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ADOPTION OF'THE AGENDA (T/1b15)

The ?%ESTDT&T said that the Trust eeship Council had been convened in

special session in accordance with the reqpes made to the Secretsry-General on
20 October 1956 by the French delegation. The Secretary-General had communicated
the request to the wmembers of the Council by telegram on 31 October 1958, Elévén
members of the Council had signified their agreement, aﬁd the special sessién

had therefore been convened.

Mr. LOBANOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) thought tﬁat the
guestion before the Council was o vital importance. New facts had been brought
- to the notice of the United Natloqs since the Council had considered the situation
in the Cameroons under French admlnistration at its last regular session. The
new problems which had emerged vere under consideration in the Fourth Commlttee,
and many delegations desired ?g’;gsenua—3uagEmEn%~untilu_ﬁixﬁgggwggggijEELi
representatives of the 1n§g§£§223§ﬁgf_the Territory. It was to be hoped that the
debates there Would lead to clear decisions, which the Trusteeshlp Council would

have to take into account. It was therefore not advisable for the Council to
examine the problem while the Fourth Committee was engaged on it and had not yef
completed its work on the subject.

The' PRESIDENT pointed out that the question at issue was the adoption
The statement

of the agenda of the special session of the Trusteeship Council.
of the USSR representative did not appear to contain any arguments against the

adoption of the agenda.
Mr. LOBANOV (Union'of Soviet Sccialist Republics) said that item 2 of

the provisional agenda was extremely important, and the Visiting Mission's terms

of reference could not be determined until the problem of the Cameroons under
o i .

F dministration 3 i o

Thn agenda was adopted by 12 votes to none, with 2 abstenticns.

REQUESTS BY PEPITIONERS FOR HEARINGS (T/1416, T/lth, T/lh18)

The PRESIDENT ennounced that the Visiting Mission, vhich was now in

the Cameroons under British administration, was to go to the Cameroons under
The French delegation had requested that

[oes

French administration on 1k November.
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(The President)

the terms of reference of the Visiting Mission as set forth in the Trusteeship
Council resolution 1907 (XXII) should be emended in the light of the resolution
adopted by the Cemeroonian legislative Assembly on 24 October 1958 and the
statement of the French Government. The Secretary-General had also received three
requests for hearings by the Trusteeship Council from Mr. Moumié; Mr. Ngounga

and ifr, Doo Kingue; and Mr. Ntumazah, They were reproduced in documents T/1416,
T/1417 and T/1L418. vE ' '

Mr. McGRECOR (United States of America) said that his delegation always
felt that petitioners desiring to state their views on the conditions existing in
the Trust Territories should be hear he Trusteeship Council in the first place.

If the petitioners had genuinely desired to promote the welfare of the inhabitants
of the Territory they claimed to represcht, they could have requested a hearing '
by the Trusteeship Council at & much earlier stage. Their present request indicated
that they sought to use the Council for propaganda purposess

The statements of the petit;;;;;;HIﬁ"fEEﬂﬁga;;ﬁ_asﬁﬁi¥¥ée had been reproduced
in full, and if the Eﬁ‘uéteeship Council decided to hear them again, the work of the
Fourth Committee would be delayed.

" On the other hand, the Visiting Mission was to go to the Camercons under
French administration very shortly, and the Trusteeship Council had met to amend
the i#ission's terms of reference. A decision on the subject should therefore
be taken as soon as possible.

Tne petitioners who had spoken in the Fourth Committee had tou on—two—
main political questions which were on the verge of being settled. The:
Administering ﬁﬁfo‘?iwanmmmmmf reached an
agreement under which that Territory would soon attain independence. The
reunification of the two Territories of the Cameroons would depend on the wishes
of the inhabitants themselves, who would be consulted. Lastly, one of the
petitioners who described himself as President on the UPC, would have & further
opportunity of stating his views in the Fourth Committee on the matter if he so

desired.

