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The meeting was called to order at 10.50 a.m.
REPORT OF THE UNITED ‘NATIONS VISITING MISSION TO OBSERVE THE PLEBISCITE IN PALAU,
TRUST TERRITORY OF THE PACIFIC ISLANDS, JUNE 1987 (T/1919) (continued)

REPORT OF THE UNITED NATIONS VISITING MISSION TO OBSERVE THE PLEBISCITE IN PALAU,
TRUST TERRITORY OF THE PACIFIC ISLANDS, AUGUST 1987 (T/1920) (continued)

The PRESIDENT: Yesterday we discussed the report of the Visiting Mission

to Palau in August. I believe that members of the Council had no further comments
or observations to make on that report. We shall therefore be looking at the
report of the Visiting Mission to Palau in June. I was the Chairman of that
Visiting Mission. I propose to remain in the President's chair, but I shall be
happy to make any comments about the report as Chairman of the Visiting Mission or
to answer questions that members of the Council may wish to put to me.

Mr. LEVCHENKO (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (interpretation from

Russian): I understand that the other members of the Council do not have any
questions or comments and that there are no further comments from the
representative of the Administering Authority about the report of the Visiting
Mission in August. That is a matter for them, but the Soviet delegation has a
whole series of comments and questions on that report. Yesterday, we had the
opportunity to ask some of them. Today we have some additional questions on that
Mission and on the June Mission. But I said yesterday that I should like not to
split the two reports, but wished to deal first with the one and then with the
other, and we decided yesterday to focus our attention on the report of the August
Mission,

Today the Soviet delegation would like clarification on certain questions that
arose during the study of that report. To facilitate the discussion I am taking
account of your appeal, Sir, for a more constructive approach. We are ready to 9o

page by page and paragraph by paragraph through the report of that Mission. I
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(Mr. Levchenko, USSR)

think that would be easier to follow for the interpreters, the précis writers and

our other comrades.

My first question concerns the lengthy delay in the submission of the report.
The Mission set off in great haste to Palau, and its role there was reduced to the

very limited one of observing the course of the political campaign and the voting

and counting of the votes, It is well known that all of that ended at the end of

June or in the first few days of July. If we exclude the history, the exposition

of the question, which was prepared here before the Mission's departure, for

Practical purposes the heart of the report consists of two or three pages, It may

be that I am in error if we should include the annexes and the notes. But the rest

of the report is the itinerary - flights from one city to another, meetings with

representatives, mayors, other leaders, speakers, ordinary people and so on. That

is all very interesting to the members of the Council, but even more interesting,
of course, is the substance of the report. Therefore, my first question to you,
Mr, President, as Chairﬁan of the Visiting Mission, is this: what was the reason

for what we regard as such a lengthy and unjustified delay in submitting the report

to the Council?

The PRESIDENT: The report was in fact produced in draft very shortly

after the Mission completed its stay in Palau, but, as I think the Chairman of the"
August Mission explained to the Soviet delegation yesterday, a number of members of
the Mission came from more distant parts, and it was necessary to clear with them
the text of the report in draft before it could be given to the Secretariat to be
issued. The story from then on is that it takes some time within the Secretariat,
because of other demands on its time, to produce, translate and print the reports

of Visiting Missions. I do not think it is a particularly long delay by the normal

standards of producing reports of missions of this sort.
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Mr. LEVCHENKO (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (interpretation from

Russian): That to some extent clarifies oﬁr éuestion, but then another question
arises immediately, Sir, in connection with your clarification.

The Mission did not take part‘in prepar ing the repor; on site immediately
after observing the political education programme. Apparently there were members
of the Secreﬁariat there, Qho, after observation, drew up the draft, and members of
the Mission could have approved that part of the report then and there.

In any case, the prime duty of the members of the Missiqn, including the
representatives of $ther States, was to draw up the report before the Mission was
concluded, , whether there or at Uﬁited Nations Headquérters. They had a very
ser ious mandate from the Trusteeéhip Council. They éouid not simply drop their
obligations and leave it to the Chairman, dumﬁing the drawing up of the report on
his shoulders, and then wa1t1ng to receive the draft of the report through the
mail. It was their duty dlrectly to part1c1pate in draW1ng up the Mission's draft
report. It is not simply the report of the Chalrman of the Mission; as the Soviet
delegation sees it, it is the report of ail the‘members of the Mission, who had to
participate directly in drawing’it up and in the discussionhéf its conclusions and
recommendations, which are i:he m'ost important part of the ;eport. The Soviet
delegation understood thét on being appointed membgré of the Mission they were
obliged to carry out 511 their duties and having finishédjthe Mission to submit to
you, Sir, as you were obliged to submit to the éouncil, a pompleted draft report.

Is not that the case, Sir?

The. PRESIDENT: I do not really understand the point that the

representative of the Soviet Union is making. Certainly, all bodies would like

their reports to appear in print as soon as possible after they have completed the

draft. T explained that it took some time to clear the draft.

e
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(The President)

I personally worked late into the night, very shortly after the Mission was
completed, on the draft of the report, and in fact I drafted much of it. I have
explained that one reason for the delay was clearing the report with other members
of the Mission who do not live in New York. There was also the problem that'the

Secretariat and Conference Services were busy with other matters. But in

particular we needed to know the precise results of the piebiscite, and they could
be communicated to us only by the election authorities in Palau.. They were not in
fact declared until 20 October. I think the report would have been incomplete if
we had not beenkable to 1nc1u6§ chabter IX, which gives the results of the
plebiscite. It’would have beeﬁ muchvless valuable if we had not beén able to.

include those figures.

Mr . LEVCHENKO (Uﬁion of Soviet Socialist Republics) (interpretation from

Russian): I think the substance of my queétién must have been lost in
interpretation. I shall speék slowly so that what I say can be interpreted
properly and so that there ére no misﬁnderstandings.

Having appointed a Mission with a particular composition, the Trusteeship
Council gave it a mandate to d this, that and the other and to submit a report.
Qur understanaing is tﬁat the Mission did a certaiﬁ amount of work in Palau, aﬁé
then, without leaving there, all the members of the Mission jointly, with the
assistance of the experieﬁced Secretariat, should have prepared the five-page
report, before completipg the Mission. Of course, we understand that dumping the
entire burden of drawing‘up the report on the Chairman of the Mission - and I tﬁini
that for half of the period of the Mission he was not in Palau and did not really
understand what was going on - gave him a very difficult job. We can understaﬁd,
Sir, that you had to spend ﬁany evenings drafting the report, making up for what

other delegations did not do.
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(Mr. Levchenko, USSR)

Therefore, we ask why these difficulties arose, The purpose of the
Trusteeship Council's Visiting Mission in Palau was not merely to be there forrthe
vote and then to have its members return to their capitals. Whether it was done
there or at Headquarters, they had to draw up the report. I think that all members
of the Mission understood that task entrusted to them. That is our understanding
of it, Sir: or is there a completely different procedure for drawing up the report
of the Mission that you headed, or at least of that part of that Mission that you

headed?

The PRESIDENT: I do not think that this exchange is getting us

anywhere. I have explained the procedures that we adopted to draw up the report,
and to say that I did not uﬁderstand what was going on because I was not there and
that I was making up for deficiencies of other members of the Mission and the
Secretariat does not advance this discussion.

Part of our mandate - I refer the representative of the Soviet Union to
paragraph 2 of the report - was to observe the plebiscite and specifically a number
of things, including the declaration of results. I consider that the formal
declaration of the results bearing the President's signature was a necessary part
of our report, and we did not receive that until 20 October. It is normal for a
report to be partly written on the spot and then for further consideration to be
given to it later and for all members of the Mission to have a chance to comment on
the draft and not necessarily to stay in Palau until all the secretarial work has
been completed.

The aspect of this line of questioning by the representative of the Soviet

Union that I find most bizarre is that, if my recollection is correct, at the

beginning of this session the Soviet delegation was insisting that we should not
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consider this report until the next session, in May. Therefore, I find it hard to
understand why there should now be a complaint that the report was not available

earlier.

