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Report of the Trusteeship Council (A/2150) 
(continued) 
[Item 12]* 

HEARING OF THE REPRESENTATIVES OF THE MERU 
CITIZENS UNION (A/C.4/221, A/C.4/L.242, A/ 
C.4/L.243, A/C.4/L.244, A/C.4/L.245) (conti­
nued) 

At the invitation of the Chairman, Mr. Japhet and 
Mr. Seaton, representatives of the Meru Citizens 
Union, took places at the Committee table. 

1. Mr. MAHMOUD (Egypt) recalled that at the 
290th meeting of the Committee the representative of 
France had stated that the adoption of the eight­
Power draft resolution ( A/C.4/L.242) might encour­
age certain subversive elements and the representative 
of the United Kingdom had supported that view. Mr. 
Mahmoud had been particularly struck by the com­
plete similarity between the statement made by the 
Wa-Meru representatives (286th meeting) and the 
White Paper1 distributed by the United Kingdom 
delegation. All members of the Committee were agreed 
that the representative of the Meru tribe had pleaded 
his case with a great deal of intelligence and restraint. 
The Egyptian delegation would be the last to allow 
subversive elements to misuse the right of petition 
recognized by the Charter. 

2. The representative of the Dominican Republic had 
stated at 289th meeting that, as a member of the 
Trusteeship Council, he could not accept the joint 
draft resolution under discussion because it did not 
support the decision adopted on the subject by the 
Trusteeship Council (resolution 468 (XI)). The rep­
resentative of the Dominican Republic seemed to he 
insufficiently aware of the Trusteeship Council's rela­
tion to the General Assembly, particularly under Ar­
ticles 85 and 87 of the Charter. So far as the form 
of the draft resolution was concerned, the Indian 
amendment (A/C.4/L.244) should give the repre­
sentative of the Dominican Republic satisfaction. 

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

1 See The Meru Land Problem. White Paper, Legislative 
Council of Tanganyika, Government Printer, Dar-es-Salaam, 
1952. 

3. The arguments adyanced at the 288th meeting by 
the representatives of France and Canada to justify 
the evictions carried out by the Administering Au­
thority had not convinced him The expulsion of the 
W a-Meru had not been a case of expropriation in 
the public interest. The tribe had been expelled, not 
in order to clear the way for public works, but solely 
to serve certain private interests. The Egyptian dele­
gation would vote for any draft resolution the purpose 
of which was to safeguard not only the present inter­
ests of the Meru tribe, but also the property and 
tranquillity 0f all the other tribes in the Territory in 
the future. 

4. At a time when the African continent was awaken­
ing to national consciousness and modern economic 
life, it would be unwise not to take account of the 
aspirations and rights of the indigenous peoples. The 
Egyptian delegation was convinced that the Adminis­
tering Authorities, aware of that situatio~, would suc­
ceed in preparing the peoples under their charge for 
free integration within the community of independent 
nations. It was not the intention of the Egyptian dele­
gation to censure any delegation or organ of the United 
Nations; its only aim was to strengthen the confidence 
which the peoples under trusteeship had placed in the 
United Nations. 

5. He l?roposed that the words "with the purpose of 
transfernng these lands to European settlers" in the 
fourth paragraph of the preamble to the joint draft 
resolution ( A/C.4/L.2-+2) should be deleted and that 
the words "Expresses disapproval of" in paragraph 1 
of the operative part should be replaced by the word 
"Regrets''. The Egyptian delegation was prepared to 
accept the amendment submitted by the delegation of 
India, as well as the change which the delegations of 
Brazil, Ecuador and Peru had proposed should be 
made in paragraph 3 of the operative part of the draft 
resolution (A/C.4/L.243, para. 3). 

6. Mr. SCOTT (New Zealand) asked that the name 
of New Zealand should be added to those of the four 
Powers which had submitted the amendment in docu­
ment A/C.4/L.245. His delegation could not accept 
any of the paragraphs of tl::e operative part of the 
joint draft resolution. 
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7. He paid a tribute to the representatives of the 
petitioners, who had replied with much dignity, cour­
tesy and competence to the questions asked by the 
members of the Committee. The petition from the 
Meru tribe could be considered only in relation to the 
general problem of land utilization in Tanganyika. The 
land offered to the Wa-Meru was a means of remedy­
ing the problem of over-population of the area and 
was of greater economic value than the land from 
which they had been evicted. New Zealand had taken 
note of the assurances of the Administering Authority 
regarding compensation for :the damage which the 
Wa-Meru had sustained. 

8. His delegation thought it regrettable that the Ad­
ministering Authority should have proceeded to evict 
the Wa-Meru before the petitioners had been heard 
by the Trusteeship Council. It had the impression that 
the Administering Authority had acted in that case 
with undue haste. New Zealand recognized, however, 
that responsibility for the administration of the Ter­
ritory rested with the Government of the United King­
dom. 

9. New Zealand accepted the Administering Author­
ity's decision that the application of the principle of 
the homogeneity of areas occupied by the various races 
was equitable in the cas,e concerned, but it hoped that 
when preparing its land utilization plans the Govern­
m~nt. of Tanganyika would pay special regard to the 
prmcrple that the interests of the indigenous inhabit­
ants should be paramount. 

