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LIST OF OEPENDENCIES(DRITISI!) OF MAURITIUS (1826) , · 

Sir Lowri Col•'• Despatch trom Mau.ritiua, dated 19/A9/1BZ6. 
Filed 1n.th Lil»-arr(~i•o 69 CO 167/8~). 1 

L'Isle Rodrigues, 
L.' Isle Brandon or Carga,doa Cara_yoa,, 
Diego Goroia, ' 
Loe llix Islfls. ' 
Les 'frois Fr4'ros , 
Islns Sullomon. ( or Frenoh IIIUIMI LH On&e Ialu), 
Loe Peros Oonhoa. 
lele Segour, 
IsloA Ooorge et Rog1,Letr;b. 
Agalega, 
Coolivi . 

·, 

\ ·" 

L•• Aairanh1, 

LI I ele MAhd , 
L'Isle llt Anno. 
L'Isle aux certs. 
L' I ale Anonine,. 
L1Io l e du Sud Eat, 
L'Isla Lonqua, 
L1Iela Honda, 
L1Iale Moyonne. 
L1Iale Therese, 
L'Isle de la Conception . 
L1Isle AUX vaches marinas. 
L1Iale llUX fregntes, 
L'lalo La Diquo, 
L'Ielo l'raalin , 
Loa Cousin ot Couaine, 
Loa froie Soour1, 
LI Ielt Rondo, 
L'Iale hride , 
L'Iele Folioit& , 
L1Isle Marianne, 
L'Islo nux lloseita, 
Loo daux Iolee du Nord. 
L1 Isle Oonia, , 
L1Iule Curiouae , 
Loo Mwnmolloa, 
L1Isle Gilhouett, . 

~ L'Iele Plnte, 

L1Iele Afriotdn, 
L I Ioli Z11 mir1 , 
1.1 lillle cl' av1oe, 

i 

. .. 

. , 

/ i:. 

, .. 
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Anonymous, An Account of the Island of Mauritius, and its Dependencies (1842)
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AN ACCOUNT 

OF 'l'HE 

[SLAND OF MAURITIUS, 

ANI> ITS 

DY A LATE OFFICIAL RESIDENT. 

LONDON: 

PUBLISHED BY THE AUTHOR. 

1842. 

7t 
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MY LORD, 

Your Lordship having appointed me as a. Special 

.Magistrate for the Mauritius, I am indebted to that circumstance, 

f'or whatever knowlE:dge or information I possess of the Colony; 

and to you, therefore, I respectfully beg leave to dedicate this 

account of the Island and its dependencies. It is a well known. 

fact, that of all the British possessions, less is kno,vn of the :Mau

ritius generally, than of any other of our Colonies; and when 

the· vast National and Commerc:bl consequence of the Island is 

considered, whether in refere~ to produce or her important 

position, in relation t.o our East India possessions a.ud Tr.ide, is a 

_ matter of surprize. 

Should this brief account of the Island and its dependencies 

meet your Lordship's approval, and add towards the better 

knowledge of this interesting possession, my object will be 

attained. 
. I ha vc the honour to be, 

My Lord, 

Your Lordship's most obedient, 

And very humble servant, 

THE AUTHOR. 

r o the Right Honourable the Lord St:inlcy, 

~ccretary for the Colo~ial Department. 
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CH.A.p'TER' VII. : ; 

Customs Du.tie,.-Impart Du.tle~En.trepot1 do.

E:,;part, do.-Port Charge. 

CUSTOMS DUTIES. 

IMPORT DUTIES. 

GRAIN of all sorts, ploughs, and · harrows, 
steam and water engines, and other articles 
of machinery, calculated to diminish manual 
labour, and being of British manufacture, 
free of duty. 

·Salted meat, fish, duly cer_tified to have 
been cured at the Cape of Good Hope, 
New South ,Vales, or Van Dieman's Land, 
free of duty. 

All goods, the produce of the dependen
cies of the Mauritius, or of the Island of 
Madagascar, with the exception of ebony, 
if imported in British bottoms, are admitted 
free of duty. 
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Governor of Mauritius and the Council of Government, Ordinance No. 20 of 1852 (2 June 1852)
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f .. · - .~-· ~· 

~L~THITllS A0D DEl'E\ Jff:\UE~. 

OI'I 1·NT \ -i,/( 1 r . t _ ) l 1 11. J. , -· . ~ 
No. :.W of 1852. 

E11acled l;_r/ tl,e Gorown ,:;f Jfarn·i
ti1.1s u·i(/1 tl,e adi•ice anJ con,;~nl of 
the Council of Grgcrnment tl1o·r:1{i: 

Tnu:. T'or empowering the Gon_;rnor in <..cr-
tai11 t!\Scs· to exti;nd to the S1::j·d1clle~ 

l:ilnnds nnd ulhtr Dcpendeodes of .ilfalu·itius the law~ aud 
rrgul:ttions publi~hcJ in tl1is lslu.ud. 

Pni::.nrnu. \VTIEREAS some of the bws n.nd re-
gulations publishc.d in tbis Colony may 

be co11vr:n.iently adapted to the loc:11 circumstnnccs of the 
Sryche\\cs nnri {Jlher Dcpcndeucies, nnd it i:, expc<lieut that 
sufficient power shc,uhl be P-i-reu to the Go,·ernor for- tlwt 
llpcci.'.ll purpo;;c. 

0 
· 

llii .Excdlem:y {11~ Go1:cr,wr in Council ha.~ tnactcdt crnd iloN 

here.by euact as follows: 
Art. 1.-The Gm·crnor i~ here-by empowered t-o c:denrl tn 

the Seychelles I1-1la.nds awl other Dependencies of 1\lnuritiw, 
•ny laws or regulations pub1islicd in thi.s Colony, und~r ,mch 
l"estrictio • s and .modifications in t1ie 8aid lnw!-l and regula
lations ns the Gon~.mor may deern fit .. nccor-tling to the local 
circumstances of the sai<l Devendeucies. 

Art, 2.-The prese11t Ordinance ihaH take effect from th& 
nfth day of Juue 1852. 

Paf.se.d in Couni;il at. Pm-t Louis
1 

Isln.ud of lifauritiu3, thia 
second ,fay of June 185-2, 
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Governor of Mauritius and the Council of Government, Ordinance No. 14 of 1853 (23 Mar. 
1853)
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TITLE, 

PREA.M£LF,. 

Governor in certain eases to extend to the : SeyQ!t~!~. 
Islands and. othet De\1rnde:1cies .of Mauritius, t¥e.:!,~\:f 
and regu\att0ns pubh~hed in this }sland, an<l ~t. 16,:;,x;-:, 
~d.ient that imch power be -vested in the Governor and 
His "Execufive Council. 

Bis E:&t:ellency the Governor in Council ha3 enacted and 
does hereby enact as fol'totcs : 

A.,t l.-Ordinar.1ce No. '20 of 185~ is hereby and. 
~b.a\\ be re-pealed, and. it is enacted that the Gov~ 
in his E.xec.nti:ve Council is hereby em:pow~ted _ tQ_. .• : 
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Governor of Mauritius, its Dependencies, and the Council of Government, Ordinance No. 5 of 
1872 (10 Feb. 1872)
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.AN OR DINANCE 

]3nacted by The Go·ve1r.no1· of Ma1witiits and its JJepen~ 
dencies, rwitlz the adv-ice and consent of the Oounoil 
ef Govenvnient thereof 

To make better provision for the Administration of 
Just ice in certain Dependencies of Tufa;u:ritius. 

ARTHUR GORDON . (10th February 1872.) 

WHEREAS it is expedient to make better provision 
for the Aclministrajtion . of Justice in certain Depenclen • 
cies of Mauritius ; 

BE IT THEREFORE ENACTED by His Excel
lency The Governor, with the advice and ·consent of the 
Council of Government, as follows; 

Modification of l.--==~The Proclama tion elated 24th Octoa 
Proclamation s. 

ber 1864 ancl the Proclamation No. 14 of 
10th June 1868 are hereby modified so far as they are 
repugnant to or inconsistent with 'the provisions of this 
Ordinan ce. 

Ext ension of fows. 2.-0r clinance I>T o. 34 of 1852, entitled 
"A.n Ordinance for amending and consolidat ing the Laws 
" relating to the esfaJblishment of District Courts within 
"the Oolony, " - and Orclimmee No. 35 of the same yea,r, 
entitled:-" An Ordinance for amend ing the Onlinance 
" relating to the Jurisd ict ion of District Cour ts in Ori
H minal Matters," a.ml Orclirn?uilCe No . 11 of 1869 entitled 
'' An Ordinance to extend the J urisdictic , · of Dis trict 
" Courts in Crimin al 11atters," and Ordina~ No. 27 of 
1871 entitl ed 1

' An Ordinance to bring with 0f the J urisa 
" diction of tbe District Oomts certain I\hsdemeanors, 
" Contraventions and Offences hitherto excluded from 
" such Jurisdiction, " are hereby extended to the Islands 
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_-:-,;.· __ ~. - ::-:·----_-: . 

31 To rnake bette1~ provisio111 for the Administration >0 
. Justice in certain Dependencies of Mauritius. ·, 

men~i?ned in A:-rticle 5 of t~is Ordinance , subject to thl 

provis10ns heremafter c~ntamed. · <: 

.Jurisc1~ction of n~a- 3.-.;._The Junior District MaO'istrat "''' 
g1stl'ate m Port Loms . . . .~ • • o e Of .,1 

the District of. Port lloms, m the Island ofc 

Jll[au:ritius, for the time being, is _hereby constitufac1 to be_:· 

the District lVIagistTate for the said Islands, and he, tb/_: 

S8Jid Junim District IVfagistTate of Port Louis, and all the /3 

Officers of his Court, shall have the same powers, auth 0~ / 

rity and juri~cliction respectively, to all intents and pur~·} 

poses, as if the said Islands formed part of the said Dis: / 

trict of Port Louis. · · 

_Fl'Oc;11·e1
~\ c~e~er~l's 4 .-= Nothing contained in tbis Ordinance 

powe_s m .. inua ,nec.. l , • , • ,_ , • , + . 
shalJ be he..1.d to cnmm1sn, 11m1u_, or m any 

way affect the right and povrnr of the Procureur Genera l 

to rnduce or refer back nnder the Ordimmces No. 11 of_ 

1869 or No. 27 of 1871, any Criminal cha ,rge concerning · 

any offence committed in the said Islands. 

Ordin ance to n,pply 5.- This Ordinance shall apply to the 
to ce::tain Isla nd s. 

following Islnncls, nPumely : 

Diego G8Jrci2v, 
Six I slan ds, 
D1:mger I~land, 
Eagle Islands, 
Peros Banhos, 
Coetivy, 
Solomon Islands, 
A l T " . -; 
.r1ga.1ega _sianns , 

St. Brandon Islands) als o and otherwis e called 

Cargaclos Carnyo s. 

PASSED in Council, at Port Louis, Island of 1Vfauri

tius. thi:'i Sixth CJ3,"J· of Febrnas-J,, One thousand l~ig-ht lnm-
., 

.. 
u 

dred a i~d. Seventy~b vo. 
rr:rros. ELLIUfT , 

!\r ' ng Secretary to the Council of Go-vemment . 

Published by Order of H is Exc,sllency rrhe Govm-nor. 

EnwA:n.D N:EvVTON, 

' Colonial Secretary. 
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Governor of Mauritius, its Dependencies, and the Council of Government, Ordinance No. 41 of 
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.-~u1,TfAt<;ove.tnot?f ]J_au1'iti:,l~, 
Jt1J)epenclenc1,es with the advi,Je 
,cMiseiit of the Council of GoL?etJ];• 

· 'ftfer1of: 

:>}f~.}~ip·oi;ita Police aml Stiprn~ 
r·· ·,·(li~~yJiagistr~te for Uie smaller 
j >:®~i~dehclei\ _ commonly called 
f, ·•._ •· Oil Islands" an{l those other 
v: . · 1s1a11ds, De1)endencies of ~lauri
t< · _ tins. in :wllic11 tlleTe are or may be 

Fishing Stations, and to appoint 
r}t permanent Officers of the Civil 
p·,.- Statw, for t110se Islands. / 

;

~l.·_-.:_· __ -, ____ :_-_._t /,., /,,.,--;;Jf;/;f!_f,:· ~,, _,-/- --
·-- _._- __,/ _f- 11-/_/ A' /~_f' -------"--------
}_-_-_-;: .; - A ,.,/' _,/ r,/ .;,_.,---.. "'' , -, -v-/ ,;,/ - - ,,- ,·-'"' -, 

~~(' 

t• t',s WHEREA.S it is expedient to appoint 

~~-~_Ii_i ,~h!~'.~~;1:~~l~;~~'t:~t,; ;~~::~~~e c!ft' 
eel "0i.1 ls1an<ls," and those other 1slands, f ,;;, De11endencies of i\I auritius, in ,,-hich 

,:· -.· ·· - there an: or roay be Fishin~ Stations, and 
[ __ - to appoint perrnanent Oiticcrs of the 
t( Civil Staiu6 for those 1s1ancls ; 
r-~' ·, 

,vHE REAS it is expedient that such 
Police a:,cl Stipendiary 
s:io•-1ld 1nn, s?rnmary_ jnrisclictio11, and 
sr:?uld from trn1e to time'. Yisit the afore-
sa1d -pq,crn1enci"s to administer justice 
therem; 

13f: I~ THSREFORE ENACTED 
l~y H1s _],xce11ency the Governor, with 
tne advice aml consent of the Council of 
Government, ,,s follows: 
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_-.,_.,-:; 
. · .... ·,.•, 

· . Residence of Ma-,,, 2;-Such p l' ~ , 

: ,gliti~te. ,.,., .·_. . Stipendi~rv · ;
1 
ic~ a~d,, 

. shall not reside. permanently i11agts~rate 
of the D1;pendencies subject to h~n~ 0_ne 
diction, ,}ju~ sha,11, from thne to tim/ 1~?· 

.. i ~l\gistrat1(t~.,-J~lv;~~.9J3.:Depet1,depcy -t; v~~~ 

.·:Ii:ret1~encte.~:\· )PtI_llt;ter, J U~tlce thetein. 
_. ,_ /\ ; .. :-----/<,•--· _._.

1
- ~-\,_.-.1~et1veM,en. _ private indivi 

{;:;:::'.d.t1~lsan?--)~t.1ry~eA'.r. uster ·and Serv . 
' . cll~c~hilI~atr.o i·eport to His 'Excelle:n\· 

,- /·> · ,., -c ,:, the Govero or H Cy -· 
;''fo.:rf!p{fft. .. . . ·_ ·. -•· - . - .· • . - ', . le resu]t 

_. J~-·-· · -._ . __ of each ns1t paid as afore. 
said; ·he shall make a return of all Jnda. 
ments a_n~ Convictions by him given ~r 
awaroed ,rn rach Depen~ency separately. 

Salary._ _ 3.-There sh:i.n be paid 
to such Magistrate a sa1ary not exceed. 
iug . Vi \·e hundred pounds per annum. 
and · a further sum not exceeding 0;1~ 
hundred pounds per annum for traye]ling 
expenses. He shall be entit1ed t0 n; 
other allowance. 

}'rcc pass;;ge. Such :Magistrate shall 
further be entitled to obtain a free pao• 
sage to and from any of the said Depen
dencies on hoard the ships or coasters 
belonging to, or chartered, or employed 
by the proprietors or lessees of such De
pei1dcncies . . - ' 

Contribution tobc 4---The salarr and tra-
m_ad:byproprietors . l: . 

0 
-"~ - f the 

of 011 Islands. i· e [rng ex pem,c 0 

said JHagistrnte sbal1 be 
paid partly out of a :-;um of Four hun· 
dred pouuds sterling which the P:·0: 

prietors or lessees of the Depcn,~1eocie~ 
commonly called " Oil Islands, shaL 
pav into the Treasurv. on or before the 
l ~· 1 1 - ·: 1 •e•i1· and ot 1 oay oi January rn eac 1 ) ·' ·_, _ of 
partly out of the General Rennut:~ 
this Colony. 

_ Tax to he lr_,,-ierl 5 -In dcfanlt of the 
ln (~efault ufcontri- . • f J?r 11'" {1unc1rrd 
rm•,,on said sum o '1 ' • • aicl 

l)OUil ,1 ~ sterling being P · ~ 
d~, v J~·ee3 

ns aforernic1 hv the proprietors or ; 0
:0_,

1
,f 

t 'd " l - 1 'i' h t,a) .• a oresa1 ' on or before t }L • '--1' ll - be 
J anuarv aF aforpsaid there "}3 

· • 00 
1 . - . ~.. ' . f' C' doll1" . 
ev1ed by the Collector O ':· t this 

e~ch Ga non of, Oil !rnp?1:tcdc;h~~-d:, tbe 
Colony from t-nc smd U1l L 
snrn o·f one half'.-perrny. 

. l ~Ja,,is· 
Powersofc:,:. l 1-' rJ'lF Sil1i :, .,. 

• <li~_ry :!-.t;~i~t~;.~,.\t;,:n-G.--: · -~ " , ·~ ti1e po~\•f,~~ 
trntc sllall hc1\ '· · ... i. ,,J,1-

0 l - , . _ , q 111cnd1,ll. . 
._,f\( uutnoprv H•-:ted 1'H ~ -) {Ar l;l r ., ' ; .. , .. _, ' ·'-,_., r the C t'l J 

ghtratt~, 1!! i\Iaunt 1ns by · 
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Septem her 1838 and 
of 1852, but under 

odifici:1.ticmS llPl~PllH>ttar enacted. 

7.- He shall examine 
co.nduct and state of the La
Servants employed for hire in 
Islands, and if the wages of 

<u1e sam Lahorers and Servants have not 
pflid ; or if medicines or pro
accommodation have not been 

provided for the said Laborers an.l 
!<1,,· ... ;!'-,1>1•'1<>7nh, ; or if they have been mal-

1)y their Mister or Masters, or 
ariy Agent of such Master or .Masters; 
shall .. have in each such case power 

Engngemen~, tn to di:-.so1ve and annul the 
1'e annulleit. engagements of the said 

Sernmts or Laborers, and 
to send them bv the first shin to 1Hauri~ 
tius, and he iih.a11 haYe furtl~er power to 
adjudge that the custs ,rnd expen;i,:::s of 
the return passage of such Servants or 
Laborers to Mauritius, shall be paid by 
their Master or }\fosters. 

/owcrto,cndbc.ck 3.-In ever'i case in 
~&nan\, t.<J )foun- h. h I -·,:i , • 
tius, ,V H.'. L1e Stl.lll ~t1pe •• 

diary i\Tagistrate shall find 
that anv Servant !,r Laborer in the said 
Islands: has been brought to the said 
Islands to work there roi: a limited space 
of time and after the expiration of his 
engagemt>nt has been detained upon tbe 
said Islands, or refused a passage back 
to l\Iaurit.it~s. then it shall be lawful for 
!he said Stipendiary :Magistrate to take 
the nH'es.snn' mt·asures to ,:om·e.y the 
said Servant o,: Laborcr to Mau;i1ius. 
and to adjudge that ,the expcr,.:oe and 

rc.,sas:c mone,· custs o_t 1he !,et urn-pas-
servaur. -to he · sage ot such ~errant .or 
·oy )fa•H, L:i'fiorer tri :\famitius shnll 
be borne hr the r,)as!(~r and all expenses 
afld cDsts a:ijudged hy th,~ said Ma~istrate 
nnder this A rtdc and the preceding one 
to h.: 71aid ll\' a ;q nstc·r shall be recovera. 
1i~e in

1 
J..L1mitiu~ in d!'tLW of snch ,Hl

judicalion before fhe competent Court of 
Law in Mauritius. 

runhcc powers. 0.-In every cnse in 
·which :, complaint shall 

111 the !"aid I:e1and" be hr0ug11t before the 
sairl 1\Jagi,,;trntc by ;, .\foster or his Agent 
ag'.iinst ,\ Scrr:.nl, an(l t!tP .~uill Servant 
i-;l\all h(: found o,,tilt) 1wdccr tlic pro,ision;,; 
u!' :\n: · Order in Council 
or of the aforemc,,ti;.,necl Ordinance No'. 
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;i Coi'i{~1Jn),,~i~f;hh\,':JO-After tl.. . , 
made' in:'.~atttlth~1: , ·. .. . le arrival 
·· . >r·;".'s'.'?J('')' of a-Master or Servant in 

-...• :, ' L' ' } · .. ·. ~Iauritius, complaint niav 
he hr0t1ghtby any Master or Semint r;r 
,my offence or breaeh. of the law com. 

- mitted in the said Islands, and mentioned 
in the said Order iu Council, or in ibe 
:,aid Ordimrnce No. 15 of 1852, before 
the Stipcntfouy l\1ngistrate rif Port Louis, 
and the srd<\Iagistrate shall deal with 
the said offe11ce ,._aciording to the pro
vision of t1iefaw5 ·of:Uanritins applicable 
to such offenc:e, and in the snme ,vav as 
if the said offonce had hee!l cornn{it\e\\ 
in Port Louis; provided · 110 judgment or 
order has been given in thB matter hy 
the Stipendiary Magistrate of the said 
Islands. · 

11. - All judgments Judgmcnts . to, be 
final. 

of the said Stipeodiary 
.Magistrate given in the said Is]allds 
shaU he definitive and final to all intents 
and purposes. 

Persom;comrnitted. 12 ---,Every '\Yarnrnt 
to Prison may be.. . • · · -· - l h • 
detained in Pon- wh1ch shall be 1s,.,uec J 
Louis Gaol. the person so appoint~d. 

. as a Stipendiary M ,::igis-
·.rate for the committal to Prison 01 any 
person, may be lawfully executed\\' the 
remornl of the Offendc:: to ihc Gaol of 
Po:i:t Louis,,and by his rletcntion there-
in in terms of the ·said ·warrant. · 

14.-T)ie sJirl pnson 
so app,,inted, on !wine; 

J 1 dulv sworn before ;lll.\ 

· ~(•[?' __ of .. Su111·e···11" r ·,-,,_·,rt in teJ'ill" ot , , • ,. ' •· '- :· 1! 
. '-<Lnnnnce Su. l 2 ut l,::<09, sli'L 
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:Jbi.hi~ te1fore of office, have in and 
·~Ji-; rhi said Islands concurrent juris
. i:tfon-:with the District Magistrate of 
-0rt Louis. 

l~i0ft1fep~i~/~~~i~t~ ~5.- Every warrant 
{\t:. a;e1ined in Port which shall be issued by 
ifY>• ,Loiiis:Gaol.. the Person so appointed 
'.,, .... .. . . . . ·. as a j\fagistrate for the 

\committal to Prjson of any Person) may 
. be. lawfully executed by removal of the 
· Offender to the Gaol of Pert Louis, and 
by his detention therein in tt>rms of the 

·. said warrant. 

To compe~ attenrl. l 6.-The }\'.l'SOn so 
ance before buprem ~ . . • 
Court of wit;isssc~. appomtec1 as a l\Iagrstrate 
&c. shall have further and 

additional pmver to make 
all orders, and to take all necessarv 
measures tu :srnw: the: attendance b;
fore the Supreme Comt of Mauritius, of all 
the '\Vitnesses requirell to be beard against 
or in farnr of en°.rr Offender committed 
by him for trial as.aforesaid. 

Di5trict am! Sti- 17. - It shall not be 
pencliarv Clerk 1rn- f J ] neces"ar,·. lH::Cl:'SSary or t 1e saic :Ma-

. ITistrak in and for the dis-
charge of his ~lutics as ,L District and 
~tipendiary Magistrate t,J haYc a District 
and Stipemhary Clerk. 

~,fagiotratc :o ha Ye For the purposes of 
:powers c'.· Clerk. this Ordinaoce the said 
:\faaistrate is inn::stcd \Yith the fm1ciiu11s 
anti'"is empowr.'.rccl lo perform within the 
s:i.icl lslirnrls the duties of Clerk of a 
District Court as cfofi11eL1 by Ordinances 
N os. 3-1 and 35 of l S3'.2. 

Re;;ister •)! Order,. 18.-Tlic suid l\1agis
Judgmcnb, &c. tratr skill 1,eep a Register 
in which shall lJe eo tcrnl a note of all 
onlers, j:1dgrnent~ _allll cx~c_utio1:1s and 
of aJl otbcr pror:ec'.lru?s by mm g:1nn1 or 
issued ::irn1 the elltry rn ;:;uch Hcgi.ster nr 
a trne copv tht:rcof signcr1 hy tli,~ l\fa-

. :,:ha11 at all times 
r>:111ted a:- admittecl ac.: evidecce 

c1f such enfrie~. ?ind of 
t11e proceectiiig,, rc·frrrcd tn l;cillg-. sud;. 
eni rv or cntric:; an1'. o[ lh~ r,;·"c1lant/ .ul 
sucli i:roceedillS" ,y1thcnt 1nrtner prooL 

rn1tn~t Clerk, r,.r: 19.- It sh,,1] he ih,1 

r.couil-, to ,e,,c,,~: _, ,., c.f ,Jic Oic;tric:t ('ler1· fu.t'S:, &,c. dUL)_ . t~ :- ,_. - ,.1 • \. 

of l'od Lo::is, whenevrr 
fine;; intE::t<",1 er c1c,;,t .~ ordered to be 
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Judgr_nent m;t to?,\' And it shall not be 
qua~hcd, clrnLengc.,, l f. ] 

1
. , 

&c: a w tl or any Court 
J w1g-e or Madstrate t~ 

quash, set aside, r;;odifj- or cl;allenge in 
a1n- w,w whatsoerer sucb order. iudg
mJnt oi: conviction, except upon tli; G~

vernor's fiat that a ques
tion of hnv is imofred in 

the fasue ,vh1ch flesern:s and rcqnires to 
be con-,1dered 1>v a higher trilrniial, and 
1n no case shflll it Le lawful to issue 
s1tch fiat, until tlic amount of the fin_es 
or 1he sum or surn:-c orderecl to be paid: 
h b · J • 'l 1' -··t1Tnl 

Exception. 

ave een depos1teu 111 t 1e 1.egb ., , 

the Supreme Court. 

CHAPTER II 

Oivil Status. 

:Manager to be Olli- '.20.-Tbe l\Janager of 
eer of Ci,·il Stutus. I _ f tl J--dalldS or 

eac 1 u 1e ·· . ., 
f- l _, J- 111 :::,che· o-roup Cl ::,JaIJ( "' 1 

dule A mentiom~L rnaY be Officer of tJ1L' 

CiviI Status withi~1 th~ Island or group 
f I ~l l 1 • _ , 1,1(rcmenl, 0 "anc s placed nnder ,11,, rnai · b 

B' - D JJ' --1 r T)e,1th ' 1n11s, ecit_hs 31l<l If ,-l]] ',' J 1]'1 l O - ' 

;;\~ia~£~~ 1i/~ts:;::; CCC'llf' (:l' ,rny -
G~neral. - , L l1•"•ted in anv oJ 

lW ine:.,,, 
1

_ •. :::;~bcclulr 
hLmds nr grnnp ot L-b:v,, Ill '--, 

7
f th,~ 

A rnentioned it shall be the dut} c. 1i 
Oa::'. ' - , - f even' t,uc, u1cer of the Civi1 Status O · :: l oi·e 
D 1 - , ·t tliereol -w k . epern ency or ot an,v par - . 

1 
. tbe 

"l fJ' l -, · l -- -ccw·1e( 01 1 1e ,1rt 1. or Deatl1 1:1" 0 - - - the 
M . - 1 l 1 l .. , tecl 11 pon anwge _ 1as JCen ce c JI" ,-i)·,.. 
first occasion ,vben intc:rcourse cn_n_,_' '; 

l · - · •; - kncic, aiic, Pace hetv.-ecn tl:e s,11d l)qJL.lll .- o·rth, 
:Vf ·· · · · 1 ~·11d ul _' ,iuntrns, to notify !tic ·' Ge-
Death or i\Ltni,Hn~ io t!1e .. 1 '\le· 

l · - '' · ~t;rllhl -nera With a inll v11d ,·n-cLHl'• ''rk:
1
th or 

Tnorar,dnm of tli-- ~uid HHfli, . , 
C .- _, 1 \' )Jlll•• 
uncl riak<l 0 • 



Annex 6
,"·-=y::~-:;:;·1' ~·' - ::.-,-':_. -.• -·:: .• · ./ .. _.::-.: ~r }~\ · 

,,·-":,;-·C···· 
·,.:>.-···,.,_:_;·,:'· 

-~,--~-·-·:i?/~--

G~rt1;r~l~Jo th? P~ocurenr_ General, 
qbiJ13i:rtii, Death .or 1\1arn,1ge s1rnll 
regist~i-(;:gj11 the Cent~al C:ivtl Status 
~ce~S~qr<lmg to the directions of the 

ofuteµr,@:eneral. 

1ff;6jfcir>i~ting 21.- The House in 
;.(jfficeiofCivHSta.:· h' h. t1 p - o'nt

;;•~,,(ttus to be Civil sta:. W 1c ie er:,on app l 
t;\Ztus Offic.e. . . ed to act as Oflicer of 

the Civil Status resides 1 shall be to all 
intents aml purposes the Civil Status 

;/> < < , . Office. · 

Br.lary. '22.-He shall receive a 

salary of £ 25 per annum payable by 
· the Colonial Treasury, and he shall be 
1iab1e to the penalties· enacted in part X 

Subject to penal- of Ordinance 17 of 1871 
ties, · ( Articles 112 and follovr.-
ing) against Offences committed by the 
Officers of the Civil Status. 

Prosecution, where ProYided tluil the pro-
to take place. k 

secution shall ta e place 
before one of the District Magistrates of 
Port Louis, and be carried on ~in manner 
and form provided for by Article 112 of 
On1inance No. 17 of lf-37 l. 

Registers to be :23,-The Officer of the 
l..ept. 

Civil Status shall keep 
one Registe.r for Births, another for 
Marria~es am1 another for Deafos, and 
such tfegister;; sha1l be examined and 

ex:minec1 signe{l l1y the :Magistrate 
1,heneYcr he visits the 
I c:lanc1s aforesaid. 

:2°1.-Whene>er it shall 
be necc,.;:;ary to amend an 

Act of the Civil St;d,is ·relatin: to the 
inhabitnnls of the said Is1amh, such 
amendment shall take phce free of ex~ 
pense, on the l\f agistrate being satisfied 
that it ought to take place and a note of 
such arnenJrncnt shall l)c entered in the 
Register and returned by the Ofiicer of 
the Civil Status as soon as practicab1e 
to the Registrar General. 

Further urncnd· Pnwickd that t.hc Re• 
ment}3. General shall haYP 

the right to apply 1o a Jw1ge or ,\lac 
gistrate to have the said Act further 
amcn<led or the amendment set aside, 
if such ame1H1 mcn 1. b s lJeen effected 
hy fraud or by means of illegal me• 
thods or for illegai purposes, 
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rr.})1~;t;~~.f~~;·n;:: 
1 

25.-:--
1
A ?\I

1
ar'.iage may 

publicuti')n, 1)('. CC]e natC\ lll am of 
the ;-5aid Ll,rnds afte/ one 

pnUicaiion 0111y. 

Or~lin:rnce No, li 2G.-The imr,isions of 
of1~i1t--Jh:-iYefnrt::c . " ,...., ~ -,-
in tr,f' Oil J~bnd5, Ordwance No. 1 / of lt!i l 

shall han: forcr~ in the 
said Islat1ds rmrvided nerertheless, that 
it i3hall be law fnl for the G on:rnor in 
Executive Council. to frame Rcg::L1ti11ns 
for the forms of Contracts cir°-Serric,~, 
the management of camp~, lwspitaL :tnd 
shops, a11d a1so wheneYer the local cir
cumstances of the Ishrn1s shal1 require 
it, to rno<li(v or restrict th 0 provisions of 
this Ordinance, and all such Hcgulations 
shall hl:; enforced by penalties nol ex
ceeding £.) , 1,terfo{g ~ or imprisomncnt 
not exceeding three rnontf 1s. And irnch 
Regulations shall be laid on tlie table of 
the Council of G(wcrnment, all(l ii not 
diBallO\ved witfon one month, shall lie 
pub}ished in the Government Gazette, 
and shall t11en anrl thenceforth haYe 
force of hnY as if they formed part of 
this Ordinance. 

PASSED i11 Conncil, al Por1 Louis, 
lshnd of l\famitins, this T\\'enty-eighth 
day of lh:eember One thou,saucl Eight 
hundred and Sevcn1.y-:five. 

Acting Secretm'J ~o the Ceuncil 
or G overnmcnt 
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J.Jtme•1wr,enou.rs lo whicli this Ordinance 
ctpplie8. 

Diego Garcia 
Six Islands 
Danger Island 
Eagle Island 
Peros Banhos 
Coetivy 
Solomon I slantls 
Agalega 
St.-Brandon Islands, also and 

otherwise called Cargados 
Carayos, 

Juan d~ Nova. 
Trois Freres. 
Providence. 
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Ivanoff Dupont, Report of the Acting Magistrate for the Lesser Dependencies on the Islands of 
the Chagos Group for the Year 1882 (11 June 1883)
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Letters Patent, Section 52 (16 Sept. 1885)



Annex 8

Letters Patent l6~h September 1885 

· VICTORIA, by the grace of God, &c: 

Recites of Letters Pa- WHEREAS the Council of Government 

tent of 22nd March 0£ Our Colony of Mauritius is now constituted 

1879. d . f 1 . . 1 . d d 
-- an _possesses powers o eg1s at10n un er __ an 

accordi ng to the provisions of certain Letters 

. Patent under the Great Seal of O~r United Kingdom of G-reat 

:Jc-[seep; 12·] B~itain and Ireland, bearing date -th~ 22nd clay of March J.879.* 

AND WHEREAS We - ai~e minded- to alter the -constitution .. 
·~· -~_; , . 

. of t4e said Co-q_ncil of Government; 
! - ~;.-;- _ _ _ 

Now KNOW YE that We do by these Onr Lettei-a Patent 

. _ cleola:re Q0:r -vv:ill ang pl~asure as ~ollq~s ·~. , __ _ 
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I 
I 
I 
f 
i 
r 
l 
) • 

~- ,-:::i 

~32~ 

Govern?r ma,y JJro- 49.-':Che Governor may at any time, by 
roa·ue or dissolve Coun- 1 · a· 1 Q -{' · proc amat10n, prorogue or 1sso ve th e oun -
c1 . cil. 

Duration of Council. 50.-The ,Governor shail dissolve the Coun -
cil at the ex piration of five years from the 

date of the return of the first writs at th e last preceding general 
election, if it shall not have been sooner d-issolved. · 

Times of first an d 51. ~ The first general election of Mern bers . 
subs~quent general of ,. he Council shall be held at such time not elections. .. u ' 

more than three months after the Pro clama -
tion of these presents in the Colony, as the 

Governor sha ll by procbmation appoint, and a general election 
shall be held within two months after every dissolution of ,the · 
Council, at such time as the Governor sha ll in like manner 
appoint._ . 

Interpretation. 52.-In these presents-
, _J, 

" The Colony." means the Is land of Maur iti us and its De
pend ,encies. 

'' ·T he Council'' means the Counc il of Government as hereby 
const ituted . 

" The .Governor" means the person for the time being law ;; · 
folly administering . the Government of the Colony. 

" . The Public Seal" means the Public Sea l of the Colony; 
" The Gazette '' means the Maur itiu s Government Ga~ette. 
" Minister .. of Religion" means any clergyman, minister , 

priest, or other person who ex ercises spiritua l functions or per
forms the offices of religion for or in respect to any Christian or 
other church, community, or body within the Colony~ · 

Revocn,tion of so 53.-F r om and after the date of the return 
much of th e .said Let- of the first writs for the election of members ters Patent of the 22nd . . ,. 
clay of March 1879 as of the Council hereby const 1tuued, so much of 
relates to the cousti- Our said l..Jetters Patent of the 22nd day of 
tutionnucl_functious of March 1879 as 'relates to the constitution and 
the Council. . f • · f h · C · ·1 ( · 1 th · th · . · · . unctrnns o t e ouuc1 name y; e seve ,n ._. 
and eighth articles thereof) shall cease to be in force, but 
without prejudice to anything lawfully .done thereunder. 

Reseryes 'p,ow~r . to , ·54,T'."' We do hereby r.eser:ve to · Ourselves; 
i·ovoke, alter , or amend Our heirs and successors .. full.power , and a:u,:
;~~lrfa!:.tent, mid to th~rity to rev~k~, a·lte1,, ~r arne~d . th~se Our 

. .. Letters Patent as .to Us or . them s_ha ll seem 
fit : . · a1id nothing hereiI;J. con:tair:ied shall . a:ffeqt Our .or th~ir . 
undoubted right, by and with th~ advice ,.;a,p.d consent of Parh11~ 
ment, or with the advice of Om· or th?i i.· P rivy Council~ to :make 
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Officer Administering the Government of Mauritius and its Dependencies, and the Council of 
Government, Ordinance No. 4 of 1904 (18 Apr. 1904)
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- ' ' 

, ~'.AN{ORD1NANGE 
b' tli Officer Adrninislet·ing 

Enacted '!a1' ie ·.· .ment' of .J1uw·itius 
_ .. the .. ove1 '""" . . . .. _ f, 

,l. it8 ]Jependenctes, 11_;1lh l 1-: 
:di;ice and consent of' ~lie Cmmcil 
of Gove1·nnient thereof. 

rro provrne for the Government. 
of. aml the Administration. °,t 
J usticein the Lesser Depc111leucie~. 

I reserve this Ordinance foi' the 

signification of His .Jiajest/ s z,leasure 

thereon. 

1 

Officer Administering
the Government. 

f 7? Jrr:: .April, 1904. 

131,~ IT E~AQTED bv the Officer 
A lmi.nisr.eTin°· the Gove1'.nment with 
l'l~ aclYiC(~ a,nJ cons~nt of the Council 
ot G-on~rnment, as follows :-

1. This Ordinance may 
1}e cited tts " 1rhe Lesse·r 

1kp,md.0nci.cs Onlimmcc''. 

lhi:·,itiotis. 2. In this Orclina,11ce: 

" Owner " incluLles lessee. 

'' ~shncl:i" 1neans the Lesser Dq,,:n
tl,:nc,es n1entionecl i.n SchedLllc A, or 
:my one o[ the1n. 

''The }Iagistrate ",or' ,, ·:\Iagistra,tc:" 
me:,us ri,uv one of the Dic;trict 
Sti_pcncli.a;\. :\lagist.ratri, i'ci Ute J,2""c1· 
Dcpendcn;ies ~t[)pointed urulc1· t,i;i, 
Ordinance, and indmks au Adchtiom1.l 
:'liagi.strat,,, appotnktl 1"1Hkr Artid•~ 
3 (:'\). 

" Ser...,-anL I) •• .:\L'Lt;,ter '~ antl n .Etu-
1,loycr " Lict ve llrn ill.•c111irn, o•s ,Lttachccl to 
them by the Labour 1878. 
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2 

ApJJ-Omtment of - 3 ii) I li:Jgi!ltrat;;'... . ! .. • \ tshall be lawful 
.-· , -.-.··-.•-•··•··_. for theGo-vernor - 1 

- <Ject to the :11Jproy111 of the Se~r;~~/; 
· .of State,_ to .11ppomt two fit and TO Je'r 
:_}_)e. rsons to. be_··-J)j_stri.c.t and st1·n P .) _ · -- ; - · , c. , · renu1arv 
:lY!ag1strat?s for Jhe Lesser Dependen"

-mes, men t10ned m Sche<l.ule-.A. 

· (2) Each of ·t.he said Magistrates 
shall act intlepemlently of the otber, 
and shall have the rights, dntiPs, 
powers and jtt:risdietion defincu bv 
this Ordinance. · 

(3) It shall further be lawful for 
the GoYernor when necessity arises to 

,issue a, commission to any other fit or 
proper person to act a; Additional 
1fogistrate for the Lesser Dependcm
cies, arnl such Magistrate shall, in 
virtue of such commission and during
its continuance, have all the powers 
of a 1Hagistrate for the Lesser Di?c 
pendencies. 

Visits of :'.\hlf;is- 4 (1) The :Magjstrates 
hate to Isla nd s. shall visit the Islands 
at s11ch tjmes as t}1ev s11all be directed 
bv the Procureur G~·nend. and shall 
a;lministcr j11Stjce ther~in between 
the Crnwn private individuals, and 
masters ;nd servants as defined 
by the Labour La,Y, 1878. 

Provided that so fo_r as ma.y be 
nossible e;1ch Island s11all be visited at
least once in every hn•he months : 
and if any Island b

0

as not lJecn Yisitccl 
for a peri~d of 1 welve mo111l1s j\, s];,:U 
be -visited on the first opporturnty m 
the ensuiu;· '. n·,·lve months. 

(2) 'l'he ::'.l.fagistrates shaH further 
have power to 'visit and inspect all the 
establishments on the Isbncls, and 
all camps and houses (other tlwn 
1n·iY:1tc (l,n,J1i11g-houses) therccn1, 10 

jnspeut the lJooEs of the 
1

cstabli_shmcnt 
and of the shops, and to i?st- the 
weights ancl rncasnres used m such 
shops. 

(3) They Bhall respectively rcp_o~•t; 
to the Go-venrnr the rcsuH of each v1s1t. 
arnl of the irc<-peciions made, n.nr1 
generallv on a,ll mutters connected 
with the ncll-1icill"' of the Islands arnl 
the welfare of 1h1; i11lwbit:mts.1'hcre 
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;lsln¼ll 'als<{.be\1elucled in .. Such report· tt 
·.-;,re,ttirri <}( a,11· decisions given,· H,nd 
· :~ti<lr1_'J;a,ken, 111 .. all matters brow~ht 
)b~fof~\them or which have come under 
-i.:tll~ir :t1otfoe. · ' ) · ·;<< _.. ·. 
;._'~]:it/.or_;:;r~is-.. · .. , 5{ 1:lltJ \s~lary of 

••.... ·. , .. ,_ , . ". , ; > .. •.· · .. _.·. eac~ oft~~ Magistrates 
/.)hall'lJ(t.-~,000 ·Rupees;w-hich shall be 
: :· paid.byt?e rrreasury~.The said salary 

shall coverall expensesandallowances 
. : ~thedofHlowed, fowhich the Magis

trates. shall henceforth . have no fur
ther cfaim. 

Provided that any Magistrate ap
pointed under Article 3 (3) sb.:111 be 
entitled to an allowance for expenses 
·of 5 Rupees a day during his 
absence from Mauritius, which allow
ance shall he paid by the Treasury. 

Co1:trilmt_ia_n to 6. (1) The owners of 
cost ot adm1m5tra• .h I d h ll . 
tion by owners. t e slan s s a contri-

bute to the cost of admi
nistration of the Islands the sum of 
12,000 Rupees in two half-yearly 
instalments, payable in the lillmner 
hereinafter provided, on or before th,~ 
31st. ,January and 31st. July in eYcry 
yea.r. 

(2) The said contribution shall be 
apportioned between the owners of the 
L,fancls, according to the number of 
labourers employed hy each of them, 
aml the sum due bv each owner shall 
he paicl into the T;easury on or before 
the dates a,bove-mentionetl. For tho 
purpose ol' such a.pportionment, each of 
the owners shall furnish tbe RcceiYc;r 
General with a statement of the s:iicl 
mnn1H::r of men so employed on thr; 
;-,otli. J l~nc and Blst. December in each 
n:ar. The statement mav be controHccl 
by the l\fogistrate, m~d any owner 
making a false statement shall he li,i1,Je 
to a fine not exceeding 1,000 Rupees. 

(3) For the recovery of the said 
amount due from each owner foe 
Government slmll have a privile£'e, and 
the or:tcn.t arr<l comlitions of su'ch 
Yilege sliall he goYemed by Ordimwcc 
No.18 of 181,3,and slia.11 bc,a,ssimib1<'r1 
to the Lnul tax mentioned in Article 
31 of tlrn,t Onlinance. 
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' (4).; '\Yhen_· _·_ 1_·t_is nece 
P • · · -· 'f · · · · ·- • . . . . ssary f · lll.P()~e.o .~~y cri.minal trial > or the 

. Pl'.~.e~d~?S-·-lU "}fa111·itiu~ : or other 
p~rs<).~9, .s~()11M come to M th~t. any 
WJt1~e~ses, o.:r: be,_hfouo•ht t ,Ml'lfa~s. as 
a,s prJso11ers the p ~-,0 , aur1tiu8 
J1'1rso11~.,~hallbe provick~a.f:· of such· 
ot1,tl!e 11s~eh,, helongino-. :e of Cost 
ter_ ed ,or._ e_n_1r· Jloyed b 6tJ or charth ·•.·1·.-1··· ·, .. · · · • v ie 0wne f , e gandon which the t . , r 0 

out of ivhich such trial ~c ,s ,occur!·ed 
· · · · . ·. • -· .. d. · -· - . . or proceedmo-

arises, .an . ;1n thell' ordinary vov· o- . ~ 
The cost of feedin()' to be . f .d. aces. 
the ·. · , .· o re un ed to · owrn~rs. · 

:F~ee passage_ of ;,,, II) A • 
:!llag1sttatc. . I• .\ ~"illy l\.fagistrate 

· · who IS about to visit one 
of the Isl~mls shall be provided by the 
owner_s_ w1th free pa<1'-aO'e and m' , . 

• v~ t, , ' am-
tenance to antl from such Island on 
}Joard any vessel belonging to, or char
tered or employed by, the owner of 
such Island, and to maintenance while 
on such Island. 

(2) Vessels going to and from the 
Islands shall carry mails free on behalf 
of the Post Offici. 

of S. (1) The Jfagistrafo 
shall be vested with the 

power and authority of District nnd 
Stipendiary Magistrates l'Cspecti ,;-ely i:1 
::\Iam·itius, subiect onh" to the modi
fications herein'~f ter e1;acted. 

(2) A Court shall be held in such 
convenient room or place in the Island, 
and on such davs and at such hours 
as the J'vfagistrat,; shall determine, 

(3) The shall haxe po-1rnr, 
in an v case or mu,tter. to apuoint and 

... - - ,, ..Ld r+ ,nvcar m such person as be eems llu 

to a,ct as foterpreter. 

Engagement of 9. (1) All servants, 
servnnli. other than artisans, pro· 
ecrdillg to the Islands for employ-
1111:'nt :::hnll vre,-fously enter into n. 
,n·ittc11 contract nf serrice passed a::. 
ful101r.~ :-

(i) If in :Jfauritins, then hcfor~t_a 
·3ra0 ·ist.rate or before the IS 1• 

u l £ rort• pendiary 1\fn.!!i.strate o, 
Louis. 

(ii) lf in the Tsfaml>', then before 
µ al.li:i~J,"ll,cEt:, 
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in either case the 
i:lcttisfied that such 

ente1' into such con-

· Sevchelles, then 1Jefore 
ofti~er of Seychelles au

t110risecl by the laws of Sey
. chclles to pass such contracts. 

Provided i tha,t the condibons a,ncl 
forms of such contracts, and the 
riowers ot: tl:e officer aforcs_aicl in Tes
pcct ~o pa~smg _them, are 1;1 .a11 res
pects identical with the conclit10ns and 
forms of the contnicts, and the powers 

. of the J.fag,istratc 1mssing such con
tracts, rrs clete1:minecl 1Jy this O nli. 
nancc. 

(2). ProviJecl furthertliat when any 
person on the Ishu1cls desires to enter 
into .i ,v:ritten comract of service such 
t:oniract mav Le nassed in the h]::rncl 
l1eforc the ::'lia~·istratc. and shall 1ic in 
the same ior~n ancl · subjcet io the 
same cornlitions as the contraet herein 
provided 

Contracts o·Cl'· 10. (1). TFrittcn con-
Tice. tracts of service sl1u.ll lH~ 
in tl1e form of Schedule B, (wliich 
may be mernlc(l br the Regulations), 
al](l shall nnt exceed three years ; 
in tlic case of contra.et:-:: entered into 
li\· .mcm1>ers C>f the same famih, they 
sliall all cxpin: ;·it the same tin~~: Ll~~ 
,Yonl "farnilv" in this Article shall in
clude husbi;nch, wives and chiklrc11. 
Certified copies of nll contraci:s shall 
be sent to the :'>Lm::ige1;. · 

Ju all contracts the natnre of 
t1w W<Hk for ,d1jch the serYant is 

sliall be spcci/i,,d, bnt ,Yhc1·c 
of ihc work is genera.I and nnl 

capable of express specification t.hu 
)Llg·istrntc ma)·, fo 1Jassjnc.;· the con
tract, dcscriLic such work as;, general". 

(~1) In Cc.lsc any hbrnl Le sold. 
nltcD(1tc.d or transfcncJ 1.u ;urn1 ]H'i: 

rcrs 1Jn, er succ,;cd,.::cl to h:r anoili,:r 
1w1·s,)n, lwt,.:n: tli:c tc:rmination ()l' t!,,, 
contrnct:s oi scn·i,·e entered iuto witii 
the scn·rrnt, on tJ1c l,bn<l. 
such scn;;i,r,~ sc1-ve such oUu-

1
: 

person ace 1r1,t,n:.::-to the tcnns ol: ilic 
contract anu, such, new ernplon.'1' or 
)110.Stc:' Ot' ~cid bound tcnvan!s 
the said sernmts ln ,tll the stjpn.lations 
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-., .• •. •• ••• ••.•:·,• r •: 

-c11 The Magistrate .before whom 
suc.',}~.on,Jraets.are lJa.ssed in 1f ·,·t· 
or m · t1 · ·r l . . . . ~ auu rns 

•. < - > le .s Mcls shall krve tl 
Jmwers vested' in Stipellilia' ,}'Vl "·'.[' ~-:e 
tl'·ate· 1 ~ ·t· 1 . ., JJ a;.;b• 

. '. soy;l.'f,lC es 100 and 101 ofth 
Labour Law, 1878. · e 

(o) The provjsfons of Article 102 of 
the L~l?our Law, 1878,. shall applv 
to fictltrnus coutraets. ., 

Contracts to C.Q'l- l] (1) ur · · 
tinue lilt rene1rnl ·• n' l'ltten COJl • 

by nfagis. tracts of service for 
w h:itever 1Jeriod thev 
may be entered into 

shall continue in force from the cla, 
of thefr termination until the questio;t 
of their rene,vnl ltas been suhmittcd 
to the l\la.gistrate. 

(2) At the expiry of any written 
contract of service as 11rovidecl in the 
preceding pam.graph it shall he optional 

· for the serrant arnl uwner to renew 
the engagement either hy ·written or 
verbal coninwt: provided that in the 
case of verbal contract.:-; nntiee of rnch 
contra'.:t slia.Jl he · to the ~fairis
trate bv the ?ilaimger, And that ·1,he 
Magish:ate is sati-tie~l that the contract 
bas'been enteTec1 into. 

12. Servants under 
wives ,yritten con tract ,,-ho 
proceed to the Islands shall bnve a 
right for thomseln:s and their 
aud minor childrul ,vho shall 
in the same ,:liip, to free passc~g:e and 
subsistence to aud from ;lfanntrns or 
Seychelles, n.s the ca,~e ma:-" lie. 

Contrnc~s "i:h 13. Contracts n-ith 
tldw}rs, nrinol's ~lu1.ll be suUjcct 
to the con(litiom prescrib~5l i11 Article 
9:J uf ti::; .. LaiJu:t1· Law, 187c:', excc111. tl1e 

fiflli 1inrngn,1Jh. 

confrnct of 
as afore

stipnbtc t1wt 
thrre shn.11 1Jc a ~nificicnt sup1Jly of 
r:i.Li"n;; on the LLrnd 011 \d1ich the 
Li1Joun:rs arc tu be: einployt'(l to u1ect. 
CYC1'V cv1u1ll:..;c ,,hieli ,upply shall 
n]w;;y:< lie u111:1 to i lie aYern21' 

c011su111ptilm uu the lsbllll duriug· 
folil' monthEc, 
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'< s~!:i;t; not pi·o• 15. (1) Any . servant 
• 0000mg .· co Island h _ . _ .. 
. after .written con- W O, after entering Into 
trapt. a written contract of 

--. service, or anv artisan who after 
Cntering- into• any contract of service, 

· 'shall;without sufficient excuse, clecline ·or. neglect to proceed in the- vessel 
provided to take him to the Island in 
which he has contracted to work shaU 
be liable to be arrested. 

(2) For this purpose a warrant shall 
be issued by the .:.\fagistrate. or the 
Stipendiary Magistra.te of Port Louis 
011 the application 'of the master or his 
agent. 

(3) The punishment shaJl 1Je im
prisonment not CX(~eeding three months 
to be awarded by the nfac,'istrate, or 
in his absenc2 ' bv the Stipenclia.rv 
)I.a<ristrnte of Po11i Louis who ma~r 
fo1·flwr give judgment in respect ;f 

· auy ack,1nces i11ade or alleged to 1mve 
been nude to sL1ch sernmt or artisan. 

(4) Such sentence shall operate as 
a diselmra·e from the coutrn.ct --n-hether 
written f~;:, Yerhal. 

l:1lllilf: detul!lion lU. rl'he undue detcn
on l:-Lnal~- iiOJl 011 the Island of any 
serYant 1x:vorn1 the termination of ,his 
coutract, ~ll' not providing means oJ 
return to am- serYant entitled thereto, 
liy the ship ;ext proceetling to ..\la11-
ntius or Scvc:hclles, as the case mny 
be, shall be "i_,mnishable br a tine l~OL 
cxccecling 300 Rupees, w1thnr1t. pn'J:l
dice to ~any action in danmg;cs m 
respect of si\ch detention. 

·In case of undue detention, it skdl 
be L.nd\d for the Supreme C01_1rt_,. ,,n 
n1otion by the " :.finistere Pnbhc ,, to 
order the.owners to take sncli 1ncarrnr~', 
for terminating such detention withw 
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. Juogmem of ~ra. 19. All J·udaments of 
1,>1stra~e to be fii:rnL . b. • • 

the }fag-1strate given m 
tl10 said Islands shall be: <lefiniti;;c and 
final to all intents and purposes except 
as herein pro-vicled ; nnd no proceeding 
shall be commenced bavin::;for objedto 
quash, set aside, n10dify, ·;)r challenge 
in any way ,r hat soc'tcr such ordcri 
judgment or cmrriction, except upon 
an ex JXtrte order of c1 ,Jwlge in ~:Im:11· 
1Jers that a question of law 1s m
volved in the issue, which clcservl'S 
and requires to ]le cm,sirlerccl hy a 
higher tribunal. arnl in no case shall 
such order 1w i~qc{l until the ;1mount 
of the fines, o~ the SLlffi or ~1

:
11,1~ 

ordered to be paHl, liaYc been dcpo:-Jtt(. 
in the Registry of the Supreme Court. 

Imprisonment (:ll 20. 1\.uy ,n:trra~t- is~ 
fho folurids or 1Jt SllP .. l·l l)\." the )fa,:.;1i'Jl'H [l. 
I\I,.urit.iu:J. ~- ...... t-

Jur tb; imprisoun'.ent 0
: 

1 tncl lll r Jn anv 1;ersu11 may Je rxecu '-- , 
,. • i • l et11"r:t1 

pl'ison in the Is!::nd, or rJY t 1c r / ~.1 
of the s:aid.1)crso1: from the Jsfam. .' 

, · ·1 . ,1·sons in boarcl ship to tile ~;HI P1 ~ ., 
· · · . . l tJiCic-J\fauntlUS, antl hy }ns detcn~ 101.r . 

in ns t.hc nLigisrrate :;h;1ll dire( · 
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!~ft\~~Mtht\G~ciite;:f~g: a;, 
%i:l1,.{q)!'.d_~terll)J11:11)ft any, dispute_ betw?en 
{1:}/~t_el' and _s~n;a11ts : or (c) holdmg 
i}( anyprdirninary enquiry : or ( d) trying 
}},j~IlYH!ersprtcharged _wit~ an off_cn~e, 
'J:·\th~lf~g1s~1·atemay exqrmse such JUns~ 
cJ\\dfoti6ri;orjf peither of the Magistrates 
{<J>]B in Mauritf us,. pr ,if there be no sue h 
'r'"Magistrate, or if the Magistrate who 

e/-maybefo-Mauritius is incapacitated 
: ':" from acting, . then such jurisdfrtion 

shall be exercised hy one of the 
-District }fagistrates of Port Louis, j n 
civil and criminal actions, and hv tlie 
Stipendin,ry Magistrate of Port Louis, 
in stipendiary matters. 

'The Magistrate, when exercising any 
jurisdiction under this or any other 
Article, in :Port Louis, shall hold bis 
Comt in the Stipendiary Court of I>ort 
Louis or· in such other place as the 
Governor may appoint, and he shall 
have for tLe p1upose of exercising this 
judscliction all the powers of a District 
or btipendiary Magistrate aeti.11g as 
such in Mauritius, as the case may be. 

Afom_dauce of_,:it- 22. The Jiagistratc 
nesses 1n nfaantws. 1 ll h ,. 

sna ave power to 
make all orders, a.ncl to take all 
necessary measures to secure the 
at 1 endru{ce before the Supreme Comt 
of ~\lrnuitius of all the \Yitnesses on 
a,ny Ishn1d who are rec111irecl to be 
heard ag·afost or in fa:vonr of any 
offender'·· committed by him for trial. 

_,\lag1:itr!HC, '.nay 23. (1) The ?iiagistrate 
a.eoci,c shall have pmver to ctsc. 

summon bcforehim,ancl 
to take cho cYiclence on oath of. a1w 
JK:rson in the Islands 'whenen~r · suclt 
eYidence i.s required in any case }lCncl
:ing before any Comt in :\fauritius or 
Seychelles, and ~uch evidence taken cJ; 

1n·u1Hio motn in cases of which 11 c JIU\V 

take cognisance, or, in other c,lSl:S, on 
the req;:;_cst of any J uclge or 
before ,Yhom such case is pending-, 
shall he heltl to lJe cviclcrn:c taken 
de uene csse. 

(2) The ?Yiagistratc shall han.: t!1c 
sa,mc pmver, acting e.r proprio ,i1ot11, 

with reg::n·cl to evidence req uirecl in 
any case within his jurisclic:ioni and 
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" he-shall have power whenevm• h,.. 1 - •t· , 1. ..., c eenis 
1 , :expec tent to trv such C'l>:ci, , ,ti 
,~ ~Ilt~riE us ahd partly in tl;c · rJ~~ll: . 

. /,_:~iigi~t:~fo.t~,p;fr"•·· .. ; •. '>t (1·) T1 11. . 
foi-rn tlt:tieij ur d<ffk. ·: -:- • , · . • · 1e .:. ag1stra te 

. ; ;> >• < \ ·\ 1sernpoweml to yierform 
< : '1\11tl~ln;thestnd_fa½1nds the duties per

:.f?r.111~{; hy a D_1~tr1ct or a Stipendiary 
· Clerk m :Mauntms~ 

:;ci:(2)'.'l"hien the 1VI!lgistmte e xerciscs 
·. anyjuris<liction under this Onlinancc 

in Thfauritius, it sliaJl be lawful for the 
Governor to depute any district or 

'sti1Jendiary clerk to act as such in the 
Court in which the 1fagistmte holds 
his sitting. 

Register of jm1g- 25. The Magistrate 
ments &c. shall keep a, register 
in '\Yhich shall he entered a note 
of all orders, judgments and execu
tions and of aJl other proceecli11gs by 
him given. issued or taken ; aml the 
entry ~in s~ch register, or a true copy 
thereof si"'ned hv the 1fagistrate, shall 
at all th~1es be" atlmittecl as evidence 
of such entries and of the procecchngs 
Teferrccl to in ,:;uch lmtiT and of the 

· regularity oi su~b prcc:~e~lings without 
further proof. 

Execution 01 iurlg- 2G. It shall be the 
mcnts. clutv of the District 
· Clerk of Port Lc;uis, 1vhencver fines 
inflicted or mo.u:ies onlcm:cl tu be :paid 
by the ].fagistrate aforesa,icl have n?t 
heen xeceived or paicl in the smc~ 
Dependencies, tn issne a Tiarrnnt ot 
execution under the seal of the Dis
trict Conrt, for the (~xecution in this 
Colony 01· ilL ~=:"_' Dcp:mdcncic.s of the 
orc1cr, jnc1gment, or conviction left un
cxccnted, and such '1'-a1Tant shall issue 
on pl'ocluction to such l)istrict 
Clerk of a, copy ccrtifiecl 1w the }[a'..;-is
tratc to be a· true CDJ)Y or' the origGial 
eu:1·y in LlH• r:,0_-istcr aforesaid of the 
order, j mlgmenI or con vi.ction. 

fo ho '!.7. In all the hfoncls 
th,,; proprietors shall be 

bmmd to furnish thcil' la,bom·ci·s with 
good :1ml sufilGicnt lodging·, having
su!Ticrn11t a-11·-s•n:u•P to afford four hn11'
drecl nthic ,,fair for each adult 

. and cliil,l ahove h•n of and 
t,YO h nnd red and li en l>ie for 
eal.'.h child under ton yc,t.rs of age, ,,-itI1. 
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:lltfi<ifeet)>Y 5. 
cniJd ab()''/0 ten 

·':h4. th~t ~ino~nt for twn.:y~r,s of·agc. 
;~i}(,be bound to s~e 
I(~&~epf .· clean and m 

:: ~~:tf ~,~)[}1'igister shall he 
w btk0P\'. } :: kept/ of the houses a.ntl 

- huts iri'th;,f ramp __ ~y the J\fanag~r 
· h0'1;fog :their dimensions and number 
~f persons inhabiting them. 

Lis~bf.tr,sir:Work 28, A list of the task-
Jc be postml up; k 1, 11 l 1 • >·· ... · . WOI' r Su.a }e C rnwn Up 
°bvthejianaO'er and l)Osted up jn flie 
pia.ce where tlrn Tations are issued on 
the Islands, ancl a copy kept at the 
office of the owners or o,Yners' agents 
in Mamitiu", who shall produce th 1; 

same .. before the Stipendiary Jfagis
trate before whom the lnbomcrs am 

- enga~e<l, In this list the nature and 
duration of the con:ee regnirerl from 
tlie labourers shall be specified . 

. ". Conte " and « Cc"vee " '1n·l " fir•ld " field Jabour !, j J ~ L 1.__ > , _, ' ... 

· la hour " shall be su bjud 
to the provisions of Articles 111 and 
112 of the Labour Law, 1878. 

Bospiial to bc1 29. (1) A hos1)ital 
pro1·ided. 

shall be constructed ou 
t':\•:h Esta.blishment svhich shall be in 
charge of the managel' who shall 
employ a, c0mpetent warder pai.cl bv 
the owners~ ~ 

The hospital shall contain at all 
times accommodation ancl beds 01· other 
sleeping places fo1· at k:1st the follow. 
ing proportion of 5,c,nu1ts ; namely, 
'1 on· tbe nLnuoer o;: servants 
1·11s;n,gccl a.t the· t~me: }Jl'OYided that 
in llO c:vse slwll Urn ho,:;pi.tal coutaiu 
beds or sleeping pbccs for fm·ver than 
four servants. 

'J'he hospital shall be ccmstructer1 Sll 

as to contain one t~10nsarnl c:nhie J\wt. 
1ier _bed, al~(l,to a~ord a Huor ::;pace ol: 
1:2 feet by 6 foet tor each bec1. 

(2) Separate uecon:n.1.1odation in i l ~ 
hos11iki.l ,.lrn.11 be 1wo,idecl for wo . 1t. .. l " tb(']l 
on the Is!anc _; one quarter of the 
Ul~l11.1Jer ol 1lCc~s as above providcrl 
bemg set, a.part for tlw,t purpose, 
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·. --P•wer of\in1pri; 30 ( 
- \,,011m~tr~,b1:;1rana! • ~ _ 1) In order 

:',~[\:\t'.t.:.}.tr .. ~~~PL:r, 0~!! an_d 
(be11~ytoµr::qf. tb.eJabourersi .-peacef~l 
~.sball,Ptl~\Vful,,forth,e Jyfant.·~ c~rnfps, 1t 
·••·f·ll'"'•I·}···<l··-t-· · t'le1:o an,, ;O. _}u:;-sat .~·•·. o,1mprisonfor a et·io'1 

:nPt•.e~ce,ectmf? _six days -laboure1; '\vh~ 
are:g~1lty_of mso1enee and insu1)orrli'. ,i; __ n~twn.~_He slm11.also hav~ the power 

::::; i}:?J,o .clefaimJhose, who are <l1sturbinn: 0 . 

- - /,:tJ1:r~atenin_g to distur~tlle puhHe p~acic~ 
until the danger of disturbance is over. 

(2) For the purposes mentioned in 
the prececling paragraph, a proper pri
son shall be provided on such Establish
ment of such dimensions as to afford 
four hundred cubic feet of air-spaee 
and 10 feet by 5 of floor-space for 
each person confined therein. In this 
prison there shall 1)8 a separate room 
for the women. 

Power of fining by 31. In cases of pett,r 
Manager. praedial larce~ics_ the 
1Vfanager shall have power to mfhct o. 
fine not exceeding 10 Rupees. 

Reconl of each im- it The 1Iarniger shall 
prisonment to be be bon n cl to record in 3. 
kept O 

• f ,, 
. · book each case O tm· 

. , -t 't' ,1·1e ,···L1se~ and Of 1D1 pri SOI11ll0U Wl ll u •·•• ' -~ 

circumst,auces thereof, idiich shall 1:~ 
submitted to the ~fagistratc on _h:;~ 
next visit. The I\i :E1,·istratc shall !lcl~-v 

. . . . ·ove ;;;uch fine~, 
power to remit, or :ii.1P1 . ~ • t If 

• · l1''"0'lll1Cll ·· and to approve tlH' 1m1 .··· ' . ~ _ t 
1 . , . . ., , tlJ·1rnpnsou111eu. 10 1s of op1mon ,nat · c · we· 
,vas not J·u·-tifi0d he sl!'.lll ]lave P(

1
1 

·_' 
"~ · :, • ~ ' · , · the t1Jou-

to award compe1isnt10, 1 to 
1·ers. 

• • t· • eel shall i'-: N otlnno- he-1-cc11 cnn :un - . 11 

.J-. ~ ✓ • .-· •• 1 the powc1 (, 
any way 1nt01J_.__·. ' 1 ll 1 · ·:1,ccut e 
the Proc1u-eur General to Jlll -• 

criminallv in case of need. , 
• hre·1ch OL 

l'enalh- for hrc'1CU 33, _.Any - ( ·1l1cr-
o( lh-;:,,•nli,ti,,u~. •·. C"110t OL · this Ontwan c- · -~1 ,,d Jn· 

" " 1 . ll 1lC' l)HllJ.-, 1, , ,yj,c ('([ iOT S.lcli · . i , f ,
1
,,.,.,. 

n Enc nu1 eSl'.L'C(ling lOd ,L · 

arnl the }lla~::istn\ i c may nlso 
th{: car:cellt~tio11 (}-L' the "''''"'-'" __ . 
o!: t11e lnljOUl'(T tc) i.llt; 
1d1orn such 1n·c:·tch Ji,,s been 
mitte(L 
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ht: hdd to 1H! the agent 
crwners 1na v 

through such a.gent. 

}}tf{:1~[~·\1:s1~tnsr,-giB~ 35. Subject to the 
.;,;-';;';, > -r0 : 

0 
. provisions of Artic]P. 7 

., ::;r,-ofdJ1mncc Nn. 26 of 1S90, the Ci vii 
i',:,:;tS't1it~::omcer~. · .. ·in each Island sl1a1l 
\'/%g(eifall(Jivi1Status Registers in <lupli
-· ··,,ct1,te)}i.rt·such manner as may he provi~ 

:J:le4::;py\the Registrar General. Ono 
.·.' of thed11plicates. shall he for'?:ardcd to 

the_He,:;istrar General after cxamioa~ 
tion by the :Magistrate as hereinafter 
provided . 

. (2) rrhc J\fa-gistrnte shall, on ead1 
,visit to any Island, examine, inspect 
and vm·if:v the said Rcg'istcrs, rnaki l1'" 

a note of such exarn-i11atio11 in th-~ 
margin of e,1ch act, and report thereon 
to the Rcgistrnr Genna I. He s]uJI 
further ha,';e power, ex: j)i'OJJl'io mo! 11, 

-to order the rectiilcation, amendment 
or annulment of any act, reporting bis 
action in anv case to the ::Uinis;t1':rc 
Public~ who ;Lall have yimn;1· to refer 
the malter for snbscquent onlcr to Uie 
Supreme Court. 

(3) The ~fagistratc shall cm l1is next 
visit to everv Island cx,1U1ine the 
entries in tbe ~xisting Registers made 
sin.1:e the coming' into force of the 
J~i dl Sta,tus Ordin:~mco 1800, rc:rHJrfo1s
thcreon tu the Registrar General, after 
tu.king ::ouch action as he is empowered 
to b1ke lJy paragraph (:3) of this Article 
as the circumstances of each case may 
require. 

Legal Msistr,ncc 3G. The po1Yers vested 
~~c~:rtmLs by Pro• in the Protector of Im-

migr::mts ,1·ith regard to 
servants and irnmigmnts in ?l'Irrnritius 
by Ar{foles i'.:2, 2;3 ~1n(1 24, of the Labor 
L~iw. 1878. shall be exerc'.iscd bv the 
~' Mi;1ister~ Public" with 'to all 
servants in the Islands. 

Power 0£ Gover• 37. Tlie powers 
to the Gun"rnor in 

Execntiv-c CoLrncil nuder .:htielc .::S l
of th~ La,bol' I~.-,w 1878, shall apply 
mntcdts mntand1s to tho [sbuds. 

:\kdic,d inspection. ;~s. The Governor sha~l 
have power to onlor thf' 

inspection by a duly g_iwlilied medical 
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->:~-¾~;Jr:~WJ?J~Jor1uore of the Lesser 
:Pependr.git~es,"aml stwh medical inspcn~ 
toi-shalfl1e entitled to a, free passuge 
·,fo_ >ihe_-.\~s ___ J~_n_(_i:;~o ,h_e in_ spectecl and his 

;-,t .-·-subsistence whileon dutv there. 
: - -._;.,,.;,, :-.,·,~ ·:·: ~.::· . .-, ... _:·• ,/ ~ ... ~: ?.:,·:_:,; . .., 

}- :\j~·t{l!r cz:11od~(: 39. - It shall he the 
-<--,-,t-0 ·withhold ·-0hiar- -- -

: auce,~·iteii: < duty of the Collector of 
•--•_ _ , > _ _ Customs beforn giving 
-clearanceto auv _ vessel bound for t1w 
~Islands,in a:Cldit,i()ll to any dntics in 
respect of clean:mce :imposed by the 
Merclrnnt Sllipping Act, lS::H, to 
ascertain whether the labourers on 
hoard othr~r than artisans an~ all under 
written contract : and to refuse clear
ance until the fact is established to 
his satisfaction. 

l'ower to make Ro• 1t0. The Governor in 
gulations. Executive Council shall 
lmve power to make Regulations, which 
shall be laid on the Table of the Coun
cil, with respect to-

i. tlie, employment of labourers on 
the Islancls or in any one of them, 
their rates of pay, rations, tasks, hours 
of labour, hospital treatment, supply 
of meu.icines, passages to aucl from the 
Isfantls ; 

ii. the general conduct of tl1e shops 
on the Islands, and the ,Yeights and 
measures to be used therein ; 

1:ii. the prevention and removal of 
nuisances and all matters relatin (1' to 
the l) 11· 1 · - ::, 

\ 

· _ u) 1c _ 1ea1th, n,nd sueh me_n_ sures 
as :13ay be necessary to facilitate the 
~anitar.y adminishation of the falan<ls: 
and to 1mr)o'-'·, ,, lt· ±' b h +· - - ~u 1,011a ies ·or anv rcac 

- chereof not e:s:ceecling 1,000 R;pees. 

orJ:t 41. The District Court 
~rdinances, namely; Or-

•J "' ,- f 1 dmanees N os. 21 22 and 
_,_, ,> - ··r' l r O a· ' 
inn· tl > --- ,, cl a 1 -_ r lnances amend-
L1m(/e. ,:;;_i_rue, are extended to the 

-- s, in so far 'ls ~} -
phcahlc or 1-

0
_ "· '-' 

16 :Y niay be ap-
l_he pro~sio· ll':' \. not_ been modified bv 
tl - - " h; ol this O d" .. 

le UoYernor :iJ; -J<' r _inancc, and 
slwll_ }·,•-,-e p --'xecnhve Council _ '"' - o,ver t - ]~ _ 
\dueh ;;hn11 lH, lai f ~na ,e Rcgulatwus 
Cou11ei1, arn,loc'"uL< Gn lhc table of the 
Court, for tl:~ "'- , 1" to the Rn-1cs of 
1 .,e p1,c:pos, .- 1 ,. 

t 1e procedure lln(le c o_i: 3:egu au_ng 
,i.uces, r- the ~a1rl Ord1n, 



Annex 9

c/~~ 
, .:--·~· <. _·· .-.. ·,· _/_,.,...--··---

Clerk of the Council /1f· 
, of Governmentt:f 



Annex 10

Maurice Rousset, Acting Magistrate for Mauritius and the Lesser Dependencies, Report of Mr. 
Magistrate M. Rousset on the Chagos Group (19 June 1939)
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Departure. 

Arrival. 

1.-

OF If,/, lfO 

Report of Mr. Magistrate M. Rous set on the 

Chagos Group .. 

In eompliance with instructions received from the 

Hon.Procureur General, I l ef t Mauritiu s on 22.5.59 

on boai·d S.S. "Zambezia", 879 tons r egister . 

A.Nicolin, master, M.Ross Mate. 

2.-

I 

I arriv ed at Pointe de l'Est, Diegp Isl and, on 28/5, 

in the early morning. 

Last visit. 3.- Diego Island had been last visited by Mr. Magistrate 

M.Lavoipi erre in October , 1938. 

Manager . 4.- Mr. Lois Du.mee. Assistant Mr. Charoux. 

Population. 5.- On my arrival the p opul a ti on consisted of 15 7 men, 

177 women, 82 boys aI1d 74 girls. 

Civil status.6.- 'l'he Civil Status re gist ers examined by me sho wed 

that from Octob er -1938 to June l.939, 1[, births have been 

r eg istered. 

Stij.L births. 

Marriages 

Causes of 
death. 

Remarks. 

7. - 12 deaths have b een register ed during th e same period. 

3.- Two still births were register ed . 

8.- Five marriages have been celebr ated since l ast visit. 

:l.C.- Causes of dea.th were regist er ed to be: Pneumonia (2) ; 

Dysentry (1); Septicaemia (2) Intestinal Haemorrhage 

( 1) : Infantile debility ( 1). 

11.- As a whole I found that the Civil Status re gisters 

were kept in a fairly good way. 

r ectify only tw0 acts. 

I had to correct or 
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12.- As far as ·could be ascertained at the time 

of my visit th e ;aDfii!iflS numbered 60 asses, 40 horsecs, 

68 pigs and poultry. 

On all the Islands I visited fresh meat i s 

sold to the population at l east once a week at 

about O.25cs per lb. 

clean. 

I visited the prison buil ding which I found 

Invariably all the buil dings on these is l ands 

ar e given a fresh coat 0f paint in expectation of the 

Magistrate's arrival. 

An enqu.ir-y revealed that in all cases prisoner s 

confined in the cells have received tre atment as 

provided by law. I examined the prison register and 

approved of various sent ences of i mpris onment in f licte d 

by the Manager. 3 cases of disturbance (~uarrel in 

camp) and one case of insubor din ation were dealt with 

and the delin~uents were sent enced to undergo shor t 

terms of il:1:)risonment ranging fro m one to six days ' 

imprisonment. I have been satisfied th s t in no 

case the Ma.I1ager abused his powers. 

14 .- I rec eived only one complaint. On the morni ng 

of our departure a labourer complained to me tha t his 

shed had been broken open and various articles (r ic e , 

ute~ils etc) had been stolen. In spite of clos e 

searches made under my own supervision and gui dance no 

satisfactory evid ence could be gathered. 

The victim of this larceny had come fTom a 

camp situate at about 5 miles fro m the main establ ishment 

for purposes of load.ing the · ship. I urged on the 

Manager/ 
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Hospital 

Register. 

manager the necessity of having a watchman to keep 

constant watch of uninhabited huts during absence of 

their occupants at wo:rk else such occurrences would 

be b ound to recur. A labourer was suspected of being 

the author of the larceny; it appeared that he had 

been dismissed from service some time ago for gross 

misconduct and had managed to return on the island by some 

means or other. As the presence of th i s man on the 

island was a source of trouble to the manager and to 

his fellow labourers he was or dere d. to return to 

Mauritius. 

15. - The hospital was clean and well kept and was under 

the care of a new w&.rder; I visited the hospit al 

daily and paid close attention t c the wor!-: done by the 

dispenser whom I found efficient and j_ndustrious . 

It was a moving sight to see ~ centenari.s .ns coming 

every afternoon to rest in the hcspi tal bed whe)n they . 

are given tea; one of them was suffering from "cataract" 

in spite of all pursuasi ve argument and sollici ktions 

the old man refused obstinately to come to Maurit ius 

when I tried to convince him that he cculd successfully be 

operated iir on. He refused, saying that he pref erred 

to die on his island and be buried together with his 

wife. 

16. - The hospital register was kept up to date 

and showed ·that from October 1938 to June 1939, 88 

patients were admitted for tr ea t ment, the corr:monest 

diseases being influenza, ankylostamiasis (am6nst adults) 

dysentry. 
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J?liarmacy · · 

.,. .. _-,. • 
:>··.-. 
. , 

17 .- At the time 0f my visit the value of medicine and 

drugs in stock was ,reckoned to be about Rs.400 worth • 

Another Rs.135 worth were just landed. The 

and other instruments were in a good state of 

preservation. 

surgical 

~ 18. The shop was abundantly stocked. The value of goods 

19.-

in stock at the date of my arrival amounted to 

Rs.14 ,802,90cs to wh2.ch must be added another Rs. 

6,895,06cs worth of other goods just landed. I 

checked the invoices, the weights and ·measures which 

I found correct. I also examined the price list and 

causeba_11 error to be corrected in the case of retail 

price of Gold Flake cigarette tins. 

~ 
The st0c.k of rice on m,11 arrival was 536 bagsitvie r e 

received by S.S.Zambezia. The rice was of good 

-iuali ty. The average monthly consumption was given 

to be 100 bags. 

Wages. m.- The. fatal amount of wages received by the 

labourers from October 1958 to May 1939 has been 

Rs.20,500,79 cs. 

Extras 

Destruction 
of rats. 

Capture of 
tmrtles. 

\_ 

21.- The ex ira sums paid during the same period 

amoW1ted .to Rs.2,579,72cs. 

22.- Extras paid for _the destruction of rats hav e been 

Rs.554.:Wcs. About 32,000 of these rodents are killed 

yearly. 

23.- The sums paid for the capture of turtles amount ed 

to Rs.126. 

I 
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' ·, 

24.- The sum of money de1,osi ted in the hands of' t he 

manager arnounted to Rs.2,152,25cs. 

* 

POil\lTE MARIANNE 

25-Diego Island comprises two establishments for purposes 

0f facilitating and dividing the work, the one at Pointe 

de l'Est being the main establishment, the other being at 

Pointe Marianne, situate .on the other side of the . bay, at 

a distance of about two miles. On my arrival the manager 

of this establishment received order to go to Peros group 

and was replaced by 1.fr. A. Talbot. 

About 15 or al men are employed and reside on th is 

establishment. 

26. - I found the camp in a state of abandcnmen t and the 

house threatening ruin and an imminent fall. Most of 

them wer e supported by poles. I urged on -the new manager 

that such a state of matters should not be allowed to 

obtain and that the houses should be attended to immediately. 

I also impresse~ f~ ... tte l t8f.1ager the necessity of send i ng 

the dispenser of Diego establishment at least once a week 

to Pointe Marianne where labourers would consult him. 

PAET II 

Peros Banhos Group. _ 

27.- I left Diego Island on the 2nd of June l as t and 

reached Peros on · the next day. 

The headquarters of this group are on Ile de Coin 

--,,----
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Dn my a.rri val the 

N.ales .•• 100 

Females •.• 89 

Adults 

Adults 

75 boys 

78 girls 

5 men, 5 women and 5 children arriv ed by S.S. Zambei'ia . 

~c..:.,:~..;:..::=.:..:::::_-29.- The Civil Status registers ex amin ed by me showed 

· that fr om October 1958 to June 1939 -

Births 15, 1 still birth ~ d 4 de at hs were r egistere d. 

:::,:c==,,~-===::::.... 50- The causes of death were r eported to be Bronc hi t is , ; 

nutri tis and tetanus. 

31.- No marriage was celebrated since last visit. 

52 • .:. I examined the hospital buil ding which I foun d very 

clean. Some bed sheets were old and torn; th e dispen ser-

Mr • .ii,lelia told me he had ordered a new set. 

The surgical instruments wer e clean and ni af; The 

. . a:r!-,~ut~c..tol,.,,. 1n lit. oW:cf 
re gistirr- was kept up to dat~ ;m- my visit. 25 p erson s 

were admitted for . treatmen t . The. di seases treated 

including cases of lying-in were abdominal pains, 

wounds of minor character, abscesses , dyspepsia, 

hepatitis, fractures, influe !lfa, lumbago, nutriti s and 

rhumatism. . The midwife att a ched to the hos pital was 

suffering from 'tuberculosis and had t o go back to 

Mauritius, in t he meantime th e dispenser's · wife is 

performi~g her duties with . even more competency. 

53.- The pharmacy was well stoc keo. at the date of rrry 

the . value · .of drugs etc . ·in stoc k was . about 

Anoth e;Rs.84 wobth .·of · medicine lll'rived by 

54. 

; 
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The prison building was clean. Since last visit 

in October 1938, only one Lbourer was sentenced to 

undergo 55 hours i.mprisonm ent for plundering coco nuts. 

I duly signed the prison register and approved of the sent:enct: 

inflicted. 

Administration of 55.- I received no complaint during my stay. 
Justice. 

Live stock 

36.- The shop was fair l y well stocked. At my arrival 

the value of goods in stock was Rs.8 ,571,62cs. About 

Rs.5 ,492,00 worth of goods were just landed . I duly 

checked the invoices and price list and tested the 

weights and measures whi ch were found correct.· 

36 .- The stock of rice was 273 bags to which was to be 

added 185 bags just landed. The average monthly 

consumption was given to be about 48 bags. 

37,- Rs. 9,653 ,85cs value of goods ha.ve been sold from 

October 1938 to April 1939. 

38.- I visit ed the camp which I found in a fairly good 

state of repair. 

59.- As far as could be asc:'.'rtained the animals on the 

island were 50 asses, 130 pigs and poultry. 

40.- The net total amount of wages paid to the labourers 

from October 1958 to May 1939 have been Rs. 11,07 8, 15cs. 

The pay book was checked at random with th~ gttep. dance 

book and found correct. 

40 .• - The extras paid for th e same period were Rs . 12153,25 cs 

41.- Since last visit 84 turtles w·ere captured a.nd 

labourers received a total of Rs.42J, making Rs.5 per 

tui:tle GElptures.. 

I 
I 
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amounted to Rs.946,56cs. 

45 .- The following have been the ex_ports of the is l and f 

from October 1958 - 528 vl:lts of oil, 568 tons of 

copra..h and 74 kgs of tortoise shell. 

44.- 'l'he population of t his island struck me as 

being the most docile and disciplined of the whole 

lot. The manager is a young and effici ent man who 

is most liked by his subordinates, 

* 

PART III 

Salomon Tslands. 

45.- We left Peros Island on th e 3rd of June and arriv ed 

at Salomon group on the ne~t day. The distance 

between the . two groups is about 50 miles · . Our st ay 

on this island was much prolonged on account of a 

flat calm _ which delayed the loading and unloading 

On my arrival the population numbered:-

Males ...•• 80 

Femalts 66 

Adults 

Adul:ts 

47 boys 

46 girls 

47.- The Civil Status r egj_sters examin ed by me 

showed that during the period starting from Octob er 

1958 to June 1959 -

were registere .d 

A/ 
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A few fil'ITors or omissions in certain en tries were set 

right. 

48.- The total amount of wages pa ·,d to the laboure r s, 

49.-

after l awful deductfons ma.de amounted to Rs.8,789,25cs . 

The. pay book was checked and found correct. 

The amount paid for extras since last visit was 

Rs.569,52cs and a further sum of Rs.55 for capture of 

turtles. 

savings Bank 50.- At the time of my visit the smns deposited in the 

hand s of the manager amounted to Rs .l,7 60,25c s. 

Hospital. 

51.- The value of the articles in stock at the time of 

my visit was Rs. 2295,36cs. Another 4,1 99,43c s worth 

of goods was just landed. .The weigh ts and measures 

were tested and foun d correct. 

52.- The stock of rice was 187 bags. 128 bags were 

just 18.Ilded. The monthly consumption is about 55 bags. 

53.- The hospital was clean. The surgical instruments 

were in good condition. The de:tal instruments being 

rusty. I recommended their renewal. I exarr:inE,o ·and 

signed the register whic h showed that sinc e last visit 

11 patients were admitted for treatment. Out of thie-s 

number 6 women were admitted to b e delivered of c],j_ ld; 

the 5 others were suff ering from bronchitis, wounds of 

minor character and intestinal obstruction. 

The midwife was dism issed towards the end of la st 

year and pending the arrival of a duly registered 

midwife from Mauritius she is replaced by a female labourer. 



Annex 10

,------. '?f/:2..,---------
The National Archives -I · ins 1 1 l I 2 

'- '1JOt.L \ 
Please note that this copy is supplied subject to the National Archives' terms and conditions and that your 

use of 1t may be subject to copyright restrictions. Further infonnation is given in the 'Terms and 

Conditions of supply of the National Archives' leaflets 

Cause of death. 

Pharmacy. 

Live stock. 

Admini strati on 
of Justice. 

I have been told that great difficulty is experienced in 

findi~g competent midwives to wor!c on the island on 

accoun_t of the unattractive pay tJ-,ey r eceiVe,, Hs.1 2 

per mensem, I believe. 

When I last visited this island ' in 1936, I had 

been most cllf~~l.Y impressed by t he look and 

unhealthy appearance of the children. I record my 

appreciation of the good work performed by the dispenser , 

Mr. Madeleine, who has succee ded in eliminating 

ankylostomiasis b :,r generous distribution of ''chenopod'' 

anc: "ricin" oil. Only a few adults are now suf f er i ng 

fro m this disease whch has wor ked so much havoc in 

the p~st amongst the inhabitant. 

54.- The cause of death was reported to be Bronchitis, 

Intestinal obstruction. 

55.- The value of medicine, drugs etc in stoc k at 

time of my visit was about Rs.30 0 . 

worth was just landed. 

Another Rs.15 4. 55 

55.- As far as could be ascertained th e animals on t he 

island were: 

60 pigs, 7 horses, 24 asses, poul tr-y-, 1D sne~p, 

1 cow, 2 bulls and 2 heifers. 

57.- I visited th e can~ which I found ver-y- cle an and 

well kept. 

The camp has been rebu:\.lt entirely on modern lines 

and the wooden houses ' look pr e tty and comfortable . 

58. - I dealt with two cases during my stay • One was a 

attempt at wounds and blows on the person 
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of a CQIDlll~n(J,~Y,J:'( one lo cal sird ar). Being given the 

trifling nature of this offence and the particular 

circumstances of th is case I sentenced the accused to pay 

a fine of Rs.5, with costs. The evid ence adduced disclosed 

that on the occ as ion of the new year the male populat i on 

indulg ed in prolonge d libations in the course of which 

a --1uarrel bro ke out betwe _en victim a.T1d the accused. 

The second case was one of wounds and blows 

inflict ed by a labourer on his paramour. Re pl eaded 

guilty and was fined Rs.1D, with costs. These 8-JTlounts 

have been handed to the Assistirnt Distri ct Cler k IInd 

Division to be paid to t he Treasury. 

59.- The pris on building was clean. The priso n re gister 

showed th at simce last visit :rllo sentence had be en 

inflicted by th e manager. 

60.- Since las t visit 587 tons of coprah have been 

export ed. 

* 

* 

PARl' IV 

Six Isl imds. 

* 

61. - Only recently there used to · be a permanent es t abl is h

ment on this small group. 

As it pr oved too costly the Company has decide d to 

close tt down, as; a separate establ is hment. I t now 

depends on Solomon group for purpo ses of control and 

adrninistra tio n. At the time of my visit there were 

8 men.working on these islands: I met th em on their 

return to Salomon Isl ands; all were content and happy. 

__ / 
I 
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A nic e l i ttle ve ssel plies ever-1 month b etween the 

islands and bring the labour ers back to their head1uarters 

where they receive,0.' their pay and rations. 

* * 

* 

PA.BT V 

General Remarks. 

This time, a good weather pennitting I avai l ed 

myself of every opportunity affora;ed to me to collect 

as much material on matters connec ted with th e well 

being of the islands and th e w,c,lfare of the inhabitant. 

Much praise is due to Reverend Father R.Dl.1.sser cle 

for his good a..11d generous:work for the moral and 

spiritual welfare of the labourers on the isla nds. 

From the day of th e arrival of the ship up to very ! 

day on which she leaves this kind-hearted and very zealous! 

missionary is to be seen constantly and freely mixing ! 

with the labour ers of th e island with a view to maki ng 

them:: profit by benefit of christ i an teaching. 

It is in no small measure due to his excellent work 

on the islands that discipline and well b ehaviour of 

the labourers is so good. 

Boys and girls start t o work at th e age of 16. 

Until they are physically strong enough to perfor m 

the work 0f adults, they are given same work as 

female labour!J?•. The men, women and children camp 

cm islands ~ to the main island where th ey are 

protj,ded with decent sheds, rations and water. The 

f emale / 
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female labourers 
0~l,o~ 

and the younger:On clearing work; the 

task set#-£ is 10 "gaul ette:s " ( of 10 feet eacg) per _ day. 

The task of the men consists in collecting a.Dd husking 

from about 500 to 600 coco nuts per day. A good worker 

can collect and husk about 1COO nuts per day and ttus 

earn extra wages. 

The men earn R.'l> per mensem for thejr tBsk; the boys 

and women get Rs.6. A bonus of R. 1 per mensem is given 

to those who work :ull time. Those other le.bcur0rs who 

stay permanently on the main est&.blishment also col kct 

and husk nuts and are otherwise employed in the manufacture 

of coprah. 

Those rendered unfit for labour by age or illn e ss are 

given a pension of Rs.3.- per mensem 81lci also receive 

rations. 

2.- Ther e are two teams of oarsmen on ea ch island (mf.in). 

They p ly every clay b etw een the main establisJ-m ,ent anc1 th e ,~ . 
adjoining isla nds to carry nets acrosss tl if la.goon. Their 

tasks consists in Cilrrying 2000 n'1ts per da;r; an average of 

5000 is easily carried. The boats used by them are 

locally made by competent marine carpentc:rs and are of 

r emarkable build. Except for a certain Beason of the 

year · the sea is generally smooth. 

From what I saw an average worker may easily earn Rs.2C 

per mensem. When the ear•nings of the wife and chi l ( ren 

are added to that of the head of the fmnily the amount 

is more than sufficient to keep the whole family C1Tomfortably. 

3.- On the whole the population on the island is now 

very heal thy. The men are of a fine and strong bui ld 

\ > .. 
\ \':!\d./2.ci~·~~ --'--'-'-'---'"---- -------- -----~ -------
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especially at Peros and Solomon islands where most of them 

have been born. An ill-defined disease had prevailed 

until recently and was commonly termed 11 guim-guimbe"; the 

people ~:;;::rfering from· tt felt ·weak in -·the limbs and were 

slack at work. About two years ago Dr.Barbeau visited 

the islands at the fe~uest of the agent in Mauritius and 

he came to the conclusion that this disease was the 

"dingue" fever, well known in Mauritius. He prescribed 

tonics and the conse:i_uential result is th at now this 

disease has disappeared. I was also pleased to fin d that 

anh-ylostruniast-s had almost been eliminated . This 

gratify in g state of affairs can only be maintained by_ 

constant supervision on the part of the clispenser who 

should take pre1ventive . measures and Jp exert sanitary 

control. 

The state of things would be made better if the 

dispenser stewards were subjected to a special train ing and 

underwent a course of practical instruction in the 

duties of sanitary inspector; they would then be in 

a position to give reliable advice on sani tar,; subject 

and dissfminate the knowledge of elemen:tary __ .hygiene 

practice: 

hospitals. 

Almost ail confinements were conducted in the 

The diatary in hospitals consists of 

chicken,. bread, tea, milk and sago. j 

l' 
I 

4 .- The water collected from wells in the camp 

is of good '.]_uali ty; ·up to the prs::sent day ther e has 

no outbreak of disease attributable to water-born 

ij . 

been 1 

in:gection. I think it would be unnecessary to impos e 

en the -company to provide each hut vri th its own water 
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Agriculture. 

saving cistern; the population would not use them. 

5;- Vegetables obtainable all the year round are 

Milk supply. 

11 langue de vache 11 , pUl!lpkins and brede s. There are al so 

plenty of .bananas and lemons. Each hut is provided with 

a small garden but unfortunately the l abourers, all of 

negro stoc k are reluctant to till the soil. This 

voyage a mission of scientists composed of Messrs 

Guerandel and P.0.Wiehe and F.E.Lionnet visited the 

island at the re .1uest of Mr. B.L iormet th e agent in 

Mauritius. I have no foubt that their report, especially 

on the more practical subj ect , will result in most 

beneficial effect. For instance use of guano available 

on the island would bring the soil into a stat e. of 

greater f.f;tili ty and gardens would maintain a ste ady 

sup ply of vegetables. 

6.- As a result of recommendations made in 1836 re la tive 

to exper iment in the raising of dairy cattle there 

exist at present on Solomon Island one bull, one cow and 

two heifers. The cow, at the tim e of my visit , was 

giving about 8 bottles of milk daily. I congr&tulated 

the Goverrunent Veter:\nary Surgeon, Dr.F.E.Lionm ,t for 

the care and pains taken bJ him in order to supply the 

island with fr esh milk. During last visit he supplied 

to the mmager all possible informs.tion conc erning 

the feeding of the animals. I had long talks with this 

officer on the subject of rearing cattle on t he islands and 

he told me that after careful inv es ti gation he trought that 

the conditions pr evailing on them would renr1 er them 

suitable sites for bret..cling centr e s. I have always though 
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Arriva l. 

that the 1ue stion of fresh milk supply should be one 

of the aims of a competent manager. I was pl ease d to 

see th at the milk supply at Solo mon· Island was suffic i ent 

enough to allow of mil k being sold at a very reas onab le 

price to the inh abi tant.s. 

7.- I lef t Diego Islan d on t he 14th of June and arrived 

at Port Louis on the 3Jth instant. 

Soon after we had left Diego harbour a l ea k was detec t0 
It seems a s if th a t before tre boat is allowed to proceed 

out to sea a sufficien t exa1;1ination of' its hull is not 

made with the result that on any one of these trips a 

disaster may occur. 

Before conclud i ng my report I beg to report my 

appre ci atio n of the courtesy extended to rr.e by th e manager , 

the agent in Mauritius, Mr. Ric hard Lionnet as well as by 

the captain, officers and other members of the cr ew. 

19th J1J.ne, 1939. (sd) Maurice Rousset 

Ag. Dis trict Magistr at e 

Less er Dependencies , 

/, 
/ 
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Atlantic Charter 

AUGUST 14, 1941 

The President of the United States of America and the Prime Minister, Mr. Churchill, representing His Majesty's Government in the United 
Kingdom, being met together, deem it right to make known certain common principles in the national policies of their respective countries on which they 
base their hopes for a better future for the world. 

First, their countries seek no aggrandizement, territorial or other; 

Second, they desire to see no territorial changes that do not accord with the freely expressed wishes of the peoples concerned; 

Third, they respect the right of all peoples to choose the form of government under which they will live; and they wish to see sovereign rights and 
self government restored to those who have been forcibly deprived of them; 

Fourth, they will endeavor, with due respect for their existing obligations, to further the enjoyment by all States, great or small, victor or vanquished, 
of access, on equal terms, to the trade and to the raw materials of the world which are needed for their economic prosperity; 

Fifth, they desire to bring about the fullest collaboration between all nations in the economic field with the object of securing, for all, improved labor 
standards, economic advancement and social security; 

Sixth, after the final destruction of the Nazi tyranny, they hope to see established a peace which will afford to all nations the means of dwelling in 
safety within their own boundaries, and which will afford assurance that all the men in all lands may live out their lives in freedom from fear and want; 

Seventh, such a peace should enable all men to traverse the high seas and oceans without hindrance; 

Eighth, they believe that all of the nations of the world, for realistic as well as spiritual reasons must come to the abandonment of the use of force. 
Since no future peace can be maintained if land, sea or air armaments continue to be employed by nations which threaten, or may threaten, 
aggression outside of their frontiers, they believe, pending the establishment of a wider and permanent system of general security, that the 
disarmament of such nations is essential. They will likewise aid and encourage all other practicable measure which will lighten for peace-loving 
peoples the crushing burden of armaments. 

Franklin D. Roosevelt 

Winston S. Churchill 
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ORDINANCE No .. 5 OF 194:5 

Tiu Coin·ts Ordinance, I945. 

Ordinance No. 5 of 1945 

I assent, 

1,,,..: (-u-vGt__ C~ 1-v I"""' 

7;.;,1-..-:i-

DONALD M. KENNEDY,· 
Governor. 

28th February, 1945. 

11 

Au Ordinance to consolid at e and amend the law relating to the 
Or ganisation and Jurisdicti o n o[ Courts of Law in Maurit!us 

v1t·,c 0 (~-st ~ 
«:,,,I /q._J~ 

[3rd March, 1945). 
B!l; IT ENAO'l'.l!:D b,v the Gov0d10r, with the advice an<l 

conse11t of the Oouneil of Governmeut, us followa-

PART I-PRELIMINARY · 

/; ~ r. {t-: '{ 

1. Thi s Ordinance may be cited as the Courts 0l'dinauce, 194~_. Shor\ title. 

2. In this Ordinance unless the context otherwise requires- Dcfinilions. 
" Bench " means a Bench of three Magistrates. 

" Chief Justice " means the Chief Justice of the Supreme 
Uourt of Mauritius. 

"Curator" or "Curator-Accou11tant" means the Ac
countant in Bankruptcy and Curator of Vacaut Estates . 

" Judge " means any one of the J udge1:1 0£ the Supreme 
Court and includes the Chief Justice. 

"L aw Officer of the 0rown" meaus the Procureur 
(!eneral or any 0£ his Substitutes. 

"Le sser . Dependencies" means th e islands of Diego 
Garcia, Agalega, Peros Banhoa, Saint Brandon group, 
Salomon Islands, Six Isl ands, 'l'rois Freres (iucludiug Danger 
Island and Eagle Island). · 

* "M agistrate " means a District Magistrate appointed 
uuder th e provisions of this Ordinance. 

"Master" means 1;he Master and Registrar of the 
Sup1;eme_ Court. 

" Registrar " !llea11s the MastEJr and 1-iegietrar of tile S'upreme Court. 
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Seal. 

Governor 
may appoint 
Magistrate s 
in Ma uritiu s 
and lh e 
Depend en
cie s th ere of. 

CJ Qualifica · 
I' lions or 

Mag is trat es . 

b\'~:.-j .. i ·•1 

Disqualifi
cation of 
:Magistrate s. 

Ass ig 11111c11l 
of Districts 
elc ., lo 
Magi strates. 

:MAURITIUS 

The Courts Ordinance, 1945. 

82. Every District Oourt shall have a seal and all aummonseEJ 
and other process issuing out of the saitl Court which may be 
required to be undei· seal, shall be sealed with such 8eal: 

83. It shall be lawful fo1· the Governor lo appoint as many lit 
and proper persons as may be needed to be Magistrates for Mauritius 
and the Dependencies, and every person so appo inted slrnll by 
virtue of such appointment liave and may exercise jurisdil'Liou as · 
a District Magistrate in each and every district of the Colony aucl 
as Magistrate of the Depencleucies, subject. to I.he provisions of 
section 87: 

Provided that he shall exercise such jurisdiction 0111,v in such 
district or districts or in such Dependencie s us way be assigned 
to him by the Governor. 

84. No pers n shall be ,,i3l~gible for appointment to the al.lice 
of }?~strict Magi_ rn_te n-9-les~ he 

1
lJe ~ bprfoter 01· advo~ate 

admitted to pract1c rn Ol}B of ti\(l Supe1;9r· Court!'l of the Umt ed 
Kingdom and of at 1 aJ/ five years'stalldmg at the Bar. · 

85. No Magistrate so long as he holds office as such, shall 
do auy other work 01· hold any other office, whether for 
or ,~ithout remunerat,ion, with _out the instructions or vermission 
of the Governor. 

86.-(1) The Governor may, on the recommemlation of the 
Chief J us lice, assign a district or districts to any Magistrate for 
Mauritius and the Depeudencies, or ·may direct such Magistrate 
to act iu any other district in stead of, or iu additiou to any district 
or districts ah·eady assigned to him, or may direct such Magistrate 

· to hear and det•rmine any case civil 01· crimin ::i.l or make enquiry 
int.o any crime out of any district qr districts already assigned to 
Lim, g1=te=trrlnr;-fuHmv-t1p~arnil.-d e termiue-any--cam~,- ca use, enquiry 
01l--pi;@e1,eEl1>rrg-begun- befru:Ei;_.1,uoJ:..he.t:-Magist,-m.te or otherwi se to 

·----- _a_~_:i_::}t~u aud l ~~<~~ .~£. another Magistrate. 
" t,{)1.-i--,~ c·· /, ~ 'rhe tlovernor 'may assign the Islaud of Rodrigue s or the 
5{i,) tJ>,M Lesser Dependencies to any Magistrate for Mauritius and tlrn 

Dependencies. 

t-t ~ Any Magistrate assigned the Lesser Depeudeucies shall 
have ancl exercise the same 1·ights, duties, powerr1, aud jurisdi ction 
as any other District Magistrate and shall, in additiou thereto 
per form such administrativ e or other duties as may Le allottecl t~ 
him by the Governor. 

~'4),Any such instruction s from the Govemor slmll be 
· communicated by the Olue'lf Justice iii writiug au<l sLall further 

(except a~ order to hear and determine a cas~, to make an enquiry, 
or to contmue a case begun by another Magmtrnte) be uotiliecl iu 
th~ G~vc~n!lu!-nt Gq.zette." 
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8'/. Whenever two or more Magistrates hav,e been Divis.ions of 
appointed Lo any District, it shall be lawful ~or ~he. Governo~ ?Y g~~;{~.t 
Proclamation Lo declare that the Court for Lhe D1strrct shall Btt m 
two or morfl Divisions, as the case may be, and the n 1mfls by 
which such Divisional Courts shall be <lesignated. 

88. J 11 Port Louis the District OourL shall sit in two Divisions, Division of 

t,o deal with civil and crimi11al maUern, desig1rnted as the " Jnrst i?r: 1:0 uis 

Division" and the "Second Division" o[ such Court respectively. c~~1;t 
81!. Flat Island an<l Gabriel lslaml, for tlie purposes of this Flat Island 

part ?~ this Or<li11m1ce, shall not be conside~ed. <lepe_ncl~nRies of r~;~l~abriel 

:MaunL1us buL shall be deemetl part oE Lhe D1stnct o[ R1v10re du 
Hempart as if the said Islan<lB formed part of the shore of Mauritius 
within the said district. . 

IJ0.-(1) The lauguage of all District Courts shall be English, Ladni;uage 
dd l C' • 1;, 1 WI an mler-but auy person may a ross t, 10 ,ourt, rn J! renc 1. ienever any prctaliun. 

pornOIJ giving evillence satisfies lhe C'ourt that he does not possess 
a competent lmmvledge of the English or French language, he may 
give bis evidence in tlie la11guage with ,vbich he is best acquainted. 

(2) Whenever any person appearing before the Court givei; 
his evidence in a language other than English or French, the 
proceedings, if the lYiagistrnte so directB, shall be translated in Conrt 
into that language, · Ip, ,.,.,., 

· ,, - rbf _,,~ 

. ~l. Tu ~v~ry case .or\_maU.er -~eard _µefo-t;_e t~ivO.o!!~·t or a H~cordin~ of ,_:: 

D1sLnc~ Mag1st1:~te, t~9;,Mag{~t.rat,e slhill...take clowniu whti'fi"g the ~~~~~~ce 
oral evidence g1veu--oefore the,8ourt. District 

lllagislrale's 
Court, 

92.-(].)As Ill any prope1· J}l:l~aons na are ne~cle<l may be appoint- Appointmeut 

ed by the Go'vl;lrnor to. be cte(ks md in. ter_pr~t'e~s for the Di,st1·~t ?f clcrks au<l. 
Courts. Such ~Ilcers shall l~e '-~mecl JPJ20in d for th\}~whofo rnleq,rd".':5~ c 

Colony au~l ma,fci~ re_yi.6ve~ Jrom ep1s!nc~ d rt a;;d ordere~ ~ . .,.;; u1c.-
by t,ho Chrnf J ust1ce,,to act 111 any o her District Cotl\Ct or Courts. :, , .--, /"'' f 

(2) The senior or principal clerk altachecl to a District Court ' 
shall be called the District Clerk of rmch Court, but every Clerk 

· or Assisla11t Clerk shall ha,ve the same powers as the District 
Clerk and may perform any act which the law may require the 
District Clerk to perform : 

Provided tlmt tLe Magistrnto, wit.it tLe approval of the Chief 
J ustico, may issue directions as Lo the distribution of business 

·. 11moug such oOicers. 

' (3) All such oflicel'B shall 011 their first appointment tako the 
. oat~ o[ allegiance and Lhe ollicial oath, but not the judicial oath . 

. · -· U:l. All interpreters attached to District Courts shall be deemed lnlerpretcrs 

'Jo be auJ on au order of the llfagistral.e may act as clerks attached may bte callled. 
t th D. . C f h" h h . upon o ac 
. _o ~ o 1stncL our~a o w w t ey o.ro mLerpxeters, as clerks. 
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-MAURITIUS 

THE MAURITIUS (LEGISLATIVE COUNCIL) ORDER IN 

COUNCIL, 194? 

AT THE COURT AT. BUCKINGHAM PALACE 

The 19th day of December, 1947 

Present 

THE KING'S MOST EXCELLENT MAJESTY IN COUNCIL 

WHE~AS by the Mauritius Letters Patent, 1947, (hereinafter called " the Le.tters 
Patent of 1947 ") it is provided that the Council• of Government constituted by 
the Letters Patent mentioned in the First Schedule to the Letters Patent of 1947 

.. shall cease to exist, and that, in place thereof, there shall be such Legislative 
-:. Council in and for the Colony of Mauritius as may be constituted by any Order of 

' · - His Majesty in Council, with such functions as may be prescribed by any such 
Order: 

J\ 
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Jnterpretation, 

THE MAURITIUS GAZETTE 

AND WHEREAS it is expedient to make provision accordingly for the constitution 
and _functions of a Legislative Council for the Colony" of Mauritius: 

NOW, THEREFORE, His Majesty, in the exercise of the powers enabling Him 
in that behalf, is pleased, by and with the advice of His Privy Council , to order, 
and it is hereby ordered, as followS- · 

PART I 

Prefiminary 

1 .-(1) In this Order and the Schedules, unless the context otherwise requireS

" the appointed day " means the day appointed under Article 2 of the Letters 
Patent of 1947 ; ' 

" .the Colony" means the Island of Mauritius (including the small islands 
adjacent thereto) and the Dependencies of Mauritius ; 

" the Council " means the Legislative Council of the Colony constituted by 
this Order ; · · 

" election " means the election of Elected Members and " elector " and 
" electoral register" have corresponding meanings ; 

" the Council of Government " means the Council of Govehunent constituted 
by the existing Letters Patent ;_ 

" the existing Letters Patent " means the Letters Patent mentioned in the First 
Schedule to the Letters Patent of 1947 ; · 

" the Executive Council " means the Executive. Council constituted by the 
Letters Patent of 1947, or any Letters Patent thereafter amending, or 
substituted for, those Letters Patent ; 

" the Gazette " means the Government Gazette of the Colony of Mauritius ; 
" the Governor " means the Governor and Commander-in-Chief of the .Colony 

and includes the officer for the time beng administering the Government and, 
to the extent to which a Deputy for the Governor is authorized to act, that 
Deputy; 

" the Governor in Council " means the Governor acting with the advice of the 
Executive Council, but not necessarily in accordance with that advice nor 
necessarily in such Council assembled ; 

" Member " means a Member of the Council and " Nominated Member:• · 
"Elected Member" and "Temporary Member" mean, respectively, a 
Nominated, an Elected Member -and a Temporary Member of the Council ; 

" public office " means, subject to the provisions of sub-section (5) of this 
section, any office of emolument under the Crown in the Colony or under a 
Municipal Corporation within the Colony ; 

" the Public Seal " means the Public Seal of the Colony ; 
" sessic;m " means the meetings of the Council commencing when the Council 

first meets after being constituted under this Order, or after its prorogation or 
dissolution at any time, and terminating when the Council is prorogued or 
is dissolved without being prorogued ; 

" sitting " means a period during which the Council is sitting continuously 
without adjournment, and includes any period during which the Council is 
in Committee ; 

" Vice~President " means the Vice-President of the Council. 

(2) The rules set out in the First Schedule to this Order. shall apply for the 
interpretation of the expressions " ordinarily resident " and "ordinarily resided " 

1 
in sections 16 and 17 of this Order. · 

(3) Where in this Order reference is made to any public officer by the term 
designating his office, such reference shall be construed as a reference to the officer· 
for the time being lawful!y discharging the functions of that office. 

(4) All references in this Order to His Majesty's dominions shall be construed as 
including references to all territories under His Majesty's protection or in which 
His Majesty has for the time being jurisdiction . 

(5)-(a) For the purposes of this Order a person shall not be deer.nee! to hold. 
an office of emolument under the Crown or under a Mun"icipal Corporation by 
reason only that he-

(i) is in receipt of a pension or other like. allowance in respect of service under< 
the Crown or under a Municipal Corporation ; or 

(ii) is a Member of the Council ; or 
(iii) is the . Mayor of, or a Member of the Council of, a Municipal Corporation, 

or the Standing Counsel or the Attorney of a Municipal Corporation. 
( b) If it shall be declared by any law for the· time being in force in the Colony 

that an office shall be deemed not to be an office of emolument under the Crown or 
under a Municipal Corporation for all or any of the purposes of this Order, this 

· Order shall have effect accordingly as if such law were enacted therein. 
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·c;/1) :Save as is in this Order otherwise provided, or required by the context, the 
riterpretation Act, 1889, shall apply for the interpretation of this Order as it applies 52 and 53 Viet. 
or the : interpretation of an Act _ of Parliament . C. 63. 

:': 2. This Order may be cited as the Mauritius (Legislative Council) Order in Short title and t 
ouncil, 1947. It shall be published in the Gazette and, save as otherwise expressly com mencemen · 
rovided in this Order, shall come into operation on the appointed day. 

PART II 

Constitution of the Legisla/Jiue Council 

:3. There shall be a Legislative Council in and for the Colony constituted in f:~~/~~~v~e~!:!cn. 
ccordance with the provisions _ of this Order. 

i4, The Council shall. consist of the Governor as President, _ three ex officio ~~~~;g~~n~~l~egis
mbers, twelve Nominated Members and nineteen Elected Members. 

:-.5 :-The ex officio Members shall be the . Colonial Secretary, the Procureur and Ex-officio members. 
· dvocate General and the Financial Secretary. · 

. 6. The Nominated Members shall be appointed by the Governor by Instrument Nom~nated 
nder the Pub!ic Seal in pursuance of His Majesty's instructions through a Secretary mem crs . 
. State. · 

· 7. The Elected Members shall be persons elected in accordance with the Elected member». 
ovisions of this Order . 

•• ~. Subject to the provision s of section 9 of this Order, any person, who is 2~:\~~f!i:~~or 
:qualified to be registered as an elector under the provisions of this Order and who Elected Member
.is able to speak and, unless incapacitated by blindness or other physical cause, to ship . 
reaa the English language with a degree of proficiency sufficient to enable him to . 
take an active part in the proceedings of the Council, shall be qualified to be 

:.appointed as a Nominated Member or elected as an Elected Member . and no other 
~; person shall be qualified to be so appointed or elected or, having been so appointed 
_i·_.:or elected, shall sit or vote in the Council. 

9. No person shall be qualified to be appointed as a Nominated Member or Disq':'alifications for 
·· -elected as an Elected Member or, having been so appointed or elected, shall sit or ~fe~;J~!;~~r-

vote in the Council who-- sh.ip. 
(a) is the holder of any public office; or 
.(b)-(i) in the case of a Nominated Member, is a party to, or a member of a firm 

or a director or manager of a company which is a party to, any subsisting 
contract with the Government of the Colony for on account of the public 
service and has not disclosed to the Governor the nature of such contract 
and his interest therein ; or 

{ii) in the case of an Elected Member, is a party to, or a member of a firm or a 
director or manager of a company which is a party to, any subsisting contract 
with the Government of the Colony for or on account of the public service 

· and has not published ·within one month before the day of election, in the 
Gazette and in a newspaper circulating in the electoral district for which . he 
is a candidate, a notice setting out the nature. of such contract and his 
interest therein ; or 

.(c) is an undischarged bankrupt, having been declared a bankrupt under any 
, law in force in any part of His M"ajesty's. dominions, or has obtained the 

advantage of cessio bonorum in the Colony ; or 
, :(d) is disqualified from practising as a legal or medical practitioner in any part/ 

of His Majesty's dominions by the order of any competent authority ; or 
,(e) in the case of an Elected Member, is disqualified for election by any law for 

the time being in force in the Colony by reason of his holding, or acting in, 
any office the functions of which involve-- · 
(i) any responsibility for, or in connection with, the conduct of any election ; 

or 

(ii) any responsibility for the compilation or re.vision of any electoral register ; 
or 

(f) i~ disqua~fied for members~ip of the Council by any law for the time being\ 
_. m force m the Colony relatmg to offences connected with elections. 

/:/{ · 1 0 .-(1) Subject to the provisions of this Order, e.very Nominated Member Tenure of Office. 
L;;c:shall hold his seat in the Council during His Majesty's pleasure. 
1·,t;;;_·.·_[2) Every Nominated or Elected Member shall in any case cease to be a Member 
-~/,.at the n7xt ?issolution of the Council after his appointment or election, or previously 
'.:,, :t?e_re.to 1£ his seat shall become vacant under the provisions of this Order. 
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(3) The seat of a Member ( other than an ex-officio · M.ember) shall become vacant
( a) upon his death ; or 
(b) if, being a Nominated Member, he shall without the leave of the Gc:ivernoJ:I 

previously obtained, or, being an Elected. Member, he shall without leave 
of the Council . previously obtained, be absent from the sittings of the 
Council for a continuous period of three months during any session thereof ; 
or 

( c) if he shall cease to be qualified to be registered as an elector under the 
provisions of this Order ; or 

( d) if he shall do, concur in, or adopt, any act done with the intention that he 
shall become the subject or citizen of any foreign State or Power ; or 

(e) if he shall be sentep.ced by a competent court, in any part of His Majesty's 
dominions, to death or to imprisonment (by whatever name called) for a 
period exceeding twelve months ; or 

(/) if, ¥.lithout the approval of the Governor, he shall become a party to, or any 
firm of which he is a member or any company of which he is a director or 
manager shall become a party to, any contract with the Government of the 
Colony for or on account of the public service ; or if, without such approval 
as aforesaid, he shall become a member of a firm, or a director or manager 
of a company, which is a party to any subsisting contract as aforesaid ; or 

( g) if he shall be declared bankrupt under any law in force in ariy part of His 
Majesty's dominions, or shall obtain the advantage of cessio bonorum in th(I 
Colony; or 

(h) if, being a N:ominated Member, he shaJI become an Elected Member; or 
(i) if, being a Nominated Member, he shall be appointed permanently to any 

public office ; or 
(j) if, being an Elected Member he shall be appointed to, or to act in, any 

public office ; or 
(k) if he shall become subject to any of the disquaiifications mentioned in 

paragraphs (d) , {e) and (f) of Section 9 of this Order. 

(4) If a Nominated Member shall be appointed temporarily to, or to act in, any 
public office, he shall not sit or vote in the Council so long as he.continues to hold, 
or to act in, that office. 

(5) Arly person-vacating a seat as a . Member may, if qualified, be again appointed 
or elected as a Member from time to time . · 

(6) The Governor may, by Instrument under the Public Seai, declare any 
Nominated Member to be incapable of discharging his functions as a Member, and 
thereupon such Member shall not sit or vote in the Council until he is declared, ·in ' 
manner aforesaid, to be again capable of discharging his said functions. · 

11 . Subject to the provisions of this Order-

( a) a.II questions which may arise as to the right of any person to be or remain 
a Nominated Member shall be referred to, and determined by, the Governor 
in Council . 

(b) all questions which may arise as to the right of any person to be or remain 
an Elected Member shall be determined by the Supreme Court of the Colony 
in accordance with the provisions of any law for the time being in force in 
the Colony. 

12 .-(1) Whenever there shall be a va~ancy in the number of persons sitting 
in the Council as ex-officio or Nominated Members by reason of the fact that-

( a) one person is lawfully discharging the functions of more than one of the three 
offices referred to in section 5 of this Order ; or 

( b) a Nomina.ted Member is lawfully discharging the functions of any of the three 
offices referred to in section 5 of this Order ; or 

(c) no person is lawfully discharging the functions of any one of those offices ; or 
( d) the seat of a Nominated · Member is vacant for any cause . other than the 

dissolution of_ the Council ; or 

(ej a Nominated Member is unable to sit or vote in the Council in consequence 
of- a declaration by the Governor, as provided in this Order, that he is 
incapable of discharging his functions as a Member ; or 

{f) an ex-officio or Nominated Member is absent from the Colony ; or 
{ g) a Nominated Member is unable to sit or ·vote in the Council in consequence 

of his having been appointed temporarily to, or to act in, any public office ; 

the Governor may, by Instrument under the Public Seal, appoint a person to be a 
Temporary Member for the period of such vacancy. · 
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, (21 If the vacancy is in the number of persons sittin_g in the Council as ex-officio, J,1.'embers, the person appointed shall . be a person holding office of emolume17t ~d~ the Crown in the Colony and if the vacancy is in the number of persons s1ttin~ ID the Council as Nominated Members, the person appointed shall be a person qualified _for appointment as a. Nominated Member. 
· (3) If a person is appointed under thi~ ~ecti?n to be a T?mporary Me_mber to fill · a vacancy in the number of persons s1tti.ng_ rn the Cou1:1<:1l as ex-officio Memb= then, so long as his appointment shall subsist, _the pr~v1S1ons ?f this_ Order shall, subject to the provisions of this section, apply m relation to him as 1f he were an .ex-officio Member: 

Provide.d that the provisions of paragraph (a) of section 11 of this Order shall apply in relation to any such person as if he were a Nominated Member. 
(4) If a person is appointed under ~i~ se~tion to be a :rempora.ry Member to fill .:a vacancy in the number of persons sitting m the Council as ~ommated Members, then, so long as his appointment shall subsist, he shall be to all mtents and purposeS! a Nominated Member and, subject to the provisions pf this section, the provisi.o$ of se.ction 10 of this Order shali have affect accordingly. 
(5) The Governor shall forthwith report every temporary appointrnen~ made under :this section to His Majesty through a Secretary of State and such apporntrnent ma.or (without prejudice to anything done by virtue thereof) be revoked by the Governor by Instrument under the Public _ Seal. · 
(6) A temporary appointment made under this section shall cease to have effect on notification by the Governor to the person appointed of revocation by the Governor, or on supersession of the appointment by the definitive appointment of a person to fill the vacancy, or when the vacancy shall otherwise cease to exist. 
13.-(1) The Governor may summon to any llleeting of the Council the person Ext_raordinary for the time, being performing the functions of Head of any . department of the Members. Colony or any Officer for the time being holding the appointment of, or acting as, · Officer Commanding His M·ajesty's Naval Military or Air Forces, respecti.vely, in the Colony notwithstandip.g that such person may not be a Member of the C<xuncil. when, in the opinion of the Governor, the business before the Council renders the presence of such person desirable. 

(2) Any person so summoned shall be entitled to take part in the proceedings of _the Council relating to the matter in respect of which he was summoned as if he were a Member of the Council, except that he shall not have the, right to vote in :the Council. 
' 

14.-(1) For the purpose of the election of Members the Colony shall be divided Electoral Districts.' into five electoral districts as followS-
( a J the Electoral District of Plaines Wilheins and Black River, which shall return six Members ; · . 
(b) the Electoral District of Moka and Flacq, which ·shall return three Members ; ( c) the Electoral District of Port Louis, which shall return four Member.; ;. ( d) the Electoral District of Grand Port and Savanne,. which shall· retum three Members ; and 
( e) the Electoral' District of Parnplemousses and Riviere du Rempart, which shall return three Members. 
(2) The bo~daries of each electoral district shall be such as inay be . prescribed .by, or in pursuance of, any law for the time being in force in the Colony. 
15 .-(1) Every person who is registered as an elector · in any electoral district Right to Tote. shall, while so registered, be entitled to vote at any election for that district and no person shall vote at any election for any electoral district who is not registered as · an elector in that district: · • · · 

· Provided that nothing in this subsection shall entitle any person to vote . at an:y: election if he is prohibited from so voting, by any law for the time being in . force m the _Colony, by reason of his being a returning officer. 
(2) No person shall be registered as an elector in any electoral district who is :not .. qualified to be so registered under the provisions of this Order. 

1 6 --:--(1) Subject ~o the provisions of s_ection 17 of this Order , any person shall Qualificatioi,• or be qualified to be registered as an elector m any year in any electoral district if ·on electors. , the first day of July in that year he-
( a) is ordinarily resident in that district and can speak and can read and write: simpl_e sent~nces in, and can sign his . name in, any of the languages, . ment10ned m the Second Schedule to this Order to the satisfaction of the officer charged with . the _duty of regis~ering electors in tha _t district, excep~ so far as that officer 1s satisfied that he 1s unable so to do through blindness or . other physical cause ; or · ' 

\ 

I 

' ... 
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·(b) is ordinarily resident in that district and has served at any time !or _a perip_d of at Jeast ,twelve mouths in the. armed forces of the Cr_own and 1s e1th':1' still . so serving or has obtained, on discha~ge from the sa:id · fo_rces, a c~rtificate showing his ~ouduct during such service to have ~een-s~tisfactory, _oc . (c) occupies (as · owner or tenant), a~d h?-5 for t~e immediate precedrng SIX mouths so occupied, business premises m that district: 
Provided that : 

(i) no person shall be registered as an el~ctor. in any o~e el~ctoral districtl . in respect of more . than ieme of the qualifications specified m paragraphs . (a), (b) and (c) , respectively, of this subsectioll ; (ii) no person shall be registered as an elector in more than two electoral districts in all ; 
(iii) no person shall be registered a:s an elector · in two electoral districts save in the one district in respect of the qualification · specified in paragraph: · ( c), and in the other district in _resp~ct either_ of th~ qualification specified in paragraph (a) or of the qualification specified 1Il paragraph (b), of this subsection . 
(2)..:......( a) For the purposes of paragraph (b) of subsection (1) of this section. conduct described as fair shall be deemed to have been satisfactory. ( b) In this section the expression " business preinises " means any premises -(that is to say any building or part of a building, or any place or space which can be so defined as to enable it to be occupied separately) of the annual rental value of not • less . than • two · hundred and forty rupees occupied for the purpose of the business, profession or trade of the person to be registered. -( c) Where business premises are in the, jo'int occupation of two or more persons each of the joint occupiers shall , for the purposes of this section, be treated as occupying the. premises : 

Provided that-
('i) .the annual rental value of the premises is not less than the. amount produced by multiplying two hundred and forty rupees by the number of the joint occupiers ; 

(ii) not more than two joint occupiers shall be entitled to be registered in respect of the same premises, unless they are bona fide engaged as partners carrying, on their business, profession or trade on the premises .. 

1 7. No person shall be qualified to be registered as an ele.ctor in any year if he-. ( a) is not a British subject or is by v'irtue of his own -act under any acknowledgement of allegiance, obedience, or adhere nce to a foreign State or Power ; or · (b) was less than twenty,one years of age on the first day of July in that year; or ( c) has not ordinarily resided in the Colony for the two years . 'immediately preceding the first day of July in that year ; or 
( d) has been sentenced by any Court in His Majesty's dominions to death or toimprisonment (by whatever name called) for a term exceed'ing twelve months and has not either suffered the punishment to which he was sentenced or such other punishment as may by competent authority have been substituted therefor, or received a free pardon ; or · (e) is certified to be insane under any law for the time being in force in the Colony; or 
(f) is disqualified for registration by . any law for the time being in force in the Colony relating to offences c_onnected with elections. 

1 S , Subject to the provisions of the Order, provision may be made by, or in pursuance of,.. any law · enacted under this Order for the following matters, that is to say- · 
( a) the registration of electors ; 
( b J. the ascertainment of the qualifications of electors and of candidates for election ; 
( c) _the holqing of elections ; 
( d) the definition and trial of offences in relation to elections and the 'impo~tion of penalties therefor including disqual~fication for membership of the Council or-for registration as an elector of any pers·on concerned in any such offence. 
1 9 .-(1) The Council shall, before proceeding to the despatch of any other business • (except the taking of the oath of allegiance), at its first sitting after the app~.u.ited day and thereafter at its first sitting after every dissolution of the Council, elect a Nominated or Elected Member to be Vice-President of the Council. 

(2) A Member holding office as Vice~President shall, unless he earlier resigns his office by writing under his hand addressed to the Governor or ceases to be . a Member, vacate his office on the dissolution of the Council. 

- ------- - - -- --- -- ___________________ ..... 
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(3) Whenever the office of. Vice-President shall become vacant otherwise than as the result of a dissolution of the Council, the Council shall, at its first or second -sitting after the occurrence of the vacancy, elect another Nominated or Elected Member to be Vice-President. 

27 

20. The Governor if present, or, in the absence of the Governor, the Vice- Pre~idin_g in . President, or, in the absence-of the Vice-President, the Member present who stands Le!(islativc Cmmc,I. first in the order of precedence, shall preside at the sittings of the .Counci}. · 
21 .-(1) The Vice-President shall take precedence next after the Governor , and Precedence ef the other Members of the Council shall take precedence after the Vice-President and Members . . among themselves as His Majesty may specially assign, or, if precedence be_ not so .assigned, as follow~ 
First, the ex-officio Members in the order in which_ they are mentioned in section 5 of this Order ; 
Secondly, any other Members who are Members of the Executive Council according to their seniority therein ; 
Thirdly, the remaining Members according to the length of time · for which they have been continuously Members, Members who have been continuously Members for the same length of time taking precedence according to the alphabetical order of their names. 
(2) For the purposes of the preceding subsection-
{ a)_ in ascertaining the length of time for which any person shall have been continuously a Member-

(i) no account shall be taken of any interval between the vacation by that person of his seat in the Council in consequence of a dissolution of the Council and the date of his appointment or re-appointment or election or re-election to fill a vacancy in the Council caused by that dissolution ; and 
(ii) if any person, having been for any period_ immediately before the appointed day a Member of the Council of Government constituted by the existing Letters Patent, is appointed or elected as a Member by virtue of the first appointments or elections to the Council after the appointed day, he shall be deemed to have been a Member during the said period ; and no account shall be taken of any interval between the' end of that period and the date upon which he is so appointed or elected as a Member, or of any interval in his Membership of the said Councili of Government necessarily following a dissolution of that Council of, Government ; 

· .(b) when the Council is dissolved, Nominated Members appointed to fill vacancies caused by such dissolution shall be deemed to have been appointed, and Members elected at the ensuing general election shall be deemed to have been elected by virtu~ of that election, on the date of the return of the first writ at such election ; 
(c) the provisions of paragraph (b) of this subsection shall apply to Members appointed or elected by virtue of the first appointments and elections to the Council after the· appointed day as if such appointments and elections were consequent upon a dissolution of the Council. · 

22,-(1) Whenever the seat of an Elected Member becomes vacant, a fresh Filling of ,election shall be held to fill ~he vacancy in accordance with the provisions of this Vacancies. •Order. · · 
(2) Whenever the seat of a Nominated Member becomes vacant, · the vacancy shall be filled by appointment by the Governor in accordance with the provisions ,of this Order . 

PART III 
Legislation and Procedure in Legislative Council 

.23. Subject to the provisions of this Order, it shall be lawful for the Governor, PowerLto _ ·with the advice and consent of the Council, to make laws for the peace order and make a"•· .good government of the Colony. 

24,-(1) Save as otherwise provided in this Order, all questions proposed for Volin::--decision in the Council shall be determined by a majority of the votes of the Members present and voting. 
(2) The Governor or other Member presiding shall not vote unless the votes of the -other Members shall be equally divided, in which case he shall have a casting vote. 
(3) If, upon any question before the Council, th.e votes of the other members are equally divided and the Governor or other Member presidin1; does not exercise his•-Casting vote,_ the motion shall be declared to be lost. 
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25 ·- The Council shall not be disqualified for the transacti.on of -business by · 
reason of any vacancy among the Members and any proceedings therein shall be · 
valid µotwithstanding that some person who was not entitled so to do sat or voted . 
in the ·council or otherwise took part in the proceedings. 

26. No business except that of adjournment shall be transacted if objection is 
taken by any Member present that there are less than twelve Members . present 
besides the Governor or other Member presiding. 

27 .-(1) If the Governor shall consider that it is expedient in the interests of 
public order, public faith or good government (which expressions · shall, without 
prejudice to their generality, include the responsibility of the Colony as a com
ponent part of the British Empire , and all matters pertaining to the creation or 
abolition of any public offiee or to the appointment, salary or other conditions of 
service of any public officer) that any Bill introduced, or any motion proposed , in 
the Council should have effect, then, if the Council fail to pass such a Bill or 
rn9tion within such time and in such form as the Governor may think reasonable 
and expedient, the Governor, at any time in his discretion, may, notwithstanding 
any provisions of this Order or of any Standing Orders of the Council, declare that 
such Bill or motion shall have effect as if it had been passed by the Council , either 
in the form in which it was so introduced or proposed or with such amendments a.s 
the Governor shall think fit which have been moved or proposed in the Council or 
in any Committee thereof ; and thereupon the said Bill or motion shall have effe.ct 
as if it had been so passed, and, in the case of any such Bill, ·the provisions of this 
Order relating to assent to Bills and disallowance of laws shall apply accordingly-. 

(2) The Governor shall forthwith report to a Se.cretary of State every case in which 
he shall make any such declaration and the reasons therefor . . 

(3) If any Member objects to any declaration made under this section, he may, 
within seven days of the making thereof, submit to the Governor a statement in 
writing of his reasons for so objecting, and a copy of such statement shall, if 
furnished by such Member, be forwarded by the Governor as soon as practicable to a Secretary of State . · · 

(4) Any such declaration, other than a declarat ion relating to a Bill, may be 
revoked by a Secretary of State and the Governor shall cause notice of such 
revocation to be published in the Gazette ; and from the date of such notification: 
any motion , which shall have had effect by virtue of the declaration revoked, shall 52 a: 53 Viet. c. 63. cease to have effect and the provisions of subsection (2) of sectio·n 38 of the Inter
pretation Act, 1889, shall apply to such revocation as they apply to the repeal of an Act of Parliament. 

Aasent to Bills . 

Disallowance of 
.Laws. 

28,-(1) No Bill shall become a law until either the Governor shall have 
assented thereto in His Majesty's name and on His Majesty's behalf and shall have 
signed the same in token of such assent, or His Majesty shall have given his assent 
thereto through a Secretary of State. 

(2) When a Bill is presented to tbe Governor for his assent, he shall, according 
to his discretion but subject to the provisions of this Order and of any Instructions 
addressed to him under His Majesty's Sign Manual and Signet or through a 
Secretary of State, declare that he assents, or refuses to assent, thereto, or that he reserves the Bill for the signification of His Majesty's pleasure: 

Provided that the Governor shall reserve for the · signification of His 
Majesty's pleasure any Bill by which any provision of this Order is revoked or 
amended or which is in any way repugnant to, or inconsistent with, the provisions 
of t\l'is Order, unless he shall have been authorized by a Secretary of State to 
ass,ent thereto. 

(3) A law assented to by the Governor shall come into operation on the day on· 
which such assent shall be given, or if it shall be enacted, either in the Jaw or in 
some other enactment (including any enactment in force on the appointed day), 
that it shall come into operation on some otber date, on that date. 

(4) A Bill reserved for the signification of His Majesty's pleasure shall become 
a: law as soon as His Majesty shall have given His assent thereto through a Secretary 
of State and the Governor shall have . signified such assent by Proclamation 
published in the Gazette. Every such law shall come into operation on the date of 
such Proclamation or, · if it shall be enacted, either in the law or in some other 
enactment (including any enactment in force on the. appointed day), that it shall . 
come into operation on some other date , on that date. 

29.-(1) Any law to which tbe Governor shall have !rtven his assent .IT1ay be . 
disallowed by His Majesty through a Secretary of State . 

(2) Whenever any law has been disallowed by His Majesty, the Governor shall 
cause notice of such disallowance to be published in the Gazette . 
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(3) Every law so disallowed shall. cease to have effect as soon as notice of such -disallowance shaH be published as aforesaid and thereupon any enactment repealed 

29 

-or amended by, or in pursuance of, the law disallowed shall have effect as if such law had not been made . Subject as aforesaid, the provisions of subsection (2) of 52 a: 53 Viet. c. 63. section 38 of the Interpretation Act, 1889, shall apply to such disallowance as they .apply to the repeal of an Act of Parliament. 

30- Subject to the provisions of this Order; the Governor and the Council Royal Instructions ·shall, in the transaction of business and the making of laws, conform as nearly as may be to the directions contained in any Instructions under His Majesty's Sign Manual and Signet which may from time to time be addres_sed to the Governor in ~hat behalf. 

31 .-(1) Subject to the provisions of this Order and of any Instructions unde.r Standing Orders. His Majesty's Sign Manual and Signet, the Council may from time to time make, amend and revoke Standing Orders for the regulation and orderly conduct of its own proceedings and the despatch of business, and for the passing, intituling and numbering of Bills, and for the presentation thereof to the Governor for assent, but no such Standing Orders shall have effect until they shall have been approved by the Governor . 

(2) The first Standing Orders of the Council shall be made by the Governor and may be amended or revoked by the Council under subsection (1) of this section. 

32- The official language of the Council shall be English but any Member Official language. may address the chair in French . 

33. Subject to _the provisions of ·this Order and of the Standing Orders of the Introduction of Council, any Member may introduce any BiH or propose any motion for debate in, Bills , etc. or may present any petition to, the Council, and the same shall be debated and -disposed of according to Standing Orders : 

Provided that, except with the recommendation or consent of the Governor signified _thereto, the Council shall not proceed upon any Bill; amendment, motion or petition, which in the opinion of the Governor or other Member presiding, would- · 
( a) dispose of or charge any public revenue or public funds of the Colony, or revoke or alter any disposition thereof or charge thereon , or impose, alter or repeal any rate, tax or duty ; or 
(b) suspend the Standing Orders of the Council or any of them. 

34 . Except for the purpose of enabling this section to be complied with, no Oath of Allegiance . .Member of the Council shall sit or vote therein until he shall have taken and subscribed before. the Governor, or some person authorized by the Governor in that behalf, the Oath of Allegiance in the form set out in the. Third Schedule to this ·Order : 

Provided that every person authorized by the law of the Colony to make an affirmation instead of taking an oath in legal proceedings may make sudh affirmation in like terms instead of the said oath. 

35 .-(1) The sittings of the Council shall be held at such times and places a:s Sitti':"gs and --the Governor shall from time to time appoint by Proclamation published in the Sessions. Gazette. There shall be a session of the Council once at least in every year, so that a period of twelve months shall not intervene between the last sitting in one session and the first sitting in the next session. 

(2) The first session of the Council shall commence within six months of the . appointed day . 

/ 36.-(1) The Governor may at any time,, by Proclamation published in the Prorogation and G'azette, prorogue or dissolve the Council. dissolution. 

(2) The Governor shall dissolve the Council at the expiration of five years from ·the date of the return· of the first writ at the last preceding general election, if it shall not have been sooner dissolved. 

37. There shall be a general election at such time within four months after the General Elections. appointed day, and thereafter within 'three months after every dissolution of the 'Council, as the Governor shall by Proclamation ·published in the Gazette direct. 
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30 THE MAURITIUS GAZETTE 

PART IV 

MISCELLANEOUS 

Penaltv for 
unqualified persons 
sitting or voting . 

38 .-(1) Any person who-

( a) having been appointed or elected a Member of the Coun~il but not having 

been,_ at the time of such appointment or election, qualified to be so 
appomted or elected, shall sit or vote in the Council, or 

Provisions 
necessary to give 
effect tn the Order . 

Emoluments. 

Removal of 
difficulties. 

( b) shall sit or vote in the Council after his seat thereon has become vacant ·or 

he has become disqualified from sitting or voting therein, knowing, or having, 

reasonable grounds for knowing, that he was so disqualified, or that his seat 

has become vacant, as the • case may be, shall be liable to a penalty not 

exceeding five hundred rupees for every day upon which he so sits or votes. 

(2) The said penalty shall be recoverable by action /n the Supreme Court of !b,e 

Colony at the suit of the Procureur and Advocate General. 

39.-(1) At any time before the appointed day the Council of Government 

constituted by the existing Letters Patent may by laws made under those Letters 

Patent, and thereafter :at any time before the first sitting of the Council under this

Order the Governor may by Proclamation, make such provision as appears to them 

or to him (as the case may be) to be necessary or expedient for giving effect to the 

provisions of this Order and in particular and without prejudice to the generality 

of the foregoing power may make provision for all or any of the matters specified 

in section 18 of this Order ; and the expression " any law for the time being in 

force in the Colony ", wherever it occurs in this Order, shall include any law or 

Proclamation made under this subsection. 

(2) It shall not be necessary for any law enacted in accordance with the provisions 

of subsection (1) of this section to be res~rved for the signification of His Majesty's 

pleasure. . 

·(3) Every Proclamation made under subsection (1) of this section shall hs1-ve the . 

force of law and may be amended, added to or revoked by further Proclamation 

within the period specified in that subsection. 

( 4). This section shall come into operation forthwith. 

40.-(1) The Governor and other Officers mentioned in the Fourth Schedule ~o 

this Order shall receive by way of annual emoluments · the sums respectively specified 

therein and the said sums are hereby charged on the revenues of the Colony and 

shall be paid by the Accountant General out of the said revenues upon warrant 

directed to him under the hand of the Governor. 

(2) Nothing in subsection (1) of this section shall pr .event the payment to ~e 

Governor or to any of the Officers aforesaid of any greater or other sums by way of 

salary or other emoluments for which provision may be duly made · from time to. 

time . 

(3) In this section and the Fourth Schedule to this Order the word " Governor" 

means the person for the time being holding the substantive appointment of. 

Governor and Commander-in-Chief. 

41 .-(1) If any difficulty shall arise in bringing into operation ariy of the 

provisions of this Order or in giving effect to the purposes thereof, a Secretary of 

State rnay, by Order, make such provision as seems to him necessary or expeldient 

for thi) purpose of removing the difficulty and may by such Order amend or add 

to any provision of this Order: ' 

Provided that no Order shall be made under this section later than the first day 

of January, 1950. 

(2) Any Order made under this section may be amended, added to, or: revoked 

by a further Orj:ler, and may be given retrospective effect to a day not earlier than 

the date of this Order . 

(3) This section shall come into operation forthwith. 

Power reserved to 42--(1) His Majesty hereby reserves to Himself, His Heirs and Successors 

His Majesty . 1>ower, with the advice of His or Their Privy Council, to amend, add to or revoker 

this OrJer as to Him or Them shall seem fit. 

(2) Nothing in this Order shall affect the power of His Majesty in Council to 

make laws from time to time for the peace, order and good government of the 

Col,my. 

E. c. E. LEADBITTER. 
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FIRST SCHEDULE 
·~bject to the provisio~s of rules_ 2, 8, 4 and 5 of. this. Schedule,·. the question .of a person is or was ordinanly resident at any matenal time or dunng any matenal all be determined by reference to all the facts of the case. 
hil;place of ordinary residence of a person is, generally , that place which is the his habitation or home, whereto, when away therefrom, he intends to return . In · .-when a person usually sleeps in one place and has his meals or is employed in ace, the place of his ordinary residence is where he sleeps . 

·•rally, . a person's place of ordinary residence is where his family is ; if he is .,rt . from his family, with the intent to remain so apart from . it in another place, _ . of ordinary residence of such person is such other place. Temporary absence trom ./ f ordinary residence does not cause a loss or change . of place of ordinary residence . AJiy person who has more than one place of ordinary residence may elect in respect h;place he desires to be registered. 
Any perso11, who at any time is serving in the armed forces of the Crown, shall be. to be ordinarily resident during the period of such service in the place in which .l!e ed immediately before he entered on such service, unless he has thereafter established er ordinary residence elsewhere. · 

SECOND SCHEDULE 

The Creole Patois commonly in use in the Colony. 

THIRD SCHEDULE 

Section 1. • 

Section 16. 

:i, ... : ............. : .. ···":"·"····:··········· .......... , .do"swear that I will be faithful and bear Section 34 • . ·e~"!':~d~o His Ma1esty Kmg George VI, His Heirs and Successors, according to law. 

FOURTH SCHEDULE 

being 

Rupees 60,000, salary 
• Rupees 24,000, salary 
Rupees 20,000, salary 
Rupees 20,000, salary 

Rupees 10,000, duty allowance 

By Authority: J, Ei.mr. Fjux, Acting Government Printer, 1948. 

Section 4.0. 

94/1/48 -541 

31 
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Present lllembership of the Special Committee: 

Administering 111 embers: 
Australia, Belgium, Denmark, France, Netherlands, New Zealand, 

United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, United 
States of America. 

Elected Members: 
Brazil, Egypt, India, the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics for 

a term of three years; 
Mexico, the Philippines for a term of two years; 
Sweden, Venezuela for a tenn of one year. 

IO Files 

Draft of Position Pape?' From Backg1'ound Book for Colonial Policy 
Discussions 

CONFIDENTIAL ["W' ASHINGTON ,] June 21, 1950. 

ITEM III, A, 2-SUBllUSSION OF POLITICAL INFORMATION TO THE UNITED 
NATIONS 

BACKGROUND 

The problem of the submission of political information to the United 
Nations by Members administering non-self-governing territories was 
first discussed at the San Francisco Conference. 

Article 73 of the Charter had its genesis at that time in a draft 
general declaration on colonial policy presented by the United King
dom to which the Australian Delegation submitted an amendment. 
This amendment provided for reports upon a specified list of economic, 
social and educational topics, and, in some cases, at the direction of 
the General Assembly, reports on political development were to be 
required. In .the redrafts of this amendment the United States com
bined the two types of reporting and included political information, 
the United Kingdom omitted reporting, and Australia retained report
ing but dropped political information. The U.S.S.R. favored political 
reporting. The United States in its second redraft of this amendment, 
however, omitted political information and in the final formulation, 
political information was not included although there is no full record 
of the circumstances surrounding the eventual decision on this matter. 

From the time of the First Session of the General Assembly, the 
question of submitting information on political conditions in non
self-governing territories has arisen regularly. In Subcommittee 2 of 
the Fourth Committee, First Session, it was agreed that such infor
mation was of great import.ance and much to be desired. No action was 
taken on this question, however, until the Ad H oc Committee sub-
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mitted a draft proposal which, after the defeat in the plenary session 
of a U.S.S.R. amendment which would recommend the submission of 
information on local participation in administration, was adopted by 
the General Assembly as Resolution 144 (II). This resolution notes 
the voluntary submission of political information by some Members 
and considers it to be in conformity with the Charter and, therefore, 
to be noted and encouraged. At the same session the Assembly adopted 
Resolution 142 (II) to which was annexed the Standard Form, the 
optional Part I of which covers items of a political nature. In the 
Special Committee, 1948, it was noted that Australia, Denmark, New 
Zealand, Netherlands, France ( for Morocco and Tunisia) and the 
United States had voluntarily submitted political information. 

At the Third Session of the General Assembly two resolutions were 
adopted relevant to this question: Resolution 218 (III) which pro
vides, inter alia, for Secretariat summaries of voluntarily submitted 
political information and invites information on items in Part I of 
the Standard Form other than government from those Members who 
had not previously submitted such information; and Resolution 222 
(III) which requests Members concerned to communicate informa
tion of a constitutional nature in cases where they have ceased to re
port on territories under Article 73 ( e). 

The Special Committee, 1949, submitted a draft proposal which 
recalled the provisions of Resolution 144 (II) and expressed the hope 
that such Members as had not done so would voluntarily include 
political information in their reports. This was adopted by the As
sembly as Resolution 327 (IV) after an amendment which provided 
that in revision of the Standard Form information on geography, 
history, peoples, and human rights should cease to be classified as 
optional and expressed the hope that information on government 
would be voluntarily submitted. Attempts by the U.S.S.R., both in 
the Special Committees and in various sessions of the Assembly, to 
make the submission of political information mandatory have been 
consistently defeated by sizeable majorities. 

DISCUSSION 

The question of submission of political information has not only 
been debated on its own merits but as an ancillary factor in other 
disputes. In addition to the principal issue based upon the interpre
tation of Article 73 ( e), the submission of political information has 
arisen in connection with the general consideration of the purposes 
for which information is transmitted under Article 73 ( e), and spe
cifically with regard to its use in defining and applying the term "non
self-governing". It has also become a major aspect of the proposed 
revision of the Standard Form. 

502-846-76-30 
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As a problem, per se, the question of submitting political informa
tion has involved two interpretative positions: on one hand, the non
administering powers have maintained that Article 73 must be read 
as a whole. They pointed out that sub-paragraph (a) dea:ls with 
political, as well as economic, social, and educatiorral ,advancement and 
that sub-paragraph (b) deals specifically rwith the development of 
self-government and political institutions. The more extreme view, 
held by the U.S.S.R., its satellites and Egypt, maintains, therefore, 
that submission of political information is mandatory under their 
interpretation of Article 73. The less extreme view, in which India 
takes the lead with the support of the majority of the non-administer
ing group, has agreed, however, that political information is not 
mandatory under Article 73(e), but has strongly supported its inclu
sion on a voluntary basis, pointing out that political considerations 
cannot be divorced from economic, social and educational factors, and 
stressing that sub-paragraph (e) should be given a broad interpreta
tion within the larger context of the Article. On the other hand, by 

· a strictly literal interpretation of the Article, it has been maintained 
that the obligations enumerated in the sub-paragraphs other than (e) 
are of a general type, conditioned by the nature of Chapter XI as 
a declaration; whereas, sub-paragraph (e) states a specific obligation 
clearly limited and circumscribed. 

In connection with discussions ·as to the purposes in general for 
which information is transmitted, it should be noted that, while the 
lan~rage of Article 73 ( e) states that information transmitted there
under is for information purposes, the terms of reference of the first 
and subsequent Special Committees have provided for the e:-ramina
tion of the summaries and ana:lyses of information transmitted on 
economic, social and educational conditions and for reports including 
procedural and substantive recommendations relating ,to functional 
fields generally but not with respect to specific territories. Such 
political information as may be voluntarily submitted, however, is 
not mentioned in these terms of reference, and the problem has arisen 
as to the use of this information, particularly as a procedural question 
of the competence of the Special Committee to discuss and analyze 
the information, discuss the action of those Members who ~oluntarily 
submit such information, and criticize the• action of those Members 
who do not. The non-administering powers have taken the position 
that political information, voluntarily submitted, is admissible for 
discussion and recommendation in the Special Committee, as well as the 
General Assembly, but they have not challenged the general proviso 
that such recommendations shall not deal with specific territories. 
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This general problem of the purpose of political information and 
the competence of the General Assembly in respect to it has found 
particular expression as an aspect of the issue of defining the term 
"non-self-governing" for the purposes of Chapter XI. If the right of 
the General Assembly not only to determine, but also to apply such 
a definition is granted, then it can be argued that such a right mili
tates in favor of the obligatory submission of political inforn1ation, 
at least for the purpose of determining the status of territories under 
Chapter XI. If, however, it is agreed that political reporting is volun
tary only, questions arise as to (a) the competence of the General 
Assembly to utilize voluntarily submitted political information in its 
discussion of a general definition of the term non-self-governing, and 
( b) its competence to discuss the status of particular territories on 
which political information is voluntarily submitted. 

In discussions on the Standard Form and its revision, the problem 
of submission of political information has been a primary considera
tion. No new -factors are involved in this aspect of the problem, how
ever, and essentially the anticipated revision of the Standard Form 
represents a means for securing a wider interpretation of Article 73. 
The General Assembly has recommended (Resolution 327 (IV)), that 
in revision of the Standard Form the optional classification be removed 
from items in Part I other than government. This was strongly sup
ported by the moderate non-administering Members. In this connec
tion it should be noted that the Standard Form, as a whole, was 
annexed to Resolution 142 (II) for the guidance of reporting Mem
bers and is, therefore, optional in its entirety. 

POSITIONS OF THE UNITED KINGDOM, FRANCE, AND BELGIUM 

On the question of interpretation of Article 73, the United Kingdom 
has taken a consistently firm position insisting upon a most literal 
and strict adherence to the language of the Article. This position re
gards Chapter XI as a unilateral declaration of intent and the obli
gations mentioned in Article 73 as consisting of two types: general 
obligations as stated in sub-paragraphs (a), ( b), (a), and ( d), and a 
very specific and limited obligation as stated in sub-paragraph ( e). 
This position obviously excludes any consideration of the proposition 
that submission of political information is mandatory in view of the 
general intent and language of Chapter XI and Article 73. In addi
tion, the United Kingdom has opposed the provision of such informa
tion on a mandatory or voluntary basis, claiming that (a) the matter 
was considered and rejected at San Francisco, (b) such a move con
stitutes an extra-legal attempt to rewrite the Charter, and ( a) there 
is a difference between the public discussion through, normal con
stitutional processes and the interference of international agencies in 
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matters which concern only the United Kingdom and its colonial 
peoples. In addition to opposing voluntary submission, the United 
Kingdom has stated that it would not conform to such a proposal 
were it adopted. Belgium has supported this position throughout and 
has stated that it would only consider changing this interpretation 
after a decision by the International Court of Justice. Belgium has 
also held that under Article 55 signatories of the Charter were bound 
to improve conditions generally but were not expected to furnish in
formation as to whether they were doing so. 

France has opposed attempts to interpret Article 73 in the broad 
sense which would make political reporting on non-self-governing 
territories mandatory. It has, however, supported voluntary submis
sion at the discretion of the reporting Member, although it has re
served its position on further submission of such information on 
French territories in view of the decision of the Special Committee, 
1949, that discussion of such information was admissible. 

Other administering Members, including Australia, New Zealand, 
Netherlands, Denmark and the United States have supported the posi
tion tha:t submiss-ion of political information is voluntary under the 
terms of Article 73 ( e). 

On the related question of the purposes for which information is 
transmitted and the use to which it can be put, the United Kingdom, 
France, Belgium, and the Netherlands have taken the position that 
they are not prepared to discuss political or constitutional matters in 
the Specia;l Committee or in any other organ of the United Nations; 
and, in ,addition, they have opposed the competence of the Special 
Committee to consider and make recommendations upon the general 
subject of voluntary submission. In taking this view, they have re
asserted the argument that information, including that voluntarily 
submitted, is for information purposes only and not to be discussed 
nor could resolutions be recommended concerning it. · 

However, in opposing Resolution 222 (III), the United Kingdom 
stated that, while it always made public any constitutional changes, [ as 
a result of which it ceased to report on a territory] ,1 and had always 
furnished and would continue to furnish to the library of the United 
Nations full details on such changes, in its view it was not required 
at any stage to bring officially to the notice of the Secretary General 
the constitutional instruments providing for such changes in such a 
way that the information would become a matter for discussion in the 
United Nations. This latter position would seem to imply that in- , 
formation official'ly transmitted, presumably including voluntary 

' Brackets appear in the source text. 
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political information, is admissible for discussion in the United Na
tions. France has stated that it was quite probable that it would not 
supply ,political information since the competence of the Special Com
mittee in this matter was decided affirmatively. 

It would appear that the administering powers, while originally 
opposing discussion, reports, and recommendations on information on 
economic, social, and educational conditions, have acquiesced in these 
cases but attempted to maintain their original position in regard to 
voluntarily submitted political information. The United Kingdom 
and France abstained on the proposal providing for Secretariat sum
maries of such information and inviting information on Part I other 
than item (d): government (Resolution 218 (III)). 

On the question of definition o.f the term non-self-governing, with 
which the problem of submission of political ,information has be
come involved, the colonial powers have not objected in principle to 
the right of the Assembly under Article 10 to attempt such a defini
tion. Their opposition, however, has been most strong on the question 
of determination of the status of any specific territory under Chapter 
XI. The relevance of political information to this pro!blem arises prin
cipally in connection with the sources of information which the As
sembly or the Special Committee might use in their discussions. 
Consistent with their position against the application of any defini
tion by the Assembly, the United Kiµgdom, France and Belgium 
have opposed the official submission or discussion of political informa
tion for the purpose of determining the status of ·any non-sel:f
governing territory under Chapter XI. The United Kingdom, France, 
and Belgium abstained on Resolution 222 (III) under the provisions 
of which the United Nations considers it ei;;sential that it be informed 
of constitutional changes by virtue of which information is no longer 
transmitted and requests communication of appropriate information 
on the constitutional status and the relationship with the metropole 
of such territories. France has complied with the provisions of this 
resolution; the United Kingdom has not. On another occasion, the 
United Kingdom stated that the question of the constitutional rela
tionship between the metropolitan powers and their territories was 
a matter within the exclusive jurisdiction of the powers concerned. 
The latter contention is consistent with the United Kingdom interpre
tation of Article 2(7) that discussion and recommendation by the 
United Nations may constitute interference in matters within domestic 
jurisdiction." 

2 The Department drafted a separate position paper on this subject, "Recourse 
to the domestic jurisdiction clause of the Charter" ( Item III, D, 3, b), not 
DrintP.d_ 
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On the question of the Standard Form which is related to the prob
lem of submission of political information by virtue of the optional 
Part I of the Form, the colonial powers voted in favor of Resolution 
142 (II) to which the Form was annexed for the guidance of Mem
bers. Belgium, however, made general reference at that time to the 
tendency to illegally revise the Charter, pointing particularly to the 
provisions of Part I. The United Kingdom's only reservation was on 
the practical grounds that compilation of reports should not interfere 
with the substantive work in non-self-governing territories. In the 
Fourth Committee, Fourth Session, the United Kingdom opposed, as 
did Belgium and France, Resolution 327 (IV) which provides, inter 
aUa, that in revision of the Form general information on geography, 
history, people and human rights .should cease to be classified as 
optional. In so doing, the United Kingdom stated that it had agreed 
to include in its returns under Part I such supplementary information 
on these subjects as was necessary to a proper understanding of the 
information transmitted under Article 73 ( e) and that the description 
"optional" should continue to apply to Part I. This appears to repre
sent a retrogression from the position taken by the United Kingdom 
in the Special Committee, 1948, where it opposed an invitation to 
Members to supply information on the items specified above, stating 
that it was not prepared to submit any information under the optional 
section, though it would inclu~e such information as it deemed neces
sary on the subjects therein other than government under Part II of 
the Form. It would appear that had the United Kingdom consistently 
maintained this earlier view, it should have supported the recom
mended revision of Part I. The United Kingdom also stated in 1948 
that it was not prepared t9 have anything to do with Part I of the 
Form as such. 

RECOMMENDED UNITED STATES POSITION 

1. On the question of submission of political information as a prob
lem, per se, the United States should adhere to its present position 
which, while recognizing that the submission of political information 
is not required under the provisions of Article 73 ( e), supports the 
voluntary 'transmission of such information by Members administer
ing non-self-governing territories. In stating this position, the United 
States might point out that it wishes to secure the cooperation of all 
Members of the United Nations in a constructive and reasonable inter
pretation of Chapter XI, and· that, to this end, it will continue to 
oppose attempts to interpret Article '73 in its widest sense as obligating 
the submission of political information, but similarly, it seeks to avoid 
the provocative results of a rigid insistence upon a narrow and literal 
interpretation of the obligation set forth in sub-paragraph (e).The 
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United States representative might also call attention to the fact that 
only the U.S.S.R., its satellites and Egypt have insisted upon an inter
pretation which would make political reporting mandatory; whereas, 
a majority of the colonial and non-colonial powers have supported 
voluntary submission. Acceptance and implementation of the latter 
point of view by all colonial powers would, in the view of the United 
States, be tactically desirable as a possible means of preventing the 
strengthening of the extreme, U.S.S.R. position. 

2. Should the question be raised ·as to the position of the United 
States on the use of or purpose for which political information is vol
untarily submitted, the United States should state that, in relation 
to the Special Committee, it maintains the same position on its com
petence with regard to information voluntarily transmitted as on 
other infonnation transmitted under Article 73 ( e), viz., that the 
Committee is competent to discuss, report, and make substantive and 
procedural recomnrendations upon functional fields generally, but not 
with respect to specific territories. The United States fe~ls that such 
a position is consistent with (1) the voluntary character of such 
political information as is transmitted, (2) the request made by the 
General Assembly to the Secretary General to summarize and analyze 
such information, (3) the considerations which prompted the present 
procedure on social, economic and educational information, 1and ( 4) 
the provisions of Resolution 334 (IV) providing for the preliminary 
consideration by the Committee of the factors to be taken into account 
in deciding whether any territory is or is not non-self-governing. 

In respect to the General Assembly and the issue of defining "non
self-governing", the United States should reply that, while it does not 
consider that recognition of the right of the General Assembly to 
attempt such a definition alters.the interpretation of Article 73 in such 
a way as to make submission of political information mandatory, it 
takes the view that the General Assembly is competent to utilize such 
political information as is voluntarily submitted in its discussion of 
a general definition. But the United States believes that the Genera·! 
Assembly should not make recommendations on specific territories to 
individual administering Members, irrespective of whether they had 
v0luntarily submitted political information on those territories or 
not. The United States has consistently maintained that the submis
sion of voluntary information in no way prejudices the right of 
administering Members to determine the status of their territories 
under Chapter XI. 

3. Should the question of the proposed revision of the Standard 
Form arise, the United States should state that insofar as such re
vision would involve changes in the optiona:l classification of items 
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a, b, o and e under Part I, it considers that the provisions of para
graph 3, Resolution 327 (IV) should be complied with in view of (a) 
the essentially optional character of the Standard Form ·as a whole, 
(b) the fact that the General Assembly did not recommend that item 
· ( d) : government, cease to be classified as optional, and ( o) the prin
ciple, to which the United States subscribes, that resolutions of the 
General Assembly should be faithfully complied with by Members of 
the United Nations. 

4. In commenting generally upon the voluntary submission of 
political information by Members administering non-self-governing 
territories, the United States representative might emphasize the im
portance of a broad and constructive approach to this problem, point
ing out that it would appear desirable, in view of the essential nature 
of the United Nations and the spirit of the Charter, as well as for 
pressing, contemporary taGtical considerations, that those countries 
who are most intimately associated with the development of demo
cratic, constitutional government and whose experience has been 
widest in the problems of its evolution should take every opportunity 
to expound its virtues, discuss its problems, and answer its critics, 
especially in respect to those areas of the world where they have 
undertaken the responsibility to develop democratic self-government. 
To adopt other than a liberal, constructive attitude toward the dis
cussion of fundamental political-problems, even upon the soundest 
legal grounds, is to provide the opportunity for unjustified presup-

. positions and insinuations. 

10 Fl1es 

Draft of Position Paper From Baokgr.ownd Book for Colonial Policy 
Discussions 

CONFIDENTIAL ['WASHINGTON,] June 22, 1950. 

ITEM III, B, 1-THE RELATIVE FUNCTIONS OF THE UNITED NATIONS 
AND THE AmuNISTERING AUTHORITIES, AND THE TENDENCY OF THE 
UNITED NATIONS To CoNCERN ITSELF WITH ADMINISTRATION, AS 
WELL AS WITH SUPERVISION OF THE TRUST TERRITOUIES 

BACKGROUND 

The United Nations Charter does not make clear the distinction 
between the terms "administration" and "supervision". Spokesmen 
for the British, French, and Belgian Governments have repeatedly 
expressed in UN bodies the view that the functions of the United 
Nations in relation to Trust Territories are strictly limited to super-
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OBITUARY NOTICE 
CLAUDE PHILIPPE JEAN SALIMAN, Second Class Teacher, Government Primary _Schools, 

· Eclucatio_n Department, died on 14th January, 19 51. 

The Secretariat, 
Mauritius, 3rd February, 1951. 

4ii3 9 64f#¥#¥i @4WHG,&i 

General Notice No. 75 of 1951. 

APPOINTMENTS 

K. V. i'vL..\CQUIRE, 
Actiug Colonial Secretary. 

Wk -
(M.P. 4058} 

JOSEPH ANDRE D'ESPAGNAC, to be Chief Officer, Fire Services, 'lvith effect from the 
1st of January, 1951. 

!P.F. 5068) 
PHILIPPE BENJAMIN OHSAN, Inspector, Police Depa1iment, to be Bandrnaster, with effect 

from the 1st of July, 1950. 

ARRIVAL AND RESUMPTION OF DUTY 
IP.F. 5068) 

PHILIPPE BENJAMIN OHSAN, Bandmaster, Police Department, 11th Janua1'y, 1951, from 
leave. 

REVERSION TO SUBSTANTIVE APPOINTMENT 
(M.P. 4058) C. G. DEC0TTER, Station Officer, Fire Services, 1st January, 1951. 

By direction of His Excellency the Governor. 

The Secretariat, 
l\Iauritius, 3rd February, 1951. 

General Notice No . 76 of 1951. 

K. V. MACQUIRE, 
, lcting Colonial Secretary. 

(M:P. 11810) 

APPOINTMENT IN THE MAGISTRACIES 
His Excellency the Governor has been pleased to appoint Mr. J. Desplaces, Attorney

at-Law, to act as Magistrate for Mauritius and the Dependencies and has assigned to him the 
Lesser Dependencies with effect from the date of the departure of the next vessel for Chagos 
Archipelago. 

By direction of His Excellency the Governor. 

The Secretariat, 
Mauritius, 3rd February, 1951. 

K. V. 1JACQUIRE, 
Acting Colonial Secretary. 
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1Y'.J1, . on leave . 

. IP.F. i209(J) 
~u,,.,ci 111 cJ1arge of the Malaria Eradication Sch et'n e, 2nd October, 

REVERSION TO SUBSTANTIYE APPOINTMENT 
f . NciZAIC, Assistant Regi strar Genera l, 7t.h Octo ber, 1952 . 

(P.F. 1315) 

(P F . 1315) E . GERARD, Ta xing Office r, Regi str ar Gen eral's Department, 7th Octob er, 11)52 . 
( P. l< 11140) : 'H . H . HAR GREA VES , Super iniencl ent c,f Prisc ,o~, '7th Oct o b •;;r , J '.)S2 . 

T he Secret;:i. r iat, 
l\.fauritius, 18th October, J 9 5:2. 

-------~-- --------·-- ------ -·-···· _,. ______ ... ____ _ 
•Gener al Notice No. 892 of 195,?-. 

CH ANCE OF N1\ME 

I- D. H ,H .:Fo rrn , 
Colo1ti(;,/, S c.!t··r cl t1r -v. 

(M . P . 12345/55) 

H is Exc t>llency the Officer Admin iste rin g th e Gove rn me nt in Cou ncil ha s bee n pleased to ·-:wthorisc · SOOROOJPER SAD BHOL J.I-1 to chan ge his narne an d ,:urn:irn e inf o th o:,e o f RAM CHA N DA R RE E CI-IA YE . 

Th e Secreta ridt , 
Maurit ius, 18th October, 1952. 

,General Notice No. 893 of 1952 . 

] . D. HARFOF<D , 
Colonial Secre~ary. 

(M P. 12427) 

LAND SETTLEME NT ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
His Excellency the Officer Administering the G_overnment I-ia_s been pleased to appoint . Dr. the Honourable S. Ramgoolam and the Honourable V. Rmgadoo to be additional .members of the Land Settlement Advisory Committee. · 
2. This Committ ee is now co 1;1posed as follows :

The Land Settlement Officer, Chairman 
The Civil Commissionei· (South), · 
The Civil Commis sion er (North); 
The Civil Commissioner (Moka-Flacq), 
The Director of Puhlic Works (or his representativ e), 
The Liai son Officer for Agriculture and Fisheries, 
The Hon ourable D. Luckeenarain, The Honourable V. Ringacloo, The Honourable A . M. Osman, O.B.E ., The Honourable J. N . Roy, · Dr.the Honour able S. Rarngool am, The Honourable H. R. Vaghjee. 

1he Secrefariat, 
' Mauritiu s, 15th October, 1952 . 

J. D. HARFORD, 
Colonial Secretary . 

------- ----- ------~--- ------- ----- - -----
-General Not ice No . 894 of 1 952 . (M.P. 1746) 

S . .'\CK FAC-:(ORY BOARD 
With . referenc e to General Notice No. 251 of 1952, His Excellenc y the Office r .Administering the Governm ent has been pleased to appoint Mr. R. Lincoln to be a m emb er of the Sack Fact ory Boar d, in the place of Mr. Serge Staub during hi s absence on leave. 

Th e Secretaria t, 
Mauritius, 18th Oct obe r, 1952. 

General No tice No. 895 of 1 952 . 

J. D. HARFOR D , 
ColMl'ial Secretary . 

CM.P. 971 9/2) 

APPOINTME NT IN THE MAGISTR ACIES 
H is E xcellency the Officer Adm iniste rin g the Governmen t has been ple ase d to ap.po int Mr. Jacques Andre Cyril Cantin, Barrister -at -Law, to act as Magistrate fo r l\lauritius and the D epe nd enci es ·with effect fr om the dat e of th e departure of th e "Sir Jul es " from th e Ch agos Islands. 

Th t Secretariat 
Maurit ius, 

1

18th October, 1952. 
J. D. HARFOR D, 

Colonial Secretary. 
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IUS GAZETTE 

t·Gen.eral Notice No. 680 of 1963. 

! .. LEGAL SUPPLEMENT 

The undermentioned Government Notices a 
dinances are published in the Legal Supplement 
number of the Go1.>ernmcnt Gazett e :-

The Road Traffic Ordinance, 1962. 
(Government Notice No. 41 of 1963) 

The Central Housing Authority (Ex ecution 0 ( 

m ents and Instruments) (Amendment) Rule \ 
(Governrr.ent Notice No. 42 of 1963) 

The Civil Establighment (General) 
No . 51) Order, 1963. 

(Go vernment Notice No. 43 of 1963) 

The Telephone Tariff Regulations, 1963. 
(Government Notice No. 44 of 1963) 

The Ministry of Finance (Integration) 
1963 . 

<Ordinani:.e No 17 of 1963) 

The Ministry of Agriculture and Natural 
(Integration) Ordinance, 1963. 

(Ordinance No. 18 of 1963) 

The Development (General Purposes) Loan or' 
1963. ,.. 

(Ordinance No . 19 of 1963) 

The Investment in Mauritius Government 
Ordinance, 1963. 

(Ordinance No. 20 of 1963) 

The Road Traffic (Amendment) Ordinance, 19 
(Ordinance No. 21 oi 1963) 

The Telfair Street (Modification) Ordinance, t' 
(Ordinance No. 22 of 1963) 

By direction of His Excellency the Governor; \ 

Chief Secretary's Office, 
Pori Louis, 

29th June, 1963. Actinl 

General Notice No . 681 of 1963 . 

A. F . 

NEW JERUSALEM CHURCH SOCIETY FO 

In accordance with section 5 of the New Je. 
Church Society Ordinance , (Cap. 375) His Exc

1 

the Governor has been pleased to approve the ele 
Mrs . Y . Walter as Vice -President of the New Jer 
Church Society for the . rest of the year in the p 
Mr. Lucien de.Chazal, resigned. ·· 

Chief Secretary's Office, 
Port Louis, 

25th June, 1963 . 

General Notice No. 68.~ of 1963. 

APPOINTMENT OF ADDITIONAL CIVI., 
STATUS OFFICER 

His Excellency the Governor ba1; been plea 
approve the appointment of Mr. J oscph Marden, , 
Officer Grade l l, as Additional Civil Status offic 
Ouarticr Ivii]iLtire with eUect fr om thP. ht lulv . 19 ,. 

: ~al )Votice;N o. : U,S-3 :of.1 ~03. ,~/406 /2,'0IJ 

roINTMENT OF .ClV-JL STATcs GFFICER · 

Exc ellency the GoYernor has been plcase cl to' 
·e the appointment of :\Iiss Ch;m Shiou Ti Chan 
;ts CiYil. Stah1s Offic er of Port Lou is \,·ith effect • 
the 1st July, 1?63. Gen eral Noti~-e l\o. 568 of 1%}, 
rning the appomtment of Miss Cathaye :\Iuot uos anr, . 
•il Status Officer, is hereby cancelled. · 

A. F. B.-\.TES, 

,-Jcti11g· Chier Sccrctmy. 

084 of 1963. (',LP. 2-197/!I 

:MAGISTR~.\TE FOR THE LESSER 
DEPENDENCIES 

s Excellency the Gonrn or, after con:;ultation ,~·ith , 
·, onourable the Chief Justice, has been pleased to 
· the Lesser Depeudencies to j\Ir. Shunmoogum ( 
oosamy, a District Magistrate for :ilfauritius and its , 
hdencies . 

/~ assignment is in addition to the a:;signment m\1cle 
by the Honourable the Chief Justice of each_ and 

.'.district of the Colony. 

A. F. BATES, 

Acting Chief Sccrc flll:_)'. 

• I 
, I 

685 of 1963. (~1.P. J 836/141 

RKISH CONSULAR REPRESENTATlON 

1 reference tci General Notice :'.'Jo. 929 ot' 1961, 
cellency the Governor has been informed by t_he 
onourable the Secretary of State for the Colornes 

r. Fikret Bei·ker has b~en appointed as Consul 
!, of Turkey in London, with jurisdiction in all 

Colonies and Protectorates, in succession to 
ael Soysal. 

Fi1:.ret Berker is accorclin<tlv orantecl provisional 
tion in his consular capacitf p~nding the i,;sue of· 
aj_esty's Exequatur. · 

A. F . B.~TES, 

Acting Chief Sccrclnn·. 

al Notice No . . 686 of 1963. (M.H.~. 36) 

f ON DISALLO\VA:-JCE OF. ORDI~A:\'CE 

i 
I 
I 

I 

is Excellencv the GoYernor has been informed by 
~ight Hono.urable the Secrebry of State for the 

,.~ies that the power of clisallO\Yance ,Yill not be 1 

/Crsecl in respect of the following Ordinance of the 
_)slature of ::\Iauritius :- . 

2 of 1962 shortl y entitled : 
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_MOKA-FL ACQ . . 

His ExceHency the Governor havir;u 
for the_ ele .ct10n of three ~I embe rs. ;f 
Co uncil for t~ e electoral cli_stnct of Mo 
R eturrn ng Officer for the sa1cl electo 1 . the eighteenth dav of July 195 .)" ra cl 
b · " · ' , now . . etween th e hours or 9 a.m . and 3 p 

111 de Flacq Government School · · 
n omin atio n, and if. the re is no., op pr 
election of thr ee Members for th e said Pei! 

Eyery 1:om ination paper mu st be signed " 
· more regi ste red electors of . th e . el ect · 
Moka~Flacq an? be d elivered to th e R~~j 
between)he said hours of 9 a.m . a nd 3 p.m 

. E_v~1:y · n.omination . paper shall ~pecif / 
addr e?s, and occupation of th e candid at e. a: 

No ri;tri!nation p ape r ~hall_ b_e valid_ or ac!t 
th e Re_turnrng qfficer tmless it 1s accompan( 

(a) a declar atio n in the fo1'm _set out i~:: 
· Schedu~e t o th e Leg islative Cotmc/ 

'1948. · . ·. . · · 
(b)adepo;it 6J t\vo)rnndrecl and fifty rudt: 

Datecl.aih{s 1~td~y of Jul y, 1953 . 
,· ~ . F 

;/ 

Central 1Votice_No. 501 of 1953. 
.. ·, 

THE LEGI$LATIVE COUNCIL ORDINAN 

·oussES - .Kl Vltr<t LJ U 1 '- _": -Yl r-.;..r<1 

\ he Gove rnor ha ving issued H \s 'v~rit . 
of three ~Iembers of th e L eg islative 

:electoral chstnc~ of ~ampl emousses -:-
; ,.rt th e Returning Officer for the said ,.1:ill' 00 t he eighteenth day of Jul y, 1953, • g between the hour s of 9 a .m . and 1
~strict Cour t of M~p_ou, proceed to the 
'if there is no oppos1bon~ to. the election 

is for the said electoral district . 

ation paper must be signed b~ a~y six . 
~reel electors of the electoral d1st~1ct of 

§_.cRiviere du R empart _and be d el1ve_red 
~g Officer b etwee n the said hours of 9 a .m. ·. 

.: ination paper shall specify .the name, 
occupation of th~ candid ate. 

.'~tion paper shail b,e valid or acted upo ·n b y 
\(Officer unles s it is accompanied b y :-

'1aration in the form set out in the Second 
dule to the Legislative Council Ordin ance, 
.. ·, . . 

~osit of two hundred and fifty rupees in cash. 

his 1st day of July, 1953 . 

J. D. H ARFORD, 
Colonial Secre ta r y. 

{1-I.P. 10993/6) 

•· HA N GES IN THE MAGISTRACIES 
h'i:eferen ce to General Noti ce No. 1043 of 195 2, 
'h:ellency • the Governor ha s bee n ple ase d · t o 

NOTICE OF ELECTIO N .OF THREE i'vIEiVIBERS 6 eof th e followi11g changes in th e Magistracies:~· 
LEGISLATIVE COUNCIL FO~ THE ELECT01:AL D :;,~ppointment of Mr. G. Bouloux, Magistrate for . 

OF GRAND P0RT·,-SAVANE : aurit ius and th e Dependencies, to act as Magistrate· · · i th e Indu 5tria l Court with juri sdict ion over the His Excellency the Governor h iving issued: : pole island of Maur itius , to lap se with effect from for the election of three Membe rs of . the Le .. e date of departure of the 'Sir Jules' for the Council for the electoral district of Grand Port-' hagos lslancls. 
the Rett1rning Officer for the sa id electoral clistr {:°G. Boulou x, Mag istrate for Maur itius and th ~ on the e ighteenth clay of Jul y, 1953, no '.v next e : eperidencies, is assigned the Lesser Dependenc ies 11 · b etween th e hot:irs of 9 a .m a nd 3 p .m. at the \Vith .effect from th e ela te of d ep artur e of th e ;v Be lle Go v ern m ent Sch ool procee d to t he n omin, ., · ,, s· f 1 ·, f tl Ch I J 1 . , 

cl 
e , 

X 

f 

ahd ifther e is nci oppositi c;m , to t h e e lecti o n oftf '":\ tr u es or -ie agos s anc s . 
M_embers for the saicl elect oral clistri d. ·t 1e Secretar iat , Mauritiu s, J . D . HARFORD, . . . . . . . .5r :::4th July, 1953 . Colon ial Secretary . Ever y nomrn at1on _paper _must be sLgnecl by any St\ ·· 
mo re registered e lectoi·s of the electoral district ofG,,.11!, n,_... __ __ ____ _ 
Port-Savane and be de l ivered t o the Returning 0 
bet ween th e said hours of 9 a:.m. and 3 p.m . ;:eneral Notice No . 504 of 1953 . (MY. 10993/C:.) 

E ve ry r.om ination paper shall specify the 
a dd ress; an d occup ati on of th e cancl icbte. . . (Cap. 183) 

THE IiTDUSTR IAL COURTS ORDINANCE 

llo nominat ion pa p er shall be valid or act ed upon, i It is ~er eby notified t hat H_is Exce llenc~ the Gove ~·nor , the Ret ut ning Offi ce r unl ess it is accorn an ied by :~ ;'0exerc1se o f th e powers conferred upon h nn by sect ion 4 . . . .. P . · ot the . Industna l Courts Orc'.mance , h as ap p oin ted (a) a d ecl arati o n m ·. th e to r rn_ set '.·lut 10 th e ~et." lr. G. Desma rais, Magistra te for Maur itiu s and t he Sch~dul e to th e L eg 1sbtJ ve Coun cil Orcltn ·Depend enc ies , in addition to h is duti es as Magistrate for 
1948; Mauritiu s and th e D ependenc ies, t o act as Magistrate of (b ) a clep ost of two h un d re d and fifty rupees in the Indu stri al Court, with j urisdiction over th e whole l1!and of Mauritius, with effect from the dat e of clep;ufor e 

ot the "Sir Jul es " for th e Chagos Isl and s. Dated this 1st day of Ji.ily, '1953. 

J. D.· HARFORD, The Sec retari at, Mauritius, 
Colon ial Secrdtil 4th July, l 95 3. 

J. D. HARFORD, 
Colonia l Secretar y. 
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ARRIVAL AND ASSUMJ:lT[QN OF DUTY 

MRS. MARJORIE EDNA COATES, Educatio n OH.icer, Eclt1ca
tio11 Department, arrived on 28t h August, 1')57, and 
ass11111ecl duty on 211d Sept emb e r, 19 57, 011 contract. 

General Notice No. 745 of 1957. · 

APPO!NTJVIENT 

Luc MARCEL FIJAC, Assistant Establishment Officer, 
Secretariat, to act as Establishment Offic e r, with effect 
from the 15th September, 1957. 

Bv direction of His Excell enc y the Governor. 

Colonial Secretary's Offic e, 
Port Louis 

19Lh Octob e r'. 1957. 
R0BE!ff NE WTON, 

Colonial Secretary. 

Gene,ral Notice No. 888 of 1957. (M.P. 6 168113) · 

OPENING O F ADDITIONAL CIVIL S l'ATUS 
OFFICES 

No,t ic e is h ereby givi::n that His Excellency the 
Go ve.rnor has, in exercise of th e powers vested in him 
und e r sedion 6 (3) of the Civil Status Ordinance
Cap 39, Law s of Mauritius-approved th e estab lishment 
of tw o Civil Statt1s Offi ces , one at Beau Bassi n and one 
at Va coas (Lt Caverne) respectiv ely'. 

Colonial Secre!arv's Office, 
Po rt Louis, 

19th O ctobe r, 19 57 . 
ROBERT NEWTON, 

Co/011.ial Secretary . 

- -- - - --· · ·- ---- ----- -· -·- -- -•--· --- ·-- -· -- -

General Notice No . 830 of 7057. (M.P.16 672/11 

MAGlSTl {ATE FOR LESSER DEPENDENCIES 

Hi s Excellency the Governor has been pleas ed to 
appoint l\Ir . L. Paul Tome au, Civi l Commissioner,. to 
act a;; Magist rate for Mauritius and th e Depenclenc1es, 
with the assignment of the Le sse r Dependencies, for the 
purpose of visiting the Chagos lslands, with effect from 
the elate of departure of the Jlf. TI. Sir Jule s for Agalega 
o n or aboul the 23rd Qctober, 1957. 

Colon ial Secretary's Oflice, 
Port Louis, 

19 tl1 October, 1957, 
ROBERT NEWTON, 

Colonial Secretary. 

Ge.neral Notice No. 840 of 1957. (El406IZI011408 

APPO IN TMENT OF CIVIL STATUS OFFICER 

His E~celleiicy the Governor has been pleased to 
appoint i\-1 r. Basheeray Yoosoofkhan Moortoozakhan, 
Temp ora ry Clerk, Regi strar General's D epartment, as 
Civil Status Officer, Cent1·al Civil Status Offic e, with 
effl'ct from th e 15th October, 1957. 

Colonial Secretary's Ofli ce , 
I?ort Louis. 

19th October, 1957. 
ROBERT NEWTON, 

Col,mial Secretary. 

- ·--·- --- ·- ·--·-·----··- -- ------- -- -- - --

Genercll 1Vo!ice No. 84.7. of 105 7. 

U:GAL SUPPLEMENT 

'!'lie uncl e rmentionecl Government Notice is published 
in the Le ga l Supplement to th is number of the 
Gov er1L1ne11/ ·Gazetle :-

The B1·eacl (Control of Manufacture and Sale) 
(A mendm ent) Order, 1957, 

(Gov ernment Notice No. 61 of 1957) 

By direction of His Excellency the _ Governor. 

Colonial Secretary's Ol1ice, 
Port Louie', 

l 9 lli Oclob e r, 1957. 
ROBlmT N EvVTON, 

Colonial Secr eta ry. 

General Notic e No. 842 of 1957. 

SPEC lA L LE GAL SUPPLEi\JENT 

·The und ermentioned Bills are published for gener 
information in the Special Legal Supplement to I 

number of the Goverumei-it Gazette :-

A Bill "To establi sh "La Clinique Mauricienne" a 
to provide for tli e incorporation and managem eJ 
thereof". 

A Bill "To provide for th e incorporation a 
management to the Mauritius Bar Association a 
matters incidental thereto''. · , 

A Bill "To amend th e Trade iVIarks Ordinance". 

J:ly direction of His Excellency the Governor. 

Colo nial Secr et arv 's Office, 
Port Louis, . 

19th Oct obe r, 195 7 . 
ROBERT NEWTON, 

Colonial Secretary , 

TENDEii 

GovERr 

6Mrers . on the app1 
~i/µe of Rs 1.50 wi 

, e Treasury on \,Ved 
,0 P;;,D·, for the erect 

(yfp ne Deep The 
~i-· Hospital, Cancio 

,q~;,p~e G.M.O.'s Q1 

~ ·-One house for G< 

(;/) A group of bu 
Agriculture at R 

1; together with all 

Jl'~onns of tender, . 
!umehts may be I 

;1~himent Architect 
C'factthat the 111tend1 
;s away such docurr 

- ------------ .........,--- -- ..,._· r1aah job will imply t 
den 

3r d a11d last pnhl1c(l/iod 

General No tice No, 843 of 1957 , 

THE MAURITIUS LEGISLATI VE COUNCIL 

Notice of Private Bill proposed for introduction inl 
the Legislative Council 

VilHEREAS it is provided under Standing Order 
of the Standing Orders and Ru li:s of the L eg islali 
Council that ,vhen any Private Bill shal l · be prop o, 
which n iay directly affect th e private rights or prope 
of any per son or company, n otice shall be given to 
parties ~oncernecl of the general nature and objecl 
such Bill by advertisement in the Governmeu t Ga zette 

, The intendin g con 
ence to the Goven 
~~a-ry plant, labour 

(q(1tion of the works. 

be publish ed one month befor e th e first reading of s,,.e-- --

Bill; 

AND WHEREAS it is further provided that sut' CRIMINAI 

advertisement shall be inserted three times at _the least' Notice is hereby give 

the Govenmzent Ga zette befor e such first reading ; , pr,eme Cot1rt. of the 

AND WHEREAS a petition has been p resented . ~':nclencies will hold 1 

Messrs, M. de Speville, Q.C., L. E. Vencharcl, G, D1:1, 1\very and the Despat 

J. R. Hein, J. R. Hein, Q.C., C. K. L. 'l'ip Tong, A. j ,1s.,.qr 111 such other 

nauth, C. Lamalet ie , C, de Labauve d' Arifat, R. Drubrn ~ee may _dll ect, on a 

de Brog lio, R. d'Uni enville, A. M. Ahmed, H. E, Wall 1rst Session on and 

M. Gujaclhur, R. Montocchio, R. Jomacla1 ·, R. Boodh ~.J,95f 
S. Bhuckury, E. Maclhoo, T- Bedaysee, (<. Sewgob i econcl Session on an 
L. Pillay, A. Osman, E, Bussier and H. Naha -1'958. 
Barristers-at- Jaw, practising before the Courts o,L, 
Colonv, for the purpose set out in the Schedule her,e! 

THIS IS therefore lo give notice for the third ii 
to all parties which may b e concerned that a 
enti tled "T o provide for the incorporation and man; ,,, 
ment of the Mauritius Bar Association and mall 
incidental thereto" is proposed for introduct _ion ·1i 
the Legislative Council and that the general nature a '','. ·--- : - · - ---

object of such Bill are set ot1t in the Scheclt1le her;i/ler-al Notice No. 846 

Council Office, 
Port Louis, 

1st October; 1957, 

'.1 l;,0TICE UNDER s 
L. REX TvlOUTOU .•. COMPANI .l 

Cler !,, legislative Cou1,:ci CANCELLATION OF RE 
' Notice is hereby given 
, e b,een struck off the : 

SCHEDULE 
fa, Mauritius Stone 11 

• • ,ieriefoncls Ltd, 
The Bill referred to al.Jove aims at providing for' 

incorporation and managen'lent of an associatioi1 styled ·ittecl at Port Louis, l 
·' Mauriti11s Bar Association" for the following pur @ctober, one thousand 
name ly, the safeguard, maintenance and pro111otio11 of, , 
interests of the Mamitiu s Ba r, the upholding of the _ 1!011 ,:,1,, 
dignity, rep11lalio11 and inclepenclence of the members ti/~ ,. (,' . 
and the furth eia 11ce of lheir inter es ts in con nectio 11 ll'ile ' 
pr actice of ll7eir prof ess ion. 1 
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ARRIVAL AND RESUMPTION OF DUTY 
' ••. ::,:;·· ·•.-.J· 

CM.L./i'.F. 207 ) 
GOINS.AMY RAMASAW:.\1Y, Principal Assistant Secretary, 

reh.1.lned from official business on th e 4th F ebruary 
and resumed duty on the 5th F ebruary , 1963 . 

R EVERSIO N ·TO SU BSTANT IV E APPO I NTMENT 
(ML/PF 212) 

ABDOOL AHUD HOSSENBlJX, Ass istan t Secre!arv, 
5th F ebrua ry, 1963 . 

DEPARTURE 
(P. F. 25466 ) 

KENNETH CAULFIELD PE ARSON, Establishmen t Secretary, 
9th February, 1963 , on leave ._ 

By d irection of His E xcel lency the Gove rn or. 

hief Secretary's 0ffice, 
Port Louis, 

13th February, 1963. 

General Notice No. 145 of 1963. 

TOM VICKERS, 

Cbief Secn;tar,-. 

SPECIAL LEGAL SUPPLEMENT 
The undermentioned Bills are published for general 

information in the Special Legal Supplement to this 
number of the Government Gnzette ;- · 

A Bill "The Pensions (Amendment) Bill". 
A Bill "The Civil Code (Amend 'ment) Bill". 

By direction of His Excellency the Governor. 

Chief Secretary's Office, 
Port Lou·is, · 

16th February, 1963. 
TOM VICKERS, 

Chi ef Sec1·etary. 

;eneral Notice No. 146 of 1963. 

NON DlSALLOWANCE OF ORDINANCES 

. His Excellency the Governor has been informed by the 
!1ght Honourable the Secretary of State for the_ Colonies 
1at the power of disallowance will not be exercised in
:spect of the following Oi·dinances of the Legislature of 
[auritius :- . · · . 

. (M.P. 47gl9/4) 
Ordinance No. 23 of 1962 shortly entitled : , 
''. The Renganaden Seeneevassen Memorial F ·oundation 

(Incorporation) Ordin ance , 1962 ". 

(F/REV/Jt23/l) 
Ord inance No. 17 of 1962 sho1ily entitled : 
"The Customs Tariff (Amendment) Orclin_ance, 1962 ". 

. (M.P. 1646/16) 
)rdinance No. 25 of 1962 sho1ily entitl ed : 
'The Phcenix l\Iilitary Cemetery (Repe al) Ordinance, 

1962 ". 

ef Secretary 's Office 
'ort Louis, 
1 February, 1963. 

TOM VICKERS, 

Chief Secretary. 

. In . exe1'cise ·of the powers · _con ferred up on 111111 ·by S; ·. 
bon 5 (1) of the Representation of the People Orclina 1 
1958,_ His Excellency the Governor has been please~~ 
appoint : · 

(1) Mr. F. R. l\fos ses to be Assistant Registration OfJ-i • 
with e~ect from the ?rcl_ January, 1963_,"for each of~e, 
follovvmg electoral d1stncts as defin ed 111 Procla 1nar • ,. 
No . 10 of 1958 :- · 1

G 

No . 34- Be lle Ro se 
No . 35-Qu atre Bornes 
No . 36-Stanley 
No . 37-Rose Hill 
No. 39-Bectu Bassin 
No . 40-Pe tite Rivier e 

in replace ment of Mr. C. Paul ; 

(2) ~r. C. Joachim to be Assistant Registrat ion: Offic, , 
with effect from the 3rd Jan uary, 196 3, for each oft~ ' 
follow ing el~ctora l districts as defined in Proclainatiot 
No . 10 of 1958 :-- n 

No . 11-Grand'B aie ,, 
I, 

No. 12-Poudre d'Or .1. 

No . 13-Piton 
No . 14- Riviere du Rem part 

in repl acement of Mr. R. M. Hurclowar 

(3) Mr. I. Mamoojee to be Assistant Registration Offic;/j 
with e~ect from the 9th January, 1963, for each of th} 
followmg_electoral districts as defined in Proclamatioj 
No. 10 ot 1958 :- . · .. ; 

No. 27-Black River '.i) 

No. 40-Petite Riviere 
in replacement of Mr. E. Appadou. 

Chief Secretary's Office, 
Port Louis, 

11th February, 1963. 

.-.j, 
~I 

TOM .1/ICI{ERS, ·j ; 
. Chief Secretary;§ i 

.J' 
ii \ 

General;~a;;I:~ ~~~~o~:6!PPo INTME NT l 
OF ADDITIONAL CIVIL !il' 

STATUS OFFICER '.~ 1 

His E xcellency the Governor has approved the teiuJ! 
ination of appointment of Mr. Inclraparsacl Lollchand i · 
Additional Civil Status Officer for Grand:' G,mbe, w(tli 
effect from the 18th January, 1963. ·:, 

Chiet Secretary's Office, 
Port Louis, 

15th February, 1963. 

General Notice No. 149 of 1963. 
: .·., . .:-. 

MAGISTRATE FOR LESSER DEPENDENCIES ,} 
(Courts D_rdi11,rncc (C,rp. 168)ns subscq11rnll1• n111e11dtd) 

) . 

Hi-s Excel lency the . Governor, with th~ concurren~ . 
ofthe Chief Justice, has been please~] to appoi1J 
:Mr. Barrister Regis Bourdet, to act as _Magistrate fp 
l\fauritius and the Dependencies, with the assign'.nent f 
the Lesser Depenclfncies, for the purp ose· of visiti11. 
the Chagos Archipelago, with effect from the c:ate of th_e, 
departure of the M. V. "Mauritius" for t11e Chago~ 
Archipelago on or about the 16th Februar)'.., :~ 

WJ 
Chief Secretary's Office, 

Port L(n:is, 
8th February, 1963. 

;' TOM_ VICKERS, I 
CJ11ef Sccrda,--y. m 

'.!,l 
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NON DISALLOWANCE OF o·RDINANCE '. 

. His Excellency the Governor has been informed by 
Right Honourable the Secretary o~ State for the C?lo 
that the power of disallowa1:ce will not be ex~rc1se 
respect of the following Ordmance of the Leg1slatur 
Mauritius :-

Ordinance No. 40 of 1963 sho, tly entitled : 

MAU.K111u;::, uuv.e;KNM.t;NT ~tl<VIC 

';" CANCIES FGR TEMPORARY METEOROLOGJCAL 
ANTS (MALE) IN THH METEOROLOGICAL DEPAii 

Salary : Rs 21748 per annum 
'Age Limit Between 1_8 and 35 years 

,: Closing date : 14th Apnl, 1964 
';:Qualifications : . 

•'':/ cambriclge School Certificate with credit 111 

\:-<· 111atics and one science subject or an ace 
"The Tobacco Board Employees' Provident '> , alternative qualification. 

Orclinance 1 1950, (Repeai) Ordinance, 1963 >', :11ir for applic~tion forms_a:1~ other details, apply in 
'

1 Mfo tq~ Establishment D1v1s1on of the Chief Sec 

Chief Secretary's Office, r.office. · 
f;;:;'.N'o consideration will be given to applications 

P t Lo ·s TOi\I VICKERS, ,,,.. . 'b l f l. h h ld b or . . ll1 1 ;r:mide on th~ prescn . ec orrns, W 11~ s_ OU e sur: 
25th March, 1964. Chid Secrctar J·&fthe reqmred certificates. Applications and anr 

--------~-----------~-------~, !"~hould be forwarded to. the Secretary, Public 1 
f(coirimission, 10, de Caen Stred, Rose Hill. 

General Notice No. 271 of 1%4_. 

:MAGISTRATE FOR.THE LESSER 
DEPENDENCIES 

(Courts Ordiua11ce (Cap. 168) as subs~q·ue11tly a111c11r/cd) 

His Excellencv the , Governor, vvith the concurr 
of the . Chief J u;tice; has been pleased to assig 
Lesser Dependencies to ~fr. R. Lallah, acting Magi 
for Mauritius and its Dependencies, for the purpo 
visiting Chagos, :with effect from the date of the_depa 
of the M.V. Mauritius.on or about the 4th Apnl, 19 

Chief Secretarf s Office, 

Port Louis, . 

20th March, 1964. 

TOM VICKERS, 

Chief Sccretti· 

General Notice No~ 272 of 1964. 

BANKING STATISTICS 

NUMBER OF REPORTING BANKS: 4 

Figures as at 31st December, 1963 

( All figures cl1'e in rupees (000 oinitted)) 
. LIABILITIES 

l. Notes i11 circulation 

2. Deposits : 
(i) Demand 

(ii) Time 
(iii) Savings 

3. Balances due lo: 
(i) Other banks in the 

Colony 

{ii) Banks abroad 

4. Other Liabilities 

Rs ASSETS 

1. Cash 

2. Balances due by other 
·b2.nks in the Colony ... lH,717 

10,i22' !13. 
20,6~_1 

' i 4. 

4,290 \ ' 

5,220 : 

6.~,2i6 } 

Balances due from 
banks abroad 

Loans and advances : 
ti) Primary product

ion (including pr·o
cessin g of primary 

• products) 

(ii) Other industries . 
(including Com- i' 
merce, Transport 
and Distribution) ... 

(iii) Ot!1er advances 

Investments: 
ii) Local 

·(ii) Other 

Other Assets : 
(i) Bills discounted 
(ii) Bills receivable 

(iii) Ol11er ... 

Tola] Liabilities ... 28J ,86(1 Total Assets 

¥1·./'./: 1,', 
Establishmen_t Division, 

Chief Secretary's Offic 
· Port Le 

11,r,al Notice No. 274 of 1964. 
2111! a11d lttst p11bl,11 

'fcE IN TERMS OF SECTION 5 OF 
0

LAND ACQUISITION ORDINANCE No.; 
i952 

otice is hereby given 1hat the portions of 
ribtd hereinafter have been acquired by G, 
ffor a public purpose, to wit :- 'l'he Construct 
.,pls. 

DESCRIPTIONS 

t fwn No. 1 of an extent of one arpent, Cc 
,t!.re, iorms part of a property a:lrneasuring J 
xima1ely belonging to Mon Desert Alma Lt 
. pf title deed transcribed 111 Vol. 510 Nu.; 
eel' at Verdun in the District of Moka ;: 
~d as follows :-
!i.rds the N urth by an Estate lfoad on 
nclred and ten and a hali feet or 92.50 met 
ards the East by the surplus of the prope1 

I on Desert Alma Ltd. · on nne hund,·ecl and 
:ve feet or 50.29 rnette,;. 
\Yards the South by the Sinuusities of a drain 
_wards the \Vest bv Verdun Road on one hur 
;?ct fifty five feet ~r "17.24 metres. 

