a few persons of the white race, while at the
same time thousands of African live!1 were destroyed.
In any event, tne aggression had precipitated the killing
of the very citizens it was meant to "rescue". Referring
to a statement made by Mr. Ball, Assistant Secretary
of State of the United States, that the Stanleyville
operation had not been undertaken solely for rescue of
nationals of the three Powers concerned, but was de
signed to rescue nationals of all States and such Congo
lese citizens as might, in the opinion of the United
States and Belgium, be in danger, the representative
of Ghana maintained that in international law the United
States was not entitled to intervention to rescue non
nationals. In conclusion, the representative of Ghana
reiterated the appeal made by the ad hoc Reconciliation
Commission to all combatants to lay down their arms
so as to enable the Commission to bring about national
reconciliation. 'fhat was the African way of solving
such problems and the Organization of African Unity,
which had succ~eded in other cases, would have suc
ceeded in this one too, but for foreign planes, arms
and mercenaries which had deluded the Congolese
Government into thin~ng that a military solutio:l could
be achieved thereby. The formula proposed by the Or
ganization of African Unity was: cease-fire followed by
national reconciliation and general elections.

484. The President of the Republic of Ghana had
foreseen that when the United Nations forces withdrew
from the Congo, various warring factions would arise
again and he had vainly proposed that Africans should
fill the vacuum with an African peace force until the
situation could be stabilized. When the present hostili
ties bd started, he had also advocated the withdrawal of
foreign planes, arms and mercenaries and their replace
ment by an African peace force until after the general
elections. That also had not been heeded. Ghana, above
all. was interested that the Council should take a posi
tive decision to get rid of foreign intervention in the
Congo and to help the Congolese Government and
people to settle their own problems.

485. The representative of Sudan stated that the
policy of his country towards the Congolese internal
conflicts had always been one of strict neutrality. Sudan
had been among the first to answer the call of the
United Nations and to send troops to the Congo, for
one purpose only: to participate with units from other
Member States, many from African States. in preserv
ing the political independence and territorial integrity
of the Congo. But after all the sacrifices, developments
in the Cong!"' had come full circle: foreign mercenaries
were ' 'ack and a sinister ghost from the past had re
appeared in the form of Belgian paratroopers flown
into the Congo in American aircraft taking off from a
British base. It had been argued that the operation had
become necessary to save the lives of over a thousand

59



white hostages; but it was clear that the dropping of
paratroopers would provoke only violence. It could be
foreseen that illiterate and poverty-stricken tribesmen
faced with heavily armed soldiers dropping from the
skies would panic and would vent their wrath on the
helpless hostages. On the other hand, many men of
goodwill had commented on the callous way in which
African property and lives had been treated.

486. The so-called rescue operation had also alarmed
Africans because it had been undertaken in the face
and in defiance of an action set in motion by the Organi
zation of African Unity, which had made considerable
progress in persuading the Stanleyville authorities to
agree to negotiations with Leopoldville and to talks in
Nairobi on the release of hostages.

487. The representative of Sudan denied Press re
ports that Sudanese airports had been used for this or
that purpose. Using such vague and inaccurate informa
tion. Mr. Tshombe had, in his application to the
Council, hinted of a complaint against Sudan. The
truth of the matter was that Sudan had allowed medical
equipment to go through to those who had asked for it.
i.e., Congolese who were refugee,; on Sudanese soil.

488. The representative of Sudan pointed out that
the Congo problem was first a Congolese problem and
then an African problem. It could only be solved by the
people of the Congo themselves with the help of their
African brothers.

489. At the 1171st meeting of the Council on 10
December 1964. in addition to the representatives pre
viously invited, the representatives of Burundi and
Kenya were invited at their request (S/6099 and
S/6100) to participate in the discussion without the
right to vote.

490. The representative of Guinea stated that his
Government was fully committed to the complete libera
tion of the African continent and the unity of its
peoples and countries. Such goals could be reached only
in the context of a policy independent of blocs and
free from foreign interference from any source.

491. The representative of Guinea retraced the de
velopment of the Congolese tragedy in the last four
years. It began with the installation in Leopoldville of
a nationalist African Government headed bv a national
hero: Patrice Lumumba. Then Belgium, under the same
pretext as it was now invoking. had intervened in the
Congo following the secession of Katanga. The United
Nations had had to intervene and the sad outcome of
that operation had been the assassination of Patrice
Lumumba and his companions; the disguised assassina
tion of Dag Hammarskj6ld; the seizure of power in
Leopoldville by the Katangese rebel, Moise Tshombe:
the placing' of the Congo under colonialist trusteeship.
and the financial, moral and political crisis of the
United Nations.
. 492. Following the withdrawai of the United
17ations forces, recurring crises in the Congo resulted in
the confrontation leading to a civil war between those
factions which wanted to throw off the yoke of imperial
ist domination and certain Congolese groups which
wished to maintain that domination at all costs.

493. In that context, the Organization of African
Unity had adopted a resolution in which it called for,
inter alia, the expulsion of all mercenaries from the
Congo as soon as possible; an end to all foreign inter
ventions; and a cease-fire by all those now fighting. It
noted the undertaking by the Prime Minister of the
Congo to guarantee the security of the combatants who
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laid down their arms and appealed for efforts to restore
and conSOlidate national reconciliation. It decided to
send an OAU ad hoc fact-finding commission to Leo
poldville, Bra£zaville and Burundi for the purpose of
helping the restoration of national reconciliation in
the Congo and normalizing relations between i:he
Democratic Republic of the Congo and its neighbours.
But the Leopoldville authorities had instead intensified
the recruitment of mercenaries; they had asked and
obtained military assistance from the United States and
Belgium and had tried to impose a military solution. In
the course of a blind war under the direction of Belgian,
South African and Rhodesian mercenaries, under the
protection of United States planes piloted by Cuban
mercenaries, the Leopoldville authorities had murdered
hundreds upon hundr~ds of defenceless Congolese
civilians whom they ~lad called rebels for the needs of
their cause. Those responsible for such happenings
must also be held accountable for the deplorable death
of innocent victims in Stholeyville, as it was well known
that no European had been executed by the Stanley
viIle authorities during the whole period which had
preceded the dropping of Belgian paratroops.

494. In fact, while negotiations had been in progress
in Nairobi, one of the negotiators had been preparing
hypocritically the operation which had resulted in the
fall of Stanleyville, the liquidation of the nationalist
forces and the consolidatiqn of the power of Tshombe
over all parts of the Congo.

495. The struggle going on could not be described in
terms of the usual cliches about communism and anti
communism; it was a struggle of African nationalism
against the colonialist regime established in Leopoldville.

496. After the military intervention in Stanleyville,
the ad hoc Commission of the OAU had recommended
a meeting of the Heads of State and Government of the
OAU to be held in Addis Ababa on 18 December, pre
ceded by a meeting of the Council of Ministers on 16
and 17 December.

497. The Commission had also recommended effec
tive measures to implement the provisions of the OAU
resolution, as well as the convening in the near future
of a round-table conference of all Congolese leaders of
all opinions, under the auspices of the OAU, and free
elections in all territories of the Congo, under the
control of the OAU.

498. The Security Council was in duty bound to
endorse those recommendations.

499. The representatives of Mali declared that the
act of violence committed by Belgium and the United
States not only flouted the provisions of the Charter
concerning the peaceful settlement of disputes, but also
constituted a pointed challenge to the OAU. The real
purpose of the aggressors had been to seize Stanleyville,
and then to consolidate their imperialistic hegemony
over the Congo under the cover of their puppets. The
lives of the hostages had not been their true concern;
if it had been, how could one explain that the "rescue"
action had been concentrated on Stanleyville, when
everyone knew that other Europeans living in neigh
bouring places ran the risk of reprisals as a result of the
fall of Stanleyville.

500. Furthermore, the operation allegedly under
taken to save human lives had been paid for by the
"acrifice of thousands of other human lives. Such
"humanitarian" arguments were regarded suspiciously
by the peoples of Africa, especially since those who
were advancing them included persons who formerly



described colonization, too, as a humanitarian action been sent to the President of the Council on 21
aimed at bringing the benefits of a certain civilization November 1964, Belgian units had already been
to populations which were called primitive and stationed in Ascension Island. The Belgian memo-
backward. randum had created the impression that before an

501. While the Council of Ministers of the OAU irreparable step was taken, the Belgian Government
meeting in Addis Ababa in September 1964 had reached would request an urgent meeting of the Council.
the conclusion that the solution of the Congolese prob- Similarly, in his communication of 21 November 1964.
lem was purely political and that any military action the representative of the United States had hinted that
would aggravate the disorder, the United States had there was a possibility of resorting to the Security
ste~1ily increased its military intervention by supplying Council if necessary, i.e.• if a stalemate occurred in the
to the Congolese Government T-28 bomber-fighter Nairobi negotiations. But as events had turned out,
trainer aircraft, B-25 light bombers, B-26 aircraft and the Belgian Government had not considered it its
C-130 turboprop transport aircraft. Those aircraft h:td duty to request an urgent meeting of the Council.
been flown by some United States civilian pilots under Meanwhile, at Nairobi, the Foreign Minister of the
contrCl~t to the Congolese Government and by anti- Government of Stanleyville had pointed out that foreign
Castro Cuban pilots. nationals would not be attacked or mistreated as long

502. Regardless of the interpretations or definitions as the Congolese populations were not subjected to
of aggression. the American-Belgian operation. which oppressive measures; he had asked that bombings and
had employed bombers and hundreds of paratroopers. threats should be stopped and that the advance of the
constituted a true aggression against the population of mercenaries towards Stanleyville should be halted and
that region of Africa. Africans were disturbed at the the Congolese left to settle their own political problems.
practice of recruiting mercenaries to fight the legitimatt' Those proposals had been in keeping with the initiative
aspirations and will of a people, all the more since the taken on 19 November by Prime Minister Kenyatta
practice was encouraged 1:Iy some permanent members who had stated that he could not assist in the evacuation
of the Council. Moreover, the Stanleyvi1le intervention of civilians unless a cease-fire had been arranged.
established a precedent threatening the independence of 505. The representative of Algeria drew attention
African States, since certain big Powers could use the to the fact that the Congolese rrime Minister had
pretext of domestic difficulties in such States to carry authorized the United States and Belgian intervention
out military intervention for the alleged purpose of while conversations were tak-ing place in Nairobi.
protecting their nationals. That aggression raised a Moreover, the decision to intervene had been taken
further question: that of the existence of foreig-n hases jointly by the United States and Belgium in agreement
in other countries. The United Kingdom had a~sumed a with the Congolese Government. which had been
share of responsibility for the tragic events at Stanlev- informed. Thus, the authorities of Leopoldville had
ville when it had placed its colonial base on Ascension given their agreement without having made a request.
Island at the disposal of the interventionist troops. 506. It therefore appeared clearly that war prepa-
According to the representative of Mali, it was a niece rations had been undertaken while the United States
of legalistic quibbling to speak of the legality of tlw was promising to cease the sending of weapons and
Tshombe Ciovernment or. for that matter: of the to start negotiations. The premeditation of the aggression
legality of the fascist and racist States of Southern could no longer be doubted. That aggression flouted the
Rhodesia or South Africa. moral authority and prestige of the OAU. It constituted

503. At the 1172nd meeting of the Council on 10 a direct danger to the independence and security of the
December 1964, the representative of the Central .!\.frican continent.
African Republic was invited, at his request (S/6101), 507. If the Belgian Government had really had
to participate in the discussion without the right to humanitarian intentions, it should have known from
vote. the outset .that its military intervention in the Congo

. 504. The representative of Algeria reviewed the would obvlOusly require the prior repatriation of all
hIstory of the Congo since its accession to independence Bel~ian civilians, at least of those living in the exposed
and pointed out that it had been marked by a series regIons: It was very difficult to believe that Belgium and
of armed interventio!1s either direct or disguised. After the .Umted State~ had not realized that their aggression
the withdrawal of the United Nations Force, the very agamst StanleyvIlle would provoke the very killings
person who had been thrown out of the Congo thanks that they were trying to avoid. The truth was that that
to the United Nations had been installed at the head obvious aggression was an illustration of the classical
of the Leopoldville Government. It was natural that imJ2erialist p~1icy of giving independence to a country
such a man, identified w~th separatism and foreign whIle retammg a system under which economic
:imperialist interests, met with strong opposition in his exploitation, and even political manacrement could
own country, as well as on African and international continue. "" ,
levels. Those who wished to maintain their man in 508. Refe~rin~ to t~e co~plaint submitted against
power then set everything in motion to help him, at some co~ntrIe~, mc1udmg hIS own, the representative
first by sending weapons, means of transportation of Algena saId that that constituted a diversionary
and military advisers, tI-.:n by recruiting mercenaries. operation and a typical stratagem used to hamper a
.('>.s events had not gone according to plan, direct true debate in the Council.
mtervention had become inevitable. The aggressors 509. At the 1173rd meeting of the Council on 11
wante~ ~rst of a;ll to give some sort of legal guise December 1964, the representative of Belgium stated
to theIr 1l1terventlOn. In order to do so, thev invoked that what had most disqu.ieted him in the speeches
article 3 of the Geneva Conventions of 1949 and he had heard was that certam of them showed a feeling
asserted that their intervention had been authorized of' fi.anc; a?d mistrust p~infully close to the type
by the Congolese Prime Minister. But, when the first of :"aCIst ,.reelIng so heatedly denounced and fought
Belgian memorandum concerning the fate of thousands c_dmst. He declared that he would put forward clearly
of non-Congolese allegedly in danger of death had the reasons which had led the Belgian Government to
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take a very grave decision which it kfI~w perfectly
well would provoke the usual accusationl) of colonialism,
neo-colonialism and imperialism. But besides such
accusations there a~peared to be a scarcely disguised
will to sep.'\rate AfrIca from Europe, and even perhaps
to pit the black man against the white.

510. The Stanleyville operation had not been a
military operation; it had not been intended as assist
ance to the Congolese army, nor had it been meant to
conquer and to hold on to any territory. Its purpose
had been to &we between 1,500 and 2,000 lives of
persons held as hostages by rebel authorities.

511. It had been &'\id that the operation was a
premedit.,ted military aggression, and even that a
conspiracy had been prepared to evaC'uate the whites
in order to proceed with the slaughterinl5 of the blacks.
Those infamous accusations were not supported by the
slightest beginning of a proof or the slightest fact.

512. In July 1964, while the rebel forces advanced
toward Stanleyville, the Belgian Gcvernment, aware
of what had happened in other areas of the Congo,
had tried to organize a first evacuation by air. Only
150 persons-including Indians, Pakistanis, and a
certain number of Congolese-had been removed from
the city. The others had refused to leave.

513. In August, the situation had become more
disquieting since the rebel authorities publicly and
officially propounded the theory that foreigners. particu
larly the Belgians and Americans, were considered not
only as prisoners of war but as hostages.

514. As time passed, the situation of the hostages
had grown more dangerous. Belgians and Americans
had been arrested, threatened, harassed, humiliated
and then imprisoned.

515. On 29 October, the International Red Cross
had stated that, despite efforts over several wee1:s, no
authorization had been received from the insurgent
Government to send an observer to Stanleyville. General
Olenga, in a radio message monitored in Leopoldville,
had asked regional commanders to place all foreigners in
their zones under house arrest. On 30 October, the
rebel authorities had declared that they could no longer
guarantee the lives of Belgians and Americans.

516. It might be true that no one (with one excep
tion) had been killed in Stanleyville before 24 Novem
ber, but it was also true that before 24 November, in
the region occupied by the rebels, several dozens
of people had been killed, often under atrocious
circumstances.

517. In the face of threats to the lives of the hostages,
the alternative had been either to do nothing and
take the risk of allowing them to be murdered or to
take the risk of trying to rescue them. Before deciding
on the parachute drop, all available wa~>'s and means
for obtaining the liberation of the hostages had been
exhausted: the Belgian Government had communicated
with the United Nations, the Organization of African
Unitv. the International Red Cross, with all the Heads
of African States and with the authorities in Stanley
ville. It had all been in vain.

518. The negotiations which had started on 22
November in Nairobi could not have been successful
as the rebel authorities had wanted to bargain for the
hostages; instead of agreeing to free those innocent
persons, they had set prior political conditions which
neither the United States nor the Belgian Government
could have obtained from the Congolese Government.
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519. In spite of Gbenye's threatening telegram of
22 November, the Belgian and Americun Governments
had waited until the end of 23 November before
deciding that the paratroops would be dropped over
Stanleyville at dawn on the 24th. That date had been
chosen because from previous experience it was felt
that the most dangerous moment for the lives of
foreigners would be when the Congolese National
Army stood at the gates of Stanleyville and had to
fight; nobody knew whether the fight would be victo
rbus or how long it would last. The rescue operation
begun on the 24th had been finished on the 27th
when all Belgian soldiers had been back in Kamina
and, on the 29th, not a single Belgian soldier had
remained on Congolese soil.

520. The rescue operation had been described as an
act of premeditated aggression. But why then had the
Belgian soldiers left Stanleyville while the fighting was
going on and when the civil war was far from being
ended? How could a man of good faith contend
that that was a military operation?

521. It had also been stated that the proof that that
had not been a rescue operation could be found in the
fact that Belgians had abandoned a number of foreigners
in the north-east pocket of the Congo. The only
reason why no rescue operation had been undertaken
there was that it would have been impossible to save
by another parachute drop the foreigners who were
scattered over hundreds of kilometres. Moreover,
aggressors generally did not announce their plans
but in the present case there had been notification that
such an operation might have to take place.

522. Some speakers had asserted that an abominable
distinction had been made between the lives of whites
and blacks. Such an accusation was absolutely false.
Among the people evacuated from Stanleyville, there
were at least 400 Indians and Pakistanis and more
than 200 Congolese. Moreover, the Belgian Govern
ment had a special responsibiHty for the lives of its
own citizer::s whom it had sent to the Congo as tech
nical assistants: professors, veterinarians, doctors, etc.

523. The Belgian soldiers had been instructed not
to use their weapons unless it was absolutely necessary
to free people who were in danger or for self-defence.

524. With respect to the problem of the mercenaries,
the representative of Belgium declared that it must
be discussed between the Organization of African
Unity and the Leopoldville Government. The Belgian
Government had no responsibility for the re.:rll~tment

of mercenaries.
525. The Stanleyville incident should be viewed

in the context of Belgian policy in the Congo, which was
entirely removed from any idea of aggression. The
policy pursued by the Foreign Minister of Belgium
had been to assist the Leopoldville Government in
ending the Katangese secession, to give it technical
assistance and, later, military technical assistance. Since
the moment the fighting broke out, he had constantly
proclaimed that a political solution must be found and
that there was no military solution to the rebellion in
the Congo.

526. The military technical aid given by Belgium
to the Congo could not be called interference in
Congolese affairs: there was interference in the internal
affairs of a country when rebellion or revolution was
upheld against the legal Government, not when that
Government was given the assistance it had requested.
Belgium had given its assistance to the Adoula Gov-



ernment; it had continued giving it to the Tshombe
Government.

527. The historical error of those who pretended
to believe that the present revolt in the Congo was
directed against Tshombe should be rectified: actually,
the revolt had broken out when Mr. Adoula had been
the Prime Minister, first in Kwilu, in the beginning
of 1964, and then in Kivu.

528. Belgium had repeatedly stated to Mr. Adoula
that the solution to the problem of rebellion should
be a political and not a military one. He had also
made very clear in a letter sent on 12 June 1964 to
Mr. Adoula that while Belgium had agreed to partici
pate in the strengthening of the forces of order, it was
quite another matter to participate directly in repressive
operations. Belgium had, however, been unable to con
vince Mr. Adoula to follow its advice.

529. When Mr. TshomM had come to power,
Belgium had continued the same policy of searching for
a political solution.

530. On 16 August 1964 in Brussels, he had told
all the Ambassadors of African countries that he was
extremely surprised and disturbed to see African
countries not reacting while rebellion was going on
in Kivu and Kwilu. A few days later, a Conference
had taken place at Addis Ababa and when its final
act had been made public, he had stated in a public
communique that he was gratified and was available
to co-operate with the OAU. Were those actions and
statements those of a man planning aggression?

531. The Foreign Minister of Belgium had even
gone so far as to invite Mr. Gbenye to come to Brussels,
which the latter had done. On 26 August 1964, the
Belgian Ambassador in Bujumbura had been instructed
by telegram to obtain the agreement of Gbenye and of
his friends on the text of a formula for reconciliation
and to bring about a conversation with Mr. Tshombe.

532. It was true that there were Belgian economic
interests in the Congo. But the truth of the matter
was that at present Belgium could do quite well without
the Congo while the reverse was not yet a fact. In
March, agreements had been concluded with Mr.
Adoula which, if implemented, would have allowed the
Cmgolese to be the masters of all their mines, transport
and electricity.

533. In conclusion, the representative of Belgium
declared that his country was not colonialist, nor
neo-colonialist, nor imperialist. It was ready to co
operate with the United Nations, with the Organization
of African Unity and with the legal Government of
the Congo so as to assist it in overcoming its immense
difficulties.

534. The representative of the Democratic Republic
of the Congo examined the problem of the Belgian
American rescue operation in connexion with the
sovereignty of his country. Immediately prior to that
operation, the Congolese troops, which at that time had
been meeting with virtually no resistance, had been
very close to Stanleyvitle. In the light of pronounce
ments made by the military chiefs of the rebellion, it
was clear that the lives of the civilian hostages would
have been endangered had the Congolese troops gone
too far. All appeals made to the rebels to make possible
the evacuation of the foreigners had met with no
success. The rebels preferred to barter human lives
against political advantages such as the recognition
of the rebel government.

535. It was in the face of such unacceptable demanda
that the idea of a rescue operation had been born.
Conversations had been started, and had resulted in
the agre~ment of the Congolese Government contained
in its letters to the Ambassadors of the United States
and of Belgium in Leopoldville (S/6062 and S/6063).

536. After authorization had been given by the
Congolese Government, the parachute drop had taken
place in specified zones, for a specific purpose, with
the least damage possible. Never had the paratroopers
tried to repress the rebettion. Actually the battle between
the Congolese army and the rebels had taken place
after the paratroops had already withdrawn. Once
the rescue operation had been completed, the Belgian
soldiers had left Congolese soil. The spokesmen of some
countries, neighbours of the Congo, had represented
the Stanleyvitle operation as a threat to Africa. But
those same countries had remained s;tnt when three
Governments of East Africa had asked for the inter
vention of foreign troops to put down an insurrection
on their own territories. A similar double standard
had been applied with regard to the armed opposition
to the legal Congolese Government; his Government
regarded those who were engaged in such opposition
as rebels, while some countries, which had however
recognized the Congolese Government, called the rebels
either nationalists or patriots. That explained why it
had not been possible for the Organization of African
Unity to render appropriate assistance for the solution
of the Congo difficulties.

537. The opposition against the Adoula Government
had acquired a violent character after the Parliament
had been recessed. On 30 June 1964, when the Parlia
ment had been dissolved, at the end of its term, the
Adoula Government had resigned and, while it was still
exercising its functions, Mr. Tshombe, after having
been welcomed with honours in Mali, returned to the
Congo and at the request of the Chief of State was
entrusted with the duty of forming a new government.
Mr. Tshombe had entered into consultation with
representatives of all political tendencies, including
those which had adopted violence as a means of opposi
tion, namely, the CNL. The Government had then
appealed to the whole population to put an end to
violence. Within the CNL, some had heard the appeal
and had come back to the country; violence had
stopped in Leopoldville. But others, dazzled by initial
military successes in the eastern part of the country,
had preferred to intensify violence in those regions.
The Government had had no choice but to reply to
violence with violence.

538. The representative of the Congo expressed
surprise that some had taken it upon themselves to
lecture his Government in that respect while, in their
own countries, they were practising violent repression
of all opposition. Moreover, no protests had been heard
f:om the authors of all that false indignation at the
tIme when the rebels had been barbarously massacring
the entire intellectual elite in the areas occupied by
them. In those regions, all the officials and also the
employees of private organizations who could not
show a MNC-Lumumba card had been executed. In
Stanleyvitle alone, more than 2,000 Congolese belonging
to the elite had been massacred, most of them in front
of the Patrice Lumumba Monument, which had served
as an altar for those bloody sacrifices.

539. Reference had been made by certain delegations
to the African political solution recommended by the
Council of Ministers of the Organization of African
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547. Some had thought it appropriate to flace the
present debates on a racial level. Whites 0 Europe
and America were condemned for providing arms to
a Black army, because they would be utilized against
their black brothers. But what about the arms given
by the whites of North Africa to the black rebels?
Would those arms not be used by the rebels against
their black brothers?

548. In fact the rebellion was being supported by
certain countries whose interests were served by that
disorder. Important resources of the Congo-the gold
of Kilo-Moto, diamonds, coffee were taken away from
the real owner, the Congolese State, and were smuggled
or sent illegally to certain neighbouring countries which
supported the rebellion with men, arms and training
fields.

549. Either one believed that the Stanleyville opera
tion was a threat to the peace, in which case it was
the role of the Security Council, not of the OAU, to
make the necessary recommendations, or one believed
that there was no threat to the peace and, in that
case, there was no need to convene the Council, even
to affirm the prestige of a regional organization. That
was not the role of the Security Council.

550. The United States-Belgian operation had not
been a permanent, serious nor imminent danger for
Africa. The. real, i111111:nent and serious threat to Congo
lese so\"erelgnty h:ld come from the armed support
given by certain countries to the rebels.

551. The representative of the Ivory Coast found
it profoundly regrettable that the question before the
Council had been placed in a racial context. He felt
certain that the Security Council would ignore a!1 that
impassioned aspect and would bring the problem to its
proper proportions. The problem in quesdon bore on
the normal, diplomatic principle of the duty of a State
to protect its citizens. The Council would examine which
methods, which procedures one could follow in order
to ensure the application of that recognized legal concept.

552. The representative of Morocco expressed
dismay at the references made by the Congolese repre
sentative to the "whites of North Africa". Such a
generalization arose from a concept based on subjective
considerations which Africans of the North and of the
South, with the exception of Southern Rhodesia and
South Africa, had irrevocably rejected. Africa was a
single Africa. He would oppose most resolutely any
efforts to divide the continent into several Africas.

553. At the 1174th meeting on 14 December 1964,
the representative of the United Arab Republic declared
t~at ~he Stanleyville operation constituted a flagrant
VIOlatIon of the Charter, a threat to peace and security
in Africa and an intervention in the internal affairs of
Africa. Those were the three reasons which had
prompted his Government to bring the matter before
the Security Council.

554. Contrary to the statements made by the Belgian
and Congolese representatives, there was n'J question
of separating Africa fro111 Europe, or of pitting the
black man against the white. No people today on the
planet, whether black, yellow or white, could live in
seclusion. But the Africans refused any relations based
on racial superiority, domination and exploitation.

555. The intention of the twenty-two countries
which reque..;ted the conveni~.g of the Council was to
bring to the latter's attention solely the foreign military
intervention in Stanleyville and not the whole Congolese
question which belonged to the people concerned, i.e.,
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Unity on 10 September 1964. The resolution adopted
then. the Congolese Gov(.'rnment having however
abstained at tll-: time of the vote, had recommended
a political solution, the halting of recruitment of
volunteers called "mercenaries", the halting of the
fighting. and the setting up of an ad hoc Commission
with a specific task.

540. As regards a political solution, reconciliation
presupposed a return to order. The Congolese Govern
ment had rightly pointed out that it was not possible
to impose an end to the fighting on a Government
which was faced with an armed rebellion.

541. With respect to the cessation of recruitment of
the so-called mercenaries, the Congolese Prime Minister
had asked the Council of Ministers to accept that the
African countries to which his Government had made
an appeal should render it m1litary assistance in order
to maintain order in the pacified areas. The Council
had stated that it was not its duty to do so, but had
expressed the wish that the volunteers be immediately
withdrawn without being replaced.

542. In the exercise of its mandate, the ad hoc Com
mission had been supposed to go immediately to
Leopoldville, Burundi and Brazzaville. Instead, the
Commission had sent a sub-commission to Washington
while the Commission itself had refused to leave Nairobi,
contenting" it~'elf with ineffectual appeals for the
cessation of fighting. During the time of the rebel
advances and the massacres of officials and employees
of companies carried out by the rebels, the Commission
had remained silent. But the faU of Stanleyville, the
bastion of the rebels, had shaken the Commission
suddenly and it had then called a hasty meeting.

543. The Commission's decision to send a sub
commission to \Vashington was an abuse of the 10
September resolution appealing to all Powers inter
vening in the internal affairs of the Congo to put an
end to their interference. The Council of Ministers
had refused to specify the States which were intervening
and it had been agreed that each country would assume
its own responsibility for engaging in negotiations
with whom it wished. Thus. in acting as it did, the
Commission had taken it upon itself to go beyond
what was permitted and it had assumed a respon
sibility which the Council of Ministers had left to the
decision of each Member State.

54-1-. In vir,,' of the dual attitude within the Organi
zation of African Unity. a ~peedy ~olntion of the "
thorny problem of the Congo appeared difficult indeed.

545. The Congolese representative cited a dispatch
from Khartoum dated 4 December stating that the
Sudan Government had authorized Congolese rebels
who were refugees on its territory to undertake military
training in Sudan. He also mentioned a statement
made by Mr. Ben Bella as reproduced in a dispatch
from Algiers, dated 25 November, according to which
Algeria would send to the rebels weapons and volun
teers, just as it had already done.

546. Such statements had all been made by persons
who claimed that they were concerned about peace
in Africa. He hoped that the Council would not be
taken in by those whose armies had been seen in
Syria, Yemen, Saudi Arabia, Kuwait and Algeria. It
was a strange kind of African "Monroe Doctrine" to
wish to prevent others from interfering in African
affairs while they were always ready to interfere in
the affairs of other continents.



the Congolese people. The proper forum and appropriate
institution to discuss that question was the OAU to
which it had been brought by the Government of the
Congo itself.

556. The representative of Belgium had said that
the aim of the Stanleyville operation had been to save
the lives of 1,500 to 2,000 hostages, not to conquer
any territory. But there were still 1,000 foreigners,
mainly Greeks and Greek Cypriots, living in the eastern
province of the Congo, and their lives had not been
threatened. It had also been contended that the decision
as to the timing of the landing on 24 November 1964
had been based on the belief that the execution of the
hostages would take place on that day because the
Congolese army was expected to reach Stanleyville at
that time. The fact was that the killings of foreigners oc
curred when the paratroopers started to land. not when
the Congolese army reached Stanleyville. At any rate.
Mr. Spaak could have impressed upon Mr. Tshombe
the need to delay the advance of the Congolese army
for a few days until all the foreigners, at least those
who wished to leave, had been evacuated.

557. The Foreir,n Minister of Belgium had also
blamed certain Afrt~an countries, including the United
Arab Republic, for having failed to endorse a plan
of reorganizing the Congolese Army. The reason for
their attitude had always been very clear: they felt
that the United Nations could not and should not
serve as an umbrella for implementing policies of the
NATO countries in the Congo.

558. On the other hand. it was a gross over-simpli
fication to believe, as Mr. Spaak did, that the main
source of trouble in the Congo was the failure to
maintain law and order. Such a thesis suited the
policies and interests of those who, under that pretence,
intervened in the Congo to safeguard their interests
or to save the lives of foreign citizens, mainly Belgians.
The truth was that civil strife and instability in the
Congo resulted from a systematic policy of foreign
intervention by Powers from outside Africa. It was well
known that nearly 500 mercenaries spear-heading
Congolese troops came mostly from South Africa,
Rhodesia and Belgium. Their so-called pacification task
had resulted in the killing of thousands of innocent
Congolese, and in widespread pillaging.

559. As for sending arms and equipment to Mr.
Tshombe, reports were numerous that the United
States had provided them, as well as pilots recruited
from the ranks of anti-Castro Cubans and even
American civilian pilots who were flying combat
missions for the Congolese Government against rebels.

560. The ad hoc Commission of the OAU had, on
21 September 1964, called upon the United States
Government to withdraw all its military supplies,
equipment and men from the Congo. But the appeal
made to that effect by the special delegation sent to
Washington had not been heeded. With respect to the
complaint made against certain countries by the Demo
cratic Republic of the Congo, it was a last-minute
effort meant to confuse the issue of which the Council
was already seized. The Congolese allegations were
not supported by any documentation or argument. The
United Arab Republic was proud of its record con
cerning the Congo in the United Nations and it
supported the objectives of the OAU and the United
Nations, namely, the consolidation and safeguarding
of the independence of the Congo, its unity and
territorial integrity, the non-interference by foreign
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Powers in Congolese affairs and the dispensing of
necessary help an.i assistance to the Congolese people
to overcome the;r difficulties, which were the result
of 100 years of .£elgian colonial rule.

561. The repre.>entative of the United States re
capitulated the various accusations made against his
country, from "wanton" or "premeditated aggression"
to "nefarious action" designed "to exterminate the
black inhabitants" and the killing of Lumumba "with
cynicism and premeditation". The United States Gov
ernment had been charged directly or indirectly with
having been an accomplice to the death of Dag
Hammarskji:ild and even with the assassination of
President Kennedy. Never before had he heard such
irresponsible and insulting language in the Council's
chamber. The spectre of racial antagonism had been
raised at a time when all responsible men and Gov
ernments were trying to erase every vestige of racism.
But the antidote for white racism was not black racism.
Fortunately, the representatives of the Ivory Coast
and of Morocco had already deplored the introduction
into the debates of racial strife and hatred.

562. The Foreign Minister of Congo (Brazzaville)
appeared to attribute the difficulties of his country's
neighbour to a mythical struggle between blacks and
whites, although, for more than a year, his Government
and others had encouraged and supported rebellion
against the legitimate Government of the Congo,
whether under President Kasa-Vubu or Prime Mini
sters Adoula and Tshombe.

563. The United States and Belgium were accused
of massacring "thousands and thousands of Congolese"
in the recent rescue operation while the truth was
that a very small number of rebels had been killed.
On the contrary, the rebellion, supported by the Congo
(Brazzaville) and other States, was responsible for
the massacre of thousands of Congolese civilians, for
the most part local leaders and intellectuals associated
with the Government of Adoula.

564. The Stanleyville operation had been carried
out with restraint, courage, discipline and dispatch.
In four days, 2,000 people, Europeans, Americans,
Africans and Asians belonging to nineteen nationalities
had been rescued and evacuated to safe territory. Yet
the twenty-two Asian and African States which
supported the request for the meeting of the Council
charged that the Stanleyville operation constituted
intervention in African affairs, a violation of the
Charter, and a threat to the peace of Africa. The
complaint failed, however, to mention the repulsive
threats made by the rebels, the authorization of the
rescue mission by the Government of the Congo, the
withdrawal of the mission as soon as foreign hostages
had been evacuated; nor did it mention that some
of the signatories of the complaint were themselves
intervening in the Congo against its Government.

565. The United States had violated no provision
of the Charter; its action had been no threat to the
peace; it had not been an affront to the OAU, and it
had constituted no intervention in Congolese or African
affairs. Anyone unobstructed by hatred for Tshombe,
or for the Congo, for Belgium, for the United States
or for the United Kingdom could see clearly that the
only purpose of the mission had been to save innocent
people, many of them teachers, doctors and missionaries.

566. For months before the rescue mission had
even been discussed, efforts had been pursued through
every conceivable channel to persuade the rebels to



release the hostages, but every approach had been
ignored or rejected by the insurgents; the Red Cross,
the World Health Organization and the United Nations
had been vilified by the rebels as "espionage organiza
tions in the service of the neo-eolonialists".

567. When the possibility had arisen, through the
good offices of the Chairman of the ad hoc Commission
of the OAU, of a meeting with a representative of
the rebels in Nairobi on 21 November, the United
States Government had named its Ambassador to
Kenya to represent it for the purpose of discussing
the safety of the hostages. The rebel representative
had appeared in Nairobi on 22 November and at the
meeting held on 23 November had refused to consider
the problem of the release of the hostages on its
humanitarian merits; he had persisted in trying to
barter their lives for political and military concessions
from the Government of the Congo. Meanwhile, threats
of imminent execution of the hostages had continued.
It had become clear that all hope had run out and
that time was short. At that very time, five members
of the American consular staff in Stanleyville were
under threat of public execution, as well as a dedicated
medical United States missionary, Dr. Paul Carlson,
falsely charged with being a spy.

568. From mid-August onward, seizing and holding
foreigners as hostages had become a customary act of
rebel policy. Many had been deliberately killed; thirty
five foreigners were known to have been tortured and
slaughtered before 24 November 1964. During that
same period, the rebels had systematically slaughtered
local Congolese officials, police, teachers, intellectuals,
members of opposing political parties, labour leaders,
members of unions, etc. Their number might never
be known, but it had reached thousands long before
24 November. Yet, not one of the words spoken by
those who had brought the complaint before the Council
had been raised in condemnation of the medieval
practice of taking hostages and of the deliberate liqui
dation of the intelligentsia.

569. The charge that the rescue operation had
been a cynical pretext for armed intervention in the
Congo should be viewed in the context of the United
States policy vis-a.-vis the Congo. From the outset,
the United States had been opposed to any break-up
of the Congo by secessionist movements, wherever their
base might have been. It had favoured political recon
ciliation of dissident groups. It had remained opposed
to foreign intervention in Congolese internal affairs.

570. In July 1960, when the then Central Govern
ment of the Congo, faced with a mutiny in its security
forces, had requested the United States to lend military
assistance in restoring order, the request had been
declined by the United States Government in favour
of a United Nations effort. Any other course might

"have brought international conflict to the heart of
Africa. Unfortunately, the United Nations, largely
because some Member States refused to pay their
assessments for the Congo operation, had been unable
to remain long enough to finish its task. Well before
it had withdrawn, new insurrections had broken out,
encouraged from neighbouring countries. Prime Min
ister Ad01.lla had repeatedly songht help from Africa,
but with one or two exceptions, his plea for help had
been unheeded.

571. Those circumstances had led him to seek
military help from the United States and Belgium. It
had been charged that that constituted military inter
vention in the Congo. But what Prime Minister
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Adoula had done in requesting some military matirWl
ann training assistance had also been done or was
being done by other African States. In fact, there
was probably not one African State that was not
obtaining military equipment or training from outside
Africa. One could therefore wonder whether the
sovereign right to request such assistance was to be
exercised by some and to be denied to others. The
United States had furnished ::.ssistance to the Congolese
Government only when it became apparent that the
United Nations would be unable to undertake the
necessary recrganization of the Congolese army. If
the countries which wished the Government of the
Congo not to seek such aid were sincere, then they
should scrupulously refrain from stirring up rebellion
and aiding the insurgents.

572. The granting of assistance, economic, military
or other, to a government recognized diplomatically by
other States as the responsible Government, at its
request and in the exercise of its sovereign right, was
to be regarded as legitimate. It was for the insiders,
not the outsiders, to decide when intervention was
right; if not, every internal rivalry would become a
Spanish Civil W"ar, with each faction drawing in other
African or great Powers from other continents.

573. The aid given by the United States to the
successive governments of the Congo upon request
should be contrasted with the current intervention in
support of the rebellion by foreign countries as far
away as Peking and Moscow, and as near as Burundi
or Congo (Brazzaville). Admissions of Algerian assist
ance had been made openly by the President of Algeria.
Moreover, rebel leaders were received in Khartoum
and Cairo; Algerian, Ghanaian or Egyptian aircraft
transferred cargoes of arms to Juba in Sudan and the
Soviet Union had offered to replace the arms given
to the rebels by the United Arab Republic and Algeria.
What was actually happening was that outside Govern
ments were claiming that they-not the Governm-:nt of
the Congo-were to decide whether that Government
could be assisted, or whether its enemies should be
assisted to overthrow it. That was the proper and
urgent business before the Council, not a four-day
effort, which had long since ended, to save innocent
lives.

574. The representative of the United States referred
to the unanimous decision adopted by the Council
on 22 July 1960 calling on all States to refrain from
any action tending to impede the restoration of law
and order and the exercise by the Government of the
Congo of its authority as well as the resolution of
24 November 1961 calling on Governments to lend
their support to the Central Government of the Congo.
Those resolutions were still in full force, since, as
the Secretary-General had pointed out in his last report
of 29 June 1964 on the Congo, they had no terminal
date. It was up to the Council to see to it that the
prior decisions of the Council were enforced. The
Council should also consider urgently the establish
ment of an inspection and investigation group so that
outside intervention in the affairs of the Congolese
Government could be brought to an end.

575. The present transitional Government of the
Congo, appointed by President Kasa-Vubu, had been
charged under the provisions of the new Constitution
with the responsibility of preparing for national elections
to be held early in 1965. It was in the general interest
that that Government should be given every oppor
tunity to create the conditions for futI and free elections



....
which would permit the Congolese people to choose
freely their own leaders. It was clear that the Congo
problem must be solved in an African context. The
United States Government viewed with hope the
constructive initiative taken in September 1964 by
the OAU which should try to find new ways of
applying the sound principles it had then laid down.
It was also timely for the United Nations to re-examine
both what it was doing and what more it could do to
assist the Congolese Government to solve its problems.
The United States Government shared the con~iction

expressed by the Foreign Minister of Belgium. that
the problems of the Congo could not be solved by
military means alone. It therefore pledged its support
of all responsible efforts by the United Nations and
the OAU and by other appropriate international
organizations towards a constructive solution.

576. At the 1175th meeting of the Council on 15
December 1964, the representative of the United
Kingdom said he would strongly reject the accusations
made against his Government with respect to the
Stanleyville rescue operation which was already a
matter of history, but the future was now more
important than the past. Several factors, which had
dominated the Council's deliberations, also poisoned
relations and bedevilled all attempts to make progress.
First, there was the indignation and anger arising
from race and colour feeling. In this connexion, it
was useful to recall that Mr. Nelson Mandela, now
serving sentence for life in South Africa, had said
that he detested "racialism because I regard it as a
barbaric thing, whether it comes from a black man
or from a white man". Racial-feelings would not help
the Council to reach any sound solution. The second
factor was the terrible burden of the bloody past
whose ghosts had spread suspicion and distrust. It
was therefore all the more essential to make a sustained
effort to bring to the Congolese problems steadiness
and objectivity. The third and most dangerous obstacle
in the way of constructive results was the wish of
those opposed to good order and good sense, who
wanted to make of the Congo, and indeed of Africa,
a cockpit for the cold war.

577. Turning to the rescue operation itself, the
representative of the United Kingdom stated that his
Government had promptly given permission to make
available the airfield at Ascension Islam when a
request was put to it in order to make possible an
operation whose sole object was to save lives and
when all other appeals had failed. When the task was
one of saving lives, the taking of risks was well
justified, even the risk of misunderstanding and the
imputation of false motives.

578. A satisfactory outcome of the Congolese
problem should be predicated on three main principles:
the solution should be the work of the Congolese
themselves without outside interference but with the
help, not the hindrance, of other Africans; the settle
ment should be a political one; no outside support
should be given to rebel movements against legally
established Governments. Help was certainly required
by the Congolese Government to achieve such aims:
help in reconciliation, help in training Congolese
security forces capable of maintaining law and order;
help in the whole range of economic development; and
above all help in preventing armed intervention and
foreign domination.

579. The representative of the United Kingdom
recalled the heroic efforts already made in those
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directions by the United Nations, efforts still going
on, thanks to 2,000 United Nations servants in the
field of technical assistance. What was needed now
was a 11ew political initiative which represented for
the OAU an urg~nt challenge and an opportunity of
overwhelming i~nportance.

580. The representative of Kenya stated that the
recent military intervention mounted by the United
States and Belgium, with the collaboration of the
United Kingdom, constituted unwarranted intervention
in African affairs, violating the Charter and repre
senting a threat to peace. It was the climactic outcome
of systematic interference aiming at maintaining
Belgium's economic interests in the Congo. The recent
intervention by Belgium and its collaborators could
hardly be interpreted as being in keeping with the
resolutions of the Council (14 July 1960) and of the
General Assembly (20 September 1960), with the res
toration of law and order, nor with respect for the unity,
integrity and independence of the Congo. The repre
sentative of Kenya mentioned the role played in Sep
tember 1964 by the OAU and the resolution it had
adopted at that time. During that historic session, the
OAU had set up an ad hoc Commission under the
Chairmanship of the President of Kenya, Mzee Jomo
Kenyatta, who had immediately issued an appeal for
the cessation of hostilities and had convened a meeting
of the ad hoc Commission in Nairobi. The Democratic
Republic of the Congo, represented at that meeting by
Mr. Tshombe himself, had undertaken to facilitate the
cessation of hostilities. A special delegation of five
Ministers from Kenya, Ghana, Guinea, Nigeria and
the United Arab Republic had been dispatched to
see the President of the United States, but had been
unable to meet him in person. It was the feeling of the
ad hoc Commission that the achievement of its high
mission of reconciliation required the withdrawal of
all foreign military intervention in the Congo. The
United States Government had assured the Commission
that it would co-operate in every appropriate way to
help the Commission achieve its objectives. But the
subsequent events clearly proved that the United
States had committed a breach of faith and that its
assurance had been only a ruse to further its domination
and its military objectives in t.le Congo. The three
Power conspiracy was a calculated attempt to impose
American-Belgian domination in the Congo and to
undermine the OAU.

581. The question of the hostages in Stanleyville
constituted a ready-made pretext for the United States
and Belgium to intervene in the Congo. But even
before receiving the appeals from U Thant and from
Mr. Dean Rusk to save the lives of hostages, President
Kenyatta had contacted the Leopoldville and Stanley
ville authorities and had appealed for the cessation of
hostilities, and for the safety of civilians held as
hostages, as well as for thre admission of the Inter
national Red Cross. It was evident that the cardinal
necessity in the Congo was the cessation of hostilities.
Mr. Tshombe had promised to bring this about and to
facilitate contacts with the fighting factions to that end.
But the task had been made impossible by the continued
Belgian-American aid to Mr. Tshombe in men, money
and materiel. That support had encouraged Mr.
Tshombe to ignore the resolutions of the OAU.
President Kenyatta had arranged immediately for a
meeting with the American Ambassador on 21 NOvem
ber. The representative of the Stanleyville authorities
had arrived on the 22nd and the meeting had taken



place on the 23rd. Meanwhile, President Kenyatta
had made another appeal for the safety of the ho?ta~es.
The Ambassador had been warned that the negoh~~lOns
in progress would be wholly nullified by any mllltary
intervention and that the OAU could not be h:ld
responsible for anything that might h~ppen folloWlll.g
a landing of troops. Stanleyville had glven telegraphlc
assurance that the hostages would be safe as long as
the talks were going on. The American Ambassador,
however had stood for force only. The StanleyviIle
representative lmd requested that the discussion should
bear not only on the question of hostages, but on. all
elements of the Congo situation. But the Amencan
Ambassador had stated that he was empowered only
to discuss the question of hostages and that he would
seek further instructions from Washington. A further
meeting had been planned for the same night or the
following day.

582. On 23 November, President Kenyatta, when
learning of the paratroopers' readiness in Ascension
Island, had notified the United States Ambassador
that the presence of mercenaries in the Congo made
it dif-ficult for the ad hoc Commission to send its
delegation to the Congo and that the invasion of
StanleyviIle by the mercenaries or by the Belgian
paratroopers must be stopped if safety of all civilians
was to be ensured. On the morning of 24 November,
the paratroopers had been dropped on StanleyvilIe;
that new development had led to the breaking off of
negotiations at a time when there existed tangible
prospects of repatriation of civilians through the
services of the International Red Cross, and of Cl cease
fire, assuming that the United States and other countries
supporting Tshombe were willing to co-operate. The
American-Belgian intervention, with British collabo
ration, constituted under those conditions an insult to
President Kenyatta, and an attempt to humiliate the
OAU and to disregard African interests.

583. The Belgian Minister of Foreign Affairs had
contended that all available ways and means to save
the hostages had been exhausted before the parachute
drop had been decided. That was one of the most
hypocritical claims of modern times to cover up an
act of premeditated aggression. The so-called "humani
tarian" Stanleyville operation should be viewed in the
light of the fact that not a single hostage had been
killed before it had taken place and that the dropping
of paratroopers had coincided perfectly with the assault
of white mercenaries.

584. Actually, the Belgian-United States aggression
had been wholly and directly responsible for all the
excesses committed. On the other hand, where was
that humanitarianism when white mercenaries were
given full licence to murder innocent Africans' when
Patrice Lumumba, acclaimed as a national he;o, had
been brutally done to death; when innocent Africans
had been butchered in Sharpeville (South Africa)'
when American negroes were brutally done to deatl~
in Mississippi and elsewhere. The military operation
?f .the three Powers .constitut~d a dangerous precedent:
lt mvolved the secunty of Afncans and the maintenance
of international p.eace and understanding. Referring
to the approval glven by the Congolese Government
to the Stanleyville operation, the representative of
Kenya noted that that consent had not been intended
to be a licence to let loose terror and bloodshed. He
also compar~d .the C:uban crisis con~erning the with
drawal of mISSIles wlth the StanleYVllle operation and
asked: Who had given the United States consent for
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its interference in Cuba? Why then would the Monroe
Doctrine and the right of self-defence invoked .by the
United States apply only to the Western Hemlsph~re
and give the United States freedom to act otherWIse,
with impunity, in other areas?

585. The representative of Kenya stated that there
was no validity in the comparison m~de b:¥. the
Congolese representative between the foreIgn nuhtary
help requested by certain East African Governments
to contain recent disorders in their armies and that
requested by the Congolese Government. The two
cases were entirely different: the disorder in Kenya
had been confined to a minute section of the army, a
mere handful of djssatisl;ed officers. while the CO!l!{o:esc
disorder was completely political and represented a
rebellion which at one time had controlled one third
of the Congolese territory. In Kenya, the causes of
the disturbance had been rectified immediately. Foreign
troops had not been invited to consolidate the auth?rity
of a faltering order, as in the Congo, but to assIst a
democratic, popularly elected and universally acclaimed
Government in full control of the country.

586. The attempts made by the Congolese repre
sentative to drive a wedge into African unity by
referring to an Arab Africa and a black Africa, was
an imperialist-inspired concept which would never -find
acceptance.

587. In concluding, the representative of Kenya
said that a solution of the Congolese problem was
possible only in an African context: that required a
cease-fire, an immediate end of foreign intervention,
an immediate expulsion of mercenaries, a national
political reconciliation, a broad-based administration
followed by national elections, and a popularly elected
Government. In that respect, the OAU could and
would help bring about most of those objectives and
especially a normalization of relations between the
Congo and its neighbours.

588. The representative of the Central African
Republic stated that the request to convene the Counci!
made by twenty-two Powers was based essentially upon
the provisions of Articles 34, 35 and 52 of the Charter.
The Security Council was well within its rights in
consi:Iering the matter and in adopting an effective
solutIOn.

589. The Congolese problem concerned the Central
African Republic becanse the Congo was an African
country, a member .of the OAU and a neighbourinO'
territory. Shortly after the murderous interventio~
of 24 November, the Council of Ministers of the Central
f\frican Republic had issued a communique in which
lt deplored the Stanleyvil1e operation, noted that it
constituted direct interference in the internal affairs
of an independent State. and launched an urgent appeal
to all Congolese to solve their problems in concord
and unity. On 24 November, the President of the
Central African Republic had declared that his country
would offer asylum to all refugees coming from the
Congo, provided that they abstain fro111 any subversive
activity while on its territory.

590. The Central African Republic considered the
OAU resolution of 10 September 1964 as still valid
and felt that its implementation had been crippled
by the Stanleyville intervention. In condemning those
events, the Security Council should take appropriate
measures to prevent their recurrence. But, in the
opinion of the Central African Government, i11-con-



sidered moral pressure upon the two parties or any
military aid even by sister African countries would
only complicate the problem. In spite of acts of banditry
committed against its nationals by insufficiently con
trolled Congolese elements, the Central African Republic
did not consider itself entitled thereby to refuse
recognition to the Leopo1dville Government as the
legitimate Congolese Government, and it would never
countenance any subversive mana:uvres on its territory
directed against a legal government, recognized by
it as such.

591. The representative of the Central African
Republic hoped that with the selfless assistance of the
GAU, the solution of the Congolese problem, which
was essentially a political illness, could be achieved
through essentially political means, which excluded
all recourse to the use of force.

592. At the 1176th meeting of the Council on 15
December 1964, the representative of Nigeria said
that his Government participated in the debates neither
as an accused, nor as an accuser, but as an interested
onlooker. Nigeria had indeed tried to dissuade fellow
African countries from bringing the matter to the
Council and to let the GAU handle it. If reason had
prevailed, the GAU would have found a solution to
the problem. But unfortunately those who had seized
the Council had overlooked the African tradition.
Nigeria had thought it necessary to participate in the
discussion lest it be thought that the opinion of the
twenty-two Powers was the only opinion existing on
the African scene. The deciding factor concerning the
accusation that three foreign countries-Belgium, the
United States of America, and the United Kingdom
had interfered in Congolese internal affairs, must be
the view of the country directly affected. The Demo
cratic Republic of the Congo had stated that the
Governments accused of intervention had come with its
knowledge, cl1nsent, approval, and, indeed, by invitation.
It was recognized by the United Nations and the GAU
that the Cong-o was a sovereign and independent State
of Africa. Therefore Nigeria held, on the basis of
Article 2 of the United Nations Charter and article
IH of the GAU Charter, that no African State had
a right to represent the views of the Democratic
Republic of the Congo without its authorization. It
might be distasteful that the Congolese Government
employed mercenaries, but if circumstances had com
pelled the latter to take these steps, those who had
driven it to such extreme measures were to be blamed
rather than the Congolese Government itself. It was
a fact that a number of African States had frustrated
the giving of assistance to the Congo when the former
Congolese Prime Minister, Mr. Adoula, had appealed
to the GAU, and that those same African States could
now be found among those who had brought the
matter to the Council. Nigeria regarded that as the
worst type of inconsistency.

593. If one's brothers and sisters let one down.
there was nothing wrong in turning to O1lf~'S faithful
friends for assistance, in carrying out a delicate opera
tion involving nationals of other countries. If Nigerian
subjects were involved in similar circumstances, Nigeria
would not hesitate to extricate them from such a
situation. At any rate, Mr. Tshombe had inherited
a state of subversion which had started during the
term of office of his predecessor, Mr. Adoula. The
latter had been confirmed as Prime Minister by
unanimous approval of both Houses of the Congolese
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Parliament and the legality of his position as Prime
Minister had never been questioned. But it was
Mr. Adoula who had complained that a sister country
across the river had become a base for subversion
and that diplomatic representatives of sister African
countries were bringing plastic bombs from across the
river. Another African country bordering Kivu Prov
ince had also been accused at the time of aiding and
abetting the Congolese rebellion. The GAU members
knew about this. Mr. Tshombe had been accused of
being responsible for the Katanga secession. That
might be so, but one should not forget that there had
been two seats of secession in the Congo: one in
Elisabethville and the other in Stan1eyville, and that
some of the States presently making accusations had
recognized the Stanleyville Government and had even
accredited ambassador, to that secessionist movement.

594. The representative of Nigeria then examined
the activities of the Council of Ministers and of the
ad hoc Commission of the OAU. While the resolutions
adopted by the first body were correct, the whole
matter had been mishandled by the Commission.

595. The Council of Ministers had not asked that
the Congolese Government lay down its arms along
with the rebels, as a condition of settlement of its
dispute with them. The Council of Ministers had
been careful to note in the first place that the Congolese
Government wO'.lld ensure the safety of those rebels
who laid down their arms. Moreover, the Commission
had been supposed to go to Burundi and to BrazzavHle,
but it had sat in Nairobi and had sent a delegation
to another country. The proper thing would have been
to dismiss that Commission, if found incompetent.
Unfortunately, there was a vocal minority in the GAU
that arrogated to itself certain powers, not given to it,
to be the leaders of Africa. The representative of
Nigeria invited the Security Council to concentrate
its attention on the complaint made by the Congolese
Government.

596. All independent African States had their
teething troubles. The country had become independent
at a time when no administrative officers had yet been
trained. The first duty of African brothers ,mould have
been to help the Congo to stand on its own feet, but,
instead, the Congo had become the target of the am
bition of the same vocal minority. It was inconsistent on
the part of the Congo's neighbqurs to identify the re
ceiving of economic assistance with alignment in one
case and not in other cases; or to say that technical
military assistance was good in one case and bad in
another. With respect to the charge that Sudanese
territory had been used as a base for interference in
the Congo, the representative of Nigeria declared he
had been relieved by the r~cent statement of the
Sudanese Foreign Minister that only some medical
equipment and supplies had been transported. Such
equipment, he suggested, however, should go through
the channel of the legitimate Government and not
through the rebels, especially since Sudan was involved
in a conflict of race between the 4 million Southerr:.
Sudanese and the 10 million Northern Sudanese. As
the people of Southern Sudan and of Northern Congo
were the same people, it would not he difficult for the
Congo to subvert Sudan, and vice versa. But that would
be mutual suicide. The same applied to the neighbouring
countries of Uganda, Burundi, Tanzania, Zambia, the
Central African Republic and the Congo (Brazzaville).
Subversion of the Congo might ultimately mean t11eir
own subversion.



597. The representative of Nigeria pointed out that
not a single one of the accusers had said that his country
did not recognize the Congo as to. sov"reign State, nor its
Government headed by Mr. Tshombe. He concurred
with th~ir request to the Council that it help the OAU
to find a solution to the Congolese problem, and agreed
with the suggestion that it might assist the Congo
through the appointment of a body of people who '.'Vould
investigate the matter of border complaints and through
the selection of some African countries and other small
Powers that could be of assistancl'" to the Congo in
finding a solution to its problems. The Congo coult'
enter into bilateral agreements with any of those State~
for military maintenance of bw and order. If the
borders were secure, it would be possible for the Congo
to reorganize itself. The Council might also seek from
African countries un-1ertakings that they would not
allow their territories to be used for interference in
Congolese affairs and obtain from the Congo Govern
ment a declaration of amnesty for the rebels prepared to
abandon their activities. If all that \.as done in co
operation with the OAU, a solution might be found.

598. The representative of France declared that his
delegation wa~ far from making unil~teral accu5..1tions
but that it was not ready either to join in overly biased
condemnations. From a legal point of view, the Stanley
ville action had been authorized by the legal Govern
ment of the Congo. That action had made it possible to
free the greatest number of hostages, unjustly detained
and threatened and had attained the precise and limited
objective expected of it. Such had been the human
aspect of an initiative which had not been without in
convenience and risk.

599. None of the previous speakers had justified the
taking of hostages, defended the brutality of that act,
nor denied the innocence of the hostages. None of them
-for tha: would have been contrary to the best tradi
tions of Africa-had condoned the conduct of those
who had held a dreadful threat over the heads of these
men, women and children. Therefore, there had been
nothing in the Stanleyville operation that could injure
the legitimate concern for dignity evinced by some
African speakers, especially since nobody would be
bold enough to cast the first stone, by forgetting the
horrors which occurred in continents other than Africa.
The problems confronting the independent Congo must
be solved by the Congolese themselves with the help of
other African countries that could assist the Congo in
restorin~ peace and tranquillity within its bcrder~. As
far as France was concerned, it would continue, as long
as the Congolese Government so wished, the assistance
it was able to furnish for its peaceful development.

61..10. At the 1177th meeting of the Council on 16
December 1964, the representative of Uganda was
invited at his request \'S/6110) to take part in the
discussion without the right to vote.

-601. The representative of Burundi stated that his
Government firmly believed that the problem of hostages
in Stanleyville in 1964 had been no less a neo-colonialist
creation than had the problem of the Congolese mutiny
in 1960. The Congolese problems were the results of a
nominal independence, of an incomplete and artificial
education and of a fanatical type of imperialism. Reality
had been distorted to the extent of representing the
Congolese problem as one of racial origin opposing
Arab Atricans to non-Arab Africans, or as an open
crisis pitting the upholders of savagery, communism
and cannibalism against the saviours of Western civili
7ation and culture.

602. The only real problems were those opposing
Africans to the non-Africans intervening openly in the
affairs of th~ Congo, and of Africa. Burundi strongly
supported the efforts of the OAU and of its ad hoc
Commission to find a peaceful solution to the Congo
prcblem. These efforts were being actively pursued but
th~ autlll>rities in Brussels, London and Washington
had decidt'd to impose a solution of force. The brutal
Stanleyville operation hnd been decided upon because
the advance of the revolutionary forces had been so rapid
since juiy that those who were humiliated by it sought
to bring it to a tragic ed.

603. The argument that the Belgian-American inter
vention was aImed only at saving the whites from
black rebels was a fascist justification. In fact, the
majority of the white population in Stanleyville had
shared the hopes ana anxieties of the black population.
The truth was that the whites in Stanleyville h::.d been
in danger only after the paratroop drops had been
carried out.

604. The intervention of South African and Southern
Rhodesian mercenaries was being carried out with the
avowed intention of undertaking a military adventure
in the heart of Africa, with the idea of making of the
Congo a large-scale Katanga, a colonized country which
would serve as a spearhead, as a position to be held in
order to prevent the decolonization of the rest of Africa.

60S. Burundi had been accused by the United States
of interfering in the internal affairs of the Congo. That
was ironical coming from a country responsible for so
many crises in the world: in Cuba, in Viet-Nam and
in the Congo. In fact, the delegations which had levelled
charges against certain African countries were trying
to create a systematic division in order to prevent a
just solution of the Congolese question.

606. The representative of Belgium said that a vague
and ambiguous accusation had been levelled and re
peated that Belgian soldiers had carried out massacres
in the Congo. No specific information had been given,
however, and Belgium could only protest most cate
gorically against such irresponsible affirmations.

607. Some complainants had also asserted that the
hostages had been held in perfect security under the
protection of rebel authorities and that there would
have been no massacre of hostages, had the rescue
operation not taken place. Actually, more than thirty
seven persons of many nationalit:es had been massacred
before 24 November. very often under most cruel con
ditions. It was significant that none of the complainants
had felt that he should condemn the odious practice
of taking hostages.

608. The representative of the Ivory Coast compared
the Congolese situation of 1960 to that of 1964. In
1960, there had been an effort to shatter Congolese
unity; in 1964, the objective was more difficult to
understand. The fighting still going on had begun under
Prime Minister Adoula who with the assistance of
his Minister of the Interior, Mr. Gbenye, had reduced
the de facto governments of Elisabethville and Stanley
ville, but the struggle was presently being carried out
under a diff~rent Prime Minister.

609. Foreign assistance to a constitutional govern
ment, at its request, was legitimate, while military
assistance to a fraction of the population which rebelled
against its own government was not only illegitimate,
but illegal, and in Africa immoral since these opposing
elements wert' not ideological but clashes of personalities.
It should be dear to everybody that what was called
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subversion in the north, west or east of Africa was
equally so in the heart of tht'! continent.

610. The United Nations had safeguarded Congolese
unity at the risk of its own existence and the OAU
should learn, for its own suo-vival, from the experience
of the United Nations in the C'lngo and set aside useless
doctrinaire squabbles.

611. The war ravnging the Congo, in terms of the
number of its thousands of victims on both sides and
the moral principles at stake, went beyond the propor
tions of a localized civil war. The murderous nature
of the fighting was a result of the importance and
intensity of the different foreign interventions. It was
regrettable that public opinion had not heretofore
seemed unduly disturbed by the thousands of Congolese
victims, but had seized a pretext, which was indeed
a humanitarian one, to attempt muddling brotherly rela
tions between white and black people.

612. It was equally to be regretted that racists and
enemies of Africa had set in motion a campaign justi
fying the Stnnleyville action on the basis of racial con
siderations. Despite passions and emotions, the Ivory
Coast wished to continue its consistent policy of an
untiring search for a peaceful solution of the Congolese
problem. So far, the aid provided by both sides to the
Congolese had not promoted an)' solution, but had
aided the Congolese to kill each other. The danger
which the United Nations had tried so hard to spare
the Congo waS recu:ring at present, i.e., the confronta
tion of the Great Powers.

613. A precondition for the restoration of peace
was to reject the "isms" whether capitalism, socialism
or communism j they were not in the African vocabulary,
should not divide Africans, and should not be invoked
against them. A compromise could not be arrived at
if it was made dependent on prior conditions or ex
clusions. A good mediator should be able to define the
necessary element:> for a rapprochement and to reduce
the divisive factors. The OAU could assist the Congo
lese Government to find a solution but it should do so
by collaboration with the latter.

614. The Security Council should obtain from all
States a promise to abstain from intervention ~n the
domestic affairs of the Congo and to refrain from doing
anything that might hamper or dday the restoration
of order and national reconciliation. The Ivory Coast
was among those which deplored the hesitations of
the OAU and its fruitless quarrels between individuals j
but it was confident that African wisdom would finally
prevail. He appealed to the Great Powers to do nothing
to prevent the Security Council from achieving a solu
tion satisfactory to the Congolese people.

615. In the view of the representative of Brazil,
undenied evidence and proofs pointed to the respon
sibility of th{' rebels who were fighting for the estab
lishment of the so-called "Congolese People's Republic".
Not one fact, not one proof had been brought forth
which could justify the taking of hostages and other
criminal acts which had taken place in Stanleyville and
elsewhere. Brazil's reprobation of such barbaric acts
had a special significance as it could no. be accused of
partiaiity. Brazil had always been a constant foe of
colonialism. Brazil considered as divorced from reality
the allegations that the rescue operation of Stanleyville
proved the existence of a conspiracy set up for the
express purpose of persecuting the Negro race. It could
not agree that to condemn the barbarisms committed
by the rebels in Stanleyville was to take part in a

global racist conspiracy against black people. Anti
colonialist by tradItion and anti-rncist by the exercise
of a true racial democracy, Brazil felt at ease in voicing
its disapproval of the Stanleyville nightmare. From a
juridical point of view, the life-saving operation of
Stanleyville, solicited as it had been by the only legal
Congolese Government, exercising its sovereign powers,
was completely legitimate.

616. Moreover, such an operation found its justifica
tion in the frustration of a crime recognized as such
by international law, by all norms of international con
duct, and by general principles imposing a minimum
of respect for the human person, i.e., the use of innocent
civilians as hostages, as a bargaining point in wartime.
Thus, in the view of the delegation of Brazil, the rescue
operation had been legitimate both as to means and
as to motivation.

617. The fact that the violations of basic principles
of law and of morality had been perpetrated by insur
rectionists and not by a legally recognized African Gov
ernment did not make the rebels any less reprehensible.