The United States delegation had no wish to deprive p etitioners of their
N —— . i —
ts, but it considered that the responsibilities and.obl_gg,;qnﬁ _of—the

United IJ&M&chomt and found itself accordingly

constrained to vote agalnat granting-the hearings. -
V- o £
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Mr, MUFTI (United Arab Republic) expressed ‘surprise at the observations
of the United States!? delegaticn, which had in the pogz_gggﬁ‘lipg;gl in its
attitude towards questions considered by the Trusteeship Council.,

Although it was true that the petitioners had previously been heard in the
Fourth Committee and that the Trusteeship Council was master of its own procedure,
it was not quite correct to state that the petitioners had already spoken on
thgﬁggestlon belore the Council, The question on the agenda - the issuing of fresh

——e

instructions to the Visting Mission - was a new one which had not been discussed in
the Fourth Committee. . The Cotneil worked under the aubhority of the

General Assenbly and should act in conformity with the latter's decision that
requests for hearings should be granted. To accuse petitioners of using such
hearings for the purposes of propaganda was to call into question the soundness

of the decision taken by the General Assenbly.

The delegation of the United Arab Republic wou%E*Eggg_in_fanoux;ofhgragﬁing

the petitioners a hearing. It considered that the Council would be failing in
its duty if it voted against doing so.

Mr. SMOLDFREN (Belg\gp) said that the Belgian delegatlon had always
taken the view that petitioners should be by the
Standing Committee on Petitions or s or by the Trusteeship Council, provided of course

that the rules of prgggggzg_yggg_gyggfzfg In the present instance, the Council

had met to consider a clearly defined question: thery had sicply to decide whether
Petitienexrs-—could not be given

to adopt or reject an amendment to a resolution.
h
the right to take ] part in disou351ons of that kind; indeed it was difficult to

e
seefﬁﬁagféhey could have to say on the subject., Furthermore, the Visiting lidssion

had been asked to receive petitions and was therefore in a position to keep
Lastly, the

itself informed of all the currents of opinion in the Territory,
petitioners had already been given a hearing in the Fourth Committee and would be
heard again there; and since all representatives in the Trusteeship Ccuncil also

took part in the Committee’s work, a further hearing of the petitioners - who
incidentally represented something less than a minority view - would lead to new

delays and be a waste of time,

-
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“Mr, TOBANOV (Union of Soviet Socia¥fst Republics) stated that for some
time now, every time a.request for a hearing was made it gave risé to léngthy
discusslon. Some representatives B°EEEE,39—hlQQk'“na~Qg_EEE“EEEEEEEEE_EEEELiQngFEf
the Uhited Nations. The time wasted on procedural discussions could have been more
usefuily employed in.hearlng the petitioners, who had an inalienable right to
be heard by the United Nations,; The Auminisfering Autborities seemed to be
afraid of what the petitioners nmight say, and preferred to violate the Charter

rather than come face to face with the true representatives of the peoples for

which they were responsibvle. Hence they had fi;EEfgmmuaﬁrﬂﬁﬁrgxanxing_gf,/
hearingq_Ex_ihﬂ_Eburih_ﬂommihﬁgg_gg_the ground that the Petiti?fffE_EEEE}E_EE«>
heard by ?ﬁffffgﬁﬁggﬁhip_ﬂcuncil; now they were also opposing their being heard--

by the Counmcil. It vas an inconsistent attitude. If the question.vefore the
Council vas already under discusefﬁﬁ“IE’Ehe Fourth Committee, there was no need
to convene a special session. If, however, the problem wa; not the same, it was
important that the petitioners should be heard, since the fact that political -
liberties did not exist in the Territory and that the parties which represented
the people were prohibited there #ade 1t impossible for the Visiting Mission

to determine the real views of the indigenous population, it would be ust t
refuse ov the. petitio i _fheif. poi e

it vas imposgible for. thewm&mm@wm.

. The Soviet delegation would therefore Egtefinmigxpur,of granting the
hearings. |

Mr. KELLY (Australia) drew attention to some inconsistencies in the
statement rade by the represSentative of the Soviet Union., He had first of all
urged the Council not.to discuss the question of the Cameroons. under French -
administration and was now advocating the hearing of petitioners. Coﬁtrary,to,
vhat the representative-of.the.Soviet Unicon had said, petitioners did not possess
an inaliehable right to be heard by the Trusteeshiﬁ Council, They had the: right
to request a hearing, but the Trusteeship Council had the right vo make 1vs own
decisions end-was under no obligation automatically to grant a hearing:whenever

one was requested, g wE w g Mo
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. (Mr. Kelly, Australia)

It should also be born in mind that the present request for a hearing was
& belated one, and the petitioners could have put their views before the Fourth
Committee. They had not previously requested a hearing on the subject in question
and they had shown a certain lack of respect towards the Council. It was
undesirable to encourage such an attitude.