10. The decision of the Government of Tanganyika, 
adopted after the most exhaustive consideration of the 
problem, had been approved by all the European, In­
dian and African members of the Legislative Council 
of Tanganyika. New Zealand regretted, therefore, that 
some members of the Committee had accused the Ad­
ministering Authority of racial discrimination. 

11. Like the representative of the United States, he 
was of the opinion that the Fourth Committee could 
not reach a final conclusion unless it made a thorough 
study of land utilization plans for the whole of Tan­
ganyika. The competent organ to make such a study 
was the Trusteeship Council. He asked the representa­
tive of the United Kingdom to give the Committee 
the assurance that his Government would give favour­
able consideration to the possibility of setting aside 
part of the area concerned for the establishment of 
a model farm where the Meru and other indigenous 
tribes would learn modern methods of stock-farming. 
He also urged the petitioners to make the people of 
their tribe understand the need for co-operating in 
the execution of development plans prepared by the 
Administering Authority. Without such co-operation, 
the legitimate hopes and ambitions of the Wa-Meru 
would scarcely have a chance of being realized. 

12. Mr. TRIANTAPHYLLAKOS (Greece) asso­
ciated himself with the members of the Committee 
who had expressed the emotion they felt on hearing 
of the hardships of the Wa-Meru. He had been very 
impressed by the dignity with which the petitioners 
had placed their case before the Committee. He was 
prepared to support any practical solution which would 
enable the Wa-Meru to be reinstated in their rights, 
and he would therefore vote for the amendment pro­
posed by the five Powers (AfC.4fL.245). He would 

like to make it clear that in so voting he would not 
imply any judgment on the situation as described by 
the Administering Authority, for his delegation had 
not had time to form an opinion on that subject. He 
suggested that the authors of the amendment should 
add the words "and the present resolution" at the end 
of paragraph 3 of the operative part. 

13. Mr. ABOU KHADRA (Saudi Arabia) recalled 
that some representatives had attributed to the authors 
of the joint draft resolution the intention to belittle 
the authority of the Trusteeship Council and the Ad­
ministering Authority. He would like to point out that 
under the powers conferred upon it by the Charter, 
the General Assembly was supreme. The case under 
consideration involved 3,000 indigenous inhabitants 
who had been expelled from the land they had occupied 
in order to make room for a few Europeans. The dele­
gation of Saudi Arabia criticized not only the methods 
employed by the Administering Authority, but also 
the fact that it had not seen fit to ask for the consent 
of the people concerned. 
14. There was no reason why any attempt should be 
made to justify the action taken by the Administering 
Authority. The examples quoted by the representatives 
of Canada and the Nether lands did not apply to the 
case under consideration, for the measures to which 
the Wa-Meru had been subjected could not be re­
garded as providing the best protection of their in­
terests. The representative of France had claimed that 
the Administering Authority's decision was perfectly 
legal. The Administering Authority was of course 
bound to respect the obligations it had contracted under 
the Charter, but that consideration could not be in­
voked in the present case. The representative of the 
United Kingdom had accused the authors of the joint 
draft resolution of a lack of restraint. Mr. Abou 
Khadra could assure the United Kingdom representa­
tive that the delegations concerned had been guided by 
their conscience alone. 
15. He would vote for the Indian amendment to 
paragraph 2 of the operative part, but against the dele­
tion of the fourth paragraph of the preamble, which 
stated the facts of the case. He would also vote against 
the deletion of paragraph 1 of the operative part. He 
would abstain when the vote was taken on the new 
paragraph 3 proposed in the amendments submitted by 
Brazil, Ecuador and Peru, because he preferred the 
original text. 
16. With regard to the amendment submitted by the 
five Powers, he shared the opinion of the Guatemalan 
representative and considered that the adoption of that 
amendment would militate against the very purpose of 
the joint draft resolution. He was convinced that all 
the members of the Committee, including the repre­
sentative of the United Kingdom, thought that it was 
their duty to adopt an impartial attitude in attempting 
to repair the injustice that had been done. The authors 
of the joint draft resolution had never imagined that 
their draft would be approved by everybody, but they 
were convinced that it would secure the approval of 
world public opinion. He accepted the amendments pro­
posed by the Egyptian representative. 

17. Mr. AGUIRRE (Uruguay) said the conclusions 
reached by the delegation of Uruguay were different 
from those on which the joint draft resolution was 
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based and approximated to the position taken by the 
Trusteeship Council in its resolution 468 (XI). He re­
called that the Council had adopted that resolution by 
8 votes to 1, with 2 abstentions, and that the only con­
trary vote had been that of the representative of the 
Soviet Union.2 That representative had himself pro­
posed a draft resolution (T jL.287) similar to the joint 
draft resolution under consideration (AjC.4jL.242), 
and it had been rejected by a very large majority. After 
a full consideration of the question, the Council had 
adopted resolution 468 (XI), in which it regretted that 
the Administering Authority should have found it nec­
essary to move any of the Meru people from their land, 
urged the Administering Authority to do all in its 
power to relieve the hardships suffered by families of 
the Meru people, to grant them compensation and to 
assist them in resettlement, and recommended that the 
Administering Authority should intensify its educa­
tional campaign and direct the activities of the Meru 
people into constructive channels. 

