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Information from Non-Self-Governing Territories
transmitted under Article 73 e of the Charter
(continued)

[Item 33]*

VOTE ON TIIE DRAFT RESOLUTION ON EDUCATIONAL,
ECONOMIC AND SOCIAL POLICIES IN NoN-SeLr-Gov-

ERNING TErrITORIES (A/CA4/208, A/C.4/1..220)

1. Mr. BAZHAN (Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Re-
public) recalled that his delegation had proposed (A/
C.4/L.220) the deletion of the third paragraph of the
preamble of the joint draft resolution (A/C.4/208)
because the text of that paragraph was not in line with
the facts. The members of the Fourth Committee had
expressed very divergent points of view regarding the
reports prepared by the Committee on Information
from Non-Self-Governing Territories. He emphasized
that his country was in no way opposed to the actual
principle that all Powers should collaborate in the ob-
servance of the Charter.

2. The CHAIRMAN put the joint draft resolution
(A/C.4/208) to the vote paragraph by paragraph.

The first paragraph of the preamble was adopted by
44 wotes to none, with 5 abstentions.

The second paragraph of the preamble was adopted
by 44 votes to none, with 5 abstentions.

The amendment submitted by the Ukrainian SSR
(A/C4/1.220) was rejected by 34 votes to 5, with 7

abstentions.

3. Mr. DE MARCHENA (Dominican Republic)
noted certain discrepancies between the Spanish,
English and French texts of the third paragraph of
the preamble.

4. Mr. PONCE YEPEZ (Ecuador) considered that
the Spanish text was satisfactory.

* Indicates the item number on the agenda of the General
Assembly.

5. Mr. RYCKMANS (Belgium) said that in order
to bring the French text into line with the English
and Spanish texts the phrase “quand il s'agit de déter-
miner la politique & suivre” should be replaced by the
words “en formulant une politique”,

6. Mr. PIGNON (France) and Mr. DORSIN-
VILLE (Haiti) agreed with the Belgian representa-
tive.

7. The CHHAIRMAN considered that, in rejecting the
Ukrainian amendment, the Committee had adopted the
third paragraph of the preamble.

8. Mr. MENDOZA (Guatemala) thought, on the
contrary, that the paragraph should be put to the vote.

9. The CHAIRMAN asked the members of the Com-
mittee to decide that question of procedure.

The Committee decided, by 23 votes to 6, to vote on
the third paragraph of the preamble.

10. Mr. KHALIDY (Iragq) explained that he had
voted against the proposal to put the paragraph to the
vote because he agreed with the Chairman that the re-
jection of the Ukrainian amendment meant that the
third paragraph of the preamble had been adopted. If
that'amendment had dealt with only part of the third
paragraph a new vote would have been justified, but
that was not the case.

11. The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the third para-
graph of the preamble, on the understanding that the
Spanish and English texts of document A/C.4/208
would remain unchanged and that the French text would
be amended in accordance with the Belgian proposal.

The third paragraph of the preamble was adopted by
36 wvotes to 5, with 7 abstentions.

Paragraph 1 of the operative part was adopted by
40 wvotes to 7, with 2 abstentions.

Paragraph 2 of the operative part was adopted by 38
votes to none, with 13 abstentions.
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12.  Mr. Shiva RAO (India) requested a roll-call vote
on the draft resolution as a whole (A/C.4/208).

A wvote was taken by roll-call.

Indonesia, having been drawn by lot by the Chair-
man, was called upon to vote first.

In favour: Indonesia, Iran, Iraq, Israel, Lebanon,
Liberia, Mexico, New Zealand, Pakistan, Philippines,
Saudi Arabia, Sweden, Thailand, United States of
America, Venezuela, Yugoslavia, Afghanistan, Argen-
tina, Bolivia, Brazil, Canada, Chile, China, Colombia,
Cuba, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Egypt, El Salva-
dor, Ethiopia, Greece, Guatemala, Haiti, India.

