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, C!:::l~T!CH OF TB T1WII~-DP<Hfm0l: _ CQIUttCA'1'I~ .na4 mE. t1Nl1~ STfl.,TmS

CS' i~CA cottCImrum POEm'O RICO (A/J_~."/Lt'12l, A/AC."/~1"7, A/AC.''5IL.~)

(~!~)

Mr. PHAZAO (:arnzu) in'b-oduced the amerr~:..J~. !4'C,i)08c4 "7 ~ ,le85 -e1ons

ot Brazil.· Ee-tMOr and India, to the NtrJ' ZetJ.eDd c.!..r~..tt r"eOoJ.'~ClD~ Tb. parpoee
• I

- of 1;he aIIMul=ente (A/A£.35/LoVtB) as to help the c~ttee 'to reach ..&gre6leDt

and to e12Ob.ie it to t3ka note t:1t tJle 'rieva expro.oed dur1:l8 tbQ debate.

Mro scorr (New Zeal~) c;;ou1derecl tbat, on the whole, ~~e amaDdmen~

1II;Jroftd the text c4 the draft !'esolU'tion '.tllcb lUl deleaatioD bad mibll1tted.

l!e ,.dabed, however, to make certatn rea'U'V'&t1one. For or.3th1~, it VQ8

1nadv1ea.ble ioo cubst1t,ute the vordD -'nle~ttee on InforJation~ HoD-Selt­

Gove:-::d.ng ~'!r:=-1tor1ee" for -11:.e~ Assembq- 111 the tiret 110ft oi: the~

reet1J.ut1on. The decision Z'e8te4 nth the 04meral Acacb17 'U11 not vlth thIa

Co:JU1ttee vb1c:h~ aa a eubs1d1a:"7 ortanJ shcu:'..d m~e~ su'bm1~ a :'es~ut1OD to' ttbe

General Asaenbl1 tor a~'!"OVD.la

M~:>7r<n", before aecept~ 'the words "Hant's. ex&:1ned the doc~tat1on

t~~tt~ in the l1e:ht ~ tile baei.c pr1nc1plC!8 ot CbaV'..-erXI·ot~ ....,
he v1.shed to knov th3 argumen'ta in f'avou:r ot "',heir 1nsertion. .....

The IlUft&ramta pro!lOf)ed in p&r'....g:&~ ~~ ot, tha dra..~ azKDdme....~ .....,c!. M

imlrf.\O'Yo tAti or1g1)~21..~ reaolut.100.~te Bovaver' he could ~ ace.

pe.re.e;rt\ph 6 at '".;he operat1ve part ~r& view of his ~f,):.::n:.t101l8 ,.'1.th reJIPec~ to. ' '

the t1ret seDteDee ot the nree:lb13o U the CC'JID1:ttee dt'e1dc4 to retci1D tile
... t \ • .

YO!'d8 -TIle Qenexoal A8~=~lY' at t:b.e bes1nnhl8 c'1 ~ ~.~ :'03ol\M.0Z2 1t e~d

not aClupt p&ftgl'apb 6. Teat ~Xldmertt vou1.tl be val14 ~7 if. ~' ..ea-tttH
adopted the __dae~:t in ~aph 1 et documezrt A/M:.'5/L.l'-8.

/
(

.-'..,
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Mr. Fr~~O (B~sz11) explained that the sponsors ot the amendment to

't"'):}laoe "The Ceneral AseeDlbl~·1l by the word8 lithe Committee on Inforrcation fro!!!

fTon-Se:'..f-Go''1erning Territories" had w1sbed to invoke t~e prece~ent eata.bl1.al:ed

in uocument A!AC.35/L.79 concerning the ce.aat10n ot the trcneds3:!on of

information 'by tne Nethe!'lrmd" in reSJ,Ject ot the neth('rle.r.1~ AutilleD and

Su::1nam. The ~.endment in pa:rot1Z!"'aph 6 r:::f 'the oporative pa:...t referred to tr.fJ

Commit.tee I s terms of :-eference, but we alao intanded to i ntorm the General

Assembly that the Co~cnwealt~ of P~erto Rieo no longer fell wi~hin th~ scope

ef Art~clc 73 e of the Chal°ter. That alone was st~ticient juet1~ic8ti~n for

its adoJ;tion.