Mr. LEVCHENKO (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (interpretation from

Russian) : The Soviet delegation reaffirms its position that both Missions took
Place in the period to be considered at the next session of the Council. We think
it logical that at the next annual session, when we consider the report of the
Administering Authority on the situation in the Territory covering the period when
the two Missions were taking place, the Council cannot disregard these two
documents, We think that is logical, but since it has been decided, with your
assistance, Sir, to discuss them, of course the Soviet delegation is prepared to do
so.

In that respect we draw attention to the resolution adopted by the Council on
'?6 May, which says, as is set out in paragraph 2, the beginning of which you read
out, Sirs

"The Council requested the Mission to submit to it, as soon as practicable, a

report on its observation of the plebiscite.”
That is the point of the Mission's mandate, That is why we were asking how the
report was drawn up and why there was what we regard as undue delay in drawing it
up. Unfortunately, we did not succeed in obtaining an answer, and we shall move on

to our next question,

In the same paragraph it is also stated that the Council's clear decision was
that the Mission was to start its work on 17 June, as is also clear from other

paragraphs in the report. There was some delay in sending the Mission. We cannot
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(Mr. Levchenko, USSR)

find an explanation for that. We should like to hear from you, Sir, as Chairman of
the Mission, the reasons for the postponement of its work in Palau. The Council's
decision was clear; there is a clear date for when the Mission was to start its

work in Palau. I think that is a legitimate question, and I should like

clarification.
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The PRESIDENT: The Mission went to Palau leaving itself sufficient time

to carry out the normal procedures of oﬁserQation and consultation before voting
takes place, based on the.experience of previous Missions. I do not think that
that was cut short. 1In fact, by the time of the original date of the plebiscite,
we had completed - as is indicated in the rep6r£ - a very wide programme of
observation and consultation. As is explained in the report, the plebiscite was,

in fact, delayed for a week, and that gave us a little extra beneficial time to

observe conditions in Palau. But we were also aware, in setting the date that we

would arrive in the Territory, of the financial constraints on the United Nations
and of the fact that a visiting mission does cost - whatever it is - $70,000 a

day - to remain in Palau. In view of the concern of us all that we should operate
financial stringency we allqwed ourselveé thé amount of time in Palau that we
considered necessary to fulfil the mandate whiéh had been set for us by the

Trusteeship Council,

Mr. LEVCHENKO (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (interpretation from

Russian): From your answer my delegation understands that, having rgceived the
sanction of the Trusteeship Council to start work on 17 June in Palau, the Mission
that you led took a different decision, namely, to delay its departure and to
arrive in Palau to start work, not on 17 June, but on 20 June. I do not think
there were any consultations in the Trusteeship Council with the Mission giving it
that mandate. I think it was an independent decision taken by the Mission,
because — at least as far as the Soviet delegation is concerned, and we are a
member of the Trusteeship Council - we were not informed in a timely manner that
the Mission would not be able to bégin work on the date specified in the
Trusteeship Council's decision. |

The Chairman of the Visiting Mission should have informed other members of the

circumstances that prevented that decision from being implemented. If that was not
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done before the Mission took its decision and left, then it seems to the Soviet
delegation that it would have been appropriate for the Visiting Mission's report at
least to give a specific explanation for the delay in the start of the Mission's
work:s who took the decision to postpone the Mission's departure, who took the
decision to extend the Mission's stay beyond the mandate fixed by the Trusteeship
Council and about other matters as well,

For example, why was a decision taken to replace one of the members of the
Mission by someone else? On whose behalf was that decision taken? The United
Nations? This is highly unusual. Usually, a decision by the Trusteeship Council
appoints the representatives of the four participating States and requires that
candidatures be submitted; the Council then confirms them when they are
forthcoming. That, I think, is what happened in this case.

In paragraph 3 of the Mission's report, there is a list of the designated
members of the Mission. From that paragraph and the next, we see that some changes
occurred, but we do not know the reasons for those changes. Paragraph 5 tells us
that'during this very crucial period a certain member of the Mission left - indeed,
the Chairman of the Mission left - and a decision was taken to include somebody
else. The report does not deal with that either. What about the transport
costs - who paid for them? Who paid for the sudden departure of one member of the
Mission and the additional transport costs of the other member who was brought in?
And there are other questions.

This was not just a private trip: it was an official Mission of the United
Nations Trusteeship Council with a mandate from the Council and with a definite
composition. Naturally, the United Nations allocated a certain sum of money for
the mission, and any increase in the sum allocated would place an additional burden

on the United Nations, which is still in the throes of a financial crisis. You
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yourself, Sir, have just said that certain measures were taken in the light of the
prevailing financial difficulties,

The Soviet delegation would like, if possible, to get some clarification from
you, Sir, or from the financial office, as to who sanctioned all these changés that
were not approved by the Trusteeship Council and who paid for the costs they

entailed.

The PRESIDENT: I thank the representative of the Soviet Union for that

very long question. The answer to most of it is that I, as President of the
Trusteeship Council and Chairman of the Visiting Mission, took those decisions.
The mandate for the mission was that it begin on or about 17 June, and, in fact,

17 June was the earliest practicable date that we could get together the Mission

with the appropriate briefing and leave for Palau. That is what we did.

We had expected that the Mission would be of approximately two weeks'
duration. I also have a number of other official responsibilities towards the
United Nations personally and towards my Mission. Shortly after our arrival in
Palau we discovered that the plebiscite had been postponed for a week and that it
would be necessary for the Mission to remain, therefore, and to be away for
approximately three weeks.

It was impossible for me personally to stay for that extra week, as I had
commitments in New York and in London, and, in consultation with the
Under-Secretary-General of the United Nations responsible for this area and other
members of the delegation, I decided that I would have to leave. We selected an
acting chairman of the Mission, and a further member of the Mission was brought
from New York on the authority of the Under-Secretary-General. It would have been,
in my view, quite impracticable at that time to ask to consult with the Trusteeship

Council, which was not in session, as to how we should handle what was essentially

a practical and administrative matter.
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(The President)

So those are the answers to those questions. I find, however, that this line
of questioning is not really very productive, and unless the representative of the
Soviet Union has some questions which I consider to be of a more relevant and
important nature as regards the report of the Visiting Mission, instead of minor
arguments and point scoring on matters of administration and timing and submission
of the report, I propose that we move on to take a decision on these two reports.

I would ask the representative of the Soviet Union if he would kindly make his

remarks and questions more relevant to the general issues that are contained in the

report.
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Mr. LEVCHENKO (Union of Soviet SO¢ialist Republics) (interpretation from
Russian): From your answer, Sir, the Sovliet delegation can draw the conclusion'
that you, as President of the Council, did not make the changes in due form in
accordance with the Council's mandate, nor did you.inform other members of th§
COUOCily'particularly our delegation. That is quite sufficient. We understand
that the decision to extend the Mission's stay was taken at the
UndeF—Sectetary—General level and that at that time the Trusteeship Council was not
informed. Yes, that is an answer to our question. I would draw your attention,

Sir, to the fact that we - the delegation -

The PRESIDENT: If the representative of the Soviet Union would yield for

a moment, I would just like to correct that: I said that the decision to extend
the stay of the Mission was taken by me as Chairman of the Visiting Mission and
President of the Council. The additional financial implications of my leaving
Palau and of another member of the British Mission coming to Palau were taken by
the Under-Secretary-General responsible. He had control of the funds. I say this

to correct what the representative of the Soviet Union has just said..

Mr. LEVCHENKO (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (interpretation from

Russian): I faillfo understand, Sir, why yvou needed to interrupt my statement to
make that change; you could have done so at the end of my statement. The point,
however, is unchanged. However, it is your privilege as President, and we will go
along with it.

My delegation would just like to say that, that decision having been taken by
you as President of the Council, members of the Council - and I am talking about
our delegation in particular - were not officially informed about it. I 'say this
for the record. The fact that the Under-Secretary-General decided the question

with regard to the financial implications -~ well, that is part of his ﬁandate, I am

sure, and the Soviet delegation does not intend to go into that 'question. We are



RM/6 T/PV.1646
17

(Mr. Levchenko, USSR)

merely asking questions on paragraphs of the report you submitted to us about
events that occurred. Having received an answer on this point, the Soviet
delegation would like to move on to other paragraphs.
Paragraph 6 of the report reads, in part:
"Amendments to the Compact, agreed to it January 1986, are contained in the
report of the United Nations Visiting Mission of February 1986." (T/1919,
para. 6)
In reading that, I am unable to understand who agreed to those amendments to the:
Compact. We have had some difficulty in finding what was agreed to in
January 1986. How were those amendments arrived at? I would like to have some
clarification about that to facilitate our understanding of the matter.

