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ONE HUNDRED AND TWELFTH REFORT OF THE SUB-COMMITTEE ON PETITIONS (A/AC.109/L.426)

Mr. BARDER (United Kingdom) said that paragraph 135 of the report of the
Sub-Committee on Petitions (A/AC.109/L.426) referred to a decision to circulate as
retitions five communications concerning the self-governing gssociated State of
St. Kitts-Nevis-Anguilla. In view of his delegation's position, as set forth in
its letter of 11 August to the Chairman of Sub-Committee III and summarized in
document A/AC.109/5C.4/SR.81, his delegation could not endorse the circulation of
retitions on events concerning any of the associated States in the eastern
Caribbean which had occurred since their attainment of statehood. He would like

that reservation to be recorded in the Committee's report.

Mr. JOHNSON (United States of America) said his delegation, too, would
like to reserve its position regarding the circulation of the petitions mentioned

In paragraph 13 of the Sub-Committee's report (A/AC.109/L.k26).

The CHAIRMAN said that, if there were no objections, he would take it.
that the Committee approved the 112th report of the Sub-Committee on Petitions
(A/AC.109/L.426), subject to the reservations made by the delegations of the
United Kingdom and the United States. |

It was so decideqd.

QUESTION OF IFNI AND SPANISH SAHARA: REPORT OF THE SECRETARY-GENERAL
(A/AC.109/239, 259, 262, 26k, 265; A/AC.109/L.420; A/AC.109/PET.582, 583, 692
and Corr.l)

At the Chairman's invitation, Mr. Bouattoura, representative of Algeria,

Mr. Ould Sidi, representative of Mauritania, Mr. Benhima, representative of

Morocco, and Mr. de Pinies, representative of Spain, took places at the Committee

table.

Mr. de PINIES (Spain) said that he believed the difficulties arising in

connexion with the decolonization of Ifni could be solved through negotiations,
vhich had already begun, between the Governments of Spain and Morocco, as his

delegation had already stated in a letter dated 18 April 1967 addressed to the

Secretary-General (A/AC.109/239, para. T). :
As stated in a second letter dated 18 April (A/AC.109/239, para. 4), respect

for the wishes of the inhabitants formed the(basis of his Government's policy

concerning Spanish Sahara, and he reaffirmed that the principle of self-
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detercination would te applied to the Territory. The Spanish Government had taken
a very important step towards the political evolution of the Territory by
establishing, pursuant to a decrse of 11 Moy 1967, a General Assembly of Spanish

D

oszd of forty indigenous deputies elected directly by universal

elzcted in accordance with the traditional procedures of the Territory. His

reat importance to the offeyr made by his Government regarding

1l mission to the Territory. The terms of that offer were
cation’s letter to the Sceretary-General dated 18 April 1967

(A/£C.109/23%, para. &) and it would be seen that the difference between that

¢ what had bezen requested was purely procedural. If a climate of peace,

Sability and itranquillity prevailed, it would be possible to devise a satisfactory

forzule to overcome any differences which existed.

Mr. BEGHINA (Moroceo) said that, although, for procedural reasons and in
2 Spirit of cenciliation, his delegation nad agreed to the simultaneous discussion
destions or Ifnl and Spanish Sahara, the two Territories presented problems
of 2 very different nature. Secondly, the fact that Spain was waking a series of

us Territories under its administration should not be taken
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2t en Indicaticn tint all the Territories had the same character. The statement

wiich h2d just o-wa zade by the representative of Spain deserved serious scrutiny
and his delegation would comzent on it at a later stage.
vz, Bouat'ooa (Algeria), Mr. Ould Sidi (Mauritania), Mr. Benhima (Morocco)

arnd Mr. 42 Piniec (Jpzin) withdrew.

GUESTICH OF E4UATORIAL GUINEA: REPORT OF THE SECRETARY-GENERAL SA/AC.109/257, 259,
252; AJAC.105/L.k22; AJAC.109/PET.578, 702 and A3d.1) (continued

At the Cheirzan's invitation, Mr. de Pinies, representative of Spain, took a

Place at the Committee table.

At the Chairzan's invitation, Mr. Saturnino Ibongo Iyanga and Mr. Rafael

s of the Movimiente Nacional de Liberacidn de la Guinea

e
GE), took places at the Committee table.