M:. KEALIDi (Iraq) agreed with tbe sponeors of the ~er.dments that the

Car.m1ttee should speak on its own behalf end not on behalf of the General

AGsembly. He too f:>un~ the amendments in ~ragr"t'Ph 2 and. 'accep~ableo The

amendments in puoagraph 1~ were a d1tt"c!"ent matter. To begin \11 th, the uo:-ds

" "new constitutional statue were ambiguous in that 8 n~w constitutional Bt8t~S

~id not necessarily imply self-government. They were therefore at V~6nCC

vith pa~as::aphs 6 and 7 of the operat1Ye pert in ., rh1ch the sponsors of the dre.tt

amendments stnted th~t the intormaticn beford the Committe~ indicated that the

Commonwea'~h of Puerto Rico to lon3er fell Within the 6cope ot Article 73 e ot
the Charte:i.. Paragraph 4 of the opera.tive part appeared to be the result' of '"

ccmpro~ae and tallea to give any clear indication to the General Aso€mbly.

P~~agraph6 6 and 7, howev~r, contained the eategoric3l 8~temcnt tt~t the

)roviGion!':\ o~ A...-ticle 73 e no lor..ger &.ppl1e~ to Puerto Rico. ~e words "tormer

Admlnieter1t.g Author!ty" ec~med to ca!te :1 t clear tha.t Puerto Rieo had attained

eell.govc~ent. The draft a~endment ,~~s a compromise but n~t an altosctbcr

sBtietaetvry one. He re3~rv~d the -i~t to return to ~hat point later.

Mr. ~.A'1lJIZCOIT (tTnj.ted Kingdom) oboerved that the wording ot the

pre~ble o~ the draft resolution raised 6 procedural problem. Toe General

Pssenbly had given the Co~1ttee a function in th1~ mt' ;r by resolution L~8 (V)

but it bad not 1nte~1cd to give the Committee the p011ar ot decision. The

Committee had to !Submit ccncluoions to the General AOD6rnbly in the torm ot a

report or a draft re6ol~tion. The Ger~ral Assembly alone war. competent to take

...·1nal action. Hence th~ words "The General A.e:;et:".:Jly" should introduce the d1"5ft

resolution.
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He considered the tirst ot the amen~nt8 in p~~' 3 of

dt:.·.mment A/AC.35/t.l48 to be superfluous ~nd. untlese,rv1ng of inclusion 111 the

draft resolution.

To adopt the first phrase of paragraph 6 of the operative part wou11 be to

asaUlh~ tor the Committee a qualified po.ter of dec1sj.on. The Cor.mtittee would,

in effe~t, be exceeding its terms of referEnce if it adopted that wording. He

th~refore proposed the deletion of the ,.,ords "in the limits of its terms of

reference, and without anticipating the disposel of the question by the General

Assembly", maintaining that the draft reEolution qhould be worded in the form

of a dec1sion by the General Assembly, and that all redundancies in the

amendments should be omitted.

Mr. FRAZAO (Brazil) felt that the dratt amendmen~s could not be

criticized on the ground of &m'biguity. The sponsors of the amendments had

wiebed to reconcile the points of view expressed in the Committee.. For

instance, their reference to "a new constitutional status" in paragraphs 1 and 2

of the operative ~art merely r~flected a point of view which several delegations

had expressed at the previous meeting. Tt was not a question of expressing an

opinion but of noting a fact. Witl. regard to paragraph 6, the Brazilian

delegation considered it desirable t~ specifY that the Committee acted within

the limits of its 'terms of reference which had been confirmed in General Assembly

resolution 448 Cv).

Mr. MA~BIESON (United Kingdom) agreed with the Brazilian representative

that the Committee should remain within its terms of reference. His remarks

had referred to the procedure!: the beet Itethod would be to submit proposed

conclusions to the General Assembly in the hope that it would erdorse them, but

there was no ne~d to make the Committee's proposed conclusions look like a

Committep. resolution.
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Mr. SCOrywr (New Zealand) said that he would abstain from voting on

paregre.ph 3, 8ub-paragraph " of the draft amendment.· He wondered whether the

Brazilian representativ~ would agree to delete the words "in the limits of 1.ts

terms of reference, and wi~hout anticipating tha disposal of this question by

the General Assembly" from ~aragraph 6 ef the operative part. If so, the words

"'.!'he General A aembly" cou] d be retained 1n the preamble of -Cb.: draft resolution.