The PRESIDENT: I regret that I do not have the report of the Visiting

Mission of February 1986 before me, but I believe that any amendments to the
Compact of Free Association agreed to in 1986 were made between the Government of -
Palau and the Administering Auﬁhority and are not matters which I consider to be
relevant to the activities or the mandate of this Visiting Mission.

Mr. LEVCHENKO (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (interpretation from

Russian): Well, since this refers to the situation in the Trust Territory, the
Soviet delegation believes that those amendments are directly related. In the
report submitted by the Visiting Mission there is mention of the amendments, but it
does not talk about the substance. You said you did not understand about that
either, and we would like an answer. But if it is not possible, we take note of
the answer you did give.

Now, I should like to move on to paragraph 7 of the Mission's report -

The PRESIDENT: I should first like to comment on the point we have just

considered and make an observation. We included this paragraph in the report

because it is not, I understand, the practice always to give in great detail the
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past history contained in United Nations reports, and we thought it would be useful
and helpful to readers who wished to know what was contained in the Compact of Free
Association to refer them to the relevant documents that are in the archives and
that are available as publications or in the files of the Trusteeship Councii.

That is why we put in those references. 1 believe that means that if the Soviet

delegation wishes to find out what those amendments are, it can refer to those

documents, I am afraid that I do not have all the details of the Compact of Free

Association or the amendments and extended negotiations there have been on the

Compact with United States authorities over the years. I do not carry such details

in my head.

Mr. LEVCHENKO (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (interpretation from

Russian): I understand that you have not deprived me of the right to speak; the
microphone is still on. A new method of glasnost is obviously in operation. ‘This
is a dialogue, but without switching microphones, as it were.

Now, paragraph 8 of the report says that a decision was taken by the Supreme
Court of Palau on 21 June and that the Coﬁrt ruled that the use of service stations
by absentee voters in delivering their ballots to a representative of the

Referendum Commissioner outside Palau was illegal. A question comes to the mind of

the Soviet delegation: Did the United Nations Secretariat know, or did the
Visiting Mission or perhaps the Chairman of the Visiting Mission, with his
continuing support of and contact with the President of the Republic of Palau, know
that the Supfeme Court was dealing with questions of constitutionality as regards
this question? And did they know that, consequently, if a decision was taken that

it was unconstitutional and that therefore the date of the referendum would be

moved, there would be a question as to whether it would be held or not? Did the

Mission know about this before it left United Nations Headquarters?
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The PRESIDENT: The answer to that question is, No, we did not know that

the Palau Supreme Court would declare that the arrangements for the use of absentee
voters would be declared illegal, That piece of news came to us after we had
arrived in Palau.

Mr. LEVCHENKO (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (interpretation from

Russian): I should like to say, "Of course, you did not know." Well, you did not
know what the decision of the Supreme Court would be, of course, but the question
of the Soviet delegation was: Did the Secretariat know? Did the Administering
Authority know? Did you, as President of the Trusteeship Council, know that a very
delicate question was involved and that the Supreme Court was considering it and
could take a decision either way? Did you know which way the ruling would go? ' Did
you know that this claim of illegality was being considered by the Supreme Court of
Palau before the Mission was dispatched? Did you know it was considering this case?
This is a very important point. If you knew about it, then there is one

question: If you did not know about it, then things appear in a different light.
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The PRESIDENT: The representative of the Soviet Union asks if I knew

which way the decision would go - that is what I heard him say, in part of his
question. The answer is that in democratic countries, unfortunately or
fortunately, we do not know which way court decisions will go before they are

actually announced.

The fact is that the process of holding referendums and much of the political

activity in Palau are subject to an extremely democratic system of court action. I

believe we did know - we have always known - that there have been possibilities
that almost everything the Government of Palau attempts to do, the opposition will
try to challenge through the courts. But the fact was that it was our best
expectation that the referendum would go ahead on the prescribed date. There is

always a possibility that there will, in a democratic society, be a challenge and

that something may not take place. But, as it takes several days to get to Palau

and we considered it necessary to be there for some days beforehand to observe the
political-education campaign, to observe the arrangements, we decided that we must
go ahead on the understanding that the referendum would take place on the day that
the President and Government of Palau had appointed for it. It came, I will admit,
as an unwelcome surprise to us when we discovered that the challenge in the courts

had been upheld and that the referendum would be delayed for a week.

Mr. LEVCHENKO (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (interpretation from '

Russian): Once aéain, unfortunately, I must say that apparently either I did not
correctly formulate my question - in which case I shall assume the blame - or there
may have been a problem in the interpretation. The question is very simple: Did
the Visiting Mission know and did you, Mr. President, personally know, or did the
Administering Authority inform you, that this question was very sensitive in

Palau? The Supreme Court was considering such a suit with regard to the legality
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of the various activities going on there before the Mission left New York for
Palau. The question is very simple, therefore: Did you or did you know know? I
" have never had any doubt with regard to the fact that the decision of the Supreme
Court could have gone one way or the other. That is natural.

The PRESIDENT: I think I can only answer that by saying that we have

always known that there would be a possibility, as there is in any democratic

society, of a challenge in the Supreme Court about anything that a Government

wishes to do or plans to do.

Mr. LEVCHENKO (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (interpretation from

Russian): That answer is somewhat closer to the question we asked, and the Soviet
delegation will draw its conclusions from that answer. If we are in error, you can
correct us. Before its departure from New York the Trusteeship Council Visiting
Mission did not know that the Supreme Court was considering the question of the
legality of the use of service stations by absentee voters in delivering ballots to
a representative of the Referendum Commissioner outside Palau. I state that simply
for the record.

I should now like to turn to the following paragraph of the report. Paragraph
9 gtates that while in Palau the Mission carried out an extensive programme of
visits and meetings throughout the islands., From annex IX we can see a list of
meetings carried out by the Mission under your leadership, making use, as we
understand it, of that extra time the Mission gave itself in order to garner more -
valuable first-hand information, as the report states. Could you, Sir, kindly
inform us what that valuable first-hand information was that the Mission received,
and could we not have it also included in the report? It seems to us that would be
an extremely important part of the report, and if valuable first-hand information
was received by the Mission it is natural, in the view of the Soviet delegation,

that it should be duly reflected in the Mission's report and in its conclusions.
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The PRESIDENT: I believe that when we refer to the first-hand

information we obtained it was information about the atmosphere in which the
referendum took place, the prevailing political views. And they are, in fact,
reflected in the following chapter - to which I hope we can now move on quickly -

on the political campaign.

In particﬁlar, we got an insight into the sort of issues which were of
interest to the Palauan voters and of their concerns, and they are contained in
paragraphs 18 and 19 of the report. I think they are covered there at sufficient
length and in sufficient detail. We did not feel it necessary to give further

information.

Mr. LEVCHENKO (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (interpretation from

Russian): If it concerns only the information contained in the report, then the
matter is clear.

In that same paragraph of the Visiting Mission's report it is stated that the
members of the Mission also had private meetings with members of the Government and
the Legislature, as well as with Governors, Chiefs and other leaders in Palau. The
Soviet delegation has two questions in that connection. First, were those private
meetings held by members of the Visiting Mission in their capacity as members of
the United Nations Mission or in their capacity as representatives of States?
Secondly, why are they called "private"? After all, the Trusteeship Council has
entrusted the members of the Mission to carry out certain functions, meetings both
private and non-private, How is the difference made within the Mission on those
lines? wWhat kinds of questions are discussed at private meetings and what kinds of
questions are discussed at ordinafy meetings?