Against: Belgium, France.

Abstaining: Luxembourg, Netherlands, Norway,
Poland, Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic, Union of
South Africa, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics,
United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ire-
land, Australia, Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic,
Czechoslovakia, Denmark.

The draft resolution as o whole was adopted by 34
votes to 2, with 12 abstentions.

13. Mr. PONCE YEPEZ (Ecuador) explained that
he had voted in favour of the draft resolution because
he considered that the measures contemplated in the
text were in conformity with the purposes of Chapter
X1 of the Charter.

14, Mr. RYCKMANS (Belgium) said he had voted
against paragraph 1 of the operative part and against
the draft resolution as a whole because he could inter-
pret the provisions of paragraph 1 in only two ways:
either the Belgian Government was supposed to inform
the Secretary-General that it had communicated the
reports of the Committee on Information to the Gov-
ernor-General of the Belgian Congo, in which case the
resolution was merely trivial; or else the paragraph
meant that the Belgian Government was to inform the
Secretary-General of the actual substance of the in-
structions it had given to the Governor-General re-
garding the Committee’s recommendations, in which
case the resolution was totally unacceptable to the
Belgian Government, as it would be to the government
of any sovereign State.

15. The CHAIRMAN announced that the vote on the
draft resolution would be recorded in the Committee’s
report to the General Assembly dealing with the first
item of its agenda.

16. In reply to Mr. MENDOZA (Guatemala), the
CHAIRMAN said that the Rapporteur’s report would
be submitted for the Committee’s approval before it
was sent to the General Assembly.

17. In reply to Mr. PEON DEL VALLE (Mexico),
Mr. SCOTT (New Zealand), Rapporteur, said that
he would refer in his report to all of the draft resolutions
and written and verbal amendments which had been
submitted.

18. Mr. KHALIDY (Iraq) said that the decision to
make the Committee on Information from Non-Self-
Governing Territories a permanent organ should not
cause the administering Powers any anxiety. The per-
manent Committee would have the same spirit of under-
standing and co-operation as its predecessor and would

judge each case objectively and impartially. All that
the new permanent Committee would have to do would
be to continue the work started by the old Committee
on Information.

19. He wondered whether the administering Powers
appreciated the efforts which the other Powers were
making to conciliate the divergent points of view. The
fact that the administering Powers themselves had not
all voted in the same way regarding the re-establishment
of the Committee on a permanent basis should encour-
age them to adopt an equally conciliatory attitude.

20. He hoped that the administering Powers would
continue to offer their sincere collaboration to the new
permanent Committee and would participate actively
in its work.

Participation of Non-Self-Governing Territories in
the work of the Committee on Information from
Non-Self-Governing Territories (A/2219 and
Corr. 1, A/C.4/1.221, A/C.4/L.224, A/C.4/L.
227, A/C.4/L.228)

[Item 35]*

21. Mr. Shiva RAO (India) said that the draft resolu-
tion which his delegation was submitting jointly with
the delegations of Burma, Indonesia and Pakistan
(A/C4/1.221) was quite clear in itself and did not
require any special introduction. The Committee on
Information had already discussed the subject but had
not reached any definite conclusion for the reasons given
in paragraphs 87 to 109 of its report (A/2219 and Corr.
1, part one). However the members of that Committee
would agree that the discussion had been useful and
had served to clarify the problem. They had shown that
it would be possible for the Non-Self-Governing Ter-
ritories to participate in the Committee’s work and they
had provided the Secretariat with a basis for further
study of the question. In the opinion of his delegation,
the Secretary-General’s memorandum (A/AC.35/1L.83
and Corr. 1 and Add. 1), which was mentioned in para-
graph 88 of the Committee’s report, was very interest-
ing and useful in that it gave an outline of the possible
forms of association and of the constitutional provisions
of certain international bodies which would permit the
Non-Self-Governing Territories to participate in their
work.