Jen; No. 2 of ·an extent of Olle arpent, Co 
te,. forms part uf a property admeasuring 1 
}U~ately belonging to . the Anglo Ceylon 
cJ} Estates Co. Ltci. iii terms of title deed 1 
,m Vol. 185 No. 351 is situated at. Britannia 
bourers' Camp) in the District of Savanne a 
~d as follows :-
;:~rds the North East partly by th~ surplu~ o 
.roptrty of Anglo Ceylon and General Estate: 
:td. on fifty and three fourths feet or 15.46 rn 

,,ud partly by an Estate Road on nintty one 
./le-tourth feet or 27.80 metres. 
}vards the South East by the. surplus uf 
roperty of Anglo Ceylon and General Estate~ 
½~-on three hundred and fiftee11 and u11e-!l 
'~l,or 96.08 metres. · 
,;,~ids the South West by an Es,att Hoad on 
.t1ndrecl and forty two feet or 43.28 metres. 
\Vards the North West by the surplus of 

,.:operty ut Anglo Ceylon a11d General Estatts 
i' n!~_on three htrnclred and seven ;rnd ;:i k1lf fet 
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• • -~ .. . ..... ........... .. '--''- 1...1..l '-, ''-.IVUC.r · 1t - rr1c:rr,1, '-TC,tZC:LLC:, ."".- , · 

A }Jili. "Further to. :imend the T~1de, Marks · Oi"-
dinance '': 

ABill "To amend the Cro,~n Lands _Ordinance" . 

B:· direction of His Excellency the Goverr.or. 

Chief Secret<lry':; O;};c,.::, 
Po1·t Louis, · 

2nd 1':Iay, ·1964. 

General Notice No . 446 of 196 4 . 

TOM VICKERS, 

Chief Secretary°. 

LEGAL SUPPLEI\1El\'T 

The undermentior,ed Government Notice and Or
. dinances are published in · the Legal $uppl ement to 

this number of the Government Ga .zette · :-:-
The Valuation Li.sts Regulations , 1964 . 

(Government Notice N:1. 44 of l964) 

Th e Customs (Amendment) Ordinance, 196+. 
(Ordinance No; 5 of 1964) 

The ·Hire-Purchase (Crec;lit Sales) Ordinance, 1964 . 
(Ordinance No. 6 of 1964} 

The Mauritius Broadcasting Corporation Ordinance, 
1964 . 

i_Ordi nan1:J No 7 of r964) 

By direction of His Excellency the Governor. 

Chief Secr:etary's Office, 
· Port Louis, 

2nd M;;,..y, 1964-. 

Gc,;;.c:N,.' lvohce No. 447 of 1964. 

TUM VICKERS, 

Chief Secreim-y. 

MAG-I STRATE .FOR THE LESSER 
DEPENDENCIES 

}-Es Excdiency the Govei"r10r, ;;Jter consu ltation with 
the Honourable the Chief Justice, has been pleased to 
a,;2.ign th:: Lesc:er Dependencies to Jvfr. A. G . l\iI. Ahmed, 
a District Magistrate for Mauritius and its Dependencies . 

This as::::ignment is in addition to the ac.signment made 
to h;.m by the Honourable: the Chief Justice of each ancl 
everj, cli:itrict of the Ccluny. 

· . Ch ief St:cre tary ' :-o Offcr:o, 

Port L<Juis, 
28th Apri l, 1 964 . 

Gen::NJ.l Nctice No. 448 of 1064. 

TOM VICKERS, 

Chief Secretary . 

NON DISALLOWANCE OF ORDINANCE 

His Excellency the Gm,:enior has been informed bv the 
Right Honourable the Secreb:i-y of State for the Col~nies 
that the power of d isaliqwan0e will not b e exercised in 
resp ect of the following Ordinance of th e Legislature of 
Mauritius:- . . .. . . . 

Ordinance No. 32 of 1963 shortly entitled : 

"The Central Electricity _Bo~rd Ordinance, 1963 ". 

Chief Secretary's Offic-::, 
Port Louis, 

27th April , 1964. 
TOM _,VICKERS, 

Chief Secretary . 

Salary Scale R s 2, 7.48 to Rs 5
1 
0 

Age Limit between 18 ar,cl 
officers over 35 
apply, 

Closing Date": t3tb May, 1%} . 

Qualific,1tions :~ 

Eithe,' : . C;,i.mbriclge Sch0<'il Ce 
pass in Engiish Lai1,:;i 
i\,fath ematics; 0 

Or London General Certi.fic; 
in five subjects at Orclir, 
one and the same- sittinr, 

. Umguage, Fi ·ench ;u1cl j 
Or An acceptable altet1~ative c 

For applic::i.tion forms irncl other cleL 
to the Establishment Divisio11 of the 
Office . 

No consideration will be given to a 
m~~de on the prescribed forms, which sl: 
by the requi1·ed · certificates . Applicatic 
should be forwarded t o the Secretar1 
Commission, 10, de .Caen Street

1 
Rose · 

22nd April, 1964 . 

Establisbmen 

·chief Seen 

General Notice No . 450 of 1964-. 

NO'fICE 

ASSIGNMENT OF DISTRICTS TO IV 

The Honourable the Chief J usticc 
following changes in the assignments · c 
trict Magistrates with effect from the 2 J 

1. The specia l charge of the 1st Divis 
Court of Port Louis to L. E. Vt 
District Magistrate

1 
lapses ; 

2. C. de Labauve d' Arifa.t, Esquire
1 

L 
is given the specia l charge of the 1 
District Court of Port Louis ;md r 
of the District Court of Plaines vVi 
Division, lapses as from tbe same c 

3. Y . P. Espitalier -Noel, Esquire, Dis1 
given the special charge · of the 1 
Plaines Wilhems, Rose Hill Div 
charge of the IIncl Division of the 
l'ort Louis, lapses as from the sarn 

+. A . Ivf. G. Ahmed, Esquire , Di stri 
given the special charge ofthe Iln
District Co urt of Poli Louis; his 

,. the District of Pamplemousses la_ 
san1e date : 

~- C. Nazroo, Esquire, District Magis1 
special charge of · both the Distric 
Rempart and Pamplernousses . 

24t h Arril 1 1964. 

FRA.NCE 

Mt.;ster m 
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ets to ari.riounce the death, ' Ori the 
S4, of Mrs .. i\!Iarie Olga Jasmin, Teacher 
mary Schools, . Mini:3try of Education 
.rs. 

Office, ·:/ 

,4, 
A. S. ALLAN, 

Acting Chit:/ Secretary. 

To. 1007 of 1964. 

APPOINTMENTS 

,URICE RAULT, Magistrate, intermediate 
, to act as Presiding Mag istrate, with 
26th October, 1964. 

~ALALL, Administrative Assistant, to be 
tary, with effect from the 26th October, 

:}ERARD LALOUETTE, Puisne Judge, 
r Puisne Judge, with effect from the 
.964. 

>HUL, Magistrate, Intermediate Criminal 
; Puisne Judge, with effect from the 
964. 

ND RESUMPTION OF DUTY 
fIEN MOOTOOSAMY, Superintendent of 
ctober, 1964, from leave and resumed 
h October, 1964. 
:puty Director of Agriculture, 19th Oc
Jm leave and resumed duty on the 
964. 

,IONS TO SlJBSTANTlVE 
APPOINTMENTS 

AVY, Assistant Superintendent of Pri
,ber, 1964. 

,L; Assistant Superintendent of Prisons, 
964. 

:E PREFUMO, Chief Officer, Prisons 
:ichool, 20th October, 1964 . 

His Excellency the Officer Adminis-
ment. -

)Hice, 

~. 
A. S. ALLAN, 

Ac ting Chief Secretary. 

a. 100 8 of 1964. 

L.. LEGAL SUPPLEMENT 
ioned Bill . is published for general 
e Sp ecial Leg al Supplement to this 
·ernm ent Gazette: -

r to amend the Co-operative Societies 
45 ". . . 

His Excellency the Officer Adminis
nent. 

A. S. ALLAN, 
Acting ChiefSecretary. 

The Int erpretation and General 
. 1957. ' . 

· '(Gov ern ment Notic e No. 146of l964) 

The . Tciwn Council of Vacoas- Phoenix 
Rate) (Amendment) R~gulation s, 1964. 

(Go vern ment Notice No. ,147 of 1964) 

The Customs Tariff (Amendment No. 2) 
1964. 

(Ordinance No. 28 of 1964) 

The Public Holidays (Amendment) Ordinanc '''; 
(Ordinance No. 29 of 1964 ) e, : 

The Explosives (Amendment) Ordinance 196 · 
<.Ordinance No 30 of 1964) ' 4. 

The Labour Clauses in Public Contracts o ·d· 1 
1964 . l I 

(Ordinance No . 31 of 1964) 

The Ministry of Social Security (Integration) 
ance, 1964. 

(Ordinance, No. 32 of 1964) 

The Old Age Pensions (Amendment) 
1964. 

(Ordinance No. 33 of 1964} 

The Sugar Industry Reserve Funds 
Ordinance, 1964. 

· (Ordinance No. 34 of 1964) 

The M~nistry of In~or13:1ation , Posts and Teleg 
and felecommunrcahons (Integration) Ordi 
1964 . 

(Ordinance No . 35 of 1964) 

By direction of His E:..cellency the 
tering the Government. 

Chief Secretary's Office, 
Port Louis, 

31st October, 1964. 

General Notice No. 1010 of 1964. 
DECLARATION OF POST VACANT /c ' ,,,! 

His Excellency the Officer Administering the Go 
ment has declared vacant the post of T~i c 
Government Schools, Ministry of Education, h~ld 
Miss Marie Lise Ramasamy who failed to ret~r 
Mauritius to resume duty on the expiry on:: 
17th March, 1964, of approved leave spent in Brital 

'/ .. ''' 
Chief Secretary's Office, · '· 

Port Louis, 
26th October, 1964. 

General Notice No. lQll of 1964. 
MAGISTRATE FOR LESSER DEPENDENCIE 

(The Co1tris Onti uan ce (Cap. 168) as subsequently a111e11ded) .• :?\,,: .' 
His Excellency the Officer Administering the G\rve~~·-I 

ment, with the concurr ence of the Honourable the C~,1ef;, 
Justice, has_ been pleased to approve the follow1rt~) 
assignments .- ., ,,1,J. 

: Rs 'rn,oso t 
: under 45 

·. serving of 
: 10th .De cen 

.nence. 
to a Hor 
Hindi tot 
Philosop l~ 
subjects, 
degrees , 
Philosoph 
also be co 

,br applicati?n forms ~n.d_c 
:''e Establishment D1v1sH 
·ce. 
,"a~didates in the U rnt~cl 
•~fauritius Students' U rnt, 
'cion, W.1. 
t consideration will be , 
He on the prescrib~cl 
~orted by th e reqm re: 

annexures should be t 
c Service Commissic 
Hil l. 

Es 1 

1964. 

ral Notice No. 1013 of 

MAURITIUS GOVEl 

NC!ES FOR ASSISTANT S 
. THE GENERAL STOJ 

Rs 2,904 
between 
25th NO' 

A Cambridge Sc 
in at least hve 
Language or 1 
Element ary M; 
subjects. 
A London Gen e 
with pas ses at C 
s,1me examinalt• 
English I ,iteral 
and two other s 
An acceptable al (1) The Lesser Dependencies to Mr. N. A. Abbasak~oi),' 

acting Magistrate for Mauritius and its Depend_encie~~ti 
for the purpose of visiting the Chagos Archipelago'.: application form s z 
with effect from the date of departure of M. V. "Mau-J; on to th~ E stablishm t 
ritiu s" on or about the_l8Lh November, 1964, ~11-~;} /etary's .O ~c~. . be 

(2) Th e Lesser Dependenpes to Mr. S. J. Forget, acting :. li/ fo cons1deratiof1: will _ _ 
Mag istrate for MauritiLis· a:nd its Dependencies, foC.t :wade on the_ pre scn~ecl fom 
th e purpose of visiting _SL Brandon with effect frornJ, f. the reqmred c~r~ifica~e~i
the departure of " La :Pede II" on or about the .poulc\ be forwatdc:cl t 
middl e of November; 1964. r~ornmission, 10, de Caen ::: . I 

Chief Secretary's Office, 
Port Louis, 

29th October, 1964. 
A. s. ALLAN, 

Actiug Chief Secretary, 

E 

196"1. 
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248 THE MAURI rrns GAZETTE 

General Notice No. 405 of 1965. 

LEGAL SUPPLEMENT 

The undermentioned Gov€rnment Notices and 
Ordinance are published in the Legal Supplemrnt to 
this number of the Governm en t Gazette :-

Nationality and Passport Matters ansing out of the 
Independence of The Gambia. 

(Government Nolice No. 22 o[ 1965) 

The Wages Council (Printing Industry) Order, 1965 . 
(Govemment Notice No. 23 of 1965) 

The Breweries (Amendment) Ordinance, 1965. 
(Ordinance No. 2 of 1965) 

By direction of His Excellency the Governor. 

Chief Secretary's Office, 
Purt Louis, 

30th April, 1965. 

General Notice No. 406 of 1965. 

TOM VICKEH.S, 
Chief Secretary. 

MAGISTRATE FOR THE LESSER 
DEPENDENCIES 

His Excellency the Governor, after consultation v.:ith 
the H 0nourable Chief Justice, has been pleased to ~ss1~n 
the Lesser Dependencies to Mr. R. Lallah! a District 
Magistrate for Mauritius a~1d it~ Depen~le~c1es, as_ from 
the 19th April, 1965. This assignment 1s m acld1tion to 
previous assignments made to him. 

2 . The assignment of the _Lesser_ Dependenci~s . to 
Mr. A. G. M. Ahmed published 111 General Notice 
No. 4+, of 1964 lapses from the same date. 

Chief Secr etary's Office, 
Port Louis, TOM VICKERS, 

Chief Secretary. 23rd April, 1965. 

General Notice No. 407 of 1965. 

MAURITIUS GOVERNMENT SEf<VlCE 
VACANCIES FOR TECHNICAL INSTRUCTORS TO TEACH:-

( a) METALWORK ANll MACHINE WORKSHOP 
( h) WOODWORK 

AT THE JOHK KENNEDY COLLEGE IN THE 
l\fJNISTRY OF EDUCATION AND CULTURAL 
AFFAIRS . 

Salary Scale 
Age Limit 

Closing Date 
Qualifications :

Rs 9,000 to Rs 16,320. 
Under 35 years-serving officers 

over 35 years of age may apply . 
4th June, 1965 . 

For the tmchi11g of Metalwork aud Machine ·workshop 
A full Technological City and Guilds Certificate in 

Machine Shop Engineering or equivalent qualifi
cations . C,tndidates must have served an apprent
iceship to the trade and have good experience 
subse ·quently in fitting and mach ine work. Previous 
teaching experience is desirable. 

For the teaching uf Wo od work 
P. full Teclmologica l City and Guilds Certificate in 

Carpe11trv and Joinery or equivalent qualifiGttions. 
l~andidates must ha ve served ;i n apprenticeship to 
·; he t r;Lde and must ha\·e good experien:e subse
'-1 uently (~ this work . Previous teaching: exnerience 

For application forms and ot 
person to the Establishment D 
Secretary's Office. 

Candidates in the United Kingd, 
Mauritius Students' Unit, 16, U 
London, W. L 

No consideration will be given 
made on the prescribed forms, whi< 
by the required ceriificates. Appl i 
should be forwarded to the Sec1 
Commission, 7, Louis Pastem Strc 

23rd April, 1965. 

EstabJis} 
Chief: 

--- -- - ------ -- ---- --- ---

Gener.al Notice No. 408 of 1965. 

MAURITIUS GOVERNMl: 
VACANCIES IN THE DEPARTMEN · 

Applications are invited for the 1 

Department of Agriculture :-
( 1) Four Stock Inspectors 
(2) Five Assistant Agricultural C 
(3) One Scientific Assistant (D 

Services) 
(4) Four Agricultural Cadets 
Salary Scales :-
( a) For Stock luspector, Assista 

;,.nd Scientific Assistant - Rs 
( b) (i) For Cadet possessing F 

College of Agriculture - Rs 3 
(ii) For Cadet possessing Hone 

College of Agriculture - Rs 3. 
(iii) For Cadet possessing a l 

addition to Pass Diploma or 
the College of Agriculture - I 

Age Limit:-
(a) For posts of Stock Inspector, 

Officer and Scientific Assistar 
35 years - serving officers o 
may apply. · 

(b) For posts of Cadet - betwee 
serving officers over 26 years o 

Closing Date :-
20th May, 1965. 
Qualifications :-
( a) For posts of Stock Inspector, 

Officer and Scientific Assista 
Diploma of the College of A 

(b) For posts of Cadet :-
Pass Diploma of the Collei 

an acceptable alternative 
preference to candidates 
Honours or Pass Diplom 
Agriculture, possess a cleg1 
in the United Kingdom 01 

Second prefereuce to cand 
not holders of a Universit 
Hono.urs Diploma of the C 

For application forms and other cl1 

to the Establishment Divi sion of t 
Office. 
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Amendment of section 4 of principal Order 

2. Section 4 of the principal Order shall have effect as if
{i) tJ1e words " or expedient " were inserted a~ter -the 

" necessaxy " ; · 

(ii) for the foll-stop at ,bhe end of paragraph (b) there were, substitut~ · 
a semi-colon followed by ,the word " and " ; and · ... '_;; 

(iii) itlhe following new pa,mgmph were inse1.ited .rut ,the end, that is t · 
say- · ' · . · · ·· ·J•· 

"(c) obherwise for providing, maintaining or securing goo 
government in Maha during any such period". ",i(\; 

W. G. Agnew . . 

MAURITIUS 

The Mauritius (Constitution) Order in 

At the Count at BockinghamP,alace, the 30th day od' July, 1958 

Present, 

The Queen's iMost Ex.cellent Majesty in Council 

Her Majesty, in exercise of ,the ,powers enabling Her in rthat behalf, is_ 
pleased, by and with the advice of Her Privy Council, to order, ancl 
it is · hereby ordered, as follows :- ·' 

Citation and commencement 

PART I 

Introductory 

1.~(1) This Order may be cited ,as the Mwur1tius 
Order in Council, 1958. 

(2) This Order shall be published in ,the Gazette and, save , as" 
otherwise expressly prov,ided in this Order, it shall come into operation. 
on such day (hereinafiter called "the appointed day ") as the Governor, ·.;-_ 
acting in his discretion, ,by ,Proclamation published in the Gazette shall · . 
appoint(a) : 

Provided ,that rut any time after ,the making of this Order the. 
boundaries ,of electoral rlistr.icts may be fixed .and electors may "be. 
registered in accordance w1th •the provisions of seotions · 29, · 30,. 31 · 
and 32 of this Order, and of any law ,enacted under :the Maurtfo!S 
(Electoral Provisions) Order in Council, 1958. ' 

2.-(1) In fois Order, unless the conteirt otherwise requires--'

" the Colony " means the Island of Mauritius (including the small 
islands adja:cernt there~o) and the Dependencies -of Mauritius ; / 

" ·the Gazette " means the Government Gazertte o.f the Colony ; .} 

" the Govemor" means the Governor and Commander-in-Ohief 
of the Colony and includes the ,officer for the time being ad.minis-.. 

(a) Day appointed, 31.12.58. 
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tering ,the Government and, to ·the extent to whioh a Depllity for Vhe Govemor us authorized to act, that Deputy ; 

"law" includes any ,instrument -having the force ,of law made in exercise of a power conferred by a la.w ; 
"Municipal Corporation" includes a T,own Councit .; ., ; "public office" means, subject to the ,pmvisions -0.f subsection (3) of this secti,on, an ,office of emolument under bhe Crown or an office of emolument under a Municipal Corporation within :the Colony; 
" public officer" means the ,holder of any public office and includes a person appointed · to act in any public ,office ; 
" the Public Seal " means the Public Seal of the Oolony ; " ,the public service " means ;the service of ,the Or.own in respect of the government of the Colony ; 
" ·session " means the sittings of lthe Legisla,tive Council commencing . when :the Council -firs:t meets after being constituted under · this Order, or after •its pr-orog-aition or dissolution 1at any time, and · • ,terminating when the Council is pr,orogued or is dissolved without having been prorogued ; 
"sitting " means a period during which ,the Legislative Council is · sitting co-n1:inuously wi~hout adjournment, and includes any period during which ,the Council i,s ~n commi'ltee; 
":the Speaker" and "the Deputy Speaker" mean respectively the Speaker and the Deputy Speaker of ,the Leg·isl,a;tive Oounci,l; · " ,the Supreme Court" means the Supreme Cour,t of the Colony . 

(2) Any 1ueference in this Order to the holder of an office by the term designating ,his office in-eludes, ,to th:e -exten1 oif his authority, any person who ;is for the ,time ,being authorized to perform the :fiunctilons of that office. 

• (3) (a) Fo ,r the purposes of 11)his Order a pern-on shall no ,t be deemed · to be a public -officer by reas·on ,of receiving~ 
(i) any salary or a-llowa,nce as Speaker, Depucy Speaker, Minister, Acting Minister ,or 1as ,a member -of the Legislative Council ; 
(iii) any salary or allowance as May-or, Chairman or a member of a Municipal Corporation, or as the Standing Counsel m the Attorney of a Municipa'1 Oorporati •on ; 
(iii) a pension or ,other like 1aUowance in respect of service und.e.r the Cmwn or under a Municipal Oorpo:ration. 
(b) A pr·ov-ision in any ·1aw in fo,rce in the Oolony itha1t an office shall be deemed not ito be a public office for any o.f the purposes of ·::. this Order shall have effect ,ms if it were included in this Order. 
(4) References in this Order to Her Majesty's dominions shall be construed •as rr ·they were references it:o •all countries or ter.r.itories within the Commonwealth. · 

il~ (5) For :the purposes of ,ill:Jis Order -~he resjgnaition of a member u;s-of any body or ,holder -of ,amy office esitablished by this Order that 1s f• required Ito be addressed ,to iany pea.-son sihall be deemed to have '. effect from the time at which it is -received by that person: . 33444 . 
2 X* 
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Provided that a resignation {othe,r than the resignrution of the Deputy 
Speake,r) tha:t iis required Ito be addressed to the Speaker shall,', if 
·the ,office of Speaker is vaJCant, or the Speaker is absent from .': the 
Co~ony, be deemed to have effect from ,the time at whidh it is reoetv 
by 1bhe De,puty Speak er on behalf of the Speaker. . . . , , , _, · 

(6) For the av,otidance IQ{ doubt it is hereby declared &at _ any pers 
who has v.acat,ed his rea:t in any body, ,or 1has vacaited · any , offi_ 
es'tablished by this Order may, if qualified, again be app6int¥.: f: 
elected ias a member of t-hat body ,o;r to that office, .· as ,t;he·; · 
may be, from time to time . · .,_,.} 

(7) Save as in ,this Order otherwise pmvided or required by \ 
context, ,the Interpreta 1tion Act, 1889(a), shall apply for the purpose:' 
interpreting this Order as it applies for the purpose of interpre,( 
an Act of Parliament. ,,_ 

Revocation 
3. T11e Orders in Council mentioned .in the First Schedule to .this 

Order are rev,oked, rbut this revocation shall not prejudice anytb'.iii 
lawfully done thereunder, ,and in pa11ticular shall not affect the oontiiiUe _ 
operation of any law in force in the Colony immediately before ,t 
appointed day. · · ·/'• 

PART 11 
Executive Council 

Executive Council .. 

4.-(1) There ,shall be ,an, Execrntiv,e Council for ithe Colony whit~ 
subject to the provisions of section 10 of this Order, shall corisistJ). 
three ex officio members and nine appointed members. . ·, ,::,,,, 

(2) T•he ex officio members and t!he appo,inted members shall : 

styled Ministers. \c't 
Functions of Executive Council and exercise of Governor's powers ·;, '\ 

5.-(1) The Executive CounoiJl shaU be the principal irn;,trument; 
policy and shall perform such functions and duties, and exercise·· su 
poiwe,rs, 1as may from time ito time be prescribed ·by or under ' t 
Order, iany •othe,r Oa1ders of Her Majes-ty in Council, any Irnitrli:otiQ, 
under Her Majes-ty's Si,gn Manual and Signeit or, subj,ect to the 1pi: 
vi:si-ornc; of 1this Order .and of such otheir 011ders and Instructions '" 
aforesaid, by any other law in force in the Colony . 

(2) The Govie,rnor shall, save 1as is otheirwise provided by this 'O 
or by any Instructions under Her Majesty's Sign Manual and Signe 

(a) consu1t wibh the Exeoutivie Council in 1the exeircise o,f allpo . 

conferred upon him by this Order ,other than powers whichl 
~s by this Order directed or ,empowered to exercise in his discreti 
.and <.'; •,,. 

(b) .act in acco-rdance with the ,advice of the E:icecutive Counci!in ·• 
matt:er on which he is ,by ~his subsection obliged to consult='· 
t!he Executive Col!llcil. ·' 

Ex officio members 
6. T-he ex •officio members of ,the E xecutive Council 

Colonial Secretary, the Attorney-General and 

(a) 52 & 53 Viet. c. 63. ' 
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Appointed members 

7.-(1) The appointed members ,of the Executive Oouncil shall be persons who ar.e deoted or nominated members of •the Legislative Council ,and shall be appointed by the Governor, acting in his discretion, by Instn.rmen;t under •the Public Seal. , (2) T,he Gov.emor sha,ll fo,rthw1th -report to Her Majesty :through a. Secretary of Sit:aJte the appo ,intment of any person to be a member of the Executive Council. 

Tenure of office of appointed members 
8.-(1) Subject to •the provj,sions of this Order, an appointed member of the EX!ecutiv,e Council shall hold office as such during Her Majesty's pleasure. 
(2) An appointed member of the Executive Council shall vacate his office-
(a) when, ;a,£ter any diss·olution of 1the Legislative Council, he is informed by ·the Governor ,tha,t the Governor is about to reappoi11t him as a member of the Executive Oounail or to appoint another person in his place ; or 
(b) 1if he cease:s to be a member of ithe Legislative Council otherwise 1Jhan by mason of a d,issohJJtion ,of ,1Jhat Council ; or (c) if he resigns his office by writing under his hand addressed to the Governor ; or 
(d) i,f 1he is absenrt £mm :the Colony wi,thout written permission given by the Governor, acting in his discretion. 

Determination of questions as to membership 
9. Any ques,ti,on whether ,any person is a member of the Executive Counctl sha11 be determined by the Gov,ernor, acting in his discretion. 

: Temporary members of the Executive Council 
. 10.-(1) Whenever an ex officio or an aippointed member of the ' EX!ecutive Co1unci!l is unable, because of his illness or absence from the Co1ony, •~o ,perform his functions as a member ,orf the Oou11cil, rthe Governor, acting in his discretion, may, by Insitrnmerut under the Public Seal, aippoint a person to be temporair1ly a me,mber of rt!he Oouncil : Provfrded that ,he shall appoirut a person wh,o is a public officer in place of an ex officio member, and a person who is an elected or \ nominated member of the Legislative Council in place of an appointed ,'member. 
(2) A person appointed under this section to be temporarily a : member of the Exec·utive Council-
(a) shall hold ,office as such during Her Majesty's pleasure ; (b) ·shali cease to hold office as such when ,be i:s notified by the Governor that the member in whose place he was appointed is again able ,to perform the functions of his •Office, or when .the office of the member in whose place he wa·s appointed becomes vacant. 

"· (3) The Governor shall forthwi th report to a Secretary of Sta:te any appointment made under this section. · 33444 
2 X* 2 



Annex 16

2918 APPENDIX-INSTRUMENTS NOT S .J. 

(4) Subject ,to the pr,ovisions of 1:his section, ithe •provisions oLtli1s; 
Order shall aJpply in -relat~on rbo a person a:ppo!iinted to be tempo11arily'':a: 
member of ,the Execuhve CounciJ- ·,:'{ 

(a) as they apply in relation to ex officio members, if he• w 
appointed in place of suoh a member ; and 

(b) as they apply in relation to appointed members, if 
appointed in place of such a member. 

Official oath 
11. Before entering upon the rfunctions of ,his office every ex offi 

member and eve,ry appoJnted member of the Executive 0ouncil ·,,a 
every person appointed to be temporarily a member •of the . Ooun9 
shall make and subscribe before the Governor, or some other pefso 
authorized in ,that beiha.]f by the Gover.nor, an -oai~h for the due executi 
of t]Jat ofiice in the foUowing form: - · , :;t:1 

.. ,::r, 

" I . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . .. do swear that I will well and- fr · 
serve Her Majesty Queen Elizabeth ,the Seco~d in the ofl:i?~·' 
.... . ....... . ... ....... . ........ ....... So help me God : 

Provided tha.t every person authorized by law to make an affirrriati' 
instead of ,an oath in lega,1 proceedings may, instead of making •· 
said oath, make an affirmation in like terms. , ·_'.(le 

Summoning of Executive Council 
12. The Executive Council shall not be summoned 

authority of the Governor, acting in his discrefion: .: ,. 

Provided that ,the Governor shall summon the Council if five or ~6{ 
members ,of the Council so request. · ·' }( 

Proceedings in Executive Council. .. 

13.-(1) J\he Gove:rnor shall, so far 1a:s practioa.ble, raittend and presiq 
a,t a,U meetings o,f the Executive CouncLl, and in his a:bsence ,silQ 
member alS the Governor may ei-bher generaUy or ~pec1ally iappoiilt sha 
preside . . . ,: ;: 

(2) No business shall be ,transacited a:t any meeting of the Exec, . 
Council if -there are less :than five members of the Council present 
the meeting :and any member ,piresent 'lrns obJected •to ;the ·transact 
of business on that account. !i <;.,; 

{3) Subject to the last foreg,oing subsection, ithe Executive Coupe· 
shall not be disqualified for the ;transaction of business by reasqn·:.o. 
any va.cancy in rthe membershi:p of uhe Council (including ,any iac:an,'.' 
not filled when 1nhe Council is first constituted ,o.r is reconstirtut¥ ;1ii! 
any time) and the valid1ty of 1the transaction of business im. 1the. O~un · 
shall not be aff'eOted by -reason only ,of the fact bha,t some per 
who was not entitl-ed to do so to·ok part in cthose proceedings. '.: +\ 

. . '.: iJH, 

Assignment of departments 
14.-(1) The Gov:e.mor, acbing 111 his disoreition, may .by 

in wrirting
(a) charge any ex •officio member of the Executive Council w~h 

ooministration of any depar.tment or subject ; . . . · · 

(b) declare which depa ·r.tments or subjects may be assign 
members of the Executive 0ounoil otheir than ex ,officio mernb 
md ' 

(c) 
(2) 

(a) 

·I 

(b) 

Leav1 
15. 

·-from 

,Comr, 
. ,, 16.
;,appoi 

0 tion j 
·Execu 

and 1 
'' ' (2) 
of thi: 
Par,t c 
·order 
'in the 
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· (a) charge any member of ,vhe Executive Council, ,ot,he,r ,than an ex officio member, with the administva;tiion of any depar ;tment or subjeot dur.ing suoh 'time as iit shall be declMed, ,under paragr.aph (b) of :the foregoing .subsection, to be a department pr subject which may be assigned to members other than ex officio members ; and (b) revoke or vary any directions given under this subsection. 
Leave of absence 

15. T,he Governor, acting in hi1s discretion, may grant ieave of absence .from his duties to any member 'Of the Executive Council. 
,Commencement of Part II and transitional prgvisions . · 16.-:(1) This P.ar,t shaU come into operation on such day after the ·;,appointed day as the Go-vernor, acting in his discretion, by Proclama• tion published in the Gazette shall appoint(a) ; and thereupon the ;_Executive Council established by the Mauritius Letters Patent, 1947 \ and 1954, shall cease to exist. · : (2) 1W1henever the Governor ,has occasion, · ,before the commencement · of this Part, to exercise any power conferred upon him by any other , Par,t of this Order, then, unless the power is one rwhich he is by this ·order directed or -empowered to exercise in his discretiOJl, he . shall, ,,,· in the exercise o.f ,the po,wer, consult with the said Executive Council ~'i( in such circumstances, and on such conditions, as may be prescribed ~i. by such provisions as may at tlhat ,time have effeot, o,f the Instructions , ,,· issued under bhe Royal Sign Manual and Signet to ,the Governor and ~~; Commander-in-Chief of the Colony ,and dated the 19-th day of ·i: December, 1947, as amended by Additional Instructions dated the ,t 22nd day of February, 1952. .:i;:, . 

f ~rt 
PART HI ~)) 

~h Legislative Council ft Legislative Council f', ,, i~', 117. There shall be a Legislative Council for the Colony which ~~':shall consis·t of a Speaker, three ex -officio members , forty elected ~: members and such nominated members, no-t exceeding 1twelve in l ''n~m~er, as the Governor may, under the provisions of this O.rder, ~\\;appomt. 
ijt', ;. 
rj\:,rhe Speaker 
~f 18.-(1) The Speaker shall be a person who is not an ex officio, .:\ 11oh1inated, or elected member o.f the Legislative Coun~il and who ~: does not hold any public office, and sfiall be appoii1ted by the ; , Governor, acting in his discretion, by Instrument under the Public i seal. 
~'f' (2) The Speaker shall hold office during Her Majes-ty's pleasure and; l i sub1ect thereto, for such period as may be specified in 1the Instrument l" .. ;·.by ;-Vhich _he is appointed_, an~ shall no_t vacate 'his office byreason o.f a· d1ssolut10n -o.f the iLeg1slat1ve Council: 

, Provided that the !Speaker may, by writing 'Under his ,band addressed ~\ io ,uhe Governor, resign his office. /,•. , : 

(a) Day appointed for commencement of Part II , 7. 3. 59. 

.,, 

,:\ 
'l ,, 
I 
I 
I 
i 

\ 

\ · 
·: ·! 
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(3) lf the office of Speaker is vacant, or if the Speaker is ab~;n 
from the Colony or for any 'Other reason unable to perform( ~ 
!functions of his office, 1the Governor, acting in his discretion, ' mf 
by rlnstrurnent under 1the 1P.ublic Seal ,appoint a person to act ;·-' 
Speaker ; and the provisions o,f uhis Order other than subseotion<( 
of this section shall apply in relation to that person as they applfin, , 
relation to the Speaker. · ·· 

The Deputy Speaker 

19.-(1) The Legisl,a,tive Council shall

(a) at its first sitting in every session, and , 

(b) at its first sitting after ,the occurrence of a vacancy in ithe <i 

of Deputy Speaker, 

or as soon thereafter as may be convenient, ,elect as Deputy Spe~ 
o.f the Legislative Council one of its own members, ,who is not 
member of the Executive Council. · 

(2) The Deputy Speaker sha'll, unless he earlier vacates his offic 
under the ,provisions •of this Order, ho-Id office until some other perso 
is elected as Deputy Speaker under ,paragraph (a) of the foregoin 

subsection. _ :,/1: 
(3) (a) A ·person shall vacate the office of Deputy Speaker- ·,·t 
(i) upon ceasing to ibe a member of the Legislative Council; or }i 
(ii) upon becoming a 'member of the Execufrve Council. ,,,_, 

{b) The Deputy Speaker may by wri,ting under his hand addressed 
to the Speaker or, in the absence of the Speaker or if there is · rio 
Speaker, 1to ,the Clerk of the Legislative Council, resign his office. •{!: 

{4) fo any election 'Of a Deputy Speaker under this section . th~ 
votes of the members oif the Legislative Council ·s!hall ibe given by 
ballot in such a manner as no,t to disclose how any particular member 
votes. ··, 

Ex officio members 

20. The ex officio members of the Legislative Council shall be 
Colonial Secretary, the Attorney~General and the Financial Se.creta 

Elected · meinbers :S:J 

21. The elected members o;f the Le.gislative Council shall be perso 
qualified for election in accordance with the prnvisions of ,this Orde 
and elected in the manner provided lby any law enacted under · th 
Mauritius (Electoral Provisions) Order in Council, 1958, or this Ordef 

Nominated members 

22.-{l) Subject to -the ,provisions of section 24 of ~his Order, th 
nominated members oJ the Legislative Council shall ,be British subjec 
o.f the age o.f ,~wenty-one years or upwards and shall he appointed' b 
the Governor, acting in his discretion, by Instrument under the · P,ub · 
Seal. · 

(2) The Governor shall forthwit,h report to Her Majesty thro.li 
a Secretary of State every appointment o,f any person to be a nominal 
member of the Legislative Council. · 
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• Qualifications for elected membership 

23. Subject 1to ·the provisions o<f the next following section, a person _shall be qualified to be elected as a member of the Legislative Counci l ' if, and shall not ,be qua'lified to be so elected unless, he~ 
(a) is a British subject otf the age ·of twenty-one years or upwards ;, (b) has resided in the Colony for a period otf, or periods amounting in the aggregate to, not less than two years before the date of his nomination for ,election ; 

. (c) has resided in the Colony for a period of no,t less than six months immediately before 1Jhe date of his nomination for election ; and 
(d) is able to sipeak and, unless incapacitated by bli ndness or other . physical cause, to read the English language wi th a degree of · proficiency sufficient ,to enable him ,to take an . active part in ithe proceedings of the Council. 

Disqualifications for elected and nominated membership 
24. No person shall ,be qua-lified ,to, be -elected' or appointed a ,!llernber o.f the Legislative Council who-
(a) is, 'by virtue o.f his own a-et, under any acknowledgment of ,allegiance, olbedience or adherence to a foreign power or state; (b) holds, or is acting in, any ,public office; 
(c) (i) in the case 0£ an e'leoted member, is a party to, or a partner in a firm or a director or manager of a company which is .a party to, any contract with the Government of ithe Colony for or -0n account oif the public service, and has not, within -0ne ,month ·before the day of election, published in the English language in the Gazette and in a newspaper circulMing in the electoral distriict for iwhich he is a candidate a no,tice setting nut the nature o.f such contract, and his interest, or rt1he interest of any such fir,m or company; therein ; o.r (ii) in the case of a nominated member, is a party to, or a partner in ,a firm ,o,r ,a direoto-r or rna,nag,er of a company ,which is a party to, ia.ny oontta,at wi,th ,the Gov,ernment of the Colony for or on account of the publi:c serv.i:ce, and has not disclm;ed to ;the Governor ~he naitl\l:re of suoh contract 1and his intecr:oot, or ~he on;teres:t ,of any such fiJ:1m or company, there.in ; [or (d) ,has boon adjudged or o<ther:wise decla;r;ed ibankrnpt under any Ja,w in force in .any part of Her Majesty's <lominio:nis 1and has not ibeen disoha,rged ,or has ,obtained 1the benefit of cessio bonorum im rthe Co1ony ; 

(e) is a pmson ce1.1tified to be insane or o.therwise a,djudged ,to be of unsound mind under any Jaw in force in the Colony ; (J) ii<; under sentence of deaith impooed on him by a court in any paa:it ,of Her Maj.esty's dominions, o:r is serving a sentence of · imprisonment (by whateJVJer name ca.hled) exceeding twelve months imposed on him by suoh ia. comt •or s-ubs~ituted by competent authoor1ty for soune 01ther s,en<tence ill11posed. on him by such a count, or iis under isiuoh .a sen~ence of irnptl'isonment ~be execution of wJ1-ioh has been sus,pended ; 
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,i,' ,:_:,:';\,> 

(g) in the case of an elected member, is disqualified for electldii'.i, 
any 1aiw iin ifODCe .i:n <!Jhe Oo1ony by re~on ,of his hoLding;,·oHa.· · 
in, any office 1the functions of which mvohe- •. ri:'."J 

(,i) any responsiJbility for, or in 001mection with, thf} qh 
any election ; or .. ,. 

(ii) any responsibility for the oompilation or revisiori) 
electoral register; or 

{lz) is msqualified for membership of th:e Corunoil by any law inJ 
in the Col,ony rel!rubing ,to ,offences connected with 'elections .';" 

Tenure of office of elected and nominated members }',((('. 
I'·· \I'\ 

25.- (1) Subject bo the rpmvis,io'lls of rllhis Order, a nominruted • .·• .. 
ad' ithe Legi~Iaitive Oounciil sha11 hold hil'> s1eait in the ' Council. .cl 
Heir Majes,ty's p1erusillll'e. . : 'I 

(2) The seat of an eleoted or a non11i,rnaited member of the I:egisl 
Council shall become vacarnt- · " 

(a) upon a dissolution of ,the Council ; ·. . . ··• ··• 
(b) if he reisigns it by ,wrirting under ,hi:s hand ruddres1sed, .if ,he )i ;;; 

elected member, to the Speaker, or if he is a nonwia ,ted · menib 
to -the Governor ; •' '', ·::. 

(c) if , being an elected member, he ,i1s appointed as a ,no1:11ma, 
member of rUhe Oounoil or, being a nominraited member,' ,he .fu;;\1,v 
his consent, nomina·t ed a:s ,a candidaite in any election of a mein 
to the Council ; • 1 

, : •• ) 

(d) if he ceas·es to be a B1iitish subject ; . . ·, 
1 
./J.T'.{ 

(e) if he becomes a party to any contract with the Government ,, 
:the Ooilony for or on acoo,u,nt of the public service, 'or iif-:an 
firm in wih1ah he ,iJs a pairtncr ,or any company of which h~-¥? 
director ,or manager heoomes a parity Ito any such oontract X\pt '( 
he becomes a pa[1tner in a firm or ra direcbor or ~1anage( · · 
company whioh as a party uo any such contract: . ' ' •r .. i} 

Provided ·thait, :i£ ,in rVhe ciircumstances it appear~ to h~IV' 
just to do •SO, the Governor, acting in his disornti,on, rnay /exe 
any elected vr nominraited member £mm v.acaiting 'his s.eat.'!Jlri. 
the provisions IQ[ ,this ,pa,ragr.aph, iif such member, before 'betoiµ 
a party to sudh 0011:tmot as aJiocesa!ii<:l, ior befo,re ,or as sqci: · 
practicable aJiber becoming ofoerwise ~nteres,ted in " suoh , oont. 
(whether as a :prurtner in a firm ,oQ· a:s :a diwctm :,o,r' i:na1iagei:), 
company), discloses 11:io the Go'Vernor the nature of ·suoh, .'cqn , 
and 1his intere s,t or ,the interest •of any such firm , ,or :coni · 
therein; : ;),:i{t 

{f) ,if he ceas,es to be r-esident in ithe Colony ; · , .. • :/'!;'t, 
(g) if any of rthe oircumsitances arise thait, if he were ' not it''ifi'Jrii' 

of the Legislative Ooundl, would ca,use h~m to . be •·· disqtfaliu 
for election thereto by virtue ,o,f pa,ragraph (a), (b); (d), :(e), (g)i<'' ,., 
of -the Jas,t for,egoing section ; or · · 

(h) in Vhe circumstances mentioned 1n 11:ihe next following seo · 
;, ,,, ,·,i:,;; 

Vacation of seat on sentence 
26.-(1) Subject to the provisions ,of rthis section, if ail eleo{e 

nominated member o,f the Legislaitive Oooncil is sentenced by' )i]i 
in any part of Her Majesty's dominions to death or to imprisoµ 

ns 
all 

resoh 
1(2) 

a ·freE 
,to a t 
other 
Counc 
he ma ,; .. . 

(3) 
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(by whatever naim:e called) for a term exceedi:ng twelve rnonths, he · shall forthwith cease to perform his functions as a member of ~he . . , .Council, and his serut in the Councill sha1l become vacant M the }~xpirntion of a period •of 1Jhil'ty days thereafiter : · · ,·.· Provided that the Speaker (or, if the office of Speaker is vacant or he is for any reason •Un.able to •perform ,the funct~ons of his "office, the> , Deputy Speaker) may, at .the request of the member, from time to tinrn extend that period for thirty days to enable the member to pursue any appeal in respect of his conviction or sentence, so ·however that extens·i:ons ,of ti:me ex·ceeding in ,the !a,ggre:gate three ,hundred ,and thirty days ·shall not be given wibbo.ut <the approva'1 of t•he Council signified by resolutiion. · 

11 \2) If at any >time before 1the me1nber vacates his seat he is grarnted a free pardon or hi-s convicbi-on is set aside or his sentence is reduced '. to a term of imprisonment of less than twelve mon•ths or a punishment · other thM1 jmpiPisonment is •&ubs,t1tuted, lhis sea1t ,in 1Jhe Legislative ,Council shall nrnt become v,aoant under the foregoing subsection, and ,.he may again perform his functions ,as a member of the Counci:1. ': (3) Fnr the purpose of 1this section .Lwo or more iterms of imprison-1nenit tha,t a,re required to be &erved co!1'secllltiv,ely shall be ..rega,rded as a single ,teDm of ittnprisonment for rt.he ,aggreg~te per.iod ·of those terms. Determination of questions as to membership /, 27.-(1) Any question whether ,a ,person has been validly a,ppointed as a nominated member of the Legislative Council or whether a nominated member o:f the Legisla-tive Council has vacated 1his seat therein ·shall be determined by ,the Go:vernor, aoting i11 his discr,etion. , (2) Any question w,hether ,a person has ibeen validly elected as a member .oJ' the Legislative Council, or whether an elected member of the Legislative Council has vacated his seat uherein, shall be determined 1by the Supreme Court. 
T~mporary membe 1rs of the Legislative Council · 28.-(1) Whenever ,an ex officio or ,a nominated member of >the ~gislative Council is unable, because o.f his i!Jn.ess or absence from e· Co'lony, to ipe1iform his functions as a member of the Council, he; Governor, acting in his discretion, may ,by Instrument under the ubEc Seal appoint a person to ,be temporarily a member of the ouncil: 
' Provided that he shall appoin,t a person who is a public officer ,place of •an ex officio member, and a ,person qualified for a,ppointent'as a nominated member in ,place ,of a nominated ·memper . . ••· / (2) A ,person a,ppoint.ed 'Under this section to be tempora rily a ,:tµiember of the Legis!a,tive Council-

~A~(a) s·hall ihold ·his seat in the Council during Her Majesty's pleasure; i ,{b) 
1
s,hall vacate his .seat iWihen he is notified ,by the Governor tha,t ~~. the member in ,whose place he was a,ppointed is again able ito ,'.';: per.form ,his £unctions as •a member o.f the Council, or when the \i:i', seat of the member in whose .place he was appointed becomes 

,;f . t vacant. 
;}(3) The Governor shall forthwith report to a Secretary of State ijny appointment made 'l!llder this section. ~J:· 
-·~t:i 
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(4) Su1bjeot to 1the pxovisions o.f ·this section, Vhe provisions';qf{f 

Order shall apply in relation to a person appointed to be terij,'p '"' ,. 

a member of the Legisla•tive Council- · 1 
' ·' ·••;,,, 

(a) as they apply in refation to ex officio mem,b(l;rs,.j,i · 
appointed in ip1ace oil' such ,a member ; and 

(b) as they apply in relation to nominated 
appointed in place of such a member. -t:~ !1 ~'it 

· Electoral districts · '(d\ 
29.-(1) For the purpose o.f e'lecting members · of ,the ' ·r_:~~ 

Council the Colony shall be divided into forty electoral' disti:i~t 

or£ which shall return one member. · 

(2) The bo-undaries .of each electoral district shall 
Governor by Proclamation published in the Gazette. 

Qualifications of electors · ! .·, 
1 

30. Subj,ect to 1Uhe provisions of the nex,t following sectioµ, a(p 

shall ·be enti,t1ed to ibe registered as an elector in one . electoral d 

only, but he shall not be ,entitled to be registered as an ,deotop : 

he- .. , 

(a) is a ,British subject of the age od' twenty-one years or ~p > 
and 

(b) has resided in the Colony for a period of ,at · Jeast 1,twoi, 

immediately before the date of registration or is domicil 

the Colony ,and is resident •therein at ·that date; ~nd ,ri::, 

(c) ,has resided in the electoral district in which he I claims\! 

.registered for a period of at least six months immedia_teiy,:, . 
,the date o.f registration. · 1 · • --'it? 

,;,,1::: 

Disqualifications of electors 

31. No person shall be entitled to be registered as a,n 

any electoral district who- _ 

(a) has :been sentenced by a court in any part oil' jHer ,;,fy,1,1,1
. 

dominions to death or to imprisonment (by iw,hateve,r 'na,riJ,~,i~ 
for a term exceeding bwelve months, and has not -either :su 

•the rpunishrnent to rwhioh •he was sentenced or sucl1 other.) 
rnent as may by competent authori•ty ·have be·en substituted -,th 
or received a free ,pardon; or · · ,.,· 

(b) is a person adjudged to be oil' unsound mi.nd or .. de'tai~ 

a criminal lunatic under any law in force in the Colopy,-;';, 

(c) is disqualifi.ed rfor registration as an elector ,by _any:;; 

force in the Colony relating to ofiences connected with .ele<;t 

Right to vote at elections . , 

32.- (1) Any ,person w.ho is registered as an elector in ad':~ 

district s'hall, while so r,egiste.red, tbe entitled to vote a,t any;' · 

for that district unless he is ,pmh1bited from so vo,ting by ' an · 
force in the Colony- · · , • · 10 

(a) because he is a returning officer ; or 

(b) because he has been concerned in any ofienoe 
elections. 

(2) No person shall vote at any election for any 
who is not registered as an elector in that district. 
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'\ Law as to elections 
{

1
'. 33. Subject •to the ,provisions of this Order, a la.w enacted under Jhis Order rrnay ,provide for the election of members orf the Legislative ~oimcil, including {without prejudice to the ,generality of the foregoing ,powe.r) the foll a.wing matters, that is to say: -' (a) the qualifications and disqualifications o.f electors ; 1, · ,u 1 ·• . (b) the registration of electors ; 
: (c) the ascertainment of the qualifications o.f electors and of candidates for election ; 

'. · (d) the division o.f the Colony into electoral districts for the purpose · .. : of elections ; 
'.\

1 
(e) the .holding of elections ; 

· (f) the determination o.f any question which auay arise as to whether any person has lbeen validly elected a member of the Legislative Council or as to whether •the seat of any elected member in the Legislative Council has become vacant; \ (g) the definition and trial of offences relating to elections and the . imposition of ,penalties therefor, including disqualification for membership •Of the Legislativ,e Council, or for registration as an elector , or for voting at elections, orf any person concerned in any such offence ; and 
' (h) the disqualification .for election as members ,o( foe Legislative · Council of ,persons holding, or acting in, any office the functions of rwhich involve any responsibility :for, or in connection with, the conduct of any election or 1he compilation or revision of any electoral register. 

PART IV 
Legislation and Procedure in Legislative Council iower to make laws 

• ~4. Subject to !Jhe prov1S1ons o.f this Order, •the Gove1:nor, with e advice and consent of the Legislative CO'llncil, may make laws ;r · the ,peace, order and .good government of the Colony. 
oyal Instructions 
'.35. Subject to bhe provisions of •this Order, the Governor and the egislative Council shall, in •the transaction of · business and the aking orf Jraws, confoDm as nearly as may be to the directions contained · .. any Instructions under Her !Majesty's Sign Manual and Signet ich may from time to time be addressed to -the Governor in that half 

ding Orders 
6.~(l) Subject ,to the :prov1S1ons of this Order and of any truotio,ns under Her !Majesty's Sign Manual and Signet, the Legis-ive Council may from time to time make, amend and revoke nding Orders for the regulation and orderly conduct of its own ceedings and the despa•tch o.f business, and for -the passing, intituling d · numbering of ·Bills, and rfor the presentation ,thereof to the ~Vernor for assent; but no such Standing Orders s,hall have effeot 

1'less they have been approved by the Governor, acting in his 
II • l ret10n. 

i\ 

I 
! 

' i 
•\ 
! 
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(2) The first Standing Orders of the Legislative Council 
subject to the provisions of this Order, be the Standing ·.Ord 
the Legislative Council constituted under the Mauritius . (Legl 
Council) Orders in Council, 1947 to 1958, and in force:. at ' th' 
of •the revocation o.f 1hose Orders, and .may be ·amendeq otr 
by the Council under the .foregoing subsection. · 

Official language 
37. The official language orf the Legislative Council shal1 . 

l:mt any ,member may address the chair in French. . ; ,.: ' 

Presiding in Legislative Council 1 
•} c_( 

_·• .. ,'i..::•·.4,, 

38. 1lhe Speaker, or in his ,absence the Deputy ' Speak~.J:-, 
their absence a mem:ber of the Legislative Council (not bei\lg :a'.' 
of the Executive Coundl) elected by the Legislative ::ecni_ 
the sitting, shall preside at any sitting of the Council. · ·. '.'· ,:U ·/ 

. ) ':.~;~\ 
Legislative Council may transact business notwithstanding ,v~Jd· 

39. The Legislative Council shall not be disqualified , for/ 
action of business by reason of any vacancy -in •the members·. 
(induding any vacancy not filled when the Council is , first .'c 
or is reconstituted at any time) and any proceedings therei 
valid notwithstanding that some ,person rwho was no:t •,entitle_ 
so sat _or voted in . the Council -or otherwise 100k :P,~rq f 
proceedmgs. •!. s-'.\:r·,~ t ·\, :'.~~}· 

Quorum ' 'f:'.,::L 
40.-( 1) If at any sitting of •the Legislative Council f c{uo '. 

not present and any member of 1the Council who is present i1ci-~f 
that account -to ~he transaction of business and, •after such ·.' ·. · 
may be ,prescribed in the Standing Orders of ,the Council, ,t 

. presiding at_ the sitting asce~tains •that a quorum is st.ill }n9,,i 
he shall adJourn •the Council. , , .. .'!/ , 

,., '• 'l',,'!'l,~'.•i.:,o,'J:•, 

(2) For ,the rpurposes of this section a quorum shaU} ep_ 
sixt~el! members of the Legislative Council in . additiol\ , fp~ .,, 
presrdrng . · . J' · .. 

·t'. ••.• 

Voting 
41.-(1) Save as otheDwise ,provided in this Order, ,,i;!lh 

proposed for decision in the Legislative Council s-haJi he~if~ 
by a majority of the votes of the members ,present mid vo,i\4'.g 
upon any questio .n before the Council, the votes od' jh~ ,/ •. 
equally divided the motion shall be lost. . '. _ , ;/L,,, 

(2) (a) The Speaker shall hav•e neither an ·original .nbt 
vote ; and · •, !:) .. 

(b) any other person, including the Deputy 
presiding in the Legislative Council, have · an 
casting vote. 

Introduction of Bills 
42.-(1) .Subject •to -the ,prnvisions o.f this Order and \ ;f J l. 

Orders of the Legislative Council, any member m.ay( intr'o 
Bill or pro,pose any motion for de.bate in, or may present iariY 
to, the Council, and the same shall be debated and dispo-sefpf
ing to the Standing Orders of the Council. 
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. (2) Except on the recommendation or with the consent of the .overnor the Legislative Council shall not-
' (a} proceed 'Upon any Bill (including any amenidment to a Bill) which, in the opinion of the person presiding in the Council, makes ,provision for imposing or increasing any tax, for impo~ing or increasing ,any aharge on ,the revenues or other il\mds ,of •:rhe· Colony or for altering any suoh charge otherwise thaJ:\ by reducing it or for compounding or remitting any debt due to .the Colony ; ,, (b) proceed ,upon any motion {inc1uding any amendment to a motion) · the effect o,£ which, in ithe opinion of the person ,presiding in the Council, is that ,provision should lbe made for any of the purposes aforesaid ; or 
.(c) receive any petition which, in the opinion of the person presiding in the Council, requests that provision be made for any of the purposes aforesaid. 

overnor's reserved power 
{43.-(1) If •the Governor considers that it is expedient in the · terest of public •order, public faith or good government (which wressions shall, iwithout prejudice to their generality, include the ·.&ponsibi.lity of the Colony as a territory within the Commonwealth, nd all matters ,pertaining to the creation or abolition o.f ,any public !lice or to the salary or other conditions of service of any public flicer), ,that any 1Bill introduced, ·or any motion proposed, in the .. gislative Council should have effect, then , if the Council d'ai·I ,to ~ss such BiJl or ,to carry suoh motion within such time and in such 9rm as the :Governo.r ,11hinks reasonruble and expedient, · the Governor a.Y, at any time that he thinks fit, and notwithstanding any provisions ·this Order or of ,any Standing Orders of the Council, declare that eh Bill or ill10tion shall have ,effect as if it had been passed or 'rried by •the Council either in the form in which it was so introduced ,
1 proposed or with such amendments as the Governor thinks fit at have been moved or proposed in the Council , including any mmittee thereof ; and the :Bill or the motion shall be deemed thereon to 1have rbeen so passed or carried, .and the provisions of this der, and in particular •the ,provisions relating to a ssent to Bills and saUowance of laws, shall ,have effect accordingly. 

(?) Th.e Governor shall for-thwith report to a Secretary of State l y case in which he makes any such declaration and the reasons erefor. 
'.:(3) If any member of .the Legislative Council objects .to any declaran., made under this section, he may, iwithin seven • days of the ing thereod', suibmit to the Governor a statement in writing . of ';reasons for so objecting, and a copy o.f such statement · shall, if riished lby such member, be forwarded lby the Governor as soon pr,acticable to a Secretary of State. 
4) Any declaration made under this section other than a declaraip relating to a Bill may rbe revoked lby a Secretary of State and ' ;Governor shall cause notice of such revocation to be published t~e Gazette; and from tihe date of such publication any motion t ii is deemed to have rbeen carried by virtue of the declaration .. ,all: cease to have effect and ,the provisions of subsection (2) of ':i.ecti(m 38 of the Jnterpretation Act, 1889, shaU ~ply to such revocal\pp. !as they apply to the repeal of an Act of Parliament. . ~r i.; 

:F:' ·~c· 
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(5) 'J1he ,powers conferred on llhe Governor by this section · 
exercised by him in his discretion . 

Assent to Bills 
44.-(1) A Bill SlhaU n,o,t heoome a law unthl

(a) -the Governor has ia,ss,ented to it in Her Majesty's name ' ti:n·· 
Heu: !Majesty's btlhaJf ,and 1has si,gned •it 11n token of S'llCh assen 

(b) Heir Majesty has given Her assen,t to it •through a Se~et tf 
Sta,te and 1the Gov ,ernor has signified such ass•ent by Procla 
published in the Gazette . .· · .· \f \1 

(2) When a Biill is presented ito the Governor £or his assent, "hi 
acting ,in his discretion but subject to the ,p.wv-il'>iions of rthis ! Or ·· 
of ,any Instructions addressed to him under Her Majes ,ty's Sigh \, · 
arud Signet -or -through a Secretary ,o,f_ State, declare that ,he _,asse 
refuses rto assent, ,to it, or ,thait he reserves the Bill foir ithe signjfi 

of He.r Majesty's pleasure : . : i;;l 
Provided that ,the Governor shall reserve for the signification '.· 

Majesty's pleasure- · : . 1 't, 

(a) any Bill ,by which any prov1smn of 1this Order as rev 
amended or which is in any way repugnant to, or inconsiste 
the pmvil'>ions of bhis Order ; and · . : ·>,J; 

(b) any Billi w1hi,oh determines or regulates the pnivileges,':irrlll-t' 
'01' powers of the Legislaitive Council or oif its members ·;-~ 

unless he has boon authorized by a Secretary of State ito assent ito 
(1.i:,i, 

Disallowance of laws · ·, 

45.-U) Any law to which the Governor ihas given hi:s ''as!i~ 
be disallowed •by Her Majesty ·through a Searotary or State. ··' ' : -: 

(2) Wh:eneve,r s1uch a la,w ihas been di'saUowed by Her M~J' 
G,o,yemor shall cause notice of such disallow.ance to be · pub1i 
the Gazette and ,the Jaw sihall be annulled wibh effect if.mm the dat 

publication of that notice. T 
(3) 1'J1e provisions ,of -sUJbsec~iion (2) •Qlf seoti,on 38 ,of the Interp . 

kct, 1889, sha11 apply :in trelation 1:o ithe annulment o;f .any .law,· 
1/his section ,as they 1apply in relaitirn1 ,to :the ·repeal ,of ,an Act :ol\ 
ment, save that any enactmelllt repeailed or ,amended by or in pµr 

of that 1-aw shall have effoot as from ,the date of tihe :annulment 1rus' 
law had not been made . · J · 

Oath of allegiance 
46.-(1) Subject to the ,provisiions ,of this •section, no memb~ : 

Legi!slaitive Council shall be ipenmtted ,to ,take pa·rt m the .,pro,· 
of the Council (other ,vh:an proceediings necessary for the ,poop:' 
this section) until he has made and suhscr~bed before ,1Jhe Coun<;:-i:l., 
of ,aUegiance in the foH01Wi11g form :- ·· · 'r., 

' ---tr-· 
" I ....... ... . ................. .. do swear thait I wiill . .be. :£aithfuFa 

true allegianoe :to Her Majesty Queen Elizabeth •the .. ~i~ii' 
Heirs a;nd Successors, according to law. So help . me G<??J; 
(2) If, between the time when a person becomes a memb 

Legislative Counc~l and ithe 1time when il!he Counci.[ 111ext_ ·sits';t,b 
a meeti!1g takes ·place of ,any commitite:e of the Oou:noi.l of,:w:~i_ 
person •J.'S a member, su:ah person m1y, m •order -to enabJ.e· ,lum !~{) 

,, 

:,c the r 
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· and subsar~be <llhe -oath of ,allegiance <before ,a judg ,e of the Supreme 
. Court ; and the making and slibscri •bing of the oath in such manner shall 
. suffice for all 'the purposes of 1his section. ; In any such case the judge shall forthwith report to the Council 
·through rthe Speaker -or, ias •ooc<IBion may 1nequire, iuhiroug,h '1:he Deipu,ty 
·Speaker ithat ,the person in question has made arrd subscr ~bed the oat!h 
of allegiance before ihian. 
·, (3) Fo.r the purposes of it.his .secti:on, every pe,rnon authorized by 
:taw ito make .an :aflirma1tion instead of ,an oa<t!h .in ;J,e~al proceedings may, 
instead ,of making Juhe oa,th mentioned m ithe £m-egoing subsection, make 
an ,affirmati,on in dike terms. 
Privileges of Legislative Council and members r 47. A law enaict:ed undeir :tJhis Order may dmeirmine 1M1d Teg,ul,ate :tJhe 
p11i¥ileges, :immuniities and p01Wers ·ad: rt:he Legislative Council and :iJts 
p:1e,mhe.Ps, but no such ipri1Vi1eges, i:mmun,it ies 10Jr ipowern shaU exceed 

ose of the Commons House of Parliament of the United Kingdom 
f Great £ritaiin ,and Nontbern Lrel:and or •of mhe members rt:hereo.f. 

•' 48.--{l) Su,bjeot ,to <llhe p!IQIVisi,o,n,s of ,thi'S Order, ,the sess~ons otf the 
iJH_.egi&l.ati,ve Oounciil shall lb:e iheLd in iSuoh p1ace !and begin at s:uch time 
"i:as the Governor by Proclamation published in the Gazette may appoint. 
;t.i (2) 11he first .session ,otf the Legi&Lat1ve Cnuncil sihaili begin wi'11hin 
'(itwelve mm1ths after rthe appoiruted day; and itJhereafiter a session of ithe 
t xmnci,l shall tbe ib.cld fa,om '1Jirrne 1to ltime so it,hart: a period ,o,f twelve 
Vmonths shall not intervene ,between the date when the Council last sat 
!'!_;;in •one sess.i!ou :am ·bhe date aipipoi,nted if.or its firnt ,s,itting in the neX!t 
·,<session . 
.'.P,wogation and dissolution 

.·. , 
i ' '49.-(1) T,he Governor may at any time, 1by Prnclama,tioi11, published 
\ ~ . f!l~e G.azeibte, ,prorogue or WSl'lolve ,the Legislative Oouncil. ) (2} The Governor ,s,hall di~olve :the LegislaJtive Council at ithe expira
Jon o,f five .yoors from rthe date when rtJhe CounciJ firnt meets after any 

,general election unless it 1has been sooner dissolved. ~· ' . t[Jeneral elections 
~;50. , The:re shall he ,a gener,a;J electron at suoh time wit hin three monuhs 
rafter :the appointed day, and thereafiter wi,thin three months after every 
qjssolution ,of the Legislative Council, as the Governor by Proclamation 
published in ,the Gazette shall appoint. r 
t. PART V 
fr , The Public Service !ppointments etc. of officers in public service (s1.-2{1) Power to make iaippoin,tments to ,offices in the public service 
~c1uding appooUJt:m:ents '011 pl'omotiun and itransfor) ,and to dism iss 
td f!lo \:exeiroise disc ip1inary conrtrnl ,over ·officers in that serni:ce shall 
~t m \ !l!he Governor. 
{2) (a) Subjeot to it:he provisions o;f paragraph (b) of ithis subsection, 
e GovierJJJor may delegaJte~ ciin .s,uch manner a:nd ,on SU'Ch cond itions rus 

(!, 

(; 

'' ' ! 
'! 
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he may mhi,nk fi.t, ito any officer in ilihe public ,seirvi,ce any of the powe:,:c'; 
oonforred on 1Jhe Govemm by ,the foregoing subsection. ·, 

{b) The Governor shall not
(i) delegate ,any such ipower unless ihe has obtained the consenr · 

Secretary of State :to ,such delegation ; or Ii 
(ii) delegaite any such power with respect rtio ,officers whose , ann 

:emoluments exceed suoh sum as may be prescribed by a Secre 
,of State. '.: ;\ 

(c) For the purposes of :this subsection ,the emoluments of an :ofli 
shaill {wihether or not he ;is employed ,on rterms rthat incl,ude e1ig~bi 
for pension) :i:nolude only cSuch emolumenrts as, under the law fotA 
time being ,in force rn1a:ting to pens1ons, a.re taken ,inrto accounP 
computing pensions. . . 
, {3) If :any law in force tin ,t;he Colony !irrnmediately before;:,:t 
appointed day oonfors on any officer in 1lhe public •service. any pq,* 
~o a1ppoin:t, promote, ,tmll'sfor, d1smiss, or exercise disciplinary coht' 
o·ve·r, other officers iin <the pub1ic service, thart power 'shall be d~i:n· 
to 1hruve been delega:lled 10 that ,officer by the Governor under ' t:he' :fa 
forngoing s·rubsootion, and sihall be exercisable by ,t,ha,t officer untihi ( 
revoked by rthe Governor or until the provision conferring ~t has i!J · 
repea1ed oir ,revoked. 

Public Service Commission . .. , , 
52.-{l) T,bere sthaJl ,be for :tihe Colony a Public Service Oomini~i 

(in itJhis Part referred :to as " ,the Commission ") :which shall consisL 
a chairman and such number of other members as may be prescrib. 
by any law enacted in pursuance of subsection (1) of section 54 ofJth 
Order. · 1· h·, 

(2) The chairman and other members of the Commission · shall;, . 
appointed by ,the Governor, aoting in !his discretion. · ";/ 

· (3) 1ihe Governor, acting in his ru•scretion, may revoke :the , appo· 
ment of the chairman or any other member of the Commission. · :.,' 
.· .(4) No pe.rson shall be appointed as a member of the Commissici 

he is a member of the Legis1aibirve Counci,l and, l!f :any member of;. 
Commission becomes a member of the Legislative Council; his appo· 
ment as a member of the Commission shall thereupon · be.· d,eem~d 
be revoked. · ;· · · · 

Public Service Coinmission to advise Governor . ,. .· . •, 
53.-(1) T,be Governm ,may, either geneuaHy or specially 1ii{ 

whatever manner he 1lhinks ·fit, refer ,to the Comm.is,s~cm for its.'a 
any matter relating •to the appo,intment of any pernon to ·an' offic 
rthe public service, or the dismissal or disciplinary control of o, 
in the public service, or any other matter that, in his opinion, a 
the public service. • .:· 

(2) H •shall ,be the duty of the Commission ito advise the Gove 
on any question rthat he refers rto Jt under ithis sect~on, but ithe _Gove 
shall not be obliged ,to ,act :in acoordanoe wjth :i!ts advJoe. '';. 

Laws relating to Public Service Commission , . ,/i~ 
54.-(1) Subj.ect ito ithe provisions of ltlhis Order, any law ena 

under t-his Order may provide for all or any of ithe following mfltt~ts;. 
(a) the number, tenure of office and terms of service ~f ~~mb': 

:the Commission; · ''· 

::j,;p!I', 
r!judge 
(pedo 
)mt ii 

:1 (2) 
-by WJ 
.,i:. 
'.!! .{3) 
~pere 
i! 
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(b) ,the orgaui2'iaition ,of 1the work 01' .the Commission and the manner · in which ,it sha11 pertorm •its .functions ; 
{c) grounds of di:squa1ification for membershi,p of the Commission ; (d) consultation by rthe Commission w1th ipersons other than members of ;the Oommissi,on ; · 

· (e) 1the appoiilltment, rtenur.e of ,office and terms •of seirvice ,of staff 10 assist the Oommiss,ion ~n ,performing iits funchons ; :'c' (f) the delegation 1to any memb er ,of ,the Commrssiion of aH or any .' c.: ' · of the powers and duties of ,the Commission ; (g) ,the defini,tion ,and ,tr.i,al of ,offenoos oonnected wiith 1tihe fundiions of the Commi,ssion · and the imposiJtron of ,penalties fo[ suoh offences. 
(2) Any law i:n force in <the Colony immecLl,aitely before ,the appo~nted day which iprov:iides ;£or any ,of 1bhe :matters mentioned in the foregoing ,!subsection shall, in so far ias 1lt a1s no1t ~nconsisitent w1th the ,pmvi·sions \ of 1bhis section, ,be deemed for the piurposes of bhis sectiion to have ,,been enacted under •this Order. 

55. Reforences in this Part to •officers in the public servi9e do not iinolude judges of •the Supreme Court or any person a,ppoiirnted. t'o be 1empornrily a judge of ,that Comt. 

PART VI 

Judges 
XRetirement and resignation of judges 
.:,, 56.-(1) Subject ,to the p11ovIBi:ons ,of •bhis Part; a judge c)!l' <the Supreme \Oolllrt shall :hold 1office ull'1lid the ,attairus ,the ,age of six,ty-two yea,rs: ,:i< P,mviided ;that ,the Go ·vemor, ,acting in ihrs discretion, may permi,t a :\judge to oontinue in ,offioe ,beyond ,the age ,o,f six1ty-two years for a pe;r.iiod w.hioh dio.es not exceed, or for consocufive periods whioh do . noit in ,the ,aggregate exceed, rthree years . ! (2) A judge ,o,f ,the Supreme Cau.r,t may iat any time resign hi1s office by writing under his :hand addressed to the Governor. '(. {3) No ,offioe ,of judge ,of the Supreme OoUJrt Slhaill be iaibolished wh.iile ,there :is a substantive holder ,of .that ·office. ·;1 
r 

Removal of judges ,,, 

· \\ 57.-(1) A judge od' 1the Supreme Court may ibe removed foom office ·µIy for .inability to pe:rfotl.'m ;the fonotions of ,his~ office (whether airi&ing ':om infirmity ,of body or mind ,or a,ny •other oa>use) or iior mishehaviourr, :· d shall not be Temo•ved exceipt in acco:rdance with the next following 'bsection. 
· ) {2) A judge of -the Supreme Court shall be removed from office by the Gpv:ernor by Order under ithe .Pu:bl,ic Seal if ,the question of ·rnmov~ng i\n .from office has, 1at the ,requet,t of rthe Governor, made in pursuance f) ~he ,next 1f.oUowin1g 1subsectiion, been referred by Her MajeS1ty to the UfLicia:l Committee orf Her Majesty's Privy Council under seohon 4 of 

\ 
I 
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the Judicial Committee Aot, 1833(a), or any other enactment -enab 
Her 1Maje,sty 'tll that rb~half, and <the Judicial Committee :ha:s •advf 
Hfil Maj,eisty 1Uhait the j,udge ,ought 1bo he .,n:mO'V.ed ;,frO)ll office'''' 
in:abihty as afor:esaid or misbehaviour. · ·· ': · _" .· '.'" ): 

'. ' · . t, ' ··::i.).i) ;~ 

{3) I,f •the Governor considern 1Jhat the quesbion·of rnmovitig' 'al 
of t!he Sup11eme Court from office for !ina.biility ,as afor,esaid : · 
belhaviour ought ito be •investigated, -then · . · . . '· · , · ·· ·· 

(a) it.he Go;yernor shalJ iby Order under the Pl)!blic ~eaj, (1yllj 
may va:ry or irevokie rby ,another such Order) a.ppomt 1a 11:f 
which shaU ioonsist of a chairman and not less . itha,n ,two 
,nmmbers, selected by 1the Goveirnor from ,among ,persons'wh9 
or have held office ,as a judge of a :ooor,t having unliririteqt 
dict1on iin civil. and 10rimin1al matte,rs tin some part of Her 'Maj 
dominions ;or a com,t 1}mving juriscliotion !in ,appeals :fir.bll).i•a · 
court ; ,. ,! .;JJ 

(b) the tribunal shal'l enquire into the matter and reportdn ':the( 
,thereof to ,the •Governor and recommend to the Governor vlh 
he should request that •the question of r-emoving ·.the· jtidg(} 'f 
office should be refer ,red lby Her Majesty to the Judicial / · 
mittee ; and ·. · · · · -::/::1. 

(c) if the tribunal so recommends, the Go"lernor shall r~q\\e 
the question should be ref.erred accordingly. ; . ..,<;} 

(4) Subject to ;th~ 1provisipns o,f the last foregoing subs~ctiq!! 
provisions cl the Commissions of Inquiry Ordinance(b), ai;_'in:~, 
on •the appointed day, shall apply in relation to a tribunal, app,Q 
by an Order made under ,that subsection as if they iwere commissi 
appointed iby a commission issued i!lnder the Ordinance, and re~~i 
in the Ordinance to commissioners and a commission shall be cons 
accordingly . 

{5) If ,the question of removing a judge of the Supreme Co,1,1rt 
offioe has been referred to a tribunal under subsection ., (3) i',o 
section ,the Governor may suspend the judge from performin 
functions oif ·his office, and any suoh suspension mayi at apy 
be revoked ,by· Ube Governor and shall in any case cease{( 
effect- . . : ·:> 

(a) if the tribunal recommends to the Governor that he sho 
request that the question oif removing the judge fro, 
should be referred lby Her Majesty to the Judicial Com,ip.H 

(b) if the Judicial Committee advises Her Majesty itha·t; ; ' ,,, 
ought not ,to ibe removed from office. · ' i.· 

(6) The pQlWers conferred upon ·the Governor by this sect! 
be exercised 1by •him in . his discretion. · 

' 
(7) This section shall apply to any person ,appointed to .ibe •te : 

a judge of bhe '5upreme Court •as it applies to a substan,tiveAi 
the office of judge ,of the Supr,eme Court, ibut without prejudic 
provisions of section 6 of the Courts Ordinance(c), as enac 
the Courts (Amendment) Ordinance, 1954(d), or to any , oth~r}'pr 
made by any law for the •time ,being in force in the Cqlohy,J, 
,termination of the appointment of such a person at 1th~;,ef 

(a) 3 & 4 Will. 4. c. 41. (b) Revised Mauritius Ordinances, ·1945( · 
(c) Revised Mauritius Ordinances, 1945, cap. 168. (d) Ordimince ,No.' 

·-,'._•·:n 

visi 
'.poin 
'{2) 1 
··1:.• 

I 

molu1 
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dona 
t~s re 
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. particular period or when his servioes as a temporary judge of the .·~11preme Cour,t are no longer required . . -, .. 

. • ·salaries and conditions of service 
;:i:;ss.-'-(1) There sha-11 lbe ohar,ged on the revenues of the Colony :and' paid 1thereout to judges of •bhie SupDeme Cnurt, and ,to any person appointed to be ·temporarily a judge of that Cowt, such salaries as may ,b:e :prescribed by any Jaw in force in the Colony. · , (2) Tlhe salary of a judge of the Supreme Court, or of any person ;appointed to be temporarily a judge o;f tha,t Court, shall not be · educed, nor shall his ipeIJ.sion rights and other conditions of service be made less favourable to him ,crfter his apipoinbment; and, for 1Jhe pur,pose •of this siubsection, .if he elects that one of two or more laws sha'11 ,apply to him, that law shall be deemed to be more favourable than the other law or laws. 
)'· (3) Nothing in this section shall prevent the reduction, if the cost f living falls, of ,a cost -of living allowance payable to a judge of the upreme Court; or to any ·person appointed to ;be temporarily a judge of hat Court. 

PART VII 
Miscellaneous 

enalty for sitting or voting in Legislative Council when unqualified . 59.-{1) Any person who sits -or votes iu rthe Legisla,tive . Council 
1 

owing or having reasonab1e ,ground for knowing that he is not ntitled to do so shall be liable to a ,penalty not exceeding five hundred pees for each day upon which he so sits or votes. (2) iAny suoh pena'lty shall be recoveralble by civil aotion in the upr,eme Court at the ·suit ,o,f the Attorney ~GeneraL 
rovisions to give effect to Order 
60.-{l) At any time before the appointed day the Iegisla•ture tablished ,by the !Mauritius (Legislative Council) Orders in Councid, 47 1to 1958, may, by lams enacted under those Orders, make such :,()!Vision as aippears to them to be necessary or expedient for the µrpose of .bringing any Ordinanoe in force in the Colony immediately ~fore. the appointed day into accord wibh the pro.visions of this Order \'otherwise for giving .effect, or enabllilg effect ,to ibe given, to those '.l>visions ; lbut no s1Uch laiw shall come into operation !;,efore the '.pointed day. 

(2) This s-eotion shall come into operation forthwith. l 
inoluments : I 
~1.-(1) The Go ,vernor and the ,oth er officers mentioned in the ~ond Schedule to this Order shall ,receive emoluments a:t the annual t~s respectirvely specified in that Schedule ; and the sums neoessary ·\(defray the cost of those emoluments are hereby oharged on the venues of ,the Colony, and shall be paid thereout iby the Accountant-~er-al upon warrant directed to him under the hand of the Governor. (2) Nothing in this section s,hall 'Prevent the payment 10 the y,ernor or any other officer of any addi ·tiona'1 sums for which ~yision may be made from time to time. ll 
p 
ii 
'i 

\\ 

., ., ,, 
! 
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Removal of difficulties 
62.-(1) iif any difficulty arises in bringing in1o orpemtion .. ' an 

the ;provisions of this Order or in giving effect to the purposes thet 
a Secretary od' State may, by Order, make such provision as ' seem( '. 
him to be necessary or ex,pedient for the .,purpose of , removing,):it 
difficulty and may by such Order amend . or ,add to any pr; · · 
of this Order : · > ,·,;:,1,'1 

Provided that no Order shall be made under this section 1:late 
twelve months after the appointed day . 

(2) Any Order made under ,this section may be amended, , ad 
_or revoked by a .further Order, and may be given R,trospectiy6/ 
,to a date not earlier than the date o.f this Order. · · ,:·::-" 

(3) T·his section shall come into operation forthwith. i 

Power reserved to Her Majesty 
63.- (1) Her ,Majes-ty hereby reserves -to Herself, Her ;. Heirs __ 

Successors power, with -the advice of Her or Their Privy Co.~ngi: 
amend, add to or r-evoke this Order ,as to Her or T 1hem, shall seem( 

(2) Nothing in this · Order shal,l affect the power of !fer ;Jyja 
in Council to make laws from time to time for ·Vhe peace, ord:er· 
good government of the Colony. '"'·' 

FIRST SCHEDULE 
The Maurittius (Legisilative Council) Order in Council, 1947,(a). 

The MauritiUJS {Leg[sl01tive Council) (Amendment) _ Order 
1950(b) . 

The Maurittius (Legis-1aitive Oouncil) (Amendment) Order 
195l(c). 

The MauritiitlJS (Leg,is1ruti·ve Council) (Amendment) Order 
1952(11). 

The Mauritius (Legislative Council) (Amendment) 
Omncil, 1952(e). 

The MauritiiUJS -(Leg,isk11tive Council) (Amendment) Order . 
1953(() . 

The Mauritius (Legis,l,a1tive Oouncil) (Amendment) Order , 
1956(g). 

The Mauritiius (Leg.i·sl,a-tive Council) (Amendment) Order,, 
1957(h). _ 

The Mauritius (Legislative Council) {Amendment) Order in Cou~til 
The Mauritius (Electoral Provisions) Order in Council, 1958. ' · , · , . 

SECOND SCI-IEDUL~ 
Annual rate of emol~,,;~ 

Governor Rupees 55,000 salary .and ,;;, 
Rupees 20,000 duty allo,van 

Other Officer for the time being Rupees 49,500 salary and 
Administering the Government. Rupees 20,000 duty allow 

Colonial Secretary Rupees 40,000 salary. ' 
Attorney-Genera! ... Rupees 36,000 salary.' 
Financial Secretary Rupees 36,000 salary . . 
Speaker Rupees 30,600. · 

(a) Rev. XIII , p . 277; S.R. & 0. 1947 I, p. 2736. 
(c) S.I. 1951 II, p . 1416. (Ii) S.I. 1952 III, p. 3992. 
(f) S.l. 1953 II, p. 2799. (g) S.I. 1956 II, p. 3031. 
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The Mauritius (Constitution) (AmendmenO Order in Council, 1958 
· At the Court at Buckingham Palace, the 19th day of December, 1958 

Present, 

The Queen's Most Excellent Majesty in Council 
· er Majesty, in exercise of the powers enabling Her in that behalf, is leased, by and with the advice of Her Privy Council, to order, and it / hernby ordered, •as fol!lorws :-,_. ... 
; itation, and commencement 
·1.-(l) This Order may be cited as the Mauritius (Constitution) Amendment) Order in Council, 1958, and the Mauritius (Constitution) rder in Council, 1958i(a) {hereinafter referred to as "the principal rder ") and this Order may be cited together as the Mauritius Constitution) Orders in Council, 1958. 

·, (2) This Order shall come into operation forthwith and shall be blished in the Government Gazette of Mauritius. 
'denote to section 2 of principal order •2: In the margin of section 2 of the principal Order the word " Interetation " is inserted as a sidenote. 
mendment of principal Order 
3. Subsection (2) of section 16 of the principal Order is amended by bstituting for the words "February, 1952." the words "February, 52, and the 1st day of April, 1958.". 
4. Part V of the principal Order is amended-
(a) by inserting as subsection ( 4) of section 51 : -

" (4) The powers conferred upon the Governor by this section shall be exercised by him in his discretion ." ; and (b) by substituting, in subsection (1) of section 53, for the words "The Governor" the words "The Governor, acting in his discretion.". 

W. G. A1mew. 

DiTIONAL INSTRUCTIONS passed under the Sign Manual and Signet to the Governor and Commander-in-Chief of the Colony of Mauritius. 
· 

ELIZABETH R. 

DITIONAL INSTRUCTIONS to Our Governor and Commander-in-Chief ' ' in and over Our Colony of Mauritius, or other Officer for the time being Administering the Government of Our said Colony. 
ereas We are minded further to amend the Instructions under the yal Sign Manual and Signet dated the nineteenth day of December, 

(a) See Pt. II, p. 2914, of this volume . 
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b,v 

ALFRED J. E. ORIAN, 
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VOL. 3S LA RE\ "IJ!c /\GR IC<lL!c l' T S L'C IUl -:RF So. 

I - INTRODUCTION 

'l'he writ er left l\fauritius per M. \ ' . "_ Sm Jt'LES" on the bt. 
Octob et· l!l 58 ttn,1 reac hecl Diego G,t 1·c-ia 011 the morning of lhc !ll h . 'fill • 

"SJH. JULES·· left fut· Peros B,.t11l10s au,l Sa.1011.1011, ret111·11ing a r .. w c"In_,·,
lat er. 'I' he wri te 1· spent ,Lltogeth er (i cla~-~ in the is lnml whiel, he left 
ou th e 15th, arriving in 1\fauritius on th e ~3nl. 

11- DIEGO GARCIA: SITUATION, TOPOGRAPHY AND CLIMATE 

Diego Gnrcia is th e south ernmost :ltoll of the Clml-(os Grnup , 
which is situated between the para .Jle ls of 4°4 -l'S. ancl 7°,11·t;_ and thc 
m erid ittns of 70°47'E. n.1111 72 v52 'E., about mid,1·a1· hetwPcn CeYlon a ncl 
Mauritius. It is tlw m ost important is lantl of th e Ar cl1ipcl.q,ro·,. its ,li s
tance from l\1,u1ritin,; is 1,174 mil es in a nortli -easter h cli1·ection. Jt is ,t 
typicn ,l atoll mml e up of a JHLITOW rihbon of la ll(l v:u·<i1q4 in wiclth fro111 
30 yan1s to 1! mil e an<l a lmo st co mpl ete! ~- e11eircling a ntst V-shaped 
lag oon opening to the ocean towards the u orth-wcst. 'l'hrcP s mall isl,u Hls 
li e across the mouth of the lagoon, which is it self 13 mil es lon g a111l 4 to 
6 mil es broad; t heY are kuowu i)y the nam es of \Ve st (1), Mi,l«lle a111l 
East ls lan,l s (~)- • • 

Diego Garci ,t cover s ttn n.r·ert or ahout !i,000 ,tern s; tlw la111l is s 11h
ject to rtlt ern,tion s, being at times w,tshe,1 aw,t>· in 011e p:u·t and rai sed ,tt 
a not her. The whol e of the b111l co rn pos iug thP atoll is ,·1•1·y lo" ·; the 
hi ghest point bein g only 30 feet ah on• high ti,lo leHil a11d the ge ncm l 
elcn ttio11 3 to 5 feet, so tlmt t h e ii;Jancl :tppPtLrn to rise j 11,st ahoY1· the 
w,i,· es . It is s 111Tom11lcd hy r eefs - t he 011t1•r or sea wanl ,dHH'!' IJl'ing 
hi gher t lmn the i11ner or l:tgoon sh orP. S\\·amps fon1H'1l h>· l-h!' sl'a 01· 

ba.ck- w,tten; m·e fnil'l~- pxt1n1siYe i11 pl,u :es . The st t·o11g tidal ,·111T1•11(s 
ca u se co n s iderabl e beach Prosion. · 

The nature of t,he soil v,u· ies ,, great ,lP:Ll from pl,u :e to pla ce con
sist in g in so me localities of b,tre corn ! rock while in 0Lhc1·s it is m,ulc up 
of calc,treons sand and 110 cont!. Also some p,trts of th e la11tl arc ol,ler 
than othet·s: th ese ol,l er parts hrtvc n.pp,tr ently been COH' l'f'tl h_1· ypget1t
tion for (I, consicl ern ble pet ·io!l for there is n. thick pea.ty monl,1 l~·iug on 
th r. sur face . Acco.nl in g to Bo urn e, who vi site d the islnrnl ill 1RH5, "tlie 
great s trip of html whi ch constitut es Diego" was formerly ,t SPri es of 
d isconnected islets whi ch lm ve s in ce joine,l together by the lll'etm rnl at iun 
of sa nd a nrl cornl clebr is between them. De pos it s of guano occ ur !,ere (l,lld 
th ere mixed wi th sa nd a nd ma ri n e shells ot· orgm1ic nrn,tter. 

Diego G;1,rciu. w,t s discovered by the Po rtu g nese in the XVth cen
tur y. It is n,imed a ft er two famous naviga tor s of the same natio n ali ty: 

(, ) Or Bird Is lan d 01 Isle Maj az. 

(2) Or Isle Grand'B:irL,e - the largc~t of the three; it is Soo yarJs long and nearly 100 y:irds 
bro:id. 
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J)JEUO DIAZ arnl GAHCIA DE Nono,.;JIA. ,\ .-hen first cliscovered, it was a]l'ea1l~· cove, ·ecl hy a lnxnri:u1t Yegetation of coconut palms, of t a.tanm lrn. 1C11lophyll11m inopltyll11m L .), of hois blanc (Ifrr ·11a·,,,l-ia peltala Mrissn), ;11111 of g:tyuc (/nl!;ia b-ijubn •- RtzP). The \\'hol<- is!:lnd is 110,'" devoted to the cul Li Y,tt.ion of the coco11 nt, b11 t it s ct' 11 trnl ·ji:tl't " wa$ eYiden tly at one ti1ne ,t large ganle11 for taro: C,tloc\tsir, 1111liq11ornm Schot t" (3) (Plu.t,e II). 
Before the pi el'cing of th e Snez Camd, Diego Garcia was a coaling ,;tatiou for ships going to Aust,mlia from Adt•11 and back while ea rlier ,Lill it was a sn-fe sh elter for 17th ancl 18th century priYateers. It was visited in Angust Hll4 by the famous German lmttle ship "EMDEN ". As there was no wireles s in those clays, th e popnlation, ignorant of the outbrea k of "·ar, a.llow ell the ship to load its full complement of fuel ancl fresh [0011. .. 011lY to learn of hostilitie s bet ween Britain arnl Gernrnnv from !t British d~stroyer 24. hour s n.ftPr t h e En11len Jmd left. During th~ last w,u· it w:ts one of the bases held bY the R.A.F. and R.A. in the Indian (~ ean. · 

The Archipelago lies on the sout h ern limit of the North-west monsoon and winds at that se,tso n are from N.E. through N.'N. to V.'est. The S.E. tra,le wi111l prevn ,ils from April to October, hlo\\'ing \\'ith persis!1·nce from Jr111e to September. Fortunately a natnrnl \\'inclh ren,k is pro\'itle,l hy thi> almost 1111 broken zone of Sc,wvoln .fr11/1•sce11s Rranse (Bois nmnioc), Thespesin pop11l11.eu Solan,l, n.11d of '.1'011r111forti11 aryculeo, L. (VelouLiPr). C:tlms am very rn.re antl c~·clonm; do not occur. The c limate is tYpic:Llly e<)liatorirtl; the temperat.111·p nL1·ies little t.hro11ghout the Yen,1· a nd rnreh· exceetls ll2°C or falJs lwlo\\' 22°0. 'l'lw we11Lhe1· is coolest ~,-hen the S.E.- Trnde ,Vintl is at its st1·011g<'st. '.!'he tln sPnson lasLs from June Lo Sq,Le111her :t1HI the wet sea,-;011 frn111 OcLoher to J\1al'rh. The nLi11-f:1ll is high with fairly grnat \' itr iaLion s. Jn l!J:,7 it \\':ls 12H inches :wd this Ye:u· (Septemhe1· 1957 - AngnsL, 1%8) it ,lropped to H8.ii inch es. 

High rainfall a nd temperatn,·e, ahs ence of cyclones a nil :t const.mt sup pl~- of soil wa.Ler e,rn etts ily ex plain the dense veget.atio11 \\'hich is to he foull(l every\\'he,·e except where th e soil co111litio11s constitute u limiting factor. These co1Hlitions are responsible fot· th e absence of a disti11ct flowering season a111l for th e gigantic size of many 1mtiYe and cultivated 
tn•Ps (1Viehe 1!)3!J). 'l'he atoll is CO\'PJ'Ptl \\'ith ]11xui-ia11L \'egetat.ion of hright green colonr 1111tl is fring ed by 1n11·p white s1u1uy beac hes . In pla ces the tree- lin e .is 125 feet high, while clnlllps of Casnarinn eq ui se tifolia Forst ., reach 80 feet or more. 

111-THECOCONUT PLANTATIONS AND THE COCONUT INDUSTRY 

. The. main inclustry of the isla1id i~ Lhe production of copra; this 1s expo rt ecl to Mauri~ius wh ere oil is extrncted :tnd th e press-cake or poo-

. _(3 ) Taro: sougr. crrole. It is called "Via '1 in Diego. 1-lowcvc r, th e plant c;1lkd "Via" in M:ittnl1us is different and its scientific name is Typbouodorum li11dlt'J·a11u111 Schott - :1 giant arum. 
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mu : i~ rn.hmbl e ,vh en•aiiilc,1 Lo ponltry feed 1uixt11res. Some gua uo is also 

exporLt-r"I. 'l' able I snmm ar ises t he is lam1' s pnit111ction. 

T ,\TTLE J 

No. of nuts 
\V eig ht in ions of \\' eight of copra 

Year 
co llec ted 

copra expo rt ed to used for Diego ed i- Remark s 
~lauritius ble oil requir ements 

- ---

1957 •f,8 17,000 590 34 tons In addition 16,000 
nut s were us ed in 

see dling produ ction 

1958 4,514,000 55 8 36 ,. This is equivalent 
to 26.5 2 0 bottles 

of oi) 

'l'his ye,tr's guano production amounted to 1,425 tons. 111 a11<1it,io11 

800 tons ar e in stock ,tt Di,~go. 

NATURAL AND ARTIFICIAL GROVES . 

'.l'he cocount groves a.re lll'arly all unt 11rnl plaut :ttious w hich n1·e 

very old; ,ts a rc~nH yi elils arn goi11g tlowu. In pbces the pal111s n1·e i11-

tenni11glt>'1 with ti ·Bes au,1 other 1le11se 1111,l,•rgrnwth 011 wh ich grow 

ep iphytic ferns, s uch as·Asplc 11i u111 nir/11s L . (an e,1ibln specie8 corn111011ly 

ca11Pt1 "lan g 11e ile v,u:he "), wh ile 1tl; t heir hnsP a 1u1 oil t he g1·0111H1 are 

thi ck L11ft,~ of Ps-ilolw111 t·ri<J11dru111 Sw . tl111H forrniug an iuextricnbl e 

j11ngle. Owing to tl,e 1lc11se folia ge anil the n•ry low light, inl, •usil -_\' 

r es 11ltiug Llwrnfrom , tho palms :u·e so111e!,i11H•s IJP11t., wit,h Hpirnlly twisLe ,t 

tr11nk s. 

A trem e11dot1s effo rt in re pbntiug h as been 111nile in the pnst, few 

ye1trs and regular pl:wt a t,ious of the p:d Ill ore now to be fo11111.l e.g. at, 

Nonlest, E,ist P oiut and Carca~>'e . 

Iu str iking contn ts t \\'ith the compact nntlergrnwth of t he nttL11rnl 

groves, thP. vngrt:ition of :trl,ili.cial groves changes to creep ing pluuts 

associate<l with noxiou s wee<ls snch as 'l.'-ridax procumbens L. (1-:lerlie 

caille), Fi111bryst-ilis spa th acea R1tth . (Herbe malgache), Bryophyllum 

pi1111.alf1111. l{11rze (Sonc1efafe), Stac l,ytn rp heta ·i,ulica Viihl (Qu ene de mt), 

Ac hyra.11tes aspe ra L . (Herbe se rg ent ), St enolaphr 11111 dim id-ial-11111 (4) 

.Bronqn. (Chieuc1ent bonrriqu e), Bidens pilosa L . (Villebagne), Agera/11'111 

co11yzoides L. (Herbe bone), Bo er l1.a '.ir ·ia d1:ff'11sa L. (L ian e nina), Porfulaca 

ol eracea L. (P nrsl a n e, ponrpier) , Passiflora s11beroga L . (Liane po c-p oc) 

l4) 111 111:111y places thi s gwss suffers from II chlorosis "pro hJbl y due to so me m ineral defic iency . 
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itJH} the uhi 11niL0 11" !Shrnh ,lforinda ,,i!riJoli" L. (Boi s todu c). P l:,nt s 
lnaking np th e hea.c h co 1111111111ity am fn ·11111•11Uy 1mrn ,aili ;r,P1l hy Cr1ssyll111 
(ilifor111is L. (LiaB C "a n s fin ) . 

A lar ge n1111ilwr of nuts r1re lo s t l,l1rn111.:!1 gen 11i1rntio11. In t h e p:t fll,, 
planting \\"t\S 01dy can·iecl out to rpplni:1· ,It-ad Ln't !s, and s111all hol es 1q•1·e 
)111ule in " ·hicl, self-,m1Y11 seecllings n·1111J\·1·1l ll"ilh a l10L' 11·pn• plantct1 
ihPBCe the n 1111ie •· C()(:o-pioche "). 'l'his pr:icLi ce lias disnppem·L·i1 nlto
~cther 1\11(] lar ge hole s ,tn • now 1lng (H- 7' diumd e1· arnl from 4-10' tleep 
11cconling to the w ttte r t,1hle) ,tntl th e l,anl pnn 1111dcl'lyi11g the s 11d,tc 0 is 
Lhoronghly brok en. 'l'h o estahlishrnonl of set.•dli11gs is tlicn•for e not as 
klo" · afl b efore and b eiLl'r tr ees r es ult . tidcction of sePcllings, hmH •Ycr , is 

t

ot t'!Tectc ,l i11 1111rse 1·ics . Nor is nnu1111·ing o r est:t hli s l,pi] plantntiu11 s 
rncti se tl. lt rnighl, Ju, n.,IYauL:i.geous to 11sl' scHllC of the lo\\ ·er g nul pg 11a110 
o i111p1·ov e the so il i1nlcfi c ie 11t ru.·e:is. 'J'lw only .rn :t11111"i11g is :it pl:t11ti11g 
i11tt• i11 tho hol e cJ11g which is filletl wi l l, or·gauic 111:tU.tff and ash from 
11rnt co i1· and coeo 1111t lc:tYes. 

I 

·1 \\
1re rlin g is rrn important prnbl1 •111 :11111 is 110110 by 1,nnrl: g:lllgs of 

ahonrnrs s imply c11tti11g clo11·u :t1Hl b11r11i11g till> 11111lerg rn\\"(,fi f,·0111 ll"hi ch 
, omc chnrco:d is 1111ule at the sa111c> ti111P. \\'eed -killPrs a1·p nut 11se1l; 
·ho11lcl such b e c 111ploycd gre,it c:tre sho11ld IH' t'X<'l'Cise d t.o Jll"1•1·1•11t i11j11ry 
o th e ·c-oco1111t t1·ct>s. A !lame throwe1 · 111ig hL pedmps lio 11st'1l whom 

llryop!tyl/11111 (so11cll'fafp) is pl entiful. 

! HipP 1111t:; a.n i 11.llo\\"ed to fall 011 t.1,t• g rn11111l; tl 1Pst> an ' ,-.,Jl,•ct.1,tl 
1,·ep];)y :Ill(] th!' l,11s lrn 1·1•1no\"('(l. Fm·nH·rly till' l111sks i11s k11d of lu•i11g il111"11t 
jn•rc stackl.'<l ro11111l t,lll• Ln111ks of the pul111s "I' to :t lt1•1g ht, of ii--! f,id, . 
!'his pntctit ·l' f :t YOII n >d tl11i d1•Ytilop111c11 f. of t.lw .-1, i IIOCl't"Os IH•PLil' :111,l also 
pf ad\ 'l'IILiLio11s rnols nlo11g the tn111k ()'la( ,(')\ ' ). 'l'l,l' clc- li11s kc,d 1111(.s am 
ln111spo1·ted i11 1l o11l,Py -d 1·a\\ ·n ca rt s n11d (.111• 1111•,tl is d1·ied i11 l.111• 1·op1·,1-
i,ilps at E:tst Po int . Fon1wrly the kcn11 :ls 11·1·n• ltrok1•11 a111l Lhe llll'nt Llie11 
n 1re,ul 011 ,h,Ying plntfo1·111s with slicli11g c·o1T111-{:Ltc•tl iron roof s_ H1111 
~rying ha s so111Pti111Ps Lo hi' r es ortcrl t.o, hut it is alLoget,lte1· :111 u11sn(,i,;
lnctory op Pntt,io11 fot · s lwnlcl nti11 occ:111· th e ,nit co pnt 1lcll'S llUL ke!'p a.ntl 
rl'COllles rn11c icl :tllll lllOllldy. lt is n.lso 11101·e 1·1•:trl ily atial'ke,l by Lin• coprn. 
,Jee tle (Nccrnbin rufi711·s Deg.) (5) thnn kil11-rlr-iecl coprn. 

011"i11g to t h e small size of t h e 1111L:;, nhout 8,000 to 8,!i 00 nut s U:rc 
ielp1ireil for 1 to11 of co pra . 

INSECT ENEMIES OF THE COCONUT PALM 

Aliout 800 iu sec t s lmrn b ee n r econll'tl t h ronghont the worl<l on the 
oconnt pa.Im. Of these, n e11rly 25% are s p ec ifi c to th e ge nns Cocos. Only 

fbout h a lf et <loze11 lrnv e so far ga.inctl ,iccef\s to Diego. 'l'op of the li s t 
lomes th e rhi 11oceros b eet le . 

EOPTERA Family Corynct1d,1c (Clcrrd 1e) It 1--. .1 sm.111 mrt.1lhc blue- 1,1.:dll' with 
fdd1sh legs mc,1sur111g J·) m111 to 0 111111. 111 len g th . 
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The following is a lisL of coconut pests in Diego: 

'l'Am,E II 

Pests In sect Order 

I\"(). 3 

Notes 

(I) Oryc/es rl,i,waros L. Coleoptera: Scarabaeidae Commonly called the rhi
noceros beetle 

(2) Aspidiol11s du/rue/or 
Sign. 

(3) Chryso111pha/r,s firns 
A,hrn. 

Hemiptera: Coccoidea-D ias- The coconut scale 
pidae 

-do - A round fiat scale 

(4) Psrndocoaus ado11i
du111 1.. 

Herniptera: Pseudo cocc i- A white Huffy ·mealy bug 
dae 

(5) PsrudornauJ sp. - do - -do -

A spidio/11s destructor Sign. 

This is the witlesprea .cl coconutscu. le . It is a Di11spinecocei1l which 
n.lso aUuc ks a witle range of pl:tuts, inclu<ling l,he lm11:1m1, mango, papaw, 
avocatlo, hre,1tlfruit a11d B1irrinyton-ia sp. (Bonn et <1e pretre). This le11f 
}Jest is coYeretl by a Hat tll'-lic,tte waxy au<l semi-irnusp:treut ~cale. The 
mull' scales lrnve ,111 ov:d outline, Lhe fema le scales :ire cin:ul11i-. Tl,e eggs 
lrntch nn1ler the sc,de tl.ncl the larvtte Cl'awl oul slowly in soarch of ,1 

suitable place to fix tliemsehes by inserting theil' rostrrt into the leaf. The 
spre,ul takes place iu 11 nu111her of ways: h11111u11 age11ey (coco1111t leaf 
bu~kets), insects, birds a nd win<l. Chilocoru.~ m:!Jrit ·,rn F., a coccinellid 
beetle or Ja,lv bird introtlucecl earlier from Mauritius wns recovere<l but 
wus pn :'sC>11t ·in insuffi cient u11mhers to check the se:tle. Thus, 11t Nonlest 
a JJtllHher of young coconut palms were severe]~- n,ttacke<l. 'fhe young 
frolllls ~howe<l pronounce<l yellow and brown ,lying leaflets. The sc ,des 
were so numerous u.s to form :c conti1rnous light brown crust ou the un
dersurface of the eutire fronds. 'l'here are indications that a few palms 
have be en kille<l by this scale and not by the rhinoceros beetlo. 

It is suggested that new impol'tations of C. 11igrit11s be made from 
Mauritius. Auother coccinellid Cryptognatha nod-iceps Muls. present in 
Trini<ltul and Fiji could also be tried as its intro<luction into the l11tler 
islo.nds w,1s very successful 1tg.1inst Aspidiotus. 

Jt mity be mentioned that the following lutlybir<ls also prey npon 
Aspidiotus: - Scymnns oblongos ·igncitus Muls., Scymnns sp. Scymnomor-

l 
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plw s sp. , Li11doru.~ lophrrntl1ue B.lais1l. , E :wc ho111.us lo.c·ui11scu l-11.~ '\Vsc., Cliilo choru s p olilu s M ul s. As t h ese occur in 1\1,writin s, it is ,tl so s 1tggesteJ , Llrnt-on e or rn ore of t h esP ins ects he io t-r o,luc e,] into Diego for l,riaL _An : ,dter nn t iYe cont1·ol nwasure on s nrnll palms is to nse a O.~;~ rn ,1laLhio11 ,sohnion follo\\' eJ I.Jy a11 appli c,ttio n of pn-r:tthi on, lint as th ese sub sta n ces , :,rP organoplwsphorus chemi cals, they c:111 only be u sec1 ll)l(k r exper t gnidan ce . . 

Ch-ryso111phalus fi c11s Ashm. is uuotlier Di:ts pin e coccill pr ese J1t in 'Diego G:1rcia. It is a round flat sca le which ca n be con tro ll ed by cocc:in el,lide or by chemicrd treutment. 

ll'se1,dococc11.~ spp. 

These m ea ly bng s a.re common eYery" ·her e and are ten dell hy a nt s ; ;more commonly by Te clmo111yn11ex delo rqu ens ·wile. The ants int en s ify \l-he a ttack s by carrying th e young st ages from leaf to lea f nrnl palm to palm ,wd w:inling off parnsitic and p red:tceo ns in sects . To keep the ,wts off, monthly spn ty iugs with 0.5% chlord,we might be rnu,J e, when no 'other t1·eatrnent of the palms is u ecess ury . 
I 

1lwri11n 

In a unmb er o f cases the pa lm s sho\\' c1l sig 1rn of :ittack nppnnmtl y l,y u, lllite; but iu spit e of repeat ed sea rch,· s, Lhn mite llooil'i/11 i11rlicn Hirst \Ya,; not e 11eo 11utel'e d clurin g th e ,t n t hor', ; i11spe cti crns of till ' groves. \!'hi s <locs not rnlc ont its pr ese uc e in t he islnml :in<l iu, ·est ig:LLio11s n.t µLiter perio11H of the year wonld be 1Jecess:1 1·y to ti11tl ont \\'hellie1 · it is 111·e~e11 t 01· not. 

' DISEASES OF THE COCONUT PALM 

'l1 he author veutnres to 111:1,ke the follcn, ·i11g remarks on rn 111e1lis<'lties of t,he C0C0JJ11t p:1!111 whi c h h e ohsenerl <lnring hi s vi sit: JJ11r/ -rol, pl1·111 ml ancl S lc111. 7iiN•rli11g rli8case , Yello11:i11y, l, coj spo l, Q11irk irtpcriug Lilli P re11uit nre 11.ufjnll. 
i 
f B url-rnt - This clisease fortnnatply is not Yery commo11. A few ~l~Ps wer e see n ,it J~ast Point, it t- Cimetii,re "Z enf:tn ", anll at Noroit. 
I lie attacketl trees whi ch are g rowing on un sui table so il, seem a lso to \aye been adversely affected by strong wi)l(ls. The only control m easur e 'rlv ocatc d if the disease develops in epidemic p ropo rtion i s burning down f nfiectecl trees. 

\ Ste m -rot and Stem bleed-ing - 'rhi s occnrs t hroughout the isl:wd. 1lie symptoms 11re fairly easy to det ec t und are chnrnctei-ized by th e for-1ation of drops of brown ooze from the bnrk ,rhieh is cmcked in a uumer of pla ces, and of reddish-brown 01· tlark stre!tks along th e s t em. The itt hog en is a fungus Cer alo st omell a parado,ra (de Seyn es) Dade. In t an ced cases of the disense, l11rge cu riti es appear insid e the ste m. 
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(Pln.t e JV, tnrnk rrboYe ahno rrnn J ruoLs). More than ft sco re of heflvily 

.iJfected Lrce~ werc- cot111ted in dif·h·n •11t phtces. AILhongh Lhe vigour of 

the pulrn s is ohYious]Y irnpain·d ,1s a re s ult of thi s disease, crops of nuts 

were preseul i11 nJJ ca ses c-11co1111l,•n•,l. 

The ,liseas es known as " knife- cut·• and "liUlc- Jerrf " were not 

seeil a,Jthough in one case l:i1·ge gaslws were fo11nl1 on n palm, hut, it was 

difficult Lo ,lecitle whether the l'fTec b were tlne to human a,gency or to 

natural causes. 

Yello1ci1"! - Pronounc<'<l lPnf ~-ellowing is common :it a, m1mb er 

of pla,ces. Somet,imes it is restricLPd lo occasio1ml trees, at oth er times :t 

fairly laq.( e arP:t is a ffected, a.s for Pxarnple at Carcasse, Verger, Canoterie, 

Anx puits. As pointe,l ont a.Ji-eacly the lllite Rao-i ella \Yas 11ot, encou11ten '1l 

in the island ; t.he Yellowing mi/-(ht hl' of 1mthological 11atur e or be d11P 

to some u11faYournhlP so il cornlition. A so il survey or possibly :t study of 

soil profiles 011ly might thro"· light on Lhe problem. 

Lcof SJJOI caused hy Pes/11/0 2.,·ia pal11wr11m Cke. is of extremely 

fr equent oc:cu1-re11cc resulting sorn eti111es i11 ,i se Yern bli ght 011 yo1111g 

see dlings. 

'l'aJJl'ri11y s/1'111 w-ilt or p1·11til pu-i11/. d ·isea sc - - Jn so nH~ ,tre:ts tl1P 

pa,lms a.i-e n.pparent,ly offecte<l hY :1 disease which i1n·ohes r:,pid shrinkage 

in ilia.meter, hu1-re 1111Pss and y ello\\'i11g or tl1l' tips. J 11 ,uhanced eases tl1e 

decrease in ll'ar are:t :tll(l in ste111 di:u11ekr is such Llmt the crow 11 fails 

to vrotluc e lean• ,; :wd tlieR (Plate YJ. 

P ·rc'lll11/11re 1111/f11ll - 'L'lt<· f.1II of in1111,tt11re nuts (hul,t,cm nuts) 

wit,hin 2 111ontl1s of t,l1e c111c•rge11t't' 111' LIH• ~p,ulix is tt 11or111,tl plH,11on1e11011. 

At a, laLer ~Lage \\'hen Lhc enclosp,·1·111 of the fruit, is ju st IH.•i11g fon11,•d 

nutfa,ll must lw at,l,1·ihute<l to in~l'cL nttack 01· to so 111n ol-h,~r :uln·r s,· 

factor. lt is kno\\'ll tlml , :tttacks of tht> bug A ·111bly71el/11 rncopl1a_qa China 

i11 some co1111t1·ies (e.g. British 8010111011 lsbn cls ProtPcLomle) Jpa,tls Lo 

prenrnture fruit, fall, hut as 11eitlH'r this ins ect nor any allietl fonn was 

en cou nLer e,l , the ca use of the trouble must be lookecl for elsewhere. Jn 

any cn,se largP losses of pote11 ti:ll erop '.result a11cl the problem de sen-es 

c loser :tttPnLi cm as i11 some are,t s a consider:tble 1rnmb er of trees itre non

bettring. 

Lightning i11jm·y 

A numh er of trees ·wern Connel with the dead leaves still attached 

to the crown; as their clea th could not be attributed to comi11only occur

ring canses, it is possible tlmt they had been struck by lightning. These 

trees cleca~- rnv iclly and sene a,s breeding ground for the r hinoc eros 

beetl e. 
The Rat Problem 

The rat problem at Diego is comparnble in muguitu<le to the 
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' nlYttges oft-he rJ1inoce1·0:-; lw<'l lt~ .. -\cf"nrdinu: 111 oli~l'1·~ · ;1li1111~ ,111d caic 111n
(,io11s ru1 i11c-rp:1se of more Lh:1.11 :\ of the 11t1t~ eolle(·t -t'd rolllcl be olita.i11ml 
,rnre it not for clest nielion i)y l':lt s . 

An :ihslrnd from C.li,u·le,- H1•1,!nn111l's hook 011 I IH' ,-n,·011nL (fi) con
C'l't'lling d:tnl'll,!t' to coconuts by ,·al s is worth •1t1n(.i11f! a s it ex plain s tl,c 
11nture oft lie' injur~ · enllsecl i)y lliis pe,;L :-

,,: II y a 2,~o ans q ue Pyranl ecrivait: ,, Les rats ne s'attaquent 
qu'a ceux qui sont encore verts (les fruits), ii causeque Jes sees 
soot trop l!urs i1 ronger, point que ces animaux d{:sirent prin
cipalement d'en boire l'eau et ont cette indu,trie de faire un 
trou par dessus, <le peur que l'eau ne sc repande, et font ce 
trou de leur mem e g ro s seur, afin qu ' il s puissent entrer dedans 
pour boire et manger; et quand ce fruit n 'a plus de substance 
deLlans, ii s·empire et tombe de telle sorte qu'aux iles non 
peuplees la terre en es t couverte ..... . 
Ces petits quadrup e des n'ont pas change de mreurs, depuis 
l'epoque ou Pyrard a signale leurs devastations. Ils pullulent · 
encore dans toutes Jes iles c,u sont repandus Jes cocot iers ... Le 
plus souvent, les rats entament le coco tout autnur du point ou. 
ii adhere it son calice persistant, en cet endroit le fruit est 
tre s tendre: aussi unt-ils bientot aueint la noix, qui n 'a pas 
encore atteint la durete qu'elle doit offrir plus tard et fait leu, ·s 
delices de la creme et de l'eau qu'ell e contient. Chose assez 
sing-uliere, Jes rats s "attaquent indifferemment aux cocos enco, -e 
tres jeunes, ou i1 ce ux qui ont dej,1 acquis toute lcur grosseur ·: 
il,s _ creu~ent meme ce ux qui ne sont pa s plus gros qu'un wuf 
d o,e ...... 
D,1ns quelques-un es ues iles ue lamer de l'lnde. qui sont so us 
la dependance de ;\1aurice on a introduitdes chats, esperant ainsi 
detruire ou du moins diminuer le nombre des rats: mais on 
n 'a pas tard e i1 s'apercevoir que Jes chats dcvoraient exclu
s ivement les jeunes oiseaux de merqui le ur offraient une pftture 
plus delicate et infiniment plus facil e ,, se procurer. On il 
souvent recours, dans C6!~ memes 1les, :, un moycn analogue a 
celui employe clans certaines parties de la France .pour la des
trurtion des taupes. On a des che1·che11rs de rats: ce so nt 
des noirs qui, en outre de la paye mensuelle, re,;oivent la 
gratification d·un verre de rhum par douzaine de queues de 
rats ·qu'ils rapportent a l'etablissement; mais ce moyen est 
encore i nsutfisa n t >,... · 

Besides cats, !logs were introclnc ecl in Diego Lo ilestroy the r[lts; 
~he att e mpt ,nts uot a, success, its the clogs were J1ot of the righ~ tvpe 
ancl they are now but- clege11ern .te mongrels which co11st.itute :t nuisance 
a.ncl should, in th eir turu, be extenuinateil. lnLrntlndio11 of the mongoo se 

~~o irc N:iturcllc , hygi€niql1C et Cconomiq11c du cocoticr. 1•:iri$ 1806. rP• :?2-:!J. 
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must be ruled out fo1· oh,·ious reasons. Trnpping is not Yery efficient as 
011Jy abont 600 ra,ts were clest,ro~·ed lJy that me,u1s from September 1957 
to August 1058 . Reference is ht•re .made to 1L11 :trticle (7) by J. R . \Villit1.ms, 
former Entomologist, of t.he Depm:tnw11L of Agricnltnre on r,Lt control 
and it is recommen<lc<l that Lhose iutncstet1 in the problem in Diego 
should read the article. 

Poison should be use<l with ~re,tt caut ion, because after eating 
certain toxic substa nces , rats nrn for water all(l in Diego <lrinking water 
is in many cases obta.ine<l from wells. Snbstu -nces containing warfarin, 
which give good results wh en properly n sed, shoul<l in the -a uthor' s 
opinion be the type of poison to try. 

Met,1.l shiel ,ls or strips of tin, somet hin g like :in open small 
umbrella might, be 1mileil ronn<l the p,tlms in such a fashion that the 
lower rim sta.nds out from the tn1uk, thus preventing asce nt. This, how
ever, is a cost ly job for in sa-lin e ,1.ir metal corrosion is rapid an<l owing 
to increase in girth of the tre es t h e shields hnrst. 

BIOLOGICAL ASSOCIATIONS 

A woril might lwr e be introducc,l a hout the origin of the coconut 
palm. Botanists ge11emlly accept 0. F. Cook's views tthout thn Americau 
origin of the coconnt palm (l!JOI), but this seems inadmissible for the 
crab Birg11s latrrJ Hhst. <loes not occur in Ame1·ican co,tsts a.nd it is im
probable tlrn1, snch ttn orgttnism coulll h,tvc been evolve<l ind epe nde11tly 
of the cocon n t. 

At the time of my visit Lhis cmh (commonly cn.lle<l the Rohher 
Crab or the" Cipnye ") seP111e1l n?1·!· ~cn1'Ce. Acconling to the Mallager it 
does not at the moment c,tuse i1npo1·L,tnt losses. 

On the other lmn<l, tl,e htrge rc1l crnb, C11-rdiso111-n can1ijl' c1: Hbst. 
(commonly ca lle<l "troulonro11 ") c,u1ses severn <leprntl,itio11s in ,·eget:ihle 
ganleus; further thf,y se1·ionsl~· damage the only road which crosses the 
island. They could be controlled by pesticide tre,Ltment. 

IV - THE RHINOCEROS BEETLE 

Before discussing methods Io1· the coutrnl of Oryctes r hi11oceros L., 
it is necesbary to review bri efly its life c}·cle and its effects upon the 
growth of the coconut p,tlrn. lt is 1tn Asiatic beetle which probably gained 
access to Di eg o Ga1·ci1t during World Vl,u· I, " being already firmly esta
blished in 1939 in some localities " (Wiehe.) . It now menaces the entire 
production of copra and conseqnen tly of poonuc. 

Notes on the life-cycle 

'l'he length of the life cyc le of the insect from egg to adult has 

(7) Ficli.1 rats on sugar cst.itcs and methods for lhcir control. Rt"iJ. Agrfr. Maur. 32: 2: 1953 
pp. 56-60. 
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heen Yariou,,]~- assesseiL Gho s h (]!lll) regrtnled i t a s being 33(; tlays . Corhett (l!IHil found the minimum Lime uniler htbornt.oi-y eon<litiou s to he jnst u11,ler four month s ancl t-hc 1mtx i,1n11m ju s L o,·er!)½ month s, wl.,ile btlwr writer :; haYe found iL to hf' 2. n•,u·s. Oh ,·iou sh it ,·,iries with tem\wrntnre ,111,l l111mitlit:L Th e ,ul11lts· occur t hrongh~ut the yem ·, but are jnore abun,l,mt from January to l\Iay. They lie in co11ce:1,lrne11t <luring ~n,y-time nJH1 bi,gin theii- flight at <lusk, when they att,tck the coconut palm anrl hnrrow into its he,trt . Som e time s th ey simp ly bite through the folcled leaf so tlrnt when it n n fulrls htt e r, th e lettflets are found ped'orat etl pr cnt symm etrically off. At uLher tim es they bit e right through to the i rnwiug point alld the tr ee is cloomed. 

The udnlt has bee n fountl to live for just under 3½ months under laboratory conditions. The female starts laying abont on e mouth a ft er !nwrge11ce Ulll] the total n urn her of eggs varie s be tw een 2.7 n,nd 60. Th ey \re placetl singly, or :t few at a time, in <lec1tying pnlm s t em s or hnmu sladen rubbish heaps. The eggs rLverage 3.5 mm by 2 mm (Phtte I); they \.1,e c reann whit e in colour n,nd incr ease considemblv in s ize before ~atching; ·th, ,y are often sn1-ro111Hle<l with lmnlen etl em.-Lh. 

Jn Dii>go, nniler fairly humid conditions they l,atch iu ttbont 8 n,ys. ThP 11t•wl~·-lmtchecl Jan-a or grub mcasnres 5-fi mm in length (Plate b. As rna11Y as 40 to 100 larn1e haYe be en co1111tC'1l in ,t few foet of cocolnt stelll. b!':ul trees are soon conYerteil into :t ,l,1111p hniw11 pow1h•1·~hass, a111l it has hee n calcnlat e,l tlmt over a tl,ou s,Llld beet les can lw te ,l ft-0111 a rotten coconnt trr e hdore it is qnite iles t royPcl. 
j The grub !it's on its si,le; it is fleshy ,t1Hl trnnsh1cent a11,l h:t s thn•c ,l:,gcg of tlcY!'iop111ent ; wl,pn full grown it 111!':tsun·s 70 rnni x 25 n,111. lt 1a,; n, largr h1·ow11 head " ·ith powPrfnl hlaek 111:11Hlihh•s. The bod_Y is \-i\'PrPtl wit!, 1111111erons re,ltlish h1·is tlcs anc1 reddish brown spir,u:l cs pcur along it;; isitles; thi, a11al segnH•11t is ve1:y swollt'n. L,u·v ,tl lif e tLH'r,ges four months. Tl,r. grnh finall~- enters th e pupal sLage whi ch is of liort ,l11ral,io11, so thn ,t pup:w are comparatin·ly rar P to fhHl. The p111m \ at first ,,•hite hut later tnrns hrow11. 'r lw size Ya1·ics, but is genemlly ,bont 48 mm by 2.0 nun. Th e sex is inclic:\t ed by Ll,c• size of the horn 011 1e h ea d which as in the aclult is promin ent in th e 1nale. The adult beetle Ycry hn.nl a111l chitinoni;: almost shining blnck aboYe :11111 rm1tlish brown elow 1t)l(1 mpasnring from 50 to (iG mm by 20 to 35 111111. When it !nerge s from th e pnpo,, it is yellowish to brown iu colonr; th e thornx is btched and $COopecl out in front toward th e h ea d . The elytra a re smooth ith lougitudino,l groo,·es and fin e pun ct ur es. Th e legs a r e s tout, spiny d o,dapted for digging. 

-ampaig11 of cr(ldication 

, Prior to 1951, the Entomology Division of th e D epar _tment of riculture supplied Diego Ltd. with severnl colonies of Scolia oryctoutya Coq. for r eleo,se in the o,toll, apparently without r es ult. Jn 
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November of the s,tme ycnr, N. L. H. Emns s, who wn s collecLing Scolia 

rufic01 -11is F . in Za1Jzibnr for ile ;;patch to Ameri ca n pos sessions in the 

Pacifi c, kindly sent t,Yo consignrnpn t s of the wa sp (Plat<' J) to Mauritiu s 

for forwarding to Diego Garcia. 'l'hP following table sulllmariz es the 

position in Dec ember, l!/ 5 1. 

T.,n1.i,: III - Shipnwnt of S. n,jiror11i s F. from Zanzibar to Diego Garcia 

No. received in 
Date sent 

Date sent No . sent Dat e of \buritius No . . sent from 
Shipment from from a.rriva l in 

from 
Mauritiu s 

No. Zanzibar Zanzi bar i\bu ritin s 
Mauritiu s 

to lJie.:,o 
Alive Dead to Di eg o 

I 19.11.51 60 <jl y 22.l I.SI 55 Y 'i' 5 <jl Q 7.1.5 I 36 'i' ~ 
10 d d 8d c'. 2r.: d 

2 29.11.51 64 <jl Q 3.12.51 56 9 -~ 8 \' 9 7.12.51 SH 9 6 'i d 
6 dd 6 d d -

'fhe total shippe1l to Diego ,nu, thns 89 '1 ? ancl u0d . '.l'he wa sps 

became establishetl all(l were 1·pcon•recl in l!J5u. The "Titl't ' this .ye:tr 

collected a.hunt u hnnclred wasp~ at Ea~t Point and J>,1illP 8Pc. In ;piL<~ 

of thes e rncovp1·ics, it is evident. tlint the con!,rol of Oryde.~ rhi11ru:ero.~ (L) 

through scolicl wasps lrns 110t y<'t prnn·<l it,; effectin•11ps,; and Lliat infe,;

tation rnmains chnmic thrn11glw11t LIH• i~l,rncl. ]'l,p Mn11ag<•r of' the isla111l 

seeing tlmt th e percentag e pnn1t .is111 is negligibl e st111-Lcd,. C>Llll]l>Ligu of 

co.llection au,l <lestrnction of t,he c·ggs, lai-nte :wcl ,ul11]t, liet>tles (8). '!'ho 

total c,ttch 1l111·ing the pa RL ~-en1· (S, ·plt>11Jbcr 1!)57 to A11g11st l!J!,fl) hat; 

been 6!Jl,li57. D11ring m~· short staY i11 Di ego U,m :i,t the c-atch co11sistP,l 

of 40 eggs, 854 l,u·va.p, 84 p1q»w a11,l :,l n1l11ILs (;\7 :j O a11cl ~4 <; ?) . Not 

on e of the se Janae was pn.rasitizPd . 

SnggestionN for dcal-i11r; with th e berffr 

The problem of rhinoc eros bcct,J p control is JJO\\ ' complicitt ed by 

the fact that nnt, produ ction is falling, this being due to the ol<l ttge. of 

the trees. Although un int ensiYe progrnmme of replautiug has been sta1·t-

(8) The usual method of destruction of the aduh is to emplo y labour ers (especi ally women) 

provided with a long flexible iron wire termkatcd hy a barb with whic.h to spe;ir th e beetle in its 

burrow at the base of the leaf stalk s . (Incidentally this method is also employed in India where a 

« beetle rod», i.e. an iron rod 2 1/2 feet x 3/8" With :i. hook at one end and another cud benl to 

form a ring for a handle, is used. - Ref. Clerian, M. C. & An :1tanarrayanan, K. P., Indian J. Agric. 

Sci. i939 . 9 : 571-599). Attacks can easily he seen lm: ause of the pre ence of • dead hearts» or 

central fronds killed by the beetle. 
Countings of all ~t;1ges of the beetle arc then m ade and payment !s 3 egg s, larvae or .i~ults for 

one cent. Another method is to attract the .idult s by small fires at 111g ht anJ beat them into the 

fire while larvae are de s.troycd in trap log s . The .iuthor find s the economic value of the methods 

of collection uncertain. 
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ed. ont of 16,000 see dling s pl:1-11ted l:tst yenr, a.lrcaily a thinl hn,ve clied 
thnrngl1 :tUtwks of the b~c t,I<, which is now, ltlHl lrns heen fo, · the past 
few ~-,.,,u.-s, a pest of consHlcrnhlc· importance i.11 t.he island. The writer 
thl'J ·efol'e fre .l,; tl mt u n ew :1p1n·o,1c lt 1,o its control should he mailc :-

10. The nse of in scct ic irles shonld be introduced Lo en s11re the 
prot ec tion of p:illll,; in their lirst ye a rs of lifo. 

~o. lmprnYed metlwtles of de s truction of the lnnu e shoulLl he en 
forc eil together with in sect icidal t 1·e,ttml'nt of com post pits 
ant1 re fus e henp s . 

3o . New p,1rnsit es ,-;l1ould be se nt to Diego Gar cia, for biological 
co JJtrol lm s on e gre at ailnwtage: it s effed-s are usually per
mrtn ent :,u<l once achieved it re11uires uo furth er tttteution. 

I 11.~cclicid11l coulrol 

Tr cal111i:nt of crown of ?f0//11_/J palm .. ~ : B. A. O'Con!lor a fter see ing 
a rqio1 ·t of the fodir1n Central Coconnt CommitteP (!l) and ex pel'im euting 
with B HC - sawdust mixture ~ in Fiji recomn1t ' 1Hls th e followiug :
" Placing a mixture of 01n' p:u·t by volume of n Bl'l C fonn11l ntion in nin e 
p,trt s o_f rlalll]> sr1w dn st in the axil s of the youngest fom · or JiYe frnnds 
·or en·r~· palm (10) . '.rh e two formulations whi c h haYC bPt'n commonl~
nsetl :trl' the clispt,r s ihle powrlPr >' co JJtrtining G.!i% and 10% ganuna isOllll'l' 
respPcti,·pl~- ". A weLtahlP 1Hrn·clcr containing H2% rli,tzinon mixetl with 
sa w1lus t is lll0l'C e ffect ivo hut unl'ortuJJat ,ely nw1·c cxpensiYe (11) . J :1m 
rtlso info1·111ctl tli:tl ·, 2% rliel<li-in gran ul es applie1l n,rn11111l the ba :;e of LIH! 
grnwing tip s of young coconut palm s see ms lik ely to pr eve n t tl,rnrn g('. 

Tr ent 111n1l of co1111w-~I !teopg, '111.11-g, elc - l ntensive breP1li11g ha Ying 
h!.'Pll ohsl'ncd in dun g heap >', iL is impemtiv e to tn,,tt t,hese with Agro
cide 21;, :1, ne w g:u mn cxa 11e formnlati ou n ow ju st :1,n1,ihhle 011 th e local 

111a1·ke t. 

Treol111cnl of beetle hol es - As alrea<ly · sta tC'tl ttd11lt bee tl es are 
n snally spear ed or lmrpoon ed in si de thei1· h oles at th e ha :;e of the lea f 

, st-nlk s. 1t is esscnLi:t! th a t th P hol es in tlw palms be plugged with the 
mixtu re 1·econ1me1u]ed aboYP for cr o\\ ·11 tre,1tme11t ,ts other beet les h i1Ye 
been obsen·ed to enter old holes on a numb er of occa s ion s. It might also 
be u sef ul to ,-1,dd ,1 compatible f1111gicitle to the mixture for in a numlrnr 

of case!' ,1 rot follows attacks of the be et le. 

The use of trap logs. 
After lmviug seen th e labourers sea rch for grubs in trap logs, the 

(9) 7th Annual Report (April 195 1 -Morch 1952) p. 2). 

(1 0) Ag ric. j. Fiji Dec. 195,i, n no . J & 4 , P· 87. 

(11) 1
, 

11 
19~7, 28 110 . I & 2 1 pp. 15-18. 
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author is of opiuiou that tl11.• procedure i,; fraught with the gretttest 

Ja,nger. hrnteail of beiug tnq>,;, c1cad coeonnt trunks simply consti

tute infe stn.ticm foci in the plantntions. Scn 1pnlous smiitation of the 

plantations slionlc1 tl,erefore he imn1t•clint ely resortecl to a.ud c1ead coco

nut t-nrnks s houlcl be n•moYecl ,rnd bnrurcl at Uw ea.rliest possible oppor

tun ity. Indeed not eYeu a s ingle, husk shouhl he left in the gron•s. Uuless 

t hi s be done ancl nnless the recomme1ulations made above be given effect 

to, the clrnnces of eradication of Orycfes rh-i11oceros L. wonlil be remote. 

Biolog-ical control 

Predatory beetles of the families Histericlo.e Hololepla (Leionata.) 

and Elateridae (Photoplto1"11sjo11so11i and Pyropltorus spp. ) conlrl per https 

be obtained from New Zealand :t1Hl Triniclacl for intl'Oclnctiou into Diego. 

The ln.rge carabid Jlfewden1111 . -~pi·mfer Brou n a nd the huge ReduYiid 

bug Platymeris rhada11rn11tl111s Gerst, which are respectiYely reported to 

attack the grub a.nd a<l11lt hl'etle of Orycte.~, could possibly help in the 

control of the rhinoceros he etle. 

V - OTHER PROBLEMS 

Tlte vegetable garden - The island suffers from a great shortage 

of Yegeta.bles. Maize a,ll(1 sweet potato 1u·e grown on a small sca le, hut the 

former is pn.rasitizeu by 8/r-iya asia.t-icrt 0. Rnntze. ancl h~· a n1st. 'l'he 

Yariety of sweet potato is not very pa,latahle. The sphingid moth Herse 

co1C1;olvuli L ., although pn•sent, is a minor pest of the plant. 

Fnrit trees - These am extn•mPly scn1·ce in Di<>go. At East Po iut, 

howeYer, mango, jo.malac, brP:ul fruit, hog plum, j1wkfrnit, bilirnbi, 

pap:tw, see .Ill to tl,riYe well. Citncs plants 11ppa1·Pntly sufTer from cldi

cie11cY di~eases. A fow sca le illsects were also fou11cl. The i11secLs co uld 

be co;itrolled with in secticides. 

Pesticicles are not rnsed against Yegptal,le a11cl fruit pests. 111 view 

of this , it is suggest ed that, OJJP of the employe es of the Comp:wy shonlcl 

., follow certain selected lectures in Pat holog~· and E:ntomology at the 

· College of Agricultm·e . Perh,tps <>mplo~·ees taki1ig their leave could be 

g iv en an extra G months for such training. 

Improvement of soil - Consiclernhle beneJit shoulcl be derived 

fr_qm a visit to the ishwcl by a cpmlified soil chemist. 

Flies and llfosquitoes - Owing to the liigh temperature and 

humidity, flies ancl mosquitoes breed in enormous numbers. 'l'he effect 

of cou ntl ess bites from mosquitoes must be YN'Y Jepressing. It was noted 

that in addition to wells, coconuts paten by nits and invari ably contain

ing rain water, bred legion!" of htrvae. To check mosquitoes, disused wells 

should be spntyed with D._ D. T. at regular intervals. Where practicable, 

fallen nuts should be burnt . Reduction of the fly populatiqn by the use 

of malathion could also be tried . . 

14Q 
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VI - SUMMARY 

Nnt pr0<luction in the atoll of Diego Garcia is falling. This is 
c,111sed by a nnmlwr of facLors: tlie grnYes an• olcl ancl neecl replant ing; 
r.1L,; also clPsl 1·0\· about a r1uarLer of the· crnp ; lrnt the greritest damage is 
,·,111,;c->,l h:, the rliinocerus beetle, Oruclrs rhinoceros L., which kills about 
J ,'ii of the seecllings being rPplantecl. lm ,ect icichl treatment is recom-
1111•111lec1 to pren~nL cl:u11,1,ge to the YOllll[.! palms; improve,1 sm1itation of 
t'.«• grnves would probably rncluce lnrrnl popullltion to it very low level. 
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LES PLÉBISCITES ORGANISÉS PAR LES NATIONS UNIES 

MARCEL MERLE 

Le droit des peuples à disposer d'eux-mêmes a été inscrit, en 1945, parmi 
les buts fondamentaux que l'Organisation des Nations Unies se proposait 
d'atteindre. On ne saurait pourtant affirmer que le comportement des Etats 
membres se soit toujours inspiré de cet idéal. Alors que le règlement des 
litiges territoriaux consécutifs aux traités de paix de 1919 avait donné lieu à 
de nombreux plébiscites souvent placés sous les auspices de la Société des 
Nations (1), les changements de frontières intervenus depuis 1945 n'ont été, 
en règle générale, ni précédés ni suivis par la consultation des populations 
intéressées. Certes, la pratique du plébiscite ou du referendum (2) n'a pas 
été complètement abandonnée. La France a organisé, en 1947, un plébiscite 
dans les communes de Tende et de La Brigue cédées par l'Italie en vertu du 
traité de paix de 1947; elle a accepté un referendum pour trancher le sort 
de la Sarre, en 1955. A ces exemples, on peut ajouter celui du referendum 
constituant du 28 septembre 1958 qui a permis aux territoires d'outre-mer 
rattachés à la France, d'opter individuellement entre l'appartenance à la 
Communauté et l'indépendance. Mais ce ne sont là que des exemples isolés 
par rapport aux nombreuses circonstances dans lesquelles le sort de popula
tions a été décidé impérativement par des tiers ou par des gouvernements non 
régulièrement mandatés à cet effet. 

En face de ce déclin du droit des peuples à disposer d'eux-mêmes dans 
la pratique des Etats, il est à première vue remarquable de constater que 
l'Organisation des Nations Unies a eu plusieurs fois recours à la solution 
du plébiscite pour fixer le sort de certains territoires. Quatre plébiscites ont 
été organisés par les Nations Unies. Le premier a eu lieu au Togo sous 
administration britannique le 7 novembre 1959; le second dans la partie sep
tentrionale du Cameroun sous administration britannique le 7 novembre 1959; 

(*) Marcel MERLE, Professeur à la Faculté de Droit et des Sciences économiques, 
Directeur de l'Institut d'études politiques de l'Université de Bordeaux - Auteur de 
<< Le Procès de Nuremberg et le châtiment des criminels de guerre » (1949), « La vie 
internationale de la France » dans « Le Droit Français », sous la direction de René David 
et d'articles publiés dans différentes revues (Revue du droit public, Revue française de 
Science politique, Annuaire français de Droit international, etc.). 

(1) Cf. « Plébiscites exécutés depuis 1920 sous le contrôle d'organisations internationales». 
Mémorandum préparé par le Secrétariat des Nations Unies, Doc. A/C/4/351 du 20 février 
1957. 

(2) Les deux termes ont une signification très différente en droit constitutionnel, mais 
on peut les considérer comme synonymes en droit international. 
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le troisième dans les deux parties du Cameroun sous administration britan
nique les 11-12 :février 1961; enfin, un plébiscite a été organisé le 9 mai 1961 
dans le Samoa occidental placé sous l'administration de la Nouvelle-Zélande. 
A ces quatre exemples, il convient de rattacher, pour des raisons qui seront 
exposées plus loin, le contrôle exercé par les Nations Unies sur les élections 
législatives qui ont eu lieu le 27 avril 1958 au Togo sous administration fran
çaise, ainsi que le contrôle des élections générales et du re:ferendum qui ont 
eu lieu en septembre 1961 au Ruanda-Urundi sous administration belge. 

Dans ces différentes circonstances, l'intervention des Nations Unies a 
permis d'obtenir une consultation dont les résultats, sau:f dans un cas, n'ont 
pu être contestés; les vœux exprimés par les populations intéressées ont servi 
de base à l'Assemblée générale de l'O.N.U. pour déterminer le statut juridique 
ou territorial de ces collectivités; quant au seul cas dans lequel la solution 
adoptée à la suite de la consultation populaire a été contestée, le grief essen
tiel est tiré du comportement de la puissance administrante avant le plébiscite, 
des conditions mêmes dans lesquelles elle a appliqué les principes posés par 
l'Assemblée générale et, au fond, du degré d'aptitude de la population à se 
prononcer en connaissance de cause. 

Le succès obtenu dans les autres expériences, en dépit de la complexité 
des intérêts en présence et des contestations qui les ont généralement précé
dées, mérite de retenir l'attention. Il faut cependant relever que si l'O.N.U. 
a pu faire appliquer et respecter le droit des peuples à disposer d'eux-mêmes, 
c'est parce que son action s'est déroulée dans un contexte particulièrement 
favorable : les territoires intéressés étaient placés sous le régime de tutelle, 
c'est-à-dire que leur sort dépendait étroitement des décisions prises par 
l'Assemblée générale des Nations Unies. Il était donc facile à cette dernière de 
décider le recours au plébiscite et de fixer, souverainement, l'objet et les 
modalités de la consultation ainsi que d'interpréter les résultats du vote. 
D'autre part, la présence, sur le territoire où le plébiscite devait avoir lieu, 
d'autorités locales dépendant, plus ou moins directement, de la puissance 
administrante était de nature à favoriser considérablement la tâche des 
Nations Unies qui allaient pouvoir limiter leur intervention sur le terrain 
à des opérations de consultation et de contrôle. Le succès de toute la procé
dure semble donc étroitement conditionné par l'existence du régime de tutelle 
qui, pour être l'enjeu de ces différents plébiscites, n'en a pas moins fourni 
à l'organisation internationale le fondement juridique et les moyens matériels 
de son intervention. C'est ce que montre l'examen des phases successives de 
l'action des Nations Unies dans le déclenchement, le déroulement et l'inter
prétation du plébiscite. 
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I 

LE DÉCLENCHEMENT DU PLÉBISCITE 

Le chapitre XII de la Charte des Nations Unies ne contient aucune dispo
sition particulière concernant la levée de la tutelle. Ce problème délicat peut 
cependant être résolu par référence à deux dispositions générales. L'article 
76 précise que les fins du régime de tutelle sont les suivantes: 

b) ... « favoriser également leur évolution (des territoires) progressive Yers la 
capacité à s'administrer eux-mêmes ou l'indépendance compte tenu des conditions 
particulières à chaque territoire et à ses populations, des aspirations librement expri
mées des populations intéressées et des dispositions qui pourront être prévues dans 
chaque accord de tutelle. » 

De ce texte il ressort 1) que le régime de tutelle a un caractère provisoire 
et qu'il doit tendre à la réalisation de l'indépendance, 2) que les populations 
intéressées doivent être consultées préalablement à la levée de la tutelle, 
3) que l'autonomie ou l'indépendance ne pourront être accordées à chaque 
territoire qu'en fonction de ses << conditions particulières» - ce qui suppose 
l'appréciation individuelle et discrétionnaire du stade d'évolution et de matu
rité justifiant la levée éventuelle de la tutelle (réserve faite du cas où le terme 
du régime de tutelle a été fixé d'avance, comme cela s'est produit pour la 
Somalie). 

L'article 85 déclare par ailleurs: 
« en ce qui concerne les accords de tutelle relatifs à toutes les zones qui ne sont pas 
désignées comme zones de tutelle stratégique, les fonctions de l'Organisation, y compris 
l'approbation des termes des accords de tutelle et de leur modification ou amendement, 
sont exercées par l'Assemblée générale. » 

On peut considérer qu'en l'absence de toute disposition expresse en sens 
contraire la compétence de l'Assemblée générale s'étend, a fo-i-ti01·i, à l'hypo
thèse de la levée de la tutelle. 

De la combinaison des articles 76 et 85 de la Charte, il ressort donc que 
l'Assemblée générale a qualité pour 1) apprécier si le degré d'évolution atteint 
par le territoire justifie ou non la levée de la tutelle, 2) consulter les popu
lations intéressées sur leurs préférences. 

Le fondement juridique de l'intervention des Nations Unies est donc 
incontestable et c'est bien à l'Assemblée générale qu'il appartient d'exercer 
les prérogatives attribuées par la Charte à l'Organisation des Nations Unies. 
Certes, l'Assemblée n'intervient pas seule. Elle est, en ce domaine comme en 
tout ce qui touche le régime de tutelle, assistée par le Conseil de tutelle. Ce 
dernier ne s'est pas contenté d'un rôle secondaire. Les missions de visite qu'il 
a envoyées dans les différents territoires ont étudié sur place le degré de 
maturité des populations et formulé des avis très précis et fortement motivés 
sur l'opportunité ainsi que sur les conditions juridiques et matérielles de la 
consultation envisagée. D'autre part, les puissances administrantes ne sont 
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pas demeurées inactives: ce sont elles, dans le cas du Togo et du Cameroun, 
qui ont soulevé le problème de la cessation du régime de tutelle. La Grande
Bretagne a invoqué un argument irréfutable: le Togo et le Cameroun placés 
sous sa responsabilité étaient administrés, conformément aux termes mêmes 
des accords de tutelle, comme partie intégrante de la Côte de l'Or et de la 
Nigéria. L'indépendance de ces deux colonies de la Couronne devait forcément 
remettre en question le mode d'administration des territoires sous tutelle 
qui leur étaient associés, sinon même le maintien de la tutelle. Au-delà de ces 
arguments d'ordre juridique, il semble d'ailleurs que les puissances adminis
trantes aient été désireuses de se décharger de la lourde responsabilité que 
constituait pour elles l'administration des territoires sous tutelle. 

Initiatives individuelles, enquêtes approfondies ont donc précédé, dans 
chaque cas, l'intervention de l'Assemblée générale. C'est cependant elle qui 
a statué en dernier ressort, sans toujours tenir compte des avis qui lui 
avaient été communiqués. La responsabilité assumée en la matière par 
l'Assemblée générale apparaît considérable. Elle concerne : 1) l'opportunité 
de l'organisation du plébiscite, 2) la nature de la consultation envisagée, 
3) les modalités de la consultation. 

1) L'opportunité de l'organisation du plébiscite. 

La question ne se poserait pas si l'O.N.U. avait fait automatiquement pro
céder à un plébiscite dans tous les cas de levée de tutelle. Or, l'Assemblée 
générale n'a exigé aucun plébiscite préalablement à la levée de la tutelle sur 
la partie du Cameroun confiée à l'administration de la France ni sur le 
Tanganyika sous administration britannique. 

L'explication de cette différence de traitement ne peut pas être trouvée 
dans l'identité de situation des territoires où un plébiscite a été organisé : 
dans deux cas (Togo et Cameroun britanniques) le problème à résoudre était 
l'option entre le maintien de la tutelle ou le rattachement à un territoire 
voisin sur le point d'accéder à l'indépendance; mais dans les deux autres 
cas (Togo français et Samoa occidental), l'option proposée était identique à 
celle qui aurait pu être proposée aux habitants du Cameroun français : indé
pendance pure et simple ou maintien de la tutelle. 

La confrontation entre ces différentes situations permet de rendre compte 
de la jurisprudence de l'Assemblée générale. Celle-ci décide de procéder 
à un plébiscite en fonction de deux considérations différentes. 

a) Il y a d'abord lieu à un plébiscite si le statut envisagé pour le terri
toire comporte une solution autre que l'indépendance pure et simple. Tel était 
le cas pour le Togo britannique à qui l'on voulait donner à choisir entre le 
maintien de la tutelle et le rattachement à la Côte de l'Or indépendante, et 
pour le Cameroun britannique au sujet duquel on a envisagé successivement 
l'option entre le maintien de la tutelle et le rattachement au Nigéria (plébis-
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cite au Cameroun septentrional en date du 7 novembre 1959) puis l'option 
entre le rattachement au Nigéria ou à la République indépendante du Came
roun (plébiscites dans les deux parties du Cameroun les 11 et 12 février 1961). 
L'importance de l'enjeu paraît à cet égard une justification suffisante du 
plébiscite. Les populations ne peuvent être affectées d'office à telle ou telle 
collectivité étatique. La consultation préalable doit leur permettre de fixer 
librement leur destin en tant que collectivité nationale. 

b) Mais il y a également lieu à plébiscite dans le cas où les populations 
n'ont pas été en mesure de se prononcer librement sur leur sort - même si 
la question du rattachement à un autre Etat ne se pose pas et même si les, 
autorités en cause (dirigeants locaux et puissance administrante) sont d'accord 
pour demander la levée de la tutelle. Le critère adopté est ici purement for
mel et se ramène à l'exigence d'une consultation libre au suffrage universel 
des adultes. 

La solution est particulièrement nette dans le cas du Samoa occidental. 
La puissance administrante (Nouvelle-Zélande) et les dirigeants samoans 
étaient d'accord pour l'accès du territoire à l'indépendance; mais la population 
locale n'avait jamais été consultée au suffrage universel ni par voie électorale 
ni par referendum ou plébiscite. Avant d'accorder la levée de la tutelle, 
l'Assemblée générale a estimé nécessaire d'organiser sous son contrôle un 
plébiscite au Samoa occidental. 

De cette situation il convient de rapprocher celle du Togo sous adminis
tration française. Il n'y a pas eu, à proprement parler, de <<plébiscite» dans 
cette partie du Togo. Mais l'Assemblée générale a été amenée à sµperviser 
les élections législatives organisées le 27 avril 1958 par les autorités togo
laises et elle a donné à ce contrôle la même portée qu'à un plébiscite. Pour 
comprendre ce détour, il faut rappeler que le Conseil de tutelle avait refusé 
le 13 août 1956, d'assurer la surveillance du referendum projeté par la France 
et donnant aux Togolais le choix entre un nouveau statut et le maintien du 
régime de tutelle. Le referendum en question eut bien lieu le 28 octobre 
1956 et donna une forte majorité en faveur de la suppression de la tutelle (3). 
Mais, comme la consultation avait eu lieu sous le contrôle exclusif des autori
tés françaises, l'Assemblée générale ne crut pas devoir accéder immédiatement 
à la demande de levée de la tutelle; elle décida d'abord d'envoyer sur place 
une Commission chargée d'examiner l'application du nouveau statut (Réso
lution 1046 (XI) du 23 janvier 1957), puis, à la demande des autorités locales 
soucieuses de sortir du provisoire, accepta de superviser les prochaines élec
tions générales qui devaient avoir lieu en 1958. La Résolution 1182 (XII) du 
29 novembre 1957 établit nettement un lien entre les élections sous le contrôle 
des Nations Unies et la levée de la tutelle puisque l'Assemblée générale 
priait: 

(3) Cf. sur ce point : E. P. LUCE : « Le refeTendum du Togo ,.. Editions Pedone, 1958. 
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« le Conseil de tutelle d'examiner ces questions et de faire rapport à leur sujet 
à l'Assemblée générale lors de sa treizième session, afin qu'elle puisse, si la nouvelle 
Assemblée législative du Togo et l'autorité administrante le lui demandent, prendre 
une décision, compte tenu des conditions qui règneront alors, en ce qui concerne 
l'abrogation du régime de tutelle. ,. 

Une interprétation identique de la portée de ces élections générales est 
donnée par le Commissaire des Nations Unies dans la conclusion de son 
rapport: 

« Si, comme l'a maintes fois répété le gouvernement togolais au cours de nos dis
cussions, ces élections n'étaient que la mise à exécution d'une réforme intérieure, 
c'est-à-dire l'application du suffrage universel au renouvellement de la Chambre des 
députés, et n'exigeaient aucune législation extraordinaire ou exceptionnelle, chacun 
cependant était convaincu qu'un événement historique était en marche qu'augurait 
la présence d'une mission de supervision des Nations Unies. Chacun avait de grandes 
appréhensions quant au résultat du scrutin et à ses répercussions sur l'avenir du terri
toire, selon le choix qui serait fait ... Il n'y a pas le moindre doute dans mon esprit 
que le résultat d'ensemble des élections reflète fidèlement les vœux de la population 
du Togo quant à la désignation de ses élus à la Chambre des députés. Cette constatation 
est de la plus haute importance parce qu'elle signifie que la nouvelle Chambre a véri
tablement le droit de parler au nom du peuple togolais... Le scrutin du 27 avril peut 
être considéré comme un événement historique dans l'évolution du Togo vers la réaii
sation des fins du régime de tutelle. ,. 

L'exemple du projet de supervision des élections générales au Ruanda
Urundi n'est pas moins caractéristique. Dans sa Résolution 1579 (XV), en 
date du 20 décembre 1960, l'Assemblée générale se déclare : 

« Consciente de la responsabilité qui lui incombe de veiller à ce que la surveillance 
des élections par l'O.N.U. soit efficace et que les élections qui fourniront la base de 
l'indépendance du territoire se déroulent dans des conditions satisfaisantes de telle 
sorte que leurs résultats ne soient entachés d'aucun doute et ne puissent donner lieu à 
aucune contestation. ,. 

Pour atteindre cet objectif, l'Assemblée générale a demandé le renvoi 
des élections prévues pour le mois de janvier 1961 et leur report à une date 
plus éloignée permettant à l'Assemblée générale de : 

« superviser les élections qui doivent se tenir au Ruanda-Urundi en 1961 sur la base du 
suffrage universel et direct des adultes ainsi que les mesures préparatoires qui précè
deront ces élections, telles que l'établissement des listes électorales, le déroulement 
de la campagne électorale et l'organisation d'un système de scrutin qui assure le secret 
du vote.,. 

Quant à la Résolution 1605 (XV) du 21 avril 1961, elle conteste la repré
sentativité d' << organes de gouvernement qui ont été établis au Ruanda-Urundi 
par des moyens irréguliers et illégaux » et fonde explicitement la nécessité de 
l'intervention des Nations Unies sur l'obligation d'assurer une consultation 
régulière. 

Dans ces trois cas, l'exigence de l'O.N.U. a donc porté sur la forme de 
la consultation. Le contrôle exercé par l'organisation internationale est des
tiné à garantir la régularité et la sincérité des opinions exprimées par la 
population - dès qu'un doute apparaît sur les conditions dans lesquelles cette 
population a été antérieurement consultée ou s'apprête à être consultée. 

Cette interprétation peut être confirmée, a contrario, par l'exemple du 
Cameroun sous administration française. La Résolution 1349 (XIII), adoptée 
par l'Assemblée générale le 13 mars 1959, a fixé la levée de la tutelle au 
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1er janvier 1960. Cette décision, qui ne comporte pas de recours au plébiscite 
ou à la supervision des élections par les Nations Unies, est longuement moti
vée par l'examen de la situation locale et par les garanties ou promesses four
nies par les autorités camerounaises quant à l'existence ou au rétablissement 
des libertés fondamentales et à l'organisation de nouvelles élections générales 
immédiatement après l'indépendance. On peut estimer que l'Assemblée géné
rale a interprété d'une manière trop optimiste la situation intérieure au 
Cameroun, mais la motivation de la décision prise fait nettement ressortir 
que les garanties exigées par les Nations Unies portent sur la liberté d'expres
sion et sur la régularité du mandat en vertu duquel les autorités locales sol
licitent l'indépendance. Si ces conditions sont déjà réunies, l'Assemblée géné
rale le constate et consent à la levée de la tutelle sans autre formalité; si 
le doute subsiste quant à l'existence de ces conditions préalables, l'Assemblée 
générale intervient soit en organisant un plébiscite, soit en exigeant la super
vision des élections. 

En l'état actuel des choses, la jurisprudence de l'Assemblée générale de 
l'O.N.U. paraît donc bien commandée par un double souci: consulter les 
populations quand le sort de la collectivité en tant qu'entité politique distincte 
se trouve _en cause; assurer la liberté d'expression dans tous les cas où la 
situation locale ne permet pas de dégager clairement la tendance dominante 
de l'opinion sur l'avenir du pays. Si tels sont les principes qui paraissen~ 
avoir guidé les choix de l'Assemblée générale, il convient de préciser que 
l'organe en question n'est aucunement lié, pour l'avenir, par les décisions 
précédentes. Dans la limite des principes très généraux posés par la Charte, 
l'Assemblée générale est libre d'apprécier souverainement chaque situation 
particulière et de décider de l'organisation d'un plébiscite. 

Les initiatives prises par l'Assemblée générale quant à la nature et aux 
modalités de la consultation démontrent d'ailleurs l'étendue des pouvoirs de 
cet organisme et la liberté d'interprétation dont il dispose. 

2) La nature de la consultation. 

Il n'appartient pas seulement à l'Assemblée générale de décider de l'orga
nisation d'un plébiscite. Elle peut et elle doit aussi déterminer l'objet de la 
consultation. La nature et le contenu des opérations placées sous le contrôle 
des Nations Unies varient en effet d'un cas à l'autre ~n fonction des options 
qui sont prises par l'Assemblée. 

On a déjà observé que, dans le cas du Togo sous administration française, 
l'Assemblée générale s'est contentée de la supervision des élections générales, 
en se réservant le droit de fixer le sort définitif du territoire après consul
tation de l'autorité administrante et des autorités issues des élections contrô
lées par les Nations Unies. Il s'agit, dans cette hypothèse, d'une consultation 
indirecte. · 
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Dans les autres cas, les populations intéressées ont été directement 
consultées sur leur sort. Mais c'est l'Assemblée générale elle-même qui a 
fixé, pour chaque territoire, les termes de l'option proposée aux populations. 
Pour le Togo et le Cameroun sous administration britannique, la question 
posée concernait uniquement le statut international du territoire (maintien de 
la tutelle ou intégration à un Etat voisin). Dans le cas du Samoa occidental 
la consultation portait à la fois sur le statut politique interne, défini par la 
Constitution du 28 octobre 1960, et sur l'indépendance sur la base de ladite 
Constitution. Le plébiscite avait donc ici une double portée, constitutionnelle 
et internationale. 

Le cas du Ruanda-Urundi est encore différent puisque la consultation 
placée sous le contrôle des Nations Unies avait un double objet: d'une part 
les élections générales au suffrage universel, d'autre part un referendum sur 
le point de savoir si les habitants du Ruanda désiraient conserver la monar
chie. 

C'est cependant dans le cas du Togo et du Cameroun sous administration 
britannique que l'Assemblée générale a pris les plus grandes responsabilités 
et, il faut bien le reconnaître, les plus grands risques. Les Togolais ont eu à 
choisir, le 9 mai 1956, entre le maintien de la tutelle ou le rattachement à la 
Côte de l'Or devenue indépendante. 42 % ont opté en faveur de la première 
solution et 58 % en faveur de la seconde. Les résultats auraient certainement 
été différents si l'Assemblée générale avait posé la question sous une autre 
forme pour tenir compte du courant favorable - au moins dans une partie 
du territoire - à la réunification des deux parties du Togo sous la forme 
d'un Etat indépendant. 

Le choix exercé par l'Assemblée générale n'a pas été moins important 
pour la solution de l'affaire du Cameroun. Dans un premier plébiscite, qui 
n'a pu se dérouler qu'au Cameroun septentrional le 7 novembre 1959, l'option 
offerte portait sur le maintien de la tutelle ou sur le rattachement au Nigéria. 
La première solution l'emporta nettement par 70 546 voix contre 42 788. Or, 
le second referendum, qui a pu être organisé les 11 et 12 février 1961 dans les 
deux parties du Cameroun, ne comportait plus qu'une option entre le ratta
chement au Nigéria ou à la République du Cameroun. L'absence d'une tierce 
solution - en l'espèce l'indépendance pure et simple - a été considérée 
comme regrettable dans le rapport établi par le Commissaire des Nations 
Unies au sujet du Cameroun méridional: 

« Au début de la préparation du plébiscite, des questions ont fréquemment été 
posées aux observateurs et au personnel du plébiscite touchant l'absence d'une troi
sième option prévoyant l'indépendance pure et simple du territoire.. . Il est certain 
qu'à ce moment là une partie considérable de la population aurait souhaité une option 
de cette nature ... » 

Il n'y a pas lieu de prendre parti ici sur l'opportunité des choix effectués 
par l'Assemblée générale entre les différentes solutions possibles. Il suffit de 
constater que les décisions prises par les Nations Unies ont orienté, dès le 
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départ, les différents plébiscites. Il n'était évidemment pas concevable, sous 
le prétexte d'appliquer le droit des peuples à disposer d'eux-mêmes, d'offrir 
aux populations consultées une gamme de solutions qui eût entraîné la dis
persion des votes et la confusion des résultats. Aussi bien le point le plus 
délicat dans l'organisation d'un plébiscite n'est-il pas tant la décision de 
principe que la détermination des termes de l'option proposée aux électeurs. 
C'est bien l'Assemblée générale qui a tranché cette question capitale en 
fonction de l'interprétation qu'elle a donnée des intérêts majeurs des popu
lations consultées. 

3) Les modalités de la consiiltation. 

L'Assemblée générale a également fixé, dans ses Résolutions, les moda
lités de la consultation. Certes, l'organisation du plébiscite incombe, comme 
nous le verrons, aux autorités locales. Mais l'intervention des Nations Unies 
a déterminé la procédure et le cadre de la consultation. 

En ce qui concerne la procédure, l'exigence posée par l'Assemblée géné
rale concerne la liberté d'expression mais aussi la définition du corps élec
toral. La règle générale est celle du suffrage universel des adultes (l'âge de 
la capacité électorale étant fixé à 21 ans). Cette initiative équivalait, pour la 
plupart de ces territoires, à une innovation révolutionnaire. Le cas est parti
culièrement net pour le Samoa occidental dont les dirigeants proposaient, 
conformément à la tradition local~, l'application d'un mode de suffrage res
treint fondé sur le vote des seuls chefs de famille (mataï). C'est d'ailleurs 
selon ce procédé qu'avaient été élus, en 1957, les membres de l'Assemblée 
législative responsable de l'élaboration de la Constitution soumise au plé
biscite. L'Assemblée générale n'a pas été sensible à l'argument et elle a exigé, 
comme dans les autres plébiscites, que la consultation prévue ait lieu au 
suffrage universel direct des adultes. De ces décisions concordantes, on peut 
déduire que le recours à ce mode de suffrage constitue, au regard des Nations 
Unies, une condition nécessaire de l'exercice du droit des peuples à disposer 
d'eux-mêmes. 

Mais il existait une autre difficulté à résoudre au sujet du mode de 
décompte des voix. Fallait-il considérer le territoire sous tutelle comme une 
entité et apprécier les résultats dans leur ensemble; ou bien pouvait-on 
diviser le territoire en plusieurs zones dont le sort individuel serait déterminé 
par le jeu des majorités ? L'Assemblée générale a recouru successivement 
aux deux procédés. Dans le cas du Togo sous administration britannique, elle 
a refusé, contrairement aux conclusions de la mission de visite, de dénombrer 
séparément les voix dans le Nord et dans le Sud du pays. La solution unitaire 
a prévalu et tous les ressortissants _du Togo ont suivi le sort fixé par la 
majorité de la population, bien que les habitants du Togo méridional aient 
manifesté leur hostilité à l'union avec la Côte de l'Or. Cette solution est 
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d'autant plus curieuse que l'Assemblée générale a adopté la solution inverse 
dans le cas du Cameroun: deux consultations distinctes ont été organisées 
le même jour, dans le Nord et dans le Sud et, sur le vu des résultats, le Nord 
a été rattaché au Nigéria et le Sud à la République du Cameroun. Si les 
résultats avaient été totalisés et considérés uniquement dans leur ensemble, 
comme au Togo, la solution du rattachement à la République du Cameroun 
l'eût emporté par 331530 voix contre 244 037 (4). 

On ne saurait mieux souligner l'importance des décisions prises par 
l'Assemblée générale. Encore une fois leur opportunité n'a pas à être appré
ciée ici. Mais si l'on se place au point de vue de l'efficacité, il est certain que 
l'intervention de l'Assemblée générale a permis de trancher des questions 
délicates au sujet desquelles les parties intéressées auraient eu beaucoup de 
mal à trouver un accord. L'utilité d'un arbitrage extérieur aux parties en 
cause est incontestable; mais un tel arbitrage n'aurait pu être obtenu si 
l'Assemblée générale n'avait pas été l'autorité qualifiée pour décider souve
rainement des conditions de cessation de la tutelle. 

C'est également l'existence du régime de tutelle qui va faciliter l'exécu
tion des opérations du plébiscite. 

II 

LE DÉROULEMENT DU PLÉBISCITE 

Il ne suffit pas de décider de l'opportunité d'une consultation populaire, 
ni de fixer ses objectifs et ses modalités. Il faut encore en assurer l'exécution 
dans des conditions qui ménagent la liberté d'expression mais aussi le main
tien de l'ordre public. Les difficultés à surmonter sont, par définition~ 
redoutables puisque le plébiscite a précisément pour objet de trancher une 
contestation entre deux ou plusieurs solutions qui divisent l'opinion publique 
locale et qui suscitent la convoitise de tierces puissances. A ces obstacles qui 
tiennent à la nature même du plébiscite venaient s'ajouter, dans les cas qui 
nous intéressent, des difficultés particulières tenant à la nature du terrain 
et du milieu socio-politique: difficultés de communication, encadrement insuf
fisant des populations par une administration moderne, introduction de pro
cédures électives dans des pays où l'éducation politique - sinon parfois l'ins
truction tout court - peut être notoirement insuffisante. La moindre erreur 
de manœuvre risque de provoquer des troubles graves et de fausser le résultat 
du scrutin. 

Il était hors de question que les Nations Unies pussent affronter toutes 

(4) On peut également signaler que dans la Résolution 1579 (XV) du 20 décembre 1960, 
l'Assemblée générale a pris d'avance position en faveur de l'union des deux parties du terri
toire du Ruanda-Urundi au stade de l'indépendance. 
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ces difficultés et prendre directement en mains l'organisation des plébiscites. 
Elles ont bénéficié du concours des autorités locales qui ont assumé la respon
sabilité de l'organisation juridique et matérielle de la consultation prescrite 
par l'Assemblée générale des Nations Unies. Dans la plupart des cas, c'est 
la puissance administrante qui est intervenue. Cela a parfois soulevé des 
difficultés: le Togo et le Cameroun sous tutelle britannique étaient admi
nistrés, en vertu des accords de tutelle, comme partie intégrante de la Côte 
de l'Or et du Nigéria. Or, ces deux territoires se trouvaient directement 
intéressés au résultat du plébiscite. Il fallait donc prendre une série de 
mesures pour éviter l'intervention et la pression des autorités et des forces 
politiques de la Côte de l'Or et du Nigéria et, pour cela, isoler tant bien que 
mal les territoires où le plébiscite devait avoir lieu. L'Assemblée générale a 
formulé des principes à cet égard et c'est principalement l'exécution de la 
résolution 1473 (XIV) par le Royaume-Uni que conteste la République du 
Cameroun. Mais quels que fussent les problèmes à résoudre, les puissances 
administrantes ne pouvaient esquiver une responsabilité étroitement liée à la 
mission qu'elles avaient reçue des Nations Unies. Elles ont pris les mesures 
législatives et réglementaires nécessaires, en désignant un haut fonctionnaire 
pour exercer la responsabilité principale de l'opération. Dans le cas du Togo, 
sous administration française, ces attributions ont été exercées par le Gou
vernement et le Parlement togolais à qui la République française avait déjà 
délégué une partie de ses compétences. En aucun cas, les représentants de 
l'O.N.U. ne sont intervenus directement dans la préparation ni dans le dérou
lement du plébiscite ou des élections. 

Leur rôle s'est limité à deux fonctions - au demeurant capitales : sur
veillance et consultation. Les deux fonctions sont étroitement liées dans la 
pratique, mais il est utile de les dissocier au stade de l'analyse pour bien 
comprendre en quoi a consisté l'intervention des Nations Unies dans la 
préparation et dans le déroulement de ces consultations. 

1) La mission de sm·veillance. 

Le Commissaire élu par l'Assemblée générale des Nations Unies et les 
membres de son personnel ont, avant toute chose, un rôle d'observation jus
tifié par la nécessité de rendre compte à l'Assemblée générale des conditions 
dans lesquelles la consultation s'est déroulée. La surveillance porte aussi 
bjen sur la phase préparatoire que sur les opérations directement liées au 
scrutin. 

a) Au cours de la phase préparatoire, la surveillance doit tout d'abord 
s'exercer sur tous les mécanismes juridiques mis en œuvre: législation ou 
réglementation du droit de suffrage, du mode de scrutin, du découpage élec
toral, des garanties administratives et judiciaires offertes aux électeurs, aux 
partis et, éventuellement, aux candidats, etc. Cette tâche incombe plus spé-
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cialement au chef de la mission, c'est-à-dire au Commissaire des Nations 
Unies, qui, pour recueillir plus facilement ces informations, doit rester en 
contact permanent avec les autorités qualifiées pour prendre ces mesures. 
Mais les textes et les règles de droit ne sont pas seuls en cause. Leur appli
cation soulève une masse de problèmes : il suffit de songer aux formalités 
d'inscription sur la liste électorale dans des pays où l'état-civil est à peine 
ébauché et où l'analphabétisme est enco1·e largement répandu; il faut aussi 
vérifier sur place si les consignes destinées à assurer la liberté de propagande 
sont effectivement respectées, veiller à ce que les termes de l'option proposée 
à la population soient bien connus et aussi bien compris, etc. Pour toutes ces 
tâches, le Commissaire des Nations Unies est assisté d'un certain nombre 
d'observateurs répartis sur le. terrain, dans des secteurs déterminés, dès 
l'arrivée de la mission des Nations Unies. Ces observateurs sont chargés de 
suivre dans le détail toutes les opérations préparatoires au plébiscite ou aux 
élections et de signaler immédiatement au Commissaire les incidents ou les 
anomalies qui peuvent se produire à l'échelon local. Grâce à ce réseau 
d'observateurs, la mission des Nations Unies peut, dans chaque territoire, 
avoir une vue précise et détaillée de la préparation au plébiscite. 

b) Au stade final, c'est-à-dire au cours des opérations de vote et de 
dépouillement, la mission de surveillance revêt une importance beaucoup 
plus grande encore: il s'agit, pour les observateurs des Nations Unies, de 
contrôler la régularité du scrutin, de déceler les fraudes et d'éviter toute 
falsification des résultats. Le contrôle exige ici la présence physique des 
observateurs auprès des bureaux de vote et des centres de dépouillement. 
Bien que tous ces lieux ne puissent être visités le jour même du scrutin en 
raison du nombre insuffisant d'observateurs, le contrôle a été assez étendu 
pour que les Nations Unies aient, en général, une vue convenable de l'ensem
ble du scrutin. 

Enfin, les observateurs des Nations Unies ont à rendre compte des réac
tions provoquées dans leurs zones respectives par l'annonce des résultats du 
scrutin. 

La réunion de tous ces renseignements doit permettre à l'Assemblée 
générale de porter une appréciation solidement étayée sur la régularité et, 
par voie de conséquence, sur la validité du plébiscite. Aussi bien aurait-on 
pu, théoriquement, s'en tenir à ce stade de la surveillance du plébiscite par 
les agents des Nations Unies. Les Commissaires désignés par les Nations 
Unies ont cependant interprété leur mission d'une manière plus extensive; 
ils ont estimé qu'il ne suffisait pas de comptabiliser les irrégularités com
mises par les autorités responsables du plébiscite et qu'il valait mieux s'effor
cer, dans toute la mesure du possible, de les prévenir afin de ne pas com
promettre le résultat de l'opération. Cette conception de leur tâche a conduit 
les Commissaires au plébiscite - sous le couvert de la fonction consultative 
- à une coopération _étroite avec les autorités locales. 
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2) La fonction consultative. 

Les informations reçues par le Commissaire au plébiscite, dans le cadre 
de la mission de surveillance, permettent de déceler, au jour le jour, les 
irrégularités qui peuvent survenir dans la conception et dans l'exécution des 
opérations préparatoires au plébiscite. Il est dans la logique du système de 
contrôle que le Commissaire des Nations Unies porte au moins à la connais
sance des autorités responsables les irrégularités commises par rapport aux 
prescriptions de l'Assemblée générale. Les groupes minoritaires ou les partis 
d'opposition n'ont d'ailleurs pas manqué d'alerter les agents des Nations 
Unies et de dénoncer devant eux les pratiques ou les règles qu'ils considèrent 
comme des manœuvres de la puissance administrante ou des autorités locales. 
Le Commissaire et ses adjoints se sont trouvés ainsi placés dans une position 
d'arbitre qui les a incités à intervenir activement dans la préparation de la 
consultation. 

Cette intervention n'a jamais pris la forme d'une substitution aux pou
voirs des autorités compétentes pour organiser le plébiscite. Elle a revêtu, 
selon les cas, des modalités différentes. 

Dans l'hypothèse la plus favorable, les autorités locales ont soumis au 
Commissaire les projets de lois ou de décrets et ont sollicité son avis avant 
de les publier - au besoin après rectification. Une coopération aussi étroite 
n'a pu toujours être réalisée. Quand les textes essentiels ou les mesures les 
plus importantes avaient été prises avant l'arrivée sur place de la mission des 
Nations Unies, il ne restait au Commissaire d'autre ressource que de critiquer 
les dispositions qui lui paraissaient contraires aux prescriptions formulées 
par l'Assemblée générale pour la conduite du plébiscite. Enfin, le Commissaire 
pouvait signaler aux autorités compétentes les incidents de toute nature sur
venant au cours de l'exécution des mesures législatives ou réglementaires, 
soit en attirant son attention sur l'inconvénient de telle pratique, soit en 
demandant des éclaircissements sur tel ou tel fait, soit en recommandant de 
prendre les dispositions nécessaires pour éviter le renouvellement de telle 
ou telle manœuvre. 

Dans l'ensemble, les autorités locales ont accepté loyalement cette coopé
ration, comme en témoigne l'abondante correspondance échangée avec la 
mission des Nations Unies. Les autorités locales n'ont pas toujours aligné 
leurs positions sur celles du Commissaire; mais elles l'ont fait dans la plu
part des cas. Quand elles ont maintenu leur point de vue, elles ont été obli
gées de le justifier publiquement. 

Le rôle de conseiller ou d'arbitre joué par le Commissaire a été poussé si 
loin qu'on a vu, dans certaines circonstances, les autorités locales se retour
ner vers lui pour lui demander d'intervenir en vue d'éviter des incidents qui 
auraient pu compromettre le succès du plébiscite. C'est ainsi que le Commis-
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saire au Togo sous administration française a pu, sur requête formelle du 
gouvernement togolais, prévenir une grève générale que les syndicats mena
çaient d'organiser pour protester contre la lenteur de la procédure d'inscrip
tion sur les listes électorales. 

Si la coopération a été la règle au sommet, elle a été aussi pratiquée à 
la base. Les observateurs des Nations Unies ne se sont pas toujours contentés 
de surveiller passivement les opérations. On les a utilisés pour contribuer 
aux campagnes d'information destinées à éclairer les populations sur la portée 
du plébiscite; on a eu aussi recours à eux pour instruire de leurs devoirs 
les citoyens désignés pour constituer les bureaux de vote ou les équipes de 
scrutateurs. Ce sont là des tâches qui relèvent de l'assistance technique. 

Qu'il s'agisse de la surveillance des opérations ou de la mission de 
contrôle et d'assistance, le contrôle exercé par les Nations Unies n'a pas été 
un vain mot. La présence et l'action positive du Commissaire et des observa
teurs ont garanti, aux yeux des populations, l'impartialité de la consultation 
et ont constitué un précieux facteur du maintien de l'ordre au cours de cette 
phase délicate où se jouait le destin du territoire. Mais elles ont aussi permis 
de fournir à l'Assemblée générale des éléments d'appréciation objectifs sur 
le déroulement et sur les résultats de la consultation. Il appartient en effet 
au Commissaire de présenter, sous forme de rapport synthétique, l'ensemble 
des observations faites au cours de sa mission. Les rapports constituent une 
précieuse source de documentation, grâce à une relation détaillée des évé
nements et aux appréciations qui sont portées sur l'enchaînement des faits 
et sur le comportement des hommes. Mais ce rapport ne constitue qu'un élé
ment du dossier. C'est à l'Assemblée générale et à elle seule qu'il appartient 
d'en tirer les conséquences politiques et juridiques. 

III 

L'INTERPRÉTATION DES RÉSULTATS 

Dans les plébiscites ordinaires, le résultat du scrutin peut emporter de 
plein droit la décision. S'il y a eu contrôle international des opérations, la 
Commission compétente se borne à donner officiellement connaissance des 
résultats; l'exécution de la décision populaire incombe alors aux parties en 
cause qui devront régler entre elles les conditions dans lesquelles s'effectue 
la succession aux compétences territoriales. 

Dans le cas des consultations supervisées par les Nations Unies, il en va 
différemment. Le choix populaire n'est qu'un élément de la situation. La 
décision finale appartient à l'Assemblée générale qui dispose d'un pouvoir 
discrétionnaire d'appréciation quant à la validité, à la signification et à la 
portée des résultats. 
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1) Appréciation de la validité des résultats. 

Le rapport établi par le Commissaire au plébiscite contient normale
ment tous les éléments d'appréciation quant à la régularité et à la validité 
du plébiscite. Mais l'avis formulé par le Commissaire ne lie ni le Conseil de 
Tutelle ni l'Assemblée générale qui peuvent parfaitement se prononcer en 
sens contraire. En fait, cette situation ne s'est pas présentée. La conclusion 
des cinq rapports fournis par les Commissaires était favorable à la régularité 
et à l'impartialité des consultations. Le Conseil de Tutelle et l'Assemblée 
générale n'ont pas remis en question la validité des quatre plébiscites ni celle 
des élections générales au Togo sous administration française. Mais ils étaient 
en droit de le faire et il suffit d'imaginer une situation plus confuse ou un 
rapport aux conclusions plus hésitantes pour apercevoir l'importance du 
rôle de l'Assemblée sur ce point. 

Mais il ne suffit pas de considérer les résultats comme régulièrement 
acquis; il faut encore en dégager la signification. 

2) Appréciation de la signification des résultats. 

La clarté des résultats obtenus par la méthode du plébiscite masque 
souvent des situations complexes qui laissent à une autorité extérieure et 
supérieure aux parties une marge importante d'appréciation. Les Commis
saires des Nations Unies n'ont pas manqué de constater le trouble suscité 
auprès des électeurs par l'incertitude de tel ou tel choix qui leur était pro
posé. Ainsi les Togolais et les Camerounais sous administration britannique 
pouvaient légitimement s'interroger sur la portée exacte de l'union de leur 
territoire avec la Côte de l'Or, le Nigéria ou la République du Cameroun. 
Les modalités de cette union pouvaient varier sensiblement selon le rapport 
des forces politiques à l'intérieur des nouveaux Etats promus à l'indépendance 
ou selon l'aménagement interne (centralisation ou fédéralisme) qui prévau
drait dans ces collectivités de rattachement. De même les électeurs samoans 
pouvaient se demander quelle était la portée de la liaison établie par le plé
biscite entre les deux questions qui leur étaient soumises puisque l'une por
tait sur le texte d'une Constitution et l'autre sur l'accès à l'indépendance 
sous le régime de cette Constitution. Sur ces divers points, l'Assemblée aurait 
pu intervenir pour préciser la signification du vote. Si elle ne l'a pas fait, 
c'est parce que de son avis les circonstances consécutives au plébiscite ont 
dissipé ou atténué rapidement les incertitudes qui pouvaient hypothéquer le 
résultat du scrutin. Mais il est au moins deux cas où l'Assemblée générale 
a tranché des questions litigieuses en imposant sa propre interprétation du 
plébiscite. 

Pour le Togo sous administration britannique, on pouvait se poser la 
question de savoir comment interpréter un vote qui avait donné, dans le 
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Nord du territoire, une majorité pour l'uni<?n avec la Côte de l'Or et, dans 
le Sud, une majorité favorable au maintien du régime de tutelle. Le Com
missaire des Nations Unies n'avait pas pris parti sur la question, se conten
tant de présenter le décompte des voix par circonscriptions. L'Assemblée 
générale, confirmant sa décision antérieure, a refusé de distinguer les votes 
du Nord et du Sud et n'a considéré que les résultats globaux favorables à 
l'union avec la Côte de l'Or. Une interprétation différente aurait aussi bien 
pu prévaloir. 

Le second cas concerne l'interprétation, par l'Assemblée générale, des 
résultats du premier plébiscite organisé dans le Cameroun septentrional. 
Ayant à choisir entre l'union au Nigéria et le maintien du régime de tutelle, 
les électeurs s'étaient prononcés à une nette majorité en faveur de la 
seconde solution. Le Commissaire des Nations Unies a estimé, dans son 
rapport, que ce vote exprimait surtout une « protestation contre le système 
d'administration locale en vigueur au Cameroun septentrional» et que la 
population avait entendu manifester sa volonté de voir aboutir rapidement 
des réformes. Il n'empêche que les électeurs avaient formellement écarté 
la solution du rattachement au Nigéria. L'Assemblée générale, entérinant ici 
l'interprétation suggérée par le rapport du Commissaire au plébiscite, a estimé 
que ces résultats n'étaient pas décisifs et elle n'a pas hésité à organiser 
quelques mois plus tard dans le même territoire un nouveau plébiscite offrant 
aux électeurs le seul choix entre le rattachement au Nigéria ou à la Répu
blique du Cameroun - c'est-à-dire excluant délibérément la solution en 
faveur de laquelle venait de se prononcer la majorité du corps électoral du 
Nord Cameroun. 

L'Assemblée générale n'est donc pas liée par les résultats du vote -
même quand ceux-ci expriment une opinion parfaitement claire. Elle peut 
faire prévaloir librement sa propre interprétation jusqu'à remettre en ques
tion le bien-fondé du choix qu'elle avait elle-même suscité. 

3) Décision finale. 

A plus forte raison, l'Assemblée est-elle seule compétente pour enté
riner le choix des populations et transformer celui-ci en une décision ayant 
autorité sur le plan international. Certes le fondement juridique de la déci
sion prise demeure la compétence dont jouit l'Assemblée générale pour 
déterminer les conditions de la levée de la tutelle. Dans le cas du Togo sous 
administration française (Résolution 1253 XIII du 14 novembre 1958), l' As
semblée générale a simplement pris acte du fait que les conditions fixées par 
la Charte se trouvaient réunies et elle a laissé à la puissance administrante 
et aux autorités locales le soin de décider de la date à laquelle l'accord de 
tutelle cesserait d'être en vigueur. Mais dans le cas d'union entre un terri
toire sous tutelle et un Etat voisin, l'Assemblée générale a formellement 
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approuvé la mutation territoriale et chargé la puissance admini.strante de 
prendre les mesures nécessaires à son exécution. C'est ainsi que la Réso
lution 1044 (XI) en date du 13 décembre 1956 « approuve l'union du Togo 
sous administration britannique à une Côte de l'Or indépendante et invite 
en conséquence l'Autorité administrante à prendre les mesures nécessaires 
à cette fin » avant de statuer sur la levée de la tutelle. 

La formule utilisée pour le Cameroun britannique associe expressément 
les mutations territoriales à la levée de la tutelle puisque l'Assemblée géné
rale, dans sa Résolution 1608 (XV) du 21 avril 1961: 

« Décide que, les plébiscites ayant eu lieu séparément avec des résultats différents, 
!'Accord de tutelle ... prendra fin ... dans les conditions suivantes : 

a) en ce qui concerne le Cameroun septentrional le ter juin 1961, au moment où 
le Cameroun septentrional s'unira à la Fédération de Nigéria en tant que province 
séparée de la Région nord de la Nigéria; 

b) en ce qui concerne le Cameroun méridional, 1er octobre 1961, au moment où 
le Cameroun méridional s'unira à la République du Cameroun.,. 

On peut donc affirmer que l'Assemblée générale, s'appuyant sur les 
résultats du plébiscite, a statué souverainement sur le sort des territoires 
dont elle avait jusqu'ici assuré la gestion sous le régime de la tutelle. Les 
populations ont bien été conviées à faire connaître leurs préférences. Mais 
c'est l'Organisation des Nations Unies qui a seule qualité pour provoquer 
la consultation, en contrôler le déroulement et en interpréter, politiquement 
et juridiquement, les résultats. 

L'Assemblée générale a ainsi affirmé dans ce domaine son pouvoir de 
décision. Elle procède à un véritable arbitrage politique sans chercher à 
obtenir le consentement des parties en cause. Elle se considère comme 
l'autorité qualifiée pour décider souverainement des conditions de cessation 
de la tutelle. 

Dans le cas du plébiscite concernant le Cameroun sous tutelle britan
nique, la solution adoptée par l'Assemblée a soulevé une vive opposition; 
lorsque le rapport du Commissaire des Nations Unies fut examiné par le 
Conseil de tutelle le 10 avril 1961 le représentant de la France a indiqué 
son intention de demander l'invalidation du plébiscite au Cameroun sep
tentrional. Devant la Quatrième Commission le Ministre des Affaires étran
gères de la République du Cameroun a critiqué le comportement du 
Royaume-Uni qui n'ayant pas, avant la consultation populaire, procédé 
à la séparation administrative du Cameroun septentrional d'avec le Nigeria 
qu'avait prescrite l'Assemblée générale, avait, de ce fait affecté les résul
tats du plébiscite; celui-ci, en effet, s'était déroulé en présenc 'e de fonction
naires et de policiers nigériens. 

Cependant par 59 voix contre 2 et 9 abstentions la Commission devait 
se prononcer pour le projet de résolution entérinant les résultats du réfé
rendum. La France, le Cameroun, des Etats africains d'expression française 
avaient été absents lors du vote pour marquer leur protestation. 
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En séance plénière le 21 avril 1961 des protestations solennelles s'éle
vèrent contre la décision de l'Assemblée générale prise par 64 voix contre 
23 avec 10 abstentions et proclamant le rattachement à la Nigeria. 

La République du Cameroun a alors décidé de saisir la Cour internatio
nale de Justice sur la base de la clause de juridiction obligatoire contenue 
dans l'accord de tutelle du 13 décembre 1946 relatif au Cameroun sous admi
nistration du Royaume-Uni, avant l'expiration de la validité de celui-ci. 
Le 31 mai 1961 il a formé une requête contre le Royaume-Uni dans laquelle 
sont invoqués tout à la fois des manquements à l'accord de tutelle et à la 
résolution 1473 (XIV) relative à la séparation administrative du Cameroun 
septentrional et de la Nigeria. Certains griefs se rapportent directement au 
plébiscite : << les conditions fixées par le paragraphe 4 de la même résolution 
visant l'établissement des listes électorales ont été interprétées de manière 
discriminatoire»; << les actes des autorités locales pendant la période précé
dant le plébiscite et durant les opérations électorales ont modifié le dérou
lement normal de cette consultation et ont entraîné des suites contraires à 

l'accord de tutelle». 

La Cour doit donc se prononcer sur la question de savoir si le Royaume
Uni a ou non respecté certaines obligations résultant de l'accord de tutelle. 
Sans doute la résolution de l'Assemblée générale fixant le sort du territoire 
sous tutelle n'est elle pas soumise à la censure de la Cour, mais la Répu
blique du Cameroun 1 en contestant la légalité du comportement de la puis
sance administrante peut espérer un arrêt qui déciderait que le plébiscite 
a eu lieu dans des conditions contraires aux principes posés par l'Assemblée 
générale elle-même. C'est la première fois que la Cour est appelée à connaître 
au contentieux d'une affaire qui concerne un domaine dans lequel l'Assem-

. blée générale possède un pouvoir de décision. Si juridiquement la constata
tion de l'irrégularité du comportement britannique ne peut affecter la décision 
politique prise par l'Assemblée, elle ne devrait pas manquer de comporter 
des conséquences sur le plan politique, tout au moins dans les rapports entre 
les Etats directement intéressés. 

* * * 

L'O.N.U. est trop décriée aujourd'hui pour qu'on ne souligne pas les 
expériences où son action a été bénéfique. Il semble que tel ait été dans 
l'ensemble le cas pour l'organisation de plébiscites ou la supervision d'élec
tions dans les territoires sous tutelle. Des mutations territoriales ou politi
ques ont pu être accomplies sans trouble grave. Le fait est d'autant plus 
remarquable que les populations consultées sur leur sort faisaient pour la 
plupart l'apprentissage des mécanismes élémentaires de la démocratie. 

Mais si les initiatives prises par les Nations Unies ont abouti à des résul
tats heureux, il ne faut pas oublier les conditions dans lesquelles ces expé-
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riences ont eu lieu. Les territoires sous tutelle constituaient un terrain parti
culièrement -favorable : l'Assemblée générale est maîtresse de leur sort, au 
moins en ce qui concerne les conditions de la levée de la tutelle; les puis
sances administrantes, soucieuses d'être déchargées de leurs responsabilités, 
ont coopéré de bonne grâce avec l'O.N.U. pour organiser ces plébiscites; enfin 
les populations locales se sont vu offrir en général des solutions qui, sous une 
forme ou sous une autre, constituaient pour elles une promotion conforme 
au mouvement général vers l'indépendance. Le succès réel des plébiscites 
s'explique donc bien plus par la technique du régime de tutelle - dont ils 
constituent la phase ultime - que par la vocation propre des Nations Unies 
à arbitrer les litiges politiques ou territoriaux qui subsistent à l'heure actuelle 
dans le monde. Aussi bien l'O.N.U. a-t-elle échoué dans l'entreprise lorsqu'il 
s'est agi d'organiser des consultations en Hongrie ou au Cachemire, sans 
avoir obtenu l'accord préalable des Etats ou des forces politiques intéres
sées. Aucune résolution n'a pu être adoptée pour le Cachemire et la réso
lution adoptée pour la Hongrie le 9 novembre 1956 est restée lettre morte. 

C'est pourquoi il n'est pas possible de tirer de ces expériences isolées 
des conclusions trop optimistes. L'O.N.U. n'a réussi à mener à bien ces plé
biscites que parce qu'elle avait la faculté de les entreprendre et la possibilité 
de les faire exécuter. Elle ne dispose malheureusement, à l'heure actuelle, 
ni de l'autorité morale ni de la force matérielle qui lui permettraient d'im
poser son concours et son arbitrage à des parties récalcitrantes. Le droit 
des peuples à disposer d'eux-mêmes est un idéal respectable. Sa mise en 
œuvre, qui aboutit généralement à remettre en question l'ordre existant, 
exige cependant un degré de solidarité et une discipline collective qui ne 
semblent pas encore être atteints au sein de l'Organisation des Nations 
Unies. 

ANNEXE DOCUMENTAIRE 

TOGO SOUS ADMINISTRATION BRITANNIQUE 

Texte de base: Résolution 944 (X) prise par l'Assemblée générale le 15 décembre 1955. 

Date du plébiscite : 9 mai 1956. 

Questions posées : 
1) Voulez-vous l'union du Togo sous administration britannique à une Côte de l'Or 

indépendante? 
2) Voulez-vous la séparation du Togo sous administration britannique de la Côte de 

l'Or et le maintien du régime de tutelle en attendant que l'avenir du territoire 
soit définitivement fixé ? 

Résultats du plébiscite : 
- pour l'union avec la Côte de l'Or : 93 095 voix. 
- pour le maintien du statu quo : 67 492 voix. 

Rapport établi par M. Espinosa y Prieto, Commissaire au plébiscite, Document A/3173 
du 5 sept. 1956. 
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CAMEROUN SOUS ADMINISTRATION BRITANNIQUE 

1. Plébiscite au Cameroun septentrional 

Texte de base: Résolution 1350 (XIII) adoptée par l'Assemblée générale le 13 mars 1959. 
Date du plébiscite : 7 novembre 1959. 
Questions posées : 

1) Désirez-vous que le Cameroun septentrional fasse partie de la reg1on du Nord 
de la Nigéria lorsque la Fédération nigérienne accèdera à l'indépendance ? 

2) Préférez-vous que l'avenir du Cameroun septentrional soit décidé plus tard? 
Résultats du plébiscite : 

- pour le rattachement : 42 788 voix. 
- pour le maintien du statu quo : 70 546 voix. 

Rapport établi par M. Djalal Abdoh, Commissaire au plébiscite, Document A/4314 du 
2 décembre 1959. 

Il. Plébiscites au Nord et au Sud Cameroun 

Textes de base : 
- pour le Cameroun méridional: Résolution 1352 (XIV) adoptée par l'Assemblée 

générale le 16 octobre 1959. 
- pour le Cameroun septentrional: Résolution 1473 (XIV) prise par l'Assemblée 

générale le 12 décembre 1959. 
Date du plébiscite : 11 et 12 février 1961. 
Questions posées : 

1) Désirez-vous accéder à l'indépendance en vous unissant à la République came
rounaise indépendante ? 

2) Désirez-vous accéder à l'indépendance en vous unissant à la Fédération nigérienne 
indépendante ? 

Résultats du plébiscite : 
- Cameroun septentrional : 

+ rattachement au Nigéria : 146 296. 
+ rattachement à la République camerounaise : 97 659. 

- Cameroun méridional : 
+ rattachement au Nigéria: 97 741. 
+ rattachement à la République camerounaise: 233 571. 

Rapport établi pour les deux plébiscites par M. Djalal Abdoh. Commissaire des Nations 
Unies, Document provisoire T/1556 du 3 avril 1961. 

SAMOA OCCIDENTAL 

Texte de base: Résolution 1569 (XV) adoptée par l'Assemblée générale le 18 décembre 
1960. 

Date du plébiscite: 9 mai 1961. 
Questions posées : 

1) Approuvez-vous la Constitution adoptée le 28 octobre 1960 par la Convention 
constitutionnelle? 

2) Désirez-vous que, le 1er janvier 1962, le Samoa Occidental devienne un Etat 
indépendant sur la base de cette Constitution ? 

Résultats du plébiscite : 
- première question: 28151 OUI. 

4453 NON. 
- deuxième question : 26 766 OUI. 

4666 NON. 
Rapport établi par M. Najmuddine Rifai, Commissaire au plébiscite, Document provisoire 

T/1564, du 23 juin 1961. 
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TOGO SOUS ADMINISTRATION FRANÇAISE 

Texte de base : Résolution 1182 (XII) adoptée par l'Assemblée générale le 29 novembre 
1957. 

Date des élections : 27 avril 1958. 
Résultat des élections: le Comité de l'Union togolaise (C.U.T .) remporte 29 des 46 sièges. 

Ce parti s'était abstenu de prendre part aux élections de 1955 et au referendum de 
1956. 

Rapport établi par M. Max H. Dorsinville, Commissaire des Nations Unies. Document 
A/3957 du 23 octobre 1958. 

RUANDA-URUNDI 

Textes de base : Résolutions 1579 (XV) et 1605 (XV) adoptées par l'Assemblée générale 
les 20 décembre 1960 et 21 avril 1961. 

Dates de la consultation (élections et referendum) : 
- Burundi : 18 septembre 1961. 
- Ruanda: 25 septembre 1961. 

Questions posées au referendum (Ruanda) : 
1) Désirez-vous conserver l'institution du Mwami au Ruanda? 
2) Dans l'affirmative, désirez-vous que Kigeli V reste le Mwami du Ruanda ? 

Résultats de la consultation: le rapport du Commissaire des Nations Unies n'a pas 
encore été publié. Des informations publiées dans la presse, il ressort que la popu
lation du Ruanda s'est prononcée à une nette majorité contre le maintien de la 
monarchie. 

AUGMENTATION DU NOMBRE DES MEMBHES 

DU CONSEIL DE L'O. A. C. I. 

R. H. MANKIEWICZ 

AMENDEMENT DE L'ARTICLE 50, ALINEA A) 
DE LA CONVENTION RELATIVE 

A L'AVIATION CIVILE INTERNATIONALE 

Comme nous l'avons relaté dans deux chroniques précédentes (1), les 
élections du Conseil de !'O.A.C.I. aux dixième et douzième sessions de l'as
semblée (1956 et 1959) ont suscité des débats prolongés sur le sens et la 
portée de l'article 50, alinéa b) de la Convention de Chicago relative à l'avia
tion civile internationale. Finalement, lors de sa douzième session, l' Assem
blée a temporairement modifié son règlement intérieur pour que l'élection 

(1) Cet Annuaire, 1956, p. 646 ss . ; 1959, p . 549 ss . 
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International Law and the United Natiaw practice as shown in the Congo operation, based as it is on Article 40. Th e matter may be restated as follows: lf a matter is giving rise to apprehension relating to the maintenance of peace and security, but is a potential threat rather than an actual threat, and is causing international friction rather than a breach of t:)te peace, then -in spite of an objection under Article 2(7)-the ~ecurity Council may recommend measures under Chapter VI, for the q(Jestion has become one of international concern; if the question has given rise to a finding under Article 39, then enforcement measures undl:r Chapter VII may be ordered, and Article 2(7) ceases to be operative . If there has been a finding under Article 39, and the Security Council decides to make recommendations or to apply provisional measures under Article 40 rather than to order an enforcement action under Articles 41 and 42, then the situation-being one which is 'ripe for enforcement action', even though such action has not been ordered-also becomes unfett ered by the reservation in Article 2(7). However, if there is no finding, implied or express, under Article 39, and there is only a question of international friction, no recommendations under Chapter VII may be made in the face of an objection on grounds of domestic jurisdiction; though in certain circumstances, wl\ere the elemen t of inte rnational concern becomes pronounced, action may be available to the Council under Chapter VI. 

d. That the United Nation s ma y alw ays ac t where a question of self-determina ti on is in volved In comparatively recent times 2 new claim is being made by those who support the extension of the influence of the Unite d Nations in certai n matters traditionaUy within the reserved doma.iit. This claim asserts that the • right to self-determination is a legal right, backed by a legal obligation, and not merely a 'pious hope, devoid of legal substance' . In the contempo rary world situation, where anti -colonialism has assumed vital dimensio ns, this claim has becqme exceeding ly sign.incant, and merits detai led consideration. 
Article r of the Charter of the United Nations, which sets out the Purposes and Principles of the Organization, declares as the second of these the development of 'friendly relations among nations based oo respect for the principle of equal rights and ·self-determination of peoples •.. ' . And again, Article 55 considers that friend ly relations between nations are 'ba.sed • on respect for the principle of equa l rights and self-dete rmination of peoples'; while in Chap ter XI, which is concerne d with Non-Self-Govern ing Terri tories, Article 73 notes that members assuming responsibility for • such territories are 'to develop self-government, to take due account of the political aspirations of the peop les, and to assist them in the progressive development of their free political institutio ns' . 
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The question has therefore arisen of how far these articles may be cited 
as authority for the taking of action of various kinds by the United Nations 
in the face of an objection based on Article 2(7). In other words, does the 
existence of a 'self-determination' element in a situation otherwise internal 
give that situation the requisite international element to remove it from the 
domain of questions 'essentially within the domestic jurisdiction ' ? The 
answer to this problem must in turn depend on whether the self-determina
tion p rovisions in the Ch arter give rise to in tern ation al legal rights and 
ooligati ons, or whether the y are mere ly generali zed aims.\ · 

If such a right does exist, it must be acknowledged to be a fairly new one. 
The Aaland Islands dispute, though not directly in point, 40 tends to support 
this; and the report of the Commission of Jurist s, dealing with the substance 
of the dispute, observed that positive international law did not recognize 
the right of self-determination of peoples to separate themselves from the 
state to which they belonged . 41 Nor, it would seem, did it recognize the 
right of self-determination of peoples to free themselves from the rule of 
those states by whom they were colonized, even if they did not 'belong' to 
such states . 

