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TNTRODUCTORY NOTE 

The principles underlying the organization and pre- 
sentation of the material presented in chapters VIII- 
XII of this Supplement are the same as for the pre- 
vious volumes of the Repertoire. Those volumes should 
be consulted for a full statement of such principles. 

Chapter VIII indicates the chain of proceedings on 
the substance of each of the questions included in the 
report of the Security Council to the General Assembly 
under the heading: “Questions considered by the Se- 
curity Council under its responsibility for the mainte- 
nance of international peace and security”. The range 
of questions covers broadly those which may be 
deemed to fall under chapters VI and VII of the 
Charter. In chapters X, XI and XII of the Repertoirr 
is presented ancillary material from the Otlicial Rc- 
cords bearing on relevant Articles of the Charter. 
References to the ancillary material are given at the 
appropriate points in the entries for each question in 
this chapter. 

As an outline of the proceedings of the Council in 
respect of the questions included in its agenda, chap- 
ter VIII constitutes a framework within which the 
ancillary legal and constitutional discussion recorded 
in chapters X to XII may be considered. The chapter 
is, therefore, an aid to the examination of the delibc- 
rations of the Council expressly related to the provi- 
sions of the Charter within the context of the chain 
of proceedings on the agenda item. 

The questions are dealt with in the chronological 
order of their inclusion in the agenda of the Council I 
and with regard to the Palestine question, ” the India- 
Pakistan question, 3 the question of race conflict in 
South Africa, ’ the situation in Southern Rhodesia, 5 
the situation in Territories in Africa under Portuguese 
administration, e the complaint by the Government of 
Cyprus, 7 which were included in the Council’s agen- 
da before the period under review, in the order of 

1 For a tabulation of the data on submission, see chapter X, 
part 111, as indicated in the editorial note, the questions 
included in the agenda of the Council during the years 1964 
and 1965 appear under conventional short titles. 

2 Reperfoire of the Pructire of fhra Srcurity Council, 1946- 
1951, pp. 325-344; ibid., Supplement 1952-1955, pp. 110-I 18; 
ibid., Supplement 1956-1958, pp. 93-105; ibid., Supplemcjnt 
1959-1963, pp. 150-154. 

3 Repertoire of Ihe Pruc’tiw of the Security Cowrcil, 1946- 
1951, pp. 344-352; ibid.. Supplenwnt I952-1955, pp. 107-109, 
ibid., Supplement IY56-1958, pp. 112-l IS; ihid., Supplement 
1959-1963, QQ. 197-199. 

4 Repertoire of t/w Prcrctiw oj t/w Swwity Council, 
Sunnlement 1959-3963. DD. 213-217. 

b-Ibid., pp. 217-219.’ .. 
6 Ibid., pp. 209-213. 
7 Ibid., pp. 219-220. 

resumption of their consideration by the Council. In 
respect of each question, there is given at the outset 
a summary of the case presented to the Council, to- 
gether with a summary of the contentions made in 
rebuttal. 

The framework of the material for each question is 
provided by the succession of affirmative and negative 
decisions within the purview of this chapter. Decisions 
related to the subject matter of chapters I-VI of the 
Repertoire are, with certain exceptions, omitted as 
not relevant to the purpose of this chapter or of the 
ancillary chapters X-XII. The decisions are entered 
in uniform manner. Affirmative decisions are entered 
under a heading indicative of the content of the dcci- 
sion, and negative decisions are entered under a 
heading indicative solely of the origin of the proposal 
or draft resolution. Affirmative decisions have been 
reproduced in full as constitutive of the practice of 
the Council, while negative decisions are indicated in 
summarized form. Where the negative decision re- 
lates to a draft resolution in connexion with which 
discussion has taken place concerning the applica- 
tion of the Charter, the text of the relevant parts of 
the draft resolution will in most instances be found 
in chapters X-XII. 

As in the previous volumes of the Kepertoire, an 
analytical table of measures adopted by the Council 
arranged broadly by type of measure has been in- 
cluded as part I of chapter VIII. This table should be 
regarded as one of the nature of an index to chapter 
VIII; and no constitutional significance should be at- 
tached to the headings adopted in the compilation of 
this table nor to the inclusion of particular measures 
under the individual headings. Although the main 
headings are the same as those appearing in the Re- 
pertoire, Supplemmt 1959-1963, the subheadings 
have been considerably expanded to include types of 
measures not previously adopted by the Council. In 
certain instances subheadings have been modified with 
a view to broadening its scope so as to include therc- 
under measures which although slightly varying in their 
formulation arc substantially similar. 

Much of the activity of the Council in connexion 
with Chapters VI and VII of the Ch‘artcr has taken 
place through the instrumentality of subsidiary organs 
established to operate in the area of the dispute. As 
previously, no attempt has been made to reproduce 
within the Repertoire material relating to the organi- 
zation and procedures of such subsidiary bodies save 
where questions relating to their organization and pro- 
cedure have constituted ;ln aspect of the proceedings 
of the Council it&f. 

Part I 

ANALYTICAL TABLE OY MEASURES ADOPTED BY THE SECURITY CD[JNCIL, 

NOTE to the question, the date of the decision and the serial 
As in the previous volumes of the Kcyutoire, the number of the decision. As has been explained in the 

entries in this tabulation are restricted to a reference editorial note, beginning in the present Supplement 

93 
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resolutions are numbered in the order of their adop- 
tion and the symbol WRES . . . has been substituted 
for previously used S/ .” 

1. Preliminary mensureR for the elucidation of fact 

A. Hearing of interested Governments and authorities 
(For invitations extended to interested Governments 
and authorities, see chapter III). 

+* B. Request to parties for information relating to question 
under consideration. 

Complaint by the United States (Tonkin Gulf 
incident) : 

Decision: President’s statement of 7 August 1964. 

II. Determination of the nature of the quention 

A. Determination of tbe existence of a dispute or situation 
the continuance of which is likely to endanger the 
maintenance of international peace and security. 

(i) Complaint by the Government of Cyprus: 
Decision of 4 March 1964 (S/RFS/186 (1964)). 

preamble. 

(ii) The question of race conflict in South Africa: 
Decision of 18 June 1964 (S/RES/191 (1964)). 

preamble. 
(iii) Situation in Southern Rhodesia: 

Decision of 20 November 1965 (S/RES/217 
(1965)), para. I. 

(iv) Situation in Territories in Africa under Portuguese 
administration: 
Decision of 23 November 1965 (S/RES/218 

(1965)). para. 1. 

III. Injunctiona to Governments and authorities involved 
in hostilitien 

A. Precautionary action. 
Complaint by Senegal: 
Decision of 19 May 1965 (SIRES/204 (1965)). 

para. 3. 

B. Cessation of hostilities. 
(i) Complaint by Panama: 

Decision: Appeal by the President of 10 
January 1964. 

(ii) Complaint by the Government of Cyprus: 
Decision: Appeal by the President of 9 August 

1964. 
Decision of 9 August 1964 (S/RES/ 193 

(1964)). para. 2. 
(iii) Situation in the Democratic Republic of the 

Congo: 
Decision of 30 December 1964 (S/REV 199 

(1964)), para. 2. 
(iv) Situation in the Dominican Republic: 

Decision of 14 May 1965 (S/RES/203 
(1965)). para. I. 

Decision of 22 May 1965 (S/RES/205 
(1965)), para. 1. 

(v) The India-Pakistan question: 
Decision of 4 September 1965 (S/RES/209 

(1965)). paras. I and 2 (first part). 
Decision of 6 September 1965 (S/RES/ZIO 

(1965)), para. I (first part). 
Decision of 20 September 1965 (S/RES/ZII 

(1965)), preamble and para. I. 
Decision: President’s statement of 22 Septem- 

ber 1965. 

8 See p. 93 above. 

Decision of 27 September 1965 (S/RES/214 
( 1965 ) ), operative para. 

Decision of 5 November 1965 (S/RES/ZIS 
(1965)). para. 2. 

C. Taking of measures to stop violence and bloodshed, 
for restoration of law and order. 

Complaint by tbe Government of Cyprus: 
Decision of 4 March 1964 (S/RES/186 (1964)). 

paras. 2 and 3. 

IV. Measures in connexion with injunctions to be taken 
by the Governments and authorities directly involved 
in hoetilities 

A. Withdrawal of fighting personnel. 
The India-Pakistan question: 
Decision of 4 September 1965 (S/RES/209 ( 1965 ) ), 

para. 2 (second part). 
Decision of 6 September 1965 (S/RES/ZIO (1965)), 

para. 1 (second part). 
Decision of 20 September 1965 (S/RES/ZIl 

(1965)). para. 1 (second part). 
Decision of 27 September 1965 (S/RES/214 

(1965)). operative para. (second part). 

Decision of 5 November 1965 (S/RES/215 (1965)), 
para. 3. 

B. Co-operation of the parties and other measures to 
prevent recurrence of incidents. 

(i) Complaint by Panama: 
Decision: Appeal by the President of 10 

January 1964. 
(ii) Complaint by Cambodia: 

Decision of 4 June 1964 (S/RES/189 (1964)), 
preamble ond para. 3. 

(iii) Complaint by Yemen: 
Decision of 9 April 1964 (S/RES/lRR 

(1964)). para. 4. 

C. Cessation of flights over the territory of another State 
in violation of its sovereignty. 

Complaint by the Government of Cyprus: 
Decision: President’s statement of 11 August 1964. 

D. Co-operation of parties with Secretary-General in 
drawing up an agreement on withdrawal of armed 
personnel. 

The India-Pakistan question: 

Decision of 5 November 1965 (S/RES/215 (1965)), 
para. 3. 

V. Meaeures in connexion with injunctions to be taken 
by other CovcrnmcntM and authoritiex 

A. Prevention of supply of war materials or means for 
their manufacture. 

Situation in Territories in Africa under Portuguese 
administration: 

Decision of 23 November 1965 (S/RES/ZI(I 
(1965)). para. 6. 

B. Avoidance of actions impeding the exercise of govern- 
mental authority and undermining the territorial 
integrity and political independence of a State. 

(i) Complaint by the Government of Cyprus: 
Decision of 4 March 1964 (S/RES/l86 

(1964)). preamble and para. I. 
(ii) Situation in the Democratic Republic of the 

Congo: 
Decision of 30 December 1964 (S/RFS/199 

(1964)), para. 1. 
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C. 

D. 

E. 

F. 

A. 

B. 

C. 

D. 

Avoidance of actions likely to increase tensions bctwen 
the pa&a or to women a situation. 

(i) Complaint by the Government of Cyprus: 
Decision of 4 March 1964 (S/RES/l86 

(1964)), para. 1. 
Decision of 9 August 1964 (SIRES1193 

(1964)). para. 4. 
Decision of 10 August 1965 (S/RES/207 

(1965)). para. 2. 
(ii) The India-Pakistan question: 

Decision of 20 September 1965 (S/RES/Zll 
(1965) ), para. 3. 

Withholding of assistance including supply of arms 
which would enable a Government or r6gime to 
continue repressive actions in a NonSelf-Governing 
Territory. 

(i) Situation in Southern Rhodesia: 
Decision of 12 November 1965 (S/RES/216 

(1965)). para. 2 (second part). 
Decision of 20 November 1965 (S/RES/217 

(1965)). paras. 8 and 9. 
(ii) Situation in Territories in Africa under Portu- 

guese administration: 
Decision of 23 November 1965 (S/RES/ZI 8 

(1965)), para. 6. 
Non-recognition of a rtgime. 

Situation in Southern Rhodesia: 
Decision of 12 November 1965 (S/RFS/216 

(1965)). para. 2 (first part). 
Decision of 20 November 196s (S/RES/217 

(1965)), para. 6. 
Request for assistance to a regional organization. 

Situation in the Democratic Republic of the Congo: 
Decision of 30 December 1964 (S/RES/l99 

(1964)), para. 5. 

VI. Measures for settlement 
Call upon the parties to utilize peaceful means of 
settlement. 

The India-Pakistan question: 
Decision of 20 September 1965 (S/RES/Zll 

(1965)), para. 4 (second part). 
Calling for measures to prevent the violation of human 
rights and fundamental freedoms. 

(i) The question of race conflict in South Africa: 
Decision of 9 June 1964 (S/RES/l90 

(1964)). preamble and para. 1. 

Decision of 18 June 1964 (S/RES/191 
(1964) ), preamble and paras. 2 and 4. 

(ii) Situation in Southern Rhodesia: 
Decision of 6 May 1965 (S/RES/ZOZ 

(1965)). preamble subparas. ((I), (h) 
and (c). 

Calling for measures to promote the granting of 
independence to colonial countries and peoples. 
(i) Situation in Southern Rhodesia: 

Decision of 6 May 1965 (S/R%/202 (1965)). 
paras. 1. 3, 4. 5, and 6. 

(ii) Situation in Territories in Africa under Portu- 
guese administration: 

Decision of 23 November 1965 (S/RES/2IR 
(1965)). paras. 3, 4, and 5. 

Procedures of pacific settlement noted, advised or 
recommended. 
I. Direct negotiations. 

Situation in Territories in Africa under Portu- 
gucse administration: 

Decision of 23 November 1965 (SIRES1218 
(1965)), para. 5 (d). 

2. Resort to regional agencies or arrangements. 

(i) Situation in the Democratic Republic of the 
Congo : 

Lkcision of 30 December 1964 (S/RES/ 
199 (1964)). preamble and paras. 4, 5 
and 6. 

(ii) Situation in Southern Rhodesia: 
Decision of 20 November 1965 (S/RES/ 

217 (1965)). para. IO. 
3. Good ofBces. mediation and conciliation. 

(i) Complaint by the Government of Cyprus: 
Decision of 4 March 1964 (S/RES/ 186 

(1964)), para. 7. 
Decision of 25 September 1964 (S/RES/ 

194 (1964)). preamble. 
(ii) Complaint by Yemen: 

Decision of 9 April 1964 (S/RES/lSS 
(1964)), para. 5. 

E. Provisions bearing on issues of substance, including 
terms of settlement. 

F. 

I. Request that appropriate reparation be made. 
Complaint by Cambodia: 
Decision of 4 June 1964 (S/RES/l89 

(1964)), para. 2. 
2. Convening of a constitutional conference. 

Situation in Southern Rhodesia: 
Decision of 6 May 1965 (S/RES/202 

( 1965 ) ), paras. 2 and 6. 
3. Release of political prisoners. 

(i) The question of race conflict in South 
Africa: 

Decision of 9 June 1964 (S/RES/l90 
(1964)). para. l(c). 

Decision of I8 June 1964 (S/RES/l91 
(1964)). para. 4(b). 

(ii) Situation in Southern Rhodesia: 
Decision of 2 May 1965 (S/RES/202 

(1965)), preamble (a). 
4. Compliance with General Assembly resolutions 

setting forth the basis for a settlement. 

(i) The question of race conflict in South 
Africa: 

Decision of 9 June 1964 (S/RES/l90 
( 1964) ), preamble and para. 1. 

(ii) Situation in Southern Rhodesia: 
Decision of 6 May 1965 (S/RES/202 

(1965)), preamble. 
Decision of 20 November 1965 (S/ 

RES/217 (1965)), para. 7. 
5. Renunciation of death sentences. 

(i) The question of race conflict in South 
Africa: 

Decision of 9 June 1964 (S/RES/190 
(1964)). para. I(U). 

Decision of 18 June 1964 (S/RES/l91 
(1964)). para. 4(n). 

6. Withdrawal of mercenaries. 
Situation in the Democratic Republic of the 

Congo: 
Decision of 30 December 1964 (S/RES/199 

(1964)). para. 3. 

Consideration of the possibility of assistance toward 
settlement of political problems after implementation 
of cease-fire call. 

The India-Pakistan question: 

Decision of 20 Scptcmher 196s (S/RES/Zll 
(1965)). para. 4. 



96 Chapter VIII. Maintenance of international peace and security 

G. Expression of concern over aggravation of situation. 

(i) Situation in the Democratic Republic of the 
Congo: 

Decision of 30 December 1964 (S/RES/199 
(1964) ), preamble. 

(ii) Situation in Southern Rhodesia: 
Decision of 6 May 1965 (S/RES/202 

(1965)), preamble. 
(iii) Situation in the Dominican Republic: 

Decision of 22 May 1965 (S/RES/205 
(1965)), preamble. 

(iv) The India-Pakistan question: 
Decision of 4 September 1965 (S/RES/209 

(1965)). preamble. 

H. Denunciation of declaration of independence by a 
minority regime in a Non-Self-Governing Territory. 

Situation in Southern Rhodesia: 
Decision of 12 November 1965 (S/RES/216 

(1965)). para. I. 
Decision of 20 November 1965 (WREW217 

(1965)). preamble and para. 3. 

I. Request to all States and authorities for recognition 
and respect of neutrality and territorial integrity of 
a state. 

Complaint by Cambodia: 
Decision of 4 June 1964 (S/RES/Ig9 (1964)), 

para. 4. 

J. Deprecation of actions incompatible with the purposes 
and principles of the Charter. 

(i) Complaint by Yemen: 
Decision of 9 April, 1964 (S/RES/IHX 

( 1964) ), preamble and para. 1. 
(ii) The question of race conflict in South Africa: 

Decision of I8 June 1964 (S/RES/l91 
(1964) ). preamble and para. I. 

K. Deprecation of events affecting a situation. 

(i) Situation in the Democratic Republic of the 
Congo: 

Decision of 30 December 1964 (SKEW199 
( 1964) ), preamble. 

(ii) Situation in the Dominican Republic: 

Decision of 14 May 1965 (S/RES/203 
( 1965 ) ) , preamble. 

VII. MeaHurew to promote the implementation of 
rewolutionn of the Security Council 

A. Establishment or employment of subsidiary organs. 

1. For prevention of recurrence of hostilities and 
contribution to the maintenance and restoration 
of law and order. 

Complaint by the Government of Cyprus: 
Decision of 4 March 1964 (S/RES/IX6 

(1964)). paras. 4 and 5. 

2. For mediation between the parties to promote 
a peaceful solution and an agreed settlement. 

Complaint by the Government of Cyprus: 
Decision of 4 March lY64 (S/RES/IX6 

(1964) ), pilrit. 7. 

3. For 
with 

(i) 

(ii) 

observation or supervision in connexion 
the ending of hostilities. 

Complaint by the Government of Cyprus: 

Decision: President’s statement of 11 
August lY64. 

The India-Pakistan question: 

Decision of 20 September 1965 (S/ 
REW21 I ( 1965) ), para. 2.’ 

For consideration of measures to prevent 
recurrence of incidents in the territory of a 
Member State. 

Complaint by Cambodia: 
Decision of 4 June 1964 (S/RES/Ig9 

(1964)). para. 5. 
For study of feasibility, effectiveness and im- 
plications of measures to be taken by the 
Council. 

The question of race conflict in South Africa: 
Decision of 18 June 1964 (S/RES/191 

(1964) ), paras. 8, 9 and 10. 
For reporting to the Security Council on the 
situation in the territory of a Member State. 

Situation in the Dominican Republic: 
Decision of 14 May 1965 (S/RES/203 

(1965) ), para. 2. 

B. Endorsement of decisions of subsidiary organs: 
The question of race conflict in South Africa: 
Decision of 18 June 1964 (S/RES/l91 (1964)), 

preamble, paras. 3 and 5. 

C. Call upon the parties to co-operate fully with sub- 
sidiary organs. 

(i) Complaint by the Government of Cyprus: 
Decision of 9 August 1964 (SIRES/ 193 

(1964)), para. 3. 
Decision of 19 March 1965 (WREWZOI 

(1965)). para. 3 (second part). 
Decision of 15 June 1965 (S/RES/206 

(1965)), para. 3 (second part). 
Decision: President’s statement of I I August 

1964 (second part). 
(ii) Situation in the Dominican Republic: 

Decision of 14 May 1965 (S/RES/203 
(1965)). para. 3. 

(iii) The India-Pakistan question: 
Decision of 4 September 1965 (S/RES/209 

(1965)), para. 3. 

D. Determination of duration of stationing of United 
Nations Force and the mode of its financing. 

I. Duration of stationing of the Force. 
Complaint by the Government of Cyprus: 
Decision of 4 March 1964 (S/RES/IX6 
(1964)). para. 6 (first part). 
Decision of 20 June 1964 (S/RI%/192 

(1964)), para. 4. 
Decision of 25 September 1964 (S/RES/l94 

(1964) ). para. 3. 

Decision of IX December 1964 (S/RES/IYX 
(196-l)). par;:. 4. 

Decision of IY March 1965 (S/RI%/201 
(1965) ), para. 5. 

Decision of I5 June 1965 (S/RtW206 
(1965)). para. ?. 

Decision of 17 December 1965 (SKIS/219 
( 1965 ) ), para. 2. 

2. Financing of United Nations Force. 
Complaint by the Government of Cyprus: 
Decision of 4 March 1964 (S/RES/lX6 

(1964)), para. 6 (second part). 

a In reporting to the Council on his elTorts to give eRcct 
to this part of the resolution the Secretary-General explained 
that he had taken steps “to provide a group of observers 
for the supervision of the cease-fire which was accepted by 
both governments” (S/66Y9/Add.l-3, O.R.. 2th yr.. Suppl. 
for July-Sept. 1965, pp. 329-336). See also chapter V. Case 6. 
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E. Invitation to the Government of a Member State to 
avail itself of the assistance of a subsidiary organ. 

) 

The question of race conflict in South Africa: 
Decision of 18 June 1964 (S/RES/191 (1964)), 

para. 7 (second part). 
F. Authorizations to the Secretary-General. 

1. To establish peace-keeping force and to appoint 
its commander. 

Complaint by the Government of Cyprus: 
Decision of 4 March 1964 (S/RES/l86 

(1964)). para. 4. 
2. To appoint a mediator. 

Complaint by the Government of Cyprus: 
Decision of 4 March 1964 (S/RES/l86 

(1964)). para. 7. 
3. To provide’ for expenses of mediation. 

Complaint by the Government of Cyprus: 
Decision of 4 March 1964 (SIRES/ 186 

(1964)). para. R. 
4. To use his good offices for settlement of out- 

standing issues. 
Complaint by Yemen: 
Decision of 9 April 1964 (S/RES/IXH 

(1964)), para. 5. 
5. To consider possible United Nations assistance 

in implcmcnting the Council’s recommendation. 
The question of race conflict in South 

Africa: 
Decision of 18 June 1964 (S/RES/191 

(1964)). para. 6. 
6. To establish an educational and training 

programme. 
The question of race conflict in South Africa: 
Decision of 1X June 1964 (S/RES/191 

(1964)), para. II. 
7. To a representative to a Member State to 

report on the situation. 
Situation in the Dominican Republic: 
Decision of 14 May 1965 (S/RES/203 
(1965)). para. 2. 

g. To assist in the supervision of cease-fire and 
withdrawal of armed personnel. 

The India-Pakistan question: 
Decision of 20 September 1965 (S/RES/Zll 

(1965)). para. 2. 
9. To strengthen a subsidiary body. 

The India-Pakistan question: 
Decision of 6 September 1965 (S/RES/ZIO 

( IY65) ), pat-a. 2 (second part). 
10. To request for concentration of efforts by 

representative on securing immediate suspen- 
sion of hostilities. 

Situation in the Dominican Republic: 
Decision: President’s statement of 19 May 

1965. 
I I. To exert efforts to ensure implementation. 

(i) The India-Pakistan question: 
Decision of 6 September 1965 (S/ 

RES/ZIO (1965)). para. 2. 
Decision of 20 September 1965 (S/ 

RFS/21 I (lY65)), para. 5. 
(ii) Situation in Territories in Africa under 

Portuguese administration: 
Decision of 23 November 1965 tS/ 

REWZIH (196.0). pare. R. 
G. Taking note of reports of the Secretary-General. 

(i) Complaint by the Government of Cyprus: 
Decision of 13 March 1964 (S/RES/lX7 (1964)). 

Decision of 13 March 1964 (SIRES/ 
1X7 ( 1964) ), preamble and para. 1. 

Decision of 20 June 1964 (S/RESI 
192 (1964)). para. I. preamble. 

Decision of 20 June 1964 (S/RES/l92 (1964)), 
preamble and para. 3. 

Decision of 25 September 1964 (SIRES/194 
(1964) ), preamble. 

Decision of 18 December 1964 (S/RES/198 
(1964)). preamble and para. 3. 

Decision of 19 March 1965 (WREW201 (1965)). 
preamble and para. 4. 

Decision of I5 June 1965 (S/RES/206 (1965)). 
preamble and para. 4. 

Decision of 10 August 1965 (S/RES/207 (1965)). 
preamble. 

Decision of 17 December 1965 (S/RES/219 
(1965)), preamble. 

(ii) The India-Pakistan question: 
Decision of 4 September 1965 (SIRES/209 

( 1965) ), preamble. 
Decision of 6 September 1965 (S/RES/ZlO 

( 1965 ) ) , preamble. 
Decision of 27 September 1965 (S/RES/214 

( 1965) ), preamble. 

H. Appreciation of Secretary-General’s efforts in im- 
plementing resolutions. 
(i) Complaint by the Government of Cyprus: 

Decision of 20 June 1964 (S/RES/192 
(1964) ), preamble. 

Decision of 25 September 1964 (S/RES/194 
(1964)), preamble. 

Decision of 1X December 1964 (S/RES/198 
(1964) ), preamble. 

Decision of 19 March 1965 (S/RES/ZOI 
(1965)). preamble. 

Decision of I5 June 1965 (SIRES1206 
(1965)). preamble. 

(ii) The India-Pakistan question: 
Decision of 20 September 1965 (S/RES/2lI 

(1965)), preamble. 

I. Expression of concern over military actions and 
incursions into foreign territories. 

(i) Complaint by Yemen: 
Decision of 9 April 1964 (S/RES/lBg 

( 1964) ), preamble paras. 2 and 3. 
(ii) Complaint by Senegal: 

Decision of 19 May 1965 (SIRES/204 
(1965)). para. 1. 

(iii) Complaint by Cambodia: 
Decision of 4 June 1964 (S/RES/18Y 

(1964)). preamble and para. 1. 

1. Expression of concern over breakdown of cease-fire. 
The India-Pakistan question: 
Decision of 27 September 1965 (SIRES1214 

(1965)). preamble. 

K. Deprecation of continued refusal to implement the 
resolutions of the Security Council. 

Situation in Territories in Africa under Portuguese 
administration: 

Decision of 23 November 1965 (S/RES/ZIH 
(1965) ). preamble and para. 2. 

I.. Measures to obtain compliance. 

1. Reaffirmation of previous decisions. 
(N) Of the Security Council: 

(i) Complaint by the Government of 
Cyprus: 
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Decision of 9 August 1964 (S/RES/ 
193 (1964)), preamble an3 para. 1. 

Decision of 25 September 1964 (S/ 
REWl94 (1964)), para. 1. 

Decision of 18 December 1964 (S/ 
RES/l98 (1964), para. 1. 

Decision of 19 March 1965 (S/RES/ 
201 (1965)), para. 1. 

Decision of 15 June 1965 (S/RES/ 
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The question of race conflict in South Africa: 
Decision of 18 June 1964 (S/KFS/l91 (1964)). 
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(1965)). para. 7. 

2. From the Sccrctary-General. 
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Decision of 4 March 1964 (S/RES/lX6 
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Decision of 9 August 1964 (S/RES/193 
(1964)). preamble. 

Decision of 25 September 1964 (S/RES/ 
194 (1964)), 4. para. 

(ii) The question of race conflict in South Africa: 

Decision of 9 June 1964 (S/RES/l90 
(1964)), para. 3. 

(iii) F;tuon in the Democratic Republic of the 

Decision of 30 December 1964 (S/RES/ 
199 (1964)), 7. para. 

(iv) Complaint by Senegal: 

Decision of 19 May 1965 (S/RES/204 
(1965)), para. 4. 

(v) Situation in the Dominican Republic: 

Decision of 22 May 1965 (S/RES/205 
(1965)). para. 2. 

(vi) The India-Pakistan question: 

Decision of 4 September 1965 (S/RES/209 
( 1965) ), para. 4. 

Decision of 6 September 1965 (SIRES/ 
210 (1965) ), 2 (third part). para. 

Decision of 20 September 1965 (S/RES/ 
211 (1965)), 5. para. 

Decision of 5 November 1965 (S/RES/ZlS 
(1965)). paras. 3 and 4. 

(vii) Situation in Territories in Africa under 
Portuguese administration: 

Decision of 22 November 1965 (SIRES/ 
218 (1965)), para. 8 (second part). 

3. From regional agencies or arrangements. 

Situation in the Democratic Republic of the Congo: 

Decision of 30 December 1964 (S/RES/ 199 
(1964)). para. 6. 

B. Provision by express decision to consider the matter 
further. 

(i) Situation in Southern Rhodesia: 

Decision of 6 May 1965 (S/RES/202 (1965)), 
para. 7. 

Decision of 20 Novrmber 1965 (S/RES/ZI 7 
(1965)), para. Il. 

(ii) The India-Pakistan question: 

Decision of 6 September 1965 ( S/RIWZlO 
(1965)), para. 3. 

C. Statement by the President that the Council would 
remain seized of the question. 

(i) Complaint by Panama: 

Decision: Prcsitlcnt’s statement of IO January 
1964. 

(ii) Situation in the Dominican Republic: 

Decision: President’s statement of 26 July 196s. 

Part II 

COMPLAINT HY PANAMA Decisions of 10 January 1964 (1086th meeting): 

INITIAL PROCEEDINGS 

By letter lo dated IO January 1964, the permanent 
representative of Panama requested the President of 
the Security Council, in accordance with Articles 34 
and 35, paragraph 1 of the Charter of the United Na- 
tions, to convene an early meeting of the Council to 
consider “urgent matters connected with the grave 
situation that exists between Panama and the United 
States of America because of the Canal cnclavc in 
our territory”. The situation with which Panama was 
confronted had been brought about by the “repeated 
threats and acts of aggression committed by the Gov- 
ernment of the United States” in Panama, which in- 
fringed its territorial sovereignty, violated its terri- 
torial integrity and constituted in practice “a serious 
danger to international peace and security”. In addi- 
tion to other “serious acts” committed as a result of 
the intolerance of United States troops stationed in 
the Canal Zone on 3 November 1959, and which had 
resulted in a total of eighty wounded, Panama had 
been the victim of aggression since 9 January 1964, 
with a total of twenty dead and over 300 wounded 
persons. Should the situation continue to dctcriorate, 
the state of alarm fraught with insecurity and violence 
was bound to persist. Panama accordingly requested 
that the United Nations should intcrvcnc, so that 
“these acts of aggression may bc considcrcd by the 
Security Council”. 

Statement by the President expressing the consen- 
SUT of the Council to the eflect (1) that its President 
would address an uppeal to the purties for un IM- 
mediate end to the exchange of fire and bloodshed 
and (2) that the matter remained OII the Council’s 
agenda 

At the 1086th meeting on 10 January 1964, the 

At the 1086th meeting on IO January 1Y64, the 
Council included the item in its agenda I* and con- 
sidered it at that meeting. The reprcsentativc of Pana- 
ma was invited to take part in the discussion. II’ 

1” S/5509, O.R.. IYth pr., Suppl. for Jtrn.-Mtrr. lW3, 
pp. 18-19. 

11 1086th meeting: para. 19. 
I2 1086th meeting: pnra. 20. 

representative of Panama * stated that Panama was the 
victim of an unprovoked armed attack against its 
territory and its civilian population, committed by the 
armed forces of the United States garrisoned in the 
Panama Canal Zone, “while neither its Government, its 
population nor its citizens have committed any hostile 
act of any kind”. After describing certain “provoca- 
tions” which had been committed by United States 
citizens and students he recalled an agreement between 
Panama and the United States, under which the flags 
of both countries were to fly together at certain places 
in the Canal Zone. However, the “Zonians” as United 
States citizens living in the Zone were called, had done 
all they could to prevent the agrecmcnt from being 
implemented, and in an arbitrary gesture, the United 
States Governor in the Canal Zone decided that in 
some places in the Canal Zone neither the Panamanian 
nor the United States llag should be hoisted. Despite 
that ban, United States students attending schools in 
the Canal Zone decided on their OWLI initi:ltive to hoist 
only the United States flag at those schools. Such an 
act of disrespect for an international agreement and 
challenge to the Panamanian nation caused considcr- 
able annoyance to the community of Panama. Consc- 
quently on the previous day, 9 January 1964, a 
number of Panamanian citizens and students dccidcd 
to hoist their flag at those places whcrc it legally 
should be hoisted. The police of the Canal %onc and 
the military forces garrisoned there then opened fire 
with machine-guns on the pcaccful demonstrators, 
taking a high toll in lives and injuring pcoplc. After 
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giving a detailed account of the legal situation and of 
the claims of Panama concerning the Canal Zone, he 
stated that the Zone should “not continue under its 
present status, which is and will remain a cause of 
permanent discord”. In his view, it was imperative 
that the status of the Panama Canal be changed, either 
by nationalization or by internationalization. The 
Panamanian representative was requesting the inter- 
vention of the Security Council in the hope that peace 
and tranquillity would be restored in the Canal Zone, 
and that lasting solutions would be sought for 
Panama. 

The representative of the United States stated that 
the riots and violence in Panama were of special re et 
to the United States Government and people since t ff ey 
blotted the record of the long and friendly and 
improving relationship between both countries. The 
United States Government was doing everything 
humanly possible to restore the situation. The United 
States President had telephoned the President of 
Panama to discuss the situation, and the two Presidents 
had agreed that violence in the Canal Zone had to be 
stopped. The United States President had also given 
instructions to United States authorities to do cvery- 
thing within their power to restore and maintain peace 
and order in the Canal Zone It was to be hoped that 
the Panamanian authorities were being equally vigorous 
in their efforts to restrain lawlessness and to maintain 
order and prevent further incidents of violence and 
bloodshed. 

The representative of the United States further denied 
the Panamanian representative’s allegations of aggres- 
sion and stated that when the Canal Zone police 
appeared unable to restore order, United States Army 
forces had been requested to nssumc responsibility for 
the protection of the Zone. They had acted with the 
greatest restraint. Thcrc was no evidcncc that either 
the police of the Zone or the United States Army ever 
went outside the Zone. Their only use of firearms had 
been within the Zone, to protect United States citizens 
residing there against an onrushing crowd of several 
thousand and against snipers. That act of self-defence 
within the Canal Zone boundaries he asserted, could 
not be called an act of aggression. 

Furthcrmorc, the Organization of American States 
had moved into action with great rapidity. The Inter- 
American Peace Commission had met at the request 
of Panama and the United States to consider the 
situation, and had agreed to go to Panama immediately 
to ascertain the facts. He suggested that the Council, 
bearing in mind the fact that the Inter-American Peace 
Commission was about to leave for Panama, should 
agree that “the problem should continue to be pursued 
in the regional forum which was established precisely 
to deal with situations arising among States in the 
Wcstcrn Hemisphere”. The United Nations Charter, 
both in Articles 33 and 52, provided for pacific 
settlement of local disputes through regional agencies. 
In accordance with the provisions of those articles, and 
without derogating from the responsibilities of the 
Security Council, he believed that such local disputes 
could most effectively be dealt with through regional 
procedures. 

The representative of Brazil suggested that the 
President of the Council be authorized to address an 
appeal to both parties to bring to an immediate end the 
exchange of fire, and to request them to impost 
restraint over the military forces under their command 
and the civilian population under their control. 

The Brazilian representative’s initiative was sup 
ported by the representatives of the United Kin dom, 
Morocco, Ivory Coast, the United States and 8 hina. 
The representative of Panama also stated that his 
reaction to the suggestion was favourable. 

At the end of the discussion the President (Bolivia) 
noted that many of the members of the Council had 
supported the proposal of the representative of Brazil 
to the effect that the President of the Council would be 
authorized to address an appeal I3 to the Governments 
of the United States and of Panama so that they should 
immediately take the most a propriate measures to 
bring to an end the exchan e o 
There bein no objection 

l-i 
a 

P fire and the bloodshed. 
e declared the proposal as 

adopted. e President also stated that the question 
would remain on the agenda of the Council. l4 

THE INDIA-PAKISTAN QUESTION 

STATEMENT BY THE PRESIDENT ( 1117~~ MEETING) 

By letter I5 dated 16 January 1964, the representa- 
tive of Pakistan requested the President of the Council 
to convene an immediate meeting of the Council to 
consider “the grave situation that has arisen in the 
State of Jammu and Kashmir” which, he contended, 
was “the direct consequence of the unlawful steps that 
the Government of India is continuing to take in order 
to destroy the special status of the State” in disregard 
of the resolutions of the Security Council and of the 
United Nations Commission for India and Pakistan 
(UNCIP). Refcrcnccs were made to two earlier letters 
from the President of Pakistan to the President of the 
Council, dated 9 October 1963 I6 and 3 January 
1964 li drawing the attention of the Council to the 
measures contemplated by the Government of India 
“to consolidate India’s hold over the bulk of Jammu 
and Kashmir, to demoralize its people and to interpose 
further obstacles in the establishment of conditions for 
the exercise of their free choice in regard to their 
future”. It was further stated in the letter that as a 
result of those acts and the occurrence of sacrilegious 
acts disrespectful to the Muslim population as well as 
communal strife in Calcutta and other districts of 
West Bengal, “an extremely tense and explosive 
situation in Atad Kashmir and throughout Pakistan” 
had been created as a consequence of which “Indian- 
Pakistan relations had been dangerously strained”. 

By letter In dated 24 January 1964, the representa- 
tive of India denied the allegations of the representative 
of Pakistan concernin “the existence of a tense 
situation and an fl atmosp ere of crisis”. He asserted that 
the Pakistani request was “a propaganda move” 
intended to exploit certain recent incidents and to 
divert attention from the disturbances in East Pakistan 
affecting the minority community there. The attacks 
on the Hindu minorities in that area continued and, in 

1:’ The appeal addrcsscd on I I January 1964 was circulated 
as S/5.519. and the replies appeared in S/5519. and S/5519/ 
Add.1. O.R., 19th yr.. SuppI. for Jtrn.-Mar. 1964. pp. 35-36. 

1’ 1086th meeting: para. IOX. For texts of relevant state- 
ments, see: 10X6th meeting: President (Bolivia), paras. 104- 
105; 13raA, paras. 58-59; China para. 197; Ivory Coast. 
para. 91; Morocco, para. X4; Panama,* paras. 21-36; United 
Kingdom, para. 78; United Stiltes. paras. 37-53. 

15S/S517, O.R.. 19th yr., Suppl. for Jan.-Mar. 1964, 
pp. 26-34. 

1’1 S/5437, C).R., 18111 yr., Suppl. jar CM.-Ike. 1963. 
pp. 5-7. 

17 S/.(504, O.R.. 19th yr.. SuppI. for Jtrn.-Mnr. 1964. 
pp. 12-1s. 

IN S/5.(22, O.R., 19th yr.. Suppl. for Jun.-Mor. 1964. 
pp. 38-47. 
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fact, were being intensified. Hundreds of people had 
been killed and many thousands had been made home- 
less. The immediate preoccupation of the Government 
of India was to control those communal disturbances 
and give full protection to the life and property of all 
its a&ens, to whatever religious or minority group 
they might belong. In a recent exchange of correspon- 
dence between the Presidents of Indta and Pakistan 
the text of which was included in the letter, the 
President of India had proposed that they join in “an 
immediate appeal to the people” of both countries “for 
communal peace and harmony”. Unfortunately the 
response had been negative. Instead, the Government 
of Pakistan had chosen to adopt “an agitational 
approach”. In the context of the prevailing situation, 
the discussions in the Council wherein charges and 
countercharges were likely to be exchanged “could 
only lead to exacerbation of feelings and to a worsening 
of the communal situation”. 

At the 1087th meeting on 3 February 1964, the 
Security Council agreed I9 without objection to include 
the item in its agenda. The representatives of India and 
Pakistan were invited to participate in the discussion. 

The Council considered the question at the 1087th 
to 1093rd meetings held between 3 and 17 February 
1964, the 1104th to 1105th meetings, between 17 and 
20 March 1964, and the 1112th to 1 I 17th meetings 
between 5 and 18 May 1964. 

In his initial statement at the 1087th meeting on 
3 February 1964, the representative of Pakistan * 
requested an impartial examination of the existing 
situation in the relations between India and Pakistan. 
He asserted that Pakistan was committed to the cause 
of the liberation of the Kashmir people, and that it 
would persevere in the struggle until the right of self- 
determination, as pledged to them in the resolutions 
of the Security Council and the United Nations 
Commission for India and Pakistan (UNCIP), had 
been implemented. In waging that peaceful struggle, 
they were striving to uphold the purposes and principles 
of the United Nations Charter to avert the danger to 
international peace in Asia, and to promote respect for 
human rights. The people of the State of Jammu and 
Kashmir were living an “incredible drama of religious 
passions and political rebellion” against Indian rule. 
They were no longer prepared to tolerate India’s hold 
over the State which had begun when it marched into 
Kashmir in October 1947. The Government of 
Pakistan had protested to the Government of India 
against its “unlawful and outrageous measures” which 
contravened the international legal obligations that 
India had accepted in respect of Kashmir. Among those 
were the provisions of the UNCIP resolution, to which 
India was a party, to the effect that the future of that 
State could be determined only by the people through 
a free and impartial plebiscite conducted under United 
Nations auspices. At the outset, the Government of 
India had made it clear through its own declarations 
and statements that the accession of Kashmir to India 
was not final and that a plebiscite was to be held to 
decide its future. However, on 27 October 1950, the 
so-called “All-Jammu and Kashmir National Con- 
ference” had adopted a resolution to convcnc a 
constituent assembly for the State to determine its 
“future shape and affiliation”. Through that manceuvre 
the Government of India had planned “to bypass the 
United Nations” and to have the so-called accession 
approved by a “compliant agency”. Pakistan had 

19 1087th meeting: para. 2. 

protested and brought the situation to the attention of 
the Security Council. Undeterred by the adverse 
resolutions of the Council, and despite Pakistan’s 
repeated protests, the Government of India had 
continued to adopt measures usurping increasing 
power and authority over Kashmir. The latest measures 
showed that India was determined to continue to flout 
the Security Council by reducing the State to the level 
of a mere administrative unit of India. Those policies 
of India had led to upheavals in Kashmir and as a 
consequence of the denial of the right of self- 
determination to the people of that State, relations 
between Pakistan and India had been further 
aggravated, and a serious threat to peace and security 
in South-East Asia had developed. Pakistan had come 
before the Security Council to request that appropriate 
action be taken to ensure that the Kashmir dispute 
would move rapidly toward an honourable and just 
solution in the interest of the well-being of the people 
of the India-Pakistan subcontinent and of peace in 
Asia. ?” 

At the 1088th meeting on 5 February 1964, the 
representative of India * stated that there was no 
iustification whatsoever for Pakistan to have taken up 
the time of the Council since no new situation had 
arisen to worsen the existing conditions in Kashmir. 
The complaint by Pakistan that a grave situation had 
arisen in that State as a consequence of steps taken by 
the Government of India in order to integrate Kashmir 
into the Indian Union was unfounded since legally or 
constitutionally the whole of Kashmir had become an 
integral part of India when the Ruler of Kashmir had 
exccutcd the Instrument of Accession to India, and the 
Governor-General of India had accepted the Instru- 
mcnt. It was clear that international law did not require 
that the party to an agrecmcnt should look behind a 
recognized Government with whom it contracted to 
see that the agreement had been arrived at by prior 
consultation with the people. Besides, the accession of 
Kashmir had also been supported by the largest political 
party in the State. The Security Council resolutions 
dealing with the plebiscite were conditional and 
contingent on Pakistan vacating its aggression. Morc- 
over, due to the passage of time and other factors 
those resolutions had become obsolete. The possibility 
of a plebiscite had been envisaged because at that time 
no elections had been held in Kashmir. However, since 
then the wishes of the people of Kashmir had been 
ascertained not once but in three elections held there. 
Under no circumstances, thcreforc, could India agree 
to the holding of a plebiscite in Kashmir. The 
representative of India then denied that the principle 
of self-determination was applicable in the case of 
Kashmir, explaining that it was operative only in 
dealing with a nation as a whole, and in situations of 
conquest, of foreign domination or of colonial 
exploitation. As in other parts of India, the policy of 
communal harmony prevailed in that State. The riots 
concerning which Pakistan had complained had come 
about bccausc of the communal policy of Pakistan, and 
because of the incitement to communal passion of 
which that country’s Govcrnmcnt was guilty. With 
regard to the steps that the Council should take in 
connexion with the India-Pakistan controversy, the 
representative of India suggested that the passing of 
resolutions would not be helpful, and was most likely 
only to aggravate feelings. No resolution, however well 
drafted, would satisfy both the parties. What was - 

E” 1087th meeting: paras. 9, 12-13. 18. 42, 32. 159, 66, 
74, 76, 95. 
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necessary was action to the effect of: (1) restoring 
normal conditions in the disturbed area of India and 
Pakistan and bringing about intercommunal unity and 
harmony in both countries; and (2) ascertaining that 
threats of violence which had emanated from Pakistan 
from time to time should ease, and that Pakistan 
unequivocally would declare along with India that the 
two countries would never resort to war and would 
settle all their outstanding differences by peaceful 
means. 21 

In a further statement at the 1089th meeting on 
7 February 1964, the representative of Pakistan * 
suggested that if the information given by his delegation 
was considered insufficient, the Council should employ 
whatever machinery was feasible for a thorough and 
im 

B 
artial fact finding in regard to the situation in the 

In ian-occupied area of Kashmir. Such an inquiry 
should include taking the evidence of all political 
prisoners in the area. In fact, the Council could only 
prevent a danger to international peace and security 
by keeping the situation in Indian-occupied Kashmir 
under its constant and independent scrutiny. 22 

In his reply at the 1090th meeting on 10 February 
1964, the representative of India, l asserting that 
decisions concerning the nationality of individuals was 
a domestic matter within the sovereign right of India, 
rejected Pakistan’s suggestion, that there should be an 
inquiry by an impartial tribunal to decide whether 
certain Muslims who had been evicted were Indians 
or Pakistani nationals. Recalling Pakistan’s allegation 
before the Council, that lndia was trying to integrate 
Kashmir further into India, that there existed a grave 
situation in Kashmir which called for some action by 
the Security Council, the representative observed that 
neither of those allcpations had been substnntiated and 
therefore there was nothing before the Council on 
which action needed to bc t;ikcn.2R 

At the 1090th meeting on IO February 1964, the 
representative of Ivory Coast proposed “+ that at the 
conclusion of the Council’s discussion, its President 
should formulate ~111 appeal which would call upon 
India and Pakistan: (1 ) to rc-establish a climate of 
understanding between themsclvcs and to restore peace 
and harmony bctwccn the communities, and (2) to 
prcvcnt a rccurrcnce of acts of violcncc and to ensure 
communal security. The Council should request the 
two countries to resume their negotintio!ls with a view 
to working out a peaceful solution of all their 
differences, includin!: the question of Kashmir, and 
the Council should suqgcct to them to have recourse 
to the good offlccs of a country or a person of their 
choice, should they so desire. 