18. With regard to paragraph 4 of the Council resolu­
tion, the delegation of Uruguay agreed with the dele­
gation of the Dominican Republic that the Trusteeship 
Council was not in a position to say that the larger 
scheme in course of implementation was advantageous 
to the majority of the indigenous inhabitants. That 
consideration could be applied even more forcibly to 
the Fourth Committee, which did not have the im­
partial technical advice to enable it to reach the con­
clusions on which the joint draft resolution was based. 
The Committee could neither censure the Administer­
ing Authority nor express disapproval of the resolution 
of the Trusteeship Council. 

19. It should not be forgotten that the Wa-Meru 
might have been displaced for reasons of public in­
terest. Expropriation, after equitable compensation, was 
provided for in the laws of almost all countries and it 
would be easy to cite cases where expropriation had 
occurred against the wishes of individuals or groups of 
individuals. Obviously it must be recognized that the 
indigenous inhabitants and the Administering Au­
thority were not on the same level and there was noth­
ing to ensure that the indigenous inhabitants were 
treated on an equal footing with the authority of the 
Territory, although that was the case in other countries. 
The United Nations had an important mission to ac­
complish in eliminating those differences and ensuring 
that the rights of the indigenous inhabitants would be 
protected. Considerations of public interest were an 
essential element in such cases. It was, however, obvious 
that the Fourth Committee, like the Trusteeship Coun­
cil, was not in a position to determine that element 
because it did not have the necessary technical advice 
on the subject. It could not, therefore, possibly reach 
the conclusions on which the joint draft resolution was 
based. 

20. The amendments of Brazil, Ecuador and Peru 
improved the joint draft resolution somewhat, but the 
Uruguayan delegation did not consider them satis­
factory because the Administering Authority could not 
be requested to return immediately to the members of 
the Meru tribe the lands from which they had been 
expelled, before ascertaining whether or not the action 

2 See Official Records of the Trusteeship Council, Eleventh 
Session, 452nd meeting. 

taken was based on considerations of public interest. 
Similarly, the amendments of the five Power~ were not 
entirely satisfactory. The Uruguayan delegat10n wo~ld 
like the Committee to express regret that the Admm­
istering Authority had deemed it necessary to transfer 
the Meru tribe, urge that no effort should be spared 
to compensate the families concerned and request the 
Administering Authority and the petitioners to provide 
supplementary information on the situation so that the 
General Assembly could take a decision in full know­
ledge of the facts. 

21. In conclusion, he observed that, even if they did 
not receive complete satisfaction, the petitioners should 
at least recognize that tremendous progress had been 
made since the German administration inasmuch as 
they had been able to come to United Nations Head­
quarters to express their views in complete freedom. 
They could be certain that nothing would prevent the 
United Nations from continuing on the course it had 
set to attain its objectives. 

22. Mr. GAJEWSKI (Poland) said that the Polish 
delegation would vote against the amendments con­
tained in documents A/C.4jL.243 and AjC.4/L.244 
because the original text to which those amendments re­
lated seemed preferable. He considered that the fourth 
paragraph of the preamble, describing the tragic posi­
tion of the Meru tribesmen, should be retained. He also 
considered that the draft resolution should express 
disapproval of the brutal measures taken by the Ad­
ministering Authority as well as of resolution 468 (XI) 
of the Trusteeship Council, which did not provide an 
equitable solution of the problem. He preferred the 
original paragraph 3 of the operative part to the new 
paragraph proposed by Brazil, Ecuador and Peru be­
cause 1t was drafted in more direct language and re­
quested that the legal rights of the members of the 
Meru tribe should be restituted. In connexion with the 
Indian amendment, he considered it preferable to ex­
press disapproval rather than regret. 

23. The Polish delegation was unable to accept the 
five-Power amendment (AjC.4/L.245), which was not 
consistent with its position. That amendment failed to 
mention the only equitable solution, i.e., immediate 
restoration to the Wa-Meru of the lands taken from 
them. The Polish delegation would vote in favour of 
the joint draft resolution even if the amendments con­
tained in documents A/C.4/L.243 and AjC.4jL.244 
were adopted. It wished to state, however, that it pre­
ferred the original text. 

24. Mr. DE MARCHENA (Dominican Republic) 
said that he would vote against the joint draft resolu­
tion. In passing, he wished to point out that he found 
it difficult to have faith in the sincerity of the senti­
ments expressed by the USSR representative toward 
the Wa-Meru inasmuch as everyone knew what was 
happening behind the Iron Curtain. The delegation of 
the Dominican Republic would vote in favour of para­
graphs 1 and 2 of the amendment submitted by Brazil, 
Ecuador and Peru, which called for the deletion of 
the paragraphs to which it had objected. His delegation 
would abstain in the vote on paragraph 3 of that 
amendment because its provisions already appeared in 
resolution 468 (XI) of the Trusteeship Council. It 
would also vote against the Indian amendment but 
would support the five-Power amendment. He noted 
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that he had already stressed the importance of having 
a clear understanding of the situation, account having 
been taken of the attitude of the Administering Au­
thority and the facts presented by the petitioners. 

25. Mr. PIGNON (France) said that he would vote 
for the amendment containt>d in document AjC.4j 
L.245, the only text with a fair and reasonable point 
of view. 