The Council was responsible to the General Assembly in a number of ways and
it should do nothing which would delay the work of the other orgens of the
United Nations. . Moreover, the question before it was entirely a matter for the:
Council's members. ILastly, the Visiting Mission could receive oral and written
petitions and it was therefore wrong to argue that petitioners would be deprived
of the right to state their points of view.

The Australian delegation qgg&é_gggeggpggggﬁ;ng_gne hearings requested and
urged the other members of the Ccuncil to take the same view.in order tc¢ reaintain

the authority and dignity of the Council as one of the principal orgens of the
United Netions.

Mr. MUFTI (United Arab Republic) stated that he also was anxious to
maintain the dignity and authority of the Trusteeship Council, but if that was to
be done, the Counc1l must act with justice and equlty.

Mr. LOBANOV (Unlon of oov1et SOClallSt Repub ics), comménting on the
statements made by the Australian delegation malntalned that there was no reason
for holding the present meeting of the Trusteeship Council, having regerd to the
stage of advancement of the Fourth Committee's work. However, as the discussions
had begun, it was the usual procedure for all the members of the Council to set

forth their points of view. Apparently some delegatlons wished the Council to

be nothing more than a rubbep-siams : rou] 1utiox by the
.Adq}g;giezﬁ:g;}&g@gggiz;eg, In everything it had said, the aim of the delegation
of the Soviet Union had veen to maintain the dignity of the Council, whose prestige

would be enhanced by agreeing to hear the petitioners.

Mr. KOSCZIUSKO-MORIZET (France) flatly denied all the allegations vhich

had been made with regard to the situation in the Cameroons under French

administration; the Frenc legation has nothing to fear from any statenments
the petiti mi iqgake.

y -
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Mri RASGOTRA (India) said it had not surprised him that Belgium and
other delegations were opposed to grantineg the hear: « They !} imid
,—-E§1H_ granting earings Liey had used similar

arﬁEEEHES on previgus cqgggiggfi_but the interpretation which their delegations
7ave to the Charter and to the Council's rules of procedure was nardly acceptable.,
e also regretted that for the .first time, the Unit tes delegation

h departed from its liberal attitude towards hearings. There was nothing in
the temms of the Charter or in the < 5 oF -

§ of procedure to prevent the
Trusteeship Council from hearing the petitioners and the Council had already
granted such hearings in the past.

‘The Indian delegation cou rgunent that the petitioners

vished to make use of the Trusteeship Council for propaganda purposes. None of

the statements They nad so far made before the Committee justified such

derogatory allegations.

The hearing of petitioners was the only way in which the United Nations

could ascertain the views of a considerable section of t onr of the

Territory'gzrzgggggon, since the party which represented those views had been-
dissolved. It was quite obvious that the petiticrers could not now return to
the Territory and submit petitions to the Visiting Mission. The fact'fhat they
had already been given a hearing in the Pourth Committee was no reason why the

Trusteeship Council should refuse to grant them a further hearing: they mlght
have new 1n¢ormation to communicate to the Council, since the guestion under
consideratlon had not been discussed in the Ccmmittee.
The Belgian representative claimed that the petitioners only rqpreﬁnggg
all part of the populatlon. There was n9EﬁifE_ff:Eigfggijgquaﬁﬁﬁrtpetrf
agi?;;\3E?‘EEEE"Ehera’ﬁEE_EE*EEggggggg_éaprzve & Tinority of the pecple of the
right to express its vieuws through i i q_’fgg*gutitioners.

-
Ind;ghuée&egattcﬁ'ﬁouia tnerefore vote for granting the hearings.

Mr, McGREGOR (United St ate of America), replying to the representatlve
of Indla, said that the reason vhy his delegation vas against granting the

hearings was that the petitioners had already been heard in t n
Comg}ggee*——The Trusteeship Council must teke the decl lcns caTled for at any

given time if it was to do its vork properly.

