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African Union Assembly of Heads of State and Government, 50th
Anniversary Solemn Declaration, 26 May 2013, Addis Ababa

African Union Assembly of Heads of State and Government,
Declaration on the Report of the Peace and Security Council on its
Activities and the State of Peace and Security in Africa,
Assembly/AU/Decl.1(XXI), 27 May 2013, Addis Ababa

National Report submitted by the Republic of Mauritius in view of
the Third International Conference on Small Island Developing
States, July 2013

Memorandum dated 18 July 2013 from Kailash Ruhee, Chief of
Staff of the Prime Minister of Mauritius to the Secretary to Cabinet,
Mauritius, 18 July 2013

Indian Ocean Tuna Commission, “Catch and bycatch composition
of illegal fishing in the British Indian Ocean Territory (BIOT)”,
IOTC-2013-WPEB09—46 Rev_1

Statement by the Prime Minister of Mauritius at the General Debate
of the 68th Session of the United Nations General Assembly, New
York, 28 September 2013
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Letter dated 9 March 1966 from P.H. Moberly, UK Ministry of Defence to K.W.S. Mackenzie, Colonial
Office



- Qur reference:
Your reference:

~
MINISTRY OF DEFENCE (19 \%
Main Building, Whitehall, Loxpox S.W.1I '*ztwf

Telephone: WHIrchall 7022, ext.

-

4
your letter (FAC. 23,/892/014) of
ietter to the Governor of Mauritius
lzzc. 1 am sorry we have been N
tszin amount lately. We havae &
sh %o teve into account in the

T you I
8th enc
ing in.

[¢]

in replyi
mmber of of

draft.

2. Firsi, until we knovw what tireoe of defence Tfacilities may be needed
on these islande it seems to us unwise to be at all mrecise zbout the
terms on which fishing in the waters around them night be cermitted.
Although some fishing mizhi Le allowed in practice, in cur view we

ought tc keer the right to exclude it +ipmly ir our hands - :
geographically but in time, Certain fishing might be considered harr-
ese zfter an islesnd had bsen put to some defence use,. put with the
1ater consiruction of an antirely new »ility we migh
pestrictive, I immgine that the americans too woul
of any commitment at this
~h 3 3(iii) should b2 shorte:

s1ity of limited access iov fishing in the waters
> those islanis excluded Tor defence use would be
as and when the situsation arises by the British and
nts, but would of course have to be subject 1o their

3, Similarly, where iclands lie close together it is conceivabhle that
we mignt not welcome unr tpicted sccess by Tfishermen to z deserted

=
iglend nsxt door to one from which we had had to clear the local inhabi-

tznts. To be on the szfe side, we should prefer to retain the rizht to

exclude islands additional to those already clezped for defence use. In

parsgraph 3 B(ii) we suggesi that the words "from which population had
not vet been cleared” should be renlzced by "not specifically excladed"”.

L, In general, before an approach is made to the Americans, Ve think
trst more thoughi needs to be given to the related yuestions of terri-
torial waters and fishing 1limite. These two are not necessarily the
ssme thing, If current UK law were extended to the BIOT, the effect

would be that the Territory weuld:

VAT

.S, Mackenzie Esq.,
olonial Office.
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‘taking to use our good offices with the US govermment about safepuarding

‘-equally to the BIOT islands formerly administered by Seychelles, Would

v = A , ; i
o Tes I am copying this letter to T.W. Hall (Czbinet Office), P. Nicholls

CONFIDENTIAL

a, adopt a2 twelve miles fishery limit drawn from base lines in
accordance with the 1958 Territerial Sea Convention, granting
"habituzl fishing rights"” between the six and twelve lines to
‘¥auritius and to any other states whose vessels hed fished in the
area doring the preceding ten years, and

b. = rTetain a three mile territorial sea limit drawn from ‘the same
base lines, .

5, - We are asking the Favy hydrographer to provide charts of the BIOT
islands showing the aprrorriate territorisl sea base lines and the three,
six and twelve mile limits drawn from them. We shall want to see these
charts before making urn our minds which limits would best meet our
defence requirements, and I will of course gladly let you see the charts,

6, This leads me on to two further péints. First, although the under-

fishing rights concerns only Mauritius and the Chagos archipelago, in
prineciple any arrangements made with Mauritius would presumably apply

vou therefore consider bringing the Governor of Seychells into the
corraspondence? Secondly, we should remember that any fishing limits
which we accernt with Mauritius primarily in mind would apply to other
countries too. The Soviet Bloc, for example, have ocean going Tishing
fleets whose range of operztions is increasing through the use: of modern
techniques, Where it might seem harmless to zllow locel fishermen within
so many miles of scme defence installation, the presence of Russian
trawlers migh% be quite another matter. It would thus be convenient to

be able to base any undertaking to Mauritius on hebitval or traditional
fishing arrangements, provided thzt no other countries can claim similar
use in thes past, Could this point be brought out in paragraph 5?7 It is =
essential thet, inr helping to meet a special plea on the part of Mauritius,
we czn still keep other fishing fleets at a safe distance. ;

(Tressury), A. Breoke-Turner (Foreign Office) J.G, Douwbleday (CRO).
%.G, Lamarsue {¥inistry of Oversees Development), A.¥W. Baker (Treasury -
Solicitors) - ; g e : :
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Annex 52

Letter dated 29 April 1966 from A. Brooke Turner, UK Foreign Office to K.W.S. Mackenzie, Colonial
Office
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Annex 53

Draft letter dated June 1966 from A.J. Fairclough to Sir John Rennie, Governor of Mauritius
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Annex 54

Note by UK Foreign Office, “Presentation of British Indian Ocean Territory in the United Nations”, 8
September 1966, FCO 141/1415



| I00(66)136
8 Seniember, 1956 .

STEERTNG C‘OM‘;\

'POLITICAL AND =
FINANGCILT, SIRTES

TEE ON :NT"'P'\_’\’T"OT AT OF .__’J\ SLTTIONS

’D’-?ESI_I\T"‘.TTON OF BRITISH TTID__".I OCE:!

AN TER P RITCRY I

-

VS

-THR UT" 2D NATTON

(Note by the Foreim Office)

_ The "ttached brief has been prepsred by the
r‘g£§1g3 (Gxis e in consulitation with ths Commonvzealth
Office an inistry of Defence.

Foreign Office, S.W.1.

8 Sep_t_gr_r;pfr, 1966
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" PRESENTATION® OF BR : JﬁfoRYiN -

THE UNITED TATIONS .

Documents: - Hansard:  House of Commons, 10 November, 41965 —
. . © Written by Mr, James 'dohnson to the Secretary
‘of"State for the Colonies. .. = Ity

" B.I.0:T, Order in-Councily 1965.

- Brief “to United Kingdom Mission — Foreign Office
telegram to New York, No. U361 of 10 Wovember, 4965,

R . FPourth Cbmmittee debates of _'Iv6.'and 25 November,
3 : . 1965 (4/CL/SR 1558 2nd 1570). ' S

General Assembly Resolution 2066 ()

Secretariat Working Papers A/LC 409/1L279 of
26 ipril, 1966 and idd. 1 of 10 August, 1966.

Provisional Summary Record of Sub-Committee I
of tne Commitise of 2k, 12 iugust, 1966
1 /hC,i09/SC 2/SR 28). & . ' -

I  BLCKGROUND

The British Indian Oceen Territory was constituted by

Order ir Gouncil in November, 1965 "for the construction of

defence facilities by the British and United States GovernmenisW.
. The islands which form part of the British Indian Ocean
2 Territory had formerly been administered as dependenciess of
Mauritius. and the Seychelles, £3m., compensation was agreed
and has'already been paid to. the Govermment of Mauritiusj . in
the case of: the Seychelles. it was agreed that a civil.airfield
would be constructed: in compensation to ‘the Gevernment of that
territorye  There was opposition' at the time in Mauritius from
the Parti Mauricien on the grounds that the compsnsation was
insufficient; it has been dormant in the last Pfew months.but
could resppear as an issue in'the forthcoming Mauritius .~
elections. In the Seychelles, the leader of thée Seychelles
People’s United Party; Mr. Rene, vociferously opposed the
idea of imerican bases.before- agreement was reached with the
Seychelles. Government, but 'since then“he has tried to steal
credit for securing an airfield for the Seychelles and is

unlikely ‘to remew his opposition.-

Geography. Présent Population and Bconomic Activity

2e ~The new Territory consists of theé Chagos irchipelago .
(formerly administercd by the Government .of Mauritius) and
“the groups of “islands known as ildabra, Farguhar and Desroches
(formerly administered by the Government of Seychelles). :
Their populations have been estimated to be approximately
1,000 (of which about a half are found in the one island of .
Diego Garcia_), 100, 172 and 112 respectively., {(This

: ; : /population
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_popul_a:_tion Fluctustes and .a recent United Kingdom ‘official

visitor to the,‘Chag’os_’ﬂrc’:hijelafgq ¢onsiders that the ..
% &0 ~ b . = s g

population is at. present -apDT
Arvchipelago is's ituated: sO
Mau@itius and is 1

Farguhar L20 south-wes?t znd Aldabr » uth
west. (& convenient cketeh map of-United States origin,
not necessarily. to scale, is .aitached at.inu % Jio) o TREIT
previous administrative'groupingé are therefore lavgely
an historical accidente ¥hen these. islsnds.were ey
originally acguired by the Crown they were unpopulated
but since the 19th century they have Desn developed
privately as copra plantations on s smzll scale’ ¢ azcep‘t
Lldabra, whose only cconomic asset is 1t turtle exports
to the Seychelles)e | 2 ‘ :

3, The present population of these islends is, we believe,
entirely, or &lmost entirely, :of -contract ~laboury OF their.
dependents, from Weuritius or-the Seychelles employed by
the present ownsrs of the land and 1iving in housing
provided by thelr employers and they have no interest in
ihese islands other than in their jobs which.they enter or
renew on “8-month or two-year contracts. Vs pelieve that
z1lmost =211 of them are ‘pelztively short-term “inhatitants,
staying for longer cr shorter periods (depending on rhether

they rcnew their contracts) but a Tormer Colonial Secrevary
of Mauritvius, Mr. Robert Newton, who conducted a SurVey
of the islands in 496l before thelr astachment estimeted

+thet therc was a small nuTber in one island iz, Diego Garcia

who could be regerded as having their permanent homes there,
either beczuse they were segcond-generation inhebitents Or
‘because they have never 1eft the island. His estimates are

based or hearsay a2nd becsuse his is the only estimate available

oithin the last five years, the relevant extract from his
report. 1s attached at finneX B. . o Ttmas

ALdministration

., The islands were hitherto véry loosely sdministered
from Mauritius and the Seychelles and were infreguently-.
visited by the edministrations of those two territoriess
.Onder.the B.I.0.T. Order in Council 1965 the Tarl of 0xford
and Asguith, at present also Governor of the Seycnelles is.
constituted the Gommissioner of the B.I.0.T. and it.dis. v -
intended. that a Resident faministrator wiil be appoint:

year. Day-to-day edministration. of.these islands ‘has

in the past largely in the hends of the employers:

een.

Future Use of B.1.0.T. znd +he Fats of its Trnebitents. ©

Government or the United States Government about the
construction of any. Pacilities enywhere-in B.I.0.%, -Never-
theless & small British ‘and United States ‘party"wfi‘ll-“viSi’t o
Aldgbra in Septemper to BUTVEY. its possible use 2s a:site
for a military sirfield. The B.B.C. 1s also ‘surveying. -
41dzbra as 2 possible site for a redic relsy Station for the
‘purpose of brogdcasting fbo‘Ea,sjtﬂAf‘.r"i;c'a., S For purely. - :

B
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'_Dractlcal = ons ¥ & ._'S;»B;C.' and‘thedefencesurvey
parties’ will join forces. At .one time the United States.

Government were interested in having 2 communications. .. ..
- station.on, Diégo.Garcia. This reguirement has now faded .
wut they have recently expressed interest in possible.
navel facilities on a modest scale for which they wish to
carry out & survey of Diego CGercia in late September or

October,: preférably with British paj.rtic:_pai} ion.

6. Thére is therefore no immediate need 40 resettls the
population of these islands but their evacuation might
conceivebly become necessary =t six months notice should

a military reguirement of any of them arise. At present
plans for the acguisition of the Ffreehold rights in all
these islands except Aldabra, which is occupied by a lessee

.of -the Crown, are being considerad and a Yinistry of Defence

‘repreésentative hes recently -returned from a visit to these
islan@s where he has investigated possible purchase prices

.. with the ovwmers. Draft legislation at present under
consideration includes an immigration law, which would
require that the inhebitants should be issued with entry:
permits =nd 2 land ordinznce which would provide the :
Government with powers of compuisory acquisition should
negotiztions break down.

7. The present owners are = pparently awsre of the Committee

of 2l interest in B,I1.0.T. znd cccording to the Ministry of
Defence have pitchel their prices in accordsznce with. the

political embarrassment which might ensue should negotiations

Yreak down. It is as yet too early to judge whether a
voluntary settlement will be reached but there is no reason
to belisve thet an accommodation will not be z2chieved.

8, The evecuation of the islands should not (so far as cen

be judged in the zbsence at present of a settled adminis—

tration) cause insuperable difficulty. The Chagos Lirchipelago,

in which there is the greatést concentration of people, are

wholly owned by the Chagos sigalega Companys, who also own the
freehold in Lgelega (which remains a dependency of Mauritius)

where. there ‘sre plans for expansion in copra production and
where cornceivably some resettlement might take place, From
all accounts, none of the population would have a real |
interest in staying in the islands unless employers were. to
£ind them jobs there.. In this .sense there is no real
community and the great majority should be heppy with

which would need to be planned with the full cooperzation of
the Mauritius and Seychelles Governments would be met by

Her Majesty's Government. - e

9. Although the separation of these islends was fully
agreed with the Mauritius and 3Seychelles Governments no

- progress has so far been ‘made in discussing the resettlement

of the population in detail; mnor is it really possible to
‘make very definite plans until the appointment of an .
Ldministrator; probebly this year, who could undertake the -
on the.spot and of examining their claims, We would wish
to establish that the inhabitants are 211 legally either
Mauritians or Seychellois and .one of the metters which will

/have
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heve to be raised with the Mauritisn ang Seychelles
Governments is the guestion of their acceptance that the -

individuals in guestion have this status and their agree= -
ment-to . the issue to the inhabitants of passports of their
country of origin. - We would then envisage the issue of
temporary residence permits by B.I.0.T; for those in the
‘Territory.* We should then have established a situation =
in which there were no individuals with claims on B.I.0.T,
or without claims on either Mauritius or the Seychelles.
We envisage no-difficulty with the Governmenis of Mauritius
and the. Seychelles in carrying through these processes.

II OBJECTIVES

10. The primery cbjective inm acguiring these islands Trom
Mauritius and the Seychelles to form the new "British Indian
Ocean Territory" was to ensure that Her Majesty's Government
had Tull title to, and control over, these islands so thai @
they could be used for the construction of defence facilities
without hindrance or political agitation and so thot when a
perticular island would be needed Tor the construction of
British or United States defence facilities Britain or the
United States should be able to clear it of its current
population., The Lmericans in particuler attached great
importance to this freedom of manoeuvre, divorced from the
normal coasiderations applying to a populated dependent
territory, These islands were thersfore chosen not only

Tor their strategic location but also because they h=4a,

Tor all practical burposes, no permenent population,

116 It was implied in this objective, and recognised 2t

the time, that we could not accept the Principles governing .

our otherwise universal behaviour in our dependent territories

€8s W& could not accept that the interests of the inhgbitants’

were paremocuni and that we should develop self~government

there. We therefore consider that the best way in which we

can satisfy these objectives, when our action comes under @
scrutiny in the United Nations, would be to assert from the

start, if the need arose, that this territory did not fall

within the Sscope of Chapier XI of the United Nations Charter,

12. * Ln important consideration here is that one of the
brerequisites of United States cooperation, financially c»
otherwise, is that they too should have freedom of manoeuvre
and it ie- extremely doubtful whether they would be interested
in remaining partners with us in developing facilities on
these islands (no igreement has yet been sigred) if we had to
regard the needs of the present transient population as
baramount or if there were a legal basis for continuous
scrutiny of our actions in ‘the United Nztione,

IIT mcrits
13. 8o far, the United Nations has deal'ﬁ' with *he sﬁbjscfb
of B.1.0.T, almost entirely in the context of Mauritius. In
lest year's Fourth Comnittee and General i.8sembly no -
Ak : i A cognisance
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a contraven‘b‘ on of nc.rag ph & of nosol
invited us to toke no action which "would' dlsmembeL uhe_' )
terr'l tory and violste its ter*'l uor:.al ﬂ'xuegrlty.. r“h:Ls G
year,: howcver, there has :

B.;I.0.T. 'in “the Secreitari =ing PCL'DEI’S /L/-C 109/_‘.279 o
26 Lpril-1966 znd sdd. 4 of 10 Lugust, 1966 gnd the Rus:
reprezentative ian Sub-Committee I of the Commities of 24~
has raised the subject of B.I,0.T. as 2 "bases" gussiion.

ilig  The subject is bound to be raised zgoin in the -
Committee of 2L chortly, possibly only in discussion of
Mauritius or the Seychelles, or possibly in an atiack un

our use of the islsnds for stratsgic purposes, - It is
probzble that a hostile resolution will be érafi The
Y'esolut:n_on may simply deplore the fact of deu_cnment but

it may also claim thnt it is in contravention of ‘the: Unizeéd
I:ations Charter and/or General .ssembly:Resdlutiors and may
propose the establishmeni of some mechinery (Doss:fbly a sub=
committee or = visiting mission). o continus examingtion .

of the subject. Eithér in this way or “(less likely) bzcduse
we did not submit a separate return this vear for B.I.0.T.-
in respect of 1965 wnder Article 73(&) of - the C"lJ‘t@”’ we may
be forced to accept or reject the application of rucle 73 to
the Territory this year, On ths -other hand, if d:.scvsslon of
B.I.0.T. results merely in a2 hostile resoluulo:n, which does
not prejudice our czse on the application of Chapter XI to
the Territory, there may be no need to go into our ttﬁtuae
to d’*a a‘p‘DllC"‘t“ on of Chapter XI at present., ;

aeis

15¢ - &5 a "pases" auestl":l, it would be uz:che?:;»i‘u1 to make:-
any explanation of our ideas of the strategic use of these
islands and we cannot add anything to the statement that

no decisions have yet been reached by either Her lajesty's
Government or the United States Govermment zbout. the R
construction of any facilities anywhere in B,I.D.T.  This

‘remains our public Dosltlon within .or outsidée the Unﬂted

Nations thoug,h news of the joint survey party may get out at
any time from now onwards,

16, Our case on the’ appllc“t:.on of Chopter XI to the
Territory is that for all prectical purposes the territory
does not fall within the scope of that Lh.—;ater ‘because it
nas no "peoples or "iInhebitants® as con'bemple*ec in
Chapter XI, But the ‘wes Jmess cf our case lles in

(i})’ _' o small number of :Lnba‘bltfmts of D:Lego Gercla
w5 vho might be regarded os a ‘permzneht populsotion;
and ]

(ii) the absence of votlng rlgh 5 in ﬁiﬁleﬁir" pé:f_é_nt
 countries of the uIaurl‘b'!ans and Seyche¢llois now .
res:.dent 1nBIO'l‘ bt G B R
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It iz unhelpful’ o our
these wesknesses snd’ ime: W
1 5¢ ons. abont their futurn awv:
auritius =nd Seychelles Governmer
_eVacuation‘andfbom;vnsatibn“have.begnum5d3~
Willfdisappé:r;ﬂfWemShquld'therefpreqleava
raisejtheseAmatters;;_V T L AR

these weaknssses
it to.othérs to

uncertainties .about se and evacuation, will better:aervq-
our ovjectives if we o not get drewn into a statement on
our position on the applicztion of Thapter XI, unless we
are forced to do so either oy direct question or where
failure to do so now might prejudice our case on the non-
aprlicability of Chapter XI iIn the future. :

17, ’jFihaliy‘ourlgénérai"taétibs;‘givén'ﬁhé<pr655nf

18. . If B,I.0.7, is raised as & "bases" gquestidn the
Delegation should not depart Trom the formula that ne
Gecisions have yet been reachsd Dy either Her Majesty's
Governument or the United States Government about the )
construction of any facilities anywhere. in B.I.0.T. and
the Delegation should not be drawn into =ny discussion of
this subjeet. Separate instructions have been sent fo
the Delenntion zbout this line (reference Foreign -Office.
letter of 27 fugust, Brooke Turner to Trench, Washingtorn,

copisl to United Lirgdom Mission Wew York) which do not
Lowever invalidate this formpula, Further instructiovs
will be sent if developments make tris necessary,

19, If we are forced to meks our position clesr on tha
application of Chapter XI %o the Territory, the Delegation
should say:- )

whose peoples have not yet attained a full neasure

of self-government®, .s there are no "peoples' in

the British Indian Ocean Territory who could attain - .
. self-government it is epparent ihot Chapter XI has no
application to th=t territory, © Those who.go to the:.
B.I.0.T. zre o migratory force wWho 2o in accordance
#ith the demand for their lebour, Their mumbers ==~
fluctuate and =t most rench 2t times 1,500, They are,
as they were before the establishment of the Territory,
escate managers, officials and iabourers from Mauritius
and the Seychelles, They may stay in the territory
for greater or lesser periods Gevending on whethzr -
they renew their contrzets or not,; but this does not
alter ?heir e€ssentizl character as g mizratory labour
force,’ s Y

"Chapter XI of the Chrrter applies to 'territories. . :D

20, If asked about the future, of the labour force the
- Delezation should say that no decisions have. yet been taken
affecting the future of those who are now:infthe.Territory
for the purposes of thein work tut,  when decisions are
taken full regard will be paid to. their welfare,
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“belonger rights

.~ Delegation should refuse

SEGRET LND GUARD

51°,. * The Delegztion should avoid any discussion of .
‘2nd if presed about’ the numbers who have
7ived there Tor any length of time the Delegation should’
t we do not hove evailcble any precise

say (genuinely) -that
records of the length of stay of individual families. The
to be pressed eny further and if
asked to Tind out should undertoke to report what was said
in the debate. ! : ;
ion of voting rights of the
B.I.0.T. in Nauritius or the
uld say that the position
e I ere secpnrated from

22. Tf pressed oa the guest
present lebour force in the
Seychelles the Delepation sho

g e

remeins as it was bdefore thes s1lends were
t the guestion whether

lMauritius or the Scychelles and tha
or not they con vote in an elesction is determined in
accordence with thse laws of ¥auritins and the Seychelles
affecting who has and who has not the right to vote there.
23, The sbove formulae have been drefted with cazre and
The Delegetion shouid not

heve Ministerial asuthority.
i thout seeking further

depart Trom their wording © crefore wi
instructionse.
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s ‘Réport. 196l

: f'_E‘xtrac‘t From ¥, -Rp'bér% Newton

‘DIEGO: GARCIA - -
"2 .., There is certainly little: trace of the sense .of a distinct
Diego Garcian community described by Sir Robert Scott in his bock
"Limuria, Sir Robert Scott holds that "the physical character-—
istics of the island have made the Diego Garcians more down an
hard-headed than the residents in the other islands." They are’
said to be “more diligent in supplementing their basic rations
and their cash resources than the ‘other islanders," ' In the
posteript to his book Sir Robert Scott discusses the impact of
change and makes a plea “for full understanding of the islanders!
urigue condition, in order to ensure that all that is wholesome’
and expansive in the island societies is preserved, ™. S

25, Sir Robert Scott's visits took place nearly iten years égo.
It is zlready apparent that already 1little is left of the .

" distinctive life of Diego Garcia which he described. Judging

by . conversations with the manager, and with others on the islangd,
most of the inhabitants of Diego Garcia would zladly work.else—
where if given the opportunity, The doctor on Dampier, Surgeon-
Lieutenant Maclean, who spoke French well ang spent ten dzys on

the island, endorsed these comments on Sie Robert Scott's observa-
tions. At the time of the survey thers was little evidence of i
any rcal sense of a distinct community evolved by the spescial local
environment, Since four-fifths of the labour force are
Seychellois under 2-year or 18-month contracts, the evocation of -
a distinetive atiitude to life from the appsarance of a chance-met
individual on Diego Garcia is hazardous., Difficulties in estab-
lishing the paternity of some children was a further indication

of a loose secial struciure — since it could not be atiributed io
the evolution of a matriarchal society. There are grounds for &
ths conclusion that life on Diego Garciza evolved to meet the
special conditions of the 419th century and that attachment to the
island in recent years was fostered by the easy-going ways of the -
cld company rather than to the island itself, The impact of the
New company has loosened the old ties and if thers is a distinctive
way of life on the islands it is Seychellocis rather than Mauritian
being African in origin and evolved round the coconut palm, i

26,  Of the total population of Diego Garcie, perhaps L2 men and ..
38 women, with 15l children, might be accepted as Iieois, R
Lccording to the manager 32 men-and 29 women made relatively

freguent visits to relatives in Mauritius and perhaps no more’

.than 3 men and 17 women, including a woman of 62 who had never -

left Diego Garcia, could really be regarded as having their :
permanent homes on the island,. The problem of the Ileois and the
extent to which they form a distinct compunity is one of some
subtlety and is not within the grasp-of' the present manager of

.Diego Garcia. But it may be accepted as a basis for further

planning that if it becomes necessary to transfer the whole
population there will be no problem resembling, for instance, the
Hebridean evictions.,  Alternative employment on a new domicile
undér suitable conditions elsewhere should be acceptable,
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Corrigendum to LOC(66)136

Page 1, Line L, After “"Written" insert "P.Q."
Page 1, Line 21, After "which" delete "form part
of'" insert "comstitute".

Page 2, parzgraph 3, line 2, After "or zlmost
entirely", Insert "composed", .

finnex B,

Paragraph 2L, line L, delete "down" insert
"downright.
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INTRODUCTION

1. The Sub-Commitiee congidered Mauritius, Seychelles and St. Helena at its
28th, 29th, 30th and 32nd meetings held on 12 Angust, 9, 12 and 19 September 1966.
2. The Sub-Committee had before it the working papers prepared by the
Secretariat (A/AC.109/L.279, Add.l and Add.1/Corr.l).

Z. In accordance with the procedure agreed upon by the Special Committee, the
Chairman invited the representztive of the United Kingdom of Great Britein and
Northern Ireland to participate in the consideration of the three Territories.
Acgordingly, the representative of the United Kingdom participated in the 29th,
50th and 32nd meetings of the Sub-Commlitiee,

CONSIDERATION BY THE SUB-COMMITITEE

A. Statements by menbers

L.  The representative of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics recalled that
the situation in Mauritius, Seychelles and St. Helena had been studied very
thoroughly by the Sub-Committee, the Special Committee and the General Assembly
in 1964. That study had revealed the %true situstion in those Territories and
had shown that the administering Pover had not applied to them the provisions of

the Declaration on the Granting of Independence to Colonial Countries and Peoples

but, on the contrary, had done everything possible to retard their attainment of
independence.

5 The econcmic and social status of the inhabitants of the islands was
deplorable. The administering Power had deprived them of the wealth which was
theirs by right and, by granting concessions to foreign monopolies, had made it
inpossible for them to progress economically. In Mauritius and Seychelles, for
example, two thirds of the arable land had been turned over to groups of planters.
Without land, the inhabitants were forced to seek work on the plantations at
starvation wages or else rent land. The economy vas still very largely based on
a single crop, which made the Territories entirely dependent on the metropolitan

country. The inhebitants' standard of living was declining. The population was

reduced to despair, and discontent was growing daily. In May 1965, serious




gisturbances had broken out in Mauritius, where the econcmic situation was
steadily deteriorating, and the administering Power had used the Army to suppress
the protests. In June 1966, a strike had been called in the Seychelles and the
United Kingdom Government had brought in military units from Aden to disperse the
strikers and prevent them from expressing their discontent. It was thus apparent
that the administering Power was ignoring the recommendations of the General
Agserbly and the Declaration on the Granting of Independence to Colonial Countries
and Peoples. The Special Committee and the General Assembly should therefore
continue to study the question and formulate recommendations calling upon the
United Kingdom to take prompt action to enable the Territories to attain
independence immediately in accordance with the provisions of General Assembly
resolution 151% (XV).

6. The negative attitude of the administering Power was based on strategic
considerations. The estsblishment of the new British Indian Ocean Territory,
which would form the basis of a United Kingdom-United States security system, was
a threat directed against the new countries of Africa and Asia, and it fully
justified the fears expressed by the non-aligned countries at the Cairo Conference.
The inhabitants were opposed to the idea of transforming the Territories into
defensive bastions intended not only for the suppression of the nationalist
movements in the islands themselves but also for use by the colonialists against
those who were fighting for freedom in that part of the world. A petition
(A/AC.109/PET.321) from the President of the Seychelles People's United Party
protested against the construction of a military base, and, according to

paragraph 3% of document A/AC.10G/L.279, demonstrations had been held in Mauritius
for the same purpose. According to The Times of London of 14 February 1966, an
air base was to be built on Ascension Island; an article published in the American
magazine Time on 19 December 1965 had stated that certain nearby atolls might be
used as a base for submarines equipped with Polaris missiles. The Indian people,
among others, were aroused at the prospect that new hotbeds of aggression would be
created in the Indian Ocean, for those plans threatened not only the independence
of certain peoples but also world peace. According to paragraph 34 of the document
in question, the United Kingdem Government did not propose to modify its scheme to
convert the iglands into a military base. The United Kingdom was thus in effect

/
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hurling a challenge at the Tnited lations, for it wes not only doing nothing to

apply the Declaraticn embedied in resclution 1514 (XV) but also failing to respect

z
4

the territorial integrity of the islands apd defying the provisions of the
resolution cslling for the diszentling of military bases. One had only to read

the Press to see that the United Xingdom was being encouraged by the United States

e

and other imperislist Powers; during the Washingbon talis hield earlier in the year
betveen the United Kingdom Foreign Sscretary and the United States Secretary'of
State concerning the development of wilitary bases, ithe Australian Govermment had
announced tnat large sums were o be allocated for militery construction in Papue
and New Guinea.

T. 1In order to eliminate colonislism as guicl:ly as possivle from Mauritius,
Serrcheliles and St. Helena, his delegatior suggested that the Sub-Committee should
recommend the Special Commities to fake decigions to the effect that: (l) the
right to self-determination and independence of Mauritius, Seychelles and

St. Helena and their deperdencies shenld be reaffirmed; (2; elections should be
held on the basis of universal aduli suffrage; (3) foillowing such elections,
repregentative bodies exerclsing full powers should be established; (4) all land
gnould be restored to the indigenous inhavitants; (5) the right of the indigenous
inhabitants to digpose of all the natural resources of their Territories should be
preserved; (6) military basec should be removed; {7) all agreements imposed on the
Territories which limited the sovereignty and fundamental rights of the pecples
concerred should be abrogated; (3) enterprises of the metropolitar country should
refrain from any actions prejudicial to the integwrity of the Territories; (9) any
uge cof military bases should be condemnec.

8.  His delegation would support any reccumendations which the Special Committee
might adopt with a view to ztbalning those ends.

Q. The representative of Syria noted that, despite the clear and straigntforward
recommendations made by the Sub-Committee in 1955 and subsequently adopted by the
Special Ccommittee, the question of Mauritius, Seychelles and St. Helena had to

be talken up once again, because the administering Power, notwithstanding its
disclaimers, was not yet willing to transfer full powers to the democratically
elected representatives of the inhabitants. He did not believe that the reascn

for the delay was a desire for a better preparaticn for independence and self-

determination. In fact, the administering Power had made but small contribution

Je




+0 accelerating the process of emancipation; it surrounded the idea of
independence with all sorts of conditions which cast doubt on its gord faith.
The reforms which hed been intrcduced in recen®t years were due entirely to the
ipitiative and toil of the indigenous Govermment. In reality, during 156 years of
British rule, nothing significant had been done to provide for the welfare of the
masges of the people, who were expoused to extremely unfavourable meteorological
conditions, to spread education or to prepare in the Territories cadres
sufficiently enlightened to assume the responsibilities of goverment, development
and industrialization.
10. He submitted that the United Kingdom Goverrment's mctives were twofold: to
assure the permanence of the privileges of the tiny minority of settlers, and to
use the Territories for strategic purposes against the wishes of the people of
?ﬁhOSe islands and of the surrounding areas. Syria regarded the information given
%y the USSR representative on the Anglo-fAmerican plan to establish military bases
Eﬁ the Garcia Islands as extremely serious; the Speclal Committee should
‘%proughly investigate the matter and weigh its gravity.
%; Why, after all, did the administering Power wish to maintain the obsolete
}gtitution of the Governor, who was foreign to the country and foreign to its
dture, its outlock and its aspirations, who appointed and dismissed unbound by
e advice of the Public Service Commission, who robbed the indigenous
1fesentatives of their legitimate risht to care for their own internal security
?@xternal affairs and vho, while he was supposed to act in accordance with the
ice of the Executive Council, vas nevertheless authorized to act against its
??e?
iWhy should more than one quarter of the national representatives be nominated
gg Governor, and not elected by the people, and why should the Governor, and
g?e representatives themselves, gelect the Spealier of their Assembly? Why
@.he have the last say on expenditure, when the island needed large funds for
épment? Why should bills require his assent and, worse still, vhy could a
%%jected by the Lepgislative Council be put into effeet by him if he
i%red it expedient?
%% course, the administering Power had a ready answer to those guestions:

%ytry was not yet independent, it was only in the experimental stages of

¥ /oo




inter
plaus
that

Speci
under
probl
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nal self-government. Daturally, the administering Power, invoking apparently

ible reasong of balance, objectivity ang reason, wanted it +o be believed

the Territorieg were not ready

al Committee wag very sceptica

for inde endence and selfudetermination. The
P

1 about the alleged pace of Dbreparation

taken by the administering Pover; moreover, it Tirmly believeqd that the

ems of poverty, under—development, illiteracy, cleavage between rich and

and sceial injustice could nok

be solved by the administering Pover, but

would be overcome by the inhebitantg themselves when they were independent and

freely decide their on future, their oyn form of government and the best

T meeting their own needs and when they would receive assistance from the

community of nationg inp equality, equity ang dignity, Credence should be gliven
¢ Chier Minister, Mr. Ramgoolam, when he asserteg that the country should
achleved indepengence by the middle of 196k, and not to the administering

to th
have

Poyer

> Which invoxedq the need for g

pretext for the continued denial of

14,

view
rule®
had a
syste

pProcess of constitutional progress ag a

legitimate rights to the peoples in quegtion.

The répresentative of Mali stated that toe situation in Mauritiug, Seychellesg

t. Helena wag & subject of ger
Was a racial problen which th
to Perpetuating itg domination
« It vas in obedience to that
ppointed the Bamyell Commissio

julH

ious concern to his Government, 1In Mauritius,
¢ administering Poyer had kept alive with g

» in aceordance with the principle "divide and
Principle that the United Kingdom Government

n to make recommendations on the electoral

15. Mali believed that the constitution of g country and a1l related questions
were essentially matters for that country's people to decide. The administering

his view, the setting up of the Ban

well Commission 1as simply a manoeuvre designed

to perpetuate the United Kingdom pPresence in the Terzitory simply in order the

better to exploit its wealth and its bpeople; for yhile the attentiop of the

Mawritians was centred on constitutional broblems, the Dritish companies were

conti

nuing to pillage the country,

whose economy vag in a catastrophic condition,

Mauritius could not be considered in isolation in that connexion; attention must
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also be given to conditions in Seychelles and £t. Helens, whose climate, owing to

their geographical posgition, was idesl for diversified cultivation. Yet sugar

- plantations covered a total of 215,800 acres and tea plantations 6,600 acres,

leaving only 17,600 acres for other food crops, and the Mauritians, and for that
matter the inhabitants of Seychelles and 8t. Helena alsc, were forced to import
food-stuffs from the United Kingdom and elsewhere. Thus, the decline of the
Mauritian econony noted in the working paper was not surprising. In the fourth
quarter of 1965, the public debt had smounted to 264 million rupees, or 18 million
rupees more than in the corresponding quarter of 1964. That loss to the
Territories swelled the excessive profits of the British ccmpanies, and that was
why the administering Pover was refusing to allow self-government and independence
for the Territories. Sugar exports had fallen from 334.2 million rupees in 1964
to 289.7 million rupees in'1965, while the profits of the Britigh companies were
on the increase. Meanwhile there was heavy unemployment in the island and the
Government was advising the indigenous irphabitants to go abroad to work, so that
it could meke greater military use of the island. He remembered the statement
made by the petiticner ccncerning the intention of the United Kingdom and the
United States to turn the island into a military base for aggression. It was
interesting to recall the United Kingdom Prime Minister's recent. statement that
any Power called upon to particlpate in United Mations peace-keeping operations
weuld have to be on.tre spot or in a position to go there, and that the United
Kingdom could not igncre the faet that its partners wanted it o be able to exert
enough inflrence ip Azia and Africa to neutralize existing or potential centres
of infection. According to the Prime Minister's own words, the United Kingdon
Goverrment had sought to abandon the system of large military bases in populated
areas ans to establish itgelf in areas which were viroually devoid of indigenous
irhebitauts and from which its forces would be able to move to the theatre of
operationg rapldly and at minimum expense. That statsument, especially if it was
recallicd vhat had happeaed in Ascensgion Island two years previcusly, needed no
comment .

16. Mali was cpposed to military bases which were meant Tor agoression and which
prevented the peace-loving peoples of the Terriories, notubly Mauritius,

Beychelles and 8t. Helena, from enjoying their right to self-determination and
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independence. Consequently, his delegation again appealed to the adminigtering

Power to fulfil its obligations by enabling the indigenous people to attain

independence, in accordance with their freely expressed desire, in the best

conditions. The constitutional problem should not prevent the granting of self-

government in the near future, since the Territory must attain independence as
soon as possible. The establishment of the military base in the area was an
unlawful act. The United Kingdom should dismantle the base and replace it with
hospitals and schools, which the pecple certainly needed much more.

17. The representative of the United Kingdom said he assumed that the statement

made by the Soviet Union representative at the 20th meeting of the Sub-Committee
on 12 August, as 1t appeared in the provisional gummary record, would be
extensively rewritien. The new arrangements for the administration of certain
small islands represented an administrative readjustment freely worked out with
the Governments and elected representatives of the Territories concerned. No
decisions had yet bteen reached by either the United Kingdom Government or the
United States Goverrment on the construction of any facilities anywhere in the
British Indian Ocean Territory.

18. Since the representative of the Soviet Union had suggested that the
Sub~-Committee should recommend the Special Committee o take steps to ensure that
all land was restored to the indigenous inhabitants of those Territories and that
the rights of those inhabitants to dispose of the natural resources of the iglands
were preserved, he recalled that the United Kingdom delegation had already pointed
out that the first human inhabitants of Mauritius and the Seychelles had come from
France and those .of 3t. Helena from the United Kingdom. He wondered whether the
indigencus inhabitants to whom the representative of the Soviet Union was
referring were the dedos and tortoises - the sole occupants of the islands before
the Europeans had arrived.

19. At the twentleth session of the General Assembly, the Fourth Committee had
discussed the question of Mauritius. The Electoral Commission, established in
December 1965, under the chairmanship of Sir Harold Banwell, had recommended in
February 1966 that there should be twenty three-member constituencies for
Mauritius and ope two-member constituency for Rodriguez, giving a total of

sixty-two geats to be filied by direct suffrage. Five additional "corrective"

[eos



=0

geals would be f£illed, to he allocated, one at a time, to the party which had the
pighest average number of votes per seat won; a "good loser" candidate of that
' party, belonging to the courunity least well represented, would then be declared
elected. These Yoorrective® seats, however, would be awarded only to parties
which had secured 10 per cent of the total poll and -had von at least one
consbituency seat. Also, under a myarigble corrective", any party with 25 per cent
of the votes should have its geats ircreased up to 25 per cent if necessary by the
appointment to the Tegislature of the requisite number of "good losers”. The
United Kingdcu Government had accepted the Banwell Commission's reccmmendations in
full, but the three parties forming the Coalition Government had protested. Only

the leader of the Cpposition party, the Parti Mauritien Scc1a1 Democrate, had

welcomed the report. Most of the ‘'opposition had been directed towards the
"aorrectives”, i.e., the measures designed to provide assurences to minorities on
the islend that they would be adequately represented in Parliament and therefore
that the main clauses of the Constitution shonld not be amended without thelr
agreenent.

20. In %the course of a visit to Mauritios by a British Minister, full agreement
among all political parties had been reached on a system of seventy seats in
tuenty three-nember constituencies; sixty members would be elected by block voting
{each voter being cbliged to cast his full three votes). Two members would be
elected for Rodriguez by block voting. In addition,.there would be eight "best
loser” seats. The Tirst four such seats would be regerved, irrespective of party,
for comunities under-represented in the Iegislative Assembly after the constituency
clections. The remdining four "best loser" seats would be allocated on the basis
of party, without any qualifying requirement for a minimum number of seats or
votes. That system would guarantee the fair distribution of seats among the
various communities, on the one hand, and the different parties, on the other.
Regi.gtration was due to begin on 5 September, but because of Ramadan the elections
could not be held before February 1667. If a majority of the new Legislature
favoured independence, Mauritius would therefore be able to achieve independence
after six months of internal self-govermment, i.e., during the summer of 1567 .

o1. Pursuant to the Bamwell Commission!s recommendations, a team of cbservers

from Commonwealth countries had been established under the chairmansghip of

.
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Sir Colin McGregor, formerly Chief Justice of Jamaica. Some of them would he
present in Mauritius from the outset of the registration of electors.

22. The establishment of the Banwell Comrission had not been in any sense a
delaying manoceuvre, as the representative of Mali had implied, because agreement
had finally been reached ard independence wag conditional upon the outcome cf' the
electicns. That had been the wost appropriate procedure, because of the.divisions
of opinion concerning the ultimate status of the Territory. The United Kingdom
Government continued to regard independence as the right solution and would take
all possikle sters o ensure that Mauritius became independent as soon as pogsible,
g3. He pointed ouwt in connexion with the paragraphs of document
A/AC,109/L.279/Add.l, vhich referred to econcmic conditions in Mauritius, that
1963 had been in gcme respects sn exceptional year with a record production of
sugar and very high exports because of the international sugar shortage during
that year. In fact, the receipts from Sugar exports in 1964, although lower +than
those in 1963, had still been well sbove thoge in 196i and 1962. Again, sugar
Production in 1965 had shown ap increage compared with 166k, The Mauritius and
United Kingdom Covernments had taken neasures to maintain the Dace of econcmic
development in Mauritiung. Tn addition to receiving grant Tunds ($US6.7 million
allocated for development for 1965-58 ang nearly $13 million in further grants

and loans for cyclone reconstruction), it shoulg be remembered that Mauritiug
enjoyed an outlet at guaranteed preferentisl Prices under the Commonwealth Suger
Agreement (currently more than £47 a ton compared with the world price of

about £17); the preferential price applied to an estimated 75 per cent or
Mauritius sungar exﬁorts.

2k, With regard to the Seychelles, he drew attention o the main developments
since July 1564 ang in particular to the exchange of dispatches between ihe
Colonial Secretary ang the'Governor, 8 useful summary of which was o be found in
document A/AC,lG9fL-2?9 (para. 75). 'The Legislative Council hag asked the United
Kingdom Government for a regponse to its bropcosal that the Territory should remain
British or be integrated with Britain. The Colonial Secretary hag replied
acknowledging the Council'g desire for no change in the present relationship and
suggesting that the Territory should noy drop the minor qualifications for voting

and move to universgal suffrage. He also suggesteqd apportioning departmental
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responsibilities to non- -official merbers of the Executive Council and the
gppointment of a Constitutioral Commissioner who would visit the Seychelles and
consult all shades of opinion, including parties and individuals, befcre reporting
on the future constitutional evolution of the Territory. The Commissioner had
accordingly been appointed and had visited the Ssychelles and submitted his report,
Jyhieh was under consideration. A strike hag taken place in the Seychelles, but the
strikers had returned to worl, having accepted an interim-wage avard equivalent to
an 11.1 per cent increase. His delegation thougnt that that information should
gnswer the Syrian representative's questions concerhing low wages in the Seychelles
25, The Seychelles were receiving under the Colonial Development and Welfare Acis
increaged assistance in grants, part of which had been allocated towards
development schemes ($3.36 million for 1G56-68} and the remainder towards the
Seychelles budget.

26. There had been a number of major economic and social developments in

St. Helena since 106k, which were briefly described in document A/AC.109/L.279/Add.1.
Goverrment labourers had received a pay increase of 90 per cent with effect from
July 1955. That had caused the collapse of the flax industry but had not caused
unemployment, owing to the other emnioyment opportunities available.

27. The Governor of St. Helens had transmitted to the Colonial Secretery 2
dispatch in which he had referred to consultations which had taken place with &
representative cross-section of the community in regard to possible further
constitutional advance. The Advisory Council had adopted a rescolution welcoming
the proposed revisions of the Constitution and asking the United Kingdom Government
for approval. Urnder the proposals, which had been almost unanimously agreed among
the inhabitants of’the Territory, the Advisory Council would be replaced by a
Legiglative Council which would include four additicnal elected mewbers, bringing
the total number of these to twelve. The Council would also have six nominated
non-officials and two nominated officials. The Council would enact legislation, the
Governor possessing certain reserve powers for use in exceptional circumstances. He
would appoint committees of the Council as appropriate and delegate powers and
departmental responsibilities to them. Those commitiees would include special
experts as necessary and a majority of members drawn from the Legislative Council.
The Executive Council would consist of two officials and the chairmen of the

Legislative Council committees. The Public Service would remain the responsibility
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of the Governor. The Governor had expressed hls belief that thoge changes woulg

enable the people of the Territory to take a mich more effective and regponsible

part in the regulation of their own affairs.

28. The Territory already had universal adult suffrage and elections had been
held in 1g63. Significant ard progressive developments hag thus taken place in
the political ang constitutional evolution of the three groups of islands, in
each case with the full parvicipation and in consultation with the pecples of
the Territories themselves and their democratically electeq representatives.

29. The representative of the Union of Soviet Soclaligt Republics said that the

United Kingdom representative's statement wag intended only to econtuse and to
“eep the United Kingdom Government from having to say what it intended to do to
carry out the resolutions_of the General Assembly and the Special Committee. The
United Kingdom represertative hag spoken at length about the constitutional changes,
the establishment of ap electoral system ang appropriate legislstion, as though
such matters were central 4o United Kingdom policy. The USSR delegation wighed

to state categorically that the changes in the Constitution were a matter for

the people alone 4o decide and to agk the United Kingdom to cegse marceuvring to
proiong colonial domination and to remove all obstacles to itg termination, for

it was time to grant the peoples the independence to which they were undeniably
entitled.

30. The United Kingdom representative had tried to refute the USSR delegation's
remaris by saying that no agreement had been signed between the United Kingdem

and the United States regarding the finaneing of +the bage in the Chagos
Archipelago, but he had been careful to say nothing about the faet that work had
already started on the base. The USSR delegation had not invented thoge facts;

the information mentioned in the Special Committee ang the Sub-Committee had been
published in the United Kingdom and United States Fregg and could easily be checked,
Indeed, the Press had revealed that the Uniteg States wag bringing pressure to

bear on their partners to remain east of Suez and carry out their obligations
there. Thosge "obligations" were to police that part of the world. There had been
reparts in the United States ané ‘the United Kingdom Fress that talks had taken
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' Archipeleago. It was difficult to see why the Press of the two great Western
Powers should publish the information if no such agreement had been signed. 1If
the United Kingdom persisted in its denials, it would be easy to demonstrate the
truth by sending a mission of inguiry to the spot, as the Syrian representative had
proposed; but the USSR delegation feared that the news was well-founded and that
21l the information about the base was correct.

31, As to the origipal inhabitants of Mauritius, the turtles and the dodos, the
United Kingdom had not told USSR representatives anything they had not known

and they hed replied to its comments. As the United Kingdom delegation had brought
up the subject of ormitholegy, however, he would remind it that other birds then
dodos, birds with & larger Wing-span, now swept over the Non-Self-Governing
Territories, and were used by the colonialists to terrorize the subjeet peoples,
There had been talk guite recently about those that had filown over Ascension
Island. The United Kingdom representative had apprarently been instructed to repeat
the specious arguments that had been advanced the prévious year, but there was
cerbainly much more to be said about those meodern birds, a species which was
neither extinct nor becoming ezbinct; the 1965 and 1966 summary records were very
instructive on the subject.

32. The representatlive of Meli said that although the electoral system described
by the United Kingdom representative, which ths administering Power wished to
introduce into Mauritius, wes very complex - he himself had difficulty in
understanding it properly - he welcomed the fact thet the report of the Banwell
Commission had Teen spproved by all the political parvies and thet the elections
would enzble the Territory to attain indspendence beginning in the summer of 1967.
33. The representative of Syria agreed with the representatives of the USSR and
Mali that the fundamentcl question was how the United Kingdom intended to apply
General Assembly resolution 2069 (XX}.

34, The possibility of the United Kingdor and the United BStates installing
military bases caused concern in Africs and the Middle East, particularly es bases
of that kind had recently been the starting point for acts of aggression that had
been condemned by the United Nations. The representative of the adminlstering
Power had stated that there was no agresment between the two countries at present,
but negotiations were apparently under way; he would like to know whether the

indigenous population was represented in the negotiations, and 1f so by whom.
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been elected by the electoral system it haq proposed, they would decide the question
of indegpendence. e would like te krow when the Legislative Assenbly which was

to be elected would meet and take such a decision, He 8180 wondered how the
roblem of the different etinic Eroups was to be Overcome by the Proposed electoral
system.

6. A8 he haa Pointed out carlier, Mauritius was subject to econcmic difficulties

because of itg bad climate; and the lceal bhousing wasz not gufficient brotection
from the elements,

37T« The represenﬁative of gggggig wondered what might be the advantages of guch a
complicated, not to say Peculiar, electoral System a8 the ope bropozed for

Mauritius ang desecribed by the Inited Kingdom Tepresentative, woulg national uvnity

really be possible under such g system? Would not elections on the basis of

universal Ssuffrage e Preferablay

38. The representative of the Inited King@gg 8aid that the propesed electoral

system for Mauritius was not B0 complicated as some members of the Sub-Committee

thought, of the Beventy seate provided for, slxty-two were to be filleg by

mormal universagl Suffrage; only the Temaining eight were "best loser" seats and

were intended +o €nsure that the ninority £roups would bhe represented in +the

Legislative Assembly. Ag everyone knew, the eystem, Proposed by the Banwell

Commission, had been accepted by al1 the political parties of the island, after

two unsuccessful eXperiments and after action by the Secretary of Sfate for the

Colonies, Replyieg to the Syrian representativels question, he sgig that he hag
already stated in his report that the legislative Assembly would meet lmpediately

after the elections, or abaut February 1967; Mauritius would then be able to agk
for independence if it so wished.