Another question: Were those meetings with representatives that suppor ted
change ‘in the Compact or the Constitution as well as with' those opposed to the

Compact? Did members of the Mission meet in private or official meetings with
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representatives of those who had recently been "furloughed™ from their jobs,
according to the reports of petitioners, or with those who were threatening the
lives of other Palauans who were opposed to the Compact and to changes in the
Constitution? What were the impressions members of the Mission gained from those

private meetings with members of the Government and other leaders and Chiefs of

Palau listed in paragraph 9?
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The PRESIDENT: I believe there are a lot of questions there. The answer

is that members of the Mission met'both in public and in private as members of the
United Nations Visiting Mission and not in their national capacities. The |
difference between public and private meetings is I think a distinction that is
generally well known and well accepted. We helci public meetings to which anyone
was invited to come; we excluded no one. The private meetings were ones in which
groups of people had asked to see us and wished to discuss things not in the
company of others or they were people that we had sought out that we thought it
would be useful for us to talk to. In particular, they were those who were opposed
to the Compact of Free Association and those, in fact, who were opponents of the
referendum. On the private occasions we were perhaps able to discuss rather more
freely and openly and intimately than was possible at public meetings. We saw both
supporters of the Compact and a number of people who were opposed to the Compact.

As to the impressions of the Visiting Mission, they are in fact given briefly.
in chapter VI. One of the things that we found quite remarkable was that many of
the concerns expressed here by the Soviet delegation about attempts by the
Administering Authority to exploit the Trust Territory, to write provisions into
the Constitution or into the Compact to enable the Administering Authority to turn
Palau into a nuclear base, concern about the nuclear issue - as we make clear in
the report ~ were not reflected at all in the private meetings or in the public
meetings that we held.

I think it would be wrong of me here now to discuss in detail what some of the
people who were opposed to the Compact and opposed to the referendum said to us,
but I recall one meeting in partiéular with someone who was a vehement opponent of
the Compact, and only after we had talked to him for just over an hour, and only at

my prompting, did he mention the nuclear issue as being one of the reasons that he

was opposed to the Compact.
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Another of our impressions was that Palau is a highly sophisticated and well
developed political entity. They may be small and distant islands, but I can
assure the delegation of the Soviet Union that they are a very sophisticated
political people. Much of the argument about their future that takes place is not
concerned with the issues that we discuss here. They are concerned with political
rivalries and local political power and, to a large extent, with money.

So I think that we were able, through these meetings, both public and private,
and in the talks we had with people on the islands, to get a very clear idea of
what their concerns were and, as we said elsewherééin éhzjfgéb;t, they seemed to
have a very clear idea of what was involved in the Compact and what they were being
asked to vote on. One of the points I made - and I know the Administering
Authority has made it many times to the people of Palau - is that they have been
free to decide their own future, and at every meeting I said to them, "Your future
choice is yours. You can be independent; you can be your own country; you can be
associated with another country. That country can be the United States, it could
be the Soviet Union or it could be Australia."” But the fact is, they chose not to
have a compact of free association with any other country and it was the United
States with which they'gll accepted that their future was tied.

Those are some of our impressions. We thought that this would be too lengthy
and perhaps too burdensome, and perhaps even appear to some members of the Council
to go beyond our mandate, but since the Soviet representative was good enough to
ask me for our impressions from those public meetings, I have been very happy to

give them.

Mr. LEVCHENKO (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (interpretation from

Russian): Thank you for that clarification of the subjects on which members of the

Mission had meetings with members of the Government and the Legislature, Governors,
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chiefs and so on., In answering the question, Sir, you ascribe to me something
about which I was not asking. I have never today referred to the nuclear situation
with regard to the Constitution or opposition to it, or to the plans of the United
States to build a base in Palau. I do not think I have mentioned that today at
all, We are examining the paragraphs of the report of the Visiting Mission, and
the questions which arise for the Soviet delegation have to do with the specific
content of the report. I cannot therefore agree with the intentions you ascribe to
me in your answer to our questions.

The Soviet delegation merely wanted to know the subjects of those private
talks, the impressions the members of the Mission got from those talks and whether
the members of the Council might not also have information as to what took place
during those private meetings. You, Sir, have given a partial answer.

You also referred to chapter VI of the report of the Visiting Mission,
entitled "The Political Campaign®", and you said that answers to our guestions about
what was discussed at the private meetings of the Mission were given there.
However, while you were speaking I once again carefully read through chapter VI of
the report, which deals with a totally different question. That chapter speaks of
the results of the plebiscite, the billboards and slogans - in short, the political
campaign. It mentions the content of public laws, the facilities involved, and so
on.

The Soviet delegation has not yet had an answer to its question. We are
naturally interested to know the topics of those private meetings. However, we
thank you for your answer and clarifications as to what the Mission did in those
private meetings.

In paragraph 12 of its report the Visiting Mission limited itself to stating

that a list of communications on the conduct of the plebiscite - the subject with
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which the Mission was directly involved in Palau according to its mandate from the
Trusteeship Council - received by the Mission was listed in the annex. Well, the
Soviet delegation is of the opinion that, if the communications dealt with the . -
holding of or conduct of the plebiscite with which the Mission was involved, then -
the readers should not be merely informed of the fact that those communications
were received but should also be told from whom they were received. It would also
be logical to say what they contained - protests, support for the plebiscite,
whatever they may have contained - perhaps even suggestions.

The Soviet delegation proposed that those communications be published as an ..
official document. Unfortunately, the Council's decision was negative and it is
the understanding of the Soviet delegation that those communications were not given
due attention by the Mission since it considered it unnecessary to publish their
content and that the Trusteeship Council is not uninterested in the substance of
those communications and had not considered them and will not take any decision on
them. That is indeed very sad. However, that is how things are. The Soviet
delegation therefore cannot take any further steps.

-1 should now like to turn to my next question -

The PRESIDENT: Perhaps I could comment on that observation about the

written communications we received. The Soviet representative has suggested that
we were not interested in the subject of those communications. That is quite
wrong. In fact, we did read them very carefully.  We considered them very
carefully and, as part of that consideration, we decided that they should be
available to members of the Council. That is why in our report we have listed
them, we have said whom they are from, and we have made sure that they aré
available to members of the Trusteeship Council in the files of the Secretariat.

They can be consulted there.
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Mr. LEVCHENKO (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (interpretation from

Russian): I take note of your explanation, Mr. President, but unfortunately cannot
agree with you. 1In black and white, the report states that the communications
concerned "the qonduct of the plebiscite”, not other matters beyond the purview of
the Visiting Mission.

This document is erroneously entitled "Report of the United Nations Visiting
Mission"; it should rather be called the "Report of the Trusteeship Council
Visiting Mission", for it was the Trusteeship Council that dispatched the Visiting
Mission to observe the plebiscite in Palau, Trust Territory ofAthe Pacific Islands.

I repeat: you yourself, Sir, as Chairman of the Visiting Mission, wrote in
paragraph 12 of the report that the communications concerned the conduct of the
plebiscite. BAs that plebiscite was the subject of the Mission, the Trusteeship
Council should examine, discuss and perhaps even take decisions on those
communications, since it would appear that views concerning the conduct of the
plebiscite are expressed in them.

If the Mission took those views into consideration when preparing its repo;t
and, most important, when fulfilling the mandate entrusted to it by the Trusteeship
Council, the report should say so. If that were the case, we should be satisfied,
but it would plainly be regrettable if the Mission did not take those views into
consideration.

The Soviet delegation will certainly discuss some of these communications,
both to draw attention to them and to state our views on them.

Before I go on, I wonder if the President has any comments on what I have just

said.
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The PRESIDENT: My only further comment on these communications is that,

of course, we took them very much into consideration. Indeed, some of the p;ivate
meetings we held in Palau were with the people who wrote those letters, and we
discussed the contents of them at that time. We are here following the normal
practice of the Trusteeship Council over many, many years, of publishing certain
documents and leaving others available in the files of the Secretariat for those
who wish to consult them. There has been absolutely no intention to withhold any
information we considered relevant or important to our report - and in fact this
has not happened.