Mr. FRAZAO (Brazil) said that he was unable to accept the proposal.

Iv1r. MATHIZSON (United Kingdom) felt tha.t the Committee's worlt would be

facil! tated if its report Llentioned the facts and conclusions wh:f.ch the sponsors

of the amendments had wished to e~hasize. The Committee WOUld, at the same

time, submit the text of a single draft' resolution to the General Assembly.

Mr. LIU (China) agreed. It would be more courteous to 8scr1.be the

draft resolution to the General Assembly than to the Committee.

Mr. ·MATHIESON (United Kingdom) requested that the amendments should be

P'.lt to the vote paragraph by paragraph.

The meeting was sus!'eneed at 3,,25 p.m. ar_~_'!f 3 reaumed a°;' 4~25 p.m.

Mr. PIRACHA (Pakistan) said that his delegation accepted the first three

amecdments in document A/AC.~5/L.148 excent for the paragraph in the preamble

beginning with the words "Having eXCJ.min~~, .." r1 which it would abstain since he

was not certain whether the Committee had examined the information. He would

abstain from voting on paragraph 4 of the amendments, which affected th~'operative

part, t ~ause he found it difficult to rec~~cile that text with his own views.

He reserved his Government I s position :1.n the General Assembly•
•

MT. KHALIDY (Iraq) was prepared to vote for the first three amendments,

except for the paragraph of the preamble beginnirg with t~e words "Having exam1n~d

on which he would abstain, since he had seen the C~ittee reach conclusions, but

had not se6n it ~xamine the documentation.
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Be would abstain from voting on the first four paragraphs of the amendments

to the operative part. He would vote for pare.graph 5 but, ae -to paragraphs

6 and 7, he h~d received specific instructions from his Government that the

transmission of information should not ceaseo That opinion was based upon various

considerations into ~hieh he could not enter &t the moment, but which he would

explain in the Fourth Committee. ae tbought, moreover, that, haVing adopted a

definite attitude in the case of the Netherlands Antilles and Surinam, he must

do likewise in that of Puerto Rico. He would abstain from voting on the

resolution as a wlwle.

The CHAIRMAN put the draft resolution (A/h~."5/L.147) and amendments

(A/AC.35/L.148) to the vote paragraph by paragraph.

Preamble

The first amendment Foposed by Brazil, Ec.uaoor and India was adopted

.El 8 votes to 2 t rrith 5 abstentions.

Jhe f1r~t p~r~~aih of the ~reamble of the New Zealand draft resolution wa~

adopted unanimous~.

The secoD;,d paragraph of. the ~reamble of the New Zealand draft resolution,

~h the amendnent pr0p,0sed by Brazil, Ecuador and India, was adopted unanimousl,:_

Th!; first of the new ~af£aRh! of the preamble proposed by Brazil, Ecuador

and India was adoEted by 10 vot:- to none, with 5 abstentious.

~e o,~.£?nd of the new paragraphs propqs.ed by Bra.zil, Ecuador and India VB..!
!do£ted unanimously.

The third of the new J,aragraphs I>r£poaed b;y Brazil, Ecuador and India waa

adopted by 5 votes to 1, with 9 a~etent~.
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Mr. MA'.t.1!Ili50N (United K1ncdom) deolared that he! had abstained

in tJle last vote beoause his delegation had not stud,ied the dooumenta tion

transm1tted, becauee neither the United Nations r..or eny ot its organs YaS

oompetant to examine the oonot1tutional instrJll::.nto of its Member~.

Mr. ncrS·MOEaER (Dennwrk) said he had voted againat tha.t purs.graph

tar the 88m3 reason.

z.t.i%'o XHALmy (Iraq) had abstained becauso the Comn1ttee had not

aotua'1,. examined the documents.

~ret!,.ve part .

~1e. first parap;rsEh of th., onerat1ve part 'A/Ac.351L,148) ",,8 adoptd

Bz_12 votee to none I vi th 3 nbstent:to:1B.

ThA seoond. paM6£9ph of the mra1(1ve part (A/AC,35lL,148) ps adooted

U 12 'totes to n~.e,l Jj. th 3. .abstentions.