39. The representative of Syria askeq whether the eight "begst loser" seats woulg

be filleq by representative;—cgrkhe island's Chinese and Muslim ropulation.

oo e representative of the CUnited Kingdom replied that it hag been decided not

1o set aside Bpecial seats for partlcular minorities or cormunities, but that the

new electoral systen had been framed so as to ensure their feir representation,
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hl. The representative of Tunisia recalled thet the question of Mauritius,
Seychelles and St. Helena had already been considered by the Special Committee and
hed slsc been the subject of General Assembly resolutions 2066 (XX) and 2069 (XX).
Those resoluticns reaffirmed the inalienable right of the people of those
Territories to freedom end independence and invited the edministering Power to tske
effective measures with a view to the impediate and full implementation of
resolutien 1514 (XV).

42, Recalling that the United Kingdom representative had outlined the future of
the islande at the previous meeting, he expressed the hope.-that the proposed
elentoral system would rot have the effect of accentuasting raclal differences in
the Territories but might, on the contrary, promote the interests of the various
sectors of the population, Novertheless, & serious economic and social problem
remained, The main features of the economy of Mauritius, Seychelles and

St. Helens, which was rudimentary and colonisl in nature, were a heavy loss of
revenue, the impossibility of increasing employment and the impossibility of
bringing payments into balance, because exports were less than imports. The
situation was so unsatisfactory that 3,250 workers had gorne on strike in the
Seychelles on 13 June 1966, and the administering Power had had to use troops to
break the strike.

43, In addition, while resolution 2066 (XX) invited the administering Power to
teke no action which would dismewber the Territory of Mauritius and violate its
territorial integrity, it was clear that such dismemberment had already taken place.
On 10 November 1965, the Secretary of State for the Colonies had stated that new
arrangements had been made, with the agreement of the Govermments of Mauritius

and Seychelles, for the administration of the Chagcs Archipelago and of Aldabra,
Farquhar and Desroches. Those Territories, which had formerly been administered
by the foveroments of Mauritius and Seychelles respectively, were now called the
British Indisn Qcean Territory, and the United Kingdom and United States
Coverrments would be eble to construct defence facilities there., The administering
Power had therefore dlsmembered Mauritius and Seychelles in order to set up a
military base on the islands., The establisbment of such bases in countries which
were still colonized was reprehensible in every respect, and he recalled that his
own country had experienced the same problem with the base of Bizerta. The Sub-~
Committee should therefore recommend to the Special Committee that it should invite
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the admimistering Power to take steps to implement resolution 1514 (XV), to lead the

ropulations of the isiands to independence, to abandon the plan to dismember

Yauritiuvs end Seychelles and to install military bases there, and to permit and
encourage the sending of United Nations visiting missions to the Territories.

Lh, The representative of the United Republic of Tapzanis said that the United

Kingdom representative’s statement at the previous meeting seemed to mean that,
because they had beer uninhabited when the French and the Znglish had arrived,
Mauritius, Seychelles and St. Helena belonged to nobody. Without going into detail
on that matter, he believed that the imhobitants of the islends, whabever their
origin, were none the less subjected to colonial domination. It was precisely that
domination, depriving them as it did ©f the right to choose their own form of
goveroment, which the Govermment of the United Republic of Tanzania condemned.,
There had been nothing new in the statement of the United Kingdom representative:
he had merely avoided the main issue, the obligation to allew The populations of
those Territories to exercise their right of self-determination., There could be

no pessible doubt on that matter: that obligation was ome of those 1aid upon the
administering Powsr both by resoluticn 2066 (¥X) on Mauritius and by resolution
2069 (XX) on, EEEEE_EEEEA the Seychelles and St, Helens., So far as the latter
Territories were concerned, resolution 2069 (XX) also requested the administering
Power to allow United Wations visiting missions to visit the Territories, and to
extend to ‘them full co-operstion snd assistance., Those were perfectly natural
requests and there should be no difficulty in implementing those resclutions if

the administering Fower were to honour its obligations and respect the decisions
which the General Assembly had taken in accordance with the Charter. But vhat had
happened since the -adoption of those regodubionst The Chagos Archipelago had
become part of the new British Indian Ocean Territory. That decision had been
taken searcely a monta before the adoption of Geperal Assembly resolution 2066 (XX),
which invited the edministering Power to take no action which would dismember the
Territory of Meuritius and violate its territorial integrity. The present situation
therefore made it highly unlikely that Mauritius would accede to independence in
1966, as had been envisaged. Instead of implementing the General Assembly
resolutions, the United Kingdom Goverrment had endeavoured to delay the important

steps which it should have taken by forming an electoral commission, which had
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ﬂ.oduced. what might be called & scientific constitution. The strong opposition

[

.o that gtrange constitution was therefore quit-e-natural, end indeed s+ was wost
Lmlikely that the United Kingdomn Governmarit had ever expectecl the Mauribians to
accept it., In that connexion, the agreement which had peen reached petween the
Under-—Secretar:y' of State for Colonies and opposition representatives in Mauritius
wag of no significance because there was no evidence that the discusslions ned been
neld freely. The United Kingdom Government should remebel, ‘owever, that every
t3me it had endeavoured to Grav vp the constitution of one of ite former colonies
without taking due regard of the interests of the population, those constitubions
had always come Lo nought and had bech replaced by genuinely democrabic
{ustruments - ‘

hs. The manner in which the pritish _Indian Qcean T,erritory,hs.d veen seb UP and
the haste with which it had been done could not tut engende?r guspicion. His
delegation tad resason Lo believe-that the Territory was to Dbecome a military base.
Apart from the threas posed by such pases TO neighbouring countries in the event
of war, the eéxample of Ascension Igland, which had peen used by mercenaries as

a base foT attacking the Congolese freedom-fighters, could not be forgotien. _The
gpecial Committee should therefore ainm ab guaranteeing the territorial _integrity
of Mauritius, Seychelles and St Helena, and ensuring that they would not e used
for military purposes.

hé, The economic situation of those Territories was gcarcely satisfactory at the
moment. There had been & considerahle gecline in both agriculture and industry.
which in 1064 had represented ol and 15 per cendy, .respectively, of the gross
nationel product of Mauritius, while Uﬂemployment was increasing rapidliy-
Monoculture should therefore be abandoned on Mauritius, 88 well as 0Oi Seyclielles
and St. Helend, if social disturbances were to be avoided. While it was doing
nothing to stop the Southern Rhodesian Govermnent fron depriving b million Africans
of the right o rule their OWD eountry, the United Kingdon Government hed seen £it
to gend two vrarShips to the Seychelles 4o compelk strigers O resume  WOTKs

k7. In conclusions he hoped that reasch would preveil and that the administering
Power would eventually eave the peoples of Mpuribiusy geychelles and St. Helena

to rule their country a8 they wished.
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48, The representative of Yugoslevie recalled General Assembly resclution 2066 (XX)
on the question of Mauritius, in which the Asseubly had, in particular, invited the
administering Power to take no action which would viclate the integrity of the
Territory;. the Assembly had likewise adopted resolution 2069 (XX) concerning a
number of small Territories, including Seychelles ard St. Helena. It seemed that,
in spite of the provisions of those resolutions, the-administering Power had not
only failed to take effective measures for ensuring the independence of those
Territories, in accordance with the provisions of the Declaration on the Granting
of Independence to Colenial. Countries and Peoples, but it had even undertaken some
measures contrary to those provided for in the Declaration.

L9, His delegation considered that the development of those Territories was still
very slow, because of the interests which the administering Power hoped to preserve
there as long as possible. As early as 1964, the Conference of Non-Aligned
Countries, held in Cairo, had condemned the intentions expressed by imperialist
Powers of establishing military bases in the Indian Ocean, holding that such bases
would constitute a threat to the new Afro-Asian countries and impede the process of
decolonization. The course of events had shown that the Conference had been right,
for in November 1565 the United Kingdom had decided to esteblish the new British
Indian Ocean Territory as the site of defence bases for the United Kingdom and the
United States of America. In spite of the resignation of three Ministers of the
Mauritius Soclal Democratic Party and the protests raised in Mauritius following
that decision, the administering Power had not changed its position on the
establishment of those bases, as was evident from the statement of the United
Kingdom Defence Secretary, contained in the Secretariat working paper
(A/AC.109/L.279, para. 3k4).

oQ. As it had already stated, his delegation held that the United Kingdom was not
entitled to dismember the Territory of Mauritius for the purpose of military
installations. It considered that the Sub-Committee was duty bound to recommend
to the Special Committee that the peoples of the Territories in question should
accede without delay to independence, in accordance with their freely expressed
wishes and with the provisions of the Declaration contained in resolution 1514 (XV).
It further thought that the problem of the establishment of military bases through
the dismemberment of Mauritius should be given particular attention, in accordance
with the provisions of resolution 2066 (XX).

Jene




51. The representative of Demmark expressed his satlsfaction that the Territory of
Mauritius wes to accede to independence the following year, in accordance with

the agreement established at the Constitutional Contference in London in

September 1965. Following negotiations between the administerirg Power and the
$sTandis three main political parties, the electorsl provisions made in the
original d4raft Constitution, which had aroused some criticism by the parties, had
been modified and subseguently approved by all concerned, In that conrexicn, the
electoral system drawn up for Mauritius might seem at first to be unduly elaborate,
but a similar and equally elsborate system had been funcvioning in Dewmark for a
long time, to everyone's satigfastion, Experience had shown that the system
fulfulled its purpose perfectly, which was to assure Tair and eqgual répresentation
of all voters. The elections which were to tale place on Mauritius would ensure
the estsblishment of an auvtonomous Government and subsequently, after an interval
of six months, accession to independence. The economic and sccial situstion in the
Territory seemed satisfactory, thanks to the determined efforts made by the
authorities and the pecple to overcome the severe difficulties due to the losses
caused a few years ago by two cyclones. Moreover, the authorities had been trying
for some years to diversify the islend's economy, which, at present, depended
largely on its sugar production. The Danish Govermment thought, therefore, that
the Territory of Mauritius could advance confidently towards independence, and it
was looking forward to maintaining the best of relations with the new State.

52. With regard to Seychelles and St. Helena, his delegation considered, as it
had often stated, that it was for the people of those Territories, snd for them
alone, 1o determine their constitutiomal future. The size, population and econcmy
of those Territories might justify the adoption of special constitutional
arrangements, which should not be ruled out, provided they met with the support

of the population.

53. His delegation thought that in its report to ithe Special Commitvtee, the
Sub-Committee should express its satisfaction with the considerable progress made
by the Territory of Mauritius on the path towards independerce and should express
the hope that the fortheoming elections would be another proaf of the population's
desire to accede to independence. With regard to Seychelles and St, Helena, the

Sub-Committee's recommendations should take amceount of the special eircumstances

e




Preveiling in thoge Terrvitories apg should, therefore, mwt contain any proposals
which might be incompatible With those circunstancag and Perhaps witp the wisheg

B. ‘Conclusions -
——esseions

54, The study of the'situatioﬁ in Mauritius, Seychelleg and St, Helena shovs ‘that
the administering Power hag gq far not only failed to implenent the Provisions of
resolution 1514 (XV) in these Territories, put has glag Violatz2d the territorial
integrity of two of them by Creating a peyw territory, the British Indian Ocean
Territory, composed of islands detachag from Mauritiyg and Seychelles, in direct
contravention o Tesolution 2084 (XX) of the General Assembly,

55. The Sub-Cormi ttee notes with regret the sioy Face of political development in
the Territnries, particularly in Seychellsg and St. Helens, This hags delayed the
tragsfer or PoWers +tq democratically electeq Tepresentatives op the beople gnd the
attaimment or independence. Key positicng of responsibility in the admiristration
Of the Territories Seem to ke sti1g in the hangg of Joitsqd Knzdom Personnel,

56. The Sub-Commyittes notes with deep connern the TePOrts pointing to tpe
activation of a plap Purporting aMmong other things to establigh military bases

in Mauritiyg and Seychelles as well ag 82 air base op Ascension Islang
which ig Causing anxiety in tpe Territories concerned gng qong people in Africa
and Asie apg Which rupg contrary to #pe Provisions nr Tesolution 2105 (XX) of the

57T« The electora] errangements Gevised for Mauritiyg apart from being complex in
themselves 5eem 10 have beep the subject of great fCcntroversy between the variocus
Eroups ang Dolitiea] barties, Regarding the Seyehelles,_the Sub-Committee regrets
that People gra still deprived of the right of universel suffrage,

58. mne economy of the Territo*ies, rarticularly Meuritius, is characterized by
diminishing revenue,rincreasing Vnemployment ang Conseuently g declining standard
of living.' Foreign Companieg continue tn exploit tha Territnries without regard
0 the tyye interests of the inhabitantsg,



e Recommendations

'59. The Sub-Committee recommends that the Special Committee reaffirm the
inelienasble right of the peoples of Mauritius, Beychellee and St. Helens to self-
determination and independence in accordance with the Declaraticn nn the Oranting
of Independence to Colonial Countries and Peoples. The administering Power should
therefore be urged again to allow the populations of the three Territories to
exercise without delay their right of self-~determination.

60. Any constitutionsl changes should be left to the reople of the Territories
themselves, who alone have the right to decide on the form of govermment they wish
to adopt.

£1. Free elections on the basis of universal adult suffrage should be conducted
in the Territories as soon as possible. The elections should lead to the
establishment of representative organs which would choose responsible goverrments
to which all powers could be transferred.

62, fThe administering Power should be ralled upon to respeckt the territorial
integrity of Mauritius and Seychelles and to insure that they would not be used
for military purposes.

63. In fulfilment of the provisions of paragraph 12 of General Assenbly
resolution 2105 (XX), the administering Power should be called upon to refrain
from establishing military bases in the Territories,

6.  The Special Comnivtee should recommend to the General Assembly to state
categorically that any bilateral agreements concluded Detween the administering
Power and other Powers affecting the sovereignty end fundamental rights of the
Territories should rot be recognized as valid.

65. The sdministering Fower should be called upon to preserve the right of the
indigenous inhgbitants to dispose of all the wealth and natursl rescurces of their
countries. It should be urged to undertake effective measures iu order to diversify

the ecopomy of the Territories.

D. Adoption of report

66, This report was adopted by the Sub-Cormittee at its 32nd meeting on

19 September 1966. The representative of Denmark stated that certain parts of the
cenclusions and the reccmmendationsg of the report did rnot conform with his
delegation's opinion as expressed in the Sub-Ccmmittee's meeting on 12 September 1966
(see paragraphs 51-53 ebove). His delegation therefore could not support all the

cencelusions and reccmmendations of the report.
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I. ACTION PREVIOUSLY TAKEN BY THE SPECTAIL CCMMITTEE
AND THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY

1. The Special Coumittee began its consideration of Gibraltar in 1963 and 1964,
On 16 October 1964, the Committee adopted a consensus in which it noted that "there
was a disagreement, or even a dispute between the United Kingdem of Great Britain
and Northern Ireland and Spain regarding the status and situation of the Territory
of Gibraltar" and invited the above-mentioned Powers to begin talks without delay,
in accordance with the principles of the United Nations Charter, in order %o reach
a negotliated solution in conformity with the provisions of General Assembly
resolution 1514 (XV) giving due account to the opinions expressed by the members

of the Committee and bearing -in mind the interests of the people of ke Territory.
The United Kingdom and Spain were further requested to inform the Special Committee
and the General Assembly of the outcome of their negotiations.if The texts of
nctes exchanged between the two Governments were reproduced as appendices to the
report of the Special Committee to the Genersl Assembly at its twentieth session.g/
2.  In resolution 2070 (XX), adopted on 16 December 1965, the General Assembly
invited the Governments of Spain and of the United Kingdom to begin without delay
the talke envisaged under the terms of the above-mentioned consensus and to inform
the Special Committee and the General Assembly at its twenty-first session of

the outcome of their negotiations.

3. The Special Commititee again considersd the guestion of Gibraltar at meetings
heid during November 1966 at which time it had availeble the texts of further
correspondence between the two Governments.z/ On 17 November 1966, it adopted a
resclution whereby, taking into account the willingness of the administering Power
and the Government of Spain to continue the negotiations, it: (a) called on the
two parties to refrain from any acts which would hamper the success of the

negotiations; (b) regretted the delay in the implementation of General Assembly

/ Official Records of the General Assembly, Nineteenth Session, Annexes,
annex No. O {(part I}, (A/5CCO/Rev.l}, chapter X, para. 2C9.

Ibid., Twentieth Session, Annexes, addendum to asgenda item 23, (A/60CO/Rev.l),
chapter XTI, appendices.

3/ pj6242, A/6277 and 4/6278.
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resolution 1514 (XV) with respect to the Territory; (c) called on the two parties
to continue their negotiations in a constructive way and %o report to the Special
Committee as soon as possible, and in any case hefore the twenty-second session
of the General Assembly; and (d) requested the Secretary-General to assist in the
implementation of the resolution.--
L. At its twenty-first session, the General Assembly adopted resolution 2231 (XXI)
of 20 December 1966, the operative paragraphs of which read as follows:

L. Regrets the delay in the process of decolonizaticn and in the

1mplementa$10n of General Assembly resolution 1514 {XV) with regard to
Gibraltar;

"2. Calls upon the two parties to continue their negctiastions, taking
into account the interests of the people of the Territory, and asks the
administering Power to expedite, without any hindrance and in consultation
with the Government of Spain, the decolonization of Gibraltar, and to report
to the Special Committes on the Situation with regsrd to the Implementation
of the Declaraticn on the Granting of Independernce to Colonial Countries and
Peoples as soon as possible, and in any case before the lwenty-second
session of the General Assembly;

"3, Requests the Secretary-General to assist in the implementation of
the present resclution.”
IT. TIWFORMATICN ON THE TERRITORYS/

L Information oh the Territory is contained in the reports of the Speciel
Committee to the General Assembly at its eighteenth, nineteenth, twentieth and

twenty-first sessions. Supplementary information is set out below.

4/ A/6300/8dd.8, chapter XI, para. 66.

5/ This section was originally reproduced in document A/AC.109/L.k19. This
information has been derived from publlshed gources and freom the information
transmitted to the Secretary-General by the United Kingdom of Great Britain
and Worthern Ireland under Article 73 e of the Charter, on 1 Sepleuber 1966,
for the year ending 31 December 1965.
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Constitutional developments
&. There were no constituticnal chanhges effected during the pericd under review.

Negotiations between the United Kingdom and Spain

T. An account of the state of the negotiations between the United Kingdom and
Spain appears in the report of the Secretary-General of 17 July 1967 which is

annexed to the present chapter.

BEeoncemic conditions

8. Gibraltar, which has no agriculture or other primary resources, is largely
dependent on tourism, re-exports and the work provided by the dockyard, the
Departments of the Armed Services, the Government and the City Council.

9. In particular, efforts are being made to develop the tourist industry. They
inelude the expansion of hotel and restaurant facilities, the promotion of various
types of business and other conferences and festivals, the construction of an
aerial ropeway to the top of the Rock, ete.

10. The main sources of government revenhue are customs and excise. Revenue for
the year 1965 totalled £1,848,407 and expenditure amounted to £2,536,800 which
included expenditure met out of the Improvement and Development Fund amounting to
£518,618. fThe largest item of expenditure in 1965 was social services (including
rehousing and town planning), amounting to £1,294%,800.

11. Following a visit of the Chief Minister, Sir Joshua Hassan and the Minister
without Portfolic, Mr. Peter Isola to London in July 1965, the United Kingdom
Government announced that it was making avallable £1 million in Colonial Development
and Welfare grants for development in Gibraltar cver the next three years aznd also
a further £200,000 in Exchedquer loans should they be required. In additicn,
£100,000 would be made available as a special grant-in-aid. This was not actually
brought to account until early 1966. The total of £1,100,000 in grants and
£200,000 in loans during the years April 1965-March 1968 ccmpares with a Colonial
Development snd Welfare allocation of £400,000 previously made available for the
three years ending 31 March 1966. Tt was announced in Novewber 1966 that the
United Kingdom (Government was allocating a further £600,000 in addition to the
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£1 million previcusly allocated in Colonial Development and Welfare grants for an
expanded development programme. The United Kingdom Government had also agreed,
subject to parliamentary approval, to provide a special grant-in-aid of £100,C00

to Gibraltar’s budget in 1967.

Social conditions

12. Tt is estimated that approximately +wo thirds of the labour force consists of
glien non-domiciled workers, the majority of whom live in neighbouring Spanish
territory and who enter daily by road from La Linea or by sea from Algeciras under
frontier documents issued and controlled by the authorities on both sides of the
frontier. 8Since 196k, however, the flow of workers from neighbouring Spanish
territory has tended to diminish while the infiux of other non-Spanish labour has
tended to increase.

13. 1In 1965 there were eight doctors practising under government and local
suthority services and eleven private doctors in Gibraltar. Recurrent expenditare
on public heslth in 1965 was £274,875 by the Government and £33,691 by the local
authority. Capital expenditure was £7,512 and £1,820 respectively.

Tducational conditions

14. Education in Gibraltar ils compulsory and fres in governument schools for
children between five and fifteen years of age. As at the end of 1565, primary
education was provided in twelve government schocls and threze private schools. 1In
sddition, there were s5ix government secondary cchools and two technical schools,
the latter being the Gibraltar and Dockyard Technical College for boys and the
Commercial School for girls. Therz is ne higher sducation in fibraltar but
Gibraltariang with The necessary cualifications are granted scholarships and grants
Ffor Turther study oversess, rosghly ia the United Xingdowm.

15. Tetai enrolment in schoois ss at the end of 1965 was 5,125 children out of a
total populztion of 25,270 ecivilian regidents. OF this number, 3,515 were enroiled
in primary schools, 1,686 in secondary schools and 124 in the technical schcols.
16. Recurrent government expenditure on education in 1965 was £208,663 while
capital expenditure relating to buildings amounted to approximately £20,000 with

new works started but not completad estimated at about £90,CC0.

/...
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III. CONSIDERATION BY THE SPECIAL CCMMITTEER
Intreduction

17. The Special Committee considered Gibraltar at its 543rd to 550th mweetings
held at Headquarters between 29 August and 1 September 1967. It had before it a
report by the Secretary-General concerning the implementation of General Assembly
resolution 2231 (XXI) of 20 Decembar 1966 (see annex I).

18. In a letter dated 22 August 1967 (A/AC.109/258), the Deputy Permanent
Representative of Spain to the United Nations requested that his delegation be
allowed to participate in meetings of the Special Committee at %hich Gibraltar
would be discussed. The Committee decided, without objection, to accede to that

reguest.

A, Written petitions

19. The Special Committee had before it the following written petitions concerning
Gibraltar:

Petiticner Document Number
Mr. Julian Palomo Jiméneg A/AC.109/PET . 6L5

Sir Joshua Hassen, Chief Minister of Gibraltar,
Mr. P.J. Isola, Deputy Chief Minister,

and others A/AC.10G/PET. 704
Mr. Daniel Fermandes AfAC.1O9/PRT. 705
Mr. Alfredo Bentino A/AC109/PET. 706
171 petitions concerning Gibraltar £/AC.100/PET. 71h-5R3

Mr. Carles Man.el Tarrss, President, and
eighteen merbers of the Instituto Ecuatoriano

de Cultura Hispanica A/AC.109/PET. 884
M. Andrés Townsenid Ezcurra, Secretary-General
of the Latin American Parlisment A/AC.3109/PET, 900
B. General statements

20. The representative of the United Kingdom said that most of the developments

concerning the guestion of Gibreltar which had ozcurred since the adoption of
General Assembly resclution 2251 (XXI) on 20 December 1966 were fully covered in
The Secretary-General’s_repOrt (see =nmex I). It might be useful, however, to
reczll the salient Fawtuares of the current situstion and to cutline the main
developments vhich had led 1p to 1t. Three main conclusions could be drasm =~ the

Tirst negative and the other two positive. The first conclusion was that, %o kis
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delegation's regret, the continued negotiations between the United Kingdow and
gpain called for in General Assembly resclution 2251 (XXI) had not taken place.
Secondly, by its decision to hold s referendum in Gibraltar, the United Kingdom
Government had made an important contribution towards the implementation of
resolution 2251 (XXI) and other relevant resolutions of the General Assembly and
the Special Committee. Thirdly, the result of the referendum would be an important
new factor in deciding on the appropriate steps 0 be taken thereafter. His
statement would be in the nature of an interim account, and & fuller report to the
Special Committee, as required under General Assembly resolution 2251 (¥%1), would
Ye mede when the result of the referendun was known. The Specidl Committee might,
therefore, wish to suspend any substantive judgement on the longer-term aspects

of the Gibraltar guestion until then.

21, A few days before the adoption of General Assembly resolution 2231 (XXI), the
Spanish Government hsd rejected a United Kingdom proposal that the various legal
jgsues which had emerged during the negotiations should be referred to the
Tnternational Court of Justice and had reverted to its earlier proposal that
@ibraltar should be incorporated in Spain under a bilateral convention and
notetute". TFollowing the adoption of resolution 2031 (XXI), the United Kingdom
Government had taken the initiative in vroposing a Turther round of talks to
discuss possible methods of decolonizing Gibraltar, and the Spanish Government

had agreed that those talks should take place on or ghout 16 April 1967. Six days
before the talks had been due to begin, however, the Spanish Government, without
any prior consultation, had published an order establisghing in the immediate
vicinity of Gibraltar a prohibited air zone in which all flying was banned, thus
hampering access to Gibraltar. The timing of the announcement was clearly not
accidental; indeed, similar restrictions on access to Gibraltar had been introduced
on two earlier occasions - firgt in October 1964, the day after the Special
Committee had adopted its consensus recommending negotiations between the United
Kingdom and Spain, and again in QOctober 1966, five days before a further round of
pilateral talks between the United Kingdom and Spain had been due to begin. It
was with such acts in mind that the Special Committee, in its resolution of

17 November 1966 (A/63500/pd4 .8, chap. XI, para. 66), had called upon the two

parties to refrain from any acts which would hamper the success Of negotiations,

oen
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and that the General Assembly had included in its resolution 2231 (XXI) the final
preambular paragraph regretting the occurrence of certain acts which had prejudiced
the smooth progress of negotistions. Since the declaration of the prohibited air
zone in April 1967 had clearly and deliberately intrcduced a new element into the
situation in Gibraltar and had been designed to prejudice the interests of the
people of Gibraltar, the United Kingdom Government had considered it a matter of
priority to establish the practical implications of that announcement before
proceeding with the consultations, and it had therefore postponed the talks. The
effects of the prohibited air zone on civil aircraft had already been discussed in
the Council of the International Civil Aviation Organization (ICAO) and the matter
would be raised in that organization by the United Kingdom as a dispute within
the terms of article 84 of the Chicago Convention. In the course of discussions
held at Madrid between 5 and 8 June 1967 at the suggestion of the United Kingdom
Government, the Spanish representatives had declined to discuss the question of
the prohibited air zone without prior acknowledgement by the United Kingdom
Government of Spanish sovereignty over the territory on which Gibraltar airfield
was situated. It was clear, therefore, that the prohibited air zone would in Ffact
interfere with air navigation at Gibraltar., The Spanish Government's repeated
allegations, during the past yesr, that United Kingdom aircraft had violated
Spanish air space had all been fully investigated by the United Kingdom Government,
and in only three instances had the allegations proved justified. Gibraltar
airfleld had been used by British aircraft for many years, yet, significantly, it
was ouly in the past year that such allegations had been made so repeatedly and
with such stodied publicity.

22, Those weré the reasons why the negotiations called for in General Assembly
resolution 2251 (XXI) had not taken place. His Government's position on the issue
was clear and consistent; it favoured talks, it deplored the chstruection of talks
by the Spanish Government, and it regretted the imposition by the latter of
obviously unacceptable pre-conditions for the holding of further talks on
political matters, or even on the prchibited asir zone. After the referendum,
there would still be a wide range of subjects for fruitful discussion between the

two Governmente.
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25. The principal element in the present situation was the United Kingdom's
announceaent that a referendum would be held in Gibralfar. The terms of the
referendum had been communicated to the Secretary-General and were reprcduced in h*
report (see annex I, paras. 15 and 16). There were two choices offered to the
people of Gibraltar, namely, to pass under Spanish sovereignty in accordznce with
the terms proposed by the Spanish Government on 18 May 1966, or voluntarily to
retain their link with Britain, with democratic local institutions and with Britair
retaining its preszent responsibilities. The announcement of the referendum had bee
imnediately welcomed by the elected representatives of the people of Gibraltar and
by public opinion generally in the Territory. It was most important that the
pecple of Gibraltar should be agked to say where their own interests lay, since
those interests, according to Chapter XTI of the Charter, were paramcunt and since
General Assembly resolution 2231 (XXT) had called upon the United Kingdom and Spain
to take them into account. The United Kingdom Government had offered the Spanish
Government facilities to explain its proposals to the people of Gibraltar and try
to convince them that the arrangements it proposed would be in their best interests
and had also expressed its readiness to welcome a nominee of the Spanish Government
tc observe the referendum, but so far the Spanish Government had declined both
invitations ags unacceptéble and had stated its disagreement with the referendum and
its unwillingness to concede any validity to its results. The Spanish Government
had likewise rejected s further offer by the United Kingdom to consider any views
it might wish to put forward on the formulation of the first alternative in the
referendum. The United Kingdom still hoped, however, that the Spanish Governwent
would decide to accept the offers, but even if it did so the position of the
United Kingdom Government would remain onre of complete lmpartiality as between the
two alternatives presented in the referendum, in order toc allow the people of
Gibraltar a completely free choice.

2h. The second alternative offered in the referendun was obviousiy & limited
choice. Under the Treaty of Utrecht, Gibraltar could not be alienated from the
British Crown without first being offered to Spain. Thus, the practical choieces
open to the people of Gibraltar were restricted. Similarly, the ares of British

responsibilities referred to in the second alternative reflected the United

Kingdom Government's concern for legitimate Spanish interests in the immedizte
g 2 e
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vicinity of Gibrazltar. Tt had been made clear, however, that if the pecople chose
the second aliernative the United Kingdom Government would be ready to discuss with
their representatives any appropriste constitutional changes which might be desired.
25. The referendum would be held on 1C Septewber, and the entitlement to vote
would be restricted to persons of Gibraltarian origin resident in the Territory who
were over the age of twenty-one years. Cut of a total resident population of some
25,000, therefore, about 12,0C0 persons would be registered as eligible to vote in
the referendum, and the United Kingdom Government hoped that a high proportion
would in fact do so.

o6. As for the purposes of the referendum, the United Kingdom Government regarded
it as an important, though not necessarily a final, stage in the process of
decclonization. Moreover, it did not represent a final and irrevocable option on
the part of the people of Gibraltar regarding the issue of incorporation in Spain;
for ever if a majority elected to retain the link with the United Kingdom, the
people of Gibraltar would still retain the right to express by free and democratic
choice their desire to join Spain. That undertaking went beyond the requirements
of the Treaty of Utrecht. Eis delegation could only regret that the Spanish
Government had not sco far welcomed or recoghized that important new step by the
United Kingdom Government.

27. The referendum could be considered a significant step forward in the
implementation of General Assembly resolution 2251 (XXI) paregraph 2; for it scught
to establish, by popular vote, whether the Spanish proposals of 18 May 1966 were in
accordance with the interests of the people of Gibraltar themsalves. That question
could net be determined by any oubside body without reference to those whose future
was at stake. The United Kingdom Covernment believed that, once that point had
been clarified, further progress could be made towards the realistic achievement

of the objectives of the General Assembly resolution, and 1t was fully prepared to
hold Turther talks with the Spanish Government op the subject of Gibraltar.

28, Because the referendum was such an important step towards decclonizetlon, the
United Kingdom Government was most anxiocus that it should be conducted in conditions
of sbsolute impartizlity. To that end, it would welcome the presence of a Spanish
observer, and he was glad to say that the Qovernments of certaln Commonweslth

countries and certain States Members of the TUnited Nations had agreed to nominate

/o
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ipdependent observers. The United Kingdom had also informed the Secretary-

General that it would welcome the presence of sny cbserver whom he wmight wish to
send to Gibraltar for the referendum. That seemed especially appropriste in the
light of Assewbly resolution 2231 (XXT), and particularly of operative paragraph 3.
29. One reason advanced by the Spanish Government for its unwillingness to accept
the referendum was that it would cause the reversion clause of the Treaty of
Utrecht to come into operation, although in fact the holding of the referendum
could not entail any interruption of British sovereignty over Gibraltar or any
alienation of Gibraltar from the British Crown. However, the main criticisms of
the Spanish Government seemed toc centre on the unfounded assertion that the
referendum violated resolution 2231 (XXI) and earlier resolutions of the General
Assembly and of the Speclal Committee by iwmplying that the people of Gibraltar were
to say whether General Assembly resolution 1514 (XV) did or did not apply to
Gibraltar. It was clear from the terms of resolution 2231 (XXI) that almost all
Member States sgreed that Gibraltar was a Territory within the scope of

resclution 1514 {(XV). The referendum would simply ask the people of Gibraltar to
state whether or not it would be in their interests to be incorporated in Spain, on
the terms offered by the Spanish Government. The clarification of their wishes on
that point was certainly a step towards decolonization and was entirely consistent
with General Assembly resolutions 2231 (XXI) and 1514 (XV).

30. The Spanish Government's concern with resolution 1514 (XV) seemed to rest
exclusively on paragraph 6 of the Declaration. Eowever, it was clear that, in
froawing paragraph 6, ite authors had been essentially concerned not with the risks
of dismemberment in sovereign States but with the possibility of dismemberment of
existing Non-Self-Governing Territories or of such countries as the Democratic
Republic of the Congo which, in December 1960, had barely emerged from colomial
status. If paragraph 6 of the Declaration had any relevance to Gibraltar, it could
only apply to the attempts of the Spanish Government itself to disrupt the
territorial integrity and wnity of Gibraltar by laying a claim to the southern

part of the isthmus, which had been a part of Gibraltar for more than 100 years.

Gibraltar, and indeed had offered to refer the Spanish Government's claim to the

International Court of Justice and asbide by its ruling.

i
i
|
|
i 31. The United Kingdom Government had no doubt ss to its legal sovereignty over
1
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30, Even if paragraph 6 of the Declaration could be interpreted as referring to
the national unity of wature sovereign States, the Spanish case depended entirely
on the thesis that Gibraltar was not a Non-Self-Governing Territory but a part of
Spain. That view had certainly not been endorsed by the United Natione. On the
contrary, the United Kingdom Covernment, year after year, had submitted information
on Gibraltar under Article T3 e of the Charter, and the status of Gibraltar as a
Non-Self-Governing Territory had been accepted in every competent organ of the
United Nations.
3%. If the Spanish Government really believed that Gibraltar was under Spanish
sovereignty, Spain should accept the offer to resolve the question in the highest
judicial organ of the United Nations. If, on the other hand, the argurent was that
re Gibraltar was geographically a natural part of Spaln, then by the same token it
must be accepted that Lesothc and Swaziland were natural parts of South Africa, or
Ifni & natural psrt of Morocco.
3. Moreover, the United Nations had not accepted the proposition that in the cage

of Cibraltar decolonization could only be brought about by integration with Spain.

on It was true that the Spanish Government had a standing in matters affecting
n Gibraltar, and that standing was recognized in the resoluticns and was accepted
15 by the United Kingdom Government.

35, While the Treaty of Utrecht limited the possibilities for decolonization
through the normal formula of independence, there were other svenues of
decolonization consistent with General Assembly resolution 1514 (Xv). Integration
8 with Spain would constitute decolonization only if it toock place demonstrably in
sccordence with the wishes of the people of the Territory. To transfer Gibraltar
to Spain against their wishes would not be decolonization, but a flagrant breach
of a1l the principles of the Charter and of General Assembly resolutions.
uld 36. There were other features of resolution 1514 (XV), besides paragraph 6 of the
Declaration, that might be recalled. Tt was stated that all pecples had the right
‘to self-determination and that the subjection of peoples to alien subjugation wasg
a denial of Ffundamental homan rights, and the importahce of the freely expressed
will of the peoples of Non-Self-Governing Territories was emphasized. It was
against that background that one should view, first, the referendum, which allowed
the people of Gibraltar to express their views as to where their interests lay in
regard to one possible road to decolonization and, second, the Spanish proposition

that such matters should be negotiated by the United Kingdom and Spanish Goveraments.
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%7. In implementaticn of General Assembly resolution 2231 (XX1), his delegatlon
had endeavoured to present as full an account as possible of developments regerding
Gibreltsr on an interim basis. Its statement could not be considered a final
report under the terms of the resolution, since that must await the outcome of the
referendum. As for expediting the decolonization of Gibraltar, enough had been
said to demonstrate that the referendum represented definite progress in that
direction, The Spanish Goverrment had been given an opportunity to explain its
proposals to the Gibraltarians and had been invited to nominate an observer to the
referendun. Moreover, the people of Gibraltar had been given a continuing cption
to modify their statue by joining Spain. The United Kingdom Government had thus
given full prcof of its intention to take account of the interests of the pecple
of the Territory. It would also be recalled that it had taken the initiative in
arranging for a resumption of negotiations in April 19€7. It could only regret
that continued negobtiations had been obstructed by the actions of others,
Furthermore, whatever the results of the referendum, the United Kingdom Government
st11l believed that there was a whole range of issues concerning Gibraltar that
could be explored in direct talks with the Spanish Government within the framework
of General Assembly resolution 2231 (xx1). It would be ready to take part in such
negotizticns, once the referendum had been held.

33. The representative of Spain said that General Assewbly resolution 2231 {(xx1),
taken in conjunction with resoclution 2070 (XX) and the Special Committee's
consensus of 16 October 1964, not only made it guite clear that Gibraltar should
be decolonized but also specified the manner in which the process should be
conducted.

3G9. The colonial situation in Gibraltar called for the application of General
Assembly resoluticn 151k (XV), az the United Nations hsd reguested. That resolution
contained a Declaration consisting of seven paragraphs, the first of which stated
that the subjection of peoples to allen subjugation was contrary to the United
Netione Charter. However, the United Kingdom and the petitioners appearing before
the Committee had said thst the inhabitants of Gibraltar were not subjugated by
the United Kingdom. The second paragraph set forth the principle that all pecples
had the right to self-determinaticn; however, neither the Special Committee nor

the Generzl Agsembly had specified that that prineiple should apply to the civilian

inhspitante of Gibraltar. Indeed, the 1964 consensus and General Assembly
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resclution 2231 (XXI) merely stated that Spain and the United Kingdom should bear
the interests of the inhabitants in mind. Paragraphs 3, L and 5 set forth principles
Por guaranteeing self-determination in cases to which paragraphs 1 and 2 applied.
Jonsequently, only paragraph 6, supplemented by paragraph 7, offered a soluticn

or the situation in Gibraltar. In connexion with paragraph 6, he would point out
snat the interpretation which the United Kingdom representative had vplaced on the
implications of the scope given to it by the Assembly wes not in keeping with the
facts, as the records of the debates would suffice to show.

40. Continued British presence on a portion of Spanish soll was tantamount to the
lismemberment of Spain's natiomal unity and territorial integrity. As long as such
lismemberment persisted, the colonial situation in Gibraltar would also persist,
whatever formula was used to disguise it,

k1. Although the United Naticns did not consider the civilian irhsbitants of
ibraltar to have the necessary gualifications for self-determination, it had laid
down one Important condition for the return of that Territory to Spein, namely,
that the interests of the inhabitants should be respected by both the United
Kingdom and Spain. That decision was gquite in keeping with the statement contained
in the report of the 1966 Special Committee on Principles of International Law
concerning Friendly Relations and Co-operation among States (A/EEBO, para. 502}.
L2, From the very outset, the Spanish Government had offered tc respect the
interests of the people of Gibraltar and had made a nuxber of suggestions to the
United Kingdom as to how those interests wight be safeguarded. The United Kingdom
Government had not stated what the interests of those inhsbitants would be unbil

14 June 1967, when 1t had indicated that it considered one of the interests of the
inhabitents of Gibraltar to be the right to take a decision regarding sovereignty
over a Territory which it occupied. That decision by the United Kingdom had
prompted Spain to request an opportunity to wmake a statement in the Special
Committee.

43, Vhen the negotiations recommended in General Assembly resolution 2070 (XX) had
Opened in London on 18 Mey 1966, his Government had proposed to the United Kingdom
that two agreements should bBe coneluded, cne governing the interests of the
lnhabitants of Gibraltar and the other safeguarding the United Kingdom's interests.

On the signing of those agreements, Genersl Assembly resolution 1514 (XV) would have
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become applicable, ending the dismemberment of his country's national unity and
territorial integrity. The five meetings which had ensued had been negotiations

in name only, and all the United Kingdom had done was to create obstacles to the
process of decolonizaticn, invoking legal and historiecal arguments and raising
mzrginal issues. It had adduced new colonial rights over Spanish territory even
more extensive than those conferred by the anachronistic Treaty of Utrecht, and 1%
had finally proposed that the Internmational Court of Justice should examine its
colonial rights over the Rock before the United Nations resolutions were implementec
During the Special Committee's consideration of the situation in Gibraltar i
November 19466, he had drawn attention to the United Kingdom's reluctance to
negotiate and to the fact that 1t had gone sc far as to claim sovereignty over a
part of Spanish territory adjacent to the Rock, thereby committing a new act of
aggression against Spaints territorial integrity.

L. The United Kingdom delegation had thereupon attempted to justify its proposal
to refer the matter to the International Court of Justice by presenting a long list
of accusations against Spain. Those accusations had already been advanced in 1965
as a prebext for refusing to negotiate, and again in 1966 to mask the United
Kingdom's unwillingness to negotiate. It had come as no surprise that they had
again been put forward during the present debate as an excuse for the United
Kingdom's decision to breek off the London negotiations on 13 April 1967.

5. His Govermment interpreted the Speciasl Committee!s resolution of

17 November 1966 as a clear indication that the United Nations felt that the
decolonization of Gibraltar should proceed through negetiatlons between Spain and
the United Kingdom, and not through recourse to the International Court of Justice.
His Government had therefore explained to the United Kingdom why the question could
not be submitted to the International Court and had proposed the immediate opening
of negotiations for the drafting of a statube to proteet the interests of the
inhabitants of Gibraltar. The statute was to have become a formal agreement betweer
the two countries, duly registered with the United Wations.

L&, Genersl Assenbly resolution 2231 (¥XI) had reguested the United Kingdom to
refrain from hindering the decclonization of Gibraltar, which should be undertaken
"in consultation with the Government of Spain" and by means of negotiations "taking

into accovnt the interests of the people of the Territory". The provisions of the
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resolution were identical to those of the Spanish Government?’s proposal to the
United Kingdom six deys earlier. By that stage, 1t had been clear that General
Agsembly resolution 151k (XV).provided the only means of solving the question of
Gibraltar, bearing in mind the interests of its inhabitants. The United Kingdem
had never told Spain what those interests were and had not allowed the
Gibraltarians themselves to do so.

W7. In 1963 and 1964, Mr. Hassan and Mr. Isola, petitioners from Gibraltar, had
requested the Special Committee to safeguard the inhebitants? right to self-~
determination; however, that right was %o be exercised exclusively in order to
perpetuate the colonial situation in the Territory which, as the petitioners had
admitted, did not affect them. It was not until 17 December 1966 that Mr. Hassan
had told the Fourth Committee what rights the inhabitants of Gibraltar wished to ses
protected. That had been the first indirect information regarding those rights
which bis Government had received. Mr. Hasean's statement (A/C.L/SR.1679) had
confirmed the existence of two types of interests in Gibraltar - those affecting
the Gibraltarians themselves, and those of the United Kingdom, which were best
described as limited sovereignty over a military fortress on Spanish seil. _On

18 May and 13 December 1966, his Government had proposed separate sclutions to the
problem of those different interests. If the United Kingdom had been ready to
comply with General Assembly resclution 2231_(XXI), 1t would have been easier to
solve the question of the purely Gibraltarian interests. At no time, however, had
the United Kingdom given any indication that it was ready to open a civilized
dlaslogue with Spain, as requested in the resoluticn. United Kingdom aircraft hed
continued to violate Spanish air space, and Spanish protests had been ignored,
Furthermore, on 5 January 1967, the United Kingdom had informed his Government that
1t had acquired the right to avail itself of Spanish air space in the area of the
Reck by virtue of its comstruction of s military airfield adjacent to Gibraltar.
The United Kingdom had already attempted to colonize another part of Spanish
territory on 12 July 1966, and its attempt to establish so-called rights in Spanish
2ir space, on behalf of military aireraft operating from the Gibraltar airfield,

had come sixteen days after the adoption of resclution 2231 (XXT).
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18, The United Kingdom's cleim end its endesvours to encroach on Spanish &ir
space had made i+ more urgent than ever that Spain shculd protect its air srace
against militery use by foreign countries, His Government had previously requested
wie establishment of a prohibited zone for air navigation in Spanish military air
space arcund the gtraits of Gibraltar. The United Kingdem's insistence on
maintaining its base in Gibraltar demonstrated the strategic importance of the
region, His coverrment had therefore approved & ministerial order egtablishing
the prohibited sir zone in Algeciras on 11 April 1967. The United Kingdom had
used the existence of the prchibited zone as & pretext for disrupting the London
negotiations, and the United Kingdom representative had attempted to show that the
prohibited zone was & further example of Spanish hostility which was allegedly
preventing negotiations, Such tactiecs were merely & repetition of those used in
1965 and 1966, when the United Kingdom had unsuccessfully attempted to persuade
ICAD to condemn the prohibited zone a8 illegal. By submitting the problem of &
prohibited zone to a technical organization concerned exclusively with civil
aviation, the United Kingdom had tried to disguise the exclusively military nature
of the airfield, which was registered as & military airfield with ICAQ. Moreover,
the permission of the Royal Air Force was necessary for overflights of the area.
g, The United Kingdon had subsequently rejected a Spanish proposal for the joint
rodernization of the Gibraltar airfield - despite the fact that it was situated
on territory usurped from Spain. By so dolng, the United Kingdom had sacrified
the civilian traffic through the airfield, which would have trought many
advantages to all parties concerned.

50. The’Middle Fast conflict had given clear proof of the need for Spain to
establish the prohibited zone. The policies of the United Kingdom and Spain in
regard to that conflict had been different, and if it had spread the possibility
of the military involvement of Gibraltar could not have been overlooked. The
pombing of Gibraltar during the Second World Wer had caused many victims in the
neighbouring Spanish city of Le Linea. 3o long as a military base outside its
control existed in Gibralter, the Spanish Government must emphasize that it did

not agree with the use made of that base,
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51, It was common knowledge that the United Kingdom had interrupted the
negotiations for the decclonization of Gibraltar and had decided to hold a
referendum in the Territory, without previcus consultations with Spain as reguired
in General Assembly resnlution 2231 (XXI). The referendum was to be held in
September 1967, and the United Kingdom had requested Spain and the United Nations
to send obhservers, The questions to be put to the Gibraltarians amounted simply
to asking them whether or not they wished fo continue their present colonial
status, The decision tc hold a referendum viclated not only the colenizl Treaty
of Utrecht but also the United Nations resolutions. It had been taken without
consulting the Spanish Government, as coperative paragraph 2 of resolution

2231 {XXI) required. The Spanish proposal that both countries should consult the
Gibraltarians regarding the interests they wished to see saleguarded had met
with no reply until 31 July 1967, although a Foreign Office spokesman had stated
on 5 July 1967 that the United Kingdom would proceed with the referendum as
planned. On 8 July the United Kingdom had indicated that it would not reply to
the Spanish proposal; on 31 July, nevertheless, the United Kingdom Government had
replied and had attempted to prove thet the referendum was not & viclation of
General Assembly resolutions 2070 (XX) and 2231 (¥XXI). The reply was the most
curious document yet received by Spain in connexion with the decolonization of
Gibraltar. It stated that Gibraltar could not be considered part of Spain until
the International Court of Justice so decided and that operative parsgrarh 6 of
the Declaration did not, therefore, apply Lo the colonial situation in Gibreltar.
It was clear, however, that the United Kingdom had taken a step greatly affecting
the decolonization of Gibraltar and directed more against Spain than towards
helping the Gibraltarians.

52, The referendum was tantamount to a defiance of the United Nations, whose
decisions were not only ignored by the United Kingdom but were alsc subjected

to the decisions of the irhabitants of Gibraltar after the referendum,

53. In April 1964, the United Kingdom had granted the British inhabitants a
constitution setting up a "government" by promoting the Mayor of Gibraltar to the
rank of Chief Minister. His delegation had dencunced that stratagem in documents
submitted to the Secretary-Genersl., The United Kingdom had thus attempted to

Create the impression that the principle of self-determination was being applied
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to Gibraltar, in the hope thet the Special Committee would not renew its
examination of the gquestlon. Although the adoption of resolution 2070 (XX} had
merked the failure of that attempt, the referendum which the United Kingdom wWas

now organizing was nothing more than the culmination of the 1964 manoeuvre. The
United Kingdom Government had published an Order in Council on 28 June in
corneyion with the peferendum, in which it was stated that the Order in Council was
to be construed as one with the Constitution set out in the Gibraltar Constitution
Order of 1964. That was an admissicn that the referendum was a part of the
Constitution of 1964, which had been designed to present the Special Committee with
a Tait accompli. His delegation was sure that the Committee wuuld not be deceived
by such shabby tactics. The sc-called United Kingdom policy of decolonization in
cibraltar was merely & series of mManosuUvVres designed solely to guarantee the
permanence of the United Kingdom's presence on the Rock. The United Kingdom was
attempting to obtain the United Natlons approval for its p011c1es, when it failed
to do so, it defied the Organlzatlon s decisions.

5k, The United Kingdom wes linking its own interests in the referendum with the
interests of the inhabitants of the Rock, by forcing the latter to defend the
United Kingdom's military interests at the entrance to the Mediterranean in order
to defend & particular way of 1life which they wished to preserve,

55, Petiticners from Gibraltar had expressed & desire that the militery base in
Gibraltar should continue, and the United Kingdom was. LOW attempting to have the
perpetuation_of that base requested by the majority of its subjects on the Rock.