¥r. IEONGO (Movimiento Nacional de Liberacién de la Guinea Ecuatorial)
congratulated the Spanish Government on its work of decolonization in the Territory
of Equatorial Guinea, which was more or less in accordance with the directives of

the United iHations.
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MONALIGE desired the independence of the Territory and, faithful to the
resolutions of the United Nations, particularly General Assembly resolution
2230 (XXI), as well as to the wishes of the people of Equatorial Guinea, it would
OPpose, by all available political peans, any result of the constitutional
conference which did not provide for independence as a winimum. MONALIGE aeplored
the inertia shown by the General Assembly of Equatorial Guinea in dealing with
reports submitted by groups representing various shades of political opinion in the
Territory, as well as the unwillingness of the Governing Council to accelerate the
process of independence. The irresponsibility, inactivity, incompetence and
unrepresentative character of the General Assembly must have been obwious td those
wembers of the Special Committee who had visited Equatoriasl Guinea the previous
vyear. There could be no justification for the delay in conveaning the constitutional
conference,

A document which had arrived that morning, addressed to the Committee of
Twenty-Four and signed by high officials in Fernando Pdc and Rfo Muni, denounced the
ranoeuvres to which the indigenous and Spanish authorities in Egquatorial Guinea
resorted in order to slow down the process of independence. According to that
document, the Spanish Government had made no official declaration indicating thav
it had taken into account the wishes of the people concerning the holding oan
constitutional conference and the fixing of a date for that conference, despite the
fact that the report of the Sub-Committee on Equatorial Guinea (A/6300/4dd.7,
chapter IX, annex, para. 292) clearly stated that the majority of the people wanted

independence without delay. Moreover, although the representative of Spain had

Stated on 10 December 1966 (A/C.L/SR.1665, p. 16), that a constitutional conference
would be held early in 1967, that conference had still not materdalized. According
to the Spanish Press, the Permanert Representative of Spain to the United Nations
had addressed a letter to the Secretary-General in January 1967 announcing the
arpointment of an inter-wministerial commission to prepare for the constitutional
conference, but so far nothing was known about the progress made in that preparatory
work. 1In a statement to the Spanish Press on 3 Deceuber 1966, Mr. Ondo Edu, theL

President of the Governing Council, had once again requested Spain to prepare the

Territory for independence. In order to divert the attention of the people of the
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Territory, as well as world public opinion, the Spanish Government had invited the
members of the Standing Committee of the General Assembly of Equatorial Guinea to
Madrid in March 1557 and had persuaded them to set up a special committee to consult
the population on th2 political future of the Territory; that had been done in an
attecpt to avoid convening the constitutional conference which would inevitably
result in the indepsndence of the Territory. The Special Committee had not made
public any ccnclusions zalthough it had completed its consultations in May. It was
xncwn that the Spanish mecbers of the special committee had destroyed part of the
zaterial collected, con the instructions of the Spanish Government, since the people
conculted had been overwhelmingly in favour of independence. Such wmanoeuvres had
given risc to a great deal of public indignation. It was understood that the
Spanich Governzent had obtained the signatures of certain wembers of the Governing
Ccuncil and the General Assembly of Equatorial Guinea to a document requesting an
he time-limit for the submission of the special committee's report.

It was also understced that the Spanish Government had obtained the signatures of
certain menbers of the autonomous Government to a document requesting Spain to
retzin the present acutoncmous régime after July 19€8 for economic reasons as well as
on the pretext that the people were not yet ready for independence. The Spanish
Governzent was, in the meantime, encouraging subversive activities by certain
capitalict groups in Fernando PSo which were trying to separate the latter from

Rio Muni, in ccmplete disregard of the resolutions of the General Assembly, in
particular resolution 2230 (XXI), operative paragraph 5. The Spanish Minister of
Industry had visited the Territory from 27 July to 2 August 1967, but the reasons
£5r his visit were not yet xnown. In paying tribute to him, the Vi.ce-President of
the Governing Council bad reaffirmed the statement he had wade to the Spanish Press
on 16 Yay 1955, tut the Sprrish Minister of Industry had made no reference
wratscever to itz contents. The document had gone on to say that the people of
Equatorial Guinea were wore than ever ceonvinced that the Spanish Government, despite
its promiszes to the contrary, did not wish to grant independence to the Territory