At the 1 I 17th meeting on I8 May 1964, at the 
conclusion of the debate during which several Council 
members made suggestions calling for direct negotia- 
tions, mediation, good offices, and other peaceful 
means of settlement, the President (France) stated 
that, pursuant to the Council’s request on the proposal 
of the rcprescntative of Brazil supported by the 
rcprcscntativc of Norway, he had held consultations 
with all the members of the Council aimed at working 
out some common conclusion to be drawn from the 
Council’s debate on that matter. However, it had been 
impossible to reach unanimity on an over-all conclu- 

21 1ORHth meeting: paras. 3. 10-11. 15-16, 26, 31. 33. 
70-71, 86-X7. 

?z lOROth meeting: paras. 26. I IS. 
zR 1090th meeting: parns. d-5, I I, 27, 52, 56. 
21 1090th meeting: paras. 90-91. 

sion. He therefore had to limit himself to reportin 
f to the Council: ( I ) the points where no difference o 

opinion appeared between the members of the Council; 
and (2) the different trends that were expressed on 
another point. In the first 

LR 
art of his re rt, after 

noting that the members of r e Council ha 
their common concern that the Kashmir 

expressed 

should be settled amicabl 
f 

9 
uestion 

in the interests o world 
peace, the President remar ed that there was a general 
feeling that recent developments might lead to a 
situation in which the conversations between the parties 
concerned would have a better chance of leading to a 
settlement, for which the parties were required to adopt 
an attitude of conciliation and moderation. Meanwhile, 
the members of the Council had expressed the hope 
that both parties would abstain from any act that might 
aggravate the situation, and that they would endeavour 
to re-estabLish peace and harmony among the 
communities. It had also been expected that, in the 
light of the recent debates, the parties concerned would 
resume their contacts as soon as possible in order to 
resolve their differences by negotiation. In the second 
part of his report, the President stated that a number 
of members of the Council had felt that the Secretary- 
General of the United Nations might eventually give 
useful assistance to the parties to facilitate the resump- 
tion of negotiations. On the other hand, other members 
of the Council had expressed the view that the 
negotiations between India and Pakistan might be 
complicated by the intervention of any outside elements, 
and that the partics should be left to come to agreement 
on the very principle of having recourse to the 
Secretary-General. The President also stated that the 
India-Pakistan question remained on the agenda of 
the Security Council. L’5 
Decieion of 4 September 1965 ( 1237th meeting) : 

(i) Calling upon the Governments of India und 
Pakistan for an immediate cease-fire; 

(ii) Calling upon the two Governments to respect 
the cease-fire line, and have all armed 
personnel of each party withdrawn to its own 
side of the line; 

(iii) Calling upon the two Governments to 
co-operate fully with the UNMOGIP in its 
task concerning the cease-fire; 

(iv) Requesting the Secretary-General to report to 
the Council within three days on rhe imple- 
mentation of this resolution 

At its 1237th meeting on 4 September 1965, when 
the Security Council resumed its consideration of the 
India-Pakistan question in connexion with the situation 
in Kashmir, the Council had before it telegrams 2e 
dated 1 September 1965 from the Secretary-General 
addressed to the Prime Minister of India and the 
President of Pakistan, and the report L’7 by the 
Secretary-General dated 3 September 1965 on the 
current situation in Kashmir with particular reference 
to the cease-fire agreement, the cease-fire line and the 
functioning of the United Nations Military Observers 
Group in India and Pakistan (UNMOGIP). 

In his identical telegrams concerning “the current 
grave situation in Kashmir”, the Secretary-General 
stated that the cease-fire agreement of July 1949, 
observance of which had been assisted by the 

“5 1117th meeting: paras. 2-6. 
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UNMOGIP, was “now being so widely disregarded as 
to be reduced to little consequence”. He added that 

‘! 
“an outright military confrontation between the armed 

/ forces of India and Pakistan is threatened and may be 
imminent, which can have only the gravest implica- 
tions for the 

r 
ace of the world, and for the lives and 

well-being o the inhabitants of Kashmir and the 
peoples of India and Pakistan”. In addressing himself 
directly, in that urgent way to the Prime Mmister of 
India and the President of Pakistan, the Secretary- 
General further stated that since he believed firmly that 
they and their two Governments wished a peaceful 
solution of the problem of Kashmir, he appealed “in 
the interests of peace in your area and in the world, 
to indicate immediately your intention henceforth to 
respect the cease-fire agreement. Essential, of course, 
to the restoration of the cease-fire would be a cessation 
of crossings of the cease-tire line by armed personnel 
from one side of the line to the other, the withdrawal 
of armed personnel of each side that have occupied 
positions on the other party’s side of the line, and a 
halt to all firing across the cease-fire lint, from either 
side of it”. 

The report by the Secretary-General “on the current 
situation in Kashmir” was submitted in order to provide 
information for the use of the Security Council 
concerning the “grave situation that has developed in 
Kashmir”, the deep concern which the Secretary- 
General felt about it, and the steps he had taken in the 
past weeks in seeking to avert further deterioration of 
that situation and to restore normal conditions in the 
area. For the same purpose, he had presented to the 
Council members individually on 3 1 August 1965 an 
informal and confidential paper, which had also been 
made available to India and Pakistan. The Secretary- 
General further reported that the current serious 
trouble affecting the cease-fire and the cease-fire line in 
Kashmir dated from 5 August 1965, and as a part of 
his report to the Council he included an annotated list 
of incidents since that date which had been investigated 
by United Nations Observers prior to 3 September 
1965. 

The Council considered the question at the 1237th 
to 1242nd meetings held between 4 and 20 September 
1965, the 1244th to 1245th meetings between 22 and 
27 September 1965, the 1247th to 1249th meetings 
between 25 and 28 October 1965, and the 125 1st 
meeting on 5 November 1965. 

At the 1237th meeting on 4 September 1965, after 
a preliminary discussion concerning the circumstances 
under which the meeting had been convened, 1R the 
Council adopted “e a provisional agenda which included 
under the item “India-Pakistan question”, the subitems 
telegrams dated 1 September 1965, from the Sccretary- 
General, and the report of 3 September 1965 by the 
Secretary-General, referred to above. The President 
(United States) invited the representatives of India 
and Pakistan to participate in the Council’s considera- 
tion of the question before it. .q” 

At the same meeting, the representative of India l 

stated that he wished to draw the attention of the 
members of the Council to “the second massive agres- 
sion against Kashmir” by Pakistan, after the “Pakistani 
aggression on the Indian State of Jammu and Kashmir 
in 1947-1948”. The cease-fire agreement between India 

2s For the procedural discussion concerning the authority 
of the President of the Council to call th- meeting, see above, 

chapter I. part I. Case 6. 
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and Pakistan, which had become effective since 
1 January 1949, and the cease-tire line had been 
throughout the years, the subject of numerous violations 
by Pakistan which had perfected the technique of 
sending armed troops across the cease-fire line in 
civilian disguise. On 5 August 1965, large bodies of 
Pakistani troops in civilian disguise fully armed with 
automatic wea ns, supplied with rations and large 
amounts of In r ian currency, carrying transistor radios 
and propaganda literature, had begun to infiltrate 
across the cease-fire line and the international border 
into Kashmir. The strength of the Pakistani troops who 
had infiltrated across the cease-fire line in several care- 
fully selected sectors was estimated at about 5,000. 
Their immediate objectives, according to documents 
captured from them and from statements made by 
prisoners, had been to destroy brid es, police stations 
and other important installations an t also to cut roads. 
Further, they were to capture the summer capital of 
the State, Srinagar, and especially the adjacent airfield. 
There were also attempts to cut the Srinagar-Leh road, 
which was India’s vital line of communication with the 
north-east portion of the State. Large groups of those 
armed troops clashed with Tndian Security Forces 
within a depth of live to ten miles of the cease-fire line 
from Punch to Naoshera on the western sector of the 
line. Heavy casualties had been inflicted on those troops 
and large numbers of them had surrendered. Large 
quantities of arms and equipment had also been 
captured. There was evidence of the complete involvc- 
mcnt of the Pakistan Government in that armed infil- 
tration. The weapons seized from the infiltrators, 
considering their range and the quantities of ammuni- 
tion, could be supplied only by the Government of 
Pakistan. From the accounts given by the captured 
prisoners, it had been confirmed that the majority of 
the raiders belonged to the regular Azad Kashmir 
battalions of the Pakistan Army. During the course of 
the current invasion of Kashmir, Indian forces had 
occupied, purely as a defensive measure, strategic 
points across the cease-fire line, in the Tithwal and Uri 
sectors of the line. That had been the military action 
by India which Pakistan claimed had led it to cross 
the cease-fire line. When the Pakistani troops in civilian 
disguise began to be killed or captured or even to 
surrender, in large numbers, to the Indian Security 
Forces on 1 September 1965, Pakistan took the 
ultimate step. Pakistani troops in regular attack forma- 
tion and in brigade strength supported by armoured 
regiments with Patton tanks had crossed the cease-fire 
line, and even the international boundary, in the south- 
western part of the Indian State of Jammu and 
Kashmir. The strength of those Pakistani troops, and 
the support provided by the armoured regiments and 
by fast modern aircraft, left no doubt that the attack 
was premeditated, well planned and in utter violation 
of the United Nations Charter, the principles of inter- 
national law and the cease-fire agreement. There was 
overwhelming cvidcncc which clearly proved that the 
invasion had been organized, directly controlled and 
conducted by Pakistan. Through such deliberate aggres- 
sion, Pakistan had torn the cease-fire agreement to 
shreds and reduced the cease-fire line to n shambles. It 
was necessary for the Security Council to condemn 
Pakistan as an aggressor. and instruct it to withdraw 
from all parts of the Indian State of Jammu and 
Kashmir. The Council should likewise inculcate in 
Pakistan a sense of justice and a desire and willingness 
to live in peace and harmony with India. 31 

a* 1237th meeting: paras. 80-83. 91-100. 120. 
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Decieion of 6 September 1965 ( 1238th meeting) : 

(i) 

(ii) 

Calling upon the parties to cease hostilities 
immediately in the entire area of conftict, and 
promptly withdraw all urmed personnel to the 
positions held by them before 5 August 1965; 
Requesting the Secretary-General to exert 
every possible effort to give effect to the 
resolution and that of 4 September 1965, to 
tuke all measures possible to strengthen the 
UNMOGIP, and to keep the Council promptly 
and currently informed on the implementation 
of the resolutions and on the situation in the 
area; 

(iii) Deciding to keep the issue under urgent and 
continuous review so that the Council may 
determine what further steps may be necessary 
to secure peace and security in the urea 

The re resentative of Pakistan * stated at the same 
meeting tE at he had not et received any instructions 
from his Government, an B that he reserved his right to 
express the viewpoint of his Government on the matter 
at a subsequent meeting of the Council. He wished, 
however, strongly and totally to repudiate the allega- 
tions made by the representative of India. *2 

The representative of Malaysia introduced s3 a draft 
resolution jointly sponsored by Bolivia, Ivory Coast, 
Jordan, Malaysia, the Netherlands and Uruguay. He 
emphasized that the draft resolution made no findings; 
it produced no judgements in the tragic situation that 
had suddenly developed along and beyond the cease- 
fire line in Kashmir. Faced with an objective situation 
which called for the intervention of the Council which 
was solely concerned with and responsible for the ace 
and security of the world, it was the duty o r the 
Council to call a halt to the escalation undertaken by 
the two States, and ask them to desist from pursuing 
their objectives through the dangerous paths of 
violence, in deference to the United Nations Charter. 

At the same meeting, the Council adopted 3’ 
unanimously the joint draft resolution. 

The resolution 96 read: 
“The Security Council, 
“Noting the report of the Secretary-General of 

3 September 1965, 
“Having heard the statements of the representa- 

tives of India and Pakistan, 
“Concerned at the deteriorating situation along 

the cease-fire line in Kashmir, 
“1. Calls upon the Governments of India and 

Pakistan to take forthwith all steps for an immediate 
cease-fire; 

“2. Culls upon the two Governments to respect 
the cease-fire line and have all armed personnel of 
each party withdrawn to its own side of the line; 

“3. Calk upon the two Governments to co- 
operate fully with the United Nations Military 
Observer Group in lndia and Pakistan (UNMOGIP) 
in its task of supervising the observance of the 
cease-fire; 

“4. Requests the Secretary-General to report to 
the Council within three days on the implementation 
of the present resolution.” 

82 1237th meeting: paras. 125-127. 
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At the 1238th meeting on 6 September 1965, the 
Council had before it a report 3A of the same date by 
the Secretary-General on developments in the situation 
in Kashmir since the adoption of the Security Council 

, 

cease-fire resolution on 4 September 1965. The resolu- 
tion had been transmitted to the Governments of India 
and Pakistan immediately after its adoption. No official 
response to that call for a cease-fire had been received 
from either Government. Reports received from the 
Chief United Nations Military Observer in Kashmir, on 
5 and 6 September however, indicated that the fighting 
continued on both sides of the cease-fire line. It was 
thus clear that the conflict between India and Pakistan 
was broadening and intensifying. 

At the same meeting, the representative of 
Pakistan + stated that the invasion of Pakistan by India 
was not only a most “brazen aggression” on the 
territory of a Member State but a deliberate transgrcs- 
sion of the very purposes and principles of the United 
Nations. Pakistan being conscious of the fact that it 
was one fifth of India’s size and immeasurably smaller 
in military capacity and economic potential, could not 
even secretly harbour aggressive designs upon India. 
However, Pakistan had not been prepared to counte- 
nance India’s usurpation of Kashmir, and had never 
hesitated to challenge India’s annexation of that State 
against the wishes of its people and in contempt of the 
international agreement, made in January 1949, 
concerning the determination of the accession of that 
State to India or to Pakistan, by a fret and impartial 
plebiscite conducted and controlled by the United 
Nations. The aggressive policy of the Government of 
India had been manifest when on 4 December 1965, 
the Home Minister of India announced that his 
Government had decided to annex Kashmir to India, 
thus making it impossible for the people of Kashmir 
ever to exercise their right of self-determination. India 
had later committed a “blatant act of aggression” 
when on 17 May 1965 it had seized three posts on the 
Pakistan side of the cease-fire line, in the Kargil area 
of Kashmir. Thus, with the alibi of the so-called infiltra- 
tion of armed men into Indian-occupied Kashmir, 
India was the first to cross the cease-fire line into 
Kashmir, as had been announced in the Indian Parlia- 
ment, on 23 August 1965, by the Defence Minister of 
India. That same day, Indian forces seized two posts 
in the Tithwal sector and, later, overran the Haji Pir 
Pass. Pakistan had first remained patient in the face of 
that clear aggression, but when it became evident that 
India disregarded the controlled reaction of Pakistan 
defensive action had to be taken by it in the Chhamb 
area of Kashmir. India was then the first to bring 
aircraft into the fighting, and thus enlarge the conflict. 
Those outstanding events had been later exceeded by 
an attack launched by the Indian Army on 6 Scptcmbcr 
1965, on the Lahorc front, in Pakistan territory. In the 
gravity of the hour, Pakistan appealed to all free and 
freedom-loving countries to extend to it their full 
support in the exercise of its inherent right of individual 
and collective self-dcfencc recognized in the United 
Nations Charter. As its Foreign Minister had stuted in 
his mcssagc :j’l to the President of the Council, Pakistan 
intended to exercise that right until the Security Council 
had taken cffcctivc measures to restore international 
peace and security by vacating India’s aggression 
against Pakistan and Jammu and Kashmir. The situa- 
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tion called for immediate action by the Council, 
including enforcement action to put an end to the 

\ Indian aggression, and to secure a lasting peace in the 
/’ region. 8u 

At the same meeting, the representative of India * 
read out for the record of the Council the text of the 
reply 8e from the Minister of External Affairs of India 
to the communication of the Secretary-General 
forwarding the Council’s resolution of 4 September 
1965. The Government of India stated that an imme- 
diate cease-fire and the implementation of paragraph 2 
of Security Council resolution 209 (1965) could be 
brought about only when Pakistan took effective steps 
to stop further crossings of the cease-fire line by armed 
and unarmed personnel and also immediately removed 
from the Indian side all such personnel who had 
already crossed the cease-fire line. Pakistan must also 
vacate aggression in the Chhamb area, forcibly occupied 
by Pakistan since 1 September and undertake to respect 
in the future the international border between India 
and Pakistan. Furthermore, India would have to be 
satisfied that there would be no recurrence of such a 
situation before a cease-fire could be effective and 
peace restored. 

At the same meeting, the representative of Malaysia 
introduced ‘O a draft resolution jointly sponsored by 
Bolivia, Ivory Coast, Jordan, Malaysia, the Nether- 
lands and Uruguay. He pointed out that on the basis 
of two undeniable facts, namely that the Security 
Council was still waiting for some helpful response to 
its appeal for a cease-fire and that the conflict was 
obviously expanding and spreading, the draft resolution 
would express the Council’s anxiety that prompt effect 
be given to its resolution of 4 September so that the 
“bloody conflict” was halted and did not spread. 

At the same meeting, the Council adopted ‘I 
unanimously the joint draft resolution. The resolution 4z 
read : 

“The Security Council, 
“Noting the report by the Secretary-General on 

developments in the situation in Kashmir since the 
adoption of Security Council resolution 209 ( 1965) 
of 4 September 1965 calling for a cease-fire, 

“Noting with deep concern the extension of the 
fighting which adds immeasurably to the seriousness 
of the situation; 

“I. Calls upon the parties to cease hostilities in 
the entire area of conflict immediately, and promptly 
withdraw all armed personnel back to the positions 
held by them before 5 August 1965; 

“2. Requests the &Wary-General to exert 
every possible effort to give effect to the present 
resolution and to resolution 209 ( 1965), to take all 
measures possible to strengthen the United Nations 
Military Observer Group in India and Pakistan 
(UNMOGIP). and to keep the Council promptly 
and currently informed on the implementation of 
the resolutions and on the situation in the area; 

“3. Decides to keep this issue under urgent and 
continuous review so that the Council may determine 
what further steps may be necessary to secure peace 
and security in the area.” 
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Decision of 20 September 1965 ( 1242nd meeting) : 
(i> 

(ii) 

(iii) 

(iv) 

Demanding that a cease-fir; should take eject 
on Wednesday, 22 September 1965, at 0700 
hours GMT, and calling upon both Govern- 

ments to issue orders for a cease-fire at that 
moment and a subsequent withdrawal of all 
armed personnel back to the positions held by 
them before 5 August 1965; 
Requesting the Secretary-General to provide 
the necessary assistance to ensure supervision 
of the cease-fire and withdrawal of all armed 
personnel; 
Calling on all States to refrain from any 
action which might aggravate the situation in 
the area; 

(v) 

Deciding to consider as soon as operative 
paragraph I of the Council’s resolution 210 
of 6 September had been implemented, what 
steps could be taken to assist towards a 
settlement of the political problem underlying 
the present conflict, and in the meantime 
calling on the two Governments to ulilize all 
peaceful means, including those listed in 
Article 33 of the Charter, to this end; 
Requesting the Secretary-General to exert 
every possible eflort to give e.(Ject to the 
resolution, to seek a pruceful solution and to 
reporf to the Security Council thereon 

At the 1239th meeting on 17 September 1965, the 
Council had before it the “Preliminary report by the 
Sccrctary-General on his mission to India and 
Pakistan”. ‘:I In that report, dated 16 September 1965, 
the Secretary-General informed the Council that he 
had visited India and Pakistan in connexion with the 
resolution adopted unanimously by the Council on 6 
September, and in which hc had been requested to 
exert every effort to give effect to the Council’s rcsolu- 
tions of 4 and 6 September relating to the conflict 
between India and Pakistan over Kashmir. The report 
included information regarding meetings held at 
Rawalpindi with the President and with the Foreign 
Minister and members of the Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs of Pakistan, and meetings held at New Delhi 
with the Prime Minister, the President and other high 
officials of the Government of India. The report also 
included the texts of messages exchanged with those 
Government authorities. 

At the same meeting, the Council adopted I4 a 
provisional agenda which included under the item 
“India-Pakistan question”, the subitem “Preliminary 
report by the Secretary-General on his visits to the 
Governments of India and Pakistan (S/6683)“. In an 
additional report made before the Council, the 
Secretary-General gave an account of his impressions 
and conclusions formed during his mission, as well as 
an exposC of the views of the two Governments as 
expressed to him, concerning the critical situation and 
the Council’s call and the Secretary-General’s appeals 
for a cease-fire. In his report, the Secretary-General 
informed the Council of the failure so far of his efforts 
to sccurc complinncc by the two sides with the Security 
Council’s resolutions due to the fact that the current 
crisis had hardened previous positions since both 
Governments found it impossible to make concessions 
under the threat of force. Thus, a real danger to world 

‘:’ S/6683. O.H.. 20111 yr,. S~cppl. jar Idy-Sept. IY6.5. 
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peace was imminent. Faced with “a situation of the 
greatest difficulty and complexity”, the Security 
Council might wish to order the two Governments 
concerned, ursuant to Article 40 of the Charter, to 
desist from XI rther hostile military actions, and to that 
end to issue cease-fire orders to their military forces. 
The Council might also declare that failure by the 
Governments concerned to comply with that order 
would demonstrate the existence of a breach of the 
peace within the meanin 

i 
of Article 39 of the Charter. 

Among other steps that t e Council might wish to take, 
could be a request to the two Heads of Government 
to meet together at the earliest possible time in a 
suitable country to discuss the current situation and 
the problems underlying it, with the aim of resolving 
the outstanding differences between their two countries 
and of reaching an honourable and equitable 
settlement. 4s 

At the 1242nd meetin 
representative of the a 

on 20 September 1965, the 
Net erlands introduced ‘+I a draft 

resolution the contents of which, he stated, were the 
outcome of informal consultations with all the Council 
members. A wide degree of agreement had already 
been possible due to the fact that there was an absolute 
need, in view of the international situation in Asia, to 
stop the fighting before it could spread to other areas. 
The first and main object of the draft resolution was 
to “demand” that the cease-fire take effect on a given 
date and at a given hour. The second object was to 
facilitate negotiations by the parties about their under- 
lying political problem. And for both those purposes, 
the draft resolution offered the assistance of the United 
Nations. 

At the same meeting, the draft resolution was 
adopted 47 by 10 votes in favour, none against, with 1 
abstention. The resolution In read: 

“The Security Council, 
“Having considered the reports of the Secretary- 

General on his consultations with the Governments 
of India and Pakistan, 

“Commencling the Secretary-General for his 
unrelenting efforts in furtherance of the objectives of 
Security Council’s resolutions 209 ( 1965) and 2 10 
(1965) of 4 and 6 September 1965, 

“Having heurd the statements of the representa- 
tives of India and Pakistan, 

“Noting the differing replies by the parties to an 
appeal for a cease-fire as set out in the report of the 
Secretary-General, but noting further with concern 
that no cease-fire has yet come into being, 

“Convinced that an early cessation of hostilities 
is essential as a first step towards a peaceful settle- 
ment of the outstanding differences between the two 
countries in Kashmir and other related matters, 

“I. Demand.s that a cease-fire should take effect 
on Wednesday, 22 September 1965, at 0700 hours 
GMT and calls upon both Govcrnmcnts to issue 
orders for a cease-fire at that moment and a sub- 
sequent withdrawal of all armed personnel back to 
the positions held by them before 5 August 1965; 

“7 Requests the Secretary-Gcncral to provide 
the -iecessary assistance to ensure supervision of 
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the cease-fire and withdrawal of all armed person- 
nel; 

“3. Culls on all States to refrain from any action 
which might aggravate the situation in the area; 

“4. Decides to consider as soon as operative 
paragraph 1 of the Council’s resolution 2 10 ( 1965) 
has been implemented, what steps could be taken to 
assist towards a settlement of the political problem 
underlying the present conflict, and in the mean- 
time calls on the two Governments to utilize all 
peaceful means, including those listed in Article 33 
of the Charter, to this end; 

“5. Requests the Secretary-General to exert every 
possible effort to give effect to the present resolution, 
to seek a peaceful solution, and to report to the 
Security Council thereon. 

Decision of 22 September 1965 (1244th meeting): 
Statement by the President 
At the 1244th meeting on 22 September 1965, the 

Council had before it a report 40 by the Secretary- 
General on his efforts to give effect to Security Coun- 
cil resolution 2 1 I ( 1965) of 20 September 1965. 

In explaining the steps taken to provide the group 
of observers for the supervision of a cease-fire which 
had been accepted by both Governments the report 
stated that in view of the difference in origin and func- 
tion between the United Nations Military Observer 
Group in India and Pakistan (UNMOGIP)and the 
new group of observers, the Secretary-General had 
decided to organize a separate group of observers 
which would be known as the United Nations India- 
Pakistan Observation Mission (UNIPOM).z” 

At the conclusion of the meeting the President 
(United States) after noting the declarations made by 
the representative of Pakistan and the representative 
of India, made a statement, 61 on behalf of the 
entire Council, expressing the Council’s satisfaction 
that the cease-fire demanded in its resolution 2 I I of 
20 September 1965, had been accepted by the two 
parties, and calling upon the Governments concerned 
to implement their adherence to the cease-fire call as 
rapidly as possible and in any case not later than 
22.00 hours GMT, 22 September 1965. 
Ikcision of 27 Scptcmber 1965 ( 1245th meeting) : 

(i) Expressing the grave concern of the Council 
that the cease-fire agreed to unconditionally 
by the Governments of India and Pukistun 
was not holding; 

(ii) Recalling thut the ceuse-fire demand in the 
Council’s resolutions wus unanimously en- 
dorsed by the Council and agreed to by the 
Governments of both India and Pukistun; 

(iii) Demanding that the parties urgently honour 
their commitments to the Council to ohserrle 
the ceuse-fire; und further culling upon 11~ 
parties promptly to withdmw all mmed pc*r- 
sonnel us rrc~ce.~sury steps in the lull imple- 
mentution of the resolution of 20 September 

At the 1245th meeting on 27 September 1965, the 
Council adopted x a provisional ngcnda which in- 
cluded, under the item “India-Pakistan question”, the 
subitem “Report by the Sccrctary-General on the ob- 

4~ S/6699 and Add.l-5. O.R.. 20th yr., Suppl. for July-Sept. 
1965. pp. 329-338. 

so See also chapter V, Case 6. 
:*I 1244th meeting (PV): paras. 49-50. 
T8L’ 1245th meeting (PV): p. 2. 



Pari 11 107 

sexvance of the cease-fire under Security Council reso- 
lution 211 of 20 September 1965 (S/67 10 and 
Add.l-2): The Council also had before it an addi- 
tional report M by the Secretary-General on compli- 
ance with the withdrawal provision in Security Council 
resolution 211 ( 1965) of 20 September 1965. 

The President (United States) read out a draft re- 
solution 64 regarding the withdrawal of armed per- 
sonnel which, he stated, reflected the consensus of 
the members of the Council. 

At the same meeting, the draft resolution was 
adopted. 66 The resolution ne read: 

“The Security Council, 
“Noting the reports of the Secretary-General, 
“Reafiming ita resolutions 209 ( 1965) of 4 

September, 2 IO ( 1965) of 6 September and 211 
(1965) of 20 September 1965, 

“Expressing its grave concern that the cease-fire 
agreed to unconditionally by the Governments of 
India and Pakistan is not holding, 

“Recalling that the cease-fire demand in the 
Council’s resolutions was unanimously endorsed by 
the Council and agreed to by the Governments of 
both India and Pakistan, 

“Demands that the partics urgently honour their 
commitments to the Council to observe the cease- 
fire, and further calls upon the partics promptly 
to withdraw all armed personnel as necessary steps 
in the full implementation of resolution 21 I 
(1965).” 

Decision of 5 November 1965 (125 1st meeting): 

(i) Reafirming the Council’s resolution 21 I of 
20 September 1965 in all its parts; 

(ii) Requesting the Governments of Indiu and 
Pakistan to co-operate towards a full imple- 
mentation of paragraph I of resolution 211; 
calling upon them to instruct their armed 
personnel to co-operate with the United Nu- 
tions and cease all military activity; and in- 
sisting that there be an end to violations of 
the cease-fire; 

(iii) Demanding the prompt und unconditional 
execution of the proposul already agreed to 
in principle by the Governments of India and 
Pakistan that their representatives meet with a 
suitable representative of the Secretary-Gen- 
eral, to be appointed without delay after con- 
sultation with both parties, for the purpose of 
formulating an agreed plan und schedule for 
the wtihdrawals by both parties; urging that 
such a meeting take place as soon us possible 
and that such u plan contain a time-limit on 
its implementation; and requesting the Sec- 
retary-General to report on the progress 
achieved, in this respect within three week.y 
of the adoption of the present resolution; 

(iv) Requesting the Secretary-Geru~rrrl to submit 
for its consideration as soon as possible a re- 
port on compliance with the present rclsolu- 
tion 

At the 1247th meeting on 25 October 1965, the 

63 S/6719. O.R., 20th yr., Suppl. for July-Sept. 1965, 
pp. 359-361. 

34 S/6720. 1245th meeting: para. 6. 
55 1245th ‘meeting: para.- - 
50 S/REW214 ( 1965). O.R., 20th yr., RcSsolrttions WI 

Decisions of the Security Council, 1965, p. 16. 

Council adopted 57 a provisional agenda which under 
the item “India-Pakistan question” included the sub- 
items “Letter dated 22 October 1965 from the Perma- 
nent Representative of Pakistan addressed to the 
President of the Security Council (S/682 1) ,” and “Re- 
ports of the Secretary-General on withdrawals (S/ 
67 19/Add.3) and on the observance of the cease-fire 
(S/67lO/Add. 5-7)“. 

At the same meeting the representative of the USSR 
recalled that his delegation had always supported the 
resolutions adopted by the Security Council on the 
subject of the armed conflict between India and Pa- 
kistan and considered them to be the substantive fac- 
tor in the ndrmalization of the situation. With regard 
to the practical implementation of those resolutions, 
however, particularly of the Council’s resolutions of 6 
and 20 September 1965, his delegation had a question 
which involved “matters of princi le”. It was therefore 
essential to draw the attention of t! e Council to the fact 
that the actions undertaken by the Secretary-General in 
connexion with the question of the United Nations 
Observers in India and Pakistan departed from the 
provisions of the United Nations Charter “under which 
only the Security Council is competent to take the 
necessary decisions on specific matters connected with 
United Nations observers, namely, their functions, 
number, command, the financing of their activities, and 
SO on. Mcanwhilc all these questions arc being settled 
outside the Security Council, whose members are merely 
informed about measures that have already been 
taken.” .7n 

At the same meeting, after a procedural discussion 
concerning the raising of points of order by invited 
representatives, the representative of India withdrew 
from the Council table. .?” 

At the 1248th meeting on 27 October 1965, the 
President (Uruguay) havin noted that the represen- 
tative of India was absent rom the Council chamber, f 
proposed, and the Council agreed, that the represen- 
tative of Pakistan be invited to participate in the dis- 
cussion, “” while the representative of India remained 
invited to take a seat at the Council table at any mo- 
ment during the meeting. 

At the 125 1st meeting on 5 November 1965, the 
representative of the Netherlands introduced a’ a draft 
resolution jointly sponsored by Bolivia, Ivory Coast, 
Malaysia, the Netherlands and Uruguay. He stated 
that the text had beers drafted in constant consultation 
with all the members of the Council, and was intended 
to concentrate on the cease-fire and withdrawal of 
armed personnel, those points being at that moment 
the most urgent. 

At the same meeting, the joint draft resolution was 
adopted. 62 There were 9 votes in favour, none against, 
with 2 abstentions. The resolution (I:’ read: 

“The Security Council, 
“Regretting the delay in the full achievement of 

57 1247th meeting: para. 17. 
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a complete and effective cease-fire and a prompt 
withdrawal of armed personnel to the positions 
held by them before 5 August 1965, as called for 
in its resolutions 209 ( 1965) of 4 September, 2 10 
(1965) of 6 September, 211 (1965) of 20 Sep 
tember and 2 14 (1965) of 27 September 1965, 

“1. Reafirms its resolution 2 1 1 ( 1965) in all 
its parts; 

“2. Requests the Governments of India and Pa- 
kistan to co-operate towards a full implementation 
of paragraph 1 of resolution 2 1 I (1965); calls upon 
them to instruct their armed personnel to co- 
operate with the United Nations and cease all 
military activity; and insists that there be an end to 
violations of the cease-fire; 

“3. Demands the prompt and unconditional 
execution of the proposal already agreed to in 
principle by the Governments of India and Pakistan 
that their representatives meet with a suitable repre- 
sentative of the Secretary-General, to be ap 
pointed without delay after consultation with both 
parties, for the purpose of formulating an agreed 
plan and schedule for the withdrawals by both par- 
ties; urges that such a meeting shall take place as 
soon as possible and that such a plan contain a 
time-limit on its implementation; and requests the 
Secretary-Genera1 to report on the progress achieved 
in this respect within three weeks of the adoption 
of the present resolution; 

“4. Requests the Secretary-Genera1 to submit 
for its consideration as soon as possible a report 
on compliance with the present resolution.” 

COMPLAINT RY THE GOVERNMEST OF CYPRIIS 

lkcision of 4 March 1964 (1102nd meeting) : 
(i) 

(ii) 

(iii) 

(iv) 

(v) 

Calling upon all Member States to refrain 
from any uction or threat of action likely to 
worsen the situation in Cyprus or to endanger 
international peace; 
Asking tfte Government of Cyprus, in ac- 
cordance with its responvihilities to take all 
udditionel meusures necessury to stop violence 
and bloodsfted in Cyprus, and call upon 
the communities in Cyprus und their 1eoder.r 
to act with tfte utmost restraint; 
Recommending the creation of a United Na- 
tions force, to preserve international peace 
and security, to prevent u recurrence of 
fighting and to contribute to the restoration 
of law and order; the Commander of tfte force 
shall be appointed by the Secretury-General 
who should keep the contributing Govern- 
ments fully informed and who should refjort 
periodically to the Security Council of its 
operation; 
Recommending that tfte stationing of the force 
shall he for a period of tftree months, all 
costs pertuining to it being met in a manner 
to be agreed upon by tfre Governments pro- 
viding the contingents and by the Govern- 
ment of Cyprus; 
Recommending furtfter, thut rfte Secretury- 
General designate in agreement with the Gov- 
ernment of Cyprus and the Governments of 
Turkey and the United Kingdom, a mediutor 
who should use ftis best endeovours with the 
representatives of the communities and the 
above-mentioned Governments for the pur- 

pose of promoting a peaceful solution and an 
agreed settlement of the problem confronting 
Cyprus; and further to provide funds for the 
remuneration and expenses of the mediator 
and his staff 

By letter e4 dated 15 February 1964, the represen- 
tative of the United Kingdom informed the Council 
that internal security in Cyprus had seriously deterio- 
rated and that tension between the Greek and Turkish 
Cypriot communities had risen sharply, culminating 
in a serious act of violence in the town of Limassol 
on 12 February 1964. An early meeting of the 
Council was therefore requested to consider the matter 
and to take appropriate steps to ensure that the dan- 
gerous situation which then prevailed could be re- 
solved with a full regard to the rights and responsi- 
bilities of both of the Cypriot communities, of the 
Government of Cyprus and of the Governments party 
to the Treaty of Guarantee. 

It was recalled that in a letter es dated 8 January 
1964, the Government of the United Kingdom had 
informed the Council on the steps it had taken within 
the spirit of the Charter and in close co-operation with 
the Governments of Turkey and Greece to avoid 
bloodshed and to promote a solution of the problems 
arising from the outbreak of intercommunal disturb- 
ances in Cyprus. It was further recalled that in that 
letter, reference was also made to the holding of a 
conference to resolve the difficulties which had arisen 
and to the joint rcqucst on the part of the Govern- 
ments of the United Kingdom, Greece, Turkey and 
Cyprus, to the Sccrctary-General of the United Na- 
tions to appoint a representative to act as a United 
Nations observer in Cyprus, whose role would be to 
observe the progress of the peace-making operation 
and to report to the Secretary-General. Noting that 
the Agreements leading to the establishment of Cyprus 
as an independent Republic provided inter ulia for a 
special relationship between Cyprus and the Govern- 
ments of the United Kingdom, of Greece and of Tur- 
key and for a Treaty of Alliance between Greece, Tur- 
key and Cyprus, the letter then called attention to 
the fact that after a request by the Government of 
Cyprus that the troops stationed there be used to 
assist in the preservation of the cease-fire, and the 
restoration of peace “had been met”, it became clear 
that an augmented force would be required if condi- 
tions of internal security were to be restored. Although 
the United Kingdom Government had consulted with 
the Government of Cyprus and the Governments ot 
Greece and Turkey and a number of other Govcrn- 
ments “about the need to associate the forces of other 
nations in an international peace-keeping arrangement 
on the island”, it could not be effected owing to the 
inability of the Government of Cyprus to agree to the 
proposed arrangement. 

In a letter RR dated 15 February 1964, the Govern- 
ment of Cyprus referred to its complaint against the 
Government of Turkey H7 of which the Council had 
been seized, and called attention to “the increasing 
threat from war preparations on the coast of Turkey 
opposite Cyprus coupled with the declared intentions 
of the Turkish Government to interfere by force in 

‘I’ S/5543. O.K.. 19th ?‘I-., SuppI. for Jatt.-Mur. 1964. 
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CT prus” which had made the danger of the invasion 
o the island both obvious and imminent. It further 

‘\ 
/ 

called attention to the continuing deployment of the 
Turkish unit within Cyprus in violation of the Treaty 
of Alliance and the sovereignty of that country as well 
as to the new dangers posed by the collapse of the 
London Conference. In the light of those dpelop- 
ments and in the vital interest of the people of Cy- 
prus as a whole, an urgent meeting of the Security 
Council was requested under rule 3 of #the provisional 
rules of procedure in order to consider the matter and 
to take appropriate measures under the relevant arti- 
cles of the Charter. 

At the 1094th meeting on 17 February 1964, the 
Council decided 6R without vote to include as sub- 
items do 

“(a) 

“(b) 

(a) and (6) respectively in its agenda. 
Letter dated 15 February 1964 from the Per- 
manent Representative of the United King- 
dom addressed to the President of the 
Security Council (S/5543) ; 
Letter dated 15 February 1964 from the Pcr- 
manent Representative of Cyprus addressed 
to the President of the Security Council (S/ 
5545). 

The question was considered by the Council at the 
1094th to 1103rd meetings from 17 February to 4 
March 1964. 