22. The joint draft resolution was intended chiefly
to prevent the subject from being dropped. The pre-
amble contained various points which had appeared
in the two draft resolutions submitted to the Com-
mittee on Information (A/2219 and Corr.1, part one,
paras. 90 and 97). Paragraph 1 of the operative part
dealt with the possibility of extending the practice of
associating suitably qualified persons from the Non-
Self-Governing Territories in the Committee’s work,
but it left the right of deciding on that point exclu-
sively to the administering Powers. In his view, such
association would be particularly useful when the Com-
mittee discussed technical questions, for it could then
count on the direct participation of the actual repre-
sentatives of the Non-Self-Governing Territories. With
regard to paragraph 2 of the operative part, he recalled
that his delegation had already made a similar sugges-
tion to the Committee on Information and to the Fourth
Committee. It had inserted the idea in the draft reso-



268th Meeting—10 November 1952

131

lution because it considered it essential for the United
Nations to know the reactions and the opinions of the
populations concerned. He hoped that the administering
Powers would interpret that proposal in the spirit in
which it had been made. He had already expressed
his delegation’s view on paragraph 3 of the operative
part during the general debate (25lst meeting) and
he hoped that the Secretariat would study the implica-
tions of that proposal.

23. He pointed out that the number of Non-Self-
Governing Territories, a list of which had been sup-
plied by the administering Powers in 1946, had dropped
in the space of three years from seventy-four to fifty-
eight. Out of the sixteen territories for which the
administering Powers had ceased to transmit informa-
tion, only one, Indonesia, had become a Member of
the United Nations. The fifteen other territories were
not yet fully self-governing and could not therefore
apply for membership of the Organization. Those ter-
ritories should therefore have a large measure of self-
government in economic, social and educational matters
in order that they might be associated in the work of
international bodies to an extent compatible with their
degree of development.

24, He did not think there was much difference be-
tween the amendment submitted by the USSR (A/
C.4/1L.224) and the original text of the joint draft
resolution. Actually, the two texts served the same
purpose, and in his opinion it would be better to retain
the text of the joint draft resolution.

25. Mr. CALERO RODRIGUES (Brazil) recalled
that Brazil was a member of the Committee on In-
formation from Non-Self-Governing Territories; the
position of his delegation was therefore well known.
Together with the delegations of Cuba, Ecuador,
Egypt, India and Pakistan, the Brazilian delegation
had submitted to the Committee a draft resolution the
text of which was reproduced in paragraph 90 of the
Committee’s report. In that draft resolution, the ques-
tion had been approached in a reasonable way, and
its provisions made possible the effective association
of the Non-Self-Governing Territories in the Commit-
tee’s work. The rights of the Administering Members
had been fully respected, and the authors of the draft
resolution had never dreamed of proposing that the
Non-Self-Governing Territories should participate in
the work of the Committee on a fully independent
basis while the Administering Members were ignored.

26. The draft resolution had recognized in particular
that the direct participation of the Non-Self-Governing
Territories might help to promote the progress of those
territories towards the goals set forth in Chapter XI
of the Charter. It had authorized the Committee to
accept, on the proposal of the Administering Members
concerned, the participation in its work of representa-
tives of governments of Non-Self-Governing Territo-
ries; it had invited the Administering Members to
avail themselves of the opportunity thus created for
still more effective co-operation regarding the study
of economic, social and educational conditions in the
Territories; and, lastly, it had invited the Committee
to report to the General Assembly.