Mr. SMITH (United Kingdom): My delegation has listened with great
patience to the lengthy and detailed remarks of the representative of the Soviet
Union. But having listened carefully we must confess to being somewhat confused.
He spoke at great length, in the guise of asking questions, about the duties of the
Mission; he has shown great interest in the activities of the Mission - what it
should do, what it should not do, what kind of communications it should have heard,
what it should have done with the communications, and so on. Yet my delegation has
noted that over the years the representative of the Soviet Union himself has
virtually never shown any willingness to participate in such missions. Before he
goes on about what the missions should do or should not do, perhaps he should make
the effort and take the time to go and see for himself what it is like, what the
work of a mission is, what the responsibilities are, what the tasks are, and so
on. Perhaps then he would have fewer questions to put to the Council and perhaps
we could get through our work more quickly and more efficiently. )

He has also shown considerable interest in the mandate of the Mission Pnd has
shown himself very concerned that the Mission should have been fulfilling its

mandate. First, he seems not exactly to have read that mandate carefully and not
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to have read some of its details, but more important he seems also'to have
forgotten that his delegation voted against that mandate. Does that mean that the
Soviet delegation has reconsidered its position and perhaps will now agree in
future, if there are future missions, to go with the mission? Does that mean that
the Soviet delegation is now in favour of the mandate which was given to the

Visiting Missions?

Mr. LEVCHENKO (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (interpretation from

Russian): Before expediting our work by m;ving on to the next chapter of the
report on which the Soviet delegation wishes to make comments or ask questions, my
delegation cannot fail to respond to the statement just made by the representative
of the United Kingdom, who first tried t§ ascribe to the Soviet delegation things
it does not have in mind and things it d4id not say. We are discussing the report
of the Visiting Mission. The Soviet delegation is a full-fledged member of the
Trusteeship Council, irrespective of whether or not it participated in the Visiting
Mission, irrespective of whether or not it voted in favour of the decision to
dispatch the Visiting Mission, and it has a legitimate legal right to take an
active part in deciding on the fate of the Micronesian people. It is only natural
that my delegation should state its views and make comments on the report submitted
by the Mission to the Trusteeship Council. No member of the Council can be
deprived of this right.

I think it would be appropriate for you, Sir, to clarify this point for the
representative of the United Kingdom, if it is not already clear to him.

The PRESIDENT: I am happy to clarify that; we are all well aware - and

particularly over the past couple of days - that the Soviet Union is a
fully-fledged member of the Trusteeship Council. I should like to continue with

the discussion of the report, if we may.
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Mr. LEVCHENKO (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (interpretation from

Russian): In response to the remarks of the representative of the United Kingdom,
the Soviet delegation must note that it was once decided to send a high-ranking
representative - who was a professor and a specialist in the historical sciences -
as a member of a mission. We exercised that right in order to see whether our
delegation, which is in the minority in this Council, could have an effect on the
results of the Visiting Mission and on the quality of its report. What did we
get? As we have said several times, the results were lamentable; the Mission was
unbalanced; decisions were taken against the representative of the Soviet Union;
his views were not taken into account in the report submitted by the Mission to the
Trusteeship Council.

Thus, the matter is a simple one: When the Council discusses the report of a
Visiting Mission, the Soviet delegation can express its views or objections
concerning any of its contents, and since that time my delegation has been
exercising that right.

That concludes my response to the representative of the United Kingdom.
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The Soviet delegation would like now to turn to chapter V of the Are‘port, which
concerns the political educatién pfogramme and which states:

"The Trusteeship Council has consistently recommended that the
Administer ing Authority and the various elected Govérnments in the ffust
Territory should carry out effective programmes of politicai education to
ensure that the people of the Trust Territory are fully aware of fhe optionsg
available to them, thus enabling them‘to exercise their right to |

self-determination™ (T/1919, para. 14) -

and here the words "or independence” ought to héve been inserted, in keeping with
the Qording of the Charter. That statement is a posifive one, dne questions
whether the people of Palau did in fact have the choice recommended by the
Trusteeship Council, as reflected by the Mission in its report. Were the options
available to the people of Palau when they voted on the Compact in the June

referendum?

Can you, Sir, or another member of the Mission answer that question?

The PRESIDENT: The representative of the Soviet Union has said that he

would like to have seen the word "independence® included along with
"self-determination”, in accordance with the Charter. My understanding is that
self-determination automatically includes independence. This in fact is one of the
options that the people of the Trust Territory have been offered over the years.
During our visit we came to realize, as in fact we had realized before, that
the question of the future of the Trust Territory has been a matter of discussion
both here and in the Territory for many decades, and particularly in recent years.
Gradually the choice has narrowed down in terms of what they regard as viable

options. In this referendum all the choices they had considered before and

rejected ~ such as, for example, independence - were not on the ballpt paper,
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because this was a referendum on a specific question about the proposal in the
Compact of Free Association. It was not a referendum on a much wider question
because the people of Palau, through previous years of political consultation,
referendums, and discussion with the Administering Authority and indeed with this
Council, had taken a decision that independence was not in fact a viable option for
them and was a course the majority did not want to take.

Thus, the answer is that the question they were being asked to vote on was a
rather specific one.

Mr. LEVCHENKO (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (interpretation from

Russian): I thank you, Sir, for your reply and clarification that it is your
understanding that where paragraph 14 of the report reads "their right to
self-determination" it means "independence", in accordance with the Charter. That
is a major point, for in your 20 June speech in Palau you quoted aptly from the
Charter and used precisely the phrase "self-government or independence". We are
happy therefore to hear from you that this is the meaning of paragraph 14.

As to the question whether the people of Palau were given a choice between the
Compact and independence, I think the report sidesteps the issue by making no
reference to it. A reader who knows the situation will be able to see the question
that was put to the vote, but nothing is said in the report, specifically in
paragraph 14, to indicate that they had the option of voting in favour of adoption
of the Compact or for independence or some other status. But if you find it
difficult to answer my question, Sir, I shall not insist on further clarification.

The PRESIDENT: I do not find it difficult to answer your question, and I

shall do it now again. The answer is that the people of Palau have had many
choices before them, and one of those choices has been independence. As I said
earlier, I told them that. They could have had free association or incorporation

with the Soviet Union if they had wanted to. But that is not what they chose, and
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in the process of many years they have come to realize that complete independence
is not a viable option for them. It was very apparent to us in all our meetings
that the people of Palau realized that they were too small and too weak
economically to be able to cope in this difficult world as an independent nation.
That is why they sought a benevolent country to be associated with.

Most of the argument and most of the interest are in fact about money, and how
much Palau will receive in benefit from the Compact of Free Association. Most of
the opponents of the Compact, we discovered through our discussions, only opposed
the Compact because they reckoned that under their leadership they would be able to
ggt a better deal - in other words, more money - from the United States. We did
not f£ind anyone that I recall in our discussions and meetings who advocated or
wished that Palau should be an independent country; they simply‘wanted a different
type of Compact, and the main difference was that they hoped or thought they could
get more money from the United States.

Thus, the choice of independence had already been rejected over the years by
the people of Palau in favour of a relationship with the United States.

Mr. LEVCHENKO (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (interpretation from

Russian): Before I move on to my next question, I should just like to clarify,
Sir, that your answer was that during the June plebiscite the electorate had no
options before it. You noted that at some point there had been an alternative but
that this was a long time ago. But life goes on and develops, and political
thinking, specifically for the people of the Trust Territory, also evolves and
develops. The view expressed five or seven years ago is not necessarily the
prevailing view today. People change their views more often than Missions come to

visit.

To move on to my next question -
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The PRESIDENT: Permit me to interrupt to make one final comment on

that. I think it is the experience in all countries that as time moves on and
societies develop not every question regarding possible futures is on the ballot
paper. I imagine that on ballot papers in the Soviet Union voters are not invited

to vote as to whether they would like to return to the times of Czarist Russia.
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Mr. LEVCHENKO (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (interpretation from

Russian): Not only did you interrupt me, Sir, but you attacked my delegation on a
question that had not even been raised. If the discussion of the report of the
Visiting Mission is to go on in this way, the benefit to the people of Micronesia,
specifically the people of Palau, will be very meagre indeed. The Soviet
delegation could mention many facts from the history of your country, Sir, and
others as well, but we do not think those facts are on the agenda of this Council.

For the third time, therefore, I request that I be permitted to continue
consideration of the report of the Visiting Mission.