At the 1094th meeting on 17 February 1964, after 
the Council decided ‘” to invite the representatives of 
Cyprus, Turkey and Greece to participate in the dis- 
cussion, the representative of Norway proposed under 
rule 33 of the rules of proccdurc that the meeting 
be adjourned until three o’clock the following after- 
noon m order to allow an opportunity for contact be- 
tween the parties directly concerned and other mem- 
bers of the Council. 71 

At the 1095th meeting on 18 February 1964, the 
representative of the USSR, noting that the President 
(Brazil) had called upon the representative of the 
United Kingdom as the first speaker on his list, drew 
attention to the formulation of the item on the agenda 
and to the fact that the Council had simply “resumed 
consideration of a matter which it had already dis- 
cussed at its 1085th meeting in December 1963”, and 
suggested that the “right to speak first should natu- 
rally be given to the country which appealed to the 
Security Council” to protect it from threats to its in- 
dependence, territorial integrity and sovereignty. iz 

After an extended procedural discussion on the 
criterion for determination of the order in which repre- 
sentatives might address the Council, the Prcsidcnt, 
in accordance with rule 27 7R of the provisional rules 
of procedure called upon the representative of the 
United Kingdom as the first speaker. i1 

In his statement before the Council, the represen- 
tative of the United Kingdom explained the circum- 
stances through which his Government had come to 
be so closely involved in the rcccnt developments in 

6B 1094th meeling: p. I. 
8~Tkse fell under the item: 
“Letter dated 26 December 1963 from the Permanent 

Representative of Cyprus. addressed to the President of 
the Security Council (S/54gg) : 
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Cyprus and why it had undertaken such a major role 
in a matter “which, on the surface appears to lie 
solely between the two Cypriot communities”. Con- 
tinuing, he gave the historical and legal background 
to the United Kingdom’s intervention described as the 
events and incidents leading up to the present deterio- 
ration of the situation. He further outlined the posi- 
tion of his Government regarding a solution of the 
situation and suggested that, while it might be some- 
what premature to introduce a draft resolution at 
that stage, any draft resolution that eventually might 
be submitted “should contain endorsement by the 
Council of the appeal which the Secretary-General has 
already made; it should call on the parties concerned, 
including the guarantor Powers and in consultation 
with the Secretary-General, to secure the establishment 
of an effective peace-keeping force as soon as possi- 
ble; 76 it should also provide in appropriate form for 
agreement to be reached on the designation of an im- 
partial mediator who may assist the parties in achiev- 
ing an agreed settlement”. 76 

In his opening remarks, the representative of 
Cyprus + suggested that the sudden intercommunal 
fighting and other recent events in which the 
territorial integrity and sovereignty of Cyprus had 
been violated were but “symptoms of other causes”. 
Before appealing to the Council, however, his Govern- 
ment, in accordance with its Charter obligations, had 
explored other possibilities for a solution of the prob- 
lem and had even agreed to participate in the London 
Confercncc in an effort to negotiate a new political 
settlement. But even while the Conference was in pro- 
gress the threat of aggression continued and, on more 
than one occasion, Cyprus was made to understand 
that if it did not give way on particular points, the 
talks might break down with a Turkish invasion of 
Cyprus as the result. That Conference had failed, how- 
ever, either to bring about a political settlement or to 
secure agreements on the question of an international 
force which Cyprus felt should be under the control 
of the Security Council, as “the only appropriate inter- 
national organ for the purpose”. Moreover, Cyprus 
had even offered to agree with the other parties both 
on the composition as well as on the other terms of 
reference of the force prior to putting the question 
before the Security Council, in order to facilitate the 
task of the Council and to expedite the procedure. 
The representative further stated that his Govcrnmcnt’s 
position on the matter was that the terms of refcr- 
ence of the force should include not only internal 
peace-keeping and the restoration of law and order, 
but also the protection of the independcncc and tcrri- 
torial integrity of the State from any outside aggres- 
sion. With the breakdown of the London Confercncc 
on this issue Cyprus then decided to rcqucst the Coun- 
cil to proceed with the examination of its complaint, 
particularly in the light of the rencwcd threats of ag- 
grcssion. Having submitted the matter to the Council, 
his Government stood ready for discussions both on 
the political solution of the problem and its pcacc- 
keeping aspects within the framework of the United 
Nations. He emphasized, howcvcr, that the sovc- 
rcignty and complete independence of Cyprus was not 
negotiable: “These are the very things WC call upon 
the Security Council to safeguard and to protect.” ii 

r> For discussion concerning the establishment of a United 
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At the same meeting, the representative of Turkey * 
drew the attention of the members of the Council to 
the views of Dr. Fazil Kiiciik, Vice-President of the 
Republic of Cyprus, 7(1 concerning the constitutionality 
of the re uest by the Government of Cyprus for a 
meeting o the Council, and the composition of the 9 
delegation which was claiming to represent Cyprus 
and requesting “that a representative of the Turkish 
community of Cyprus should equally be given the 
right to present its case to this Council at an appro- 
priate time during the debate”. 70 The representative 
then reminded the Council of previous allegations 
made by Cyprus concerning the threat of imminent 
attack from Turkey which never materialized and 
were never substantiated. He recalled also that the 
Council on previous occasions “did not even discuss 
the allegations of the Cypriot delegation because there 
was nothing to discuss; no proposals were made and 
no decisions were taken”. He then contended that the 
principal reason why an urgent meeting of the Coun- 
cil was requested by Cyprus in December 1963 was 
to divert world attention from the atrocities committed 
by “Greek Cypriot terrorist bands” against Turkish 
Cypriots. After drawing attention to recent activities 
against the Turkish community, he suggested that the 
root of the problem lay in the fact that the Govcrn- 
ment of Cyprus not only sought to rcpudiatc inter- 
national treaties by which it was bound, but also re- 
fused to implement fundamental provisions of the 
Constitution and even implied ii1 a number of state- 
ments that Archbishop Makarios “was looking for the 
first opportunity . . . to do away with the basic arti- 
cles”. When a memorandum putting forward thirteen 
proposals to this effect had been rejected by the Turk- 
ish Cypriot community and by Turkey, a campaign 
to terrorize the Turkish community and subjugate it 
by violent means was mounted by the Greek Cypriot 
press and radio broadcasts. This culminated in the 
clashes of 21 December 1963. From the outset, the 
Turkish Govcmmcnt did all in its power to put an 
end to the intercommunal fighting but that did not 
prevent the continued campaign against the Turkish 
Cypriots. Turkey had therefore come to the Council 
with full confidence in its sense of equity and rcspon- 
sibility. It felt that the Council could bc most useful 
if members would avoid injecting into the dcbatc in- 
flammatory or extraneous matter or making a “cold- 
war issue” of the situation. At the same time since 
the Council was bound by the principles of the Char- 
ter which demanded respect for obligations arising 
from treaties and other sources of intcrnationnl law, 
it should show scrupulous care in respecting treaty 
rights and obligations. I+” 

a right did not serve the interest it professed to defend 
or the wider interest of the international community. 
It was therefore understandable that Cyprus “having 
thus been threatened and disappointed” should turn 
to the United Nations and the Security Council in 
search of assistance. 81 

The representative of Greece * asserted that his 
Government had from the beginning taken a firm stand 
in favour of moderation and pcaccful action and had 
dcplorcd all acts of violence and excesses that gave 
rise to further violcncc. While his Govcrnmcnt had 
favourcd the establishment of an international force 
and had entered into negotiations to that cffcct, ncvcr- 
thelcss, it had maintained that such a force should bc 
placed under the auspices of the United Nations. 
Turning to the right of intervention claimed by certain 
powers hc expressed the view that the exercise of such 
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At the same meetin the representative of Cyprus * 
drew the attention of i!i e Council to a statement made 
by a member of the Turkish Government that the only 
long term solution to the problem was the separation 
of the two communities in a federal state and that if 
the Council was unable to find a solution the result 
would “ ‘almost certainly ’ be a full-scale intercommu- 
nal war in which Turkey would be ‘forced to inter- 
vene’ “. A2 

At the 1096th meeting on 19 February 1964, the 
representative of the USSR observed that the tension 
which had arisen in Cyprus had been fostered from 
the outside and was being used for interference in its 
internal affairs by certain Powers. Such interference 
had in turn created a threat to the freedom, integrity 
and independence of Cyprus. He asserted that the 
events relating to Cyprus did not concern Cyprus 
alone, but impinged upon the interest of all peace- 
loving peoples and the basic principles of inter- 
national relations. That meant that it was therefore the 
responsibility of the Council to take urgent measures 
to protect the Republic of Cyprus from aggression, 
prohibit any foreign intervention in its internal affairs 
and assure respect for its sovereignty, freedom and 
independence in accordance with the purpose and 
basic provisions of the Charter of the United Na- 
tions. 83 

At the same meeting the representative of the 
United States reminded the Council that its most ur- 
gent business was the restoration of order and com- 
munal tranquillity in Cyprus before new violence 
broke out. He reiterated his Government’s willingness 
to participate in a peace-keeping force, but only on 
the request of all interested parties and urged the 
Council to come to an agreement on the establishment 
of such a force. “This may require that we introduce 
into these consultations an expert in the peace-keeping 
field of recognized impartiality and stature. No one 
better fills such a requirement than the Secretary-Gen- 
eral of the United Nations. We therefore recommend 
that the Council appeal to the parties concerned, in 
consultation with the Secretary-General, to move 
ahead quickly in working out such arrangements.” BL 

At the 1097th meeting OF 25 February 1964 the 
Secretary-General made a statement in which hc 
offered certain points of clarification particularly with 
regard to his own role in the situation under consi- 
deration. n5 After the Secretary-General had spoken 
the President called attention to a letter n’l dated 19 
February 1964 from the Acting Permanent Represen- 
tative of Turkey and suggested that since there were 
already a number of speakers on the list, consideration 
of that letter be deferred until a later stage. pi 
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The representative of Norway observed that it was 
not for the Council to pronounce upon the Constitu- 
tion of a Member State nor pass judgement on a set 
of treaties which were negotiated as an integral part 
of the whole process of granting independence to that 
State. At the same time he maintained that the imme- 
diate objective of the Council should be to prevent 
the situation in Cyprus from deteriorating and to re- 
store peaceful conditions in that country and he felt 
that a peace force would have a very important effect 
in that connexion. His delegation also favoured the 
appointment of an impartial mediator and endorsed 
the proposal that the parties avail themselves of the 
assistance of the Secretary-General to work out the 
necessary arrangements. “” 

At the same meeting the representative of the Ivory 
Coast commented that the situation in Cyprus was not 
without analogy to the problems of “the Congo” 
where decisions taken in a certain state of confusion 
had led to a complication internally and internationally 
of a situation of strife and mutiny, which doubt- 
less would otherwise have been less disastrous and 
tragic. He urged that the Council immediately put an 
end to the “massacre” and supported the appeal for 
peace launched by the Sccrctary-General, and the 
establishment of a peace force as requested by certain 
members. He felt, however, that that force, once con- 
stituted “should be under the effective direction of the 
Secretary-General.” HR 

The representative of Cyprus * expressed his Gov- 
ernment’s deep appreciation to the Sccrctary-General 
for agreeing to send to Cyprus his personal reprcsen- 
tative, General Gyani, as well as for the mission under- 
taken by Mr. Rolz-Bennett. I”’ 

At the 1098th meeting on 27 February 1964, the 
President called attention to the communication 1)1 
mentioned earlier from the representative of Turkey 
requesting an opportunity for Mr. Dcnktas to address 
the Security Council as the representative of the Turk- 
ish Cypriot community, one of the interested parties 
in the question. The representative of the USSR ob- 
served that there was no need for the Council to grant 
a hearing to anyone else from Cyprus. w  

After a procedural discussion I’:1 on the applicability 
of rule 39 of the provisional rules of proccdurc to the 
request under consideration, the Council adopted “+ 
a proposal by the rcprescntativc of Morocco that, 
under rule 39, Mr. Rauf Denktas be invited to make 

a statement before it. 
At the 1099th meeting on 2X February 1964, after 

the representative of the USSR 1’s had qucricd the tcr- 
minology used by the rcprcscntativc of l‘urkcy in rc- 
ferring to the Minister for Foreign Affairs of Cyprus 
as “the representative of the Greek Cypriots”, W; the 
President called upon Mr. Dcnktas to rnakc ;l state- 

ment before the Council. ‘li 
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of Greek Cypriot atrocities against the Turkish community 
Mr. Denktas asked whether the Council would “adopt a 
resolution which will leave us completely at the mercy of 

At the 1100th meeting on 2 March 1964, the Prc- 
sident (China) called attention to a draft resolution “’ 
jointly submitted by the representatives of Bolivia, 
Brazil, Ivory Coast, Morocco and Norway. In intro- 
ducing the draft resolution, the representative of Brazil, 
after explaining the objectives of the various pro- 
visions, expressed his confidence that the draft resolu- 
tion once approved could contribute substantially to 
bringing about the conditions required for a thorough 
review of all the issues involved in the Cyprus situa- 
tion. OQ 

At the 1102nd meeting on 4 March 1964, the rep 
resentative of the USSR outlined his position on the 
draft resolution in general, and called attention to 
operative paragraph 4 concerning the procedure “for 
settling matters relating to the composition, size and 
command of the United Nations Force” which would 
in practice lead to bypassing the Security Council. 
Thereupon he requested that a separate vote be taken 
on that paragraph on which he intended to abstain. 
He further reserved the right of his Government to 
request a meeting of the Security Council for a review 
of its decision to send a force to Cyprus even before 
the three months expired “if those forces are used, 
not for the strengthening of the security and tcrrito- 
rial integrity of the Republic of Cyprus, but for some 
other purpose conflicting with that aim”. ““’ 

Before the vote was taken on the paragraph in qucs- 
tion, the Secretary-General, noting that the draft rcso- 
lution would call upon the Secretary-General to undcr- 
take certain responsibilities, cxprcsscd his views on 
the nature and exercise of these responsibilities as he 
saw them. lo1 

Operative paragraph 4 was adopted by eight in 
favour, none against, with three abstentions. I’)2 The 
draft resolution was adopted loa unanimously. It read 
as follows: lo4 

‘The Security Council, 
“Noring that the present situation with regard to 

Cyprus is likely to threaten international peace and 
security and may further deteriorate unless addi- 
tional measures arc promptly taken to maintai:] 
pcacc and to seek out a durable solution, 

“Considering the positions taken by the parties 
in relation to the treaties signed at Nicosia on I6 
August 1960, 

“Having in mind the relevant provisions of the 
Charter of the United Nations and in particular its 
Article 2, paragraph 4, which reads: 

“ ‘All Members shall refrain in their international 
relations from the threat or use of force against the 
territorial integrity or political indcpcndcncc of any 
State, or in any other manner inconsistent with the 
Purposes of the United Nations,’ 

these people”. He expressed the fear that should the Council 
adopt a resolution lo send a United Nations force to Cyprus 
for three months. that decision would be intermeted as 
rendering invalid .the Treaty of Guarantee and ‘after the 
force had departed the Cyprus Government would defy rhe 
guarantor Powers in the name of that resolution. 
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“1. Calls upon all Member States, in conformity 
with their obligations under the Charter of the 
United Nations, to refrain from any action or threat 
of action likely to worsen the situation in the sove- 
reign Republic of Cyprus, or to endanger interna- 
tional peace; 

“2. Asks the Government of Cyprus, which has 
the responsibility for the maintenance and restora- 
tion of law and order, to take all additional mea- 
sures necessary to stop violence and bloodshed in 
Cyprus; 

“3. Calls upon the communities in Cyprus and 
their leaders to act with the utmost restraint; 

“4. Recommends the creation, with the consent 
of the Government of Cyprus, of a United Nations 
Peace-keeping Force in Cyprus. The composition 
and size of the Force shall be established by the 
Secretary-General in consultation with the Govern- 
ments of Cyprus, Greece, Turkey, and the United 
Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland. The 
commander of the Force shall be appointed by the 
Secretary-General and report to him. The Secrctary- 
General, who shall keep the Governments providing 
the Force fully informed, shall report periodically to 
the Security Council on its operation; 

“5. Recommends that the function of the Force 
should be, in the interest of preserving international 
peace and security, to use its best efforts to 
prevent a recurrence of fighting and, as necessary, 
to contribute to the maintenance and restoration of 
law and order and a return to normal conditions; 

“6. Kecommends that the stationing of the Force 
shall be for a period of three months, all costs per- 
taining to it being met, in a manner to be agreed 
upon by them, by the Governments providing the 
contingents and by the Government of Cyprus. The 
Sccrctary-Gcncral may also accept voluntary contri- 
butions for that purpose; 

“7. Recommends further that the Sccretary-Gcn- 
era1 dcsignatc, in agrcemcnt with the Government 
of Cyprus and the Governments of Greece, Turkey 
and the United Kingdom, a mediator, who shall 
use his best endeavours with the representatives ot 
the communities and also with the aforesaid four 
Governments, for the purpose of promoting a peacc- 
ful solution and an agreed settlement of the prob- 
lem confronting Cyprus, in accordance with the 
Charter of the United Nations, having in mind the 
well-being of the people of Cyprus as a whole and 
the preservation of international pcacc and secu- 
rity. The mediator shall report periodically to the 
Secretary-General on his efiorts; 

“8. Kequests the Secretary-(;cncral to provide, 
from funds of the United Nations, as appropriate, 

for the remuneration and expcnscs of the mediator 
and his staff.” 

Decision of 13 March 1964 (1 103rd meeting) : 

(i) 

(ii) 

Reafirming its call upon ull Member States 
in conformity with their obligutions under the 
Churter, to rcfruin from uny uction or threut 
of uction likely to )zvr.sen ~lre situution in Cy- 
prus, or to endanger internutionul peace; 

Requesting the ,S~Jc.rctury-(;l’tt(‘rul to prexs on 
with his eg0rt.s to implement the Security 
Council resolution oj 4 Mardi 1964 and re- 

quests Member States to co-operate with the 
Security Council to that end 

In a letter lob dated 13 March 1964, the rcpresen- 
tative of Cyprus “in accordance with Articles 34, 35 
and 39, and also Article 1, paragraph 1, Article 2, 
paragraphs 1 and 4, and Articlc 24, paragraph 1 of 
the United Nations Charter, and further to the reso- 
lution adopted by the Security Council on 4 March 
1964 (S/5575)“, requested an emergency meeting of 
the Security Council to consider the threat of an im- 
minent invasion of Cyprus by Turkish forces and to 
take appropriate measures under the relevant provi- 
sions of the Charter for the purpose of averting this 
danger and safeguarding the political independence 
and territorial integrity of Cyprus. lo8 

At the 1103rd meeting on I3 March 1964, the 
Council decided without objection to include the qucs- 
tion in its agenda, lo7 and in accordance with previous 
decisions invited the representatives of Cyprus, Turkey 
and Greece to participate in the discussion. “‘” 

At the 1103rd meeting on 13 March 1964 the Scc- 
retary-General, after referring to his rcccnt report I”!’ 
to the Council on developments concerning the cstab- 
lishment of the United Nations Pcacc-keeping Force 
in Cyprus, stated that “the Force will bc established 
without further delay and that elements of it will soon 
bc deployed in Cyprus”. The Sccrctary-General then 
called attention to a communication ‘I” from the GOV- 

crnmcnt of Turkey describing “the massacre pcrpc- 
tratcd by the Greek Cypriot terrorist organization 
against the Turkish community in violation of human 
rights and in the proportions of genocide”, and cx- 
pressing Turkey’s intention by virtue of the right con- 
fcrrcd upon it under articlc IV of the Treaty of 
Guarantee “to take appropriate action”, if the Greek 
Cypriot leaders did not put an end to the atrocities, 
and establish law and order in the island. Turkey in- 
tended to dispatch to Cyprus forces which would 
strengthen the existing three-power peace-keeping force 
in the island, and while the force would be entrusted 
with the “exclusive task” of putting an end to the mas- 
sacres, it would operate until the United Nations 
Peace-keeping Force envisaged in the Security Council 
resolution of 4 March could effectively perform the func- 
tions entrusted to it, and would refrain from violating 
the independence and territorial integrity of Cyprus. 
In reply I” to that letter, the Secretary-General ap- 
pealed to the Government of Turkey “to reconsider 
most urgently the decision announced in your mcssagc 
to me”, and to refrain from any action which might 
worsen the situation in Cyprus and in addition post 
“the gravest risks”, to international pcacc and SCCU- 

rity. I*2 

At the same meeting after the reprcscntativcs of 
Cyprus, *lR Turkey I’.4 and Grcccc llr, had given an 
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account of the latest developments in the area and the 
positions of their respective Governments with regard 
to the situation, the representative of Brazil introduced 
a draft resolution jointly sponsored by Bolivia, Brazil, 
Ivory Coast, Morocco and Norway, lie whereby the 
Council would reaffirm its call upon all Mcmbcr States 
to refrain from any action likely to worsen the situa- 
tion, and would request the Secretary-General to press 
on with his efforts to implement the Council’s reso- 
lution of 4 March . l” 

At the same meeting, the draft resolution was 
unanimously adopted. I18 It read as follows: Ii9 

“The Security Council, 
“Having heard the statements of the re resenta- 

tives of the Republic of Cyprus, Greece an dp Turkey, 
“Reafirming its resolution 186 ( 1964) of 4 

March 1964, 
“Being deeply concerned over developments in 

the area, 
“Noting the progress reported by the Secretary- 

General in regard to the establishment of a United 
Nations Peace-keeping Force in Cyprus, 

“Noting the assurance from the Secretary-General 
that the United Nations Peace-keeping Force in 
Cyprus envisaged in resolution 186 ( 1964) is about 
to be established and that advance elements of that 
Force are already en route to Cyprus, 

“1. Reafirms its call upon all Member States, 
in conformity with their obligations under the Char- 
ter of the United Nations, to refrain from any action 
or threat of action likely to worsen the situation in 
the sovereign Republic of Cyprus, or to endanger 
international peace; 

“2. Requests the Secretary-General to press on 
with his efforts to implement Security Council reso- 
lution 186 ( 1964), and requests Member States to 
co-operate with the Secretary-General to that end.” 

Decision of 20 June 1964 ( 1139th meeting) : 
(i) Reaffirming its resolutions IX6 (1964) and 

I87 (1964); 
(ii) Extending the stationing in Cyprus of the 

United Nations Peace-keeping Force for an 
additional period of three months ending 
26 September 1964 

On 15 June 1964, the Secretary-General submitted 
to the Security Council his first report izO on the United 
Nations operations in Cyprus for the period 26 April 
to 8 June 1964, which was considered by the Council 
at the 1136th to 1139th meetings between 18 and 20 
June 1964. The representatives of Cyprus, Turkey and 
Greece were invited iL’* to participate in the discussion. 

At the 1136th meeting on I8 June 1964 after a 
procedural discussion of the order in which invited 
representatives should be called upon to speak, iz2 the 
representative of Turkey * observed that if as his 
Government had understood it, the United Nations 
Force was to use its “best efforts to prevent a recur- 
rence of fighting”, one of the first things it had to do 
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see chapter I, Case 35. 

was to see to it that the warring communities do not 
arm themselves in order to resume fighting. However, 
there had been some question as to whether the 
United Nations Peace-keeping Force in Cyprus had, 
under existing resolutions of the Security Council, the 
authority to prevent the importation of arms into the 
island. His Government had always maintained that 
the United Nations Force was not only fully authorized 
to stop such deliveries, but was duty bound to do so. 
It was therefore to be hoped that during the discussion 
attention would be directed to the interpretation of the 
existing resolutions to empower the United Nations 
organs to act energetically in dealing with that matter 
which carried the seeds of an explosive situation. 
Furthermore, while his delegation hoped “that the 
present session of the Council will throw light on the 
true intentions of this body and will thus empower the 
Secretary-General to carry out his difficult task with 
more effectiveness”, the report of the Secretary- 
General was bound to cause “disappointment and 
misgivings” both in his country and in all circles 
interested in arriving at a peaceful solution. The whole 
tenor of the report was discouraging inasmuch as it 
failed to give any indication as to what was understood 
by the term “law and order” mentioned in resolution 
I86 ( 1964) of 4 March which in his view could only 
emanate from the Constitution of Cyprus. The first 
duty of the United Nations Force should therefore be 
to establish as far as possible the rule of law under 
the Constitution. However, the report made no mention 
of the Constitution whatsoever. 12x 

The representative of Cyprus * recalled that the 
report had concluded that “The recurrent threats of a 
landing by Turkish military forces in Cyprus impede 
the efforts of the United Nations to restore normal 
conditions and to prevent fighting on the island of 
Cyprus” and that “such threats serve as well to make 
the Turkish Cypriot leadership less amenable to the 
acceptance of arrangements designed to contribute to 
a return to normality in the island”. He then asserted 
that the sole purpose for which the Security Council 
adopted its resolution of 13 March was to deter the 
projected invasion by Turkey, who was bent on 
pursuing its plan of partition and of destroying the 
State itself. He suggested further that the main obstacle 
to the return to normality was a lack of freedom of 
movement in certain parts of the island where 
“Turkish terrorists” were in control of certain roads, 
in accordance with their plans for division and parti- 
tion. Cyprus, however, was one and indivisible and the 
effective authority of the Government should be 
established over the whole territory. Hc further stated 
that “it is in this direction that the United Nations 
Peace-keeping Force in Cyprus can, and should, render 
a more active assistance”. IL’4 

At the 1137th meeting on 19 June 1964, before 
calling on the first speaker on his list, the President 
(Ivory Coast) drew the attention of the members of 
the Council to a draft resolution izb submitted jointly 
by Bolivia, Brazil, Ivory Coast, Morocco and 
Norway. 12” 

At the same meeting, the representative of Greece, * 
after commenting on certain developments in Cyprus, 
noted that while requesting the Security Council to 
prolong the mandate of the United Nations Force in 
Cyprus, it should bc recognized that the Force could 

1~’ 1136th meeting: paras. 77, 9X-100. 
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not remain there indefinitely and that a political solu- 
tion could not be deferred until it had left. He stated 
further that his Government deplored the fact that no 
progress had so far been made toward a political 
solution. lz7 

Speaking on behalf of the co-sponsors of the draft 
resolution, the representative of Brazil stated that the 
basic consideration behind the submission of the draft 
resolution was the request by the Secretary-General 
that the United Nations Peace Force be maintained for 
an additional period of three months with the same 
terms of reference. lz8 He then recalled that the 
SecretaryGeneral had clearly indicated that the 
presence of the United Nations Force in Cyprus was 
advisable and useful in order to prevent the recurrence 
of fighting, to permit the maintenance and restoration 
of law and order and to promote the return to normal 
conditions in the area, and reminded the Council that 
its resolution of 4 March 1964 under which the United 
Nations Force was created and a Mediator appointed, 
was the result of a very len thy process of negotiations 
and reflected a “delicate % alance”. It was for that 
reason that the co-sponsors of the draft resolution 
considered it avisable simply to reaffirm the previous 
resolutions of the Council without trying to single out 
any specific issue in the complex question under 
consideration. lx0 

The reprcscntative of the United Kingdom drew 
attention to the urgency of the matter under considera- 
tion and suggested that if the Council decided to accept 
the advice of the Secretary-Gcncral and to approve the 
five-power draft resolution, it would be highly desirable 
for the Council to act quickly, thereby enabling the 
Secretary-General and others concerned with the 
provision of contingents and the arrangements for 
financing, to take the necessary practical and legal 
steps to carry out the resolution. lso 

At the 1138th meeting on 19 June 1964, the repre- 
sentntivc of Brazil, on behalf of the co-sponsors of the 
draft resolution submitted a revised text I:‘1 which 
included a new operative paragraph calling upon all 
Member States to comply with “the above-mentioned 
resolutions”. He explained that the objective of that 
revision was to emphasize the responsibilities and the 
commitments which fell upon all Member States under 
the resolutions already approved by the Council. lRz 

After a procedural discussion concerning the inscrip- 
tion of the list of speakers, ‘XX the rcprcscntativc of the 
USSR called attention to the functions of the United 
Nations Force in Cyprus outlined in the Council’s 
resolution of 4 March and reiterated his Government’s 
objection to any cnlargemcnt of those functions. 13‘ 
Similar reservations wcrc cxprcsscd by the reprcscnta- 
tive of Crcchoslovakia. I35 

At the I 139th meeting on 20 June 1964 the draft 
resolution was adopted unanimously. *:w It read as 
follows: ‘3’ 
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“The Security Council, 

“Nofing that the report of the Secretary-General 
considers the maintenance in Cyprus of the United 
Nations Peace-keeping Force, created by Security 
Council resolution 186 ( 1964) of 4 March 1964, 
for an additional period of three months to be 
useful and advisable, 

“Expressing its deep appreciation to the Secretary- 
General for his efforts in the implementation of 
Security Council resolutions 186 ( 1964) of 4 March 
1964 and 187 (1964) of 13 March 1964, 

“Expressing its deep appreciation to the States 
that have contributed troops, police, supplies and 
financial support for the implementation of resolu- 
tion 186 (1964), 

“1. Reafirms its resolutions 186 ( 1964) and 187 
(1964); 

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

“3. Takes note of the report of the Secretary- 
General; 

“4. Extends the stationing in Cyprus of the 
United Nations Peace-keeping Force, established 
under Security Council resolution 186 (1964). for 
an additional period of three months, ending 
26 September 1964.” 

Decision of 9 August 1964 ( 1143rd meeting) : 
Appeal by the President to the Government of 

Turkey to cease instantly the bombardment und the 
use of military force of any kind against Cyprus and 
to the Government of Cyprus to order armed forces 
under its control to cease firing immediately 

Decision of 9 August 1964 ( 1143rd meeting) : 
(i) 

(ii) 

(iii) 

Reafirming the appeal by the President to the 
Governments of Turkey and Cyprus; 
Calling for an immediute cease-fire by all 
concerned; 
Culling upon cdl concerned to co-operate fully 
with the Commander of the United Nations 
Peace-keeping Force in Cyprus in the restora- 
tion of peace and security, and upon all 
Stutes to refrain from any action thut might 
exacerbate the situation or contribute to the 
broadening of hostilities 

Decision of 11 August 1964 ( I l43rd meeting) state- 
mcnt by the President: 
(i) Asking all Governments to stop cdl fbghts 

over the territory of Cyprus in violation of its 
sovereignty; 

(ii) Requesting the Communder of the United 
Nutions Peace-keeping Force in Cyprus to 
supervise the cease-fire and to reinforce its 
units in the zones which were the sphere of 
recent militury operations so as to ensure the 
safety of the inhabitants 

By letter IriH dated 8 August 1964, the representative 
of Turkey requested an urgent meeting of the Security 
Council to consider the serious situation crcatcd in 
Cyprus by the rcncwcd and continuing attempts of the 
Greek Cypriots to subdue by force of arms the Turkish 
community in Cyprus in order to perpetuate the 
usurpation of government by the Greek community. 

I:w S/5X59, 0.R.. IWh yr., Srrppl. July-Sept. 1964, p. 144. 
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By letter 189 dated 8 August 1964, the representative 
of Cyprus requested “in accordance with Articles 34, 

\ 35 and 39 and alsO 1 (I), 2 (2), 2 (4), and 24 (1) 
/ of the United Nations Charter and further to resolu- 

tions S/5575, ‘40 S/5603 141 and S/5778 142 adopted 
by the Security Council on 4 and 13 March 1964 and 
20 June 1964, respectively” an emergency meeting of 
the Securi Council “in view of the deliberate and 
unprovok dr armed air attacks against the unarmed 
civilian population of Cyprus, carried out by airplanes 
of the Turkish Air Force in the hours immediately 
preceding the submission of this request, and which 
are stiII continuing”. It was stated further that the 
Security Council would be called upon to put an end 
to “the armed Turkish a gression a 

% 
ainst the Republic 

of Cyprus”, thereby disc arging its % asic responsibil:l 
for the restoration of international peace 
punishment of the aggressors. 

At the 1142nd meeting on 8 August 1964 the 
Council adopted I48 the agenda after the representative 
of the USSR had waived his objection on the under- 
standing that adoption of the agenda would not 
prejudge the order in which the questions raised in the 
subparagraphs of the provisional agenda were taken 
up nor any procedure which the Council might 
subsequently adopt in discussing them. I’* 

The question was considered by the Council at its 
1142nd to 1143rd meetings between 8 and 9/l 1 
August 1964. At the 1142nd meeting after the Presi- 
dent (Norway) had presented 145 to the Council infor- 
mation he had received from the Secretary-General on 
the latest developments in Cyprus, the representatives 
of Turkey, Greece and Cyprus were invited “O to 
participate in the discussion. 

At the same meeting after a procedural debate on 
the order of discussion of the items on the agenda 147 
and the order in which invited representatives might 
be called upon to speak, 14R the Council rejected, 14Q 
by a vote of 4 to 3 with 4 abstentions, a proposal by 
the representative of the USSR that the representative 
of Cyprus be heard as the first speaker. 

Upon the suggestion by the representative of 
Bolivia, lno however, the reprcsentativc of Cyprus was 
permitted to make a brief statement on information 
which he had received from his Government on the 
latest developments in Cyprus. 

The representative of Cyprus * stated that according 
to a telephone message he had just received, six 
Turkish warships were heading for Cyprus for the 
purpose of invasion and were being followed by another 
twenty-six warships and troopships “for the purpose of 
aggression against Cyprus and invasion of the island, 
and within one hour they will bc landed there”. In the 
light of such developments he thought it fitting to 
inform the Security Council of the situation so that the 
Council could decide “whether it will not proceed with 
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the consideration of this imminent danger” which 
threatened Cyprus and which might bring about a 
world war. lb1 

The representative of Turkey l recounted certain 
atrocities which he said were bein 
Government of Archbishop B 

committed by the 
Ma arios against the 

Turkish community for the purpose of destroying or 
subduing that community. He cited certain military 
preparations that were being undertaken by “Greek 
Cypriot bands” with the obvious objective of unleashing 
a major offensive in an area where the besieged 
Turkish community had its only access to the sea. 
Despite assurances given by “Makarios himself’ that 
no such action would be undertaken, the Greek 
Cypriots unleashed offensives on various points of the 
island, and certain Turkish Cypriot positions were 
under fire from the sea where they faced the prospect 
of a landing by the Greek Cypriots. Under the threat 
of such imminent dan ers and having nowhere to turn 
for protection but to f urkey, the Turkish Government 
could not “ignore such a humane and legitimate call”. 
Morcovcr, his Government did not fail to approach 
the other guarantor Powers and the Commander of the 
United Nations Force in order to enlist their aid in 
stopping the onslaught. It was also in that connexion 
that a meeting of the Security Council had been 
requested. “Nevertheless, the criminal attacks have 
continued unabated, even in spite of the warning 
flights effected yesterday . . . In these circumstances the 
Turkish Government has been compelled to stop the 
flow of reinforcements by bombing from the air the 
road used for the purpose of bringing them in. This 
action undertaken by Turkish alrcraft is directed 
exclusively at military targets and constitutes a limited 
police action taken in legitimate self defencc.” The 
Council was thus re uested to consider what urgent 

1 measures could be ta en to put a stop to the Greek 
Cypriot aggression which was threatening the peace in 
the area. In that connexion, hc suggcstcd several 
measures that might be undertaken in order to reduce 
the existing supply of arms and personnel in Cyprus. 
These included the placing of entry points to Cyprus 
under effective control by a committee *X composed 
of representatives of Turkey, Greece and the countries 
contributing troops to the United Nations Force, and 
the subjecting of both sides to a gradual and controlled 
disarmament. 153 

The representative of Cyprus * denied that the 
Greek Government forces had started the attack or 
that his Government was responsible for the current 
situation. He recalled that while the rcpresentativc of 
Turkey had disputed his statement about an imminent 
invasion he had not denied that warships wcrc heading 
for Cyprus for that purpose and suggcstcd that the 
Council should note that it was after Turkey had 
appealed to the Council that it had dispatched its air- 
craft into Cyprus. In that conncxion, hc wondered 
whcthcr such conduct nccordcd with the obligzitions 
of Mcmbcrs under the Charter, which had ruled out 
warfare and had abolished the rule of force and 
suggcstcd that if the Council did not take the decision 
it should on the question of the “airplane aggression” 
against Cyprus then “the Charter of the United Nations 
and the whole Organization would become mcaning- 
less”. 15’ 
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At the same meeting the representative of Greece l 

noted that it was the fifth time that Cyprus had 
appealed to the Security Council requesting that an 
end be put to the aggression by Turkey. “This time we 
are not dealing with a threat. We are in the presence 
of an indisputable act of aggression.” Moreover, so 
long as the threat of invasion persisted, there could be 
no hope for the restoration of peace in Cyprus. 
Besides, “hope of an invasion” led the Turkish Cypriots 
to arm themselves in order to facilitate invasion if it 
came and conversely the threat of invasion caused the 
Greek Cypriots to arm themselves in order to avert 
the danger. lfi5 

The representative of France reminded the Council 
that in spite of “some restoration of calm”, the situa- 
tion in Cyprus remained explosive and urged that the 
Council add its authority to the efforts of the United 
Nations Force and its Commander to prevent a 
resumption of the fighting. He urged further that an 
appeal be made to the parties to co-operate with the 
steps taken by the United Nations to bring about a 
peaceful solution and to “stop jeopardizing” the efforts 
of the Mediator in that regard. lsfl 

At the proposal of the President, the meeting was 
adjourned for the purpose of consultation among the 
mcmbcrs and interested partics in regard to the 
procedure to be followed at the resumed meeting. ‘2i 

At a resumed 1142nd meeting on 9 August 1964, 
the President (Norway) announced that it had not 
been possible to arrive at a consensus during the 
informal consultations which had taken place owing 
to certain difficulties in communications experienced 
by some parties. He then suggested that in the mean- 
time the Sccrctary-General would preparc and present 
to the Council an urgent report on the latest develop 
ment in Cyprus so that when it reconvened, the Council 
might deal more rapidly and cffcctively with the situa- 
tion in the light of all available information. Members 
were requested to remain available for an early 
meeting to be determined by the availability of the 
Sccrctary-General’s report and the termination of the 
communication difliculties complained of. 

At the I l43rd meeting on 9 August 1964, the 
Secretary-General explained that a report consisting 
of information which the Commander of the United 
Nations Force had been able to verify was being 
urgently compiled and would be circulated among the 
members of the Council as soon as it was ready. Is” 

The rcprcscntativc of the Ivory Coast while awaiting 
the report of the Secretary-General before taking a 
position in the dcbatc, proposed that as in the casts of 
Panama and Cuba in which certain provisional 
mcasurcs wcrc taken, the President should be authorized 
to appeal to Turkey “to put an end forthwith to the 
bombardment of Cyprus and suspend all military 
measures against Cyprus, and to call on the Govern- 
mcnt of Cyprus at once to order an immediate ccasc- 
fire pending the adoption by the Council of a final 
decision on the matter”. ‘So 

The Council decided ‘o’) without objection to adopt 
the proposal of the rcprescntative of the Ivory Coast, 
which was formulated by the Prcsidcnt as follows: loI 
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“To the Government of Turkey: to cease instantly 
the bombardment and use of military force of any 
kind against Cyprus; to the Government of Cyprus: 
to direct the armed forces under its control to cease 
fire immediately.” 
At the same meeting, the representative of Greece * 

stated that “on the Greek Cypriot side all hostility 
came to an end last night at nine o’clock, Cyprus time, 
that is at 3 p.m. New York time. . . Despite this fact, 
Turkish aircraft . . . returned to Cyprus today and 
Greek Cypriots are being fired on from the Turkish 
Cypriot side”. He warned that if the appeal just 
addressed to Turkey was not heeded and “if the action 
of the Turkish Air Force continues beyond three 
o’clock this afternoon, New York time, Greece will 
assist Cyprus with its air force and with every military 
means at its disposal”. I82 

The representative of the United States asserted that 
the responsibility of the Council was to stop the 
hostilities “and until all are stopped none will stop”. 
He suggested that an appeal for a cease-fire was the 
swiftest action the Council could take and introduced a 
draft resolution IflR jointly submitted by the United 
Kingdom and the United States under which the 
Council would cndorsc and reaffirm the President’s 
appeal and call upon all concerned to co-opcratc fully 
with the United Nations Force and on all others to 
refrain from any action likely to exacerbate the existing 
situation. 1“,1 

At the same meeting the reprcscntative of Cyprus, * 
recalling that the President had appealed to the 
Government of Turkey to cease instantly the bombard- 
ment and the use of military force of any kind against 
Cyprus, expressed his astonishment that it had been 
left out and suggested that “the gist” of the President’s 
appeal should be put into the draft resolution if its 
other provisions were to be effective. Ia5 

That suggestion was followed by other proposals 
for changes in the joint draft resolution. The reprcsen- 
tative of Czechoslovakia remarked that in his appeal 
the President “made a distinction bctwcen the external 
aggression on the part of Turkey and the operations 
carried out by the Government of Cyprus in the 
exercise of its right of self-defence”. That distinction, 
he felt, should be reflected in the draft resolution under 
consideration. len 

The reprcsentativc of the United States declared 
that in view of the criticisms that the draft resolution 
was not identical with the language of the President’s 
appeal his delegation was prepared to repeat that 
appeal in the second prcambular paragraph of the draft 
resolution. He explained, however, that the draft 
resolution was “not just a reaffirmation of that appeal”. 
It was designed, inter alia, to make clear that the 
Council wanted a ccasc-fire by all concerned, including 
elcmcnts under the control of either Government. lrn 

The representative of Bolivia, on the other hand, 
noting that the draft resolution might be interpreted as 
implying that the debate had been concluded since it 
made no reference to the report of the Secretary- 
General which was still awaited, proposed the addition 
of a preambular paragraph to wit: “Awaiting the 
publication of the Secretary-General’s report which 
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will enable the Security Council to adopt suitable 
measures.” 16n 

\ The representative of the USSR noted that in the 
/ first operative paragraph of the draft resolution an 

attempt was made to treat “the attackers and the 
attacked in the same way” placing them on equal 
footing. Moreover, the attempt to make the Council 
do no more than include in the preamble simply the 
President’s appeal “deprives that appeal of adequate 
force and significance”. The result was that the Council 
was not demanding that the Turkish Government 
should respond to that appeal and thus instantly cease 
its military operations in Cyprus. tBD 

The representative of the United States accepted the 
suggestion made by the representative of Bolivia and 
further revised the draft resolution so that the reaffir- 
mation of the President’s appeal would become the 
first operative paragraph. “O 

After a suspension of the meeting to allow repre- 
sentatives to consult with their Governments, the 
representative of Cyprus + stated that his Government 
was not satisfied with the draft resolution under its 
present formulation and would ask as a minimum the 
introduction in the preambular part, of the phrase 
“ ‘Confirming the Security Council resolution of 4 
March 1964’, so that the position taken in that resolu- 
tion would not be affected by the present draft reso- 
lution”. I” 

The representative of the United States was 
agreeable to that suggestion and further revised the 
draft resolution to include the reaffirmation of previous 
Security Council resolutions. I’2 

At the 1143rd meeting on 9 August 1964, the revised 
draft resolution was adopted IT3 by 9 votes to none with 
two abstentions. It read as follows: I” 

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

situation in Cyprus, 
“Reafirming its resolutions 186 ( 1964) of 4 

March 1964, 187 ( 1964) of I3 March 1964 and 
192 (1964) of 20 June 1964, 

“Anficipating the submission of the Secretary- 
General’s report on the situation, 

“I. Reafirms 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 ccasc firing immediately’; 

“2. Calls for an immediate cease-fire by all 
concerned; 

“3. 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 security; 

“4. Calls upon all States to refrain from any 
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action that might exacerbate the situation or contri- 
bute to the broadening of hostilities.” 

After the adoption of the resolution, the meetin was 
suspended at the suggestion of the President an f with 
the understanding that the Council would “remain at 
the disposal of the President if any development in the 
area should warrant a call at short notice”. 17’ 

At a resumed 1143rd meeting on 11 August 1964, 
the President (Norway) explained that the meeting had 
been “resumed” at the request I76 of the representative 
of Cyprus. l” 

In his statement the representative of Cyprus * 
complained of the same strafing attacks against the 
civilian population of Cyprus by Turkish aircraft and 
of the entry by Turkish vessels in the territorial waters 
of that country in violation of the cease-fire and the 
resolution of the Security Council adopted previously 
at the same meeting. He stated that his Government 
was particularly concerned by the flights of Turkish 
aircraft over Cyprus, the purpose of which was to 
terrorize the population. Noting that terror was 
accompanied by tension and tension by attack and 
counter-attack, he urged that there should be no such 
flights over Cyprus and that the Council adopt a reso- 
lution deploring the conduct of Turkey. Furthermore, 
Turkey should be called upon to respect fully the 
cease-fire and the Council’s resolutions. 17n 

The representative of Turkey l asserted that “the 
cease-fire had been observed by Turkey”, but contended 
that its tenure would bc uncertain unless the Greek 
Cypriots withdrew to the position they occupied before 
their last attack on 5 August. Citing the dangers facing 
certain Turkish Cypriots who were confined to a narrow 
strip of beach and completely surrounded, he dcfendcd 
the reconnaissance flights of Turkish aircraft over 
Cyprus as a precautionary measure necessitated by the 
gravity of the situation. With regard to the question 
of Turkish destroyers in the territorial waters of 
Cyprus, the representative of Turkey stated that he 
had no reports on the prescncc of such destroyers. 
However, he was “quite prepared to believe that they 
were there”; to make sure that the Greek Cypriot 
attack would not start. 170 

The representative of Greece * asserted that infor- 
mation available to his Government confirmed the 
account presented to the Council by the representative 
of Cyprus concerning the violation of Cyprus air space 
by Turkish aircraft following the acceptance by the 
Turkish Government of the President’s appeal, and the 
adoption of the Security Council resolution. He added 
that thcrc had also been a “provocative violation of 
Greek air space, committed this morning by a Turkish 
aircraft . . .“. With regard to the question of 
establishing the validity of those allegations, he 
suggested that the Secretary-General be requested to 
put before the Council “all the information at his 
disposal”. Should the facts bc corroborated by the 
United Nations authorities present in Cyprus, then 
“Turkey should be called to order by an immediate 
resolution of the Security Council . . .” as rcqucsted 
by the representative of Cyprus”. I”” 

In his statement before the Council the Secretary- 
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General recalled his report 1.91 to the Council in which 
it was stated that the cease-fire called for by the 
President on 9 August was in effect. There had been 
subse uently, however, instances involving Turkish 
aircr Jt and evidence that Turkish destroyers had 
unloaded supplies in Cyprus. With regard to the 
question of clvilian casualties the Secretary-General 
noted that only an “estimate” of such casualties had 
been available at that time. la2 

The representative of the Ivory Coast expressed 
concern over the incidents reported to the Council, 
particularly with regard to “the flight over Cypriot 
territory”. He maintained that under the circumstances 
every flight by a military aircraft could only “sow 
panic and inflame passions”, and thus gave rise to 
reactions incalculable in their consequences. In that 
connexion he proposed that the President at the end 
of the debate make “a kind of summ 
Council’s desire to see the parties camp y fully with our “r 

expressing the 

resolution, on the understanding that the debate 
continues and that the final decision has not yet been 
taken”. He emphasized that by compliance with the 
resolution of 9 August he meant in particular the 
suspension of all flights over the territory of Cyprus 
pending the Council’s final decision. lRR Similar suges- 
tions were made by the representatives of Bolivia IR4 
and Brazil. lR6 

The representative of Czechoslovakia observed that 
the Security Council could not allow its decisions to 
be ignored by one of the parties. It was, therefore, 
necessary for the Council to reaflirm its own decisions 
and to demand their unconditional application. He 
further urged that the Council “state without any 
e 
8 

uivocation that military actions such as the violation 
o the air space of a sovereign State Member of our 
Organization by military aircraft, and all other actions 
of the same kind are wholly inconsistent with the 
provisions of the resolution adopted by the Council on 
9 August”. 1*d 

The representative of Greece l saw the proposal by 
the representative of the Ivory Coast in placing the two 
parties on the same footing as a dangerous procc- 
dure. lR7 In reply the representative of the Ivory Coast 
offered certain points of clarification. IR7a 

The President (Norway) explained that as hc under- 
stood it, the suggestion by the representative of the 
IVOIY Coast, supported by the representative of Brazil, 
would consist of two parts: a summary of the views of 
the Council and the appropriate appeal to bc issued as 

a consequence of that summary. The President then 
outlined the points that were likely to be included in 
that summary. IRH 

The rcprcscntative of the USSR objected to the 
President’s formulation which he contended went 
beyond the limits of the question “placed before the 
Council at this meeting” and his responsibilities as 
President. *“O He further asserted that the only 
proposal bcforc the Council was that of the Ivory 
-___ 
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Coast. It would therefore be “inappropriate . . . for us 
to consider the various points contained in your earlier 
suggestion”. If no other proposal was submitted, his 
delegation was prepared to support that of the Ivory 
Coast with certain reservations. QQ 

The representative of the United Kingdom felt that 
a long term solution of the 
if all Governments and al P 

roblem would be facilitated 
parties concerned avoided 

actions which could be in any way provocative. In that 
connexion, he urged that, while a sling for a cessa- 
tion of the overtIights, efforts sho ur be made to ensure 
that there was no need for anxiety on the part of 
inhabitants in certain areas of Cyprus. To that end he 

E 
roposed that a further point be added to the proposal 
y the representative of the Ivory Coast that the 

Commander of the United Nations Force take steps to 
reinforce its units in certain areas in order to ensure 
that all the inhabitants might be free from any anxiety 
about their future and safety. lo* 

At the request of the representative of France, the 
meeting was suspended to allow those members of the 
Council who had “taken a particularly active part” in 
the debate to formulate more precise1 the terms for 
the appeal that the President would L requested to 
make. lo2 

At a resumed 1143rd meeting on 11 August 1964 
the proposal of the Ivory Coast authorizing the 
President to summariz the consensus of the Council 
was adopted lo3 without objection. It read as 
follows : ‘94 

“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 
Security Council, the Council notes with satisfaction 
that the cease-fire is being observed throughout 
Cyprus; requests the parties to comply with resolu- 
tion S/5868 of 9 August 1964 in its entirety; asks 
all Governments to stop 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.” 