26. He proposed, however, that the authors of that 
amendment should alter paragraph 2 of their new 
operative part to read as follows: "Requests the 
Tn,steeship Council to inyite the Administering Au­
thority ... " The suggestion contained in that paragraph 
would normally be tra;J.smitted to the Administering 
Authority through the Trusteeship Council. 

27. He would point out to the representative of Egypt 
that he had not said that the eight-Power draft resolu­
tion would encourage s:tbversive elements; he had said 
that only subversive elements could welcome the results 
of such a draft resolution. He had never claimed that 
the members of the Meru tribe were subversive. 

?.8. Mr. LANNUNG (Denmark) had been impressed 
hy the dignity and the moderation shown by the repre­
sentative of the petitioners in his statement and his 
replies to the members of the Committee. The question 
was extremely complex and must be considered in the 
context of the general programme of land adjustment 
and eeor'on;ic development in the Territory. The prob­
lem involved human relations h the most direct sense. 
His delegation was not satisfied that so-called direct 
action necessarily produced the results sought by its 
proponents. Frequently, the situation might be ag­
gravated thereby. 

29. The Administering Anthority and the Trustee­
ship Council had been criticized for failing to deal 
with the problem with all the attention that it deserved. 
He thought that those criticisms were unjustified. It 
was' impossibfe for him to accept the fourth paragraph 
of the preamble and the operative part of the joint 
draft resolution, on account of its broad and sweeping 
statements and summary condemnation. The Danish 
delegation was of the opinion that the question should 
be settled on the spot hy the parties concerned. The 
General Assembly should restrict itself to creating a 
climate favourable to such a settlement. That was pre­
cisely the purpose of paragraph 1 of the new operative 
part proposed in the amendments of the five Powers. 
Paragraph 2 of that operatin· part was also appropriate 
because it invited the Administering Authority to ex­
plore the possibility of establishing an experimental 
farm in the area conrerned for training the Meru 
people in modern cattle-raising methods. In operative 
par:IgTaph 3 of the same text, the General Assembly 
expressed its concern for the vVa-Meru; that para­
graph assured them that the question would continue 
to receive careful study by the Trusteeship Council and 
t~·at a report would be submitted at the following ses­
sion of the General Assembly. He was convinced that 
the five-Power amendment offeree! the best prospect 
o '' achieving a satisfactory solution. 

30. Sir Alan BURNS (United Kingdom) said that 
the United Kingdom delegation had not yet received 
instructions from its Government regarding the five­
Power amendments, but that it would consider that text 

---------------------
in the spirit in which it had been submitted. The 
United Kingdom Government and the Government of 
Tanganyika would not fail to give serious consideration 
to the provision contained in paragraph 2 of the opera­
tive part as proposed in those amendmer!ts, if it were 
adopted. 

31 JIJr. MIKAOUI (Lebanon) associated himself 
with tiw members of the Committee who had expressed 
sympati1y for the Wa-Meru. In principle. his delega­
tion approved the joint draft resolutio:c bn t considered 
that the 'Indian amendment, the oral Egyptian amend­
ments and some of the amendments of Brazil, Ecuador 
and Peru would definitely improve the form of the 
draft resolution. The Lebanese delegation would there­
fore vote for the Indian and Egyptian amendments 
and for paragraphs 2 and 3 of the amemlments of Brazil, 
Ecuador and Peru, it being und.erstood that paragraph 
2 of the operative part of the joint draft resolution 
would be replaced by the Indian amendment. 

32. On the other hand, the Lebanese delegation would 
vote against paragraph 1 of the amendments of the 
three Powers, calling for the deletion of tl:e fourth 
paragr<tph o£ the preamble of the _joint dnft resolution. 
It \Yonlcl also vote against the five-Power amendments. 

33. l\fr. TAJIBNAPIS (Indonesia! stated first of 
all t~1at his delegation was unable to accrpt the five­
Pov:er amendments, because the aim of tl1P joint draft 
resolution, namely the restoration of the lands of the 
Meru tribe, could not be achieved thereby. 

34. The Indonesian delegation would also vote against 
paragraph 1 of the amendments of Brazil, Ecuador and 
Peru, and against the deletion of paragraph 2 of the 
operative part of the joint draft resolution, proposed in 
paragraph 2 of those amendments. 

35. On the other hand, it would vote in favour of 
the first Egyptian amendment, to the effect that the 
last clause of the fourth paragraph of the preamble 
of the joint draft resolution should be deleted; it would 
also support the second Egyptian amendment altering 
the beginning of paragraph 1 of the operative part of 
the draft resolution, if that paragraph was not deleted. 

36. Mr. EGUIZABAL (El Salvador) said that his 
delegatio"1 would vote in favour of the Indian amend­
ment, the oral Egyptian amendments and paragraph 3 
of the amer.dments of 5razil, Ecuador O.'Jd Peru. It 
could not accept the ftvc-Power amendments since it 
had participated in the preparation of the joint draft 
resolution. 

37. The delegation of El Salvador would not stand 
in the way of measures taken by the Administering 
Authority in Tanv,anyika or by any other Administer­
ing Authority when such measures were in the in­
terests of the indigenous inhabitants, but it would al­
ways oppose violence and arbitrary decisions. It had 
been guided by that principle when it had associated 
itself with the sponsors of the joint draft resolution. 