Ihe third naramph of thf! operative wrtjA/ACpJ2/L••48) va8 adopttd

of 12.J'c~e to 0000. with 3 abstentions.

The tourt:g pax;e.graS ot thf! opere,t'1"re wt (A/4.c.351LI~48) was .adopH4
bZ 12_vote~ to none, with ~stent1ons.

The fifth parewph or the operative part {A/AC.35!L,148} 'Was adopted

bY 13 votes to none. vith 2 abetentiona.

Fe:rag;aph 6

Mtt. FRAZAO (Brez1~_) requested that, 1n the Frenoh text, the end ot
the paragraph should read: It. •• d~ ce Q,ue MS ronee1epemente dent diSpose M
Cam1tl pourra1ent permettre de cons1de.rer que l'Etat :Llb" essvc1e de PortOc-Ricg

pt x:e1e plpe cies diepoeU1qpe de l~An101e 13 el tlLM Cgte".
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Mr. MATHJ1f.SOli (United K1ne,dom.) Bsked for a separate vote on the verda

"in the limits of its tenns ot .refe1'ence, and ·n.thout antic1)?ating the disposal

of this question by the General Aauen:bJ.;"" •

Mrs. MENON (Ir...iie.) 1."'lt1.Ir3.ted t'lE:t, should t:le Ccmm1ttee decide

a.ga.1nst the insel'tion of the words in question, she WOt'.ld be com~eJ.led to vote

sga in.st the paragra ph esa·whole.

The wor~s were not acl.0lr"'!L...6 votes b~1r£ ~a.at in favqur and 6 against,

~~th ~ abstentione~

Mr. ImALIDY (Traq) as~ed tor a roll-mul vote on paragraphs 6 and 7

of the c~l..Je·~t1ve part.

A vote on paragrgph 6 ~~ ta~~_bY ~l!:~a~l.

}:n.dcneS1.8 I ha "ins been d~ .....::n b:r.:!:.2.l b~ the 0hairman t was called upon

to vote first.

In favour: Nether1and.s) New Zealand, United Kingdom of Great Brita1r..

end Northern Ireland, United States of America, Aus·liral.i8,

BraZil, China, CUba, Eouado~, Franceo

Aga1nat: Iraq.

Abstain1nG~ Indonesia, Pakistan, DenLJ8rk" Ii:uiia.

?ara&rsph 6 was adopted by la votes to 1, w1th 4 abstentions.

Mr. SEARS (United States vf A~.::':rica), referring to rule 122 of the

rules of proce,dure, asked th-J Committ(;C "Lo l1econsider its decision on the

phrase "in the l~~ts of its te~ of referenoe, and ~~thout anticipattng the

disposal of this question by the Gen~ral Assembly". He hoped that those Who

~~d been unable to vote tor 'the paragreph ~uld ohange their position if the
,

Wf)rdS were restored.

The CHAm~.N put the United States representative's moticn to t~e vote.

The Committee decided to reoonsider Its deois1on by 12..... "otea to none,

~th 3 abstent1or.a.
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The 'CF.JI.J:lU1UUI put to the vote the j,ri.3ertion in parag:raph 6 of the'
t l ., ., • '

phres("~ ':1.n the limits of ita term; of referenoe, and without an,ticipating the

dispo13al of this '1ues"(jlon bY' the Genel'al Assembly t J.l

1,he rhraae "'~--~.2.'?_~...£I...§. Yo.t!tLto .it ·"lth 6 abstentions.

Hr. Ia1A1IDY (Iraq) pointed. out that r;e had.lIl8.inte.1ned his

pos1t:!.on by voti~1G e gainst the w:Jertion of the phraee.

t-fr. MATUIESON (United. KinCdcr;1.) explu ined t;.lll t he had voted for the ,

insertion of the phl"6Se on the second occaoion out of courtesy to the Iodia,n

l'epreeentetive, 'Who hnd. mad/') kn.own that ohe 'Would hfJ.ve voted against

paragraph 6 hael the phrase net bee>:) included, llnd because bis delegation

did not co..1side:." the point to be :f'\'J.1damental.

Mro. MENON (100.18) thanked. the United K1ngd.om repreeente.t1ve.

Mr. FlGNCH (Frallce) observed that he had votad the same way

on both occasions.