Decieion of 25 September 1964 (1159th meeting): 
( i ) Reafirming its resolutions 186 (I 964) of 4 

March 1964, 187 (1964) of 13 March 1964, 
192 (1964) of 20 June 1964 and 193 

(I 964) of 9 August 1964 and the consensus 
expressed by the President at the 1143rd 
meeting, on II August 1964; 

(ii) Extending the period in which the United 
Nations Peace-keeping Force shall be stationed 
in Cyprus for another three months, ending 26 
December 1964, in conformity with the terms 
of resolution 186 (1964) 

On 10 September 1964, the Secretary-General 
submitted his second report lo5 on the United Nations 
operations in Cyprus which the Security Council 
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considered at its 1151st and 1153rd to 1159th 

! 

meetings held between 16 and 25 September 1964. 
At the 115 1st meeting on 16 September 1964, the 

representatives of Turkey, Greece and Cyprus were 
invited 100 to participate in the discussions. 

At the same meeting the Secretary-General reported 
that as a result of the death of the former Mediator on 
Cyprus, the four Governments concerned had agreed 
to the appointment as Mediator of Mr. Galo Plaza. lo7 

The representative of Cyprus, * after explaining the 
position of his Government regarding certain questions 
raised in the report of the Secretary-General, reserved 
the right to make comments and observations at a later 
stage on other points. He then restated his Govern- 
ment’s acceptance of the proposed extension of the 
mandate of UNFICYP for an additional three months 
“on the basis of the terms of the resolution adopted by 
the Security Council on 4 March 1964”, and reassured 
the Council of his Government’s intention to co-operate 
fully with the United Nations Force in achieving the 
common goals laid down in that resolution. Turning 
to developments in Cyprus the representative, after 
describing recent action by his Government in consul- 
tation with UNFICYP and the Red Cross to permit 
the entry of essential goods into the “self-restricted 
areas’.‘, drew attention to certain other measures taken 
by his Government aimed at assisting the Turkish 
minority in Cyprus and furthering the cause of peace 
and normality. Then reviewing the actions of the 
Turkish Government and the leaders of the Turkish 
Cypriot community, he expressed concern that such 
actions would not contribute to the consolidation of 
peace on the island. In conclusion he asserted that while 
his Government wanted peace it would not surrender 
to external force aiming at imposing upon Cyprus 
solutions unacceptable to its people and contrary to the 
principles of the Charter. IoR 

The representative of Turkey,* noting that the Sec- 
retary-General in his report had stated that the Turk- 
ish Government while indicating its desire to have 
the mandate of UNFlCYP prolonged, had put for- 
ward certain observations concerning “the efficacy of 
the Force”, reiterated the observations of his Govcrn- 
ment to the Council. He considered the Secretary- 
General’s report a highly commendable document and 
“the fullest, frankest and fairest, and the most re- 
vealing” of all the reports. At the same time, it re- 
flected the central weakness of the United Nations 
Force hampered by a lack of precision in its mandate 
and a “whole set of conflicting interpretations”. 
Turning to the specific issues regarding the problem 
of Cyprus, he cited the question of the economic 
blockade and the arms build-up on the part of the 
Greek Cypriot Government. Those developments he 
considered to be incompatible with the resolutions of 
the Security Council, an incompatibility noted in the 
report of the Secretary-General. He contended that 
tranquillity would return to those areas under siege 
only after the Greek Cypriots had returned to their 
previous positions and the state of siege had been 
lifted. He was hopeful that the UNFICYP, given 
greater authority, would attend to the serious prob- 
lem of bringing about genuine “cease-fire conditions” 
in those areas. log 
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The representative of Greece l shared the opinion 
advanced in the Secretary-General’s report that with- 
out the presence of UNFICYP the situation in Cyprus 
would have led to disaster. At the same time, he main- 
tained that the situation was far from satisfactory. 
Nevertheless, his delegation was encouraged by certain 
decisions recently taken by the Government of Cyprus 
repealing all restrictions on the supply of food-stuffs to 
isolated Turkish communities and the offer of amnesty 
and material assistance to those wishing to return to 
their homes. Besides, the acceptance by that Govern- 
ment in advance of suggestions which the United 
Nations might make regarding security measures for 
the pacification of the island was another positive step. 
In that connexion, he requested that the Secretary- 
General keep the delegations most concerned advised of 
the progress achieved in the task he had entrusted to 
his personal representative and the Commander of 
the Force. zoo 

At the I 153rd meeting on 17 September 1964, the 
representative of the United States, after deploring 
“any air attacks on the island” of Cyprus, supported 
“the recommendation now accepted in the Council by 
the main parties concerned: that the mandate of the 
Force be extended for an additional three months”. 
He then called attention to the question of financing 
in connexion with the proposed extension, and urged 
that all members of the Council who had unanimously 
established the peace-keeping operation, set an example 
by contributing the financial means without which the 
operation could not be successful.?“’ 

The President, speaking as the representative of the 
USSR, recalled that his Government had on princi- 
ple adopted a “negative attitude” towards the dispatch 
to Cyprus of any foreign forces, including the force 
of the United Nations, and asserted that while the 
USSR delegation had raised no objection to the pro- 
posed extension of the United Nations operation in 
Cyprus it would oppose any broadening of the func- 
tions of the Force as set out in the resolution of 4 
March 1964. 20” 

At the 1 159th meeting on 25 September 1964, the 
representative of Brazil introduced a draft resolution 
jointly submitted by Bolivia, Brazil, Ivory Coast, Mo- 
rocco and Norway whereby the Council, noting the 
report of the Secretary-General and recalling its pre- 
vious decisions, would extend the period in which the 
United Nations Peace-keeping Force in Cyprus would 
be stationed there for another three months ending 
26 December 1964. “03 He observed that the sponsors 
were convinced that the presence of the Force by 
virtue of its stabilizing influence would be able to 
play a dccisivc role in facilitating a scttlcmcnt of the 
problcm.X’)’ 

The representative of the Ivory Coast ndmittcd that 
in some respects the draft resolution was inadequate 
and suggested that the Security Council “ought to have 
gone even further in defining principles admitting of 
new approaches to the affair”. He noted that the Scc- 
retary-General’s report had indicated that in order to 
make the Force’s mission more effective the Council 
ought to define it more clearly and grant the Force 
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new technical means indispensable to the maintenance 
of order, and suggested that the Council should adapt 
itself to the requirements of the situation. zu5 Similar 
observations were made by the representatives of Mo- 
rocco 2ne and Bolivia. 207 

The draft resolution was adopted unanimously.‘nH 
It read as follows: p0o 

“The Security Council, 
“Taking note of the report of the Secretary-Gen- 

eral 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 Security Council resolution I86 
( 1964) of 4 March I964 should bc extended 
beyond 26 September 1964, 

“Noting that the Government of Cyprus has indi- 
cated its desire that the stationing of the Unitcd 
Nations Force in Cyprus should be continued 
beyond 26 September 1964, 

“Renewing the expression of its deep apprecia- 
tion to the Secretary-General for his efforts in the 
implementation of Security Council resolutions I86 
(1964) of 4 March 1964, 187 (1964) of 13 March 
1964 and 192 (1964) of 20 June 1064, 

“Renewing the expression of its deep apprccia- 
tion to the States that have contributed troops, 
police, supplies and financial support for the implc- 
mentation of resolution I86 ( 1964), 

“Paying fribute to the memory of Snkari Tuo- 
mioja for the outstanding services that hc rendered 
to the cause of the United Nations, 

“Expressing satisfaction that a new Mediator has 
been appointed by the Secretary-General in con- 
formity with resolution 186 ( 1964). 

“1. Reafirms its resolutions 186 ( 1964) of 4 
March 1964, 187 (1964) of 13 March 1964, 192 
(1964) of 20 June 1964 and 193 (1964) of 9 
August 1964 and the consensus expressed by the 
President at the I 143rd meeting, on 1 I 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 Na- 
tions Peace-keeping Force shall bc stationed in 
Cyprus for another three months, ending 26 Deccm- 
bcr 1964, in conformity with the terms of resolu- 
tion 186 (1964); 

“4. Requests the Secretary-General to keep the 
Security Council informed regarding the compliance 
of the partics concerned with the provisions of the 
present resolution.” 

After the resolution was adopted, the Sccretary- 
General cxplaincd the proccdurc he hoped to follow 
in its implcmcntation and made certain comments 
concerning the financing of the Force.“” 

De&ion of I8 Dcccmber 1964 ( 1180th meeting) : 
(i) Reafirming its rt~so1ution.s 186 (I 964). 187 

(1964). 192 (1964) and 194 (1964) and the 
- 
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consensus expressed by the President at the 
1143rd meeting, on I1 August 1964; 

(ii) Extending the stationing in Cyprus of the 
United Nations Peace-keeping Force, estab- 
lished under Security Council resolution 186 
(1964), for an additional period of three 
months, ending 26 March 1965 

On 12 December 1964, the Secretary-General sub- 
mitted his third report “‘I on the United Nations 
operation in Cyprus which the Security Council con- 
sidered at its I 180th meeting on 18 December 1964. 
At the same meeting after the Council had invited “lz 
the representatives of Turkey, Cyprus and Greece to 
participate in the discussion, the President (Bolivia) 
informed the members that he had received a draft 
resolution *I3 sponsored by Bolivia, Brazil, Ivory 
Coast, Morocco and Norway. “Ii 

The representative of Cyprus * noted that during 
the period under review there had been no major inci- 
dents in Cyprus. He emphasized, however, that the 
“rebels”, acting under directives from the Turkish 
Government had made it clear that a return to law, 
order and normality would impede their plan for the 
partition of Cyprus. There could be no doubt, therc- 
fort, that the return to normal conditions as called for 
by the resolution of 4 March and reiterated by sub- 
sequent resolutions of the Security Council was being 
obstructed as a matter of policy by their leaders acting 
under instruction from “Ankara”. His Government. 
however, by virtue of its sovereign rights recognized 
in the decisions of the Security Council and UNFICYP, 
had the responsibility to see that normal conditions 
were restored despite Turkish obstruction. In conclu- 
sion, he stated that his (iovernmcnt had accepted the 
extension for another period of three months of the 
stationing of the United Nations Peace-keeping Force 
in Cyprus in the expectation that during that period 
it would be able to complete the task cntrustcd to it by 
the Security Council. “I5 

The rcpresentativc of Turkey * observed that the 
Secretary-General’s report was “eloquent in its ac- 
count of the severe hardships to which the Turkish 
community is still being subjected”. After noting the 
difficulties experienced by UNFICYP in its efforts to 
bring about freedom of movement on all roads of the 
island, and a gradual return to normal conditions in 
Cyprus, he commcndcd the efforts of that body but 
asserted that the concept of normal conditions should 
be clearly defined since even if UNFICYP did not 
consider it part of its mandate to re-establish “con- 
stitutional law and order” in Cyprus, it could only con- 
tribute to a return to normal conditions by helping the 
two sides in the civil war to get togcthcr. He also ob- 
scrvcd that it would have been extremely useful if 
UNFICYP could have rallied support to the call issued 
by the Vice-President to bring about a meeting of the 
“true and lawful Government of the Republic com- 
prising members of both communities”. He stated fur- 
ther that his Government had consented to the con- 
tinued presence of the United Nations Peace-keeping 
Force in Cyprus, on the understanding that it would 
effectively carry out its avowed intention of avoiding 
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any action liable to affect a final political solution. 
At the same time, hc recalled that the Council had 

> 
demanded not just any solution, but that an “agreed” 
solution to the question should be sought. ““I 

The representative of Greece * called attention to 
the efforts made by the Government of Cyprus to fa- 
cilitate a return to normal conditions and conversely 
to the efforts of the Turkish leadership to obstruct 
those efforts and to prcvcnt the Turkish community 
from returning to normal life. Hc alleged that Turkish 
Cypriots were being kept in “conditions of segregated 
captivity” by Turkish “extremists” and denied the 
opportunity to return to their homes. UNFICYP in his 
view, should guarantee to those people, if they so de- 
sired, the right to return to their homes “and benefit 
from measures for their resettlement which the Gov- 
ernment of Cyprus has pledged itself to take with 
United Nations assistance”. His Government agreed to 
the prolongation of the mandate of the United Nations 
Forces in Cyprus as proposed by the Secretary- 
General, hoping that the suggestions he had made 
regarding the function of the Force, especially rc- 
garding the need to help the members of the minority 
to resume a normal life in their homes, would be 
taken into account. z’7 

Speaking in favour of the draft resolution which he 
co-sponsored the representative of Brazil recalled that 
the Secretary-General had informed the Council that 
he considered it indispensable to maintain the United 
Nations Force in Cyprus for some time to come, and 
asserted that the draft resolution had as its objcctivc 
the extension of the stationing of United Nations 
Forces in Cyprus, thus helping to crcatc the condi- 
tions that would lead to an agreed solution of the 
Cyprus problem. 21” 

The representative of the USSR, recalling his prc- 
vious reservations concerning the functions of UNFI- 
CYP, stated that his delegation did not oppose the 
recommendation of the Secretary-General that the 
stationing of the Force be extended for another three 
months provided that it acted in conformity with the 
Security Council resolution of 4 March 1964.‘l!’ 

The draft resolution resolution was adopted unani- 
mously. 220 It read as follows: L’L’l 

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

recommends the maintenance in Cyprus of the 
United Nations Peace-keeping Force, created by 
Security Council resolution I86 ( 1964) of 4 March 
1964, for an additional period of three months, 

“Noting that the Government of Cyprus had indi- 
cated its desire that the stationing of the United 
Nations Force in Cyprus should be continued bc- 
yond 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, 
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“Renewing the expression of its deep apprecia- 
tion to the Secretary-General for his efforts in the 
implementation of Security Council resolutions 186 
(1964) of 4 March 1964, 187 (1964) of 13 March 
1964, 192 (1964) of 20 June 1964 and 194 
(1964) of 25 September 1964, 

“Renewing the expression of its deep apprecia- 
tion to the States that have contributed troops, po- 
lice, supplies, and financial support for the imple- 
mentation of resolution 186 ( 1964). 

“1. Reaffirms its resolutions 186 (1964), 187 
(1964). 192 (1964) and 194 (1964) and the con- 
sensus 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 reso- 
lutions; 

“3. Takes note of the report of the Secretary- 
General; 

“4. Extentls the stationing in Cyprus of the 
United Nations Peace-keeping Force, established 
under Security Council resolution 186 ( 1964), for 
an additional period of three months ending 26 
March 1965.” 

Decision of 19 March 1965 ( 1193rd meeting) : 
(i) 

(ii) 

On 

Reafirming its resolutions of 4 March, I.3 
March, 20 June, 9 August (S/SSSX), 2-5 Sep- 
tember and I8 December 1964 unci the con- 
sensus exyresscd by the President at the 
1143rd meeting, on I1 August 1964; 
Extending the stutioning in Cyprus of the 
United Notions Peace-keeping Force estub- 
lished under the Security Council resolution 
of 4 March 1964 for an udditiond period of 
three months, ending 26 June 1965 

1 I March 1965, the Secretary-General sub- 
mitted his fourth report w  on the United Nations 
operations in Cyprus which was considered by the 
Council at its I 19 1st to I 193rd meetings held between 
17 and 19 March 1965. 

At the I 19lst meeting on 17 March 1965, the Coun- 
cil decided ““:I without vote, to invite the reprcsenta- 
tives of Cyprus, Greece and Turkey to participate in 
the discussion. 

At the same meeting the representative of Cyprus, * 
recalling the previous recommendations for extension 
of the period of the United Nations Force in Cyprus, 
declared that however welcome the prcscncc of the 
United Nations Force in Cyprus might be, his Govern- 
ment viewed the necessity for a new extension as pro- 
posed in the report under consideration, with disap- 
pointment, since it revealed that the task entrusted to 
the Force by the Council on 4 March 1964 had not yet 
been completely fullilled. He stated further that in 
agreeing to a further extension, his Govcrnmcnt did 
SO in the hope that the Force would then bc able to 
complete its task for tho sake of peace and security 
in that area of the world. After rcvicwing develop- 
ments in the arca during the period covcrcd by the 
report, he stated that the only obstacle to PCXC and 
the only reason for the anomaly which still persisted 
in a few parts of Cyprus was the policy of Turkey 
to promote strife and division, a policy which was not 
only contrary to the resolutions adopted by the Coun- 
_____ 
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cil and the terms of reference of the Force, but also 
contrary to the task entrusted by the Security Council 
to the Mediator whose mission was to find a solution 
in accordance with the Charter of the United Nations. 
Noting that if peace was to be secured and the re- 
currencc of fighting avoided, all dividing lines on the 
island should be eliminated, he wondered whether the 
United Nations Force could allow the consolidation 
of the present stalemate. 2?4 

The representative of Turkey * saw the report of 
the Security-General as “a tragic admission of the 
fact that a recurrence of fighting on a much larger scale 
is still a possibility and a return to normal conditions 
is still far from being achieved”. He blamed that state 
of affairs on the Greek Cypriot Government and the 
Greek Government who were determined to impose 
a solution by force. In support of that allegation he 
recalled several instances in which the Government 
of Cyprus had disregarded or otherwise violated agree- 
ments entered into with the Turkish community. 
Noting that the resolution of 4 March called for a 
return to normal conditions in order that an agreed 
solution might be facilitated through negotiations, hc 
contended that that recommendation had been ignored 
by Archbishop Makarios who had “pushed the Con- 
stitution into oblivion” and in the political vacuum thus 
created, launched his de facto administration. He re- 
called that his delegation had always maintained that 
UNFICYP could best carry out its mandate of resto- 
ration of law and order and a return to normal con- 
ditions “by providing for the Turkish community the 
exercise of their constitutional rights”. An important 
step in that direction would be to assure for the Turks 
of Cyprus full freedom of movcmcnt on all the roads 
of Cyprus. He concluded that while his Government 
welcomed the “Observations” of the Secretary-General 
that the parties make a determined effort by negotia- 
tions to find an agreed basis for long-term solutions, 
his Government could never accept any solution for 
the question of Cyprus which would involve the use 
of force in violation of the Charter and in disregard of 
the resolutions of the Security Council. “?J 

The representative of Greece * asserted that among 
the reasons for the present impasse was the fact that 
the Turkish leaders, cncouragcd by Turkey, opposed 
any negotiations or discussion likely to strengthen and 
uphold the independence of the sovereign Republic of 
Cyprus. He maintained that that was in keeping with 
Turkey’s policy of “dismemberment of the island” 
which had been pursued by the Turkish Government 
in various forms. He contended that while possibilities 
for an arrangement which would guarantee the well- 
being of the population existed, those could be realized 
only when the minority leaders stopped pursuing 
plans which conflicted with the rights and interests 
of the majority. In its effort to promote a peaceful 
solution of the problem, the Government of Greece 
supported the proposed extension of the international 
Force’s mandate for an additional period of three 
months. ZZB 

At the 1 l92nd meeting on 18 March 1965, the 
representative of the USSR, calling attention to the 
delay in convening the meeting observed that the mem- 
bers of the Security Council should have been in- 

234 1191st mceling: parus. 7-16, 23-29. 49-58. 
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formed of the reason for such an irregular proce- 
dure. 22r 

At the 1193rd meeting on 19 March 1965, the 
representative of Bolivia recalling that the Secretary- 
General had informed the Council that he saw no 
alternative but to recommend the extension of UNFI- 
CYP for another three months, introduced on behalf 
of the delegations of Bolivia, Ivory Coast, Jordan, Ma- 
laysia, the Netherlands and Uruguay, a draft resolu- 
tion 22R under which the Council would author& the 
extension for three months of the United Nations 
Peace-keeping Force in Cyprus. 2L’e 

The draft resolution was adopted unanimously. WJ 
It read as follows: 2D1 

“The Security Council, 
“Noting that the report of the Secretary-Genera1 

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

“Noting that the Government of Cyprus has indi- 
cated its desire that the stationing of the United 
Nations Force in Cyprus should be continued bc- 
yond 26 March 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, nevcr- 
theless the position remains one of uneasiness in 
several points, with the consequent danger of a 
renewal of fighting with all of its disastrous consc- 
quences, 

“Renewing the expression of its deep apprecia- 
tion to the Secretary-General for his efforts in the 
implementation of the Security Council resolutions 
of 4 March, I3 March (S/5603), 20 June (S/ 
5778), 25 September (S/5987) and I8 December 
1964 (S/6121), 

“Renewing the expression of its deep apprecia- 
tion to the States that have contributed troops, 
police, supplies and financial support for the imple- 
mentation of the resolution of 4 March 1964, 

“I. Reaflirms its resolutions of 4 March, I3 
March, 20 June, 9 August (S/5868), 25 Septcm- 
ber and 18 December 1964 and the consensus cx- 
pressed by the President at the I 143rd meeting, on 
I 1 August 1964; 

“2. Cal/s rcpon all States Members of the United 
Nations to comply with the above-mentioned reso- 
lutions; 

“3. Cuffs upon the parties concerned 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/6228 and Corr. I and Add. 1); 

“5. Iixtends the stationing in Cyprus of the 
United Nations Peace-keeping Force established 
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under the Security Council resolution of 4 March 
1964 for an additional period of three months, 
ending 26 June 1965.” 

De&ion of 15 June 1965 ( 1224th meeting) : 
(i) Reafirming 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 1 I August 1964; 

(ii) Extending the stationing in Cyprus of the 
United Nations Peace-keeping Force estab- 
lished under the Security Council resolution 
of 4 March 1964 for an additional period of 

six months, ending 26 December 1965 
On 10 June 1965 the Secretary-General submitted 

his fifth report 23z on the United Nations Operation in 
Cyprus, which was considered by the Council at its 
1224th meeting on 15 June 1965. 

At the 1224th meeting on 15 June, 1965 the Coun- 
cil decided *XI without objection to invite the repre- 
sentatives of Cyprus, Turkey and Greece to participate 
in the discussion. 

The representative of Cyprus * before commenting 
on the latest developments in Cyprus, and the Scc- 
retary-General’s report, asserted that his Government 
had accepted the recommendation of the Sccretary- 
General that the mandate of UNFICYP be extended 
for six months instead of the usual three-month period, 
subject to the understanding contained in paragraph 
184 of that report. “34 He then noted that the situation 
in Cyprus during the period covered by the report had 
been generally calm, and called attention to the efforts 
by his Government in co-operation with the United 
Nations Force to bring about a return to normality. 
After outlining several instances of “provocation” and 
“self-segregation” on the part of the Turkish Cypriot 
leadership designed to obstruct his Government’s “paci- 
fication programmc” he alleged that Turkey “by means 
of a combination of internal subversion through its 
agents in Cyprus and continued threats of aggression 
and invasion, systematically and continuously under- 
mines all efforts for a return to normality and frus- 
trates the possibilities for a peaceful solution”. These 
he felt were a source of permanent tension and a 
threat to international peace. 2’311 

The representative of Turkey * stated that despite 
proclamations regarding independence for Cyprus, 
enosis remained the real objective of the “Greek Cy- 
priot rCgime”. Noting that the Secretary-General had 
suggested that the mandate of the Force be extended 
for six months, he explained that his Government had 
agreed to that suggestion with the prospect that within 
that period an end might be put to the threat to peace 
brought about by the Greek Cypriot leadership which 
had burdened the international machinery. Turning to 
the question of alleged threats of invasion by Turkey 
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he noted that the report of the Secretary-General had 
indicated that the “frequent and indiscriminate invoca- 
tion of external threats” had seriously curtailed LJN- 
FICYP in its efforts to reduce tension in the island and 
effectively to prevent the recurrence of fighting between 
the two Communities. Then calling attention to “the 
steady build-up of Greek-Cypriot armed personnel on 
the island” and other threats to the Turkish communi- 
ty, he contended that such developments constituted 
a “real setback” to the efforts of the United Nations 
in finding a peaceful solution and had cast doubt on 
the professed interest of the Greek Cypriots in a 
peaceful solution. The representative then drew the 
attention of the Council to reports appearing in the 
Greek Cypriot Press urging the Government to hold 
“a general election for both the Greek and Turkish 
communities under a unified electoral roll” and 
warned that such a violation of the constitution if im- 
plemented would irrevocably separate the two com- 
munities. 286 

The representative of Greece l felt that the situa- 
tion in Cyprus showed signs of improvement largely 
because of the presence of the United Nations Force 
and the continued efforts of the Cyprus Government. 
He regretted that the Turkish Cypriot leadership did 
not respond to the Government’s pacification offers 
and measures as these would have improved the situa- 
tion even further. Noting that the Governments of 
Grcecc and Turkey had agreed to enter into discus- 
sions to review all aspects of Greek-Turkish relations, 
which had been affected by the Cyprus crisis, he sug- 
gested that if the talks were to succeed a new impulse 
should be given to “pacification ‘and to a comprehen- 
sive return to normalcy” and in this connexion he 
urged that leaders of the Turkish community establish 
contact with the Greek community with a view to 
meetings and discussions with the Government. In 
conclusion he asserted that his Government had con- 
curred with the proposed extension of the mandate 
of the United Nations Force. “li 

At the same meeting the representative of Uruguay 
introduced a draft resolution 23H submitted jointly by 
the delegations of Bolivia, Ivory Coast, Jordan, Ma- 
laysia, the Netherlands and Uruguay. He noted that 
the draft resolution was prepared pursuant to the same 
spirit and wording of resolutions previously adopted 
by the Council and had taken note of the Sccretary- 
General’s report particularly with regard to the 
extension of the mandate for six months. It was hoped 
however that the mandate of UNFICYP could be 
completed prior to the expiry of that datczzi’) 

The representative of the USSR did not object to 
the extension of the United Nations presence in Cyprus 
for another six months, provided that the conditions 
laid down in the Council’s resolution of 4 March 
1964 were observed. L”O 

The draft resolution was unanimously adopted. L’-i1 
It read as follows: L’dz 

“The Security Council, 
“Noting that the report of the Secretary-General 
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(S/6426 and Corr. 1) 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 six months, 

“Noting that the Government of Cyprus has indi- 
cated its desire that the stationing of the United 
Nations Force in Cyprus should be continued be- 
yond 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, nevertheless 
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, 

“Renewing the expression of its deep apprecia- 
tion 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) of 19 
March 1965, 

“Renewing the expression of its deep apprccia- 
tion to the States that have contributed troops, 
police, supplies and financial support for the implc- 
mcntation of the resolution of 4 March 1964, 

“1. Reafirms its resolutions of 4 March, 13 
March, 20 June, 9 August, 25 September and 18 
December 1964 and 19 March 1965 and the con- 
sensus 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 rcso- 
lutions; 

“3. Calls upon the parties concerned to con- 
tinue 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 and Corr. 1); 

“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.” 

Decision of 10 August 1965 ( 1236th meeting) : 

(i) ReafF‘rming its resolution 186 (I 964) of 4 
March 1964; 

(ii) Calling upon all parties in conformity with the 
said resolution to uvoid any action likely to 
worsen the situation 

By letter -In dated 30 July 1965, addressed to the 
President of the Security Council, the rcprcsentativc 
of Turkey called attention to the enactments by the 
Greek members of the House of Rcprescntativcs of 
Cyprus of two laws which were considered, from the 
“constitutional point of view”, to be in violation of 
international agreements upon which the Constitution 
of Cyprus was based. It was further contended that 
by SO acting the Greek Cypriot Government had dis- 
regarded Security Council resolution 186 ( 1964) of 
4 March 1964, which called upon all Member States 
to refrain from any action likely to worsen the situa- 

243 S/6571. O.K.. 20th yr.. Suppl. for July-Sept. IY65, 
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tion and upon the communities in Cyprus and their 
leaders to act with the utmost restraint. It was also 
noted that the Security Council, as a principal peace- 
keeping organ of the United Nations, should be alert 
to “any inchoate danger” to the peace and should take 
full account of any violation of its recommendations 
as well as steps to prevent the recurrence of such vio- 
lation. The letter then requested a meeting of the 
Council to consider the situation arising from the acts 
of the Greek Cypriot Government. 

By letter 244 dated 3 1 July 1965, addressed to the 
President of the Security Council, the representative 
of Cyprus, “in accordance with articles 34, 35 and 39 
of the United Nations Charter”, complained about the 
intervention by Turkey in the internal affairs of Cy- 
prus and a threat of force against its territorial in- 
tegrity and political independence in violation of Arti- 
cle 2, paragraphs 1, 2, 3 and 4 of the Charter. It 
called attention to a note by the Turkish Government 
threatening to take military action against Cyprus be- 
cause of certain legislation adopted by that country; 
the letter then requested an urgent meeting of the Se- 
curity Council “to discuss the complaint, as forming 
part of the complaint of 26 December 1963”. 

At the 1234th meeting on 3 August 1965, the Coun- 
cil included Z’s the question in its agenda and con- 
sidered it at the 1234th to the 1236th meetings held 
between 3 and IO August 1965. 

At the 1234th meeting, after the Council had in- 
vited “4d the representatives of Cyprus, Turkey and 
Greccc to participate in the discussion, the President 
(United Kingdom) called attention to two reports “4i 
of the Secretary-General on recent dcvclopmcnts in 
Cyprus. 

At the same meeting the representative of Turkey * 
recalled his apprehension expressed at an earlier 
meeting over the intention of the Greek Cypriot 
leadership unilaterally to attempt to alter the constitu- 
tional structure of the State of Cyprus by enacting an 
electoral law which would disregard the basic prin- 
ciple of partnership between the Greek and Turkish 
communities of the island upon which the indepen- 
dence of Cyprus was built and without which it could 
not survive. Hc alleged that the Greek Cypriot leader- 
ship was attempting to achieve its objective through 
a “succession of fait.7 uccompfis” which, when taken 
individually, did not seem of sufficient consequence to 
prompt the Council to take appropriate action. Recent 
legislation and other activities, however, which clearly 
violated the Security Council decision of 4 March 
1964, jeopardized not only the rights of the Turkish 
Cypriot community and of Turkey but also the peace 
of the area and the effcctivcncss of the Council in 
keeping peace. Furthermore, the Council had before 
it “the measured but solemn warning cmbodicd in the 
prcscnt report of the Secretary-Gcncral” and if it per- 
mitted actions contrary to its rccommcndntions as 
well as to international obligations then a dangerous 
precedent would be set. The Turkish delegation there- 
fort left it to the Council “to put itself on record, in 
any way it may see fit,” against such action which 
posed a danger to the pcacc.z’” 
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The representative of Cyprus * denied that peace 
was being endangered because the House of Repre- 

> 
sentatives of Cyprus had thought it necessary to enact 
two laws or that the actions of his Government in the 
exercise of its sovereignty had violated the Council’s 
resolution of 4 March 1964. After explaining the 
reasons behind the recent legislation, he expressed the 
opinion that Turkey’s allegation against the laws in 
question were groundless and noted that while the 
Security Council had the primary responsibility for 
the maintenance of international peace and security, 
it could not “in the nature of things, be concerned 
with the passing of electoral legislation in a Member 
State, since this is by definition, a matter of domestic 
concern”. On the other hand, the Council should be 
concerned when another Member State “by using va- 
rious pretexts” was threatening the sovereignty and 
territorial integrity of Cyprus and the peace of the 
world.24B 

The representative of Greece + while recognizing 
that there might be misgivings as to the timing of the 
legislative measures recently enacted in Cyprus, was 
“at a loss . . . to grasp the purport and purpose of the 
Turkish recourse to the Security Council on that mat- 
ter”, or the alleged danger to pcacc arising therefrom. 
He reminded the Council, moreover, that the report 
of the Secretary-General submitted prior to the Turk- 
ish request for a meeting, contained “nothing alarm- 
ing, or disturbing or even disquieting” about dcvclop- 
mcnts in Cyprus, and although an increase of tension 

was noted in the introductory paragraph, the con- 
cluding paragraph was “as reassuring as one might 
wish”. Recalling that the policy of Turkey had always 
been negative and obstructive, he maintained that of 

all the features envisaged by the Council for a scttlc- 
mcnt, Turkey had concentrated only upon the fact 
that “the settlement should be agreed upon by all con- 
cerned” and had arrogated to itself the right to veto 
any arrangement that might not please it, for any 
reason whatsoever. Noting that the constitutional ar- 
rangement upon which Cyprus had been founded had 
proved totally unworkable, he saw the two legislative 
acts recently passed by the Cyprus Parliament as de- 
signed to correct this “constitutional oddity” and 
urged the Council to conccntratc on a solution of the 
Cyprus problem and not allow itself to bc distracted 
from that principal task by “diversionary and con- 
fusing moves like the one which. . . has brought us 
here again today.“‘” 

At the 1235th meeting on 5 August 1965, the Pre- 
sident (United Kingdom) drew the attention of the 
Council to a report L’51 by the Secretary-General on 
recent developments in Cyprus and to a request z by 
the representative of Turkey dated 4 August 1965 that 
Mr. Rauf Denktas be given the opportunity to address 
the Security Council at an appropriate time under 
rule 39 of the provisional rules of procedure. ~3 
Then, speaking as the reprcscntativc of the United 

Kingdom, and as one of the Guarantor Powers, hc 
considered the two laws passed by the Cyprus Gov- 
ernment to be a breach of the Constitution that ac- 
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corded “neither with the spirit nor the letter of reso- 
lution 186 ( 1964) of the Council”.“” 

At the same meeting Mr. Denktas was invited to 
address the Council. He considered the actions of the 
Cypriot Government and the recent legislative enact- 
ments illegal and unconstitutional, designed with the 
purpose of “depriving the Turkish community of its 
political and constitutional rights”. As a result of the 
tensions which had accompanied these measures, and 
the dangers of chaos inherent in their implementa- 
tion, he requested that the Security Council “censure 
and condemn these measures without any reservation 
as . . . contrary to resolution 186 ( 1964)“. After de- 
scribing conditions in the Turkish community, he dis- 
puted certain points raised earlier by the Greek and 
Cypriot representatives and in conclusion he re- 
affirmed the determination of the Turkish community 
to resist all measures to abrogate their rights as a 
political entity, or to bring about union with Greece.2nb 

At the 1236th meeting on 10 August 1965, the rep- 
resentativc of Malaysia introduced a draft resolu- 
tion 250 jointly submitted with Bolivia, Ivory Coast, 
Jordan, Malaysia, the Ncthcrlands and Uruguay. He 
explained that while the co-sponsors had pursued a 
formulation that would “steer a middle course between 
the two opposing positions” their primary objcctivc 
had always been to make sure that the “peace in the 
island and an agreed solution to all the problems” 
that had beset the country were not in any way ham- 
pered or delayed “by any words that may bc used in 
this draft resolution”.‘“’ 

The draft resolution was adopted unanimously.““h 
It read as follows: L’L1’ 

“The Security Council, 

“Nofing the report of the Secretary-General of 
29 July 1965 (S/6569 and Corr. I ) that recent 
developments in Cyprus have increased tension in 
the island, 

“Noting the further reports of the Secretary-Gen- 
cral of 2 August (S/6586), 5 August (S/6569/ 
Add.1 ) and IO August 1965 (S/6569/Add.2), 

“Huving heard the statements of the parties con- 
cerned, 

“1. Heuflirms its resolution 186 ( 1964) of 4 
March 1964; 

“2. Culls upon all parties, in conformity with 
the above resolution, to avoid any action which is 
likely to worsen the situation.” 

krieion of 5 November 1965 ( 1252nd meeting) : 

Appeal by the President to all the parties for the 
utmost moderufion und co-oprrafion in thr lord ap- 
plication of the i’ouncil’s rc~solutio,l und that they 
refrain from uny action likely to worsen the> situation 

By letter w  dated 4 Novcmbcr 1965 the permanent 
rcprescntativc of Turkey requested an cmcrgcncy 
meeting of the Security Council to consider “the cx- 
tremely dangerous and explosive situation crcatcd by a 
new Greek Cypriot armed attack which at the mo- 
ment is in progress against the Turkish quarter of the 
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port city of Famagusta”. The letter contended that “this 
new Greek Cypriot offensive” was part of a planned 
effort on an island-wide scale “to extend the uncon- 
stitutional authority of the Greek Cypriot regime”, in 
order to impose a solution based on “fairs accomplis” 
upon the Turkish community in Cyprus. Noting that 
the present action violated the Council’s resolutions of 
4 March 1964 and 10 August 1965, and was con- 
trary to the cease-fire agreement concluded between 
the communities under the auspices of UNFICYP on 
15 May 1964, the letter urged that the “offensive” be 
brought to an immediate end, since delay would most 
likely result in an extension of hostilities and unfore- 
seen consequences. 

At the 1252nd meeting on 5 November 1965, the 
Council, after deciding “*I without objection to include 
the question in the agenda, invited 2e2 the represen- 
tatives of Turkey, Greece and Cyprus to participate 
in the discussion. The President (Bolivia) then drew 
the attention of the Council to a report ‘les by the Sec- 
retary-General on developments in Cyprus.‘” 

At the same meeting, the representative of Tur- 
key l contended that the “Greek Cypriot aggression” 
against the Turkish community in Cyprus was de- 
signed “to put an end to the existence of the Turkish 
community first and the independence of the State of 
Cyprus thereafter”, in accordance with their plan for 
enosis. He drew attention to the restraint of his Gov- 
ernment in the face of those developments and alleged 
that the “good will of Turkey” with regard to a peace- 
ful settlement had not been matched by the Greek 
side. In that connexion he accused Greece of secretly 
dispatching troops to the island and of helping to arm 
and equip an army of Greek Cypriots. After de- 
scribing the scrics of incidents leading up to the 
present situation, he declared that the Turkish Govern- 
ment and Turkish public opinion could not be cx- 
petted to stand idly by while the confidence it had 
placed in the peaceful solution of the problem was 
turned around and used as a weapon to jeopardize the 
lives and vital interests of “Turkish kinsmen” In Cy- 
prus. Nor could the flouting of the Council’s authority 
and resolutions be permitted to go unchecked. There- 
upon hc appealed to the Council “to take any mca- 
sums” it considered appropriate to sccurc observance 
of its resolutions by all parties, and to call upon the 
Greek Cypriots, in accordance with the agreement of 
15 May 1964, to withdraw from the position they had 
occupied as a result of their “aggression”. ‘2flr, 

The representative of the United States inquired 
whether the Secretary-General had received any in- 
formation from Cyprus later than that contained in 
the report submitted at that meeting which might help 
the Council in its consideration of the matter.‘*tl 

The Secretary-General stated that he had just re- 
ceived a cabled report from his Special Rcprcscntativc 
and Force Commander in Cyprus that the cease-fire 
in the Famagusta area was being obscrved.g”i 

At the same meeting, the representative of Cyprus * 
stated that contrary to the impression that the reprc- 
sentative of Turkey had tried to create, the informa- 
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tion just presented by the Secretary-General coincided 
with that of his delegation. He then disputed the Turk- 
ish version of the events at Famagusta and after de- 
scribing the incidents leading up to the present situa- 
tion contended that the “actual firing” was started by 
the Turkish Cypriots and that “the Turkish leader- 
ship” was preventing a restoration of normal condi- 
tions and as such was responsible for the situation.““” 
. The representative of Greece * expressed doubts 
about the “opportuneness and the advisability” of 
convening a meeting for the purpose of considering the 
Famagusta incidents. He considered the Turkish ver- 
sion of the incidents as exaggerated and was of the 
opinion that both the General in command of UNFI- 
CYP and the Secretary-General’s personal represen- 
tative there had the “mandates, the means and the 
authority”, to cope with the srtuation, and that the 
Council had already provided for such contingencies. 
He then suggested that the Council consider the ques- 
tion in its larger context, particularly in terms of the re- 
jection by the Turkish minority of efforts by the Gov- 
ernment of Cyprus to maintain calm and to guarantee 
them their “human and political rights”. After calling 
attention to increasing pressures being exerted by Tur- 
key against Cyprus and Greece, he urged that “in 
order that UNFICYP may retain its full effectiveness, 
it is necessary that the Council reaffirm its full confi- 
dence in the ability of the Force and its command to 
cope with local devclopmcnts as they arise”.“‘;” 

The President, after consulting the mcmbcrs of the 
Council and taking into account the statements made 
by the representatives of Turkey, Cyprus and Greccc, 
concluded the discussion by “making an appeal to 
all the parties to give evidence of the utmost modera- 
tion and to co-operate in the total application of the 
Council’s resolutions, and to refrain from any action 
likely to worsen the situation in Cyprus”.“O 
Ikcieion of 17 December 1965 (1270th meeting): 

(i) 

(ii) 

Reafirming its resolutions of 4 March (S/ 
5575), 13 March (S/5603), 20 lune (S/ 
5778), 9 August (S/5868) 25 September (S/ 
5987) and I8 December 1964 (S/6121), the 
consensus expressed by the President at the 
1143rd meeting, on I I August 1964, and its 
resolutions 201 (1965) of I9 March, 206 
(1965) of 15 June and 207 (1965) of 10 
A ugust I 965; 
Extending once aguin the stationing in Cyprus 
of the United Nutions Peace-keeping Force, 
established under the Security Council reso- 
lution of 4 March 1964, for an additional 
period of three months ending 26 March 
1966 

On 10 December 1965, the Secretary-General sub- 
mitted his sixth report 2’71 on the United Nations 
operation in Cyprus, which was considered by the 
Council at its 1270th meeting on 17 December 1965. 

At the same meeting, after the rcprcscntativcs of 
Turkey, Greece and Cyprus were invited X” to parti- 
cipate in the discussion, the Secretary-General made 
a brief comment supplementing the observations set 
forth in his report. He urged that the new extension 
of the mandate of UNFICYP recommended by him 
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be for a six month period since this would make for 
‘better planning, management and economy in the 
conduct of the operation”. Hc also observed that if 
the mandate were extended it would be done in the 
light of “the expectation” of members that the parties 
directly concerned would make an intensified effort 
to achieve a peaceful settlement of the problem.2i” 

The representative of the Netherlands raised five 
points concerning the responsibility for progress to- 
ward a solution and the question of financing the 
United Nations operation in Cyprus which his delega- 
tion would have wished to see reflected in a draft reso- 
lution. Owing to the pressure of time and the fact 
that the matter was also being deliberated in the First 
Committee he did not press for a draft resolution 
incorporating all the points he had raised.“74 

At the same meeting after the rcprcsentatives of 
Cyprus, l 278 Turkey, l 278 and Greece, +:!77 had com- 
mented on the report of the Secretary-General and 
offered explanations as to why the situation had not 
been more greatly improved or a solution found, the 
representative of Malaysia introduced a draft rcsolu- 
tion 27n submitted jointly by the six non-permanent 
members of the Council (Bolivia, Ivory Coast, Jor- 
dan, Malaysia, Netherlands and Uruguay). He noted 
that this draft resolution followed closely the language 
of carlier resolutions, and that while it kept clear of 
unnecessary controversies, it faced up to the urgent and 
immediate task of having to extend the mnndatc of the 
United Nations Force in Cyprus. I&ailing that the 
Secretary-General had recommended an extension of 
the mandate for a period of six months rather than 
a shorter period, he observed that after consultation it 
was felt that “in the prevailing context of events in 
Cyprus as reflected in the Secretary-Gcncral’s report, 
an even longer period would probably give rise to 
more complacency”. However, in order to emphasize 
a sense of urgency that the parties should get together 
and settle the problem with whatever means might be 
available to them a period shorter than six months 
was more desirable.“” 

The representative of Jordan suggested that in order 
to avoid any possible misinterpretation, operative para- 
graph 3 of the draft resolution referring to “a peaceful 
settlement of the problem of Cyprus” be reformulated 
to read “a peaceful solution and an agreed scttlcmcnt” 
thereby following the language of the resolution ot 4 
March 1964.‘“” 

After a brief suspension of the meeting, the reprc- 
sentative of Malaysia stated that during consultation 
among the co-sponsors of the draft resolution it was 
decided that operative paragraph 3 should bc dropped 
from the draft resolution.“‘* 

The revised draft resolution was unanimouslv 
adoptcd.zHg It read 

“The Security 
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“Noting that the report of the Secretary-General 
dated 10 December 1965 (S/7001 ) states that the 
United Nations Peace-keeping Force is needed in 
CYPt-w 

“Noting that the Government of Cyprus has 
agreed that in view of the prevailing conditions in 
the island it is necessary to continue the Force lx- 
yond 26 December 1965, 

“1. Reafirms its resolutions of 4 March (S/ 
5575), 13 March (S/5603), 20 June (S/5778), 9 
August (S/5868), 25 September (S/5987), and 
18 December 1964 (S/6121), the consensus ex- 
pressed by the President at the 1143rd meeting, on 
11 August 1964, and its resolutions 201 ( 1965 ) of 
19 March, 206 (1965) of 15 June and 207 (1965) 
of IO August 1965; 

“2. Extends once again the stationing in Cyprus 
of the United Nations Peace-keeping Force, estab- 
lished under the Security Council resolution of 4 
March 1964, for an additional period of three 
months, ending 26 March 1966.” 