618. Brazil strongly supported the suggestion to
establish an investigating committee to report to the
Council. The ultimate solution of the Congolese prob
lem lay exclusively in the hands of the Congolese
people j that was why Brazil could not accept any
justification for the various forms of assistance allegedly
given by certain Governments to the rebel movement.
With the valuable help of the OAU, a peaceful settle
ment would eventually be found, paving the way for
national reconciliation.

619. The representative of Uganda stated that his
country, as a neighbour to the Congo, was deeply in
terested in events there. There was no comparison, as
had been alleged, between the Congolese rebellion and
the situation which had arisen in Uganda and other East
African countries. There had never been a rebellion
against the lawful Government of Uganda, whereas in
the Congo, foreign mercenaries and military equipment
supported one faction against the other. He thought
that the Security Council was the right body in which
to discuss the intervention by the United States, Bel
gium and the United Kingdom since they were Me11
bers of the United Nations, and not members of the
OAU. But the allegations that certain African States
had interfered in the international affairs of the Congo
should have been raised before the OAU and not the
Security Council.

620. The delegation of Uganda was disappointed
that Mr. Tshomhe, who had accepted the terms of
reference and conditions laid down by the Foreign
Ministers at Addis Ababa, had been unable to fulfil
his promise to stop the fighting; ensure the security
oi the insurgents who would also cease fire j withdraw
the mercenaries and start negotiations with the anti
government forces. Without those conditions being ful
filled, it would be impossible for the ad hoc Commission
to visit the Congo. It had been claimed that African
countries had refused military aid to Tshombe in
replacement of mercenaries j but the whole aim o~ such
mercenaries was contrary to African objectives since
theJ were actually in the Congo to exterminate innocent
lives for the sake of money and not to maintain law
and order.

621. The 24th of November 1964 had been a tragic
day for the Congo and Africa since it raised the whole
issue of the independence of small States. While the
Government of Uganda abhorred the practice of hold-
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ing civilian hostages, it equally condemned the bombing
:md machine-gunning of whOle villages. The events
of 24 November could be understood only in the light
of the imminent adv:mce of the mercenaries on St:mley
"ille and of the intention of bombing the city. The so
called .rescue operation had actually been a supporting
operatIon to the one led by the mercenaries. The United
States and oth~rs had appealed to the ad hoc Commis
sion to plead on hehalf of the white hostages while
they had already decided to endanger them by their
impending military operation. The Nairobi Conference
had not succeeded because both parties had talked at
cross-purposes. The United States and Leopoldville
had been interested only in the Ih'es of the white
hostages and in maximizing the military advantages
against the Stanleyville regime, which they accused 'of
trying to make political capital out of the hostages.

622. The representative of Uganda proposed that
the Cmncil and the United States, Belgium and the
United Kingdom bring all their influence to bear on
Mr. Tshombe to accept the resolution of the OAU for
the withdrawal of all mercenaries. He suggested that
an urgent meeting of the ad hoc Commission he held.
attended by Prime ~rinister Tshombe, with the main
objective of stopping all fighting. At the same time.
the !eaders uf the Stanleyville regime should be asked
to gIve guarantees of a simultaneous cease-fire.

623. The representative of China declared that the
facts of the taking of hostages and of the threats made
against them were not in dispute: what was in dispute
was whether the rescue operation had been necessary.
His delegation was fully satisfied ,...itb the statements
made by the representatives of Belgium and the United
States that the operation had been necessarv to save
the lives of the hostages and that the mission" had been
a humanitarian one and nothing more. The operation
had been expressly authorized by the legally constituted
government of the country concerned. The Council
should be concerned not with a matter that had already
passed into history. but with the future of the Congo.
and especially with its comph.int that certain sister
African States were aiding and abetting the rebels.
He drew attention to the Council's resolution of 22 July
1960. which was still in force and which called upon
all States to refrain from any action which might
undermine the territorial integrity and political inde
pendence of the Congo.

624. The representative of China supported the sug
gestion that the Council establish an inspection and
investigation group so as to bring an end to outside
intervention in the affairs of the Congo, not only from
sister African States, but from countries outside Africa,
including the Chinese communists.

625. At the 1178th meeting of the Council, held on
17 December 1964, the representative of the United Re
public of Tanzania was invited at his request (S/6112)
to. participate without vote in the debate.

626. The representative of Tanzania stated that two
unfortunate developments had made it imperative for
him to intervene: the charge levelled against certain
countries that they were assisting the Congolese rebels;
and the charge of racialism made against those repre
sentatives who had refused to consider the Stanleyville
operation as a mere rescue operation. It had been said
that the complaint brought to the Council by twenty
two Powers should not have been made as the paratroop
operatio~ had been effected with the consent and ap
proval of the legal Congoler' GoveruLent. The latter's
legality was held in dispute by many people and several
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Governments. Moreover the very unrest and civil war
in the Con~o was proof enough that many Congolese
questioned the legality of Mr. Tshombe's government.

627. Allegations had been made about the ineffec
tiveness of the OAU and of its ad hoc Commission.
In fact, the Commission had been making substantial
pro&ress towards an agree~ settlement between opposing
parties and to\,,:ards securmg the safety of all residents
m the Stanleyvl1le area when, in an action reminiscent
of Pearl Barbor, foreign troops had been flown into
the Congo, ruining the efforts of th~ Commission.

6?8. With respect to the complaint that certain
Afncan States were subverting the Congolese Govern
ment. no evidence, written or concrete had been
supplied. '

629. An invidious comparison had also been made
bet~een the situation in certain African countries when
theIr ar~l1ies had mutinied and the Congo civil war.
It w~s sn:nply .faceti?us to compare a mutiny occasioned
by dlS~atlsfactlon WIth the foreign officers in the army
and WIth rates of pay to a full-fledged civil war.

630. Turning to the Stanleyville operation, the repre
:,ent~tive of Tanzania stated that it would go down
~n hIstory as the most unwarranted and provocative
1l1terference by the Western world in the affairs and
peace of the African continent. The definition of in
tervention given by the representative of the United
States should be modified: intervention consisted in the
attitude and policies of those major Powers which
oppose? tl:e exercise of the :ight of peoples to sel£
d~termll1atlOn. The Stanleyvllle operation had con
stItuted an intervention because it had been a con
sI?iracy to impo~e upon the people of the Congo the
dlspute~ aut?onty of the Tshombe government and
t? pro~lde air-cover for the capture of the nationalist
hberatlOn headquarters. But Africans were sure that
if the non-African countries would leave the Congo
lese problem to the OAU and not undermine that
organization, an African solution would be found to
that African problem.

631. The representative of Morocco ascribed the
domestic struggles of the Congo to certain negative
factors such as that country's former social structure
and the permanent interference by certain colonial in
terests. The so-called rescue operation in Stanleyville
had not been the beginning of the Congo's drama. As
early as September 1964, the Council of Ministers of
!he OAl! had expressed its disquiet at the foreign
ll1terventlOns and the presence of mercenaries in the
<;ongo. The ad h?c Con;tl?ission ~ad taken up the ques
tion of tue Amencan 111lhtary aSSIstance and the arrival
of new mercenary reinforcements.

632. The Moroccan delegation thought that the
Stanleyville operation had been the most spectacular
and most controversial demonstration of interference
in the affairs of the Congo. Some wondered if it had
not been. the resuJt of a predetermined policy; a devel
opment m a senes of stages in accordance with an
established blueprint.

633. The representative of Morocco pointed out two
aspects of the J2resent Congo tragedy: (a) those who
were now playmg the role of apostles of unity and
independence of the Congo were the same as those
who previously had been most severely judged for
having been the docile instruments of colonial domina
tion ; (b) the bands of mercenaries were recruited
among .:1e bitter colonialists and racists who could one
day force other African countries into the most odious



colonialism. The motives invoked to justify the Stanley
ville action should not, however, be overlooked or
rejected out of hand. It was :lS repugnant t::> try to
use civilians as :l political p:lwn :lnd as a means of
pressure against an enemy as to use the uncertainty
hanging over the lives of 1,500 foreigners as a pretext
to attack a country.

634. The l\'1oroccan Government, though not un
mindful of the humanitarian aspect of the so-called
rescue mission, considered that it was also necessary
to take note of the fact that there would have been
no loss of lives if that mission had not taken place.
Before the parachute drop, the StanleyviUe authorities
had taken all possible means to avoid the carrying out
of the horrible designs somewhat hastily attributed
to them. The later massacres were to be attributed to
the disarray and anger of irresponsible and uncontrol
lable elements. That painful event could not eclipse the
tragic spectacle of thousands of Africans being mas
sacred systematically on both sides. Truly, that had
been an act of genocide.

635. The Congo, if really independent, constituted
an important factor in the policy of decolonization and
emancipation; but it was unfortunately used as a pawn
in the fight between the national liberation forces and
the forces which wanted to block a constructive African
solution.

636. The Moroccan Government considered that no
State, whether African or not, had the right to interfere
in the domestic affairs of the Congo, and that any
assistance to the Congo must only be for disinterested
and peaceful purposes. The Stanleyville operation had
seriously damaged the possible role of the OAU, which
was still fragile and confronted with many serious
problems. Those responsible for that operation would
have been wiser to have borne that element in mind.
If the great Powers chose to turn the African continent
into a vast "cold war" camp, the consequences would
be catastrophic for Africa and the world as a whole.
An Africa divided into antagonistic blocs would be only
one more element of discord and would render more
precarious the maintenance of international peace.

637. In the interest of peace, Africa must remain
an unaligned continent and the Congo regain its na
tional unity and balance as an independent and sov
ereign State through peaceful and not through military
means.

638. The representative of the Union of Soviet So
cialist Republics stated that the Stanleyville operation
had constituted open military interference in the in
ternal affairs of the Congo by Belgium and the United
States with the support of the United Kingdom. The
united action of the colonialists carried out by Belgian
paratroops dropped on Stanleyville from United States
military transport aircraft coming from a United King
dom colonial possession, Ascension Island, showed that
this time the interventionists had decided to act in
the most blatant fashion, casting aside the screen offered
by the United Nations flag. This aggressive action of
the colonial Powers in the Congo and the repression
carried out by Belgian paratroops against Congolese
patriots not only were monstrous crimes against the
people of the Congo, but threatened the security of the
peoples of other African States and the peace of the
world. This was why the appeal by the Governments
of Africa and Asia to the Security Council was com
pletely justified and legitimate.

639. In their statements to the Council, the Foreign
Ministers of the Congo (Brazzaville), Ghana, the

Sudan, Guincu: Mali, Kenya, the Central African Re
public, Burundi and Uganda and, today, Tanzania, as
well as the permanent representatives of Algeria, the
United Arab Republic and Morocco, had convincingly
proved that the intervention of the NATO Powers
in the Congo was an intolerable interference in the
internal affairs of Africa, a blatant violation of the
United Nations Charter and a threat to peace and se
curity in the whole African continent. They expressed
the attitude of the peoples of that continent with regard
to the provocative act of interference by the NATO
Powers in African affairs.

640. The objectives of the intervention by the NATO
Powers were the suppression of the patriotic forces
of the Congo, the consolidation of the puppet regime
of Tshombe, and the transformation of the Congo into
a large beach-head of colonialism in Central Africa,
aimed at subverting the national liberation struggle
against Portuguese colonialism and at maintaining a
racist regime in Rhodesia and South Africa.

641. As early as August 1964, it had been known
that foreign monopolies were taking measures to put
an end to the patriotic movement in the Congo. The
preceding month, they had put at the head of a puppet
regime in the Congo the man who, as their agent, had
been the Katanga separatist, Mr. Tshombe.

642. The threads of the new conspiracy of the
colonialists had led to the same foreign Powers and
to the same large monopolies, which obtained billions
in profits from the copper, uranium, diamond and other
mines in the Congo, Rhodesia, and the Republic of
South Africa. In one way or another they strove to
obstruct the implementation in the south of Africa of
the provisions of the historic Declaration on the Grant
ing of Independence to Colonial Countries and Peoples.
Belgian monopolies had invested about $3,000 million
in the Congo, and they intended to continue to pump
out of the country profits in the millions of dollars.

643. Important financial interests in areas liberated
by the patriotic forces were also held by British mono
polies, such as Unilever, among others. Firms and
banks in the United States had in recent years played
an increasing role in the colonial exploitation of the
Congo.

644. In the interests of foreign monopolies were
the motivating force which had again led to direct im
perialist aggression in the Congo. Indeed the United
States was the first to have come openly to the rescue
of Tshombe by supplying him with transport planes,
bombers, fighter-bombers, American military personnel
who were trained as specialists in anti-guerrilla warfare,
and Cuban counter-revolutionaries. In addition, the
agents of imperialists in the Congo received the help
of units of hundreds of mercenaries composed of Bel
gian, South African and Rhodesian racists, Britons
and others.

645. That Congolese version of the Foreign Legion
which had been sent to the front lines by American
planes and used Belgian, American, West German and
Portuguese weapons, had sown death and destruction
but not a single voice of condemnation had then been
:raised by the colonial Powers which hypocritically
claimed to defend the cause of civilization and humani
Ldrianism. The facts showed that the foreign puppet,
Tshombe, who by the will of African States had not
been admitted to the first meeting of the Organization
of African Unity and to the Caii"O Conference of Heads
of State or Government of Non-Aligned Countries.
had started openly to sell out the wealth of the Congo
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to foreign colonialists. In mid-November 1964 a de
tailed plan had been worked out; it was made up of
three interlocking parts: the first was reliance upon
foreign mercenaries and the direct assistance of colonial
Powers; the second was the transfer of the State ap
paratus to the colonialists through the device of placing
Belgians beside every Congolese Minister or high offi
cial; the third was Tshombe's decision to conclude
with foreign monopolies long-term contracts giving them
direct responsibility for the maintenance of order in
areas where they were active.

646. The transfer of Belgian paratroopers to the
English Ascension Island had become known on 17
November 1964. In that connexion, the Soviet Union
recalled that it had repeatedly drawn attention to the
fact that such so-called small colonial possessions were
used for military purposes by Western Powers and
that it had demanded that an end be put to that illegal
use of those territories. At the same time that the
military intervention in the Congo wes being prepared,
government officials of Western Powers and representa
tives of foreign monopolies and of Tshombe's regime
had been putting the final touches to the criminal
conspiracy for a direct dismemberment of the Congo
into spheres of influence of the Western Powers. On
the very day when Belgian paratc-oopers had been
dropped on Stanleyville, Tshombe had declared that the
fall of Stanleyville would stimulate new foreign invest
ments in the Congo, and a large-scale plan of develop
ment to be carried out in co-operation with the United
States, Great Britain and West Germany had been
made ?ublic.

647. It was clear that the landing of Belgian para
troopers had been arranged so that they could transfer
the positions occupied by them to the Tshombe merce
naries, who had been unable to resist the successful
struggle of the Congolese patriotic forces.

648. The Foreign Minister of Belgium had vainly
tried to establish a distbction between the Belgian
paratroopers and the mercenaries, and also the Belgian
military advisers in Tshombe's army. They were wear
ing the same uniform, and the man at the head of
the mercenaries in the Congo was Frederick Van de
Walle, who had been the Belgian Consul General in
Katanga at the time of the secessionist Tshombe. In
Tshombe's army there were 250 Belgian military ad
visers who directed and led the operations. It should
be stressed that the return of Belgian paratroopers,
and the increase in the number of Belgian military ad
visers and mercenaries were a flagrant violation of
the decisions of the Council demanding the withdrawal
of all Belgian military personnel from the Congo.

649. The allegation of humanitarian motives to
justify the StanleyvilIe operation was a hypocritical
pretext, similar to those extensively used throughout
history by imperialists who repressed the peoples of
the countries which they invaded under the guise of en
suring the security of white diplomats, settlers or mis
sionaries. In the case of the StanleyvilIe operation, not
only had the Congolese patriots suffered but the for
eigners themselves had been made, in cold blood, the
victims of the imperialist objectives. In spite of the
appeal made from Stanleyville on 21 November by
the Consuls of the United States of America and Bel
gium that their Governments adopt a position of ab
solute neutrality to save the lives of their citizens,
the interests of the latter were deliberately sacrificed
in order to protect the interests of the monopolies.
Recently, Mr. Gbenye had stated in Paulis that on
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the eve of the Stanleyville aggression he had given
assurances to the Foreign Minister of Belgil.1m that he
would ensure the security of all those who lived in
territory controlled by the insurgents, but that only
three hours after his communication, the aggression
had been unleashed. Mr. Gbenye had further stated
that there was proof of the fact that the white merce
naries had massacred over 10,000 Congolese.

650. The threadbare screen of the legality of
Tshombe's regime was nothing but a pretext to justify
e.'r' post facto the new intervention of the NATO Powers
in the Congo.

651. The Soviet delegation deemed it necessary to
recall the conclusions of the report of the United
Nations Commission which had investigated the death
of the Prime Minister of the Congo, Mr. Lumumba,
and his aides, in which the responsibility of Mr.
Tshombe had been officially established. To proclaim
the Tshombe regime's legality under such conditions
was equivalent to violating the decisions of the Council,
and mocking the heroic struggle of the Congolese people
for freedom and independence.

652. The unfounded accusations and provocative
statements made against some African countries by
colonial Powers were merely a smoke-screen intended
to conceal the continuing intervention of the colonialists
in the Congo. The StanleyvilIe operation might be over,
but American planes, Belgian military advisers, South
African, Rhodesian and other foreign mercenaries con
tinued to carry on their monstrous activities. Progres
sive forces in all countries demanded the immediate
cessation of the colonialist aggression in the Congo.
As stated in the memorandum of the twenty-two
Powers, the aggressions committed by the NATO
Powers in Stanleyville and elsewhere in the Congo
were in direct violation of Article 52 of the United
Nations Charter, subverted the authority of the OAD,
and constituted a threat to international peace.

653. The Soviet Union had categorically condemned
those aggressive acts and gave its full support to the
legitimate demand of the African countries. It was
also in full agreement with the judgement of the African
countries that the Congo problem was an African prob
lem to be resolved above all by the Africans themselves
and the people of the Congo. It was the urgent duty
of the Council to put an end to the actions of the
interventionists.

D. Consideration at the 118lst and 1183rd to
1189th meetings (21.30 December 1964)

654. At the 1181st meeting of the Council on 21
December 1964, the representative of Czechoslovakia
stated that a number of facts and arguments had been
adduced by the representatives of many African States
to confirm and prove the rightness of their complaint
whereas the representatives of Belgium, the United
States and the United Kingdom had not succeeded in
disproving it. There was no doubt whatsoever that the
p~rachuting of Belgian units at the very moment when
mercenaries had been attacking Stanleyville had a
definite military significance. Those who expressed in
dignation about the taking of Americans and Belgians
as hostages failed to take into account that that had
happened in the context of civil strife, resulting directly
from a systematic policy of foreign intervention by
Powers from outside Africa. Was it extraordinary that
the patriots had taken into custody people who, by their
nationality-and some of them, certainly, by their ac-



tivities-could be regarded as agents of those Powers?
Moreover, none of the hostages had in fact been killed
before 24 November 1964. A few hours before the
Belgian-American attack, Mr. Gbenye had assured Mr.
Spaak that the lh'es of those pre~ent in the territory
under the patriots' jurisdiction would be protected.
President Kenyatta and those who conducted the
Nairobi negotiations seriously had been in favour of a
policy aimed at saving many lives-thousands of
African liv,~s and hundreds of European hostages-but
the United States Ambassador "stood for force only"
as the repr,~sentative of Kenya had declared.

655. The roots of the Stanleyvilte operation were
to be found in past periods and in hundreds of previous
cases in which citizens of an interventionist Power had
got into to'oubles resulting from the policy of their
country ana had been rescued by acts such as naval
demonstrations, bombings, the landing of marines or
armed invasion.

656. A much more serious C"'se had happened in
1938 and 1939 in Czechoslovakia when the Nazi regime
had explained and justified the prepared occupation of
the country allegedly because of a persistent and urgent
call for help from the Germans living there and
threatened by the Czechs.

657. The Czechoslovakian delegation rejected any
return to such forms of diplomacy, which belonged
to the age of the gunboat and the big stick policy.
The argument of the African representatives that by
aiming at the rescue of several hundred white hostages
from a doubtful danger, the attackers had brought about
the death of several thousand Congolese, had been
rejected by some as being an expression of black
racism, but the African representatives had simply
stated that the humanism of the Stanleyville operation,
if any, had been humanism of the "gunboat" and "big
stick" period. ~

658. The OAU had played a positive part in trying
to protect the Congo from outside interference and in
bringing its development into harmony with that of
other independent African States. The task of the
United Nations was to ensure that the process of
decolonization and emancipation in the Congo was not
affected by any obstructions and interference by colo-.
nialist and new colonialist Powers. The Security
Council should act in this sense and condemn the
Belgian-American attack on Stanleyville.

659. The representative of Sudan urged the Council
to discard the counter-complaint brought by the
Democratic Republic of the Congo as frivolous. He also
re-asserted that Sudan h,"1 not lent its airports to
planes carrying arms to the opposition in the Congo.

660. The evidence which had been adduced showed
that the OAU v!ould have handled the matter satisfac
torily, had it not been for the interruption of 24
November. The OAU should therefore continue its
good work That should not however be construed as
a request that the Council keep its hands off the
question. On the contrary, it was desirable that the
Council formulate a resolution referring the matter
back to the OAU and associate itself more closely
with the latter.

661. Although Sudan recognized the present Gov
ernment in Leopoldville, it could not help but suspect
that Tshombe had actually "tricked" the three Western
Powers into rescuing their citizens, because he wanted
the road prepared for his mercenaries to enter Stan
leyville. When everything was reduced to ruthless
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manceuvering and the gaining of ends, irrespective of
the means, the Stanleyville authorities could hardly be
blamed if they had looked upon hostages as a bargaining
counter.

662. The representative of Ghana said that the
charge of racism levelled by the representatives of
Belgium and of the United States was, to say the least,
unfounded. They seemed to confuse deep feelings with
hatred. After nearly six centuries of contact between
Europe and Africa, Africa stood in no need of lectures
on racism.

663. With respect to the assertion made by Mr.
Spaak that certain African countries, including Ghana,
had been opposed to Mr. Adoula's plan for the reor
ganization and training of the Congolese national army,
the representative of Ghana stated that no head of
State had done more in that respect than the P,-esident
of Ghana. The Secretary-General of the United Nations
had noted in his latest annual report that the United
Nations training plan, based mainly on assistance by
other African countries, could not be implemented as
the Prime Minister, Mr. Adoula, had been unable to
obtain the approval of the Commander of the Army,
General Mobutu, for the project.

664. Both Belgium and the United States, in a
clear defiance of admonitions by the Council, had taken
advantage of the United Nations withdrawal to rein
troduce military and war material into the Congo.

665. Everybody seemed to agree on the need for a
political settlement in the Congo. But that settlement
could be reached only by bringing all factions of the
Congo together. The Council of Ministers of the OAU
had not asked the ad hoc Commission to support only
Mr. Tshombe's Government because that would have
been tantamount to seeking a military solution and
would have negated reconciliation.

666. At the 1183rd meeting of the Council on 22
December 1964, the representative of Algeria stressed
that vague charges, based on Press reports drafted in
the conditional mood, had been made against Algeria,
which supposedly had provided military assistance to
the Stanleyville authorities. No proof had been ad
vanced in support of those charges which were designed
to lead public opinion to believe that the war in the
Congo was due to the intervention of certain African
countries.

667. Actually, the nationalist movement in the Congo
enjoyed the support of the people: it was a genuine
revolutionary struggle to put an end to corruption and
to foreign domination. Mention had been made of the
legality of the Tshombe Government. But the process
was a classical one: a regime in the pay of a foreign
Power was set up and a neo-colonialist policy was
then followed.

668. If any comparison between Algeria and the
Congo was warranted, it was between the present
Congo and the Algeria of the war of liberation. While
it was true that each State must be free to seek military
assistance wherever it could obtain it, there was a vast
difference between a State which had to equip itself
militarily to defend itself and an organ responsible to
certain foreign interests which was given arms to crush
a people and to maintain foreign domination and
exploitation.

669. The representatives of Belgium and of the
United States had tried to tinge with racism the
condemnations stated before the Council. In that con
nexion, it should be recalled that no African country



had ever erected racial or religious discrimination into
a government :;ystem; that there was not and never
had been in Africa any cole-ur b.1.r, and no l\Iason~

Dixon line.
670. Tht armed btervention on 24 November had

actually been meant to shake the OAU because it was
becoming a weapon to be feared in the hands of African
countries.

671. Algeria wanted to say clearly that no one had
the right to appropriate the role of international
policeman and that, for its part, Algeria, as in the past,
\Voulll face its responsibilities and would rise against
all external forces \vhich might attempt to obstruct
the march of Africa.

672. The Security Council could not refrain from
taking into account the violation of Article 52 of the
Charter. It was its duty to support the African coun
tries in their action. It should condemn unambiguously
foreign military intervention and thus make it possible
for the OAU to solve the Congolese problem in ac
cordance with its own principles and aspirations.

673. The representative of the United States ob
served that while some reassuring statements had been
made in the Council by the Foreign Mi]1;sters of
Sudan and Ghana denying that they were in any way
aiding the rebels, no similar denial had been forthcoming
from the representative of Algeria.

674. As for the assertion that no civilians had been
ldlled before the Belgian soldiers had arrived to rescue
the hostages, that was completely inaccurate. The
representative of the United States had in his hands a
list of fifty-eight persons (with names and dates) who
had been murdered before 24 November 1964 and he
offered to make the list available to anyone who chose
to examine it.

675. The representative of Norway recalled that the
Congo, by nature a rich and prosperous country, had
been subject to ::onstant strife and misery since it had
become independent. The real victims of the separatist
and secessionist movements were the Congolese people
themselves. It served no purpose to point out that
some of the victims were black and some white.

676. The Norwegian delegation found no reason to
doubt that the motive behind the StanleyviIle operation
had been to save the lives of innocent people.

677. Law and order could be achieved in the Congo
only through political reconciliation and not through
the use of military force. The main factor which
prevented the finding of a solution was not a lack of
weapons but an excess of weapons in the hands of
formations which were not under proper discipline and
direction. The Norwegian delegation supported the
view of all those who had expressed an earnest interest
in finding a peaceful solution to the Congo problem,
preferably through the OAU.

678. The President of the Council, speaking as the
representative of Bolivia, recalled the experience of the
Latin American countries, twenty of which, once the
violence of their resentment had been wiped away,
called Spain or Portugal their mother country. The
general conviction of Latin America was that it was
safe to assume that in the course of time. when
political passions had died down, the new African
nations would follow that lead in their behaviour.
Africans could not without taking a backwards step
reject the seeds of cultural development sown on the
African continent by other peoples of ancient cultures.

76

679. Tt was more important to bury colonialism
forever in the souls of man than to enshrine it in
history. Di,:;:mmment of the mind, and abolition nf
rancour were the most constructive steps which the
present era could take in order to achieve real disarma
ment. The representative of Bolivia hoped that, in the
not too distant future, a new and generous symbiosis
free of prejudice would develop between the one-time
colonizers and the newly independent countries. \Vith
respect to the complaint brought before the Council by
twenty-two African countries, the views of the Bolivian
delegation were that the Democratic Republic of the
Congo was a sovereign nation with full international
status.

680. The existing Congolese Government was the
legitimate Government of the country; no offence had
been inflicted on Congolese sovereignty or on African
dignity if that Government had not only authorized
but requested that a reduced foreign military force carry
out, over a short period, a specific duty, namely the
liberation of more than 1,000 hostages. Bolivia believed
that that had been a clear-cut rf.3CUe operation, lamen
table from the political point of view of sovereignty,
but morally indispensable and duly authorized. The
only firm way to avoid the recurrence of such events
was the unification of the Congo and the subsequent
national pacification. The OAU was the operative
instrument to fulfil that final condition. It would be
appropriate for the Congolese Government to dispense
with the services of mercenary troops which constituted
an element of disquiet to all African nations.

681. At the 1184th meeting of the Council held on
23 December 1964, the representative of Kenya stated
that, contrary to the assertions of the representative
of the United States, every means, legal, moral and
humane, had not been exhausted before the Stanleyville
operation had taken place. In fact, the United States
Ambassador to Kenya had insisted during the Nairobi
talks that a further meeting be held on 24 November.
The meeting had naturally been called off when the
parties learned of the paratroopers' drop on Stanley
vilIe on that very day.

682. It had never been suggested that the United
States or any other Government had no right to
provide assistance to the Congo. But that was an Over
simplification of the problem; if one side in a civil war
received arms and equipment from some other source,
the other side would also receive similar help from
other sources. That would frustrate efforts at peace and
reconciliation. The Congo was an African prublem and
it should be settled on a political basis by Africans who
did not want to see another "scramble for power in
Africa". An attempt had been made to differentiate
between mercenaries, paratroopers, military advisers,
anti-Castro pilots, logistical units and Congolese troops.
Actually, all those military units were a well-co
ordinated, integrated combat force; there was hardly
any distinction to be drawn between their activities
and functions. If the United States and Belgian Gov
ernments believed that by continuing to supply arms
to Mr. Tshombe, they could solve the problem militariIy,
they should know that some African countries would
be fJrepared to challenge their might by all legitimate
means available.

683. The representative of Nigeria had contended
that no African State had the right to represent the
views of the Congolese Government without its authori
zation. In reply, the representative of Kenya observed



""""
that African countries had every right to speak on th~

Congo situation either in the OAU, or in the Council.
684. It had also been stated that the Congolese

Government had been asked to lay down its arms along
with the Stanlevville forces. That was a deliberate
attempt to misinterpret the situation. The ad hoc Com
mission had only wanted that both parties stop fighting
to make way for negotiations and reconciliation, and
that had been accepted by Mr. Tshombe himself.

685. The reference by the representative of Nigeria
to the so-called ambitions of a vocal minority in the
African group was a mere political mirage. Actually,
the Nigerian stand had been overwhelmingly repudiated
at a meeting of the Council of l\Iinisters of the OAU
held in New York on 18 December 1964.

686. The representative of the Democratic Republic
of the Congo denied that the representative of Algeria
had the right to speak in the name of Africa or of the
Congolese people. That representative had given the
best proof of Algerian interference in the domestic
affairs of the Congo: not only had he not disclaimed
Ben Bella's statement to that effect, but he had proudly
said that Algeria would always be there to oppose any
outside intervention in Africa. :Moreover, he had not
expressed disapproval of the practice of taking hostages
or of the atrocities perpetrated by the rebels. Obviously,
Algeria, which supplied weapom; to the rebellion, under
the pretense of supporting a liberation movement, did
not care if the Congolese killed one another. That was
the method applied by Algeria itself, which had physi
cally eliminated the opponents of the regime.

687. The Congolese representative observed. in reply
to the Foreign Minister of Sudan. that in the booty
abandoned by the 'fleeing rebels cases had been dis
covered bearing the sign of the International Red
Cross but containing arms and munitions. The repre
sentative of Sudan had mentioned that cases and
packages of medicines and clothing had arrived from
Cairo in Khartoum for the Congolese refugees in Sudan.
He had not denied a report by the official agency of
Khartoum that a training ground in Sudan had been
put at the disposal of the Congolese rebels.

688. The statement made by the representative of
Kenya was the most disturbing and confusing. Some
times he had spoken on behalf of his President, and,
at other times, on behalf of the ad hoc Commission.
Such confusion did not assist the work of President
Kenyatta or of the Commission. Moreover, he had
mentioned that certain countries challenged the legality
of the present Congolese Government. Which were
those countries? How could the Minister of Kenya
expect the co-operation of the Leopoldville Government
if he challenged the legality of that Government? \Vas
that a position to be adopted by a genuine mediator?

689. The representative of Kenya had also mentioned
Article 33 of the Charter, referring to the peaceful
settlement of disputes between States, as applying to
the dispute between the Congolese Government and the
rebels. Such an argument could only mean that the
representative of Kenya considered the region of
Stanleyville as a State and its so-called government a
government under international law.

690. Any comparison between the intervention of
British troops in East Africa and the Congolese situa
tion had been rejected by the representative of Kenya
as being unjustifiable. In fact, the situation in the
Congo in 1960 was similar to that which had recently
arisen in Tanganyika, Uganda, and Kenya.
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691. An appeal for Belgian troops had been made
at the time by the Government of Lumumba who, after
having accepted Belgian intervention in Kasai and
Katanga, had prohibited it in Leopoldville as a result
of criticisms made by the same countries which in
1964 found nothing to criticize in the attitude of the
Governments of Tanganyika, Uganda and Kenya. Thus
the mutiny of the Congolese army, because of the
weakness of the Government, had led to collusion
between political parties and military bodies lacking in
discipline. The Stanleyville operation, on the other hand,
had been quite different from the intervention of
British troops in the Eastern African conntries: if an
appeal had been made to foreign troops, it was not
to put down a mutiny, but to liberate foreigners held
as hostages. That operation had lasted three days
whereas, in East Africa, British troops had stayed on
for months. The Congolese Government would have
been justified in asking foreign assistance to put down
the rebellion, especially since its request to OAU had
not received a favourable hearing. And was that Gov
ernment supposed to sit idly by while certain African
countrier were assisting the rebellion?

692. It had been repeated that the solution to the
Congolese crisis was a political, not a military, one.
That ,vas true in so far as it meant that the political
solution was a final vne. The restoration of public
order was a sine qlla non for the achievement of a
political solution.

693. Reference had been made to a resolution
adopted recently in New York by the Council of Min
isters of the OAU. The constitutionality of the session
was challenged by the Congolese representative be
cause it had been held under conditions contrary to
the charter of that organization. Not only had the
rules of procedure been set aside but article XII of the
charter had been ignored. At the time the meeting had
begun seventeen ministers had been present, but when
the vote had been taken there had been only five
ministers in the room. The Congolese Government did
not feel bound by such an unconstitutional resolution.

694. The representative of the Congo (BrazzaviIle)
said that the Congolese problem had been misrepre
sented, or shifted, so as to divert attention from the
true facts.

695. The representative of Nigeria had participated
in the debate solely for the purpose of playing his
role of valet of imperialism and neo-colonialism. He
could aptly be called a traitor and an enemy of Africa.

696. The representative of the United States had
rightly recalled that the Secretary-General had stated
in his report of 29 June 1964 that the resolutions of
the Security Council were not limited in time and
remained valid. That also applied to the resolution of
the Council of 21 February 1961 whereby it had
decided to investigate the circumstances of the death
of Lumumba and his colleagues.

697. According to the Council's resolutions, the
solution of the Congolese problem was to remain in the
hands of the Congolese people themselves without any
interference from outside.

698. False accusations had been brought against the
Congo (BrazzaviIle), mainly by the representative of
the United States, that it had supported the rebellion.
That was not a ne,,, accusation. Two weeks after the
BrazzaviIle Government had established diulomatic
relations with Peking, the American Charge d'affaires
in Brazzaville had expressed his Government's concern



that the Chinese communists would use the Congo
(Brazzaville) as a basis for subversion in the Demo
cratic Republic of the Congo. Later Mr. Averill Harri
man had made certain accusations, and Mr. Mennen
Williams had come to discuss the matter with the
Brazzaville Government. That Government was alleged
by the Democratic Republic of the Congo to have
granted bases to opponents of the Leopoldville regime,
and to have provided them there with training in
guerrilla warfare- given by Chinese instructors. The
ambassadors of the United States and Belgium had
been invited to visit the north of the country to see
for themselves that those camps had never existed.
Brazzaville had never supported the rebellion; it had
merely welcomed on its territory people who were
persecuted in their own country for their opinions and
political ideas.

699. The representative of the Congo (Brazzaville)
denied that he had ever attempted to dig a ditch between
Africa and Europe, or to pit the black man against
the white man. He had said and maintained that the
Stanleyville operation had been marked by an evident
racial discrimination and was the work of a certain
group of white men who, like the Beigians and Ameri
cans, had treated Africans with contempt and still
continued to do so. But the black man would never allow
himself to be treated as he had been in the past. The
StaTlleyville operation had been premeditated. If the
Belgian and American Governments had merely wished
to ensure the safety of their nationals in the Congo,
they could have followed the precedent of 1960 when
Belgians who had been, they said, fleeing from death
had been sheltered for several months in Brazzaville.
Instead, those two Governments had intentionally kept
their nationals in the Stanleyville area because they
had wanted to have a pretext for intervening directly
by military means.

700. When the ambassadors of Belgium, of the United
Kingdom and the Charge d'affaires of the United States
had been received on 21 November by the Foreign
Minister of the Congo (Brazzaville) they had speci
fically stated that the Stanleyville operation was in
tended to save the nationals who were there. TshomM
had been used as a straw-man to cover up the operation
and cast over it a mantle of what was called legality.
To be legal, it needed to receive the approval of the
Houses, but they had already been dissolved under
Mr. Adoula.

701. After having sabotaged the ardent efforts of
the ad hoc Commission of the OAU to solve the
Congolese problem, the United States Government was
contending that the Congolese problem had become too
important for that organization to solve and it suggested
the sending of a commission of investigation to the
Congo. But the Republic of the Congo (BrazzavilIe)
was mature, it had made its choice and would defend
it at all costs to the very end.

702. The representative of Brazil observed that the
Foreign Minister of Congo (Brazzaville), who had,
fifteen days earlier, pleaded his case with a kind of
language not customary in the Council, had come again
with the same kind of language and had not brought a
single new argument to support his stand in defence
of the crimes perpetrated by rebel troops.

703. At the 1185th meeting of the Council, held on
24 December 1964, the representative of Nigeria stated
that his Government had expected that a number of
Mrican representatives would express disagreement
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with Nigeria's stand, which was at variance with theirs,
bui. had not anticipated the personal attacks, made in
unfortunate language, levelled against its Foreign
Minister. He expressed satisfaction at the fact that all
the members of the Council had agreed that the
Congolese problem would best be solved within the
framework of the OAU.

704. The representative of the Democratic Republic
of the Congo exercised his right of reply particularly
with regard to the statements made by the Foreign
Minister of the Congo (Brazzaville). The latter had
created some confusion about the legality of the present
Ccngolese Government by mixing up such constitutional
notions as the ending of a legislature, the dissolution of
a parliament and a transitional government. The
Congolese Parliament had been recessed by the Head
of State in September 1963, when Mr. Adoula had
been in power because he considered that a Parliament
convened for an extraordinary session could not deal
with regular matters. The legislature elected for four
years in 1960 under the Loi fondamentale had ended
in June 1964. It had therefore been dissolved at that
time and, in conformity with constitutional provisions,
the Government had submitted its resignation to the
Head of State, who had accepted it. Meanwhile a new
constitution had been adopted in June 1964, and, in
accordance with its provisions, a provisional govern
ment had been set up with the specific aim of preparing
the elections which were to take place within nine
months of the government's constitution. Mr. Tshombe's
government was transitional but the fact that there was
no parliament did not mean that it was illegal.

705. The representative of the United States de
clared that he had hoped that the participation of the
United States in the Stanleyville mission would be
correctly understood as he fancied that the principles
and motives which had inspired it were shared by all
men of goodwill and of humane instincts everywhere.

706. Unfortunately, there. had been an incessant,
parrot.:1ike repetition of absurd charges against the
United States and even of resentment at its consistent
efforts to help achieve the unity, integrity and peaceful
development of the Congo. Yet no such complaints had
been made about the United States when United
Nations troops had been transported in United States
of America vessels and aircraft, had used American
equipment and had been supported by American
voluntary contributions during the struggle to end the
Katangese secession. Actually, American policy had
not changed: it had always been to preserve the unity
of the Congo, first through the United Nations, sub
sequently through the Central Government.

707. One of the most despicable charges heard so
far was the assertion made by the Foreign Minister of
the Congo (Brazzaville) that the United States of
America and Belgium had intentionally kept their
nationals in the region occupied by the rebels to create
a pretext for military intervention. That was a repulsive
assault, while everybody knew that the United States
Government had sought to persuade all Americans,
except the staff of the Consulate in Stanleyville, to leave
the region prior to the occupation by the rebels on 5
August.

708. Other strange doctrines had also been asserted
which, in the last analysis, meant that some African
States could intervene against their neighbour while
they were denying the right of other States to answer
their neighbour's call for help. A rebellion had been



equated with a legitimate Government. It had also been
claimed that the United States of America sought to
establish in the Congo a beach-head for the purpose of
monopolistic exploitation of the Congo's wealth. Such
misrepresentation of the United States public and
private efforts to assist under-developed nations consti
tuted an old and familiar technique used by communist
countries. What was new was the small chorus of
African voices echoing the same refrain. Quite wrongly,
the representative of Czechoslovakia had claimed that
NATO, created for the defence of Europe, had inter
vened in the Congo. The truth was that two members
of NATO had helped the Government of the Congo,
at its request.

709. The communist States, on the other hand, had
never denied that they were intervening, often through
military assistance, in what they called wars of libera
tion. On occasion, they had assisted genuine nationalist
movements, but in many cases, they had intervened in
countries already independent and Members of the
United Nations, or on behalf of subversive movements
or open rebellions. Such intervention of an established
Government against another established Government,
both of independent countries, would if continued
destroy international co-operation. That hardly qualified
communist States to denounce the aid given to a
sovereign Government resisting armed rebellion inspired
from abroad.

710. The bulk of the charges against his Government
seemed to fall into the category of motivation rather
than that of facts. He could only hope that, in the light
of the long record of his country's assistance to other
developing nations, those who questioned American
mofves and purposes would reconsider the question, in
the privacy of their conscience.

711. History would record the following facts: the
long efforts of the Congolese Government to obtain
help in the training and equipping of its army to
preserve law and order against the day when the
United Nations forces would have to leave; the answer
to that call by Belgium and the United States of
America; the beginning of the rebellion against Mr.
Adoula's Government; the appeal made by Mr. Adoula
to African nations to help fill the void created by the
final departure of United Nations forces; their failure
to respond and their denunciation of those who had;
and finally the unashamed and even exulting admission
by the Chiefs of State of Algeria and the United Arab
Republic that they were sending arms to the rebels to
help overthrow the Government of the Congo and that
they would continue to do so.

712. Contrary to the bold assertions of the Foreign
Minister of Kenya that the United States was frustrat
ing peace in the Congo, the United States wished to
reiterate its promise to co-operate with the Organiza
tion of African Unity, with the Security Council and
with the Government of the Congo in finding a bona
fide solution to the problems, political and economic,
besetting that great country.

713. The representative of the Soviet Union stated
that the representative of the United States had
erroneously asserted that the question under discussion
had been transferred from the realm of fact to the area
of motives. It was indeed not necessary to impugn
motives since the established factr. were sufficient evi
dence in themselves. Imperialist intervention in the
Congo had started in July 1960; it had continued in
spite of the decisions of the Security Council and it
had led to the grisly murder of Patrice Lumumba. The

colonialists claimed that their intervention in the Congo
was legitimate because it stemmed not from present
occurrences, but from circumstances which had begun
in the time of Adoula's Government. Such attempts to
justify their flagrant interference in the Congo were
unjustified and cynical because the former Premier of
the Congo had also been a man of the Americans. That
was clearly stated in the memoirs of Sir Roy \Velensky,
entitled "Four Thousand Days", where he related a
conversation to that effect which had taken place on
26 August 1961 between himself and Mr. Mennen
Williams, United States Assistant Secretary of State.
Adoula himself had admitted openly at his last press
conference before his departure that everyone in the
Congo spoke of him as the man of the Americans. The
case of Tshombe was even more flagrant: it was well
known that the colonialists gave their support to
Tshombe because he had always been the straw man of
the imperialists and their agent in the Congo. A former
United Nations representative in the Congo, Conor
Cruise O'Brien, had recently written in The Observer
that Tshombe's astuteness as a politician consisted in
working closely with those who controlled the resources
of the Congo, and specially with the agents of the
Union miniere. du Haut-Katanga.

714. Tshombe and his regime had been supported
by Belgian, United Kingdom, West German and South
African mercenaries. He had obtained weapons from
the same sources. Thus Tshombe's regime was an ab
solutely foreign one having nothing in common with
the Congolese people. The fact that it was supported
by the racists of South Africa and Rhodesia had
aroused the justified concern of the African countries.

715. Of course, the interventionists tried to hide
behind the screen of the alleged legitimacy of the puppet
regime of Tshombe. Their manreuvres were all too
obvious. They had ignored and continued to ignore the
aspirations and opinions of the African peoples, but
they would be judged on the basis of their actions,
and not of their linguistic acrobatics. Their morbid
attempt to try to see a communist threat in everything
had already been ridiculed by the representatives of
African countries. That tendency had led the United
States of America to take upon itself the role of inter
national policeman in regard to the repression of na
tional liberation movements in many regions of the
world. That could not fail to lead to an increase of
tensions in international relations.

716. There was a simple and effective way to liberate
the United States of America from such indignation;
it had only to put an end to its flagrant violation of
the internal affairs of other countrks and particularly
of the Congo and to withdraw from that country all the
foreign contingents and military t'~chnicians.

717. At the 1186th meeting of the Council, held
on 28 December 1964, the repref,entative of Czechoslo
vakia said that he had been misquoted by the repre
sentative of the United States. He had not said that
NATO had intervened in the Congo. He had merely
called attention to the fact that the action taken by
Belgium had been approved by the Council of NATO
in Paris, according to a statement made by the Belgium
Foreign Minister in the Belgian Parliament. The world
Press had reported that NATO's Permanent Council
had unanimously expressed its "understanding and ap
proval" of the combined United States of America
Belgium military operation in the Congo. Those reasons
had prompted the Czechoslovak clelegation to wonder
why a NATO organ should take a decision on an
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event taking place in a countrx Iyin&" outside the area
of its activities, as defined in Its basIc legal document.
That question had not been answered.

718. The representative of the Ivory Coast in
troduced the following draft resolution jointly sponsored
by his country and Morocco (Sj6123/Rev.1).

"The Security Council,
"NoNn.q with concern the aggravation of the

situation in the Democratic Republic of the Congo,
"Deploring the recent events in that country,
"Convi~~ced that the solution of the Congolese

prohlem depends on national reconciliation and the
restoration of public order,

"Recalling the pertinent resolutions of the General
Assembly and the Security Council,

"Reaffirming the sovereignty and territorial in
tegrity of the Democratic RepUblic of the Congo,

"Taking into consideration the resolution of the
Organization of African Unity dated 10 September
1964, in particular paragraph (1) relating to the
mercenaries,

"Convinced that the Organization of African Unity
should be able, in the context of Article 52 of the
Charter of the United Nations, to help find a
peaceful solution to all the problems and disputes
affecting peace and security in the continent of Africa,

"Having in mind the efforts of the Organization
of African Unity to help the Government of the
Democratic Republic of the Congo and the other
political factions in the Congo to find a peaceful
solution to their dispute,

It1. Requ,ests all States to refrain or desist from
intervening in the domestic affairs of the Congo;

"2. Apteals for a cease-fire in the Congo in ac
cordance with the resolution of the Organization of
African Unity dated 10 September 1964;

"3. Cot1S1'ders, in accordance with that same reso
lution, that tht' mercenaries should as a matter of
urgency he withdrawn from the Congo;

"4. Encourages the Organization of African Unity
to pursue its efforts to help the Government of the
Democratic Republic of the Congo to achieve national
reconciliation in accordance with resolution CMj
Resolution 5 (Ill) dated 10 September 1964 of the
Organization of African Unity;

"5. Requests all States to assist the Organization
of African Unity in the attainment of these objectives;

"6, Requests the Secretary-General of the United
Nations to follow the implementation of the present
resolution, to follow the situation in the Congo, and
to report to the Security Council at the appropriate
time".
719. He said that the objective of the draft resolu

tion was to put an end to the kiUing in the Congo and
stemmed from the sponsors' conviction that the solution
of the Congolese problem could only be a political one,
depending both upon a national reconciliation and on
the restoration of public order. It was clear from the
text of the draft resolution that the Council was not
considering the question under Chapter VII of the
Charter: the resolution could therefore be formulated
only in terms of an appeal. Moreover, any approach to
a solution must take into account the fact that the
Congo was a sovereign State, Member of the United
Nations.
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720. The Council should utilize all means of peace
ful settlement at its disposal, including regional or
ganizations which were one of the me~n~ specified in
Article 52 of the Charter. The CounCIl Itself, all the
States, and especially the I?cmocratic Republic of the
Congo must therefore assIst the OAU to act suc
cessfully. The OAD, for its part, must assist in restor
ing the element of confidence between itself and the
Congolese Government. Whatever the cost the latter
should get rid of the mercenaries if it did not want to
become isolated in Africa and vulnerable to attacks.
Since there was in the Congo not simply a threat to
peace but a hot war of disturbing proportions, the
Council was in duty bound, through the Secretary.
General, the executive organ, to keep abreast of the
problem, of the implementation of the resolution and
to be prepared to raise the problem again when cir
cumstances justified it.

721. The representative of Morocco stated that the
draft resolution rdJ.ected African opinion as accurately
as possible. Speaking of the preamble of the draft reso
lution, he noted that national reconciliation had been
placed before restoration of public order because the
former was a condition precedent to the latter.

722. The solution of the Congolese problem had
been envisaged within the framework of the OAD; that
explained why the resolution of the OAD of 10 Sep
tember 1964 had been taken into account. The problem
of the mercenaries was certainly the one which, by
far, offered the greatest danger to the dignity and
honour of Africa and of the Congo itself. The dispute
which was pitting the Congolese Government against
other factions was obviously political in nature and
caused thousands of victims on both sides. Such a
dispute must be solved by peaceful means, within the
framework of the OAU.

723. Paragraph 2 of the operative part appealed
for a cease-fire in accordance with the resolution of
the OAD of 10 September 1964. It might be recalled
that such an appeal had been adopted at Addis Ababa
by the unanimous vote of all delegations, including that
representing the Congolese Government. The impor
tance of national reconciliation could not be stressed
enough. Such reconciliations to be effective must extend
to all the political factions.

724. The representative of Guinea, speaking on
behalf of the complainant countries, said that in a spirit
of compromise the latter had agreed not to refer
specifically or to express any judgement on the Belgian
AmeriC<1n intervention in the preamble, it being under
stood that those matters were implicitly referred to in
some paragraphs of the preamble. The draft resolution
would have been acceptable to those countries if their
suggestions concerning operative paragraphs 2 and 3
had been fully taken into account. In its original form,
operative paragraph 2, which had requested both the
OAU and the Secretary-General to ensure observance
of the cease-fire and to report to the Council had placed
the efforts of the OAD outside the strict framework of
Articles 52 and 54 of the Charter and, to a certain
extent, had cast doubt upon its competence, if not its
effectiveness. In its revised form, operative paragraph 2
had been substantially improved; but operative para
graph 6 seemed to some extent to reintroduce the
reference to the Secretary-General, which had formerly
appeared in paragraph 2. Without questioning the com
petence of the Secretary-General, the complainant
countries thought that the OAD which had already
successfully dealt with the Algerian-Moroccan and the



Somalian-Ethiopian disputes should be allowed to con
tinue its efforts without supervision from the United
Nations.

725. With respect to operative paragraph 3, the
complainant countries thought that the Council should
clearly express its opinion about the mercenaries instead
of expressing merely a wish or a hope.

726. The representative of the Ivory Coast reiterated
that the draft resolution was the result of a compromise
and that its main objective was to put an end to the
killing of Congolese by Congolese. As members of the
OAU, the sponsors had also borne in mind that they
had to safeguard the OAU and support its effectiveness.
That was why operative paragraph 2, in its revised
text, appealed for a cease-fire in accordance with the
OAU's resolution.

727. Operative paragraph 4 repeated the wording
adopted almost unanimously by the Council of Ministers
of the OAU, to the effect that the OAU should help
the Congolese Government to achieve national recon
ciliation. If there was to be a change in the wording,
the Council of Ministers of the OAU should be asked
to pronounce itself on it.

728. In operative paragraph 6, the usual formula
had been used. It was indeed normal that the Security
Council, after having adopted decisions on the matters
stated in operative paragraphs 1, 2 and 3, i.e., abstention
by all States from intervention in Congolese internal
affairs, a cease-fire and withdrawal of mercenaries,
should request the Secretary-General to follow the im
plementation of those decisions.

729. The representative of Morocco pointed out
that the sponsors of the draft resolution were bound
to seek common ground, i.e., a resolution which would
meet the African, point of view and could also be
adopted by the Security Council, while also fulfilling
the expectations of the people of the Congo.

730. At the 1187th meeting of the Council held on
29 December 1964, the representative of Guinea said
that the only remaining objection of the complainant
African countries concerned operative paragraph 6 of
the joint draft resolution, which appeared to them to
cast some doubt on the competence and efficiency of the
OAD. Their position was that the Congolese problem
fell within the purview of the OAU.

731. What they would have liked, if the majority
of the Council had agreed, was a resolution along the
lines of operative paragraph 10 of the resolution adopted
by the Council of Ministers of the OAU, at New York,
on 18 December 1964, by 20 votes to none, with 10
abstentions, which addressed an appeal to the Council:
to condemn the recent military intervention in the
Congo; to recommend an African solution to the prob
lem; and to recommend to all the Powers concerned
to co-operate with the OAD. They had made the widest
possible concessions to take into account the different
positions of the members of the Council and had ac
cepted the revised text of the draft resolution with
the exception of operative paragraph 6. The best way to
handle the difficulty was to use the terms of Article 54
of the Charter and to ask the OAU to keep the Se
curity Council informed of the measures it might take
and of the results it might achieve. Since the two
sponsors of the draft resolution had been unable to
obtain the support of all the members of the Council
for that suggestion, the African complainant countries
felt compelled to submit the following amendment

81

(S/6128) to operative paragraph 6 of the draft reso
lution (S/6123/Rev.l).

"Replace operative paragraph 6 by the following:
"6. Requests the Organization of African Unity,

in accordance with Article 54 of the Charter ot the
United Nations, to keep the Security Council fully
informed of any action it may take under the present
resolution".

If such an amendment were not acceptable, it would
be very difficult, if not impossible, for the African
complainant countries to give their support to the draft
resolution and they would be forced to oppose it by
expressing their point of view, since they could not vote.

732. The representative of the Ivory Coast stated
that the two sponsors of the draft resolution had taken
into account the comment, the amendments, and even
the draft resolutions, which their colleagues from the
complainant African countries had s:, h '1itted to them.

733. Operative paragraph 6 seen. '~Ij however to be
the subject of such strong objection that its opponents
had declared they would oppose the whole draft reso
lution if their amendment to that paragraph was not
accepted. Operative paragraph 6 was perfectly normal:
there was no reason why anyone should fear a report
from the Secretary-General on that subject. The Secre
tary-General had the task of following any situation
in the world which might disturb peace. On the other
hand, the Council must not shirk its responsibilities
and hand them over to other organizations, even re
gional organizations, however respectable they might be.
The Ivory Coast maintained a consistent position in
such matters since it had also opposed the handing
over of responsibility by the Security Council to the
Organization of American States, in the case of the
Panama Canal problem.

734. Actually, the draft resolution submitted to the
Council did not take away from the OAU any of its
rights. What operative paragraph 6 meant was that
the Security Council would be kept informed by the
Secretary-General of what occurred concerning the pro
visions of operative paragraphs 1, 2 and 3. The latter
was not asked to implement the resolution. The Coun
cil had the right to be kept informed by the Secretary
General and it should not waive that right.

735. The representative of Morocco stated that with
regard to operative paragraph 6, the Security Council
and the OAU were faced with a problem of prin
ciple. That final paragraph represented in fact a time
honoured formula used in all the resolutions so far
adopted by the Sec-urity Council, which had always
requested the Secretary-General to report to the Council
on the evolution of the situation discussed by it. That
was one of the prerogatives of the Council itself which
should never be interpreted as a tendency to doubt
the competence of the OAU. The Secretary-General
was not requested to put anything into execution, or
to carry out a task of supervision or even to verify
anything. Morocco was not in favour of the United
Nations intervening again in the affairs of the Congo,
and it did not want operative paragraph 6 to open the
door to re-entry of the United Nations into the Congo.
There was no doubt that the Congolese problem fell
within the competence of the OAU and that appeared
clearly from the wording of every paragraph of the
draft resolution. But had the Security Council the right,
or would the Council wish, to delegate part of its
powers to a regional organization? Morocco felt that



the Council should preserve the prerogatives vested in
it by the Charter in the interest of international peace
and secur:~y.

736. During the Cuban cri3is, Morocco had been
against the view that the Organization of American
States should be regarded as the only body competent
to solve the problem and had thought that the United
Nations should not relinquish its powers to any other
organization.

737. According to the amendment proposed to opera
tive paragraph 6. the Security Council would request
the OAU to keep it informed of the development of
the situation. That was not a request which the Council
should make to the ('AU. It could address itself only
to the constitutional ~ ..gans, provided for in the Charter;
in the present case. the Secretary-General. In that
connexion. the eighteen African countries should show
understanding. common sense and a spirit of fairness.
The two sponsors of the draft resolution had, through
a sustained effort, tried to reconcile the various posi
tions presented to the Council. while bearing in mind
the necessity of gaining acceptance for the point of
view of Africa. The Moroccan delegation had not there
fore expected to see, and regt etted. an amendment
officially submitted to the Council. That amendment
was. in fact. designed to take away from the Council
some of its powers and to give them to the OAU. If
the eighteen African countdes opposed the draft reso
lution. which was in very larg-e measure the result of
their work. that would mean that they were giving up
what they had done so far to settle the Congo problem.

738. The representative of Guinea stated that with
respect to the fear expressed by the representative of
Morocco that there was a trend to deprive the Security
Council of some of its responsibilities or prerogatives,
that was very far from th~ intention of the eighteen
African countries. Their amendment repeated prac
tically word for word the provisions of Article 52 of
the Charter. It merely meant that the Council requested
the OAU to do a certain number of things. Official
submission of an amendment had become unavoidable
when the draft resolution had been circulated before an
agreement could be reached on a final text for operative
paragraph 6. But an agreement could still be achieved
as a result of the present debates.

739. The representative of the Ivory Coast specified
that when the three rep::-esentatives (including the
representative of Guinea) selected by the Group of
Eighteen had met with the two sponsors of the (L'aft
resolution, they ha~ come with the working document
of that Group. A draft had been prepared on which
all five agreed. The following- day those three repre
sentatives had come back to discuss the draft and had
reopenc:d the entire: question. Therefore, the whole
situation had been gone over twice. The Ivory Coast
had then threatened to submit the draft resolution and
the Group of Eighteen had also thre.'ltened to submit
a c1,.aft resolution of their own, which was precisely
tne document to which the rep!'esentative of the Ivory
Coast had previously referred. Operative paragraph 6
was therefore based on the text of the draft resolution
which the Group of Eighteen had threatened to submit.
Nothing had been omitted by the sponsors of the dr::tft
resolution and under those conditions, they could not
understand the amendment to operative paragraph 6.

740. The Council knew the usual procedure very
well; it knew that a regional organization had a right
to consider a situation arising in its region; that was
what had happened in the present case, but the OAU

had come to the Council, as to an appellate body, as it
were. The Council had therefore the right to issue
directives and to ask the Secretary-General to inform
it of the devc:1opment of the situation in connexion
with its decisions.

741. At the 1188th meeting of the Council held
on 30 December 1964, the representative of the USSR
declared that the strong protest expressed by so ID!\ny
independent African States against the inadmissible
actions of the aggressors confirmed that the Belgian
and United States intervention must be decisiveiy con
demned and that military interference, including the
use of mercenaries, must come to an end. The Congolese
problem. which was essentially an African problem,
should be solved by the Africans, and in particular by
the people of the Congo. The joint draft resolution
did not fully reflect the legitimate demands of the
African States: no mention by name was made of
those responsible for the aggressive actions undertaken
against the Congolese pi!ople; nor did the draft contain
appropriate condemnation of their armed intervention.
The Soviet delegation, which believed that the views
of the complainant African States should be duly re
flected in the draft resolution, therefore requested that
the amendment of the eighteen African States (S/6128)
be put to the vote.

742. The representative of Morocco stated that his
delegation had left nothing undone in order that its
actions and efforts might reflect th', authentic expression
of what the Africans wanted for the Congo. If those
efforts did finally lead to positive results, that would
be due to an accident of history and not to Moroccan
policy which had always been directed against all forms
of foreign domination in Aitica. Its line of conduct
had always been a comprehensive and dynamic one
tending towards a formula acceptable in the Council
and in keeping with the objectives of the OAU.

743. Th~ two sponSD~S of the draft resolution who
had stated e:..rlier the reasons of principle why thev
objected to the wording of the amendment of the
eighteen Powers had, however, come to the conclusion
that they could accept the inclusion of the amendment
in the draft resolution, not as a replacement for para
graph 6 but as an addition. Their change of attitude
was due to the fact that an important delegatbn, and
furthermore a permanent member of the Council which
had always been most zealous in the defence of the
Council's powers, had decided to support the amend
ment. Consequently, thf> tW0 sponsors no longer had
any reason to outdo others in their defence of the
prerogatives of the Council.

744. The representative of the Ivory Coast stressed
that if no resolution emerr.;ed from the Council's dis
cussion, the situation mig:J.t well become further ag
gravated. It was in the interest of the OAU that there
be a Security Council resolution.

745. Further analysis of the eighteen-Powe, amend
ment showed that there would be no contnd!ction if
it were included in the draft resolution. Operative para
graphs 1, 2, 3 and 5 concerned decisions to be taken
by the Council. Hen~e, it was for the Council to make
sure, through the executive organ, the Secretary
General, that they were £'l11y respected. It could not
be left to the OAU to undertake the expulsion of mer
cenaries or to set itself up as a gendarme to prevent
other States f:';J[j\ intervening in the internal affairs
of the Congo. '~ut it was the duty of the GAU to report
to the COllt1::i j ''':id to inform it of the measures taken
by the OP,U within the framework of operative para-
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~ph 4, asking it to achieve national reconciliation
m the Congo.

746. The representative of Guinea declared that the
draft resolution did not cor.tain all the elements which
the eighteen Powers could have enthusiastically sup
ported; they had nevertheless given their agreement
to all the provisicns of that draft, while protesting
against the rather lenient treatment of the problem of
the mercenaries whose indescribable acts of cruelty
had been perpetrated in order to ensure the continuation
of colonialist interests in the Congo.

747. With respect to the new proposal made by the
sponsors of the draft resolution, the representative of
Guinea indicated that the eighteen Powers had never
opposed and would never oppose the role of the S"cre
tary-General of the United Nations. However, it VVus
well k"tlown that after four years of effort, the United
Nations had failed politically in the Congo.

748. The inclusion of the amendment in the draft
resolution was acceptable and the eighteen Powers
would be prepared to see the draft resohttion represen.t
the consensus of the Security Council if, in paragraph 6,
the words "to follow the implementation of the present
resolution" were deleted leaving paragraph 6 to read
as follows:

"Requests the Secretary-General of the United
Nations to follow the situation in the Congo and to
report to the Security Cn~ncil at the appropriate
time".
749. The representative of the Ivory Coast pointed

out that the draft resolution stated that the mercenaries
should be withdrawn, even though there were some
divergencies of view as to the methods to be employed
in withdrawing them. With respect to the proposal
made by the representative of Guinea to delete from
the draft resolutipn the words "to follow the imple
mentation of the present resolution", the representative
of the Ivory Coast wondered whether it would be right
on account of that phrase, to debate the draft resolu
tion all over again if the sponsors of the draft reso
lution did not accept the deletion. Should a draft
resolution of the Council be hindered because it asked
the executive organ to follow the implementation of
the Council's own resolution, although that was within
the competence of the Secretary-General as recognized
by the Charter? The delegation of the Ivory Coast
was not ready to Gelete one single word from its draft
resolution.

750. The representative of Morocco stated that he
agreed with the representative of Guinea on what he
had said concerning the question of the mercenaries.
The last suggestion he had made did not touch on the
most essential part of the draft resolution; it should not
create an insurmountable obstacle and should not bring
about an eleventh-hour difficulty. The representative
of Morocco was therefore making a fraternal appeal
to the representative of Guinea not to press his sug
gestion so that the discussion could be concluded and
a vote taken on the draft resolution as it was without
the deletion.

751. The President asked the representative of the
Soviet Union whether he was prepared to agree to
the draft resolution of the two sponsors with the addi
tion of the text which he had proposed.

752. The representative of the Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics stated that from the trend of the
discussion, it appeared that the Council was quite close
to taking a decision which at least should not be ob-
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jected to by the interested parties. Regarding the ques
tion addressed to him by the President, he confirmed
his proposal that operative paragraph 6 be replaced by
the text appearing in document Sj6128. He requested
that some additional time be given to the parties con
cerned to ponder the situation so that a decision might
perhaps be taken very shortly by the Council.

753. At the 1189th meeting of the Council, held on
30 December 1904, the representative of the Ivory
Coast pointed out that there was no contradiction be
tween the text of the amendment, which would become
paragraph 6 of the draft resolution, and the last para
graph of the original draft resolution, which would
become paragraph 7. The OAU, in conformity with
Article 54 of the Charter, would keep the Council
informed of all action it might undertake, particularly
with regard to the mission assigned to it under para
graph 4.

754. On his part, the Secretary-General would
follow the situation as a whole in the Congo and report
to the Council at any time he regarded as appropriate
especially on the points covered by paragraphs I, 2, :3
and 5 of the resolution. Since that objective might be
reached even with the omission of the phrase: "to follow
the implementation of the present resolution". the spon
sors had agreed that the phrase in question be deleted
so as to reconcile the points of view and to obtain a
unanimous dec:.sion by tht: Council.

755. The repreSentative of Morocco stated that a
draft resolution had finally been agreed upon which
would assign to the OAU, the Council and the Secre
tary-General the most appr')priate parts in the settle
ment of t~e problem. That was a particularly happy
outcome smce the Africans wanted to avoid giving the
world the impression of being divided. They had suc
ceeded in proving by their actions that Africa was not
divided in its determination to struggle persistently
against foreign domination in all its forms, against
all types of colonialism, and of racial or political
discrimination.

756. The representative of Guinea paid tribute to
the sponsors of the draft resolution for their efforts
to reach an a~erd African solution. That proved that
among the Afncans there were no fundamental differ
ences regarding the liberation of their continent.

757. The representative of the Union of Soviet So
cialist Republics declared that since the interested
parties had been able to find a formulation of which
they all approved, his delegation would not press for
a separate vote on its amendment, which had now been
incorporated in the text of the amended draft resolution.

758. At the request of the representative of France,
a separate vote waG taken on the first operative para
graph of the draft resolution.

Decisions: At the 1189th meetit~g on 30 December
1964, the first operative paragraph of the joint draft
resolution (Sj6123jRev.l) was adopted unanimously.