1t was doing so because it had two specific polltlcal objectives in organizing

the referéndum: first, to defend its militery base, and, secondly, to convert its
dispute with Spain into a dispute between Spain and the irhabitants of Gibraliar.
In an attempt to defend ite base, and believing that Spein would agree to permanent
United Kingdom.soverelgnty, the United Kingdom had been fully prepared to abandon
the inhebitents. On 23 May 1966 the Foreign Secretary, speaking in the House of
Commons, had excluded the irhabitants of Gibraitar from the negotiations between

the United Kingdom and Spain, and on 12 July 1966 the United Kingdcom had proposed

to Spain the reduction of the so~called Gibraltar government to a municipality.
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sueh action would have been tantamount to abandoning the stratagems employed in
introducing the 196k Constitution, which the United Kingdom was rcw trying to
revive by means of the referendum, Moreover, when the Special Committee's
resolution of November 1966 had compietely ignored the inhabitants of Gibraltar,
the United Kingdom had not protested but had merely abstained from voting. Yet,
when Spain demended the decclonization of the Rock in accordance with United
Netions recommendations, the United Kingdom immediately invoked the interests of
the inhabitants. It was natural that it should do so, since the sovereignty
over the military base which the United Kingdom was now forcing the inhabitants
of Gibraltar to defend was an essential part of its interests. As recently as

25 July 1967, the United Kingdom Minister of Defence had told the House of
Commons that his Government intended to maintain its garriscn, the airport, the
shipyard and other installations in Gibraltar. The United Kingdom's prime
military objective could hardly have been better expressed. The second aim of
the referendur — that of setting the inhabitants of Gibraltar against Spain -
emerged clearly from a statement by the Foreign Secretary to the House of Commcns
on 23 May 1566 to the effect that the aim of the negotiations with Spain was not
the decolonization of Gibraltar, but rather the institubtion of civilized relations
between Spain and Gibraltar, The United Kingdom was, in fact, employing its
ancient tactiecs of "divide and rule”. As in many other parts of the world, the
United Kingdom was deliberately c¢reating a complicated and explosive situation on
the Rock, Its sole aim was to make sure that the dispute did not zppear for what
it was, namely, a colonial dispute between an cccupying Power and a partially
occupied country, but rather as a conllict between Spain and 25,000 peace-loving
reople who did not wish o be sbsorbed by Spain,

56. The referendum was based on the idea that the administering Power had
obligations only towards colonized pecple who were in the process of being
decolonized, In the eyes of the United Kingdeom, the colonized people were the
Britisgh inhabitants of the Rock, despite the fact that, in 1963, the latter had

themselves t0ld the Special committee that they were not the viectime of

colonization.,
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57. The United Kingdom wes attempting to persuade the United Nations and Spain
that the Gibraltarians, subjects of Her Majesty installed after the occupatbion,
should decide the future of the Territory. It was trying to prove that {those
subjects were the sole population of Gibraltar and the sole victims of the
Gibraltarian colonial cituation. According O that argument, Article 73 of the
United Nations Charter would take priority over Article 2.(h), to which parsgraph 6
of the Declaration on the Granting of Independence conformed . The interests of

the inhsbitants of Gibraltar, when bound up with the specifically military interests
of the United Kingdom, were tainted with colenialisa, and it was at that point that
they were guestioned by Spain.

58, When the Special Committee nad considered the question of Gibraltar 1in 196k,
it had been shown that the population established in Gibraltar after the British
occupation had been virtually prefabricated by the United Kingdom. It was therefore
important to know exactly who would be eligible to vote in the referendum. Of the
current population of approximately 2,500, some k4,000 were United Kingdom or
Commonwealth naticnals, ard approximately 2,000 were foreigners, mostly Spanish
citizens. Thus, there were approximately 18,500 "true" Gibraltarians, all of

whon were British subjects, entitled to vote in the referendum, & "true”
Gibraltarian, according to the Gibraltarian Status Ordinance of 1962, being &
person registered as a Gibraltarian. TOWevVer, only persons born in Gibraltar on

or before 30 June 1925, together with their wives and legitimate dependants, wers
eligible Tor ipelusion in the register. The 1625 date was gignificant, since the
first Indian child of parents who had settled in Gibralfar hed teen born after that
date; naturally, the United Kingdom authorities ned not wanted that child to enjoy
the same privileges as the other British subjects who had come to the Rock to take
the place of the expelled Spanish population. Turthermore, the same Ordinance
provided that the Governor in Council might order the deletion from the register
of any person if he was satisfied that such psrsof had, within ten years of heing
registered, shown himself by act or speech to be disloyal towards Her Britannic
Majesty. Although 13,572 persons had been eligible to vote in the election neld 12
Gibraltar in May 1967, almost one nalf had abstained, despite the fact that the

election had been vital for the future of the Rock. 1In the circumstances, the
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outcome of the referendum was already clear, and no useful purpose would be gerved
by sending either Spanish or United Nations observers merely to prove that a
population controlled by Lendeon voted as London had decided.

59. The persons inscribed in the register did not, however, constitute the entire
population of Gibraltar. Five thousand Spanish workers worked in Gibraltar but
were not permitted to live there. Many of them were the descendants of workersg
who had also worked in Gibraltar. However, they and their families, totalling
some 60,000 persons, would not be allowed to participate in the referendum, nor
would the descendants of the true Gibraltarians expelled in 1704 living in the
town of San Rogue or the neighbouring peoples of El Campce. As the Mayor of

San Rogue had stated in 1964, any decision which ignored the fact that the

Campo de Gibraltar was united geographically, demographically and econcmically
with the Rock would be nonsensical. In view of the composition of the electoral
roll, the United Kingdom could hardly invoke Article 73 of the Charter while
ignoring Article 2 (4) of the Charter and paragraph 6 of the Declaration.

60. Furthermore, many of those inscribed in the register had acquired a "pied rcir"
mentelity and had become agents, rather than vietims, of the colonial situation.

The Gibraltarian publication Vox had intimaeted that the result of the discussions

in the Special Committee on the guestion of Gibraltar was a foregone conclusion in
favour of Spain; it had stated that Gibraltar must never disappear intc "alien hands"
and had called on the United Kingdom to adopt a "tougher policy". That was hardly
the voice of a victimized people wishing to safeguard its interests.

£€1. In the circumstances, the United Kingdom's scle cobligation towards the
Gibraltarians was to facilitate free entry into the United Kingdom for those who
did not wish Gibraltar to be decolonized - an obligation which the United Kingdom
Government did not wish to assume. On the contrary, the United Kingdom immigration
laws refused entry to the British subjects it wished to waintain on the Rock. An
evasive reply had been given to a question asked in the House of Commons concerning
the establishment of an entry guota for Gibraltarians, and the Home Secretary had
clearly stated that Gibraltarians would not be allowed to enter the United Kingdom
without restriction., Therefore, if the decolonizaticon of Gibralter took place in
accordance with the foreseesble results of the referendum, it would be the first
time that the loyval subjects of an occupying Power had decided upon the destiny of
a colonial Territory - an arrangement which his Government expected that the United

Nations would reject.
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g2, Tortunately, soue Gibraltarians appeared to be more interested in preserving
the cultural, social, religicus endé economic identity of the inhsbitants of the
Rock than in defending the military interests of the United Kingdom. According o
o letter published in the Gibralfar post of 12-13 August, the local Press had

refused to publish a petition sent by a Gibraltarian to the United Kingdom
Government concerning the untimeliness of the referendumn. The tone of the letter
gave some indication of the coercion probably exercised not only on the writer but
on all Gibraltarians who felt that the best interests of Gibraltar would b€ served
by Spanish—British understanding. The petition, which had been printed DY vox in
its issue of 15 August 1567, had stated, inter alia, that no rational Gibraltarian
should be asked to accept elternative {a) of the referendum, since the proposals
did not set out terms of settlement which could be effectively accepted, and that,
with regard To alternative (b), the suggestion that a negotiated solution between
the United Kingdom and Spain would result in a severance of the links between
cibreltar and Britaln and the gbolition of democratic ipnatitutions in Gibralter
and would sbsolve Britein of its responsibilities was alarming, since Gibraltar
would have to look mostly to the United Kingdom, following a settlement, for
guarantess of the settlement and for its continued protection. The petition had
gone on toO express serious doubts concerning the extent to which the interests of
the Gibraltarians were veing advanced vY the refarendum, and had stated that

those interests lay in & negotiated aolution of existing differences - a solution
which appeared to be excluded hy the terms of the referendum as it spood. Tt had
concluded by reguesting the United Kingdcm government to recongider its decision
+to hold a‘referendum and by further requesting that, if the referendum rust be
held, it should be with the express approval of the United Nations and with the full
participation of Spain, which should bind itself to accept the result. If neither
of those alternatives were possible, it requested that the terms of the referendum
chould be redrafted to meet the cbjections expressed.

5. The Spanish government could not in all honesty ignore the terms of thatb
petition, and 1+ was ready to protect the religious, cultural, economic and
socciological identity of the inhsbitants of Gibraltar from all the conseguences

of decolonizaticn. with that end in view, the Spanish government had, in Mey 1966,

proposed To the United Kingdom the signing of ar sgreemant to protect the interests
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of all the inhabitants of Gibraltar, whether or not they were inscribed.in the
register. In December 1966, it had reiterated that proposal and explained the
need for establishing a statute for the inhabitants of Qibreltar. In July 1967,
in its meworandum commenting on the United Kingdom referendum, the Spahish
Government had proposed that the two countries should Jjointly consult the
Gibraltarians on the interests they wished protected after the decolonization of
Gibraltar. However, none of those proposals had been accepted, because they were
based on the fact that Gibraltariah interests were distinct from the British
interests involved. It was surely time to separate United Kingfom military and
imperialist interests in Gibraltar from the specific interests of the Gibraltarians
themselves. After that was done, Gibraltarian interests could be examined oy
Spain and the United Kingdom under the supervision of “he Hecretary-General and,
once defined and guasranteed, they would fall within the scope of paragraph & of
the Declaration. Needless to say, the United Kingdom referendum was not the most
appropriate wethod of discovering what those interests were. The Special Committee
and the General Assembly should therefore request it to refrain from holding the
referendum. There were, after all, many interests involved; some non-Gibrsltarian
residents wight well feel that they would wish to leave Gibraltar after
decclonization, and Spain would e willing to examine their cases individually and
to provide economic and other assistance if necessary. In addition, many British
subjects, whether on the register or nct, might not wish to remain in a Territory
ho longer under British sovereignty, and in that respect the United Kingdom
Government had an obligation to allow them free entry to the United Kingdom. The
interésts of all who wished to remain on the Rock would be fully protected under

the statute proposed by Spain.
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€L, The representative of Venezuela recalled that his delegation had stated its
vievys on the question of Gibraltar on many occasions in the Sepcial Committee and
the General Assembly. It considered that the problem was one to which General
Assembly resolution 1514 (XV), and particularly paragraph 6 of the Declaration, was
applicable. Basing itself on that paragraph, the General Assembly had decided that
the most effective way of solving the problem was to invite the parties concerned
to negotiate - a decision confirmed in its resolutions 2070 (XX) and 2231 (XXI).

If the colonial problem of Gibraltar had not fallen within the scope of paragraph 6
the United Natioms itself would have had the responsibility of supervising the
Territory's evolution towards self-determination. It was precigely because the
problem affected the territorial integrity of a Member State that the General
Assembly had asked the parties to negotiabte, thus achieving the decoclonization of
Gibraltar through the recognition by the United Kingdom of Spain's rightful
sovereignty over the Territory.

65. History offered many examples of the kind of territorial ambitions which had
brought about the situation in Gibraltar. Paragraph 6 of the Declaration provided
a safeguard for ccountries which were unsble to defend their rights or had had to
acquiesce in the amnexatlon of a part of their territeory. When that paragraph had
been adopted, the sponsors had made it clear that it meant that the principle of
self~-determination could never affect the right of any State to territorial
integrity. It bhad also been pointed ocut that many territorial disputes could nct
be resclved thrcugh the application of the principle of self-determination because
an equally important principle - that of the territorial integrity of a country -
would then be viclated. The referendum which the United Kingdom planned to hold
in Gibraltar contravened paragraph 6 of the Declaration, and aléo the provisions
of the Charter guasranteeing the territorial integrity of Member States. The words
"the interests of the peopie of the Territory” in General Assembly resolution

2231 (XXI) were meant to indicate that the solution to the problem of Gibraltar
could not be subject to the wishes of the population, because & colonial situation

of the kind existing in Gibraltar affected the territorial integrity of a State.

The principle of self-determination could not be used %o set the seal of approval
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on the plundering and injustices of the past. The Bpecial Committee would be
acting coutrary fo the interests of the international community if it allowed that
principle to be used to perpetuate a colonial situation so gravely affecting
Spanish territorial integrity. The decclonizing activities of the United Nationsg
were guided by two basic principles: the defence of the inalienable right of peoples
to freedom, self-determination and’ independence, and defence of the equally
essential right of States to claim territories seizs=d from them by force.

66. It was surprising and paradecxical that, while the United Kingdom was planning
a referendum in Gibraltar, it was persisting in its refusal to hold one in the six
Caribbean Territories, whose peoples' right to self-determination did not affect
the territorial integrity of any country. The referendun could never affect the
General Assembly's definition of the problem of Gibraltar; its only possible purpose
was to grant the population of Gibraltar the right to perpetuate a colonial
situation which violated Spain's territorial integrity. The Spanish CGovernment
agreed that the inmterests of the people of Gibraltar must be adequately safeguarded
in the decclonization of the Territory and had proposed the drafting of & special
statute guaranteeing those interests.

67. The representative of Irag said that his delegation had welcomed the Special
Committee's decision to give the guestion of Gibraltar the pricrity it deserved.
The statements made by the representatives of the United Kingdom and Spain, and a
etudy of the relevant General Assembly resolutions, showed the urgency and
importance of that question, and the United Kingdom's reguest that detailed
discussion of it should be postponed until after the referendum had been held

could not, therefore, be ertertained. If the Special Committee did not examine all
pertinent information before the referendum wes held, it would be helping the
United Kingdom to disregard the role of the United Wations and frustrate the hopes
of both colonial and Treedom-loving pecples.

68. He agreed with the views expressed by the representative of Spain at the
Previous meeting in challenging the validity of the referendum, which violated

the provisions of the Genersl Assembly's resnlutions and was based on a unilateral

decision by the administering Fower. Spain was right not to recognize the resulis
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of the referendvm, and the presence of a United Nations observer would be rointless
if the referendum was conducted in the manner propesed. Furthermore, the
administering Power had not recognized the fact that the relevant resolutions
required consultations between it and the Spanish Government. The guestiocns to

be put to the voters were unacceptable, in that they neglected the decisions of
the United Mations and were tantamount to asking the voters to decide Gibralter's
constitutional future.

69, The administering Power had a duty to do its utmost to liquidate its powers
in Gibraiter; to that end, it should be dismantling its military, naval and air
base, instead of planning unilaterally to hold a referendum. The base was & reai
threat to Spanish scvereignty, to international peace and to neighbouring
countries. It wae easy to understand what the United Kingdom hoped to gain from
the referendum, the results of which were a foregone conclusion, since the decision
o hold it, the date, the type and mumber of voters eligible to participate and
the issues to be voted upon had all been decided unilaterally without comsultation
with Spain. All that was needed to meke the referendum appear legitimate and
anthentic was the presence of a United Nations cbserver, but to gend cone would be
an act of capitulation to the administering Power and an endcrsement of its
defiance of the United Natlons.

70. His Covermment had placed high hopes in the negotiations between the Two
countries. The Spanish Government's willingness to Implement (General Assembly
resclutions 1514 (XV) end 2231 (XXI) in good faith had been made crystal clear in
documents and statements to the Committee. Spain's rnumerous practical suggestions
had beenlmet by the evasive strategems of the administering Fower. The referendom
was a transparent manceuvre threatening the whole future of the area. The United
@irngdom's insistence on implementing similar illegal plans in other parts of the
world, in defiance of United Wations decisions, had not ended in the victories
which it had expected. He therefore hoped that the United Kingdom vould reconside
its dscision and negotiate an sgreement with Spain, thus proving to the world that
it gemuinely wished to assist in the liberation of all colonial peoples and areas
in co-operation with the United Nations.

71l. His delegation wished To stress thet it considered General Assembly resclutio

151L (XV) in its entizety to anply to Gibraltar, the future or which was governed

by paragraph 6 of the Declaration.
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72. The representative of Chile said the statements made by the representatives of
the United Kingdom and Spain showed clearly that General Assembly resclution

231 (XXI) was not at present being implemented. Since the adoption of that
resolution, no progress had been made in the process of decolonization in Gibraltar
and negotiations had not been continued. That was a2 matter for serlous conceri.
Furthermore, the forthcoming referendum did not comply with the terms of United
Nations resolutions gince the only alternatives offered to the population of
Gibraltar were acceptance of the proposals of the Spanish Government as a rasis
for agreement, Or a continuation of the present colonial status under the United
Kingdom. In the consensus adopted at the Special committee's 291st meeting in
October 1964 (4/580C/Rev.l, chapter X, paragraph 209), the United Kingdom and
Spain had been ipvited to begin talks in order to reach a negotiated sclution in
conformity with the provisious of Gemeral Assenbly resclution 1514 {xv), besring
in mind the opinions expressed in the Special Committee and the interests of the
people of the Territory. Resclution 2070 (¥XX) had invited the two Governments %0
begin the talks without delay and resolution 22%1 (¥X1) had reaffirmed resolution
2070 (XX) and the consensus Of October 196k

7%. From the decisions of the General Assembly, 1t vas clegr, Tirst, that
Gibraltar was & colonial Territory to which resolution 1514 (XV) was fully
applicable; and secondly, that a certain territorial claim existed and that
operative paragraph 6 of resclution 1514 (#v) should be taken into account. None
of those decisions had celled for the speedy recognition 0f the principle of gelf-
determination in respect of the population of Gibraltar, despite the fact that that
a5 one of the basic principles proclaimed in resolution is1l (¥Xv). The reszson
for that was clear: the Genersl Assembly was avare thet self-detercination could,
in the cage of Gibraltar, lead to the disruption of pnational unity and territorial
integrity. Furthermore, the inhabitants were not like other peoples subject to
the colonial yoke, to whom the United Nations gave the choice of freedom. Ihe
General Assembly had therxefore called for negotiaticns betueen the two parties 1o
the dispute, taking into sccount the interests of +the pecple, rather then for a
referendum to determine thelr wisnes.

s Regrettably, howevar, negotictions had not taken place and the Tnited Kingdom
had decided unilaterally to hold a referendun which had so many limitations that

its va1iaj 4. Cn . . . : o
8 validity could herdly be apheld, even LI the United Netlons had celled for iT.
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The United Kingdom had arbitrarily decided who should vote, since the voting
register was subject to the will of the government. For various obscure reasons,
come of those who had been born and now resided in the Territory, as well as the
Spanish workers who had to leave the Territory before nightfall, would not be
aliowed to vote. Moreover, of the alternatives offered in the referendum, one
was based on preliminary considerations which should have preceded negotiations,
and the other amounted to a maintenance of the status guo. The referendum was
therefore contrary to the letter and spirit of the General Assembly resolutions
and the 1964 consensus of the Special Commititee. It was important that
negotiations should be held between the Governments of the United Kingdem and
Spein with a view to the full implementation of resolution 151k (XV), taking into
aceount the interests of the people of the Territory, and his delegation would
support any proposal reaffirming that opinion.

75. The representative of Syria said that resolution 2231 (XXI) reaffirmed that
Gibraltar was a colonial Territory, to which resolution 1514 (XV) was fully
applicable and that the process of decclonization should be expedited. The
liguidation of the colonial presence in Gilbraltar was essentiai in the interests
of international pesce and security, since it was used by the colonial Power
mainly a&s a military base and posed a permanent threat to the independence and
integrity of the developing nations of Asia and Afrieca zc well gs to their
sovereignty over their natural resources. Jecondly, gsince the Territory belonged
historically and geographically to a sovereign State from which it had Teen
severed by conquest, the administering Power and the original owner of the
Territory .had been called upon to conduct negotiations concerning the process of
decolonization, taking into account the interests of the people of the Territory.
76, The United Kingdom had clearly been determined in advance to break off the
negotiations and to ignore the provisions oOFf resolution 2231 (XXI), yet 1t had
claimed that its attitude had been precipitated by Spain's harassment of its Air
Force. No United Nations resolution, nor any rule of international law compelled
Spain to give up its sovereignty over its air space, especially when foreign air
activities were admitted to be of a militsry nature. The fact that Spain had
granted permission for such activities in the past did not mean that it had

permanently abandoned its sovereign rights., The United Kingdom's argument was
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jrrelevant and its intimidation of the Spanish population in the vicinity of the
rrontier, together with its attempts to link Spaints protests to the guestion of
decolonization were no indication of its good faith.

77. The administering Power had then unilaterslly announced the holding of a
referendum, thus arrogating to itself a power not conferred upon it by the United
Nations resolutions concerning Gibraltar, which had called for negotiations rather
than a referendum. The people were to be offered a choice of allowing the United
Kingdom to retain its present responsibilities, which appeared to indicate a new
phase of colonization rather than decolonization, or of passing under Spanish
sovereignty. The Territory was, however, fundamentally Spanish and Spanish
sovereignty had only been suspended as a result of force; force could not
eliminate sovereignty, if international relations were to be guided by the

United Nations Charter

78. The United Kingdom claimed that it cared for the interests of the population,
yet it wished to perpetuate its conguest and retain Gibraltar as a military base
for the purposes of colenial expansionism and imperiaiist deomination, using the
innocent inhabitants as manpower.  The Government of Spain, on the other hand,
pledged to respect the individual rights of the iphabitants, their freedom of
religion, the freedom of their Press, their security of domicile and of
employment, &8 well as to preserve their municipal institutions and +c allow them
to retain their British nationality.

79. The representative of the United Kingdom had claimed at the previcus meeting
that the fSpecial Committee had been aware of the steps it had taken.and had
referred to the communicetion from his delegetion to the Secretary-General
reprojuced in paragraphs 15 and 16 of the Secretary-Genersl's report (see annex I).
That wes not, however, the proper way to ccnsult the Special Committee. The
referendum wes, in fact, an ultimatum. Tn essence, the Urnited Kingdom had
announced thet it had decided to hoid a referendum, the results of which were a
feregone conclusion because of the way in which it bad been organized, and that
its decision admitted of no appeal.

do. Perhaps the administering Power could explain why the electoral register of
Gibraltar had been closed to all those born after 20 June 1925 =nd why ‘the
Governor-in-Council had been esmpowered 0 delete from the register the names of

those who had proved by =zct or speech to pe disloyal to the Queern, S50 that cut

/...




O T AL 2

RO S

R LR

A/ATO0/AdE. 9
English
Page 32

of a total population of 25,000 cor more only some 13,0G0 would be consulted as to
the future of the Territery. He wondered whether the Gibraltarians of Pakistani
or Indian origin would be eligible to vote, and why the 5,000 Spanish workers who
contributed daily to the econowmy of Gibraltar were denied any right of residence,
and consequently of the vote. The representative of the United Kingdom accused
Spain of prejudging the referendum, yet he himself had done that when he had
scserted that the Gibraltarians did not wish to come under a Spanish régime.

Tf he was sure of that, then the referendunm was merely a formula to legalize the
unlewful occupation.

81. The United Kingdom representative had stated that his Government was ready
to negotiate with Spain after the results of the referendum were known. Since,
however, the referendum involved a decision on sovereignty, which was Spain's
major interest, there would be ncthing left to be negotlated if the resuits of the
referendum were favourable to the United Kingdom, as the United Kingdom
representative expected. In the interests of the inhabltants of the Territory,
and ir the interests of Spain, justice should be done.

82. The representative of the United Kingdom, speaking in exercise of the right

of reply, said that it haed emerged very clearly from the statements of the Spanish
and cther representatives that Spain's entire case rested on the central assumption
that Spain had a right to gibraltar. It was argued that, because of that righv,
the present status of the Territory was an infringement of Spanish territorial
integrity and that, as a result, article 2 (L) of the Charter and operative
paragraph 6 of resoluticn 1514 (XV) were applicable. The great flaw in that
argument was that Spain had no right to Gibraltar at all. Only if the United
Kingdom were TC relinguish scvereignty over Ggibraltar to & third party would
Spain heve any such right. The relinguishment of sovereignty could not arise

from the actual holding of a referendumn.

8%. ¢Spain had no right £o (ibraltar - no legal right, no political right, and no
right in cultural, economic, sorial or humen terms. The Territory did not belong
tc Spain and had not belonged to Spaln for more than two and a half centuries.
Gibraeltar was British; before that it nad been Spanish and before that Arab
territory - as its very name showed. It had been British for longer than it had

been Spanish and the United Kingdom's possession of it was not an infringemsnt
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of Spanish territorial integrity; still less was it a threat to that country's
Political independence. Spain's whole cage rested on a single spuricus claim

and if it was contended that the situation in Gibraltar conflicted with Spanish
territorial integrity it was for Spain to explain its refusal to submit the
question to the International Court of Justice.

gh. A whole edifice of argament had been constructed on the ¢laim that operative
paragraph 6 of resolution 1514 (Xv) was enshrined in resolution 2231 (XXI). Tt
was true that resolution 1514 (XV) was recalled in thet resolution, but there was
no reference to operative paragraph & of it. The consensus of the Speclal
committee adopted on 16 October 196l affirmed that the provisions of the
Declaration were fully applicable to the Territory. Yet, there was no prejudgement
ard no singling-out of one facet of the resolution to the total exclusion of others,
Tndeed, scrupulous care had been taken in framing the resolutions and the 1964
consensus to avoid making prior judgements., If any such judgement had been made,
it had been to acknowledge Gibraltar!s status as a Non-Self-Governing Territory,
which was clearly incompatible with Spain's assertion that Gibraltar was part of
Spain's netural territory, illegally occupled by the United Kingdom.

85. fThere was no mystery in the fact that the Gibraltarian Status Ordinance setg
July 1925 as the deadline for birth in the coleny as a gualification for
Gibraltarian status. There was no justification for the unworthy insimuaticn which
the representative of Spain had sought to make in thet connexion. The Ordinarce
had been passed oniy five years earlier and had been intended to revise an Order
in Council, much of which hed been in force since 1885, When the Ordinance had
been enacted, the opportunity had been taken to advance the qualifying'date of
Gibraltarian status by a convenient period, pamely a guarter of a century, from
1900 to 1925. The intended effect had simply been to extend Gibraltarian status
to various people, irrespective of their origin, who kad settled in Gibraitar and
made it their home since 1GC0 and before 1925.

86. s to the Spanish representative®s suggestion that there was something
sinister in the Governor's powers under the Ordinance, those powers were precisely
paraliel to those in the United Kingdom whereby the Government was ernabled to
tonfer British neticnelity by means of naturalizetion and even, ir certain

tircumstances, to revoke such naturalizaticn. There was nothing unusual about
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such a provision. In actual fact, thet power under the Gibraltarian Status
Crdinance had never so far been used.

87. As to the suggestion that, because the 1967 Order in Council providing for
the referendum comtained a general reference to the 1564 Gibraltar Constitution,
the referendum was in some way part of that Comstitution, it was readily apparent
that the connexion was solely on a plane of technical and verbal interpretation.
The referendum was quite distinct in its provisions from the Constitution.

88. It was very clear from Chapter XI of the Charter and from the relevant United
Netions resciutions that it was the interests of the inhabitants of the Neon-Self-
Governing Territory of Gibraltar which mattéred. The Special Committee’s
consensus on 16 October 1964 referred expressly to "the interests of the
population of the Territory". Spanish citizens who worked in Gibraltar by day but
slept in Spain at night were not inhabitants of @Gibraltar and not, by any normal
definition, part of its population. To allow them to vote in the referendum would
accord neither with the Charter nor with the relevant United Nations resolutions.
The existing regulations provided that persons of both United Kingdom and Spanish
origin Would be excluded from the referendum. The omission of the United Kingdon
personnel in Gibraltar, civilian and military, helped to account for the gap, to
which the Syrian representative had -drawn attention, between the figure of 25,000
and the figure of some 13,000 who wers expected actually to be eligible tc wvete.
Moreover, the figure of 25,000 included minors and children. He wondered whether
those arguing that Spanish daily workers in Gibraltar should be allowed to vote
would also advocate that United Kingdom residents there should be allowed to vote
in a referendum to decide how the inhabitants of the Territory viewed theilr
interests. Obviously, the prcper and right course was to confine the vote to the
tyrue inhabitants of Gibraltar, which was precisely what had been done.

89. The allegation that the referendum conflicted with the Urited Nations
resolutions was alsc unjustified. The mere fazet that the resolutions did ot
specifically require a referendum did net mean that the referendum wes contrary
to them. ZIndeed, resclution 22351 (XXI) expressly required Spain and the United
Kingdom to take account of the interests of the Gibraltariesns. The sole purpose

of the referendum wag to give such people an opportunity to express their views.

His Government had sought to conduct the referendum in co-operation with Spain,
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put the latter had refussd. There would be impartial Commonwealth cbservers and
the United Kingdom would welcome a United ﬁations observer. The referendum was
nothing more or less than a congultation of the Gibraltarian people, by democratic
means, about their own view of their own interests - a matter on which clear and
definite evidence was obviously needed if the requirements of the General Assembly
resolutions in 1966 were to be met. The United Kingdom, as the acknowledged
administering Power of an acknowledged colonial Territory, was holding a formal
and democratic consultation of the peoples of that Territory, precisely in the
manner so often advocated in the Special Committee.

90. The representative of Spain observed that the fact that Gibraltar still bore
the imprint of 1ts Arab past in its name was no justification for the United
Kingdom's agsertion that it did not belong to Spain. The names of many Spanish
cities were the precious inheritance of a gloricus Arsb past hose treasures Spain
preserved with pride. The United Kingdom might equally well suggest the return of
Guadalajara or any other Spanish city to the Arabs. The United Kingdcm's
contention that Gibraltar had belonged to Spain for only two and & half centuries
was surprising. The Hispanic nation had begun to take shape at the time of the
Greek, Phoenician, Carthaginian and Roman settlements. It had grown sccustomed

to occupations and when the Arabs had arrived they had been welcomed. They had
merged with the Spaniards to creste a race which, to the benefit of mankind and
history, had settled in Spain and spread to the Americas.

9l. The shameful and deploreble history of Gibraltar showed how, in 17Ch, the
United Kingdcm had treacherously taken advantage of Spain's weakness to impose the
Treaty of Utrecht. WNevertheless, the concessions under that Treaty had been
limited by a series of conditions: there was to be no open communication by land
and there would be no exbension across the Territory; all that had been ceded was
a military fortress. No jurisdiction had been invelved. Yet, the first act of
the United Kingdom on occupying the Territory had been to seize the Rock and then
to expel the Spanish inhabitants. Although another population had started to take
shape on the Roclk, it had never been sufficlent to satisty the needs of the United
Kingdem's military base. From the seventeenth century to the present day, the
Spenigh population, which still had to go to the Rock to earn its dailly bread and

t0 maintain the ties with the town which his country still considered Spanish; had
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not been allowed to sleep in the ecity and re-establish its roobs on the Rock. In
1830, the United Kingdom had declsred Gibraltar a Crown Colony and a gradusal
invasion of the surrounding area had taken place until, in 1509, the first wall of
shame in Furope had been built. A municipal council had been established in 1923
and in 1946, before Spain had joined the United Nations, the United Kingdom had
sterted 1o submit information on the Territory, possibly as security for its own
rights. If those rights had been truly legal, the United Kingdom would have
overlocked Article T3 of the Charter, omitting Gibraltar from the list of Non-Self-
Governing Territories in its possession. When Spain had peen admitied to the
United Nations on 14 December 1955, it had expressed reservations regarding the
submission of that information. Tt should not be forgotten that Gibraltar was not
a Territory but a Rock, the mountain of Djebel Tarik, the Rock of Gibraltar.

g2, The United Kingdom representative had tried to show that operative paragraph €
of resolution 151k (XV) contained the principle of the maintenance of territorial
integrity. That principle had been clearly defined to mean that no country
whatever could be dismembered; it did not apply exclusively tc countries which
were still colonial possessions. 1In 196%, when the Special Committee had been
debating whether Gibraltar should be included in its agenda, the United Kingdom
had, immediately requested that the Committee declare itself incompetent te deal
with the guestion on the grounds that it was a matter in which the United Kingdom
was sovereign. The United Kingdom had become & victim of its own actionms. It had
claimed that, by virtue of the Treaty of Utrecht, it was sovereign over the
Territory vkereas, in 1830 it had declared i%t a Crown Colony and in 1945 had state
that it was & Non-Self-Governing Territory. The aim of that skilful manoeuvring
wag to ensure a solution favourable to the United Kingdom's own interests.

95, When, in 1963, the Special Committee, through lack of time, referred the
guestion to the General Assembly, the United Kingdom had informed the petitioners
from Gibralter who were then present that the gpecial Committee had decided not

to take a decision on the metter. That had been a further manceuvre by the

United Kingdom to ensure that the pecple of Gibraltar would not be surprised to
learn that the guestion was to be taken up again in 1964, The Committee had
adopted & consensus in 1964 to the effect that a dispute existed, that Gibraltar

was a colonial Territory and that it should be decolonized through negotiations,
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th due regard for the interests of 1ts population. Tn April 1g6k, vefore the
jnsensus had bean adopted, the United Kingdom had announced its intention of
aming & chief Minister, who was also the President of the Agsembly and the Mayor.
he Committee, however, had reached 1ts consensus despite the facts placed before
£ by the United Kingdom. The adoption of General Assembly resolution 2070 (xx)
n 1665 had been followed in 1966 by the adoption of resolution 2231 (XXI). It
as curious that the United Kingdom should now contend that it had an absolute
sight over ¢ibraltar, that Cibraltar was not part of Spain, and that Spain had no
rights whatbsoever in that connexion. Tt was the United Kingdom which decided who
should have the right to vote and argued that the provisions of the law in
tibraltar were jdentical with those in the United Kingdom. put vhereas the United
Kingdom was not a colony. Gibraltar was apd the circumstances Were therefore not
the same. Chapter 218 of the Gibraltarian Status Crdinence stated that the
Governcr in council might, in his absolute discretion, order that the Registrar
chould delete from the Register the name of any person who nad been registered by
virtue of an order made by the Governor in Council if the Governor in Councll wes
satisfied that such a perscn had, within ten years of being so registered, showed
himself by act or speech to be disloyel or disaffected towards Her Majesty. That
showed how the Governor of Gibreltar, subject absolutely to his ouwn diseretion,
coutd do whatever he wished with the Reglster.

oh., The representative of *he Union of Soviet Socialist Republics gaid he would

like to knov vhether, &s reports in the Press indicated, the Government of Spain
would be prepared to settle the question of Gibralitar on the following basis:
fhe United Kingdom would recognize Spanish sovereignty over Gibraltar and Spain
would agree o the presence of a British base on Gibraltar.

%5. The representative of the United Kingdom said that the logical consequence of

the Spanish representaiive's accertion that Gibraltar wes not a Territory but a
Rock was thet General Assenmbly resolution 1514 (XV) could not be applicable to it -
something which revealed the inherent contradiction in the Spanish pcsitiocn.

86. The proposals to ~hich the Scviet Union representative had referred had been
made on 15 lay 1966 by'the,Spanish Government, and constituted the first of the

two alternatives to be out before the inhabiftants of Gibraltar in the referenduln.



A/6700/A44. 9
English
Page 38

g7. The representative of éEEEE recalled that Spain had become a Member of the
United Nations in 1955, some ten years after the United Kingdom had declared
Gibralter to ke a Non-Self-Governing Territory, and had only been able to express
its reservations since that time. When, in 1963, the Special Committee had taken
up the question of Gibraltar and the United Kingdom representative had invcked

the Treaty of Utrecht, the Spanish delegation had merely observed that 1t wished
the reversion clause in that Treaty to be borne in mind, and careful account to

be taken of operative paragraph 6 of General Assembly resolution 151k (XV).

98. He reminded the Soviet Union representative that a copy of the Spanish Red
Book had been transmitted to the Soviet Union delegatioa, including the proposals
made by Spain on 18 May 1966.

9%. There were two elements at stake in Gibraltar: first, the interest of the
inhabitants themselves, and secondly, the military interests of the United Kingdom.
His delegation had expressed its surprise in the First Committee of the General
Assembly at its twenty-first sesgsion that the Soviet Union proposal relating to the
elimination of foreign military bases had not referred to bases in Europe. _Spain
had then raised the specific case of CGibraltar. It had even stated thet it was
prepared to have the base in Gibrzltar dismantled; since, however, the offer his
Government had made to the United Kingdom had been turned down, it was ready to
ghide by any decision the United Nations might teke.

100. The representative of the Unicn of Soviet Soeialist Republics observed that t!

gpanish Red Book contained information only up to 1965 and that the proposals he he
referred to had been made in 1666,

101. The, representative of Spain said that the proposals made by the Spanish
government on 18 May 1966 had been described in the 1671st meeting of the Fourth
Commitiee of the General Assembly atb its twenty-first session (A/C.L/SR.16TL).

102. The representative of the Syrian Arab Republic said he was somewhat bewildere:

by the statement of the United Kingdcom representative to the effect that Gibraltar
was British and could be nothing else, and that Spain had no right whatsoever to

+he Territory. If that was sC, logically there would be ne need for a referendumn
nor for Spain to be a party to any negotiations. Furthermore, +he United Kingdom

had stated that it wished toc assess where the interests of the population lay;

however, United Natlons resolutions called not for an sssessment of those interest
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but for their protection; he would like to know whether the United Kingdom, like
the Government of Spain, had pledged to respect those interests.

105. The representative of the United Kingdom said that, while his delegation

considered that Spain had no rights with regard to Gibraltar, that did not exclude
recognition of the fact that there were legitimate Spanish interests in Gibraltar
and that within the framework of United Naticns resolutions a dispute existed and

negotiations were necessary.
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IV. ACTION TAXEN BY THE SPECTAL COMMITTEE
10k, At its 5L6th meeting, the Special Committee had before it a draft resolution

sponsored by the United Kingdom (4/AC.109/L.423). This draft resolution,

after recalling the request contsined in General Assembly resolution 2231 (XXI)

to take into aecount the interests of the people of the Territory and ncting
the declared intention of the administering Power to consult the people of
the Territory about their views of where their Interests lay by means of s
referendun to be held on 10 Seplember 1967 as well as noting the statement
by the administering Power that in accordance with the requirements of
General Assembly resclution 2231 (¥XI) it intended to meke a full report to
the Special Committee following the referendum, would have the Special
Committee decide to resume discussion of the guestion of Gibraltar as soon
as the full report of the sdministering Power was received.

105. At its 5L6th meeting, the Special Committee also had before it a draft
resolution co-sponsored by Chile, Irag and Uruguey (&/AC.109/L.L2L) which

inter slia would have the Special Committee declsre that the holding by the
administering Power of the envisaged referendum would contradict the
provisions of General Assembly resclution 2231 (¥HI) and would constitute
an attempt to ignore the principle cf nationzl unity and territorial
integrity embodied in paragraph 6 and the final part of pavagraph T of
resclution 1514 (XV). A4t the SLBth meeting, a revised text of the draft
resolution was submitted tc the Special Committee, finally co-sponsored by

Chile, Iraq, Syria and Uruguay (4/AC.109/L.424/Rev.l and Add.l), the main change

being that the second part of the above-menticned operative paragraph concerning

national unity and territorial integrity would appear separately in revised

form as a preambular paragraph.
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106. The representative of Irag, introducing the original resolution co-sponsored

by Chile, Irag and Urugusy (A/AC.109/L.L42L), =aid it was not too late for

the administering Power to come to grips with the realities of the situation

and to realize that no practical benefits were tc be expected from the

execution of the unilaterally arranged referendum in Gibraltar, for it

would be contrary to the very spirit of the United Nations Charter and

the relevent United Nations resclutions. The three-Power drafi recsolution

contained all the necessary elements for s peaceful and legally sound

solution to the problem, through the process of negotiations and discussions

that was so strongly supported by an impressive majority of the General

Assembly a few months before.

107. The reprecentative of Uruguay seid that the critical issue before the

Special Committee was the referendum, which had been decided upon by the

United Kingdom unilaterally and which represented a direct departure from

the system of bilateral negotiztions called for in General Assenbly

resclution 2231 (XXI).

108. Turning firstly to the implications of the referendum with respect to the

Utrecht Treaty, he recailed Professor Oppenheim's dictum that conquest consisted

in tsking possession of enemy territory by military forece in time of war snd was

only a method of acqguiring territory, when the coiquercr, after having firmly

consolidated the conquest, formelly annexed the territory. On the basis of that

statement, the 170k cccupation did not give the United Kingdom any rights over

Gibraltar because: (z) Spain was not then in a state of war with Grest Britain

and Gibraltar was not an enemy territory; (b) the occupation of Gibraltar, far frcm
st

having the character of a milits conguest in time of war, wag limited to 5 mere
i 7
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foreign violation of Spanish sovereignty; (e¢) there had been no intention of
conquest on the part of Britain; (d) Admiral Rooke had acted on his own and taken
possession of Gibraltar on behalf of Queen Anne; (e) Spzin had reacted immediately
by claiming its sovereignty over Gibraltar: (f) after having sought to recapture
Gibraltar by force in 170k, 1727, 1779 and 1783, Spain had continued to maintain ity
claim, using the peaceful means of diplowacy and finally resorting to the United
Nations; (g) Britain had never executed a formal act of annexation.

109. According to the British Encyclopedia of Adam and Charles Black, the )
conquerors of Gibraltar had defended the interests of Charles, Archduke of Austria,
later Charles IIT, but even though on 24 July 1704 his sovereignty had been
DProclaimed over the Rock, Admiral Rooke, under his own responsibility, had given
the order to ralse the British flag. In other words, Great Britain, which was not
at war with Spain and which intervened only to defend the rights of the pretender
to the 3panish throne, had become the owner of the Rock which had. been conguered on
behalf of Archduke Charles.

110. Such was the title which appeared nine years later in the Tresty of Utrecht.
Spaln, wvanquished and powerless, felt obliged to sign an instrument whereby it
vielded, to the Crown of Grest Britain, the city, the castle, the port and the
fortress of Glbraltar. Despite that territorial segregation, conditions and
limitations were established in the Treasty of Utrecht which seripusly undermined
the present claims of the United Kingdom. For example, in article X of the Treaty,
the King of Spain maintained that the properties had been yielded to Great Britain
without any territorisl jurisdiction and without any open commnication by land
with theesurrounding country. That article also stated that, if at any time the
Crown of Gregt Britain deemed it appropriate to dispose of the property, the Crown
of Spain would have the first choice to redeem the Rock of Gibraltar. Therefore,
agsuming that the Treaty of Utrecht could be applicable in the light of modern
international law, the United Kingdom could not unilaterally change the status of
Glbraltar. By doing so, it would be violating article X of the Treaty.

/e
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111. However, the Treaty of Utrecht was obsolete and completely at variance with
modern international law. It dated back to the time when legal instruments were
drafted in an atmosphere of prejudice and rancour and when armed battles were
used a8 legitimate instruments in relations among States. As Professor Oppenheim
had stated, the International situation hag undergone major change because of the
Covenant of the ILeague of Nations and the United Naticns Charter. To the extent
that those instruments proscribed war, Professor Oppenhein had continued, they
also invalidated the conquest of a State which, running counter to its. obligations,
had reccourse to war. Professor Oppenheinm's view was confirmed by another
Cambridge professor, Sir Hersch Lauterpacht; & member of the International Court
of Justice, who had stated that, since in contemporary international law war was
forbidden, the results of an illegal action, such as a treaty imposed as a result
of the viclation of international law, could not bhe valid,

112, It was therefore obvious *hat title to Gibraltar in favour of the territorial
disiweriberment of Spain could not be invoked on the basis of the violent conguest
of 1704 nor on the basis of a treaty that was intended to render that conquest
valid in 1713. There would still be an objecticn to the referendum in any case
because article X of the Utrecht Treaty gave a preferential option to Spain to
Tecover the territory. Accordingly, any referendum organized by the British

who inhabited the territory was devoid of legal or practical walue.

113. Turning next to the implications of the referendum with respect to General
Assembly resolution 1514 (XV), he cbserved that the latter laid down two
Criteria, based on different principles but having the same purpose of promoting
and facilitating the freedom and independence of coloniazl countries and pecples.,
Although the principle of self-determination was the primary basis for the
liberation of peoples, there were certain peculiar colonial situations, such as
those of Gibraltar and the Malvinas Islands, to which the criterion of the
hational unity and the territorial integrity of a State must be applied. In some
Such cases, a referendum might serve to perpetuate, instead of abolishing, the
Tule of colonial Powers over territory belonging to other countries. Uruguay,
Whose devotion to law and Justice was unguestionsble, had taken that position at

the time of the adoption of Gereral Assembly resolution 151k (XV) and had
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therefore supported paragraph 6 of the Declaration. Even if the meaning of that
paragraph had not been clear - which was not the case - the records of past
debates would show that the intention of its sponsors ard supporters had been to.
avold the automatic and indiscriminate applicaticn of the principle to
self-determination, which in exceptional cases could violate the principle of the
territorial integrity of States recognized in Article 2 (4) of the Charter. The
importance of paragraph 6 of the Declaration had been categorically reiterated by
the General Assembly, one year later, in its resolution 1654 (XVI), in which the
Assembly had expressed deep concern that acts almed at the partial or total
disruption of national unity and territorial integrity were still being carried
out in certain countries in the procéss of decolonization. The Special Committee
itself had been set up under the same resolution, cne of the main reasons for

its establishment being the need to defend national unity and territorial integrity
in the course of decolonization.

11k, Much more ceculd be said concerning the implications of the referendum with
respect to the provisions of the Charter and the well-established principles of
contemporary international law. The vital point, however, was that the proposed
referendum would constitute a viclation of the prineciple of non-intervention in
a domestic matber affecting the jurisdiction of Spain. Since the guestion of
Gibraltar had been submitted to bilateral negotiations under the auspices of the
United Wations, any unilateral act by either party whick could affect the
political future of the territory in dispute was a departure from the agreed
procedure and an unlawful intervention in the domestic affairs of the other
country.§ Paragraph 7 of the Declarstion set out in General Assembly resolution
1514 {XV) made that point clear and left nc room for ambiguous interpretation.
Consequently, the referendum could not be regarded as a valid instrument of
decclonization.

115. Turning lastly to the implications of the referendunm with respect to General
Assembly resolution 2231 (X¥I), he noted that a reading of that resolution could
lead to only one conclusion, namely, that the General Assembly wished Gibralitar
to be decolonized through bilateral negotiations between Spain and the United
Kingdom, in accordance with General Assembly resolution 1514 (XV) and taking into

account the interests of the people of the Territory. Tt was significant that

the resolution in guestion, like resoluticon 2070 (¥xX), of which it was basically
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reiteration, made no specific mention of the principle of self-determination and
sferred to the interests, rather than the will or the wishes, of the people, thus
sparting from the terminclogy normally used - the obvious purpcse being to place
ne problem within the context of paragraph & of the Declaration. Thus, in the case
f Gibraltar - paradoxical as it wight appear - decolonization was intended to
snefit, not the British inhabitants of the Rock, but the territory itself or, in
ther words, the parcel of land of which Spein had been deprived in violation of
ts national unity and territorial integrity. The referendum was therefore
mtrary to Genersl Assembly resolution 2231 (XXI), which provided the only
ractical means of a settlement through a bilateral understanding that weould
ifeguard the interests of the people, without, however, confusing those interests
ith the political motive of perpetuating colonialism. That resolution had the
nanimous support of the peoples of Tatin America, as was evidenced by the
sclaration adopted at the Second Plenary Session of the Latin Americen Parliament
2 May 1967.

16. His delegation had often expressed its appreciation of the United Kingdom's
ontribution to decolonizaticn, and it esrmestly hoped to hear at the twenty-second
®ssion of the General Assembly that the last vestige of colonialism in Europe

2 been eliminated by agreement between the United Kingdom and Spain. Gibraltar
ight be insignificant in itself; but it constituted the scuthernmost

20graphical boundary of Spain, and the presence of an alien Power on the Rock

15 a scar on Spain's territorial integrity and an insult to its sovereign

tgnity as a State. The Treaty of Utrecht was no longer valid under éontemporary
Iternationgl law, and his delegation was confident that the negotiations provided
Or in General Assembly resolution 2231 {(¥XI) would lead to the return of

ibraltar to Spain. Gibraltar could not escape decolonization, and the two
Fermments would surely be able to agrese on provisicns to protect all the
Tterests of the inhabitants.

L7, His delegation would not voie for any draft resolution condenning or

Msuring the United Kingdom, since to do s¢ would not be constructive and would

*Opardize the continuaticn of the bilateral regotiations.

foes
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118. The representative of the United Republic of Tanzania said that the position

with regard tc the implementation of General Assembly resolution 2231 (XXI) was
s8till unclear. The statement made by the administering Power at the beginning

of the discussion of Gibraltar (see paras. 20-37 above) had not provided any
information which would help the Committee to Fformulate constructive
recomwendations.

119. In approaching the colonial guestion of Gibraltar, his delegation was guided
mainly by General Assembly resolution 15tk (XV), together with other relevant
resolutions of the Assembly. Particular importance should be given to the interest
of the pecple, including their long-term interests. The Committee must ensure that
the colonisl Power's activities did not Jeopardize the future of the Territory and
its residents. Such considerations had caused his delegation to support General
Assemtly resolution 2231 (XXI), which, in operative paragraph 2, called upon the
two parties to continue their negotiations, taking into account the interests of
the people, and asked the administering Power to expedite the decolonization of
Gibraltar in consultation with the Government of Spain. The terms of that
paragraph had clearly not beeh complied with. It was distressing that
recrimirations ghould have been given prominence in the debate, and that the
United Kingdom representative hsad placed so much stress on the alleged
establishment of a prohibited air zone in the vicinity of Gibraltar. The

question of Spanish air space was solely within the Jurisdiction of the Spanish
Govermment, and such matters were in any case not within the purview of the
Committe§, which was concerned with the decolonization of Gibraltar.