COMI’LAINT RY YEMEN 

INITIAL PROCEEDINGS 

By letter “*’ dated I April 1964, the deputy perma- 
nent representative of Yemen requested the President 
of the Security Council to convene an urgent meeting 
of the Council to consider “the deteriorated situation 
resulting from the British continuous acts of aggrcs- 
sion against the peaceful Yemcni citizens”, the culmi- 
nation of which was the attack on 28 March, which 
had caused the death of twenty-five Yemcni citizens 
and several injuries besides material damage The re- 
quest was made in accordance with Articles 35 ( 1) 
and 34 of the United Nations Charter. It was further 
stated that the attack and the massing of British troops 
and heavy equipment between Beihan Protectorate and 
Harib, together with the many frequent British raids 
and attacks against Ycmeni villages and towns consti- 
tutcd an act of war against the Yemen Arab Repub- 
lic, cndangcring the international peace and security 
and creating a situation the continuation of which 
would lead to unfavourablc consequences. So far, the 
Yemen Arab Republic had adopted an attitude of 
self-restraint and patience, but its Government wanted 
to make it well known that it would not hesitate to 
use all means and ways to ensure its self-dcfcnce and 
territorial integrity and the protection of its people. 
The Ycmcn Arab Republic was placing “this very 
grave situation” before the Council in the hope that 
an end would soon be reached. 

At the 1 106th meeting on 2 April 1964 the Coun- 
cil, after including L’“5 the item in its agenda, invited Z&11 
the representatives of Yemen, Iraq and the United 
Arab Republic to participate in the discussion. At ;1 
later stage L’Ki the representative of Syria was also in- 
vited to participate, and the question was considcrcci 
at the I 106th to the I I I I th meetings held bctwecn 2 
and 9 April 1964. 

lkeiwion of 9 April 1964 ( 1 I 1 I th meeting) : 
( i ) Condemning: reprisds as incompulihle with 

the purpows cm1 principles of he United 
Nations; 
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(ii) 

(iii) 

(iv) 

(v) 

Deploring the British military action at Horib 
on 28 March 1964; 
Deploring all attacks und incidents in rhe 
area; 
Calling upon the Yemen Arab Republic and 
the United Kingdom to exercise the maximum 
restraint in order to avoid further incidents 
and to restore peuce in the area; 
Requesting the Secretary-General to use his 
good ofices to rry to settle outstanding issues 
in agreement with the two parties 

At the 1106th meeting, the representative of Ye- 
men * stated that the unprovoked attack by eight Brit- 
ish military aircraft coming from the direction of 
Aden against the Yemcni town of Harib, which took 
place on 28 March 1964, was not only an act of ag- 
gression but was the beginning of a British plan, the 
aim of which was to open a “hot-war front” in the 
southern and south-eastern regions of the Yemen Arab 
Republic, and to plunge that whole region into a 
fcrrncnt of restlessness, with the hope that such a state 
of affairs would Icad to the overthrow of the Govcrn- 
ment of the Ycmcn Arab Republic and solve the Brit- 
ish “colonial problem” in occupied southern Ycmcn. 
Furthermore, the attack had culminated in a whole 
series of British acts of hostility against the Yemen 
Arab Republic, that included the forcible occupation 
of areas and villages in the region of Harib, as well 
as continuous violations of the Ycmcni territory and 
air space, intervention in the internal affairs of the 
Yemen Arab Republic, and actual attacks against 
Yemcni villages and towns. Thirty-nine of those acts 
of aggression, summarized in his statcmcnt,“sn had 
taken place bctwccn 14 April 1963 and 23 January 
1964. In view of that situation, it was necessary for 
the Council, in order to prescrvc the principles of the 
United Nations and international law, and to rcstorc 
the peace and security which the United Kingdom had 
put in jeopardy, to decide: ( I ) to condemn the last 
British act of aggression against the Ycmcn Arab Rc- 
public; (2) to condemn the continuous British intcr- 
ventions in Yemen’s internal affairs, violations of Yc- 
men’s territory and air space, and acts of provocation 
and aggression; (3) to ensure the immediate with- 
drawal of the British troops massing along the lines 
of Bcihan-Harib, as well as the immediate evacuation 
of British troops from Yemen territory and the immc- 
diatc removal of the British military base in Aden; 
(4) to demand the Govcrnmcnt of the United King- 
dom to refrain from all acts of intervention, provoca- 
tion or aggression against the Yemen Arab Republic; 
(5) to ensure just compensation for the Ycmcni lives 
and property losses inflicted by the British aggression; 
and (6) to recognize that the British prcscncc in Aden 
and the Protectorates was a permanent threat to the 
pcacc and security in the whole region. 

At the same meeting, the reprcsentativc of the 
United Kingdom stated that if any country had heen 
the victim of aggression it was the Federation of South 
Arabia, the aggressor having been prcciscty the Ycmcn 
Arab Republic. Some fifty-two shooting incidents 
across the frontier, at1 started by the Ycnxni forces, 
had been reported to the Security Council by the (;ov- 
crnmcnt of the United Kingdom in tcttcr 2~ of 2 July 
and 10 September 1963. Marc recently, a series of 

-~-___ 

incidents started on 9 March 1964 had been described 
in three letters N” addressed to the President of the 
Council on 20, 28 and 31 March 1964. Those inci- 
dents had convinced the Government of the South 
Arabian Federation and the Government of the United 
Kingdom that a deliberate and increasing attack by 
Yemen against the Federation was under way. The 
Government of the United Kingdom was responsible 
for the defence of the Federation and the protection 
of its Territory, and it was in the fulfilment of that 
responsibility that the counter-attack of 28 March had 
been launched. The attack was directed at Harib Fort, 
a military and isolated target about one mile outside 
Harib town itself. Moreover before the attack, leaflets 
in Arabic were dropped in the arca advising all per- 
sons to leave immediately. The only weapons used in 
the attack were rockets and cannon fire, and none 
went astray. All possible measures had therefore been 
taken in order to minimize the loss of life and prop 
erty. The Government of the United Kingdom wished 
to reiterate its policy of non-involvement in the inter- 
nal affairs of Yemen, and its beticf that the solution 
of the whole problem dcpcndcd on the adoption and 
enforcement by the Yemeni Government of a neigh- 
bourly and peaceful policy toward the South Arabian 
Federation. As a step toward that solution, the <;ov- 
ernment of the United Kingdom also wished to rc- 
iterate the proposal for the demilitarization of a zone 
in the Beihan area from which both sides would with- 
draw their forces. 

The rcprescntativcs of Iraq, * Syria * and the United 
Arab Republic * at the I 106th to the 1 109th meetings, 
held between 2 and 7 April 1964, asscrtcd that the 
description of the attack at Harib on 28 March, as 
a “defensive rcsponsc” was based on the theory of 
retaliation which the Security Council had rcjccted on 
a number of occasions with the concurrcncc of the 
United Kingdom representative. For the time being, 
they felt, the Council should limit itself to the con- 
sideration and condemnation of that action and should 
not be diverted into considering other political prob- 
lems of the arca.sB1 

At the I1 10th meeting on 8 April 1964, the reprc- 
sentative of Morocco introduced a draft resolution x 
jointly sponsored with Ivory Coast. 

At the l 1 I 1 th meeting on 9 April 1964, the Coun- 
cil voted upon the joint draft resolution, which was 
adopted by 9 votes to none with 2 abstentions.“‘:{ 

The resolution L’“’ read as follows: 

“The Security Council, 

“Having considered the complaint of the Yemen 
Arab Republic regarding the British air attack on 
Yemcni territory on 28 March I964 (S/5635); 
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United Arab Republic.’ paros. 71-73. 
For discussion relatmg to Article 51, see chapter XI, Case 7. 
~‘2 S/5649, 11 10th meeting: par;,. 39. 
w:( I I I 1 th meeting: para. 24. I;or question of abstention 

by I’crmanent Members in relation to Article 27 paragraph 3. 
.we chapter IV. Case 9. 

2” S/RES/ IX8 (1964). O.K., IYllr yr., Hcwlutir~trs cd 
Ihci.htu of t/w Sccurily Cot4tIci1, I Y64, pp. Y-10. 
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“Deeply concerned at the serious situation pre- 

vailing in the area; 

) 
“Recalling Article 2, paragraphs 3 and 4 of the 

Charter of the United Nations; 
“Having heard the statements made in the Secu- 

rity Council on this matter; 
“1. Condemns reprisals as incompatible with the 

purposes and principles of the United Nations; 
“2. Deplores the British military action at Harib 

on 28 March 1964; 
“3. Deplores all attacks and incidents which 

have occurred in the area; 
“4. Culls upon the Yemen Arab Republic and 

the United Kingdom to exercise the maximum re- 
straint in order to avoid further incidents and to 
restore peace in the area; 

“5. Requests the Secretary-General to use his 
good ofkes to try to settle outstanding issues, in 
agreement with the two parties.” 
The President (Czechoslovakia) stated that the 

Council had concluded consideration of the item.2”“l 

COMPLAINT ISY CAMBODIA 

INITIAL I~ROC~~NCX 

By letter dated 13 May 1964,‘L’” the permanent 
representative of Cambodia transmitted to the Security 
Council a complaint of his Government concerning 
“repeated acts of aggression by United States- 
South Viet-Namcsc forces against the territory and 
the civilian population of Cambodia”. Accordingly, 
he requested an early meeting of the Security Council, 
under Article 35 of the Charter and rule 3 of the pro- 
visional rules of procedure of the Council, to consider 
the situation resulting from the allcgcd acts of nggrcs- 
sion. 

By letter dated 26 May, zua the special representative 
of the Government of the Republic of Viet-Nam trans- 
mitted to the Security Council a memorandum answcr- 
ing the charges made by Cambodia. 

At its 1 I 18th meeting on I9 May 1964, the Coun- 
cil decided, without objection, to include the question 
in its agenda. It considcrcd the question at the I1 18th 
to 1122nd meetings, held bctwcen 19 and 26 May, 
and at the 1 124th to 1 126th meetings, held bctwccn 
28 May and 4 June. 

At its 1 I 18th meeting on 19 May 1964, the Coun- 
cil invited the representative of Cambodia to partici- 
pate in the discussion of the question. At the same 
meeting it also decided to invite, by 9 votes in favour 
to 2 against, the reprcscntativc of the Republic of 
Viet-Nam to participate in the discussion of the ques- 
tion.“’ 

At the 1 118th meeting, the representative of Cam- 
bodia l stated that his Government had carlicr drawn 
the attention of the Council to the attacks and 
acts of aggression committed by the armed forces of 
the Republic of Vict-Nam on the territory of Cam- 
bodia during 1963 and the early part of 1964.“‘” Acts 

21)‘~ I1 1 lth meeting: para. 60. 
~‘5 S/5697. OX., l92h yr., Suppl. for Apr.-Jrmr 1964. 

pp. 130- 132. 
M’ S/5724, O.K.. IWh yr., Suppl. for Apr.-Jurw 1964. 

p. 172. See also S/5709, ibid.. pp. 151-152. 
37 I I IXth meeting: para. 13. For discussion on participation, 

see chapter 111. case 5. 
L+W S/5666, O.K., IVth yr., Suppl. /or Apr.-June 1964, 

p. 74. 

of provocation and destruction had become more se- 
rious since then. On 7 and 8 May, two months after 
the attack on Chantrea in which seventeen persons 
had been killed and fourteen wounded, thirteen ar- 
mourcd vehicles of the regular forces of the Republic 
of Viet-Nam, reinforced by United States officers, had 
penetrated into Cambodian territory and machine- 
gunned the civilian population and units of the Pro- 
vincial Guard. Six civilians and one commander of 
the Provincial Guard post had been killed during the 
attacks. Following that engagement, South Viet- 
Namesc aircraft had flown over the scene of the attack, 
thereby violating Cambodian air space. The Govcrn- 
ment of Cambodia had lodged a protest in conncxion 
with those attacks to both the Government of the Re- 
public of Viet-Nam and the Government of the United 
States. To deny its responsibility, the Government of 
the Republic of Viet-Nam had put forward such argu- 
ments as errors in map-reading, unintentional acts and 
the like, but the repeated violations of the Cambodian 
territory and “the massacre” of helpless population, 
which were quite deliberate, had rcndcred those argu- 
mcnts both indefensible and unjustified. Cambodia also 
held the United States responsible, noting that in the 
case of the attacks on Taey and Thlork, the evidence 
had shown that United States ofliccrs took part in 
such attacks. Accusations had been made against Cam- 
bodia of conspiracy with rebels fighting against the 
Government of the Republic of Vict-Nam. Howcvcr, 
the presence of those rebels had never been nliirmcd 
by impartial observers, including the International 
Commission for Supervision and Control, and jour- 
nalists writing on the matter. In order to prove that 
there had been no infiltration or passage of “the Vict- 
Gong” through its territory, Cambodia had proposed 
an international control of its territory in general, and 
in particular of its frontier with the Republic of Vict- 
Nam. AS that proposal for verification had not been 
acccptcd, Cambodia objected to the accusations made 
against it. In that regard, it still held the view that 
the dispatch of a United Nations commission of in- 
quiry to Cambodia would make it possible to invcsti- 
gate the cast.- ‘W The commission should, howcvcr, 
have only a limited role, for it could not serve as a 
substitute for the lntcrnational Commission for Supcr- 
vision and Control in the supervision of frontiers, the 
latter being the permanent body for that purpose, as 
agreed upon at the 1954 Geneva Confercncc. In the 
light of the foregoing statcmcnt, the rcprcscntativc of 
Cambodia suggested that the Security Council should: 
( I ) condemn the aggressors and call on them to ccasc 
their acts of aggression; (2) call on the rcsponsiblc 
parties to pay compensation to the victims of the 
attacks at Mong, Chantrea and Tacy; and (3) ensure 
the reaching of peaceful settlement by the parties con- 
cerned. The neutrality and territorial integrity of Cam- 
bodia should, furthermore, be internationally recog- 
nized and guaranteed. For that purpose, the Security 
Council should recommend that the Gcncva Con- 
fcrencc on Indo-China be. reconvened as soon as pos- 
siblc. 

At the same meeting, the representative of the 
United States denied the charges made by Cambodia. 
United States investigation had shown that no United 
States personnel had crossed into Cambodian tcrri- 
tory. Though an American advisor was accompanying 
the Vict-Namcsc forces engaged in opcrutions in the 

2”” For discussion of the question, see chapter X, Case 4. 



130 Chapter VIII. Muintenancr of internutionul peace und security 
-___- - __-.- .---- 

south-western Tay Ninh Province of Viet-Nam on 
7 and 8 May, he had not been in the group which had 
crossed into Cambodian territory. An American ad- 
visor had accompanied a unit which inadvertently 
crossed the Cambodian border at Chantrea on 19 
March. The United States Secretary of State had in 
that connexion, written aoo to the Cambodian Govern- 
ment setting forth the circumstances, expressing regret, 
and undertaking to seek all reasonabte precautions 
a 
f 

ainst a recurrence. There was no basis for a charge 
o aggression against the United States as the events 
in question in no way suggested hostility against cam- 
bodia. He denied the Cambodian assertion that the 
United States had steadily refused to consider a pro- 
posal for the inspection of Cambodian territory, espy- 
cially in the regions bordering the Republic of Viet- 
Nam. The United States was prepared to consider any 
reasonable proposal for new and effective machinery 
under the United Nations to help stabilize the situa- 
tion along the Cambodian-Vict-Namese frontier, and 
hoped that the Council could act definitively to that 
end. 

At the 112lst meeting on 25 May 1964, the repre- 
sentative of the Republic of Viet-Nam * in answering 
the charges made by the representative of Cambodia 
stated that in actual fact it was Vict-Nam that had 
been the victim of the incidents under consideration. 
“Communist” troops had been taking advantage of 
the ill-defined and inadequately guarded frontiers by 
taking refuge on Cambodian territory to escape the 
Viet-Namese army. Since 1958, the Republic of Viet- 
Nam had on occasion suggested joint efforts to avoid 
situations that could endanger the security of both 
countries. Instead of responding to that suggestion, 
Cambodia had submitted the three recent incidents to 
the Security Council, none of which had merited the 
Security Council’s attention, as no dispute existed with 
regard to any of them. 

Concerning the first of the three incidents, that of 
4 February 1964, his Government had suggested to 
the Cambodian Government that a joint commission 
be established to carry out an “on-the-spot investiga- 
tion” in order to determine the degree of the Viet- 
Namese Government’s responsibility and the compen- 
sation that his Government, if necessary, should offer. 
The Cambodian Government, however, rejected that 
proposal on the grounds that an on-the-spot investiga- 
tion had been carried out by the International Com- 
mission for Supervision and Control, and military at- 
tach& in Phnom Penh. As for the Chantrea and 
Thlork Khum incidents, his Govcrnmcnt had apolo- 
gized to the Cambodian Government immediately after 
their occurrence, and had offered to pay indemnity to 
the victims. The act of good faith and alacrity with 
which his Government had sought to settle those inci- 
dents had, therefore, rendered the Cambodian com- 
plaint baseless and pointless. With a view to a final 
settlement of those incidents, the Republic of Vict- 
Nam proposed: ( 1) the establishment of a committee 
of experts, under United Nations auspices, with mem- 
bership to bc approved by both Governments, for 
delimiting disputed and uncertain points in the fron- 
tier between the Republic of Vict-Nam and Cambodia; 
and (2) the setting up of an effective system for 
frontier-zone inspection.a01 

800 S/5666, O.R.. 1901 yr., Suppi. for Apr.-June 1964, 
p. 74. 

~1 For texts of relevant statements, SW 1 118th meeting: 
Cambodia,+ paras. 18-19, 26-39, 52-56; United States, paras. 

De&ion of 4 June 1964 ( 1126th meeting) : 
(i) 

(ii) 

(iii) 

(iv) 

(VI 

Deploring the incidents caused by the pene- 
tration of units of the Army of the Republic 
of Viet-Nam into Cambodian territory; 
Requesting that just and fair compensation 
should be oflered to the Government of Curw 
bodia; 
Requesting all States and authorities to take 
all appropriate measures to prevent any fur- 
ther violations of the Cambodian frontier; 
Requesting all Stales and authorities. and in 
particular members of the Geneva Con- 
ference, to recognize and respect Cambodia’s 
neutrality and territorial integrity; 
Sending three of the Council members to the 
two countries and to the places where the 
most recent incidents had occurred, in order 
to consider such measures as might prevent 
any occurrence of such incidents and asking 
these members to report to the Council within 
forty-five days. 

At the 1125th meeting on 3 June 1964, the rcprc- 
sentative of Morocco introduced a draft resolution, 
jointly submitted by the Ivory Coast,:“” and Morocco, 
under which the Council would dispatch three of its 
members to the places of incidents in order to consider 
measures that might prevent their recurrence.3”:’ 

At the 1126th meeting on 4 June 1964, at the rc- 
quest of the representative of the USSR, the Council 
voted separately on the fifth operative paragraph of 
the joint draft resolution, and adopted it by 9 votes 
in favour, none against with two abstentions.:“” At 
the same meeting the Council voted on the joint draft 
resolution as a whole and adopted it unanimously.““J 
The resolution 3”o read: 

“The Security Council, 
“Considering the complaint by the Royal Govcrn- 

ment of Cambodia in document S/5697,x07 
“Noting the statements made in the Council in 

regard to this complaint, 
“Noting with regret the incidents which have oc- 

curred on Cambodian territory and the existing 
situation on the Cambodian-Viet-Names frontier, 

“Taking note of the apologies and regrets ten- 
dered to the Royal Government of Cambodia in 
regard to these incidents and the loss of life they 
have entailed, 

“Noting also the desire of the Governments of 
the Kingdom of Cambodia and the Republic of 
Viet-Nam to succeed in restoring their relations to 
a peaceful and normal state, 

“1. Deplores the incidents caused by the penc- 
tration of units of the Army of the Republic of 
Viet-Nam into Cambodian territory; 

“2. Requests that just and fair compensation 
should bc offered to the Royal Government of Cam- 
bodia; 

60-66; 1121st meeting: Republic of Viet-Nam,+ paras. 22- 
29, 45. 

“u’S/S735, same text as S/5741, O.R.. 19th yr., Suppl. 
for Apr.-June 1964. p. 190. 

am See chapter V, Case 3. 
~4 1126th meeting: paras. 33 and 48. 
X, 1126th meeting: para. 49. 
m1 S/RES/ 189 ( 1964), O.R., 191h yr., Rc~olutims cud 

Decisions of the Security Council, 1964, p. 11. 
:wi See 0.X., 19111 yr., Strppl. for Apr.-June 1964, pp. 130- 

132. 



“3. Invites those responsible to take all appro- 
priate measures to prevent any further violation of 
the Cambodian frontier; 

“4. Reque& all States and authorities, and in 
particular the members of the Geneva Conference, 
to recognize and respect Cambodia’s neutrality and 
territorial integrity; 

“5. Decides to send three of its members to the 
two countries and to the places where the most 
recent incidents have occurred, in order to consider 
such measures as may prevent any recurrence of 
such incidents; they will report to the Security Coun- 
cil within forty-five days.” 
At the same meeting, at the suggestion of the Presi- 

dent (Ivory Coast), the Council agreed to author- 
ize the President, after consultation with each of its 
members, to appoint the three members of the group 
provided for in paragraph 5 of the adopted resolu- 
tion.s08 

The question remained on the list of matters with 
which the Security Council is seiz.ed.s0B 

THE QUESTION OF RACE CONFLICI’ IN 
SOUTH AFRICA 

Decision of 9 June 1964 ( 1128th meeting) : 
(i) Urging the Government of the Republic of 

South A frica : 
(a) To renounce the execution of the per- 
sons sentenced to death for acts resulting 
from their opposition to the policy of apar- 
theid; 
(b) To end jorthwith the trial in pro- 
gress, instituted within the framework of 
the arbitrary laws of apartheid; 
(c) To grant an amnesty to all persons 
already imprisoned, interned or subjected 
to other restrictions for having opposed the 
policy of apartheid, and particularly to the 
defendants in the Rivonia trial; 

(ii) Inviting all States and organizations to exert 
all their influence to induce the Government 
of the Republic of South Africa to comply 
with the provisions of this resolution; 

( iii) Inviting the Secretary-General to follow closely 
the implementation of the resolution and 
to report thereon to the Security Council at 
the earliest possible date. 

By letter a*o dated 27 April 1964, to the President 
of the Security Council, the representatives of Afgha- 
nistan, Algeria, Burma, Burundi, Cambodia, Came- 
roon, Central African Republic, Ceylon, Chad, Con- 

30X 1126th meeting: paras. 103-104. On 5 June 1964. the 
President named Brazil. Ivory Coast and Morocco to carry 
out the mission (S/5741 ). The relevant report was submitted 
to the Council on 27 Julv 1964 (S/5832 and Corr.1). 

sooThe following were kbscqucnt communicntions dn this 

3 uestion during the period covered by this Slrpplement: 
15765, 15 June 1964; S/5770, 17 June 1964; S/5777, 

19 June 1964; S/5786. 30 June 1964; S/5787. 30 June 1964: 
in O.R.. 19fh yr.,. S~rppl. for Apr.-June 1964, pp. 244, 248, 253; 
29X. 300: S/5796. 3 Julv 1964: S/5799. 7 Julv 1964: S/5804. 
H July 196& S/jSlO. l-0 July. 1464; !+814,- 13 J;ly’ 1964; 
ibid., Suppl. for July-Sept. 1964, pp. 21, 26, 33, 39. 44; 
S/6324. 3 May 1965, ibid., Suppl. for Apr.-June 1965, 
pp. 81-82; S/6440. 30 July 1965; S/6641, 30 August 1965; 
ibid.. S44ppl. for July-Sept. 1965. pp. 221-223; S/6802 and 
Rev.1, 18 October 1965; and S/6X03 and Rev.1, I8 October 
1965; ibid., Suppl. jor Oct.-Dec. 1965, p. 209. 

slUS/5674, O.R.. 19th yr., Suppl. for Apr.-June 1964, 

pp. 96-98. 

go, (Brazzaville)~ Congo (Leopoldville), Cyprus, 
Dahomey, Ethiopta, Gabon, Ghana, Guinea, India, 
Indonesia, Iran, Iraq, Ivory Coast, Jamaica, Japan, 
Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait, Lebanon, Liberia, Libya, 
Madagascar, Malaysia, Mali, Mauritania, Mongolia, 
Morocco, Nepal, Niger, Nigeria, Pakistan, Philippines, 
Rwanda, Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Sierra Leone, Soma- 
lia, Sudan, Syria, Tanganyika, Thailand, Togo, Tuni- 
sia, Turkey, Uganda, United Arab Republic, Upper 
Volta, Yemen and Zanzibar, requested the President 
of the Council to convene an early meeting of the 
Council “to resume consideration of the serious situa- 
tion existing in South Africa”, in the light of the 
report a11 submitted by the Secretary-General in 
accordance with paragraph 8 of the Security Council 
resolution a12 of 4 December 1963, and the new deve- 
lopments in the Republic of South Africa. 

The respective Governments of those Member 
States, it was noted, were particularly disturbed by 
the extreme measures, and more specifically, the im- 
position of death sentences, which had been taken 
against a large number of African political leaders. 

The situation in South Africa which, according to 
the Security Council resolution 31a of 7 August 1963, 
was “seriously disturbing international peace and secu- 
rity” had deteriorated still further in the wake of re- 
cent events in that country, as was clearly apparenl 
from the interim report 314 of the Special Committee 
on the Policies of Apartheid of the Government of 
the Republic of South Africa. The negative reaction 
of the South African Government to the provisions 
of the Security Council resolution of 4 December 1963 
in particular, and the worsening of the situation as a 
result of the continued application of the policies of 
apartheid, were a matter of dee concern to world 
public opinion, and especially to t E e countries of Afri- 
ca and Asia which considered that the Security Coun- 
cil should take effective measures to obtain the com- 
pliance of the South African Government with the 
earlier resolutions of both the General Assembly and 
the Security Council, and the discharge of its obliga- 
tions as a Member State. 

It was noted further that the Governments of the 
Member States submitting the letter were convinced 
that “positive and urgent action” by the Council was 
essential to prevent a conflict in South Africa of un- 
foreseeable consequences for Africa and for the world. 

At the 1127th meeting on 8 June 1964, the Sccu- 
rity Council decided to include the question in the 
agenda.a1s The Council resumed consideration of the 
question at its 1127th to 1135th meetings, held from 
8 to 18 June 1964. The representatives of India, Indo- 
nesia, Liberia, Madagascar, Pakistan, Sierra Leone 
and Tunisia were invited, at their request, to partici- 
pate in the discussion.31e 

At the 1 127th meeting, the representatives of Libe- 
ria, l Sierra Leone * and Morocco, l speaking on be- 
half of all States of the. Organization of African Unity, 
asserted that the situation in South Africa called for 
urgent action by the Security Council since it had not 

:‘I* S/565g, O.R.. 19th yr.. Suppl. jor Apr.-June 1964, 
pp. 19-63. 

912 S/5471, O.R., 18th yr., Suppl. for Oct.-Dec. 1963. 
pp. 103-105. 

~13 S/5386, O.R., 18th yr,, Suppl. for July-Sept. 1963, 
pp. 73-74. 

31.1 S/5621, also issued as A/5692. Oficial Records of the 
Grnrrrrl Assembly,, Ninrteenth Session. Annexes. 

sls 1127th mectmg: para. 2. See also chapter II. Case 3. 
:j*” 1127th meeting: para. 3. 
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only defied solution but had considerably worsened.:jli 
As a consequence, international peace and security 
were seriously endangered. In view of the gravity of 
the situation and of the rejection by the South African 
Government of the report of the Group of Experts, 
the African States had no other alternative than to 
urge the Security Council to apply economic sanctions 
immediately as the only peaceful means of resolving 
the issue. At the same time, if the execution of the 
African nationalist leaders already sentenced to death 
was to be prevented, and if the trials of the national- 
ists in Rivonia were to be stopped, the Council should 
be urged to demand that the South African Govcrn- 
ment should forthwith reprieve the three opponents 
of apartheid already sentenced to death, and also to 
put an end to the farcical trials of Nelson Mandela, 
Walter Sisulu and other nationalist leaders which 
were in progress. The necessary steps would also have 
to be taken to obtain the liberation of all persons held 
in custody for having opposed the policy of apartheid. 
The Council was, they concluded, empowcrcd to make 
those demands under Article 41 of the Chartcr.:“H 

At the same meeting, the representative of Morocco 
introduced for urgent consideration of the Council a 
draft resolution,:“” jointly sponsored by the Ivory 
Coast and Morocco. Under the text of the draft rcso- 
lution, as later revised, the Council would primarily 
confine itself to the problem of the repression by the 
Govemmcnt of the Republic of South Africa of a 
number of nationalist leaders, because of their poli- 
tical opposition to the rule of apartheid prevailing in 
their country. 

In appealing at the 1 128th meeting, on 9 June 1964, 
for the immediate, unanimous adoption of the draft 
resolution, the President of the Council, speaking as 
the representative of the Ivory Coast, rcfcrrcd to an 
increasing number of persons who, in less than a year. 
had been arrested, tortured, prosccutcd and convicted 
under South African laws which had been con- 
sidered to be arbitrary by United Nations bodies, by 
all the world’s jurists, of whatever ideology, as well as 
all the world’s theologians. No argument of domestic 
jurisdiction could justify delay in taking action while 
innocent people wcrc being murdered.:“” 

At the same meeting, the Council adopted :(“I thr: 
draft resolution by 7 votes in favour, none against, 
and 4 abstentions. 

The resolution :jYz read: 
“The Security Council, 
“Hccalling General Assembly resolution 1 X8 I 

(XVIII) of I1 October 1963, which condemns the 
Government of the Republic of South Africa for 
its failure to comply with the repcatcd resolutions 
of the General Assembly and of the Security Coun- 
cil and which requests it to abandon the arbitrary 
trial in progress and forthwith to grant unconditional 
release to all political prisoners and to all pcr- 
sons imprisoned, interned or subjected to other rc- 
strictions for having opposed the policy of apartheid, 

:j*’ I’m discussions relating to the compctcncc of the 
Council. see chapter X11. Case S. 

:‘I8 For texts of relevant st;ctemcnts. SW: 1127th meeting: 
Liberia,* pmts. 37-3’). 70-7 1, 77, 86; Morocco,* p;was. I IO, 
138-139. 14’); Sierra I.eone.+ paras. 100-10.5, 107. 

a11’ S/S752/Kev. I. Smnc text as S/.5761. O.R.. IYrlr ?‘r.. 
SIIIWI. for AIV.-J/I/II- lY64. rm. 20X-209. 
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“Further reculling that the Security Council in its 
resolutions 18 1 ( 1963) of 7 August 1963 and 182 
( 1963) of 4 December 1963 called upon the Gov- 
crnment of South Africa to liberate all persons im- 
prisoned, interned or subjected to other restrictions 
for having opposed the policy of apartheid, 

“Noting with great concern that the arbitrary Ri- 
vonia trial instituted against the leaders of the anti- 
apartheid movement has been resumed, and that 
the imminent verdict to be delivered under arbi- 
trary laws prescribing long terms of imprisonment 
and the death sentence may have very serious conse- 
quences, 

“Noting with regret that the Govcrnmcnt of 
South Africa has rejected the appeal of the Secre- 
tary-General of 27 March 1964, 

“1. Urges the Government of South Africa: 
“(a) To renounce the execution of the persons 

sentenced to death for acts resulting from their op- 
position to the policy of apartheid; 

“(b) To end forthwith the trial in progress, in- 
stitutcd within the framework of the arbitrary laws 
of apartheid; 

“(c) To grant an amnesty to all persons already 
imprisoned, interned or subjected to other restric- 
tions for having opposed the policy of apartheid, 
and particularly to the defendants in the Rivonia 
trial; 

“2. Invites all States to exert all their influence 
to induce the Government of South Africa to com- 
ply with the provisions of this resolution; 

“3. Invites the Secretary-General to follow closely 
the implementation of the resolution and to report 
thereon to the Security Council at the earliest 
possible date.” 

Ihwieion of 18 June 1964 (1 135th meeting): 

(i) Condemning the upurtheid policies of the 
Government of the Republic of South Africa 
and the legislution supporting these policies, 
such as the Gencrul Law Amendment Act, 
ond in particular its niftety-dliy detention 
ClUUSe; 

(ii) Urgently reiteruling its uppeul to the Got,- 
ernment of the Republic of South A fricu to 
liberate ~111 persons imprisoned, interned or 
subjected to other restrictions for huvin!: op- 
posed the policies of apmtheid: 

(iii) Urgently nppeuling to the Government of the 

Republic of South A frico: 
(a) To renounce the execution of atry 

persons sentenced to tIerJIll for their oppo- 
.sition to the policy of tipurtheid; 
(h) To grant immedicrte umne.\ty to ~111 
poxms detained or on tricil, us ~~111 u.~ 
clemency to ull persons sentenced for t&r 

opposition to the Government’s rucitrl 
policies; 
(c) To abolish the pructice of imprison- 
ment without churges, without uccr.ss to 
counsel or without the right of prompt 
trial; 

(iv) Endorsing und subscribing in ptrrticulur IO 
the main conclusion of the Group of I:xpcrts 
that “all the people of Sorrtlr A fricu should 
be brought into consultation and should thus 
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(vi) 

(vii) 

(viii) 

(ix) 

(x) 

(xi) 

(xii) 

---- -~ - 

be enabled to decide the future of their coun- 
try at the national level”; 

Requestinq the Secretary-General to consider 
what assistance the United Nations might 
ofler to facilitate such consultations among 
representatives of all elements of the popu- 
lation in South Africa; 

Inviting the Government of the Republic of 
South Africa to accept the above-mentioned 
main conclusion of the Group of Experts, 
and to co-operate with the Secretary-General 
and to submit its views to him, with respect 
to such consultations by 30 November 1964; 

i>eciding to establish an expert committee, 
composed of representatives of each present 
member of the Security Council, to undertake 
a technical and practical study, and report 
to the Council, as to the feasibility, eflective- 
ness, and implications of measures which 
could, as appropriate, be taken by the Coun- 
cil under the United Nations Charter; 

Requesting the Secretary-General to provide 
to the expert committee Secretariat’s ma- 
terial on the subjects to be studied by the 
C’ommittee and to co-operate with the Com- 
mittee as requested by it: 

Authorizing the expert committee to request 
all Member States to co-operate with it and 
to submit their views on such measures to 
tile committee not later than 30 November 
1964, and request the committee to com- 
plete its report not later than thrifty months 
thereafter; 

Inviting the Secretury-General in consulta- 
ration with appropriate United Nations .spc- 
cialized agencies to establish an educational 
and traimng programme for the purpo,se oj 
arranging for education and training abroad 
for South Africans; 

Reaflirming its call upon ail States to cease 
forthnith the sale and shipment to South 
Africa of arms, ammunition of all types, mili- 
tary vehicles, and equipment and materials 
for the manufacture and maintcnancr~ of 
arms and ammunition in South Africa; 

Requesting all Member States to take such 
steps as they deem appropriate to persuade 
the Government of the Republic of South 
Africa to comply with this resolution 

During the continued consideration of the question, 
at the 1 129th and I 130th meetings, the representatives 
of Indonesia, * Pakistan, * Madagascar, * Tunisia, * 
Morocco, Sierra Lconc, * India * and Liberia * sup- 
ported the rccommcndations and conclusions of the 
report of the Group of Experts. In the circumstances 
and in view of the refusal of the Govcrnmcnt of the 
Republic of South Africa to co-operate with the United 
Nations, the imposition of economic sanctions was the 
only peaceful means left to deal with the situation in 
South Africa.:iz,l 

The rcprcsentativc of Indonesia * asked the Coun- 
cil to consider the question of South Africa’s racial 
policies under Chapter VII of the Charter, and to 
apply conscqucntly the ncccssary coercive mC;tsurcs 

3~ For discussion concerning the. employment of economic 
sanctions in terms of Chapter VII of the Charter, see 
chapter Xl, Cases 1 and 5. 
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provided for in Articles 41 and 42 of the Charter. TO 
that effect, the Council should make a finding that the 
situation in South Africa constituted a threat to the 
peace in the terms of Article 39 of the Charter. If the 
Council should take such an action, it would have 
gone a long way toward finding a solution of the 
problem and toward persuading the Government of 
the Republic of South Africa to see mason. 

In the view of the representative of Pakistan * the 
issue confronting the United Nations was, in the ulti- 
mate analysis, the freedom and self-determination of 
the peoples of South Africa. He supported the con- 
clusion of the Group of Experts that a definitive solu- 
tion of the South African issue could not be evolved 
except by the establishment of a suitable national con- 
vention which would fully represent the entire popu- 
lation of South Africa, and decide the future shape 
and structure of that country. 

The representative of Madagascar * dcscribcd the 
situation in South Africa where, he stated, 13 million 
Africans had blindly to obey the diktat of 3 million 
Whites, and where the Africans wcrc dcprivcd of all 
political rights, had no share in the administration of 
the country, could not travel without authorization, 
and could not speak, write or asscmblc freely. Hc 
then rcfcrred to the arbitrary “sabotage” laws under 
which hundreds of thousands of patriots had been sub- 
mitted to heavy penalties, and urged that in order to 
put an end to the repression which from year to year 
had become more merciless, the recommendations of 
the Group of Experts should bc implemented and that 
all the great nations which had unanimously con- 
dcmncd apartheid would, realizing that all previous 
attempts had failed, join in a decision to apply against 
South Africa economic sanctions which, without their 
participation, would have no practical effect. 

The representative of Tunisia * felt that the con- 
clusions of the Group of Experts contained positive 
clemcnts for a tentative solution to the problem of 
apartheid. However, the basic element of that solu- 
tion, the holding of a national convention, required a 
minimum of co-operation on the part of the Govern- 
mcnt of South Africa. Such co-operation had been 
refused by the Government of South Africa in its 
letter ‘-’ the Security Council of 22 May 1964. That 
habitually negative attitude should dispel the illusions 
of those who still believed in the possibility of an easy 
solution of the South African issue. Despite the un- 
ceasing efforts of the United Nations to find a peacc- 
ful solution, all means have so far been without any 
progress. The Council should therefore proceed to im- 
pose economic sanctions under Chapter VII of the 
Charter. Those sanctions had been rccommendcd in 
the conclusions attained by an International Con- 
fcrcncc which had met in London on 14 April 1964. 
The Confcrcnce had noted that all efforts toward mo- 
ral suasion had failed over many years, and that the 
only cffectivc means, short of military action, to change 
the situation in South Africa was the imposition of 
total economic sanctions. The Confcrencc had con- 
cluded that total economic sanctions were politically 
timely; economically feasible and legally appropriate, 
and that in order to be effective they would have to 
be universally applied, and must have the active par- 
ticipation of the main trading partners of South Africa. 

:‘I’4 S/5723, OX., 19th yr., Suppl. for Apr.-June 1964, 
p. 161. 
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At the 1130th meeting on 12 June 1964, the re re- 
sentative of Morocco read a statement by Chief Al L rt 
Luthuli in connexion with the life sentence which had 
just been imposed on eight of the Rivonia trial defen- 
dants, including Nelson Mandela, Walter Sisulu and 
other leaders who over long years had advocated a 
policy of racial co-operation within the South African 
liberation movement. In his statement, Chief Luthuli 
had appealed to the United Kingdom and the United 
States to take decisive action to apply full-scale sanc- 
tions that would precipitate the end of the apartheid 
system. 

The representatives of India, l Liberia l and Sierra 
Leone l commenting on the statement of Chief Luthuli 
remarked that a man who was internationally renowned 
for moderation had been forced by circumstances 
to make an appeal which had overtones of violence. 
The Chief’s statement had clearly pointed out how, 
after four years of peaceful efforts, the people of 
South Africa, of all colours, including not only the 
Blacks but also Whites, had found that the Govern- 
ment of the Republic of South Africa did not under- 
stand peace or peaceful methods. The appeal of Chief 
Luthuli to the Council, and specially to the permanent 
members, to impose sanctions was therefore fully en- 
dorsed. 

At the 1132nd meeting on 15 June 1968 the Presi- 
dent of the Council, speaking as the representative of 
the Ivory Coast, stated that the evidence of the threat 
to international peace and security created by the 
South African Government’s continued pursuit of the 
policies of apartheid was manifest to any objective 
observer. He considered that the Council must deter- 
mine that there was such a threat within the terms of 
Article 39 of the Charter, and that the recommenda- 
tion of the Group of Experts might constitute the pro- 
visional measures provided for in Article 40 of the 
Charter. Meanwhile, a detailed study of the possible 
implementation of Article 41 should be immediately 
requcstcd by the Council. 

At the 1133rd meeting on 16 June 1964, the repre- 
sentative of Norway introduced a draft resolution ~5 
jointly sponsored by Bolivia and Norway. In intro- 
ducing the proposal, he stated that the draft resolu- 
tion reflected the strength as well as the weaknesses 
of a negotiated compromise. 

At the 1135th meeting on 18 June 1964, prior to 
the voting on the draft resolution, the President, in 
his capacity as the representative of the Ivory Coast, 
and the representative of Morocco, stated that the 
draft resolution did not express the views of the Afri- 
can States and fell short of what had been rcqucsted 
of the Council. However, in view of the positive elc- 
ments which it contained, they would vote in favour 
of the draft resolution, with a number of reserva- 
tions.824 

325 S/5769, 1133rd meeting; para. 3. 
*ZHJ For texts of relevant statements, see: 
1129th meeting: Indonesia,* paras. 12-14, 18-22, 31; Mada- 

gascar,* 
Tunisia, l 

paras. 58-59. 63-65, 70-72; Pakistan,+ paras. 42-44; 
paras. 100-102, 104, 106, 108-110, 112. 

1130th meeting: Indra,+ paras. 47-49; Liberia,* paras. 
53-55; Morocco, paras. 5-6; Sierra Leone,+ paras. 42-43. 

1132nd meeting: President (Ivory Coast), paras. 3-4, 
18-19. 

1135th meeting: President (Ivory Coast) paras. 4-5, 10-14; 
Morocco, paras. 17, 25-26. 

At the same meeting, the joint draft resolution was 
adopted XV by 8 votes in favour, none against, and 3 
abstentions. 

The resolution Bz* read: 
“The Security Council, 
“Having considered the question of race conflict 

in South Africa resulting from the policies of apart- 
heid of the Government of the Republic of South 
Africa, brought to the attention of the Security 
Council by fifty-eight States Members of the United 
Nations in their letter of 27 April 1964, 

“Being gravely concerned with the situation in 
South Africa arising out of the policies of apartheid 
which are contrary to the principles and purposes 
of the Charter of the United Nations and inconsis- 
tent with the provisions of the Universal Declaration 
of Human Rights as well as South Africa’s obliga- 
tions under the Charter, 

“Taking note with appreciation of the reports of 
the Special Committee on the Policies of Apartheid 
of the Government of the Republic of South Africa 
and the report of the Group of Experts appointed 
by the Secretary-General pursuant to the Security 
Council resolution 182 ( 1963) of 4 December 
1963, 

“Recalling Security Council resolutions 18 1 
(1963) of 7 August 1963, 182 ( 1963) of 4 Deccm- 
ber 1963 and 190 ( 1964) of 9 June 1964, 

“Convinced that the situation in South Africa is 
continuing seriously to disturb international peace 
and security, 

“Deploring the refusal of the Government of the 
Republic of South Africa to comply with pertinent 
Security Council resolutions, 

“Taking into account the rccommcndations and 
conclusions of the Group of Experts, 

“1. Condemns the apartheid policies of the Gov- 
ernment of the Republic of South Africa and the 
legislation supporting these policies, such as thz 
General Law Amendment Act, and in particular its 
ninety-day detention clause; 

“2. Urgently reiterates its appeal to the Govern- 
ment of the Republic of South Africa to l&crate all 
persons imprisoned, interned or subjected to other 
restrictions for having opposed the policies of apart- 
heid; 

“3. Nofes the recommendations and the conclu- 
sions in the Report of the Group of Experts; 

“4. Urgently appeals to the Government of the 
Republic of South Africa: 

“(a) To renounce the execution of any persons 
sentenced to death for their opposition to the policy 
of apartheid; 

“(b) To grant immediate amnesty to all per- 
sons detained or on trial, as well as clemency to all 
persons sentenced for their opposition to the Gov- 
crnmcnt’s racial policies; 

“(c) To abolish the practice of imprisonment 
without charges, without access to counsel or with- 
out the right of prompt trial; 

“5. Endorses and subscribes in particular to the 
main conclusion of the Group of Experts that all 

~7 1135th meeting: para. 43. 
“‘HS/RES/191 (1964), O.R.. 19th yr., RrsoluIions und 

Dcci.tiotls of fire Srcurity Council, 1964, pp. 13-14. 
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the people of South Africa should be brought into 
consultation and should thus be enabled to decide 
the future of their country at the national level; 

“6. Requests the Secretary-General to consider 
what assistance the United Nations may offer to 
facilitate such consultations among representatives 
of all elements of the population in South Africa; 

“7. Invites the Government of the Republic of 
South Africa to accept the main conclusion of the 
Group of Experts referred to in paragraph 5 above 
and to co-operate with the Secretary-General and 
to submit its views to him with respect to such con- 
sultations by 30 November 1964; 

“8. Decides to establish an expert committee, 
composed of representatives of each present mem- 
ber of the Security Council, to undertake a techni- 
cal and practical study, and report to the Security 
Council as to the feasibility, effectiveness, and im- 
plications of measures which could, as appropriate, 
be taken by the Security Council under the United 
Nations Charter; 

“9. Requests the Secretary-General to provide 
to the expert committee the Secretariat’s material 
on the subjects to be studied by the committee, and 
to co-operate with the committee as requested by it; 

“10. Authorizes the expert committee to request 
ah States Members of the United Nations to co- 
operate with it and to submit to it their views on 
such measures no later than 30 November 1964, 
and requests the committee to complete its report 
not later than three months thereafter; 

“11. Invites the Secretary-General, in consulta- 
tion with appropriate United Nations specialized 
agencies, to establish an educational and training 
programme for the purpose of arranging for educa- 
tion and training abroad for South Africans; 

“12. Reafirms its call upon all States to cease 
forthwith the sale and shipment to South Africa of 
arms, ammunition of all types, military vehicles, and 
equipment and materials for the manufacture and 
maintenance of arms and ammunition in South 
Africa; 

“13. Requests all Member States to take such 
steps as they deem appropriate to persuade the Gov- 
ernment of the Republic of South Africa to comply 
with the present resolution.” 