At the same. Jeting, the draft resolution (Sj6123j
Rev.1) as modified 'U.Jas adopted by 10 votes to none.
with 1 abstention (France) (Sj6129).

759. The representative of the United Kingdom
stated that in voting for the resolution his delegation
had assumed, with reference to operative paragraph 2,
that those elements fighting in opposition to the legiti
mate Congolese Government were in sufficient control
of their followers to enable the cease-fire to be 1:.rought
about.



760. The representative of France stated that the
resolution established objectives approved by his Gov
ernment which was in favour of the cease-fire and
the withdrawal of mercenaries from the Congo and
ardently desired that national reconciliation might finally
be achieved in that country which had been so sorely
tried for the last four years. On the other hand, the
French Government had always been attached to the
principle of non-intervention in the domestic affairs of
States. That was the reason why it had voted in favour
of operative paragraph 1 and had abstained on. the reso
lution as a whole, because the other operatlve para
graphs were not in conformity with the rule of non
intervention which implied that the Congolese problem
should be settled by the Congolese themselves, without
any external interference.

761. The representative of the Democratic Republic
of the Congo wanted to clarify a point which had been
mis-stated: his delegation had not voted in favour of
the resolution adopted at Addis Ababa on 10 September
1964 by the Council of Ministers of the OAU; it had
abstained.

762. He maintained that the words "civil war", often
used in reference to the situation in the Congo, were
applicable to a minority whose activities extended to a
very small part of the national territory. The truth was
that the rebellion. fomented by aome agitators. would
have been ended long ago had it not been for the assist
ance it was receiving from abroad.

763. His delegation also could not accept as correct
the expression used by some representatives: "the
Government and the other political factions". The Gov
ernment could not be thus placed on a footing of equal
ity with some political factions. The fact that ther~ ~as
an opposition to the Government was not surprIsmg.
That was true of any democratic country. But !hat oppo
sition must act t1uough legal means. Even If one as
sumed that the rebellion ,vas led by a political faction,
and not by anarchists hungry for power, it should be
condemned because it resorted to violence and was
doing- everything to prevent elections from taking place
within the time-limit provided for in the constitution.

764. The Congolese delegation regretted that the
draft resolution did not condemn the illegal interven
tions, particularly of three African States, in t~e .inter~lal

affairs of its country. It hoped that the mJunctlon
addressed to States to desist from such intervention
would be respected by those three States. As regards
the so-called mercenaries, the Congolese Government
would be able to dispense with i11e services of those
volunteers once the armed opposition and, above all,
the foreign assistance to the rebellion had ceased. It
understood the concern motivating the appeal for a
cease-fire, namely to save human .lives, but it 'Yas. also
its paramount duty to protect the lIves o~ the. majorIty of
its citizens against the threats of a mmonty of anar
chists. It had guaranteeJ the security of any rebels who
voluntarily laid down their arms and it therefore hoped
that the threat in question could be eliminated without
bloodshed. The Congolese delegation had taken note
of the appeal to the extent t~at it .constitute~ an ~nv~ta
tion to the rebels to stop usmg VIolence ana an mVIta
tion to the Government to show understanding towards
persons who were really not aware of the significance
of their actions. The Congolese Governme!'t would co
operate with the OAU within the framework of respect
for the fundamental principles of the Charter, especially
those relating to the sovereignty of Member States.

765. The representative of the United States de
clared that operative paragraph 1 of the resolution
clearly obligated those States now providing assistance
to rebellious factions to cease such intervention.

766. Operative paragraph 2 sought only an end to
the fighting which had so disrupted the Congo as to
make governing difficult and at some times and places
impossible. It was not however the intention of the
resolution to restrict the freedom of the Congolese
Government to govern or to exercise its responsibilities
for maintaining the sovereignty and unity of the Congo.

767. With respect to operative paragraph 3 con
cerning the mercenaries, it was up to all the States to
help create the conditions which would enable the
Congolese Government to take action in accordance
with that provision.

768. Operative paragraph 4 provided a firm basis for
effective OAU action in the process of national recon
ciliation. The United States stood ready to co-operate
with the OAU as requested in paragraph 5. The
Counr i1 had acted wisely in asking the Secretary
General to follow the situation in the Congo and to
keep the Council informed. If there was to be a mean
ingful cease-fire, it could be achieved only through
proper observatiL:l by a neutral and impartial body.
He expressed the hope that in particular the Secretary
General, as part of his mandate, would do whatever
was possible to help ensure compliance with the pro
visions concerning the appeals for a cease-fire and for
non-intervention in the internal affairs of the Congo.

769. The interpretation by the representative of
Guinea that the second preambular paragraph referred
to and deplored implicitly the Belgian-American rescue
mission in Stanleyville was not shared by the over
whelming majority of the members of the Council; the
United States delegation did not so interpret it. Nor
could he agree with the statement made by the repre
sentative of Guinea to the effect that the United
Nations had failed in the Congo. On the contrary, the
United Nations had a long history of constructive help
to the central Government, especially in dealing deci
sively with several secessions in several provinces and
in helping to achieve unity, progress and development
in the Congo. It was not the fault of the United Nations
if there was now rebellion and violence in the Congo.

770. The representative of the Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics stated that the representative of the
United States had interpreted operative paragraph 1
as if it referred to anyone at all except the United
States. In fact, the interventionists had been unmasked
in the Council on the basis of well-documented testi
mony concerning the horrible crimes perpetrated at
Stanleyville. Therefore that paragraph was addressed
primarily to those who had been condemned by the
Council for their armed intervention, namely Belgium
and the United States. That was entirely in keeping
with the wording of the preamble where the Council
deplored the recent events in the Congo. Which were
those recent events if not the armed intervention of
Belgium and the United States?

771. ThE. representative of the United States ob
served that there had been no need to unmask the inf~r

ventionists since they had admitted their intervention
with pride, indeed with exultation. But those interven
tionists were not the United States and Belgium whose
sole crime had been to help save the lives of 2,000
innocent hostages held illegally.
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772. The representative of Czechoslovakia declared
that in his opinion operative paragraph 1 was directed
mainly at interventtons such as the neo-colonialist
Belgium-United States operation of 24 November 1964.
His delegation considered t}-1at the task of the United
Nations was to assure the people of the Congo and of
Africa of the possibility of seeking and finding a Congo
lese and African solution to the problem, repelling any
colonialist or neo-colonialist intervention of any kind.
It therefore considered it appropriate that provision
had been made for the active and decisive role of the
GAU which had shown, in the present debate, a spirit
of moderation and careful thinking.

E. Suhsequent communications

773. On 5 January 1965 (S/6138) the Permanp.nt
Representative of the Democratic Republic of the

Congo informed the President of the Security Council
that Congolese military authorities had seized, in the
area of Mahagi, near the Sudanese border, two lorries
of Soviet manufacture carrying machine-guns of Chi
nese origin destined for the Congolese rebellion.

774. In a further letter dated 3 February 1965
(S/6172) he related that an armed band sent from the
Republic of the Congo (Brazzaville) had attacked the
localities of Nkolo and Yumbi, some 300 kilometres
north of Leopoldville, and had seized a group of peace
ful citizens of the Democratic Republic of the Congo,
whom they carried off with them by force. His Gov
ernment had lodged a vigorous protest with the
Brazzaville Government and reserved the right to take
any action required by the situation resulting from this
new act of aggression.

Chapter 7

QUESTION CONCERNING THE SITUATION IN SOUTHERN RHODESIA: LETTERS DATED 2 AND
30 AUGUST 1963 ADDRESSED TO THE PRESIDENT OF THE SECURITY COUNCIL ON BE.
HALF OF THE REPRESENTATIVES OF THffiTY.TWO MEMBER STATES

775. In letters dated 28 July 1964 (S/5856) and 22
December 1964 (S/5854/Add.l), the Chairman of the
Special Committee on the Situation with regard to the
Implementation of the Declaration on the Granting of
Independence to Colonial Countries and Peoples for
warded the report of the Committee on Southern
Rhodesia, and the supplement to that report, to the
Security Council.

7760. On 23 April 1965 (S/6300), the Chairman
transmitted the te:lt't of a resolution on Southern Rho
desia adopted by the Special Committee on 22 April, in
which, inter alia, it drew the immediate attention of the
Security Council to "the grave situation prevailing in
Southern Rhodesia and, in particular, to the serious
implications of the elections announced to take place on
7 May 1965 under a constitution which has been re
jected by the majority of the people of Southern Rho
desia and the abrogation of which has repeatedly been
called for by the Special Committee and the General
Assembly since 1962".

776b. In a letter dated 21 April 1965 (S/6294 and
Add.l ), the representatives of Algeria, Bunmdi, Came
roon, Central African Republic, Chad, Congo (Brazza
ville) , Dahomey, Democratic Republic of the Congo,
Ethiopia, Gabon, Ghana, Guinca, Ivory Coast, Kenya,
Liberia, Libya, Madagascar. Malawi, Mali, Mauritania,
Morocco, Niger, Nigeria, Rwanda, Senegal, Sierra
Leone. Somalia, Sudan, Togo, Tunisia, Uganda, United
Arab Republic, United Republic of Tanzania, Upper
Volta and Zambia requested the convening of an urgent
meeting of the Council to examine the very serious
situation existing in Southern Rhodesia. In an enclosed
memorandum, it was stated that, despite the relevant
resolutions of the General Assembly, the efforts of the
Special Committee and the United Nations Secretary
General and the repeated appeals made by the African
Heads of State and Government, the United Kingdom
had done nothing to apply the Declaration on the Grant
ing of Independence to Colonial Countries and Peoples
to its colony of Southern Rhodesia. Their Governments
were profoundly disturbed at the continuing deteriora
tion of the situat:a in the Territory, resulting in par
ticular from the intensification of the repressive meas-
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ures directed against the African nationalist leaders.
The recent decision to hold elections on the basis of the
constitution of 1961 was a challenge to the United
Nations and to the Organization of African Unity. The
threats of the so-called Prime Minister of the Territory
to proclaim independence without regard for the opinion
of the African inhabitants was creating a dangerous
situation which constituted a threat to international
peace and security. In the circumstances, and in view of
the passivity of the United Kingdom Government, an
urgent meeting of the Council must be held with a view
to taking the measures required to put an end to the
dangerous trend of the present situation.

777. At the 1194th meeting on 30 April 1965, the
representative of the United Kingdom entered a general
reservation about the competence of the Council to
discuss the question on the basis of the material con
tained in the letter from the thirty-five African States.

778. At the same meeting, the Ministers for Foreign
Affairs of Senegal and Algeria, in accordance with their
requests (S/6297 and S/6304), were invited to parti
cipate in the discussion.

779. The representative of Senegal explained that
the Heads of State of the Organization of African
Unity had appointed Algeria and Senegal to bring the
question before the Council and that, in taking that
course the Organization had wanted to stress the
unanimity of Africa in the face of the grave problem
of Southern Rhodesia. Recalling the previous discussion
of the matter in the Security Council, he stated that if
the Government of the United Kingdom had taken
into consideration the resoltttions adopted by the As
sembly, had accepted the joint draft resolution sub
mitted to the Council in 1963 and had pursued a firm
policy, the matter woul . _.~t now be before the Council.
But the situation had been left to deteriorate and the
means at the disposal of the racist Government of
Southern Rhodesia had been increased by it3 having
received the air power of the Central African Federa
tion upon the dissolution of that Federation. A minority
of settlers had been given the right to legislate and to
decide the destiny of the African majority; it drew



inspiration from South Africa whence the settlers re
ceived advice and encouragement. Unfortunately, the
statement of October 1964 of the British Labour Gov
ernment had not led the ~ettlers to abandon their in
tention of proclaiming unilateral independence, and in
this they drew support from South Africa. The British
Minister for Overseas Development had stated on 22
April that the United Kingdom would meet with failure
if it tried to use force to solve the Rhodesian problem.
It was clear that the Government of Mr. Smith in
Southern Rhodesia was resolved to proclaim independ
ence and was not afraid of being prevented from doing
so in any manner by the Government of the United
Kingdom. It seemingly did not realize the repercussions
a unilateral proclamation of independence would have
in Africa and elsewhere.

780. The Security Council must face its responsi
bilities, and it was high time for the United Kingdom
Government to take concrete action. The threat of ("C

clusion from the Commonwealth made in Mr. Wilson's
statement of 27 October 1964 was seemingly meaning
less since a unilateral proclamation of independence
would be an act of secession. Nor was there any reason
to think that economic sanctions would be particularly
effective.

781. Noting that the Government of the United
Kingdom had used force in Kenya and had engaged in
police operations in other places, for example. Aden and
Oman, he declared that the United Kingdom could
legally use force in Rhodesia. If it did not take pre
ventive measures, many would feel that the United
Kingdom was indeed an accomplice in the creation of
the situation which would emerge in Southern Rhodesia.
The necessary measures had been outlined by the Com
mittee of Twenty-Four: the elections of 7 May 1965
should be prevented from taking place; all persons
arbitrarily detained should be freed; the United King
dom should seriously prepa.re Southern Rhod~sia for
independence by setting- up a constitutional conference
and should assure the Council that the air force g-iven to
Southern Rhodesia after dissolution of the Federation
would not be used for the suppression of nationalist
movements. Finally, the United Kingdom was asked to
abrogate immediately the constitution of 1961. The
United Kingdom should understand its historical re
sponsibility; it had certainly not forgotten the conse
quences of its attitude in South Africa in 1910.

782. The representative of Alg-eria said that the
matter was brought before the Council because the
deterioration of the situation threatened to create in the
very near future a situation fraught with tragic conse
quences. Responsibilities must be clearly defined and
internation~! ~ublic opinion must be fully informed
concerning the crime about to be perpetrated. The
Council was called upon to prevent the creation of an
.explosive situation and to make sure that the despair of
an oppressed people did not plunge that part of Africa
into the bloodiest of all tragedies. The African countries
would never agree to see Rhodesia transformed into a
second South Africa.

783. But the attitude of the British Government, the
recommendations of the United Nations and the warn
ings of the Organization of African Unity had been
unable to overcome the stubbornness of Mr. Ian Smith.

784. Reviewing the circumstances of the African
population, whose fate was being mapped out without
its participation and against its interests, the represen
tative of Algeria said that that population was terrorized
and deprived of any means of legal action to make its

views heard and its rights respected. It was in an atmos
phere of tension and police oppression that the Smith
Government proposed to hold new elections and to
proclaim the country's independence. But it was childish
to think that the people of Southern Rhodesia would
simply resign themselves to their fate, bow to force,
give up their rights and submit forever to the domina
tion of the minority. Their struggle would continue,
would spread to the entire country and would not stop
until it had put an end to tyranny and exploitation. All
of Af:-ica would be at the side of the people of Rhodesia
in a struggle for the liberty and dignity of all Africans.
That was why the Organization of African Unity was
once again drawing the attention of the Council to the
matter and urgently requested that everything should be
done to avoid something irreparable.

785. The stand taken by Mr. Wilson in his state
ment of 27 October 1964, after the Labour Party had
assumed power in the United Kingdom, to the effect
that a unilateral declaration of independence by South
ern Rhodesia would be illegal and seriously affect its
relations with the United Kingdom and the rest of the
Commonwealth, had been encouraging, but the later
attitude of the Labour Government had been passive
and, notably in the case of the visit of the Minister for
Commonwealth Relations to Southern Rhodesia. that
Government had retreated from its earlier stand. He
reviewed the intentions of the Smith Government in
relation to the 1961 constitution, if given a mandate
under the forthcoming elections of 7 May to show that
it intended to adopt measures to deprive the Africans
of any power, even token power. Since 1923, the
British Government had refused to assume its responsi
bilities, and had tried to hide behind legal arguments
which, in its opinion, did not allow it to fulfil its
commitments to the Africans. But the British Gov
ernment could not respect the 1961 constitution without,
by the same token, renouncing the principles solemnly
affirmed in the Devonshire Declaration of 1923, namely,
that the interests of the Africans should be paramount.
The African States and the people were convinced that
the Government of the United Kingdom did possess
the means to satisfy the just claims of the African
peoples. If that Government continued to tolerate the
dangerous steps of Mr. Smith, it would be clear that
the United Kingdom was following an imperialist
policy in that part of the African continent for the sole
benefit of the colonial interests and of those who had not
as yet lost hope of perpetuating the regime of domina
tion and racial discrimination in Southern Rhodesia.

786. The representative of the United Kingdom of
Great Britain and Northern Ireland said that he fully
respected the sense of anxiety with which the Foreign
Ministers of Algeria and Senegal had spoken. The
situation in Southern Rhodesia was indeed full of poten
tial difficulties and there was no room for complacency.
The policy of his Government was based on three
principles: (1) that the British Government, which
alone had the authority to grant independence to
Southern Rhodesia, must be satisfied that any basis
for independence was acceptable to the people of the
country as a whole: (2) that a way forward must be
sought by negotiation, not by unconstitutional or illegal
action; and (3) that no one must be left in any doubt
of the true constitutional position or of the political and
economic consequences which would flow from an illegal
declaration of independence. He reviewed the efforts
made by the new British Government and said that
no one could suggest that it had not acted with speed,
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frankness and firmness since it had taken office. It had
been right to endeavour to negotiate and while there
was any hope or any prospect of thus preventing
disaster, negotiation should be pressed to the very end.
Despite the United Kingdom reservations on compe
tence and responsibility, his delegation had consistently
shown its understanding of the general concern over the
Rhodesian problem.

787. He then quoted the text of a statement which
the Prime Minister of the United Kingdom had made
in the House of Commons on the afternoon of the pre
vious day. That statement, inter alia, noted that the
Rhodesian White Paper, which set out the views of the
Rhodesian Government on the economic effects of a
unilateral declaration of independence, completely mis
interpreted the likely effect. The Prime Minister's
statement of 27 October 1964, to which the Government
adhered, had expressed the view that the economic
effects of a unilateral declaration would be disastrous
to the prosperity and prospects of the people of Rho
desia. The Rhodesian Tobacco Association was itself
reported to have reached the conclusion that the imposi
tion of embargoes would be disastrous to the tobacco
industry. The White Paper had sought to reassure
Rhodesians that after a unilateral declaration money
would be fort1:coming for investment in Rhodesia, but
a unilateral declaration would put a stop to the flow
of capital from Britain, hitherto the chief external
source of capital for Rhodesia. The Prime Minister's
statement also reiterated other points of the statement
made on 27 October and concluded that there could be
no justification for the Rhodesian Government or ;. eople
to nurse the delusion l:hat they would receive wide
spread internatioml.l support in the event of a unilateral
declaration of independence. Her Majestv's Government
remained firmly convinced that the only-route by which
Rhodesia could acjlieve independence without grave
consequences to herself was by tae process of constitu
tional negotiations.

788. The United Kingdom Governm{:nt, the repre
sentative concluded, did not seek to shirk or share the
great responsibility that it carried in Rhodesia, but it
had the right to expect that members of the Council
would not make its task more difficult.

789. The representative of the Ivory Coast regretted
the United Kingdom position on the issue of competence
of the Security Council. Noting that it was on the
initiative of the United Kingdom itself that the question
of Cyprus had been brought to the Council, he failed to
see how that body could be competent to deal with
problems resulting from the application of the constitu
tion of Cyprus but not competent to deal with the situa
tion arising in Southern Rhodesia. While it was true
that the United Kingdom indicated that when the
Government of Southern Rhodesia unilaterally declared
its independence, there would be economic sanctions,
the United Kingdom itself had sought to prove that
economic sanctions would be ineffective in the case of
South Africa. How could they then be effective in
Southern Rhodesia? He hoped that the Council would
hear from the United Kingdom a clear-cut statement
that a unilateral declaration of independence would
cause Britain to reinstate its rights over Southern
Rhodesia.

790. In another statement at the 1195th meeting on
3 May 1965, the representative of the Ivory Coast
attributed the crisis in Southern Rhodesia to the de
testable constitution of 1961. It was difficult to under
stand why the United Kingdom had not introduced a

constitution similar to those instituted in former United
Kingdom territories. As a result of the surrender by
the United Kingdom of the powers it had held under the
constitution of 1923 to legislate on all matters involving
the status of African interests, four million Africans
had been delivered with hands tied to those who were
enacting laws similar to the ones of South Africa.
African leaders had been deprived of their liberty;
troops were being deployed on the border of Zambia;
military personnel from South Africa were present in
Rhodesia disguised as experts. The objective of the
7 May elections was to facilitate constitutional steps to
make a unilateral proclamation of independence legal.
Those steps were being taken with the support and
advice of the Prime Minister of the South African
racists. Unless the United Kingdom wanted to harm its
relations with 200 million Africans, it must intervene,
by force if necessary, to preserve the rights of four
million Africans. The Council, he declared, should ask
the United Kingdom to free all political detainees in
Southern Rhodesia, suspend any measures leading to
a unilateral declaration of independence and call a
constitutional conference of all parties and groups in
South Africa to discuss the conditions for accession to
independence and administrative and governmental
structure based on equality for all. In that connex'lon,
he added that the Council should note the statement: of
27 October by the United Kingdom Government re
jecting any unilateral declaration of independence and
should invite the United Nations to assist the United
Kingdom in implementing it. The Council should also
call upon Member States not to recognize a Rhodesian
Government born from a unilateral declaration of inde
pendence but to take sanctions against such a
Government.

791. The representative of Jordan paid tribute to
the sense of responsibility demonstrated by the Member
States which had brought the matter to the Council. He
observed that indications were that, despite all the
w~rni~gs of the United Ki?gdom Gov~rnment, the
mmonty Government of SouLIiern RhodeSIa was deter
mined to declare independence unilaterally, probably
between July and November 1965, and was taking its
own pr~cautions against what could follow. It appeared
that If mdependence was opposed by the .united King
dom, the Southern Rhodesian Government would re
taliat~ by cutting off th: coal, power and petroleum
supplIes for the copper mmes of Zambia, as well as the
use of the Rhodesia export railway. Noting that the
United Kingdom contended that the Government of
Southern Rhodesia had the right to hold the forth
coming elections under the 1961 constitution, he pointed
o~t that not everyone agreed. He hoped that the United
Kmgdom would suspend that constitution without any
further delay and would convene a constitutional con
ference with the participation of all the political leaders
of the country, whether in prison or in exile.

792. The representative of the Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics declared that the substance of the
problem was to be found in the fact that the colonialists
and the handful of racists were endeavouring to deprive
millions of Africans in Southern Rhodesia of the right
to freedom, to independence, to their own land. The
criminal actions of the colonialists and the racists in
Southern Rhodesia were creating a threat to peace, not
only in Africa, but to international peace and security.
The situation in Southern Rhodesia had deteriorated
since the Council had last discussed the matter in Sep
tember 1963, when the United Kingdom had vetoed a
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draft resolution on the matter. That situation began to
take the shape of a threat to international peace and
security. Strengthened by the armed forces transferred
to it by the United Kingdom, the Smith Government
increasingly pursued repressive policies. The arrests of
the leader of the party of the Union of the African
People of Zimbabwe, Mr. Joshua Nkomo, and the
leader of the Party of the African National Union, the
Rev. Sithole, were punitive measures inflicted upon
nationalist leaders who were struggling for the demo
cratic rights of the indigenous population. The constitu
tion of 1961 was an anti-democratic document aimed at
perpetuating the power of the white racists in Southern
Rhodesia. It did not provide for the creation of any
genuine organs of government, nor did it grant universal
suffrage. 217,000 whites elected fifty representatives to
the Parliament, while four million Africans were per
mitted to be represented in that same Parliament by not
more than fifteen representatives. Thus one member of
that Parliament represented 4,300 white voters while at
the same time another represented 270,000 Africans,
i.e.. the white settler received sixty times the representa
tion of an indigenous African. This constitution was in
conflict with the very basic principles of the Charter of
the United Nations as well as with the Declaration on
the Granting of Independence to Colonial Countries and
Peoples. But the amendments \vhich the Smith Gov
ernment envisaged would mean that even the minimal
electoral rights of the Africans would be removed.
Stating that events in Rhodesia had important reper
cussions for the peace of Africa, he noted that repre
sentatives of African States had emphasized that the
imperialist Powers were trying to set up in Africa south
of the Equator strongholds of colonialism to be used
as bases for possible counter-attacks in the future
against independent African States. and in such plans
Rhodesia. as one of the important links in the chain
by which colonialism still held on to part of Africa,
occupied an important place. The relationships between
South Africa and Southern Rhodesia had been further
strengthened. The new trade agreements which South
ern Rhodesia had concluded with South Africa and
Portugal were a step towards the creation of a colonial
ist common market in the heart of Africa. Together
with Spain. those three countries were planning to
create a military colonialist bloc, the aim of which was
to combat national liberation movements in Central and
Southern Africa and to exert pressure on the independ
ent Afrkan Statei-:. In Southern Rhodesia militarv
manreuvres were taking place with the participation of
Portuguese and South African units. The representa
tive of the Soviet Union noted that the United Kingdom
was :lOt opposing the creation of wider foreign relations
by the Smith Government and that most of the States
having diplomatic relations with Southern Rhodesia
were NATO Powers. Assistance was also being given
to the Smith regime by those foreign monopolies which
had been operating in Southern Rhodesia for many
years; Smith and his Government were, in fact, their
representatives. The United Kingdom had all the
necessary means to intervene in Southern Rhodesia and
in other instances it had used and was using troops in
its c010nial territories without speaking of negotiations.
Its inactivity in Southern Rhodesia was therefore
astonishing. "The United Kingdom had ignored recom
mendations contained in resolutions of the General
Assemblv and the Committee of Twentv-Four. What
W?s important was to prevent an illegal' declaration of
independence and not what the United Kingdom would
do when the racists in Southern Rhodesia had com-
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pletely usurped all power. The Security Council could
not remain indifferent to a situation so serious for
world peace. It must demand that the United Kingdom
Government take the necessary steps to prevent the
elections scheduled for 7 May in Southern Rhodesia
from taking place on the basis of the racist constitution,
that that constitution be abrogated and that a constitu
tional Conference should be convened immediately with
the participation of the representatives of all political
parties in Southern Rhodesia in order to elaborate a
new constitution based on equal rights of the indigenous
population and on the immediate solution of the ques
tion of the independence of the country.

793. At the 1197th meeting on 4 May 1965, the
representative of the Netherlands expressed concern
over the situation, which had deteriorated since 1963.
Stressing the ultimate responsibility of the United
Kingdom in the matter, and supporting the strong stand
which the United Kingdom Government was taking
with regard to a unilateral declaration of independence,
he said that the legal and practical limits within which
the United Kingdom had to operate must be recognized
and he doubted whether it would be much use for the
Council to pass judgement on the legal possibilities open
under British constitutional law to prevent the elections
from taking place. He noted that the British Govern
ment had given the assurance that it would not grant
independence to Southern Rhodesia except on a basis
acceptable to the people of the country as a whole. To
apply force, he felt, would not achieve any useful re
sults. He suggested that the Council should reaffirm the
right of Rhodesians to self-determination under a ma
jority government; deplore that the May elections were
to be held on a basis contrary to the Charter; appeal to
the United Kingdom not to grant independence except
on a basis acceptable to all the people of the country and
point out the danger of such a declaration, and endorse
the statements of the United Kingdom Prime Minister;
urge the United Kingdom to widen the constitutional
talks; and keep open the possibility of reconsidering the
matter if the situation deteriorated further.

794. The representative of Bolivia said that the
United Kingdom should implement its October declara
tion as a matter of urgent necessity. He also urged that
it take steps to avoid a conflict on the issue, which would
have unforeseeable consequences.

795. The representative of the United Kingdom said
that changes to the entrenched provisions of the 1961
constitution could be made only by a special referendum
in which the different communities, including of course
the Africans, would be able to express separately their
own wishes, or alternatively with the specific approval
of the United Kingdom Government. These clauses
were regarded as basic in the interests of all the peoples
of Rhodesia. He noted that the constitution had been
introduced on the publicly stated assumption that it
\..'ould lead to majority rule in Southern Rhodesia in
accordance with the normal pattern of progress by
steps. This had been the pattern followed in other
British territories. Reiterating the limits of his Go\'
ernment's competence in the matter, he stressed that it
could not take unconstitutional action, for by so doing
it might bring about the result which the Council sought
to avoid. He quoted again the clear \yarning of the
United Kingdom Government of 27 October. He be
lieved that the Africans d~-l not wish to see conflict in
Africa and were as anxious as the United Kingdom
Government to see successful negotiations.
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796. The representative of China observed that

while the United Kingdom stressed the need to continue
negotiations with the Southern Rhodesian Government
as the best way towards a solution of the problem, the
Africans did not believe that negotiations could be
successful in the existing circumstances and called for
cancellation of the scheduled elections and suspension
of the 1961 constitution, as well as for the convening of
a constitutional conference. The concrete measures of
positive action advocated by the African States deserved
serious consideration.

797. The representative of the Ivory Coast recalled
that his delegation had always prec.sed for peaceful
solutions by negotiations or other means. He was not
convinced that the entrenched clauses of the 1961
constitution represented any guarantee to the Africans.
In no circumstances, he declared, ShOl1ld the four million
Africans of Southern Rhodesia be left at the mercy of
the 200,000 settlers.

798. The representative of Senegal stressed the re
sponsibilities of the Security Council in the dangerous
situation which confronted it. The question of Southern
Rhodesia might create a t=articularly acute problem for
international peace and !">ecurity because the Africans
would nev~r agreE' to, and would use all means-even
outside means, if necessary-to stop the creation of a
situation which might well endanger the whole conti
nent. He noted that the United Kingdom Government,
for its part, had referred only to negotiations. But
negotiations must stand some chance of success. The
United Kingdom declaration of 27 October did not
meet the needs of the Africans, who wanted the United
Kingdom to take concrete measures to prevent a one
sided declaration of independence by the minority
government of Southern Rhodesia. Regardless of the
price they might have to pay, the Africans unanimously
agreed that they would not tolerate another South
Africa in their continent.

799. The representative of Algeria said that the
United Kingdom should implement and apply its
declarations of faith and belief concerning Southern
Rhodesia. Negotiations had virtues that violence could
not claim but no dialogue between an administering
Power and a racist minority, which was to replace it
and exercise rights never possessed by the United
Kingdom, could offer any hope for a solution or ensure
the rights of the Africans. Comparing the situation in
Southern Rhodesia with that which had prevailed in
Algeria. where the French had assumed their historic
responsibilities. he expressed the conviction that the
United Kingdom had the power to rectify the situation
constitutionally and peacefully and. if that should prove
necessary, to :oettle the matter by other means. The
Council should take concrete measures as soon as
possible.

800. At the 1199th meeting on 5 May 1965, the
President, speaking as the representative of Malaysia,
said that his Government felt utterlv convinced that the
United Kingdom Government had ~ll the legal authority
that it might need to enforce its politkal judgement
on the Southern Rhodesian Government. It was unable
to accept the thesis on which the United Kingdom
Government's arguments were based. A private ar
rangement, a convention which tied the United King
dom's hands, could not absolve it from its Charter ob
ligations vis-a.-vis Southern Rhodesia. The world at
large was likely to regard such an attitude as an effort
to avoid inescapable international obligations.

89

801. Reviewing the constitutional aspects of the
issue, he noted that the Southern Rhodesian constitu
tion provided for discretionary powers to be exercised
by the Governor, along the guidelines set by the Gov
ernment of the United Kingdom. It would have been
within the Governor's discretion not to dissolve the
Legislative Assembly. However, the United Kingdom
could disallow, and should tell Southern Rhodesia that
it would disallow, any legislation contrived in order to
abridge or deny the undoubted rights of the African
population. Mr. Smith was clearly on the road to a
unilateral declaration of independence, and was not
going to be swayed by negotiations. The United King
dom owed a duty to itself, to the United Nations, and
to the four million Africans that it sought to protect in
Southern Rhodesia. In conclusion, h~ quoted an article
in the Manchester Guardian Weekly of 29 April, in
which it was stated that although the use of force would
be distasteful, as in British Guiana, it might be
necessary.

802. The representative of Uruguay declared that
the United Nations, which had been considering the
question of Southern Rhodesia since 1962, was not
prepared to end its efforts to restore the rights of the
people of that Territory. The Southern Rhodesia con
stitution was undemocratic and was based on the heresy
and myth of racial superiority. His delegation regarded
the official statements made on the subject by the United
Kingdom Prime Minister and by the former Prime
Minister as very important. It did not regard the
obstacles as insurmountable but considered the need for
decisive action to be urgent.

803. The representative of the Ivory Coast intro
duced the following resolution, sponsored by the Ivory
Coast, Jordan and Malaysia. The resolution, as subse
quently revised by the sponsors (S/6329/Rev.l), read:

"The Security Council,
"Having examined the situation in Southern

Rhodesia,
"Recalling General Assembly resolutions 1514

(XV) of 14 December 1960. 1747 (XVI) of 28
June 1962, 1760 (XVII) of 31 October 1962. 1883
(XVIII) of 14 October 1%3 and 1889 (XVIII) of
6 November 1963 and the resolutions of the Special
Committee on the Situation with regard to the
Implementation of the Declaration on the Granting
of Independence to Colonial Countries and Peoples,
especially its resolution of 22 April 1965 (A/AC.109/
112) ;

"Endorsing the requests which the General Assem
bly and the Special Committee have many times
addressed to the United Kingdom to obtain:

" (a) The release of all political prisoners. detainees
and restrictees:

"(b) The repeal of all repressive and discrimina
tory legislation and in particular the Law and Order
(Maintenance) Act and the Land Apportionment
Act;

"(c) The removal of all restrictions on political
activity and the establishment of full democratic free
dom and equality of political rights,

"Noting that the Special Committee has drawn the
attention of the Security Council to the grave situa
tion prevailing in Southern Rhodesia and, in particu
lar, to the serious implications of the elections an
nounced to take place on 7 May 1965 under a
constitution which has been rejected by the majority
of the people of Southern Rhodesia and the abroga-



tion of which has repeatedly been called for by the
General Assembly and the Special Committee since
1962,

"Deeply disturbed at the further worsening of the
situation in the Territory due to the application of the
aforementioned constitution of 1961 and to recent
events, especially the minority Government's threats
of a unilateral declaration of independence,

"1. Nates the United Kingdom Government's
statement of 27 October 1964 specifying the condi
tions under which Southern Rhodesia might attain
independence;

"2. Nates further and approves the opinion of the
majority of the population of Southern Rhodesia that
the United Kingdom should convene a constitutional
conference;

"3. Requests the United Kingdom Government
and all States Members of the United Nations not to
accept a unilateral declaration of independence for
Southern Rhodesia by the minority Government;

"4. Requests the United Kingdom to take all
necessary action to prevent the unilateral declaration
of independence;

"5. Requests the United Kingdom Government
not to transfer under any circumstances to its colony
of Southern Rhodesia, as at present governed, any of
the powers or attributes of sovereignty, but to pro
mote the country's attainment of independence by a
democratic system of government in accordance with
the aspirations of the majority of the population;

"6. Further requests the United Kingdom Gov
ernment to enter into consultations with all concerned
with a view to convening a conference of all political
parties in order to adopt new constitutional provisions
acceptable to the majority of the people of Rhodesia,
so that the earliest possible date may be set for
independence;

"7. Decides to keep the question of Southern
Rhodesia on its agenda."

The joint draft resolution, the representative of the
Ivory Coast explained, was a compromise: although it
did not entirely meet the wishes of the African repre
sentatives, it was imperative, in view of the gravity
of the situation, that a resolution should be adopted
which would express the views of the Council on the
problem of Southern Rhodesia.

804. The representative of Jordan urged that the
joint draft be adopted by a unanimous vote.

805. At the 1201st meeting, also on 5 May 1965,
the representative of the United States of America
recalled that his Government, which shared the appre
hension of the African States, had urged that the
constitution of Southern Rhodesia be amended to pro
vide for liberalization of the franchise in a m:?nner which
'would speedily lead to universal adult suffrage. It had
emphasized the importance of immediate steps to break
down patterns of discrimination and had expressed the
view that independence for Southern Rhodesia must
come and could only be achieved under conditions
acceptable to the majority of the people of the Territory.

806. His delegation found it difficult to believe that
the Government of Southern Rhodesia could ignore
the unequivocal United Kingdom statements and the
warnings given by the Rhodesian Tobacco Trade Asso
ciation and others. The United States subscribed to the
view that a Southern Rhodesia which achieved inde
pendence under conditions which did not have the
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approval of the substantial majority of the people would
find itself isolated and unrecognized in the world com
munity. The internal consequences could culminate in
bloodshed and violence. The United States welcomed
the United Kingdom Government's willingness to talk
with all the parties, which could lead to direct talks
between the parties themselves. The Southern Rho
desian Government must face reality and face up to its
responsibilities, which encompassed the entire popula
tion of Southern Rhodesia. The white minority must
show that it did not intend to cling to its position of
predominant power and special privilege, and he hoped
that the people of Southern Rhodesia, and in particular
members of the Government, would detect the deep
concern of the Council, of the African nations and of
the world community.

807. The representative of the USSR declared that
the Council must prevent the new crime planned by the
United Kingdom Government and the Southern Rho
desian racists, namely, to turn Southern Rhodesia into
a racist State like South Africa. The joint draft reso
lution was very weak and did not meet the requirements
of the serious and dangerous situation in Southern
Rhodesia. He therefore introduced the following amend
ments (S/6332/Rev.l) to the joint draft resolution:

"1. Delete paragraphs 3 and 4 of the operative
part of the draft resolution and replace them with
the following:

"'3. Requests the United Kingdom Government
to cancel the elections set by the Government of
Southern Rhodesia for 7 May on the basis of the
Constitution of 1961.'

"2. Delete from paragraph 5 the words: 'not to
transfer under any circumstances to its colony of
Southern Rhodesia, as at present governed, any of
the powers or attributes of sovereignty, but to pro
mote the country's attainment' and replace them by
the following: 'to take the necessary measures to
immediate granting to Southern Rhodesia'.

"3. Renumerate accordingly paragraphs 5, 6 and
7 to 4, 5 and 6."
808. At the 1202nd meeting on 6 May 1965, the

representative of the Ivory Coast said that paragraphs
3 and 4 of the joint draft resolution in effect requested
the United Kingdom to take preventive action to fore
stall a unilateral declaration of independence. It was
difficult to agree to the deletion of that request, particu
larly since the USSR amendment would substitute a
call to cancel the elections of 7 May. By the time any
such amendment was adopted and sent to Salisbury via
the United Kingdom, the elections would be over. Deal
ing with the amendment concerning independence, he
expressed the fear that it might be misinterpreted and
lead to confusion in Southern Rhodesia. Noting that if
approval of the amendment led to rejection of the
resolution, the situation would be catastrophic, he asked
the Soviet representative to do something to avoid such
an occurrence.

809. The representative of the USSR said that on
the basis of a position of principle, his delegation con
sidered it necessary for the draft resolution to provide
for an immediate granting of independence to the people
of Southern Rhodesia, on the bas1s of total equality of
the indigenous inhabitants of that country and through
the creation of a system of democratic government in
accordance with the aspirations of the majority of the
population. Cancellation of the 7 May elections was an
essential measure. The USSR amendments were com-



in mind the legitimate aspirations of the people of
Southern Rhodesia and the duty of the Council to pre
serve peace, even though his delegation had not been
entirely in agreement with some of the provisions of the
preamble.

814. The representative of the USSR said that his
delegation had abstained because it found the resolution
clearly insufficient. The real intention of the British
colonialists had been shown by the United Kingdom
vote against the USSR amendments requesting im
mediate independence for the people of Southern Rho
desia and cancellation of the elections set for 7 May
on the basis of the 1961 Constitution. If events in
Southern Rhodesia continued on the present course, he
declared, the question should be re-examined by the
Council. '

815. The representative of Algeria regretted that
the resolution had not been adopted unanimously owing
to the negative stand of the United Kingdom and others.
No one doubted that the elections which would take
place despite the adoption of the resolution might lead
to a unilateral declaration of independence. That could
bring about a storm and nobody could then reproach
the Africans if recourse was had to the violence they
had sought to avoid. Observing that the text adopted by
the Council was far from being completely satisfactory,
he declared that the United Kingdom must now control
Mr. Ian Smith. It was perhaps the last gesture of C'.~

fide!1ce in the United Kingdom on the part of the
Afncans. It could not be doubted that negotiations with
Mr. Smith could lead only to an independence of the
South African type or, at best, maintenance of the
status quo. Ener.setic action by the United Kingdom
was needed to preserve peace and to strengthen the
authority of the United Nations. A letter just received
from the President of Zambia expressing determination
to fight against any attempt by Rhodesia illeo-ally to
s!ran~le his country, demonstrated the gravitY of the
sltuatIon.

pletely in line with the interests of the population in
Southern Rhodesia.

Decisions: The USSR amendments (Sj6332j
Rev.!) received 1 vote in favour (USSR) and 2 against
(Netherlands, United Kingdom) with 8 abstentions,
and were not adopted. The joint draft resolution (Sj
6329jRev.1) was adopted by 7 votes in favour, with 4
abstentions (France, USSR, United Kingdom, United
States) (resolution 202 (1965)).

810. The representative of the United Kingdom re
affirmed the basic reservation of his Government on the
issue of competence. His abstention from the vcte had
not changed that position. He reiterated that Southern
Rhodesia was self-governing and had been so for
decades. He also reserved his Government's position on
allegations or assumptions regarding the internal affairs
of Rhodesia. His Government favoured consultation
and negotiation, but the question of how they could
best be pursued must remain within its responsibility.
His Government would continue its endeavours faith
fully to discharge its heavy responsibilities.

811. The representative of France reiterated his
delegation's view that since Soutbern Rhodesia was not
a Non-Self-Governing Territory within the meaning
of Article 73 of the Charter, the United Nations was not
competent to decide upon questions concerning its poli
tical development. But in the light of the basic facts of
the situation it went without saying that France also
considered that elections should be as representative as
possible, without discrimination, especially against the
vast majority of the population. If the idea of the
Salisbury lead~rs was that the majority should not rule
for fifty years, that was shocking and completely un
realistic. The French Government fully shared the
anxiety voiced in the Council, particularly by the
Ministers for Foreign Affairs of Senegal and Algeria,
at the measures which had been taken and the intentions
expressed at Salisbury. What his Government ques
tioned was simply the jurisdiction of the United
Nations; it did not question the need to put an end to 816. The representative of Senegal said that the
delaying tactics, mere shows of action and half-measures decision adopted by the Council, though not the one
which only served to conceal the true problem. What requested by the Africans, should be a warnino- to those
had to be done, and what the United Kingdom Gov- who might be tempted to encourage the Gove;nment of
ernment itself wanted to do, was both to prevent a Southern Rhodesia in its sinister policy. He noted that
reprehensible minority regime from becoming firmly the question remained on the agenda of the Council and
established in Southern Rhodesia and to enable a new reserved the right to call for the Council to meet if
African nation to become the master of its own destiny the /!overnment of Mr. Smith wished to draw from
as soon as possible and thus, in its turn, be in a position the elections consequences that all feared. He appealed
to make its contribution to the community of nations. to the United Kingdom to carry out its responsibilities

812. The representative of the United States said in the matter.
that the resolution was constructive in both spirit and 817a. The representative of the Ivorv Cmlst said
intent and that his Government had always adhered that the resolution demonstrated that the Africans
to the principles it embodied. However, it would have offered and were asking for co-operation to achieve a
preferred some changes in the wordin/!. The United f 1 l' H
States, he said, would not recognize a unilateral declara- peace u so utIon. e regretted that four permanent
tion of independence. The demands in the third opera- members had abstained. All the United Nations
tive paragraph could not be realistically implemented by Members, he said, must use all means to prevent a
the United Kingdom without the full co-operation of unilateral declaration of independence a~d the United
the Government of Southern Rhodesia which had not Kingdom must grant independence to Southern Rho-
been forthcoming, and indeed the resolution was some- desia by setting up a democratic government represent-
what unbalanced since it focused entirely on the United ing the wishes of the majority of the popubtion as a
Kingdom, although the most critical aspect was the whole, The resolution just adopted contained the essenCe
attitude of the Government of Southern Rhodesia. That of the needs, but the sponsors had been constrained to
was why his delegation had abstained. He hoped that accept the bare minimum in order to avoid the famous
r-e Southern Rhodesian Government would heed the veto.
resolt..~ion and would be guided by its purposes. 817b. In a letter dated 2 June 1965 (S/6412), the

813. The representative of Bolivia said that in voting Chairman of the Special Committee on the Situation
for the resolution adopted by the Council, he had borne with regard to the Implementation of the Declaration
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on the Granting of Independence to Coloni~l Countries
and Peoples transmitted the te~t of a res?lutIo~ adopt:d
on 23 May in which the SpecIal ~ommlttee,. tnter ,~ha,
drew the attention of the Security CouncIl to the
extremely serious situation which would arise. in the
Territory if the authorities of Southern RhodesIa were

to execute the persons sentenced to death under the
amended Law and Order (Maintenance) Act".

817c. In a letter dated 5 June (S/6416), the repre
sentative of the USSR reaffirmed the position set out by
the Soviet delegation in the Security Council during the
debate on the situation in Southern Rhodesia.

Chapter 8

LETTER DATED 1 MAY 1965 FROM THE PERMANENT REPRESENTATIVE OF THE UNION OF
SOVIET SOCIALIST REPUBLICS ADDRESSED TO THE PRESIDENT OF THE SECURITY

COUNCIL

A. Communications to the Council rec
5
eived he

tween 29 April and 3 May 196

818. By a letter dated 29 April 1965 (~/6~1O), the
representative of the United States of. Amenca I~formed
the Security Council that on 28 Apnl the PresIdent of
the United States had ordered American troops as~ore
in the Dominican Republic in order to protect Amencan
citizens there and escort them to safety from that
country. The President had acted after .b~ing inform~d
by the military authorities. of the Domll11can ~epubhc
that American lives were 111 danger, that theIr safety
could no longer be guaranteed, and that the as~istance
of United States military personnel was reqUIred. It
was further stated that, at the request of the United
States the Council of the Organization of American
States' (GAS) was meeting to consider the situa~ion in
the Dominican Republic. The text of the PresIdent's
statement on the situation in the Dominican. Republic
was annexed to the letter.

819. By a cable dated 29 April (S/6313), the
Secretary-General of the GAS transmitted to the
Secretary-General, in accordance with Article 54 of
the Charter, the communication approved by the Council
of the OAS at its meeting on that day. The communi
cation contained a message to Monsignor Emmanuel
Clarizio, Papal Nuncio and Dean of the Diplomatic
Corps in Santo Domingo, and expressed the earnest
hope of the Council of the GAS that all armed activi
ties and hostilities taking place in the Dominican Re
public would be suspended; it requested him to inform
the Council of the prospect for an immediate cease-fire.

820. By a cable dated 30 April (S/6315), the
Secretary-General of the GAS transmitted for the
information of the Security Council the text of two
resolutions adopted that day by the Council of the OAS.
By the first, it called a Meeting of Consultation of
Ministers of Foreign Affairs of the American Republics
for 1 May 1965 to consider the grave situation created
by armed hostilities in the Dominican Republic. In. its
second resolution, the Council reiterated its appeal of
29 April, called upon all authorities, political parties
and factions engaged in fighting in the Dominican
Republic to take all possible measures forthwith with a
view to bringing about a cease-fire, and also appealed
for the immediate establishment of an international
neutral zone comprising the section of the City of Santo
Domingo immediately adjoining the embassies of
foreign Governments.

821. By a letter dated 1 May (S/6317), the repre
sentative of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics
transmitted to the Council a statement of TASS. This
statement, inter alia, declared that on 28 April the
President of the United States had ordered the landing
of United States troops on the territory of the Domini-

can Republic and that b~ the next ?ay the stren~th of
the United States troops 111 the Dommlcan Repubhc had
reached 1,700. The United States was conducting its
intervention under the pretext of "ensuring the safety"
of United States citizens and lately behind the screen
of the Organization of American States. It was perfectly
clear, however, that the landing of the United States
,marines was nothing but an act of direct aggression
against the people of the Dominican Republic, in cynical
violation of all norms of international law and the
Charter of the United Nations. The intervention was a
new manifestation of the United States policy of aggres
sion and its attempts to repress the national liberation
movement.

822. By a cable dated 1 May (S/6319), the Assist
ant Secretary-General of the OAS transmitted the text
of a resolution adopted that day by the Tenth Meeting
of Consultation of Ministers of Foreign Affairs. Under
that resolution, the Tenth Meeting of Consultation had
decided to establish a commission composed of Argen
tina, Brazil, Colombia, Guatemala and Panama and
instructed it to proceed immediately to the city of Santo
Domingo to bring about the restoration of peace and
normalcy and to offer its good offices to the Dominican
armed groups, political groups and diplomatic repre
sentatives to bring about as a matter of urgency a cease
fire and the orderly evacuation of persons who had
taken refuge in embassies and of all foreign nationals
who wished to leave the Dominican Republic.

823. By a telegram dated 3 May (S/6323), the
Assistant Secretary-General of the OAS transmitted the
text of a resolution adopted that day by the Tenth
Meeting of Consultation of Ministers of Foreign Affairs.
It stated, inter aUa, that the Tenth Meeting of Consulta
tion had resolved to direct an urgent appeal to all
member States of the OAS, within the limit of their
possibilities, to make available to the secretariat of
the OAS food, medicines and trained medical personnel
for immediate dispatch to the Dominican Republic for
the humanitarian ptlrpose of assisting the people of that
country on the basis of need, without regard to their
paritcipation in the disturbances.

B. Request £01' a meeting of the Security Council

824. In a letter dated 1 May 1965 (S/6316), the
representative of the USSR requested that an urgent
meeting of the Council be convened to consider the
question of the armed interference by the United States
in the internal affairs of the Dominican Republic.

825. The Security Council included the item in its
agenda without objection at its 1196th meeting on 3
May 1965. Pursuant to his request (S/6318), the repre
sentative of Cuba was invited to participate in the
discussion without the right to vote.

92



c. Consi~el'ation at the 1196th to 1198th and
1200th meetings (3·5 May 1965)

826. The representative of the USSR stated that
the Council was asked to deal with the open arm.ed
intervention by the United States in the internal affa1rs
of the Dominican Republic, a Memb~r State of the
United Nations. Already, 14,000 Amencan troops had
landed on the territory of the Republic and had taken
over the city of Santo Domingo. The actions of the
American land forces were being supported by the
United States Air Force and Navy.

827. The United States had taken that action under
the pretext of saving Americ~n lives. Howe;rer, it was
quite clear that the intervent10~ of the Umted S~ates
marines and paratroopers constttuted an act of direct
aggression in complete viola~ion of the .Ch~rt~r of the
United Nations and was des1gned to ma1Ota1O m power
a reactionary reaime which suited United States
interests. It amou;ted to suppressing by means of force
the will of the Dominican people for freedom and
independence.

828. The United States had contim;ed to la~d its
forces even after a meeting of the Secunty Councd had
been requested to consider the question. That prov~d
clearly that the United States had not been ~ngaged m
a so-called mercy mission and indeed the U~lted Stat~s
itself had gh-en up the false pretext ~f .rescu1Og- Amen
can lives as it had made clear that 1t 10tended to keep
the American soldiers in the Dominican Republic in its
attempts to maintain in power a reactionary regime.

829. To justify that, it had once again raised the
bogey of anti-communism. The f~ct, ~owever, w~s that
the United States had arrogated to 1tself the ng-~t to
undertake punitive military actions ~gainst natIonal
liberation movements in complete d1sreg-ard of the
sovereignty of the countries concerned and in violation
of the United Nations Charter, particularly paragraphs
4 and 7 of its Article 2 which categorically prohibited
the threat or use of forc~ against t}... tp.rritorial il1t~grity
or political independence of any State and also 1Oter
ference in the domestic affairs of any Member State.
Besides that, the Uniced States had violated article I?
of the OAS Charter which clearly stated that the t:rn
tory of a State was inviolable and could not be subject.
even temporarily, to military occupation.

830. The United States had not consulted th~ ~AS
beforehand but had convened the Council of M1msters
of the OAS only after the.1!nited Stat~s marin~s had
already landed in the Dom101can Re~ubl~c. N~w. 1t was
trying to utilize the OAS to cover 1tS 1mpenah.st ~nd

interventionist policies which ~ere complete~y 1;1 hne
with the interests of the Amencan monopohes ... the
Dominican Republic.

831. In its present intervention in. the. Dominican
Republic, the United State.s was follow1Og 1tS past tra
ditions. The Bulletin of the State Department of the
United States, as early as 1950, had given a lo~g 11st of
the cases where the United States. under vanous pre
texts, had intervened militarily.l In recent times also,

1 At the request of the USSR delegation, in a letter dated 3
May an attached article from the State Department Bulletin
(No: 578 of 31 Tuly 1950) was issued as a Securi!y Council
decument (S/6325). In a letter dated 5 May, the Umted States
representative requested ~hat the f~l1 and. correct text of tJ1e
article. which he transm'ltted, shotii t1 be Issued as a Secur.'t-j
Council document (S/6331). On 7 May 1965 the r~presentatlve
of Brazil addr'essed a letter (S/6343) to the Pr~sldent of t~e
Security Council in which he stated that the land1l1~ of Amen
can forces in Brazil referred to in docu!·,,:nt S/6325 had never
occurred.
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the l7nited States had resorted to armed interference
against countries struggling f~r nationa! libera~ion, like
the bombing of the Democratlc Repub11c of Vlet-Nar·1,
the armed attacks against the cities and villages ~f Laos,
and the aggressive actions in the C~mgo and aga~nst the
Republic of Panama. Its provocatlOns and hostlle acts
against the Republic of Cuba had continued since. 1961.
Thus t~le intervention of the Dominican Repubhc was
only one additional link in the chain of United States
aggressive acts.

832. The United States action had been preceded by
large-scale military mana:uvres between 9 and 11 ~pril

in the vicinity of Vieques Island. Units of Amencan
armed forces which had taken part in those mana:uvres,
and in particular the aircraft carrier Boxer, were being
used in the aggression against the Dominican Republic.
It was not surprising that other Latin American
States viewed the United States intervention with con
cern and apprehension, for it had revived t~e mem
ories of previous interventions. The Couned could
not overlook the legitimate protests which had been
made by Latin American States. The United States
action had the most serious consequences for interna
tional peace and security and there was a danger that
this policy would be extended to other countries of
Latin America, Africa and Asia.

833. The armed intervention of the United Stat~s

in the internal affairs of the Dominican Republic must
be condemned by the Council as a violation of interna
tional peace and an action incompatible with the obliga
tions assumed by the United States uuder the Charter
of the United Nations, and the Council must call upon
the United States immediately to withdraw its troops
from the territory of the Dominican Republic. The
Council must carry out its responsibilities under the
United Nations Charter.

834. ,The representative of the United States
charged that in introducing irrelevant subjects, such as
the Congo, Viet-Nam, Panama and Cuba, the Soviet
Union was once again attempting to use an organ of the
United Nations to repeat Soviet complaints about
United States help to those resisting communist ex
pansion. Whenever there were difficulties in the West
ern Hemisphere involving the United States, the
Soviet Union always accused the United States of
aggression or intervention, overlooking its own acts
like the installation of long-range nuclear missiles in
Cuba or aid to the Castro regime to foment the over
throw of established Governments throughout the
Caribbean area. Whenever any defensive action was
taken against subversion and disorder, the Soviet Union
was always the first to call it "intervention" or "aggres
sion"; however, the Western Hemisphere had an active
and effective regional organization, the Organization of
American States (OAS), which the American States
preferred to be the vehicle for resolving the problems of
that Hemisphere. That org-anization had been dealing
with the situation in the Dominican Republic and had
made substantial progress.

835. The representative of the United States re
called that the people of the Dominican Republic had
suffered from constant turmoil and political conflict
following the tyrannical reign of the former dictator
Trujillo. The final overthrow of that regime had been
brought about in part by the action of the OAS in
adopting diplomatic sanctions against the Trujillo
dictatorship. At that tLne, and in the period following
it, the United States had supported every effort of the



Dominican people to establish a representative the meeting the next day it had dispatched a five-
democracy. member committee, composed of Argentina. Brazil,

836. The United States did not consider that the Colombia, Guatem~~~ and Panama, to go to Santo
opposit::m forces in the Dominican Republic were all Domingo. The Committee had been directed to give
communists. For one thing, the United States never pric.rity to two tasks: first, to offer its good offices to all
had believed that the Dominican Republican Party groups in Santo DQmingo for the purpose of obtaining
(PRD) led by former President Juan hosch was ex- P C'.'~"~-fire and, secondly, to carry out an investigation
tremist. The CQ-operatior. of the United States with l all the aspects of the situation existi:lg in the Domini-
('x-president Bosch for many years spoke for itself. But, can Republic.
while the :?RD h~d planned and during its first hours 841. As a result of the above repeated appeals, a
had led the revolutionary movement, a small group of cease-lire had been agreed to-on the initiative of the
well-known communists had att~mpted to seize control Papal Nuncio-in the afternoon of 30 April. On 1 May
of the revolution and of the anned baHrlS in the streets it had been signed also by Colonel Caamafio which had
of Santo Domingo. As a result, :-. N and order had led to an improvement in the situation. However, law-
broken down completely and various foreign embassies lessness al1d disorder had by no means been eliminated.
had been violated. It had become clear that communist leaders, many

837. In the absence of any governmental authority, trained in Cuba, had takea increasing control of what
the United States embassy had been informed that the hac! been initially a democratic movement, and many
police and the authorities in Santo Domingo could no of the original leaders of the rebellion had taken refuge
longer give any guarantee concerning the safety of in foreign embassies. It was qui~e clear that the Ameri-
Americans fir of any foreign nationals and that only can nations could not permit the establishment of
an immediate landing of United States forces could another (''''l1mun!r·~ ~':lvernMent in the Western Hemi-
safeguard the lives of Americans and other foreigners sphere. That ha[.~.:'r tt-,· tmanimous view of all the
i1': Santo Domingo. The United States Embassy had Americall ~mtk'.~. ",r> +11f::Y had declared in January
been under fire and, accord:ng to the Red Cross, the 1962 th?t "tL~ pi;.;('lt-'les of communism are incompat-
death toll in the city had reached 400. Faced with that ihle with the pl In.::;pl::~ of the intei-Americ~n system".
emergency, and on a re4uest for assistance from thosE. Acc:ordingly, the resources of the entire Hemisphere
Dominican authorities still struggling to maintain order, had been summoned to meet the danger.
the United States on 28 April had dispatched the first 842. While the United States welcomed a discus-
c.f the security forces sent to the Dominican Republic. sion of the s1tuation in the Dominican Republic by the
'fhey had bee.l able to evacuate nearly 2,000 American Security Council, it mu~t, however, be recalled that
and 1,OC!) other nationals from thirty countries without under Article 33 of the Charter efforts should be made
loss, although some United States military personnel to find solutions to disputes, first of all by peaceful
had been killed or wounded. means, including- "r~ .>ort to regional agencies or ar-

838. The United States had made a full report to rangements". That procedure had been followed in
the GAS and, as called for by that organization, had similar situations in the past. The Charter specifically
established a neutral zone of refuge. Besides the 3,000 recognized the autho'''ity of regional organizations under
already evacuated, more than 5,000 per'>ons of American Article 52. The Security Council recognized the advisa-
and other nationalities were still awaiting evacuation. bility of encouraging regional efforts and its confidence
The United States had distributed food and rr.edical in the abilities of regional organizations to deal with
supplies to all elem_llts in Santo Domingo to relieve their own problems had been justifiel~ :'1 the record.
the suffering of the population. 843. The United States had no ir-tention of seeking

839. Reviewing the events preceding the di3patch of to dictate the political future of the Dominican Re-
United States troops to Santo Domingo, the lepresen i:l.- public. It belie, ed that the Dominican people, under the
tive of the United States said that on 27 April t;le situa- established principle of self-determination: srould select
tion in the Dominicar. Republic had been considered their own Government through free elections. The
by the P~ace Comr.::dttee of the OAS. On 28 April the United Stdtes was primarily interested in the re-
OAS had beel. rmaf ;nformed about the situation by estab1ish1T'~nt of constitutional government and, to that
the Ambas.;ador of the Dominican Republic. The United end, in assisting to maintain the stability essential to the
States had asked immediately for an urgent meeting of expression of the free choke of the Dominican people.
the Council of the OAS to consider ways to bring an To achieve that obJective, the United States would
end to t!le bloodshed by a cease-fire. At the same time continue to work with the OAS.
it had also informed the Security Coun::il of the ac- 844. '!'he representative of Cuba stated that the
tion that it had taken to '~vacuate citizens of foreign Security Council could not overlook the invasion and
nationality and its cal1ing of the meeting of the OAS. subsequent military occupation of the Dominican Re-
The Council of the O/•.S had met on 29 April and as public by the United States. The Council must take
'a first step called for an immediate cease-fire on all appropriate measures to condemn United States aggrcs-
sides, and then had addressed an appeal to the Papal sion and to prevent its very serious consequences.
Nlmdo in Santo Domingo, requesting his good offices 845. Althugh the United States had tried to present
in achieving a cease-fire. The next day the Council had its action as "humanitarian", the recent events in the
again called upon all parties to pursue immediately all Dominican Republic spoke for themselves. Since 24
possible means by which a cease-fire might be estab- April, when the news of the overthrow of the Domini-
lished and had made an appeal to an concerned for the can Government had come over the radio and it had
ir nediate establishment of an international neutral become known that the young officers who had assumed
" le of refup,'e. The Security Council had been kept power and had the support of the civilian population
informed of all those actions in accordance with Article intended to reinstate the deposer' President, Juan Bosch
54 of the Charter. and to reinstate the ConstitutIon of 1963 the United

840. The Counc:1 of the OAS had also dispatched its States interest in Dominican developments had also
Secretary-General to tre Dominican Republic and after b(en evident. An American aircraft carrier, the Boxer,
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with 1,000 marines and other warships had come close
to the Dominican Republic. On 28 April, the President
of the United States had ordered the landing of Ameri
can marines, stating that they had been requested by
the authorities of the Dominican Republic. On the next
day, more marines had landed and the "secure zone"
established by the United States marines covered 26
square kilometres, which was practically the entire city.
As the Constitutionalists captured more gro~nd, the
United States had planned and prepared for more land
ings and according to press reports the American troops,
together with those of General Wessin, who partici
pated in th(; military coups against Juan Bosch in Sep
tember 1903 had entered into open combat with the
Constitutionalist troops.

846. The Conference of the Organization of Ameri
can States me~ting in Washington on 1 May on the
insistence of the United States had found an interven
tionist formula which, however, violated the principle
of non-intervention upon which that organization rested.
The OAS h.ld also sent a CO'11mission to Santo
Domingo, thereby converting the unilateral action
undertaken by the United States into multilateral action
and by so doing had tried to "legalize the American
military occupation".

847. Meanwhile, the combat I:-etween the Consti
tutionalists and the American interventionist troops
had increased with more losses on both sides. It was
announced that the United States would further
increase its troops in the Dominican Republic It had
become clear that the objective of the Un~t,=d States
had not been just to evacuate its own and other foreign
citizens but to establish in the Dominican Republic a
regime subservient to it. Using the same pretext, the
United States had intervened in the past in M;c>xico,
in Haiti and in other Central American Repablics,
as well as in Cuba. The people of the Dominican
Republic were, l'owever, fighting for their freedom.
The principle of non-intervention had been established
by the Ninth Inter-American Conference held in
Bogota in 1948, but it seemed that the United States
had joined the Organization of American States only
to be able to carry out legally its own imperialistic
policies in Latin America. A regional body created
primarily to safeguard the sovereignty and independence
of its member States was being used to legalize ail
types of oppression. Instead of insisting on the imme
diate withdrawal of the interventionist troops, the
OAS had limited itself to nominating a commission of
investigation. Thus, while the people of the Dominican
Republic had been sacrificing their lives, the OAS
had been concentrating on evacuating those who had
taken asylum in the Embassies and the foreign citizens,
and had nonlinated a committee to that end. The OAS
resolution had made no mention of the United States
intervention and of the violation of article 15 of the
OAS Charter. In epite of the subservience shown by
a majority of the members of the OAS, it must,
however, be recalled that Chile had insisted on the
immediate withdrawal of the United States troops. That
was the only correct position that could be taken. The
United States had intervened to fight a constitutionalist
movemet'\t which was trying to restore to powel: the
Presid~nt who had been elected in accordance with
a constItution established by the people. Findly, the
representative of Cuba urged the Council to condemn
the intervention, to insist upon the immediate with
drawal of the United States military forces and to
adopt the necessary measures to that end.
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848. In a subsequent statement at the same meeting,
the representative of the USSR stated that the repre
sentative of the United States had not been able to
provide any satisfactory reasons for his country's
intervention in the internal affairs of the Dominican
Republ1c. At first it had been stated that the only
motive for the landing of the marines in Santo
Domingo was the desire to pr .tect the lives ()f American
citizens. However, that reason had soon been changed
to the thesis of the threat of communism in the
Dominican Republic and to the fear of the emergence
there of a second Cuba. Whatever imaginary excuses
the United States might advance, the Latin American
countries could not fail to be shocked by the application
of naked force in their hemisphere where their internal
affairs did not suit United States policies. There was
no doubt that the landing of American forces in the
Dominican Republic and the participation by those
forces in an attempt to crush the struggle of the
people of that country for freedom had to be qualified
as an act of direct aggression. For that reason, the
Security Council was bound to consider urgently,
under Article 39 of the Charter, the question of the
armed interference of the United States in the internal
affairs of the Dominican Republic. The Council could
not be prevented from taking action simply because
the OAS was reportedly also dealing with the question.
Article 52 of the Charter specifically llI.:ntioned that
the activities of regional organizations should be
consistent with the Purposes and Principles of the
United Nations, and for the purpose of ensuring
rapid and effective measures the Members of the
United Nations had placed upon the Security Council,
and not upon any other organ, the prime responsibility
for the maintenance of international pe:>.cc and security.
Under Article 53, the Charter categodcally prohibited
the application of coercive or enforcement measureS
by regional organizations without the authorization
of the Security Council. Neither the United States
nor the OAS had yet received such authorization
from the Security Council. Therefore, the actions of
the United States were completely in violation of the
United Nations Charter, as well as in violation of the
charter of the OAS.