The practice of the United Nations in this complex area of international 
affairs is very revealing and its importance can hardly be exaggerated. By 
resolution 545 (VI) the Assembly requested the Commission on Human l 
Rights to draw up recommendations concerning 'international respect for • 
-the self-determination of peoples'. Accordingly, the Commission on Human 
Rights adopted two resolutions 42 which came before the Assembly for 
adoption at its seventh session . After a discussion in which objections were 
raised on the grounds of Article 2(7), the General Assembly agreed to 43 

an amended version of the first of these resolutions. The preamble referred 
to the provisions on self-determination in Articles 1(2) and 55, and para
graph 2 of the operative part stated that: 

2. The States Members cf the United Nations shall recognize and promote the 
realization of the right of self-determination of the peoples of on-Self-Govcming • 
and trust territories who are under their administration and · shall facilitate the 
exercise of this right by the peoples of such territories according to the principles 
and spirit of the Charter of the United Nations in regard to eacn territory and to 
the freely expressed wishes of the peoples concerned, the wishes of the people 
being ascertained through plebiscites or other recognized democratic means .•.. 44 

40. This dispute arose between Sweden and Finlan4 over title to the Aaland Islands which 
were under the de /tu t() rule of Finland . The Swedish Govt declared tha t the peoples of those 
iaWids wished to join Sweden, a.nd thucf ore ttqucstcd a plebiscite . Finland 3SScn~ that as 
the islands came under its territorial sovereignty, the matter was One of domestic jurisdiction. 

41. LNO:J (1920), Spee. Suppl. 3, pp. 3-19. 
42. ESCOR, 14th sess., Suppl. 4 (E/2256), paras. 75-91. 
43. By 40 votes to 14, with 6 abstentions. 
44- GA res. 637 A (VII) . 

D.I.1,.-8 
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Thus the argument that the manner in which a state applied the principle of self-determination fell essentially within the domestic jurisdiction failed to hold sway; 46 and the United I ations found that it was not debarred by Article 2(7) from recommending that a member state organize a plebiscite ro determine rhe aspirations of a minority group. •0 Events had already moved far sine.: the report on the Aaland Islands ruspute. Meanwhile the Assembly requested the Commission on Human Rights to continue preparing its recommendations on this topic. 47 The Commission then submitted its recommendations for the examination of the Social Committee of the Economic and Social Council. ea One of the recommendations urged the Assembly to establish a Special Commission to examine any situation resulting from an alleged denial pr inadequate realization of the right of self-determination, 'which falls within the scope of Article 14 of the Charter and to which the Commission's attention is drawn by any ten members ... '. 49 This proposal met some opposition on the grounds that it would constitute an interference in a matter of domestic jurisdiction, and the matter was referred back to the Commission on Human Rights for consideration in the light of this objection. 50 
During this reconsideration some representatives asserted that the realization of self-determination fell essentially within the domestic jurisdiction of state , n being a matter of tlie policical structure of states. It was also observed that both Article 1(2) and Article 55 referred to the -. 'principle' of self-determination, and not to the 'right' of self-determination . s: These delegates thought it significant that no Charter article granted the Assembly competence to implement this 'principle' in Article 2(1), although by contrast, imp lementation of the purpose of Article 1(1) was provided for by Article u, and implementation of that of Article r(3) was provided for by Article 13. However, thest: objections were strongly opposed, $3 and the Commission on Human Rights .reaffirmed its previous recommendatio'l, H which was duly sent on to the General Assembly by the Economic and Social Council. s5 The General Assembly was also asked to consider a draft resolution of the United States which, noting that differences of opinion had been revealed, requested that the General Assembly set up an Ad Hoe Commission to conduct a study of the concept of self-determination. The Assembly eventually dealt with the matter at it~ t;Velfth session, 

45. E/AC. 7/SR .292, p . 5. 46. GAOR , 7th scss., 3rd Cttcc, 445th mtg, p:ara. 29. 47. By CA r= 637 C (VU) . ,.8. ESCOR. 18th scss., no . 7 (E/2573), ann. lV F. 49. An . 14 1tllows the Assembly to act not only in ,irnations likely to impair friendly relations between nations, but also in situations lilc.cly 10 impair 'the general welfare•-,, much more brood authorization. • 50. By ECOSOC res. 5•5 G (XVIIO . 51. E/AC. 7/SR .326, p. 11 ; E/CN . 4/SR.503, p. 8. µ. E/CN. -4/SR.505, p. 5. 53. E/CN . 4/SR.500, p . 15. 54- ESCOR, 20th scss., Suppl . 6 (E/2.731 & Corr. 1), pp. 30--31. 55, By ECOSOC res. 586 D (XX). 
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where it adopt ed a rt:Solution repeating the terms of Article 2( 1) and stating.'.'"( 
that disregard for the right of sel f-determination (tbe word 'right' was 
~ fci:cr e to 'pcir,ciple') undermin es the basis of friendly relations 
.amo.ng~ s Thu s the relationship between self-d etermination and , 
legitimate international concern is spelled out. This relationship is a vital 
one, because the principle of self-determination and the maintenance of 
international peace and security are inseparable : people seeking independ
ence from those unwilling to grant it, or in any event unwilling to grant it on 
the terms demanded, are likely to disturb the peace. This highlights in 
acute form the difficulty that the Charter fails entirely to provide for the 
enforcement of that peaceful change which justice requires . The operative 
part of the resolution declares that: 

(a) Member States shall, in their relations with one another, give due respect 
, to the right of self-determination; 

(b)'.Member States having responsibility for the administration of Non-Self
Governing territories shall promote the realization and facilitate the exercise of this 
right by the peoples of such territories. 56 

For several years the agenda of the General Assembly included an item 
entitled 'V.i91ation_by_ France in Morocco of the principles of the .United 
Nations Charter and the ·Declaration of Human Rights'. 57 The representa
tive of France consistently maintained that the question of Morocco was 
a matter of domestic jurisdiction, while certain others contended that 
Moroccan sovereignty had been recognized by France in signing the Act 
of Algeciras and the protectorate treaty, and that certain measures of the 
French Administration in that territory were contrary to the principle of 
self-determination. 58 Moreover, it was contended that the situation in 
Morocco was a 'm enace to internati onal peace in thJt par t of the world'. 
The resolution adopt ed by the General Assembly at its seventh session, on 
the recommendation of the First Committee, appealed for a continuation 
of negotiations and referred to Article 1(2) of the Charter, which mentions 
self-determination, as well as to the Charter provisions for the maintenance 
o_f peace. 59 The following year, in spite of objections raised on the grounds 

56. GA res. 1188 (XII). Furth er consideration of this question led to the establishment 
of a Commission to conduct a survey of rights to pennanent sovereignty over natural wealth 
and resources (GA res. 1314 (XIII)) . Discussion of the find ing of the Commi ssion that such 
permanent sovereignty was a concomitant right of self-determination is beyond the scope of 
this Part . 

57. f'or a useful discus.sion on lcltlll ospcc ts of th is problem see D ejany, 'Competence of 
the GA in th e T unisinn-Morocc an Questions', 47 Proc. A SI L ( 1953), 53. A valuab le e<>nltibu
tion to the study of the political background has been made by Atyeo, 'Moroccc;,, Tunisia and 
Algeria before the UN', 6 Middle Eastern Affairs (1955), 22. 

58. GAOR, 7th sess., ann., a. i. 65, pp. r-s (A/2175 & Add. , & 2). 
59. Res . 612 (VII) . 
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--. The General Assembly, . .• {le£w_iizi11g_ the right of the people of Morocco to complete self-determination in conformity with the Charter , Rmews its appeal for the reduction oftension in Morocco and urges that the right of the people of Morocco to free democratic political institutions be ensured. 

However, this draft resolution failed to obtain the necessary two-thirds majority in the Assembly, and hence was.reject_ed ~ The issue was never again clearly posed in this case, 62 as by the next year Franco-Moroccan negotiations were in fact imminent, and at the Assembly's eleventh session Morocco was admitted to membership. Similar issues were presented by the Tunisinn question. At its seventh session the General Assembly was presented with a complaint that the French Administration in Tunisia had violated human rights and the principle of self-determination. Again, it was contended that France had undertaken to respect Tunisian sovereignty in signing the protectorate treaties . 63 The French delegation protested on grounds of Article 2(7), and boycotted the discussions of the First Committee. u The General Assembly, on the recommendations of that Committee, eventually adopted resolution 611 (VII), 65 which referred to Article 1(2), inter alios, and expressed the hope that the parties would continue: negotiations 'on an urgent basis with a view to bringing about self-government for Tunisians in the Jight of the relevant provisions of the Charter of the United Nations . . .'. The following year the .First Committee adopted a draft resolution which referred in unequivocal terms to the right of self-determination. ea However, this resolution failed ·fo obtain the necessary two-thirds majority in the Assembly.'7 At the ninth session, those states requesting the inclusion of the Tunisian item upon the agenda now categorized it as 'a threat to world peace' .68 As negotiations between the parties were now in progress, the Assembly postponed consideration of the item. 811 At the eleventh session Tunisia was admitted to membership in the United Nations. • Although in both these cases the strongly worded resolutions of the First Committee citing a right to self-determination failed to be adopted .in 6o. GAOR, 8th scss. 3.i. 57, p . 6 (A/2526), para. 11. 61. Ibid. plcn ., 455th mqi, 32~2-5. 6z . Though two funhcr resolutions were in fact adopted by the Assembly: 812 (IX) & 911 (X) . 
63. GA.OR, 7th sess., ann., Li. 6o, p. 1-4 (A/2152) . 64 . Ibid . p . S (A/C.1 /737). 65. By « votes to 3, with 8 abstentions . 66. GAOR, 8th scss. , rum.., a.i . 56, p . s (A/2530, para. 7). 67. Ibid. plcn ., .s7th mtg, para. 152. There were 31 votes in favour, r8 against, and ro 

absrcntions. 
68. Ibid. 9th sess ., ann., a.i. S7, pp. 1-3 (A/2683). 69. Byres. 813 (IX). 

----
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plenary, it is significant that they only failed through inability to muster a 
two-thirds majority. Already a simple majority in plenary believed such .. 
rel!Qlutions th be valid, and the impGcanons of this trend have been sustained./ 

In 1955 t e··question of AI~eria -alleging a threat to the peace and 
breach of th e Charter provi sions on self-determination 70-<:ame before the 
Assembly, where, after its inclusion upon the agenda, 71 it was decided to 
proceed no farther. 72 When the question was brought before the Security 
Council, and violation of human rights was added to the charges, 73 the 
Council decided, by 7 votes to 2, with 2 abstentions, not to include the 
matter in its agenda. 74 In both organs France contended that the matter was 
one of doµiesticjurisdiction,_ as Algeria was part of metropolitan France
an argument it has consistently maintained. The failure of the Council to 
include the matter in its agenda at this stage was partly because of weight 
given to this argument, and undoubtedly partly for reasons not based on 
Article 2(7). 75 The points raised on the question of self-determination are 
very instructive, however. Some claimed that Article 2(7) was an over
riding provision, applying to all aspects of the Charter, including that of 
self-determination. 76 '.On the other hand certain members felt that a prin
ciple which was enunciated in the Charter could. nofTiilri:ssentially within 
th~~aomestic jurisdiction. 77 \ 

At the eleventh session of the Assembly, a resolution was before the 
First Committee which requested France to recognize the right of Algeria 
to self-determination; to negotiate peaceful settlement with the Algerian 
nationalists; and to accept the aid of the Secretary-General in conducting 
negotiations. This resolution was defeated, 78 and two more moderate 
resolutions went before the plenary meeting. 79 When neither of these 
received a two-thirds majority, the co-sponsors joined in framing a new 
resolution, which merely expressed the hope that a 'peaceful, democratic · 
and just solution will be found'. 80 Even less was achieved by the twelfth 
session of the Assembly: the First Committee had been unable to reach 
agreement on a resolution to present for adoption, 81 and the Assembly 

70. GAOR, 10th sess., ann., a.i. 64, p. 1 (A/2924 and Add. 1). 
71. Against the recommendation of the 'Gen. Cttee (GAOR, 10th sess., plen., 530th mtg, 

paras. 219 & 223). 
72. See res. 909 (X). 73. S'3609, 13 June 1956. 
74. SCOR, nth yr, 730th mtg, para. 85. 
75. Ibid. paras. 32-34, 43-49, ,69--72, 81-84. 
76. GAOR, 10th sess., 529th mtg, paras. 154-'7; & SCOR, nth yr, 730th mtg, para. 61. 
77. GAOR, 10th sess., 529th mtg, paras. 175-'7. 78. A/C.1/L.165. 
79. A/C.1/L.166 & A/C.1/L.167. So. GA res. 1012 (XL). 
81. A 17-state draft resolution (A/C.1/L.194) recognizing the principle of self-determina

tion for Algeria and calling for negotiations was modified by amendments (passed very 
narrowly) which substituted for the principle of self-determination the recognition that 'the 
people of Algeria were entitled to work out their own future in a democratic way' and proposed 
'effective discussion' instead of 'negotiatiohs' (A/C. 1 /L.,96). The modified resolution failed 
to be carried. 
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merely noted that good offices had been offered, and hoped that a solution would be reached. 82 Undeterred, by r958 the Afro-Asian states were demanding the right of the AJ~erian people to independence8 3-a stronger term than self-determination.\A Haitian amendment having been rejected, the First Committee adopted the resolution. The resolution was rejected by the Assembly, which failed by a single vote to provide the necessary two-thirds majority. 

But behind the failure of the Assembly to pass a resolution favouring the right of self-determination for Algeria an interesting trend was taking place. The voting records show that not only was the cause of Algeria gaining in support, but that so was the idea that there might be a legal right to self-~ determin ation in these circumstances, even in spite of objections based on domestic jurisdiction.•• 
The year 1959 saw something of a change in the situation, as by the time the Assembly convened, President de Gaulle had already announced proposals for the self-determination of Algeria-without conceding at all the right of the United ations to consider the matter. 85 Inevitably, many states now decided to abstain on any resolution, feeling that the progress made should not be jeopardized by putting France in a position of pressure. 85 Other countries, such as Portugal and Spain, continued to oppose a resolution on grounds of Article 2(7). ;Because of these factors the resolution recommended by the Political Committee reverted to the concept of 'selfdetermination', rather than 'independence'. Although the resolution was carried in Committee, the prospects of success in plenary were negligible , and a new resolution, merely calling for the holding of talks to arrive at 'a peaceful solution on the basis of the right to self-determination' was put to the vote. It failed to be carried. 87 :rone the less, the principle of selfdetermination had now been accepted by all parties, and all the resolutions being put forward - which all gained simple majorities in the Assemblyreferr ed to the right of self-determination, and ignored argument based on Article 2(7). 

The situation was solid ified at the fifteenth session of the Assembly, when the Gen eral Assembly formally recognized the right of the Algerian people 
82. Res . 1184 (Xll). 
83. A/C.1/ L.232. 

4, An !lllalysis of the voting trends between 1955 and 1958 may be found in Alwan, Algma btfor, tltt UN (1959), at 67. He estimates that the number of supporters for Algerian self-<lcterminarion in<:rea$ed by 15 per ccmt in thi s ~od. This writer, agrcc,ing with 1he trend, nohc the ICS5 feels that those ficurcs tu.ve £.ailed to take into account the incnascs in membership during thi s time, and that they consequently fail 10 reflect accuntely the changes of view within IM Orgam;:ation on the Algerian qucnion . 85. For a URful discussion sec Roui & Sohn, 'Is France luaht about Algeria in the UN?', For. Pol. B., 15 Nov . 1955, pp. 35-37 . 86. Sec A/C .1/PV .1076, cspcc. per Iceland and Dcrumrk :u,d Italy. 87. Draft rcs. A/L .276 (GAOR, 14th soss., 856th mtg) . 
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t.o self-determination. 88 The basis of Assembly action, however, remained 
unclear, for while the right to self-determination was unequivocally recog
nized, the Assembly classified the situation as one constituting a threat to 
international peace and security-a position which would grant the Security 
Council exemption from a reservation of domestic jurisdiction, and which 
introduced for the Assembly a strong element of 'international concern'. 

At the sixteenth Assembly, there were no opposing votes to a similar 
resolution 89-similar, and yet extremely significant. This resolution carried 
no mention of a threat to the peace in the Algerian situation: rather, it 
referred to the recent Assembly resolution calling for an end to colonialism, 90 

and to the recognition of the right of self-determination and independence 
for Alg~i~. It declared itself concerned with the 'just implementation' of 
this nght, and asserted that the United ations had a role to play in securing 
it. The Assembly called for a resumption of negotiations. Thus the basis ( 
of the Assembly resolution, which is addressed to two specific parties, lies V 
squarely on an international legal right to self-determination, and, by 
implication, the-inapplicability of Article 2(7) to any situation concerning 
this rightt At the seventeenth session of the General Assembly Algeria, 
having gained its independence, was admitted to membership. 

In its early stages, those who would have had the General Assembly deal 
with the Cyprus question-'Application, under the auspices of the 
United Nations, of the principle of equal rights and self-determination of 
peoples in the case of the population of the island of Cyprus' 91-encountered 
much the same sort of difficulties as those which had arisen in the early 
stages of the Algerian question. The United Kingdom representative 
claimed that the matter fell essentially within his country's jurisdiction, as 
Cyprus was a British possession. 92 This proposition received a certain amount 
of support, although others thought that a question of self-determination 
<:9_t!!d _ _r10t b_e essentially dorriestic. 93 Interestingly, some representatives 
draw a distinction between minorities living within the metropolitan 
boundaries of states, and the peoples of Non-Self-Governing Territories. 94 

They claimed that the realization of the rights of the latter-though not of 
the former-was a matter of international concern governed by the pro
visions of Chapter XL They thus acknowledged merit in France's denial of 
international competence in the Algerian question on the grounds that 

88. Res. 1573 (XV). It was adopted 63-8-27. Interestingly, the opposing votes were largely 
made up of the states of the French Community in Africa, together with S. Africa and 
Portugal. Spain, Belgium, the UK, and the USA abstained. 

89. Res. 1724 (XVI). There were 38 abstentions. 
90. Res. 1514 (XV). See below, pp. 100--4. 
91. The question was raised by Greece (GAOR, 9th sess., ann., a.i. 62, p. 1 (A/2703)). 
92. GAOR, 9th sess., 477th mtg, para. 119; Gen. Cttee, 93rd mtg, paras. 15-27. 
93. GAOR, 9th sess., 1st Cttee, 751st mtg, para. 32; 752nd mtg, para. 7; 10th sess., 

plen., 521st mtg, paras. 112 & 113. 

94. GAOR, 9th sess., 1st Cttee, 750th mtg, para. 31. 
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Algeria was a metropolitan territory. In the intervening seven years less and less emphasis h3s been put on this distinction, and with good reason. For a state to declare an overseas possession, whose population is of a different race and often in highly organized opposition, to be part of the metropolitan area may well be arbitrary and at variation both with tbe facts and with common sense. The claim has been heard more recently from Portugal about Ango!a,96 but, with the exception of South Africa, has received virtually no support . At some time in the past it may well have been an accurate factual description for colonial Powers to describe overseas possessions as part of the metropolitan territory . However, the factual relationship of these overseas possessions to the administering state has undeniably changed, and a claim that Article 2(7) applies to the situation must be rejected as being too much at variance with reality. As facts can make new law, so can they unmake old law. In any event, when the question of Cyprus first arose, the Assembly was reluctant, both at its ninth and tenth sessions, to consider the problem. At the former, a resolution was adoptedie deciding not to do anything further at the present time (though there was some unresolved controversy as to whether this decision did or did not prejudice the question of the Assembly's competence), 97 and the following year the Assembly decided not to include the item upon its agenda.98 The fact that the Greek demand for Cyprus independence was in reality aimed at enosi.s (union) of Cyprus with Greece undoubtedly influenced the voting at this stage.I Soine representatives agreed that there was a right of self-determination, but thought that the present case involved not the inde endence of the Cypriot people but a change of sovereignty from British to Greek -hands, an ence should not b~ssed.ts Certain other states thought that Article 2(7) was an attribute of sovereignty; that Cyprus was being administered under Article 73; and that the rights flowing from administration 'Y{Cre not the same as those flowing from sovereignty. In other words, Article 2(7) was only available to a state in relation to its homeland. 1 

By the following year the situation in Cyprus had deteriorated and the United Kingdom requested that the Greek complaint, together With a complaint of its own charging support for terrorism, should be discussed.t The United Kingdom representative took the opportunity to voice the opinion that the question of the circumstances in which the principle of self-95. S/+993, pp . 13.;--9. 96. Res. 8r4 (IX) . 97. GAOR, 9th sess., 514th mtg, pans. 258,266 , 272, & 286. 98. Ib id . roll, seas., 5:ust mtg, para . 167. Apin, the decision was based on • 92ricty of reasons: some thought the Assembly bJid no compctene<:, while others thought Art. 2(7) could not apply , but that it w:,s inopportune to discuss 11,e Cyprus question for political rusons . 
99. e.g. per Colombill (GAOR, 911, sess ., GCl!t. Cttce, 93rd mtg). ,. See statements of representatives of Greece and Ecquador (ibid. 1st Cttee, 75ut mtg). 2. lbid. t tth sess., Gen. Cne~, 107th mtg, & A/3120/Add . r. 
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determination should be applied in any of the territories of a member state 

was clearly an internal matter for the state itself .3 Ultimately the General 

Assembly adopted a resolution calling for the resumption of negotiations 

and a 'peaceful, democratic and just solution'. 4 

In 1957 the contention was voiced that the phrase 'self-determination of 

peoples' used in Article 1(2) referred only to the fr~ 

peoples to choose a government, and that neither that article nor any other 

pr<Wision in the Charter justified rebellion on the part of Non-Self-Govern

ing Territories. 5 A resolution before the Assembly urging negotiations to be 

resumed with a view to self-determination failed to obtain a two-thirds 

majority.• In 1959 a resolution expressing confidence in a peaceful, just, and 

democratic solution was adopted without objection. 7 

It must therefore be conceded th. at, on the face of it,. t.he p. rac .. ti. c.e of the_/ 

U_nited.Nations in the case of Cyprus did little to advance a notio.n of the . 

JighJ_.of self-determination, and the inapplicability of Article-2(7). However, 

the motives behind the restrained behaviour of the Assembly rested on a 

variety of factors, including apprehension at the terrorism on the island of 

Cyprus, the belief that the Greek interest in the question prevented it from 

oei.ng a matter of self-determination, and the opinion that little progiess 

would be made by condemnation. 
The history of the drafting of Intern~tional Covena _nts on l{nman 

Rights is also of interest to our discussion. Some representatives to the 

Third Committee contended that the inclusion in the Covenants of a pro

vision on the right of self-determination would be incompatible with 

Article 2(7) of the Charter. 8 Nevertheless, the following text was adopted 9 

for both draft Covenants: 

· 1. All peoples have the right to self-detennination .... 

3. All the Stlltes Parties to the Covenant, including those having responsibility 

for the administration of Non-Self-Governing and Trust territories, shall promote • 

the realization of the right of self-determination , and shall respect that right in 

conformity with the provisions of the United Nations Charter. 10 

Presentation of the completed Covenants-including this article-to the 

Assembly, has been postponed from year to year, and the reactions of the 

Assembly as a whole are still not available. However, the significance of the 

adoption of such an article by a Committee which has run into so much 

stormy weather in its work cannot be ignored, and nor can its implications 

3. lbid. 147th ang. + Res. 1013 (XI), by 5-,...<>-1. 

5. Per Argentina (GAOR, i:tth SCI$., ut Cnee, 921st mtg) and per Spain (ibid. 927th rntg). 

6. GAOR, 12th «ess., plen., 73ut rnrg. The voting was 31-23-24. 

7. ~ 1287 (XIII). 
8. GAOR, 10th sess., ann., a.i. 28 (pt 1), p, 11 (A/2910/Add:z). See also not~ fJerbale of 

20 July 1955 from Govt or AustnliA to the S-G (ibid. 3rd Cn-ee, 64511> rntg, para . 5). 

9. By 33-12-13 (GAOR, 10th sess., 3rd Cnce, 676th mtg, para. 27) . 

10. Ibid . ann., a.i. 28 (pt 1), p . 30 (A/3177, p:>n. 77). 
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in relation to Article 2(7). By the time the Covenants are ultimately presented to the Assembly, the 'anti-colonial' majority is Likely to be firmly entrenched, and it is very probable that these articles will be adopted. All these cases which we have discussed, then, show a trend towards ack~owledging self-determination as a legal right; and, moreover, a legal right based on provisions in an international instrument, and hence beyond the scope of the domestic jurisdiction reservation . The trend towards this position accelerat ed sharply in 1960, when a Declaration on the Granting of Independence to Colonial Countries :ind Peoples was adopted by Assembly resolution by 90 votes to none, with 9 abstentions . \By this tbe General Assembly declared that: 
ra, All peoples have the right to self-determination; by virtue of that right they fr'eely determine their political status and freely pursue their economic, social and cultural development. 
· 3: }nadequacy of political, economic, social or educational ·preparedness should never serve· as a prete,.;t for delaying independence. -4. All armed action or repressive measures of all kinds directed a.gainst dependent peoples shall cease in order to enable them to exercise peacefully and freely their right to complete independence, and the integrity of their national territory shall be respected. 
5. Immediate steps sh.aJI be taken, in Trust and I on-Self-Governing Territories or all other territories, which have not yet attoincd independence, to transfer all powers to the peoples of those territories, without any conditions or reservations, in accordance with their freely expressed will and desire, without any distinction as to race, creed or colour, in order to enable them to enjoy complete independence and freedom. 11 

How strong the wording of this resolution is needs no underlining. In it the right of self-determination is regarded not as a right enforceable at some future time under indefinite circumstances, but as a legal right enforceable here and now. Paragraph 3 does not overtly state that inadequacy of preparedness shall not be grounds for refusing independencerather it declares that this inadequacy shall not be used as a ' pretext ' for delaying independence . Yet in reality, as the good faith of the colonial Power cannot be proved-and in the present political climate the onus is always on it to do so-the Declaration is widely take .n to mean that all territories, no matter how unready, are entitled to independence : That this makes some worrying inroads upon the traditional criteria for statehood has already been mentioned in Chapter n. Even for a commentator favourably disposed towards a liberal interpretation of the right of self-determination this resolution has many undesirable aspects, and the total lack of opposition displayed reflects sadly upon the failure of those governments (such as that of the United Kingdom) who most loudly insist upon Big Power rcsponsi-
u. Res. 1514 (XV). 
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bility to vote against resolutions which they do not support when public 
opinion is mounted against them. (Parenthetically, it may be observed that 
the United Kingdom has followed a similar course in the Security Council 
resolutions on the Congo, frequently abstaining on-instead of voting 
against- resolutions which its later be haviour has revealed it to dislike. 
Though the grounds for disapproval of the resolutions seem less justified 
in that case, the principle remains the same .) The decision of the nine 
abstaining nations not to vote against the resolution rested on a variety of 
factors, high among them the fact that a large group of newly independent 
states had just been admitted to the Unit ed Nations, and unnecessary 
alienation of these countries was to be avoided. Moreover, Chairman 
Khrushchev was in New York conducting a remarkable propaganda cam
paign-, ancf"1ndeed it was he who had manoeuvred the Western colonial 
Pow'ers into this position by sponsoring the Declaration. None the less, it 
must be acknowledged that there were no opposing votes, and that the 
number of abstentions was very low. The resolution must be taken to ' 
represent the wishes and beliefs of the full membership of the United , 
Nations . 

Nor has it been forgotten since. We have noted above 12 that the Algerian 
resolution of 1961-which for the first time unequivocally recognizes the 
Algerian right to self-determination-bases itself on the Declaration of the 
granting of independence . So does resolution 1650 (XVI) on the status of 
Algerian prisoners to France. So does the Security Council resolution of 
2 June 1961 on Angola .us It is significant that in the deba tes on thi s last- I 
mentioned qu estion, the rep resentative of !Ii~-Sovie t __ Unio n was of the \· 
opinion th at the reaffirmation by th e Secu rity Council of Assembly resolu- , 
tion 1603 (XV) on Angola ;-which in turn was based on the Granting of 
lnd ep ndence resolution, had the effect of making that resolution man
datory. Further evidence that this resolution was not meant as a mere 
moral declaration is to be found in the decisions of the General Assembly on 
27 ovember 196114 to create a seventeen-me mber comm ittee to make 'v 
recomm endations on the impl emen tation of the 1960 Decla rat ion. All sta tes 
adminis te ring trust and 1 on- Self-G overni ng Territori es were called up on 1 
to 'take act ion with out fur ther delay with a view to the faithful appli cation 
and implementation of the Declaration' . The resolution was adopted by 
97-0, with 4 abstentions (France, South Africa, Spain, and the United 
Kingdom). In view of the lack of opposition registered both to the 1960 / 
Declaration and to this resolution, it seems academic to argue that as · 
Assembly resolutions are not binding nothing has changed, and that 'self
determination' remains a mere 'principle', and Article 2(7) is an effective 
defence against its implementation. To insist upon this interpretation is to 

12. Above, p. 97 (GA res. 1724 (XVI)). 13. S/4835. 
14. Res. 1654 (XVI). 
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fail to give any weight either to the doctrine of bona fi./ks,15 or to the practice of states as revt.-aled by unanimous and consistent behaviour. , The development of the legal right of self-determination is being clearly shown by the case of Southern Rhodesia . Th ere are, it should be said at this stage, two separate, though related, aspects to the Southern Rhodesia problem before the United atioos: the first of th~e _Eoncerns the im lemehtation of Article 73(e) of the Charter, and obligations for the transmission of information by the United Kingdom under that Article; the second is about the right of the territory to independence. In other words, one aspect of the question is about what the United Kingdom can legally be expected to do, and the other is about the wishes of the peoples of Southern Rhodesia . It is the latter aspect which is relevant for our present discussion: the Rhodesian situation in the light of Article 73 will be discussed below. The Special Committee of Seventeen set up a sub-committee t<> report on Southern Rhodesia, 18 and after talks with United Kingdom officials, this sub-committee presented its report .17 The report endorsed a three-Power resolution submitted by Ethiopia, Liberia, and Tunisia,JB which considered that the territory of Southern Rhodesia has not attained self-government, and that the Assembly should take action to urge its conviction that the 1961 Constitution should be revised without delay. An Ethiopian resolution was also forwarded to the A.$sembly for consideration.19 These in tum were noted in the report of the Special Committee,to and all these documents were put before the Assembly at its resumed sixteenth session. On 28 June the General Assembly adopted a thirty-eight Power resolution 21 which had been based on the reports of the subcommittee and Committee of Seventeen. This resolution expressly refers to the failure of the United Kingdom to fulfil the requirements of paragraph 5 of the Declaration on the granting of i.ndependeoce (resolution 1515 (XV)), and affirms that Southern Rhodesia is not self-governing. It requests the United Kingdom to convene a constitutional conference to formulate a new Constitution to replace that of 6 December 1961, and urges that the rights of the majority be ensured on the basis of 'one man, one vote'.H The Assembly indicates in this resolution what it understands by 'self-deter-

, 5. The Netbcrlllncls Govt has shown both this good &ith and the importance which it attributes to the 1Q6o DcdAratlon by iu statement with regard to the granting of independence ro West lrian (A/4915, 9 Oct. 1961). 16. Under GA 1754 (XVl) the Cornmince wu asked to consider whether the tenitory of Southern Rbod.WA 'has attained a full measure of ~If-government'. 17. A/AC.109/L.9 . 18. A/AC.,09/L.4/rev. 3. 19. A/AC.109 /L . ,2. 20. A /5124 21. Res. 1747 (XVI). The resolution was passed by 73-1 (S. Africa), with 27 abstentions (induding Austnlia, e-,1• Zealand, Belgium and the USA) . The OK did not participate in the vote . 
22. This provision - adopted at the suggestion of Bulgaria a.s an amendment to the origi:ru,) draft resolution (A/L.387) . 

;. \ 
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mination' by underlining that 'the vast majority of the people of Southern 
Rhodesia have rejected the Constitution' and that there exists a 'denial of 
equal political rights and liberties to the vast majority of the people of 
Southern Rhodesia'. At its seventeenth session the Assembly reiterated the 
right of Southern Rhodesia to self-determinati,m, and urged the release of 
Mr Nkomo and other political leaders from detention. 23 

These resolutions-though the United Kingdom-rejected their validity, 
and took no part in the vote-clearly indicate that the great.majority of 
states in_th~ United N ations believ-: that a legal right of self-determ ination 
eiist s, and that neith er Articl e 2(7) nor indeed domestic consti tutiona l issues 
in genera1 <:an impede the implementation of that right and United Nations 
jurisdictio n for that-p urpo se. So irre levant has Artic le 2(7) become to the 
Assem ·1y iii -this con text that it finds it perm issibl e not just to call for 
negotiations for self-determinati on, but to make detailed observations on 
specific national constitutions and recommendations for their improvement. 
While the sub-committee on Southern Rhodesia had cautiously stated that 
it was not for it to say what the basis of an agreed Constitution should be, 24 O' 1· 
the Assembly_ unequivocally called for: : 

the convening of a constitutional conference in which there shall be full participa
tion of representatives of all political parties, for the purpose of formulating a 

·constitution for Southern Rhodesia ... which would ensure the rights of the 
Dllljority of the people, on the basis of 'one man, one vote'. 25 _ 

It therefore seems inescapable that self-determination has developed into 
an international legal right, and is not an essentially domestic matter. The 
extent and scope of the right is still open to some debate. We would suggest 
that at the present stage of development of international law the matter 
has become an international one within the following conditions: the 
Assembly may not prescribe an exact time for the granting of independence 
to a particular territory, though it may urge that this occur speedily. This 
may be deduced from the rejection by the Assembly of_two Soviet proposals, 
the first of which 26 would have proclaimed 1962 as 'the year of elimination 
of colonialism', and the second of which 27 would have had the seventeen
member committee make recommendations 'on the immediate application 
of the Declaration and the completion of its implementation ' by the seven
teenth session. Until the 1960 Declaration on the granting of independence 
international jurisdiction in matters of self-determination was never claimed 
without there being offered an alternative ground of international jurisdic
tion to rebut any contention of domaine reserve. We have seen from the 
cases discussed above that this most frequently occurred in the form of 
refer~nc~s t() ~!i_e breach of human rights, or to international friction. While 

23. Res. 1755 (XVII). 
25. Res. 1747 (XVI), para. 26. 

24. UNR, June 1962, p. 8. 
26. A/L.355_ 27. A/L.366 & Addenda. 



Annex 19

104 International Law and the United Nations 
several of those resting on a breach of the 1960 Declaration still mention these altcmati c grounds of jurisdiction , there is a movement away from this tendency-the si.xteenth session resolution on Southern Rhodesia being a case in point. Indeed, it would seem that legally thls is no longer 1

· j necessary-not , it must be emphasized, because the 1960 Declaration has binding authority (it has not), but because that DeclaTlltion, taken together 

I 111,ith seventeen years of evolving practice by United ations organs, provi~es ample evidence that there no,v exists a legal right of self-determina-'/. tion. Moreover, within certain limits, it is a ri ht whlch does not admi t of · the reservation of Article 2(7). It shout so be added that a aerualof s-elf-• l I determination is now widely regarded as a denial of human rights, and as • such a fitting subject for the United ations . - If nited ations pTllctice indicates that such a le~! .right does exist, does it tell us anything about the _n:i1ure of the right? f ~ost importantly, to what unit does the concept of self-deretrrrirnrtion-:rpply? If the international order is not to be reduced to a fragmented chao__!, then some answer must be provided to this question . The present stage of development of international law and relations, as exemplified by United Nations practice, does allow certain tentative observations to be made. Self-determination refers to the right of the majority within a generally acc~pted political 1 I unit to the exercise of power. In other words, it is necessary to start with ~ stable boundaries and to permit political change within them. That the \ right of self-determination operates within generally accepted polit~cal units is an essential premise, for several reasons-first, without this quali-f fication, all is in flux, and there is no constant factor at all; second, to withdraw this proviso would encourage impermissible use of force across state bound:iries, an outcome which the United Nations can hardly encourage; and third , by and large the emergent st:ites seem content so far to accept the colonial boundaries imposed on them . l ndeed, there has been little sympathy shown by the Afro-Asians for those of their own group who have shown reluctanc e to build within the colonial frontiers whlch they have inherited. The failure of Morocco to attract any substantial support for her territorial claims in Mauritania and the isolated position of Iraq in her claims to Kuw:ut may be cited as cases in point. Katangese aspirations to independence have similarly been repudiated by the Afro-Asians . This is, inevitably, to simplify the matter : the Iraqi and Moroccan claims, no matter what their merit, encroached upon the territory of potential new nations withln striking distance of indep ndence from colonialism . If an emergent state attempted to come to statehood with an extension to its colonial boundaries whlch marked a territorial gain from the colonial Power itself, and not from some other Afro-Asian country, it might well receive widespread support. But, for geographical reasons, this possibility does not arise, and in the event the fixed boundaries are acceptable. & for Katanga, the real basis of Afro-
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Asian objections to its attempted secession lies in the role played by Western 
financial and mercenary interests, not in the sanctity of frontiers. None the 
less, the principle remains: for one reason and another, the idea that self- h' 
determination is to take place within acknowledg.e.d political units is widely ' 
accepted. It may be observed in this context that operative paragraph 4 of 
the Declaration on the granting of independence, after declaring that 
dependent peoples shall exercise their right to complete independence free ~ 
from repressive measures and armed attack, goes on to state: 'and the } 
integrity of their national territory shall be respected'. 

If, then..,J.h_e_right of self-determination is the right of the majority within 
an accepted.2Htic al unit to exercise power , there can be no such rhing as 
self-cletenninaifun for the N agas. The 1 agas live within the political unit 
of India, and do not constitute the majority therein. Their interests are to 
be safeguarded by Indian obligations on human rights and the protection 
of minori ties. There is, howev er, a righ t of self-d etermination for _§iouthe rn 
Rho~ia in so far as it refer s to the right of th ~_majority oLp eo~ to I 
exercise, governIIlent:;1,L~.9,nJ.rQ.l proportionate to their numbers. 

Reference here to the rights of majorities is to be taken to mean the right 
of each man to one vote, 28 rather than the a priori right of the majority to I 
constitute the government. Self-determination does not necessarily involve 
the adoption of the Western system of parliamentary democracy, and if the 
representatives of the majority which const itute the government become 
impotent, and are replaced by one person (as, for example, in the French 
Fifth Republic), the continuing opportunity for universal suffrage never
theless prevents this from being classified as a denial of self-determination. 

The term 'self-determination' is at the present time being used to cover 
several similar, but not identical, situations. Traditionally this term referred 
to the desire of a race for independence, to the desire to take over the powers 
of government and remove the foreign ruling groups. So indeed was the 
desire of Cyprus to be free from British domination. However, it should 
perhaps be asked whether the same term 'self-determiriation' is really 
applicable to situations such as Southern Rhodesia, where the ejection of the 
foreigner is not paramount but the attainment of power is. Both governing 
and governed in Southern Rhodesia are Rhodesians; whereas in Cyprus the 
governed were Greek and Turkish Cypriots while the governing were 
English, and very much 'foreigners to be ejected'. It would perhaps be pre
ferable to refer to the Cyprus type of situation ( as it evolved after insistence 
on enosis was withdrawn) as a claim to independence, and the Rhodesian 
type as a claim to self-determination: this would represent a departure from 
the traditional use of the terminology, but would have the merit of greater 

28. The Bulgarian aµ,.endment to the 16th sess. As'sembly resolution on Southern Rhodesia, 
which introduced a clause to this effect, was adopted by 5 5 votes to I (S. Africa), with 42 
abstentions. Portugal and the UK did not participate in the voting. 
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descriptive precision. So fa~ Unit~d Nations practice, however, refers to both types of situations as 'self-determination': moreover, recently there has been a tendency to use the terms 'self-determination' and 'independence' interchangeably, though it is quite possibl~ for an.in.dependent state to deny the right of self-determination to its peoples. An example of this confusion of terminology may be seen by comparing paragraphs 2 and 3 of the Declaration of 196o. 

The theory of self-determination represents an important movement away from the old legal view under which international law rights pertain only to states and government<;, and not to groups or individuals. Given the l present political climate, the right of self-determination is likely to continue to be presented in a racial context; though there is no inherent reason why • th~ principle should not apply in a religious or purely party political situation. 

e. That a reservation of domestic jurisdiction is inapplicable where United Nations action is occurring within a country at its own request 
Under Articles 41 and 42 the Security Council may order United Nations enforcement measures . Obviously, the permission of the state against which these measures are directed is not required. It has been customary to obtain permission from a non-aggressor for United ations para-military action in its terrilory, 29 though the broad wording of Article 39 may make this less legally necessary than is commonly supposed. The rights and duties of both the United • ations and the host country may then be laid down in a Status of Forces Agreement, and this was in fact the case with the United Nations Emergency Force. 30 

So far, so good. However, a new claim has been raised in the case of the Congo , where the circumstances with regard to the presence of United Nations troops are similar, but not identical. It has been argued by some that in this case the request for United Nations military action has come from the Congo itself (whereas after Suez it was not specifically requested by Egypt), and that once this general invitation has been made to the United Nations, that body is rendered incapable of contravening the domestic jurisdiction of that state, so long as it acts within the fulfilment of its mandate, and not ultra 'IJi:res. Given the fact that the United Nations is in the Congo at the request of that Government, it is argued, Article 2(7) ceases to be relevant to its actions. This view, it seems, has been widely offered by certain United ations personnel in Leopoldville. There seems little to justify this viewpoint, and much to condemn it, both legally and politically. The United Nations is clearly in the Congo at 
29. s~e 2nd Rep. of S-G on the Plan for UNEF (A/3276). 30. A/3526. 
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the request of the Government of that country. 31 Domestic jurisdiction 
therefore becomes irrelevant so far as the presence of United Nations troops 
on Congo soil is concerned . Howev er, practice shows clearly that beyond 

this paint domestic j urisdic tion has been in no way considered irreleva nt by 
the United ations troops in the Congo (ONUC). On the contrary, both 
0NUC and the Secretary-General have been at great pains to point out 
that their actions do not constitute an interference in tlie domestic affairs 
of the Congo; they have not suggested that they are not bound by con
siderations of Article 2(7) of the Charter. In so far as ONUC has a mandate 
to fulfil, it may be performing roles in certain areas normally reserved to the 
exclusive jurisdiction of the state: 

the United Nations Force under the Resolution is dispatched to the Congo at the 
request of the Government and will be present in the Congo with its consent . . . it 
m;y be considered as serving as on arm of the Government for the' maintenance of 
order and protection oflifc-tasks which naturally belong 10 the • ntional authorities 
and will pass to such authorities as soon as, in the view of the Government, they are 
sufficiently firmly established ... . 32 • 

This does not mean, however, that the sovereign right of domestic jurisdic
tion can be safely-or legally-ignored by the United Nations at will . 
Beyond these rights of action express ly or by reasonab le implication desig
nated to it for the fulfilment of its man date, ONUC remains bou nd by the 
provisions of Ar ticle 2{7). Wh ere a right of action claimed is ambi guous or 
uncertain, the Secur ity Council will be called upon to clarify the positi on 
in a new resolution. Even within the circumscription of fulfilling its man
date,33 ONUC's freedom of action is tempered by a basic condition-and 
one that has been made clear from the outset and acknowledged all through 
-nam ely, that: 'The Force . .. [cannot] be permitted to become a party 
to any internal conflict. A departure from this principle would seriou sly 
endanger the impar tiality of the Unite d ations an d of the opera tion.' 34 

The ques tion of what action within no rmally dornestic domain s can be 
understood to be essential to ONUC in the fulfilment of its mandate-that 
is to say, what action has been requested by implication by the Congo-is 
obviously one of interpretation. Tliis interpr etation, as has been succinctly 
and convincingly explained by the late Secretary-G eneral, can ultimately be 
gauged only by good faith: 

the host government, when exercising its sovereign right with regard to the presence 
of the force, should be guided by good faith in the interpretation of the purpose of 

31. SC reo. S/4382 . 
32. 1st Rep. by S-G on the Implementation of SC res. S/4387 of 14 July 1960 (S /4389, p . 3), 
33. In this case, the provision of military and technical assisto.ncc until such time as the 

national security forc es are able to fulfil their tasks: (SC res . S/4387) ; 11nd the cvocuocion of 
foreign m ilitary and para-military personnel, not in the employment of th e Central Govt 

(SC res . S/4741). 34. S/4389, p. 3. 

D.I .L .-g 
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the Force, [and] the United Nations, on its side, should be understood to be deter• mined by similar good faith in the interpretation of the purpose when it consider$ the question of the maintenance of the Force in the host country. 35 

Even with good faich on boch sides, the precise delimitation of O UC-s mandate in the Congo is hard to ascertain. If the host country and the visiting force disagree as to what is an interference in domestic affairs, is the: vi<.:w of the host country to prevail? Congo practice strongly indicates a negative answer-the United ations has insisted upon retaining its own right to interpret in the absence of either clear directives or an impartial third-party adjudication. Great confusion has arisen over what is the 0 UC's proper role in the Congo. During the period when both Kasavubu :ind Lumumba were claiming to lead the only legal government, each complained that the United Nations was not acting specificaJJy in support of his own Govemment; 36 and that United ations troops were merely standing by when actions detrimental to his own Government occurred. At the same time as being accused of omission, ONUC was also accused of commission in supporting the rival rcgime.37 This type of accusation was frequently heard about the radio station and airfield at Leopoldville. T he United r ations maintained the position that these were being used by both sides to fan unrest and violence, and that if it were to fulfil its mandate, it was necessary at times to control both of these strategic points. This policy met with opposition not only from the ri\tal Congolese Governments but also from the USSR, which during this period demanded chat aJJ airports . and radio stations should be placed at the disposal of the Lumumba faction .38 l t will be recalled that eventually the radio station was reopened when a guarantee was received for the curtailment of inflammatory broadcasts; and the airfields were opened for all civilian, humanitarian, and peaceful purposcs .3' 
imilar problems arose with regard to United ations protection of personnel, a:1d insistence upon the observance of the rule of law in these matters. Thus Kasnvubu objected that Ghanaian troops had prevented Lumumba, whom he had arrested, from being brought before a magistrate . The lack of a warrant for such action did not deter him from accusing 0 1 C of interference in the internal affairs of the country. 40 Yet when 35. Ibid. 

36. &e e.g. S/«17/Add. 6, which contains on :irul)•sis of past procedures, and li.nlu the role of UNOG lL in the Lebanon as authority £or the position that the UN cannot take sides in an intern•! 00nAict, but a>n only aid the atate against external interference. Th is interprct:a• tion of the ONUC role was f~uently denied by Lumumba {S/« 17/Add . 7). 37. 'Whereas, on the pretext that the "Internal Affairs" of the 00unt.ry arc invoh·ed, the United Nations ~•ins inacti"e in the face of this situation and moreover the unwarMU\ted occupation of the national airfields is preventing the legal gov=cnt from occomplishing the wk of safe-guarding the unity of the counrry and restoring order .• . • {A/ .. s 18). The U is thus pincered between objections of omission and commigsion. 38. S/4-497. 39. S/.+505/Add. t 40. S/4 520. 
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Lumumb~ voluntarily withdrew from United Nations protection, the 
Organization was largely held responsible for his murder. 41 

The mutual 'dismissals' of Kasavubu and Lumumba also occasioned 
grave difficulties over the interpretation of domestic jurisdiction. Whether 
Kasavubu's dismissal of Lumumba was or was not valid depended upon an 
interpretation of the Loi fondimentale. After an initial suggestion that Kasa
vubu had the right to dismiss Lumumba, 42 the United Nations then adopted 
the preferable position that its role was not to interpret the constitutional 
law of the country, and it refused publicly to pass judgement on the matter. 
The United Nations has consistently adhered to this position, endeavouring 
to deal with all the various factions in the Congo; indeed, such a position 
logically flows from the avowed impartiality of ONUC in the domestic 
affairs of the Congo. However, the resolution of November 1961 may justify 
some concern on this point, for operative paragraph 8 states that 'all 
secessionist activities against the Republic of the Congo are contrary to the 
Loi Fondimentale.' 43 It will be noted that the secession is not declared 
illegal because it is fomented by foreign elements (which is surely the crucial 
point), but rather because it is contrary to the Basic Law. The United 
Nations has thus taken it upon itself to pass j~dgement on the Loi fondi
mentale. The only defence that can be raised in favour of this paragraph is 
that it must be read in context, and as the rest of the resolution is full of 
references to the illegal actions of the mercenaries in Katanga, this particular 
paragraph must be taken to embrace this element. One can only regret that 
it is necessary to raise such defensive arguments, for inevitably the paragraph 
gives support to those who insist that the United Nations wants to end the 
Katanga secession and not merely to expel the foreign elements from influ
ence in Katanga so that the Congolese may negotiate among themselves. 

Many of these difficulties in interpreting the scope of the obligation to 
respect the domestic jurisdiction of the Congo have been resolved by the 
emergence of a comparatively strong central government which commands 
legal and effective authority. This in turn has led to the co-operation of the 
Congo Government with the United Nations, and hence the claim of domes
tic jurisdiction by that Government had been made less and less frequently. 

41. Yet see S/4571, ann. I & 11, which contains an appeal by the S-G to Kasavubu to apply 
the rule of law, emphasizing that he is not interfering in internal affairs . Military action by the 
UN to enforce this would, however, have been regarded as interference by the S-G. \Vith 
regard to the arrest of certain members of the Kivu Govt who had declined UN protection, 
it was explained that once they had departed 'voluntarily or not, but while not being under 
UN protection, ONUC could not pursue and join battle with an ANC unit , That would have 
constituted a military initiative and an act of intervention, both of which are forbidden by 
the mandate of the force as laid down by the Security Council' (S/4630). 

42. '\r"hich caused an objection from Lumumba to the effect that 'It is not for the Secretary
General of the United Nations to interpret the Basic Law, that is the responsibility of the 
Congolese Parliament' (S/4498). 

43. SC res. S/5002 . 
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Moreover, ordinances have been promulgated by the Central Government i:xplicitly giving the nited r ations certain powers of arrest which would otherwise have had to be implied. In addition, any conflict over spheres of authority in Katanga has been avoided by the enactment of an ordinance expelling all non-Congolese serving in the Katnng-.1 forces not under contract with the Central Government and requestini the assistance of the nited Nations in putting this into effect.44 

The nited Nations is under no legal obligation not to interfere in Katangese internal affairs. The right to the reservation of domestic jurisdiction in certain fields is one which is available to the legitimate government of the state, and not to its provincial authorities. Hence the control of radio station and airport of Elisabethville, done with the consent of the Central Government, cannot be said to constitute an infringement of Article 2(7). 

f. That the General A embly has authority to determine the territories to , hich Chapter Xl of the Charter applies There has been a long-standing controversy in the United l ·at ions as to the point at which United Xations interest in on-Self-Governing Territories becomes an interference in the domestic affairs of an administering state. The provisions covering r on-Self-Governing Territories are to be found in Chapter XI of the Charter. 
ln 1946 the Secretary-General invited members to transmit their views on the factors to be taken into account in determining which territo.ics were non-self-governing under Chapter XI, and to enumerate any such territories under their jurisdiction. 45 In reply, certain members thought th.at the term 'non-self-governing' shou ld be defined, and suggested relevant criteria. Others thought that the determination of the territories to which any definition would apply was a matter solely for the decision of the administering state concerned. to 

Because much opposition was expressed to any formal definition of 'nonself-goveming',., the ssembly merely passed a resolution listing 74 onSeJI-Governing Territories in respect of which members had agreed to supply information under Article 73(e). In 1948, during a discussion in the Special Committee on Information transmitted under Article 73(e), the Soviet representative declared that 
+I• ' These nctioM g:,vc the United N•tions I~ rights within the Congo corresponding to the terms of the aforementioned resolution [i.e. duit of :.1 Feb . 1961]' (Rep. of Officcrin-Chargc, S/4940). 
45. By lcner of 29 June 1946 (A/74), under GA res. 9(1). 46 . NSGTs: Summan ',s of lnfonnDlion 1ransmi1t,d 10 lh, S«re1m;,-G,11cr1JI drrring r946 (1947), pp. 132-7 . The response to the request for a li$tinc of territories wu good. 47. In Sub-Cttce II of the 4th Cttce, in the 4th Cuc:c, and in plen. (GAOR, ur sess., pt 2, 4th Ctree (pt 3), pp . 8-g). 
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information transmitted by the Netherlands in respect of Indonesia was 
invalid, as Indonesia was an independent state. Though the issue was not 
decided upon, the Committee feeling it lacked competence, the point was 
made by some states-and disagreed with by others-that the determination 
of territories for purposes of Article 73( e) was reserved to the administering 
Power, and any attempt to perform this right by the Assembly would involve 
a decision on a constitutional relationship within the domestic jurisdiction 
of the metropolitan Power concerned. 48 · 

In 1948 the Assembly adopted an Indian proposal that administering 
states of Non-Self-Governing Territories should inform the United Nations 
of any change in the status of such a territory which caused it to consider 
that the transmitting of information under Article 73(e) was no longer 
necessary. 49 Objections on grounds of domestic jurisdiction were raised by 
several administering states;so and were reiterated in communications to the 
Secretary-General. 51 In 1949 the Soviet Union went so far as to assert that 
information had to be continued until the Assembly formally decreed that 
Article 73(e) no longer applied to the territory. 52 

The resolution passed at the fourth session of the Assembly clearly 
indicated the international responsibility of the Organization when it stated 
that it was for the Assembly: 

to express its opinion on the principles which have guided or which may in future 
guide the Members concerned in enumerating the territories for which the obliga
tion exists to trar.smit information under Article 73(e) of the Charter. ... 53 

It also provided for a Committee to be set up: 

to examine the factors which should be taken into account in deciding whether any 
territory is or is not a territory whose people have not yet attained a full measure 
of self-government. 

Those supporting the resolution in the face of objections on domestic 
jurisdiction grounds insisted that under the Charter all members of the 
United Nations had a responsibility towards the Non-Self-Governing 
Territories. They also asserted that the Assembly must have the right to 
determine whether 'constitutional considerations' for not transmitting 
information were valid or not. 54 

48. Rep. of Spee. Cttee (GAOR, 3rd sess., S,1ppl. 12 (A/593), pp. 1-2). A similar objection 
by the USSR was raised in 1949 (ibid. 4th sess ., Suppl. 14 (A/923), pp. 2-3). For discussion 
on the point see A/AC.28 /SR 6 & 8. 

49. Res. 222 (III). 
50. GAOR , 3rd sess., pt 1, 4th Cttee, p. 84 (per Belgium); p. 85 (per Australia); pp. 86-87 

(per France); pp . 87-88 (per New Zealand); and ibid. plen ., pp. 383- 4 (per UK). 
51. A/915. _ 
52. Rep . of Sp ee. Cttee (GAOR, 4th sess., Suppl. 14 & A/AC 28 /SR . 2 & 4). 
53. Res . 334 (IV) . 
54. GAOR, 4th sess., 4th Cttee, pp. 178 f., 181-5; ibid. plen., pp . 451c.3 & 458---<J. 
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In 19 5 1 the Special Committee on Information did adopt a report on the factors to be taken into account when determining whether a territory wa non-self-governing .56 Howev~, from the discussions it was clear that it was conceded that it was not the task of the Committee to decide whether the inhabitants of any specific tenitory were non-self-governing, nor to pronounce on who had authority to make that decision. 56 These factors were incorporated into an Assembly resolution, 57 which offered them for comment, and called for further study on them by an Ad Hoe Committee . The Ad Hoe Committee similarly did not deal with the problem of where the authority lay to determine that a territory was no longer non-selfgoverning. By resolution 648 (VII) the Assembly provided that the factor could serve as a guide both for the Assembly and for those members administering 1on-Se lf-Governing Territories_. 

Yet another study was made by an Ad Hoe Committee, and at the eighth session of the General Assembly a resolution was adopted which now stated unequivocally that the annexed list of factors could be used so that 'a decision may be taken by tlze Assembly on the continuation or cessation of the transmission of information required by Chapter XI of the Charter'. 58 
Thus, after full inquiry, stUdy, and discussion, the Assembly gradually resolved by evolution through a series of resolutions the problem of whether the determination of the territories to which Chapter Xl applies is a matter of domestic jurisdiction . Both its resolution of 1953 and its consistent practice subsequently indicate that this can no longer be regarded as an exclusively domestic perogative. At its eighth session the Assembly, in agreeing with a communication from the United States that Puerto Rico was non-self-governing, reiterated its right to pass on this point ;59 and this practice was repeated in the cases of Greenland, 60 etherlands Antilles and Surinam, 61 and Alaska and Hawaii. G! In each case, the relevant resolution contained the following preambular paragraph: 'Bearing in mind the competence of the General Assembly to decide whether a Ton-Self-Governing territory has or has not attained a foll measure of self-g·overnment as referred to in Chapter XI of the Charter'. Separate voting on this paragraph has consistently prevailed over opposition by a minority of states. 63 

55. Rep . of Spee . Ct~c (GAOR , 6th sess., Suppl. 14 (A/1836), p. 4). 56. Though some views on this question have been assembled by the Secretariat, in a memo . A/AC.35 /L.30 & Add. 1, 10 Apr. 1951. 57. Re:;. 567 (VI). 
58. Res. 742 (VIII). (It2~. odded.) 
59. Res. 748 (VIII) . 6o. Res. !49 (IX). 61. R,•$. 94S (A'). 61. Res. 1469 (XIV). 63. For examples of which, sec GAOR, 8th sess., 4th Cttcc, 355th mtg, para . SS; 356th mtg, p3.ras . 10-12, 18 f., 30 (re Puerto Rico); 91h scss., 4th Cuce, 430th mt_g, paras . 2:, 25 & 28 (re Grecnlond): 101h scss., 4th Cnec, 523rd mcg, pars 42 & 528th mtg, panu. 34, 36, 50 & S9 (re Antilles and Surinam). The SI.ates rnising such opposition have been limited to Australia, Dclgium, France, Netherlands, New Zcalond, Sweden, and the UK-the pcnulrimatc bcink the only non-coloniol Power . 
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The 1960 Declaration on the Granting of Independence to Colonial 
Countries has consolidated even more the practice of the Assembly on this 
question. The Special Committee of Seventeen which was set up to examine 
the progress in the implementation of this Declaration decided in March 
1962 to consider whether Southern Rhodesia was in fact self-governing. 
The Committee noted that it was acting in accordance with the General 
Assembly resolution of 23 February 1962 which stated that it 'was mindful 
of the fact that the indigeneous inhabitants have not been adequately repre
sented in the legislature and not represented at all in the government'. 64 

The Committee appointed a sub-committee to examine the question. 
The United Kingdom has insisted throughout that the Committee's action 
is ultra vires, that Southern Rhodesia has been fully self-governing since 
1923, and that the United Kingdom Government is neither bound, nor 
constitutionaUy able, to submit information to the Assembly on that terri
tory. The sub-committee found that Southern Rhodesia has not attained 
self-government. 65 This finding was endorsed by the Special Committee 66 

and unequivocally confirmed by the General Assembly in its resolution 
1747 (XVI). This resolution 'affirms that the Territory of Southern Rhodesia 
is a Non-Self-Governing Territory within the meaning of Chapter XI', and 
based this finding on the view that 'the vast majority of people of Southern 
Rhodesia have rejected the Constitution of 6 December 1961' and that 'equal 
political rights and liberties [are denied] to the vast majority of the people 
of Southern Rhodesia'. It may thus be seen that the Assembly has little 
doubt that it is authorized to pronounce on the applicability of Chapter XI 
of the Charter, and to comment on the relevant criteria for decision. 

~- That the United Nations is entitled to request political informa- X 
tion on Non-Self-Governing Territories under Article 73(e) 

In a report of 31 October 194667 the Secretary-General submitted to the 
Assembly€!! a summary of the information subm _itted to him under Article 
73( e ), 69 together with the suggestion that an ad hoe committee of experts 
should be appointed to study the information. The colonial Powers opposed 
this suggestion on the grounds that the creation of such a committee would 
infringe their domestic jurisdiction under Article 2(7). The French delegate 
declared that: 

64. Res. 1754 {XVI). 65. A/AC./109/L.9. 66 . A/5124. 
67. NSGTs: Summaries of Information transmitted /o S-G during r946, eh. VI. 
68. In accordance with GA res. 9( 1 ). 

69. Art . 73(e) provides that members assuming responsibility for the administration of 
NSGTs shaH 'transmit regularly to the Secretary-General for information purposes, subject 
to such limitation as security and constitutional considerations may require, statistical and 
other information of a technical nanue relating to economic, soci3l , and educational condi
tions in the territories for which they are respectively responsible ... ' 
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Chapter XI was a Declaration involving an obligation but not providing for a medium of implementation. The only definite obligation imposed by the Charter was the transmission of specified information and it was silent as to what was to be done with such information ... .10 

This viewpoint hardly seems to be in conformity with the principle of effectiveness in the interpretation of a treaty-a principle of no little importance when the treaty also happens to be an international constitutional instrument. Warning had already been given by the Secretary-General that : 
the transmission of such information cannot be regarded as a mere formality. Its purpos -:: and value depend on the contribution which can be made through it to an understanding and to the implementation of the principles ... 11 

The Philippine viev,,--point seems more closely to conform to this ajm, for that delegate suggested that a course of action which was not expressly prohibited was to be permitted if it was consistent with the objective in view. He thought: 

It would be absurd to require the submission of information on dependent territories unless such infonruition could be utilized for the promotion of the wellbeing and aduancement of their inhabitants ... [If) there was a lacuna in Chapter XI .•. (it) could be remedied by a reasonable interpretation, in keeping with the principle that any restrictive construction of an international agreement which would nullify or circumvent its manifest purpose should be rejected.'~ 

The United Kingdom thought that the information would be better studied by the Secretariat, as the proposed committee would have a political character. 73 Others however, thought that the Secretariat would be inhibited in making recommendations or pointing out shortcomings . 74 This latter view seems to have prevailed, for by resolution 66 (t), the Assembly decided to create the Ad Hoe Committee on Information. The Ad Hoe Committee rapidly came face to face with the problem of whether political information was to be submitted under Article 73(e). Paragraph (e) refers to economic, social, and educational conditions, and oo explicit mention is made of political conditions. However, several states thought that economic and social factors could not in reality be separated from political factors. ThP. Committee arrived at the conclusion that the voluntary transmission of political information was in conformity with Article 73 and was to be encouraged. 75 When its report was considered by 
70. GAOR, 1st scss ., pt 2, 4th Cttcc, pt 3, p. z7. 71. NSGTs: Summarin of lnfomu,tion, &,, r946, pp. 144-5. 72. GAOR, ut scss., pt 2, 4th Cnee, pt 3, pp. 34-55. 73. GAOR, 1sr sess., pt 2, 64th mtg, p. 1359. 74. Ibid. pp. 136;-o . 75. A/38s, p. ,8 . 
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the Fourth Committee of the Assembly, the representative of the USSR 
contended that voluntary transmission of information was inadequate, 76 and 
re.:ommendation and criticism on such information could not infringe the 
sovereign rights of the Administering Power. Others found significance in 
the fact that the possibility of transmitting political information had been 
discussed at San Francisco 77 and rejected; though the Indian delegate 
asserted that the reason for the non-inclusion of this provision in Article 
73(e) lay elsewhere. 78 By a majority of one vote a Soviet amendment 
'recommending' (in contradistinction to 'encouraging') the transmission of 
such information was adopted. 79 When the matter aros_e in plenary session, 
states were heard to argue that the 'interests of the inhabitants' mentioned 
in paragraph I of Article 73 required that the United Nations demand 
political information. 80 Pakistan contended that the relations between Non
Self-Governing Territories and colonial Powers went beyond the scope of 
domestic jurisdiction 81 -a view disputed by Belgium. 82 

The Assembly rejected the revised draft resolution of the Fourth Com
mittee, and adopted the original draft resolution of the Ad Hoe Committee. 83 

The transmission of political information was thus to be encouraged, but 
remained voluntary. It also set up a Special Committee to examine and 
report on the information, overriding the objection of certain states that 
this would constitute an interference in their domestic affairs. Of the eight 
administering authorities, three-Belgium, France, and the United King
dom-did not act upon the recommendation of the Assembly, and continued 
to limit the information they sent to subjects listed explicitly in Article 73( e ). 
In 1948 the General Assembly adopted resolution 327 (IV), by which it 
expressed the hope that those who were not transmitting political informa
tion would do so. Significantly, however, an amendment was rejected by 
which the transmission of political information would have been made 
obligatory. 84 In 1954, by resolution 848 (IX), the Assembly again urged the 
voluntary transmission of political information, and went on to state that 
the principles and objectives of Article 73 'relate to the political as well as 
the economic, social and educational advancement of the peoples con
cerned'. And again, in 1959, resolution 1468 (XIV) referred to the 'inextric
able relationship between developments in political and functional fields'
though it still fell short of suggesting that the transmission of political 
information is obligatory. No doubt it was to be expected that this legal 

76. GAOR, 2nd sess, 4th Cttee, p. 34. 
77. See memo. A/C.4/104. 
78. Namely, in the fact that the word 'political' has been claimed by the US delegate to 

have a special meaning in his country, referring to political parties (ibid, p. 11). 
79. GAOR, 2nd sess., 4th Cttee, ann. 4(h). 
80. Per Colombia, ibid. plen. mtgs, vol. ii, ann. 14, pp. 689-92. 
81. Ibid. vol. i, p. 701. 82. Ibid. pp. 671-2. 
83. GA res . 144(11). 84. A/AC ./28{W.16 & Rev. 1. 
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distincti on between what is dcsir.ible and what is obligatory would become blurred; and in April 1962 the Committee on Informntion from Non-SclfGo, ·cming Territories for the first time examined information on political and constitutional developments.8

$ The United Kingdom, while continuing to maintain that the transmission of political information was not legally required, in September 1961 offered to transmit such information about its dependencies as a gesture of good...,ill." Portugal refused to take a similar position, and indeed, has been unco-ope rative on the transmission of any adequate information on her territories. Resolution 1542 (XV) of the AsS"'..mbly had reminded Portugal that it was obligated to transmi t information. and pending the fulfilment of this obligation, authority was given to a committee of seven members to examine 'such information as is available', and to formulate observations and recommendations. The report of this Committee" has not hesitated to c.umine political matters, though it remains unclear whether itS parent body, the Committee on In.formation, now be.liC\'ts there to be a legal duty on the part of the Administering Authority to transmi t developments on constitutional autters. It = at the present moment that there is no clear duty to do this, no matter how desirable the practiec would be; but that the Assembly has in part circumvented this difficuJty by authorizing various bodies to examine such information as they themselves can obtain. The authority for this is felt to lie in the 196o Declaration on colonialism, which expressly refers to political aspirations in Non-Self-Governing Terri tories. The United Kingdom, not\\ithstanding its gesture of goodwill on this question, has insisted that it is unable to supply constitutional information on Southern Rhodesia, as that territory is fully self-governing. It has been emphasized that the United Kingdom is not wnr:illing to provide repor1$though it believes it is not legally bound to do so-b ut rather that it is unable to do so, as it lacks authority over Southern Rhodesia for this purpose. The Assembly adopted the findings oft .he Committee of Seventeen that this territory is in fact 'a Non-Self-Governing Ter ritory within the meaning of Chapter Xl', 111 and, by implication, the Uni ted Kingdom is considered to retain the customary obligations of an Administering Authority. It is perhaps significant that in the voting on this particular resolution the other members of the British Commonwealth-including Australia, Canada, and :-lew Zealand-merely abst:iined, and did not either vote against the resolution or refuse to participate in the voting. Yet such sutes can hardly be accused of ignorance of the special relationship bet\\·cen the United l{jngdom and Southern Rhodesia. 
85. Sce UN R, Jun• 1962. 
86. See Lord Home's apeech to the GA on 27 Sept. 1961, r,eprinted in Tiu Tim,,,, 28 ~pl .• 1961. 
87. A/5 16o. 
88. Rea. 1747 (XV I). 
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LAW AND THE PROCESS OF DECISION IN THE 
POLITICAL ORGANS OF THE UNITED NATIONS 

(CONTINUED) 

IN the previous lecture, I endeavoured to show :some ways 
in which the process of decision in the political organs is 

influenced by, and in turn influences, the normative conceptions 
of the international community. In the present lecture I shall 
continue with this theme and consider several problems which 
arise as a consequence of this interaction of law and politics and 
which bear especially on the complexities of interpretation and 
implementation of the Charter. 

THE DIFFERENCE BETWEEN INTERPRETATION AND RECOMMEN

DATION 

It is perhaps useful at the outset to emphasize the di8tinction 
between the interpretation of the Charter and resolutions that 
are purely recommendatory. Typically, the U.N. political 
organs, in accordance with the Charter, submit "recommen
dations" to Governments, but an examination of such recommen
dations reveals that many of them are accompanied by assertions 
oflegal rights and obligations under the Charter. Such assertions 
oflaw are advanced in the process ofreaching recommendations; 
they may be stated in the resolutions or they may be implied 
from the consensus expressed in the debates. It is evident that 
these assertio~s are not themselves recommendatory; they are 
expressed by States or adopted by the organs as authoritative 
precepts derived from the Charter or accepted rules of inter
national law. Frequently they set forth limitations on the 
competence or authority of the organs or procedures which they 
must follow; in some cases they are legal determinations of a 

H UE AC DE Y OF I T R IONAL L 



Annex 20

186 OSCAR SCHACHTER (22) 

substantive character which specify obligations of Members. 1 

The question of primary interest to the international lawyer 
has generally been the extent to which the interpretations 
reached by, or within, the political organs are to be regarded as 
legally authoritative when the organ has not been accorded the 
competence to make binding decisions. In considering this, one 
might start with the principle that an "authentic" interpretation 
of a treaty by the parties is legally binding on them to the same 
degree as the treaty itself. 2 I believe it is generally accepted that 
this conclusion would hold for an interpretation of the Charter 
adopted by all the Members ( or even "by the overwhelming 
majority" except for some abstentions) in the General Assembly; 
the interpretation would be characterized by international 
lawyers as having the same legal force and effect as the Charter 
itself.3 Moreover, there would seem to be no substantial reason 
why this conclusion would not be applied in cases where a 

" virtually unanimous consensus in a matter of Charter interpre• 
tation is made known through statements and actions expressed 
separately by Governments either within or outside the United 
Nations, even though no vote is taken. 4 

1. The &pertory ef Practice ef United Nations Organs (U.N. Secretariat publi
cation No. 1955 V. iz) contains for each article of the Charter the decisions 
and relevant statements on the meaning of that article. Examples of resolutions 
that assert substantive obligations based on the Charter may be found, inter 
alia, in regard to apartheid, colonialism, use of nuclear weapons, outer space, 
and sovereignty over natural resources. They will also be found in connection 
with specific disputes and situations involving peace and security. See R. 
Higgins, The Development of International Law Through the Political 
Organs of the United Nations ( 1963); Castaneda, "The Underdeveloped 
Nations and the Development of International Law", 15 lnt. Org. (Winter 
I 96 I) 38, 44-48. 
2. Oppenheim (Lauterpacht 7th ed.) International law, vol. 1, p. 857 . 
Kelsen, The Law of the United Nations (1950) pp. xiii et seq. 
3. See, Lachs "The Law in and of the United Nations" in I IndianJournal 
of International Law (April 1961) p. 429, 439. See Castaneda, op. cit. n. 1. 

4. In the oft-quoted statement on the interpretation of the Charter made 
at the San Francisco Conference, it is said that if an interpretation "is not 
generally acceptable it will be without binding force" , thus in effect recog 
nizing that an interpretation receiving general approval will be authoritative 
and binding. See Report of the Rapporteur of Committee IV/2, UNCIO 
Doc. 933, IV/2/42, Vol. 13 p. 710. 
It is generally agreed that authentic interpretation does not require a particu
lar procedure. See Oppenheim n. 9 supra, Lachs n. 10 supra, Ehrlich, 
"L'interpretation des traites", 24 Recueil des Cours (1928) p. 36. 

C E TIO AL 
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However, when the proceedings do not reveal a general 
consensus, and particularly when there is a substantial difference 

· in points of view, the foregoing analysis does not apply. The 
usual distinction then drawn is that between an interpretation 
of a treaty which is considered to be binding because it has 
been accepted by all of the parties and an interpretation which 
is rejected by some and therefore would be regarded as effective 
only if the treaty should be amended accordingly. 5 This point is 
often bolstered by emphasizing that the political organs have 
not been granted authority to adopt binding decisions except 
in the limited cases covered by Chapter VII and certain organi
zational matters such as admission of members and financial 
assessments. 6 

I do not wish to take issue with this conclusion, but I would 
observe that it does not entirely settle the question of the authority 
of such interpretation. There are two qualifications to be con
sidered. In the first place we must take account of generally 
accepted practice regarding the competence of the organs to 
decide definitively certain issues. For example, the right of the 
United Nations General Assembly to determine which territories 
fall within the scope of Article 73 has received such continuing 
support that it may now be regarded as fairly well settled. 7 

My point here ici that when the practice of states in the United 
Nations has served by general agreement to vest in the organs the 
competence to deal definitively with certain questions, then the 
decisions of the organs in regard to those questions acquire an 
authoritative juridical status even though these decisions had 
not been taken by unanimous decison or "general approval". 8 

5. See San Francisco statement on interpretation referred to supra n. 4 which 
states that an interpretation that has not been generally accepted would 
require a Charter amendment in order to be made binding. 
6. I.C.J. Advisory Opinion of July 20, 1962 on "Certain Expenses of the 
United Nations." I.C.J. Reports 1962 p. 151 and Written Statements, 
I.C.J. Doc. 62/21. 
7. U.N. Repertory of Practice (1955). Vol. IV, Study on Article 73, especially 
paras. 226 et seq. See also M.K. Nawaz, "Colonies, Self-Government and 
the United Nations", Indian Year Book of International Affairs (1962) pp. 
3-47. 
8. I.C.J. "Competence of the General Assembly for the Admission of a 
State to the United Nations," I.C.J. Reports 1950 pp. 8-9. For what appears 
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In this way evolutionary growth in regard to fields of competence 
has an important positive effect on the law-making potentialities 
of the organs. 9 

The second qualification relates to the significance of con
flicting interpretative positions which have not been resolved 
by a competent organ or in a clearly evidenced general consensus. 
It seems plain to me that such positions when taken by govern
ments are not and should not be regarded as irrelevant to the 
meaning of the Charter norms. Official positions of States 
announced in the General Assembly or Security Council 
regarding their understanding of the obligations of the Charter 
cannot be considered in legal effect a,; no more than judgments 
of private persons. They constitute evidence of contemporaneous 
construction by the parties that is entitled to weight in determin
ing the meaning and effect of a treaty provision. This is in line 
with accepted doctrine, expressed by the International Court of 
Justice in several cases recognizing that the views of the parties 
as to the meaning of an international instrument even if not 
binding are relevant evidence of the correct legal interpretation 
of the instrument. 10 

CRITERIA FOR CHOOSING BETWEEN CONFLICTING INTERPRETATIONS 

If the interpretative statements of Governments have evidentiary 
value but are in disagreement, what criteria are available and 
appropriate for evaluating them and choosing between them? 
Such choices are of course often made: they are made by 
Governments in the political organs when faced with conflicting 
interpretation; they may on occasion be made by judicial 
tribunals; and they are of course frequently made by legal 
scholars who scrutinize and appraise positions from a relatively 

to be a contrary view, see Separate Opinion of Sir Percy Spender, relating to 
"Certain Expenses of the United Nations" Opinion. I.C.J. Reports 1962 
pp. 186-197. 
g. Cf. De Visscher, Theory and Reality in Public International Law (Eng. 
trans. 1957) p. 253. 
ro. I.C.J. Advisory Opinions on South West Africa, I.C.J. Reports 1950 
p. 128; and on Competence of the General Assembly for the Admission of a 
State, ibid p. 8; and I.C.J. Judgments in Iranian Oil Company Case, I.C.J. 
Reports 1952 pp. 106-107. 
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"disinterested" point of view. Each of these "decision-makers" 
will see the problem from a different perspective arising from the 
difference in their roles but all will be concerned with the 
criteria that may properly be employed in reaching an "interpre
tative" decision andjustifying it to others. The last point warrants 
emphasis; for it must be borne in mind that even if a government 
decides (or thinks it does) for reasons of immediate advantage, 
it will still be required to justify that decision in terms of criteria 
and principles acceptable to others in the political organs and 
in the international community generally. 

It is of course impossible to consider criteria and principles 
of interpretation without examining more closely than we have 
yet done the various types of norms contained in the Charter 
and the diverse questions of meaning and specification which 
they present. As a preliminary observation I would note that 
the application of all general propositions-whether legal or 
not-to diverse facts and events has necessarily a substantial 
degree of uncertainty or ambiguity; such general propositions 
have what logicians aptly describe as "an open texture". That 
of course does not imply that they are without any clear meaning; 
normally there will be some central cases in respect of which 
everyone may be expected to agree that the proposition applies. 
But there will also be, inevitably, an outer area of uncertainty
that is, there will be cases in regard to which there exist reasons 
for both asserting and denying that the general rule applies. 11 

While this is true of many norms of the Charter, it is essential 
in considering the criteria of interpretation to bear in mind the 
great differences that exist in these norms in regard to their 
degree of generality and the nature of the choices they require. 
To show this, it seems convenient to employ four categories 
which serve roughly to bring out these differences: they are 
"rules", "principles", "standards" and "doctrine" ( or "general 
theory " ). 12 Th ese are not, of course, hard and fast categories or 

11. H.L.A. Hart, The Concept of Law (Oxford 1961) p. II9. Cf. Cardozo, 
The Paradoxes of Legal Science (N.Y. 1928) pp. 4-7. 
12. The first three categories are those employed by Hardy Dillard in his 
various discussions of the normative hierarchy. See Dillard in 91 Recueil des 
Cours (1957) pp. 477 et seq. 
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refined from a logician's standpoint; they are simply terms which 
are commonly used and which suggest distinctions which are 
germane to the task of interpretation. 

THE SPECIFIC "RULES" 

The first category-the "rules"-refers to the norms which have 
relatively precise and explicit terms and which are generally 
intended to be applied without discrimination as to individual 
characteristics. In the Charter most of such specific rules 
concern procedure and organizational activities. Typical 
examples are those relating to composition of the organs: "the 
General Assembly shall consist of all Members ... ", "the 
Economic and Social Council of eighteen Members elected by 
the General Assembly", or on voting "Each Member shall have 
one vote." In these rules the terms used have generally accepted 
definitions in the context of U.N. procedures and other Charter 
definitions. Much as it may be desired, an increase in member
ship of the Economic and Social Council is not considered 
admissible under the existing Charter provisions; the text is 
regarded as explicit and conclusive on this point. 13 

What is important to bear in mind is that in saying a rule is 
regarded as "explicit", we mean that in point of fact its meaning 
is taken for granted at a particular time. It is, so to speak, a 
given datum, not subject to question at that time. But this does 
not mean that its "explicit" meaning may not be challenged, 
or indeed changed in another context. In the history of the 
United Nations many apparently precise rules have been inter
preted anew in new situations. 14 Even a rule as explicit as that 
providing for a two-year term for non-permanent Members of 
the Security Council has on occasion been modified in practice; 
and the express requirement of a "concurring" vote of a Perma-

13. U.N. General Assembly Official Records XIII Session Supp.- No. 3, 
eh. I, Sec. VI. See also General Assembly resolutions 1300 (XIII) and 1404 
(XIV) which recognize the necessity of an amendment to increase the size 
of the Economic and Social Council. 
14. Kelsen op. cit. n. 2 at p. 244-5. Also cf. Robinson "Metamorphosis of 
the United Nations" 94 Recueil des Cours pp. 547-559 (1958). 
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nent Member has been interpreted to apply only if the Member 
actually casts an affirmative or negative vote and not if it 
abstains. But even in citing these examples, one should observe 
that in both situations, there was general support for the interpre
tation. 

Other cases can be cited where majorities considered them
selves clearly restricted by specific rules and required to reject 
proposals otherwise desired. My main point in this connection 
is not that specific "rules" do not require interpretation but 
rather that they contain key terms and expressions, the meaning 
of which is taken for granted in almost all cases which arise. 
(This is perhaps another way of saying their terms, are definite 
and specific but it also suggests that such "precision" is always 
open to question.) We would be closing our eyes to a significant 
difference in practical interpretation if we ignored this large 
category of "specific" rules and treated the problem which they 
present as essentially no different from that raised by the more 
general norms. 

THE GENERAL PRINCIPLES 

The category of "principles" includes, of course, the broadly 
stated precepts of Article 2 of the Charter-such as the obligation 
to settle disputes by peaceful means, the prohibiton against the 
use of force, the duty to refrain from assisting a State against 
which the U.N. is taking preventive or enforcement action. 
Article 2 is not the only source of authoritative principles; they are 
found throughout the Charter, although not expressly designat
ed as such. There are also general principles of law accepted 
as binding; such are the obligation to carry out agreements and 
the duty to make reparation for breach of obligations. All of 
these principles are invoked and appealed to as "law" in the 
same way as "rules", except that they are generally treated as 
higher in the normative hierachy. However, the significant 
difference for the decision-maker arises from the much greater 
"generality" of the principles. Their key terms are often highly 
abstract-hence, applicable to an indeterminate series of 
events, which may be viewed as extending outward from a 

u F ION L L 



Annex 20

OSCAR SCHACHTER (28) 

"core meaning". Consider the various connotations which 
concepts like "force" and "political independence" can have in 
ordinary political usage. There are undoubtedly some core cases 
which everyone would say fall within those terms but in a large 
number of other situations there can be arguments for and 
against inclusion. 15 Does "force" embrace economic boycott or 
financial support of subversive movements? Is "political inde
pendence" interfered with by "force" when an unpopular de 
jure government facing an insurection receives foreign military 
support? 

Moreover, because principles are general and fundamental, 
they tend to clash with each other in specific cases-thus every 
principle in the Charter can be paired off with a contrary or 
opposing principle in the context of a particular situation. 
(This, by the way, would not be true of the category of "rules"
there are no contraries in the Charter of specific precepts such as 
"each member shall have one vote".) Even the salient rule 
against force is "balanced by" the right of self-defence and 
collective enforcement measures and the most fervent supporters 
of the principle of self-determination have recognized the 
opposing claims of the obligation of peaceful settlement and the 
principle of "territorial integrity". This characteristic opposition 
of principles is not, as some have suggested, the result of political 
confusion or defective drafting; on the contrary, it is a desirable 
and necessary way of expressing the diverse and competing 
aims and interests of mankind. An attempt to eliminate such 
inconsistencies can only result in an artificial emphasis on some 
abstractions and a suppression of valid and basic human values. 16 

From the standpoint of the . "law-applying function", it is 

15. See Repertory of U.N. Practice (1955) and Supp. No. 1 (1958) on 
Article 2 (4); Report of the Secretary-General of the U .N. on "The Question 
of Defining Aggression" General Assembly Official Records VII Session, 
Annexes to Agenda Item 54 pp. 17-81 (1952). McDougal and Feliciano, 
Law and Minimum World Public Order (Yale 1961) pp. 121-206.J. Stone, 
Aggression and World Order {London, 1958). 
16. 0. Schachter, "Dag Hammarskjold and the Relation of Law to Politics" 
56 Am.J. Int. Law (1962) pp. 1, 3-5. For a wider conception of"polarity" in 
a philosophic context, see M. R. Cohen, Reason and Nature (N.Y. 1931) 
p. 165. 
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apparent that the opposition and inde.terminancy of the princi
ples of the Charter call for a frame of reference that is quite 
different from that required in deciding the issues presented by 
specific rules. The importance of "dictionary" and "ordinary" 
meaning is greatly reduced, often indeed they have little signifi
cance; emphasis necessarily shifts to an assessment of a complex 
factual situation and a consideration of the consequences of a 
decision in the light of more basic values that are regarded as 
implicit in the Charter. 

THE CATEGORY OF "STANDARDS" AND THE FACTS OF THE CASE 

I have referred to a third category of norms as "standards". In 
this context, it refers to highly general prescriptions which 
involve evaluating the individual features of events. By contrast 
rules (and to some degree principles) assume a relatively uniform 
application, irrespective of individual characteristics. "Stan
dards" in this sense are common in both public and private 
domestic law; notable examples are: "due care", "reasonable 
rates", "unfair competition", "good moral character". They are 
used to judge conduct of a kind which does not seem susceptible 
of treatment under more specific criteria and requires that each 
case be judged largely on its own facts.17 The Charter of the U.N. 
contains a number of these concepts: "good faitl(, "peace
loving", "with due regard to equitable geographical distri
bution." The organs may also be obliged to apply "standards" 
which are not expressly stated in the Charter but are necessarily 
implied by a principle or rule. 

\ 
A gqod example of this is presented by the principle or right 

of self-determination. Neither the Charter nor "logic" provides 
specific criteria to determine what group or what territorial unit 
is entitled to exercise that "right" (recall the issues over Katanga, 
Cyprus, West lrian, Togo). 18 The organs must therefore-if 
they are to apply the principle of self-determination in specific 
cases-determine which territorial entity or group of persons is 
17. See Dillard op. cit. n. 12. 

18. U.N. Repertory of Practice (1955) and Supp. No. 1 (1958), Articles 1 (2) 
and 55. See also Eagleton, "Self-Determination in the United Nations" 
47 Am. J. lnt. Law (1953) 88. 

II - 1963 U AC DE Y OF I T ~ TIO AL l 



Annex 20

194 OSCAR SCHACHTER (30) 

the "appropriate" or "r~asonable" unit in that case. The fact 
that a standard of this kind is used rather than a definition or 
rule shows that it has not been found possible to stipulate in 
advance which elements are decisive-in other words, that the 
judgments of what unit is appropriate for the purpose of self
determination depend so much on the individual and contingent 
facts of the case that it cannot be expected that a general formula 
will provide an adequate basis for decision. 19 It is evident that the 
problem of applying standards of this type to particular circum
stances cannot be resolved by appeal to textual meaning or on 
the basis of legal formulae; it necessarily requires consideration 
of the basic aims of the Charter and of the "felt necessities of 
time and place". Obviously this has significance for determining 
which organ can best apply standards and what frame of 
reference is appropriate. 

THE SIGNIFICANCE OF "DOCTRINE" AND "GENERAL THEORY" 

OF THE CHARTER 

We have not quite exhausted the classes of norms relevant to the 
interpretation concerning Charter principles. For over and 
above rules, principles and standards, there is a still more 
generalized category that may aptly be described as "doctrine" 
or "general theory" which comes into play p3:rticularly in cases 
of conflict between competing principles and in giving concrete 
meaning to broad concepts of the Charter. The influence of 
"general theory", in this sense, has been apparent in some of 
the great constitutional debates in the U.N.-for example 
that which took place in 1950 on the Uniting for Peace resolution 
or that in 1960 and 1961 on the legitimacy of the Congo oper
ation. In the first case, the opposing positions were based in part 
on broad theoretical conceptions of the Charter which were at 
odds with each other: one could roughly be described as a 
collective security position, emphasizing the primacy of the 
responsibility to take "collective measures", the other treating 
as essential the unanimity rule of the Security Council and 

19. Cf. General Assembly Official Records 12th Session, 3d Committee 
Meetings 820-825 ( 195 7); I 3th Sess., 3d Comm. Meetings 886-893 ( 1958). 
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perhaps described as a type of balance of power conception. 20 

Both of these theoretical constructions were justified by their 
respective advocates in terms of the essentials of Charter doctrine 
and therefore implicitly presented as governing the choice 
between competing interpretations. 

In the second of the examples mentioned, that relating to the 
Congo operation, the different doctrinal conceptions of the 
Charter that seemed pertinent in the context of that debate 
were emphasized in Mr. Hammarskjold's last Annual Report. 21 

He referred to one as a "static" conception in which the Organi
zation was essentially "conference machinery" for the solution of 
conflicts of interest and ideology through expanded diplomatic 
facilities. In the opposing doctrine the Organization was also a 
"dynamic instrument of Government" through which inter
national executive action would be undertaken on behalf of all 
Members in implementation of the purposes and principles of 
the Charter. Mr. Hammarskjold went on to suggest these two 
different conceptions would lead to different emphasis and 
different interpretation of the major precepts of the Charter. 

It may perhaps be questioned whether these and other 
theoretical concepts are appropriately classified as "legal" 
norms since they are not formulated as such in the Charter. But 
are not constitutions generally considered to have certain under
lying and implicit premises, which are literally extra-constitution
al, but which provide a "higher-law" rationale to justify choices 
between competing principles? 22 (The concepts of popular 
sovereignty or of inalienable natural rights are obvious exam-

20. General Assembly Official Records, 5th Sess., 279, 280th meetings 
(Sept. 1950). See also Ruth B. Russell, "The Management of Power and 
Political Organization" in International Organization, vol. XV, No. 4, Autumn 
1961' p. 630. 
21. "Introduction to the Annual Report of the Secretary-General on the 
work of the Organization, 16 June 1960-15 June 1961", Gen. Assem. Off. 
Ree. , 16th Sess., Supplement I A (1961). 
22. There are several references in opinions of the United States Supreme 
Court to the underlying premises or "inherent limitations" of constitutional 
provisions. Chief Justice Hughes stated "Behind the words of the constitutional 
provisions are postulates which limit and control". Principality of Monaco 
v. Miss. 292 U.S. 313, 322 (1934). See also Marshall, C.J. in Fletcher v. 
Peck 10 U.S. 87 (1810). 
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ples). Concepts of this character play so significant a role that it 
would be myopic to exclude them from the categories of Charter 
norms. 

THE COMPLEXITY OF THE INTERPRETATIVE TASK 

No doubt these four categories of legal norms can be refined by 
further logical and syntactical analysis and replaced by more 
precise classification. Yet our analysis is sufficient to show that 
the organs face widely diverse tasks when they are called on to 
apply the "law of the Charter" to a complicated political 
situation. Certainly the words of the Charter must be the 
starting point, but as we have seen, in relatively few cases can 
the words provide a substantial part of the answer. In most 
cases the dictionary and the texts themselves can do little to 
resolve the issues which are presented as a result of generality, 
indeterminancy, conflicts and inconsistencies of the Charter 
norms. It is apparent from the various types of norms that the 
range of relevant considerations will vary considerably from 
problem to problem, but it is also clear that in a great many 
cases the organs have to evaluate complex situations in terms of 
a diversity of factors, including some which clearly involve 
judgements of "reasonableness", importance, intent, expectations 
and "necessity". Perhaps most important as we have seen is the 
requirement that the process of interpretation must include in 
many cases an assessment of the consequences of a decision on 
the major purposes of the Charter. 23 For this reason, a consti
tutional instrument like the Charter should not be subject to the 
restrictive interpretation appropriate to "bargaining treaties of 
the traditional type" where the contracting parties acted in 
terms of precise interests on a basis of reciprocity. As Charles de 
Visscher has put it, "always of capital importance in the interpre
tation" of a treaty such as the Charter "is the master idea or 
fundamental conception " that led to its conclusion , and he cites 
by way of example of such fundamental conceptions "the 

23. ICJ Advisory Opinion on Reparation for Injuries, ICJ Reports, 1949, 
p. 174; Advisory Opinion on the International Status ofSouth West Africa 
(July 11, 1950), ICJ Reports, 1950, p. 128. 
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UNITED NATIONS 

GENERAL 
ASSEMBLY 

Nineteenth 0es-sion v 
• 

Distr . 
GENERAL 

A/5763 
29 October 1964 
ENGLISH 
. CPIGDJAL: ENGLISH/FRENCH 

LETTER DATED 28 OCTOBER 1964 FROM THE PERMANENT REPRESENTATIVE 
OF THE UNITED ARAB REPUBLIC TO THE UNI'l'ED NATIONS ADDRESSED TO 

THE SECRETARY-GENERAL 

I have the honour to en~lose the text of the Declaration entitled "Programme 

for Peace and International Co-operation", adopted by the Second Conference of 

Heads of State or Government of Non-Aligned Countries, held in Cairo from 

5 to 10 October 1964. 

In view of the fact that the Declaration deals with items of which the United 

Nations is seized and which also appear on the provisional agenda of the 

forthcoming regular session of the General Assembly, I should be grateful if you 

would have the text of this Declaration circulated as a document of the.General. 

Assembly. 

64-22893 

LjJ p 

(Signed) Mohamed Awad EL KONY 
--- Permanent Representative of 

the United Arab Republic to 
the United Nations 

:n 
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OR GOVERNMENT OF NON-ALIGNED 

OOUNTR1E8 NAO-II/HEADS/5 
Cafro- Oelober 1964 10 October 1964 

ORIGINAL: FRENCH/ENGLISH 

PROGRAMM.iJ FOR PEACE AND 

INT~Rl~ATION.I\L CO-OPERATION 

De claro. ti on as Ado12te d _ b_;y __ the 

Conference 
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VIII 

NAC-II/H.illl.DB/5 

Page 25 

MILITARY PACTS, FOREIGN. TROOJ'S & BABES 

The Conference· reiterates its conviction that the 
existence of military blocs; Great Pooer alliances and 
pacts arising therefrom .has accentuated the cold war and 
heightened international tensions, The Non~Aligned 
Countries are therefore opposed. tote.king part in such 
pacts and a.11:i,ances. 

The Conference considers the maintenance or future 
establishment of foreign r.:ilitary be.sea and tho station_ing 
of foreign "t;roops on the territories of other. countries, 
against .the expressed will of those c:ountries, · as a ,:;ross 
violation of the sovereignty oi' States, and as a threat 
to freedom and international pei:.ce. It furthermore considers 
as particularly indefensible the existence or future 
establishment of bases in dependent territories which could 
be usecl for the maintenunce of colonialism or for other 
purposes. 

Noting with concern that foreign mili·bary bases are 
in practice a means of bringing pressure on nations and 
retarding their emancipation and development, based on their 
own id.eolosical, political, economic and cultural ideas, 
the Conference declares its full supr1ort to the countries 
which are seeking to secure the evacuation of foreign bases 
on their territory and calls upon all States mro.ntaining 
troops end bases in other countries to remove them forth
with, 

The Conference considers that the mz.intenance at 
Guantanamo (Cuba) of a military base of the United states 
of America·, in defiance of the will of the Government and 
people cl' Cuba ond in defiance of the. provisions embodied 
in the Declaration. of the Belgracle Conference, consti"butes 
a violo.tion o:f Cuba•s sovereignty ond territorial integrity. 



ANNEX 4

Annex 21

4

NA 0- II /BF.ADS/ 5 

Page 26 

Noting the.t the Cub fill Government expresses its readiness 

to settle its dispute over the base of Gu1mtanamo with the 

United States on an e qucl footing, the Conference ure;es tr1e 

United States Government to nec;otide thG ev:icuation of 

this base with the Cuben Government. 

Th0 Conference condenms the expressed intention of 

imperialist p01"1ers to esteblish b,"_ses in the Indian Ocean, 

as a calcuJ~_ted attempt to intinidGte thee emerging countries 

of Africa and Asia and 8Il u1wrn.rranted extension of the policy 

of neo-colonie.lism 0nd iitperialism. 

The Con:fererico also n,con1rnendrJ the eliminal:ion of the 

foreign bc-.ses in Uypruo and the Hi.tl1clrawal of foreisn 

tronps from this country, except for tho,se stationed 

there by virtue of United Nations resolutions. 



NAM Summit Declaration, 7-12 March 1983, New Delhi 

EXTRACT 





IX.  MAURITIAN SOVEREIGNTY OVER THE CHAGOS ARCHIPELAGO, INCLUDING 
DIEGO GARCIA 

81. The Heads of State or Government expressed, in particular, their full support for 
Mauritian sovereignty over the Chagos archipelago, including Diego Garcia, which was 
detached from the territory of Mauritius by the former colonial power in 1965 in 
contravention of United Nations General Assembly resolutions 1514(XV) and 2066(XX). 
The establishment and strengthening of the military base at Diego Garcia has 
endangered the sovereignty, territorial integrity and peaceful development of Mauritius 
and other States.  They called for the early return of Diego Garcia to Mauritius.
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status of the island, as the self-determination referendum 

held on 22 December 1974 remains t ,e only valid consultation 

applicable to the entire archipelago. 

IX. MALAGASY ISLANDS 

136. Regarding the Malaga.sy IslanC:s Glorieus~s, 

Juan de Nova, Europa and Bassas da India - the Heads of State 

o, · Government reaffirmed the vital need to preserve the unity 

and t•rritorial integrity of the Democratic Republic of 

Madagaa~cr. In this connection, they strongly urged all the 

parties concerned to begin negotiations without delay in 

accordance with the pertinent resolutions and decisions of the 

Uni.:ed Nations, the dovement of Non-Aligned Countrie!- and th~ 

Organization of African Unity, in particular United Nations 

General Asseroly resolution 34/91 and resolution 7~4 of the 

thirty-fifth M!niDterial conference of the Organization of 

African Unity. 

X. MAURITIAN SOVBREIGNTY OVER THE rHAGOS ARCHIPELAGO, 
INCLUDING DIEGO GARCIA 

137. The Heads of State or Government fully supported 

Mauritian sovereignty over the Chagos Archipelago, including 

Diego Garcia, which was detached from the territory of 

Mauritius by the former colonial power in 1965 in violation of 

United Nations General Assembly resolutions 1514 (XV) and 

2066 (XX). The establishment and strengthening of. the military 

base at Diego Garcia has endangered the sovereignty, 

tcrritotial integrity and peaceful developmen. of Mauritius 

and other States. They called for the ~arly 

)iego Garr.ia to Mauritius. 

return of 

I ••. 
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MAYOTTE, MALAOAnv ISLANDS AND CHAGOS ARCHIPELAGOS 

Racalllng ~he full suppor1 of the Movement cf Non-Aligned Ccuntri11 to the sove~•lgnty of .the 

lalamlo ,Federal Republic, of the Comoro1 over the Island of Mayotte, to the scverelgnty of the Democratic 

Republlo of Marlagascar over the Malaguy l•land1 of Gl0rl1u11, Juan de Nova, Europa and B11aa1 da 

lndla, and to M""urltlan 1ov1r1lgnty over the Chagoa Archlpelago, Including Diego Garcia, 

Emphasizing their c-··nvlotlan that concrete action with a vlaw to finding a solution to thaae 

problem, would contribute ta reinforcing peace and International seourlty In the raglcn, 

Th• Heada of State or Government of N0n-A1lgntd Countries: 

1. • R11fflrm1d that tha Ccmorlan Island of Mayotte, which 11 atlll under Franch occupation, 11 an 

Integral part of the sovereign tarrffory of the lalamlo Federal Rapubllo of the Ccmoro~: 

• Took not• of the dialogue batwaan the Franch authorities and the lslamlo Federal Republic of 

tha Comoroa on this lsaua; 

• Expreaaed their active aolldarlty with the people of the Comoros In their legitimate ttfQrts t,., 

recover the Comcrlan Island of Mayotte and to pr1aarv1 the lndap1ndenco, unity and territorial Integrity of 

the Comoros; 

• Called on the Government of France to reapect the ju1t claim of the l1lamlc Federal Republlo 

of the Comorc1 to the Comorlan Island of Mayotte, In acocrdance with Its under1aklng given on the eve of 

th• 1rchlp1lag0'a Independence, and they catagorleally rejected any new form of conaultatlon which might 

be orga~lzad by France on the Ccm9rlan territory of Mayotte concerning the International juridical atatull 

of the Island, as the 11lf-det1rmlnatlon referendum held on 22 o,cember 1974 remains the only valld 

consultation applicable to the entire archlpelaqo. 

2. • With regard to th~ Malagasy Islands of Glorlausa, Europa, Juan de Nova and Basaas da 

India • reaffirmed that It la Imperative that the unity and terrltorlal Integrity of the Democratic Republic of 

Madagascar be safeguarded. To that and, they strongly urged all partlea concerned to begin negotlatk,ns 

without delay In lln• with the pertinent r11olutlona and decisions of the United Nations, the Movement of · 

Non-Allgned Oountrl11 and the Organization of African Unity. In particular United Nation, General 

A_.11•u,,~l11 Aov,h.!tll'\" ~JQ1 f'.lf 1-, qq~'""'~"'• ~~'70 ~"'°' ,., ct'.'"':"'• •~1-- "'"~ .:t ~~: :": 1:11 r-·::'. ~-'.: .. :~: ... : .. : 
Conference of the Organlzatlcn of African Unity. 

3. • ExprtsHd their full support for Mauritian sovereignty over the Chagos Archipelago, 

Including Diego Garcia, whleh was detached from the territory of Mauritius by the former colonlal power In 

1;65, 

• Expr11aed their concern over the stri-ngthaning of t!'-o military base at Olego Garcia, which 

haa endangered the sovereignty, territorial integrity and peaceful development of Mauritius and other 

Stataa. They called once again for the return of Diego Garcia to Mauritius without delay. 

/ ... 
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benefit of its long-suffering people. While deploring the present internal hostilities against 

the legitimate government of Af ghanisan and the atrocities inflicted upon the innocent 

people, they hoped that conditions for k>lding free and fair elections could be restored as 

soon as possible, so that a permanent government which reflects the wishes and aspirations 

of the people and ensures political, e:onomic and social stability, can be formed. The 

Heads of State or Government called upon the international community to participate 

actively and generously in the reconstmction of Afghanistan and to increase humanitarian 

an~ financial aid for the speedy, vomtary and safe return of Afghan refugees to their 

homeland. 

NEW CALEDONIA 

9. The Heads of State or Goverment recognized that the South Pacific is one of the 

regions of the world that contains m211.y of the remaining Non-Self-Governing Territories 

and reiterated the position they adop(ed at the Ninth Summit Conference concerning the 

inalienable right of the people of Ne, Caledonia to self-determination in accordance with 

the United Nations Charter and Geneta.l As~mbly resolutions 1514 (XV) of 14 December 

1960 and 1541 (XV) of 15 Decemberl960. 

10. They noted the positive measures undertaken by the French authorities in 

cooperation with the local inhabitaats to promote the political, economic and social 

development of the Territory in ordtt to lay the groundworlc for the peaceful transition to 

independence, and were encouraged ~y the constructive activities undertaken by all parties 

involved, including the tireless effots and support of the South Pacific Forum for the 

realization of the independence of New: Caledonia. 

11. They further called on all parties involved to continue their efforts towards 

providing the necessary framework for the exercise of the right to self-determination and at 

the same time safegwuding the rights of all New Caledonians. 

-~ MAYOTIE, MALAGASY ISLANDS AND CHAGOS ARCHIPELAGO 

12. The Heads of State or Govonment reaffirmed their full support for the sovereignty 

of the Islamic Fede?! Republic of lbe Comoros over the islands of Mayotte and reiterated 

their solidarity with its people fa the protection and preservation of the sovereignty. 

I••• 
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independence, unity and territorial integrity of their country. They noted the ongoing 

dialogue between the French Government and the Islamic Federal Republic of Comoros . 

In this context, they urged the Government of France to honour its commitments under the 

referendum held in the Archipelago on 22 December 1974. They further urged the 

colonial JX)Wer to expedite the process of negotiations with a view to ensuring the 

reintegration of Mayotte into the Islamic Federal Republic of Comoros. 

13. The Heads of State or Government reaffirmed their support for the sovereignty of 

the Democratic Republic of Madagascar over the Malagasy Islands of Glorieuses, Juan de 

Nova, . Europa and Bassa.s Da India. They took note of the ongoing dialogue between 
France and the Malagasy authorities. They expressed their solidarity with the Government 

of the Republic of Madagascar in its efforts to preserve the sovereignty and territorial 

integrity of the Malagasy Islands. 

14. The Heads of State or Government reiterated their full support of the sovereignty of 

Mauritius over the Cbagos Archipelago, inclucijng Diego Garcia, and called upon the 
former colonial power to return the Chagos Archipelago without delay. 

INDIAN OCEAN 

15. The Heads of State or Government reiterated the position taken at Summit 
Conferences and Ministerial meetings of the Non-Aligned Countries on the Declaration of 
the Indian Ocean as a Zone of Peace and the determination to continue their efforts to 

achieve the goals contained therein and as considered at the Meeting of Litoral and 
Hinterland States held in 1979. They noted that efforts by the Non-Aligned Countries and 
others to convene a conference on the Indian Ocean continue to be impeded, although 
important progress bas been made in the ~ Committee on the Indian Ocean. The 
recommendations of the ~ Committee relating to the complex ramifications of the 
issues involved and differing perceptions on these issues as well as the ~ 

Committee's future role should be addtessed comprehensively by the 48th session of the 
UNGA (1993) with a view to convening, as. early as possible thereafter, the conference in 
Colombo with the participation of the permanent members of the United Nations Security 

Council and the Major Maritime Users of the Indian Ocean. 

I.•• 
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Angola 

168. They welcomed the positive advances made In the Implementation of the provisions of the Lusaka Protocol, with a view to the restoration of peace and stability in Angola. They urged the Security Council to implement what has been agreed upon resolution 976 (1995), which provides for the dispatch of military components of UNA VEM Ill, since the conditions for their depJoyment are now propitious. They exhorted Member States to give a positive response to the call made by the Secretary-General to contribute to the full implementation of the Lusaka Protocol. They commended the resolution by the Angolan National Assembly to review the constitution with a view to granting to Mr. Jonas Savlmbl, the UNITA • s leader, one of the post of the vice-president of the Republic and called upon both parties to honour the compromises subscribed to by them in the Lusaka Protocol so that peace and stability can be lnstaured in Angola. They commended the Geneva Conference on Humanitarian Assistance to Angola and the Brussels Round Table on the National Programme for Community Rehabilitation and Reconciliation and called upon the international community to provide the pledged funds on a predictable and timely basis. 

South Africa 

169. The Heads of State or Government extended their heartfelt welcome and congratulations to South Africa on its rewm to the community of nations when it Joined the Movement of NonAligned Countries at the Ministerial Conference in Cairo in July 1994. They emphasized the fundamental role that the Movement played from the beginning of the struggle against the racist regime of South Africa. They paid a wann and special tribute to President Mandela for his untiring snuggle and capacity to lead his people, and his country peacefully toward democracy under a Government of National Unity. They also commended the people of South Africa for their role in overcoming the legacy of apartheid and In the reconstruction of their nation under new non-racial and politically pluralist realities. 

Mayotte 

1 70. They reiterated the unquestionable sovereignty of the Islamic Federal Republic of the Comoros over the island of Mayotte, as well as the fulflllment of the commitments acquired prior to the referendum of 22 December 1974 regarding respect for the unity and tenitorial Integrity of the Comoros. They urged the Government of France to accelerate the process of negotiations with a view to ensuring the effective and early rewm of the island of Mayotte to the Comoros, In accordance with United Nations General Assembly resolution 49/18 of 6 December 1994, and other resolutions adopted by the General Assembly on this matter. 

• Chagos Archipelago 

171. The Heads of State or Government reiterated the support of the Non-Aligned Movement for the sovereignty of Mauritius over the Chagos Archipelago, Including Diego Garcfa, and called on the fonner colonial power to pursue the dialogue with the Government of Mauritius for the early return of the Archipelago. In this respect, they noted with satisfaction the Initiation of certain confldence-bulldlng measures by the two parties. 

/ ... 
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ANGOLA 

224. Th~'. -Jieads of State' or Government examined the situation prevailing in Angola in the framework of the implementation of the Lusaka Protocol. They commended the Government of Angola for the flexibility and political will demonstrated, aiming at a long and lasting peace in that country. 

225. The Heads of State or Government held the leadership of UNITA, and specifically Mr Jonas Savimbi, personally accountable for the resumption of hostilities and deteriorating security situation in Angola, as evidenced by th~ir persistent refusal to conform to the • relevant decisions of the United Nations Security Council, regarding the Implementation of the Military and Political Aspects of the Lusaka Protocol, particularly the demobilisation and disarmament of its troops, as well as the extension of State administration. In this regard, they strongly condemned UNITA for its acts of armed aggression and re-occupation of the territory already handed over to the State Administration thus creating an unfortunate outflow of refugees to the neighbouring countries and displaced persons, and called once again on the Leaders of UNITA to undertake the total and unconditional demobilisation of their troops in accordance with the provisions of the Lusaka Protocol. 

226. The Heads of State or Government appealed to the international community, in particular the United Nations Security Council to use all its power with a view to obliging UNITA to confonn the provisions of the Lusaka Protocol. They also reiterated their appeal to the international community to increase the amount of humanitarian relief provided to the needy population as well as assistance for economic and social rehabilitation of Angola. 

CHAGOS ARCHIPELAGO 

227. The Heads of State or Government reaffirmed that Chagos Archipelago, including Diego Garcia, is an integral part of the sovereign territory of the Republic of Mauritius. In this regard, they reiterated their call to the former colonial power to pursue constructive dialogue expeditiously with Mauritius for the early return of Chagos Archipelago, including Diego Garcia, to the sovereignty of the Republic of Mauritius. 

57 



ANNEX 4

Annex 21

13

I (\ _ , _ j - ., ( 1 '7 ..;- ,,r-;.,. ,_. ·L,U:L-\.,,{ 2 00 31 , I< ;,.u-J.c;__ Lv.-1V\./) VP N rhvi ft..uY\~"' ,x.[ w .. ,,.~ V\ 01 / '-- , - C-.J f"CV V 
' 

f.X1P-.ACT 

A/57/759 
S120031332 

parties, in accordance with the United Nations Charter and relevant United Nations resolutions, or any other political solution agreeable to the parties, in accordance with the United Nations Charter and relevant United Nations resolutions. 

• Chagos Archipelago 

184. The Heads of State or Government reaffirmed that Chagos Archipelago, including Diego Garcia, is an integral part of the sovereign territory of the Republic of Mauritius. In this regard, they again called on the former colonial power to pursue constructive dialogue expeditiously with Mauritius for the early return of Chagos Archipelago, including Diego Garcia, to the sovereignty of the Republic of Mauritius. 

Sudan 

185. The Heads of State or Government welcomed the signing on 22 July 2002 of the Machakos Protocol between the Government of the Sudan and the Sudan Peoples' Liberation Movement, which represents a significant breakthrough on major issues and a major step towards the realization of a just and lasting peace in the Sudan. In connection with that signing, they paid tribute first of all to the parties, the ongoing efforts by the Intergovernmental Authority on Development (IGAD), led by Kenya, as well as the efforts exerted by other facilitators including the IGAD Partners Forum (IPF) and appealed to the parties to continue to work for a successful conclusion of a comprehensive and lasting peace. 

186. Encouraged by those positive developments, the Heads of State or Government urged the international community to support efforts aimed at achieving peace in the Sudan. In this regard, they further urged the international community to provide assistance to meet the economic and developmental needs, including the reconstruction and rehabilitation of areas affected by the conflict, after the realization of peace in the Sudan. 
ASIA 

Situation between Iraq and Kuwait 

187. The Heads of State or Government welcomed the assurances given by the Republic of Iraq to respect the independence, sovereignty and security of the State of Kuwait and to ensure its territorial integrity within its internationally recognised border with a view to steer away from any action that might lead to a recurrence of the 1990 events. They called for the adoption of policies that would set the aforementioned guarantees in an operational framework of good intentions and good neighbourly relations. In this regard, the leaders stressed the significance of halting negative media campaigns and statements toward the creation of a favourable environment that would reassure the two countries of their comminnent to the principles of good neighbourliness and non-interference in domestic affairs. 

47 
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Chagos Archipelago 

155. The Heads of State or Government reaffirmed that Chagos Archipelago, including Diego 
Garcia, is an integral part of the sovereign territory of the Republic of Mauritius. In this regard, 
they called on once again the former colonial power to pursue constructive dialogue expeditiously 
with Mauritius with a view to enable Mauritius to exercise its sovereignty over the Chagos 
Archipelago. 
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206 The Heads of State and Government welcomed the deployment of the Lebanese Armed 

Forces in the region south of the Litani River, such that there will be no weapon or authority 

other than that of the Lebanese State as stipulated in the Taef National Reconciliation 

Document, and called on States to expedite their contribution to Lebanon as requested by 

Security Council Resolution 1701 (2006). 

207 The Heads of State and Government expressed full support for the Seven-Point Plan 

presented by the Lebanese Government, and emphasized the importance of the contribution 

of the United Nations in settling the issue of the Sheba'a Farms in accordance with the 

proposal mentioned in the aforementioned Seven-Point Plan and with UNSCR 1701 (2006), 

and called upon all relevant parties to cooperate with the United Nations to reach a solution to 

the Sheba'a Farms issue which protects Lebanon's sovereign rights including water rights in 

that area. 

208 The Heads of State and Government called for a generous contribution to the ongoing 

humanitarian relief efforts, and urged the international community to support Lebanon on all 

levels to assist the Lebanese in facing the tremendous burden resulting from the human, 

social and economic tragedy, and in enhancing the Lebanese national economy. 

209 The Heads of State and Government held Israel responsible for the loss of lives and 

suffering as well as the destruction of properties and infrastructure in Lebanon, and 

demanded Israel to compensate the Republic of Lebanon and its people for the losses 

sustained resulting from Israel's aggression in 2006 . 

210 The Heads of State and Government welcomed the establishment of diplomatic 

relations between the Republic of Lebanon and the Syrian Arab Republic in order to 

strengthen their brotherly relations. 

211 The Heads of State and Government, pursuant to the failure of other means, 

emphasized the necessity of resolving the Arab-Israeli conflict based on relevant UN 

Resolutions leading to the establishment of a just, lasting and comprehensive peace in the 

Middle East as was called for by the Arab Peace Initiative of Beirut in 2002. 

Africa 

212 The Heads of State and Government welcomed the decisions by the thirteenth ordinary 

session of the Heads of State and Government of the Assembly of the African Union held from 

July 1-3, 2009 in Sirte, Libya and expressed their support for effective implementation of the 

decisions to promote peace, stability and socio-economic development in Africa 

Chagos Archipelago 

213 The Heads of State and Government reaffirmed that Chagos Archipelago, including 

Diego Garcia, is an integral part of the sovereign territory of the Republic of Mauritius . They 

noted that the former colonial power, the United Kingdom, and Mauritius held a first round of 

talks on the Chagos Archipelago issue in January 2009, and welcomed the initiative to pursue 

the dialogue through other rounds of talks. They called on the United Kingdom to expedite 

the process with a view to enable Mauritius to exercise its sovereignty over the Chagos 

Archipelago. 

214 The Heads of State and Government, recalling the principles of the Movement on 

democracy, condemned the heinous attempt to assassinate the democratically elected Prime 

Minister of the Kingdom of Lesotho, Mr. Pakalitha Mosisili, on the 22nd April, 2009 . And they 

61 
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283. The Ministers supported the efforts of the Lebanese Government to save 
Lebanon from all threats to its security and stability, and expressed their 
understanding to the policy the Government pursues vis-a-vis the developments in 
the Arab region. 

284. The Ministers acknowledged the decisions by the seventeenth ordinary session 
of the Heads of State and Government of the Assembly of the African Union held 
from 30 June - 1 July 2011 in Malabo, Equatorial Guinea, and expressed their 
support for effective implementation of the decisions to promote peace, stability and 
socio-economic development in Africa. The Ministers also acknowledged the 
decisions by the Eighteenth ordinary session of the Heads of State and Government 
of the Assembly of the African Union held from January 29 - 30, 2012 in Addis 
Ababa, Ethiopia, which was convened under the theme " Boosting Intra-African 
Trade". 

Chagos Archipelago 

285. The Ministers reaffirmed that the Chagos Archipelago, including Diego Garcia, 
which was unlawfully excised by the former colonial power from the territory of 
Mauritius in violation of international law and UN Resolutions 1514 (XV) of 14 
December 1960 and 2066 (XX) of 16 December 1965, forms an integral part of the 
territory of the Republic of Mauritius. 

286. The Ministers further noted with grave concern that despite the strong 
opposition expressed by the Republic of Mauritius, the United Kingdom purported to 
establish a marine protected area around the Chagos Archipelago, further infringing 
upon the territorial integrity of the Republic of Mauritius and impeding the exercise 
of its sovereignty over the Chagos Archipelago as well as the exercise of the right of 
return of Mauritian citizens who were forcibly removed from the Archipelago by the 
United Kingdom. 

287. Cognizant that the Government of the Republic of Mauritius is committed to 
taking all appropriate measures to affirm the territorial integrity of the Republic of 
Mauritius and its sovereignty over the Chagos Archipelago under international law, 
the Ministers resolved to fully support such measures including any action that may 
be taken in this regard at the United Nations General Assembly. 

288. The Ministers expressed their support for the sovereignty, unity, independence 
and territorial integrity of Libya , and for the efforts made by Libya in cooperation 
with the United Nations in order to build a state based on the foundations of 
democracy, pluralism and respect for human rights and fundamental freedoms. 

289. The Ministers reaffirmed their respect for the sovereignty, territorial integrity, 
political independence and unity of Somalia, consistent with the Charter of the 
United Nations. 

290. The Ministers welcomed the positive political and security developments, and 
progress made in the Djibouti peace process, including the appointment of H.E. 
Abdiweli Mohamed Ali as the Prime Minister of the Transitional Federal Government 
(TFG) of Somalia and assured their commitment and support. 

90 
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Sir, 

In accordance with illr. Cumming-Bruce 1 s Secret letter DEF 127/123/05, 
ol' tJ;a 26th June I wes appointed Colonial Office Member of the joint 
.lrnclo-U.S. survey p2.:rt;y carrying out a survay of certain isl ands in the 

Indian Ocean. My duties were -

(a) to accompany the survey party to the islands to be su:rveyed 
end to investigate the possibility of resettlement on these 

. or other islands; 

(b) to provide liaison between the survey party and · the civil ·governments 
and to give political 2dvice to the Co=anding Officer of 
H.M.S. lliJ,!PIER and . . tha s1x,.:vay party; 

( c) to a sscss the impact of· military plans upon the 
of Diego Garcia and the other islands surveyed; 

(d) in the light of military plctls to make proposal~ -

(i) 

(ii) 

(iii) 

for the resettlement of ans of the civil population who m2y 
be required to lee.Ve the isle.nds where they nm7•live; 

for the compensation of priv,te interests which. may su:ffer 
as tha result of cili tary development; 

for the further administration of the islancb dete.cbed from 
l!e.uritius "'nd the Seychelles. · · 

(e) to consult as may be necess2ry with the Governors of Seychelles and 

Mauritius on the foragoin5 matters; 

(f) to report factually as soon as possible aftor the conclusior. of 
survey party 1 s visit to the islands, .i.nd tberedter _as 
definite pro;:rr2.rnmo of mili ta:r;, developoont hc.s boon 
Brit:i.:sh ::uid -.b.i:i:::ricdn mJ.itnry uuthoritios to roport ozi co1noclnsut:lori ·.uncl':/ •'.'\,:JJ 
the ncloinistrntive oousurcs to bo tcken for tho civil po 1pu..1.0.1;:1.01n 
Chugos, with estimates of the cost thereof. . 

2. I ,:,.rrived in London on the l! .,th Jul;{. On the 15th July I attended. a 
· at No. 7 Horth Audley Strc 8t ·uba re I met the following members .o:f the 

pa1:ty. · 

~ 
Mr. M. Pollock, Technical Adviser, 
Mr. A. Kravis, Marconi Company. 
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Lt • .R.R. Carde·n, U.S.Na. 
Master Chief Electronics Technician R.M. Young, U.S.N. 
Chief Rc.diomc:m M.E. J ames. U.S .N. 
lfr. R.L. Cliru::i;,nbea.rd, Co~unice.tions Engineer. 
Hr. G.M. Mo.rks, CoJillllUnications Engineer . 
Mr. W.P._ Dayton,° Communications Enc.:ineer. 

3. i.fy itine~ary- was as follm'1s: 

15th July. 

17th July. 

19th July. 
19th-20th July. 
21st July. 
23rd July. 
~~-ch-26th July. 
26th July. 
27th July. 
28th July. 

29th• 31st July. 
31st July. 
2nd .P.ui;ust. 
3rd August . 
8th J..ugust~ 
9th August . 
lOth-llth Au6ust. 
13th-15th August.· 

15th August. 
17th August. 
l 7th-25fo Aui;,ust. 
25th Au;;;ust. · 

25th-28th August. 
28th Aueust. 
29th AU[;Ust. 

1cft Mildenhcll for Aden: by U.S. J.ircraft 
.Arrived Ao.en • 
.l'.rrived Gan. Embarked on H.M.S. D.lJ,IPIER, 
· Comr,1cnder M.J. Balcer, R.N. 
Arrived Diego Garcia. 
at Diego Garcia. 
Left .Diego Garcia for Gan. 
Left Gan for Diego G=cia. 
at Diego Garcia. . 
Left Diego Garcia. Short visit to Egmont. 
Peros Banhos. 
Left Peros Banhos for Salc.mon. Short visit 

to Salcmon. 
Lef"t Salamon for Diego G-=cie.. 

at Diego Garcia. 
Left Die1;0 Garcia for Gan. 
,s.rrivad Gan. 
Left G:m 1'or 1,galega. 
Short visit to J,r;alege.. 
Arrived Coetivy. 
Des Roches. · 
at Fa.rquhc.r Islancl. while H.M.S. DJJ,·iPIIiR 
proceeded to Diego Suarez for refuelling. 

Left Farquhar Island for Mahe, Seychelles. 
J..rrived Mahe . 
at 1.iahe. 
Left !fa.he by U .s. amphibian aircraft for Mombasa. 
P.rrivad l\lombasa. 
Mombasa. 
Lc>f't Mombasa for Nairobi o.nd London. 
Arrived London. 

3. On arrival at Diego Garcia, on the 19th July, H.M.S. D.A.l.iPii:R began 
_,n·"" ··Le ments to lc'nd the United States survey team and also surv,:,y parties 
i':cor:1 the ship. Thesa teams rc:mained on t:ie island until the 31st July. 
T:io ship's doctor, Surgeon Lieutencnt McClea.n also st2.yed on thi;, is l end 
d.uring th is period to give modical and dental .treat:ilent. Hi.s interest in the people o.nd his knoj'lledge of Fronch were of great assistance to me as 

• !10 w1c.s ~.ble to confirm and supp lem ent my ovm impressions of l ife on the :1..sl•::.ncl. 

4. Mr. P.ollock and Hr. Krc.vis together with six ruembern of the 
United States survey team were landed at Gan on .the 2nd August in order 
to return by air for .i!:urops. ·;'{/Cdr. J.R.C.H. Graves, :.ir plans 2 and 

J~. McClaron, 11!.P. B .W. (W.D.I.), joi,-aed the ship on the same dey •. •. 
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5. On ee .ch of the islc,nds visited I hccd discussions with tho Manager, 
m.:.·l obj ec t t~ct :::::ly ~2::..:1i t ~ 'Jbte. i n i r.!form2.tion about the demographic end 
economic nosi tion on tha isl2nd. but also to e.ssess the extent to which tho 
populatio~, perticularly in Diego Garcia·, ·.~as a ·specidised cm:rmuni ty that 
evclvC'd to meet th0 conditions of each island,. 2.nd therB fore whether the 
transfer of laboux from· one islend to another w2.s a pr a ctical possibility.· 
I .::lso paid a sbort visit to the Egoont ntoll to form e.n impression vihether the · 
atoll could be reinhabi tea.. I,11 the mane.gel's readily gavo me the information 
I requir:id to the bost of their ::,.bili ty though on some of tbe islands it was · 
ur,fcrtunete th2t on 2ccount _of the exigencies ·of .DAMPIER '.S programme my visits · 
w0re not as long .:s I should heve liked. I do not, ho,•10ver, believe that. 
curt2.iled visi t0 have led to thii or,,.mission of any important informetion or heve 
ai'f0cted the validit:r of impressions forr::od during the survey. -My visit to · 
F2.rquhar Isl2.nd vr2s necessi tEsted by a signal from the Colonial Office to the 
effoct thc:t fu,~ Paul hlouliniJ, E;;,naging Director of Chagos llgalega Ltd. wes on 
the island and, since it ,12s unlikely that ·b• would retuxn to Mahe in· ti.J:10, it 
;·;cs st.:ggested that I should visit him on Farquhar. 

6. Wbil • on Maha His Exccllericy tbe Governor kindly arrcenr;ed for mo to sec. 
Mr • .lndro Delhorime, the owner of Coetivy. I 2lso had discussions with 
Mr. Jeffrey, tho acting Colonial Socrct2ry, 1rith the .t.ttorney-General and the 
Financial Secretce.ry. 

7. It rr2s impossi bl0 to concec.l the f2ct th2.t the survey was a joint 
. ,:nglo-A'lleric2n operatioi;.. By the tirne we left Diego Garcie thoro w2s gossip to 

~he _ effect the.t we had coma to investigate the possibility of a bnse on· th0 
islP.nd. On MP.h•, where Dlll.iPTIR 1'em2ined for a short .visit from the 17th-19th 
August, there were su;:;gostions tb."t it W?.s intended to construct an .llrnericiin baso 
fer nuclear subrncrines in th2t pi,rt of the IndiEO.n Ocean. This suggestion was not j 
i;ak.,:;n 2.rr.iss by prop0rty ov1ne.:rs \'1ho h2vo eJ:prossed conce.:rn over evGnts in 
Z2.nziber and fem~ wh::,.t, in their view,rnight h2ppon ·if therewere a withdrcwal of 
:Ori tish interest in the Indie.n Ocoan. I to'Jk the lino '"•ith islandJfa.nc.gers that ' 
in a 2-~icntific e.g0 - there v,e.s a growing noad for a_ccur2.te sci0nti£io surveys, 
in thG Indian Ocean, and I m1'd0 va5Uo 2.llusions to developments in radio 
ccmmunicc.tions. Since I had to r:,2.ko investig2 .tions into the possible cost of 
acquiring Diego Gcrcia and Coetivy, and since R.ll.F. suxveys of Aldabra and 
Coetivy were l!l2 tters of common knowledge, I told Mr. Moulinie and Mr·.Delhommc 
tbd wo vmr0 investigP.ting possibilities of rilevelo:Qing_ airco!mlunioc.tions • wl,ich 
might elso involve improved radio co:nmunic-.stions. Mr. Moulinio ,rill certainly 
be informed by bis mcinagcrs that there were luncrice.ns in the party so I told him 
thcot fie had l1J11erican experts vlith us. The . iL'lleric2.n members of the ·party behevea.' 
v;i th e.dn:ircble discretion end were kept out of sight during lli11!PIER I S brief 
vis::. t to Diego Suarez for refuelling. They were introduced to the islend 
1;~n2-5crs c.s civili2 .ns but :Jefore tho end o-:f tha survey work on Diego G~.rcia 
the mc'.nagor himself hed como to learn the.t some of the lunericans wera serving, 
officers •. This '72.S probably due to some ungm::rded rcrnerk by some member· 
of one of tho shore pi?.rties. · 

8. Tho suxvey was a pr2ctical exorcise in .tnglo-1,rnerican co-operation. 
Cordi~.l and friendly reletions wore establishod at the outset and retained 
tbrou,_;bout tho survey. . I should like to 07-press my deep eppreciation of t):JA 
helpfulness ~nd courtesy of Coomanaer Balrnr; and the officers and ship I s 
ccmpeny of H.M.S. DAhlPIER. It .cennct he.ve bean easy to absorb a co1nN,re.ti,~eJ.v 
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2.::.=;::i :;;~::-ty vt s ~r ~ .. r~5cira On a s1 .. c:.i.l s hip ·out -:.•,c wex0 mcdo wulcomo end r;iven 
all the b0lp t:nd gui::12.nce we rc(}uirod, I should clso record that tho mc1ncig0r 

, o:f Diego Garcit. :r,2.id a v,arm end wcll--dcservc,d tri butc to the b0h2.viour o:f 
tho shore p2.rties :from H.M.S. Dliill'IER during ten days on tho island. Tho man!lgor 
himself gave willing 2.ssistc.nce to the survey nnrties. R. M.S. Di1.MPIER and 

' , the Lmorican members of the o:,:pedi tion geve in. return assist.:,nce in the form of 
ropair wcrk, supplies . and ontcr-tainmont. 

9. On tho 2nd ScptGmbor I submi ttcd a drP-ft r-oport 1o.t th0 Colonial Office in 
order to givo same adv2nce indic ation of my roCOI:J!,JOndations. 

I nov, be.vo · t!:ie- honour to submit oy final report. · Broadly, my conclusions 
as :follmn; :-

(i) Thora · should be noinsurmountcble obstacle to the removal, 
_rescttlom,mt and re-ernploymont of the civilian population of 
isl2nds r.;quired for military purposes; 

(ii) Inso:far as the isle.nds h~vo a distinctive socfo.l and economic life 
. of their ovm, this life is Soychollois v.nd .not Mauri tie.n; · 

(iv) 

Nono of th0 isll'nds, wbother dopendonciee: of ]fo.uri tius or of tho 
Seychelles, is administered in tho !!lodern s_0nse. Jill, including 
Lldabra, would ben2fit from closer l:'cdr.!inistr 2tion fxom the Seychelles; · 

The Oil Islnn~.s shou ld be txe.nsfcr:red to the Sey chelles en d 
th::i isli:,nds regui::-CLl for mili t2ry purposes should become direct 
dependencies of tha Crown. Lll tho isle.nds should bo administered 
by a Cor.'.oissinnGX responsible to the Governor of the Seychelles as 
Hi5h Cor.u-:iissioner. The opportunity should be taken to include 
in the duties of tho former - the administxation ., of the main isle.nds of 
the Seychellos group othar thc.n Mahe. 

11. I bl:'cve elso me.do rccommendc .ti6ns r ogf.'rcl.ing the pxice tbe..t might be offered • 
for the acqu isition of Coetivy b:;r tho Crown. I b?.,Ve r.iade suggei,;tions, v1bich 
ar·e necess~ .rily tontativo, for the finr-ncir .l bas is of negoti?.,tions for the · 
·acc;uisi tion of Diogo Garcia end J;lda¼'a. illdabre. sbould riot present any 
spcciel proble~s ·other the.n the protection of the eto ll 1s uni que wild life. 

12. In conclusion I wish to record my gratitucle for the kindn ess e.nd hospitality 
. · of the Governor of the Seychelles and Lady Orlord, c.nd for the trouble te.kcn . · 

.by Mr; Jeffrey, Acting Col oni11l Secretery of the Seychelles, and other officers 
of tbo Seychelles Government, in giving r.io info=etion and edvice. I E.!'l 
.gre.teful :for informetion supplied by the Governor of Me.uri tius. J\Jy thanks . · 
2.re also duo to the I,mcrican personnel responsible :for instelletions ori Mri.hJ 
end :f:l::- th0 _l:i1"C:!lCSS vti th which t hey arre.ng0d my tre.aspoxt from Mahe to 
Nmriba,:.:,_ 

I run, Sir, 
Your ob0dient serv.int~ 
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Int :roduc t or -{ 

l .: The l:.....'1.glu-Americe-'"l survey of· IslaTJC.s in the Indian Ocean wus 
~ O!'!C~ !"'~ ed. wi th C.enendcncies of the Governments of M:auritius and the 
Seychelles. Dui"i .. ;:,g the first part of the survey, from the 17th -
31st July, investigatio11s He re conducted iJ1to conditions i:i the 
Che.gos Archipela 6 o particul::.rly on the islm!d of Diego Gurci1 which 
w~s re[;nrded e..s the ruost p:-coci.sing for technic2.l purposes . l'.ftcr 
clis0mbarking so;;ie of the ori,-;inal sun·ey party at Gw, on the 
2nd .&u[;ust, and cmbar!cinc; two ad.di tioncl British members, F. .i\l.S. 
DmJpier visited the islcncl of' L6nler:;a, a depcndoncy of' Mc.uritius , and 
Coetivy, Des Roches ru-,d F:,rquhar bet.men the 3rd - 15th Auc;ust . The 
l ast ti1rcc are dcpendr;ncies of the Seychelles. All the isl=ds ·=e 
virtuclly in private ovmership . 

2. :f'or the purpose of' this · report the isluntls wcra visited in 
order to ciaterI?.ine the ir:iplic2.tions on the civiliru1 population of 
strctef;ic planning, c..'1o. ospec ially to assess the problems lik ely to 
.:i.rise out of the ac(uisition of the islands of Diot; o Garcia and 
Coetivy i'o r militarJ purposes. The probleo was pr:i..i:mrily one of the 
prac tic ::.bil ity of: proviclin5 continued. [!Jlcl congenial employment and of 
evcJ.u~ting the socicl .:-.nd economic conse quence~ of moving isll!Ild. 
corr,munities. It was clso necessary to consider the future adl!:inistra
tion of the dependencies of JE:::.uritius - and , to so!Tie extunt , of all the 
smal l er isl2I1ds ~-n tha Inclian Ocean now administered from 1~:ahe or 

Maurit ius . 

.3. Fo;t.l • -.'i.in g. these investie[!.tions , inc:!..uding di.scussions in the 
Seychelles, c-~rtain bro.::.a. conclusions have been reached. · These are :-

(i) The~·e should be no insm·mountc.ble obstacle to the removal, 
resettle ment c...'ld re-e:e>ployrr ,ent of the civilian population 
or islands reguir&d for milite .. ry purposes; 

(ii) In so far as the islands have a distinctive social and 
e conomic lif e of their own , this life is Seychellois .:i.nd 

not Mauritian; 

(iii) None; of tho ishr.ds, whether de pcindonc ies of ifauritius or 
of · the Seyche ll _es, is adm:i.nistcreed in tha modern sense. 
J:J..l , including J!.ldabra , ,10uld bcncf :i.. t froo closer 
c.dministr n.tion from: the Seychtilles; 

(iv) The Oil I:;lancls now d0penc1encies of }fa.uritius should be 
tra..'lslcrr0d to the S8ycb.elles c!.Ild the islo.ncls rGQUircd. for 
military purposes should become direct dep,:mdcncies of the 
Crovm . J:.J.l the isl:,.nds should be " cu:ri.nisterod by :::. 
Co1,.m:i.ssioner responsible to the Governor of the Seychelles 
as Eich Cor.unissioncr . The opportunit-_y should also be taken . · 
to include in the duties of the fo1 "'r.tCr the c..tl.rninistre.tion 
of the main islands of the: Seychelles group other th.:i.n Mche. 

lj_. R0co1m1end.:i.t:i.ons have nlso been m:.de roe;ard.il,g the p ric e that 
might be off ered for Coetivy, =d r;iorc tentative su;;bcstions made for 
the be.sis of negotiations · f'or the acquisition of' Diego Go.rcic.., if 
the:se .islands o.re rer,.uircd -f'or militnr.r purposes. It is understood 
th::,t the only isla.'lds l:iJ~e ly to hnve a strat e gic int e r<'>st are Coetivy, 

Diogo Garcia and Ju.do.bra. 

For the purposes of t~"lis report the islends :'Or~ng the 
de·pe,1denc:ies of J,inuritius are collectively described :>.s the Oil Islands, 
a _:,;011,ve1r.:i..c,nt ter!:l in current use :-;hich prevents confusion with othGr 

such as. tr..:., Sci.nt ::aran:lon f.rchipel::,g o mid 
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6 . In 1962 a comprui:;' Jmo,m as Cha1;os Ar;clega Ltd . was · forrnod . in 

r/iahe . to acqui r e the inte,·osts of the i,iauritinn compunies which at that 

ti- '!le owne& thD i s l ands of the Cha5 os Lrchipela;; o und Ar; cl.ebe. in. the 

In dicn Ocean. These is ln ncls , collectively 1"1own as the Oil Island s , · 

e:!'8 clepand.enci cs of Mc.uri tius . They inc lu de : 

e. narrow V-sh::tped isl !l.Ild ov er 30 miles lonG from tip to tip, 

so me 11 squ:u-a r.ile s in area a.'ld vii th so:ne 6,000 acres of 

coconut pl!l.Iltc.tions . 1,171,. miles froa1 Mauritius; 1,010 miles 

from l:l::ilie·. ?opul e.t ion: 172 lfouriticns, 311 Soychcllois. 

o. lc.r
6

e ctoll of 32 i s l cnds en closin g a legoon of some 120 

squ e.ra miles v:ith ad!llir.istrative headquurte:rs e.t Ile du Coin. 

1,341, ;tiles from lfauri tius; 960 miles from Mahe. Population 

2;il, tll J,.io.uriti an s e,:cept for abou t 30 Scychol~ois. 

an o.toll of 11 is l 1:.nds tottlling some 2,000 acres with·- :· 

a.c.rr:inist r at iv.:, hea:lque.rte rs on Ile Boda.an. 1,384 miles 

f r o• Mauritius; 990 r.iles from Hahe . Populat ion; • 

205 1iauritio.ns; 14 Sey_chellois. 

(4) Ev:::ont or Six Isl:,_--:,ds 

although ct one: tirao therce were sai d to be seven islcnds 

in. this ,;rouu thare ere now in deed six. In recent years 

Talrn rnalca. h:i.s- becoir.e joined to Scuth Ecst isl an d by e. sand

bcnk ::,bout one hu..,,d.rcd yards lo nt;; on which coconut pnl!!!S, 

Velouti0r (Torncfortic argcnteo.) a.'ld. Bois manioc (Sco. ov ola. 

frutcsc ens ) h tcve bec omo estclJ lish ed . These islo.n<l.s a.re 

unirJ1c.titea., c.co"sely ov erg:cow n end ere in:f e sted b:r lar ge 
crcbs. The cnchora5e is bad. 1,250 miles f _rorn :Jauritius. 

(5) _!,_,; tlei,a. 

.A,f;::llego. consists of t·ao islands, Iforth and South, joined 

by a sa..Tldbank 2.bout l ½ miles lo ng which co.n bo crossed on 

foot at l o•,1 tide . l!orth Isl.cnd is seven r.lile s long o..'ld 

betwc.:m on o and 4 miles wide. South Island is four 

mil es long end thr ac ciles wi o.e at its brondest pert. The 

two isl ands contC'.in about 4-,000 a.cres planted with coconut. · 

ThDre era pl ans to i_,icrca.se t he coconut plnnt a.t ions by at 

lecst 1,000 acr0s on North Isl e.me. i-ctlei:;n lies wit h in 
the cycl one belt cna. h e.s at tine s suffe r ed severe d runnge 

frorn storms . b,choraga fccilitios are poor; . J,.gcl.cgn . 

is about 360 ll'iles fro m i:ici1e and 580 miles from Mauritius. 

Populo.tion 371, c.bout 9(% Scychelloi _s. · 

Popul ation 

7. In 1 964- the 
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( e.) Mauritians 

Ac1ninistre.tive 2 men 

Meteorological station 6 

Lc..bourers 4-8 

Children 4-1 boys 

· Unemployed. 

2 worron tottl 4 

6 

39 B7 

3~ t;irls 74-

1 

98 m:u.es 94- females 172 

(b) Seychellois 

l.a.,cinistrativc 5 men 3 women 8 

5 boys 5 girls 10 

Labourers 156 men 64- women 220 

32 boys 4-1 [,irls 72 

198 males 113 females 311 

(2) Peros 3anhos 

Ad.ministrntivo 1 man 3 women total 4-

Labourers 77 men 62 wOlilen 139 

Children 81 boys 65 5irls . 14-6 

:Jnc,::,ployed. 7 mz.r1 1 ViO!D2-TJ. 

160 males 131 females 291 

P.bout 30 of the inhc.bitants were said. to be Seychellois. Of the 

chilfu •c.1, 3 boys and. 5 girls wero employed. i..'1. light labour. 

(3) Stlc:mon 

(a) itlauritians 51 :.ian 52 wo~on 

Children ( sexes not differentiated) 

(b) Seychellois 7 men 2 women 

Children (sexes not differentiated) 

(4) .P.geJ.cga 
165 men 

65 boys 

61 V/OffilSll 

73 girl~ 

7 mcm unemployed 

total 103 

102 

9 

-2 
total 219 

226 

138 

_J_ 

371 

About 9(% of the islwd' s populECtion was said to be Seychollois. 

Population Su::nrn<>.rv 

Diego Garcia 

Peros 3anhos 

Stlar.ion 

Agalega 

1961.. 

483 

291 

219 

371 

1,364 

1960 

4-28 

374 
198 

!.;..28 

1,428 

could 

/isln.nd.. 
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~~l~!· ti~: ·::~~!1::·•''"f~cp~:~~: -!~ ~:!:~~; ~:e;;tar~~e:~ igatio~ . 

sufficient ly ~ccurate. 

9.· u,e ej_-ports :from the Oil Islands c=e pri=ily copra. ond oth0r 
coco,out prod .ucts. :For this reason the w:2y of l:i.i'e and. economy- of tha 
i.nL,.bitwts perttln to .the Scycl1EJlles r:2ther than to Mauritius. Copra 

exp orts arc now c.t . the following level: 

Diego G-:;.rcia. 
Peros 3on.'1os 
Scler:!On 
Agclega 

731 tons pe·r annu :n 
l80 tons pGr annum 
360 tons per =u::i 
638 tons per O..''lJlUl!l 

10. The Oil Islc:.11ds \•Jere purchc:.sed by _the Chagcs Agal ega Co., in 1962, 
for :,s.1,500,000, The previous ocm0rs were two clos ely associated 

~~;;:";:!J,~: ;;;:~!i::;n. Di:!~l~;ci.~t~:d~,, .:~~e~g~=~~ -Gar;.:~e · 
compr.ias shared a comr,,on chair:n2J1, board of di.rectors and ·administrative 
or5a.."lis2.tic::i. Throu;h t!,eir subsidiary t he Diego-Agale:;a SJ,.ippi.ng 
Co:npDJ,y Ltd. tll•?Y o,med a.."ld oparated the ;,;.v. •Sir Jules ' of 7,11 tons. 
A second subsidiary 

I 
I::1.nova Ltd. operated a factory in Port Louis 

produci...'1.g r (.;fi:i~d oil ::uid sce.p. 

11. 'Sy 1956. the Eal!riti"-'1 comp,,nics were i.."l debt to the c)::tent of 
Rs.1,374,873 and viere e):pcrie01cing great diff'iculty in obtaining further 
crccrb.t . Thc:y accordi-'ltlY sou;ht finc:--"lci2J. assist once from the Government 
of Ii:1ur itiu s. It r,::.s in consequcmc,a: oi' this n.pproach tlu:.t Mr . Lucie Smith 

then Director of A1,riculture in rfauritius, reportccl in 1959 on the 
coco nut ini!.us t:rJ i.."l the isl~tni! . The isl:mc.s cppec.r to hcve been 
in-'fi'iciently acl:ninistcrecl by the Eaurit iCJ.."l Cor.,p~ i es. It is nlso 

{~:s-~~:~ !r·!p!~:!:n:i.~:t~~/;~~!~?i: ;~~~/:s g::! ~:a~~:: :~~~(;d 
to Rs. 700 , 000 per :::.n_'lU!'.!.· y;o help wc,.s forthcor.d.ng from the Goverru:.,ent 
of i,iaur itius. It ap:;_:,.:,::u-s th,-,,t the directors ,ielcorr.cd tho opportunity 
to rid then:sc,lves of a fincncial embarrnssmcnt tihich could otherwise be 
n,meclied only by the ::.c.il.itional capitcl oncl inprovecl business capacity 
which v:c,re not forthcoming. Lccorc.intJY they re3dily acceptecl an offer 

of' Rs . 1,500 ,0 00 . 

· !1!~ fo;~~r~;n~c~~i;!\~~:;~:s D~~5~
5GJ~:!~0

~;i~ ,o~~"·t~~oi~st~ ~sc~d 
. the; S

6
mont I.tol l. It h2.s n share capital of Rs ·. 750,0 00 i."l Rs.1,000· 

' u.."lits. 250 sh.arcs arc: ):wlcl by the Colonial Steamship Co. ·of isiauritius · 
ancl 200 by Mr . pcul Houlini.e , of r!.cll.e. Other sh::u-c:s ::u-e held. as · 

follows: - · · 

Mrs 'I'hcres·0 Ji;iculinie 47 
Miss Cecile !''ricbot 3 
Mr. Paul Chen,.rcl cle la 

Giroclias 150 
1',rs Alice 1,':,:-ichot 10 
),\l-. Noel ?richot 10 
f,1r . . l' .. obCrt 3oulle 6 
h1r. Ernest 3ouchcre;c.u 
Mr. i'.'lc.rc· V8e:v0rs-C artcr 

Mr. 
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Houlini\3 himselr ~ . 1' ... ~Gc~ri g t"o t he Articles of' } .. ssoc i ntion no 

shar es shal l bo offered to the pub lic. Shareho l ders nmy dispose of 

shares to other shareholdGrs or to their ovm 1·1ii' e , hu sband or childrc:n. 

Th ey rr12y bo sold to raembers of th o public only with the per mis sion of 

the directors nnd ii' the sharehold e rs lmve re f used to buy. 'rhe Bo.:.r d 

consi st s of seve n member s, two are l,lr. Moulinie nnd a. person appointed 

by him. Two ar e app oin t ed by the Colonial Sten,-;,ship Co. as lo ng as 

the company shtll co nt inue to hold on e- thir d of the share> ca.pitcl. 

The · acquisit ion of ;:my of the Oil Islands for milit::,ry pur pos e s, 

nnd chan ge s in their administration, will almost certainly i.•wo lvc 

repGrcussions in the local politics of Mauritius a.nd the Seychelles. 

· Not everythinc, that ·Mr. Moulinie scid in th e co ur s e of tTTo days ' 

. conversation should be cccepted at its fa.co v::J.uo; but his plans and 

nei:;otiations in the past two y ears will ce rt:a.inly be used r'o r barc;ainin 5 

· purposes. For this ··· r'3o.aon Mr. }.loulini e I s version of his negot i ation s 

and plans is sat out in parnf;raphs 14--18 b c lo.-1. It i ::; i mportant to 

emphasise tha.t there is no evidenc e tho.t Ch ,:.gos Lgale 6 a Ltd. hc.s y e t 

embarked on the capital e:,..-pe:nditure required for the realisation of 

Mr. il:loulinie ' s plans. It is by no mea.'Js cer tain t hd the capitcl. will 

be forthcoming . It is a.ls o probablo that some or' Mr. Moulinie' s 

associates would bo gl:iil to :iccept a c ap ital appreci ation and to be ri d 

01• a possibly ernba.rra.ssing speculation. 

Politiccl and Comrr.crcia.l f'uctors 

14. Mr. Moulinio, e. member of the Sey chelles Leg isl a tiv e: nnd Executiv e 

_Councils, hciS recently been canvassing the possibility of administr ati ve 

. and econoraic union b e tw ee n the Seychelles and Mauritius. He sees in 

such a union the prospect of co rnmercicl profit for himself :end his 

. associates because he hopes that it would 1.,ad to a.n incrense in t he 

carryin g trade =d passen ger traffic b e trmon the is l a.'lds v1hich would · 

justify the acquisition of a second motor vessel by ,t he Colon itl 

St eamsh ip Co. to sup plement tho M.V. "Mau ritius". This se cond sh ip 

. , would be available to carry to New Zo~.land tho · 6uano or rock phosphv .t0 

' extracted by }.lr. Moulinie in St. Pierre and 1·1ould c.:ncl>le e~ctr a ction to 

be incroasod from about 5,500 tons to .'.Jhout 7,000 tons per o.nnurn. 

Further, Mr. Moulinie ho.s in rond a schcL1e by_ which the Seychelles should 

·. obtain rice through Maurit ius, thus providing cargoes... · In r et urn for 

this busin ess Mauritius should provide Seychelles with 1,000 tons of 

sugar a. yec:r at t he pr ic e paid by consumers in Mauritius plus froi &ht at 

• 2 cts. per lb. Plans una.cr -consideration include the . encourag ement 

of the tourist tra de from Reunion, MP.dngas car, hiaur itius and 

· South Africa. by the construction of an air s trip !l-'ld a hot el iri 

Fnrguhe.r . The dovelopmont of Diego Garcia would form a mc.jor part 

th e plans for the development of the whole complex of isl:m ds . 

Go.rcia would be . rc,habilitated, th e populc.tion coul d be increased 

4 .,000, and business with the island would spread th 0 cost of 

re.;ular tr1!Ilsport between the Oil Islands and the ;;ic.in island 

in the Indian Ocean. The plans depend on the e con omic s of 

conu;;unic a.t ions and esp ecially on = increased den;and f or 

u.,d frei.;ht . 

on theso lin c,s havc, been cliscussed r&centlv bet .. een 

Patureau (Minister for 'l'ra.cle ['.nc1 In dus ~try in ~bur iti us , 

Rogers & Co.), fir. llingD.do o (Mii1is t er for Educc.tion in 

with various other pc,ople in J,ii2.uri tius. Ur . Moulini e 

copies of' the s o~ of" t he re lev ant corr espo ndenc e on the 

cluririg months., to euther with .1 copy of o. ii1ronch tr~slD..-

th e nmr f'tt•rr,nh · in the _ti;conomis t of thG 4th July a.bout An5lo 

:,._r,·t:e1,os 10s. in · the In~.i= Ococn. It v,ould ha.vo been 

·conve ,r. s at:i.on with lir. Rene Ma.ini:;ard . It 
been r0caived r:ith t h'e enthusio. s i~, 

,,c,cu .n, ... w"' to. h i s nccount on iru"luentie.l 

.. ---.... 
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and potentially vocal group in the Seychelles ana in lfo.uritius ·bave 

plnns for commcrciel developne:1t in bo th the Seyche lles and lfour i tius 

in ,vhic h Di8t;O ~~ roe:.: . i s c::r-~ct od to pl ay an. i • port ant pc.rt. It ~r-~!:i 

boon s uGr;estod by }fr. l<ioulinio that J11r. il.in gndo o se es in s uch plnns cu1 

opportunity t o provicl .c employr.1ont and incr.:,~.scd trado . rt · would b e in 

uccordancc ,1ith Mr. Ringo.doc's character, and in no wcy ·i mply criticism 

of h io, if he rrcre vigorously to follow ~p those suggestions. It is 

cle= that Mr. bioulinio , nnd possibly his associates in Mauritius, hcd 

elr ecc1y by the tim e of tho survey made up their minds to profit fro:::i 

any ne w int eres t in t he area on t he part of H .1!.G-. 

16. Thero _ is no ovidcnc u that Mr . Moulinic's p rojects _ have received 

any influential support in tho Seych ell es or that the id ea of clos er 

union with Mauritius viould be wolcoJ:10 in the rulinG circles in Mahe . 

Proposcls to improve trade and business contacts with ifa.uritius would 

be examined on their nmrits as a business proposition. 

Mr. :Moulinie' s Report 

17. £fr . 1loulinie himself' m::0.o a careful insnection of all the islands 

in the Chagos .Archipela 6o in lic.rch 1963. Hi; conclusions =e es 

follows :-

,/ _· 

(a) Die ;ro G2.rcb 

Very badly neg l e ct ed nna mis mcrw.c:;ccl. C ap e.ble of producine; 

1,500 tons of copra within the next ten ye=s and of reachini:; a 

peak of 3,000 tons a year. L:ibour should b e rcotained at its 

present · l eve l 1' or the time bein g but l0 good tractors =c r e quired. 

The islc.nd should bo divi de d into e ight sections to or:sure 

i..rnprov"d mdntenance end supervision. The islarid contains nhout 

250,000 trees of which c.bout 5C% require coeylote rchabili ta.tion 

at n cost of about Rs .200,000. Boo he ail ,of c attle could be 

=intdned on tho u::d.sting pasture and three times as many with 

the introduction of elephant grass. So mo 6qt. of the islund is 

suitable for l!leize cultivation which should be plcntcd o,::tcnsivoly 

pcncling roplantin 6 with coconuts. In general the soil on 

Diogo G-arci2. is ab out the bust seen on any coral islt,nd. The 

island could support a populntion of so me 4,000 pooplo. Its 

copra should be produced for the Europcnn mar k et. 

(b) Peros 'Bcnho s · 

A labour force of' 00 is adequate for the whole r.toll if supor 

vi s ion is ifilprov,:,d an d good overseers p l ace d on the principal 

islnnds. Pro du ction frora the atoll should be at the r ate of 

850-900 tons o:f copra a. y0=. 

(c) ~ 

Ii:iprovea cultivation r.iotheds and supervision 

production to 225-250 tons of copra c. year · nnd cw.,,.._..._,.,_.,, ... y 

400 t ons. The islends could c.lso grow maize as .anir.ml 

. perhaps f'or the l abo ur ers. The lnbour forco ---sho uld be · 

. t he ey..istinr; level. 
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( e) Three Brothers 

Perhaps more than 40,000 tons of guano on this island of 
2V- :;o acr(;;s. 

(f) Eo.gle Isl and 

Fifteen men und er a good ov0rscer could obto.in 7-8 tons of 
copra per month . The c ost of rehabilitating tho sottlfJ!aent to 
malrn it hc.bitable would be about Rs . 25,000 . More than half this 
u.,,iount would be r ep aid from the fallen coconuts. 

18. hir . Moulinie' s re p ort should not be acceptod as en objective 
appraiscl of e conomc prospects. No serious attempt has been macle to 
estir.iate costs. It is cssonticlly o. prospectus de sie,ncd to raise 
c:,.pital for a spec ul at ion. Accor d in g to r e r.in.rks macle on Mnhe so;.-,, at 
le2.so of the sh:,.reholders are concerned c.t the prospect of rel atively 
hec.vy expenditure, before they ca.'l expe ct an adequate return. No balnnce 
sheets h ave boon published ruid no directors' mc:etinG has bec,n held for 
over a year. Mr. Moulinie himself cl aimed th at Die,so Garcia made c. net 
profit of Rs.90,000 in 1963, but this canriot .,_t present bfJ substc..'lti o.ted 
and in a:ny case it is uncorte.in what return this repre sents on the 
ca pital employed. 

19. Report by Dr. Octave Wiehe C .B.E. 

Dr. Wiehe visited the islands in 1961. Esti r.mtos made on the 
basis of hi.s report indicate thct within five to twelve y ears the co pra 
production could be incrc~ed to: 

Age.le ga 
Diego Garcia. 
Peros Banhos 
Sal amon 

1,400 " (7 31 
. 700 tons ( 638l 

550 " (180 
350 " (260 

Th e current production figun ,s a r e i;iven in brackets. 

Defence Interest in Die_£~ 

Ju de;ing by the co1c.mcnts of the Service offi ccrs and technicians 
taking part in the survey the island is umincmtly suitc.ble for the 

_. various purposes un cler consi\leration. These include the construction 
_.:_ of = rd.rstrip and its c.p]Jurtcn=ces cov e ring :,.".I ar0 a of 2-ppr orimcte ly 
·. 2½ mil e s x ¾ Diles; t he construction of n avd store ;;;0 t~1.ks and j etty 

rE:quiring 4l acres; receiving 2nd trnnsoitting redio install at ions; 
recr0 a.t ione.l fnciliti es 

7 
housinb o.nd. o.c1ministration. It ,;1ould ::i.ppc~ 

tho .t the greet er pert of the 2-r0c-. from M2.rianne to Eclipse Point v1ill 
r equired for the tronsr,:ittcr, cir strip an d ancillary insttll~tions. 

most su i tab le site for the rc:ccivcr wi ll be c.t, or nenr, South P oint . 
strip of la,,d half a mile long from Observ o.tory Point v:ill be 

. ·r equired for the sto ra ge tanks and jetty . The nhole of tho mecin 
-se,ttlem ent et E2-st Point will be, ro c1Uirccl for the admi nistr.,.tivc 

living quc.rtc r s zntl f';r rccron.tionnl f~ ciliti es . . If 
i:,lJJrc,s~iar1s of the officc:rs and t e chnicicns o.re confir ..icd , and ii' 
nccoss ::-.ry aocisionS cro tclcen by the Br iti sh r:.."ld .A.rnericn.n Govcrnoents, 
whole of Diego Garcia vlill be r 0 quir0u for dci'e nce purposes. This 

the eviction of the existing civili= p opul a ti on . 
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ch=nctEristic of th::i.t islnnd. clone OJTiong the occu uied isl,~-i;:J.z of the 

CJ-.agos i!rchip eleto • Behind an nJ.most continuous b~l t of Bois m:mioc · 

(3c ~a--;ul o. :':xt ~• scens ) und. V0louti\!r (Torncforti~ c.rgen tce) t11C:rc is a. 

. thick i:;rowth of coconuts pnl!nS and f or e st i;r-bGS , :::'::::-=, bu shes_, lin.ncs 

and. rotting stum ps and deb ris •. The ci-ca of clc en coconut plcntations 

is srnall and even thnt compnr c s unf' nvourc:bly in nppen.rance 17ith the 

p.L,cun,,n,.1.ozc,s cin oth er islnnds. 1!r . Lucie -S mith commented in pnragr<'.ph 

of his report thnt "the culti vr.ti ons P.t Dicco nre in s o deplcrnble 

a stnte thct there is hardly n nor rnnl pclm in the entire isln..--id, r:hilo 

the whol e ml:'.tter is co mplic at ed by t he =ssivc infestntion of the 

Rhinocuro _s Beetle". In pnra 6raph 163 i.!r. Lucio -Snith r efe rred to the 

po s si b ility thd Diec;o Gcrcia might be thought "n doubtful p r oposi ti on 

in view of the bad condition of the coconuts, tho overgrown stat e of 

island _ and the problm:iatic control of the P.hinocoros Beet le. His 

:;uf;;;ee:;s .wn thnt coconuts in the oil islands, espe,cinlly in Di eg o Go.rciu, 

a n ntural second~ plant co omunity rath e r then a cultivd ed 

p.L1m1,,~:c:wn crop is strtcngthened by comparison with the admircble 

CUJLl,J..vacicm and flourishing appen.rance of the plru!tations on i slands 

as Farquhar or De s Roches. Mr. Moulinie I s i mpr es sions nre much 

Nevertheless, l.lr. Luci e -S mith consider ed that with an · 

exipcr.,ditw ,e of' some Rs.5.1 million . over five y ee.rs , bette r methods · of 

cU:Lt:i.v::,;ticm and more machanisation the island could be made into a 

concern. In gene ral tho conclusions of' Mr. Lucic - Smi~h :/ 

and Dr. Oct ave Wiehe coincido. 

(a) 

f rom Diego Garci::i to 1fouritius 1963-1961;. 

March 1963 227 tons copra 

(b) 

62,000 coco barbes 

8,320 brushes· 

12,000 brooms 

425 tons copra 

77,0 00 .tons coco barbes 

· 13,0 00 brushes 

1,000 brooms 

·. 273 tons .copra . • 

80,000 coco b2.r be s . : 

35 t ons · cocon ut 

Exports from Diego Gnrci a.: to Jfohe 

Febru.:u-y 1 963 

July 19 63 

nre co c onuts a s s·old in 

shipped to lfouritius -in April 1 964 

c tricl ship= nt. 

,-·7 
,'_'j 
::I 
' .j 

-.: J 

i 
i 
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;,.1..c11e,u.c . .1.u,.,,. were being prop erly mnnured. Younc; p::0.ms nrc, be g inning t o 

productive. There .:re pl=s for the introduction of cuttle. The 

n -:,t p:,-of it L'l 1963 is said by Mr . Moulinie t o hnve b een so me Rs .90,000 

contrast to a loss of' Rs.53,427 in 1955-56 C<,d Rs.196,356 in 1957-58, 

ond to a smtll profit of Rs .5, 868 in 1956-57. No figures h.!ve been 

ava.ilable to confirm or c:iq,lain the tlle 6ed profit in 1963. 

The total population of Di ec;o Gnrcia in 1964 was 483, c omprisin g 

Seychellois and 172 Mauritius or Ileois. In 1958 the population 

of' the isln.'ld ,ms 589 . In 1960 m,s 428. In 1 963 it had fallen to 422. 

· The decline in 1964- as comp.:tred with 1958 was not duo to any m1lrkcd 

dift'ercmee in the lclJour force. Mr . Lucie-SP.Ji th recorded a tottl 

of' 216 mcl.e labourors in 1958. In 1964- the totoJ. .v:~ 205. The present 

mru1ager, Mr. Pouponneau compl~.incd about the great difficulty in 
recruiting labour. He snid that the neglected state or" the island, 

especially the unkept bush ere a . 1'.bout Marianne nnd Eclipse Point, w:is 

duo to lr'.ck of labour. In Mr. Moulinie I s vievi wh('.t is n :iquired is more 

mechanization ond improved supervision. Labour in Diego G-nrcia is 

recruited from Mauritius and the Soyehelles. All the !:ieyeh01lois 

labour ers aro und.or contrnct, r.iD.rricd men for t wo yc2.!"s C-'1.d bc.chelors 
for 18 months. 7 Mauritiru1s wore .tlso under eontr11ct. It is note

that in the better mnnaged - islands beloni:;ing to the Seychelles 

were no serious complaints cbout the difficult" of obtcining 

lcliour from the Seychelles though there were ·suggestions, of very 

doubtful volidi ty, that the Americ= instollrrtions rmro attr,,,cting 

lcbour rrt the e:i...-penso of' the islnnd.s. Die c;o G=cia horicver, is undoubt

edly sufferine; from rivclry between Mcuritians .:,nd ~eychellois, end from 

hrrd man:,.gGrr.ent. Mr. ifoulinio conpln:incd of the campni e:n directed a;;tlnst 

his co1;rp=y which w:is said to be impedin 6 rccrui tment in I.lceuri tius. 

}fauritian offic-crs on the islond · spoke of the deliber:itc "Seychelli

zation" of Di e1;0 Garcia, There is certainly little tr ace of the si:,nse 

of a distinct Diego G-o.rcian conmunity . described by Sir Robert Scott in 

his book "Limuria". Sir Robert Scott holds that "ths. physiccl chnr"-ct0r

istics of' ·the islcnd hcve made the Diego G-e.rcians more down and hard

headed than the r c:sidents in the other isl:::nds." They nr e scid to be 

"more dilit;ent in suppler.11enting their basic rctions nncl th0ir cash 

resources thnn the other islanders • 11 In the postcript to his book 

Sir Robert Scott discusses the iopact of chnn ge nnd mclces a plea "for 

understanding of the islanders' unique co ndi tion, in order to t:nsure 

that all that· is wholesome and GXpansivo in the islancl societies is 

preserved." 

25. Sir Robert Scott's visits took pl::·.cc ne1'.rly ten yecrs ago . It is 

clrc,cdy appnrcnt th('.t alr ea dy little is l ert of the distinctive lif'0 

of Diego' G-c.rcic. which he dc,scribed. Ju clgin r:; by conversations with the 

manager, end with others on the islwd, most of' the inh abit:onts of 

Diego Garcia would gladly work elsewhere if t,;iv0n the opportunity. 

doctor on Drunpier, Sur geon -Lieutenant Mo.cl eru1, who spoke F r ench well 

ond spent tcm days on the island, endorsed these com:xmts on 

Robert Scott's observations. At the time of the survc,y there W1l5 
,_.,.,_,·,. ,,,,-.'"· " ,,_,_, 0videnc0 of any rrecl sense of a distinct community evolved by 

loccl. environment. Since four-i'if'tls of' the l <.bour fo rce 2-ro 

;:,o;,crJ10J..Lmcs under 2-yonr or 18-rnonth contr 2.cts, the: evocation of a 
attitude to lifo from th0 :,.ppcc.rnnce of a chance-m et 

/:.;:ce";_;~;:;.:_: lllLCil'ITJ.ClUacL on Die(';o Garcic,, is haz=i!ous. Dirf'icul ties in cstcblishin g 
of so me childr en was c. i'urth~r in clic o..ti.on of' .?. l oose 

- since it could not be attributod to thu ev-olui:ion of 
There, are Grounds for the conclusion tlw,t lif e 
to meet the sp e cial condition:; of the 19th 

nt ·tac:hm3nt to · the . isllllld in recent yenrs ,ms fostered 

::'?ltf.-,.,;./\.;\,'".';; \t;th~)·.' _c,ns·v-1,6:i.ric. the old comp~asr~:~~:n!~1h!o oi~c ti:;~
1
:id if' 

islands it is Boycheilois 
round the 



ANNEX 2

Annex 22

O:f the totnl populntion o:f Diego Gcrci e., perha.ps 42 ncn ana. 38 

women, with 154 childr en , might be c.ccept!S:d o.s Ileois. 1~ccordi. P-G to 

the r.ic.nnger 32 r.ocn ::-...TJa. 29 \iom0n ma.clc relc.tivoly :frequent visits to 

r<>la.tivos in Jfouritius and perho.r,s no more th~1 3 mon c.nd 17 women, 

including c. womCii vf 52 -;::lo :::i.:l :iC!,.?e~ l eft Di e to Ge cic. , could renlly 

be rcG=dod n.s hc:.vinc-; their perman ent homes on the island. The problem 

of the Ileois and the oxtent to whicb they :form o. distinct cormnunity 

is on<, of sorae subtlety me, is not within tho grt'.sp of the · present 

n.·1110 . ..,er of. Diego GE'J'cfo.. But it mc.y be ncceptc,d as o. bo.sis for furth c:r 

.planning that :if it becomes necessary to transfer the whole population 

there will be no probler,i rcser.ililing, for instance, the Hcbridcnn 

evictions. Alturnntiv& er.iployrno nt on a new domicile u.-:dcr suitable 

conditions elsewhere should be acceptable. 

· 27. W~es for the orcl.inary lc.bour0r on Diego Garcia :,.mounted to 

Rs.18 per month cna. wornt,n received Rs.10.50, Bonuses 1'.mount to Rs.6.0 

· per r.ionth and Rs.2 per month in addition nro p ccid to newly en:a;clf;ed 

1-fo.uritians in lieu of th0 customary issue of bouillon. A dc.y' s work 

is bnsed on an nllottod to.sk which can bu comnlctecl. botween 10.0 a.m. -

··n.o a.I!l. 
• 

The costs of acquisition 

It has not been possible to ·produce inr~ormecl. estimates becctusc 

tho b2.Sis OI~ estimates h2.s boon either the conditions of ba.TJl.cruptcy 

rcve,:led by Mr. Lucie-S!!'ith or Mr. Moulinie' s plnns. · In the Scychcllos 

the acguis:tion of n coconut estc.te is based on the 10 years purchese 

cf thu net profit plus the purchase on valuation of installa.tions end 

building cnd compensc.tion for }'Oll.11(; trees no-t; in bearing. Compulso .ry 

ccquisition · also - involves cowpensc'.tion for loss of developmor:t 

potentitl, DieGo G=ci:,. wc,.s bought ns c. speculation from a bc,.nkrupt 

coi:;pnny thct had lost interest in the oil islMcJ.s. It was 2.cquired 

'.Jy Ch2.gos i.,;,:leGa. Ltcl., very chemply, The islcncl.s ' rc,cent fincncia.l 

history has been n story of losses PJld its dc,vclopm ent potenticl h a s 

still to be provud. Mr. J,loulinio rc;peateclly cmphnsizeC:. in conversc.tion 

that in his vi.:m . Diaco G1?.rcin W'.15 the key to the economic dcvclop=nt 

of Chq;;cs, Tho othc;r isl=u.s, ospeciclly -'','.·;::J.e6a, which lies in the 

cyclone zone, cro scid to be r8[:c.rded by mm cor.ipn..-iy o.s mcr,;ine.l. Flens 

for thu devalopncnt oi' the Oil Islands. by Chye;os l>_;;ru.cge LtcJ.. depend 

primarily ori Dio(;o Ga.rein which, a.ccordini; to 1ir; Lucie-Smith, could 

achieve nn annucl production of somri .3,li-00 tons of copra. cnd according 

to 1ir. Moulini0 might proviclo a. livelihood for n population of 4,000, 

29. To attempt to fr=e a roui;h estimc..tc of the cost of the 

acquisition of Diego Garcia in tho present circu1~stcnccs ther efo re 

-'involves a voluation of ,7hc.t ,ms recently a 1:>iTJl.crupt concern with n 

potcmtitl vnluo depending clrr.ost wholly on still hypothcticcl 

circumstm,ccs end on relatively lcr.se capital expenditure. Two yr..:=s 

r:>.ftor the Chn5os Ar:;nlegn Co. :,.cquirocl the islund th0re aro few sic:;ns 

of improvement . a.s compnrcd with the conditions c1escrib0cl b:\' 

- la-. Lucic-Smith, thou 6h there era some . i,ioroovcar in Ur. Houlinic ' s 

mincl. tho full ox:ploite.tion of the islcna. is part of a. co,;;prehensive 

plnn for the oconomic development of thG Oil Islands =cJ. other isl=c1s 

in tho Indi::.n · Ocoan, this dcvetopmcmt cnvisni-;cs th e construction of c.n 

cir strip =d e hotel an Fe.rquhcr Island . Some form of union between 

Mauritius end tho Seychelles, C'Jld the enlistiwrit of intcrost on · the pc.rt 

of l,bu ritic.n Ministers, are clso c;:i!ltemplr.tod by 1!r. l.loulinie .. 

30. Hr. 1ioulinie hinseli' gave no ind.icntion of.' :u1y \Yillblf-:nC:ss to 

suggest a possible basis for negotiation. Ho rrill undoubtedly consult 

' Mr, Mcingcrcl. M soon cs possible c.nd he will cc,t,:,.irily c.ttcrnpt to · 

dariv0 full ··adva.nt:J{;e fro a H .M.G,' s · interest i.a the islc..,-,('t. Tho 

compcny' s accounts r.r0 · not In the no c:i.:r-ct1mstn:ncc:s 

the.t cn 
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betno en Rs.1,000 end Rs.500 mi acre nccorcing to its situ ?,ti on :md 

access ibil i -bJ, Ac cep tin & 6 , 000 acr e s c.s th 0 c.roa under coconuts in 

Dici;o Gnrcia en .off e r or' Rs,500 = acre would amount to Rs , 3,000,0 00 

or £225,000. · 

31. ;,,;_1Y such off e r· would · be i_;8nerous. If Dicr;o G e.rcic. wer e to expo rt 

800 tons of coprc, nnnu eJ.ly nt M aver:: .ge p rica of · £65 a ton and 

cl.lowing 70'/. ns re presenting fo.ir costs of production, ten yec.rs purchc:.se 

of the profit i10uld be of t he order of £ 156,000 . Mr. Moulinie ha s 

ostim1ted thnt the number of coconut palms on Die go G-arcio. i:ric;ht cr.iount 

to 250,000 tre <a,s of which 2i§~ miGht be y oun g tr ees or 6,250. H211y of 

these trees mo.y never be productive on account of bad plo.ntin15, diseuse 

and pests. A purchase price of Rs,3,000,0 00 vmuld in practice r er ,ro s ent 

a vor:_r adequate offer to include young trees, buildings c..'1d loss of' 

development potenticl, in so f::.r as it is most unlilrnly thc.t o.ny 

development Hill be unckrto.Jwn in the next few months. It would be 

optimistic to assume that Die 1:,o Gc.rcia is likely to produce 1,000 t ons 

of copra a year in the noar future despite Mr. lcioulinie' s estim :itci 

that "Diego could e asily bounce to t he 1 , 500 to n s p e r y c:;o.r nithin 

next ten yeers. 11 A purchc.sc price on the bc.sis of Rs . 500 p e r c.cre 

should be regarded .:is in fnct covering the full vclu e of tht: islcnd 

, including compensation for young trees, buildi,"l[;s nnd development 

potenticl, 

Mr. Moulinie ind his associE1tes , horievcr, c.ro in the, position of 

mming property which, in the eyes of the: purch a ser, might be reger de d 

as hnvin;; unique a clvanta gE:s. To acquir(; th0 propc:rty under the Land 

Acquisition Ordinnnce of Maur i tius would involve th e c ons cmt of 

Mauritian Ministers which would not necess !lrily be forthcorr.int;, 

· e specially if it were; repre s cnt e cl to th em th at 1,iauri tius ,✓ c.s beint 

deprived of opportunities for i mproved trci.cle and e • ploym cnt. It is 

very possible that l.lr. Moulinie hus over-ernphusized. the · interests of 

lJ:Luritius in his plans , perhc.ps to assist him to drivo a barg:rin; but 

the correspondence he has· conductecl durinG the 1n 1.st f ew months stro ngly 

su g.;ests that it would be prudent to forc,se.:i the possibility of 

· opposition organised sp e cifically in order to extract better terr..s or 

subsidi,::ry ndvant::i£;es. The Governor of Mauritius VTill be in c. position 

to rno.vise on this point. 

Re-employment o.nd resettlement of the __ ~ab our F orce 

Acquisition of Di ego Garcia f or clef 'enc e purposes r:ill i @ply the 

of the .-,hole of the E:xistin g popul~,tion of the islnnd. 

administrative an c1 rne teorolo e,icci st::-.ff ere disre g ::-.rded th e 

involved will b e approximo.tely 

Mon 

49 
156 

Women 

39 
64 

Children Total 

74. 172 
73 293 

All the Soychollois moJ.eli and··7•ifauriti= ere· unGle r··cmntr a ct. 

lt is assur;-iBc1. that neith e r th0 G-ove rn mcnt of 1-io.uri tius nor the 

j'.I\,:'ii\ ''..·?':C•.:G-covc,rnrn0r1t of the Seych e lles should be put to ndi! itionnl e; :pcn di ture 

.rco.son of def'encc in tho Inc1in.n Ocean which r..ight rc s ul t in 

w"""~•.cu_y,,,,.,., or ~ ~--~--~• ,~~., e>-."1)onsivc rosettle r.icnt. 
Garcia in other 

if t hcro is more: int cn si vQ. 

or.i:~lc,ymen,G, t h our;h not 
b'<:1 provid.:id i.f 

on construction al 
survey to= that it might 
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.bo necessary to employ Pakistanis, · as on Gnn. This recourse should be 
a lc.st resort if the cC1ploymcnt of ihauriti ans o.r.1.:1. £.::y:.!1:ll:::!. s p::-:-11res 
impructic::,ble, ond then only e.ft e r aclequc.te explanations. There 
is, however, no reason in principle why the bulk of the labour force 
from Diego Garci:::. zh .ould not be e m;.,loyed on other islands. 

:xJ. H.M.G. should therefore accept in principle responsibility for 
facilitnt in .g re-omplcyment of the Mauritinns and .:ieychellois on other 
islands encl for the re-settlement in Mauritius and th e i:iaychellos of 
those unwilling or .unP:ble to accept rc-eraployment. Sottlmnent schemes 
would have the additional aclvant"{;e of retninint; the Diet;o Garci= 
labourers cs a comraunity subject to supervision encl guicl:mce. Very 
fe,7 are wholly ir;nornnt of life in the m::-..in islP.ncls :me!. the, cond.itions 
of the Black Rivcr nrec of l.ic-.uritius mi6ht •.,ell ·oe suitable for disposs-

. essecl Ileois. Even so, some guidance will be r.:quirea. The cost ,1:i.ll 
be relatively heavy. In the Seychelles, where it is considered thc.t 
l~d settlement should be be.sea. on 5-ccre ?lots, the capital cost of 
the acquisi t ion of lllil d the provision of access c.nd services might 
cmount to Rs. 2 , 000 an acre. The re settlement of the adult S eycholl:iis 
from Diego G:u-ci:1. might . therefore cost sorr.ething · of the order of 
Rs.1,500,000 fer lMd to settlc ::.bout 150 households =cl perhaps .. 
Rs.300,000 for hou sin 5 at Rs.2,000 per house, soma £135,000 in all. 
The resettlement of uie.uri1;ians would involve much sma.ll0r numbars, scy 
50 fcr.il ies; but costs per hor.d would bo hi5hcr. It would. be ,iise 
for pl=int purposes, encl subject to the provision of cl.c:tailed. csti!llc.tes, 
to envisage a totc.l of £200,000 for re::scttlemont in both islands. This 
sura would of course be s•.1bstcntic.lly reduced if tltc::rne.tivo employment 

on the other islands c::iri bo providc,cl. 

36. R0settlci uent on other islonds in the Chae os Arc h i p ola::;o o..TJ.cl on 
J..1.,alege .. ull r e quire further a.etl'.ilccl invosti r;;etion on the spot before 
the proble • cen be usefully discussed. Mr. Moulinie h~.s plans for 
increc.sins his lcl>our force, especially on Age.loge.. All l::::bourers are 
under contrnct. As far c.s the Seychellois aro concerned there is no 

· reason why they should not c.cccpt work either in the isla.TJ.cls ovmod by 
the Chq;os A6 alet;c. Ltd. er elsewhere on islands controlled by 
Mr. Moulinio. A hnno.:tul of Ilc,ois mirsht be raluctr,.nt to move - this 

· will he.ve to be ddormined by a detailed survey - but might well 
c.ccopt transport to, Md houses on, other islcnc.s if they do not wish 

I
to return to Mauritius. Mr. Moulinie' s plc.ns for tho other islands I 
could provide work for all. . . : 

Those of th e dispossessed lcl>ourers who ere b0yond worki.TJ.g nge 
should be ptld a p0nsion. The pres0nt rate in Mo.uritius .is Rs.22 a 
month. There is !10 old age p0nsion in the 3cychGll e s. 
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:An islo.nd ;:,.bout 6 miles long o.nd l½ miles wido under the 
o.dministrction of the Seychc'1les. It is owned by ){.r. i,ndr e Delhomme, 
of - Mahe. The islo.nd is a.lmost entirely plnnted 11ith coc onuts . Coetivy 
h:ts boen surveyed by the R.A.F ·. The isl:ind comprises some 2,000 acres 
or' coconut plnntations. its yield over the p.:cst ten years is as 
follows:- -

Ycn.r Avr,reee price f . o. b. Tons 

1954- £74- 319.136 
1955 .£60 325.416 
1956 £62 312 .515 

· 1957 ~-£61 295. 886 
1958 £6S 300.657 
1959 £88 304-:265 
1960 £71 328 . ,388 
1961 l-'.60 295.216 
1962 £59 268. 749 
1963 &67 277.564 

Costs of acquisition 

39. Mr . f-ndre Delho; ame has hnd in r,,ind for so r,1e tima t!le possibility 
of selling th.,; islnnd, pwrticulP.rly aftur the R .P..F. survey. Mr . Delho::ime, 
like others in the Seychelles, is worri ed by the recont dcvelopc-:ents in 
Zanzibar. He fears tha.t i-I .M.G-. hc.s no serious interest in the future 
of the Seychelles ruid he would welcome tho ::-.ssuro.nce to be derivc:o. from 
the British or allied activity in this p c.rt of the Inc!.inn Ocenn . 
,In April 1964· i.ir . Delhomrno suge,csted nc:,:;ottc,tior.s on the lines th::-.t : -

(1) If Cootiv-J were to becomo en R.A.F. B:-:so ho wouldnot seek 
compensc.tion for the necessc.ry felling of coconut pclms; 

(2) · He himsel:r should. r 0mo.in the o;mer of the isl,,,c. i'lhi ch 
should be lor-..sed to the f;OVGrnr:ient, either to the G-over.nrnBnt 
ot the_ SeychtJllc:s or to I·I.M.G. in London for 30-50 yc::-.rs at 
.'.l rent based on th;; loc::J. V.!'.lue of 150 tons of coprn., ::-.ftc r 
deduotiop of export c.uty, and provic.ing thc,t the rent is 
also free of income t=. · 

Dolho ":me sug 6ost eacl that the c,:r.:c:mption from rnc ome T::i:r.: ;-;ould rc,1; r osent 
tho equivalent compons::-.tion for componse.tion norei.'.llly p::-.icl for the, 
f'o.J.li.ng of coconut p.:clms. Ho pointc:'.. out tlmt such comp0nsc.tion is 
exe.n]c,t from Income To.x. 
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IncolllEl Hot 
Rs. Rs. 

1.959 135,!,..2.3 554 ,4 06 218 , 983 

1560 160,866 Sll,21 +2 150,376 

1961 ll~ ., 7134 221,136 106,352 . 

· .1962 , 107 ,814- · 199,315 91,501 .. · 

1963 _!_~ ~9,8:;6 ' 142,105 

1,345,955 636,638 709,317 

.A[;er'"-6e 269,191 127,328 141,863 

G-ood coconut land such as exists at Coetivy ,1ould. fetch Rs.2,000 n.n 

in Hclle. But Cootivy is 160 miles from MaJ10. T'.ie price proposed. 

to Rs.1,250 = n.cre for 2,000 ::,.cres comprisini; coconut plunt

ation in excellent condition. It apporc.rs reasonruile in ~J.1 the 
circufilStcnces. It is thorofore rocommcnclod. thn.t if it is decic'.ed to 

with defence plans on the island. ne.,oti ntion s should. begin with 
en of Rs.2,500,000. The Seychelles G-ovc:rnment at pri:,sen t 
derives Rs.11,138 c. yecr from CoEJtivy in the form of 5ft export d.uty. 

froc the ndIJinistrative ste-.I~f the po1,ulation · of' Coetivy 

.--... ,,nn""'""" of v. 1:ibour force me.de up cs follows: -

married men 25 
single men ,36 
mn.rried women 25 
boys 12 

91 

also 4-7 children. 

Conditions of' enml~ 

M=riod. men a.re under contract for two yon.rs ; single men for 
months ·. Labourers' wages ere:-

Rs.15 
• Rs • 7. 50 und 

Rs.7 

n.nil l{s.1.50 bonus per month 
and. 75 cts. bonus 
and. Rs.1.50 bonus 

-Women ere employoC:. in cleanin g dutios, which ;_re not pn.rticularly 
Cn.rpe:nters e.ru pairl ·Rs.4-5 a r.ionth encl Rs.1.50 :i dey f _or 

overtimo after 4- o'clock, The h,;na. cc.rpenter is p::iid Rs.60 per day. 
1iesons c.J."a :;;mid Rs,4-.5 a month end Rs .l. 75 a day E'i'te r 4-.0 p. m. l:'ore=n 

n.ro pdd Rs. 38-Rs. 50 c. month ::ccord.inr: to their l 0n gth or~ service. 
Sorce :tiri.ve ,1orked. on the islr lild for 40 _ ye=s• Rc.tions o.nd rent frc,e 
houses c.re provid.ad.. As in tho other islands uncl.or the Governniont 01" 

nncl :i.11 mc.rkcd. contrast to the Maur itian Oil I s lands, there 

no complr.ints c.bout the difl'iculty of obt aining 1::>..bour. 

r e ailily el'1plo yed. else- . 

. I 
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quite imprP.ctico.ble o.t this sto.ge to 6uc;ss nt the finr:ncio.l 
implications . In principle there shoulcl be no obsto.clo to proviclinr; 
elternnt iv e employment on other islnnC:.s for l:: bourers no longer 
r eq uired o~ Coetivy esp~cic.lly if th€.y nra e ivon priority over other 
SeychelJc;:is seeking employment on the isl=ds. · 
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45. .Aldnbrc. does not present =Y serious f'in=ci[!.]. problems in so far 

c.s this inquiry is concernod. The isl=d was not visited by H.M.S. 

DC!Jr.J)ier during tho 11.nglo-A:meric=· survey. .Aldo.bra is leased by the 

Government of the Seychelles f'or o. term of thirty yeo.rs renewable :ct the 

.. option of the lessee at a rent of Rs.6,666.67 p.a. The agreement 

requires South Island to be reteined as a nature reserve. According 

to Clause 2l of the c.greement the lessor hrua a ri ght to secure possession 

. if the islands =e required for a public purpose. Public purpose inclucles 

. .Adr.ri.ralty and W.D. requirements. 

N!'.ture conservnncv 

It is unfortuno.te thr,t .Ald:ilire, o.s Darwin once pointod out, is the 

lest refuge of the ,g.iafr.."--turtlc;s of the Indio.n Ocean which elsewhc;re 

hc.vo been exterminc.t od in =core.a.nee with man' s customc.ry methods of 

exploitation. In this respect the islnnd is unique. The ornithology 

of the islcnd is also of consid er:ilile interest, perticuln.rly in vi ew OI~ 

the clmnclcnce of the S:,,.crcd Ibis (Threskiornis nethiopica) and tho 

prnsence of the Flrunin e;o (Phoenicoptorus ruber). According to the 

Smithsonicn Instituttls "Preliminmy l•'ield Guicle to the Bircls of the 

Inclit>_"l Ocecn (ffashin 6ton, 1963)" some species of birds on the isl::~ncls 

still rote.in a primitive tameness which wcmlcl hnndicep their surviv.tl. 

if the islc.nc1.s 17ere developed on modern lines. It is not intended to 

imply that the conservation of unique fauna should outwei gh essentitl 

strategic requirements, still le ss thc.t the :a:_IJ..F. would not tnlce an 

enlightened view of its rosponsibilities for t:1e protection of local 

fauna. If . ,:,dequc,.te procautions nre taken, the use of the o.toll for 

militcr-y purposes ,muld fccilitate the enforcement of preservation 

l'.!lel:'.sures E'.ttempted or contomplo.ted by the Seycholles Government, 

including the efl'ective preser.vdion of the c;reen turtle • 

.Aa..>quate natur e co,:iservnncy on J..J.dc:,br.:t requires a detc.iled 

study of fnunn and avifaune, esp.>ciclly the e cology 01' the tortoises. 

It will also require rit;id moo.sw·es ag::.inst the introcluction of dogs, 

cnts c.nd rats on the lines ,:,,dopted recently for St. Kilda. It is 

;j.l!lparc,.tive that these measures nro t:::lcen bel'ore large-sc.:u.e construc t -

ionnl works nro begun that they should be based on a dota.iled 

ecologictl study. The General or' the No.ture C::onse rvoncy 

Trust might . be 
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l!dz.inistretive 

The adr:Jinistrc:tive futlU'e of t!o ca Idand.s 

48. The fo l lovrin(.s proposr'.ls for the ocl.!.7inistretive future of ti:o 
islands e.re based on the asswnption th ~: it is es s enti2 l to r e;~,-::i--Je: 
them fro • the unpredictc:bl 0 course o: politics t hn-: t e nds to foll <.r:; 

~;d:~=n~;;~:; h r;;~;!n ~sl a~;; i ::~u};t{;;r~;:r; 9 ~c::;i: 0 ii{;c;h;e~:~ ~t ~; 8 :::e 
off shore isl a nds of Eadc!g2 scar, Glor1et.:se, Tr om.:,l1n end Juan oe -",,,a ._.,~, c h 

it app err s , .ire nor: t he pr~pe r ty of Uetropo:;_ i t2.n F!-aoco . ··- ·· ' 

49. Unt il recGnt]j' tha Oil I s l 2nds of Mnur.itiu s h2ve ba'3n of li t't .'.;..2 
interest to Mau.ri ::ians ox:::apt to t he c00I;1ercial co • !)2nios \'/ho ~·; er e so 
unsucc ess fully exploi tins t:J.am. Tbis leek of interest f.?•:·s ?.~F)~rer.t a t ~be 
ti JTh'} of tbo eza rnin2.tion of t~e probl em unC.ert.:ken in IJci-u..:•i t~us SO!T.O fiva ycc. :-s 
agr>. Conditions in hlauri tius have obvious ly c hr:ng1;d ~ g:r,3at ciee l in rGcent 
yoe.ra . It c1ppea!'s, 2.s e):-pl c.incd in ;>Cl"C.gTcpbs 14 - 15 o:"' this r e po r t , ~:J~t 
somo .!linist0r.; end ::>t.:sincfs men in ;~ct.U"i tius e:rc :i-2ginni ng t c ::-og0,rd t; ,a 
Oil Islc.nds as poter.tiLl l ly v 2.lu eb l ·zr a.sset3. nen cc tbe:=:e :.s c! risk the-: to 
rG!lOVO the isl2nds fror;; the jll:!"isdiction of Me.1..l!"i tius would i;i ve rise to 
cons ide r a ble poli tic~l difficulties. Tb.~ is su e i s pr i rr:2.=i l y ons of 
r e l et ive cidVe nt2 ,ees :!nd disadvPnt.:c e n in r ut ;erd to l ong - te rm strc:!t 2w~ 
2.nd is not e. mPt ter thct c~.n bo exr.r:-,i ned in t his '.:'IZ?ort . It c e n be 
SW!lr.1C.ris cd in tbe question, bo;-, fer ~d.vc r se , b;Jt doub t l2 sG ier- po r2.=:1, 
re ac ti ons in Mat.U"i tius should outw c i; h tho need far sc cu.ri ty of t G::U!'a in 
c e rtain of the isl r:nds , c :r ~t 11'.::c:st in Di ot;o G2.:rci1:... J:... :"u. .. - t :J0 r i ss :...i•'.) is -t:le 
c.sscssr.icnt of the extrm t to ·.;•h:ch ?-~~1.1r:.t.i •.1s r: i {.i:t er::~c ::-r ,-.Gs s.:.~.G. 1 s 
existing in te :r-est s in tbo i s l c.nd bofo:- e they can bo :-ep lcc od.. Stc. t 2d "t.!"'.~s, 
t=ie probl em m2y rp~Ge.r over - sirr:;lified. The fi no.l dec :si c n ctr.n ot ·,e 
in dc:;iendent of 2.n,y obligFtions or corr:r.iitr.ients that H.H. G. mi [;ht bava tor:a!'ds 
Mc:uri tius .:ris i ng out of past his to ry or ~n,y bc:i£•ficiQl inter es t of 
Maur i tiue in the Oil Isl2 nds . 

50 . The i s lands under discussion end th,3ir popul,tio:i ,::::-e:-

Diego Gercia 

Pores 3c.nhoe 

Salamon 

Age.legn 

Egroont 

!Janri ti a.ns 

17 2 

269 

205 

37 

Sevc he ll ois 

211 

14 

14 

301 

219 

37 1 

l,~ 

The Egmont ato ll is uninhabi tcd . 
resettlement, 

It i:i c~.p,.ble of :rehab i11 ta tion ~nd 

/51. 

SECRET 
·:..::•·:...· _:__'-.'....:...::~'---- --'--- -- --"- -- --- ··- --- ···~ ·---~ 
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These islands came under the Bri tieh Crown in 1810 after the 
conquest of Mauritius. As Sir Robert Scott has pointed out, "it is 
doubtful whether the French governors had a vory cl ear notion of the 
number and situations of t he islands for which they were assumed to be 
responsible". Since 1810 the Oil Islands have been c:dminis tered, more 
or l ess, by Mauritius. The Seychelles and the .!\mirantes group became a 
sepe.rete colony by Letters Patent in 1903. Coetivy end the ·Farquhar 
islands were added to the Seyc;:ielles by Lotters Fe.tent in 1908 and 1921 
r espective ly. 

52. The e.drriinistretive conn e ction of the islends ;,ith Mauritius is tenuous. 
The replies to questions in the Maurit ius legiskture · on the 19th May 
e.nd 2nd June, 1964, indicate that lmowledge of the islends is fr2.ementery 
and that effective governmental contact does not e:;rist. Governors visit 
them from time to time whenever a :frigete he.s been availi:>ble. !J<".gistrates 
from 1\!auri tius make visits of inspection about once a year in 2ccordance 
with the Cours Ordinance cf 1945. It is tl10ir duty to ensure that the 
prescribed conditions of employ11mnt e.re observed, to enquire into 
grievr:n@s and generally to ensure that the islands c,re properly administered. 
Technicf:l officers pay infrequent visits. The Government of Mauritius 
maintains metoorologice.l stations in Diego Garcia and Agc1leg2., both of 
which are in the cyclone zone, and also provides sohool - teachers, mid1•tives 
and dispensers on the mt'.in islands of each group. /,dministr2 .tion in any 
practic<".l sense is confin ed to tb-· patCJrna l responsibility of the 
m2.nag0r of each island. In general it is adequate for the needs of the 
islands though too • uch depends on the :;,ersonali ty of each m2nager. 
Sir Robert Scott comments that "the gonerP-1 well-being of the co=ni ties 
derives fro:,i their own sense of' order e.nd cep2ci ty to produce and from 
the ability of their m~nagemonts to keep them welded together". This 
comment suggests the.t the isl and col!1!!lu•i ties have not ,yet successfully 
evolved their own way of life end self-discipline. It is inde0d the 
ability of the mr:!nagement thr.t is the prednminant factor in estab lishing 
an ordered life and it .is pro bilbly some lc>.ck of m2.nagerir.l 2.bili ty that · 
is the c2.uso of ~uch of the pc:lpable malaise in DieBo Garcia today. 

53. The isl.-·.ds are in f.:-:.ct estates orge.nised 2nd adrninis terCJd on much 
the same principlGs es were, for e:i:l:'mple, the German pl?.ntations in the 

· Cemer oons some thirty yo<".rs ago. The essential difference betw~en the 
Oil Islends end the ,German pl.:-nte.tions of thirty . years ago is that the 
former ere so inaccessible to the supervisory administration. .4part from 
the occasione .l vi sit of i-. warship their contacts with 1.!auri tius are 
confined ·-to the visits of the l'J.V. "Mauritius" about twice a year. The 
schooner "I,3 Per l e", · which U3ed to form e.nother link ootween Mauritius 
11nd its dcipondencies, is now Seychelles owned end calls, undor the name of 
"Isle of Farqub er", perhaps once every two end 2, half months. The only 
regular link betv,een tbe islands was the motor vessol "Sir Jules" which was 
sold boceuse it was , too erpensive to maint11in, 2.n indication that 

control on the . isl: nds by means of r egul2r visits is not yet 
oomrnercie -1 propos i t ion. 

The d.i:roct ir.terests of Mauritius in- the Oil Isl ands are confined 
livelihood they provide for some 683 Jueuri tiens, men c,nd women 

Thay ere a souroe of business 2.nd profit to a . Mauri tie.n 
-Coloniel Steamship Co. Thay provide some coconut p::lm 

/products 

---- ----------
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•• 
products for the M2UTi tie.n cnnsum ers. They ere c.lso essentic.l points in 

the wG2thar reporting s;vster.i in the Indi,:,n Ocean. Their reports ara of 

crucial v ~lue in wcrning Mr..uri tius of the iorrn2. tion and col.IT:;e of cy:;lones. 

The is lends bieve not hitherto boan e fc1ctor in l!euxi tian polities 2nd 

until recently no Jlleuri tian he.s expressed eny interest in them. F,m 

Mauritians welcome posting to the islands and there is only one In di.:,.n 

among the _ Mauritic>.n populot i on, the r espected end devoted Mr .Sul eiman, 

dispenser on Diego Garci?. .• 

55. Such Mauritian interests in, 1cnd connections with, the Oil Isl"nds 

2.s erist . ara no conclusive reason for the retention of !l'.Iauri tien 2-dminist

ration, cspGcially if it could ha gu2r2nteod that the -i slands v1ould provide 

a sourco of <mployment 2nd supply for Mauri tiens to the same extent es 

obtains to-day; and provided that the meintanance of the mateorologic2.l 

st2tions zra ensured. 

56 . The; islr.nd.s era at p:rcsent bcint: dr2wn rno'.!'0 closely into the t:la 

Seychelles sphere of influonce. Only one of the Managers is not a 

Seychellois. Labour is b0ing brought incre 2singly from the Seyc'ellGs, 

partly baceuse it is said that Ma=i tiens do not now wish to wo!'k on tb8 

isli'.nds. If this objection exists it is perh2.ps due in part to dislike of 

the ne,7 company. It is i?lso pro bab l e tbt the c:rr:enities of life in 

Mauri tius, witb its cinemes 2nd shops, exercise ?, powerful 2ttr~ .ctive force. 

Out of about 505 male labourers in the Oil Islc.nds some 325 are Seycl 10llois 

1cnd 180 a.re m,uri tie.ns. 

57. The pull of the Seychcslles is likely to continua with the advent of 

Chr-.gos-AgD.legr! Ltd. Ilr. Moulini~ hts stP..ted h:i..s intention of recruiting 

800 additionc.l Saychellois, partly for nGw development VIOrk and partly . 

to rsnlr ,ce l\!2.u.riti2n lebour. Hr. lfoulinie himself has nointod out th~t 

et l0~st 50% of the Oil Islands copra is not up to the S~ychcllcs cu:o.lity. 

Ee took the ini tictive in xec or.-i.~ending that . to encour~?e iI:1p1~ovemGnt 2nd 

development, the export duty on copra sent through Mahe should be ·:..-aived 

for five yac.rs and then should be subject to a me:;:imum o:f 5% instecd of 9%. 