COMPLAINT BY THE UNITED STATES 
(TONKIN GULF INCIDENT) 

INITIAL PROCEEDINGS 

By letter 8zD dated 4 August 1964 addressed to the 
President of the Security Council, the representative 
of the United States requested that a Council meeting 
be urgently convened to consider “the serious situa- 
tion created by deliberate attacks of the Hanoi regime 
on United States naval vessels in international waters”. 

At the 1140th meeting on 5 August 1964, the Coun- 
cil included the question in its agendaa30 The question 
was considered by the Council at its 1 140th and I 14 1 st 
meetings held between 5 and 7 August 1964. 

Decision of 7 August 1964 ( 114 1st meeting) : Ad- 
journment to reconvene after consultation with 
Council members 

829 S/5849, O.R.. 19th yr., Suppl. for July-Sept. 1964, 
p. 13s. 

ZXX) 1140th meeting: para. 32. See also chapter II, Case 4. 

At the 1140th meeting on 5 August 1964, the repre- 
sentative of the United States stated that on 2 August 
1964 the United States destroyer Maddox, while on 
routine patrol in international waters in the Gulf of 
Tonkin, was approached by three high-speed North 
Viet-Namese torpedo-boats in attack formation. All 
three attacking vessels directed machine-gun fire at 
the Maddox and two of them fired torpedoes which the 
Maddox evaded by changing course. After the attack 
was broken off, the Maddox continued on a southerly 
course in international waters. Although that WAS 

clearly a deliberate armed attack against a naval unit 
of the United States on patrol on the high seas, almost 
thirty miles off the mainland, the United States Gov- 
ernment had hoped that that might be an isolated or 
uncalculated actron. However, on 4 August, the de- 
stroyers Maddox and C. Turner joy, while operating 
sixty-five miles away from the shore, were again sub- 
jected to an armed attack by an undetermined number 
of motor torpedo-boats of the North Viet-Namese 
Navy. On that occasion numerous torpedoes were fired. 
The attack lasted for over two hours. Thus no longer 
could there be any doubt that it was a “planned de- 
liberate military aggression” against United States ves- 
sels lawfully present in international waters. 

In response the United States Government had sub- 
sequently taken “limited and measured’ action to se- 
cure its naval units against further aggression. Thus 
aerial strikes had been carried out against North Viet- 
Namese torpedo-boats and their support facilities. The 
representative of the United States further asserted 
that the action by the United States vessels was taken 
in self-defence and was fully within the provisions of 
the United Nations Charter. 

The representative of the USSR stressed the fact 
that up to that moment the Council had only one- 
sided information about the alleged attacks by torpedo- 
boats of the Democratic Republic of Viet-Nam against 
the United States destroyers. For an objective discus- 
sion of a dispute of that kind in the Security Council, 
the Government of the Democratic Republic of Viet- 
Nam should therefore be asked for information on the 
substance of the United States complaint. He further 
drew the Council’s attention to the fact that the state- 
ment of the United States regarding the alleged attack 
by torpedo-boats against the United States destroyer 
Maddox was made the day after a protest had been 
made public by the Government of the Democratic 
Republic of Viet-Nam that the United States and its 
“lackeys in South Viet-Nam” had sent warships to 
bombard the islands of Hon Me and Hon Ngu, situated 
in the territorial waters of the Democratic Republic of 
Viet-Nam. 

Moreover, there were dispatches reporting that the 
Democratic Republic of Viet-Nam had described the 
incidents between the torpedo boats and the destroyers 
as acts of provocation committed by United States 
armed forces in the territorial waters of the Demo- 
cratic Republic of Viet-Nam. On the bases of the forc- 
going and of what had been made public thus far, the 
USSR Government could not but condemn the actions 
of the United States in dispatching its navy to the 
Gulf of Tonkin, and in issuing the Presidential order 
to continue naval patrols along the coast of the Demo- 
cratic Republic of Viet-Nam. 

Furthermore, the Government of the USSR “most 
emphatically” condemned the bombardment of coastal 
installations of the Democratic Republic of Viet-Nam 
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by United States armed forces, which were actions 
which could only be characterized as aggressive. The 
United States plans to expand its military operations 
in North Viet-Narn were fraught with great danger 
to the maintenance of peace in all of South-East Asia. 
If the United States did not halt immediately its mili- 
tary operations against the Democratic Republic of 
Viet-Nam, it would bear a heavy responsibility for 
the conscquences.“31 

In conclusion, the representative of the USSR pre- 
scnted a draft resolution 3~ which would request the 
Prcsidcnt of the Security Council to ask the Govcrn- 
ment of the Democratic Republic of Viet-Nam to sup- 
ply the Council urgently with the ncccssary information 
relating to the United States complaint and would 
invite representatives of the Government of the Dcmo- 
cratic Republic of Vict-Nam to take part in the 
meetings of the Security Council. 

The reprcscntative of France suggested that the task 
of cxtcnding invitations be entrusted to the President 
of the Council so that he could act on the Council’s 
wish without the necessity of voting on a resolution 
and cxprcsscd the hope that the representative of the 
USSR would not insist on a vote on his draft rcso- 
lution.“:j” 

The rcprcscntativc of the United States stated that 
he had no objection to the authorities of North Viet- 
Nam being heard by the Council. However, his delc- 
gation was of the view “that if the North Vict-Namese 
arc invited, the Republic of Viet-Nam should also be 
invited to appcar”.““a 

After further discussion, the Council decided that 
the President should undertake informal consultations 
with the members of the Council on the basis of the 
proposal by the representative of France and in the 
light of the comments thereon by the reprcscntatives 
of the USSR and the United States.:‘:‘” 

At the 1141st meeting on 7 August 1964, the Prc- 
sident stated that his consultations with the mcrnbcrs 
of the Council had resulted in a general understanding 
that the Security Council “would welcome such infor- 
mation relating to this complaint as the Democratic 
Republic of Vict-Nam would desire to make av;~ilnble 

to the Council, either through taking part in the dis- 
cussion of the complaint in the Council, or in the form 
which it might prefer. Furthermore, the Security Coun- 

cil would receive in the same manner such informa- 
tion relating to the complaint as the Republic of Viet- 
Nam would desire to make available to the Council”. 
He would further arrange for the Sccrctariat to com- 
municate without delay the contents of the general 
understanding to the Democratic Republic of Viet- 
Nam and the Republic of Viet-Nam.“:“’ 

After some dclibcration, the President adjourned 
the meeting and stated that he would call the next 
meeting after fixing a date and time, in consultation 

with the mcmbcrs of the CounciLzi:” 

~11 For texts of relevant statements see, 1140th meeting: 
USSR, pnras. 56-W. 64-6X. 73; United Slates. paras. 36-38, 
42-46. For discussion relating to Article 51, see chapter XI, 
Case 8. 

332 1140th meeting: para. 73. For discussion on participa- 
tion see chapter Ill, Case 7. 

:‘:‘:I ll401h meeting: para. 89-91. 
334 1140th meeting: para. 95. 
33s 1140th meeting: paras. 106-107. 
338 1141~ meeting: paras. 22, 23. 
837 I l41st meeting: para. 28. 

The question remained on the list of matters of 
which the Security Council is seized.““” 

COMPLAINT IIY MALAYSIA 

INITIAL ~R~~EE:I)IN~~ 

By letter R.lU dated 3 September 1964 addressed to 
the President of the Security Council, the represen- 
tative of Malaysia requested the President to convene 
an early meeting of the Security Council under Article 
39 of the Charter to deal with the situation created 
by “an Indonesian aircraft [which] flew over South 
Malaya dropping a large group of heavily armed para- 
troopers”. The letter stated that some of the para- 
troopers had been captured and “a very large quantity 
of arms and ammunition recovered”. It stated that 
Malaysia regarded that act of Indonesia as “blatant 
and inexcusable aggression” and a threat to interna- 
tional peace and security. 

At its 1 144th meeting on 9 September 1964,“‘” the 
Security Council included the item on its agenda, and 
considcrcd the question at its 1144th, 1145th, 1148th 
to 1 150th and I 152nd meetings held between 9 and 
17 September 1964. 

The reprcsentativcs of Indonesia and Malaysia wcrc 
invited to the Council table to participate in the dis- 
cussion.“” At a later stage, the rcprcsentative of the 
Philippines was also invited to take part in the discus- 
sion.3 I:! 

At the 1144th meeting on 9 September 1964, the 
representative of Malaysia * reviewed the efforts of 
his Government to promote good relations with lndo- 
nesia and traced the main developments in those rela- 
tions since the independence of Malaya up to the 
formation of the Federation of Malaysia. With the 
coming into being of the Federation, howcvcr, rcla- 
tions deteriorated sharply when Indonesia adopted a 
policy of military and economic “confrontation” 
against Malaysia. In pursuit of that policy, Indo- 
nesian army infiltrators, both rcgulnr and irregular. 
started “flooding” into the Borneo States and began 
a continuous series of “hit-and-run tactics from the 
safe sanctuary of their own part of Borneo”, and were 
continuing to do so. Dcspitc those activities Malaysia 
cxhibitcd the “utmost patience and forbearance” in 
that regard, and had taken part in talks with Jndo- 
nesia without making any progress. On 17 August a 
large contingent of sea-borne “Indonesian infiltrators” 
landed in the southern districts of the Malaysian pe- 
ninsula. The rcprescntative went on to mention that 
“This was the first invasion-like landing in strength 

3x8 For retention of the item on the Secretary-General’s 
summary statement on matters of which the Security Council 
is seized. see chapter II, part IV, B, under item 132. 
Subsequently. at the request of the Acting Permanent 
Representative of the USSR, two statements dated 6 and X 
August 1964 hy the Democratic Republic of Vie&Nam were 
circulated as offkial documents of the Security Council. In 
the first statement the Government of the Democratic Republic 
of Viet-Nam stated that the story of two United States 
dcbtroyers being attacked tuice off the Gulf of North Vict- 
Nam had been “fabricated” by the United States in order 
to further it5 design to invade North Viet-Nam. In the second 
it was stated that “the United Nations Security Council has 
no right to examine this problem and must respect the 19.54 
Geneva Agreements. and the role of the two Co-chairmen 
and the responsibility of (he participating countries”. S/SXXX, 
0. R.. 19th yr., Suppi. for July-Srpt., 1904. p. 170. 

:‘:“I S/5930, O.R., 19111 yr., Suppl. /or July-Scpf. 1964. 
p. 263. 

2.10 1144th meeting: para. 8. 
311 1144th meeting: para. 11. 
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on the peninsular part of Malaysia” and that Indonesia 
had been following “the policy that Malaysia must be 
destroyed”. In conclusion, the representative requested 
the Council to “adjudge Indonesia guilty of the gravest 
act of aggression”, and in violation of the Charter.“4z’ 

At the same meeting the representative of Indo- 
nesia + stated that his Government had welcomed the 
independence of Malaya in 1957 and subsequently a 
Treaty of Friendship was concluded. But both Malaya 
and Singapore had, since 1958, continued to be used 
as active bases for secessionist rebels against the Rc- 
public of Indonesia. Indonesia had not been II priori 
opposed to “the idea of Malaysia”. It would have 
been better had Malaysia been formed as a South- 
East Asian project, founded on the co-operative will 
for freedom of the peoples in South-East Asia, rather 
than as a British-Malayan project. On the suggestion 
of President Macapagal of the Philippines, a summit 
conference of the three Heads of Government of Ma- 
laya, Indonesia and the Philippines had been held 
from 30 July to 5 August 1963. The conference pro- 
duccd the Manila Accord which laid down the procc- 
durc for the formation of the projected Federation of 
Malaysia. The Accord provided that the establishment 
of the Federation, originally planned for 3 I August 
1963 might be postponed, pending the result of the 
agreed upon reasscssmcnt of the wishes of the people 
of Sabah and Sarawak by the Secretary-Gcncral of the 
United Nations. The Govcrnmcnt of Malaya, howcvcr, 
declared on 29 August 1963 that the Federation of 
Malaysia would bc proclaimed on I6 Septcmbcr 1063, 
without awaiting the results of that reasscssmcnt. The 
reprcscntativc of Indonesia cited many acts of viola- 
tion of Indonesian territory by British and later British- 
Malaysian aircraft. Indonesia was thus compelled not 
only not to recognize the existcncc of an indcpendcnt 
and sovereign Malaysia, but also to return its confron- 
tation. The representative of Indonesia did not deny 
the presence of Indonesian volunteers in Malaysia and 
stated that they had been fighting there for some 
time.:i’l 

The representative of the Philippines * said that his 
country was friendly to both Malaysia and Indonesia 
and that his Government wanted to help enlarge the 
arca of understanding between the two. The Manila 
Accord of 31 July 1963 was in effect a blueprint for 
pcncc and prosperity in the arca. 

The representative further stated that the Philippines 
was quite ready to help the Council to seek a peaceful 
solution of the problcm.R1” 

Decision of 17 September 1964 ( I 152nd meeting) : 

Rejection of the Norwegim draft resolutiorr 

At the 1 150th meeting, the rcprcscntativc of Nor- 
way submitted a draft resolution :il’l in which, after 
expressing its concern that the armed incidents in 
South-East Asia had seriously endangered peace and 
security in the area, the Security Council would: ( I ) 
regret all the incidents which had occurred in the whole 
region; (2) deplore the incident of 2 September IY64 
complained about; (3) rcqucst the parties concerned 
to make every efiort to avoid the recurrence of such 
incidents; (4) call upon the parties to refrain from 
all threat or USC of force and to rcspcct the territorial 

343 1144th meeting: paras. 29-45, 50-62. See nlso 
XI. part I (Note) and foot-note 3. 

ch;rpter 
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integrity and political indepcndencc of each other,R”‘a 
and thus to create a conducive atmosphere for the con- 
tinuation of their talks; and (5) recommend to the 
Governments concerned thereupon to resume their talks 
on the basis of the joint communique issued by the 
Heads of Government following the meeting which 
took place in Tokyo on 20 June 1964. The concilia- 
tion commission provided for by that joint communi- 
que, once established, should keep the Security Coun- 
cil informed concerning the development of the 
situation. 

At the 1152nd meeting, the Norwegian draft reso- 
lution was voted upon and failed of adoption. The 
vote was 9 in favour and 2 against (one of the nega- 
tive votes being that of a permanent mcmbcr of the 
Council) .s47 

The President (USSR) stated that there were no 
more speakers on his list it might be considered that 
the Council had concluded the agenda for the 
mccting.a47’ 

QUESTION OF HELAT;yzE;yETWEEN GREECE AND 

INITIAL I’ROCE~DlNCS 

By letter 3(H dated 5 September I Y64, addressed to 
the President of the Security Council, the reprcscntn- 
tivc of Greece complained of a “series of increasingly 
hostile steps” taken rcccntly by the Turkish Govcrn- 
ment in the field of Grcco-Turkish relations which had 
culminated in the expulsion of (ireck residents from 
Istanbul. At the same time, rcpcatcd aggrcssivc statc- 
mcnts from the Turkish authorities indicated that “on 
the expiration on I6 September lY64 of the lY30 
Convention of Establishment, Commcrcc and Naviga- 
tion between Greece and Turkey, denounced by Turkey 
last March, these measures will bc further intcn- 
sified and accelerated”. It was further stated that rcprc- 
scntations had been made to the Turkish Govern- 
ment and “other approaches” including the good 
offices of the Secretary-Gcnoral had been employed 
with no results. Moreover, certain of those matters 
had already been brought to the notice of the Security 
Council.“‘” In view of the dangerous situation brought 
about by those actions and in order to forestall further 
actions of a similar nature likely to cndangcr intcr- 
national peace, a meeting of the Security Council was 
requested to consider the matter and take appropriate 
measures. 

In a second letter X” dated 8 Septcmbcr 1964, the 
representative of Greece again called the attention of 
the Security Council to a statement made by the Turk- 
ish Government which contemplated the need for 
Turkey to intervene militarily in Cyprus. 

By letter X’ dated 6 Scptcmbcr 1964, the rcprcsen- 
tativc of Turkey rcqucsted an urgent meeting of the 
Security Council “to discuss and take appropriate mca- 
surcs to forestall the immediate danger to international 
pcacc and security arising from provocative mili- 
tary actions and the attitude of the Greek Govcrnmcnt 
- --___ 

:((~n For tliscusGon of this question. xc chapter XIII. pnrt II, 
Cast 3. 
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against the Government of Turkey”. The letter, after 
stating that the Greek Government had effected large 
concentrations of troops and military equipment in 
the Dodecanese Islands in violation of treaty stipula- 
tions and the concentration of military forces on the 
frontiers of Turkey, called for the dispatch by the 
Security Council of a fact-finding mission 302 to the 
area in order to enable the Security Council to take 
speedy measures in consequence. It was feared that 
those actions of the Greek Government when taken 
in conjunction with its threat of “all-out war” in case 
Turkey resorted to its treaty rights in Cyprus, created 
an immediate threat to peace in the area with reper- 
cussions on the peace of the world. 

At the 1146th meeting on 11 September 1964 the 
Council included am in its agenda items entitled: 

“Letter dated 5 September 1964 from the Perma- 
nent Representative of Greece addressed to the 
President of the Security Council (S/5934), and 
letter dated 8 September 1964 from the Perma- 
nent Representative of Greece addressed to the 
President of the Security Council (S/5941 ). 

“Letter dated 6 September 1964 from the Perma- 
nent Representative of Turkey addressed to the 
President of the Security Council (S/5935).” 

and considered the matter at the 1146th and 1147th 
meetings held on 11 September 1964. The represen- 
tatives of Greece and Turkey were invited 3K5 to par- 
ticipate in both meetings, while the representative of 
Cyprus was invited to participate at the I 147th 
meeting.sn6 

Ikcieion of 1 1 September 1964 ( 1 147th meeting) : 

Adjournment 
At the 1146th meeting on 11 Scptembcr 1964, the 

representative of Greece + complained of repeated vio- 
lations of Greek air space by Turkish military aircraft, 
and enumerated a number of hostile and provocative 
acts taken by Turkey against Greece, including the 
harassment and expulsion from Turkey of Greek na- 
tionals as well as Greeks of Turkish nationality. He 
asserted that the real motive behind Turkish action 
was retaliation for Greek support to Cyprus, and that 
in fact Turkey was telling Greece “Either you stop 
supporting Cyprus, or we shall exterminate the Greek 
population of Istanbul”. Turning to the Turkish allega- 
tion that “Greece is stepping blindly into a war with 
Turkey”, he contended that in the face of Turkish 
action against Cyprus and its provocation against 
Greece, the policy of his Government had been of 
utmost restraint. He asserted further that the policy 
and intention of his Government was one of peace 
and contrasted that policy with the large-scale mameu- 
vres in the coastal region opposite Cyprus and in the 
region bordering on Greece by the Turkish army and 
naval forces. He reminded the Council that Turkish 
aircraft had violated the air space of Cyprus and 
Greece, while its naval units on many occasions vio- 
lated the territorial waters of Cyprus. The intention 
of the Turkish Government was further revealed by 
its attitude regarding the military contingent it main- 
tained in Cyprus. Noting that his Government was 
willing to co-operate unreservedly with the United 
Nations in its effort to act as mediator and to restore 
peace, he asserted that it would seek a solution of the 

363 See chapter V, part I (Note). 
358 1146th meeting: p. 1. 
854 1146th meeting: para. 1. 
3~ 1147th meeting: para. 16. 

Cyprus issue in accordance with the United Nations 
Charter. On the other hand, Turke from the very 
beginning of the crisis had “spoken, t it ought and acted 
only in terms of military intervention”. After renewing 
his Government’s promise to co-operate with the 
United Nations in seeking an equitable solution, he 
warned that such efforts would be of no avail if the 
overwhelming threat of war posed by Turkey was not 
removed.860 

The representative of Turkey + recalled the troop 
concentration effected by the Government of Greece 
noted in his letter of submission and suggested that 
“the most serious aspect of these aggressive Greek 
moves is the attitude and activities of the Greek GOV- 
emment in the unfortunate issue of Cyprus which is 
no doubt the root of all danger to peace in this area”. 
He alleged that the Greek Government had openly 
invaded the island of Cyprus in spite of the presence 
of the United Nations Peace-keeping Force. He further 
stated that the Greek Government had associated itself 
with the “Makarios regime” in Cyprus “in setting aside 
the Trcatics of Guarantee of 1960” and had lent en- 
couragement to that Government in disregarding the 
Constitution of the island which they themselves were 
pledged to guarantee, and further, had even condoned 
the “illegal and inhuman acts” of the Greek Cypriots. 
Moreover, the Greek Government had “spurned and 
brought to nil the mediation efforts” undertaken by 
the United Nations Mediator, thereby weakening fur- 
ther the possibility of achieving any agreed settlement. 
Under those circumstances, Greek action was directly 
responsible for the deterioration of the situation in 
Cyprus and relations between Turkey and Greece. 
Turning to the question of Greek citizens living in 
Istanbul, he explained the policy of his tiovcrnment 
in terms of the contemplated termination of “privi- 
lcges” formerly granted to Greek citizens under the 
Convention of Establishment of 1930. He contcndcd 
that his Government’s denunciation of that treaty was 
in conformity with the principles of international law, 
particularly in the light of the complctc “change in 
the circumstances and the conditions under which the 
Convention of Establishment had been signed in 
1930”. At the same time he called attention to the 
condition of the Turkish minority in Cyprus. After 
defending the policy of his Government, he rciteratcd 
his request that the Council appoint a fact-finding 
commission to go to the island of Cyprus and bring 
to light the overt and covert acts of the Greek Govern- 
ment.“57 

At the 1147th meeting on 11 September 1964, the 
representative of France wondered whether the further 
expulsions which would seem to be envisaged by the 
Government of Turkey were in conformity with the 
Charter of the United Nations concerning human 
rights and the development of friendly relations among 
nations. He then suggested to the rcprescntativc of 
Turkey that by displaying in that situation the spirit 
of tolerance, the Turkish Government could help to 
create a new climate and make a contribution towards 
the settlement of the current difficulties, that would bc 
greatly appreciated by world public opinion.“K” 

Similar views were expressed by the represcntativcs 
of USSR,3”e Ivory Coast,“Uo Norway,3’1L United King- 

3su 1146th meeting: paras. 4-9, 34, 43. 49, 51, 57-66. 
~7 1146th meeting: paras. 76-80, 88-95, 103, 106. 
35” 1147th meeting: paras. 23 and 24. 
3~ 1147th meeting: paras. 5 and 8. 
~0 1147th meeting: paras. 18 and 19. 
301 1147th meeting: pam. 25. 
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dom,*eZ Morocco,3f13 United States,““’ Bolivia,3u5 and 
Brazil.‘*6 

The representative of Cyprus + denied allegations 
by the representative of Turkey regarding conditions 
of hardship facing the Turkish Cypriots particularly 
in the Kokkina area where members of the Turkish 
community were reportedly starving. In that connexion 
he cited a report 3(n from UNFICYP concerning the 
supply of food in the area and other information to 
the effect that not only were food supplies ample but 
very largeseR 

The President (USSR) noting that certain members 
of the Council had expressed the desire to consult 
among themselves, proposed that the meeting be SUS- 
pendcd for five minutes.869 

Upon resumption of the meeting, the representative 
of Turkey l remarked that although reports received 
from the Secretary-General had indicated that certain 
shipments of food had reached the Kokkina area, the 
situation was only slightly improved. Moreover, there 
was no reason to believe that that would continue. In 
order to be certain, he suggested that a committee 
made up of either the Commander of the United Na- 
tions Forces in Cyprus or his representative and a 
Greek, Turkish and British representative should go 
into the area, ascertain the facts and the needs of the 
people for continuous food supply and report by 13 
September to the Security Council. The represcntativc 
then assured the Council that “there is no question of 
mass deportations” of Greek citizens from Turkey. 
However, after the expiration of the Convention on 
Establishment, Commerce and Navigation of 1930, 
the Greek citizens who Iived in Istanbul would be sub- 
ject to the same regulations that applied to all foreign 
residents.370 

T’he representative of Greece l stated that in con- 
nexion with the question of availability of food in the 
besieged areas of Cyprus, his Government was pre- 
pared to leave it to the Secretary-General and his 
representative to determine what were reasonable 
quantities and supplies for those areas.:%” 

The meeting was adjourned after the President 
stated that he would consult with the members to de- 
termine the date and time for the next mecting.a7” 

THE PALESTINE QUIWI’ION 

Detcieion of 17 December 1964 ( I 179th meeting) : 
Rejection of the Moroccan drajt resolution 

Decision of 2 I December 1964 (1182nd meeting) : 
Rejection of the joint United Kingdom-United Stutc~s 
druft resolution 
By letter 373 dated 14 November 1964, the perma- 

nent representative of the Syrian Arab Republic re- 
quested that an urgent meeting of the Security Council 
be convened “to consider the latest aggression com- 
mitted by Israel against the Syrian Arab Republic”. 

362 1147th meeting: para. 43. 
363 1147th meeting: paras. 44-47. 
364 1147th meeting: paras. 55-61. 
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~3 1147th meeting: 
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371 1147th meeting: paras. 115-117. 
372 1147th meting: R ara. 134. 
173 S/6044, O.R., 19t yr., Suppl. Jor Oct.-Dec. 1964. p. S5. 

By letter 374 dated 14 November 1964, the pcrma- 
nent representative of Israel drew the attention of the 
Security Council to an incident which took place in 
the Dan sector of the Israel-Syrian border on 13 
November 1964. The letter stated that the incident 
commenced when an Israel police patrol, while pro- 
ceeding along the border track of Kibbutz Dan, within 
Israel territory, suddenly came under gun-fire from 
the nearby Syrian army position of Nukheila. Later 
two Syrian tanks joined in the attack and artillery 
started bombarding two nearby villages. Attempts by 
personnel of the United Nations Truce Supervision 
Organization in Palestine (UNTSO) to arrange a 
cease-fire were without avail. In the last resort, Israel 
planes had to be brought into play in order to silence 
the Syrian gun positions and halt the bombardment of 
the Israel villages. As a result, the Syrians promptly 
agreed to a cease-fire. The Israel casualties in that 
incident were 3 killed and 11 wounded, and consider- 
able damage was sustained by the two Israel villages 
as a result of the bombardment. The letter further dis- 
puted the Syrian allegation that the Israel patrol vchi- 
cle had penetrated into Syrian territory before it came 
under fire. It was further held that as the incident was 
one of the gravest clashes on .,that border in recent 
years, it was deemed approprtate that the relevant 
facts be made available to the Council. In conclusion, 
it was stated that unless the Syrians stopped firing 
across the border, the Israel Government could not 
abrogate its duty to defend the lives and property of 
its citizens, and the integrity of its territory. 

By a further letter 3711 dated 15 November 1964. 
the permanent representative of Israel requested an 
urgent meeting of the Security Council to consider 
the “repeated acts of aggression committed by Syrian 
armed forces” and the “threats by official spokesmen 
of the Syrian Government against the territorial in- 
tegrity and political independence of Israel”. 

At the 1162nd meeting on 16 November 1964, the 
Security Council had before it a provisional agcndn 
which, under the general heading: “The Palcstinc 
Question”, listed as subitems (a) and (h) the com- 
plaints submitted by Syria and Israel rcspcctivcly. 

The agenda was adopted 378 and the Security Coun- 
cil considered the question at its 1 162nd, I 164th to 
1169th, 1179th and I 182nd meetings held between 
16 November and 2 I December 1964. The rcprescn- 
tatives of Syria and Israel were invited 3i7 to take part 
in the discussion. 

At the 1162nd meeting on I6 November 1964, the 
representative of the Syrian Arab Republic + stated 
that on that occasion Israel had committed one of “the 
most wanton aggressions” in the series of attacks 
against Syria, and that the latest aggression by the 
Israel Air Force had been carefully planned and pre- 
meditated. It was not only a flagrant violation of the 
Armistice Agreement, but also a clear breach of the 
Charter. He disputed the Israel assertion in its letter 
of 14 November that the incursion into Syrian tcrri- 
tory was made by a small routine lsracl police patrol. 
It had been made by an armourcd unit. The Syrian 
forces had opened fire on the armoured force only as 
a defensive action. He asserted that Israel had dclibc- 
rately provoked that incident in order to have a prc- 

~7, S/6045, ibid., pp. 55-59. 
375 S/6046, ibid.. p. 60. 
:I711 1162nd meeting: para. 3. See also chapter II, Case 2. 
377 1162nd meeting: para. 4. 
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text for its large-scale air attack on the Syrian posi- 
tions several miles inside Syrian territory. From the 
beginning, Israel had violated Syrian territory and 
infringed the Armistice Agreement. It attcmptcd to 
justify its violation of the integrity of Syrian territory 
by alleging that it was only defending “the lives and 
property of its citizens and the integrity of its tcrri- 
tory”. He wanted to emphasize once. again that the 
demilitarized zone was not Israel territory. The Syrian 
Government could not allow any Israel military move- 
ments across the demilitarized zone, as had happened 
on 14 November, and certainly would reject with all its 
strength any Israel incursions on its territorial soil. He 
requested the Council to condemn Israel in the strong- 
est terms lcaving no doubt that the Council was deter- 
mined to put an end to Israel’s aggressive acts and 
policies. 

At the same meeting the representative of Israel * 
stated that the 13 November incident seemed to have 
gone through two distinct phases. The first phase was 
initiated by the sudden and unprovoked attack on the 
Israel patrol proceeding along the border road in a 
single vehicle and containing two men, one of them 
the driver. It was upon that patrol that Syrian posi- 
tions opened fire. A littlc while after the incident had 
started the Syrians launched into a second and far 
graver phase of their attack. From a number of their 
artillery positions at different locations on the heights, 
a simultaneous and co-ordinatcd bombardment com- 
menccd on the Israel villages in the valley below. 
lsracl planes want into action only as a last resort 
because no other cfTcctive means was avnilablc in the 
area by which the shelling could have been halted. 
The sole purpose of that air strike was to suppress gun 
positions which wcrc operating at the time against 
Israel population and territory. In conclusion, hc urged 
that the Council should insist that Syria refrain, first 
from all further attacks upon, or intcrfercnce with 
lsracl activities in the border zone, and in particular, 
all firing across the border; and secondly, refrain from 
al1 further threats against the political independence 
and territorial integrity of Israc1.:‘:’ 

At the I 164th meeting on 27 November 1964, the 
Council also had before it a report from the Chief of 
Staff of the United Nations Truce Supervision Organ- 
ization relating to the incident of I3 November 
1964.=’ 

At the 1 169th meeting on 8 December 1964, the 
reprcscntntivc of Morocco introduced ;I draft rcsolu- 
tion a~0 by which the Security Council would: (I ) 
condemn the air action undertaken by the armed for- 
ccs of Israel against the territory of the Syrian Arab 
&public on I3 November 1964; (2 ) cxprcss the most 
scvcre condemnation with rcgfrrd to that action; (3) 
call upon Israel to take effcctlvc mcnsurcs to prevent 
the rcpctition of such actions; and (4) call upon ths 
Govcrnmcnts of Syria and lsracl strictly to apply the 
provisions of the Armistice Agrccmcnt concluded bc- 
twccn the two parties, and fully to participate in the 
meetings of the Mixed Armistice Commission. 
--___ 

378 For texls ol relevant statements, see: 1 IhZnrI meeting: 
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At the 1179th meeting on 17 December 1961, thc 
rcprcscntatives of the United Kingdom and the United 
States submitted a joint draft resolution W’ whereby 
the Security Council would: ( I ) deplore the renewal 

1 

of military action on the Israel-Syria Armistice De- 
marcation Line on 13 November 1964; (2) take spe- 
cial note in the report of the Secretary-General of the 
observations of the Chief of Staff in paragraphs 24 
through 27, and in that connexion recommend speci- 
fically: (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; (h) 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/S40 I, com- 
mencing in the arca of Tel-El-Qadi, and proceeding 
thereafter to completion, in fulfilmcnt of the recom- 
mendations of the Chief of Staffs reports of 24 August 
1963 and 24 November 1964; and (c) that the par- 
tics participate fully in the meetings of the Mixed Ar- 
mistice Commission; and (3) rcqucst the Secretary- 
General to inform the Council, by 3 I March I965, of 
the progress that had been made toward implementing 
those suggestions. 

At the same meeting the Moroccan draft resolution 
was voted upon and was not adopted. The vote was 
3 votes in favour, none against, with 8 abstcntions.J”Z 

Following the voting, the representative of Morocco 
introduced amendments WI to the joint United Stntes- 
United Kingdom draft resolution, providing for the 
following: ( I ) insertion in operative paragraph 1, 
between the words “1kpiow.s” and “the rcncwal”, ot 
the phrase “the violation by an Israel military patrol 
of the Armistice Dcmarcntion Lint in the arca of Tel- 

El-Qadi, which had not been survcycd, contrary to the 
instructions of the Chairman of the Israel-Syria Mixed 
Armistice Commission,“; (2) insertion in operative 
paragraph I, between the words “13 November 1964” 
and “deeply regrets” of the phrase “and the subsc- 
quent unjustified resort by Israel to aerial action”; 
(3) dclction in operative paragraph 2 of the word 
“special” after the word “Takes” and of the word 
“specifically” after the word “recommends”; (4) dclc- 
tion in subparagraph (b) of operative paragraph 2 of 
the words following “demarcation” and substitution by 
the following: “along the entire Armistice Demarca- 
tion Line, including the arca of Tel-El-Qadi and the 
three sectors of the demilitarized zone, in fulfilment of 
the recommendations of the Chief of Staff’s reports of 
24 August 1963 and 24 Novcmbcr 1964;” and (5) 
replacement of subparagraph (c) of operative para- 
graph 2 by the following: “That Israel as well as Syria 
participate fully in the meetings of the Mixed Armi- 
sticc Commission;“. 

At the 1 182nd meeting on 2 1 December 1964, the 
Council procccdcd to vote on the joint draft resolu- 
tion, together with the amendments submitted by Mo- 
rocco. The first, second and fourth Moroccan nmcnd- 
mcnts wcrc not adopted, while the third and fitth 
amendments wcrc adopted. The joint draft resolution. 
as amcndcd, rcccived 8 votes in favour and 3 against, 
but failed of adoption owing to the ncgativc vote of ;I 
permanent mcmbcr.JH” 
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SITUATION IN THE DEMOCRATIC HEI’UBLIC OF 
THE CONGO 

INITIAL I’ROCEFDINGS 

By letter 3H5 dated 1 December 1964, the represen- 
tatives of Afghanistan, Algeria, Burundi, Cambodia, 
Central African Republic, Congo (Brazzaville) , Da- 
homey, Ethiopia, Ghana, Guinea, Indonesia, Kenya, 
Malawi, Mali, Mauritania, Somalia, Sudan, Uganda, 
United Arab Republic, United Republic of Tanzania, 
Yugoslavia and Zambia requested an urgent meeting 
of the Security Council to consider the situation in 
the Democratic Republic of the Congo. In the expla- 
natory memorandum, they drew attention to various 
attempts made by the Organization of African Unity 
with a view to the peaceful adjustment of the situa- 
tion. Those attempts included the establishment of an 
ad hoc commission to help the Government of the 
Democratic Republic of the Congo bring about national 
reconciliation in the country and normal relations 
with its neighbours. They also stated that in complete 
defiance of Article 52 of the Charter of the United 
Nations, and as a deliberate affront to the authority 
of the Organization of African Unity, the Governments 
of Belgium and the United States, with the concur- 
rence of the United Kingdom Government, had 
launched military operations in Stnnlcyvillc and in 
other parts of the Congo. They considcrcd the military 
operations as constituting “an intcrvcntion in African 
affairs, a flagrant violation of the Charter of the 
United Nations and a threat to the pcacc and security 
of the African continent”. 

By letter WI dated 9 December 1964, the repre- 
sentative of the Democratic Republic of the Congo 
transmitted to the Prcsidcnt of the Council a message 
from his Government also requesting an urgent 
meeting of the Security Council to consider “foreign 
interference in the domestic affairs of the Congo”. It 
was alleged in the message that thcrc wcrc indications 
to the effect that Algeria, Ghana, Sudan, the United 
Arab Republic, the “Chinese communist rkgimc” and 
the USSR were assisting the rebel groups in the 
castcrn part of the Congo. If allowed to continue, 
those acts of intcrfercnce would “constitute a grave 
threat to peace in Africa”. 

At the 1170th meeting on 9 December 1964, the 
Council included in its agenda the lcttcr from the 
representatives of the twenty-two Member States with- 
out objection, and the letter from the rcprescntativc 
of the Democratic Republic of the Congo by 7 votes in 
favour to 4 against.“H7 

At the same meeting, the representatives of Al- 
geria, Belgium, Republic of the Congo (Brazzavillc), 
Democratic Republic of the Congo, Ghana, Guinea, 
Mali, Nigeria, Sudan, and the United Arab Republic 
wcrc invited to participate, in the discussion.“sx At sub- 
scqucnt meetings, the Council also invited the rcprc- 
scntatives of Burundi,:‘-!’ Kcnya,:i!“’ Central African 

3s’ 1170th meeting: paras. 62-63. For reference to the 
adoption of the agenda, see chapter II, part III. foot-note I 
lo introductory note. 

3Xh 1170th meeting: para. 75. 
Rq9 I 17 1st meeting: paras. 2 and 3 
3~ 1171st meeting: paras. 2 and 3. 

Republic,““’ Uganda,““’ and the United Republic of 
Tanzania,nn3 to participate in the debate. 

The Council considered the question at the 1170th 
to 1178th meetings held bctwccn 9 and 17 December 
1964, at the 1 I8 1st meeting on 2 I Dccembcr 1964, 
and at the 1183rd to 1 189th meetings held between 
2 1 and 30 December 1964. 

The representatives of Algeria, * Burundi, * Cen- 
tral African Republic, + Congo (Brazzaville), + Gha- 
na, * Guinea, * Kenya, * Mali, * Sudan, + Uganda, * 
United Arab Republic, * United Republic of Tanza- 
nia, * speaking at the 1170th, 117 1 st, 1172nd, 
1174th. 1175th, 1177th, 1181st, 1183rd and 1184th 
meetings,Re4 indicated that the alleged humanitarian 
mission undertaken by Belgium, the United States and 
the United Kingdom, far from being humanitarian, 
was a “premeditated military aggression” which had 
resulted in the “massacre” of thousands of innocent 
Africans and had threatened the security of African 
countries. 

It was undertaken while efforts at peaceful adjust- 
ment of the situation in the Congo were being made 
by an ad hoc commission of the Organization of Afri- 
can Unity. Had it not been for this armed intcrvcn- 
tion, the Organization of African Unity, which had 
in the past dealt cffectivcly with some other African 
problems and which had, in particular, dealt with the 
Congolese problem with the active participation of the 
Congolcsc Prime Minister, would have had a good 
chance of bringing about a satisfactory solution. 

The military operation was furthcrmorc a grave 
violation of Security Council resolutions of 14 July 
196 1 305 which called for withdrawal of all Belgian 
forces from the Democratic Republic of the Congo, 
and General Assembly resolution of 20 September 
1960,““” which called on all States to refrain from any 
action which might tend to impede the restoration of 
law and order in the Congo. The real purpose of the 
aggression was to consolidate the colonial interests 
of Belgium, by supporting the rtigimc, headed by a 
person, who, in the rcccnt history of the Congo had 
been the very target of ccnsurc of the United Nations. 

In the light of those devclopmcnts, the Security 
Council was in duty bound to pronounce itself against 
foreign intervention in the Congo and support the 
cforts of the Organization of African Unity to bring 
peace and stability to that country. 

The rcprcscntutives of Algeria, * Ghana, * Sudan, * 
and the United Arab Republic * further noted that the 
charges of intcrfcrcnce in the domestic affairs of the 
Congo through assistance to the Congolese rebels 

31+1 1172nd meeting: para. 2. 
x11’ 1177th meeting: para. 2. 
xkR I 17Xth meeting: para. 2. 
:w’ For texts of relevant slatemen&, see 1170th meeting: 

Congo (Hrau.aville).* paras. 84. X6. XY. YO-91, 96; Ghana; 
paras. 113-114, 137. 144-14s; Sudan,” paras. 155.156, 162- 
163, 172, 175; 1171st meeting: Guinea,* paras. 11-14, 19-20; 
Mali,* paras. 26-30, 3Y-41, 50, 55; Il72nd meeting: Algeria,* 
paras. 13. 20-26, 40-42, 46-47; 1174th meeting: United Arab 
Kepublic,+ paras. IS. 1X-IY. 27. 2Y. 41; 1175th meeting: 
Central African Hepublic,+ paras. 82. X6; Kenya,* paras. 
32-36, 37-38, 41-42, 5X; 1177th meeting: Hurundi,’ parns. 
14-15. 29; Uganda,* paras. IOY-110. 116; 11x1~ meeting: 
Ghana.+ paras. 5X-159, 74: Sudan,* paras. 36-37, 45; IlH3rd 
meeting: Algeria,* paras. 7-10, 15, 26, 44-46; 1 lX4th meeting: 
Kenya.* paras. 24-2s. 

~“5 S/4387. O.R., l5fl1 yr., Suppl. for July-Scpr. 1960, 
p. 16. 
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were unfounded and designed to distract the Council’s 
attention from the true issue before it, which was 
aggression launched by Belgium making USC of United 
States aircraft with the assistance of the British GOV- 
emment. 

The representative of Belgium, l the United States 
and the United Kingdom, speaking at the 1173rd, 
1174th and 1175th meetings, denied the charges 
levelled by the twenty-two Member States that they 
had embarked on a premeditated military interven- 
tion in the Congo.3B7 The dropping of Belgian para- 
troops by United States aircraft on 24 November 1964 
was designed as a rescue mission to save the lives of 
between 1,500 and 2,000 persons of various nationali- 
ties who had been maltreated when held as hostages 
by the rebels, and whose lives had been endangered. 
The decision to undertake the rescue mission was 
made only after continued threat against their lives 
had been made known by the rebels and after various 
appeals for their lives had not met with favourable 
response. By 29 November the rescue operation had 
been completed and all Belgian troops involved had 
been withdrawn from Congolese soil. 

The representative of the Democratic Republic of 
the Congo, l 8DR speaking at the 1173rd meeting, 
stated that the idea of a rescue operation had been 
born in the face of the attitude of the Congolese 
rebels, who preferred to “barter human lives for poli- 
tical advantages such as recognition of the rebel Gov- 
ernment”. The operation, which had been undertaken 
with the consent of the Congolese Government, had 
been carried out in specified zones and for a specific 
purpose, with the least damage possible. In contrast, 
some African countries had, by assisting the Congo- 
lese rebels, taken it upon themselves “to intervene 
unilaterally in the domestic affairs of a sovereign coun- 
try, in violation of the United Nations Charter and of 
the Charter of the OAU”. The Security Council should 
examine the real threat and make the necessary re- 
commendation thereon. 
Decision of 30 December 1964 (1189th meeting) : 

(i) Requesting all States to refrain or desist from 
intervening in the domestic affairs of the 
Congo; 

(ii) Appealing for a cease-fire in the Congo; 
(iii) Considering that the mercenaries should as a 

matter of urgency be withdrawn from the 
Congo; 

(iv) Encouraging the Organization of African 
Unity to pursue its eflorts to help the Govern- 
ment of the Democratic Republic of the Con- 
go achieve national reconciliution; 

and to keep the Council infornled of any action it 
might take in this regard 

At the 1186th meeting on 28 December 1964, the 
representative of Ivory Coast introduced a draft reso- 

397 For text of relevant statements. see I 173rd meeting: 
Belgium,* paras. 9-10, 19. 37, 40; 1174th meeting: United 
states. paras. 58-59, 65, 70-81, 96; 1175th meeting: United 
Kingdonl, paras. 12-15; 1183rd meeting: United States, paras. 
47-49. The following communications. which had been sub- 
mitted before the Security Council began consideration of the 
question. have been referred to: S/6055, 21 November 1964; 
5’6062, 24 November 1964 and S/6063. 24 November 1964. 
O.K.. IWI yr., .ytrppt. f<>r OCI.-I)CT. 1964, pp. 64-66, 186-189, 
189-192. 

1108 For text of relevant statements. see I173rd meeting: 
paras. 113-115, 158, 171. 

lution aua jointly sponsored by his country and Mo- 
rocco. 