-
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(Mr. McGregor, United States)

He assured the representative of the USSR that the Administering Authorities
were in no way uneasy at the idea of the Trusteeship Council hearing the
petitioners; the full text of their statements in the Fourth Committee had already
been distributed. There was no guestion of making the Trusteeship Council a body

run by the Administering AUTHOFIties; but care Shoul Mﬂ:&n@did not
R el

serve aims other than those for which it had been established.

~ Mr. KTANG (Chifﬁ),said that the Trusteeship Council had met in special
session at the request of France in order to discuss the terms of reference of
the Visiting Mission which was shortly to go to the Cameroons. In his view, '
the r T i id not come within the scope of

rule 76 of the rules of procedure, and he was_therefore unable to support them.

Mr . SHOLDEREN (Bel%;um) said that certain delegations questioned the

intentions of the Administering Authorities, and maintained that the Trusteeship
Council and the Fourth Committee were shifting the responsibility from one to
the other with regard to the requests for hearings. Actually, it was the
Trusteeship Council that should grant i provided that rule 76 of the

- rules of procedure was respected. In the present instance the Council had before

it an amendment to a resolution, and that was a matter on which petitiocners had

never been asked to give their views.

Sir Andrew COHEN (United Kingdom) pointed out that the Trusteeship
~
Council had met in special session as a result of a decision, jointly agreed on

by France and the Government of the Cameroons, which made it necessary to review
the terms of reference of the Visiting Mission to the Camercons under French
administration. The petitioners were not being refused the right to be heard,
since they had been heard at length, and would be heard again, in the Fourth
Committee, where the real debate was taking place. The United Kingdom delegation

therefore considered that iE’Egg;g‘ggi_be,appropxiate to _grant them a hearing

in the Trusteeship Council.
unialaliaiiloiie o
lr. VALADORES (Guatema%g) considered that the terms of reference of

the Visiting Mission were not wholly unrelated to the requests for hearings from
it was on that point that they wished to be heard, and they might

[oen

petitioners;
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(Mr. Valadores, Guatemala)

perhaps furnish the Council ﬁith'information'fhaﬁ'had-hoﬁ been supplied to
the Fourth Committee. The Trusteeship Council could not—

used for propaganda
Eiff;:gggﬁ;;_gggﬁggesident could keep the débate'undé";zaﬁffbﬁ. Furthermore,

it had been stated in the Fourth Comznttee that the petltzoners would be heard
by the Trusteesihip Counczl, and that rzght coul& not be infringed.

Mr. MUFTI (Unztnd Arab Renublic) felt sure that the petltloners would
confine their statements to the clearlyadeflned quest*ons on which they bhad asaed
to be heard. -

Replying to the repreSﬂntatlve of China, he pointed out that the terms of
reference of a Visiting M:

~of the’ conditLons
existing in the Territory it was to visifg by giving"fhe'Mission'terms of
reference which weré not relevant to the situatidn, the Council would run the
risk of receiving-a report which was not in line with the actual circum;tanceg.

The United Arab Republic therefore considered that in the present case the

petitioners would be able to provide very uéeful additional information.

The PRESIDENT said that he would put the reqpesta for hear;ngs
(T/1416, T/1417, ard T/1418) to the vote.

Mr. MUFTI (United Arab Republic) asked for 8 roll-cell vote.

Mr. DORSIKVILLE (Haiti) asked for a separate vote on each request.

The request by Mr. Moumié for a hearing (T/lhlé) was put to the vote.

Balgium, having been drawn by lot by the President, was called upon to vote
first. '

In favour: Burma, Guatemala, India, Union of Soviet SOClallSt
: REPﬁbliCu, United Arab Renublic.
Against: Belgium, France, Ttaly, New Zesland, United Kingdom of
Great Britain and Northern Ireland, United States of
Aﬁerica, Austrélia.
Abstaining: China, Haiti.
Mr. Moum;é*s request for & hearing was rejected by T vo+es to 5, with

2 abstentlons.

Ehe request by Mr. Ntumazah for a hearing (T/lhlB} was PUt to the vote.
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China, having been drawn by lot by the President, was called upon to vote

first.