849. The representative of the United States said
that his Government was fully convinced that history
would give its verdict that the role of the United
States forces in the Dominican Republic had been
constructive and in the interest of the freedom of that
country. Since the Second World ,",var, the United
States had had to send troops to Korea, Lebanon,
the Congo and Viet-Nam. In no case had those troops
derogated from the sovereignty and independence of
the country in which they had been employed. Indeed,
one of the main reasons for their dispatch had been
to help preserve the independence of those countries,
whether threatened by direct aggression or by modern
forces of subversion. The United States troops in the
Dominican Republic had not indulged in any fighting
as had been alleged. In fact, they had tried to stop
bloodshed and to restore order. The United States
had not invaded the Dominican Republic, but had
2 "ted in concert with its fellow representatives in the
Western Hemisphere 1.0 protect foreigners, to protect
that country from a communist seizure and to let the
Dominicans themseI-v-es determine their future.

850. At the 1198th meeting of the Council on 4
May, :he representative of Uruguay stated that his
COU1"! ., n'1.d. opposed the holding of the Meeting of



Consuhation of Ministers of Foreign Affairs of the
OAS because the civil strife in the Dominican RepubHc
was a matter essentially within the domestic jurisdiction
of that State. Uruguay had also expressed its dis
pleasure at the landing of American forces in Santo
Domingo, which it considered to have been in contra
vention to the charter of the OAS, in particular its
articles 15 ::md 17 which categorically prohibited any
type of intervention and guaranteed the territorial
inviolability of a :Member State against military
occupation on any ground whatsoever.

851. In his 2 Mav broadcast, the President of the
United States had explained some of the aspects of the
situation in the Dominican Republic in the light of
what he had called the principles of the inter-American
system. That doctrine, which could be considered a
corollary to the earlier Monroe Doctrine, was not
only a political statement, but had expressed unilateral
views. issued under the exclusive responsibility of the
Government of the United States. Nor could there
be any doubt regarding the competence of the Security
Council to deal with any controversial disputes likely
to endanger international peace and security, in accord
ance with Article 52. paragraph 4, and Articles 34 and
35 of the ChRrter of the United Nations. It was true
that certain precedents could be cited when the Security
Council had decided to suspend consideration of a
specific question pending a report from the OAS. as
in the cas' of the Cuban complaint in July 1%0
against the United States, or when it had not opposed,
in January 1964, a suggestion to adopt certain urgent
measures to strengthen the action of the regional
organization. At no time, however, had the power
of th Security Council to exercise the functions
assigned to it by the Charter been challenged. The
principle of the regional system could not be invoked
in order to prevent States from having direct access
to the jurisdiction of the United Nations.

852. Uruguay had voted in favour of the OAS
resolution (S/6319) because of the humanitarian needs
and so that the essential facts could be investigated,
as well as because of Uruguay's attachment to the
ideal of continental solidarity.

853. The representative of Bolivia stated that the
problem should, at leailt for the time being, be kept
within the jurisdiction of the GAS which was already
exercising its authority. He suggested that the President
of the Council should be authorized: first, to appeal to
the opposing political factions to cease hostilities; second,
to express the hope of the Council that the parties
would contribute to the restoration of legal order in
the cOtmtry; and third, to request the Secretary
General of the OAS to keep the Council informed
regarding any measures which that organization might
adopt.
. 854. The representative of the United Kingdom
shared the wide concern felt about the breakdown
of order in the Dominican RepUblic, and added that
his Government fully u.nderstood the reasons that had
prompted the emergency action taken by the United
States Government. It also welcomed the decision of the
OAS to send its Secretary-General to Santo Domingo
to appoint a five-member Committee to make the cease
fire effective and to mediate amongst the various
factions involved in the fighting. The members of the
OAS had acted precisely in accordance with the aims
and principles of the charter of their organization,
as well as of that of the United Nations. In a.ccordance
with Article 54 of the United Nations Charter, the
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Secretary-General of the OAS had reported to the
Council on all developments. The representative of
the United Kingdom suggested that the Council would
best serve the cause of peace in the Dominican
Republic if it expressed its support of the action taken
by the OAS and appealed to all involved in the
fighting to submit to the mediation of the OAS
Committee. The Council should look to the OAS to
find a settlement which would facilitate a rapid return
to normal conditions and to the establishment of a
free government.

855. The representative of Cuba said that there
was no legal justification for the suggestion that the
Security Council sI- )uld abstain from deciding upon
the substance of the question before it because the
OAS had been dealing with it. Under Article 34, the
Security Council had the right to investigate any
dispute or any situation which might constitute a threat
to international peace and security and there was no
distinction between areas where there was a regional
organization and those where there was none. Further
more, Article 52, on which the United States had
based its position, did not recognize any priority or
exclusive rights for such regional arrangements. Nor
was there anything in the provisions of Chapters VI
and VII that could authorize the United States to
interpret the powers of the Security Council in a
restrictive manner or to sug~est that the mere fact th::l.t
one of the parties had turned to the regional organiza
tion meant that the Se..::urity Council should let the
regional body provide a shield for the action of that
party, which also happened to be an aggressor. More
oYer, the fact that the regional body was considering
a situation could in no way restrict the primary
responsibility of the Council for the maintenance of
international peace and security. Finally he noted
that a Constitutional Conference held in Santo Domingo
in accordance with the 1%3 Constitution had elected
Col. Caamano President of the Dominican Republic
and therefore there was a Constitutional Government
in that country to deal with.

856. The representative of France said that the
United States concern for the safety of its citizens
in the Dominican Republic and the wish to arrange
for their evacuation was wen understood in his country.
However, such an operation must be limited in its
objectives, duration and scale, otherwise the landing
of the United States forces in considerble numbers
could be considered an armed interventkm, the need
for which was not apparent. In the absence of complete
information which might justify the maintenance of
forces of intervention, France could only express the
hop that a fratricidal war would be halted and that
the Dominican population would be given an early
opportunity to choose freely its own government and
that there would be an early ending of the presence
of foreign troops on the island. This position cor
responded to the principle of non-intervention and that
was an the more necessary because the intervention
seemed to have been exercised against those who
claimed to be on the side of the constitution.

857. At the same meeting, the representative of the
USSR stated that the United States had implied that
it had obtained prior sanction from the OAS for its
military intervention in the Dominica" Republic. But
that had not been the sequence of events and article
17 of the charter of the OAS, as pointed ottt by the
representative of Uruguay, stated clearly that the
territory of a member State of the organization was



inviolable and could not be the object, even temporarily,
of military occupation. The Security Council was
entitled tl know under what article of the charter of
the OAS the United States could take military action
on the territory of a member State. The substance
of the matter was that neither the charter of the
OAS nor that of the United Nations gave any s~nction

to unilateral military action against a Member State.
Moreover, according to the latest press reports, the
number of United States troops had increased to
18,500 and the situation thus created could only be
evaluated as an act of direct aggression. The Security
Council, having the primary responsibility for the
maintenance of international peace and security, must
take action to condemn the unilate o 1 military inter
vention of the United States and to call for the
immediate wit~,1rawal of United States troops from
the Dominican Republic. He submitted the following
draft resolution (Sj6328):

"The Security Council.
"Having examin('d the question of armed inter

vention by the United States of America in the
domestic affairs of the Dominicr..n Republic,

"1. Condemns the armed intervention bv the
United States of America in the domestic affairs of
the Dominican Republic as a gross violation of
the Charter of the United Nations;

"2. Demands the immediate withdrawal of the
armed forces of the United States of America from
the territory of the Dominican Republic."
858. At the 1200th meeting on 5 May, the repre

sentative of Jordan expressed concern at the occurrence
of unauthorized military actions. That show of force,
which had brought back the memories of earlier armed
intervention, had aroused the fears of small nations
which depended on the United Nations to safeguard
their independence and territorial integrity. His dele
gation believed that events in the Dominican Republic
involved an internal movement aimed at changing the
government in that country. The Security Council
could consider an internal situation only in the context
of its repercussion on international pp-ace and security.
The Jordanian delegation wondered whether the events
in the Dominican Republic would have taken the
present acute turn had they been left alone. \iVhatever
explanations might be advanced to justify the United
States military intervention, the only right course
would h::;.ve been tr bring the matter to the Security
Council. Instead, .ne United States, basing itself on
a report of the situation from its officers in Santo
Domingo, had mad~ a swift armed intervention. The
Security Council and the OAS had been notified only
after that action had taken place. Such a course, if
condoned, would undermine the basic principles of
the sovereignty of States and international order.

859. Although the OAS had held its first meeting,
the situation in Santo Domingo remained grave. The
United Nations must intervene and place matters under
its control, especially since the question had now been
brought to its attention. Regional organizations had
a role to play, but the Security Council, which had
primary responsibility for maintaining peace and
security, should deal with b. ·t'oblem of such magnitude.

860. At the same meeting, the representative of the
United States reiterated that his Government's action
in the Dominican Republic had been emergency action
taken to protect lives '1.nd to give the inter-American
system a chance to deal with a situation falling within
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its competence. On 28 April, following a complete
breakdown of law and order, the authorities in Santo
Domingo had requested the United States to send in
armed forces. At that stage, the United States could
have chosen to do nothing, leaving the lives of thousands
of foreign citizens in imminent danger; it could have
recognized the military junta, which would have
amounted to taking sides in r..n unresolved struggle
among political factions in that country; or it could
have sent its own security forces on a provisional
basis until the OAS was able to meet and decide on
an action. In the circumstances then prevailing, there
had been no time for deliberations or the organization
of action under international machinery, and con
sequently the United States had decided on the last
of these three alternatives.

861. The United States believed that its action
had been taken just in time to avert wholesale deaths
by violence and terrorism, compounded by the threat
of disease and starvation. Moreover, a full week had
passed since 28 April and the only effective forces of
law and order in and around the city of Santo Domingo
were still the United States forces. As a result of the
United States action, 4,067 persons had been evacuated
of whom 2,694 were United States citizens and 1,373
were citizens of forty-one other nations. Emergency
shipments of medical supplies and food also had been
made and were being distributed. Two field hospitals
had been established and the serious situation created
as a result of the breakdown of all kinds of facilities
was being met.

862. The United States was continuing its presence
in the Dominican Republic also for the purpose of
preserving the capacity of the OAS to function in the
manner intended by its charter, to achieve peace and
justice by securing a cease-fire and the re-establishment
of processes within which the people of the Dominican
Republic could choose their own government. A funda
mental principle of the inter-American system was
the effective exercise of representative democracy. On
the arrival of United States forces, it had become
apparent that the structure of the government had
broken down to the point where not only was there
no authority to preserve law and order but also
no mechanism by which the Dominican people could
freely choose their own government. The obligations
of non-intervention contained in articles 15 and 17 of
th(:' OAS charter did not preclude the use of armed
forces for the humanitarian purpose of saving the
lives of foreigners.

863. The OAS had been in continuous session since
28 April and during its deliberations the United
States had urged it to help restore c~nstitutional

government, had deplored the lack of available inter
American machinery to deal with such emergencies
and had approved the establishment of such machinery
as soon as possible. At present, the OAS Commission
was working in Santo Domingo and appeared to be
making progress. An initial cease-fire, arranged on
30 April, had been replaced by a truce agreement
called the Act of Santo Domingo which had been
signed by both sides. The OAS Commission had
recommended also the establishment of a combined
inter-American military force.

864. The OAS action had been made possible by
temporary presence of the United States forces. What
had begun as a democratic re'.Tolutioll had been quickly
penetrated by a group of trained communists; had they
succeeded in establishing themselves as the Govern-



tunity to decide their own affairs without outside
interference. The United States, however, instead of
heedin£" ~he sentiments expressed in the Security
Council as well as outside it, was continuing its
illegal action. The concentration of its troops in the
Dominican Republic and off its shores was continuing
and had increased. A special military command of the
United States had been set up to control the operations
and to direct the army of occupation in the area.

867. To cover its military occupation of the
Dominican Republic, the United States W2S using the
OAS. However, even the charter of the OAS, after
bitter experiences of past United States interventions,
included articles dealing with non-intervention in the
internal affairs of its Member States. Moreover, the
United Nations Charter provided that enforcement
action by regional agencies could not be taken without
authorization from the Security Council. The United
States had claimed that its troops were the only forces
in the Dominican Republic which could maintain law
and order. However, it appeared to many that the
American troops were interventionists repressing the
popular movement by force of arms directly or through
the reactionary military junta they had erected for the
purpose. Colonel Francisco Caamafto Deiio, who had
taken up the constitutional functions of the Dominican
Republic, had stated that they wished the United
States troops to leave the country as soon as possible.

868. The representative of the United States said
that the steps taken by the OAS did not constihtte
enforcement adion. What was being done by the
United States would fall within the scope of the
authority of the OAS as provided under Article 52.
As regards the question of interference, the United
States had repeatedly stated that it had taken its action
in order to preserve democratic liberties in the
Dominican Republic and it had declared its intention
to withdraw its forces from the Dominican Republic
as soon as arrangements had been made by the OAS
for the establishment of an indigenous Dominican
Government which would assure the people of that
country their right to determine their own future.

D. Communications from States Members of the
United Nations received by the Council be
tween 30 April and 13 May 1965

869. In letters addressed to the President of the
Council or to the Secretary-General on 30 April
(5/6314), 4 May (S/6330), 5 May (S/6341), 7
May (S/6339), 10 May (S/6347) and 13 May
(S/6354). the representatives of Cuba, Yugoslavia,
Mongolia, Poland, Cambodia and Albania, respectively,
condemned the intervention of the United States in
the Dominican Republic by which the principles of
international law and the Charter of the United
N2.tions had been fully violated. They requested the
Council to take spe~dy steps to ensure the withdrawal
of the United States forces from the Dominican
Republic and to restore the sovereignty and independ
ence of a Member State of the United Nations.

E. Communications from the Organization 01
American States rec~ived between 6 and 10
May 1965

870. By a cable dated 6 May (S/6333/Rev.l), the
Assistant Secretary-General of the OAS transmitted the
text of a resolution adopted by the Tenth Meeting



--
of Consultation of Ministers on that day. Under that
resolution, the Tenth Meeting resolved, inter alia, (1)
to request Governments of its member States that
were willing and capable of doing so to make con
tingents of their land, naval, air or police forces
available to the OAS, in order to form an Inter
American Force that would operate under the authority
of the Tenth Meeting of Consultation; (2) that that
Force would have as its sole purpose co-operating in
the restoration of normal conditions in the Dominican
Republic, in maintaining the security of its inhabitants
and the inviolability of human rights, and in the
establishment of an atmosphere of peace and conciliation
that would permit the functioning of democratic
in~1;itutions ; (3) to request the commancers of the
contingents of forces that made up that force to work
out directly among themselves and with a committee
of the Meeting the technical measures necessary to
establish a unified command of the OAS for the
cc-ordinated and effective action of the Inter-American
Armed Force. In the composition of that Force, an
effort would be made to see that the national con
tingents would be progressively equalized and (4)
at such time as the OAS unified command determined
that the Inter-American Armed Force was adequate
for the purposes contemplated by the resolution adopted
by the Meeting on 1 May 1965, the full responsibility
of meeting those purposes would be assumed by that
force.

871. By a cable dated 10 May (S/6345/Rev.1),
the Assistant Secretary-General of the OAS informed
the Security Council that the Tenth Meeting of
Consultation of Ministers of Foreign Affairs had stated
that it was calling upon the Committee which it had
established on 1 May (S/6319) to assume the functions
of the Committee referred to in paragraph 3 of the
6 May resolution (S/6333/Rev.1).

F. Consideration at 1202nd to 1204th meetings
(6-11 May 1965)

872. At the 1202nd meeting of the Council on 6
May, the President, speaking as the representative of
Malaysia, stated that the situation in the Dominican
Republic: was changing so rapidly that for the moment
it was difficult to analyse the basic causes that had led
to it. However, it was beyond doubt that there had
been a complete breakdown of the administrative
machinery in Santo Domingo since 28 April and that
a state of anarchy had existed there. The reasons put
forward by the United States for sending its troops
to the Dominican Republic had been questioned and
considered a violation of the principles of the Charter
of the United Nations. There was no doubt that non
interference in the political sovereignty of a Member
State was the very basis of the Charter. Malaysia,
which had itself suffered a transgression of that very
vital principle, attached the highest importance to it.
It could not agree that a right of intervention existed
outside the scope of the Charter.

873. His delegation found it heartening that the
OAS had taken up the matter and had notified the
Secretary-General of the United Nations, under Article
54, of the steps that it had taken. The most significant
of those actions was the creation of a Commission of
inquiry and medic:.t\on. Malaysia favoured that action
because it was committed to the principle of the
regional settlement of disputes.
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874. The representative of China stated that his
delegation had no doubts that the United States had
acted both in accord with its own vital interests and
those of the Western Hemisphere. It seemed to his
delegation that intervention and aggression were not
necessarily synonymous words. Subversion and infil
tration by proxy had become the most effective tool of
communist foreign policy and inasmuch as that was
part of the contemporary world, the Council could not
overlook it.

875. The United States action in the Dominican
crisis was no doubt an act of intervention, but far
from being an aggression it had been intended to
accomplish the dual purpose of protecting American
lives and forestalling a communist take-over of a
sister Republic. It was in fact a liesponse to the
challenge of the communist intervention and subversion.
It would be a mockery of the principles of self
determination if the people of the Dominican Republic
were left at the mercy of the communist adventurers.
Only the American States themselves could decide
whether the United States action was permissible under
the existing treaties and regional arrangements. How
ever, the GAS could not allow itself to stand aside
in the face of a situation that constituted a threat to
the peace and tranquillity of the whole hemisphere.
For those reasons the Chinese delegation would support
the Bolivian suggestions that the Security Council
should call upon the political factions in the Dominican
Republic to achieve a cease-fire and to request the
Secretary-General of the OAS to keep it informed of
the actions taken.

876. At the same meeting, the representative of the
USSR, asking for a vote on his delegation's draft
resolution (S/6328), stated that the situation in the
Dominican Republic had deteriorated further as the
United States had continued to expand its armed
aggression. During the past few days, the United
States naval and land forces operating against the
Dominican Republic had increased more than five
times while the foreign armed troops inside the
country had increased almost twenty times. To conceal
its armed intervention. the United States was again
using the fa<;ade of the OAS. However, in the OAS
itself, there was criticism of the United States action,
especially from such Latin AmericaI' countries as
Mexico, Uruguay, Chile, Ecuador an Peru, which,
~::cording to press reports, had dissociated themselves
from the United States plans to utilize the OAS to
serve its interests. Moreover, there was no legal basis
for the United States contention that the OAS, and
not the Security Council, should deal with the
Dominican crisis resulting from United States aImed
action. The Soviet Union urged immediate and resolute
action by the Council to stop that aggression.

877. The representative of the United States,
referring to the resolution of the Tenth Meeting of
Consultation of Ministers of Foreign Affairs of the
Organization of American States (S/6333/Rev.1)
said that the United States believed that its adoption
was a step forward in the development of the inter
American system. With reference to paragraph 4 of
that resolution, the United States representative to
the GAS had already stated that when the Unified
Command of the OAS was able to determine that the
Inter-American Force was adequate to deal with the
situation in the Dominican Republic and that United
States forces were not needed as part of the Inter-



American Armed Forces, they would be withdrawn
from the Dominican Republic.

878. The representative of the USSR stated that
no outside body could be permitted ;") take decisions
and adopt resolutions on matters which fell exclusively
within the jurisdiction of the Security Council. The
United States had asserted that Article 53 of the
Charter did not apply in the present case as the actions
taken by it and the OAS had not been coercive
measures. But certainlv the thousands of United States
soldiers were not sitting idle. Article 53 of the
Charter dearly stated that no coercive measures could
be undertaken without authorization from the Security
Council.

879. The representative of Uruguay suggested that,
in view of the need to study the resolution adopted by
the OAS, about which the United States representative
had informed the Council. and of other developments
that had taken place since the Council's last meeting,
a vote on the USSR draft resolution be postponed until
the next meeting.

880. The representative of the Netherlands and
Jordan supported the Uruguayan suggestion. In
supporting the postponement of a vote, the representa
tive of Tonian stated. however, that the measures taken
by the bAS constituted independent action in no way
affecting the work and responsibility of the Security
Council for the maintenance of international peace
and security.

881. With the consent of the representative of the
USSR, the Council agreed to defer a vote on the
Soviet draft resolution (S/6328).

882. At the 1203rd meeting of the Council on 7
May, the representative of the Netherlands stated that
his delegation appreciated the humanitarian aspect
of the United States operation which had led to the
saving of many lives, including those of a number
of Dutch nationals. The situation in the Dominican
Republic demanded an urgent solution leading to the
\Vithdraw~.1 of all foreign troops. In view of the long
standing- tradition that conflicts arising in the Western
Hemisphere and not involving outside Powers were
dealt with primarily through the OAS, the Nether
lands delegation would favour that course being
followed in the present case. Such an action would
also be in conformity \vith the Charter of the United
Nations, in particular with Article 33, paragraph 1,
and Article 52, paragraph 2. In fact in paragraph 3
of Article 52, the Charter asked the Security Council
to encourage the pacific settlement of local disputes
through regional arrangements. But that did not mean
that the Security Council was not competent to take
cognizance of such a dispute and to make recommenda
tions. It was therefore perfectly correct that the matter
had been raised in the Council and discussed by it.
However. the Council should keep in mind the self
limitation which followed from both the letter and
spirit of Le Charter.

883. The OAS had already taken the matter in
hand. A cease-fire had been concluded and an Inter
American Armed Force under the authority of the
Tenth :Meeting of Consultation was being establi"hed.
The United States declaration about the withdrawal of
its forces, once they were not needed as part of the
inter-American armed forces, was a satisfactory devei
opment and gave hope that the OAS would be able
to handle the situation. In the meantime, the Council

should keep the matter on its agenda and could discuss
it again if the efforts of the OAS should fail.

884. The representative of the Ivory Coast stated
that his Government considered the situation in the
Dominican Republic in the light of two basic principles:
it was opposed to the overthrow of a legal government
by unconstitutional means; and secondly it strongly
upheld the principle of non-interference in the internal
affairs of another country. Non-interference also meant
that no State had the right to train elements on its
territory for subversion in another country or to send
its armed force to the territory of another country
unless requested by the legally constituted government
of that country. It seemed that in the present case
those who had defended constitutional legality had
suffered most. However, certain humanitarian problems
that arose as a result of civil wars, such as safe
guarding the lives of those who were not party to the
conflict, could not be overlooked. The Security Council
would not be able to deal with that problem in a useful
and humanitarian way unless it brought about a solution
which, while bringing about the withdrawal of United
States armed forces from the island, would freeze the
situation there, assure the supply of food and medicine
as well as speed up a peaceful settlenh.nt of the conflict
by constitutional means. The Council could accomplish
that task through co-operation with the OAS.

885. At the same meeting, the representative of
Cuba stated that the OAS action of 6 May had sought
to transform the invading forces of the United States
into an "international p~ace force". The Council, consid
ering the draft re~olutLn of the USSR, had to decide
on three basic facts: whether the United States action
was a violation of the Charter suhject to condemnation;
whether an OAS resolution could condone ex post facto
an act considered illegal by international law: and
whether the OAS could create a peace-keeping force
without an authorization by the Security Council.

886. It had been proved beyond doubt that the
United States unilateral militarv intervention was a
violation of the Charter. Dealing with the legality of
the OAS resolution, he pointed out that the required
two-thirds majority had been obtained bv the four
teenth vote of the representative of a nf'gime which
had been overthrown two weeks previously. Another
of those fourteen votes wa., that of the United States.
a country itself charged with aggression. The OAS
resolution was thus null and void. Even if there was any
validity to those decisions. the OAS, as a regional
organization, was not empowered to apply enforcement
measures without the authorization of the Security
Council. In the circumstances, the Security Council
must c.ec1are that the unilateral action of the United
States "vas a violation of international law and of
the sovereignty of the Dominican Republic, that the
OAS resolution was null and void and that it
could not be implemented without Security Council
authorization.

887. The representative of Bolivia stated that his
delegation was surprised and pained by the sharp
attacks on the OAS. He recalled that at the time of
the discussion of the question of the Congo in December
1964, there was a unanimous view in the Council that
that delicate question should be left in the hands of the
Organization of African Unity, a much newer regional
body, whereas the OAS had been in operation for
seventy-five years and its contribution to the solution
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of regional problems had been numerous, responsible
and praiseworthy.

888. The representative of the USSR repeated that
the United States had grossly violated the elementary
principles of international law in committing an armed
aggression against a Member of the United Nations.
Armed intervention in the internal affairs of other
countries had become the official doctrine of the United
States. The aggressive actions of the United States
in the Dominican Republic had met with universal
condemnation, which had been reflected in statements
made in the Security Council.

889. The representative of the United States stated
that the decision with regard to the question as to
who was qualified to vote for his country in the OAS
was a matter for the OAS to decide. Moreover, even
if the Dominican Republic had not been represented
there would have been no difference whatever in the
outcome. The pertinent rules of procedure for meetings
of the Organ of Consultation provided that decisions
should be taken by two thirds of the countries repre
sented at a given meeting. Thus, even if the Dominican
Republic had not been represented at the Tenth
Meeting of Consultation of Foreign Ministers, the 6
May resolution would still have received the necessary
two-thirds vote of 13 out of a total of 19 present.

890. At the 1204th meeting of the Security Council
on 11 May, the representative of Uruguay submitted
the following draft resolution (S/6346):

"The Securit,y Council,
"Having considered the situation e..'Cisting in the

Dominican Republic,
"Taking note of the communications dated 29

April, 30 April, 1 May, 3 May and 6 May from the
Organization of American States, reporting on the
measures taken by that Organization in connexion
with the situation existing in the Republic,

"Having regard to Articles 24, 34 and 35, and the
relevant provisions of Chapter VIII, of the Charter
of the United Nations,

"Reaffirming the principles set forth in Chapter
I of the Charter of the United Nations and, in
particular, in Article 2, paragraphs 4 and 7,

"Having particular regard also to the provisions
of articles 15 and 17 of the Charter of the Organiza
tion of American States,

"1. Expresses its deep concern at the recent
developments in the Dominican Republic j

"2. Reaffirms the right of the people of the
Dominican Republic freely to exercise, without
coercion of any kind, their sovereign right of self
determination;

"3. Urgently appeals to all contending factions
in the Dominican Republic to cease hostilities and
to make every possible effort to achieve a peaceful
and democratic settlement of their differences;

"4. Invites the Secretary-General to follow
closely the events in the Dominican Republic and to
take such measures as he may deem appropriate for
the purpose of reporting to the Security Council on
all aspects of the situation j

"5. Invites the Organization of American States
to keep the Security Council promptly and fully
informed of the action taken by the Organization
of American States with respect to the situation
existing in the Dominican Republic;

"6. Also invites the Organization of American
States to co-operate with the Secretary-General of

the United Nations in the implementation of this
resolution."
891. The representative of Uruguay stated that

during the last week the situation in Santo Domingo
had undergone certain changes. A cease-fire had been
achieved and 1n that achievement an important role
had been played by the Commission set up by the
OAS. There was also the resolution adopted on 6 May
by the Tenth Meeting of Consultation of Ministers for
Foreign Affairs of the OAS; although Uruguay had
voted against that resolution, its adoption had never
theless constituted a new element. Furthermore, events
in the Dominican Republic itself were occurring at a
very rapid pace. The Council could not overlook these
fact~ in considering what action to take. In addition,
the Council had had no direct information either about
those events or about the wishes of the Dominican
people. No representative of the Dominican Republic
had participated in its debates nor had it received
any direct communications from the factions in the
dispute. Moreover, there did not seem to be any
unanimity regarding what substantive decisions the
Council might adopt. That was a very serious matter
because the absence of a decision by the Council would
imply its inability to fulfil its duties and might seriously
damage the prestige of the United Nations. It would
also establish a precedent of far-reaching consequence
for small nations who were members of regional organi
zations and might weaken their trust in the safeguards
against aggresRion set forth in the Charter of the
United Natior•.;. In the circumstances, it was essential
for the Council to reach agreement on a draft resolu
tion which, without pronouncing on the substance of
the question, would nevertheless allow the Council
to exercise its competence and, at the same time,
unequivocally to state its authority. Such an action by
the Council wouid give encouragement to those who
were defending their sovereign rights and provide
a warning to those who had taken steps to violate
those rights.

892. The representative of Jordan stated that the
Council's inability to act would be a most serious
development with regard to the principle of collective
responsibility and would weaken reliance on the efforts
of the United Nations in the maintenance of inter
national peace and security. The Council was being
told that since the OAS had taken charge of the
question, the Security Council should limit itself to
encouraging those efforts. However, the efforts of a
regional organization could in no way be considered
a substitute for the responsibilities of the Security
Council. In view of the fact that it was necessary to
maintain harmony and co-operation between the duties
of the Security Council as a principal organ of the
United Nations and the endeavours of the regional
agency, the Jordanian delegation regarded the draft
resolution submitted by the Uruguayan delegate as a
step in the right direction.

893. The representative of the USSR stated that
first and foremost the task before the Council was to
ask for an immediate cessation of the aggression by the
United States and for the withdrawal of its troops
from the Dominican Republic. The actions of the
United States also violated such fundamental provisions
of the United Nations Charter as the principle that
force may not be used against the territorial integrity
or political independence of another State, the principle
of non-intervention in the internal affairs of States,
the principle of respect for the equal rights and self-
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determination of peoples, Md the principle of the
Peaceful coexistence of States. The Security Council
could not pass over that fact. It also could not ignore
the fact that, under pressure from the United States,
the OAS had taken an unprecedented and illegal set
of actions which had resulted in the creation of the
so-called inter-American armed forces. Those actions
had been taken in violation of Article 53 of the Charter
of the United Nations. Under one pretext or another
the United States was continuing its intervention in
the internal affairs of a Member State. Among other
excuses for inten'ention the bogey of communism had
been used. However, Colonel Caamaiio, the provisional
President of the Dominican Republic, had stated very
clearly that there were no communists in his movement
and that he failed to understand how by their alleged
presence fifty-three communists could take control of
the whole country. The Unit!:1 States aggression was
an expression of its present policy of interference in the
affairs of other countries through which it was under
mining the principle of the peaceful coexistence of
States, particularly smaller ones. It had followed that
policy in the Congo and Panama and was following it
at present in Viet-Nam and the Dominican Republic,
applying force of arms for the repr('<;sion of the
Peoples' movement for liberation and independei'cc. and
if the United States aggression was not halted. other
countries would be its victims tomorrow. The Security
Council must take urgent measures to ensure that the
troops of the interventionists were immediately with
drawn from the territory of a Member State of the
United Nations.

894. The representative of t!1e United States reit
erated that the action taken by his Government in the
Dominican Republic had been to protect the lives of
foreign nationals and to give the inter-American system
a chance to deal with the situation. The United States
forces were not asserting any authority to govern any
part of the Dominican Republic and were not taking
sides in the conflict. The United States fully supported
the vigorous action which the OAS had taken to deal
with that situation, including the establishment of an
Inter-American Force. United States forces would be
withdrawn when the OAS Command of the Inter
American Force determined that they were not needed.
The United States believed that the people of the
Dominican Republic had an inherent right to choose
freely their own government.

895. The representative of the United States then
said that in the opinion of his Government the OAS
had acted effectively and vigorously and noted that
the Charter of the United Nations provided that a
regional solution was one of the methods to be sought
in the first instance. That solution was well under
way. In those circumstances the draft resolution
submitted by Uruguay might hamper, instead of
promote, a solution in the Dominican Republic. If a
resolution were necessary, it should have no ambiguity
and no inferences. Especially harmful would be the
inference that the Security Council was not encouraging
the regional organization.

G. Communieation from the Organization of
American States dated 12 May 1965

896. By a letter dated 12 May, the Assistant
Secretary-General of the OAS forwarded copies of
the First Report of the Special Committee of the
Tenth Meeting of Consultation of the Ministers of
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Foreign Affairs. The report gave the composition of
the Committee established under the 1 May 1965
resolution of the Tenth Meeting and also an account
of the efforts and negotiations carried on by the
Committee since its arrival in Santo Domingo on
2 May 1965.

H. Consideration at the 1207th to 1209th meet.
ings (13.14 May 1965)

897. At the 1207th meeting of the Council on 13
May, the representative of the United Kingdom stated
that there had been in the Council and outside expression
of a profound anxiety not only about the situation in
the Dominican Republic but also about the authority
and responsibility of the United Nations. The Council
must devote all its efforts to come to the right decision
in a spirit of constructive co-operation. In that respect
he was increasingly impressed with the extent of
common ground on which members of the Council
agreed.

898. The principles to be borne in mind were that
international security was a responsibility of the United
Nations: that the use of armed force was subject
to the obligations of the Charter; and that the Charter
specifically recognized the role of regional agencies
in the maintenance of international peace and security.
In the light of these principles, the United Kingdom
delegation had welcomed the decision of the OAS
to appoint a Special Committee to make a cease-fire
eff:~tive and to mediate amongst those who had been
involved in the fighting. At the same time, it also
emphasized the need for United Nations action in
encouragement and support of the efforts of the OAS.
The United Kingdom delegation had welcomed these
efforts but responsibility in the present case lay not
only with the OAS but also with the Security Council.

899. At the same meeting, the President stated that
he had received a telegram from the "Constitutional
Governrdent" of the Dominican Republic informing
him that that Government had appointed Mr. Ruben
Brache as Permanent Representative to the United
Nations and also requesting that Mr. Brache be received
in that capacity in the Security Council. The President
added that in accordance with the provisions of rules
14 and 15 of the rules of procedure he had advised
Mr. Brache to get into touch with the Secretary
General.

~OO. The Secretary-General informed the Council
of the communications received covering credentials,
stating that he did not have sufficient evidence to
formulate an opinion on the adequacy of the provisional
credentials which had been submitted. Following a
discussion on whether Mr. Brache should be heard,
the Council decided to postpone a decision until the
following day, pending a written report from the
Secretary-General.

901. The Secretary-General reported to the Council
on 14 May (S/6353) that on 10 May he had received
a cable signed by Dr. Jottin Cury, "Minister of Foreign
Affairs of the Dominican Republic" informing him
that the "Constitutional Govern: :ent" had appointed
Mr. Ruben Brache as Permanent Representative of the
Dominican Republic to the United Nations and
requesting that that cable be accepted as provisional
credentials for Mr. Brache. On the same day another
cable had been received by him signed by Dr. Horacio
Vicioso Soto, "Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs",
informing him that the "Government of National



Cur)', Minister of Foreign Affairs of the Constitutional
Government, it appeared that the United States troops
had carried out military operations against the forces
of the ConstitutlOnal Government and consequently
Santo Domingo had become the site of tragic events.
It seemed that the United States marines and para
troopers were expanding their bridgeheads and were
pushing the Constitutional Government's troops back.
At the same time, they were giving protection and
support to the military junta and its troops. By its
new aggressive acts against the Dominican people,
United States imperialism had once again revealed its
true aim, which was the suppression of all democratic
forces in the Dominican Republic. That new crisis had
once again highlighted the need for immediate action
by the Security Council. ,

906. The representative of the United States said
that with regard to the charges made in the telegram
of Dr. Jottin Cury, his delegation had been able to get
the essential facts. A United States jeep carrying three
or four men had driven in error into the area held by
the Caamafio group. Two of the men had been killed
and one wounded. That was the extent of the so-called
concentration of troops and of the attack referred to
in the telegram. In another case in which the United
States troops had returned sniper fire, the United
States had promptly reported the incident to the OAS
Commission for relay to the Caamafio headquarters.
However, the Caamafio group had spread the rumour
that American troops had been invading downtown
Santo Domingo. The aerial attack referred to in the
telegram had been without prior warning and without
United States knowledge. The planes had taken off from
the San Isidro airport which was not under United
States control. The aeroplanes had also directed fire
towards the United States Embassy in the security
zone and the United States had made a formal prote£t
to the OAS. The United States deplored all violation
of the cease-fire and had reported all those violations
to the OAS. The OAS Commission was on the job.
It had successfully arranged the cease-fire and the Act
of Santo Domingo. It had made efforts to set up an
Inter-American Armed Force and to take over the
supervision of public order in the Dominican Republic.
It was therefore time to stop all efforts to discredit
the OAS and to show instead the Council's reliance
on regional arrangements.

907. The representative of France stated that
although the Council had not yet been fully informed
regarding the origin and the development of the action
of 13 May, the gravity of that action could be estab
lished from Dr. Cury's telegram. The present crisis
justified the continuing attention of the Security Council
to the developments in the Dominican Republic. In
adopting a unanimous resolution, the Council had taken
a very timely action and had reaffirmed its competence.
An urgent step had been required to bring about the
complete cessation of hostilities. The Council also
needed to obtain all necessary information, in the first
place through the Secretary-General, in order to con
tinue its consideration of the present question.

908. The representative of the USSR said that the
United States had claimed that its troops had been fired
upon without warning. In that respect one could ask
why the United States had violated the sovereignty of
the Dominican Republic and had invaded that country.
Similarly, the Security Council had not yet been told
who had authorized a regional organization to under
take armed enforcel!1ent action. No organization and no

Reconstruction" of the Dominican Republic had
confinned Mr. Guaroa Velazquez as Permanent Repre
sentative of the Dominican Reoublic and requesting
that Mr. Guaroa Velazquez h recognized as such
until the receipt of formal credentials. The Secretary
General added that from the statements which had
been made in the Security Council and the commu
nications received from the OAS concerning the
Dominican Republic, it was apparent that the situation
in that country was far from clear as to which of the
contending authorities constituted the government of
that country. Furthermore, there was no information
as to which of the contending authorities was regarded
as the government by the majority of States Members
of the United Nations. In the light of those circum
stances, he felt that at that stage he did not have
sufficient information to formulate any opinion as to
the adequacy of the provisional credentials which had
been submitted to him.

902. After some further discussion at the 1209th
meeting on 14 May, the President stated that it was
the consensus of the Council that the President should
take note of the report of the Secretary-General, leaving
the matter open with regard to the credentials of the
representative of the Dominican Republic, and that
there was no objection to inviting the two persons who
had requested to be heard to make statements to the
Council under rule 39 of the provisional rules of
procedure.

903. At the 1208th meeting of the Council on 14
May, the President informed the Council that the
previous night the Secretary-General had received a
telegram from a Dr. Jottin Cury, Minister of Foreign
Affairs of the Dominican Republic, requesting an
urgent meeting of the Council to consider the situation
created by the alleged movements of the United States
troops outside their positions in the "security zone"
and by bombing by three P-51 aircraft of the Santo
Domingo radio station, causing many fatalities and
damage. The President stated that as a result of
consultations with members of the Council he had
called a meeting for that morning.

904. The representative of Jordan stated that as
an urgent measure on the part of the Security Council
with regard to the present developments in the Domini
can Republic and to enable the Council to obtain a
clear report on the situation, the delegations of Malaysia
and the Ivory Coast together with his own, were
submitting the following draft resolution (S/6355)
upon which they would request an immediate vote
which they trusted would be unanimous.

"The Security Council,
"Deeply concerned at the grave events in the

Dominican Republic,
"1. Calls for a strict cease-fire;
"2. Invites the Secretary-General to send, as an

urgent measure, a representative to the Dominican
Republic for the purpose of reporting to the Security
Council on the present situation;

"3. Calls upon all concerned in the Dominican
Republic to co-operate with the representative of
the Secretary-General in the carrying out of this
task."
Decision: The three-Power joint draft resolution

(S/6355) was adopted unanimously (resolution 203
(1965)).

90S. At the same meeting, the representative of the
USSR stated that from the telegram of Dr. Jottin
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forces had been given the right to interfere in the
internal affairs of any Member State without the
approval of the Security Council.

I. Reports of the Secretary-General dated 15 to
19 May 1965

909. On 15 May the Secretary-General informed the
Couned (S/6358) that pursuant to the resolution
adopted by the Security Council on 14 May 1965
(S/RES/203 (1965», and further to his statement
at the 1208th meeting of the Council, he had appointed
Mr. Jose Antonio Mayobre, Executive Secre';ary of
the Economic Commission for Latin America, as his
representative in the Dominican Republic. He added
that an advance party, led by Major-General 1. G.
Rikhye, had already arrived in Santo Domingo.

910. On 18 May the Secretary-General further in
formed the Council (S/6365) that Mr. Mayobre, after
consultations with him in New York, had left for
Santo Domingo on 17 May and that he had asked
Mr. Mayobre as a first and most urgent step to notify
formally all the parties concerned of the Security
Council's call for a strict cease-fire. He had also asked
Mr. Mayobre to convey to all those involved in the
conflict in the Dominican Republic his most pressing
and earnest appeal to heed the call of the Security
Council for an immediate cessation of hostilities as an
essential step in bringing about a propitious atmosphere
in which a solution might be found to the grave diffi
culties facing the Dominican Republic.

911. On 19 May the Secretary-General submitted
another report to the Security Council (S/6369), which
stated, inter alia, that shortly after his arrival in Santo
Domingo, Mr. Mayobre had met with leaders of the
two factions engaged in the fighting and had conveyed
to them the appeal of the Secretary-General. The
leaders had apprised Mr. Mayobre of their views on
the situation. Mr. Mayobre had met with the Secretary
General of the OAS, the Papal Nuncio and other mem
bers of the diplomatic corps and with Mr. McGeorge
Bundy <>:nd other United States officials. The Secretary
General further stated that on 18 May at about 2230
hours EST, he had received a report by telephone from
Mr. Mayobre advising him of the very serious fighting
that had been going on in the northern section of the
capital and of the numerous casualties caused in that
fighting. It was Mr. Mayobre's assessment that the
Imbert forces would continue to press their att:>.ck over
night and particularly during the day of 19 Mp;'. It had
not been possible to persuade General Imbert to agree
to a cease-fire, although he had expressed a willingness
to agree to a suspension of hostilities some time on 19
May to facilitate the work of the Red Cross in searching
for the dead and wounded. In the light of the situation
described by his representative as "extremely grave",
and as recommended by him, the Secretary-General had
conveyed the ahove information to the United States
Government and had requested it to use its good offices
to urge the opposing forces to heed the call of the
Security Council for a strict cease-fire.

J. Consideration at the 1212th meeting (19 May
1965)

912. At the 1212th meeting of the Council on
19 May, the representative of the USSR stated that
the Secretary-General's report showed that the situation
in Santo Domingo was serious and alarming. The ques
tion of the armed intervention of the United States in
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the internal affairs of the Dominican Republic had
been on the agenda of the Security Council for more
than two weeks and during that period the situation
had further deteriorated. In spite of the fact that all
foreigners had already been evacuated froUl that coun
try, the number of United States servicemen had in
creased to 33,300. Having run short of all excuses for
justifying its intervention in the Dominican Republic,
the United States was trying to suggest that all com
plications in the Dominican Republic had arisen from
the internal struggle between the opposing factiot-o in
that country. However, the United States had taken
the side of the military junta f"om the very beginning
and was providing it with dIrect military assistance
and financial support which was a further manifestation
of its ir:.tervention in the internal affairs of the Domini
can Republic. It was quite clear that troop moves by
the forces supporting General Imbert had taken place
within the security zone and through American check
points and that no such facilities had been provided
to the troops of Colonel Caamafio. The United States
interference was further established by the dispatch
of a high-level mission sent from Washington which
had arrived in Santo Domingo even before the repre
sentative of the Secretary-General had had time to
reach there. The question of the internal organization
of the Dominican Republic, the choice of its government
and the settlement of the dispute in that country must
be decided only by the Dominican people themselves
without any outside interference and without the benefit
of any special missions from abroad. The tense situation
in the Dominican Republic was the direct result of
United States intervention and am .d invasion. If there
had been. ~o armed intervention by the United States,
the DOmInICan people would long since have succeeded
in settling their internal affairs. The Soviet deleO"ation
had therefore heard with surprise that the United States
had been asked to use its good offices to call upon the
opposing factions to carry out the appeal of the Secu
rity Council regarding the observance of the cease-fire.
In fact, the only thing that the United States need be
told was that it should immediately withdraw its occu
pation forces from the Dominican Republic.

913. The representative of France said that the
Secretary-General's report had confirmed the gr'lVity
of events and of serious loss of life in Santo Domingo
and that it was urgent that the truce called for by the
International Red Cross a.nd sought by the representa
tive of. the Secreta!J::-Ge1!eral, for the purposes of
evacuatmg and admlnIstermg to the wounded, be put
into effect without further delay. He would also suggest
that t?e Secretary-General. should instruct his repre
ser:tatIve to concentrate hIS efforts mainly on that
pom~ and t~at, on behalf of the Security Council, the
PreSIdent mIght, before the end of the meeting, make
an urgent appeal for a truce.

914. The representative of the United States stated
that the special United States mission in Santo
Domingo, represented by the USSR delegation as
amounting to interference in the internal affairs of
that country, had gone there to stop the fighting and
to reconcile the factions; they had collaborated closely
with the OAS mission and had been in touch also with
the representative of the Sp.~retary-General. The United
States had avoided scrupulously giving military assist
ance to either of the opposing factions in the Dominican
Republic and had refused them permission to use the
neutral zone or the lines of communication. It had no
control of the area outside that zone or lines of com-



municatic'U, nor did it control the San Isidro airfield,
of which it used only a part. The United States forces
wert: functioning in tile Dominican Republic within the
framework of the OAS resolutions; those resolutions
dealt only with the creation of :m international neutral
zone and the lines of communic:.jon, and the United
States had been operating in that context alone. The
United States believed the people of the Dominican
Republic should have a government of their own
choosing and its action had that prim'lry purpose. That
right would have been denied if the forces at work at
the outset of the revolution bd succeeded.

91 S. After further discussion the President stated
that the report made to the Se<'llrity Council by the
Secretary-General on the situation in Santo Domingo
(S/6369) was of a grim character. In connexion with
the resolution S/RESj203 (1965) and in accordance
with the unanimous desire of the members of the
Security Council, he would request the Secretary
General to convey to his representative in Santo
Domingo that the Security Council desired that his
urgent efforts should be devoted to the immediate
securing of a suspension of hostilities so that the hu
manitarian work of the Red Cross to search for the
dead and wounded might be facilitated.

916. At the same meeting the Council. in accordance
with the decision taken at the 1209th meeting on
14 May, h~ard statements from Mr. RuMn Brache
and Mr. Guaroa Vehlzquez.

917. Mr. Brache stated that article 15 of the Bogota
Charter, which had been signed and ratified by the
United States, clearly asked member States not to
intervene. directly or indirectly, for any reason whatso
ever. in the internal or external affairs of another
memb~r State. In violation of that article and without
consultation with the members of the OAS, the Unite-I
States had militadly invaded the Dominican Republic.
As was clear from worlel Press reports, there had been
no danger to the lives of any foreigners living at that
time in the Dominican Republic and at no time had
any part of the revolution been under communist con
trol. He wished to denounce the military occupation
of his country under the pretext of saving lives which
was in fact costing hundreds of Dominican lives, and
also to denounce the military support and financial as
sistance given by the United States authorities in Santo
Domingo to General Imbert. If the United States
Marines had not landed in Santo Domingo the con
stitutional revolution would have assured itself of suc
cess against the forces of trained militarists. As a
result of its action the United ~tates had forfeited its
right to speak on behalf of democracy and truth.

918. Mr. Guaroa Velazquez stated that first he
would put on record his protest that he was not being
heard by the Council as the legitimate representative
of the Dominican Republic to the United Nations, a
position which he continued to occupy. He then said
that the Government of National Reconstruction in
the Dominican Republic was the successor of the
Triumvirate which had governed the Dominic~.n Re
public since 25 September 1963 and which had been
overthrown in the recent insurrection. It was composed
mainly of civilians and its chief purpose was to restore
peace and tranquillity. It had the support of the demo
cratic section of the population and the armed forces.
It was entitled to be regarded as the only legal Gov
ernment of the Dominican Republic. The area under
rebel control was limited to a few streets in the old
part of Santo Domingo where the rebels had tried to
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set up a semblance of governme:lt whose support came
mainly from civilian contingents armed by the rebel
faction and from communist agitators.

919. The Government of National Reconstruction
W;l<; determined that ppace, order and stability should
be permanently eStablished in the Dominican Republic
and had even shown its readiness to come to an agree
ment and :'lrrang~ment with the rebel factions. Howeve".
the rebels had refused constantly to deal with the 0 .\.S
or hold conversations with representatives of the Gov
ernment of National Reconstruction. A conflict was
taking place to stop communism from taking over the
Dominican Republic. In that conflict. ideologicaIly a~ien

forces had decided to intervene to take advantage of
the situation. The situation was. however. in the hands
of the OAS which had taken measun;s to remedy and
normalize the situation in all its aspects. "f'le people
of the Dominican Republic had welcomed those meas
l 1res and trusted thl\t the OAS would succeed in its
mission.

K. Communications from the Organization of
American States dated 19 May 1965

920. By a letter dated 19 May (S/6370), the As·
sistant Secretary-General of the OAS transmitted for
the information of the Security Council copies of the
Second Report of the Special Committee of the Tenth
Meeting of Consu1tr,tion of Ministers of Foreign Affairs.
The Report, after reviewing developme!1ts in the Do
minican Republic since the adoption of the OAS reso
lutions of 1 and 6 May and the work of the Special
Committee, state:! that the Committee had mad~ every
effort to obtain a meeting between the heads of the
two conflicting fa(~tions. Colonel Caatnafio and General
Imbert, hoping that such a meeting might help to iron
out differences and lead to the re-establishment of
!lOrmal conditions in ~he Dominican Republic. However,
1t had.not been poss1ble to hold that meeting and the
Comm1ttee had made a new appeal to the parties de
manding strict compliance with the cease-fire agree
ment. The report also noted that the adoption of the
Security Council resolution (S/RES/203 (1965)) and
the appearance of a new international proceeding in
the Dominican problem at a time when the efforts of
the OAS for conciliation were being carried forward
had created a factor of such a nature that it had com
promised and interfered with tl-Ie action entrusted to the
Special Committee. The impact had been felt imme
dia!e!y. The United Nations presence had an undeniable
pohtlc~l e~ect not only .among the diplomatic corps
accred1ted m Santo Dommgo but also in tile attitude
of the parties. It could be said that with the intervention
of the United Nations the progress of the negotiations
conducted by the Special Committee had been greatly
o?structed..In its c?ncl?sions, the Report stated that
smce the pnmary obJectlves for which the Special Com
n!ittee had been established had been fulfilled, and that
smce ne",,: factors had entered into the problem after
the adoptlon of the 1 May resobtion, it would suggest
that the Tenth Meeting of Consultation might make
another study of the situation to agree upon the most
appropriate measures to achieve the re-establishment of
peace and normality. In order that the OAS might
achieve its objective within the principles of the inter
American system, the Special Committee felt it essential
to request the United Nations Security Council to
suspend all action until the regional procedures had
been exhausted, as established in Article 52, para-



graph 2, of the Charter, in or''er to avoid simultaneous
action on the part of two international organizations,
in a way that could delay fulfilment of achieving the
establishment of peace and normality in the Dominican
Republic.

921. In a minority report (S/6370/Add.!), the
representative of Panama stated that he did not consider
that the primary objective assigned to the Special Com
mittee in the resolution of 1 May had yet been accom
plished. which was "to obtain re-establishment of peace
and normal conditions". Therefore. he believed that the
suggestion contained in the Report of the Committee
to dissolve the Special Committee woulc seriously dis
cr~dit the OAS because it would imply admission of
lack of strength and of capacity to solve a problem
of a member State which at that moment was being
bled by a civil war. The OAS was called 1J.pon to solve
precisely that kind of problem satisfactorily.

L. Consideration at the 1213th meeting (20 May
1965)

922. At its 1213th meeting of the Council on 20 May,
the President informed the Council that that afternoon
the Secretary-General had received a telegram from
Dr. Jottir. Cury, "Minister of Foreign Affairs" of the
Dominican Republic, stating that on the afternoon of
19 May, American soldiers had fired lit Constitutionalist
troops from the rear while those troops had been
fighting in their own zone agdnst the forces of General
Imbe:t. That attack had resulted in the loss of life of
many fighters including the Minister of Interior and
Police, Lieutenant Colonel Raphael Fermindez Domini
guez. That attack by American troops was one more
proof, added the telegram, of the obvious assistance
which the invaders had been giving to the military
forces opposing the establishment of the democratic
regime in the Dominican Republic.

923. The representative of the United States said
that the allegations contained in Dr. Jottin Cury's tele
gram had distorted the situation by failing to include
all of the relevant facts and by drawing unwarranted
and premature conclusions. Colonel Fern{mdez had been
in a group of twenty or more members of the Caamafio
forces that had apparently been engaged in probing
the defences of the National Palace which was located
near the secnrity zone and the lines of communication.
That group had approached the palace from the rear
and firing had broken out between the group and the
forces of G;;:neral Imbert which were inside the Palace.
At the same time, the group had started firing into the
Hl~e of communicatiun, whereupon the United States
forces stationed along the corridor had returned the
fire. It was during that attack on the Palace and the
accompanying exchange of fire that Colonel Fernandez
had been killed. Also killed in the same attack had been
oIJ.e Migud Roman who had been one of the chief com
munist agents trying to take over the Dominican
revolution.

924. The United States troops were unde: strict
instructions to observe neutrality and not to fire unless
fired upon. In many instances the United States troops
had not returned fire for fear of harming innocent
civilians. The United States had refused and would
continue to refuse any request from either side to allow
troop movements through the line of communication and
through the security zone. It had given no arms to
either side but had distributed food regardless of po
litical allegiance. The representative of the United States
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then said that the report of the GAS to the Council
had shown the need to give more serious attention
to the relationship between the OAS and the United
Nations. The OAS Committee had done very useful
work. It had helped to neg tiate the cease-fire, to see
to the orderly evacuation of the asylees in the Embassy
and of all foreigners wishing to leave the Dominican
Republic, and to provide food and medicine and equip
ment necessary to mitigate the sufferings of the Do
minican people. An Inter-American Armed Force was
in process of formation. Contingents of three Latin
American countries were already on the ground, and
other countries were taking steps to provide units for
that Force. A unified command would soon be created
and the United States forces in the Dominican Re
public wNtld go under its command.

925. The representative or Cuba stated that the
crux of the problem was that the Security Council had
been confronted by a fait accompli, with the uncon
ditional acquiescence of the OAS, in complete disregard
of the authority of the Security Council and the prin
ciples of the United Nations. The United States had
taken over a sovereign State and was now trying to
give that action a legal veneer. While the report of
the Special Committee of the OAS (S/6370) had
omitted mentioning the United States aggression, it
contained passages which reflected upon the work of
the Security Council, holding it responsible for any
deterioration that might have taken place recently in
Santo Domingo and requested ii: to stlspend all actions
until the regional procedures had been exhausted. How
ever, the recent events in Santo Domingo did not cor
roborate that claim of the OAS Special Committee.
In its telegram of 13 May, the Constitutionalist Gov
ernment had stated that the GAS had shown that it
was incapable of resolving the Dominican situation as
it was afraid of opposing the wishes of the United
States. With the co-operation of the OAS, aggression
against a sovereign State had been committed and a
type of atbitrary trusteeship set up which was a dan
gerous precedent for all small nations in general. In
the circumstances, it was essential for the Securit\7'
Council to establish its authority and to order imm~
diate withdrawal of all American forces from the Do
minican Republic and to annul the illegal actions taken
by the OAS.

926. The representative of Jordan stated that the
Secretary-General's report as well as other information
available to the Council had made it clear that General
Imbert was adopting an attitude of non-compliance
with the decision of the Security Council of 14 May
which had called for a strict cease-fire. and was equally
opposed to the decision of the OAS to the same end.
There were also other questions with regard to the
confused military situation in Santo Domingo, and the
Security Council was in need of a clearer picture of
the various armed activities that had been going on
there. However, the immediate question was how to
impose .a cea?e-fire. !he .Security Copncil, having in
volved ttself 111 the sltuatlOn by unammously adopting
the resolution of 14 May and having reaffirmed it by the
appeal at its last meeting, should continue to deal
progressively with the situation. That should be done
without prejudice to any positive efforts Oll the part
of the OAS. In fact, the presence of the United Nations
in Santo Lumingo had put some more pressure Oll

conflicting parties and had shown the Dominican people
the real concern of the world community. What the
Council must consider thoroughly was how to strengthen



been viol,'\ted and that war had been renewed in Santo
Domingo. However, the reasons for the breakdown of
the cease-t~re and the renewal of war were not clear.
He supported the suggestion that the representative of
the Secretary-General be asked to submit a more up
to-date report, setting forth the indispensable measures
needed at the moment to ensure more strict compliance
with the Security Council resolution of 14 May
(S/RES/203 (1965)).

930. By a cable dated 20 May (S/6372/Rev.l),
the Assistant Secretary-General of the UAS transmitted
the text of a resolution adopted that day by the Tenth
Meeting of ConsultatIon of Mmisters of Foreign Affairs.
The resolution reIterated the gratitude of the T~nth

Meeting of the Special Committee for its services and
entrusted the Secretary-General of th~ OAS WIth the
task of negotiating a strict cease-fire in accordance with
the Act of Santo Domingo. The Secretary-General
of the OAS was also to provide his g00d offices to
the parties with a view to the establishment of a cbmate
of peace and re\.ol'ciliation that would permit the func
tioning of democratic institutions in the Domimcan
RepUblic. The resolutIon also asked him to co-or<11l1ate,
in so far as relevant, action leading to the atta1l1ment
of his mission with that which the representatIve of
the Secretary-General of the United NatIons was under
taking.

the United Nations presence and how that presence
could lead to the establishment of conditions of peace.
His delegation hO!led that the Secretary-General's
representative in Santo Domingo would be in a posi
tion to express his views on the appropriate measures
the Council could take for the immediate enforcement
of the cease-fire.

927. The representative of the USSR declared that
the United States aggression had been fully exposed
in the Council. The United States was openly appro
priating to itself the role of dictating to other countries
the system they should have, thus undermining the
principles of non-interference in the internal affairs of
States, respect for territorial inter 'ity and sovereignty
and the right of people to self-c' termination without
any outside interference. He also stated that the Secre
tary-General's report of 19 May contained a number
of factual statements f'om which it would be seen that
the United States was providing assistance to the
military junta in the Dominican Republic. The report
had qnoted Colonel Caamafio's statement to the effect
that the creation of the security zone and the United
States control of the corridor had constituted direct
support for the leaders of the junta. From the sanctuary
provided by the United States, the junta troops were
able to attack the forces of the Constitutional Govern
ment. The United States representative had tried to
assure the members of the Security C0uncil that his
Government had scrupulously avoided providing any M. Ilepor18 of the Secretary-General dated 20 and
military assistance to the two factions and had pro- 21 May 1965
hibited the use of the security zone by both sides.
However. it was clear from press reports that the troops 931. On 20 May, the Secretary-General reported
of the military junta had been constantly using the (S/6371) that he had conveyed to his representative
corridor occupied and guarded by the United States in the Dominican Republic the message of the PreSIdent
Marines. On the other hand, the troops of Colonel of t11e Security Council with regard to the Council's
Caamafio had been completely cut off from their head- unanimous desire that urgent efforts be made to secure
quarters located in the lower part of the city. an immediate suspension of hostilities so that the hu-

928. The representative of the USSR then said that manitarian work of the Red Cross to search for the
the Security Council could not overlook the fact that dead and wounded might be facilitated. The Secretary-
the Special Committee of the OAS, in its second General had asked his representative to make all possible
report (S/6370), had challenged the authority and efforts for the immediate implementation of that message
prestige of the United Nations and the Security Council and to report to him as soon as possible on the results.
by asserting that the action of the Council had been 932. The Secretary-General also reported that his
an obstruction and a hindrance. In fact it had proposed representative, on the morning of 19 May, and prior to
that the Security Council should cease its examination the receipt of the President's message, had met the
of the case of the armed aggression of the United States representative of the Dominican Red Cross, the Inter-
against the Dominican Republic. The action of the OAS national Red Cross and the Pan American Sanitary
was leading to a situation where the responsibility of the Bureau with a suggestion that they should meet with
United Nations for the maintenance of peace and secu- the leaders of the two factions engaged in the fighting
rity would be undermined and the Charter of the United and request a twelve-hour <uspension of hostilities to
Nations flagrantly violated. The Soviet delegation remove the dead and wounded from the battle area.
was also surprised to see that the Secretary-General's While the leaders of the two factions had agreed in
representative in his report had remained completely principle that a twelve-hour cease-fire be imposed on
silent regarding the incursion of the United States into Friday, 21 May, General Imbert nad refused to sign
the Dominican Republic. The basic question still re- ~ joint agreement. with Colonel Caamafio. Thereupon
mained the continued occupation of that country by 1t had been dec1ded to prepare separate identical
American armed forces and it was unjustifiable that a agreements.
request be made to the armed forces themselves to 933. On 21 May the Secretary-General reported
provide their good offices for the observance of the (S/6371/Add.1) that he had received further informa-
cease-fire. The Security Council was within its right tion from his representative in Santo Domingo to the
to expect from the representative of the United Nations effect that the negotiations with the leaders of the two
in the Dominican Republic exhaustive information and factions for sus;,Jension of hostilities had been success-
considerations which might be useful to it with regard fully concluded in pursuance of the message of the
to the adoption of measures for the immediate halting President of the Security Council of 19 May 1965. An
of the United States aggression in the Dominican agreement had been reached for the suspension of
Republic. hostilities for twenty-four hours to begin on Friday,

929. The representative of the Ivory Coac;t con- 21 May, at 1200 hours local time. The Secretary-
i:lidered that it was clear from the information available General expressed his appreciation of the way in which
to the Council that the cease-fire of 5 May 1965 had Mr. Mayobre had been discharging his responsibilities
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and also of the humanitarian efforts of the representa
tives of the Dominican Red Cross, the International
Red Cross and the Pan American Sanitary Bureau.

N. C~m8ideration a~ the 1214th and 1215th meet
ings (21 May 1965)

934. At th~ 1214th meeting of the Council on
21 May, the representative of the United States said
that it was a matter of satisfaction that, as reported
by the Secretary-General, a twenty-fom-hour truce
had been arranged for the humanitarian purpose of
permitting the Red Cross to carry out its task. He
hoped that that would lead to further improvement
and to establishing conditions to ensure against further
hostilities and a strict observance of a cease-fire which
had been agreed upon previously pursuant to the Act
of Santo Domingo. Another important development
had been the OAS decision to empower its Secretary
General to undertake certain activities in the Dominican
Republic. in particular to bring about strict observance
of the cease-fire and to provide his good offices to the
parties. The OAS also had asked its Secretary-General
to co-ordinate his actions with those of the representa
tive of the Secretary-General of the United Nations.
The United States trusted the Security Council woulcl
du everything in its power to encourage and facilitate
the efforts of the regional organization to bring about
a peaceful solution of the present crisis in the Dominican
Republic. The United States representative then suh
mitted the following draft resolution (S/6373):

"The Security Council,
"Taking note of the reports of the Organization

of American States.
"Taking note also of the reports of the Secretary

General,
"1. Notes 'with satisfaction the temporary sus

pension of hostilities agreed to for humanitarian
purposes;

"2. Calls for ob3ervance of a strict cessation of
hostilities;

"3. Notes that the Tenth Meeting of Consultation
of the :Ministers of Foreign Affairs of the Organiza
tion of American States has appointed its Secretary
General to represent it in the Dominican Republic
and has entrusted him with carrying out the objec
tives established by the Organization of American
States;

"4. Urges the Organization of American States
to intensifv its efforts to establish the basis for the
functioning of democratic institutions in the Do
minican Republic and in particular to assure observ
ance of the cease-fire agreed upon in the Act of
Santo Domingo;

"5. Requests the representative appointed by the
Secretary-General, in carrying out the responsibilities
assigned to him by the Security Council, to co
ordinate with the Secretary-General of the Organiza
tion of American States in light of the resolution
adopted by the Organization of American States
on 20 May 1965."
935. The representative of Bolivia recalled that his

delegation at the start of the Council's consideration
of the present question had stated that for the moment
the problem should be kept within the jurisdiction of
the OAS. At the same time, it suggested that the
President of the Council should appeal to the political
factions in the Dominican Republic to take all peaceful
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measures to ensure a cease-fire and a cessati01 of
hostilities. He was glad that his delegation's suggestion
had been unanimously approved by the Council 'vhen
it had been submitted again by France. The repre .nta
tive of Bolivia then said that the work of the OAS
in Santo Domingo, beginning on 2 May when the
Special Committee had arrived at that city, had been
of an exemplary nature. In view of its record of effi
ciency, devotion anti achievement, it was essential that
an attitude of constructive co-operation should be ex
tended to it by all those delegated to that country by
the Security Council, who should co-ordinate their
activities with those of the OAS in bringing about
the pacification of the Dominican Republic and the
re-establishment of democratic institutions.

936. At the same meeting the representative of
Uruguay stated that, since events in Sant0 Domingo had
been changing rapidly, since the Security Council had
on 14 May adopted a unanimous re'.Jolution and since
the Council had been informed by the Secretary-General
of the establishment of a truce, his delegation felt that
it would be in keeping with the circumstances to in
troduce certain changes in its draft resolution so as to
bring it up to date. He circulated the following revised
text (S/6346/Rev.l):

"The SeCflrity Council,
"Having considered the situation existing in the

Dominican Republic,
"Having examined the reports by the Secretary

General (5/6369 and S/6371),
"Taking note of the communications dated 29 April,

30 April, 1 May, 3 May, 6 May and 20 May 1965
from the Organization of American States, reporting
on the measures taken by the Organization in con
nexion with the situation existing in the Republic,

"Having regard to Articles 24, 34 and 35, and
the relevant provisions of Chapter VIII, of the
Charter of the United Nations,

"Reaffirming the principles set forth in Chapter I
of the Charter of the United Nations and, in par
ticular, in Article 2, paragraphs 4 and 7,

"Having particular regard also to the provisions
of articles 15 and 17 of the Charter of the Organiza
tion of American States;

"1. Expresses its deep concern at the developments
in the Dominican Republic and the growing deteriora
tion of the situation;

"2. Reaffirms the right of the people of the Do
minican Republic freely to exercise, without co
ercion of any kind, their sovereign right of self
determination;

"3. Calls for immediate compliance with the cease
fire ordered by the Security Council in its resolution
203 (1965) of 14 :r..1:ay 1965;

"4. Calls upon all States to refrain from supply
ing the contending factions, directly or indirectly,
with facili-;es or military assistance of any kind and
to refrain from any measure which might prevent
the restoration of normal living conditions in the
country;

"5. Invites the Secretary-General to continue to
watch closely the events in the Dominican Republic
and to take such measures as he may deem appro
priate for the purpose of reporting to the Security
Council on all aspects of the situation;

"6. Invites the Organization of American States
to keep the Security Council promptly and fully in-
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formed of the action taken by the Organization of
American States with respect to the situr..tion exist
ing in the Dominican Republic;

"7. Also invites the Organization of American
States to co-operate with the Secretary-General of
the United Nations in the implementation of this
resolution."
937. The representative of the USSR submitted the

following amendments (S/63s2/Rev.2) to the revised
draft resolution submitted by Uruguay (S/6346/
Rev.l) :

"1. Delete the first preambular paragraph.
"2. Add the iollowing preambular paragraph:
" 'Having considered the question of the armed in

tervention of the United States of America in the
internal affairs of the Dominican Republic'.