120. Resolution 2231 (XXI) called for consultation between the Govermments of
Spain and the United Kingdom, and the organization by the colonial Power of a
referendum in Gibraltar would not further the implementation of that resolution.
His delegation had always supported the principle of the consultation of colonial

beoples; however, when a referendum was held, it was assumed that the object was

to determine the interests of the people - both their immediate and their long-
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| term interests. It was clear that the holding of the referendum further

jéopardized the possibilities of consultations between the United Kingdom and
gpain which might lead to the decolonization of Gibraltar.

121, Secondly, all the indigenous inhabitants of the Territory should participate
in any referendum. In the present case, as a result of the activities of the
colenial Power, the indigenous population had been largely excluded. In any case,
since the colenial Power had acted unilaterally, 1t was imposaible to determine
who would participate In the referendum and how large a part of the population
would be excluded. The colonial Power had retained the right to exclude any
4ndividual who, in the view of the colonial authorities, might not support their

interests.

102, Thirdly, the aim of a referendum must be decolonizatlon. It was distressing
to note that part of the referendum under discussion was almed at perpetuating the
colonial status of Gibraltar.

123, He had dwelt on the question of the referendum because it was essential for
the Committee to ensure that the referendum procedure, which was cne of the means
by which decolonization could be effected, was not sbused. The United

Kingdom representative had said that the type of colcnization best

suited to Gibraltar could not be prejudged. That might be true, but the General
Assenbly had called upon the colonial Power to enter into consultations with the
Spanish Govermment to ensure not only decolonization but also the type of
decolonization and the process followed. The administering Power, utilizing a
reans of decolonization, had in fact jeopardized the process of the decolonization
of Gibraltar. Thus the referendum would defeat the purposes of General Assembly
resolution 2231 (XXI). He therefore agreed with those who called for the
resumption of negotiations between the United Kingdom and Spain to ensure the

Wil implementation of the General Assembly resolutions, taking into account the

interests of the people as a whole.

[on.
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124, Another aspect of the problem was the fact that Gibraltar was a military
atronghold of the United Kingdom. His delegation had always opposed the
establishment of military bases in colonial territories. The guestion arose
whether a free referendum could be held under such conditions; if the United
Kingdom had been interested in the decolonization of Gibraltar, a first step would
surely be the removal of the military base. In view of some of the powers that had
been vested in the Governor, one could not but be apprehensive about the role that
the presence of the base would play in the referendum.

125. The United Kingdom representative had tried to give the impression that the
United Kingdom was concerned with the interests of the people. In fact, the
administering Power was always interested in perpetuating its own interests.
Thus the United Kingdom Government, because it suited its interests, had contended
for many years that SBouthern Rhodesia gnjoyed internal gelf-government when in
fact it was only the small white minority which exercised power. The Committee
should not be deceived by claims that the United Kingdom was seeking to ascertain
the interests of the population. In the case of the Caribbean islands, the wisheg
of the people had not been ascertained before the proposed new arrangements came
into effect, and those arrangements had now proved to be a failure. The
appropriate lessons should be learnt from the troubles in the Caribben area and
in Southern Rhodesia. He urged the United Kingdom to consider the wisdom of
General Assembly resolution 2251 (XXI) and realize , thet the proposed referendum
would not lead to the complete solution of the problem.

124. Th§ administering Power had invited the United Nations to send an observer

to Gibraltar. That would be inconsistent with the expressed views of the
Committee, since it had insisted that the United Nations should be involved in a
positive way with regard to the remaining colonies and not just as a passive
observer of activities with which it disagreed. It wculd therefore have been wron
for the Secretary-General to consent to the United Kingdom's request. In the

case of other Territories, the administering Power had refused to allow visiting

missions. The United Kingdom Government could not use the United Nations

Secretariat to obtain approval for its actions from the United Nations.
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7. It would undoubtedly be in the interests of the Committee if the terms of

neral Assembly resolution 2231 (XXI) were to be faithfully implemented. He

prealed to the United Kingdom to co-operate with +he United Wations in deed and
t merely .in words.,

8. The representative of Australia said that his delegation had been disappointed

at the bilateral negotiations which were to have continued following the adeption

General Assembly resolution 2231 {XXI) had come to nothing. Having listened

the statements of the representatives of the United Kingdom and Spzin, he
lerstood the Spanish case to be that Spain was the legitimate govereign Power

th respect to Gibraltar and responsibvle for its inhabitants.
lerstanding that

It was his

» 1T Spain were to enjoy the full exercise of that sovereigntiy,
would respect the individual rights of the inhabitants of Gibraltar,
ledom of religion,

their

the freedom of their Press, and their gecurity of domieile
t employment. The essence of the Spanish case was the assertion of
ereignty. The United Kingdom, for its part,

ereign Power,

maintained that it was the
and that it had primary responsibility for the future of the

Ple of Gibraltar, although Spein had an intexest in the situation by virtue
the Treaty of Utrecht.

- The Australian view was that the United Kingdom exercised sovereignty over

raltar both de jure and de facto. BShould Spain obtain a ruling from the

srnational Court of Justice to the effect that Spain was the sov

erelgn Powsr,
t would naturslly affect Australia's position.

It must be bhorne in ming that

United Kingdom was brepared to submit the quesgtion of sovereignty to the

*rnational Court and that the Spanish Govermnment had declined to accept that
redure.,

- Other Governments represented in the Committes
Sovereign Power.

took the view that Spain wasg

That neturally led them to different conclusions from those
is delegation.

» Australia did not consider that the Committee was competent to take decisions

uestions of sovereignty, and would be unwise to attempt to assume such

The United Naticns body competent to consider such disputes
rnational Court.

etence, was the
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132. There had been a tendency in the Committee to misinterpret General Assenbly
resolution 2231 (XXI). In the discussions in the Fourth Committee at the General
Assembly's twenty-first session, a deadlock had been avoided when Sierra Leone
had submitted an amendment introducing the words "taking intoc account the
interests of the people of the territory" in the draft resolution. That
amendment had rendered the resolution acceptable to the Australisn and other
delegations.

133. Furthermore, the representstive of Ceylean in the Fourth Cormittee had
expressed some surprise that the sponsors of the draft resolution had forgotten
to refer to the interests of the people and had been obiiged to suspend the
meeting to decide whether there should be such a reference. That representative
had alsc reminded the Committee that every people had the right to self-- .
determination and the right to decide their own future. Those views were still
gs relevant as they had been the previous November. The Fourth Committee's
debate had demonstrated the importance which the General Assembly as a whole
attached to the right of Gibraltsrians to decide their own future. Resolution
2231 (XXT), and Spain’s proposal that it should negotiate & statute with the
United Kingdom, had obliged the latter to consult the people of Gibreltar
regarding their future. The United Kingdom's decision to hold & referendum was
entirely consistent with the General Assenbly resolution and & transfer of
sovereignty to Spain without the prior agreement of the people would have been

a repudiation of it.

134, The representative of Spain had suggested that the people of Gibraltar were
g ”prefﬁbricated population"”, but, whatever their origins, they did exist as a
separate society and the Genersl Assembly had acknowledged that by insisting that
their interests should be properly safeguarded in the negotiations between the
United Kingtom and Spain. The Gibraltarians were neither Spaniards nor Englishme:
but a pecple with its own customs, institutions and history. It existed as truly
and fully as the pcpulation of Singapore, which had developed only after 1819.

The Gibraltarians were as entitled to the right of self-determination as other

similar groups elsewhere and that had Deen the view of the General Assembly in

adopting resolution 2231 (XXI).
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| 135. An important Spanish argument had been that the 5,000 Spanish workers formerly
employed in Gibraltar had been denied voting rights in that colony. If that
argument were accepted it could be taken te apply to other migratory workers

employed temporarily in countries other than their own. As to the Spanish

suggestion that the descendants of the residents of San Roque, expelled from
gibraltar in 1704, should be entitled to vote in the referendum, it was extremely
difficult to understand how it could be implemented or justified.

136. Much had been said atout Gibraltar's use as a military base, and scme rather
unfounded allegations had been made, but Gibraltar's contribution to the successful
prosecution of the Second World War was noteworthy in that connexion. The allied
Powers, later the United Nations, had been very thankful to have Gibraltar as a
base for the maintenence of the free system of government which had produced the
dnited WMations.

137. The representative of Spain, and those supporting his views, had claimed that
the United Kingdom's retention of Gibraltar was & partial or total disruption of
Spenish rational unity and territorial integrity and, as such, incompatible with
the Charter. Yet, operative paragraph 6 of resoclution 1514 (XV) had been intended
to apply, not to historical territcrial claims between sovereign Member States but
to the disruption of the naticnal wnity or territorial integrity of Non-Self-
Governing Territories. If the Spanish interpretation of that operative paragraph
were accepted, it would follow. that every historic claim of one sovereign State
against another would be a matter to be discussed by the Cemmittee. It would mean
that nearly every European country could lay claim to some part of another European
country's territory on historie grounds. The dangers of such a doctrine were
Obvious.

156. Operative paragraph 2 of resolution 1514 (XV), concerning the right of a1l
beoples to self-determination, was more directly related to the question before
the Committee, By holding a referendum, the United Kingdom would be allowing the
Gibraltarians to exercise that right. It had been argued that the absence of any
Specific reference to self-determination for the Gibraltarians in the relevant
General Assembly resolutions implied that the Assembly had concurred with the

Spanish contention that operative paragraph 6 of resolution 1514 (XV) was

ey
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applicable to the Gibraltar situation. The Assembly had, however, recognized that
the United Kingdom was the colonial Power vis-&-vis the people of Gibraltar and
not vis-8-vis the people of Spain. Moreover, as a colonial Power the United
Kingdom had’ responsibilities under Chapter XI of the Charter towards the people

of Gibraltar which, while they might rot be specified in every resolution, were
nevertheless continuing responsibilities.

159. His delegation had welcomed the United Kingdom's arrangemenis for the presenc
of impartial Commonwealth representatives during the referendum and hoped that the
Secretary-General would comply with the request that a United Nations Observer
should also be present.

1L0. His Government's view was that sovereignty over Gibraltar, both de facto and

de jure, lay with the United Kingdom, which was therefore the colonial Power and
responsible for the future of the people of the Territory. As the colonial Power,
the United Kingdom was seeking to ascertain the wishes of the people by means of
& referendum, while simultaneously seeking to ensure that its bilateral treaty
obligations to Spain were respected. The United Kingdom's actions were guite
consistent with the letter and spirit of resolutions 1514 (XV) and 2231 (XXI) and
the referendum was a step forward in the process of decolonization. For those
reasons, his delegation urged the Committee to awsit the resulits of the referendum
before taking further action.

141. The representstive of Tunisia said that the problem of Gibraltar, while
undeniably colonial in nature, was exceptional in that two administering Powers
were involved in the dispute. The United Kingdom had long recognized the Special
Committée's competence to attempt to find an appropriate solution.

142. There were two essential provisions in operative paragraph 2 of resolution
203]. (XXI); Tirst, the interests of the inhabitants of the Territory must be
taken into account in the negotiations between the United Kingdom and Spain and,
gecondly, the United Kingdom must expedite the process of decolonization in
consultation with the Government of Spain. The fact that Spain wes named as the
rartner of the administering Power was of particular importance and went beyond
the mere fact that Spain had a common frontier with the Territory. It was not for

the Special Committee to prove that Gibraltar belonged to Spain; the statements

/e
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by the representative of Spain and the documents provided by that Government hgg
given sufficient proof of that. The Committee was all too Familiar with colonial
claims t¢ territories conquered by force and with the various political angd legal
arguments advanced in attempts to Justify them.

143, While his delegation did not wish to level any accusations, the question
arose as to why the negotiations indicated in resolution 2231 (XXI) had not been
concluded. It was significant that Spain's adoption of a decree establighing a
prohibited air zone in the immediate vicinity of Gibraltar was in'absolufe
conformity with its right of sBovereigniy. His delegation could not consider that
decree &g having Jeopardized the succe:ss of the negotiations which were to have
begun on 18 April 1667. The International Civil Aviation Organization had taken
note of the matter but had taken no measures which could be construed ag censure
of Spain. The decree had, however, led to the disruption of the negetiations
between Spain and the United Kingdom and the latter haa subsequently decidegd to
hold a referendum in Gibraltar. That decision had rarticularly surprised hia
delegation since, when the United Nations had requested the United Kingdom to hold
referendums on other occaslons, it had refused to do 80, alleging that the peoples
of the Territories for which it was responsible had already determined their
wishes through elected representatives, Furthermore, whereas the United Kingdem
had requested the United Nations to send an observer to Gibraltar for the
referendum, whenever the Special Committee had urgently requested the United
Kingdom to allow visiting missions to 80 to Territories under its control, it had
always met with s categorical refussl. His delegation did not believe that the
referendum could provide a solution. It was apparently intended to ensble United

Kingdom citizens in Gibraltar to determine thelr future status and, consequently,

could not be considered ag fulfilling the requirements of resolution 151k (xv).
The referendum could in no way prejudge the final solution of the problem and the
Committee could not take it upon itself to recognize it,

14k, There were certain prerequisites for any solution to the problem of Gibraltar.
First, such a solution must respect resolution 1514 (XV), perticularly operative
baragraph 6 of it; secondly, 1t must respect resolution 2231 (XXT) and especially
the provision that Spain and the United Kingdom should continue their negotiations,

VA
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taking inbo gccount the ipterests of the inhabitamts of the Teyritory- Spain‘s
gogurances that Those€ interests would be safeguarded were satisfactory and the
process of'decolonization ghould not pe further del.ayed . The existence of a
colonial enclave in an independent countyy Was aﬂachronistic and even Aangerous,
particularly when 10 was used for military pUrposes

1h5, The representamive of §Eglg_observed that, whereas the Australien
representative nad stabed that the question of Gibralter was & gispute over
sovereigntys the United Kingdon itself had conceded that the gpecial Committee
was_competent to examine the problem ~ a colonial problen with Spain as the

sole victim.

146. As TO the cuestion of the spterests of the pecple of aibreltar sRicE had
arisen auring the Fourth Committee's aebate the previous year, he himself had
pointed out at the time that 5+ had been Spaln which had Tirst yndertaken to
safeguard Those interests. 1T V&S +o ‘those vipterests” +hat resolution

o031 (KX1) had referred.

147. Although the sustratian representatiVe 1ad ralsed the guestion of whether
the Spanish population of Gibralter should participaxe in the referendull; it
appeared thet he had not read the gpanish abatement in that connexion with any
care. HS that atatenent pointed out, frem The +igme when the gpanish population
hed moved to Sen Roque on its expulsion from gibraltar and had later Degwh o
work in gibraltar, 1t had never heen gllowed to spend the right in the Territory.
The pugtralian representaxive could readily imagine what would have nhappened
had hik owh ancestors beell forbidden to apend the night in fustralia. The Spanie

population lived outside cibraltar and wWas Torced Lo 1eave The city at pnight - &

gituation which had lasted for b years.
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1k8. is to the references tc the use of Gibraltsr =g a military tase during the
Zecond Yorld War, the Australian representative must concede that nobedy could
know what would have happened had Spain decided to neutralize Gibraltar ard
prevent the establishment of 12 military base in the Territory. That base had
beeri bullt, not in Gibraltar but eon the isthmis which was under Spanish
sovereignty. If the Australian representative was so anxious to defend the
population of Gibraltar, his Government might well ask the United Kingdem t
iismantle the military hase there. Tt would then remain to be seen hev ﬁhé
civilian workers st the nilitsry base could continue to exist.

1hg, The representative of tlie United Kingdom, introducing his deJe~ati. ~'s
Iraft resolution (A/AC.IOQ/L.&EB), sald that he had no wish to be rovoe~tive or

logmatic. He was seekin: sn agreed way forward. He understocd the concern of

“he revibers of the Cowmndttee it wished to make it clear that he was not asking
hem to reach a conclusicn ner even to approve the proposals explained by hi=s
ielegation. His immediate objective was a simple and limited one - namaly,

ihat no decision should be taken until the volee of the people of Gibraltar

ad been heard. Indeed, it would be contrary to the most elementary principles

T justice and to the fundamental Principles of the Charter to deny the people
oncerned the right to spesk in their cwn cause. He could not conceive thst

ny United Netlons body could take a declsion that conflicted with that Principle.
‘he [peeisl Commithee, mere than any other, had the Auty to take account of the

ishes of the pecples 3t was concerned with and not deliberately to refuse them
n cprortuni v to be heard.

/..



A/67C0/Add .G
English
Page 56

150. The issue was not a legal one and the United Kingdom Government had offered 1t
subnit any legal issues to judicial decision. There was no guestion of any actior
which would contravene the Treaty of Utrecht; nor was there any duestion of

DPower politics or ldeologies. He simply asked the Committee not to prejudge

the question until the views of the people had been fairly given and heard.

151. He invited the Committee to reflect on the attitude adopted by the two
Governments directly concerned. He felt that in the speeches made so far justice
had not always been done to the policies pursued by the United Kingdor. There
had been no welcome in the Committee for the United Kingdom's willingness to
submlt the legal gquestions to international judicisl decision and to asbide by

the result. The United Kingdom Government had even declared its readiness to
enter into negotiations with the Spanish Government with a view to Gibraltar's
becoming a part of Spain, should the people of Gibraltar vote in favour of that
solution. That new and very important commitment did not seem to have been
accorded the recognition it deserved. The United Kingdom Government had .gone
even further in stating - and that was surely an act without precedent - that

1f the people of Gibraltar opted by a free and democratic vote to retain their
links with the United Kingdom, they would be free at any time to change their

minds and vote for Joining Spain. However, he had not heard in the Committee

any acknowledgement of the importance of that new Pledge.
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152, As to the referendum, the Uni -ed Kingdom had invited the Spanish Government

to participate in the formulation of the first alternative, to explain its own

proposals direct to the people of Gibraltar and to send an observer - not the acts

fof a Government antagonistic to Spain. Unfortunately, the Spanish Government hagd
not responded in kind.

153, There were close and long-standing ties between the British people and the

pecple of Gibraltar, and public opinion in Britain on the guestion of Gibraltsr was

intense. However, the problem was rot being approached in g spirit of narrow
nationalism, and all political parties in Britain were agreed that the people of

Gibraltar had the right freely to express their views and to have those views

taken into account. Decolonization could never wean the incorporatica of Gibraltar

in Spain against the inhabitants! wishes. Their rights were not to be bartered

away and a denial of those rights would be intolerable. The British pecple were
10 more prepared to see the Gibraltarians! liberties spurned than their own.

The British people were determined to defend the liberties of the people of
Gibraltar, ineluding their liberty to choose the incorporation of Gibraltar

into Spain., The first necesslty was that the beople should be heard. When the
thoice had been made and the facts were thus before the United Nations, then
Whatever the result of the referendum there would be o wide range of matters

‘or negotiation between Spain and the United Kingdcm.

54, It had been said that the Uniteq Kingdom Government had not favoured the
“ystem of referendum elsewhere, That was quite true. In keeping with its
‘arliamentary traditior, the United Kingdom preferred the method of adult suffrage,
ree elections and negotiation with +ke leaders so elected., That was good enough
or the British people themselves although others might find democratic
arliamentery procedures strange. However, the case of Gibraltar was unigue, and
he wish of the people must be openly and freely expressed in the clear light

f world publicity., The United Kingdom would have likeq Spain and the United
ations to send observers; however, falling that, the presence of observers

rem Commomwealth countries would provide the necessary guarantees of +he fair

1d proper conduct of the referendum to be held on 10 September,

’5. While the United Kingdom Government had been very ready tc report, to explain
d to co-operate with the Committee end with the Spanish Government, it ecould not
lare or shirk its respunsibility as administering Power, and surely no one could
spute the United Kingdom's right to consult +he reuvple of a territory under its

ministration on a matter of fundesmental dmuolrtance to their future.
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156. The attitude of the Spanish Goverrment, on the other hard, had been strangely
and misguidedly negative. It had neither welcomed the offers of the United Kingdy
Government nor taken the oppertunity to put its case to the people of Gibraltar,
Nor had Spain sought by generosity and understanding to win over the Gibraltarisang
Instead 1t had deliberately sought to alienate them and to antagonize the United
Kingdom. It seemed determined not to sllow negotiztion except under duress.
Surprisingly erough, its policy zeemed to be designed to alienate the sympathies
of the people of Gibraltar. It was unfortunate that the Spanish Government should
attempt to achieve its aims by suck methods and pressure and coercion, which were
out of place in the modern world, and especially unpopular at the United Natinns.
157. In conclusion, he invited tne Specizl Committee to remember the resnlutinn:
which nearly all kad suppcrted; not to deny the importance of the people's intevs
and to reserve judgement until the woice of the people had been heard. Only afte
the administering Power had made its full report would the Committee be in &
positicn to deliver a considered cpinion. A vote for the resolution preseated

by the United Kingdom would not be a vote for Spain or the United Kingdom or even
for the referendum, for which his Goverpment took full responsibility. It would
be a vote for reserving judgement until the missing factor was available - namely
the voice of the people ceoncerned. It would be astonishing if the fundamenial
right of the people to be heard belore s decision was taken were to be denied

at the United Nations and by the Specisl Committee.

158. The representative of Spain, spealing in exercise of his right of reply, sai
that he wished to make clear some particulars of his Government's policy. His
Government was in no way opposed to Jetting the people of Gibraltar express thei
views. Four years previously, the Committee had heard some petitioners who had
been officials of the United Kingdom administration, subject to the authority of
the Governor and employed at the military tases which had beon established in the
Territery. after its population had been expelled.

159. He was surprised that the United Kingdom representative should again refer
tce the proposal to bring the matter before the International Court of Justice,
The truth was that the United Kingdom Govermment was trying to find loop-hele-,
for decolonization questions were not matters fo be submitted to the Internation

Court of Justice.

/e
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£0. He read out an article, published in the United Kingdom Press on 25 August,

hich mentioned movements of United Kingdom air force and paval units to Gibraltar;

:he Presence of thosge troops at the time of the referendum gave reazson to wonder

hether the people would be able to express their wishes freely.

61. He also read out a cable he had received from his Govermment stating that it

iad denied a Norwegilan military aircraft permission o
ay to Gibraltar, where it

Tly over Spain on its
was to have participated in NATO military msnoeuvres on
) September. His Government had declared that it 4id not allow overflights of

ts territory by WATO aircraft because Spain was not a member of HATO, which

rished to make use of military bases, such as Gibraltar, situated in usurped

itanish territory.

£2. With regard to the referendum, he wondered what discretionary power the

overnor had to manipulate the electoral rolls, In the first place, enrclment

30 June 1925;
the Governor could decide to remove from the rolle +the name

a8 subject to a cut-off on the date of birth, which had been set at
n the second place,
f any person who had been disloyal t¢ the Crown. Perhaps the United Kingdom had
imilar laws, but the United Kingdan was not the colony of anyone, whersus

ibraltar was a colonial Territoxy.

53. It was surprising to find that during the Second World War those loeyal subjects
€ the British Crown had had to be completely evacuated from Gibraltar, while
5,CC0O Spanish workers had continued to go there to work and help the British.
Jparently the United Kingdom Government had not considered it safe to ailow

Wse subjects te remain at their post when the Territory of Gibraltar was under
stack. The use of the Territory for military purposes had resulted in the

mbing of its railways, and there had been many victims.

4. The representative of Meli roted that the negotiations which had been held
tween the administering Power and Spain in conformity with Genoral Assembly
solutions 2070 (¥X) and 2231 (J%I) had not yieided the expected results. Hig
legation regretted that the Special Committee had decided o apnly the methcd

" congengus in settling the Gibraltar problem; that was tantamount to referring

& question back to the Powers concerned, which were, by definition, oppeosed to

ch other. By Tresorting to that method, the Committee, which should take
risdicticn in a1l decolonization guestions - and the level of development of the
wers concerned did not change in any way the cclonial nature of the case - seemed

be trying to relinquish its respcnsibilities under resolution 1514 (Xv).
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165. As o +the referendum which the United Kingdom was proposing to hold in
gibraltar, his delegation doubted the usefulness of such a consultation, the
results of which were quite predicteble. The Special Committee should ask the
administering Power to refrain at present from any new initiative which was not
covered by resolution 2231 {XXI). Tf the partvies could not reach agreement,
eonsideration should be glven to finding means by which the United Nations could
facilitate the search for a negotiated solution.

166. He was surprised that the administering Power should have expressed
willingness to jnvite United Nations chbservers to be present at the consultation
of 10 September in Gibraltar, whereas the United Kingdom had recently rejected the
dispatch of United Nations observers 1o another Territory under its administratior
There was & blatent contradiction in the attitude of the United Kingdom overnmen”
respect for the will of the people, which was being flaunted in Qibraltar, was
scarcely'consistent with the pollcy pursued in gouthern Rhodesia, where the
people of wivbabwe had never had the opportunity freely to express their views on
their fubure and where the democratic rights of the indigenous inhabitants were
systematically trampled on. In reality, the United Kingdom was trying to maintail
14s domination over gibraltar, which might be of negligible importance in the
perspective of global thermo-puclear strategy but which constituted an essential
link in a chain of military bases directed against young developing nations.

167. The araft resolution gponsored by Chile, Irag and Urugusy Was, in his
delegation's view, & minimum texte The unilateral preaking off of the negotiatic
recommended in resolution 0021 (XXI) was a Taitb accompli which the Commitbee coul
not accept. In any event, he attached particular jmportance %O operative
paragraph 2 of the proposed text, which he read out, and to operative paragraph b
He believed, a8 did the sponsors of the draft resolution, that some United Naticr
machinery should be set up to facilitate the success of further negotiations
between Spaln and the United Kingdom.,

168. The representative of Syria supported the draft resolution sponsored by Chi.
Iraq and Urugudy. The decolonization Process in Gibraltar was at a_standstill
hecause the administering Fower had failed to respect the relevant resolutions ©

the General Assenbly, particularly resolution 2231 (XXI), which had been adopted

without opposition. The United Kingdom.would do better to comply with those

/.




A/6700/8d4 .9
English
Page 61

resolutions instead of resorting to Stratagems; it was in that spirit that the

draft resolution submitted by the Uniteq Kingdom representative (A/AC.lOQ/L.hEB)
should be considered,

Preparing
to hold in Gibraltar, It dia not, of course, oppose the ideg of consulting the

people; however, the proposed referendum was merely & trick designed to evade the
real question, thst of soverelgnty.

170. The representative of the Union of Soviet Socislist Republics stressed the
mlitary aspect of the question of Gibraltar, The base and the military '

finstallations in the Territory were important parts of the strategic apparatus of
: the United Kingdom and its NATO allies. Moreover, the nilitary aspects of the
problem had been the central point of the discussions held between the United

Kingdom ara Spain, as was clear from the Secretary-General's report {see annex I},

of the United Kingdom base, the status of which would be the subject of g special
8greement, and to rarticipate "enthusiastically” in the use of +the base, in
Co-operation with the United Kingdom or wi+th "the defence Organization of the

free worlq", That position of the Spanish Government obviously bore no relation

C suppert various forms of Provocation ang aggression ggainst the Peoples of
frica and the Middle East and the other becples as well., The fact that Gibraltar
i5 torn away from Spain and converted into a British colony and then into s

Llitary base, which had been for centuries used fror carrying cut the colonial
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policy of the British ruling classes, did not raise any douvbts in the Commitiee.
put the deal which the Franco régime was proposing to meke with the United
Kingdom on the guestion of Gibraltar did not remove the possibilities of wusing
the Gibraltar base for continuation of the same colonialist and imperialist
policy, only nov in interest of "the defence organization of free worid". The
representative of the United Kingdom.claimed that the fortheoming veferendum 1in
gibraltar was aimed at enabling +he people of the Territory to exercise its right
to self—determination. However thab statement was nothing else but manoeuvre.
1f the British Covernment cared S0 much about the self-determination of the people
of Gibraltar, why did it withhold that right from the people of vimbabwe. Moreave
thers were no doubts aboub the validity of a referenduml held under conditions

of military occupation; the result of the proposed referendum.would certainly be
what the colonial Powel wanted. The resl purpose Of the referendum was to maintal
colonial rule Over the Territory in ohe form or another, & fact which

the United Kingdom representative did not trouble to conceal, and thus

to preserve its military base 4in Gibraltar. The problem of decolonizing
Gibraltar could not te separated Trom that of dismantling the military

base and demilitarizing the aresa. 7 Any effective measure to end the

colonial status of the Territory implied rivst of all the ligquidation

of the base and the air and navel military installations now oituated there.

172. The representative of Spain, speaking in exercise of the right of reply;
pointed out that the gpanish Covernment's statements and proposals mentioned

by the representative of the Soviet Union were no longer valid. The proposals of
18 May 1966, referred to bBY the Soviet representative, had been superseded by
other ﬁroposals which he nimself had formulated on 1L December in the Fourth
Committes.

173. The new Spanish proposass made no mention of any Jjoint use of the Glbralter
pase by Spaln and the United Kingdom. Indeed the Spanish covernment had

rejected the United Kingdom propesal of 12 July 1966 concerning joint use of

the base. gimilarly, o& 17 June, &8s wWas indicated in the Secretary—General's
report, the Spanish covernment had formally invited the United Kingdom Governmen*
to renocunce 211 military use of the airfield <ituated on the isthmus connecting

CibralbtaYy with the rest of the peninsula.

/-
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'7h. Spain had asked the United Kingdom Government to draw a clear distinction
etween its military interests and the interests of the people of the Territory.
;pain hoped that sovereignty over Gibralter would be returned to it, but it
nderstood the concern of the United Kingdom Government, which wanted to be able

0 use the military base during the transition period that would precede the

estoration of Spanish soverelgnty over the Territory. TFor its part, Spain

eld that it had complete freedom to nzke whatever proposals it deemed appropriate,

o long as the United Nations had not adopted any resolution on the subject. He

ished to assure the Soviet representative, however, that the granting of a

i1litary base to the United Kingdom had not heen envisaged in the Spanish proposals

£ 14 Decenmber. Lastly, he stated that Spain would be prepared to support any

roposal that might be submittea by the Soviet or any other delegation for the

ismantling of the CGibraltar mnilitary base.
’5. The representative of the Unit:d Kingdom,
: wished to desl

exercising the right of reply, said

with the four points raised during the meeting., Naval manoeuvres

ioX place constantly in the Mediterranean and the Atlantic as everyone knew; they

:eluded operations not only by United Kingdom vessels but also by NATO vessels

d by vessels of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics. There was nothing

‘ceptional about those activities, and the fact that & change of mine-sweeping

reonnel, arranged long before, vas to take place at sbout the same time as the
ferendum was gquite unconnected with the matter under discussion.
6. As

to the question of the register for the referendum, the United Kingdom

as distinet from those who
should have the right %o vote and so to express

lleved that the genuine inhabitants of Gibraltar,
re not permanent residents,

eir views. The voting regulations were designed to bring this sbout. If

sre was any doubt about the fairness of the referendum, the Spanish Government

1 the United Naticns were invited to send observers. In any case the presence

Commonvealth observers should constitute a sufficient guarantee.

f« With respect to permission for Spanish workers to stay and spend the night in

braltar, there were certain restrictions regarding outside residents, as the

stricted size and limited accommodstion of Gibraltar required, but the neccssary

migsion to enasble Spanish workers +to live and sleep in Gibraltar had been

The number of such applications granted, which hag
' some time been about 1,500 a

nish

dily given for years.

year, had begun +to decrease only when the
Government had created difficulties and imposed restrictions.
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178. Lastly, in reply to the Malizn representative, he said that the United
Kingdom, far from clinging to its Territories in Gibraltar or elsewhere, had for
tﬁenty years made a greater contribution to ending colonislism than any other
country; indeed 99 per cent of the inhabitants of the former British colonial
empire now lived in independent countries.

179. The United Kingdom had always uphkeld the principle of consultation and consent
and it therefore believed that the inhabitants of Gibraltar should not be denied
the right to express their views freely and to have those views taken into account,

180. The representative of the Unicon of Soviet Socialist Republics took note of the

Spanish representative’s statement that the Spanish Government had withdrawn 1te
proposal of 18 May 1966

181. In his view, the demilitarization of Gibraltar depended not on Spain but on
the United Kingdom, and so long as it had not been effected, the will of the
people could not he freely menifested; a pecple in chains could not express its
will.

182. The representative of Spain, returning to the guestion of permission for
non-residents to stay overnight in Gibraltar, pointed out that permission was
given orly to domestic servants and to nuns working in hospitals and not to Spanist
workers., Since the Immigration and Alien Ordinance had been passed in 1845,
Spanish workers had been unable to recide permanently or stay in Gibraltar which,
but for that fact, would have a typlcally Spanish populatlon like the rest of the
area.

185. The representative of Mall said that, while entirely agreeing with the
United Kingdom representative's arguments concerning decolonization and the right
of self-determination, he wished to state his delegation's position on certain
points.

184, In the first place, while the United Kingdom might justifiably pride itself
on having contributed to the liberstion and decolonization of a large percentage
the peoples of States Members of the United Nations, the fact remained that, in
doing so, it had merely given those pecple their due and rectified a state of
affairs that was inccompatible with the normal ccurse of history.

185. Decclonization was an ineluctable process, in keeping with a new situaticn
in which world problems aud power relationships had to be viewed in the light

of changed conditioas. There were two possible attitudes: to withstand the tide
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f history, as some countriés, lilia South Africs ang Rhodesia, were still doing,
iz to go along with history, as many others had done.

86. His dslegation had not sccused the United Kingdom of seeking to cling to its
olonial positions. As the result of the question raised by the representative

£ Uruguay, his delegation had simply been led to consider certain higtorical

actors and to reflect on the strategic importance of the Mediterranean - known

s Mare Nostrum at the time of the Romans - which had served as a justification

or many conquests and military occupations. That consideration had prompted it

> say that Gibraltar and the Suez Canzl were the two keys to the control of the

sditerranean. His delegation had thersfore been very disturbed to hear that

ritish naval vessels were being fitted cut there & few days before the outbreak
¢ hostilities.

7. The representative of the United Kinzdom said that he greatly appreciated

e spirit in which the representative of Mali had spoken, but pointed cut that

» was not correct to say that the main conearn of the United Kingdom was to
iintain iis position in Gibraltar. If the Internaticnal Court of Justice found
e United Kingdom's claim %o be legally unsound, the United Kingdom would accept
s judgement.

8. Furthermore, if the inhabitants of the Territory wished to be associated
th Spain, immediate action would be taken to give effect to their wish.

‘9. The United Kingdom Government felt an absolute obligation to the people with
om it wes assovciated., It believed that it bad an obligation tc consult them and
teke thelr wishes into account. The clrcumstances of Gibraltar were certalnly
ique. But neither the Special Committee nor any other United Nations committee
couneil could ever say that the inhabitants of any territory, whatever the

reumstances, had not the right to be heard before decisions were Ttaken

Ncerning them.

0. The representative of Irag, introducing s revised text {A/AC.109/L.42h/Rev.l)
the draft resolution submitted by Chile, Irag and Uruguay, with the addition
Syris as a fourth co-sponsor (A/AC.109/L.42L/Rev.1/8dd.1) said that the Sponsors
1 taken the suggestions of certain delegations into acecount and believed that
: new text would be generally acceptable, since it contained no condemnation

1 asked for nothing that had nct already been approved by the overvhelming

Jevs
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majoriﬁy of Member States. They trusted that the Spanish delegation would be
able to asccept the text and felt that it was now for the United Kingdom tc show
goodwill.

191. The draft resolution aimed only at the implementation of the existing
resolutions and should therefore be readily accepted by the administering Power
and uneniwously adopted by the Committee.

192. The representative of the United Kingdom z8id that he opposed in the strongest

terms ‘“the wholly partisan draft resolution set out in document A/AC.109/L.k2k/Rev.1
and Rev.l/Add.l. Tn purpcorting toc deal with territorial claims, 1t exceeded and
offended the mandate cof the Special Committee. With regard to the referendum,

it contravened the General Assembly resolution which required that the interests
of the pecple should be taken into account. The revised draft reinforced hls
argument that no final decisions ghould be taken at the present time, It would
be a grave departure from United Natlons traditions and the provisions of
Chaptér XI of the Cherter, and from the principles of elementary justice, to deny
a hearing to the people principally concerned. Their liberties should not he
denied or betrayed but respected and protected. He accordingly urged that
judgement should be reserved and impartiality meintained until the people of
Gibraltar had been able freely to express their own views.

193, The representative of Afghsnistan geid that the interest of the inhabitants
of Cibraltar demanded that the Special Committee should base its decision on
resolution 2231 (XXI)}, in which the General Assembly had taken the view that
under the prevailing circumstances the continuation of negotiations between the
administering Power and Spain was the most effective means of achieving a
workable solution to the problem of Gibraltar. No matter how great the
difficulties, the Government of Spain and the Covernment of the United Kingdom
should try to resume their negotiations in order to expedite the decclonization
of the Won-Self-Governing Territory of Gibraltar. Since the reviged version

of the draft resclution (A/AC-lO9/L.h2h/Rev.l end Add.l) reflected more accurately
the aims and purposes of General Assembly resolution 2231 (XXI), it had his
delegation's general approval.

194k. Nevertheless, he believed that the sponsors might be well advised to alter
cperative paragraph 2 to read: '"Declares that the convening by the administering

Power of the proposed referendum has not been envisaged by resolution 22351 (xxT)".

/
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that way the paragraph would make a statement of fact instead of taking a

ative approach to the holding of a referendum. A referendum held in conditions
Justice and equity was the most effective means of ascertaining the will of
people living under colonial domination. In a United Nations text the use of

concept of referendum as it was at present intended in operative paragraph 2
the four-Power draft resolution should be avoided. The General Asserbly had
ed for negotiations between Spain and the United Kingdom. It was difficulst
anticipate the results of those negotiations. If the holding of a referendum
the outcome, reached with the agreement of the Government of Spain, the
ision should be respected.

- For those varicus reasons he would vote in favour of the four-Power draft
slution but would abstain on-operative paragraph 2 if it was rut to the vote
irately. He would abstain on the draft resolution (A/AC.lO9/L.h25) submitted
the United Kingdom.

The representative of Syria believed that the criticisms levelled against the
wsed draft resolution (A/AC.109/L.L24/Rev.1 and Adad.1l), of which his delegation
& sponsor, had no justification. Firstly, by conceding that the question of
raltar wes a colonial guestion, the United Kingdom itself recognized that it
: within the competence of the Special Committee. Thus, the Special Committee
ld not be reproached for desling with the question. Secondly, operative
\graph 3 of ‘the revised draft resclution provided expressly for safeguarding
interests of the inhabitants. Thirdly, as the representative of Af'ighanistan
implied, the holding of a referendum was a unilsteral step outgide the
ess of necgitations stipulated so clearly in Genersl Assembly resoluticn
I (XXT).

The representative of Sierra Leone said that the two main issues raised
ng the Special Committee's discussions on the question of Gibraltar had related,
t, tc General Assewbly resclution 2231 (XXI), operative paragraph 2, and,
ndly, to paragraph 6 of the Declaration contained in General Assenibly
lution 151L (%v).

His delegation had sponsored the amendment which had led to the inclusion
esolution 2231 (XXI), paragreph 2, of the words "taking into sccount the
rests of the pecple of the Territory" because it believed thet the guestion

ibraltaer could not be simply a matter for negotiaticn between the United
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Kingdom and Spain. The interests of the people of any Territory could certainly
pe ascertained by consultation in the form of a referendum; in the case of
Gibraltar, the question was whether tihe administering Power should have consulted
Spain sirst., It had been stated that Spain had peen invited fo participate in
the referendun and had rejected the opportunity to do sc. Thus, the issue appeared
tes be one of interpretaticn by the two Powers involved. 1o any event, his
delegation could not support the wording used in paragraph 5 of the joint draft
resolution (A/Ac.log/L.uzh/Rev.l and Add.1).

199, With regard to paragraph & of the Declaration on the Granting of Independence
to Colonial Countries and Peoples, his delegation considered that that provislon,
1like General Assembly resolution 1514 (XV) as & whole, was girected specifically
at Non-Self-Governing Territories; consequently, Spain's clainm of disruption of
its territorial integrity was not relevant and could not b= discussed by the
Committee, which was competent to discuss only colonial questions. If Gibraltar
wag & colonial Territory, the Comrlttee was competent to discuss it, but it must
treat it entirely as & aolonial question. Be cculd not, therefore, support the
£ifth preambular paragraph of the joint draft resolution.

200. His delegation could support the other paragraphs of that draft regolution;
it naturally regretted rhat interruptlon of the negotiations Letween the United
Kingdom and Spain and hoped that those 4a Powers would resume negotiations in
order to determine how to solve the problem. However, it could not support the
araft resclution as & whole and would apetain from voting on ite

o01. His delegation also had difficulties with regard to the United Kingdom draft
resolution (A/AE.109/L.E25). Wkile it could not reject the idea of a referendui,
it guestioned the way in which the referendum was to be carried out. However, 1t
felt that the Committee was nob vyet in a position t© PrOnOUNCE itself on the
Territory. Since the referendum wWas +o be held on 10 September and the (ommittee
envisaged closing its session by 15 September, it was unlikely that the fulld
report envisaged would be available before the ena of the current session.

Consequently, he could not gupport that draft resclution and wowld abstain from

voting on it.
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02. The representative of the United Republic of Tanzania said that, while his

jelegation supported the joint draft resolution (A/AC.109/L. b2k /Rev.]. and Add.1)

.n principle, it had certain reservatious, particularly with regard tc the fifth
sreanbular paragraph. Its interpretation of paragraph 6 of the Declaration differed
whbstantially from that given by the sponsors of the draft resolution, so far as

te applicability to Gibraltar was concerned. In his delegation's view,

saragraph 6 was applicable only to colonial Territories, and to link 1t with the
estion of the sovereignty of independent States would be bound to have
ssr-reaching consequences. While his Jelegation had hoped that operative paragraph 3
f the draft resolution could be improvsad, it would not prass its objections and
ould support the draft resolution as = whole, subject to its reservations on the
fifth preambular paragraph.

0%, His delegation could not agree with the purpose of the Unlted Kingdom draft
resclution (A/AC.109/L.M2§), since it involved tactics far removed from the
co-cperation for which the Committee had repeatedly called. Moreover, the
Committee hed already described the proposed referendum as "untimely". His
delegation would prefer to abide by the spirit of General Assembly resolution

2231 (¥XTI).

204, The representative of Australia said that there were three points in the joint
draft resolution (A/AC.109/L.42L/Rev.l and Add.l) which his delegation could not
accept. First, since his delegation understood paragraph 6 of the Declaration

o apply'solely to the disruption of dependent Territorles, it could hardly be
taken to apply to Gibraltar, and the fifth preambular paragraph was therefore

out of place in a resolution on that Territory. Secondly, with regard to operative
paragraph 2, his delegation could not agree that the helding of the referendum
would contradict the provigions of Ceneral Assembly resoluticn 203l (XXI); it
sesmed a very sound idea to hold a referendum in order to ascertain the wishes

of the people of Gibraltar at the present stage. Finally, his delegation Felth

that the words "safeguarding the interests of the population”, which represented
the essence of the matter, were not given sufficient emphasis in operatlive
paragraph 3.

205. His delegation could not, therefore, support the joint draft resclution and
wuld vote against it. In the belief that the referendum was one stage, and a
necesssry stage, in the process of decolonization, it would vote for the United

Lingdom Araft resolution {A/AC.109/L.L23).
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506 . The representative of Méé}_said that his delegation would have to vote again
the United Kingdom draft resoluticn (a/8C.109/L.423), the purpose of which was
simply to take the guestion of Gibraltar cut of the Specilal Committee’s hands.
Tt was no accident that the draft resclution made no reference to General Assemh]
resolution 1514 (XV), +the charter of decolonization; that omisgion was evidence
of the United Kingdom's desire 1o divest the prcblem of its colonizl nature.
Morecver, the United Kingdom text contained nothing positive which would promote
a solution. To exXpress regret that no progress had so far been made would be
tantamount to an admission of failure, since it would emphasize that the
negotiations recommended in General hesembly resolution 2231 (¥XT) hed not resul
in an agreemeat. Nor was it proper for the Committee to "note' the declared
iptention of the administering Power to consult the people, since many members o:
the Committee had criticized that intention; it would be more appropriate for the
Committee to express its disapproval of the administering Power's intention. wh
the Committee did not oppose consultations - quite the reverse - everything
depended on how they were carried cut. With regard to the seventh preasbular
paragraph, it was precissly because the Committee had heard the views expressed
coencerning the referendum and other guestlons relating to Gibralbtar that it must
call on the administering Power +o continue its negotiations, as envisaged in
General Assembly resclution 2251 (XXI), and not to esbark on a course of action
which the Committee could not fizlly endorse. The last preambular paragraph - th
key paragraph of the graft resolution - vas particularly dangerous, since it
implied that General Assembly resolution 2231 (XXI) had called for a report on ©
referendumn, whereas in fact it had not even penticned the possibility of a
referendum. With regard to the operative paragraph, he agreed with the
representative of gierra Leone; 1t was nc accident that the referendum vas to be
held just before the opening of the twenty-second session of the @eneral Agsenbl
to which the Special Committes must report. The Committee should take much wore
positive action than was recommended by the TUnited Kingdom.

507. In his delegation's view, the joint draft resolusion (A/Ac.Lo9/L.u2h/Rev.l
add.l) represented the bare minimum that was acceptable, particularly since it
overiooked the Committes's regponsibility to urze the admicistering Powsr TO red

from any action which was not endorsed by the Conmittes. Nevertheless, his

delegation would vote in favour of it.
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208, The representative of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics said that his

delegaticn would vote in favour of the joint draft resolution (A/AC.lDQ/L.hEh/Rev.l
and 43d.1)}, since it provided for negotlations between the CGovernments cif the
United Kingdom and Spain with a view to putting an end to the coleonisl situation
in Gibraltaer and to safeguarding the interests cf the population thereafter. It
would vote 2gainst the United Kingdom draft resolution (A/AC.lO?/L.hEB) because
the holding of the refererdum would result in the perpetuation of United Kingdom
domination in Gibralter and the maintenance of its military basze there.
209. The representative of Bulgarisa thanked thke sponsors of the joint drarlt
resolution for their efforts to take into account the views of other meivers. His
delegation would support that draft resolution, although it belicvad that nc
correct solution to the probiem of Gibraltar could be found until the military
beses in the Territory were dismantled.
210. With regard to the United Kingdom draft resolution, his delegation had
always defended the right of colonial peoples to self-determination and insizted
that an administering Power, in conformity with General Assembly resclution
151k (XV), should enable the people of a dependent Territory to exercise that
right freely. However, & referendum organized and conducted under military
occupation could have only one result, namely, the perpetuation of the colonial
situation in one Torm or another and the continued presence of :llitary bases in
the Territory.
211. At the 500th meeting, the draft resolution sponsored by the United Kingdom
(A/AC.109/T.123) was rejected by 10 votes to 3, with 11 abstentions. The revised
draft resclution co-sponsored by Chile, Irag, Syrla and Uruguey (a/aC.109/L. 4hak/
Rev.l and Add.l) was adopted by a roll-call vote of 16 to 2 with 6 abstentions, as
follows:
In favour: Afgharistan, Bulgaria, Chile, Iran, Irag, Ttaly, Ivory Coast,
Mali, Poland, Syria, Tunisia, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics,
United Republic of Tanzania, Uruguay, Venezuela, Yugoslavia.
Against: Australia, United Kingdom of Great Britain and Morthern Treland.
Abstalning: Ethiopia, Finland, India, Madagascar, Sierra Leone, United

States of America.
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512. The representative of Italy, speaking in explanaticn of his vote, said that
his delegation's position on the Question of Gibraltar, which had been made clear
by its support of Ceneral Assembly resolution 2251 (¥XT), was that the best way

to solve the dispute was through negotiations between the administering Power and
Spain, teking into account the interests of the people of the Territory. The

fact that he had voted in favour of the joint draft resolution should not be

taken a& an unqualified endorsement of a certain interpretation of CGeneral Assewmbly
resolution 1514 (XV) which, although worthy of further consideration, was not
universally accepted either in the Special Committee or in the General Assembly.
Rether, bhis delegation would emphasize the last treambular paragraph of

resolution 2231 (XXI}, regretting the oceurrence of certain acts which had prejudice
the smooth progress of the negotiations. Eis delegation would have preferred a
different formulation for operative paragraph o of the resolution which the
Committee had adopted, in order to avoid creating obstacles to a resumption of *the

negotiations between the two Goverrmments. He sincerely hoped that the decclonizatio

of Gibraltar would not be a source of contention and controversy, but would help

tc prowote harmony among a1l the countries in that region.

213, The representative of Tunisis sald that his delegation was opposed, not to the
hclding of a referendum as & means of determining the views of thé population,

but rather to the manner in which it was being organized by the administering Power.
General Assembly resolution 20%1 (XXI) bed called for negotiations between the
United Kingdom and Spain, taking into account the interestes of the people of the
Territory, and had made no meniion of a referendum. His delegation had therefore
been unabie to support the United Kingdom draft resolution. He hoped that the
Special Committee would not recognize the results of the forthcoming referendun

as valid and that a solution acceptable to all would be found.

o1k, The representative of Spain ¢aid that his Government fully accepted the results
of the vote in the Special Committee. It hoped, in & spirit of co-cperation and
friendship, to recpen negotiations with the United Kingdom Governrent immediately
with & view to the decolonization of Gibraltar.

215, The text of the resolution (A/AC.109/266) adopted by the Special Committee at

its 500th meeting on 1 September 1967 resds as follows:
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The Specigl Committee,

Having examined the question of Gibraltar,

Having heard the statements of the administering Power and the representative
of Spain,

Recalling General Assembly resolution 1514 (XV) of 14 December 1960,

Recalling further General Assembly resolutions 2231 (XXI) of 20 December 1966
and 2070 (XX) of 16 December 1965, and the Consensus adopted on 16 October 1967T
by the Special Conmittee on the Situaticl with regard to the Implementatipn of the

Declaration on the Granting of Independence to Colonial Countries and Peoples,

Considering that any colonial situaticon which partially or totally disrupts
the national wnity and the territorial integrity of a country is incompatible with
the purposes and principles of the Charter of the United Nations and specifically
with paragraph 6 of General Assembly resolution 1514 (XV),

1. Regrets the interruption of the negctiatioﬁs which were recommended in
General Assembly resolutiocns 2070 (xX) and 2231 (¥XI);

2. Declares that the holding by the administering Power of the envisaged
referendum would contradict the provislons of resolution 2231 (XXT);

R Invites the CGovernments of the United Kingdom of Creat Britain and
Northern Ireland and Spaln to resume without delay the negotiations provided for
in General Assembly resolutions 2070 (¥X) and 2231 (XXI) with a view %o putting an
end to tfMe colcnial sitvation in Gibraltar and to safeguarding the interests of
the population upon the termination of that colonial situation;

. Requests the Secretary-General to assist the Covernments of the United
Kingdom and Spain in the implementation of the present resolution, and tc report
thereon to the General Assembly at its twenty-second session.
£16. By identical letters dated 1 September 1967, the Secretary-General transmitted
the text of this resolution to the Permanent Representatives of the United Kingdom
of Great Britain and Northern Ireland and of Spain for the attention of their

respective Governments.