In favour: Guatemala, Haiti, India, Union of Soviet Socialist
' Republics, United Arab Republic, Burma.
Against: Frence, Italy, New Zealand, United Kingdcm.of Great.
Britain and Northern Ireland, United States of America,
Australia, Belgium.
gggﬁgigigg: China.
Mr. Ntumezah'!s request for a heafing was rejected by 7 votes to 6, with

1 ebstention.
The request by Mr. Doo Kingue and Mr. Ngounga for a hearing (T/1417) was

put to the vote.
Haiti, having been drawn by lot by the President, was called upon to vote

firstﬂ

In favour: Haiti, India, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics,
United Arab Republic, Burms, Guatemala.

Against: ‘Italy, New Zealand, United Kingdom of Great Britain and

Northern Ireland, United States of America, Australia,

Belgium,'Francé.' )

Abstaining: China.
The request by Mr. Doo Kingue and Mr. Ngounga for a hearing was rejected by

7 votes to 6, with 1 ebstention.

TERMS OF REFERENCE OF THE UNITED NATIONS VISITING MISSION TO TRUST TERRITORIES
IN WEST AFRICA, 1958 (T/L.888)

The PRESIDENT pointed out that a correction should be made in the

second preambular paragraph of draft resolution T/1.688 submitted by Italy:
the date of Trusteeship Council resolution 1907 (XXII) was 28 July 1958,

not £9 July 1958.
Mr. MUFTI (United Arab Republic) said that he had not received the

document in question.

-
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M. PROTITCH (Under-Secretary for- Trusteeship end Information from

Non-Self-Governing Territories) said that two general distributions of document

T/L.886 had been made to delegations, one on thé previous evening, and one that day,
befors the Council met. In additicn, to facilitate the work of members of the
Council the Secreterigt bad had thé document specially distributed to -them during

the meeting of the Fourth Ccamittee, as wes the préctice in such cases.

Mr. MUFTI (United Arab Republic) consideread the distrlbutlon of the
document s a violation of the rules of Procedure, since it related to an item
on the agendea of the Council which had not yet been adopted.

Mr. KOSCZIUSKO-FORIZET (France) said that the terms of reference of

tke Visiting Mission shortly to go to the Cameroons under French administration,
as esteblished by the Trusteeship Council in its resolution 1907 (XXII), and
fully accepted by the French delegation at that time, were no longer in keeping
With existing circumstznces, in view of a major-development in political -
conditicns in the Cameroons. ; -

At the proposal of the Government of the Camercons, the Cameroonian
Legicslative Assembly had on 24 October 1958 adopted a resolution which hé had
already transmitted to the Fourth Committee (A/C.%4/381) and which he felt it his
duty to subﬁit officially to the Trusteeship Council. The text of the resolution
was as follows:

"

"The Legislative Assembly of the Cameroons, aware that it is
expressing the unanimous feeling of the peoples of all the regions of
the Cameroons, - '

"Notes with satisfection:

“The negotiations carried on by the Prime Minister which have resulted
in conformity with the resolubtion of 12 June 1958, in the transfer to the
Stete of the Cemercons of &ll ?cwers relating to the conduct of internal
affairs &s from 1 January 1959;

"The agreerment of tke French Government that the preocedures for the
termination of internaticnal trusteeship should be initiated;

"Solemnly proclaiﬁs the will of the Cameroonian people that the State’
of the Carercons should attain full national independence on 1 Janusry 1960;

| -
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(Mr. Koscziusko-Morizet, France)

"Reaffirms its attachment to the principle of the reunification of the
two Cameroons and urges that all steps be taken to ensure that the peoples
concerned may, in complete freedom, express their will concerning such
reunification before 1 &snuary 1960;

"Therefore calls on the Camerocnian Government to request that France
should bring before the General Assembly of the United Nations, during its
bresent session, the matter of the abrogation.of the Trusteeship Agreement
concomitant with the independence of the Cameroons;

"Opposes any attempt which may be made to delay the attainment of full
sovereignty by the Cameroonian people;

"Pays a tribute to the work accomplished by France in the Cameroons and
renevs the wish which it expressed on 12 June that an independent and
sovereign Cameroons should participate in a free and amicable association
with France in the interest of the two countries."