At the 1187th meeting on 29 December 1964, the 
representative of Guinea l on behalf of eighteen Afri- 
can Member States, submitted an amendment ‘O” which 
was subsequently incorporated in the text of the joint 
draft resolution by its sponsors as operative para- 
graph 6.‘01 

At the 1189th meeting on 30 December 1964, at 
the request of the representative of France, the Coun- 
cil voted separately on the first operative paragraph 
of the draft resolution, which it adopted unanimous- 
ly.40’ At the same meeting the Council adopted the 
draft resolution as a whole, as amended, by 10 votes to 
none, with 1 abstention.‘O’ The resolution read:‘O’ 

“The Security Council, 

“Noting with concern the aggravation of the si- 
tuation in the Democratic Republic of the Congo, 

“Deploring the recent events in that country, 

“Convinced that the solution of the Congolese 
problem depends on national reconciliation and the 
restoration of public order, 

“Recalling the pertinent resolutions of the Gen- 
eral Assembly and the Security Council, 

“Reafirming 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 mer- 
cenaries, 

“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, 

“1. Requests all States to refrain or desist from 
intervening in the domestic affairs of the Congo; 

“2. Appeals for a cease-fire in the Congo in ac- 
cordance with the resolution of the Organization of 
African Unity dated 10 September 1964; 

“3. Considers, in accordance with that same reso- 
lution, that the mercenaries should as a matter of 
urgency be 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 the abovc- 

am SI6123/Rev.l, 1186th meeting: para. 9. See also 
chapter X, Case 9. 

““‘The amendment was submitted jointly by Algeria, 
Burundi. Central African Republic, Congo (Brauaville). 
Dahomcy. Ethiopia, Ghana, Guinea, Kenya, Malawi, Mali, 
Mauritania, Somalia. Sudan, Uganda, United Arab Republic, 
United Republic of Tanzania and Zambia. S/6128. 1187th 
meeting. para. 12. See also chapter Ill. Case 13. 

401 1189th meeting: para. 6. 
4oz 1189th meeting: para. 30. 
w:’ 1189th meeting, para. 34. 
“‘I S/RES/199 (1964). O.R.. 19th yr.. R<~.wlrttions and 

l~~~cisions of Ihe Security Council, 1964, pp. 18-19. 
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mentioned resolution of the Organization of Afri- 
can Unity; 

“5. Requests all States to assist the Organization 
of African Unity in the attainment of this objective; 

“6. Requests the Organization of African Unity, 
in accordance with Article 54 of the Charter of the 
United Nations, to keep the Security Council fully 
informed of any action it may take under the present 
resolution; 

“7. Requc,s~s the Secretary-General of the United 
Nations to follow the situation in the Congo and 
to report to the Security Council at the appropriate 
time.” 
The question remained on the list of matters with 

which the Security Council is seized.‘O” 

SITUATION IN SOUTHERN RHODESIA 

Ihxision of 6 May 1965 (1202nd meeting): 
(i) 

(ii) 

(iii) 

(iv) 

(v) 

Requesting the United Kingdom Government 
and all Member States not to accept a uni- 
lateral declaration of independence for South- 
ern Rhodesia by the minority government; 
Requesting the United Kingdom to take all 
necessary action to prevent u unilateral decla- 
ration of independence; 
RequtJsting the United Kingdom Government 
not to transfer under any circumstances to the 
colony of Southern Rhodesia, as at present 
governed, any of the powers or attributes of 
sover~~ignty, but to promote the country’s at- 
tainment of independence by a democratic 
system of government in accordance with the 
aspirations of the majority of the popukz- 
tion; 
Further requesting the United Kingdom Gov- 
ernment to enter into consultations with all 
concerned with a view to convening a con- 
ference of all political parties in order to 
adopt new constitutional provisions accept- 
able to the majority of the people of Rho- 
desia, so that the earliest possible date may 
be set for independence; 
Deciding to keep the question of Southern 
Rhodesia on its agenda 

By letter ‘Oe dated 21 April 1965 the representatives 
of Algeria, Burundi, Cameroon, Central African Re- 
public, Chad, Congo (Brazzaville), Dahomey, Demo- 
cratic Kcpublic of the Congo, Ethiopia, Gabon, Ghana, 
Guinea, Ivory Coast, Kenya, Liberia, Libya, Mada- 
gasca r, Malawi, Mali, Mauritania, Morocco, Niger, 
Nigeria, Rwanda, Senegal, Sierra Leone, Somalia, Su- 
dan, Togo, 1 unisia, Uganda, United Arab Republic, 
United Republic of Tanzania, Upper Volta and Zam- 
bia, requested the President of the Security Council 
to convene an urgent meeting of the Council to exa- 
mine “the very serious situation” existing in Southern 
Rhodesia. 

In the explanatory memorandum attached to the 
letter it was stated that the situation in Southern Rho- 
desia was such as to endanger international peace and 
security in Africa and throughout the world, and that 

405 The following were subsequent communications on this 
question rcccived during the period covered by this Supple- 
nrenl: S/61 3X of 5 January 1965 and S/6172 of 3 February 
1965. O.K.. 201/1 yr.. Suppl. for Jun.-March 1965, pp. 6. 41-42. 

4o’5S/6291 ;tnd Add.1. O.R., 20th yr.. SuppI. for Apr.-June 
1965, pp. 45-47. 

it was necessary that the Council should consider the 
situation as a matter or urgency. It further stated that 
despite resolutions 1747 (XVI), 1760 (XVII), 1883 
(XVIII) and 1889 (XVIII) of the General Assem- 
bly, the efforts of the Special Committee established 
under resolution 1654 (XVI) and of the United Nn- 
tions Secretary-General, and the repeated appeals made 
by the African Heads of State and Government, the 
United Kingdom had done nothing to apply resolu- 
tion 15 14 (XV) to “its colony of Southern Rhodesia”. 
Moreover, the intensification of repressive measures 
against the African nationalist leaders, the decision to 
hold elections on the basis of the Constitution of 
1961, and the threats of “the so-called Prime Minister 
of the Territory to proclaim the independence” of 
Southern Rhodesia without regard for the opinion of 
the African inhabitants, had resulted in a deterioration 
of the situation, and had been characterized as consti- 
tuting “a threat to international peace and security”. 

At the 1194th meeting on 30 April 1965, after the 
representative of the United Kingdom had reaffirmed 
reservations made at the 1064th meeting regarding 
the lack of competence of the Council on the mat- 
ter,“” the Council adopted luLI its agenda and con- 
sidered the question at the I 194th to 1202nd meetings, 
held between 30 April and 6 May 1965. The repre- 
sentatives of Senegal and Algeria were invited to take 
part in the discussion.40g 

Speaking on behalf of all the States members of the 
Organization of African Unity, the reprcscntatives of 
Senegal l and Algeria + stated at the I 194th and 
1197th meetings that recent events and statements 
clearly indicated that Southern Rhodesia had proceeded 
along the path of illegality, injustice and outrageous 
repression and that the objective of the Govcrn- 
ment of Southern Rhodesia was to obtain a comfort- 
able majority in the elections which were set for 7 
May 1965, so that they would be able to proclaim 
independence. They accused the United Kingdom of 
strengthening the capabilities of the “racist” Govcrn- 
ment of Southern Rhodesia by putting at its disposal 
the air power of the Federation of Central Africi after 
the dissolution of that Federation in December 1963; 
and of placing the interests of the settlers over those 
of the African majority. As a result, a minority had 
been given the power to legislate and to decide the 
destiny of the African majority. Their adoption of 
certain “racist and repressive legislation” clearly indi- 
cated the policy that would be pursued. 

The representatives saw the recent agreements that 
Southern Rhodesia had concluded with Portugal and 
South Africa as an attempt by Mr. Smith “to provide 
against all kinds of foresecablc difficulties”. Recalling 
that by resolutions 1747 (XVI), 1760 (XVII), 1883 
(XVIII) and 1889 (XVIII), the General Assembly 
had requested the Administering Authority of the Ter- 
ritory of Southern Rhodesia to take a certain number 
of measures to restore security in the interior of the 
country, they asserted that it was “high time” for the 
United Kingdom to take action in conformity with 
those resolutions. They further contended that since 
Southern Rhodesia was still a British colony and sub- 
ject to the Crown, the United Kingdom could legally 
use force as it had done in the past; “to admit the 
contrary would be to recognize the right of accession 
for a colony which dots not yet fulfil the conditions 

~7 1194th meeting: para. 6. 
4~ 1194th meeting: para. 7. 
WY 1194th meeting: pera. 8. 
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for normal accession to independence”. In suggesting 
measures that might be employed they recalled the 
proposals set forth in the draft resolution drawn up 
by the Special Committee (S/6300), namely that: 
(1) the elections of 7 May should be prevented from 
taking place; (2) all persons who had been arbitrarily 
arrested should be released and all discriminatory laws 
promulgated under the 1961 Constitution should be 
abolished; and (3) public freedoms and civil liberties 
should be restored and Southern Rhodesia should bc 
prepared for independence by convening a constitu- 
tional conference. On the other hand, if the United 
Kingdom allowed Mr. Smith to set up a rCgime based 
on white supremacy, thereby creating a South Africa 
type situation with its inherent danger to international 
peace and security, then the United Kingdom should 
bear full responsibility for the serious conscquenccs 
which would emcrgc.“” 

At the 1 194th and I 197th meetings held between 
30 April-4 May 1965, the representative of the United 
Kingdom outlined the policy of his Government re- 
garding Southern Rhodesia in the following terms: ( I ) 
the British Government must be satisfied that any basis 
on which it is proposed that indepcndcncc should be 
granted was acceptable to the people of the country as 
a whole; (2) it was not by unconstitutional or illegal 
action that a way forward must bc sought, but by 
negotiation; and (3) no one must bc left in any doubt 
of the true constitutional position or of the political 
and economic conscqucnccs which would flow from 
an illegal declaration of indepcndcncc. Those principles 
wcrc rcafflrmcd in a statcmcnt on 27 October 1964, 
which concluded as follows: 

“In short an illegal declaration of indepcndcncl: 
in Southern Rhodesia would bring to an end rcla- 
tionships between her and Britain, would cut her 
off from the rest of ihe Commonwealth, from most 
foreign govcrnmcnts and from international organi- 
zations, would inflict disastrous economic damage 
upon her, and would leave her isolated and virtual- 
ly fricndlcss in a largely hostile continent.” ‘I1 

He recalled the efforts of his Government to get 
negotiations started and suggested that so long as thcrc 
w&as any prospect of negotiation aimed at avoiding or 
prcvcnting disaster it should be pressed to the very 
end. Hc further stated “to abandon negotiation now 
would surely be an act of irresponsibility. To do any- 
thing in this Council or any where else to make nego- 
tiation more diflicult, to wreck what hopes there arc 
for pcaccful progress, to take any action hcrc which 
might contribute to the very disaster WC most want 
to prevent - surely that would be a course to bc 
universally condemned”. Morcovcr, the British Gov- 
ernment considered that while the responsibility for 
bringing Rhodesia forward to indcpcndcncc rcstcd 
with the United Kingdom alone, Rhodesia was sclf- 
governing in its internal affairs. Conscqucntly, the dcci- 
sion to hold clcctions on 7 May was a decision for the 
Rhodcsian Govcrnmcnt, and the United Kingdom Gov- 
crnmcnt had no responsibility and no authority over 
that matter. In conclusion, the rcprcsentativc of the 
United Kingdom warned “that no good but only harm 

410 For texts of relevant statements. see: I lY4th meeting: 
Algeria.* paras. 51-8X; Seneg;~l.* paras. 14. 20-4X; 1197th 
meeting: Algeria,* paras. 89-98; Senegal,* paras. 72-80. 

41I A/AC.lOY/L.187, annex I, appendix I, para. 8. 
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could come from calling for unconstitutional action”, 
which his Government would not take.‘l” 

At the 1199th meeting on 5 May 1965, the rcprc- 
sentative of the Ivory Coast introduced a draft rcso- 
lution ‘I3 jointly sponsored by Jordan and Malaysia. 
As revised on the same date ‘I4 the draft resolution 
provided that the Council would inter alia, request 
the United Kingdom Government and all United Na- 
tions Members not to accept a unilateral declaration 
of independence for Southern Rhodesia by the minority 
Government, and would further request the United 
Kingdom Government to implement certain other mea- 
sures. 

At the 1201st meeting on 5 May 1965, the rcpre- 
sentative of the USSR introduced amendments ‘l1, to 
the joint draft resolution. As revised ‘l” the amend- 
ments called for deletion of operative paragraphs 3 
and 4 of the draft resolution, and their rcplaccment 
by a request to the United Kingdom to cancel the 
elections set by the Government of Southern Rhodesia 
for 7 May on the basis of the Constitution of 1961; 
and for the deletion from paragraph 5 of the words 
“not to transfer under any circumstances to its colony 
of Southern Rhodesia, as at prcscnt govcrncd, any of 
the powers or attributes of sovereignty, but to pro- 
mote the country’s attainment”, and their rcplaccmcnt 
by the words “to take the necessary measures for the 
immcdiatc granting to Southern Rhodesia . . . ” 

At the 1202nd meeting on 6 May 1965, the Coun- 
cil voted upon the draft resolution and the amcndmcnts 
before it. The USSR amcndmcnts wcrc not adopted. 
Thcrc were one vote in favour, 2 against with 8 abs- 
tcntions.41i 

The joint draft resolution was adopted by 7 votes 
in favour to none :lg:hinst, with 4 abstentions.“” It 
read as follows: .‘I!’ 

“The Security Council, 
“Having examined the situation in Southern Rho- 

desia, 
“Keculling General Assembly resolutions 1 5 14 

(XV) of 14 I&ember 1960, I747 (XVI) of 28 
June 1962, 1760 (XVII) of 3 1 October 1962, 1883 
(XVIII) of 14 October 1963 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 Indcpcndence to Colonial Countries 
and Peoples, especially its resolution of 22 April 
1965 (A/AC.109/112), 

“Endorsing the rcqucsts which the Gcncral As- 
scmbly and the Special Committee have many times 
addressed to the United Kingdom of Great Britain 
and Northern Ireland to obtain: 

“((I) The release of all political prisoners, dc- 
tainecs and restrictees, 

“(h) The rcpcal of all rcprcssive and discrimi- 
natory legislation, and in particular the Law and 

41z IlY4th meeting: paras. 91-103, 109, 110 rind 117; 
I IY7th meetinc: Daras. 39-43. 

41~ S/632Y, ‘i 149th meeting: paras. 61-76. 
4’tS/6329/Rev.I. Same text as SIRES/202 (lY65). OX., 

20rlr yr., H~w~lrrrion.~ nnn fhi.~ionv 01 rlrc~ Smrriry cololcil, 
1965. pp. 6-7. 

.I’:, S/6332. 1201~ meeting: Deras. 3 I-40. 
,JI~ SI6332;Rev.l. 1202ndmekine: Sara. X5 
.*I7 1202nd meeting: para. 86. -’ ’ 
.IIR 1202nd meeting: para. 87. 
41” S/RES/202 ( 196.0, O./Z., 20111 yr.. Hc~.~~drcfir~r~.s crt~cf 

Decisions of I/W Securily Council, 1965, pp. 6-7. 
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Order (Maintenance) Act and the Land Appor- 
tionment Act, 

“(c) The removal of all restrictions on political 
activity and the establishment of full democratic 
freedom and equality of political rights, 

“Noring that the Special Committee has drawn 
the attention of the Security Council to the grave 
situation prevailing in Southern Rhodesia and, in 
particular, to the serious implications of the elec- 
tions announced to take place on 7 May 1965 under 
a constitution which has been rcjccted by the ma- 
jority of the people of Southern Rhodesia and the 
abrogation of which has repeatedly been called for 
by the General Assembly and the Special Commit- 
tee 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. Notes the United Kingdom Government’s 
statement of 27 October 1964 specifying the con- 
ditions under which Southern Rhodesia might 
attain independence; 

“2. Notes further and approves the opinion of 
the majority of the population of Southern Rho- 
desia that the United Kingdom should convcnc a 
constitutional conference; 

“3. Requests the United Kingdom Govcrnmcnt 
and all States Members of the United Nations not 
to accept a unilateral declaration of independence 
for Southern Rhodesia by the minority Govcrn- 
ment; 

“4. Requesfs the United Kingdom to take all 
necessary action to prevent a unilateral declaration 
of independence; 

“5. Requests the United Kingdom Government 
not to transfer under any circumstances to its colo- 
ny of Southern Rhodesia, as at present governed, 
any of the powers or attributes of sovereignty, but 
to promote the country’s attainment of independcncc 
by a democratic system of government in accord- 
ance with the aspirations of the majority of the 
population; 

“6. Further requests the United Kingdom Gov- 
ernmcnt to enter into consultations with all con- 
cerned with a view to convening a conference of 
all political parties in order to adopt new consti- 
tutional provisions acceptable to the majority of the 
people of Rhodesia, so that the carliest possible date 
may be set for independence; 

“7. Decides to keep the question of Southern 
Rhodesia on its agenda.” 

De&ion of 12 November 1965 ( 1258th mccting) : 

(i) 

(ii) 

Condemning the uniluterul declaration of in- 
dependence made by a racist minority in Sou- 
thern Rhodesia; 
Deciding to call upon all Stutes not to recog- 
nize thi.r illegal racist minority r&Rime in Sou- 
thern Rhodesia and to rejrain from rendering 
any assistance to this illegal regime 

By letter 420 dated 11 November 1965, the perma- 
nent representative of the United Kingdom informed 
the President of the Securitv Council that the authori- 424 S/6908, O.R.. 20th yr., Suppl. for Oct.-Dee. 1965, 

p. 359. 
IzoS/6896. O.R., 20th yr.. Suppl. for Oct.-Dee. 196S, 

p. 354. 
42’K 1257th meeting, para. 5. For discussion on participation, 

see chapter III, Case 3 and Case 18. 
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tics in Rhodesia had made an announcement, pur- 
porting, illegally and unilaterally to declare indepen- 
dence for Rhodesia. The United Kingdom Government 
wished to inform the Security Council of the situation 
which had been created and of the steps which it was 
taking to meet the situation. Consequently, an urgent 
meeting of the Council was requested. 

On 10 November 1965, the President of the Gen- 
eral Assembly transmitted to the Security Council the 
texts of two resolutions (2012 (XX) and 2022 
(XX) ) adopted by the General Assembly on 12 Oc- 
tober 1965 and on 5 November 1965 respectively, 
concerning the question of Southern Rhodesia. In his 
letter 421 to the Council, the President of the General 
Assembly referred to paragraphs 12 and 13 of reso- 
lution 2022 (XX), in which the General Assembly 
“draws the attention of the Security Council to the 
threats made by the present authorities in Southern 
Rhodesia . . .” and “to the explosive situation in Sou- 
thern Rhodesia which threatens international peace 
and security.” 

By letter 412 dated 11 November 1965, the rcpre- 
scntatives of Algeria, Burundi, Cameroon, the Central 
African Republic, Chad, Congo (Brazzaville), Daho- 
mey, Democratic Republic of the Congo, Ethiopia, Ga- 
bon, Ghana, Guinea, Ivory Coast, Kenya, Liberia, 
Libya, Madagascar, Malawi, Mali, Mauritania, Mo- 
rocco, Niger, Nigeria, Rwanda, Senegal, Sierra Leone, 
Somalia, Sudan, Togo, Tunisia, Uganda, United Arab 
Republic, United Republic of Tanzania, Upper Volta 
and Zambia, requested the President of the Security 
Council to convene an “emergency meeting of the 
Security Council to consider the situation created in 
Southern Rhodesia as a result of the unilateral dccla- 
ration of independence” by the white minority Govern- 
ment there. The letter stated that the unilateral dccla- 
ration of independence of Southern Rhodesia had 
created “a threat to international pcacc and security”. 

By letter 4”3 dated 11 November 1965, the rcprc- 
sentatives of Afghanistan, Ceylon, Cyprus, Ghana, 
India, Iran, Iraq, Jordan, Kuwait, Libya, Madagascar, 
Mauritania, Morocco, Pakistan, Philippines, Sierra 
Leone, Somalia, Sudan, Syria, Thailand, Turkey and 
Uganda requested the President of the Security Coun- 
cil to consider the grave situation in Southern Rhodesia 
arising out of the unilateral declaration of indcpcn- 
dence by the “white minority Govcrnmcnt”. The letter 
stated that the unilateral declaration of indcpcndcnce 
aggravated an already explosive situation and thrcat- 
cned international peace and security. 

By letter 4”4 dated 1 1 November 1965, the President 
of the General Assembly transmitted to the Security 
Council the text of resolution 2024 (XX) of the Gen- 
cral Assembly adopted on 1 1 Novcmbcr 1965, in 
which it was recommended that the Security Council 
consider the situation in Southern Rhodesia as a mat- 
ter of urgency. 

At the 1257th meeting on 12 November 1965, the 
Security Council decided to include the question on 
its agenda 4”s and considered it at the 1257th to 1265th 

4z1 S/6897. O.R., 20th yr., Suppl. for Ocr.-Dee. 1965, 
p. 355. 

422 S/6902, O.R.. 20th yr., Suppl. for Oct.-Dee. 1965, 
pp. 357-358. 

423 S/6903, O.R., 20th yr., Suppl. for Oct.-Drc 1965, 
pp. 358-3S9. 
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meetings held between 12 and 20 November 1965. The 
representatives of Algeria, India, Pakistan., Ghana, 
Zambia, Sierra Leone, Senegal, Mali, Nigeria, Portu- 
gal, South Africa, the United Republic of ‘Tanzania, 
and later, the representatives of Guinea, Ethiopia, 
Mauritania, Gambia, Jamaica, Somalia and Sudan 
were invited to take part in the discussion.42e Portu- 
gal a1 and South Africa 428 declined the Security 
Council’s invitation to participate in the discussion of 
the question. 

In his initial statement before the Council at the 
1257th meeting on 12 November 1965, the represen- 
tative of the United Kingdom explained that the 
United Kingdom had asked for the immediate meeting 
of the Security Council in connexion with the situation 
in Southern Rhodesia resulting from the declaration 
of independence made by a racist minority. The Bri- 
tish Government regarded that as illegal and invalid 
since only the British Parliament had the right and 
authority to accord independence to Southern Rho- 
desia. Hc pointed out that the attempt to establish in 
Africa an illegal regime based on minority rule was 
a matter of world concern. That was the main reason 
why the question had been brought before the Secu- 
rity Council. After describing the measures which the 
United Kingdom had taken to deal with the illegal 
declaration and restore the rule of law in Southern 
Rhodesia, he asked for the goodwill, co-operation and 
active support of all those who accepted the principles 
set out in the resolution adopted by the General As- 
sembly. The representative made it clear that the 
British Government did not “believe the use of mili- 
tary force can solve this problem”. He called on every 
State Member of the United Nations to refuse to 
recognize the illegal regime in Southern Rhodesia, to 
prohibit all export of arms to that country, to impose 
exchange control restrictions, to deny all the advan- 
tages in trade and to ban the import of Southern Rho- 
desian tobacco and sugar. He considered that “If all 
Members of the United Nations support us sincerely 
in applying these measures, the effect on the Southern 
Rhodesian economy will be severe indeed”.“9 

At the same meeting, speaking on behalf of the 
African States, the reprcsentativc of Ghana * rc- 
viewed the history of the problem and pointed out 
that by his unilateral declaration of indcpendcnce, Mr. 
Ian Smith and his “racist accomplices” had precipi- 
tated a serious crisis which posed a threat of immense 
proportions to peace and security in the world. He 
observed that the act had not come as a surprise. The 
African States had warned the United Kingdom, as far 
back as 1963, of the dangerous consequences of trans- 
ferring powerful armed forces to the “racist minority” 
Government of Southern Rhodesia. The African States 
had then requested the Security Council to call upon 
the Government of the United Kingdom not to trans- 
fer to its colony of Southern Rhodesia any powers or 
attributes of sovereignty until the establishment of a 
fully representative Government, and not to transfer to 
the colony of Southern Rhodesia the armed forces and 
aircraft, as envisaged by the Central African Con- 
fercncc of 1963. Howcvcr, the Government of the 

d”‘l 1257th meeting, p;~ras. 6-7; 1258th meeting, paras. l-2; 
125Yth meeting, paras. l-2; 1261~ meeting, paras. l-2; 1263rd 

meetinK. Pilr;lS. l-2. 

427 s‘/6938, O.R.. 20th yr.. Suppl. for Oct.-Dec. 1965, 
DO. 366-367. 
*“s S/6935, ibid., p. 365. 

43(1 1257th meeting, paras. 10-36. 

United Kingdom showed disregard for those appre- 
hensions and warnings by vetoing the draft resolution 
then submitted by Morocco, Philippines and Ghana. 
He declared that the “unilateral declaration of inde- 
pendence would have serious repercussions in Africa” 
and further stated that at the recent African summit 
conference, held in Accra from 21 to 25 October, the 
Heads of State and Government adopted a resolution 
on Southern Rhodesia, operative paragraph 3 of which 
read : 

“Calls upon the United Nations to regard any 
such unilateral declaration of independence as con- 
stituting a threat to international peace, and to take 
the steps that such a situation requires in accordance 
with the Charter and to help to establish a majority 
Government in Southern Rhodesia.” 
In pursuance of that resolution, the African States 

had come to the Security Council and called upon the 
Council to take appropriate action under Chapter 
VII ‘so of the Charter, since events in Southern Rho 
desia definitely constituted a threat to international 
peace and security. The African representatives had 
not come to the Council to endorse half-hearted mea- 
sures of doubtful efficacy which the United Kingdom 
Government intended to take. What were required 
were stronger and more and more effective measures 
to be taken to crush the rebellion.431 

At the same meeting the representative of Senegal l 

stated that the act perpetrated by the Government of 
Southern Rhodesia was a true act of international 
piracy. If the rebellion went unpunished it would 
damage the moral standing of the British Common- 
wealth; it would undermine the authority of the United 
Nations Charter and international peace and security 
in Africa. He observed that the steps the United King- 
dom proposed were economic sanctions. He appealed 
to all Member States to support the actions of the 
United Kingdom but asserted that “the most vigorous 
measures, including resort to force” should be uscd.43z 

At the 1258th meeting on 12 November 1965, the 
representative of Jordan proposed that the Council 
adopt a preliminary resolution ‘x’ condemning the il- 
legal action of the minority group in Salisbury. The 
Security Council adopted the draft resolution by 10 
votes to none, with 1 abstention.‘84 

The resolution read: ‘36 
“The Security Council, 
“1. Decides to condemn the unilateral declara- 

tion of independence made by a racist minority in 
Southern Rhodesia; 

“2. Decides to calf upon all States not to recog- 
nize this illegal racist minority rcgimc in Southern 
Rhodesia and to refrain from rendering any assist- 
ance to the illegal regime.” 

Decision of 20 November 1965 ( 1265th meeting) : 
(i) Determining that the situation resulting from 

the proclamation of independence by the 
illegal authorities in Southern Rhodesia is 
extremely grave, that the Government of the 
United Kingdom of Great Britain and Nor- 

‘so For discussion concerning the applicability of Chapter 
VII of the Charter. see chapter Xl. Cases 3 and 6. 
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them Ireland should put an end to it and 
that its continuance in time constitutes a 
threat to international peace and security; 

Reamng its resolution 216 (1965) of 12 
November 1965, and General Assembly 
resolution 1514 (XV) of 14 December 1960; 

Condemning tk usutpation of power by a 
tact3 settler minority in Southern Rhodesia 
and regarding tk declaration of indepen- 
dence by it as having no legal validity; 

Calling upon tk Government of the United 
Kingdom to quell thhis rebellion of tk racist 
minority; 

Furtkr calling upon tk Government of tk 
United Kingdom to take all other appro- 
priate me-es which would prove eflective 
in eliminating tk authority of tk usurpers 
and in bringing the minority regime in Sou- 
thern Rhodesia to an immediate end; 

Calling upon all States not to recognize this 
illegal authority and not to entertain any 
diplomatic or other relations with this illegal 
authority; 

Calling upon the Government of the United 
Kingdom, as the working of the Constitution 
of 1961 has broken down, to take immediate 
measures in order to allow the people of 
Southern Rhodesia to determine their own 
future consistent with tk objectives of Gen- 
eral Assembly resolution 1514 (XV); 

Calling upon all States to refrain from any 
action which would assist and encourage the 
illegal regime and, in particular, to desist 
from providing it with arms, equipment and 
military material, and to do their utmost in 
order to break all economic relations with 
Southern Rhodesia, including an embargo 
on oil and petroleum products; 

Calling upon tk Government of the United 
Kingdom to enforce urgently and with vigour 
all tk measures it has announced, as well 
as those mentioned in the previous para- 
graph; 
Calling upon the Organization of African 
Unity to do all in its power to assist in the 
implementation of tk present resolution, in 
conformity with Chapter Vlfl of the Charter 
of the United Nations; 

Deciding to keep the question under review 
in order to examine what other measures it 
may deem necessary to take 

The representatives of Mali, * India, * Nigeria, * 
and the USSR, speaking at the 1258th meeting rccallcd 
resolutions 1747 (XVI), 1755 (XVII) and 1760 
(XVll) of the Gencrai Assembly, and pointed out that 
the General Assembly reaflirmed the fact that Southcm 
Rhodesia was a Non-Self-Governing Territory within 
the meaning of Chapter XI of the Charter, and that 
the United Kingdom was completely responsible for 
the Territory. They then enumerated the efforts de- 
ployed at the United Nations and by the Organization 
of African Unity, to lead the United Kingdom to 
change the course of the dangerous evolution of that 
situation in Southern Rhodesia. 

Considering the situation in Southern Rhodesia as 
*‘a threat to international peace and security”, they 
re uested that the Council should examine it in the 
li J t of the provisions of Chapter VII of the Charter, 
and invite the United Kingdom to take effective mea- 
sures, Including recourse to force, to restore normal 
conditions in Southern Rhodesia so that the Zimbabwe 
people might benefit fully from the provisions of Gen- 
eral Assembly resolution 1514 (XV). The measures 
taken by the United Kingdom were inadequate and 
inappropriate in the context of the Southern Rhodesian 
problem. Economic sanctions alone were not enough. 
The measures did not include a total embargo on 
British exports to Southern Rhodesia, including espe 
cially oil. The embargo on tobacco would not have 
any immediate effect on the economy of Southern Rho- 
desia inasmuch as the recent harvest of tobacco had 
already been sold. Moreover, it was pointed out, for 
economic sanctions to have any visible effect on SOU- 
them Rhodesia it would be necessary to ensure that 
both South Africa and Portugal would not undermine 
the whole undertaking. In conclusion it was declared 
that the fact that the matter had been before the SCCU- 
rity Council should not be interprctcd as an intention 
on the part of the African countries to abandon any 
initiative for taking action if the Security Council were 
to abdicate its responsibilities or if any action by the 
Council were to bc blocked by a veto, as had hap 
pencd in September 1963. At their various meetings, 
the African Heads of State or Govcrnmcnt had taken 
decisions on the question of Southern Rhodesia, and 
it would be very wrong indeed to think that those 
decisions would not be carried out.4:‘a 

The representatives of Pakistan, * Algeria, l the 
Ivory Coast, Sierra Leone, * Ethiopia, * the United 
Republic of Tanzania, + Zambia, + Malaysia, Mauri- 
tania, * Jamaica, * Sudan, * Somalia, l and Jordan 
at the 1259th to 1264th meetings, held between 13 
and 19 November 1965, stated that the illegal uni- 
lateral declaration of independence made by the Sou- 
thcrn Rhodesian authorities had threatened interna- 
tional peace and security. The developments and events 
in Southern Rhodesia had given cause for the serious 
concern which had been expressed in the resolution 
passed by the Heads of African States and Govcrn- 
ments at their conference at Accra in October 1965, 
which had called upon the United Kingdom to regard 
any such unilateral declaration of independence as 
constituting a threat to international pcacc, and to 
take the steps that such a situation required in accord- 
ance with the Charter in order to help to establish a 
majority Government in Southern Rhodesia. They 
pointed out that the United Nations, in its Committee 
of Twenty-Four, in the General Assembly and in the 
Security Council, had been seized of the question of 
Southern Rhodesia for a considerable time. The prc- 
sent state of affairs in Southern Rhodesia was the rc- 
sponsibility of the United Kingdom, which did not com- 
ply with resolutions 1747 (XVI), 1760 (XVII) 1889 
(XVII) and 2022 (XX) of the General Assembly. 
They stated that the Council should conduct its deli- 
bcrations in the light of Chapter VII under the terms 
of Articles 39 to 5 I. Noting that the measures pro- 
posed by the United Kingdom for dealing with crises 
were inadequate, they advocated “the most vigorous 
mcasurcs”, including resort to force, to counter “the 

4:~ 1258th meeting: paras. 31-136. 
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act of international piracy committed by the Govern- 
ment of Mr. Ian Smith”.4J7 

At the 1259th meeting on 13 November 1965, the 
representative of the United Kingdom introduced a 
draft resolution 48n under the operative paragraphs of 
which the Security Council would: ( 1) refuse to re- 
cognize the unilateral declaration of independence by 
the former rkgime in Southern Rhodesia as having any 
legal validity; (2) reiterate its call to all States to 
refuse to recognize the illegal rkgime and unconstitu- 
tional rtZgime in Southern Rhodesia; (3) call upon 
all States to refrain from any action which could give 
aid and comfort to that rbgirne; and (4) call upon 
all States to lend all necessary assistance and support 
to the United Kingdom Government in making effect- 
ive the measures, taken by that Government, including 
the financial and economic measures, to bring the re- 
bellion in Southern Rhodesia to an end. 

At the same meeting on behalf on the African dele- 
gations the representative of the Ivory Coast intro- 
duced a draft resolution 430 under the operative para- 
graphs of which the Security Council would: ( 1) 
determine that the situation resulting from the declara- 
tion of independence constitutes a threat to interna- 
tional peace and security; (2) declare illegal the sei- 
zurc of power by the racist minority settler rdgime in 
Southern Rhodesia; (3) call upon the United King- 
dom and all other States to take immediate steps to 
protect the lives of the 4 million Africans and other 
inhabitants of the Territory who oppose this rebellion; 
(4) further call upon the United Kingdom Govcrn- 
ment, in addition to the measures it had proposed to 
take with regard to the situation in Southern Rhodc- 
sia, to suspend the 1961 Constitution; (5) call upon 
all States not to recognize the racist minority settler 
rkgime and to withdraw recognition of any State recog- 
nizing that rCgime; (6) demand that the rebellion 
by the racist minority settler r6gimc bc immediately 
crushed and law and order established in that African 
Territory; (7) demand further that majority rule be 
established in the Territory on the basis of the prin- 
ciple “one man, one vote”; (8) call upon all States 
to enforce on the illegal rtgime in Southern Rhodesia 
a complete interruption of economic relations, in- 
cluding an embargo on supplies of oil and petroleum 
products, and of rail, sea, air, postal, telegraphic, radio 
and other means of communication and severance of 
diplomatic and consular relations, in accordance with 
Article 4 I of the Charter; (9) dccidc to take all the 
enforcement measures provided for under Articles 42 
and 43 of the Charter against the racist minority set- 
tler rCgime; and ( 10) authorize the Secretary-General 
to ensure the immediate implementation of that reso- 
lution and to report as soon as possible. 

At the 1264th meeting on 19 Novcmbcr 1965, the 
represcntativc of Uruguay introduced a draft resolu- 
tion 4ao jointly sponsored by Bolivia and Uruguay. 

437 For texts of relevant statements see: 
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The Council agreed that it should be given priority ot’ 
consideration.‘.” 

At the 1265th meeting on 20 November 1965, the 
President (Bolivia) informed the Council that Bolivia 
and Uruguay had modified operative paragraph 1 of 
their draft resolution.44? 

At the same meeting the Council voted upon the 
joint draft resolution before it. The joint draft rcsolu- 
tion was adopted by 10 votes in favour to none against 
with 1 abstention.“” The resolution 444 read as follows: 

“The Security Council, 
“Deeply concerned about the situation in Sou- 

them Rhodesia, 
“Considering that the illegal authorities in Sou- 

thern Rhodesia have proclaimed independence and 
that the Government of the United Kingdom of 
Great Britain and Northern Ireland, as the admin- 
istering Power, looks upon this as an act of re- 
bellion, 

“Noting that the Government of the United King- 
dom has taken certain measures to meet the situa- 
tion and that to be effective these mcasurcs should 
correspond to the gravity of the situation, 

“ 1. Determines that the situation resulting from 
the proclamation of independence by the illegal 
authorities in Southern Rhodesia is extremely grave, 
that the Government of the United Kingdom of 
Great Britain and Northern lreland should put an 
end to it and that its continuance in time constitutes 
a threat to international peace and security; 

“2. Rea@ns its resolution 2 16 ( 1965) of 12 
Novcmbcr 1965 and General Assembly resolution 
1514 (XV) of 14 December 1960; 

“3. Condemns the usurpation of power by a 
racist settler minority in Southern Rhodesia and rc- 
gards the declaration of independence by it as 
having no legal validity; 

“4. Calls upon the Govcrnmcnt of the United 
Kingdom to quell this rebellion of the racist mino- 
rity; 

“5. Further calls upon the Government of the 
United Kingdom to take all other appropriate mea- 
sures which would prove effective in eliminating the 
authority of the usurpers and in bringing the mino- 
rity rCgimc in Southern Rhodesia to an immediate 
end; 

“6. Calls upon all States not to recognize this 
illegal authority and not to entertain any diplomatic 
or other relations with it; 

“7. Culls upon the Government of the United 
Kingdom, as the working of the Constitution of 
1961 has broken down, to take immediate measures 
in order to allow the people of Southern Rhodesia 
to determine their own future consistent with the 
objectives of General Assembly resolution 15 14 
(XV); 

“8. Culls upon all States to refrain from any 
action which would assist and encourage the il- 
legal regime and, in particular, to desist from pro- 
viding it with arms, equipment and military mate- 
rial, and to do their utmost in order to break all 
economic relations with Southern Rhodesia, in- 
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eluding an embargo on oil and petroleum products; 
“9. Calls upon the Government of the United 

Kingdom to enforce urgently and with vigour all the 
measures it has announced, as well as those men- 
tioned in paragraph 8 above; 

“IO. Culls upon the Organization of African 
Unity to do a!1 in its power to assist in the imple- 
mentation of the present resolution, in conformity 
with Chapter VIII of the Charter of the United 
Nations; 

“1 I. Decides to keep the question under review 
in order to examine what other measures it may 
deem it necessary to take.” 
In view of the adoption of the draft resolution of 

Bolivia and Uruguay, the representatives of the Ivory 
Coast 44s and the United Kingdom 446 stated that they 
would not press for a vote on the draft resolutions 
which they had respectively introduced. 

SITUATION IN THE DOMINICAN REPURLIC 

1 NITIAL PROCEEDINGS 

By letter “’ dated I May 1965, the permanent rep- 
resentative of the USSR requested the President of 
the Security Council to convene an urgent meeting in 
order “to consider the question of the armed inter- 
ference by the United States in the intcrna] afTairs 
of the Dominican Republic.” 

At the 1196th meeting on 3 May 1965, the Council 
decided ‘I” to include the question in the agenda. The 
representative of Cuba was invited to participate in 
the discussion.‘-” 

The Council considered the question at its I !96th, 
I 198th, 1200th 1202nd to 1204th. 1207th to 1209th. 
1212th to !223rd, 1225th to 1233rd meetings held 
between 3 May and 26 July 1965. 

Decieion of 14 May 1965 (1208th meeting) : 
(i) Calling for a sfrict cease-fire; 

(ii) inviting the Secretary-General to send, as an 
urgent measure, n representative to the Do- 
minican Republic for the purpo.ve of reportin,g 
to the Council on the situation; 

(iii) Calling upon all concerned in the Dominican 
Republic to co-operate with the representative 
of the Secretury-General in the carrying out 
of that task. 

At the I 196th meeting on 3 May 1965, the repre- 
sentative of the USSR stated that the Council had been 
convened to deal with an armed intervention of the 
United States in the internal affairs of the Dominican 
Republic. Under the “false pretext of protecting 
American lives” fourteen thousand United States troops 
had already been landed on the territory of the Do- 
minican Republic, and the city of Santo Domingo had 
actually been taken over by the United States forces. 
On 28 April, over 405 United States marines Iandcd 
on Dominican territory and cvcn if the United States 
version of its actions was to bc accepted those troops 
would have been more than suflicient to evacuntc 
United States citizens whereupon they would have 
been removed from that country. But even after the 

(13 1265th meeting, p:~r-a. 38. 
((I’ 1265th meeting. pnra. 63. 
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question of convening the Security Council to consider 
the matter had been raised, 1700 more marines and 
2,500 paratroopers were sent to the Dominican Repub- 
lic. Moreover heavy armaments and even tanks had 
been utilized by the United States units in engagements 
with “patriotic” Dominican forces. It was thus clear 
that what was intended to be saved was a “reactionary 
dictatorship of the militarists” against which the Do- 
minican people had taken up arms. Besides, no longer 
was a secret being made of plans to keep United 
States troops in the Dominican Republic even after 
order had been re-established in that country. 

Furthermore, the representative of the USSR main- 
tained that in sending troops to the Dominican Repub- 
lic, the United States had not ascertained beforehand 
the view of the members of the Organization of 
American States (OAS), but had put before it a fait 
accompli as it had ony been convened after their 
landing in Santo Domingo. Under those circumstances 
the concern and apprehension with which the other 
countries of the Americas viewed the interference by 
the United States troops was understandable. 

The “aggression” committed by the United States 
against the Dominican Republic was fraught with the 
most serious consequences for the maintcnancc of 
international peace and security. The Security Council 
should therefore condemn the armed intervention of 
the United States in the internal affairs of the Domini- 
can Republic as a violation of international peace and 
as an action incompatible with the obligations assumed 
by the United States under the United Nations Char- 
ter. The Council should further call upon the Govcrn- 
ment of the United States immediately to withdraw 
its troops from the territory of the Dominican Repub- 
]ic 45,) 

At the same meeting the representative of the United 
States explained that despite the efforts of his Gov- 
ernment and the Organization of American States to 
build a stable and free society capable of economic, 
social and political development, the people of the 
Dominican Republic had suffered from constant tur- 
moil and political conflict since the overthrow of the 
Trujillo dictatorship. During the previous week that 
instability “erupted” and officials who had governed 
that country for a year and a half were violently 
forced out. As rival groups strove to capture power 
fighting broke out between and among them and the 
Dominican Republic was left without effective govern- 
ment for some days. As the situation deteriorated cer- 
tain of the contending forces indiscriminately distri- 
buted weapons to civilians and as armed bands began 
to roam the streets of Santo Domingo, looting, burning 
and sniping, law and order completely broke down, 
and several foreign embassies were violated. 

In the face of uncontrollable violcncc, the Govern- 
ment which had replaced the Reid Cabra! Govern- 
mcnt also quickly crumbled in a few days. In the 
absence of any govcrnmenta! authority, Dominican 
law enforcement and military oflicials informed the 
United States Embassy that the situation was com- 
pletely “out of control”, that the police and other au- 
thorities could no longer give any guarantee concerning 
the safety of citizens of the United States or of some 
thirty other countries. Faced with that emergency, the 
United States on 28 April had dispatched the first of 
its security forces sent to Dominican territory. Since 
their arrival, nearly 3,000 foreign nationals from thirty 

4A1’ 1196th meeting, paras. 1 l-30, 44, 51, 52. 
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countries had been evacuated without loss, although a 
number of United States military personnel had been 
killed or wounded. The United States had made a full 
report on the subject to the Organization of American 
States. It had also supported the dispatch by the OAS 
of an Inter-American Peace Committee which was 
already in Santa Domin o, 

f 
and a proposal had been 

submitted to the OAS or other American States to 
make military forces available to assist in carrying 
out the mission of the Committee and of the OAS. 
Such a proposal was currently under consideration by 
the OAS Council. 

The United States Government had also notified 451 
the President of the Security Council of the action it 
had taken to evacuate citizens of foreign nationality, 
and to set in motion the machinery of the OAS. The 
Council of the OAS had met on 29 April and, as a 
first step, had called for an immediate cease-fire on 
all sides. Other urgent actions had also been taken by 
the OAS, which in accordance with Article 54 of the 
Charter of the United Nations, had been duly commu- 
nicatcd to the Security Council. 

After giving an account of the attempts at arriving 
at a cease-fire by the OAS and the Papal Nuncio in 
Santo Domingo and the reasons why lawlessness and 
disorder continued to persist although a cease-fire had 
been agreed upon by the two contending forces, the 
representative of the United States welcomed the dis- 
cussion of the Dominican situation in the Security 
Council, but pointed out at the same time that Article 
33 of the Charter provided that efforts should be made 
to find solutions to disputes by peaceful means in- 
cluding “resort to regional agencies or arrangcmcnts”. 
In the light of the actions already taken, it would thus 
be in keeping with the prcccdcnts cstnblishcd by the 
Security Council to permit the regional organization 
to continue to deal with that regional problem.‘52 

At the same meeting the representative of the USSR 
disputed the argument that protection of the lives of 
United States citizens was the real motive for the 
United States intervention in the Dominican Repub- 
lic, and observed that the United States had subsc- 
quently rcsortcd to the arbwmcnt that “the principal 
purpose for the intcrvcntion of the armed forces of 
the United States in the Dominican Republic was the 
fear of an emergence there of a second Cuba”. 

Recalling the record of United States intervention 
in Latin America he maintained that only the “ex- 
CUSC? had changed but the “essence” of United States 
interventionist policy remained the same. 

