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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
all States Members of the United Nations to co-
operatec 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. Reaffirms 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 32® dated 4 August 1964 addressed to the
President of the Security Council, the representative
of the United States rcquested that a Council meeting
be urgently convened to consider “the serious situa-
tion created by deliberate attacks of the Hanoi régime
on United States naval vessels in international waters”.

At the 1140th mceting on 5 August 1964, the Coun-
cil included the question in its agenda.3*® The question
was considered by the Council at its 1140th and 1141st
meetings held between 5 and 7 August 1964,

Decision of 7 August 1964 (1141st meeting): Ad-
journment to reconvene after consultation with
Council members

812; 58/584—9, O.R., 19th yr., Suppl. for July-Sept. 1964,
p. .
330 1140th meeting: para. 32. See also chapter I, 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 action. 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 Statcs ves-
sels lawfully present in international waters.

In response the United States Government had sub-
sequently taken “limited and measured” action to se-
curc 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.

Morcover, 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 fore-
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 thec 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-Nam 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 thc Democratic Republic of
Viet-Nam, it would bear a heavy responsibility for
the consequences.?3!

In conclusion, the representative of the USSR pre-
scnted a draft resolution 32 which would request the
President of the Security Council to ask the Govern-
ment of the Democratic Republic of Viet-Nam to sup-
ply the Council urgently with the necessary information
relating to the United States complaint and would
invite rcprescntatives of the Government of the Demo-
cratic Rcpublic of Viet-Nam to take part in the
meetings of the Sccurity Council.

The representative of France suggested that the task
of cxtending invitations be catrusted 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 expressed the hope that the representative of the
USSR would not insist on a vote on his draft reso-
lution.?33

The represcentative of the United States stated that
he had no objection to the authorities of North Viet-
Nam being hecard by the Council. However, his dele-
gation was of the view “that if the North Viet-Namese
arc invited, thc Republic of Viet-Nam should also be
invited to appcar™.’3

After further discussion, the Council dccided 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 thercon by the representatives
of the USSR and the United States.?3%

At the 1141st mecting on 7 August 1964, the Prc-
sident stated that his consultations with the mcmbers
of the Council had resulted in a general understanding
that the Sccurity Council “would welcome such infor-
mation rclating to this complaint as thc Democratic
Republic of Viet-Nam would desire to make available
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 Sccurity Coun-
cil would receive in the same manner such informa-
tion relating to the complaint as the Rcpublic of Viet-
Nam would desire to make available to the Council”.
He would further arrange for the Secretariat 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 dcliberation, the President adjourned
the mceting and stated that he would call the next
mccting after fixing a date and time, in consultation
with the members of the Council.3+7
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USSR, paras. 56-59, 64-68, 73; United States, paras. 36-38,
42-46. For discussion relating to Article S1, see chapter XI,
Case 8.

332 1140th meeting: para. 73. For discussion on participa-
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The question remained on thc lis} of matters of
which the Security Council is seized.*®

COMPLAINT BY MALAYSIA

INITIAL PROCEEDINGS

By letter 3% dated 3 September 1964 addressed to
the President of the Security Council, the represen-
tative of Malaysia requested the President to convenc
an carly 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 inexcusablc aggression” and a thrcat to interna-
tional peace and sccurity.

At its 1144th mceting on 9 Scptember 196421 the
Security Council included the item on its agenda, and
considercd the question at its 1144th, 1145th, 1148th
to 1150th and 1152nd mectings held between 9 and
17 September 1964.

The representatives of Indonesia and Malaysia werce
invited to the Council table to participate in the dis-
cussion.™! At a later stage, the rcpresentative of the
Philippines was also invited to take part in the discus-
sion. 312

At the 1144th meeting on 9 September 1964, the
representative of Malaysia * reviewed the cfforts of
his Government to promote good relations with Indo-
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, however, rcla-
tions deteriorated sharply when Indonesia adopted a
policy of military and cconomic ‘‘confrontation”
against Malaysia. In pursuit of that policy, Indo-
nesian army infiltrators, both regular and irregular,
started “flooding” into the Bornco States and began
a continuous serics of ‘hit-and-run tactics from the
safe sanctuary of their own part of Bornco”, and were
continuing to do so. Despite those activities Malaysia
cxhibited the “utmost paticnce and forbearance” in
that regard, and had taken part in talks with Indo-
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 representative went on to mention that
“This was the first invasion-like landing in strength

338 For retention of the item on the Secretary-General's
summary statement on matters of which the Security Council
is seized, see chapter I, part 1V, B, under item 132.
Subsequently, at the request of the Acting Permanent
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August 1964 by the Democratic Republic of Viet-Nam were
circulated as official documents of the Security Council. In
the first statcment the Government of the Democratic Republic
of Viet-Nam stated that the story of two United States
destroyers being attacked twice off the Gulf of North Viet-
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