38. Mrs SKOTTSBERG-AHMAN (Swcden),speak­
i!~g also on beh<l!f of tl1e delegations of Canada, the 
Netherlamls and Norway, thanked the New Zealand 
delegation for associating itself in the submission of 
the amendment contained in document AjC.4jL.245. 
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39. She also indicated that the sponsors of that amend­
ment accepted the oral amendment of Greece for the 
addition of the words "and the present resolution" at 
the end of paragraph 3 of the operative part. They also 
accepted the oral amendment of France that the be­
ginning of paragraph 2 of the operative part should 
read as follows : "Requests the Trusteeship Council to 
invite the Administering Authority ... " 

40: . Mr. M~~J?OZA (Guatemala) said that, in a 
spmt of concthatwn, his delegation and the delegation 
of Haiti accepted the two oral amendments of Egypt 
the Indian amendment and paragraph 3 of the amend~ 
ment of Brazil, Ecuador and Peru. 

41. The CHAIRMAN noted that at the 290th meet­
ing the delegations of Guatemala and the Byelorussian 
SSR had asked whether the proposal of Canada, 
Netherlands, Norway and Sweden (A/C.4/L.245) 
should be regarded as an amendment to the joint draft 
resolution. He commented that rule 129 of the rules 
of procedure of. the ~eneral Assembly applied in the 
case under constderatwn, and quoted the provisions of 
that rule. 

42. After an exchange of views between the CHAIR­
MAN, Mr. JHENDOZA (Guatemala), Mr. RYCK­
MANS (Belgium), and Mr. MciNNIS (Canada) on 
the question whether the nature of a proposal should 
be determined by a ruling from the Chair or by a vote 
o.f t~e Committee, the CHAIRMAN suggested that 
the five-Power proposal should be regarded, and voted 
on, as an amendment so as to expedite the proceedings. 

It was so decided. 

43.. Mr .. 1\IENDOZA (Guatemala) said that his dele­
gation dtsapproved of the procedure of representing 
n~w. prop?sa!s as amendments for the purpose of ob­
tammg pnonty for them in the vote. 

44. Mr. PEON DEL VALLE (Mexico) wondered 
whether the five-Power amendment should be voted 
on at. that juncture, as it had been presented only that 
mormng. He referred, in that connexion, to the provi­
sions of rule 119 of the General Assembly's rules of 
procedure. 

45. The CHAIRMAN agreed that if rule 119 were 
strictly complied with, the vote on certain written and 
oral amendments should be postponed; however, in view 
of the fact that the members of the Committee knew 
all about the question, there might be no objection to 
the Committee proceeding to the vote at once. Mem­
bers of the ~ommittee were, of course, free to make 
a forn~al motion for adjournment of the vote, if they 
so destred. 

46. Mr. SCOTT (New Zealand) thouaht that the 
Comm~ttee should vote only after it had a~quainted it­
self wtth all the facts of the case. He therefore for­
mally moYed the adjournment of the debate until the 
following meeting, in accordance with rule 115 of the 
rules of procedure. 

47. Mr. DE MARCHENA (Dominican Republic) 
opposed the motion for adjournment. The item had 
b,een ~iscusscd sufficiently and the members of the 
Commtttee knew well the import of the various pro­
posals before them. 

48. Mr. SHEIKIN (Byelorussian Soviet Socialist 
Republic) also opposed the motion for adjournment. 

49. Mr. N. RIFAI (Syria) supported the New Zea­
land representative's motion; the Committee would be 
better able to take a decision at the following meeting. 

The motion for adjournment was rejected by 28 
votes to 6, with 15 abstentions. 

50. The CHAIRMAN accordingly put to the vote 
the first three paragraphs of the preamble to the joint 
draft resolution ( A/C.4jL.242). 

51. Mr. GAJEWSKI (Poland) asked for a vote by 
roll-call. 

A vote was taken by roll-call. 
Norway, ha,ving been dmwn by lot by the Chairman, 

was called upon to vote first. 
In favour: Norway, Pakistan, Peru, Philippines, 

Poland, Saudi Arabia, Sweden, Syria, Thailand, Ukra­
inian Soviet Socialist Republic, Union of South Africa, 
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, United States of 
America, Uruguay, Yemen, Yugoslavia, Afghanistan, 
Argentina, Australia, Belgium, Bolivia, Brazil, Burma, 
Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic, Canada, Chile, 
China, Colombia, Czechoslovakia, Denmark, Dominican 
Republic, Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador, Ethiopia, 
France, Greece, Guatemala, Haiti, Honduras, India, 
Indonesia, Iran, Iraq, Is rat' I, Lebanon, Liberia, Luxem­
bourg, Mexico, Netherlands, New Zealand. 

Abstaining: United Kingdom of Great Britain and 
Northern Ireland. 

Those paragraphs were adopted by 51 votes to none, 
with 1 abstention. 

52. The CHAIRMAN pointed out that paragraph 1 
of the amendment submitted by Brazil, Ecuador and 
Peru ( AjC.4/L.243) ·and paragraph 1 of the five­
Powrr amendment (A/CA/L.245) both called for the 
deletion of the fourth paragraph of the preamble to 
the joint draft resolution ( AjC.4jL.242). He there­
fore put to the vote the proposal to delete the fourth 
paragraph of the preamble. 