Z/ Officisl Records of the General Assembly, Nineteenth Session, annex Wo. 8
(a/5600/Rev.1), chapter X, pera. 209,

Ju.
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217. The text of a communication dated & September 1967 from the Permanent
Representative of the United Kingdom in reply to the Secretary-General's letter
of 1 September 1967 is reproduced as annex IT.

218, Subsequently, the Permanent Representative of the United Kingdom and the

Deputy Permanent Representative of Spain addressed letters to the Secretary-Gene

dated 25 October and 30 October respectively, which are reproduced as annexes 11

and IV.




Annex 57

Minute dated 14 February 1967 from M.Z. Terry to Mr.Fairclough, "Mauritius: Independence
Commitment”, FCO 32/268
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Mauritius: Independence Commitment

You showed me your minute of today's date about the above
in draft and asked me to let you have the "facts and figures"
referred to in paragraph 3(i) to (iv).

2, I understand that Mrs. McColl and Mr. Gathercole are
producing a note for the U.K. Mission to the U.N. about the
effects on the Mauritius economy of the fall in the price of
sugar. When completed this should provide the material
required under paragraph 3(i). I have myself today prepared a
brief on the financial position which will serve the purpose
of paragraph 3(ii). .As regards paragraph 3(iii) I wonder
whether there is not perhaps some confusion. &= I .understand
tiafthe future of the Commonwealth Sugar Agreement is being
reviewed for reasons which have nothing whatever to do with
our possible .entry in the Common Market. . My understanding is
that the review has emerged from the hard thinking which has
been going on over the past year or two about our overseas aid
commitments: and that the Treasury in particular want the
C.3.A. to be dropped because it conceals ind#¥ect aid to
Australia running into several millions of pounds per annum for
which there is no conceivable justification: the idea being
that aid given to aid-worthy Commonweglth countries through the
C.S.A., should in future be given on a direct Government to
Government basis (which would alas! be less effective so far as
small colonial territories are concerned). I understand however
that it is a demdly secret that the C.S.A. is under review and
that this could not be mentioned outside Whitehall circles. As
regards (b) of your paragraph 3(iii) I understand that it is
the case that if Mauritius were still a cdon and when
Britain enters the Common Market it woulc gegugetter treatment
for its sugar than if it were already an 1ndependent countrys.
In the latter event it seems that it wbhgﬂrvuaxuazmy be
excluded from European markets since there is already a sugar
surplus within the Common Market. ~T—have—h sieed
br. Johnson if-he—could—eadd a—this seinthOA ajusd
e proPAND O VL&?( Dl f{&j{ f’b|
3. As regards the question of increased support for the
P.M.S.D. (¥our paragraph 3(iv)) I do not think there are any
firm_facts and figures which can be produced. It is undoubtedly
true that over the past year or so the P.li.S.D. have been
making a determined attempt to broaden the basis of their
support and to appeal to all communities. As an example the
Governor mentioned in his latest monthly report that a leading
member of the Muslim community had recently joined the PiM.S.D.
and it is to be assumed that he would carry a certain number
of Muslim voters with him. Apart from this however it is-not
possible to give anything as firm as "facts and figures". MHost
believe that there is little doubt that the P.M.S5.D. has
succeeded up to a point in winning the support of some
proportion of the Indian communities (particularly the younger
members and also those with a financial stake in the economy)}
and apparently large numbers of Indians attend the P.M.S.D,
political meetings. It is however essentially a matter of
crystal-gazing to try and assess to what extent these effortis
will be reflected in the results of the next general election.
There are no means of testing public opinion in Mauritius by

= opinion pollsje by-elections. Some argue that
the large number of new young voters on the electoral registers
is bound to increase the number and the proportion of the votes

' wvon by the P.M.S.D. in the next general election. Others claim

that whatever the outward signs may be during the pre-electoral
period it will be a question of ''squaring the ranks" when the

/time comes and
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time comes and that the vast majority of the Indians will vote P
on straight communal lines whatever view- they may take of :
particular election issues (even including independence). In
the absence of external tests of the movement of public opinion
there are virtually no firm facts and figures which can be
adduced: it is essentially a matter of waiting for the P.M.S.D.
claims to be put to the test of the general electionm.

L, In general it seems to me quite impossible for H.M.G. to
retract at this juncture the clear and unqualified undertaking
given at the 1965 Conference, that we would grant independence
if this were asked for by a simple majority vote in the new
Assembly returned by the next general election. I am told that
it was a Cabinet decision that this undertaking should be given
(I am at present trying to trace the relevant Cabinet papers)
and that in addition H.M.G.'s decision to come out publicly in
favour of independence £6r Mauritius was part of the deal between
our own present Prime Minister and the Premier of Mauritius
regarding the detachment of certain Mauritius dependencies for
Biot.. I cannot believe that U.K. Ministers generally would be
prepared to go back on this decision. To do so would not only
cause B tremendous rumpus in Mauritius' as suggested in paragraph
6 of your minute but would damnus in the eyss of the Commonwealth
and indeed of the world as a whole. Since the 1965 undertaking
was given we have frequently been asked both at Commonwealth
Meetings and at the U.N. what our intentions are in regard to
Mauritius: and we have repeatedly stated in unequivocal terms
that,in the terms of Mr. Greenwood's pronouncement, wve are
prepared to grant independence if this is asked for by Mauritius
in the manner indicated after a general election. I doubt
whether we would even dg ourselves much good with the P.M.S.D.
by retracting this eése¥¥repeated undertaking because they (like
the rest of the world) would be forced to conclude that our
undertakings were not worth the paper they were written on.

5. As regards the particular arguments in paragraph 5 of your
inute I would like to say that I cannot see any validity in
the argument in sub-paragraph (i). It is a considerable
exaggeration and distortion of the facts to say that the
registration arrangements were not in accordance with the local
law, There probably were omissions from the registers on which
the 1959 and 1963 elections were gonducted but under a voluntary
system of registration it is to be expected that those omitted
are the most apathetic and politically indifferent members of the
‘ladult community. In Mauritius it would almost certainly be
~ meinly Indians (probably Indian women) who were éxcluded so that
£ we were to use this argument we would have to conclude that if
all the potential voters had been included on the registers_and
had exercised their votes the only result would have been to
strengthen the support given fo Ramgoolam. For the same reason
T do mot think that there is any validity in the point in your

paragraph 5(ii).

6, For the reasons indicated it seems to me quite out of the
- lquestion that we should at this juncture retract our -freely i
given and ungualified undertaking regarding independence for .
Mauritius. It is true that circumstances have changed since the
hindertaking was given and in particular that becaush of the
deteriorating economic and financial position of Mauritius, and
the renewed possibility of Britain entering into the Common ;
Mgrket ,the interests of Mauritius might be better served by
remaining a colony or becoming an Associated State on the

West Indian pattern. It is however open to the electorate of -
Mauritius to judge these issues for themselves. Independence
will obviously be the ¥anywissue in the forthcoming election and
if the P.M.S.D. have any sense they will continue to- put across.

/to the people . .| °
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fo the people (as they have already been doing) the economic
disadvantages of independence. We have however publicly left
the choice to the Mauritius electorate. It is really too late
in the day for us to assert that the electorate of Mauritius
cannot be relied on to judge what is in the best interests of
the country and to insist that 'mother knows best'.

7o For rather different reasoms from your own I therefore
entirely agree that the only circumstance in which we could
possibly suggest that the question of independence should be
reconsidered is if the general election results in a very narrow
majority (of seats and/or votes) for the Independence Alliance.
If the Independence Alliance win by only a .narrow majority it
seems to me that there is a very strong risk.that the P.M.S.D.
(if they have any sense) will stage disturbances of some kind.
In such a situation, and particularly if there is an actual or
threatened breakdown in security, there would be some basis for
H.M.G. to suggest that all parties should get round the table
again to reconsider the position.

TN

(M.Z. Terry)
14  February 1967
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INTRODUCTION
1. The Sub-Committee considered Mauritius, Seychelles and 3t. Helena st its

35th to 39th meetings held on 5, 13, 18, 20 April and 10 May 1967.

2. The Sub-Committee had before it the working papers prepared by the
Secretariat (A/AC,109/L.374 snd Corr.l end 2).

3. In accordance with the procedure agreed upon by the Special Committee, the
Chairman invited the representative of the United Kingdom of Grest Britain ang
Northern Ireland to participate in the consideration of the three Territories.
Accordingly, the representative of the United Kingdom participated in the 35th to
39th meetings of the Sub-Committec.

CONSIDERATION BY THE SUB-COMMITTER

A. Statements by members

L&, The representative of the United Kingdom gave an account of developments which

had occurred since the twenty-first session of the (eneral Assembly in the three
Territories under consideration.

58 In Mauritius, ccnstitutiorsl discussions between the United Kingdom and
representatives of the different political parties in the Territory had already
set the stage for independence. At the end of the constitutional conference of
September 1965, Mr. Greemwood, the Secretary of State for the'Colonies, had
announced that Mauritius would achieve independence if s resclution asking for it
was passed by a simple majority of the new Assembly resulting from a general
election to be held under a new electoral system. In the course of 1966, a special
commission had studied the gquestion of the future electoral system and had
recommended that the island should be divided into twenty three-member
constituencies and one two-member constituency plus five extra "corresctive” seats.
In that way, the interests of the main sections of the diversified population of
Mauritius would be fairly represented. As those recommendations had given rise to
disagreements among the political psrties, the mumber of "corrective" seats had
been-raised o eight and the arrangements for such seats modified to take account
of both party and community conslderatlons, ana agreement had heen reached between

all ccncernea- ﬁﬁf_fff‘ﬁ*
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4.  Thereafter, in September 1966, the preparation of new electoral registers had

| peen ihitiated 1n the presence of a team »f Commonwealth observations drawn from
Tndia, Malta, Jamaica and Cenada. The registers had been published in January 1967
and :inciuded one-third more voters than previous lists. The matter now rested
ith *he Govermment of Mauritius and general elections would be held on the basis
of'universal adult suffrage at a date still to be set. The Parliamentery Under-
Sacretayy of State for the Colonies had sald in the House of Commons in
December 1066 that it was desirable that elections should be beld at the earliest

! practicable time. Since the 1965 Constitutional Conference had agreed on a
six-month interval between full internal self-government and independence, it would

l he possible, if = majority elected at the future general elections favoured such a
step, for Mauritius tc achieve independence six months after the elections. There
were differing vievs among the political parties about the ultimate status of
Mauritius, but it was for the people to express its views by democratic means. As
stated in paragraph 21 of the Sub-Committee's report for 1966, a team of observers
from Commorwealth countries would observe the elections.
7. %With regard to the Seychelles, he recalled that following an initiative by the
legislative Covncil ebout the Territory's future relationship with the United
Kinzdom, .2 constitutional agviser had recommended the establighment of a single
Council of tweive to fifteen members with both executive and legislative functions,
clected on the basis of universal adult suffrage, as a major step towards fuil
internal self-government. The next elections were to be held in October 1967, and
the legal instruments, including the new Constitution, required to implement the
TRTLOWS proposais were being prepared.
8. The lebour disputes which had occurred in 1966 had been resolved by a general
wage increase of 20 per cent. A Covermment Iebour Officer and & Trade Union
Officer had also been appolnted with the aim of improving labour relations.
9. Substantial progress had been mede in St. Helena. On 1 January 1967, the
former Advisory Council had been replaced by & Legislative Council, and a system
of comittees giving the members of the Legisletive Council departmental
responsibilities had been established; the Fxecutive Council had also been reformed

0 include the clairmen of those committees in place of the former official members.

Elections to th= new Legislative Council would take place, as before, on the basis
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of universal adult suffrage, not later than 1 January 1968. The Council would
consist of twelve elected members out of a total of fourteen, instead of eight out
of a total of sixteen as at present.

10. The three Territories under discussion had certain features in common: they
all were small, had limited resources and were far from the mgin lanes of
communication, In other ways they were different: Mauritius had 750,000
irhabitants and St. Helena only 4,600. These differences were bound to be reflected
in the type of political institutions the Territories developed and alsc perhaps in
their uwltimate status. He emphasized that since the last session of the Special
Committee, each of the three Territories had made substantial progress towards
self-government and a final_dggision on thelr eventual status.

11. The representative of fhé United Republic of Tanzania said that the

situation in the Seychelles recalled the arrangement proposed by the United Kirgdom
for certain Caribbean Territories: the administering Power was contemplating a
procedure which violafted the legitimate interests of the population and contradicted
the various pertinent General Assembly resolutions, inciuding resoluticn 1514 (XV)
of 1L December 1960.

12. Document A/AC.lOQ/L.ETh and Corr.l and 2 showed that the colonial Power was
reluctant to implement the provisions of the Declaration on the Granting of
Independence to Colonial Countries and Peoples: & colonial Governor had been sent
to the Territory to advise on the future colonial status of the Seychelles and had
recomnended three possible courses: {a) that the Terrvitory should achieve only
nominal independence guaranteed by treaty relations with g suitable Power; (b) some
form of free associaticn with the United Kingdom; and (c) some form of close
assocciation or integration.ﬁith the United Kingdom. In the first case, it was
clear that the colonial Power was not prepared to withdraw from the Seychelles and
to concede unfettered independence. The second course would constitute a direct

violation of the inalienable right of the people to achieve the independence it

demanded. Finally, integration would be s violation of the territorial integrity
of the Seychelles, as stated in General Assembly resolution 2069 (XX) of
16 December 1965.
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135. The economic situgtion in the Seychelles remained glocmy and was accentuated
by the Territory's colonial status., In a Territory in which there had been a
continved decline in agriculture and industry, it was highly regrettable that most
of the argble land was being given to foreign monopolies in the form of
concessions. He recalled that that aspect of the situation was tc be the subject
of special study by the Sub-Committee.

1l4. 1In Mauritius, too, there had been hardly any pregress. At the preceding
session, the Tanzanian delegation had stated +that the United Kingdom Government
was endeavouring to delay the attainment of independence and circumvent the wishes
of the people. By its resolutions 2069 (XX) and 2066 (XX) of 1€ December 1965,
the General Assembly had called upon the administering Power to dismantle the
existing military bases and refrain from establishing new ones in +the Territories
under its demination. Tt had also invited that Government to take no action which
would dismember the Territories or violate their territorial integrity. The
United Kingdom Government had, however, completely ignored the Organization's
decisions. On 25 March 1967,The Times of London had reported the measures adopted
by the United Kingdom in its new Indian Ocean colony crested in November 1965,
vhich was to be used for military purposes by the United Kingdom and United States
Governments.

15. He protested against the creation of the new colony, which constituted a
violation of the legitimate interests and inalienable rights of the inhabitants.
It alsc showed how the colonial Powers were trying to impede independence by such
devices as the concessions they granted to foreign monopeclies. It was through
such monopolies that the new colony had been set up and military installations
established. The dismemberment of a Territory violated the express provisions of
operative paragraph £ of General Asgembly resolutior 1514 (XV) and those of the
United Nations Charter. Moreover, the creation of the new colony and the
establishment of military installations also ran counter to the deelared wishes
of the peace-loving peoples of Africa and Asia, It could be regarded as a hostile
act against those peoples, who were in the immediate vicinity of the military
installations in the Indian Ocean,

16. It must be recognized that with regard to Mauritius, the Seychelles and

St. Helena, the administering Power had maintained s negative attitude and had
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refused tc implement the resolutions of the General Assembly calling upon it to
speed decolonization in accordance with rescluticn 151k (XV). Furthermore, Tthe
United Kingdom Government was contimuiag its econcmic exploitation of the
Territories, and more and more foreign monopolies were establishing themselves
there, to the debriment of the people's legitimate Interests. Iastly, the United
Kingdom was openly violating the principles of the Charter and the resolutions of
the General Assembly by dismembering Mauritus snd the Seychelles and building
pilitary installations there witk the help of the United States.

17. It was not encugh to reaffirm the right of .peoples to self-determination and
independence: immediate measures should be taken to ensure that those rights were
respected. The colonial Power should without delsy hold elections on the basis of
universal suffrage, transfer all powers to the peoples and restore to them the land
and natural resources which 1t had subjected to extensive exploitation. IE must
algso desist from selling to private companles whole islands detached from the
Territories and must instead preserve territorial and national entities. The
United Kingdom's political manoguvres to jmpose upon the peoples the political
status it preferred must be condemned, and it must be called upon o refrain from
taking any measures incompatible with the Charter and with the Declaration on the
Granting of Independence to Colonial Countries and Peoples. The Sub~Committee
should also recommend the sending of a visiting mission, especially to the
Seychelles.

18, The representative of Syris said that the administering Power's sbtetements
had failed to answer a number of very important guestions. Had the United Kingdom
implemented without delay the relevant resolutions of the General Assembly in
Mauritius, the Seychelles and &t. Helena, as it had been called upon to do by
resolution 22%2 (XXI) of 20 December 19667 If not, why not? The Sub-Committee
must also know whether the administering Power had changed its attitude with
regard to the sending of a visiting mission and whether it was prepared to
co-operate with the Sub~Comnittee in the matter.

19. The General Assembly had expressed scme concern regarding the preservation of
the territorial integrity of colonial Territories. Did the administering Fower
still harbour its inmtentions, and did it realize that the esteblishment of

military bases ran coudler to the resolutions of the General Agsembly and could

not but create international tension and conflict?

e £ P L5 A, A S A
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20, The United Kingdom had stressed the poverty of Mauritiug, the Seychelles and
8t., Helena and the inadequacy of their regources. But what wag it doing tc utilize
their hydroelectric potential or to remedy the growlng unemployment or the
balance-of-payments deficit? Had it endeavoured to diversify the econcmy of
Maurdtius, as the Prime Minister of Maurltius had repeatedly asked it to do, or
was 1t adhering to the terms of the Commonwealth Sugar Agreement? It was
surprising that the United Kingdom, a technologically advanced country and & great
source of capital, should permit the Territories under lts administration to suffer
from shortages of capital and technieal sgkills, as indicated in the Sceretarist
working paper (A/AC.109/T.374% and Corr.l and 2).

21l. The Maurltius Legislative Assembly had 9alled for an eqd to the discriminatory
practices to which the workers in the sugar industry were being subjected. What
measures had been taken to protect those workers? He would like particularly to
have full information on the role of the Taxpayers and Producers Association.

22. The Sub-Committee should be better informed concerning the new electoral
system in Mauritius and the coming elections. Would they be based on universal
guffrage, and when would they take place? It was alsoe degirable to know the role
of the parties, to debermine the extent to which they genuinely represented the
people or, on the contrary, represented special interests, Most important of

all, the elected representatives of the people should heve adequate powers and

the Governor should no longer play ah unduly large role.

23, In conclusion, he hoped that the United Kingdom would stop giving the
impression of wanting above all to gafeguard the privileges of the settlers and

to serve strateéic interests which were of no concern to the people and that it
would display a readiness to help the peoples under its administration to free
themselves from discrimination and subjection,

2Lk, The representative of the United Kingdom said that he wished to reply at once

to some of the questions asked by the Tanzanian and Syrian representatives and
that he would comment on other points later.

£5. The Tanzanian representative had said, concerning the three ccurses envisaged
in paragraph 28 of the constitutionsl adviser's report (nominal independence,
"free association” and close association or integratl on), that they would e

imposed on the population of the Seychelles and excluded any real independence.

/
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Page 3 of the document on the Seychelles, however, contained a statement Ly the
Secretary of State for the Colonies noting that the adviser hag wished to consider
not final solutions but the brogressive establishment of constitutional machinery
aimed precisely at permitting the people to decide their wltimate status. Tne
adviser himgelf stated 4in paragraph 27 thet he hsd concerned himself with

immediate measures, As to the elections in Mauritius, he referred the Syrian
representative to paragraphs 20 and 21 of the Secretariat working paper

(A/£C.109/1. 374 anad Corr.1l and 2), which indicated, inter alia, that in the view of
the United Kirgdem Coverrment, it was most desirsble that the elections should be
held at the earliest practicable time and that neither the United Kingdom Government
nor the Government of Mauritius had been responsible for the fact thet it hed been
impossible tc keep to the Time-table originally planned. The completion of the
register of electors should in principle meke it possible tc hold electicng in 1967.
26. He would have to consult his Govermment concerniag the sending of a visiting
mission if that was in accordsnce with the Special Committee's views.

27. The representative of the United RBepublic of Tenzania said that, according to

the United Kingdcm representative, the proposals in parsgraph 28 of the
constitutional adviser's report on the Seychelles were not final, Inasmuch as the
people of the Seychelles had expressed & wish to achieve independence rapldly, the
sclutions outlined in thst paragraph could oaly create confusion and were, in fact,
an 1lnsult to the people of the Territory. As to the "pclitical inexperience" of
the electorste and the candidates, which the adviser noted witk regret in
raragraph 34, he wondered if it was not attributable to the fact that the United
Kingdom was preventing the pecple from exercising +heir rights. Moreover,
paragraph 47 shows clearly that the "free association” formula was regarded as
final.

28. The prossible soclutions envisaged by the United Klngdom revesled the iztter's

neo-colonizlist intentions. The administering FPower had never shown any
willingness to implement General Assembly resolution 151k (XV) and bad taken

care, in its statement, tc make no mention of complete independence.
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29. The representative of Byria asked whether the Legislative Asseuwbly to be
chosen in the elections which, according to the representative of the administering
Power, were tc be held in 1967, would really be in a position to decide the future
of Mauritius by adopting a constitution and leading the Territory to independence
if that was the wish of the population. or whether, on the contrary, it would be

a passive body, content o pass minor legislaticn under the contral of the
Governoz.

30. The representative of the United Kingdcm, replying to the Syrian representative,

sald that the Legislature could lesd Mauritius to independence, if the majority
of its members 50 desired, after gix morths of self-government. The forthcoming
elections would therefore pe more than a mere formality.

31. The "free sssociabion" formule which the Tanzanian representative had
criticized could act, in sny case, be imposed., It was for the people of the
Seychelles, acting through their representatives, to choose their ultimate status.
However, it should nct be forgotten that the pecple were Zivided, some wanting
independence, some assgociation, and others integration, and that the Territory's
two political parties, the Seychelles Democratic Party (SDP) and the Seychelles
Peopie's United Party (SFU), had different programmes in that regard.

32. The representative of Syris said that the current debate was enabling the
Sub~Committee to form a clearer idea of the situation. He asked the United Kingdom
representative whether, if most of the representvatives opted for independence,
Mauritius would become independeat in 1968. The forthecoming elections were of
the greatest importance, and it seemed advigable that United Nations observers
should be present.

52. The representation of the United Kingdoiz confirmed that, under the present

arrangements, not more than six months would elapse between the general election
and the attaimment of independence, if that was what the newly elected legislature
wanted. On this basis independence could take place by 1968, subject to the
views expressed by & mejority of the Legislature after the general election. The
Government of leuritius had agreed to the presence of Commonwealth, cbservers to
verify the elactoral registers and supervise the voting procedures. If a formal
fequest were made that the Sub-Committee should also send observers, he would have
to consult his Govermnent before replying.

3. The rerresentative of the United Republic of Tanzenia observed that the

United Kingdom representetive had still not shated definitely whether his

Govermment's policy was one which would permit the Seychelles and Mpuritius to
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achieve full independence. Study of the documents ag well as informeticn available
to him indicated that the people wanted full independence at an early date. He

also wished to know when the machinery referred to in the documents, the operation
of which had already been expleined, would be set up. His Govermment did not wish

to be confronted with a fait accompli or to see the administering Power impose a

point of view which was st variance with the people’s desires. He also noted that
the United Kingdom representetive had carefully avoided mentioning the dismemberment
of Territories, which was a violation of the Charter and of General Assembly
resolution 1514 (XV). A specific reply on that point would enable the Sub-Committee
to make definite recommendations to the Special Committee and the General Assembly.
35. The representative of Syria said that if the new electicons on Meuritius were

to be held in 1967, after which there was to be & six-month delay, the island

would presumably attain independence in 1968. As to the question of observers,

he that the United Kingdom Govermment would appreciste the need for a United
Nations presence during the elections. Like the Tanzanian representative, he hoped
that the United Kingdom delegation would clarify the guestion of the dismemberment
of Territories.

36. The representative of the United Kingdom pointed out to the Tanzanian

representetive that, as the United Kingdom Govermment's report indicated, it was for
the members of the future legislature of the Seychelles, elected by universal
suffrage, to consider the Territory's future, and that there had been no decisicn
38 to its ultimate status. As to the content of the new ccnstitutional proposals
which were te be implemented in Seychelles, all relevant details were given on

page 4 and in chapter V of his Govermment's report on the recommendations of the
constitutional adviser, and in chapter V of the adviser's report. The proposed
changes would take effect when the general elections were held, i.e., in

October 1967 at the latest.

57. The representative of the United Republic of Tenzania said that his delegation

would take note of the United Kingdom representative's explanations. The psramount
question of sovereign rights had not, however, been clarified. The documents
referred to gave no definite indicetion as to whether the United Kingdom planned

to grant complete independence to the Territories in conformity with General

Assembly resolution 1514 (XV). On the contrary, it appeared that the proposals in
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chapter IV, peragraph 28 (s}, (b) and (c), of the nited Kingdom Government's
report would be implemented and that a solution involving irndependence would be
digcarded, as it had in the case of the Caribbean Territories.

38. The represeantative of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics said that the

discussion of the situsticn in Meuritius, Seychelles and 5t. Helena by the Special
Committee in 1966 had clearly shown that the administering Power had not yet
implemented the provisions of General Assembly resolution 1514 (XV) end other
relevant Genersl Assembly resolutions, thet the political development of the
Territories was proceeding very slowly, that the electoral arrangements devised
for Masuritius had been the subject of serious controversy among various groups aad
political parties and that universal suffrage had still not been introduced in the
Seychelles. The Special Committee had also expressed concern at the establishment
of the new "British Indisn Ocean Territory" and the reports that it would be used
as s military bsse, and had cslled upon the administering FPower to respect the
territorial integrity of Mauritius and Seychelles and, in keeping with operative
paragraph 12 of General Assembly resoluticn 2105 (¥X) of 20 December 1965, to
refrain from using the three Territories for militasry purposes. It had also called
upon the administering Power to recognize the right of the indigenous inhabitents
to dispose of the natural resources, and to take measures to diversify the economy,
of the Territories. Those conciusions and recommendations had been confirmed by
the General Assembly at its twenty-first sessicn. In reseolution 2232 (XXI) the
General Assembly had, inter alia, urged the administering Power to allow visiting
missions to go to the Territeries to study the situation and make appropriste
recommendations,’ and had reiterated its earlier declaration that any attempt to
disrupt the national unity and territorial integrity of colonial Territories or to
establish military bases and installations in them was incompatible with the
Charter of the United Nations and with resolution 151k (XV). In resolution

2189 (XXI) of 13 December 196¢ the General Assembly had requested the colonial
Powers to Aismantle their military bases in colonial Territories and to refrain
from establishing new ones.

39. A1l three Territories were, however, still under United Kingdom domination
and United Kingdom Governors still had wide powers: in Mauritius, the Governor

8till appointed the Premier and most of the ministers, and in the Seychelles and

/
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St. Heleas he presided over both the Executive Council and the Legislative Council.
The people of Mauritius had long been askiné for independence, but it seemed as if
the administering Power still intended to delay granting it by imposing certain
conditions such as that the people should first gain experience of managing their
own effairs. A study of the new "Proposals for Constituticnal Advance” in the
Seychelies showed that they were not intended to prepare the people for
independence in accordance with General Assembly resolution 151k (XV), but rather
to perpetuste United Kingdom contrecl of the Territory, and that independence was
ruled out as a solution. Under the suggested "committee system of government", the
Governor, in addition to his general reserved powers, would have direct
responsibility for law and order, the public gervice and external affairs, and it
appeared that he would retain the power to sppoint the non-elected members of - the
Legislative Council and %o nominate three other members. As the representative of
Tanzania had indicated at the previous meeting, the proposed new arrangement would
impede the full exercise of the right to self-determination and independence by the
population in accordance with resolution 151h (XV), Of the three possible courses
suggested for the Territory, the one recommended was not even "nominal independence',
but some form of "free association with the United Kingdom", which indicated that
the adminigtering Power did not wish to relinquish control of the Territory. That
had been confirmed by the fact that the United Kingdom representative had given ino
positive reply at the previous meeting to the guestion of whether it did indeed
intend to grant complete independence %o the Seychelles. It was thus clear that
the administering Power was impeding the political development of the three
Territories.

40. Ag to the economic situation in the Territories, it was still as serdious as
before, if not worse. They remained a source of primary cormodities and cheap
labour for the metropolitan country, which prevented them from developing economic
relations with other countries. According to document A/AC.109/L.575 and Corr.l
and 2, as much as T3 per cent of Mauritius expcrts went to the United Kingdom,
including most of the sugar produced, and, as the Premier of the Territory had said,
progress in the diversification of the Territory's economy had been slow. A similar

situation prevailed in the Seychelles end St. Helena. A1l three Territories

s ..
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depended on a single crop, and that made economic progress very difficult. They
also depended increasingly on external aid. After the prolonged domination of
foreign capital the people of Mauritius were still without the means of production
required to satisfy more than 10 per cent of their needs.

L1. The social situation in the three Territories also continued to be distressing.

There was chronic unemployment in all three and the Christian Science Monitor of

23 Jamuary 1967, described the unempioyment prcblem in Mauritius as "hopeless".
The gulf between the planters and the peasants in the Seychelles had even been
gdmitted in the document on the proposals for constitutional advance. TFurthermore,
there were a%ill no facilities for higher education in the Territories.

L2. The explanation for London's constitutional manoceuvres and the delay in
granting independence appeared to be that the administering Power intended to turn
the Territories into military bases. In spite of the United Kingdom
representative's assurances during the twenty-first session of the General Assembly
that the "British Indian Ocean Territory" would not be used for military purposes,
there was contimaing evidence that the United Kingdom and the United States did
not wish to abstain from using the new cclony as an important link in their "East
of Suez" policy, a policy aimed at preserving the position of the British and
other foreign meonogolies which exploited the natural wealth of the Middle East,
southern Africa and other regions. The military installations which the United
Kingdom was planning to construct in the "British Indian Ocean Territory" would

be a direct threat to the countries of Asia and Africa, as the Cairo Conference

of Non-Aligned States had pointed out. The Economist of 14 January 1967 had

reported that the immediate aim was to station a mobile striking force in the

new Territory. The United States still maintained military personnel to man
rocket-tracking stations on Mahé, in the Seychelles, end on Ascension Island, which
had gained lamentable notoriety as a base for United States and Belgian
intervention in the Congo in 1964, There was also evidence that the United States

intended to establish a communications relay statioa on the island of Diego Garcis.

/
Joan
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L3, The United 3tates was therefore acting as an accomplice of the United Kingdom
in violating the General Assembly resolutions relating to the Territories. The
Sub-Committee must condemn the militarist activity of the imperialist Powers, which
was delaying independence, and which was clearly the reason for the United Kingdom'!s
refusgl to allow a visiting mission to go to the Territories.

LL, He strongly supported the proposals made by the representatives of Syria and
Tanzania at the previous meeting. Since the administering Power had failed to
respond to the repeated appeals of the General Assembly and the Special Committee to
grant lmmediste independence to Maguritiua, the Sub-Committee should ask the Special
Committee to recommend the Genersl Assembly to set a time-limit for the granting of
independence without any conditions or reservabions. In view of the continuing use
of Mguritins and Seychelles for military purposes and the creation of the "British
Indian Ocean Territory" in viclation of General Assembly resolutions 2105 (XX), 2159
(X¥I) and 2232 (XXI), the Sub-Committee should recommend that z visiting mission be
sent to the Tervitories to study the situstion snd mske recommendations to the
Ceneral Assembly at its twenty-second session. Lastly, the sdministering Power
should be asked to inform the Special Commitiee before the opening of the twenty-
second sesslon on how the recommendations of the Genersl Assembly and the Special
Compittee were belng implemented, especiaglly those concerning the immediate

exercise of the right to self -determinstion by the populatian, the prompt helding of
elections on *the basis of universal suffrage in order to create rapresentative
organs in Seychelles and St. Helena, and the safeguarding of -the peoplels right to
dispose of their own resources snd create a diversified economy. Such asction would
help the pecple of the Territories towards gelf-determination and independence and
would show them that they had the morsl support of the United Nations.

Lhs. The representative of Yugoslavis said that, once again, the Sub-Committee must
take note of the faect that the administering Power had dane very little in the
direction of allowing the peoples of the three Territories to Adecide their future
status and form of* governittent freely and democratically. The administering Power
had shown that it was still not prepared to implement the provisions of the
Declaratior on the Granting of Independence to Colonial Countries and Peoples and
of General fssembly resolutions 2066 (XX), 2069 (XX) and 2232 (XXI).

feoo
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L6. Not only had there been no vosltive changes in the political and constitutional
fields but all three Territories were also characterized by a steadily deteriorating
economic situation. The Secretariat working paper (A/AC.109/L.374 and Corr.l and 2)
spoke of a downward trend in per capita income and a rise in unemployment in
Mauritius and Seychelles, . The administering Power issued warnings sbout the
deterioratlon in the economic and soeisl situation but took no measures to rewedy
it. The chief reasons for the negative economic trends had been noted by the
Sub-Coumlttee on previocus occasions: the single-crop economy, the large areas of
araple land iq the hanés of a small nwumber of plantation owners, and the

concesgions that countinued to be granted to foreign monopolies under conditions
which disregarded the interests of the Territories,

b7, Another problem which was of extreme concern to his delegation was the
violation of the territorial integrity of the Territories. The establisiment of
the "British Indian Ocean Territory” was contrary to the basic principles set forth
in Genersl Assembly resolution 1514 (XV) and was an Indication of neo-colonizlist
plans mentioned in the Cairo Declaration of non-aligned countries. On

10 November 1965, the Secretary of State for the Colonies had confirmed in the
Bouse of Commons that the new Territory was to be used by the United Kingdom and
the United States for the erection of defence facilities. The statewent on

16 November 1966 by the Secretary of State for Defence that no plan had been made
for the creation of military bases in the Territory had done little to remove the
apprehensions regarding the future plans of the two Gevernments concerned. The fact
that the reporis concerning military bases had not been categorically denied,
especially when it was known that certain military installations were already being
constructed, was an indication to his delegation of the existence of plans which
might have dangerous consequences for the whole area. According to The Baltimore
Sun, of 7 April 1967, a spokesman for the Indian Government had stated that that

Government was strongly opposed to the establishment of military bases in the Indian

Ocean and would raise the matter at the United Nations. The same paper stated that
the United Kingdom, in co-operation with the United States, was planning to build
an air strip in the Territory in order to assist in the movement of troops and
alreraft from Europe to Asia.

/e
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h8. The establishment of military bases could only be intended to check the process
of decolonization and threaten the independence of African and Asisn countries. The
argument that the Governments of Mauritiue and Seychelles had agreed to the trangier
of the islands concerned to the new Territory was withoub substance becsuse
Mouritius and Seychelles were still not independent. The fact thst the United
Kingdom had been in a hurry to detach the Chagos Archipelago from Mauritius prior to
the proclamation of independence spoke for itself.

L9. With regard to recent constitutional developments in Mauritius and Seychelles,
he could not accent the United Xingdom®s contention that measures leading tc the
transfer of powers to democratically elected representatives of the people were
belng taken. In Maaritius, elections hed onece agsin been postponed. The statement
published by the Commonwealth Office on 21 December 1966 was clearly intended to
give the impression that responsibility for the delay did not rest with the United
Kingdom. Nevertheless, it was his view that the administering Power alone was
responsible for delaying the process of self-determination and independence.

50. In Seychelles, the situation was even more disturbing. There, the administering
Power was insisting on a longer constitutionsl process on the pretext that the
inhgbitents lacked politiczal experience. Sir Colville Daverellls proposals for
conetitutional advance, contained in the document which had been made available +o
memters by the United Kingdom representative, were inconsistent with the provisions
of relevant United Nations resolutions. Sir Colville complained that the political
parties were primarily preoccupied with the question of the vltimate status of
Seychelles rather than with constitutional evolution, but that was quite
understandeble. Sir Colville &lso stated that the question of the Territory's
status could not be an immediate igsue. Why not? Sir Colville went on to suggest
three kinds of ultimate status which ke said were the only possible kinds for &
small, 1sclated islend such as Seychelles. All three proposals involved some form
of assoclation or integration with the United Kingdom. In his delegationls view,
the advancing of such suggestions was inadmissible in that it prejudged the peoplels
decisions.

51. The United Kingdom epparently wished it to be believed that the weasures

proposed would significantly improve the constitutional situation. He could not

agree with such a contention. It seemed that, under the new system, the ratioc of

s
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olected to appointed neubers of the Executive and Tegislative Councils would be
eight to seven. That meana little, however, in view of the influence exereised by
the Governor in the councils. The administering Power was clearly delaying the
transfer of power to the democratically elected representatives of the people.

52. The following conclugions could be drawn with regard toc the three Territories:
(a) the administering Power hed failed to implement the provisions of General
Aggenbly resolution 1514 (XV) and other relevant resolutiocns; (b) it was
endeavouring to delay the trensfer of power to elected representaiives of the
people; (c) it had created & new colony out of islands detached from Mauritius snd
Seychelles, tims directly viclating the principle of territorial integrity; {d) it
was putting inte effect ite plans for the establishment of military bases on the
go-called British Indian Ocean Territory; (e) the economic and social situation in
the Territories continued to deteriorate and concessiong were being granted to
foreign monopolies.

53« He believed that the Sub-~Committee should, on tae basis of these facts,
recommend that conerete measures should be taken to guarantee the rights of the
peoples of the Territories to self-determination and independence. The sending of
a visiting mission should be recommended, particularly to Seychelles, so that the
Specilal Committee would not be faced with the situation it had been confronted with
in the case of the British Caribbean islande.

54. The representstive of Finland said that, in view of the striking differences
between the three Territories under consideration in terms of political development,
economic conditions, and the ethnic background and size of populaticn, it was hard
to envisage any common pattern for their constitutional advencement. The largest of
the Territories, Mauritius, secemed to be well on the road to full independence.
Elections were to take place in the relatively near future at a date set by the
Government of Mauritiug, and if the newly elected Assembly decided in favour of
independence, it could be attained after a six months! transitional period. After
some regrettable delay, the people of Mauritius would thus be shle to express their
views regarding the future status of the Territory, and it seemed thst, although
there were scme differences among the political parties, the magjority favoured

Drogress to full independence. As it neared independence, Mauritius faced certaln

o
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difficult problems. Further action was needed to diversify its economy, and the
problems resulting from the rapidly expanding population needed to be tackled,
perhaps through an expanded family planning progratine.,

55. Politicsal development in Seychelles seemed to be proceeding more slowly.

There had been little demand for full independence and, in view of the smallness
of the Territory in size and population and of its economic situatlon, some special
constitutional arrangement might be ealled for, perhaps as an interim solution. He
noted with satisfaction that elections were soon to be held on the basis of
universal aiult suffrage and that a new constitution was belng prepared. It was
Important, however, that plans for constitutional advance should not in any way
exclude the possibility of full independence. Economwic development was a problem
also for Seychelles and it was obvious fhéf the Territory needed outside help.

56. Whatever future course might be chosen by the three Territories, it was
essential that the choice ghould resgt with the freely elected representgtives of
the people. It was equally important that the people should retazin the right in
the future to choose an alternative political status.

5f. The representative of the United Kingdom said that the Sub-Committee had heard

many familiar assertions from the representatives of the USSR and Yugoslavia, and
his delegation had hed to reply tc them on past occasions. They ranged from the
inaccurate to the fantastic. Since the general debate was not yet concluded,
however, his delegation wculd prefer to defer its comments on the various statements
which had heen made to a later meeting.

58. The representative of the Union of Soviet Sociselist Republics ssid that his

delegation had always given close attention to factual material supplied by the
administering Power and derived from other sources. If the United Kingdom
representative wished, he could produce the scurces on which he had based his
statement; they consisted mainly of United Xingdom newspapers, such as The Tines
and The Observer. The United Kingdom representative would find that the Soviet
delegation's statements were confirmed by dispatches in such newspapers.

59. The representative of Yugoslavia sald that, if his assertions were "familiar",
the reason was that the colonial Power had repesgtedly postponed the accession of

the people to self-determination and independence. As long as thalt remained the

case, his delegation would be obliged to repeat its arguments.
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60, The representative of Tunisia pointed out that, although General Assembly
resclution 2066 (XX) ccncerning Mauritius had iavited the adwministering Power o
take steps to implement resolubion 1514 (XV), to take no action to violate the
territorial integrity of Mauritius and to report to the Special Committee and the
General Assembly on the implementation of resolution 2066 (XX), and although General
Assembly resolution 2069 (XX) concerning a number of Territories, including
Seychelles and St. Helens, had called upon the administering Power to implement
+he relevant resoluticns of the General Assewbly and to allow visiting missions tc
visit the Territories with its full co-operation and assistance, 1t appeared from
the information provided by the United Kingdom representative that nc progress
along those lines had been made in the three Territories under consideration. He
had asserted that the changes which had taken'place or which were planned were such
as to hasten the implementation of resolution 1514 (XV), but that was open to
gquestion since the administering Power had not complied with the General Assembly’s
request to allow visiting missions to visit the Territories. The colonial pericd
was still too fresh in the minds of many representatives for them to believe
everything an administering Power said about the administration of Territories
under its control, If the United Kingdom believed that it had fulfilled the
obligations imposed on it by the international community, why did it refuse to
allow representatives of the United Nations to visit the Territories and ascertsin
the truth of its statements? It was necessary for the United Kingdom to permit
visiting missions if the present deadlock was to be brokea. Everything that had
been said during the current debabe, including the statements of the administering
Power, had already been said in previous years. All that the Sub-Committee could
do, therefore, was to recommend the adoption of another resolution, reaffirm the
inalienable right of the people of the Territories to self-determinaticn aad
independence and request the administering Power once again to comply with United
Nations resolutions. That represented no progress and it was the administering
Power which was to blame. If United Nations representatives were allowed to

ascertain conditions in the Territories, it would perhaps be easier to achieve a

Just =pd equitable solution of thelr cowplex problems.




A/AC.109/L,358
English
Page 20

61l. The representative of the United Kingdom, replying to questions which had been

ralsed during the debate, said with regard to the problem of unemployment in
Mauritius and the need to diversify the country's economy that it was the policy
of the Mauritius Government to do everything possible to encourage the establishment
of new industries and to that end a number of incentives had been provided in the
shape of tariff concessions and financial assistance by the Government Development
Bank. A aumber of new industries had already been established, or were being
considered, including factories for the production of soap, masrgarine and edible
0ll, textiles and fertilizers, for the manufacture of stationery and watches, and
for the processing of synthetic jewels. Discussions had been held with
representatives of the United Nations Industrial Developwent Organizetion (UNILO)
on strengthening the local mechinery for.industrial production. In agriculture,
the United Nations Special Fund and the United Nstions Food and Agriculture
Organization (FAQ) were conducting a joint survey of land and water resources and
were expected to recommend various projects which should lead to the improvement
and greater diversification of agricultural preduction. Aa Agricultural Marketing
Board had been in operation for the preceding three years and the Mauritius
Government had just approved a number of new schemes for agricultural co-operative
credit. Tt was clear, therefore, that the Mauritius Government was determined +o
do everything possible to diversify the economy of the Territory and reduce its
dependence on the production of pPrimary commodities.

62. Inevitably, the Mauritius Government, like most other developing countries,
bad sought, in promoting local industrialization, to attract foreign capital., It
was unrealistic to regard such policies as continued concessions to foreign
monopolies. His delegation knew of no arrangements for foreign investwent in the
Territory which were intended to operate on a monopolistic basis or in & manner
contrary to the interests of the people of Mauritius.

63. The representative of Syria had referred to allegations of discerimination in
the sugar industry and had asked about steps being taken to protect the workers.

Conditions of employwent in the sugar industry were regulated by wage councils

appointed by the Mauritius Ministry of Labour and there was no discrimination
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among workers in any form of employment., As to the matter of hydroelectric
installations, there were at present eight Lydroelectric power stations operated by
the Central Blectricity Roard of Mauritius &nd a ninth was to be completed by 1969,
With regard to the Seychelles Taxpayers and Producers Association, he said thé{
that organization, as indicated in paragraph 6l of document A/AC.109/L. 37k and
Corr.l and 2, had for some time ceased +o exist,

64, The representative of Finland had invited attention to the problems of a
rapidly expanding population and the desirability of an expanded family planning
programme. There was now a much wider acceptance among all shades of religious
opinion and communities in the Territory of the need for family planning and,

with government support, certain voluntary agencizs had already wade a start.

65. _With regard to the so-called dismemberment of Mauritius and Seychelles
resulting from the establishment of the British Indian Ocean Territory, as alleged
by the representatives of Syria and the United Republic of Tanzania, the new
Territory was made up of a ntmber of small scattered islands separated from both
Mauritius and Seychelles by many hundreds of miles., The Chagos Archipelago, for
instance, although previously administered as part of Mauritius, was geographically
much nearer to the Seychelles. For nearly 100 years, all the islands, including
Mauritius and Seychelles, had formed s single dependency, and thereafter, beginning
about sixty years previously, the islands forming the new British Iadian Ocean
Territory bhad been attached either to Mauritius or Seychelles purely as a astter of
administrative convenience, They could not be considered as a homogenecus part of
elther of those Territories in ethnic, geographical, economic or any other terms.
The islands had no indigenous population, since they had been uninhabited when
originally acquired by the United Kingdon Government and virtually all persons now
living there were wigrant workers. The administrative rearrangements which had
been worked out freely with the Governments end elected representatives of the
people of Mauritius and Seychelles and with their full agreement, in no sense,
therefore, constituted a breach in the natural territorial and ethnic integrity

of those Territories.

56. Some representatives, including the representative of the USSR, bhad implied

that there wag a conspiracy to delay independence and impede political development

in the Territories in order to turn them into military bases. The clear assurances
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given by the United Kingdom Government concerning independence for Mauritius and
the information provided on constitutionsl progress in the Seychelles spoke for
themselves. The steady progress towards full self-government and decolonization
wag irrefutable evidence against such allegations.

7. GSome delegations nad also mde familiar allegations that the United Kingdom
Government wafs planping to establish bhases in the British Indian Ocean Territory.
The allegations had been based exclusively on press reports, which were often
highly speculative, sinee the role of the Press in the United Kingdom was not
restrirted to that of a subservient reflection of government policies. Those
delegations should ignhore such speculative comment and accept the clear statemert
asde by the United Kingdom Secretary »f State for Defence on 16 November 1964 Shat
his Government had no programme for creating bases in the British Indis~ Jczan
Territory. Although the United Kingdom Government had anncunced as long age as
November 1965 that the islands might provide potential sites for defence purpeses
such as refuelling or communications facilities, no decision had in factT been taken
to establish any such facilities. Such possible uses were very far removed from
the bogey of military bases threatening the independence of African snd Asian
countries which some delegations had scught tc raise,

68. On the question raised by the representative of Syria concerning = United
Nations presence during the furthcoming electiocons ip Mauritius, his delegation
would be prepar=d to seek lnstructions on any specific reguest which the Coumittee
wight make, but he pointed out that the Banwell Coumission's report had recommended
that a team of Commonwzalth observers should be present during the elections and
that that recommendation had been accepted by all politiecal parties in Mauritius.
59, The representative of Syria had alsc asked sbout the need to take special
account of the interests of the communities in the electoral arrangements in
Mauritius. He pointed cut that the Territory's population was of several different
ethnic origins, and that among the political groupings and parties there were
bodies which eclaimed to represent the Hindu and Moslem communities. Under the
previous system, it had been possible for as meny as fifteen out of sixty-fiwve
members of the Legislature to ve nominated by the Governor in order {0 protect

under-represented sections of the community. Since it had been impossible at the
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Constitutional Conference in 1965 50 reach agreement on an alternative brocedure,
the Banwell Commission had been appointed to make recommendatidns which would
ensure that the main sections of the population should have an opportunity to
secure falr representation of their interests. It was not the United Eingdom
Government which had demanded that such special arrangements should be wade, but
the local political parties and especislly the minority communities. Under the

new electoral arrangements, there would be eight "best loser" seats out of a total
of seventy. Four of those would be reserved for under-represested communities
irrespective of party conslderations, and the other four were intended to restore
the balance of party representation in so far as it had beer disturbed by the
previous award of four seats on a purelv communal basis. The arrangement was
essentially a compromise. The United Kingdom Government Had‘thf&ﬁghout not wished
to impose any solution and the arrangements now in operation had been generally
accepted by all sides. His Government had, however, while paying every regard to
local wishes, sought to discourage political parties in the Territory from appealing
exclusively to particular communities., Sixty out of the seventy members in the new
Legislature would be elected in three-memwber constituencies in which sach voter was
obliged to cast his full three votes and the result of such an arrangement should
be to minimize communal influences. There had, of course, been universal adult
suffrage in Mauritius since 1958,

TC. The representative of the United Republic of Tanzania said that he would like

to make some preliminary comments on the United Kingdom representative's statement.
The United Kingdom representative, in attempting to justify the dismemberment of
Mauritius and Seychelles, had spoken of distances of wmany hundreds of wiles, but
it might be pointed out that the islands in question were many thousands of mi}gs
from the United Kingdom, That fact showed the extent to which the United Kingdém
regarded geographical proximity as a prerequisite for the existence of a nation.
At any rate, the islands in question had always been treated as part of Mauritius
and Seychelles. If the facts were as the United Kingdom presented them, one could
only assume that the United Kingdom had been systematically misleading the Unitead
Nations in the information it had been submitting. If that was not the case, the
United Kingdom must admit that it was now pursuing a policy incompatible with the
Uaited Nations Charter as well as contrary to the wishes of the freedom-loving

and peace-loving peoples of Africa and Asia.
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7+. The United Kingdom representatlve had said “het military bases were not now
being built on the Indian Ocean islands, hut the Tanzanian delegaticn would like

t2 hear it stated that the United Kingdom Governmeat did not intend t2 place any
military " installations, eguipment or personnel on the islands, since any such
installations and personnel could only be intended for aggressive nurposes. The
establishnent by the United Kingdom of military installations in the Indian Ocean
wust be seen as part of the military strategy of imperialism. The installstions
were andoubtedly intended for use against peoples engsged in the legitimate struggle
for liberation. The United Kingdom had refused to use foree where it was Justified,
o oust Tan Smith'e rdgime in Southern Rhodesia, but was using all the milivary
means at its disposal ageinst the struggling peoples of Aden and other area: He
would like to be told whether or not the United Flngdom had any wilitary personnel
or instellations, including military transportation facilities, on the islands.