. ceqsas it was
and was using every weans available to evade its responsibilities, although it

clear that the overwhelming majority of the people of Equatorial Guinea wanted

independence. The Spanish Government would no doubt try to justify its position



A/AC.109/SR. 552
Fnglish
Page 7

(Mr. Ibongo)

and would probably submit false testimony to the United Nations General Assembly
signed by Guineans who had been paid vast sums of money to do so or perhaps, as

it had done before, bring some of them to address the General Assembly in terms
dictated by the Spanish Government, while claiming to be the true representatives
of the people of Equatorial Guinea. Such manoeuvres must be prevented. '
Hegotiations with the Spanish Government were impossible in practice, and the only
recourse left open to the people of Equatorial Guinea was to appeal to the United '
Hations, in the hope that independence could be achieved by peaceful means.

Another document had been received, signed by all the members of the
Commission of Fernando Péo. They rejected those representatives in the General
Assembly of Equatorial Guines who claimed to represent the people of Fernando Pdo,
but acted under the orders of the Spanish Government, and they denied the assertion
that Rio Muni wished to separate from Fernando Péo. The authors of the document
claimed that their highest aspiration was that Equatorial Guinea should become
independent immediately as a single and sovereign State, and expressed implicit
trust in the Special Committee of Twenty-Four to help them achleve that aim by
July 1968,

Since the autonomous Government and the General Assembly of Equatorial Guinea
were subcrdinate to the Government of Spain, it was up to the latter to invite the
various political groups to send their representatives to the constitutional
conference. MONALIGE would be ready to participate by sending a delegation as soon
as the date of the conference was announced. He invited Spain to set a date for
the constitutionél conference; to declare categorically that the conference would
only decide upon the final date for independence, which should be not later than
1968; and to anncunce to the Special Committee that it would dissolve the present
autonomous Government and allow the democratic election of a Government truly

representative of the people. He appealed to members of the Committee to exert

pressure on the administering Power to grant independence to the Territory.

Mr. FOUM (United Republic of Tanzania) said he understood the petitioners

to have indicated that the autonomous Government of Equatorial Guinea was not truly

representative of the people. He would like some clarification of that statement.
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Mr. IP&NCO (Movimiento Nacional de Liberacidn de la Guinea Ecuatorial) |
zaid that the autonomous Government and Assembly were not representative.  First of
all, tbe political situation in the country when the Basic Law had -entered into
force in Jepmary 1964 had been very different from the present-situation. At that -
tice pany of the country's lesders bad been outside the Territory. They hed now = -
returned but were no longer members .of the Government. Secondly, the electoral
machinery employed at the time had not been truly democratic, as was -clear from the
report of the Visiting Mission.

Very often, the Government represented only the political parties of the
country. The parties currently allowed by Spain to engage in political activities
were MONALIGE, MUNGE and IPEGE. Although all three parties advocated. independence,
only the President of the Governing Council and the Vice-President, a member of
FCHALIGE, hed spoken out in favour of independence.

Many members of the Committee had visited Equatorial Guinea and knew that the
Governing Council and almost all members of the Assembly were against independence
altbtough the population was for it. Consequently, the Government did not represent

the wishes of the people.

Mr. EVITA (Movimiento Nacional de Liberacidn de la Guinea Hcuatorial)
edded that, although the members of the autonomous Governing Council, who were
inhabitents of Fernando Pdo - Mr. Enrique Gori, President of the Governing Council
ard Vice-President of the General Assembly, Mr. Gustavo Watson, Minister of Health,
Mr. Jos€ Luis Maho, Minister of Information and Tourism, Mr. Ramon Borico, Minister
of Industry and Mining, and Mr. Aurelio Itoba, Minister of Labour and Social
Affairs - might claim to be the legal representatives of the people of Fernando
PJo, they were merely individuasls carrylng out the orders of the Spanish
Governwent, which had appointed them and was maintaining them in office against the
wishes of the people, who had often sought to remove them. That could readily be
proved, since nome of them had been elected by the people of Fernando Péo.

¥r. FOIM (United Republic of Tanzania) thanked the ‘petitioners for thelr
replies and asked them on whose initiative the autonomous Government had been
ingtalled in Equatorial Guinea.

Mr. EVITA (Movimiento Nacional de Liberacidn de la Guinea Ecuatorial)
said that according to what he and his colleagues had read, the members Qf the -

go~-called autonomous Governxent of Guinea identified themselves with the leadez:s _
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and representatives of the Spanish Government. Therefore any declisions taken bjg
the so-called Govermment were based on decisions taken by Spain. There was thus
reason to believe that the 1nit1ative and the decision must have come from the
Government in Madrid.