27. Now that the matter had been brought before
the General Assembly itself, it must first be decided
whether the participation of the Non-Self-Governing

Territories would be of advantage, and that was a
decision which must be taken by a majority of the
members of the Fourth Committee. The Brazilian
delegation had frequently displayed its desire to ensure
a good understanding between the Administering Mem-
bers and the other Members of the United Nations.
Some matters, however, must be settled by a majority
decision without any attempt to attach special impor-
tance to the opinions which might be expressed by a
particular country or group of countries. Brazil was
the first to admit that the Administering Members
were entitled to permit, or refuse to permit, the ter-
ritories they administered to take part in the work of
international bodies, but there was no reason why
they should enjoy special privileges when a question
of principle had to be decided. If a majority of the
members of the Fourth Committee were convinced
that the participation of the Non-Self-Governing Ter-
ritories in the work of the Committee on Information
would help those territories to draw nearer to the
goals set forth in Chapter XI of the Charter, they
should say so in a resolution even if they knew that
a similar proposal had already been rejected by all
the Administering Members in the Committee on In-
formation.

28. In the third paragraph of the preamble to the
draft resolution before the Fourth Committee (A/
C.4/L.221), the question of principle was presented
in a slightly different way, for that paragraph spoke
only of a ‘“closer association” of the Non-Self-Gov-
erning Territories in the Committee’s discussions. The
Brazilian delegation was of the opinion that the Gen-
eral Assembly should give its sanction to the idea of
the direct participation of the Non-Self-Governing
Territories in the Committee’s work. The Brazilian
delegation would even be prepared to go further and
to settle the matter in accordance with the principles
put forward in the Committee on Information While
it would not be opposed to that Committee’s continuing
to study the matter, as proposed in paragraph 3 of
the operative part of the draft resolution, it did not
think that such a study would yield positive results
unless the General Assembly previously gave its sanc-
tion to the principle of direct participation. In other
words, the Committee should be requested to give its
particular attention to a matter that had become the
subject of a decision by the General Assembly.

29. The Brazilian delegation therefore submitted the
following amendments (A/C.4/1..227) :

“l. In the third paragraph of the preamble, re-
place the words ‘the closer association’ by ‘direct
participation’.

“2. In paragraph 3 of the operative part, replace
the words ‘to study the further question of the
direct association’ by ‘further to study the question

39

of direct participation’.

30. He hoped the authors of the draft resolution and
the other members of the Fourth Committee would
be able to accept those amendments.

31. Mr. DJERDA (Yugoslavia) said he would like
to emphasize that, in the opinion of his delegation,
Chapter XI of the Charter gave expression to the
fundamental principle in virtue of which the United
Nations should assist the Non-Self-Governing Terri-
tories in attaining self-government and independence,
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and for that purpose constantly strive to improve the
conditions of the inhabitants of those territories.

32. The discussions which had taken place at the
sixth session had shown that the General Assembly
had clearly desired that the indigenous inhabitants
should be given the opportunity to participate directly
in the work of the organs of the United Nations. At
the close of those discussions, the General Assembly
had adopted its resolution 566 (VI) in which it ex-
pressed the view that the direct association of the
Non-Self-Governing Territories in the work of the
United Nations and of the specialized agencies was
an effective means of promoting the progress of the
peoples of those territories towards a position of
equality with Member States, and invited the Commit-
tee on Information from Non-Self-Governing Terri-
tories to examine the question and report the results
of its examination to the Assembly.

33. The Committee had submitted no positive recom-
mendation, but the Yugoslav delegation still thought
there was at present nothing to prevent a satisfactory
solution of the problem. It was almost unnecessary to
stress the importance of participation by the inhabitants
of the Non-Self-Governing Territories in the work
of the Committee and other organs of the United
Nations. Such participation was not incompatible with
the letter and spirit of the Charter; on the contrary,
it was one of the duties which the Charter placed
upon the Organization. Moreover, by participating ac-
tively in the work of the United Nations, the indi-
genous inhabitants would no doubt acquire the experi-
ence and ability which would enable them to administer
the affairs of their territories.

34. Hence the Yugoslav delegation was prepared
to support any proposal for resolving that question.
It would therefore vote for the joint draft resolution.
He would like, however, to make some special ob-
servations on that resolution.