M:r4 KHALIDY (Iraq) reguected e roll-call vote on paragraph 6

as a vThole.

It was so decfded.

~ralia, havins been dra·..n by lot by the Che irnan, wes called.

upon to vote first.

In favour: AUBtru11!l, Brazil, China, Cuba, Eoua,dor, France,

India, Net.hr.rland;:J, United Kingdom o.f Great Brita1n

and Northern i~cland, United States of Amerioa.

,
1

1
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Against: IraG-_

Absta1ning: DeIlIIl8rk, Inde aesia, New Zealand, Pakistan.

Paragraph 6 was adonted by 10 votes to 1, with 4 ebetentions. I
81
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Mr. SCO'.r1' (Rew Zealand) eXplain,4 that he had abstained because hie'

delegation was ot the opinion'that the Assembly was not competent to decide

wbetb~r th~ transmission of information should cease. The decision rested solely

vith the Administering Authority concerned. '

Paraeph 7

Mr. L!U (china) ag,reed \rith th.e'Iraqi representative that it would be

better' to" delete the word "tormer".

Mr. FRAZAO (Brazii.) did not object to the wo~ being deleted.

t-trSfJ MmNON (India) tormally proposed that the word be deleted•

. . . , .. The EOROsal, rO dele~e the word "tomer" vu· not adopted, 5 votes beillJl

cast in favour an~ 5 aaainet I with 5 f\t!3tenttons.

Mr. TRUJ'"lLLO (Ecuador) proposed that the words "the former

Administering Authority" be replaced by the ,words .:fthe Government ot~he

United states ot ~~,rica".

Mrs. MENON (India) and Mr. FRAUD (BraZil) supported the p:'oposal.

Mr. KBALI1ii (Iraq) approved the proposal. It it were ad~pted, he

would not press tor 8 roll-call vote on paragraph 7 and would abstain.

The Ecuadorian amendment was unanimo~ly ado~.
, ' ,

Paragraph la as am.ended, was adoEtp.d by 12 votes to none'b with , ab8tenti~.

The draft resolution as a whole was adoEted by 12 votes to none, with' ,

abstentions.

Mr. PIRACBA (Pakistan) observed that consistent wi.th its views already

expressed, his delegation would logically have voted against the dr.~ft reeolut1on.

I Re had, however, abstained out ot con31Ceration tor the delegaticlne that bad

Bubmitted 'the dr~tt and those that had amerided it, and in order to show his

appreciation tor the laudable work done oy the United states in Puerto Rico.



Mra. lCNai (lm1a), eJPla1n1J3gthe .wtes cast by her delesation,

recalled that at the end ot the atatement she had ·made the previous day, she

bad come to the conclueion that the CoDDittee Ibould examine the d()cumentation

and other information betore it. Utltortuoately, except tor the thz\.. e

delegations which bad submitted the amendments in document A/A£.35/L.148, the

members nf' t~~ Commit.tee had made no effort in that direction. She had

therefore abstained trom voting on the third sub-parqreph of parasraPb 3,
, .

since she regarded the objections raised in that connexion by the New Zealand

representative to be justified" The Indi~ delegation sincerely hoped that

the population. ot all territoriea which were not yet sell-governing would soon

be in a posltion to be fully selt-governing, but she doubted whether

Puerto Rico had really achieved selt-government y ~t; hence she deeply

regretted that, failing a thoroUSb stu~ of the documentation by the members

ot the COmmittee, the United States representative bad not supplied any

particulars.

India would have preterred the question to be referred to the General

Aaeembly purely and simply, but, as the resolution just adopted io no way

prejudiced the decision to be taken by the AaaemQ.ly, she thought that the

d6sired object had been achieved. She had therefore voted tor paragraphs 6
and 7 of the operative part; she did not, hOwever, consider her country bound

by that affirmative vote and reserved the right of her delegation to express

its Views when the question came betoN t~e General Assembly.

Mr. MATHIESON (United KingdOlh) pointed out that be bad Dot broached

the substance ot the matter during the ~iscu8sion. His delegation noted with

satisfaction the great progress achieved U1 Puerto RiCO, and had no hesitation

in recognizing that the Puerto Ricans were capable ot exercising the powers

and tunctions Just conferred upon them. His delesation had not thcusht it

necessary to examine in detail the documentation aubmitted to the Committee;

it was sufficient tor 1t to know that the United States Government bad
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decided, in the light of a full knowledge of the facts, that it was henceforth

unnecessary to transmit information on the territory. Furthermore, the

population in question had itself admitted that it was satisfied with its new

constitutionsl status.