Mr. FOWM (United Republic of Tanzania) wished to rephrase his question.
Wko had taken the initiative at the time when the autonomous Government was being
installed?

Mr. EVITA (Movimiento Nacional de Liberacién de la Guinea Ecuatorial)
thought it was generally known that the iniicié.tive to establish an autonomous
Government in Equatorial Guinea had been taken unilaterally by the Spanish ,
Government, at a meeting of the Council of Ministers held at San Sabastian in
August 1963.

Mr. FOUM (United Republic of Tanzenia) said that the petitioner's answer
showed that the colonial Powers took the initiative when it came to instituting »
machinery that would help them to maintain colonial rule. He would like the -
retitioners to comment on the rumour that, in the consultations that were taking -

place, Spain was deviating from the goal of independence.

Mr. IBONGO (Movimiento Nacional de Liberacidn de la Guinea Ecuatorial)
read out a passage from an article published in the official bulletin of the Spa.nish ¥
Ministry of Information which made it clear that independence was not the iinmediate
goal of the Spanish authorities. | - .

Mr. FOM (Um.ted Republic of Tanzanla) said that both the statements and
the replies of the petitioners gave cause for concern. He assured the peti‘bloners
that Tanzania would lend full support to the forces that were striving for
liveration all over the world., It was the dtrty of all freedom-loving forces, and
particularly of the members of the Committee, to do their utmost to ensure that the

provisions of the Declaration on the Granting of Independence were implemented.

Mr « CARRASQUERQ {Venezuela) also thanked the petitioners for thelr
statements. He would like to know what percentage of the Guinean populatlon was

represented by MONALIGE .
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Mr. TEONGO (Movimiento Nacional de Liberacidn de la Guinea Ecuatorial)
replied that it was hard to give exact figures since no census of any of the
political parties had been taken recently. However, according to the Committee!s
report, MONALIGE was the only real political moverent. ’ '

Mr . CARRASGUERO (Venezuela) asked the petitioner if MONALIGE was
represented in the Governing Council or in the General Assembly of Equatorial
Guirea. .

Mr. IBONGO (Movimiento Nacional de Liberacidn de la Guinea Ecuatorial)
said that MONALIGE hed no representatives as such in the Assembly or in the
Governing Council. At the time of the elections, the party had not been officially
recognized or allowed to present cardidates. The present Vice-President of the
Geserning Council was a rember of MONALIGE.

Mr . CARRASGUERO (Venezuela) inquired whether the two other political
parties, which also favoured independence, were represented in the legislative and

executive organs of Equatorial Guinea.

Mr. IEONGO (Movimiento Nacional de Liberacidn de ls Guinea Ecuatorial)
sald that one member of the Governing Council was a militant member of MUNGE.
Sefore hecoming a Council member he had been Chalrman of the political junta. To
his knowledge, there were no members of MUNGE in the Assembly. The elections had
rnot been conducted on a party basis. According to the Spanish principle of organic
dezocracy, they hed been conducted on the basis of representation of economic,
sceial and professional groups. Political tles had only been taken into account
later, when the political climate had changed. Any member of the Assembly who
telonged to MUNGE did so by choice and not from expediency.

Mr. EVITA (Movimiento Nacicnol de Liberacidn de la Guinea Ecuatorial)
added that, if the representative of Vemezuela wished to know more about the
political strength of MCNALIGE, he could refer to the Sub-Committeefs latest
document on Fernando PSo. After its visit to Equatorial Guinea, the Special
Committee of Twenty-Four had been informed of various aspects of the situation and
if any doubts remained, it would suffice to hold elections in Equatorial Guinea.

Mr o CARRASGUER® (Venezuela) explained that his delegation had never doubted
the politicel strengh of MONALIGE in Equatorial Guinea. He hed simply asked his

4
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Question because he thought that it concemed an importa.nt point on whlch the
Committee should be Properly informed. Lastly » be asked if the petltioner could
briefly indicate what wmeasures were contemplated or being implemented to sepa.rate
the Territory into its t70 component parts.