35. First of all, he was sorry the text of the draft
diverged considerably from that of General Assem-
bly resolution 566 (VI). While the draft resolution
spoke of the closer association of the Non-Self-Gov-
erning Territories in the discussions of the Committee
on Information, the General Assembly resolution spoke
of the direct association of those territories in the
work of the United Nations. That divergence consti-
tuted an unjustifiable retrogression. Furthermore, para-
graph 1 of the operative part of the joint draft reso-
lution referred to ‘suitably qualified persons” from
the Non-Self-Governing Territories. He wondered
whether the persons concerned were to be indigenous
inhabitants, who to a certain extent would represent
the local population and might speak on their behalf;
or persons who, while residing in the Non-Self-Gov-
erning Territories, might be officials of the adminis-
tering Power. There was obviously a great difference
between those two classes of persons, and the inter-
pretation to be placed on the phrase was therefore
not unimportant. The Yugoslav delegation would pre-
fer it if the paragraph could be so amended as clearly
to indicate that the General Assembly hoped the Ad-
ministering Members would find the means of enabling
representatives of the representative organs in the
territories to participate directly in the Committee’s
work, without of course having the right to vote.

Hence, he would support the draft resolution more
warmly if the authors took account of the observation
he had just made.

36. Mr. TAJIBNAPIS (Indonesia) considered that
the amendments proposed by the Brazilian representa-
tive appreciably improved the text of the draft reso-
lution. He accepted them willingly and hoped the
other authors of the draft resolution would do the
same,

37. Mr. RYCKMANS (Belgium) said he would
like to point out that the draft resolution which the
Committee had just adopted (A/C.4/L.208) *ex-
pressed the hope” that the Members concerned would
communicate certain information and referred to the
“authorities responsible in the territories”, while in
the draft resolution under consideration the “Admin-
istering Members” were “invited” to communicate
certain texts, and reference was made to the “authori-
ties of such territories as have legislatures”. He
wondered whether the wording of the two texts might
not be made uniform, since they dealt with the same
question.

38. Mr. FORSYTH (Australia) said he would like
to ask a number of questions about the draft resolu-
tion. He would like to know how many Non-Self-
Governing Territories had already been associated in
the work of the technical organs of the United
Nations. He would also like to know how the asso-
ciation of those territories in such work could help
to promote the progress of the territories towards
the goals set forth in Chapter XI of the Charter.

39. Proceeding to paragraph 1 of the operative part
of the draft resolution, he wondered who should de-
cide which manner of bringing such association into
effect was desirable,

40. With regard to paragraph 2 of the operative
part, he remarked that the subject was already dealt
with in the draft resolution set forth in document
A/C.4/1..208. If the intention was to establish direct
relations between the Fourth Committee and the local
legislatures, that would be going mwuch too far, and
a provision such as that in the last part of that para-
graph would amount to a usurpation of the authority
of the administering Government.

41. Mr. NAJAR (Israel) remarked that there was
a difference between the English and French texts
of paragraph 1 of the operative part: while the English
text said ‘in any manner that may be deemed desir-
able”, the French version was “selon les modalités
qi’ils estimeront sowhaitables”. The French text made
it quite clear that only Administering Members were
referred to.

42. Mr. DORSINVILLE (Haiti) pointed out that
the French text of the Brazilian amendment did not
correspond exactly with the English and Spanish
texts.

43. The CHAIRMAN stated that the Secretariat

would take into account the observations that had been
made regarding the concordance of the texts.

44, Sir Alan BURNS (United Kingdom) pointed
out that his delegation’s comments on the joint draft
resolution would be made entirely without prejudice
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to its position on the question of the future of the
Committee on Information.