Te. With regard to the reliability of press reports, the guestion was whether the
United Kingdom Goveranment had denied the reports. The Times of London had reported
on 25 March 1967 that the United Kingdom was in the final stages of negotiations

©o buy three privately owned islands in the area for defence purposes, If the
United Kingdom Government did not formaily deny such reports, his delegation would
assume theat they were true.

7%» The United Kingdom representative had dwelt at leugth on the need for the
representation of the varicus communities in Mauritius. The United Kingdom, ever
since it had controlled Mauritius, had pursued a systematic policy of isolating

ons group from another, in accordance with the principle "divide and rule". Now,
when the nationslists czlled for independence, the colonial Power claimed that the
people were divided, The electoral system under which each voter would be cbliged
to cast three votes was one which had been tried in Tanganyika prior to its
independence and had since been discarded. Such a system actually amocunted to a
denial of the right of vete, as he would show in more detail at a & subsequent meeting.
. With regard to Seychelles, the United Kingdom had still not indicaited that it
would accede to the people’s demand for independence. "Decolonization" could mean
anything, and the Special Committee had seen hew the United Kingdom interpreted
that term in the case of six Territories in the Carivbean. He would like to be
told that ueder the policy of the United Kingdom Government the peopletls demand

for independence would be granted.
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75. The representative of the United Kingdom, replying to the remarks of the

representative o>f the United Republic of Tanzania, said that that representative

had claimed thet the islands forming the British Iandian Ocean Territory were part of
Mauritius and Seychelles, but the only evidence he had adduced was that the islands
had formerly been treated as part of Mauritius or of Seychelles Ffor administrative
purpeses. That was true, but, in his view, irrelewvant.

76+ He forwaily repudiated the Tsazanian representstive’s unsubstantiated charge
that the United Xingdowm had misled the United Nations in the informetion it had
provided on the Territories under discussion. The United Kingdom had never withheld
any information relevant to the Specisl Committes’s work, aasd had indesd gone much
further than was strictly required by criteria of relevance. The Tanzanian -
representative wight disbelieve the statements of official United Kingdom spokesmen
if he wished, but his counter-assertions had oo basis in fact. The matter referred
to in The Times report cited by the Tanzanian representative had been dealt with in
a statement by the Secretery of State for Defence. on 12 Lpril 19€7, who had said
that the freehold of the islands 1n question, which were part of the British Indian
Ocean Territory, had been acquirezd by the Governament in order to ensure that they
would be evailable for any facilities, such as refuelling cor communications, which
the Government might wish to establish there, Thre Thited Kingdom had provided

full irformation on the Territoriss every year from 1964 onwards. There was iifttle
purpose in continually furnishing iaformation if it wees tc be coatinually ignored.

77T« The representative of the Union of Soviet Socislist Republics said thet he

would like to comment on a aumber of matters touched on by the United Kingdom
representative. 'That representative nad asserted that the administering Power was
making efforts to diversify the economy of the Territories under discussion. It
was clear, however, that any such efforts had been inadeguate. There was chronic
unemployment on the islands, and skilled workers were obliged to emigrate to find
work. In a survey carried out by Barclays Benk, it had been stated that the
United Kingdom had not been vigorous encugh in its efforts to help the people of
the Territories to help themselves. Basic goods required to meet the essential

nesds of the people had to be imported.
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78. The United Kingdom representative's claim that his Government's military
activities in the area were not impeding the proéress of the Territories to
independence would not bear examination. Preparation for self-determination must
include efforts to build up the economy, and the Secretariat paper (4/AC.109/L.37h
and Corr.l and 2) showed that military sctivities were impeding economic
development. In paragraph 11k (A/AC.109/L.374/Corr.2) it was stated that, from 1965,
the major single source of income in St. Helena had been employment in
"commnication stations" oo Ascension Island - i.e., a military base. Five flax
mills which had been in operaticn in 1965 had been closed down, clearly because the
labour force had been lured to the bases by advantages offered them and diverted

- from normal activities essential for economic independence.’ -

T2. The administering Power had denied that it was dismembering the Territories

of Mauritius and Seychelles. Clearly the Urited Kingdom was ignoring General
Assembly resolution 2232 (XXI), which stated unambiguously that sny attempt at the
disruption of the territorial integrity of colonial Territories and the
establishment of military bases and instellations there wes incompatible with the
purpcses and principles of the Charter and of General Assembly resolution 1514 (XV).
80. The representative of the administering Power had cast doubt on the veracity
of reports quoted from the United Kingdom Press. He did not think, however, that
the United Kingdom delegation could dispute the fact that, on 15 June 1966, the
British Prime Minister had indicated that it was his Government's policy to avoid
establishing large bases in populated areas and instead to rely on staging posts
such as those available in the Indian Ocean, where there was virtually no local
population, so that United Kingdom forces could get speedily to where they were
needed ot minimum cost. That statement spoke for itself.

8l. The assertiocn that the islands in question had no population of their own was
guestionable. The United Kingdowm Secretary of State for the Colonies had stated

in 1965 that there were 1,400 people living on the islands. The inhabitants
certainly did not wish to see their islands handed over to the United Kingdom Tor

use as military bases.
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82, It was asserted that the nited Kingdom®s military activities werz not slowing
progress towards independence, and that the lccal governments had agreed. But the
agresment of governments which were not independent could not be considered valid.
Under General Assembly resolution 151k (XV), self-determination must not be subject
to any conditicns, and no form of pressure must be erercised on the people, Once
independent, +he new nations could enter into whatever arrangements they wished.
85. The representative cof Yugoslavia recalled that his delegation was one of those
which had raissd the question of the establishment of United Kingdom military bases
in the Territories. The United Kingdom representative had once again referred tc
the statement wede on 16 November 1966 by the Secretary of State for Defence that
no plaan had been wade for the creation of military bhases in the British Indian
Ocean Territory. The Yugoslav delegation did not regard that statement as a
categorical denial by the United Kingdom Government, since 1t left cpen the
possibility of the establishment of such bases in the future. According te the,
United Kingdom representative, members were basing their views on press reports,
which were cften highly speculative, He pointed out, however, that when he had
sz2id -at the Sub-Committee's 36th meeting that the Indian Government was strongly
opposed to the establishment of military bases in the Indian Ocean, he had raiied
on 2 statement by a spokesmar for that Government.

8. He regretted tﬁat the United Kingdom repregentative had nov deemed It necessary
to discuss the peints raised in his statement regerding the precccugation of the
political parties in Seychelles with the guestion of the ultimste status of the
Territcry. In his delegation’s view, that preoccupation mean£ that the people of
Beychelles were not interested in a prolonged process of constitutional evolution.
Furthgrmore, his delegation considered that the changes in the ratic of elacted te
appointed members of the Executivs end Legislative Councils did not represent a
3ignificant improvement in the ccnstitutional situation.

85. The representative of the United Repubiic of Tanzania, speaking in exercise of

his right of reply, said that the United Kingdom representative’s second statement
ted served to confirm what he himself had sald earlier., The United Kingdom
representative had informed members that his Government had been providing
information on the new colony only since 1964. However, the Sub-Committee had been

in existence for some time before that year, What the Tanzanlan delegation wished
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Eo call into question, however, was not the transmission of information but the
type of information transmitted. If the Territory in question had been a United
Kingdor colony, why would that country pay £3 nillion to Mauritius as compensatien
for the Inclusion of certain of its islands in the "British Indian Ocean Territory"?
Colonialism under any gulse was s crime against humanity and military aggregsion
was even worse,

86. At a previous meeting the United Kingdom Government had been called upon to
indicate whether its policy was to lead the Territories to independence. The United
Kingdom Government had ignored the deuwand of the pecple of Seychelles for unfettered
independence. In his delegaticn's view, it was importent that the United Kingdom
Government should co-operate with the Sub-Committee and the Special Committee and
agree to the sending of a visiting mission to Mauritius and Seychelles., It was
essential that that Government should renounce 1ts colonial policy in those
Territories.

87. The representative of Tunisia recalled that a recent resolution of the General
Assembly had called upon the administering Power to make it possible for the United
Wetions to send a vigiting mission to the Territories under consideration. He
stressed that the question of visiting missions was a matter of primary importance
and the United Kingdom representative had not given a satlsfactory reply in that
regard. It was necessary for members to have = clear idea of the United Kingdom
Government's position on the possibility of seanding a visiting mission to Mauritius
and Seychelles for the purpose of ascertaining the situation in those Territories.
With regard to Mauritius, the United Kingdom representative had said that g group
of observers from the Commonwealth would be invited to be present during the
forthcoming elections. But he had said nothing about the Seychelles or St, Helena.
In any event, what was of concern to members was the role of the United Nations.

88. The representative of the United Kingdom pointed out that the statement made

in Parliament by the Secretary of State for Defence on 16 November 1966 had been in
reply to a gquestion concerning the estimated cost of establishing military bases in
the British Indian Ocean Territory. The Secretary had said that as no plan hed

been made for the creation of such bases, he could not give any figure for the zost

of such a scheme. The Soviet Union representative had referred to a statement made

by the United Kingdom Prime Minister on 16 June 1966. However, a careful reading
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of that statement would not reveal any inconsistency, sioce the Prime Minizter had
spoken of the possibility cof establishing facilities for refuelling and
communications purposes.

89, With regard to the question of population, he had pcointed out that there was
no indigenous population in the British Indian Ocean Territory and thet most of
the people living there were migrant workers. The Scviet representative had again
claimed that military activities in the area impeded constitutiomal develcpment.
He himself 4id not think that that view would be shared by the inhabitants of Melta
or Singapore. In any event, his Government was not conducting any military
activities in any of the Territories under consideration. The Tnited Xingdom
Government had provided & grant of £3 million to Mauritius snd, in the case of the
Seychelles, had undertsken to build an internetional airfield, Which would
contribute greatly to the eccnomic development of the Territory. The Soviet Union
representative had referred to figures in the Secretariat Working Paper
(A/AC.109/L.374/Corr.2) and had claimed that the solution of unemployment in

St. Helenas was dependent on military activities. The United Kingdom delegation
wished to point out that a total of 342 St. Heleniesns - as sgainst 323 in 1964 -
had worked on Ascension Island in 1965 and that of that total, 150 had teen
employed by British Government Cable and Wireless, Limited and 68 by the Ministry
of Public Buildings and Works for the construction of & British Broadcasting
Corporation relay station.

90. With regard to the Tanzanian representative's remarks concerning the
transmission of Informstion by the United Kingdom delegeticn, he wished to point
cut that his delegation had always provided full information on the Territcries and
that it was his understanding that the Sub-Committee had first begun to consider
Mauvritive, the Seychelles and St. Helena in 1964. Since then, his delegation had
provided information on those Territories to the Sub-Committee and the Fourth
Commititee in 1965 and 1966,

91l. His delegation took note of the comments of the Tunisian representative, and

his Government would consider any request mede by the Sub-Committee as a whcle

concerning the sending of visiting missions.
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92 The reprzsentative of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics said, with regard

to Britich Government Cable and Wireless, Limited, that its activities were not
solely concerned with civilian operaticns. The United Kingdom newspaper,

The Jbserver, had said that the cable was likely to become the main channel for
reisylng date back te Cape Kemnedy. It was obvious that such data weould be of a
military nature. With regard to S, Helena and Ascension Island, he noted that the
United Ringdoa end the Republic of South Africa had recently held negotiations
conc=rning the Simonstown naval Tase. Accordang to & report in The Times, it had
peen agreed that the United Kingdom would continue toc enjoy the right tco fly over
South Afraca in the event of trouble in the Middle East, It was thus clear that
those nszgotiations had been designed toc serve the interests of the United Ki..dom
and to enable that country to hinder the progress-of the peoples of the Middle Fast
towaerds inGependence.

93. The representative of the United Republic of Tanzania said it was obvious that

the representative of the United Kingdom and he were not speaking the same language.
The representative of the United Kingdom had said that his Goverameat had made =
grant to Mauritlus. Yet, according to paragraph 40 of document A/AC.109/L.37L and
Corr.l and 2, on 20 December 196€, the Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State had
sald that *the United Kingdow had provided Mauritivs with financial aid totalling
£8.1 million, in addition to the compensation of £3 million pald for the inclusion
of certain groups of its 1slends in the British Indian Ocean Territory. That showed
clearly that the United Kingdom had had to pay for those islands,

Ole, The representative of Yugoslavia said that his delegation continued to hold the
view that the statement made by the Secretary of State for Defence did not
constitute a denial of any intention on the part of the United Kingdom to establish
military bvases in the new colocny,

95. The representative of Mall noted that, in his inivial statement at the

35th meeting, the United Kingdom representative had said that, in Mauritivs,
constitutional discussions between the United Kingdom and the repregentatives of
the various political parties had already set the stage for independence - thus
implying that there was no need for the Sub-Commitiee tc consider whether General

Assembly resolution 1514k (XV) was being implemented. That was an over-simplificavion

of the situation. Indeed, if one exawmined the political and economic situation in
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Mauritius, as in the other two Territories under discussion, one found that
resolution 151k (XV) wes not being implemented and that basic United Netioms
principles vere being disregarded. According to those principles, peoples had a
right to self-determination and independence, decisiong on constitutiomal changes
must be left in the hande of the peoples themselves, territorial integrity mus®t be
respected and - & principle which was vital to genuine independence - the right of
peoples tro sovereignty over their natural resources must be guaranteed. All those
principles were being flouted. In addition, wmilitary bases were being established
in the Territories, despite the General Assembly decision that the establishment of
such bases in colonial territories was incompatible with the United Wations Charter
and resolution 1514 (Xv),

96. The United Kingdom representative had gone om to say thst, at:Ehe“end cf the
Constitutional Conference held in 1965, the Secretary of State for the Coloniss had
announced that Mauritius would achieve independence if a resolution asking for it
was passed by & simple majority of the Legislative Assembly resulting from a new
general election. He found that condition surprising. He would have thought that
a constitutional econference would represent the last step hefore independence; the
reguirement for new elections constituted a barrier in the path to independence.

It was hard for him te conceive of a people deciding against indspendence, but
apparently the United Kingdom hoped teo ensure that the complexion of the new
Agsembly was favourable te it.

97. With regard to the arrangements for the elections he ncoted that, according to
paragraph 1€ of the Secreteriat working paper (A/AC.lOQ/L.57i and Corr.l and 2) the
total electorater+was about 340,000, or 48 per cemt of the population. BSince the
rate of population growth was high and the population was predominantly young, the
minimum voting age of twenty-one had the effect of excluding a large part of the
population, and giving the electorate an unrepresentative character. That
1llustrated the danger of allowing the United Kingdom to organize the elections to
8 bedy which was to vote on the gquestion of independence,

98. Paragraph 16 of the Secretariat paper revealed that a number of seats were to
be filled by the "best losers" in the elections. He found such an arrangement

extraordinary, since it meant seating people who had been rejected by the slectorate

and thus reversing the democratic decision of the peopie.
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9. It was cleer from the Secretarist raper ithat there had been no 2conomic
progress in any of the Territories and that no attempt was being made to alter the
gtructure of the economy in order to ensure econcmic Trogress in the future,
Meuritius depended essentially on the production of sugar and coffee. TIn view of
the world market situation with regzard +eo coffee, with severe fluctuations in
prices and low price levels, coffee-producing countries were trying hard to
redirect their production. It wds clear that coffec provided no basis feor |conomic

development , and the situation was similsr with regard to sugar. As far as

employment was concerned, economic growtk was not keeping pace with the rapid rise
in porulatinn and chronic unemployment and underemployment resulted. No real

selution to that problem was vet in sight.

100, The representative of Ethiopia said that very 1ittle had been zeromnlished
towards implementing the provisions of relevsnt General Assembly resolutiops ig
Mauritius, Seychelles end St. Helena. The Special Committee and the Generzl
Agsembly had repeatedly resffirmed the right of the pecple of those Territories

to freedom and independence and had invited the administering Fower to take
effective measures to implement General Assembly resolution 1514k {XV). Yet the
Suh-Committee was obliged to take up the question once again., In September 1966,
the United Kingdom delegation had informed the Sub-Committee that registration for
the purpcse of the new elections had been due to begin on 1 September 1966 but,
because of Remadan, the elections could not be held before February 1967; it had
added fthat Mauritius could thus achieve independence during the summer of 1967.

101. At the 35tn meeting, however, in reply to a question from +he representative of
Syria, the United Kingdom representative had said that independence would probably
be obtained in 1968. For certain reasons, the elections due to be held in

February 1967 had been postponed. She regretted tc have to say that her delegation
was not satisfied with the reasons given for the delay. The Ethiopian delegaticn
urged the United Kingdom Government to hold the vromised elections at an early date.
The people of Mauritius had expressed their wish for independence in 1965 at the
London Constitutional Conference, but they were still waiting for the day of
independence to arrive. Her delegation appealed to the administering Power to

implement fully the Declaration on the Granting of Independence to Cclonial

Countries and People.
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102. Witk regard to Seychelles and St. Helena, developments were still very slow;
hardly any progress had been made in either the prolitical, economic or social
situation. As could be seen from Sir Colville Deverell's report, the situation in
Seychelles remained sericus. Sir Colville had expressed the opinion that, in view
of the political inexperience of the people, constitutional avolution should proceed
"with reasonable deliberation™, and had complained that the preocoupation of the
political parties with the guestion cf the ultimate status of Seychelles was
distracting attention from the more inmediate matter of the next steps along the
path of constitutional evolution. Whatever Sir Colville's views on the people's
Irececcupation with the guestion of the Territory's ultimate status might be, her
conclusion was that +the people of Seychelles were anxiously awaiting full
independence. She would Lherefore like to see the administering Power comply with
the people's wishes on the basis of General Asesembly resolution 151k (XV) and
other relevant resclutions.

103. As to aconomic conditions, Seychelles had been unzble to balance its budget
without external aid since 1958, unemployment was increasing, the rate of population
growth was risirg and agricultural Production remained static. That was & sad
situation in a coumtry scon to become independent, snd her delegation urged the
United Kingdor Government to take immediate steps +o help Seychelles cope with its
econcmic and sceisl problems.

10k, She had also noted that very little progress had been made in St. Helena in
the economic, socizl and political rfields. Her delegation appealed to the
administering Power to implement resolution 151k (XV) and other relevant Genersl
Assembly resolutions in respect of S5t. Helens. Most particularly, as far as all
three Territories were concerned, it recommended that the administering Power
should do its utmost to solve the educational, social and economic rroblems with
which they were faced,

105. The representative of Syria, referring to the answers given to his questions by
the representative of the United Kingdom, thought he was Justified in asking what
was the potential economic wealth of the Territories and to what extent that
Pcteatial had been realized for the benefit of the population. There were

indications that Mauritius had considerable votentisl in hydroelectric power, yet,
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according tc the representative of the administering Fower, there were only eight
hydroelectric stations now in cperation and a ninth under construction. He would
be interested to know what the production was in kilowatts, to what use it was put
and whether it was helping to raise the economic standard of the populatiocn.

106. The representative of the administrative Power bad indicated that umemployment
wes decreasing, but he wondered why there was any unemployment at all in a place
which was apparently so rich in natural resources and when a relatively extensive
economic development project might absorb all availeble manpower, and even require
more. The United Kingdom had both the capital and technical knowledge for such a
project.

107. The representative of the United Kingdom had dwelt on the benign nature of
the strategic installations on the islands, claiming that they were only refuelling
stations. He wondered whether they had been constructed on Mauritian land with

the express free consent of the people. If not, were they not impeding self-
determination and independence?

108. He welcomed the assurance given thai there was no discrimination in the sugar
or other industries, but asked what were the salary scales for Buropeans and
indigenous employ=es and whether the latter had access to manageriel positions.
109. He urged the administering Power to give replies that provided a comprehensive
picture of the islands under its administration, and not merely partial answers.
What was important was that the people should freely exercise their right to
self-determination, that there should be social, economic and political progress
and that the sovereignty of the people and the territorial integrity of their

1and should be respected. The Sib-Committee should not base its conclusions on
the opinion of the administering Power as to what was reasonable.

110. The representative of the United Kingdom, replying to the comments made by the

representative of Mali concerning the delay in granting irndependence to Mauritius
following the 1965 Constitutional Conference and the requirement that a new
Legislature should approve a request for independence, referred him to the report

of that Conference, which had made it very clear that there had by no means veen

agreement as to whether the issue of independence had been fully congidered at
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previous general elections and that it had been decided by the parties represented
at the Conference that steps should be taken to review the electoral arrangenments
before new elections were held. Two points of view had been expressed: cone had
been that there was nc need to consult the people regarding the future status of
Mguritius since their desire for independence had been demonstrated by their
suppert in three general elections for the parties favouring independence, but that
it would be appropriate to hold genersl elections Lefore independence so that the
nevly elected Government could lead the country into indevpendence; the oprosing
argument advanced had been that the guestion of independence had not beern a
prominent issue in previous genersl elections and it was therefors doubtful
whether the voters really desired it.

1il. Those had been the views not of the United Kingdom Government, tut of the
parties represernted at the Conference. Agreement had therefore been reached on
the procedure he had described and, if a majority of the nevly =lected Legislature
so decided, independence could be granted within = period of six months. The
reasons why the approval of a mejority in the Legislature was required were
perfectly clear to anvone familiar with democratic nrocedures. As he hed made
clear in earlier statements, the delay in holding general elections had been
caused by the process of reviewing the electcral system and the initiative now lay
with the Govermment of Mauritius. In Decermber 1966, the United Kingdom Secretary
of State for the Colonies, after discussicns with the FPrime Minister of Mauritius,
had expressed the hope that the latter would share his wish for early elections
end the Prime Minister of Mauritius had confirmed that he wished elections to be
held in 1967. The United Kingdom could do no more; the initiative for holding
elections lay with the Mauritians themselves.

112. On the questinn of the voting age, which had also been raised by =he
representative ¢f Mali, the franchise arrangements had been reviewed at the

1965 Constitutional Conference and the leaders of the parties represented had
agreed to leave it unchanged. It had therefore been the decision of the Mauritian

répresentatives themselves. There was, moreover, nothing unusual in & minimum

voting age of 21; that was the case in many countries.
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11%. With reference to the salary scale in the sugar ipdustry, he assured the
representative of Syria that no sections of the population of Mauritiue could be
regarded as indigenous in the sense valid in other parts of the world. No
digtinction was made in the sugar industry between the Buropeans and other sections
of the population.

11k, He repeated that nc refuelling facilities had so fer been congtructed in the
British Indian Ocean Territory and no decigion had yet been taken to do 80.

115, The representative of Mali said that he had been surprised by the United
Kingdom representative's answer to his guesticn concerning the delay in granting
ipdependence. In paragraph 20 of document A/AC.109/L.374 and Corr.l end 2 it was
stated thet neither the United Kingdom Government nor the Government of Mauritius
could avoid the subsequent delays. Tnternal political gifficulties alone could
oot be the ceuse for the delay; one cause appeared to be the requirement that a
newly elected legislature should first approve & resolution asking for
independence. He pelieved that after the 1965 Constitutional Conference the path
to independence had peen wide open. There was sOme doubt in his mind as to the
United Kingdom's willingness to move towards the emancipation of the Territory.
116. Oun the gquestion of the minimum vobing 2ze, it should be recognized that the
population of Mauritius wae a somewhat special case because of the age pyramid
and the rapid growth of population, To give the franchise only to those over

the age of twenty-one would favour the populavion of mixed and French descent who

mainly supported the Parti Meuricien Social Déuocrate (PMSD), which was in favour

of preserving the links with the administering Power. That indicated what the
outeome of the proposed popular consultation would probably be. Tn meny countries
the minimum voting age was eighteen. If that were adopted in Mauritius,

75 per cent of the population, instead of 48 per cent, would be entitled to vote
and the majority would then consist of young people who did not pelong to the
land-owning class., The gitustion presented complex probleme whicn should be
studied carefully since the future of a nation was at stake.

117. Be was deeply concerned over the strict dependence of Mauritius on coifee and
sugar. A country woich was about to become independent should not depend on thoe -

two products alone. Mauritius, for instance, was entirely dependent on MadagasCey

for rice. If something could be done to make the Territory less dependent on ‘the

=
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fluctuating prices for coffee and sugar, the United Kingdom should inform the
Sub-Commitiee. It should also diversify agricultural production so that the
Territory, which had a rich soil, could satisfy more of its own needs,

118. The representative of the United Kingdom said that the requirement that a

request for independence should first be approved by a majority of the newly
elected legislature of Mauritius was no more than a guarantee of the demoeratic
expression of the wishes of the people. It was true that the PMSD did not support
full independence, but he pointed out that that party represented not only those
of EBuropean or mixed descent but also many of African descent who were resident in
the Territory. It was hoped, however, that the new electorsl arrangements would
cut across such communal or racial considerations.

119. In his statement at the Sub-Committee's 37th meeting, he had mentioned the
various efforts belng made to promote new industry and diversify the economy of
Mauritius. Both the United Kingdom Sovermment and the Government of Mauritius
fully realized the need for diversification.

120. The representative of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics agreed with the

representative of Mall that the administering Power should give some thought to
lowering the winimum voting age, especially since the population of Mauritius did
not have a long life-expectancy. The explanation giver by the United Kingdom
representative was not convinecing. What was good for other countries was not
necessarily good for Mauritius. Some countries recognized that pecple already had
opinions by the age of eighteen and were in a position to ‘decide how to vote,

121. He had been glad to hear from the representative of the administering Power
that there were 'at present no plans to establish military bases in the Territories,
especially in the new colony., That would have been satisfactory if there had

not been reports to the contrary. There was considerable concern in Africa and
Asie on that point and there had even been discussion in the United Kingdom
Parliament. He understood that the United Kingdom representative in New Delhi
had been handed a statement pointing out that military preparations in the Indian
Ocean were contrary to the spirit of the Unlited Nations Charter, and the spokesman
for the Indian Govermment, to whose statement the Yugoslav representative had
referred, was very well informed about the discussions in the Special Committee,

and in the United Nations in general, and he was reported to have expressed the

hope that the United Kingdom Government would take those discussions into account
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and would give up any plans to estsblish military bases in the Territories. He
still did nnt consider the United Kingdor statement definitive; hut if it was, he
veleomed it,

12z. The representative of the Tmited Kingdom pointed out that it was the elected

representatives of the pecple Of Mauritius themselves who had decided to retain a
ninimum voting age of twenty-ure. What was more important wss that in Mauritius
the voters had a free choiece between various political perties and a free choice
0f candidates.

123. He had noted the USSE representative's comments concerning Indiafs views.

No doubt when the question wss discussed ot a later stage by the plerary Special
Committee the Indiar representative would make clear his Governmeat's position o1

the matter,

E. Conclusions

12k, The Sub-Committee notes with regret that the administering Power has still

not implemented the provisions of resolution 1514 (XV} and of other relevant
resoiutions of the Genersl Assembly roncerning Mauritius, Seychelles and St. Helena,
and is still unduly delaying the achievement of independence by these Territories,
12%. The Sub-Committee notes with regret the inadequacy of political progress in
these Territeries. The administering Power, through the Governor, continues to
exerclee vast powers, particalerly in the constitutional and the legislatiwve
fields. Ir Seychelles, the administering Power is insisting on a longer
constitutional process under the Pretext that the people of the Territory lack
political experience. Moreover, the new "proposals for constitutional advance” do
not accelerate but, in fact, delay the transfer of power to democratically elected
representatives of the people as provided for in resclution'lSlh (XV) of the
General Assembly,

126, By creating a new territory, "the British Indian Ocean Territory", composed of
islands detached from Mauritius and Seychelles, the adminisgtering Power continues
to violate the territorial integrity of these Non-Self-Governing Territories and

to defy resolutions 2066 (XX) and 2232 (XXI) of the General Agsembly.

127. The Sub-Committee notes with concern that, notwithstanding the denials by the
edministering Power, there is gtill evidence tc indicate that the Uhited Kipgdom

intends to use portions of these territories for military purposes in collaboration

with the Government of the United States of America. The Sub-Commitiee is of the fi:im
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opinion that such military installations create internationsl tensicn and arouse the
concern of the peoples of Africa and Asia, especlally those in the vicinity of the
installations.

128, The ecopnomic situation in Mauritius, Seychelles and St. Helena remains
ungatisfectory. The Territories suffer from shortage of capital and depend
entirely on few crops and external aid, Effcrts Ly the administering Power to
diversify the ecoromy of the Territories have beer inadequate, CUConcessions to
foreign companies continue and the interests of the peoples are not safeguarded.
129. The social situation in the Territories coutinues to arouse concern. There is
a downward trend in per caplta income and a rise in unemployment in Mauritius and
Seychelles., In Mauritius, the workers in the sugar industry rightily complain of
diseriminatory practices. There are still no facilities for higher education in

the Territories.

G. Recommendations

130. The Sub-Committee reccmmends that the Special Committee take coacrete measures
to insure that the right of the pecples of Mauritius, Seychelles and S5t. Helena
to self-determination =nd 1lndependence, in accordance with the Declaration on the
Granticg ~f Independence to Colonlal Countries and P=zoples, is respscted by the
administering Powver.

131, The Speecisl Committee should arge the administering Power to grant toe
Territories the political status thelr peoples freely choose, The administering
Power should conseguently refrain from taking any measure incompaltible with the
Charter of the Uh&ted Wations and with the Declaration on the Granting of
Independence te Colonial Countries and Peoples.

132, The Special Committee should once again reaffirm that any constitutional
changes must be left to the peoples of the Territories themselves, who alone have
the right to decide on the form of govermment they wish to adopt.

133. The zdministering Power should without delay hold free elections in the
Territories on the basis of universal suffrage and transfer all powers to the
representative organs elected by the people.

134, The Special Committee should recommend that the Gereral Assembly set a time

limit for the granting of independence to Mauritius and accelerate the

implementaticn of resolution 151k (XV) regarding Seychelles and St. Helena.
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CONFIDENTIAL LNWEX
(0PD(67) 20th Meeting, Item 3)

THURSDAY, 25th MAY 1967 at 9..5 a.m.

BRITISH IWDIAN OCEAN TERRITGRY (BIOT)

THE SECRETLRY OF STATE FOR DEFENCE seid that when BIOT wes sst up

we had mede errangements to compensate Meauritius znd the Seyschelles fur

the detachment from them of islands tc form the new territcery up to a

total of about £0 million, The United Stetes Government agreed to

= R e Y
contribute helf the cost of this compensation(up tc & meximum of £5 millicn)

[
2
o
«
0
(3
@
(3

and at the time, tc avcid embarrassment in Congress, particularly r
us te keep secrct the arrangements for their contribution; for this rszsin

it had been arranged that it should take the form of their waiving part of

ar payments tc them in connection with the develepment of Polaris, Until
recently there had been nc reason to suspect that difficulties would

arise over this secret arrangement, but the United States zuthorities had
now tcld us that scme Americer scientists had bescome awere cof the United
States! fineancial invelvement; for this reason they were now cortemplating
2duitting in public if presssd that while no cesh paymsnt had been mads
they had made a “contributien" to the cest of detachment cf the islands,
This proposal of the United States Government geve rise tc greet
difficulties becausc we had made arrangements with the agrsement of the
Comptroller and fuditor Generzl to avoid draving Parliament’s attenticn

to the transactions and we had meintained 2 firm line in public that there
hed been no United States contributicn., The Prime Hinister had elsc
informed the Premier of Nauritius that this was = matter solely betwesrn
ourselves and Mauritius, in rebutting his propesal that the United States

' f. should help Mauritius and the Seychelles. Nr. Christopher Mazyhew NP wes

alsc aware cf the transaction t rough his former appcintment s Minister

of Defence for the Royel Mevy. He (the Defence Secretary) had circulatal
with his minute of 12th May o draft telegram to Hif Ambassador at
Weshington conteining instructions tc the Ambassader for discussion with

the United Scates Secretery of State, Mr. Dean Rusk, but this would reowire

some mocdification in the light of e minute from the Commonwealih Secrotary
dated 24th May.

T

TGP SECRET

- T T
r i i ins 1| 2
1| 2|cms The National Archives |
o410 ‘
|Ref.- CANE \L\,g’( SO e S tey
Please note that this copy is supplied subject to the National Archives' terms and conditions and that your

use of it may be subject to copyright restrictions. Further inforrnat.ion is given in the "Terms and
Conditions of supply of the National Archives' leaflets
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THE COMMONWEALTH SECRETLRY said that at the +ime when the agreement
for the detachment of BIOT was signed in 1965, Hauritien Ministers were

unaware of our negotiations with the United States Government for a

contribution by them towards the cost of compensation for detachment.
They were further told that there was nc gquestion of a further
contribution to them by the United States Government since this was &
matter between ourselves and Mauritius, that the £3 million was the

maximum we could afford, and that unless they accepted our propesals

we should not proceed with the arrangements for the grant tc them

of independence. Subsequently the matter had become 2 party pelitical
issuc in Mauritius and the Premier had been attacked by the present
opposition party for having agreed to the separation of Diego Garcia fcr
inadequete compensation, A critical election which wculd determine
whether or not Mzuritius was to bscome independent wes due to be held in
Lugust and the guestion of the allsged inadequacy of compensation for
detachment of the Chages irchipelage would be used by the oppesiticn Tt
atteck the Premier’s record. We should therefore strongly urge the
‘United States Government that complete secrecy should be maintainel and
we should not et this stage volunteer any elternative proposal. The
Aimbassador could be asked to report urgently cn United Stetes reactiocns
to the proposition thet secrecy should be meintained in 211 circumstances,
_r . If they were not willing to accept this we should then comsider further

what other courses might be adcpted.

THE CHANCELLOR OF THE EXCHEQUER said that the Treasury Officer cf
iccounts, had obtained the consent of the Comptriller and Auditor Gencral
to exclude eny reference to the remissicn of part of a Polaris payment

; in the relevant Votes submitted to Parliement. In view of the latest

report of the United States position however there now
: scemed little chance of total secrecy being maintained, and the fcllowing
formula had been evclved by Treasury officiels which he put forward for
consideration -
"The arrangements mede with Meuritius and the Ssychelles 2bcut BICT
were & metter between Her Majesty’s Government and the Governments

cf those two countries. There was no direct payment by the Unmitel

States in respect of the custs of those errangements covering such
{' . metters as the purchase of land and resettlement of scme local
; inhebitants. BIOT is, however, intended tc serve both British
and American purposes and in consideration cf the arrangements
made by the United Kingdom the United States have mede somc
adjustment in cther fields which eare more favoursble tc the United

Kingdom than would otherwise have been the case.”

(97793)
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In discussion it was recognised that there now seemed t¢ be no
prospect of maintaining secrecy regarding the United States contributicin
There was general agreement that the formule proposed by the Chancellor
of the Exchequur previded a useful basis for an anncuncement. It was
suggested, however, that in the last sentence the wurds "having regard
to further capital construction, the United States have now mads ...."
might be inserted, to relate the contributicn to the proposed

construction of facilities on Aldabra.

It waes elsc generally agreed that the British Ambassadcr in
VWeshington should be instructed to infcrm the United States Governmen
that if in consequence of a disclosure of their contributicn which now
eppsared to be necessary because of the acticn which the United States
Government had taken it became necessary tc¢ make an additionzl contribution
tc Mauritius cr the Ssyshelles, we should expect the United States

Government to bear the cost.

Summing up the discussion, THE PRIME KINISTER seid that the firmule
suggested by the Chancellor cf the Exchegquer, subject tc the additicn of
some such wcrds in the last sentence as “having regerd to further capitzl

constructicn", shcould be further discussed by officials and agreed by the

Miristers directly concerned, In Ciscussicn with the United States
authoritics we should seek ezgreement t¢ a simultensous anncuncemsit by
the United States and ourselves on the lines indicated in discussicrn.

The timing cf such an anncuncement, which should preferably be after the
electicns in Mauritius had besn held, would require further coensideraticn,
After agreement had been reached cn the fermula which would be used it
weuld be nécessary for the Treasury Officer of ficcounts inferr the

Comptroller and Luditor General., The draft telsgranm tc HY imbessadcr

et Washington should be revised accordingly, in egrecment betwsen the

Ministers directly concerned.

The Committes -

| (1) Invited the Defence Secretary, in consultation with
k. the Chanceller cof the Exchequer, the Commeonwsalth

: Secretary and the Minister of Stete for Foreign iffairs,
to consider in the light <f the discussion, the
appropriate form cf 2 public statement regerding the
United States cuntributicn.

(2) Invited the Minister of State f.r Foreign Affeairs, i
consultation with the Chancellor of the Excheguer,
Commenwealth Secretary and the Defence Secretary, tc
revise the draft telegram tc HM Ambessadcr at
Washington cn the lines zgreed in discussion.

1 ok 8

Cabinct Office, S.V.1.
& 25th Mey 1967
g ~3-
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Annex 60

Letter dated 12 July 1967 from C.A. Seller to Sir John Rennie, Governor of Mauritius
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; S é. el ..~ COMMONWEALTH OFFICE (8

MIC/58/21 ... -Dependent Territories Division, . =

s e TR | : e Curtis Green Building,
T R P ONDON S W e

auigd 1967,

e
. R e e & : i .
Will you please rbfer:to_cbrrespondence ending with your
" savingram No, 641 of ‘the 16th November about fishing in the
Chagos Archipelago, T : : g :

2.  The enquiry in Du? telegram No, 305 was related to the under—
“teking given to Mauritius Ministers in the course of discussions
on the separation. of Cbagos from Mauritius, that we would use our:
good orfices with the U.S. Government to ensure that fishing

- rights remained available t0 the Mauritius. Government as far as

: practicablevin'the”Chaéos;ArchipelagOyf It seems certain that :
there would have to be| restrictions on the extent to which either
our own- or American defence authorities would agree to fishing
rights being retained by the: Mauritius Government once defence
Installations have been developed on any of the islands of the
Chagos Archipelago but| as we see it, these need not necessarily

be such as 10 deny fishing rights altogether.  The best way of

- dealing ‘with the matter and at the same time fulfilling our

- Ministers' undertaking| to Mauritius Ministers may well be that
during the period before defence installations are introduced

into any of the islands of the Chagos Archipelago, an attempt should
be made: to clarify the arrangements which would govern access by
fishing vessels once any of the islands of the Archipelago are
actually taken for defence use, b ; }

LB AR We'Seé'itsa reasénaﬁle'arrangement might contain the
- following elsmenﬁs:ﬁw . o 3 B :

U A. U That there should bé unrestiricted ‘access throughout the
i Archipelago during the period :before any of the islands |
are taken over for defence uses’ and cleared of population.

~~B.. .Once one or more of the islands has been taken over and’
~-cleared of population,.the following arrangements would
DAY e i S e
(1) Mauritius fishing vessels would of coupse have: .
7' unrestricted access to the high seas within the .
. Archipelago (of which it’'seems from such maps. as
-+ We have there must be a considerable amount).. - -+

/.(-iiv)»_-“i .

" Sir John Rennie, K.C.l. L
~ Government House, - ~RECEIVED, IN
w | ARCHIVES No.56

. MAURITIUS. - ;
medmle Bl | 1aduLer
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©2 (1) They would likewise have unrestricted access to
s . islands not specifically excluded for defence
reasons and also to the territorial waters:
& surrounding them, ; ! e
(iii) The possibility} of - 1limited access for fishing in’
the waters surrounding those: islands excluded for
-defence use would be considered as and when the
‘situstion arises by the British and U.S.’
Governments, -but would of course have 1o be
subject to their overriding defence nceds,

Would a vpro_;poéivtion on these {lines ~(and bwe should clearly have to
£i11 in the details in consultation with the Americans) be :
likely to be acceptable to your Ministers? . -~ - -

L. Two matters to- which mone thought will have to be given are -
‘related questions of territorial waters and fishing limitsl These -
two are not necessarily the same thing. : If current U.K. law were
extended to the B.I,0.,T,, the effect would be that the Territory
would S el e . it Gt 5O .

(a) adopt a twelve miles fishery limit drawn from base lines
- in accordance with the 1958 Territorial Sea Convention, - -
- granting "habitual fishing rights" between the six and
" twelve lines to Maur;itiu.s and to any other states whose
. vessels had fished in the area during the preceding ten
" years, and - | : )

(b) retain a three-mile territorial sea limit drawn from the -
same base lines. i :

5s It .is however possible, as .matters stand at present, that
the U.K. could declare an exclusive fishing zone up to 9 miles g
beyond the three-mile belt of territorial sea. This would mean that

- Her Majesty's Government by ‘exercising exclusive control of the .

. fishing rights in this zone wonld retain the right to decide who

-~ should be permitted to fish in . the area. Rights could thus be

- given e.g. exclusively to fishermen from Mauritius and Seychelles; .
or e.g. to sny other country vhose fishermen had operated in the
area before; or on any other basis. -However we understand that’
a similar exclusive fishery gone established in the waters of a
Commonwealth country is possibly to.Dbe challenged in the .
International Court of Justice, ~If the Court's decision upheld .
this challenge the value of such a zone for B.I.0.T. would be
greatly reduced and we csnnot therefore place too much reliance
on this possibility. e SRS SR -

6. . Your savingram under reference supplied the detalls wé v
 requested at the time, but before entering into.further discussions -

" ‘here,. we:are very much concerned to keep in mind the importance of

“the. fishing ‘grounds’to- Mauritius, for instance 'the possible SRR
importance of fishing in Chagos as a source of food, in View oFf i it
‘the rapidly increasing population, In view:of: the ‘uncertainty -of - o

lv '/'_'_ﬁh'e":




Zlcms R _ The National Archives e i ki ] INEER

e 220 EUER S T
'Please note that this-copy is supplled subject to the National Archlves terms and conditions and that your .

_useof it may be subject to.copyright restrictions. Further information is g«ven in the Terms and
5 Condmons of supply of the Nat:ona( Arch:ves leaflets”

|
i
|
|

i

‘e position over fishing limites, as described above and of
.paragraph L}.(a) above, it would be’ convenlerit to be able to base
any special arrangements made for: Maurltluq (and Seychelles) on
habitual or traditional fishing arrangements, provided that no
other countries ean claim similar use in the past. In these
circumstances past and present performance{ls of considerable
importance. We should therefore be grateful for any further
information gbout the present activities ofl Mauritius ‘companies
at Chagos and also of the present act1v1t1qs (or future

" intentions) of fishing vessels of other countries (e.g. Japan)
1 This will affect our discussion of this matter with the Americans
! and also be of importance in the context off possible protection

of vested Mauritian rights against foreign interlopers.

7. I am sending a copy of this letter to Hugh Norman-Walker
and shall be grateful for similar information and for any
i comments he may wish to make.

(C.A. SELLER)
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STATAES IN uCCCRDAIICE “ITH THT CH.RTER OF THE UNTTTD NATICNS (agendz item 6)

h. CONSIDER.TICN, IN THS LIGHT OF THE LEB.TZ% “HICE TOQK PLACE IN THE SIXTH
COMMITIZE DURING TH: 3% SNTEENTH, EIGRTZENTH, T ENTITTH .ND T.ENTY-FI5T 3E..I0NS
OF THE GUNSRAL A3SEMELY -ND IN THE 1964 AND 1966 3PECIAL COMMITTZE3, OF THE FOUR
PRINCTFLES LISTED RELO% «TTH 4 VISW 1O COMFLETING TH IR FORMULATION:

& -

(c) TEE PRINCIDLE OF UAL RIGHTS &ND SELP-DETERMIN.TICN OF PECPLES

(£/4C.125/Lo4C and Corr.l, 4/8C.125/L.44, w/i5.125/L.48) {(continned)

Mr., SAHCYEQ (Yugoslaviz) seid thet = Zositive ‘decision by the Special
Committze oz the formuletion of the rrincizle under Aiscussion was bound to have =
favourable effect on the codification znd rrogressive develcpment of all the seven
principles concerning friendly relations and co-operation among Statss, and on the
formation of the new international law basesd on the United Nations Charter.

Any modern formulation of the rrincipiec must stress its legaliy binding character
and its universality; din his delegation's view, it constituted o generai rule of
contemporary internetional law.

Bearing in mind the federal character of the Yugoslav constitution, his delegation
understood the rizht of self-determinztion in the brozdest sense and recognized the
inalienable right of all »eorles to choose their nun roliticel, sconomic and social
systems and their international status. Peoples were entitled to cleim the rignt to
secede and to fight by all means for their national liberation and the establishrient of
their own indenendent States, but they coulsd =lse express their will by esteblishing,
freely and without outsige interference, other vypes of relationships with the other
peoples.

The process of decolonization which had taken rluce since the San Franciscs
Conference had given rise to new legel and political ideas which called for a broader
formulation of the srinciple under discussion. Chasters XI, XII end iITT of the
Charter had been very veluable in the early years of the United Naticas in connexion
with the decolonization process, but they had in a certain sense been left behind by
subsequent develomaents. The struggle agrminst colonialism had become an essential
festure of international relations in generzl 2ad was no longer confined to the

relationships between the colonial jowers cn? the veoples under their domination, Irn
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formulating the mrinceicle under discussion, the Committee should therefore take into
zcuvount the experience gained in that struggle, the main cbjectives of which were
lald deown in the Declaration in Genersl i4ssembly resolution 1514 (XV). Much cculd be
s2id ca the implementation of that Declarztion in the light of the survival of
colordalism, which constituced one of Lhe main okstacles to the peaceful development
of iaternaticnzl reloticns.

T

1t was aion neceseAary to bake into account the decisicns on selif-determinstion !

T

reached by United Natione organs in coumexion with human raghts,
Tue fermuialion vrourssad by the Yugoslar and the other non-zlizned delegations
(8/15,125/T..43) bigan with the gtelemsnt oi the genersl rule that all peoples had the

irsliensble right to self-determivation snd complste irsedom, and stressed that the

the integrity of their n=tional cerritory.

izw, and thav vas ihe hesic of the other sub-paragraphs which concerned the application
21 the righ' °f self-Jdeterminstion.

Paragrapn 2(b) siated tne righs ¢f self-defence of peonles under colounial
seaivation and thedr righnt teo receive ansistaice from other Stetes. Paragraph 2{(c)
prohibived any aeticn niped at @ dasruption cf the nationsl unity and territorial
wtntegrity of anctber covier -, ond 1bus fovbalds interference by cne State in the
‘airs of another ou who pretext of the struggle for liberation; although those

UISLON: Were & corollory of the priascirnie of aon-intervention, they had their

c\

et EChe statelent of fke orir~d="s of - Sforrmlnerlsong Parageaph 2(d) dealt
“abh the duty of all Staves Lo render assistance to the United Nations in the
Teoguidation cf colonsizlsam. nastly, paragranh E(e} was simply 2 reflection of the

Titel role of the struwcaie colenialisa in contemporary international relations.

his the for-wlation sabmitted by the non-aligned countries met existing
=yiremente and Look ints account the wemsral legal framework in which the strugzgle

ST iust colonisiier had developed, stertuing from Tthe provisions of the Charter. It

b

ifirmed the principle of squel rights and self--determination, laid down in frticle

g - - -
+ 2, of the Charter, as a general rule of internabional law,

The proposal by Czechoslovakis (&/50.125/L.1€) contained ideas that were very close
+ e - — - S - g
S Lasze put forvairid by the non~aligned countries. and he therefore urged the Drafting
&
L £

Toditee to pay specizl atiention to tha Proposzl.
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He had given careful considercticn to the proposals submitted by the United States
of America in 1966 (4/4C.125/L.32) and the United Kingdom (4/4C.125/L.44) which were
very similar in content. He noted, however, that the lotter Proposal laid considerable
stress on the application of the principle of equal rights and self-determination of
peoples as a human right, flthough the Yugoslav delegation recognized thet it was
possibls to esteblish a link betzeen human rights z2nd the observance of the right of
self-determination, it believed that thst approach weakened the legzsl force of the
principle under discussion. Thet principle wes cne of the fundamental Pfrinciples of
generel international law, as wss shown by the fact that the Charter proclaimed 1t
separately from human rights and fundamentsl freedoms in irticle 1(2Y. It wae also
mentioned in Article 55 as cne of the foundations of peaceful and friendly relations,
of which the cbservance of human rights and fundamental fFreedoms was only one of the
instruments, in the same way as the raising of standards of living and the solution
of international ecouomic and social problesis.

Rence, it was difficult tc sec how = viclation of the principle of self-
determination could be regarded as a denial of fundamental human rights, as suzgested
in part VI, paragraph 1 of the United Kingdom formulation.

His delegotion would not oppose the inclusion ¢f a reference to hunan rzphts,
provided it was given its subordisnate place; it was essential to make it clear that
any infringement of the principle under discussion wss nothing less than o viclaticon
of international law, s~ provision could perhaps be included to the effect that
cbservance of the right of self-determinotion was the foundation ¢f human rights and
fundament=l freedoms, since individusls could conly benefit from those rights within
the framewzrk of broad national communitiecs formed through self-Getirmination, That
was precisely the meaning which should be given to the stetement of the princizle of
self-determination in the first article of each of the twe International Covenants on
Human Rights.

The proposals made by the United States and the United Kingdom d1d not explicitly
state the inaliensbie right .of all pesples to self-determinaticn, but only the duty of
every Stale to respect the orinciple under discussion - a duty which was only the
corollary of the right of al]l peoples to self-determination.,

Those two proposals, moreover, attempted to restrict the scope of the principle
by referring to certain particular situaticns =zad tarritories. It was also strange

to see in them a reference to zonss of military occupation, a question which had nothing

to do with the subject under discussion.
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Tf the intention had been to refer to the Charter, the best course would have
peen to use its language in general terms, taking into account the interpretation given
to its provisions by the practice of the Organization and, particularly, by the General
Assembly, which had demonstrated that it was possible to apply the Charter
constructively and in a manner celeculated to meet the requirements of international
life, in particular, the practice of Gecolonization.