"3. Delete the third preambular paragraph.
"4. Add the following words to operative para

graph 1:
" 'and condemns the armed intervention of the United
States of America in the internal affairs of the Do
minican Republic as a gross violation of the Charter
of the United Nations'.

"5. Delete operative paragraphs 6 and 7.
"6. Add the following as an operative paragraph:
"'Demands the Governme.lt of the United States

immediately to withdraw its armed forces from the
territory of the Dominican Republic'."
938. Also at the 1214th meeting the Secretary

General reported that he had received urgent informa
tion from his representative in Santo Domingo to the
effect that heavy firing by General Imbert's forces was
then going on. The Secretary-General's representative
had added that that morning's fighting was still con
fused in the area east of the cemetery where pockets of
Colonel Caamafio's troops were offering resistance and
that he was trying to get further information about
the fighting.

939. The representative of the United Kingdom,
after recalling his delegation's statement at the 1207th
meeting on 13 May, said that it was a matter of special
satisfaction to his delegation that the next day after
that statement the Council had reached a unanimous
conclusion and action had been taken in pursuance of
that decision. The two unanimous decisions taken by
the Council had been well-founded and well-timed.
His delegation also appreciated the part which the OAS
had played in the beginning of the present crisis of
the Dominican Republic. What was now required was
speedy and effedve co-ordination of all the efforts that
were being made in Santo Domingo. Recalling the prin
ciples he had outlined on 13 May he said that they
could be translated into the following positive purposes:
to secure and maintain a strict cease-fire; to facilitate
and encourage the establishment of a temporary Do
minican regime broadly based in its support; to with
draw all outside forces once a broadly based regime
was established; and to establish a situation in which
free elections could take place and the Dominican people
could pronounce freely their choice for their future
government. His delegation believed that all those pur
poses could be achieved only through co-operation and
had noted with satisfaction that the resolution of the
OAS had asked its Secretary-General to co-ordinate
his efforts with the representative of the Secretary-

General of the United Nations. The United Kingdom
delegation was in favour of all me...sures for close co
operation between the regional authority and the United
Nations.

940. The representative of France asked if the
truce was in fact being respected. If not, the latest
report received by the Secretary-General from his
representative in the Dominican Republic showed
where the responsibility lay since it indicated that
the forces of General Imbert were still on the offen
sive. In view of that, if the truce was not being re
spected, the Council must deplore that grave action
in view of the appeal that had been made by the
President on behalf of the Council.

941. The represep.tative of the USSR stated that
the United States, after having committed aggres
sion against a small country of Latin America, was
trying- to dictate to the Security Council its own con··
ditions by introducing a draft resolution. A solution
of the question before the Council would not be
reached unl.:ss the Council took action to eliminate the
main cause of the present tragedy in the Dominican
Republic. Consequently, the COt.ncil must ask for the
immediate withdrawal of all American troops from
that country. It was for that rp-aoon that his delega
tion would ask for a vote on the draft resolution it
had submitted on 4 May (S/6328).

942. The representative of Jordan. while asking
for a separate vote on the two operative paragraphs
of the USSR draft resolution. stated that his delega
tion had maintained from the begi, ning that the
United States military intervention in the Dominican
Republic ,vas unjustified and contrary to the principles
and purposes of the United Nations Charter. It had
also stressed that the use of armed forces to settle
mattels could not yield positive results. Moreover,
his delegation belonged to a group of nations that
stood against the presence of foreign troops in any
country without the permission of the duly consti
tuted government of that country.

943. The representative of Uruguay stated that
his delegation would be unable to vote in favour of
the USSR draft resolution because its contents were
identical to those of the Soviet amendments to the
draft resolution submitted by his delegation. More
over, it was imperative that the Council should try
for a formula which, without making a pronounce
ment on the issue before it, might achieve unanimity.
Since his delegation believed that that unanimity or
consensus could be achieved under the revised Uru
guayan draft resolution (S/6346/Rev.2), it could
not vote in favour of a draft resolution that might
distnrb that balance.

Decision: The preambular paragraph of the USSR
draft resolution (S/ 6328) recei'l'ed 2 votes in fa'" Jur
(Jordan. USSR). 5 against and 4 abstentions (France,
Ivory Coast, Malaysia, Uruguay). The preambular
paragraph was not adopted.

Operative paragraph 1 received 1 vote in favour
(USSR), 6 against and 4 abstentions (France, Ivory
Coast. Jordan, Malaysia).

The second operative paragraph received 2 votes in
favour (Jordan, USSR), 6 against and 3 abstentions
(France, Ivory Coast, Malaysia). The paragraphs were
not adopted.

944. The representative of the USSR noted that
the Security Council had failed to do its duty, vested
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in it by the United Nations Charter, to take effective
measures to curb the United States aggression. That
had confirmed the fact that the Council did not prop
erly reflect in its membership the situation in the
world. The p..ace-Ioving States of Africa and Asia
were not properly represented ill it. The fact that the
Secttrit:J: Council had been unable IQ do its duty had
undermmed th!:' confidence of the people in its ability
to come effectively to the defence of peoples who
were fighting for their freedom and independence.

945. The representative of France, explaining his
abstention in voting, expressed his hore that the fratri
cidal war would be stopped. that the Dominican people
would be allowed to choose its government freely
and that an end would he speedily put to the presence
of foreign tl"OOPS in the island.

946. The representative of the Ivory Coast, ex
plaining his vote, said that he did not consider an inter
vention to be legal unless it was requested by the
legally constituted government of the country con
cerned.

947. The representative of the Netherlands sug
gested that the vote on the two remaining drafts before
the Council be postponed to a later date in order to
hold consultations to reach agreement on a compromise
text. The question with which the draft resolutions
dealt. namely. the c1.elineation of competence between
the United Nations and the regional organizations,
was one of fundamental importance. The Council
should adopt a resolution which contained the mini
mum to which all could agree. A concerted effort to
that effect should be made once more in order to bring
the dehate to a constructive end. His delegation was
prepared to take an active part in such a new effort.

948. At its 1215th meeting on 21 May, the Secre
tary-General informed the Council that he had received
a message from his representative in Santo Domingo
stating that h~ had completed a tour of the no-man's
land between General Imbert's and Colonel Caamafio's
forces. \Vhile there had been a few scattered shots fired
by both sides. the cease-fire was fullv effective. The
Red Cross, which had succeeded in starting its work
early that morning near the fighting zone, was fully
engaged in its humanitarian task. However he had
been advised by the medical staff of the ho~pitals he
had personally visited that another period of twenty
four hours was necessary to evacuate the sick and
wounded to less congested hospitals and therefore he
was proceeding immediately to endeavour to obtain an
e.'Ctension of the truce for another twenty-four hours.

949. At the same meeting the representative of Jor
dan stated that the revised text of the draft resolution
submitted by Uruguay (S/6346/Rev.l) was acceptable
to his delegation. The changes made in that draft resolu
tion brought it closer to the present requirements in the
situation in the Dominican Republic. The United States
draft resolution, on the other hand, by requesting the
representative of the Secretary-General of the United
Nations to co-ordinate the responsibilities assigned to
him by the Security Council with the tasks of the
Secretary-General of the OAS, would place the regional
organization in the position of a superior body. Without
going into the effect of such a proposal on the future
functioning of the United Nations, with regard to any
situation that might arise in any other region whf're
a regional organization existed, he wondered whether
the efforts of the United Nations were directed to estab
lishing a strong international system for world peace
or to substituting for it a regional system.

O. Communications from the Organization of
American States dated 22.24 May 1965

9~0. By a cable dated 22 May 1965 (S/6374), the
ASSIstant Secretary-General of the OAS transmitted.
for the information of the Security Council the text
of a resolution adopted that day by' the Tenth Meeting
of Consuli.;;.i.ion of Ministers of Foreign Affairs. The
resolution called upon the parties in the Dominican
Republi..: to transform the suspension (If hostilities into
a permanent cease-fire in accordance with the Act of
Sauto Doming"o and with the resolution of the Tenth
Meeting of 19 M~y 1965.

951. On the same day, the Assistant Secretary
General forwarded (S/6377/Rev.l) the text of an
oth",: resolution adopted at the Thirteenth Plenary
SesslOn of the Tenth Meeting of Consultations of Minis
ters held on that day. The resolution, inter alia, asked
the Secretary-General of the OAS to assume the func
tions referred to in paragraph 3 of the Tenth Meeting's
resulution of 6 May 1965; requested the Government
of Brazil to designate the Commander of the Inter
American Armed Force and the Government of the
United States to designate the Deputy Commander of
that Force: appointed a committee composed of those
members designated by the President of the Tenth
Meeting of Consultation to study ":he functioning and
maintenance of the Inter-American Armed Force and
to present a -:eport to the Meeting of Consultation.

952. On 24 May, the Assistant Secretary-General
of the OAS forwarded (S/6381) for the information
of the Security Council the text of the Constituent Act
Inter-American Armed Force signed at Santo Domingo
on 23 May 1965.

P. Reports of the Secretary.General daten 23.24
May 1965

953. On 23 May the Secretary-General submitted
a ~urther report (S/6~78) containing information trans
mItted to hIm from hIS representative in the Dominica'}
Republic in the evening of 22 May 1965. The repo;t
stated that General Imbert had claimed that the forces
of Colonel Caamafio had been shooting at his positions
a~ the NatiOl;Ial Palace on 22 May at 1730 hours local
tIme at:d agam at 1815 hours. General Imbert had stated
that IllS troops had been instructed not to return the
fire. Colonel Caamafio's .headquarters, on the other hand.
had char~ed t~at soldIers from the National Palace
had been mstalhng a machine-gun post two blocks south
of the Palace and that in order to cover the operation
they had opened fire on Caamafio positions in the area.
The Caamaiio forces claimed that they had not returned
!he fire. General. Imbert's headquarters disclaimed hav
mg any troops In the area mentioned bv Colonel Caa
mafio's headquarters. The information available to the
representative of the Secretary-General had led him
to conclude that. an exchange of fire had taken place
be.tween the Umted States and the Caamafio forces. It
mIght als~ .be noted that from the beginning of the
present cns~s, Colonel Caamafio had been complaining
of the contmuous encroachment by the United States
troops as a result or the enlargement of the corridor.
The representative of the Secretary-General had been
informed by United States officials that the United
States position on that question was that the corridor
would be extended as and when the United States
forces ~etennined it. to be necessary. The Secretary
General s representatIve had drawn the attention of the
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United Statec; Embassy at Santo Domingo to the inci
dent and to reports that the United States troops had
furthe· extencled their corridor, and had requested in
formation on the subject.

954. On 24 May, the Secretary-General reported
(S/6380) on the basis of the latest information received
from his representative, that the I?:eneral situation in
the Dominican Republic as of 23 May at 1820 hours
local time seemed to shew improvement. The cease-f.:e
had generally been maintained with the exception of
isolated incidents.

955. With regard to the charI?:es of Colonel Caamafio
concerning the extension (jf the corridor, the Secretary
General's representative had been informed by two offi
cials of the United States in Santo Domingo that the
United States troops had returned fire only after the
Caamaii.o group forces had made very serious violations
of the cease-fire 011 22 M:ay. They had also rejected
Colonel Caamafio's contention that the United States
troops had been using mortars or that they had pushed
forward from the United States controlled corridor in
the vicinity of the National Palace.

Q. Considerat.ion at the 1216th to 1219th meet.
ings (22.25 May 1965)

956. At the 1216th meeting vf the Council on 22
May, the representative of Uruguay asked for a vote
on his delegation's draft resolution. He added that in
submitting its revised text the Uruguayan deleaation
had striven for the minimum acceptable to all, takinI?:
into account the various ideas and suggestions sub
mitted during the course of the Council's debate. A
suggestion had been made to submit another text in
the hope of "bridging· the gulf" between the two draft
resolutions before the Council. However, the Uru
guayan resolution was itself a compromise text and
furthermore it embodied principles, such as non-inter
vention, prohibition of the use of force and self
determination, which were not negotiable.

957. The Secretary-General informed the Council
that with the exception of a few shots heard during
the previous night the cease-fire was being observed.

958. The representative of France stated that the
Uruguayan draft resolution (S/6346/Rev.1) appeared
to take largely into account the wish expressed at the
previous meeting that a compromise text be prepared.
Although it did not fully reflect the views of the French
delegation, partict'larly in containing no provision
regarding the grave situation which resulted from the
presence of foreign troops on Dominican soil, its refer
ence in the preamble to paragraphs 4 and 7 of Article 2
of the Charter was appropriate in that respect. It was
difficult to understand how the presence of those two
fundamental principles of the United Nations in the
draft could prevent some members from giving their
support to it. The draft resolution also reflect~d the
common interest of all Latin American countries and
their concern with the present situation, even though
one of the main elements was not of their making. The
French delegation appreciated the efforts which the
Latin American countries had made to solve the present
crisis. Operative paragraphs 3 and 4 of the revised
text also took into consideration the immediate action
demanded by the people of the Dominican Republic.
!"or those reasons, the French delegation would vote
m favour of the revised Uruguayan draft resolution
(S/6346/Rev.l) and would abstain from voting on
the USSR amendment to it.
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959. The representative of the United States stated
that his delegation did not favour the adoption of the
Uruguayan revised draft resolution (S/6346/Rev.1)
as that draft did not give sufficient recognition to the
critical role which the OAS had played in finding a
solution to the Dominican problem and consequently
did not reflect the balance which should be maintained
between the regional machinery and that of the United
Nations. Nor did the draft resolution express any satis
faction or appreciation of the work that the OAS had
done and was doing. The fact that its operative para
graph 3 appealed to the factions in the Dominican Re
11ublic to cease hostilities without mentioninI?: that the
cl'ase-fire had already been signed by them as a result
of the OAS action, v,'as the result of the imbalance of
the draft on those points. Moreover, in asking the
Secretary-General of the United Nations to follow the
situation, no indication was given that he should do
so in concert with the OAS. In its reference to articles
of the Charter of the United Nations as well as to those
of the GAS, the draft resolution had been selective
in that it had cited articles which favoured a certain
thesis, minimizing the importance of seeking a solution
through regional efforts.

960. For these reasons the United States would be
unable to support the Uruguayan draft resolution,
although it concurred with the substance of its two
main points, namely, the right of the people of the
Dominican Republic freely to exercise their sovereign
right of self-determination and the appeal to all factions
to cease hostilities.

961. The representative of the Ivory Coast stated
that the revised Uruguayan draft resolution (S/6346/
Rev.1) was a compromise between the views of those
who wanted the Council explicitly to encourage the
OAS in its efforts in the Dominican Republic and
those who were opposed to the role of the OAS. The
Uruguayan text mentioned the OAS when it noted
the communications from that organization and asked
it to keep the Council informed of the measures ~t

might take with respect to the situation, thus implicitly
accepting the idea that the OAS would have to take
measures. The draft resolution also reaffirmed the dght
of the Dominican people to self-determination and the
principle of non-intervention in the domestic affairs of
the country and called for compliance with the cease
fire. If the cease-fire depended on the two factions,
and the powers of the Security Council seemed to be
limited, the Council could at least, as operative para
graph 4 provided, call upon all States not to supply
the two factions with any military aid.

962. The Council then voted on the USSR amend
ments (S/6352/Rev.2) to the revised Uruguayan draft
resobtion (S/6346/Rev.1).

Decisions: At the 1216th meeting of the Council on
22 May, the first USSR amendment received 1 vote in
favour (USSR) attd 7 against, with 3 abstentions
(China, France. United States); the second USSR
amendment received 2 votes in favour (Jordan. USSR)
and 6 against, with 3 abstentions (France, Ivory Coast,
Malaysia); the third USSR amendment received 1 vote
in fqvour (USSR) and 8 against, with 2 abstentions
(Chzna. France); the fourth USSR amendment received
1 vote in favour (USSR) and 6 against, with 4 absten
tions (France, Ivory Coast, Jordan, Malaysia); the
fifth USSR amendment received 1 vote in favour
(USSR) and 7 against, with 3 abstentions (China,
France. United States); the sixth USSR amendment
received 2 votes in favour (Jordan, USSR) and 6



"2. Calls on all concerned to intensify efforts to
this end and to do nothing to prejudice the achieve
ment of this immediate and urgent aim."

968. The representative of the United Kingdom
stated that the Council must immediately call for the
temporary truce to be converted into a permanent ces
sation of hostilities and should evolve a resolution which
could cover all aspects of the problem of the Dominican
Republic before the Council. The United Kingdom
delegation deplored the attempts of those who had
caused the breakdown of the truce which the GAS had
established, just as it would deplore any further attempt
to revive the conflict in that country. His delegation
was gratified to hear from the representative of the
Secretary-General that the temporary truce appeared
to be extended. Since it seemed precarious, it was the
more ne~essary for the Council to make every effort
to make It a permanent cessation of hostilities.

969. A~ the same meeting, the representative of
France reIterated the principle of non-intervention in
~he dOl11t;stic affairs of the Dominican Republic and his
l11terest m putting an end to the hostilities. He stated
tha~ for th~ honour of the Security Council and the
U11lted Natlons, the debate should not be left without
~ conclusion, even if only of a provisional kind, making
It .clear that the Council must continue to be concerned
WIth the present question, and above all that the cease
fire obtained by the Secretary-Gener;l must become
perma?ent. It was essential therefore for the Security
CounCIl. to I;eep the matter under review and express
clearly Its WIll to see the sllspension of hostilities become
pe1"l1~anent and the population of the Dominican Re
pubhc a~le to choose its own government freely by
del110~r~t1c means. For those reasons his delegation was
submlttl11g the following draft resolution (5/6376):

"The Security Council,

"Deepl'}' concerned at the situation in the Domini
can Republic,

"Recalling its resolution 203 (1965) of 14 May
1965,

"1. Requests that the suspension of hostilities in
Santo Domingo be transformed into a permanent
cease-fire;

"2. Invites the Secretary-General to submit a
report to it on the implementation of the present
resolution."

970. At the 1217th meeting of the Council on 22
May, the Secretary-General. sub~1itt~d a further report
(S/6371/~dd. 2). on the .sItuatIOn In Santo Domingo
base? on mformat.lOn receIved from his representative.
DUfl?g that mor111ng, rumours had circulated in Santo
Donungo that "the high military command" of the
"Governn;ent of Reconstruction" would not accept the
prolongatIon of the cessation of hostilities. The Secre
tary-~eneral's re~resentative had met with the repre
sentative of the Government of Reconstruction" re
gar?ing the extension of the truce for an additional
perIOd of twenty-four hours. At that meeting, General
Imbert h~d stated. that he alone was not the govern
ment, WhICh conSIsted of the junta as a whole, and
added that th~ tru~e could be maintained in the northern
zone of the city. 1 he Secretary-General's representative
had drawn General Il11bert's attention to the fact that
the r~quest of t~~ .Secnrity Council had been for the
cessatIOn of ho~tIhtIes covering the entire city and not
only a part of It. General Imbert had then replied that
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against, with 3 abstentions (France, Ivory Coast, Ma
la.ysia). The USSR amendments (Sj6352/Rev.2) were
not adopted.

963. Following the rejection of the USSR amend
ments, the representative of the USSR asked the repre
sentative of Uruguay to agree to separate votes on the
third paragraph of the preamble and on operative para
graphs 6 and 7 of the revised Uruguay draft resolution
(SJ6346jRev.l). If those paragraphs were deleted his
delegation could vote in favottr of the draft resolution
as a whole.

964. The representative of Uruguay regretted that
he could not agree to this request since he believed
that the paragraphs in question were essential to the
Uruguay draft resolution as they were the ones that
introduced elements of balance with respect to the func
tioning of the United Nations and the regional organiza
tions.

Decision: The Uruguayan revised draft resolution
received 5 votes in favour (France, Ivory Coast, Jor
dan, Malaysia, Uruguay) and 1 against (USSR), with
5 abstentions. The draft resolution (S/6346jRev.l)
was therefore not adopted.

965. The representative of the USSR stated that
his delegation's amendments had had the purpose
of excluding provisions which could be used as a pre
text for sanctioning ep; post facto the illegal activities
of the GAS. The amendments had also provided for an
unequivocal condemnation of the United States military
intervention in the internal affairs of the Dominican
Republic and the withdrawal of its troops from that
country. Because those amendments had not been
adopted and also because the representative of Uruguay
had not agreed to the Soviet request for separate votes
on paragraphs which referred to the activities of the
OAS, there was no alternative left for the Soviet dele
gation but to vote against the Uruguayan draft. In so
doing the Soviet Union had acted in defence of the
Charter of the United Nations.

966. The representatives of Bolivia and the Nether
lands, in explaining their abstentions, stated that, in
their view, the draft resolution did not correctly reflect
the competence of the regional organization. The repre
sentative of the Netherlands had felt much sympathy
for the purposes embodied in the Uruguayan draft. If
it had been put to the vote paragraph by paragraph he
would have been able to vote for most of the para
graphs. He repeated his suggestion that the members
of the Council should try to agree on a draft resolution
which would contain the constructive elements on which
there was fairly wide agreement in the Council.

967. The representative of the United Kingdom,
while paying tribute to the efforts of the representative
of Urugnay to reach the maximum agreement in the
Council, considered that a further effort should be made
in that direction. He submitted the following draft
resolution (S/6375):

"The S eC1!rity Council,

"Noting with satisfact·ion the suspension of hostili
ties on 21 May 1965,

"Welcoming the decisions of the Organization of
American States taken on 20 and 21 May 1965,

"1. Calls for a continued and complete cessation
of hostilities;.



the "Government of Reconstruction" woulci not approve
the prolongation of the truce for an additional twenty
four hours. The Secretary-General's representative had
stated that since Colonel Caamafio had accepted both
the cease-flre and the extension of the truce, the full
responsibility for loss of lives and destruction that
might occur tnereafte" would fall on the "Government
of Reconstruction". General Imbert then had stated
that he accepted that responsibility. The Secretary
General added that the ominous implications of General
Imbert's refusal to extend the truce and to observe the
strict cease-fire were very clear. After meeting with
General Imbert, the Secretary-General of the OAS had
seen th: Secretary-General's representative and had
informed him that the United States Embassy had
advised that the United States forces would not permit
General Imbert's armed forces to use ~heir aircraft and
"other facilities that were under the control of the
United States forces". The representatives of the Red
Cross also expressed their grave concern and had
requested that an appeal be made in order to obtain
from both factions all facilities for the accomplishment
of their task. The Secretary-General's representative
had added that, with the exception of some shots fired
during the night, the cease-fire was being observed at
the time of his report, i.e., just prior to the expiration
of the twenty-four-hour truce. The Secretary-General
further stated that at 2.45 a.m. that day te had received
the text of the statement issued to the Press by General
Imbert which declared, inter alia, that the "Govern
ment of National Reconstruction" must have its hands
free to repel any violent action and that his troops
would continue to occupy the positions they then held.
The Government, however, sought peace and did not
plan to initiate any warlike action. It would abstain
from the resumption of fire, unless it was provoked,
while discussions with the Secretary-General of the
OAS continued for the purpose of finding a definitive
solution to the conflict. Without this action it would not
be possible to re-establish a normal situation in the
country.

971. The representative of the USSR stated that the
report of the Secretary-General clearly indicated that
the situation in the Dominican Republic was becoming
increasingly ominous. The dialogue that was being
conducted between the Security Council and Santo
Domingo was not consonant with the dignity and
authority of the Security Council; visits were being
made to the leader of the military junta who was con
stantly defying the authority of the Security Council
and the appeals made by it. General Imbert was only
a puppet and the Security Council should not deal with
him but take immediate action against the military
intervention of the United States.

972. The representative of the United States stated
that the report of the Secretary-General on the suspen
sion of hostilities was not as ominous as some had
feared that morning. In view of the present positions
of the forces of the two factions, north and south of the
line of communications, the action which the United
States forces were taking to prevent any attacks across
the line of communications or through the safety zone
or by air or sea was the most effective possible assur
ance against fighting on any large scale. As reported
by the Secretary-General, General Imbert had declared
his intention not to resume hostilities unless be was fired
upon. The United States was not quite certain if Colonel
Caamafio also had taken the same position. In the cir-
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cumstances, the urgency had diminished. The United
St~tes would have voted in favour of the United King
dom d,aft which welcomed the recent decision of the
OAS and called for a complete cessation of hostilities.
The French text on the other hand eliminated any
reference to the OAS. Since the French draft resolution
did not even encourage the regional activity which
Article 52, paragraph 3, of the Charter enjoined the
Council to encourage, the United States could not "ote
in favour of it. However, be<'.ause the draft resolution
did not impede the' OAS in the exercise of its functions,
b-ecause of the desirability of further steps to extend
the truce in a formal fashion and because all concerned
in restoring peace to the Dominican Republic were
working in consultation, the United States would not
seek to prevent the adoption of the Fnmch draft resolu
tion but would abstain.

973. The Council then voted on the French draft
resolution (S/6376), after the representative of the
United Kingdom had indicated that he would not object
to priority being given to the French text.

Decision: The French draft resolution (S/6376)
was adopted by 10 votes in favour, none against and 1
abstention (United States) (resolution 205 (1965)).

974. At the 1218th meeting of the Council on 24
May, the representative of the United States, after
referring to the 6 May resolution of the OAS which
had authorized the establishmeiIt of an Inter-American
Fort::e, stated that contingents from Costa Rica, Hon
duras, Nicaragua, Brazil and the United States were
already on the ground in Sat.to Domingo. In addition,
the Republic of Panama was being represented by a
group of civilian do.::tors. In response to a request from
the OAS, the Government of Brazil had provided a
senior officer of the Brazilian Army as Commander-in
Chief of the Inter-American forces. With the official
establishment of the Inter-American Force on 23 May,
all United Slates forces in the Dominican Republic
were now assigned to it. The purpose of the Force con
tinued to be to assist in the restoration of normal con
ditions in the Dominican Republic as stated in the 6
May resoh.tion.

975. The representative of the United States then
said that the charges and allegations made by Colonel
Caamafio, as stated in the report of the Secretary
General \S/6378), were without any foundation as a
second report of the Secretary-Gen~ral (S/6380) con
taining an account of an investigation of those charges
had proved, In fact it had been decided that there would
be no extension of the corridor except upon reqnest
of the GAS with prior notification by the OAS to
both sides.

976. The United States representative then with
drew his delegation's draft resolution (S/6373),
stating that since its submission on 21 May a new
mandate had been given to the Secretary-General of
the OAS (S/6372) and both that organization and the
Security Council had called for a permanent:ease-fire.
Those development3 had covered the points that had
been raised in the draft resolution.

977. The representative of the USSR stated that
Lire United States had not only intervened militarily
in the Dominican Republic in violation of the Charter
of the United Nations but had defied the Security
Council by creating a so-called Inter-American Force.
It was not a secret that the so-called decisions of the
GAS had been dictated by the United States to cover



up its illegal intervention in the Dominican Republic.
The United States had n0t yet provided any am:wer as
to the basis on which it had take.l action in the Domini
can Republic and as to whether the OAS had been
authorized by the Security Council, in 'lccordan~e with
Article 53. to take any measures. In the light of the
fact that the United States action was illegal and
contrarv to the Charter, the Council must caU for
immediate withdrawal of United States troops.

978. At the 1219th meeting of the Council on 25
May, the representative of Cuba stated that the Security
Council should not aUow to go unchallenged the crea
tion of a so-c.'llled Inter-American Force established
by ~he OAS in violation of the principles and purposes
.' ~l\~ Charter of the United Nations, as weU as of the

,m" organization. The basic problem before the
Cl ,'.:.r.ci! was not the peaceful settlement of a dispute
be~ween the Dominicans but that of the presence on
Dominican soil of foreign occupation forces. The pres
ence of those forces could not be justified and the situa
tion would be aggravated by the fact that those forces
had now received the approval of the OAS. The failure
to act on the oart of the Security Council would lead
to an impairment of its prestige.

979. The President noted that it appeared that a de
facto cessation of hostilities continued to prevail in
Santo Domingo. There was reason to hope that it
would continue to be observed in the days ahead. The
representative of the Secretary-General remained on
the spot and was reporting regularly on the develop
ments. The Secretary-General had informed him that
there had been no new developments cC'1cerning the
observance of the de facto cessation of hostilities since
his last report and that he would make available any
further information to the Council whenever it was
received by him.

980. The President then proposed that the Council
might adjourn. However, if the situation warranted.
an immediate meeting could be called if any member
requested a meeting.

981. The representative of the USSR stated that the
President's st'ltement could be noted by the Security
Council, especially since it was based on de facto
information obtained through the representative of the
Secretary-General. However, the Soviet delegation
deemed it essential to point out that the question of a
cease-fire between the opposing factions in the Domini
can Republic fell entirely within the competence of the
Dominican Republic itself and formed part of its
domestic affairs. There was no doubt that the efforts
made by the Securit,f Council to bring about an end
of bloodshed and fratricide in that country, with the
participation of the SecreLary-General and his repre
sentatives, should be duly appreciated. Nevertheless,
the Security Council had not yet taken action on the
'main issue before it, i.e., the question of the armed
intervention of United States troops in the Dominican
Republic. The Security Council had taken no action
against the continuing United States efforts to impose
on the Dominican Republic a regime which suited the
United States, though it was the primary duty of the
Council to do so.

R. Report of the Secretary.General dated 27
May 1965

982. In a repC'rt on 27 May 1965 (S/6386), the
Secretary-General reported that he had received infor-
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mation from his Representative in the Dominican
Republic to the effect that with the exception of isolated
shots, the cease-fire had remained effective. The repre
sentative of the Secretary-General had added that since
2S .i.\Iay patrols of the Inter-American Force had been
set up in the corridor controUed by the United States
forces and that Brazilian forces had arrived at Santo
Domingo.

S. Consideration at the 1220th to 1223rd meet.
ings (3·lI June 1965)

983. At the 1220lh meeting on 3 June, prior to the
adoption of the provisional 'lgent:la, the President stated
that he had received a request from the representative
ot the USSR to call an urgent meeting of the Council,
particularly to take up the question of the two tele
grams which the President had received from Mr.
Jottin Cury. Minister of Foreign Affairs of the Con
stitutional Government, in which the latter had asked
for the dispatch of the Human Rights Commission to
the Dominican Republic. The majority of the Council's
members did not think that these telegrams were prima
facie a matter for the Council to deal with. However,
they pointed out that if one member insisted Oh a
meeting, th ~y would not object.

984. Th,~ representative of the United States said
there had been no new and threatening developments
relating to the maintenance of international peace and
security requiring the attention of the Council. The
USSR allegations regarding certain violations of human
rights were not related to the item on the Council's
agenda and did not lie within the Council's responsi
bility. It was also relevant to note that Mr. Cury him
self h'ld not asked for a Security Council consideration
of this matter and that both factions had requested the
OAS Commission on Human Rights to investigate
these charges. Representatives of that Commission were
already in Santo Domingo for this purpose.

985. At the same meeting, the provisional agenda
was adopted and the representative of Cuba was invited
at his request to take a seat at the Council's taHe.

986. The representative of the USSR stated that
he had been instructed to bring to the attention of the
Council a statemeni of policy by his Government on the
"illegality of the formation of a so-called Inter-Ameri
can force" (S/6411 and Corr.1, see also S/6422).
The Soviet Government stated, inter alia, that the OAS
decision to establish that force, adopted under direct
pressure from the United States and in spite of the
resolute opposition of a number of Latin American
countries, violated the fundamental provisions of the
United Nations Charter and those of the GAS Charter
and other inter-American agreements, and that the
United States effort to organize a permanent inter
American force was fraught with a great danger for
the other countries of Latin America.

987. The Soviet Government, the statement added,
called on the Security Council and on all the States
Members of the Unit.ed Nations to bring about the
withdrawal of all foreign troops from the Dominican
Republic and to ~revent further use of the OAS by the
United States for the attainment of its imperialist
designs and for intervention in the internal affairs of
sovereign States.

988. The representative of the USSR then drew
the Council's attention to communications froI::1 the



Co~stitutional Govenment to the' United Nations call
ing upon it to conduct an investigation of the atrocities
carried out by General Imbert's forces against the
civilian population in the sectors of Santo Domingo
under his control. The military jt1l1ta, financed and
supported by th(' United States, was trying to set up
a regime of terror lt~d military dictatorship. Thus
there was a further expansion of American interference
in the internal affairs of the Dominican Republic; no
one in the United States would now resort to the
ludicrous pretext of the protection of foreign citizens
to justify American intervention, and even the worn
out bogey of the communist threat was being :iban
doned. President Johnson in a speech on 28 May
considered that "the old distinction between the civil
war and international war has already lost much of its
meaning". Such a statement showed that the United
States was trying to appropriate the role of a world
policeman for the purpose of repressing the national
liberation movements in various parts of the world.

989. The United States by its actions attempted to
destroy the foundation of the United Nations and to
undermine the effectiveness of this Organization.

990. The Security Council, the USSR representa
tive st,ted, could not ignore the appeal of the Senate
and the Chamber of Deputies of the Dominican Republic
against the attempt by the United States to deprive
the Dominican people of the right to self-determination
and must take immediate action on t~le request of the
"Constitutional Government" that an immeoiate
investigation be carried out by the United Nations
into the mass repressions of the civilian fIOpulation.

991. The representative of the United States said
that, in accordance with the resolution of the OAS of
6 May, the Inter-American force had one purpose; to
co-operate in the restoration of normal conditions in
the :::>ominican Republic in maintaining the security of
its inhabitants and the inviolability of human rights and
in establishing an atmosphere of peace which would
permit the functioning of democratic institutions. The
functioning of the Force did not constitute enforcement
action within the meaning of Article 53, paragraph 1,
of the United Nations Charter.

992. This Force had already made progress in ful
filment of its mandate. Inter-American patrols had
been constituted throughout the safety zone and along
the lines of communication which separated the com
batants. The United States had withdrawn 3,100 of
its troops from the Dominican Republic since 26 May,
and it was ready to make further withdrawals when
the Unified Command of the OAS determined that the
Inter-American Force was adequate for the purpose
contemplated by the OAS resolution of 1 May. The
Force had brought about a cessation of organized
hostilities between the two factions.

993. The Chairman and Executive Secretary of the
Human Rights Commission of the OAS were in the
Dominican Republic seeking to determine whether any
violations of human rights had taken place. An ad hoc
Good Offices Committee of the OAS had been set up
to assist all parties in the Dominican Republic to
achieve a climate of reconciliation and to provide
directives for the Force. The OAS had also organized
extensive relief activities, distributing free food to the
population and making arrangements to pay the salaries
of civilian employees. A most important factor of OAS
activity had been the manner in wnich the American
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rept:iJlics had responded to the OAS resolution of 3
May to help to meet the urgent needs of the Dominican
Republic.

994. The OAS and the United States, he continued,
were not supporting one faction of the Dominican Re
public, but were see'king a settlement acceptable to all
democratic parties. These evidences of constructive,
impartial action on the part of the OAS would be of
more value to the Council than detailed refutation of
the endless and groundless Soviet charges.

995. The representative of the USSR, in reply,
stated that an important role in the plans for occupa
thm of the country by the American troops, which was
a gross violation of the key provisions of the United
Nations Charter, was being played by the OAS; the
United States was able to win the necessary votes to
put through the required decisions. It was not sur
prising, therefore, that the OAS was being sharply
criticized by important political personalities in the
Latin American continent. However, the sanctioning
of United States plans, which the United States
Ambassadors 'vere endeavouring to obtain behind the
closed doors of the OAS, could not impart legitimacy
to those plans, as Article 53 of the Charter categori
cally prohibited any enforcement action by regional
organs without authorization by the Security Council.
Thp.re could scarcely be any question of the inter
American force being international in nature when Gen
eral Palmer, Deputy Commander of that force, had
stated that in th~ event of a disagreement between the
OAS and the United States Government, he would
follow the guidance of his Government.

996. At the same meeting, the President, at the
request of the representative of Bolivia, read out the
text of a letter dated 25 May 1965, from the representa
tives of Argentina, Bolivia, Brazil, Colombia, Costa
Rica, El Salvador, Guatemala, Haiti, Honduras, Nica
ragua, Panama, Paraguay and Peru (S/6409). The
latter stated, inter alia, that the OAS, in its capacity
as a regional agency, should continue to exercise the
responsibility for the maintenance of peace in the
hemisphere, and that in accordance with Article 52,
paragraph 3, of the United Nations Charter, action by
regional agencies should be encouraged for the pacific
settlements of local disputes. This did not preclude
co-ordination of the action of the United Nations and
of the OAS.

997. At the 1221st meeting on 7 June, the President
informed the Council that the Secretary-General had
transmitted to him a preliminary report concerning
violations of the cease-fire in Santo Domingo on 4/5
June. He had also received a telegram from Mr. Jottin
Cury, alleging that American troops had nine times
fired mortar shells on civilians in the western part of
the city.

998. From both communications, the President
added, it appeared that shooting had taken place and
that the cease-fire was in danger of breaking down.
The United States delegation informed him that from
the information that they had received the firing could
not possibly have originated from the United States
armed forces. Reports on the subject had been received
from the Set:-etary-General of the OAS (S/6417 and
S/641':") and from the Secretary-General (S/6420). A
report had also been received from the OAS (S/6419)
on the activities in the Dominica!'! Republic of the OAS
Commission on Human Rights.



l)l)<), The reprrst'ntative of J ordnn said that th~

statement of the Sovit,t Gon'rntlll'nt, from a political
point of \' iew, reprt'Sl'ntl'd a stron~ opposition hy a
pt.'rmallt'nt ml'mhl'!" of th~ Security Coundl a~ainst the
actiun of another \ll'rmallt'nt tlIt'mlll'r within the con
tt'xl tlf tht' maintt'lIance of internatiunal peace and
security, Sudl a confrontation woukl halt international
co-opt'ration in an'as when' joint diorts were vitally
nt't'lkd, If the Council were immohilized, then t'ach
t'ountry would takt' it upon itself to act in the manner
which woulll Ill'st St'n't' its own intt'f{'sts, Therefon..
in the present llisturhed intl'rnational conditions, t!lt
Council must more than eVt'r be aware of its great
t esponsihility,

1000, As to the le~al aspect of the Soviet statement,
the pusition of Jordan was that the Charter did not
permit a military action of lhe type which had taken
place in the Dominican Republic. whether this action
was uniIatt'ral or was made in a regional form,

1001. As regards the letter of the representative of
thirteen Lntin Americnn States the represl'ntative of
Jordan said that the question nt issue was whether in
this case the OAS had acted in conformitv with the
provisions of the United Nations Charter. which should
prevail over all intl'rnational ngreements,

1002. The cease-fire which had bet'n estnblished in
the Dominican Repuhlic had ken frequeutly threatened
by the violent attitude of the commander of the junta,
It was most disturbing to hear of further killing of the
dvilian population as reported to the Council in Mr,
Cury's communications.

1003. Although the mere presence of the United
Nations in the Dominican Repuhlic was a source of
satisfaction to the populatior., the order of the Security
Council for a strict cease-fire and cessation of hostilities
should not be left without machinery for its implementa
tion. It was. therefore, essential to assist !\.Jr, :\Iayobre
with a team of aides and observers to enahle him to
carry out his tasks, On the question of the maintenance
of international peace and security no activity by any
other organization should neutralize the powers of tlH
Security Council.

1004. The representative of Uruguay, discussing
the question of the legality of the inter-American
force. stated that intervention or the use of force,
whether unilateral or nmltilateral, was always illegal,
unless it was justified by other substantive norms such
as those of Chapter VII of the United Nations Charter
or articles 19 and 25 of the Charter of the OASt How
ever. the tenth consultative meeting of the OAS had
not heen called under the terms of the Inter-American
Treaty of Reciprocal Assistance. No collective action
could therefore legitimately flow from that meeting.
Thirdly. the military intervention in the Dominican
Repuhlic could not be considered as "peace-keeping
Qperations" since one prerequisite, generally deemed
indispensable, was missing. namely, the consent of the
party concerned.

1005 Finally, there was a general principle which
had llecome part of the legal codes of all civilized
nations, namely. the maxim ex injllria jus non ori ltr,
according to which law could not result from injustice.
If the original presence of military forces on Dominican
soil was ilk'gal, the situation could in no way be altered
hy the addition of additional military forces or the
~hangingof the flag.
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1006, No reason:lhll' interprl'tation could allow for
thl' t'ol:dusi~ln that tht' intt'r-Americ:ln svstt'm as it
existt'd a111 horizl'tl military intt'f\'t'ntioll un;It'r the pn··
text of impeding thl' sl,tting up of a communist-type
(~o\'l'rtnllt'nt, and it was possiblt' that this formula
might ill tht' futnfl' he uSl'd tn justify intervention in
ally ntht'r I ...'\tin Amt'rican country.

1007. lIt' t'Xpfl'sst'tl l'onCl'rn that n1l'ntion was again
"dng madt' of an intl'rnational polin' fort,t.' undt'r tIll'
l'onlllllmtl of certain national Powers. National mes
sianism wonM illl'\'itahly divide the world into spheres
of inthlt'nl't' where each natiunal Power would exercise
its polkt' power. TIll' only intl'rtIational polkt' power
was that of tht.' inter:lational l'Ommtmity exercised in
accordalll'c with the Charter. There was no otht'r
solution to the p:ohlem confronting the Dominican
Repuhlic than th.lt fn'ely decitkd hy the Dominicans
themselvl's.

100..~. Tht' n'pn's\'~l\tati\'t, of tht' Secrt'tary-Gt'neral
should he gi\'t'n all the nll'ans lIl'Ct';-;sary to fuliil the
tasks entrusterI to him hy the Council. His mandate
was sufticil·ntly wide to see to the implt>mentation of
the ct'a,,;e-fire. It presupposed tht' power to investigate,
since tilt' investigations asked for refl'rrl'd to the situa
tion in that Repuhlic which was, specifically, the subject
of the mandate.

1009. The representative of France said that from
the heginning his Government had disapproved the
actions of tIll' Anll'rican troops in Santo Domingo, since
it disapproved of any foreign military intervcntion and
intl'rfl'relll'e in the internal affairs of States. whether
undertakt'n hy one country or hy several countries
even though under the COVl'r of a multilateral organiza
tion. No ohstac1es should be placed in the wav of the
estahlishment of a represl'ntative government .pending
the re-estahlishment of the constitution. Intervention
from outside could only delay this process.

1010. The representative of the Secretary-General
must himsdf be in a position to report on the question
of violal ions of human rights. The Council should
authorize thl' Secretary-General to provide his repre
sentative with the necessarv additional staff and
material. .

1011. The representative of Cuha stated that recent
:vents in the Dominican Repuhlic had again confirmed
the brutality of the group headed hy General Imbert,
the disgraceful role played hy the OAS and the ever
more urgent need for the Council to act in the light of
the main p~ohlem hefore it: the aggression perpetrated
hy the U11lted Statl's against a State Member of the
United Nations.

1012. The Constitutional Government had denouhced
the acts of genocide and destruction committed bv the
Imbert group. In its communique of 31 l\'fay it ha.d
referred to the criminal repression carrit'd out against
a group of thousands of Dominicans in the city of San
Francisco de Macoris, during which the troops had
opened fin' against the Church of Santa Ana whl'n the
people had sought refuge in it. There could he no doubt
of United States support of the Imhert (~roup.

1013. The OAS, as a docile instrument of American
policy, had tried to cover up the Unit('d States aggres
sion with the setting up of a so-called inter-American
peace-keeping force which was intended to become a
fundamental element in the United States policy of
asphyxiating tht' sovereignty and strangling' the self-



ddl'rmination of th~ pl'opll's in Latin AI11l'ril'an, TIll'
O.\S pl'rsistl'ncl' in i1k~ality had hcn)[llC.' l'\"l'n mon'
obvious. Its Sl'Cretal y-(;eneral had alre'ldy tal-l'n the
first Stl'pS in Santo Domillgo to s('t up a d,' facio truste('
ship, cOlltrary to th(' right of sclf-detl'rmination and the
sovereignty d tIll' Dominican people. Till' OAS had
tried to usurp )'OWl'rs and functions whid- ht'1onged
ollly to :1 constitutl'd go\,('rtlml'nt hy paying, with
AIIll'rkan mom'y, the S:llaries of puhlic ollicials to tIll'
junta of 1mhert, and hy appointing an ad /wc Com
mission to elt'al with thl' internal affairs of the Domini
l'an I{epuhlic,

1014. As to the I~tter suhmitted by thirtl'en d~1l-ga

tions (S/6409), he presum~d that wh~n it referred to
the purposes assigned to a rt'gional organization it
r~ferred to chapt('r 2 of tIlt' Chart('r of the OAS, the
rights ailll fundamental duties of Statl's. as mentioned
in chaptl'r 3 of that chartl'r. as wdl as the Purposes and
Principles of the United Nations. These precepts repu
diated the unilai.eral use of force against the territorial
integrity or political independence of any State, and up
helel the right to self-determination of States and the
concept that aggression ugainst uny American Stat,'
constituted aggression against the rest of the American
States. Moreover, by asserting the responsibility of the
OAS for the maintenance of peace in the hemisphere
the thirteen States were insinuating that the interven
tion CIf the OAS limited the Council in carrying out its
duties.

tOl S. The deliberations of the Council should hring
ahout the following results: recognition of the Consti
tutionalist Government, ('ffe(,tive implementation of the
ceasl'·fir<." immeeliate withdrawal of Unitl'd States
fOrl'es, handing over of tht' Imhert outlaws to the justice
of tIll' nominkan pt'ople. and the termination of the
O.\S onc(' and for all,

1016. TIlt' I'l'pr('sentative of the United States stated
that. pending th(' l'omplction of the investigations of
allt'gations concerning violations of the cease-fire in
Santo Domingo, it would he inadvisable for the Council
to take up this matter. Violations of the ('ease-fire and
relatt'd acts of violence were aln'ad\' heing inve1:tigated
hy the representatives of the OAS and hv the inter
American forct" so he qt1l'stioned the need for expand
ing the staff of thl' Secretary-General's repreRentative
into another independent inveRtigatin body,

101i. At the 1222nc! meeting on 9 June, the repre
sentative of France noted that the Security Council
coulc! consider the adoption of additional measur('s to
enable the special representative of the Secretary
Gen~ral to carry Oltt effectively the mandate assigned
to him,

1018. The rl'presentative of the United Kingdom
Rtatec! that his delegation was not satisfied tlutt the
alleged ureadtes of the cease..fire in Santo Domingo
conRtitutec! a threat to international peace, or that the
alleged violations of hnman rights fell within the Coun
<'it's responsibility. In practice, there was a risk of
cutting acrORs action already in train on human rights
questions anc! in connexion with investigationR of
breaches of the ceaRe-fire. The Council should support
the work already being undertaken by its repreRentative.
011 the one hand. and by the OAS on the other. It should
alRo urg'e the OAS to co-operate with Mr. Mayohre
and tn kf'ep him in formed.

1019. His dekgation would wish to give careful
thought to any proposal to enlarge the mandate or in
creas" the staff of the Secretary-Generat's representa-

tin'. I Ill\\'l'\T I' , Ill' ~uppllrh'<1 the suggestion that Mr.
:\Ia\'"hn' might 11(' n'qllt,~Il'c1 to kl't'p a "watchful eye"
nil till' I)lII11illiran situatioll.

1020. TIll' n'pn'st'ntative of the United States, dis
cnssing the !"l'Spt,(,tivt, wit's of the regional and world
('onltllunitit,s in rl'1atilln to )leacl'·ket'ping. stated that
whilt' tIll' Charll'r of the United Nations prescribed
that the St'('urity Coull\'il hac! primary responsihility
for thl' maint('n:ln('l' of international peace, there was
no requirl'ment in tIll' Charter that the Council anti
onlv tht' Council could act when threats to peace oc
currell. On tht' ('ontrary, the Charter stipulated that
partieo; to the dispute "shall, first of al1, seek a solution
by nl'gotiation. enquiry. mCt1iation. conciliation, arbitra
tion, jUllirial settknll'nt. resort to n'gional agencies or
arrangements .....,

1021. In the Westl'rn Hemisphere the OAS had es
sentially the same goal as the Unitl'd Nations had on
a global hasis: thl' settlement of disputes, the main
tenance of peace. the promotion of peaceful change,
and economic anel social co-operation, Its mission was
not cOlllpetitive with the United Nations, hut comple
mentary to it. TIll' Ot\S was not engaged in enforce
ment action in the Dominican Republk: it had acted
against civil disorder, political chaos, bloodshed and
internecine war. Within the terms of Article S2 of the
Charter. the American StateR. through the Rio Treaty
and the OAS Charter. had banded together to protect
the \VeRtern 11tomisphere against aggression and sub
vcrsion. There was therefore no question of the com
petence of the O:\S to deal with the situation as long
as its actions \\"('re ronsistent with the United Nations
Charter, aR had heen pointed out b~' the thirteen Amen
('an States in thdr letter of 2S May.

1022. To deprecate the accomplishments of the OAS
or to ohstruct in any ,,,ay the achievement of its mis
sion. would reflel'\ no credit on the Council nor would
it assist in the important task undertaken hy the OAS,
It was not consistent with the dignity of the United
Nations or in the interests of peace and security to give
the impression that the Coundl was competing with
one of its regional agencies. Practical and effective
measures were already being taken by the OAS on the
spot. In the Dominican Repuhlic the OAS was repre
Rented hy its Secretary-Gel1l·ral. supported by competent
staff; bv a committee of three representatives of the
Counci! of the OAS. alRo bv the Inter-American Peace
Force: and. finallv. bv the Chairman and the Executive
Secretary of the'Inter-American Human Rights Com
mission.

1023. The most important function of the Inter
American Peace Force was set forth in paragraph 2'
of the Oi\S resolution of 6 May. That paragraph
stated, inft'r alia. that this Force would have as its sole
purpose that of "co-operating in the restoration of
normal conditions in the Dominican Repuhlic. in main
taining the sel,lrity of its inhahitants and the inviola
hility of human rig-hts. and in the estahlishment of an
atmo~plll're of peace and conciliation that will permit
the functioning of democratic institutions".

1024. An effective cease-fire had been in effect for
weelu: and in Santo Domingo the Inter-American Peace
Force was interpoRed hetween the two contending fac
tions in such a way as to prevent either from attacking
the other. Minor violations constantly occurred but
effective machinery existed to report and to investigate
the violations and to take steps to prevent them
frr , assuming a more serious character. It seemed
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were now being made "to appear as a so-called inter
American armed force". The Soviet members of Parlia
ment. the statement concluded, "emphasized their
solidarity and support of the Members of Parliament
in the Dominican Republic and called for an end to
the armed intervention of the United States against
the Dominican Republic ...".

1031. On 5 June, the USSR representative con
tinued, Dr. Cury had addressed a telegram to the Presi
dent of the Security Coundl condemning the continu
ing armed military action by the United States forces
in the eastern sector of Santo Domingo. He had stated
that on 4 June, in that area, fire had been opened by
light artillery against the people of the city, inflicting
c.'lsualties on women and children. The Constitutional
Government requested the Security Council to put an
end to the hostile actions of the United States force::;
against the Dominican civilian population.

1032. The USSR delegation supported the proposal
that the representative of the Secretary-General should
investigate and report on the atrocities committed by
the junta and should continue to supervise the cease
fire. It also agreed that Mr. Mayobre's group should
be increased for the purpose of effectively carrying out
the tasks entrusted to it by the Security Cotlncil.

1033. The representative of Malaysia stated that it
should he obvious that with the exception of the ques
tion of glohal peace, the whole gamut of national policies
was primarily based on national interests. These inter
ests were more easily idendiable in a regional context
and therefore lent themselves, where an infraction oc
curred, to easier solutions within the region concerned.

1034. The Charter had given a significant place to
regional organizations and had therefore carefully
declared their rights and delimited their functions as
an essential part of the peace-keeping scheme of the
Charter. But this had been achieved only after lengthy
consultations.

1035. The question of the relation of the inter
Americaro system to the United Nations Charter had
antedated the birth of the Charter.

1036. The Latin American delegations to the San
Francisco Conference had not liked the imposition of
prior authorization of "enforcement actions" by the
Security Council, contained in the Dumbarton Oaks
Proposals. They felt that the major Powers were living
too much and too close to the events in Europe, and
were too concerned with seeking protection of their own
rights of unilateral action. Finally, a compromise had
been achieved, the broad purpose of which was to pre
serve the over-all supremacy of the United Nations
and the primacy of the Security Council; to mesh
into its mechanism of peace-keeping the usefulness of
the GAS within its sphere, but at the same time sub
ordinating the OAS in the region of enforcement action
involving the use of military power to the authority
of the Security Council. Moreover, the Dumbarton Oaks
proposals relating to the competence of the Security
Council in the pacific settlement of disputes were
amended by the inclusion of regional arrangements as
one of the available procedures open to States. The
Charter limited the competence of these organizations
:regarding the use of force, in terms of extent, only
to actions by way of self-defence; and limited them too,
in terms of time, until the Council took over its
responsibility.

1037. If the present action was enforcement action,
Article 53 had been plainly violated. However, looking
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that there was a reasonable prospect that this cease
fire would become a permanent cease· ':. e.

1025. The Secretary-General of the OAS and its
three-man Committee were consultin~ with all Domini
can groups to bring about a political solution acceptable
to the people as a whole. The Chairman and Executive
Secretary of the Human Rights Commission were
actively investigating charges of violations of human
rights and were taking steps to improve conditions.

1026. Mr. Mayobre appeared to he doing excellent
and effective work. but there was little reason for en
larging his staff. Any enlargement of his mandate at
this time seemed to his delegation to be a duplication,
and unwise since it would give the contending factions
a furtht:f opportunity to play off one international insti
tution against another.

1027. The representative of the USSR welcomeo
the favourable response of members of the Council to
the statement of his Government. Their statements
showed that the armed intervention in the Dominican
Republic by the United States was condemned in the
Security Council by all who were genuinely concerned
over the fate of the Dominican people, of the world,
and of the United Nations itself.

1028. It was regrettable that such grave warnings
remained unheeded bv the United States. The actions
of the OAS were in·flagrant violation of the Charter
and constituted an intolerable challenge to the Security
Council. As had been pointed out, the dispatch of for
eign troops to the Dominican Republic was also unlaw
ful under the Charter of the OAS. The Constitutional
Government had on numerous occasions addressed itself
to the United Natio'ls requesting an investigation of
the atrocities committed by Imbert's junta. The meas
ures taken by the OAS in this regard were clearly
inadequate. The United Kations could not remain in
different to what was transpiring in the Dominican
Republic and any disquisitions about any duplication
of effort were totally inconsistent.

1029. In connexion with the letter of the thirteen
Latin American countries, the representative of the
USSR asserted that what was involved was not meas
ures for pacific settlement by a regional organization.
There was no provision in the United Nations Charter
regarding the right of one country-including a great
Power-to carry out armed aggression against another
country to inflict upon it an alien regime under the
pretext that it happened to be constituted in the same
hemisphere or formed part of the same regional or
ganization. The actions d the United States constituted
an enforcement action against a sovereign State in view
of the many thousands of American soldiers sent to
the Dominican Republic. The United States had arro
gated to itself the right of the Dominican people to
determine their own fate.

1030. The USSR representative then read the text
of a statement issued by the Parliamentary Group of
the USSR in reply to the appeal of the National Con
gress of the Dominican Republic. The ~:tatement con
demning the United States interference in the internal
affairs of the Dominican Republic said, inter alia, that
the Soviet peo~le shared "the just indignation of the
Dominican people over the aggressive actions of the
United States Government" which were "undertaken
in an attempt to maintain in power a reactionary anti
popular dictatorial regime suitable to the United
States", and asserted that no one would be deluded by
the fact that the forces of United States intervention
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at the contents of Articles 41 and 42, it was clear that
the Council was not called upon in the circumstances
obtaining in the Dominican Republic, and in the face of
evidence of what the OAS was doin~ there, to decide
to take any measures under either of the Articles. The
OAS was carrying out a conciliatory function. Its
troops had not gone there in support of any claim
against the State. Its objectives were clearly set out
in the resolution of the Tenth Meeting of Consultation
of Ministers of Foreign Affairs. It W~.s not an enforce
ment action; the need for the OAS to land forces on
the island was explained by the special circumstances.
The OAS was doing nothing but promoting peace and
preparing the necessary conditions for the will of the
people to find free expression. Fortunately, too, there
was a United Nations presence there. Mr. Mayobre
deserved the highest praise if only for having earned
the confidence of all factions in the country.

1038. Investigating allegations of violations of the
cease-fire and complaints of atrocities with a view to
verifying their validity and apportioning blame would
only serve to retard the return to nonnalcy. It was
vitally necessary that the Secretary-General's repre
sentative should not be put in a position where. because
of his finding against one or another faction, he might
become the target of criticism or bias. His usefulness
to all sides as the representative of the United Nations
was far more valuable to all concerned in the long run
than his finding the guilt of a few in the immediate
present, even if, in practical terms, it was possible for
him to do so.

1039. The representative of Jordan, commenting on
statements made earlier regarding alleged feelings of
jealousy and competition on the part of some memhers
of the Council against the OAS, stated that expressions
of challenge had originated in the deliberat!ons of th.e
OAS against the competence of the SecurIty Counctl
and not the other way round.

1040. The suggestion to enlarge the staff of the
representative of the Secretary~General was meant to
enahle Mr. Mayobre to carry out whatever tasks he
might be charged with under the present mandate of
the resolutions of 14 and 22 May. If Mr. Mayobre
was found to be sufficiently provided with staff and
facilities to enable him to look into violations of the
cease-fire and acts of violence related to them, then
this would be judged by the Secretary-General in the
light of Mr. Mayobre's requirements.

1041. He failed to see how such an enlargement
could in any way be a duplication of activities of the
OAS. The OAS was involved in military operations
and was also undertaking a political role. The United
Nations was doing neither. There was also a distinction
in the observance of the implementation of the cease
fire: while the OAS representatives observed the cease
fire between the two opposing factions, the concept of
the cease-fire from the United Nations point of view
covered the military situation in the Republic as a whole.

1042. The representative of Bolivia stated that his
Government placed full confidence in the competence
and capacity of the OAS to endeavour to achieve a
possible settlement in the Dominican Republic. The
results achieved thus far by the OAS in that Republic
attested to the capacity of the American regional or
ganization to assume full responsibility for the solu
tion of the problem.

1043. His delegation did not agree that the role
given to Mr. Mayobre should be expanded. The repre-
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sentative of the Secretary-General and the representa
tives of the OAS should be encouraged to establish
cbser contal''t:i in order to ach:eve peace in the Domini
can Republic, thereby leaving the door open to its people
to restore their democratic life and sovereign dignity.

1044. At the 1223rd meeting on 11 June, the Secre
tary-General stated that he had provided his representa
tive with the staff and facilities necessary for the dis
charge of the mandate which at present involved
observation and reporting. This did not in his view, or
that of his representative, include the actual investiga
tion of complaints and charges about specific incidents
and the necessary verification of information concerning
them. Such functions of investigation and verifi
cation of complaints would require specific clarification
by the Council and a substantially enlarged staff and
increased facilities. Even with this, under prevailing
circumstances in the Dominican Republic, he could give
no assurance to the Council that an ~ lded responsi
bility of investigation and verification could receive the
necessary co-operation of the parties. On the other hand,
he could assure the Council that his representative was
keeping a "watchful eye" on all such matters. The
level of staff required by his representative was under
constant review.

1045. The representative of the Ivory Coast stated
that the Dominican crisis showed that a threat to inter
national security could occur in a Member State with
out the Council being able to take appropriate action.
His country was attached to the fundamental principles
laid down in the Charter and especially the principles
of non-violence and non-intervention, but at the same
time it attached great importance to the idea of public
order. Whenever violence and counter-violence had
arisen in a given country, his country had always con
sidered that the United Nations was duty bound to
intervene in one fashion or another and assist in find
ing a solution. The Dominican Republic was now living
in a state of watchful expectation. Some isolated fight
ing had been reported but, without question, goodwill
had been manifested and there were indications of a
desire to see an end to the conflict. He expressed regret
that a regional organization had taken over the role
of the United Nations in a matter where more could
be e.xpected from the Security Council. It must, how
ever. be recognized that while the Coundl had been
marking time, the Dominican crisis had been going its
own way. The cease-fire had now been imposed on the
parties and was being observed, according to the report
or the Secretary-General. Thus the threat to inter
national peace and security had been averted. It was
true that confidence had not been restored on one side
or the other but there was talk of negotiation and of
a return to constitutionality. Accordingly, his delega
tion believed that the negotiations should be allowed
to continue and that the 'United Nations should limit
itself to keeping on the spot observers who would
continue to make their reports to it.

1046. The representative of the USSR said that
there was nothing unusual about the assertion of the
United States representative at the previous meeting
that investigations should be carried out by the Human
Rights Commission of the so-called OAS, considering
the fashion in which the inter-American organization
had been involved in the Dominican Republic and the
fashion in which the United States had been able to
carry out its diktat. As a result, the OAS was a par
ticipant in all the crimes being committed in the Do
minican Republic by the armed forces of the United



Statl's ulIlkr its l'll\Tr, Thl' <.\ll\stitutiunal Go\'ern
II1l'Ut ha,l n'q,ll'stl'll that tl1l' in\'estigatiou of the viola
tion of hUlllan rights should bl' carril'tl out by the
United :"atill l1s, Th;lt GOH'rnml'nt h;lll also on numer
ous occasions pWtl'stl'd ;Igainst the al,tions of the OAS
in this l'Ol11ltry. In thcsl' drcumstanl'es any attl'mpt
hy tl1l' lTnitl'd :-\ations to transfer its own responsi
hilities to tIlt' intcr-, \1I1erican organization would imply
intolerahk neglt'. t of its respnnsihilities.

tOol;. 1'1Il' rcpn'sl'ntatiw of thl' llnitt'll States, in
reply, statl'd that tIll' repres('ntatin' oi tht' USSR had
repeated his vituperatin' attacks not only against his
countr~', hut abo against the O:\S and its members
who Wt'rt' also ~[emhers of the United Nations.

IO.J.R It was worth while noting that both the major
political groups in the Domiuican Republic had accepted
the work (If the O,\S II11lnan Rights Commission,
as evidenced in the declarations made hv both factions
in :'auto Domingo, .

T. Reporls of the Secretary.General and com·
muni('ations from the Gt'ganization of Ameri·
('an Slates received hetween 7 and 16 June
1965

1O.J.9. On i Tune 1%5 the Assistant Secretary
General of the 'OAS transmitted to the Secretary
General for the information of the Security Council,
the text of rt-ports (S/(l-l24 '\Ilt! Corr.1 and 2) by
the Unified Command of the Inter-American Peace
Force regarding the complaints made hy Dr, Jottin
Cury to the United Natious on Sand 6 June. General
Alvim stated that in each case an inspection team had
been dispatched to the area where alleged violations
of the cease-fire were said to have taken place,

1050. With regard to Mr, Cury's first complaint,
General Alvim stated that inspection had disdosed that
the ammunition found in the area was from no known
United States manufacturer, and that the country of
origin of the ammunition could not he definitely estab
lished "without further tedmical research",

1051. As regards 1\.[1'. Cury's complaint that United
States troops had advanced into the Constitutional Gov
ernment's zone, the Commander of the Inter-American
Peace Force ~aid that at no time did these fon'es enter
the Constitutil)nal Government's zone.

1052. The Secretary-General reported (S/6432)
that he had recei\'ed from his representative informa
tion regarding" alleged mass executions said to have
been carried out hy General Imhert's forces at an
estate known as "El Haras", north of Santo Domingo.
The representative and four members of his s~aff had
visited the estate on the morning of 10 June and had
traversed at some length the banks of a creek at and
near a bridge where executions were alleged to have
taken place. On the southern bank of the creek as well
as near the bridge, they had found freshly dug earth,
signs of recent burning' and what had appeared to be
the remains of two persons. On and near the bridge
they had found a numher of gun cartridges which ap
peared to have heen fired recently.

1053. The Secretary-General further reported that
Mr. Mayohre intended to communicate this information
to Mr. Bianchi. Chairman of the Inter-American Com
mission on Human Rights.

1054. On 16 June, the Secretary-General submitted
a report (S/(j-l-li and Add.1) which contained infor-

matillll n'cl'i\'ed irom his represt'lItati \'t' un a hreaeh
of tl1l' l'l'ase-lin' whieh hall takt'lI placc in Santo Do
millgo Illl 1:; JllIW. :\1 r. :\ la:'ohrc reported that on the
111llrnill;~ lIf 1S JUlIl' :Ill exchangl' of fire hall hegun
hetwel'n Colonl'1 Caalllaiio's fon't's and troops oi the
Inter-:\IIIl'rk:l1l 1\'acL' FlIrl't', Then'upon he had takt'n
action to l'ontact the kadl'rs of tht' part it'S involved
with a view to ascertaining the facts of the situation
and arrang-ing a ccssatillll of hostilities, Each of tht'
two part it's had givt'n him a different wrsion of the
origin and natun' lIf the incident, :\ccording to Colonel
Caalllaiio, tiring hall started from two l1nitetl States
machillt'-guu positions. :\ ftt'r one woman had been
kilktl aUtl thre(' dlildren \\"oU1ll1<'d, his forces had de
debl to ft'turn till' tin'. :\!though ht' had suhsequently
ordl'rl't! his n1l'1I to stop tl1l'ir tire, the United States
troops hall l'ontinued to tire and to advance into the
south-t'ast sector lIf the dtv. Colont-l Caamafio further
nl1egt'd that tIll' United St:ltes troops had fin'd upon
tht, hospital at ()7.ama fortress and that a corvette of
the Dominican N:1.\"Y hall pIaI'ed itself at the entrance
of the Santa Domingo harbllur and had fired into the
to\\"n,

lOSS, According to General Alvim, units of the
Inter-American Peace Force in the corridor area had
been fired upon from Colonel Caamaiio's positions and
had returned the fire in self-defence, General Alvim
indicated that he had authorized the extension of the
area of his Force south of the corridor since this area
had been abandoned by Caamafio's forces and its oc
cupation had hecome necessary to the Inter-American
Peace Force and its own security.