In conclusion he maintained that the attempt to 
crush the struggle of that small country for freedom 
and indcpcndcncc could only bc qualified as an act of 
direct agrcssion. Conscqucntly, the Security Council 
was duty-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 Do- 
minican Republic. Claims that the situation in the 
Dominican Republic was currently the subject of con- 
sideration by the OAS was simply a United States 
attempt to cvadc its responsibility and to divert the 
Council from carrying out its duty 
the United States aggression.468 

as called for by 
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At the 1198th meeting on 4 May 1965, the repre- 
sentative of the USSR introduced a draft resolution ‘O’ 
under which tbe Security Council would condemn the 
armed intervention of the United States in the internal 
affairs of the Dominican Republic as a gross viola- 
tion of the Charter of the United Nations, and demand 
the immediate withdrawal of the armed forces of the 
United States from the territory of the Dominican 
Republic. 

At the same meeting, the representative of the 
United States disputed the contention of the USSR 
representative that the United States had violated Ar- 
ticle 2 (7) since in his view that Article dealt only 
with limitations on the authority of the United Na- 
tions itself 4nn and was therefore in no way relevant 
to the situation before the Council. Neither had there 
been any violations by the United States of Article 2 
(4), since it was not employing force against the terri- 
torial integrity or against the political independence 
of the Dominican Republic.4s” Moreover, American 
security forces, he asserted, had been dispatched to 
that “troubled country”, not against the will of the 
Dominican authorities, but only when law enforce- 
ment and military officials, in circumstances where 
there was no government authority, had informed the 
United States Government that the situation was com- 
pletely out of control.457 

At the 1202nd meeting on 6 May 1965, the rcpre- 
scntative of the United States read before the Council 
the text of a resolution adopted on that date by the 
Organization of American States, whereby the Tenth 
Meeting of Consultation of Ministers of Foreign 
Affairs resolved: (1) to request the Governments of 
Member States to make contingents of their armed 
forces available to the OAS to form an Inter-Ameri- 
can Force due to operate under the authority of the 
Tenth Meeting of Consultation; and (2) that that 
force would have as its sole purpose, in a spirit of 
democratic impartiality, that of co-opcratinq in the 
restoration of normal conditions in the Dumi&an Re- 
public, in maintaining the security of its inhabitants 
and the inviolability of human rights, and in the cstab- 
lishment of an atmosphcrc of peace and conciliation 
that would permit the functioning of democratic insti- 
tutions. 

The representative of the United States further re- 
fcrred to a declaration of his Govcrnmcnt according 
to which the United States forces would bc withdrawn 
from the Dominican Republic when the Unified Com- 
mand of the OAS determined that the Inter-American 
Force was adequate for the purpose contemplated by 
the resolution adopted by the OAS on 1 May, and 
that they would not bc needed as part of the Intcr- 
American Forcc.45B 

At the 1204th meeting on 11 May 1965, the rcpre- 
scntative of Uruguay introduced a draft resolution 453 
whereby the Security Council, after taking note of 
several communications from the OAS and having 
regard to certain provisions of the United Nations 
Charter and the Charter of the OAS, would: ( I ) CX- 
press deep concern at recent dcvclopmcnts in the Do- 
minican Republic; (2) realfirm the right of the people 

454 S/632X. 1198th meeting: para. 3. 
‘X For dkussion of this question., see chapter XII, Case 6. 
Is” For discussion relating to Article 2(4) SM chapter XII, 

Case 4. 
Is7 1198th meeting: paras. 152-158. 
“” 1202nd meeting: paras. 36-37; also see S/6333, 6 hfay 

1965 for text of OAS resolution. 
46gS/6346. 1204th meeting: paras. 3-4. 
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frtely to exercise, without coercion of any kid, their 
scwereign right of self-determination; (3) urgently 
appeal to all contending factions in the Dominican 
Republic to cease hostilities and make every possible 
effort to achieve a peaceful and democratic settlement 
of their differences (4) invite the Secretary-General 
to follow events closely and take such measures as 
he might deem appropriate for the purpose of reporting 
to the Council on all aspects of the situation; (5) in- 
vite the Organization of American States (OAS) to 
keep the Council promptly and fully informed of its 
action with respect to the situation; and (6) invite the 
OAS to co-operate with the Secretary-General of the 
United Nations in the implementation of the resolu- 
tion. In support of his draft resolution, the represen- 
tative of UN 

r 
ay stated that at that stage of the debate 

the only roa open to the Council was to try to reach 
an agreement on a draft resolution which, without 
pronouncing itself on the substance of the question, 
would nevertheless allow the Council to exercise its 
competence and, at the same time, unequivocally 
assert its authority. The draft resolution which had 
been submitted was, therefore, an attempt to obtain 
agreement on what might be an acceptable minimum. 

On 13 May 1965, the representative of the USSR 
submitted amendments w  to the draft resolution of 
Uruguay, which provided inter afia for deletion of the 
reference to the OAS reports in the preamble; the 
addition in operative paragraph 1 of the words “and 
condemns the armed intervention of the United States 
of America in the internal affairs of the Dominican 
Republic as a gross violation of the Charter of the 
United Nations”; and the replacement of operative 
paragraph 5 by the provision “Calls upon the Govern- 
ment of the United States immediately to withdraw 
its armed forces from the territory of the Dominican 
Republic”. 

At the 1207th and 1209th meetings, held on 13 
and 14 May 1965, after considering a procedural ques- 
tion 481 relating to participation in the discussion of 
the question before it, the Council decided ‘02 at the 
latter meeting to take note of the relevant Sccretary- 
General’s report 4e3 and, under rule 39 of the provi- 
sional rules of procedure, to invite the rcprcscntatives 
of both contending Dominican authorities mentioned 
in that report to address the Council at an appropriate 
time in order to supply it with whatever information 
they had.4e4 

At the 1208th meeting on 14 May 1965, the repre- 
sentative of Jordan introduced a draft resolution ‘a8 
jointly submitted by Ivory Coast, Jordan and Malay- 
sia. He stated that it was intended as an urgent mea- 
sure on the part of the Security Council with regard 
to the current dcvelopmcnts in the Dominican Repub- 
lic and to enable the Council to obtain a clear report 
from the appropriate organs of the United Nations 
on the situation in the Dominican Republic. 

4m S/6352. 
,‘ul For discussion on participation, sex chapter 111, Case I. 
4~ 1209th meeting: paras. 47. 51. 
*a? S/6353, O.R.. 20th yr., Suppl. for April-June 1965. 

pp. 118-122. 
464 Pursuant to this decision. the Council invited Mr. Rub& 

Bra&e and Mr. Guaroa Vel&quez to make statements before 
it at the 1212th meeting on 19 May 1965. After similar 
agreements of the Council, both representatives also made 
statements at the 1225th meeting on 16 June 1965, at the 
1230th meLtins on 20 July 1965. and at the 1232nd meeting 
on 26 July 1965. Mr. &ache also spoke before the Council 
at the 1231st meeting on 22 July 1965. 

405 S/6355. 1208th meeting: para. 6. 

At the same meeting, the joint draft resolution was 
unanimously adopted46d 

The resolution 467 read: 
“The Security Council, 
“Deeply concerned at the grave events in the Do- 

minican Republic, 
“1. Calls for a strict cease-k 
“2. invites the Secretary-General to send, *at! an 

urgent measure, a representative to the Domlmcan 
Republic for the purpose of reporting to the Secu- 
rity 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.” 
At the 1209th meeting, held on the same day, the 

Secretary-General reported 4ea that in implementation 
of the Council’s resolution an advance party of Set- 
retariat members led by his Military Adviser was 
leaving that night for the Dominican Republic, and 
on 15 May 1965, he reported 4ee the appointment of 
Mr. JosC Antonio Mayobre as his representative in the 
Dominican Republic. At the 12 12th meeting on 19 
May 1965, the Secretary-General further reported 47n 
that his representative had arrived at Santo Domingo 
on 18 May. 
lkcision of 19 May 1965 ( 12 12th meeting) ; State- 

ment by the President 
At the 12 12th meeting on 19 May 1965, upon the 

suggestion of the representative of France, the Prcsi- 
dent (Malaysia) made a statement expressing the 
unanimous desire of the members of the Council to 
request the Secretary-General to communicate to his 
representative in Santo Domingo its wish that his 
urgent efforts should be devoted to the immediate se- 
curing of a suspension of hostilities so that the humani- 
tarian work of the Red Cross to search for the dead 
and wounded might be facilitated.‘?’ 
Ikcision of 2 1 May 1965 (12 14th meeting) : Rejec- 

tion of the USSR draft resolution 
At the 12 14th meeting on 21 May 1965, the repre- 

sentative of the United States introduced a draft reso- 
lution ‘I2 whereby the Security Council, after taking 
note of the OAS reports, and of the reports of the 
Sccrctary-General, would: ( 1) note with satisfaction 
the temporary suspension of hostilities agreed to for 
humanitarian purposes; (2) call for observance of a 
strict cessation of hostilities; (3) note that the Tenth 
Meeting of Consultation of the Ministers of Foreign 
Affairs of the American States had appointed its Sec- 

4~ 1208th meeting: para. 8. 
407 S/RES/203 (1965). O.R., 2Orh yr., Resolutions and 

Decisions of the Security Council, 1965, p. 10. 
4~ 1209th meeting: paras. 56-57. 
4’I!+S/6358, O.K., 20th yr., Suppl. for April-June, i965, 

p. 127. 
47” 1212th meeting: para. 78. From 18 May to 19 June 

1965. the Secretary-General submitted the following rFp?rts 
to the Security Council on the situation in the Dommxan 
Republic: S/6365. 1X May 1965; S/6369. 19 May 1965; 
S/h371 and Add.l-2, 20 May 1965; S/6378, 23 May 1965; 
S/63X0. 24 May 1965; S/6386. 27 May 1965; S/640X, 3 June 
1965; S/6420, 7 June 1965; S/6447 and Add.1, 16 June 
1965; and S/6459,, 19 June 1965. 

471 1212th meeting: paras. 127-128. In his report (S/6371/ 
Add.1 ) of 21 May 1965. O.R.. 20111 yr., Suppl. for April-June 
196.5, p. 171, rhc Secretary-General informed the Cou?ci,l that 
the negotiations for a temporary suspension of hostdltles In 
the Dominican Republic had been successfully concluded 
on 20 May 1965. 

472 S/6373, 1214th meeting: paras. 21-25. 
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retary-General to represent it in the Dominican Re- 
public and had entrusted him with carrying out the 
objectives established by the OAS; (4) urge the OAS 
to intensify its efforts to establish the basis for the 
functioning of democratic institutions in the Domini- 
can Republic and in particular to assure obscrvanca 
of the cease-fire agreed upon in the Act of Santo 
Domingo; (5) request the representative appointed by 
the Secretary-General, in carrying out the rcsponsibi- 
lities assigned to him by the Security Council, to co- 
ordinate with the Secretary General of the OAS in the 
light of the OAS resolution of 20 May 1965. 

At the same meeting, the representative of Uruguay 
introduced a revised text 479 of his draft resolution sub- 
mitted on 11 May 1965. 

At the same meeting, the draft resolution submitted 
by the USSR on 4 May 1965, was voted upon and 
not adopted.‘l’ 

Decision of 22 May 1965 ( 12 17th meeting) : Re- 
questing that the truce at Santa Domingo be trans- 
formed into a permanent cease-fire 

At the 12 16th meeting on 22 May 1965, the rcpre- 
sentative of the USSR submitted a rcviscd text J7b of 
the amendments to the revised draft resolution sub- 
mitted by Uruguay. The six USSR revised amend- 
mcnts wcrc rcjcctcd +‘” in separate votes. The rcviscd 
draft resolution of Uruguay was voted upon as a 
whole, and was not ndoptcd,“’ having obtained 5 
votes in favour, I against, and 5 abstentions. 

At the same meeting, the rcprcscntative of the 
United Kingdom introduced a draft resolution JTx 
whereby the Council would call for a continued and 
complete cessation of hostilities, and would calI on 
all concerned to intensify their efforts to that end and 
to do nothing to prejudice the achicvemcnt of that 
immcdiatc and urgent aim. 

Also at the same meeting, the representative of 
France submitted a draft resolution J71) to rcqucst that 
the suspension of hostilities in Santo Domingo bc 
transformed into a permanent ccasc-fire. 

At the 1217th meeting on 22 May 1965, after the 
representatives of the United Kingdom and the United 
States had indicated I’(” that they would not object to 
prcccdcncc being given to the French draft resolution 
over their own, the French draft resolution was 
adopted IH1 by 10 votes to none, with 1 abstention. 

The resolution 4)iZ read: 
“The Securily Council, 

“ZIeepfy concerned at the situation in the Do- 
minican Republic, 

“Rccaffing its resolution 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-Gcncral to submit a re- 
port on the implcmcntation of the present rcso- 
lution.” 

47:’ S/6346/Rev.I, 1214th meeting: paras. 50-60. 
471 S/632X. 1214th meeting: 123-125. paras. 
lili W63S2iRev.2, 1216th meeting: para. 40. 
4i(l 1216th meeting: paras. 44-49. 
477 1216th meeting: para. 69. 
4i*S/6375, 1216th meeting: para. 107. 
“0 S/6375, 1216th meeting: para. 123. 
~0 
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1217th meeting: paras. 22. 33-35. 
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4w2 SEC/RES/ZOS (196.0, O.R.. 201h yr., Rcsolutium and 
Dccisi0rt.s o/ f/w Security Council, 1965, pp. 10-l 1. 

At the 12 18th meeting on 24 May 1965, the repre- 
sentative of the United States, after reporting to the 
Council that the Act establishing the Inter-American 
Force had been signed on 23 May, and that all United 
States forces in the Dominican Republic were consc- 
quently assigned to that Force, together with contin- 
gents from Brazil, Costa Rica, Honduras and Nica- 
ragua, stated that in the light of actions taken by the 
Security Council and by the OAS, he withdrew 4k,’ his 
draft resolution from the Council’s further consider- 
ation. 

Ikcision of 25 May 1965 ( 12 19th meeting) : A& 
journment 

At the 12 19th meeting on 25 May 1965, the Presi- 
dent (Malaysia) made a statement noting that a de 
facto cessation of hostilities had continued to prevail 
in Santo Domingo, that the Secretary-General had 
informed him that there had been no new devclop- 
ments concerning its observance since his last report, 
and that he would promptly make available to the 
members of the Council information sent to him by his 
represcntativc as and when it was received. Hc thcrc- 
fore proposed that the Council should adjourn on the 
understanding that should any particular situation dc- 
mand it, he might call it into immediate session. Thcrc 
being no objections to that statcmcnt, the President 
adjourned the meeting.““’ 

Decidon of 2 1 June 1965 ( 1228th meeting) : Ad- 
journment 

At the 1228th meeting on 2 I June 1965, the Prcsi- 
dent (Netherlands) after recalling the informal con- 
sultations he had undertaken with members of the 
Council with the aim of finding a formula for ;I statc- 
ment agreeable to all, stated that hc would adjourn 
the Council meeting in order to continue the informal 
consultations in the hope of being able to present a 
generally agreed formula. Thcrc being no objections, 
the President adjourned the mecting..‘h” 

Ikciaion of 26 July 1965 ( 1233rd meeting) : Stafc- 
merit by the President 

At the 1229th meeting on 20 July 1965, the Coun- 
cil had bcforc it a report .IH” by the Secretary-General 
covering the period 19 June to 15 July 1965, and 
reports from the OAS and several other communica- 
tions from the OAS and the “Constitutional Govcrn- 
mcnt” of the Dominican Republic. 

At the 1233rd meeting on 26 July 1965, the Prcsi- 
dent (USSR) stated 4H7 that after consultations held 
among the members of the Council, hc had been au- 
thorized to present the following summing up of the 
discussion held during the past few meetings of the 
Council on the Dominican situation: 

“The information received and the reports of the 
Secretary-General, dated 16 July and 2 I July 1965, 
on the situation in the Dominican Republic testify 
to the fact that in spite of the Security Council’s 
resolutions of 14 May and 22 May 1965 violations 
of the Council’s call for a strict ccasc-fire have taken 
place. There have been brought to the attention of 
the Council acts of rcprcssion against the civilian 
population and other violations of human rights, as 

‘h:I l2lHth meeting: parits. S-R, 21. 
4q1 1219th meeting: paras. 36, 37, 44. 
.1X5 1228th meeting: paras. 6, 7. 
4xo S/6530, w-d Corr.1, O.R.. 20th yr.. Suppl. /or Jrtly-S~pt. 

196.~. pp. 86-95. 
4*i 1233rd meeting: para. 2. 
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well as data on the deterioration of the economic 
situation in the Dominican Republic. 

“The interventions made by the members of the 
Council have condemned gross violations of human 
rights in the Dominican Republic, have expressed 
the desire that such violations should cease, and 
have indicated again the need for the strict observ- 
ance of the cease-fire in accordance with the reso- 
lutions of the Security Council. 

“At the same time it has become apparent that 
the members of the Council consider it necessary 
that the Council continue to watch closely the situa- 
tion in the Dominican Republic and that therefore 
the Secretary-General, in accordance with the pre- 
vious decision of the Council, will continue to sub- 
mit reports to the Council on the situation in the 
Dominican Republic.” IHR 
The President further stated IHo that he would con- 

vene the Council should a request to that effect be 
made by a member of the Council or if the President 
deemed it necessary to do so. 

The question remained on the list of matters of 
which the Security Council is seized. 

COMPLAINT RY SENEGAL 

Decision of 19 May 1965 ( 1212th meeting) : Deeply 
deploring any incursion by Portuguese military forces 
into Senegalese territory, reafirming the Coun- 
cil resolution I78 ( 1963) on a previous complaint. 
and requesting once again the Government of Por- 
tugal to take all eljective and necessury action to 
prevent any violation of Senegal’s sovereignty and 
territorial integrify 

By letter 4uo dated 7 May 1965 to the President of 
the Security Council, the representative of Senegal re- 
quested that the Council be convened as soon as pos- 
sible to consider “the repeated violations of Scnegalesc 
air space and territory by the Portuguese authorities”. 
In the letter it was stated that despite the Council’s 
resolution ,W of 24 April 1963, in which Portugal was 
requested to take whatever action was necessary to 
prevent any violation of Senegal’s sovereignty and 
territorial integrity, violations of Senegal’s air space 
and territorial integrity continued on a growing scale, 
and villages and crops were being set on fire. Since 
the adoption of the aforementioned Council resolution, 
the Government of Senegal had noted thirteen viola- 
tions of its territory by Portugal, some of which w 
had already been brought to the attention of the Secu- 
rity Council. In view of the acts committed by the 
Portuguese authorities, the Government of Senegal 
considered that the Council should again request Por- 

4Xh The following were subsequent reports on the situation 
in the Dominican Republic submitted by the Secretary-General 
to the Security Council during the period covered by this 
Supplrmrnr: S/6542, 21 July 1965; S/6553, 22 July 1965, 
S/6615, I7 August 1965; S/6649 and Corr.1, 2 September 
1965; S/6822. 23 October 1965 and Add.l-3, 26-30 October 
1965; S/6975. 25 November 1965; S/6Y91 and Add.1, 
3 Dcccmbcr 1965; S/7025, 17 Deccmher 1965; S/7032. 20 
December 1965 and Add.l-34, 22 December 1965 - 31 hlny 
1966. For communications from the Secretary General of the 

OAS concerning the situation in the Dominican Republic 
see chapter XII, part V, pp. 209-213. 
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tugal to cease the violation of Senegalese territory. In 
any case, the letter added, “the Government of Sene- 
gal cannot for long remain inactive when its frontier 
villages are constantly being attacked and burned and 
its air space and national territory violated”. 

At the 1205th meeting on 12 May 1965, the Coun- 
cil included the item on its agenda.40:’ The question 
was considered by the Council at the 1205th. 1206th 
and 1210th to 12 12th meetings between 12 and I9 
May 1965. At the 1205th meeting on 12 May 1965, 
the representatives of Senegal and Portugal 4n4 and at 
the 12 10th meeting on 18 May 1965 the representa- 
tive of Congo (Brauaville) 405 were invited to parti- 
cipate in the discussion. 

At the 1205th meeting on 12 May 1965, the repre- 
sentative of Senegal l in his initial statement referred 
to the previous consideration by the Security Council 
of a violation of Senegalese air space at the village 
of Bouniak, and to the resolution then adopted by 
the Council in which Portugal was requested to take 
whatever action might be necessary to prevent any 
further violations of Senegalese territory. However. 
during the past two years since the adoption of that 
resolution, Portugal had committed sixteen new viola- 
tions of Senegalese territory and air space. Senegal had 
not wished to draw the attention of the Council at the 
time of each of those violations, but during the past 
three months, in view of their increasing seriousness, 
it had been obliged to bring those incidents to the 
attention of the Council. In the course of the new 
violations, Portuguese troops had invaded the Senc- 
galese villages of ThiamoulC (on 18 April 1964). 
Sara Coube (on 14 June 1964). Salikegnc (on 6-8 
January 1965), N’Gobry (on 15 February 1965), 
Bambatoding (on 1 I - I2 April 1965 ), Sambalcounda 
(on 14 April 1965) and Bambato (18-20 April 1965), 
opening fire on the villagers and causing considerable 
material damage. Portuguese soldiers had also crossed 
the frontier in the neighbourhood of the villages of 
Coumbacara (on IO July 1963), Bambato (on 14 
August 1964) and N’Gore (on 27 February 1965). 
and had also participated in incidents occurring in 
Scnegalese territory on 29 September 1964 and on the 
night of 28 February-l March 1965. Thcrc had been 
ovcfiights by Portuguese plants at the villages of 
Tanaff (on 4 April 1964), Djidadji Balante (on 5 
July 1964), Dofia (23 January 1965) and SarC KoubC 
(8 March 1965). Bullets, cartridge shells, tear-gas 
bombs and a hand-grenade had been found at the sites 
where the incidents had taken place. In addition to 
that evidence, two soldiers of the regular Portuguese 
Army and a Portuguese intelligcncc agent had been 
arrested by the Senegalese authorities. In answer to 
all the charges of Senegal, the only allegation made 
by Portugal was that each of its actions had been in 
the nature of a counter-attack, since they had been 
preceded by a Senegalesc attack. Howcvcr, Portugal 
could not submit any evidence in support of its allcga- 
tion. As a precautionary measure, to avoid incidents, 
Scncgal had no military force stationed along the fron- 
tier of more than 350 kilometrcs, but only a few guards 
patrolling it on bicycles. The representative of Sene- 
gal requested the Security Council to ask Portugal to 
take all measures to end incursions by its armed forces 
into Senegalese territory, and to abide by its decla- 

‘xi 1205th meeting: para. 1. 
“‘1 1205th meeting: para. 2. 
‘x1 1210th meeting: paras. 2-4. 
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ration of intention ma& two years earlier, during the 
debate of the Council that resulted from the iirst inci- 
dent at Bouniak. Moreover, the Council should strong- 
ly condemn Portugal for the violations of Senegak%e 
territory and air space, which had been committed 
despite the solemn warning issued to Portugal by the 
Security Council in its resolution 178 ( 1963 ).‘“(I 

At the 1206th meeting on 13 May 1965, the repre- 
sentative of Portugal l stated in reply that the allega- 
tions by Senegal were “too vague and unidentifiable”. 
Those which were included in the notes sent by the 
Senegalese representative to the Security Council and 
subsequently issued as documents S/6177 of 8 Feb- 
ruary and S/6 196 of 24 February 1965, could not be 
held to substantiate the Senegalesc request for a Coun- 
cil meeting, since they had already heen refuted by 
the notes of the Government of Portugal contained 
in documents S/61 92 of 17 February and S/6240 of 
16 March 1965. Moreover, the charges were unsub- 
stantiated and did not correspond to the facts. Portu- 
gal was most scrupulous in respecting the inviolability 
of the territory of its neighbours, whether it was Scnc- 
gal or any other State. At the outset, the Government 
of Portugal wished to reiterate that the first duty of 
parties to a dispute, under Article 33 of the Charter, 
was to seek a solution by peaceful bilateral arrange- 
ments, before submitting any charges to the Security 
Council. If the Government of Scncgal felt itself in 
any way aggrieved by Portugal it had at its disposal 
ways and means to approach Portugal for a bilateral 
peaceful settlcmcnt. There were thus no prima facie 
grounds for the Council’s debate on the Scne alese 
allegations. Apart from one instance when, on 1 Oc- 8 
tober 1963, due to a navigation error in bad wcathcr, a 
Portuguese aircraft had strayed into Sencgalese air 
space, for which the Portuguese Government had con- 
veyed its regrets and explanation to the Government 
of Senegal, there had been no violations of Senegalese 
air space by Portuguese aircraft. Neither had there 
heen any violations of Senegalese territory by Portu- 
guese security forces or military personnel, which 
scrupulously ohcycd orders to rcspcct Scncgalcse 
territory. Moreover although arrncd raiders from Scnc- 
gal constantly attacked Portuguese Guinea, the Portu- 
guese security forces had rigorous orders to respect the 
frontier of Senegal, and the Council could be certain 
that these orders were being obeyed. The rcprcsenta- 
tive of Portugal further maintained that investigations 
by the Portuguese authorities had Icd to the conclusion 
that not a sir@ instance of violations of Senegalese 
territory or air space had been found to have taken 
place. In conclusion, he stated that the (iovernment of 
Portugal wished once more to invite the Government 
of Senegal to set up an inquiry team to investigate the 
specific violations alleged by Senegal. The inquiry 
team could consist of three persons, one appointed by 
each Government and the third, the president, by 
either the Secretary-General of the United Nations or 
the President of the Security Council, in consultation 
with the two Governments concerned.407 

At the same meeting the representative of Scncgal, + 
in reply to the Portuguese representative, stated that 
his Govcrnmcnt had made no recourse to Articlc 33 
of the Charter sirxc it could not have any confidence 
in a party showing such “ obvious bad faith”. He 
pointed out that Portugal, declaring its intention to 

4W 1205th meeting: paras. 4-32. 
~7 1206th meeting: paras. 3-46. 

respect scrupulously the soverei 
integrity of Senegal, and in spite o p” 

ty and territorial 
the solemn warning 

given to it by the Security Council in resolution 178 
( 1963), had committed sixteen new violations of 
Senegalese territory in two years.4e8 

At the 12 10th meeting the representative of Ivory 
Coast introduced a draft resolution IHo jointly spon- 
sored by Ivory Coast, Jordan and Malaysia. 

At the 1212th meeting on 19 May 1965, the joint 
draft resolution was adopted unanimously.O”” 

The resolution Q”* read: 
“The Security Council, 
“Taking note of the complaint by Senegal against 

Portugal contained in documents S/6177, S/61 96 
and S/6338, 

“Having heard the statements of the rcpresenta- 
tives of Senegal and Portugal concerning violations 
of Senegalese territory by the Portuguese military 
forces, 

“I. Deeply deplores any incursions by Portu- 
guese military forces into Scnegalcsc territory; 

“2. Reufirms its resolution 178 ( 1963) of 24 
April 1963 (S/5293); 

“3. Requests once again the Government of 
Portugal to take all effective and necessary action 
to prevent any violation of Senegal’s sovereignty 
and territorial integrity; 

“4. Requests the Secretary-General to follow the 
development of the situation.” 
The President (Malaysia) stated that the Council 

had concluded the debate on the item.~“*‘ 

SITUATION IN TERRITORIES IN AFRICA UNDER 
PORTUGlrESE ADMINISTRATION 

Decision of 23 November 1965 (1268th meeting): 
(i) 

(ii) 

(iii) 

Deploring the failure of the Government- of 
Portugal to comply with previous resolutions 
of the Security Council and the General 
Assembly und to recognize the right of the 
peoples under its administrution to self-deter- 
mination and independence; 
Calling upon Portugal to give immediafe eflecf 
to the principles of self-determination as set 
forth in previous General Assembly nnd Sr- 
curity Council resolutions; 
Requesting ull States to refrain forthwith from 
o&ring the Portuguese Government any as- 
sistance which would enable it to continue 
its repression of the people of the African 
Territories under its admini.vtrution, to take 
ull nccessury meusures to prevcnnt the .sule ond 
supply of urms und military equipment to the 
Portuguese Government for thut purpose, in- 
cluding the sale und shipment of equipment 
and materials for the manufacture und main- 
tenance of arms and urnmunition to be used 
in the Territories under Portuguese adminis- 
tration, and to inform the Secretory-General 
on measures undertaken in implementation 
of this request of the Security Council; 

I!‘* 1206th meeting: paras. 76-W. For discussion relating 
to the provisions of Ch;lptcr VI of the Charter. see chapter X. 
(‘ases 3 and S. 

Jnv 12 10th meeting: paras. 84-94. 
w” 1212th meeting: para. 37. 
~‘1 S/KES/204 (1965). O.R., 2Ofh yr., Resolutions and 

Decisions of tlrr Srcrtrity Cormcil, 1965, pp. 12-13. 
W~JI 1212th meeting: para. 72. 
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(iv) Requesting the Secretary-General to ensure 
the implementation of the resolution, to pro- 
vide such assistance as he deemed necessary 
and to report to the Security Council by 30 
June 1966 

By letter 602 dated 2 August 1965, the permanent 
representatives of Algeria, Burundi, Cameroon, Cen- 
tral African Republic, Chad, Dahomey, Democratic 
Republic of the Congo, Ethiopia, Ghana, Guinea, 
Ivory Coast, Kenya, Liberia, Libya, Madagascar, 
Malawi, Mali, Mauritania, Morocco, Nigeria, Rwanda, 
Senegal, Sierra Leone, Somalia, Sudan, Togo, Tunisia, 
Uganda, United Arab Re ublic, United Republic of 
Tanzania, Upper Volta an a? Zambia requested an early 
meeting of the Security Council to consider once again 
the situation in the Territories in Africa under Portu- 
guese administration. The letter recalled the Security 
Council resolution 183 ( 1963) of 11 December 1963 
deprecating the non-compliance of Portugal with its 
previous resolution 180 (1963) of 31 July 1963, in 
which it had determined the situation in the African 
Territories under Portuguese administration as serious- 
ly disturbing peace and security in Africa and called 
upon Portugal urgently to implement measures aimed 
at the immediate granting of indcpendencc to those 
Territories in accordance with the aspirations of the 
people.60a Since then, the letter further stated, Portu- 
gal had “not only persisted in its flagrant refusal to 
implement the measures called for in the resolutions 
of the Security Council and the Gcncrel Assembly”, 
but had also “intensified its repressive measures and 
military operations against the peoples of these Tcrri- 
tories with a view to defeating their legitimate aspira- 
tions to self-determination and indcpcndencc”. In 
pursuing its politics, Portugal had continued to use 
the military and other assistance extended to it by a 
number of Governments, including some of its mili- 
tary allies. Furthermore, it had committed numerous 
violations of the territorial integrity of indcpcndcnt 
African countries adjacent to the Territories under its 
administration. Those developments had caused con- 
cern and anxiety at the meetings of the Heads of Afri- 
can States or Governments in Cairo in July 1964, at 
the meetings of Heads of State and Government of 
Non-Aligned Countries at Cairo in October the same 
year, and at the meetings of Ministers of the Organi- 
zation of African Unity at Nairobi in February and 
March 1965. The Special Committee on the Imple- 
mentation of the Declaration on the Granting of Inde- 
pendence to Colonial Countries and Peoples, following 
its recent visit to Africa, had in its resolution of 10 
June 1965, considered the attitude of the Portugucsc 
Government as constituting a threat to peace and sccu- 
rity in Africa. In the light of those dcvclopmcnts, it 
seemed clear that “the obstinacy of Portugal in its 
desire to pcrpctuatc its domination over the colonial 
Tcrritorics under its administration constitutes a serious 
threat to peace and security”. 

By letter ~4 dated 15 October 1965, the represen- 
tatives of Liberia, Madagascar, Sierra Lconc and Tu- 
nisia informed the Security Council that they had been 
instructed by the Organization of African Unity to 

WC4 smas, o.R., 20th yr.. Sllppl. for Ildy-S(‘pf. 1965. 
pp. 147-149. 

608 For proceedings leading to the adoption of these rcsolu- 
tions. see Rcpc-rtoire of the Practicr of t/w Security Council, 
Suggkment 1959-1963. chapter VIII, 

4 S/6791, O.R.. 20th yr., P 
p. 2OY-213. 

Supp . for Oct.-Dec. 1965, 
pp. 197-198. 

bring before the Council the question of African Ter- 
ritories occupied by Portugal and the question of apart- 
heid in South Africa. Accordingly, they requested an 
urgent meeting of the Security Council to discuss those 
questions. 

At the 1250th meeting on 4 November 1965, the 
Council included the item in its agenda.so5 It con- 
sidered the question at the 1250th. 1253rd to 1256th 
and 1266th to 1268th meetings held between 4 and 
23 November 1965. In the course of those meetings, 
the Council invited the representatives of Libena, 
Madagascar, Portugal, Sierra Leone and Tunisia to 
participate in the discussion. The Council also invited, 
at its 1255th meeting, the representative of the United 
Republic of Tanzania to participate in the discus- 
sion.60d 

The representatives of Liberia, l Madagascar, l 

Sierra Leone, * Tunisia, * speaking at the 1250th 
meeting, and the representative of the United Republic 
of Tanzania, l speaking at the 1255th meeting, called 
the Council’s attention to the fact that Portugal had 
not as yet complied with Security Council resolution 
of 3 1 July 1963 which determined the situation in 
African Territories under Portuguese administration 
as seriously disturbing peace and security in Africa, 
and which called on Portugal to implcmcnt a number 
of measures, including the immediate recognition of 
the right of the peoples of the Territories to self- 
determination, and negotiations with authorized rcprc- 
sentatives of the people with a view to the granting 
of independence to those Territories in accordance 
with the aspirations of the people.bW They noted that 
exploratory talks initiated by the Secretary-General 
under that resolution between nine African states on 
the one hand and Portugal on the other, had failed be- 
cause of the unacceptable interpretation which Portu- 
gal had placed on the word “self-determination”. It 
was recalled in this conncxion that non-compliance by 
Portugal with the provisions of that resolution had 
led the Council to adopt its resolution I83 ( 1963) 
of 11 December 1963, in which it reaflirmed the inter- 
pretation of self-determination contained in General 
Assembly resolution 15 I4 (XV) and deprecated Por- 
tugal’s non-compliance. Despite those actions by the 
Council, the situation in the African Tcrritorics under 
Portuguese administration had since deteriorated, with 
the Portuguese Government stepping up its repressive 
measures against the popular movement for indepen- 
dence. In 1963, fighting against the Portuguese Gov- 
ernment occurred only in Angola and Guinea but its 
scope was limited; following the rebellion of the people 
of Mozambique against Portuguese repression, the 
struggle for liberation had then been waged on three 
fronts. The extent of the fighting was illustrated by 
Portuguese military build-up in those territories. There 
were reportedly 60,000 armed forces in Angola, 
40,000 in Mozambique and 20,000 in Portuguese 
Guinea. In Mozambique, owing to aid from the North 
Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO), Portugal had 
been able to establish eight new military bases. The 
Portuguese colonial war efforts in African Territories 
- 

~‘5 1250th meeting: par;t. 7. See also chnptrr III. Case IS. 
A”‘; 1250th meeting: para. 9; 1255th meeting: para. 2. 
x’i For trx~s of rclcv;mt stntemcntr. see 1250th meeting: 

I.iberia,* parxs. 13-17. 20-26. 38-40, 47-52; Madagascilr.+ 
pnrns. 125-129. 135-136; Sierra Leone.* paws. 104-110, 
115-l 17; Tunisia,’ p;u;ls. 55-67, 74-80, 97-101; 1253rd 
meefng: I’ortugal,* paras. 3-7, 2Y, 3X-50; 1255th meeting: 
United Republic of Tanzania,* paras. 82-84. For discussion 
concerning self-determination. see chapter XII, Case I. 



1.35 Chapter VIII. Maintenance of international peace and security 
__-~-- ___-- ~- 

under its administration were reportedly costing Por- 
tugal some 350,OW dollars a day. At present Portugal 
maintained the largest foreign army on the African 
continent, and the cost of the war in terms of human 
lives to both Portugal and the nationalists was incal- 
culablc. 

While it had been argued by NATO suppliers of 
aid in arms to Portugal that that aid had not been 
meant for use in Portuguese overseas Territories, it 
would bc in the interests of all if the NATO powers 
concerned would seek to verify that those arms were 
not in fact used in the Portuguese colonial war against 
the population of Territories under its administration. 
In the absence of such verification, the best assurance 
that could be given would be that there should bc no 
supply of arms to Portugal under any arrangements 
whatsoever. In calling attention to the fact that the 
embargo on weapons, munitions and war materials 
called for by the Security Council was not being fully 
applied the representatives maintained that Portugal 
had thus been able to intensify its colonial war. AS 
the threat to peace and international security became, 
consequently, more precise at that time than it had 
been two years ago, the Security Council Was ex- 
pected, while reinforcing the measures already adopted, 
to decide on serious economic measures to make Por- 
tugal change its policy and implement the pertinent 
resolutions of the Security Council and the General 
Assembly.6on 

At the 1253rd meeting, on 8 November 1965, the 
reprcscntative of Portugal * stated in reply that the 
charges made by the African rcprcscntativcs did not 
bring out any new facts or dcvclopmcnts of direct 
concern to the Council. The matter brought before the 
Council was more proper for consideration by the 
Fourth Committee or the two political committees of 
the Gcncral Assembly. Hc noted that the report on 
which the accusations had been based was not an 
indcpcndcnt document; it reflected the views of the 
same dclcgations on whose behalf the African rcpre- 
sentativcs had addressed the Council. As for alleged 
NATO aid, he further stated, Portugal did not utilize 
and had no intention of utilizing it in Africa. Morc- 
over, Portugal manufactured and supplied 95 per cent 
of its own military requirements rind needs and had 
therefore no need for outside sources. The charges 
that Portugal had been threatening international peace 
and security, which had never been substantiated, 
were being rcpeatcd so as to “create the impression 
that our policy is actually a danger to someone”. In 
answer to charges of incursions into the territory of 
Scncgal, Portugal had in the past offered to have them 
invcstigatcd by a tripartite commission appointed by 
the United Nations, which offer had always been rc- 
jcctcd by Sencgnl. 

Far from being the aggressor, Portugal had been 
the victim of aggression. In 1965 alone, its air space 
over Portuguese Guinea had been violated 140 
timcs.“ou It could then no longer bc denied that thcrc 
cxistcd a vast network of foreign intcrcsts, ranging 
from government and political parties to business 
cntcrpriscs and private foundations. which wcrc 

wn For Jiw&ons relating to the provisions of Chapter VII 
of the Charter. see ch;lpter XI. Case 2. 

M’” On 8 November IY6S. the representative of Portugal 
sent R letter to the Security Council listing the 140 violations 
of the air space of Portuguese Guinea, which it charged had 
taken place in IY65. S/6886, O.H., Z&/I yr.. S~ppl. j0r 
OCI.-Dw. 196s. pp. 334-342. 

endeavouring to disturb the peace in Angola and in 
Mozambi ue. 

8 
As had been reported by the Press, a 

number o African countries, including Ghana, Tunisia, 
United Republic of Tanzania and others, had provided 
training grounds for foreigners infiltrating into Portu- 
guese Territories and had clandestinely shipped arms 
and equipment for them. It was therefore time for the 
Council to investigate the charges levelled against Por- 
tugal, and to accuse the real aggressors, to investigate 
the foreign training bases and military sanctuaries 
whence the infiltrators had been operating. 

At the 1266th meeting on 22 November 1965, the 
representative of Tunisia introduced a draft resolu- 
tionP1° jointly sponsored by Ivory Coast, Jordan, Li- 
beria, Malaysia, Sierra Leone, Tunisia and, later, 
Madagascar.fi’l 

Speaking in connexion with the various provisions 
of the draft resolution, the representative of Portu- 
gal * noted, inter alia, that certain paragraphs tended 
to confuse the principle of self-dctcrmination with the 
modalities of implementation and were in effect an 
attempt to interfcrc in the internal administration of 
the tcrritories.blZ Furthermore, even if the allegations 
against his Government had been proved, operative 
paragraph 8, which called upon all states “to take all 
the necessary measures either separately or collcctivcly 
to boycott all Portuguese imports and exports”, dealt 
not only with matters falling under Chapter VII of the 
Charter, but was clearly out of proportion to the issues 
involved.B1” 

At the 1268th meeting on 23 November 1965, the 
representative of Uruguay submitted amendments a” 
which would substitute the word “cndangcrs” for the 
words “seriously disturbs” in opcrativc par:lgraph I 
of the seven-Power draft resolution and replace oper- 
ative paragraphs 6 and 7 of that draft resolution with 
a single paragraph requesting all States to refrain 
forthwith from offering the Portuguese Government 
any assistance which would enable it to continue its 
repression of the people of the Territories under its 
administration, and take the necessary measures to 
prevent the sale and supply of arms and military cquip- 
ment, including the sale and shipment of equipment 
and materials for the manufacture and maintcnancc 
of arms and ammunition. Those amendments were ap- 
proved by the Council at the same mccting.sls At the 
request of the representative of Uruguay, the Council 
voted separately on paragraph 8 of the seven-Power 
draft resolution, which called on all States “to take 
all the necessary measures either scparatcly or collcc- 
tively to boycott all Portugucsc imports and exports”. 
The Council rejected the paragraph by 4 votes in 
favour, none against, with 7 abstentions.s’d At the 
same meeting, the Council adopted the scvcn-Power 
draft resolution, as amended, by 7 votes in favour, 
none against, with 4 abstentions.“” The resolution 
rend: nls 

“7’he Secttrify Council, 
“Having rxanhwd the question of the situntion 
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in the Territories under Portuguese administration 
submitted by thirty-two African States, 

“Recalling its resolutions 180 ( 1963) of 3 I July 
1963 and 183 ( 1963 ) of 11 Deccmbcr 1963, 

“Noring with deep concern the continual refusal 
of Portugal to take the necessary steps to implement 
the aforementioned resolutions of the Security 
Council, 

“Considering that in spite of the measures laid 
down by the Security Council in paragraph 5 of 
resolution 180 ( 1963)) the Government of Portu- 
gal is intensifying its measures of repression and 
its military operations against the African population 
with a view to defeating their legitimate hopes of 
achieving self-determination and independence, 

“Convinced that the implementation of the per- 
tinent resolutions of the Security Council and the 
General Assembly, and in particular Council reso- 
lutions 180 ( 1963) and 183 ( 1963), is the only 
means to achieve a peaceful solution of the ques- 
tion of Portuguese Territories in accordance with 
the principles of the Charter of the United Nations, 

“Recalling General Assembly resolution I5 I4 
(XV) of 14 Dcccmbcr 1960, 

“1. Aflirn1.r that the situation resulting from the 
policies of Portugal both as regards the African 
population of its colonies and the neighbouring 
States seriously disturbs international peace and 
security; 

“2. Deplores the failure of the Government 
of Portugal to comply with previous resolutions of 
the Security Council and the General Assembly and 
to recognize the right of the peoples under its ad- 
ministration to self-determination and independence; 

“3. Reaffirms the interpretation of the principle 
of self-determination as laid down in General As- 
sembly resolution 15 14 (XV) and in Security Coun- 
cil resolution 183 ( 1963); 

“4. Culls upon Portugal to give immediate efcct 
in the Territories under its administration to the 
principle of self-determination as referred to in 
paragraph 3 above; 

“5. Reaflirms its urgent demand to Portugal for: 
“(u) The immediate recognition of the right of 

the peoples of the Territories under its administra- 
tion to self-determination and independence; 

“(6) The immediate cessation of all acts of rc- 
pression and the withdrawal of all military and 
other forces at present employed for that purpose; 

“(c) The promulgation of an unconditional poli- 
tical amnesty and the establishment of conditions 
that will allow the free functioning of political 
parties; 

“(d) Negotiations, on the basis of the recogni- 
tion of the right to self-determination, with the au- 
thorized representatives of the political parties 
within and outside the Territories with a view to the 
transfer of power to politic‘al institutions freely 
elected and representative of the peoples, in ac- 
cordance with General Assembly resolution 15 I4 
(XV); 

“(e) The granting of independence immediately 
thereafter to all the Territories under its adminis- 
tration in accordance with the aspirations of the 
peoples; 

“6. Requests all States to refrain forthwith from 
offering the Portuguese Government any assistance 
which would enable it to continue its repression of 
the people of the Territories under its administra- 
tion, and to take all the necessary measures to 
prevent the sale and supply of arms and military 
equipment to the Portuguese Government for this 
purpose, including the sale and shipment of equip- 
ment and materials for the manufacture and main- 
tenance of arms and ammunition to be used in the 
Territories under Portuguese administration; 

“7. Requests all States to inform the Secretary- 
Genera1 on whatever measures arc undertaken to- 
wards implementation of paragraph 6 of the present 
resolution; 

“8. Requests the Secretary-General to ensure the 
implementation of the provisions of the present reso- 
lution, to provide such assistance as he may deem 
necessary and to report to the Security Council not 
later than 30 June 1966. 
The question remained on the list of matters of 

which the Security Council is seized.5’g 

SloThe following were subsequent communications on this 
question during the period covered by this Supplrnw~f : S/701 I. 
14 December 1965; S/7041, 22 December 1965, and S/7057. 
29 December 1965. 