The PRESIDENT: I invite the representative of the Soviet Union to

continue.

Mr. LEVCHENKO (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (interpretation from

Russian): I am very touched, Sir, at your having invited me to continue, and I
hope you will not interrupt me this time.

In chapter V of the report of the Visiting Mission mention is made of
accusations that the Political Education Committee had used its position to argue
in favour of the Compact (para. 15). This gives rise to a number of questions.
Did the Mission receive letters or petitions specifically making these
accusations? Did the Political Education Committee itseif inform the Mission that
it had received such communications? Was it the President of the Republic of
Palau? To whom, then, were these accusations addressed?

Secondly, what was the nature of these accusations? How did the Mission view
the accusations? Did it examine every one, or one out of 10 or 20 or two? What
was the result of the investigation? Did the entire Mission consider the
accusations, or did a single member do so? How did the Mission go about its work
in this regard? Were all the accusations without foundation, or was there some

truth in them? Who, specifically, was accusing whom?
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The PRESIDENT: As we said in the ;eport, these were accusations "in the
past", and my recollection is that they had come from people who had petitioned us
here in the Trusteeship Council and in some of the written petitions we had
"received. We were aware of the fact that where a Government has an organizatiop
for political education it is always susceptible to accusations that it might be
using its position to persuade people to adopt one course or another. That yas thg
reason we thought this was something we should lock into very carefully. We waqteq
to be satisfied that the people of Palau really understood what it was they were
being asked to vote about and what the possibilities were for their future.

Clearly, in all this, in a country that does not have a tradition of written
material, what the team from the political education programme said to the voters
was in our view most important. That was why we met four of the five members of
the Political Education Committee and went to one of their meetings. At our publié
meetings we always asked people whether they felt the education campaign had been
fair and unbiased and had simply been based on what the Compact was about, not
attempting to persuade them to vote one way or the other.

I would say that everyone we talked to unanimously said that the political
education campaign had been conducted fairly, and that it was purely factual and
unbiased. Therefore, we did not find that there were any specific accusations we
had to follow up; if there had been we would have followed them up, but there were
none. The political education campaign, both from supporters and opponents of the
Compact ~ and one or two members of the Political Education Committee were in fact
themselves opposed to the Compact, or had been open opponents of the Compact before
they took up their jobs on the Committee - agreed: they gave in their education

Programme a totally unbiased and factual account of what the issues were.
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Mr, LEVCHENKO (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (interpretation from

Russian): I thank you, Sir, for your clarification of this part of the report,
which confirmed that the Mission met with four of the five members of the Political
Education Committee. But did the Mission meet with Palauans who had made the
accusations? BApart from the written accusations - if indeed there were any - there
ﬁay have been oral accusations: did you speak with the accusers? Did you discuss
their problems and try to understand the work of the Political Education Committee
better?

The PRESIDENT: Yes, we did; the names of the people we met are contained

in annex IX of the report.

Mr. LEVCHENKO (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (interpretation from

Russian): That fact is missing from the report, but your confirmation is quite
sufficient, sir.
Turning to the next chapter, we read in paragraph 18:
"The Mission noted that Palau's Public Law 2-27 providing for the
referendum contained a provision for government employees to be given arrears
of pay within 30 days of approval of the Compact. The Mission considers this

to be an unusual feature of such a Law." (T/1919, para. 18)

That is a very moderate assessment of the situation. On the basis of thg many
petitions the Council has considered and on the basis of the information provided
in oral petitions, my delegation has a clearer view: that provision of the law
mst be viewed as pressure upon employees who were fired after the Compact was
rejected. They are now being told in no uncertain terms that if the Compact is
adopted they will be repaid all their salary for the months they did not work, and
that they should therefore ensure that the Compact is adopted. If that is truly
the situation, the Mission might have made a clearer evaluation of that provision.

Moreover, if you, Sir, agree with that assessment, you could reaffirm it here.
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I come now to my second point. I do not understand how the local authorities,
having fired 900 persons, can say that they did not have any money to pay their
salaries. How is that possible? After two or three months these people were told
that if the Compact were adopted tomorrow, they would be paid.

I have a question in this regard - perhaps it should be addressed not to you,
Mr. President, but to the representative of the Administering Authority. How did
this money suddenly become available to the Administering Authority, so that it
could not merely give the people their jobs back but pay the arrears for the period
when these people had been forced out of their jobs? Where did the money come
from? The Administering Authority itself said that it d4id not have the funds. We
know that at one meeting we were told by the Admihistering Authority that there had
been overspending on the part of the local authorities, to whom money had been
given,

I know that this is a sensitive issue that I am raising. I repeat that I am
not addressing my question specifically to you, Mr, President. Perhaps either you
or the representative of the Administering Authority could answer, That would help
us to understand the situation in Palau when the referendum took place.

The PRESIDENT: I agree that this did seem to be an unusual provision.

That is why I myself actually inserted those words into the report.

I am afraid that here we begin to become involved in the very intricate world
of Palauan politics. I am not sure to what extent the domestic politics of an
internally self-governing Territory is really the concern of the Trusteeship
Council, as we try to bring these Territories to self-determination.

But, if I may, I shall let the Council into one of the confidences that I had
in a private meeting with President Salii, when I took up this issue with him. I

said, "You know, this looks as though you are trying to bribe people to vote for
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the Compact”. His answer was: "Well, I agree that it does. But do you know that
this provision of back pay was inserted at the insistence of the opponents of the
Compact?". He gave me an explanation as to why that was: those who opposed the
Compact - who, I think, were seeking their own political future - would be able to
say, if the Compact did pass, that the really good bit about it, the back pay, was
there not because the ruling party or the President had asked for it, but because
we, the opposition, wanted it. I think that that is the explanation. It may seem
to be a curious one, but I think that in some ways political systems in other
countries could learn something in terms of political skill and intricacy from the
way things happen in Palau.

The Soviet representative asked how it was that the local authorities were
suddenly going to be able to pay salaries in future when they said now that there
was no money in the kitty to pay anyone and they were laying people off. I am
subject here to correction by the Administering Authority, but I believe that the
Government of Palau was confident that if the Compact was agreed this would assure
the rest of the international community that the political and economic future of
Palau was ensured. The funds that would later come from the Compact of Free
Association would not be available to pay their salaries, but the President was
confident that, with an assured political future through a Compact of Free
Association with the United States, the authorities in Palau would be able to
borrow the money to pay those salaries and to make good a number of the
deficiencies in the things that we have heard mentioned here, like hospitals and
the power supply, which had come to an end simply because there was no money to pay
for them.

Miss BYRNE (United States of America): I should like to amplify on this

technical point.
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Nobody was ever laid off or fired. No employee was let go. The Government of
Palau did overspend and find itself with not quite so much money available as it
needed to pay the government employees in full. So, for a period, they were paid
for 32 hours a week although they worked 40 hours. The arrears mentioned here are
for the period when they were given less money than due - that is, they were then
paid for the eight hours a week.

Now, the reason the payment was possible was that automatically under the
Compact there is economic assistance. That is to say, the Compact has set figures
in it for each entity. That is, for the Marshalls, the Federated States of
Micronesia - in this case Palau - there is a figure for assistance over a long.
pefiod. The moment the Compact was adopted and all the other legal procedures were
accomplished, that money became available to the Government of Palau.

So they had one form of assistance before the Compact. They overspent. They
were in some straits for a period. Under the Compact they have new, assured
funding - greater funding and over a longer period of time.

Mr. LEVCHENKO (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (interpretation from :

Russian): The Soviet delegation is grateful to you, Mr., President, and the
representative of the Administering Authority for introducing some clarity into
paragraph 18 of the report. Perhaps now or later the representative of the
Administering Authority could supplement her statement with an answer to the
question whether the local authorities discussed with the representatives of the
Administering Authority the existing financial provisions and the fact that they
intended to give retroactive pay to those employees who had been dismissed. Did
the Administering Authority say, "Yes, you will have this money and then you can

pay up"? Or was this an action completely taken by the local authorities?
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Having said that, I should like to turn to the next question.