53. Mr. GAJEWSKI (Poland) asked for a vote by 
roll-call. 

A vote was taken by roll-call. 
Luxembourg, having been drawn by lot by the Chair­

man, was called upon to vote first. 
In favour: Luxembourg, Netherlands, New Zea­

land, Norway, Peru, Sweden, Union of South Africa, 
United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ire­
land, United States of America, Uruguay, Argentina, 
Australia, Belgium, Brlazil, Canada, China, Colombia, 
Denmark, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, France, 
Greece, Honduras, Israel. 

Against: Mexico, Pakistan, Philippines, Poland, 
Saudi Arabia, Syria, Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Re­
public, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, Yemen, 
Yugoslavia, Afghanistan, Bolivia, Burma, Byelorussian 
Soviet Socialist Republic, Czechoslovakia, Egypt, El 
Salvador, Guatemala, Haiti, India, Indonesia, Iran, 
Iraq, Lebanon, Liberia. 

Abstaining: Thailand, Chile, Ethiopia. 
That proposal was rejected by 25 votes to 24 with 3 

abstentions. ' 
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54. The CHAIRMAN recalled that the authors of 
the joint draft resolution had accepted the Egyptian 
representative's oral amendment to the effect that the 
words "with the purpose of transferring these lands 
to European settlers", 'at the end of the fourth para­
graph of the preamble, should be deleted. He put the 
fourth paragraph of the preamble (A/C.4jL.242), as 
amended, to the vote. 

55. Mr. GAJEWSKI (Poland) asked for a vote by 
roll-call. 

A vote was taken by roll-call. 

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

In fa~·our: Pakistan, Philippines, Poland, Saudi 
Arabia, Syria, Thailand, Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Re­
public, Union of Soviet Socitalist Republics, Yemen, 
Yugoslavia, Afghanistan, Bolivia, Burma, Byelorussian 
Soviet Socialist Republic, Chile, China, Czechoslovakia, 
Egypt, El Salvador, Ethiopia, Guatemala, Haiti, India, 
Indonesia, Irtan, Iraq, Lebanon, Liberia, Mexico. 

Against: New Zealand, Norway, Peru, Sweden, 
Union of South Africa, United Kingdom of Great 
Britain and Northern Ireland, United States of America, 
Uruguay, Australia, Belgium, Canada, Denmark, Do­
minican Republic, France, Greece, Luxembourg, 
Nether lands. 

Abstaining: Venezuela, Argentina, Brazil, Colombia, 
Ecuador, Honduras, Israel. 

That paragraph was adopted by 29 votes to 17, with 
7 abstentions. 

56. The CHAIRMAN put to the vote paragraph 2 
of the five-Power amendments (A/C.4/L.245), to the 
effect that paragraphs 1 to 6 of the operative part of 
the joint draft resolution should be replaced by three 
new paragrlaphs. 

57. Mr. GAJEWSKI (Poland) asked for a vote by 
roll-call. 

A vote was taken by roll-call. 

France, having been drawn by lot by the Chairman, 
was called upon to vote first. 

In favour: France, Greece, Israel, Luxembourg, 
Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Sweden, Union 
of South Africa, United States of America, Uruguay, 
Australia, Belgium, Canada, Colombia, Denmark, 
Dominican Republic. 

Against: Guatemala, Haiti, Honduras, India, Indo­
nesila, Iran, Iraq, Lebanon, Liberia, Mexico, Pakistan, 
Philippines, Poland, Saudi Arabia, Syria, Ukrainian 
Soviet Socialist Republic, Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics, Venezuela, Yemen, Yugoslavia, Afghanistan, 
Argentina, Bolivia, Brazil, Burma, Byelorussian Soviet 
Socialist Republic, Chile, Czechoslovfakia, Ecuador, 
Egypt, El Salvador. 

Abstaining: Peru, Thailand, United Kingdom of 
Great Britain and Northern Ireland, China, Ethiopia. 

That paragraph was rejected by 31 votes to 17, with 
5 abstentions. 

58. Mr. CALERO RODRIGUES (Brazil), sup­
ported by Mr. PONCE YEPEZ (Ecuador) land Mr. 
SALAZAR (Peru), explained that paragraph 2 of the 

amendments submitted by Brazil, Ecuador and Peru 
originally had called for the deletion of both paragraphs 
1 and 2 of the operative part of the draft resolution. 
Inlasmuch as the authors of the joint draft resolution 
had agreed to substitute for paragraph 2 of their ori­
ginal text the text proposed by the Indian representa­
tive ( AjC.4jL.244), the proposal in paragraph 2 of 
the three-Power amendments should now apply only 
to paragraph 1 of the operative part. 

59. The CHAIRMAN put to the vote par1agraph 2 
of the amendment submitted by Brazil, Ecuador and 
Peru (AJC.4/L.243), as amended, to the effect that 
paragraph 1 of the operative part of the joint draft 
resolution should be deleted. 

60. Mr. GAJEWSKI (Poland) asked for a vote by 
roll-call. 

A vote was taken by roll-ciall. 

Syria, having been drawn by lot by the Chairman, 
was called upon to vote first. 