1056. The representative of the Secretary-General
further stated that, based on the information he had
been able to gather, there had been an exchange of
fire which had continued until a United Stntes soldier
had been wounded, which had led to heavier retaliatory
fire. He had been repeatedly informed by the IAPF
and OAS officials that if its troons were fired at. the
Inter-American Peace Force wotlld react to silence
the opposition. The situation in the city had recently
been extremely tense because General Imbert's troops
had massed in large numbers in the area north of the
corridor and Colonel Caamafio's forces were apprehen
sive that they might be permitted to break through
the corridor. The representative also noted that some
armed civilian groups in the Caamafio zone might not
be fully under Colonel Caamafio's control.

1057. On the evening of 15 June, the Secretary
General said his representative had succeeded in obtain
ing from both parties their agreement to a cessation of
hostilities, He had reported that there had been sub
sequent complaints of firing against the Caamafio forces;
it could not be ruled out that such firing might come
from Imbert elements.

1058. On 15 June the Assistant Secretary-General
of the OAS transmitted (S/6445) to the Secretary
General for the information of the Security Council, a
message which had been sent that day by the Ad Hoc
Committee of the OAS in Santo Domingo. The Com
mittee stated that it had received a report from the
Commander of the Inter-American Peace Force regard
ing the events of 15 June in which he stated that the
Inter-American Peace Force had been attacked by the
troops in the Caamafio zone which had been trying
to capture positions in the Security Zone. The Inter
American Peace Force had been compelled to return fire~
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F
U. Consideration at the 1225tl1 meeting (16 June

1965)

1059. At the 1225th meeting on 16 June. the repre
sentative of the United States stated that he wished
formally to notify the Council that on 15 June Colonel
Caamaiio's forces had launched a deliberate and pre
meditated attack against the Inter-American Peace
Force in a most serious violation of the cease-fire.
The provocations of the Ca:nnaiio forces were docu
mented bv the Commander of the Inter-American Peace
Force in" his report before the Council. and in the
reports to Mr. Mayobre and to the United Nations
itself. Although the OAS Ad Hoc Committee, the
Inter-A01erican Peace Force Commander and General
Rikhve and members of the United Nations mission
had been on the spot and active throughout the day
in an effort to restore peace. attempts had nevertlwless
been made to place directly before the Council partisan
allegations hy the' CaamailO forces designed t:" obscure
their own attack and to reflect discredit upon the OAS,
the Peace Force and the United States Government.
There could be little doubt from the timing and intensity
of the attack. from radio broadcasts emanating from
the zone under Co',onel Ca:unaiio's control and from
the almost immediatt' complaint to the Council that the
primary purpose of the attack had been to provoke the
Council into action in support of the Caamaiio faction
and to the disadvantage of other elements of the Do
minican poplll:1tion which had been displaying more
restraint.

1060. The continued use of military force against
a kev section of the line of communication and the main
power plant of the city had compelled the Inter
American Peace Force to extend the perimeter of its
area of control in that region in order to put an end
to the attacks. This action bv the Inter-American Peace
Force was defensive and involved no change of policy.

1061. The 'tTnited States representative then read
out a report submitted by the Commander of the I nter
Americ:m Peace Force to the OAS and to the Council
(S/6452). together with a supplementary note by the
Committee of the OAS which stated that the defensive
measures taken by General Alvim had been approved
bv the Committee before action had been taken. and
tllat the forces of the Government of National Recon
struction h<ld in no wav been involved in the action.
The Inter-Al11erican Peace Force continued to hold
the new positions l)ending satisfactor)' assurances from
Colonel Caamnno that this type of violation of th(' cease
fire would not occur again.' The Committee also stated
that it had declined to accept charges by Colonel
Caamano alleging the responsihility of the Inter
American Peace Force.

1062. In another statement issued on 16 Tune
(S/6450), the Committee said that the Inter-American
Peace Force. in accordancl' with its m:mdnte. 11"d con
sistently l11nintnined a peaceful posture :md hnd re<;orted
to militnry nction only when fired upon or attacked
and then only to the extent necessary to Pr\lt':'ct the
lives of its personnel.

1063. The United States delegation believed that it
was most short-sighted on the Imrt of some political
elements either to 'physically attnck the Inter-America!l
Peace Force or to demand its withdrawn!. Should 1t
be withdrawn or its capacity to resist pressure from
one side or the other substantiallv reduced. the im
mediate result would be n bloody "renewal of the fra
tricidal civil war in which the weaker Caamafio forces

would be likely to suff"!r most. The representatives of
the OAS and the Unih'd ::-.Jations were on the spot
and already investigating the allegations made by the
Caamafio forces <,~ainst the Imbert forces. against the
OAS and against the United States Government. They
needed no further directions from the Council at this
time.

lOCH. ~1r. Brache. representative of the Constitu
tional Government. was invited to address the Council.
In connexion with the incident which had taken place
on 15 June, he stated that information transmitted to
his mission showed that the firing had been initiated
by the United States troops in the morning in violation
of the Security Zone and the corridor formed by the
troops of the Inter-American Forc~. and that the
bombardment had continued during the entire day until
the representative of the Secretary-General had man
aged to obtain a cease-fire. These acts and the manner
in which the Inter-American Force had been formed
showed dearly that the latter was neither inter
American nor aforce devoted to the cause of peace.

1065. He further stated that the forces under the
control of Colonel Caamafio had not violated the cease
fire at any time despite the daily provocations of the
invading forces and their allies of the junta of National
Reconstruction. In deciding on the unilateral invasion
of the Dominican Republic the United States Govern
ment had not only ignored the most elementary prin
ciples of international relations but had committed a
flagrant violation of the Charter of the United Nations
and existing inter-American treaties. The tragic events
that had taken place on 15 June in his country strength
ened the imperative need to widen the facilities at the
disposal of Mr. Mayobre so that he might fully ac
complish his mission.

1066. The representative of the USSR said that
American imperialism. having committed armed in
tervention in the Dominican Republic, was now attempt
ing to charge that the Dominican people and their
lawful representatives were guilty of the trouhles that
had been brought about in the Dominican Republic.
The situation in that country was worsening from day
to day and the occupation troops were carrying out
military operations against the Dominican people on
an ever-increasing scale. The governing circles in
Washington were continuing their piratical actions, de
signed to foist an alien regime upon the Dominican
people by force of arms. The United States Assistant
Secretary of State for Inter-Americnn Affairs had
stated on 15 June that it would be very difficult to
force an understanding upon the Dominican people.
Such statements provided further confirmation of the
Soviet Union's position. clearly stressed in its statement
regarding the unlawful creation of the Inter-American
Peace Force. which had been supported by a number
of members of the Council. that what was taking place
constituted nothing other than enforcement action.

1067. With regard to the Secretary-General's report
(S/6447), the Soviet delegation wished to point out
once again that the Inter-American Peace Force had
heen set up in circumvention of the Security Council
and in flagmnt violation of the Charter of the United
Nations. and that the objectivity of the so-called OAS
could not he relied upon. It was therefore surprised
at the references in United Nations documents to in
formation obtained from the accomplices of the crimes.

106R The Security Council was in duty bound to
con~ider the reqnest made by Dr. Cury on 11 June
that it consider urgently"... the serious events which
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are taking place in the Dominican Republic and which,
because of their source, may endanger intern~tional

peace and security". In his telegram Dr. Cury had
pointed to the atrocities committed by the Imbert forces
and had stressed the fact that they were a direct result
of the intervention of the United States in the Domini
can Republic which occurred at the very time when
the Constitutional Government was defeating the
enemies of Dominican democracy. The Government of
the United States alone bore the full responsibility
for the systematic violation of the cease-fire and the
acts of genocide being committed by the forces of Gen
eral Imbert. The USSR delegation considered that
the Security Council could not ignore the urgent appeal
by a Member of the Organization for the immediate
withdrawal of the foreign interventionists from its
territory and for the restoration of the rights and
sovereignty of the Dominican Republic.

1069. In the light of the explanations provided by
the Secretary-General regarding the mandate of his
representative in the Dominican Republic, the Soviet
delegation deemed it essential to restate its support of
the proposal that the representative of the Secretary
General should investigate any violations of human
rights by the Imbert junta.

1070. In the present circumstances, it was neces
sary to find ways and means which would enable the
Security Council to fulfil its responsibilities under the
Charter. That purpose might be served by a decision
in accordance with Article 28 of the Charter, that the
Security Council should go to Santo Domingo to con
tinue its consideration of the question.

1071. The holding of the Security Council meetings
in Santo Domingo would clearly contribute to the
effectiveness of its work and give all members of the
Council an opportunity to acquaint themselves with the
situation. His delegation therefore wished to propose
that a session of the Security Council should be held
in Santo Domingo.

1072. The representative of the United States said
that he could only regard the Soviet proposal as an
effort to make political capital out of the military
provocation to which the Inter-American Peace Force
had been subjected. It was a proposal designed to stir
up trouble rather than to quiet the situation in the
Dominican Republic and to make the task of the OAS
more difficult.

1073. The representative of the USSR said that
the United States representative's reaction to his
proposal had been unduly hasty and betrayed an
ignorance of the Charter which was in keeping with his
Government's brazen contempt for its basic principles.

1074. Mr. Guaroa Velazquez, the representative of
the Government of National Reconstruction, was in
.vited to the Council table. After stating that his presence
in the Council in accordance with rule 39 of the rules
of procedure in no way altered his standing and status
as Permanent Representative of the Dominican Re
public accredited to the United Nations, he went on to
say that his Government was the only one with legal
standing that existed in the Dominican Republic.
Referring to the latest incidents, he cited a telegram
sent to the President of the Council by the Secretary
of Foreign Affairs of the Government of National
Reconstruction in which the latter asserted that the
incidents had arisen out of attacks begun by members
of the Caamano faction, and that the Government of
National Reconstruction had taken no part in them.
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1075. His Government wished peace and order to

be restored in the Dominican Republic by realistic
means which would ensure a stable situation on
democratic lines, and had expressed its readiness to
co-operate in achieving that aspiration as soon as
possible.

V. Communications from the Organization of
American States dated 16 and 17 June 1965

1076. By a telegram dated 16 June 1965, the
Secretary-General of the Organization of American
States transmitted the text of a statement issued by
General Alvim concerning cease-fire negotiations
(S/6451 and Corr.1). Referring to a statement by a
United Nations spokesman concerning cease-fire nego
tiations, General Alvim stated that he had not au
thorized any representative of the United Nations to
negotiate in his name with the Caamaiio forces. He had
made it clear that any negotiations undertaken in the
Dominican Republic would be by the OAS Committee
and not bv the Commander of the Inter-American
Peace Force.

1077. In response to a request by the United Nations
observers he had informed them that his forces would
cease returning fire the moment they ceased receiving it.

1078. On 17 June 1965, the Secretary-General of
the OAS transmitted for the information of the Secu
rity Council, the text of a communication (S/6455)
which the Ad H DC Committee had received from the
Commander of the Inter-American Peace Force. In that
communication, General Alvim stated that on 17 June
1965 the Caamano forces had attacked an Inter
American Peace Force position in the vicinity of the
power plant, killing one United States soldier and
wounding several others. This attack, he added, had
been completely unprovoked. He had just reiterated
his orders to the forces of the Inter-American Peace
Force that only that force absolutely necessary be
used to answer these unprovoked attacks. This "~itera

tion of his orders was to illustrate his determmation
to establish the atmosphere necessary for a peaceful
conclusion of the Dominican situation.

w. Consideration at the 1226th meeting (18
June 1965)

1079. At the 1226th meeting on 18 June, the
representative of the USSR charged that American
forces, under the cover of the inter-American system,
had launched large-scale military operations and were
trying to seize the area of Santa Domingo controlled
by the Constitutional Government. In view of this
extremely serious situation, his delegation called upon
aa members of the Council to speak out against the
crime committed by the North American interven
tionists. In the present circumstances, the Soviet
proposal that the Council should hold meetings in Santo
Domingo assumed particular importance.

1080. The representative of Jordan observed that
although the Secretary-General's representative had
reported that there was no evidence as to which side
had started the firing, he had added that Radio Santa
Domingo, under the control of the Imbert side, and
Radio San Isidro, controlled by General Wessin y
Wessin, had broadcast inflammatory speeches 011 15
and 16 June.

1081. In the Security Council's resolutions of 14
and 22 May, he added, the order for a cease-fire had
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been issued to all parties, Dominican or other, in all
Th:l1uinican territory. Compliance with the order of
the Council for a cease-fire was therefore required of all
armed forces involved in the Dominican situation.

1082. The Soviet proposal, which fell within the
provisions of Article 28 (paragraph 3) of the Charter
and rule 5 of the rules of procedure, reminded the
Council that it had in the past met away from the
Headquarters of the United Nations. In his opinion, the
proposal was in harmony with the genuine desire
expressed in the Council to strengthen the authority of
the Security Council with regard to the situation in
the Dominican Republic. It might also introduce a new
stabilizing element which could help to reduce the
mounting tension among the Dominican people. How
ever, the suggestion could not be treated apart frOll'
the practicability of its implementation, and his delega
tion would therefore require more time for consideration
of the matter.

1083. The representative of Cuba said that the
latest developments in the Dominican Republic in
dicated the desperation of the United States, which
had now resorted to force in an effort to impose its
interventionist solution on the Dominican people. The
violent acts committed by the Inter-American Peace
Force in disregard of the Security Council's order for
a cease-fire, the indiscriminate bombing of the civilian
population and the subsequent broadening of the ter
ritory controlled by the Inter-American Peace Force
were proof that the situation was becoming increasingly
dangerous.

1084. In the light of the facts put before it, the
Security Council must take the necessary measures to
deter the aggression being committed against a Mem
ber State, and to reaffirm its precedence over,} regional
organization.

1085. The representative of Malaysia stated that
there was an urgent need to provide the Secretary
General's representative with more effective means of
communication with Headquarters. In a confusing
situation like the one prevailing in the Dominican
Republic there were always at least two contradictory
versions of the same incident, and the Security Council
and the world at large depended on the Secretary
General's representative as the sole source of prompt
and objective information. It would also be useful to
increase the staff assigned to Mr. Mayobre, in order
to enable him to observe events more closely: .ld more
effectively.

1086. The representative of France, referring to
the resumption of the fighting in Santo Domingo on
15 June, said that for the first time the fighting had
not been confined entirely to the Dominican factions;
the troops of the Inter-American Peace Force had
entered into action. That new phase of the crisis c.ould
only cause the deepest concern. The advance of inter
American units into the sector held by Colonel Caamano
had substantially reduced the already limited area of
that sector, and this had created a fait accompli whose
repercussions were only too clear. These facts seemed
to justify an increase in Mr. Mayobre's staff if the
Secretary-General considered that possible. On that
point, his delegation was in complete agreement with
the representative of Jordan.

1087. The Security Council must remain on the
alert and must ensure that the truce obtained by the
Secretary-General's representative remained in effect.
The United Nations must do all in its power to avoid

a new breach of the cease-fire and to reaffirm the COlll
petence of the Secretary-General's representative to
see that the decisions of the Security Council wen.
respected.

10&~. Finally, his delegation felt that the Council's
two resolutions on a cease-fire had made it the dutv
of all parties not to alter the respective zones occupied
at the time. Any other interpretation wouid give the
side breaking the cease-fire an advantage.

lOR9. The representative of the United States re
iterated his objection to the Soviet proposal that the
Secnrity Council hold meetinf,:i in Santo Domingo. His
delegation was nware that meetings had been held in
Paris in 1948 and in 1951, where the General Assembly
was meeting and where it was convenient for the
Council to do likewise, but aside from the legality of
the proposal there were many factors which rendered
it impractical. J\Iembers of the Council had other con
tinuing responsibilities at Headquarters, and the Council
itself must always be prepared to act immediately on
crises that might arise in other parts of the world.
The holding of meetings in the Dominican Republic
was likely to result in inflaming political passions and
in taking from the OAS certain of its responsibilities
for the settlement of the Dominican conflict.

1090. The representative of the Secretary-General
iad been able to work closely and effectively with the
representatives of the OAS in the area. The added
presence in Santa Domingo of the Security Council
itself would cause increased confusion both substantively
and procedurally. The task of the OAS in the Domini
can Republic was to help keep the peace and never
to initiate fire. On the other hand, like the United
Nations peace force in Cyprus or elsewhere, it was
authorized to return fire when attacked. In the previous
fe\v days, Colonel Caamano's forces had carried out an
unprovoked attack on the Inter-American Peace Force.

1091. As to the movement of the Inter-American
Peace Force into the Caamano zone, the representative
of the United States denied the allegation that this
move indicated the intention of the peace force troops
to take over the entire Caamano zone. It was merely
intended to protect the Inter-American Peace Force
from assault by the Caamano forces pending satisfactory
assurances from Colonel Caamai J that the violations
by his forces would not occur again. With regard to
the reference made by the representative of Jordan to
certain broadcasts from the Imbert-controlled radio, it
should also be noted that the Caamano broadcasts
incited the Dominican people not only against the
Imbert forces but against the Inter-American Peace
Force.

1092. The representative of the USSR, in connexion
with the idea of strengthening the staff of the Secretary
General in the Dominican Republic, said that his delega
tion proceeded from the premise that the Secretary
General, in implementing the decision of the Security
Council, would take the nece~sary steps to furnish his
representative with greater facilities and additional
personnel f01 supplying the necessary information on
the actual situation in Santo Domingo. The negative
attitude of the United States on this question was
governed entirely by the general policy underlying its
actions, namely, to prevent the adoption of measures
bv the United Nations which would put an end to the
intervention of the United States armed forces in the
Dominican Republic.

123



1093. The representative of the United Stat~s,. he
went on, had tried to justify the occupation by Umted
States troops of territory that had been under the
control of the Constitutional Government. However,
available information bore witness to the fact that the
United States had been preparing in advance a further
repression against the Constitutional Government in
Santo Doming·o.

1094. The representative of Uruguay expressed
agreement with the two ideas put forward by the repre
sentatives of Jordan and France, namely, that the cease
fire ordered by the Council should be obeyed by all
military forces then on the soil of the Dominican
Republic ancI that the principle of a cease-fire in itself
presuppdsed that all movements of troops which might
alter the situation existing when the cease-fire had
been agreed upon must cease. His delegation wondered
whether it might not be a good idea for the President
to prepare a summary of what seemed to be the general
view of the Council.

X. Communications from the Organization of
American States dated 18 June 1965

1095. Bya telegram dated 18 June 1965 (S/6456),
the Secretary General of the OAS transmitted the
text of a broaelCc1.st by General Alvim concerning the
violation of the cease-fire on 15 and 16 June. The Com
mander of the Inter-American Peace Force protested
against repeated unprovoked attacks by the Caal11ailO
forces. He also emphasized that the forces under his
command were not parties to the Cease-Fire Agree
ment between the forces of Colonel Caamano and
General Imbert. The Inter-American Peace Force was
there to bring about a situation that would provide the
stage for the solution of this problem by the OAS.
Therefore he could only consider the repeated firing on
the Force as attacks against the peaceful mission. He
also stated that the Caamano forces were using medical
facilities as firing positions.

1096. On 18 June, the Secretary General of the
OAS also transmitted (S/6457) to the Secretary
General of the United Nations the text of a "Proposal
of the ad hoc Committee for the solution of the Domini
can crisis" and a "Declaration to the Dominican
people". The report said, inter alia, that the ad hoc
Committee, as a result of its conversations with con
tending parties and various sectors of the population
and a study of the situation, was presenting for the
consideration of the parties and of the Dominican
people as a whole a plan of action.

1097. The principal points of this plan were:
(1) Elections. General elections for the President

and Vice-President of the Republic, members of the
National Congress and municipal authorities should be
held throughout the country no earlier than six months
but no later than nine months from the date of the
proposals.

(2) Preparation for the electoral process and GAS
assistance. An GAS technical advisory electoral com
mission would be established immediately. The Com
mission would observe the entire electoral process, in
cluding the election, themselves, as well as the verifica
tion of the results of the voting. The Inter-American
Commission on Human Rights would maintain a head
quarters in Santo Domingo throughout the pre-electoral
period to receive and investigate any complaints of
violations of basic human and political rights. During



labour and management, political leaders and teachers
and the clergy to help in the restoration of normalcy
in tne country.

Y. Conlilideration at the 1227th meeting (18 June
1965)

1099. At the 1227th meeting on 18 June, the
Secretary-General stated that in the exercise of his
responsibilities he would provide his representative with
all possible assistance that he might require. The
Secretary-General was also examining the question of
communications between his representative and United
Nations Headquarters to ensure prompt and undis
turbed communication. He had also requested his
representative to report to him on the existing deploy
ment of the Inter-American Peace Force in the area
where the fighting had taken place on 15 and 16 June.

1100. The representative of the United States read
the text of the "Proposal of the OAS ad hoc Com
mittee" (S/6457) and the text of the Declaration agreed
to by the Committee, stating that they contained positive
and forward-looking contributioI:s to the restoration
of normal conditions of life in the Dominican Republic.

1101. The representative of the Ivory Coast said
that the breach of the cease-fire on 15 June greatly
jeopardized the result of the lengthy efforts undertaken
by Mr. Mayobre. It was still difficult to determine
clearly who had fired the first shot. The cease-fire
should be as stable and as lasting as possible so as to
allow negotiations to continue. Therefore, his delegation
believed that the previous decisions of the Security
Council should be implemented ~nd that should the
needs of peace require any extension of the security
zone by encroaching on the zone occupied by either
faction, then this must be done by peaceful negotiation.

1102. The President said that in accordance with che
request made at the previous meeting by the repre
sentative of Uruguay, he wished to mention some points
of agreement which emerged from the Council's last
round of discussions. First, there had been a deep
concern among the Council's members about the in
cidents which had taken place in the previous few days,
and on behalf of the Council he appealed to all con
cerned for a strict observance of the cease-fire. Secondly,
members of the Council were unanimous in expressing
appreciation of the way in which the Secretary
General's representative was fulfilling his very difficult
task and he asked the S' 'Otary-General to transmit
this unanimous appreciation and thanks to JUr.
Mayobre. Thirdly, there was an equal unanimity of
view that the representative of the Sec:.retary-General
was entitled and required to report to the Council on
the situation in the Dominican Republic and on the
implementation of the cease-fire. Fourthly, as to whether
Mr. Mayobre's mandate implied the investigation of
complaints of violations of the cease-fire, there had
emerged a consensus to this extent: that the repre
sentative's task of reporting on the implementation of
the cease-fire entitled him to receive and collect in
formation as he had done heretofore. The President
added that he had not been able to detect a consensus
in the Council to give the Secretary-General's repre
sentative a more elaborate mandate of investigation.
Fifthly, there appeared to be a basic agreement that
the question of expansion of the staff of the Secretary
General's representative was essentially a matter be
tween the Secretary-General and his representative.
Sixthly, there was also agreement on the need to

provide the Secretary-General's representative with a
more effective means of communications with Head
quarters.

1103. Finally, the President stated that he wished,
or. behalf of the Council, to express the strong hope
that normal conditions on the island be restored as
soon as possible, and that speedy progress be made
toward a political solution which would allow the
people of the Dominican Republic to exercise their full
right of self-determination. He realized that these
points did not give satisfaction to all members of the
Council. He had merely tried to determine how far
there was a consensus on the points he had mentioned.
His summary did, of course, not terminate the debate
on the item, nor did it in any way detract from the
positions taken by the members of the Council.

1104. The representative of the USSR, commenting
on the statement made by the representative of the
United States, reiterated that the Security Council must
first and foremost condemn the aggression of American
armed forces against the Dominican Republic and
demand the immediate cessation of that intervention.

1105. As regards the statement of the President, the
Soviet delegation drew attention to the fact that the
President's statement that he was expressing a con
sensus on the part of the members of the Council
could not be taken into account, inasmuch as there
was not sufficient reason for that. Moreover, it was tlle
practice of the Council that before the President made
any recapitulation on behalf of the Council, consulta
tions were held with all members, which had not taken
place in this instance. The views e.'Cpressed by certain
members of the Council had not been properly reflected
in the President's statement. His delegation deemed it
inadmissible in the practice of the Security Council to
arrive at arbitrary recapitulations on the basis of
conchtsions by the presiding official with which the
members of the Council did not agree. It would be
appropriate to present a text of the statement on a
preliminary basis in order to formulate, after consulta
tions, a general consensus.

1106. The representative of Jordan suggested that
since the President had included in his statement one
matter on which there was not unanimity, the state
ments should also include the points raised by a large
number of members regarding the conditions of the
cease-fire, and the general principles involved.

1107. The representative of the United States con
sidered the President's statement a fair statement of
the points on which there was agreement and of those
on ,vhich there was not.

1108. The representative of France considered that
it was impossible to draw up a consensus since there
had been no agreement in the Council on how the
Dominican situation should be assessed. He suggested
that the statement might be studied further.

1109. The representative of Uruguay pointed out
that he had asked for a summary on two concrete and
specific points on which there had seemed to be agree
ment in principle. These concerned the decision of the
Council regarding the cease-fire: the first related to
those to whom the appeal had been made, and the
second concerned the position in which the military
forces must remain following a decision to cease fire.

1110. The representative of Jordan suggested that
the President's summary should include the reference
to past resolutions of the Council on the question of the
cease-fire in the Dominican situation and might state
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that the Council reaffirmed those resolutions and c<'\l1ed
again on al1 pnrties to nbide strictly by them and th;lt
it affirmed as an t'ssential principle the cess.'\tion of
armed hustilities and the restriction of movements of
military trool's across the established positions of the
('e,ue-fire.

1111. The representative of the United States said
that his delegation would like time to study the proposal
made bv the representative of Jordan. In pnrticular it
would \\'a~t to clarify the reference to movement across
est;,hlished cease-fir~ lines. If he was al1udin~ to the
ad\'ance of the Imer-..\merican Peace Force outside the
line of communications some days previousiy. it was
necessarv to al10w a peace-keeping force when per
sistently' attacked to have in self-defence some freedom
of manceuvre so that attacks once repulsed were not
immediately reptated.

1112. In replv. the representative of Jordan stated
that he was not referrin~ to any particular force in
tht Dominican Republic hut merely putting forward
principles to govern the cease-fire.

1113. The representative of the USSR supported
the sugg -stion put forward by the representative of
Jordan. He stated that this. however. should not be
taken to mean that the Council agreed to or recognized
the presence in the Dominican Republic of any foreign
troops.

1114. The representative of France supported the
suggestion made hy the representative of Jordan.

1115. The President stated that if this <lgreed with
the wishes of the Council he would continue to try to
find a formula v. hich could achieve unar :mity.

z. Report of the Secretary-General dated 19 June
1965

1116. In a report on 19 June (S/6459). the Secre
tary-General stated that his representative in the
Dominican Repuhlic had reported to him on the fighting
which had taken place on 15 and 16 June 1965. In his
report. Mr. l\Iavohre informed the Secretary-General
that following the l1ghting on 15 June the United
States troops of the Inter-American Peace Force estah
lished new positions along a general line within the
sector controlled hv Colonel Caamafio. On 18 June. the
United States forces remained in occupation of eight
new hlocks along the west bank of the Ozama River.
three additional hlocks west of the electric power plant.
and two additional blocks along the original southern
boundary of the (:Qrritior. Fighting was renewed
hptween the United States fOlTes and Caamafio elements
on 16 June. along the newly estahlished positions of the
Inter-American Peace Force manned by United States
troops. The available evidence led his representative to
believe that much of the fighting was caused by some of
Colonel Caamafio's commandos who seemed to have
been motivated hy the belief that the United States
troops wculd return to their original positions if pres
sure were maintained against them.

1117. Failing by loudspeaker arguments to convince
Brazilian troops to abandon their positions the
Caamano elements had attacked Brazilian elements of
the IAPF, using hand grenades in the initial phase a..'1d
rifles and machine guns later. Four Brazilians had been
wounded in that assault, which resulted in an apology
from Colonel Caamano the next day.

111R Mr. Mayobre further informed the Secretary-I
General that since 2030 ~ours on 16 June there had
been no tiring incident but that the situation had re
maint'd very tense. He considered that the continued
occupation of additional territory of the Caamano sector
remained the main cause of the existing tension between
the Caamano forces and the Inter-American Peace
Force.

AA. Consideration at the 1228th meeting (21
June 1965) and subsequent communications

1119. At the L?':'~}th m~eting on 21 June, the Secre
tary-General stated that he had just received a report
from his . epresentative which stated that the cease-fire
was effective. Colonel Caamafio's side had informed him
th~t on 20 Jtine they had made a formal reqt~est for the
WIthdrawal of the ~roops of the Inter-Amencan Peace
Force to the original positions established before 15
June. Xo ~nswer had been received so far.

1120. The President stated that in an attempt t'J
fin<1 a good formula he had had constant consultations
with those parties that had particularly expressed
themsehes on the two specific points referred to by the
representative of Jordall. He h;ld not yet succeeded but
he was not without hope that this might still be possible.
He suggested. therefore. that he shoulu continue his
informal negotiations with the different parties in the
hope of being ahle to present a generally agreed formula.

1121. During this period a series of communications
were received from the Secretary-General of the Organi
zation of American States for the information of the
Council, dealing with the activities of the OAS in the
Dominican Repuhlic question. They included, illfcr
alia. communications from the Tenth Meeting of Con
sultation of Ministers (If Foreign Affairs of the OAS
informing the Council of the formation of the Inter
American Peace Force (S/6381, S/6400) ; the appoint
ment of the ad hoc Commission to deal with the
Dominican Republic's internal affairs (S/6401); the
sending to the Dominican Republic of the Inter-Ameri
can Commission on Human Rights (S/6404) and of
the Technical Assistance Committee of Criminologists
(S/6430) to investigate alleged atrocities committed in
the country by the forces of the Government of National
Reconstruction; proposals of the ad hoc Commission
of the OAS for the solution of the crisis in the Domini
can Republic (S/6457); an agreement between the
OAS and the Government of the Uniteu States on
financial assistance to the Dominican Republic (S/
6515); and various other communications containing
detailed information on the activities of the above
mentioned organs of the OAS in general and, specifi
cally, in such fields as the maintenance of the cease-fire,
political negotiations for a settlement of the crisis, and
violation of human rights in the country. Some com
munications also included views expressed by the Con
stitutional Government and the Government of National
Reconstruction on the solution of the crisis in the
country and on the violation of the sovereignty of the
State by the United States and the Inter-American
milit?ry forces.

1122. In a.ddition, the Constitutional Government
and the Government of National Reconstruction ad
dressed a number of communications to the Secretary
General or the President of the Council which were
distributed only for the information of members of the
Counr11.
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LETIER DATED 7 MAY 1965 FROM THE REPRESENTATIVE OF SENEGAL ADDRESSED 1'0
TIlE PRESIDENT OF THE SECURITY COUNCIL
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1123. In a letter dat~d 14 October 1964 (S/6012),
the represcntative of Senl~gal charged that on 10 October
a Portuguese Piper aircraft had violated Senegalese
territory, flying over t:le military camp at Kolda. In a
reply datcd 16 October (S/6014), the representative
of Portugal rejected that allegation, stating that the
Portuguese Air Force did not possess any aircraft of
the "Piper" class or any other similar to it.

1124. In a letter dated 4 Fehruary 1965 (S/6177),
the representative of Senegal informed the Security
Council that from 6 to 8 January 1965 a numher of
hullets and projectiles of larger calihre had been fired
c~ the Senegalese village of Salikenie along the frontier
between 'senegal and Portuguese Guinea, wounding
citizens of the village. Hand-grenades had also been
thrown. and property damage wa[; considerable. On the
night of 10 January. thirty-seven Portuguese soldiers
had been observed as if considering an attack on the
Senegalese village of Sonthiou Elhadji. but they had
desisted in view of the presence of a secur:'ty force. The
Government of Senel;al called the attf:ntion of the
Security Council to those grave incidents, which con
stituted a threat to the peace.

1125. In a letter dated 16 February 1965 (S/6192
and Corr.1), the Chargr d'affaires of Portugal said
that his Government categorically rejected the accusa
tions as devoid of justification.. On 7 January a group
of terrorists had penetrated into Portuguese Guinea
and had attacked a village. The village population had
been forced to protect itself. and exchange of fire had
taken place on Portuguese territory. The Portuguese
security forces had not intervened in the fight and had
strict instruction!' to respect the territorial integrity of
Senegal. The Government of Senegal had no authority
to make accusations when in its territory it gave its
conse~t and assistance to the training and equipping of
terrOrIsts who attack peaceful viHages on foreign soil.

1126. In a letter of 24 February 1965 (S/6J96) , the
Acting Charge d'affaires of Senegal drew attention to
a serious incident which had occurred on 15 February
when the Senegalese frontier villagt' of Ngorce NGobry
had been burnt by Portuguese soldiers who had also
destroyed nearby forests and crops. Following the inci
dent, Senegalese authorities had found fifty-seven car
tridge cases on the scene. The Senegalese Government
could not long remain passive in the face of such fre
quent acts of erovocation.

1127. In a letter dated 16 March 1965 (S/6240),
the Charge d'affaires of Portugal replied to the Senega
lese letter of 24 February, declaring that on 15 Febru
ary a group of civilians in Portuguese Guinea had been
shot at by terrorists from the territory of Senegal. Those
civilians had had to defend themselves and repel the
attackers, expelling them from national territOly. The
Government of Portugal categorically rejected the
Senegal accusations.

U28. On 7 May 1965, the representative of Senegal
addressed a letter to the President of the Security
Council (S/6338) requesting that the Coupcil be con
vened as soon as possible for the purpose of considering
repeated violations of Senegalese air space and territory
by the Portuguese authorities. Since the adoption on

2.; April 1963 of the Security Council resolution (S/
5293) on Senegal's complaint, thirteen violations of its
territory had been noted by his Government, some of
which had b~n brought to the attention of the Council
in February 1965. In view of those acts of the Portu
guese authorities, Senegal considered that the Council
should again ask Portugal to cease the violation of
Senegalese territory.

1129. The Security Council included the item in its
agenda at its 1205th meeting on 12 May 1965, and
invited the representatives of Senegal and Portugal to
participate, without vote, in the discussion. At its 1210th
meeting on 18 May 1965, the Council agreed to accede
to the request of the representative of the Congo (Braz
zaville) (S/6359) for participation in the discussion.
At the 1205th meeting on 12 May 1965, the representa
tive of Senegal stated that during the preceding two
years, sixteen violations had been committed by the
Portuguese authorities against Senegalese air space
and territory following the bombing of the Senegalese
village of Bouniak by four Portuguese aircraft on 8
April 1963. Those sixteen new violations had occurred
despite the Security Council resolution of 24 April 1963,
which had deplored the incursions of Portuguese mili
tary forces into Senegalese territory as well as the
incident of Bouniak. In the course of the new violations,
Portuguese troops had invaded the villages of Thia
moule (on 18 April 1964), Sara Coube (on 14 June
1964), Salikegne (on 6-8 January 1965), NGobry (on
15 February 1965), Bambatoding (on 11-12 April
1965), Sambalcounda (on April 1965), and Bambato
(on 18-20 April 1965), opening fire on the villagers
and causing considerable material damage. Portuguese
soldiers had also crossed the frontier in the neighbour
hood of the villages of Coumbacara, Bambato and
NGore. There had be~n overflights over the villages
of Tanaff, Djidadji Balante and Oofia. Bullets, car
tridge shells, tear-gas bombs and a hand-grenade had
been found at the sites where the incidents had t~ken

place. The representative of Senegal stated that in addi
tion to that evidence, his Government could substantiate
its alleg~tions by other proofs, such as btlrned-out grain
stores and huts left behind after the attacks and the
two Portuguese soldiers and the intelligence agent who
had been arrested by the Senegalese authorities.

1130. In answer to the complaints that Senegal had
sent to the Security Council during February (S/6177
and S/6196), Portugal had not challenged the facts of
the alleged incidents but had tried rather to justify
the violations. In its search for justification, Portugal
had not found and could not submit the slightest evi
dence in support of its version of the incidents. It had
then resorted to the strategy of counter-attack before
the Security Council. Such a strategy, however, could
not prevent the loss of Portuguese territories in Africa,
because the liberation of the peoples of Africa was an
irresistible movement. His Government appeared before
t~_.; Council, the representative of Senegal said, in order
to request it once again to invite Portugal to respect
scrupulously the sovereignty of Senegal and the in
tegrity of its territory and air space. Senegal asked the
Security Council to call upon Portugal to abide by its
own declaration of good intentions made before thl;



Council in 1963, and to condemn it for the sixteen presented the facts and the Council should take due
new violations of Senegal'S territory and air space. notice of them. The many incidents which the repre-

1131. At the same meeting. the representative of sentative of Senegal had brought to the attention of the
Portugal took issue with the mention of document SI Security Council should not be viewed as mere frontier
5279 in the agenda of the Council. He rejected as com- incidents. They could not be isolated from the context
pletely baseless and unwarranted the allegations made of contemporary nistory or from the determination of
by the Government of Senegal. the patriots of so-called Portuguese Guinea to become

free. The blows received by Senegal and Guinea were
1132. Ccmtinuing his statement at the 1206th meet- the last convulsions of an expiring colonialism. Senegal

ing On 13 May he said that Portugal found it amazing should be praised for its patience and sense of responsi-
that the Government of Senegal had again come to the bility and the Council should not fail to condemn
Security Council with vague and unsubstantiated Portugal for the incursions its troops had made on
charges and without having made a preliminary attempt Senegalese territory. It should urge the Government of
as required by Article 33 of the Charter. to settle it~ Portugal to take all the necessary measures to prevent
cocnplaints directly with the Portuguese Government any violation of the sovereignty and territorial integrity
or through mutual friends. The vagueness and the of Senegal.
unsubstantiated nature of the allegations could be proved
by the fact that Senegal had based its new complaint 1134. The representative of France stated that his
in part on the alleged incidents of which it had com- delegation could only deplore the continuance of the
plcined in February 1965, although those incidents dispute between Senegal and Portugal, and could only
had already been dealt with by Portugal in its replies express the hope that it would be possible to find a
to the President of the Security Council. Regardinr; solution to the problem as soon as possible. After study-
the other incidents referred to by the representative ing the facts of the case, the French delegation con-
f S I h . eluded that while during 1963 and 1964 the dispute

o enega at t e prevlOUS meeting of the Council. the had remained within limits and could have been elimi-
Portuguese Government had made carefui inquiries but
had been unable to find the slightest evidence of the nated with goodwill. the nature of the incidents had
alleged v·iolations. Reviewing the alleged incidents in changed after 6, 7 and 8 January when troops, no
detail, he said that there had been no violations of longer individually, but in fairly large groups. had
Senegalese air space by any Portuguese aircraft, and crossed the frontier. quite heavy firing had on several
that there had been no violations of Senegalese terri- occasions taken pbce, and dwellings and granaries had
tory by Portuguese security forces. Senegal must look been seriously damaged, particularly by fire, at several
elsewhere for an explanation. It might find the answer localities. That could furnish proof of the usefulness
in the irregular gangs which it harboured. It was a of the resolution adopted two years before. The Council
matter of common knowledge that the Government of could again invite the two parties to explore the possi-

bilities laid down bv Article 33 of the Charter. The
Senegal permitted and assisted armed gangs of ter- Council should reaffirm its previous resolution which
rorists. organized in its territory, to attack the peaceful hd requested Portugal to take whatever action might
population of Portuguese Guinea. At least five Sene-
galese localities ,,,ere known to be used either as opera- be necessary to prevent any violation of Senegal's
tt'onal b se d' l'd t b d t sovereignty and territorial integrity.a s or as me tca at cen res y arme er-
rocists raiding Portuguese Guinea with the consent of 1135. In reply to the representative of Portugal, the
the Government of Senegal. They should be called to representative of Senegal said that his Government had
account and controlled by th~ Senegalese authorities, brought to the Council specific charges which would be
who knew who they were, especially because their ac- substantiated by material proofs if the Council so
tivities inevitably harmed the peaceful relations between wished. Senegal had not sought a direct understanding
the people of Portuguese Guinea and the people of with the Government of Portugal, following Article 33
Senegal. The representative of Portugal assured the of the Charter, because it had no confidence in direct
Council that the Portuguese security forces were under negotiations with the Portuguese Government, which
strict orders to respect the frontiers of Senegal and that had shown bad faith in response to the solemn warning
they were obeying those orders. There was no intention given to Portugal by the Security Council in 1963.
on the Portuguese side to harm Senegal in any way. 1136. Commenting on the remarks made by the
Portugal wanted to co-operate with Senegal; it pro- representative of Senegal, the representative of Por-
foundly regretted the Senegalese attempts to seek dis- tugal said that he had carefully verified the facts in the
putes where none existed. In order to dispel Senegal's Senegalese allegations and was in a position to reiterate
doubts and fears, Portugal was ready to agree that an that the allegations were false. There was no tension
inquiry team be set up to investigate the specific allega- across the frontier between Senegal and Portuguese
tions made by Senegal, with two members to be selected Guinea. Senegal wanted to start quarrels with Portugal
by the two Governments. and the third to be appointed and for that the responsibility must fall on Senegal.
'either by the Secretary-General or by the President of 1137. The representative of the Ivory Coast ob-
the Security Council in consultation with the two Gov- served that if there was no tension along the border
ernments. between Senegal and Portuguese Guinea it was cer-

1133. The representative of the Ivory Coast ob- tainly not thanks to Portugal, but because Senegal had
served that in spite of the Security Council's re.::olution patrolled the Senegalese side of the frontier only with
(S/5293) adopted on 24 April 1963, the incidents pro- a very small number of Senegalese policemen in order
voked by Portugal on Senegalese territory had been to avoid the creation of possible incidents. On the other
recurring and growing in magnitude. The incidents hand, Portuguese troops were stationed on the Por-
were sufficiently numerous to. cause anxiety in the tuguese side of the frontier between Senegal and
Council. The representative of Portugal, however, had Portuguese Guinea.
summarily rejected the Senegalese charges. But it was 1138. At the 12101h meeting of the Security Coun-
inc,mceivable that a respected Government should come cil '1n 18 May, the representative of the Congo (Brazza-
to the Council with fact _that did not exist. Senegal had ville) stated that the item under discussion was not an
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isolated matter, for his Government haet also com
plained to the Security Council about similar acts of
penetration by Portuguese troops into Congolese terri
torr in February and March 1965. As in the case of
incidents on Senegalese territory, Portugal had also
rejected the changes which the Republic of the Congo
(Brazzaville) had brought to the Council's attention.
It was indispensable that the Council should take note
of the numerous acts of deliberate aggression by Por
tugal against Senegal, and that it should induce
Portugal to adopt a more realistic policy concerning the
peoples of Africa.

1139. The representative of Jordan considered that
two basic factors should be taken into consideration;
the first was the continuity of the incidents, which
could develop into dangerous clashes. and the second
was the political atmosphere in which the acts had
taken place. Senegal had again asked the Security
Council for adequate measures of security for its borders
against Portuguese military incursions. In minimizing
the importance of the question or completely denying
the facts, Portugal's approach did not serve a construc
tive purpose but rather aroused doubts about Portu
guese intentions. Neither the incursions nor the method
of counter-accusations to justify the incursions could
be accepted and the Portuguese Government would do
better to take. on its own initiative, effective measures
to keep the Senegalese border in peace and not to
provoke hostilities with the people of Senegal and all
of the peoples of the African continent.

1140. The representative of the United Kingdom of
Great Britain and Northern Ireland referred to two
suggestions which had arisen from the discussion. He
agreed fully with Senegal's suggestion to reaffirm the
purpose of the Security Council's resolution (S/5293)
of 24 April 1963. He also expressed interest in the
suggestion made by the representative of France that
possibilities of action l'nder Article 33 of the Charter
should be explored. Secondly, along the lines proposed
by Portugal or on some other basis the United Nations
could do more to investigate charges, establish facts
and contribute to a reduction of tension on the frontier.
He assured the representative of Senegal that any
practical proposals along these lines would be seriously
considered by the Council.

1141. The representative of the Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics stated that the Security Council
was urgently examining the question of provocations
against Senegal by Portugal, an ally of the United
States and the United Kingdom in the aggressive
military bloc of NATO. Portugal disregarded the
Security Council resolution of April 1963. Portugal had
not provoked incidents against Senegal alone, it had
also tried to feel out the borders of other independent
African countries, such as the Republic of Guinea, the
Republic of the Congo (Brazzaville) and the United
Republic of Tanzania. The policy of Portugal in Africa
was being inspired and promoted by larger imperialist
Powers, in particular by the United States and the
United Kingdom. It was certain that Portugal was
being prompted in its actions against the independent
countries of Africa by such actions as the intervention
of the United States and Belgium in the Congo, which
had been undertaken with the assistance of the United
Kingdom; the American aggression against the Demo
cratic Republic of Viet-Nam; the American armed in
tervention in the Dominican Republic; the colonial war
of the United Kingdom in Aden, and so 011. It was the
duty of the Security Council not only firmly to condemn,
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but also to take effective action to check the colonialists
and their protectors. The Soviet Union shared the
view of the African countrif's that such measures should
be adopted to protect the countries of Africa from
Portuguese provocation. The protection was badly
needed, for Portugal had been assisted by and benefited
from unlimited military, economic and moral support
from its partners in NATO. One of the reasons for
support of the imperialistic policies in Africa was con
nected with considerations of a strategic character.
The military air bases in Mozambique located in Beira,
Guete, and Nacala were serious sources of tension in
Africa, and were playing a far from insignificant role
in the preparation of punitive operations against the
peoples of the Portuguese colonies and in the provoca
tions against independent African countries. The
Soviet representative remarked that the role played by
American, British and West German companies in the
economy and military establishment of Portugal had
enabled Portugal to maintain its colonial policy in
Africa. Approximately two thirds of all the funds and
capital invested in Portugal and the territories sub
jugated by it were controlled by foreign monopolies.
Amol1g the foreign companies operating in Portugal
and its colonies, the principal role was played by the
companies forming part of two American groups
Morgan and Rockefeller-as well as those forming part
of the British group, Midland Bank.

1142. In trying- to retain their strategic and economic
positions in the Portuguese colonies. the United States
and other members of NATO rivalled one another in
providing military assistance to Salazar, thereby fla
grantly violating the Security Council resolution
of 31 July 1963. The Soviet delegation expected the
Security Council to condemn most formally the provo
cations of the Portuguese authoritieS against the Re
public of Senegal and to put an end to deliberate vio
lations of the Security Council resolution of 24 April
1963 (S/5293). The Council should call upon Portugal
immediately to cease violating the air space and terri
torial integrity of Senegal and adopt effective measures
to prevent repetition of such violations.

1143. At the same meeting. the representative of
the Ivory Coast submitted, on behalf of his own dele
gation and those of Jordan and Malaysia, a joint draft
resolution (S/6366/Rev.l) which, as later revised, read
as follows:

"The Security Council,
"Taking note of the complaint by Senegal against

Portugal contained in documents S/6177, S/6196
and S/6338,
. "Having heard the statements of the representa

tIves of Senegal and Portugal concerning violations
of Senegalese territory by the Portuguese military
forces,

"1. Deeply deplores any incursions by Portuguese
military forces into Senegalese territory;

"2. Reaffirms its resolution S/5293 of 24 April
1963;

"3. Requests once again the Government of Por
tugal to take all effective and necessary action to pre
vent any violation of Senegal's sovereignty and terri
torial integrity;

"4. Requests the Secretary-General to follow the
development of the situation."
1144. Speaking for the sponsors, the representative

of the Ivory CoaRt said that they had taken note of the
statements made concerning the Senegalese complaint



and tound that the resolution of 24 April 1963
(S/5293) had not been effectively implemented. The
incursions by Portuguese military forces into Sene
galese territory were becoming more and more fre
quent and were taking on extremely dangerous propor
tions. The sponsors were convinced that the Senegalese
complaint and the illddents which Senegal had sub
mitted to the Council were indirect repercussions of a
colonial war that Portugal was waging in different parts
of Africa, in so-called Portuguese Guinea. in Angola
and in Mozambique. In the present situation, when all
countries of the world deplored the position of Portugal.
it would be difficult to ask an African State such as
Senegal. which was a victim of Portuguese ambitions,
to accept the suggestion to sit down and discuss directly
with Portugal any dispute that had arisen bet\veen them.
1£ those members of the Council who believed that the
draft resolution should have contained more specific
suggestions would agree that the Organization of
African Unitv should be invited to intervene to settle
the problem" posed by Portuguese colonization, he
would be happy to make such a proposal. He hoped
that as international public opinion condemned the
actions of Portugal. so would the members of the
Council by their support of the draft resolution.

1145. The representative of Bolivia stated that it
was of vital importance that the Governments referred
to in the resolutions of the Securitv Council should
respect and obey the provisions of "those resolutions.
He also considered that an investigation of the facts
in the Senegalese complaint might serve the purpose of
Article 33 of 111e Charter, provided that such investi
gation would be followed by decisions and concrete
m~asures by the Security Council.

1146. At the 1211th meeting, also on 18 'May, the
representative of Uruguay stated that the Security
Council was not the right place and it was not the
appropriate moment to investigate the facts of the case,
for the Security Council was not a judicial body and,
since many of the rele"ant events had occurred a long
time ago. it would be almost impossible to find com
plete material evidence. The incidents in question were
related to the situation created by the granting of
asylum by Senegal to a considerable number of political
refugees from the territory of neighbouring Guinea. The
Latin American countries with long t,adition in the
matter were concerned when allegafons were made
that a frontier had been violated in order to pursue
refugees seeking asylum in another country so that not
only was the territorial integrity of the country violated
but the right of asylum as well. The representative of
Uruguay believed that the draft resolution submitted by
the Ivory Coast, Jordan and Malaysia was capable of
contributing effectively to the re-establishment of a
normal situation along the border between Senegal and
Portuguese Guinea.

1147. The President, speaking as the representative
of Malaysia, said that though the Council was not a
court of law where every allegation had to be proved
beyond a reasonable doubt nevertheless the Council had
to arrive at a reasonable judgement by a quasi-judicial
process. It was interesting to note that in 1963, when a
similar dispute had arisen between the parties, Portugal
had presented its case in the same way, holding that
the allegations were totally rejected, that the Security
Council had no competence in that matter and that an
examination of the merits of the trivial complaints only
helped to demonstrate their inherent improbability. In
this case the Portuguese answer had taken the same
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course. On the opening day of the debate, the represen
tative of Portugal had not felt at all deterred from
making at once a reply which had been anything but
vague and imprecise and had rejected :ts baseless the
Senegalese alletiations. Analysing the statement made by
the representative of Portugal, the representative of
Malaysia observed that. in his judgement, that episode
was alone sufficient to satisfy him that not much
reliance could be placed ot. Portllgal's denials and re
jections of all incidents about which the Government of
Senegal had complained. In the wider context of the
problem, Portugal did not appear to have paid any
attention to the resolutions of the General Assemblv
and the Security Council in which they had recognizeel
that the situation in the Portuguese territories consti
tuted a threat to the well-being of humanity and to
international peace and security in Africa. He observed
that if Portugal learned soon to come to terms with
the world of today. it would better survive in history.
l\Ieanwhile the draft resolution asked for it to take effec
tive steps so that the atmosphere of suspicion and strife
might be dissipated.

1148. At the 1212th meeting of the Security Council
on 19 May. the representative of the United States of
America stated that the charges of violations of air
space and territorial integrity brought by Senegal before
the Council were serious both in number and in gravity.
as were the counter-allegations by Portugal. The United
States delegation had expected that the sentiments ex
pressed in the Security Council resolution of 24 April
1963 (S/5293) would reduce if not eliminate the
causes of friction and tension existing along the horder
between Senegal and Portuguese Guinea. That was not
the case. Because of the geographical relationship be
tween many of the villages along the border. and the
ge'1eral configuration of the terrain leading to confusion
over the line of demarcation between Portuguese Guinea
and Senegal, it was entirely possible that incursions
could have occurred inadvertentlv. \Vhether the incur
sions were inadvertent or not, the draft resolution sub
mitted by the Ivory Coast, Jordan and Malaysia pro
vided a formula which would be directed towards
bringing an end to the situation. The United States
delegation felt that the provisions of Article 33 of the
Charter would be resorted to in order to avoid a recur
rence of incidents which could aggravate the situation.
and in this connexion perhaps the proposal of the repre
sentative of Portugal for an investigating commission
should be examined further. His delegation would vote
for the joint draft resolution, although it had some
reservations as to the terms in which it had been
drafted. The United States had hoped for more balanced
language and would have preferred a text containing
some reference to the letters from the representative of
Portugal to the President of the Security Council. It
would also have preferred it if the Council's concern
over the general tension existing all along the border
were emphasized. Also no mention was made of possible
incursions into Portuguese Guinea fr0111 Senegal; his
Government deplored incursions from either side across
the border.

1149. The representative of the Netherlands re
gretted that in spite of the previous resolution of the
Security Council, border tension between Senegal and
Portuguese Guinea had continued and recently appeared
to have increased. He considered the complaint by
Senegal a serious one, meriting the full attention of the
Council, the more so since it was brought by a Gov
ernment which had always shown great responsibility
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and restraint in the United Nations. He stated that in
cases like the present one where the facts were disputed
by the parties, the CCl'mcil would be well advised to
make full use of the means provided for in Article 33
of the Charter. Portugal had offered an impartial inves~

tigation, but that offer was unacceptable to the other
side. In such a case the Council could itself have ordered
an investigation in accordance with Article 34 of the
Charter. The draft resolution avoided pronouncing any
judgemer.t and provided a formula which could lead
to the elimination of existing tension. On other occa
sions the Netherlands had made it clear that it did
not suppo.-t the policy followed by Portugal with re
gard to its African territories. Agreement or disagree
ment with that policy should. however, not influence
the judgement of the Council on the complaint before
it. His delegation believed that where the facts were
disputed and not inve!"tigated. the Council would he well
advised to adopt !"uch a draft resolution as had been
introduced.

~150.. The representative of the USSR expressed
sat1sfa~tlOn that almost all merlibers of the Security
<;ouncII. had fir~ly condemned Portugal for its provoca
tive actions agamst Senegal and for the crimes it had
con:mitted against the African peoples. The Soviet
Umon was prepared to support the draft resolution
although it would have preferred a more energetic con~
demnation of Portugal. In this connexion he referred
to the statement by the representative of the Ivory
Coast !o t~e effect tha~ the Co,:ncil should appeal to the
OrgamzatlOn of Afncan Umty to intervene in the
Portuguese colonies for the purpose of liberatinG" the
people there who were still under the authority ;f the
colonialists.

1l?~. ~ot ?nly Salazar's regime, but also thos~
provldmg It with moral, economic and military assist-

131

ance should clnlw the necessary conclusions from the
discussions that had taken place in the Security Council.

Decision: At the 1212th meeting on 19 May 1965.
the rettised joint draft resolution submitted by the Ivory
Coast, Jordan and Malaysia (Sj6366/Rcv.1) 'was
adopted unanimously (resoll/tion 204 (1965)).

1152. The representative of the United Kingdom
welcomed the adoption of the resolution, but wished
to emphasize the United Kingdom belief that in all
matters of that kind, the best basis for a solution was
to have an impartial investigation.

1153..The representative of Portugal placed on
record hiS .Government's formal reservations regarding
the .resolutlOn, which he considered to be discriminatory
aga~nst Portugal and as not corresponding to any
realtty.

11.54. The representative of Senegal expressed grati
fication at the unanimity of the Council's decision
an~ thanked in particular the co-sponsors of the reso
lutIOn. Portugal should be brought to realize that its
outmoded myth of commanding the loyalty of Africans
who were supposed to be Portuguese citizens could
no longer be maintained.

1155. The representative of the Congo (Brazzaville)
thanked all members of the Security Council for the
common stand they had taken concerning Portugal.

1156. The representative of the Ivory Coast pointed
out that the only formula acceptable to the African
States was contained in operative paragraph 4 of
the resolution. The inquiry suggested by Portugal and
supported by certain delegations was unacceptable. The
Ivory .Co,:st hoped that Portugal would heed the
resolutIOn Just adopted. If Portugal did not take it into
account and continued to threaten Senegal then Senegal
had the sovereign right to protect its citizens and in
that Senegal would not be alone.



Part n

OTHER MATfERS CONSIDERED BY THE COUNCIL

Chapter 10

ADMISSION OF NEW MEMBERS

A. Application of Malawi

1157. In a letter dated 6 August 1964 (S/5908),
the Minister of External Affairs of Malawi submitted
the application of Malawi for admission to member~hip
in the United Nations. together with a declaratlOn,
signed by the Prime Minister of Malawi, accep~ing
the obligations contained in the Charter of the Umted
Nations.

1158. The Security Council considered the appli
cation of Malawi at its 1160th meeting I)n 9 October
1964. The following- draft resolution was submitte:d by
the Ivory Coast. Morocco and the United Kingdom
(5/6001):

"The Security Council,
"HG'lfing e.mmined the application of Malawi for

admission to the United Nations,
"Recommends to the General Assembly that

Malawi be admitted to membership in the United
Nations."
1159. Following statements by all its members, the

Council voted on the joint draft resolution.
Decision: The draft resolution submitted by the

Ivory Coast, Morocco and the United Kingdom was
adopted unanimously (S/6005).

B. Application of Malta

1160. In a letter dated 29 September 1964 (S/6004),
the Prime Minister of Malta submitted the application
of Malta for admission to membership in the United
Nations. together with a dec1aration accepting the
obligations contained in the Charter.

1161. The Security Council considered the appli
cation of Malta at its 1161st meeting on 30 October
1964.

1162. The following draft resolution was submitted
by Morocco, Norway and the United Kingdom
(S/6028) :

"The Security Council.
"HG'l!ing examined the application of Malta for

admission to the United Nations,
"Recommends to the General Assembly that Malta

be admitted to membership in the United Nations."
1163. Following statements by all its members, the

Council voted on the joint draft resolution.
Decision: The draft resolution sttbmitted by M 0

roeeo, Norway and the United Kingdom was adopted
unanimously (S/6032).

c. Application of Zambia

1164. In a telegram dated 26 October 1964
(5/6025), the President of the Republic of Zambia
submitted the application of Zambia for admission to
membership in the United Nations, together with a
declaration accepting the obligations contained in the
Charter.

1165. The Security Council considered the applica
tion of Zambia at its 1161st meeting on 30 October
1964.

1166. The following draft resolution was submitted
by the Ivory Coast, l\1orocco and the United Kingdom
(S/6029):

"Tlte Security Council,
"Having examined the application of the Republic

of Zambia for admission to the United Nations,
"Recommetlds to the General Assembly that the

Republic of Zambia be admitted to membership in
the United Nations."
1167. Foliowing statements by all its members, the

Council voted on the joint draft resolution.
Decision: The draft resolution submitted by the

Ivory Coast, Morocco and the United Kingdom was
adopted unanimously (S/6033).

D. Application of the Gambia

1168. In a letter dated 18 February 1965 (S/6197),
the Prime Minister of the Gambia submitted the appli
cation of the Gambia for admission to membership
in the United Nations. A declaration accepting the
obligations of the Charter was attached.

1169. The Security Council considered the appli
cation of the Gambia at its 1190th meeting on 15
March 1965. The following draft resolution was
submitted by the Ivory Coast, Jordan, Malaysia and
the United Kingdom (S/6226):

"The Secl/1'ity Council,
"Having examined the application of the Gambia

for admission to the United Nations,
"R.ecommends to the General Assembly that the

Gambia be admitted to membership in the United
Nations."

1170. Following statements by all its members, the
Council voted on the joint draft resolution.

Decision: The draft resolution submitted by the
Ivory Coast, Jordan, Malaysia, and the United King
dom was adopted unanimously (resolution 200 (1965)).
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Part ID

THE MILITARY STAFF COMMITTEE

Chapter 11

WORK OF THE MILITARY STAFF COMMITTEE

1171. The Military Staff Committee has been functioning continuously under
the draft rules of procedure during the period under review and has held a total
of twenty-six meetings without considering matters of substance.
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Part IV

MA'ITERS BROUGHT TO THE ATTENTION OF THE SECURITY COUNCIL BUT NOT
UISCUSSED IN THE COUNCIL DURING THE PERIOD COVERED

Chapter 12

COMMUNICATIONS CONCERNING THE INDIA.PAKISTAN QUESTION

A. Communications concerning Kashmir 1175. In a letter dated 26 December (S/6125), the
representative of India stated that the decision of the

1172. In a letter dated 27 July 1964 (S/5836), President of India to make articles 356 and 357 of
the representative o~ Pakistan drew the atte~tio~ of the Constitution applicable to the State of Jammu and
the Security Councl1 to charges of grave vlOlatlOns Kashmir was merely an exercise of the responsibility
by India of the cease-fire line in Jammu and Kashmir which inhered in the Government of India. Moreover,
and of the Agreement pertaining thereto. After giving the UNCIP resolutions of 13 August 1948 and 5
a description of those incidents. ~l~ng with .the verd~ct January 1949 had not constituted an international
given in each case by the Umted Nations ChIef agreement, and they had become obsolete and inappli-
Military Observer, he stated that the Government of cable as a result of Pakistan's failure to implement
Pakistan had lodged strong protests with India against their basic provision, namely, the complete and uncon-
those violations and had expressed its grave concern ditional withdrawal of its forces from Jammu and
at the wanton attacks on the life and property of Kashmir.
unarmed civilians by the Indian armed forces. 1176. By a letter dated 5 March 1965 (S/6218),

1173. In a letter dated 21 August (S/5911 and the representative of India forwarded a copy of a
Corr.1 and 2), the representative of India stated that protest note which his Government had lodged with
in its letter of 27 July Pakistan had distorted the facts Pakistan against the latter's alleged attempt to integrate
reaardina the Kashmir situation. India had already part of the Indian Union territory of Jammu and
pr~sented ch~rges to the ~out;cil l?f. ~akistan's co~pli- Kashmir with Pakistan in violation of the Security
city in trainmg and anmng Its clvlltans as guernllas Council resolution of 17 January 1948 and of the
and commandos, with the specific object of subverting assurances that the Government of Pakistan had given
the Cease-fire Agreement and the cease-fire line, to the United Nations Commission, the Security Council
contrary to its assurances to India that it would take and its representatives.
all necessary steps to prevent incidents. Cot;ironted 1177. In a further letter dated 17 March (S/6242),
with increasing violations of the cease-fire hne,. the the representative of India forwarded a copy of a note
United Nations Chief Military Observer had deCIded to Pakistan, in which India had protested against the
to give awards even against civilians if they were found reference to "the Sino-Pakistan border" agreement in
to have committed breaches of the Cease-fire Agree- the communique issued in Peking on the conclusion
ment. While India has accepted that decision, Pakistan of the President of Pakistan's visit to the People's
had rejected it. Unlike Pakistan, India ,,:as anxious Republic of China. The completion of the work of the
to maintain the integrity of the cease-fire hne and the so-called boundary demarcation of the Jammu and
Cease-fire Aareement, and was prepared to concert Kashmir borders with Singkiang was a violation of
with the Gov~rnment of Pakistan in considering ways international law and could never be accepted by India.
and means of completely eliminating such inciden~s and
of ensuring the imiolability of the cease-fire hne to 1178. By a letter dated 20 April (S/6292), the
mutual advantage. representative of Pakistan stated that in its letter of

1174. In a letter dated 17 December (S/6114), the 26 December 1964 (S/6125) India had not answered
the point raised by Pakistan on 17 December 1964

representative of Pakistan complained of an announce- (S/6114), which was that, in annexing the Stnte of
ment by the Indian Home Minister on 4 December to Jammu and Kashmir to the Indian Union, the Govern-
the effect that India had decided to make the provisions ment of India had acted in contravention of the
of articles 356 and 357 of the Indian Constitution provisions of the 13 August 1948 and 5 January 1949
applicable to the Indian-occupied part of the State of resolutions of the United Nations Commission, of its
Jammu and Kashmir and charged that. In~Ha ~as legal obligations towards Pakistan and the people of
thereby paving the way for the fulfilment of Its mtentlOn Kashmir, and in defiance of Security Council resolu-
to tighten its stranglehold over Kashmir and annex it tions. The Security Council had decided that the
to India. Pakistan had long opposed any move on the question of accession of the State of India or Pakistan
part of Jndia which would prejudice the right of the should be settled by the people of Kashmir in a free
people of the State of Jammu and Kashmir freely to and impartial plebiscite. There could not be a more
determine their future in accordance with the inter- solemn international engagement than the one which
national agreement embodied in the two UNCIP reso- bound Indir... and Pakistan to their pledge that the
lutions of 13 August 1948 and 5 January 1949. people of Jammu and Kashmir should determine their
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future by their own unfettered will through a free,
fair and impartial plebiscite. Any unilateral act contrary
to that agreement constituted a gross violation aud
could not in any way diminish the continuing force
of the agreement nor detract from its validity.-1179. India was continuing its policy of suppression
in Kashmir in order to destroy the political organiza
tion which was a spokesman of the Kashmiri demand
for self-determination. The latest step taken by India
in its policy of gradually eroding the special status of
the State was a change in the nomenclature of the
heads of State and Government in order to bring them
in line with those used in the Indian provinces.

1180. By a letter dated 27 April 1965 (S/6305),
the representative of Pakistan forwarded a copy of a
note to the Government of India stating that article
6 of the agreement concluded between Pakistan and
the People's Republic of China on 2 March 1963 had
made it quite clear that the boundary agreement did not
prejudice any interest that might derive from the
international agreement between India and Pakistan
with respect to the territory of J ammu and Kashmir.
The only interest that India could legitimately assert
in the territory of Jammu and Kashmir was of a
contingent nature, which belonged equally to Pakistan,
and was based on the possibility that the State of
Jammu and Kashmir might opt for accession to India
in a free and impartial plebiscite.

1181. In a letter of 27 April (S/6303) India
protested the signing at Rawalpindi on 26 March 1965
of the boundary protocol to the Sino-Pakistan boundary
agreement by the Foreign Ministers of the People's
Republic of China and of Pakistan.

1182. In a letter dated 17 May 1965 (S/6360),
th(:; representative of Pakistan 6tated that Jammu and
Kashmir was not Indian territory and that India's
locus standi in respect of Kashmir was no different
from that of Pakistan.

1183. In another letter dated 18 May 1965 (S/6367
and eorr.l), the representative of Pakistan drew the
attention of the Security Council to the situation created
in the State of Jammu and Kashmir by the arrest of
Sheikh Abdullah and his colleague, Mirza Afzal Beg,
and their detention at Ootacumand, a place far distant
from Kashmir. Recalling statements made at the last
series of meetings of the Security Council on the India
Pakistan question welcoming the release of Sheikh
AbdulIah and the contribution that he could make
towards settling the Kashmir dispute, he said that
it was apparent that India's action in again detaining
the Kashmir leader and in condemning him to captivity
and exile was not only a provocation to the people
of Kashmir and Pakistan but also a defiance of the
Security Council.