45. The United Kingdom delegation could not accept
the assertion in the third paragraph of the preamble
that “the closer association of the Non-Self-Governing
Territories in the discussions of the Committee on
Information from Non-Self-Governing Territories can
be of further assistance in promoting the progress of
those territories and their peoples towards the goals
set forth in Chapter XTI of the Charter”. That Chapter
contained a declaration of the objectives adopted by
those Members of the United Nations who had respon-
sibility for promoting the progress of the Non-Self-
Governing Territories. He doubted if the task of
those Members would be facilitated by the adoption
of procedures such as those suggested in that para-
graph.

46. With respect to paragraph 1 of the operative part
of the joint draft resolution, the United Kingdom
delegation had no objection in principle to the inclusion
of representatives of Non-Self-Governing Territories
in the delegations of the administering Powers; the
Government of the United Kingdom had frequently
followed that practice and would continue to do so
whenever it found it appropriate.

47. With respect to paragraph 2 of the operative
part, the United Kingdom representative had pointed
out, during the discussion of draft resolution C, con-
cerning the renewal of the Committee (A/2219 and
Corr.1, part one, annex II), that his Government
could not accept any extension by Assembly resolution
of the obligations defined in Article 73 e of the Char-
ter, Paragraph 2 of the operative part would have
the effect of extending those obligations and the United
Kingdom delegation could not therefore accept it.
Moreover, implementation of that paragraph would
imply readiness on the part of Administering Members
to oblige the legislatures of their dependent territories
to consider the reports of the Committee and the
relevant resolutions of the General Assembly. It was
not the practice of the United Kingdom Government
to prescribe the subjects to be discussed in the legis-
latures of its Non-Self-Governing Territories. Indeed,
such a proposition, as the Belgian representative had
observed in another connexion, would be a constitu-
tional monstrosity.

48. With respect to paragraph 3 of the operative
part, the United Kingdom delegation was not con-
vinced of the need for further study of that question.
It appeared clear to that delegation that the General
Assembly and its committees must remain associations
of sovereign governments; no ingenuity could circum-
vent that essential requirement,

49. In conclusion he observed that his delegation’s
vote on the joint draft resolution would be conditioned
by the views he had just expounded.

50. Mr. JESSUP (United States of America) pointed
out that the question had been discussed for several
years in the General Assembly, the Trusteeship Council
and the Committee on Information from Non-Self-
Governing Territories; the issues had been somewhat
clarified but the differences in the points of view had
not been appreciably narrowed.

51. Some of the problems which had been brought
out were basic and concerned such matters as consti-

tutional powers, Charter obligations and limitations,
the rights of governments with respect to the choice .
of their delegations, and other legal aspects. Other
considerations of a more practical nature had been
brought out concerning such matters as the method of
representation for sixty-five or seventy Non-Self-
Governing Territories, the selection of competent and
authorized representatives, double representation, and
in case of conflict of views the weight that should be
given to the different opinions.

52. The atmosphere in which the discussions had
taken place in the Fourth Committee, the Trusteeship
Council and the Committee on Information was also
a factor to be taken into account. Many different opin-
ions had been expressed concerning the role of the
administering Powers; some had voiced unfounded
criticism, others had expressed suspicion and mis-
trust ; only infrequently had the efforts of those Powers
to improve the conditions of the inhabitants been
justly assessed. It was in that atmosphere that wider
participation by the inhabitants of Non-Self-Govern-
ing Territories in the work of the United Nations
was being proposed. Consequently, it could hardly be
surprising if the administering Powers showed a cer-
tain scepticism in the matter.

53. On that question, as on others, some agreed
premise should be sought to open the way toward a
constructive solution. For several years, the United
States delegation had endeavouted to find some com-
mon ground, but it regretted that certain uncompro-
mising attitudes had prevented the success of that
effort. The joint draft resolution gave evidence of an
effort to work out a practical solution of the problem.