In conclusion, he expreéssed the hope that the Drafting Committ=e would soon he
able to uproduce a draft formuletion of the principle under discussion, after thorough
consideratim of the various proposals which had been put forward.

Mr. de la Guardia (argentina), First Vice~Chairman, took the Chair.

Mr. PECHOTA (Czechoslovekia) said that the irresistible tide of independence,
freedom snd srogress was the most striking histerical frature of the age, The
principle of egual rights anc self-defermination of peoples wns the meoral, politiccl
and legel basis of = higher sitcze in the development of intermaticnal relations, which
compared favourably with the past epochs, when ineguslity and subjugation were
regarded zs naturcl phenomena of international 1ife.

Czechoslovakis had re-established its ladependence in 1918 zfter several centuries
of forsign domination; its people knew the price of liberty, having been subjected to
the horrors of Nazi occupation from 1939 to 1945, Consequently, it could not be
indifferent to the struggles of sother pevples for freedom ond it congldered that
¢colonialisw and emy form of subjugotion of peoples were uot only incompatible with
human dignity, but also calculated to disrupt vezceful relations among nations.

~5 the USSR representative had soid, the great socielist revolution of October
1917 had morked o turning point in world history. Great benefits from that revolution
had accrued To mény peorles of the world in their struggle for self-determination.

The Charter of thg United Notions proclaimed respect for the principle of equal
rights and self—determination as & condition for the development of friendly relotions
among States. The twenty-two yeers which had elapsed since the adoption of the Charter
had witnessed the collapss of the colonial system, but some rennants of it hod
nevertheless survived. The pecples of such territories as Angola, Meozapbique,
Zimbabwe and Sout: West Africa wers still subjected to open colonicl rule, and the
ideology and practice of inequality found expression in varisus forms of neo-coloniclism.

It was against that politicel background that his delegation had proposed its formula-

tion of the prainciplc under discussion which had been introducad at ths 40th meeting

of the Special Committee in 1966.
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The duty to resvect the ransiple vnder discussicn constituSed an okligation of
all States ond the Czechoslovak delegation could not accept the idea thot self-
determinztion wes a Purely politice]l concept, ss sugpiestcd by certain Jlelegations
which in 1962 hed opposed the inclusion of that praimcinle among those to be considered
in the codificcotion and progressive development of the legsl principles of Iriendly
relations., Ner could his delegation ayprove the pproach which denied the eveluticon
of the concept of self-determination during the past two decades, =nd which was
2dopt=d in the United Kinzdom proposal and in the similer text proposed by the United
States delegntion in 1964, e gencral »philosophy of those Froposals and their
31lence on cerboin truly essentiel slements -f the prineiple bors witness to the
bssic differences which existed with regurd to the legzl content of the rrinciple
under discussion., The main gource of those differences was undoubtadly the fact
that certzin Stetes did not recognize the right >f dependent peoples to self-
determination and independence and to the free choice of their own politieal, economic
and social system without outside interference. Contrary to the very essence of law
and justice, it wos being alleged that the strugzle of dependent ueoples was not
compatible with the standsrds of law and crder,

The United States representative had suggested ot the €8th mesting that the
Czechoslovak proyosal distorted the Cherter prineiple under discussion by limiting its
scope to the colonial cpplication., Im fact, part VI, paragraph 1 of the Czechoslovak
propossl clenrly dealt with the right of peorles in general to self-determination, but
the United 3t2tes stotement had served ta illustrate the crux of the whole problen,
which was the stonding of the Declaratrion adopted 1n resolutinon 1514(XV) and its
bearing on the legal Principle of self-determination.

The Czechoglovak delegntion regorded that Degloration as the most authoritotive
proncuncement on the principle under consideratiosn since the adoption of the Charter
itself, The Decloration reyrzsentad a mandatory souree for the rurposes of the work
now in progress, The Committee had a duty tc pay due regoré to General hssembly
resclution 2160(X¥T) and other importent decisions which expressed the will of the
totality or the Averwhelming majority of the membership of the United Netions on the
subject. His delegetion shared the views 50 ably expressed at the 68th meeting by
the Indian delegation regarding resolution 2160(XXI), ahich should grovide guidance
on the elements tc be included in the formulaticr of the principle under discussion,
That resolution reminded States of the fundemental obligations incumbent uporn them

under the Charter, In adopting it, the General hAssembly had ascted fully withia its
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competence to interpret the rights and obligstions arising under the principles of the
Charter and had stated certain specific corollaries of those principles, As far as
the princigle under discussion was concerned, the third and fourth paragraphs of the

preamble and operative paragraphs 1(t) and 2{b) were of direct rslevance and the

Committee should treat them as a clear indication of the direction in which it should
proceed with ite work, since they were an authoritative pronouncement by the General
Lssembly.

The Czechoslovak delegation found itself in agreement with the text proposed by
the non-aligned delegations wuich had much i1n common with its own proposal and
therefore callel for no substantive comments on its part.

In conclusion, he stressed that the development of the concept of equal rights and
self-determination was the most significant example of the vitality of the Charter and
its capacity to respond to the changing conditions of international life, The mandate
of the Special Committee derived from a sound evaluation of those conditions, and he
hoped that when dealing with the principle under discussion the Committee would remain
in touch with contemporary realities and carry out its mandate in the manner expected
by the General Assembly.

Mr. MITIER (Canada) said thst his delegation appreciated the stress placed by
previous spealters on the fact that respect for the principle of equal rights and self-
determination of peoples was en essential prerequisite for the msintenance of
internetional peace and security, for the development of friendly relations and co-
operation among nations and for the promotion of economic, social and cultural progress
throughout the world., The importence of the principle was clearly established Hy its
proclamation in Articles 1 and 55 of the Charter and by the gnidelines set out for its
implementation and application in Chapters XI, XII and XIII of the Charter. For those
Peoples who had not yet attained full self-government, the principle constituted an
objective leading to the assertion of sovereign equality, political self—detefmination,
territorial integrity and, last but not least, freedom from external intervention,
Lpart from being defined in the Charter, the rrinciple had been extended in scope and
content, with particular reference to the emancipation of colonial peoples, by several
declarations, resolutions, treaties and the like, many of which had already been
Mentioned during the debate. ¥

Although it was quite understandable that the main emphasis should still be on
the desire ang determination of a1l coloniel peoples to be free and equal under the

law - a desire which all Canadians appreciated ~ it was necessary to formulate the
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ﬁrinciple as a genuine ststement of international law and not to 2llow it to become
subordinated to, or circumscribed by, present events which, by their very nature, were

not only diminishing but were characteristically temporary end trensitory.  Ln undue

tv
4]

breoccupation with the remaining colonizl situ:tion, for exampls, might produce
legel formulation which, subjected to the teast of history, would prove to have been

far too rigid and inflexibls to weather rany years of effective application. More-
over, despite the argument that full independence per se was the oniy correct mapner

of exercising trve aad free self-determination, there were many pecples in Non Self-
Governing Territories who neitker wished nor perhaps were able to sssume the
responsibilities of indspendent status and, consejusntly, would freely detaraine to
enter into an association with =snother country. The Comnittee should avoid adopting
any definition of self-determination which, directly or indivectly, was open to the
interpretation that it meant independence alone.

His delegotion congidered that the Committes's task was to define the wrinciple
in such a way that all its legal components were clearly constituted, with the
inclusion, if nossible, cf scme guidance as to the situations to which it was to apply.
In other words, because the principle was founded on basic human rights end fundamental
freedoms and on justice under the law, it was essential tc state ¢learly by whom *hose
rights should be enjoysd and cgainst whom and under what conditions they could be
invoked. Unless that were done, there would be some canger that peoules could be
misled into attemsting to invoke such rights to justify the daslocation of 5 State
within which various ethnic commnitiecs hed besn successfully cohabiting for a long
time. Thet aspect of the subject was directly related to and governed by the
principles of sovereigr ejquality and non-intervention.

While his delegation would not wish the Committes to ignore the General Assembly!ls
declarstion on colonialism {resclution 1514 (£V)), which was an important sDolitizeal
document, it did not regard that declaration as a mendatory source. There was a
baiance in the General Assembly's resolution betwsen the declaration that all peoples
had the right to self-determination and were accordingly entitled frezly to determine
their political status anc freely to pursue their economic, social and cultural
development, and the affirmation that attempts aimed =2t the partiel or tctal disruption
of the national unity and territorial integrity of a eountry were incompatible with

the purposes and brinciples of the Charter, He hopec. the same balance would be

maintained in any legal formulation produced by the Committee.,
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Tarning to the specifie proposszis before the Committee, he-said that there was
a measure of common ground in them which encouraged his delegation to believe that the
committes should be able to produce a balanced snd gensrally acceptable definitian.
The Umechoslovak proposel unfortunately produced an unbalanced effeet. Parograph 1,
thougk is the nature of a general statement, began with the words; A1l peoples have
the right to self-determination ...", an expression which, without more precise
definition as to its applicatlon, could create considerable practical problems,
The follewing paragraphs accented coleonialism and racial discrimination, promoted wars
cf liberation and made no obvious attempt to take into account dependent territories
which were administered in accordance with the Charter. Tt even went so far as to
state unequivocally thst "nothing in the entire declarstion on sovereign principles
shall be construed as afiscting the right of peoples to eliwinate colonial domination
by whatever means for their Iiberation, independence and free development’, thus,
apparently, overriding imporitant principles such as the prohibition of the threat or
use of force, the duty not to intsrvene in matters within the Jomestic jurisdiction
of any State and the peaceful settlement of disputes.

The text proposed by the non-aligned countries, which was based very largely on
the earlier text (4/4C.125/L,31), suffered from a similar imbalance., It did,
however, appear to define the conditiong under which the prineiple was to apply. His
delegation nad been particularly pleased to note that paragraph 2 (c) stipulatad that
each State should refrain from any acticn zimed at the partisl or total disruption of
the national unity and territorial integrity of any country. That provision helped,
in a small way, to maintain the balance found in General Assembly resolution 1514 (XV).

The text submitted by the United Kingdom delegation had the distinct virtue of
beginning with the statement "Every State has the duty to respect the principle ..M
which was in line with what the Committee was attempting to do, namely to draw up a
code of conduct for States based on certain principies contained in the Charter. It
was also clear from the first paragraph, which formed the basic statement of the first
paragraph, which formed the basic statement of the principle, that the principle was
to have universal application. The language used in paragraph Z seemed to represent
a valid and progressive attempt to give legal effect to that part of General Assembly
resolution 1514 (XV) which dealt with self-determination and, like the draft of the
non-aligned countries, it cerefully maintained the balance of that resclution.
Paragraph 3 ccrrectly stressed self-government through the free expression or choice
of the people, which accurately reflected the aims and purposes of the relevant

Chapters of the Charter on Non-Self-Governing Territories. It alsc emphasized that




4/AC.125/3R.69
page 12

self-government, or self-determinetizn, could take forms other than independensca,
Paragraph 4 made it abundantly clesr that the presence of =zn effectively functioning
government, representative of all Aistinet peoples in a territory, sstisfied that
principle in the case of e sovereign independent State. The Canadian delegation
supported the United Kingdom Proposal and hoped that the Irafting Committee would give
it the serious considerstion it deserved,

Mr, VIRALLY (France) expressed the hepe that the Committee would be able to
agree on a formulation of the important principle under discussion, or at least
achieve substantiel progress in bridging the gap between the various views on the
subject; the French delegation would make its contribution to the Committee's efforts
in that direction.,

The French Revolution had been the first in Furope to proclaim the right of self-
determination of neoples, From the beginning, recognition of the equality of rights
and self-determinstion of peopies had been the inevitsble and the logical oubcome of
the recognition of humsn rights, from which it was inseparable. vithout nolitical
freedom, c¢ivil rizhts could not be fully respectel and the equality of all men bhafore
the law could neot be assured unless the nations to which they belonged were alsc
recognized as equal,

It followed that the right of self-detcrmination of peoples had the same universal
character as human rights. Any attempt to ccafine the benefit of self-determination
to gertain peovles or to certsin bistorical situations would falsify the principle and
render it meaningless; it-would introduce an element cf liscrimination among uecples
which, in the end, would be discrimination among men, in defisnce of the Chorter of
the Unit.d Wations,

‘For a long time the right of self-determination hagd only been recognized in the
form of a politicsl prineciple - the principle of nationslity - and it had not been
Possible to translate that prineiple intc a rule of positive international law, There
were undoubtsdly historical, political and even soclological explanations for that
situation, but there could be no doubt that the delay had been iargely due to an
inherent difficulty cennected with the legal formulation of the rights in question.

As the representative of Ghana had pointed out, the mein difficulty resided in the

determination of the beneficiary of the right - that was to say, in the definition of

the term "'people®,
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During the ninetzenth century, it wes the term ‘mation” which had wreveiled and,
although that concert wes much nerrower, it had not been possible to reach umiversal
egreement on a definition, The difficulty had increased with the much more vague and
imprecise notion of “‘peonle’, In certain cases, & pecple was clearly identifiabls by
means of objective factors, but that was far from being always'the case. loreover,
even where the identity wes well established, historical circumstances could
intimately Wind two distinet communities together. In such cases, the rights of one
community, whether it was a majority or a minority, should ast be so exercised as to
destroy the rights of the other or to lead to the formstion of entities that were not
viable as separate units.

The ebsence of a general criterion for the identification of = reople and the
uncertainties which arcse meant that self-determination oftsn became a tool to under—
mine the territorisl integrity and political unity of States; peoples were thus used,
more often them mot against their genuine interests, to further designs of aggression
and subversion for the benefit of foreign interests. No 3tate - cld or new — could
hope to eseaze that threst, since the population was always of a composite character,
even in those States which, ethnically and historically, had achieved the greatest
measure of unification; any State could be the object of envy or attempts at dis-
ruption.

At the same time, any unduly narrow or restrictive definition of the right’cf
self-determination would have the effect of depriving of that right certain groups which
were endowed with strong individual characteristics and a genuine desire for antonomy,
but the identity of which wss not based cn differences of race, language or religion.

Those difficulties, which had not yet been fully sursounted, no doubt explained
the fact thet it Wwas not until 1245, with the adcption of the United Mations Charter,
that the right of self-determination hed Ffound its place in a lezal instrument. It
was significant thet its formulation in the Chartsr had been sc complex and so
cautious that it had given rise to & variety of different interpretations, It was
open to question whether the Charter had ziven recognition to a geuuine right in
favour of pepples, or whether it had merely laid dowa an objective for the United
Nations. A1l things considered, and particularly taking into azccount State practice
since 1945, he beolieved that the first interpretation should prevail.

As far as the benmeficiery of the right was concerned, the French delegation
regarded as unduly narrow the view held by Kelsen and certain sther writers that the

only possible benaeficiaries were States, States undoubtedly hal the right of self-
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determinaticn; the fast thet & peo~le had set up an independent 3tate did not
deprive it of tust right, which meznt thst the People concerned were free to choose
their institutions and their econcmic and social system and free to conduct their
own internal and external affairs,

The guestion arose, however, whether the same right should be granted to the
various peoples living within the bordars of a singls 3tate in their relaetions with
that 3tate, The argunents male against the affirmetive view seemed rzther lacking in
substance in view of all the evidence of o different intention of the authors of
the Charter, which had been confirmed by the practice of States since 1945,

The authcrs of the Chart.r had been well aware that thre right of self-detsrmination
could eome int. conflict with the sovereigntry of the State, despibe the fact that
that sovereigoty wes based brecisely on self-determination. .. They had endeavoured
to aveid thet conflict and to overcome the difficulty by defining the scope of the
rrinciple of equal rights and self~-detvrmination of peoples in a whole series of
specific provisions, which had been deseribed as compromise texts, but which were
intended meinly to strike a balance betwsen the various grineiples embodied in the
Charter whichk the Ssecial Compittee had been asked to codify. It was necessary to
take into account not only Article 1{2), Article 55 and Chapters XI and XTT of the
Charter, but zlso article 2(7), which contsined a princiyle that the Committee was
also called upon to consider,

Those various wrovisions undoubtedly imposed cositive obligati-ns upen Member
States with respect to tneir dependent neoiles. Under contemporary conditions, the
application wog Primarily to peoples under a colopial regime, - It was in relation to
thes thet the orinciple of equal rights prohibited the domination of one peosle by
&nother, and the right of self-determination impiiad that peotles under & colonial
regime should he allowed to express themselves freely with regard to their volitical
future; they were thus fres to pronounce in favour of independence or of any other
solution which wizht better serve their interests.

France, for its bart, fully reeognlzel the princinle under discussion and had
applied it with 211 its consequences to dependent peoples.  That process had led to
the establishient of tumerous indevendent Sovereign JStates, which were ncw Members of
the Unitea Kations,

Although the French delegation agreed that, in the formulation of the Frinciple
under discussion, special yprominence should he given to the sroblem of reonles still

under & colonial regime, that shoulgd net detract in ény way from the universel

validity of the Orineiple,
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The relovant Charter provisicps, considersd in the light of subsequent aractice,
clearly also imposed 2 negative obligatinn on States; they prohibited any action to
[ sUppress oOr prevent the exercise of the right of self-detzrmination by the people of
another State.

Certain delegations had maintainel that the primciple under discussion eould serve

a5 o basis for intervention by one State in the affairs of ansther, by organiziag or
} encouraging the formation of irregular forces or armed bands or by carryiang out of acts
of terrorism against its Government. The French delegation could not aceept that
gnwarranted extemsion of the principle, which would bring it into conflict with =211 the
sther principles befors the 3pecial Committes, more particularly with the prohibition
of the use of force and the irinciples of non-intervention and sovereign equality.
Phus extended, the principle would serve as a cover for every possible abuse, and
recent history unfortunately provided far tco many examples in which the right of self-

‘determination hed served merely as a cloak for a policy of aggression and subversion.

The opinicn of those delegations had no basis whatscever in the Chsrter, which

| absolutely prohibiitcd all threat cr use of force against the territorizl integrity or
the political indcpendence of all States without exception and only authorized the
resort to force in the cases of self-dsfonce under Article 51 and collective action
decidad in accordance with Chepters VII and VIII,

It was in the light of those remarks that his delegation would consider the
varisus propossls before the Committee, a1l of which had some positive cspects, but
none of which had succesded in overcoming all the difficulties. Some of the proposals
were even in direct conflict with the Charter, the provisions of which were, of coursc,
mandatary for the‘Special Committec. The United Kingdom proposal seemed to be closest
to the present state of the law which the Committce nad been instructed to codify.

Tne French delegation reserved its right to propose amendments in the Drafting Comaittee,
with a view tc arriving at a better formulation of the important principle under
consideretion. !

Mr., TOGO (Japan) said that it was one of the most important ond fundamental
policies of his Covornment to oppose amy form of inequality or subjugation cf peoples
to foreign domination. 4s all those nresent were aware, Japan had reapresrced as &
member of the community of nations a little more than a 100 years previously. for
domestic reasoms, it had obstinately closed its door for more than 250 years prior te
that, and when at last forced to open its eyes tc the cold facts of internntional life
by the visit of the ‘black ships' of the Great Powers of the time, Japan had found

I itself in a very difficult situstion. Very fow independent countries then existid in
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kisia and Africa, and what was talking place in China had profcundly alarmed the Japanege
leaders, _Hadxany;iimgmbggnhlgﬁt, the Jepanese people would have suffered the same fate
as the peoples of Asia and Africa, Bince then, Japan's struggle to develoy as a natioy
without Josing its independence had been a long and strenuous one. It had taken yearg
to get rid of unequal treatiss. Japanese reople hag encountered racial diserimination
everywhere and had also been deeply hurt tc see so many pecples under subjugation
throughrat isia and Africa.

It was against that backsround thet the Japanese Government ha? made every effort,
in the Drafting Committce for the Covenant of the Lesague of Nations at Versailles in
1919, to establish the princizle of cquality of Peoples, unfortunately without success,
A quarter of 2 century later, however, the principle of equality of peoples that the
Japanese Government hud s vigorously advocated at Versailles had been finclly
incoéporated in the preamble zng various articles cf the United Nati-ng Charter,

"Since the cnd of the Second vorld War, the great winds of equality and self-
determination of peosles had begun to blow with irresistible force,first from 4sia, then
from Africa, ang finally they had swept all over the world, The Japancse people were
gratified tc se¢ that inequality and subjugation were now becoming the exception rather
than the rule, but that 4id not mean that they were not anxious about, or did not
sympathize with, Peoples which were still living under such conditions., They wmost
ardently desired thet equality and self~determination should be achieved by all peonles
for all time,

The Japonesc delegation had suprcrted General 4ssembly resclution 2160 (A1) as an
expression of political intent by the Members of the United Nations. When it came to
stating princinles of internstional law, however, it was obliged to take a more
cautions view, as the Japsnese Gzlegation hed saii when the resclution had been adopted.

fis delegntion had gzined the impression that ecach cf the various wroposals
submitted to the Committee reflected the desire of its authers for the attainment of
equality and self~determination f-r all pecples: +the differences between them secmad to
lie in the ways suggested for achieving it, In the light of what he had ‘saic earlier,
it would be obvious that his delegation shared the sentivents expressed in some of the
proposals, in particular that of the non-alignel countries in which it read o desp sense

of impatience and frustration that the ultimate goal of equality for 211 men could not

be achieved,
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His delegotion fully reslized that the principle of equal rights and self-
determination of peoples was one of the most important principles embodied in the Charter
and that all Member States had an obligation under the Charter not only tc respect that
principle but also to implement it. It was difficult, however, to accept a formulaticn
guch as that contained in paragraph- 2(b} of the non-sligned countries! drcit. In spite
of the clear statcment in the Charter of the principle of equal rights and self-
Jetermination of peoples, his delegaticn was not fully convineced that such rights could
be called rights under international law in the same sense as the right of sovereign
equality or cther rights of 3tates. In saying that, he did not wish for a moment to
deny the existence cf equal rights or the right of self-determination cf peoples. The
Charter elso contcined a clear statement of "human rights and fundamentsl freedoms for
all without distinction as t> race, sex, language or religion”, and his delegation did
not deny that those wers also rights; by neglecting human rights and fundamentzl freedoms,
a State woulsd, without doubt, be violating the Charter.  An individual, however, hed
not the mesns of rzdress, against such violaticns by the State, so that such rights
could not be considered as beinz established under international law.  What his
delegation would like to have clarified was whether "peoples’ could be considered as
subjects of internotional law, with all the rights and cbligati:-ns accruing thereunder.

His delegation also hal misgivings about the use of the term “self-defence” in
regard to peovles, in paragraph Etb) of the nen-aligned countries' draft., The concept
of self-defence should be treated with the utmost cautiom. For many yssrs, scholars
of international law had done their utmost to give a preper definition ¢f the concept,
particularly in rccent times because, under the Charter of the United Nations, self-
defence was one of+the few reascns for which States could legally ressrt to the use of
armed forces To expand the application of the concept withcut due regard to all its
implications would be detrimental to the maintenance of international peace and
security.

Lastly, his delegation had some difficulty with the phrase Yoy virtue of which
they may receive assistance from-other States' at the end of paragraph 2(v), since it
might well be exploited as a pretext for interfering in the internal affrirs of other
States. -

While sharing the sense of impetience and frustratisn at not being able To realize

| ultimate justice and equality for all mankinld, his delegotion nevertheless cunsidered
that @ principie of imtcrmationsal law should not be hastily formulated, since

international law was the main buvlwork of peace and stobility in the world,
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Mr, SINCL.IR (United Kinglom) referred members tc what he had said about the
scope and content cof the princivle of self-detorminetion at the 57th meetiag; and at the
45th meeting in 1966, The United Kingdom proposal on the principle of equal rightg
and self~determinctisn was an amelgem of 2lements from the 1966 United States Proposal,
the nop-aligned propusnl ond resolution 1514k (XIV). His delegation had also
incorporated twe new elements in paragraphs 2 (&) and 2 (b) and did not anticipate anmy
cbjection to them, since it was gommon ground that self-determinatirn could only
operate effectively when human rights and fundemental freedom were respected and
safeguarded.

Paragrazh 2 () of the yropostl had been carefully drafted in an endeaveour to
reconcile the difforences on the question whether the eoncept of self-determination
was to be regarded as a right or as a principle. In the past his delesgation had
opposed its being formulsted in terams of = right, primarily because of the aluost
insuperable difficulty of defining or ideatifying the category of persons possessing
the right. The new proposal was a sericus and fer~recching attempt to overcome that
difficulty. If the essentinl element of the principle were expressed in the form
of a duty imposed on States to accord to peoples within their juriscdiction, in the
spirit of the Universsl Deeclarsticn of Humsn Rights, the rizht freely to det.rmine
their political stotus, the Cemmittee wouid be sble to avold most of the serious
conceptual and logical problems involved.  The wording of paragraph 2 (b) largely
avolded those problems by expressing self-determination in the form »f a fundemental
human right and by imposing upon States the duty to accord that raght to meoples within
their jurisdiction. His Government hoped that that new initiative, which meant holding
in abeyance the views it had consistently mainteined in the rast, would mwet with
understanding.,

Paragrayh 2 (¢) of the United Kingiom proposal originated in the corresponding
paragraph of the non-aligned prog-sel which in turn was based upon parsgrath 6 of
General Assembly resolution 1514 (XIV),

Paragraph 2 (d) derived in part frem peragrosh 2.4 (3)(a) of the 1966 United
States proposal, rovised and expanded to incorporate langusge closcr to that of
Article 73 (b) of the Chartor. Parazraphs 3 and 4 of the United Kinglom proposal
were based larzely on the corresponding nparagraphs in the United States wropossl of
1966, with certain textual modificatisas to mest the criticisms then advancoed. The
fundamental concept expressed in paragraph 3 came from the provisions of Genersl
Assembly resolution 1541 (XV).
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Commenting on the Czechoslovak proposal he said that it had = number of serious and
obvious difiiculities. The first sentence of paragreph 1 seemed to imply that all
npecples’ - a term which was presumably deliberately left undefined - had the right to
self-determinstion including the right to establish an independent national Sﬁaté. b
The provision wos not qualified in any wey and the effect must surely be, if the word
"peoples'' were given its ordincry, natural meaning, to encourage secessionist or
irredentist movements. In answer to = point made by the representative of Burma at
the 68th meeting, he ssid that the Unitel Kingdom proposal was not intended to
encourage or condone secessionist or irredentist movements. is he had pointed out in
his statement ot the 45th meeting, his delegation could find nothing in the languoge of
the Charter =bout the principie of equal rights and self-determination to support the
cleim that part of a sovereign independent 3tate was entitled to secede, Bedause of
its concern to establish the falsity of that cleim it had inserted paragraph 4 in its
new proposal as an additional safeguard to that in poragreph 2 (c).  Paragraph 2 {e)
aimed at estoblishing the Juty of every State to refrain from acts which might disrupt
the national unity of another State, but within the framework of that princinle it was
necessary tc provide that fully sovereign and inderendent States were conducting
themselves in conforiity witk the principle as regards peoples subject to their
jurisdiction, if they hed representative and effective internal machinary of government.
The use of the word "representative’ in paragraph L4 was not intended to mean that only
one system of government properly met the criterion; the essence of the provision was
rather to protect the territorial integrity of fully sovereign and independent Stctes.
Posgibly the drafpiﬂg of the provision could be made clearer, but he hoped that his
explanation would have dispelled 2ny doubis.

Paragreph 2 of the Czechoslovak propossl had no basis in the Charter or in
international law. His delegntion respected the strong viewz held by many members
of the Committee chbout the evils of colonialism, but wes unable to subscribe to the
thesis thot colomizlism as such was contrary to the Charter or internntional 1law.

Is nn siministering power with continued responsibilities’ for certeain Non-Self-
Governing Territories, his Government was fully aware of its obligations under Lyticle
73 and was constructively discharging them, TIts record in the process of
decolenization required no defence.

He hed alrecdy commented on the so-called right of self-defence against colonial

domination set out in peragraph 3 of the Czechoslovak proposal in the form of an

asserted right 'to eliminate colonial domination®., Such a provision as well as that
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I. ACTION PREVIOQUSLY TAKEN BY THE SPECIAL COMMITTEER
AND BY THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY

1. In 1964, the Special Committee adopted conclusions and recommendationsg
concerning Mauritlus, Seychelles and St. Helena.l The three Territories were
considered at two meetings in 1966 by the Special Committee, which also had before
it the report of SBub-Committese I concerning these Territories,g At thé second
of the two meetings, the Specilal Committee adopted the report without objection and
endorsed the conclusions and recommendations contained therein.
2. In these conclusions and recommendations, the Sub-Committee stated that the
administering Power had failed to implement General Assembly resolution 1514 (XV)
of 14 December 1960 and expressed regret at the slow pace of political development
in the three Territories. In particular, it roted that the complicated electoral
arrangements devised for Mawritius had apparently been the subject of great
controversy befween the various groups and political parties, and that the people
of Seychelles were g¢till deprived of the right of universal adult suffrage. The
Sub-Committee therefore recommended that the Special Committee should reaffirm the
inalienable right of the peoples of the three Territories to self-determination and
independence; that they should be allowed to exercise their right of szelf-
determination without delay; that any constitufisnal changes should be left to
these peoples themselves; and that free elections on the baszis of universal adult
suffrage should be conducted in these Territories as soon as possible with & view
to the formation of responsible governments to which all pewer could be transferred.
3. Taking into account the creation of the British Indian Ocean Territory,
composed of islands detached from Mauritius and Seychelles, and the report=d
activation of a plan to establish military bases in the three Territories, the
Sub-Committee recommended that the administering Power should be called upon to
respect the territorial integrity of Mauritius and Seychelles and to refrain from
using ali three Territories for military purposes, in fulfilment of the relevant

resolutions of the General Assembly. The Sub-Committee further recommended that

;/ Official Records of the Gemeral Assembly, Nineteenth Session, Annex No. 8
(A/5800/Rev.1), chapter XIV.

2/ A/6300/23a.9, chapter XIV, annex.
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the Special Committee should urge the Assembly to state categorically that any
bilateral agreements concluded between the administering Power and other Powers
affecting the sovereignty and fundamental rights of these Territories should not

be recognized as valid.

L. Concluding that the economies of the Territories were characterized by
diminishing revenue, increasing unemployment and consequently a declining standard
of living, and that foreign companies continued to exploit the Territories without
regard to their true interests, the Sub-Committee recommended that the administering
Power should be called upon to preserve the right of the indigenous inhabitants

to dispose of their national wealth and rescurces, as well as to take effective
measures for diversifying the economies of the Territories.

5. At its twentieth session, the Generzal Assembly adopted two resolutions, one
concerning Mauritius (resolution 2066 (XX) of 16 December 1965) and the other
concerning twenty-six Territories, including Seychelles and St. Helena

(resolution 2069 (XX) of 16 December 1965). At its twenty-first session, it
adopted resolution 22%2 {¥XI) on 20 December 1966 concerning twenty-five
Territories, including Mauritius, Seychelles and St. Hzlena. The resolution called
upon the administering Powers to implement without delay the relevant resolutions
cf the General Assembly. It reiterated the Assembly's declaration that any

attempt aimed at the partial or total disruption of the national unity and
territorial integrity of colonial Territories and the establishment of military
bases and installations in these Territories was incompatible with the purposes and
principles of the Charter of the United Nations and of General Assembly

resolution 1534 (XV). It urged the administering Powers to allow visiting missions
to visit the Territories and to extend to them full co-operation and assistance.

It decided that the United Nations should render all help to the peoples of the
Territories in their efforts freely to decide thelr future status. Finally, it
requested the Special Committee to pay special attention to the Territories and to

report on the implementation of the present resolution to the General Assenbly at

its twenty-second session.
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II. INFORMATION O TiE TERRITORIESQ/
A. MAURITIUS
General

6. The Territory of Mauritius consists of the island of Mauritius and its
dependencies, Rodrigues, Agalega and the Cergados Carajos. The island of Mauritius
lies in the western Indian Ocean, about 500 miles east of Madagascar. Reodrigues,
the main dependency, lies a further 350 miles to the east, the Cargados Carajos
250 miles and Agalegz 850 miles to the rorth. Situated 1,200 miles north-east of
Mavritius is the Chagos Archipelago, which according to the administering Power,
is no longer part of Mauritius and is included in the "British Indian Ocean
Territory” .

7. The islard of Mauritius is of volcanic originj its total area is approximately
720 square miles. The northern part of the island is a flat plain rising to a
fertile central plateau. There are several small chains of mountains, the
principal peaks reaching about 2,700 feet. There are numercus short, swift rivers
with waterfalls, some of them used to generate hydro-electric power. Rodrigues, a
mountainous island of voleanic origin, covers an area of about 40 sguare miles,
All the islands of Agalega and the Cargados Carajos are coral islands with an area
of approximately 27.5 square miles.

8. The estimated population of Mauritius at the end of 1965, excluding the
dependencies, was 751,421 (compared with 733,605 at the end of 196h4) divided into
a general pépulation comprising Furopeans, mainly French, Africans and persons of
mixed origin, 220,093; indo-Mauritians, made up of immigrants from the Indian
sub-continent and their descendants, 506,552 (of whom 383,542 were Hindus and
125,010 Muslims)}; and Chinese consisting of immigrants from China and their

descendants, 24,776. Latest estimates (January 1967) are that the population will
rise to about 800,000 by the end of 1967.

3/ Section II of this working paper is based on: (a) information collected by
. the Secretariat from published sources; and (b) information transmitted under
Article 73 e by the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland

for the year ending 31 December 1965.
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9. The Territory, which is already very densely populated, is beset with a rapid
growth of population resulting in a reduction of living standards among certain

sections of the people and an increasing level of unemployment.

Constitution and Govermment

10. Under the Mauritius (Constitution) Order, 196k, the Government of the Colony
of Mauritius is vested in a Governor, with a Council of Ministers and a legislative
Assembly. The Council of Ministers consists of the Premier and Minister of Finance,
the Chief Secretary and not less than ten and not more than thirteen other ministers
appointed by the Governor on the advice of the Premier from among the elected or
nominated members of the Legislative Assembly. The Governor appoints to the office
of Premier the member of the Legislative Assembly who appears to him likely to
command the support of the majority of members. The Council is the principal
instrument of policy and, with certain exceptions, the Governor is obliged to
consult it in the exercise of his functions. The Legislative Assembly consists of
the Chief Secretary, forty elected members and up to fifteen other members
nominated by the Governor.

11. The status of the political parties in the Legislative Assembly has remained
the same since October 1963 general elections: Mauritius Labour Party (Mup),

which represents mainly the Indo-Mauritian and Creole (Afro-European) communities,

19; Parti Mauricien Social Démocrate (PMSD), which traditionally represented the

Franco-Mauritian land-owning class and the Creole middle class, and which now
claims to draw support from sll communities, 8; Independent Forward Bloc (IFB},
which is to the left of the MLP, 7; Muslim Committee of Action (MCA)}, which has
the support of a substantial propeortion of Muslims, 4; and independent, 2. N

12. The Govermment formed by Sir Seencosagur Ramgoolam, leader of the MLP, is a
coalition composed of all the parties represented in the Assembly, with the
exception of the PMSD.

Recent constitutional developments

13. As previously noted by the Special Committée,k/ a2 Constitutional Conference

attended by representatives of all the parties in the Mauritius Legislature was

4/ A/6300/a4d.9, chapter XIV.
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held in London from 7 to 24 September 1965. The main point at issue was whether
the Territory should aim at independence or associstion with the United Kingdom.
The MLP and the IFB advocated independence, and the MCA was also prepared to
support independence, subject to certain electoral safeguards for the Muslim
community. On the other hand, the PMSD favoured a continuing link with the United
Kingdom. At the end of the conference, the Secretary of State for the Colonies
announced the deecision that Mauritius should go forward to full independence subject
to an affirmative resclution passed by a simple majority of the new Assembly after
elections and a period of six months' full internal self-govermment. He also hoped
that the necessary processes could be complieted before the end of 1966.

4. In Jamuery 1966, an eiectoral commission, with Sir Harold Bamwell as chairman,
visited Mauritius to formulate an electoral system and the method of allocating
geats in the Legislature. The reporté/ was published on 13 June 1966 and accepted
by the parties participating in the present Govermnment and the Cpposition PMSD after
certain amendments to the recommendations of the report had been made, following
the visit of Mr. John Stonehouse, Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State, to
Mauritius between 16 June and L July 1966.

15. VUnder the electoral arrangements now accepted by the four main parties, sixty
members will be returned for the island of Mauritius by block voting (éach elector
being obliged to cast three votes) in twenty three-member constituencies, and two
wenbers returned for Rodrigues (the principal dependency of Mauritius) by block
voting in a single constituency. The members elected for Rodrigues will also
represent the interests of the two lesser dependencies, namely, Cargados Carajos
and Agalega:

16. 1In addition, eight specially elected members will be returned from among
unsucecessiul candidates who have made the best showing in the elections. The first
four of these seats will go, irrespective of party, to the "best logers" of
whichever communities are under-represented in the Legislative Assembly after the
constituency elections. The remaining four seats will be allocated on the basis

of party and community. Parties or party alliances will be permitted to qualify

2/ Report of the Banwell Commission on the Electoral System, Colonial No. 362,
HMSO, 1966. '

. [en
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for the "pest loser" geats if registered with the Electoral Commissioner before
nomnination day.

17. The Constitution of Mauritius set out in the Mauritius Constitution Order,
1966, which was made on 21 December 1966, incorporated the proposals agreed upon
at the 1965 constituticonal conference, as well as the subsequent agreement on
electoral arrangements. The Order in Council provides that the new Constitution
will come into effect on a date to be appointed by the Governor. It also provides
that the provision for the appointment of an ombudsman may be brought into effect

at a later date from the generality of the other constitutional proposals.

Blection arrangements’

18. Subject to certain exceptions, such as convicted criminals and the insane,

all Commonwealth citizens satlsfying a twowyear residence requirement who have
attained the age of 21 years are qualified to register as electors. New registers
of electors were prepared in 1966. They were published on 23 January 1967 and
brought into force the following day. The total numbers on the new registers are
307,908 for Meuritius plus 7,876 in Rodrigues, meking a combined total of 315,78L.
Four Commonwealth observers (with Sir Colin MacGregor of Jamaica as chairman) were
appointed to observe the various processes involved in compiling the new registers.
Thres of the members arrived in Mauritius on 5 Septenber 1966 and one or more
member was present from then until 28 November.

19. Discussions took place in London in December 1966 between the Secretary of
State for the Colonies and the Premier of Mauritius about the dete for the
fortheoming geheral elections in the Territory, In a statement published on

2l December 1966, the Commonwealth Office said that the United Kingdom Goverrment's
view presented during the discussions was that it was most desirable that elections
should be held at the earliest practiceble time, bearing in mind that at the 1965
Constitutional Conference, the then Secretary of State had hoped that Mauritius
could become independent before the end of 1966, MNeither the United Kingdom
Government nor the Government of Mauritius could avoid the subsequent delays,

but the completion of the register of electors in the relatively near future would
enable elections to be held in 1967,
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20. The Commonwealth Office also said that the Secretary of State had expressed
the hope that the Premier would share his wish to see early elections and that the
Premier had confirmed that he would wish elections to be held in 1967.

Recent political developments

2l. Following the issuance of the report of the Banwell Commission, the three
parties participating in the present Government organized a common front, the
Pro-Independence Front, under the leadership of the Premier in protest against the
Commission's proposals for electoral arrangements. Subsequently, the Front was
reported to have been maintained for the forthcoming general electiong.

22. On 5 September 1966, Mr. G. Duval, who later became the leader of the
Opposition PMSD, was reported to have said that two important election issues were
the constitutional future of the Territory and the inability of the Government to
put the economy on a sound basis or to look after the destitute.

25. On the same day, Mr. Duval started a movement of passive resistance in
Mauritius. Following the reported refusal by the Govermment to pay them the same
amount of relief aid allocated to certain other categories of unemployed workers,
some 200 unemployed licensees of the urban administration demonstrated in Curepipe
and were arrested for the obstruction of traffic. Later, the Government took
action to settle the issue in dispute.

2L, At the end of October 1966, over 100 unemployed persons rejected an offer of
work on sugar estates, alleging political discrimination. They demonstrated at
various places between Mahébourg and Curepipe, culminating in the arrest of

105 persons on 29 October for obstructing the highway. OCn &4 November, they were
tried and found guilty, but were discharged from prison after having received a

warning from the Court of Curepipe.

External relations

25. During a visit to the United States of America early in December 1966’ the
Premier of Mauritius said that his Government was seeking to improve relations
between the two countries, to raise the price of the two principal products. of

Mauritius, sugar and tea, as well as to secure aid for creating secondary

industries, increasing the production of foodstuffs, notably rice ang flour,
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establishing a new aerial link with Africa, Europe and the United States, reducing
population pressure and unemployment, and setting up a university. After
discussions with the representatives of the United States Govermment and various
private organizations, he expressed the hope that they would help Mauritius in

finding solutions to many of its problems.

"British Indian Ocean Territory"

26, Reference is made in the last report of the Special Committeeé/ to the

"British Indian Ocean Territory” which comprises certeain islands formerly
administered by the Govermments of Mauritius and Seychelles, and which was created
in 1965 for the construction of defence facilities by the Governments of the

United Kingdom and the United States. As compensation for the transfer of these
islands to the new Colony, the United Kingdom Govermment paid £3 million to
Mauritius in March 1966 with no conditions attached, and will build an internstional
airfield for Seychelles. On 16 November 1966, the Secretary of State for Defence
stated in reply to a question in the United Kingdom House of Commons that no plan
had been made for the creation of military bases in the "British Indian Ocean

Territory". Thus he could not give any figure for the cost of such a scheme.

Economic conditionsg

27. Mauritius is primarily an agricultural country. In 1960, it suffered a severe
economic setback brought about by two disastrous cyclones. Subsequently, the
economy made a good recovery, reaching a peak in 1963, which saw a bumper sugar
crop combined with higher sugar prices. If these two years are not taken into
account, the gross national product showed a steady growth, from Rs.681 millionz/
in 1959 to Rs.799 million in 1965. During this period, the population increased
from 637,000 to 751,000, There was a slight downward trend in per capita income
and a rigse in the level of unemployment.

28. In 1965, sugar was still the mainstay of the economy. Tea had become the

second most important export product. In acres, the total area of land under

i

6/ A/6300/Add.9, chapter XIV.

Z/ One Mauritius rupee is equivalent to ls. 6d. sterling.

-
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cultivation comprised: sugar, 214,400; tea, 6,600; tobacco, 1,000; aloe fib
900; foodcrops, vegetables and fruits, 10,0600.

2G. In September 1966, the Chamber of Agriculture of Mauritius estimated st
output for the full year at about 575,000 metric tons, representing a consi¢
decrease from 1965, when a total of 665,000 metric tons had been produced.
"Denise" and drought accounted for the decline in output.

30. Sugar is disposed of primarily in accordance with the Commonwealth Sug:
Agreement, which has been renewed until 1974. Under the Agreement, Mauriti
exports a quota (380,000 tons per annum) to the United Kingdom at a negotial
price (£47.10s a ton in 1966-68). In addition, Mauritius may export to
Commonwealth preferential markéts {in fact the United Kingdom and Canada) a
agreed quota each year. The remainder of the sugar production is sold to mw
Commonwealth countries at the world free market price, which in 1966 was
substantially below the negotiated price. Exports of sugar to the United K
the Territory's principal customer, in the first ten months of the year tot
307,786 tons (Rs.208.6 million), an increase of 59,350 tons (Rs.b2.5 millio
the 1965 period. However, it was estimated that the gross income of the su
industry might be moderately lower in 1966 than in the preceding year, when
569,400 tons of sugar (Rs.290.3 million) were exported.

51. Manufacturing is the second largest sector of the economy. The United
Central Office of Information reported in October 1966 that since 1963, nee
fifty new secondary industries had been introduced on a small scale in the
Territory. As previously noted,a' the number of such industries establishe
years 1963 to 1965 was eight, eleven and twenty-five respectively.

32, Between the first and second quarter of 1966, imports increased from
Rs.80.4 million to Re.82.9 million, while exports decreased from Rs.56.7 mi
to Rs.6.3 million. No significant changes occurred in the structure of im
but exports of sugar in the first quarter were Rs.lL7.3 million and in the :
guarter Rs.0.5 million. The third quarter figure was Rs.134.6 million, mai
total for the first nine months of Rs.182.4 million. As in the past, trad

8/ A/6300/44d.9, chapter XIV.
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conducted mainly with the United Kingdom, which received 73 per cent of the
Territory's exports and provided 23 per cent of its imports in the first half

of 1966,

33. - In July 1966, the Govermment decided to increase both direct and indirect
taxes in order to balance 1its bﬁdget.

3h. Capital expenditure under the 1966-70 Development Programme will be

Rs.340 million and the fund will be allocated as follows: agriculture and
industry, Rs.130 million; infra-structure, Rs.99 million; social services,

Rs.82 million; administration, Rs.28 million; Rodrigues, Rs.1 million.

35- Premier Ramgoolam said in a recent address that an important economic problem
for the Territory was that the price of sugar could not be stabilized at a
remunerative level.

36. The Premier said that progress in the diversification of the Territory's
economy had been slow. The Territory was putting 1,000 acres under tea annually,
and it was the intention of the Government to extend this by a further 15,000
acres. The sugar industry had undertaken to provide capital out of its surplus
for the erection of seven more tea factories. Businessmen were being encouraged
to invest in Mauritius, and in recent years a number of light industries had been
established. Industrial expansion had been facilitated by the setting up of the
Development Bank of Mauritius, the advisory National Development Council and a
marketing bosrd. An East African Economic Community was under discussion, and

if this were to materialize it would give further encouragement to many smaller

- industries.

37. While aware that conditions such as the rapid rise in population, the
scarcity of local capital and the paucity of technological know-how had limited
economic growth, the Premier nevertheless asserted that the Territory enjoyed a
stabilibty and prosperity unknown before in its history through a better
distribution of the national income. This was being achieved by a planned economy
and a regulated fiscal policy. Recurrent and developmental annual expendilures
totalled approximately over £22 million. The sum of £6 million was spent annually
on the development programme alone, and 48 per cent of this was financed from

local resources. Mauritius was a viable country, which had never needed a

grant-in-aid to balance its budget.
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38, In December 1966 the Premier made a visit to the United States, the main

purpose of which was to seek aid to tackle the economic and social problemns

confronting the Territory {see paragraph 25 above ) .
39, On 20 December 1966, Mr. John Stonehouse, Parliasmentary Under-Secretary of
State, stated 1n reply to a question in the United Kingdom House of Commons that

during the period 1961-66, the United Kingdom had provided Mauritius with financial

in addition to the compensation of £3 million paid for

aid totalling £8.1 million,
"British Indian Ocean Territory" ,

the inclusion of certain of its islands in the

and to a £2 million loan raised by the Government of Mauritius on the London market.

-68, total Colonial Development anpd Welfare grants and loan

For the period 1965
Aid to Mauritius after

assistance given or envisaged amounted to £4.4 million.

%] March 1968 would depend on the total resources the United Kingdom could make

svailable for overseas .aid at the time and the Territory's needs in relation to

those of other recipients of British aid.

40, 1In response to another question, Mr. Stonehouse stated that in order to combat

his Govermment was examining various

chronic, widespread unemployment in Mauritius,
jversified. But he added that the

ways by which the Territory's economy could be d

economy was almost completely dependent on sugar and that there were problems in

arranging for any new industrial development. These guestions were being studied.

Sceial conditions

the economy has not expanded fast enough to provide

41. Tabour. In recent years,
Between mid-1962 and mid-1965

work for all the new entrants into the labour force.

the annual increase in the working-age population apd unemployment was estimated

at about 6,500 and over 4,000 respectively. During the period, the number

registered as unemployed rose by %,700 and that on relief work by 9,050, making

=2 total of 13,750.

ko, On 28 April 1966, the Govermment published the first
The main purpose of these

of its bi-anpual surveys

of employment and earnings in large establishments .=
surveys was not to find out figures of total employment but to provide a continuou

g/ Colony of Mauritius: A Survey of Employment and Earnings in Large
Establishments (No. 1), 28 April 1966.
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series of comparable data which would show changes in employment from year to
year, from one part of the ysar to another and between the varicus sectors of the
ecopomy. The survey covered 822 establishments, which in April 1966 employed
112,270 workers (including 34,210 on monthly rates of pay and 85,060 on daily rates
of pay). Agriculture accounted for 55,200 (including 51,870 employed by the

sugar industry), services 45,850, manufacturing 6,850, transport, storage and
comminications 4,100, commerce 2,960, construetion 2,730, electricity 1,310,
pining and quarrying 160, and others, 110. The average monthly rates of pay
ranged from Rs. 273 for agricultural workers to Rs. 500 for electricians. The
average daily rates of pay ranged from Rs, 3.2 for miners to Rs. 8.8 for those
engaged in miscellanecus activities.

L3, In 1965, there were seventy-nine associations of employees {one more than

in 1964), with a membership of 48,349 (120 wore than in 1964). There were ten
trade disputes involving 1,660 workers and resulting in a loss of 3,860 man-days.
The main cause of these disputes was dissatisfaction with conditions of employment.
LYy, Labour relations in the sugar industry formed a subject of discussion in the
Legislative Assembly on 29 November 1966, A member of the Assembly, Mr. J.N. Roy,
introduced a motion which would have the Assembly express the view that the
widespread and defiant opposition to Indo-Mauritian workers in the sugar industry,
if not checked by legisiation, threatened to wreck the indusbtry.

45. Commenting on the motion, another member of the Assembly, Mr. Jomadar, who was
formerly the Minister of Labour, stated that it was very opportune and that a
section of workers in the sugar industry was the victim of injustice. Having made
an appeal for eliminating all forms of discriwmination and injustice, he proposed
an amendment to the motion, which was then adopted unanimously.

46, Under this anendment, the Assembly would express the view That a tripartite
standing committee be set up by the Government in co-operation with employers and
employees in the sugar industry for the discussion of all matters of concern
either to employers or employees or which could adversely affect the good
relations between them or the efficiency of the industry. These would include
steps to ensure equality of opportunity in recruitment and promction, and
éspecially the discussion and disposal of possible complaints of discrimination
against any category of workers or employees for suspected political affiliation

Or for any other cause.