1184. In a letter dated 18 June (S/6458), the
representative of Pakistan charged that for some tim~

past an offensive build-up of Indian military forCeS had
been taking place in the Indian-occupied territory of
]ammu and Kashmir in violation of the Cease-fire
Agreement and of the UNCIP resolution of 13 August
1948, under which the two parties agreed to refrain
from taking any measures that might augment the
military potential of their respective forces in ] ammu
and Kashmir. He added that on 17 May Indian forces
in Kargil had attacked and occupied three posts on the
Pakistani side of the cease-fire line, and that on 13
June Indian forces had attacked Pakistani posts west
of Kargil.

1185. In a letter dated 28 June (S/6481), the
representative of Pakistan drew the attention of the
Council to the continuing increase of forces by India
in the Indian-occupied territory in the State of ]ammu
and Kashmir.

B. Communications concerning the Rann of Kutch

1186. By a letter dated 11 April 1965 (S/6281),
the representative of India charged that Pakistan had
commItted rlagrant acts of r.ggression against India
in the State of Gujarat. Prior to the partition of India
the province of Sind, now part of Pakistan, and the
State of Kutch in Gujarat had had well-defined
boundaries which had not been altered in any way by
the partition. Some two months previously Pakistan's
armed personnel had made illegal intrusions into the
area south of the boundary between Kutch and Siud,
up to a distance of over two miles. India had protested
against those intrusions and had requested that
Pakistan's armed personnel should vacate the area and
that the status quo ante should be restored. India had
also proposed that an early meeting be held between
the tWQ Governments so that a solution to the problem
could be found and firm decisions taken for an early
demarcation of the Kutch-Sind border. Pakistan had,
however, refused to respond to any of India's proposals.
Instead, on 9 April 1965, Pakistan's armed forces had
mounted a heavy attack. resulting in many casualties,
on a small Indian border police post at Sardar, more
than two miles within Indian territory. On the same
afternoon, the Indian police post at Vigokot had also
been subjected to heavy attack. India had protested to
Pakistan against those attacks and had called upon
it immediately to vacate its aggression against Indian
territory.

1187. In a letter dated 19 April (S/6291), the
representative of Pakistan rejected India's allegations
that Pakistan had committed aggression against India
and violated Indian territory in the Rann of Kutch. In
fact a true account of the events would show that
Pakistan had been subjected to an organized campaign
of propaganda designed to prepare the ground for action
against its borders and to grab territory by force. The
dispute pertained to the northern half of the Rann,
which had always been under the control and adminis
tration of Sind until, at the time of thl: partition of
the subcontinent, it had become a subject of dispute
with India. The question had been subject to discussion
between the two countries on various occasions, the
last being the Ministerial level meeting in 1960. At the
end of January 1965, Indian forces had begun to make
systematic attempts to hinder Pakistan border patrols
from moving between their posts at Ding and Surai,
as they had customarily been doing, and in disregard
of repeated warnings and protests those attemp~s had
continued. The Pakistan Commander had been obliged
to take necessary defensive measures to prevent the
Indian forces from occupying that position. Pakistan
had agreed that the senior police officials of the two
countries should meet to discuss ways of easing the
situation and had suggested such a meeting to discuss
the restoration of normal conditions in the area, but
there had been no reply to its letter. Indeed, it was
Pakistan which had first proposed that the dispute
over the Rann of Kutch should be solved by resuming
talks between the two countries at an appropriately high
political level. India, on the other hand, while expressing
willingness to resume negotiations, had taken various
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military steps showing that it was determined to
attempt a settlement by f01:ce. I~ was evident that
negotiations on a long-standmg .dispute could har~ly
be held with any hope of reachmg a mutually satis
factory solution in an atmosphere of tension cre~ted
by India's military build-up in the area, provocatIOns
and hostile show of force. Moreover, India had taken
simultaneous military actions against Dahagram in
East Pakistan.

1188. In a letter dated 27 April (S/6308), the
representative of India stated that Pakistan's letter
of 19 April (S/6291) had distorted facts and made
baseless allegations. The true position had already been
given in India's letter of 11 April (S/6281) which had
clearly indicated that the area in question lay fully
within the territory of the Indian Union. He added that
Pakistan's aggression was continuing and that further
acts of aggression were taking place. Behind its forces
inside Indian territory, Pakistan had concentrated
further armed forces on the border. Moreover, Pakistan
had ordered general mobilization and intensive training
of semi-military forces.

1189. In a further letter dated 3 May (S/6321),
the representative of India said that it was totally untrue
that the northern half of the Rann of Kutch had always
been under the control and administration of Sind up
to the time of the partition of the Indian subcontinent.
The fact was that prior to the partition of India, the
northern half of the Rann of Kutch had been under
the control of the princely State of Kutch. The Kutch
Sind border had separated the British Indian province
of Sind and the princely State of Kutch. Although
it had not been demarcated as an international
boundary, the boundary between Sind and Kutch had
always been well defined in all official maps dating
from 1872 to 1943 and even later, and had been
described in detail in official documents over the three
quarters of a century prior to the partition. With his
letter, the representative of India enclosed excerpts
from official documents and a map 1Jf the area in
dispute.

1190. By a letter dated 3 May (S/6322) and in
continuation of his letter dated 19 April (S/6291),
the representative of Pakistan also forwarded a copy
of a map showing the area of dispute in the Rann of
Kutch.

1191. In a letter dated 7 May 1965 (S/6340 and
AddJ), the representative of Pakistan stated that
during the preceding days, the bulk of Indian armed
forces had been moved close to Pakistan's border and
was poised in offensive formations apparently ready
for an armed attack on Pakistan. After giving the
reported positions of Indian forces around the border
of West Pakistan and East Pakistan, the representative
of Pakistan stated that, faced with that situation,
Pakistan would have to take whatever action it con
sidered necessary in exercise of its right of individual
and collective self-defence as set forth in the Charter
of the United Nations.

1192. In a letter dated 28 May (S/6389), the
represent~tive of I~dia stated that it wa.s not his cOtmtry
but Pakistan whIch had deployed Its troops in a
manner such as to suggest a threat to the peace and
security of I.ndia.. Since th~ description of the deploy
ment of Paklstam troops glVen to the Security Council
in his letter of 27 April (S/6308), Pakistan had not
only maintained its aggressive posture but had further
strengthened its forces all along the border, both in
the west and in the east. The representative of India

stated that the aggres~ive intel~tions of ~akista~ had
manifested themselves 111 a contmuous senes of v101ent
incidents and shooting in various parts of the border
between the two countries, and had caused a serious
threat to international peace and security.

1193. In a letter dated 7 June 1965 (S/6423), the
representative of Pakistan stated that the Indian letters
of 27 April (S/6303) and 3 May (5/6321) had not
answered various charges made in his letter of 19
April (5/6291) and had omitted t1J mention that
Indian forces had attempted to complete the occupation
of the disputed territory while India was supposed to
be considering Pakistan's proposals for a cease-fire and
restoration of the status quo. He rejected the Indian
claim for the alignment of the border along the northern
edge of the Great Rann and cited evidence to support
Pakistan's claim to the northern half of the territory,
forwarding a map in this connexion. India's assertion
that Pakistan's territorial claim was bogus was contra
dicted by the fact that the question had been the
subject of negotiations between the two countries for
seventeen years. Referring to the threatening build-up
of Indian armed forces all along the borders of Pakistan,
details of which had been given in his letter of 7 May,
he stated that no country could surrender its rights
and vital interests under the threat of force. Never
theless, Pakistan was willing to submit the dispute
over the Rann of Kutch to settlement by the method
of arbitration or adjudication as laid down in the
United Nations Charter.

1194. In a letter dated 22 June (S/6466), the
representative of Pakistan, commenting on the Indian
letter of 28 May (5/6389), asserted that India's
response to Pakistan's proposal for withdrawal of
armed personnel from the disputed area of the Rann
of Kutch so that settlement could be sought through
arbitration, had been to threaten Pakistan with a war
at a point of India's choosing. He also replied to the
Indian charges concerning conditions in East Pakistan,
and stated that although a meeting between the Chief
Secretaries of East Pakistan Government and of West
Bengal Government had ended with agreement on a
number of issues, India had soon afterwards commenced
building a wan in the intervening strip of Indian
territory in order to shut out the enclave of Dahagram
and to impede the movement of its residents to and
from the Pakistan mainland.

1195. By a letter dated 6 July (S/6507), the
Permanent Representative of Pakistan transmitted the
text. of an agre.ement concluded on 30 June 1965 by
IndIa and PakIstan for a cease-fire in the Rann of
Kutch. The agreement, inter alia called for an imme
diate cease-fire to take effect on' 1 July 1965 and the
restoration of the status quo ante, the withdrawal of
all troops on both sides to be completed within seven
days. Indian and Pakistan police were authorized to
pa~rol all the tracks on which they bad been patrolling
pnor to 1 January 1965, but they were not to interfere
with each other.

1196. The agreement stipulated that Ministers of
the two Go.ven~l11ents would meet in order to agree on
the de~ermmat!on of the border in the light of their
respectIve claims, and the arrangements for its
determination.

.11,97. In the event of no agreement between the
M1l11sters of the two Governments on the determination
of the border being reached within two months of the
cease-fire, the two Governments would have recourse
to a tribunal consisting of three persons, none of whom
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w0uld be a national of either India or Pakistan. If the
two Governments failed to agree on the selection of the
tribunal's Chairman within three 1T.onths of ~he cease
fire, they would request the Secretary-General of the
United Nations to nominate the Chairman. Both

Governments undertook to implement the findings of
the tribunal in full as quickly as possible and should
refer to it for decision any difficulties which might
arise between them in the implementation of those
findings.

Chapter 13

COMPLAINT CONCERNING ACTS OF AGGRESSION AGAINST THE TERRITORY
AND CIVILIAN POPULATION OF CAMBODIA

1198. On 27 July 1964, the Security Council Mission
to the Kingdom of Cambodia and the Republic of
Viet-Nam, appointed in pursuance of the Council's
resolution of 4 June 1964 (S/5741), submitted its
report (S/5832 and Corr.1). It stated, inter alia, that
although the two Governments had divergent views
on a number of the problems at issue, they were,
nevertheless, animated by a spirit of goodwill and
were anxious to reach concrete, even if limited,
agreements.

1199. The Mission found that the two Governments
were aware of the need to make an effort to reduce
the tension between them. The Government of the
Republic of Viet-Nam, for example, had assured the
Mission that its armed forces would avoid approaching
too close to the frontier in order to avert any possibility
of frontier violation.

1200. The Mission found that the situation on the
frontier nevertheless remained strained and it welcomed
the fact that the two Governments had taken a
positive attitude and had contemplated measures to
reduce the risk of further incidents.

1201. In the mission's view, the two main problems to
be solved were the resumption of political relations and
the dispatch of inter:'ldi.ic:1al observers. The obstacles
to normal relations derived mainly from pride and
mutual distrust-the outcome of age-old rivalries, the
different historical circumstances in which the two
States obtained their independence, and, more recently,
the divergent paths they had chosen in the matter of
international politics. But the two countries were,
nevertheless, aware of the geographical realities which
made it necessary for them, as neighbours, to live on
good terms. There was a Khmer minority in the Re
public of Viet-Nam and a Viet-Namese minority in the
Kingdom of Cambodia, The Mekong River was not
only the natural highway linking the two countries;
it was also a fount from which could rise up great
nuclei of prosperity essential for the well-being and
progress of all of the region's inhabitants.

1202. The Mission noted that the resumption of
political relations would be bound to lead to negotiations
with a view to agreement on such matters as the
delimiting and marking of the frontier. While it was
not in a position to say what part the lack of frontier
marking might have played in the recent incidents, the
Mission was of the view that anything that could be
done to remedy the present inadequate marking would
be most helpful in preventing further frontier incidents.
As regards the principle of international supervision in
the frontier area, the Mission felt it should recommend
that the Security Council consider a formula for a
United Nations civilian observer group which would
embrace the Cambodian proposal-according to which
United Nations observers, whose nationalities would

be subject to the approval of the Cambodian Govern
ment, would be organized in team~, would set up
permanent fixed posts from which sensitive areas in
Cambodian territory would be kept under effective
supervision, and would not be permitted to cross the
boundaries of Cambodian territory. The Mission felt that
as the proposals submitted by the r.t:->ublic of Viet-Nam
to establish an international police k-ce, or a group of
observers with sufficient personnel a·.(. resources to keep
the frontier area under surveillance, went beyond what
was acceptable to the Kingdom of Cambodia, they
might not constitute a basis for an agreement between
the two countries.

1203. The Mission recommended that the Security
Council should (i) decide to establish and send to
Cambodia a group of Uuited Nations observers and
should entrust the Secretary-General with the imple
mentation of that decision in consultation with the
members of the Council; (ii) recommend that the
Governments of Cambodia and Viet-Nam adopt
whatever measures were necessary to bring about
the resumption of the political relations broken off in
August 1963; (Hi) appoint a person of high inter
national standing, approved by the two parties, to
arrange for a preliminary meeting between the two
Governments for the purpose of re-establishing relations
between them and the resumption of talks on matters
in dispute, particularly the delimitation and marking of
the common frontier: (iv) take note of the assurances
given to the Mission by the Repubiic of Viet-Nam that
the Viet-Namese armed forces had been issued definite
instructions that every precaution was to be taken
to avoid any risk of frontier violations; and (v) also
take note of that Government's statement that it
recognized and undertook to respect the neutrality and
territorial integrity of the Kingdom of Cambodia.

SUBSEQUENT COMMUNICATIONS

1204. On 27 August, the Republic of Viet-Nam
transmitted to the President of the Security Council
its views (S/5921) on the Mission's report. It felt
that the report should have contained a more com
prehensive account of the proposals Viet-Nam had
submitted to the Mission for the control of the border
and the improvement of relations between Viet-Nam
and Cambodia. It also felt that any system of border
control, to be effective, required the co-operation of
the two interested countries. The proposals of both
sides, therefore, deserved equal consideration and should
serve together as a basis for an agreement between
the two countries.

1205. Moreover, the communication continued, Cam
bodia was not the only aggrieved party, as border
incidents had occurred on both sides of the frontier.
Ample evidence had also been submitted to the Mission
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to l-rove, beyond any reasonable doubt, that the Viet
Cong had constantly violated Cambodian territorv and
neutrality in their" guerrilla operations against the
Rep,mItc of Viet-Nam.

1206. The Republic of Viet-Nam felt that the
Cambodian proposal for the establishment of a civilian
observer corps fell far short of what could be considered
an ideal system of border control. To be really effective,
an international police force or cbserver corps should
have fr\.edom of mo' ement In both sides of the
frontier. The nationalities of the members of the corps
normally should be determined by a common accord
between the two parties and not by one party alone.
Nevertheless, the Republic of Viet-Nam found it
encouraging .". ~ the Cambodian Government h:ld
expressed its willingness to have some kind of apparatus
established for the surveillance of the frontier, and
therefore regretted that the Cambodian Government
had subsequently disavowed even that limited proposal.
The Republic of Viet-Nam also regretted th~t the Cam
bodian Government, after charging the Viet-Namese
Air Force with dropping toxic powder on Cambodian
villages, c~ose to reject proposals made by the Republic
')f Viet-Nam and the United States for an impartial
investigation of those charges.

1207. In a letter dated 9 September (S/5952),
the representative of Cambodia forwarded to the
Security Coun~il the text of a joint Declaration signed
by the Head of State of Cambodia, the Royal Govern
ment and the two Assemblies. The Declaration stated,
among other things. that the Royal Cambodian Gov
ernment requested that its complaint to the Council
"should simply be placed on file". It had noted with
surprise that the Security Council Mission had confined
itself to enumerating in its report what it called
"frontier incidents". without naming those responsible
for those acts of aggression. The Mission's investigators
had devoted themselves almost exclusively to a con
sideration of the dispute between Cambodia and Viet
Nam, which was quite outside the Mission's terms
of reference. A matter of particular gravity was that
the Mission, having arrogated to itself the right to
settle the problem of the frontier, had practically
espoused the case presented by the "Saigon Govern
ment" on that question. The Royal Cambodian
Government, on the other hand, had held the view
thvt there W8<; no occasion whatever to present its
own case to a MisslOn whose sole functions were to
investigate the complaint submitted to the Security
Council an(l to recommend measures which might
prevent any recurrence of the attacks on Cambodian
territory. The Mission's recommendation for a resump
tion of political relations between Cambodia and South
Viet-Nam also amounted to a flagrant interfer'.'nce in
Cambodia's internal affairs. Consequently, Cambodia
protested formally against the Mission's report in so
f<:>.r as it concerned the dispute between the two
Governments and reject~d its recommendations.

1208. In a further letter dated 30 November
(S/6092), the Minister for Foreign Affairs of
Cambodia rejected the charge in the Viet-Namese
letter of 27 August (S/5921) that Cambodia had
violated the frontier between the two countries and
affirmed its rejection of the Viet-Namese proposal for
the establishment of an international police force to
control the border between the two countries.

1209. On 9 September, the United States informed
the Security Council (S/5955) that in its view the
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),fission's recommendations relating to the establishment
of a group of United Nations observers and tr..e
resumption of political relations between Cambot.
and Viet-Nam offered genuine promise of n:di.lcmg
the occurrence of incidents along the border ;)etween
the two countries. Those recommendations not only
pointed in the direction of an improved future, but
also to practical, though modest, ways in which the
United Nations could again exercise its fundamental
and indispensable peace-keeping responsibilitie::..

1210. The United States noted with satisfaction that
the Republic of Viet-Nam had responded positively
to the 1fission's recommendations. At the same time,
the United States regretted Cambodia's attitude towards
the Mission's report. The Cambodian Government had
argued, on the one hand, that the Mission's recom
mendations were not responsive to its complaint and,
on the other, that the United Nations was not competent
to judge what steps could be taken to ameliorate a
situation brought to the Security Council by Cambodia
itself. A further element of incongruity was that,
despite its contention that the United Nations was not
competent to suggest remedial measures, Cambodia
had continued to bring to the attention of the Security
Council charges of alleged violations of Cambodian
territory 0" air space by the armed forces of the
Republic of Viet-Nam and the United States. One
of these charges-namely, that the United States and
the Republic of Viet-Nam had repeatedly engaged in
chemical warfare against;3e civilian population of
Cambodia-eonstituted a very serious charge. That
Ca~bodiancharge had been repeatedly and categorically
denied, and both the United States and the Republic
of Viet-Nam had prop0sed an impartial international
invesbgation of the charge, a proposal which the
Cambodian Government had been unwilling to accept.

1211. In a series of communications, the representa
tive of Cambodia drew the attention of the Security
Council to further alleged violations of CamlJodian
territory and air space by the Republic of Viet-~;r2m

and the United States, which denied the charges. These
communications are listed below:
S/5826 Letter dated 21 July 1%4 from the representative of

Cambodia to the President of the Security Council
informing the Council of two alleged attacks on 11
June and 1 July by armed forces of the Republic of
Viet-Nam against Cambodian posts

S/5829 Letter dated 22 July from the representative of Cam
bodia to the President of the Security Council re
porting allt:ged incidents by armed forces of the Re
public of Viet-Nam on 15 June and 5 July against
Cambodian territory

S/5833 Letter dated 21 July from the Minister for Foreign
Affairs of th~ Republic of Viet-Nam to the Presi
dent of the 3ecurity Council, in reply to the letter
of 17 June 1!:'64 (S/57iO) from the representativc
of Cambodia concerning the incident at Krek on 13
June

S/5834 Letter dated 22 July from the 'M'·.:';te.- for Foreign
Affairs of the Republic of Viet-N", .• to the President
of the Security Council, ill reply to the letter of 30
June (S/5787) from the Deputy Permanent Repre
sentative of Cambodia concerning the incident at
Kas-Kos during the night of 24-25 June

S/5839 Cable dated 2& July from the Minister for Foreign
Affairs of Cambodia to the President of the Security
Council, reporting alleged violations of Khmer air
~ .. ace by South Viet-Namese aircraft from 13 June
LO 2~ July "dumping" toxic powder on several viI
hges in thc Province of Rattanakiri

""""



5/5840

5/5847

S/5~8

5/5850

5/5852
and
Add.!

5/5857

5/5877

5/5883

5/5886

5/5894

5/5895

5/5896

5/5900

Letter dated 27 July from the representative of Cam
bodia to the President of the Security Council, re
porting alleged penetration into Khmer territory on
12 July 1964 by armed forces of the Republic of
Viet-Nam

Letter dated 3 Aug'l~t irom the representative of tht·
United States to the President of the Security
Council, in answer to the cahle of 28 July from the
Cambodian Fore'gn Minister (S/583Q) concerning
the aileged use of poisonous chemicals by United
States and Viet-:\amese aircraft

L('tter dated 3 August from the representative of Cam
bodia to the President of the Security Council con
cerning alleged attacks on 12 and l~ July by armed
forces of the Republic of Viet-N'am

Letter dated 4 August from the representative of
Cambodia to the President of the Security Council
concerning an alleged attack by armed force" of the
Rel1uhlic of Vi·~t-~·l'am and American wldiers on 31
Juiy ag~inst C:l.Iubodi:m territory

Letter dated 2 August from the Minister for Foreign
Affairs of the Republic of Viet-N'am to the Presi
dent of the Security Council, in reply to the cable of
28 July from the Cambodian 11:nister for Foreign
Affairs (S/5839) on the alleged use of poisonous
chemicals by the armed forces of the R~public of
Viet-N'am

Letter dated 7 August from the representative of Cam
bodia to the President of the Security Council alleg
ing a flight by South Viet-N'amese aircraft on 3
August over Khmer territory

Letter dated 10 August li"Om the representatiYe of the
United States to the .l • ~s:dent of the Security Coun
cil. in answer to the letter of 22 July from the
representative of Cambodia (S/5829)

Letter dated 11 August from the representatiYe of
Cambodia to the President of the Security Council
alleging violations of Cambodian territory on 27 Ju!'!'
and 17 July by armed forces of the Republic of
Viet-Nam

Letter dated 6 August irom the Minister for Foreign
Affairs of Cambodia to the President of the Security
Council in reply to the letter of 19 June by the Per
manent Representative of the United Kingdom
(S/5777)

Letter dated 14 August from the representative of the
United States to the President of the Security Coun
cil concerning the United States Gcvernment's re
jection of Cambodian charges of the use of poisonous
chel-;1ical~ by United States aircraft and reaffirming
the United States statement of 3 August welcoming
an impartial investigation of the Cambodian charges

Letter dated 13 August from the representative of
Cambodia to the President of the Security Council,
transm:tting the text of Cl declaration by the Royal
Government of Cambodia on the statements by the
Head of the South Viet-Namese Government con
cerning bases on Cambodian territory allegedly serv
ing as bases for the Viet-Cong

Letter dated 13 August from the representative of
Cambodia to the President of the Security Council
alleging the spraying of yellow and white powder
on 29, 30 and 31 July by aircraft of the armed
forces of the Republic of Viel-Nam over Cambodian
territory

Letter dated 12 August from the Minister for Foreign
Affairs of the Republic "f Viet-Nam to the Presi
dent of the Security Council in reply to the Cam
bodian letter~ of 26 June (S/5786), 2 July (S/5796),
7 JtiJ (S/5304) and 9 July (S/5810), charging
various violations of Cambodian air space during
June 1964
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S/5905

S/5924

S/5926

S/5932

S/5940

S/5942

S/5943

S/5960

~/5969

S/5976

S/5983

S/5993

8/5995

Letter dated 18 August from the repre5entative of
Cambodia to the President of the Security Council
concerning an alleged attack by the armed forces of
the Republic of Viet-Nam against Khmer territory
on the night of 1 Augnet 1964

Letter dated 28 August from the Minister for Foreign
Affa:rs of the Republic of Viet-N'am to the President
of the Security Council, in reply to the Cambodian
letter of 13 Au~ust (S/5895) on the subject of the
"five important zones serving as bases for the Viet
Coug"

Letter dated 1 September from the representative ot
Cambodia to the President of the Security Council,
concerning an alleged armed attack on 28 August
by soldiers of the Republic of Viet-~am against
Cambodian forcc5 in Khmt.'r territory

Letter dated 4 September from the representative of
CambC'dia tu the President of the Security Council
charging attacks by armed forces of the Republic of
Vict-Xam on 5 June, 17 July, and 17 and 22 August,
against Khmer territory

Letter dated 30 August from the Minister for Foreign
Affairs of Cambodia to the President of the Security
Council, in reply to the letter of 14 August (S/5894)
from the representative of the United State5, con
cerning the use of poisonous chemicals over Cam
bodian territory

Letter dated 8 September 1964 from the representative
of Cambodia to the President of the Security Council
charg:ng repeated attacks on 5 September by the
armd forces of ~he Republic of Viet-Nam against
Cambodian territory

Cable dated 8 September from the Minister for Foreign
Affairs of Cambodia to the President of the Security
Council, sl.bmitting- further information on the
alleged attack on 5 September by Un:ted States and
South Viet-Namese forces on Cambodian territory

Cable dated 11 September from the Minister for For
eign Af~airs of Cambodia to the President of the
Security Council, charging that the Government of
South Viet-~am has substantially reinforced its land
and naval units at Koh Rok:ir and Kaam Samnar,
which he considered as a threat to Cambodia and
the peace and security of South-East Asia

Lt~tter dated 9 September from the Minister for For
eign Affairs of the Republic of Viet-Nam to the
President of the Security Council, reporting that
the armed forces of the Republic of Viet-Nam, dur
ing their operations ag?':nst the Viet-Cong in the
frontier zone, had frequently encountered obstacles
originating in Cambodian territory

Letter dated 16 September from the representative of
Cambodia to the President of the Security Council
reporting an alleged violation of Cambodian air
space on 4 July by aircrait of the Republic of Viet
Nam

Letter dated 19 September from the Minister for For
eign Affairs qf Cambodia to the President of the
Security Council, in reply to the letter dated 22 July
(S/5834) from the Minister for Foreign Affairs
of the Republic of Viet-Nam

Letter dated 2·+ September from the Minister for For
eign . ;airs of the Republic of Viet-Nam to the
President of the Security Council, in reply to the
Cambodian letter of 13 August (S/5896) concerning
the alleged spraying of toxic powder on Cambodian
territory

Letter dated 1 Octoher from the Permanent Observer
of the Republic of Yiet-Nam to the President of
the Security Council alleging Cambodian interference
in the internal affairs of the Republic of Viet-Nam



5/5996 Letter dated 29 September from the representative of
Cambodia to the President of the Security Council,
transmitting a report dated 15 June from the Inter~

national Commission for Supervision and Control in
Camhodia, on the alleged "acts of aggression" by
Ur.ited States-South Viet-Namese forces against
Cambodia

5/6008 Letter dated 30 September f~om the President of the
Council of Uinisters, Acting Minister for Foreif:n
Affairs of Cambodia, in reply to the letter of 28
August (S/5924) from the Minister for Foreign
Affairs of the Republic of Viet-Nam

S/6011 Letter dated 13 October from the representative of
Cambodia to the President of the Security Coun
cil, in reply to the letter of 1 October (S/5995)
from the Permanent Observer of the Republic of
Viet-Nam

5/6015 Letter dated 15 October from the representative of
Cambodia to the President of tht; Security Council,
alleging an attack by South Viet-Namese aircraft on
Cambodian territory on 13 October

5/6022 Letter dated 22 October frem the representative of
Cambodia to the President of the Sel':.lrity Council,
transmitting a statement of 21 October by his Gov~

emment on an alleged attack on Canlbodian terri
tory by United States and South Viet-Namese air
craft on 20 October

5/6026 Letter dated 26 October from the representative of
Cambodia to the President of the Security Coundl,
~ransmitting a communique from the Cambodian
Ministry of Foreign :\ffairs dated 24 October, re
porting an alleged attack on Cambodian territory on
22 October by armed forces of the Republic of Viet
Nam

S/6027 Letter dated 26 October from the representative of
Cambodia to the President of the Security Council
transmitting a Cambodian statement of 25 October
reporting two alleged violations of Cambodian terri~

tory by the United States-South Viet-Namese air
force "n 24 and 25 October

5/6030 Cable dated 28 October from the Minister for Foreign
Affair;, of Cambodia to the Secretary-General and
the President of the Security Council, transmitting

the text of a joint proclamation of the Cambodian
National Assembly concerning the alleged attacks on
Cambodian territory by United States-South Viet
Namese armed forces

5/6031 Letter dated 29 October from the representative of
Cambodia to the President of the Security Council,
containing the text of a communique of 28 October
by the Minister for Foreign Affairs of Cambodia
concerning frontier incidents of 26 October

S/6041 Letter dated 3 NO\'ember from the Minister for Foreign
Affairs of Viet-Nam to the Secretary-General re
producing a cummunique uf 2g October and a map
relating thereto, giving an account of the incident
which occurred on 20 October on the Cambodian
Viet-Nam frontier and proposing the appointment
of a mediator

S/6147 Letter dated 1 January 1965 from the Minister for
Foreign Affairs of Cambodia to the President of the
Security Council, containing excerpts of the reply
by the Minister for Foreign Affairs of Cambodia
to the letter of 3 November 1964 from the Minister
for Foreign Affairs of the Republic of Viet-Xam
(5/6041) on the incident of 20 October on the Cam
bodian-Viet-Nam frontier, and rejecting the proposal
for United Nations intervention in this conflict

5/6256 Letter dated 25 1Iarch from the representative of Cam
bodia to the President of the Security Council,
charging a violation of Cambodian territory on 21
:Mar 'h by South Viet-Namese and United Statt's
armed forces, near the village of Presh Trohing

5/6268 Letter dated 1 April from the representative uf Cam
bodia to the President of the Security Council,
charging a violation of Cambodian territory on 23
March by United States-South Viet-Namesc forces
at the village of Bat Banleak, followed by a skirllli~h

with the Cambodian frontier patrol
S/6324 Letter dated 3 May from the representative of Cam

bodia to the President of the Security Council charg
ing a violation of Cambodian territory on 28 April
by United States-South Viet-Namese air forces
which attacked the villages of Cheam Tatep and
Moream Tiek

-

Chapter 14

THE QUESTION OF RACE CONFliCT IN SOUTH AFRICA RESUJ.TING FROM THE POLICIES
OF APARTHEID OF THE GOVERNMENT OF THE REPUBLIC OF SOUTH AFRICA

A. Report of the Secretary-General in pursuance
of Security Council resolution S/5761

1212. On 25 August 196\ the Secretary-General
reported to the Security Council (Sj5913.' that he
had requested the Government of South l.frica to
inform him of the action taken by it in accordance
with the Security Council resolution (Sj5761) of 9
June 1964, and particularly the specific measures
contained in operative paragraph 1.

1213. The Secretary-General also informed the
Council that he had requested Member States to
communicate to him information as to their action
in respect of operative paragraphs 2 and 3 of the
resolution. The substance of the replies received from
thirty-five Member Governments was reproduced in the
report and in subsequent addenda (Sj5913jAdd.I-2).

1214. On 9 November, the representative of Morocco
and the Minister for Foreign Affair& of Burundi, in
communications (Sj6039 and Sj6043) to the President
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of the Security Council and the Secretary-General,
respectively, protested the execution in South Africa
of three African nationalists, which had been carried
out on 6 November 1964, despite the many appeals
addressed to the Government of South Africa by the
Security Council and the Secretary-General. In his
telegram, the Foreign Minister of Burundi requested
that the United Nations take all steps to ensure that
such an act, which threatened the peace in Africa and
in the world, did not recur.

1215. In a letter dated 16 November 1964 (Sj6053)
to the Secretary-General, the Minister for Foreign
Affairs of the Re!-,ublic of South Africa referred to
the Secretary-General's letter of 19 June 1964 trans
mitting the Security Council resolution (Sj5773) of
18 June 1964, and stated that the contents uf that
resolution comtituted a far-reaching example of
attempted intervention in matters falling within the
domestic jurisdiction of a Member State. The reso-



-
lution, he added, in effect asked that South Africa
abdicate its sovereignty to the United Nations.

B. Report of 30 November 1964 of the Special
Committee on the policiea of apartheid

1216. On 30 November 1964, the Special Committee
on the Policies of apartheid of the Government of the
Republic of South Africa transmitted to the Security
Council and the General Assembly a report (S/6073)
in which it reviewed the main developments relating
to the policies of apartheid of the South African
Government, and recommended that the General
Assembly should record the conviction of a large
majority of Member States that the situation in South
Africa constituted a serious threat to the peace, thus
calling for marldatory measures provided for in Chapter
VII of the Charter; and should invite the Security
Council to take necessary action without delay to
resolve the situation. The Committee also recommended
that the General Assembly and the Security Council
should: (a) decide on total economic sanctions against
South Africa until that country agreed to comply with
its obligations under the United Nations Charter;
(b) commend States which had taken effective measures
in implementation of General Assembly and Security
Council resolutions on that question; (c) express
regret at the actions of States which had acted contrary
to the provisions of operative paragraph 4 of General
Assembly resolution 1761 (XVII) or had failed to
implement the decisions on military assistance to South
Africa in operative paragraph 3 of the Security Council
resolution of 7 August 1963, reaffirmed in the Council's
resolutions of 4 December 1903 and 18 June 1964;
(d) request all States to prohibit the provision of
technical assistance or capital for the manufacture of
arms and ammunition as well as any assistance in the
manufacture in South Africa of aircraft, naval craft
or military vehicles; (e) request all international
agencies, in particular the specialized agencies, to deny
economic and technical assistance to the South African
Government, except for humanitarian assistance to the
victims of apartheid; (f) request all States to prohibit
or discourage investments in South Africa and the
granting of loans and credits to the South African
Government and South African companies; (g) request
all States to deny facilities for all sea and air traffic
to and from South Africa; (h) request all States to
prohibit or discourage immigration of their nationals
to South Africa; (i) request all States to place an
embargo on the supply of petroleum and petroleum
products and to take appropriate measures for its
enforcement; (j) invite all States and organizations
to contribute to the relief and assistance of the victims
of apartheid; (k) request all States to prohibit the
supply of raw materials to South Africa and the
importation from that country of gold, diamonds and
other minerals; (l) re(luest all States to deny technical
assistance, capital and machinery for the manufacture
of motor vehicles and rolling stock in South Africa;
(m) establish an .international commission to investigate
charges of ill-treatment and torture of prisoners in
South Africa and invite the Government of South
Africa to provide facilities for such an impartial com
mission; (n) invite Member States and the specialized
agencies to provide facilities for the dissemination of
information to promote awareness of the dangers of
apartheid; and (0) enlarge the membership of the
Special Committee to include the permanent members
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of th~ Security Council and to ensure a wider geo
graphical distribution of its membership.

121 i. In its report the Special Committee empha
sized that economic sanctions, un: versally applied and
fully implt'mented, constituted the only effective means
of achieving a peaceful solution of the problem, and
expressed the hope that the specific measures which it
had recommended, along with a declaration of deter
mination to impose total economic sanctions, would
persuade the Government of South Africa to comply
with past resolutions of the General Assembly and the
Security Council.

C. Report of the Expert Committee eatahJished
in pursuance of Security Council reaolution
SJ5773 .

1218. On 27 February 1965, the Expert Committee
on South Africa submitted its report to the Security
Council (S/621O). The Committee had been established
by the Security Council's resolution S/57i3 of 18
June 1964, to report to the Council, after a technical
and practical study, on the feasibility, effectiveness and
implications of measures which could be taken by the
Council under the United Nations Charter in relation
to the policies of apartheid of the Republic of South
Africa.

1219. On 24-26 February 1965, the Expert Com
mittee, having completed its study, received four sets
of draft conclusions: one set jointly sponsored by
Czechoslovakia and the USSR, another by the Ivory
Coast and Morocco, a third by the United States, and
a fourth by Bolivia and Brazil. The representative of
the United States, however, indicated that he would
not press for a vote on the draft conclusions submitted
by his delegation.

1220. On 26 February, ~he Committee voted on the
remaining three draft conclusions. The Czechoslovak
and USSR draft conclusions were rejected by 4 votes
in favour (Czechoslovakia, Ivory Coast, Morocco,
USSR) and 6 against (Bolivia, Brazil, China, Norway,
United Kingdom, United States).

1221. The Ivory Coast and Morocco draft con
clusions were rejected by 4 votes in favour (Czecho
slcvakia, Ivory Coast, Morocco, USSR), 5 votes against
(Bolivia, Brazil, Norway, United Kingdom, United
States) and 1 abstention (China).

1222. The Bolivia and Brazil draft conclusions were
adopted by 6 votes in favour (Bolivia, Brazil, China,
Norway, United Kingdom, United States) and 4 votes
against (Czechoslovakia, Ivory Coast, Morocco and
USSR).

1223. The Committee, therefore, submitted the
following general conclusions.

1224. South Africa's economic strength, diversity
and prosperity had been due in large part to: its
varied and abundant natural resources, its rapidly
developing industrial base, the high degree of technica!
and managerial skill available, foreign t.ade and invest
ment and the exploitation of non-white labourers. While
South Africa would not be readily susceptible to
economic measures, it ·--'\s not immune to damage from
such measures.

1225. The degree of dIcctiveness of economic
measures would directly depend on the universality of
their application and on the manner and duration of
their enforcement. While some of its members disagreed
on the degree of severity of the effects that such



measures might hnve on the South African economy,
the Committee ngreed thnt there were several nreas of
vulnerability. In fnct, from the Con~m~ttee's discussion.s,
it became appnrent that South Afnca s economy WOUIU

be susceptible to the effects of 'I total trade blockade
and to an interdiction of communications. Particular
emph'lsis was given to an embargo on petroleum and
to a cessation of emigration into South Africa. Some
members considered that apprecbble ciTects "'ould also
be c:msed by a banning of financial transactions.

1226. Similarly, it was noted that some means of
alleviation. such as substitution. rationing and a
redeployment of resourc:s, could han sig?itlcant re~ults

and that it was not pOSSIble to draw precse conclUSIons
regarding the degree to which those measures, C!r a
combination of them. might affect South Afnca's
economic activity. or the length of time it would take
for their effects to be felt. The susceptibility of the
South African economy to measures would vary from
case to case. effectiveness being largely dependent on
the one hand upon the availability to South AfI ca of
measures of alleviation, and on the other, on an
organized and co-operative effort by, among others,
present and potential suppliers. An embargo on ar~s

and ammunition, although perhaps not an economIC
measure. if universally applied could have an important
effect within the framework of a trade embargo.

1227. Consideration of those measures raised the
problem of adequate international machinery to prevent
their circumvention by States and individuals. as well
as problems arising from the failure of 1 any. State to
co-operate. The Committee eXf!ressed ~l1e VIe,,:' that,
while many measures were feaSIble, theIr effectiveness
depended to a great e.xtent on th: d~gree of collect~ve
willingness, universahty of. apP~Icatton and ~enume

desire on the part of those Imposmg them, particularly
the States maintaining close ecopomic relations with
South Africa. More emphasis was also given in the
Committee to the psychological effects of these measures,
alona with South Africa's present economic capacity
to ,,~thstand such measures and the will of its people
to do so. It was agreed that an international effort
should be made to mitigate the hardships caused by
such measures on the economies of some Member
States. There could be serious dislocations in world
markets and in various individual countries, depending
on the methods chosen; for example, Basutoland, if an
embargo on labour were in question, or the United
Kingdom, if a general embargo were imposed by a
decision of the Security Council.

1228. Taking into account the preceding circum
stances emphasis was placed in the Committee on the
importance of: a total trade embargo; an embargo
on petroleum and petroleum products; an embargo on
arms, ammunition of all types, military vehicles and
equipment and materials for ~h.e r:tanufacture ~nd

maintenance of arms and ammumtlOn m South Afnca;
cessation of emigrati.on of technicians and skilled
manpower into South Africa; interdiction of com
munications with South Africa; and political and
Jiplomatic measures referred to in the resolutions
already adopted by the Security Council and the
General Assembly.

1229. Similarly, emphasis was placed by the Com
mittee on the varying effects of such measures anc on
the necessity of solving certain problems of imple
mentation in order to judge the practicability and the
effectiveness of these measures. In this connexion,
certain members emphasized the need for a total
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blockade as well as its great costliness. In such an
event, a proportionate shnring of costs should ue
considered. Other members stressed the importance of
a partial blockade, stating that measures affecting
vulnerable sectors of the South African economy might
have a practical effect 0'1 the economy as a whole
as weil as having etTcctive political and psycholog:c:ll
repercllssions on the white minority. In deciding to
apply meaSllrrs against South Africa, it would be
essential to set up a co-ordinating- committee whicll
should also co-ordinate action to mitigate proportionally
the major hardships caused to the economies of .Member
States.

1230. Finally. it was emphasized that, while those
measures could prove feasible under the conditions
outlined, it was for the Security Council to evnluate
their applicability n:ld effectiveness in the political and
psychological context.

1231. The delegations of Czechoslovakia and the
USSR submitted a dissenting note categorically
opposing the conclusions adopted, which they considered
not only distorted the truf' situation, but might harm
the struggle against apartheid in South Africa. They
put forward the following conclusions and recom
mendations.

1232. Sanctions of an economic and political nature
against the Republic of South Africa were unques
tionably tensible and would have the effect of inducing
the authorities, legislative bodies and ruling economic
circles of the Republic of South Africa to abandon
their racist policy of apartheid.

1233. The most effective measures to be undertaken
simultaneously on the basis of a decision of the Security
Council would be: (a) a total embargo on trade with
South Africa, including an embargo on the export to
South Africa of goods and especially arms, ammuni.tion,
military equipment of all types and materials for their
manufacture and petroleum and petroleum products,
and including also a boycott of South African goods;
(b) cessation of all military and economic assistance,
foreign investment, and of loans to the South African
authorities or to South African companies: (c)
cessation of export of any qualified or specialized labour
to South Africa; (d) severance of diplomatic, consular
and other relations with South Africa, including
complete interruption of rail, sea, postal, telegraphic
and radio communications; and (e) prohibition of the
establishment of new ties or agreements mentioned in
(a), (b), (c) and (d).

1234. The Expert Committee had every reason to
assert that the implementation of the above measures
would have the effect of inducing the South African
authorities to abandon the racist policy of apartheid and
comply with the decisions of the various United Nations
bodies. The choice of the best ways and means of
putting those sanctions into effect was unquestionably
the prerogative of the Security Council.

1235. These conclusions and recommendations were
supported in the Committee by the representatives of
Morocco and the Ivory Coast.

1236. The USSR representative stated that the Com
mittee's failure to carry out the tasks entrusted to it
by the Security Council was due solely to the opposition
of those Powers which were the principal economic
and commercial partners of the racist authorities of the
Republic of South Africa.

1237. The four sets of draft conclusions, together
with the texts of the documents before the Committee



-
and the summary records of the meetings of the
Committee, were attached to the report as annexes.

D. Report of 16 June 1965 of the Special
Committee

1238. On 16 June 1965 the Special Committee sub
mitted to the Security Council a report in which it
reviewed the development of the situation in South
Africa since the submission of its report of 30 November
1964.

1239. During that period. it said, the South African
Government had not only continued to implement earlier
apartheid legislation, but had further intensified the
policies of apartheid. had ordered stricter application
of those policies with :'egard to entertainment, sports
and other public events. and had introduced legislation
to separate education of people of Indian and Pakistani
origin. It had also continued with its policy of ruthless
repression against opponef'ts of the policies of apartheid:
numerous trials had been instituted, some on political
prisoners under retroactive legislation providing harsher
penalties for offenc~s for which they had been convicted.
A number of opponents of the policies of apartheid had
been executed or faced execution, despite the demands
of the Security Council and the General Assembly that
the South African Government desist from executing
those whose only crime was their opposition to
apartheid. The South African Government had con
tinued to order the house arrest or the banning of
persons opposed to apartheid and had introduced serious
new repressive legislation at the current session of
Parliament. .

1240. Noting that. those developments had continued
to aggravate the explosive situation prevailing in the
Republic of South Africa and increased the urgent
need for decisive action to secure an abandonment of
apartheid and the implementation of the decisions of
the General Assembly and the Security Council, the
Special Committee reaffirmed its conviction that eco
nomic sanctions were the only effective peaceful means
available to the international community to help resolve
the situation in the Republic of South Africa. The
Group of Experts shared that conviction and the
Expert Committee established in pursuance of Security
Council resolution S/5773, after eight months of dis
cussion, had not found anv other peaceful measures
which would be effective. While the Expert Committee
was unable to reach unanimous agreement on its con
clusions, the three drafts which had been voted on in
the Committee accepted that South Africa was vulner
able to international economic measures and that em
phasis should be placed on a total embargo on trade with
the Republic of South Africa and on some specific
economic measures.

1241. The Special Committee deplored the fact that
since General Assembly resolution 1761 (XVII) of
6 November 1962, and even during the deliberations of
the Expert Committee, the major trading partners of
the Republic of South Africa had greatly increased
their trade with South Africa and investment in that
country and had continued, directly or indirectly, to
facilitate the build-up of the military and police forces
in South Africa. A large part of the recent investments
had been designed to assist South Africa to develop
its military power, to promote self-sufficiency, to over
come the effect of economic measures taken at great
sacrifice by many countries and to resist international
economic sanctions.

1242. It recommended that the Security Council
and the General Assembly urge the major trading
partners of the Republic of South Africa, in particular
those among them who were permanent members of
the Security Council, to cease immediately all relations
which encouraged the South African Government to
persist in its disastrous racial policies, and join in
measures, under the auspices of the United Nations, to
secure an end to the policies of apartheid and to promote
progress towards a non-racial society which would
guarantee human rights to all the people of t;le country,
irrespective of race, colour or creed. It recommended
also that, as a first step to follow upon its resolutions,
the Security Council call upon all States urgently to
take, under Chapter VII of the Charter, a number of
measures. The Special Committee finally reaffirmed its
recommendation that the Security Council decide on
total economic sanctions against the Republic of South
Africa until the South African Government agreed to
comply with its obligations under the Charter of the
United Nations and promptly institute the measures
indicated in its report of 30 November 1964 to persuade
the South African Government to take steps to comply
with the resolutions of the General Assembly and the
Security Cuuncil. Included in the report were a note
on the build-up of military and police forces in the Re
public of South Africa and a note on recent investments
by foreign-owned corporations in the Republic of South
Africa.

E. Letter dated 17 June 1965 from the Chairman
of the Special Committee on the Policies of
apartheid of the Government of the Republic
of South Mrica

1243. In a letter of 17 June 1965 (S/6454), ad
dressed to the President of the Security Council, the
Chairman of the Special Committee on the Policies of
apartheid of the Government of South Africa trans
mitted the text of the statement he made on the occasion
of the adoptiun of the Special Committee's report of 16
June 1965. He stated that the report was a call for
action made to the Security Council and the General
Assembly, more especially to the permanent members of
the Security Council, to the major trading partners of
South Africa, namely those who held the key to a peace
ful solution of the grave problem of apartheid, and
indeed, to all the people of goodwill who needed to
exert their maximum efforts to prevent a catastrophe
in South Africa.

1244. The Security Council should put an end to its
inaction and take the necessary action for the elimination
of apartheid which was a scourge threatening racial
peace in Africa and the world. If the Powers which
had interests and could exert influence in South Africa
refused to act because of selfish motives, the situation
would itself demand that other ways and means should
be explored. The inevitability of a solution by force
might have to be accepted; a solution in which the
United Nations might play the role of a powerless
spectator who had fallen into disrepute.

1245. The report, the Chairman continued, affirmed
the Special Committee's conviction based on a serious
study of the problem that all other means to deal with
the situation in South Africa had been exhausted a...
that the United Nations now faced the inescapable and
imperative duty to take decisive mandatory action. For
more than a decade the United Nations had been told
by the Western Powers and their spokesmen that
change had to come peacefully from inside South
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Africa; that outside criticism and pressure did not
help. But tnose Western Powers had not been so inac
tive outside the United Nations. They had been pouring
investments into South Africa and deriving fabulous
profits. They had been making with South Africa joint
military plans for the so-called defence of the African
continent.

1246. After the Sharpeville massacre of 1960 and
the fact that this event coincided with the upsurge of
independence in Africa had not been an accident, the
attitudes of the major Powers changed. Now they would
vote for any condemnation of the South African regime,
but would not recognize that the situation constituted a
threat to the peace under Chapter VII of the Charter,
would not support any effective or mandatory action
and would always look for means to postpone or divert
action. Some of the great Powers had resisted a recogni
tion of the clear threat to the peace and had been sup
ported by the major trading paltners of South Africa,
because they derived profit from the oppression of non
whites in South Africa.

1247. The foreign business interests going into
South Africa were collaborators with the fascist South
African regime and partners in racial discrimination
not only in South Africa but in the United States of
America and other countries as well. They helped to
strengthen its military power and to build up self
sufficiency.

1248. The Chairman urged the Governments of the
United Kingdom, United States and other countries
to prohibit companies registered in their countries from
investing in South Africa and to refuse to allow any
profits being received in their countries from South
Africa. He did not see any great need for a blockade
if the United Kingdom and its allies would faithfully
implement the United Nations resolution. But since the
matter had been raised he would propose that the
United Kingdom, the United States and all other coun
tries agree to allocate all the profits they received from
South Africa to a special fund to end apartheid. In 1963,
the United States companies had earned a profit of $86
million from investment in South Africa. The United
Kingdom companies had earned more than the United
States companies. If all States would agree to devote
an amount equivalent to their profits to support the
efforts of the United Nations, the end of apartheid could
be secured in a very short time.

1249. The Special Committee had presented the
report to the Security Council and the General Assem
bly, the Chairman concluded, because it was its duty to
draw their attention to the need for a serious considera
tion of the problem and for taking urgent and decisive
action. It would seem most appropriate that the Security
Council, according to its provisional rules of procedure,
should meet in Africa when it considered the problem of
apartheid again.

Chapter 15

REPORTS ON THE STRATEGIC TRUST TERRITORY
OF THE PACIFIC ISLANDS

1250. On 16 July 1964, the Secretary-General transmitted to the Security
Council the report of the Trusteeship Council (S/5783)2 on the Trust Territory
of the Pacific Islands, covering the period from 27 June 1963 to 29 June 1964.

1251. On 22 April 1965, the Secretary-General transmitted to the members
of the Council the report (S/6295) of the United States Government on the
administration of the Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands for the period from
1 July 1963 to 30 June 1964.

2 Official Records of the Security Council, Nineteenth Year, Special Supplement Na. 1.

Chapter 16

COMMUNICATIONS CONCERNING RELATIONS BETWEEN
HAITI AND THE DOMINICAN REPUBLIC

1252. In a letter dated 28 July 1964 (S/5841), the Foreign Minister of Haiti
informed the Security Council that Haitian rebels who had landed at Lagon des
Huitres, Haiti, on 29 June 1964 with the help of the Government of the Dominican
Republic, had, after being defeated, returned to the Dominican Republic where
they were reportedly to be placed at the disposal of the OAS Committee of Investi
gation. Haiti asked why the Haitian rebels had fled to Dominican territory and why
the Dominican Government had remained silent on this matter Those developments,
the letter added, confirmed former charges made by Haiti in connexion with acts
of aggression and interference committed by the Dominican Government against
the sovereIgnty and territorial integrity of Haiti.

1253. In a further communication dated 1 September 1964 (S/5928), Haiti
complained that on the night of 31 August-l September Dominican soldiers had
opened fire against the Haitian frontier post of Malpasse, and charged that the
attack was not an isolated act of provocation but was part of the strategy which had
for long been planned and carried out by successive de facto regimes in the Domini
can Republic against the territorial integrity and sovereignty of :C:-:iti.
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Chapter 17

COMMUNICATIONS FROM THE ORGANIZATION OF AMERICAN STATES CONCERNING
CHARGES BY VENEZUELA AGAINST CUBA

1254. By. a letter dated 27 July 1964 (S/5845), the
Secretary-General of the Organization of American
States (OAS) transmitted to the Security Council the
text of a resolution entitled: "Application of measures
to the present Government of Cuba", adopted on 26 July
by the Ninth Meeting of Consultation of Ministers of
Foreign Affairs, serving as Organ of Consultation in
Application of the Inter-American Treaty of Reciprocal
Assistance. That meeting, which had taken place in
Washington, D.C. between 21 and 26 July 1964, had
had before it the report of the Investigating Committee
established by the OAS Council in connexion with
charges of Cuban aggression made by Venezuela in
1963.8

1255. By the resolution, the Foreign Ministers,
declaring that the acts verified by the Investigating
Committee constituted "an aggression and an inter
vention" by the Government of Cuba in the internal
affairs of Venezuela, condemned the Government of
Cuba for those acts and resolved, in accordance with
articles 6 and 8 of the Inter-American Treaty of
Reciprocal Assistance, that the Governments of the
American States should not maintain diplomatic or
consular relations with Cuba; should suspend all trade
with Cuba except for foodstuffs, medicine and medical
equipment, which might be sent for humanitarian
reasons; and should suspend ~ll sea transportation ex
cept for humanitarian purposes.' The OAS Council was
authorized to discontinue those measures by a two
thirds vote when the Government of Cuba had ceased
to constitute a danger to the peace and security of the
hemisphere. The resolution also warned the Govern
ment of Cuba that if it persisted in carrying out acts
which "possess characteristics of aggression and inter
vention" against one or more memb.er States of the
OAS, the members would preserve their rights as
sovereign States by the use of individual or collective
self-defence, and even resort to armed force, until such
time as the Organ of Consultation took measures to
guarantee peace and security in the hemisphere.

1256. By a letter dated 9 August (S/5867), the
representative of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics
transmitted to the President of the Security Council a
statement by his Government which declared, inter alia,
that the resolution by which the Ninth Meeting of
Consultation of the OAS had arbitrarily and ground
lessly condemned Cuba for "aggression" and "inter
vention" in the internal affairs of another State, re
flected the intention of the United States to use the
machinery of a regional organization for its own
interests and its aggressive policy towards Cuba. Cuba,
the USSR statement said, was not an aggressor, but
the victim of United States aggression. According to
the official statements by the Cuban Government, since
October 1962 the United States had committed some
2,000 acts of provocation against the Republic of Cuba
and had grossly interfered in its internal affairs. It had
organized an economic blockad~ of the island, violated
Cuba's air space, and was introducing into Cuban
territory saboteurs, arms and military equipment for

S See Official Records of the General Assembly, Nineteetlth
Session, Supplement N:i. 2 (Aj5802), paras. 961-962.
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subversive purposes. Moreover, the statement declared,
it was known that the Governments of Guatemala,
Nicaragua and certain other Latin American countries
were taking a direct part in organizing acts of provoca
tion which infringed Cuba's sovereignty and constituted
a danger to peace and security. Military bases and
training camps for bands of Cuban counter
revolutionaries had been set up in the territories of these
countries and from these bases armed raids were made
on the territory of the Republic of Cuba.

1257. The decisions of the OAS meeting, the USSR
statement continued, were legally untenable and in clear
contradiction to the United Nations Charter and the
principles of international law. The attempt made to
accuse Cuba of "aggression" and "intervention" a!"d,
on that pretext, to apply enforcement measures against
that country, violated Article 39 of the United Nations
Charter, under which the Security Council was the sole
organ empowered to determine the existence of any
threat to or breach of the peace, or act of aggression,
and to decide what measures would be taken, in accord
ance with Articles 41 and 42, to maintain or restore
international peace and security. No regional organi
zation was endowed with those rights, for it was clearly
laid down in Article 53 of the United Nations Charter
that "no enforcement action shall be taken under
regional arrangements or by regional agencies without
the authorization of the Security Council". The threat
to use armed force against Cuba was alarming. The
United Nations Charter prohibited the threat or use of
force in international relations against the territorial
integrity or independence of any State. Nor could
the OAS decisions be justified by reference to the Inter
American Treaty of Reciprocal Assistance, since Arti
cle 103 of the United Nations Charter clearly stipulated
that in the event of a conflict between the obligations of
the Members of the United Nations under the Charter
and the obligations under any other international agree
ment, their obligations under the Charter prevailed.

1258. The Soviet Government declared that the
resolution of the Ninth Meeting of Consultation of
Ministers of Foreign Affairs of States members of the
CAS violated the basic principles of the United Nations
Charter and was therefore invalid. In adopting that
resolution the OAS, in blatant violation of the United
Nations Charter, had unlawfully arrogated to itself
powers and responsibilities belonging to the Security
Council and exceeded its own authority as conferred
upon it by the United Nations Charter.

1259. In a letter dated 17 August (S/5901) to the
President of the Security Council, the representative of
Czechoslovakia drew attention to what he termed a
grave violation of the United Nations Charter by the
resolution adopted at the Ninth Meeting of Consultation
of the OAS which contained a series of enforcement
measures unauthorized by the Security Council under
Article 53 of the Charter. la a statement attached to
the letter, the Government of Czechoslovakia asserted
that the United States had for a long time systematically
conducted a campaign against Cuba on the basis of false
charges made by Venezuela about Cuba's alleged inter
ference in the internal affairs of Latin American coun-



tries and had used that as a pretext for the adoption of
unlawful resolutions at the Ninth Meeting of Consulta
tion. Czechoslovakia considered the resolutions invalid
since only the Security Council could decide what meas
~res needed to be adopted in order to maintain peace
and security, and in no circumstances could its author
ity be usurped by any regional organization. Moreover,
it was essential to reject any attempt to resort to armed
force as a means of solving international disputes; for
to follow such a course of action would not only jeopar
dize the existence of the United Nations but also
seriously endanger world peace.

1260. In a letter dated 15 October (S/6018) to the
Secretary-General, the Charge d'affaires of Nicaragua
protested against the reference to Nicaragua in the
USSR statement (S/5867). Nicaragua, the letter said,
had placed before the OAS documents which proved
that Nicaragua had repeatedly been the victim of Cuba's
communist Government. That had never been denied
by the Cuban Government which had, on the contrary,
confirmed its intention to continue its communist activi
ties against Nicaragua and other countries in the hemi
sphere. For those reasons, Nicaragua had firmly sup
ported the OAS resolution condemning Cuba.

Chapter 18

PROPOSAL REGARDING MEASURES TO STRENGTHEN THE UNITED NATIONS IN THE
SAFEGUARDING OF INTERNATIONAL PEACE AND SECURITY

1261. In a letter dated 5 August 1964 (S/5853), the
representative of the United Kingdom transmitted a
note of his Government in reply to the Soviet memoran
dum of 10 July (S/5811), stating that the United
Kingdom welcomed the Soviet reaffirmation of support
for the purposes and principles of the United Nations
Charter. Noting the suggestion that negotiations for the
conclusion of special agreements under Article 43 of
the Charter should be renewed so that forces might be
placed at the disposal of the Security Council, the
United Kingdom expressed interest in learning the
Soviet views as to how and when to resume such dis
cussions, and stated that it was always ready to con
sider such possibilities. However, the basic question to
be considered was the proper role of the Security
Council and of the General Assembly respectively in
relation to peace-keeping operations and their financing.
The salient features of the United Kingdom's ideas on
the subject were set out as follows:

" (a) All peace-keeping proposals should be dealt
with first by the Security Council and should be
referred to the General Assembly only if the Security
Council were to demonstrate that it was unable to
act.

"(b) A Peace-Keeping Finance Committee, in
cluding all permanent members of the Security
Council, would be established by the General
Assembly.

" (c) The Committee would consider a number of
alternative schemes for the financing of peace-keeping
operations, including possibly any special scale of
payments that might be formulated by the United
Nations Working Group of Twenty-One. The
General Assembly would arrange to act only on a
recommendation from the Committee passed by a
two-thirds majority of its membership."
1262. In a note dated 26 November (Sj6070) , the

representative of Czechoslovakia stated that the question
of the so-called United Nations peace-keeping opera-

tions must be seen as a part of a broader problem of
strengthening the effective;tess of the United Nations.
All endeavours to regulate future United Nations
activities in maintaining or consolidating peace must be
fully in accordance with the Charter, or they would
undermine the Organization. United Nations military
operations should be conducted by forces composed of
military contingents of countries belonging to all social
systems, and the countries of the socialist world should
be given clear assurances that the principle of full
equality would be safeguarded. The only proposal
providing a clear-cut answer to the question was that
contained in the USSR memorandum of 10 July
(Sj5811).

1263. Under the conditions explained in the state
ment, the Czechoslovak Government was ready to make
available to the Council a contingent of the Czechoslovak
armed forces and was ready to conclude an appropriate
<1.greement with the Council under Article 43. If neces
sary, and under the same conditions, it was willing to
participate in the financial coverage uf military opera
tions conducted by the Council.

1264. In a note dated 17 December (S/6120), the
representative of Bulgaria also stated the views of his
Government on this subject. The note stressed the
exclusive competence of the Security Council to take
pteventive enforcement measures to maintain or restore
international peace and security and expressed full
agreement with the views put forward in the USSR
memorandum (Sj5811) and in the Czechoslovak note
(Sj6070). The Bulgarian Government was ready, in
case of need, to make contingents from the Bulgarian
armed forces available to the Council in accordance with
Article 43 of the Charter, once the relevant agreement
had been concluded with the Security Council. Pro
vided the Charter was strictly observed, Bulgaria was
also willing to participate in the payment of the ex
penses of future military operations undertaken by the
Security Council.

Chapter 19

COMMUNICATIONS CONCERNING DEVELOPMENTS RELATING TO YEMEN

1265. In a letter dated 27 August 1964 (Sj5919) to
the President of the Security Council, the representative
of Yemen complained that British forces had committed
armed aggression by firing on the town of Albaidha
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in the Yemen Arab Republic on 18, 19 and 24 August
1964.

1266. In a letter dated 31 August (S/5922) to the
President of the Security Council, the representative



- of the United Kingdom denied the Yemeni allegation territory and citizens. His Government denied the
and stated that on the night of 23-24 August Yemeni charge contained in the United Kingdom letter of 31
artillery in the Baidha area of Yemen had opened fire August and considered it a pretext to further British
on the territory of the Federation of South Arabia. On aggression against the Yemen Arab Republic. "The
behalf of the Government of the Federation of South Government of the Federation of South Arabia" re-
Arabia, the United Kingdom Government reserved the ferred to in the United Kingdom letter was a fiction
Federation's right to take any necessary defensive since it was known that the territory was a Non-Self-
measures in the event of any repeated attack of that Governing Territory under British occupation. The
kind. The activities of the Yemeni Republican authori- United Kingdom had refused to co-operate with the
ties since 9 April had been inconsistent with the reduc- United Nations or to consider Yemeni proposals for a
tion of tension in the area for which the Security Council solution to provide self-determination for the territory.
had called on that date. In further letters dated 18 Until it changed its attitude and its infringements
September (S/5979) and 1 October (S/5994) the ceased, Yemen held the British responsible for the
United Kingdom complained of further incidents on deterioration of the situation, which, if continued, would
9 and 10 September and on 27 September, involving put in jeopardy the peace of the whole region.
firing and armed incursions into Federal territory. 1272. In a letter dated 7 Octo1,)er (S/6002 and

1267. On 2 September, the Secretary-General sub- Corr.1) to the Secretary-General, the representative of
mitted a report (S/5927) on the functioning of the United Kingdom denied that there had been any
the United Nations Yemen Observation Mission infringement of the Yemen air space. In some cases
(UNYOM) and the implementation of the terms of Yemeni allegations were based on faulty observation
disengagement of United Arab Republic (UAR) and or false reports. He reiterated his Government's pro-
Saudi Arabian Forces covering the period from 5 July posals for a border settlement: United Nations ob-
to 4 September 1964. Referring to his report of 2 servers to be statior..ed on both sides of the border along
July 1964 (S/5794), in which he had stated that if the its whole length; a demilitarization zone to be estab-
new period of two months were to register no sub- lished in the Beihan area; and the border to be de-
stantial progress toward fulfilment of the disengage- limited. The Yemen Republican authorities had, how-
ment agreement he would find it difficult to envisage ever, put forward unacceptable prior conditions for
a further extension of the Mission, the Secretary- discussion. They had not made any proposals based on
General reported that the observations of the period the Security Council resolution of 9 April 1964
under review had been somewhat more encouraging in (S/5650) towards the restoration of peaceful COl: '~ions
that there had been a substantial reduction in the on the border. His Government believed that its pro-
strength of the NAR armed forces in Yemen. However, posals if implemented would be a step forward towards
that withdrawal was a reflection of the improved the restoration of peaceful conditions.
military situation in Yemen from the point of view of 1273. In a letter dated 8 October (S/6006) to the
the UAR, rather than the beginning of a p1::ased with- Secretary-Geheral, the representative of Yemen re-
drawal in the sense of the disengagement agreement. iterated his Government's charges that British war-
Furthermore, it seemed that the Yemeni Royalists had planes had again violated the air space of the Yemen
continued to receive military supplies from external Arab Republic in pursuance of the British policy of
sources. Moreover, the hoped-for direct discussions waging an unjust war against the population of occupied
between Saudi Arabia and the NAR with a view to South Yemen. He denied the charges contained in
further progress towards disengagement had not taken the United Kingdom letter of 10 October (S/5994).
place. 1274. In a letter dated 14 November (S/6050) to

1268. In the light of those circumstances, and in the President of the Security Council, the representative
accordance with the expressed wishes of the Govern- of the United Kingdom denied the Yemeni accusations
ments of Saudi Arabia and the United Arab Republic. of 8 October and stated that it had been ascertained
it was his intention to terminate the activities of the that there had been no British aircraft infringing
United Nations Observation Mission on 4 September. Yemeni air space in the areas mentioned.