54. Chapter XI of the Charter should be the starting
point in the search for common ground; the respon-
sibilities of the Administering Members were therein
recognized by all Members of the United Nations.
In that connexion he regretted that during a previous
meeting a representative had declared that the non-
self-governing peoples were not represented at the
United Nations at all—a point of view which he could
not accept. Under the constitutional system of the
United States the five million inhabitants of Alaska,
Hawaii, Puerto Rico and other territories were repre-
sented at the United Nations by the United States
delegation just as were the inhabitants of Montana,
Oklahoma or New York.

55. With respect to the actual text of the joint draft
resolution, the United States delegation was prepared
to accept the preamble and paragraph 1 of the opera-
tive part, subject to slight changes in the wording.

56. With respect to paragraph 2 of the operative
part, however, the United States delegation would
find some difficulty in undertaking to transmit to the
Secretary-General information in regard to the views
held by territorial legislatures on the reports and reso-
lutions of certain United Nations bodies. Such infor-
mation would represent a departure from the type
of information provided for in Article 73 e of the
Charter. In that connexion, Mr. Jessup observed that
the United States Government had always furnished
much more information than was actually called for
by Article 73 e and would continue to do so as long
as the territories concerned had not become self-gov-
erning. As to operative paragraph 3, the United States
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delegation recalled that the question had been care-
fully studied for two years, but that study had pro-
vided nothing that would enable it to accept the idea
that had been propounded. It did not believe that two
authorities could represent the same territories at the
_ same time ; that procedure could only lead to confusion.

57. Consequently, the United States delegation wished
to submit the following amendments (A/C4/L.228)
to the draft resolution:
“l. In operative paragraph 2:
“(a) Delete all words after the phrase ‘to the
authorities of such territories’.
“(b) Delete the word ‘authorities’ and replace
with ‘executive and legislative branches’.

“2. Delete operative paragraph 3.”

58. The United States Government was anxious that
all inhabitants of Non-Self-Governing Territories
should widen their experience in government and that
they should have the opportunity as members of dele-
gations to participate in the work of such governmental
and inter-governmental agencies as were concerned
with their problems. In fact, inhabitants of the Non-
Self-Governing Territories had at various times been
included in the United States delegation. In the view
of that delegation that was the best way to put into
practice the principle of participation to further the
work of the United Nations and to frustrate the ef-
forts of those who wished to create obstacles.

59. Mr. PIGNON (France) praised the conciliatory
attitude shown by the authors of the joint draft reso-
lution. There was every justification for desiring that
the inhabitants of Non-Self-Governing Territories
might participate in the work of the Committee on
Information and, for its part, the French delegation
had already had occasion to point to the advantage
of the presence of representatives of indigenous popu-

lations in the delegations. Those representatives could
exercise a considerable amount of influence in the
French delegation, particularly since the members of
that delegation were encouraged to express their opin-
ions freely on all matters.

60. In paragraph 1 of the operative part of the draft
resolution, the phrase “suitably qualified persons” was
somewhat disturbing. It might well be asked what
criteria would be used to determine the qualifications
of such persons and by what authority. Apparently,
the draft could only refer to the Administering Mem-
bers. Moreover, the phrase “selon les modalités qu'ils
estimeront souhaitables” appeared to confirm that point
of view.

61. The basic idea of paragraph 2 of the operative
part was unacceptable since it would amount to a
new control over measures taken by the administering
Powers; not only would that control be contrary to
the principles of public law, but the division of respon-
sibility would reduce the efficiency of any administra-
tion.

62. The French delegation was convinced that the
study proposed in operative paragraph 3 would serve
no useful purpose; furthermore that paragraph clearly
indicated the direction that such study would take.
The final goal envisaged was unacceptable to any
Power that had responsibility for the administration
of Non-Self-Governing Territories ; that goal was none
other than dual representation, which would render
government impossible.

63. The Committee on Information could not be
placed on the same footing as technical bodies; more-
over, those who felt that the Committee could consider
all questions, including political questions, themselves
furnished the arguments against such a status.

The meeting rose at 1 p.m.

Printed in U.S.A.
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