After the resolution had been adopted, the French Government had published
the following statement (A/C.4/381):

"France intends to présent to the United Nations General Assembly, at
its present session, a memorandum in which it will affirm, with the complete
agreement of the Camercons Assembly and Government, its desire that trusteeship
should be ended through the accession of the Camerocns to complete independence-
after consultation of the Camercons population, under United Nations
supervision and under conditions of which the principle might be decided by
the General Assembly and the specific forms of application determined by the
Trusteeship Council, account being taken of the report of the Visiting Mission
vhich is to go to the Cameroons in November next."

In view of the functions of the Trusteeship Council, the French delegation had
thought it necessary to bring those documents before it since it considered that
some addition should be made to the Visiting Mission's terms of reference, to ensble
it to concentrate more especially on the problems arising from the imminent
attainment of the objectives of the Trusteeship System, and to report on the matter.

That was why his delegation had asked for a special sessicn of the Council.

Mr. VITELLI (Italy), presenting his delegation's draft resolution
(T/L.888), said that at the request of the United Kingdem the Council had adopted
operative paragraph 5 of resolution 1907 (XXII) to make quite clear the terms of

-
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(Mr. Vitelli, Itely)

reference of the VlSltlng Mission to the Cameroons under British administration.

The draft resolutiou was designed to add to the operative part of resolution
1907 (XXII) a sixth paragragh establishing the terms of reference of the
Visiting Mission with regard to the Cameroons under French administration. The
slight differences between the wording of paragraph.ﬁ of the resolution and the
provosed peregreph 6 were due to the fact that conditions in the Cameroons
under French administration were somewhat different from those preveiling in
the Cemercons under British administration. His delegation hoped that its
Graft resolution would secure wide support.

Mr. RASGOTRA (India) suggested that the 1ast two lines of the draft

reso1uticn be amended, the words "to express their views concerning the

terninetion of the trusteeship” to be replaced by "to express, at thc appropriate

: . . . —
time, their wishes concerning their future." The text, as asmended, would be

—

—

more in keeping vith the resolution adopted concerning the Caméroons under
British administration and with the provisions.of Chapter XIXI éf the Chérter- _
The pr0p0beﬁ consultations should enable the pecple of the Cameroons to exprebg
their w1shes concerning the attainment of the objectives of the trusteeahlp
system, i.e., self-government or independence ~and not in regard to the questlon
of the termination of that system, & question which would settle Ltself when
either of those cbjectives had been attained.

Mr. KOSCZIUSKO-MORIZET (France) thought that it was contrary to all
democratic principlés to say that the people of the Cameroons should not express

their views concerning the termination of trusteeship. Accordingly, he could
not accept the Indian amendment, especially-as the Togoland Legislative Assembly
had itself raised the question of the abrogation of the Trusteeship Agreement.
Fut he would agree to ameading the end of the draft resolution to read: 50
express their views concerning their future and the termination of the

trusteeship”

Mr. VELA (Guatemala) supported the Indian amendment. The termination

of trusteeship would be the natural outccme of the attaimment of the objectives

of the Trusteeship Systém. The situation was not clear enough, particularly

it
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(Mr. Vela, Guaterala)

with regerd to the question of the unification of the two parts of the Cameroons,
to refer exclusively to the abrogation of the Trusteeship Agreement regardless

of the measures needed before that abrogation took place.

Mr. MUFTI (United Arab Republic) thought that the object of the

Italian draft resolution EEE_EEL?EStriCt the freedom of action OE_EEE_EiﬁiEiEEH_

Mission by limiting its investigations to the question of the termination of

tfﬁgigggggp. In order to supplement the terms of reference of the Mission,
e
the Italian draft resolution drew upon the resolution adopted by the Cameroonian
Legislative Assembly on 24 October 1958 and on the statement made by the French
representative in the Fourth Committee. The resolution of the Cameroonian
Legislative Assembly (A/C.4/381, pages 2 and 3) referred to several questions,
in particular the transf e-of the Camerocns of all powers relating
to the condpct of internal affairs, the will of the Cameroonian people to attein
full Iﬁaggéndence, its attachment to the principle of the reunification of the
two Camerocns and the consultation on that point which was to be held before
1 January 1960. The statement of the French representative (A/C.L4/381, page 3)
indicated that the Administering Authority intended to present to the United
Nations General Assembly a memorandum in which it would affirm its desire that
trusteeship should be ended through the accession of the Cameroons to complete
independence after consultatica of the Cameroons population, under United Nations
supervision and "under conditions of which the principle might be decided by
the General Assembly and the specific forms of application determined by the
Trusteeship Council™. The Italian draft resolution ccmprised an initial decision
on those forms of application, whereas it was not desirable to take up eny
positicn on them until they had been examined by the Fourth Committee, and