In favour: Thailand, Union of South Africa, United 
Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, United 
States of America, Uruguay, ArgentinQ, Australia, 
Belgium, Brazil, Canada, China, Colombia, Denmark, 
Dominican Republic, Ecuador, France, Greece, Hon­
duras, India, Indonesia, Israel, Luxembourg, Nether­
lands, New Zealand, Norwlay, Peru, Sweden. 

Against: Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic, Union 
of Soviet Socialist Republics, Yemen, Yugoslavia, 
Afghanistan, Bolivia, Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Re­
public, Czechoslovakia, El Salvador, Guatemala, Haiti, 
Iran, Mexico, Pakistan, Philippines, Poland, Saudi 
Arabia. 

Abstaining: Venezuela, Burma, Chile, Egypt, Ethio­
pia, Iraq, Lebanon, Liberia. 

That pp,ragraph was adopted by 27 votes to 17, with 
8 abstentions. 

61. The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the text of the 
Indian amendment ( A/C.4/L.244), which would re­
place the original paragraph 2 of the operative part of 
the joint draft resolution. 

62. Mr. GAJEWSKI (Poland) asked for a vote by 
roll-call. 

A vote was taken by roll-call. 
The Philippines, having been drawn by lot by the 

Chairman, m:ts called upon to vote first. 
In favour: Philippines, Poland, Saudi Arabia, Ukra­

inian Soviet Socialist Republic, Union of Soviet Social­
ist Republics, Venezuela, Yemen, Yugoslavia, Afghan­
istan, Bolivia, Burma, Byelorussian Soviet Socialist 
Republic, Chile, China, Czechoslovakia, Egypt, El 
Salvador, Guatemala, Haiti, India, Indonesia, Iran, 
Iraq, Lebanon, Liberia, Mexico, Pakistan. 

Against: Sweden, Thailand, Union of South Africa, 
United Kingdom of Great Britain <and Northern Ire­
land, United States of America, Uruguay, Argentina, 
Australia, Belgium, Brazil, Denmark, Dominican Re­
public, Ecuador, France, Greece, Luxembourg, Nether­
lands, New Zealand, Norway, Peru. 

Abstaining: Canada, Colombia, Ethiopia, Honduras, 
Israel. 
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The Indian amendment was adopted by 27 votes to 
20, ·with 5 abstentions, as paragraph 2 of the operative 
part. 

63. Mr. TAJIBNAPIS (Indonesia) stated, on behalf 
of the authors of the joint draft resolution, that they 
taccepted the text proposed in paragraph 3 of the amend­
ments of Brazil, Ecuador and Peru ( A/C.4/L.243) in 
substitution for paragraph 3 of the operative part of 
their draft. 

64. Mr. PIGNON (France) asked that the new text 
of paragraph 3, as contained in the three-Power amend­
ment (A/C.4jL.243) should be put to the vote in two 
1Jarts, the first part ending with the words "from which 
they were expelled". 

65. The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the first ptart 
of the new paragraph 3, as set forth in document A/ 
C.4/L.243, ending with the words "from which they 
were expelled". 

66. Mr. GAJEWSKI (Poland) asked for a vote by 
roll-call. 

A vote was taken by •roll-call. 

New Zealand, having been drawn by lot by the Chair­
man, WIGS called upon to vote first. 

In favour: Pakistan, Peru, Philippines, Poland, Saudi 
Arahia, Thailand. Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic, 
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, Venezuela, Yemen, 
Yugoslavia, Afghanistan, Argentina, Bolivia, Brazil, 
Burma, Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic, Chile, 
China, Czechoslovakia, Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador, 
Ethiopia, Guatemala, Haiti, Honduras, India, Indo­
nesia, Iran, Irnq, Lebanon, Liberia, Mexico. 

Against: New Zealand, Norway, Sweden, Union of 
South Africa, United Kingdom of Great Britain and 
Northern Ireland, United States of America, Uruguay, 
Australia, Belgium, Canada, Colombia, Denmark, 
France, Luxembourg, Netherlands. 

Abstaining: Dominican Republic, Greece, Israel. 

The first part of the new paragraph 3 of the operative 
part was adopted by 34 votes to 15, with 3 abstentions. 

67. The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the second ptart 
of the new paragraph 3, beginning with the words 
"to compensate them". 

68. Mr. GAJEWSKI (Poland) asked for a vote by 
roll-call. 

A 'l'Ote was taken by roll-call. 

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

In favour: Bolivia, Brazil, Burma, Byelorussian 
Soviet Socialist Republic, Chile, China, Czechoslovakia, 
Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador, Ethiopia, France, Greece, 
Guatemala, Haiti, Honduras, India, Indonesi~, Iran, 
Iraq, Israel, Lebanon, Liberia, Mexico, Netherlands, 
New Zealand, Norway, Pakistan, Peru, Philippines, 
Poland, Saudi Arabia, Sweden, Thailand, Ukrainian 
Soviet Socialist Republic, Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics, United States of America, Uruguay, Vene­
zuela, Yemen, Yugoslavia, Afghanistan, Argentina. 

Against: Australia, Canada, Colombia. 

Abstaining: Belgium, Denmark, Dominican Republic, 
Luxembourg, Union of South Africa, United King­
dom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland. 

The second part of the new paragraph 3 of the opera­
tive part was adopted by 43 votes to 3, with 6 absten­
tions. 