In paragraph 17 of the report it is stated that this was the fifth plebiscite
on the Compact and that the Mission had arrived at the unanimous opinion that they

found a certain weariness among the electorate at being asked over and over to give
their views on this question. The Soviet delegation shares that view expressed in

this paragraph of the report. We have also stated that there was no need to keep

on having plebiscites on one and the same Compact. The opinion was expressed that

other measures should be taken, in particular those relating to the conditions of
the Compact but that is a matter for the Administering Authority and the local.
authorities. We merely wanted to note the correctness of that statement. However,
that statement does not give the reasons for the need to hold a fifth plebiscite on
that issue. The Soviet delegation would be grateful if someone from the Mission
could answer that question. If no one can answer that question, then we are ready

to turn to the next question.

The PRESIDENT: I think that the question is answered in chapter III,

paragraphs 7 and 8.

Mr. LEVCHENKO (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (interpretation from

Russian): I wish to thank the President for drawing my attention to that.

To speed up the consideration of the Visiting Mission's report, the Soviet

delegation will now turn to paragraph 19 of the report. This paragraph deals,

inter alia, with the compulsory purchase of land for military purposes. Could the
members of the Mission, or perhaps you, Mr. President, explain what specifically is

referred to here, how many requests or complaints were made, and what specific land

purchases for military purposes are referred to in that statement? Does this refer

to purchases by the Administer ing Authority or by countries of other regions or of
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that region? It seems to me that clarification of this issue by you,

Mr. President, or by the members of the Mission would improve the report.

The PRESIDENT: I believe that in this case these questions, which rea}lyd
concern the details of the Compact of Free Association, are more properly addressed
to the Administering Authority. But my understanding is that, should the Unite’d
States at some future date need to implement the defence provisions of the Compact,
it would have the right to purchase certain property in order to exercise those
defence responsibilities. But it was pointed out to us by the supporters ofﬂthe
Compact that, in fact, the United States has infinitely more military rights in’
Palau at present under the trusteeship than it will have in the future under the
Compact of Free Association and that, in fact, through the Compact the United
States will lose,’and not gain, defence facilities should it ever need to usg
them. Everyone hopes - énd I know the United States hopes and prays - that i; will
never need to exercise the defence responsibilities that it is assuming on behalf
of the people of ﬁalau.

Mr. LEVCHENKO (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (interpretation from

Russian): I too thought that the representative of the Administering Authority
would be in a better position to respond than the Chairman of the Mission. I
thought that the Administering Authority might give this matter some attention and
that the Soviet delegation would receive a reply. Could we receive an answer to
this question - in addition to what you, Mr. President, have said - from the.
representative of the Administering Authority?

The PRESIDENT: That, Sir, is up to the Administering Authority, although

I believe that a detailed answer to your question can be obtained by examining the

details of the Compact of Free Association.
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Mr. LEVCHENKO (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (interpretation from

Russian): In order not to put the delegation of the Administering Authority in a
difficult situation, I would suggest that berﬁaps it could prepare an answer to
those two questions from the Soviet delegation during the lunch period. After
lunch, we could begin with the answers to those questions, Mr. President,‘if you

want to speed up our work.

Miss BYRNE (United States of America): Mr. President, I wish to state

that your explanation of the situation was accurate. I would further add that this

reference to compulsory purchase of land forrmilitary purposes would apparently
relate to the contingency rights of eminent domain included in the Compact of Free
Association negotiated between the Government of Palau and the Government of the
United States. That is a contingency right of eminent domain: that is, in case of
need the United States Government would be enabled to purchase land. As the
President stated, however, that right is vastly less than under the current
trusteeship. I should also like to state that, as I said in my statement yesterday
in response to the oral and written petitions:

"My delegation would like to note once again that the United States has

no intention to place nuclear weapons in Palau nor to undertake any military

construction there." (T/PV.1645, p. 52)

And then I went on to discuss the nuclear provisions.
But as concerns the contingency right of eminent domain, the United States has

no intention of undertaking any military construction there.

Mr. LEVCHENKO (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (interpretation from

Russian): We are grateful to the representative of the United States for giving

additional information, but specifically the question there is one of compulsory -

I repeat, compulsory - purchase of land for military purposes. That is why my
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delegation asked how many such complaints there were, to whom and by whom they were
sent, and what decision by the Administering Authority or by the Trusteeship

Council could be taken on this matter. Is there any additional information on this
question? Does the representative of the Administering Authority or do members of

the Mission have any additional information? If so, we would be very grateful.
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The PRESIDENT: As far as I recall, we received no written communications

on the subject, but it was mentioned, as we have outlined in the report, as one of
the concerns at public meetings. Although some individuals feared they might lose
part of their land - and this has certainly been played up by the opponents of the
Compact - I think it was generally accepted by the people to whom we spoke that if
the United States was asked to assume defence responsibilities for Palau, it was
reasonable to assume that, if it needed in the future to do anything militarily, it
would need some land on which to do it and that it was an accepted principle in all
countries that Governments have the right to take certain pieces of land for

military or other purposes.

Mr. LEVCHENKO (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (interpretation from

Russian): Wishing to accelerate discussion of the matter, the Soviet delegation
has two questions on paragraph 33 of the Conclusions in the report of the Mission.
In particular, the Mission notes here that the counting and tabulation of votes was
conducted in a fair and professional manner. The Soviet delegation has never
expressed any distrust in this regard, but the paragraph goes on to say that during
the course of that process some irregularities were discovered and were settled to
the satisfaction of all concerned.

Could you, Sir - or, since you were not there at the time, perhaps some other
member of the Mission or your deputy - explain what this is about, how many such
irreqularities were discovered, and how they were settled? This would add further
information to that provision in the report and make it more subst;ntive.

The PRESIDENT: As I say, these were minor irregularities that were

I think

corrected immediately. Perhaps I could just give menbers one example:

‘that when voters were in the voting booths no one else could be within a certain

£

distance of them, and it appeared sometimes that in an eagerness to vote the next
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person was getting a bit too close to the polling booth and had to be asked to take
half a pace backwards. They were irregularities of thét nature, but we do not

believe that they affected in any way the outcome of the poll.

Mr. LEVCHEﬁKO (Union of Soviet Sociéiist Republics{ (interpretation from

Russian): In one of the pefitions which we studied‘- perhaps it was an oral
petition or one of those which are listed as addendums - it is stated that thefe
were no locks on some ballot boxes, despite their being required by law. What is
more importané, on othér bai;ot boxes, as’was stated in the petition, thefe were
locks which did not seéure‘anythiﬁg: the ballot boxes were in fact opén. Thus,
the petitioners believe, was a serious violation.

Thaé is ﬁhy‘I wanted‘ciarification from you, Sir, as to what kind of
irregularities théfe Qefe.A If there were no such irregdlarities, then the

petitioners were wrong. Did the Mission hear any such accusations?

The PRESIDENT: It is my understanding, having consulted quickly with thé
Secretary of the Council -~ who of course was presen£'on this Mission - that these”
accusations or suggestioﬁs by éetitioners that there was something underhand in
regard Eg the balloi boxes:were incofrect.

I believe on one occasion the élection—retﬁrn officer put the keys to the
ballot box through ghe slét and the box had-to be opened by forcing the padlock off
ﬁhé Box; some of the boxeé hagd t&o iocks, one inside and one outside, and SOmefimés
in fhe énthusiasﬁ to:get the bog back the inside lock had perhaps not been closed.
But in every case the examination of these minor irreguiarities was conducted in
the éresence of both sﬁpéorters aﬁd opponents of the Compact — as they were at the
polling stations - and they were résolved to the full satisfaction of both sides.”
It was the view of the Visiting ﬁission that these were only minor human failures
and that they were not in any sense an attempt éo inter fere with‘the ballots that

were inside the boxes.
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Mr. LEVCHENKO (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (interpretation from

Russian): That is a very substantive addition and it reaffirms that these
irregularities were not only insignificant but not substantive. Now, when the
locks were hanging there they did not close anything, and anyone who was interested
in doing so, or'wanted to, couid then have opened the ballot box, put inside new
ballots, removed bthers, and so forth. Fortﬁnately, the Mission noticed this and
settled the mattér. |

In the next paragraph it states that there were also some accusafions of
malpractice - what kind is not clear. However, lthose allegations were not
substantiated to the Mission.r

To round out the report, particularly as this is found in thé most important
part of thé’repbrt - Chapter X, "Conclusions” - doﬁbtless it would be logical to
say what kinds of accusations of malpractice‘these were, who made them and what is
being discussed hére, in fact. 1If any of the members of the Mission present here -
or perhaps you, Mr. President, or the Secretary of the Couﬁcil, who‘was present
during the entiré period of the Mission's stay - éould provide additional
clafification fegardiné that conclusion of the Mission, it would be helpful.