until the General Assembly had given an opinicn on the principle of consultation.
Consequently, his delegation supported ai vhich did not

stress the termination of trusteeshI5:ﬂE;Eﬁ;iig;jiziizzaj::djjzzzgﬁ of action

of the Visiting Mission and was in conformity with the terms of reference laid

down for that Mission with regard to the Camerocns under British administration.

He would vote against the amendment proposed by France, because he thought that

the matter of abrogation of the Trusteeship Agreement should not be taken up

Jees
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before the Administering Authority's memorandum had -been received and the

statement vhich the Prime Minisier of the Camercons was shortly to make in
the Fourth Committee had been heard. If the Indian amendment was not adopted,

his delegation would vote against “he Italian draft resolution.

Y. DORSIRVILLE (Heiti) seid he had noted with satisfaction the French
representative 's statenment and the resolution of the Camersonian Legislative -

heserbly eppcaring in document A/C.4/38L but he thought that essential data

were still lacking. They vould be provided by the 'memorandum of the Administering
Authority and by the Prime Minister of the Ceameroons, who would inform the
United Raticns direct as to the measures proposed for the attainment of
independ2nce by 1 Januery 1960: '

The Ttalian drait resolution emphasized only the termination of trusteeship.

e oo e
That woula raise no problem once the Cameroons had attained independence. The
i ————— A e e e w—T

primery concern vas to enable the Visiting Mission to deal with the measuces
to be talen dprior tc independence.

He saw nc cbjection to the Indian arendment, which gave the United FRations

an cpportunity to Jjudge whether such measﬁ?éﬁaﬁg;g satisfactory. As, however,
the representative of France had proposed a form of wording which wovld make
it possitle for him to accept that amendment, the Haitian delegation would
now propose a further chenge by the addition of the word ”pdsafgé?", making it
read: '"to express their views concerning their future and the possible

terrination of the trusteeship".

Fr . KOSCZIUSKO-MORIZET (France) pointed out thet the French Governuent

was only concerrned with meeting the wishes of the Camerccnian people, and
wantzd the Visiting Mission to have full freedom of action. He would accordingly

accent the proposal pubt forward by the representative of Haiti.

Alter ah exchange of views in which Mr. RASGOTRA (India) and

Sir Andrew CCHEN (United Kingdom) took part, the FRESIDENT propnsed that the

dcbate on the Ttalisn draft resolution should be continued the following day.

It was so decided.

| The meeting rose at 1 p.m.
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TRUSTEESHIP COUNCIL CONSIDERS ADDITIONAL INSTRUCTIONS
FOR VISITING MISSTON NOW IN WEST AFRICA

The Trusteeship Council met in special session this morning to consider a
French request for the issuance of additional instructions to the Council's visiting
mission to west Africa,

The mission, which left New York on 18 October, is now in the British Camercons
and is due to arrive in the French Cameroons on 14 November,

Jacques Koscziusko-Morizet (France) explained this morning that he had re-
quested the special session because of events vwhich had taken plaée in the French
Cameroons since the terms of reference for the mission were approved ty the Council
at its last session on 28 July 1958, ‘

| He recalled that he had informed the General Assembly!s Fourth (Trusteeship)
Committee .on QB;Octdber of the motion adopted by the Cameroonian Legislative Assembly
on 24 Cctober. In that motion, the Cameroonian Assembly proclaimed the will of the
people that the state of the Cameroons should attain full national independence on
1 January 1960; réaffirmed attachment to the principle of the reunification of the
two Cameroons; and requested France to propose to the current UN General Assembly
the termination of the trusteeship simultaneously with the attainment of the inde-
pendence of the Cameroons, d :

Mr. Koscziusko-Morizet also recalled that, following negotiations between
the governments of France and of the Cameroons, complete agreement was reached on
1 January 1960 as the date for independence., France had also agreed, in accordance
with 4he wishes of the Camerconian Government and Assembly, to propose that the
trusteeship be terminated through the accession of the Cameroons to complete inde-
pendence after consultation of the population under United Nations supervision.