The drawback of the text adopted was that it appeared as a conclusion of

th~ Jommittee rather tban a recommen~8tion or a suggestion intended for the

General Assembly. In adopting the draft resolution, the Committee bad in a

sense exceeded its terms 01 ref~rence. In the past, for example, in the case

of Surinam and the Netberland.8 Antilles, the only resolutions that the Committee

had adopted in its own name referred to procedure or organization of the work•.
As the majority of the members had seemed prepared to depart from the usual

procedure and to assume heavy .reRronsibi11ties, the United Kingdom delegation

had not found it necessary to oppose the pa~sage8 of the draft resolution that

were ~pen to criticism, and had merely abstained from voting on them in order

vote at the end on the draft resolution as a whole. But that affirmative vote

should not be interpretedaa meaning that, in the opinion of the British

delegation, tbe Co~nittee was competent to examine the Constitution of

Puerto RiCO, or that the United Nations had a determining voice in the decision

of the United S~ates to cease tra~smitting information.

Mr. PIGNaN (France) observed that the text just adopted raised

questions both of principle and of practice.

The questions of principle were well kn~wn, and be would hesitate to

refer to tbem again, were th~y not of exceptional importance. Without wishing

to revert to all the considerations which the French Government and several

others bad already set forth r~garding the meaning and scope of Chapter XI

of the Charter, he wished to reaffirm that, in the opinion of his Goverament,

the obligations entered into in a volc.ntary statement were l:!.mited, under

Arti~le 73 e to transmitting "regularly to the Secretary-General for
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information pur-poses, subject to such l1J!l1tat~ security and constitutional

inspira.tions ~ require, the statis·tiical and other information of a technical

nature relating to economic, social, and educational conditions in the

territories which they are respective~ respons~ble other than those

territories to which Cha.pters XII 8l1d XIII apply". The limitative list in

Artic1e 73 was based OD a fundamental rule in Article 2.. paragraph 7, ot the

Charter which provided that nothing contained in the Charter should authorize

the United Nations to intervene in matters which were essenti~ within the

domestic Jurisdiction ot any State, or qualif.y the Members to submit such

matters to sett1.ellleut under the Charter. Those provisions were perfectly

clear ar.d did :lot ce.ll for e:ay comment, but it had seetDed advisable to restate

them.

Hence, with regard to. ceasing to transl It info:o:"l!le.tion concerning a non­

self-govarniog territc~y) the Adroioiste~ingAuthorities should trsn sm1t to

the S9crete.ry.GenereJ.~ for infoIint:'.tion, r~ocuwentatioo relating to the

ci~c~tances in which they had decided to cease transm1tti~ such information,

in 0ther words, to cc~f~~m to resolution 222 (!!I). It could, ot course, be

helO. thct the Ch113t:~ion ws': in no lltay mandatory and that it wes based 00

co'.:xt~sy rf.thel" "W.~~ on any juridical pJ."ovis1on. Thus, while the United States

Go~r~rn!i1ent had t\I.~~:.ed c(':n't:"~c:y io fiuhmitting cons1de:-able dOCUJD3ntation on the

constitutionA..!_ c:,'!C.Del'09."'.; \.I~j C'.'l had occurred. in PIJ.erto !1~co, end in commenting on

the situation; ~here '~ai uo doubt in the view of the Freoc~ delegation that

the C~.,'11Iti.tt3e lle.d not ~~en entitled to exa:nic.e t~e circums"~.?nces in which

the U:'Jit~d Ste.~(;s Gov~rv.1.lle"1t had reached its decision, still less to discuss

the and ciopt ~. res,:i,l.l'tio!l concerning them. I-t mi~ht even be said that the

Com:n1tte~ r..ad e:r:~eeded its competcnc'3 8ince, tlp.\l3r resolution 448 (v) I the