Mr. EVITA (Movimiento Nacional de Liberacidn de la Cuinea Ecuatorial)
said that, in reply, he could only quote from the document read out earller to the
Cormittee., The document described the subversive campaign, conducted by the lackeys
of the Spanish Government, to spresd chaos among the people of Guinea by separating |
Fernando Pdo from Rio Muni » 80 that once the island had been isolated the capitallsts
could continue their exploitation. Not only were efforts being made to impede
negotiations concerning Guinea's independence, but a strict censorship was applied
in an attempt tec intercept communications sddressed to the United Nationms.

Mr. IBONGO (Movimiento Nacional de Liberacidn de la Guinea Ecuatorial)
said that the manceuvres for the separation of Fernando PSo and Rio Muni dated back
to 9 March 1965, when the present Chalrman of the Fernando Pdo delegation had
visited United Nations Headquarters and drawn up a ten-point document, demanding
the separation of the two Territories. The document was probably in the hands of
the Committee of Twenty-Four, since it was mentioned in that body's report. ~After
the statement made the previous day by the representative of Spaln, it was possible
to believe that Spain would respect the unity of the Territories; however the
ten-point document hei been written before the representative of Spain had made hls
statement. That time lapse might explain the doubts harboured by the representatlve
of Venezuela concerning current manceuvres. Those manoeuvres existed, but Lwe_z'e the
work of certaln members of the Fernando Pdo Governing Council, whose positions had

been made clear.

Mr. CARRASQUERO (Venezuela) said that he would try to make his question
clearer. He would like to know if the measures designed to separate the Territories

emanated from the administering Pover.

Mr . TRONGO '(Movimiento Nacional de Liberacidn de la Guinea Ecuai;orial) 7
sald that, according to the statemeﬁt made by the representative of Spain, the |
separation of Rio Muni and Fernando PSo was not official Spanish policy because the
unity of the Territory was recognized from the geopolitical standpoint. However, in
Guines there were individuals and groups passessing certain interests ’ and the
socio-economic reglities of the country also had to be teken 1nto accounte. ,
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Mr. CARRASGUERO (Venezuela) thanked the petitioner for having clarified
the eituation, tecause the representative of the adminlstering Power had frequently
steted that Spain was taking measures to vrotect the unity of the Territory and
avoid disrmembterment. He wished to express Venezuela's sympathy for the cause of
independence for Equatorial Guinea and to reaffirm his Governrent's determination

to upkold the principles stated in the Declaration contained in resolution 151k (XV).

Yr. CETOUROU (Tunisia) said re would like further information on the
steterent in paragraph b of document A/AC.109/L.M22 that various party leaders and
officials of the autonomous régime, including representatives of MONALIGE had held
telks with the Spanish Government. He would also like the petitioners to comment on

tre statement by the representative of the administering Power that the opposition
leaders who had been sbroad had now returned to Equatorial Guinea and that their

views were teing glven coverage in the local Press.

Mr. IPONCO (Movimiento Nacional de Liberacidn de la Guinea Ecuatorial)

it was true thet some of the leaders who had been abroad when autonomy had been

.

521
granted had now returned to the Territory, including the Secretary-General of
MOLALICE who hed, in fact, recently returned to Madrid to consult with Spanish
officials. He himself had seen statements by the Secretary-General of MONALIGE in
<ho Spanish Fress; however, he could not say whether those views had been published
in the Press in EGuatorial Guinea since he had not received copies of local
newspepers for soxe time. However, the issue was not that there was soume, rather
questicnable, increase in the political freedom enjoyed by the political leaders of

ccuntry, but rather that there was a vacuum between autonomy and independence .

(+
by
D

Two Toints should be borne in mind: first, progress towards independence must be
accelerated. The administering Tcewer must imrediately convene a constitutional
~anference, set the date for the opening of negotiations, and invite all political
grecups to attend, including the Assembly and the Governing Council. The clear=-cut
tosition of MOUALIGE, when taking part in those negotiations, would be to seek, as
the first and essential goal, the independence of Equatorial Guinea. All existing
volitical structures would probably be changed quite appreciably when Equatorial
~uinea schieved independence since it would establish its own political and

ipdividual freedcm for itself .

[eea
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Mr. XOUAME (Ivory Coast) thanked the petitioners for their statements and
assared thew Lhat his Government would heed 'their appeal for assistance to promote
corplete independence in Equatorial Guinea. He would like to have soue '
clarification of the scope of the legislative organ of the autonomous‘Govermnen’c.
Could it, for example, pass laws on its own initiative or must it always refer
il‘port;mt Provisions to the Spanish Govermment? If it could pass laws on its own

initiative, what did the MONALLGE, and the population at large, think of those
laws? !