Recently the du.ty bes been r educe,:\ to 5% for the outer islands, including 

Coctivy. For these re2 .sons , and until recently, Mr. Moulirriil h,?.s ur ge d that 

the Seychelles should admfoister tbe Oil Isl;,.nds of 1Im.i.ri tius. 

58.. The •,my of li:fa on the Oil Islands 2nd t!:!G economy on ,shich t hat 

wcy of life is based are certainly Seychellois r2ther than Ms,uri ti2.n . 

For this· rc~soc, ~r::a. bec~#use the Seychelles understand coconuts as 

M2.uri tius understends sug2r, though porhaps not to the same degree of 

teclmicz. l e:r.:cell once, there e.re good grounds :for recommending the t!'2nsf0r 

of the 1sl2nds to the Scychellos. The fo3tu.ro s of isl~nd life emphasised 

by Sir Robert Scott are primarily Seycbt,llois, jud ging by condi tior,s on 

the other isl~nds for which the Sey chelles Govel'nment is rcsponsi bl o . 

Sir Robert Scottrs comr.icnt, nth0 existence of s-:::c.11 cor..mut!i ties· ... . ~. in 

which c. rhythm of life proper to a. pc..st aga b2.s pexsistcd., by x~e.son of 

their r eo otenass end lack of incentive to ch ange " is as 2pplicP .:ile to the 

Seychelles cs to Di ego Ga.rcir. or .Agulcg 2.. The2~e is cotl:::.ing in the 

Oil Isl 1ends remotely resembling life in•modern 1!.:e.uritius. Diego Gzr·cia .::nd 

F2.rquhar Island, Des Roches and Ag::,.loQ?-, are one world y,i th the Sey cr,el l es. 
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est2blished thoro end b-::caus(l it •110uld ba a transfer or~ like to lik e . 
Personeli ties ~nd polities in M~uri tius do not offer r. fi::mi basis £ 0 1 .. 
stre .tegic pl c.nni ng . It does not no;·, app3 ~r that the Seycl-:!ollcs ~re 
likely to b0 as imr::une t o chcnge f!.nd to ~p :redi:::;te.bl o pol ici es ::.s h2.s 
hi ethe rto been ass umod . This co :;imont is not int ende d to et t ::ch undue 
v,ei ,:;ht to the views a rid fea rs of property owners upset by the feta of 
Zanz i ba r. But i f th ere is constitutionel adn nce in the Seychell es , 2.nd 
if c.i:roct British control is rolnxed, it would be idle to pretend t::i;;t 
stability in the isknds can be assumed. 

Ldmin istr at iv e RecolTI!J?encl;,ticns 

60. It is ther efore r ecor;J!,1ended that the Oil I s l 2.nc.s sboul d be c-:ir:,e 
direct deuen donci os of tha Bri tish Crown and 2dmini stered under the 
2.uthority- of t he Governor of the Seych e lles a s High Cor.rr.iss ioner. The 
opportunity should be t elrnn to arr eng0 for the clo se r edministrE ti or, of the 
srn2.ller islr.:.nd d0p0 nde nci0s of the Seyche lles in th e l~mire.otes c.nd else:i: .•b.G:-e. 

61. If Diego G2.rcie, Cootivy nnd Jildabrt are r equir8d for oil i t2ry 
pur:,oses tho t wo fomcr ltill h, .ve no nr oblems of ci v ili, n 2drninistr2tior, 
oth or the.n the recrui t ment onil omploymont of l 2bour as at Gen . J,lckbra 
is e. larg e etoll whera only one isl 2.nd vrould be r equi r ed by tho R.1~.F. e nc. 
there would be much 2dv an ta ~o c;f en opportunity to mck o ef::'c:otive the 
attempts o;f, the SeychBlles tlovcrnrnent to pre servo wild life, includi ng 
t!:!e Green :i:urtles as \'/ell P.s the tortoises. Both the Govermncnt s of lfouri ti:;s 
c,nd th o Seychell es will in a ny c<1so r ett'.in e.n i nte r es t in lP .bour r ecruited 
frcm the isl<'.nds and must bo sctisfied tbe .t tbe terms of employment are 
properly obs erved. This should b8 one of the duties of th e fiture 
;,dministr;,tion of the ishmds. -

62. The administr1ation of the Oil Isk nds · of 1:c:,uritius that is the 
Cheg os f.rehipelcgo and i,galBga, should bo cm;;bincd wi th tha t of thB out l yi:::3 
islc,nds of the Scychellc3S. It "1 s o e.ppe ers that Pr 2.slin c:nd L?. Diguo in 
thB mein Seyche lles Group r equire clos er supervision. I:f an officer 'Her e 
appointed f!.S Cumm:i.ssicner for tho C:ro•:m r s possessions in the I~1di2.~ 0c02.n, 
Ch,:.gos, _Udebric, end Coetivy, be sh ould bo sktioncd et l!ahJ 2nd in return 

'' for suitable infor!!!ation from t he_ SoycheHe s he s hou ld e lso ·hold - t -hi nosi; 
- ·ofCivil-Co~;;-i~-onerforfue9utlying - -i -;l;-nc1s in 2ddi t ion to be in g Co~issi onor 

of tho Crown Islends. Tre.ns po rt could be b8sed on CJ:isting r:wr,ns, by 
schooner end the M.V. }fauritiu s , end on R.1..F. aircraft. Commsrc iel ! 
schooner ~comc1unice.tions ere highly unecrkin 2nd slow. Th2rc is 
abundent need in this per t o:f tho Indi,sn Oce an fo r e · modern schooner-type 
ves sel to be used for tr2nsport of a High Con:rdss i one r b2,sc d on E2hc, .:,s 
v,cll c.s for the V?.rious tecbnicc>l 8J:pcrts re qui r ed by the islc>,nds. Such 
a ves se l could ba used for fisberios c c-ntr ol 2.nd r eseer c h 2nd mi ght :clso 
bo chnrter ed :from time to ti me by privat a individuals or fi r ms . 

63. Ir~ 12d1:1inistrP.tive -::iroposc'ls on these li nes :ere not oJdo;:,ted 
.Aldabra, Diego Gr.rcia 2nd 0ooti vy would have t o b_0 administered by e 
SBrvicc Officer in much the semo manner rs is G11n. The r am1cinin g isl Rnds 
would h2ve to be placed dir ec t l y under the Gove r nor of the Seychzllos, 2s 
Governor, to be administered or l eft i!.l on8 in much the sr!me manner 2-s the 
liJDir2.nt es 2nd Farquhar isl2nds are troatod to-clr ,y. 

Tho Seychelles will in cny c.::se r equire rcfoti vcly subs t anti 2.l 
assistance fr om H.M.G. before th ey c.:,n be, r o51?rde d as h~_ving 2n cccnoci c 
bese, _, however , insubst enti2,l , _for further economi c advence c:nd s omo doc r oo 

/of auta' nomy. 
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of autonomy. Tneir isolation and the uncertainty of air communications 

are nut only seriously lim iting factors but are a re proach i..Tl an. age 

when air transport has become the normal mean s of transport in the 

interior of Au~tralia or the Far North of Canada. As a· subsidiary 

issue further consideration should be given to the possibility of an 

air link between Mah~ and Coetivy '4y corrunercial air lines to eng_ble 

tourists to reach the S:,ychelles. 

65. The foregoi.rl/; paragraphs are prim=ily concer~ed with the Seychelles 

connection and are perhaps liable to the critic .ism that insufficient 

attention has been paid to the position of Mauritius. Judging by the 

history of the Mauritian companies in recent years the islands have not 

been a source of · profit to N.=i.uritius. They have also provided more or 

less unwilling er.ile for a few Hauritian officers. They have offered 

liveliJ1ood to some Mauritie.ns 11ho might otherwise have been unemploy ed 

or tLrider-employed in Mauritius. 

Constitutional issues 

66 • . Accordi.'lg to precedents, if these are still valid, the transfer of 

the isla.'lds from Mauritius to the Seychelles will require the assent of 

Mauritian Ministers. .In 1906, after scme three years of correspondence 

between Mr . Joseph Chamberlain and the Governor of Mc1uritius, Lord Elgin 

enqui r ed ,,hether a.'ly serious opposition was to be anticipated if the 

proposa l for the transfer of C-•e ti'vy were placed b efore the Council of 

Government. Only if Sir Charles Boyle ,ms of the opinion that the 

Counci l would receive the su gges tion of transf er favourably, or a t least 

without any strong opposition, 1·1ould the Secretary of State give furth er 

consideration to the matter. In 1921 Sir Hesketh Bell renorted that the 

Council of Governm en t had recommended that "the . Farquhar Isle.rids should 

cease to be a dependency of the colony of Hauritius ·and should be 

transferred to , and from part of the Seychelles. 11 The Letters ?a tent 

of 13th J.:muary 1908 e:,_-pressly cited the fact that the Council of 

Governmen t of Mauritius had by resolution recon1mended the tra11sfer of 

.the island of Coetivy. The Letters Patent of the 2nd Decembc:r 1921 

made a similar reference when the Farquho.r Atoll was transferred to the 

Seychelles. Unless the constitution e.l position h a s been chang ed i:1 

recent years it appears that the Mauritiari Ninisters should be formally 

consulted , These, of c9urse, are problems requiring le ga l advice arrd 

the views of the Governor of f·iauritius . They are memtioned merely ~s 

=. indication of some of the subsidiary problems which the proposal to 

tr.aosfer the is l clllds will inevitably entail. 

Compensation for Mauritius 

67 . In a.,y event it would sc=cely be politic to cle,-rive ifa.ur-tius of 

its dependencies ,,Jithout some quid Pro guo . In strict terms of 

compen;;,&ti on it is doubtful v,hethe rit would bE: possible to bz.se a.ny 

case for Maur itius on the grounds of loss. H.H.G . should asstL"l!e 

respo!l.si.bility fo r i-iaurit i ans ev ict e d from the islands and 'likely to 

lose their traditional livelihood. The cost of tr2.nsfer to otl:er 

islands and of the constr uct i on cf houses should be bor?:.e by H"Jli. G. as 

part of the disturbance element in co:npensation due to the .Comr.any. 

Other,lise the cost of rea ett l e1:ient in Mauritiu s 5hou ld be met. 

Payments, of this · nature hoHever, are obligations towarrl:5 private 

persons i•,:,ther than to the Government of Viauritius. 
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Since the 1,:2.uri tian obj::ctions to the tr~ .nsfer may be bc::scid on th3 
loss of some economi c pctsn tiel, H.il . G. migh t ':lel l offo :r a cc,nt!'i bution 
tow e.rds ct1pi tr!l. 1.·10:rks lik:0ly to ba of co~crci2l vFluo to Hauri tiusj 
fo!' e:::r.:mplc, the pcymcnt cf a cc.pi t al sum tovn~rds the isrrov ement of l ?t:G L!..r 

f2.cili ti es ~t Port Louis on the iGJprovemont ofPlc.is~nco ,Ur port, 1,r:y 
such pcymcnt · sh~uld be entirely ex grctia. 

Meteoroglo1sicPl Services 

68. The continued existence of rr.eteorologiccl services on Die go Ga.:rcie. 
and ligr,let;a 1•1ill ba essGnti2l for 1:12.u.ri tius r.nd for the fil:Esc2rar0 
isk.nds gone.:-clly . It is to ba c'.ssu.':1:id that such sGi·vic os will be 
ret cinea. on Diego G£!.rcic. by tbo fui tish or U.S. e.uthori ties. If so 
the.r0 must be a firm unc!ortclcing to continua wce.ther :reports to 1:-r~~i tius 
on et 102s t th0 o:rcscnt b2.sis. Tho Gov0rnment of Mau:ri tius should · ulso 
be roimbursed tb; full c2pitc.l cost of its stetion on DiE>go Garcia if t his 
is z-cpl~.c ed by :British or U.S . governmcnt~installQtions. 

69. There would nppo2r to b3 no rau.son v.rty t he !Iau.ri tius Govc1·:--~cnt 
should not :retain str:ff 2nd equipment on llg.::.lcg~ even if that isl ,':!nd wore 
tr2.nsferred to the Seychelles. It i s possible tbe.t it m2y be t:!Gces sary 
for H.M:.G. or the Govcrnmont of the S0ycbcll::,s to nrovide trc>nsnort fc:,:, 
str::ff in t~e ev0nt of s ec. cornmunicc.tions botv;Gon l!.galege end Po;t Louis 
bocc::iing even t!lore tenuous th2.n is the CP.se at present. 

-- --- ~ 

1 
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Procedural 

70. As soon ~s the fin2.l decisions h.3.ve been taken it is cz s 0:1.t i::l 

th::.t r:~gotie-tions should be opened \:,ri.th Mr • .Andr0 D2l..hor:tme ~-.nd the 
Ch:i.gos Lg2.leg<1 Compc...riy as soon c..s possible. The mc.n.;;.geme:::2t of bcth 
groups of isl=ds will rec:uire time to reduce and .aventu:,.lly to tc:1-r:1i:v:to 
their Dpare.tions. Chagos Ago.legu. Ltd. 1 should not bt:: prov:i.d e d \•:i tf !. Cl..."'1 

D!Jportu.."1.ity to increase their c.:i.pittl commitments as a b~..r5~:Ll:.i::g ±":-.ctor. 

71.. Def~nce pl::.i1s on Diago G~cia will prob~bly requi.rr:! c, y22.r of 
prc,J.i.r:ri.nary t·rorks, such as d8tciled survc,ys, before constructionol ,-10::-l, 

c::.n begin. This should giva time for the evc::.cu~tion of the islE'.D.d 2.:.:.d 
the f,TC..d\.lE'..l cessu.tion of the existing lo.hour contro.ct.s. It is prob.:.:ble: 

that the full p(!riod of evc..cu~-,_tion co . .n be extended over two y0.ars. 

~!; ou!!et~d o!:e:d~s~~~:r!~s:pt~;"'~~~;:!:~;o~~~ !~:c~;~i;:~:.:;~s ~~! 
c..s a li -:ri.son officer betwS:e:n the · construction;).l orgc...."lis:-..tions :i.Yld the _ 
gov.:,rnrnents of the Hcrnritius nnd the Seychelles, especic.lly L-, r.:;g:.:1-d tc 
the employri10nt of 12..bour, and to prep::-.re the figures O!l \·,rl:ich thG: ii:.-;.~l 

costs of r~settlcment ruid other :f;J:-r.Js of com-oens.:-.tion should b0 1.)z-.s;.:d. 
Tri.is officer should be bas ed on M:.J1C 1T1d it ;,ould be convcm.i 8~Tt if ~,c.: Her~ 

to be th~ fc1ture Commissionc,r for thee Crovm Islo..T1ds 2-;,d tho outlyi!l:; 
isle: ..... J.ds of the Seychelles. :1:he whole project wi.11 i nevita bly giv0 :cise 
to innUL1cra.ble minor problems nnd difficulties :o.s well ,:,.s dc,tc,.ilc,d c:nc,u:iry 

on tha spot . It is cssenti nl th~-1..t these mn.tters should be h:1!1dled by c. 
suit:c:ile ,:,.d.ministrotive officer with dircect contact 1-,ith the govc,r,mcnts 

of the Sceycaell es =d Mauritius . 
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SECRET 

73. This r eport , while at temp ting to set out tha v.::.z-ious p~oblc· ms 

· v1hich the exe cution of the schemes n ow unde r consider c:tion wil2. i.:::v Gl 'f-2 , 

co . .nnot yretend to attempt v.ny detailed es tim.:te· of the costs . T}-~:? co.st 

of .:-.cqui ring Diego Gc.rcia certain ly c['.11Ilot be estim:i.t2d since i t d~:_J.::;::ds 

on the extcn.t to which the owne r s of the islD.lld CD..Il use the bz::.'.!.~g.:..i:;.i!l;; 

strength of their position. Further, the indirect costs, in th.:: fo :,_·,o c-f 

res ett l ement 2..Ild pensions , the co st s of future ~dr:ri.nistr~tion i:!Ild of 

direct or indirect compensc:tion to Vir:uritius and the Seychulles cCJ, De) 

accurc..tely u.ssess ed only af t er n cgotic:.tion s C'.lld discussions wi t h th o 

gover!u?wnts nnd individuals concerned lw.ve been directed specii'iccll ly to 

these objectives. 

It is clcnr that expe n diture must envisage for pl~""l!'.in5 puz pc.s.::s; 

(1) the di1·ect cost of .icquisition; 

(2) resettlm,1ent of dispossessed lc:bour unc:ble or um-:illin g 

to find work in oth er isl"-Ilds; 

(3) pensions for isl ,m ders beyond nctive v:ork; 

( 4) rcir.ibursem ent to the Seychelles of revenue lost in 

copra e :Kport duty; 

(5) the cost of i1ll ex grati:: gr::,.nt to J.iauritius in the fo:.m 

of u development grc._"lt in r et urn f~ th e transf.:z:r of the 

Oil Isl=ds; 

(6) the s::lary end allo~1i1Ilc<:s of a Commission.::r of the Islo21ds 

illld the provision of the: necessary tr:urnport; 

(7) the reimbursem ent to the Goverru:wnt of.M:mritius oi ce1;oit::l 

expcmdi ture in ins ta ll:L Y!g a metccrologicnl st::tion on 

Diego G=ci::,. =d perh2.ps on Agc:le g::i. 

If offors of Rs ,2,5OO,OO O fo r Coetivy :t..'ld P.s.J,OOO 1OOO for :r:Ji0;;0 G=ci.i 

were accepted the cost of the a c quisition of the t\.•to isl:::.nds would 

/ amount t •- f.:412,500. ResGttlement costs' subj 0 ct to detc..iled \'.::Sti::I~-:t e .s' 

should not cost more thrui £200 1 000. Pensions should net exce,s,d .c1 , 000 

;:i. year initially. The figures suggest e d for resettlement =d pe,,s:i. cn s 

2:rc e;ent?rous . 

74. Resettlement schcm8S on the s ea.l e indic C'.t e d m:i.y not be r!.::c~.ss2.ry 

since there should be 110 obsta cl e in princi:;:,L:; to the tr,-., 1sic,::- c:: 
12.bour from Diego Gc.rci~ c.!1d Coetivy to oth0r isln . .nds . Ch.:tg os . .'.:.g:-.le:go. Ltd. 

lu.ve under consid cr.'.ltion pl:,.,.."1s for the d0velo pment of £gf!lont 1 

Three Brothers end li;.'.lgle Isl e:nd. Acccrdin~ to the md....11.ng2r o:.· .:'.tc :.-.l~gc:. 

it is a t presant plo.nned to i:r ... cr8~s e the l::.bcur force O!l Ag-:-:..l cg;·; ~u 

over 500. ReGcttlcmcnt on i~.i:a:.:.uritiu s or Vnh6 nC;:".)d not therefore i::v olv.::: 

then a. srnall r esidue of the exi.stir.g population of the isl :~:C.s 

defence purpos0s. It is essen ti all y a question of 

enquiry which should be bei;u.'l as soon as pr ac t ic c,bJ.e. 

/75. 
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It hns not been nttc,mpted to do more thnn set out in gc:!1cr2.l ::0rms 
in vo l v e d an.d to s ue:ges t the l ir10s on which further a ction 

be tnkcn. The cost ,,ill d;pend on direct ncgotintions with the 
oi·me:rs of · th0 islands :md with the governments of 1~2.uritius a..nd the 
Seychelles v.nd on further inv estignt ions by the ci.pproprinte officers of 
:the ti·to .. governments . 

It hc:.s been possible to suggest the b~sis of a. firm offer for the 
acquisition of Coetivy. The bci.sis of an offer for Diego Gee.rein has 2.lso 
be _en proposed ii1. the o..bscnce of any suggestions, however teut2..tive 1 - from 
the Comp2.Ily.a.-id without ·the benefit of bci.lc:.nce sheets. Th<: fin::....'1ci2.l ·c,::.sis 
for th0 purchnse of Diego G2.rcin is inde ed peculi2.rly difficult bec2.usc, 
the isl=d ww.s ci.cquired as .n speculative tn.ke-over of a b:::..'1.krupt ccnc2:,-31 
c.nd its economic valu.:i is still l.:i.rgely potenticl. 

77. The Cccquisition of Diego G=cia nnd Coetivy c2.nnot be rcg~lrd2d ces 
o.. mo.ttcr ci'fecting only the present owners of tho _se islnnds ruid thei::
employees. Some quid .E.EE. .9.££ on the lines suggested in tI'..is I'i)port, Ol!.d 
subject to the v"iews cf the Governor, mc!y be r equir-=d to !TIQ....~e the tr:':..."1s1·c r 
of i:he Oil Isl;:mds acceptable to l'iauri tius. As rcgnrds the Seychellc:s, 
this govE:rrun.z:nt cannot be expected to ei.bsorb nny ~dve:rsc economic :-:....'1d 
n.drni.nistrativc cons equE:nces vtl.thout nssistnnc0. lrn.y cessation cf 
ri2cruitme:nt for work on the isl~ds c:!.used by the r8distribution cf 
Seychell~~5 now under contract on Diego G~cin 0...11.d Coetivy must 2.ffect 
the Seychelles. Defence plnns for the outlying isl=ds ccultl nlso be 
more easily d,;fended and ro:e.de acceptable if they were to be accompc,niec. by 
me::,.sures f-:--r the coconomic :,.nd soci,:.l ndvnncement of the _ Seychelles; bu;; 
D-;TJ.Y such ·mec..sures should be rego.rded as a sepc:.r~te issue. 

Robert Newton, 
23rd Se,,tember 1 1964. 
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Purpo~e of the Paa~r 

This pape.r gives a chronological summary of the history 

of the Jl • .I.O.T -. f'rom the t:lme ivhen it f'irst began ~to take 

shape · ~s an id .ea , up to t he erid of' 196-S approxima t-ely. The 

aim is to provide a convenient _refere11ce pap er ·on questions 

relating to the n .. I.O .• T. e.nd on the arra ~ ements for joint 

det1-enc-e fal? :t.lities made with the United States, Throughout 

the paper references are given., where nece _ssary, to the 

relevant F~O., C.O., and other sources . ~ is ? list 

of basic decuments and , reference papers nnder various headings . 

Iritroduc tor)' Histor ic al Note-. 

The :.British Indian -Ocean Territ ory was established by 

Ord~r in Council ~n·a Nov~ber , 19~5. It comprises the C~agos 

Archipel:a.go ( the principal island ot' which is Die 9o G-arcia), 

formerly administered by the G-overnment of :1auriti~s; and the 

Farquhar IsI:anas, Aldabra -Group ai:id the Isl a nd of Desroches, 

all i'orinerly administ.sred by the Government of Seychelles. 

The B.I..O.T _~ was est~blished primar~ly on ,the prompting 

of the Uni,t;e,d Stat~s bE:ca:Use of' its lack of bases or support 

betlreen the . edi terEanean and the Pacifi c. The 

__p.merican i .dea of' using British isla .nds in the India11 Oce an- :for 

def'ence pyrposes goes back at least to 1962, The .Chinese 

attack: orl. India ·in 1962 had · shown a need for fe.cili ties i?. 
Indian Ocean area, _e.nd th.a impemung Briti__;,b departure 'from 

.A.den and elsewhere reinforce~ t his need. In 1963 · .American 

pr~posals begari to .take definite shape. 

·rn creatin g this ne~ terri~ory · the intention - was to 

available for joint British and U.S. def'e1:ice purposes 

islands -with few ·or no permanent inh abit ants , under direc} 
British administra-t!ion . In this way maximUlll secu ,d ty o'f 

tenure and freedom from poJ.itical pressuree could be exp-eot _ed, 

The U.K./U.S. 'F,xobanEe of Notes, constituting &.i1 Agreement 

for the · availa~ility of the islands for def'ence purposes by 

Governments, was made~ on 30 Dece mber 1 1966, 
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, In Oetoof:i,, 1962• t.he f:!i»iattr ,;,t
Dot'anco {t.r-.. 1'hnrneycrc!"t) in con;
versation "ith tho "tJ.S •. D.ei'eo.ee 
8ecre.tary, r . R.o!Jert S.; 'e:Ja I'll , 
agree4 to _study u&e or Britir-h ba ea 
i n tiro o"f war by' U.S. :t'orces . In 
April, 1963~ t he Sta.te Depar ~nt 

- p.t"op,nud t P h possib le strategic 
usa of o~rt n ainal.l Bri ish - o ·~ed 
is-land.a "in · tbe Indian Ocean should 
oe-. discus.sea. 'lb e P~O. t-~plied in 
iuly •' that th~,r would welcome suc'h 
talks nnd propos cul that they be held 

)n;JJ ondo..11. ·· In: August" th(t State 
Department e:tpr e Me-d interest in 
ea.tablishi.n8 a. military co unic:~ti ... n;s 
station op Diego,Garoi& and asked to 
be allowed to ruake a ~urvey. They 
Vler _e p1it off, · since atr the in1e 
eleotions were im~endi!'l[J it: Hauriti\µI , 
and the time waa iheroro~e no~ 
suital.?'le . · · · 

·u.s . ·Ambaa.'sndor l eaves momor dtt.'ll with 
Foreign ON-ice , stati ng t hat JJ .s WO '. d 
l i ke to have f\lrth ~r _discuasi ons on 
all - -.. Indie.n Ooean problems inciu iiin g 
the Island Base questi pn and co s~un ica 
tions -raoili t:i e s OJ'il Dieg o Ga.roie." • 
.femorandum. also r ·ererred to tr.s. 
intentidn that e ·~mall Naval ~arrier 
Forcce. sh ould p~y poriod i c visits to 
the Indian Ocean area, begin ning early 
il'.',.,..1964: ( the r:trst vi:si t took place in 
April 1965) . 

Mr. Rusk, · U • .S. Secre'!;ary o!' Stat e on . 

· ~et'f:1•e11c.es to 
excb!U'tgeo .is to M 
f~un in ·b brief 
duted 11 De~emb'er 
1963 prep ~red by 
the PUSP ·or tbe 
lford 1.1n Secr~tary• a 
use with the o.,s. 
Secr~ta ry of Stute , 
l'.r. Dean Ruak at a 
!IATO 11e&t5.ne;. 

:visit -:to London discusses f ac ili ti es/1',,,./..A _ DEF 127/ 123/0 3 
inTndian Ocean with Foreign Secreta'ry. ~ .+4:-; . Ko. 15. 
Fore_ig,n~ Secre t ary again. suggests early 'FOP~ W?Z/83 G-
dis c.ussi cm,s in Londan; . IteIII 3 • 

. ' emorapdum received by . Foreign O:ff'ice 
;from U .. S. Embassy set t i ng (>Ut pro :io s als . 
'l'he ,se r e co ,mm.end tha t 1:1},JG< sho uld 
acquire certain is~ands, c~mpensatin g 
and re..s'e ttling thei il+habitan ts e.s 
n.eoeszary; rl. S . fi rst r eq uire ment 
would be I! austere " S'Upport i"acili ... ies 
on Die go · Gar cia with .Aldab ra next e.s 
a pm:sibl e staging pos t . 

DEF 127/ 123/03 
·tro.15. 

l>PW 121/12 encl . 
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,U·~·s. t~o p~~ = i'o-~ !;O.Q..t!truc'!;fon 
and. ioa'intep.anoe - cf- feJ.:iliticst 

. a~lo~~$ t~e U.A, j9int ·user 
Ffrs~ re ·1411il'er.ient was fo~ 
.Plego G-~1,~oiµ. 

tr.K. to ·provide '?ne ~,i,11d! and 
s13p"1Ti ti .ot1 t .en~e, by de
taoh.t.ng i&landa . nnd 'plri.clnr, 
·t.b.em under diroc't rL K. 
aqriJinistro.t:Lon. · Also to ba 
rdsp .onsl ble f'or pa:vm.ent of 
c::mnens.atitm. to M~~-uritius . 
ana ··s •eychelles 0:im;irnments 
and to ·land-o.wners and dis
placed in~a~itants. 

Sli6uld the TJ.t~. y,iah to con-,, 
sfruct · facilit.ies the f;w,q 
f,tovern.'llents ,. \,ould coni;-ult · 

, eaoh oth8X'.-

j\:t'ticl.es apJ?ear 'in Bri-t-ish press on 
possible development of .A..nglo
/imedoal:1 -'bt!-se:,J ;!.n Inrli~n 'Cloe,,,µ. 

Soviet r -e-pre,Benta.tive., during . 
dlscuasfon on Aden in U. l•f.Comrnfttee 
of 24-, sf;a;ted t~_a.t the 'BP:i.tish ;,,ere 
oonstruoting a.. chain qf strateeic 

, bases i.n the Inai~n Opean, Gan and 
Aidab>.•a. be.in5 specifioany mentioned. 

Dl-:J? 127/12)/03 
i'T•i. 313 

/(Agreed U. X-U .S • 
· }-... 1qe1.,orantlun) 

( w, . 

·-.,_'7 

I!~F lOB/217/0i 
letter f.roiJ, 
.Sir Berosf9rd Clar~:, 
B.B.C '.,, to 
!LH. Youns, G,( l . of 
26 1,1a_r'ch, +;]614. , 



Annex 23

1964-. Convers~tion at State Department 
. - between ]'.ore ,ign Se9.r~3. and 
~ : Secretary of Statd ~ ~ Mr ~ 'Rusk 
' conf'irme<;l u •. s. a,gre~nt to 

esta~li .shipg defence facilities in 
Indian Ocean, ~q. ~xpressed readiness · 
to go ahead on· Diego ~arcia as 
as British approyal received. 

Maur.itius Govern-9~ o~ wtruotions 
e~nsults Premier and finds h~ 
fa~oUl'ably disposei to · provision of 
eacilities but witn ~eservati~ns on 
detachment. •Dr. Ramgoola:m expressed , 
prefei'enoe if:or lbngl!,term lease, and 
1tight ·to bene:Cit '~ from any ·minerals 
wbich might b~. f ound. 'He had

0

no 
objeotion to :th<i. su:itvey. 

!Yovernor. illforms .fouriti'an Cquncil of 
·Ministers (Maur itius telegram No. 
<if .15 July, 196li:) of proposed survey 
(but does n,ot mep.tion de:tachment) 
following u.K./0.S. discussions about 
.f'a,11iliti.es ·in the Indian Oc.ean. 
,Government s ot' 1feuritius an.a Seychelle ·s 
waulcr be cr.,n.sul ted afte:r the survey. 
1here vra.s ·no sigfl.if;icant , reao t i:on from 
1,i~e.,,·cotmoii or 1,H .. ~~t~1:s . 

~: . . · ".' ~ ,. · · SEtZRET 

z. 3/119 G -
D.0,( 0)(64)23 Gf 

23 April-1 964-, 
1-.femo. by F .. O. , C.,O., 
and M.O.D. 
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thaj; no insurmount abra 6bs :tacre 
existed .~o -t!fe' rem6viil, reset t le
m:ent arid , z'e-employment of "tne 

· civil populat:i:qn of any islands ~ 
req11ir-e~ f;or military pur p oses; , 
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Mr.E~ll. Peck JF,0.-) ' vi },iting · 
Washin gton teUe .'Sta t e Denart ment 
that; it · is 1;1-sseiitia'.L to know soon 
·exAa:\ly what are tr.S.r eqvl.r em~~ts, 
.s1nc-e · on.l,y _one bite can b e taken 

s .. _a~ th_e pJ?:9blem, Sta t e Depart U1ent 
:~scri:P e'.. de1ay t o the Pe_nt a.gon. -"' 

Definite .milHary p-Ians for · 
Diego ·Ga!;'c1.a; rle~ayhmenf 
sh ould ·il iclude the · ent11·e 
Chagp& :A;fch ipel.ag-o ; prm'arily 
in the- i fr\;erests · 'of · .security 
Bl'ld in - order to have other . 
sites available f ar · :future , 
cori.tingencies ·. · 

Diego G"arci_a vtas a d~fini ta 
· req_uireme 11t: . Detachment .C:of 

rest i of tli~ Chat:cos wa~ ,''not 
regarde d ?:S esse11tia! 11

• but . 
.. ,considered llhiggy desirabl .e,'~. 

Soma po:t-entia.l f _or Alda.bra. (in 
vi evi af' ._pravipus U. K.. i:n_t-erest) 
as a ,stagfrig~poat. 

Mr. D. G-.Forstet'. 
"Emba s s:;, ;;i"as}:µ rigt .op ,. 
1fr . C.:6.~ ose, F. O. 
No. 119H/64 of 
4 Dece~b~r l964. 
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"'No J.~~ason· to re-looate 
p~pulatn.6n prior to Island 
coming intQ U$e to meet a 
require ment . ·Thi& would 
ap~ly to "other isla nds of the 
Ohagos Archipelago SQ long as 
our e.c t iv.:i.t,y vras . confined to 
DiagCil G~cia. 11 

·Foreign Saereta:cy' meeting with 
~.r. Rusk at Stat _~ Depart ment. Mr. 
said U.S .. would. like t-o 5·0 ahead, 
detailed talks vi:.are needed. · 

P.Q. (M'r • .fames Johnson) askin_g what 
approaches regarding f acilities for . 
11Anglo-1J.S. Bases" ha.ve . been made to 

· the Mauritius Govern ment. Answer 
given was that · 11 \he Premier of 

, • '.Jaur:i. tius was consµlted in July last 
a.bout · the ,j9int s'>lrvey of possible 
sites for certain limited ·facilities · 
that was then about to ·oegin . In 
ffovember the Council of Ministers, 
who had been Kept informed, were told 
that the res ults or t he survey w.e__re 
still being examined an tl that the 
Premier would be consulted again 
bei'ore any · announcem _eot was mad·e in 
London or Was.bi n g'1:on. "' 

Ministers accept general lines of 
U. S. pr9pos _als, but decide to seek an 
American contribution to the cost of 
deta,ching the islands . 

Prime Minister tells fr. Rusk in 
Washington that illl G wishes to press 
aJ1J3ad, despi i e possible political 
embarrassment :iin U . N·. and elsewhere . 
But he~vy expendi rture was involved 
n.ot only ' in compensating lbcal -

- inte r ests, but ,in oompen'sating 
Maur.i ti us and Seychelles Governments 
for detachment; filiG would wish to 
discuss ~his and other questions 
:further with tne U. S. Government, 

Formal reque ·s·t to TI. 3. Governmen t 
to help over oos.t of.' detaching the 
islands ( memorandum deliver ed to 
State Department .. by .British Embassy) . 
State Department _po}nt -oat that this · 
request wgs a departure from the 
und~rstanding reached in F ebruary 
1964 (see Item 5 above ) . 

,Pi/1 C 9¥'°?~/ 
Nu,..t ,st-

Ransa..Fd 
Vol . 
Cols. 

Z 1/2 7 - American , 
proposals set o~t .,_. 
OPD(65)68 of 
7 Apr il 1965. 

PAC 93/8.92/01 
N~. 38 . 

i 4/41/G--
F.o, tele gram 3582 
to . Wash;i.ngton and 
Wash~ngton tele gram 
1166 of 30 .April 
to F . O. 

/ 28. 
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Governor qn izistruct1o~ e,:pluN 
objooti<>ns to l&as0a 'to llu\ll"itiu&
!kihi.atera, rilio oay they would like 
to Jll.l't'8\W, di oussiona- in I,ondcn 
fu.u!i:ng th e OoDstitution~l 
Cortfe~~-e . 

Indian C.overo. '!!cii:tt J!xpre s,s t"o High 
CO!ll.ltli siQ'i't in New Del.bi th~fr 
apposition to :1"qre3'gn' m,-J:itary 
bases f_n. the Inditlll Ocelll/ aa Ji.'itely 
to l ea d ,to i nternational tan.sion ; 
they ,.,ow.d not object to mart . ements. 
:ri-eel j;i ·ontei;,ed in,to: - but objeet to 
aetach ,:i,en:t <;if'. i .sle.n~& ui.u ater aily 
be.fcire "lt.a:u~i tiua and fieypbeltes ..;- . 
hav ·e abhi eved indep~ndenc e. 

~auriti u& Co~st1t ut io r.al Conferenee 
o_p.ens in bondon. ~ilne-t ab1e 
:fixed: f:OX, indepe}\deno e; quea tion qf 
aerenb.e ag.reemerrt and l3ri ti s;f.. a?-d 
in. int.e:rfuu s-ectn'i,ty p1•oblems also 
disc-ussed . 

:1al.'li".i tian J•remier. in conver~atio~ 
with "CoJ.'<Jnial Se9retary {t~r . dr~enw<,od) 

-~gai e;qiressed preeer~nce far lease 
as agai-nat detac~e-nt. · 

.Uinis t era/ r ~oE>hring re pont. of 
Cbionial Secretary ·on discussion s 
with Mauritian Minist ers, agree 
-that m-ovi .:Jicn migh1;. be mad.e for
r ·ev,er;ion o:r Ohagos islands to 
Mauritius if' at s9llla future _ ti me ·· 
no longer required by the U.X. 

- and •th ~ U. S. 

z ·1/l73/G 
PAC 93/892/01 
.No .. 260 -
OPp,(?5) 39th lleet ing . 
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he.· :·s~lteilij~; TraC~fS -,tatlon 
~ega.11. Qpt!ra'W.on.5.,.J.if 1983 undi,r 
u;n. in:t itifu·.1'(0rkir!.g agtee: ent . 
Br!-tilsh ~~lp ,1,n bttj.ni116 
So;yl:lhell•~ APo~ptene- a£ this . 
•t~yio . \IM re~ed by the 
,A_.,.,~ic.ans as · part crf' 11 pae.iutge 
deal r Qr< 11,cS. i'm qi.tu 
uni3ta.ntH.~ towuda- ooit ~ 
aatachlnff. iBlar.do. 

Of:fioia.l .L/0 ,3 . ta1 _11 iii Londo1,1 • 
.I.fr. J ~ Kitchen 1t.lide it ehar that 
/.me.ricana wan~d Ail 11Ase:ension-type 11 

agr:eem~r,t ,i.th onoe-for ~all 
001I!pensatiQn. . 'h ;Its of thrc.e 
agre~mer_i.~s were q,onti:l.de·rt!~. 

1foeting a.t Lanoa.,ste:r;-House between 
•aur:itfan inisters and .Briti.sl:J. 
1.~epreeeqta tfa·es , led by ColoM~l 
Seore:ta.ry. "{At -m-evi~s- -111uting 
on 20 Seotember Mauriti«?Ui did not 
give wa.y· on question f detaohme11t) 
Agreement. raa.ohed, subject to-c"onsent 
·of t'ull Council of Mir.iste. s being 
iieour ed on return cf' Prem.i.er _to 

· IJ'.a.u.ritius , on deiaohment e,t_. Gkagos 
Islends, - subje-ot -to ei ght conditions 
of' w'h~oh :the· principal were: -

a defence ~eement ~th 
Kth.tritius; 

undert~iiiB to " ccmsui t t~g'e ther 
in 'the event of' a 11 dif':f'_i_cul t 
in'.f;-e.rn:al se-cwi~ situation" -
arising ip l, a_u;d tius; 

.QOl\lpensati-on up .t .o £3 m, over 
anike.bove di.rec t o Ciillpen·sa:t:i:on 

to l.a.nd-ormers amr cost or re
se.tt1f,menii of others a.:fi'ee-ted; 

nav~ational, meteorologic.µ, 
a.nd mner g:eno. 0 i.a.nding ta~ilitie s, 

" in -Cha.gas 15'1.ands- · '1 to remain 
availabl.e · as t'ar a.s pract1 c ab le"; 

reversion of -tb~ i~lends to 
l!auri tius if need for :fa.c3..lities 
disa ppears; apa ·rever~ion to 
tfa.UI'itius Gove·;r-nm.ent. of benefits 
-tor any minerals or oil dis
covered "in or near tlie 
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-nu.s. poaij;:1:.on · paper' ' de(1ning 
Am~~:-;:i.0~1.-n po;itio11 on tlie drafts 
Qf _ t1'le tbr:ijo ngnenu.mts (See item 42-
above) . 

U.K../U . $~ t~lks be _t 1rnen of.fi{Jials i):l. 
London . Fil'llll ag1•eereent r.eae,hed o.n 
terl ili'_E±Q.hange of Letter~9--B • .J:. O.T 
defe rioe· ar.re.rigement:s, f'i11an(H! a.rtd 
Seychelles track~& facility, 
Ame~io ans aBr-0ed ~hat while the 

riginaLint-ention r1as :to -use islands 
f'or · defence ne .eds .i'ree of' inhab:it[!.nts , 
s~tuatio us might a:rise when it ;-:-as 
feasible t11 make u.ae of islan-~s ,'Ii th -
out either partial or total -removal 
of inhabitants. Thmse cases sho uld 
be decidGd en tbei.r meri t s at the 
time ~· Buth si des also agreed to 
bear :i.n m.ind the ge.n.era l inte r (,;.s t in 
preservation i:>f wil a. l ife · in 
develo p ip g def eno e f'.acili ties . 

In · reply ,t o Parl i a-mentary Question 
Def'ence Secre t ary says: · 
" ·, • • • • • • • we have no programme f'or 
oria t.i ng ba ses in the British ·rno..:j.an 
Ocean Ter1.·i t ocy. F'o1.· sco l .ong as I 
have been. Se cre ta.vv of State there · .has 
never been a oobcScpt of island ba ses. 
There has be-en an idea gf' e1:1 tabli shin g 
cert ain stagin g and 9tl1 er ''milita:ry 
facil ities in cert ain territ(' ,ries in 
the Indian Oce~". 

! ee t ing at Ministry of l) e:f'ence with 
U.S. Naval. C-in-C • Ew;ope~ Admiral 
T_ha.ch. Admir al T11ach sa3•s- that U. S. 
req uire ment i n Di eg o. Garcia • is fo r 
a irc raft · stop- a v er ana sh i p re fue lling 
:facilities . Prog '!'ess with sa tel.lite 
c ommunica tion had removed the ne ed :for 
a eom~1uni cation:s s tation . It was 
agreed that · the · Ameri c an survey party 
f or Diego Garcia 'in -mi d-1 96 7 sh ould be 
t ra nsDorted i n HMS Vi dal . The A&n2ral 
ask;ed- whether the Roya l Navy were 
intere s ted.- in sharing in the co n str uc ti(.,n 
and use of ~acilit~es . at Die go Garcia . 
Chief of' iaval Staf1'' , Ad1niral Sir \Tar yl 
Begg.., replied t hat h"! was. unuble to say 
at tbs stage, but _ ha was. interested 
i n the sur\rey . 

ZD 4/107 -
Agre ed "ne gotiating 
record" . 

ZD 4/121/ G-. 

/67 
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69 · 2~ February 
1~67 

arch 1967 

Secret : xc.hi,m~cci" of: •Jotes _ 
cov rin eagreement on financing 

'~xohanie of 'Note ,s on Seychelles 
Satell:iJ;;e Tr"ackit1g Facility . 

(Def~nce and Trao~ing Station. 
ABree1Dent,a wen!" ou'blished on 
25 January , 1967. - see item 74 
below. ) 

Defence Statement (Cmnd. 3203) with 
e~oaition of East of Suez p~licy . 
Follotring · end of ncr.mi' ron:ta.tion" 
II •••••••• We are exam:ining what benefit-s 
we -would _get f'XOI!) a new sta ~i-ug air -
field in the 1:1. I.0 ,T; These arrange -
ments would otter us greater flexibility 
in our future de.fence ple.X)Il.ing, 
particularly i n relation ·to the Far 
Ea st ••••.• '' (Page 7 of Cmnd. 3203) . 

Followed by Def ence Debate in Par li ament , 
i n oour.se ot: vrhich the Min:i stel" of 
Defence r eferred to the survey of 
Aldabra 11• • • • • • to . see wbethe.r we 
re qu.ire _d it in order to increa _se the 
f' l e;;:ibil i t,7 •••• ·of ow.· airforce . 

· We ha ve :found that it vrill be suitable 
a.tJ.d- the cost of deve l oping i t- will be 
v _er. smal l, alt hough there ar-e c ertain 
prob l ems; fo r example t he Royal Society 
are very conc erned to preser ve the 
wild population ••• • ••• 11 

Aldabra: Prior to re le ase of' a 
, state ment to the pr .ess on 23 February 
by . the Royal Sac iefy ,,:· and other 
sci entif ic bodies, the Uin.istry of 
Def'ence as sured t.he _·Royal Society that 
the sci entifi c case vrill be f'ul l y 
considered bei'or e any decision is taken 
o~ -defence work on .Aldabra. 

Purchase of freehold s of islands in 
:B. I.O.T . c ompleted . In answer to 
Writ ten Parliamentary Question 
Mirrist er of' Defenc ·e s tated on 17 April 
t\,at after negotiations with the ovmers, 
the :freeholds ·have been purchased out 
ri ght t'or £ 1, 013,2 00 . 

Hansard 
28 February 1967 
Col. 393 

QC 10/ 3 No. 13 . . 
ZD 1/2/3 No. 13~ 
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l)':i.'i!gO Ga~ :{a:' 'fr/a. sfa.te t"~t j,f 
sm•v ey by- t o$.ln_ an I:I. M. s. V'ida.1 
sati.e.f'ea.tm:j :, tb ey plannoci to start 
work in seco+i:d htµ,f of' l968. 
Facilities tQ oe cnmstructed inclu9,ed 
P . O.L . st..oragt! 1, 8,00 0 ft . airstrip 

· a:nd. commilnioatiena f'a.cili ties. 
U.S. Governmerit. e.riouire -if H.~~- are 
_interest -ad in sharin~ these 
:fac . .ili tie .a. 

_ HMG reply, that they see "no over 
riding U-. K. requiremer,it" on Diego 
Garcia . at present . 

-Alaabra . Campaign ~y sc:i-entifi.c 
bodies and nature nreservation 
organisa~ions in u:x. an d U.S .aeainst 
use of Aldab:r:a gatb~1.•s· stren ,::th. 
Letter received by Commonwealth 
Office fro.rit. Roya l Soc iety enclosing 
detailed memorand{i givin~ ccl,se f'or 
comple t e conservation; also 
enc los ing r _eport by I/r . Stocida.rd 
( one 01· the membe_ s _qf the 1966 
01:pedi tion) and other documents . 

In dian .1inister 'for External Affa irs 
reit erates i n the Lqk Sabha India~ 
oppo~i tion: to militariJ bases- i n the 
India,n Oc_eaJ:t 8..l::'ea. Conc .ern is also 
expressed ~t t lie possiqility of 
nuclear weapons in the area. 

Publ ic ·a t i on of': -

(1) U,K./U .S. Exchange of! Notes 
"c oncerning the Availability 
fqr Defe nce Purposes of the 
British Indian Ocean 
T-er.· it ory ". 

(2) U. l ./U.S. El:change . 9f l'fote s 
on the Seychelles Tracking 
Station and Telemetry 
Facil,ities in the --island of 
Uahe i n thi;1 Seychelles . 

President and other re presentatives 
of Roya l Society meet Min i ster of 
Defence t o exp, ·ess their opposition 
to the Alde.bra: project . Mr . Healey 
re~lied that iut or~ativ es w~re 
beina c r.:m;ii dered, but nene . seemed 
practicable . 

QC 10/3 No. 27. 

QC 10/8 No . 5. 

Cmnd • .3231 
Treaty Series 
:No.15 (1967) 

Cmnd. 3232 
No. 16 (1967 ) 

ZlJ I /z. J.s 11--?'. S-z. 
QC 10/.3 No . 4-0 
and 40 A.. 

I 76. 
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l;fi'niatei• <tf Dei'enee llleet-s .tll"'. Mclfamara 
at Ankara . · l!r . ldcl\famard:agreed that 
though t'.h:ere we:a no overriding c{lea 
'f:011 c\::instru~tin~ f'ao<il,.iUes. cm ~ 
Aldab:ra, its use efO\Il.d give !fa_ us~ul 
acl.d:i: t;Lpnal option" to both G-Overnments 
at -1Zeasonahle cost . Mr. Healey 
uni:lertook to let !Jir:" MoN.ama:x:a have a 
n<Yte on tbe · 1atest si,tuation 
x;egatdl.ng th e oppl)si.tion. by scie nti.fic 
Bodies . ~ · He said t.'b.a.t ~ decision 
~ egarding Aluatira wou.Id be tnade about 

al~ . Qc tober . 

P.ld-apra~ A.djourmnfnt Debate · in 
' House of (fommons. . '!'he inte1·est 
by scdenti:N.c bodies · and others . was 
ventila t ed . The Under - 6:ecretary of 
St a te (RAJl'} s-.iid: . 
"As to the 1 ba.se1 ques-efon, thare 

' woul ,d be· no in:bention. of stationing 
s trike or operat'ionaJ. for .ces • there • 
.ii'a~ilitie s would not be adequate 
f'.or this: ·Therei'ore it would .not 
be a: base any more than Gan. A 
base is a place ' .vhere · operat:io1,1a1 
'J:oxce s- are r ·esident :, and from whfch 
"the logist ic: ~UPRQi't they neeq :for · 
oper a ti a11s,, wlri.cl'i'. iii ;important in 
t he amouncf; ot; ).a.i;id, -required, Oa'I). be 
Provided . ila.ibra wow.·a ,not be in 
this . eate&ory : • • •. • ." · · 

of the Pqtµid. 

11'2•ime ji niste r ( M~-. j ruson) .in 
Sci:momio Debate (mnow1c:~s dei'ance 
Quts, i ncluding il,eci.aion 1'1.'!ot-to 
:pl"oi;eed'1w:i.th tM ~ Ald ~1mr pro jec ·t-, the · 
estimated cost Qf -which was ia6 m. 
with cotnl)letiori. early in 1971, 
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M;r. M :1-\llllil't\ i.i ome:d. ti et becau2e 
or-'aete. ~e deanoidoa , l:fr!O-war& 
UXlQibl& t9 $<> ah.ea'1l wi t h .uaaora; 
which waa •tti., rtru.'6iual o_;ption" • 

.Americ,,rnS' requ est permission to 
conduct 11urvey o£-Farquhar to study 
fee.;sibiiity for !lirstri p ~n~ srott.11. 
nav41£a~ility . Briti sh partioipatio~ 
welcomed . America n ' i nterest in _ 
Farquhar se ems to .hava developed owing 
to deoi's1on not t-0 go ahead with 
A.1dabra • 

.The :Bri t-ish. Ind-:Lan Ocean 'I!li'U'ritory 
(Amendment) Order l-968 .made 
(1968 No. _ 119) . Thi:e Order · 
corrected ·cer ta in minor inacc 1Jr acies 

· in ·the description of t he Cbagos 
Are:hipelei.go ( omissi-on of Nelson 
I'sl 'an,a) , and the Ald~trra Group in 
·thE! British Ind:ban Ocean 2;'err.i.tory
Order, 1965. 

Agt-eetnel'lt given t?- U .s. •request for 
survey of Farquhar ,. Ill(G-.wmUd like 
t o pa,x,tio i pa1ier Agreed . that survey 
involved n o follow - on commit ment on 

· Gover nment . 

becomes independent . 

120 ' Ilo~s • (i.e . adults -a;;,d chi l dr-en 
of ~aurit i us - origin bo~n. in the 
Chagos Islands) wishing to return to 
the Chagos f'ibd no ernployrJ.ent of:fe.red 
.on the plantations . Uaµritius 
autborities- .main ta -i n tbat they sh · d 
'be reset t le d :!:.a the G.hagos at ffi G-1 s 

QC lo/3 tfo ~ 1;J -
tette:r front _ 
!fil ister- of De:tenoe~ 
• f , nee.ley ~ date-d 
1-:3 Nov:emb.er 1967 • 

tD 1/2/7 - No. 33 
and .34 · 
QC 10/16, }fo . ~ . 
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lhe · question of reu1ovirlg and :re
se:ttling tJie .Appro;kµiately 400 
inhabi~ants ~ of Die~p Garcia:: and 

-· the . question o the na tiona.l -status 
,of the , 'Iloia 1 tind.ar study in · 

- London. -

Oommis.siener of :BlOT exp!'.esse -s 
his vJews ori problem qf' the 
·inh~bita.ni;s o.f Diego Garcfo and 
-thej,r resettle .went . 

United States stiH -inter~steg. i~ 
survey of .-Farquhar, ' but houble 

. over transport arran gements -for the . 
. survey, 

0

grq:1,1P, (v,~ich would .i n.elude 
Briti§h representatives) . 

IDi.G agre e s to D .• S. r .e.quest to s et . 
\IP geodeti c s.ateHit'e tracking stat:f.on 
9r1 Di'ego Garcia . . Equip ment du.Ei .. to 
arr i ve in lfovemher . 

Farq.µ}:Jar . A~ericans dec:ide to 
c ancel survey . Among r easons given 
politi'cal ~m.barra~sme:nt or staging · 
through 'Mombasa and transpor. t 
,.diffi culties . 'A question of reviving 

l:e:ft ope_n . · 

·approval ._givep_ by H;J(; to 
U. S. Gor:.st:t,'uction of' f',a,ciJ.ities 9n 

~»,~~r~ 
Signal (Austr~~.ta) 'Petroleum c·:o. ,. · 
of Sydney, N.S .W. , a subs-i'diar y· of 
Si ·gnfl1 . Petroleum Ce . of Los Angeles, 
apply to ,, Commi s~i oner , BJ:OT. , f 0r 
pernr:i,;ss:j.on t:q explore for hydro
carbon in the .Chagos Arcb.ipelago and 
to undeirt~e preliminary ge9phyi:;ical 
work, an a erial magneto - meteorologi~al 
and. marine seismic survey . 

0

Q.C 10/16 . No. 46 . 

ZD' 1/2/7 
N~ 81.- 82 . 
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Consideratio rt b~ii'l:g. gi ven to 
establishing l~fi .Ilois e.nd tMir 
:families I 'r oUt !.ll:llll"itius ti;i tbe ' 
Cbagos tu maintai:n the viab il ity 
of the copra plantati ons . 

U. S . G0vernmen t tuld that we saw 
n.o obj ection in the medium term 

· to maintainine and expanding 
pl antations i n Per os Ba~hos , an d 
Salamon I sl ands, ihich . are 120 
ni'il &s dist ant f'rom - Die go Gar c ia . 

u;s. 11would i nterpo se no 
obje cti on t o use of Per os Banho s 
anfi Salamon Isl ands i'o r 
resettle ment •••••.•• of! v;orkers 
•••• on Diego Garcia, ·,ti th the 
understanding that any si mil ar 
persons elsew here in the Cha gos 
Archipelag o c~n ?J.so be transferred 
t6 Pe r os Banbo s and Salamo n 
Tsl a.p.ds •••• tni U. S. bas no cur r ent 

·pla ns ±'i;ir th e use of th os e t wc,-,.c 
isl and s •• ·, .• : Current l y our pl ann ing 
is limit ed to '"a :mos.t au stere 
fa cility on -Di ego-Garcia ...... " 

Of~ici al visit 'by Fore i gn Secretary 
(Mr. M. Stewa rt) to Pal ci s t an an d 
I ndia . 

QC l&/2 tfo . 32. 

HPN 18/ 1 No. 6 . 
Analysis of the 

· p r -0b1'.am by 
· Administrator, BIOT .. 
F.10 .68 

EFN 18/ 1 
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;jr~~ uiliii•i; · 
,[ii~ f~~>qt ~to.~. Lah13,.l;i:j. t~ts (I~~tic5nal:i\y) ,, 
ll~er~ililn. qf ~'Chagos .Islands . 
Cemp·e.mdiJOn : .P,i.woha15e ,of' Isla ia.ds arid 

~~se.Hienent o'i", PG,pµlatie, n. 
C:1:ril Av;i.e.tionr U.se oft BIOT-. 
~1.eg,g &aroia lf.ateor oi o{ticat · Stati on 
Fish:i:~ '.R:i,.ghte i n ~hagos .I;;J.ands .~ 
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October -1966 

1967 

2.3 June 1967 

,30 November 1967 

l li; ?fay 1965 

24 June 1965 

lG December 19,66 

U .H. Secretariat Work:ing' Paper 
~n' 'Mauritiu s, Sayohall.ea a.nd; 
St. Helena" . 

F .O. comm.ents on .P✓AG ,.109/L , 279 . 

IOC(66)136 Brief , prepared by 
Foreign Of'fi ce, 1tl th Coramonweal th 
Of:C:foe and Ministry ci' Defence 
on "Presentatioi'l o'f' the BIO'.!' in 
the U, 'lT,.'1 A use :t'ul basic papeI' , 

Committee of 24 cons ider Sub
comroitte&.c I ' s report A/A£ ltl9/L 335 
dealin g with 1lauri tius and 
Seychelles , 

Cor.imitt eo cf 24rs tour o::.:' Af'1•ica : 
Resolution adopted in fina l form 
d~ploring disme mberment of 
Mauritius and Seychelles ., 

U.N ~ Sueeial c'rnnmittee : Reso luti on 
on Diamemba"l!llmt o Mauri ti~s and 
Sey~he"lles . 

Not~} v~ 6J 136) 
1,l-P- t~date. (µetter fro~ , 
!Jr . N.D. Hatthews, Gommonweal.th ' 
Ot'.fice to IJ.r. • .B.L . :Baraer, tTtJHS, 
~few York . 

U .N .Doc\llll.e1!tS 
-A/C!t/SR 1558 
i./.C4/'JR 1570-

U.:: .Document 
A/AC,109/L , 279, 

nm 14n/4.5fy'o1 
ZD 4/69 

ZD l/q12 llo .• 143 

1J ,_p. Document 
P./ AC 109/L. 191 . 

ZD 1/2/2 Ho . 

BiOT Secret Financial A&reemer-t mth the United ~t a tes , 

u.r_./U.S. talks to explore in ·what 
way the Ame1•icans c.oul _~ contribute . 

.Americ an s i ndi cate how· th ey might 
contribute . 

· Submi ssi on to Ministers on lJ. S. / U .I{:-
l!IOT Agreem ents . (A~exed t.o thi s 
-paper i s a very userul .list of the 
main refere:z:mea to the secr e t 
finan cial agre ement) . 

z 4/62/G-. 

Z 1/89/G- . 
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'lft17 
Seutember 

0c JJ64-

1967 

Diego Garcia, 

_.w·i/2/2, 
ftette;r from 
·.Mr.R.A . Sykes, ]' ,O, 
tq Mr.A. Ca.mpirell 
Mird..stry of Defence.) 

QC 10/4 No. J. 
and following 
pap.era~ -

,l?;~pl!lrt .. o-£ ;utvey: (covering P .O.L. Z 1/121 
1>toriise faciliti~s} by Ur . Pollock , 
Department ,:.£ Supply {Navy) . 
/7 ~GM- ,1 ,t' J"i.~• - ~-; ,er~•~ ,,.. ~ 
; , .. ,iilw"l1 •i4 ~r,h t.. .. r4~ · Xtt9 $- ~111 7 ~ 

Oomm,micE1.tioas Scµrvey (by Z 4/132 
A. Kra vis of ?.iaropni Go. ttd .) 
·c_o- optea team. :oy Mi mistry of 
D.efenqe . . 

t/1/i tJ, (,-,....~...t::i-...... l~.Ut ··~ ~ 
J;rf!.~•f"l-,{_,t,,M' 

ildabra. . 

!I . P .B,W, feasibility study (based 
on 1966 Survey) 

.Alda.bra : Report 2n further ·stu dies 
on Coristructiqii'. C5'f i 1acilities , 

Scient:i.£:j.c i nt!:)i• est in :preser vation 
of wild l if'e .. Letter f'ro.m :aoya l 
Society to Commonwealth Ofri ce 
_erJQ_l<:>_sing me}llorandum s ta ting the 
c;ase :ror c 0nse rv a:t;ion, re port by 
Dr. D.R. Sto ddart · (member of 1966 
e:qied:1. ti on) and other documimts . 

OPI}( 67) 57. Al:da.bra: Plan to develop 
airfield f :aoili ties. 

OPD{67)5 8 . Mem.orandum 0 11 "Scienti:fic 
iinpiloations of .proposed Aldabra 
.development" . 

Note . on 'Royal S ooiety expedition t o 
4].aabra 1967/1968 (prepared by 
eommissioner , '.BI,OT •. .and .annexed :to 
bis d$spatoh 1-l'o. J:?JOT/ D/1) , 

i>rai'i:.tr.K ./ U.S . agreement on Aldabra 
(,defence i'Mil ities) prepared by 
M±r,.istry of' Defen ne, in c onsultation 
with o-ther Departments . Owing to 
the decision .not to proceed with 
Al~bra, no o.g1•eern_ent bs.s been made. 

~ QC 10/8 

QC 10/ 8 Ifo . 

QC io/8 No, 5. 

,Z"j) I I 2-17 IV: I 
(A .9n-U~ "¥~ . 

:Z.D 1 /2../ 3 ,/4': 1-r 

qo io/3 No. 46 :B • • 

2--Z)t/2-./s M 1s 

pD 1/2/2 No. 217 

ZD 1/2/3 No.159 



Annex 23



Annex 23

. ' 
Ccifurussioner, )3!0T, - reports on 
nuin:ber· of' Jloi"s mid their status, 
iUCb agoa _Islands (BI O'.r;/SD/24 

,.1:na BIOT/SD/26) • 

Jt!i 11ut'e by J,~ . J . H., .Lam°Qert 
(U~li. (Political) Depart ment} 

· status of • inha bitrints an.d 
pre~i:?ntation in ,United :tfo ti cn s . 

A,us.t , 
on -s tatµs · of'-· 

and":" Re-se:t tle ment. 

Litter fI'om Ml:. A .·J . _Fa.ire lougn J ' 

Oolon.ial Qf~ic-e ~ -t_o·Mr_; ~ -!{! Peck , 
F ."o ~ ~ g_iVin!! ngur ~s and _ _ _ . 
estimates i' cir pur chasci mg islanaa 
and ,rese:tt:J,in g p.opul,a:tion . 
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·Not~ by ~inistxy ~ -Aviation on 
use e1i'· BI-0'.!1 by cd.y-il ai :r ~~ices. 

Note or inte~ - ae~artmental 
dteoU3$iQns a \13~. Qt 13Ifr1' by 
civil airci-att . 

QPD( o)( !.d •. )( 66) 6 . ,, lfote , by 
Mir.ist:ry qf A:'.riat:i9n . 

B"°~d of T.rade meni.i>randum. on 
legal aspscts of .l.\Se cf BIOT 
airfields . by oivi1 aircraf-t. 

Vie-ws ol G9vernor, , },)'aurit .ius, on 
the w,01•k:. of the Ue'.teo:ro1og i cal 
statioP, . 

Miliute b,Y' J.rr. TerrE!_ll, C~O., 
on -the ,,. unc .tionin g of' the. 
Ma\eorologieal St~tion . 

L"'lter - i;!epartmen'.!;al .meeting to 
discuss Mete»rolo$ica:l S'lla:-tion. 

Umted .St'ates .' views . on -operation 
of' ~he station 'lette~ .fr~m 

- !>fr,. E~.i·;i,,p4er, , U.S., ~mba.ss;,; to 
?-!r . ~ qrlnn~ , F .O.) 

Nut e:': of meeting ,at Mirri. s'la•y 
1)e.fe-no.e t .o di CU!!S work o.one 
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Mauritius (Constitution) Order, 1964 (26 Feb. 1964)
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. ., 

SClfEDULI! 2 

APPOIJffMENfS RIPl!RAOtl!. 1'0 1'JL6 JUOICJAL AND LHML 
$a.i .vtC!I! CowMJa•10K 

SClfEDULE) 

EMOLVMl\l'fT,5 OF CDATAUf OPPICJaS 

THE CONSTITUnON OP MAURITllJS 

atAPTER I 
P,-OTilCTIOH OP FIJWl).t.Wl!Xf.U. ltJOHTS »,1) F)i_UD()MS 

OP fltB INOtVJl)IJAL 

Steilon n. 

l, h It hereby recognJwd and dedar cd that in Maurhlut Chere have. ~ll4•m:c•I 
CJUsted and ahall contlnuo to exlu without dlserituinatJon by uuon tm=ef of race. pta" of origin. political optnkMu. ooJour. crud or ""• but ._ sub;ect 10 rupec:1 for the rl&ht& ud freedoms ot ocbcu uct for tbit ~ public llltcrut, cad, and 1U ol tbc following humu np11 and fundamc.ntal freedoms. Aamely-

(a) the rla:ht of the lndMdu1J to life, liberty, security of 1110 penoo 
and tho protection ol th• law: 

(b) freedom of oon.tdencc. of e:xprcJ.tlon and of uumbly and 1NOCJa1km:and 
(<) the rial>• of the iudMd .. 1 10 pn,1,cdoo for the privacy of his 

homo and otbe.:r property a.od from deprlvatlon of property with, out compcnsuion, , 
and the provldotl.$ of thh Chaetcr 1h1JI havo effect tor lho purpose of 1ffordln1 protection to the said right , a.nd freedoms 1ubfed to such limitation., of that protccdon a.s arc. cornalncd in thoao provisions. bdq limitations dcsiptd to cruu.re that <be eajo,me:a1 or t~ aid riPU ud lrtedoms by any indmd'O&l doll not prejudice, the rights and freedom, of oehm or the public intc.rcit, 

l .-(1) No person d1all be deprived of hl1 lire intenOon1lly save in Procccdon of ~ccudon or the ,cnte.noo of a court ln rc,poct of I crimln1I otreace rilM 10 Uk. or which he hu been con\lic:rod. 
(l) Without prejudice to uy WlbUit7 tor a coauw.vcatSoo of any 

ochu law wtdi rcsproc:t 10 ill• "• of force In loch <:ues II are here-
Ina.her mentioned. a pe.non lhaU not bo rcprded u h1vin1 been deprived ot hi• life In contravt ntion or Lbl1 1ec1Jon ff he dies a, tbo result or cl10 u10 or rorcc 10 1ueh cxte:nl a, It reasonably Jutllliablc j q the clrcumttanccs of tbo caso-

(a) tor lhe defcacc of tny person r.rom violence. or for tbo defence olpll>pClly: 
(Jo) in order to &.et • la.-fid am.t or 10 pr~t Cho tape ot a 

p<- lawluUy delalnod: 
(c) for 1bo purpose o( auppref.Rng a 1101, ln,urrcc tion or mtulny; or 
(d) In order to prevent tht corruni,don by th#t pcr;on of• crlntiaa l ol!coce, 

01 H ho dlts u the. ruult or a lawf'ul act ot wu. 
7 

_, ., 
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Onotor 
pudoo,~c. 

rubdc seal. 

24, Subject to tho provisions or this Ccwtltutioo, whenever tbc 
aubitDndvc bolder ol any oroco oonstltuted by or under tbi, Constllulloa 
It oo Jo.ave ol a.bsencc pending rcU041.1Jshment o( h1s officc-

(p) anolher per1on may be appoi:ftted 1ubJ1.1Al.i¥ely to INI olnc:e; 

(b)~.':""'~ :~.r:r:::iiz~ ='"" 10 lhal 

2$.-( 1) Tbc Go'l<mof may, in Htr Ma)<,ty'a oamc and on Her 
beb,11-

(a) a..-nt to any person oonocrned In d\O commission ot any offence 

:r ~~~ ~Ya~ l!~Jin ~u:~¼':fU:r alo~;i,rc:r::rie~r:1: 
.,.bjoct 10 lawM condiliom ; 

(b) .,.,., lo aoy pe,- a respite, eilhct lodcfioir,, or for a spocllicd 
period. ol the •>fflllioft ol aoy ,.,,,~ poA<d oo that pctlOG la 
•ny cwrt in M.lurlth111: 

(c) substitute a le11 tover• Conn or punbhrncnt for that lmpo,od by 
any sentence of any 1uch oourt: or 

(d) remit the whole or ,ny pan or any JUCh 1caten(.C or ol any penalty 
or forfeiture othcrwiao due to Her Majelt:y on . account ol any1 

offmc:o in rcspoc< ol which a - baa .,_ coa•iotcd by aoy 
COU'1 ID Mauritiw.. 

(:I) Tbo I""""' eoolttml upen lh Go«<- by su"8cct.., (I) ol 
thb tcedon shaJI. Rb}cel to any Jn,.tructiona u.oder Hci- M1.jnty'1 SJ,n 
Manual and Signet, bo citcrcitcd by him In hl1 di.sere.don, 

26, nl$ OoYCrnor shall ketp and use tho PublJc Seal for 1eallna all 
tblap tbat ,h all ptll 1uc.b Seal, 

OtAPTERUI 
THI L!GISUtval 

Part 1-T/lc J.AtjJ/01/v~ Au •mbl1 

27.-( 1) There sban bo l LcgislatiYO A11cmbly tor Maurlllu,. 

(2) Tho Legis1'tivc A,jcm bly &Jail con1b1 of-

<•> lhc Speal<u ; 
lb) the (Juel Secruary ex ol!iclo: 
(<)lonydoctcdmcml,cn;ud 
~ Mb l'lOfflinlted mcmbtts not exceedio, 6.ftceo ,in numbtr H tbe 

O°""roo, may tlll)Olnl, 

18-(1) The Leglslollvc A&sc:mbly ah•ll-
(a) al ll• firs-t sittlna after a general e1&e.lion and bc(ore h pro , 

cecd, 10 the dupatcb or any 0-thcr bu,lne,s : aod 
(b) U die office of Spc,ake.r falls \'aCIDt •t u1 limo be.fOTo da• au-I 

dlaolutioa of lM l.qkladve Asstmbly. u ,oc)I: u ls ~blo. 

elect !tom &mOtl& its rnembets. ocher than members who are mcmber.s 
or the Council ot. Mlnls(m or Parli3mca.tary Secretaries. a Speaker ot 
tho Lt1lslative Amm~y. 

(2) A peraoo 1haU veco.tc the omco Cl( Spcakc.r-
(0 upon ceasln_g to bo a n1e.mbcr ol 1ho Lc1illaOvo AHembly 

o&hc.rwle than by rutoa of a diaolu1loo of tha Lcalalatlvo 
A.Mcmbl:r: or 

""" nota thH thb c.opy 1, ,llff>lled s-u: Kt to the NauonllARN.,.., t•rms •nd condhlons and th.t yoLW" 
.,.. of h fflllY be l l.lbj.ct to «)fl)"l&ht rt'JUitdons . fi.rthtr lnf«'INt lon is ghotn In the °Tffm, and 

Cendiuomol oltht.,._tionlil~'le•fMa 

i 
1 
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and If. I.IJ>On any q\>Cat.lOI' bcfou: Ille Altcmbly, the 'fOtd O( &he members arc equa.UJ dlnt.d tho motion man be lost. Cl) (a) The Speaker ahaU have neither 1n oriajnal not a castJng vot•: and 
(b) any other pert0n, ineh1dlng 010 Deputy Speaker, sbalt., wbc.o pre.aldina in lh• Le&blative A.uembly, have. an oristul vote bu.l no caadnc voto. 
49.-( 1) Soble<! 10 ll>o J>COYl&ioos cl thb Olo\$tilt1tioo aod ol tho lftln>d""lo• rule, a.nd ordert of tho Lcai:slalive Aucmb ly, any member may 10ll'O· or Billi, duco an1 Dill or propose 14J motion tor dcbato in. or may prCft'Qt aft}' peltt5oo to, tbe A$Semb1y, and Cho 11me shaU bo deb11cd and dispOsed or aocordina 10 tho rules •nd orders of cbt Auc.mbly. (1) Euept on the """'11maidatioo of tho Governor !ho l.q;),t, tivc A11embly shall not-
~) proceed upoa any Dill (lnelvdlns &ny amendment lo a Dill) Mlich, in 1he opinJon or the pcuoo presiding io the Aqembly, maku provision tor hnposla& or Jncreatina aay &a•. for lnapoalng or lnerealln; any charge on tho revenue, or other fund1 of Maur i1ius or for aUoriog •or 1ucb chara• otherwi .. than by reducing II or for cocnpou:11dm1 or re:mittirtl, any debt due to Maurl1iu,: 

{b) proce ed upon any motion (lnclmUng any a mcru:lme.nt to a motion) the effect of which, in the op inion or the penon pre.rldfn& in the Au,cmbly, i, lhat provialoo should be made for a.ay of tbe purpotU r.fan4 to lit pans,apb ta) or thi, .uhRC:don: or (c) receive a.ny pelh ion which, io the opinion or the pcnoo pnsld, lng In the Alumbly, requesta that pf'Omk>ft be rnadt for •ny ot lhe purpote1 re.feffed ro in paragraph (o) of this 1ubsec.t&on. 
st.-(l) U the Governor c:onaiden tblt it 11 expedient LQ the Oo"'111Gr't irnorcst of public order, public faith o r JOOd govemmt.at (which "' '""' cxpressicms a.hall wltboul pr1j11dice to thur f,t-t'IC.Rllty, laelude lh• power. tQ'P()!Wbility of Mauritiu1 u a territory within the. Commonwealth, and all m11.t1e.t1 percalnina to tJle creatico or abOlition or any public o&e or to tbo ala.ry or olkf coodhioas of KJ'rice of any public offioc.r) that any nm Introduced, or ,ny motion propo.Hd, tn the Lealtlativo Aucm~y lbould have tftecc. tbea, if the At"SCmbly fall to pus such BUI or 10 cany such motion within ,uch dmc and in auch form II ilie Oovemor thinks rcaaoa,ble at1d upcdicac. the Goveraor may, at any time tba.t h• thiob fit. Hd nocwidlltlld ing any prcm,. sions of this Constitution or of any rules and orders ol the Aucn1bly, declare that ,um nm or motJon 111.au have e!.c1 u If h bad bcc.o palkd or canted by lllc As5e-mbly eithtt In the. form in whlc:h it WH so Introduced or propose d or with tudi a.m.e.odmentl as lb& Governor thinh lit that bavit beita mom1 or propoted ia tho A11embl1. incladin, any commi ttee. lhcreor: and tJte DIii or the motion a!1all bo d«med lhere.upco to hav. been ao pe,uod or curled. and lho p,ovblons of lhl, Coo,dt1,1tM>n, and jn partlcola.t 1h!ifroyj. !t~ ZJ:~~~~t11cn1 to BUii and dlsallowance or Laws. ab have 

(2) 1bt Governor sliall rorthwi(b repou to • Sccrel&r)' of s1,tc every cuo lo which N! maket any dcitla.ra.tkm uoder lho pco'IWoot of this section and tbc re&J0111 lherero r, 

'l'I 
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112.~!ru!:>' ~~ru~~:r t~tc ~~~~•te n!~~f,161n °~~·~1 J:n11nlr 
~b :'~ r;r:\;i;:~: .1: ~:mo!,•;:c:;:i~~~t ~ 
(urnuhcd by such membt.r. be fOfWlt~ by the OoYCmor as IOOft 
u p11cdcablt to a Seuetary of Slate, 

(4) Any declarttlo 1, nio.de under thts section other than a dcclar••· 
tlon relating to • UHi may be revoked by a Secretary of State 11nd 
tho Governor lhall cause notlco of ,ueb rcvocadon to be publllhod 
in the Gaz.cttc; and from Uic dalo ot •iac:b pubUcatJoo any D'IOC.loa 

that It deemed 10 1-aw. been canicd by virtoe of lbe dedar11ioQ 
,11.an cca,c to b&ve died 1Dd ,.,. p<OYlsions of -Jon JWl of lho 

!g'~f,'!'~~~~j :{~!8"9J~) ofbV!,~~~l~i, ,uc:h rcvoca1Son a& they apply 

(S) Tbe powc.rt coo!crrcd on the Oovernor by 1h11 teclion shall bo 
cxc:rclscd by him In bis di1Ct&don. 

51-(1) A Bill t.ball not bccomt a law until-
(,) lhe Governor baJ um11od 10 It iA Her MaJealy'1 u.me and OD 

Hc.r Majesty's behalf and hat 1fancd it ia cot-ea of ,ucb ••nt. or 
(b) Her ib j, ,11 hu elven Her 111wt to it throuah a Se:cre.Lary ot 

'State aod 1ho Qo,..«nor has t lJnll\ed ,u ch asscnl by Proclamalioo 
published in tho Oucuo. 

(2) When a DiU I., ~•ed to the Governor for his amnl. ho 
tblU. actfng in lilt duc:rctioo bu1 , •bjcct co I.he p,omions of lhlt 

Qlo.achutJoa and of any ln.-strvedon, •6dressed to Mm a.ffdcr Her 
M1je1t)'"s Sia:n Manual and Sigi,;ct or tbrouJh • Sc.crelaJ)' of Stteo, 
dectnre that ho 111cnu. or refuses to a"1Cot, to II, or lha.t M reserves 
tho Dlll for the , la,niftc. tiOf'I of Hor Majesty•, ple11ure: 

Provided tbJt t.ho Oovcmor thall rcteJ"'/e for lh• 1.i.a:oi6ea1ion of 
Hu M1lc:stf1 pleasure-

(o) ur Bill by whlda ur orovtdoa ol tbiJ eoc,,111udoo is revoked 
or amendod or whkh Cs ln any way rep111paa1 10. or incon-
11.itcnl with, tha provision& or ihls Corucitudon: and 

(b)11:!'7o~\~~:!~ihofe,h~'"l:~1s~)v':•A~~:bi:;.0 ::1:irt~'·~:n~~J;~: 
uolcu he b.u bun author.lied. by a Sc:erelary o( S1110 to autnl to It, 

.,...,.__. Sl.-(1) AAy law lo ,lhid, lho OoYUUO< 1w P\'CA bis wml 11117 
ol k-. be d.ialknrned b7 I fer ~a jesly throvp a Sccrc.tary of State. 

(l) Whenever ,uch a law baa been diso.Uowcd by Uc.r MaJqry lhe 
Oowrnor shall c.u1c nopce of 1uch disalioWflnoe to be pubUsllcd in 

~~ t~•;;:ii~!':o!h~rl~~,:-1:~~i~ Annulled with effect from o~ dato 

()) lbe providons of k,ction 38(lJ o( lhc Jntef'J)retatJoo Act J889 
&half apply in rtladoa Lo>thc annulmau ot uy law undci-llail JCClJon 
" lbey •pply ill rclatioa ' to Ute,, tcl,)Ct,1 o( an Act ot hrUa.meot. aft 

tbll any enactment repealed or ameoded by or in punuance of that 
law &hall have effect as 'front lho date of the •nnulmcnt a.s if 1bu 
law l1ad oot been made. i 

O•lh or $l. -( l) Subject to the b,ovislona o,( this section. ftO member of the 
~ Lc.&Lstallvo Assembly sbaU bo permiucd to tako part in tbc pre,.. 

<Mdlqs of tb• IW<mbly (o<bcr lb&n p<O<Udi"'° •- 10< 1M 

(I) J1 & " \lkt, ~ 6), 

lS 

Plta.H mH• th• t thlt copy Is t,upplt•d tu J,ct to the N1tlonal A,thlw s' 11rnu and tond ition,1 1nd that your 

\l H o, It may be iubJt<t to copyf1&hl re-suictlon1. furth..-ln.lo,m11Uon 11 gtv1n In tht 'T1m,i and 
CotwlrtJoM of tu pty or tht NallonllAtdiwi•' tufleu 
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purp<>us ot lhl.s 1ecdon) until he bas madt aod a:iab.scrlbtct bc(oro th~ Auemt..11 dl.6 uatb oC tUcJiance. tcl Ollt la adledu]e I 10 this ComtitMtloo. 
(2) If, bc.tween the tlmc ..-htn a pcnon l>ocoinu a member ol tbo Legtslotive An:cmbly and tbc Cline when the Assembly nut 1111 there.after, a meelln4 takes place of any commhteo or ilie AJttmbly of which s.uch J')tr,on is a member, auch pcraon may. in order to enable 

~':.~,:~;":.~~e ,':c'!~t.:~~t•t i:.r~lnot1h:u!'~=1!!: :!.r~: 
acb~ule. I to thl-$ Constilutio• before • ilMI .. o( chc Supreme Coi!n and lh6 mal:.lq, and &vbtcriblfll of the oitlb In wc:b manner IM11 ,ufflee for all 11'e pul'J)('Mel of tlii, scctjon, 

()) Where on oath o( 1tUeglance is m&do. and subscribed bcCoro a fudge of U10 Sufl'·cme C.Ourt under the r.:ovl1lon, of aubsoetk)n (2) or this iec.tkln. the judge 1h11l forthwnh report to the Auembly throuah lh. Spcah r or, at oecallon may require, &hrou&b lb• Deputy Speaker lhat l)ie penon in qile.slioa: has made and sublcribed tho oath ol atkgb.ato before. him. 

54, A law cnac1ed under lhls Con11itn1Kln may dctcnnlno I and Prh'ilt,ct ot FC#Ull\le 1110 privileges, immunliies anJ power, ot lhe Lc,blai h·e it1i •~~ AUembly and its n1e:mbert-. but no such privUeg,es, imm1mllic1 or .:.::'" >' poMrs shall •11cecd thocc- of Che Commoru HOUSe: ol Patliamrat _.. 0• of lhe U111hed Kb,,pm ot Orcat Britain and Nortbua he:t.nd or or chc mcmbc.n the.roof. 

SS.-(1) S11bjcct co th-o provisions or thl1 Com1lui1ion, tllo acnions Sieulon1, o( the Lc1lsh11ivc An embly 11hall be held ln 1uch place and begin at such limo H the Oovc:roor by Proclamation publi1hed In the One:tee may appoint 
(2) A k.Ulon o( CM. Asu.19bly QSU bt hdd from time 10 lime so 

that a period o( twcJve n,on1b1 ffl.111 no-t hltcrvc::oe betweca tho dll e wtlt.n lht Auombly last SIU In OM 5CUioD Ind lhe datf: appointed for itt ftfl l tlolnt fn lhc next ,enion . 

56.- (1) The C',ove:rnor m.iy. Dl 1ny time. aft« comullation wilh the l'tcr::!,lon Premier, by flrodanmioa publiJhed io the. Gue uo s~ prorogue :!, .., « diloolYO ohc l..qisbri.,. Aa<mbly. 
(2) The Qa.vuoor chaU dl .. olvc llio l.e1l1l11j,c. A1sembl1 11 the upJratJon o( th·c yc.:irt Croin chc date when lho Assembly tl.m meets afler any general election unlcn it hat been anoner diuo lved, 

s7. Tbcfo •hall ho 11 a:oneral election at auch cimo within tltrcc: Clt1Mr.1I moclhs arter every diuo l11doa ot ,be Le.ablative Assembly. 11 lhe t lioc:liert4 GoYi:toor by Prod1HW1tlion publimed ja 1JM au- .. w_D •ppoint.. 

CHAPTER IV 
Tut! C'oc.tMClt. OF MIMl.!'l'tftS 

58,-(1) Th«• shall bo a C:O..ocil ol Miol,ccn I« M•vrhlus. 
12) The members ol lho C:O..oal o{ Minbl,n lhall bc-
(a) the Premier: 

29 
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(6,) 1k o.w c.. .. ,...,. : 
(c) aoc lc.sa 1W tc.a and no1 more than lh1rlcca appointtd mem

be:ri: arKI 

(d)
6
;u~r tl~re:,~:licuti=.bert II may be apPolnted undtr aectkln 

(3) The members of the Councll of Ministers 1hllll bo 11ylod 
Mioistt:n. 

5',-.-(1) Subject 10 the -- ot Ibis -loo aod .... as other· 
wile provided by any lnstrucdons ,~ under Her Majesty's Sip 
Manual and S(and, tbe Gow:rnor 1ban ooosult with the, Council of 
Ministen In lhc fom1ul&LIOI\ of policy and in tho C"Xercbo of all powers 
conferred on hhn by this Connhutlon or by any other Jaw for the lime 
beina in forco In Mauritius. 

(l J The Qo\•cmor J:ball not be obliged 10 con1uJ1 whh lho Council of 
Ministers ffl &II)' CUC wltk:b It Of fl»da I nuu~ lb.at. ia hit }udgmcnl. 

!:. ~r::.t•.i:.:.... - -•la n1erial prcJadice II lhc O>undl 

(3) Tht OoYCmOr may. bu1 lhlll not be oblipd IO, oomult wil'h the 
Coondl of Mlnlllert In tho ~cfdso-

(a) o( 11.ny power conferred on him by this Constitution which tie 11 
cmpOWerod or dhceccd by this Comtltutioo to exercise after con
JoltatJon whh aay penon or authority other thin tJ,e C.Ouncil : 

(b) of u,y _, ooolemd oo hin1 bf Ibis O>rutllUlloo Of any olhcr 
law whlcb be a em~ oc dir<dcd bf lh1' Olrulltution or 
IUCb Jaw IO exetti,e in bis dltcrctioo : 01 

(e) of tny power coa ferred on him by aay I•• othu than 1hls 
Constitution which that other law. cithet expren ly or by implita
tlon, cmpowcn him to cxercl,c without cons11ltl11g th6 Council. 

(4) Subject 10 subsection (!) ot thia section tho Oovemor ,ha ll act 
in aoeordance with the advice of the Council of Mlnl,ters in oxerd1io1 

~'111o ~ c!a~ of wbicb he is obllaed by this sedJon to 

(S) Wbera the Ooffmor is d1rcctc:d by tlm Consd1'Uioa 10 enrcit6 
any power after coo.,ultation with any person or aulhorlty olbet lha.n 
the Counc.i1 ot Ministtts he 1hl ll not be obliged to 6Jterdsc that pOWCt 

Lu aCC0rdO.ncc with the advlco of d111I pers,on or authority, 
(6) Whcto tho Governor is directed by this Constitution to uel'd~ 

uy po• er tf lu eoo,ul ta.tioo with any person or authority. the 4.ue&t* 
wbdbct be hat ,0 cxctdsecf that power-wn not bo cnquirocl into by 
uy court. 

(7) Tbc <Jo,,,crnor ,han DOC bo obliged to (:ONQlt •ith the Coundl 
of Min.iatera ln to)' case in whictl, In his judgmuu. lbe urgcnty ot lbe 
m•tttt tcqultff him to act bcforo tbe Council can be consulted or the 
((UCs.tion ror discussion is: 100 ,,inlmportant to r~ ulrt their advice; bul 
jn any auch c11c or urgency ho 1h1II, as soon II practicable. com
municale to the Couocl1 the mcuwu tha t b6 haa adopted and the 

reuons tbuefor. 
(1) 11. la 11y c:osc la wbicll ho ls. la.,.,...._ of lhb - obfir.1 

to a>nA111 wltb Che Couocil ot Minislers. the Oo¥ernor lhall axisider 
lt expedient In the intercsu ol public order. publk faitb « good 
aovemtnent (whk:h express:looa &ball, without proJudlce to thclt 
genellllit)', lnel~c the re.sp011Jlblllty of Ma.urltiu~ u a lcrritory whhln 

30 
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the Commonwealth. atld •JI matters per1&111ln11 to tM f!fl"'llllon o, abolition OI anrzi~ic office Of to the salary or other conditions or ~:ea;, ,r;-~,!'.: be should noc act in aa-ordAftt'e '1rith 

(o) ho may, with the prior ap pron l of a Secretary af Slate, act ag.aJru.t 1h11 advice: or 
(b) J(. In his Judemcnt, urgent ncoe,sll)' ,o requi.m, ho may act apin.sl that advice whhout •uch prior app,OYal, but Q\all, ..-id,~7« '~ata .mauer to a Seettuu•y of. Stal• wkh the 

lo \~i~~,~~!~,~~~/:,Jf~~1~1bta'c ~=I. Governor, aetinr; The P11mlw. 
(2) Whenever the Oovcrnor has ocaa.lon tu appoint a Prcmter he 

ahaJI appoint to that olnco a rneinbct of the Lcgisfatl ve Astcm bly 
wbo appears to the Oovcmor lik.e.ly co command tM tvppor1 of lho maforitr oI me.r1bcn or that AtNmbly; 

Provtde.d that. if oc:caik>n arises for makll'lg an appoln1ment to 
the office of Premier 1'1hllt 1he Leg islati ve Auembly h dl1101ved, 
11 peuon Who was fl mcmher or the Lcalllative Auem bly Imme• dlatcly bcfol'O the di11ol1.11lon may b6 11,ppoiotcd as Premier. 

(3) Tbc Govtroor, actlnJ In his djscrttion. nuy remove tho Premier ~':' ;:«:," ,!\;:t:!!:• :~:ibt~~:"a:CS r~u~~J:! 
not within lllree days of chc pus:ina of JUCh ruohuion either resig o 
from hi • olnce or adv fH lhc Govern or to disso lve &he Lc1l1l1tive Assembly. 

(4) Th• PNmler &hall also vtcatc. hit offico.-
(a) when, 1hcr a diuolutlon of the L.t1l1lalive A&scmbly, be is in(otmed by the. OovtmOJ that tbc Oowmor is abOllt to reappc>in1 h1m as he.mice o, ~ appoint ano1her pence a, Pr~icr: 

or 
(b) j( for any reHon other thfln the dl11olu tion or the Lc1Mativc Auembl)' he <:t.1se1 to bo i. member of the Leg islatlvo A11cmbty; 

or 
(c) ii he ...is,,, his offlce by writing und<r bis hand lddrffltd IO 

the Oow:mor. 
,1. The 1ppointed member1 al the Council or Mln1'lcrs shall be pc,, .....,..,. sons \\1ho arc elected or nomioated memben of the l.egillative Mffl'lbcl'I flf 

As.scmbly ,nd sh"ll be 111,po intcd by tho Governor, af ter consultadcin f;,::~1,~r witJ1 the P1cmkr. by Instrumen t unde r lhd Public Seal : ' 
Providtd that. ir occasion arlf.« Coe lh• •ppointme,u of • member or the C,ouncil of Mioi.st1n .,hU~ 1M Letisladv • Atk:mbl1 Is dluol'ftd. 

• (l$QOQ who wa1 an dotcc4 ot nominaiod member of Uto Lef'Sla• 
~sV: ~~~':,'~ri:.:-CJo~~fi !:;'M'fni~:,:luotution may bo 1ppomted 

6%.-( 1) Tiie GovtrOOt mlly, aflcr c0t11uh1 1lon with tho Premier, ~, It. appoint ,uch pcr1ocu (mm omong tho elcclcd or noniinaled mtl}lbets ,=!a,~ of 1he, LealslatiYC As:scmbJ)' u be may deem e1pcd.icn1. to be hrlia• 11 
mc:nwy Scctctarics la rdalioa to an1 aubicct Ot de.partmml the 1dminlltralio1 of .-hid! b charged upon. or u,l.pc:d to, aoy member or th• Council of MiniS-len. and • Par1iamcntary Secretary shall perfom1 
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67. The Council or Minjstcn i:haJJ not ~ summoned except by d~ SummOftlca 
authority of the Oovcmo r, actiog in his disc ret ion: • , ~~::!~~-

Provided tbat the Governor shall aummon the Courml 1f 1110 
J>n:mier ro recommends. 

M~~~There shall preside a t all meetings o( the Council ot &:~ f• 
(o) the Governor : or MlolMcn. 

(b) jn the ab&ence ot the Governor. the Premter ; and 
(c) in tba a bsenco o! the P remier, such · member of tho C<,u.ocil 

as the Governor may e ither 1enerally or spoeially a ppoint, 
(2) No business sl1all be transacted at any meeting of the Council of 

Minister, it there are les:s tbltl'l Ove members of the Council present at 
the meeting and any membe r present has object ed to tht (rans.action 
or business on thac aocouot. 

(3) Subjec t to ltlbscctioo (2) of lhis section , the Council ot Mlob -ten 
sha ll not be di '4ualiti cd for the lrlnsac tion of busine.ss by reason of 
a ny vacancy in the mcmb euh ip of d10 Council (including any vacancy 
aot filled when the Council ls first oonslituted or ls reconstitute d a t 
any time) and the vali dity of the· transicllon of busine.ss In the Couocil 
shaD no, be affoetcd by reason only or the feet that $Omo peuon 
who wa, not entitled to do s,:,' took pa rt to those. proceed ings.. 

69-(J) The Governor, acting in bis djsc:retlon. may by directions An~soowni 
in writing- Qi <lepe.n• 

(a) charge the Oi ief SeeretAry wilh the admlni1tration of 11ny de• ~=~oc,a, 
parlmen t or subjoct: 

(b) declare which depanmcau or subjoc:ts ma)' be assigned to 
ii_ppoinlcd members ot tl.e Council of Minliteu. 

(2) The Govcmor mly, o.fter consultation with tl)O Prender, by di.rcc
lions jn writln& cl1a.rae an)' appo inted member ol the Council of Ministers 
with tbo ad.mJNstration or any depi~nt or subject dllf1ni web llme, 
a.s it .shall be declatt.d. 'uoder paragraph (b) o( tu bsectioo (I) oI t!U;I 
soction, to be a department or subject which may be assi3ned to 
appointed members of the Coundl ol Ministers. 

70. The Oovemot, aeting fo his dlstret ion, may grant ICll.\'c of Lta.,e: or 
abs tnce from hl.s dutle1 to any member or the Council of Minister, , •"-~-

CHAPTER V 

nm J UD!CJ. 'll.11.B 

71.-(1) There &hall be a Supreme Coun tor Maurh.lu.s. ~~'."9 
(2) The j udgei ol. the Supreme Court sh_&JI be the Chief Ju,1ko, the · 

Sc:nkir Puisne Judac and so many Putsnc Judges " the Governor may 
subject to the provl1lons o( th lt Constitutio n and a.ny Jaw, appol~t. 

?.2~1) Subjeet to (he provisions of this Oiaptu. a judi;e ot the ~ iremcct 
Supreme Court shall hold office unlil he attalo1 tho ago of aixty•two :l"Si,natlon 
)'CllU: o( Jud~s. 

,J 

Please note that this <:C9)' h tupplit'd iubj.11:ct t the Natlonal Archiv-ta' terms and conditions and lhat yoor 
uq of It m;iy be sl>l>jt<.t to <OP'/rf&ht rt1trSctions. Fwther information is given In th• 'Terms and 

Conditions of su I of th1 Nation&! Archiwn' le.Heu 
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def ray l11e cntt nl thMe en1olumenb ,h.1111 b• a. char{;G on the rcvcnuc:i 
of Mou1lllus, and shall be pnld thcrcout by the Accoun(ant-Ccneral 
upon warrant ditecfed to h.im under the hand ot d,e Oovcmor , 

(2) Nothing. in this &ection ,hall prevent the payment ho the 
Governor or any other oftkcr of any ad(JitJonal sums f~ which 
provision may be made from time to time. 

1 
90,:-(1) -Jn lhis Constitution, unless the context otlierwi~ req"Uirt$- lntor-

" the G.,zctte 1• mean$ tl~ Government Gaiette of MaurilJu.s: pce1.1,1on 

•· the Ooveroor ., means the Covemor and Commander-tn-O dcf 
for Mauri1lus and includes the officer for 1he time being 1dminlt-
terlna the ,:ovcmm~t 11nd. to the elltcnt to which a ~puty lfor cJ1c 
Ooverno r 1s au1boriu,d 10 ad, that Deputy : 

1 
"the iskind of Mauritius" lnclud.c.1 the S1MU i$.1andt :idjaocnt 

there.lo but doc$ not includa the Dependencies of Maurlllu.s~ 
"Local Aulborily " means the C.Ouncil of a town. district or 

vllJag:e: 
.. Mauritiu, " means the islitnd of Mnurlllus and lhe Dependencies 

ot Mauritius: I 
0 

pubUc office' ' nieans. subject to the provisions or aubsec Ion (3) 
of this section, an office of cmoJumcn1 under tbe Crown! or an 
offioc of emolument under I Local AuU,ority wilhin Mauritius: 

"publ ic officer ·• means lhc holder of iny l;>\JbHc offlco and i~clude., 
a pers0n appointed to aet in any public office : 1 

" 1he Public Seat " means the Publle ScaJ of MaurilJus: I 
'' tbc public icrvlce •• means the service of the Crown lo !respect 

of the go,-cmment or Mauritius ; I 
" sessi<ln " means tM aitlil)SS of the Legislative Assemblf com

mencing when the Assembly flnt meets after being constituted under 
this Cons11tulion. or after i11 prorogation or dlssolulion at any clme, 
and tetminating wheo !he . Assemb ly Is prorOgued or I$ dJuoJved 
without haviog been prorogued : 

.. silting .. means a pcriod;during which the LeJi.s-latlve A~!,llblf Js 
siulng oonlinuously without adjournment, and includes any 1pe:nod 
during which 1he Assembly !s in committee; 

(2) Jn this Constitution any ~cfercnoe to the holder or an office by the 
term designating bis office fh•U be construed &s including: a rc(crcn<:e 
to any person for che. Orue bmng lawfully acting in or pcrlorm;ns the 
funttlons of lhat offioc. i 

1 
(3) (a) Far !he purpo.scs of: this ConstltutJon. !l. person shaU not be 

deemed lo be a public offic:tt ~Y reason or recc1V1ng- : 
(I) any 11lart or allowance as Speaker, Deputy Speaker , ~bcr of 

the Cour.oil ot Minis-ten , a temporary member o( the Council of 
MJnJsters. a Parliamentary Sccrcla.ry, or as a member ot the 
Lcc.islath-e Assembly : 

(II) any salal'}' or allowanoc 8' MaYQr, Chairman or a memb(r of a 
Loca.1 Authority, o r as the Standina Counsel or the Attorney 
of 11 Local Authority: 

(lii) a pension or othu like ollowan4?C in respecc of scrvi.ec!undcr 
the Crown or unckr a Local Authority, · 
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(b) A provision In any law in force io Maur itius that an offioe 

· ~~J1
:
1 ~~f~~~nn~~uW tv~ P:~!~ ~,rrft ':lre0 f1ri~uJ:irJ>f:es,h~ 

Section• 19, 
SJ •ocl 66, 

Constitution. 
(•} Jn 1hi1 Constitution, ony power to 1nake any proclamat ion or 

dcclaradon or to give any direction shall include power to vary or 
revokt, any such proclama1ioo, declarutiof1 or dlrcc1lon. 

(5) 1=-or the purposes o( this Comtilulion the. rcsl~atton of a member 
or any body or holder or uny nfi1Cc cstabli:shed by this Conslitulion 
that is requu'OO 10 be addrcssod to any person shall be deemed 10 have 
c!Tcci from the time it whidt it hi received by that person: 

Provided U1at a resignal.On (other tha1\ 010 resignation o( the Ochuly 
Speaker) that is required to be 11.ddrcssttJ to tlie Speaker shell, if 
the office ol Speaker i$ vacant, or the Speak« is absent (rom the 
Island of Miuritius. be. dctmod to have eITect fmm the time at which 
It is rcceh·cd by the Dcpuly Speaker c:,n \x:h;il( of the Speake,._ 
· (6) For the avoidance or doobl ii is hereby declared that any ptJ'SOo 

who has vacated hit sctit in 11.ny body. or h.u vacntcd any office, 
established by this Constitu1ion may. lf <l\lBlified. again be appointed or 
elected as e. member or 1ha1 body or to lhnt onloe. as the case may 
be, from time to time. 

{1) Save as in thb Constitution othetwise provided the Jrttcrpretation 
Act J&89(e) shall apply, with the netcuary adap tations. (or tlte purpose 
of inter~ct ing thls CoMthu tion and otherwl$e in relation there10 ns it 
p::i~~~\:~r.esr;~~::f Ko~;J:~e1ing and in rclatfOn 10 Acts of 

THB SCHEDULES TO THE CONSTITUTION 

SCf!£DUL£ I 
01.fi.l (OR A r.FIRldA'flON) OJI ALt.tOl~Ce 

. I . .... .... ......... ... ....... . ......... ., ..... ........ do swear (or do wtemnly 
affirm) that l will be faithful and bear true allegiance to Her Majesty 
Quten Elizabeth the Second. Her Hein and Sooceuoo. according to 
law. (SO help me God .) 

OA1'H (OK Arl11RMATI0N) l:OR n-rn DI.It t!Xl'.CUTION 0tl llllt 
OJlFICC QV G<)Vl!ltNOR 

t. , ......................... .............. ...... , ..... do swear {or do solemnly 
affirm) that J will well and lru1y serve Her Maje$t)' Queen EUtabetb 1he 
Second, Her Heirs and SUCCCS$'01"S, in the Office of Governor. {So help 
me Ood.) 

OATH (OR AJll'JRMATION) 110R. THR 006 EXtiCVTION Of TA.6 01tt1'1CB Ofl 
M~fQl:R O'P Tnn CoUNCll , OP M 1.r.is1m1.s 

T . .... ... .... .. ... ... .... .. ... ... ...... ..... .. ..... .. , dO swear {or do solemnly 
affinn) that T will well and truly serve Her Majesly Queen Blizabcttl 
ilie Second, Her Heirs and Succe.,;siors, in the office of ... ... ....... ... ... .. 
....... ... .............. (So help me God.) 

(II) 51 £ $3 Vice, C. '3. 
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SECRET 

AfilIBX I 

.!J .• ~J ief.fil.19.~Jn.t§.!.e.s.t..,s _ _J_n the Indian o_~ 
UemorM dum of U .K.,/t.L,:S. ~on Discussions 

£.e;t).z:..1,1.~r..Y .... :t.2.~ 

Official discuesions between reprc "e ntativcs of the U .K.
6

and 
U.S. Gove-rnments to ol~ pl , ce in London from Febr1mry 25-27 , 19 4 . 
On the U.K. side , the Foreign Of:fice, Commonwealth Relntions 
Office, Colonial Office, Min istry of Defence and service Depart -
ments toolc part , On the U.S. side , the Departments of S"tate and 
of Defense and the mili tn1•y commnnds concerned were ri;;presented . 
1. list of both de l egations 18 at Annex. ; ., The folloY1lng is t1grcE:d 
between tn e two sides as recordin g the 1•esul t s of the discusa1ions 
and recommendati ons to their respectiv e aovernmental authorities 
for :f'Uture action . 

~ackground 

2 . The U.S . Gove rnm en t is considering a grea t er defense 
preeen <.;e in the I ndian Oceo.n orea to complem en t (but not in any 
way to r eplace) the exis t i ng British effor t in this are a . U, S . 
participation is likely t o mean ove r o period of tirne:-

(a) Periodic visits by a u.s . task force into t he Indian 
Ocean areu 

(b) The inst alla tion of military communications and 
t echnical facilities on i s l ands unde r 
British sovereignty 

(c) The development of austere base facilities to support 
U .s . f or c es whi ch •nay be deployed in the area . 

H. M. G, in the U, K . have welcomed this PJDeric.;.n ini t iotive 
and agree that their joint basic objectives in the Indian Ocean 
a rea ore f'irat to deter Communist encroachment on countries 
bordering the I mlian Ocean Md second to have the cupaci ty to 
c1eal firmly ancl r apidly wi t h loca l disturbances in the area . 

3 , It 1·,as ac c epted by both dcle3ations th.,t the U . S . interest 
in ae velop ing a great , r defense pres ence and support facilities 
in · 1e area was conceived as a complement to the existing U .K . 
str- . egi c posture , nnd would provide o valuable joint insurance 1n 
cu f;. of any loss or limitation of use of existing facilities , 

Po L_.:i c al r enctipns by countries .on __ tht:..Jleriphei::.:L and .P]'escntrtlon 
by l:lfLthy o'{errnnents to thi r a countries of the !JDerica.'1 1nitiat_i_v~ 

4 , The two dt: l egations agreed on a joint assessment ( at .'.nne x B) 
of the probable reactions of countries on the periphery t o the 
Americon ini ti ati vc onu on ti1c line which ehotild "be foUowed by 
both Governments in pr e senting this , us the need ai•ises , to third. 
countries . 

5. As regards periodic visits of th e tusk ~oree , the U, S , 
delegation agreed to keep H. 11. 3 . informed or U.S . general 
intentions and , in particular, to giv e as much notice as ~ossiblt: 
of requests to visit uny U. 1,. bases , 
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.U.,~.•- ·IJU.~.es .t in. t•Jchn .i c ,11. cmd eu ,2po1?t ,'a(".i. l i ties 

6. The lJ ,S. del egation con1'irmed their poai ti ve 1nterc1n in 
the development of a communications f'aci lity, subjec',; to joint 
survey, in Di e go Gcn'cia in th e Chases : rch!1?el c&,o, which is no w 
under the adrninist.: .1tion of Mau1'i t1us . They also ex_pre3s.;;d 
interest in the deve;loprn ,,nt ol' ouster ,, su pport f'ucilities in 
Diego Garcia, and i n a lo we r order of pr i orit i es possibly i n 
Aldabra , the r emainder of the Seyc he ll es area , and t he Cocos 
Keeling I:.lan ds (under Australian o.aministrution) . Such 
f'acilities might include in the l ong-term:-

(a) 

(b) 

(c) 

( d) 

(e) 

(f) 

(g) 

(h) 

Stockpile are a fo r substantia l portion of a.~ Army 
divi~ion plus otiler pre-stockage fo.cilitie~. 

Ai r base cap ~ble of supporting cargo, troop carrier , 
and tanke r aircraf't , Fa cilities to support 
antisubmarine pa trol operations anu air log ist ic 
operati qns . ?a!.'king area for two to fou r squadrons 
of' aircraft . 

:Naval ancho .r .·.ge nnd base a r ea to sup po r t a carrier 
task fore..:, amphib i ous, and RUpport ahipo . 

Communi cution s station , 

).iu_phibious staging ar ea , 

3poce t r a ck ing an d communl.co'tions f'acilities. 

Fuel and ommun1 t :l.on storage , 

Secondary euppol't ancho r ages fll'ld logi e tic air strips . 

The U.K. dt:1lego.tion rese rv e d their position abgut t he 
dimens ions of c:.ny up:,ce t r aclcina l'Rcili ties v:hi ch the U . s . might 
possibly propos e to estab li sh on Diego Gm•ciai , 

The U.S . de l egation recognl.z ec'I. th nt topography ral.ght precluJ.e 
the lo cation oi' f'oci.l .l ties f'or the above objectives i:1 one: single 
ir,l l'lnd anc1, sine ,, t he entry of' thcii · forces into t he ore-a in 
tw •i.,,.:.dual inst nnceo mif;ht be f'po,n e i the.- :!:as t or West, Recording 
to circ ·1ms·r:ances, envis ai;:cd U ,e dev elop ment of' some support f'acilitie n 
nt bota ext. ·C'rncs of the Indi im Oceon, vii th, ideal ly, :... principal 
base ai~ea in the ccnter . The u.s : delegation emphasiz.:,d that they 
wi.she, to rivoid tho pout ·.co l p1•obl emEJ nrisi. np, from th e development 
of mi.li t ar y f uc ill. ties in populatecl are as and t o h av e as1mred 
security o:f tenur e for tit leas ·~ 25 yer,ru • 

. '.Qi.eio . ..Q.~.r:c.i._~ 

7 , Subj ect to su r•vcy, t.:v. U, S . delel',ation envisa~t:d thnt if H. ·.,. 
ag reed, th r-: most suitable nr r•.oneemen t wou1,1 b e that H.M,G . shoul. , • 
reep: msil' Jle :ror making available th e necessRry luntl , at H, r,t.G, • s 
expe:.is e . H, 1.i,G, woulcl fllso be r esponeiblc i'or l'lny resettlement :,1 
popuJ.u tio n and compen a ~.t ion . l.'or the i.r pa1't. ~he u.s . Govt-irrunen.; 
woul6. unde:rt ake to aqcept construction ,'1.nrl ma:mtcnanc e coat::i 0 :r 
the f',lcili t.leo they woul u bui l <l E:.ntl to shai'e th e :rncili ties with 
the u.K. The two Gove r nm:mts would c onsult as nccessaPy about 't , 
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l . 

establishment of any possible U .K . rni li tary fnci1i ties which might 
be required in the island . 

8 , It was agreed hov,ever by both delega t ions that it V1ould be 
imprudent to undertak e any survey until th e constituti onal future 
o:t' Diego Garcia ( together v1.l th the remainder of the Chagos 
Archipelago) was determined . The U.K. delegation undertook to 
recomr,iend to H". M,G. that i n the li ght of' the joint str o.tegic 
interest, the feasibility o:f the transfer of t he aaministro.tion 
of Diego Garcia (o.nd. the remainder of the Chagos Archipelago) 
and the Agalega Islands from Uau1•i tius should be pursued as 
ra pidly as possible nnd to inform th e u,s, authorities if Md when 
such transfer was effected . 

9 . \/hen it is agre _Gd that a survey ca11 take pl ace , this should be 
a joint project, under U.K . auspices, with the U. S. contingent of 
minimum size necessal'Y , The U.K. would provide one of H, !'.. ships 
for the purpose . 

Ald abra 

10 . The u.s . delegation expressed a pos s ible interest in the 
eventual deve l opment o:f an air staging post in the Western I ndian 
Ocean , . Aldabra seemed a likely possibl e site for this . The U1K, 
delegation said there might well be a future U .K. · requirement of a 
similar natu re in this area ruid made available to the U. S . side a 
survey for a possible airfield , which had already been completed of 
Aldabra . Consideration of such a fncili ty was agreed by both 
del eg atio ns ·to be a matter for further reference to governmental 
authorities , · 

Cocos/ K00 li11A..J.slnnds 

11. The U.S . delegation explained that they had already been 
advised inform. ally by Austrnlian authorities of interest in U . s. use · 
of facilities to be deve l ope d in the Cocos/Keeling islands . It was 
agreed by both delegotions that sinc e the U,K . also shared a positive 
interest in facilities th ere, furth e r approaches to t he Australians 
might best be undertak en in concert by the U.K./U.S. At th e same 
time a general explan ation would be given t o the Austroli:ms of 
the discussiona held betwe en the U.K, and the U. S . It was agreed 
that the U.K . and U. S. Government s v,ould keep in close touch on 
this matter . 

sum~y of .a.Jl.reed recommendations 

12 . The U.K, delegation agreed t o recommend to the U.K. 
governmental authoriti es that th ey should:-

(a) Consider favour ably tile possibility of the deve l opment 
by the U, S. of such facilities on U,K, ielMd possessions 
ns they may require , on th e following ceneral principles :-

{i) H, M,G. shoul rl be r esponsible for ,,cquirin g lnnd , re
settlement of' poJ?Ul ation and compensntion nt H,M,G.' s 
expense . 

(ii) u ,S . Governrn,;nt should be res1 1onsi ble for all 
constructi on and maint cnunce costs , 
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(111) U.S. Government would share these facilities , 
during develo pment and subsequently , with the U,K. 

(iv) The two governments would consult ae necessary 
about the establishment of' any possib l e u . K . military 
facilities that might be r equired . 

Pursue as r apicUy as possible the feasibility of transfer 
of t he administr 0tion of Diego Garcia (and other islands 

. in the Chago s ~rchip clage) and th e Agalego Islands from 
Mauriti us . 

As soon as politically practicable , facilitate a joi nt 
survey of Diego Garciu and any oth~r islands under 
British sovereignty in the Indian Ocean area thu t the 
U, S , may require . 

The U, S , delegation agreed:-

' (a) To recommend to the U. S . Government /.uthorities 
acceptance of th e proposals set out in parag raph 12 
above , 

(b) To consider further the location of a site for an 
air staging pos t in the Western In uian Ocean , 

(c) To consider further whether jointly to approach t he 
Australian Government regardin g possible use of 
rac111t1eo in the Cocos/}Cecling Islands , 

(d) To communicate furthe r with the U,K, r egarding all 
t he above, 

London 
27th Feb ruary , 1964 , 
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Tlfrs T\OCUMENl' IS Tiff: PROPERTY OF HF:R 

p.o . (0)(6u)23 

gj]:'d April . 1~64 

CABINDT 

~1 

COP}' i!O, s 

DEFLNCE AlID OVP!RSL:,\ POLICY ( OFFICI:.L} CO!.WI'l'TEB 

u. s. DEFENCE IN'rERLS'.l'S Ii i rnD IIIDIA,.l OCCAll 

MEMORANDUM BY ·rm POREI0'tl OFrICE, THG COLONIAL 

OFFICE MID _THE _!,!!_NISTRY OF DEF£NC~ 

AR a result of discuscions bet1·1ecn Uni tau 1~1ngdom and 
United Stetes offici~ls in London , from February 25 - 27 o 
Memorandwn (Annex I ) was agreed for submission to Gove rnments . 

Backm •ound 

2 , The Americans have at present no forc ~s or bases between 
the Pacific und Meditorrunean, apa rt from a few naval veseels 
in the Persian Gul:r . The Uni Led States Adlninistrntio n su~ports 
our position in Aden and Singapore , Their interest in the 
Indian Ocean area has gradually develcped over the past few yoors 
a nd gained impetus as a r•esult of the Chinese attack on India 
in 1962 . They hove, however , been restraine d by consid.,rsti onc cf 
finance ond , although they showed interest in estab lishing cortnin 
technical :facilities on islands in the area, it 1°ao not until 
December 1S63 that th oir stratceic int erest t ook the positive 
and public forrn of u dccioion to deploy a naval task force into 
the Indian Ocean from titn.:J to time , Formal notification to 
Her Majesty ' s Government of this intf"ntion took place on 
December 11 last and on December 19 tbc Foreign Secretary told 
Mr. Rusk in Lond on that Hel' Majesty ' s Government ,,elcomed the 
American d ec1s1on and also confirmed our readiness to recei vc 
a group of United States offic1nls to discuss the development of 
support faciJ.1 ti os on 1slnnds under Bt•i tish control. 

Strategic Importonce of the In dian Ocean 

3 , British strateey in this area has a three - fold oim:-

(o) To prevent th e spread of communism by supporting 
the Centr al nnd South-Enst Asia Tr eaty Organisations . 

(b) To prot ect vital Br-i tish and Commonwealth interest':l, 
for instanc e in the Po rs i on Gulf and !.l·· l oy sia . 

(c) To maintain M ef1- ~ctive presuncu over the r1h0le area 
so as to prevent the development of a power vacuum. 
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This strategy dcponds at present on our use or the main 
bases a t Adon and Singapore and on our intermediate staging 
p~qts at Mesirab and Gan . Should any of these facilities 

' 't. denied ue we should , if we wi.-h to maintain cur strategic 
aims , have to r eprovide the lost facilities elsewhere in the 
area . The possible construction of suitably placed United 
States facilities ecroos the Indian Ocean which we should be 
able to use would ther"'for e provide a very valuable insurance 
policy at a relatively small premium against possible loss or 
limit ation of use of e.ny of these facilities . A ITl!lP of the area 
is at Annex II. 

Analygia o·f .. United Kin_g_doo/United States Discui,sions 

4 . The Americans, as shovm in the Memoran dum, contemplate a 
~reater defence presen~e 1n the Indian Qcean t o complement 
{ but not in any way to replace) the existing Bri ti ah effort 
in the area. T'1is •.s likely to mear. over n period of time:-

(a) 

(b) 

(c) 

Periodic visits by a naval task force; 

the installation of military communications 
and technical facilities; 

th e development of base facilities (together with 
air stagin g posts) to support United States fo1•ces . 

5 . It being est ablished that Her Majesty ' s l}overnment 
h ad alreacy welcomed American intentions, the join~ aim in the 
discussions was to find commong-ound for the ,developmen t of 
united States su pport facilities on British island possessions 
in such a way that the United Kingdom would aloo enjoy the 
strategic benefits . It seems cl~ar that , even if tneir pace is 
slow, the Americ o.ns will definitely enter the area in one way 
or another, and it is therefore in the United l'.ingdom' s long 
t erm 1ntel'ests t o stl'il<e the best bargain possible f or thE.: benef1 t 
of both countries. 

6 . The principles of such a b nrgain which the two delegations 
agreed to recomm end y;ere that it would be Her Ml'ljesty's Government' s 
re spons i bility to acquire land, resettle population and pay any 
necessary compensation. The United 8tates Government would be 
responsible for all construction and maintenance costs . As 
re ga rds joint use, the U. 11 ted Stutes Government would share any 
facilities, during development and subsequently , with the 
United Kingdom, and the two GovE:rnments would consult as necessary 
about t he establishment of any possible United Kingdom military 
f acilities that might be required (i . e . separate facilities from 
those develop ed by the United States but in the same area) . 

7. From the defence po int or view such a bargain shouJd be 
extremely a:ivantag eous to the United Kingdom and the joint 
recommendations in paragraph 12 of the Memorandum have already 
been -strongly endorsed by the Chiefs of S tai'f, though they point 
out that United Kingdom interests must be safe-guarded during 
negotiations. From the intel'national political point of viaw , 
the proposa l s are also attractive . American interest in the 
area is likely t o increase in any event , but ns shown in Annex B 
of the Memorandum the Americans are favou1•ably disposed to 
consultation with us on the ool1t1cal presentation of their 
ac tions. By offering our co-operation wo shall be able ~o 
in!'l•ience the se in a direction favourable to the policies 
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of Her Majesty's Government. This influence 'Y/ould 
owever, be weakened if we introduced unacceptable• 

~ondit1one before attemQt1nc to put int o effect the 
recommendations in pnragra»h 12 of the Memorandum. 

B. :e must, nevertheless, not ovcr!ook the United 
Kingdom's reputation os a Colonial pov1er . It would be 
imprudent to expos e ourselves to international and l~cal 
criticism of traf'ficKing in Colonial territory without 
regard to t h e reasonable interests of the col onies concerned 
(Mauritius ond Seychelles). On the othe r hand we must look 
to our broader r esponsibilities to our remairing Colonial 
territories all over the world . "s e xplained above , the 
Unite , Statee proposals, if put into effect, would provide a 
valuab!e al tern. tti ve means of maintaining ~he free world's 
der'ence posture in the Indian Ocean cmd furth e r East , which 
is essential if' v,e are to continu e to be ':"esponsib le 1:1 the 
last res;:irt f'or the maintenance of l im and. order in o.nd def'ence 
of 0ur remaining depenjen t territ o~ics in these areas . 

Fut·1re 1-.ction bJL the_ United Xin_ag,om 

9 . There are, ,however, as tl,e Americans r ecognised , considerable 
local 9olitical and economic problems to be settled bef'ore we 
can authorise the Americans to meke any surveys . !I'he 
principle d1.fficulty li es in the fact that the most suitable 
isla"ld f'or d e ve lonment as on American "au st~re" base is Diego 
Garc.:.a in the Chagos !,rchiI,elago which, though about 
1500 miles f'rom ;,,auritius, is under :,au ritius ndministration. 
le have to consider how best to ar r ange matters so that this 

island, if' devel oped as a base, together with the surrounding 
,'.rchipelago , can be f'reed f'rom future 1011 tical and economic 
encumbrances , which might nullify its strategic usefulness. 
We must also c onsider how b~st t o proceed in order t o avoi d 
damaging our futurP political r elations with a"l in c,cp enc.ent 
Mauritius, and, in part l c ular, risking th e s e curity of ou r 
important Na·rnl Communic ations station on th a t island. 

10, The cours e which would best sa ti sfy our major 
interests would a l'.>,;>car to be t o dee!' e now to detach Diego 
Garcin ( Md other i s l .m ds in the Chagos Archipelago) , and 
,;>ossi bl y the Agale ga Islands from llauritius, well in advance 
of Mauritian ind epe ndence, and to place th e se unde r direct 
United Kingdom a dministration . This could be done by Order 
in Council, which could provide for th e ne w territory to be 
administe red by a High Commission e r or --dministrotor who might 
be e ither a Service Officei ' ( cf. the Sovereign 9ase Areas in 
Cyprus) or th e Governor of the Seyc he lles or of' Mauritius 
( preferably tho f'ormer) in his pei•smol capoci ty ( cf. British 
Antartic t erritory) . \{hen t lii s has been done , or sooner if 
politically possible, we should be able to tell the 
.mericans that we we1'c in a position t o arrange a joint survey. 

The Americans may however press us to a rran ge a survey more 
urgently , before the constitutional action has been taken . 
··1e should th cref'ore proceed with that action as quickly as 
posaib l e . 

11 . Formally, we hove the con s titutional powe r to take action 
without tho cons ent of th e Mauritius Gove r nment , although 
it consists al most ent ir ely of e lected Ministers . To do 
this , hoviever, would expor,e us to criticism in Parliamen~ 
and the United nations and damage our future r e l ations vn th 
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" "'luri t1us . Moreover, 1n ua rr.uch ::s there vr.iuld at.ill be o JCal. po~ulntion , albeit very s .nll in number , in the Chagos Is l ands other thnn niq:o o ... rcio , we mie ht be e r ... tic1aed for crcutini for atr..tccic pur )osc.s u new Colony with a l ess '.'ldv anced con sti tu tton than it thco :-e\.icnl l y enjoys os pc,rt of .. 1a1.ori tius, and w1th no prospect of e vol u t ion . But thi s crit icism wou ld l ose most of' lts force if the acti on ueN, occtl')ted by f.!ouri tinn ldnis ters 1n advance . It 1s therefore desirable t? secure th ei r yo~ 1t 1ve consent, or foilinp, th at , at least their acquicac ·ence . 

12 . If we are to do this we nre bound to t ake thcm r cnsonobl y full •· into our confidr.:nc e ot the ou t se t . /e have promised the Americans thot ,,c will consult th c.m before this is done and on the te r mc tc be used . The 1'111er1cfL"lS will ue reluctant to acce 1t thot the tlauri t1ans should be told obou t the exter. t of United S:ates part,cipotion or about their specific strategic int erests . In th e short term it mig ht at f!rst sight o~po or th , t, if' o.1ly to avoi 1. t11c r is k of l')rea: ., ture leaks, and the consequent rai sing of the price , .1.t would suit us bet t er to confro .1t the iJouri t 1ans with a .:f'.£1.i_t_ a.£,£0.m.21.i or at most tell them at the la st moment whn t 1··c ure doing . :i:ut the Colo n ial Office or~ co~vinced , ns ia t~e Gov1.rno r, that this would do lastin g domage to ou r r c.lc, ti ons with Muuri t ius and w0u ld advers ely affect th,:; f a::1li ties wh!ch our Ser v i::es now enjoy in tau rit 1us itself . ie have conside r ed whether t he AmericMs' sha,•e in th e enterpri'3e could be concealed, but s i n ce i t would e ventually become Jmow, we could be charged with dupl1ci ty a1d the Gamage wou:i.d be a, grea t and "l088 i bly greater . "!e might , hov:ever , be nb l e to fr .imc our explanotton to the Mauritians in language which the · mericans would accept and which would refer to th e Un1 t cd Ktngdoi:i/llni ted Ctates joint interest in th e Chagoa .,rchlp,.; l c.eo for th e e.efcuc"! of the free world inwhJ.ch the Mauritians mii?ht , as future members of the Commonwealt, , be expected t o shore . Such an explanation woul d esch<,w any particulur descriotion of the natu r e of the strategic facilities or their purpose . 
~3 . It must be r<,cogniaed th11t there will be a dcmond for compensation, rot only to th e priv a t e land owne r s in the Chagos . .rchipclogo ( :. Scych1.lloia conso rtiu m) , but to the 14au r1 tius Governn.c.nt ao th1. price of their con~ent, and possibly to the Seychulle;s Oovc :rnmcn t for lose of expo. t duty on the copra whic h is t,xport1.d through Seychelles . Thc:rc wi 11 olso be n sizeable pro 1cm of re-sc t tling th1. inhabitonts o'£ D1ceo Ot1rcia . Considc.rntion of 1lll thrc.c miuht best await the initial consultation with :~.,uritius and subsequent surveyo. e do not cnvisr,gc askin& the ,.mc ricans t o accc:pt any pu rt of this bill. 

14 . There remains th e ques t ion of !..ldab ra Island, which 1s a t present unde r th e administration of th e .3oychelles . 

I 
In m r agraph 1 3 of the !.lcmorondum the AmericMs ngreed to consider further th e loco ti on 01' a si tc for o staging pos t 1n the :icstern Indian OcE-on, t o balanc"' their sepa 1•ote tntcr1.:ots I in a toginp f cici 1i ties , 11hich we shu, e, on th e Aue traliun - ownod cocos - Keeling Islnnd in th e Eastern Indi:m Occnn . The ,ur,c ricon s con sidered ,~ldobra n pot .. ntial s1 te for the 
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rmer purpose and ;,e r e gJ nd to rc•c,;i ve a co,y of the 
survey alr eady made by t he t~r Poree Depar~ment . 
If' this idea were, pursued, nnd •·•e could achieve :full and 
unimpeded use of' Aldabra, it would be a most i..se.rul strategic 
asset to the Uni t ,.d Kingdom on an C:"en tual round . .;fries route 
to the Middle and Far :ast. The st rategic imnor t ance 
of o staging post on Aldabra would b. greatly incrca3ed if, after 
ldauri tiu1;1 gains :.ndependence , we found we cou l d not rely on 
air staging faciliti es there in all circumstonces. There 
,vould therefc-rc be advantoac in consid erin g how best to 
ensure that Aldabro I sland be retain ed indefin i tely under 
Her Majesty's Government ' s di r cc t cont r ol o.nd nt the srune 
tim e encouragin g the . .mer icans t o pursue their interest 
in !•.ldabra as an ai::- staring oost, whic h 1·10 would sha re. 
Tnero might be advnntoge in de tachin g •.ld abrn from the 
Seychelles nt th~ scme time us we detach Chagos, and 
possibly Agalega from Mauritius but this needs further 
ex!:llllination wi.th th e 3ov err.or . 

Recommenda ti.Q!l 

15 . The Commit\ec i s inviteu. to roco1nmi;nd that 
Ministers : -

(a) 

(b) 

(c) 

(d) 

(e) 

(f) 

( g) 

Approve th e principles of th e Uni t cd Kingdo,n/ 
United States Mer~orE111dum, provided th ... t reasonabl~ 
finl:i!lcial t-irr angemcnts can be made; 

in-,ri te the Foreign Secretary , in c onsu ltation with 
the Color,iol Sec,•et ary, to see 'c A'nericnn agrcemen t 
to nn tl1?prooch to Llauri tius Ministe1•s on the lines 
of paragraph 12 above ; 

invite th~ C0lonial Gccre tary, when this hos been done , 
to consult the Uauri tius Governmc,nt with a vi ew to detaching 
Diego Garcia (and other i s l ands in th e 
Chogos !.rchipcla eo ) fr om the admin istr n tion of' 
Mauritius and r c tnj .nine th em under Her Majest y's 
Government's dirGct control; 

invite -t;ho Col onial Oi' f'ic e to arrange f'or simil a r 
action f or th e . . gn l cga Island s to be considered; 

inv ite the For eign Secretary , in consultation ·:ti th 
th e Secretary of St::ttc f or Defence, as soon as 
con8titution~l actio n f'o r detachment i s ~omplcted, o r 
sooner if' J?Oli tic ally practicable, t o nrrruige for a joint 
Unit ed Kinfdom/Uni ted Stat es survey of Dieg o G,n•cia and 
any other isli.mclG in the Chngos nnd Agalego !,rchipel agos 
which th e United States may re qu i re; 

invite the Colonial Secretary to consider detaching 
Aldabra also from the Seychelles administration; 

invite the Colon ia l Of'f'iee to produce as soon as 
possible an e stim:.ite of cost to He r L!ajes ty' s 
Gove rnment arising from land acquisition, rosettlemcnt o f 
i;onul a ti on ond poyment of compenent ion . 

FOREIGN OFI'ICE, .::;. ',,, ·1 • 

Apl'il 2~, 1964 

- 5-
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Tr,Ji ,n Gcer.n 

·,c .u·• br ·ou ht i r en tt.e 
dl .: r. _, r .. or. till i, .. o..,ec t t · 1.e 
b, lr.i 11 • .1.. 0 r . r· Es I :u.- ., , ,i C.!'<. 
r,o t ,,01,. 11 t ii :,l,r,,11 tht:.. .:.tt.uched . • _.,._r 
i y 1h, ll'< Lm Ul'l'lct: , the Color.i.,l 
Of' .c,. .J thr l'l. i:'llr•y c,f' ;)(t'',-.nc .. tile 
I, . n• ·,, br, n c ircul .. t ..:d ·c the Dt:. •·• co 
0 11l 0vtr. '-''-' L,licy (Cff' i cll,l) Co,.-l~·c, , 

2 , 1•· ,__ , , t r i f, 'lbV 1 OU s l.~ ,. Cv t·? 1 
bd ,,.., 1, • . ., le. ire of' t.t.e Fo,·ei?r- ' f !'!ct: 
f.t,a tl1t t:11 I :Jt ry . f' Del ence to al'~'/: 1e 
th · 1',,c111th~ r e,1uired by t.t.e nr1eric ,ns 
in the Indi::,n Gct:bn and the reluc•,vr,ce 
of' L!Je Coloniul Office to d e ·&ch ·:J·.t 
i u l , nrls in •1ut:..s ti on f:r om the 
odminil'1..1'<11 ive cor.tro l o:' M&uri tiul' uncl 
the reychelles . 

3 . •,s n comp romi se documer:t ·he 
c.rei1me nt e c,.n.j counter - a r guments .-.r.., ..,o 
caref'ully bi.l&r,ced th& t the f'ir, .. 1 
r•e commendbtions &re muf'fled . Tr.": ke~• 
t-e.corr,mendi.tion is in p&r 6E;l' f<pl". 12 : ti.e 
io rpli c i..tion the r "' is that while ·1,e arc: 
prcm, r ecl to gi v e an convincini:: .:n 
c.xplnm,tion 01· our intentions e" ~o. !:!b1.e 
to Lhe !.'.auri t.i;.,n s ;;e &.re p re !:er,rir ., ~he 
with " f'si t t,ccoinr, 11 . It is ho11eve1• 
statecJ in r~ri.e, r<,Ph 15(c) th .. t the 
Colon i a l ~ec r PL&ry will be invir ~~ :o 
"co n. ult" r'le !!iauri.;iar.e 01. 1.his TJO l!, 
I t hluk :,e mu:; L 'cn .. cl<.&r t:bout th 1s 
ana t, 1ve ,,:i n i r-tc r s " firm rccommcn i..;;ior , . 

4 . If' 1 r.c Coloni ,1 ar1· 1ce t~k.: ~heir· 
Sth11d 011 co .sultin, I'bther th.1r, ~elli:-.,;
th( l.1t,ur·i tL,r.n , I think "' a r r,1,r.., tP • tudy 
sl,~Lll d L.o Ll..trl,: or the i mpOI't11n;.;c o .· Ol.:!' 
r,01, ti er. ,,i th !,!l,m•i tiu s ; t1.e1r 
cnr ,cir y to 'o u., hi;ra, ; .. , -l the I.J t;!' ul-
1,c , of· t , 1',,ci 1i tie· .. h.ich t~~ 
,·ervice,; 1,0 ,•1 e11joy the r e , 

5 . 1'ro111 t.he pc,11,t or view 01· ou1· :'o:•, ! 
"11d de!'t-.,cc . , oli cy , 1 t ... e,ms h" r i to 
bt l i"ve tll11 t t!Je i,dvi,nt"'g"f> 11t; , houhl 
ft.J 11 f 1·om ., Joint 11.n~lo - Uni ttd ::;· ,. tc>s 
1101 lcy ln th£, Indion Occ:on could be: 
out ,,ei~lu 1 by th,, <liSbdVulltu!l,t oi' 
lir,vlt1,: 1 r· ,.-, .;i th l mtl' i t1us or• the 
Ccychel le • . 

:.1° I ~.,, 1• -~v=-L-=--

~~ 
(C . C , c·. " 71ci<t.l l) 

n! i• il , • , l~f;., . 
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Dear Geoffrey: 

EMBASSY 

OF THE 

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 

I am writing to~- rmm~=vr'irr'=ni~ 
States review of the joint survey 
Ocean Islands for military purposes. 

1. 

Indian 

After considering the report of the survey group, we have 
concluded that the areas having the most potential for U.S. 
military requirements are: 

A. Diego Garcia. As you ·are aware, this site is 
required for establishment of a communications station and 
supporting .facilities, to include an air strip and improvement 
of off-loading capability, We consider that detachment 
proceedings should include the entire Chagos archipelago, 
primarily in the interest of security, but also to have other 
sites in this archipelago availab_le for future contingencies. 

With respect to the communications station and supporting 
facilities, we would expect to initiate architectural, 
engineer and design work as quickly as the site was available 
for detailed topographical surveys. We aniicipate that we 
will break ground late in calendar year 1966 for the permanent 
facilities, and have the station operational late in calendar 
year 1968. In the interim, should circumstances demand, we 
would wish to establish austere communications on a van-mounted, 
concrete-pad-supported basis within a p~riod of three to five 
months, assuming satisfactory arrangements can be made for the 
support of 40 to 50 operating personnel. 

B. Alda bra. Al though nothing __ specific · has been planned 
and no.funding requests are scheduled by the U.S. at this time, 
the obvious potential usefulness of Aldabra as a staging area 
for air operations imfels a strong recommendation, that in 
joint long-term U,S./U.K. interest, this island be included 
in any detachment package, 

G. G. Arthur, Esquire, 
Head, Permanent Under-Secretary's Department, 

Foreign Office. 

·-·~---- ~ 

\ 
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c. Coeti , A ale a, Ile des Roches, and 

Cosmoledos. Snee we apprec a e yo~r es re o un er a e all 

detachment proceedings at the same time, we strongly urge 

that your Government consider favorably the inclusion of all, 

or some of these islands, in the order listed~ They too have 

military potential, and again over the long-term, we consider 

that our mutual security interests in the Indian ~cean justify 

detachment on a precautionary planning basis, particularly 

if the resulting political and financial burden is not 

disproportionate to the indicated long-range advantages of 

assuring the availability of these islands. 

We recognize the difficulties that Her Majesty's 

Government will face in undertaking the necessary steps to 

detach these islands, Accordingly, we will respond as fully 

and promptly as possible to any questions which you may have 

in order to facilitate the necessary decisions on your part. 

\j More specifically, we are prepared to meet with United Kingdom 

/\ representatives on relatively the same representational level 

and basis as the meetings of last February, should your 

Government consider that this would be helpful in furthering 

our joint interest in moving this project forward rapidly. 

-- , 

Sincerely, 
·; 

~ ct.-,,1;<./" ' . 
de'orge '§. Newman /,c.. . 

Counselor for Politico-Military Affairs 
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BRITISH EMBASSY, .l (/t 
r-: 
t ~;..7:·- ~ 
! t,'-?~(.i:·c. .:. - . -"•·~ .:; ;'.. { 

1 3jAi'l i%5 \ 

WASHINGTON. 

January 15, 1965 /_, 
1\'\\1 

"]. 1-1-( 2. "',YR. 
\ 

As fore ,shadowed in Oliver Forster• s letter 1191O1/65G of January 4 t o Graham in P.U.S.D., Jeff Kitchen asked me to call today and -read out to me the text of a State Department telegram · instructing the .American Embassy in London to speak to the Foreign Office about the islands in the Indian Ocean . In case it may be useful to you I enclose a copy of the substantive part of the telegram. 

2. When asked to give an idea of your reactions I said that you: would be glad . that the State Department had 
finally induced the Pentagon to divulge their ideas iri detail, but I thought you might find that the amount of real estate involved was rather formidable. To this Kitchen replied that the United States were only . immediately 
interested in .the first two items in the list, but he 'unders .tood · that we V1ere interested in Agalega and · it had been thought in the State Department that it might be helpful to us for the American list to include these two islands.; From the wider point of view, he believed .that in five or ten years• time the United Kingdom and United States might be very glad to have all the islands named .available for use in case of need, and, since you had said that we could not take t ·wo bites at the cherry of detachment, it had been thought only prudent to include all groups that were likely to be useful in the long I'Llll~ 

3~ . Kitchen said that if, after all concerned in London had had time to digest the information conveyed by the Embassy~ you thought that it would be helpful to .have . another meeting on the lines of that which you. chaired last year, the State Department would be very willing . to send a team 

\ 
µ,It< to the U.K. In reply to a questio _n about the timing for any ifl such meeting, he said he was thinking in terms of talks __ on ~ - . \ the subject before the end of February, should .we decide that 

'---.. 
/ 

~ -'{ _ _ such talks w.ere requ.ired; _ ~f.' 4. A member~of Kitchen's staff interjected that the ~ .A~ State Department's telegram to their Embassy h1;1d not made ~ V clear that .· the JJepartment of Defense would · like · the . 
architectural and . engineering design team necessary to 
undertake .the preliminary planning on Diego Garcia; to reach the island before the end of May. Kitchen ·added in confidenc13 

. · /that 

E,H. Peck, Es~., C,M.G.~ 
Foreign Office, 

London, S.W.l 

2 ems 2 

Please note that this copy is supplied subject to the National Archives' term _s and rnnditio~s and that your 
use of it may be subject to copyright restrictions . Fu~ther infor_rna~1on rs given m the Terms and 

Conditions of supply of the National Archives leaflets 
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that as the Tienartment of Tiefense had taken such an 
inordinately - long time to formulate their requirements 
properly he did not think that it would matter too much if 
we said that this deadline was earlier than we could mange. 

5~ I asked whethe _r the United States were still thinking 
in terms of "austerell ins ·tallations and Kitchen said that 
they were. Something rather better than this would be 
required for the Communications station, but otherwise the · 
need for austerity was very much in ev-eryone's minds. 

6. The auestion of adverse reactions in the United Nations 
or Africa -did not seem to be worrying either Kitchen or 
Myers , who was also present. So far as the Committee of 
Twenty-Four is concerned, I gathered that its . mandate would 
have to be rene1~ed by the General Assembly, which could mean 
that the Committee would be in suspended animation for .·some 
time to come. In any ca se, Kitchen seems to believe even 
more strongly than before that a reference . to the value ·_ of 
the proposed installations in support .of possible futul'e 
peace-keep ing operations will soothe any savage breasts. 
He admitted, however, that recent events in t~e Congo might 
affect this. 

S~CRET 

Ref.: 

Please note that this copy is supplied subject to the National Archives' terms and conditions and that your 
use of it may be subject to copyright restrictions. Further information is given in the 'Terms and 

Conditions of supply of the National Archives' leaflets 
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a. Diego Garcia - As Embassy aware this site required 

for establishment of communications station and supporting 

facilities, to include air strip and improvement of off

loading capability. Additionally consider that detachment 

proceedings should include entire Chagos Archipelago, 

primarily in interest security but also to have available 

other sites in Archipelago for future contingencies. With 

respect communications station and supporting facilities, 

we would expect initiate architect-engineer and design work 

as quickly as site available for detailed topographical 

surveys . We would expect break ground late calendar 1966 

for permanent facilities, and have station operational late 

calendar 1968. In the interim, should circumstances demand, 

austere communications could be established on van-mounted 

concrete-pad-supported basis within period of 3 to 5 months 

assuming satisfactory arrangements can be made for support 

of 40-50 operating personnel. 

b. Aldabra - While nothing specific planned and no 

funding requests scheduled by US at this time, obvious 

potential usefulness of Aldabra as a staging area for air 

operations :unpels strong recommendation that this island 

be included in any detachment package, in US/UK interest 

over long term. 

Please note that this copy_ is supplied s_ubject to_ th_e National Archives' terms and conditions and that your 
use of 1t may be subJect to copynght restrictions. Further information is given in the Terms and 

Conditions of supply of the National Archives' leaflets 
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c. Coetivy, Agalega, Farquahar, Ile des Roches 

and Cosmoledos - Since UK intends quote single-bite 

unquo t e detachment proceedings (Deptel 3636), strongly 

urge Fenoff favorably consider stockpiling all or in 

order their listing some of these islands. They too 

have military potential and, again over long term, we 

consider our mutual security interests in Indian Ocean 

justify UK detach them on precautionary planning basis, 

particularly if r e sulting political and financial burden 

not disproportionate to indicated long-range advantages 

their availability. 

Please note that this copy is supplied subject to the National Archives' terms and conditions and tha t your 
use of it may be subject to copyright restrictions. Further information is given in the 'Terms and 

Condition s of supply of the National Archives' lea flets 
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UNITED STATES OF A ME RI CA 

London, W. 1. ii0 /g 
1965 ,, February 10, 

Dear Geoffrey: 

In our meeting on January 26 you requested urgent 
answers, even on a partial or tentative basis, to a number 
of specific questions regarding proposed facilities in the 
Indian Ocean islands. 

I have now been authorized to provide you the following 
responses, keyed to corresponding sections of your letter: 

(a) The Chagos Archipelago and Diego Garcia 

We would not regard the detachment of the entire Chagos 
Archipelago as essential, but consider it highly desirable. 
It appears to us that full detachment ·now might more 
effectively assure that Mauritian political attention, 
including any recovery pressure, is diverted from Diego 
Garcia over the long run, In addition, as indicated in my 

letter of January 14, full detachment is useful from the 
military security standpoint, and provides a source for 
additional land areas should requirements arise which could 
not be met on Diego Garcia. 

(b) Aldabra 

Our interest in Aldabra arises in large part from the 
strong interest initially expressed by the U,K. in the 
development of an air staging base there, and our conclusion 
that there is an increasing need for dependable long-term 
accesses to Africa south of the Sahara. We have no 
immediate requirement for other facilities on Aldabra, and 
cannot predict when we will be in a position to fund for the 
concerted development of the air staging base itself. The 
requirements for a communication station at Diego Garcia 
antedates specific interest in Aldabra and, although staging 
facilities if constructed at these sites would be mutually 
supporting, the initial mission at Diego Garcia does not 
depend upon any development at Aldabra. 

Geoffrey G. Arthur, Esquire, 
Head, Permanent Under-Secretary 1 s Department, 

Foreign Office, 

··.• r 
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(c) Remaining Islands 

(i) The priority order is based on the topographic 
and hydrographic data gathered in last summer's joint surveys, 
and the geographical position of the islands. 

_ (ii) Taking the islands as a group, we consider them to 
have potential usefulness for airstrips, anchorages, Pol supply 
points, pre-positioning of materiel, and support of space 
programs. We have not identified particular objectives for 
individual locations, except in the sense of concluding that 
certain facilities would be excluded by physical characteristics 
such as space limitations or poor anchorage. 

(iii) We do not have any schedule for facilities at 
these locations. This would deperrd upon the development of 
future military requirements, 

(d) General 

From our standpoint there would be no reason to relocate 
population prior to an island's coming into use to meet a 
requirement. This would apply to the other islands of the Chagos 
Archipelago so long as our activity was confined to Diego 
Garcia. 

(e) Local Labor 

We do not in principle exclude the use of local labor for 
construction work, As you will recognize, in practice the 
extent to which local labor can be used depends upon such 
factors as availability of appropriate skills, possible balance 
of payments considerations, and the value to the contractor 
of key personnel from his own staff. 

I hope that this information will provide you sufficient 
basis for requisite political decisions within Her Majesty's 
Government, and with the governments concerned, Please let 
us know if you need anything further. 

Sincerely, 

4~n 
~f~[tico-Military Affairs Counselor 
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BRIEF NO. 1 

SECRETARYCF STATE1 S VISI'l' 

TO WASHING'l'ON /\ND NEW YORK 

21 - 24 March 

DEFENCE IN'l'ERESTS IN 'l'HE INDIAN OCEAN 

n cr11_•,-,, 1:i , 
Ai:-r-1 ,:-· · · 1 ·, 'I , , ... 1 ,\ · · . . . • ! · • . . ), 

20M/\Y \%[i , 

,--;;;~t :-~ 
t .i:--.....--~-~ --

Discussions with the Americans have been going on f or 

some time at the official l eve l about the p roposals for 

military facilities on one or more of the small island 

dependencies of Mauritius and the Seychelles. The United 

States Embassy have warned us that Mr. Rusk may a slc the 

Secretary of State how the matter stands, since the .AJ11erican 

side are waiting for a reply to their proposals. 

2. The background is as follows. Ever since the Chinese 

attack on India, and possibly even before that, the 

Americans have been conscious of a gap in their military 

dispositions in the Indian Ocean area. They have no forces 

continuously deployed betwe en th e Mediterranean and the 

South China Sea and no base s between-the Mediterranean and 

the Philippines. In Decemb e r 1963 they announced that a 

carrier task force would pay periodic visits to the Indian 

Ocean area . Her Majesty 1 s Government v1elcomed this move , 

and tV1O visits have sinc e tak en place. In February 1964 

it was ag re ed between United State s and British officials 

that, subject to the results of a survey, a United States 

military communications stati on and supporting facilities 

should be built on the island of Diego Garcia in the Chagos 

Archipelago , administered by Mauritius but over a thousand 

miles North-East of the main island. It was further agreed 

that this might turn out to be the beginning of a project on 

a wider s cale with other faci l ities in the western par t of 

the Indian Ocean (perhaps on Alda bra, an island administered 

by the Seychelles), with the possibility of more facilities 

/in 
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in the eastern part of the Indian Ocean (perhaps in the 

Cocos-Keeling Islands, ' which are administered by 

Australia). The Americans were at pains to emphasise 

that this initiative was intended to complement, and not 

to replace, the British military effort in the area. 

They also made it plain that any islands chosen for military 

facilities must be free from local pressures which would 

threaten security of tenure, and that in practice this must 

mean that the islands would be detached from the administra 

tion of Mauritius ( soon due for independence) and of the 

Seychelles (where pressure for independence is beginning to 

be felt). 

3. It .was agreed that the United States Government would 

pay for any facilities constructed, allowing us joint use 

at all times; while Her Majesty's Government v10uld be 

responsible for making the chosen islands available and for 

paying the necessary compensation to local interests. These 

principles were subseq_uently approved by Ministers in London. 

4. A joint Anglo-American survey of a numb e r of likely 

islands, including Diego Garcia, was carried out from June to 

August 1964. The Premier of Mauritius (Dr. Ramgoolam) and 

the Executive Council of the Seychelles were ,consulted before-

hand and raised no objection to the survey. An approach was 

also made to Dr. Ramgoolam about the possibi lity of detaching 

islands in the Chagos Ar chipelago from the Mauritius administra -

tion. His reaction was guarded. Rumours h a d for some time 

been current in the islands that the Americans proposed to 

build 'bases' in the area. At about this time there appeared 

a number of speculative stories in the wor ld press. Th ese in 

turn gave rise to unfavourable reactions from some of the 

governments of Africanand Asian countries bordering on the 

Indian Ocean, as well as from the Soviet Union, the United 

Nations, and the Cairo Conference of Non-Aligned Countries. 

/The 
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The public line we to ok in reply was that certain communica

tions and oth e r facilities were a possibility but that no 

decision had been taken. 

5. 'rhe An1erican Embassy hav e recently produced proposals 

for the use ror defence purposes of seven islands ad.ministered 

by Mauritius and the Seychelles, listed in three categories 

of priority. First comes Diego Garcia (where it is proposed 

to make a start as soon as po ssi ble.on the construction of a 

communic a tions station, together with an airstrip) and in 

the interests of security and future expansion, the rest of 

the Chagos Archipelago; second comes the island of Aldabra 

as a site for an air staging post, to be constructed at some 

time unspecified in the futur e ; and thirdly, a list of five 

islands (Coetivy, Agalega, Farquhar, Ile des Roches, and 

Cos moledos) which the Americans considered mi ght be useful 

for unspecified defence facilities at some future date. 

6. This is how the matter rests. Ministers will shortly 

be asked to reaffirm Her Majesty's Government ' s general 

support for this scheme and to agree that the Colonial 

Office should undertaJce the necessary constitution a l steps 

in Mauritius and the Seychelles, Meanwhile the Ministry 

of Defence, in conjunction with other interested Departments , 

are mlculating the cost of the acquisition of the i s lands 

chosen and assessing the military potentialities of each 

isl and, It is hoped that a paper will be circulated to 

Ministers within the next two or three weeks. 

7, The Secretary of State will not wish to raise the sub 

ject, sin ce we are not re ady to give a substantive answer . 

If Mr. Rusk rais es it, the Secretary of State can say that 

we regard the plan as an ima gi native and valu ab le conce pt , 

that we are exa mining the Amer ican proposals as a matteI' of 

urgency, but that as Mr. Rusk will understand, there are a 

number of different - a nd difficult - aspects to be considered, 

and 1·,e are not quite re ady t o gi ve a reply. If the Secretary 

/o'f: 

1201 
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of' State is able to secure the agreement o·f the Colonial 

Secretary and the Def'ence Secret a r~bef'ore he leaves f'or 

Washington, to his gi vin g a more.encouraging reply to 

Mr. Rusk, so much the better. 

Permanent Under-Secretary's Department 

18 March, 1965 
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SECRET 

('!:HIS DOCUMENT_IS THE_PROPERTY_OF HER BRITANNIC MAJESTY'S GOVERNMENT) 

73 
April. 1965 COPY NO. t )..,_ • 

CABINET 

DEFENCE AND OVERSEA POLICY COMMITTEE 

DEFENCE INTERESTS IN THE INDIAN OCEAN 
Legal Status of Chagos. Aldabra, 

Desroches and Farguhar 

Note by the Secretary of State for the Colonies 

At the meeting of the Committee on the 12th April I 
was invited to circulate a report on the status of the 
Indian Ocean islands which it is proposed should be made 
available for joint U.K./U.S. defence developments, This 
I now circulate at Annex. 

2. The islands.in question are the Chagos Archipelago 

(i.e. Diego Garcia, Six Islands,Peros Banhos, Salamon 
Islands and Trois Frtres, including Danger Island and 
Eagle Island), the Aldabra Group, Desroches and Farquhar 
and, as the annexed report makes plain, they are all iegally 
established as being parts of the Colonies of Mauritius or 
Seychelles. To' separate them from Mauritius and Seychelles 
would require the making of amendments to existing 

constitutional instruments. 

3. To establish the islands as a separate new administration 

would r~quire a further and separate Order in Council. 

A.G. 

s.w.1. 

SECRET 
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ANN EX 

Note on the Legal Statµs of the Islands of 
the Chagos Archipelago, the Aldabra Group 

and the Farquhar Islands 

Chagos Archipelago 

There can be no legal doubts about the position over 
the Lesser Dependencies of Mauritius, which include the 
Chagos Archipelago. Section 90(1) of the Mauritius 
(Constitution) Order, 1964 defines Mauritius as mea·ning "the 
island of Mauritius and the Dependencies of Mauritius". 
"Dependencies" are defined in section 3( 1) of the Mauritius 
Interpretation and General Clauses Ordinance, 1957, as being 
"Rodrigues and the Lesser Dependencies" commonly c a lled the 
"Oil Islands". The "Oil Islands" are defined as including 
the islands of the Chagos Archipelago. 

Aldabra Group, Desroches and the Farquhar Islands 

2. There is also no doubt as to the legal status of these 
islands since they form part of the Colony of Seychelles by 
virtue of the definition of the boundaries of that Colony in 
clause 1(1) of the Seychelles Letters Patent of 15th March, 
1948. 

Separation 

3. The separation of the Chagos Islands from Mauritius 
could best be achieved by an amendment of section 90(1) 
of the Mauritius Constitution Order in Council, 1964, so 
as to include a reference to the Dependencies by name; the 
Mauritius Interpretation and General Clauses Ordinance,1957, 
should be amended accordingly. Separation of Aldabra, 
Desroches and Farquhar from Seychelles would necessitate 
suitable amendments being made to the Letters Patent. 

New Administrative Unit 

4. The establishment of a new administrative unit consisting 
of all these islands would require a prerogative Order in 
Council, perhaps containing a reference to the Colonial 
Boundaries Act, 1895, as an enabling power. This would 

_probably best be on the model of the British Antarctic 
Territory Order ·1n Council, 1962. This would establish 
the office of e.g. High Commissioner, allowing anyone 

/e.g. 
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(e.g. the Governor of Seychelles) to be appointed to this 

post, and would provide that he should exercise such functions 
as are conferred on him by the Order or assigned by Her 

Majesty. The High Commissioner could be empowered to make 
laws for the territory and to constitute offices. 
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~ 

FROM FOREIGN OFFICE TO Vf.~SHINGTON 

Cypher/OTP & By Bag 

&. 3582 
30 .~pril, 196.5 
IlLEDIATE 

SECRET 

FO( S)/CRO( S)/@( S) DISTRIBUTI0N 

D. 15.17 30 .April,. 196.5 

.Addressed t• i'iashingten telegram Ne. 3582 sf 36 .April, 
Repeated fn information Savmng to U.K.Mis. ne1.1 Y02X Nlt. 789 

Defence Facilities in the Inaian Ocean. 

Please speak te Mr. Rusk er an appreprtately senior iaember •f 
the State Department, en the follewing lines. 

2. As the Prime Minister bas already told lf.r .. Rusk, we 
are arudeus t• press ahead with this pr9ject as rapidly as 
possible. We consider that the islands chesen fer /defence 
facilities te be developed either ilrunediately er in due c9Urse, 
smuld be Dieg9 Garcia ani the rest •f the Cbags,s .Archipelage 
(Mauritius) and the islands of .Aldabra, Farquhar am Des Roches 
(Seychelles). Agale1,;a (M&uritius) anil. C•e'ti.vy am C•smele~'-'S 
{Seychelles) sl:l&'uld be drepped. 

3. It is mw clear that in each case the islanQs ~re legally 
pa.rt ef the terri t0ry ef the coleny c•ncerned. Generous 
co:mpensati•n will, therefore,. be necessary te seem.re the acceptance 
ef the prcrpesals by the local r~vernments (which we regari as 
fundamental fer the censti tutioni.l detachment ef the islanis 
cmncernea) in adaitien to cmpensatien f•r the inhabitants and 

j 
co!ll!!lercial interests which will be iisplaced. The total may ccme 
to as much as £10 .millien. We slmlld, therefsre., like t• discuss 
with the United States Gevernment the pessieility of a centri0uti•n 
to these cests fre:m. their side. 

i... Y•u should atid tba t Her Majesty's Government are net 
finally cemmittee. at this stage. We are. lwwever,. ready t• 
approach the Seychelles an:1 Mauritius Auth0rities wi tb firm 
prop)sals fer the _ «etachment of the islan•s listea above. Timing 
af such an appreach is not yet finally •ecided because of Mauritius 
_pgli tical c•nsiaera tiens. 

2 ems 

Please note that this copy is supplied subject to the National Archives' terms and conditions and that your 
use of it may be subject to copyright restrictions. Further information is given in the 'Terms and 

Conditions of supply of the National Archives' leaflets 
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~ -J ign Office telegram N•. 3582 t• Washington 
-2-

5. Before making this approach it weuld be pru.d~t to 
disc uss w~t pulllicity line sbeula. be taken if the details sheuli 
leak• am w~t appnaches sbDuld be made in theapitals 9f the 
countries bordering the ;Indtan Ocean wllo wUl .l!.e ll!E!-iIJly:-g~nc~~~~--

6. I slwuld like ta ce.ll!]lare ideas with :Mr. llusk en this next 
week. It weuld be helpful if he coula then give me at least 
a PIGVisicnal ansv,er te the suggestion in paragr aph 3 abeve. 
Once a prepesal is put te the Mauri tins and Seychelles J,uths,ri ties. 
a s:peeGiy (and therefore generous) settlement is nest likely te be 
the best way cf e:isarm.i!lg .·criticiism. 

ccccc 

Please note that this copy is sup lied subject to the National Archives' terms and conditions and that your 
use of it may be subject to copyright restrictions. Further information is given in the 'Terms and 

Conditions of supply of the National Archives' leaflets 
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~ l . 
) Fl'tOM FOREIGN OFFICE 'ro WASHilfGT('m r ~/(!IP FO(S )/CRO( S )/mi( S )/DISTRimlTION 

Repea 

My toleiram No .. ~ [of 1 ~]. 

Answers to questions in ,year telegram No. 1666 are as follows: 

Your ~ph 2. canstituticnal conference .bas not been 
fually a.rraDged but rill probably take place 1n the autmm; Cclmri&l seoreter.r has ~ se:ptember. Outcome. is unlikely to tm 
Maui;itius turtber than full internal selt1arerment. It is impos
sible to estima.te when or 1nieed if Mauritius will atmieve Ml 
independenee. The great debate in M2.uritius ccneerns the ultmte 
st£tus o! the isl&nt: b04'..h "Independence" atUl tt Assecation" baye 
stnmg support. 

2. F~ .ef £10 Billion is an outsie estimate given the noed to reach a quick settlement. It oensists of: 

{ a) :Resettlement &nd b!q1Dg out co:tmeraitl illterests -
£1 ½ a1111011. · 

(b) J.ir!ield ·in M&M (thoaght neeessay to secare seyehell'Rs 
accepts.nee) - £2-3 Jl!illion. 

{c) A't least oq-...al ca:p=nsa.tia far ~tiiIS (~e.tiim 
720.or)O as against Seychelles 45l000) -G2-3 :million. 

( d) Allewanco tar teat that this is ikel.y to be0C8lle a bugun
il:J& c9Wl'ter in constitutional negot1..tions iJl M!t!!'itius 
unless it is settled speedily (and tberet'are ienerGllSl:J) -
SB.J .£2l llill1011. 

:s. Myers" point is a ta1r .cme. BIIt ecauaic €11tf'icnlties 
(particul.arli 1n detence ,.tieli) have increased since Februar, 1~, 
and es'Uute4 eC1111p:mS&t1on is J111Ch greater than we thqht them. 
United states Ellbasq (Neaan) ere mare relued libOllt tinaneW. 
peint and all we wuld like to propose at present is tha.t a. dismm
sicm cm this ~t be 1n1ti&ted. 

i... lio abjection to above fj,pres beiDg given to state Depu1;Jlent 
bttt it mat be understood tbat thq ee ve1:7 rough 1.~t1cu. 
Pleue let us .l::nn' Bn Yr. Rusk :nul.4/be ready to iisctlss...:•t are 
his plans between last da7 et S.E.A.T.t. tor which we hope ~e rill 
be present and the opm1IJg of the N.A.T.o. C&!mcU? 

Please note that this cop1_ is supplied s_ubject to_ the National Archives' terms and conditions and that your 
use of it may be sub1ect t~ ~opynght restrictions. Further information is given in the 'Terms and 

Cond1t1ons of supply of the National Archives' leaflets 
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Yga wrote (J1l 1?tll .11.me a~t ®i'~ 1nt.et$ata in the 
In<1hn Oo®.n. f>inoa tlw~ iJe ~vet $$ y~ kn&Wf i ~ ~e. Ol!:tord 
Cont'erenQ&, diSQ!lased wi"fil:l We t.-1)VG?"::rQ%'S of ~1t'iuz., 8o'Qll 
Oeyahelles tile b-,Pl1Cll.'titoaii o'l ilr.t~ 1~ ;;m, w..."'iow, Id~ 
f.:roltl ~i::1utt end S~ohollGS. -~~ ~ • b'oT~ ~ - ~- whio.l:l 

- ------~-- - ----..,e¥--,'imhld..-tted-t0c--the-~wJ.~-Q:t:t'i.c~o~~ - ~(Sff'--- ---~:; ,'------
J.rtburl:11 lett-e;.• to ~~~ off the. ~tb JUM} that the. J~~~ 
wi,~hed to dlseu:;ss wt th: 1:h'li"..,(¼., e:& s~O!l as. I'J0$!1S:;btQ .,the principles 
on which aooess to thi, Ia~ t'~~ ~,: i cy.~m,.t. .• ~d J 
be available t~ _ th-a lhuted 3tate~. r~ 3$: .:\f'Qtl kl::iCw. v.e ho-pa• 'J 
wbjeet to the view~ o-r: ey ·:~ta..."'.Y of St;s.'te, -no_ c,ik tb..e G-tt-Y'Cmor ;, 
of }.:.aur1t1U$ and the A~ i.¾W'e-~r, ~enellea w begin di.$- . '.~ 
ou~siona with th .eir oov~rJ.lU.(:i~ in the w~ bo~ng tb~ 1~...h Jul::,•· ,:.-
on the defence pro~~ .a,s a wt:cl~ (i.n t~eti the matter ~d ~ ff 
_put tQ unofi1.eial.a {)?i 22nd Jtil;,v in ~.chelleo Eimd ~ 23'4 J~lJ in -
!?aUit!:U uinen regilh: .t.esi~ :;;2 t.ae ~tivct Coluiei2. ~d o:· 
-the COll?lcll ot ~s.t~EJ WW.J.li1 tak£t plaoe}., We!'='e 'tlli,a . ls dqnEi 
we aagbt t• ~ to ;provide ;;1oms aui.wmc-o o:n the I ~cati-.ona dr 
de.-chmon.t =u.. ao t.~ ns wa ~ lllee th~ at ~ ~. en . iii.Q 
sort of. ~~a we G'l'.lvi~ -£or 'tb& I~ oo~d a.fiie:t> 
de1iQ.e~; 1n ~~ ~1a ~,; to '1.tt7 ~ - :r,l'rrd.de $8 full ell 
~er :!!loS ]'..~ble to iiba q~i~ ra~d 1n Se,r-eb!lllG$ te1e~ 
~o. 143. ~;t ~::.'al. :pntn:ta M vi.E!W thG.re.:!'~ ! ~z-.e ie li!Ol!i& 
~gency in cl,a:('~!fin~ our Vi:ews ~ - 11he~ l:$t;~ .. 

2. :1a we aee H (!Uestion:, ~ unden• the. foliowins lr3li.1n h~a »

{1) ~ on Adminis1tt,a1:1v~ 
{3) FbJan~. 

l'he vt11ma j~1ntly ~ . l>~ the Ool-®i&1 otf!.-oo a:M-~ - ·two 
GOVElll"llO~ OP~ pomts ~t~-~ tl:).e-.99 ~.i,d.s a:ce aet cut 
'below. 

3. cr~ e..re a.11 . agreed tMt tbiit t~ llW1t ~ 1 oanstJ.tutiQMJ.ly 
separate ttom th& Colon1es ~ whl.oh at pr.lm>nt _ ~1' £t>r,m ~ .. 
A.ti X i;hink j'W knOtl' ~ idG$. !a t!'$.t 'th$ Iiigti ~l!i1qna '!/# 
~ dek~od Ielanda ~~d be tbe-~~ G.i' ~1Y3e;:~ ~~ 
a. e~tQ ha.t... S\fe BM -~ 'bat 1:he, :toU~S' oottc;m would 
be neoe~~ 

(a) 

Please note that this copy is supplied subject to the National Archives' t~rm~ a~d co_nditio~s and that your 
use of it may be subject to copyright restrictions. Further information rs given in the Terms and 

Conditions of supply of the National Archives' leaflets 
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t/U) 

to resettl-e thaae people. in t1tbsr _ out+,1slt~ds z-ath~ th$n 
1n Maur:1. t1Us ~ Sqahelles themselvea; thb sh®ld cause 
a. gre&t _ d.ea1 l.851;1 dU'fitrJl ty, ~ i"t ea.sier for · 
unafiicial.a to ac:ce:p; our ~--poael!i! a$ a whole, be more 
i~ to bo ac.cez_:,t:3;b~ to th(l 1.ntlivid.ual.s e~eerneq. and 
ft?la.l.ly- be cheaper; 

no~_ to resettle them_on othel' de~ ial.tmds ii' this can 
be avoided; thi.$ 1.s eb~~Bly -.1~b.l.a ~ as to s.void 
in~ aur :problem, 1n th&se islzi\l!ds if nn4 Viben ths7 

·· are needed -for dai'~nee ~; : 

(iil) to .aim et ro~ as~ as I,JOSl!Jlble {an~ oe~ 
_ _.,,,- the Mauritiarull who _ DZG -nU.eCJis") Ul A~e~• ~.is UJ 
t,....--""" owneq. by the Cha,gos/A~e~ eo,-.,.xiy -.ticb. ~SQ owns 

-cbagos; Zh'. l.~ixie, the ma.in sharehol,der, al.so OWDB 
?arqube.1'. ' 

(iv)\l ~ to -aeou;zoe A.mari.oa.?1 sgt"eeimelrli to i;;rort ,dizig.; ~oy.mtmt ·Qn 
, Diego G~cia. for Q.G ma:q;-&!!J poaaible ~ $'hose to be 
l resettled, fol' as long ELS poasible; ~ tlle eon

atruottcm phase. T'd.s w0\1.ld · bav~ the / d:t•~ ~ spl,'ea41.Qg 
Ollt tbl, resett.l.emexrt OP(A'$ti.Gn _ ~d tb;'i$ taci.µt.ting 11;1!1 
~tll progress; it woul.d also ~e tpe dUficul:tioa ot 
Seychelles ill t~ back ;;.rq Seyche:lloit; who- C)~d ?tot 
be renttletl 1n .Aga.1ega .silloe the l;.~"" ~107 could sts.r 
011 wor.d!lg 1n lli~-.o Gsreia the 1;1~ wciuld be 1ibe _ tbie 
'the1!l work on d..."'i'ield. ~on ~ ~ (as~ that 
thia 1s ag,:eea as pan o:t tl$ ~•tiO?l to •etme 
SeyelHtlles ~eacmlCl:I 1tt the dd-82)~ pro#9et) would. be 

WIAA,Jv \\ave.Uab- · -- . le .tCJ: ·t;h ___ ea (the __ GoverDCQ." e_ st_ -:b»a_· _- Us. that work on ~t the ~omd might; sta:n 1S.-24 months ~ a decision to 
u b-.illd a;n au'i'.1Eill,i 1rere takazi). · -

6.. We ha.VO oousi~d • ataf.f and otil&Z' l'Ota'IUl'emt:lfiS of the 
~lament operation.. As far as we ~ judga at pre1;1&$ 'tlhese 
wouia. 1n the .ma.ta eonstst of i-

/(!) 
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( 1) ~t - thtt Hi€? . Oolmxi$m.®er · v.;ul,a. D(t4 ~ gOffll ~~te ~-~ft otticar, t~ether with a. local ass!.~ (~o QWJ.d 'b& ;recruited in ~eb8Ue$) and . 

(U) 

mz.PPQX'tins local. sto;fi' far himself and i.!.e ; adm1111stra.H~ 
otffcet'J 

a. 2b.1p t.aa enable the rietacbed b1.ands to be scll:nr.11.ate~-ea. 
(and whi.oh 1111~ al.:Ji> llel.p With the re .settl.aman.'ti Q:peration); 
this wtiul.d have to be ~ge . =~ to oovei- ov~r 2000 lld.1ea. ot open .aoa. (from Ma.he to ~~ Garcia. andi back) anti nd.ght ·• · 
coS't ss :much .as £'150•000 {uril.eM .-the · ~str.Y of DtifeMe coul4 prod~ . aamethtng a-.at~e) though we ha.ve no firm 
f'igares ,e'tl it cOllld be . ~ed llY Scyche1lois end 
eervicttci a s• .eiheU.ll"-1 wi.tli ~01" . .ov~ . in .Eombasa.J there ~ however be sqme {4.fficul:ty about finding a 
ma.ster !mU"be:t 1n Sey.ob.alla!? ti!} ~d it, . 

-··-··--·------·•------- --·· ·· ·-- ----- WB-cs.n-i'oi-eaee-?lQ - need - fOr - :iia.pa.,~ta - bu~dingfJ .--,cte;J.-s~]lh - faei-l-1$ .,._-------~to. fo= .the H1&b ~si®el'.' ~ hi8 staff'. . mcistbtg taelli ties 
in Sq(ibell.es could . be i!ade use et and pa.S;d -:fo:r. ?er · oGZJtra 
Se.,chalb.s ~t well. wisll 1iQ ~ eame uaa o~ . thei , Sh!.p iii «mn$Ct1on dttl thei:1' :l:ntentton of imp?'~ #rviQea to theu-
0\fll ••eRd1dng Ollt--i~•; :1.~ would no d~bt ·1:ie l?<)ssiblEi f~ thfa 1:o he &m"a.nge(l in 90n3Uneti,0IJ wii.h the reeet~emem; ope:l"atiQU 
8,l'ld the H1gh C~ssicrier coul.d ~ a. s-.lita.ble cb~ge to 
Seychelles fi:tr thir.r assistanee~ 

1. Aa ~as ~lllo'.t 1'.Dtrtters 1m, nv:enus del'iv!ng from these 1.clan4a o~nsin• ea~ Of ex1,=t a..w Oll t4e41' eepm s.\itwed wt tm-w.&tt ~elles and ~~ ~ o~ the . 1,,X"ofit1;1 -of Mau,lhie' a Sey0helles--repste:.-~ ~~ U woul.d be ~bl.e 1n . 
praotica.l tel'.'m.11 -to s~'te this r~5;.ru .e ~t., and ~ th1nk we show.a all~ s .ey~s to keep . tht$ ~~~e as e:11 offset a,gain.i.f,; the cost of aerv:!.ces they will. lia :providbg i'o:e the ~ . 

' 

islands,. ~~ CQat et sacb s .<U'Vi~a ~ 'the lii....r.dl ~lone ~ w provide du'e~ . ;i.'O'IIld be me-t Zrom U.F!. f'\md~ . . U 1s z<e1evu~ 
• 'f;ha.11 au the ttetaeb.eil t3l:;a:iclsy a~ troa il~bra. i!lhtoa ts c;-own l.aa4, are OllRled dther by the ~<>CS/~$.\~, w~ch :ls regineill4 Sn Seychallest w by i:ld1'1~ :real,~ in Saychelles. 

~v ~hi.s ba~d. we . baye, 1n oon~tati.oil . l'1, th . ~ ~ 
G()VCAON.t 08l2si4oi'ed "t~ ttnancts:L ~oblems with wrii~ 
rd'ez-ence to the questions ~d by' Ll.QTd ~ the ~ parse;:'liH;~ of hie tel.:egam No. 143,. 'nl~ are i-

(a} \lhether we ~opo;3e to attle 1.he o,ampenaatiim :tigia<e at 
t;ha. Ume when &i1 i.al..1.nd ta actu&U;r Mqu:f.t<~ f~ defence 
~s ar ~ow, 1n advance? · 

(b) · whethe~ ia1anda now f~ p."J.,.~ a£ S~y~ m,- 'bsneftiJ 
:from feoili ttea p;rori.4&4 bf ,_. t~qchules J Gcwermiieiw 
(e,..g,. a.fl11!.· ic:ial1:llrd. ~ ~, ~ut1lizez, suuidies d(,! .. , 
a."ld w1.ll PB1' Se-.:rchGllaa tsxea,. -

a. '?ho first; questi® to corud.d~ ts \\tlether 11; 1$ 1?l 0111' :lntereirt· tba-. a.ntopnent ot det&.Qhad islands !lot ~ciiatel.y 
requ1Z'e4. Qhoul.a: })e. ec~a. I~ is, t.1f OOU'~ : 01;M;e111s that U· tile i.~ ~it deitel.opod th1a. woul.d mean. tha'l i ®m.~n~t:ton. 
U .J;la;1d when th~;, ~ ·· l.a,e:I;' N~4 f~ 4eteee Im'POSH, woal.~ 

". . •. ... · · ... ·· .. :tmm ... ·. · ·.· .if'.· t1t.·-. • .. hit.a. b• .·. •~ .. . c:teflJ .. ·•:··.·.··.· .. mw..·. • .... ·.·tr.·u· ..... ···appll .. · ·. es a L_! U ~~t had ~ ~a.ged :l~elOpillmt,. '.?hi). oo · · . ·· aoUve on~1r ot long ~ dODl~nt would 
th@ei'~ , 'b-. a shott · d~wd. poliey.i On the c,t,r,,~r ~ U JRa$. · well btt 11l'la11 ~o Amsrlc:mm will .not 2$qube the ~/~er 

Please note that this copy is sup lied subject to the National Archives· terms and conditions and that your 
use of it may be subject to copyright restrictions. Further information is given in the 'Terms and 

Conditions of supply of the National Archives' leaflets 
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thal,, Diego Garcia, for s{)me yes:rs to Q~, -&i:l ~ lim.tod 
develol,'men1: wuiah lrl.ght 1.~eSJ".otl.t in ine:::<ea~d . ~ •l.~t _ cp:r,ortud
ties~ could :faeiUta:te the :cm.ooth aol.ution qf the resettieman'f; 
problem. 

9. Agsuw't this. background OU+' conclusions \1GN 1-

( i l no ti..~s should be l.e'Vi.ed by the lli.@l COi:l!ldssumer in 
th o det6ailed i el~s; oorrG2:pQndingl.;. no de.velo}:mle:rt 
incerrtives snoul -cl be ;~ovi fied ·1:ly the Eigb COOililissioner; 

{ii) tb.e Gove ::.--nmant ~ s oych<ill.l.oi;, ahould be free te> oo.ntuiue 
to i"flise r-<.?Veme i.--i ?'el.a tion i.o oQEimer-eial a.c-ti.vitus 
wi·,ioi:l eQntinUa in t hose of t!le detached :LolG.ndS whi..oh 
3,?.'e not a.t once needed for defenCI& ~scsj it would 
contin>.1e, e. a . _-to ll?V'Y" eir.port duties 10n the pi:odllcts of -- -- - ------ - -- ~ tne - isJ.r.-1X1ds-ru::ieh - were --e~rimd--'tllr~ ---'3-eyclleil1;lla1-m.d· - ·· 
to t~ t~ isl:md. m,:ne2'£1J ene conseque?)oe of this would 
be that the bu,c.1go~y deficit position. of S;:;y-eheUee 
wou.3.d not be a...."Versely affected i::,t this st (;,ge by 'the 

{iii) 

(:i.v) 

(v) 

(vi) 

Z ems 

d-eta.cllment ape .ratto::i; · 

no 1o:r..g-ta,.'ll dev$l.()l:&snt. ir,centiv ea (,"?.,,:. tax remisaion 
fer- :t'eplantin g ) wo..:1-d be givel'i to '.th~ owl:)el.\'S of the 
deta.cned islztlds -;m:tch were net ir:ml.ediateJ.y :need:ed~ 

she:rt-te ~ d.f.tvel.e~:nii incel'ltivces {e.g . :tet::y;oru:rs ta,x 
holidays a.,"ld fa ~·till.zar subsid:iea) ,<t-~ld ba given in 
relation to the aetsehed 14..'mds t1hieh ~e not ~di::l.tely 
needed. Full scaie inoentiven beth shor1i and long-.t;arm 
woul.d be given to tho Cha.gos/A~ega. !Coo;p::.ny i.".l l'elfl..t'ion 
to Ag.al.ega; if ueaassary. a.mendrkmt$; to s e:.'eh~lles law 
to :zaake this P()scr~ble o;;otu.d have to o.~ ms.de. w, ar& · 
advised t:ut des1'd-te. the fact that Agal.ega, it: 1:r.-nrt t1ua 
terri toey a::-.ra..."'lgcmentis of this .so::-t w:ntl.d not be u1 tra. ~- ---
the noints c.overa--.a i 11 (:i.il) !!.lid (iv) 1e.bave ,w1ll.d hs.v.e tq 
'be covered in ag::-aements OVe:t" COl!l.~t1on ·Zl8£.-'C1t1ated 
with the Ie:la!11 cwne:rs. J3aa.rin~ in :mind (U) a.hove one 
of' th-e oondi t:LOilS of the agX'emments would h..9,ve ~ be 
't.lnt the C~ waul.d. oonidn-J:e to be re~t ered in 
3eye.hallea a.>113, i;;.'t,;i.:i: the ~rQduee would oontime- to be 
exported through either Seyeheller: o:ri !~-ti.'li$ WJ 1n 
the past; 

ii' oondi tion:J ;oil :the t1e J.ines ffl'il'!O 2.-fili::oaed wo m1sht ha.ve 
to reoogm.se t?:w,t oompe~.e.ti. nn fa? ~e I 1:;h11d ~rs· 
m1g1:rt h-3.ve to be pa.id over at the tillie of detaabrJiarft, 

:'rl:i.tber imW'l when the ialands w_el'Et a.~Ll;r 1ialten for 
de!ei:rce '"Ilse. In hegotia:!r!Ol'.l wi t h tne Isla:lcl 'owners we 
shoul.d 3,-t leaut have to lea.ve this PQBSi.bi:U:ty open. In 
"!aleaa ci.rcn:Ill!ltan4&s the i'o:t"ml:r om:iers. cl.@:llt oontinue to 
run tha detaobed b.:l~r:1 no11 tr~dti;:;tely J:'eQuirad as 
sg~nts f.-r:r the 1I1&h Coi:m~1.~er. 

Please note that this copy is supplied subject to the National Archives' terms and conditions and that your 
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( e~o~ in il~ega;) • we dtoul.d hn.ve to reo og;::ii~a that these factors WO'-ll.li ht..ve· to be ~en into aeeoW:li. in 'i'ixi.ng eaaipensat:ton and we shoul.d ha.Ve i;c, a.u'tha:.!l.oe tha ll.Oti?:15 G6V~l'.D0r' l:dlen he con$Ul.ts his unofilcis.ls a.bout "tl:!e ~tenoe ~o~sals ae e. whole to make plein to Mr. !';id'..ll.1?1ie i;h,,.tt the!ie !' ,u;!tors would be te.l,ton into aceowrt. · 
11. Tllo a~eon<! ? Oint con~erns ":;he ;::.ioa1 tion oZ Ag!l1ega.. Newton in his report reoo:roni:rn:iad tru1t, i."t !:-JlY case, -this !3hould be deta.eh~ 'trbm Z~rl..ti.ua ~~.-.d a..t.tached to :::~yc-1:le:Uecr.. 'i:nis would make se:i.se, p-atte-<llra'!::,• a;1 l.!le would :p1"esa the ~~s/ t.ea,lea,a o~ to :z.-eae:ttle l.sb •.:r..il' .i;rrei. :i]tego Garcu tile.re. Su John Bemd.~ tbinks tha'f. it ceuld we1l be rro..oed in t~:Xt"ittus and ~ luaurltius Governmeri'li r~ght . well -think 1.h:rt -to diaamb--::u-ra.se them:ielv-ea of tbo pl'O~lom. o:f s.d-alir:1::Ite::, ing a sing;la .r~ing out-1sl2I:ii w-ould :mak.e $enae. !.f t:!'!is wo:-o TJ?ODOsed from filau_,•1:t.iua the-r-a would be no obj~d;:!.orLto - go~g - e.haea - wi-th'-tbis - c.11i~ e.s a. aa_parate exercise :fro!!! the d$'ta.ellment OJ?C:re.tion'. 

12.. For -the :reasons g1vep at- -tllii beginning oi' , th1a letter there ie gres.t urgeney 1?.P0"1ott reaobins et least . ;p:::m-is1 onsl eoncl.usions on tbe !Zie matters. I hope th-it ;vo:<1 ;m d. Ea:rr1z (~. 11. m. )• WaJ.Gh Atld.r.:s (C.R.o.}, Peci~ {:E',O.) r;:l'ld ,;ri[;~t (M.O.D.-) to wh~ thia lette:.- has been copi ed can 1et ae kl3ow i,y uoon on 2:~i.dey, 16th J.ay-i;l..l.i,t you ae;,:<$~ t o r,re.t i!'J 1~0-.i,esoo. If the.re a.re any Wfieulti~ I Bttt-;e;e.st ';;h~t w$ ~ohould a,;1€1; e.t 3 p.-l'.:4 on :::-ri~ to try and oort . -thea ou.t so "iihut we r,;;;..y decide . tii,'l. ~.; ,gt,id.!>.nee to telee;;ra!h to, in ~.:i.rt-1eo'2J..a:, tha ~ctin g G~~em~ s eyQhelle$• 

( 'l:rafforcl : :iilllith ) 
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PUBLIC HECORll OFFICE 

Jlefcrencc: FO ]7 l / \ l(l_\ ~-Al \ ··) 1. i ·; l/ · 

1 I I ~ I \ 1 I \ -I I \ SI \ '· I RcproJucli1111 111~1~ i11!"rinµc copyriJ:!111 

STATUTORY INSTRUMENTS 

1l962 No. 400 

SOUTH ATLANTIC TERRITORIES 

The British Antarctic Territory Or<lcr in Council, 1962 

/t,,/ ade . 26th Fchmory, 1%2 
Laid he/ore Parliumrnt 2ml 1\1arc/J, 1962 
Ct>111i11g i11Jo Opc r(lti o11 3rd Afor e/,, 1962 

Al the Court al Jluckingha111 Palace, the 26th day o f f'ebruary. 1962 

Present. 

The Queen's Mo s t Exce llent Majesty in Council 

Her Majcsly. by virtue and in exercise of the powers in that behalf 
by the Ilritish Sett lemen ts Act s , 1887 and l945(a). lhe Colonial 
Bou ,n,lari ·cs Act. 1895(h). o r othcnvisc i,n Her Majesty vested, is 
pleased, by and wilh tl1c advice of ller Privy Council, to order, and it 
is ·hc.rcby ordered, ;15 fnlloivs :-

1.sl 
1

1,,1 
1

1,1 I 1x 1 

1.-(1) Tbis Order may be cited as the Oriti sh Antarctic Territory Cilalinn and 
On..lcr in Council. 19(12. commcncc-

rnr.:111. 
(2) This Order -,ha ·II come into oporat io-n on the thi n] day of March, 

1962. and sha'i l be publi shed in the f-alkland l s la;nds Govcr.nmcnt 
Gazelle. 

2.-(1) In this Order-
"the llritish i\ntarl'lic Tcrri1ory" means all isla11ds a11d terri-

tories whatsoever between lhc 20111 dc~rcc of west longitude and tile 
80th degree of west lu11gitude which arc situate d so uth o( the 60th 
parallel or S<)Uth lalitmle; 

" the Territory" mc:ins the llriti sh Ant:irctic Territory. 
(2) The l11tcrpretatio11 Act. I K:t9(c), sh:ill apply. wilh the nec essary 

modificatio11 s, for the purpo se of i111erpreti11g thi s Order a11d otherw ise 
in rclalion 1hcrcto as it applies for lhc purpose nf interpreting anti 
otherwise in relation to Acts or Parliame11t u[ the United Ki11gdom. 

lntcrprc-
1a1in11. 

3. On the day of the commenccmc11t o[ this Order all the islands nriti,h 
and territories whatsoever which were immediat e ly hefore such com- ('11larc1ie 
mcnccmcnt compris~tl in. the Dcpcndcnci~s of the Colony of the Fnlk- l~~~~itory lo 
land Is land s as dclrned 111 the Letters I ateut dated the 21st day of separate 
Jul y, 1908(d). and the 28tlr day of -March, 1917(c), ,u,d arc situated colony. 
south of •the 6011h pa ,ralkl of sout 'h latitude IJetwcc,11 the 20th degree 
of west longit ·utlc and l'hc. 80l11 degree of west Jongil'U<ie shall form 
a separate colony wl1ich shall be kno\\'n as the British Antarctic 
Tc-rrito ·ry. 

4. There shall be a High Commissio11er fur the Territory who shall Estobli,h
be appoi11ted by Her Jvlaje s·ty by Co111missio11 under Her /'.lajesly's men\ of 
Sign Manual a11d Sig11et and sha ll hold ollicc <luring H er Majesty's j'/J~~~ C~m-
plca s urc. missioner. 

(n) .SO & 51 Viet. c. 54 an<l 9 & 10 Gco. fi. c. 7. (h} 58 & 59 Viel. c. 34. 
[c) 52 & 53 Viet. c. 6.1. (rl) Rev. VII, p, 58J. (cJ llcv. VII, p, 585. 
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Powers an<l 
c.lulics c,f 
11!!!1! Corn-

O:i.lhs to be 
lrik cn by 
High Curn-
1111.'is1011cr. 

Disch:ugc or 
Hi1,!l1 CcH\l
miss il)llcr's 
runctions 
during 
vat.:=i.ncy, clc. 

Disch:1rgc of 
High Corn
missioner's 
functions 
hy Ucputy. 

5. The High Conunissic,ner shall have such powers anti du ,s 
:ire conrcrrcd upon him hy or under this Order or any other 1u1V. 

and such other powers and duties as Her Majesty may from time lo 
tim~ he pleased to assign In him. and. subject to the provisions of 
this Order and any other law by which any such powers or dulies 
nre conferred. sh:ill tlo or execute nil things th~11 belong ln his ollicc 
according to such inslructiuns .. if ~lily, ~1s Her !vl:ijcsty may from 
time to time sec fil to g ive him. 

6. I\ person npp oi ntcd to hold the omcc of High Commissioner 
shall. before en tering up,1n Jhe duties of that oflice. Jake and sub
scribe the oath or .tllce.i:rncc and an oath for lhc due c.xcculiun of 
his oflice in the form set out in the Schedule to this Order. 

7.--(1) \Vhe11cvcr lhe onicc of Hi~h C'ommission~r is vnc::int or the 
Hi1.d1 Co111111issio11cr is absent from lhc Tcrritnrv or is frn111 any olllcr 
cnUsc prevented from or inc[lpahlc or di.schaiging lhc fu11clio11s or 
his • Diec. those functions shall be performed by such rerson ,is Her 
Maiesly may dcsig-nale by Instructi ons given u nder Her Sign Manual 
am! Signet or throu gh a Secretary of Stale. 

(2) Before any per son enters upon the performance of the functions 
or the onicc of High Oommissioner under thi·s scclion •he shall 1akc 
and subscribe the <Jatihs di-reeled by sect.ion 6 of this Order lo be takc•n 
by a person appointed to the onice of High Commissioner. 

(3) For the purposes of this scctiun-
(11) the High Commissioner shall not be regardetl as absent from 

the Territory. or as prevented from. or incapable of. discharging 
the duties of his <10ice, during his pas.sage f-rom .iny part or the 
Territmy lo nnotlrcr or lo awy 0H1er nritish ,territory soulh of 
the 50th para •llcl uf soullh Ja,litudc, or whi.lc ·he is -i.n ,iny Jl:Hl 
of lhe \::isl mcnlioncd lcrriLory: nml 

(h) ll~e lligh Corn111issio11cr sh:111 not he reg:1rdctl :is ahscnl from 
the Territory, or ns prcvcntc<l rrom. or incapable of. discharging 
the functions of his olncc al any time when :in oniccr is llisch:irg
i11g those functions under section 8 of this Order. 

R.-(1) The High Cummissioner may, bv fnslrumenl under the 
Public Seal of the Territory. authorize a fit anti proper person to 
dischnrgc for :111d on behalf of the High Commissit111cr on such occn
sions and suhjcct lo such cxccplinns and conditions as may he 
spceir1ed in that Justrument such of the functions of the ollicc of High 
Commissioner as may be specified in that Instrument. 

(2J The powers and authority of the High Commissi,1ncr shall not 
be affected by any authority given to such person under this section 
otherwise tluin us Her Majesty may at any time think proper to direct. 
nnU such person shall conform to an<l observe such i11struclions 
relaling to the di.,chargc hy him of any of the fu11clit1ns of Jhe ollicc 
of High Commissioner as the High Commissiouer may from time to 
lime address to him. 

(3) Any authority given u11der this section may at a11y time be 
varied or revoked hy Her Majesty by instructions given through a 
Secretary of Stale or by the High Commissioner by Justrumcnl under 
the Public Seal. 

J'I 



Annex 36

l'UBLIC RECORD OFFICE 

Uef e rencc: FQ 371 / \ \(q ;.-Jlf \ :) l../ ,; 1~/ · 

1 / I 2 / I -11 I ~, I ·' I I '•I lfr prnd11clin11 111:1\· i11fri11µc c11p;-riµh 1 '-' I I 1'•/ j 17/ 1 '8 1 1 ''11 1~11/ 

. here sha ll be a Public Seal for the Territory. The High Com- Public Seal. 

1111.,ioncr shrill kccr and use the Public Seal for sca ling all things 

whatsoever that shall pnss the said Seal. 

1!)· T~1c High Conunissionc;. in I 1c: i\1ajc sly 's lla I~lC :rncJ 011 Her ~r:,'~~~~~t.ion 
lv1:1Jc.cay s hchalL nwy con:-.t1tutc nn,~cs for the lcrntory, m:ike 

appoi11l11H.:11ls lo a11y sudi ollicc Jllc.l terminate any sur..:h appoinlm c11t. 

ll. -( 1) T he l·liµh Co mJ11i.ssio11er may. hy R egula tion s. lllake laws 

for the peace, order anU good government of the Territory. 

(2) Any Rcp111:t1i011 nlilrlc hy the High Commissioner mny be 

disallnwcd by Her Majesly through a Sccret:iry of S1:11c. 

(1) \Vhe11cwr a11y Rcgul:11in11 ha , heCII disal lowed by Her Majesty. 

rhc High Cnmmi'isil)ncr shall cnl1.~c notice nf such tli ... :11/ow:incc to 

be puh.lishcd in .<Hu.:h manner und at such place or places in the Terri

tory as he may dir ect. 

(4} Every Regulation Uic;:allnweU shall cease lo have effect as soon 

as notice of dis:1llow.111cc is published. and !hereupon :111y c11:1clmc11t 

a111cndcd or repe:1lcd by. or in pursu:111ce or. the Rcgulatio11 disallowed 

shall have effect as if the Regulati on had not been made. 

(5) Subject as aforcsa icJ. the pr ,w isions of suhs cc lin11 (2) of sec tion 

38 or the J111errretalion Acl. 1889, shall a pply lo suc h disallowance 

as they apply to the rercal of an enactment by an Act o[ l'arliamcnl. 

12. The High Commissioner may, in Her Majesty 's na111e and on 
Her Majesty's bchalr-

(a) gran t tn any perso n co11eerncd in or conv icted o[ any nfTence 

a pardon, either free or suhject to lawful condition s; or 

(/1) want to any per.son a respite. eit.hcr i11de011i1c nr f11r a specined 

period. or lhe excculio11 of :111y ru11ishn1c111 imposed 011 that 
person for any offence ; or 

(cl suhstilule a less severe form or pu11ish111cut for any pu11i.shme111 
imposed 011 that perso n for any offence: or 

(rl) remit the whole or any part of ,111y pu11ishme111 imposecJ 1.111 that 

person for any o!Tcnce or or any pen:illy nr rnrreiture olhcrwise 

due to Her Majest y 011 acc,Hrnt of any offence. 

Power lo 
nt:ikc 
Hcgula1ions. 

IJ .-(l) Subject lo the provisions or lhis section. lhc c:-<isling 1:nvs Existing,la~vs. 

shall continue lo have eITcct in lhe Territory after the co1111ne11cemc11t 

of this Order n11d !-hall be rcatJ and co11s1rncd with sud1 rnoUil1c;itinns, 

mJaplnlions. quilfi(h:nlions a11d except ions as may be necessary to 
bring them into cn11rorn1ity with this Oruer. 

(2) The provisi ons or subsection (I) of this section .shall he without 

prejudice lo :111y powers conferred upon lhe High Co111missio11cr by 
section 11 of !his Order. 

(3) For the purposes of this sectio n "existing Jaws" means all 

Ortlinanccs, Laws. rules, rcgulalio11s. orders anU oth~r i11s1rumc111.~ 

having the efTecl or law in the Territory immeuiatcly before the 
commencement o[ this Orucr. 

14.-(1) The High Commissioner may, hy Regulations made under E.stablish

this Order. cstnblish such couns of juslicc in and for lhc Territory mcnl of 

as he may think fit and may make such provisions as he may think courts. 
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Amcndmcnl 
of section 
l (I) nf the 
Falkland 
Islands 
(Legislative 
Council) 
Order in 
Council, 
1948. 

fit respecting the jurisdiction and powers of any such court, tl, 
cee dings in any such court, the enforcement and execution ot .• e 
judgmenls, c.lecrees, orders and sentences of any such court given or 
made in the exercise of such jurisdiclion and powers, and respecting 
appeals lhercfrom. 

(2) A court established under this section shall sit in such place or 
place s in the Territory as the High Commissioner 111ay appoint: 

Provided that il may also sil in such place or places within any 
oilier Urilish lerrilnry so uth of the 501h parallel o[ soulh latitude 
as th e 1-ligh Con1111issioncr. ~le ting with the concurrence of the 
Governor o[ such territory, 111:iy :1ppoint, in which case it may exer
cise its jurisc..liclion and powers in like manner as i( il were silting 
within the Territory . · 

(3) The High Commissioner may con slilulc all such juc.lgcships anc.l 
other offices as he may con sider nece ssar y [or Lhe purpo ses o[ this 
section and m ay make appointments lo any ollicc so establ ished, anc.l 
any person so appointec.l, unless otherwise provic..lcd by law, shal l holc.l 
his office during Her Majesty's pleasure. 

15. Subsection (]) of section 1 of the Falkland Islands (Legi slative 
Coun c il) Order in Council, l 948(a), shall be amended by !he deletion 
Lhcre[rom o[ the delinilion of "the Dependencies" and the substitu
tion Lhere[or of the following definition: 

" Lhe Depend encies" means all islands anc.l territories whatsoever 
between the 20th degree of west longitude and the 50th degree o[ 
west longitude which are situated between the 50th parallel of south 
latitude and Lhe 60th parallel of south lalituc.le; and all islands 
anc.l territorie s whatsoever between the 50th c.legree of west longi tuc.lc 
and the 80IJ1 degree o[ west longituc..le which are situated betwec 11 
the 58th parallel of south latitude an d the 60th parallel of sout h 
latituc..le.". 

IV. G. Ai:ncw. 
Scclion G. SCHEDULE 

OATII Oil AfflllMAlJON r-on "IIJ E l)l)f! EXECIIJ'\ON or- ·1111: OFFI C!! 
or H1c;11 CoMMI SS JONEll 

I, DO SWEAR (or solemnly amrm) lhnt 
I will well and -truly serve Her Majesty Queen Eli7.abelh JI. Her Heirs 
nnd Successors, in the omcc o[ High Co111111issio11cr o( tJ1e llrilish J\111,uctic 
Territory. 

EXPLANATORY NOTE 

(This Nole is not part of the Order. hut is i11te11dcd to i11dicntc 
ifs gc11cral purport .) 

This Order makes provision [or the cons titution inlo a new colony 
under the name of the ilri ,ti,slh Ainta-rclic Torrilory of part o f the 
Dep endoncies of 'l'he colony of :the .falkbnd lsla.ntls and for t'he 
ac.lminislra lion of the new colony. 

(a) S.I. 1948/2573 (Rev . VII, 11. 591: 1948 J. p . !018). 

l'rinlcu in England and published hy 

HER MAJESTY'S STATIONE RY OFFICE: 1962 
FOURPENCE NET 

(21/)j41)) (A. 47} K7 J/62 S t. S . 
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OUTWARD TELEGRAM 

FROM THE SECRETARY OF STATE FOR. THE c •:)LC: ;1c _ 

MAURITIUS 
SEYCHELLES 

Sent 19th July, 1965 . 18 ,00 hrs, 

SECRET AND PERSONAL TO MAURITIUS 
{ 1 PERSONAL No. 9 
(2 No. 219 

~ Your telegram Per-e-1):-,al Ne,,. 61. 

!£_fil Your telegram Perf!o::i.al Noo 56. 

U.K./U~S. Detence Interestoo 

Matter has now been considered by Ministers in light or 

your advice. Americans have been inf'ormed that while we could not 

agree to their proposals in full we are nevertheless willing in 

principle to pursue proposed joint development further on the basis 

that, subject to the agreement of the t.wo Gov-errunents, which we 

regard as e~sential, we would be prepared to detach trom Mauritius 

and Seychelles and make available for our own and American use the 

following islands~ 

the whole or the Chagos Archipelago (including 

Diego Garcia), 
Aldabra, 
Farquhar and Desroches, 

The position is thus that, whilst no final decision to proceed has 

yet been ta.ken, provided that total compensation necessary to 

secure agreement or Governments or Mauritius and Seychelles is not 

too large, project will be proceeded witho As you know basic 

intention is that Britain should be responsible for cost of 

ac~uisition of necessary islands and compensation generally whilst 

Americans would f'inance construction costs of defence facilitieso 

2. For your own in.t'ormation Miniatera were when considering 

the matter, aware of my views on probable elements in compensation 

necessary to s~cure acceptance of th~se proposals by Governments of 

Mauritius and Seychelles ss tollows ~-

(i) unavoidable costs in respect of 

(a) compensation tor island 1)wners; 

(b) costs Of resettlement or displaced labour ; 

(11) probable demands by Governments for compensation in 

respect or l o ss of territory (additional to existing 

and anticipated development assistance under normal 

arrangements) which might comprise -

(a) provision of a grant to Seychelles sutficient 

to c over the co at of a full length civil airtield 

on ~ah~ (which w& assume might be £2-3 m.); 

SECRET 
/(b) 
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(b) provision of a cArtt ,,, !;\ran,. to Mourlt.lus, 
the amount being a]m0s~ certainly not les s than 
that involved ir. (c>: ?.r.0,,e; 

~ -- · _ _ ...J 

(iii) willingness to finelis~ r.n g::.r.erous ter,;is draft 
agreement covering the Ame~1can Tracking S tati0n !n 
Seychelles which must :.r, sr-_y case be:: settled as soon 
as possible and which unortlc!als would b~ lik~ly to 
insist upon before ccr,c;: , d.,•,.·:.r,g 2.r1.,.'f f urthc:r facil 1Ues 
for Americans; 

(iv) possible additional demandc f rom Mauritius -

(a) to cooperate ir. a ,-;c:h~me .:,o enable substant.iall,v 
more Mauritian em~.gr-,;.r:,;; t.o settle in Britain; 

(b) to make erforts ~c secur e American agreement to 
a substantial sugar ' F. ;{po rt. qu ot a fa r Mauri t i ua 
to the U.S.A, 

3. Expenses as at (1) in p~eceding paragraph are clearly 
unavoidable. So too no doubt are some substantial compensation 
payments on lines of (11). As to (11:l.) we recognise that in this 
wider context this should not preser,t undue dif'ficul ty. As to 
(iv) both these possible demands would cause us grave difficulties 
and. we einoeroly hope th11.t Governor llaur1t1ue w:1.11 be able to 
steer his Ministers art making them. 