Committee had only to examine the information and to report OD it. That,

however J was a point of secondary importance on which he would not dwell since

he was of the opinion that resolution 448 (v) was itself unacceptable, as

it exceeded 'the scope of the Charter ~
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In view ot thoee cone1c1ere.t1ona or principle, the French delegali10n would

logically baveabat.:1ne4 tram votiDS OD the dre.tt resolution as a whole, had net
., '. .

praoticeJ. conslc1eratior:aa iDte1""'lened. Itbet tortunat~ly the text submitted t,o the

Committee had, OIl the vbole, had the merit of being tactUal. The practical

considerations were the tol.1.ovUlss ba\'1.D8 ex~ the precise and honeatly

preaentdcl documentatlCXl submitted by the Un1ted St~.tes Government, th7,~ncb
dele&at100 bad come to the CODClusion ~t not only ha~ that Gove~tbeen

Justified, 'in accordaDee with • spir1t and the letter ot the Charter, ln

cee.slns to trac.SIIl1t 1Df'cnatlon OD Puerto Rlco, but lt "would henceforth &:180 be
, ....

physicall,. and lepJ'y unable to do 10. It bad therefore beccce difficult tor
the French delegatiOn to tsDore en obvious tact which vas of capital 1JIlporta.nce

in the hilltor1 et the nOD-aelt·SC'vem1nS territories. The discussion iD the

Committee should Dever have taken place, but, .iDee it bad, it wa.a IIOra.ll7

lncumbent to reach some "cOcclualon. France had wished to express ita cootidence

ln the ~lte4statesGoverOment,which bat '.lo'-ted a sen '. oua and wille policy,

and to expx-.88 to the Puerto Rican people j -", sincere 1nte'~8t in the prcsreaa

achieved by that t'e.rr'ttory•

Cowsequently', in· spite ot Its obJections of prtilc1ple end, &1.tbougb. it would ,
• • I .

have.preterred the origiDal New Zealecd text, the Prench 4eleptiOD bad voted
, , .

in tavour ot the e::.eDded draft resolution becaud 1t u:preleed the ealent1al

ideas to wh1ch the Prench delegation attached great iIIportaD.:e•. Mo~ver, it.
, .

dO'.tb'ta bad been ID1tipted by the tact that the UDited States ~~nt had~

c.',<mB1~:red,tbat tbe resolution infringed 1ts cout1tutlOD&l '.overeisnt~.. s1~e

1~~ bad accepted· it.

r1neJ.11', aDd to· avoid any m18understaDd1ns, he wiabed to make ~t 9-u1~ c~

tbat ..by- votlni sa 1t had clone, the French delegation had in no way ~cosn.~ze4 the

principle th.t.t the Gfteral Aseembly' or any ot ita organs vas canpetent to eXUl1r;.e

specific cases and take deet.~,~.a. resard1DS them. In that connexion, be :reca1le4
- ,

that OD '19lfo'ftd)er' 1952 1n the F,~ Caan1ttee, he bad stated that, iD the

Prench aoveiuDent's op!n1011, the competence ot 'the Mm1lliotering·Power. vith~
, ,

to States tor which thGy were responsible could DOt be affected, reduced or .
. '.
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controlled by any decieion of' the General Assembly. In addition to those

reservations of principle which concerned the particular case ot the cessation

of the trcansm1ssion ot inf'ormation, he considered it necessary to recall the

more general reservations which bad been expressed in the name ot the Fr~nch

Government at the opening of' the present session.

Mr. PE'l'HERl3RIDGE (Australia) stated that, in his delegat1on~8 opinion,

the United states Govermtlent had followed the correct procedure and had taken an

undoubted'v sound decision.

He wished to make a num~er ot observations on two General Assembly

resolutions which bad otten been mentioned ~uring t~e discussion, namely

resolutions 222 (Ill) and 448 (V). The Australian delegation hnd abstained

during the vote on resolution 222 (Ill), on the ground that it laid upon _the

Adm1ni~te~1ng Powers obligations which exceeded the provislons of' Article 73 (e)

ot the Charter. Resolutioc 448 (V), paragraph 2 ot which defi~ed the COIIIIl1ttee's

tunction~ had often been quoted during .the discussion as giving the C~ttee _ .

competence to examine the infonaat1oD etitlmitted oy the United 3tates on Puerto Rico.