The PRESIDENT: I believe the main accusation of malpractice that was

made to the Missién wés that 31,000 in counterfeit money had been paid by the
:Government to oﬁe of tﬁe States in connection witﬁ the election expensés. wWhereas
‘each State, I think, had feceived 31,000, this particular State had received that
money from the Government in counterfeit currency.' |

We attempted, as this Qas quite a hot subject‘while we were there, to find out
the truth of the matter. The fact wa§ that we could never actually‘find anyone who
had the story himself: he had always learned it from someone else. When we went

to that someone else, he had learned it from someone else. I took it up with the



JsM/ad T/PV.1646
59-60

(The President)

President, I believe, and he denied it. We took it up also with the main bank,
which had in fact issued the money. It seemed to us unlikely that a bank would
actually hand out counterfeit currency, and as no one could in fact substantiate
it, it was simply one of the rumours of the sort that fly around in a quite highly
charged political situation. As I say, despite our efforts, we could not find
anyone who could substantiate the story, and for that reason we dismissed it. But
as these tales of malpractice had been circulating, and as we knew they would be
referred to by petitioners, we thought it sensible to mention in the report that
there had been these accusations but that we had not been able, despite some quite

intensive efforts, actually to find that they had any substance in truth.
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Mr. LEVCHENKO {(Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (interpretation from

Russian): Thank you, Mr. President, for that detailed answer to our question. We
have one other question. I do not think this will give rise to any kind of
difficulty for the Mission since it refers to the official results of the
Plebiscite. 1In paragraph 26 the results are given in general figures. People say
that it has been the practice of all Missions so far to give the breakdown of the
vote by regions. 1In Palau there are 16 States. In addition, if my memory does not
fail me, there are about 20 sites outside Palau where voting also took place.

It seems to me that this report of the Visiting Mission would only stand to
gain if it gave specific data on the plebiscite - if it gave detailed results of
the vote on the Compact both within Palau, broken down by States, regions and
cities, and outside those States. That would be very valuable information for the

members of the Trusteeship Council.

The PRESIDENT: I take that really as an observation rather than a

question, but the fact is that this is the manner in which the results were
received from the President by the Secretariat and that is the manner in which they
were published. I think it is worth pointing out that we, as .a Visiting Mission,
did not at any stage regard it as our duty -~ in fact, it was not within our

mandate - to tell the Palauan authorities how they should or should not conduct the
plebiscite or tabulate or present the results. We were there merely to observe.
But I note what the representative of the Soviet Union has said, that it would
perhaps be more revealing to have more detailed results than this, but this is the
manner in which the results were transmitted to us by the President of Palau and
that is the way they have been published in our report.

Mr. LEVCHENRO (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (interpretation from

Russian): I am pleased, Mr. President, to note that you agreed with the

reasonableness of our proposal and I think that with your agreement the Soviet
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Union's request could be fulfilled. We shall therefore ask the Council, on your
behalf, to request from the Chairman of the Mission more detailed information so we

can study it at our leisure.

I have a very brief question. In annex IV there is a letter addressed to you,
Sir, concerning the request by Mr. Salii that the Mission be extended. The
question is: Are there any substantive reasons why the original letter requesting

an extension, addressed to you, Mr. President, was not published in this report?

The PRESIDENT:  The answer is that there was no written request. I
called on the President early in our visit and it was at that time that he made
this request to me orally. He explained the circumstances and asked whether we
could stay for a further week. I discussed the matter with him and said that I
would wish to consult with the other members of the Mission and with the
Secretariat. I then went back and later in the day gave him my response that we
would stay for that extra week, but there were no written communications on the
matter and I think that this letter, which we published, was a courteous way for
the President to thank the Trusteeship Council for agreeing that the Mission should
remain in Palau to observe the plebiscite, which had been delayed for a week.

Mr. LEVCHENKO (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (interpretation from -

Russian): The Soviet delegation raised this question only because the substance of -
the request was first made to the Chairman by Mr. Salii and that is the main reason
why the other documents from the United States Liaison Officer and your other
correspondence were given. This is why we think that, as long as you, Sir, and the
Mission as a whole thought that it was an extremely responsible tésk, the inclusion’
of the later correspondence, with the original request missing, simply gives rise

to some misunderstanding as to why it took place the way it did. But since, as you
state, the request had been made orally, apparently you and the President of the

Republic thought that was not sufficiently important and should be officially
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recorded in a document. Well, that is a decision for the Mission.

If you have no objection, Sir, I shall continue in order perhaps now to
complete discussion of this report. I am now on annex XVII, "Written
communications received by the Visiting Mission in Roror, Palau®. We respect the
decision that the Mission took to place them in the files without discussion in so
far as it was a decision of the Mission in accordance with the rules of procedure,
but we very much regret that, despite the request of the Soviet delegation, the
members of the Trusteeship Council did not have the full text of these
communications so that they could be studied and provide additional information for
a full review. On behalf of the Soviet delegation I must say that they are .
extremely substantive and could have supplemented the report of the Visiting
Mission,

My last question refers to annex VIII and what it entails. We have, signed
and certified on 20 October by Mr. Salii, a document that is the result of the
vote., To the Soviet delegation it is still a mystery why the President of the
Republic required such a long period of time to certify this document. What were
the President's doubts that made him defer certification of the results of the
plebiscite? After all, the Commissioner responsible for carrying out the
pPlebiscite in accordance with the presidential proclamation should have certified
the results of the vote no later than 10 days after the vote. The Commissioner
carried out his part of the work, but the President of the Republic delayed doing -
so. Apparently he had reasons for so doing. Does the Mission have any idea what
the reasons were for such a lengthy delay on the part of the President of the.
Republic in certifying the results of the vote? If you, Mr. President, or perhaps
some other member of the Visiting Mission or of the Administering Authority, have
any views on the matter, the Soviet delegation would be extremely grateful for

clarification.
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The PRESIDENT: The representative of the Soviet Union mentioned that we
had published a letter from the Presideﬁt thanking us for remaining for an extra
week, but not the request. In fact, the request to stay that extra week is
contained in chapter I, paragraph 5, but admittedly it does not say that it was an
oral request.

As to why it took until 20 October for the President to certify the results of
a referendum held in June, I do not feel that it is a subject on which the Visiting
Mission should speculate or offer comment, except to the extent that one of the
purposes of the Trusteeship Council is to bring the territories for which we are
responsible to self-determination, in whatever form they choose. Part of that
process is that before they reach their final stage territories should be
internally self-governing. It would be a mistake if we as a Council, once we have
given self-governing status to a Territory, then continually acted like a nanny and
tried to interfere in the manner in which a mature people on the point of final
self-determination managed their affairs.

I regard the manner in which the people of Palau decide to determine their own
future, the type of questions they ask themselves, the sort of referendums they
hold and the manner in which they convey the results, as being a matter for the
people of Palau, which has self-governing status. We as a Council are all
determined to bring the territories for which we are responsible to the final stage
of self-determination as quickly as possible, and I for one am content to leave to
the President of Palau the question why he took some little timé to tell us
formally of the results of the plebiscite, without seeking any further explanation.

I hope we have now brought this stage of our deliberations to a close, but I

see the representative of France wishes to speak, and I call on him.
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Mr. GUINHUT (France) (interpretation from French): I shall be very

brief, Mr. President.

Since the Soviet delegation - as is its strict right - has gone into the
minutest details of the report, my delegation would like to thank you, Sir,
particularly for your outstanding patience and for the very precise and extremely
detailed manner in which you have given so many answers.

The PRESIDENT: I thank the representative of France for those kind

remarks.

The meeting rose at 1.05 p.m.