4. As indicated above no :t'lnal de.::ision on this project 
has yet been taken. In view of app~eciable total compensation 
cost which seems inevitable we have raised with Americans question 
whether, without departing basically from division of costs of 
project indicated in paragraph 1 above, they would be prepared to 
make some contribution to compensation costs. The Americans have 
now stated that they are prepared in principle to make such a 
contribution. They have however stipulated (and we agree) that 
this fact and the method of payment, which would not be direct, 
must be kept strictly secret, and they attach the greatest 
importance to this. In any case, be:t'ore Ministers here can take 
final decision on whether project should go ahead, we need some 
clear indication as to amount and nature of compensation necessary 
to secure Mauritius and Seychelles agreement. 

5. Ministers have there:t'ore directed that discussions 
should now be opened with MauritiuA and Seychelles Goverrunent.s on 
proposals outlined in paragraph 1 aboye . The object of this 
initial round of consultations with -

(to (1)) your Ministera 

(..!&...J1.ll members of your Executive Council would be:

(i) to secure their reactions to proposed development on 
lines indicated in paragraph 1 above; 

(11) to attempt to clariry likely compensation demands so 
as to enable us to gauge what it might be necessary 
to of:t'er to secure willing and public acquiescence in 
proposed developments~ 

/You 
SECRET 



Annex 37

-- ---- - -- ----7 

( ..... ,;:,,. - ----- ·-·----j 

OUTWARD TELEGRAM 

FROM THE SECRETARY OF STATE FO:-l THE COLONI ES 

You should not, of course, in these initial diacussions ind i cate 
contents of paragraph 2 above. You should explain that befo re the 
British Government finally decides whether to go ahead with the 
project it is necessary to have some idea of its lik e ly cost since , 
1r this were too high, it might not be possible , in view of curre n t 
overseas finance difficulties, to proceed with it at all . The 
British Government does not wish ~ 

(to (1)) ILauritius 

(to (2)) Seychelles 

to incur aey expense or loss as a result of' the operation and will 
naturally be responsible for meeting the cost of compensating 
landowners and aleo the cost of resettlement of displaced labour. 
In addition, the British Government recognises that it would be 
reasonable for the Governments of Mauritius and Seychelles to 
expect some element of compensation in view of the proposed 
detachment of territory and would welcome an indication from those 
Governm::nts of . their views as to the level of com_oensation likely to 
be required to maka the project acceptable to their public opinion. 

6. In putting the matter to your unofficials you should 
indic .ate that as regarda '·Diego Garcia -.there is a firm requirement 
for tbe establishment of C_ommunications Station and supporting 
facilities including an airstrip. As regards the remainder of the 
1slanda. ·(1ncluding the· remainder or the Chagoa Archipelago) you 

:, 11h9uld 1ndica.te ··that · the requirement ror these 1e in the nature of 
an •insurance "for the · tuture, that no t'irm plans exist ror early 
det'ence .. developments on them but that it is possible that air and/ 
or ,naval :racilities may be required in future years. In addition, 
:,ou · ehould make plain points about timing or movements of popula
tion and about use or local labour mentioned in paragraph 1 of my 
telegraJII -

(~ Fersonal No. 66 

·-- (t ~q2)) No·. 75 • 

. rztthis '.conn~~tion with rererence to O.A.G. Seychelles telegram 
·;.;.,., - , .No., .. 104, whilst the .Americans · have indicated that they would not <-~--: .... _rule . out .possibility · ot' employing Seychelles labour in connection 
., ,,,. -~ nth construction of .facilities we know that this is likely to be 

difficult . for -them; any long-term employment possibilities once 
defence t'aoilities are · ope _rational are extremely unlikely. O,A, G. 
Se;ychellea -ehould not therefore take initiative in raising this 

-r-r-:.,;:•":'.- matter with .members of Executive Council; 1!' point is ·raised by 
-._;.::.;,~ . . --- them . there , would be no~_objection to saying that British Government 

recognisea '.importance .to ·Seychslles of additional employment 
op_portunitiea and will . certainly ,bear the point in mind. · For your 
own '1n:'or.aation 1-, at' oourael have in mind in this connection 
that ·-it' 01v11 · u.rt'1eld .111 bu1 t on Ma.M as :i;,art ot' ouid pro guo 

•:. tll4,e would ' geDl3rate very .. cone:l,derable employ.ment possibilities. 

7-. · · I as'sume that you -.,-111_ judge it uaet'ul to stress the 
importance at' these developments in the context of future security 

.. . in ; the "IndiSJl Ocean area. However, both we and the .Americans are 
':· · :· anxi~µs · to ·play down this argument and also the American strategic 
·:: -,~-· role f ' these aspects are liable to arouse particular suspicions and 
71:t ~-~~.!,l.~tf 9J11 __ e_9~ ot' the countries around the Indian Ocean. 

-.. _·:.~ \ :_--~ .• - . ~ . . 
/ I n 

SECRET 

.. ~;::. ;.=.,_~ , -.. 
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In instructions to British and American posts abroad, therefor~ , as little as possible is being said about these points. I must leave it to you to decide how to deal with this dilemma; I suggest that 11" necessary you should say merely that in the short run we welcome joint Anglo/American developments in the area, even though their practical erfects would be limited at first to communication and supporting 1"acilit1as on one island. In the longer term we would regard the possible eventual construction of air or naval staging f'acilities on one or more of the islands as a potential contribution to the security of the area, t o the o enetit of all concerned. You should add t hat H.M,G , hope that the proposals will. be welco111ed in Mau:·itius and Seychelles and that they attach considerable importance to securing the support of 
(.!2_J_ill your Ministers 

(~ members or your Executive Council 
to them. 

B. You should eX)?lain that it would be intended that the islands in question should be constitutionally separated from .ll.suritius and Seych.elle~ and established, by Order in Council as a separate Britia,!l 84ministration. The Americans would not be 
f~~~:di-!~uf~o~!Wnm:~ ~;~ffa~i!1~; t!~b=~r:•~;1

:rt.:-rtf:ases . or ·derence agreements with Mauritius or Seychelles must therefore . be · rul-ed out. · 

9o· The above is also the answer to the point raised in O,A~G. Seychelles telegram No. 118 i,e. the Americans would not go a..haad on ao::r basis except excision. Excision would, of course, not (repeat not) &.rf'eot constitutional relationship between Seychelles and Britain which would in any case be · developed in the f'uture as in the past in consul.tat1on with Unof'1"icials in Seychelles. There .' would be no objection to O.A.G, Seychelles speaking on these lines ·' > :to =membera or Ji:xeoutive Council ir matter is raised; f or his own -information, with reterence to his · telegram No. 108 and paragraph ·4 · or .. h.:l.s telegram No. 118 I am satiat'ied that integration would be , ~ .at. UDJ.ik.ely to be aooep:able .. to Parl _iament here. 
. -. 10. Preeent intended scope or . development is as indicated in paragraph 6 above and you should not go beyond this. We recognise however that in light or recent newspaper speculation you may may be aaked about possibility or islands being used in connection with nuclear rorces. I1" this point is raised you can only say that it is an established point of' both British and American policy never either to cont"irm or t o deny the presence or absence ot nuclear weapons in any base; or to con!"irm or t_o de.c.y the •-intended use ot all,Y' detenoe t'acili ty in connection with nuclear weapone. Thi• policy is adopted tor obvious reasons and if' point is raised you must ask your unotricials to accept this; you could, however, po1.nt out that at preaent all·that is intended is communications taoilitiee in Diego Garcia. 

11 ~ In putt;l.ng matter to -

(.12..l.ill your Kinisters 

(~ members of' your Executive Council 

SECRET /please 
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~).'if:Rsc e~iy?-J03~.~c strictly corif.l ti;.!::i·.J:J:, nFJtur-c UL~ l:1rc,pos:.il~ : .',:1,.~ 
~:t,•e:~ ,:-. th,,!.. :::t t!"lis ::t:i.:;:;e t!:cy shc>uJ.•l r,iv t: no r,ub-: tci ty to :u :: 

, I ; 1'\ I ' '.J 

r<:tr~ of ttei.1 O=-' d1GC~lSS them ·.-,itn !Jl:~ .. or l~) ex,.-:•,.~r·~ d fi10nt:;:i ·t ::: •.~:-·. :::1..·.,J~. 

12~ I ~ndc: 1 c ·t~~d from !'Cc~nt di~cuuEions in I.o~tlon ;~L~h 
G1~ve~·:101·, l.'.:.1.1.~-:1.:~ius, thnt ht:: •:1111 P'.lt. m:.1.t.ter :.n Coun~i..l c,:· /.!J.n:ister ·s on r'rid::.y, 2_3rd July,, ::: nJ::-.o u11t1crr,t~,ncl ti•or.1 c,;•,- :>!,c,r, s-~~~-"(:~1.="!ll 1?c, ~: 1::it Exucut1ve Councl1 ni.:,r·; ,l:1l·1.y rr.c0ts on T!~ur:: .-:•.•.1:s 
~!J,cl.:: su;::_;e::;,·., thcr, ·,.r.·orc, that 0"/, 0 G- Scyc.hcllr;::; shoulcl ;•,;k;-·.10 
~=:t;';c:!· ·c":ith E:.;:ecuti,·,~ Counr.11 0n 22m't ,Tt:Iy, If Qo•,ernor, '.:·,uri,.i.u~~. 
·,·/j_::;~ .. C:l~ to r;:!.ve :i.dv:lnce j_n.form!lt!o!! i:.,:1 J~~3.~ Ge~ to Pre;:iier t:-:• i: i '•:: \'/CJelC.. ~8 no o~jcction to him doin~ oo nlsu an 22nd July, Grnt8:ul u~s8nt tt:: legr.:.phic con.f:l.:rr.i::ition that thei:.,;, ·~i!:'.ir.gs will be fol:i.c.r, •..:<1.. St.:.1:.scc;_;,cntly .srntcful also for tc:i.csra:rihic con f Jrmat ion ~:'te:· :;au · - , :J8.'.'e qioken to unoff'icials that you hnve clo:1c so, in order t.hat l':c \.': ·1 ,,,n Cnotitute follow-up through aoots in Commonwealth •nd foreign 

ii ,l_~,:., -_~--:-~· --.'_-_--:.-_:_: .. : •· ··-•. :. , _· :'_ ·.~_: __ ·_ .. '._•-~.--.•,·:.·:_·_'..'.: .••.· .... _,:~. -_:,:: _·_·._:_ .. :: L'~.:.·~-----_-_;: =-1 ~;~;;~:i;~~~;;:~~~~1 !m~ • T::;!~~~~d~~~~ ,;~f ~ f ;~ :~~: ;~fd'.':~~~ ro :c-::_ ~ _ ·· · - ·· I ~2nci. July in reply to O.A.G. Seychelle:,; telegram No. 143 cov e:ring : -': ·C-:: ., c:~·ran~'.ements for administration of detached islands a1~ter detach-:'("~:~,i:' rn,-.:-:t o:i linElo r.;:cen'!:ly discu3~cd here with Governor. Seychelles and 'l!~la :.f E;;. ;;;~~i~o;~~:::~:;~'.;:~'.:;;;~!;i~:::~!:i~:~~~~;~~~r;;; • ~;:;;::'"". 
to:--·· 

Uinistr:, or . Derence 
lUnistr:, or Overseas Development Treaeur.v · 
Foreign Of'ticc 

· C_oinmon~1eal th Relations Oft'ice 

. -... :.. ~ 

5)::CR!:T 

Llr. CoWo Wright 
-~r. I.H. Harris 

- Mr. J.A. Patterson 
Mr. E.H. Peck 

- l!r. L.B. Walsh .Aitkins 
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SECIH:T 

OUTWAHD TELEGRAM 

r-ROf·I THE Sl:CRET/\RY OF STATE FOR THE COLOf\JIE S 

'.l'O SEYCHELLES (O,A.G.) r , 

I 

?w Z.4-)f / 

J>< 

Cypher PAC 93/892/05/ I , ;,i;r: :::/i 
Sent 21st July, 1965, 00. 15 hrs, L=~t,J:'! 

PERSONAL TO M.AURITIUS 

Addressed to O,A.G, Se y c helles, 
Repeated IMMEDIATE to 0,/\,G, Ma uritius, 

PERSONAL No, 199, 

My telegram No, 219, pnrograpt1 13 (to Mauritius 
PERSONAL No. 1$)8) and your telegr au1 No. 143n 

Administrotion of detached isl a nds. 

In discussion here with Governor Mauritius ~nd 
Governor Seychelles agreement was reached an arrangements 
nece"'sary under Legal, Administrative ond Financi a l heads. 
rhese, with minor changes, have since be e n clear e d with other 
interested Departments and proposed arrangements are set out 
in subsequent paragraphs which inter a J.i n provide answe i-s to 
question~ raised in your telegram und er reference. 

2, ~egal, 

(a) Chagos to be detached by amendment of section 90 ( 1) 
of Mauritius Constitution Order in Council 1964 to 
includfl · reference to dependencies by n a me. 
Consequential amendment to Mauritius Interpretation 
and General Clauses Ordinance. Detac~nent of 
Aldabra Desroches Farquh ar by suitable amendments to 
Letters Patent. 

(b) Separate territory to be established by Order in 
Council similar to British Antarctic Territory 
Order in Council 1962. Under this a representative 
of Her Majesty would be appointed (r e ferred to for . 
convenie nce below as Commissioner a lthou gh some 
other title may eventually be chosen). The 
Commissioner would be the same person as the 
Governor, Seychelles and would wider the Order in 
Council have power to make laws, 

(c) Seychelles law to apply mutatis mutandis in detached 
islands including Chagos archipelago. 

(p) For Diego Garcia we sha ll have to decide in 
consultatio n with Americans, Ministry of Defence an d 
Governor how cases involving British or American 
service pers onnel will be handled, Until such 
personnel arrive (and indefinitely in other detached 
islands) Commissioner could by law or administrai;ive 
actio n provide for magisterial p~ 1ers of island 
managers to continue and for Seychelles courts to 

/try 

--- - --HCl1ET 
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3, 

(a) 

(b) 

(c) 

/ 

SECRET 

try coses when necessary, By arrangement with 
Mauritius Governmen t he could ensure thnt Mauritius 
magistrates continued to visit Die g o Garcia and 
other Chagos islands as in pastj pending alternative 
arrangements, 

Admin:is trat_;,Y__f.. 

General .• Administration in detached islands not 
ImriiecITatel:t required for defence purposes to be 
neither bett er nor worse than at present in short 
termp including continuation of secondment of 
Mauritius teachersp nurses p etc. to Chagos; in longer 
term any lmprovements should not go beyond keeping 
in step with what is done in other Seychelles islands, 

St aff for island s. Staff required to be borrowed by 
Commissioner fr •orn either Mauriti u s (e.g. magistrates 
for visits to Chagos and nurses and teachers : f6r 
posting ther e ) or frow Seychelles, 

neset t:l ement 

( 1) 

(ii ) 

( :Lii) 

(iv) 

People fr~m Diego Garci a ( and any other islands 
when evac uated) should be resettled in other 
out-is l ar.ds rath er th an in Mauritius or 
Se~'cheJ.les, 

f!.eset.tlement on other detached islands to be 
avoid ed if possibl e. 

Aim at resettling as many ns possible of the 
people from Diego Ga rcia (and cert a inly the 
Mauritians who are "ilu ois ") on Agalega, 

Ame ric an agreement to employ maximum number of 
locals on Diego Garci a during construction 
phasep to be sought so as to spread resettlement 
and so as to increase prospect of there being 
alternative work available in Seychelles by 
time any Seychellois who could not be absorbed 
in Agelega r eturn~d to Mahe, 

(d) Staff for Commissioner, · We thought Commissioner would 
need one good Expatriate administrative officer plus 
local assistant plus supporting local staff for 
Commissioner and Adminiatratiye officer; loc al staff 
to be recruited in Seychelle ~~ : 

(e) No separate buildings, telegraph ~aci lities, etc. 
needed for Commissioner . 

(f) Ship. Need for Commissioner to have shipping 
available (over and above that at present serving 
Seychelles islands) to enable him to administer in 
particular Chagos (and also handle resettlement 
operation) is accepted in-principle; We have not yet 
(sane into question of how this ·need would be met, 

/4. 

SECRET 
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4, Financial. 

(a) Taxes, No taxes or duties to be raised and no 
development incentives to be provided by 
Commissioner in detached islands. 

(b) Seychelles Government to continue to derive 
revenue·(e.~. export duty on copr a and income _tax 
from owners) in respect of detached islstids; if any 
change required in Seychelles law to make this 
possible, :there would be no objection _to this, 

(q) Services, In return for (b) Seychelles Government to 
be responsible for cost of prov iding services on 
existing lines ' in detached islands not at once 
required for defence purposes (including parts of 
Chagos Archip~lago other than Diego Garcia) e.g. as 
in paragraphs•·2(d) and 3(b) above.· In this context, 
as regards Chagos, you will no doubt hope to arrange 
as part of deal with Chagos/Aga lega Company that in 
futur~ they .will export Chagos copra through 
Seychelles ~o that Seychelles wil l be able to derive 
export duty on it, 

(d) Costs of new services resultin13 from detachment 
operation (e.g. para graphs 3(d) and (f) above) would 
be met by BrJtish-Oovernment. 

(f) 

Development, No (repe at no) long term incentives 
(e.g. tax remission for r epla nting) to be given by 
Seychelles Government in respect of detached islands 
not immediately ne eded. Short term incentives (e,g, 
t~ holidays and fertiliser subsidies), however, 
could be given, Full scale (i.e. short and long 
term) incentives should be gi ven to Company for 
development of Agalegap Seychelles law if necessary 
being amenc;1ed to make this possible; legal advice 
is that fact that Agaleg a is Mauritius territory 
would not (repeat not) render such action ultra vires, 

Compensation to island owners. Importance is 
att ·ached to compensation being fixed at time of 
detachment on basis of existing assets and not 
(repeat not) at time island is required for defence 
use, Ideal arrangement from point of view of 
H;M,G. would be for actual payment only to be made i 

when islands ~equired for defence use, We ~eoo~nise 
however that, at any rate as regards Moulini~ and 
Chagos/Agalega · Company, as we should be seeking 
co-operation from them e.g. over resettlement on 
Agalega and point in (c) above, we may have to 
envisage including in package deal with them (which 
will - in·anycase be necessary) agreement to pay 
compensation on detachment and arrangements for 
continued r~nning of islands not immediately 
needed (a le~se back of islands from Commissioner to 
Company on short term basis on economic t e rms and on 
basis truit any future development was at lessee's 
r:l,sk would be one way of tackling this), 

- --- ---· --- --- Sl:CRET 
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5. We hope above provides sufficient guidance for 
purposes of initial discussions of defence proposals in 
Executive Council and with Moulini~; there is no objection 
to any of these matters bein g distu sse d with them (you shouW , 
however, stress that title of Commissioner is used only 
for convenience - sec parenthesis in paragraph 2(b) above). 
In brief our idea is th~t in islands not immedi at ely needed for 
def~nce p~rposes there should be smallest possible disturbance 
o! exist~ng arrangements, 

6. One other point arises. We have noted Newton's 
arguments for transfer of Aga lega to Seychelles. \Ve do not, 
howeveP, wish to compl icate detachment operation by ourselves 
raising this issue, Rennie thinks it possible that it may arise 
d~ring his talks with Mauritius Ministers. If so we can of 
course consider it at same time as but as separate exercise 
from detachment operation, 

(Encyphcred text passed to Ministry of Defence 
for repetition to Mauritius) 

Copies sent to:

Treasury 
Commonwealth Relations Office 
Foreign Office 
Ministry of Defence 
Ministry of Overseas Development 

SECRET 

Mr, J,A, Patterson 
Mr. L.B. Walsh-Atkins 
Mr, E, .H, Peck 
Mr. F.J. Burlace 
Mr. I.H. Harris 
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Telegram from the Governor of Mauritius to the Secretary of State for the Colonies, No. 170, FO 
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COP'1 RI G,HT - ,..QT TO 

TO THE Si:CP.i:T.".FIY 0 ~ 5Ti\i"i' i".";>Z ,i~~ <:OLO~!I I::, 

D. 
R. 

-·- - - -- · ---- ·· ····- - · - ··· . 

23rd July, 19q5. . \ 
23rd " "\ '·' 21 .3.o __ ~if.' 

Z-. _,;_;l \:,D::l 

-----------· IMMEDIATR 
SECTIE'I' AH!.J PERSONAL 
F'ERSONAL NO, 170, 

Your telegram Pe rs on a 1 No . ·i':')il. 

i~-{ ~l'r) ·I~ 

,i\l,_;-1 1~\ ~ 
<-ti?/1 U.K./U.S. Defence In t e!' e sta. 

I in f ormed M1nia t ers ·th1s ruorn1ng of what is proposed . 
While n •J t ill-disposed they asked for time to consider :further. 
'l'hiu wa a reasonable requeErt and while making clear you wish 
( corrupt group) early indication of their views , 
.1 agr e e d to discuss again on Fr i day 30th July unle s s you 
in st ru c t ed me to pursue urgently before then. 

·, Dislike of detachDJent was ex-oressed both by Premier 
:m d D LlV!.:ll though I e:iq:,lained thia was r•egarded as essential. 
It was clear however that any attempt to detach without 
ag reem en t would provoke strong protast. 

3, Premier raised the question of mineral or other 
v aluabl e rights that might arias in fUture and considered 
th •l ir.tcreeta o-r: Mauritius must be ss.feguarded, He also 
N,f'e rre d to reversion to Yauri tius if' use for defence purposes 
abandoned. 

11. Interest was Bhown in the projact ss bargaining 
C(IWl tcr for the bene:fi t of' Mauritius but no indication was 
gi ven o f' intention to use f'or party advantage. I wss asked 
w:ne the.z· I l1ad any idea of' the compensation contemplated. 
I repli e d th~t clearly di:ff'icult to assess and you had saked 
me to nound them on the point. ~linie tera mentioned the 
p o ~oibility o:f the American sugar quota nnd referred to 
p ress s pe culation on the amollZlt of' compensation. I aad.d that. 
t_ri~ 1:,1::.gal" quotM. would raise diff'icul t issue, end tha.t lump 
ouw pay1nent would be :favoured, and that ex.sggerated idea& 
-'UlCJul.d not be entertained since there was limit to the amount 
the British Government would think it worth paying for the 
f'acility. 

C0piea ~~nt to:-

Ministry of Def'ence 
Ministry of' Overseas 

Development 
'l'reasury 
Foreign Of'fic~ . ... 
Co=onwealth Relations O:ftipe 

SECRfT 

- Mr, 

- Mr. 
- Mr. 
- Ml'. 
- Mr, 

c.w. Wright 

I.H. Harris 
J • .i. Patte_rson 
E,H. Peck 
lj~B. Wal sh Atkinlf 
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SECRET 

!z 4/111) FOREIGN CWFIC:c , S.<'i. l. 

26 July, 1965 

Thank you for your letter ( tB9/40/65) of 14 July 
about defence fac 111 ties on the -ndisn Ocean is lands. We 
have naked the Colonial ortiee to reply direct to the list 
of questions in paragraph 5. (You will already have seen 
Colonial Office telegram no. 222 to Seychelles repe ;,ted 
Personal No. 199 to Uauritius which dealt with some of these 
questions). ·· 

2. i,o agree {your paragraph 4) that if somet.r,ing has to be 
said in the U.N. it will need t o go further thr ,n the st stcment 
in your telegram No. 1113 or 13 May, which is out of di; te. 'l'ht ' 
facts as we know them and all the arguments we have been o b l e 
to think up to explain and defend this project ::ere co1,1.:iined tn 
the C.R.O. telegrams to which you refer and our telegram 
No. Guidance . 297 of 16 July as amended by the Corrigendum of 
20 July. -·It is impoasible to define the scope or the 
prop0sals more · precisely. In essence, we want to ta ,:e up nov 
a political optioIJ. ir the detachment of the islands - in order 
to hnve real estate available for defence purposes ir, ( ssy) · 
five or ten yeare time. The only immedia le !'acility planned 
is a u.s. Communication state on Diego Garcia. ile cannot 
say now exactly what more we will want to build or when, ·but 
we believe that it will get progressively more diff'icult to 
detach the islands if Mauritius gets nearer to independence and 
impossible to do so i:f she becomes !'ull independent. . Similai 
considerations apply, though less strongly, to the Seychelles, 

3. _Unless this becomes essential we would much · pre!''"r not t o 
take ·· an.initiative in the U.N. nor to make a formal statement, 
Your letter suggests that you think we ca .n avoid this and may 
not have to answer criticism until the autumn. Much will 
depend .on the reactions and discretion the governments to whon 
we have spoken and we should know more of this next week. 

4. We would pref'er not to give you de t ;ciiled instr-uctions uni1. 1 
we see how the initial approaches are received and holV any 
criticism develops. But by all means concert with the U.S. 
Mission a line baaed on the ini'ormation in paragraphs 1 end 
4 - 8 of c.n.o. telegrSlll W Circular 60, using the arguments · 
in the other telegrams under referellCe and in P.O. Guidance 
tel. no. 297 as a precautionary measure. 

5. I am sending copies or this letter· to those who rc::ceived 
yours. 

F.D.'il. Brown, Esq., c.M.~, 
United Kingdom IUssion, 

l'fo--W YOHK. 
S E C R E T 
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SECRET 

INWARD TELEGRAM 

TO THE SECRETARY OF STATE FOR THE COLO N IES 

FROM MAURITIUS (Sir J. Rennie) 

Cypher 

D. 30th J~l7 , 1965 
R. 30t.h " '' 17.00 hrs. 

IMMEDIATE 
SECRET AND PERSONAL 
Personal No. 175 

Your telegram Personal N0 . 204, 

U.K./U.S. Defence Interests. 

lit meeting of the Council of Ministers today 

the Premier speaking for the Ministers as a whole, said 

that they were sympathetically disposed to the request 

and prepared to play their part in the defence of the 

Commonwealth and the free world, They would like aey 

agreement over the use of Diego Garcia to provide also 

for the defence of Mauritius. 

2. Ministers objected however to detachment which 

would be unacceptable to public opinion in Mauritius. 

They there.fore asked that you consider "with sympathy 

and understanding" how U.K./U.S. requirements might be 

reconciled with the ·long term least; e.g. for 99 years. 

They wis·hed alsv that provision should be made for 

sa..t'eguarding · mineral' rights to Mauritius and ensuring 

preference .for Mauritius if fishing or agri ·cul tural 

rights were ever granted. Meteorological and air 
navigation :facilities should also be assured to Mauritius . 

. 3. As regards compensation ror Mauritius they 

·:suggested ' the United States might purchase annually from 

... ~Mauritius 300,000 to 400,000 tons of sugsr at the 
·commonwealth negotiated price o.gainst the :purchase by 

Mauritius .from the United States of 75,000 tons of rice 

·at about £40/41 per . ton c.1.f. and . 50,000 tons of wheat 

at .about £25 per ton. American market for up to 20,00Q 

tons or frozen tuna would also be of interest. 
United States might ·also be helpful- about immigration. 

In · addition there should be capital awn-towards development. 

The~ ' also hoped that some use might be made of Mauritius 

labour in construction. 

4. Premier suggested there should be discussion with 

representatives of British and American Governments either 

on the occasion of or before the September conference. 

5. These views were subscribed to by all the Ministers 

present (only Ringadoo and Forget were absent) with 

reservation by Biaaoondoyal that he would object to use as 

"nuclear base". On this point I took the line laid down in 

paragraph 10 of your ··telegram Personal No. 198. Ministers 

awreciated that huri tius Government might be criticised 

tor .acquiescing in the project but were prepared to accept 

this conae quence. (I said all critic ism from outside need 

not be taken at face value and they agreed). 
/6 • 

. SECRET 

.. •-• ~ ~ ·.::.; .. 
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6. I told ~inisters I would report their views 
to you. Attitude to detachment is awkward but not 
'l,UlCXpected despite my warning that lease would not be 
acceptable. Proposals for compensation are also 
nig,ti.ly inconvenient though Ministers are setting 
sights high in the hope of doing the best for Mauritius. 
I should like to emphasise, however, that apart from 
the regrettable leak (which is the fault of one Minis t er 
at the most) Ministers have taken responsible line 
and given collective view after consultation among 
~hemselves, and that so far there has been no attempt 
~o exploit for party advantage with a view to 

\

1 ccneti tut.ional cortf'erence. I hope alao that inclus ion 
ot some element of trade in compensation will be 
~eriously considered. 

7, You may wish to repeat to Governor Seychelles 
f9r his information. 

(Repeated to Seychelles as C.O. tel No. 242). 

Copies sent to:-

Ministry of Defence - Mr. c. w. Wright 
Ministry of Overseas Development - Mr. I. H. Harris 
Treasury - Mr. J. A. Patte!'son 
Fore;;gn Of~ice - Mr. E. H. Peck - Mr. Morland 
Commonwealth Relations Of!'ice - Mr. L. B. Walsh Atkins 

- Mr. J. s. Champion 

SECRET 
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n~ ~ tor TQP t•'·••• .J4411 qt -~ Mr 1>ftt: , tne rn.o-1;,1~ 
Q.f lbe 0:~• · l9 . n;, . ~-~ .r,,, •l•tn . · · 111J..a.A41 .f.n the X$U.an. 
OoesQ. I ... ' Ocmnl;le4 :C:tht , ·•OQl.:~ Ottio• on -• So.atUe •• 
Q.uariet. fber, Jan NV1iac1· .. ~non" 

1' -;, 

- _ Tbe le~ -po81\ion 1- Uiac 110 .. pQ'I o.t· tn. ~~ ~pelqo :11 
inoludod in a.rq el--~oz.al ocu.,ai:itM~7 ~~ tJ-g · I. lalaUft A ~ 

. ,or 1av.iti _u. ~ t•l.,... ot .u-•~• ~• U4 ~ • 
.. h0.4V~f ' .~ pa»\11 ~ ~ • ,-,.qM~1t.i\f,f ,ot tlle ,l.tlt~A\l.Dt.1. •• OCNnoU. •t . , MJ@,uea, u& Uuttr -·•l•alwt, allllibi, ill al•o • .-1,w rd ·u.. 2Qa'dt.,. 
CotinoU. M the aonnt 1 .h~, th1a ·mUber happelUI t.-d be on • . 
alx~Oft.\_., lftderebi_p tr.aWng o~H in tha Unlh4 St tea h.e :le a 
7'0UJll' u.tt or 23 r•ara ·or qe - ~d. 't'e.rJ pro- Amar1un. we (U'le to14.). 
'!be C();J..,0nial Ott'ice aro cMa1-de:rlng Wh.et?i.er, ar.d 1J.· so .ho w, he llipt 
be couuu04. 

_ Ae 71t ,he OQTa:r:tor ot Llau1Uu.a and. th'1 A cting Dover.nor Qt' 
. -•e:.-;obt"llc1 -' -.,... b"ll f,mtl'\leted h Oe>neul.t onl:.f ·th• Oou.o-ou of 

•~te)'lli , .a:n4 the becuUn C'OU!lQU re~ .S:rel.f ~ Theae ~~bUOd 
· u• ·90: 11· •tl't-QUJ' c~149'1UU baa~ '(aee .i,~a: g :or 0\1.r '1 t:~~ ·'9 

.aav1-) :ar.a4 tihere hM then1'~• bee no ciue.i:ton at, , tht• ~- tit' 
~one~\aUoa JJU;h ~ . l98l:D ,la\.llNNI' • t • later ~UC•t .~Ollft-. M'ba'\ff IA u. l~lalahr--ea ;tUl. d .OlllJ\ . ... :P1a•• . • _.. ' 
~teN1 ~·\o lb'. : .antti• ,r-of" ~ .,a, ,,u.UQ ·tl> ~ ~• •~ 

. -~ in tb.h oonn.eo-U,on~ an4 .~ · t"or ._ ~ ~• .i.a"" ,_ ~~ r . .. . ., · , - . 
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FROM THE SECRETARY Of fTATE FOR THE ~OLONIES 

l ~ AOLi !965 i 

TO MAURITIUS fi,""~~.,..,.,.-t,,...\-!-l ~J I . ____ _ _; 

CYl)her PAC 93/892/01 

Sent 10th August, 1965. 21.30 hrs. 

IIIMEDIATE 
SECRET AND PERSONAL 
PERSONAL No. 214 

Addressed to Governor, Msuri tius. 
Repetlted " " Seychelles, No. 260. 

·::14, 
Your . telegrsm PERSON.AL No. 175. 

u.x~/u.s. Derence Interests. 

I should be ·grstef'ul. ir you would in:fQrm Ministers 

...:"tha,_t __ ~I _!Duell_ appreoiate their willingness to co-operate and am 

-c1~·gi:at_j, _r1ce.d - t _o_::_kpow that t_he :pr_opoasls outlined in your telegram 

-~--·--have· ·•been .ma,d,e:•·by -the Council -. atter care!'ul and independent 

· :~"a:el_i.~~f.~t:1:~.n ·by Ministers tliemselves. 

SECRET 
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PAC 36/748/o8. I 

j 

On the 7th . September the Hauri tius coll.& ti tutions.l. conference ..d.ll open 
in L:,nd=. 

2. The con!erence is expected to deal ,d .tb two main topics. First, it will 
discusi, the long-term tutu.re stntus o! the i5l&nd1 alld sec~, it will, we 
bopo_, ~ that Mauritiua IS.hou1d go forward wi~hin the . next !ew months to 
internal acl!-government. The M&u.-itiall political. parties are divided over 
the queetion of lime-term sta.tw.. Same are duanding indepoxidcmce within the 
~thS others look to ii01De !Ol:'li o! c=t!.n:iec! e.sao,-..iatian nth Britain. 
We dou'J;it whe'ther it will be possible -!or the conterenco to rescil.ve these 
di!!erences, but it might succeed in arrl:dDg 11:.t ·dofiutions o! "i.Ddependenco" 
lUld "tree aa.ooci.ation" which could in due •.co'U?'ISO be put to the Mmuritiua 
electorate, and in deciding that the .future status o.f' the iflla.nd ebould depc:,.d 
on the outcome o.f' an election or a ro!erendllm. 

3. lole kn.ow tJ.;,.t, whatever the long-t~ vi.ews o! the pa.rti~s, all nro doflpl:}

0 

ccncerned about defence and internal soaurlt;:r. All :rully recog:ci.Gc,s 

(&) that Mauritiua 11,ill be virt~ tmabl.e to provide for its 
OWJl .de.fence . ~t BJlY detarmined exte=l attack; IUld 

(b) thllt 1 when_ Mauri tiua Mini6tera assU1D_e ::'ospotlSibilit;r · !or 
intcrnru. seaurlty, situatioils lllllyarioe i:Ji which the 
Government or the dJi.y will need exter.nal uairstance in the 
form o! trooJ)Go The pr.oapect of bullclilig ~p the ensti:lg 
Spec:!4 '(Mobile) Fe:-ee e! 150 poll;c~ tr&:!.ned .in the use 
of infantry maall area to the ·· •x':~~ ~t we>ul.d be req,iired 
('in thegey) ·to lllllke •U:S need tor-•~rDU .f'orcea uzmeceasar,y 
in IU:l eme_rg=:7 ia not very at .~ti:,o~ l)Uticul&r~ bcY-..ause 
1 t !fOul.d be -di!l'icul t or impoeilii.o :#: it ·. society rent w1 th 
oalllllWJDJ. ditf'crences to Ncruit 11. for~.• of the required 
cOCllDllilal. balanc1t 1 or .vhiah could .be ti.ill:, ~lied upon in the 
kil1d o.f' cClllllltmll.l trouble to be expoc~d. 

4. We know tbllt Sir Seewoosagur Bamgool.a.m1 . the Premer and loader o! the 
Mauritius Lnbour Party, which wants independe?lee within the Commonwealth, hopeo 
to ne~ .tia.te a defence troaty with Bdtdn, snii 1118 lmll!t a.loo expect that he 
will seek an wµler ,tiiking hem Her MajeBty 1a Govormnant to co::ie to the 
aad.:stance of the Gove=ment o! -Kauri 'tiU:. with •British troops in the event o! 

P. B. MOBERLY, ESQ., 
KI?IISTRY OF DEFENCE, 
DS.1 ·1., 
HAIN BOILDING I 

WHITEIIALL, 
LONDON., S.W.'1 0 

/o. 

~ - " 

I 
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a eeriow, internal tm-eat. You .d.ll ho.va ~ee:. !!"'C!?? the Governor ' s Pe~sonal 

t el egram No. 17.5 that the Premier ru..a in!crmed him that hi5 Milli.ster:s 

"wouJ.d· like any agreement over the U5e of Diego Gar d.a t o p rorlde also ! or 

th e defence of Mauritius". · 

5. We are now engaged in preparing briers for Minist ers for the Septem ber 

con f erence. One of the most important of these must deal 1d.th de fence and 

in te :-ntl securi t y so .fer c.s th e le.tter izl'l."olves the use of British forces. 

6. Our Socreta.--y of State's basic policy is, of course, to arri.ve at a 

cons titut.1.o:caJ. f ormula t or each territory tb&t will (..,) rv concile con!'l:!.:o~ 

party policies about the ru.ture statUl5 of the territorn ( b) ensure law 

and order; Cc) satiety interna.tianal opinion so .!ar as possible. Wbil.st 

Mauritius is a COlllFU'atively law-a.biding and eensibl.e plac~, to apply the 

basic policy there is not easy. The chances of success• ve feel• 1dll depend 

very largely on the f-!J'Dliless of the statements vhich the Secreta..7 of State 

is able to ma.Ice when crucial questions are put to him in the course of the 

conference. In thia conte:i..-t; the most important basic consi.ciere.tion, we 

8.88Ume, is the strategic value to the British Government 0£ the main 

instal.la.tions - th.e DD.vaJ. wireless station, H.M.S. MAURITIUS and Plaisance 

A.irport. 

7. Whilst current plans f or developi.ng altenmt_ive communications and 

staging faoili t:ie11 elsewhere :l.n the Indian Ocea.n would pre.su=bly reduce the 

va1ue of those in Mauritius , such plans are not ;yet firm . and i.u B:Ir3' event 

mue t take some time to carry out. At the present stage, therefore, it ought 

presumabl.y to be . ,pr .·actical politics for the Sacretaey of State to make it 

cl ear that, wb,atever tho outcome of the conference, .Her Majesty ' s Government 

would not lighUy permit any tbreat to internal security to prejudice the 

continued u.sa of H.M~s. MAURITIUS or the ave.ilability of Fl.nisa.noe Airport 

as a staging post. Do you agree, and if so• in iroat terms from your point 

of view could 6UCh an assurance be given? 

8. Whilst at the present time any substantial threats to inte:roal security 

would probably come !roal the right wiDg of Mauritius politics lUl.ci would not 

in themselves appear to constitute any danger to H~M.s. MAURITIUS or 

Plaisance Airport .or to AnSJ,o-U.s. defence plans, it must be expected tbat 

l e ~ '11.'!:l;;. p_"":>-<:olllltlWli~t (Chinese and Soviet} threats to interlllll. security 

will inevitably bacome atronger :l.n the future. Moreover, such threats are 

likely to ,be stimulated rather than subdued by the Anglo-0 .s. plans. 

9. In this cituation, i.t _Mauritius is independe11t at the time when the 

proposed Anglo.;.U.s • . i.nstal.laUOI18 in Diego Garcia and elsewhere are brought 

into use will 1ior Hajesty-=s Gover-.ument ths.1 oonti:u: to be as corieerue .d _ abo~t 

th e internal sei:up-ty 'Of Mauritiws as at the present time? · _It so, it would• 

-pe r haps• be helpful ,if the Secretary of State could say so at the conference,. 

a'hilst it will presums.bly be necessary for him f"irml:y to refuse to define the 

hypothetical .circumstances in which Britain would send tro~ps to s.ssiat the 

civil power :l.n !Ill independent Mauritius or in a Mauritius !reely associnted 

/with 
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v.ith Britain, he a.\.iould if possible be in a position to make very clear to the conference, and to acy of the leaders "1ho might que6tion him in private, · tbs.t the inte=s.l secu..--i ty of Maur:!. tius is likely to be of great concern to Her Majesty's Government for an indefillite period ahead - :!.f this is the case. 

10. I! the intcrne.1 security of Mauritiws is to be of i:;reat concern to Ber Majesty's Government for an indef"!...nite period ahead, it woul.d str.engthcn the argument fer a de!eDCe asz-eement. ile knov, of course, that no BUCh as;:-eements have been made latterly .d.th independent i..fri.can states. Moreover, no externel. thr,ss.t to Mauritiue is yet e.pps..--ent. But, as indicated e.bove, the Premier has already asked that any agreement ov1tr the use of ·Di.ego Garcia should also cover the ·defence of Mauritius, and it must be expected .that all parties will want a defence agreement with Britain and that it . should contain oomething about the provision of British troops for an internal. security role. We know that one of the parties deJ!lllllding independence at the =e time actually wants a garrison of British troops to be stationed permanently in the inland. It seems to us that there is probably no great risk involved in having a. defence agreement. Do you agree? \/hat line can we take about this in briefing the Secreta_7 of State? 

11. I am sorry to trouble you with so long a letter. But, as you 1,d.ll understand, the success of the constitutional conference is likely to turn very largely on the line the Secrstary o! State takes when dealirig with the points I have raised. We must, if possible, have the briefs at least ·in first draft inside the next fortnight. I should, therefore, be most grateful if you couJ.d let me have your advice as aeon as .possible. 

12. I should, like to conclude with a warning that, if the Secretary of State is able to make only vague noises ll!ben dealing w:Lth some of these questions, it .may vell t= out to be impossible for Meuritius . to advance from the status o:r dependency at all 1 with the consequences that e.ll the e:c!.st-l_ng defence commi tmenta ·in respect of the island will ha.ve to remain intact. A decision to perpetuate them in substance, whatever the future status of Mauritius, therefore, riiay not involve rucy material alteration to the position that would otherwise obtain. 

~3. 'If you \I-ill give me a ring we can consider whether to have a meeting about this or 'to!hether you would prefer to write. 

14. I am sending copies of this to Morland at the Foreign Office, Champion at the C.R.O. and Patter.son at the Treasury who will, no doubt, co:nmelit if they wish. 

(R. Terrell) 

j 
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371/184526 (13 Aug. 1965)
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SECRET 

INWARD TELEGRAM 

TO THE SECRETARY OF STATE FOR THE COLONIES 
AMXNDED COPY (Corrections• and underlined) 

FROM MAURITIUS (Sir J. Rennie) 

Cypher D. 
R. 

13th A~st, 19~5• 
13th 21.45 hre. 

PRIORITY 
SECRET AND PERSONAL 
PERSONAL No. 188. 

Your Secret and Personal telegram No. 
and Personal telegram No. 185 • ...,___ 

Z:111•~:1-;:. 
U.K./U.S. Detenoe Intereat • • 

I conveyed to Ministers your v1ewe thie morning 
•explaining objections to lease and warning them or d1ff1culty 

about compensation 1n the form of American trade. They renewed the 
suggestion of discussion in London between representa ,tives of 
governments concerned and both the Premier and Duval said that they 
were sure that agreement could be reached in this wgy. They were 
clearly not prepared to agree here and now. 

2. I am sorry that I have not been able to obtain the 
desired agreement but I think it would be counter productive to 
preee turther at preeent. You may like to oone1der discussion in 
the first instance with the Premier on hie arrival in London*before 
the cont'erence, ---

Copies sent to:

!1111nistry of Defence 
Ministry of Overseas Development 
Treasury 
Foreign Of"fice ,, " 
Commonwealth Relations Office 

II 

SECJlET 

- Mr. C.W. Wright 
- Mr. I.H. Harris 
- Mr. J.A. Patterson 
- Mr. E.H. Peck 
- Mr. Morland 
- Mr. L.B. Walsh Atkins 
- Mr. J.S. Champion 
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U.K. Ministry of Defence, Chiefs of Staff Committee, Mauritius Constitutional Conference, No. 
COS 154/65 (26 Aug. 1965)



Annex 47

., , ·. · .. 

.• . . . . .. ,_::..:::.;:--•: . ,.-·--< . __ . 

J}! 
:Ji-:~ . 

... ,_.! SECRE,T 

. (THIEF DOCUMENT IS THE PROPERTY OF. HER BRITANNIC MAJESTY' s GOVERNMENT) · -(:If ''."" -_ "" - - ---- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -r2 z ---~ -
·· · COS 154/65 Copy No ••••• ,.,... · 

.Plans Distribution 

MINISTRY OF DEFENCE 

CHIEFS OF ST.AFF COMMITTEE · 

MAURITIUS CONS.TITUTION.AL CONFERENCE . 

Note by the Secretary 

· 1, The Chiefs of . Staff' have approved ( 1) the report ( 2) -at 
Ann.ex .A. 

2. In approving the report the · Chiefs of Staff invited . the Defence Secretariat to forward it to the Colonial Office as ah _ expression of their views. 

J ,H. Lapsley 
Air Vice-Marshal 
Secretary · 
Chiefs of Staff Committee 

.Amiex: A,. Mauri .tius Cons .ti tutional Conference~ 

Notes: 

1, COS 43rd Meeting/65, Minute 3, 
2. · DP 58/65, as amended. 

Mi_nistry . :of' Defenc .e 
Main . Buil!ling 
Whitehall SW1 

·26th Augu .st . 1965 

.:~f: . . . ·. . . . . SECRET . . , . . . . 
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SECRET 

Annex A to COS 154!/<u, 

MAURITIUS CONSTITUTIONlJ, CON]'J1.;R.1::HCE 

UTTRODUCTION' 

1. The Mauritius consiti.ltionul conference will -open in London on 7th September 1965. The Colonial -Office are P.re9aring briefs :for J,iinisters, ·one of' ·which will deal r1i th de:f'ence and internal security; in so ·far :is the · li;.tter involves the us•: of' British :f'orces. 

2. The Colonial Office have asked ( l) for a mili tai•y vi.ew on certain points anc3. the Def'ence Secretariat htsve consolidated these ·into · the :f'our following ~uestions, on ,·,hich they hove a sked our viev1s: · 

ci. To 1·,hc:.t extent should v;e undertalce to assist 
Mauri t -ius over internal security a fter independence ·? 

b. To what e1:tent . should we undertalrn to assist 
Mauritius over external defence after independence, in 
the :f'orm · o:f a defence aGreement (bearin~ in mind the 
possible development o:f Anglo-American facilities ·on islands -\1hose future still has to be neeotieted with Mauritius · and Seychelles)? 

c, "ii'hEt a:rnurance can we .give about our continued use of' the 1wval wireless station (.fil!S l\::..uri tius) 
and of PlAisance AiI']?ort ror stagir,g ~urDoses, either 
in public . or privately, -to Jfouritius ·le:iders? 

d. Should we of':!'er to hel9 in bu .ilding up the Special 
(.Mobile) Force so that it c.:.n pht;r a larger part in . con t rolling intern:;.l security? · · 

3. To a.new.er the · ,rr_uesti ·ons asked · by the · Defence Secretariat. 

Strategic Imnort3.11q,L.QL];&.i.g:i ti~ 

4 • . 7Je have .previously stated (2) th2.t . there nre two major 
f'acili ties in Mauri tiua which are most im1Jortrnt to British strategy. · These are: -

o.. The Naval and Stratep-ic Wireleso_§.t'etioJ:l . .' (1-n-rn' 
Mauritius) •. This · is re<J.uired to provi .cl e: 

I-Totes: 

(1) Ccimm?J1.d and control of' Cor.unon·uealth 
naval · and . mcrchant·ship_ping . in -the Indian 
Oceun, J:.r.o:bion Sea, and -Persian Glilf. 

(2) A link in our defence strategic 
communic mtions to the loi1ddle · :East, · F:.:i.::r East, 
and South !.l'rica, and as a link into the 
United State ·s def'ence e.oinmunic a ticns network. 

1. · .Ahne:,;: to 008 2194/16/8/65 • 
2. cos 75/6li. 

A'-1 

SECRET 

:1: --- ......... ------=-'-~-:---:-:-----~"7""".--:-r--.--:2:-, 
.....-===----'-+.;.,-;---'-....;..---'----.---=:-:--:--.;-----7 .. 0 
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(Continued) 

b. The Airfield at Plaisance. This is ·I'.eg,uired as 
. a valuable, . and in some cases essential ., · stag ·ing :post 
between the Middle East and Cent .ral Africa :for Tac;: T (MR) aircraft ·, should staging or ·over:f'l.ying in East 
Africa be denied. It · could also become an essential 
airfield on the proposed reinforcement r=te 
to the Middle and Far East, :flying round or over 
!outb.ern 1..t'rica. -

5. Any alternative to either or these raciliti .es might talce 
three to five years to construct. 

US/UK Defence Interests in the Indian Ocean 

6. ·1n February .1964 it was agreed at official level that the 
United States should, at their own expense,; develop certain 
defence facilities in the Indian Ocean which could also b.e used by the United Kingdom i:f' .HM Government made the islands concerned available ·. As a result of' .subsequent surveys the Americans 
have 'plans :for the early construction o:f' a communications station 
and :facilities, including an airstrip, on Diego Garcia, one o:f' the islands in the Chagos Archipelago which is a dependency o:f' Mauritius. 

7. The matter was ·considered (3) by Ministers last .April, and the -Colonial Office subsequently instructed (4) the Gover.nor of 
Mauritius to inform his Ministers tha ·t, subject to the . agreement of the Government 6:f' ·Mauritius, HM· Government would be prepared in :pr:i.nciple ·to pursue the proposed detachment of' ·the whole of' the Chagos ·Archipelago (including Diego Garcia) f'or the purpose 
ot' -joint development with the Americans. 

8. Discussions . vrith the Unit .ed States, Mauritius, and Seychelles are continuing. The islands earmarked i'or detach-
ment :from Mauritius are the Chagos Archipelago, including · Diego Garcia. The .islands which it is proposed to detach f'rom the 
Seychelles are · ./l..J.dabra, Farquhar, and Desroches. 

QUESTIONS TO BE ./1..NSWERED 

-9uest:Lon a:. To· what ·extent .should we ·undertake to· assist 
Mauritius over _ internal. security aft .er · independence? 

9. There is an existing :plan (5) to introduce up to one 
. inf'antry ba,ttalion group in to Mauritius :f'or internal security · · duties . ii' rei;uired . and, subject to the current .dei'ence review, 
we·. expect to continue · to ·have this capability. ·However,· the 
extent, ii' any, to ,vhich EM· Government should c.crrcc to ·provic:',o British military .assistance to me.in ta in public or.der in Mall.I'i'tius ai'ter full indc:.,.;0ni:l,mcy is 1,r:!.m::rily ,1 polit±c....:l question • . · J..lthoug'h r:0 h ~v,.: in c .rt"!in c,:; ;o .. tc.:!r~n mili t1ry '1<,tion ::.t the · 
~~;~'"~! ~~~~f ~~~~~!t/~?~~1=.~~rt~1;~r~{t~~i1~~ "·0 

·OO, \:.-.; 
. in ,'.'.,::;:··;;.iden~ CO!ll!llOil'r.C ~lth c .ountrics u:;ccc:it Ud t::..: 

' . 

. ;Not~s: 
. 3~ . 
4 • . 
5, . 

CPD( 65) 21st Mtg:. · 
_Ccilonil3.l .Of'f'ice teleg:ram l{o 198 to M:;:uri tius 
RTP(ME)l9( Sec .end Revise). 
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( Continued ) 
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10. It would be very much in our in t er ests to be able t o use 
British forces to assist t h e local . aut ho riti e s i n deali ng wit h 
threats to . the r unctioning or the airfield .at Pl aisance or of t he 
Naval and · strategic . wireless station ·, HMS MAURITIUS. Such 
action would be faciJ.i tated both poli t ically aJ1d militar i ly if we 
had a formal ag reement t o a ssist Maur iti us in in t ernal se curi t y. 

11. On the other ha.TJ.d, it would be un de sirable fo r us to be 
permanently committed to i n t erv ene in communal disorders a t t he 
behest or the Governmen t of ·a g enu i nely indep ende n t Mauriti us. 
Such a commitment might involve us i n deploying to Mauritius 
:forces more ur gently needed ·else where g_ui te a:part from incurr i ng 
the odium o:r backing one community al te r n ately against t he 
other. Conseg_uently, we b elieve t ha t an y int e rnal security 
commitment that we acce.pt LTJ. order to help to secure agreement 
to the excision of the Chagos Archipelago should be limited in 
time to the period durLTJ.g .which we h ave defence facilities in 
.Mauritius, and in scope to assistance to . the local authorities 
in the 1>rotection of our facilities and of essential public 
utilities. · · 

Question b. To what extent should we U.TJ.dertake to assist 
Mauritius over external defence · after indeuendence .. in the form 
o:f a de:fence agreement (bearing in mind the 1Jossible develo1Jment 
of' .A:rul:lo-American facili t ·ies on isJ.ands whose f'uture still has to 
be ne1<otiated with Mauritius and .Seychelles)? 

12. We are advised that the conclusion of a defence agreement 
with a newly independent Commonwealth country is generaJ.ly 
speaking undesirable. Fur .thermore, the acceptance of' any more 
defence agreements at a time when our world~ wide commitments 
are under review should be avoided unless there is .an overriding 
political or military advantage to be gained. 

13. While there · are certa i n external communist inf'luences at 
work in Mauritius, we can at present foresee no likely external 
military threat to either Mauritius or its dependencies. 
However, the Governor of' Mauritius has reported (1) that the 
Premier has inf'ormed him that his Ministers "would like any 
agreement over the ·use of Diego Garcia ·to provide also f'or the 
def'ence or Mauritius 11

• 

14. We would much prefer that . the detachment of' Diego Garcia 
and the other dependencies f'rom Mauritius should, once the cam~ 
pensation _. terms have been agreed, p.roceed without any . conseg_uen
tial miJ.itary ·commitment f'or the e:x:ternaJ: _ de:f'ence of' Mauritius. 
However, if Mauritius Ministers make detachment of' the depen
dencies or retention . of' our staging fac _ili ties and . wireless 
st.ation conditional on an ·.external - defenc .e agre~ment we should 

Note: 

1. Annex A to COS 21.94/16/8/65. 

A-3 
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ANI\TEX A TO COS :1 'i4/65 · 
(Concluded) 

agree, since .we would not like our plans for the development of 
US/UK defence interests or retention of our existing facilities 
in the Indian Ocean to founder on this point; however, the 
commitment need ·not necessarily be . in the form of a formal 
Defence Agreement. 

15. We are advised that · a defence agreement c_overing only 
external defence would not satisfy Mauritius Ministers, and that 
a -def .ence agreement covering internal security and not external 
defence is unlikely to be politically acceptable to them. We 
therefore consider that in spite of the disadvantages it would, 
on balance, be in our interests to enter into a defence agreement 
covering both internal security and external defence if .this was 
the only way we could ensure the r e tention and safeguarding 
of' our facil'ities and the suc ·cessf'ul outcome of our negotiations 
to detach the Chagos Archipelago. Such an agreem ent would 
obviously cease to be of any advantage to us once the negotiations 
for detachment had been completed or it' in due course we had 
cea ·sed to retain our facilities for any reason. · 

uestion .c. What assurance can we ive about our continued · u e 
of the naval wireless · station HMS M.~URITIUS and of' Plaisance 
Airport for st&ing nuruoses. either in nublic or nrivatelv. to 

· Maur.i tius leaders? 

16. . There will be a nava:i reouirement :for comniuni-cations 
:facilities on the present scale in Mauritius :for as far · ahead as 
can be foreseen. 

17. · Simiiarly the airf'ield at Plaisance will continue to be 
a valuable, and ·in some case ·s essential, staging post, particularly 
if use .of routes round or over southern Africa is develoned. 
Even in the event of an airfield being built on Aldabra, -Plaisance 
would continue to provide a useful alternative and we would wish 

· to retain the facilities for staging aircraft through there in 
an emergency. 

··18. We should theref'ore assure the Mauritius Government that 
we :foresee a continuing use for both facilities. There would 

. be no _ objection to _ this being stated publicly. 

ue.stion d. . Should ·we offer to heln in bu i ld:i 
.Mobile - Force so that it can nlav a lar~er nart 

inte .rnal securi tv? 

19. We consider that the proper way for Mauritius · to maintain 
a satisfactory internal security situaliion is to build up the . .. 
Special .-(Mobile) Force so that .it can adequately cope with any · 
.f .oreseen eventuality, Although it might be assumed . that the 
· country has the ability and will to control its own a.ff'airs~ 
since . -self-government in the near future is being considered, we 
are advised that the communal situation in Mauritius presents 
special problems in building up a reliable internal security · 
force. Neverthel _e·ss a strong police force would : .ensure that 
British troops were less likely to be called . on for internal. 
1;1ecurity. ,Therefore. · we ,should be prepared to offer· . any .neqe ,e- · 

· .sEJ.ry training assistance- for this . force · ori the understanding ., .. 
that · its ·c •-st : would not fall .. on the Ministry of .Defence v.cite . .. 
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SECRET 

Part -I to COS 43rd Meeting/65 
24th !•u ,;.ust _ 1965 

3. MLURITIUS CONSTITUTIOI'TJ.1, COJ~::JRENCE 

The Committee had before them ape.per (1) by the 
:iJefence Plmming Steff and. e. Secr-et.!).!'y 1 s minute ( 2) 
cover-ing e dr-af't Defence =d Oversee Policy Committee 
(op:;::;) pc.per-. 

SIR RICHJ;RD BULL saiC. that the Colonial Secret~ry 
hi:-.d not been able to persu~de the Me.uri tian Ministers to 

· agree to the detcchment from ifauri tius of Diego Garcia 
mid the other islends of the Chc..r:;os ;.rchipelego, in the 
context of the . proposed development of J:.nglo/1.meric::in 
military facilities in the Inci~n · Ocean, in advance of 
the Mauritius Constitutione..l Con.fer-enc ·e,,which would open 
in Lo_ndon · on 7th September 1965. Thus, at tbe coni'erence, 
defence ax:id internel security issues were expecte~ to 
assume per-ticule.r importance. The report by the ~efence 
Plui-17.ing Staff answered four specific . questions on :.;,oints 
of Cefence policy rel?..ting .to ~buri tius posed by the 
Colonial Office. The Defence Secretzlriat. hau. prep.~_red · 
a ..crr-.f't OPL paper seeking : to establish the import211ce 
of h~ving joint UK/US mil~tery facilities in the Ch~gos 
:.rchipelago in relation to the other . issu~s or · clefence 
policy towards Mauritius. 

This OPD peper ·hsd.been ::J.r~ted . in consultation with 
the Foreign Office, at official level, as a joint 
submission by the Leputy Secret~ry of StEJte for :·.;efence 
and the Minister of State for . Forei"gn J.ff'airs. It was 
importP.nt that it should be considered by the I,efe:nce and 
Oversea Policy --committee ~t their meeting on Tuesc.ay 31 st 
i.u[:,ust 1965, as this would. be the last opportunity for 
Ministers to consider the me.t-.:.er before the C=sti tutional 
Con:ferenc ·e. 

Both the !'iP paper :mcl the clrr,f't O?D paper were . in 
gener~l _egreement, but in the draf't OPD psper a dif~erent 
line had been tsken on gu2.rcntees for illeuri tian internal 
security. In considering ;:J.e:f'ence arrangements end the 

. internal _security problem ., the · :;.:,p paper concludec. thc.t we 
could guart"lltee the externs.l defence of' Mauritius once the 
islend · became genuinely independent end, because of our 
navo.l estc.blishment there, we might in the worst ce.se 

.accept certain responsibilities · for inte=al security. On 
the other hand, the OPD pc.per, whilst oiso accepting the 
commitment - f'or externe.l d.ef'enc-e, only all -owed f'or the 
protec ·ti ori of' our own forces =d. f: ~cili ties, antl cergued 
:::gainst our becoming involved in an internol security r-ole. 
The Commi .. ttee would wish to henr the views of . representr ,ti ves 

·of' pol.itic=u.- departments. · 

No ·~es: 

1. DP 5Bi65 (F~nal) ~ . 
2.; pos :2224123/8/65 •. 

- 5 

u~ ...... 
;.::. 

t,J 



Annex 47

. : · . 

• , -,~ •, · •. · --, · · • . ' · .:' •• .. , . ... .,,~ -- - · .-- - ·'!-• • - --- .-- ···--· ·· 

SECRET 

Part I to COS 43rd Mee ting/65 
24th "·.umist 1965 

MR SMITH (Colonial Office) outiined the present 
position in Mauritius -and the possible outc ·ome · of the 
Constitutional Conference. The isl2.nd was divided into 
two basic communities: the Indians imd the Creoles. 
The Prime Minister, an Incl.ion, w,0.s aiming to ::i.chieve 
independence for Ms.uri tius whilst retaining f'ull 

·. external defence and internc.l security agreements with 
the United Kin gdom; his objective wns a ser:.t in the 
United -Nations; he wos unlikely to nchieve this under 
such nrrangements. The Creole opposition wished to 
retain British supervision for their protection against 
the Indi2.ns end were therefore aiming for something less 
thp.n independence. The -outcome of the Conference was 
u..T1certain end his Secre ·t:iry of Sto.te had st :,ted thflt he 

· was open to consider any kind of solution. The most 
likely -course of events · w:-,s thnt the Conference w:c.s 
unlikely to Rgree on full r-utonomy, but would accept 
th~t Mauritius should .p roceed to full internal self
government, with the possibility of further progress 

· e.f'ter a future referendum. Until that time British · 
interests would be :represented _by a High Commissioner 
or Governor General, · The Colonie.l Secretary was nnxious 
t .o detach the Chagos Archipelr:go by consent end was 
disinclined to . detRch it nrbi trarily by an Order in 
Council, which would have international political 
repercussions. The Mauritian Premier would press for 
a quid pro quo for the detnchment of the ChRgos 
:u-c~ipelago =d it was the opinion of' . the Colonial 
Of'r-ice thnt we. should not get the bases by consent 
unless : guarantees covering ex ·ternal defence and internal 
security were given. 

MR WLIBH LTKINs · (Commonwealth Relo.tions Of'fice) 
scia. tha _t his Department !:;Ci1.erally agr .eed with the drd't 
OPL paper. They were not in f'avour of defence· agreements 
with Com.monwe::uth countries o.nd E!.greements with regsrd 
to internal security ·round · even less · f'i,vour. In the case 
of' :Mauritius any British intern,,l security action after · 
full ·independence would hc.ve widespread repercussi ·ons in 
the Indian Ocean area owine<: to r:icial connections with 
other· · countries. In - this connection, it WEJS important to 
·dif'f'erentiate between total independence and independence 
under "f'ree association"; if' Mauritius achieved 
independence in "free as .sociation" - with the United Kin:,dom, 
intervention in an intern:::l security role might be more 
poli ticF.lly acceptable. • iVhile the legal position W.i:'.\S not 
clear, . it was noteworthy thRt the view existed in Vi'hi tehall 
that ·.there . was e right for n state to intervene · in another 
country to protect its own pe .ople, even if no written 
agreement existed. Vii th rec;:c.rd to defence agreeme.nts, his 
department had found th:1t their st: , ted 11olicy of never· 
entering into defence . agreements, though not rigidly 
aclhered . ·to, had proved a vr=.luable bargaining point in -

·_such discussions ·.. · · 

- 6 -
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In discussion, the f'ollowin;; points ·were mo.de: 

a, There was a risk th ~ t we might, under 
pressure, accept an · indefinite res:;;ionsib_ility 
for intern a l security in Mauritius, ~s the 
likely outcome of' the ccnf'e .rence wes p:;;rti.-,1 
independence; in whie;h _ circun:stc:.nce we would 
sti ·11 h?.ve ?.n intern::-.1 security commitment 
under a 3ritish High Commissioner, the 
para[..raph in the dr•,f·t OP:) p'.'.per on internal 
security should be 2mended to reflect this. 

b, The Foreign Of'f'ice ~greed th3t c ommitments 
for the def'ence a.11d intern:::-.1 security of o. 
genuinely independent lfouri tius were most 
undesirr-Jble, but they ,tt,:cched such import,.nce 
t .o the detachment of' the islr.nd. bases that, ii' 
such agreements were the only method of' 
achieving it, this wc;ulcl be ccnsiclered as a 
specicl case. In their view, the presence .of 
our n,:.vnl forces in M:,uri ti us · ond our -oosi tion 
in the Indi:m Ocean E:s :.>. whole W:)ulcl m;_ke it 
imperative for us to ~ccept responsibility for 
the external defence of' Mauritius whether we 
were invited · to do ·so or not, 

c ., The n::ival coramunicetions station on 
Mr,uri tius was a mr.:in centre for all naval 
communicstions East ;;if Suez. Ls · such it was 
of vitru. · importonce to the Nnvy and a station 
of this sort · would remain so r-.s lon:::. ~s forces 
were reg_uireu to _oper1:te E,,st cf Suez; it w·.·s 
therefore essential· t,1;:;.t we shoulJ retain the 
ri1:,ht to protect it; :L·he st::tion had cost £5m 
to build D.Dcl, whils ·t it w:::s technic a lly 
possible for it · to be re-installed . elsewhere, 
the fin=cial penalty W·:luld be of the sc.me 
order. · 

d. The ;,ir Force Jep .-rtment . consiclereci. th~t 
the provision of the isli:-.nd . be.ses ·in the Cha_cos 
J,.rchipelngc was of such import~:nce to our 
future str?.tegy in the Indinn Oce:m that we 
should, if fo.rcer:l, i::.ccept whatever extern~l 
defence er internnl security commitments were 
necessary t -o ensure their d.et .<:chmen-:t. 

e. Seversl minor Rmend.ments to both the dr2.1't 
O?l.J p·1:1per and the D? :p:::per were agreed :. 

Summing up, SIR 3.Ic:r, ·.r..:;:; HULL ·s-aid th~t the CoEmittee 
.would .sgree , with the Fore ·ie;n Office thnt it ,rns a 1:1::,tter 
of' prime . im_perti?.nce thFJ t the detochment of' the Ghcgos · 
L.rcilipel!::.go from . __ Niau:ri tius shoult'l be achieved bef'ore ony 
moves · towHds Motiriti2.n inCepenclence, whether partial or 
complete, were agreed. rt · nii.1:::ht be necessery - for a: 
commitment fo-r-the internd security of' Mauritius to be 
eccep't _ed '·duririg _ the period of 1:p:ternal self-.government 

. short . ·of full i.ndepeni:lence, but . the__y wi·sbed a-t all costs 
t:c avoid a commitiiient ·to assist a genuinely ·_.indepenclent 
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Pat I to · COS 43rd -Meetinr/65 
24th ;.u .<:.ust . 1965 · 

member · o"-f' the Commonweelth in control.1int; her own ef'f'airs., especially when 'Gh~,t country · -h."ld racial problems of' · a porticu1::i.rly c}iff'icult kind. The p r.pers 
bef'ore them, as amended in the li&ht of' their discussion, .would serve to uef'ine their objectives with reg ~rd _to M~ur i ti2n inde~cnQence. The ur f f't OPD p~per v:ould ms.ke clesr the joL,it ili.nistry of l,ef'ence im.d 
Foreign Office position anti would enable Ministers to b!:'J.:an.ce our :ni1itory requirements :-:g11inst poli tic2 .l 
cons i <'.ler~tions. L'.{ t . 

:e-) .· ;;~j~; The Committee: 
t>I · ( 1) i.greed with the reJ.1arks of the Chief' of' · ... .- the Defence Stef'f' in his sUll!Ding up. tf \ · ·( 2) 1.:pproved the DP pa.:;;,er, ::-.s .amended in t"ne 

ii, ~r~~~::::=::=:.~:::::::~~::· )ff;_ :t invited the Defence Secret~ie .t to incorporate ] i} . __ ,_ ~-;-:-:-;.,..~-~...,s_r_;_!_:...,s-of'--th- e~C-hi_··_ e..,.f'_s_o_f_S:_'c·_ ~,:t:_:f' in the final 

_______ _,__ ,;,a ·•, 

TheNationa!Archives . 

~==~:.ec~-s:~~~-;=¥ 
. . -·--::;:.•:-,.-; - · 
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DP.78/65(Final) 

In accordance with the 
instructions of the Chief 
of the Defence Staff, the 
attached ~aner will be 
tabled for consideration 
by the Chiefs of Staff at their meeting on Tuesdiiy 
24th August 1965. 

I 
I 

Please note that this a,py is supplied ·5Ubject to the National Archives' tenns ani! conditions and that your use of it may~ subjea to copyright restrictions. Further information is given in the 'Terms and Conaltions of supply of the ·National Archives' leaflets . 
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(TrlIS DOCU'MENT IS T"r,:1;; PROPERTY OF HER BRIT-~.Nii:IC f.J.;.'.JESTY' S GOVERNHE!.'l'T) 
-~ ~, CIRCU'LATED :?OR THE CONSIDERkTION OF THE CHIEFS OF ST..~"'F 

DP. 58/65(Final) 

20t h Aurnst 1965 

COPY NO __ 1_2_4 

CHIEFS OF STAFF COl~ ITTEI: 

DEFE!'iCE PL!>JffiING STAPF 

MAURITTIJS CONSTITUTIO NAL CONFEP.El'TCE 

Renort by the Defence Planning Staff 
In accordance with the instructions (1) of the Chief of the Defence Staff we have ans wered the following four questions posed by the Defence Secretariat: 

a. To what extent should we undertake to assist Mauritius over inte=al security after :L,dependence? 
b. To what extent should we undertake to assist Mauritius over external defence after indayendence, in the form of a defence agreement (beari..TJ.g in mind the possible development of P.nglo-l.mericen racilities on islands whose future still has to be negotiated with Mauritius and Seychelles)? 

c. What assurance can we give about our continued use of the naval wireless station (H1iS Mauritius) and of Plaisance P..ir:port for staging purposes, either in public or privately, to Mauritius leaders? 

d. Should we o.ffer to help in building up the Special (~obile) Force so that it can play a larger part in controlling internal security? 
2. We have consulted the Foreign Office, the Colonial Office, the Defence Secret~ri~t, ~.nd the Defence Signal Staff. Our report is is at .Annex. 
Recommendation 
3. We recommend that, if they approve our report, the Chiefs of Staff should invite the Defence Secretariat to forward it to the Colonial Office as an expression of their views. 

MINISTRY OF DEFT".2/CE" S:H 

Note: 
l. COS 2l94/16/S/65 

(Signed) 

SECRET 

R.E. Co.AETI:R 
E.G.H. 5ft.NSFIELD 
R . P.S. ERSKilill-TULLOCH 
P.H.G. WINTLE 

f :,; ·, :;'. 
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Memorandum by the U.K. Deputy Secretary of State for Defence and the Parliamentary Under-
Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs on Defence Facilities in the Indian Ocean, OPD(65)124 
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:_/'.;'l•fi.iS _DOCUMENT_ IS_ T}ill _ PHOPERTY' _ OF _IIBR_BRIT.U!NIC_ MAJ:CSTY1 S _ GOVEIDTI\!ElifT) 
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COPY no. 
_O_P_D.(.6_5).1 _2_1: 

C.AJ3IHET 

D:;c;Ji':::riC:C Al'JD ov ~m.S:CA POLICY COHNITf;:::E 

',"le are both mu.eh concerned wi·i:;h the ur ··;cmcy of obtaining 
further deci::,ions on the proposed det2.cr.1.ment of certain islands 
from tiauri tius and Seychelles for the military purposes of the 
United States and ourselves, The island s in question are 
Diego Garcia and the rest of the ChaJOS Archipelago (which 
belong to l1i:::rnritius) l and Alda bra, Farquhar and Desroc .hes( wh_ich 
belons to SeychGllesJ. The only isl and for whicl1 i mmediate 
plans exist is Diego Gurcia, where the RoyeJ. Havy have plans to 
establish a.YJ. oil fuel depot ( to rc~Jlace that in Ceylon), -and 
where the Americ ,:.ns wi sh to build a comz,mnications statio'n 
with su)porting fa-.:ili ties, Det~;ils of the proposeJ.s were 
.;iven in OPD(65)68, which the Com,,1ittee considered at thei r 
meeting en April 12th. 

2, At that meet in,:; the Committee agreed in pr inciple to 
pursue the proposal further, and that the p1·ic .'e we mi ght ha7e 
to pay should be discussed with the Governaents in l.'laurit ius 
and 2eychelles. As a result, the Govc:zmor of mauri tius . has . 
e:~plained the situo.tion to his Iiiinisters, and the Governor o;f 
Seychelles to his :;:;xecu'i:;ive Council, and sought their reactions, 
The · Seychelles :Cxec.utive Cou.ncil vvas lukewarm but r2.ised ·no 
objection of principle. They thought that construction o:t a 
civil airfield on Iilf::.he v1ould be satisfactory compensation, 
Mauritius Ministers are reported to be sympathetically 
disposed, but they have r2.ised a m:mber of difficulties., 
In particular, they wish e.ny agreement over the use of Diego 
Ga:ccia to provide also for the defence of Mauritius; they 
would prefer a 99-yec:.r lease inste,Id of detachment .under 
permanent ill~ sovereignty ; they suzgest a greatly 1ncreased 
US sugar quota for Niauri tius ( and hope thd the United States 
might also be helpful about irnmiGr,."tion ); and they mention an .. :n spec ified capi ta.l swn for devr,lopment, · · 

3, The Jfauritius Constitutional Conference Oijen~ in Lo~d $il · , J; on September 7th, A.lthouch t here is much 'Go be sa:id for .: ·· ,1, keeping constitutional 2:.nd defenc ,: questions apart, and >:for ,',', - : ; :· .\/ 
dealing with islands as a sepo.r2.te affair, T1burit ius lei3,1;r\3r~ } 1av,e , ;i, 
asked to discuss the matter while in Lonu.on. . Mor ,,o ver; \r{ei: ··/ :'/ · 
understand that, in cliscusoin~ the ultimate stat1.1s _ CJf' ~Io,1,i,:c:i,~:Lii.~:-'.-/ , '> (independence or soruetr:in:; sl1ort of it), r,faur itian .. poli '-~i'~J :J,P:s i;a,r;i:i\ 
like;Ly to be spcci .;.lly interested in the extent to :wl'.L'.t9l1\13:id];Ja~-~:) ·· 
is prepared to .. remain responsible .. for their <_e;cternaJ ::',defeJjpe <.ap;cl:• -

~~!~!!1l1~i?i!i;~~;i;:i%~!ig~1tI~Ili!tii!iiJ~til.l.1.!'. __ ,_:1 

.• '; 
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detachment of Diego Garcia and the Chagos Archipelago, If we 
fail to persuade them now, we DJ.J.y n1:::ver a6ain be in a position 
to do so at an acceptable cost. Indeed if I,'lauritius opts for 
independence at this conference, this will be our last chance 
to secure the Chagos ArchipeL,.go, · 

4, We should like at this stage to ~derline the arguments 
set out by. the Forei?n Secretary and the Defenc.e Secretary . in 
their earlier paper ,OPD(65)68). In the swnming UP of ~he 
discussion, the minutes of the OPD(65)21s.t Meeting record:-

"If the Defence Review showed that we needed to retain 
a cap ability to intervene East of Suez, the facilities 
proposed mi6ht be most vLl.luable ••........•••.. 
Alternatively, if we should seelc to limit our 
commitments, the existence of the US bases might 
facilitate such a course, 11 

In the studies on future s·tr ategy now being prepared for the 
Defence Review, it is assumed that these islands will be 
available in the long term. Recent events in Singapore have 
given a new urgency to these consider,:1.tions. We regard the 
perpetuation of British soverei:;nty over the islu.nds as extremely 
important both for their potential strategic value and because 
they are essentially a joint investment with the Americans, 
Moreover, if He fail to sec.ure the islands now, the Americans 
will have neither the inclination nor the means to give us 
cooperation and lo3istic support which we shall need in the 
area, 

5. We t urn now to the terms on which we can still get these 
islands, The main ingredients, as sug gested by Ministers in 
Mauritius and Seychelles, are considered below:-

a. Lease. The Ame;ficans have said at official 
lev el that it is extremely unlikely that the 
United States would want to go through with 
the deal unless the islands were to be permanently 
detached, Since we see the Americans as an 
essential partner we must regard American views 
against a lease as decisive, Moreover, any lease 
agreement is bound to bring Mauritius under very 
strong Afro-Asian pressure to revise it in due 
course, Although in possession of the islands 
we should be fully entitled and able to resist such 
pressure, it would nevertheless bedevil our 
relations with Mauritius and provide a continuing 
excu _se for hostile . powers to make trouble, We should 
therefore stick to the original proposal for detaching 
the isl.:mds once and for all and placing them under 
~ritish sovereignty, 

b, ~. : This, of course, is for the Americans 
~ci9-e 1 but w.e have strong reason to believe 
that theywill find it impossible to go more than 
a very short way to meet the 1'/iauri ~ius bid. 

c. Finance; A:t their meeting on April 12th the 
Qo=ittee agreed -that the Uriited States Government 
should be asked .to . contribute to - the cost of 
compensatirig Mauri:liius .rmd- Sqychelles for 't;h.e 
loss of their isla.ri.ds, :- . . The. us: Government have ·. : · 
recently . replied that they are prepared in principle 

·.to p:i:ov~de a ;contribution - :tQ the _det!,'lchment cos:t;s, 
u:r;> to one . haJ.,f'. of . the rd~ghly estimated £1 Ol!l, 

. total, thro:ugh _-deduction -of an. agreed amount of 

- 2 -
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UK payments due in research and development 
surchar.::;es, American officials are thinking of 
Rand D costs of the Polaris programme for this 
purpose, but we have not yet received detailed 
proposals from them, Despite discussions in 
Mauritius and Seychelles, no precise estimate can 
yet be made of the overall cost of development a id, 
buying out the commercial o,mers of the islands 
and resettling the inhabitants. Nevertheless, 
the American offer is a clear advance on the 
original basis on which the proje ct was discussed 
with them, namely that the UK would pay the costs 
of detachment, while the US would pay for the 
construction of the facilities they required, and 
give us joint use, \le believe that the American 
offer is the best we can hope for and that, 
al though the costs are still unknovm, we should 
tell the Seychelles that we are prepared to pay 
about £3million towards the cost of an unsophisticated 
civil airfield, Mauritius being offered aid for some 
suitable project at no greater cost than Seychelles. 
An immediate offer to Mauritius should help to 
overcome any clisappointment over their other 
demands. 

External Defence. Norm2.lly, we are unwilling 
to enter into formal arran3ements for the e,~ternal 
defence of neHly independent Commonwealth countries, 
',7e should only undert .. Jrn an obligation in return 
for a clear-cut political and strategic benefit, 
In this case, in return for accepting an obligation 
which v;e are extremely unlikely ever to be called 
upon to meet, we stand to gain the advantages 
already refe..:-red to, We therefore propose that , 
if it seems essential to secure Mauritian acceptance, 
we should offer, perhaps in a confidential 
memorandum of understanding, to be responsible for 
the future defence of an independent Mauritius on 
condition that Mauritius agrees now to transfer the 
Cha.gas Archipelago to British soverei 0nty, 

Internal Securi..!;y:_. Internal trouble appears a 
more real danger in Mauritius than external attack, 
If Mauritius remains a British dependency, we shall 
anyhow·be responsible for internal security. We 
see serious objection, however, to being obliged 
to assist any genuinely independent member of the 
Commonw0alth in controlling her own affairs, 
especially when that count ,:y has racia,l problems 
of a particularly difficult kind. Inde ed, 
restoring order in an internal security situation 
might well take the form of backing one community 
aga~nst the other, according to the Government in 
power at the time. i7e believe this situation 
should be firmly avoided, and that we should press 
on with detaching the islands without getting · 
ourselves involved in an internal security 
commitment to an independent Mauritius . If ·our 
agreement to accept some obliga:tionto . assist . in 
internal security should .turn out to be the . only 
way of securing Mauritian acceptance of the 
de:tachment of Chagos, we should consider it i:p, the 
context of a status short of genuine indepeilde .nCl,e · 
(in which case the obligation might indeed ·be .µelq. 
to remain anyway); thereafter, in the eve11.t of : > . 
genuine independence, vie .shoul .d H!llit QU~ 90!Jlllli tf!erit 
both in :time and scope, tying it to the p,e:rtq~ ··\P,i\ /, 

.. -3 ..... 
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the continued use of our existing military 
facilities on l'.Iauri ijius ( a naval wireless 
station and a staging airfield) and limiting 
it to the protection of tllese facilities o.nd 
of essential public utilities, 

Conclusions 

6, a, Perpetuation of Bri tisli sovE:'reignty over the 
islands is extremely important, both for their 
potential stro.tegic value and because they will 
be a joint investment Hith the .Americans, 

b, As negotiation in r.fauri tius has failed to 
establish agreement on terms, we reJard it 
as essential that, during their stay in London, 
Mauritius Ministers should be made aware of mm I s determination to go through with this 
project o'n tGrms which in HHG' s view adequately 
compensate J\fauri tius for the loss of the remote 
and neglected Chagos Archipelago, 

c, These terms should be financial compensation 
for rilauritius in the form of development or 
other aid comparable to the sum of about £3million 
to be offered to the Sey.chelles, plus a promise 
of continued B:L'itish responsibility for the external 
r1,,fr,nc,n of .ifa.1i.ritj.us~ only 2.s a last resort should 
v;e indic a te willingnes:J to cOLillllit ourselves to 
assist in internal security after full independence, 

and then vie should limit our commitment to the 
period of the continued use of cur cxistincr defence 
facilitie s in Mauritius ttself and to the 'lrrotection of 
these and of eE,~, ential public utilities, 

d, If r1Iauritius Liinisters refuse this offer, they 
should be told that, in that case, HMG will have 
to consider m1y proposc,ls for the future status 
of Mauritius without the Chagos Archipelago, and 
will exercise their right to transfer Cha;:;os to 
permanent British sovereignty under order - in
council, financial compensation as above being 
paid to the Mauritius Government, 

e. 'i/ith Seychelles we should pr0ss on with arrangements 
for the detaclunent of Aldabra, Farquhar and Desroches, 
in return for subsidising unsophisticc~ted civil 
airfield on Mahe Ul) to a limit of about £3million, 

f. \7e should accept the US Government's offer to 
repay us half the costs of detachment and should 
invite their ur 5ent views on how payment should 
be made. 

Recommendation 

7, · We invite ou'r collcrn.gues to endorse the conclusions in 
para ,\' 6 above, 

SECRET · 

F,J,M1. 
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DEFENCE FACILITIES IN THE INDIAN OCE.~~ 
.,. 

.-;.! 

I submit a brief for the Secretary of state to use at the D.0.P. meeting on •Tuesday, 31 August. It ha::s b een cleared i,-;i tb. Unit ed Nat i ons De:gartme n t. 

\. , ; .. 

I , 

Mr . Pe.ek 
;/ 

Couv to: -

Sir )3, Burro~ 
Mr: Greenhill 
'Mr. ca·o1e 
Mr. Wad!e-Gery ~-[), \ 

I • f' 

(G.G • .Arthur) 
27 .Aumist. 1965. 

oG~~: ~i ,·. ' 
✓ · c,;,[8 > 
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BRIEF Fo r the Se.cret s ry .of' Stete et t.11e 

D. O. P . Meetim r on Tuesd ay, · '31 Aui:n.ist: 

DEFENCE FACILITIES . IN THE INDIAN OGE.AN 

The attached joint Fore i gn Of'f'ic e/Ministry of 

Defence paper was approved.by Lord Walston in t.~e 

absence of the Secretary of State. It i.: to be 

,17/ I 18
/ 

discus.:ed st the Defence Oversea Policy Committee 

next Tue~ ·day immediately after · the paper on Singapore 

with which it ha.: . a logical conn·e~tiY,~ · • . 

2. The - Secretary of' S"tjate wiii be f'a .miliar ,_.with 

ti.bac _k,!r~~ to t~is pr~?o ? f w~~t .h~ f}t been 

under negot:1,atiori for 18 _months~ : ·::~he _:b-ack ·hi&tory, 

e description of' 'j;he island.:' ~~-:ricem'eci, and ' a ll)sp are 

included in the earlier Joint ·p aper (OPD 65/68 of' 7 

- - Apr .il). 

·3. The M auri ti u i. co ni' erence, whic h opens in London 

on 7 S~emb~r_. may· be our .last chance to l,;chie-ve a 

satisfactory outcome. 
,ii 

Even if'O?Jsuri tiu:.. ·a.oes not opt 

for _.f'ull independence . st . _thi _s conf'erenc 1 __ ..:.,·,and it seemi; . 
. . . . . . . . .,.,.... 

unlikely that i;he w~¾; do i;:o - ·it ·1s l.J!llikely t~ !we 

shall be able to keep consultations . wi~h -Mauriif°'us -can-
. -:-·.~ 

fideritiaf !'.cir .muc~ '._'.i:~nge:r .~f/ .::wrn~~p~ee~ :p~b~_:i~: discus~ioi:i _ 

or"'- . the ~~6:p6~al .be~yzil;.'a~}ee.~i~i :h~d b~eri reiched wo~~d 

make the achievem~n ·t of -~--~6ces'stui · conclu~ion much · 
. .. ..-:.- .- ~ . 

·more diff'icu1t: · .A: decii. ·fcin -on how to proceed is th 'ere- . 

fore required urgently~ 

. · 4. The _~3:1e·w jo .int . paper marki an · important step forward~ . · 

The For~ign. '9:rt:i~I. :~~a;e iong urged' the _ ihq_jortance of f ·:'. , . 

the islands project f'or .Angio/Am~-rica ·n reiati~zui-; . ·The 

1Ministry 

,19 / ,20/ 

I 

. -
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Minis try of' De.f'ence ( including the Chief& cf S t.s:ri' 

who discu.:sed and approved it in draft) have gone 

f'.:;,rther with e statement (paragraph 4 of' the paper) 

of the extreme importance for our own strate~ic uur

~ of . detaching the islar.di. now . .. In the light 

of this statement the paper recommends that if Mauri

_tius Minister .. refu.;e our of'fer.; , · they should be told 

that in that case Her Maje.;ty'.; Government will have to 

consider any proposals for the f'uture status of Mauri

tius without the Chagos Archipelago, and will exercise 

their right to transfer Chagos to permanent B~itish 

sovereignty under order-in-council, financial compen

sation being pai_d to the ·Mauri tiui. Government_ in accor-

dance with our offer . There should be no need for .;uch 

ure .siru.re in connection with the ii;.lands belonging to 

- .. -
Seychelle .. , provided a satisfactory berg~in can be 

struck on the amount of compeniation to be pa~d. 

5. It i1o difficult to asse .. s pre _cisely reactions in 

· the United Nation ... Even if the 1.:lands are detached 

with the consent of the Seychelles and Mauritius Minis

.teri;; there will be critic ism at the United Nation:. both 

from tho.;e who . wi1oh on i;;trategic _ground& to exclude 

Bri ti1oh infl ·ilence !'roll!. .the Indian Oce,an area and . f'rom 

those • who" have · a doctrinaire or emotional hostility to 

11 f'oreign base&". We muat al1oo ~xpect the argument that 

adjustment .. of territorial bound~rie& cannot be .recog

nised unless they_ are fr~ely agreed by the representa

tives of the people concerned after independence. 

New Delhi telegram 2815 · of' 16 Augu.:t f'ore&hadow:. thii. 

line fr .cm the Indians. 

o. Al though there is nothing ' in the Charter of the 

/United 

..... 

I 
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United Nations which f orbids the adjustment of the 

boundaries of' colonial territories, subject to. ob

servance of the principle in Article 73 ( which we 

ourselves have frequently invokedj that the interests 

of the inhabitants are paramount, there are a number 

of United Nations resolutions which would undoubtedly 

be quoted against us. The most important is Resolu-

tion 1514 ( the "Declaration on Colonialism"), operative 

paragraph 6 of which states that "any attempt aimed at 

the partial or total dis;ruption of' the national unity 

snd the territorial integrity of a country i& incom

patible ~dth the purposes and principles of the Charter 

of the United Na tions". Al thoug h this re:.olu tion . 

does not in law have the force of a Charte r amendment , 

it is regarded as .:uch in practice by the P.f'r.o-.Ai.ian 

and Communist members . 

- 7. If the ii.land.: are detach _ed s.gainst the expre.;sed 

wishes of the inhs.bitants, or without their consent, 

then our opponents will have more plau~ible e~guments 

to hand and many of our friend& may hesitate to def'end 

us. In these circumstances the Charter, as well as 

United Nations resolution& will be invoked against .us. 

8. We should in reply be able to point to the remote

ness of the islands concerned from the main islands, 

with which .they have been united solely for the adminis

trative convenience of the _colonial power, and not becau.:e 

of any historic, geographic or ethnic affinity; and to 

the fact that the inhabitants concerned are few and 

nearly all contract labourers neither permanently living 

on, ror indigenous to, the islands they work on. We 

should have to argue that their detachment .doe~ not con

flict with the interest~ or the inhabitant~ or Mauritius 

/and 

·------- - -·------------------

t 
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and Seychelle,;: as a whole. 

9. We shall have to meet critici,;:m whether or 

not the ..... "'!"'\e--0 Tt+ "':f the !"ep!'eser;tetives o~ th~ LT'l-

habitant,;: ha,;: been secured. But without it our 

opponent&' a.rgu.me.nt i: will gaiil a more C=>:-m:ps.thetic 

hearing. We mu,;:t, therefore, , accept the fact that 

we ,;:hall be subject to continuing attacks in · the 

United Nation&. These ~~11 tend, at any rate tem-

porarily, to ob,;:cure the po,;:itive aspect; - of our re

cord of decolonisation, create su;picion about our 

progre,;:s with other of our re maining dependencies, and 

complicate our relations with the Organisation as a 

whole, thereby making it .more difficult · for us to ful

fil our declared aim or :;;ustaining and &tre13:gthening 

~-~· Tbe:..e attacks, howev.er, al though damaging at times, 

wi ll not be unmanageable, The recommendation that we 

sh ould proceed with this proposal, if' necessary even 

with out local cons ent, . is made after full consideration 

of these difficulties. ·rt is beco!Jling · clear :f'rom the 

Defence Review that if we wish to maintain a credible 

military presence east of Suez, ·to co-operE1te with the 

Americans in the Indian Ocean area, and to keep our 

line,;: or communi cation open to Australia, we lll\lSt have 

these ii-lands. In five years time we may well have 

lost our bases in Aden and Singapore. The new agree-

.ment with the Maldives covering our facilities at Gan, 

achieved after long and difficult negotiations, doe& 

not provide ·for the . use of ' the,;:e facilitie,;: by our al lie,;:. 

If we insi;t~d on our allies u,;:ing them the independent 

Maldivian •Government might ,go back on the agreemi~t; 

and in eny case our enjoyment of these facilities car.not 

/be 
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be guaranteed, the Maldivei. being · independent _, . _in 

the long term. 

15 

10. .once ou~ Singapore base has gone, we shall de

pend increasingly on American (as well as Aus tral ian) 

logistic support and co-operation. At present the 

Americans ar e in no position to help __ us in the Indian 

Ocean area, i.i.nce they ·have no' ·baseE, f'acili ties or 

forces permanently deployed, between the Mediterranean 

and the Philippi nes. Unless we secure the i~lands now 

we cail ... "'l.Ot expect them to have ei th_~.r the m~~s, ·or the 

inclination . to help us, either Vii th forbes · __ o_r·•_:iogistici;;, 

in the future. 
~·£ ~~:~·. -~: 

·,: __ ._,. 

11 .. If we are to rely on ·a.eploying forciis· in the 

Indian Ocean area wit~out -S~"'lg:ap9re ~ -Aden ,_ we mu~-t- · 

clearly have f'a-c'ili tie~ on sovereign terri to:Z.:.v bet'w~e; 

A~t ralia and Suez, 
. . . 

detach "from Mau:ritius and Seychelles are .well _-.s~tuated . 

for peace-keeping operations East of Suez,· · and . :parti~u

larly in East, Central a.?J.d Southern .Af'rica, :where our 

participation in United Nations oper~tions wo~ld b~ 

esi.ential. If we do no ·t detach · these · :i~lsnds now, 

we shall :rind it very dif'f'icul _t to mau;t~in our role 

East of Suez in the long term: · 

12. It is recommended that the Secretary of State 

should speak on the above ·lines . ·at the De:rence Oversea 

Poli"cy Gommi ttee. 

Permanent Under-Se~):-~ tary' lil : 

Department. . 

, . ... 

r 
I 

I 
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THIS DOCUMENT IS THE PROPERTY OF 
HER BRITANNIC MAJESTY'S GOVERNMEJ:,T 

The circulation of this paper bas been strictly limited , It is issued 

for the personal use of.. . .C,. (... • .................. • ............................. . 

OPD (65) 37th Meeting Copy No. 25 
CABINET 

Defence and Oversea Policy Committee 

MINUTES of a Meeting held at 10 Downing Street, S.W.J, on 
Tuesday, 31st August, 1965, at 11 a.m. 

Present: 

The Right Hon. HAROLD WILSON, M P, Prime Minister 

The Right Hon. MICHAEL STEWART, M P, I The Right Hon. ARTHUR BOTTOMLEY. 
Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs M P, Secretary of State for Common

wealth Relations 

The Right Hon. ANTHONY GREENWOOD, 
M P. ·Secretary, of State for the Colonies 

The following were also present : 

The Right Hon. THE EARL OF The Right Hon. BARBARA CASTLE, M P, 
LONGFORD, Lord Privy Seal Minister of Overseas · Development 

(Items 1-3) 

The Right Hon. FREDERICK MULLEY, The Right Hon. GEORGE WIGG, M P. 
M P, Deputy Secretary of State for Paymaster General 
Defence and Minister of Defence for 
the Army 

The Right Hon. JOHN DIAMOND, M P, Field-Marshal Sir RICHARD HULi., Chiet 
Chief Secretary, Treasury of the Defence Staff 

Admiral Sir DAVID LucE, Chief of General Sir JAMES CASSELS, Chlef of the 
Naval Staff and · First Sea Lord General Staff 

Air Marshal Sir BRIAN BURNETT, 
Represe~ting Chief of Air Staff 

Secretariat : 

Sir BURKE TREND 
Mr. P. ROGERS 
Mr. M. · J ; MORIARTY 
Air Vice-Marshal J. H. LAPSLEY 
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The Prime Minisrer, summing up the discussion, said that the 
Committee gave general approval to OPD (65) 123 as guidance for 
our officials at the forthcoming discussions with our Allies, but it 
must be made clear that what was said about the future level of our 
forces in the area was subject to the conclusions of the Defence 
Review. Questions of the size and cost of our future defence 
contribution in the area should not be raised in the paper to 
be prepared for circulation to our allies, which should take the form 
primarily of an analysis of the situation arising from the secession 
of Singapore and the difficulties with which we were confronted as 
a consequence. If our Allies raised during the discussions questions 
about the future level of our forces, we should make it clear that 
until the Defence Review was more advanced, we were not in a 
position to discuss the issues in more detail. We should, however, 
indicate orally that we looked to a sharing of the cost, and any new 
facilities to be established, on a co-operative . basis. The official 
discussions could be only exploratory; opportunities for further 
discussion with Ministers of our Allies wouid be afforded by the 
forthcoming visits of the Foreign Secretary and of the Secretary of 
State for Defence to the United States and to Australia and New 
Zealand respectively. Meanwhile we should not invite Lee Kuan Yew 
to visit the United Kingdom but we should not discourag~ him from 
doing so. 

The Committee-

Approved OPD (65) 123 subject to the points indicated in 
the Prime Minister's summing up, as the basis of guidance 
for our representatives at the forthcoming official 
discussions with officials from Australia, New Zealand and 
the United States. 

2. Defence facilities in the Indian Ocean 
(Previous Reference: OPD (65) 21st Meeting, Item 6) 

The Committee considered a memorandum by the Deputy 
Secretary of State for Defence and the Parliamentary Under
Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs (OPD (65) 124) on Defence 
Facilities in the Indian Ocean. 

The Deputy Secrerary of State for Defence said that it was 
urgent . to obtain further decisions on the propc.sed detachment of 
certain islands from Mauritius and Seychelles for the military 
purposes of the United States and ourselves, both because of their 
strategic position in the Indian Ocean and because the establishment 
of facilities on them was important to .our relations with the United 
States. The agreement of the Mauritius Ministers to the transfer 
should be obtained if possible but in any event the decision to detach 
the islands should be taken before the end of the Mauritius 
Constitutional Ci:mference which was about.to open in London. The 
United States had now agreed to pay half the estimated cost of 
detachment of approximately £10 million. In response to the request 

TOP.SECRET 
A 3 
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of Mauritius Ministers we might accept responsibility for the external defence of Mauritius, but th~re was strong objection to our similarly accepting a continued responsibility for internal security after Mauritius became independent, since this might ·embroil us with opposing racial groups in the island. If agreement on the detachment of the Chagos group could not be obtained, we should nevertheless transfer them to direct United Kingdom sovereignty by Order in Council. 

The Foreign Secretary said that if both the Seychelles and the Mauritius Governments agreed to our proposals , there would be no international criticism of our actions. Nevertheless, if the latter did not agree the strategic importance of the islands was sufficient to justify our passing the necessary Order in Council. Our legal right to do so was unquestioned . Moreover, the Chagos Archipelago was 1,800 miles from Mauritius and they had been grouped together some time ago only for administrative convenience: there were no ethnic or historic connections between the islands and Mauritius . 
The Colonial Secretary said he was not in agreement with these proposals. The Mauritius Constitutional Conference would in any case be difficult. When the Committee had last discussed detaching the islands, they had agreed that the proposed compensation should be increased and that the agreement of the Mauritius Government was essential. Their Ministers would be very disappointed at our not agreeing to accept a 99-year lease and also if the United States did not accept their proposals on sugar. The offer to accept responsibility for their external defence would be useful in negotiations . However, our acceptance of responsibility for internal security would be the main issue. Minority guarantees would be a most important part of the conference and could probably only be satisfactorily resolved by an assurance that we would provide forces for internal security at the request of the Mauritius Government. At least we should therefore agree that a request from the Mauritius Government after independence for assistance in internal security would be sympathetically considered. Mauritius Ministers would, on this basis, probably accept the detachment of the islands but to threaten to go ahead with this by Order in Council regardless of their agreement would undoubtedly wreck the conference. 

In discussion the following points were made: 
(a) In the negotiations, aid in training the Mauritian Police and Security Forces should be offered in an attempt to obtain their agreement, without formally taking on the responsibility to provide United Kingdom forces for internal security. 
{b) The compensation payments could not be met from the provision which had been made for overseas aid; and there were substantial grounds for suggesting that, since they would in effect represent the price paid for the acquisition of a defence asset, they should be charged to Defence Votes, although the· Ministry of Overseas Development might well be responsible for the control of the payments if these were for aid purposes. On the other hand it would be unfortunate to impose on Defence Votes any avoidable 

TOP SECRET 
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additional burden at a time when we were seeking to secure the 
maximum economy in defence expenditure. The question of which 
Departmental Vote should bear these costs should therefore be further 
considered by the Treasury. 

The Prime Minister, summing up the discussion, said that at 
the forthcoming conference we might if necessary agree to " consider 
sympathetically" the provision of United Kingdom forces for 
purposes of internal security at the request of the Mauritius 
Government after independence if it proved that agreement could not 
be reached on the basis of our providing assistance in training and 
by the secondment of trained personnel for the Mauritius Police and 
Security Forces. A decision on whether or not we should detach the 
islands in question by Order in Council if . the agreement of 
Mauritius Ministers could not be obtained to this course need not 
be taken at this stage, and until we could see how the forthcoming 
conference progressed. It was, however, essential that our position 
on the detachment of the islands should in no way be prejudiced 
during its course and the Colonial Secretary should bring the matter 
back to the Committee in good time for a decision to be reached on 
this issue before the conference reached any conclusion. 

The Committee-

(}) Invited the Colonial Secretary: 

(a) to be guided by the Prime Minister's summing up in 
the course of. the forthcoming constitutional 
conference. 

(b) to bring the matter before them again before the 
conference reached any conclusion. 

(2) Invited the Chief Secretary, Treasury, in consultation with 
the Deputy Secretary of State for Defence, the Colonial 
Secretary and the Minister of Overseas Development 
to give further · consideration to the departmental 
responsibility for the expenditure involved. 

3. : Southern Rhodesia . 
The, Commonwealth Secretary said that on his recent tour of a 

number -of Commonwealth countries in West Africa he had been 
· under st~oiig pressure from political leaders there to seek an early 
3 agreement in . Southern . Rhodesia. They ·_ were conscious of ' our 
,i difficulties and while a solution on the basis of the five principles 

which· wi. .had laid down might _not be publicly welcomed, they 
recognis~d the n,ecessity for compromise if agreement were to be 

>obtained. fa Southem Rhodesia itselfthe recent conference of the 
· •-.·Rhodes'ia·Frci~tParty appeared to.h~~e led toa hardening of attitudes 

and ,it was possible that the Prim~ Minister; Mr. Smith, might now 
intend ,to make a 'uri4ateral ct,eclaration _• of independence . (u.d.i). In 

TOP :SECRET 
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Tll"DTA .. "N'lvCEAii ISLA:.wS-

·:: t:~-.--. · . . ··. -'~:./!_· .. ----~~-:1\·~ ._:> .. 
We have heard 'hoth >fp,om the· ,1une11-:tcan Embassy and 

from our Embassy <1-tr;Wasliingt.qn.\ ;tll~'j; M~ssrs. Kitchen and 
Myers .win ·:~e",~,fn-"'E;ur.p:£?]i:za1)otii\f3/,@'. S:eptember ·and would 
like to· qa).~ '_if~.c5p;:[gi1 :1:li¥.jii_#. :f.,£y]ttilk° about wa?s and 
m_e ans .of :se:t;;t:!:n:g t;~lie, :Afuer,:i;~~li.:~e" of'. compensation 
payments to l!aiµ,.i:'tii.ts ce..rid.i'.tb:e', Seychelles against R. & D. 
charges owe.d, ·by.'',JhM .;G.(to •<:tile ;,u ,.·s-.',-·Governmen t -. T"ney 
v1ill ·oe -•ringing -~ !th ·ithell\,C,aptRili Coward of the U.S. 
Navy attai::hea. ito ,,thei }Pol:Ltico'-"ltilitary .Department of the 
State Department and/.thre :e other _experts. They would 
obviously be gl.ad: ,t :OLtalk r gerier!tl]:y ·,,to ~us. about . the -
project and ;abou.,t'. ~-Ya:ip.sr~s .s•~thci.~1 :may .. hav:e .been ·made 
at the Maur:LU.an ,C.on'stitil.t'.f.ona::k!:i::ini:ereni::er lJut the .. main 
purpose of the .:yfi:dc't,3:i{: .to ,fil'scussifina.."rJ.ces. I have 
spoken to Mr. MobeI'J:y;' '.v;hoiliaa iiQ'cmB,rmed · tP:at .the . dates 
proposed would ,be .}i:$9~ven:[ent : to : tne:J.linistry of Defence, 
but that any :date :-e,wciu.l-a:::n·e ··unlikely to pro ,duce a . 
satisfactory discussion unless the P..mericans had been 
able to let us •have an outline or '!;heir ideas in writing 
in advance .. I;,:hav:e.,,pas .se.d .:this ;,t .o·.Mr_~ Barringer of .the 
.American Embassy ';: ,v:~O ,sa:id :,,tp:at :-Capt_ai :n .Coward .had told 
·him . that•:it .wa;:,:;th .e1~:l..n.te.p.:tion°t.o· .. 1.et .us have a :piece of 
];?aper:-. :_!-~-:.-:-~---;;,:~::.·;.;~=-~) _-. ·; ,1;..:~:,. 
- - . .. -· - .:-~~~/_.j :~J~J .,\ ·~/:::;:·;~:;:.:/." ~{·1t~t.,1' ( :'.<~-.: . . . ,. _ 

··.;~~i'tJ1:::::·1!!;~*]i~i!::;;;: 
;~opo::~ .. ::I:~::r:~I •::r~::iS <26.::1C~t·~.·-at .;paragraph 4, 
asks whether- it ls,·,fn.ten·de :d to-.llr,ing the -Americans in on 
talks apout )p;e~ . .;:i;_~i,6.P:ds: -w,(th. :;1;,lie,J:ia:isit;L anE!. in, the course 

.. t;11:a,~t~J~~i~t. 
resist,:Lt; if: .w:~;.,:o/S.j-S'.-J9•·:f!ugg-e:ft( fhat the .Americans should 
. at .tend tne · Co,n:;;_ti.;-t,~j'l;:l,c:in;a.:L•,.,Confer :~l1ce ·. at any stage. I 

~::~~-i~if[µ,·½J· 
ber 1 6 . 

Mr. Ar~ • f ,:~·fyt.·b:::e_S";:d:t-' t;_ l:__,_ 1 .I~ le,l~[\t;M\ 
Mr. p~ . _,._····.p.;· . . ·.··.·.'1 ... ·.·.JI.I.,.·y:L ... ~.--.--· .. .t..) h.,t .... ···.·.· .. ~ .. · .·"""'. eto v- 1 ~'}) ~ k: :~.,:~ - ~;:-tr'~ ccn-U. r~· ~ 

IS::t:;t;~~~f~F-.. , )v.z ~7i. 
·-··~ ·-' .·~ .. · ··.--.. , · · /:Before -.~-----·- .. 7: .. ... 

---·· · 
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Before seeing this minut~ ·,/ T"i1aa:~·hi.d a:~.telephone · call from 
Mr.: Tre..ffo:rd .~mith of th .~.!2,ciJ.;pp_i~l:i;PJf:Lge:J[l:l,Q'W.:i,shed t,o inform me 

~~v!~o;i~;u~~tf~~~f -~~iEf~tiJ ~~f~~"t~?t~!e!ci~!tf~;ti~~al 
con:ference and how to •·htrociij'ce' i thi:ii iiiubject <of,c;;!!suppor:t facilities". 

0
p ... -.J\\~<-~/.-;/ i (f/:.~:~;;_(f(~;-· ___ ~)~~-;-~ ·: __ .. :. . ' 

~- The plan-is to · ha.v:e~.-:tne ~~:·fa.l'l-s.·•.On >the .. •:sup1>ort .facilities" 
proceeding in para.llel :!A:aiid.?iri:.:a:; sma.lle"i• ,~oup) with the coostit-utiooal 
talks, the ·object being --to ,J.j,l'lf _both •,:UP fo :a ;:possible package deal 
a.t the end. The sma.lle.r ,group / would.::Ci:!e chaired by the Colonial 
Secretary and would comprise .the ,·Gove!;'.no:i: E.lld.0 0 his .advisers, Rangoolam, 
and three .Ma.uri tius party le .ad,era, ,.ali.lo,.:'Minis__tera in the Cos.li tion ; 
probably the leader of the .Pa:rti.·llla.uritieDne, a Muslim and a Hindu. 

3~ Mr~ Trafford ~ith ivocle.:i:e~ :~h~~~;~ :~~-~~}one·trom the Foreign 
Office and/or someone from the -;Minisiry '-of ' Defence might a.t a. suitable 
stage in the suppo.rt facilitte .s /i;a.;L)g(attei;i,:Fto >give !some statement 
on the general importa.nc:e a'.pf;:?:t}l.e·~:f.!3:'.c:JJ.;i:tie·s/ W:e need in the , c_o.ntext 
of global defence and J.nt;l<:>,,,..Amsrica.nc?:ti;te ·re _e::t;: • . .I ss.id ·-that .though 
I fo1< my ,pa.rt 'would be 7wiU: :trig-fJ ol ciok;tbJ;:ed .:t'p. •t ,were ,thought desirable, 
my inclioatioo was that ::the ; .ie :s k3we7;l,iressea:: 1::the American '.interest . 
the : better; . . /~:,$(I?/;~~?{}j, '. :. -~:~h( _ 

~~$!f iii~~tt~-:iit!~!~~ii~K:::: 
nega. tiye manner ' by ·,:the . . .. .··· / :,;:t;u;;,,1 t · would :· be ·difficult 

!~l5~[r;E~~!i,t~ . ."I•~·~,!Itlt~i~:~!!fri;Hr::r, 
exclusively on the . two _pci~oi;_i:L.~of &1ug~r' que>ta:"'a.nd immigratioo so that 
the :Mauri tia.ns did not feE?l':tpa:t : t~y· · AS,d ::i,eei:cfobbed off with 
secood-hand views. I repliea :::-to .Mr' •.. ~TrafforcFSmith that·the Americans 

;:ih1ii!!m,;;f c!e~~Ei;\j~~fl !ii' ':pt6-t~ s.i4i} :i~;(;tt!~~-n ,~h!iZ:r~;;~ft . 
be very -reluc1.ant to b~_ing:71. to ,;.·}tlie ~,t1,d;ka;::';:>if : ,only: · for the 

Ei;j~~~f ~lt~•,l4iilfi~~i~ili~§~:ok 
would b .e wanted towa.rd1i,,.:c cf::::nex .~k J or ·the . beginning of 
the :week :.tarting on '13 '., ::~~\·f•·f '=· ,-,-~.: ' 

5. i :E'e.l:'liap'B some cif t 
Mr, iTren~h~> though :i ) ti_· 
produce ':the s:ugar -aµ_dj; • • 

Mr. 

.. . . ~ . i;I,:;.,1"'t':f\i; 
!.',.;::'·;;;::1,;? 
t, 

, r -

~":;-,keel~ into j;h_e letter to 
's16~~hingtpri to 

:1_-.,=. •. 
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lli,W 
MA\lfHIIU§ - QEfENCJ; 

I 

PM,T'H@ft,O 19P tulS !!!CRRTARV or OtAT1£' !I 1~'\.L£ 

\.Y\'CH OJB ·o:-,wt;ioow,·A'r 10.00 110!1LQ!Ul.11Il~ 

Hth Ol¼l'I6MQBR. IN IIIA COLONIAL Qfrll'll 

IOJft J. l\(lNNIB MP w; @TACl'OS!f.ll 6LUQ l~J~L!l.t) 

TIii l&ClHTMY 0, 9TATK uplainetl th • t. he hnd l11vlLt1rl 

'11• Fi, "·~•lll)Ule1111 ro .. t.h.l• ,11k in order to 11ht.1tn hi\¥ UWII l'l'ltl l)t;.t.01111 

\ ,, Lh1 11ro1,011l1 whith hid been JlU\. to t.h" "'" 11rtl.l11,, llovl!lrnnmnt ·. 111111 

11l11 1dv1G1 on Ulllel)o ruaqon• b.Y hi• r.11U,rn111.1u1 , 

ua I e kM(JOOl,Alil r1011l14 t.hlt 11rt11I' lh• Ouv,,, 11011 hntl Jtllt tltll 

,,ru1,uu 1 ,o t.h• C:c,uno,U i,r M1n11tcr1 h« 111111 11, d 11 1t,1 1111•nt.1r 111nut 1,,,,. 

,1Hh hlt 00U1a1nu,1, A\ ,het. tJ.lllO Iv, h1ut ,•11111111 t It", 1111,11J11r. 

tlllllllllOu•lY 114&1l1111t. t.hl Jll'llflOISI.\ t P e11nho (;lln hl 1111,1,1 ,. .,, ,11 

, .11r1uu •'• ,;11.-1.11Uct1on but. r•rndy t.o nonu!1h11· 1111111' Luu 11 \aA 1111 "'' 

,11.y 00111UUum1 uu • rtta\or.v In I.ho llr ,lthh fl11var1rn11111L, Mr. 1111v111 

illuo o had IJ&.1111 Nrndy t1> con • J.cJer ne11ot .lwt.tu11• or u lur,111'1, but 

tl lJ• 1', Aalll1'IIOJ.• 1,1 dciubtell wl'leth111• hla 1111rt,y would 1111111111 wlth t,hl!', 

'1110 M111rlUu• tlov•rnment hid • \onH• • t"nillnK 1111\J,,y 111111J1111t tl11J 11111fo 

,,r cr~11 Ja11d1, Th•r• wu• no ro1111u11 ror tliff llt'll. l 1h oovornmm1t !,u 

rur ror the u curH_y or r• allHlu in the llep1n,1tm oJ.u ol' M11ut•J.l.lu11, \ 
Slk J. " '•'-N U ,,ointed out that ltlUCh or t.he 1111111 1n lllouo UUl'Q,111 

v,1111 11rullabl,v ~Jr11111l; hdil ln rr111hold J.,e, tt. hill 11lrc1111ly ~""'' 

.u.1111ui1 , 

I I 
( 

\ 
Tllli 81.t 'Ml~rAitV 1)1,' S'tATK Hid th • t lt •-omad 1111Hltoly tll11t ' tlll ll 

11111.u,1 lll.lluu uov1rn .. 1ent. wuuld aoaepl the prapon l lh•t I.hit 11.ltl ncl• 

1;1,,,u h.l 1111 ,,.,..,,<!! bul. 11111111rell wh• t ter m• the Maurit,J.u • Oovar111tm11I, 1
, 

,m\, .11,,oJ r,11 ll IIUIU Uli'd&hlllnt, 
I 

11 IM Ii, 111.»'lOOLMI re 1Mi nded I.hi l1c ret1ry or 8tlt.e that the 

ll .i11,•1Ll11• ,1 .. v~rn~nL 1111• 111k1d thll U11H.ed Ht.ete• Clov11rnnw1111i to lllldOC' .. I 

~ ~11 1.n 1,ur c1u,11e • 111ut111t.1111t.111 portion or M1urit1u1 1 • 1u1n,r ou~r,ut. 111. r 

LIie C.i;;wi<i1111u u 11.h llui;"' Ai;ru111114111t. prlu•. 1'h•y • 1,11 hn11t11t thn\. 1.hr 

I .. ued lltut.n• wri11l11 1,11rah11• t.unnuy 111d urHlart •ko to •11pply wh1111I: 111111 I 
,. ,.. tn ri.., ,1 11u1111tlUu 11nd at. rb1c.t Jll.'iou, '" n1tdlU0 11, u,,w 
t, .,,,1.u.i c1111l.llt\11.•cl "'"1.1ornln«ic1l end 11lln ,, n•elbly 1• lr t1HVJ1111tlon11I 

r111:i11Lh1•, l.ht)' would llko preference in 1111,Y rl•hJ.nH rl1Jht11 to 11.1.111/0 \ 

1,~r11i• w .. ~.,•·• urid they hopn d th11t. eny ht,our 61' rn11tAriHll r1111uJrorl ' 

1'1,r c u11Hr110U 11n nr tit• rt101Ut1•• would be ol.it•in1.1d rro111 a r t.hr •1111Jh 

., .. ril.lu•. 1'h1y wuulll 11 • 0 requir• tho p11yn10nl. or II re1ul11r 11101111.v I 

1·111~, 

illll J, k hNNIII Hid lhU h• did unt ' r11odl en,Y MnUon or th• / 

1,1111,ur11111111, ur Ntert •1• rro• M• uriUu • (M1111r1tl111 h111I in any onu1 1 

1,11t.hl111 he uuuld think ur to orrer), llct thou1ht that M1ur1t1u11 

lltulll•r • hall •nUoned the P~•nt or a c1pJ.t,1l IUIII b\lt not Ill 11111111nl 

.. , .. , ,. 

11 

. l 

ilUt •, I\A.WJOOLAM did net oo-nt on th11 1 bu\ went. on tn •>-•~r11 / 

~•1• ••ar • t.11ry ur Stat • th11t t.h1 M•uritlu• Oovern•nt ••• really td 

UIJHIA lt. • rull NIPl>n •4bU1Ue • Jn the ltf)her• ·· or detenoe, • chlJ.nJ tl\lt. / 

1,11 h••• 1111 111,y,11111,tll,Y with t11lk or non-11l1"111n11nt 1 wf11Ch Wil n411 in fll• 

vhw l'flCOmJJlwt,I• '"'"·" • 1v.twlh11t. ' df'IIIOCrnoy'. ' .... , ... ,•. ~. '! 

I 
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TIIE SliC'.illiTARV OP STA'l'I:£ J1Ugge • ted thnt 1r l.ho Ji, 11rn 1l11 wo 1••1 1 l' VII•• ,1 
1.1,e M1111rH,lu• Govern ment would 00 1110 under pre1uH1n\ fr l,m th o I. 
Afro/A1ian bloo 1nt1 neutr • lht 011inio11 to term .l11nt o .H, whJ l.e " 
dX01a1on would protect them rrom thil, 

811l J4 llRNNIK • pokt.1 or \t i t.I ll11nse1• thn t lrrc 11111111dbllll u p l11l1 111 
would work ur> c1~111on1trotlon, ln•lde Muurltlu• ror a s .lmUl'lr pu1•,,11~••. ·- ·• •(~ ... -, ... - ,:~......,...-- ......... _,. ... 

lllll 8, kAMOOOLAAI re11Ued thRt o 101111-t11rr11 ec1111on1lo 111t r6P•11~11t, t.o 
I.he udv1wtaae or Ma11rltiut1, contracu111 wi t h the 1111roP111ont 1>1' 11 l I I.II• 
i,o ULicll l(larUH in Maur1t1u1, would be the bo1ll;. 111111111·~1,r.o nw•'""'· 
1.111 •• 

SIR .T. IIRNNlli IUH1'e• ted tl i ut 011ce t ho c •m Ml,.l l,11t .l1n111J J 1Himrn1 
wl1lch 111111 1h,cnin1\ed Maurit1UI poUti CH f or IIUIIIV l'Oll l' II " '" ' hn1.111 
1l11(10111ll or, the 1truoture or po\it101,1 11111rht c11111,,ie , 

SIR S, IVJ,tOOOLAM di •• llreed. Conoe1t1111r 1.hn l. tl lfl l,nl,0111· 1'11rt.~••11 
u11oail e• wo uld HIie \o 11111 • ch 111111'11, h o hi" l1 ev•11t llw t, , Jf ,111yt, hJ."11, 
I.he L1bu11r l'11r\Y would ¥•in 1ro11nd 11t. th t1 11111<t, " l flt•t1 1111, 

•rnl( bl:Cllli1ARY 011 8'rATU 111,i111,,.ted th nl, 11 J.,,...,,, nd,rht hn o I 
dl.Yilive rtt ol.or in M1uru,1u1 11ol\l:lo1J, l;11t. o m :1, 1\M1IIOOI MI ,,,.,11,ril.1:.i I 
thDt. M1t11rH, h1• WII ll 11tllhl1 00U!ltr ,v • t.hf' l'O ~IIJll l, ,iJ t'l'J. cmHl .<!111 wu1•,, \ 
11ttribuubll'I tu th• l'lrt.1 M111rlol111111 whJ.11h 111ul v111•y 1.1.utl. t ,.,1 lillf'l" '\l't , 
llo 1ar11111I I.h i~ 01111 or two new Al'llllt>• 111.lrth~ e111Uj'W' tiut d~ tl 1111t l.hl11l

1 
I 

1 

I.hey would ho or 1ny 1,a,,ort11noe, \ 
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SECRET 

Points for the Secretary of State at D.O.P. meeting 
. -9. 30 a,ni; ·Thursday, September 16th 

The Mguritius Conference - progress so far 

In plenary sessions, the four main Maurit ius parties anj the 
two leading Independents (Mr. Paturau and Mr. Ah Chue n, on behalf 
of the Chinese) have set out their openin g positions. All the 
parties except Parti Mauricien have circulated papers to the 

Conference summarising their views, .and the Parti Ma uricien will 
shortly table _ their paper. / 

2. On the basis pf these papers (we have had the Parti Mauricien 

p~per, : priyat _ely, .i~ draft f~r ~okil days) separate neej:otiations _ ·--•·:•·,· -.-: .. ::i< . _;:;,. ;•-1,;;c·· : f . · i:°. . .:: 
have been held individually with each party and with the two 

· Ind .~penden!s~a~ with • th~se meetings, a comm:ttee of the 
whole Coni'erence ~~er the' · chai~manship_ of Lord Taylor has _been 
studying th~ i franc i :!.se and: -tr1e · electoral system, one · of th! __ most 
difficult te_ch_nica.J;'., problems -.'to be settled in a multi - racial 

community like ~!auritius. Tomorrow, the intention is to start in 
plenary session th~ process of going through the detailed provisio~s 
of the constitution in 1road outline to determine the extent to which 
general agre,ement ~an be reached on isolated points of difference. 

3. The ~ue ,_ to ·)e decided at the Conference is the future 

status of Mauritius -;/independence with safeguards for minorities, 

/~r some for~ of association. It is already becoming clear at the 
separate discussions with individu al parties that, while the leaders 
have•shown a certain degree of flexibility and to some extent moved 
a little close;tow~rds one another's positio ns , the likelihood of 
g~tt~ng suppo;t\fl~ a substantial majority of the Conference for .. . · . 

/ . an agreed outcome ii;! ~11 .-: •~;rh~ugh the _,~uri tiu~ _ Labour ~!l-rty led _ by 

Sir Seewoos~ -~ i ~joo_lam, c.th~ : largest Jingle par \ty, _is _ ~ ~;~sing 

for in4?pe11i;/fe _ ~~! ) ~intai~s .tha t it bas the support of the 
majority o:f?. the inh,i:,bitants of ~uritiu~

1
, solid evidence for this 

suppo~ ,t has .so, .far ·not been P:?duced, 'a~d the Parti Mauricien have 

/put 
SECRET 
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SECRET 

:{: . . - ~ put forward -.a ·_strong case for believing that there might ~ be 
a ~ majority~ - independence if the point were put 
imP[Ftially to : the }~,est. ,For this.reason, the Parti Mauricien 
insists that a · ref~;endum must be an essential prerequisite for . . . 
acceptance ·of any final solution, while .. the Labour Party .is against 
a referencum ~d p; ::·~ers an e~ecti~n ~£m~;--

7
of 

0
:on~~i'ig;vtre 

people. The -Musli~ 1;~:ea.rtY.._iS .. pr~ssing f~r spa.rate communal ' represen-r~~ tat _io~, ai;a;_~~ia9~, f-~)t~~~\~~~,~.µ_ij. ius ·--Lab~ur ~-~~(Y ; have . .. P,O~!•t t~? ~•tt? "price of •th•~Jupport for\wd•pfndenco, 
,_in · -.;;--_.:.;a~ 

of 
•:•~::i..:.~.~ ~ 

l ,.//' 

'!. 

l 

as 

:::~;;~:t,:t C' \ ;~ro>~f; ':":::1;;~;; --
4. • In tllis ~,S.~~a,.tfi i ,~~!l,nd:on ; the ' form at present. :'sbown': by . the . ·. ·• .· ' ,. >•J;a 1~,f I . · ·-· . ' , . . ., I . various . grou:i;,~_i:~J t~ t,)C:.opfer,en~

0
e, \ ~ t seelll:8 that the s~repgth of . . . : --.--:_ : ... :,,:·,.,:,:::•·. '·::rft :-.•. . · -: ·_. . .. -_ . . -.;•<: ;i:";- . --; feeJ.ing 1?.gail'.l,st::·i11dep~11dence,~lllaY make it impossible for :the, 

Co;f~ri;ce t~ }t /; ~:P~lJ i>f ~~ ~J '..~Y which ::~uritius · ~~~ .i -·~r~c:ed 
stra 7~tf~rw~~~ t -~ ~~p~11-$ei:q9e,'.} _ It . :may;. be necessaxy \ ~o Jdecide · 
on ;a form of as13o__,ciat_ f onunder ~hich _ at any time in the ·.:.future, if 
a sufficient ~jq -;t'ity }of ;.th~ \people desired it, -the terr:l)ory >could - ...... :.- . • .. ,,:,_:;_._. • • .• :"'°:-,I;.• \ • , ; ' •· ' ···- ·,'' ·. · ' c • ; ' ' ; "':, : • •• / • 
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majority in Mauritius with adequate minority safeguards which ~ight 

involve some commitment by Britain to assist in the maintenance of 

internal security in so~e circumstances, as well as to look after 

external defence, So far, neither the po sibility of a defence 

treaty covering external defence, nor o internal security, have 

been discussed but the intention is open up this question, which 

is one of the key elements in reac ing a settlement, in discussions 

,£;~~ 
with individual groups, (_R-w.. S oY 'tv,/ _j .,);.) 
s-~ ;z • .-rlVO,'"t- - · vb //V/ f~ cv ,f,1 .,-,.,

;Vfl J.. f': d;i::;t:;:.-4, 

Defenee facilities in the Indian Ocean - discussions with Mauritius 
inisters 

5, •This subject is, of course, not on the agenda of the Mauritius 

.Conferel'.lce: but the :possible requirement as part of the Mauritius 

constitutional settlement for a treaty covering external defence and 

some arrangement for British assistance in the maintenance of internal 

security establishes a link between the two sets of negotiations 

and it may be that in the end, it will be necessary to reach a 

settlement on both questions at the same time. On September 13th 

the Secretary of State met the principal Mauritius :Ministers 

concerned (the four Party Leaders and Mr. Paturau, an Independent) 

for a first run over the~round. The gen~ral :proposal for the 

detachment of the islands had already been put to the Mauritius 

Council of Ministers by the Governor before the delegations had left 

Mauritius, and Mauritius Ministers bad shown themselves favourably ------. ·--' . 
. disposed in prin _ciple, but had made various suggestions for special ---------------compensation from the : Americans. They wanted a . U.S. sugar quota 

of 300 1 000 tons, ·special facilities for immigrants from Mauritius, 

provisions for the u1se of Mauritius labour a=i jl$ ' 3-. in an,Y 
1 -

·constructioil work ··on the_ islands in question, the safeguarding of 

fishing and mineral rights etc.; above all, they proposed a lease 

of the islands rather , tban detachment. 

6, They hoped it might .be possible to arrange tripartite negotiaticn 

· with the Americans in London in which these sug gestions could be 

pursued. 

/7, 
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7. At the mee~ing on 

informed of our reaction 

SECRET Ip ,v'U- ! 
f-~J,..__,. ' LISI< 

1-r - ) - . 
~~Aifi--<~f~ 

Monday, the Mauritius riunister ·~;~ -~<-<-

and that of the Americans to this ~posal. 
Because of the basic Anglo-American agreement under which the 

· Eri tish provided the sites -while the Americans did the construction, 
tripartite negotiations were out of the question. The fact that 
Americ~n sugar quotas were a matter for Congress made it difficult 
to negotiate a special arrangement for Mauritius, and our expert 
advice is tpat it would be against both Mauritius and Commo~th 
interests to attempt to do )30. There were similar objections as 
regards _special arr.angements for Mauritius immigration into the U.S. 
The Mauritius ·Ministers showed some reluctance to accept these 
points, and arrangements were made for them to see the Economic 
Minister at the American Embassy on September 15th. Sir Seewoosagur 
Ba.mgo·olam told the Americans that the !YT.a.uri tius Government was on the 
side of the free world but had to do everything possible t-9 prevent 
a fall in the standard of living with the rising population - hence 
his concern for a maximum return from Mauritius exports and the 
maximwn emigration. The Americans explained their difficulties as 
regards sugar and immigration, but the Economic Minister said that 
he had take~ note of the case made by the Mauritius Ministers and 
would report ·. back to Washington. 

8. The co~clusion .of the Monday meeting at the Colonial Office 
with Maurititis ; Ministers was that they would give further considera

tion to other~rms- .of compensation ~n sugar and ~ It 
was suggested that .:Britain might be able to help with economic 

- t;,(.(K,;,,. ' OJf 
development, and tbcd scheme of assisted land settlement might be 
worked ou-t which ~~d be financed from :Britain, possibly~ 
the Co=onwealth Development Corporation. An approach is-being made 
to Lord Howick and further meetings will shortly be held with 

Mauritius Ministers •.. 

9. ~n view of ; the_:Pfeoccu:pation of so~ ,1 sections of the Mauritius 
Conf~r.ence - d;legati ?~ .with proyision for external defence and inter- -
nal security, i,_~ may, be necessary / to ke~~ _.the discussions on 