He had no :«'ntention 0::' reintroducinc the problem of eanpetence but pointed out

that during the discussions ot questious similar to that before t~ Committee,

the term "competence" had been understood in very ditferent ways. In the

particular ca~"~ UDder examination, that term had a l1m1ted \'lcceptatlon.

'Ibe Australian delegation had abstained from voting on :t~s()lution. 448 (V)

because it doubted • and on that po:='nt its position ":48 still the same • whether

the COIIIID1ttee was authorize1 to examine information, transmitted in purauance

of resolution ~ (Ill), which was la...~ely of a political nature. The

Australian delegation understood the word "exan)1ne" U8~d in resolution 448 CV)
in a restricted .enae I and. it Ul"ged other delegations to adopt a a.1m1lar

interpretation firstly because the Ccm:m1ttee could not examine a large part ot the

lctormation transmitted if it t"ok into account the list of tactore e.tabl1shed

by tbe ~ h22,CODIIdtteei and eecc.< .ly becaus1'. some members m1ght interpret

"Iolution 4'~ (V) er. widening the COUIDittee's tel"llll of referenc~ and that vu

no ".ight ...atter. When the COIIID1ttee 's term ot off~ ce had heeD extended tor

three:
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three years at the seventh session ot the General Assembly, many delegstions had

urged that it should be renewed OD the basis of the same principles as had

governe(\ its establishment, Md 111 that connexioD resolutions 332 (IV) and

33~ (IV) hed been quoted. 1he tact that resolution 448 (v) had not been
mentioned aid not ot course mean that its provisions were no lODger valid,

but nevertheless indicated that its prcvislons should be interpreted with the

greatest caution.

The Australian delegation attached great 1nxportance to the Committee's terms
of reference and it had always oppoJed the v:'_ ~ that the Coumittee should "be

empowered 'co examine problemn of a political nature. For t~at ~eason, it had

not stud1ed in detail the documenta~ion submitted by the United States Government

in the belief that the decision taken by that Government re~uired no Justification.

Such were the considerations wh1.ch had prompted the vote~ ot the Australian
I delegat1.on. It had voted in favour of the draft resolution reeauae it appr -ed

itr ~cnclU8ions. It had abst~ined on the third sUb-par~graph of paragraph' of

doc~:~~t A!AC.'5!t.148 for the reasons adduced by the New Zealand representative.

It t~d also abstained on paragrapn 1 because it agreed with the United Kingdom

del~gation that the C~ttee was not competent to adopt a resolution on the

subject itself and should merely make a recommendation to the General Aasembl~.

Mj ss RUSAD (Indonesia) stated that she had absta.ined from the vote on

the resolution &s a whole because ahe wished to reserve her delegation's position

tmtil the question came before the Ge~~ral Assembly.

Mr. SEARS (United States of America) said that the o~ly aim or the

Unlt~ States in submitting ample documentation on the question had been to assist

.. ..le United Nations as tar as possible in fulfilling its task, althoush the United

Ctates recognized no other authority in the ~tter tban Its own and that ot the

Puerto-R1can Gove~nt. As a matter of fact, ~he United states delegation

'l.'OU1d have abstained dur1ns the yo'te CJn the draft resolution had 1t net w1stee.

to recognize the Committee's efforts, and in particular those of the representat1ve1

of Brazil and Ecuador 'by voting in 1t8 favour.
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~1r. DONS.MOELLER (DeDmark) agreed with the represents'Uvea of the

United States, the United K1ng~om, France and Australia that the Charter in no

way authorized the United Nations to concern itself with the con~titutional

:.ftai::s of any State, He aS80c:f.ated himself' with the t ....ibllt.es paid to the

United States Government.

Mr. FRAZAO (Brazil) held that the final decision on the cessation

of the transmission of information concerning Non-Self-Governing Territories

rest~d with the United Nations. He unders~ood the reasons which led the

Administering Powers to assert their rights 1n that field, but be was

.;.onvinced tbat whet. concrete easel arose, it would always be possible to

reconcile points of view anJ reach satisfactory solutions tor all con~erned.

Mr, FERNOS.ISERN (United States of America) rel'eatea that the

Puerto Rican people underetood and fully approved the decision taken on its

behalf and which ws.& justified by the fact that the territory had etfec~ively

attained tull self-government.

The meeting rose at 2'20 p.m.

18/9 a.m.
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