Mr. IBONGO (Movimiento Nacional de Liberacidn de la Guinea Ecuatorial)
said he did not wish merely to criticize the Basie Law; that had often been done.
In his view, the political atmosphere in Equatorial Guinea had ndthing to do with
the Basic Law. With regard to the question ralsed by the representative of th\e: _
Ivory Coast, he observed that the Basic Law provided that the laws vof tﬁe nation
would be examined by the General Assembly of Equatorial Guinea which would 1nfornf
the Government regarding the introduction and application qf those laws and, if
necessary, propose special norms. Another part of the law specified that the work
of the Governing Council was to prepare and submit bills which, through the
Comrml ssioner, would be put before the national Government for the approval of the
Spanish Cortes. In legal matters, the Assembly was defined as an advisory body
whose views did not bind the Spanish administration. Therefore, the last word lay
not with the Assembly but with the Spanish Cortes. As long as Equatorial Guinea ‘
vas not a State, it had no sovereignty and the Assembly could not exercise
sovereignty. Therefore, 1f the Assembly was not sovereign it could r;ot represent
the country. The real point at issue was that Equatorial Guinea wanted
independence. He reiterated that political perties had not been sble to submit
candidates for the elections of 1963 and 1964; therefore, MONALIGE as such was no‘c
represented in the Assembly. Consequently, it could not be involved in the
legislative process and the preparation of laws as 2 politicaJT party.

Mr . SHAKHOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) thanked the petitioners

for their statements. He fully shared the view that nothing should prevent
Seven years had elapsed since the.

Equatorial Guinea from attaining independence.
claxring the right of the people

adoption of General Assembly resolution 1514 (XV), de
of Equatorial Guinea to self-government and independence, and yet that Territory

/
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was still not independent. At the same time, the representative of Spain was
trying to convince the Committee that independence was in the hands of the people
of the Territory. His delegation fully supported the petitioners' position that
independence was the goal and that any constitutional machinations that could
delay the granting of independence should be rejected.

He would like further information on the activities of monopolies, since he
had gathered frcm the petitioners' statements that the monopolies active in the
Territory took no account of the General Assembly resolutions designed to
safeguard the integrity of the Territory and that some of them were endeavouring
to dismember the Territory.

Mr. EVITA (Movimiento Nagional de Liberacién de la Guinea Ecuatorial)
said that the document he had submitted earlier stated that the people of Fernando
?6o had no doubt whatever that the manceuvres were ordered and directed by the:
Spanish Government, hiding behind the Union of Cocoa Growers, a capitalist group
to which all business firms in Fernando Péo belonged, and among which, as the main
ones most dedicated to these stratagems, were Frapejo,  Mora, Vivanco, Amilivia,
Cunha Lisboa, Potau, and so on. Those firms, under the protection of the Spanish

Government, were endeavouring to transform Fernando PSo into another Rhodesia.

The CHAIRMAN thanked the petitioners on behalf of the Special Committee
end assured them that their statements would be given the attention they deserved

when the Committee formulated its conclusions and recommendstions on Equatorial
Guinea. He expressed the hope that Equatorial Guinea would soon join the United
lations as a free and independent State.

The petiticners withdrev.

vir. de PINIES (Spain) said that, with regard to the petitioners' comments

concerning political parties in Equatorial Guinea, he would refer members of the

Committee to paragraph 135 et seq. of the report of the Sub-Committee on Equatorial
Guinea (A/6300/Add.T) which showed that the President of the Governing Council had
been a member of MUNGE in 1964 and that other officials in the Government had been
affiliated with, or members of, the various political parties in the Territory. He
would reply more-fully to the comments made by the petitioners at the next meeting;
however, he would like to express his surprise that, in view of all the alleged,

censorship, the petitioners had been able to receive all documents quite freelys
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The CHAIRMAN observed that the petitioners had asserted that, although

Some members of the autonomous Government were members of a political party, ’qhéy .
Were so in their individual capacities, and not as the result of elections for
vhich political parties had submitted candidates. '

Mr. FOUM (United Republic of Tanzania) proposed that the statements of
the petitioners should be reproduced in extenso in the Committee's summary records

It was so decided.

The meeting rose at 6.15 p.m.