/Indian 
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Indian Ocean defence facilities running parallel with defence 
and internal security discussions at the Conference, until the 
moment comes for a settlement of both questions. 

~~~ lJ~~b 
~~ u..,,. p~ ,t;, ,;f;&_,__ ~ 
V'r - ~~ ~fa~~~ 

Pacific and Indian Ocean Department, 
15th September, ~965 
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United Kingdom, Secretary of State’s Private Discussion with the Secretary of State for Defence 
on 15 September: Indian Ocean Islands, FO 371/184528 (15 Sept. 1965)
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State's Private D ta e for Defence 

Indian Ocean Ielande 
The . Colonial Secretary _ -is due to report to hi"ii colleagues 

at the o.:P.D. tomorrow on the prog~ess made at the Mauritius Constitutional Talks regart_iing obtaining t _he acquiescence of Mauritian leaders in the detachmei:rfi . of Diego Garcifl- (and certain ot~E:lr islands) for defence purposes. I learn .:from the Colonial Office that the defence fac -ilities question is being treated in a small grpo/ consisting of the Coloni.i.l Secretary, the Governor end _four of the principal :Mauritian political leaders. Though the question has been mentioned in 
general terms, I understand that it has not been grasped and various side issues such as an increased U.S. sugar -,and · immi"gretion quotas are being explored. It ·iaJ~~lflS?:kely: that the detachment .of the isl a,~d~ mEiy haye ~~-,;~~ft,~~!~t:.;i -~ _ packa~e deal at the con.ciR~lq n ~f t!ie · Constitutfonal :.Talks. -;· ·_ :· .. . . ~~:··:/· .· : -:·:\+:;..:·.:;~ ·.· .. ;·; ~;~·:.:~~-.: ;-.. ; . -_ :·: . 

2. The .l?ore:ign _and · De.fence ~:Secretaries ·- l!J.8-Yi:µ;;l:ke t to ":.atrees to 
;;,,t':"''. ':·· ,. ? ·-· . '• Ji .: , } :·· .. · 

Mr. Gree nwood at the O .P,;'D;t!",;tomorroiv .,;,the ,,grea;t .,:impcirtance .they attach to o b1;~?.+P~ ,•~:~ i~rff{{itJ{i;t;~ 1){~,~?\}'.~~ip~i ia~( later 
1 

certain other ' island~ ':r~'·_,,. 't'.'.d~f~~c~ faciiiti~~ ·,developed 
.. 'r-:r~t1:}zt~rs~-~-; ~}~-_j -_ · - ~ · - · ·: · _· --·- ·. : · _; ·_ ·_ · 

in co.njunction with the A:in.~ricans ,:·and that this st:i:a_tegic concept has assumed even gre _ater importance since the Quadri
partite talks on Far East defence. The Americans would take it 
very much · amiss if we were, · through lack of determination, to 
fail to secure these islaods at this moment. If Mauritian 

. . 

. 
acquiescence cano~t be CJb~ained, then the course recommended . .. / 
by the joint Foreigh Office/Ministry of Defence paper, Le·: / ::::::~~•taobi,~nt .~.:~:~i:: into a ~nd;;.,., 

Sooretacy otf s4 15 Jf g~~65 
···-·-··----'-
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MINUTES of a M u ting hdd at 10 Downing S1ru1. S.WJ. on 
Thursday, 16th Sepreml,u, J96S at 9.~s a.m. 

Present ( 

1be Ripe Roe.~ Wn.90M. NP, Prime Mmislcr 
lbe R.ipt Hon. JA.MU CA,L,1,AQru,N, w "· ~ fli&bt Ho,. Dens H'W..IY. w P, CbaoccD« ol clle Euh<qua Socr,wy ol SW. fot l)d,... 
Tho JU&ht Hoe. - ~ . TllelUpa Hoo. Al..,_,, 0.,,,.'WOOO. M ,. Secrewy of Slat. for Commoa• w P. St.ctttllry of Sui111 for the Coloni.es wca.llh Rclatl.oJU 

n,. lollowlag ..... al,o -= The Rlabt Hoh. B..utu,u .A CA.snl. w P, 
MWst,ro(O,,CU,U~ 

Mr. O-'nlol<SOl<.w t. -af 
Stalf for Forcjga AfaJrs 

Tho JUalit Hoo. Tm BAA.I,. a, 
l.oNGloa>, Lord Prl'7 Sw 

Mr. M.\uuce Fol.Er, M , . Joun hr1ii.• 
mcrnu y Uoda-S ccrctary of Sl11e. 
Oep3.~1 of Ecoaomie Main 

Om=l Sir , ..... c.sms. Oicf ol 
the General Sid (Por twm 1 and J) 

Admlnl Sir O.V11> Lucs. A<tioJ Old ot lbo D:fc:D(:& Stal {For I,em, 2 
•nd!) 

Alr Qa - S« Qu.au:s l!&."""'11T, a,;.: ol clle Air Stal 
(For /t~ml l 4nd J) 

s«n1orl111 : 

$«8'JIU= 
Mr. D, S. l.<s<n 
Mt. F. A. K. HAJI.IJSCIH 
Air v,...Mushal J. IL W1LIT 
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2. Defence FaciUtic, in the IHdiao Ocean 
(Previous Refereoce: OPD (65) 371h Mee1ia&, Item 2. 
Coodusi<>D (i)) 

TM Colonial Set:rezary said that be had discussed "ith the 
Mauritian leaden the dctac:bment ol the Wanm iJi the Oiagos Aicbipelai:o. Tbey were disappointed that the Unilod StAtc, 
Government wu aot prepared to consider the lease of the islands or 
10 ,~L their requests over sugar purcbasa and emigration. They bad bO\\'C\'er had discussion, with the United Staies Embassy and 
lh• latter had agreed to consider their suggestion, as reaards trade. 
They had also discussed with the Colonial O.volopment Corporation 
the poosibility of a land ..ulement scheme. It had been prmous ly 
envisaged that we might offer a maximum of £3 million as 
compeosatloo for the detachment of the isl.lnds. He bad made an 
initial oiler or ii million and this bad not been badly received. If it 
would help to secure agreement we might consider making available a farther £1 million to finance development ,chem .. over a period 
or=· We might also consider a provision that after, say, 99 )'Cln, 
tb~ islands would rc:ven to Mauritius if they were no longer required 
by the United Kingdom aod the Unitod Suitos. There bad been some di,cussion about a cootinuing British responsibility ror intc:mal 
,ecurity, but this bad been in the context of future constitutional 
development rather than or the detaehment or the islands. Of the 
two main Mauritius panic, one favoored in<kpeodcuce while the 
other preferred a form of association with the United Kingdom. 
Both would want some assurance of continued British assistance in maintaining internal ,ecurity but it ml&ht DOI be necessary for .;. to 
go beyond an agreement to consult at the rcquest of the Mauritius 
Government. We were already helping to build up Mauridan 
s=urity forces aod would try to meet any further nqu<Sts for such 
W>$C&Doe. Then: bad been no detailed discussion as y~ about a 
defence asrecment. The Constitutional Conference should end by 
the middle ol the follOWin& week aod he wu hoi,dul that by then 
agreement oo the delachment or the islands would have been secured. He had not prcs,ed for an Immediate decision both because this 
might prejudice a,reemcnt on the colUtitutionAI issues and because 
the Mamitian leaden were aware ol the ,mngth or their barg,tioing 
position and undue pressure might only induce them to put up their price. 

In discussion it was pointed out that an urgent and •atisfactory 
decision for the detachment of the islands was nece$$4ry both in ou, 
own defence intUCSL$ aod in order to mainllin our political and military relation, with the Unitod StateS. • 

Summing up the diseussion th, !'time Nfnistu said that the 
COmmitt,e would wish to 111:e note ol the Colonial Secretary's 
statemrot and to express the hope tha! 'agreement for lhe delAcbment 
ol the islands would be reached maa,tly, and in any case by the 
end or the pres,:ot Constitut;onal Conference. A decision on whether j or not we should dcuich the islands in question by Order in Council · 
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if the agreement of M•uritian M'uiisi.n could not be obtained 
should still be deferred. 

The Committeo-

Took n01< of the Colonial S.Crcwy's •=eat aad apoed 
with the Prime Minister's summing up, 

3. SioJ:apore 

The Pri1114 Minisrtr said that 11 report by the Commoawealth 
Sccn:tary on the disc:uss:ions with the Australian, New Zealand aod 
Uaited States Authorities would be available for c:ousidentloo by 
the Comniittee in the following week aad it would thcr,:/orc be 
prclerabk: that Singtporc should be discussed then. 

The Chancellor of the Exdiequer soid that the aim must be to 
reduce defence expenditure in Ute Fa r Bu t and there should be DO 
questioo of increuing expenditure by establishing alternative 
facilities in Austnlia while planning to retain the Si11gapore base. 

Tbe Committeo-

lnvited the Commoow .. Jtb Secretary to circulate • report 
on the quadripartite discussions in lime for a meeting or 
the Committ<e in the following week. 

Cabinet Offia. S.W, I. 
16th September, /96S, 

SECREt' 
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United Kingdom, Mauritius - Defence Issues: Record of a Meeting in the Colonial Office at 9:00 
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;---·--•, ·-:--.. ·~---4MAURITIUS - DEFENCE ISSu:ES 

i ,.,.:':~~,.,RicdmLoJ A MEETING IN THE COLONL;,L OFFICE 
' ---- •-·' " ·'-J 

1 r:&f B,W :dM. oN MONDAY, 20TH sEPTfil.rnER. 1965 

·

1

r-~;=:;t~-j..:.:.:.: .. j,',,_;; ! PRESENT; 

==----- ------------...S~cretary of St ate 
(In the Cha ir) 

Sir H. Poynton Sir R. s. Ramgoolam 

Sir J. Rennie Mr. J. Koenig; Q.C. 

Mr. Trafford Smith Mr, A. R. Mohamed 

Mr. A. J, Fa irclough Mr. s. Bissoondoyal 

Mr. J . Stacpoole iVlr. J, M, Paturau 

The Secretarv of St ate again exp re ssed his desire to 

keep the discussion of the proposal to establish defence · 

facilities in the Mauritius dependencies separate from the 

Constitutional Conference and mentioned his own double role 

a s a spokes man of Her Majesty's Government's interests in 

this matter and as a custodian within the British Government 

of the interests of Mauritius. He enquired about the upshot 

of the meeting between Mauritian Ministers and officials of 

the U.S. Embassy in London. 

Mr. Koenig replied that the U,S, spokesman had been 

una _ble to offer concessions. They had promised to transmit 

to · their Government the points made by the Uauritius 

Delegation but had been unable to ~ive any indication when 

the U.S. Government's reaction would be made known. 

The Secret ar y of St ate suggested th at the Mauritius 

G-overnment should draw the conclusion from the United States 

Government's attitude - for instance their insistence on 

excision _ and their refus al t.o consider n le a se - that the _ 

:Americans did not -re gard .the . proposed.facilities 

i:n,dispensable, ( In sub~equ .ent 
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the facilities required might conceiv ab ly be established in 

islands · belon g ing .to Seychelles was mentioned by the 

Secretary of St a te). He went on to outline, for the 

confidential information of the Mo.uritius riTinisters, the 

economic assistance which the Mam•itius Government could 

expect from Brito.in up to 1968 irres pe ctive of compensation 

for the defence facilities; · this would include . a C.D. & W. 

a.llocati~n for 1966/8 totallin g £2.4-m., i.e. £800,000 per year, 

while Britain would envisage that, subject to --the relev ant 

criteria being met an d if · a genuine ne 'ed oould be shown, it 

would be possible to consider making available Exchequer loans . 

to Mauritius at the rate of about £1m. a ye2.r. This possible · 

loan figure was in no sense an allocation - allocations of 

Exchequer loans were never made and it was not intended th at 

this should be done in . this case. 

Sir S. Ramgoolam commented th at this would foll far short 

of lib.uri tius I needs for development finance . 

The Secretary of State said that in present econom _ic 

conditions, ' Britain was tmfortunately unable to increo.se her 

total a.id to the developing countries. He suggested that 

against this background a sum of the order ( say £1m.) 

previously mentioned as compensation for the detachment of 

DieGo Garcia would be very valuable if , it were .used to finance, 

for instance, o. land settlement scheme. Wlmtever sum wns 

settled on, it should be allocated for specific .and ident;i.fiable 

projects 2.nd would, of course, be entirely separate froin the 

compensation _to be paid to land owners in Diego Garcia cmd 

from expe _ndi ture on resettlement. 

Sir S. -R-~mgoolam ·said that the fnauri tius Government was 

not i!J-terested in the excision of the islands and would stand 

out fo:t:' •a _gg..:ye~r ' lease; _ They e_nviso.&ed a rent of about 

twe11ty ·years · arid 

.,.2-
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remainder. They re,3arded the offer of o. lump sum .of £1m • .as 

detisory and . would rtJ.ther make . the transfer gratis than accept 

it • . The .alternative .was for Britain to concede . ind~p~ndence '· 

to Mauritius and allow the Mauritius G.overnment to negotiate · 

thereafter with the British and United States Governments 

over Diego Garcia. 

Mr; Koenig spoke of Mauritius' record .·of loyar:ty t _o 

Britain -in two World Wars 2.nd his own natural inclination to 

advocate that the fncilities required for Commonwealth defence 

should be made 3Vailo.ble . free of char 6e, As ae;e.inst this the 

grave economic needs of Mauritius made him anxious to . find 

some middle way between a generbus ·gesture of this kind and 

what Sir . S. Ramgoolam ·had proposed. He urged that the 

possibility of inducing the _U.S. Government, . who .had re.j ected 

all the suggestions which . the MaurHiu.s Government .· had put 

forward, .to find some alternative method of providing economic 

assistance . for Mauritius - should be explored. The U.S. Embassy 

officials had left him unconvinced that the U.S. Government 

understood or felt any interest : in the economic needs · of 

Mauritius. 

Mr. Mohamed sugsested that the Mauritius Government 

should now 2,wait replies from the U. S ~ Government -on the 

which had .been discussed at the recent meeting. But 

Sir S. Ramgoolam thought it would be better . to bring 

pressure to bear upon the U.S. Government -through the British 

Government to increase the quota for Ifaµritius sugal:' 

domestic mf\rket. -

The Secretary of State pointed out that 

in present conditions a 

be in · the 

interests 
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Sir S. R2.mgool::11E._ rejoined that he fully understood the 

desirability of this, not only in the interests of Mrmri tius 

but in those of the whole Commonweo.l th, J-k repented that he 

would prefer to malce the facilities 2,vr.1il&ble free of charge 

r ather than o.ccept a lump sum of £1m . which wc.s insignificant 

seen ag,3inst l'iio.uri tius' · annual recurrent. · budget amounting .to 

about £1 3. 5m. - with the development budget the total was c.bout _ 

£20m. He was not trying, he sc.id, to extra ct the large su.ms 

he had mentioned · from the British Govornment, for that would 

damo.c;e the prosperity of the parent country of the Commonwealth 

to which all the developing -countries in the Comraonwealth 

looked for aid. 

aid should come. 

It was from the Uni tcd States that additional \ I 

The Secretary of St ate pointed out that the U.S. 

Governme nt undertook world wide defence responsibilities in 

alliance with Britain. The distinction Sir Seewoosagur was 

observin g was therefore an over-simplifico.tion. He invited 

comm0nts from the other Mauritian Minist ers . 

Mr. Bissoondoy,'11 c.nd Mr. Moho.med expressed their support 

for the views eXJ_JOunded by the f'remier. 

After Sir S. RaTigoolarn had suggested that if Mauritius 

could sell 300,000 tons of sugo.r yearly in the U.S. domestic 

marlcet she would c;-2in some £1 5m. , Mr. Trafford Smith pointed 

out that, as explained · enrlier, under the proposed arrangement 

it fell to Brito.in to undertnke n.ll expenditure connected with 

the a cq_uisition of the site f'or the . proposed facilities, 

including compensation to the . Mauritiu s Government. 

Mr. Koenig said tho.t, recognising tho.t this . was so, ·the 

IVIouri tius ministers h2.d tried at their meeting :i,t t,he United Sfatos 

Embassy to 2.rguy for e.ss ist an ce . over and above fimmc:i.f.11 

compensation; they 'tmnted arrangements which would provide , 

assistc.nce with trade, Sir Seewoosngur Ramgoolam stressed 

- 4-
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thst rllauritins ministers needed to provide for .the . future; 

lump sum eompcnso.tion now was no goou; somGthing of long 

term assistance to the people of l\'buri tius wa s necessary 

and this was why trade arrnngemcnts were sought. 

Sir John Rennie · made the point that, if . M::>.v.ri tius 

obtained lump sum compensation now, they could put it into 

valu1'-ble development which could . pr8vide a c::mtinuing 

benefit to Mi:rnri tius ::md a continuing income to the 

Mauritius GovGrnment. It was moreover the cr.se that the 

Mauritius Governmcmt , would be acquiring 1::-.nd which it did 

not o.t present own in compensntion for land surrendered 

in Chagos . Sir HiltOn Poynton agreed nnd mnde .the point 

that if, for ex=ple, lump sum compensation were, invested 

in a lrmd settlement scheme, then the position would be th2t 

at no capi t::tl cost to the Mauritius Government they would 

have secured ctn app reci able recurr ent benefit by way of rents 

paid by the settlers. 

Mr. Mohamed interjected that there had been some 

experience of the difficulty in collecting rents; a l:rnd 

settlement scheme would not pr'.lduce much income. 

Sir Seewoosa P,1rr Ramgoolam repe ated th2st the mo.tter 

should be considered on the bo.sis of Ch,~.;os being made 

nvnilrtble on · a 99 ye ::,r le<\sG. The Secreto.ry of StG.te sciid 

that he . could of course sec the C\dv,::mtr'.GOS of this from 

Mauritius's point Of view. He wished . that he thought that 

such an ·o.rrringoment might bo accepto.ble. The United States 

Government hnd . been , so specific "'.nd cate,1orical in insisting 

that British sovereignty must be retained over Chagos -

in ,other , words that Ch:i.Gos should be made ' available on the 

detachment - · that he ,felt sure that et le2se would 

ns he hnd said 
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·. earlier, it was his own personal view th::i.t the whole project 

might v1ell f:J.11 through o.nd tl1c Uni .ted States Government 

look elsewhere for the fi.l.cilities they sought if M:o.u.ritius 

continued to dem~nd a lease. 

Sir Seewoos2.gur R:::mgool·:un s"lid th o.t the sort of 

compensr.i.tirm tho.t h<"ld been suggested W'1S of no reril interest 

to the lV!o.uritius Government. The United St3.tes was spending 

vctst sums of money elsewhere in the world on b .. 1ses th nt 

were not secure. Aclmi ttedly Di0go Go.rcia wrts not being 

used at pres0nt; but in the future it miGht be of gre~t 

str'.."'.tegi c signifi c.'.'.nce. Mr.uri tius rnust obto.in some · significc-.nt 

bencfi t from making it available. He did not pretend t ci know 

the militnry significance of Diego Garcir. but, in considering 

compensation for Mauritius, the scale on which the United 

St::.tes hns o.cccpted expenditure on bcses elsewhere had to 

be borne in mind. The Secretc.ry of Str:>.te pointed out t.l:w.t 

it wc,.s most unlikely thnt Diego Gc1.rcie>. would ever be built 

up on such a scale o.s the kind of b nses tho.t 

Sir Seewoosagnr ·R:'Jllgoolo.1:1 wa s referrin::; te. Sir Hilton Poynton 

made the point thr;t Sj_r Seewoosagur appeared to be referrinG to 
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the: cost of building mili t c1ry installo.ti ons 8.nd not of ::icquisi tion ·. I 

of sites. Sir Seewoosagur Ramgoolo. • repented th::it attention ! 
~ 
j 
~ 
\I 

should be p2.id to what the United Str.tes had spent elsewhere in 

considering eoP.Jpcnsation for M2.uri tius. There were other 

considerations also to be borne in mind, r,fauri tius hnd c.n 

incr0.::,.sing populo.tion to cope with nnd · the . Government must 

ensure th::it standards do not decline - or only do . so very 

'slightly. A lump sum o.f £1 million was not of interest. 

Mr', Pnturau made the point t4r-it if, as had been 
, :. ,,: 

su~gested, the suggestion of using Diego Go.rci a, were . d:['.opped 

and the required facilities were developed in i1:1lnnd~ ,beionBin _g : 
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to Seychelles, this would cost a erect cie::i.l mo~e. These islcnds 
were much further frol!l, for example, Indio. and Ceylon ::.nd 

so would presUI!!c.bly be loss directly vo.lucble. It therefore 
seol!led to him tho,t it must be worth cm nppreciu.ble 3.lllount 

to the United St::i.tes thnt Diego Go,rci::! shov_ld be made a.vail-cble. 
Mo.uri tius should h2,V8 obtRin:::d n one hundred thous2-nd ton 

U.S. sug:tr quote. in 1962. It w2.s lost . f.ls ?. result of 

political pressure. If, gi vim the c.pp?.rent vo.lue of Diego 
Garci::i. to the United St ates Mo.uri tius could new use poli tic ::>.l 
pressure to secure 0: substanti-3-l suu:ir quota, this seemed 

to him only sensible. 

Sir Seewoos3gur Rmugoolam then sugg8sted tlmt the 

Mu.uritius ministers' propos~ls · should be cJmmunicated to the 

United States Government. When Mr . Tr'.'.fford Smith me.de the 

point that the United Stntos Government w::,.s not directly 

involved since negotiations on this mo.ttor were between the 

Mauritius and-British Governments, Sir Secwoosagur suggested 

th?.t it might then be better if the whole mo.tter Vlere left 

until l\buri tius were independent and were then negoti::i.t .ed 

with the ind~ .pondcnt Government. 

The Secretnry of Str:i.te then s o.id th::i.t it might be · 

possible for him to secure o.13rcm:1ont to increo.sing the proposed 

compGnsation from £1 million in the · direction of £2 million. 
In rep;J_y· to this Sir Seev;oosaq;ur R3mr,oolo.,rn so.id th at · the 

Mciuritius minist _ers hnd not come to bargain. They could not 

barg ,:,in o_ver their relationship with · the United Kingdom und 

the Colllf:1onwenlth. But there were re2.l economic 

difficulties : in Mo.uri tius and if _the British Government 

--· obtain s!-l:1Sist0-nce on the lines . they ·k,,d sug;3cisted this would 

,pe .highly desirable. · He r.citero.ted thnt lump SUi!! 

was not of such importance as 'something which would ensure 

steady ecrino:mj ' forM:iuritius over R per .iod of years. As 
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regards the sugsestion tlmt lump sum corJpensation could 

be invested in e.g. lnnd settlement he sc1.idthr.i.t . he did not 

wish to be tied to pe1rticular projects 2.t .once; he did 

not wish to commit future governments of M::mritius; Land 

settlement hod been tried some yenrs ago end lessons hrad 

been lor:.rnod D.nd changes m2.de. On this point Sir John Rennie 

interjected thnt, whilst he did not himself think th?.t £1 million 

mrn . very much by v;r-.y of cornpcns::i.tion, it wns nonetheless 

cleo.~ that land settlement must be w1derto.ken now; and capi to.l 

provided by way of lump sum compcmsation . would make this possible; 

The Secret c1,ry of State said thnt what Maur itius 

ministers wGre really saying was thr.t bece.usc the United St:i.tes 

could not help over her sug2.r quota cmd trade, th,m the 

United Kingdom nust stump 11.p hard cnsh instenrl. Mr. Mohruned 

said thnt this was not J'.'eally the vmy they loolrnd at it. 

If only the U .K. were involved then they wciuld be . willing to 

hcmd over Diego Ga:rcia to the U .K. without filly compensation; 

Mrmri tius wr:s already under mc1ny obligctions to the U .IL :But 

when the United States was involved '.:1.S well then they wanted 

somethinc substnntica.l by "·my of continuing benefit. They 

were prepared to forego lUDp sum _compens0,tion but continuity 

was 0ssentie1l ,nd the most important thing was the U.S. sugar 

quota, The SGcrctary of ~lt::i.te so.id .that he would like to be 

clear 0n the attitude of Mn.uri tius ministers . . As he understood 

it their attitude could · be sUJlllnGd UlJ o.s follows: 

(i) If economic assistance from .the United States on 

(ii} 

the scale tho.t hnd been sugcestcd could be . made 

ava ilable then the Mr.uri tius Government 

willing to agre'3 to the deto.chment 

Archipelago 

Please note that this copy_ is supplied s_ubject to the Natiorial Archives' terms and conditions and th _at'your 
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Chagos should be made avc.ilcible on a 99 year leo.se · 

o.t a rental of £7 million per annum for 20 years o.nd 

£2 million thereafter. 

(iii) Tho.t the l\fauri tius Government were not in any event 

inte:rested in lum1J sum cornpcmso.ti::m from Britain of 

£2 million, part in capital o.t once o.nd part spread 

over 2. period. 

Sir Seewoosarmr Ro.mrrool:,.m, c0Lllllentin3 •Jn the third -of t he 

above points said that they could not contmLplate deme.nding 

assistance that they. would regard as adcqur.te from th0ir 

"parent 2.nd relation"; this W'.Juld only t::i.lrn away part of a 

limited pool of assistance which wo.s of help to the whole 

Commonwealth. But a foreign government was involved and they 

should pay up, The Secretnry of State made the point that 

U.S. and U.K. defence fo.cilities throughout the world were 

so inextricably interwoven together that ·it simply -would 

be possible for us to demand from the United States that 

should malrn substantial annual payments to Mauritius. 

Mr. Koenig took this point and said that he thought th::tt the 

United Stc.tes coulcl. not be expected to me1ke money payments 

to Mauritius; wh"lt they wanted wo.s trade. Although 2.t the 

meeting they had hc1d at the U.S. Embassy the point had been 

m2.de that the G.dministration was not .responsible for the sugar \ 

quota, he, Mr. Koenig, had made the point that, given the 

present position in Aden anrl Singapore and given e,lso the 

attitude of China, it scrnmed to him very possible that those 

considerations would so .impress even Congress th2.t they might 

be willing .to adopt e . . different attitude ro:;arding the . sugar 

quota for Mauritius than the one they had adopted on ,the 

previous occasion .in 1962; it )'las noteworthy . that 

attitude then, too,had been · dicated by political 
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The Secret3ry of State said that it would obviously 

be highly undesirable to hr:wc a public discussion in Congress -

invol vin13 the situation in i.den and SingG.pore. Even though, 

as Mr. Koenig pointGd out there lnd been -public discussion 

of defence fncili ties in the Indi,:m Ocean, ' it would be 

impossible for these to be linked with the question of the 

sugar quota. ThG Secretary of Sto.to added that if it would 

be of nssisto.nec he would have thought that it would have 

been possible to agree tlnt 2.ny :;,.GrGement eclncerning Chagos 

might provide th:it it would be returned to Ifauri tius if 

British and ,".mcriean dc,fence interests in it ceased; he woulc1 

have to consult his colleagu0s on this point but it seemed 

to him feasible. 

Mr . Paturau so.id thc.t he could seG th2t the Maurit ius 

Government's original proposal of a U.S. su5c1,r quotc1 of 

three to four hundred thousand tons would be extremely 

difficult since it would inevitably hcve to be linked 

with the qU(,stion of defence facilities, But surely discussion 

of o. one hundred thousrmd ton quota was possible without this 

difficulty; one hundred thousand tons was the figure that 

had been proposed by the U.S administro.tion in 1962 but 

completely rejected by Congress; there sem,1ed no reason why 

discussion of a quotn of this amount 1nw need be linked with 

the defence issue. Mr. Trafford Smith ae;ain stressed the 

intense difficulties thnt would arise _over any question of a 

special sugar quota far Mauritius because of'the fact i;hat 

all other Commonwealth suppliers were involved. 

SirSoewoosaJur Rrungoolrun then said that an 

arrangement mi1sht be to calculate -whnt benefit · Mauritius · 

would havci dcri voa. from the sor t o_f . sugar quota and other 

trade arranGements th8.t _ they Jmd 

-10.,,; 
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United States G.overnnier,t to make ye8rly payments to Mauritius 

or' that amount. 0nG could calculate the figurG on the basis 

of say, 20 par cent gross profit on s~y 1 £13 to £15 · million 

worth of sur;or plus thG 'benefits of the pro1Josed rice ::uid 

wheat agreements. He w::is talking in this connecti()n _in terms 

of a le:?.se but if the islands were detached then different 

figures could easily be calculRted; it should in any case be 

provided th::.t if the isl::inds ceased to be needed for dcfe11oe 

purposes they would revert to Mauritius. 

Sir H. Po:ynton mentioned the precedent of certain U.S. 

bases in the We.st Indies, leased in 1940 and no . lonGor needed, 

which had reverted to the: jurisdiction of the Government 

concerned. 

Mr. Patur1m said thn.t for the past two , years Antigua and 

Fiji had been takinG up Mauritius 1 quota in the U'.S. market 

and . they would h2.ve no grounds for co:cplr.int if lfa:i,iri tius 1 

quota was now ·enlarced at their expense; but in fact the 

100,000 tons a yeo.r, for which Mo.uTitius w::.s askin;, could be · 

absorbed in the increase of consumption in the United States. 

Sir H. Poynton said that the British E~bassy in WashinGton 

had advised strongly fl.t;::i.inst rrny depc-.rture from the "past 

performr:.nce II formulc. , The Uni tcd Sto.tes rnie;ht off or some 

readjustment wi t .hin , the Commonwe2.l th quota but even this would 

risk brer.ching .the 11prist ?Grformance 11 formula to the 

disadvarito.r~e , of the Commonwea lth as o. whole. MorGover even if 

.this difficulty could bG avoided it would clearly be extremely 

difficult . to secure agreemGnt within the Cmmnonweal th. 

Mr. Paturau . s2.id th:it Mauritius hr.i.d been unfairly dealt . 

wi .th when quotas were established on the bC'.SiS of performMC8 
' - . . . . . . 

. in Jne first .h nlf of a y~nr sine~ MC'.uritius, alo~g wi1h all 
Hemi!:ll)hcr? pr;odµccrs ' ,was 0. 

11second-half~ye~rll 
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Smmning up the discussion, the Secretary of State said ., 

that the Mnur i tius Government SOUGht economic tie:J.p if6~ ·-·t;_t1e 

United St::.-tes, or failing this . a . moriotci.ry payme~t ;;om ili~ 
United St,,tes. He felt bound to wr-.rn Mmi.ritinn Ministers 

th2:t there wo.s no prospect of their getting e.riything approaching 

wlnt they were as kine; for, ~.nd thr:.t there vms a risk thnt 

the United St-'.ltes G,)vcrnmcmt would look elsewhere for the 

:facili tiGs tlrny needed. It would bo cheo.per to build an isl::.nd 

tho,n pay the sums sug[;csted, He su,zcestecl an adjournment and 

expressed the hope th::i.t the Mauritius Government would loolc 

urgently for more a cceptable propos::.ls which could be discussed 

nt nn early further meetin,s. 

Some discussion followed on the method by Which 

,'3ir S. Ro.mgoolam' s fic;ure of £7m. 8, yec.r for additional 

economic aid had boon 2.rrived a t. Sir S. R'.1.mgocl8.Jil so.id th::-.t 

he had cnlcul'.:\ted the benefits Mo.uri tius Wl)Uld rocei vc from 

the propos'.lls about trc-,de in sugrcir, wherct cmd rice between 

I\kuritiv.s 2.nc1 the U,S.A. at o.bout £3 - 4TJ. o. yee.r; and ho.cl 1mt 

forward £5-7m. to t:'.ke '."lccount of rising populJ.tion :,,nd 

unforeseen needs. It -'.'1.pper!red, how over, th2.t if the 

Uni tod States took JOO ,000 tons ::if Mt:'.uri tius · sv.Gc.r 2.t the domestic 

price £~,5 per t,Jn) the difference bctwoen this r:.nd · the world 

price for the S8.me qu2.nti ty ( at £20 1rnr ton) would be £7; 5m, 

per 8.nnum. 
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• ·. !J]fjj){~t1t ,t/l/~ /} ~1~ ." 
,(._p/4 7 ' . 

/.,h.,,_.; 
Mauritius 

Sir Seewoosagur Ramgoolam is · comfng to see you at 

10.00 tomorrow morning. The object is to frighten him 

with hope: hope that he might get independence; Fright 
lest he might not unless he is sensible about the 

detachment of the Chagos Archipelago. I attach a brief 

prepared by the Colonial Office, with which the Ministry 

of Defence and the Foreign Office a.re on the whole content. 

The key sentence in the brief is the last sentence of it 
on page three. 

I also attach a minute from the Colonial Secretary, 

which he has not circulated to his colleagues, but a copy 

of which I bave sent to Sir Burke Trend. In it, the 

Colonial Secretary rehearses arguments with which you are 

familiar but which have not been generally accepted by 

Ministers. 

September 22. 1965 
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/ 
PRIME MINI STER 

I am 'glad you are seeing Ramgoolam because the Conference is a difricult one and I am arucict.1s that the bases issue should not make it even harder to get a Conatitutional settlement than it is already. I hope that we shall be aa generous as possible and I am sure that we should not seem to be trading Independence ror detachment of the Ialande. '!'hat would put us in a bad light at home and abroad and would sour our relations with the new state. 
And it would not accord well with the line you and I have taken about the Aden base (which has been well received even 1n the Committee of 24). Agreement ia therefore desirable and agreement would be easier it Ramgoolaui could be assured that: 

(a) 

(b) 

We would retrocede the Islands 11" the need for them 
vanished, and 

We were prepared to give not merely ~inancial 
compeneat1on (I would think £5,000,000 would be 
reasonable but so ~ar the D.O.P. have only approved 
.£3,000,000) but a defence agreement and an undertaking 
to consult together it a eerioua internal security 
situation arose in Mauritius. 

The ideal would be £or us to be able to announce that the Mauritius Government had agreed that the Islands should be made available to the U.K. government to enable them to t'ulfil their derence commitments in the area. 

-l . 

Lancaster House 

'- \ 22nd September. 1965 
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· WITH 
·~ ·=· J~ -~ • ":'' ~ ~ . - ~ tJ .)\;1 

·. '. (1"~'F ·:~·.,~ . •, ~!. "'t 1~A J/) ill> . 
Sir Seewoosagu.r -:RaII1Roolam ·'( call ~.· him : ,'

1 
. 'o'aa~:.,-: _ . _pronounced 

as spelt ~itli ·ac~enf~ :ort·the. t'i;;r:;,:~~l .. ;L·_ ~JJJ.1i~bi~-a: or 'Premier' 

his officiai title~ He iikes _ being ·:0[11;a' :: ~Pr -im.e Minister'). 
. . .· . . . '· .· ;_ c..-,,.-.,,;• .. I_ . , ; . · .. , 

Born Maul'i tius 1900. Hindu. . .Lq_ca.11y,,: .. ~gucated, studied medJcine 

at University College Ho_spit~, J~o?1,if~~~i/~~§p~ .. , M.~.c.s. Leader 

of the Mauritius _ Labour- Party, •the , l~:rg~~~ (L1aµritius political party, 
. .: ·-····1,••:· :,· ., 

which polled 42~ of the electorate at -the:-: 1963 General Election. In 

politics since 1940. Knight Bachelor, · Ju.tie_ 1965, dubbed last 

Saturday, Sept ember 18th, his 6 5th pJ!\~h,clay • . 
Get-ting old. Realises he must get ,.;:in .dependence soon or it will 

be too late for his :personal career. Rather status-conscious. 

Responds to flattery. 

The Defence Facilities Proposals 

The propqsal is that the wnole of the .Chagos Archipelago 

(Jfopulation about 1000), shall be detached from Mauritius: and three 

islands .from Seych~lles. In developing defence facilities, the 

British would be responsible for providing the sites, including 

compensation, removal and resettlement of population, etc., and the 

Americans for construction, with joint British-American user of the 

facilitie~. Neither the American nor the British defence authorities 

can accept leasehold. At present no more than an airfield and 

communications installations will be constructed. 

~ 
· On the British side, the total cost might be up to £10m., of 

which Mauritius and Seychelles would each receive about £3m. 

c~m:i:~nsation for detachmen t , while costs of compensation to land-

,;c. t . · .owti'~:rs, resettlement of displaced :populatioI1 and other contingencies 

tfo~- ~ight abo~t to £.3-4m. tfbe U.S. Government has secretly agreed to 

=TION contribute half these costs indirectly, by writing off equivalent 

British payments towards Polaris development costs.J 

The Mauritius reaction 

Tiie·proposa.ls have been discussed, first in Mauritius by the 

Governor with the Council of Ministers, and more recently in London 

by the Secretary of State v,i th the four main Mauritius party 

leaders and a. leading Independent Minister. Their reaction has been 

~ha~, while in principle they are anxious to co-operate in western 

d~'fenc·e·, they cannot contemplate detachment but propose a long 

J:'~'.~~~-,t?ij,;nd .'~hat ·. they would require concessions from the Americans . a.a 

.iie:."ifia-:; )~-$-. _j urQhaaea of Mauritius sugar and Mauritius purchases : of 

';iif;;~::;J,l~~' tt ' i . SECRET N. s. 
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···.· :&!~i:, ~~J~1Jtl:U!:J,\:r:::*f f 
U.S. r~oe and wheat on fatoura.b).'e ,ie : .1,,;1 Ji<Eralao ar ,l'egarda .. / 

~;:::;::-::~;;:l!:;rr;~~:t~I:,::::liili:;ii;r~ng 
explained to :Mauri tiua Ministers at ii rt'~~; ai ·a.· tbey !:ha,ve beard the 
arguments direct :fr9m the Economic Mi~i} f~~ at the U.S. Embassy. 

:~' o!!:;•:~::7t ::!:n:: t~o:r:;t;)j;~i:::n:tl;u:;:::.ot 
requirements, returned to their . prop,oq_ajl;,A'•!or / .trade- ( and imlnigra.tion 
concessions from tbe U.S., and eugg~~te ·d~:,:as ~ - aitei'ri~tive that they 
should receive what the Mauritians calculate is the money value of 
these concessions, viz. up to £7m. per anmun for twenty years and 
£2m. :per annum thereafter. (They a,Pp~ai,:. ,Jo . ~~ink tha:t; we ought to 
persuade the A.merica.ns to pay this. Th-~;{~e~e r at ·',,d-rie stage said 
he was E.21_ tryine; to "sting" Britain for this). 

There is thus deadlock as to compensation for detachment. In 
discussion however, :Mauritius Ministers have ma.de i. t clee..r that, 
sine e the Americana are involved, their desire is for .• trade 
concessions from the Americans, and that, if it were simply a matter 
of helping :Britain, they might consider providing the sites as a 
gesture . of co-operation - though wbethe:.:.· with or without the £2m. 
compensation is not clear. The discussions have also shown that 
agreement that tho islands should revert to Mauritius when no longer 
required for defence f a cili t ies might help. 

In the course of discussion, the Secretary of State hinted that, 
..- if Mauritius Ministers persisted in their demands, it might be 
f:~$<-:t: necessary for H.M.G. either to call the whole thing off or to ~:6-1(,7 consider whether the f2cilities could be provided e~~?rely on 

- / Seychelles islands, On their side, Ma.uri tius Ministers are we11 · 
u-,.n. aware that H.M.G. wishes to continue to enjoy tbe us .e of 

H.M.6. Mauritius, a £5rn. coCl.JJIUnications station, :J.nd Plaisance air
field, both in tbe isl a nd of Lu..i.uri tius 1 t self and both of strategic 
importance. 
The Mauritius Constitutional Conference 

The gap between the pcrties led by Sir S. R8.lllgoolam wantine 
independence, and the Parti h~uricien and its supporters who seek 
continuine association ith Britain, will not be closed by 
negotiation. H.U.G. will hnve to Ltpose a solution. The remaining 
conference eessions will be devoted to bringing the position of all 
parties on details of the constitution as close together as possible 
and, in pa,rticular to securing the agreement of all parties to the 
maximum ·poeeible safeguards for minorities. The Secretary of Sta.te I s 
mind is moving towards a decision in favour of independenoe, 

/followed 

SECRET 
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•.. -ii . ,.-1-~ · : " ~11 i ,1~ ~}[<\ , -~f)} , 

~ ~iu~r:!1°:c:i·;n:_;.~~ vtDay,":_·d~e·~? _teid::_: ___ •.. ~.;r_·~---'._'._~.'1 , 1 1 :iiii;k::a. . 
;;'. r S • ;.;:oian, • ;-;;.~ent :eos1 t 1on i ii t''.,/' ~(>II, Bs~y:' l'arti 

The Premier heads ·an .lll-Pa.rty Oove~ii.{tj - :;hence th'~ negotia

tions on defence :tacilitiea with the 'iialWt~~t~;.· {h1 parti~s. It 1a 
. . ' , ·;,-,;--,' \ , · .. ' '·i 

thus di!!icul t !or him to come to ~ : :fi~ ragree~ent on the defence 

fa.cili ties without ooneul ting hie coll~~-~i:t~\':' The Premier should 

not leave the interview with oerte.intt ~Hif~~M~G' o deoiuion aa 
regards independence, ae during the remEtijit~, ;~e~ ·hona Ot'. the 

Conference 1 "t may be ne ceasa.ry to ·pr~as\]{1"f.j1>'1 W~ 11mi i ·to accept 

maximum aa.!eguards for minorities~ · :·:!·)?/:7~)· ~ , 

· Handlin the interview,,/ · :i {h:--·· · 
~M.tnletOr mi&ht say ~lu>tlJ•~;m ,~•!fd ot ~· progress 

of the pon:rerence and ]mows that t'ha 'S'e'oilfary ;; ot ' State i'ie 1.mpreseed 

by the di!:f'ioulties of the 'propostla tol t 11~)t~rendum a.ni free 

association, and the strength o! the oa.he:-.i;,Y:·:1ndependence. I! the 

ultimate deciaioo is in favour or independence, the Premier will 

understand the necessity to include in the Independence Constitution 

maximum safeguards tor minorities, especially as rcgax1e the electoral 

system, so as to remove aa far as possible their legitimate !ears. 

With the Conference approaching ita end it would be regrettable if 

difficulties should arise over the defence facilities question. The 

Premier has asked for indopendence but at the same time has said that 

he would like to have a defence treaty, and possibly to be able to 

call on us for asaiatance in certain circumstances towards maintaining 

internal security. If the Premier wants us ' to help him _11;1 this way, 

be must help us over the defence facili tie a, b eca.use the' .s:I! are in tbe · 

long term .interests both of Britain and Mauritius. Ha .mu~t play hie · 
part as a. Commonwealth statesman in helping to provide them. 

'l'hro1,2ghout consideration of this problem, all I.~pa.rtmenta have 

accepted the importance of securing consent of the L'~uritius 

Government to detachment. The Premier knows the importance we 

attach to this. In the i:~st resort, however, detachment could be 

carried out without Mauritius consent, and this possibility has been 

le!t open in recent discussions in Jefence and Oversea3 Policy 

Committee. The Prime Minister r:u.1y therefore wish to r:1,:1ke some 

oblique reference to the f a ct that :LM.G. have the legal right to 

detach Cba.goa by Order i_n Council, without Ma.uri tiu s con .sent• but 

this would be a grave step. 



Annex 60

U.K. Foreign Office, Record of a Conversation between the Prime Minister and the Premier of 
Mauritius, Sir Seewoosagur Ramgoolam, at No. 10, Downing Street, at 10 A.M. on Thursday, 

September 23, 1965, FO 371/184528 (23 Sept. 1965)



ANNEX 18

Annex 60

..... , ,. . 

. r-o f9Jw ' {,;o ~A,,1~ 1 
t1f l).ir ~ z_JIJ"IJV'1!k 

1IBCORD OF A CONVERSATION BETWEEN THE PRIME MINISTER AND THE '~i 
PHEMIER OF MAURI'rrus

6 
SIR SEEWOOSAGUR RAMGOOLAM ,,_ AT NO. 10, fl_• 

DOW1UNG STi-IBET, AT 1 A.M. ON THURSDAY, SEPTEMBER 23, 1965 t; 
'.~i 
:I Present:-

The Prime Minist~ 
Mr. J.O. Wright 

The Premier of .Mauritius , ;tJ 
Sir Seewoosagur Ramgoolam;t_f 

:-~ 
After welcoming the Prime Minister of Mauritius, the 1Jj_: 

Prime Minister said how glad he was to see him in London: 

the Queen had told him at his audience the previous Sunday 

of the honour she bad bestowed ;6n him on his 65th birthday. 

The Prime Minister then asked Sir Seewoosagur how the 

conference was going. Sir Seewoosagur Ramgoolam said 

that the conference was going reasonably well. He bad 

had a discussion with his colleagues the previous evening 

and they were now thinking over what he had said. He 

himself felt that Ind-ependence was the right answer; the 

otlwr ideas of association with Britain worlrnd out on the 

lines of the French Community simply would not work. 

There was also some difference of opinion over the future 

of _ the electoral pattern in Rhodesia. 

The Prime Minister said that he knew that the 

Colonial Secretary, like himself, would like to work 

towards Independence as soon as possible, but that w~. 

had to take into consideration all points of view. He 

hoped that the Colonial Secretary would shortly be able to 

report to him and his colleagues what his conclusion was·. 

He himself wished to discuss with Sir Seewoosagur a natter 

which was not strictly speaking within the . Colonial 

Secretary's sphere: it was the Defence problem and in 

particular the question of the detachment of Diego Garcia. 

This was of course a completely separate matter and .not 

- . ,. ' .... , _--._~ :.-· . ...,. ~~ - ', ... , 

Ref. : 
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a-:s bound up with the question of Independence. It was 

'""· \ 

however a very important matter for the British position 
East of Suez. Britain was at present undertaking a very 

• co~prehensive .~efence Review, but we were very concerned 
to be able to play our proper role not only in Commonwealth 
Defence but also to bear our share of peace-lceeping under 
the United Nations: we had already rrade certain pledges 
to the United Nations for this JJurpose. 

-\, 
Sir Seewoosagur Ramgoolam said that he and his . 

colleagues wished to be helpful. 
The Prime Minister went on to say that he had heard 

that some of the Premier's colleagues, perhaps having 
heard that the United States was also interested in these 
defence arrangements, and seeing that the United States 
was a very rich country, were perl1aps raising their bids 
rather high. There were two points that he would like 
to make on this. First, while Diego Garcia was important, ' 
it was not all that important; am faced with unreasonablenm 
the United States would probably not go on with it. : The 
second point was.that this was a matter between Britain 
and Mauritius and the Prime Minister referred to recent 
difficulties over taxi-drivers at London Airport. 

Sir Seewoosagur Ramgoolam said that they were very 
concerned on Mauriti us with their population explosion 
and their limited land resources. They very much hoped 
that the United States would agree to buy sugar at a 
guaranteed price and perhaps let them have wheat and rice 
in exchange. The important thing was not so much to have 
a lump swri but to have a steady guaranteed income. 

Please note that this copy is supplied subject to the National Archives· term.sand co.nditio~s and that your use of it may be subject to copyr ight restrict ions. Fu:th er 111forma~1on IS given 111 the Terms and Conditions ohupply of the Nation al Archives leaflets 
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'l'he Prime Minister said that Britain would of course 

continue with certain aid and development projects. The 

money for the airfield at Diego Garcia would also come _ · 

from Britain and. would come in the form -of a flat sum. 

I~ Moreover that flat sum would not be very much more than 

n the Secretary of State had already mentioned. While he 

could make no commitment at the moment, the Prime Minister 
. . 

thought that we might well be abl,_~ to tall<: to the Americans 

about providing some of their surplus wheat for Mauritius. 

As for Diego Garcia, it was a purely historical accident 

that :Lt was admin:Lstered by Mauritius. Its ·links with 

Mauritius were very slight. In answer to a question, 

Sir Seewoosagur Ramgoolam affirmed that the inhabitants 

of Diego Garcia did not send elected representatives to 

the Mauritius Parliament. Sir Seewoosagur reaffirmed 

that he and his colleagues were very ready to play their 

part. 

The Prime Minist er went on to say that, i_n theory, 

there were a number of possibilities. The Premier and 

his colleagues could return ~o Mauritius either with 

Independence or without it. On the Defence point, Diego 

Garcia could either be detached by order in Council or 

with the agreement of the Pnemier and his colleagues. 

The best solution of all might be Independence and 

detachment by agreement, although he could not of course 

commit the Colon:Lal Secretary at this point. 

Sir Seewoosagur Ramgoolam said that he was convinced · 

that the q_uestionof Diego Garcia was a matter of. detail; 

there was no difficulty in principle. The Prime Min:Lster 
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said that whilst we could make no open-ended commitment 
about the defence of Mauritius, our presence at Diego Garcia 
would, of course, make it easier to come to Mauritius's 
help when necessary. 

On leaving, Sir Seewoosagur namgoolam said that the 
one great desire in Mauritius was that she should retain 
her links with the United Kingdom. Mauritius did not 
want to become a republic but on. the contrary wished to 
p~eserve all her present relatio~hips with the United 
Kingdom. '11he Prime Minister said that he felt that the 
Commonwealth had a much more important role to play in 
the future than it had even in the past as a great multi-
racial association. The last ·Prime Ministers' meeting 
had been a very exciting one and he lool<:ed forward to 
seeing Sir Seewoosagur at the next one. 

As Sir Seewoosagur was leaving, the Cabinet was 
assembling outside the Cabinet Room and the Prime Minister 
introduced Sir Seewoosagur to a number of members of the 
Cabinet. 

September.23, 1965 
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SEC,RET 

RECORD OF A MEETING HELD IN LANCASTER HOUSE 
AT 2. 30 P,M. ON THURSDAY 23rd SEPTfil/I.BER 

Present:- The Secretary of State 
( in the Chair) 

Lord Taylol' Sir S. Ramgoolam 
Mr. S. Bissoondo;yal 
Mr. J, m. Paturau 
Mr. A. R. Mohamed 

Sir Hilton Poynton 
Sir John Rennie 
Mr. P. R. Noakes 
Mr. J, Stacpoole 

THE SECRETARY OF STATE expressed his apologies for the unavoid 
able postponements and delays which some delegations at the 
Constitutional Conference had met with earlier in the day. He 
explained that he was required to inform his colleagues of the 
outcome of his talks with Maurit i an Ministers about the detachment 
of the Chagos Archipelago at 4 p.m. that afternoon and was there
fore anxious that a decision should be reached at the nresent 
meeting, -

2, He expressed his anxiety th::i.t Mauritius should agree to the 
establishment of the proposed facilities,·which besides their use
fulness for the defence of the free world, would be valuable to 
Mauritius itself by ensuring a British presence in the area. On the 
other hand it appeared that the Chagos site was not indispensable 
and there wns therefore a risk that Mauritius might lose this 
opportunity, In the previous discussions he had found himself 
cau·ght between two fires: the demands which the l'iauri tius Govern
ment had 1!lB.de, mainly for economic concessions by the United States, 
and the evidence that the United States was unable to concede these 
demands. He had throughout done his best to ensure that whatever 
arrangements were agreed upon should secure the maximum 'be11efit for 
Mauri tius. He was prepar0d to recomr:1end to his colleagues if • 
Mauriti us agreed to the detachment of the Chagos Archipelago: -

(i) 

(ii) 

(iii) 

Ref : 

negotiations for a defence agreement between Britain 
and Mauritius; 

that i:f Mauritius became independent, there should be 
an understanding that the two governments would consult 
together in t~1e event of a difficult internal security 
situation arising in r:Iauritius; 

that · the British Government should use its good offices 
with the United States Government in support of 
Mauritius request for concessions over the supply of 
wheat and other commodities 

/(-iv) 

SECRET 
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(iv) that compensation totalling up to £3m. should be paid 
to the Mauritius Government over and above direct 
compensation to 12.ndowners and others affected in the 
Chagos Islands. 

This was the furthest t ;_,;i British Gover nment could go. 
They were anxious t o settl e ·this matter by agreement but the 
other British Ministers concerned were of course aware that the 
islands were distant from Mauritius, that the link with Mauritius 
was an accidental one and that it would be possible for the 
British .Government to detach them from Mauritius by Order in 
Council, 

3. SIR S. RAl'/IGOOLA..T\11 replied th a t the l.\'lauri tius Government were 
anxious to help and to play their part in guaranteein g the 
defence of the free world. He asked whether the Archipelago 
could not be leased. (THE SECRCTARY OF STATE said that this was 
not acceptable), MR. BISSOONDOYAL enquired whether the Islands 
would 1·evert to r/iauri tius if the need for defence facilities 
there disappeared. THE SECRETARY OF STATE said that he was 
prepared to recomruend this to his colleagues. 

4, MR PATURAU said that he recognised· the value and importance 
of an Anglo-Mauritius defence agreement, and the advantage for 
Mauritius if the facilities were established in the Chagos Islands, 
but he coi1Sidered the proposed concessions a poor bargain for · 
Mauritius. 

5. MR. BISSOONDOYAL asked whether there could be an assurance 
that supplies and manpower from Mauritius would be used so far as 
possible. THE SECR~TARY OF STATE said that the United States 
Government would be responsible for construction worlr and their 
normal practice was to use American manpower but he felt sure the 
British Goverllillent would do their best to persuade the American 
Government to use labour 2,nd mat erials from Mauritius. 

6. SIR S, RAlliGOOLAM asked the reason for Mr. Koenig' s absence 
from the meeting and rim, BISSOONDOYAL asked whether the reason 
was a political one, saying that if so this might affect the 
position, 

7. Mil, l\'iOHAl\'!ED made an energetic protest aga inst repeated post
ponements of the Secretary of State's proposed meeting with the 
M. C.A., which he regarded as a slight to his party, 

8. THE SECRETARY· OF STATE repeated the apology with which he had 
opened the meeting, explaining that it was often necessary in 
such conferences to concentr a te attention on a delegation which 
was experiencing acute difficult;i.es, while he himself had been 
obliged to devote much time to a crisis in another pa.rt of th n 
world, 

9. MR MOHAMED then handed the Secretary of State a recent 
private letter from Ivlauritius which disclosed that extensive mis
representations about the course of the Conference had been 
published in a Parti Llauricien newspaper. THE SECRETARY OF STATE 
commented that such misrepresentations should be disregarded, and 
that MR, MOHAMED had put· .forward the case for his com1m.mity with 
great skill and patience. 

SECRET 
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10, MR. MOHAMED said that his party was ready to leave the 
bases question to the discretion of H.M.G. and to accept anything which was for the good of Mauritius. Mauritius needed a guarantee 
that defence help would be available nearby in case of need. 

11, At SIR S. RAJ'!IGOOL.P .... 'Vi' S request the Secretary of State repeated the outline he had given at a previous meeting of the 
development aid which would be available to Mauritius b_etween 1966-1968, viz. a C.D. & W. allocation totalling £2.4 million 
(including carryover) thus meaning that £800,000 a year would be 
available by way of grants in addition Mauritius would have 
access to Exchequer loans, which might be expected to be of the 
order of £1m. a year, on the conditions previously explained. He pointed out that Diego Garcia was not an economic• asset to 
Mauritius and that the proposed compensation of £3m. would be an 
important contribution to Mauritius development. There was no 
chance of raisin g this figure. · 
12. SIR s. RAIVIGOOLAM said. that there was a gap of some £4m, per year between the development expenditure which his government considered necessa.ry in order to enable the l'.!auri tian economy to 
"take off" and the resources in sight, and enquil·ed whether it was possible to provide them with additional assistance over a 10 year period to bridge this gap. 

13. THE SECRETARY OF STATE mentioned the possibility of arranging 
for say £2m. of the proposed compensation to be paid in 10 instal
ments annually of £200,000, 

14. SIR S. RI\.I!!GOOLAJl.1 enquired about the economic settlement with Malta on independence and was informed that these arrangements had 
been negotiated in the conte,~t of a special situation for which 
there was no parallel in Mauritius, 

15. SIR H. POl'NTON pointed out that if Mauritius did not become independent within three years, the Colonial Office would 
normally conside1· 1,iaking a supplementary allocation of C.D. & W, grant money to cover the remainder of the life of the current 
C.D. & W. Act, i.e. the period up to 1970, He added .that if Mauritius becwJe independent, they would normally receive the unspent balance of their C,D. &·w. allocation in a different form 
and it would be open to them a.fter the three year period to seek 
further assistance such as Britain·was providing for a number of 
ir1dependent Commonwealth countries. 

16. SIRS, RAMGOOLAM said that he was prepared to agree in principle to be helpf1.,l over the proposals which H.M. G. had put 
forward but he remained concerned about the availability of capital for development in Mauritius and hoped that the British 
Government would be able to help him in this respect. 

17, MR. BISSOONDOYAL said that while it would have been easier 
to reach conclusions if· it had been possible to obtain unanimity 
among the party leaders, his party was prepared to support the 
stand which the Premier was taking. They attached great 
importance to British assistance being available in the event of a serious emergency in Mauritius. 

/18. 
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18, MR, PATURAU aslced that his disagreement should be noted. 
The sum offered as compensation was too small and would provide 
only temporary help for Mauritius economic needs. Sums as large 
·as £25m. had bee .n mentioned j1.1 ·the British press and Mauritius 
needed a substantial contri..:.ition to close the gap_of £4-5m. in 
the development budget, He added that since the decision was 
not unamimous, he foresaw serious political trouble over it in 
IYT..auri tius. 

19. THE SECR~TARY OF STATE referred to his earlie1' suggestion 
that payment of the monetary compensation should be spread over 
a period of years. 

20. SIRS, RAMGOOLAM said that he was hoping to come to London 
for economic discussions in October, The Mauritius Government's· 
proposals for development expenditure had not yet been finalised, 
but it was already clear that there would be a very substantial 
gap on the revenue side. 

21, SIR H. POYNTON said that the total sum available for 
C.D. & W. assistance to the dependent territories was a fixed one 
and it would not be possible to .increase the allocation for one 
territory without proportionately reducing that of another. 

22. Summing 1.1p the discusdon, the SECRETARY OF STATE asked 
whether he could inform his colleagues that Dr. Ramgoolam, 
Mr. Bissoondoyal and M.r. iilohamed were prepared to agree to the 
detachment of the Chagos Archipelago on the understanding that he 
would recommend to his colleagues the following:-

(i) 

(ii) 

(iii) 

(iv) 

(v) 

(vi) 

negotiations for a defence agreement between Britain 
and Mauritius; 

in the event of independence an understanding between 
the two governments that they would consult together 
in the event of a difficult internal security situa
tion arising in Mauritius; 

compensation totalling up to £3m. should be paid to·the 
Mauritius Gove1'nment over and above direct compensa
tion to landowners o:nc.1 the cost of resettling others 
affected in the Chagos Isl ands; 

the British Government would use their good offices 
with the United States Government in support of 
I!Iauri tius I req1.1est for concessions over sugar imports 
and the supply of wheat and other commodities; 

that the British Government would do their best to 
persuade the American Government to use labour and 
materials f1•om L'Iauri tius for construction work in 
the islands; 

the British Gove:rnment would use their good offices 
with the U.S. Government to ensure that the follow
ing facili tie .s in the Chagos Archipelago would remain 
available to the I!iauri tius Government as far as 
practicable: 

/(a) 
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(a) Navigational and Meteorological facilities .; 

(b) Fishing Rights; 

( c) Use of Air Str:..p for emergency landing and for 
refuelling civil planes without disembarkation 
of passengers. 

(vii) that if the need for the facilities on the islands 
disappeared the islands should be returned to 
Mauritius; 

(viii) that the benefit of any minerals or oil discovered 
in or near the Chagos Archipelago should revert to 
the Mauritius Government. 

23. SIR s. RA.TuIGOOL.AM said that this was acceptable to him and Messrs. Bissocndoyal and Mohamed in principle but he expressed 
the wish to discuss it with his other ministerial colleagues. 

24, THE SECRETARY OF STATE pointed out that he had to leave 
almost immediately to convey the decision to his own colleagues 
and LORD TAYLOR urged the r,Iauri tian Ministers not to risk 
losing the substantial sum offered a11d the important assurance of a friendly military presence nearby. 

25, srn ·s. RAl'iiGOOLAM said that Mr •. Paturau had urged him to make·a further effort to secure a larger sum by way of compensa~ 
tion, but the Secretary of State said there was no hope of this. 

26. SIR J. RENNIE said that while he had hoped that Mauritius 
would be able to obtain trading concessions in these negotiations, 
this was now ruled out. It was in the interest of Mauritius to 
take the opportunity offered to ensure a friendly military 
presence in the area, What was important·about the compensation 
was the use to which the lU.l!lp sum was put. 

27. SIRS. RAMGOOLAM mentioned particular development projects, such as a dam and a land settlement scheme, and expressed the hope that Britain Y/Ould·.make additional help available in an independence settlement, 

28, SIR H. POYJITTON said that the Hauri tius Government should not 
lose sight of the possibility of securing aid for such purposes 
from the World Bank, the I~D.A. and from friendly governments. While Me,uri tius remained a colony such powers as Western Germany 
regarded Mauritius economic problems as a British responsibility but there was the hope that after independence aid would be 
available from these sources. When Sir S. Ramgoolam suggested 
that he had said that grants could be extended for up to 10 years, Sir H. Poynton pointed out that he had only indicated that when the period for wl1ich the next allocation had been ntade expired, 
it would be open to the Mauritius Government to seek further 
assistance, from Britain, even though Mauritius had meanwhile 
become indepe11dent, It would not be possible to reach any 

/under standing 
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understanding at present beyond saying that independence did 
not preclude the :possibility of negotiatin g an extension of 
Commonwealth aid. 

29, At this point the SECRETARY OF STATE le f t f or 10, Dowing 
Street, after :recei ving authority from Sir S. ·Ramgool aJn and 
Mr . Bissoondoyal to report their accept ance in principle of the 
proposals outlined abo ve subject to the subsequent ne gotiation 
of details, Iiir. Mohamed gave t he same as surance, sayin g that 
he spoke also for his colleague Mr. Osman, ?.1x. Pat urau said he 
was unable to concur, 
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·r··· 

. · •··•· 'Tll,ank you .for your letter 11J101/65G 
of 220ctober to Geoffrey Arthur givil2g 
a ll"e:t o!' '.State Deputmeil.t amendments · to 

· the ·. reco:r-d of,::.'.:t;he September talks 1about 
the :, -Ind i an: beeian ·Islands _. ·_ _ .j ._ 

· 2 .. · I:encl~se . two ·copies _ of a cl~~ text . 
ineorpora:Ung,. the .Am-eri 0an amendmeJ;it·s; and 
taking account of t_wo points made ~Y . · 

-the ·'Ministry of Defence in thetr i ll:ltter . 
of -s. ·oetober; of which I now enclose ·a .. · 
copt : together with our reply qf 2_1! October. 

[·-

•.· _.··. . (J.A~N~ Graham) ·.· i . 
· Permanent Under-Seereota.ry-;'.s -

Depa.rt~en t · l · 

. . . . 
· . . · ... -· 
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a l'~~1<;ti, cl,CtUM 111.· the a~i.. ; 

Mr:; fq$;l&-tu..--nett t't:i· ~i:IS~.:t~ f:w,"s.' t~ll~p iacti:;n.-
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Handwritten amendments proposed by S. Ramgoolam, FCO 31/3834
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Colo11ial Office 
1:--;FoRMATION DEPARTMENT .\ lllll')' 11.hh 

Attoohe1 1s a oop,y ot the t'!Jlal r eport or tho 
Oontoronoe Ylhich uaa c iroulded to delegatea at the 
oloslno aesaion or !ho Cont..-eno, hol4 tod.t.v (ll'r1da,y , 
September 2l1-th) ni th the sooretar y or State ~or tho 
Ooloniu {llr , Antboey , r .. awood) iD tho Chair , 

Th• Roport waa ai.(;:nod by th o Secre tary of St o.t1 
and thl Seo.rotary General {llr , M .u , lU.Doguo). 
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ltAURITIUB QO!l§TITUTIOll.',L CQlfPf!lf61/Git JIEPORT 1965 
INTMDUCTION 

1. In the tinal oommuniquo ot tho l!nlll'i t i ue Conet i tution l>l review tnlks in July 1961, two etegoe ot conetitutional advance wcro proposed, on tho 3s sumpt1ons :-
(i) that conetituticnoJ. advance tower<!o 1ntornal aelt sov ornmont \file in ovit ablc and dos1rabloi 

(11) tlmt otter tho 1ntroduot1on or the uooond ataso of oonetitutional ndvnnoe f olloT11ns tho noxt gancroJ. election, Mouritius would, if all wont well, be able to movo towards tull 1nt orn nl selt-govornruont befo r e the noxt following olootion; Md 
(111) tlll'.t at thet t ime it wns not pooeiblo to foreeeo t ho pr oci so otntus ot Molll'itiuo after tull intornal eolf-gcvornmcnt had bocn nchiovod . · 

Tho oollllllW\1quo :further recorded the ~cncrcl. ~ish that Mauritiue should ramein within the Co:nmo11T1onlth; but whether as on ·.· :. indo pondont etato, or in some form of special association oitbor with the Unitod Xingda,:, or with other indopondont COllllllonwonlth countrios , wna a mnttor which should bo oone1dorod during the · · noxt few yoare in the lil!ht of constitutional progroee gencrolly , A copy of tho cor.m:uniquo 1o ettooho~ nt Annex A, ' 
2. Tho two etagoa ot oonatitutione.l advanoo envisa;;od in the ' 1961 co.m:iuniquo wore duly carried into ottoct; and flhon osrly . in 1964 the bleuri tit,s ( Oonsti tution) Order 1964 was ms.do and the · proacnt nll - party sovonment ot l.!auritiua bad t1llon otfioe, .the ~conatitutional ndvancoa foroshmdo1Vod i n tho 1961 communique·woro: complete. Tbo movo to fllll internal solf-govorncont, and the ultimate atatue to bo llimo~ at , tbua b~oomo matter s tor .. ·,, .-dieoussion and dooie1 on. 

~-·, .. ~ ~., 3, During the disouoaiono early in 1964 load1n11 to the , .. ·:,e:,,:'-!;:,~-,: tormotion ot tt,e prosont nll - pnrty oovorrunont, the t1ming 01'-;a ;' ; oontoronoo to oon• idor further oonati tuUonal edvnnco ns . · ,. : .. ,,; considered end it' 1vae llgrood tlmt this oh<>uld bo at some · · ,;. '.'. ' oonvonio nt time after October 1965 , Purtber discussions on tho occasion 01' tbo Secretary of Stcte•e viait t o Maurttiua i,;' April, howovor, m~do it seem probable that a conforanco in SoptOl!1bor 1965 would bo <1cooptoblc o.nd, particular1y in viow ot tbG i"'!>ortnnce o: brinsing to an end the porio~ of uncortn1nty in Mnuritiue na soon as poeslblo, 1t wu dooido.l to oonveno tho oontercneo in Soptcl!1bor. Tho Sccrotncy of St<1to•o Dospatoh or tho 8th June , 1965 to tho Governo r oonvoYina nn inv itat i on to tho Prem1or and tho other loadoro ot parties represented 1n the legialature to attend a·conatitut1on"1 oontoronoe opon1ng in London on 7th Septomb or , 1965 is nttachod et Annox B. 
4 . !file main tallk of the Oonfo1·cnco '108 to roach asroomont on the ul t1mote ota tuo ot Mauri tiua, the tilll i ng of nocesaion to it, whotbor occeaeion ehould bo precoded by consultation with the pooplo, and if so in wh~t tnrm , 
T!IB OONFmm:RCB 

5. '!'he Oontcronoe l!lOt at L=caator l!ouee under tho cha1nn:,nehip of tbo Soorotnry of Stote tor tho -o .. , .• ,,<oa , Mr. Anthony Oroonwood, from 7th Sopt0"1bor, 1965 until 
- 1-
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24t h Soptombor,· 1965 , aao1 s ted by tho Joint P,..-liamonts.ry 
Under- Secre t ary, Lord Tr.ylo r. It. wM -itteudcd by r epresen _tat1ves 
of all the political pnrtioa .!.n tha hlnuritius Logiele.tura , 
no.rnolyt 

Tho ld::,uritiua Lsbour Party (Loader The Hon. Si r Soowoossgur 
Rrun1;oofom) which e.t tho it.st elect i on won 19 out of ·t he 40 
seats in tho legislature and polled 42.3% of tho vot es cast . 

Tno Parti Nourioien Social DOl!locr at (Lendor 
!1.'hc H:m. J . Koon1s , Q.C.) 'llhich won 8 soats ci.nd pol lo d 
18.91' or t.hO votos . 

The Ineop•ndon·t Porvmrd lllo c (Lendor Tho Hon. s • .Bisaoondoyel.) 
wh1oh won 7 seats and polled 19.21' of tho votes. 

The Muslim Commit tee of J,etion .; (Lendor The Hon . A. R . Mohomed) 
which ,,,.,n 4 sonts tind polled '7 . 1~ of the votos. 

Two independent meblbors of tho loaislo.ture , .'\ 
!!!he Hon. J . M. Paturau o.nd The Hon . J . Ah Chuon also att ondod . j 

• 
A full li s t of thos e a t to nding tho Conferenc e is o.ttac hed 
to this Repc.rt. 

6, Tho main dobate nt t he Conforonco was botwoon the advooo.t cs 
of 1n0ependcnce and of continuing assoc iation -.ith Bri tai n aa the 
ult i mate status of Mauritius . The Socrc tary of State for hie part 
hM repeatedly i ndi cated that ho did not wis h to form any view as 
botwoon those courses in advs.ncc of t ho Conforenoe ; th3t no 
pr oposals tor the const i t ut ionel future of Maurit i us wero ruled 
out in advenoo I e.nd tha t ho hopod tll,,.t every effort 1·1oul d bo m:ide 
in proliminc.ry di scuaa!.ons in Mnuritiu s to reco h agreo~1ont on as 
many cs possible of the m:it ters bof•re the Conference. Those 
vary i ng points of view wore brought out in t he spocchoa by the 
Seoretory of State !llld tl10 loaders of the f our 14aur1t1us·part i os 
at tho o~onina sesaion . Tho torle &ro Given in Annex c. 

£9NSTITUT10ll 

7. Tho Conference recognised that there wor e a number of matt ors 
1'hioh w~uld ruwo to bo pr,v i dod for i n the constitut io n of 
Mauritiu s which ""uld not bo a ff ected by th o decision on final 
ste.tua . All tho delezatea o,3reed to those lllt1tters wi thou t 
prejudcco to the ir vi~v,s on this quoot i on. Subject to th i s 
reservati on ~n u1ti~te s1 ~tu e , a lerGo mo~suro o~ ng,raoment 
waa r anohed on the det~ils of~ constit utional tremowork covor ing 
th e gront ma3ori t y of thoso matte rs. I. f rC1moworlt ombodying t hose 
points and i n aucb a · form thD.t it onuld be used as tho basis ot 
the new constitution, whicheve r vmy th o dooi aion eventu all y wont 
on ult1matc s t atus, is s et out in Annex D. 

8. Since it iu,d provod impossiblP. t o reach agreement ot the 
Conforonco on t ho ol oot ornl system , lllld tllo Secretary of Stato 
was r e luctant to dotormino such "n importo."lt mntto r wi thont 
further oonSUltntion , he de c ided that n Colllllll.ssion sho uld be 
appointed to i:u,.ko rooommendationa to him on; -

( 1) th e electoral system and· t ho method of al l ocnt! .ng 
se nt s i n the Loaislaturo , most appropriate fo r 
M~uri t i us • and 

- 2-
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(ii) tho boundar1oa of oloator"1 oonat1tuono1cs . 
Tho Commi&sion shoul d bB 61,lidod by tho followina principle s:-

( l\) 

(b) 

( o) 

(d) 

(o) 

( !) 

Tho system should bo baaod prii:>aril.J' on mul.ti...,011bor c~netituoncica . 
Vote rs should bo roaiatorod on o oO!lll!IOn roll; thoro ehould be no coD11W1"1 oleotoral rolla . 
Tho system should givo the mcin eoctions of tbo population an opportunity of securing fair ropres•ntntion ot their i nt erests, if nooeseary by the rcsorva t ion of seats . 
No encouraacmont should be afforded t o the multiplica t ion of small pnrtioo . 
There abould be no provision f or the nomin~tion of members to sea ·ta in tho Loaielature . 
Provision should bo modo for the roprcaontat1on of Rodr:Lguos. 

9 . Tllo Ccnfcronoo :uao considored the quoation of 1,1<1uritinn citi zonohi p . It wao reco;;n1Bed tha t should tho docis1on on ultimate status be in favour of indepondonco, tho independence oonetitution would have to inc lud o provisions govor n1na citi zenship . Moreover , the type of aeeooiation consi d~rod by ·tho Conferonoe involvod prevision for Mauritius to movo on, by duo oonatitutiono.l. procese, to fUll 1ndopondoncc without having to oool< tho approval of tho British Oovorn.~ont. · The Britis h Government would thcroforo wish to dotCI'!iOino, at the t!J:!e ot a doc1a1on on naacointion , tho nrrangomonts sovcrn1ng Mouri t1e.n o1t1zonship if and Ylhon a movo from oseooiated etattu, to full indopondonoc should take place . Tllo Conforonce d1scueaod the c1tizoneh1p question :1en1nat t hie background, rlithcut prejudice to their viowa ns to tho ult i mote statue of•Mnuritius . It was not possible t~ ao into the mnttor in detail, but the Soarotary ot Stc.to IIOdo it pl,:1n th:>.t the British ~orruaont would wieh to ensure thnt tho nrrangomonts sovarning Mauritian cit i zonship tollowed tho conornl prinoiploa adopted in n:any COlClonwonlth oountr1os , 311d set out in Annex E. 
10. Tho posit i on of 1.huritiua civil eor-,nnts for whom tho Socrotnry of Stoto had re9Ponsib!lity wao also oonsidorod , in view ot tho decisio ns implicit in tho o?notituttonal nrran aemonte du cribed i n Annox D, that Mauritiua should proceed to tho staae of full intomnl solt-sovornmont end tbnt the Sorvico Co!Illlliosiono should bocome exooutivo. Tho Soorot:u ·y of State informed the Conferonoe that the stt>ndard prooticu w"s that when a country i:,c,ved to full intor=l aelt-sovornmont with oxecut1ve Service Commiee 1ona, and in oonoequonoe tho SoorotL\ry of St<>te• s pov,or t o continuo to carcy out hio roepons1b1l11i1os towe.."'de the officors concernod inevitably coosod , a compensation scheme ohculd be introduce d under wh1cb ths officor s concornod would bo ablo to rot i ro with oompenention tor lose of oaroor proepocte. Ho went on to oxplc.in that it would bo neceoear:y for the Mouritiua Govcrment to aaroo to the int r oduction ot such a 001"ponantion scllomc and tho re l <1tsd Public Off1core Agreement , 
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both follo.,inll the usue.l pattern, o,nd in tonns satisfactory to 
the llr1t 1s h Oovernmont , !!:ho details of those o.rrangementa r emain 
to be settled i n nogo-t;hti."no between tne ·Bri tish nnd Mauritius 
Govornment a. 

POPULAR CONSULTATION 

1 1, The Conf erence devo t ed n cons1der~blo time to cons1 der nt1o n 
of whether o.dvnnco to ul t i m?.te ste.tue should , in tha words of tho 
Secretary o f Sta te ' a Deepc.toh of 8th Juno "bo preceded by 
consul t a"tion Yli th t ho people ttnd if so in wh"t ·form". It wes 
argued that no such consultat i on wt1.a ne oossary , ns t he wish of 
the people of !,!auri t1us fo r indep endence b:,,d been amply demons tr11ted 
by t he su pport nocorded in three ·gc11orol elec t ions to pa rties ·whi oh 
fav oured i ndepcndenc o, It would , however, bo npproprinte t hnt . 
thore shou.ld be Cl fresh genercsl el octi on, undor ·whatever electoral. 
nrranoomont a wet·o agreed upon at the Conf eronoo I in advance of 
independence; and t hat the government the n el ected should leo.d 
the country into indep enden ce . On tho oth or he.nd i t <1as argued 
the.t the qucsti on of indepo ndonco hnd n -,t been o. prominent issue 
in pre v ious genoral ol cc t iDne ::md th!\t i t was doubtfu l whet her a 
major ity desi re d it , At gene ral oloc tions, votei-s d irected their 
r-.tte nti Dn mainl~/ to ot her 1osuos , and 1.,01.~u diot1 ~nctcd by corn:mw,,al 
oonsider ~tione . C..'"\ees "'~re cit ed Y/ith1n tho Commonwoo.lth . where 
de cisi ons on ulti mnto status had boon made by ro:rercndumt and it 
,.,.e.s c.rgued that th ose prceodon ts s hould bo -foll o,,od in t he oase 
of MBur1t1us, 

ULTill!i.TE STATUS 

12. In ndditio n to tho arguments rol~tinG to ult:!mn to status 
aumllm.ri s od in th o p1-ocoding par aarnph 1 t we.a also oontondod that 
to (!rant indcpondonco would be in aooord o.noo with Britis h policy 
Md prnot i co ; c.nd that 1ndopondonca was a goal which Dr1tnin 
herself should enco ur~.ge hor depen dent torritorics to at ta i n, 
Given tho univoracl. doairo in Mauritius to romnin wit b1n t he 
Commonv1oa l t h and on terms of close fr ie ndship with Brit~in , tbore 
,,os l ittlo r onson for stopping s hort of f"ll indcpendenoe e t t ho 
hl .tho rto untr iod intcmooieto at o.tua ot aoao c1at1 on . Finally, i t 
?1as o.rauod thnt only t hr ough indepcnd onco ooul d Jilauri tius ach1eve 
un ity , ond ntt cJ.n mombcr ship of t he Co!lllllonwoul.th and ot the 
Uni t ed Nnt i ens . 

1 3 . Against in de1>cndonce end in fc.vour of as so ciet i-,n it ,,a s 
orlZUed that t he rOaulta of previ0\1$ gonarnl el ectio ns were 
irr cl ev~nt,einco in dcponden oe had not boon in iesu e . Ther e ~ere 
on tho o~ntr ~ry, sr~undo , 1n tho s upport nccorded in pol itioo.l 
meeti ngs thr•U,Sh~ut N~urit ius to ~hoao a.dvooat1ng ass ociation, 
f or doubt "hetlter a me.jority of t he pcoplo we.ntod i ndepen den ce, 
Mt\urit ius w:10 too smllll , i so lc.tod , cmd e con•mi c" llY vulnor nble 
to be viab le c.s c.n indo penGcnt country . I:mph"a ia """ l t\id on hor 
dependenc e on aU(lnr oxport s , lllld hor liab ility to cyclo nes , It 
was rurt hor crau od tru'.t abo~d Br'i tl'~in ovor ::\ooede to tho 
Treaty of Roma end onto r tho Europocn Economi c Cor:lmun1ty, 
Mauri tiue ,iould hovo o :rar bottor ch-'\lloe of nesotioti ns o.:lvanta~ 
seo us c.rrruigoments wi tll . t ho Communit y as I\ t crri tory '1ssoe1o.tod 
wi th llr1ta i n t:Wn 1f she wore indopondont . The pro blems · o:r 
growing popul,:,tion 11nd unamployoen t in Mo.uritiua, .,.,oro Mao 
amphasiaod, · 

!rHE DRITISH OOVBR!llffl{T1 S VIEWS 

14 . In the face of t hi s c onfli ct between -t he advice otforded to 
the Dri tis h G_overi:unent by t he var ious p2rtiea in Mauritius as to 
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the ultimate etotue of the country ond g1ven the aenor11l recogn1 tion ot tho il:,pono.noe of tonain11t1na ea rapidly aa possible the rooont per1od of unoorte.1nty, it ""' clellI' during the Conferen ce that it would f oll to tho Brit ish Government to mnke a decision on botwoon i ndopondonoo nnd assoo i otio n and on the quoation of popular consul tation, w1thout tho bonofit of un=oua advice from tho p!lrtioe nt tho Confcr<1nco, 
15, Tho Mnuri tius Lebour Po.rty l\nd t ho Indepcndo11t li'orw11rd Bloc, whioh advocat ed indopondenoe hod between them 26 out of the 40 eoets in the lcc1sloturc Md tile support at tho 1963 cloction of 61. 5" of tho voters. Tba Muell.a Cccaittcc of hotion was eleo prepared to support indcpondonce, providod tbnt cer t ain condi tione regarding tho ele ctoral systom ,iero mot. . 
16, On th• othor !lend, a eiBJliticMt aoction of the population, oapoo1ally 1n tho community known e.s tho Gcner3l PopUlMion , was opposed to 1ndopondonoe. In vio11 of tho complex oompoe1tion of the population , the Secretary of Stnto nttechGd greot importonoo to onourins tbltt tull weiGl>t was i;ivon to tho views of the Parti !,!aur1c1en dologatee and tho two indopendento. 
17, Ho oonoludod, howovor, thnt the mnin eff oot ot t he rofo r ondllll> for which they nolccd would be to pro l ons tho curren t unoor t nin ty nnd political 0ontrovers7 in a wey which could only harden and doopen OOJl!lf!IWnl divisions and rivnlrioe. He thorotoro co.cte to tho oonolusion that a rotorondum would not bo in tho best 1ntorosts of Mauritius , mnd that it was profo r o.blo tlmt a doo1a1on on ul tl.mJ>.te statu e should bo taken nt tho pre sent Conference . 

18, ~ho propoaAlo for aeaooiation dcvolopod by the Pa.rti V.aurioien did not rule out tho poo1 bili t y of Me.uri 'tiu s boooming indep endent . It waa inborent in this forn. of neeooiation, ea die t inot from tho noX'ICQl coloni<ll rebtions.bJ.p, that tbo torritory iteelf should bo froo C\t nn7 timo to aa,ond ita own constitution ond, by due oonstitution~l procass , to movo on to fUJ.l 1ndepondenco. Given tho known st rona·bh of tllo support :for indop ondonoo, bo,,over , i t wne olonr that etro nc proao ure tor this would bo bound to oontinuo nnd that in suob o atete o:f essoc1~t1on neither uncertainty nor tho oouto political controversy about ultimate etctus would bo diapollod. 

19 . Tho Secr etary of Stnte hsd throui;hO\\t the Contercnoo omphosiaod the 1JDport"'1co thnt ho cttnohod to tbo constitution oontninins =cry poasiblo snfoew,.rd nzoinet tbe ebuee of power . Dis cussions at tho Conforonco had ehovm tlut thoro Yle.e 1300d around for bol1oving t h11t eu.ch a nf<>suardo nnd many otberJro-n.e1ona of tho into:rnel aohomo of sovernmc11t w~uld oow.nnd goner acooptruioo, •h~tovor tbo ult=to ebtua . In ooneidoring his final deoiaion, thoreforo, tho Soorotary ot a-tnto fe l t conf i dent that it woul d bo J:)03s 1blo to produce a oonetit ution which "ould oonunru,d tho support ond roopoct of al l parti es and of nll sections of the population . 

20. The Soorotory of State accord1nGJ.y nnnounood at n Plonnry meoti ns of tho Oontorenoo on Fr idny , 24th Soptombor, hie vi o>1 that it wns riaht t lu\t Mnurit iue ohould bo independent and toks hor plaoo ro:iong tbe aovoreiBD notions of tho world, When the oleotorlll CC>l:i!lisaion h~ ropcrtod , n dnto would be fi xed for a senornl olection under the new oyatem, and c. now Oovornmont would bo torr.,od. In onneultation wit h this Govo=ont , Hor 111:>jooty• a 
- 5-
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Oovorrnnont would be propa!'nO to fix e. doto and te.ko tho noooaanr:, 
etep a to doolnro Mo.iu-)tiu.a 1nclopoJtdont, attor a period of a1x 
m~ntha tull internal eolt-sovornmc nt if~ rooolu tion asking fer 
this w:is paeao~ by a eimplo DOjority ot tho now b..ssembly. Her 
&lcsty's GOVGl'lllllOJ>t would oxpoct that thoao processes could be 
oomplctod boforo the ond or 1966. 

21. I t would be the British Govornmont •o intont ion, in prop~r ins 
tho dr ~.ft of tho InC:opendonoo QQnsti t ut 1on, t<> rec ommend tho 
incl usi on in i t of thG provioions set •l\\'t in tho conati tut1on al 
fr:unowork in luincnc D to tllis Roport . fhis achene had been 
dovieed to t::.ko the fullest possil>lo !lOC?unt of the viowe oxproas ed 
by dolc3oto1 ot the C?lltoronoo . In oddition to thesoJrovieione , 
bowcvor, ~.nd in c,naoqucnoo ?f the dooieion tb:t the tilanto 
etctu s of M~uritius will bo Independonoo, it will bo noooeeary to 
in clu de in tbo Indcpcndenoo Constitution additio nal =ncemont s 
fo r the appointment and romov:,l of tunb.,oe~doro, hi gh oommioaionora 
ond prin ci pal ropr0 sc11t1\t1vos abro:,d ot Mauritius. The ueunl 
orrani;olllonto wculd. be followod "nd ":;,pointmont e.nll romoval in 
rcep3ot of thoao off1oos w~uld teko pli,co on the :,dvioo of tb o 
Primo !Linietor, who would conault the Public Soz-~i oe Commission 
bcto rc tand<:rinJ cdvice in oneos y;horo o..'\reor civil aorvonts 
were inv.:,lvcd. 

22. Tho Seor~tary of Stnto t1lso re ferred t1 dis cussions he hall 
had Ylith tbo i ndivida,, l Po.rtico ro c,"'lrdin{l ·tbo adoption of oortn in 
oonsti tutionnl 1>ro.ct icos oonoGrni n;:; tllo r.ppointmont <1!ld tonur<I of 
offi ce of tho Quc~n•s rUl)rtsontntiv~ 1n an 1ndopondont Uo.uriti us. 
The Quccn'a rcprosontat1vo nould b:lvo epooinl rosponaibi .11tioa 
which he woul d oxoreie& in hia p~rsennl. d1eorot1~n, Md tbo 
Sccrotnr:, ot Stn~e atreaoo~ t h~t it w~o ot fUni!m:tontal importr.nce 
tn m.1ko apooial ,u,ransemvnte protoctin a tho impe.rtinlity of tho 
Queen' 3 roproeont.t"".-tivo. fo.o lndi vidu......,l Pa:rtios to t ho Conforonco 
nl!,I'ocd thot to t his end tho r,11., .. 1nz oonetib tional prnotioe s 
obo,ud bo ndoptod . In mo.ldna his rooommondntion for tbo appoint 
,nent of the Quoon • s ruproaont:.ti ve , tho PriC\o liliniet cr YIOUld tako 
nil r ee.son~blo stops to onsuro that the µ01·scn nppo!.ntcd wnuld be 
concrally ncooptQble in "~uritius ~s n porson who would not be 
sweycd by p~litical er co::.-:unc.l ccnaid cn: tinns; it •ould bo 
for the lTitc o !tinistor of the d:\Y to ~ .!;o nrrN1,3mcnta to 41ve 
effe ct to thie practice . In the cc.so ,t tho 1·oooml'\Ondnt1'!>n to 
Hor 1l!ljcsty f?1• tllo E1NOint111ont ~f tho first Owornor GonorCll 
of nn i ndepondont ~lo.uri tins th e por4,n appoint ed woul d oor.10 
from outs Hlo I•!nur1 t ius anrl tt,o ru:vnc w~uld l>o ~groed botwoon the 
llri tish Govor111:tc.nt ""~ tbo :!'rime li!inietor bofo rc it was submi t t od 
to R~r 1.!ajoety , Once nppC>i.ntoa, t bo Oovorn·,r Gonc=l " '>uld , 
unle ss ho :roeioned, bo pormittod to oont1nuo 1n office tor bis 
full ton unloee o rco?mond at i on nae m~o to Rer l!ojoety ror 
tbo tcn,innti on er hi s nppointMont on oodio~l gI\1u.nd1 cetnblieftod 
by M imj:arti~l tribunal app• intod by tho Obiof Ju et ioo . 

23. At thi s f1 no.l Plenary 1:10oting nf tllo Oonf ercnoo tho 
Socretnr y ot Stcto also :l.ndiontea that tho British Government '-/._ 
ll:ld given oaroful conoidorntion to tho viowa oxpr ooood ns to the 
desirability of a dofonoo ns:roemont bein g onterod in to botwoon 
the Britieh M4 :'.l:zuritiuo Oovormacnte covoring not only defence 
aero.net oxtorn"-1 tbro~ts but :lloo aasistMoo by tbo Britieb 
Govornn:cnt in c ort~in circ111:111t~.nces 1n tl1c ovont of throats to 
the in to.rnnl eoourity ot 14e.ur1Uua, Thu Booroto.r:, ot State 
announced that tho llritis b Government TIRO willin(l in pr in oip lo 
to nogot itlto wi tb the !,lt\uritius Govornmont bof• re i ndo'Pondonoe 
the terms of n defence ngroomont whi ch T/~Uld be siano d e.ne o~me. 
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into ettect 1n:tod1ntoly nt'tcr 1ndepondQDoo. 'rho British Govcrm,ont onv1o3«od that euch nn c,:;roomont oi e;llt provide that , in the ovont ot nn cxtornnl throat t o o1thor country , tbo two gQvornmonts would consult toi;ctbor to doo1de whc.t action wo.a nocesanry tor 1'1Utu.el doronce . There wo~d al.so bo joint oonaultntion on My request i'r<ln tl\c lle.,u-itiua Govcrru:ient in the event of o thron.t to 'the i ntornc.l eoour i ty ot l~aurittus . Such an e,ar oonont woul d oont~1n provis i ons w,doi· whi ch on the ona hand tho British Govorni,ont .,,uld undortalcc to assist in the provision or training tor, end tho eooon<hent of troined porsonnol to , tho Mauritius police :md oocurity forces; and on the other hand tho l&aurit1ua Govornmont \fOUld na,,oo to the oont1nuod onjoy,nent by Brit~i n ot ox1etina ri~)lto nnd fnoilitioe in !I.M,S. 111::\uritiuo c.nd :,t Plc.io•.nco Airt'ield , 
24, As regards mombcrsbip of tho Crnrioonwoal.th, the Sccrot~ry of State roforrod et the final Plon~cy soesion to tho aonora l doeiro oxproes ea to him by oll p(ll'tieo that ll!nuritius ehould r=ain within the Cormonwe<>lth, Ho m:,do it plain that, 1\8 dolcentoe would epprcciato, tho quoetion of ocmborship of tho Coll!lllonwoalth vine o. natter not tor the British Oovornr.,ont nlono but f)r the l!lC1'\bore of tlio ColJJ1lODVIJ)O.lth M "' WhOlo tc dooido . Ho indiontod the.t t h• Jlritisl\ Govornraont w~uld bo n.,.ppy, it tho 4osirc al M~uritiua fer cembcrabip of tho Comonwo3lth wore oonfi:n:104 by a resoluti on ,r tho logisl•turo olootod at the aonero l election "hich \f&O to l>e held botoro 1ndopendonoo, to tro.nemit ouch " roque at to othor Commonwo<llth aovornr.ionto. 
25, Pinoll,y tho Sooretcry ot Stcto undorl1ned tho import:mco attached by Br1t~1n to tho meintonanco or tbo close and trtondly rolotione which h<ld exi sted between Britain ~.nd MAuritius fo r over 150 years , The aohiovc r.1ont of in d0!)Ondanoe woul d , in his : bol io f, etrongthcn mthor than war.ken th aeo tioa of friendship . Mllurttiua •~uld n~turCllly continue t<> bo oliciblo for eaono::tio nse1stence from Bri t<\in, 1n tho oe.no we.y ns other fomerly dopGndont torr1torioa t1nd would still bonofit from the Oorimonv10alth Sul!ar Asroemont. 

26. 'lhc Secretary er St nto said t!l,•.t ho tel t suro thnt all the politict\l po.rtiea reproecntod nt tho c.,nforonoo nnd every men Nld womo.n 1n l4nurttiua would loyoll y noocpt tho decision thn t Mauritius should bocomo indopondont , o.nd would oo-operoto in tlt\~inll a euccosa of tho now conatitutionnl arrcnge:nonta . 

Lonoaator H~uso, 8 .W.1 

24th Soptombor, 1965: 
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The following final oommun1quo wao approved llt tho sixth and t1nal PlenOl'y Sess1on ot ths ~~W'it1us Conat1tut1onal Rev1ew Tallca at the Colonial ottioo today, li'1·ido.y {3uly 7, 1961), with the Secretary ot state tor ~he Coloniea (Wr, Iain Mccleod) in the ch&ir:-
At the 1nvitation or the Seor otary at State tor the Coloniee repreoentativos of the Mauritius Labour Part y, th e Independent Forwar,,. Sloe, the Uuelim Committee of Action, the Part1 Uaurio1en and tuo 1.ndependent ao11'bers or the llauritiua Legislative Cow>o11 cet 1n London rro~ Juno 26 to July 7 to exohange v1ewe o.~ the present Conot itution and to diaoues the extent , the tol'!ll o.nd t1m1ng ot ~ changes , Sir Colville Deverell, the Governor ot !1sur1t1us, and Protoeeor S.A. do Smith , the Constitutional Oom1111aai oner , ,1ere prooent throuehout the t3lks . 

2, Arte r an initial plenary mooting end aoparate end :frank d1aouae1ona w1 tll each ot the sroup o the Soorotnry or State table d Pl'0i,oaale whic.h were dieoueset\ et t'."10 plenary sessions. In tho l1sht or the oom~ent• mode upon them 'by delegst es, the proposals YTero further modified by tho S00rot11ry of State end dieoussed nt further plon~ry seesione on July 5 and 6, 

3, The propo••lo o.ro booed on tho assumption that oonet1tutional advunoo in tlou1•itius tomu•ds internal seJ1'-govor-nment io inevitable and de sirabl e/ that th o exte nt ond tim i na ot any advanoo must to.kc into accowit the het ero;one ity 0£ the popul t,t 1on and include prov1s1one ror edequate el\teguarde tor the l1'bo~t1es ot 1nd1vidua.la a.".ld the interGOt& of tho vario11e comun1t1ea , It 18 that and not any lc.olt or talent or aptitude for governn:ont which c01lditions th e pc,oc or ndvanco in llaurit1ue , 

(1, TY/o atagoo ot advonoo are propoaed. Tho t'1rst otose is to 'bo brou,ght into opo~ation •• eoon ue tbo neaesear1 arrange •ents can be made. The eeoona stage pNeents a broad 'bna1a ot the oonstitution ror ndoption ni~e r the next Gcn.,rol Election •nd in the li{lht or thut IDlaction if , fo llowing a.~ attirmstive vote by the Lcg1sl ativo Oounoll, they ore reco mmended to tho eecrot ary of Stato by the Chie:t' Wi nietcr . on tho neewnption that the second stags is imi,J.omonted arter th e next Gener<ll !:lection , it ,rould 'be expected t.hat during the period 'betr,oen the noxt t,-o General Elections or •hot hns bean onllod the Booond St!lil•, ir '111 i;oco ,cell and it it aacmo 11enorally deoi:rnbl e, hlau1•1t1us o:iould be able to movo tot1orl\s rull internnl Golf -go ve rnment . 

5, It is not poeaiblo ot this otaae to sueso•t ,mat ehould be the preo1se statue or ~aurit1us srter the attainment or tull internal ael:t'-govet'nment . It 1o tl>e general nsh that l.tuur1t1uo ehould t'oma1n ,r1th1n the Conm1on•.1eolth. •::he 'liher th1.s should be eohioved aa an indopondont etato , or 1n eome :Corm ot spec1a.l aaoooiution a1ther with the United l(ingdom or w1thotho1• ind epondont Comonwealth count ries, are 11U1tte1•e 11h10h Should 'b• considered dur1n& tho next r...,, yoars in the light ot const1tut1:mal progreee senara.lly . 
6 . Tho choncree p1"opouod are : -

l?1rot Stpr,!! 

( 1) The Lander or the Ll<>,ori ty ?arty in the Loghlaturc ttould be given tho t1tlo ot Ohiof Uin1ater , 

- 1 -
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(2) The Governor would consul t the Chief' N1n1eter on such 
m~tte ra ~s the appointmen t and removal of Ministe rs , the ollocat1on 
ot por tfolios end the summoning, proroguing, and diss olution ot the 
Council , It l"OUld be understood that in gonorel he 11ould not be 
bound to e.cceut the Chi et J.liJ>.ister' s advice but that he rrould act on 
the advice of.the Chi ef Mi niuter in t he o:r::ointmont or removel of 
Ministers belonging to the Chief l11n1ato,• • party, 

(3) J,n nddit:l.onol uno1'.t1c1nl r, iniat orial post woul d be 
crea te d. The ner: tUni0try 't;ould he.ve res ponoib il it y for Posto and 
Telegrnplls , Teleco mmunications, The Central Off i ce ot I nformation 
Md tho Broadcasting Serv ice. 

(4) The Colon ial Socre tnry woul d be re-styled "Chief 
Secretary"''. 

Second St age 

( 1} :'!Jxocutive Council 

(a} 

(b) 

(o) 

(d} 

(o) 

(t) 

(sl 

The Council •:1ould be ca:;.le d the Council of U1n1eters . 

The Chi ef tdin iat o1· 1,ould be given the title ot: 
Premi er . 

The Premier would be apl;>Ointed by thG Oovorno1• in 
occorc1e.noe ,·,1.th th~ conventions obta in.i ng in the 
United Kingdom; that i s t~ aay , t he Premier ~ould be 
tho :per.eon who, ih the opinion of' the ,Govc.rnor, m:s 
most l i kely to be able to command the support or the 
majori ty of member s of the Legis l ature . 

The Cou.>"tci l r:ould not be a puroly >.l&jor1ty Party 
govorrunont but aa et pl.'oaont would 111olude 
ropresentotives o:C other Pc.rt1es or elemen t s which 
Moopted the inv1t e.t1on t o j.,1n t he OovorMont c.nd 
the pr in ciple of oc,llect1ve rcs:;,one1b1lity . 

In &ppo1nt1ng IJ1n1ste1•s trom groups other tlum the 
Pr~mier ' s Party, the Governor wot!ld act in his 
dioc 1•et:!.on but rrould consult r.1 th tho ?'~omior c.nd 
such other pe rson s ao he deemed fit to consul t, 

Tho Fin~Misl Sec1•ete.ry would ce, .ae to be o member of 
th e Counci l. 

Pi;,ovis1on ·.1ould be made tot• the post or Attorney 
Gem,r,:il to be filled by en Off:l,ciGl o,• by an 
unor:r1c1 e1 n1n1ster- . In tl'to :r:,1,mor OCL!.le th e holder 
would cco.ee to be a m.ornber of tho OoW1cil but f!ould 
continue t o be avail cblo to attend meetings aa an 
Adviser. In tho l:?itte r eo.ze 1 t '.'tould be necessary to 
crea t e an~~ off1c1cl pos t of Directo r of Publ1C 
Prosccu t1ons who nould be zole ly respons ib le 1n his 
discretion for the initiat io n, oondu ct and 
d1so ?nt1n uance o f proeecut i ons and woulr:l in this 
respect be ind.ept'...ndent of t he Atto rne y Gener al . 

(h} The Chi e f Secretary rwuld con tinu e t o b e 11 me,nber of 
the Council and r.ould be come in cddi tion to hi& 
aubstant1ve appo in tment l.!iniA t er for Home Affairs. 

(1) An Uno:Ct1o1ol De:;,ut:, ~linioter tor liome J.t:faira 
;,ould be a3>Poi n t od . 

2 -
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(2) l,eg1elat1vo Ooune1l 

( o) 

(b) 

(o) 

(4) 

(c) 

The Oounc1l r.ould bo re-named t he Leg1alat1ve 
Assembly . 

The Aa:oabl;· ,-.:,ul;\ contaln 40 elected •o,.oors . 'l'he 
tl.3X1%1iiu:i nuaber ot nom!n:-.ted mcmbero wculd be 
1norecocd to 15. It 1a conteople.tcd that tuo or thr zyo ot these cppointmonts sho uld be hold 1n rco ~rvo . 

Tho Spe&J:er ':l'ould bo eleoto4 by the Leg1aletivo 
· Assembly trom acone its •ember• "but thia provision r,oul4 only l>ecomo ett ectiv o on the rotireoent ot 

the present Spocl,er . 

Tho l?in<1noidl Scorotery ,ind (if the poet •·ere hold by :m ON'icial) the ~ttorney General would ceceo to bo ..,,iberc ot tho Legislative Aaeombly . 

Tho Govornor 1n hie diGcrotion .:ould OUJ:l!llon, 
pr orogue and di ssolve t ho .1'...111eornbly a:rtc1" 
coneultot1on cJith the Pre mier . 

(3) The Public Servico , Police Service ond JU(lioicry 

(11) 'l'hc Public Sc1-vioe 0114 Pol1oe Service Oommise1ons on4 the :pi•opoood J ud1o1ol and Lol)nl Service Oommioe1on riould remain odvi eory to the Oov ornor. 'l'he Governor •~ould ho,;ovcr be requir ed to oonsuJ. t the Prom1or in rcepoct ot certain a-.,:,po1nt~nte v1z . Per111m1ent 8ocrot&ry (or l>y ~ha.tevcr t1t10 the senior adcl.nictrativo officer in a. 1!1n1atry 1e described) and Hoo.do ot l>ep<1rtmente, 

(b) The Chair man and meml>u1•a or the Oo1"lliee1ons would oontin uo to bo nppo1ntod by the Governor in his dieorotion . 

(o) The ~omberlll>.1p end proceduro or the Oomissionn, in the second et~ge , would so tnr as poasiblo bo conducive to tho dovelo pment at thoao bodi3G in eueh n way ee to enable th em to become :ful ly oxocu ti ve . 

(4) During the life ot the Leg1alat1vo Aecombly t ollo"1ne tllo nsxt Gonar<ll. ~loction the Service 001:Dieeions 70ul4 l>ocot:e executive , At this stage, :mile tho Chairmen nnd llembora of tho Oomm1aeion VIOUld oonti11u e to be appointed by tho Oovurnor in his di scretion , ho would be ro~U1l"Od t o oonault the Prou11er 1n roepect of those appointments , 

(o) Tho nppo1nti,ont ot the Chier Juct1co would ro • eJ.n ae at prasont . 

(4) lllxtorno l ,U"fo1,-e . Dctenoc and rntol"lial Soour1t y 

(o.) 'l'heu oattors wo\lld re.,a1n ,iith1n tilo ruspons1b1l1ty ot the Governor '1ho wo\114 ho.ev er consult v1 th the Pro:a1e r about these aottora . 

(b) The operuti~ no.l ooiitrsl ot the Pol1co end Specio.l Force would continue to be th o roepon s1b il1ty of the Oom,~ias iono r under ,nuthor1t1 of the Governor. 

(5) J11111o.n Rifht• 

The Oonst1tution would in clu da p)Oovisi on for the satog1,1erd1ng of human r1Sht3 ond 1'Un4cment el !J'oedoms <>n4 tor tho rodreos ot 1n1'~ingemento of those r!ghts o.nd freedom• in the courts . 
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7. ThG Indeuende nt Porv,,s~d B1oo 6nd the Parti Maurio ion , for 
r eceo ne \7hich- they gave i n full to the conferonce, \7ere unable t o 
acce pt t he eecrete.ry or State' a propcsc,ls. 

8. The Muri tius Lob our Pu1• ty cons i de re d that t ha :propos als did not 
provide the mensure or advance •::hioh they •,s-ore fully justi f i ed 1n 
claiming. Th~y v.-ore, hoT!evcr, propurvd to aooapt the m, 1:f' 
reluct ant ly , es a ooJnpromi se, on the re co mmendati on of Her liC\jesty's 
Oovorn ment, in the best int oroote of f,{auritius. 

9. The l!uslim Committe e of Acti on did not consi de r that th e 
propoeels adequ ately e~Xoguarded th ~ inte res t s of tho ~uall m 
comr.tun1ty. Reluctantly , hoPevor, ond ea a comy1'omise , the y t oo woro 
pr opr.red to accep t them i n th e gonoral 1nt er ~mt ot J.teuritiue: as A 
whole . 

1 o. Tho tm> in depondent lile1nbera considered th at 1 t would not be w1 ~f. 
in prasont circumetances to ~-o beyond the ~roposale put for ~'tl.l'd by 
the Socretory of Stato . They recogni3ed that s omo measure ot · 
e.dvon oe was 1nc v1t 1!.bl o '"'"- as t he olootorc.te trolll d be given on 
oppo r tunity of exp1•ossing its vio11s bo:t'oi,o the second and more 
imp01~tsnt at ege v;e.s in t rodu ced, t hoy too accepted thom. 

11 • The Soor <.'t eI",1 of State info rmed the Conf'erenoo that while 1 t 
we.a cl ear ths.t unanimJue agreemen t c ould not ba r13nohod, in his 
vi ew o suffic ient mcoeuro of e.cceptruioe h"'1 been 1ndicated to jus t if y 
hie reconm:onding the adopt i on of Ili a :9roposr.lo . 

12. Oert nin de l egates prvpoo od the croet1on of a 11Council of Stot-J:11 

or 11h1gh-_portored Tribw1ol". The t'Wlcti •:ms cild ooopoaition ot such a 
body would, h•~?ovor, presen t pl"oblom& of oome oomplex1 t y and would 
need c nreru l atudy. The Secr~ta~y of State prop osed t o addres s n 
dGap~t ch t.> t hG Governor g1 ving hi s considered v10'78 on this, et .tor 
oonsult ntion rtith the Oonat1tut1ona l Oomm1&eioncr. The Secre t~ ry of 
State would at th e same timo indi c ate th e arrengemonts wbioh oould 
be mode t o ensm •c that the Informa tion and Bro adcas t ing Sorv1cas 
shoul d o~ntinue to o.porate on a non-pa.1"tinan basi s . . 

13. It woe agreed t hat cons idera ti on alloUld be given et a l ater 
stage t o 'the quastion Vlhcthar a visit t o Naur i tius by th e 
Constitutionn l Oomruias!one:r, Prof"ese::>:.."' de Srrith, woul d be volu able 
1n exc.m1ning 1n gl'o~to r dotan the bx-oad c ,moluaions of th e 
Conter~nco and c ons idcx-1ng pc.1•t1 oula r oopocte ,,, r.:ich hod n ot come 
wi t hin ite aoope. 

Jul v 7 , 1961 

/ Note to J:d1tor,,,- l:lo otio ns to the llour1tius Logi alo t ive 
Council >rere huld in l!ru-ch, 1959 >1ith th e 
tc l.low 1ng r·osults: 
Mour1t1uo Labou r Par t y 
Trado Union c~.nd1dr.toa 
Uuslim Comm1 ttee ot Acti on 
In depesndcnt Fo1...,·,ard Blo o 
Pert i tlsur1 o1en 
Indop endont 

Tot al 

23 
2 

~ 
3 
1 

aoats 
eects 
seats 
sesto 
e.ao.ts 
aeo.t 

!.O sea ts 
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I have th e honour to addreso you on th e subject of the 
:fUture oonet:L·tutional dovelopment of n!e1uri t ius. During my 
rec ent v1s1t I had &.,x.·l.tu.,~ 1.v t1 \l.J.1;1cuasiona with the Premier and 
the lea ders of all t he parti es r epresent ed in th e Legi0l atur e , 
I am most grate:fUl to them and to ma11y others v,ho "ere good 
enough t o give me their vie ws on t he problems which now confro nt 
the people of Mauri t ius. 

2 , The oveITiding impress i on with which I IT88 l oft was t he need 
to end as quickly os poss i ble the present peri od of uncertainty, 
Divergent v i ews are curr ent as to the dir ection wh1oh fu ture 
constituti onal devel opment should te.ke; ·and it ie underetande.b le 
that until firm decisi ons can ·bo reached, based upon the widest 

.poss ible measure of agreement, there should per si st a t>alaieo 
which has doubtles s contributed to ·re oent civil disturbances , of 
which I have lenrned with distress, and which are f oreign to the 
reputa tio n for goodwill SJ'ld order ly behavi our which Mauritius 
has earned ovor many yoare . 

3, You will r ecall thot i t was agre ed at the talks hel d in 
London under t he Chairmanshi p of Lord Lansdowne in February 1964 
that the nex·t confe rence shoUld be held "dur ing the third year 
counting from the alootione held in October 1963, i .e. at any 
convenie nt t ime af't er October 1965", It happens thllt l ehould 
not be fre e, beoeuse of ot her commitments, to preside at a 
Conferen ce in October, th ough I could do so in the ear ly part of 
September . I should be grate:fUl t herefor e 1f , on my behalf, you 
woul d convey to the Premier, o.nd to the ot her loaders of Pnrtios 
roprosonted in the losislature , an inv itation to att end a 
Constitut ional Conference in London durina Scptomber, and auggaet 
to them t hat Tuesday , 7th Sept ember would be e.n appropriate de.to 
for tho opening sase1on . I should welcome your early recommenda
ti ons 3 9 to the numbers of repraaentativos l'thioh the ve.rioua 
Parties should bring . 

4, With regard to the Asenda of the Confcron ce, paragraphs 4 
e.nd 5 of the 1961 Oommunique i ndica te the range of matters to r 
discussion , It vlill be for delege.tee to advise roe as · to whether 
i t is the vris h of the people of »miri ti us t o co ahead , in · tho words 
of paragrnph 5 of tho oommuniqu o 11ae an ind ependent etot e , or in 
eomo f orm of spooial aesoci~tion either with ·the United Kingdom 
or with oth er i ndependent Commonwealth countries" ; ru,d I IViSh 
to mako i t ple in tha t no proposnle fo r tho oonatitut ion al f'u.-turG 
of t he island ar e rul ed out i n advance . 

5, It does appear however that oonsi dornt ion of the question of 
t he ult imat e etatus of l\faur itiu a l1as nol? rcacho d tho poi nt Tlhore 
specifi c nltornatives nrc emer ging , :!'he mai n tnslt of t he 
Confer ence should therefore be to ondoa•1our to roach agreement 
on thic status, the t iming o:f aoooaeion to i t, whothor such· 
acc oesion ehoUld be pr eceded by coneult nt1on wit h t he people, and 
1f so in what f orm, Tho Con:forcncc will of course also consider 
t ho changes in t he oous titution requirod by full i nternal self
governmont, it being understood t he.t those 11\Qy \Tell be offeoted by 
t ho fi nal view reaohod on the quest ion of futur e statue , fhe 
eleotor(l]. system o.nd c.ny consti tutionru. changes which t hie might · 
inv olve would o.lso havo to be deci ded upon and Profes sor l e Smiih 1s 
repo r t , v,ill provide o useful bas i s for di aouaaion . 
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6, Before leaving Mauriti us I oxpreseed to you, and to the 
lead ers of the main perties separa t ely, the urge nt hope that 
th ey would use the period before the Oon:ferenco :for serious 
thought ·and diacu.es 1on with ono anothor, so a.a to re ach agreement 
lo cal ly , where possi ble , tll'ld to identify the more dif ficult po:tnte 
which Ylould need t o bo rosolYod at the Oollference , I hope that 
the e.ll - part-y Oovcrnmont may filld it possible to subscribo to a 
sin gle document settin ,3 ou·t ·the ar ef\s o:f agreement and disQgreement . 
You undertook to do nll you coul d to furt her prelim in ary dis ~ 
cussions t o t his end , o.nd I trust tru,t it ,r111 be possibl o to do 
much useful preparatory v,ork i n this way. I believe t hat if t he 
Party lead er s will co- oper ate with·you in setting prnot i ce.l 
discus sion s of - this - kind in moti on, t het vtill - o:f 1tee11' do-m1rch 
to re duoe tno tens ion which has boen so ovide nt . 

7. In connoct1o n fli t h t hes e preliminary- di scus sion s a nu•iber of 
par ticular points ariso. In regBrd to the Labour Pcrty's propos•ls, 
I note t hnt a desire has been expressed for e. oontinuin s oloso link 
with Brita i n ; if by this is meant some specia l relat 1onsh1p with 
Brita i n over and above 1:he relat i onship e.ll members of the 
COl!llllonwoaJ.th have wit.h oaoh othe r, I am sure t hat it \Vould be 
val uabl e if 1>cforo the Conference the implic ations of such a 
r elationsh i p could bo lfOrkod out i n s~ c dotail; similo.r l y, if 
the Labour·Party contomplatcd suggesting :furthor eafegue.rde :for 
minori ti es, i t 1vould I am sure bo hol pfuJ. i f thcso could be· 
:formula ted now, As reanrds the Parti l!aur ici en• s p,roposale, : 
ro:f'orcnco haa bean ma.de t o both 11into g:rot1on" nnd • 1asa oo1ttt io n", 
and some of their dotni led propos als oppcar more akin t~ tho 
former, ot her s to th e lattor, It would I Ellll sure bo of assi st3 nce 
if further olarifioat i on of the Parti to!auricien•s wishes could be 
obtaine d and i f the dis tinot ion between the concepts o:f 1nte8Tation 
and asocciation coUld bo rec ogni sed , As ro6urde the · 
Independent Form1rd Bl,:,c e.nd the Muslim Colllmi t too o:f Action, t hese 
parties woul d no doubt also welc0111e turtller clarification of the 
Lnbour Pe.rty•e and the Part1 Mauricion•s proposals :,nd, in def 1ning 
their own p2.rticulo.r wishoa, would no doubt wi sh to consider how 
beet t hese might be reconciled with the main "1.tornatives which 
so f ar appear to be under dis cussi on. 

8. In the short remain ing period bo:foro t he· Conferen ce a heavy 
respons ib ility rosta ·on everyone 111 Mauritius , and pe.rt i cularly 
on t he Pnrty loaders ; the Pross, ruid all who aro in a posi tion 
to influen ce opinion, to t hink of the int er est s of Maurit iu s as 
a whole, and t o avoid doing or saying anyth1na that mi ght · 
i ncre ase t ension botwoau sect ions of all communi ties , 
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"I should 111:G to beg i n 'by •he.nkini; you all tor accept i ng my inv1tet1on to come to thie oont'erenee. Thie ie a moment t o. •' Which I have looked forward with pleaeure tor nearly a yer.r, and atill moro eagorly since my visit to your idyllic country 
in April , 

I tool nor, thot I can T1eloome you, not just :f'ormallY and polit1oallY , on bohalt of my colleagues and myself , but also i n terme ot poroonal triendeh1p •• one Ylho knows and loves the people ot Maur i tius IIJld who knowa and reapeots their leaders . 
May I ther<>tore welcooe y011 all very weml.y to th1a cont'eronce vn the conat1tut1onal tuturo ot your country , I only w1ah ! had 'been able to provide the anmo overwhel.Jll1ns reception tor everyone of you that you o.rrtl?lged for me Ylhen I drov<> trom the Ai-rport to Le Reduit , 

Thia 1s a con1'"orence which the people of our two count ries, bound closely together for over 150 yeara, will watch IT1th eager 1ntoreet , praY1ns that there will e?!lerge trom it a generally acceptable solution which will give t!aur1t1ue a eecur~, proaporoua , and happ;y tuture , When thGre 1e so much otr11'e in the Ttorld it is incumbent upon us all to narrow the ar eas ot dieagreement lllld to remove poeeib lo o:.uooa of t'rio tion . And I kno ·:t the. t in tha talks ahoGd wo •hall all of ue uop botore us OM clear goal - quite simply, What is beet '£or Maur1t1ua e.nd her poople ea a whole . 

Before I refer to the aub3oct natter or the cont'orence m!l.;y I oake two porsonul points . Firot , I know thut everyone around the ta ble •will hav<> 8/litrdd my delight th~t tho Premie r shOuld have been honoured by Hor Mnjosty The Quoen. It is on honour, 
}Jr, Premier , which woe richly deserv ed and which delighted ;your tr1cnda throughout the Co:n:nonrealth who hold in high eateem your otntesmaneh1p t.nd wisdom . 

I should also like t o say how sorry I have been to lea rn that some of my trionde here have exp~rionocd ill -he alth e1noe we lnot mot. I am very gl ad to eee t!r . l(oonig , your Attorney Genera.land leader ot the Po.rt1 M.!\uricien, W:r. Ringndoo, Winietor of Education, and Mr. Davie.nne, Minister of St.oto , 
uith ue todny and I hope that their health 10 fully reetored , 
and thet the prococdinge ot our cont'erenco will not be ao arduous co to put any undue strain upon them. 

This oonferonoe has its orig i n i n the aerie s o:t const itutio nal to.lka held under tho cb.o1rmonoh1p ot llr . l!acleod , in 1961. The conetitutional advances agreud ~on tbon have been oarr1ed smoothly into etteot v1th general agreement and goodwill. The 1961 talks , and the London talks eighteen months ago on the :toraation o:t the present ell-party Oovornmont, looked £or-ward to the preeent conf'eronce , 

Whot om1Srges f'rom these fncte ot rQcent history , hollevor, that I would like principally to atroaa i s that the background against which th1a conterenoo 1& beinll hold 1a one of gradual and etoad;t progrcee ach1ovod by dlscusaion end agre8"'0nt . Uauritiua 1e a sopluetioated and pol1t1cnlly ooneitive community. Doep1te ioan;y dirter enoea , it ha• ~lweye boon poeoiblo tor t he l eaders of the vo.riouo pe~tie a and communitioa in the end to ro ach nreemont , and I havo overy oont idenca thnt this envinblo record '111 continue en unbrokon one when we conclude our present labours . 
- I -
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Ever since I visited you in April, I have stressed both 
in public and in privete that I would not prejudge in any w~ 
the outcomo of the presen t conference . No solutions have been 
ruled out in advance, I edopted this point ot view partly because 
I do not think that it is r 1Si>t that the British .lovernment, 
although it has ultimate const1tutione.l. responsibilit i es, should 
ottempt to lay down in advance con&titutionGl solutions for highly 
developed oom.mun1 t1es many thoUSP.l'ld& ot miles away - those days 
are t'o.r behind '18: but also I took this line because I knov, of 
Meuri tius' s record of working out solut1011s by discussion a.nd 
negotiation b~ t1Yeen her politic al leaocrs , I f'elt, and still :reel, 
th~t this is tho be st possi ble way to roach durable egreemente on 
constitut i onal matters. For this re ason , too , I urged upon you 
when I visited Mauritius, and hovl! since continued to press upon 
you, the necessity tor di scussing tho 1ssueo ar i sing nnd endeavouring 
to reach agreomen.t amongst yollrselvas . 

This still remains my position. I still re g!.U'd it as being 
of primary 1mportr .nco that you in the M<>ur i tius Delegation should 
agree betvreen yourselves upon the conat1tut1ono.l steps you want your 
coWltry to take . You who live i n Mnur1t1us and who rl!<present the 
vsrious oom.~unitie& that make up ita popul at ion ere the bust judgea 
of how you can 11 vo toget her in peace and fr i endship which I ltnow 
18 what you nll ,.,1sh . 

I conceive my ro l e "t this contorence and that of Her l!ojesty's 
Government as being one o:I' counsellor i,nd friend. Vie in the 
Colonial Ott1oe, ae you know, havo a good de~.l of experience or 
constitutional oonterenoea and of constitutions, in practice; o:I' 
meo.ne of meeting particular situations and pert icule.r problems; 
nnd of devising mnchine1•y which can resolve doub ts £\nd s&t too.re 
nt rest. \Vo shall seek to help in this way during this conference . 
Between us I hope thr.t "'' oan ensure t hat lo!auri t1ue' s multiplicity 
ot race s, fu 1""rom be1?\fi a source of v,eekneae, is , as it should be, 
a 8ouroe of strength . 

In t hese 'f'ev, opening rema.i'ka I &hc1ll not o.ttempt to d1ecuae 
the veriouB constitutional stops which wi ll be be:C:'ot•EI us at the 
cont'erence. YIG slu>ll have to go into the impli catione o:I' the 
possible cou rs~s in conaiderable deto.11. The basic i ssues wo shall 
have to tackle are well enoush known to you ell nnd to the world 
11t large . 

I will only say now that I rege.rd 1 t as being of the utmost 
importance that our discussions at this conterenoo should end i n 
an ~greement on the oouree to be pursued which can be wholeheartedly 
supported by all the parties represented here . Only in tha t 'Noy C!lil 
t he plan agreed upon, Ylhfltever i t m~y be , be honoetl.y advocated by 
all of you, the po li t ical loaders , to your constituents, the people 
ot: n.11 thG oommunitiee which make up the pol)ulet ion o't },fauritius . 

I.t we cap succeed l n th18 ,,e shall hove done well, o.nd the 
people of l!auri tius Will have couso to be thankful tor what bet11een 
.us, we hD.ve ach1GVGd on their beholt . 11 

STATEI.JEI! '!' BY SIR R1 Slll!:IY003~0 UR P.AL(G00LAM 

"On beho l t of tho Mouritiua Labour Po.rty and in my ovm 
name I wish to thank you, Sir, :for the very 1Yorm welcome you have 
extended to us . Vic ere also groj;e:l'ul to you personally to r having 
called this cont'orenoe so that v,e may remove uncertainty, and 
eo lon1 al1am and bring about independonc c to the people . of Unuritiua . 
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The propoosl.s ot the 11,:uritiuo L~bour PllI'tY have been embodied 1n a mccorruid.um which hoe bean commu.nicnted to you . They represe nt n eu.rn.tnal'"Y or our vi ews on thu co net1tut1onal oht.ngoa wl\1eb are requ ired tor the ottective establishment ot 1ndop~ndence wit.~ guaranteed snfsguards for the OLinoritiea. The Mauritius Labour ParW which, by its const1tut1on Md actual working, ropreeenta o c~lete croaa - section or Uaur1~1An aoo1ety, haa roccived o cleer me.nd.:lto ror 1nde-pondonce ~rem the pooplo or Mauri tius et the l ost three gemral elections . You have pltllted t he Rul e ot Law i n Me.w•1 tius and are nOYI be ins inv i to d to completo t he procoea by th e eetoblisllment ~r ful l democracy . 
The llauritius Lllbour Party wcnta the ind.epondence ot Mauritius withtn tbo Co=onwealth with n Oovernor-Genorlll appointed by Her l!njeaty The Queen, and with n Cabinet form of govorMant . It ia hoped that Her Uajooty will be greo1o us l y pleased to booome ~ueen or tlaur 1t1ue . 

The Mauritius Labour Party accepts the automnt 1oolly operated best - l oser system and at the same time it is prepared to consid er 
llllY nlternotive which would soc\lNI adeq113te repreaentnt1on ot the Hualil:2 ond 01\inese minorities . We ore nlao in tavour ot tbu creotion o~ on oci'bud.ema.n. 

At thie stcee it ia not noceooory for me to go i n t o a detaile d oxaminntion of our propoanle '6'hich ore most orthod i x nnd 1n line \Yith the conet1tut1onal atutus o:r other countries which ha.vo acceded to indeponclonce within tbo Cocmon•enltb, but I would 11.ke to aey thot tbo momor~.nduo ot tho Hauri t1ue Labour Perty adlu!lbrcua tho main principles governinG our stand at this oonotitutiont>l. 
con:fercnctt • 

As you hava B$1d , ~r. Secrotary of Stnto , we are mooting here no trionda and no a t:wuily, e.ll4 we ore hopefu l thr , t goodwill , unclorstonding IUld wisdom will prevail at this oontarenoe and tho.t Mauritius will cmergts fr0111 it as an independent nation . To IIY aind 1t 1s incWlbont upon the British po"l)le to help ua 1n tl\1a mcrch torvard . 

In oonoluding , I Sh(U'e with you the tael1ng of j oy tb:>t my t:riend the Attorney Oenorol, l0/1 oldest friend or the Asoombly , h.•• now recovered end would wish tht.. t be will be even bet tor ,:a the confcrer.oe proceeds . I vould like to say the """'" tor r,.y friend the llinieter ot Bc1uce.t1on, Ur. Ringo,doo end JOY friend the M1n1&ter or State, Mr. Dov1exma. 

F1nnlly , Si r, I am very seno1bl~ ot th& 001li!r~tulat1one tha t you have given on t ho oconaion or my h~vi ng r~ceived tbo ICnigt,thoOd t:rom Ha- Ynjeoty . 

W1 th those ,..orde I thlnlc I hove noth.1ng ,:iore to a<ld exoopt thnt I ru:i poreonclly hoping that all will go "•11 ehend . " 
ll'l'ATE!JENT BY THE HON. J, ICOJl:NI O, 9,9, 

"I would l1ke to thrullc you on behalt: ot my colleagues e.ll4 mysel.f t:or tho kind worde nddreaaacl to us, and I should 11ke ot the OlllllO t1Qe to thalllt ll1Y friend, Bir Seewoosegui' RIIJllgooltuD, tor the vory nice words ho addreaeod to mo. 
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Vie, ltour1tiane, have been loyal sn1bjeota of Hct" Uajesty s1nce 
1810. We have 6too11 bv Bl"1 to.J.u l n the dark da.Y9 of tTto World V(Q.rs 
end have, in e. modest but unstinting way, playod our part in the 
defence of domocracy and of the free world, 

If we contend. thnt de-colonisation there must be , we discat'd 
indep endence os being !"e.tal to the proapcrlty ond tlie p.ee.ce:rul 
ond bnrmonious devel opment or Mauri tiuo ~s pr.rt ot the f'rde world . 

We claim that it is the gencre.l v1ish ot the people ot 
Maurit i us that as a subst it ute for inp..,pendence, clos~ constitutiona l 
aaaociationa lfi th Orec.t Br1tn1n should be maintained w1th1n the 
trame \York ot a now pcttern . We believe thnt the people ot' >Jo.uritiu.e 
must i n MY event have the right to Gxpross their preference in a 
troo ro tarondum . 

The United l!ntions Charter recognises our right to ael1'
detcrm i no.tion and we ere confident, Sir, that th i s r ight will be 
roadlly conceded to us by Grent Britain . 11 

STAffllENT BY THE Ol!. !, . R. !.!OHAMED 

"On behe.lt ot mY pnrty, I 11ssocia.te myseli' w1 th mY other 
friends v1ho hnve just be~n spooking to thank l:ier Majesty' a 
Government for having k i n,Uy asked uo to be here to decide the 
future of our Col ony, 1n other words , ot our country. 81r, rou 
have just spoken 11bout our past association vii th Ror llajeety a 
Govurnment, and, on behalt' of' :th0Uifual 1m populat i on or lto.urit1ua, 
I would l ike to say 1t is our rea l ,1ish thn t our past association 
of 150 yenrs wi th thG llriti8h Government wi ll continue for many 
more centuries to oomo, Speaking ao n delea~ t e to thle conrerence , 
I consider it my bounden duty to decbre, and. deole.re it very cloarly, 
that thG Muslims ot: Mauritius have always oo-cperllted with othero 
tor the gcod of the country , end they <1re ready to co - oper&te in 
the t:uture. Vie 11.~e not <1ge.inst i:ny pol1t1co.l and conat i tutional 
progress of our country provided such proireee doe a not mean the 
oppress i on of MY community in MR.uritius, and boce.uae of this o.nd 
other roa3ons I also want to mnke 1 t clec.r th~.t we Will have to eee 
t.'111t our poll tical and othGr rights "re sr..fegullt'ded nnd tlu,t we be 
left neither to the mercy of, nor be forced to depend upon , the 
charity of others . 11 

STATEl,@l'l' llY Tl!!!l HON. 8 1 lll8800NDOYAJ;, 

"I hcve n o't l:IIUch to any on thio occ coj,on apnrt f1~om theink1-ns 
you for the very magnificent hospitality you have ~ccorded to all 
the de legates t:rom Mauritius . I hcve to dmphnsise the thankt:uln eos 
of my pa1•ty tor the visit both of' you , Sir, and of' Protessoc• de Smith, 
a.nd when I ret:er to Protessor de Smi th IM- ret: <>rr1ng to the 
proposal ~or the appointment of an ombudsman. 

Be:rore J'eswn1ng mY sent, I ,·1111 ask this Government to see to 
it that no mi schievous report reaches !Xou.r1tius as it did last 
time and that a strict imp~rt1a l1ty will be observed, I any thi s 
beca use I see the men whom I bel1evo to be responsib l e t:or that 
the l ost timo ie proaont in thia houoc. 11 
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l?uDdamentol ri)i)1ta 

The Ccnst i tution ,1ill include a Ch&pter _provi<.'1ng tor 
the tundamontal rir;hta an d free doms of' t he individual llhich >1111 
follot1 c l osely Chapter l of tt.e existing Const1tu•~ion . f 

2. The Che,pter on :f'unuamcntel rights .-l.ll conta in such 
mod.i.fic a tio ns as are necess ary to secure tho.t any re ligious , &oc:1al, 
ethnic (.'r cu l tural assoc iation 01• gro\\p will have t!,e righ t t o 
establish and 111aintai n schools at its own exi,e ne,e, oubject to any 
reaso;1able restrictions whi ch may be imposed by law in the i nter 
e sts of _perso na re ce iving i ns t ructio n i n s uch schools , and that a. 
pare:-it will no t be _prevented frot.1 sending a child to such a sct,ool 
merely on the gr oun cl it.at the scho ol ia not a school es ta b lished 
or maint ained by the GoverP.ment, 

3, ·Dci-•ogat i ons may be made from t he provieions protec t,in g 
f'undaL1ental rights by t he Wam"itius Gove1"tll'llen t and l esislature in 
rele- t io n to a s tate of nnr or other publ i c emergency but only to 
the ext ent an:'.l in acco1~dnnce 'i7i t h the procedu.re set out Oelo w:-

(a) Deroeatl.ons from the f'und&mentel 1•!EiJlts wi ll only 
be permi ssi ble unde r a la·;, during a pub li c emerge ncy 
and u ill be l imited to derogat io ns :f'ron t he r ight to 
personal 11.be!'ty or the pro tec tio n of free do;·,1 f'rem 
discrimination which a1•e reasonably jus tif iab le in 
the c1rcluustan ces of the sit uatio n. 

(b) A per iod of publ .ic emergenc; · for t his purpose 
\V111 be a per i od when L!aurl tius ia e.t t1iar or when 
the ~ueen'a P.epr-eoen tat iv e, a c tine on the advice 
of Uin1eters , has i ss ued a proc l amation decla111ns 
t hat a sta te o~ publ i o emerg ency exia t s. 

(c) When the Leg islative Asoembly ie s1 tting, or ffhen 
arrangements have alrea dy bee n made !'or 1 t to meet 
wi th in seve n days or the <.'lat e ot tile pr oclamation, 
the procl amation t11ll lap se unless wi t hi n seve n de.ys 
the AseeMblY appro ves the procle. • ation, 

(cl) '/il'len the Le:gislative J".os embly 1s no'I'., sitting o.nd 1a 
not due to meet within oeven dayo, the p!~ocle.me. tio n 
will lo.poo unleae wi·~hin t'rter1ty-one do.ya i t n-e1tte t s 
and gives its opp 1•ovel by a reaolut ion suppo rted by 
&t least t110-thi r ds of a ll tho ine.,bers . 

(e ) The procl amation, i i' approved · by resol ution , 1'1111 
remain in force for ouch peri od not exceeding six 
months c.e the Aseef'Jbly may epe c ify in the 
t"eoolut i on. 

------ ---··----- ··---· -- - -·· ·----··-- -·- ----
f It v,aa noted by th e Conference that the provisions i n Cho;pter l 

of the ex1at 1na Cons t itutio n conta ining .pr otec tion agains t 
diecrim1net.1on did not pr eclude the enact ment o1' l a11s app l icable 
t o Mus lim s only l'elatillg to marriasc, divorce and the devo l ution 
ot: pr operty ; the Com'erence acc epte d in p r incip l e tlla t st eps 
should be taken t owards the introduction of !!usl1 m pe1~sona l law· 
i n respect of theo e t'.E!t te re in to Maur1 t_ius . 
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(t:} The Asue iubly Will i,e $fl'll)owerea. to oxtcnd th e 
operat i on of the pvoclamation ~or i"urther perio&. 
not exceeding &ix months et a time end a resolution 
f'or this pw~pose •t!:!.11 also ret.!.UiJ:'le t.t-.e support ot 
ai least tw o th irds ot: all t~.e members of the 
Asaer,bly, 

Provision vtill be rra1de fo.r the periodic rovier, c1" the ce.Ge ot 
peroons TFho have been de ta1ned 1n derogation in the right ot' persoool 
l1bert,Y by an independent ,md imr,artial tr1bunsl an& a detained 
perso n will have the riaht to 1nt:orma t1 on as to the .,round on 11h!ch 
he io detained, t o con~ult a le gal 1~ep1~eeentative an<l to ap.;,oar in 
verson 01· by a l eg a l 1•opreaentttiti ve bet'ore the reviewing tribuna l . 

4. The queyn I a ~ S:.Jlres en ta ti ve 

The t;ueen'a Repre:,ent st ive 1T1ll bo appoi>1't-Od by Her Hajcsty 
and, ~ubject to Her Majeety 1

1:1 pleflt.uro, \"Till hola office during h1e 
peri od of appointment . 

5, The tunctions ot tho <;uoen 's lleproaentative wi ll be d1s -
charead during a vacancy, en i lln .ess er abs ence of tl".o 1•eproeentativc 
by such person en Her !iajeo ty me.y appoint, or if there is no such 
person es Hi:r l.faje ty may aPD01nt, or i!' thci'e is no such person 
app oi nte, 1 in Mauritius , by the Chief Juat i co. 

6. The Queen 'a Ropr e sontativo t111 1, in the exerc i et, Cit his 
funct:tona, act on t~ adv:l.co ot· t he CoW1cil of' U1n1oter•a or an 
individual Minister ac t.i ng W1i.h the g0ner Al aut hori. ty or the Council 
of '}!inioters except in caooe whoro he is 1•e,:zuired by t he Constit uti on 
01~ o. law to act on the advice o'£ some other ].)ereon or auth or-! -cy or to 
act in his personal diac,,etion. The c h1et: miniater ,vJ.ll keep the 
Queen 's Rep1•eacntative info1• ri1ed concerning n:etters of gove rnn,.ent. 

7. 

There v1ill be a Council or l.!iniato, •s l'lhi ch 11111 be 
co ll e ctivol.y r esponsible to the L;:gi s l et\1rc . Tl'lt: Counc i l or i-Jiniet~re 
?fill consist ot a chief' minister and not more tt~n l4 other m.1n1etoPs ; 
subject to this lim it , the number of ministers 1'1ill be de terr.iin ed 
f'rom ti1r.e to t ime by the QUel!n 's Ropres ent~t1ve on the advice ot: 
tho chief min1s"ter . 

8 . The ~,ueen's .Representative, acting in h1o por eonal 
discretio n , w1ll ap point af3 chief' minister • a r11t:mbc?1 01." tl "Ju Ws1sl:.\ ti vo 
Aoscmbly who ap]l<>ara to him 111<.0ly to command the support ot the 
majority of the ruei.11be1•s of' the:: .Asse!!ibly. The ininisteI's, other ·than 
t~ chiet minietor, ,,il.l be appo:i.nt-ed :f'rom o.niong the 1:1embeJ:1e o'i: tho 
Aeac r:ibly on the advico o:f the chiei' til:i.n1etur . 

9 . Th:: 'lt~e n 1s 2epI'euernto:t1vo will be empowered to removo the 
chief' ministe 1• from of't'ico i t: a •1otc of no cont 'i dence 1n his 
government is pt.\si;;ud in the ltJgialn ti w: Aoaembly o!lU 00 docs not 
with in 3 doya rco 1e;n or adV1so a dissolution, and e.lso, following 
a gcne:;,•al election, wher l) t ho 17tt1e,:,m1s Representative c.onaidora t hat 
as a result of the election the chief ciinister will not be able to 
coJOittand a raa jor i cy in the no•,1 1~aeer.1bly. Any other mini ster will 
vece.te ott' i ce i-f th e '.':\\ctm's Hepre oent.0;t1ve ro vokoa hie appo1ntmont 
on tho t1.dv1ce o:r the, chief mi nister, 1!' the chio:f' minister- goeo out 
ot 0-~ice i n conse(1uenca or n. vote of no con:f'idcnce or on the, 
appoi n tment or any p c,r son to bo chie:t" m1n1a t e:r•. The chief' minister 
and any otho r 1,1iniator ·,rill vac Stte office i i' he cens.:,s to be a 
member of the I.t.:gisl& tive Assembly otht:rwisc than by reason of a 
dissolution or if, at the first moeti na oi' the Assembly following 
a diesolution , he io not a member of: the AaEJe mbly, 

lo. The chief "'inisto r -,,111 preside in and summon the Council 
of lofini sters end portfolios will be alloce .ted to ministers on his 
advice. 
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11, There will be prov ioi on 1n the Const1tut1on tor the appointment ot a minister t~ ~~rry out the !\!.nction e of tho 
ohie:f miniot er "he n the chi ·~f minist er i o unable to aot because of illneea or abaonce ~'rom Mauritius , Such an appoint ment will be mado by tho Quecn'o ropreeent~tive on tho chiof 
ministe r's advice unless it 1e 1r,prncticable to obt!l.l.n this Qdv1ce because the chief miniator ie too ill or is aboont, in which case tbo Queen•• repro,cntativc will Nko tho appointi:lent without obta1n1na adVice. 

12, The Conot1tut1on '1111 provide :tor the o.ppoinment of Parlillm ente.ry 8oorotaries , whoeo nul!\ber Tlill not excoed five . 
~ Parliamontar,y Seoretary will bo appointed on the advice of 
the chief minist er fro:n omons the >teotbcrs of tho Legislotivo · AosOltbly and will hold ott100 on the se:ae toxins as a mniater , (other tbnn tho chief m1n1ator ) . 

13, The Legislature 

The Lo(l18latnre will consist of Hor hlo.joaty and t he Legis lati vo Aoooml,ly. The Lo(liolo.tivo .Aooembly will conaiot 
ot elocted mombof•· The Oonot1tut1on will provide for the electoral ayatem . • 

14, The provisions tor the tranchiee end tor tbo qual1fioat1ons and d1squal1fioot1ons tor eleotion to tho Logialntive Aaoembly and tor tho Spookcr end Deputy Spookor will follow the 
oorrospo ndiJlg proVis ion s i n the exist in g Constitut ion. The 0!!10101 l anguage of t he foeislntive .\aocmbly "ill bo Bn,slieb but cny membor will be able to oddreas tho chair in Fronoh , 
15, ThG Constitution will provide for the eet~bli shment of o.n 
Bleotoral 3oundariea Co;:;naeion which will review tile boundaries of tho constituencies evory ton yonrs or, 1! tho Commission oonaider a it noceaeary after tho holding of a census, and to 
ma.ks re commond"t1ons to th e Log1alat iv o Assembly. The moinb01·e ot the Commioo1on will bo f\JlpOinted by the Queen's r oproontntivo on tho advioo of the ohiof min1stor aft or the lat t er hna oonoultcd t ho loodor of t ho opposit ion. Tho prin ci ples which the Commission will be required to nppl.y will be spccifiod 1n tho Con.atitution, the reooaond:>tions of tho Cocmission aa to 
tho alteration of th~ boundnrioe of tho conatituencioe will be aubr:iitted to tho Le(lislativo .Aose=bly whi ch LlaY npprovo them or rojoct them but may not alter the rocommondntion; if npprov ed by t he Assombl.y, tho y r11ll booomo opore.tivo upon the next disso lut ion of t ho Loe;isla1mro , 

16. Tho Constitution will a.lee provide for en BJ.oct~ral Commisaioncr who will bo n public officer ond will be oppointod by the Jud1o11\l CUtd Leen]. Sorvice COIDiaaion, The f\lnetiono of tbo Electoral Ooc=issionor will bet~ aupcrviac the COl.1l)1lntion of oleotore.l rogieters and tho holding of olootions . Th• Elootor"1 Conuniaoionor will h~vo aocurity of tonure aimilor to that of a jud,sot i . e . hia retiring ago will bo pr os cri bed by the Constitu t ion Ana ho will not bo romove.blo oxoopt on t bo sround s of inabili t:, 01· miebohnviour and eftor tboro h<>s been on onq_uiry by a tribun cl ooneistiJls of poreone who aro or h3ve been judge s and tho tribunal hruJ rocOllllllondod hie l'CIIOVlll, Any proooodinga for tho r0Ja0v<1l of the Eleotor:ll Coo::naa1oncr will bo 1n1t1otod · by the Jud1c1al and LeiJO]. Serv1co Coomiiaaion, 

~: ., 

17, The of!ioo of leader of the opposition will be establish ed 
by the Conotitutio n . Appointments to t llis offi ce v,ill bo made by tho Quoon' • roprosontBtivo ooting in his por sonal discu·ot1on . -~i ------,--- - --- -- -- - -----~ -,;. +eae paragraph 8 ot tho Roport ::t 
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tl:'om among thA members ot th< Log:lo.h'Ci vo Assembly 311d ho Vlill 
be e;uidoct by provi::i;.Lont1 in i...il.e Conatitution os to the person to 
be selected· for njlpOintmont t.o thi s of f i oe, The ijueon's 
ropreaont:it iv o, acting in hio personal discreti on, will havo 
powor ·to revoke tho appointment •of the londor of tho oppoai t ion 
i f ho ceases· to t'ult:11 the qu:>l1f1oatio ns spocifiod in the · 
Conatit11tion, nnd tho office of lander of tae opposition \fill 
olso bocomo vacant if o..'lothor person is appointed to the offioe 
of'tor" dissolution of the Legi sla ture, or if he oeaseo to boa 
member of the Legislative A••~mbly ot horwise than by reoson of 
a dissolution. 

18. llilla passed by the Legislative Assembly w1li be llssanted 
to by the Que,,n·• o representative on tho :.dvice of tho 
Cpunc1l of !Unistere. 

19, The lifo of th e Legislature will be 5 yoars but there ,iill 
be provision under which the Legi sl ~tur c may extend its life 
during any pori od of war for 12 months at a time , up t o a 
maximum of 5 yoars , l'he power of tho Queen's representa t ive 
in rol at i on to the dissolution of tho Legislnturo will be 
exeroised on tho advi ce of the ohiof minister, but tho Queen 's 
representCltivc will have pofler. in his personal discretion to 
disso lv e tho Legislature if t he Legislative Assembl y passes a 
voto of no confidence in tho covcrnmont and the chief minister 
doos not ei t her resign or rocom,nond a dissolution, end the 
Queen's representativo will elao be requ i red to dis solve the 
Logislnture if the offioo of the ohiof minister is vooant and 
th o Quoc.n'e repre sent ative considers that the re is no prospe ct 
of his bein g able, ,ii t hin a reosonnble t imo, to appoint n . 
ohiof ministor who oon oommMd a majority in t ho Legisla tive 
Asaem'bly. 

20. The Judicnture 

The C<>nsti tut i on "ill continue to provide for the Supreme 
Court . The judges of tile court '1111 be a Chi<>f Justice, o. 
a~nior Puisn e Judg o and other Puisne Judges . The qualifications 
for appointment wil l bo !ll'Gsoribed in the Constitution, and will 
!ollovt the 'l)rosent qu.~l1fic'1t1on a. 

~1. 1'Jle Chief Jus t ico will be appointed by t ho Queen's 
reprosonte.tive in his personal discretion o.ftor ooneuJ.tation ¥1ith 
the chief minist ·cr, The seni or pui ano judge flill be appointed 
by tho Quoon•e ··reproaontativo on tho odvio e of tho Chie f Just.ioc , 
Tho other judges of the Supreme Court lYill bo oppointed by the 
Queen's ropresc ntn tive on tho advioe of the Judicial and Logal 
·S•rvioo Commission. 

·22: The soourity of t enure of tho judges of tho Supre~o Court 
wi ll bo protoctod by provision on t he a~me l i nes os e:r.ista in 
tho pre sent Constitution . The procedure f or rOJnoving a judge 
~ll be initi<1tod by tbe Queen's reprose nt nt1ve , not in g 1n his 
personal discretio n , 1n tho oase of t he Chief J ustioe and by the 
Chief Just ice in the case of tho othor judges of the Supreme Court, 

23, There v11ll be " Judicial and Lognl Serv 1oe Commissi on 
established by the Const1 tut ion, The Commission will be 
oo:npoaed of the Chiof Justice (oe Chairman), th e sonior 
Puieno Judse, th o Chn1rmnn of the Public Service Commission and 

. t\ll appointed mombcr solooted f r om par sons v,ho aro or have bcon 
judges . "The nppointod mombor of tho Commission will be 
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appo1 ntod 1,,J tho Quoan, 8 re-prosont."t; .ve on the advice of the Chief Juatioo; ho " ill. l>ol.4 otfioo for " period of 3 year s and will bo remo..-~ltl.o ,c,uJ.1 on 'tho grounds ot iu~l'lil.ity or llisbehmriour after a tribWl?.l conaiating of poraona who ara or have been judaoa hove inv ~at1gsted any complains against the member and recoP.llllond his removal I the prooedure for romov1ng the appointo4 mcmbor will be init1atod by the Queen's reproaontat1vc en tho tu!v1co of the Chief Jus-Uoa. Tho CO!llml.esion will hnvo the power to make a~~ointmonts and oxeroiao powero of diac i plino ~nd removal in roapoot of tho samo of! i oae as are now included in Schedule 2 to tho existing Constitution, (with tho <1xcoption of tho Director of Public ~secution s). 
24, The Conetitution will pro~id~ for the Supremo Court ·to have unlimited or1g1nal jur is diotion to hoer nnd dotormina Ml{ civil or cr1Junal procoodinga undor any law. It will also oonfor on th e Supreme Court juriodiction to euporv1ao oivU or criminal prooeedi nes botoro ol l eubordinato oourto, with power to issue ~ho noooaeory ordoro, etc . tor tho purpoeo . 
25. Tho Constitution "111 provido for an r.ppool os of right to tho Privy CouncU trom fin al dcc1a1ona of t ho Supreme Court on ques tion s as to tho interpre ta tion of the Conetituti~n, r.nd will also include ~rovieion for righto of appool from the Supremo Court to the Privy Council in otbor ceaoe (which will follow the oxiet1n5 riahts of ar,poal ·to the Privy Couno11 from . doo1o1ons of the Supreme Court in ordinary civi l and oriminol caseo), 

26. Thero wtll bo includod in tho Conatitut i on righte of appeal from tho subordinate oourts to th o Supreme Court, Thoee rights of oppc:>J. will include apponla from docieiona of tho subordinate courts on the interprototi on of tho Constitution nnd llinimwll ri ghts of appo:,,1 in ordino.ry civil ond ~rimincl proooadings based on tho righ to of appcc.l. which exist c.t pres ent under Mnuri tiu s Or din~ncos . 

27, Tho Director of Publ19 Proaocutions 
Tho Const itu tion will es tabl ish th o of fice of D1rooto r of Publio Proa ocutiona who will ·bnvo 1ndopon4ont vowcrs in rel ation to cr:llninol proaooutiona ocrrospondins to thoao voetod in tho Dirootor by the ox1st1 ng Oonstitution . A pers on Ifill not be quolifio4 to boor act oe Dir ootor unless ho io qUDlified for apyoint mont ao o Supremo Court Judge. Tho Dir<lctor will bo oppo1ntod by tbc Judio1nl and LosGJ. Sorvico Coaa1ss1on. His security o:r tonuro will bo a:l..milar to thot or a jud40 . 

28. Tbe Public Service 

Thero Will boo Public Sorvico Commission which will be composed of a Chnirr.u,.n ru,d tour other mor~bora, .Memboro ot or cand14atoe for olo otion to tho Loaisl~tivo Asaombl,y or any local authority will bo dieqll.:lliticd for appointment , Appointments to tho COl<lliasion ffill be a:e.de by the Quocn•s roprcsontotivo act1n4 1n hie porsonol diooretion ott er oonoul tin g t ho chi ef m.tnietor anll tho loa der of tho opposi Uon ·, ihe term at oftioo of tho membors of the Commissi on will bo 3 years. Tbo m0ll2bcra .of the COlillil1asion will bo rC01ovnble in tho samo manner o.nd in the somo oircumotnnces ns tho appointed membor of the Judioial Sorv1ce Commieeiop, except tha t tho prooodure for removnl wil l be initiated by t ho Quow,•e roprosontntive acting in hie personal dieorotion. 
- 5-
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29, Tho Public Sorvice Colllllli aaion will. bnvo powora of appoi ntment, 
diaoiplino and romovnl in :&.·oopoo+. of. o.l.l publi c offi ces l othe r 
t han those oomin.G, under c.not hor Service Commieaion or th..,ee 
off ice s for v1h1ob other provis ion is made i n t he Constitution) , 
The COllllili&aion "ill bo outhorisod to dole,gnte any of its powers 
to a member of t ho Commission or a publ i c offioor , 

30, Pcrmcmcnt Seorotari oa will be appointed by the Publi c Servi ce 
Commission , but the Comoisai on will be obliged to inf orm t he 
chiof minist er of any proposed appointment and the chi ef minister 
wil l havo the right to voto t ho appoin tment. TrMa fera botwoon 
the offiooa of pormi,,ncnt Socr otn.ry which ce.rry tho same 
omolumcnta wi ll be mndo on tho advice of the chie f ~inister. 

31 , The ro tiro mcnt bonofi ts of public offioo ra will bo (!UD.rt.nteed 
by tho Constitution against unfavourable nl torat i on, Reduction 
or withholding of t ho ponaion of a public off1oer will r cqui ro 
t ho npprovnl of tho oppropriote Service Commio si on. 

32, The Pol ic o 

The Chief of Police wil l be appoint ed by the ,-olic o Service 
Oonunioei,ncr after coneUlt ation with the chief minister and 
he Vlill have security of te nur e aimilar to that of a j udge , 
The pro cedure !o r the removal of the Chief of Poli oe wil l be 
initi ate d by t he Police Serv i ce Commission . 

33, The Oonoti tutio n will place t he poli ce foroe under t he 
OOl!ll!l!imd of the Chief of Polic e, and wi ll provid e th nt, i n t he 
exercis e of h1a power to detenn ine t he us e and to cont rol th e 
oper ations of the police forc e the Chief of Police will be \mder 
an oblig at ion t o comply v,ith general directions of policy with 
respect to t ho maintenance of public anfety and public order 
siven him by the responsible Minister ; in the exerc is e of his 
command of the force in other resp ects the Chief of Police will 
act on hie oi,n reoponaibility and will be independent . The 
or ~anis ~tion, mai nten ance a.nd administ ration of th e police force 
'1111 be the reepons i b111ty of Min is ters. 

34, There Ylill be a Police Service Commission 1Yhioh will consist 
of t he Ch.~irman of th o Publio Service C=iaeion ga Chairman end 
t hree other members who will be appoin te d by t be Queen• e re preaen
te.tivo in his personal discretion, after consul ting t ho chief 
mini st er and the lo ader of th o opposition , Members of the 
connn1s.:,1on·, o-thor 'than th& Oha1rman 1 will hold ot'fioe tor a 
period of 3 yeo.ra. Thoy will be r emove.blc in the sexne manner 
and on t he same grounds as the appointed member of t he Ju dicia l 
Servi ce Commission. The pr ocodw•e f or tho r emoval of a mgmber 
of t he Commiss ion will be inieted by ths Queen ' s representative 
in hia per sonal diaoretion , 

35, Subje ct to t he arrang ements specified above for the Chief 
of Poli os, th e Poli ce Service Commission will have po1,ers of 
appointment~ di scip l ine and removal i n respoct of all poli ce 
office r s . ~·he Ccimnia si on '9111 be authorised t o de l egate l.ts 
powers of di scip li ne and removlill to the Chiof of Poli ce or any 
other officer of the polioe force , but o.ny decision taken by an 
officer to whom powers a.re delegated to dismiss a polioe off i cer 
will requir e the oonfirm~t ion of the Com,~isoion, 
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36, The Ombudsman 
The Const i tution wlll cotgbl1ah the office of Ombudsman, Appointments t o this office will bo made by the Queen' s roproaent~tivo·1n his p• reonlll discretion after coneultine the child minhtor, the lea.der of the owoei tion and the othor per sons who o.ppeAr to the Quoon' s r cpr ooent etiv e to be leaders ot parties in the Lesialntiva Assembly. The 0-.,budmium will hold otfico tor G period of four yo<>rs ond will be remavablo only on the grounds of inability or misbehaviour aft er a tTibunnl oonsieting of persona who aro or hove been judges have investigated any allegation age.bet hilo ond bavo roco1mnended hia rOllloval; the procedure for removing the Ombudsrn.,.n will bo i ni tiated by tho Queen' s repreaontative in bio peroonal diacrotion . 

)7 , tho Ombudsman will have jurisdiction to investigate complaints regardina tho aoto, omiss i ons , deois1ons ru,d recommendations of apecitied publ1o bodioa ond other officers which ~ffeot the intereets ot individu:>J.s or bodioe of persons. Ho will be ontit l ed to act upori his own i nitiative or upon roooivins a complaint from M individWll. or a body :,nd matters may nlso be refelTed to h.1la tor ooneidorat i on by ministers and members of the Logialative Aesembly, fho bodies which the Ombudsmru, v,ill be authoris ed to· in vootigato wil l ino l udo Government Dopartmonts, tboir ottioero, tonder boar(ls, tho police and pr11on and hoopit:,J. authorities . The poreono.l acts and decisions of ill1111sto r s and dooi sione of the Sorv ioo Commissions will be excludod from invoatisation by the 01:1 bud lllllUl , 

38. The 1nv~ati,3ation of tho Ombudsme.n will bo ourriod out 1n private and wh!\t occurs during tbo course of an 1nvest1getion will be abeolutely pr1v1legod , The OmbudG!llaD will not be r oquir ed to give anybody a henring 3nve whoro it appear s to him t hat th ero · ero grounds !or reporting edvcrsoly on the oonduot of tho dep<>rtoon-t, organisation or person conoerned, Thoro will be powers to exf.\JIJin.e witnesses and aloo po1'ors voeted in tho sl)proprinte Govur l'llllont ®th ority to prcvw,t tho disoloauro of ini'o:nn~tion on-tbo lll'Ounds that it prejudicoe dofonce, oxternt\l. relation• or internal seourity or that it might 41Vt\lgo tbo pr oooodingo ot the Counci l of Mini etors . Tbo DmbudemM will be ontitlo d to r ofuao to investigate any oompla1nt th3t is more than six month's old or on tho .;round that it is vexatious or too trivial or tha t the compl ai nMt has in sufficient i nt oroet in the m<>ttor and ho will be enabled to d1soont1nuo rut invosti4ation tor :u,7 reason thet eoo,ns fit to him. Be •ill be precluded troa inveat1aot1ns any matter in respeot or whiob the r o is a statutory riah t of appool t o or rov i o,1 by o court or tribunal . However , ho will not bo precluded tram i .nvcatig,iting c. mnttcr Jloroly be co.use it will be opon to the complainant to impugn the moQsur o , ac t or dooision in tho matter oo a vio l ation of the oonstitut i oneJ. (!Ullrantoes ot tundcmontal ri.ghte . 

39, fho·Ombudsm:n will be ontitlod to roport unfavourab~ on nny decision, rcoornmondntion, aot or Ollisaion on the grow,d tho.t it 1e oontrory to low, based wholly or pt.rt:t_y on a m1stoko ot l~w or f oot , unreo.eonnbly deleyod or othor.,iao mru,ifoet l y unr oaeonabl•. llo Yfi ll andreas hio report, rooommondina o.ny rol!lodial Mtion that bo thinlcs proper to the dep!\rtmont or organiastion conoornod, It no · adequnte _r emcdial notion hns beon tckcn wit hin a roasonnb le time , ho will be 01npowe/l'Od to mnlco a apooial. report to the L•sielative ,.,,ecmbly. Tho prlnciplo function • of the Ouibud8'wl> wUl ba 1ncludod in tho Constitution , tho supplementary provision boing mode in an ordi nary law of Mauri tius . 
-7-
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40. l'1nanoial . .W~ 

!rhe Consti t ution will provide fo r a procedure with respect 
to the appropriation and expenditure of public moni es , which ,1111 , 
ensure the oontrol by the Legislature of m,uri tiue of public money, 
The Const i t uti on " ill accord in gly osteb li eh a Consolidate d Fund 
i nto which (wi th certo.in excoption e) there wil l be paid all re venues 
of Mnurit i us and out of whi ch (with certs in exceptions) all 
expand1ture will be met . Eetim ntes of expendi tur e expectod t o be 
incurred in a finanoinl. year will be ·la1d i n t he precedi ng 
f in anci al - year before the Legislature for it s approva l and will be 
included i n an appropria tio n law t o be passed by tho Legislature . 
Except in tho ccae of expenditure cbarfi•d on t he Con•ol1da t ed Fund 
and certain other casos, no money wi l l be withdra•m fr om tho 
ConaoH date d Fund excopt under the author i ty of an appr opri at ion 
l aw. The Constitution will provid e for tho prese ntation of 
suppl ementilry est imates -and t he onact-,ent of supplementar y 
appropri at ion laws, where th i s is necessary, nnd will al so esta blis h 
e Contingo ncies Fu.nd out of which payment me.y bo made to meet 
ur8c nt and unforeseen needs . 

41 • There iv ill be a Diro ct or of Audit who will have the f 1mot1on 
of au.di ti ng al l public accounts nnd reporting on t hem to t ho 
Legi slature . The Director , f Audit will be appoint ed by th e 
Public Servi ce Commission after oonsuJ.tBti on wit h the ohief minis te r 
and th~ l eader of the opposit io n and wil l hAve se cur ity of tenure 
simi l ar to that of n judge . 

42. Tho e"lary and condi t io ne of eorvi ce of t h.e Queen' a 
roproaont at ivc, ju dG•s of th o SUpromo Court , Mombers of·t ho 
Servi ce Commi ssio11, tho Dire ct or of l'ublic Pro secutions, the 
Chiot' of Polioe, tho Dir ect or of Audit, t ho El ectora l Comm.1ssionor 
and the O!!!budaman '1111 be protocte d in tho same manner ea tho 
sa lary and conditio ns of sorv ic e of ju dsoa m-e pr otect ed under 
the oxisting Constitutio n . · 

43. The Pro r oa,:,tivo of More y 

The prerogativ e of moray wi ll be exerci sed by the Queen' s 
repr esentative on th e advic e of a epeciul committee. The members 
ot the commit t ee will be appointed by th e Queen' s rep re sentative 
act ing in hia persone.l di scret ion . The Constit ut ion will reqniro 
that capital caaos should be to ken into aocount at a meeting of 
t he epeoi al co!l1Jllitteo. 

44. Alteratio n of the Constitution 

The lesislature of Ne>ur:1tius will have pov1er t o alter the 
constitut i on. The pr ocedur e will be as follo ws :-

(a ) A Bill for ~n runendmont to tho provi sions of t he 
constitu tion (other thllll th e ontron ched provis 1ona 
sp eoifiod bel ow) will r equire tho support of not lea s 
than bo-thirda o:f all the member s of the Legisl ative 
Assembly to pass the Assembly . 

(b) A Bill for tho amendment of the entrenched provisions 
of th e cons t i tu ti on Will roq ui re the support of not 
l ess than t hree quarter s of el l the members of ~he 
Loei slot ivo Assembly t o pass the Assembly. 
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45, Tho ontr enchod provieione of the Const~t~tion will be those relatinC to1 -

(a) 

(b) 

( c) 

(d) 

The oetobliohmonil o!' ilho Leaislnturo and l.te powor · to mako lnwe, the clootorol aystem, Annu:\l Sossiona, the lifo ot tbe Legielature and itn dissolutl.on1 
JlUJIIO.D Righto; 

The judicial •:,stem ( inehtdina :,ppc:lle to tho Privy Councill! 

The Publ1o 8orv1ce Md the Pol1oe 1 
( o) Tbo Ckobu.d8lll"'1; 

(f) The Director of Public Prosooutiona1 
(g) Tho position of the Cro,m and the Queen•e rcproeonte.tivo; 

( h) The method of o.l t cri ng the constitu tion . 
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! :, 
CITIZENS!IIJ> 

The Constituti on should provido f or th e fo l101ting 
olAasea of persons automatically to acquire cit i zenshi p 
0£ Maurit iu s : 

(a} 

(b) 

All per sona born 1n MaurJ. t ius , whe·ther befor e 
or att er Independence Day. 

All pers ons bor n outs i de Mauri ti us 0£ a f at her 
born in Mauritiu s. 

In t he case of persons alive on Independence Day, 
both (a} and (b) would be subjeot to the prov iso tha t 
they were then stil l citiz ens of t he United Kingdom and 
col oni es . 

2. The Consti tu .t ion should confe 1· a right to acquire 
Maur1t1ua oitizonship on applic ati on on all women who 
have at any t ime been marr ied t o a citiz en of ldBu.ritiu s 
or to a person w!Jo woul d have become a ci tize n of Mauritius 
automat1cslly on Independonce Day had he still been ali'!'.e. 

3. !!'he Constitution should eit her automatically confer 
citizens hip or a ri attt of regi strat i on on t he f oll olfing 
classes of person a -

All persona natur'1.l i aed or r egiste r ed in Mauritius 
as oi t i zens of t bo Unit ed King dom nnd colo ni es , and 

Al l pers ons born out sid e Mauriti us of fathers in 
th is catego ry , 

pr oviding th at 1n both ce.aes they wero still citize ns of 
tbe Uni t ed Kingdom nnd col onies on Independ ence Day. 

Plt•st nott U,.tt hi"•PY 1.,uppli,d ,u j,ct to th, N,Uon,\A«Mve,' '""" •n<I condltlonsand thll you,

2 

·. ·'--'- ~- •' ·1 I 
. un ot It may b~ i-ubj«1 to '°9y rlt,ht ,·estrktk>ns. Further lnfonnation b a,iv1n In th• 'Ttnns • nd 

Coodltlom of wpply of tht Ni tionalArdivt:s' tearteu 

,, ., ... - ··· • ., • .,.., • ., .. "'""' •,J",-.;,t, 
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'6'0171 823 8437 MAURCOM --- FOREIGN AFFAIRS 14)003/014 

i)ur Ref. PJ,C 9J/8CJ2/01 

MAURITIUS 

No. 423 

Sir, 

COLONIAL OFFICE, 

London, S. ~/.1. 

6 O0t:)ber, 1965. 

I h::i.vr: the honour to 1~efcr to th8 di!'Jcussions which I held in London recently with !-"' grour of hfouri tiu.a !.Jiinietere led by the PrNiier on the rmbject of mc,lus Defence · Fac:llitie::i.:i in the Indin :n Ocm.:.n. I enclose P. copy of th,2 record prepared here of the final meetin~:; on thie mc:itter with I1:c1uri tius i-!Iinioters - thi 0 record has ulre :-Jl.Y been ;, gr'G<~rl :i.n Lonclon with Sj_r S. Ra:-:1,-=sooJ.nm, .'..l.lld b',' h:i_r,1 with Nir. Mob;.,!1lec17 C:'.r-1 being an acct1..r:-~tc record o.( wl12t 'ii.if; ~focided. 

2. I shoulJ be grateful f:"or ;;our e.::•rJ.~, c:onfiri:r:i; ,;tion thv.t the Ifovri tj_,w Govern:ilent :Ls willing to 2.grer~ that 2ritain should no~ t~~e the necess~ry legrl steps to detooh th~ Chagos hrch~pc 12.~o ~l:'om _J'.'fa.u.i·i ti us ;;n thr;: conditions 011.1lmerc1tecl in ( i) - l viJ.1.) 111 pnrr- .@·~;;ii 2? of Hte:: enclosed record. 

3. Point!'.3 ( i) And ( ii) of p:-ri}o· :· ph 22 '.'Ii 11 be t: .:kcn into account j_n the Jrepar; ;tion o~ 8 first druft of the Def13noe J.grer;:ment ~,hioh :ls to bs nego·t10.-~ea between the British and I1.fr111ritius Government~ before independence. Tl:!0 prepa.r~ti'Jn of this draft wl.11 now be pu.t in h,rna. 
4, J,s ::::·ci:--rdfJ point (iii), I ::",n ,:>Tr n,zin:.:: for scpctrate conr;ult 0 ;ttorn~ to tal<:e plr;e:c ·with the ~"}nu.ri tius Government with a view to workine; Ol:i.t ,;~re ,~d projects tc which the £3 !:lillion co!'.li·iens:,tion wil.l bf~ clevoted . Yo ,.1:;· !Enisters Hi 11 recr:11 tt.:~ t the ~:ossi bil:i. ty of L:nc1 sc.rttlernent sche ·,;1cs w;:w touched on in ou.:•: C:ij_scus:-;i0ns. 
5. As rcGards points (iv), (v) ~nd (vi) tha British Government r,ill make :;;,i:iproprinte repre rJc,cti...itj_ons to the Americen Gcvernr.1e11t tir; 300n n;:-; poi:wiblf-?. ·:i:oc Hill be kept fully infor".'J3a o.~ the progreoo of t.Lese rep:r-e3e:rktj_onD. 
6. 'l'he C:H-:t'!OB Archipelat;o ,·,ill rer.,,:,in under British :JOVerei 0 nty ,_ ':rnd E:r l\1aJe~~Y 'B Go,:8~-Z:1'!'.ent t:;::Ve t,:i.k:en c::1reful note of points (Vll) ~-,nd (v111). 

S-OYER.NOR, 

I have the ho;1om- to be, 
-Sir 

Your moet obedient 
hun•.bl0 :.:cJ·•v:-.r1t 1 

(for Secret a ry of Stat ~ ) 

SIR JOHN RENNIE, K.C.M.G- ,O.B.~-, 
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SECRET 

Additional . Brief' 

~E'.1'.ARY OF STATE'S VISIT TO ';iASHINGTON 

10 - 11 OCTOB~ _ _l_;)§..2, 

DEFENCE FACILITIES IN THE Il\TJ)IAN OCB.l\N · 

z (.c I l.:o?... 
. I I t1.,.. 

1.1?-lking Points ;--,-.,,.._~--- -- --

We are grateful for the generous .Ariorican contribution (a 

hrrlf'-sharo of a tota-1 o:f up to £LO•. ) to wards the cost to be 

incurred in detaching the Chagos .Archipelago f'rom Mauritius. 

We are pressing on with further action as a matter of 

urgency. 

2. A decision to cancel the U.S. requirement for a communica

tion station on Diego Garcia, the only f'acility immediately 

plan.,ed, mig ht lead to difficulties. We hope that if it 

should have to be cancelled some other immediate project can 

be substituted for it , We ourselves have no immediate plans 

to build on any of' t he islands, alt.~ough various projects 

are being consid ered . 

3 . We count on United States support in the United Nations 

ar,d else where to def'end this project agaL'lst criticism with 

which we may be faced once it becomes public. We hope to 

keep it confidential f'or the moment, at least until the 

.agreeme n t o:f t he Seychelles and 1;iauri tius Governments has 

been formally conf'irmed. 

/Background Note 

SECRET 

Please note that this COPY_ is supplied subject to the National Archives' terms and conditions and that your 
use of 1t may be sub1ect to copyright restrictions. Further information is given in the 'Terms and 

Conditions of supply of the National Archives' leaflets 

. ' ·-- - ·.'·•:·.,; . -, __ .,,._,, .... ,.. ·.·· _ ., _____ ,.~-~~---·.-... ---~---- --- - •'"••·· . __ . ·-. __ , __ _ 



Annex 66

---- .. -· - ----·-------- -----

·_ : ..... ;~--- \ 

SECRET 

Background Note 

The Secretary of State will recall that at the end of the 

Mauritius Constitutional Conf'erence last month Sir S. Ramgoolam 

and e. mejo!'ity of Mauri ti an Ministers present agreed in 

principle to the detachment of the Chagos Archipela go 

(inc°luding Diego Garcia) in exchange f'or £3m. compensation. 

It is expected that the f'ormal agreement of' the ~fiauri tian 

Government will be secured shortly and that the Seychelles 

Executive Council will not raise serious dif'ficulties over 

the detachment of Aldabra, Fa,rg_huar and Desroches ( and the 

settlement of' other outstanding problems including the long 

outstanding question of' the terms on which a U.S. tracking 

station in the Soychelles should operate) in exchange f'or a 

civil air field on Mahe (the main island of the Seychelles 

group) at an eA-pected cost of' about £3m. Additional com

pensation for :resettlement of the iP-~abitants of the islands 

chosen for defence f'acilities, for loss of coconut crops, 

etc.• will also have to be paid in each case. 

2e We were able to give t his good news to a delegation of 

American off .icials led by Mr. Kitchen, Deputy Assistant 

Secretary of State for Politico-Military Affairs, at the end 

of' discussions held in London on 23 and 24 September to 

consider the administrative, legal and financial details of 

the def'ence proposals. It was a greed at the end of' these 

discussions that the Colonial Office would press on with 

securing the formal agreement of the Seychelles and Mauritius 

authorities and start work on the complicated administrative 

measures once this agreement had been obtained. Mr. Kitchen 

warned us during _ the discussions that they were about . to 

embark on a review of their world-wide communications require

ments including the proposal communications station . on Diego 

Garcia in the Chagos Archipelago, The implication is that it 

/may 
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may prove cheap er to develop a satellite communications 

system than to rely on land stations such as that pla.rmed f'or 

Diego Garcia. Mr. Kit ch en added however, that ·the U .• s. 
Gos.rerr,..ment were no less interested tha.TJ. before in the defence 

possibilities of' the islands. 

P.U.S.D. 

_7 Octob er ., 1965 
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Letter from T. Smith of the U.K. Colonial Office to E. Peck of the U.K. Foreign Office, PAC 
93/892/01, FO 371/184529 (8 Oct. 1965)
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I Eonclose a copy of a formal S_ecret _ despatch WG sent to -:hG 
Governor of Mauritius on the 6tn October covering the final agreed 
:r:ecurd oi' the Lancaster Eouse meeting o,f Se;ptamba.:- 23::-d a.t wl:ioh 
my Secretary of State aecurec. the agree1:1ent of leading i1Tauri ti'..ls 
Mi~isters to the detachment of the Cha.gas A.rchipelugo. 

2. The intervening time since that meeting was helc has been spen~ 
i:n securing, on the Secretary of State's inst:::uctions, the agreement 
of Sir S. Ramgoola.rn and his colleag.ies. to the record. I:1 the event, 
this was 1Jot a ve:i.:y easy proceeding, and we have had to agrea to the 
stip.ll.n. t ions re:::o:=ded i::i :paragraph '22, some o~ which e.:.:-e pe~:ha?s 
rather tire3ome - though by z10 mear.:s as much so as i:i the wording 
or:!.ginally euggested by the Mauri tiar::s ·. As t::ie des?atcll l'.!13.kes 
clear, the next move is for the Governor to secure formal cor.iirrrJ2.
tion c i the L18.uri tius Gove:rnnent' s ;0-.llingness to agre8 to o;.;r 
taking the nece8sa:=y legal action for detachment. This of cour::,e 
arises beca-.ise the Governor orig:i.nally broached t.!::.e subject with the 
full Council of ili.nic1tt1rs, and our talks in London we;:e only with 
thr. mair. pa.::::--i;y leaderi:i and an Iode:peDdent Minister, 11.:-. Pa'Cl..l.::au, 
a.."'.lc.)in the last a.."!d c:-1.tical meeting, · v✓itho,u.t the lead.a:- c~ -:-he 
Parti Mauricien M.r. Koe:nie,. who had walked :.out of the . Confere::;ce 
earlier in the day and .. no doubt ·:i;hought · 11;· tactically wise, f:- or2 
the point of view o! tutu.:e .pol1 t1cal · .. c~1gn1ng in MaurHisis , 
not to be involve~ i;,1 the _final 1~ agreer:ient. 

3. The Gov81':ior - and Sir S. Ramgoolru;i and the Ministers who 
support him - ID£.J not find it an easy task ; to secu.:-e tl:le for!:.U.l 
concu::-reoo e of the Couno::.l o'l: tlinisters \vhich we requ::.:=e; b:.. 1: we 
are confiden-: t h e. t, since ,;he lea.ding po1 ·1 tical _parties rer,re3 a::t:::..ng 
almost 70% of tte votes at the last' elec .:tion a::::-e comcitted, 2.:::::. 
sir.ce in r.o.any ways t:b.e Per~~ Mauricien have hitharto made a -:;::c:.n-c 
of the impor.;c..nce thoy attach to ·a continuing British p:::-e:;ie::c e 2-::i 
~nd ~roun<l Mauritius, co~~irm.'.!tion will .be forthco.:n.1~ 5 • You, ~~a 
'tbG othc:s to who:rr. I el!l send:!..ng co:p:!.es of tfis J..ette::-,will see 
wh~~ is said~~ the desnatch ~bout the various stipulations~~ 
-oa:=a..:r!:!.D:1 22 c! the :record.. The illlJ.iD c:=oble.n::'j wil2. ar1.se ove::: 
( i V); ( ~r) [:!.DC ( ·;i) l and WO shal2. be considering how best to ~~--=e 
these UP wi tt t:ie A .. r:1ericans. I ho..sten to a.dd that nei th e :.· we ;;or 
Si::: 3. Ra.rngool3.fil ~::d hio colhiague::i i~ediate2.y co!lcerned h""·.re e-"'.J 

E. "· . .Pack, Eso. , 
?oreig:-; 0::'fice. 

/no~e 
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hope of AXtT~cting concessions from the Americans, e.g. ove= suga.::: 
i~ports . 'JUr Ministe:!:'8 and. offici4.ls, and the Economio I,1ini f3te:"' 
a:t t:::ie U.S. E::ub1u•y in d.1reot · ooz:iv•r•11v:l.ol4• w1tl:l th• ~\l.ritianci, 
sp ent a lot of tbe ex:EJlaining exactly why oonoe~eiona on sugar a.::-e 
not practicable. llfy' :!.mp:ression is that . .',Si ·r-S. Ra.mgoolam wanted to 
hav0 stinulat:'..ona of this kind in from 1 tb.e · uoir.it of view of their 
eftcct on bis colle<1gues back home in Tufuuxitius. At all events we 
sha~~ heve to eo t~rough the motions with the A.merica.ns but not 
everybody wi2.l be very surprised if, .on some issues, they achi0ve 
no results. On the other hand whei'e ~(one would u:iagioe) the A.mer:.ca n.s 
ea:. help, e.r,. perhaps over wheat . and rice, and such matters e.s 
:navigational and meteorological information etc., it will be very 
I!IUch in the interests o! us . all 1!f they ,coot:rive to do so with 
reasonable generosity. It mi~t-be a good idea to discuss these 
L'L':l ttors in the new Cabin at O!fice Co.mmi ttee some tir:le. 

4 . : will of course keep you informed on developments i~ the 
r,Lr:i.uri tius conte:ct. Meanwhile, Y/1:J must be getti:ig on with "the 
Seychelles side about which I :::-ecently wrote. 

:, . I a..:n sending copies of this letter to Nicholls, Treasu:::-y, 
Holt o:n anc. 1x.::lace, Ministry of Defence, Harria M::.-:1::.stry o-:: 'J''-''2::::-set:.!:l 
Develop:::ne:it a:1d ~11,ampion of Commonwealth Relations 0:'fice. 

SECRET 
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Telegram from the U.K. Foreign Office to the U.K. Mission to the U.N., No. 4104, FO 
371/184529 (27 Oct. 1965)
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CONFIDENI'I AL 

FROM FOREIGN OFFICE TO NEW YORK 
(United Kingdom Mission to the United Nations) 

Cypher/OTP 

No, l..104 
27 October, 1965 

IMMEDIATE 
CONFIDENTIAL 

F I L E S 

D. 23.00 27 October, 1965 

Addressed to U.K.Mis. New York telegram No. i104 of 27 October, 
Repeated for information to: Mauritius (Personal to Governor) 

U.K.-U.S. Indian Ocean Defence Proposals. 

We are concerned lest any hostile reference to these 
proposals in the Fourth Committee might jeopardize final 
discussions in the Mauritius Council of Ministers, which it 
would be difficult for local reasons to hold before 5 November. 
2. Please let us know if you think that this subject is likely 
to be raised in discussion on miscellaneous territories and if 
so when. We wish, if at all possible, to have completed local 
negotiations before the question is raised in New York 

Difil'RIBUTED TO: 

F.O. P.U.S.D. 
U.N. Dept. 

wwwww CONFIDENTIAL 

Please note that th is copy is supplied subject to the National A~chives' t~rm_s and co_nditio~s and that your use of it may be subject to copyright restrictions. Fu'.ther 111for_ma:1on 1s given m the Terms and 
Conditions of supply of the National Archives leaflets 
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Telegram from the U.K. Mission to the U.N. to the U.K. Foreign Office, No. 2697, FO 
371/184529 (28 Oct. 1965)
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Lord Ca.radon 
No. 2697 
28 October, 1965 

IMMEDIATE 
CONFIDENTIAL 

BUILD 

CONFIDENTIAL 

-FROM NEW YORK TO FOREIGN OFFICE 

. ; . 2 -~:~?T 1SGt; _\ 

1 -z~/111 r:+J 
'- ------- -- --- .. - D. 164-7 .28 October, 1965 

R. 1707 28 October, 1965 

Addressed to Foreign Office telegram No. 2697 of 
28 October. 
Repeated for information to ~T:'itius (Personal). 

Your telegram No. l+-101J Indian Ocean Defence Proposals. 

Discussion of miscellaneous territories may begin early 
next week. The g_uestion of our proposals mii.ght well of course 
be raised at any time in context of Mauritius or the 
Seychelles. It is impossible to make any guess about when 
these particular territories will be discussed, as speakers 
will be at liberty to talk about any of the thirty or so 
terri torie _s in the miscellaneous list during discussion of 
this item. 

2. Item could of course be delayed, e.g. by prolongation of 
Rhodesia debate or resumption of discussion on Aden. But the 
Indian Ocean point .might still be raised in the Aden context 
also. So far there has been no sign of this. 

Foreign Office .pass routine Maul'itius telegram No. 
Personal 1. 

[Transmitted to c.o. for onward transmission to 2
c_:, O( ; 

Mauritius.] 

xxxxx 

Ref.: 

ADVANCE COPIES: 

Private Secretary 
P.u.s. 
Mr. Greenhill 
Hd. United Nations Dept. 
Resident Clerk 

CONFIDENTIAL 
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U.K. Foreign Office, Minute from Secretary of State for the Colonies to the Prime Minister, FO 
371/184529 (5 Nov. 1965)
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I., 

1):ime IUniatpr 

At their 21st Meeting on 12 Aprll the D.o.P. CollillUtteo 

invited l'4e to initifi',te discuadon.s with the MaurU,iu& ~d 

Seychelles Governments about the p.t>Opoanla ror u.s./u.K. 
Do.fence .li;acilHiea in the Indiun Ocean aet. cu.t in 0PD{65)66. 

The ~auritiua Government raiaed v~r1ous dirr1cu1t1ee which 

1rn,re report.eel to the oou1ttee; but ut the end ot: the 

Maur1 Uw.s donst1 tut.ion i.l Con!'crcnce in Se:pte:aber asreement 

wr..a re .. ehed w:1 th the !i'rem1er, Sir seewooaagur t-lamgoolam, 

and a maJorJ. t.v of' lUnist.era preaent, on terma which the 

Commi tt.ee apl) roved ut their 41st moct.1lltl; on 2,Jrd Septell'l'bur. 

2. 'l'he propoaal.e ure br1e.fl¥ aa i"ollowe. The 1slcilltl& 

or the . Che.go& Arohipelago, u depend.enc¥ of Mauritius, a.nd 

the 1sli.nd.e or 1\J.dabra, Fal"quh wr end Deeroches, pi;;rt ot the 

Seychelles "1'0U.P• a re to be )?Ut. under direct British 

l 
\ 

1'.1c1l1t.ies. COtlpens~tion consieting ot: £.}111 ia to be paid to } 

1 

:i 
t.he Ua.uritiu& Gowrllllient und u civil air:tielcl which is 

expect~a to eost abwt the aume t.lJ!iount, conatruoted 1n tho 
,;; Se,vchelleG. A further sum iG to be _paid i'or cmpcnev..t1on and ;] 

resettlement t.o the caomerci a l sno. privii,te interests 

concerned. H. M.G. :.ind the u.s. Government will ei..ch be 

r.:aponaible i'or the ccnatruct1on or t'uc1lit.1ee t.'ley require, 

'ii .~ 
,jj 

l 
l 

I 
with provision for Joint. uue. The Uni .ted Sta\OB Govex-nment \~ 

;! 

nave &".....,.d to sb ure ha.11' the compent}aUun eOGta up to £10 . m. ;I --- '.i 

I 
This ~act is to tie .kept secret t:or congnu1oru.l rcssone £Uld \ 

in orwtl" . to rost.r .. 1ri the loeal aoverillllents t'l"O.lll _trying '.to I 
put. up the priee. A u.s./0.1'. asreement ~o:vc,r-1ng the .u~• or f 
t;be taqil1\iee is under 4ise11as1on be'"'~ oJ:',fie.16.le. ,jJ_,.: . i 
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J. The Beycbe-ll~a E%ecutive council have now r9rm.s.J.ly agreed 
t.o aca•pt tbo arNngollian ts pi-oposed 1n exctwngo rol' the 
componmaUon o:trei-ed, Ll1.1u:r1t,1ua K1niGt"era have also g,1'\'0n 
t.heir .formal u.pprcwal, oubjuct to o.t.t1idal canfir m1>tion that. we 
s8"• to the rollowins points,-

( a) 11" the need tor t.ho taoili Uea on the Oh.agoa 
Al'Cb1palago d1aap J;!G61'H, t.he hlanda will bo Nttumed. io 
Mauritius. tmd 

(b) the bene1'1 t ot: any minerals or oil d.1scovcx-a4 in w 
neal' the Ch1agoa Al'Ghipelago should l'even to the 
Uau.r.i t1u.e Govelmlllent. 

'l'he Meuri t1u.o GovernJ11Cnt bad prev1011aly been told tn:. .t the 
A.l"Chipel~go will xvmain unw:r lirit1a.h sovereignty &nd the 
Br1 tiah Gcwerniacnt h!!.ve true.en ca1-etul note o!' these point.a. 
I pJ.'opose to re:pl;r to their latest request thut. 1t is boiJ)B 
f'u.rt.hel!" condde:red but th a\ it, hua been neoeHary tor the 
Order ill COWla2L t.o be .uu-,1.d.e. 
4. ~be Gov~rnor or llelar1 t1u& baa liil.80 reported .th clt 
Mr. Xoen1s and hilil Pal'ti lil&uriclen · colle .,,gu.es, ttho were not 
opposed in prinoi:pl~ 'too t.b.e propoau.b lnlt Oont4i&sred that. tbe . 
oOJapenaat.ion arrangel40nts ure inudoquate• a.re now 
cons14el"1ng thell' poe1 'tion · 1n the oarernment. 'l'he Govel.'!lor 
s.ays. that. 11' Part1 Mau1•icien d1n1eter& reai&n, 11, will bo t'or 
looa.l poll t.ioal l"l!lasona. Meanwhile they . wuser& to.nd :t.h.ttt no 
d1 tBCloauNI Taat bo a ade or the do:tcmie diacu uaiozw E'iDd the7 
~ft undertaken t.o consult the Gwemor bet'ot-e rosigning ·Wld 
not. . t.o nake sn.v ·public . et.at.omen.ta .bet'.ore the 12th NOV$1ber. 
5. Aa the Mau~Hi1:u1 O~il or iil1n1et.ers hH con.t'J.~d ·1 ta 
Q&Hel!Mtnt. to th~ propoallla, 1 t. 1a eoe.ential thd, the 
al9i'ango11ent• ror dokQhllient or tbcsf; ,hlands snould be comple,_d :i 

)' , '. ~ 
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6. I ............. _ ......... 1n, .r .......... _ •• 

Etical.irly a'llkwiu•o.. we aro t,lready under lltta .clt ovet> ;\d.en 

li:hodesta, ..mti wh1lat it ia poaa1'ble 1h.ai the ~ment.a 

de¼chllient will be ignored when theg 'becooie public, it. 

/ seem8 more likely tru.J.1. tho,r wlll be u.dded to the l1&t. or 
'iaperhliat' ineaau:res :t'or which we IU'e G1.t.tackod. We shall be 

accused ot crei,t1ni a new oolon,y in li pel'iod o:r deeolon1$at.1on 

i,.nd of establbh1ns; new au.U tary ~aaea when we should be 

getting out o!' the olcl ones. l!' there were •all¥ ohanee of 

avoiding publicity until this ae i.a1on o:t' tile General Asee1ll.b1y 

ac1~ourn• ~t Chrhtma& there would be advrmtt.ge in delt.iyina the 

Order ir, Counail until then. flu.t to do ao would Jaopal'di.ze 

the Whole pl.m. 

7. 'rhe F'ourth CoUl!lU ttce of: the United NatJ.ons llt,B now 

reacned the item en ~1..celltm$O~a Territories and lllrlY \j(ill 

di~cuaa M~uritias rold Seychelleu ne;g:t ,uiek.. 11" the,Y rabe the 

question o:J: defence ar1•an~1,menta on the lmllan Ocean l&lltnda 

be.fore we J'l;,.ve detached them. · the Miaur1 t.iua. · Government will be 

una.er cons1<l4:r6ble J?Z"e1iu;;11ve to wi thi;ira.w their agreement to our 

propoaa1s. Moreover we &llould ley 01.u·selves open to an 

add~tloru..l ohu.rge of dishonesty it: we evaded the defence baue 

in the Fourth Committee and then made the Order in Cou.l'lo1l 

illlllledita1.tely af'terw<irds. lt is the:ret'ore ill;l_pOrtant. t.lllilt ws 

sho:..lc.'i bo able to present tho u.~i. dtll . .,. !'a.it a.ccompli. 

a. In these circumstii.l.ces I p,ropo.ae to tt.N'an&C tov an 

order in Council tQ be m~dc an !a.on.day '3th Nove,JU'beu,•. A 

p~p!U'ed writttlln }';arliemntan Queat1on will be ta.bled on 9th 

November ~d answered on 10th November in 1.h&. terms of the 

attached dron. SUpplcment.'.i,rJ backpOWld i\lidrulOe ruuil ieeJl 

pNipured tor use with 1ibC press. 

lf ire can mee~ the timetable eot out in t.h• pNV'iOllll 

parasn»h 
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p,rtl.BJ.'llllPh we IJbra.ll mr.n • -,pod Cbtme• or coapleUns; '\be 

opc:ration bti"ore 41oeu•a1c:m in t.he Fou.rtn Couua1 t.teo roaches the 

Indian Oceen Isbn.de. li'e shdl tl-ien be bet.te1" pltM:ted to moe~ the 

c:titiahm wldch 1B inevit..i.blc at lilh .. tever time we detach tlleae 

islli!l'lde 0.-0lll JitW.r.it.iw. and ae1cheUos. 

10. l Wi memding ec,,pie.a of t.hia 11:i.nut.11 t.o 01u• ec>llea.gu .ea on tho 

ne:rence !Jlld ove~caa Polley COiiillU.\toe and to tb~ JHn1at4lr to.r 

Oversoas :r:ievelo~lliellt. 

I , ., ~--·-· 

/ < •. ~< L' 

. Please note~hat this copy_·is sup lied s_ubject to_th_e National Archives' terms and conditions and that your 
use of 1t may. be subject to copyright restnct,ons . Further information is given in the 'Terms and 

Conditions -of .supply of the Nati_onalArchives' leaflets 
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To ask the Secretary of St&te i'or the Colonies . wb.etnor 
any .further approaches h~ve been m~de to the Mauritius and 
Seychelles Governments about the uae err islands in the 
Indi an Ocean i'or Bri ti&h aud Amedcan det'ence facilities. 

ANS\'ifil l 

Yee. 't,ith the agreement of the Governments of Jlelll"itiue 
and S6ycbelles new arrangements £or the ~dnl1niutrat1on or 
certdn .isl..nd.& in the Indian Ocean wer<i introduced by 

Ordei- in C<i>Wloil mode on the 8t.h ~ovomber. The hlanaa are 
the 'Chagos Archipelago. some 1,200 miJ;es north-eest of 
Llauritius, and Aldabrt;i 1 Farquhl::l' and Desrocheo in the Western 
Indian Ocean. Their popul a tions nre a.pproJCimat.ely 1000, 
100, 172 and 112 respectively. The Chegoa Archipelago was 
1'01."lllerl.J' 1swninistered by the ooverlllllent ~ J.lauri tius u.nd the 
other t.moee 1Bl.anda 03 that ot' SffPhelles. T.he ialande will be 
called the Bl"1 t1ah Ind11:1n Ocean 'l'e1•1•i tory i;nu will 'be 
ndmlnistex~d by a COilllll1ss1oner. It .is intended th at the 
1slan a e will be available t:or the construction ·· or de'lence 
f~cilltiee by the British and United St~tes Governments, but 
nQ fil'lll plans have yet been m6d.e by e1 ther gO'fernm.ent. 
Compensation will be pu1d c:i.S epp~opriate. 

Ref .; 

Please note that this copy_ is supplied subject to the National Archives• terms and cond itions and that yo ur use of ,t may be subiect to copyright restricti ons. Furthe r informati on is given in the 'Terms and Conditions of supply of the National Archives' leaflet s I 
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Cypher 

EMERGENCY 
SECRET 
No. 247 

~N\!\PArlD TELEG£Hj ,M 

TO THE SECRETAP.Y OF ST,-"TE FO i, TL'F. COL O~ IES · ;·., ·-_--. /K1v~ 
FROM MAURITIUS ( Sir J • Rennie'~ , __ 

1
'>-

1 

. \ ', ' ------ ,i '\ 
'C~t. ----(1}, ' D. 5th November, 1965 \,..,.,,.,,-~ , h 

R. 5th 11 11 151·30 hrs. ~-

.... -··· 
Your Secret Despatch No. 423 of 6th October. · 

United Kingdom/u.s. Defence Interests. 

Council of Ministers today conf'irmed agreement to the detachment of Chagos Archipelago on conditions enumerated, on the understanding that 

( 1 ) statement in paragraph 6 of' your despatch "H.M.G. have taken careful note of points (vii) and ('viii)" 
means H.M.G. have in fact agreed to them. 

(2) As regards (vii) undertaking to Legislative Assembly excludes 

(a) sale or transfer by H.M.G. to third party _or 
(b) any payment or financial obligation by Mauritius as condition of return. 

(3) In (viii) 11on or near" means within area within which Mauritius would be able to derive benefit but for 
change of sovereignty. I should be grateful it you would confirm this understanding is agreed. 

2 . PMSD Ministers dissented and (are now) considering their position in the government. They understand that no disclosure of the matter may be made at this stage and they also understand that if they feel obliged to withdraw from the government they must let me have (resignations) in writing and consult with me about timing of · the publication (which they acc _epted should not be before Friday 12th November). 

3. (Within this) Ministers said they were not opposed 1~ principle to the establishment of facilities and detachment of Chagos but considered compensation inadequate, especially the absence of' additional (sugar) quota and negotiations should have been pursued and pressed more strongly. They were also dissatisfied with mere assurances about (v) and (vi). They also r&;ised points ( 1 ) , ( 2) and (3) in paragraph · · 1 above. -

Copies sent to:
Cabinet Office 

u tl 

Treasury 
For~i~ Off~ce 

Commonwealth Relations Office 
Ministry of Overseas Development 
Ministry of befence 

u u tt 

- Mr. F.A.K. Harrison 
- Mr. T.W. Hall 
- Mr. P. Nicholls 
- Mr. o.o. Arthur 
- Mr. Moreland 
- Mr. J.G. Doubleday 
- Mr. I.H. Harris 
- . Mv. M. Holton 
~ -Mr • . P.H. ~Mobe~ly 

Please note that this copy is supplied subject to the National Archives' terms and conditions and that your 
use of it may be subject to copyright restrict ions. Further information is given in the 'Terms and 

Conditions of supply of the National Archives ' leaflet s 
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TOP CO,.Y 
SECRET• 

FROM FOREIGN OFFiCE c:r:ro NE{{, YORK 

: (United Kingdom Missto'ri ;';tp}:thf Uj:iiJed N?,\~6ns) 

C~pher/OTP . . ·. ~ :"~~Vi~:,~;;[~~f~£!£~~i~h R¥~~~ '.SH~Ph~sT~BUTION 

No • .4.310 ·- · · '.~
1 T n:iif ; 1; '6 November, 1965 

6 '.November, 1965 

IMMEDIATE 

I 
Addressed to UKMis New York telegram No • .4310 of 6 November. 

Repeated for information to: Washington. 

Your telegrrun No. 2997 ),9~ 2BOctober]: Indian Ocean Islandso 

Seychelles Executive . Collilcil . have U.Il@pnously . agreed to ; 
detachment pro posa ls • . J l~?,y.r.(t~us Minis ter's accepteil!.proposals on 
5 .November subject to certaitrunderstandings, which will be taken 
up with them separately •,: on thi . reversion of the Chagos islands, if 
and when these are no lopgcl~{p.e_eded/ ''a.,rid' op__-1ariy fu tu:r:e _benefits ·f rom 
minerals. •--:<,~--- , 

2 l ln ,-view of ) po~siBf13 '•en/;;rtssur/on.,:. th·e 
Maru.:'}}t\us,.a..rid:,St!ypli:~;Jif e. :t4~~•p" Jllinds\~:/we n • 

are proceeding with a:e't?:C, ' -:· / •·. '·•· lje ,, , ' e are f arrB1_1grng ror 
an . Order in Council to be · on·z3·-.Novemo:e•r and .for >a prepa;red 
Parliamentary Question to oe: tabled ' on 9 . November for 1·wr1 tten 
answer on 10 November. , Text of this, together w:i,th additional 
guidance will be telegraphed to you as soon as possible. 

3; If this opera t ,ion· is coi:np'.l,,ete ):lefoI'e ; M11-11ritius .comes up in 
tl:).e Fourth Commi dee "·1t: '.se ,Elms·•to ·µs that ii ou will _. then be better 
pl~ced to ~eal with . the'finev}ti,;pfo :.•:criti?i:S1:1• W( hope theret~~e 
t:q.a t you-will do your l;it!st t9 :. e.n~ure tha-;; discusqion of Maun nus 
ar:i:d other territories Ji1 :the• Irtdfan .Ocean ) s put off for E!-S long 
as possible, and at least ;u_?til Jl •NovembeI'.~ 

,4.. On the 13:ssUJilp_tiop.,,t~t j tP.t)tf~~}!J:b+.i:l<i#rJ!~ar.-ag~ph 2 ab_ove i~ 
met, we should be g:pate:fyl . fp:r/ ~up "'urge:ri.t,,·a,.avice; on whether you 
sb,ould volunteer a · sta:te~e:nt :•in ·0:£he .... ·Fourtl{Commi ttee when 
Maurit ius and SeycheUe~ CQJll,~,isup,;.fcir , di5,eyssion , .. or whether it would 
b~ better to wai t :il.11ti,J8t -· -, · · ,pf' ,.:; i:r){nce f-acihties is 
r~~se~ :-bY,CJth~r ~rffe:R. v· " ,- -,- .. ' id¼X~~ w~Vr reme~ber that 
t)1i13 :i:s 17X~J.y s.:i,:~~A ·' ' !34~,9.~h;er iD,:t_erested 
Gcw~:rpmems, soJ!le ·,'t,:i,:iµ,~ .. t,, . ::- . ,_;s~~ie·::[t.h~. coris.~nt · of 
Mauritius and . Seychell'es , . . , .. .. . , , ,;pf t these : isla..rids ·. 

i_ . . . . · . · .•:_-i\':.>:·:-~ .. j ~ (1?:::~~r~)t:_·•.· ·:,-7,;,·::~;_;~ .. :::l<)_:,.f:(?··::-· __ · . .... ·.i.c· : 

5.-: You 'should concert factgfs' i'cvtj.~p.3,tl;lf ~µr,1f;ted Stat .es Delegation, 
on whose support we re1y intl,l;Ls ( mEJ,tter., .·,we are informing the 
United States Embassy·a.p.d la§)9..p.g:·th<;;m to 101ear our guidance with 
W~s,hingtono ' .· _.f ].:,;;ij;)tj~t;i}/ti<'l:.kc' _: ·.. ' ' ' 
6 ., : If the news 1~:ak5,' :ftci/ltisM:ai11:rr,t~*~<'o~Jp;S~\ the Or_der in Council is 
ID!Jide and you. are 'tackled ,on :.th1.s, subJect., :;,you should refer for 
iJJistructions. · ' ' · · · · · · ···• · ·· · , 
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Cypher 

SECRET 

OUTWARD TELEGRAM 

H•.() M THE SECRETARY OF STATE FOR THE COLONIES 

TO BEYCHELIES (The Rt. Hon. The Earl of Oxford 
and Asquith) 

PAC 93/892/01 

Sent 6th November ·, 1965o/ /•.·03.50 hrs. 

L-__ .-;_ . .-· ~. =., ;.;~; , 
-- ;-r- ·-··--· - .......... :-~ 

~,AND PERSONAL' TO MAURITIUS t,, __ ?-iJ-l!-_~~-j ~: 
No. 356 

Addresaed to Governor Sey-chelles 
Repeated PRIORITY to Governor Mauritius PERSONAL No. 267 

Following from Hall.. ~--· 
- ::,J•P 

(To Beychel:Les) . ' My telegram No. 355. 

(To Mauritius) Your telegram No. 219. -->/ . \ ..... 
U.K./u.s. Defence Interests. 

For pJJanning purposes we are assuming that Order in 
Council will. be made on Monday 8th November and come into ef'f' ec t 
at once but no (repeat no) publicity wlll be given until 
Wednesday 1;0th November. 

2. Order, which will .be on general lines of British 
Antarctic Territories Order in Oouncil, wili in addition to . 
detaching islands from Kauritiue and Seychelles and constituting 
them as a separate colony:-

(a} 

(b) 

(c) 

(d), 

((f') 

Ref .: 

establ1sh office of Commis~ioner; 

provide for discharge of functions during vacancy etc. 
or by deputy; · and Official Stamp; 

provide for constitution of officee, including the 
making of appointments; 

empower Commissioner to make laws for the peace, order 
and goon government of the territory subject to usual 
provisions regarding disall~wance, etc.; 

provide for powers of pardon etc.; disposal of lan,d; 
and establishment of courts which may sit either in 
territory or elsewhere; 

prov ,1de for continuance of' existing laws without 
prejudice to lawmaking powers coll1'~rred upori Commissioner, 
for continuance and determination .,:f court proceedings 
commenced before the date of' the Ore.er; and tlor the 
hearing of' appeals related to such proceedings and the 
enforcement of judgments; 

/(g) 

Please note that this copy is sup lied subject to the National Archives' terms and conditions and that your 
use of it may be subject to copyright restrict ions. Further informatioh is given in the 'Terms and 

Conditions of supply of the National Archives' leaflets 
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SECR~T 

(g) reserve full power to Her Majesty to make laws and to 
amend and revoke the Order. · 

3. Legal proceedings, particularly criminal proceedings, 
arising after date of Order will cause problems and it will be 
necessary for Commissioner to establish courts to deal with any 
new cases, and to provide legal sanction for the detention of 
prisoners, and for the execution of sentences. Early action will 
also be needed for the review of Mauritius law in its application 
to Chagos Archipelago so that Seychelles law can be substituted 
where practicable. If it is necessary for persons convicted of 
offences in the new territory to serve sentences in Seychelles, 
presumably it will be necessary for the Seychelles to enact 
legislation for the execution of those sentences. 

4. It is desirable for the vacuum between effective date of 
· new Order and enactment of laws covering matters dealt with in 
·previous paragraph and any others which you may consider necessary 
· to be as short as possible. 

5"' At . a later stage there will be a number of administrative 
matters requiring attention (e.g. continuance of provision for 
education in Chagos Archipelago at present provided for Mauritius). 
In the meantime we hope that both you and Governor of Mauritius will 
provide for existing arrangements to continue subject to any 
necessary financial adjustments being made in due course. 

6. In addition to the Order in Council Royal Instructions and 
a Commission will be issued on 10th November. Before assuming 
duties~ Order requires you to take oath ~f allegiance and the 
following oath - "I ........ do swear that I will well and truly 
serve Her Majesty Queen Elizabeth the Second, He~ Heirs and 
successors in the office of Commissioner of British Indian Ocean 
Terri tory 11• 

7. You will be informed by telegram as soon as Order in 
Council has been made. Separate telegram on publicity will .foll.ow. 

(Encryption passed to Ministry of Defence for . 
transmission to Mauritius) 

Copies sent to:
Cabinet Office 

U II 

Fpreign . Ol'ftl.ce. 
. " " 

Commonwealth Relations Office 
Ministry of · overseas Development 
TFe.asury 
Hin~stry o!. Def~nce 

Ref. : 

- Mr. F.A.K. Harrison 
- Mr. T.W. Hall 
- Mr. G.G. Arthur · 
- Mr. Mo.reland 
- Mr. J.G. Doubleday 
- Mr. I.H. Harris 
- Mr. P. Nicholls 

l,rr. M. Holton 
- Kro P.H. Moberly 

Please note that this copy is supplied subject to the National Archives' terms and condition s and that your 
use of it may be subject to copyright restrictions. Further inform ation is given in the 'Terms and 

Conditions of supply of t he National Archives' leaflets 
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STATUTORY INSTRUMENTS 
1965 No. 1920 

Overseas Territories 

The British Indian Ocean Territory Order 1965 

Made 8th November 1965 
At the Court at Buckingham Palace, the 8th day of November 1965 

Present 

The Queen's Most Excellent Majesty in Council 

Her Majesty, by virtue and in exercise of the powers in that behalf by the Colonial 
Boundaries Act 1895, or otherwise in Her Majesty vested, is pleased, by and with 
the advice of Her Privy Council, to order, and it is hereby ordered, as follows :-

1. This Order may be cited as the British Indian Ocean Territory Order Citation . 
1965. 

2. ( 1) In this Order-

" the Territory " means the British Indian Ocean Territory; 

" the Chagos Archipelago " means the islands mentioned in schedule 
2 to this Order; 

" the Aldabra Group " means the islands as specified in the First 
Schedule to the Seychelles Letters Patent 1948 and mentioned in 
schedule 3 to this Order. 

(2) The Interpretation Act 1889 shall apply, with the necessary 
modifications, for the purpose of inte1 preting this Order and otherwise 
in relation thereto as it applies for the purpose of interpreting and other
wise in relation to Acts of Parliament of the United Kingdom . 

Inter
pretation. 

3. As from the date of this Order- British 
Indian 

( a) the Chagos Archipelago, being islands which immediately before Ocean Terri-
the date of this Order \",-·ere included in the Dependencies of tory tot be a separa e Mauritius, and colony. 

(b) the Farquhar Islands, the Aldabra Group and the Island of 
Desroches, being islands which immediately before the date of 
this Order were part of the Colony of Seychelles, 

shall together form a separate colony which shall be known as the British 
Indian Ocean Territory. 

4. There shall be a Commissioner for the Territory who shall be appoin- Establish
ted by Her Majesty by Commission under Her Majesty's Sign Manual and mt~t of office 
Signet and shall hold office during Her Majesty's pleasure. ~issf;~;r. 
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APPENDIX B-continueci 

5. The Commi ss ioner shall ha ve such power s :rnd duties as are conferred 

or imposed upon him by or under this Order or any other law and such 
other functions as Her Majesty may from time to time be pleased to 

assign to him, and, subject to the provisions of this Order and any other 

law by which any such powers or duties are conferred or imposed , shall 
do and execute all thing s that belong to his office according to such 

instructions, if any, as Her l'vlJjesty may from time to time see fit to give 
him. 

6. A person appointed to hold the office of Commissioner shall, before 
entering upon the duties of that office, take and subscribe the oath of 
allegiance and the oath for the due execution of l1is office in the forms set 
out in Schedule 1 to this Order. 

Dcischa:g~ of 7. (1) Whenever the office of Commissioner is vacant or the Commis-
omm1ss10- . . . . 

ner's func- s10ner 1s absent from the Temtory or 1s from any other cause prevented 
tions during from or incapable of discharging the functions of his office, those functions 
vacancy, etc. shall be performed by such persons as Her Majesty may designate by 

Discharge of 
Commissio
ner's func
tions by 
deputy , 

instructions given under Her Sign Iv!anual and Signet or through a Secre
tary of State. 

(2) Before any person enters upon the performance of the functions 
of the office of Commissioner under thi s section, he shall take and subs 

cribe the oaths directed by section 6 of this Order to be taken by a person 
appointed to hold the office of Commissioner. 

(3) For the purposes of this section-

( a) the Commissioner shall not be regarded as absent from the 
Territory, or as prevented from, or incapable of, discharging 
the functions of his office, by reason only that he is in the 
Colony of Seychelles or is in passage between that Colony 
and the Territory or between one part of the Territory and 
another; and 

( b) the Commissioner shall not be regarded as absent from the 
Territory, or as prevented from, or incapable of, discharging 
the functions of his office at any time when an officer is 
discharging those functions under section 8 of this Order. 

8. (1) The Commissioner may, by instrument under the Official Stamp 
of the Territory, authorize a fit and proper pe rson to discharge for and on 

behalf of the Commissioner on such occasions and subject to such excep
tions and conditions as may be specified in that Instrument such of the 
functions of the office of Commissioner as may be specified in that 
Instrument. 
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APPENDIX B--continued 
(2) The powers and authority, of the Commissioner shall not be 

affected by any authority given to such person under this section otherwise 
than as Her Majesty may at any time think proper to direct, and such 
person shall conform to and observe such instructions relating to the 
discharge by him of any of the functions of the office of Commissioner as 
the Commissioner may from time to time address to him. 

(3) Any authority given under this section may at any time be varied 
or revoked by Her Majesty by instructions given through a Secretary of 
State or by the Commissioner by Instruments under the Official Stamp 
of the Territory. 

9. There shall be an Official Stamp for the Territory which the Commis- Official sioner shall keep and use for stamping all such documents as may be stamp. 
by any law required to be stamped therewith. 

10. The Commissioner, in the name and on behalf of Her Majesty, Cr°n~Aitution may constitute such offices for the Territory, as may lawfully be consti- 0 0 
ces. tuted by Her Majesty and, subject to the provisions of any law for the 

time being in force in the Territory and to such instructions as may from 
time to time be given to him by Her Majesty through a Secretary of State, 
the Commissioner may likewise-

( a) make appointments, to be held during Her Majesty's pleasure, 
to any office so constituted; and 

(b) dismiss any person so appointed or take such other disciplinary 
action in relation to him as the Commissioner may think fit. 

11. (I) The Commissioner may make laws for the peace, order and Power to good government of the Territory, and such laws shall be published in make laws . 
such manner as the Commissioner may direct. 

(2) Any laws made by the Commissioner may be disallowed by 
Her Majesty through a Secretary of State. 

(3) Whenever any law has been disallowed by Her Majesty, the 
Commissioner shall cause notice of such disallowance to be published 
in such manner as he may direct. 

(4) Every law disallo wed shall cea se to have effect as soon as notice 
of disallowance is published as aforesaid, and theretipon any enactment 
amended or repealed by, or in pursuance of, the law disallowed shall have 
effect as if the law had not been made. 

(5) Subject as aforesaid, the provisions of subsection (2) of section 
38 of the Interpretation Act 1889 shall apply to such disallowance as they 
apply to the repeal of an enactment by an Act of Parliament. 
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APPENDIX B- -continued 
12. The Commissioner may, in Her Majesty's name and on Her 

Majesty's behalf-
( a) grant to any person concerned in or convicted of any offence 

against the laws of the Territory a pardon, either free or subject 
to lawful conditions; or 

(b) grant to any person a respite, either indennite or for a speci
fied period, of the execution of any sentence imposed on 
thut person for any such offence; or 

( c) substitute a less severe form of puni shment for any punishment 
imposed by any such sentence; or 

(d) remit the \vhole or any part of any such sentence or of any 
penalty or forfeiture otherwise due to Her Majesty on account 
of any offence. 

13. Whenever the substantive holder of any office constituted by or 
under this Order is on leave of absence pending relinquishment of his 
office-

( a) another person may be appointed substantively to that office; 
(b) that person shall, for the purpose of any functions atttaching 

to that office, be deemed to be the sole holder of that office. 

14. Subject to any law for the time being in force in the Territory and to 
any Instructions from time to time given to the Commissioner by Her 
Majesty under Her Sign Manua l and Signet or through a Secretary of 
State, the Commissioner, in Her Majesty's name and on Her Majesty's 
behalf, may make and execute grants and dispositions of any lands or 
other immovable property ,vithin the Territory that may be lawfully 
granted or disposed of by Her Majesty. 

15. (I) Except to the extent that they may be repealed, amended or 
modified by laws made under section 11 of this Order or by other lawful 
authority, the enactments and rules of law that are in force immediately 
before the date of this Order in any of the islands comprised in the Ter
ritory shall, on and after that date, continue in force therein but shall be 
applied with such adaptations, modifications and exceptions as are 
necessary to bring them into conformity with the provisions of this Order. 

(2) In this section ,, enactments " includes any instruments having 
the force of law. 

16. (I) The Commis sioner, \vith the concurrence of the Governor of 
any other colony, may, by a law made under section 11 of this Order, 
confer jurisdiction in respect of the Territory upon any court established 
for that other colony. 

(2) Any such court as is referred to in subsection(!) of this section 
and any court established for the Territory by a law made under section 11 
of this Order may, in accordance with any directions issued from time to 
time by the Commissioner, sit in the Territory or elsewhere for the purpose 
of exercising its jurisdiction in respect-of the Territory. 

. l 
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APPENDIX B-continued 
17. (1) Notwithstanding any other provisions of this Order but subject Judicial_ 

d d · 11 1 f procedings . to any law ma e un er section t 1ereo , 
( a) any proceedings that, immediately before the date of this 

Order, have been commenced in any court having jurisdic
tion in any of the islands comprised in the Territory may 
be continued and determined before that court in acc or 
dance with the law that was applicable thereto before that 
date; 

(b) where, under the law in force in any such island immediately 
before the date of this Order, an appeal would lie from 
any judgrnent of a court having jurisdiction in that island, 
whether given before that date or given on or after that 
date in pursuance of paragraph (a) of this subsection, 
such an appeal shall continue to lie and may be commenced 
and determined in accordance with the law that was appli
cable thereto before that date; 

( c) any judgment of a court having jurisdiction in any such 
island given, but not satisfied or enforced, before the date 
of this Order, and any judgment of a court given in any 
such proceedings as are referred to in paragraph ( a) or 
paragraph ( b) of this subsection, may be enforced on and 
after the date of this Order in accordance ,vith the law in 
force immediately before that date . 

(2) In this section "judgment" includes decree, order, conviction, 
sentence and decision. 

18. (!) The Seychelles Letters Patent 1948 as amended by the Seychelles Amendm ent 
Letters Patent 1955 are amended as follows:- of Seychelles 

Letters 
(a) the words" and the Farquhar Islands" are omitted from Patent 1948 

the definition of" the Colony " in Article l (I); a_nd Mauri-
tius (Con s

(b) in the first schedule the word " Desro ches" and the words titution) 
"Aldabra Group consisting of", including the words Ord er 1964, 
specifying the islands comprised in that Group, are omitted . etc. 

(2) Section 90(1) of the Con stitution set out in schedule 2 to the 
Mauritius (Constitution) Order 1964 is amended by the insertion of the 
following definition immediately before the definition of" the Gazette":

" Dependencies" means the islands of Rodrigues and Agalega, 
and the St. Brandon Group of island s often called Cargado s 
Carajos; ", 

(3) Section 2(1) of the Seychelles (legisl a tive Council) Order in 
Council 1960 as amended by the Seychelles (Legi slative Council) (Amend
ment) Order in Council 1963 is furth er amended by th~ deletion from the 
definition of" the Colony" of the words "as dc.11ned in the Seychelles 
Letters Patent 1948 ". 
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APPENDIX B-continued 
19. 1n,.cre is reserved to Her Majesty full power to make laws from Power time to time for the peace, order and good government of the British rHeservMed .10 

T · c· 1 ct· · h . . . f er aJesty Indian ()<.;.can erntory rnc u mg, wit out preJud1ce to the generality o · the foregoing, laws amending or revoking this Order). 

(sd) W. G. AGNEW 

SCHEDULE I 
Section 6 

OATH (OR AFFIRMATION) OF ALLEGIANCE 

I, . ....... . .................... . .. . ..... . . ........ . ... .. do swear (or do solemnly affirm) that I will be faithful and bear true allegiance to Her Majesty Queen Elizabeth the Second, Her Heirs and Successors, according to law. So help me God. 

OATH (OR AFFIRMATION) FOR THE DUE EXECUTION OF 
THE OFFICE OF COMMISSIONER 

I, ..... . ................................................ do swear ( or do solemnly affirm) that I will well and truly serve Her Majesty Queen Elizabeth the Second, Her Heirs and Successors, in the office of Commissioner of the British Indian Ocean Territory. 

Diego Garcia 
Egmont or Six Islands 
Peros Banhos 

West Island 
Middle Island 
South Island 

SCHEDULE 2 
Section 2( I) 

Salomon Islands 
Trois Freres, including Danger Island and 
Eagle Island 

SCHEDULE 3 

Cocoanut Island 
Euphratis and other small Islets. 

Note: The l)ritish Indian Ocean Territory Order 1965 was amended, as follows, by the British Indian Ocean Territory (Amendment) Order 1968 :-
( a) In the definition of" the Aldabra Group" in section 2(1) the words,, as specified in the First Schedule to the Seychelles Letters Patent 1948 and" were omitted; 
(b) in schedule 2 for the words-

" Trois Freres, including Danger Island and Eagle Island. "there were substituted the words-" Three Brothers Islands 
Nelson or Legour Island 
Engle Islands 
Danger Islands. "; and 

( c) in schedule 3 the words " Polyrnnie Island " were inserted immediately after the words " cocoanut Island ". 
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'rc':>-'\yc:•·· --~·- .:- ... 

. -:···•: 

..• ,.-,1·. . · ··. . . 

; , '}{' TRUS~ESHip'?ISTRIBUTi ON 
. I . 
/< D.1;5"'18 8: ~ove~ber,1965 

{~:.)t~r-:·:tj_:\ -i.··--··_:,~{\~1./ ·· .. :: (Jl\-;.;.. . . ,_-- ~ 
. . : Addressed fo'.:_,lIBMIS;N~w No~lf ,t .elleg£am ,No~-4327" of 

-t~~;~:~e~~r. woiiiiift'o~/i;,;= :~J;tz~;;J:;J±~~~I:te J 

·,Wfgra:~~:::{::tN';; .,.,s~}Jif6Ye~9::k•slt • oce~J, 
Begins : . ) /?~'.. . ·..::-·-

•. /:i . 

i:c~~d~;~~f !!l! 1~!{1~!1!1~I!f i~if~f ~i: 
, Ocean fo r Britis h. and Americ;:a,n defence f aci _li ties. 

A. Yes. With the agr~i,ment of the _ Go;vernments of 
Mauritius and Seychelles jiew . gr~genients for t;ie admin istration 

gh:~:~r~~illif f ~t~~,i~lt!!I;f:e:th~, ;he 
,and Aldab _ra, Farq_ub;iir -~~d: D_es,roqhe~ -iri f the we·s_tern . Indian 

:~~~i2 J~:!~J¥t~~i~t{~Jt~,iiti~~~t~~~ii~irg~y~~~-~f ;~6ri;2 

administered ,bY:'l · ,· ;c , . • ' · . . s 'and 1tJiie··otl:lerthree 

\ is,:L~ds by°' t:n~t\ , • .-• s w:ill , }:le caJJ~d 
the British ' IrYd'i:an . , .. _·_ . . ,_ _ '1:-'bi t Jilinini stered 
'1:iy" a Commi"ssi 'Oriyf~i> . :·_ .. _ :,, n\JAae' .. 'e isl~ils wilJ/i:ie 

available for th~J::b nstru.cJi on~t9.~t 1e , ~pc-e, facilities by the 
British and United St11-te_s Ckl,vc;rnmentf F:but no firm plans have 
yet been made by . either · GG>rernment. Co!llpensa tion will .be pa:i.d 
as appr opriateo ! i - - -, . . i. _, 

Enci~-. )- ' :", . . . ._,. '}.-/,, i. , i-''r-· ·· 
... ::-·::-_.:. _._; ' 

~~:nI~n:e:;:~~l~i~itf,~;t,~•it~i:!:~:~s i. tr has 
.. ~-:•·~ ... i' 

h;~;~-~-~:/.: ,_,!~.--, __ /;,~ - . ,,,:;z;, •2::,•-c""-'··=== 



ANNEX 30

Annex 75

Yark 

Begins: 
11·.i .· •! '. · , · · 

(a) Consultation with :otb.er Cfoverm-Aeilts.- Iri addition to 
securing the approval, of' J pe.'. Ma:uJ:'..il.ti1;1S, ) .nd Seychel];es · . 
Goverrnnents • cqnmonwea.ltf'l/Ji.pd other interes t ed G'.:lvernments 
;have been infomed of , these, · plan~ at an earlier stage. 

(b) Com:pens at i~n; :,_'.;_:A ......... ?.;E .•. irn••.· -.~-.·.P._Fl .. }3,_: .. t .. ~.-.. •.· .. c_ om_:pens··. a. tion .wi. 1-.··l b_e paid to coIIllllercial and l{I'.:SY'!-le?<in;te.re .s.t~, 13;~,;wen as to the Govern-

;::ts 
0:a::::~:~?.h~!i~ll~~HL plalls have yet 

been made either -by ~·Her :Maj'e:s'fy 1·s··:Go,ve'rnnient or by the United 
States Governrnent :fclr ~'.the /rq·o:ns:f:ructto ~ ::' ;:'facilities, possi-
bilities currently: ;{be:iiri'· "''" · ·:·!air; United · Stat:es 
COIIllllunications. st a:t.r ''~ -· -•;-:. ~-it:i:"~~ land a Royal. 
Navy refuel-ling !de!)'o of ·Diego Garcia . in 

:;:,Cha:;; e:

0~f ~~8>i0fil,1S'iii~~\fo¥ii''Miaw,/Ji~ , : ~ne. . The only 
British facility env~sag~d •, ·.,a .n.a:y-a)' rs:ftie .lling s ta tion, is of 
a quite dif f erent or .tier ; to · tho~~ •:in ' Sipgapore and Aden. 

I, . : .. , . ·' 
(e) First St p -towa.rds -}eav.in ···Sin ' 'a ore andAdeno . No 
connexion whate er '~ ":'.l'hese: ;::fa9il ~ilie;; :,vr.ip : be · useful in · 
themselves. , An deqis'i'brii: '.'aJ:Jciut:'redepl'oy ment ,of British forces 
must await the outccirji~. of the Defence Be.view which is not yet 
complete. . . --d~<- ,, •<'.r; , : . . ;,, .;, ~" :: ::,,, ,. 

C f) · aii~~t~i~ii~Ief ~~~~;:: R~;~fii rteci~ ions. No· • 
. Cpnttruc . }'?~·'~b ~-: ~~; ,,/i'I}~ . ..;.~,)f :;:~;:itp~·nse .w:l)l of 
course ,be subje-c ~± < > . > •··. . .".':h~~~efence Review, . 
(-g) - Nurnb~r ();_'; '~l maf :;~/6i~~·~?t : ' ±'s·;~t ~s other than Dieg~ 
Garcia have been J P:~,lM~ecl,::¾1R~vfx~f~ of "-~?~;~Jble I_'eqv,iizemen t s in 
t~e long term. F\\'jJ~\){~ii.: .. · , <(,C, b{<.,. . ; . . : 
~ h) . Choice of .> Islands. ,,;(, , . .,;t i;§JAri~? \:9.h.~seri have virtually 
no . pe:r:manen t inhal:i.tJ .8-ll.t:e.:;;,@~/t,iJ.:r~i;;;}V~l'l pla.ced . for coIIllllunica tions 
in the Indian Ocear_i;~~lif'e7., ; ·/ i,:~;i; '.•:: • ; 

( j) Cost sharin~ :~: l Iµ ·P,_I'>?,:Q:C~ple :eac,\1 ;G9vernrnent will pay 
for the facilities th~y ret1uire ·/ . 

I . ,. y· ;;, . .. 
Joint use. The'r~ will . be _:_:(}rovi_s'i9n for joint use. ('k) 

I 
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+:.;~c:'~T:i \-': .. 
Foreign Office:,~~Il~(~1327C~~~umirs New York 

(1) Compensation Costs.~ .i Compensation costs are the 
responsibility o1 Her ~ajest~ 's ~~errunen:• . 

(m) Timing. These arra.ngoments have .been tinder ,examination 
for some time. Initial S1irveys were carr~ed out in the summer 
of 196li., as was made public at the time. 

(n) Other Islands. We)1Jve no ·plans f-or . mak:l.ng similar 
arrangements elsewhere, <, · .... , 

-~ :;,.',-. ";,-:_;· - ~~~; ... ~.-

~~) po,,::::' i!"k~~~rJiJt~]I~ ~:{tg':aft, 
:"1:tJ?~".f: ~ ,~ 

··; _! :..-{ 

This .might 

88888 
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Telegram from the U.K. Secretary of State for the Colonies to the Governor of Mauritius, No. 
298, FO 371/184529 (8 Nov. 1965)
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SECRET 

OUTWARD TELEGRAM 
FROM THE SECRETARY OF STATE FOR THE COLONIES 

Cypher 

IMMEDIATE 
SECRET 
NO. 298 

TO MAURITIUS (Sir J. Rennie) 

Sent 8th November, 1965 

Your telegram No. 247. 

U,K./U,S. Defence Interests. 

PAC. 93/892/01 

,1-5.4·'7-· hr 1§';""' ., '. "\ 
\ , l • • , " ' • t 
\' .. \ 

\c~~--~ JI i 1 \ : · 
t\:--~-/--~"~·{ 6 ) ·. 

-- - -·--·---

I am glad Council of Ministers have confirmed agreement to detachment of Chagos Archipelago, 
2. As already . stated in paragraph 6 of my despatch No. 423, the Cliagos Archipelago will remain under British sovereignty. The islands are required for defence faci~ities and there is no intention of permitting prospecting for minerals or oils on or near them. The points set out in your paragraph 1 should not therefore arise but I shall nevertheless give them further consideration in view of your request. 

3. I note PMSD Ministers are not opposed in principle to detachment but consider compen·sa tion inadequate. For i elands some 1,200 miles from Mauritius from which the Mauritius Government has never derived much if any revenue, the payment of £3 million as development aid to Mauritius in addition to direct compensation . to landowners and to coats of resettling others cannot, I consider, be regarded as ihadequate. With regard to the other points mentioned in your paragraph 3, the u.s. Government has · been warned · that they will be raised with them and as you are aware some discussions have already been held with officials in London. No firm plans have yet been made for the construction of any defence facilities on these islands and these are matters which can only be decided in detail when such plans are drawn up. 
4. I trust that PMSD Ministers will agree that in all the circumstances the present proposals are in the long term interest of Mauritius and that on reconsideration they will feel able to suppor ·t ·them. I am disturbed to see from press reports today that despite tl,e undertaking referred to in your paragraph 2 that no disclosures would be made at this stage, PMSD Ministers have given publicity to these proposals. 
5. · A meeting of' the Privy Council was held this morning, 8th November, and an Order in Council entitled the British Indian Ocean Territory Order 1965 (S.I. 1965 No. (to follow)), has been . made constituting the "British Indian Ocean Territory" consisting of the Chagos Archipelago and Aldabra, Farquhar and Desroches islands. Copies will be sent to you as soon as prints are available. Because Parliament was prorogued today I cannot inform it until Wedp.esday, 10th November of the making of this Order. I 

shall 

Please note that this copy is sup lied subject to the National Archives' term _s and co_nd1~,o~s and th~t your use of it may be subject to copyright restrictions. Further ,nforma~1on IS given ,n t e Terms an Conditions of supply of the National Archives leaflets 



Annex 76

I 

I 
l 

I 
l 

shall be grateful therefore if no publicity .is given to this until 
15.30 hours G,M.T. on Wednesday, I am sending you separately 
text of my statement. 

(Encyphered groups passed to Ministry of Defence (Navy) 
for transmission .to Mauritius) 

Copies sent to : 

Cabinet Office 

Treasury 

Ref .: 

tl 

Foreign Office 
It tl 

Commonwealth Relations 
Office 

Minist r y of Overseas 
Development 

Ministry of Defence 
It If 

SEC RET 

Mr, 
Mr. 
Mr. 
Mr, 
Mr. 
Mr. 

Mr, 

Mr, 
Mr. 
Mr, 

F, A, ·K, Harrison 
T, w. Hall 
P. Nicholls 
J, A, Patterson 
G. G, Arthur • 
Moreland 

J. G, Doubleday 

I, H. Harris 
M. Holton 
P, H, Moberly 

Please note that this copy is sup lied subject to the Nation al Archives' terms and condition s and that your 

use of it may be subject to copyright restrictions . Furthe r information is given in the 'Terms and 

Conditions of supply of the National Archives' leaflets 
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Telegram from the U.K. Mission to the U.N. to the U.K. Foreign Office, No. 2837 (8 Nov. 1965)
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TOP -COPY 
FROM NEW YORK TO FOREIGN OFFICE f ;;:1: '.) . 

(United Kingdom Mission to the United Nations f Ar.C!i'\" 

Cypher/OTP TRUSTEESHIP DIS'l'RIBUTbe "' NOV l~kS 

D. 0312 9 November:; -1/f)f/z"trb 
R. 01.-23 9 November; , 1965. 

Lord -Caradon 
No. 2837 

1965 8 Noveljlber, 
IMMEDIATE 
SECRET 
BUILD 

· :-~ . .t--1-/n _ t1•'. . -,(.1 

Addressed to Foreign Office telegram No. 2837 of 

8 November, 
Repeated for information Saving to : Washington 

For consideration Tuesday morning . 

Your telegrams numbers 1.-327 and 1,.330: Indian Ocean Islands . 

This was not raised when debate on miscellan eous 

territories opened to - day and Sovie t refe.rences to bases 

were in general terms . Speakers tomorrow may pick up Press 

reports mentioned in your second telegra.rn under reference and 

once London announcement is out matter see ms almost certain 

to be raised . 

2. References in text of announcement to creation 

of the British Indian Ocean Territory may focus attention 

on points in Jerrom ' s letter IRD U0/52/0 1 of 28 July to Brovm. 

The statement in paragraph 2(h) of first telegram under refer 

ence that there are "vir tually" no permanent inhabitants may 

well lead to charges of failure to carry out our Charter obliga

tions to those who are pe rma.nen t inhabitants . More.over, 

our counter - arguments will have to avoid giving ammuni .tion 

to Argentina which is sure to perceive analogy with Falklands 

(i . e . we cannot argue that Indian Ocean Territory is not a non

self governing territ ory in sense of Chapter xi of Charter 

merely because there were no indigenous inhabitants originally 

or because only a few of present inhabitants are permanent). 

3 . In the circumstances best course if you agree might be 

to say, if we are pressed on this point, that all questions 

relating to future statu s of the Islands , applicability or 

otherwise of Chapter XI , administration , . etc . are under 

consideration and decisions hare not yet been taken . This 

may provoke pressure and even a resolution calling on us to 

accept Charter obligations for the new territory but so 

might a declaration that we shall not accept such obligations . 

i . If we could say there are (repeat are) no permanent 

inhabi tants many of these difficulties would not arise, but 

use of "virtually" (see paragraph 2 above) seems to preclude 

this. 
5 . In any case any available extra information about 

numbers of "permanent " inhabit ants on each island and their 

origins \'/ould be most useful . 
/6 . We assu.rne 
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U.K.Mis . New York telegram No. ::2837 to Forei g.D. Office 
- 2-

6 . Vie asswn e you do not wi :~h us to say anyi:...riing_ about 
"resettlem ent " even if this is rai sed in the Committee , except 

to refer to paragraph 5(c) of C.R . O. t 0legram No . W/Ci rcular 61 

Sav i ng of 6 July about seeing that the interests of the fevr 

local inhabitants are protected. 

7. An alternative line may be a~ainst the alleged 
breach of paragraph 6 of resolution 1511+-(xv) involved in 
detachment (and this may somewhat . di.re .et attenti.on from st atus 
of the new territory) . This i.s .. likely to attract wide support. 

We would reply that Islands were administered under Maurit ius 
and Seychelles only for convenience and that paragraph 6 is the re 

for irrelevant . 

8 . Grateful for reply to points i n paragraphs 2 - 5 
by noon New York time on 10 November if possible . 

ccccc 

AJJV ANGE COPIES TO : -
F .O. Private Secretary 
-- P .U.S . 

Mr . Greenhill 
Hd. of U.N. Dept . 

C.R.O. Private Secretary 
-- P .U.S . 

Mr. Walsh Atkins 
Hd. of Defence Dept . 
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C;n,i1er/0'1P 

No , l.361 
10 November, 1965 

II01EDI/l.TE 
SECRET 
BUILD 

TOP COPY 
0 NEIV YORK 

United Na t io ns) 

TRUSTEESii.IP 
DI STRIBUTION 

D. 1711 10 November, 1965 , 

Addressed to UKMIS New York teleg:t:am No. l.-361 of 10 November Repeated for information to; .:. Washington [Immediate] 

Your telegrrun No. 2837 [of 8 November] . 

Indian Ocean Islands . 

We recognize that we are in a difficult position.as regard s references to people at present on the detached Islands since we want to avoid the ter r itory being cl as ses as non- self - governing within the terms of Chapter XI and also do not wish to give an argument to the Argentine over the Falkland Is lands and also to some extent to Spain over Gibra l tar . 

2. Figures of total population are given in Parliamentaxy Answer. (My telegram No. /,-327.) They can al l be classified as Mauritians or Seychell oi s but we know that a few were born on Diego Garcia and perhaps some of the other I s lands and so were t heir parents before them. We cannot therefore assert that there are no permanent inhabitants however much this would have been to our advantage . 

3 , In these circumstance s we think it would be best to avoid all references to "permanent inhabitant s". We are accordingly arranging that in place of the guidan ce i n para graph 2(h ) of our telegrrun No . 1+327 on population the fo ll owi:(lg will be used in answer to questions by the Press in London: -

Begins . 

"The tot al population i n all the Islands numbers only about 1,5 00 1Jers ons who, apart from a fe w off icials and es tat e managers, consist of laboUT.ers from Mauritius and Seychelle ,s employed on copra estates , guano extrac tion , and th e turtle industry together with their dependants ." 

Ends , 

/4 . If questioned 
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F.oreign .Office telegram No, 4)61 toAJKiMIS New Yor.k 

-2-

L If questioned on this subject you should reply accordingly. 
You can add that we have of course their welfare very much in 
mind and shall be discussing with the Governments of Mauritius 
and Seychelles the arrangements that can most suit ably be made 
for t hem, As stated in the Parliamentary Answer the territory will be administered by a Commissioner and you could say that the 
detailed arrangements have yet to .be made. You could if you think that this would be useful indicate that in presenting reports next year for 1965 on Mauriti us and Seychelles vre will include a state
ment of what the,se arrangements are. 

5. You should know that present thinking is that inhabitants would not be removed from all the Islands until they are required for defence purposes but timing will depend on resettlement plans wl1ich have yet to be worked out. This may make it difficult to avoid an obligation to report on the territory under Article 73(e). We are most anxious however not to have to do this and are con
Elidering the rriatter f urther. In the meantime we should wish to avoid any comment on t he applicability of Chapter XI. If this is raised in a wny which requircis some answer you should say that it would be prematurie to deal with the question until detailed arrangement s for tho administrnti on of the territory have been worked out, If' a res olution is tabled calling on us to accept Coor.tor oblt/j11tiono f or the torri tory you should seek instructions 
but we hope t hie can bo o.void~d. 

6. Your pora~a:ph 6, Wo asrt:il!li el!le also paragraph li- above, 

l, Your plll'agraph 7, Wo ag:roci, You oould also say that the 
two Govsrnme,nta have boen full y consul teid about and o.re in agreement w1 th the now ~ r angem<mts, 
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Telegram from the U.K. Mission to the U.N. to the U.K. Foreign Office, No. 2971 (16 Nov. 
1965)
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¥' ~ • .., · 

/ 

Top co,:Y 

Ih Q)~~ 17· ifo vemoi.lr !965 · ' 
R~·'Ok..\.O ... i 1 ~o~e$i'oor ·1-9o5 · , .,-;, : 

. : ·. ~; ·,::·:j 
·, , / 1 . • ··J 
J.- t..J. l .... - '- ...... 

$.$.A 2)£~/v·''.i~i' . 0!.t'1q,e· t~le ram ;iCJ. :>u 1 or lo No··;(;·~:-:i~f;'_ 
.·-~l :~ ~t'M~fm,a~. Ol~ to : ~Ut'i tl uu ;;>eJchelld !1fft?:'L~fnd Sa~irt,S' to : 'lir.tHbing to n 

'i"•tf_·P.w.-'th '.Committeia - · 8.ri tLrn ln<llun Oco»r, 'tl···i ' ') '" ' . \~f\:::~/~;;,)t_ ;_..,,-.· . ' . . . . .,. • . "'· . J . 
;.:::~.;~. . . . /{J.~J;~h'f.~9 . raised · in - t.odnys debt. te by >f81 1t: 'l.f 1l ll , Cuc,, 'ftp0 s h V-i.1:t 

i:1.n-~ ooncen tra red on 
:o;•eation oi' a nen/ I c~lo.ny I ; 
i nt1.dminsib1lity f de tadt.L n.~ 'l n;-ld rr o::1 ~ col onrni 
G9vt.u"IlI!ler?,t rega :rdl~s:a: of coi:1p,.::nsrt~ion ( ' w eh ciO!,ty') r'J.id ; _ 

:·:: l8) ... 'dwrJlgo:· to inte1· uS ts or tl. mi.non t.y · \' (J(; h ' represc :Htl : __ £:,,eB . : . . or: the ·majorHy tw:.d. bet::\ ·pe:r:; ~l.;l.dc.d :o iji_ I'te ; a.nd 
of Resol;, 1 tion ·1 :i t i,.. ( xv) . 

:~lr:·~ \;1l1"efxt 1s , in my ii;.i.mc;::i ate ly fo ll owlng tele~ru.".l . 
:':::;;j ~· •'-~::,;::.::j" ', ~ .. .- ~ - ; . Ff} 'f\i~;:~: .. }roreign .Office p.len:se -p!l. SS Pr i on ty ~o Mnw•i t.i.U5 ~ ~.nd ~- : .. ~;· ' ·. 
:''..\}· "'''.rd ·,--.,~)fes: l ( ·,-· ·· ___ ·· · -

--..~_·::.: - . . . . . ' ' •. 
. 

··-. ' • . . ,· 

Of fi-0 e for r eJ,~ti t;.i oo t o Mau..r·,1. tius 

f~ !..~ i . 
n 

I 

I 

I 
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Despatch from F. D. W. Brown of the U.K. Mission to the U.N. to C. G. Eastwood of the 
Colonial Office, No. 15119/3/66 (2 Feb. 1966)
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· · Tp.a.nk you foi-; your lette~ . Ilill/140/458/Pl of 7 
!E~U'tt .tn,e ll?,dian _ -Oce~ ~er u, tor9: and Ar t1.cle 73 or VJ,W,r ,er. · 

2. On future action by the ' Coinmitt e e ot 24 .(your pa r a g r ap h 1) 
we must o~r~ ~inly expect th a t the · Committee wiil want a 
.discussion on , th~ issue. We do not kno~ when it wi1l come 
nor in what form and much will depend on the rest of the 
Co~itt&e•s programme and pn any furt her petitions. Alth ough 
·tne ·re · i's no sign at pr maent of this becoming a really ma.jor 
issue: ·_at .any- r at e ~ompa re d wit h such questions a s Rhodesia 
and _A.den, . t~ere is every J?Os sibility a s Lord Caradon told 
your Secret~ of $t rate at t he meetin g on. 20 Janu~y, th a t 

· we s~all be .f a ced with eerious trouble,. and much wil.l d~pend 
on how we can pr esent the matter. 

3. It is WQrtli notin g.g hat has happ ened in the Fourth 
Commi:ttee s.o far·. .Both t ·he- Committee diseuss.ions and 
As~embly re-s-0lut1 .qn 20.66 fXX) dealt with the matter as part 
of the que s tion of - Mauritius. Of£.ici .a.lly no cognizance was 
"\ia.ken of 'the ' existence o·f .,B.I.O .. T. as a s epa r a te ·entity 
and indeed the resolution sim ply noted ,vitJ ;r de-ep concern 
tli a t any step to det ach the fslands "would b~" a contr aven ti on 
of . riurnlution 1514 and invited us to take .no· action which 
-"wouidtt d1s;m.e1I\ber .'the territory and violate its territo.rial 
integrity. Many deleg ations may not have tumbled · to the 
fait accomp11 qf se pa r ation. Th.e ~uea tion of adding B~I.O.T, to the- list of non self-governing territories may not therefore. 
arise immedia tely so directly as you su ggest, and the point 
at issue may come u p initi a l l y un der either .Mauritius or the 
Seychell~s - a s ~t has in thfWast~ . 

4. Secondl7 - the p oint of a.tt a.ok, or r ather wa.rni-ng, };).as- so 
far been re ·stricte .d, ape.rt from the general 11bases" issue, 
1.o the point eonce rn in g the t erritori a l integrity of Mauritius 
.and the $eyc-hellea i n the context . of resol.ution 15'14 and is 
not yet on: the more seri ous ·charg e of viol'ating Chapter ll 
of the Charter 1 tself, a l though this wo.uld c,ome and l;),e much 
more serious if' it became a;pparent th a t w.e were ·doi.ng so. 
Eve ntu a lly we sha ll have to f'ace the issue ' of whether we 
re ga :z;-d chapt er I.I - a s app lic a ble, if only when the Committee 
of 24 comes to ~eport on t he tr an smi s sion of info~m atio ~ un der 
Arti 'cle 73(e) ro ·r 19 65. If we ha ve !1:9.! t r ansm iiit e~ any 
i.tli"O~J)lai iop, 1;bi!3 \d. 11 be almos t cert ,ain to a ttr act co .mrne~t 
an d we sha ll be obli ged to justify our pos ition. This bri ngs 
me di r ectly to t h e p oint i n pa r ag r ap h 3 of your lett er t ha t 

/the ne w 
C.G. Eas t wood Es q ., C, M'. .. G., 

Coloni a l Office, 

C ONFI :DENT!AL 

./ 
.E. 
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? ! Ott -~e basis of.~ the · inform.ati9n av~ilab -le it seems to 
us . dif-£1~:t , _to a:yoid 1;~e 1c-&niJ1ua1-on that the new texrit.017 .!l! 
a:. f!O»-se-~.:1~~go~ - te--r:ri'tqry under Cba:p t-el.' XI of the 0-harte-r, 
p~t~'tO-arlt since ; i. t ha~ ~d will or may have .. a- more o:r less 
set-·U.ed p_op_ul-a:ti'on, how.ever small. We cannot dise1a±m ·0-hal:t,er 
0--_ b. a.i __ ga:- . t _ 1:_ ,ons_--to ~the _ inha _bi tant~ because they: are no1. indifenoua ,_ 
~e& tfits,;: w1914~ dest.ro¥ our ca.se oh the Fe.lkla.ntis and G ·'hiaita.rJ 

,, ~o~ ~~P~,g wo~d the -fa.e,ts ~ubstanti~ve, a plea. -that the 
~abi'tanya -~ue , not- permanen't - sven if (which is not neeessarily 
tne , c.asi!•.l ebap't:er ,xr of' the Charter were conf'"ined to pa~en't 

!•P.0.\)1µ iiiU,f!•~-: ~retQN -~e . ,here .fe&J. 'that, ho~eve:r we mar 
h i~s _ 'the" tssne~ the V,nit :ed J'fat'ions wU1 consider 'that it do.es 
:,f - _ gii<Jer '.Q)la.pte;r _XI-;. it 1s. not 1n their View s.o mu.eh a' 
~e~ ion of our de~.id'ing whether or not to ace,ept a Oh~er 
'9bli.ga.tion a~ · 0'1 ow:-· actuaU.y haring one wh~th:er- we lika i 1 
o£ ·~ot; .OpeJ.'-1lz to ref'use tcf aeeept our obllgatj_pna ·w.oul.d of 

~,~Q~~- ~SQ , be in contrad1,ctfon ~ o:f the ·c•loiµa.1 pol1~1' which 
. tr~ •haV-e not only followed of our own free w.ill, but announc~d 
;'.,tlm:e1 and time a.gail!J. here, _ that we proeeed bf consultation . and 

1 ::c · · ~'t · .on ~he basis ot the pa~amo_untcy- of t"he 1nt~~~at~ • of -
· people .eonc:erned and in aecordanc,e wit>:i t .he prin<;ipl:e o'£ sell- · · 
,d.ete-mina:tioh ,. Koreover .if I und'erstarid it righ-t we have m 
te.<ii ~,gone as far a.a w~ p~sst bly can to eateguar,d · the 1ntereete o:t 

__ th~ · peopie and in.tend to eontimle ~o do so: given t1'rat defence , 
· 't$CU-1tt-=.s w,ere requ.ire -d, we have looked for as _ ~pop,µa:t;ed a -· . 
·set ·:()t~ 1;1~t>lls as . w-e could find, consis ,tent witlf mili :tary r~quire
.mintf,, --so that ~he mitu.m.~ ~ha_rdship would be Q-auaed;; ~ o~er 

_ \JJ.Gt._ to , -ccompl.ieate . the de.col.oniaation of Mauritius and later - the 
· .-Sey~l:\$11,oe-e, we .. have created the new territory:; and we: are E.OW 
going, ·to _ pa7 l~ge o£tlipensat1.on -to J«auriti,~ and tb,& S~ychel.1e~ 
ancl do the _ best . ~ ~-mi t:or the ' inhabitant~. W~- th~rdor., wonder 
whether:-. . fif ' thii l!gh.~ of 'the po':in't in pa.ragra;ph : 4· -above) i ~-ls 
_real.17 _ ri~t to _conc1u.d.e that we oannot se act ' .. EUf 1:o ·be able to 
px:ese-.n1· a ., f~ir.li z-easonal,>l.:e case :£0~ the the .~is - tha.'$ . o,u- actions 
.are . eon.ai8'tent w1t'1 our Charter obligations 1n re:spe~ .t o~ th!f 
ne• :terntor;y, an4 JliOr0 important its _people, . and _ re~ll;y right 
thatAve .. s_he>tll.d. ourseLTes deliberately ·.give the . (loimrlttu just 
cause tor eri~ci.s41s us tor .a complete breach~ the Charter,. 

''._i.f that c~ pos-si bl.y' be a.voi-ded ~ fiT 
FI• . 



Annex 80

7" It . JA.B,y theretore be w~rth looking again at hat would hav e to ba don~ tr ..,_,, w-ere. to accept and try to -discha-r,ge our 
Cb.{1-rt~r oblii a.tio n~. b theory v;e should h~v~ to acce pt th e pa r8ll1oun!cy ·of the · 1-n.terest~ ot the peop le, deYelo p s,elf
governmEµlt .. and !rep p-ol.itical institution~, and t ake into account . the!,r _pol.itict.l asp:i .r a.tione; we shouJ.d 1lS.ve to a.ct-Ul a. ~~r y;hieh could be reco.rtoiled . with the princ i p1e of sel.i' ... det~rm.ination fin view "?lot of Chapter XI but rather of 
ou:c own repe a t e d. and J:mquaUfied co mmit rne:nt e to do ao 1.n all our ·' ter:d:to:des); and e shou1d a1s1J hav e to report on the 
-te:rri tory. In. pr a ctice thi"s might no t necessarily amount to more~ devising aome .means of asso ci ating the presen t popula.t1-0n pendjng their ~vacuatio n, and th e final re maining labour :force after mili-tarization, wi t h the a<lministrati.on 0£ the islands,. We w:euld al.ao have to devise evacuation s cheme-a, as and when the tilne comes for each individual island, with · sui'ta.b ·l~ individual .tina.ncial induc.apients to ensure that t h ose who a;re to atay can be shwon to , hav e done so volunt arily. 
Woild no~ these measures to eom.e e~tent at least be neces sary for the orderly- ad,n:.i:p.:l,e·tration or the is lands and of' the eta~µi!t1,.o-n, quite , apart ',trom ottr Charter oblig ati ons, ev.en though the;r woul<Voe. di.fficult? As regards repo-rt -ing -\7e shall be :faced anyhow with having to ex p1.a 1n i.n the Committee o~ 24 and the- :Fourth Comm! ttee what we a.re o.oing in order to ani:n er , pe.titi<;mers and criticisms. Would reporting under Art-icle 73(e) n~ces-sarily inf"J.iet any further burden or hav,e any wi-der longterm imp11oationwhich we cou1d not accept? 

a. W~ fully r~aJ.ise that this course may be either impossible - to carry out oecause of the geographioal separation , of the islands, or be ineom:oatible with Anglo/Amert .can military requi~ement~, .and that the acceptance o.f 1.\rticle 73 obli ,ga:tions mey eventually land us in trouble, and that there£ore the conc1usion reaehed in your paragraph 3 may still turn out _ to be - the only one :practicable. You.-may however think in view of the argumen~s above that it is worth looking at again. It would "inc.identally to some extent mitigate the difficulty 
of · our attitude in these islan ds co1.tf).icting with our position over tlie Falkland .Islands and Gibraltar - a conflict to which attention has already oeen dr awn .in ·th$ Fou.rth .Committee. 

9,. Should this not oe-_possible we entirely agree th at it is worth considering what measures might be taken to red1ice our vulnerability to criticism. The ntea-au.res f.qreshado wed in your _paragraph 5(1) and {2) ould certainly help us t o some extentt 
by enabling us to show th at there was no loc~ mmerehip · 
of land and that all the in.habi ta.nte of the islands vie.re 1e-_gally e:1. th:-!!r Mauritians or ... eychellois. :But to p ve . this substance we should have to -demonstrate that a ll t.nese people had th .e .f'ull po litical and other ri gh ts of other Mauritians .and Seychellois - including, most important, the ri ght tQ vote 

/and to 
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,t- _ · ,1., • 

10 r ,. ·.I . sh.OJild· ~<14 ,lh~!t we . are . also inclined ·te thillk tha.t the 
- et;,s,u_ret!" in 79u.r p~ph .. 5(;1.), and_ (2)- would · be worth talrul.g 

,&"1W, 1£ -you we~ • ·able :to deci'de that we sh-ou.ld aoce--pt_ our. 

Oharler o.'bligatio~ as . sugge-tted . earlier in this let-ter. ¥hey . 
mi.gh1 he1p 1ld to jus-tify tlie eventual evacuation meaauretJ and 
,p esi b1y also to . qQii~ demands under Reselut :ion 1514 for :prQgress 

'tOi aria ·1nctap~1ul-ence. In that case the ._provisions made for 
. 'the inhabitants ·:tQ have some say in the adminiatraUon of the 
i.eJ.ands wouid.. be ~ a bo:nus., over and above the .ir rights ae 
l(aur-i Ue.ns or Sceycliellois • 
.,. , ,· " 

µ; ,. · ¥.irJ.a..lq . th.- reaet 4on here. Whatever we do we are · liable
to :be . faced with seri ous trouble , an,d:, whe-ther we try to show 

_ 'i: -~ ·t .our ac-tioU.: are consistent with our Charter obligati_oms 

~l:" .Article 73- or no-t, there will al.ways be thos •e Yho will 
ao~use"us (Jf peing ~ breach of them. In!}eed ·it would n.at be 
ditt:t oul.t tor · OUl."' cz-1.Ucs to develop the arguable the~:ds that 
det~e .nt 'bl" itself was a breach o~ Article 73. Nevertheless 
we· ~re inclined to -think that 1.t we were to accept our Charter 
t,b111(at .1.0J18· in z:espect of tne new territory, er at least no1 
~ e were no~ doing so, the ef~ect of the reaction would 
,pro 'b!i be ''iit:tgateti; arid that -conversely, ii' we de1i:tlerat~1y 

~ - te ~11 . not do .. so:, it Will be increased. In -either even1i 
' n.at se.- td us important from our angle he re is that we should 

-n as good ·.a ·aase a.:a we can to e-xplain and that in -that 
1.i:matioD, ·1:t; should .be clear that e are doin.g our best :for 

t,n~, _ adm·Uted}T very few, inhabitants concern-ed. 

/12. I am 
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U.K. Foreign Office, “Presentation of British Indian Ocean Territory in the United Nations”, 
IOC (66)136, FO 141/1415 (8 Sept. 1966)
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/c;;:.,:::/ ,,·: .,.,, • I : ~, • ~~ 

. . · ... ~.:•~· ., ·. :;· . . :. . "':-:;.~:: ·. 

··p:iiEsm~i'.:TION oF.BRiT+'s~·j1:ki-Kw.'odi'lit 'TERRITORY. iN -

Documents; · H a. Hou~~ o"". Co~oris 1 O ·November, 1 %5 !!~!!:~: ~i~~r t:!~_6f ;~~i-!~n :to ' ~he S ~cret~y 

B.I.O,,T. ' O'rcier L--i"Cou.ticil, :_1,9~5. _ 

' Br .ief' ·io United .Kingdom Mission - Foreigr(Of'f'.ice 
teleg1?am to lfow York, N_o. 436f of' . 10 ·Novem1Jer; 1 965 • 

Fourth C~mm:i.:ttee debates of' 16 and _25· Nciveniber, 
. 1965 (A/04/SR 1558 and . 1570)~ · ... ' ' . 

General _ Assembly Resolution 2066(1'..X) 

Secretariat Wor1cing Papers Ji/LC · 109/L279 of' 
26 J,:pril, 1966 and Ldd. 1 of' -,0 A-i:.e;ust., "i'.;)66. 

Prov .isionai" Bummary .Record of' Sub-Conim:i.ttee _ r · 
of' tne Committee · of' 24, .. 1"2 August _, 1:966 . . 
(lL/11.C o i 09/SC 2/SR 28) , _ . ..· - . . •.. 

I B!~ CKGRO UlID 

The British Indian Ocean Territory was c_ons-r;ituted by 
Order ir. Coi.mcil J.n November, 1965 "f'or the construct2on of' 
defence facilities by the British- and United States Government::; 11

• 

The isla.."ldS which f'orm part of the British Infila:n Ocean 
Territory .had f'ormerly bee."l administered as dependencies of' 
Mauritius . ~"ld the Seychelles. _£3m. c_ompensation was .agreed 
and ha •s ' already _ been paid to . the Government of'.· Ma'uri t _i11s; . , in · 
the case bf . the Seychelles . it was agreea. :that . a civil . airf'ield 
wouJ.a: be constructed in (!.Ompensation to the Gcvernnient_ 9f' that . 
territory. - · There was opposition at the time iri .Mauritius f'r .om 
the Parti :Mauricien on the grounds that the compensa:tiqn was 
insuf'fic.ierit; it he.s ·beeµ __ dcirman-t •in tl;te . last -few "inonths . 'but 
could' reappear as an: issue j:n: :the :f'orthcom:i:ng Mauritius . .: . 
elections. In · the Seychelles; . the leader ·of' · the , Seychelles 
Pe0rile's_ United -Party; Mr. Rene~ -vocif'eroutly ·opposed the 
idea of Americe.n bases -'be:f.o::.•e· agreell)ent was ~•eached with , the · 
Seychelles ·.Government, 'but : s.ince then •·-he has ·· tried to ,steal 
credit _ for securing an .airfield f'or _the Seycpelles _and is 
unlikely t ,<? .renew his o:pposi t.ion., , · · · · · · 

Geo~anhy~ Present Pi:nrulation and E~ononi;c Acti-efit;z 

2,. . · The. n~w _ T.er·;ito:;-; · consists of the Chagps :i".~qhipeiago · __ 
(f'ormerly- idministered py _·:the GoverI)ii,eii.t ,of' Ma~iti1W} ,~ii . 
the groups · qf islands 1mq1-'.m a~ ll:.ld.2,ci:'a; --~?-rg_-µh_~ arid))esroches 
(f'ormerly a&n.inistered by ·the ·Gover:ruile?it of Seychelles ·). ·. 
Their _:oopul9.-tioris :ha-ve been estimated" · to be approximately 

· 1,000 1of' · which about a half' ·:µ,e 1'ciuna. j;n the one island of' 
Die •go Garcia.), 100, 172 e.nd 11•2 · resp .ectively. {This 

· · h~u1~~ 
SECRET LND . GUlc1ID 
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·1 ,~-
... . ' 

~~if ;~~;;~~I m~!Jlli!j~i~~f ~~;:t 
Farq_uhar 420 south - west and Alfu:t'bra :is · 500 miles • south".:' . 

west • . (A convenient sketch map o.f' .Uni tea. -S tat .ea orit;i.Yl; · 

;~;v~~:s::~r~ :~a ~~!~e ~;5up·~i;:c;;~ '1~;t;,;nt/it:~~itJ:':: 
an historical accident. :\'!.hen t ·he ·se ·. isbnds ;were · . . ·· 

origj u.ally acg_ui l'ed by' tbe . Cro ;,,n they . were unpopulated 

b1lt since the 19-th century -they .ha ve been developed 

privately as copra J)lantati .oris on a· ·sniaii .scale (except 

Llda1;Jra, .-.whose only economic asset i-s · its _ tur _tle exports 

to the Seychelles). · . . . , . . . , 

3. . The :pres~nt population of' the .se . . island 's .;:is., v:e be .l 'iev.e 1 

ei:J.tire .ly/ · or aJ.riost entirely, . cff'·:c6:ritr .act :·.l:abour, or : the .ir . ~ 

dependants, :from Ma:uri tius or the ·· Seyche .lles · einp.Toyed by ...,.g 

the pi ·es ent mmers of .. the 12.nd a.c,d living . in ,;iousing ·. 

:;,rovic.t:!d by their employers arid they have no · i.>iterest in 

these islands other than in their j.obs i1hic..ri. they enter or 

renew on ~ 8- month or ti,r'o-yec.r contracts. · ·. W.e be .lie "te . t1iat 

almost all of them are 'relatively shor ·t - te= ·in...ri.abitants ., 

staying for · longer or shorter per -io .ds .( dep .ending .on wr..ether 

they rGnew the:.r contracts) but a ·:former Cc.J."cnial decre"tary 

oi' Mauri•~iuf' ., i'nr ·. ?.o'bert Newton, who .conducted a SUl'Vey 

of the islancls in 1 964 bef'ore their aetacri..ment ·estim2.ted 

that ther-0 was a small nu!l:ber w one :l.slana. viz. ·_Di •eg:o Garcia 

who co-uJ.d. be rcgarc1ea. as having thei1, permanent homes ·there, 

either becc.use they we!'e second - generation inhabitants -·or 

·because they he Ye never lef't the island. Eis estim'.:l."tes · are 

·cased on hearsay anG. because his is th~ only .estimate . available 

wi ·thin the 12.st fi:ve . years, ·the rele-vant extract ·i'rom' his . 

repor "t . is atcached at iu1..nex B. · ·· · 

i:..dministr2ticn 

4. The::. is ·lands were hitherto very looseJ,y ~dmir.cist ·er~ ·d . · . 

f'rom Mauritius =d the Seychelles and were iP.f'.reo .uent:ly :. 

visited by the administrations o:f those two territories~ 

Under . the B.I.O~T~ Order i..71. Council . 1965 the L:arl .6:r .,O:xi',o.rd 

and Asquith~ . at presei1t also Governor of' the Beycbellea '·.ls 

constituted the Commissione! · of the · B·.r.o.T ·. ::md it :is .. ··, · · 

intended . that a Res .ident J.dmi..>iistrS:tor will" be a-ou.oint~a this 

yee.r. !)~y-'-t o,-day traini..'-i.istra ti ·on . of' . . these islands- :has ? b'.een . 

in _. the " .pa!5y ·large]j' . in t:he hen~ · :of' the . employer~ :~ · ·· · ·· · 

Future Use · of'·B,I.O.T.a.TJ.d theFate 0~ its Iii.rial:Jitarits .( ·, 

5s No decisions .heve . yet bcen .-:~·eached by -Elithe:i:-· Eer ,;1\ijesty'~ 

Government or the Uni tea. States ·Go:verrurient about t ·he 

constr uctio).1 of any . f'a c ;i:i,..ities ~here . in J3.I.O . '.i:' .• . Neve;r--

theless e., smal l Briti sh :and United Sfa:tes party •wilJ :-'visit · 

. .Al',fubra . in i3eptem ·oer :to survey _ its possi:bl~ use ,·as a :site . 

for a militriry u'irf'ield,; . '.The B~B.C~. i,s .. 13-l so ·sur'vey:Lrig . .. -

il.l~bl'a: as a :possible El:i te f'br. . a raa.ici . relajr '.station . for the 

'purp ose . bi'_ oroa_ti oast1ilg :to Eas~ _ll..f.r:tc-9: • . . .Fo.f ·~~elY ;. •·. . . 

: · '/pr1a.ctf c al 

···""=----' - ----- ...C. 
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•· 
· . .-... 

;.:.'... .. _ ,.;. ,.; . ~· - . : \::.;.:~::; . 

~:t!!~~;i1!:.Ji: }~tc!~: · c i/6~~ tttrn~e{~ttni. :fe;e§~ct-ti3s ::~. 

Gover.nnient .. ,iere interestea: :iii having a communications 

station ::.on '..Diego . G:arcia • . · This requirement l:i;as nm·i .tacl½a· . 

out the:{ :'ha,re recei~tly e:i.'])ressed interest in possible . :., . 

nave.F f'acili ties on ·a .mode st scale f'or which they . wish to 

?!;it~~:t i}~e:Yr:try 
0
;;i~~ el~i~fs~i;a~ i~i;: ~ i~~~ember . or 

6.., The;~ fo ·therefore no imm~di ate need . t~ resettle : the· 
population of these islands but their evacuation mig_rit 

0onceiv2-bly become necessc.r;y at · six months notice should 

a ·military requirement of' any of' them arise: _At ~resent 

plans for the acquisition of the freehold riGnts :!..TJ. all 

i;hese islands except Aldabra, wr.ich is occupied by a lessee 

·a.of' the ·crown ., · are be:LTJ.g co11sid.sr6d a.TJ.d ·a Ministry of .1)ef :eri.ce 

.::representative has re·cently •ret1L"!1ed f'roru a ~isit .to .these · 

' islands .where he has investigated possible .purchase prices 

with the owners. D·raf't legislation at present under 

cor1si ·deration includes an immigration law, which wou ld . 

reauire that the in.ria~oi tants should be issued T:i th entr;ir · 

'nermi ts -a.TJ.d a land ordinance wJ:i..ich would P!'OV.ide the . 

Government with power .s .of' compulsory 2CQUisition should 

negotiations break dovm. 

7 0 The :present owners are ·2 pparently aware of' the Committee 

of' 24 interest in 3,I.o.T. =d ~ccording to the Ministry of' 

Dei'ence h2.ve nitchec. their nrices in accordznce with . the . 

po litical embarrassment which mi,;]1t ensue should negotidions 

break dovm ~ It is as yet too ecrly to judge whether a 

v6lunta .ry settlement will be re2.ched but there is no re2.son 

to believe that an a.ccommodction will not be 2.chievad. 
. . . . 

. B. Th~ evacuation cii' the islands sho~d not (so i'ar as ca.'1 . 

be judged in the :::.·osence at present of a settled aclminis

tratic:in) cause insuperable difficulty. The Chagos Lrchipelago, 

in which · there is the grec1test concentration of' people., are · 

wholly ovme.d by the Chagos ·.:.galega Company, who also ovm the 

f'reehold in L.galega (which remains a dependency of' Mauritius) 

.wher·e .. there ··are nlans f'or ei.'Llansion in coura uroducti ·on and 

where coricei vnbly some resettlement might - ta.ke :plac 'e. From 

all accou.'lts, none of the population would have a real . · 

interest in staying ·m the islands unles ·s emplqyers . wer ,e to 

f'.ind them .jobs there. In · this .-sense ther 'e is no real 

community and the great majority should be happy with 

settled .pccupations . elsewhere. The . cost · cif' their reset:tlement, 

which would .:ieed to be ule.nned with the full cooueration ·of'. 

the ·Mauritius a..TI::l Seychelles Governments wouid be met by 

Her M;ijesty' s Government .~ · . 

9. Al though the ·separation or these islands was f'ully 

agreed with the Mauritius and Seychelles Governments no 

progress has so f ar been '·made i.ii discussing the .resettlement 

o~ the population in detail; nor is it ~eally possible to 

.make very def'inite . plans unti ·l th'e aui:Joj.iitnient of'. an · . 

·Administra~or; ;probal:ity this year ·, whci could u.>idertake _ the 

work .of' establishing the · 'origin of' the individuals concerned 

on tl:l~~-f!p6'(; end of examining their cl::i:iriis~ We would wish 

to establish .tha.t the inhabitants are all legally either . 

Mauritians or Seychellciis ·aµa· ,cine · .• :e:·t .he me.tters which ·will 

/have 
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heive to be raised .with the .Mauritia."l and Seychelles Governm!3nts :is the g_uesti _on of their cc .cepta,,"TJ.ce thet tlle __ :individuals in · oriestion have · this status an.a.· their agr~e-:- · ment to the _ issue to the i.7-riabit:mts of' passports of their · country of- origin,. We would then envisege the iss _ue o::' temporary r~sidence :permits by B.I.O.T~ for those in _the _ _ Territory ,. ' V:e ·sho;ild ·then have ,.est a-olished a _·si t uation -in whic ·h there were no indi vid=ls with cla:i-ras mi -B .-I .• -0 . T. or ·without .ci1:1:i6s on either .Mauritius or th~ _Seychelles. - we·--envis:;,.ge .no di f':ficul ty with the G-civerrn nen ts of' °t.1'3.uri tius and the Seychelles in carrying through these processes. 

II 

•. , 

1-0. The primary o'bje-:tive m ocq_uirJ.ng these isla.."lds f'rom Mauritius a.llel the Seychelles to f'o1·m the new "British Indian Ocean Territor;}" 1 w2:s to - ens1:re thai Her Majesty• s Government had f'ull title to,- a.."ld control over, these isl~ .nf .s so that they could be used f'or the construction of' def'ence f';;,_cilities without hind.ranc ·e or political agitation and so th:>,t when a -oarticular is::!.and would be needed i'or the -construction of British or United States defence f'acilities Br itain or the United Ste ,tes should be able to cle 2:r it of' its cur.rent po_pulfltion; The Lmeric2 .ns in p2rticul2.r att2ched great im:portallce to t!'lis freedom of manoeuvre, J.ivo.rced f' rom the normal co.1.B:i.:dera tions 2-p:plying to a populated dependent ter- .ritory. These islands were therefore chosen not only for thei"r str·? .tegic :.oc2,t:i.on but also bece ~use they ·h'.od, for all practical purposes, no pe::'l!lenent population. 
ii. It was implied in this ol:ljective, and recognised at the time 1 that · we cculd not accept the principles govern:ing . our othe:i:!\, ise 1Ll1iversal behaviour in our dependent territories, e.g. we could not accent that the interests of the ir1_"1:la'bitants · were :paramount and th at \':e ·should develop self-government 'there. We therefore consider tr..c,t the best way in which i-:e ca._'1· satisfy these objectives, whe."l our action comes under scrutiny iri the United ·Nations, v,ould be to assert from the start, if' the -·need : arose, th2 ,t this territory did ·not f'e,ll within the · scope of'. Ghipter XI of' th _e United Ifa tions Charter. 

12. JJJ.· ililuortt.nt consideration here is that one of the prerer.,uisitei3 of' Unite _d States cooper:;.tion, fina."!1,cially o:::othe!'l".'ise _, is that they too should have freedom of' manoeuvre and it ie - extremely dou·otf'ul -whether they vrould 'be _ inte :::-ested in rema:ini."TJ.g pflI'tners ;'ii th us in -developjng facilities on these islands t rio i',:greement has yet been si5I!eu ) if' we had to regard the ·needs · .of' the : -present trarisj ent popu l ation as paramount or if there were a l ega l basis for continuous scrutiny of' our actions in _the Unitea Nations. 

III Ti,,CTICS 

13.. So f'2.r, the United Nations h2s dealt with -:he subj3c .t of' D.LO.T. all!lo ·st entirely in tl:),e c ontext of' · Mauritius. In ~1?:,st __ year' s Fourth . Co=i _ttee and Genere.l Lssembly no 

/ cognis:,,.nce 
. .SECRET i i,:ND GU,..P,D. 

-----'-- -- -- - -~ 

P\ease note that this copy is supplied ubject t o the National ~i ves" t~rm~ a~ co_nditions 3nd that your ·· use of it may be subject to copyright restrictions , Fu;11'er mfo~~on IS given m the "Terms and · · Conditi ons of supply of the National Arcluves leaflets - ' r J 
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.f ~~~~~~~~1lif ~~llii~!~~f~: 
invited 'lS to 'tru:e no a 'ction · which · "woul'a" -:a.fomem1Jer iJ:ie .· . 
territory and vio2.2.t ·e its te rri :~orial . L"YJ.tegr:it:y: .. .. This · . . ,. 