47+ The Premier of Mauritius said in a recent address that the main provlems

confronting the Territory today were the rapid rige in population and widespread
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unemployment. For many years, the govermment machinery had been geared to tackle
these problems at many levels of administration. However, time had been lost in
the beginning because some people had opposed population contrel on religious
grounds,.but a change of attitude had come sbout. With the assistance of the
Government and the International Planned Parenthocd Federation, two voluntary
associations were performing good work both in the urban and rural areas. Msuritius
had also been promised considersble aid from the Swedish Government.

L8. As to unemployment, the Premier stated, the Goverument wac engaged actively in
long-term development of the Territory and pursued a rationalized pclicy of
emigration. It hoped to mobilize all local resources for the erection of more work
and wealth. It had also decided not to place an embargo on the export of capital
in order to attract foreign investors to Mauritius. But any Mauritian emigrating
overseas was only allowed to remove his cagpital from the country over a nunber of

years. At present, certain labour-intensive projects inciuding tea, textiles and

| edible oils were being underteken, which would provide employment for a large number

o of people. 3By 1970, it was hoped to provide work for most of the lsbour force.

49. Public health. There are three systems of providing medical services in
Mauritius, of which the largest is the government medical services, administered by
the Ministry of Health. Other medical services are provided by the sugar estates
for their employees, as required by the Labour Crdinance, while maternity and child
welfare services are provided partly by the Governmment and partly by a voluntary
body - the Maternity and Child Welfare Society.

50. Recently, some important changes have occurred in these systems. Government
;;y expenditure on medical and health services in the financial year 1964-65 was

il Rs. 19.7 million (an increase of Rs. 0.5 million over the previous year), or sbout
9.6 per cent of the Territory'!s total expenditure. In 1965, there were

137 government and T4 private physicians (compared with 118 and 65 respectively in
the previéus year). There was, thus, one physician for every 3,400 persons. A
total of twanty-four hospitals was maintained by the sugar estates, representing a
reductiog of'one from the previous year. The number of beds availsble for
inipatiehts in the Territory decreased by fifteen to 3,339 and that of general beds
& by forty-five to 2,706, amounting to a proportion of one general hed per
361‘persons.

[enn
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51. During 1966, the Government began to construct a 600-bed hospitsal at
Pamplemousses, the total cost of which was estimated at £2.1 million. Qn

25 November 1966, the United Kingdom Ministry of Overseas Development announced
that Colonlal Development and Welfare allocations totalling £1.4 willion had been
made gvallable towards this project. Early in 1967 the Ministry provided a
gynaecologist to give instruction to medical, nursing and other staff in family
planning work and a medical administrator to work in the Mauritius Ministry of
Health. The Ministry is also supplying equipment to the value of approximately
£h,000 for thirteen clinies. On 20 December 1966, Mr. Stonehouse said in reply
to a Question 1ln the United Kingdom House of Commons that in Mauritius, the number
of family planning clinics had recently been increased from 98 to 124 and that

the programme was very succegsful.

Educational conditions

22+ Enrclment in primary, secondary, teacher training and vocational training
schools in 1965 was as follows: -

Schools Enrolment Teachers
Primary educatlon « « o« o« v o o o o 2 o & & 55l§/ 15&,53#2/' 4,015
Secondary education « + v v 4 4 4 0 . . . . 1552/ 34,121 1,484
Teacher training . . . . . . & . v o v v . 19/ Lol 26
Vocational training + . v v & 4 4 4 o v o . hg/ 234 19

a/ Comprising 160 government, 55 aided and 116 private schools.

b/ Representing over 88 per cent of all children of primary school age
(5-6 to 11-12 years).

e/ Comprising L govermment, 13 aided and 118 private schools.
d/ Govermment schools.

55« In 1965, the Government opened seven new primary schools, extended one
secondary school and established the John Kennedy College. This college provides
full-time training in technical and commercial subjects and also a variety of part-
time and evening courses. Full-time, post-secondary education is provided by the
Teachers® Training College and the College of Agriculture. The latter is managed
by the Department of Agriculture and most of its diplomats enter the sugar industry.

[uen
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Turing the year, there Wwere over 1,200 students following full-tlme courses
institutions of higher education overseas.

s, 1In December 1965, the University of Mauritius (Provisional Couneil) Om
vecame law. The United Kingdom Government has made an initial pledge of
Rs. 3 million from Colopial Development and Welfare funds to finance a deve
plan for the University. Dre. Sl Hale of the University of Edinburgh has
sppointed Vice-Chancellor. The Premier of Mauritiue said in a recent addre
gteps were being taken towards the establishment of the University where st
would be taught and tyrained in technology and science.

55. Govermment expenditure on education in the financial year 1964-65 tote
Bs. 28.9 million (an increase of Es. 0.6 million over the previous year), ¢
Rs. 26 million was recurrent and Rs. 2.0 million capitael expenditure. Edu

accounted for 12.7 per cent of the Territory's ftotal recurrent expenditure
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B. SEYCHELIES

General

56. As from 8 November 1965, when three of its islands were included in the
"British Indian Ocean Territory", the Territory of Seychelles has comprised
eighty-nine islands situated in the western Indian Ocean approximately 1,000
miles east of the Kenya coast. The islands, with & land ares of some eighty-nine
square miles, Tall into two groups of entirely different geological formation,
thirty=two being granite and the rest coral. The granite islands are predominantly
mountainous. In some of them and particularly in Mghé, the 1argest island, which
has an area of sbout 55.5 sguare miles, s narrow coastal belt of level land
surrounds the granitic mountain messif, which rises steeply to an elevation, at
Morne Seychellois, the highest peak, of almost 3,000 feet. The coral islands are
flat, elevated coral reefs at different steges of formation.

57. Most of the inhabitants of the Seycheélles are descended from the early French
and African settlers. Early in 1966, the population of Seychelles was estimated
to be about 48,000 (compared with 47,400 at the end of June 1965), nearly all of
whom lived in the granitic island group. Three guarters of the Territory's
population lives on Mahé, and most of the remainder on Praslin, La Digue snd
Silhouette. There are very few permanent residents on the corgl islands.

58, The present popwlation is increassing at & rate bhelieved to be in excess of

3 per cent éer gnnum, If this rate is maintained, the population will double in
less than twenty-three years. The rapid growth of population has slowed down the
rise in living standards esmong certain sections of the people, and reduced

employment opportunities.

Constitution and Government

>9. The Government of the Colony of Seychelles consists of a Governor, a
Legislative Council and an Executive Council. The Governor is empowered to ensct
laws with the advice and consent of the Legislative Council, subject to the

retention by the Crown of the power to disallow or refuse consent.

foae




60. Under a 1960 Qrder in Council, the Legislative Council consists of the

governor, as president, four ex officio members (the Colonial Secretary,

Attorney-General, Administrative Secretary and Financial Secretary), five elected

and three nominated members, of whom at least one must be an unofficigl member.
General elections, on a broad franchise based on a simple literacy test, must take
place every four years. The last elections were held in July 1563,

61, The Executive Council consists of the Governor, who presides, four ex officio
members and such other persons, at least one of whom must be an unofficisl member,
as the Governor msy from time to time appoint. The composition of the present

Executive Council is identical with that of tne Legislative Council.

Recent political and constitutional developments

€5. At the 1963 elections, sll except one of the Tive elected seats in the
Legislative Council were contested to some extent on party lines between candidates
broadly supported either by the long~established Seychelles Taxpayers and Producers
Association, representing European planters' interests, or the newly formed
Seychelles Islands United Party, drawing its support mainly from the middle and
working classes. Both parties were sble to claim two seats, and the remaining

seat went to an independent candidate claiming support from both.

63, In 1964, the Seychelles Islands United Farty faded out and two new parties
emerged, namely, the Seychelles Democratic Party (SDP) led by Mr. J.R. Mancham

and the Seychelles People's United Party (SPUP) led oy Mr. F.A. René, About the
same time the Seychelles Taxpayers and Producers Association was reorganized

into an cstensibly non-political Seychelles Farmers! Association designed to
promote and defend the interests of the agricultural community.

6. The main differences between the two parties were reported by

gir Colville Deverell (see below) 1o ve in the accent they placed on the speed of
constitutional evolution, and the nature of the ultimate status of Seychelies after
a period of self-government. Mr. Mancham, the leader of SDP, advocated a cautious
advance and gn wltimate relationship with the United Kingdom as close &s possible
to integration, while Mr. René, the leader of SFUP, initially advocated a rapid,

if not immediate, advance to self-government and the early attainment of a status

of complete independence.

lou.
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|
schools, two of ‘which provided all-age education, three secondary schools and

one selective Becondary school. Tn 1965, there were sixty full-time (fifty-eiy

in 1964} and six part-time (three in 196Y4) teachers. Selected young teachers.

sent to the United Kingdom to follow a three-year course leading to a certifid

in education conferred by the Ministry of Education. More experienced teachet

are also sent there for further training.

In 1965, a senior teacher departed
The expenditure on educational services during the. yea!
estimated at £24,561 (an increase of £1,666 over the previous year), or

10.6 per cent of the Territory's total expenditure.

for a year's course.
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ITI. CONSIDERATION BY THE SPECIAL COMMITTEE}E/

‘Introduction

122, The Special Committee considered Mauritius, Seychelles and St, Helena at itg
535th to 539th meetings held away from Headquarters, between 15 and 19 June 1967.

The Special Committee had before it the report of Sub-Committee T concerning these

Territories (A/AC.109/L.398), which is annexed hereto.

A, Written petitions and hearings

123, The Special Committee had before it a written petition congerning Mauritius
from Mr. A.H. Dorghoty, Second Secretary, Mauritius People's Prggressive Party
(upPP) (A/AC.109/PET.689). Tt heard a petitioner concerning that Tervitory,
Mr. T Sibsurun, Secretary-General, MPPP, accompanied by Mr. Dorghoty.
124, Mr. Sibsurun (MPPP) recalled that more than fourteen months had elapsed since
the Special Committee's meeting at which certain resolutions and recomrendations
had been adopted and it had been decided that the inalienable right of the peoples
of Mauritius, Seychelleg and St. Helena to self-determination, in accordance with
the Declaration on the Granting of Tndependence to Colonial Countries and Peoples,
should be reaffirmed. The most important of the recommendations were those to the
effect that the administering Power should be urged to allow the population of the
three Territories to exercise their right of self-determination without delay,
constitutional changes being left to the people of the Territories themselves who
alone had the right to decide on the form of government they wished to adopt; that
free elections on the basis of universal adult suffrage should be conducted as soon
as possible; and that the administering Power should be called upon to respect the
islands' territorial integrity and ensure that they were not used for military
bases.
125, The United Kingdom Government had not made the slightest effort to accede to
the people's demands. In March 1966, he had stressed to the Spééial Comml ttee the
— i
1&/ This section inecludes those portions of the staterents madé;on Manritius,
Seychelles and 3t. Helena in the Special Committee which relate to the gquestion
in general; those portions which refer speeifically to the draft resolution
are ineluded in section IV. It should be noted that additional comments on
the gquestion of Mauritius, Seychelles and St. Helena were contained in the
statements made at the opening of the Special Cormittee's meetings at Kinshasa,

Kitwe and Dar es Salaam. These statements are included in Chapter IT of the
Special Committee's report (A4/6700 (Part II)).
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prevalence of bribery and corruption by the imperialists during the pre-electios
period. TUnder Mauritian law, a candidate was allowed to spend up to about f}|
Re.5,000 on his electoral campaign but in most cases vast sums were laviched m
canvassing vates, and he had pointed out that the Government should take stqw 1
to ensure tha‘t the law was respected. The general election was to be held int!
September 1967 and nothing had yet been done by the Governwent to enforce such|
law. Historj was obviously repeating itself and the poor people who were asﬁg
for nothing more than their rudimentary righte were being exploited. i
126. He had asked at the same time that supervisors from Afriecan and Asian

countries should be sent to conduct the genersl election but, in September ln

before the United Nations had had time to appoint them,

voters and the general election. It was evident that they would only be abE
observe and could not investigate the true situstion. £
127. At the International Conference against War Danger, Military Pacts mﬂ_‘
Atomic Weapons and Colonialism, resolutions had been adopted calling forim{
and unconditional independence for Mauritius, with an immediate general elg;
and moral, material, technical and financial support for a major propagand@
campaign to rid Chagos Island of the rmuclear military bases installed by”ﬂﬁ
United Kingdom and the United States. !
128. In February 1967, at its eighth session, the Council of the Afro-Asisll
Solidarity Organization, meeting at Nicosia, had adopted a resolution onhﬁ
asking that supervisors should be sent to conduct the general elecetion. whi
lead to complete and unconditional independence for the ilsland, that theU‘
Kingdem and Unlfed States system of direct telecommunications, which had;
transferred from Trincomalee to Vacoas, should be dismantled, and th&bmm,
support, and material, technical and financial aid should be provided 1n‘

to remove the United Kingdom and United States base on Chagos Island. i
129. He had intended to ask the United Kingdom representative certain mﬁ
but unfortunately he was not there to reply. It would have been interea'
know why the United Kingdom had decided to buy, without the consent of ﬂ
Mauritian people, what it considered to be its own territory; why the w'

Government had connlved with the United Kingdom to deprive Mauritius ofd

dependencies; why the United Kingdom had always rejected, without explanl
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‘all petitions for the holding of a referendum on the military bases. It was

., obvious that the United Kingdom wanted to grant the island independence, while
mintaining a nuclear base on Mauritian soil. The Mauritians had always been a
:* peace-loving people, had never been lnvolved in any world war and did not want
o+ their innocent country blasted by a nuclear bomb. In the event of a third world

. var, Mauritius wished to remain neutral. No country could be truly independent

if it remained linked with the great Powers, and the independence obtained years

He hoped the world would not witness such injustice without reé,cting against it,

4 130. The imperialists presented themselves as champions of human rights and
democracy, yet challenged their subject peoples! rights to social, political and

; economic justice. The colonial countries would nof flinc;-h before the
imperialists! impressive might and would demand their rudimentary rights.

131. The Special Committee should exercise its power and compel the United Kingdom

. and  the United States to vespect its decisions and resolutions. The nuclear base

vas a direct threat to Africa, Asia and the Middle East and to world peace.

- United Kingdom and United States experts were already in Mauritius putting the

finishing touches to the Chagos Island bagse., Tiwe was short; the general -
election was to be held on 17 September 1967 and he hoped the other countries

would not turn a deaf ear to Meumritius! justified pleas.

.!j:"f"‘152. The reactionary Government had done nothing for the country; it had intreduced

TR AT Y TR O,

-,"illegal and exorbitant taxes to pay for the extension of Plaisance alrport to

eneble it to accommodate the latest jet aircraft, to enable the Government to

-'”:‘,pursue its neo-colonialist policy after independence and to erect an imperialist

f‘bastion in the Indian Ocean to check the advance of socialism in Africa. It was

‘ot surprising, therefore, that without the consent of the people, the same

.reactionary Government was supporting Israel in its war of aggression against the

;Ai'ab States. He wondered how long the people of Mauritius were %o be igrored.
&55. The people had held a grand mass rally on world peace, orga’;nized by MPFP, on
.;;l_l June 1967, and had urged Prime Minister Wilson to reconsider the question of

"i:he Chagos Island base and accede to their demand that a referendum should be held

o0 the matter, pointing ocut that they wanted to remain neutral in the event of a
tntrd world war.

i

b /o

before by their African, Arab and Hindu brothers would also turn out to be illusory.
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134. In conclusion, he appealed to the Special Committee to ensure that the
recomuendations of the above~-mertioned conferences were implemented.

135, In reply to questions coneerning his Party's membership, strength and i
achivities to date, the petitioner stated that MPPP had been formed in 1963 after]
the last general elections and had been affiliated with the Afro-Azlan People's _l

— —

gSolidarity Commlttes at the Moshi Conference. The other parties were the

Mauritian Social Democratic Party, the Meuritius Iabour Party, the Independent ﬂ
Forward Bloc and the Muslim Ccmmittee of Action. A new Party, the Hindu Congress,;
had been formed in 1966. MPPP was the only political party to have ite own offied
which were open every day, and a register of meumbers. The other parties had no
membership liste and only opened their offices for the election campaign. MPFP hé
shout 50,000 supporters out of a total population of 786,000 and sympathizers "
among the working class. Tt would present candidates for the first time at the
fortheoming elections.

136. Although not represented in parliament, MPPP had been actively opposing the; 2

people the gravity of the situation created by the military bases on the island.-;
!I

Government and holding daily meetings throughout the country to explain to the ’

137, When invited %o London to discuss the new Constitution, the Mauritian SociaIf g
: ¥
|

|

the military bases. In 1965, the Government had sold Chagos Island for £3 milli® g
to the United Kinédom_, which, in conjunction with the United States, was 1:>1J.ilc'l.in’f£E J
ik

Democrat Party, which was in favour of association with the United Kingdom, had
dissociated itself from the coalition Government because the other parties -

vepregsented wanted independence, although they were also in favour of retaining

a military base on it. The United Kingdom now denied buying the island outrighti,

-
I t,'
08
Conference on War Danger in Novenber 1966 and the Afro-Asian Council in Cyprus if
February 1966. On 1l June 1967, it had asked the Msuritian people to attend a i 18

saying that the money had merely been given as compensation.
138, MPPP sttended not only the meetings of the Special Committee but also

internaticnal conferences throughout the world, for instance, the New Delhl

mass rally in favour of peace, especially in Viet-Nam, the dismantling of the
military base and unconditional independence for their country. |
139. Asked to supply wore details concerning the size, number and type of bases \ l

and the use made of them, the petitioner regretted that he was unable to state & ps

exact size of the bases. The base at Vacoas wag used To house the direct
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telecomminications system which had been transferred from Trincomalee. The United
States Qovernment was providing funds to enlarge Plalsance airport so that jet
gireraft could land there. The United Kingdom had always realized the strategic
Importence of Mauritius; it had taken the bases from France and had granted
iﬁdependence to the country only on condition that it could continue to use the

key bases in the Indian QOcean. Turing the past year the United States Air Force

had been ueing Plaisance alrport continucusly. It had also been reported in the
newspapers and confirmed by the United Kingdom itself that the United Kingdom and
United States navies would continue to use the naval bases in Mauritius.

e, The petitioner was aghked whellier or not the adminlstering Pover wss
implementing the United Nations decisions, and whether he was in a position to give
details regarding the establishment of a base by the United Kingdom and the United
States on Mauritius. Replying, he stated that the United Kingdom had not
implemented the 1966 resolution any more than it had many others adopted by the
United Mations. The construction of the military bases was well advanced under

the supervision of experts from the United Kingdom and United States, who were to
gtay until the completion of the bases.

141, In reply to a further guestion, the petitioner said that the election was to
be neld on 17 September 1967. The Prime Minister, fearing trouble in a multiracial

poamhry, had asked the nited Kingdom to send troops as well as observers to

.

. » pupervise the general election. 'The opposition was divided into too many small

parties and did not present a united front. Although all were in favour of

.complete independence, some were willing teo retain the military bases, whereas

| MPPP demanded that independence should be unconditional, The Mauritian Social
Democrat Party, on the other hand, wanted a continued assoclation with the

4 United Kingdom.
il

e

1 J 'B. Qeneral statements

" 142, At the 5%6th meeting, the Cheirmen of Sub-Committee I (the representative of
Ethiopia), presenting the Sub-Committee's report on Mauritius, Seychelles and
'8t, Helena, (see annex) said timt the Sub-Committee had considered the situation in

i‘_-_‘.these Territories during the pericd 5 April to 10 May 1967. In accordance with the

| “'proc_:edure agreed upon by the Special Committee, the United Kingdom representative

“had participated in the Sub-Committee's conslderation of the three Territories.
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“eonclusions snd the recommendations were not in accord with and 4id not reflect’J
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143, The Sub-Committee had been guided by paragraph 16 of General Assembly
resolution 2189 (XXI) of 13 December 1966, which requested the Special Committee;

D PP e

"to pay partlcular attention to the small Territories and to recommend to the
General Assembly the most appropriate methods and alsc the steps to be taken to
enable the populations of those Territories to exercise fully the right to self

3 e e B

determination and independence". The Sub-Committee had also taken inte aGCOunt

paragraph 15 of the resolution which invited the Special Committee "whenever 1t

considers it appropriate to recommend a deadline for the accession to independe;
to each Territory in accordance with the wishes of the people and the provisioné
of the Declaration'. Further, the Sub-Committee was aware that, as recognized %
the Special Committee in paragraph 322 of chapter I of its 1966 report (A/6§005
(Fart I)) "their suall size and population as well:es thelr limited rescources *‘
presented peculiar problems”, However, the Sub-Committee was firmly of the opii:f

that the provisions of the Declaratlon were appliceble to those Territories, an!
had examined the situation there within that context.
14k, The report of the Sub-Committee consisted of four chapters. The Chalrman

drew special attention to the conelusions and recommendations of the report,

.
bl
4
J

contained in paragraphs 124 to 129 and paragraphs 130 to 159, respectively. Tb
‘report had been adopted by the Sub-Committee at its 39th meeting on 10 May 196T§

the views expressed by his delegation, it could not support all the conclusionsf
and recommendations. Y
145, The representatLVe of India said that the Indian delegation had carefully 1

studied the valuable and instructive report of Sub-Committee T. Tt unreserved i

supported its coneclusions and recommendations and congratulated the Sub-Commitﬁ’
146. His delegation deeply regretted the slow progress towards the self- f
determination and independence of the Territories in questlon In spite of":;
repeated appeals, the administering Power had not taken steps to expedite
decolonization. Progress in the Seychelles and St. Helena had been partlculany
g low. He hoped that the United Kingdom Government would respect the people‘s';
wishes and grant thém the political status of.their chcice without further_de_?
1I47. The United Kingdom Government's policy with negard to Mauritius was to de;

independence as much as posgible., Por several years much had been heard of !
Impending Lndependence, but the United Kingdom Government had found one pretext
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\ranother to postpone the inevitable, giving the impression that it found parting
!'L that rich colony extremely difficult. The Constitutional Conference had been
| 1,6. ag early ak September 1965, yet the country was not expected to become
| y‘ependent until about the middle of 1968. That long interval seemed totally
‘ ustifled Considerable time had been wasted by the appolntment of the Banwell
o mssion, whose recommendations had been unacceptable to the Msuritian politieal
rti-es. They had had to be modified substantially following Mr. Stonehouse's
:*t, thus wasting more than six wonths. The electoral systein under the modified
% ell proposals seemed unduly complicated; if, however, it Waq‘ aceeptable to the

tical parties in the island, his delegation would respect 11:, its only desire

.g that the people of Mauritius should become independent without Turther delay.
?;‘The independence of Mauritius was essential not only for the emotional
?,iéfé,ction of its people but also to enable them to devote their energlies to

£se thelr level of living. Without political independence real economlc progress
”=fimpossible. Colonial Powers were not interested in doing anything for the

|I : pile of their colonies that would not at the same time be in thelr own strategic
other interests. Mauritius provided an excellent example of that poliey. It

,a.n economy almost wholly dependent on the production and. export of sugar. The
'eed Netions had been urging the administering Power since 1964 to take effective
n‘;res to diversify the economy, but the United Kingdom Government's only response
'been to take some half-hearted and haphazard steps without really trying to work
a well—co-ordlna,ted programme. Ite failure to develop other sectors of ithe

hed resulted in shortage of capital, a downward trend in per capita income

¥ increased unemployment, The little progress that had been achieved had been

“« minly to the efforts of the Government of Mauritius headed by Premier Ramgoolam,
'i iiss reported to have sald that Mauritius was a viahle country which had never
u. fed 6 grant-in-aid to balance its budget. His delegation had no doubt that,

:--_the country achieved its independence, progress in the diversification of its
” would be accelerated. :

lthe administering Power in Mauritius, as in other colonies, quch ag ¥iji, had
¥ teking advantage of the dilferences in the Territory in order to maintain its

"|, abminarlt position and protect foreign vested economle interests. TFortunately,
rii‘.fferent communities had succesafully resisted the administering Power's

to divide them, They had realized that their common intevest lay in

| 5
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ridding themselves first of the colomial administration. His delegatlon wished
Mr. Ramgoolam and his asgoeiates all the success they deserved in leading thelr
country to independence as 2 unified natdion.

150. His Government had been greatly perturbed at th
of military installations in the "Britich Indian Ocean Territory" that had been

e reports of the egtablishment !

created artificially by detaching certain islands from Meuritius and Seychelles.

That was a clear violation of General Assembly resolutions 2066 (XX) and 2232 (xxI)
cked the administering Power not to take any action that would dismember'Um:“

which a

Perritory or violate its territorial integrity. Such dismemberment was also a

clear violation of paragraph 6 of General Assembly resolution 1514 (XV) and of the.

United Nations Charter. The creation of the new colony also ran counter to the

3

declared wishes of the peace~-loving peoples of Africa and Asia and must be
d ag contrary to the interests of those peoples in the immediate vicinity‘ﬂé
:"’

regarde
Tn that connexion, he quoted from a statement mada§ b

of the militaxy installations,
by the Indian Minister for Foreign Affsirs in Parliament on 6 April 1967, as

follows:

"fhe Tndian Government's position hes been made clear in the past and
there is no change in our stand. We have subscribed to the Bandung |
Declaration of 1955. We have also signed the Cairo Declaration of 1964 on
the subject of esteblishment of bases in the Indian Ocean and we stand by &

them.

"We have also subscribed to resolutions 1514 (xv) of 14 December 1960
and 2066 (¥XX) of 20 Decenbér 1966 adopped by the United Netions General =
Assembly, dealing with this subject. Resolution 2066 (XX} ‘'notes with deep
concern that any step by the Administering Power to detach certain islands i
from the territory of Mauritius for the purpose of establishment of military:
bases would be in contravention of resolution 1514 (XV)'. : It further invited
lthe administering Power to take mo action which would dismember the o
territory of Mauritius and violate ite territorial integrityt.

J
4
{
o S A e are opposed to the establishment of military bages in the Indian - )
 Qeeen area as it might lead o an increase in tengions in this region. We f ;
hope that in the largest interest of peace, the British authorities will e
besr in mind our feelings and feeling of the countries in this region and B
desist from setting up & wilitary base in this area.” i

151, The representative of Poland expressed his appreciation of the work of
gub~Committee T and, in particular, of the concise and objective manner in which

ite report was &rafted. He also thanked the qub-Committee!s Chairman for her

able presentation of the report.
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152, In all three Territories, Drogress towards the implementation of General
Assembly resolution 151k (XV) had been extremely slow, Though almost seven years
‘had elapsed since the adoption of the Declaration on decolonization, the people of
Mavritius, Seychelles and St, Helena had not yet achieved the objectives sought by
the United Nations, and the administering Power was still delaying the transfer of
authority to the democratically elected representatives of the Peoples of the

three Territories,

155. As pointed out in baragraph 125 of the report, the Uniteq Kingdom, through

the Governor, continued to exercise vast powers, particularly in the congtitutional
and legislative fielgs, Contrary to General Assembly resolution 151 (XV), the

expérience, TIn Mauritius, the elections had still not been held and the United
Kingdom Government, though well aware of the peoplets wishes for independence, was
attaching eonditions to the granting of it €.8., that there shouldg be an
interval of six months between self-government ang independence, and that the
demand for complete independence should be reiterated by the vote of g wajority
elected at the future general elections to be held under complex and controversial
electoral arrangementsg,

154, Furthermore, the Uniteq Kingdom wag openly viclating the Principles of the

Mauritius and the Seychelles for military burposes, with the help of the United
States. The Polispy delegation fully shared the concern expressed by the Speeial
Committee at the establishment in 1965 of a new colony - the "British Indian Qcean
Territory" - and st reports that it would be used as a military base, In
resolutions 2189 (XXT) ana 2232 (XXI), the General Assembly reiterated its earlier
declaration that any attempt to disrupt the national unity and territorial

integrity of colonial Territories or to establish military bases or installationg
there was incompatibie with the United Nationg Charter and withiresolution 151k (xv).
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for military purposes. The Polish delegation firmly endorsed paragraphs 126 and |
127 of the report of the gub-Cormittee and strongly pelieved that the attitude of
the United Kingdom was incompatible with its obligations as the administering
Power. E
155. The data contained in the Secretariat working paper (see paragraphs 1-121 ;
above) clearly indicated the administering Power's failure to diversify the _%
economies of the three Territories, which were gtill dependent on a single crop,;
and,to an increasing extent, on external aid, Mauritius bad to import 90 per cﬁ
of its needs for eassential goods and - “Poodstuffs. It was also clear from the
document that unepmployment was increasing in Mauritius and geychelles and that
the per capita income in those Territories was tending to fall. *
156. In the Polish delegation's opinion, the administering Power should take
vigorous measures to mssist the peoples of those Territories by grants-ln-aldeﬂ
i development programmes to diversify their economy and create employment and :

E opportunities for the growing populations. T+ should likewise take steps,

without further delay, +o ensure that the peoples of those Territories achleva%

{ independence in the pest possible conditions.

157. The representative of Bulgaria said that his delegation had studied the

report very carefully and associated itself with the conclusions and recommemh
e expressed his appreciation of the valuable work performed by the Sub- Commlt;
The admlnlsterlng Power was continuing without restraint to use the Territory
its oWm requirements, to behave as its undisputed colonial master, to disregan

. completely the inaliensble rights of ite population o freedom, and independenc

i to expleit their natural resources, to dismember the Territories and to estebl
pilitary bases with the participation of another great Power.
158. It was unbelievable that, seven years after the adoption of General Assetl
resolution 1514 (xv), the colonial Power could show such complete disregard i thi
its provisions and for the United Nations as & whole. Bulgaria sghared the
concern of the neighbouring nations which considered the military bases establ
on the Territories to be detrimental to thelr gecurity and were demanding the
dismentling of all military installations and the discontinuance of military
activity.

159. The representative of Madagascar said that he had carefully studied the

report of Sub~Committee I on Mauritius, geychelles and St. Helena., His delegd
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like the Sub-Committee, considered that the provisions of General Assembly
resolution 151% {XV) should be speedily implemented in those Territories. Indeed,
1t had already supported in the Committee many of the ideas and principles set
forth in the Sub-Committee's report., Madagascar, in view of its geographical
gituation, was certainly the country which was closest to Mauritius, a fact which
had enabled it to maintain normal and cordial relations with that Territory. His
delegation was partlcularly well placed to speak of the situation now prevailing in
that island. TI% had noted the statements made by the United Kingdom representative
in Sub-Committee I and had been pleased to learn that the United Kingdom Government
had taken the necessary steps to enable the people of Mauritius, Seychelles and
St. Helena to exercise thelr right to self-determination and iﬁdependence. The
statements of the United Kingdom representalive were in accord with the actuval
facts. in the three Territories concerned. The Malagasy delegation therefore
welcomed the attitude of the United Kingdom regarding the islands in the Indian
Ocean, and could not support all the conclusions and recommendations contained in
the report of Sub-Committee I.

160. The representative of Finland said that, as a member of the Sub-Committee, he
had already had the opportunity of expressing his Government's views on Mauritius,
Seychelles and S5t. Helena. As he had said in the Sub-Committee on 13 April 1967,
although the three Territories might have certain elements in common, there were
striking differences between them in many important respects and it was difficult
to visualize any common pattern for their future. He had added that Mauritius was
well on the road towards full independence. That view had been substantiated by
the Mauritian Prime Minister's statement of 13 May 1967 that elections would take
place at the very latest before the end of September of the current year. The
political development of the Seychelles seemed to be somewhat slower and i1t seemed
not unlikely that some form of special constitutional arrangements might be
advisable in the interim,

161, He re-emphasized that, whatever future course might be chosen by the three
Territories, it was essential that the final choice should be made by the freely
elected majority. Although there had been some regrettable delays, it appeared to
him that the majority of the people in question had, in fact, tﬁe opportunity of

4

deciding the future of their own countries.

e
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162. A mumber of the conclusions and recommendations contained in the
Sub~Cormittee's report were not in accordance with the views his delegaition had

expressed in the Sub-Committee, nor did they accurately reflect the progress

towards self-determination which had taken place in the Territories in question,
165 The representative of Italy said that his delegation had not only examined
with great care the report of Sub~-Committee I, but had followed with close

x.‘{.;.‘u‘ L Py R4

attention the political development of the Territories in question., It had notedg

with great satisfaction that significant steps had been taken to ensure for the1r1
populations the right and the means freely to express their preferences concerni l
their future stetus. In the case of Mauritius, it was noteworthy that the Primef?
Minister intended to organize elections not later than the end of September lQGTLj
164, Ttaly's chief concern was that the people of the islands should have the 5

right to determine their future status by democratic means, and such appeared to
be the case. Under the circumstances, he viewed with some misgivings the : “i
eonclusions contained in the report which did not seem to coincide with his
delegation's éésessment of the sgituation.

165, The representative of Venezuele said that he had studied with interest the gg

Unquestionably, the report gave a very complete account of the political; ecommﬂ&ﬁ

and social conditions prevailing in those three Territories., His delegation wale
in general agreement with the recommendations and conclusions of the Sub- Commltt%T

166, He did not however, share the view expressed in paragraph 127 of the report“

a
4

concerning military bases and installations. There was insufficient proof of the1
existence of such bases to warrant the claim that they created international &
tension and aroused concern in neighbouring countries. Nor could it support _‘ﬁm
paragraph 137 of the report, in which the Sub- Committee prejudged the questlon of

future military activities and claimed that they would constitute an act of

hogtility towards the peoples of Africa and Asia and a threat to international =
peace and securlty. .
167. The representative of the United States of Amerlca said that he wished to

comment on the sweeping and unsubstentiated statements made by e petitioner and . I
some representatives with respect to his country. He wished to gtate categoricaﬁﬁ
that his country had no plans to constiuet military bases in the British Indian _I
Ocean Territory. In that comnexion, he pointed out that a United Kingdom |

T T R T L T T :
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. spokesman had recently given a similar assurance. Although there was an agreement
* between his country and the United Kingdom to permit the utilization of the

‘i British Indian Ocean Territory for refuelling or communications facilities, no

decision had been taken to establish any such facilities.
168. The representative of the United Republic of Tenzania said that his delegation

' f had no intention of disputing the statement mede by the United States
;f'representative. He wished, however, to know whether the statement had the

lj gpproval of the United Kingdom also. Had it in fact been made on behalf of that
country?

|- 169, The representative of the United States of America replied thet he had made

o statement on behalf of the United Kingdom; he had simply referred to a similar

statenent made by a United Kingdom spokesman,
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IV. ACTION TAKEN BY THE SPECTAL COMMITTEE

170. The representative of Ethiopia imtroduced a draft resolution
(a/Ac. 109/L 411/Rev.1) on the three Territories co-sponsored by Afghanistan ,‘i
Ethlopia, ‘India, Irag, Mali, Sierra Ieone, Syria, Tunisla, the United Republiﬁ

b "n

Tanzania and Yugoslavia. *

L71. The draft resolution was based on the report of Sub-Comnittee I (see ann:
and expressed the serious concern felt by the co-sponsors at the fact that,lm
stated in paragraph 12k of the report, the administering Power had still not
implemented General Assembly resolution 151k (XV) and other relevant resolut
concerning Mauritius, Seychelles and St. Helena. The co-sponsors urged the;
administering Power to expedite the process of decclonization in those ﬁhr}ﬁ
172. The representative of Irag said that he seconded the draft rcsolutlona'
urged all members of the Special Committee to vote for it. He drew ettenmim
the operative paragraph concerning military bases which the admlnlsterlng P
in co-operation with the United States, was proposing to establish in MEurn
Seychelles which constituted a serious threat to the area, to the peace am
of Africa, Asia and the Middle East and to the national liberation movement
operating in those areas. B
173. The representative of Poland said that while his delegation supporte&
draft resoluticn in general, it regretted that the preambular paragraphsc(
no reference to the Sub-Committee's concern that the administering waer‘
continulng to violate the territorial integrity of the Territories and tcy
General Assembly resolutions 2066 (XX) and 2232 (XXI) and that the steps"
taking in the economic and social sectors to safeguard the interests offﬂ
peoples of the Territories were 1nadequate. ) C

17h. At the next meeting, the representative of Ethlopla submitted on bﬂt

the co- sponsors, an oral revision to the draft resolution (A/AC. lO9/LhIi

in which 1nloperet;ve paragraph 7, the phrase "to dlsmentle such military
instellatidnsf o replaced by the phrase "to desist from establishing s

military installations”. The co-sponsors coneidered that the revision
(A/AC 109/L hll/Rev.E) would make it guite clear that the resolutlon mua

1.to exlstlng military bases.
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175, The representative of Bulgaria sald that the draft resolution submitted by the

African and Asisn countries and Yugoslavia reflected the main recommendations of

<4 the Sub-Committee's report and contained the necessary requests to the administering

Jfg:waer to implement fully the Declaration on the Granting of Independence to Colonial
| - Countries and Peoples. The Bulgarian delegation had hoped thet the original draft

uffgresolution would contain a reference such as that included in the Sub-Committee's

'ﬂffreport to the activities of the United Kingdom and to the demands addressed to it

{‘by the United Wations. It was therefore pleased that the sponsors had accepted
ﬁlthe amendment propesed by the Polish delegation to ineclude a new introductory
‘{E:paragraph to express the Special_Committee's deep regret that the administering
Power had failed to implement resolution 1514 (XV). The General Assembly should
pay particular attention to that matter and his delegation thought that, before
the opening of the twenty-second session, the Special Committee should have
snother opportunity to examine the attitude of the administering Power. That had
probably also been the sponsors' reason for drafting paragraph 8, requesting the
United Kingdom to report to the Special Committee on the implementation of
resolution 1514 (XV).

176. The representative of the Ivory Coast sald that he would have preferred, as a
representative of an African country, not toc make any comment on a draft resolution
submitted by the Afro-Asian group, which regarded colonialism as a kind of
cancerous tumour in the centre of Africa. His delegation was ready to give its
full support to the Special Committee's efforts to deal with thé last vestiges

of the crumbling colonial system. The climate in the Speecial Committee must be

‘ gsuch that all representatives without exception, and particularly the members of

1 the Afro-Asian group, could associate themselves with the Committee's decisions,
decisions which, in a general way, expressed the desire of all to help the peoples
of the remaining dependent territories. Such a spirit of co-operation and
understanding was the vital factor which would enable the Committee to obtain the
results expected of it.

177. His delegation would therefore have liked to be among the sponsors of the
dgraft resolution, which, as a whoie, reflected the aspirations of the international

community as expressed in the basic resolution of the General Assembly,
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resolution 1514 (XV), on the granting of independence to colonial countries and
peoples. Regrettably, however, it had been una%le to join the sponsors because
its request for a compromise on operative paragraph T relating to military
installations had been rejected. The statement appearing in that paragraph was
not necessarily in accordance with the facts. Moreover, even if bases existed in
certain dependent countries, it was for those countries, when they obtained
Independence, t0 negotiate the removal of the bases with the former administering
Power, as had happened in all the African countries which had become independent.
The question was within the exclusive competence of the countries concerned. The
Tvory Coast, which had subscribed to the doctrine of non-intervention in the
internal affairs_of States, could not go back on the principles which it had
endorsed and tO'whﬁch it intended to remain loyal.

178. There should be no misunderstanding of the significance of that reservation,
for the Ivory (oast, which had fought against colonlalism for many long years and
would combtinue to do so, remained faithful to the principles of decolonization.
Tt was aware that military activities created tensions in the world. Tt understood
the concern of certain delegations and respected their position. The purpose of
the Special Committee, however, was to promote decolonlzation, and it should make
sure that its decisions could be applied. It should seek the most objective way
of bringing the countries under forelgn domipation %o self-determination and
independence and not choose courses which, on the contrary, would tend to harden
positions and delay the solutlon of the problem of decolonization. The Ivofy
Coast delegatlon, while expressing<reservations on operative paragraph T, supported |

the other provisions of the draft resolution and would vote for it.

179. The representative of Italy said that operative paragraph 7 of the draft

resolution was extranéops to the colonial lssue and involved consideratlons outside
the Speclal Committee's purview. His delegation would, therefore, aksLcin from
voting. .

180. The representative of Venezuels noted with regret that the draft resolution
did not take into account the recommendation of Sub-Committee iT that the Ceneral
Assembly should éét}a time-1limit for the granting of independence to Mauritius and

accelerate the imblamentation of resolution 151k (XV) in respect of Seychelles and

St. Helena. There was no reference either to the recommendation concerning the
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ending of a visiting mission to the Territories to ascertain the extent of the

{wogress made in the direction of self-determination and independence. Although his

rﬁhgatiOn would have preferred a text which took greater account of realities, it

wild nevertheless vote for the draft resolution.

EL The representative of Chile said that he approved of the general lines of

%h'medraft resolution despite certain doubts about the wording. Although the
laguage was somewhat exaggerated, his delegation was, nevertheless, able to
fsﬁﬁmort the draft resolution as & whole, in line with its constant policy of
;;4m@orting any measures designed to further the implementation of General Assembly
f{'mmﬂuiion lSlh\(XV), irrespective of the size of the Territory concerned or its
i distance from world markets. The latter considerations could not, however, be

fi atirely overlooked.
"4 42, The representative of the United States of America said that he intended to

;'umte against the draft resolution which did not constitute a realistic and balanced
sppraisal of the situation in the Territories in question. The issue of Mauritian
independence would be decided in the coming elections to be held this fall. If the
‘”:wpulation desired independence, it was possible that the Territory would become

"4 independent in early 1968. The Seychelles were also moving steadily and impressively
“% in the direction of self-determination. Despite, therefore, his delegation's full
approval of operative paragraph 2 of the draft resolution, he was unable to accept

1 later operative paragraphs which were not consistent with the actusl situation. Tt

eleo had reservations concerning the Sub-Committee's report.

T

183, At its 53%9th meeting the Special Committee adopted the draft resolution

=]

1
é (A/AC.109/T.411/Rev.2) as orally revised, by a roll call vote of 17 to 2 with

| 3 abstentions, as follows:
: In favour: Afghanistan, Bulgaria, Chile, Fthiopia, India, Iran, Iraq,
Ivory Coast, Mall, Poland, Sierra lLeone, Syria, Tunisia,
Union of Soviet Sociamlist Republice, United Republic of Tanzania,
Veneztiela, Yugoslavia.
Against: Australia, United States of America.
Abstaining: Finland, Ttaly, Madagascar.
184. The rvepresentative of Australia said, in explanation of his vote, that the
normal approach in such a matter would have been to ask the administering Power

to explain anything that was not readily apparent in current developments. ot
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! 187
only had no such approach been made, but a statement by a representative of the ifrer
edminigtering Power had been completely ignored as had the many practical steps ?fSub
which had been taken in the direction of independence for the Territories in iJPOW
gquestion. Self-determination meant that a Territory was perfectly entitled to ?ﬁtha
decide, by a majority vote, whether or not it desired independence. Cperative '!ﬁ188
paragraph 7 was completely unacceptable, especially in view of the statements 'lidexpl

that had been made by representatives of the Governments of the United Kingdom.andﬁfof -
the United States that there was no intention of establishing military 1nstallat1wJ
on the island. Appeals had been launched to the administering Power to grant '5,139.
immedlate independence to the Territories on the principle of "Heads I win; talls J

you lose". If immediate independence were granted, without proper preparation,

the administering Power would be blamed. That gambling attitude was not one'whidﬁf
should be adopted where the future of nations and populations was at stake. Uhd?f?ﬁOin
the circumstances, his delegation had had no slternative but to vote against the Wtni
- draft resolution. A

- 185, The representative of India remarked he had been both surprised and - 1;}

disappointed that the delegations of Australia and the United States had vobed
agalnst the draft resolution. He failed to realize what they had found in the tmﬂ‘that
s0 obnoxious that they were forced to vote against it. Tt had reaffirmed the - ﬁyt that,
inalienable right of the peoples of those Territories to self-determination, '?f|l90{'
freedom and independence; it had urged the administering Power to hold free f{_ which
elections and to grant to the Territories whatever pol1t1cal status their peoples aensit

should freely choose. Tt had deplored any dismemberment of the Territoriles and * have t

had declared that the establishment of military 1nstallat10ns would be & v1olatum Land th
of fGeneral Assembly resolution 2232 (XXI). He failed to understand that anythlng :FGWers

in those provisions could cause a freedom-loving country to vote against the f

Goloni

resolution. . EOncre

186. He particularly-regretteﬁ the unfortunate "gambling" analogy used by the
representative of Mustralia. The sponsors of the draft resolutlon had made a

!ES’GOniI

!hﬂ&rm

serious appraibal of the problems facing those Territories and he deplored the ;I dWeVen1

fact that the attitude of responsible representatives of responsible Government&

should be described as gambling .
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LU#TThe Chairman added that he wag deeply disappointed that the Australisn
pregentative should have used such an analogy, after all the work that
{Emem1ttee I had put into its report. It was regrettable that the administering
”ﬁr had seen fit to be absent from the Special Committee's deliberations, but
mﬁ did not Justify the use of such intemperate language.
ﬁﬁ The representative of the United States of America said he had made a statement

lgﬂainlng his vote and had been very much surprised by the unprecedented request
!fRMla for further explanation. He considered that the statement he had already
ak fully explained the position of his delegalion and Government.
‘ m@ The representative of Yugoslavia said that some representatives had explained
‘:? ﬁhir abstentions on or opposition to the draft resolution on the grounds of
‘iiégpive paragraph 7. It was denied that either the United States or the United
: ﬁﬁﬁom had any intention of establishing such bases. In that connexion, he
ﬁﬁmed cut that The New York Times had reported a story to the effect that the

Mﬁted Kingdom was in the final stages of negotiations to purchase three islands
lnthe Indian Ocean for defence purposes. Another paper had stated that the

muted States and the United Kingdom were planning to build an airstrip on one of
ﬁbée islands. Those two articles constituted sufficient proof for his delegation
f&w the two Powers in gquestion were intending to construct a military base and

e, L?%m:operative paragraph 7 was fully justified.

; EO. The representative of Mali thanked all who had voted for the éraf't resolution

& "..1.

;imidlwas directed towards speeding the process of decoleonigation in a particularly
ismwltlve region of the world. He regretted that cold war considerations should
%hum been introduced and he assoclated himself with the statements of the Chairman
'%&ﬂ the representatives of India and Yugoslavia. He was surprised that colonial

ﬂ'kmers which claimed to support the Declaration on the Granting of Independence to

+lolonial Countries and Peoples should change their attitude when it came to taking
ﬁmmrete measures to give effect to that Declaration. He was particularly

Jf"'e'.ls‘con:‘Lshed by the words of the representative of Australia, a country which had

_é&erminated its indigenous inhabitants and was sending troops to Viet-Nam to

ﬁﬁmvent the people of that country from enjoying their most elementary rights.




A/6700/Add. 58
Englich
Page B2

191, The representative of the United States of America said, in reply to the

representative of Yugoslavia, that, excellent paper though 1t was, The New York
Pimes was not an official organ of the United States Govermment and its reports 1o
no way reflected the policy of his Governuent.

162, The representative of the United Republic of Tanzania said that the vote

against the draft resolution by two delegations had demonstrated, beyond all
reasonable doubt, the true position of their countries and their attitude towards
the principle of self-determination. In view of the repeated statements by
representatives of the United States Covernment that their country supported the
cguse of decolonization, that vote had come as a disagreeable surprise. As the
reprasentative of tue United States had referred to the "British Indian Ccean
Territory”, he poisted out that the United Watbions had refused to recognize that
Territory, the establishment of which was no more than a colonialist manoeuvre.
19%. The representative of Australia, exercising hig right of reply to the '
representatlive of Mali, explained that his reference to gambling had been a stricﬂﬁﬁj‘ﬁ
personal reaction.: He had not meant to suggest that the Sub-Committee or the "
gpecial Committee approached its work in the spivit of a gambler. The

representative of Mali had also referred to the indigenous {nhabltants of Australiai

&l

That wag a matter within the domestic jurisdiction of the Australian Government.
Although Australia could not claim that it had no reason for self-reproach, the
indigenous inhabitants were nrot being assassinated as the representative of Mali
hnd stated. He added that the guegtion of Viet-Nam was not within the Bpecial
Compittee’s terms of reference. ;;
194, The text of the resolution on Mauritius, Seychelles and St. Helena 3
(n/AC.109/249), adopted by the gpecial Committee at its 539th meeting on

19 June 1967 reads as follows:

"The Special Committee,

"Iaving examined the question of Mauritins, Seychelles and St. Helena,

"Having heard the statement of the petiticner,

"Noting with regret the absence of the representatives of the
adminigtering Power,

"oting with deep regret the failure of the administering Power to
implement General Assembly resoluticn 1514 (XV) of ik Decewber 1960,
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"Having examined the report of Sub-Committee I concerning these

2% Territories, 15/

"Recalling General Assembly resolution 1514 (XV) of 14 December 1960, and
other relevant resolutions concerning Meuritius, Seychelles and St. Helena,
in particular Ceneral Assembly resolutions 2066 (XX) of 16 December 1965 and

2232 (XXI) of 20 December 1966,

"l. Apprb#es the report of Sub-Committee T concerning Mguritius,
Seychelles and St. Helena and endorses the conclusions and recommendations
contained therein;

2, Reaffirms the inalienable right of the peoples of Mauritius,

Seychelles and St. Helena to self-determination, freedom and independence,
in accordance with the Declaration on the Granting of Independence to Colonigl

Countries and Peoples;

"3, Urges the administering Power to hold, without delay, free elections
in the Territories on the basis of universal adult suffrage and to transfer all

hpowers to the representative organs elected by the people;

. "k, Further urges the administering Power to grant the Territories the
political status their peoples freely choose and to refrain from taking any
measures lncompatible with the Charter of the United Nations and with the
Declaration on the Granting of Independence to Colonial Countries and Peoples;

"5, Reaffirms that the right to dispose of the natural resources of the
Territories belongs only to the peoples of the Territories;

"6, Deplores the dismemberment of Mauritius and Seychelles by the
administering Power which violates their territorial integrity, in
contravention of General Assewbly resolutions 2066 (XX) and 2232 (XXI),
calls upon the administering Power to return to these Tervritories the islands

detached therefrom;

and

=, Declares that the establishment of military installations and any
other military activities in the Territories is a violation of General Asseubly
resolution 2232 (XXI), which constitutes a source of tension in Africa, Asia
and the Middle East, and calls upon the administering Power to desits from

establishing such military installations;

"8.  Requests the administering Power to report on the implementation of
the present resolution to the Special Committee on the Situation with resard to
the Implementation of the Declaration on the Granting of Independence to

Colonial Countrles and Peoples:

"9. Decides to maintain the guestion of Mauritius, Seychelles and
St. Helena on its agenda."