1269. Although it was regrettable that the Mission 1275. In a letter dated 8 December (S/6094) to the
had achieved only limited progress, the potential threat President of the Security Council, the representative
to international peace and security in the area had of the United Kingdom complained that Yemen had
greatly diminished owing largely to the activities of carried out a series of attacks on 4, 5 and 6 December
the Mission. However, the Secretary-General remained against the territory of the Federation of South Arabia
convinced that a meeting at the highest level between in flagrant contravention of the Security Council reso-
the two countries would provide the best means for lution of 9 April (S/5650). In conformity with that
significant progress towards disengagement and towards resolution, the United Kingdom Government had re-
peace and stability in Yemen. sponded fully to the appeal1>y the Security Council that

1270. On 11 September the Secretary-General re- the Yemen Republic and the United Kingdom should
ported to the Council (S/5959) that his decision to exercise restraint in order to avoid further incidents and
terminate the activities of the Mission on 4 September to restore peace in the area.
1964 had been put into effect and that the Mission had 1276. In a letter dated 11 D.:;:embel (S/6105) to the
ended its activities on that date. President of the Security Council, the representative of

1271. In a letter dated 16 September (S/5978), the Yemen submitted a list of eight alleged aggressive acts
representative of Yemen complained to the Securiqr committed from 10 October to 6 December 1964 by the
Council that on 5 and 11 September British war-planes British armed forces against Yemen. The situation was
had violated the Yemen Arab Republic air space, flying further endangered by the recent massing of British
over the area of Baher and Shawlcan, the Harib area troops near the Harib and Qataba areas. Not only were
:o-nd the town of Qataba in Yemen. The Yemen Govern- the safety and security of the Yemeni citizens endan-
ment considered that British behaviour to be a violation gered, but also the peace and security of the whole
of Yemeni sovereignty endangering the security of its region were at stake.
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1277. In a letter dated 25 Decemb~r (S/612~ and
Corr.!) to the President of the. Secunty CouncIl, the
representative of the United !<mgdom stated that all
the allegations in the Yemen! letter of 11 December
had proved on investigation to be u~tru~. There ~ad
been no British military forces operatmg m the regIOn
of Harib there had been no encroachment upon Yem~n
territory'and there was also no British military force. m
the region of Qataba. He acknowledged that on bemg
informed of the incursions of an arm~d force of
Yemenis into the territory of the Fed~ratlOn bet,,:,e.en
4 and 6 December, the Yemeni Repubhcan authontles
had been prompt to express their regret.

1278. In a letter dated 22 March 1965 (5/6252 a.nd
Corr.!) to the Secretary-General, the repr~se~tatlve
of the United Kingdom charged that Yemen! aircraft
had violated the air space of the Federation of South
Arabia on 5, 9 and 19. March and that a compa?y of
the Federal army in the Beihan area had been subjected
to air and ground attack on 19 Mar~h. In an atte:upt
to prevent incursions, the letter contmued, the l!mted
Kingdom Government had warned the ~ement Re
publican authorities that it reserved the nght to .take
such steps as might be necessary to protect the terntory
of the Federation. It was the hope of his Government
that all concerned would observe the Security Council
resolution of 9 April 1964, which called for the exercise
of the maximum restraint in order to avoid further
incidents and to restore peace in the area.

1279. In a note verbale dated 17 March (S/6258) to
the Secretary-General, the representative of Yemen
stated that a British aircraft had dropped leaflets in the
Assari region informing the population of a raid due
to take place on 17 March 1965. That planned aggres
sion constituted another act of provocation and aggres
sion on the part of the British authorities.

1280. In a letter dated 25 March (S/6259) to the
Secretary-General, the representative of Yemen further
complained that in new incursions British airplanes
had dropped leaflets over the Assari area in prepara
tion for a British air strike. Moreover, British forces
had fired upon the Yemeni post at Qataba.

1281 In a letter dated 30 March (5/6265) to the
Secret;ry-General, the repr~sentative ~f the Unite~
Kingdom denied the allegatIOns made 111 the Yemel11
note verbale of 17 March and pointed out that that note
appeared to refer to territory in the Amir~te of Dhala,
which was a member State of the FederatlOn of South
Arabia.

1282 In a letter dated 5 April (S/6272) to the
Secreta~y-General, the representative 0.£. the United
Kingdom stated that the Y~meni autl:ontles had com
mitted a series of attacks m the Belhan area. of the
Federation of South Arabia on 1 and 2 Apnl. The
situation in that area thus continued to give cause for
serious concern, and those attacks were the. latest of a
long series of infringements against the terntory of the
Federation.

1283. In a letter dated 7 April (S/6276) to the
Secretary-General, the represe!1tative o~ th~ United
Kingdom stated that on 6 Apnl Yemem arttllery. h~d
again fired upon a company ?f the Feder~l army. Wltlun
the territory of the FederatIOn. The Umted Kmgdom
Government could not permit attacks of that kind
to continue without defending the territory of the
Federation and its inhabitants. It had therefore been
obliged to take appropriate defensive measures in
accordance with Article 51 of the Charter.

1284. In a letter dated 12 April (S/6283) to the
Secretary-General, the United Kingdom representative,
replying to the Yemeni letter of 25 March (S/6259),
stated that on 12 March there had been no British
forces in Qataba and that that post had not been shelled
on 20 March. It was true that additional Federal troops
had been deployed in the Dhala area, but that had been
made necessary by the dispatch from Yemen of armed
bands who had been terrorizing the population.

1285. In a letter dated 30 June (S/6389) , the repre
sentative of the United Kingdom informed the Council
that on 29 June two Yemeni MIG fighter aircraft had
circled over the Wadi Harib area and attacked two
places in Federal territory, resulting in the killing of one
woman and the injuring of two others.

Chapter 20

THE FINANCIAL SITUATION OF THE UNITED NATIONS

1286. By a letter dated 11 September 1964 (S/
5964), the representative of the Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics requested the President of the
Security Council to arrange for circulation of an
attached memorandum from the Ministry of Foreign
Affairs of the USSR concerning "The question of the
financial situation of the United Nations". The
memorandum stated that the financial difficulties had
been caused by the expense of maintaining the United
Nations operations in the Middle East and in the
Congo. But those operations could not have laid any
financial obligation on Members of the United Nations,
inasmuch as they had not been conducted in accordance
with the requirements of the United Nations Charter,
which clearly provided that all questions relating to
the establishment and use of United Nations armed
forces lay within the competence of the Security Council.

1287. The memorandum further pointed out the
clear distinction, established both in principle and

practice, between "regular" expenses of the Organiza
tion and expenditures for United Nations armed forces.
Thus, expenditures for the United Nations Emergency
Force in the Middle East and the United Nations
operations in the Congo had to be regarded as special
expenses, which did not come under Article 17 of the
Charter and therefore were not within the competence
of the General Assembly but were expenses governed
by the provisions of Chapter VII and fell within the
exclusive jurisdiction of the Security Council. Hence,
the Assembly's resolutions on those matters could not
impose any financial obligation on Members of the
United Nations. Furthermore, there could be 110
question of applying Article 19 of the Charter both
as regards the cost of maintaining peace-keeping
operations in the Middle East and the Congo, and
in cases where United Nations armed forces were
created and employed in accordance with the United
Nations Charter, since Article 19 referred only to
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arrears in the payment of regular expenses under
Article 17 of the Charter. The Soviet Government
stressed its conviction that the provisions of the
Charter should be observed in deciding the question
of reimbursing United Nations expenditures on the

maintenance of armed forces. The Government of the
USSR had already made a number of proposals in a
letter of 10 July (S/5811) designed to enhance the
future effectiveness of the United Nations in safe
guarding international peace and security.

Chapter 21

COMMUNICATIONS RELATING Tu GOA

1288. By a letter dated 22 September 1964 (S/6007) to the President of
the Security Council, the Charge d'affaires, a.i. of Portugal transmitted an official
note by the Portuguese Government on the situation in Goa. The Portuguese note
stated that the world Press had drawn attention to the deplorable situation of Goa
under Indian military occupation. Since the bomb explosions in 1962, living conc'ti
tions in that territory had seriously deteriorated. The persecution and arbitrary
actions to which India had subjected Portuguese citizens and the reign of terror
in Goa had reached a state of revolt and despair among the population which the
Government of India could no longer manage to conceal.

1289. By a letter dated 12 October (S/6009) to the President of the Council,
the representative of India stated, on behalf of his Government, that the charges
made in the Portuguese letter (S/6007) did not merit comment. He added that
the world judged the Government of Portugal not by its simulated sympathy for
the African-Asian peoples but by its savage repression of the people of Angola,
Mozambique and of its other colonies; and by its persistent and wilful violation
of the United Nations Charter, the Declaration of Human Rights and of specific
United Nations resolutions on the right of colonial peoples to freedom and self
determination. In conclusion, he stated that Portugal should stop interfering in the
internal affairs of other countries, particularly the resurgent countries of Asia
and Africa.

Chapter 22

COMMUNICATIONS CONCERNING RELATIONS BETWEEN CAMBODIA AND THAILAND

A. Termination of the mission of the representa.
tive of the Secretary.Geueral

1290. On 9 November 1964, tnt: Secretary-General
1nformed the Security Council (S/6040) that in July
1964 he had asked the Governmeats of Cambodia and
Thailand whether they desired the Mission of the
Special Representative of the Secretary-General to be
maintained in 1965 or to be terminated at the end of
1964.4 On 24 August, he had been informed by Thai
land that it considered that the Mission should not be
continued beyond its appointed term at the end of
December 1964. Thailand had, however, suggested that
consideration be given to the devising of some other
means by which the United Nations Secretaria. might
still be able to render its services in the normal~~ing of
relations between Thailand and Cambodia. It was sug
gested that a high-ranking member of the Secretariat
might be sent on ad hoc missions to the area at certain
appropriate times to discuss the situation with the
leaders of the two countries and to suggest appropriate
measures to them. Subsequently, the Secretary-General
had communicated with the Cambodian Government
regarding that suggestion and had received its con
currence, although Cambodia had expressed some
doubts as to the results that might be expected from
such mediation attempts.

1291. Taking these views into account, the
Secretary-General informed the two Governments that

4 Official Records of the Gent'ral Assemblv, Nineteenth
Session, SuPPlement No. 2 (A/5802), chapter 18.
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he would address himself to them on that matter at a
suitable time during 1965. Meanwhile, the Mission of
his Special Representative would be withdrawn on 31
December 1964 or earlier if it was able to conclude the
activities in which it was engaged.

B. Communications from Cambodia and Thailand

1292. In a letter dated 31 December 1964 (S/6132),
the representative of Cambodia informed the Security
Council that during the night of 6-7 December, a Thai
police launch had violated Cambodian territorial waters
and had captured a Khmer boat and taken it back to
Thai territory along with its crew of four. His Govern
ment hao lodged a strong protest against that violation
of its territorial waters and had demanded the immedi
ate release of the persons detained and their vessel. In
reply, the representative of Thailand, in a letter dated
5 January 1965 (S/6139) to the President of the
Security Council, stated that on 6 December 1964 a
Cambodian fishing boat had been apprehended while
fishing in Thai territorial waters, and that the Cam
bodian Government had therefore no basis for demand
ing the release of those who had violated Thai laws.
The representative of Cambodia, in a further letter of
13 January (S/6149), denied that the Cambodian fish
ermen had been in Thai territorial waters and alleged
that the Thai police had violated Cambodian territorial
waters; he reiterated the demand for the immediate
release of the fishermen and their boat.



1293. In a letter dated 4 January 1965 (S/6136),
the representative of Cambodia further complained
that on 29 D..:cember 1964 a Thai police launch had
again violated Cambodian territorial waters and had
capt lred seven Cambodian fishermen. Cambodia, after
protesting that violation of its territory, demanded the
immediate release of the Khmers amI their vessel. In
a letter dated 8 January (S/6144), the representative
of Thailand denied the allegations in the Cambodian
complaint and stated that the investigations undertaken
by hi!' Governr:.lent had firmly established that no Thai
poltce launch had violated Cambodian waters and that
no fishe..men had been abducted by the Thai police.

1294. In a letter dated 7 bn.:.ary (S/6141 and
Corr.l), the representative of '1 'hailand alleg~d that
on 27 December 1964 about fifteen well-armed Cam
bodian soldierc;, using a previously captured Thai fishing
boat, had entered Thai territC'rial waters oft Ban Head
Lek and had seized a Thai fishing boat. Thailand pro
tested against that violation of its territory and
demanded the return of the vessel to its rightful owner.
In reply, in a ll"tter of 13 January (S/6150), the repre
sentative of Cambodia stated that on 27-28 December .:
Cambodian naval patrol had intercepted a Thai fishing
boat in Cambodian territorial waters. The armed Thai
fishermen !:lad resisted hoarding by the patrc1 which had
returned fire.

1295. In a further letter dated 13 January (S/6151),
the representative of Cambodia charged that on 23
December Thai armed elements had attacked Cam
bodian frClntier guards at Thkeam Romeas with the

resu!~ that one guard had been killed, three wounded,
and eight wer~ missing. The representative of Thailand,
in a letter dated 20 January (S/6155), denied that
there l....:.d been ar..... such attack.

1296. In a letter of 28 January (5/6165). the rep
resentative of Cambodia charged that on 13 January
five Cambodians had been arrested by Thai police on
(: ",mbodian territory and demanded their immediate
release. In a letter of 2 February (S/6171), the rep
resentative of Thailand stated that the Cambodians had
been arrested after they had crossed into Thai terri
tory. The Thai version of this incident was rejected by
the representative of Cambodia in letters dated 9
Februa:-y (5/6179) and 18 February (S/6198).

1297. In a letter dated 21 June (S/6464), the rep
resentative of Thailand charged that on 20 June some
100 Cambodian soldiers entered Thai territory at Ban
Khao Vong with arms and mortars and engaged in an
armed clash with Thai border police and local authori
ties which lasted several hours. In a reply dated 24 June
(S/6474 and Corr.1), the representativ~ of Cambodia
transmitted h\"o vlmmuniques issued by his Govern
ment conu:l::J.i !' i~" ve,sion of the incident of 20 June,
in wh'd: it , '"" 5" "tt; i ~hat the firing occurred when
fiv/;; r.:J(.m'·;r·;~ tHt: local Cambodian village militia
had clashed v;i\ h about thirty Thai policemen who had
been surprised about :200 metres insi:1e Cambodian
territory. The conlmuniques added the charge that the
Thai police had repeated their aggression ill the same
area on the morning of 21 June, supported. by an obser
vation plane.

Chapter 23

COMMUNICATIONS CONCERNING RELATIONS BETWEEN GUINEA AND PORTUGAL

1298. In a letter dated 7 October 1964 (S/6000),
the representative of Guinea drew the attention of the
Security Council to measures Guinea had t&ken, under
Article 51 of the Charter, to put an end to violations by
Por1:uguese mili, ~'y aircraft of Clinean air space. Since
Portugal had launched its colonial war against the
inhabitants of so-called Portuguese Guinea, th~ Portu
guese Government had continued its actr, vf agg-:dsion
against Guinea. On several occasions his ej0vernment
had protested to the Government of Portugal, but thoRe
protpsts had 1;~en left unheeded. As a result of the
continuou. lrovr :ions by PGrtugal and Guinea's
deterrr.ination to defend its national sovereignty and
territorial integrity, his Government had given orders
to its troops stationed on the frontiers of so-called
Portuguese Guinea to put an end, by the most effective
and radical means, to any future intrusions by Portu
guese aircraft more than five kilometres Into Guinean
air space. His Gr~Ternment protested against the be
haviour of the Portuguese authorities, which it held
responsible for the possible grave consequences of their
~.cts.

1299. By a letter dated 16 October (S/6016/Rev.1)
to the President of Security Council, the Charge
d'affaires a.i. of ?ortagal rejected as totally unfounded
the allegations made by Guinea. He expressed surpdse
that the accusations had not beer, ;apported by specific
information ~nd facts and said .11at, contrary to th~

assertions in the letter from C'..1inea, since February
1962, the Government of Portugal had not received
either protests or other representations from the Gov
ernment of Guine2.. Fur its part his Government wished
to iufoem the Security Council that the air space of
Portuguese Guinea had been frequently violated by
unideutified foreign aircraft and helicopters coming
from the Republic of Guinea. A list of eighteen such
alleged violations was attached to the letter with par
ticulars of time and location of the incursions. The
Portuguese Government expressed surprise at the fact
that the Government: of Guinea had turned to the
Security Council with its charges when it was respon
sible for permitting the training of foreign terrorists on
its territory who were permitted to commit acts of
aggression against the peaceful territory of another
countr)·,

Chapter 2~

COMMUNlCATION8 CONCERNING !{ELATIONS BETWEEN CUBA
AND THE DOMINICAN REPUBLIC

1300. In a letter tiated 27 January 1965 (S/6164), of Cuba drawing attentiof' to new incidents which, it
the representative of Cuba transmitted to the 5ecretary- was stated, were directed against the independence and
Gen€:ral a notf from the Minister for Foreign Affairs security of Cuba, constituting flagrant violations of the
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principles of the United Nations Charter and a threat
to internattonal peace and security. The note referred
to the landing on Cuban territory and subsequent cap
ture by Cuban armed forces of a group of armed foreign
agents, led by a counter-revolutionary leader, Eloy
Gutierrez Menoyo, which h~d engaged in subversive
activities designed to overthrow the Cuban Government.
According to statements which the captured counter
revolutionaries were said to have made to Cuban
authorities, the group had sailed from Punta Presi
dente, in 1vlanzanillo Bay, Dominican Republic; a
training camp and a base of operation of certain counter
revoluticnary organizations existed at Punta Presidente,
with tre knowledge and support of the Dominican
authorities. That base was apparently used as a spring
board for smuggling trained and armed groups from
Florida via PuertC' Rico into Cuba. It had also been
revealed that a Dominican Air Force Colonel and a
General of the Dominican army maintained close liaison
with the mercenaries at Punta Presidente. The note
contained further information said to have been fur
nished by the prisoners which. the Foreign Minister
claimed, proved the participation of the Dominican
Government in the plans of aggression against Cuba.
It listed the names of mercenaries remaining at the
Punta Presidente base and the military equipment in
their possession which had been obtained in the United
States. From the testimony of Gutierre.~ Menoyo, the

Cuban authorities had been able:: to conclude that Lhe
recent attack on the Spanish merchant ship Sierra
Aranzazu had been carried out by a group of counter
revolutionaries led by Manuel Artime, which operated
from bases established by the United States Central
Intelligence Agency thrOughout the Caribb~an. In cor.
clusion, the note charged that the Government of the
Dominican Republic, tog,""ther with the colon;al Gov
ernment of Puerto Rico and with the United States
Government, was committing acts of aggression against
Cuba's sovereignty, and warned of the consequences
which might ensue from such acts.

1301. In a letter dated 30 January (S/6169), ad
dressed to the President of the Security COU1~cil, the
1epresentative of the Dominican Republic denied cate
gorically that there was or had been any base sponsored
by the Dominican Government for Cuban exiles at
Punta Presidente as alleged by Cuba. It was para
doxical, the letter added, that Cuban Government
should make such charges. The continued intervention
of the Cuban Government not only in the Dominican
Republic but in other nations of the hemisphere was
increasingly apparent from the aid in weapons and
military equipment which the Government was provid
ing to subversive groups seeking to cha.\lge by violent
means the structure of the democratic institutions of
America.

Chapter 25

COl\'IMUNICATIONS CONCERNING THE SITUATION IN THE AREA OF VIET.NAM

1302. In a letter dated 7 February 1965 (S/6174),
the representative of the United States of America
charged that on 7 February Viet-Cong forces had
carried out cc ordinated attacks on South Viet-Namese
air bases and barracks installations in the Pleiku and
Tuy Roa areas, as well as on a number of villages in
the area of Tuy Hoa and Nha Trang, inflicting numer
ous casualties. He charged further that those attacks
by the Viet-Cong, operating under the military orders
of North Viet-Namese authorities in Hanoi, were a
politically timed effort to intensify the aggression and
to test the will to resist of the Republic of Viet-Nam
and the United States. The Governments of the Repub
lk of Viet-Nam and of the United States had agreed
that prompt defensive action was necessary and had
directed their air elements to make a joint attack
against military facilities at Dong Hoi in the southern
area of North Viet-Nam, which he asserted was a
major staging area for the infiltration of armed cadres
of North Viet-Namese troops into South Viet-Nam
in violation of international law and of the Geneva
Accords of 1954. The Viet-Cong attacks of February 7
were related dilectly to the central problem in Viet
Nam-a pattern of military operations directed, staffed
and supplied in crucial respects from outside. Up to
34,000 armed and trained soldiers had infiltrated into
South Viet-Nam irom the North since 1959; key items
of equipment had come from the North; during 1964,
the :'1filtration of men and equipment had increased
sna"oly and virtually all of those now infiltrating from
the North were natives of North Viet-Nam. As such
movements had increased sharply during 1964, it was
necessary and justified to take counter measures to
arrest that reinforcement from the outside. Accord-
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ingly, the United States was reporting the measures
which had been taken in accordance with its oublic
commitment to assist the Republic of Viet-Nam against
aggression from the North. It was regrettable that the
Hanoi regime had explicitly denied the right of the
Security Council to examine the problem, but since the
purpose of the United State;; was to ensure respect
for the peace settlement to which all concerned were
committed, it was reserving its right to bring the mat
ter to the Security Council if the situation so war
ranted. A statement issued that morning on behalf
of Fresident Johnson had empha~ized that the United
States sought no wider war, Lut whether or not that
course could be maintained lay with the North Viet
Namese aggressors. The key to the situation, the state
ment declared, remained the cessation of infiltration
from North Viet-Nam and the clear indication by the
Hanoi regime that it was prepared to cease aggression
against its neighbours. A peaceft:.I settlement such as
the United States aspired to would require both the
self-restraint of the regime to the North and the pre
sence of effective international peace-keeping machinery
to make sure that promises were kept.

1303. In a letter dated 10 February (5/6185), the
Permanent Observer of the Republic of Viet-Nam also
submitted charges concerning alleged attacks by Viet
Cong forces on 7 February and reported that in order
to discourage their repetition the Viet-Namese Air
Force, with the assistance of the United States Air
Force, had had to take action against major Viet-Cong
staging areas for the infiltration of guerrillas and
armaments into South Viet-Nam. He expressed the
hope that that defensive response, intended to be of a
lin~>"d character, would have a moderating effect on



th,'! Hanoi regime, whose aggression against the Re
public had been established, he claimed, by the Inter
national Control Commission in its Special Report of
2 June 1962. Over twenty nations had responded to
the appeal of the Republic of Viet-Nam for assistance
to defend itself against that aggression directed and
supported from the outside, and it was clear that the
American military assistance had been requested. had
been given only in view of the outside aggression, and
would cease to be necessary whenever the Hanoi re
~me decided to stop that aggression.

1304. In a letter dated 9 February (S/6178), .:he
representative of the Union of Soviet Socialist Repub
lics transmitted a statement of his Government assert
ing that new and serious acts of provocation and ag
gression were being committed by the armed forces of
the United States against the Democratic Republic of
Viet-Nam. It rejected the United States claim to the
right of retaliation for strikes by South Viet-Namese
patriots against United States military installations
situated in South Viet-Nam. The statement stressed
that the United States aggression against an inde
pendent country would only bring down the Charter
of the United Nations and the legal foundations of
relations between States. In South Viet-Nam the
people only wanted to settle their dC'mestic affairs by
themselves without any foreign interference. The
USSR had called for the establishment and improve
ment of normal relations with the United States. but
that gual wan a two-way process which ought to be
fully understood. The USSR associated itself with the
demands of the Government of the Democratic R~pub

lic of Viet-Nam that aggression against it should be
stopped. that the 1954 Geneva Agreements on Viet
i,'am should be strictly observed, and that peace in
Indo-China and in South-East Asia should be defended.
In conclusion. the statement declared that the USSR
would be compelled to take further steps to safeguard
the security and strengthen the defence-capability of
the Democratic Republic of Viet-Nam in order to
fulfil its international dutv towards a fraternal socialist
country. adding- that aggression against the Democratic
Republic of Viet-Nam could not he carried out with
impunity.

1305. In a letter dated 11 February (S/6187).
Czechoslovakia also condemned what it termed the
United States armed intervention against the national
liberation movement of the peoples of South-East Asia
by stepping up its military intervention in South Viet
Nam and e.'''panding its aggression in the area of lndo
China. particularly its armed provocations against the
Democratic Republic of Viet-Nam. That aggression
c01~stituted a gross yiol~tion of the Geneva Agreements
and was completely contrary to the basic principles of
international law. Czechoslovakia considered it indis
pensable that :he United States adhere strictly to the
Gene\"a Agreements of 1954 and 1962. which stipulated
the peaceful conditions for the solution of the problem
of Indo-China; stop its aggression against the Demo
cratic Republic of Viet-Nam; put an end to its inter
vention in South Viet-Nam; and respect the right of
the people there to solve their own affairs without for
eign ;nten·ention.

1306. Poland. in a statement transmitted on 15
February (S/6190). also expressed strong condemna
tion of military action of the United States against
the Democratic Republic of "jet-Nam and its military
inten·ention in South Viet-Nam, which had been car
ried on for years. Poland's representative to the lnter-
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nafonal Commission for Supervision and Control in
Viet-Nam had repeatedly deprecated that kind of ac
tion. Aggression launched by the United States consti
tuted L. violation of the basic principles of international
law and. particularly, of the Gen~va Agreements and
the United Nations Charter. Poland expressed its
solidarity with the just struggle of the Viet-Namese
people and voiced its conviction that the only way to
restore peace in South-East Asia was through observa
tion of the Geneva Agreements, cessation of aggres
sion by the United States, withdrawal of foreign
troops frum South Viet-Nam and peaceful settlement
of the problem in accordance with the sovereign rights
of the Viet-Namese people.

1307. In a ~tter dated 20 February (S/6201),
Hungary, condemning what it termed United States
aggression against the Democratic Republic of Viet
Nam, considered the war waged against the South
Viet-Namese people as in flagrant violation of inter
national law and of humanitarian principles. Hungary
was in full support of the protest by the Government
of the Democratic Republic of Viet-Nam against the
continuous United States violation of the Geneva Agree
ments. It would also support aU proposals for the con
vocation of a new Geneva conference for the sake of
restoring peace in South-East Asia.

1308. Mongolia, in a letter of 23 February
(S/6203), also expressed its concern over the aggres
sive actions of the U!"ited States against the i)emo
cratic Republic of Viet-Nam. It viewed those actions
as a further attempt by the United States to extend
the war in South Viet-Nam and transfer military
operations to North Viet-Npm. It charged that aggres
sive attacks by the United States on the Democratic
Republic of Viet-Nam violated the Geneva Agreements
of 1954 and norms of international law, and stressed
that responsibility for the consequences of those acts
of aggression must fall squarely on the United States.
Mongolia fully supported the appeal of the Govern
ment of the Democratic Republic of Viet-Nam to the
participants of the 1954 Geneva Conference to stop
the aggressive acts of the United States in the interests
of safeguarding the peace in Indo-China and South
East Asia.

1309. In a letter dated 27 Febntary (S/6211), Bul
garia declared that the new provocations by United
States armed forces against the Democratic Republic
of Viet-Nam violated the United Nations Charter, the
1954 Geneva Agreements and the elementary rules
of international law. The United S(ates. unable to
suppress the just stntggle of the South Viet-Namese
people for national independence, had been vainly seek
ing a way out through expansion of the war in lndo
China and. recently, through its military activities
against the Democratic Republic of Viet-Nam. That
aggression. called "retaliatory action" by the United
States, was incompatible with the norms of existing
international law and represented a display of force
and violence in international relations. Bulgaria de
manded the immediate withdrawal of all United States
military forces from the Indo-China peninsula and the
discontinuance of any interference in the internal
affairs of the countries in the region.

1310. Romania, in a letter of 9 March (S/6224),
associated itself with the other socialist countries,
charging that United St..ttes air raids against the Demo
cratic Republic of Viet-Nam were a grave violation
of the ne-rms of international law and of the United
Nations Charter. It expressed its concern over the ex-



tension of United States militaryperations in South
:&st Asia and over the dangerous implications created
by those actions to peace throughout the world. The
letter f1Illy supported the demand of the Government
of the Democratic Republic of Viet-Nam of 8 Febru
ary 1965 that the United States should put an end
to its a~gressive action against the Democratic Repub
lic of Viet-Nam. cease to interfere in the internal affairs
of the South Viet-Namese people. end military inter
vention in South Viet-Nam and strictly apply the
Geneva Agreements of 1954 with regard to VIet-Nam.

1311. In a letter dated 25 February (S/6204). the
Permanent Observer of the Republic of Viet-Nam
claimed that important caches of war materials illegally
introduced into the Republic by North Viet-Nam had
been uncovered along the coast 'letw~n 16 and 20
February. Included were over 2.5UU assorted rifles with
36 tons of ammunition and supplies, machine-guns,
sub-machine-guns and carbines of Soviet and Czech
manufacture, cartridges, ammunition, bombs and ex
plosives, anti-tank mines and a mortar, as well as a
large supply of medicine produced in the USSR, Bul
garia, China and North Viet-Nam and navigational
maps and documents of the North Viet-Namese Naval
Headquarters. The letter stated that that evidence O;lce
again confimled what it termed the aggressive policy
of the Hanoi regime against the Republic.

1312. With a letter dated 27 February (S/6206),
the representative of the United States transmitted
copies of a special report entitled "Aggression from
the North, the Record of North Viet-Nam's Campaign
to Conquer South Viet-Nam". He asserted that the
evidence presented in the report led to certain in
escapable conclusions; inter alia, that the subjugation
of the Republic of Viet-Nam by force was the formal,
official policy of the North Viet-Namese regime; that
the so-called Liberation Front for South Viet-Nam
was subordinate to governmental machinery in Hanoi;
that the war in Viet-Nam was directed, supplied,
trained and equipped by the authorities in North Viet
Nam; that the scale of infiltration of men and arms,
including regular units of the armed forces of N0rth
Viet-Nam, had increased appreciably in recent months;
and that the entire pattern of activity by the Hanoi
regime was in violation of the Charter of the United
Niitions and of the Geneva Accords of 1954. The
United States Government reiterated its desire to with
draw its military forces from the Republic of Viet
Nam and to co-operate in an international effort to
assist the economic and social development of South
East Asia as sor:l as it was assured that the aggression
by Hanoi had ceased.

1313. In a letter dated 26 March (S/6262), the
Permanent Observer of the Republic of Viet-Nam
charged two additional cases, on 14 and 18 March, of
illegal introduction of war material from communist
countries into the Republic, both of which had been
investigated on the spot by the International Control
Commission. That new evidence of the surreptitious
introduction of arms, he asserted, proved beyond any
reasonable doubt that the Republic was the victim of
an implacable aggression organized and directed from
the outside, rather than of a spontaneous popular up
rising as had been asserted. The key to peace, he main
tained, was not for the 'efenders to compromise their
right of self-defence, bUt for the aggressors to stop
their criminal activities, allow the people of Viet-Nam
to rebuild in peace, and make stability possible in
South-East Asia.

pt

1314. On 9 March (S/6225). the representative
of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics transmitted
a statement of the Soviet Government dated 4 March
1965 concerning what it termed "provocative actions
by United States armed forces against the Democratic
Republic of Viet-Nam". The letter charged that those
incessant provocations could not be regarded otherwise
than as acts of planned aggression and as an indication
that the United States was following the path of fur
ther extending the war in South-Ea3t ASIa. It em
phasized once more that the Government of the USSR
resolutely supported the demand of the Government
of the Democratic Republic of Viet-Nam for the im
mediate discontinuance of aggressive United States
actions in Viet-Nam and also reiterated that those
actions constituted a violation of the Geneva Agree
ments on Indo-China and a breach of international law.
In conclusion. the letter recalled the far-reaching con
sequences the developments in Viet-Nam might have
for the international situation in general and ror rela
tions hetween the Soviet Union and the United States
in particular if the United States held to its present
course, and stressed that the Govermr.ent of the United
States must assume grave responsibility for this course
of events.

1315. In a letter dated 15 March (Sj6245jRev.l).
Mongolia charged that the United States, in violation
of the 1954 Geneva Agreements. was stepping up the
aggressive war against the people of South Viet-Nam
and the Democratic Republic of Viet-Nam and con
tinuing its dangerous intrigues in Laos. It regarded
as particularly dangerous the fact that armed forces
of some of the United States partners in SEATO
and other treaties were being drawn into that military
adventure. Mongolia appealed to aU peace-loving na
tions to increase their (·fforts to secure the withdrawal
of United States and other foreign military forces
from South Viet-Nam and from South-East Asia as
a ,vhole and to bring about the peaceful reunification
of Viet-Nam without outside interference.

1316. On 27 March (S/6260), the representative
of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics transmitted
a copy of a note by his Government to the United
States concerning- reports of the use of poison gases
against the population of South Viet-Nam by United
States armed forces. Those charges were rejected by
the representative of the United States in a letter dated
2 April (S/6270). The United States representative
said poison gases had not been used in Viet-Nam and
there was no intent of employing them. The materials
used in Viet-Nam were not toxic and were commonly
used by police forces in othe. parts of the world.

1317. In a letter dated 9 April (S/6278). the
representative of the United States requested circula
tion of a statement of United States policy delivered
on 7 April by President Johnson. The statement em
phasized that the United States had no territorial
claims in Viet-Nam, but was involved in war there
to honour its pledge to help South Viet-Nam defend
its independence and to strengthen world order by up
holding the confidence of free people around the world
that they could count upon assistance from the United
States if they were attacked. In attaining its objective
of the independence of South Viet-Nam, the United
States would do everything that was necessary and
only what was absolutely necessary, The statement
asserted th2,t the fact that attacks on South Viet-Nam
had been stepped up in recent months had made it
necessary for the united States to increase its response
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and to make attacks by air, but that had not been a
change of purpose, but a change in what it believed
that purpose required, and was intended to slow down
aggression. \Vhile hoping that peace would come
swiftly, the United States would have to be prepared
for a long-continued conflict. despite its conviction
that armed hostility was futile; and because it fought
for values and principle rather than territory or colo
nies, it possessed unending patience and determination.
Accordingly it should be clear that the only path for
reasonable men was that of placeful settlement, which
he held would require an independent South Viet
Nam, securely guaranteed and able to shape its own
relationships to all others free from outside inter
ference. tied to no alliance and a military base for no
other country. The Unitpd States would never be
second in the search for such a peaceful settlement in
Viet-Nam. There might be many ways to attain that
kind of peace: in discussion or negotiation with the
Governments concerned. in large groups or small ones,
in reaffirmation of old agreements or their strengthen
ing with new ones. \Vith this purpose in mind, the
United States remained ready for unconditional dis
cussions. In the struggle f01: stability and peace in
South-East As~a. where there were millions of im
poverished people. the first step was for the countries
of the area to associate themselves in a greatly ex
panded co-operative effort for development. The United
States would hope that North Viet-Nam would take
its place in the common effort just as soon as peace
ful co-operation was possible. The hope was expressed
that the Secretan'-General of the United Nations
would use h:s prestige and deep knowledge of Asia
to initiate as soon as possible, with the countries of the
area, a plan for co-operation in increased development.
The President would ask Congress to join in a billion
dollar investment as soon as that effort was under way.
The statement outlined some ideas as to what could

be done-the vast Mekong River could provide food
and water and power, the wonders of modern medicine
could be spread through villages, schools could be
esta~l:shed to train people in the skills needed to man
age the process of development. Moreover, the United
States would expand and accelerate a programme to
make its farm surpluses available to assist in feeding
and clothing the needy in Asia. The President would
designate shortly a team of distinguished Amerkms
to inaugurate participation in those programmes.

1318. On 15 May (S/6363), the representative of
the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics transmitted
the text of a statement which his Gove:nment had ad
dressed to the Government of Australia. In it the deci
sion of the Australian Government to send its troops
to South Viet-Nam was labelled as a violation of the
principal rules of international law and of the Geneva
Agreements of 1954. The Soviet Government fully
supported the statement of the Government of the
Democratic Repuhlic of Viet-Nam condemning the step
taken by Australia and declaring that the Government
of Australia was incurring a grave responsibility for
the consequences of its actions. The representative of
A11stralia, in a letter dated 1 June (S/6399), trans
mitted his Government's reply to the USSR defending
its decision to assist the Republic of Viet-Nam to resist
the Viet-Cong. which it claimed was controlled and
directed from Hanoi.

1319. On 14 June (S/6435), the representative of
the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics transmitted
the text of a statement which his Government had
addressed to the Government of New Zealand rriticiz
ing the decision of the New Zealand Goven,ment to
send an artillery battery to South Viet-Nam to support
the infantry battalion sent by Australia. On 16 June
(S/6449), the representative of New Zealand trans
mitted the text of his Government's reply to the Soviet
statement defending its decision.

Chapter 26

COMMUNICATIONS CONCERNING INDONESIA'S MEMBERSHIP IN THE UNITED NATIONS

1320. In a letter dated 20 January 1965 (S/6157),
the First Deputy Prime Minister and Minister for
Foreign Affairs of Indonesia informed the Secretary
General that on 7 January 1965, after the seating of
Malaysia as a member of the Se.curity: Council, his
Government, after very careful conslderatlon, had taken
the dzcision to withdraw from the United Nations.
Reviewing the reasons for that action, he recalled that
President Sukarno had reminded the United Nations
of its shortcomings in 1960. Indonesia had voiced its
disapproval of the su~cessful ma?-ce,-:vre by the ~eo
colonial Powers forcmg Malaysla 111to the Umted
Nations by deliberate avoidance of any voting on 17
September 1963. but the pushing of Malaysia into
the Security Council made a mockery of the require
ment that the election of a non-permanent member
should be guided by the importance and contribution of
a candidate in the maintenance of peClce and security
in the world. Yet the very birth of Malaysia, a feeble
and controversial tool of British neo-colonialism, had
caused trouble and insecurity in the region of South
East Asia. Indonesia could have challenged the legality
of the election due to the non-voting procedure, but
had not done so owing to its desire not to obstruct the
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work of the United Nations, much less to wreck the
United Nations. The decision of his Government had
been taken for the good of the United Nations itself
and might even entail a beneficial e~ect for the speedy
solution Gf the problem of Malaysia itself. In response
to the Secretary-GeneraI's personal appeal that Indo
nesia should not withdraw from its co-operation with
the United Nations, he gave assurance that Indonesia
still upheld the lofty principles of international co
operation as enshrined in the Charter. That, however,
could be implemented outside as well as inside the
Organization. Indonesia had decided also to withraw
from specialized agencies like the Food and Agriculture
Organization ofthe United Nations (FAO), the United
Nations Children's Fund (UNICEF) and the United
l'Tations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organiza
tion (UNESCO).

1321. In a letter dated 26 February (S/6202), the
Secretary-General acknowledged receipt of the Indo
nesian letter, noted the statement that Indonesia had
decided to withdraw f"om the United Nations and the
assurance that it still upheld the principles of the
Charter, and expressed the regret widely felt in the
United Nations that Indonesia had found it necessary



to adopt that course of action as well as the earnest
hope that in due time it would resume full co-operation
with the United Nations.

1322. In a letter dated 22 Janu~ry (S/6166), the
representative of Malaysia transmitted a statement in
reply to the Indonesian letter. The statement expressed
regret that Indonesia appeared to have forgotten that
the Federation of Malaya had come into existence as
an independent State in 1957 and that in 1963 it had
only changed its name. Enlargement of the Federation,
permitted by the 1957 written Constitution, had not
changed the international personality of the State, so
that no voting procedure had been required as if
Malaysia were seeking admission to the United Nations
as a new State. With regard to election to membership
in the Security Council, it was pointed out that
Malaysia's position as "the only candidate" for the
vacancy had been established as long before as 1 Nov
ember 1963. Indonesia had not even reserved its posi
tion on that occasion. The seating of Malaysia, which
had received the necessary support from the Members
of the Organization, had in no way been questionable.
With regard to the question of Malaysia's contribution
to the maintenance of peace and security, the statement
recalled that Malaysian army contingents had served
with those of Indonesia in the peace-keeping operation
in the Congo and, indeed, had done so over a longer
period of time than Indonesia.

1323. In a letter dated 8 March (S/6229), the
representative of the United Kingdom said that his
Government, without prejudice to its views as to the
circumstances which might legally justify a Member

State in withdrawing from the United Nations, wished
to place formally on record its conviction that the reason
for withdrawal advanced in the Indonesian letter of
20 January was not a circumstance so exceptional in
nature <IS to justify the Government of Indonesia in
withdrawing. His Government wished to place formally
on record its view that a State which had expressed an
intention to withdraw from the Organization never
theless remained bound to observe the fundamental
principles embodied in Article 2 of the Charter relative
to the maintenance of international peace and security.

1324. In a note dated 13 May (S/6356), the repre
sentative of Italy stated that his Government regretted
the decision taken by the Indonesian Government and
hoped that co-operation between Ipdonesia and the
United Nations would be resumed as soon as possible.
The declaration adopted by the San Francisco Con
ference concerning the withdrawal of States from the
United Nations did not appear to be entirely adequate
in so far as it did not contain any definition of the
circumstances which might justify the withdrawal of a
Member State or specify any procedure for determining
those circumstances. Nor did that document indicate
any procedure whereby withdrawal might be considered
effective. It was hoped that in the near future it would
be possible to undertake an appropriate study of the
problem in general terms. The statement went on to
analyse the legal positions, concluding that it could not
be admitted that withdrawal or recession from the
United Nations in itself put an end to the obligations
assumed under the Charter and other international
agreements acceded to as a Member State of the
Organization.

Chapter 27

COMMUNICATIONS CONCERNING RELATIONS BETWEEN PORTUGAL AND THE
REPUBUC OF THE CONGO (BRAZZAVILLE)

1325. In a letter dated 10 February 1965 (S/618f),
the representative of the Republic of the Congo (Braz
zaville) drew the attention of the Security Council to
the repeated incursions of Portuguese soldiers into
Congolese territory. The letter stated that on 22 and
23 December 1964, fifteen armed Portuguese soldiers
had raided the Congolese village of Tchissakata, had
searched houses, had terrorized the village people, had
prevented peasants from cultivating their fields and
had thredtened to annex the village to Portuguese
Cabinda. His Government protested against this provo
cation of the Government of Portugal, which might
jeopardize the maintenance of intern::ttional peace and
security.

1326. In a further letter dated 4 March (S/6214),
the representative of the Republic of Congo (Brazza
ville) informed the Security Council that on 16 January
twenty-five armed Portuguese soldiers had again
raided the Congolese village of Tchissakata. The
soldiers had threatened the villagers and had searched
houses. His Government once again protested strongly
against these acts and informed the Council that the
necessary steps would be taken if they recurred.

1327. In a letter dated 19 March (S/6249), the
representative of Portugal stated that after careful in
vestigation, it had been found that on 22 and 23 Decem
ber two Portuguese patrols, while on normal inspection
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duty in a frontier zone with uncertain and irregular
markings had contacted some Congolese frontier locali
ties. The population had received the patrols with the
utmost cordiality and no incident whatever had oc
curred. The Government of Portugal categorically
rejected the Congolese allegations that the villagers
had been molested, searched and terrorized. Since the
Congolese Government had complained to the Security
CouncH almost two months after the events had taken
place, the Government of Portugal concluded that the
complaint was aimed at creating a climate hostile to
Portugal in the region. Portuguese armed forc~s were
under orders to respect the sovereignty and territorial
integrity of the Republic of the Congo (Brazzaville)
hut their vigilance was justified, for that Government
was giving support on its territory to foreign terrorists
pledged to attack Portuguese territory. The Government
of Portugal therefore rejected any responsibility for
such incidents, for which the Congo (Brazzaville) was
responsible.

1328. In a Iurther letter dated 29 March (S/6263),
the representative of Portugal rejected the allegations
made in the CongoleE'e letter of 4 March (S/6214). On
16 and 17 January, it was stated, Portugtlese patrols,
while on normal inspection duty, had been in contact
with the population of the Congolese village of Tchis
sakata. But at no time had Portuguese forces crossed



the line of the frontier, the contacts had been friendly and
there had been no incidents. It had been proved that the
inhabitants of the Congolese locality were cultivating
land in Portuguese territory, perhaps because the line
of the frontier was uncertain and irregular. The Gov
ernment of Portugal expressed great surprise at the

new Congolese accusations and rejected them as devoid
of any basis. It denounced the intentions of the Gov
ernment of the Republic of the Congo (Brazzaville)
in bringing before the Security Council reports of
alleged incidents which had not taken place in order to
make propaganda again3t Portugal.

Chapter 28

COMMUNICATIONS CONCERNING MEMBERSHIP OF THE
SECURITY COUNCIL

1329. In a letter dated 29 March 1965 (S/6264), the representative of
Czechoslovakia referred to statements made concerning Czechoslovakia during the
discussion that had taken place at the 1190th meeting of the Security Council in
connexion with the seating of Malaysia in the Council, and recalled the circum
stances under which Czechoslovakia had agreed to divide the term of office, main
taining the position that Czechoslovakia was entitled to full term for a seat
belonging to Eastern Europe according to the 1946 agreement

1330. In a letter dated 2 April (S/6269), the representative of Malaysia
replied to the statements made in the above letter, and drew attention to the
statement made by the representative of Czechoslovakia in the General Assembly
on 1 November 1963, in which he said the following:

"In accordance with the agreement outlined by you, the Czechoslovak Socialist
Republic will submit its resignation at the end of the first year of its term as a
non-permanent member of the Security Council, that is, at the end of 1964, in
order that the seat may go to Malaysia for the second half of the term, that is,
for the year 1965."

Chapter 29

COMMUNICATION CONCERNING THE SITUATION IN ADEN

1331. In a letter dated 18 May 1965 (S/6368), the Chairman of the Special
Committee on the Situation with regard to the Implementation of the Declaration
on the Granting of Independence to Colonial Countries and Peoples transmitted
to the Security Council the text of a resolution on the question of Aden adopted
by the Special Committee on 17 May 1965. In operative paragraph 11, he noted,
the Special Committee drew the attention of the Council to the grave situation
prevailing in the territory.

Chapter 30

COMMUNICATION RELATING TO THE SITUATION IN TERRITORIES
UNDER PORTUGUESE ADMINISTRATION

1332. In a telegram dated 17 June 1965 (S/6460), the Chairman of the
Special Committee on the Situation with regard to the Implementation of the
Declaration on the Granting of Independence to Colonial Countries and Peoples
transmitted the text of a resolution adopted by the Committee on 10 June, in
which, inter alia, it drew the attention of the Security Council to "the continued
deterioration of the situation in the Territories under Portuguese domination as
well as to the consequences of the threats made by Portugal against the independent
African States that border upon its colonies".
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APPENDICES

I. Representatives and Deputy, Alternate and Acting Representatives accredited to the Security Councll

were

Moroccoa

Mr. Ahmed Taibi Benhima
M1·. Dey QuId Sidi Baba

N etherlandsb

Dr. J. G. de Beus
Mr. J. Polderman

NoruJay·
Mr. Sivert A. Nielsen
Mr. Qle Algard
Mr. Leif Edwardsen

Union of Soviet Socialist Republics
Mr. Nikolai Trofimovich Fedorenko
Mr. Platon Dmitrievich Morozov

United Kingdo'" of Great Britain and
Northern Ireland
Sir Patrick Dean (up to 31 October 1964)
Lord Caradon (from 1 November 1964)
Sir Roger Jackling
Mr. C. P. Hope
Mr. A. H. Campbell

United States of America
Mr. Adlai E. Stevenson
Mr. Francis T. P. Plimpton
Mr. Charles W. Yost

Urttguayb

Dr. CarIos Maria Velazquez

The following representatives and deputy, alternate and acting representatives
accredited to the Security Council during the period covered by the present report:

Malaysiab

Mr. Radhakrishna Ramani

• Term of office ended on 31 December 1964.
b Term of office began on 1 January 1%5.

Bolivia
Dr. Renan Castrillo Justiniano
Mr. Fernando Ortiz Sanz
Dr. Mario Velarde Dorado
Mr. Alberto Alipaz
Dr. Carlos Casap

Brasila

Mr. Jose Sette Camara
Mr. Geraldo de Carvalho Silos

China
Mr. Liu Chieh
Mr. Yu Chi Hsueh
Dr. Chun-ming Chang

Czechoslovakiaa

Professor Jid Hajek
Dr. Ladislav Smid
Mr. Milos Vejvoda

France
Mr. Roger Seydoux
Mr. Jacques Tine
Mr. Claude Arnaud

Ivory Coast
Mr. Arsene Assouan Usher

Jordanb

Mr. Abdul Monem Rifa'i

D. Presidents of the Security Council

The following representatives held the office of President of the Security Council
during the period covered by the present report:

Morocco
Mr. Ahmed Taibi Benhima (16 to 31 July 1964)

Norway
Mr. Sivert A. Nielsen (1 to 31 August 1964)

Union of Soviet Socialist Republics
Mr. Platon Dtnitrievich Morozov (1 to 30 September 1964)

United Kingdom of Great Britain alld Northern Ireland
Sir Patrick Dean (1 to 31 October 1964)

United States of America
Mr. Adlai E. Stevenson (1 to 30 November 1964)

Bolivia

Mr. Fernando Ortiz Sanz (l to 31 December 1964)
China

Mr. Liu Chieh (1 to 31 January 1965)

France

Mr. Roger Seydoux (l to 28 February 1965)

Ivory Coast

Mr. Arsene Assouan Usher (1 to 31 March 1965)

Jordan

Mr. Abdul Monem Rifa'i (l to 30 April 1%5)

Malaysia

Mr. Radhakrishna Ramani (l to 31 May 1965)

N etherlallds

Dr. J. G. de Beus (1 to 30 June 1965)

Ut/ioll of Soviet Socialist Republics
Dr. Nikolai Trofimovich Fedorenko (1 to 15 July 1965)
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m. Meetings of the Security Council during the period from 16 July 1964 to 15 July 1965
--

1141st
1142nd

1143rd
1144th

1145th
1146th

1147th
1148th

1149th
1150th
1151st

1152nd

1153rd

1154th
1155th
1156th

s,lbj.ct
Letter dated 4 August 1964

from the P.:rmanent
Representative of the
United States addressed
to the President of the
Security Council (S/5849)
(regarding the Gulf of
Tonkin)

Ditto
Letter dated 26 December

1963 from the Permanent
Representative of Cyprus
addressed to the Presi
dent of the Security Coun
cil (S/5488)

Ditto
Letter dated 3 September

1964 from the Permanent
Representative of Ma
laysia addressed to the
Pres:dent of the Security
Council (S/5930)

Ditto
Letter dated 5 September

1964 from the Permanent
Representative of Greece
addressed to the President
of the Security Council
(S/5934), and letter dated
8 September 1964 from
the Permanent Representa
tive of Greece addressed
to the President of the
Security Council (S/5941)

Letter dated 6 September
1964 from the Permanent
Representative of Turkey
addressed to the President
of the Security Council
(S/5935)

Ditto

Letter dated 3 September
1964 from the Permanent
Representative of Malaysia
addressed to the President
of the Security Council
(S/5930)

Ditto
Ditto
Letter dated 26 December

1963 from the Permanent
Representative of Cyprus
addressed to the President
of the Security Council
(S/5488)

Letter dated 3 September
1964 from the Permanent
Representative of Malaysia
addressed to the President
of the Security Council
(S/5930)

Letter dated 26 December
1963 from the Permanent
Representative of Cyprus
addressed to the President
of the Security Council
(S/S488)

Ditto
Ditto
Ditto

Dd.
5 August 1964

7 August 1964
8 August 1964

9 & 11 August 1964
9 September 1964

10 September 1964
11 September 1964

11 September 1964
14 September 1964

14 September 1964
15 September 1964
16 September 1964

17 September 1964

17 September 1964

18 September 1964
21 September 1964
22 September 1964
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Me6t111t/
1157th
1158th
1159th
11601.;'
1161st
1162nd
1163rd

(private)

1164th
1165th
1166th
1167th
1168th
1169th
1170th

1171st
1172nd
1173rd
1174th
1175th
1176th
1177th
1178th
1179th
1180th

1181st

Ditto
Ditto
Ditto
Admission of new Members
Ditto
The Palestine Question
Considerafon of the report

of the Security Council
to the General Assembly

The Palestine question
Ditto
Ditto
Ditto
Ditto
Ditto
Letter dated 1 December

1964, addressed to the
President of the Security
Council from the repre
sentatives of Afghanistan,
Algeria, Burundi, Cam
bodia, Central African
Republic, Congo (Brazza
ville) , Dahomey, Ethiopia,
Ghana, Guinea, Indonesia,
Kenya, Malawi, Mauri
tania, Somalia, Sudan,
Tanzania, Uganda, United
Arab Republic, Yugoslavia
and Zambia (S/6076 and
Adc!.l-5)

Letter dated 9 December
1964 from the Permanent
Representative of the
Democratic Republic of
the Congo addressed to
the President of the Secu
rity Council (S/6096)
(regarding the Democratic
Republic of the Congo)

Ditto
Ditto
Ditto
Ditto
Ditto
Ditto
Ditto
Ditto
The Palestine question
Letter dated 26 December

1963 from the Permanent
Representative of. Cyprus
addressed to the President
of the Security Council
(S/5488)

Letter dated 1 December
1964, addressed to the
President of the Security
Council from the repre
sentatives of Afghanistan,
Algeria, Burundi, Cam
bodia, Central i>.~rican

Republic, Congo (Brazza
ville) , Dahomey, Ethiopia,
Ghana, Guinea, Indones:a,
Kenya, Malawi, Mali,
Mauritania, Somalia, Su
dan, Tanzania, Uganda,

Date
Z3 September 1964
24 SeptemLer 1964
25 September 1964

9 October 1964
30 October 1964

16 November 1964
18 November 1964

27 November 1964
27 November 1964
30 November 1964

3 December 1%4
3 December 1964
8 December 1964
9 December 1961

10 December 1964
10 December 1964
11 December 1964
14 December 1964
15 December 1964
15 December 1964
16 December 1964
17 December 1964
17 December 1964
18 December 1964

21 December 1964



118Znd
1183rd

1184th
1185th
1186th
1187th
1188th
1189th
1190th
1191st

1192nd
1193rd
1194th

1195th
1196th

SKbj"t
United Arab Republic,
Yugoslavia and Zambia
(S/6076 and Add.I-5)

Letter dated 9 D......~mber
1964 from the Pe, :I!f'uent
Representative of the
Democratic Republic of
the Congo addressed to
the President of the Se
curity Council (S/6096)
(regarding the Democratic
Republic of the Congo)

The Palestine question
Letter dated 1 December

1964, addressed to the
President of the Security
Council from the Repre
sentatives of Afghanistan,
Algeria, Burundi, Cam
bodia, Central African
Republic, Congo (Brazza
ville) , Dahomey, Ethiopia,
Ghana, Guinea, Indonesia,
Kenya, Malawi, Mali,
Mauritania, Somalia, Su
dan, Tanzania, Uganda,
United Arab Republic,
Yugoslavia and ZamIJia
(S/6076 and Add.I-5)

Letter dated 9 December
1964 from the Permanent
Representative of the
Democratic Republic of
the Congo addressed to
the President of the Se
curity Council (S/6096)
(regarding the Democratic
Republic of the Congo)

Ditto
Ditto
Ditto
Ditto
Ditto
Ditto
Admission of new Members
Letter dated 26 December

1963 from the Permanent
Representative of Cyprus
addressed to the President
of the Security Council
(S/5488)

Ditto
Ditto
Question concerning the sit

uation in Southern Rho
desia: Letters dated 2 and
30 August 1963 addressed
to the President of the
Security Council on behalf
of the representatives of
thirty-two Member States
(S/5382 and S/5409)

Ditto
Letter dated 1 May 1965

from the Permanent Rep
resentative of the Union
of Soviet Socialist Repub
lics addressed to the Presi
dent of the Security Coun
cil (S/6316) (regarding
the Dominican Republic)

21 December 1964
22 December 1964

23 December 1964
24 December 1964
28 December 1964
29 December 1964
30 December 1964
30 December 1964

15 March 1965
17 March 1965

18 March 1965
19 March 1965
30 April 1965

3 May 1.965
3 May 1965

159

M"titcg
1197th

1198th

1199th

1200th

1201st

1202nd

1203rd

1204th
1205th

Sllbj,ct
Question concerning the sit

uation in Southern Rho
desia: Letters dated 2 and
30 August 1963 addressed
to the President of the
Security Council on behalf
of the representatives of
thirty-two Member States
(S/5382 and S/5409)

Letter dated 1 May 1%5
from the Permanent Rep
resentative of the Union
of Socialist Republics ad
dressed to the President
of the Security Council
(S/6316) (regarding the
Dominican Republic)

Question concerning the si~
uation in Southern Rho
desia: Letters dated 2 and
30 August 1963 addressed
to the President of the
Security Council on behalf
of the representatives of
thirty-two Member States
(S/5382 and S/5409)

Letter dated 1 May 1965
from the Permanent Rep
resentative of the Union
of Soviet Socialist Repub
lics addressed to the Presi
dent of the Security Coun
dl (S/6316) (regarding
the Dominican Republic)

Question concerning the sit
uation in Southern Rho
desia: Letters dated 2 and
30 August 1963 addressed
to the President of the
Security Council on behalf
of the representatives of
thirty-two Member States
(S/5382 and S;5409)

Letter dated 1 May 1965
from the Permanent Rep
resentative of the Union
of Soviet Socialist Repub
lics addressed to the Presi
dent of the Security Coun
cil (S/6316) (regarding
the Dominican Republic)

Question concerning the sit
uation in Southern Rho
desia: Letters dated 2 and
30 August 1963 addressed
to the President of the Se
curity Council on behalf
of the representatives of
thirty-two Member States
(S/5382 and S/5409)

Letter dated 1 May 1965
from the Permanent Rep
resentative of the Union
of Soviet Socialist Repub
lics addressed to the Presi
dent of the Security Coun
cil (S/6316) (regarding
the Dominican Republic)

Ditto
Complaints by Senegal of

violations of its air space
and territory (S/5279):
Letter dated 7 May 1965

D.~

4 May 1965

4 May 1965

5 May 1965

5 May 1965

5 May 1965

6 May 1965

7 May 1965

11 May 1965
12 May 1965



1206th

1207th

1208th

1209th

mOth

1211th

1212th

1213th

Subject

from the Permanent Rep
resentative of Senegal ad
dressed to the President
of the Security Council
(S/6338)

Ditto

Letter dated 1 May 1965
from the Permanent Rep
resentative of the Union
of Soviet Socialist Repub
lics addressed to the Presi
dent of the Security Coun
cil (5/6316) (regarding
the Dominican Republic)

Ditto

Ditto

Complaints by Senegal of
violations of its air space
and territory (5/5279):
Letter dated 7 May 1965
from the Permanent Rep
resentative of Senegal ad
dressed to the President
of the Security Council
(5/6338)

Ditto

Ditto

Letter dated 1 May 1965
from the Permanent Rep
resentative of the Union
of Soviet Socialist Repub·
lics addressed to the Presi-

DIJt,

13 May 1965

14 May 1965

14 May 1965

14 May 1965

18 May 1965

18 May 1965

19 May 1965

20 May 1965

Meeei"ll

1214th

1215th

1216th

1217th

1218th

1219tl1

1220th

1221st

1222nd

1223rd
1224th

1225th

1226th
1227th
1228th

Subj,ct

dent of the Security Coun
cil (5/6316) (regarding
the Dominican Republic)

Ditto

Ditto

Ditto

Ditto

Ditto

Ditto

Ditto

Ditto

Ditto

Ditto
Letter dated 26 December

1963 from the Permanent
Representative of Cyprus
addressed to the President
of the Security Council
(S/5488)

Letter dated 1 May 1965
from the Permanent Rep
resentative of the Union
of Soviet Socialist Repub
lics addressed to the Presi
dent of the Security Coun
cil (S/6316) (regarding
the Dominican Republic)

Ditto
Ditto
Ditto

21 May 1965

21 May 1965

22 May 1965

22 May 1965

24 May 1965

2S May 1965

3 June 1965

7 June 1965

9 June 1965

11 June 1965
15 June 1965

16 June 1965

18 June 1965
18 June 1965
21 J=e 1965

IV. Representatives, Chairmen and Prmcipal Secretaries of the Military Std Committee

Chi1l{j

A. REI'RESEN'l'A'l'lVES OF EACH SERVICE IN RESPECT OF EACH DELEGA'l'lON

Period of service fro7l. 16 July 1964

General Wang Shu-ming, Chinese Air Force
Lt. General Lu Fu-ning, Chinese Army
Rear Admiral Chang Hsiang-chi, Chinese Navy
Rear Admiral Yang Yuan-chung, Chinese Navy

France

General de Brigade J. Compagnon, French Army
Contre-Amiral M[chel Prache, French Navy
Capitaine de Corvette
H. ]. ]. RotllIeaux-Dugage, French Navy
General de Division Aerienne Michel Dorance,

French Air Force
Colonel Maurice Boileau, French Air Force

Union of Soviet Socialist Republics

Major General V. V. Zadvinsky, Soviet Army
Colonel V. I. Meshcheryakov, Soviet Army
Captain A. R. Astafiev, USSR Navy
Major General A. N. Chizhov, USSR Air Force

Ullited Killgdom of Great Britain and Northern frela/ld

Major General R. E. T. St. John, British Army
Vice Admiral J. F. D. Bush
Rear Admiral P. M. Compston
Air Vice-Marshal ran G. Esplin, Royal Air Force
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16 July 1964 to present time
16 July 1964 to 1 September 1964
16 July 1964 to 1 November 1964
1 November 1964 to present time

16 July 1964 to present time
16 July 1964 to 1 September 1964

11 September 1964 to present time

16 July 1964 to 1 September 1964
11 September 1964 to present time

16 July 1964 to 25 February 1%5
16 April 1965 to present time
16 July 1964 to present time
16 July 1964 to present time

16 July 1964 to present time
16 July 1964 to present time
5 March 1965 to present time

16 July 1964 to present time



A. REPRESENTATIVES Ol' EACH SERVICE IN usncr Ol' EACH DELEGATION (co"ti"utd)

U,.il,d Slal,s 0/ AffCmCG

Lt. General F. W. Porter, Jr.• US Army
Lt. General Thomas W. Dunn, US Army
Vice Admiral H. T. Deutermam'. US Navy
Lt. General Edward H. Underhill, U3 Air Force
Lt. General William H. Blanchard. US Air Force
Lt. General Jam!".! Ferguson, US Air Force

Pm,. of sffVic. fro- 16 J,dy 1964

16 July 1964 to 20 February 1965
20 February 196:: to present time
16 July 1964 to present time
16 July 1964 to 1 August 1964
1 Aug.lst 1964 to 19 February 1965

19 February 1965 to present time

Jl••fi.,
500th
50Ist

502nd

503rd

504th

505th

506th

507th

508th
509th
SlOth

511th
512th

513th

514th

515th

516th

517th

518th
519th

520th

521st

522nd
523rd
524th
525th

Do'.
23 July 1964
6 August 1964

20 August 1964

3 September 1964

17 September 1964

1 October 1964

15 October 1964

29 October 1964

12 November 1964
25 November 1964
10 December 1964

23 December 1964
7 January 1965

21 January 1965

4 February 1965

18 February 1965

4 March 1965

18 March 1965

1 April 1965
15 April 1965

29 April 1965

13 May 1965

27 May 1965
10 June 1965
24 June 1965
8 July 1965

B. CHAIIl.M!tN AT MEETINGS

~

Lt. General R. W. Porter, Jr., US Army
General Wang Shu-ming, Chinese Air

Force
General Wang Shu-m:ng, Chinese Air

Force
General de Brigade J. Compagnon,

French Army
General de Brigade J. Compagnon,

French Army
Major General A. N. Chizhov, USSR

Air Force
Major General V. V. Zadvinsky, Soviet

ArfrlY
Major General A. N. Chizhov, USSR

Air Force
Colonel C. H. C'owan, British Army
Vice Admiral J. F. D. Bush
Vice Admiral H. T. Deutermann, US

Navy
Lt. Genc.ral R. W. Porter, Jr., US Army
General Wang Shu-ming, Chinese Air

Force
General Wang Shu-ming, Chinese Air

Force
General de Brigade J. Compagnon,

French Army
General de Brigade J. Compagnon,

Frendl Army
Major General A. N. Chizhov, USSR

Air Force
Major General A. N. Chizhov, USSR

Air Force
Rear Admiral P. M. Compston
Air Vk,~-Marshal lan G. Esplin, Royal

Air Force
Air Vice-Marshal lan G. Esplin, Royal

Air Force
Vice-Admiral H. T. Deutermann, US

Navy
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D.lIglIIi6tt

United States

China

China

France

France

USSR

PSSR

USSR
United Kingdom
United Kingdom

United States
United States

China

China

France

France

USSR

USSR
United Kingdom

United Kingdom

United Kingdom

United States
United States
China
China
France



4 February 1965

18 February 1965

3 September 1964
17 September 1964

12 Koyember 1964
25 November 1964
10 I>ecember 1964
23 December 1964
7 J:muary 1965

France

USSR

USSR
United Kingdom
United Kingdom
United Kingdom
United States
United States
China
China
France

USSR
United Kingdom
United Kingdom
United States
United States

D,III/.no.

United S'ates

USSR

China

USSR

France

China

China
France

China

France

C. PRINCIPAL SECRETARIES AT MEETINGS

PriI4Nf/41 S,t:rd.ry

Colonel C. F. Nelson, US Army
Colonel Hwang Hsiung-sheng, Chinese

Air Force

Colonel Hwang Hsiung-sheng, Chinese
Air Force

Lt. Colonel E. de Grasset, French Army
Commandant L. F. MOl1teagle, French

Army
L'aptain 2nd Rank A. D. Golovtchenko,

USSR Navy
Captain 2nd Rank A. D. Golovtchenko,

USSR Navy
Cal'tain 2nd Rank A. D. Golovtchenko,

USSR Navy
Colonel C. H. Cowan, British Army
Colonel J. L. Carter, Royal Marines
Captain F. \V. Pump, US Navy
Captain A. H. Warner, Jr., US Navy
Colonel Hwang Hsiung-sheng, Chinese

Air Force
Colonel Hwang Hsiung-sheng, Chinese

Air Force
Lt. Colonel L. F. Monteagle, French

Army
Lt. Colonel L. F. Monteagle, French

Army
Captain 2nd Rank A. D. Golovtchenko,

USSR Navy
Captain 2nd Rank A. D. Golovtchenko,

USSR Navy
Colonel R. K. Gregory, British Army
Colonel J. L. Carter, Royal Marines
Colonel C. H. Cowan, British Army
Captain A. H. Warner, Jr., US Navy

1 October 1964

4 March 1965

21 January 1965

29 October 1964

1 Apri11965
15 April 1965
29 Apri11965
13 May 1965
27 May 1965
10 June 1965
24 June 1965
8 July 1965

18 March 1965

Da',
23 July 1964
6 August 1964

15 October 19&!

20 August 1964

505th

515th

517th

516th

518th
519th
520th
521st
522nd
523rd
524th
525th

514th

507th

502nd

508th
509th
510th
511th
512th

506th

513th

50Jrd
504th

M,,,••,
500th
50lst
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HOW TO OBTAIN UNITED NATIONS PUBLICATIONS

United Nations publications may be obtained from bookstores and
distributors throughout the world. Consult your bookstore or
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