~~~~-6-~~~vi_~e :~h/~:~:e~~;1:t~~;{ ~~:e~:;;;!~~t~1~q!rbl7il-t~~ br . 
26 L:pril · .1966 and :Ldde 1 ·of' 10 J.:u2,ilst ~ 1966 and :the 'Russian . · 
renre3ent'2.tive i.1. Sub-Commi .ttee I of the .Committee of : 24 ·. 
h2.s raised the subj ·ect OT B.LO.T. a s · [i "ba-s ,es" . q_u;stion~ 

. . . . 

14~ The sulJject is bou..TJ.cl. to be ra:i.:sed·ag::;in :ilr' .the 
Committee of 24 shortly, :possibly only in discussion of' 
Mauritius or the Se;i: chelles, or :po,;sibly in an attc:ck un 
our ·use of' the isl2. nds ·f'or stratc:n;:ic --ournoses. · It is 
:probablf.l that ~ hostile resolutinn will be _ fu>titep.. The 
resolution m:oly simply deplore the . f'::.ct o:f dct ,..,.chment . but .. 
i~ m2y also claim th;,.t it is i:.."J. contr::.· .,rention o'f' the Unixe .d 
m:i.t•iuns charter and/or . Genere.l ;,.sseml.Jly ··Reso"lutio.r:s and •may 
:propose · the establishment or _· s.ame m2.ch:il:i.ery (:possioly . :a_ :suo..: 
commi t·:.ee · or a Visi t:;I:rirr .mis~rion) ._ to c·ontiD.u ·e exam1.J.-ie. t =io:ri· . 
of the subject. Either in this way or ;-·(lBss likely) -D:!cause 

:;1e did not submit a seuarate return . t:O.is vear f' .or -B. I ~D-S ; . 
in respect of 1965 u..TJ.der Lrtic le 73( e) or' the Ch2.rter :,. 'l'!e may 
-De f'orced to a ccept _ or r•eject tns application of Lrticle _ .73 to 
the Territory this year. On the ·ot:ier hand.;' if' discussion -·of' 
B ., I.O.T • . results merely i.!1 a hostile ·resolution,' vrhic:1.,. does 
not :prejudice our case on the e.p:plicz:tion of' .Chapter XI . to . 
-:;he Territory, there :may be :no need . to · go .. :into our otiitude 
to tr.e application or Chapter XI at present. 

. . . --

': 5. ·Ls a TI-oases" question ', it would lJ~ : Ulli'lelpf'ul .to .Dli:tke ... 
:::.ny e:iqilanation ·of our ideas of' the strategic use ·or these · 
islands and we cannot add 2.n;fthing to · the s ·tat .ement -that · 
n0 decisions have yetbeen :reo.dhed ·o;ir either .Her Mii;jesty's 
Government cir the United Ste.tes Gover.nment -about .. the 
construction of' .any fac'iii ties 2.nywhere ·. in 13 .• t~ o; T ~ .This 

. remains our ,jul:ilic uositicin -within .·or .outside the 'United 
Nations . thoug.'1-J. news -of' the joint survey :p2rty may . get out at 
any time · f'rom now onwards. · .. 

16. Our c::,.s 'e . on' the ' ap:plic:c,ti-o 'n ·of' Cb.~ter . XI to the 
Territo'ry is tha -t :for all ,Prc:,c.tical ·purposes the territory 
does not f _2.l l within the EC·o-oe of' that chant .er .because . ·it 
nc'R no "people ,;'i : or : tli :nb.a1:iitarits" as cont'em:pl2.+ ,ecr- in 
Ch2pte1 • XI. But 'the vtealmess · of' our c·as.e lies in 

(i) ;~~~:rgh~i!e~eifr~a~!~~J~ilifn~~~g~ '.oitil~on; 

(ii) 

and 

the _ ubsence ··of vc:iting r:igl.its i.ri :their nc.-rent 
countries o:f. the .Mauriti.an:S . ond .Se:Y-c1i~J..lois .IIOW · 

. res:i.q.en.t in _:;J.I~Q~T. 

/his 

rchives ins 2 

Ref.: . f f / S CS . 
1 

te that this copy is supplied subject to e National Archives' t~rm~ a~ conditions and tha: your 
P eas:: of it may be subject to copyright restrictions . FIJ:11'er infor:ina~on 1s given in the 'Terms an 

Conditions qf supply of the National Archives leaflets 
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' 
-~-.. ~ ~;ert~:~~~~ -~:j~~!!zt~~a~t!~-~~f ;~:nvfi~t t~~!!~\~e 'rve, , ·oUI' o·i:Jjectives ·ii' _ we· clo not ge·t dravm · -into a staterr.ei:J::t · on our :posi t _ion · on tlie a:pplica tion of .C:lio;pter XI, · unless -we 2.re rorced to no so ei thcr ·oy d"irect .g_ues½ion or wher .e . · failUI'e to _do so now might preju -dice ·our case on ".ihe nona:p:i;:licabili ty of Chapter XI in the future. 

IV . Ii~8TRiJCT7QI-;"S _ . 

18. If' "b,I.O.T, ·is raised as e. 11bases 11 auebti6n 1he Deleg5-:;ion should not depart r:..~om the . formula -that ·no decisions<naYe yet been r~ached·oy either Her Majesty's Government or the United States Government abot,t the construction oi' any :facilities anywhere - b B.I.O.T. ·and the Delegation should not be drawn · int.o .8.ny .cl.is.cussici21 of this su"bj0ct ~ Se:parate instructions hcwc been sa.11.t to the Delec;;: :tio::.i about tnis line (reference; Foreign ·-Office . lett .er · of 27 Lugust, Brool:e Turner to Trench, Washingtor., . co:piei to · Ur:ited :rir.gdomhlission New York) wh:ich do no-: · r..m7ever invalid.ate this formula. Further · iz1structi6l!s v1ill be. sent if d.evelcrpments mnlrn t:tis necessary. 
19. If we are · forr.,ed to make our · ':Josi tion c:!.eC:r :m the 2.pplic2.tion of' Chapter XI -;;_o the Territory, the Delega ·tion shou1d say : - · 

"Chanter XI of the C:>ir,rter a;xilies t ·o 'territori~s - ~ whose people .s h2.ve not yet att .ained a :Cull . measur -e .:.d of self --go-vernment' • : .. s there ::,re no r peoples r in the ·Briti-sh Indian Oqean Territor ·y who could attc:.iri self - gciverrnnent it 5.s · ::'\pp2.rent "i.hi:.t Ch~pter XI has no application to th2- t t ·erritory ~ Thosici" vino go to the : -, B.I.O.T. are 2 migratory force who go in accordarice with the clenmnd ror th.::ir 12.b.our. Their numbers · f'.luctuate and 2.t mo.:;t :rench 2.t times 1_,500. Tney a:r_e, as they were before the establi -shment of t :he Terr; _tory .; e ·s,cate man~.gers, officials and l2.oo ·urer .s from Mauritius and the .Seychelles. Thay m(:.y stay in the ·territory for greater or lesser :periods cl.e:\_Jeriding on wheth~r .. · they renew their contracts or no"t .~. but - this . does not alter -:;heir essentia l ch..·trac:ter as a migratory labour force.'' · 
. 

20. If asked about the future of' the . labour f'orce the . Deleg2.tion . sh"oi.ild say that ·no decisions hnye yet been ' taken af'f' .e c ting the future of' those who i:cre now , in ·_the .Territ ·ory t'or t!.J.e_ .J>urposes of their work 1::ut ~' whEin -aecisions are . taken fu.:J.l regard . will be J;Ji=lic! to their welf'are~ 

/21 • 

.i)r.°;i<,:'<f:!3~<-~ .'.se:·:.;c:,·.r.~-.-o<•·•·'•,_. •. ,_.,., __ . ..:.._ .. -··· ·· ,.... . .• -- · ' .. ···• - · • . ·- · -·--· --··-·· . . . . ............ -· ---·----. ... ·-.··•-·.:~·~-·;...--
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SECRET .. \lffi GULP.D 

·2t ·~ The Delegat .ion should avoid any di ·scussion ·_of · 

pel.onger rights '_2.nd .. li' presea. 2.bout · the .number :s _v!ho have 

lived there .for a..-riy length of' time the Del ·ege.t ·ion -should :" 

_say (genuinely) ·th2.t we do not h:lve · 2.vail:i"ole any :precise 

· recorde of . the length of stay of indi'Viduol fqmilies. The 

.Delc3e.tibn ·.sho .. 1ld refuse to he pressed any i'urther ana. if 

asked to i'ind ·out should. underti:.ke to re:p::irt what _ was said 

.in the debate ·. 

2?. If pressed oa the question of votins righ :ts of the 

·present h :""ooul' force :L-i the B.I. O.T. in Mauritius or the 

3ey _chP.lles the Delegation should S[ly that the :position 

rem2.i.-r1s c'..S it was befor·G these islands · were scur::rated :from 

Mauritius or the Seychelles and tha t- the q_ue stion wh ether 

.or not they c~m vote i..-ri an election is determined in 

accordan .ce with the J..a.ws of lfauritius and the Seyche.lles 

2.ffecting who has end who h~s not the right to vote there. 

23.. The .a-oove fo,.•mul2.e h2.ve been dra:ftcd with csre ::ma. 

h2.ve Minister•ial authority. The Delcg2.tioa shou:i.d not 

depart from their wording thGl'efore wit.hcut seeking further 

instru::tion.s. 

SECrrn:r,: LI'l°TJ (:,,U_,.R]) 

, 
r 

.. , 



Annex 81



Annex 81

li.i ._• .. t . 

I 
I 
I 
I 

. 1124 ••• There is cert~in .ii lit :tle ·. tr2.ce o:r · the se!lse -o:f a alsti..>ict Diego . Garci2.n : community desc!'ibed ·JJy Sir .Robert Scott iri his book 11Limuria 11, · S.ir Robert · Scott holds that 11the physical character•-: istics of · the island have made · the Diego Garcians · more aown and hard-headed than the .residents ·in the other islands. 11 T"ney are ' s2.id to be "more diligent in suprilemen:ting thei!' basic .rations and tm, ·i!' cash .resources th2.n the ·-other isl2.nders .• 11 
· In: the :postcr5 .:;:it to :his book Sir Robert Scott · discusses the :impact ·_ of change ana. mates a -vlea 11:f'or- full un ·aerstandirig of the islanders 1 · · ur,iq_m( cbndiiion .; in order · to ensure that :all that is wholesome · a,,.d eJc.."];)ansive i..'1 the isl2.:r..d societies is preserved~ 11

· . 

25. Sir ·Rob-~rt Scott 1 s visits took uiace nearly ten years -ago. It is 2.lready annarent th2.t already little is le:ft of the · distin.cti ve life - o-f: Diego Garcia vinich he described. J.;.dging by . conversations with ·che ma.riager, . and with others on the .island, most of: the inhabitants of': Diego Garcia ,iould gladly ,•:ork . el ·se-where · i:f ·given the opportunity. The · doctor •on Dal!lpier, Surgeon-Lieutenant Maclean, who spoke French well and s:rent teri da;17s on · the isl:J:nd, endorsed these comments on Sir Rober ·c .Scctt's observa._ tions. .At the ti!!le or the s"U.!'vey there ·was little evidence of' a::zy rual sense of a distinct community ev olved by the s ·.:iecial ·1ocal e.:wironment. Since f'our-f'i:fths of' the labour :force are . . . Seyc:-.hellois under · 2-:year' or i 8~month contracts, -the evocation of' .. a distinctive attitude to lif'e f'rom tha appearance of': a chance-:--met individual on Diego Garcia is hazardous. Dif'ficulties in establishi..rig the paternity o:f some children was a further indication of' a loose s0cial struc·~ure - since it could not be at-tributed :to the evolution of . a matriarchal society . The!'e are grou..'lds · :for the conclusion that life on Diego Garcia evolved to meet the special conditions o-f: the 19th century and that attachment . to t .he island in recent years was f'ostered by t .he easy-going ways o:f the · old co mpany rather than to the . island itself. The impact of' the ne w comre.ny has loosenea the old ties and if there is a distinctiv~ · way o:f life on the isla..rids it is Seychellois rather than • Mauritian being A.f'i,ican in origin and evolved round · tlle coconut ·palm. 

26. Of the total population of'° .Diego Garcia, perhaps 42 men arid 38 women, with 154 children, might . be accepted as . Ileois. According to the manager 32 men · and 29 women made relatively :frequent visits to relatives in . Mauritius and perhaps no more · . than . 3 men and 17 women, :including . a v1oman. of' 62 who had never · le:ft •Diei;o Ga.rc.ia, could really -De regarded as having their · .. permanent homes on the island,, . The pr -oblem of' the . Ileo"i-s and the · extent to which they form a distinct c.omnnmity is one o-f: some .subtlety and is not within the grasp oi' the present .manager o:f Diego Garcia. But . it may be accepted as a · oasis f'or t:urther · planning that if it becomes necessary . tci -transf'e ·r the whole population there wili be no · problem re ·se!libling, f'cir instance _, .the Hebl'idean evictions. .Alternative ·eriroloyment on a new domicile under ·suitable conditions elsewhere should 'be· acceptable~ 11 
· 

.. ~ •. c.--···% ······' ··•-•s··~,- .-,v --·.: ··· · ;.. · ·•··· . .. ·,···'• ·+· ·.··;· .,. · ·r ·--,,'.°_'.:'::·"' ::5····3·,·•:ai·-·~--···:;;;.··- -"-~---
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STEERING COMMITTEE ON INTE.'q__l\iLTIOl'TAL ORG.ANIS. .. :.TIONO 

PRESENTJ,..TION .OF BRITiSH INDL\N TillP.RITORY IN TEE 

TJNTTED -NATIONS . 

Corri~endum to IOC(66)136 

Page 1, Line 4. Arter "Written" insert "P.Q." 

Page 1 , Line 21 • After "which 11 delete II f'orm part 
of'" insert II constitute" • 

Page 2, par~gr>2.ph 3, line 2. ;;.i'ter "or almost 
entirely", i.1J.sert II composed" • 

l,nnex B. 

Paragraph 24, li.TJ.e 4, delete "down" insert 
11 downrig..lJ.tH • 

Foreign Office. S.W.1 . 

9 Seutemoer. 1966 
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. ccry ~i:'-r ~~- uz b , 4-o / q/ o 1 
I u !J /<;71)0 J 
,~,o/'T)'¥0/ 

.r'HCM NEii YORh 'i'O FOJ".Bl GlJ CF/ 1\ .. :.:: (United Kin gdom Missi 011 to t h :::; t:ni t·]d ls'at i or~is) 
:EµClair · 

. Lord: Carado1i· -. 
No. _1872· . . 
9~. _Septem _b_er . ·1966 

··'BUILD 
. : ~ : __ 

'I'HUS'l'EESrUP DISTRIBUTION 

D ~ 033C 
R. 0 3.'..2 

10 Se~leraber 1966 
10 Se~te mber 1966 

, .. --.: .· . . _Add.Tessed to . Foreign Office tele g_re n, No. ·J/572 of 9 Se:ptember. -,_:·.)1ep,~a tea. f'or -irubn1a tior 1· to: Govern or 1fouriti u 3 
Governor Seychelles 
Governor St. Eelena ~nd Sa\;in g to: _Wa shiri gton · 

. o ·".)~t: co~Jri~nwealth Offic 'e tele ~1ra m Ho. Brief .:-J: Committee of 24., . ·$ub.:.C~·rilllihee I . - Mauritius, Seychelles and St. Hcl e~1a • 
. .... , .. _ ::-_:, .4 t_ ·_today I s Sub-Co ~ ~ tte ·e mee tingr J oue Ja ti (Syria) accused · ·- :~tl:ly A.d!hlriis _t _e.rtng Pmie.:r:. ·of: ambiguity in stating its intentions . . . . 

::• . . : 
for 

->:-:;_, ::.eof~,Tts t colomes; - i.' i•Bri tish~_compames:-:plundered tl1e resources of • the .. .. . :}~t~t~Itrlltf i}~!~f ~1!~l~f iif tgf ;ng:i:~;f i it~i~!~~f :!i:d~~::~ :ed . , \;~·:)/ s:ta'tenien:t'$~.oh-defe1'1c-if.poh9y · E_a·s t of ,:Sti'ez from , paragraph 17 of . · ·. ·. (m:dJ~tr.:tl~M-;J;tf-tti;?}wf~:i~t~x,t~;:_;CT}~s~r:~a!i~;~ic~ori~~r~ig~he · coloru.ahpec:ipl';!S ·_rigl'~t t_o 9.el _f-deter!J!1nat .1on and rndepena.enoe. · ·. Bri°f.airi"'s' ·.')lleg ·a.1_-base ·s Ui. ~hl .· area · s,rould be dismantled and replaced . by schools 0
• and hospitals. · 

3. , . . B:ro~h: (Uni ,tecl Y.ing~om). s :poke next ( text by bag) . . On Biot, he . recs.lle .d: Uri'i ted K~ngdom_ statement in tl1e Fourth Crnruni t.tee that the --new :ad.mini sJra tl ve arrangements for cer te.in small islands represe ·1'1t'ed an ad.minis tra ti ve re-e.djus !~'TI~~t worl{e_? c•1:1 t \Yitl·i the local aovernrnen t.s and elected represen c,c1 Gl ves. 1~0 c 1:.c1sl.on nad yet been r~ached by t!1e Unit ed Kin &dom N' Unit ed St.a t es Gove.rrni,snt.s about construction of rmy f'eGilit:\.es anywh ere i n B.ii:.1 L He then deisarib_ed· at length constitutio n al ar:d econc ,m.i.G de veJ.01:t.i!ents in the 
/ lbre e t erritori es i 

_½_ • .:.-- _ _ ~.::__ .. . ·-· - ·--····--..:. .. 
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~,i:; ~l l'1i~w Yiir ~e Oft' ico _. 

· · .. · l+.. Shakhov (U ~S .. S . JL.) in n lDng l,ini ci,:;, :Jr~;;::&L6.•'::'.cl i m.r:;r.::d:i. s "':.';; . self-deterf.lin3 t.ion .::nd inJe1 ;ennence i'c ,r alL '.Vha teveI' tLe United )~~ngdom delegation . might say .• ne·,·1spar,er rc pc11'~3 lwd made .it cle13r _tli3-F tnere vias tu'l .lmglo-.Amer1can agreement to ts tablish bases in :;-thr :f ·Iridiaii. Ocean~ .. ·If this wss not so, t he LJ::ii. ti::d lU.i-:gdc,1;: should ;lef renresentstives of the Conuni ttee i:ov,ssti cc.te en the spoL He r·ecalled tLe lJ Se of. -~scensicin Is13.:1d fur· tl;~ St.r.:.nler:.:..lle ., oiiera ti ?Il __ o 
. . . 

. · J. ;_~: ·: ;. M~lec{;la . ( Tari.z~nia, _ Cha"ir1Ifan), · i'ecalled di Jcu~siun of the .tqffestt6ri'.-of~-bases -111· theo ~_,LU. ··and at the non.-alie:,ned co;lfel'er:.ce, /·· F"ourih' Coriuni tte ·e · anct General Assembly. . The Sub -Co rr;:1.i ttee ano. the · :,':_ Ai'r"o-ks:ians did not want · bases set up in the I.::di&n Ocean an.d .: Afri9an '.views on this should be r espec t ed . They did not wish to _, l;je · iniolved .-in the · nuc.lear· ·:struggle. He asked for an as3 tLrt1nce D:{ ··_:the · Uiiited ,°Kinc-dom and United ; States Govcrr1men ts foa t they w mld not - '.,}:>:: esJabi _i _sir aiq --;,i~h.: b.a.s~s :' ':: Thi~· assuraEce would rerr 1ove r.u·ch of' the :· j,disagreernenLbetween _ the . AfrQ:-Asians and the Americans and Bri tisho . , -,.;,dt {would :._be : .. a -service to · the · u:nited Natioz-1s if such assi.france c6uld 

.· ·) ·.~::P~gls'lat:i:N~ t G __ cuµcrl ;:/ J.DQ\1-1/I,99.l;l_htu _t;!d' asso_c1:at1on · with Bri _tain ::shoulct -
·;1;V)~]f~~~~1:~f ~tf ~t;t,e~t!t1t:i::r:~:s::::~r2· . . -·;Jtf_a.)iJ;ft_i \1S. elec _tci:rnl , sy st:e~'l ~---:_Bro,m-elplai _ned that the ,8 Sl)ecial : seats ::-,;;:-:'J{_~"r,e'.' designed \~to ,.ensure t some.- repr,es _entation for small corninm1.i"tl'es • 

. f :}ij~f f itm1?!i1'f !f }]~~~I~: v!~I::k:::::~~d ~:r:a:: :::.8 :,:::ed ·_:-~l:i'oµt ,Uni-t~(l_: S ta tes/Untteo -:K.~pgdom i1egotia tio1 i s,· on ta ses, the ._ na .ture ·:of-. -the ' .. f acili ties ·.: 8rid\ th"t3 11.ames--of ... those in · Msm~itius and ·. t~e.,Sei_c11111ef/ saW. tb ~e~:par_tlcipa ting ' 1n · the 1:e1-; otia ti ons • . 
- · Foreign Office piees~ p~ss to Governor Mauritius No.6r Governor -~eychelles , Ho .? an9 ·Governor St. Helena Ho.1. 

[Repeated .as requested] 

SSSSB 
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. . :: .. D 

No~ 1877 

_ 
0

~ 12.~ ~ep_tember, ·. 1966 . 

BUILD~ < 

TRU~TEE~HIP DISTRIBUTION 

D. 21 1:2 12 Septembe r, 1966 

R. 2112 12 Septeraber , 1966 

'l 

:·.:'. •. ;._ .. ' *dcir:_ess_e·c1 ·t _o Fore':Lgr1 Office telegram No~ rnn of 12 September. Repeated' : fo:r- ' irii'orma ti on <to . Governor, Mau.ri tius · _·-.-. _ .. --·:: _: · _. -._ ·_ : ·Go,rer:rio1,~ Seychelles 

J1:i,~1~,it~~{;;;i~1f tErlaktl!~ f 1]~;<:: 2
~~.

1

:::-C=i tte e 1
· -

· ~-~i-.·; -~i_t ·today I
S suo.:.corruni tte·e meetin g Sa111i (Tunisia) deplored the . ·. ·Uni tt;d,:. K_ingdom I s use , of ar med force to brea k the Seychelles strike · ,.~et. en,~,fg'etlca:py ~coi1d~rr~:¥f'establishment of military bases in . ·. · .:, cq_lorµes _._.: TJ::f~..: United · Kingdom Gover nment should _ be called upon to · .. ·.-_::. ;~m,p_l~~e ht .13eef ol~ti6 _~.~1.512+-(XV): _immedia tely' bring _ the three _ terri-:-··::\t}'J~ii,ii-~_!g~i~~;~~:·ti_!~-~:~{f~§~~,:;~t~~~~~:n t~/{!~:~~e:~n t of, ·. . 8;U~~-o!ize · p;e · Uni te _d Nations to se rid visiting missions to render any ' ' :'·· ·::trm~:!l;l:~:t~Jt~iJ&J . fqf eVideTioe to .• support the . Urti ted . :·. ·:'.· K.µigcii?m ._qonfe nfi '6n :>tha,t:-' tRet ·te rr±.t ories had been uninhabited when . . :· )) rs J; d~_~c9verea. _.- .. -- Iii. a.n_:{, ca_se ,·their"°present inhabitants were . ·-entitled .-_ to . iiideperidence ·~:-•;. H .>i.as significant '-_that dismemberment :·· of )~~µritius .. ·and S~iychelles hact· beEin carried out . by United Kingdom ,·,.·a' fe v,: 1ays ·_before '.Genefa.1-~A.sse .inbly -Res .olution 2066{.X.X). The United ,: Kingdom> had produced complex innovations for the Mauritius electoral system, · but the Ma.uri ti ans .refused to be tre&ted .1s guinea pigs for . unprecedented ' experimeri ts .• · · _ There was no independent evidence that the people really acc ·epfed the variation s on Banwell negotiated by Mr. Stonehouse. He was convinced Biot would be used for bases. The United Kingdom might assert th0..t it was uninhabited but it belonged to Mauritius and .S~ycbelles. It would be a first target in any nucle~r attack e.ild. ·thus endangered the areao Ascension had be_~n · used ) 'or : an attack : on:~ the Congol~se liberation · movement. He demanded iua.raritees that the territories 1 integrity would be respected and no troops stationed in the a.reao He contrasted United Kingdom refusal td use force against Rhodesi a with its auda city in sending destroyers · to the Seycnelles to . quell workers who were merely demanding breadQ 

13. 
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. . 3~·> . ~~nevski (Yugoslavia) ~aid even t s had proved the non:..ali~ned 

· ... ,confer _ert~e to be_ right in de clar ing t ha t fo r e i gn bases impedecl 

.· . decolonisa. tfon. · : · PM3D Minist ers resi aned and t he Jl'iauri tius peopl e 

·: h~d demopsti-a ted in · prot est aga ins t B;i ti sh bases in Indian Ocean. 

· ·The '.United . Kfo adom was not en t itled to dis member the territories 

.. or . t~'._ use tl~e.rri.°, for :. miU tar y_· pur pos es. 

1+·.;.>• koKo_d . (Denmark) sa id it was en courng i ng that all in Mauri ti _us 

had --_riow: ~gree9- -on an elector a l sys te m and most on t he need for early 

-~i;tdepeajence • . · Dernnark'ssimil ar e l ec t or a l system had long worked 

well. :: The . sub..:.colllilli tt ee Is r ec ommenda tio ns should welcome Mauritius l s 

p:rdgres ·s . to v1ards · indep endence and sho uld not i gnore the · special 

cfrcurris tances of Seychell e s and .3 t. Hele na nor the wishes of their 

pe_oples. . 
•• -~ -i -

t t ee · a i med to approve conclusions a 4d 

t eni t_ories by 20 · .September •. ; •. 

7, Gove~-no~ Sey~pelles 3, 
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INTRODUCTION 

1. The Sub-Committee considered Mauritius, Seychelles and St. Helena at its 

28th, 29th, 3oth and 32nd meetings held on 12 August, 9, 12 and 19 September 1966. 

2. The Sub-Ca:nmittee had before it the working papers prepared by the . 

Sec;retariat (A/AC.109/1.279, Add.land Add,1/Corr.1). 

3. In accordance ,'lith the procedure agreed upon by the Special Committee, the 

Chairman invited the representative of the United Kingdcxn of Great Britain and 

Northern Ireland to participate in the consideration ·of the three Territories. 

Accordingly, the representative of the United Kingdon participated in the 29th, 

5oth and 32nd meetings of the .Sub-Committee. 

A. 

4. 

CONSIDERATION BY THE SUB-C®tITTEE 

Statements by members 

The representative of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics recalled that 

the situation in Mauritius, Seychelles and st. Helena had been studied very 

thoroughly by the Sub-Ccmmittee, the Special Committee and the General Assembly 

in 1964. That study had revealed the true situation: in those Territories and 

had shown that the administering Power had not applied to them the provisions of 

the Declaration on the Granting of Independence to Colonial Countries and Peoples 

but, on the contrary, had done everything possible to retard their attainment of 

independence. 

5. The economic and social status of the inhabitants of the islands was 

deplorable. The administering Power had deprived them of the wealth which was 

theirs by right and, by granting concessions to foreign monopolies, had made it 

i~possible for them to progress economically. In Mauritius and Seychelles, for 

example, two thirds of the arable land had been turned over to groups of planters, 

Without land, the inhabitants were forced to seek work on the plantations at 

starvation wages or else rent land. The economy ~,as still very largely based on 

a single crop, which made the Territories entirely dependent on the metropolitan 

country. The inhabitants' standard of living was declining. The population was 

reduced to despair, and discontent was growing daily. In May 1965, serious 

I ... 
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disturbances had broken out in Mau.ritius, where the economic situation was 

steadily deteriorating, and the administering Power had used the Army to suppress 

the protests. In June 1966, a strike had been called in the Sey,-•. helles and the 

united Kingdom Government had brought in military units from Aden to disperse the 

strikers and prevent them from expressing their discontent. It \•/SS thus apparent 

that the administering Power was ignoring the reccmmendations of the General 

Assembly and the Declaration on the Granting of Ll'J.dependence to Colonial Countries 

and Peoples. The Special Committee and the General Assembly should therefore 

continue to study the question and formulate recommendations calling upon the 

United YJ.ngdom to ta::..e prompt action to enable the Territo:des to attain 

independence immediately in accordance with the provisions of General Assembly 

resolution 1514 (XV). 

6. The negative attitude of the administering Power was based on strategic 

considerations. The establishment of the new British Indian Ocean Territory, 

which would form the basis of a United Kingdom-United States security system, was 

a threat directed against the new countries of Africa and Asia, and it fully 

justified the fears expressed by the non-aligned countries at the Cairo Conference. 

The inhabitants were opposed to the idea c.f transforming the Territories into 

defensive bastions intended not only for the suppression of the nationalist 

movements in the islands themselves but also for use by the colonialists against 

those ,·1ho were fighting for freedom in that part of the i1orld. A petition 

(A/Ac.109/PET.321) from the President of the Seychelles People's United Party 

protested against the construction of a military base, and, according to 

paragraph 33 of document A/AC .109/L.279, demonstrations had been held in Mauritius 

for the same purpose. According to The Times of London of 14 February 1966, an 

air base was to be built on Ascension Island; an article published in the American 

magazine Time on 19 December 1965 had stated that certain nearby atolls might be 

used as a base for submarines eq_uipped with Polaris oissiles. The Indian people, 

among others, were aroused at the prospect that ne1·1 hotbeds of aggression would be 

created in the Indian Ocean, for those plans threatened not only the independence 

of certain peoples but also world peace. According to paragraph 34 of the document 

in question, the United Kingdcm Goverr,ment did not propose to modify its scheme to 

convert the islands into a military base. The United Kingdom was thus in effect 

/ ... 
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hurling a challenge at the TJnited ;:at: _on~, for it was not only doing nothing to 

apply the Declaratie,n embcdied in resolution l'.ili, (X'!) but al.so failing to 

the territorial integrity of tile islands and defy:i_ng the p:-:-ovisions of the 

resolution calling for the distlantling of mili tar:r bases, One had only to read 

the Press to see that the United !(in;dom wns bei::lg encouraged by the United States 

and othe:- imperialist Powers; du:ri_r,g the Washington talks held earlier :Ln the year 

betl:een the United Kingdom Forei;;n Secretar~r and the United Sta~es Secretary of 

State concerning the <ievelopment of mi.1:itary aases, tte Australian Gcvernment had 

announced triat large sums were to be allocated for :iilitary construction in Papua 

and New Guinea. 

7. In order to eli:ninate colonialism as quicl:ly as possible from Mauritius, 

Se:rchelles and St . Helena, h:i.s celegatiol' suggested that the Sub--Cornmittee should 

reco:nn:end the Special CO"..i!llittee to take decisions to the effect tr.at: (1) the 

right to self-determinati0n and independence of ~ia'.lritius, Seychelles and 

St. Helena and their deper.:::lencies sh0c,ld be reaffirmed; (2) elections should be 

held on the basis of universal adult suffrage; (3) following suc.,11. elections, 

representative bodies exexcisine f~.11 pouers should be established; (4) all land 

should be restored to the ir..diGenous inhabitants ; (5) the right of the indigenous 

inhabitants to dispose of all the natural resources of their '.:'err .itories should be 

prcserve1; (6) milit-'.lry bases s,10uld be removeu; (7) all agreements i;.r.posed on the 

Territories which limited the sc-vereignty and fundamental rights of the peoples 

concerned should be abro gated; (3) enterprises of the metropolitan country should 

refrain frcm any actions prejudicial to th e inte;rity of the Territories ; (9) any 

use of mili t ary bases sh ould be condemnec. 

8, His C:.elegation would support any reco ramendations 1rhich the Special Committee 

might adopt with a view to attaining those ends, 

9. The representative of 9yri!!_ noted that, despite the clear and straightfor,iard 

recommendations made o,, the Sub-Ccrnmittee in 1>55 ar,:l subsequently adopted by t:1e 

Special Ccmrnittee, the que st ion of Mauritius, SeycheJ.les and St. Helena had to 

be ta,c:en up once again, because the administering Power, notwithstanding its 

disclaimers, ,-,as not yet ~,illing to transfer full pmers to the democratically 

elected representatives of the inhabitants. He did not believe that t he r eason 

for the delay vras a desire f o1· a better preparation for independence and self 

determination. In fact, the administering Power had mad e but small contribution 

/ ... 
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.to accelerating the process of emancipation; it surrounded the idea of 

independence with all sorts of conditions which cast doubt on !.ts good faith. 

The reforms which had been introduced in recent years were a.ue entirely to ·the 

initiative ar.d toil of the indigenous Government. In reality, during 156 years of 

British rule, nothing significant had been done to prcvid.e for the welfare of the 

masses of the people, who were exl)osed to extremely unfavourable meteorological 

conditions,· to spread education or to prepare in the Territories cadres 

sufficiently enlightened to assurne the responsibilities of goverlJl!le!lt, development 

and industrialization, 

10, He submitted that the United Kingdom Goverrnnen:;• s moti ve s were twofold: to 

assure the permanence of the privileges of the tiny minority of settlers, and to 

use the Territories for strategic purposes against the vishes of the people of 

·:those islands and of the surrounding areas, Syria regarded the information given 

~y the USSR representative on the Anglo -American plan to establish military oases 

tP the Garcia Islands as extremely serious; t2e Special Ccmmittee should 

lloroughly investigate the matter ().nd weigh its gravity. 

!l. Why, after all, did the admiuistering Power wish to maintain the obsolete 

1stitution of the Governor, who ,1as foreign to the country and foreign to its 
0lture, its outlook and its aspirations, ,1ho appointed and dismissed unbound by 

e advice of the Public Ser...-ice Cominission, who robi.>ed the indigenous 

}resentatives of their legitimate 1·ight to care for their own internal security 
•; 

· 'external affairs and ,-lho, ,.:hile he was supposed to act in accordance with the 

ice of the Executive Council, "as nevertheless authorized to act against its 

lee? 

~)fuy should more than one quarter of the national representatives be nominated 

~~ Governor, and not elected by the people, and why should the Governor, and 

~e representatives themselves, select the S1)eal:er of their Assembly? Why 

\4 he have the last say on expenditure, when the isla?:id needed large funds for 

Ppment? Why should bills require his assent anC:., worse still, why could a 

f~jected by the Legislative Council be put in t o e :' fect by him if he 

l~red it expedient? 

~ course, the administering Power had a ready answer to those ques·tions: 

not yet independent, it was only in the experimental stages of 

/ ... 
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internal self-government. Naturally, the administering Power, invokj_ng apparently 

plausible reasons of balance, objectivity and reason, wanted it to be believed 

that the Territories were not ready for independence and self-determination. The 

Special Ccmmittee was very sceptical about the alleged pace of preparation 

undertaken by the administering Power; moreover, it firmly believed that the 

problems of po-,rerty, under-develo1;mient, ill.iteracy, cleavage between rich and 

poor and social i!ljustice could not be solved by the adcinistering Power, but 

uould be overcome by the inhabitants themselves •,1hen they 1-Tere ino.ependent and 

could freely decide their a.m future, their cwn form of government and the best 

i•1ay of meeting their own needs and when they would receive assistance from the 

cOCllllunity of nations in equality, equity and dignity. Credence should be given 

to the Chief Minister, Mr. Ramgoolam, 1-Then he asserted that the cou."ltry should 

have achieved independence by the middle of 1964, and not to the administe1·ing 

Power, which invoked the need for a process of constitutional progress as a 

pretext for the continued denial of legitimate rights to the peoples in question. 

14. The representative of~ stated that t~e situation in Mauritius, Seychelles 

and St. Helena was a subject of serious concern to his Government. In Mauritius, 

there was a racial problem which the administering Power had kept alive with a 

view to perpetuating its domination, in accordance with the principle "divide and 

rule". It was in obedience to that principle that the ltni~ed Kingdom Government 

had appoh1ted the Banwell Ccmmission to make reccrnm.endations on the electoral 

system. 

15. Mali believed that the constitution of a country and all related questions 

were essentially matters for that country's people to decide. The administering 

Po\'ler had no right to make self-government and independence for the Territory 

conditional on full agreement among the political parties concerning a constitution 

which did not meet the legitimate aspirations of the indigenous inhabite.nts, In 

his view, the setting up of the Banwell Commission i:o.s simply a manoeuvre designed 

to perpetuate the United Kingdom presence in the Ter:-itory simply Lri order the 

better to exploit its wealth and its people; for 11hile the attention of the 

Mauritians was centred on constitutional problems, t he :::lritish companies were 

continuing to pillage the country, whose economy uas in a catastrophic condition. 

Mauritius could not be considered in isolation in that connexion; attenti on must 

/ ... 
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also be given to comlitions in Seychelles and St. Helena, ,;hose climate, owing to 

their geographical pr:isi "';ion, uas ideal for diversified cultivation. Yet sugar 

. plantations covered a total of 215,800 acres and tea plantations 6,600_ acres, 

leaving on}¥ 17,600 acres fer other food crops, and the Mauritians, and for tJo.at 

matter the inhabitan·ts of Seychelles and St. Helena also, were forced to import 

food-stuffs frcm _the Un5-ted Kingdom and elsewhere. Thus, the ·decline of the 

Mauritian economy noted in the working paper was not surprising. In the fourth 

quarter of 1965, the-public debt had amounted to 264 million rupees, or 18 million 

rupees more than , in the corresporrding quarter of 1964. That loss to the 

Territories swelled the excessive profits of the British companies, and that was 

why the administe!'ing Po.-;er was refusing to allow self-government and independence 

for the Territories. Sugar exports had fallen from 331 •. 2 million rupees in 1964 

to 289.7 million rupees in 1965, while the profits of the British companies were 

on the increase. Meam1l1ile tl1ere was heavy unemployment in the island and the 

Government v1as advising the indigenous inhabitants to go abroad to work, so that 

it could mal,e greater military use of t,1e island. He remembered the statement 

ma<le by -~he retiticner ccncerning the intenti::,n of the United Kingdom and the 

Unitec1 States to turn the island into a military base for aggression. It was 

interest5.ng to recall the United Kingdoui Prime Minister's ·recent. statement that 

any Power called l1pon to participate in United Nations peace-keeping operations 

wculd have to be on .tre spot or in a posit~on to go there, and that the United 

Kingdot:t could not ig;io:re the fact that-its partners 1-;anted it to be able to exert 

enough infk.ence :!.~ .".;:,i_a and Africa to neutralize existing or potential centres 

of infection. Acccrdi,1,c; to the Prime Ministe1 · 1 s own words, the United Kingdom 

Governn:.ent had :c:ougll:c to abandon the syste;:i of large m:Llitary bases in populated 

areas aw: to estaollsh itself in areas ,·,hich were vil•,;,.rnl ly devo.ld of ir.1igenous 

inhabitr.:.1, ·:;s and from ,1hich its forces woi;.ld be able to move to the theatre of 

operat:i.c>.:~ rapidly an<l at :?linimu.'ll expense. Tnat stat::,nent, especially if it uas 

reci:. l}_c~. 1-:hat had t.apr,e:1ed in Ascension Island two yeax·s pre7iously, needed no 

CO!!llllc:r,t. 

16. Ha li was opposed t.J military bases whi.ch uere r-i.eant for aggression and which 

prever.te:: the peace-1.oving peoples of the Tel•r;:.4; o:·ies, notubly Mauritius, 

Seychelles and St. Helena, from enjoying their righ t to self-determination and 

/ ... 
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independence. Consequently, his delegation again appealed to the administering 

Power to fulfil its obligations by enabling the indigenous people to attain 

independence, in accordance with their freely expressed desire, in the best 

conditions. The constitutional problem should not prevent the granting of self

government in the near future, since the Territory must attain independence as 

soon as possible. The establishtnent of the military base in the area was an 

unlauful act. The United Kingdom should dismantle the base and replace it with 

hospitals and schools, which the people certainly needed much more. 

17 . The representative of the United Kingdom said he assumed that the statement 

made by the Soviet Union representative at the 28th meeting of the Sub-Committee 

on 12 August, as it appeared in the provisional sum,~ary record, would _be 

extensively rewritten. The new arrangements for the administration of certain 

small islands represented an administrative readjustment freely worl,ed out with 

the Governments and elected representatives of the Territories concerned. No 

decisions had yet been reached by either the United Kingdom Government or the 

United States Government on the construction of any facilities anywhere in the 

British Indian Ocean Territory. 

18. Since the representative of the Soviet Union had suggested that the 

Sub-Committee should recommend the Special Committee to take steps to ensure that 

all land ,1as restored to the indiGenous inhabitants of those Territories and that 

the rights of those inhabitants to disp ose of the natural resources of the islands 

were preserved, he recalled that the United Kingdom delegation had already pointed 

out that the first huoan inhabitants of Mauritius and the Seychelles had come fran 

France and those ,of S;;. Helena from the United iG..ngdom. He •-10ndered whether the 

indigenous inhabitar.t s to whom the representative of the Soviet Union was 

referring were the dcci.os and tortoises - the sole occupants of the islands before 

the Europeans had arrived. 

19. At the twentieth session of the General Assembly, the Fourth Canmittee had 

discussed the question of Mauritius. The Electoral Cclllr:lission, established in 

December 1965, under the chairmanship of Sir Harold Banwell, had recommended in 

February 1966 that there should be twenty three-member constituencies for 

Mauritius and one two-member constituency for Rodriguez, giving a total of 

sixty-t1 ·10 seats to be filled by direct suffrage. Five additional "corrective" 

/ ... 
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seats would be fiJ.led, to be allocated, one at a time, to the party which had the 

highest average number of votes per seat won; a "good loser" candid.ate of that 

party, belonging to the CO!'JJll!unity least well represented, would then be declared 

elected. These "con·ec ·~ive 11 seats, however, uould be awarded only to parties 

which had secured 10 per cent of the total poll and ,had ~,on at least one 

constituency seat. Also, under a "variable corrective", any party with 25 per cent 

of t.he votes should have its seats increased up to 25 per cent if necessary by the 

appointment to the Legislature of the requisite number of "good losers". The 

United Kingdcm Government had accepted the Banwell Commission's reccmmendations in 

full, but the three parties forming the Coalition Government had protested. Only 

the leader of the Cpposition party, the Parti Mauritien Social Democrate, had 

welcomed the report. Most of the opposition had been directed tarnrds the 

"correctives", i.e., the measures designed to provide assurances to )llinorities on 

the island that they would be adequately represented in Parliament and therefore 

that the main clauses of the Constitution should not be amended without their 

agreement. 

20. In the course of a visit to Mauritius by a British Minister, full agreement 

among all political parties had been reached on a ·system of seventy seats in 

t11enty three-member constituencies; sixty m,embers would be elected by block voting 

(each voter being obliged to cast his full three vote ·s). Two members would be 

elected for Rodriguez by block voting, In .addition, . there would be eight "best 

loser" seats. The first four such seats would be reserved, irrespective of party, 

for communities under-represented in the Legislative Assembly after the constituency 

elections. The remaining four "best loser" seats would be allocated on the basis 

of party, uithout any qualii".(.i.ng requirement for a minimum number of seats or 

votes. That system would guarantee the fair distrib .ution of seats among the 

various comm.unities, on the one hand, and the different parties, on the other. 

Registration was due to begin on 5 September, but because of Ramadan the elections 

could not be held before February 1$67. If a majority of the new Legislature 

favoured independence, Mauritius would therefore be able to achieve independence 

after six months of .internal self-government, i.e., during the summer of 1967. 
21. Pursuant to the Banwell Commission's recoI:llllendations, a team of observers 

from Commonwealth countries had been established under the chairmanship of 

I ... 
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Sir Colin McGregor, formerly Chief Justice of Jamaica. Some of them would be 

present in Mauriti;,is from t:1e outset of the registration of electors. 

22 . The establishment of the Bam,ell Commission had not been i.n any sense a 

delaying manoeuvre, as the representative of Mali had implied, because agreement 

had finally been reached and independence was conditional upim the outcome of the 

elections. '.chat had been ti1e 1nost appropriate procedure, because of the. divisions 

of opinion concerning the ulti~ate status of the Territory. The United Kingdcm 

Government continued to regard independence as the right solution and 1rnuld take 

all possible .ste:cs to ensure that Mauritius became independent as soon as possible. 

23. He pointed out in connexion 11ith the paragraphs of document 

A/AC.109/1 .279/Add . l, uhich ref'er:ced to econclllic conditions in .Mauritius, that 

1963 had been in some respects an exceptional year with a record production of 

sugar and very hig.~ exports because of the international suga r shortage during 

that year. I n fact , the receipts from sugar e:cports in 1964, although l011er than 

those in 1965, had still been Hell above those in 1961 and 1962. Again, sugar 

production in 1965 had shown an facrease compared with 1964. The Ma1.U"itius and 

United Kingdom Governments had taken measures to maintain the pace of economic 

development in Mauritius . In addition to receiving grant funds ($Us6.7 million 

allocated for develovment for 1965-68 and nearly $13 !llillion in further grants 

and loans for cyclone reconstruction), it should be remembered that Mauritius 

enjoyed an outlet at guaranteed preferential prices ·under the Commonwealth Sugar 

Agreement (currently more than £47 a ton compared with the ,-1orld price of 

about £17); the preferential price applied to an estimated 75 per cent of 

Mauritius sugar exports . 

24 . With regard to the Seychelles, he dre,-1 attention to the main developments 

since July 1>64 and in particular to the exchange of dispatches between the 

Colonial Secretary and the Gover!1or, a useful summary of 1-1hich uas to be found in 

document A/AC.l09iL.279 (para. 75) . The Legislative Council had asked the United 

Kingdom Government for a response to its proposal t.~at the Territory should remain 

British or be integrated. 1-,ith Britain . The Colonial Secretary had replied 

acknouledging the Council's desire for no change in the present relationship and 

suggesting that the Territory should nO\-r drop the minor qualifications for voting 

and move to universal suffrage. He also suggested apportioning departmental 
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responsibilities to non-official meir.bers of the E:;;:ecutive Council and the 

appointment of a Constitutior.al Commissioner who 11ould visit the Seychelles and 

consult all shades of opinion, including parties and individuals, before reporting 

on the future constitutional evolution of the Territory. The Commissioner had 

accordingly been appo5_r:,ted and had visited the Seychelles ar.d ~ubmitted his roport, 

which was under consia .eration. A strilte hacl taken place in the Seychelles, bt~t the 

strikers had returned to worl:, having accepted an interim-wage award equivalent to 

an 11. 1 per cent increase. His delegation thougilt that that information should 

answer the Syrian representative I s ques·~ions concerning 10!•7 wages in the Seychelles. 

25, The Seychelles were receiving unde~ t he Colonial Development and Welfare Acts 

increased assistance in grants, part of ~;h.i.ch had been !illocated towards 

development schemes ($3.36 million for 1<;66-68) ar.d the remainder towards the 

Seychelles budget. 

26, There had been a number of major economic and social developments in 

St. Helena since 1964, which were br~.efJ.y described in document A/Ac.109/1.279/Add,l. 

Government labourers had received a pay increase of 90 per cent with effect frcm 

July 1965, That had caused the collapse of the flax industry but had not caused 

1memployment, owing to the other em':)lO~'!llent opportunities ayailable . 

27 , The Governor of St. Helena hed transmitted to the Colonial Secretary a 

dispatch in which he had referred to consultations ~·:hich had taken place with a 

representative cross-section of the community in regard to possible further 

constitutional advance . The Advisory Council had adopted a resolution welcoming 

the proposed revisions of the Constitution and asking the United Kingdom Gover=ent 

for approval. Under the proposals, whi ch had been almost unanimously agreed among 

the inhabitants of the Territory, the Advisory Council ~10uld be replaced by a 

Legislative Council which would include four additio ;,al elected members, bringing 

the total number of these to t1Ielve. The Council ,;ou11 also have six nominated 

non-officials . and two nominated officials. The Council would enact legis l ation, the 

Governor possessing certain reserve powers for use i n e,:ceptional circumstances, He 

would appoint conmittees of the Council as appropriate and delegate powers and 

departmental responsibilities to them. Those committees would include special 

experts as necessary and a majority of members drawn from the Legislative Council . 

The '.Executive Council would consist of two officials and the chairmen of the 

Legislative Council ccmmittees, The Public Service would remain t he responsibility 
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of the Governor. The C-overnor had expressed his belief that those changes would 

enable the people of the Territory to take a much more effective and responsible 

part in the regulation of their own affairs. 

28. The Territory already had universal adult suffrage and elections had been 

held in 1963. Significant and progressive developments had thus ta~en place in 

the political and constitutional evolution of the three groups of islands, in 

each ctJ.se with the full participatioi1 and in consultation with the peoples of 

the Territories themselves and their democratically elected representatives. 

29. The representative of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics said that the 

United Kingdom representative's statement was intended only to confuse and to 

keep the United Kingdcm Government from having to say what it intended to do to 

carry out the resolutions .of the General Assembly and the Special Committee. The 

United Kingdom representative had spoken at length about tl1e constitutional changes, 

the establishment of an electoral system and appropriate legislation, as though 

such matters were central to United Kingdom policy. The USSR delegation wished 

to state categorically that the c.~anges in the Constitution were a matter for 

the people alone to decide and to ask the United I'-i.ngdom to cease manoeuvring to 

prolong colonial domination and to remove all obstacles to its termination, for 

it was time to grant the peoples the independence to which they were undeniably 

entitled. 

30. The United KingdO!!l representative had tried to refute the USSR delegation's 

remarks by saying that no agreement had been :.igned between the United Kingdom 

and the United States regarding the financing of the base in the Chagos 

Archipelago, but he had been careful to say nothing about the fact that worl, had 

already started o~ the base. The USSR delegation had not invented those facts; 

the information mentioned in the Special Committee and the Sub-COl'.lllilittee had been 

published in the United Kingdom and United states r~ess and could easily be checked, 

Indeed, the Press had revealed that the United Stat2s .. ias bringing pressure to 

bear on their .Partners to remain east of Suez and ca~·ry out their obligations 

there ·. Those "obligations" were to police that par t of the world. There had been 

reports in the United States and . the United Kingdom Fx-ess that talks had taken 

place bet, 1een the United States and the United Kingdom and an agreement had been 

signed giving responsibility for most of the bases east of Suez to the United 

States, which undertook to pay for the installation of the base in the Chagos 
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Archipelago. It was difficult to see why the Press of the two great Western 

P0wers should publish the information if no such agreement had been signed. If 

the United Kingdom peraisted in its denials, it would be easy to demonstrate the 

truth by sending a mission of inquiry to the spot, as the Syrian representative had 

proposed; but the USSR delegation feared that the news was well-founded and that 

all the information about the base was correct. 

31, As to the original inhabitants of Mauritius, the turtles and the dodos, the 

~nited Kingdom had not told USSR represeiltatives anything they had not known 

and they had replied to its comments. As the United Ki.ngdom delegation had brought 

up the subject of ornithology, however, he would remind it that other birds than 

dodos, birds with a larger wing-span, now swept over the Non-Self-Governing 

Territories, and were used by the colonialists to terrorize the subject peoples. 

There had been talk quite recently about those that had flown over Ascension 

Island. The United Kingdom representative had a:p:i;e.rently been instructed to repeat 

the specious arguments that had been advanced the previous year, but there was 

certainly much more to be said about those modern birds, a species which was 

neither extinct nor becoming extinct; the 1965 and 1966 SI.Ulllllary records were very 

instructive on the subject. 

32, The representative of Mali said that although the electoral system described 

by the United Kingdom representative, which tha aaministering Power wished to 

introduce into Mauritius,was very ccl!lplex - he himself had difficulty in 

understanding it properly - he welcomed the f~ct that the report of the Banwell 

Commission had b~en ~pproved by all the political parties and that the elections 

would enable the Territory to attain independence beginning in the summer of 1967. 

33. The representative of Syria agreed with the representatives of the USSR and 

J.'.ali that the fundamenttl question was how the United Kingdom intended to apply 

General Assembly resolution 2069 (XX), 

34, The possibility of the United Kingdo~ ~nd the United States installing 

military bases caused concern in Africa and the Middle East, particularly as bases 

of that kind had recently been the starting point for acts of aggression that ha.d 

been condemned by the United Nations. The representative of the administering 

Power had stated that there was no agreement between the two countries at present, 

but negotiations were apparently under way; he would like to know whether the 

indigenous population was represented in the negotiations, and if so by whom. 
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35. Constitutional development must be freely decided on by the inhabitants. 

representative of the ad.llinistering Power bad said that when representatives had 

been elected by the electoral system it had proposed, they would decide the question 

of independence. He would like to know when the Legislative Assembly which was 

to be elected would meet and take such a decision. He also wondered how the 

problem of the different et1,nic groups was to be overcome by the proposed elect .oral 

system. 

36. As he had pointed out earlier, Mauritius was subject to economic difficulties 

because of its bad climate; and the lcce.l housing was not sufficient protection 

from the elements , 

37. The representative of ~'misia wondered what might be the adve.ntages of such a 

complicated, not to say peculiar, electoral system as the one proposed for 

Mauritius and described by the U:nited Kingdon representative. Would national unity 

really be possible UI!der such a system? Would not elections on the basis of 

universal suffrage be preferable? 

38. The representative of the United Kingdoill said that the propcsed electoral 

system for Mauritius was not so com?licated as some members of the Sub-Collllllittee 

thought. Of the seventy seats provided for, sixty-two were to be filled by 

normo.l universal suffrage; only the remaining eight were "best loser" seats and 

were intended to ensure that the minority groups would be represented in the 

Legislative Assembly . As everyone knew, the ·system, proposed by the Banwell 

Commissio:i, had been accepted by all the political parties of the island, after 

two unsuccessful experiments and after actio!:l by the Secretary of State for the 

0olonies. Replyi~g to the Syrian representative's ~uestion, he said that he had 

already stated in his report that the Legislative Assembly would meet immediately 

after the elections, or about February 1967; Mauritius would then be able to ask 

for independence if it so wished. 

39, The representative of Syria asked whether the eight "best loser" seats would 

be filled by representatives of the island's Chinese and Muslim population. 

40. The representative of the United Kingdom replied that it bad been decided not 

to set aside special seats for particuJ.ar minorities or communities, but that the 

new electoral systeo had been framed so as to ensure their fair representation. 

The new system was less complicated than might appear and above all it commanded 

general agreement among all the Mauritius political parties. 
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41. The representative of Tunisia r~called that the question of Mauritius, 

Seychelles and St. Helena had already been considered by the Special C~mmittee and 

had also been the subject of General Assembly resolutions 2066 (XX) and 2069 (XX). 

Those resolutions reaffinned the inalienable right of the people of those 

Territories to freedom and independence and invited the administering Power to take 

effective measures with a view to the immediate and full implementation of 

resoluti0n 1514 (XV). 

42. Recs.ll.ing that the Unit~d Kingdom representative bad outlined the future of 

the islands at the previous meeting, he expressed the hope --that the proposed 

electoral system would not have the effect of accentuating racial differences i n 

the Territories but might, on the contrary, promota the interests of the various 

sectors of the populat.ion., U-ivertheless, a serious economic and social problem 

r~me.ined. T'ile main features of the economy of Mauritius, Seychelles and 

St. Helena, which was rudimentary and colonial in nature, were a heavy loss of 

revenue, the impossibility of increasing employment and the impossibility of 

bringing payments into balance, because exports were less than imports. The 

situation was so unsatisfactory that 3,250 workers had gone on strike in the 

Seychel1es on 13 June 1966, and the administering Power had had to use troops to 

break the strike. 

43. In addition, while resolution 2066 (XX) invited the administering Power to 

take no action which would dismember the Territory of Mauritius and violate its 

territorial integrity, it was clear that such dismembennent had already taken place. 

On 10 November 1965, the Secretary of State for the Colonies had stated that new 

arrangements had been.made, with the agreement of the Governments of Mauritius 

and Seychelles, for the administration of the Chagcs Archipelago and of Aldabra, 

Farquhar and Desroches. Those Territories, which had formerly been administered 

by the Governments of Mauritius and Seychelles respectively, were now called the 

British Indian Ocean Territory, and the United Kingdom and United States 

Governments would be able to construct defence facilities there. The administering 

Fower had therefore dismembered llauritius and Seychelles in order to set up a 

military base on 't.he islands. The establishment of such bases in countries which 

were still colonized was reprehensible in every respect, and he recalled that his 

own country had experienced the same problem with the base of Bizerta. The Sub

Commit-t:.ee should therefore recommend to the Special Committee that it should invite 
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the administering Po1'.'er to take steps to implement resoll.ttion 1514 (XV) 1 to lead the 

populations of the islands to inaependence, to abandon the plan to dismember 

V.,er1:.itiua e.nd Se;,chellcs and to install :tllitary bas::!s there, and to permit and 

encourage the sending of United Nations visiting missions to the Territories. 

44. The representative of the Unit~ Re~~~~ said that the United 

Kingdom representative's state.neut at the previous meeting seemed to mean that, 

because they had been unirihabited when the French and the ifillglish had arrived, 

Mauritius, Seychelles and St, Helena belonged to nobody. Without going into detail 

on that matter, he believed that the ioha.bitants of the islands, wbatever their 

origin, were none the less subjected to colonial domination. It was precisely that 

do::uination, depriving them as it did of the right to choose tlleir own form of 

government, which the Government of the United Republic of Tanzania condemned. 

There had been nothing new in the statement of the United Kingdom representative: 

he had merely avoided the main issue, the obligation to allow T-he popul3ti~ns of 

those Territories to exercise their right of self-detenninetion. There could be 

no possible doubt on tt.a.t matter: that obligation was one of those laid upon the 

administering Po~er both by resolution 2066 (XX) on Mauritius and by resolution 

2069 (XX) on, inter a::.ia, the Seychelles and st. !Ielena. So far as tbe latter 

Territories were concerned, resolution 2069 (XX) also requested the administering 

Power to s.llow United Nations visiting missions to visit the Territories, and to 

extend to them full co-operation and assistance, Those were perfectly natural 

requests and there should be no di~ficulty in implementing those resolutions if 

the administering Pow~r were to honour its obligations and respect the decisions 

which the General Assembly had taken in accordance with tbe Charter, But what had 

happened since the ·adoption of those resolutions? The Chagos Archipelago bed 

become part of the new British Indian Ocean Territory. That decision had ·oeen 

taken scarcely a mont:i before the adoption of General Assembly resolution 2066 (XX), 

which invited the administerin., Power to take no action which -would dismember the 

Territory of Mauritius and violate its terr1toriaJ.. integrity. The present situation 

therefore n:.ade it highly unlikely that Mauritius would accede to independence in 

1966, as had been envisaged. Instead of implementing the Genera) . ~ssembly 

resolutions, the United Kingdom Government had endeavoured to delay the important 

steps vhi.ch it should have taken by forming an P.lec·toral e0mmi.f'slon, which had 
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,reduced what might be called a scientific constitution , The strong opposition 

to that strange constitution was therefore quite · llatural, and indeed it was most 

unlikely that the United Kingdom Government had ever expected the ~.aurltians to 

accept it. In that connexion, the agreement which hll.d bee:1 reac;1ed between the 

Under-Secretary of State for Colo!lies and opposition representatives in Mauritius 

was of no significance because there was no evidence that the discusdons had been 

held freely. The United Kingdom Government should remember, ·however, that every 

time it had endeavoured to drau up the constitution of one of its former colonies 

without taking due regard of the interests of the population, those constitutions 

had always come to nought and had been rep)..aced by genuinely democratic 

instruments. 

45. The manner in which the British Indian Ocean '.('erritor~, had bee;i set up and 

the haste with which it had been done could not but engender suspic::.on. His 

delegation had reason to believe that the Territory was to become a military base, 

Apart from the threat posed by such bases to neighbouring countries in the event 

of war, the example of Ascension Island, which had been used by mercenaries as 

a base for attacking the Congolese freedom-fighters, could not be forgotten . The 

Special Committee should therefore aim at guaranteeing the territorial integrity 

of Mauritius, Seychelles and St. Helena, and ensuring that they would not be used 

for military purposes. 

46. The economic situation of those Territories was scarcely satisfactory at the 

moment. There had been a considerable decline in both agriculture and industry , 

which in 1964 had represented 24 and 15 per cent, respectively, of the gross 

national product of Mauritius, while unem?loyment was increasing rapidly. 

Monoculture should therefore be abandoned on ¥iauritius, as well as on Seychelles 

and St, Helena, if social disturbances were to be avoided. While it was doing 

nothing to stop.the Southern Rhodesian Government fron depriving 4 million Africans 

of the right to rule their o~m country, the United Kirl{;dom Governme.'lt had seen fit 

to send two warships to the Seychelles to compel strL,er s to resume work. 

47. In conclusion, he hoped that reason would prevail and that the administering 

Power would eventually leave the peoples of ¥,auritius,- Seychelles and St. Helena 

to rule their country as they wished. 

/ ... 



Annex 84

-18-

48. The representative of Yugoslavia recalled General Aseembly re:,c,lution 2066 (XX) 

on the question of Mauritius, in which the AsseiJ1bly had, in parti::ulsr, invited the 

administering Power to take no action which ~,ould violate the integrity of the 

Terr!tory;.the Assembly had likewise adopted resolution 2069 (XX) concerning a 

number of small Territories, including Seychelles acd St. Helena. It seemed th at , 

in spite of the provisions of those resolutions, tile· aa.ministe.dng Power had not 

only failed to take effective measu.:-es fo~ ensuring the independence of those 

Territories, in accordance with the provisions of tt,e Deel.a.ration on the Granting 

of Independence to Colonial Countries and Peoples, but it had even undertaken some 

measures contrary to those provided for in the !)eels.ration. 

49. His delegation considered that the development of those Territories was still 

very slow, because of the interests which the administering Po~1er hoped to preserve 

there as long as possible. As early as 1964, the Conference of Non-Aligned 

· countries, held in cairo, had condemned the intentions expressed by icperialist 

Powers of establishing military bases in the Indian Ocean, holding that such bases 

would constitute a threat to the new Afro-Asian countries and impede the process of 

decolonization. The course of events had shown that the Conference had been right, 

for in November 1965 the United Kingdom bad decided to establish the new British 

Indian Ocean Territory as the site of defence bases for the United Kingdom and the 

United States of America, In spite of the resignation of three ~..inisters of the 

Mauritius Social Democratic Party and the protests raised in Mauritius following 

that decision, the administering Power had not changed its position on the 

establishment of those bases, as was evident from the statement of the United 

Kingdom Defence Secretary-, contained in the Secretariat working paper 

(A/AC. 109/ L. 279, •pa:ra. 34). 

50. As it had already stated ·, his delegation held that the United Kingdom was not 

entitled to dismember the Territory of lf~uritius for the purpose of military 

installations. It considered that the Sub-Comm:i.ttee was duty bound to recommend 

to the Special Committee that the peoples of the Terri~ories in question should 

accede "ithout delay to independence, in accordance "ith their freely expressed 

wishes and with the provisions of the Declaration contained in resolution 1514 (XV). 

It further thought that the problem of the establishment of military bases through 

the dismemberment of Mauritius should be given particular attention, in accordance 

with the provisions of resolution 2066 (XX). 
I •.. 
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51. The representative of Denmark expressed his satisfaction that the Terr:!.tory of 

Mauritius was to a~cede to independence the following year, in acc-:irdance v.i.th 

the agreement established e.t the Constitutional Co::i.ference in London in 

September 1965. Following negotiations between the administeri.l:g Power and the 

iiJmmJs· three me.in political :parties, the electoral provisions made in the 

original draf't Constitution, which had aroused some criticiSlll by the parties, had 

been mod'\.fied a:id subsequently approved b:,, all concerned, In that coor,exi.on, the 

electoral system drawn up for Mauritius might seem at first to be unduly elaborate, 

but a similar and equally el!l.borate system bad been functioning in DeI!llla.rk for a 

long time, to everyone's satisfa~tion, Experience had show that the system 

:fuJ.fulled its purpose perfectly, which was to assure fa .ir and equal representation 

of all voters. The elect-J.ons which were to tal,::e place on 11.auritius would ei:;.sure 

the establishment of an autonomous Government and subsequently, after an interval 

of six months, accession to independence. The economic and social situation in the 

Territory seemed satisfactory, thanks to the determined efforts made by the 

authorities and the people to overcome the severe difficulties due to the losses 

caused a few years ago by two cyclones. i1oreover, the authorit).es he.cl been trying 

for some years to diversify the island's economy, which, at present, de:pended 

largely on its sugar production. The Danish Government thought, therefore, that 

the Territory of Mauritius could advance confidently towards independence, and it 

was looking forward to maintaining the best of relations with the new State. 

52. With regard to Seychelles and St, Helena, his delegation considered, as it 

had o:rten stated, that it was for the people of those Territories, and for them 

alone, to determine their constitutional future. The size, population and economy 

of those Territorres might justify the adoption of special constitutional 

arrangements, which should not be ruled out, provided they met with the support 

of the population. 

53. His delegation thought that in its report to the Special Committee, the 

Sub-Committee should express its satisfa~tio;, with the considerable progress made 

by the Territory of Mauritius on the path towards independence and should express 

the hope that the forthcoming elections would be another proof of the populat:i.on I s 

desire to accede to independence. With regard to Seychelles and St, Helena, the 

Sub-Committee's recommendations shoula take account of the s:pecial circumstances 
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prevailing in those Teri·itories and should, the:refore, not conte ,in any p!'Cl'p()Sals 

which might be incompe.tible with those ci:i:·cU1J.stances and perhaps -,r.i.ti.l the w:i.shes 

of the population concerned. 

B. -Coucl usio ns 

54. The study of the situation in Mauritius, Seychelles e.nd St. Helena ·shows that 

the administering Power has so far not only failed to implement the provisions of 

re:iolutit>n 15i4 (XV} in these Territ-o!'ies, bt1t has a.}..,30 violat -id the territorial 

integrity ()f two of them by creating a i:ew territory, the British Indian Ocean 

Territory, composed of ialanc.s detached from Ms.uritius anc. &ycl:elles, in direct 

contravention to resolution 2066 (XX} of the Geueral Asseir.bly, 

55. The Sub-Committee notes with regret the slow pace of political development in 

the Territories, particularly in Seychell -es and St. Helena. This has delayed the 

transfer of powers to democratically elected representatives of the people and the 

attainment of independence. Key positions of responsibility in the administration 

of the Territ ories seem to r.e still in the hsnds of ~'".citsd Kingdom personnel. 

56. The Sub-Coill!ilittee notes with deep concern the reports pointing to the 

activation of a plan purporting among other things to establish military bases 

in Mauritius and Seychelles as well as an air base on Ascension Island, a plan 

which is ea.using anxiety in the Territories concerned and among people in Africa. 

and Asia and which runs contrary to the provisions of rP.solution 2105 (XX} of the 

~eneral Assembly. 

57. The electoral arr'3.ngements de-vised for Mauritius ap<1rt from being complex in 

themselves seem to have been the subject of great r.cntroverst between the various 

groups and political parties. Regarding the Seychelles, the Sub-Committee regrets 

that people are still deprived of the right of universal suffrage. 

58. T'.1e economy o"f the Territories, particularly ?'.::!.ur itius, is characterized by 

diminishing revenue, increasing un.,,mployraent and cnnsn c_;_•iently a. declining standard 

of living. Foreign companies continue to exploit the Territo r ies without regard 

to the true interests of the inhabitants. 
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Recol'llllendations 

The Sub-Committee recommends that the S:e,ecial Colllll!ittee reaffirm the 

ine.lienable right of the peoples of Mauritius, Seychellee Slld St. Helena to self

determination and inde:I,enuence in accordance with the Declaration 0n the Granting 

of Independence to Colonial Countries and Peoples, The administering Power should 

therefore be _ urged again to allow the populations of the three Terr.itor:i.es to 

exercise without delay their right of self-determin~tion. 

6o. Any constitutional changes should be left t o the people of the Territories 

themselves, who alone have the right to decide on the form of government they wish 

to adopt. 

61, Free elections on the basis of universal aQult suffrage should be conducted 

in the T~rritories as soon as possible. The elections should lead to the 

establishn:ent of representative organs which 'llOui a choose responsible governments 

to which all powers cotld be transferred. 

62, The administering Power should be r.alled upon to respect the territorial 

integrity of Mauritius and Seychelleu and to insure that they would not be used 

for military purposes. 

63. In fulfilztent of the provisions of paragraph 12 of General Assembly 

resolution 2105 (XX), the administering Power should be called upon to refrain 

fro~ establishing military bases in the Territories, 

64. The S:Pecial Committee should reco~.mend to the Gene~al Assembly to state 

categorically that any bilateral agr,::,ements concluded ::ietween the administering 

Power and ot'ber Powers affecting the sovereignty end fundamental rights of the 

Territories should r..•:rt be recognized as vslid. 

65. The-· administering Fower should be called upon to preserve the right of the 

indigenous inhabitants to dispose of all the wealth and natural resources of their 

countries. It should be urged to undertake effective measures i~ order t o diversify 

the econOl!ly of the . 7errlto:.:ies. 
I 

D, Adoption of report 

66. This report was adopted by the Sub-Co=ittee at its 32nd meeting on 

19 September 1966. The representative of Denc:iirk stated t.hat certain parts of the 

conclusions and the reccmmendations of the report did not conform with his 

delegation• s opinion as e~pressed in the Sub-Cc=ittee • s meeting on 12 September 1966 

(see par agra phs 51-55 above). His delegation therefore could not support all the 

conclusion s and rec~mme~dations of the report. 
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kreod v1m,t1 
I In the courae ot 41acuoiona l.ea4tn.a up to the Exchenae ot Notea or :,o December ~966, conot1-rut1ni; an Aartament between the OOYOI'llllenta ot the lln1te4 IC1n,doa an4 the United stateo concern1ng the 'C.oe otl \b.e blend • ill the Jll-ithh In<l.l.an Ocean Territory tor Ottence l purpoaea the tolloTi.ng aareament an4 underatmdinga were re .ached; 

I W1 tb reterCDCe tc pa.rqraph (2) (a) ot t.l>e Agreement, the a4Qiniatrat.1'Ve me.a.urea ret'erred io ai-• those nece11ary tor 11odi1',ying or terminattna ~ eco:io~c aeU v1 tr theo beins: tJW'&ued 1n \!le ialanda, resettling e:,y inha'b1f.tnta , ""4 ot.M,,_ wi•• taoilit4tl.Ag \be avallab111t1 or ,U,e 1alan<\.~ tor detence pul'l>O oee. 

Where lll'l)' United State• reQU1:rement 1a tor lt.Dd. o..no:1 'by the 11:>1 ted 11.llp:& Go unmet but in the poueasion ~ • leuee ot tbat :iover:.oent en4 it will be necesoa17 tor notice ot termtne.tion or the le.is, to be aiven 'by or on 'behal.t ot t.!>et OOTeI'lllle.'.lt to the lessee, tl>ere will 'be ade,.uate notice or the United states Nquirell\«)t tor the purpoaa ot enebliilf! the Un1tec1 Kingdom oovernment to i,LTe tha l••••• aix D>ntbs' notice oft.he termination ot t.!le lease or wch leu period ot notice u may 'be specified 1n the leaaa. !!'hie par ,agragll shall DOt, howner, applr in tha eU"C'Uaetaocea enYiaaae4 1n p&ral:l'•pb (2) (c) ot the J.Vec11ent. 

II Wltll N!°aNl)Ce to l)Ua8l'&pb' (2) ('b) ot the qr,eement, th.e a:pproYal 1n :pr1noiple b7 'both oonr,;manta betore either constru.ch or instlllla lllY tecillty 1a roqll.iNd onl.7 tor eonstNct1on or 1n1tallat1on or calor new developmente, Suoh developments 110\.lld be ot the ordor ot an air 1tag1D& 1/Ue, a tleet ou)port 1nst. •J.lat10ll, or a ape.ea tr•clcl..na ataUon. flle mv.all.y oattatactory arre;,ae111Cnt1 'between appropriate &dmil'1otrat1ve aut.l>Or1i1es would be outric1ent tor 1JQroveme~t o.r ,...uoz:•ble expan1l<>11 at -.,pron4 tac111 tiao already con.s~cte4 or .l.naUlleO.. 

Ill With .-.t>orence t.o be.arapn {2)(0) ot the Agreement, the t:n;,e. ot meacuru coz,aJ!dered appropr1& te 'by tha Jlrl tieh autboritte• 4ur1ng periods or nergeDC:, use 'b7 the llllJ.ttd State, will 'be indicated to tfuUnited States •uthorit1ea and will 'be ret'leoted 'b7 'It.be latte in m17 plann1ng tor eaeraoncr 11ae. In the nent of tr11Ch eaera 07 uae ot an 1nb&b1 ted bl.,,d , the 1mple&ente.t1on ot meaou ea to:11.en b7 the tJnite4 States . wthor1t1ta to en11Ure th• ••~are ot arq Ulhab1tanta aq be ~ tore4 by Br1 t1ab po BOMel. 

-- rrnlll!JjTIAL ==-~--~- =--·-· 7 

I 
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When temporar, emereene1 use h reqtrlred, the a4a1n11tl-1t1n lll!t.boritle • ot tba tYO Gow:r,_,.,to wUl ....,..e upon \he arrOA;:ementa ( 1:' a....r) regarding suc h te,nporary uee wnich •~ in t.ho clrcwoateneu be e;pr01>r1atc . 
r, Wi tll retel'Cilce to para;i,e;;,11 (6) ot the .~eeJOcnt , the Government• ot the Uni t.ed s~atee ~ tile Ull1 te4 lt1:,.adoa a,:ree to defilM the teraa end eOl)e.1 t1 """ tor uee in exeept1onal circwoatmcea by commercial aircraft or military a1rt'1eld• in the 'l'erriC.0'7, as rollowa:-

( 1) 8\leh uee ahall be 11"'1 ted C.O tec:bnl.eal atopa b7 s:-tthh and Dn1'-e4 Stataa co-eN:ial. &lrcrat't onl.y; 

(11) tile lblt.,,d 9htoo 0<>T""'"""~ lld ln(IJ.cat .... 1U "8".,-,t to auch use tollowtns conoultation = an expe41ted b&.ala at the t.iae, provided tor l.n pa?'"IZ'&;b (6) ot the Aere•Mnt 1 tor the p.trpoae ot m&ltin; practical. arr&11ge:ocote; 
(lU) U', hoft•el', a thl,rd governoient iohov.lcl 1n in. view ot t,h$ tlni ted Kingcloa l:l!llal an ettec t1 ve cllallenee, 1n llQ!'IIUSDCe ot 1oternat1cnel u,atrwne:,to ~lat1ng to dTil aviation, to the United Xin&dom' • action aa aoverei&n power in deD7in& the uae of' en airf'ield , then it 1s agreed that civil uoe ey llr1tieh an:1 UniU.d state• co....,rc1al aircratt &hall be 1111pended tor auch t1M aa in tbe view ot the Um.t.ed IU.ng4oa Government the effeotive challenge 1• lll61Dta1.De4; 

(iY) the abo..., pronatons "IIOUld not preclude the uae ot ml.11 tacy air1'iel4e by civil aircratt operated b7 or oo be.balt ot eJ. ther OoTerDJCeD t tor g0Te.r.-t.al pur,oee •, 'llhl.ch. 11 cove:red by the aervice•leve~ arrongamente provided tor in paragraph (5) ot C>e A.ireo..,,,t, 
V Paraa:-aph 2 (b) (ill) ot' Annex II to the .Aeenient doH not de,,_..-~ ~HOD - haa a cirtl claa ll&ainat the on.ited B'tst•• Oo•~rnment Ot" any per100 tor -,hoeo act8 or omission tbat Gove...,....,t la reeponldbJ.e rrom bZ'in~ a clYU claia 1n a BriUoh coc,rt Wider Brtt i ab law in an, c1.,....atanee1 in 11h1ch 1 t 1'0'.tld otheMl"iu be open tor him to do ,o. 
vr 1D the 110,t. ot c~atancu prnallin& 1n the Territory ot the co-ncement ot the Aareement and the use to 'l'll1ch it 11 c=templated the iol«cda wtll be put., DO t'orael pro-nal.oD !laa been included to conr the sta tua ot the .member a 01' the Olli ted s t at.oa i'orcea an d other peraonllel ( except w1 th regard ~ 

/l111'1odict101J , 



Annex 85

--

jurisdiction, c,,atoca ®ties, end texeo) &De! eel't$1n derene• act1v1tlea or the U.i:ited State • :;,ur•uant to t.'>e Agreem=t. · The leek ~ tor11al prov1eiona 1"' tl>cse re apecU W1ll not operat e to Natriot such det=ce octi'fi Uee or tihe ll:21 t.94 States 11Ut.horit.iea . It at or,7 ti,oe d1.lring the cot1t1nuance ot the Agroemttlt 1t ap?9lll"S to the 1Jn1ted Kingdo • Gove,.....ment o:,, tba ll:lited S~ates Gove=nt naceMary, ha-ring regard to ex.:, Chan£'1' in the u1e o~ an:, devalop:n.ent in the circwc:gteances o~ the islande, to malco tormal p_~vi • ion tor tho1e matte!' '&, an 1.gre....,,t will be conclu4'o6 conta1nins euc!l ~ t.!le prov1a1on • o~ the Se;ychellu Traclc.1cg :V.CU.it;y Agree111eDt •• awea.r neceHsry to the tllO Govern111enta, With ~ neceuary mod1t1c a t1ona, and s=h other prov1 •1ona u appelll" necessuy to the i-wo GcrrernmeJJta. 

-
JO llOcecber 1966 
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United Kingdom, Minute from M. Z. Terry to Mr. Fairclough - Mauritius: Independence 
Commitment, FCO 32/268 (14 Feb. 1967)
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( Mr. Fairclough 

Mauritius: Indeoendence Commitment 

You showed me your minute of today's date about the above 
in dra;f'.t and asked me to let you have the "facts and figures" 
referred to in paragraph 3(i) to (iv). 

2. I understand that Mrs. McColl and Mr, Gathercole are 
producing a note for the U .K. Mission to the U .N. about the 
effects on the Mauritius economy of the fall in the price of 
sugar, When completed this should provide the material 
required under paragraph 3(i). I have myself today prepared a 
brief on the fina.'1cial posi_tion which will serve the purpose 
of paragraph 3(ii). .As regards paragraph 3(iii) I wonder 
whether there is not perhaps some confusion. -= I .understand 
:ti-rJthe future of the Commonwealth Sugar Agreement is being 
reviewed for reasons which have nothing whatever to do with 
our possible .entry in the Common Market •. My understanding is 
that the .review has emerged from the hard thinking which has 
been going on over the past year or two about our overseas aid 
commitments: and that the Treasury in particular want the 
C,S.A, to be dropped because it conceals indi''.!.ect aid to -tr 

Australia running into several millions of pounds per annum for 
which there is no conc.eivable justification: the idea being 
that aid given to aid-worthy Commomseiµ th countries through the 
C.S.A. should in futur .e be given on a direct Government to 
Governmen t basis (which would alas! be less effective so far as 
small colonial territories are concerned), I understand however 
that it is a deadly secret that the C.S.A. is under review and 
that this could not be mentioned outside Whitehall circles, As 
regards (b) of your paragraph 3(iii) I understand that it is 
the case that if Mauritius were still a cdony_jfi and when 
Britain ente rs the Common Market it woulditc be1:ter treatment 
for its sugar than if it were already an independent country. 
In the latter event it seems that it ~~ be 
excluded from European mark ets since there is already a sugar 
surplus within the Common Market. T I.a ·s Bll r as;l,,e<i 
Hr. Johnson:.,. hs s;,··1a s,el.e. "'-~M-.Ed>"' e .. ~E'- ps'at,h...AA ~ 
~ {"J'fOv--0.. k ~ \)k t(,..; 4· [?·t> ,~. 

3. As regards t he question of increased ·support for the 
P,l-1,S.D. (your paragraph 3(iv)) I do not think there are any 
firm facts and figures which can be produced. It is undoubtedly 
true that over the past year or so the P,l-i,S.D. have been 
making a determi.-ied attempt to· broaden the basis of their 
support and to appeal to all communities . As an example the 
Governor mentioned in his latest monthly report that a leading 
member of the i',uslim community had recently joined the P, .M. S.D. 
a.-id it is to be assumed that he would carry a certain number 
of J1uslim voters with him. Apart from this however it _d.s~not 
possible to give anything as firm as "facts and figures". Most 
believe that there is little doubt that the P.M,S.D, has 
succeeded up to a point in winning the support of some 
proportion of the Indian communities (parti~arly the youn ger 
members a.-id also those with a financial stake in the economy); , 
and apparently large numbers of Indians attend the P.M.S,D, 
political meetings. It is however essentially a matter of 
crystal-gazing to try and assess to what extent thes.e efforts 
will be reflected in the results of the next general election. 
There are no means of testing public opinion in Mauritius by 

opiruon po s by-elections. Some argue that 
the large number of new young voters on the electoral registers 
is bound to increase the number and the proportion of the votes 
won by the P.M,S,D, in the next general election, Others claim 
that whatever the outward signs may be during the pre-electoral 
period it will be a question of "squaring the ranks" when the 

/time comes and 
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~.£iQS~1'. 
time comes and that the vast majority of the Indians will vote 
011 straight communa;L lilies whatever view - they may take of 
particular election issues ( even includilig independence). In 
the absence of external tests of the movement of public opinion 
there are virtually no firm facts and figures which can be 
adduced: it is essentially a matter of waitilig for the P.M.S.D. 
claims to be put to the test of the general election. 

4. In gene ral it seems to me quite impossible for H.M.G. to 
retract at this juncture the clear a.>1d un.qutlified underta.½:ing 
given at the 1965 Conference, that we would grant indeoendence 
if this were asked for by a simple majority vote in th~ new 
Assembly . returned by the next general elec tion. I am told that 
it was a Cabinet decision that this undertaking should be given 
(I am · at present trying to trace the relevant Cabinet oaoers) 
and that in addition H.M.G. 1 s decision to come out publi;ly in 
favour of independence ;for Mauritius was part of the deal betwee 
our own present Prime Ninister and the Premier of Mauritius 
regarding the detachment of certain Mauritius deoendencies for 
Biot •. I cannot believe that U.K. Ministers gene~ally would be 
prepared to go bf!Ck on this decision. To do so would not only 
cause \!. tremendous rumpus in Mauritius " as suggested in paragrap 
6 of your minute but would dam11us :in the eyes of the Commonwealt 
and indeed of the world as a whole. Since the 1965 undertaking 
was given we have frequently been asked both at Commonwealth 
Meetings and at the U.N. what our intentions are in regard to 
Mauritius: and we have repeatedly stated in unequivocal terms 
that 1 in the , terms of Mr. Greenwood's pronouncementJ we are 
prepared to · grant independence if this is asked for by Mauritius 
in the manner indicated after a genera l election. I doubt 
whether we would ev~:~'?urselves much good with the P.M.S.D. 
by retracting this • repeated undertaking because they (like 
the rest of the world) would be ·f orced to conclude that our 
undertakings were not worth the paper they were written on . 

5. As regards the particular arguments in paragraph 5 of your 
inute I would like to say that I cannot see any validity in 

the argument in sub-paragraph (i). It is a considerable 
exaggeration and dis tortion of the facts to say that the 
registration arrangements were not in accordance with the local 

aw. There probably were omissions from the registers on which 
the 1959 and 1963 elections were conducted but under a voluntary 
system of registration it is to be exp·ecte'd that those omitted 
are the most apathetic and politically indifferent members of the 

· a.ult· community. In Mauritius it would almost certainly be 
ainly Indians (probably Indian women) who were excluded so that 

· f we· were to use this argument we would have to conclude that _if 
all the potential voters had been included on the r~gisters~ 
had exercised their votes the only result would have been to 
strengthen the support given to Ramgoolam. For the same reason 
I do not think that "there is any validity in the point in your 

paragraph 5(ii), 

6. For the reasons indicated it seems to me quite out of the 
question -that we should at this juncture retract our .. freely 
given and unqualified undertakin g regarding independence for 
Mauritius. It is true that circumstances have changed since the 

dertaking was given and in particula,r that because of the 
deteriorating economic and financial position of Mauritius, and 
the renewed possibility of Britain entering into the Common 
fa,rket,the interests of Mauritius might be better served by 
remaining a colony or becoming an Associated State _ on the 
West Indian pattern. It is however open to the electorate _of · 
Mauriti us to judge these issues for themselves. Independtmce · 
will obviously be the ~oj~ssue 'in the forthcoming ele .ction and 
if the P,M,S.D. have _any sense they will continue to -put across _ 

/to the people 

s. E. c. R. E. T. 

2 ems 
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Ref.: 

:to the people (as they have already been doing) the economic 

disadvantages of independence. We have however publicly left 

;!the choice to the Mauritius electorate. It is really too late 

in the day for us to assert that the electorate of Mauritius 

cannot be relied on to judge what is in the best interests of 

the country and to insist that "mother knows best". 

7. For rather different reasons from your 01-m I therefore 

entirely agree that the only circumstance in which we could 

possibly suggest th a t the question of independence should be 

reconsidered is if the general election results in a very narrow 

majority (of seats and/or votes) for the Independence Alliance. 

If the Independence Alliance win by only a .,narrow majority it 

seems to me that there is a very strong ri&k ... that the P.M.S.D. 

(if they have any sense) will stage disturbances of some k:ind. 

In such a situation, and particularly if there is an actual or 

threatened breakdo,m in security, there would be some basis for 

H. M.G. to suggest th a t all parties should get round the table 

age.i."l to reconsider the position. 

(H.Z. Terry) 
14 February 1967 
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Telegram from the U.K. Mission to the U.N. to the U.K. Foreign Office, No. 60 (21 Apr. 1967)
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h[<·:,,J,/'r}~{~~. _ ... , .... z~<(! t' .•.. :._:;;:~}f ~~~"j 1t{¼!t}~l<ID· .. 
. .. , .r;1;w~~ ., ._,,.~, ... ~.,.,., ,,,,.,,ylf:k ,..-1 , ~ -~Q . 

Tel no_~ 

, .. _ Add:ressea .,o ::E'.·or_e1gn :,()_ff .. i_c~telegr.J~m 11ro. ·~6u· ---·•v·:,-,,, o•" _,°.') H 
• 2:1 A ·1 ·.-. · · .... · · ' . "''"' - UC-,-'• :::, - -~ ........ 

. '. N ,, pri. t , -;r:0 pea:ted ;:f;or·,.-in'forma :tion Savi1ig o Governor Mau.:ci ti'l:..ro ,_.1,,-r~~ 

' N&; I~5~o'/~';/"r ~~fth,f,~:•·a,i,o i3,, Ne,v Delhi . o, 6 an: ... ,,:D,-i-•.~:

0

,1

1

~--:·ig·,~.-ol(,? ... l-.,Si---.c t,

1
~_. ·:· 

.,.:./t: .. ¥-i:: toi11;am: ·rf'o:/· %' s·aving: . Commi tt ;{e ~-.. . ~ .L il -:: ~ ·:: 

.· .fa~1-r;1usj ·seychelles, St . · Helena.; · 

·./: . At yeste .rda:ts l!leetin g Diair.ite (rfa.li) oues ".;j_oi''" 

· <-~-·~bgt :: .. c;:qnst::i,tutional progress in t~1e teri~itor · ~~-~ 

.. :.L f.: P.,i:3.f_:HalL i~})le p1entation ot Resolution 151L~. Tbe Charte.r· 1:·r,cFii ::,•2 -

. _::J:i.::Ill~no, of ;re1;3peot for terrnorial integrity ha(1 noi,; Deen observed. J~~ 

,,;·JP}'.:\[B~!A~ii:ff?..n·'of. t~~ Ma:U'~ tius C~nference hali iJ:.ll)OSed U1iJlBOes~a~-y 

···:f· ~N .ays _, ahd · cond1t1.ons oerore inaependence (e,g. elections anc. a . 

'.: ::·,,-:' re _solution of the ne1·1 house)" The electorate was only a smal:t 

,,· -:\., J?l:_'qportion of the population, the high proportion o:z pc:r s ons u.nder 

· :~: ag~ . 21 - being disenfrarichised. The elect0ral system 8ont~ined · 

·:> ¥U.~t1~1 .:~~a.tures whose n2.l obj _ect seemed to be to 6istort 

.. ) : e:).ec.tio:n resu.l:'rn • 

. ··,:\{]J:it~IJ;';~[ffefi~;;;~inegio~gis (E~i~io .pia) .. saicl lit'tle _h~i been , clone . tQ ., ; 

· /}~~f '.fniplem.ent ):ititherous · United Nations resolutions; . Delays .in . b.olding 

. :t::1~t~tn!l0~f_ii!~~;~~~i ~~{~ : ;~~:e r:~~!~n~~;e f~ih;~ih~~pe~~:;e t;L1;h~ :· 
. . :'.· f~ '_-::1:fo.rq+Y. any -JJO.i'.1. t:J.cal or ecbnom.ic actva:nce in -cne O'liher . t\'JO ten·i-: 

,J :/· ·,-:t'ories~ -. ' The Deverell · report on -the Seychelles wrongly excluded 

. /:),:::.-i~~~-pEhias#9e_· ;as a poteptial . final status sinc _e the people of -. 

· ::f~·:<·''Seychelle~ ·Iwere ·anxiously .awaiting full .independence • . · 

.;,:;\[f l1tiil~:af !~.~;f i1tidi~~~r:~~~ii;~ia;~~r~!i ~~;fttt. :he ~tlov,att 

·: · .. ·::·t should' :;the:re be u:nem.ployrnerrc when a v2.st oevelopmern; prograillfile -- . 

. ;;)cotiid:' etriuloy everyone? · On J3IOT he askecl if the so-calle1~ fac~l

.. ·:./:i'.-tie~s··which-bad been constructed had the truly free consent of · 

. _ ·} tB~-:JIIatU'i tian people· ' who owned the islands. \'ias there l'lag e 

'/_{ ! :,a:ii;l~riinination .betv;een Europeans and indigenous in.ha bi ta.rits';' 

.. '_:;;:~(?:t{;. In .reply Shaw (United Kin,gdotn) oade tlrn ·following poi:ds:

The need for elections before a deci~ion on independence 

in Mau.ri tius stem med fro71l. rlifiagreement b0tv1een I1Iauri tia.;.1. 

uarties at the 1965 Oon:t'erence about tb~ desirability of 

independence and the need · for l)Opulai~ · cdns u l tations . on 

this issueo 
/ (b) The delay 

/, -' · ~ 1'\L·, ~ - j 
- ~s MAY i967 1 

·1-z,,/~/~--1 

1(,,/ 
/ ':J 
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··,:: 
. . .. . . . 

-: . : '_ ~--·~. '.r:JbFTlfo:~::deikY,, fo ;·~_leotio ,110·. r0sul'ied -:mair-ly f~o:l~~t~~~-=e~:nt 
19:56; , 

. ·;r:; _; 

poiriie~ put that .th~re 
such d.istinctio::.-i b e r '.'1oe n 

facilities in BIOT. 

i:11da pend-

', ·,C>.-;.;: :.~~e"l:f ,_2-\ 'favou.re.d the ·. E~op~ans a.nd thus tbe PMSD v1hich opposed 

its . · -~ ::lij.i[it J, fans \c:f'.or._:·:BtOtr~ @4 th~se were . causing growing con:cern . iti .· 

. ~},;j,J ll!ii!iii~tiiii~f :t~~~i~!::~i!f i:i:.·~~!tE1~d:;~~~t~$ 
a:1~kilown'·\the r}nd:..an ° Government I s views, . . ,-\': _ 

·,.· 

.; ... , . ~-
··. ~-;~~.;. c_;(~\_;,:)\. ·'. ·. 

..J 
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U.N. General Assembly, Special Committee on the Situation with Regard to the Implementation 
of the Declaration on the Granting of Independence to Colonial Countries and Peoples, Report 

of Sub-Committee I: Mauritius, Seychelles and St. Helena, U.N. Doc. A/AC.109/L.398 (17 May 
1967)
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A/AC.109/L.398 
English 
Page 2 

INTRODUCTION 

1. The Sub-Committee considered Mauritius, Seychelles and 3t. Helena at i t s 

35th to 39th meetings held on 5, 13, 18, 20 April and lO May 1967. 

2. The Sub-Commistee had before it she working papers prepared by the 

Secretariat (A/AC,lrf;l/L.";-74 end Curr.1 Bnd 2). 

3, In accordance with the pro~edu:re agreed upon by she Special Committee, the 

Chairman invited the representative of the United f,in 5dom of Great Britain and 

Northern Ireland to participate in the consid eration of the three Ter:::-i tories. 

Accordingly, the representative of the United Kingdom participated in che 35th to 

39th meetings of the Sub-Colll!llittee . 

CONSIDERATION BY THE SUB-COMMITTEE 

A. Statements by members 

4. The representasive of the United Kingdom gave an account of developments -which 

had occurred 3ince the twenty-firsc session of the C-eneral Assembly i~ the three 

Territories under consideration. 

5. In Maurititl.$, c•;nstitutior:al discussions between the United Y.ingdom and 

repres.,,ntatives of the different political partie& in the Territory had already 

set the stage for independence. At the end of the constisutiona.1 conferencP. of 

September l965, Mr. Greenwood, the Secretary of St ate for the Colonies, had 

announced that Mauritius would achieve independence if a resolution asking for is 

was passed by a simple majority of the new Assembly resulting from a general 

election to be hP.ld under a new electoral system. In the course of 1966, a special 

commission had studied the question of the future electoral syssem and had 

recommended that the island should be di v ided into twenty three-member 

con~tituencies and one two-member constituency plus five extra "corrective" seats. 

In that way, the interests of the main secsions of the diversified population of 

Mauratius would be fairly represented. As those recommendations had given rise so 

disagreements among the poli-tical parties, the number o:f "corrective" seass had 

been raised _to eight and the arrangements :for such seat ·s i:n.Odified to take account 

o:f both party and comm.unity considerations, a.na agreement had been reached between 

:;. .. 
·~'- ' .. 
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A/ AC. lr:l;)/L. 398 
English 
Pa.ge 3 

j. Thereafter, in September 1966, the preparation of new electoral regiaters ha<l 

been itlitieter! in -t;he presence of a team of Commonwealth observations dra.wn from 

Ind:i-a, J:.f.alta, Jamaica and Cenada. The r'c'gisters had been published in January 1967 

and -included one--t;hird more voters than previous lists. The matter now rested 

~,ith -t;he Government of Mauritius and general elections would be held on the basis 

a:t' ur:.iversal aault suffrage at a date still to be set. The Parliamenta.ry Under

~cretary of state for the Colonies ha.d said in the House of Commor;a in 

December 1966 that it was desirable that elections should be held at the earliest 

practicable time. Since t,he 1965 Constitutional Conference had agreed on a 

six~month interval between full jnternal self-government and independence, it would 

oe, possible, if a majority elected at the fut=e general elections fa•roured such a 

step, f,,r Mauritius to achieve independence six months after the elections. There 

were differing views among the political parties about the ultimate status of 

Mauritius, but it was for the people to express its views by democratic mean5. As 

stated in paragraph 21 of the Su~-Commi ttee 's report for 1966, a team of observers 

from Col!llllOnwealth countries would observe the elections. 

7. With regar<'l to the Seychelles, he recalled the+. following an initiative by the 

tegislatiYe Council about the Territory's future relationship with the United 

K:in,;dom, a const:5.tutional aC:viser had recommended the establishment of a single 

Council of twelve tu fifteen members with both executive and legislative functions, 

elected on the basis of universal adult suffrage, as a ma.jar step towards full 

internal self-government. The next elections were to be held in October 1967, and 

the legal instruments, including the new Constitution, re~uirea to implement the 

•rarious proposals were being prepared. 

8 • The le.bour disputes which had -Jccurred in 1966 had been resolved by a general 

~age increase of 20 per cent. A Government Labour Officer and a Trade Union 

Officer had also been appointed witL the aim of improving labour relations. 

9. Substantial progress had been Ul8.de in St. Helena. On 1 January 1967, the 

former Advisory Council had been replaced by a Legislative Council, and a system 

Of COlOlllittees giving the members of the Legislative Council departmental 

responsibilities had been established; the Ex:ecutive Council had also been reformed 

to include the chairmen of those committees in place of the former official members. 

Elections to •hsa new Legislative Council would take place, as before, on the basis 

. . . 
I ~ • -. ,.. -~·· . . -~ '; ... 
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of universal adaj.t suffrage, not later than 1 January 1968. The Council would 

consist of twelve elected members 011t of a total c,f fourteen, instead of e:ight out 

of a total of sixteen as at present, 

10. The three Territories under discussion had certain features in common: they 

a.11 were small, had limited resources and were far from the main lanes of 

communication. In other ways they were different: Mauritius had 750,000 

inhabitants and St. Helena only 4,600. These differences were bound to be reflected 

in the type of ·political institutions the Territories developed ana also perhaps in 

their ultimate status. He e:mphasized that since the last session of the Special 

Committee, each of the three Territories had made substantial progress towards 

self-government and a final _de~ision on their eventual status. 

11. The representative of the United Republic of Tanzania said that the 

situation ln the Seychelles recalled the arrangement proposed by the United Kingdom 

for certain Caribbean Territories: the administering Power was contemplating a 

procedure which violated the legitimate interests of the population and contradicted 

the various pertinent General Assembly resolutions, including resolution 1514 (XV) 
of 14 December 1960. 

12. Document A/Ac.109/1.374 and Corr.land 2 showed that the colonial Power was 

reluctant to implement the provisions of the Declaration on the Granting of 

Independence to Colonial Countrie~ and Peoples: a colonial Governor had been sent 

to the Territory to advise on the future colonial status of the Seychelles and had 

recommended three possible courses: (a) that the Territory should achieve only 

nominal independence guaranteed by treaty relations with a suitable Power; (b) some 

form of free associaticn with the United Kingdom; and (c) some form of close 

association or integration with the United Kingdom. In the first case, it was 

clear that the colonial Power was not prepared to withdraw from the Seychelles and 

to concede unfettered independence. The second course would constitute a direct 

violation of the inalienable right of the people to achieve the independence it 

demanded. Finally, integration would be a violation of the territorial integrity 

of the Seychelles, as stated in General Assembly resolution 2069 (XX) of 

16 December 1965. 
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13. The economic situation in the Seychelles remalned gloomy and was accentuated 

by the Territory's colonial status, In a Territory in which there had been a 

continued decline in agriculture and industry, it was highly regrettable that most 

of the arable land was being given to foreign monopolies in the form of 

concessions. He recalled that that aspect of the situation was to be the subject 

of special study by the Sub-CO!amittee. 

14. In Mauritius, too, there had been hardly any pr0gress. At the preceding 

session, the Tanzanian delegation had stated that the United Kingdom Government 

was endeavouring to de]ay the attainment of independence and circumvent the wishes 

of the people. By its resolutions 2o69 (XX) and 2o66 ( XX) of 16 December 1965, 

the General Assembly had called upon the administering Power to dismantle the 

existing military bases and refrain from establishing new ones in the Territories 

under its domination. It had also invited that Government to take no action which 

would dismember the Territories or violate their territorial integrity. The 

United Kingdom Government had, however, completely ignored the Organization's 

deciaions. On 25 March l967,The Times of London had reported the measures adopted 

by the United Kingdom in its new Indian Ocean colony created in November 1965, 

which was to be used for military purposes by the United Kingdom and United States 

Governments. 

15. He protested against the creation of the new colony, which constituted a 

violation of the legitimate interests and inalienable rights of the inhabitants. 

It also showed how the colonial Powers were trying to impede independence by such 

devices as the qoncessions they granted to foreign monopolies. It was through 

such monopolies that the new colony had been set up and military installations 

established. The dismemberment of a Territory violated the express provisions of 

operative paragraph 6 of General Assembly resolution 1514 (XV) and those of the 

United Nations Charter. Moreover, the creation of the new colony and the 

establishment of military installations also ran counter to the deelared Wishes 

of the peace-loving peoples of Africa and Asia. It could be regarded as a hostile 

act against those peoples, who were in the immediate vicinity of the military 

installations in the Indian Ocean. 

l6. It must be recognized that with regard to Mauritius, the Seychelles and 

St. Helena, the administering Power had maintained a negative attitude and had 
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refused tc implement the resolutions of the Genera.l Assembly calling upon it to 

speed decolonization in accordance with resolution 1514 (XV). FurtheTroore, the 

United Kingdom Government was continuing its economic exploitation of the 

Territories, and more a.nd more foreign monopolies were establishing themselves 

there, to the detriment of the people 1s legitimate interests. Las'tly, the United 

Kingdom was openly violating 'the principles of the Charter and the resolutions of 

the General Assembly by dismembering Ma.uritus a.nd the Seychelles and building 

military inatallations there with the help of the United States. 

l 7. It was not enough to reaffirm the right of . peoples t0 sell-determination and 

independence; immediate measures should be taken 'to ensure that those rights were 

respected. The colonial Power should without delay hold elections on the ba.sis. of 

universal suffrage, 'transfer all powers to the peoples 3.nd restore to them the land 

and natural resources which it had subjected to extensive exploitation. It must 

also desist from selling to private companies whole islands detached from the 

Territories and must instead preserve territorial and national entities. The 

United Kingdom's political manoeuvres to impose upon tbe peoples the political 

status it preferred must; be condemned, and it must be called upon -cc, refrain from 

taking any measures incompatible with the Charter and wi'th the Declaration on the 

Granting of Independence -co Colonial Countries and Peoples. The Sub-Committee 

should also recommend the sending of a visitin g mission, especially to the 

Seychelles. 

l.8. The representative of Syria said that the admim.stering Power's sta.tements 

had failed to answer a number of very important ques-cions. Had the Uni-ced Kingdom 

implemented without delay the relevant resolutions of the General Assembly in 

Maur:itius, the Seychelles and st. Helena, as it had been called upon to do b:1r 

resolution 2232 (XXI) of 20 December 1966? If not, why not? The Sub-Committee 

must also know whether -che administering Power had changed its attitude with 

regard to the sending of a visiting mission and whether it was prepared -co 

co-operate with the Sub-Committee in the matter. 

19. The General Assembly had e~pressed some concern regarding the preseI"l•ation of 

the ter ritoria l integrity of colonial Territories. Did the administering P::,wer 

still haxbour its intentions, and did it realize that the establishment of 

military bases ran c01u:,Ler to the resolutions of the General Assembzy and could 

not but create international tension arid conflict? 
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20_. The United Kingdom had stressed the poverty of Mauritius, the Seychelles and 

St. Helena and the inadequacy of their resources. But what was it doing tc utilize 

their hydroelectric potential or to remedy the growing unemployment or the 

balance-of-payments deficit? Had it endeavoured to diversify the economy of 

Mauritius, as the Prillle Minister of Mauritius had repeatedly asked it to do, or 

was it adhering to the terms of the Commonwealth Sugar Agreement? It was 

surprising that the United Kingdom, a technologically advanced country and a great 

source of capital, should permit the Territories under its administration to suffer 

:from shortages of c,apita], and technical skills, as indicated in the Secretariat 

wo,rJ:c.ing pa.per (A/Ac.109/L.374 and Corr.land 2). 

2l. The Mauritius Legislative Assembly had called f::,r an end to the aiscriminatory 

practices to which the workers in the sugar industrJ -were being subjected. What 

measures h~d been taken to protect those workers? ne would like particularly to 

have :full informa-cion on the role of the Taxpayers and Producers Association. 

22. The Sub-Committee should be better informed concerning the new electoral 

system in Mauritius and the coming elections. Would they be based on universal 

suffrage, and when would they take place? It was also desirable to know -che role 

of the parties, to determine the extent to wri.ich they genuinely represented the 

people or, on -Che contrary, represented special interests. Most important of 

all, the elected representatives of the people should have adequate powers and 

the Governor should no longer play an unduly large role. 

23. In conclusion, he hoped that the United Kingdom would stop giving the 

impression of wanting above all to safeguard the privileges of the settler8 and 

to serve s-crategic interests which were of no concern to the people and that it 

would display a readiness to help the peoples under its administration to :free 

themselves from discriminatiQn and subjection. 

24. The representative of tbe United Y..ingdom said that he wished to rep]y at once 

to some of the questions asked by the Tanzanian and Syrian representatives and 

th,at he would l!omment on other points later. 

25. The Tanzanian representative had said, concerning the three courses envisaged 

in paragraph 28 of the constitutional adviser's report (nominai independence, 
11 free association" ar.d close association or integrai:i on), that they would be 

imposed on the population of the Seychelies and excluded aey real independence. 
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Page 3 of the document on the Seychelles, however, ~ontained a statement by the 

Secretary o:f State for the Colonies noting that the adviser bad wished to ~onsider 

not final solutions but the progressive establishment of constitutional machinery 

aimed precisely at permitting the people to decide tneir ultimate status. Tne 

a.dviser himself st.ated in paragraph 27 tha .t he had cc,ncerned himself with 

immediate !lleasures. As to the elections in Mauritius, he referred the Syrian 

representative to paragraphs 20 and 21 of the Secretariat working paper 

(A/Ac.109/L.374 ancl Corr.land 2), which indicated, i,1ter alia, that in the view of 

the Lhlted Kirgdcm Goveruent, it was most desirable that the elections should be 

held at the eaxliest practicable time ~nd that neither the United Kingdom Government 

nor the Government of.Maru::itius had been responsible for the fact that it bad been· 

impossible tc.- keep to the time-table originally planned. The completion of the 

register of electors should in principle me.ke it possible tc hold elections in 1967. 

26. He would have to consult his Government concerning the sending of' a visiting 

mi,ssion if that was in accordance with the Specia.l Committee's views. 

27. The representative of the United Republic o:f T-a.nzania said tnas, a.cc-:,rc.ing to 

the United Kingdcm representative, the proposals in paragraph 28 of the 

constitutioral adviser's report on the Seychelles were not final. Inasm~ch as the 

people of the Seychelles had expressed a. ,•ish to a ~hieve :!.ndependeilce rapidly, the 

solutions outlined in that paragraph could only create confusion and wer e, in fa .et, 

an insult to the people of the Ter:!'.'itory. As t c, the ''political inexperience" af 

the electorate a.nd the canaia.ates, which the adviser noted with regret in 

paragraph 34, he wondered if' it was not attrib1rtabl1o to the fact that the United 

Kingdom was preventing the people from exercising their rights. Moreover, 

:paragraph 47 shows clearly that the "free association" formula was regarded as 

final. 

28. The possible sclution,s envisaged by the United Kiri.gdom reveeled the l c..tter' s 

nee-colonialist intentions. The administering I-'Ower had never shown arry 

willingness to implement General Assembly resolution 1514 (XV) and had taken 

care, in its statement, to make no mention of complete independence. 
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29. ·rhe representative of Syria asked whethe;: ·che Legisl1.rtbre Asseu1bly to be 

chosen in the elections which, accu·d:ing to the representative of the administering 

Power, were tG be held l.'1 1967, would really be in a pc,sition to dedde -che futu:i:-e 

of Mauritius by adopting a constitution and leading the Terri torJ to i.ndepend.ence 

ii that 'Has the wish of the popt.cla.tion, or ;;hether, on the contrary, it would be 

a passive boa:,, content t o pa.ss .1ttinor legislation under the control of the 

30. The representative of the United Kingd,:;m, replyin~ to -!;he Syria.r:. representative, 

said that the Legislsti;,re couJ.d lead Mauritius to independenc'.!_, if the .n.ajority 

of its members so desired, aft.er six morths of self-governmen+,. The f-:-rthcoming 

elections woulc, therefore be more thM, a mere forruality, 

31. The "·free s.ssociation" formula. which the , Tanzanian represent~tive had 

cri-cicized cot:ld n0t, in s.ny case, be imposed. It wa8 for the people of the 

Seychelles, a.cting through their representatives, to choose their uitimate status. 

However, it should not be forgotten that the peop::.e were divided, sorue wanting 

independence, some association, and others integration, and that the Territory's 

two polit-ical parties, the Seychelles Democratic Pa.rty (SDP) and the Seychelles 

People's United Party (SFU), ha.d different programmes in that regard. 

32. T'he representative of S:,rrie. said that the current debate was enabling the 

sub-Committee to form a clearer idea of -che situation . He asked the United Kingdom 

representatiYe whether, if inost of the rep;resen1;atives o·pte<i for independence, 

Mauritius would become in<iependent in 1968. The forthcoming elections were of 

the greatest i.Inportance, and it seemed advisaol'.! that United Nations observers 

sho~ld be present. 

33. The represen-t;ation of the United Kin11:do1~ conffrmed that, under the present 

arrangements, 11ot more than six months would elapse between the general election 

a.nd the attairuneni: or' i,1dependence, if that wa.s what the newly elected legislature 

wanted. Oc this basis independence could take place by 1968, subject to the 

views expressed oy ~ maJority of the Legislature after the general election. The 

Government of i-1auritius had agreed to the presence of CoD11J1onwealth, observers to 

verify the el'.!ctoral registers and supervise the voting procedures. If a formal 

req_uest were ,nade that the Sub- Committee should alsc, send observers, he would have 

to consult his Govermnent before replying . 

34 • The rei; ·reseiltative of the United Republi c of Tanzania observed that the 

United Kingdo,n .cepresenta'tive had still not stated definitely whether his 

Government's policy was one which would permit the Seychelles and Mauritius to 
I ... 
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achieve full independence. Study of the documents as well as information available 

to hitn indicated that the people wanted full independence at an early date. He 

also wished to know when the machinery referred to in the documents, the operation 

of which had already been explained, would be set up. His Government did not wish 

to be confronted with a fait accompli or to see the administering Power impose a 

point of view which was at variance with the people's desires. He also noted that 

the United Kingdom representative had carefully avoided mentioning the dismemberment 

of rerritories, which was a violation of the Charter and of General Assembly 

resolution 1514 (XV). A specific reply on that point would enable the Sub-Collllllittee 

to make definite recommendations to the Special Committee and the General Assembly. 

35. The representative of Bvria. said that if the ne¥ elections on Mirnritius were 

to be held in 1967, after which there was to be a six-month delay; the island 

wonld presumably attain independence in 1968. As to the question of observers, 

he that the United Kingdom Government would appreciate the need for a United 

Nations presence during the elections. Like the Tanzanian representative, he hoped 

that the United Kingdom delegation would clarify ~he question of the dismemberment 

of Territories. 

36. The representative of the United Kin~do~ pointed out to the Tanzanian 

representative that, as the United Kingdom Government's report indicated, it was for 

the members of the future legislature of the Seychelles, elected by universal 

suffrage, to consider the Territory's future, and that there had been no decision 

as to its ultimate status. As to the content of the new ccns~itutional proposals 

which were to be implemented in Seychelles, al l relevant details were given on 

page 4 and in chapter V of his Government's report on the recommendations of the 

constitutional adviser, and in chapter V of the adviser's repo=t. The proposed 

changes would take effect when the general elections were held, l.e. , in 

October 1967 at the latest. 

37. The representative of the United Republic of Tanzania said that his delegation 

would take note of the United Kingdom representative's explanations. The paramount 

question of sovereign rights had not, however, been clarified. The documents 

refer red to gave no definite indication as to whether the United Kingdom planned 

to grant complete independence to the Territories in conformity with General 

Assembly resolution 1514 (XV). On the contrary, it appeared that the proposals in 
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~hapter IV, paragraph 28 (a), (t) and (c), of the United Kingdom Government':; 

report would be i.'.llplemented a~,d thfat a solution involving independence would be 

discarded, as it had jn the casE' of the Caribbean Territories. 

38. The :representative of the Union of So•1iet Socialist Republics said the:t the 

discussion of "the situaticn in Mauritius, SeychellE"S and St. Helena by the Special 

Com_mittee in 1966 had clearly shown that the administering Power had not yet 

implemented the provisions of General Assembly resolution 1514 (XV) and other 

relevant General Assembly resolutions, that the political dE"velopment of the 

Territories wa.s :proceeding ver·y slowly, t.hat the electoral arrangements devised 

for Mauritius had been the subject of serious controversy among various groups and 

political partiec and that universal suffrage had 8till not been introduced in the 

Seychelles. The Special Committee had also expressed concern at the establishment 

of the new "Bri"ti.sh Indian Ocean Territory" and the reports tha"t it would be used 

as a military base, and had called upon the administering Power to respect the 

t.erritoria.l integrity of Mauritius and Seychelles and, in keeping with operative 

paragraph l2 of General Assembly resolution 2105 (XX) of 20 December 1965, to 

refrain from using the three Territories for military purposes. It had al.so called 

upon the administering Power to recognize the right of the indigenous inhabitants 

to dispose: of the na,:;ural r,:sources, and to take mea.sures to diversify the economy, 

of the Territories. Those conclusions and recommendations had been confirmed by 

the General Assembly at i"ts twenty-first session. In resolution 2232 (XXI) "the 

General Assembly had, inter alia, urged the administering Power to allow visiting 

missions to go to the Territories to study the situation and 'make appropriate 

recommendations,' and had reiterated it.s earlier declaration that any attempt to 

disrup"t the national unity and territorial integrity of colonial Territories or to 

establish military bases and installations in them was incompatible with the 

Charter of the United Nation& and with resolut.ion 1514 (XV). In resolution 

2189 (XXI) of 13 December 1966 the General Assembly had requested the colonial 

Powers to 1ismantle their military bases in colonial Territories and to r·efrain 

from establishing new ones. 

39, All three Territories were, however, still under United Kingdom domination 

and United Kingdom Governors still had wide pow,ers: in Mauritius, the Governor 

still appointed the Premier and most of the ministers, and in the Seychelles and 
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St. Helena he presided over both the Executive Council and the Legislative Council. 

The people of Mauritius had long been asking for i!ldependence, but it seem.ed as if 

the adruinistering Power still intended to delay granting it by imposing certain 

conditions such a5 that the people should first gain experience of managing their 

own &ffairs. A study of the new "Proposals for Constitutional Advance" in the 

Seychelles showed that they were not intended to prepare t11e people for 

independence in accordance with General Assembly resolution 1514 (XV), but rather 

to perpetuate United Kingdom contrcl of the Territory, and that independence was 

ruled out as a solution. Under the suggested "committee system of government", the 

Ga,•er,1or, in addition to his general reserved powers, would have direct 

responsibility for law anC: order, the public service and external affairs, and it 

appeared that he wdUld-retain - the power to c:ppoint the non-elected zuerubers of · the 

Legislative Council and to norninate t:u-ee other members. As the representative of 

Tanzania had indicated at the previous meeting, the proposed new arrangement would 

impede the full exercise of the right to self-determination and independence by the 

population in accordance with resolution 1514 (XV). Of the three pcssible courses 

suggested for the Territory, the one recommended we.s not even "nominal independence", 

but some form of "free association with the United Kingdom", which indicated that 

the administering Power did not wish to relinquish control of the Territory. That 

had been confirmed by the fact that the United Kingdom representstive had given ;10 

positive reply at the previous meeting to the question of whether it did indeed 

intend to grant complete independence to the Seychelles. It was thus clear that 

the administering Power was impeding the political development of the three 

Territories. 

40. As to the economic situation in the Territories, it was still as serious as 

before, if not worse. They remained a source of primary con:modities and cheap 

labour for the metropolitan country, which prevented them from developing e.:!onomic 

relations with other countries. According to document A/Ac.109/L.375 and Corr.l 

and 2, as much as 73 per cent of Mauritius eXIJcrts went to the United Kingdom, 

including most of the sugar produced, and, as the Premier of the Territory ba& said, 

progress in the diversirication of the Territory's economy had been slow. A similar 

situation prevailed in the Seychelles and St. Helena. All three Territories 

I ... 
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depended on a single crop, and that made economic progress very difficult. They 

also depended increa&ingly on external aid, After the prolonged domination of 

foreign capital the people of M&uritius were still without the means of production 

required to satisfy more than 10 per cent of their needs. 

41. The social situation in the three Terri"tories also continued to be distressing. 

There was chronic unemployment in all three and the Christian Science Monito:r of 

23 J3nuary 1967, des~ribed the unemployment prcblem in Mauritius as "hopeless". 

The gulf between the planters and the peasants in the Seychelles had even been 

admitted in the document on the proposals for constitutional advance . Furthermore, 

there were still no facilities for higher education in the Territories. 

42. The explanation for London's constitut'ional manoeuvres and the delay in 

granting independence appeared to be that the administering Power intended to turn 

the Territories into military bases. In spite of the United Kingdo~ 

representative's assurances during the twenty-first session of the General Assembly 

that the "British Indian O~ean Territory" would not be used for military purposes, 

there was continuing evidence that the United Kingdom and the United States did 

not wish to abstain from using the new cclony as an important link in their "East 

of Suez" policy, a policy aimed at preserving the position of the British and 

other foreign monopolies whi::h exploited the na.tural wea.lth of the Middle East, 

southern Afri~a and other regions. The military installations which the United 

Kingdom was planning to construct in the "British Indian Oce8n Territory" would 

be a direct threat to the countries of Asia and Africa, as the Cairo Conference 

of Non-Aligned States had pointed out. The Economist of 14 January 1967 had 

reported that the imrnediate aim was to station a mobile striking force in the 

new Territory. The United States still maintained military personnel to man 

rocket-tracking stations on Mahe, in the Seychelles, end on Ascension Island, which 

had gained lamentable notoriety as a base for United States and Belgian 

intervention in the Congo in 1964. There was also evidence that the United States 

intended to establish a communications relay station on the island of Diego Gar~ia. 

I 
I •• • 
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43. The United State e. was therefore acting as an accomplice of the United Kingdom 

in violating the General Assembly resolutions relating to the Territories. The 

Sub-Commit.tee must condemn the militarist activity of the iraperialist Powers, which 

was delaying i ndependence, and which was clearly the reason for the United Kingdom's 

refusal to allow a visiting mission to go to the Territories. 

44. He strongly supported the proposals made by the representatives of Syria and 

Tanzania at the previous meet:.ng. Since the administering Power had failed to 

respond to the repeated appeals of the General Assembly and +,he Special Committee to 

grant immediate independence to Mauritius, th~ Sub-Committee should ask the Special 

C'ommittee to recommend the General Assembly to set a time-limit for the granting of 

independence without any conditions or reservations. In view of the continuing use 

of Mauritius and Seychelles for military purposes and the creation of the "British 

Indian Ocean Territory" in violation of General Assembly resolutions 2105 (XX), 2189 

(XXI) and 2232 (XXI), the Sub-Committee should recommend that a visiting mission be 

sent to the Territories to study the situation and ma}l;.e recommendations to the 

General Assembly at its twenty-second session. Lastly; the administering Power 

should be asked to inform the Special Committee before the opening of the twenty

second session on how the recommendations of the General Assembly end the Special 

Commitr?-e were being implemented, e5pecially those concerning the immediate 

exercise of the right to self-determinat ion by the population, the prompt holding of 

elections on ~he basi& of universal suffrage in order to create representative 

organs in Seychelles dlld St. Helena, and the safeguarding of ·the people's right to 

dispose of their own resources and •~re ate a diversified economy. Sl:ch action would 

help the :people of the Territories towards self-determination and independence and 

would show them that they han t.he moral support of the United Nations. 

45. The representative of Yu~oslavia said that, once again, the Sub-Committee must 

take note of the fact that the administering Power had done very little in the 

direction of ~llowing the peoples of the thTee Territories to decide their future 

status and 1'orm of govern111ent freely and democratic ally. The administering Power 

had shown that it was still not prepared to implement the provisions of the 

Declaration on the Granting of Indepenaence to Colonial Countries and Peoples and 

of General P.ssembly resolutions 2066 (XX), 2069 (XX) and 2232 (XXI). 

I ... 
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46. Not only had there been no ~ositive changes in the political a.~d constitutional 

fields but all three Territories were also characterized by a steadily deteriorating 

economic situation. The Secretariat working paper (A/Ac.109/1.374 and Corr.land 2) 

spoke of a downward trend in ~er capita income and a rise in unemployment in 

Mauritius and Seychelles • . The administering Power issued warnings about the 

deterior4tion in the economic and social situation but took no measures to remedy 

it. The chief reasons for the negative economic trends had been noted by the 

Sub-Committee on previous occasions: the single-crop economy, the large areas of 

arable land i~ the hands of a small number of plantation owners, and the 

concessions that continued to be granted to foreign monopolies under conditions 

which disregarded the interests of the Territories, 

47. Another problem which was of extreme concern to his delegation was the 

violation of the territorial integrity of the Territories. The establishment of 

the "British Indian Ocean Territory" was contrary to the basic principles set forth 

in General Assembly resolution 1514 (XV) and was an indication of neo-colonialist 

plans mentioned in the Cairo Declaration of non-aligned countries. On 

10 November 1965, the Secreta_ry of State for the Colonies bad confirmed in the 

House of Commons that the new Territory was to be used by the United Kingdom and 

the United States for the erection of defence f'3.cili ties. The statement on 

16 November 1966 by the Secretary of State for Defence that no plan had been made 

for the creation of military ~ases in the Territory had done little to remove the 

apprehensions regarding the future _plans of the two Governments concerned. The fact 

that the report~ concerning military bases had not been categoricaJ.ly denied, 

especially when it was known that certain military installations were already being 

constructed, was an indication to his delegativn of the existence of plans which 

might have dangerous consequences for the whole area. According to The Baltim:ire 

Sun, of 7 April 1967, a spokesman for the Indian Government had stated that that 

Government was strongly opposed to the establishment of military bases in the Indian 

Ocean and would raise the matter at the United Nations, The same paper stated that 

the United Kingdom, in co-operation with the United States, was planning to build 

an air strip in the Territory in order to assist in the movement of troops and 

aircraft from Europe to Asia. 

I , .. 
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48. The establishmen,; of military bases could only be intended to check the process 

of decolonization and threaten t,he independence of African and Asian countries. The 

argument that the Governments of Mauri tiue and Seychelles had agreed to the tran13fer 

of the islands concerned to the new Territory was without substance because 

Mauritius and Seychelles were still not independent. The fact that the United 

Kingdom had been in a hurry to detach thE: Chagos Archipelago from Mauritius prior to 

the proclamation of independence spoke for itself. 

49. With regard to recent consT.itutional developments in Mauritius and Seychelles, 

he could not accept ·the United Kingdom's contention that measures leading tc the 

transfer of powers to democratically elected representatives of the people were 

being taken. In Maar :c tius, elections had · once again been postponed.. ThE: staten:ent 

published by the Commonwealth Office on 21 December 1966 was cleaxly intended to 

give the impression that responsibility for the delay did not rest with the United 

Kingdom. Nevertheless, it was his view that the administering Power alone was 

responsible for delaying the process of self-determination and. independence. 

50. In Se:rchelles, the situation was even more disturbing. There, the administering 

Power "las insisting on a longer constitutional process on the pretext that the 

inhabhants lacked politkal experience. Sir Colville Deverell 1s propose.ls for 

con:oti tutional a.dvance, contained in the document which had. been ma.de asrailable to 

memcers by the United Kingdom representative, were inconsistent with the provisions 

of relevant United Nations resolutions. Sir Colville complained that the political 

parties were primarily preoccupied with the question of the u1T.imate status of 

Seychelles rather than with constitutional evolution, but that was ~uite 

understandable. Sir Colville also stated that the question of the Territory's 

status could not be an immediate issue. Why not? Sir Colville went on t,c suggest 

three kinds of ultimate status which he said were the only possible kinds for a 

small, isolated island su.::h as Seychelles. All three proposals involved some fcrm 

of association or integration with the UniteQ Kingdom. In his delegation's view, 

the advancing of such suggestions was inadmissible in that it prejudged the people's 

decisions. 

51. The United Kingdom apparently wished it to be believed that the 11'.easures 

proposed would significantly improve the constitutional situation. He could not 

agree with such a contention. It seemed that, under the new system, the ratio of 

I ••• 
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elected to appointed rue,nbers o'I: the Executi v-s and Legislati ·1e Councils would be 

eight to seven. That me:ana lit.tle., however, in view o:f the influence exercised by 

the Governor in the councils. The administering Power was clearly delaying the 

transfer of power to the democratically elected representatives of the people. 

52. The following conclusions could be drawn with regard to the three Territories: 

(a) the administering Power had failed to implement the provisions of General 

Assembly resolution 1514 (XV) and other relevant resolutions; (b) it was 

endeavouring to deley the transfer of power to elected representatives of the 

people; (c) it had created a new colony out of islands detached from Mauritius ·and 

Sey('helles, thus directly viola.ting the principle .:if territorial integrity; (d) it 

was putting int.o effect itE- plans for the establishment of military bases on the 

so-called British Indian Ocean Territory; (e) the economic and social situation in 

the Territories continued to deteriorate and concessions were being granted to 

foreign monopolies. 

53. He believed that the Sub-Committee should, on tne basis of these facts, 

reco=nd that ~oncrete measures should be taken to guarantee the rights of the 

people& of the Territories to self-determination and independence. The sending of 

a 1risiting mission should be reconnr~nded, particularly to Seychelles, so that the 

Special Committee would not be faced with the situation it had been confronted with 

in the case oft.he British Caribbean islend.E, 

54. The representative of Finland said that, in view of the atriking differences 

between the three Territories under consideration in terms of political development, 

economic conditions, and the ethnic background and size of population, it was hard 

to envisage any c,ommon pattern for their constitutional advancement. The largest of 

the Territories, Mauritius, seemed to be well on the road to full independence. 

Elections vere to take place in the relatively neai future a"t a date set by the 

Government of Ma.uritius, and if "the newly elected Assembly decided 1n favour of 

independence, it could be attained after a six m0nths 1 transitional period. After 

some r·egrettable delay, the people of Mauritius would thus be able to express their 

views regarding the future status of the Territory, and it seemed tha .t, although 

there were some differences a:mong the political parties, the majority favoured 

progress to full independence ,. As it neared independence, Mauritius :faced certain 

I ... 
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diffi~ult problems , Further action was needed to diversify its economy, and the 

problems resulting from the rapidly expanding population needed to be tackled, 

perhaps thr·ough an expanded family planning programme, 

55, Political development in Seychelles seemed to be proceeding more slowly, 

There had been little demand for full independence and, in view of the smallness 

of the Territory in size and poIJU_lation and of its economic situation, some special 

constitutional arrangement might be called. for, perhaps as an interim solution. He 

noted with satisfaction that elections were soon to be held on the basis of 

universal a.iult suffrage and. that a new constitution was being prepared. It was 

important, however, that plans -for constitutional advance shoc1ld. not in any way 

exclude the possibility of full independence, Economic development was a problem 

also for Seychelles and it was obvious that the Territory needed. outside help, 

56. Whatever future course might be chosen by the three Territories, it was 

essential that the choice should rest with the free]y elected. representatives of 

the people. It was equally important that the people should retain the right in 

the future to choose an alternative political status. 

57. The representative of the United Kingdom said that the Bub-Committee had heard. 

many familiar assertions from the representatives of the USSR and Yugoslavia, and 

his delegation had had to reply to them on past occasions. They ranged from the 

inaccurate to the fantastic. Since the general debate was not yet conclUded, 

however, his delegation wculd prefer to defer its comments on the various statements 

which had been made to a later meeting. 

58. The representative of the Union of Soviet Socialist Repub·lics said that his 

delegation had always given close attention to factual material supplied by the 

afuainistering Power and derived from other sources. If the United. Kingdom 

representative wished, he could produce the sources on which he had based his 

statement; they consisted mainly of United Kingdom newspapers, such as The Times 

and The Observer. The United Kingdom representative would find that the Soviet 

delegation's statements were confirmed by dispatches in such newspapers. 

59. The representative of Yu.goslavia said that, if his assertions were "familiar", 

the reason was that the colonial Power had repeatedly postponed. the accession of 

the people to self-determination and independence. As long as that remained the 

case, his delegation would be obliged to repeat its arguKents , 
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60. The represen'tative of Tuni si a pointed out that, although General Ar,sembly 

resGluti0n 2066 (XX) concerning Mauritius had invited the administering Power to 

take steps to implement resol.ution 1514 (XV), to take no action to violate the 

territorial integrity of Mauritius and to report to 'the Special Committee and the 

General Assembly on the implementation of resolution 2066 (XX), a.nd although General 

Assembly resolution 2069 (XX) concerning a number of Territori~s, including 

Seychelles and St. Helena, had called upon the administering Power to implement 

the relevant reeolutions of the General Asse~bly and to allow visiting missions tc 

visit the Territories with its fu .11 co-operation and assistance, it appeared from 

the information provided by the Uni'ted Kingdom representative that nc progress 

a.long those lines had been rnaB.e in the three Territories under consideration. He 

had asserted tl:'>.at the changes which had taken ·place or which were planned were such 

as 'to bas ten the implementation of resolution 1514 (xv), but that was ope,1 to 

question since the administering Power had not complied with the General Assemr.ly's 

request to allow visiting missions to visit the Territories. The colonial. period 

was still too fresh in the minds of many representatives for them to believe 

everything an administering Power said about the administration of Territories 

under its control. I f the United Kingdom believed that it had fulfilled the 

obligations imposed on it by the international community, why did it refuse to 

allow representatives of the United Nations to visit the Territories and ascertsin 

the truth of its statements? It was necesse_ry for the United Kingdom to permit 

visiting missions if the present deadlock was to be broken. Everything that had 

been said during the current debate, including the statements of the administering 

Power, had already been said in previous years. All that the Sub-Committee could 

do, therefore, was to recommend the adoption of another resolution, reaffirm the 

inalienable right of the people of the Territories to self-a.ete:nnination and 

independence and request the administering Power once again to comply with United 

Nations resolutions. Tbat represented no progress and it was the administering 

Power which was to blame. If United Nations representatives were allowed to 

ascertain conditions in the Territories, it would perhaps be easier to achieve a 

just a11d equitable solution of their complex problems. 

--~~~,: 
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61. The representative of the United Kingdom, replying to ~uestione which had been 

raised during the debate, said with regard -co the problet11 of unemployIDEcnt in 

Mauritius and the need to diversify the country's economy that i-c was the policy 

of the ~Buritius Government to do everything possible to encourage the establishment 

of new industries and to that end a number of incentives had been provided in the 

shape of tariff concessions and financial assis-cance by the Government Development 

Bank. A number of new industries had alr ·eady been established, or -,ere being 

considered, including factories for the production of soap, margarine and edible 

oj 1, textiles and fertilizers, for the manufa.cture of stationery and watches, and 

for the processing of synthetic jewels. Discussions had been neld with 

representatives of the United Nations Industrial Development Organization (UNiro) 

on strengthening the local me.chinery for .industrial production. In agriculture, 

the United Nations Special Fund a.nd the United Nations Food and Agricul-cure 

Organization (FAO) were conducting a joint survey of land and water resources and 

were expected to recommend various projects which should lead to the improvement 

and greater diversification of agricultural production. An Agricultural Marketing 

Board had been in operation for the preceding three years and the Mauritius 

Government had just approved a number of new schemes for agricultural co-operative 

credit. It was clear, therefore, that the Mauritius Government was determined to 

do everything possible to diversify the ec0nomy of the Territory and reduce its 

dependence on the production of primary commodities. 

62, Inevitably, the Mauritius Government, like most other developing countries, 

had sought, in promoting local industrialization, to ~ttract , foreign capital. It 

was unrealistic to regard such policies as continued concessions to foreign 

monopolies, His delegation knew ~f no arrangements for foreign investment in the 

Terri-cory wbich were i ntended to operate on a monopolistic "hasis or in a manner 

contrary to the interests of the people of Mauritius. 

63. The representative of Syria bad r eferred to allegations of discrimination in 

the sugar industry and ha.d asked about steps being -Caken to protect the workers. 

Conditions of employment- in the sugar induetry were regulated by wage councils 

appointed by the Mauritius Ministry of Labour and there was no discrimination 
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among workers in aoy forl!l of employment. As to the matter of hydroelectric 

installations, there were at present eigh"t l,Yd.roelectric power station& operated by 

the Central Electricity Board of Mauritius and a ninth was to be completed by 1969. 

With regard to the Seychelles Ta.xpayers anq. Producers Association, he saicl. ti-,at 

tba.t organization, as indicated in paragraph 64 of document A/Ac.1O9/L.374 and 

Corr.land 2, bad for some time ceased to exist. 

64. The representative of Finland had invited attention to the problems of a 

rapidly expanding popula"tion and the desirability of an expanded family planning 

programme. There wae now a much wider acceptance among all shades 0f religious 

opinion and communi"ties in the Territory of "the need for family planning and, 

with government support, certain 'Toluntary agencies bad already made a start. 

65. _ With rega.rd "to the so-called dismemberment of Mauritius and Seychelles 

resulting from the establishmen"t of the British Indian Ocean Territory, as alleged 

by the repre&entatives of Syria and the United Republic of Tanzania, the new 

Territory was made up of a m;mber of small scattered islands separated from both 

Mauritius and Seychelles by many hundreds of miles. The Chagos Archipelago, for 

instance, although previously administered as part of Mauritius, wa.s geographically 

much nearer to tbe Seychelles. For nearly 100 years, all the islands, including 

Mauritius and Seychelles, had formed a single dependency, snd thereafter, beginning 

about sixty yeare previously, the islands forming the new Briti&h Indian Ocean 

Territory b.ad been attached either "to Mauritius or Seychelles purely as a matter of 

administrs.tive convenience. They could not be considered as a homogeneous part of 

either of those Territories in ethnic, geographical, economic· or any o"ther terms. 

The islands had n? indigenous population, since they had been uninhabited when 

originally acquired by the United Kingdom Government and virtually all persons now 

living there were migrant workers. The administrative rearrangements which had 

been worked ou~ freely with the Governments end elected representatives of the 

people of Mauritius and Seychelles and with their full agreement, in no sense, 

therefore, constituted a breach in the natural territorial and ethnic integrity 

of those Territories. 

66. Some representatives, including the representative of the USSR, had implied 

that there was a conspiracy to delay independence and impede political development 

in the Territories in order to turn them into military bases. The clear assurances 
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given by the United Kingdom Government concerniag independence for Mauri-cius and 

the informat-ion provided on constitlJ.tional p:..·ogress in the Seychelles spoke for 

-thems<elves, The s"teady progress towards full self-government and decolonization 

wae irrefut,a.blE: evidence aga.inss such allegations. 

67. Some delegations t~d also oc.de familiar allegations that the United Kingdom 

Government, was planning to establish bases in the British Indian Ocean Territory. 

The allegations had been based exGlusi.rely on pres3 reports, which were aft.en 

highly speculative, since the role of the Press in the United Kingdom -,ias not 

restricted to that of a subserviE:nt reflection of government. policieB. Those 

delegations· should ignore such speculative comment a.nd aceept the clear stat1c:mert 

Cllll.de by the United Kingdom Secre-cary ,;,f Sta"te f'or Defer.ce on 16 November J 96( ~hc3.+, 

his Government had no programme f,;,r creat,ing,_ bases in the Britioh India,_ 0c<2an 

Territory. Although the lJnited Kingdom Government had ann,;,unced as long age, as 

November 1965 that the islands might provide potential sites for defence purposes 

such as refuelling or communications facilities, no decision had in fact been taken 

to establish any such facilities. Such possible uses were very far reruoved from 

the bogey of military bases threa"tening the independence of African and Asian 

c.:mntries which some delegations bad sought to raise, 

68. On the g_ue:;tion raised by the :representative of Syria concerning a Ui1ited 

Nati0us presence during the forthcoming elections in Mauritius, his delegation 

would be prepared to seek instructions on any specific request which the C0rumittee 

might make, but. he pointed out that the Bs,m,ell Commission's report had recommended 

-chat a team of Comm•:mwealth observers should "be presem; during. the elections and 

that that recommendation had been accepted by all political parties in Mauritius. 

69, The representative of Syria had also asked about thE: need to take special 

account of the interests of the communities in the elec"tcral arrangements in 

Mauriti11s. He pointed ou-c that tne Territory I s population was of several different 

ethnic origins, and that among the political groupings and parties there were 

bodies which claimed to represent the Hindu and Moslem communities. Under the 

previous sysi;em, it had been possible for as ma.ny as fifteen out of sixty-five 

members of "the Legislature to oe nominated by tl-..e Governor in order to protect 

under-z·epresented sections of the community. Since it had been impossible at the 

I .. . 
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Constitutional Conference in 1965 5o rea.ch agreement on an alternative procedure, 

the Eanwell Commission bad been appointed to make recommendations which would 

ensure that the main sections of the population should bave an opportunity to 

secure fair representation of their interests, It was not the United Kingdom 

Government which had demanded that such special arrangements should be made, but 

the local political parties and especially the minority communities, Under the 

ne-w electoral arrangements, there would be eight "best loser" seats out of e. total 

of seventy, Four of those would be reserved for under-represented communities 

irrespective of party considerations, and the other four were intended to restore 

the balance of party representation in so far as it had been disturbed by the 

previous award of four seats on a. purel..v communal basis, The arrangement was 

essentially e. compromise. The United Kingdom Government bad throughout not wished 

to impose any solution and the arrangements now in operation had been generally 

accepted by all sides. His Government had, however, while . paying every regard to 

local wishes, sought to discourage political parties in the Territory from appealing 

exclusively to particular communities, Sixty out of the seventy members in the new 

Legislature would be elected in three-member ~onstituencies in -which each voter was 

obliged to cast his full three votes aad the result of such an arrangement should 

be to minimize communal influences. There had, of course, been universe.l adult 

suffrage in Mauritius since 195&. 

70. The representative of the United Republic of Tanzania said that he would like 

to :nake some preliminary comments on the United Kingdom representative's statement. 

The United Kingdom representative, in attempting to justify ~he dismemberment of 

Mauritius and SeY,chelles, had spoken of distances of many hundreds of miles, but 

it might be pointed out that the islands in question were many thousands of miles 
·,-

from the Uni-ced Kingdom, That fact showed the extent to which the United Kingddln 

regarded geographical proximity as a prerequisite for the existence of a nation. 

At any rate, the islands in question had al-ways been treated as pa.rt of Mauritius 

and Seychelles. If the facts were as the United Kingdom presented them, one could 

only assume that the United Kingdom had been systematically misleading the United 

Nations in the information it had been submitting. If that was not the case, the 

United Kingdom must admit that it was now pursuing a policy incompatible with the 

United Nations Charter as well as contrary to the wishes of the freedom-loving 

and peace-loving peoples of Africa and Asia. 

/ ... 

--~~-~~ .. 
• ,....,,"!i'S_"• \ ! 

• • ~.-•::...: ~,-_._ ·.• I 



Annex 88

A/Ac.109/L.39e 
English 
Pa5e 24 

7 _1_. The Unit-ed Kingdom represen-t;ative had said -:;hs.t military bases were not now 

being built r;n the Indian Ocean islands, out the Tarn,~.nian delegation wot.ld like 

t'J hear it stated tha .t the Unl tea Kingdom Government did n-:,t intend t:, -,:;lace any 

military·installations, equipment or personnel on the islands, since any su~h 

installations and personnel could only be intended for aggressive purposes. Tne 

establishllJent by tne United Kingdom of military installations in the Indian Ocean 

,.ust Le ;;eea as part of the military strategy of imperialism. ThP. installations 

wer e undoubtedly intended for use against peoples engaged in the legitimate struggle 

f: •r liberation. Tue United Kingdom had refused tr:, use for".!e where it 'laB justified, 

to oust Ian Smit.h I s regime in Southern Rhodesia, but wa.s using all the mili +;ar;,,

means at its disposal against the struggling peoples of Aden and other are;a ,-. Se 

would like to be told .;hether or 11ot the United · Kingdom had any military f•er8onnel 

or installations, including mili"tary transportation facilities, on -t;he islands. 

,2. ~ith regard to the reliability of press reports, the guestion was whether the 

United Kingdom Government had denied the reports. The Times of London had reported 

on 25 March 1967 that the United Kingdom was in the final stages of negotiati0ns 

to buy three privately owned islat.tds in the area for defence purposes. If the 

Uni1;ed Kingdom Government did not formally deny such reports, his delegation would 

as su me that they were true. 

T5, The United Kingd:>m representative had dwelt at length on the need for the 

representation of the va.rious communities in Mauritius. The United Kingdom, ever 

since it haa controll e d Mauritius, had -pursued a systematic policy of isolating 

one group from ar,other, in accordance with the principle "divide and rule". Now, 

.;hen the nationalists celled f ~r it.tdependence, the colonial Power claimed that che 

people were divided, The el e ctoral sy~tem under which each voter would be obli ged 

to cast three votes was one which had been triea. in Tanganyika prior to its 

indepeodeace and had s ince bee~ discarded. Such a. system actually amounted to a 

denial of tne r:!.ght of vote, as he woulcl. show in more detail at a subsequent meeting. 

74. Wich regard to Seychelles, the United Kingdom had still not indicated that it 

would accede to the people I s demand for independence. "Decolonization" could mean 

anytning, and the Special Committee had seen how the United Kingdom interpreted 

that term in the case of six Territories in the C'aribbea.n. He would like to be 

told thac under the policy of the United Kingdom C,overnment che people 1 s demand 

for inde1)endence would be gr-a nt ed. 

I . •. 
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75. The representative 0f the United Kingdom, r,;plying to the remarks of the 

representative :)f the United Republic of Tanzania, said that that representative 

had claimed that the islands forming the British Ina.ian Ocean Territory were part of 

Mauritius and Seychelles, but the only evidence he had adduced was that the i.sla.nds 

had formerly been treated as ·part of Mauritius or of SP.ychelles for administrative 

purposes. Thai: was true, but, i,~ his vie-w, irreleirant. 

76. He f:-rmally repudiated the Tan~anian representa.tb·e 1 s unsubstantiated charge 

that the United Kingd,:,m had misled the U!1ited Natfons in the iriiorma.ti::m it had 

provided on the Territories imder discussi0n. The United Kingdom 11ad neyer wi-chheld 

any informa-cion relevant to the SpP.ciel Committee's ,,;ark, and had indeed. gone 'IlUCh 

further than was strictly required by criteria of relevance. The Tanz~ni~n 

representativP. might disbelie're the statements c,f official Gnited Kingdom spokesmen 

if he wished, but his counter-assertions had no basis in fa~t. The matter referred 

to in ~he Times report cited by the Tanzanian rEcpresentati ,,e had -::-een dealt wi -Ch in 

a statement by the Secreta,ry of State for Defence_. on 12 April 1967, who had said 

that the freehold of the islands in question, which were part of the: British Indian 

Ocean Territory, had been e.cquired by the Gcverrunent in order to ensure tnat they 

would be a.vaila-ole for any facilities , such as refuelling or commur.ice:tiO".lo, whicl1 

the Government m:'..ght wish to establish there. The TJni ted Kingdom ha i j)l'Ovid.ed 

full ir.formation on the Terri torie'3 eve1·y year from 1964 om,ard,;. Tnere was little 

pllrpose in continually furnishing information if' i-c was tc be c:,ntinually ignored., 

77. The representative of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics said the_t he 

would like ta comment en a number of matters touched on by the United Kingdom 

represen-cative. That representative had asser ·ted that the administering Po,rer was 

making efforts to diversify the economy of the Territories under discussian. It 

was clear, however, that any such efforts had been inadeqliate. There was chronic 

une,nployment on the islands, and skilled workers were obliged to emigrate to fin:i 

work. In a survey carried out by Bar clays Banll:, it had been stated that the 

United Kingdom had not been vigorous enough in its effor-cs to he l p the people of 

the Territories to help themselves. Basic goods required to meet the essential 

needs of the people had to be importe~ . 

/ ... 
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78. The Uoited Kingdom representative's claim ~~at his Gov~rnment's military 
I 

activities in the area were not impeding the progress of tne Territories to 

independence would not bear exsmination. Preparation f'or self-determination must 

include eff'orts to build up the economy, and the Secretariat paper (A/Ac.109/L.374 

and Corr.land 2) showed that military activities were impeding economic 

development. In paragrapn 114 (A/AC.109/L.374/Corr.2) it was stated that, from 1965, 

the major single source of income in St. Helena had been employment in 

"communication r;,tations" on Ascensioo Island - i.e., a military base. Five f'lax 

mills which had been in operation in 1965 had been closed down, clearly because the 

labour force had been lured to the ba.ses by advantages offered them and di-,erted 

·.· from normal activities essential f'or economic independence. · 

79 . The administering Power had denied that it was dismembering the Territories 

of' ~.auritius and Seychelles. Clearly the Ucited Kingdom was ignoring General 

Assembly resolution 2232 (XXI), which stated unambiguously that any attempt at the 

disruption of the territorial integrity of colonial Territories and the 

establishment of military bases and installations there wa.s incompatible with the 

purposes and principles of the Charter and of General Assembly resolution 1514 (xv). 

Bo, The representative of the administering Power had cast doubt on the veracity 

of reports quoted from the United Kingdom Press, He did not think, however, that 

the United Kingdom delegation could dispute the fact that, on 15 June 1966, the 

British Prime Minister had indicated that it was his Government's policy to .avoid 

establishing large bases in populated areas and instead to rel..y on staging posts 

such as those available in the Indian Ocean, where there was Yirtually no local 

population, so that United Kingdom forces could get speedily to wnere they were 

needed at minimum cost. That statement spoke for itself. 

81, The assertion that the islands in question had no population of their own was 

questionable. The United Kingdom Secretary of State for the Colonies had sta~ed 

in 1965 that there were 1,400 people living on the islands. The inhabitants 

certainly did not wish to see their islands handed over to the United Kingdom for 

use as military bases. 

I . .. 
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I¼. It wa& asserted that the TJnited Kingdom's military activities were: not slowing 

prc;,gress towards independence, and that the local governments had agreed. But the 

agreement of governments which were not independent could not be considered valid. 

Under General Assembly resolution 1514 (":t:J), self~determinat1on must not be s~bject 

to any conditions, and no form of pressure must be exercised on the people, Once 

independent, the new natious could enter into whatever arrangements they wished. 

83. The representatiye ,:;f YL1goslavia recalled that his delegation waa one of r.ha&e 

which had raised the question of the establishment cf United Kingdom military bases 

in the Territories. ·rhe Unit,;,d Kingdom representative bat1. oni::e again reef erred tc 

the statement iJ'JJ.d'= on 16 Novembe::r 1966 by the Secretary of State f')r Defence that 

:-.o plan had been tn9.de for the creation of milii;a:cy bases in the British Indian 

Ocean Territory. The Yugosl&v delegati .on did not regard that statemeni; as a 

categ'Orical denie.l by the Um.tea Kingdom Government, since it left open the 

possibility of the establishment of SLtCh bases in tt,e fui;ure. Aecording i;c, the_ 

United Kingdom representative, members ~ere basing their views on press reports, 

which were often highly speculative. He pointed out, however, that when he had 

said at the frn.b-Committee' a 36th meeting that the Indian Governmeni; was strongly 

opposed to the establishment of military bases in the Indiar, Ocear,, he had reliE-c 

c,n a statem.ent by a spokesma.r. for that Government. 

84. He regretted that the United K:;.ng,'J.om :representative ha~ no,; r:eemed 1-t necessary 

to discuss the points rai&ed in his statement rege.rding the preoccupation of i;:ie 

political panies in Seychelles with the question ,:;f i;he l\lti:nate status of' the 

Territory. In his delegation's view, that preoccupation m1:ant thai; the p1:ople of 

Seychelles were i::ot interested. in a prolong1:d process of constitutional evolution. 

Furthermore, his delegation considered that the changes in i;he ratio of elected tc 

appointed members of the Execui;ive and Legislative Counci ls did not represent a 

significant improvement in thEc constitutional s::.tuation. 

85. The representa .tive of che United Republic of Tanzania, speaking in exercise of 

his right of reply, said that the United Kingdom representativ,s I s second statement 

Ila -Served to confirm what he himself had said earlier. The Urdted Kingdom 

representative had informed members that his Gov1:rnment had been providing 

information on the ne~ colony only since 1964 . However, the Sub-Committee had been 

in existence for some time before that year. What the Tanzanian delegation wished 

I ... 
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to call into question, however, was not the transmission of information but the 

type of information transmitted, If the Territory in question bad been a United 

!'.ingdom colony, why would that country pay t,3 million to Mauritius as compensation 

for tb"' inclusion of certain of its islands in the ''British Indian Ocean Territory"? 

Colonialism under any guise was a crime against humanity and military aggression 

was even worse. 

e6. At a previous meeting the Ur,ited Kingdom Governmi,nt bad been called upon to 

indicate whether its policy was to lead the Territories to independence . The United 

Kingdom Government had ignored the delJiB.nd of the people of Seychelles for unfettered 

independence. L, his deli,gation's view, it was important that the United Kingdon, 

Government should co-operate with the Sub-Committee a.nd .the Special Conmittee and 

agree t.o the sending of a visiting mission to Mauritius and Seychelles. It was 

essential that that Government should renounce its colonial policy in those 

Territories. 

87, The representative of Tunisia recalled that a recent resolution of the General 

Assembly had called upon the administering Power to mal~e it possible for -che United 

Na.tions to i,end a visiting mission to the Territories llilder consideration . ne 

stressed that the question of visiting missions was a matter of primary importance 

and the United Kingdom representative had not given a satisfactory reply in that 

regard. It was necessary for members to have a clear idea of the United Kingdom 

Government's position on the possibility of sending a visiting mission to Mauri-.ius 

and Seychelles for the purpose of ascertaining the situation tn those Territories. 

With regard to MauritiUB, the United Kingdom representative had said that a group 

of observers from the Commonwealth would be invited to be present during the 

forthcoming elections. But he had said nothing about the Seychelles or St. Helena . 

In any event, what was of ~oncern to members was the role of the United Nations. 

!38. The representative of the United Kingdom pointed out that the statement made 

in Parliament by the Secretary of State for Defence on 16 November 1966 had been in 

reply to a question concerning the estimated cost of establishing military bas~s in 

the British Indian Ocean Territory. The Secretary had said that as no plan had 

been made for the creation of such bases, he could n ot give any figure for the cos+ 

of such a scheme. The Soviet Union representative had referred to a statement maoe 

by the United Kingdom Prime Minister on 16 June 1966. However, a careful reading 

I 
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of tbat statement would not reveal any inconsistency, since the Prime Minister ha.d 

spoken of the possibility of este .blishlng facilities for n,fuelling and 

commun1.cat1.ons purposes. 

89. With regard to the question of population, he had pointed out that there was 

no indigenous population in the British Indian Ocean Territory and that most of 

t,he people living therE: were migrant workers. The Soviet representative had again 

cl.$imE:d that military e.cti;rities in the area impeded consti-cutional development. 

He himself did not think the .t that view woul•:I. be sharf;d by the inhabitants of Me.lta 

or Singapore. In any event , his Government was not condu~ting any military 

activities in any of i;he Territories under consideration. The United Kingdom 

Government had provided a grant of £3 million to Mauritius a.nd, in the ca.,e of the 

Seychelles, had undertaken to build an internationa.l airfield, which would 

contribute greatly to the economic development of the Territory. The Soviet Union 

representative had referred to figures in the Secretariat Workine Paper 

(A/Ac.109/L.374/Corr,2) and had claimed tha-c the solution of unemployment in 

St. Helena was dependent on ~ilitary activities. The UDited Kingdom delegation 

wished to point out that a total of 342 St. HelE:nians - as against 323 in 1964 -

had worked on Ascension Island in 1965 and that of that total, 150 had ceen 

employed by British Government Cable and Wireless, Limi-ced and 68 by the Ministry 

of Public Buildings and W,Jrks for the construction of a Bri'tish Broadcasting 

Corporation relay station. 

90. With regard to the Tanzanian representative I s remarks concerning the 

transmission of information by the United Kingdom delegation·, he wished to point 

out that his delegation had always provided full information on the Territories and 

that it ·was his understanding that the Sub-Commi'ttee had first begun to consider 

Mauritius, 'the Sey~helles and St. Helena in 1964. Since then, his delegation had 

provided information on those Territories to the Sub-Cammittee and the Fou.rth 

Committee in 1965 and 1966. 

91. His delegation took note of the comments of the Tunisian representative, and 

his Government would consider any request ma.de by the Sub-Committee as a whcl.e 

concerning the sending of visi-Cing missions. 
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92 The repr,;,sen-t-,ati-✓e of thP Union of 8ov:i.et Sa°cialist Republics said, with regard 

to British Governmeut Cable and Wireless, Limited, that its activities were not 

solely cor,cerned with civilian operatic.ns. Th<c! United Kingdom newspaper, 

Tbe Observer, had said that the cable was likely to become the main channel for 

relsying data ba . .::k tc. Cai;,e Kennedy. It wss obvious that such data w,:,uld be of a 

,nilit-ary nature. With rega,·d to S"':. Helena and Ascension Island, he noted thst the 

Um.ted Kingdr:;o E.nd the Republic of South Africa bad recently held negotiations 

conceu,inE, the Simc,nstown naval basE:. According to a report in The Times, it had 

be:s:n agreed 1:-hat "':;he United Kingdom would contimle to enjoy the right tc fly over 

Sou+;h Africa in the ev.,.nt of trouble in the Middle East. It -was thus clear :;J--,a t 

those n"'g-:,tiations had beer. designed to servs: the ir,terests cf the United Ki .. e'> .Jll'. 

and to enable that country to hinder the progress· of the peoples of +,he Middle East 

towerdo ind<c!pendence. 

93, The repreEentative of the United Republic of Tanzania said it was obvious that 

r,he representative of the United Kingdom and he were not speaking the same language. 

The representati7e of the United Kingdom had said that his Government had made a 

:;,;ra,nt to Ma,.1r1tius. Yet, according to paragraph 40 of document A/Ac.109/1.374 and 

Corr.l s.nd 2, on 2,, December 1-966. the Parliarnenta,r,· Under-Secretary of State had 

said that -the United Y.ingdom. had provided Mauritit.:.s with financial aid totalling 

:ct'-.1 million, i;'! add:i-tion tc, t:he compensation of £3 million paid for the inclusion 

of certain group& of its islands in the British Indian Ocean Territory. That showed 

clearly tha-c -che United Kingdom had had to pay f,:,r those islands. 

94. The repreeentative of Yugoslavia said that: his d<c!legation continued to hold the 

view that the statement - made by the Secretary of Stste for Defence did not 

constitute a oenial of arzy intention on the ps.rt of the United Kingdom to establish 

mili r,ary bases in the ne-1 colony. 

95. The representative of Mali noted that, in his initial statement at the 

35th meeting, the United Kingdom representative had said that, in Mauritius, 

constitutional discw;sions between the United Kingdom and the representatives of 

'the various political parties had s.lready set the stage for independence - thus 

implying that there was no need for the Sub-Committee tc consider \lhether General 

Assembly resolution 1514 (XV) waa being 1mph,mented. That was an over-simplif "ication 

of the shuinion. Indeed, if one exahlined the political and economic sitll.8.ti.on in 
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Mauritius, as in the other two Territories under discQssion, one found that 

resolution 1514 (XV) was not being implemented and that basic· United Nations 

principles were being disregarded. According to t,hose principles, peoples had a 

right to self-determination and independence, decisions on constitutional changes 

must be left in the hands of the peoples themselves, territoria.l integrity mus":; be 

respected and - a principle which was vital to genuine independence - the right cf 

peoples t,:, sovereignty over their natural resources must be guaranteed. All those 

principles were beine; flouted. In addition, military bases were being established 

in the Territories, despite the General Assembly decision that the establishment of 

such bases in colonial territories was incompatible with the United Nations Charter 

and resolution 1514 (XV). 

96. The United Kingdom representative had gone on to say that, at the end cf 1;he 

Constitutional Conference helcl. in 1965, the Secretary of State for the Colonies had 

announced that Mauritius would achieve independence if a resolution asking for it 

we.s passed by a simple maj:,rity of the Legislative Assembly resulting from a new 

general election. He found that condition s11rprising. He would have thought that 

a constitutional conference would represent the last step before independence ; the 

requirement for new elections constituted a barrier in the path to independence . 

It was hard for him to c,Jnceive of a people deciding against independence, but 

apparently the United Kingdom hoped to ens•.ire that the complexion of the new 

Assembly was favourable to it. 

91- With regard to the arrangements for the elections he noted that, according t.o 

paragraph 1e of the Secretariat working paper (A/AC .109/L. 314 and Corr .1 and 2 ) the 

total electorate•was about 340,000, or 48 per cent of the population. Since the 

rate of population growth was high a.nd the population was p:redominantly young, the 

minimum voting age of twenty-one had the eff ect of excluding a 1-arge part of the 

population, and giving the electorate an ..mrepresentative character. That 

illustrated the danger of allowing the United ¥.ingdoro to organi~ e the electi~ns to 

a body which was to vote on the question of independence. 

98, Paragraph 16 of the Secretariat paper revealed that a number of seats wer€ t c, 

be filled by the "best losers" in the elections. He found such an arrangement 

extraordinary, since it meant seating people who had been rejected by the el ectorate 

and thus reversing th e democratic decision of the people. 
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99. It was clee.r frorr. the Secretariat paper that there had been no economic 

progress in any of the Territories and that no attempt was being made to alter the 

str11cture of the economy in order to ensure economic progress in the future. 

Maiiri tius depended essentially on the production of sugar and coffee. In •Iiew of 

the world market situation with rE:gl'!.xd i;o coffee, with severe flu~tuations in 

price& a.na low price levels, ~offee-prod~cing countries were trying hard to 

r!'!dire<:t their pi·oduetion. It was clear that. coffee providE:d no basis for ecr,nomic 

dtve1.opment, and the situat.ion was similar with regard to sugar. As far as 

employment was concerned, eec,nomic gr·:>wtl: v.as not keeping pacE: with the rapid rise 

in popJJ.ati-'.ln and chr,:,nic unemploywent and underemployment resulted. No real 

solution to that problem was yet in sight. 

100. The representative of Ethiopia :;ai-:l. that ·,ery little had been .,_-.,~om;_,lished 

towards implementing the provisions of relevant General Assembly resolutions in 

Mauritius, Seychelles and St. Helena. The Special Committee and the Genersl 

Assembly had repeatedly reaffirmed the right of the pecple of those Territories 

to freedom and independen<::e and ha.d invited the administering Po,.;er to take 

effect::.ve measures to implement, General Assembl..v resolution l5l4 {XV). Yet the 

Sub-Colll!llitte~ was obliged to take up the question once again. In September 1966, 

the United Kingdom delegstioa had informed the S·ob-Committee that registration :for 

the purpose of the new elections had been due to begin on l September l966 but, 

because of Ramadan, tb.e ele~tions could not be held before February 1967; it had 

added that Mauritius could thus achieve independenee during the summer of 1967. 

lOl. At the 35th meeting, however, in reply to a ~ueetion from the representative of 

Syria, the United Kingdom representative had said that independence would probably 

be ,:,btained in 1968. For certain reasons, the elections due to be held in 

February l967 had been postponed. She regretted to have to say that her delegation 

was not satisfied with the reasons given for the delay. The Ethiopian delegation 

urged the United Kingdom Government to hold the promised elections at an early date. 

The people of Mauritius had expressed their wish for independence in 1965 at the 

London Constitutional Conf·erence, but they were still waiting for the day of 

independence to arrive. Her delegation appealed to th~ administering Power to 

implement fully the Declaration on the Granting of Independence to Colonial 

Countries and People. 
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102. With regard to Seychelles and St. Helena., developments were still very slow; 

hardly E..Ily progress had been made in either the political, economic or social 

situation. As could be seen from Sir Colville Deverell's report, the situation in 

Seychelles remained serious. Sir Colville had expressed the opinion that, in view 

of the political inexperience oft.he people, constitutionai evolution should proceed 

"with reasonable deliberat.ion 11
, and had complained that the preoc::upation of the 

political parties with the question cf the ultimate status of Seychelles was 

distracting att.ent.ion from the :more i1tJinediate matter of the nert steps along the 

path of constitutional evolution. Whatever Sir Colville's views on the people's 

preoccupation wit.h the que~tion of t~e Territory's ultimate status might be, her 

conclusion was t.hat the people of Seychelles were anxiously awaiting full 

independence. She would t.herefore like to see the administering Power compl:,• with 

t.he people's wishes on t.he basis of General Assembly resolution 1514 (XV) and 

other relevant resolutions. 

103. As to economic conditions, Seychelles had been unable to balance its budget 

T.rithout ext.ernal aid since 1958, unemployment was increasing, the rate of population 

growth was rising and agricultural production remained static. That was a sad 

situation in a country soon t.o become independent, '3Ild her delegation urged the 

United Kingo.on Government to ta.k;e irnmediat.e steps to h,:J:;:, Seychelles cope witt. hs 

econcmic ,md so.::ial problems. 

104. She had also noteo. that very little progress had been m~de in St. Helena in 

the e~onomic, social and political fields. Her delegation appealea t0 T-he 

administeTing Power to implement resoluti0n 1514 (XV) and other relevant General 

Assembly resolutions in respect of St. Helena. Most particularly, as far as all 

three Territ.ories were concerned, it recoiJl!D.ended that the adminietering Power 

should do its utmost to solve the educational, social and -,conomic :;:,roblel'ls with 

which they were faced. 

105. The representative of Syria, referring to the answers given to his questions by 

the representative oft.he United Kingdom, thought he was justifieo. in asking what 

was the potent.ial economic wealth of the Territories and to what extent that 

pot.ential had been realized for the benefit of the population. There were 

indicat.ions that Mauritius had considerable potenti&.l in hydroelectric power, yet, 

I . .. 
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according to the representative of the administering Power, there were on~ eight 

hydroelectric stations now in operation and a ninth under construction. He would 

be interested to know what the production was in kilowatts, to what use it was put 

and whether it was helping to raise the economic standard of the population. 

106. The representative of the administrative Power had indicated that unemployment 

was decreasing, but he wondered why there was any unemployment at all in a place 

which was apparently so rich in natural resources and when a relatively extensive 

economic development project might absorb all available manpower, and even require 

more. The United Kingdom had both the capital and technical knowledge for such a 

project. 

-107. The representative of the United Kingdom had dwe1t--on the benign nature of 

the strategic installations on the islands, claiming that they were only refuelling 

stations. He wondered whether they had been constructed on Mauritian l!Uld with 

the express free consent of the people. If not, were they not impeding self

determination and independence? 

108. He welcomed the assurance given that there was no discrimination in the sugar 

or other industries, but asked what were the salary scales for Europeans and 

indigenous employees and whether the latter had access to managerial positions . 

l09. He urged the administering Power to give replies that provided a comprehensive 

picture of the islands under its administration, and not merely partial answer~. 

What was important was that the people should freely exercise th _eir right to 

self-determination, that there should be social, economic and .political progress 

and that ~he sovereignty of the people and the territorial integrity of their 

land should be respected. The Siib-Connnittee should not base its conclusions on 

the opinion of the administering Power as to what was reasonable . 

110. The representative of the United Kingdom, replying to the comments made by the 

representative of Mali concerning the delay in granting independence to Mauritius 

following the 1965 Constitutional Conference and the requirement that a new 

Legislature should app1·ove a request for independence, referred him to the report 

of that Conference, which had made it very clear that there bad by no means been 

agreement as to whether the issue of independence had been fUlly considered at 

I • • 
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previous general electior,s and that it had been decided by the parties represented 

at the Conference that steps should be taken to review the electoral arrangements 

before nev elect.ions were held. Two points of view ~ad been expressed: cne had 

been that there was no need to consult the people regarding the future status of 

Mauritius since their desire for independence had been demonPtrated b;r their 

support in three general elections for the part.ies favouring in.:Jepen,dence, but the .t 

it would be appropriate to hold general elections before independence so that the 

nevly elected Government could lead the country into independence; the opposing 

argument advanced had been that the question of independence had not been a 

prominent issu.e in previous general elections and it w,c.s therefore do,.;.btful 

whether the voters really desired it. 

111. Those had been the views not of the United Kinil'.doru Gove~rnent, but of the 

parties represented at the Conference. Agreement had therefore been reached on 

the procedure he had described and, if a majority of the nevly elected Legisleture 

so decided, independence could be granted within a period of six months. The 

reasons why the approval of a majority in the Legislature was required were 

perfectly clear to anyone familiar with democratic ,rocedures. As be hF-d made 

clear in earlier statements, the delay in h,Jlding general elect.ions had been 

caused by the process of reviewing t!:ie electcral system and the initiative now lay 

,nth the Government of Mauritius. In Decel!lber 1966, the United Kingdom Sec,retary 

of State for the Colonies, after discussions with the Frime Minister of Mauritius . 

had expressed the hope that the latter ~ould share his wish for early elections 

and the Prime Minister of Mauritius had confirmed that he wished elections to be 

held in 1967. The United Y..ingdom could do no more; the initiat:ive for holding 

elections lay vith the Mauritians themselves. 

112. On the question of the voting age, whi eh had also been raised by -ri• 

representative c,f Mali, the franchise arr!lllgements had been reviewed at the 

1965 Constitutional Conference and the leaders of the parties rerresented had 

agreed to leave it unchanged. It had therefore been the decision of the Mauritian 

representatives themselves. There was, moreover, nothing unusual in a minimum 

voting age of 21; that was the case in many countr:ies. 

I ••. 
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ll3. With reference to the salary scale in the sugar industry, he assured the 

representative of Syria that no sections of the population of Mauritius could be 

regarded as indigenous in the sense valid in other parts of the world. No 

distinction was made in the sugar industry between the Europeans and other sections 

of the population. 

ll4. He repeated that no ref'lelling facilities had so far been constructed in the 

British Indian Ocean Terri~ory and no decision had yet been taken to do so. 

ll5. The representative of Mali said that he llad been surprised by the United 

Kingdom representative I s answer to his g_uestion concerning the delay in granting 

independence. In paragraph 20 of document A/AC.109/L.~74 and Corr.land 2 it was 

stated that neither the United Kingdom Government nor the Government of Mauritius 

could avoid the subsequent delays. Internal political difficulties alone could 

not be the cause for the delay; one cause appeared to be the requirement that a 

newly elected Legislature should first approve a resolution asking for 

independence. He believed that after the 1965 Constitutional Conference the path 

to independence ha<l been wide open. There was some doubt in his mind as to the 

United Kingdom's willingness to move towards the emancipation of the Territory, 

ll6. On the question of the minimUIJl voting age, it should be recognized that the 

population of Maw:itius was a somewhat special case because of the age pyramid 

and the rapid growth of population. To give the franchise only to those over 

the age of twenty-one would favoc1r the population of mixed and French descent who 

mainly supported the Parti Mauricier,. Social Dexnocrate (PMSD), which was in favour 

of preserving the links with the administering Power. That indicated -what the 

outcome of the proposed popular consultation w0uld probably be. In many countries 

the minimum voting age was eighteen. If that were adopted in Mauritius, 

75 per cent of the population, instead of 48 per cent, would be entitled to vote 

and the majority would then consist of young people who did no~ belong to the 

land-owning class, The situation Fresented complex problems which should be 

studied carefully since the future of a nation was at stake, 

117. He was deeply concerned. over the strict dependence of Mauritius on coffee and 

sugar. A country which was about to become independent should not depend on thor .. 

two products alone. Mauritius, for instance, was entirely dependent on Madagasce ~ 

for rice. If something could be done to make the Territory less dependent on the 

I ••• 
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fluctuating prices for coffee and sugar, the United Kingdom should in:form the 

Sub-Connnittee, It should also diversify agricultural production so that the 

Territory, which had a rich soil, could satisfy more of its own needs. 

118, The representative of the United Kingdom said that the requirement that a 

request for independence should first be approved by a majority of the neflY 

elected Legislature uf Mauritius was no more than a guarantee of the democratic 

expression of the wishes of the people. It was tru<= that the PMSD did not support 

full independence, but he pointed out that that party represented not only those 

of European or mixed descent but also many of Afri~an descent who were resident in 

the Territory. It was hoped, however, that the new electoral arrangements would 

cut across such communal or racial considerations. 

119. In his statement at the Sub-Committee's 37th meeting, he had mentioned the 

various efforts being made to promote new industry and diversify the economy of 

Mauritius. Both the United Kingdom Government and the Government of Mauritius 

fully realized the need for diversification, 

120. The representative of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics agreed with the 

representative of Mali that the administering Power should give some thought to 

lowering the minimum voting age, especially since the population of Mauritius did. 

not have a long life-expectancy, The explanation given by the UnitE-d Kingdom 

representative was not convincing. What was good for other countries was not 

necessarily good for Mauritius, Some countries recognized that people already had 

opinions by the age of eighteen and were in a position to .decide how to vote, 

121, He had been glad to hear from the representative of the administering Power 

that there were'at present no plans to establish military bases in the Territories, 

especially in the new colony, That would have been satisfactory if there had 

not been reports to the contrary. There was considerable concern in Africa and 

Asia on that point and there had even been discussion in the United Kingdom 

Parliament. He understood that the United Kingdom representative in New Delhi 

had been handed a statement pointing out that military preparations in the Indian 

Ocean were contrary to tbe spirit of the United Nations Charter, and the spokesman 

f'or the Indian Government, to whose statement the Yugoslav representative had 

referred, was very well informed about the discussions in the Special Committee, 

and in the United Nations in generaJ., and he was reported to have expressed the 

hope that the United Kingdom Government would take those discussions into account 
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and would gi-re u:r, any plans to establish militRry bases in the Territories. He 

'3till die. n0t consider the United K1.ngd0Ia s1:<1tement definitive; but if it was, he 

welcorue-i it, 

122. The representative of the Unitec. Kingdom pointed out that it wa.s the electe-i 

representatives of the 'P"!Cple ~f Mauritius themselves who hatl decided to retain a 

mini,m.:an voting age of twenty-0?:.e. '.</hat wa,1 more important was that in Mauritius 

the voters had a free choir:<c: between ·1e.ritms political parties and a free choice 

of candidates. 

123, He had noted the USSE representative's comments concerning India's views, 

No doub,; when the quest:..on we.s discassed a.t a. later stage by the plenary Special 

Col!lIDJ.ttee t~e Indian re:r,resentative would make clear his Government's position 0?. 

the matter-. 

B. Conclusions 

124, The Sub-Committee notes with regret that the administering Power has still 

not implemented the provisions of resolution 1514 (XVj and of other relevant 

resolutions of the General Assembly concerning Mauritius, Seychelles and St. Helena, 

and is still unduly delaying the achievemenr, of independence by these Territories, 

125. The 3u·D-Committee notes with regret the inadequacy of political progress in 

these Territories. The administering P::>wer, thr0ugh the Goveri:.or, continues to 

exe!'cise va.s1; powers, particule.:rly la the c0nstitu.tional and the legislative 

fielas. In &,ychelles, the a'.lminister1.ng Power is insisting on a longer 

constitutional pr::>ces& under the pre~ext that the people of t~e Territory lack 

political experience. Moreover, the new "proposals for constitutional advance" do 

not accelerate but, in fact, delay the transfer of power to democraticaJ.ly elected 

representa·ti,,es of the people as provided for in rese:lution ·1514 (XV) of the 

Qeneral Assembly. 

126, By creating a. new 'territory, "the B:cit:..sh Indian Ocean Territory", composed of 

islands detached from Ma.uritius and Seychelles, the administering Power continues 

to violate the territorial integrity of these Non-Sel:f-Governing Territories and 

to defy resolutions 2066 (XX) and 2232 (XXI) of the General Assembly. 

127. The Sub-Committee notes with concern that, notwithstanding the denials by the 

administering Power, there is still evidence to indicate that the United Kingdom 

intends to use portion~ of these territories for military purposes in collaboration 

with the Government of the United States of America. The Sub-Co=i ttee is of the fi:•:-u 
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opinion that such milita.cy installat.ions •!reate international tension and arc,.1se the 

concerI.t of' the peoples of Africa and Asia, espE:cially those in the vicinity of the 

installations, 

l28. The economic situation in Mauritius, Seychelles and st. Helena remain5 

unsatisfe .ctory. The Terrii::ories suffer from shortage of capital and depend 

entirely on f'ew crops and external aid. Efforts by the administering POWE:l' to 

diversify the economy of the Territories have been inadequate. Concessions to 

foreign companies continue and the interests of the peoples are not safeguarded, 

129. The social situation in the Territories continues to arouse concern. There is 

a downward t.rena in -per capita income and a rise in unemployment in Mauriti,u, ana. 

Seychelles. In Mauritius, the workers in the sugar industry rightly complain o~ 

discriminatory practices. There are st1ll n-::, faciliti_es for higher education in 

the Territories. 

C. Recommendations 

130. The Sub-Committee recomruends that the Special Committee take concrete measures 

to insure that the right of the -peoplee of Mauritius, Seychelles and St. Helena 

"to self-determinatiorr !end independence, in accordance with t.he Declaration on the 

Grantir:g nf Independen•:e to Colci.nial Co1."'.Iltries and Peoples, is res:r;ected ~JY the 

administering Power. 

131. The Special Committee shoulc. ui·ge the admin1s-tering Power to grant tile 

Territories the politica.l status their peoples freely choose. The administering 

Power should consequently refrain :from taking any measure incompatible with the 

Charter of the United Nations and with the Declaration on the Granting of 

Independence to Colonial Countries and Peoples. 

132, The Special Committee should once again reaf:firm tha"t any ~onstitutional 

changes must be left tn the peoples of the Territories themselves, who alone have 

the right to decide on the form of government they wish to adopt. 

133, The administering Fower should without delay hold free elections in the 

Territories on the basis of universal suf:frage and transfer all po1,ers to the 

representa"tive organs elected by the people. 

134. The Special Committee should recommend that the General Assembly set a time 

limit :for the granting of independence to Yauritius and accelerate the 

imflementaticn o:f resolution l514 (XV} regarding Seychelles and St, Helena. 
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The Rt . Hon. G-eorge ·,:igg, HP, 
Paymas ter-G-ene ral 

I.Irs • J ua.i th Hart, 1JP, 
Hi.T1.ister of State f'or 
Co=om,ealth icffairs 

Air Chier' Harshal Sir John 
Chief of the Air Staff 

Lieuten.a.nt-G-'3ni2ral 
Sir Desmond Fitzpatrick, 
Vice-Chief of the General 

Mr. F .A.K. Harrison 
Mr. R.L.L. Facer 
Maj or-G€neral J .H. Gibbon 
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CONFIDENTIAL 

3. BRITISH rnDIP.N OCEAN TEmuTORY (BIOT) 

The Cornmi ttee I s conside r ation of this subject (referred tc; in a 

minute by the Secr et ary of State for Defence to the Foreign Secreta..ry 

dated 12th May 1967), and the c onc lusions r eached , are r eco r ded separately. 

Ca.bi!1e-t Office, s.w.1. 

25th May 1967 
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THIS DOCUMENT IS THE PROPERTY OF HER BRffAl:-JNIC MAJESTY'S GOVER NMENT 

Tbe circulation of this paper has been strictly limited. 

It is is(,ued for rhe personal use of... 

TOP SECRET 25 
Copy No . .. 

CONFIDENTIAL JJ-fJIBX 

( OPD( 67) 2oth Meeting , Item 3) 

THURSDAY, 25th MAY 1967 at 9.45 a.rn . 

BRITISH INDiitll! OCEAN TERRITORY (BIOT) 

THE SECF.ETARY OF STLTE FOR DEFtl'iCE said that whc,n BIOT was sst up 

we had made a..'Tangements to compensate Hauri tiu.s and the Seyschelles f:..r 

the detachment f r om them of' islands to form the new terri tcry up to a 

tota l of about .£10 million. The United States Government agreed to 

contribute half the cost of' this compense.tion(up tc a !!laximum of' £5 :ri.lli..:r~) 

and at the time , tc avoid er::1barra ssr::1ent in Congress , particularly requcst2C:. 

us tc keep secre:t the arra ngements for tht:=ir contr i bution ; f'or t his r s~==.-.-2~~ 

it had been arre.nged that it sho uld take the form cf their wc.i ving part of 

OE paymcmts tc them in c onnc;ction with the dev~lcpment of Pola ri s . D,,til 

r ecently there hau been DC r easo n to suspect that di!'fic ul ties woulcl 

arise over this sec r et arran gement, but the UDi t ei! States auth orities ha d 

now t0ld us that s cr.ie ;\.maricar, scientists had become awar e cf th-3 United 

Stat8s 
I 

fina:-icial invc,lvement; ·fo r th is reason they were now cor::templati:r;g 

adrittins in public if pressed that while n0 cash paym ent had beer; mac.s 

they hacl :!lade a "contributic n" to the ccs t cf i!etachment cf the islancls . 

This pr cpos al of the Unit ed Stat<cs Govermrrent gave ris e to gr eat 

clif ficul tie:s becaus -: .-,,, heel mac.e: arrang ements with the agreement cf the 

Co!r!pt!'c•ll er a!-.:d .iiucli to r G-ene r al t,.; avoicl dr a't',rj__ng: Parli ament rs e.ttenti,_ -n 

to the transactions and we had mD-intained a I"'irrr: line in public that t he r e 

had been no United St ates co ntri buticn . '.i'he Prime Ministe r had also 

i nfo r meu. the Premier of l.iauri t ius that this was a matte r s ol ely betv.-eer. 

ourselves and Mauritius, in r eb utting his pr cpos ul th at the Ur,.ited Stat es 

should help Ma= i t ius and the Seychelles. Mr. Christopher Mayhcev.-HP v.-a,; 

also aware of th e transacti::>n thrcugh his for mer appcintment £.s Mi nister 

of Defenc e for th e Royel Navy. H8 ( th e Defence Se cret ary) had circulat e .. '. 

with his min ute of 12th May e draft telegram t c: fill i>l!lbassado r at 

Washington containing instructions tc the Ambassad or for discussicr: with 

the United Scates Secretary of State, Mr. Dean Rusk, but this woul::. reg_uir ,, 

s ome modification i n the light of a minute from the Commonwealth See r_ tar:,, 

dated 21;.th May. 
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THE COMMONWEALTH SECRtTL~ said that at the time when t he agreement 

for the detachment of BIOT was signed in 1965, Mauritian Ministers were 

unaware of our negotiations with the United States Gove rnment for a 

contribution by them towards the cost of compensation for detachment. 

They were furthe r told that there was n0 question of a further 

contribution to them by the United States Government since this was a 

matter between ourselves and Mauritius, that the £3 million was th re 

maY...imum we cou ld aff ord, and that u.'1less th ey accepted our proposals 

we should not proceed with the arrD.ngements fo r the grant tc th em 

of independence. Subsequently the matter had become a party p c li tical 

issuG in Mauritius and the Pr emi er had been attac...1rnd by the present 

opposition party for having agreed to the se paration of Diego Garcia f er 

inadequate compensation . A cr it ical election which would determine 

whether or not Mauritius was to b e come indep endent was due to be helc. ir:, 

August and the questi on· of th e alleged inadequacy of compe nsa tion f or 

det ach ment of the Chagc s i;.rchipelagc would be used by the opp os iti cn t: 

attack the Premi er's record. We should therefe,re strcngly urge the 

·united States Government that compl ete secrecy should be maintained a,,,i 

we should not at this stage Yolunteer _any alte r native propcsal. The 

Ambassador could be asked to report urg en tly en U!'...ited States reacti01:s 

t:. the propositi on that secrecy shculd. be .!ll.e.intai n ed in all circumstanc0s . 

If th ey w2re not willing to accept this we should then cor,sidcr further 

what other cours e s mii;ht be adcpted . 

THE CHiu'iCELLOR OF THE EXCHEQUER said that tbe Treasury Officer cf 

i,ccounts , had obtained the consent of the Ccmptr"ller and Aui!:i tor G-en~ra l 

to exc lude criy refere nce to the remission of part of a Polaris payment 

in thee reele>vant Votes submitt ed to Parliement. In view cf the lat e st 

r eport of the United States posi t:ion however there now 

seemed littl<e chance of t;:;tal secrecy being maintained, and the f c.,llcring 

formula had bceen evolved by Tr easury officials which he put forward f -cr 

c unsidcration -

2 cins 

Ref.: 

"The arrangements made ri th llauri tius and the Seychelles about BIOT 

werG a matter between Her Majesty's Government and the G-over!'..oents 

cf those two countries. There was P.O direct payment by the Ur!i te.i 

State:,s in resp e ct of the custs c;.f those arrangements covErin g suo:h 

matters as the: purchas e of land ar,d r esettlement of some l~>cal 

inhabitants. BIOT is, however, :intended to serve both British 

and American purposes and in consideratic,n of the arrangements 

mad.e by the United Kingdom the United States have made some 

adjustment in other fiel d s which are mere favourable tc the, Un.:i tel 

Kingdom than would otherw:is.a have been the cas e ." 
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In discussion it was reccgnised tha t th ere now s eemed tc be no . 

pro spect of maintaining secrecy regarding the United States contributicr . 

There was genera l agreement that the f' cr mula prop osed by the Chancell or 

of the Exchcqu,~ r provided a useful basis f'or an anncuncement . It was 

suggested , however , that in the last sentence the wcrds "having r ega r d 

to further capital construction, the United States have now made 

might be inserted, tc relate the contributic:;n to the pr oposed 

construction of facilities on Alda bra. 

It was also generally agreed that the British filllbassador in 

Washington sh culd be instr uct ed to ini'crm the United Stat e s Govcrru::ient 

that if in consequonce of a disclosure of' their ccntributicn whi ch n::-w 

ap peared to be necessary because: of the actic•n which the United. States 

Government had taken it be:;aIJe necessary tc ?nake an addi tione.l contribution 

tc Mauritius er- the Seyohelles, we should expect the U!!ited Statces 

Government to bear th1: cost. 

Summing up the discussion, THE PRIME MINISTER said that the f'~r~ula 

s uggested by the Chancellor of the Exchequer, subjsct tc the additi :;n :-f 

some such wcrds in the lc..st sentence e..s 11having r c:garC.. tv furthE;r cayi t s.l 

constructicn", shc.uld be further discussed by offici1! ls and agreec. by the 

1,'.inisters directly conce r ned. In c.iscussie:n with thi= United States 

authcri ties we should. seek 2.greer:ent tc.. a simul t~r.eous ari.nc.,uncemsLt by 

the United States and ourselves on the lines i niicatcd in -iiscussit:~. 

The timing of such an ann•: .uncemcmt, v:hich should preferably b e after the 

elect i c•ns in Mauritius had b ee n helc1, would require furthe r c.:,nsideraticn . 

il.fter £?.gre emant had been r 8ache:d 0n the fo r i.!iula nhich w(;.uJ.d be used it 

wculd bG necessary for the Tr eas ury Office:::- of 1,ccounts ini'crr:: the 

Cc.I:Jptrolkr and lcudi tGr General. The draft t el,:,gra • tc· HH ii!!ibassa,kr 

et Washington shvuld. be !"'evis eci accc r dingly, ir.: agr~cment between th'

M.inis ters directly concer-ned . 

Th~ Co=i ttee -

( 1 ) Invi tecl the Def'ence Secr.stary, in c:onsul te.tion with 
the Chancellcr cf the Exchequer , th;; Co=cnwea l th 
Secr etary and the Minister of State f:r Fcreign L:f'fairs , 
to consider in the light ~f the discussion, the 
app ro pr iate f :rm C'f a public state ment r egar 5.in 5 the 
United States c c·nt ributicn. 

(2) Invit ed the Ministe r cf State f _r FcrGign ,:.£'fai rs, ir. 
consultation with the Chancellor of the Excheque r, th. · 
Commonwealth Secretary and the Defen ce Secretary , "~ 
r evise the draf' t telegrat:1 tc HM iunbas sa il.cr at 
Yiashingtun en the lines agreed in discussion . 

Cabin 8t Of'Ece, s. W .1 • 

25th May 1 967 
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sta
t.e 

w
ith

in 
&

he C
om

m
onw

ealth a.od thus 
take 

it$ 
righL

ful p
la.ce ."l.m

ong the 
free 

1u.t10
11s 

u[ lb&
 w

orld. 

w
-,•:i::.~~!:

~:~ 
.. Fin

ger 
w

rit*P:, 111~tl 
h;w

i,•g 

N
olhiD

g w
ill change 

it. 
T

hi• 
is lbe 

inexor11b1e course 
of histo

ry. 
\V

e iue 
tneetiug 

today 
oJl. 

a.n 
h

istoric 
and 

solem
n 

occasion. 
B

y 
our 

decision 
today, 

S
ir, w

e gba11 p\1t 
M

am
itins 

ou 
&he path of lw

r destiny. 
It is a da.y of 

joy for all 
pa.L

riot.ic 
U

)e
11 and 

w
om

e
n, 

for 
ou 

this 
day 

w
e 

:t.re 
tak

ing 
t,he 

form
al s&

ep w
hich w

ill 
con

rer 
oo ou

r 
peop

le. frc~oU
l 

aod 
b

ring 
t.hem

 
in

lo 
th

eir her
itage. 

W
e g

in} o
u

r 
than

ks to 
G

od an
d 

lo 
the 

peop
le 

of 
?1tfaoriL

ius 
,,·ho 

ba.ve 
g.ivet1 to 

tbe 
w

orld 
a 

shining 
dem

ons
• 

tni.tion or their 
di,te1·ll)ioa.tioo 

and 
ti9

· 

tiooal no
it.y. 

1l'hey 
ha.ve g

iveo 
us the 

1un
nda.te to go fotw

a
l'd w

ith 
cou

rage 
a

nd hopf.! in ou~ heut,
. 

T
oday 

w
e 

w
ill 

also 
rem

e
rubu 

lbc 
na,m

es o
r M

aurit.ittnl:I w
ho 

ba,ve 
m

ade 
tbe.ir eon

tribu
tioo ii\ 

th
is gl'ea&

 m
arch 

of the people fort.be liberation of tbe
ic 

cou
ntry

. 
M

en like 
lle

1uy O
llioi:, P

l'oa• 
pe

r 
d'E

pinay, 
Sir 

\.V
illi:.\fU

 N
ew

to
n, 

E
ogboP. L

aurent, 
A

na
toJe de B

oucher• 
ville, G

aston 
G

ebe
rt, R

aou
l U

ivet and 
Sir E

dga
r L

au
rent 

him
8elf; 

they 
have 

aJI padicipat.cd 
io 

the 
po

litic:"( evolu
tion o( 

M
a1:ritiu

s. 

T
beu 

w
e com

a to 
L

he g
reat dem

o


e,·ais A
nq

uetit, B
o

zem
ouL atld Seenec• 

val):en 
w

ho urn 
not. 

~uuongsL
 us t.o see 

L
be fu

lfiiu:u:u'rt of 
their 

••nluab1e w
or

k. 
1. 1hese 

illt1$G
rious soos 

of 
M

a
uri~

itis 
have 

brought, 
hi,

tory 
to the 

fee&
 of our 

st.roggling 
people 

as 
o

fl'el'iogs 
to 

be 
bonoure-d aud 

cber1ihed. 
O

ur heart is 
{oil o( g

ratitucle for t.beir perform
iuu:ea. 

so replefe 
w

ith 
sincel'ity 

and love fot 
out peop

le. 
T

hey 
w

ill 
kno\\• io their 

gra,·es &
<

Hlay th1"t the 
s~rnggle bas oot 

been in ,•1lill. 

\V
e h

n,\:e coroc a 
long 

\\'C
y 

and 
i~

 
has L

i~ken us 
;L 

long 
ti10e cloins it. 

)I, 

is llt. onec the en
d of u jouroey aud the 

beg
in

ning of aooibtt·. 
In 

that 
jou

rn
ey 
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l9b7 

toJ,rde/Jt
11d(!t1C

t within 
lht. 

85
9 

C
om

m
o,iw

ealth 
of N

a1ions 

the utrnosl w
as a,;ked of ut:=

.
, especially 

of those 1 h11ove 
ji1st 1u

e11tiooed ao
d the 

f11.eL 
Lhat oooa w

as found 
w

anting 
w

ill 
be reg

iM
e1ed 

ii) lb~ coosum
a.tion of 

fl, 

g
l'e11,t coroo1on 

endet\vour -
the 

birth 
or 1i M

au1·iL
i:m

 N
nt,ion. 

T
bii:; w

ooder
ful 

lao<
l of ou

rs °\\'llie
h 

w
e low

, @
<

i m
n

<
.:h w

ill, in " n
ot. too 

dis
• 

tnn
t folu

re, 
U

C
 noL

 ooly 
om

 land bn
t. 

oo
t l'i'atherla.nd for 

w
h

ich let us hope
, 

w
e ,hl,I.IJ ,ro

rk a
nd li,·e a.nd d

ie. 

1t w
ill be a m

flU
ct· of uc, ~m

;.111 
w

on
• 

det to succeeding 
gene, aiio

n
s 

th
:,t b) 

t.he e,.-erc:i1-e of 
a 

d
iabolicl\l 

poli1ic:nl 
w

ite
h~ry

, L
y Lb~

 
possessed of 

it 
&h

al, 
w

e slw
u

ld 
have. 

been 
kep

t 
b:tck frou"I 

r.om
ing iuto 

our 
o

a1ional 
inh

etitB
o

ce 
for 

i;.o 
Joug. 

B
ot. 

001· 
frie

nds 
a ud 

brothers, 
the eo1um

on 11eople or G
rea.t. 

B
dtnin 

the
m

selves 
took 

A
olso Ao long 

tim
e 

to 
com

e ioto 
their 

ow
n 

inh
eri• 

tanc~ 
nud 

l\[lcrw
at·ds 

th
ey 

exten
· 

<
leit their 

h1m
d or 

rellow
abip 

iO
 u

s, 
n.nd 

it 
is 

w
it.h 

lh•:ir 
conseat. 

a
rH

l 
ugttcnlcnt, 

action 
nod 

posW
ve 

help 
tha

t-
it 

w
ill 

fall to 
us to 

d
irect. 

the 
fo

tn
rQ

 cond
nct 

of ou
r affair&

 by 
t•hc 

cooseiousnesi; 
of 

a coU
lm

on 
clesliny, 

A
ocl 

it. w
ou

ld 
he only 

111,liog, 
I 

say. 
1,ha.t. thil:i day 

shou
ld 

renrnin 
ever 

m
em

orable 
in 

om
 

nnn;,tl~ so 
thn

t 
gen

erations 
still 

un
bo

rn 
w

ould 
look 

hack 
on iL

 as o
oc from

 w
hich to d

l'a.w
 

:i. 
oow

 
iospir:\tion 

to 
be 

w
o

rthy 
o

r 
1 hos('. w

ho p
rE

>
cedeci ihem

. 
"\V

ith indepe
udc:nce the

re 
\t>

ill com
e 

a.10011g 
the 

peop
lu 

o[ this 
country 

n 
st>

nse of 
1·cgene.ra1ion 

.ind 
therQ

 w
ill 

arise 
in th

Q
 h

enrl iJ of our fe.ltow
 

coun
• 

trynien 
a fotvo,ir l\nd a dete

1·m
ination 

H
J go forw

a,·d and 
build for thm

m
:elves 

:Lud fat' 
future 

genera
tions 

a 
strong

, 
frte, 

hap
py a

n<
l p:osperoos 

t.fa.ll\·itiui;: 
-

a 
lla

1uitiu~ 
w

hich 
w

itl 
in 

e,·en 
W

;}). 
bu w

orlhy or the. fi1•e111, tred
iliC

>n·s 
s.h..:: bt\d inhe

1·ite1l 
from

 th
e p:.1isL

 ,ve 
n11.1st not u

nd('!1Tafe E
>ith

er C
'lur 11ehieV

ld• 
ll!E

!lH
S. 

Sit-. or our 
iiH

1
i11iiC

 f'O
knliH

.fi. 

tife. 
T

ho
ugh 

w
e: Jive 

on 
a 

sm
all 

te:rito
ry w

e bav~ g
i\•eu am

ple proo
f of 

o
ur 

ability 
lo be 

the 
m

a.sters 
of o

u
r 

ow
n dcstio

y. 
V

ie h
Q

:ve p,•c:,duc:ed m
en 

in th
e past of iot.eroational 

c1tlibre 
-

111;,ll of 
profouud 

learnin
g 

alld 
t-X

pe
· 

rience w
ho by their aua

inm
eots 

in 
so 

m
any d

ifferent fields of nation
al eodea.· 

''(•Ur cou
ld b

;.lve been th
e pride 

o
f 

:m
y 

ccunt,·y in the w
odd. 

T
h

ese m
en, S

ir, hat/~ been the iob
eri• 

t,org of a. libaral civ11isar.ion th
aL

 has bet'l'I 
o

urtured by tbe c,11tu
ral values of bolh 

tl'e 
E

as, 
:i.nd th

e 
\V

eu
. 

T
hef:e rne,1 

h"•e 
l>

een d
ream

ing 
of 

a. 
M

aur
itius 

t haL
, ha<

l foti: decided c)L
hcrw

isc, m
ight. 

h~v(: nch
ien

.i<.1 a 
g

rea.ter 
m

estH
'e 

o( 
political fr€!bdom

 a.n<
l placed our couo


tr)' 

nloogs1<
le 

!hoe,~ ttreot. 
dow

ioio
ns 

o
f the 

C
onuoonw

ealt.b 
like 

C
aoada, 

A
oistralfo. a.nd N

~w
 Z

cala.od w
h

ich over 
a c:entu

ry ogo achieved 
th

eir 
indepen


druee f f0m

 coton
ii.l rul~. 

lo 
(n.el., !\fr

. Sp~ake1·, S
ir, 

a, 
uloV

e
• 

1ri:
n

t. for 
political 

freei.Jou"I has 
been 

11foot. in 
this counLry 

fl'om
 th

e early 
yeus 

of 
o

ur 
histo

,·y. 
E

ven 
during 

t.l,e 
Fre

nch 
occupation 

o( 
Isle 

dt 
llranu 

L
h':re w

ere m
ovem

ents for !ietf• 
go,•ernm

eot. w
hieb 

co
lm

inated 
in 

re• 
bellion

, aud 
in 

1794 
the co

ootry 
be· 

<
:am

e 
a 

reO
OI 

colo
n}', revolting 

o.ncl 
<

lii1obeyiog tile C
entrttl 

G
overnm

ent of 
Ii raucc:. 

11or th
e 

next few
 

years 
the 

colony bec:nm
e virtllally 

indepen
dent. 