69. Mr. FOURIE (Union of South Africa) explained 
that he had abstained in the vote because his delegation 
trusted the motives of the Administering Authority. 

70. Sir Alan BURNS (United Kingdom) explained 
that he had abstained for the same reason. 

71. Mr. RYCKMANS (Belgium) had also abstained 
for that reason; furthermore, he thought that the rele­
vant resolution of the Trusteeship Council adequately 
covered the point with which the text just adopted 
was concerned. 

72. Mr LANNUNG (Denmark) said that he, too, 
had abstained in the vote for the reasons stated by the 
preceding speakers. 

73. Mr. FORSYTH (Australia) explained that, in 
voting against the text which had just been adopted, 
he had by no means wished to deny the Wa-Meru the 
compensation to which they were entitled, but his dele­
gation had considered that the Trusteeship Council 
resolution adequately provided for such compensation. 

74. The CHAIRMAN put to the vote paragraph 4 
of the operative part of the joint dmft resolution (A/ 
C.4/L.242). 

75. Mr. GAJEWSKI (Poland) asked for a vote by 
roll-call. 

A vote was taken by roll-call. 
Panama, having been drawn by lot by the Chairman, 

was called upon to vote first. 
In faz•ou·r: Peru, Philippines, Poland, Saudi Arabia, 

Thailand, Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic, Union 
of Soviet Socialist Republics, United States of America, 
Venezuela, Yemen, Yugoslavia, Afghanistan, Argentina, 
Bolivia, Brazil, Burma, Byelorussian Soviet Socialist 
Republic, Chile, China, Czechoslovakia, Denmark, 
Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador, Ethiopia, Guatemala, 
Haiti, Honduras, India, Indonesia, Iran, Imq, Lebanon, 
Liberia, Mexico, Pakistan. 

Against: Sweden, Union of South Africa, United 
Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, Aus­
tralia, Belgium, Canada, Colombia, Frnnce, Luxem­
bourg, Netherlands, Norway. 

Abstaining: Uruguay, Dominican Republic, Greece, 
Israel, New Zealand. 

That paragraph was adopted by 36 votes to 11, with 
5 ,abstentions. 

76. Mr. RYCKMANS (Belgium) explained that his 
delegation had voted against paragraph 4 because the 
French text contained the word ((habitants" (inhabit­
ants) whereas his delegation would have preferred the 
equivalent of the word "poblaciones'' (population) used 
in the Spanish text. 

77. The CHAIRMAN called for a vote on paragraph 
5 of the operative part of the joint draft resolution 
(A/C.4/L.242). 

That paragraph was adopted by 40 votes to none, 
with 11 abstentions. 
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78. The CHAIRMAN called for a vote on paragraph 
6 of the operative part of the joint draft resolution (A/ 
C.4jL.242). 

That paragraph was adopted by 38 'votes to 1, with 
11 abstentions. 

79. Mr. SCOTT (New Zealand) said that his delega­
tion had voted against paragraph 6 because it could 
not support the draft resolution as a whole and it did 
not consider that the Administering Authority was 
bound to take measures to implement that resolution. 

80. The CHAIRMAN called for a vote on the joint 
draft resolution as a whole (A/C.4/L.242), as amended. 

81. Mr. GAJEWSKI (Poland) asked for a vote by 
roll-call. 

A 'vote was taken by roll-call. 

Luxembourg, having been d·rawn by lot by the Chair­
man, was called upon to vote first. 

In favour: Mexico, Pakistan, Philippines, Poland, 
Saudi Arabia, Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic, 
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, Venezuela, Yemen, 
Yugoslavia, Afghanistan, Argentina, Bolivia, Brazil, 
Burma, Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic, Chile, 
China, Czechoslovakia, Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador, 
Ethiopia, Guatemala, Haiti, Honduras, India, Indo­
nesia, Iran, Iraq, Lebanon, Liberia. 

Against: Luxembourg, Netherlands, New Zealand, 
Norway, Sweden, Union of South Africa, United 
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Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, United 
States of America, Uruguay, Australia, Belgium, Can­
ada, Colombia, Denmark, Dominican Republic, France, 
Greece. 

Abstaining: Peru, Thailand, Israel. 

The draft resolution, as amended, <<-'as adopted by 
32 votes to 17, with 3 abstentions. 

82. Mr. ARAOZ (Bolivia), explaining his delega­
tion's vote, said that in supporting the joint draft 
resolution his Governme11t wished in particular to en­
sure that the land in question would be returned to its 
legitimate owners. Expropriation should be permitted 
only in the public interest, in other words, in the in­
terest of the population directly concerned. It was in 
that spirit that the Bolivian delegation had YOted for 
the fourth paragraph of the preamble and paragraph 1 
of the operative part. 

83. Mr. SHEIKIN ( Byelorussian Soviet Socialist 
Republic) explained that although his delegation had 
voted for the joint draft resolution in its amended 
form, it \Nottld have preferred the original text. 

84. Mr. JAPHET (Meru Citizens Union) expressed 
his appreciation for the courtesy with which the Com­
mittee members had heard the Vva-Meru representa­
tives. The work that the Fourth Committee had just 
accomplished had earned it the gratitude of all the in­
habitants of Tanganyika. 

The meeting rose at 6.50 p.m. 
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