Before the Council was a draft resolution (Doc,T/L.888), submitted by Italy,
which would have the Council decide to send the following additional instructions
to the visiting mission now in west Africa:

"Further requests the visiting mission to set forth its views cn the procedure
for organizing the consultation which will enable the people of-the Cameroons under
French administration to express their views concerning the termination of the

trusteeship,”
(more)
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Girolamo Vitelli (Italy), who yas:the sponscr of the original terms of refer-
ence for this visiting miésion, recalled that the terms as approved provided that,
at the request of the United Kingdom Government, the mission should study the method
of consultation which should be adopted when the time came for the pebple of the
British Cameroons to express their. wishes concerning their future,

For the reasons explained by the representative of France, Mr, Vitelli said
he was now prorvosing, at the request of France, that the Council approve additional
instructions to the mission in the form set forth in his proposal,

M. Rasgotra (India) felt that the terms proposed by Italy were too resfrictive

and he proposed that the text be amended. His amendment would have the proposed

consultation enable the people of the French Cameroons to express, at the aporopriate
time, their vievs concerning their future. (The

the last part of the Itelian text,) -

underlined words would replace

Mr. Koscziusko-Morizet (France) said the version rroposed by Itély vas more
in line with the motion adopted by the Cameroonian Legislative Assembly. However,
in a spirit of compromise, he would accept the Indian amendment if, after the words

"concerning their future," the following words were added: and the termination of
the trusteeship.

This wording, however, was not acceptable to the representative of India.
© Max H. Dorsinville (Haiti), after pointing out that,although the United ,
Nations had been informed of the motion adopted by the Cameroonian assembly and the
agreement reached between the Cameroons and France, that did not preclude the United
¥ations from appraising the various elements involved concerning the independence of
the Cameroons. As a compromise, he suggested the addition of the word "possible"
before the words "termination of the trusteeship.”

Mr. Rasgotra (India) suggested that members be given time to consider the
various amendments, end the Council then adjourned until 10 a.m. tomorrow, T Novgm-
ber. : s 3
[fhe members of the visiting mission to west Africa are Benjamin Gerig Glnited
States), Chairman; Rikhi Jaipal (India), Georges Salomon (Haiti), and W. G, Thorp
(New Zealand). Further details, including the terms of reference and tentative .
itinerary of the mission, are given in Press Release TR/14k2 of 16 Octoter 1958;7'1

At the outset of the meeting, the Council rejected the requests of Cameroonian
petitioners, now being heard by the Asserbly!s Fourth (Trusteeship).Committee, for
hearings in the Council in connection with the question under consideration., These

(more)
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petitioners are: Felix Moumie, of the Union des populations du Cameroun; N'deh

N'tumazah, of the One Kamerun, and Jean Ngounga and Doo Kingue, of the Union
Nationale des Etudiants Camerounals,

The Council rejected Mr, Moumie's request by & roll-call vote of 5 in favor
(Burma, Guatemala, India, USSR, United Arab Republic) to T against (Australia,
Belgium, France, Italy, New Zealand,United Kingdom, United States) with 2 abstentions
(China and Haiti).

Mr, N'tumazah's request was rejected by a roll-call vote of 6 in favor (Burma,
Guatemala, Haiti, India, USSR, United Arab Republic) to 7 against (Australia,
Belgium, France, Italy, New Zealand, United Kingdom, United States) with 1 absten-
tion (China). '

The request of the other two petitioners were rejected by the same vote.

During the discussion which preceded the voting, those opposing the hearings
emphasized that their opposition was not motivated by a wish to stifle the hearings.
In their view, the yetitioners, in their hearings before the Assembly's Fourth
(Trusteeship) Cocmmittee, had already been fully heard.

Those favoring the hearings contended that the question under consideration
by the Council was new, that it had not been discussed in the Fourth Committee, and
that the views of the petitioners should be heard.
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