'l'hc 
sk

oggle 
co

nl.inu
ed 

m
ati) 

w
e 

cnm
e to the 

uiueL
eenth 

o.n<
l tw

entieth 
ctnl

uries. 
A

i far 
b:.'lck :is 

1826 
M

11u-
1' tius l1ad a C

o
un

r.-il of (}ove
nllnent 

in 
"hich 

m
ew

 hers htid fr<
>

erlom
 of debale 

and a
n io

cfopcn
dent. 

vole. 
lo 

1685 
l\ 

(0
1.1ncil of G

oV
ern

ruel'lt \\'as estab
lished 

w
i,h 8 ex

•officio, 9 uom
innted aocl 10 

elfc
ted 

O
'.IOll)bcH

'S ;}nd th
is com

pos:itioo, 
,rith 

ver:r 
slig

l11 changes
, 

continued 
until 

H
l-17. 
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l967 to lnd
t/utrdenc4 w

r'thm
 the 

86· 

C
om

m
o11w

talth 
of N

a
tfon

t 

B
ot l•I m

e bring back boo
. M

em
be

rs 
to 

tb
e yetll' 1882 

w
hen 

S
it 

\V
illinm

 
N

e~
•lon :lud bis polilica

l friena~ co
n

sti· 
lt1'ed 

tho 
fam

ous 
17th of Ju

ly 
1882 

Sub-C
om

m
ittee to stt1dy ;i.nd 

report O
D

 

th
e changee to be broughs about. iu 

our 
C

oofiti tut.ion. 
1t 

w
on Id 

iu&
eleSt 

the 
people 

of M
a.oritius ~o kn

ow
 

w
ha.i 

ii 
.said, 

am
c,;ng o

r.h~r th
ings, on Lhe poli~ 

tical affuits orM
a.ariLius: "L

esnati01u;, 
lei com

m
,un<

tules qiti dida4pnent 
le ,,-t. 

yim
e de la libute, 

et qui 
.~e 1·if'ifJ11ent (J 

la,sen
ilude, so,~tfalaltm

ttat c<
m

da.m
-ni, 

cl $6 dbagrtger 
et a plrir .. 

C
h.(le,101 dl 

1w
u.s pourra, trava.illt

r 
<

l'u1te 
/a<

;m
i plU

-$ dirute 
et plus ,u.lile au 

b;M
 dt 

1w
tre payR

; 
et 

ilfouri
cA

, im
a,n,. 

(:ipie
, 

1·ege,uir6t 
pa

t 
l'tnerg,it 

tl 
le 

divcut1n-cnt de 
8CS

 rnja,n.J~. prem
lfa an, 

ttiilitu 
<

les pc,3J;e,ri-0M
 lkil<

m
niquu 

tin 

Y
an.g 

P
lus 

,l:i{/fte a:~ue et 
de 

M
S 

dcst.inlts
: 

A
tt lieu de nou3 ingd,1ier c'i: tro

m
,er 

deir p
r6lexl4'8 pour 

ne 
vas 

sorU
r Jc 

ftlatde 
tU

p
em

lan
eeou 

nou.s ,om
-m

es. et 
dt 

•nous laiS'se,· ~ffrayet 
1,ar 

de ve1i11..8 
Jant6m

e1, 
fltetlom

s n01t$ 
risolum

aittl a 
l'<

.t'utJr
t et 

le 
~ucc/Jtt 11e fardtrn

. JJat a 
r.ou101111.tr 

no~
 t.fforls ", 

A
t the tbresbo

lcl of 
iadepe

rldeoee 
it 

is 
natu

ral 
tha

t 
w

e. abou
ld 

place 
oo 

Jeco1d the vis.ions of 
t-hese g

rent, m
en 

w
ho had 

l\ sense 
of 

hislory aod 
co

u1d 
fureLall the ahape c>

l tbings ,o com
e. 

\'\
7c arc n.bout tQ

 tak
e a m

om
en

tous 
dechsiou th

at 
w

ilJ affect. the lives and 
aspiration

s no
t only ol M

ao
ritia.ur. w

ho 
w

eot. Lo 
&b6 polls o

n A
ug11s1, 

71.b but. 
w

ill a.ff..-ct ,he 
deslif,y c.,f geuern.tiooa 

ye~ unborn
. 

L
et 

m
e 

a)so say 
this 

w
ucb tbnt 

r.h4! grent 
decision 

"'e 
are 

a.boot to take is 1,li::o the 
r.uhn

inalion 
or a tong 11,od 1rn..io{ut struggle w

hich 
begu.n &

t tho 
very m

om
eo

t 
M

autiU
ll~ 

w
a.s. g1•aoted an clecti,•a cm

H
ili,ut.ion

. 
It w

ill be 
rernelllbt:l·c:<

l, B
ir, that. 

this 

look 
p

lace 
io 

1886, 
b

u
L

 even 
U

w
 

oonstih
1tion

, m
odest 

at 
it. w

as, 
foe , 

country as a.iiva.nced as 
M

aorhios, w
a: 

oppo
sed 

by the 
forces 

or reactiou i, 
lb

i,;; co
uot.ry. 

E
ve

r sin
ce 

theo 
the~ 

has 
~co 

a 
sustained 

and 
uny

ield
int 

agitation to oppose 
eve1·y &

i og
le m

ov1 
tow

thrds 
g

reat.er 
eom

;titutiooa
l 

free 
dom

 
fot 

the 
people 

of 
M

aoritiu: 
and 

J 
am

 
aon·y 

to 
ha.vc 

to 
Sa.! 

L
-hat 

in 
sp

ite of 
&

heir 
othe

t 
qu;1,litici 

the 
sam

e 
tX

:ople. 
b1;11<

1ed by 
th

ei 
obscura.n&isl 

o
oU

ook have beeo 
fighL

 
iog 

rn
len

L
lessly against 

a.ny 
coo~

tito 
tion ,hat 

"-'O
uld hav~ given 

the 
peopl, 

of &hjs 
couotry a s.ay in &

he m
unage 

J!'lent of L
heir affain;. 

O
nce 

again 
w

, 
find 

t,hem
 

to.da.y ir\ the forefront 
o 

~he 11gitation to o
ppo:;e lnd<

~pendene, 
by Q

II m
ea.n.s. 

H
 

is 
unfortuna.to, 

Sir, 
tha

t 
S-Olll• 

people in M
au

ritiu
s coutiooe to believ1 

in 
the 

tuperio
d

ty of a. certa
io 

claae 
w

hen 
t.w

o 
g

reat 
w

ars 
fot• dem

ocrac: 
have JeveU

ed all 
tba.t. 

Ju their 
view

 
those 

w
hon

1 tbey 
have 

branded 
a 

he" ers o
f w

coc1 and 
dra w

e I'S of "'ate 
should alw

a.ys bo relegated to &he pvsi 
t-ioo of se1 fi. 

I 
a.m

 a.fra.id lbere 
ha 

uot. boco m
uch 

change 
of 

h
eart 

sine
, 

lb
..:: &

illle w
hen 

S
ir 

H
enri 

L
ec

1ezi. 
opeo

secl a 111odeat.c0Q
stilu

t.ionat refo
n

1 
for 

M
a\1r'itius. 

'l'h
is is. w

h.1t he sai, 
in 

aosw
er 

to 
the 

liberal 
U

lovenlent. 
() 

.A
natole de B

o
nchel'ville and othe

r,;: 

,. N
ow

; aoom
 fi11alem

tul 
les claR

st 
iJ1/il'ie1u·e.,, qt4i• constituent m

r. 1111U
m

,g 
•indtjittisscrble, ou le sang 

m
algacltt 

t 

ofricain. dom
i11e et qui ,,ow

$ foum
it 

no 
cuis411ien•, c-1,cl,ers, ch

arprnl
it1·i. 

bott 
clltrs

, JJO
tlefoiz, pte/1eurs, ln,c

/U
'JJ·Q

m
 

boulaugas. cQ
up

t1u·-s <le catw
u, 

cha
-rtt 

tiir1 et m
af0'1$. 

G
e ,on

l le4descem
lcrnl 

d,s 
C

J.cla.r:t$ 
a_p·,-a,,,cJti$. 

E
n 

m
.c,jorit 

ils 
tit 

savcnt n4 lire nt ic-rire. 
C

eft 
scclicm

 
t8

t 
la 

pltu 
uo

m
lrrtust d~ 

/, 
po-pufal

io
n giuiral

~
. 

C
Q

w
ptant (1t 5 

d 56,000 pttl(,O
lliltt

, rlfr 
cm

,~
t·ifu~

 pri 
de lcr ,11oitil." 
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196? 
fo lm

k
/w

1d
e11ce

tt:N
1in th4 

663 
C

o
m

m
om

.r.1rn
lth of N

a
tion

s 

I am
 afraid aen

L
irllent.s uot vel'y <

liis• 
sim

ilar frou, those Lha
L

 w
ere exp

ressed 
by lhe.sa distioguisbed 

M
aurit.ia.ns :u·e 

nlso cond
itionin

g ,he 111iods of 
Lhose 

o
r 

O
lll' fellow

 M
a

uritialls 
w

ho do no
L

 
w

nn
l to read t.he w

l'itiu~ on L
be w

aU
. 

rl'h
ey r.-.&

.r as those befo
re th

em
 fea\'ed 

tba.t thei
r vested iu

t.creits. the
ir Feltdal 

p
rivilege11, a.nd 

l'lll 
Lhat 

L
hey 

h
ave 

acqoired by viri,ue of their position <
.1F 

vantage 
in ifocieL

y w
ill be sw

ep
t, aw

ay 
by 

th
e 

dem
ocratic 

lll>
icu-ge c,r 

the 
hum

ble 
peop

le 
tvho 

h
ttve 

toiled 
an

d 
Jaboured 

for 
I.he 

d
tv

elopm
e

nL
 

tuhl 
p

t•osperity o
r M

auritius. 

Pet•h~ps it is 
hum

:.n
, S

ir, to 
en

tc1·• 
t:,iu 

tb{:se fcd
in((S, 

1t m
igh

L
 be ~:ti,1 

tbo.t. 
people-

w
ho 

h
ave 

m
onopoliEecl 

poliLic-t'l o.od econom
ic pow

er for o,•el' 
a 

century sbouhl 
fig

ht 
t.o Lhe 

death 
befor~ su

rrendering ilO
)' or their feudal 

f1rerogatives. 
l~u

t it. is also rig
ht atld 

pl'ope•·• S
ir, t.hat. t.hosa of 

01>
 w

ho have 
been 

~lecfod 
by 

t,he 
people 

o
f 

this 
eouu

try 
to 

he 
th

e goatdiaus 
of their 

libe
riy 

a
ud 

of 
the

ir 
ow

n 
l,irtbrig

h
t 

sbould see to it that. 3, 1,ow
e

du
l m

 100~ 
rity 

Lbat. h
a.a 

w
e1\I th 

aod 
econon

ic 
1>

<
>

w
er a.t 

its 
d

ispos.at sho
uld no

t. C
ot 

over fru$l-r&
L

8 th
e hopes 1tnd a.spirations 

o
f 

tbe 
gt·e:it 

n
ui.ss 

of 
tbe 

people of 
M

llul·itius. 
A

lrnosL
 half a centur

y ago 
the 

~ho1.1gh1s and 
idea$ w

bieli 
1 

am
 

exp1efJsiog now
 w

ere 
aeb(l(:d by g

reat 
M

au,·itinns. A
too

ng 1hen.• J have 111en
• 

lion
cd the oan,c or the l:;te A

oatolc ilo 
'B

oucb.-n•;lle ooe of the ltodeu, of tht: 
liberal m

o,·em
ent io politics, 

an
d w

ilh 
)Olll· p

cnn
iisi.io11. 

Si1•, 
I 

w
cm

Jd lik'3 lo 
<1uote 

::l few
 lines in 

w
hich 

be 
,·indic• 

ated th
e s.a.ered right. or people LO

 ~h::tre 
poH

ticn1 pow
er w

ith lhe s
m

~
IJ m

ioority 
d1at ht'ld th

e cotw
l

ry io th
e g1·i1>

 of its 
po

w
er. 

'l'hnt 
1s w

hnt 
M

r. d
e B

oueh
cr

ville-said: 

" 
V

o
tr• 

1>
tC

1$~C. 
voue. 

id~~J. 
•V

II'• 
but. 

e,'cu 
d

e faire 611 w
r

tc q
·,c le ~

raupe do 1)01)(1• 
la.tion qoc 

vou
~ a.ppclet 

· IC
$ blao~' 

e1 q
ne 

votis~,•:..lau 
1'. d!x 

m
iU

c i1:1es 
C

.)O
Ser,·e C

M
 

11:irtc <
.le pr

lcl()m
in

1U
Occ m

o
rale

, aom
le e

t po-
lrtiq

oo au
r 

tous
les ao

t~ 
eU

m
r.nts form

aot 
l!llC

 po
pullllion 

de 
358,00Q

, 
L

on
qn.e 

l'O
fl 

ru.rcb
c ea 

ava
nt, 

Jes 
bO

fht0
flt 

$'<m
vrcn

1, 
~

:&
 som

m
e.1s sec dC

&
&

i
nen

t. 
L

otsq
it'on 

w
t 

~ 
rt>

coJons, on ignore 
qu

tlla 
fQ

&
Se, qu

el abim
e 

en a dcu
ihc 

sai
." 

tm
d fina.lly, 

M
r. <

le 13ouehcr,ille u
sed 

these w
ord

s w
h

ich becl'nte alm
oa

L
 &ho 

slog.\o of the In
depencleoce Party : 

.. L
'A

etioo 
L

lbtra
le 

prcche 
l:A

e 
criplc 

dll11.1)oe, l'.illi,i.1',cc 
du 

N
'oii-, du 

U
lan

c. el de 
l"A

&
a1k;u~; 

3ll!tincc 
1\1on!ltrnt1u&

e. dlf.Cnt Id 
-0!ig

::.rquo, 
1u!ee8flair( 

C
l ju

sle JJ&
en• le,, p.a.• 

11io1esdi: 
t()utc

.st:ouleul'<
S

. cle
lom

c:s r~
hgiooli°'

. 

1'he lcRders o( th
e liberal m

ovem
ent. 

,,·an
lt.:<I full at\tonom

y 
for 

M
au

rir.ius. 

W
hy 

sho
ultl 

people 
o

f 
th

e 
upper 

seg11t-nt or society 
IJe afra

id of lode
· 

pendeocs
? F

,·eedom
 b!L

fi o&
V

Cl' bro
ug

h
t 

m
is

fortun
e to 

a
ny 

coun
try. 

W
e ba.vo 

oolj to look a.round 
ns in th

e A
ftieao 

C
ontinent 

L
e) find 

the 
revolutiooa.r'y 

eh~nges 
w

bh.:h 
hove 

com
e 

o,•er 
in 

th
ose 

terr
itorie&

 
w

hich 
w

ere 
uade

1· 
colonial ru

le. 
L

ook a.t th
e truosforn1• 

n.tioo &hat b
a.s ,ak

en 
place io K

en
ya, 

'1':m
r.iutie., aod th\l M

'a.lagasy R
epub

lic. 
\V

itbiu th
e space of o. dtca<

.le eoo
n

11ou
s 

eb3,nge.a ha ,,e revolutionised th
e entire 

tife of the peop
le of tliesll loods. 

'!'heir stnn
dardi; of tiviog ba.\•e cousi

<
len:.bly increaF.ed. 

T
hey 

ba
,·e tti.pped 

the
ir 

ll;l.,ionai 
rtsoorce~ 

w
h

ich 
w

ere 
lyiog idle 

fo
1· cen

turies. 
'l'bcy 

have 
g,,ined nccesJS t.o the 

gt'cat 
curre

n
lf; or 

w
nd

cl 
thoughtfi 

and 
&

o dtty 
th

ey 
nre 

tm
ucb

ing in 
t10i$0n 

w
•Lh 

the 
rest o

f 
lhc 

w
orld 

in 
th

e 
sea

rch or a. fon
n

ol~ 
fo1· th

e pea.et\, progress ,m
<

l happ
inei:;s 

o{ all M
ank

iod. 

l o,lepen<
laucl; 

h:.l~ nllo
,;,,'ed 

r.bem
 

10 
1m

:ke 
thoit full 

con
t.ribn~ion not. oolv 

to th
e dcvek1pm

ent 
o

r th
eir <

,w
n cou

~
• 

lry 1,o
t Ln Lhe tic'i'<

-lopm
ent, grow

th 
or 

the 
entire 

w
o

rl,l. 
Inde

pendP.uC
e io 

hl1tu
rit1os too w

ill tuean a
fairerop

pO
I'· 

tun t.y fol' the people of M
1.u1ritin~ and 

854 
A

c<
:tssiou of 

Jllau
r·iliu

s 
22 A

U
G

U
S

T
 t967 

to J,,d,q>m
da

nce
w

ilhin 
lh

~ 
66S 

a 
better 

gt1:u·at1t.ec 
for 

dcm
ocl'a-tic 

progress. 
\V

iL
hottt it w

e ca.ooot aspire 
Lo eqU

alit.y am
o

n
g nations. 

B
conom

ic 
d

iffiet11liea 
ui&

y 
be 

en
• 

cou11tered eveo ill a co
lonial 

ter1•j,01·y, 
and 

these 
ha.\'c 

happ
ened 

in 
this 

cou
ntry io tha tbirlies a,nd ha.fore th

at. 
N

o 
ooe 

m
as~ 

Lhio
k 

htrc 
tha

t 
as 

tt. 
colonial :.\.!;SO

c
i:ite<

l ,el:'rito
ry 

w
e 

cao 
e11joy 

bette
r 

adv:m
t"ge!f 

tha
n 

tr 
v..'e 

w
cn

i In
dopen

d~ot. 

1ll liu)e or slrees nod eco
n

om
it; reces• 

s1on, w
hether as a. colony or t\n 10de• 

1,endeo
i 

eo1.mhy
, w

e w
ould 

naturally 
suffer th

e consequences. 
B

u
t it w

ould 
not be &rue to sa.y that. w

e w
ou

ld ho iu 
:• poai~ioo of ,•:,t.ota.ge 

as a \·assa
l icat.e 

t() C
B

.
c.e o

ur 
(_)rob

le
u1s. 

$1ua
ller terdL

o
· 

ri&
s tbo.1l M

~u
ritius b

a.,•P. beccnne iude
• 

penden
t and there w

ern no pretent
ious 

argum
eo

ts 
agn

iufil 
,heir 

aL
lainiog 

aovsreig
u

ty. 
\V

e k
no

w
 th

a.t in histo
ry, 

w
hcoe,•er 

tllerc 
is an upsu

rge 
of 

the 
111,u;ses, there ;:u·ise po

lttiea.1 divisionists 
w

ho attem
p

t to d
i \'ert 

lhe att,en
Lion o

{ 
tht 

peopl&
 l-.>

 other m
inor 

ifisues 
in 

order 
to hide the true fac&

s or llisto
l'y 

beh
ind ~:mch 

m
ass m

o\'enum
ta. 

T
he 

la.tc rl
-esident R

oosc,·d
L

 ba.s very B
ptly 

,leScl·il>
etl ~hese m

en belonging to 
the 

~ark 1lgG
!l w

hen 
he ijaid : 

.,. 

"T
heT

C
 

J1,;1vc a.tw
:iys l~n 

th~ 
w

hQ
 do n

ol 
believe 

in pco
1)I,: t't1d 1o,•h() 

at;cm
pc 

to 
bl<

1ek 
their 

forw
ard l)'IO

V
C

O
W

llt UtO
!-S 

bJstO
t)' 

aod 
1o(orc. 

theintcc1' 
to $C

t"'i"d.ly an
d su«.m

ag 
.. , 

'f
his, 

m
 u senso, 

is 
w

luH
 is 

l:tking 
pk,ce i II 

l\fanti tins t.o<
la.y. Peop

le he
ro 

m
uat. he realistic ,111d underetand 

,be 
vast. w

in
Js of ch

11.-u
ge tha.t hnve 

sw
ept 

&
he gloom

 a.n<
l w

hich have w
itoessed 

m
 

tlJO
 hts

L L
w

enty years Lhe indeptm
deoce 

(.1( 
4)H

e 
.::,,u

ntry 
after 

fuio
th

tr. 
T

he 
cotm

tri.:.•s or A
~1a au<

l A
fric;l>

 hM
'b l>

een 
JlbE

:ta
tt>,1 by 

&
he c:-1.,m

m
on 
coostnt 

of 
11J.;,;e 

pO
\\'ot'S 

w
h

ich 
go\'erned 

these 
<

"O
U

ttneo
ts iu.ul v( these pC

'ople,s. 

C
onrm

o
nw

1:alth of N
t1lio

ns 

T
his 

va.si 
tide 

or 
trarn~fonnatioo 

could 
not 

len.ve us 
unto

uched, 
nor 

could the hietoric m
a.rch of ibe peoples 

of th
e 

w
orld

. 
\V

e m
u

i;.t realise aod 
w

e m
ost n

oders
ta.nd lha

t the 
old w

orld 
has peris

hed never to retu
1·0 agaiu

. 
It 

bas c1·om
bled io

t-0 dast a.nd oo beating 
o

r th
s breo.st o-: sighs or tb

e h
«a

rt 
ca

n 
b

riog 
it 

bttck 
to 

life 
again

. 
'l'bo

a:e 
w

bo op
t>

ote prog:·css and 
the 

rnle of 
law

 ahould realise th
e social re,•oh1t.ioo 

w
hic

h 
J1a.s t~

J.:en 
place 

io 
M

o.ur-itius 
aU

<l 
they 

shouJcl t11Hler1:1t,;,uJd 
that 

w
e 

ll)US
&

 liv6 io Lhe oew
 w

orJd w
hich ha.<

. 
just been born 

in 
?\fa

o
d

tius, 
V

Ve are 
d

od
icaf~

d Lo the Jiber:.I and dem
ocra

tic-
W

I\-V
 of life. 

A
H

 M
aurit

ians sbonld 
aceept. th

at,, for 
w

ithot1l 
iL

 the .. ~ can 
ne~·er b8 a 1uod

ern 1:1ociety in subsL
iL

u
U

oo foe a crnel, io
huiuau 

w
a.y 

of 
life. 

V
ile w

ust no
~ be afra.id 

<
,f iod

epen• 
deuce an

tl dread it. like a ch
ild w

ith
ou

t 
tbougb

t 
aod 

prep~rnlion
. 

M
allritius 

w
ill ba.,•e a chengt-d s&

atus
1 bu

, w
e are 

no
t sevet'ing ou

r elot:1e cooo
ccaiom

i w
iih 

G
reat B

ritain 
and tb

e C
orom

oow
ea.lL

h. 
O

a the coo
Lrnry, Sir, 

~·e 
w

ill dc,;efop 
sti•ooger 

links on ,he basis 
of p:L

rtoel'• 
ship aud 

rm
aua

l 
rni:.pect an

d friend
ship, 

but. th
~ 

l'elations or m
aster a-0d 

stave w
ill give w

ay to ~ 
oew

 
bro

th
er, 

hood aud eq
uti.lit.y o.ud 

freedom
. 

(n
deed, 

Sir, 
w

e 
a\'e 

doing 
tuore 

t.ba.o 
tha.t. 

O
o irH.lepeodence, w

e are a.aking 
the Q

ueen of l1ogltrnd 
to 

l>
e<

.·orue th
e 

Q
ue:cu of M

auritius. 
'l'ht

re w
ill be 

o. 
G

-overuot-G
t111ot

·a.l w
ith 

ex&
cos.ive dis

cretion:uy 
pow

et's. 
u)ore 

than 
lhof:le 

w
hich 

ob
t.1Lio 

in 
olber 

indepeude
ut 

coaotrirs, 
w

hich 
U

y lbe1.llsef"es 
otfti: 

adequate 
goa.raotcc 

to 
e\·e1·y section 

o
f tbe M

u.uritil.tn <
:Oll'0

1uniLy
. 

Jn addi• 
tloo, 

an 
indepeud,rnt 

M
a•uitius ,bo.•11 

com
e 

Q
earec 

to 
the 

o~her 
frit!U

dly 
conot.ries spH

:ially Fra.uce w
ith 

w
bicb 

w
e ba.ve n.go old cultu

ral 
aud 

rriendly 
ti1;i;. A

 
n

ew
 

vis
t:1-for 

itH
crnaL

iona,I 
c:o,opurutio

o 
iu 

all 
tields 

of 
Jile 

w
ill 

ope.n (er us. 
A

part froni B
ritish eco• 



Annex 91

866 
A

ccess,
'011 o

f .lfa1uitius 
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U
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E
67 

to Jm
lej>

cm
,ll11et-1;i01in 

/lie 
867 

C
om

m
o

ttw
t

.1!th 
of 

N
a

t:·-011$ 

llO
U

JiC
 

fL
.lclS ood 

def$D
C

e o.greC
nLleO

 
ts, 

w
e w

ill ge~ other 
aids from

 tbe various 
agenc

ies 
of 

th
e 

U
 n

i~e,d N
a.t.iona

. 
A

ll 
these 

a.t·e fi..ctors 
w

hich ibo
uld 

w
eigh 

in 
,he 

balance 
io 

the a-sse1sw
eut of 

iudependeoce
. M

auriti
us 

w
iU

 
eulerge: 

as a. Jla.tiou
. 

Solar, 
despite ou

r efiorL
s to 

liv6 as 
~
 nation, 

w
e h1w

e beeu sepatatcd 
in

to 
s~vera.l 

cthoic gt"Oupa 
by 

~hose 
w

ho 
w

ish 
to drag on I.heir de-6picl\ble a:ds• 

t.ence. 
In

depeodence w
iJI eoa.ble ll@

 ,o 
think 

M
a, 

nalion, for our conn
~ry 

w
ill 

be our 
hope au

d onr 
people our th·ar. 

eoo.cero
. 

Jn 
th

is atm
osphe

re o[ free• 
doru 

aod 
equ

a,lity, 
a 

new
 

api1•it and 
endeavo

uc w
ill seize our 

people and 
in 

th
i$ ce

n
h

u·y o
{ hope a 

oew
 

?i.fanri tins 
is be

iog bO
l'll, 

llllfeU
ero

d a.nd friendly. 
1:1m

a.ll but 
w

ith 
t.he indom

itob
le spiriL

 
to 

m
a

ke 
goocl 

w
ith 

oLbet· 
nations

. 
T

bct·c w
ould be no prison blf.1'3 of colo

n i;1,Jii:;1.u, oodiscriw
ioa.tio1

l l,er.w
ceu one 

M
au

ritiou 
ancl i\nothe1·1 

bui 
I\ 

\lO
it.ed 

coonfry 
{u

lftllin
g it.i. ow

n 
destiny . 

H
i.story 

has 
proved, 

Si,·, over aod 
ovel' aga.in that 

once t.bt.• iohab
itant.s

of 
a 

le
trito

ry n
ro in 

fu
ll control 

of their 
destioy. 

they ba.vQ
 be<

tn a.ble to B
Chieve 

u
n

ity a.nd kl 
build up~ 

naLional coos
c

ious
oess

. 
'N

e 
are all aw

are 
of 

tb
c 

i oteroec
ioe conflict. w

hich raged in the 
province.s or N

 orlb A
m

erica., before tb11.t 
couotty 

go&
 iodepen<

lence. 
T

be sam
e 

paL
tem

 
w

as 
discc

roible 
in 

the 
ot.her 

dom
inions anch a.s A

ustralia and lod
il\. 

'' D
ivide et i,n.per(i '' 

w
a.1J the 

guidfog 
p1·inciple or tbo form

er im
pel'ial rule•·s. 

.llot, 
ooce 

!\lien 
con

Lrol bad 
w

itborcd 
B

W
A

Y
 the people of A

 cou
ntl'y could sink 

t,heir differe
nces tlind w

ork togethet· for 
t,he: attaiam

&
rH

 
of 

a. com
m

ou nation. 
:C

 have 
no 

doubt, M
r. Speaker, 

f.hat in 
o. like 11H

urner w
e also w

ill beueh 
fn>

ul 
00

1· :,cceR
sion f•'->

 independence. 

I 
feel 

in 
.1, 

bislode 
roood, 

M
1·. 

S
peaker, 

and 
allow

 
111e to 

quote 
the 

w
ords of 

ano
ther 

disting
uished 

M
atl• 

rit.ian, 
M

l', 
H

oge
r 

P
~

2.~
.nui, 

w
ho, 

ah
hrng

h bred on 
the 

political 
philQ

.!K
>· 

pby 
of 

B
u,·ke 

aad 
G

larlat.one, ca
lled 

hinucH
 

a. conservative 
in 

M
aoritia.n 

pvtitics. 
$

peakfog 
as fa.t· back M

 
.l920 

n-o:I lookiog e.t th
e futu

re 
or the eonu• 

tl·y. 
he 

expreaaed 
h

im
self 

jo 
these 

w
on.:a

: 

"T
l\ue 

~n 
be 

nQ
 $h

illy
·!lballyit'I((, l 

a'" 
a)liog 

eve.y 
H

oo 
M

em
ber 

to rulii:e 
th

i~ iJ 
tt so

lem
n d:1y fO

T
 M

:um
tius 

: ii Js a day w
be!l 

\\'$ •t"(l; 
1,uildin,g np tbe 

fut11H
1, w

hct'I w
e l11w

1J 
10 b

e sorry 
ror 

th~ 
n:ii$t1'1ie5 ol 

,be 
pa.,t :m

d 
w

hen vre h:i.,•e to see toit 
tbu 

w
e&

hould fW
>

t re
peat them

 b«:a.u~ 
tho 

re$)).h ifl dar&
 to ~om

e 
\.\O

U
.Id be the 

J.()U
n:e of 

a.n clern3.I and 
fll-0111 

le,~ilintate 
re

p
roscb 

o
f lbe r;r-0w

in,:-g(.ntr,uioo 
to tbc m

.cn w
ho oow

 b$ve the 
respo

osib1lhy 
()(m

aking.a dcc:u.i<
1n. 

T
hey 

m
,)&

l 1'101 thlo1t 
of 

their 
ow

n 
h<

lppioesi; but 9( 
1ba.t of 

the
ir 

C
lildr«i," 

I 
have 

a,lid
, 

I 
thiu

k, 
()nougb in 

isupport 
of 0)Y

 eom
cn

Lion 
iha

t, M
a.11• 

riL
\u11 should b~ proud to take her place 

M
:U

oJg 
L

he 
sovereign, 

in
dependc

uL
 

territories of Lhe w
orld. 

I m
ake~ 

a<
.)· 

lem
r. nppoa.1 to H

on. l',Ien1Jx,rs f:iittiug 
opposite Iv 1.L

C
cep
t 

tbe 
verdict, 

of 
bis· 

t,o1·y aod 
noL

 lo 
be 

sw
.-,,yed by 

tbeil' 
em

.olionfi and bs ,heir 
im

ag
inary foari:>

. 
N

obody sbot1ld thiok that 
M

auritius, 
afte

r iu
dependenoo

, ~·ill 
bt>. 

au 
iisll\111.l 

in&
o itself and tba

i 
it 

w
in 

be 
cuL

 off 
from

 
the 

re,5 of the 
w

orld. 
O

n 
the 

oont:·ary, w
ith th

e he.:p o[ its 
indepen

· 
de

ol statns
. it-

w
ill w

erge 
w

ith
in 

the 
w

iJcr fram
ew

ork 
of w

vel'O
ig

o 
and 

in• 
dependent. couo

tri~s -and w
e lm

,ve every 
ho

1>
e tha

t. in 
~his 

new
 

p:i,rt,u
arsbip

, 
M

aurit
ios 

w
ill 

be in 
i:1 m

o1·c oilv.:io~ 
tn.geotus po,Siiion 

to 
deal 

w
itb 

tt,II the 
p

t'O
l>'em

s that it has oow
 to face. 

,ve 
w

nst not a.H
ow

 ou
l'selves 

to 
be 

cJelnded, 
M

r. Spcakel', by 
th

e 
n

otion 
tho.~ ao

y 
subsL

ant.ial 
.ndvaotage 

w
ill 

:v:cn1e t-0 M
au

ritius w
ilh ao association 

15L
at.t1$ 

w
ith G

rtot 
Ilrlt..i.in. 

1 .n,n\ 
no~ 

going io&
o aoy 

d~t:.1.ils "f 
this 

m
a.L

t.er 
t-0d.11. T

he
re ia a belief in som

e qua.r• 
fer&

 lbo.t.M
socia.L

ion \'.•ith G
rel\t. B

rilain 

8$8 
A

ccessio,, of 
M

a,,,
itiu:s 
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1$67 
10 llldrpt!udtm

:~ w
itl

,;n/)1e 
S69 

m
eaor, L

be sam
e 

thin
g 

as 
iotegraU

o
n 

~•ith 
the 

U
oiL

e<
l K

ingdom
. 

r1'his 
is 

alt.ogether incO
L

'l'<
.-et.. A

&
socia

t.io
o in any 

form
 

w
ill be a m

ista-keu policy, 
and 

[ 
nm

 1n1re by now
 

iL
 g

reat 
m

aoy of 
ou1· 

people have realised tha
t 

Soule 
len

i
t.otics fo 

the 
\.Y

es~
 Iodies 

bav<
' an 

asaocia.tiou status bu
t. ihis 

gh•eij 
theU

l 
no privileges gl'ea.t-O

l' t.han 
~hoi,.e w

e are 
eojoyirlg a.t pl"eseot oc w

e m
igh

t enjoy 
after independence

. F'or one thiog, ,he 
citiz,eoa 

of 
tbe&

e ieni
tories 

have 
oo 

au&
om

a,i.ic entry 
ioto tbe 

U
nit.ed K

ing


do1u, as the O
ppositioo w

ou
ld 

h
ave 

os 
believe, 

W
e have till r('ad Lbe ca.se of M

aul'i• 
C

iaos w
ho ba.ve been 

declo.re<
l proh

ibi
ted iw

.1oigrants in G
reat B

ritiA
n; r.hel'e 

lS the 
recent 

jt1dgroeur. of 
the 

H
igh 

C
oul'i, in L

o
ndon,of 

thecase. iu
voh,ing 

six M
auritians 

to ,he 
effect 

that 
they 

could oot 
claiU

l 
autom

atic 
enirv im

o 
Lhe U

nited K
ingdou.1, w

hich 
l.,.e:,t,r@

. 
t.<

:sti-
111ooy lO

 the 
poin

~ I am
 m

aking. 
N

or 
w

ifl na:sociation 
t-ake us 

o.ea•'t'l' to 
r.he 

C
om

roon M
arket. 

V
V

e have 
i;tudit:d 

all this and w
e ha.ve. realised 

L
be tJtO

· 

h!em
s lh

:d 
aa•e before Lhia couot1·y. 

M
r. 8peakel', 

Sit, 
l 

w
ould not hkc 

to t.ake-m
cn·o. tim

e of 
the 

H
ouse 

and 
1 ... 

w
ill now

 like to conclu
de 

aud pur. th
ia 

m
otion iu L

he haods of lion. 
M

em
be1·s. 

A
s I 1m

id cadiel· o
n, 

w
e 

are 
standiog 

tO
<

iny at 
tbe 

1,brcsh
old 

o( 
· a 

ucw
 t:irn .. 

M
aorit,ius begins 

today a. new
 chu,ptrr 

of iis bistol'y. 
L

et as 
reso

lve 
tha,L

 io 
our deiecm

inaL
iou to 

build 
a. bett.er 

fnture 
(or 

ouN
elvt:s 

and our 
cbidrco 

w
e shall all ba i ni,pired 

by 
the loftiest. 

principles 
o[ 

pa.tl'iotio111 and 
Jo\'e 

for 
our islaod h

om
e. 

\V
e Jrnve st.ri\'en for 

1uany yea.rs uow
 lo crea.tt: a new

 seuae 
of unity o

nt. of 
onr 

rich 
di vef'Sity and 

let ir. be snid 
C

o~· ,he 
g

lory 
of those of 

ua w
ho :.O

l'C
 fort.una.te t,o 

live 
A

L
 th

is 
hour, in the w

ords or the poet,: 
"B

lias 
w

as 
il 

in 
thtL

L
 daw

n io be 
aU

'ye ". 

C
ont-m

om
.oa

iltlt. of N
a

tion
s 

T
ha.t w

e M
au

riti,m
a; w

hose oncesL
on; 

ctune 
from

 
m

any 
la.nds 

have. heeo 
w

elded 
Logeth

er 
in 

a 
w

ider 
ou

tw
al'd 

looking 
uu

ity 
iospired 

by a-
com

m
o

n 
purpose aod com

1non 
1·esotve to strive 

for the happi
n

ess and pr0$perity or O
ttl' 

fellow
 m

e
n. 

H
ow

ever, 
M

r. Spea
kel', 

Sir, 
before 

T
 sit. dow

o, let. m
e tell 

th
is lo m

y bon. 
friends o

f 
the 

01>
posir.ion

. 
T

hey 
w

ill 
be a.ccount&

ble L
o H

istory lor w
hateve

r 
decision tbos• &

ake to-day
. 

I appeal to 
t.bem

 
t.o show

 
a 

scru:;e or 
enlighte

ned 
sLa.t~sm

anship and 
take the rigb

1. deci
sion. 

D
u&

 shou
ld th

ey pet~isL
 io their 

cndea.voul' 
Lo 

frustrate 
the 

w
ishes of 

the 
L>

O
ople, 

L
ben 

m
y 

dnt.y 
to 

lh
is 

H
o

use and to m
y coun

try is to clecl&
re 

u
oeqnivoelllly 

il111, 
w

e 
sbnll 

not 
be 

brow
be.ateo by 

a.ny threa
t 

O
l' 

JlH
H

lR
.Ce 

aod tha
l by G

od
's g1·ace w

e w
ill cu.rry 

ou
t tho1·oughly our 

m
ission 

and 
tako 

Lhis couutry 
tu her righ

tful desiiny. 

&
fr. Spe

:tkel', S
ir, 1 m

ove th
e tuo

tio
n 

staod
iog ia U

ly nam
e. 

M
r. Forget ro,c 

and seconded. 

(A
p

p/au"
) 

\2
.o5 

p
.m

\ 

M
. C

. G
. 

D
uval 

(First 
M

c:m
bel' 

for 
G

rand 
R

iver 
N

orth 
\.V

est o..nd Port 
I.onis V

V
esL) : M

. la p
res

idan
t., celu

i q
ui 

u second{: la m
o

tion 1'11 fait d'une fa90u 
si 

discrete 
que 

je 
D

e ru'eu 
e,ais 

pas 
aper-;ll et n'eussi2z 

Y
ous pas C

ai~ sigo
e 

que j'aura
is 

a.U
codu 

eocore 
qut} ra 

m
otion 

w
it 

sccondee. 

M
. 

le 1>resid<
:nL•, 

ii y 
a des 

m
orts 

qu•it fauL
 qu'on t11e et uo de cea m

o
rt.a, 

tcuaces qu 'i I 
faut 

tuer 
r8gt1liCreru~n t 

est celu
i q11 i cousiste fL nous f&i1·c cro

i1·c 
que 

des discoura 
it 

l'A
ssem

bl8e 
,•out 

eha.uge:r ou 
faire chang

er le 
11ote des 

m
en1bt·es 

Cius 
O

\J 
de ooa 

coll&
gue!!. 

Sa.ns 
dout.e q

ua
nd 1es p

rem
ie

rs 
Pa

l'le


m
~nta a.vaient ~tU

 coo\'oques, un orat.eu,· 
vigou

reux 
pouvait 

ptt.r ses 
d

i.scours . 
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19b1 u, Jm

ltfJ~1:de11ce tv,'tJ,iu tl:c 
S

? I 
C

o11m
1onw

tal11t 
of N

at-ions 

ccm
•aioere on m

en1b
re 

pas <
le dl!l.oger 

soo 
voLo, 

u'l!lis tou, 
siw

ple1u
eot 

de 
vote

r d'ooe 
fo.9on ou d

'uae tl.\ltrc, N
o

us 
sav?os 

p
a1faitem

enL-bieo 
q

ue dn.os 1e 
m

oode 
m

odenw
, 

surtout 
avec 

lea 
Pa.rlcm

cots 
01.1 ii y :\ <

lm
t:<

 pinti~, les 
discom

s 
oe 

peuvout 
tien 

ch:\nge1· 
dnns 

le 
vot-0 

<11:6 
m

em
b

res 
A

u$Sl, 
o'essaierai-je 

pa.s p
1r 

clcs a.rgum
e1111. 

oraloh-es 
co 

n10m
c pa,r cles lulls. 

cl~
 

c
hang

er h:a., conviction <
le lilt'S collegoel:i 

de 
lo. coalilion, 

m
;;lis t.001; 

sim
p

lem
eot. 

vai:s•je 
ea:is11,yer 

de consi~
lier 

po
u

r 
hi, 

post8ril&
 Its 

raisous 
qu

i 
nou

s 
e1n

• 
p~choo~ 

<
le vo~er la. m

olioo qoi 
vitrnt. 

d
'~

tre 
r.lev6

1o(lL)ee 
p

al' 
l'hon. 

P
rellli<

'"l' 
M

iniR
tre. 

1).f. le presidan
f•, 

c'est IJ.lon pri,..itege 
d

e 
p

ar1er n
on seo

lem
en

~ en Lan
t 

q1,1e 
L

ead~-r 
de )'O

pposition 
m

3,ia a,u11si eu 
tau

t qne L
eatlt1· du Pa.d

i m
ajo

rjto
ire !i. 

ce
U

e C
ha,nb

1·e. 

A
n H

on
. M

em
ber

: 
\.V

ish
fo) tb

iu
k

ing ! 

M
. 0

1.m
al: 

" 'fV
isJ,jul tlt.i11k:i11fJ 

'' 
dit 

n
n deij no

t'tveau
x m

enibres. Jc rt'.:pooclrn i 
pa

r 
la. poro 

a.ritbm
~

Liqus 
et 

je 
u)o 

coo
Leofo

rai 
d'abord 

a·ana.lyset· 
It\ 

m
otioo du Prem

ier, 
et de "oir e~act.e

m
ent 

ce 
qu

i 
£St 

conte
ou 

d0.0$ 
cetla 

n10Lio
n :-

" 
T

lut 
thiJ 

A
:u--m

bly requ<
-Sls H

er M
ajM

• 
ty'5 

C
o

,'<
lroi:nent in 1ht 

U
n

ited K
in~dom

 
h>

 
1ab 

the 
neieessat7 ~teps 10 gh•e effecc. as 

$0011 ;u 
pr3C

ticab
le lhi.s 

yu.,. to th(I de'Jin., of 
th

e peo
ple o

r M
.:u:1ritias w

 acc:tdo 10 in
dt

pcn
• 

d
cn<

:c w
i1blo 

1be 
C

om
toQ

.nw
e:i.hh 

ol 
N

a• 
tlons .• ,·· 

11 
i;er.u M

ernit. don
e, <1uoiqua 

ce
lil 

11<
.~ 

B
oit 

pa.s 
ubsolu

ule.nL
 

elair, 
co 

que 
dl:sire 

f'3u
t.eur 

de 
la. m

otion
, 

c·est 
c.}uo eett<

t1 :11rnC
.e, 

c'est 
A

 d
ire, 

nvn.nL 
la. 6n de di:ccrnbre l 007, 

le G
ouvcrnc


m

en
t 

B
1•i1aon

iq
ue 

dt!c1de 
cl'accorde1· 

l'in<
lO

pcu<
lu.nte 

:i. J'ile 
M

1tmi<
:e. 

N
<

1n, 
"

us 
.soo" 

as 
p>

·at;ticable 
/hi$ 

tJtcu·"
: 

dec~
m

bre 
(.Ill 

ii, 
llll 

lllO
IJlent 

avs1..ut 

c.:ecew
L

re. 
U

JR
.iio, p!i.r 

contra dam
• 1~ 

d
iscou

t-s du 'r, O
n1:, j;: vois ceci : 

"M
y 

M
in

iiitcr:i: attach 
great 

lop(ltrllnee 
to 

the 
6,ing 

o
f a 

(4te 
fo1• 

In
depend

en
ce, 

in 
aco>

ro.;\ncc w
ith tb

e decl.;m
1tiQ

n by 
the 

tb~o 
S~A

ry 
or 

$
ta.to for 

tb
e C

oh>
nicii $1 the 

eoneJu.s.fon ()( the 
C

on6tirntlon:al ('onfercnco 
ln !965'•. 

C
.:oU

e decb\n)t.ion sc lit com
m

e ccci : 

" 
11\ «1n1111lta1ion 

w
ith 

lhis 
G

o\·t.tnm
cn

t, 
f.ltt 

M
~jee.ty'$ C

o\·crnm
cnt 

v.ill be piep&
red 

1,, 6:,:: a (l:,.~c ;\.ftd tate 
tb

e i~U
»!i:Sat)' 11t<

'pil to 
tJe<

1:u·c M
anril•ll:J inffl.•pc1,dcn

t, a
fter ti -pefiod 

c>f •ix m
o11,hs foll 

m
lcm

n
l 

,ell•'-o\·~nm
1 

nt 
if a 

reM
lution 

ask
iR

II: for lb
is w

;., 
pnued 

by 
a i n,plc 

11.1:1.
jm

-i1y u( tiu: rie
,., A

~
1Y

1bly " •. 

C
e rf\p

1>
ort tle 1.t. C

ooCtrenca c.onsti• 
L11'ior:nelle 

de 
i.eptem

bre, 
l9G

5, 
in-ait 

l!tfi agi:86 non scul~m
ent 

par 
le Patti 

T
ro.,•~illiste, m

ais pa
r les troia p3d

is q
ni 

form
tnt 

a.\ljou
rd'hu

i Ju. <
:onlition go1.1• 

vern,m
eofa

le: 
le 

l?:u'.L
i 1l'1·a.vailliale. 

J,'Jn
C

:epen<
lcnt Fo\'w

an.1 B
loc, 

eL-
le 

C
om

i.6 d
'A

ctioo 
ifo

su
h

uno
. 

Il sem
· 

bier-a.it 
done 

qu'il 
y 

n 
contra

diction 
enlre 

le disconrs du T
rO

oe 
pr•ll()JlC

C
 

~
u nom

 du gouveruem
ent 

E
!t ecL

tc 
JU

I)• 

tiou cu
i c!ft. devnnt In.. Cbn

1obl'e ::m
jo

u
r• 

d"hoi. 
Jc m

e contcoter:ii de d
ire, 

M
. 

le pr03idcn
t, c~ je le <

lirtti de la fa9ou h 
plus ueU

,e eL Ja. pht$ p
reeil=

c, qnoique 
U

O
U

S n'i.LviO
llS

 p.ns aC
C

t>
pte & 

l'epoque 
ce 

n1pport de 
Ja. C

ourerence coosti
t,ionm

.lle, 
oou$ 

a..-om
1 delrniii, 

luue, 
d

Ccl.rC
 que 

uons tl.-C
U

pllO
ns les l'tg

lt'a 
~h.t jeu 

eL
 q

uc St U
 )' 

l.lm
l~ :) ce

L
!c 

G
hat\1b

t'I! u nc 
m

ajor it!; cl 'un
e \'O

ix 
en 

fa.\'et1r de• l'im
lepeuda.occ. lH

,tre 
pa.r; i 

n'h
C

sitcta.it 
1)a.:$ ~

 tr<
m

ver 
In, decision 

Jegale et co:1s~ito\ionneU
e e

t, lb accepte .. 
la. dtc

ii:.iou Ua 
hl 

rnajoti t-6 
ii, 

cette 
C

lm
rnbr<

". ,Te ne m
e ,led is point c.lon

e: 
r:L

 j',.cc.epte qnc1 d;m
s 

les 
con

ditions 
O

.!fiuieis p:\r 
I.a 

nLpporL de 
L

oodre;;., 
M

aorico deYn:tit ncec.dt:L
' li, 

1•ind6pe11-
do.1,ct da.O

$ lc5 six m
oi~ su

ivnuL
 l'aut-.>

• 
nom

ie in~O
riente

. t.i un
e dC

cisioo et.ait 
pri,;e pa.r C

t!-U
t"l C

bam
1,1•e A

 unt: sim
pla 

11111
jom

e. 

1'.folhtu
rensem

ent., 
M

. 
le 

p
residunl. 

Ja <~
.:>1upo1Ht•ion c.l(! Cdh1 

C
h~

•H
bl"O

 u'e,u 
p:i.s 

ilefi11i1i,·e. 
J

e 
ue 

••ou
druis 

paij 

SiZ
. 

A
ccen

iorr nf 
A

fo.urtlius 
2

2 A
U

G
 U

S'f 
1967 

to !11d.epende
11c~ to11h

in
tl1i 

873 
C

(lm
m

om
ve

a/1/t. of N
at,'.ons 

aboser 
de 

votre 
p~1·ooissiou 

pot1r fa.ire 
fo 

proe~s 
des 

61eclioos 
legislative~. 

C
eci n

'es&
 pas m

ou 
ioh

otiou. 
11 y a 

<
l'a.ut.rcs eudro

i t,s oU
 cela. d

oit tse faire 
e&

 oil c.ela. se (ern
. 

!\h
i$ cc qoe je dis 

LouL
 lJim

plenJeot est ceci : qlle le P
re• 

m
iur 

M
inis~re 

lui-1n~m
e

, 
da

os 
u

no 
rilun

ioo pnb
liqoe 

q
u 'ii a. teo

u ces 
jou

rs 
dtttn

iera ~
 U

ose B
e

lle et qui a 
CtC

 rap
po

rt~e 
in ext,nw

 
p-1r 

les 
joo

rna
u:x 

.. L
e O

o,ig
re$$ ", 

"L
e 

O
er,t;jm

," 
e.~, je 

crois 
bien 

m
~m

c, 
·• t'ildvtt,~ce ", 

a 
dbc1a,t8 qu'il 8t..ail, absoh:n

ne
o

t coova.io
cu qt1e I&

 fra.odc. a vait. 
3t)vi d&ns 

cer
• 

ta
in

ea 
cireouscriptions 

~lcclorafe-s et 
q

uo 
lea r4anh.a.L

a de 
ces 

circO
O$crip

• 
lio

os uo devm
ient.. 

p11a &tre 
te

nn
!J po

u
r 

d66n
iU

(s. Je pM
·tage a.bso1ou1out l'op

i
rnon 

d1, 
P

reinier 
M

ioistt·c 
rnr 

ccttc 
quC

$tioo 
q11oiquc 

00
1u 

soyous 
plU

i 
d'a.c(;.cu·d 

~"eo 
lu

i su
r ces eircooicrip

tions 61ecto
rnlea oo ees 

fraudes 
et 

ces 
1utim

idat.ions 
a.\laiont. 1,6\'i. 

C
e 

n'eat 
cl'aillelll'S

 pas A
 uous de juger. 

N
ous 

ai•oos lea connJ de justice 
et 

c'es&
 A

. 
elles, ou 

t~
m

ps opportuu, 
de prendre 

les 
d001sions 

q
n

"cllcs 
oM

,im
cn

t 
~r.n:: 

jnstea. 
Je m

o con,ent.erai de dire 
poul' 

le 
m

om
en

t, qn
·~111nt don

n6 le fait que les 
M

ecL
ion

.$ dans 
cel'La1aes circom

;crtp
• 

,ions seraieu
t co

nteat.ees, u
oe dC

cisiou 
t\ hl.quella on 

arriverait, 
une deti:sioo 

11bsotum
eo

t 
tvideote 

A
 

laqu
elle 

on 
i\l'rive

rAiL aujourd'bui, ;\ l'e.ffei de vot.er 
1(1. n1otioo a.o noot d

o P
rem

ier, 
c'ei,t..-.\· 

dire 
()',) dem

a.udcl' 
au 

g-ouvaroem
ent. 

13rih111u1(1ue cle fi:,;ei: une da
te pour l'in• 

dE
:l?eodaoce 

do 
M

au
riee 

a11ssit..<
)t que 

pos..<
:1

ible, ct:tt~ d~cisiou 
JJOU

tT
a.it 

bien 
Cttc 

re:-11w
ri;E

.!e 
pa.1· 1m

e 
d6cision u

ltG
• 

rieurc dcca
lle C

ha
m

b1•e si le pet1ple eo 
d(':cidait autreu1eot. 

ll ll<
>

 fo.udrait. tlonc:: 
pas, 

M
. le p

re ... iden t, qoe Jes M
a.uri
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·• to be in a hi~

to• 
t'tca-l 

'1W
O

t1
.. 

-
je 
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p
a.rfaitoro

eot 
raison 

de 
dire 

qoe 
je 

sa.urai 
dana 

qoelque, 
m

ois, q
uel va 

lt.re aoo 
()tato

t a ce
tte 

Q
ha1.11bre oil a.illelln:I. 

M
. 

P~sideor.. 
j'ai 

,erm
iue. 

J
'a,i 

dejA
. fa.it U

.D
 appel 8,Q

;( cotlC
gues ae rnon 

pa.rtl pour qu
e, ao cotlr&

 de ce dC
ba-t, et 

&
u cou

rs des debats 
ult~rieors•, )a ploa 

g
ranC

e 
coort.oisic. e

t 
la. 

p
h1s 

g
rnnde 

poliu:s-se l'egn~m
t di;! notrecO

t.8. 
Je m

e 
suis 1.dreasA

 au P
reulier 

M
inidre 

pour 
Ju

i dem
ander 

d 'ob&
eotr la m

&
m

e ch
ose 

des c,llbgues 
de ,es 

part
is, 

et 
je vou

d
rais esp~

ror, M
. le pr6sideut., q

oe vous 
o'au

l'ez poioi &
 vous pl&indre du c:onl• 

portem
eni 

des m
ew

b
res de l'O

pposltio
u 

qui 
iau

ronr. 
&

e 
condu

irc 
de 

la 
m

~cne 
fas_:oo civilisee 

a.vec laqaelle sea m
au

• 
d1m

l,E
 se 

,;ont 
c~om

porr.es 
du

ra.nL
 Jes 

81ect.ious 
M

el'ci, 
M

. 
lo 

presideo
t. 

(dpplau."J 

t3 40 p.ru.) 
T

b, 
M

ini.sler 
of 

H
ousing, 

L
arul5, 

T
ow

n 
a.ad 

C
ountry 

Planning, 
M

r. 
A

. 
R

. 
l\'lobam

td 
(Fo

or,h 
~fem

ber 
for 

P
ort 

L
ou

is 
l\far

itiw
e and 

Porl 
L

ou
is 

E
asi

l: 
Sir, 

a£tor 
bav

ing heat·d t.be 
$pef.'cb ol 

tbe 
boo. 

Pdw
e 

M
ioist.er 

w
bicb 

I 
cons

ide
r 

h
istorie:111 and V

el'y 
conviocing, 

l 
think, 

... oy 
other 

speech 
io 

favonl· or 
the 

m
otion 

aJ>
pt:Jrs 

to 
lllu 

,~
r-y 5t.:perfloui;, 

I 
nw

 
sorry, 

l 
w

as 
uot 

hc.ro fot· 
tbc 

C
oll tim

e 
,h,u 

the leader of the O
p1>

osi1 ion spoke, bor. 
T

 w
as indeed 

h
ere 

a.t tbo 
t,im

e 
w

hen 
h~ 

M
arted 

b
is 

&
peech, 

R-D
d l 

w
as able 

&
o 11cder~rnnd &

bat he 
m

ade 
it 

quite 
cla

,, in t.l1e openi
ng of his speech 

ths.t 
his ptt

ty is not. prepal'cd lO
 accept the 

tngm
ueots 

and 
,·ea.sons gh·en by the 

Prem
if>

r in 
favo

u
r of 1he country 

be• 
corning 

indepelldenr.
. 

Sir, 
I 

for 
U

))' 

pat'L
 N

ottld 
hko to 

m
ake 

i, 
clea

l' tba, 
l>

ecan~eJ a,m
 not in favo1.1rof bam

periog 
lho p:og

ress or ,his 
co

u
ntry

. a.od alsv 
not 

l:oing iu favou,· of couliouing 
to 

884-
A

cce#{on 
of M

a
u

ritius 
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tol
n.dej,tnd,n

ce w
ithin 

lhc 
SSS 

C
om

m
onw

ealth <
>

I Nat
ion• 

ltve in aJ&very, I, 
w

ith
oo

t ao
y he.sita• 

tiqn, beg ro to
lem

oly 
declare tha

t 1 a,ru 
io 

fa.vour 
of 

th
ia 

m
otion

, 
find 

also to declare t.bat. the 
tim

e b
::H

 com
e 

for a
ll o

f u
s to 

vote 
unaolm

ously 
in 

favour o'f tbis 
m

otion. for th
e purpose 

of becom
iog fret a.ad reipec

t9d citi.zena 
of a-Jl inde

pende
nt a

nd 
sovereign 

M
ao

, 
ritian oatioo. 

(A
pp

l.au
,~

) 

(8.45 p.m
.) 

M
r. 

J. 
E

, M
. 

L
. 

A
k-C

hueo 
(T

b
ird 

M
em

ber for Po
t'l, L

o
uie 

lvluithne 
and 

Po
rt L

ouis 
E

it.st) : 
{\.fr. Spea

k
er, 

tbt' 
m

otion 
of r.be 

hoo . .Prem
ier is 

io 
m

y 
op

ioioo ,·erJ 
m

uch p
rem

at
ure ... 

M
r. M

obam
td : 

O
n a poioi of order, 

S
ir. 

m
&

.y 
J 

draw
 

1U
teutio11 

&
bar. 

the ora.Lor 
w

ho is 
just 

dehveri11g 
his 

spteoh
, 

is, 
io 

fact, 
read

ing 
it ? 

J 
stfoogly ob

ject to 
ii.. 

M
. ~peak.er: 

'rhe 
llonse 

ahou
ld 

aJlow
 

m
e 

to deal 
w

ith a quea,ion of 
1,hi!:I nature

. 
B

ot, o
o an O

C
C

lf.sioo 
such 

11s this, co
pio

us notes 
are 

pen
:uiui

hle. 

M
r. D

u,al
: 

T
ho hon

. P
reuH

er biru
i.aJf 

d
id 

r1?rer &
o very 

eopiou$ 
note&

. 

M
r. A

. R
. M

o
ham

ed : 
T

he 
Prim

e 
M

i
nister h11s ,he 

righl.. I suppose
. 

M
r. /,b C

hoen
: 

... cow
ing soon a.ftN

· 
tho gen

er11I efect..ioos and w
beo cert.a.in 

re:su
lts of L

he~e ~lectl()O&
 are actua

lly be• 
iug cooteste

d both by ,he lodependeocc 
Pa.rly and tbe 

P
a,rti 

,W
auricie,i Social 

D
im

oc.ratt 
Sir, 1 s.bou1d like to recall 

1h1,1t on ,he very evtorng 
or 

the 
elece

• 

tiou
'a d11.y, a.ssurB

oce w
a:s givcin L,y E

1&
 

E
xel\lleucy the U

overno
r in a 

oa.tit•o 
w

ile 1.'V
 an

d 1·ad
10 broa.dc:1$&

 tho.r. if 
r.h~r~ M

 dissati•fac&
ion w

i,b 
the 

resu
lts 

o
f the elections h'I som

e 
conitituenc

ieg 
becausec ii ia thoU

gb&
 1bere bas 

been 
irreg

utarit.y 
a. rem

edy 
is 

pro\•ided 
by 

the 
l:iiw

. 
1 

1hm
k, 

the
refo

re. 
L

hRt 
is. 

w
ould 

oo
ly 

be fair to 
all 

t.he 
pa.rtie~ 

involved, 
to 

all 
the 

candidat
es 

&
.od

, 
m

ost, im
po

rt.a.nt o
f a

ll_, to th
e eJecto

l'ate. 
that 

before 
tbc qoestion 

of 
io

dcpen


d
c110

&
 ia coos

idered in th
is 1:roaae, t-b~ 

B
oa

l o
u

m
~ric

u.l ataie 
o

f 
tb

e 
Inde

peo
4 

dance 
Pat·ty ·and 

o( 
1be 

P.M
.K

D
. 

aboold 
be d

eclared 
d

efinite, 
n

od 
au<

:b 
poi,itioo 

can
not 

be 
dec

lared 
definite 

until all the 
electoral 

pe
titio

oa ~
,·e 

beeo first beard an
d dealt 

w
itb. 

M
y second po

in
t, Sir. 

is 
that a.t. the 

C
ouatit,ntiooal C

onfereoce or 
1066 on

e 
of Lbe poin

ts reached by tbe 
Sec1·etary 

of 
S

tate 
for 

the 
C

olonius 
w

ae 
thaL

 
M

auritius 
c"u

ld 
accede 

lo 
iode

pe
o

d('U
C

-0. ooly 
after 

a. 
period 

of 
eix 

m
oo

tbs• foll interna
l se

lf
4goveru

m
eu

t. 

W
e have oo

ly jurit 
entered 

thiB
 period 

of 
full 

in
teroa

l 
&

olf•governm
e

nt, 
a

nd 
uodo

ob
t-edly 

lhe 
purpos• 

o
( 

this 
interval 

is to allow
 for a trial period

; io 
view

 
of the fact tba.t oo

ly 
54 per cent 

of tbec
leclorate have voted fo

r in
depcn

denc\', aod 
f 

sh
ou

ld 
iocideo

tally 
hke 

10 poinL
 out 

tbat 
S4 per ce

nt 
of 

the 
-0lec1orate 

do 
not 

nt.ee$aatily 
m

eat, 
64 per ceot 

o
f the 

tot.al 
pvpu

latio
o 

ii 
w

e 
hear in m

ind that 
ou

r. ol a 
pop

u
la.

tioo 
of 750,000 

ooly 
271,000 

~ ... 
voted 

L
 th1uk, 

tht'refore, 
t-ba.t ir, w

o
uld 

be 
in 

the gen
er11.I IO

loteaL
 

of 1h111 1,:ou
1u.ry 

w
 

protoi,g the 
tl'i&I period of 

iut.e1•oal 
fJelf-go,•e..urueot insi.ead or shortening 
it. ~rhil! 

w
ould gi"a II golden 

oppo
rto

4 

n
is.y to 

all 
ibe 

eo
m

1uuoitfos 
of 

t.bis 
)etand to Jaa.rn to live and 

w
ork t.ogetber 

uodet 
a oew

 form
 of G

vvei:nm
eoi

. 

S1r, 
J have on m

o1t1 tban 
one 

c,cc~
sion, 

sL
res$8d 

i o 
this 

H
ouse 

1,ba.t. 
(>

Olitiea.l 
iodependence 

1''0u
ld serve 

oo 
p

,upose 
un

fe.ss 1,b .. 
co

u
n

try 
h

as 
tirat. 

ach
ieved 

E
-conom

ic 
sui.bih

ty. 
,m

et 
1 

should 
agaiu 

like b 
dl'M

\' the a-t,eution 
or hon. M

e.ruL
erf; t-0 the 

troth 
of 

m
 v 

sta.te11~en1. 
I do not 

believe ,hal 
it, iS 
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196; 
to 

ln
dep

,11df,ru 
11P

irh
in th

e 
8.87 

C
o,n111011w

,,,l1ltof N
a

tiou
, 

abtolu.t.elJ. ne«&
Sar1 

to 
a.btaio 

iade 
PJt'Q

de~ 
lo im

prove 
our econow

y . .io 
9rd•r s.o rause i.be sLM

d11.td or ltving 
of 

c;m
r coonttfrow

. 
T

hee&
 thing, 

ca.n 
be 

achieved 
ir-w

a 
&

L
op 

11,II witatage 
a.ud atl 

rec.:lsleA
1:1 

and .txtm
vu.go.or. cx,pcnditure

, 
ii 

w
e 

llll m
ak~ 

a honttaL
 

a.tt,em
p

l 
10 

w
ork for a beu,ec M

a.uritillt. 
Sir. 

w
1ih 

or 
w

i,hou, 
iodepe.ndence. 

1be 
iw

m
e

dia&
.e big task 

ahead 
o( all .of us, 

aod 
parucnlllr-ly 

of 
lh

e O
o,·ernaueot. 

is 
to 

1,n.ve the eeooow
y 

of t.1111 coontty. 
Ir 

0
1i8 u

rgen
l, ta-.k 

1i,; n\)I. ac
ku

ow
ledged, 

and is not cockled, i[ L
ho m

ini1nom
 

w
ao

l, 
o! ih

&
 people caoool 

be s#L
\iafied. ir tho 

ordinary 
m

an 
and 

W
C

IIU
llD

 cannot 
find 

• job. and ea.nno4 fted 
h1n1selC

 and 
bi~ 

ram
1ly. 

if his dignity a.a• mao 
is 

t.hus 
done 

•••a.y -.;tb 
w

h•t 
w

ill he do 
w

ith 
independence? 

Fur 
tbit 

ruasoo. 
Sir, 

l 
am

 of opinioo 1ba.t the present. G
overn• 

m
en~ 

sho
1dd 

givo 
to

1>
 

priorit.y 
l-0 

&
he ocot'lo1nic 

p
roblo

uu 
o

r 
M

aoritiua 
1111t.ea.d or devo110g i\1 

energy 
to prea

aing 
for 

a 
quiclu;r 

coneiit
u&

.iooal 
chaage. 

S,r. 
I 

L
hin

k, tbs&
. L

b11 is 1he um
e 

for 
m

odem
L

iou
, fo

r grel\l,or un
den

ta.cdios, 
for co-operation

. by 1~11 s~eL
iooi 

or 
Llrn 

M
auritiA

n 
com

m
on

,ty. 
T

h
ia 

is 
ool. 

&
be tim

e 
for 

iuL
uuidauon 

and 
threa,M

 
of reu.ha1.ioo; I.be o&

.ber m
-ao·s 

coov1c.• 
l100 

1-hou\cl be. reJtp&
cl6d, 

1.he u1.he1 
m

an 
11hould 

be 
free 

t.o expre!ill bis 
opinion, 

a.ud it. 
1&

 only in a-n aiw
os 

phore 
of &

eenriL
y. penco 

f\n,i 
ha.rm

ooy 
Lbl\t, w

u e,u:i a
ll 

eollAlX
>1'"l.o a

ud 
w

orl<
 

for 
&

.he w
eJl.beiog 

or 
this 

coun
lry. 

irre•pt>
ct.ive of 

jtt-
u

lL
im

ate eons1.1L
u• 

t.iooal 
destiny. 

·T
b•ak 

you. 
Sir. 

(8.65 p.rn.1 
M

r. r. R
, A

m
,utu 

M
!w

a,ln,.h 1S
ecoud 

M
om

b,•r 
!or. 

V
acon.t 

111nd FforC
a)) : 

M
r, 

Speaker. 
Sir. it it 

w
ith a 

sense 
of 

grut 
p

1•ide and 
tl-t'ti,1facL

10n that. 
1 t.111 

a&
.ood1ng to do 

m
y 

fire&
. patrio1.ic duty 

10 Lhi~
 •try 

ugus&
. A

u,m
bl1. 

I&
 i• t.im

t, ti.irt for 
all 

true 
p&

h'1ot1 
t.o eho.-.. by 

their 
11nc.r-e deed&

:. tbaL
 

L
ht!y c;;u) rai.te L

he,r rn1nd1 high-
abo\"tt 

pcU
.)' 

elect.ore.I diaputK
 

iO
 

••ork 
1.in• 

cere1y for: th
e good of ,he 

o
ew

 oa.tio1l 
w

h
ieh is abo

o
L to see th

e da.y. · 

h 
it high 

tim
e, 

81r. for 
lbe 

sons 
of 

,b11 
couotry 

w
ho 

prize 
d1g011.y and 

oauotal 
seU

-retpect. 
to help 

put.hog 
an 

1u)1oed1ate 
stop 

&
O

 tlua 
long 

la.sled 
colonial 11.at.us w

hich 
II ham

pedog 
ou•· 

000110.nie 
(ln:,grnH

 
enJ 

jeopa.rdi,ong 
o

u
r oatio

oat d
iguhy. 

J com
,ider, Sir, L

bat i.be true 
M

aurl• 
&ia

ns siuing 
ill 

&
b11 R

ou&
e m

os, 
,hink 

abouL
 

&
be great. 

problem
, 

&
ba.t 

are 
facing our country 

&
(),-day. 

W
e 

w
u11 

cat&
 uide 

oor peuy quin•e
ls &

od com
o 

fol'W
ft. ·d 

w
i1h 

&
 

&
ruo 

naL
io

na
l 

spir
iL

 
and 

set 
i.be 

goorl 
cxam

p1e 
to 

our 
peop

l•. 

M
uriLiu.s 

ie lucky, 
Sir, 

I.O
 have 

a 
treiueodoos 

a,nounto( 
goodoess.. good• 

w
ill and eothu111,1m

 am
ong 

i&
.s 1>

0pU
· 

la.tion specially 
a1uong i&

s youth, 
and 

lh
e few

 peo
ple w

ho 11re sium
g 

m
 

this 
J;.(ouat L

hit a
flul'110011 0

11 th
is very 

~
\lli• 

r1icions 
a

n
d 

hi1!toriclll 
day 

ht.\•e 
&

ho
vety i!rnu.t retlpooaihility, 

J eoosider, 
to 

tb•~ 
by 1he1r ,ery 

am
ce

re 
deed

•. 1he 
dtttiny 

of 
that 

pop11lauoo. 
and 

L
b11 

de11>
liuy 

ca..u be ah&
J>

ed ooly by a very 
s1ocereappro&

eb too
nr 1>

roblem
s11..rmed 

w
hh 

the 
be!Jt, poN

ib
lc prioc

iple.s. 

(b ia tiim
e tor 

u" L
O

 \hiok 
about 

how
 

to 
hn,n\tH

 
iha, 

goodne11s, that 
good• 

w
ill 

and 
,ha&

 eotbu1111a•m
 into 

cont 
lrucliT

e 
channel• 

w
hich 

w
ill be 

C
O

D
• 

duc,vt 
lo 

ll 
very 

br11h1o aod 
iodepto• 

dt-nr !fllo
ritio

@
. 

W
6 

h
ave 

orten
· he

1~rd cvctryw
here. 

from
 tiV

~
ry party

, from
 every Lru

e M
au• 

iitio.n, 
about 

the 
budd111g of 

a. ~ta.on• 
&

11n ••lion
. 

B
ut 

can 
•e 

build 
L

ha&
. 

~hnriliao 
oaiion 

w
ithout 

m
depen• 

8S8 
A

cces,uon of M
auriH

ut 
22 A

U
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S

T
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lo ln
dtj>

endence uJrth
i,r the 

8~
 

C
om

m
on

w
,:alth oJ N

ati'o
,u 

<
knee? 

C
•o 

w
e 

shape tbe tu,ure 
o

r 
cbis 

eouotry 
w

ichoo\ 
political 

free· 
do1D

? 
W

hoo 
all 

the 
free 

nation, 
of 

the 
w

orld, 
U

ll•ten 
o.f L

bei r 
ow

n 
des• 

tio
iea, aro going 

fast. ahead 
LO

IY
&

rds 
progre-u a.ad p

rosperity, ha
ve w

e ,h
~ 

righ
t 

to 
W

l\9&
6 ou

r 
prec

iou1 lim
e 

by 
s,aodiug 

idle ffith 
ou, 

begg
ing 

hand.a 
a.ite.tcb«-d in 

vain 
tow

ards 
our 

m
a• 

&
ers? 

D
o 

w
o 

a1ill have 
any 

illudon 
left 

alter 
&

.he t.rc:ihnent. 
w

hich 
••• 

givrn to our rusport.? 
For 

aoy C
1nt-or 

m
y colJeo.gura, A

ir, w
bo is 

lobouriog 
ooder 

th
uti illueio

o
, 1llow

 m
e 

to 
qttO

l,e 
C

icero
: 

" H
e •ho 

1broiacb fear 
of 

pov.rt1 
lorfci,s 

lihffty
-

l1bef1y w
-bich is M

C
1e,tbaa m

i.._,ol 
..i1a. 

-
w

U
I N

ffl&
ia 

ii ·~ 
(w

 
O

ff 
'' 

T
o lh1~. s,r, f 

'N
Iii add &

bat ... II 
our 

bounden 
bu1y 

,o 
break 

lhe 
b1,ndcuffs 

w
hich aro cJ01l1ving 

our peop
le e,cn 

iC
 

1b1:1e ban
dculla lt.l'e m

ade o( iolid gold. 

M
. D

un
!: 

M
albeureuaem

eo1. 

M
r. M

tw
asiep 

: h 
is w

1Lh ,his 
ipiril 

that 
1 have 

naeo, 
Sir, 

to 
L

baok 
L

he 
b

oo.. Pre.m
,er 

for his 
hislO

rtca.l 
":lfO

IU
• 

t10
0 &

!kiug tor iodt!pendence. 
I w

hoJ,... 
bM

r1ed
ly suppO

l'I, Ins 
rcsolu Lion 

bolog 
ooo6deut th11t notlnog 

lel!S ,ban 
iodu• 

peudence 
t.Jau f,eti 

ou
r 

dear 
cou11try 

aad 
at&

 peoplu 
from

 
bo1b poh11cal a.od 

t-00000U
c.l 

bondage. 

(S.,8 p w
 

• 

M
r, S

. A
. l'allt11 (P1

rsl 
M

c1u
bf11' for 

H
U

U
lley •1111 llo•• 

l-11ll): 
M

r. Sp•11•er, 
S

ir, I bavo 
be.:u 

hdeo1og 
ve1y au.o

n• 
ci•e.ly w

 1'b&
~ m

y tldet,g bave JIIIIJt. 
aaid 

aboo.1 1hia qu.ttioo 
of iodepeoJtaet. 

B
efote prooced1ng fort.her, 

I abonld 
hke 

t.o coogra
L

ulue 
the 

boo. 
Soconil 

M
erubar for V

acO
as and Flor611-I lM

r. 
M

ew
asiugb) for his 

m
ajdt1h 1:1pcooh. 

(;tppla"••l 
A

s &
 young atld 

t)ew
l}' tlE

cte<
I M

ttu
• 

be.r of 
1h11 U

onM
, 

l ,b
ink 

u 
it 

111y 

do,y 
Lo up-reu 

m
y 

opi°oion 
C

H
l t.his 

T
erJ iruport.an

t 4a.es1ioo. 
lo IO

 doiog, 
I am

 
1U

1e J a1u T
oiciog 

the opinion 
of 

tboueand1 
uf 

young 
peop

le like m
ysetr 

io 
lh

i.a couna
ry. 

A
s I w

u 
ouyiog, 

01ber 
boo. 

M
•w

• 
bera bave addrt11sed lbi1 H

oute 
already 

oo \bit quotliun 
of U

ldepeodeoc•. 
Som

e 
have 

evoked 
L

he good 
t.haL

 it. can 
bring 

to as and 
O

lhers 
ha.t"e poinc..ed out 

t.be 
evils 

tb&
-L 1t c1hl 

briag 
11loog w

ith 
it. 

B
o&

 oo ono un 
deoy 

the 
fac~ th&

l the 
tuodanw

u
t"I 

basis of 
a 

co
untry before 

i~can accede 
t.o independence 

isaaoood 
econom

y, 
a 

stab
le 

O
overow

eui, 
un

iiy 
aod 

rupect 
tuuoo

g its people
, 

1' 11 a p1Ly lo 
oote. 

Sir, 
L

bal during 
t.be elect.oral ca.m

pa.igo 40m
e 

have be, 
baved iu an a.larm

iog w
ay t.ow

arda aom
c 

religious ft1hh no
d tb

is &
orL of D

.tlitudo 
is detfol'llb

l~ a.od th
i$ hapvc

ned on
ly 

~fo
re 

todape
udeoce. 

,vbat 
11 goiug 

10 be I.he pottuon 
aher 

1odfptndence 
if 

tbi1!1 1bu11n 
aH

nude 
goes on and 

w
ba&

. 
is L

he guara.ot.ee t•bal G
overnr:nenl. can 

give 
&

be people 
lo 

de.b&
r such 

1,endro• 
cles tt.1 ro critieiso i.he religious flliLb o

r 
the peop

le o( t,b
is island ? 

l&
. i1 Y

'11y w
elt 

k
now

n. 
S

ir, lha&
 tht 

6n11nc111I p,O
lii&

.ion 
o( 1 he 

coon1ry 
i• 001. 

good 1101. 10 
uy 

pr.:cannue 
and 

w
i1b 

1r.dept,udo.uce 
1he aitutL

1on 
it go1og &

o 
grow

 w
o1ao 

W
e 

have seen oxam
pfcs 

Ill A
C

nc.11 
w

hi,re C
O

U
U

lries hn V6 accened 
to 

iod.ivendeoco. 
W

'J cnuuo&
 bo ex. 

vected 
to 

live 
oo 

help 
from

 
difT

tteot. 
qoariert 

and 
w

hat 
goara.ut.ee 

do 
w

e 
ban 

~ha, 
1.hi, 

help 
w

ill 
be 

evm
iog 

a.her iodf'J,t.adea«? 

L
et 

IIJij, 
$,r, 

en pau,.-11, 
clai-ily 

w
i1b 

lhe 
he1p 

of 
one 

or 
tw

o 
exnnivle&

, &he posiLioo 
now

 prcvailiog 
iu M

auritlot. 
'r

he 
iucreuo 

in unem


ploym
eol 

is ala
rrum

g
. 

Jobtca, 
C

aibers 
aod m

othl'lrt ue 
doing 

all 
1hoy eao 

IO
 

&
void de1,uutioo. 

I have 
know

n 
m

any 
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lo /11d,:pe11dw

ce w
llh1',i lht 

891 

C
o

m
m

cm
w

eal1h of N
ati011s 

'?~i 
m

yse
lf 

w
hare .. ~be 

beads 
o

( 
f$1.nilies have bad to sell their 

ful'ni•
· 

t~ ro
. t.o b.e a.ble to feed 

th
eir little 

ones
. 

R
ecently 

there w
as a 

m
otber, 

a. M
a.u

ritia.n 
m

other 
o

l 
T

a.roil 
origin, 

w
bo 

b&
.d to s~H

 even her ''tally•· 
-

~h
ia 

is 
u.,golden 

locke
t w

orn by T
am

il w
om

en 
~s a 

sign o
f µ..cre-d a1h:gia

n
ce 

~o 
their 

husbands 
-

she so1d tha.t ·• t-&
11y ,. 

in 
9rd<

lr to be 
able 

&o 
ba.ve 

o
ae 

or 
t'(\ o 

w
eeks' food for her little ones. 

I koo,,.,. 
s~veral 

young 
01eo 

w
i~h 

:l 
Sch

ool 
C

e
rt.ificate 

w
o

rki og as 
relit! 

w
orkers 

and 
try

ing 
&

o sec
ure 

a. job 
a.s s11ch 

w
 biob 

L
bc.?y do 

not. 
6nd 

som
e tun

a&
. 

R
ecently 

there 
w

ag 
n 

job
less 

ru.ber 
w

ho 
cam

e 
to 

see m
e 

8ori 
be 

&
old 

m
e 

tbaL
 

be 
ba.d 

to 
gh•e 

hifl 
child 

en 
cadeo.u, -

l sltess 
ltpon 

it -
he 

bad 
t~

 g
ive his ehitd 

en. cad:eat• bec.tuse 
he 

conld 
oot eatn 

a 
living 

for 
that 

little 
ooe. 

M
,. 

llina
a.d()O

: 
Pe1·h&

()$ 
th~ 

hou. 
llim

bel'. 
c.1t>

n produce 
the 

list. 

M
r, O

oval
: 

P~
rba.ps the boo. M

e:tu• 
~r 

w
o

n1a 
stop 

i11t.en
11p

tiug 
a 

m
lliden 

speec
h

. 

M
r. R

lng-adoo: 
R

e is read
,og

. 

l\,h•, Pauen 
: 

l &
bink, 

S
ir. 

11, is i.\ t.rtt.• 
ditfon 

or 
th

is 
H

ou
se 

tlH
u 

&
. u1ttiden 

$peP.C
b shou

ld oo, be ioterropted
. 

M
r

. D
ova

l : 
O

n 
a, 

P,.')llll 
or o

rder, 
Sir, 

m
sy 

l st,·e$$ tha
t, yoa w

ill see 
t:o il 

tb•t
'tb

1::1 tradit
ion 

tba
t. hno

. 
l\Iem

beu 
m

aking 
1,heir 

tuR
i.deu $peeeb 

be 
not 

ioterr
:npJe

J and 
l:>

e allow
ed 

,o 1·efB
r to 

· copious 
notes 

iho
uld be w

aiu
t,a.in

ed for 
tbia 

fJide 
of 

the 
H

ouse 
&

$ 
w

ell as for 
the 

other 
aide

. 

M
r

. 
Pat1en

: 
E

.velyday, 
S

il', ·11e can 
E

.-ee 
crow

dij 
of 

(>
C

Ople 
<JU

9\leiog 
up 

beforl' 
P

ublic A
s.si~tl\nce 

O
ffices 

o
r iu 

1'1•(m
t (,t' cm

p
?oym

P,111, t~cha..ng'.'.l1J wa
1c

iu
g fdt· R

$aistaoce or 
1t>

 job
. 

T
h

e w
h

ole 

&
itoatiori, as 

you 
m

ig
ht 

say, 
fa t~

p}o
sive aod all respo

nsible 
parlies 

i.o th
is 

H
opse should 

m
akt: 

i~
 a duty, 

S
ir, 

to 
find s rem

e
dy 

to 
this 

st.M
e of 

a.tl'a.irt. 

tr :n
depen:dence 

coa
ld 

b
rio

g 
sow

e
t,biog 

t.o alle,·iate 
the 

ruise
ry or 

o.ur 
people

, 
if 

independence 
co

uld bring 
sO

uletbi
og 

for 
ou

r 
joble-ss fathers

, 
if 

independence 
co

uld slop m
ot

he1s 
froul 

shedd
ing 

te:u-s. aod 
if 

indepet
ide

oce 
could 

briog 
w

ork 
for ou

r youugtU
ll'S. 

J w
o·.1td be the 6rat 

one ,o 
vote for it. 

1 am
 so

rry J c:a.nnot 
vote 

for 
indepe

O· 
dencc. 

Sir, 'rba.ok 
you

. 

M
r. 

R
. G

ujadbu:r (8ecoud 
M

em
be

r fo
r 

F'tacq_ a.od B
on A

o
coeil) 

: 
M

r 
Speake

r, 
S

ir. 
m

y 
6

rst 
oud 

obv
ious 

dut.y it 
to 

congra.tula.te m
y bon

. Friend
, tbe First 

M
em

ber fol' 
Stan

ley 
and 

nose 
H

ill 
(M

r. P
a

1Le
fl) o

n h
is m

a
id

en speech
. 

•· E
qua

l iu an retpec
ti aud 

III uo w
a.y 

11ubo·dinate 
to 

oue 
&

ilolber", 
)$ 

I\ 
fa111ons ~nte:nce 

w
hich is e11Jbodied 

in 
1he Starnte 

of 
\V

i:i:1L
m

inster
. 

'l'hat. 
is 

tbu d
tillH

U
e c-,0ni;tit.Ul101lllt cO

U
IH

).0.U
lla

~
 

uotl of e\'a
ry couuh

·y or 1-be C
om

m
on

w
esli .. h a! 

tllv
isaged 

by 
L

he pund
its 

of 
coo

&
iirn,iona.l re[on

us. 
A

n<
l 1 see oo 

.,,her 
idea bcbiud 

,be 
um

lion 
or thd 

boo
. M

eu1ber, tb,: 
Pren

1ie1• a
nd 

M
iui11-

ter 
or 

Finance
, 

w
hicl, 

ii 
before 

i.he 
H

ou1;e today
. 

'l'his 
m

ot.ic,u w
bicb is 

bt£o~ 
\ho H

ouse 
tod&

-y i$ n
ot. a l'e\'(1

l11 

tiO
Jl. 

1t. ll5 oot t,he pa.na.eea. of a.II our 
ills. 

Jt, 1i. sim
[)ly I\ 

fret, 
g,'O

duol, oaJ, 
culattd 

coos,i,n&
ionat 5et 

up 
w

h
ich 

sh
ould 

be tbe 
oltim

at.e 
11,iru 

or 
every 

connny ,hat 
b'is. ca

1 ried oo 
uodtr 

the; 
p&

t\U
'

II or the 
B

,·i,isb 
G

O
\'f;l'nl))tn

r. 
h 

is a1; a. resu
lt 

of 
th

e 
fa.1nous 

I....oodoo 
C

on(erenc~ 
w

herec m
y 

Fdeod •-the 
lc:sdtr of 

1,he O
ppo$itioo. 

aod 
hia 

colleigue M
r. J

ules l(oon
ig w

ho r fl'lll&
t

say 
I 

am
 

so
rry 

rlo, 
to 

aec io 
th,ig 

H
om

e 
to

day, 
look part: 

l 
w

as $t\yiog 
r.h:Lt iL

 w
11,~ iu L

hei,· p
t•et-ence 

and 
t.b11.t. 

11( rny C
olJc:ngues on 

th
is 

side 
of 

Lhe 
H

oos-e &hat R
er 

M
ajes-ty'f; G

-ovtr
n

m
to

t 
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to /rullt4ndu1ce 
w

ithin 
the. 893 

C
om

m
onw

e
alth of N

a
.tions 

~beroselve$ agreed to ~rive iode
peodeoce 

to 
M

ao
r.itiu~ 

&objec
t. to 

1m
 

election 
being 

held 
and 

a 
~jm

ple 
w

a.jo
rity 

\'O
tiog 

a 
reso

lu
tioQ

, · _w
hich 

it 
be~og 

voL
ed, 

1 
hope 

th
is 

a.rteruootl
. 

'l'h
e 

t;Jection ha&
 beeo held a.nd it 

bas been 
h

eld 
nndel" 

lbe 
ru

le 
of 

l:.,,w
. 

It 
baa 

bee-o he
ld 

very 
eig

n
ifica

ntly 
bec11.<

use 
it w

as he
ld 

in 
tbe 

preseoco 
of 

C
om


m

onw
ealth 

O
bservers

. 
\V

b
etever 

n1ay 
have beon f.he eleci.ion. 

it. is 
he

re, 
and 

to·dny 
the 

H
oaae 

coost
ir,uted 

ia 
a 

leg11.lly aud coost
itu

t.ionl\lly se
t, u

p on
e. 

1 do oot 
,b

iuk 
a.ny 

speech 
from

 
m

y 
Ftiend 

th
e L

eader 
of 

ihe 
O

ppos
ition 

. can chan
ge tbal-. 

M
r. D

,1,.11,: 
N

ot 
a. speech 

bllt 
an 

electoral peli tion . 

M
.r. G

ujadbur : A
n elec

toral 
peiition, 

M
r. L

e
ade

r or tbe 
O

ppm
;ition. 

M
r. 

Speaktt : 
T

b• 
boo

. 
M

en, ber 
11111$

t a,ddress the O
ha

ir. 

M
r. G

ujadbur: 
A

o elccto
l'81 peuuoo

, 
1 am

 refe
ni

ng 
not 

9.ddressiog lQ
 

m
y 

l!'rieod, ,he L
ea<

lel' of &
he O

pposi~iM
~. 

bo.s tts 
p

rop
er forum

. 
A

nd 
the L

ead
er 

(Jr the 0
1,1pos1tiot1 ulU

st 
tbi.n

k this 
itide 

of Lhe H
o

uoe 
ror 

ba.viog 
su

pp
lied 

1,0 

,his c;ountl'y au irulependent 
jodic;ia,ry 

1t>
nd m

y 
F

rieol\ 
aho

u1d 
W

iliL
 

w
ith 

all 
bit; a.ux.ioty fo•· 

ih
e 

dec
ision 

or 
tbM

 
1odepen

clent 
judiciR

ry 
w

h
ich 

on 
this 

~ide o
f th

e H
o

use w
o cherish, 

a.i. 
w

e
ll 

as does the otbe1· !!ide of t.be H
oose. 

T
h

1a bs,ng tb1J posufoo, 
M

r. S~a.ker
·, 

I lllld i~
 absolOlE

.'ly h·reteva.n
t. that 

m
y 

~'cieod 
1-bould have 

referred 
to 

tbe 
C

O
T

HU
,itat.ion 

of th
ia H

ouse 
a.ud 

should 
ba.ve referred 

to w
hat 

be 
hM

 
called 

io 
b

is 
lU

iud 
as ,he reahufilm

g 
o

f 
I.his 

H
ouse and securing• 

w
ajority 

ou 
h

ia 
1:1ide. 

M
r, O

u,a.l: 
Y

o
u fceJ uucoofor

ta
bJe. 

M
r. C

ajadbur: M
r. Spe.ke

r, Sir, the 
e

lection 
w

as 
he

ld 
norm

ally 
in 

t.his 
co

u
ntry. 

It w
as 

he
ld 

w
ith 

the 
ebso

hlt-e 
rig

b
, w

, th
e 

cititeu 
w

h
ose 

nam
e 

ap• 
pea,s on t.he elec,ol'a.1 

ttg
iste-1' to vo

t.e 
as 

be w
i~hea. H

e 
bas 

don
e 

eo
. 

H
e 

ba&
 done 

oo aod 
I 

think 
m

y 
friend, 

the 
L

eade
r of 

lbe 
O

p
pc.,aitio

n, 
ehould 

have 
the cou

rage at 
least 

1uom
eut&

rily 
to 

su
bm

it. to 
that decis

ion 
and 

if 
he 

does so, I do ,biok tha.t tb
e a

rgu
m

enLs 
t.hat 

h
e has levelled 

a.ga.in$t. t-he ptopo,
tition 

of m
y 

fricod. 
th

e 
hon . .P,·em

ier
, 

a•·e j'ost fli1U
sy a.rgunients 

1.bat 
sho

uld 
be i;heh·ed. 

M
r. D

uft I : 
D

ocs 
m

y 
F

rien
ds, 

1 bt, 
f.Je!lller 

o
f tbe 

P
t.Jrfi, T

rav
aillt"'.$te :m

d 
the 

L
ea.de1• or 

the 
0

. A
. M

. 
seem

 
to 

think dtfferently from
 w

ha.t he says? 
M

r. G
ujadhur : 

I 
,un 

re[1w
riog 

to 
w

ha
t 

I 
hi.\V

t: beard 
this 

aherlloou 
in 

this 
H

ouse. 
1 

am
 

no
t. 

rn(ertiog 
go 

1\l1y,biog 
~bat 1 do no

t. koow
. 

I a
m

 sony, M
r. Speake

r, t M
U

 
t·efer-

1in
g 

to m
y Fr

iend
, 

t.be L
eadel' 

o
f 

th
o 

O
plJO

sitiou 
w

hom
 

I very w
11ctJ lik

e 
as 

t:\•erybody koow
s. 

I 
t.hink 

tba.t 
th

e 
L

cO
O

.e1· 
of 

Lhe 
O

pposu,
100 

w
h

o 
ba.rs 

ac
quired a sense or 

m
atu

1·ity w
hic

h he 
hua sho

w
n in h

is ,peeeb 
\b

is :1hetno
o

u 
sbou

ld 1·eaH
se -

he! w
ill forgi\•e m

e to 
gh•t 

som
e 

adv
ice 

-
t.bat 

tb~rc 
is 

a 
plttoo 

in lb
is H

o
u$e for him

, the1'e is &
 

place io 
th

is H
oose fo

r 
a.II M

e
1hbers 

w
bC

l n.•·e backiog him
, t.here is 

11f60 
n 

place iu 1his H
ouse 

fo,, the 
per(eD

H
gu 

1hai 
be bM

! sobi:oiU
R

d to
t.bi&

 H
ou

se, 
but 

th
at. 

percentage
, 

M
r. 

Spoakel', 
should 

sub
1uit LO

 
I.he 

verdieL
 

o
f 

\he 
1uajo1·1ty represen,ing \b

is side of 
thr 

R
onae a.od be co1.>

teot.&
nd 
a3sured 1ba1-

t.his 
H

o
ose

, 
before 

the speec
h 

o
f 

1.he 
L

cade
t· of 

,be 
O

ppoi!it.ioo
. 

has 
m

a.de 
provi!Jio

ns 
for 

\be 
sa.fogua.rds 

o
r 

the 
rum

tam
•'ntal 

rig
htR

 
of 

t.be 
people 

of 
this 

couotry, 
•roe 

O
pposi1.io

n 
is 

au 
oB

'shoL
-r,f the 

B
ritish 

pa.ttero 
an

d 
il 

ce
rta

in
ly 

has its 
rote 

&
o pla.y

. 
T

bjs 
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tol"d•J>
enduc.1 

u,i,J,.i,, 
th, 

89S 

C
o-,,m

on-uttallh o/ N
otion• 

R
ouso 

h
u

 
already 

nccep1od 
the 

C
on•

&
1t.uhoo w

hich 
a:~r 

M
ajes~y•, G

overo• 

m
e.n.&

. 
h&

1 proclaim
ed w

day. 
M

r. Spu, .• 
k111r, and 

m
 

that. 
C

1ineti1ut11>
n if read 

ca1·eh>
lly, m

y 
Fncod 

d:ie 
"L

eader 
of 

,he 
O

ppoaitioo 
w

i ll 
see 

th
aL

 aU
 

bis 
requesll 

to 
tbia 

11de of 
ihe 

H
oose 

ha,e 
alrtady 

buo 
accepw

d. 
M

r. 

S
peake,•, 

1he 
poop

le 
of 

M
tm

rit.iu 
abould 

1 1e3,lise 
&

h11.t Lhe 
O

on1tiU
1tio1.1 

tbai. 
hM

 
beeo 

pr om
u

l.ga,ed 
i1 Ii 

C
ons• 

lilation 
w

hieh 
givn 

li&
fegu11d1 or 

• 

grer.t 
variety, 

and 
gives 

aareguardil 
m

ueh 
n'lore 

tbau 
iu 

aoy 
oth

4)r co
lony 

lhst 
ha.a bet-o giveu 

iodependeoce 
.. 

A
n hot. M

nnht-
r

: 
T

ha.nke 
to 

~bom
. 

M
r. G

1tJ• dhu:r : 
l 

t.h
ink 

u. ba,; bee
n 

tbank
1 

t.o tbe 
construc

t ive colla.bora
lio!l of 

L
he O

ppoa.iuou 
w

i,h 
L

b~ M
eru

• 

bers of 
the O

overnm
e.nl 

al 
tbal-

dm
~

. 
W

e
ll. t.h(!y should 

ren;ia.fo con
teor. by 

unde
,&

ll\O
dm

g 
and 

realising 
that 

&
hey 

should not. be u 
flef>

plica1 a, 
they 

a1e 

to-day
. 

W
ell. 

m
y 

Fritnd, 
the-

hon. 

Preu11er thinks 
to eecare independ,•nce 

to th11 uoun
L

ry. 
I 

th
ink t hey 

shoutd 
be 

gu
1dod 

by 
r.ha.t. very 

oonsiructil't
coU

abotillion 
w

ith 
•·hfoO

 &
ht:y played 

&
be:r par&

 *' t.be r.,m
~ ot &

he L
ondon 

C
onference 

T
h~

y 
abotdd 

be 
g

uided 
by 1.h1u co

nstruc:llvc 
coll&

honnio
u 

a.od 
adm

it 
L

h&
t H

er 
M

1jeaty's 
O

u\'cruu>
tnt. 

ha, 
coou.ui~

 
l-bem

s.lve1 
io 

good 
failh 

to 
give 

indepel)denoR
 

to 
th1

1 

counhy, 
f!U

bject t,o the 
ra

1olution 
or 

m
y 

F
' ricod being 

pll.Ssad 

A
a M

u. M
e.m

bf't': 
Sis m

onths 

M
r, 

G
Q

J11dhur: 
1fb1s 

io 
Ill) 

sub
111hl• 

e1on. tbat. &
.be six m

ootbs 
t.o w

hich m
y 

boo. 
Fne.nd 

on the other side 
i&

 refer• 
riPg, 

hu 
oo bearing 

ID
 

ihe 
ltD

M
 

tba&
 

the 
deb~te 

al-
,ho 

L
ondon 

C
on

feren
ce 

has l,e~
n pab

tishod 10 a &
08810

11&
.I pa.pe

1·, 

T
htcrt 

1&
 oo&

biog m
•odatory 

1bou1 
it. 

M
,.

_D
w

t11J; 
W

ha, 
abou&

 the •jm
pl

• 
1uijouly 

w
hich 

is 
going 

to 
\'Ote 

r.he 
1·trsolut1cn? 

M
r. G

uJ,dbur : 
,V

h•t i&
 th

t ba>
is o

l 

ibt 
requirew

eot.s 
of 

H
er 

M
ajuty'• 

O
.,e,nu:)eol? 

T
ho 

buis 
9( 

&
be re


qui«im

enta 
or 

H
er 

M
a.je,r.y•, G

overo
· 

roeor. ia to the 
eft.ect. tbo.L

 t.he 
reeolu


tiQ

n should 
be 

canied 
by 

11. ahnp
le 

m
,jority 

or 
lbe 

B
oote. 

T
hai 

i1 the 
lxr.;ic prioc1ple of 

the 
re-401rtn1enls 

of 

Ile
r M

aje.ny'• 
G

overO
U

leot. 
R

te 
M

A
• 

jesty'tt 
G

overn
m

ent. bas ~.xpr(!ued 
the 

dW
re, 

A
t 

far 
bu.k 

" 
the 

L1w
e 

at, 

w
taicb 

lhe 
L

ondon 
C

onference 
W

H
 

held, 
tha.t 

il 
w

ould 
be 

six 
tuoo1ht1 

"fter. 
I 

do 
no

L
 

1li ink 
it. 

ba.s 
a.oy 

bearing 
M

, a.II or:1 ~he s.ubjceL
 m

a.tier 

at 
inoa, 

h 
is 

D
O

l 
biod1ng 

becaose 
11:is B

oote 
w

hich, 
10 

&
he 

w
o1d1 

of 

the 
L

eA
4

er 
o

f 
1he 

O
pposa,1uo, 

M
r

. 

Spe
aker, 

i1 toprem
o 

lod&
y, L

hat. 
thia 

H
ou.M

s io 
bis 

o~o 
w

ords, 
bu 

&
be 

C
t..U

eu auiooom
y 

tbo, 
any 

C
onfiti lu• 

r.100 can 
g,n. 

T
herefore, 

io 
1t, 

ow
n 

g11pre111ncy, io its ow
n eo,·ereigu

Ly, t hia 
E

ouse 
i1 

pel'feet ly enlnJed 
to

·day 
10 

pt.SS 
thi1 resoloa.lO

n aod 
rud:e 

the 
re• 

qaed 
to 

T
ier 

M
ai••&

y's 
G

o,·~roo,cnt. 
K

now
ing the 

po""er r.ho.r. Ht'r 
:da.jesty 

l'W
ls had, 

know
i11g 

lbe 
cooceptl 

of 

w
orJd tM

>
hllct to day, and kno•·ing 

the 
abtoluw

i dH
ire 

of H
or M

ajH
ly'1 

G
o,. 

,r
om

enL
 to frtt 

couotrie-s w
h05e p,eople 

h11v0 ex1)rC
&

ijerl th(lir decision Lhnt. they 
&

hould I)(! free, I 
l\ll1 

w
oro 

tbau 
cer

lt.in 
&

b11&
 

H
er 

M
1juty'.s 

G
o,t,·01.D

e·o&
 

•ill 
irum

ed,ate.ly 
acce..-pt t.hn rnolutjou 

cf 
m

y Friend 
to ti.1 the dato 

of lode• 
s;ender)C

O
 ror t.hii cou

ntl'y, 

M
r. Speaker. 

I a1.u rtferrina 
to 

tbe 

ci.frereot. n~ctt 
ol 

&
he C

oo1r.1r.u,ioo 
J thiuk 

chat, the 
d1ff'eren

t.aspec1s 
o

f r.he 

C
onstitution are tbom

&
<

llV
el!J 

• aare-guard 
IO

 lhe people of M
1ur1&

1us. I toow
 

of 

10 coontrr 
w

hert a 
n111jorit.y or ptople 

llue 
adm

itt.ed 
to 

{f've 
l\s 

m
uch 

g11.,(e. 

guards 
111 

they 
ha,·t' 

g
iv1,o 

L
o t.he 

11inorily
. 

B
ut 

I 1-egret. to hH
c 

&
0 uy 

k>
 &

he l...eader or &
he O

ppoau,on 
tha&

 
lhere 

11 ooe ienteoee 
of 

IH
1 apeech 

?.·hic
h 1 Ju u

oL
 like, and ,~

at @
eutence 

896 
A

ccu.tio11: o/ M
••ritt'.ua 

22 A
U

G
U

ST
 

1967 
to IN

d•J>
•,.d~,u:c wi11'in tlu 

S97 

C
om

,,.o
,nM

o.lth o/ N
otions 

v;as tb1it. it w
as 01,0- com

m
unity 

of this 

conntry 
ooly 

that 
,eeks 

iodtpeodenu. 

l ban 
"•' 

lo know
 

w
hes-her •lecu-d u 

I w
a.t iO

 a coostitu~D
C

)' w
here live the 

dJO
'erom

 
con:ununit.ie.s of 

s.bis i&land
. 

elected 
by a. m

ajon1y 
w

hich 
probably 

the 
leader 

of the 
O

pposition 
-. ill oever 

aebie'fe io his 
w

hole polillc•I 
ca~r, 

I 
regret. to ha.ve lo 1t.ato iba.t. he auum

ea 
he took it. fo

r grA
.tH

ed m
y 

coot.iLuenl-4 
w

'ill oover adm
it. 

t.bat 
1 w

u 
elected 

by 
only 

JN
O

Ple 
belonging 

to 
m

y 
com



m
onlt.y. 

l 
prot.eiit., 

M
r, 

Speaker
. 

H
 

he 
18 

f.tir 
m

 
him

self, 
1' 

be 
l'ffptcls 

him
• 

,elf, 
i ( 

be 
a,.y1 

as 
be 

doe, 
,ay, 

that, 
he 

w
au t1 

to 
eoll11born\e 

w
ith 

every
bc,ly io 1hii1 coullt.ry, ihere 

ii 
ooc 

thing in ,be nam
e of m

y coost .itue.ney 
w

bbi!h I l'E
'preM

D
l 

w
holly. 

w
he.&

her ho 
Jiket ,t. or oo, 

&
oday, tba&

 he 
should 

?:tH
bd

r•w
 &

.he foe&
 thn.t th

ei ,· reprn
, n• 

W
L

li\•crt iu·tt 
._m

ly 
repre

5entativc1 
o( 

Q
D

O
 

&
eelton o

f lbe population 
of L

hia coon• 
try. 

M
r, 

Speaker, 
che• 

are 
very 

grav
e allegatioru. 

M
r . O

tift.l : 
l 

,nu,t 
i:.ay L

o the secood 
M

e.m
btr 

fo,-
Placq/B

on 
A

ccueiJ &
ha&

 

t •to 
not w

ithdrew
rng 

anylh1ng. 

M
r . G

ujldbar 
: 

l 
think 

tuy 
Fuend 

prop!)lft 
IO

 pe,peiuate 
I-ho 

,ihgb1 
&

.ha&
. 

he baa w
ade 

co 
m

y 
tooettlua,1cy, 

and 

it w
ill ~•k6 

nor..u o
r 

ii.. 
M

r. 
Spcl\ktt, 

ii is u.ay for tho
~ 

w
ho 

w
ant. 

l-0 
lilO

IJ 

progrcr.a IO
 ihi1 

C
C

>
llU

Lry to m
ake 

tJ&
e of 

all e,otlt 
of m

a1,oeu•rtt. 
h 

11 easy 
foe 

aoyvnt t.o &
top progreu 

10 
r.his coun

• 

try, 
L

O
 speak or the 

8}'81C
m

 or p
ro 

l£clloo of 
m

io
cm

11u. 
of 

nhdity 
of 

ngh
lt 

&
00 so 

to,s.b 
aod 

fo 
on. 

bu&
 

i, ia 
not ea.ay 

to fool 
this 

public 
er 

M
auri~ll

l6 
w

hh.ih 
hN

 
giv1Ju a clcnr 

pro1)f t hat 
t.ht<

y &
re uo n)ore going 

to 

h, 
fooled ..,4 

ohu 
1bey m

ean lo 
pro

gH
n

, 
in 

lbia 
ec,oolry 

lo N
C

U
t&

 
cheir 

rigb~, 
r.bcir bir&

bngbL
 w

hich 
io 

the 
w

oi·d11 or ooe 
ol 

a.u elder 
T

.ieader o
r Jndi&

, ' ' L
okw

anya." 
B

al 
G

a
nga.dba

1· 

T
ilok

: 
" l'ndependtoce 

i, 
our 

birth
right•• 

aod 
w

e propose ,o take 
il, 

M
r. 

Speake
r. 

M
r. Spe1ker, 

I 
w

iah 
t.o H

y 
befo

re 
I iake m

y chair 
•h•L

 I hope ohal 
m

y 
Prieod1 

o
f &

he O
pfJ08l&

ion _.1II w
ith• 

draw
 

t.he ccod
iuone 

th•r. 
Ibey ha.V

A
 

laid 
Lo 

preveut 
independence 

L
u t hit 

coantry. 
T

hey 
ha.vo laid th~ cooditioo1 

1ba, 
w

e 1hould 
•a11, U

II the 
C

om
i. 

hu 
t'ittabliahod 

\\·ho 
aro 

lbe 
m

t:n1bera of 
ih

i's liouae 
and 

w
h

o 01·c oot. 1hu 1oem
• 

bers of this liou&
e, 

1 w
ish 

that 
th

ey 
1bould rnlise 

lha.t. w
hal a.hey ba•fe said 

1:s nol 
1er10111 in 

ii.M
l(. 

l 
w

ish 
&

-hey 

shoul
d rulise 

th
at 

1he only 
good 

au,i
r.ude 

on 1-nicb an occosion, it &haL
 they 

1boold U
)' 

chat they are at•iou 
iode• 

pm
der>

ce because 11, does no&
.101&

 lhem
. 

B
ot 

I 
rcgrer. 

to 
have 

IO
 ltale 

M
r . 

8
pe•kor 

L
hnt here 

l\gaio 
in thi1 

u1g111t 

A
..>

.:sem
b

ly, 
they 

have 
com

ft 
to 

6ntl 

"·ays and tueao&
 to cooedJ 

&
heir prope,1 

intent1ona. 
C

fntnroprn:,,,., 

1 11.m
 ,ouy 

L
o have 

,o 
i!U

tt.e ,hat 
th, 

pt:rcentagt>
 o( 

population vouog •,ga.im
H

 

11 sorue.&
hing in 11ee1f. I&

 11 a m
e-cha. 

ni!lll of a pcoced11re (or tbe 
purpose ol 

securin
g 

elec
tod 

m
em

bera 
to 

thi r 

l1ou'4S tnd 
thar. 11

11.ll. h 
II the 

num
 

be.r 
o( 

M
t>

w
ben io 

&
be D

ouee 
that 

coun,11 and 
uolh

iog else. 

'fhe. 
question, 

M
r. 

8pcake.r, is lhal 
"ba~v,.r 

w
ould ha•e beeo the pM

hior 
of &

be m
em

bert o( I.be O
ppotllM

>
D

, &ht 
M

'em
bcrt ol t.be O

pposition sho
uld 

l'fl&
 

hs.c th,u 
ooce 

I hey 
bad 

com
m

ir.te<
 

&
.btm

telvo io 
L

ood0n, 
L

hat B
,r 

M
a 

jnc.y•• O
oven:uneot 

should 
com

m
it 

it 

H
lf 

to gne 
1odepeadeace 

lo &
hi• c<

,nu 
L

ry on lh
e contluions 

la.id dow
n. 

T
o 

day 
they 

should 
bave 

com
e 

to 
thi. 

H
oote 

tu,d vot~ 
for it. 

(I"t~rruptio" 

1 think 
&

ha.t. m
r F

riend 
believe, 

ir 
the 

rule of law
, 

and that 
he bas sub 
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A

ccess-ion of Jfa
urlt

ius 
Z

l 
A

U
G

U
S

T
 

i9
61 

tol
nd-:j>

<
.

udence w
ilh

fo SM
 

899 

C
om

m
on

w
eatlh of N

a
tions 

m
it.ted .it .w

itb. such a big force. rr m
y 

Frieoa 
beJievea 

in 
pro

per 
pi:ocedu

re, 
n.1.y Fdeud 

8hou
!d

. have 
rea.liscd 

that. 
th

e vel'y da.y 
th

e L
ondon 

C
oufe1·eoce 

w
as 

ove
1·, h

e k
n

ew
 

t.ha.L
 the quest

ion o( 
1udependcD

cu 
or 

th
e 

co
o

utry 
w

as 
oo 

m
ore 

io 
tbe: baud~ of H

er-
M

ajcsty'13 
O

overr:une
n

t.; it. w
as 

in 
t.he 

h
,m

ds of 
tho 

peop
le of 

M
au

ritius 
M

r. 
Spe&

ker, 
on 

the 
7,b 

or 
A

u.gtlst, 
l,he 

peop
le 

of 
M

aurit
ius 

have 
givt>

n lbeir 
verdict. 

T
bty 

b&
,•e p

lace
d M

aur
itius on Lhe m

a.p
. 

T
hey 

hiw
e 

decided 
thn

t. 
M

a.lll'iL
HJS 

shouJd 
be g

iven ita prope
r 

place 
in t.he 

C
om

ity 
o

f 
N

a.L
ions a.nd 

1 look forw
ard 

to 
tbe 

day 
w

hen 
H

o
t 

M
ajes1y's 

G
ov

• 
ernm

eut. 
is go

ing 
to accep

t1 the 
re~olu


tion of m

y Frieud. 
W

e 
\'rill see to 

it. 
L

bat 
M

 a-n
ritins 

sec
u

re$ her p
roper 

p
l.\C

'k 
in 

the 
C

om
.it.y of N

a
t.ions. 

~
Ir. 

Speakm
·, 

before b
i 1, dow

u
, 1'.tS 1 

ha,ve dea)t, w
i1h the 

nrgutuciots 
of 

tbo 
L

ra.dtr 
or the 

O
vpositioo

, I 
ru

n
E

I also 
call 

for 
bis 

collabti
ra

tiou. 
l 

w
ilJ a

lso 
say 

to 
L

he M
enJbtm

;. sit.iir,g o
pposi

te 
nm

 that 
it i!'J no t.im

e fv1 b
icke

ring
, oo 

Lim
e 

not 
to 

rE
>

aliae 
i.ud 

be 
pra

1;1-ical. 
t.biu. it is no tim

e lo eout.ioue \M
L

 sta
te 

oI 
un<

.:el'l-$.m
ty w

h
ich 

w
as 

o
b

t-a.ioios io 
this 

euut:it.ry befo
re 

,he elec
t ions

. u
o

w
 

1 bat. the people have {pveu tbeil' 
\'010, 

now
 

Lh~
L everyL

biog 
•s 

aett
led

, 
oow

 
t.ha&

 the 
idea o

f uncertainty 
is over

. 
I 

;uk 
111y Friends c.f the O

pposi
tioo aod 

those 
out,

ide this 
H

ouse 
LO

 becom
e rea 

Jist. 
l 

prlly 
1hat they 

w
;IJ realise 

th,u 
u11certni11Ly 

IM
 over 

1uH
I i\e 

should 
all 

pool ou-r r(•S
:0\1tt:cs 

so that 
t-b•~ e<

Juotry 
,, hicb 

111, on
rs, 

uoL
 

m
ine 

or yo
urs. 

stl 
of os pu

\. H
>

gether 1-hat w
e &

bc,uld 1:t-dY
c 

togeihE
.T

 to 
&

E
e Lo 

n 
t.ha.L

 M
au

,·itit.t 
secur6S necess&

iry Q(l\tico. t'IE
C

tllhilny 
ad

-
11,in

is~•~'-ion, 
l'!O

 as 
it; could 

sba.pu its 
dest.iny 

aud 
ca.n-y on 

in 
tiie 

besl 
in• 

l•erest@
 of aU

.ir
res~ct.ivn 

of clau, 
colou

r 
or creed. T

haok 
you, 

M
r Speaker. 

(4.22 
p.m

.) 

M
. C

. O
lliv,y 

(F
irst 

M
em

ber 
for R

o· 

d
rigots): 

M
. 

le 
pr6sid

eo
t, a-ptes 

le 
d

isco
urs 

v
igou

reu.x. e.t 
qoe

lq
ue 

peu 
a.greuif du deu~ii,m

e 
d8p

ut8 
de 

F
la.cq 

el B
on A

c«
1eil (M

. G
ujadhur) 

je do
is 

tou
t de m

@
me dlre q

ue je tuil'J d'acc
0rd 

&
vec lui pour d6Clatet· q

ue le 
leader 

de 
l'O

p
p:>

Sit.ou et. lc.si m
em

bre
s q ui &

ent ici 
de 

ce 
c0

tt 
d

e 
lo. C

ba.m
bre 

o
n

t 
leur 

place dam
J cctt.e A

sscm
 blO

O
 c11r ce &

erait 
vri.iuicot. a de'iesJ)ere

r 
si le L

eader 
de 

l'O
p

p
>

sit.ion
., gn

i 
est. q

uand 
m

~m
e le 

L
eade

r 
d

u 
pllrti 

ru
aio

riuire
, 

u•a.va.it. 
pass&

 
place 

da.0$ c,et.1e 
au

g
u

ste 
&

SS('U
l· 

hlE
!e. 

M
. le prei;.ident, perructlez 

q
ue je n

1e 
ref ere a q

uelq
ues po

int(; qne 
fa

i 
n

otes 
d

u 
di&

C
O

\il'S 
dn deux

i~rue 
d~put..e de 

::Flacq et. B
o

u .A
.ccueil. 

Je 
ne 

consu
l• 

,ertt.i l)&
S

 de uotes 
cop

ieul)es po
ur 

t:uon 
"

,nw
.itfen speech " 

el. je tile coo
tcn

tera
i 

de pa:1&
r M

l 
pied Jev8

, 
com

U
>

e 001, d
it., 

vc,ur 
rt!:l>

onilre su
rw

ut a.u di@
coors 

rlu 
dcu:i.:tem

e dQ
pu

t6 
de 

Fla.cq 
et 

B
on 

A
ccueil, dirigea

nt 
de 

la 
puissa

ole 
eo• 

trep
rise 

" 
tra

vaillis
lc., 

q
ui 

iJe nom
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t. 'J
U

I! 
1-11etntfl' 

depute 
de 

R
odrigne53, o\'i In cam

pagoe etect,om
le 

II et.e b;~see un1quem
cn1, &

U
r la questioo 

Je 
l'indO

pendnnce, oi1 le, 
R

odl'igua.,s 
O

llt 
vote 

rtH
l&

S:i\'C
lU

eot. coutre 
l'i

n
d6° 

pcodaince e~
 poot uoe 

form
e d'$s.W

C
ill• 

tfo
n 8&

-n)i1-e :w
ee 

Ii 
G

m
ode 

B
retagne, 

l!'t!:.L
 A

 din
: 

por,r 
m

ain&
enir 

f't 
pour 

eooS\'l'V
el' leor 

8talll
t 

de 
ci&

oyens dn 
&

yaum
e 

U
u

i 
eL

 des 
co

lonies, 
ell 

&a.nt 
quo p

rem
ie

r 
d~put~ 

de 
R

odrigues. je 
dec1a.re que dana 

1'6vcntua.lit8' oll l'tle 
M

a,.urice 
de\'ie0Jr11,

i~ 
ind6pe

n
danle, 

uoos 
r:tous 

rO
!len·ons le 

droit. 
et 

IQ
 

poesibilit-e d1.i de1oaode1· non 
pas J'io• 

depeodan
ce. 

M
. le P

rem
ie

r M
iu

iatrc ... 

M
. 

W
1

ltrr 
• 

N
ous ,·ous la. cll')ll oerons 

aana difficnlcei. 

M
~

 O
IH

T
ry

: 
... m

ais q
ue R

odrigues 
continue a jouir 

des a.vantages 
dbcou

• 
lant d'uo 

statui 
special qai 

la li~rait 
a.u R

oya
um

e U
o

i, N
11(urellem

eo
t l'hoo. 

m
inistrc 

du tr&
\'&

il 
q

ai 
aai&

 bien que 
13--bas on paye les gen

s 
a•,ec du m

a..is, 
-

m
a.is 

c'ei:it u
n 

p
dnc

ip~ 
vi:aim

eot 
"tl

·ava.illis:te ", 
-

est d
ispose a doooer 

a R
odrigues 

la se~tss
iou

. 

M
. W

alter : 
Son iodepeoda.nce. 

(L
m

,glattr
.) 

A
11 Hon, M

an
ber

: 
A

re 
w

e 
m

 
a c

ir· 
cua? 

M
r. Spe1ke-r; 

T
his 

is 
not 

a hap1,1y 
IA

i:n:t:i to 
u&

e
. 

Som
e 

excitew
em

 
on t.b6 

paL·t of H
oo. 

M
em

ben; seet{IS
 

ioevltable 
io a debate of this kiod. 

M
. O

llh
·,y: 

Je voos rew
o

teie, M
. le 

presidcoL. 
L

'hon
. ti)io

iatre du 
travail 

sa.h q
u'Q

 .R
odrigues, les R

od
rig

utlis so
ot 

pay!?$ avec d
n m

ai's. 

M
r. Foocooa : 

fot!lrruptirm
.. 

M
, O

l!iT
ry

: 
Je 

n
'at ricu 

com
pris. A

. 
ce qu'a 

dit 
l'hon

. 
111em

bre 
m

ais cela, 
n'a. pa.i-d .. '"'irn

pol'U
l..O

C
e. L

e 
m

inist,re do 
&

n\vtnl 
os.t 

dispose a 
aooord6r 

ll B
o


d ngues 

son 
ind6pe

ndance ! 
V

oil&
 qo

i 
roonlre 

le 
paier.oali&

uie 
to

u
L

 nM
nrel 

dool 
ii fait 

p
renve 

via a vis das R
o

drig
uaii 

q
ui 

ooot 
encore 

sous 
Je 

gou-re·ru
ew

eot 
do 

M
au

rice 
et. q

1.1i ~x
vlique d'ailleura 

la sollicitude dont, a 
toujoura fai&

 p
reu,·e 

le G
o

nvem
cm

en
t 

depniij ces 20 deroibrt-&
 annij,;1s enveu 

les R
odrig

uais. M
. le Prf'.sident., je ter

m
ioerai e

o n!p0&
a-nt. 

q
ue 

dans 
l'~vell• 

tl\alite oit rue t\hur
ice 

a.cceder&
it a 

l'ind8penda.oce, l~s R
od

r'igua.is se reser• 
ven

L
 le d

w
it de deruaio<

ler qu'u
u slatu

l 
special lo\lr so

it 
a.t?cordC

 qn
i Jes liem

il 
iu1 

G
ouvernernenL

 du 
R

oya.um
e 

U
o

i. 
C

ette 
initi&

tive-, evidem
uH.'lll, 

je 
la 

p1·end1 (W
ee l'a.ppu

i tota
l d

u 
P

.M
.S.D

. 
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19j,7 
to lnd1,P

,11(ftrrc1 w
ith

i n
. th1 

901 

C
om

m
o11't.D

c<
fllh of N

afiom
 

qui_ rip, .. eote id 
la 1o1,hl6 

d .. 
babi• 

t&
r\&

I 
de 

B
r.drigura.. 

A
u 

nom
 

du 
P.\l 

S.D
., dooc, i• die!.,. 

qoe .. ceue 
t1'oatua1tt.e 

ae 
nv,t4ri

ah1a
1i, In 

&
dri• 

gu~11 dew
11r.ndero.1cn1 un 

11h,l11~ ap~ia1 
qui le." htuait au :R

oyeuu1t U
n

i. 

J'ni 
1.etm

in$
, 

M
. 

le 
P

.~
1ident, 

eL j e 
1'0U

I 
en 

rem
ercie. 

t4.4u 
.,.w

 
M

r.\', M
oham

ed (T
hird 

M
em

ber 
fur 

Q
no.\'L

1c1· Miiitau:e 
nm

l 
M

ob,)
: 

M
r. 

$p
1•:il,"-"· 

1':!•r~ l h
a.ve 

lo 
cong

l'a
tu

ll\Ut 
m

y l•'o, 110 the hlctnbel' for U
o

dr ig
ue.s 

A
 11 110.1. M

em
ber : 

~•ii·1t M
~m

bcr
. 

((n
l,rrw

pt
io,,) 

M
r. Sp•tlter : 

T
he bob. M

eruber " 
m

11kio{! hi&
 m

a.idei, 
1ptt-cb, 

he 
should 

1,0&
. l.tt i n

tv
rrupltccl 

M
r. M

olaam
ff

: 
T

l,-.t 
dor1 uo1. 1,1.

·orry 
i:. 

,he 
Jeul. 

I 
havt 

kD
O

\\tD
 m

y 
..,;,1 the boo. M

em
bt-r fnr R

odriguf'1 
t<

•h>
t 

tune 
and 

h,. 
refnred 

io 
Im

, 
,.,~

~
 

If' 
1:I ,;pt:~h 

h• 
I hO

I'~ reopJ~ 
w

ho 
!,ave .k no'ff n b1111. 

I am
 one of ~hc,i;tt 

pe-vvle-. 
1 m

tat. sa.y ,b&
c. iheeeje

u
z 

tlt. 
1rA

n« ::t'e new
 

in 
hin,, 

h
t 

n1usl 
hl\V

u 
ltl!J'1'11h•d tbe111 frm

u 
lt.odr1goH

. 
A

ll 
ha11,·1,1•, new

 
l1a.b11J. r,1 ttii<

'plPd 1L
iO

JtR
 

r.l1 
110,C

. ilM
-t V

E
"I)" long 

au,1 
\\r 

h\~t-
k!'en 

by ill(! end 
o! 

l!ta 
5pt'«rh 

&
II 1.hc jnu 

d, 
''"'"' 

btd 
d1sa1•~"r,d. 

W
ti 

ht1.vf' 
b~

rcl 
of 

the 
p

lo
l ll h)' dill 

p u s. n. 
lu, 

q11il1:: "O
il\e 

t irne 
111 this co1.m

L
1y, 

l>
uc. 11.II lbt.:1rplots hA

N
t: <':O

m
c 
t .,;i vot

h
itig, 

lll:d 
1he 

p."O
plr 

ol 
tt, it 

ce
unti

) 
by 

nuitM
ilJ 

R
re de

te
rru

lf'td 
to go to ,nd~· 

ptaxJen(, 
w

~
 ba,e 

htud 
E

pucbn, 
ren· .:ukF. -anplt"'t13ftl u 

tb•y 
W

t1?
1 f: om

 
A

lellibcra 
9.bo 

hn
ri 

btto 
m

 
this 

A
1'M

,1ub!y 
fo, 

qoiLt' 
1v1ue t.1roe, 

h,_\' 
T

•'1i~1,d 
chf>

 Ilin1.t M
t

111L
er 

fur 
C

ons 
ti!\I 

'111.."\' 1'0. 
1 

(M
,· 

n
o

vall 
it, 

fttct 
rbi:-

f,;e~ider 
o

l 
th<

· O
ppus1lio

n, 
1m

cl 
1l1t1u i· ,pe, itioL

i. 
c.,f ourtly 

\\ba1. 
t,ht1 

L
taodN

 
of 

ih~ 
O

rp0tlli(,r1 
had 

uid 
b~· 

th
o 

7hird 
M

,nlk'-tr 
for 

C
oust:toency 

N
o. 3 

and also tpffehu 
frow

:.t . .he F1rtt 
M

ew
~r 

for 
1loN

 
U

,11 ond 
S

t&
ai<

,y, 
&

od of ~ou
rse 

th, 
laat 

){em
ber 

w
bo 

tt>
0ke M

r. O
lliny 

him
ae

lf. 
A

.a f~r 
•• 

ruy Fdeod 
M

r. 
O

llivry'a 
speech 

ii 
concom

e-d
1 

w
e 

1111, 
vc 

hea.rd 
tUat 

t;•~ 

1hould 
oot 

b
e 

l'lln,id. 
'W

hy 
&

ore w
e 

1fr&
1d? W

hy 
ahoald 

• 
G

ove1nm
ent. 

r-rty 
m

 po-.cr 
bt,. alr.nd? 

Y
ou can be 

•utt. •• uy dttr 
F

r•f:nd1 of 
lbe 

011p011i, 
1tu1t. 1b&

~ fear 
Joe1 

no~ he ('In thi~ ll?.-ie 
of 

I l1e ffouoa. 
\\ ·e 

h:i.1t1 
!uu~l; t 

tha 
flltct1u

11a in spite cil th..i w
i)lious 

\pent 
l,y the P

.M
.S

.D
 

tu ,.cue 
11,.:. 

\V
11 hu\'O

 

fousht ,~ m
,elm

id 
,1urle~rr£J 

nuJ 
\1 o 

n1e R
t JI re&

d)' to 
~

~
lit 

H
 1,odc1teC

T
1:d J,1r 

,h~ iudepeodeuc ... o{ th11 co:Jnu-y 

A
D

 B
oo. M

tm
btr 

7'• tlim
ount 

~•t ! 

M
r

, M
obam

,cl 

908 
A

ccos
\011 of 

M
cJuriti

ut 
2

2 A
U

G
U

S
T

 
196

7 
to ln

debend«~
i vnthi,a lhe 

909 

C
om

m
onw

ealth of N
ations 

right.fol pllO
• io 

tbo 
U

oite<
l N

~L
ioos 

1onl e!se11i·here w
here w

• shall 
bo prood 

kl be. 

M
r . 

~pe!tker. 
S

i1-. ;t, h
as 

been 
11id 

that the corn R
oeitioo o

r tb1s B
.ouM

 is 
not. dofio

iL
r, 

tlhe 
pe

rson 
w

h
o 1a

1d it. jn 
Lb~ very 

bt-g1nn1 ng 
m

ust. he.ve 
been 

tpea~ing 
1ur11I) becnttse be ko

ow
1 

the 
~w

.a tton on h11&
<

id •. Sorely, O
D

 L
b111-1de 

d 
tba H

ou,,, 
alto 

,be cow
1n.1uoo 

•• 
1,0, defim

k 
J..-;lectorl!I p(!l"1on1 

w
ill 

C
:l)m

e a.m
l W

f' ~b"II l,c. a.bi~ to •uc w
ith 

,;1~ti&
faetion 

1h1~
L the seats o

n Lhc oL
htt 

fiic1e w
ill lis:cow

o n,ea
uL

 and the 
le&

~R
 

\', iU
 be Lhe ll1.ine 

o
n lhis t.ide. 
(lnterN

1p
li -ou.1) 

M
t 

M
ob111e• 

T
here 

artS ,ow
e 

U
O

• 

tl it unoL w
ord, 

co1n1ng from
 

1hat 11de 
bo\ 

w
e fih111I uo~ pay 

ai Leot.ton to 
the 

u•ove1uenb or she bea
rds 

or 
w

hnt.evor 
tb

e m
ov(nne11t.1 um

y 
~
 

o
n 

t ho olbor 
tide. 

M
r. Speakn, 

Sir, 
lbe 

Pira&
. M

em
ber 

for C
oo,111L

tlllncy No. 
1, thti 

L
eader 

of 
oh!'! O

ppo,\itton h,113 flc1ud 
t h

>
\~he c-loc, 1101 

hope Lo e
l-il\uge 1.lie couv

ic!iom
1 of ~h

is 
side or th11 l-luu•c. 

A
s I said frott1 the 

ve:ry O
O

giuntlig 
1i 

w
ou

lrt 
hnvo 

been 
,,i!,bfo

i tlnnkm
g 

ou hii; p1t.rl , nnd 
there 

ha.'! bft~
l 

6 IO
L

 or ~,s.bful 
11\m

km
g 1U

 

bi10 -'nt 1 ,hoe 
uJ still 3 lot. c,r "ta:hfo

l 
lhin

hog 
in h11u, aud oil co 110 

purpose, 
l

ca.n ~~urt 
huu, of lhat. 

M
r. Speaker, 

S,r, 
ha lllld the 

reaao
n for h11 tpeech 

W
&

$ 
uot 

1,0 
e

hn
11ge 

tbe 
cn

n
viclio

na o
l 

: hi;. !!iila (If t.h11 Hoos~ bot tho.1, he w
u 

,('s.kintt ftr 
(>

.)1t>
ri1y. R

i gh
lJj' 

fO
. bot 

I 
,,. 

,, . -uld ha.'"e bt>
ea 

m
or, 

crate

fol 
,o 

bi111, ~t~rity 
. W

ould 
h1•a 

,,k,..d 
him

 
bad 

he 
w

orbd 
lo.-

1be 
11dqic

n<
!en~~. for ~b!' pr

id
e tnd 

for L
he 

pro;,p.eri1,y ul 
L

his cO
\lO

L
ry. 

.H
(l 

has 
uit'd

, he and 
bia frieC

1ds, ancl thor.e of 
1li@

 L
:ornpip119111

ide 
le C

lub 
dr C

ur
,p

i.J>
e, 

th
e\' 

h:w
fl w

o1·k~d r,o ondenuioe 
th

a 
ittf~

r.-•t• 
,r,,f the 

w
or·ker-e, th~ inttrttl~ 

of the 
freedom

 
o

f th
e w

orkers o
f t his 

country, 
Ibey 

and people o
f &

bal aide 
have 

had their 
iode

pe
ndencec for 91n. 

but 
t hey w

anied 
io 

deprive 
01 

of o
o

r 
iodtrptndeoce. 

W
hen 

I say 
01

, I m
ea

n 
lhe 

t,,g ruojoriL
y of 

thi• 
counlry. 

I 
w

ould rl<
)C

. ba.ve beeu btw
e and th

e C
'lt.be1: 

M
em

beri o( t.bia B
o

use too
, had no

~ the,\ 
M

as
lm

i1 cooptr
11ted ao

d l'O
L

ed for ind
e~ 

pendt:nu 
'l'hcy a.retrying 

&
.o fool &

he.m
sdvesand 

they ba
vet

-ried 10 fc.ol lhe m
i• 

oorit.y eorom
unitie

s, 
hke 

the 
C

hinese 
and 

thtJ M
1.1aliou. but. roi ling 

does oo
t. 

last. 
Y

oo 
c11.o 

fool 
th

e people once, 
c.wica b

u
t 001. for a.,-,er, 

T
ho 

M
uslim

s 
ha,ve found ou

t .. ",V
e have Lold t htm

 
w

e 
cannot. hopo for usocia

tion 
aod 

a 
big 

m
ajority 

ur 1he M
 a.sliina hne 

hst.ened 
to 

u
s and ban 

voc.td for iodrpe.ndeoce. 
W

e 
did 

no
t 

w
orry 

aboul 
&

holie few
 

lac
keys 

tha, 
yo

u 
m

ust. 
bad 

from
 

1.he 
M

uglim
 com

m
u

nity
. 

M
r. D

uval : 
O

o. a. po1nc. of 
ord

er, 
S

ir , 
J 

do 
uoL

 
tbio

k 
t hat 

1.he 
boo

. 
M

em
ber 

1bou1d 
a.ddreH

 
the 

other 
).fel.llben 

a..; "lac.ke~·•" 

M
r, S

pt1ker : 
1i ,he 

h~iu 
r,.tem

ber 
w

heu 
h&

 U
b<d 

1,he w
otd 

"lackeys•·, 
w

&
&

 
••ofo1·ri11g 

Lo 
l\ti ybo<

ly 
m

 
1b

i:, 
H

ot.m
'. llo eho

uld w
it hd

raw
 it . 

M
r, M

ollam
ed : !I l bA

<
l beou •llo"ed 

to carry uu, ,~ "ould 
have 

btcn 
1u1Jply 

clear 
lv 

lhO
M

I: 
people 

\\ ho 
ban

objec&
td, lh&

l I 
w

u 
oo, 

referriog 
,o 

aoy M
f!m

bar of ,b~ H
ouse bt:l'c. 

B
uL

 
i( 

Lbcu
, 

1rt1 tm
y 

on 
Lh

M
, 

11d
c 1 

a..m
 

afrald 

M
,. O

o,1
1

: 
1 aguo 

ob)tict, beoa.uB
c 

the h~o. M
em

ber 
i.s eom

ina 
back 

w
ith 

this 
w

ord 
" lackeya •• 

M
r. M

olttm
td

: 
W

ilh 
your 

perruia· 
sioo

, S
ir, 1 abnU

 c• rry 
on 

I 
did 

oo, 
flot n

uy m
o

11>
011L

 m
ea.n to 

ca ll uu
y

body 
o

n 
she 

other 
aide 

o
f 

the 
H

oo&
e 

'' l~
key 

" 
T

hey 
t.oolc II 

rur 
t h~

ro~
 

c:.tolV
H

. 
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1967 to ],ul~J>endt-r,u w
,thin. 

the 
91 I 

C
om

m
onw

uzlth 
of N

a/ions 

1 ahe.11 can-y oo w
ith 

m
y tipeeob by 

saying, 
by 

reaffirm
iug 

aod by 
t,eU

io
g 

the 
peo;->te Oil the 

01ber side not ,o 
h

<
.>

pe far 
t.uo tuucb 

because the 
M

os 
H

tus, the m
inor

iL
y com

m
uoit.ie$ io t.his 

co1.10try are ce
rtainly 

no~ on L
heir side. 

T
here 

are 
ctt·t.a.in pto

ple 
w

ho 
ha

ve 
been 

eJected 
in certain 

co
osL

ituenc
ies 

a.nd w
ho are e-ven &

Cat'ed to go iu those 
c.on.&titueuc

iea, 

1 aha II again 
refer 

t:o 1,he spe
ech 

of 
t,bc L

t1tdru.· or t,he O
pposition. 

H
e has 

said, Sir. : 
'· ls pa.$S6 ,n.e nou

1 cm
zct'l'1U

 
pa,. 

c'est l'a-oenit 
qu

'il /m
et 

ooir ". 
I 

a.m
 in 

absolute 
agl·eem

ent 
w

ith 
bim

 
on this seore. 

,ve m
usi-

look to 
the 

(u
ture 

and 
if 

w
e 

loo
k 

L
o tha 

fuht•·c, 
w

e m
us&

. be 
looking to 

tb
e 

progress 
ot' th

is 
country, 

be<
iauii'e w

heu 
w

e 
look 

to t.bo futur<
: of 

our 
ow

n 
child. 

"''e 
do 

l)Ot, ex pee
, 

ouc 
cb1 Id 

to 
go 

ba.ck to childhood bu
t, w

e ~xpect. b..im
 

to 
bee()rue m

ature 
as w

e e:itpect, every• 
body 10 t.bis eounr.ry L

o becom
e m

ah1
, e 

and 
qt1ite a. few

, I am
 sor.ry r.o say, 

a
re 

uot ruatura. 
O

o thiA
 qoestion that, w

e 
ll)U

St 
no

t 
look 

~•t 
t,ha 

()l\&
t, 

c.bey ~re 
vecy quick 

in sl\yiog do nob 1ovk at. th
o 

pa.st., forge
t, 1,be pas

t. 
;R

ut .M
 1·, Speaker

, 
w

e m
u~t if w

e w
:m

, 
t.o buil,J ~he futu

re 
and if 

w
e w

aol 
to 

be c,weiu) iu 
pre• 

vec>
1,iog t.be 1·ea.ctionaries from

 
taking 

from
 

us 
w

h
R

t 
w

e 
a

m
 

askiog 
w

ith 
jus1

ice 
l\nd 

w
ith 

full 
1•ight, 

w
e 

m
ust. 

th
ink 

alw
ays of 

the 
pu

t. 
\V

e m
o~

t 
alw

a.y
s 

ha.,•e 
L

ha 
pa1,t 

iu 
our 

m
ind

s 
b~cau~ 

it is the sufferings or ot1r foro• 
fathers 

io t.be p8.4L
, tb

o 
1u

ffe1·i ogi 
o

f 
th

e 
people oft.hi&

 country w
h

ich 
have 

m
ad

e lhoru: sae1-i6,ce to order tha
t the1t 

descendante 
one 

day 
m

igbb 6ght, for 
I h,~ freedom

 of 
this 

cou
ntry. 

'l'ho
sa 

?O
pie 

hod th•• 
hope lhal 

ooe day the 
pt.op!~ a.nd L

heir children 
t\O

d gra
nd

ch
ildn~ll W

<
JUld fight 

for iudcp~udructo 
and t\'e a

re the gnm
dcbi

lch(';ll o{ Lhoe~
 

fo~efa.lhera w
ho bad thtlt 

hope a.ud \\·a 
\>

.'ill lJJ3ltW
i::'l)jse 

tht't 
bopo. 

\V
e 

w
ill 

tC
"al)~e it iu 6pite of L

bo un
lli<;r.s spent. by the P

.M
.S.D

. 
T

be 
ps.si, M

r. Spea· 
ker, 

w
e 

m
ust 

re
1uem

ber 
it. 

W
hy 

should uot w
e 

re
1uew

ber iL
? 

ls any
l>

odv in 1,bjs H
ouse aha.id, or ubam

ed 
o( 

'oor 
past? 

O
o 

th
is 

side 
of 

the 
H

ouse, 
W

6 are 
nol afra.id. w

e aro un
~ 

a.sha..1lJed
. 

O
o 

the 
co

ntra
ry 

w
ei 

,hall 
build on it, w

hereas 
O

il 
the othe

r side 
of the H

ouse 
pe

rhap
,, I 

••Y
 

perhap
s, 

they are ashailled of the past becauseo
l 

w
bM

 oor forefathers u..oderw
ent. 

M
. 

flunl 
: 

Q
u,tl ,im

,bb;-ils? 

M
r. Y

. M
oham

ed
: T

hat 
11:: I.be w

ord 
t,o w

hich l oow
 object. 

M
r. Sptak.e-r: 

T
he 

boo. 
M

em
ber 

(M
r. D

uv.-.J} w
us~ 

w
itbd

raw
 tb

c w
ord. 

M
r, O

u,·tl: 
D

o 
I 

uud
Grsto.od 1bat. 

,be l'l'Qrd 
• im

.bicile • ls; not parl
iim

eo
· 

la.ty
, Si,? 

M
r. Si.,ea.ker : 

T
he w

ord 
• 1di-O

t' 
>

s 
D

O
\. p

o.t.i&
tntH

lt~1·y. 

M
f. D

uval : 
lo 1ba1, case J w

1thdra.w
 

tbe .,.,ord. 

M
r. Y

. M
oham

ed: 
N

Q
w

, 
w

e, 
have 

he1ud 
a.~a.io 

th
e 

hon 
M

em
ber 

the 
:L

eaier 
o

r the 
O

p
()o

siLiou
. 

I sba.11 noi
stoop $0 tea.eh hiw

 rtoy lesaona. H
e aaid 

a.nd 
asked 

th
ia 

}lo
use: 

'" H
a,•c 

w
u 

achieved a.n)' ',un
ite '1U

lt·ionale • ?-
oo~ 

to 
11se Iha w

ord iu the. w
ay he used 

tt 
i11 the te1evisioo. B

av~ 
w

e ach
ieved it.? 

A
re 

~•o going 
to 

ach
ieve 

it
?

'• 
'\V

e 
am

 
3.(:heiving 

it. 
w

e 
caooo• 

~cbie,•t
· 1m

iU
 

natU
m

a.fe • 
w

i1hoot 
icdeJ>

&n• 
dence. 

l1 is high 
L

im
e, 

M
r. Speaker. 

tba-t th
e people of 

th
is country sh

rted 
taking 

u. natiot1$l 
conciousuass. 

'1V
e 

are 
M

anri~iaos, 
~'e 

shou
ld 

think 
in 

l<
H

'U
la of M

aol'iL
Jaos. The bon

. M
em

bPr, 
L

he tlnr<
l 

M
em

hel' 
for 

Po
rt. L

oui11 
M

a1itim
e aod Pu

rl L
oui~ E

ast <
M

r. A
h 

C
b

oen) haio &
aid : 

·• It 
i, 

h
igh tim

e. to 
co-cperate 

I\U
d 

coJla.born.t.o V
i ish 

tb
e 

G
ot-eron:ieut " 

l\J r. Speaker, be sboold 

~lZ
 

A
cc~ssiou of f.fc11.1rititts 

22 A
U

G
U

ST
 

1967 
to lndtJ,ettdw

c.s 
w

i
lhin 

th1 
913 

C
ornm

ow
w

callh of N
atious 

<
iollabot·ale, 

and 
in 

this 
w

ay 
be. w

ill 
show

 that 
in facL

 he is 
tru

ly 
since

l'e 
aud loyal. 

W
e have hea.rd aga

in 
Lhe 

L
oadec ot tho 

O
pposiliou ,;>

,y th•t 
he 

rcspecte • let U
Jya1if.e1 

da1rs les ci,·cons
triplions 

rum
lei 

'. 
H

e 
referred 

to 
'U

,ya-utt 
• iu 

the rural 
consiituenc

ies, 
tbai 

is, G
he eon

sdt
uen

cios 
w

hich 
w

aol


fested 
tbeh

· 
desire for 

independence
. 

L
-oyany is the w

ord used by biu.l. 
So, 

M
r. Speaker. 

e,•en th
e 

people 
in 

the 
rnral constituencies 

in spita of the fa.et 
lb:tii they w

ere ea.lied recently illitera.le 
by the L

ead« 
ol lbo O

ppo•ition -
if 

lbc 
I C

eniet1&
 • L'eport3 his spooch 

col.'· 
rectly, they \\'ere c;tt,lled mitera.te. 

\V
e 

1,._ •• ii here. 
11 the papero ol the O

p
position 

xeport. correctly 
bis speeches 

•• th
ey uaually do, snd m

ake p
lenty ol 

fuss a.bout it som
etim

es ..• 

A
o H

oo. M
em

bc, : E
lit1dou1no11, 

friJre ! 

M
r, Y

. M
ol11m

ed: 
A

flat all, the
y are 

loyal. 
O

nly 
ye&

ter<
l&

y the. 
iJliterale 

people 
w

ho 
ba:ve 

been insu
lted 

w
ere 

being asked Lo vot.e fo,: t.he P
.M

.S
.D

 .• 
and 

soon 
afterw

nrd&
: they 

a-re ea.lied 
jlijt,e;·ate. V

V
ba.L

 is th
is a.tU

tndi:? 
D

ocs 
one call i&

 
l\ 

rea.sooable aL
£i&udc, 

a.o 
attitu

de 
of :;i11eetity on the pai;t of t,he 

P
.il/.S

.D
.? 

Y
cster<

l•y, !h•y w
ore e>

,lled 
' .H

ind01" 11un1.Jrt1·e •, and &
hen suddeuty 

ihey 
are 

ca.llecl illitct·a.,e people. aud 
fo·d11y io 

th
is A

ssem
bly th

ey flirc called 
Joya.I. W

here 
a.re 

w
e 

going 
to

1 
M

r. 
Speaker? 

T
he

re(ore, 
w

e 
oow

 
lcoow

 
there 

ha.a been 
a 

coofe55ion 
on 

the 
po,t of th

e L
ea<

ler ol 
the 

O
pposilion 

"
1ho in spite of bis trne feelings, if he 

had com
e 

&o 
pow

eJ-, I 
am

 
anre 

he 
w

o1,1l
d not, h

ava 
hM

il.\ted 
for, one 

w
i~ 

note 
to 

ask 
for 

iode1~
udcncc. · 

lh:t, 
&

hey are 
reactiooa.-:de.s. 

,ve 
ar-e 

in 
po,1er, w

e 
are 

tryiog 
to 

la.ise 
tbe 

,tandard of L
he w

orkers of 
L

bia co,m


lty
. T

he O
pp

osiiion soy tbi~, in
depan

aence i6 not good 
for 

the 
w

o1·kers 
of 

,his 
country, 

but good 
cn

ly for 
the 

tapita.Jist. 
T

hat.is w
hy after yenra thtt>

L
 a m

an bad w
orked for the Iodepe1ndcnce 

Party w
hkb 

W
M

 
w

orking tow
ards 

tbt: 
iudependence of this country. suddenly, 
a.s a ea.pit.a list, be decided to lea'V

e ibis 
p~rty a.nd defend hie w

e~IL
h, w

hich be 
can ooly defend by joioiog ot.her capi
ia

lis&
a. 

'l'be 
L

eader or the O
pposition 

hM
 

said 
tbo.t. E

ogh
w

d 
ii 

sacrificing 
aom

a of her H
ber,ies and 

is joining the 
E

urcipean C
om

1uon M
a.-rket. W

e kuow
 

D
ow

 thl\l l,bis is im
pos,;ible. 

D
-:i G

aulle 
refu,es. 

T
herefore. E

ngland sactificos 
som

e: or her Jiberties. 
T

hese 
a.re-bis 

argum
euls: 

w
hat. is w

roog if Ivfauritioa 
w

ere to 
accep

t iodependence '? T
bot·c 

is absoluiely oothing 
w

rong, 
but 

it 
is 

cerb,inly 
good 

8illd 
beltet· 

for 
the 

peo
pJe of this cou

ch')' 
to 

know
 

tba
l 

they c.iunot 
1W

10cia.te tbeµiselves w
ith 

a 
aouo

try 
that 

cannot 
defend 

it.selr 
any 

m
ore, 

that 
is 

not 
sel[-sufficient 

to 
1:1uvp1y 

other 
countries 

like 
M

au• 
rititl.s. 

H
 w

as high 
tim

et. 
T

he 
L

ea,., 
dor 

of 
lh

e 
O

pposi!ion 
is 

laughing
. 

T
he 

O
pposition cannot 

expect 
us 

to 
assooiate 

ourselves 
w

ith 
a 

country 
like 

E
ngla.od 

w
hicb 

refuses 
to 

ac· 
cept a pas1:1port issued by this 

country 
to 

llllow
 

im
m

jgranis 
l,o 

E
ugJa.nd. 

Peopl() ba.ve been encouraged by som
e 

ine~ponaible pcuplc to leave ?tburi
Lius 

sod ~o go a.bro:;.d, L
O

 go to other 
cm

.1.0-
tdcs like B

elgium
, places like E

ng
h1.nd, 

a.od there they have been b$.dly tccciv• 
ed, Q

D
d yet t.bey are trying lo do 'm

ore 
harm

 to tho people of Ib
is country. 

I 
certainly 

do 
no~ expect 

and 
do 

not 
w

iab M
auritfa.ns to 

undergo 
the 

sam
e 

hta~m
e

ut, 
t.J,e tan)o 

fafo as 
those 

ai-x 
pencos 

w
bo have been jailed for w

eek&
 

in B
ri:don 

jail. 
T

h
erefore, tht 

argn
• 

m
et!&

 abou&
 th

e B
riti.sb passport w

hich 
w

as used during th
e electoral cam

pa
ign 

aod w
hich has been 

referred to in t,bis 
A

stsem
bly th

is 3£ternoon, 
is 

devoid of 
acy m

t1it
. 

N
t;w

, M
r. 

t:>
peaker, iode~ 

peodence as I 
hav

e 
sa

id 
is 

the 
i-igM

 
thing 

fol' 
this 

co
ont,ry

. 
W

e 
shall 

sec 
the end 

becaus~ w
e 

V
i ant 

to 
see 

t.be 
tud 

of m
iseries, 

the 
end ot p<

)T
trty, 



Annex 91

9
1+

 
A

c.:4Ssiouof 
M

cw
rilius 
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U

lfU
ST

l967 
to ltrd«IH

tttlt ncs w
ithinl/1« 

9
f$ 

C
om

m
om

.ff(d
·lhol 

N
alion

, 

antl w
e ea.a only see I.he end of s-JI these 

things by ;,odog in 
favoar or ir1!l11p,$rl

dence. 
T

he 
le.Jo

. of 
1he 0ppogjt>

on 
hH

 &
lid; "il p,,ooil c, quj 

tJa arrio,,, 
ilp,W

O
i

t di, m
a.I tioic 

findipendanc, 
'. 

W
ell, I •m

 sorry t.o ••Y
 Iha

\ Iba"' 
bae 

be.)U
 a lol of 

I priuoir
' 

lo 
the 

1·eoont; 
pnet by lho L

eade
r ol I.be O

ppo
oition. 

M
r. 0....1

: 
A

nd 
oone by the 

G
o•• 

em
w

enC
-. 

M
r. Y

. M
olli.m

td: 
.B

ot, aH
 have failed, 

n.nd ho bas nob 1m
ccoadcd in bia pre

{lict.ions. 
N

ot only a ll his predieL
lona 

h&
vo fa iled, but. bia ow

o party 
&

sw
ell. 

M
r. 

Sp .. kar, 
Sir, 

boiug 
one 

ol 
lb1 

youogesl 
w

em
bere 

of lhio 
A

a&
orubly, 

aud apeuing 
to, 

• 
greal 

m
ajorily 

of 
&

be young people or this conolr,>
·. 1L

 11 
w

i\h pr ide, glory 
lbal 

I 
>

ppeal t.o .•11 
M

em
bers of tho O

ppo1tition 
to 1·ev11J6 

t.hoir 
decision, 

ond t.o voW
>

 wiL
h thie 

1icfo of the 
Ilou

so C
ot· io

dependeuca, 
(A

ppia,..,)
. 

A
t 

6.IJ5 p.m
 , ta, ,.u,ng """ tu-SJ'ffl· 

dtd. O
u 

rtsoanbag 
at 

5.43 p.m
,, 

w
ith 

M
r. 

S
pt.aker in the-C

hair. 

M
. C

, S. R
-

.• ly 
(S

ew
ud 

M
em

ber 
for R

odrigue.a): 
M

. le p,esidenl, 
c'N

I 
a.nc 

une 
n'U

 
g1-&

l.4dc joie 
que 

ja 
1u"adtease &

 cette C
bom

bre. cow
rue 

uo 
c1toyen 

1·odrigua1s 
qui 

vient 
pour 

Ja 
I)l'&

u)ii\ro {oia 
si~gor a ceU

e 
11,ugoato 

asso
rublee. 

et 
1w

cndre p,u.rt 
ll 

la dis• 
cu&

Sioo sar ceue 
w

o&
ion i 

I 'ordre du 
iou1'. 

C
om

m
e vous devez Je savofr, Jo 

pe.ople 
rodriguA

tl 
I 

fa,t 
elaiN

:m
t.nt 

T
tA

O
tlir 

par aon •o&
e qo"H

 e1ai,abtolu• 
ruttnl contre l 'IO

depti.ud.ance, et ee vo,1>
 

• 
U

lli e.x-prim
8 d'une 

fa90n cl&
1u1 e&

. 

aoo
s 6q

uivoque. 
Jo cievlore cepeudD

int 
clao1:1 

les rangs rln 
souvem

ew
eut 

coLJ.o 
M

t.itu
de d6ainvolt.c, cette atti6

ude d' in• 
difI61'eoce qu·iJ ont t.oujours m

anifealoe 
1uaqu'ici i l'egard de cclle 

populaL
ion 

d• 20,000 
k•bit.&

0L1, cette 
pop11luion 

rle no~re depeoda.oce qui 
so 

L
rou-.e a 

3~ 
w

illee d'1c,. 

'\tr. S
peaker: 

T
he 

boo. 
M

em
ber 

i1 
Lill.king bis inn.idao 1petch

. So, hti w
ill 

excuse m
e if I ini<

ll'l'Ol>
l bin,, but. w

b&
t 

hE
 is oow

 s-e.yiog should be stt.id w
boo 

w
• discuss tho 

gaueral B
udgeL

 
H

 i i 
11 a.o introd

uction be ea.a 
go oo 

alone 
11:al line. 

M
. R

om
sety ~ 

J e vons rem
cr oie pe>

ur 
T

c,,re com
p

1·6hoosion, 
M

. le p1·8aidoot. 

11 est W
ut &

 fait. clair, com
m

c 
jc le 

d,sa.i•, quo lo 
people 

de 
U

odriguoo • 
vole 

en 
m

uae 
cout..re l'independaoet. 

eL
 jc suil de l'uis 

de w
on bon. a.m

i, at 
ptem

ier depute 
de R

odri{(ueS, que 
Ii 

dt oe les six m
o1t A

 venir le 
peop

le de 
M

auric~ se 
penc:hai~ pour 

l' ioclC1Jeo
di.nce, 

nous. 
111 R

odl'igues, noua oe 
pouxrioo,. vu justem

e
vl la fac;on dont 

nou&
 avons A

t6 trail.C
s duraot. 

M
l 

dcl'• 
nic1u dix•huit 

a.un6ea, que 
dem

ander 
H

 
goove.roem

eol 
de Sa 

M
aje114 de 

rethger un ataL
ol 1pki

al poor c.elte tie. 
N

oas 
allons 

voir 
oopeodanl 

dao1 
lea 

six. m
ois a venit· quclle a:er• I 11tt.itude 

du 
gouvornem

cnt 
erw

crs R
odr iguoa, 

et1vc1-s lea probltm
c.s et 

les difficull,c'!a 
que ooua: 11von1i1 

a affrooter eL &i lo gou


vernem
enL

 m
onL

re beaacoup de 17ruJ)&
• 

L
lie. j,i au.is t.oul • C

ail dispose a colla.. 
botu 

da
ne 

la 
plus 

Jra.o.de 
m

eaore 
corutue notre L

eader 
vtcn&

 de. It 
dire 

,c
ut. 

a 
l'heur c, 

A
U

 
debu&

 de 
IO

D
 

diicoun. 

M
. le pre&Jdtnl, 

je 
oe 

voudra
ia pat 

g,rd
er 

Jo 
C

harnbre plus 
lon«lem

po. 
B

taoeoop • ii~ du •• 
<

0ons deo p
t~ 

dto&
a ditcoure. 

m
aia je U

ena a fail'9 
.ff1uarque.r que IA

 C
ham

bte. peu~ com
p• 

te,· sur uo jeuoo C
JUO

 le people rod1 lgu
al1 

0 rnvoye au,ai pour W
l1\'f-e

l' A
 la ptosr.>

6· 
ri;6 de lenr :pay,. 

M
c.rci. (A

ppl.a-,
) 

916 
A

«,11,'ott 
of &

T
,m

rilill1 
22 A

U
G

U
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l967 

to lnd
1tpsnde11C

4 w
ithin 

Jh-e 91'1 

C
.:om

m
o11w

eaU
h 

o/ N
a.tions 

(5.48 p.m
.) 

M
r, S. J'lldam

l)i (Firs
l 

M
em

ber for 
G

rand' B
aio 

aod 
Poudro 

d'O
r): 

M
r. 

Spuk
er, !lir, al 6rol, 

I th
in

k l 1bould 
congl'IUOll\t4' r.be bon. Second 

l\lem
ber 

for R
odrigue• 

(M
r. 

R
ou

aooL
y) for hi• 

nu~ideo spooch. 

I also lbaok 
lbe 

boo. M
em

ber, 
L

h• 
P

ct:m
ier and 

M
inisler 

of l'inaoee 
for 

bringing lo &
be m

olioo 
oim

1ag al 
~e 

iudepend
eoco 

of 
M

auritius. 
A

a 
one 

w
ho baa been clO

l!!ely U100i•t.cd w
itb 

tho w
orking 

class roovernool 
foe t.he 

13.St tw
o decades or 1llore aod w

ho 
has 

beeo D
iatoc

it1&
ed also 

w
ith 

lb
e 

good 
01ajo11ty o

f 
tbe 

tra.do 
un

ion 
people 

reproeentiog ui 
Ol"erw

belD
.liog m

ajority 
of 

the orpni&
ed 

la.boor force, 
1 ean 

,afely aay IIU
III w

e cheri•h 
Uie m

olio
o 

as lL
 i1 m

O
t~ hkely to br ing 

io 
c:ert11in 

eecno111lo cbaog
es w

hich 
th

o w
orking 

da.s~ Jong n,.w
uits. 

I koow
 

L
ha.t. m

acb 
has been dono. 

I 
beg leavo, Sir, 

to 
qu~t.e one 1iogle item

: 
the T

enniu
a• 

U
O

n of 
C

onL
rt.et.s O

rdin
&

oca 
w

b
1cb 

•D
B

O
l'ff 

appropriale 
-unL

J 
le 

C
he 

w
orker1 to &

.be laoe 
of nearly ll3 90 

w
illicns. W

e have also seen lhe i.nlro
duction ot th

oo
ld age peoaioo. W

e m
ay 

st\y w
iLb due p

ride thM
 ovon ir,, sou1e 

of 
L

bo inde.pendeut. counL
ri61, lhe oJd 

age pen,:ioo ha.a not yet seen th
e day. 

T
he 

<
0m

pem
alioo 

l•w
 

b
aa been 

aw
co

dotl 10 m
uch 

eo lha&
 it it eoauriog 

a. good &
m

ount of protec&
ion to &

be 
w

orking 
cfoas. 

W
h

ile 
H

eteoing 
,o 

U
lo &1~cbes 

delivered by hou. M
em

• 
hers in lbi s H

ouse, I have hoa.rd aom
e 

of 
them

 
objootiog 

to 
our 

'counl ry 
ac.bie,iog i,, independence 

frorn 
fear 

&
bat ,L

 
w

ill ninder 
u.a ecouom

foalJy 
poor, ~haL

 II 11 ao even now
, and tba\ 

indtpeadeoce 
w

ill 
1uean 

ootbing 
M

>
 

lbe w
orking t las&

 here. 
It L

hia coun 
try 

bas bo00 reode1·ed 
poor accordiag 

lo Lbo 
boo. 

M
eu)ber&

, iL
 la 

oo~ lhe 
laull of L

bo P
atly in 

pov.·•r. 
W

h•o 
• e. thloqb 

out leaders, w
ue aim

ing 

at 
t.be 

ptogress 
of 

th
&

 country
, 

w
e 

baY
e eoeo lba.L

 a.o 3J>
prcciable am

ouot 
or 01G

ne1 ha.a: found i&
a ""•Y

 to eilhcr 
Soolboro 

or 
N

orlhero 
R

hod .. i• 
or 

Sou&
h A

frica m
uch to our didreu 

aod 
tliR

adva.o&
age. N

 or&
horn .B

bodeiia 
or 

Sonth A
frica. 

T
b()dW

) who ere afra.id 
or independence, th

ey 
lu1,,•e beeo to 

lh
e len.gL

h of 
trum

pet ing 
everyw

here 
that 

lbo 
oouolry 

w
ill 

Doi 
be bolte

r 
off. I 

1111 ooo6deol, 
Sir, 

M
 

ooe 
w

ho 
hn• 

vi~1ted 
w

tt.ny 
couotrie.1 and 

w
ho 

has seen how
 after 

poti,ic•I 
iodepeo


denco 

those 
coonhi

ea 
ho.ve rnp

id
ly 

11,o"od ,ow
a

rds eeonom
io joc.Jepeudencc 

and 
IO

 
eu

uw
era.l.e 

a 
few

 
1 

w
ou)d 

nam
e 

K
ut 

A
frica, 

T
aazaoia, 

lodia, 
P

akialu 
ao.d 

som
r 

o&
ber 

Fren
ch 

tptaking 
couo

&
.ries. T

heee eounuies, 
Sn, 

&L
u.ad 

&
8 

a. 
liviog 

tca&
im

ooy 
lo 

g
ive 

a 
den

ial .to 
tho1;c w

ho 
ipo

ke 
a.gaioa&

 independeueo 
and 

I 
am

 sure 
,bat 

w
ith 

the 
io

depeo
donoo of 

,he 
coun&

ry, w
e 

ca.o &
U

ratl 
lo.reign 

io
,•edore 

ioto 
the 

conn1,ry, 
w

e 
can 

di-rert1fy our 
econom

y, 
w

hich 
w

ould 
~rtaioly 

create 
po11ibihU

ea 
ol 

em
. 

ployiuoor:. 

lt. i• oo accooot 
or 

111 lbi&
 that 

I 
a.m

 · for iodependenc0
1 M

r . Speak~r and 
I h••

• 
nol tbe toast doobl L

bat •II our 
C

oll•"i•ca 
here io lbio 1ogo.11 A

saem


bly w
,11 oot 

1,w
tata 

io 
Lhe leul 

to 
vo,e 

&
hi• m

otion 1&
ondina io l'hc oam

e 
or 

lho 
boo 

.Prem
ier. 

'1
1bauk 

you. 
(A

ppla,m
) 

(5.52 p.ru.J 
M

, J.C
. M

. lesag• 
(Fi111 M

em
ber 

for 
B

elle no .. 
and Q

ualre 
B

orou) 
: M

. le 
pdaideol, 

ii est de tradiU
O

D
 

pour celni 
qw

 
(M

'rle aprk 
les ora&

cu r, 
qui 

fon
t 

leu-r tnaid~u 1puc/st, 
de 

lei 
M

lidtei:. 
A

usai jc oc m
noq

uerai paa a la. t.raditioo 
ot jo 16.lici&

e lea: &roii. cforo
icl'S orateunt 

qui 
ro'out 

pr~cM
~. 

Si 
ce.penda.oL

 1e&
 

deux 
dcrn>

e1·s 
ot'&

tdur11 dan11 l'ordJ'e. 
ehrooologigue, 

onl 
p

ro
o

o
n

c. de&
 dio-
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A

ccessiou of M
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2l 
A

U
G

U
S

T
 

J9S
7 !o l1H

leP
ettdrnce w

ithin. 
the 

9
19 

C
om

m
om

.oeallh of N
ations 

cou
rs em

preinte de 1»0<
10ratiou ei non• 

controve
ns:ablaa, 

nous 
1.1e ponrrioni; 

en 
dfrc 

autn':lC
 du 

d
i~~ours qu

'lt. pro· 
nooe6 Je troisie.Jue d6t.H

tt6 
de 

M
oka.

Q
uar&

.ier 
M

ilito.ire. 
N

ona. ~U
ol)&

 done 
aerier nos obsetvatioua sut 

ee qno cct 
on,eui· a die. 

T
out d'~borcl, ii a parle de jeox 

de 
ac8no dQ

 R
odl'igua1:>

. Js 
oe s1Lis: &

i c'e&
t 

<
latu:1 le coutexte de 

la. pO
cbe qu'il 

l'&
 

em
p

loy6 ou tout aim
plem

ciot pour em


ployer 
Ja, t~rm

inoJogie thf)A
trafa. 

O
t1 

pourra.i~ alors lui retorquer 
qu'il 

fcm
it 

fortune 
itJ 

ga
igool, 

et qu'on 
pourn1.it 

s'aU
.cndro a 

de: pre.stigiel1Se1>
 perfor

m
anc

es au" 
,,atak ",do hii. U

n eonstJil 
d'a,ue. 

11 ne 
doit 

pas trop 
folm

ioer 
conh:e 

le$ eap
ilai!atea, 

p1ac6 
cotnm

A
 ii 

eat, eutl'c le protuil?t m
em

bre <
le Rivil?::e 

dea 
A

oguilJes-SoniU
oo cl 

le 
se<

:ond 
.1uem

bre 
de Flacq-B

on 
A

ccueil. 
(bitm

·upJio
n,) 

M
. le preBideut, 

ii cs~ uu L
rcisi8ruQ

 
aspect 

de w
o 

di,;co-1n:; qac 
nous 

V
C

>tt
• 

<
ldons 

re
levflr, 

A
vec des trew

oJoo da.ns 
la voix, le troiai81.11e, 

rl&
pate de M

oka. et 
Q

ual'tier 
M

ilitait·o 
Q

 
d8elsr8 

que 
la 

pe or 
ne 

ee 
trouvait 

pas 
dans 

• leur 
rang.

· 
O

r, si 
uotr~ fu601ofre ue nons 

fa
i t 

pns 
dC

fn.ui, 
c'c.i;, 

ee 
w

8m
e 

hon. 
M

em
bre 

qui 
O

 
declare 

00\lS 
8-l)t"ruen&

 
en 

cour 
de 

justice 
qu'il ~vait 

6t,6 
' scared stiff

' 
IA

 Ja. suite 
df'..$ m

enaces 
qu •une pel'sonne a.vt>

,lt pto!6tC
es ii. son 

~e..ni. 
et 

qo'il en 
&

V
1'i' eie iellem

ent 
dC

ba
tanee 

<
Jl~'il 

u'avait 
pas 

po 
se 

reodte 
clans 

sa. 
cireon&

cl'iptio
11 

po~n; 
alJer 

orgaoiser 
le 

,rnnspott 
da 

ses 
partisa.oa 

pour Jt1. u.1anifeatation le joU
l' 

de 
la 

Feto du T
l'&

V
9.il. 

M
r. 

Speaker : 
B

ot 
it 

is 
\'e

ry 
fa.r 

from
 

tb@
 subject m

tl-U
er of the m

ot.ion 
before 

us. 

M
. ~ge: 

Jc 
v9,fa te

n
llil'.?er &

 son 
snj~L

 pat cette de
roiere 

rem
orque. 

Jo 
01·a1ns foi·t qtt'if 

.tJ'ait 
pas 

snivi 
avec 

u.t.te
n

tion 
le 

discouta 
gn'a 

prooouee 
ooire 

L
eader. 

L
orsq

ue noL
re L

ea.der 
a ptouo,e&

 la 
m

ot 
• JllcU

r6s ', ii 
av11,.it 

ajout8 que c'itait 
Je quali6catif donL

 
g'(3taii 

$8-l'V
i 

le 
deux

ie,nE
:, m

e,.nbt-e. 
de 

V
ie11s G

rand-Port-R
ose 

B
elle a 

l'egatd des vot-a.nLs de sa 
citconscrip

tiou. 

M
,. S1caker: 

I 
do 

not 
L

hink 
lbal 

the 
L

eacfor oi 
the 

O
pposition 

ia 
in 

neod of a de£eoce ia ,he pel'soo of lhe 
M

em
ber. 

1\1. O
clvf!J: 

C
'est 

piLrce 
qua 

je 
n'ai 

pas rep,n
du ;. oo poinl, 

M
. le presi

deot. 

M
. L

etagt
: 

C
'esi 

un 
sim

ple exer· 
cice de cha.rite ch

r6tiellll(). 

M
r. S,eaker 

: 
L

eL
 

us 
conform

 
to 

the prad
iee of Parliam

ent 

M
. ltsaae: 

M
ainteoant 

je voudrah1 
fa.fre codaines observoti(>

n1; sur ce qu•a 
dil lo dcuxicm

e d6pulo do F
la.cq-B

on 
A

ccneil I M
r. G

ujadbur). II 
• fulm

ine 
cootre ee qu'il 

a, a-ppeJe uoe ioaioua· 
&ion de notre L

ea.deL
" qu&

.u, au 
vote 

m
assil des .ID

ndous pout 
le patt-i do 

l'indC
pendance. 

J'a.pportera.i dem
; t6· 

JU
O

ignsgas dea rnenlbrea 
<

le son 
propre 

1>
arti. ! voo vol,to perm

ission, M
. I&

 
pl·6Sid:eo~. je 

cilel'tt.i 
uo gros 

t,itre du 
llforw

ifo
:.~ 7'im

e.,, ou Je 
troisiem

.e d6-
pnte 

de 
llfahebourg 

el 
P

lainc,i 
des 

M
agnicns ... pardon ! 

P
laice M

a.goien 
aurait dit •.. 

M
. O

um
.I: 

L
e n1ot ttllit bo.n. 

M
. L

tSage: 
.. B

indtu 
dut1'1Je coti

grtt.tulat.:m
s. 

" H
. W

alttr : H
e paid. a t,·ibu,te t,, 

the H
ituiui 

w
ho had itood 

a.a -0ne m
a1~

 
beJ,i,.J I•• Jnd8J>

<
ndt>

u:e 
P

arty." 
•.. II , 

oL
6 egaleruont diL

 dana le 
c,m

gre18 quc lt{ Lroisien,e m
om

btc de 

920 
A

c:tssl<m
 o

f Sltrisrili,n 
22 ~O

 }
U

ST
 1967 

to J;ultpe,1de,,ce w
ithin 

the 
92t 

C
om

.m
ottw

M
lt/,. of N

ations 

:ll•h<
ibourg/Pl•ine 

M
agoien 

avoiL
 de

oln,.l'e au 
m

eet,iug cle 
re1nereie1uents 

t.enn A
 In. pla.ce 

du 
llla

rch6 
de 

R
oso 

B
cU

e qne la cow
m

unaut.e hindoue &
\'a.it 

sui,•i Je llJO
t d'ord

re. Q
nelm

otd'ordre? 
O

u serait. tet'.11~ 
de. sau~ir la l'intel'veo• 

L
ion du cet&afoes 

cba.ucelleriea 
a.ppu• 

y4os 
p!L1' doa feux 

cle B
eugale 

et 
de11 

m
ei;sages &

pocryphes. C
eci dit, a .&ont 

soitrneut, toul bonoeur ! 

N
ous 

vciuddoos 
tm

intenant. 
fair-e 

cert.a.ines observat
io

os sn
t Ja ruotiou de 

l'hon. Prom
ic,r te

l qu'ill'a 
developpee. 

Sans oxagg6m
tioo no

us dirone qu'i-1 a 
defalqu&

 certa
ines 

ptH
soua..liM

s qui 
ont contrib'u8 a l'ava.neom

ent polit.ique 
de. ce pays. 

Jo oe veux pour e~em
ple, 

qne le D
oc,eur C

uri. fondateur du p,.rt-i 
~~ra,,ajlfiste qui u'a 

m
~m

c pu obteoit
un 

''ticket" 
-

pour 
em

ployer 
uoe 

expression anglosaxo1rno-
et donl l'a.e

tivi,e parleinent-a.ire a 8t6 pasSC
e sous 

iilence. 
C

't)st 
ce 

qu 'on 
po11rrnit 

dire 
"a<

lding i,-,1.8'1llt tu 
injury". 

II 
a 

eie eg3fem
eu~ qoe.st,iou dans 

oc dis• 
cours de m

onvem
eot de liberation, de 

gris .. gris politique eL
 autres 

choses de 
la w

~m
e veine. S

i nous avons le plus 
1!'.(li.tJcl respect 

pour 
le 

Pn
1m

icr 
en 

l1110L
 

qu'bom
m

e, .cou.s oe pouvoos nous 
tm

[)ticher 
de dire 

tont 
ha.at. ce qua 

no1.1a 
peosotls de 

son actioo parlem
en• 

taite capricante
. 

Sur fos queetiona de 
grls·gtis politiq

ue, sea reeet.les doivent 
8tre 

exceJlentes 
a. en juget 

par 
les 

prises de 
positioo 

politiques 
qu'H

 
ii 

prises ioot 
3U

 
long rie aa ca.rri8re }JU

· 

liliqne. 
se 

tenant 
&

oujours -
qu'il 

nous excuse de le dire -
<

lu boo ctite 
du eow

ptoir. 
O

'est ici qu'il a'agit de 
301-cellerie, de ulagie politiqa~ pour oc 
pat. parlcl' de 

m
agie 

ooire. 
11 a ete 

~alew
ent 

question 
d'uoe 

fraetioo de 
gena qt\i 

itl 
sont 

toujoun; oppos8s an 
progrtls 

eoosL
itu&

ion.nol. 
E

n 
188'2, 

lorsqne. S
ir 

W
illiam

 
N

ew
ton 

com
· 

m
enca soo 

agit.aiion 
po

ur 
J'E

:ih\.rgiS$e-
1ueut do cons t..leciO

l'Bf, ii y ent 
7,000 

K
aoriciens gui out. adi:e;sa6 uoe ptHi• 

tion 
an 

SecrB
t.a.irn d'E

&
at, 

fa..isant. 
cause com

m
une avec 

l'oJiga-rchie d'a,• 
lors: pout rC

ola1uer 
le 

3fatu 
czuo d 

nous 
croyons 

1·11eonn&
ttre en 

boo 
oom

bre 
de&

 m
em

bres 
du 

gouvernc• 
w

ent 
des 

descenda.uts 
de 

eea 
gens. 

P
ersonnellem

,m
t. oons 

n'.t.vons pas o. 
baisaer la tete. 

N
ous :)pparrenong a 

noe 
com

m
o11aut$ 

qui a. 8L
O

 &
oujouts 

ii I~
 pointe do com

bai poor l 't\m
a.oci • 

pation 
poJitique de cette-

petite ,erre. 

E
t 

poui· en te
vcuir je vais s:epL

·eodl'e 
cc 

qu ·a clit-
le 

deroier 
ora.t,eur 

q
ui 

qaoi 
qu'il 

ti.i$ proaonce au 
discoura 

e1hpreint de 
ruod6ration 

et 
non eon

trovcrr.nble, ii s'est decrit
com

m
ea.ya.ot 

ete ::u;soci6 6trnit-em
en&

 a.u m
ouvem

ent 
dea travaillenrs. 

Jl'S consid8ro qu'il a 
p00h6 )ui aussi pa,r om

ission. 
II 

n'a. 
pas 

parle 
de 

M
aoila.11 O

oc,or, 
ce 

m
am

e M
au

ilalt 
D

octor qoi fut 
con1k 

p
u~

 
pat 

lc-s descendants 
t'\t 

autrcs 
&

eolytcs de ces sepi m
ille qui 

s'6taient. 
e~1x ausai, op1)os8a aa progri!s poJi&ique. 
E

t. c'tst 
bicn 

a 
cux 

m
aiotcnant 

de 
voaloir nous desigoet du doigt. 

A
pl'es 

avoir 
fait 

ce.s queJques obeervations, 
oona \·oudrious lllaintenant pad

er avec 
rSa.lisrue de la si&

uation, du 
carrefou

r 
oU

 ur,h
•e petit pays est rendu. 

C
om

m
~

 
l'a. 

fait 
re6M

>rL
ir notr~ L

eadtu·, daoa le 
diseouts du Prcm

ieL
', personae n'a fa.it 

w
eotioo do fait que 

[>
a.a uri 8tranger 

ne 
si8ge A

 ee
l.la C

ha.m
bl'c3, qu() Je C

on
seil 

dC
's 

M
iuistres 

est 
enliercrucnt. 

c,oJpoi,t 
de M

auri-,ie.ntt. 
M

ais 
on a 

v
on

h.1 bnller U
!U

s C
tape et. a.g iicr ea m

ot 
in<

M
pc1ufouee 

qui 
scm

b}c 
~t1·-0 

un 
sesam

e pour eert,:.ius. 
Iudepeodauee 

en 
guO

nillea, 
inc18pendance 

qu&
od 

111om
e. L

,, deuxicm
o dopuu, d• ]'Ja.cq/ 

B
on 

A
ccueil 

IM
. G

ujadhur) 
a. par le 

cle l'indC
peodaoce eo1.1,1111e 

d'uo 
' birth .. 

1-i!Jht '. 
Je era.ins q-n•a l 'beore acl1.1elle 

lJ no 
sou. 

811 train 
d'enfonc:er 

une 
por~e onve

1'te: 
J'heure 

ee&
 a la d&

o
louiaat.io11. 

11 
eat 

cep(lodant 
deux 

fu90us 
de 

&
:.: 

d6colcoii;cr : 
c'est 

soit en 
assoc

iation etroite ou ioU
'.gra: 
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C
 tiSt 

l967 to lndeJ,tJndence toiJhin 1he 923 

C
om

m
onw

ealflt. of N
a.tions 

tion 
avcc 

lr. 
m

8tropole ou 
J'indepeo


da.nce 

tout 
court.e. 

foi 
je 

va,is C
airo 

uno 
petite 

pa.rodie : 
"'S

oni.e 
peo1,k 

are 
born 

indq,m
dent

, 
60"~ 

pe,Q
}>

le 
achieve 

independence, $O
m

e /ia,t,t i,ut.e
pendtttce 

t/i.ruit 
11-vcm

, them
,". 

E
t 

je 
va,is m

'exp
liquer: 

L
oraque 

M
ahatm

a 
G

aodb
i et 

Pandit 
N

ehtu 
t8Cla.m

aieuL
 

)'inddp
endaoce, on Jes cnvoyM

t ponnir 
su1· 

la 
p~ille dea 

cachots
. 

L
orsque 

l'hoo
. Prem

ier recJa.m
e l'indepondance, 

i I eat fa.it chevalier: 
Sir Soow

oosa.gor. 
V

o
ici le pl'oblem

e 
eo quelques roo,s. 

V
oici Je prohlem

e tel que nous <
levons 

Je silhouette
r. 

E
t 

tout 
le re&

te ri'esl 
qu'infl!ltioo verba.le, avec ou sa.os gesfo. 

N
ous alloo.s m

a.inleoa.nt d6velopper 
Jes deux fe.rs de la

ne&
 de notre 

ch&
rle 

polihiqu0, de uotre m
anifeste politique, 

m
aoifeste 

~leciorsl, a savoir uo 
prix 

r8
ro

u
oerateo

r pout 
nos 

S
U

Cl'eS
 -

je 
vo

is 
qhe je 

rnets 
l'oau a la. boucbo 

du 
deuxiom

e d epule de Fl..,g/B
on 

A
c

cueil 
{M

. 
G

uja.dbur). 
E

t 
deux

iei:ne· 
m

en
t, des posw

s 
pour ces 50,000 chO


m

em
-s ot dem

i-ch601em
s condarunes a. 

l'ionc
tioo 

oa 
A

 l'oiisiveh3 e$ 
to

ut 
le 

m
oode 

sait que l'oisivet~ osL
 l'oreille.1.· 

du 
dit1ihle, 

qooiqu'en diseot 
certaio.s. 

V
oioi 

le probttJm
e. 'rous 

le$ pa.ys $O
n1>

devo
lo

p
pes -

O
U

 
pour 

em
ployer 

n
o 

te1:m
e 

rooins ofl'ensaot, 
m

oios 
U

lju• 
rieux 

-
6n voie de d8veloppem

eut ont 
h6o66c

i6 
d)a.ide d'ex~paifl8anecs eolo

nia
les, de pays iodosL

riali&
es. des colos

se.s 
indust.rialise.\l pt:!oda.nt dix 

aus. 
O

n 
en a 

iait 
une 

expert.ise, on en a 
fa.it. ,rn 

releve-
e~ 

Ja. conclusion en 
qucJques 

m
ols 

c'est 
I.~

 dC
C

enoie de 
'" 

doccplion. 
1'!u 

1954, 
lo 

P""
luc

teur 
africaio 

a,•0iiL A
 

pcodufr(I 
14 

ba.lles 
de 

ca,!e 
pout· 

itopod,er 
uoe 

jeep. 
E

n 
1062, ii 

Ju
i fall•it 

produii-e 
89 

ballea 
de 

cafe 
pour 

im
porl<

>
r la. 

m
em

o 
jotp. 

V
o

ilii, 
Je 

pro
bJem

e. 
11 

ex
iate en

core sans douM
 

cel'ta
in

es pos• 
sibiJH

E
s d'indostrialisation a M

aurice. 
C

e ne seraib plo&
O

t que-claoi la dom
aioe 

dea iodusiriesde 
ti·ans.forruatiou. N

ous 
n

e 
pouvona, 

ii, nous 
a.u,ros 

750,000 

perSO
n)~, so coudoyant., 

.s'e.sphyxianl 
SU

l' 
un 

coofeU
i 

jete 
<

la.as l'O
cean 

Ind
ien pouvoiL

· pretandre 
produire 

A
 

oil 
pri:t com

p6titif. 
N

ous 
avons 

en 
plusiem

:s tristes ex.periences, 
dirl\i•je, 

celle dh s,a,,,()n,c'est uo ten
a.in glis:san,, 

eelle des cabiers, et cd
lo d~ lib m

arga
rine -

nous oe aom
m

es pa.a cou,re -
m

ai'I ce oe sonb que d~-s palliat.ifa, et 
nous a,,.oo.s vu 

que ccm
c-lll m

C
m

e qui 
pronaient 

l'inclustrialisation 
verticalc 

ici nous oob rait 
,·oir 

que 
pour ooze. 

indu$tr.es seeood8ires, on allait pouvoir 
absotber 1,400 cb~JU

eurs. 
Q

uid de ~s 
50,000 cbO

m
euts et 

derni-ch6tueors? 
V

on&
-ilt "treeonda.uU

le!i a \!ivre eo,111oe 
d~ 

troglodytes da.ns I~ 
avenues m

a
ca,lpiues? 

U
 n 'est 

pas 
qoeatioo pour 

nooa de 
oous 

iodoslda..li&
cr. 

O
'est 

an 
troism

c de parler 
de 

production 
m

as
sive, la. pi:oductioo induatrlelle. 

N
ous 

pl·eooo€ Q
u exem

p1e
: fabl'iqner 10,000 

verrea, dont le prix 
oon.s. t•eyiondrait a 

R
e 1., 

50,000: 
75 cs, 

dew
i-m

illion
: 

50 ea, en 
m

illion: 
10 es. 

A
 M

aurice, 
nous ne poutrions qoe fabriquer 

10
1 000 

seufornC
llt. C

ea chiffres ne soot pa.s des 
cbifl'res exa.cts. e'e$t sim

plem
ent pour 

h,a be&
Jins de l'a..rgu1o()niatioo. 

C
e q

ui 
arrive-rait, 

nous 
serious 

cou
traint 

de 
ba.usse1· le ta,!'if doua.nier a ne 

l. 
N

ous 
allons 

lrapper 
R

e 
l. 

sur 
le 

verl'e 
am

ericalll qui coute 10 cs pout pouvoir 
veod1-c noire 

verre 
loca.1 a, R

e 1. .E
h 

bito, c'est de-J'e.t1tipodism
e ec<

>non)ique 
ou industdcl. 

N
ous 1-cvenoos wa

i_otenant .\ la qucs• 
tion de pasreport 

bi:itaonique. 
II est 

heu,eox que eeue q,iestiou a.it 4t.u sou
lev8e daos ccU

c m
t:w

e 
sem

aine, 
et ja 

conserve cootre tout e1Spoir <111'il y nnra 
uu appel aur c~t a,ppol. 

N
ous ue pon

,,ons tualheurousem
ent 

dire 
que notl'O

 
gooveraem

e:ot iei a'e&&
 m

ontre 
a.SI!~ 

ferm
e 

,•is-A
-vis 

des 
B

ritanuiq
ues 

com
m

e l'a fa.it ressol·tic notre L
eade1·. 

Q
u

'eat,-re qui 
ressod 

de 
ceU

e 
trisle 

affa.ire d, 
pasS8pot1, M

, le: pr6sident. ? 
C

'esl qce 
aur 

le plao int.cricnr, 
ii y 

924 
A

ccss$io1, of .\laurW
us 
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w
it/u'n Jhe 

925 

C
om

m
ouw

ealth of N
atiom

 

a certa.inea 
re"Strietious. 

D
e 

m
tnue 

qu'il 
n'est 

t)!U
1 

pettois 
Q

 
oo 

M
ou

tic
ien 

de 
s·etabli1· j\_ R

odrigues 
!!B

O
S 

avoir uo perm
is de aejou1't ii n'est 

l)A
S 

peno
ia a. ull ressorlissant. du C

om
m

on, 
w

ealt,h 
d'entrer, 

cow
01e 

ii 
veut, 

ell 

G
rande B

retagoe. 
M

aia sur 
Ja p

la
n 

i1Jterc1ational, 
le 

pass.cpori m
auricien 

eSL
 un sQ

sam
e. 

C
ela a C

tC
. pl'Onv'6 am

, 
_plcment. 

L
e 

pas:;eport 
brit.auniqoa est 

recoo.nu 
dans Jes 

L
O

l'riklircs rl'E
urope 

telfi. I&
 F

tilne<
i, Ja. Suisse, ritalic 

<
:t fa, 

.:B
algiqoo. E

a 
A

lJem
agno, ii 

y 
a cer

baiues restriction1:1 1n.a..iB
 d'ordre 

d'hy
gi6ne $euleruenb. Jc 

o'ai 
pas le toxle 

sous la 1.ua.in 
m

ais la 
d6chm

~tion 
cir• 

constaociee qu
'a, fo.ite M

. W
ilson lors• 

qu'jl y a. e
u des dC

ba.ts sur 
la 

qucsLioo 
d'IM

1h6aioo 
a1.1 M

a.rchO
 Com

m
un prou

V
(: 

am
pleroen&

 qne 
le droit 

de 
libro 

ch-cul;.\tion de m
ain

-d'oouv1·c en E
uropa 

!'IIO
.i&

 r/appliqucr 
noo 

seu)em
ent 

aux 
B

rillanniquos m
a.is t§galem

en, a.ux ci• 
toyens du 

C
om

01ou\V
eaJtb. 

M
r. W

alter: 
If 

the 
bon. 

M
em

ber 
w

ould give w
ay. 

T
his 

ii 
~
 

,•ery hu


f1<
.l1:
Lant statem

ent tho 
hon. M

em
ber is 

LU
!:l.k;ng. 

Pol'haps be coald give us 
lhe 

rcfercoce in the apeecb of 
the 

R
ight, 

H
on. M

r. H
arold 

W
ilson. 

W
e •hou

ld 
be graleful lo the bon. M

ew
bor. 

M
. L

e.sage: C
'cst dom

m
ag~ que R

oua 
n'a.yooa pas Je texte 

m
a.is oous 

ponr
rous le p~sser a oo au

tre de nos col
lbgues qui vo. satisfaire la. cudoiite de 
)'hon. 

h·oisiew
e 

w
em

bre 
de 

Phtioe
· 

M
:igoien/ilbhebourg 

(M
. W

alter), 
et 

.;'ii esb queJqn'on ici qui a adopl,e uoe 
~tU

htdc responsable euvcrs Jes jouoes 
M

auricieos 
qui 

tenta.ient 
la, grandc 

a'lenture, 
e'es~ 

bian 
notre 

L
eader

. 
II 

a 
fajt 

une 
conference 

a.u 
.PJ&

za. 
pour e-0oseiller a,ux jeuoes 

m
suriciens 

qui 
partaielJ t 

sans 
biscuit 

pour 
fa 

B
elgique 

de 
nc 

pas ae 
lancer 

daQ
S 

one ~veo~ure ,aoa reto1.1r. C
eci aet-0 dit. 

pobJiq·uem
ent. C

cci {) ~t.B
 oonsigo6 uo

ir 
&

U
l' bla.nc dans to

us Jes joum
aux 

par 

les jou
rnalistes qu

i oot 
bien voulu re

pondte 
A

. son invitation. E
t 

c'est d'a.u
t~nt phis corieux que 

daos les m
ilieux 

travaiJliete~ depujs 
1956 

ii y a,va.it tm
 

fol'&
 cour&

ut en fa.veur de 
l'iot~gri..tiou. 

A
 eeL

le epoque, jc 
w

e 
r•ppclle 

g
ue le 

jom
oai-1 A.dva11c8 coose.crajt de 

nom


btenser; eolonnes a l'inL
egration cita.nt 

l'exem
pla de M

alt~ at 
nous n~ voyons 

p~s 
potll'quoi 

nous ne poottioos 
pas 

faire p&
.l'tie de la, G

1:tm
de D

retagne. 
O

n 
auta,it (l-U

 quelques 'brow
n 1Jril.Q

tis' n1a.is 
)'A

og)etene 
n'C

cba.,pp~ta pas a,u de&Liu 
com

m
uo

·&
 toute pu

issance im
pC

rialistc. 

D
&

ns I• R
ow

e aotique 
ii y a. eu au 

m
oios uu A

fricain 
eroperenr 

ii. R
om

o 
et Joraqu'iJ ooua a 8M

 do11t16 de visiter 
1•A

ngletcn·e cu 1965 a. t·occasion de la 
conference constitaU

O
ooelle, nous pen• 

sions 
nous 

ta:oove1· 
it. 

R
om

e, 
vilJe 

deveooe eosm
o1>

0H
te, juste-

a.vanl 
13 

chu
te de l'E

m
pirc R

om
ain. 

lJ y &
vait 

a J.,.Q
odrcs bea.ucoup plus 

d'Cttangcrs 
qoe 

d'aoglais 
et 

c'e-st norm
al. 

L
ea 

puisl'!aoce&
 eoJouisatrices doi\•ent. s'at

teotre a fa-teciprocit<
e et non 

au sena 
un

ique. 
L

'A
a.gleteroo elte·m

~w
e 

e£t 
un 

pays d'e,.oigra.tion. 
S'iJ en 

en
tre 

75,000 ,; 80,000 t·essorlissants du C
om


m

onw
ea)th, 

ii 
eo 

30tt 
100,000 

c-L
 

150,000 
poo

r 
a

ller 
au 

C
anad,, 

en 
A

ru6riqua du 
Sod, 

en 
A

ustralia, 
en 

N
oovell• Z

elande et m
&

m
o en 

R
hode. 

sie. 
Il appartiene 

done iii ce 
gouverne• 

m
ent 

d'ew
ptoye.r un 

la.oga,gt 
ferm

e 
puisque uona avons Pi.oteo,ion d'avoir 
nolre drapeau, de ooua ai,seoir &

u pre• 
m

ier r•og a l'O
N

U
. 

Ponr:qooi ne p•• 
oegocier ti pllrtir d 'uoc position de force 
vis :\ V

i$ ae Ja m
l!Lropole et 

Jui fa.ire 
com

preodi-e le 
la.r:.g·a.ge de 

I&
 raison. 

Pen
dant 150 a.ns la poli&

ique colonia.le 
brit,u:iniquo a. ete celle da " bacon a,ttd 
eggs". 

L
'A

ngleterre eta.it Jes ooafs et 
lea colonies !H

aient. tc 
bacon.. 

V
ous 

S&
vez ire$ 

bien que 
Ja poolo d&

vient 
plus coquet.te, plo~ e1eg~nte. plu.s a..:,"'W• 
cbante 

apre8 avoit 
poudu 

alors 
quc 

pour p
l'oduire du baco,,, ii faot que te 
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w
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C
om

m
o,,w

ealtl, 
of N

atiom
 

paa•ro 
an

im
al lane 

le ea,eri6ce de 
ta 

vie. 
(L

4"9hur) 

C
e que 

nous 
r6el1m

oo1 
aujoord'ha

i 
do l'A

ug
te,e

rre c'esl. bittn 1irople, 
c'<

-tl. 
Ja 

1>
0litique 

du 
"b~

O
Ji, and 

egg,c" 
clan1 le sco

s inve
rse

, 

M
r. ,.._ 

: 
Jntnn,pfion. 

M
. L

H
tge

: 
N

oa1 aeroo1 Jes ceuts d 
l'A

o
g

lo1'1rre le /xicon. C
'e•I 

t.oot o !ail 
no

rm
al. 

L
e bacon 

rt,g.gn.isonoO
 

au gin• 
gom

bro 
oat excellent, 

1ue d
it,o

n. 

C
c que 

oous: dem
aodon.a a l'A

Dglo• 
4orre done c•t~ 

la 
r6ciprocll0 

pure e, 
a1w

ple, 
le rialism

e. 
N

oo, a•ons donn&
 

n
oe socre, 

i. l'A
ugleterro. nous 

avona 
dono6 

noire ~og 
A

 J• A nglt.tene
. Je m

e 
rappe.lte 11lors qae 

j'Cta.ia etndfant,, que 
j'nvuis 

vu sous tou~es lea
_ gal'es de gl'oa 

pl11c,
rda 

avec le 
1uvt "T

ogtther'' 
oU

 
jf 

y avait 
no 

G
urkha. 

uo Sw
ahili~ un 

A
1:1karl. un A

usl:ralieo. 
uo 

N
"O

O-Z
elan .. 

do.is, on 
A

o.t.ac eL &
ouL It reH

t.e.. Lora• 
qu·,1 1'001 agi de d~fod.-. 

I• liberte, 
leo 

M
 aurioiena 

o'tt.aient 
pa.a cfu 

cikly6n&
 

do 
eeconde 

tone. 
L

orsqu•aujou
rd'h

oi 
no

as 
r6cltu:uom

t t·as.oociA
.tion {I, d

E
ifau

t
d'J oU

lgrntioo, ce gouve1ot1111ent iovogue 
le raci11.li1rne foncier dea A

nglo-Saxoos. 
L

"A
n

.glet.trre, 
qa.'eU

c 
le Y

enille on non 
ue 

pent 
sc pt&

:B
er de 

la 
m

ain d"ooovre 
de 

coolaur. 
L

e&
 tm

m
a 

no fooc.tioono• 
raienl. 

plus et 
pas 
~
 eealem

e.rlli. 
U

o 
(J(:U

 pal'l.ont. ltt11 gcns 
ao11t venus 

s'in1-• 
ta

llel' ut ii n'csl, pi.s quo11tion flo'ils s'co 
aillc

nt. 
llR

 oot 
lo d

roi~ oprlu1 t.ont, se 
pr8v11.lnr,t. rlll 

principe 
do rl,ciprocit8 d 

ne a,oo&
 pM

 com
U

le let A
.n5lai1 qui eu.s. 

ve.oaie.ol 1'iuetaller c.o oooq~raote. 

Je 
u

e 1n'exco.se pas. 
M

. le president.. 
de pt·enclre le tem

ps de ce
1,i. 

C
ham

bre 
pan

;eq
ue 

11\ questiou {/111 oous eis~ pose<
! 

3cnjo11rd'hni 
eJJt uu

e 
<

 '11110 
im

portance 
e,:,rC

m
o. 

E
n effe~. sa.o1 1·ernont6r au 

d8h
1gc nous 

'fO
-O

dri onsfairo 
J'hi.st.orique 

dtl 
quelque:.a ,tn1.aiues 

qui 
O

D
L

 precede 

11 cor..stitutioo 
d. 

ceU
e 

A
ssem

blee. 
N

oor 
avoos. 

C
O

IU
U

>
e 

je 
l"ai 

dej, 
di&

., 
a,:6 

ootre 
polit-iquo aur 

un 
m

oilleu.r 
pt'iX

 1»or 
D

O
S 8U

C
1~

• 
et 

la 
possibil

it6 
p<

>
ltr noa jeuoe.s d'61uigrer. 

C
'cu~ 6~ 

0
110 so·1pape de al'.lret, 

e:1. non une aol U
• 

,ion 
d~ 

d6sespoi1' 
poo

r 
cette 

H
e 

sur• 
peup

l&
!. 

N
ous avlons uotre publicit4 

polatiqoe et que d111on1 nous? 
,. Pa11., 

C
rate.m

ite. am
1M

6 ". 
M

ais nous u"ioo.1 
~•lem

eot 
qoe 

le conuuunalism
e 

e.81, 
dor J. (::uire, nous r;;a1'1ons: 

que le com
• 

m
u

nalitrue ne pooirair. btre t'lrrtuu.18 eo 
un se

nl joor, m
ais uo

u1 noos 
erupnJe· 

,ons de dire que pint 
gua jam

a,is nous 
aom

 n1ea convaiacu.11 qae 
c·~st 

la (leule 
voio a tuivre. 

la vm
e nationaJc. 

N
oa, 

o·a•ons 
pas l'io&

enL
ion da lai~ 

e.t 
arbN

 
dt fra.s.eroile al 

d"anuli6que 
nooa 

avous pi.ante eo terro 
n>

R
arictenoe d6-

1>
6dt·. L

a. seve ll 11lO
tll6, 

l'a
rb

re 
s'egt 

nunifiC
, it nu A

'3B
il. <

tue d'cn em
,illil' 

lua 
fruits, <

fans Cllll] 
O

lli, 
dtU

l8 
d

ix 
&

.m
; ou 

dao1 qoinze 
ans. 

N
oua 

ne aom
m

cs 
pu 

dea l&
cbes. puisque 

1001 ccux 
qui 

H
 

1<
,ot portet volout.1uN

11, lous 
ceo.x qu1 

oo&
 dp.,ndu 

.. pr&
.,eot ~

 
poa-r donuer 

J'u.a&
tU

. 
A

. la. citad<
>

lle, ao 
bastion 

du 
com

m
uoalism

e 
iruplan&

C
, ooun

-i, 
en· 

t1·otonu parce
rt-0.ins dO

JJl:i tJerta.ios coin,11 
lie 

l'U
c M

aurice, ceux•la out 
et.e fa1.1• 

cb,t1, e~ nous 
J~ur du1001 " chapeim

 ". 
A

u111 ccus•l3 
m

em
e qui ont-: pri&

 dee 
rieq

a~s, 1m
 onL

 &
ab, fe boycotL

age social 
el 6conouiquG

,qai onL
fau, face il'io&

.J
uuda&

ion 
et 

a la 
1'tole.nce. ooux-l:1 

jam
ni

e, ,u 
gra

n(l 
jl\U

JliB
, 

n
ou

e 
ne 

It.a 
obnndo

n:ierons, 
au pO

l'II, 
s'iJ 

le 
fa.ul, 

do nolre!:!O
curiL

C
 vhyi.i(IU

C
', tleooL

re vie 
rn6we. 

H
oo. 

•tnnbers 
of 

tbe 
O

ppooitio• 
: 

H
ear I H

t4r f 
(,lppl,,..,). 

M
, ltuge: 

Saus 
vouloir 

ti.ag8rer 
encore 

o:'lc foi3, 
Joreque 

l:lirnw
te

r 
oL 

H
hlc

1· .N
'n-pptC

tl\ie1,t A
 cow

m
ettre 

le 
[.>

O
ijrO

m
 ,., plug ignoble oootigntS iJam

s 
l'l111toi1 e -

1!:i'D
lf N

eren C
U

L
 e,e de la 

petite bike a cote de ce.la -
on •ppeJa 

9J8 
.4c«uW

,, 
oj M

a11ritius 
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C
om

m
onw

,allh 
o/ N

utio,,, 

aoe cedaine 
nuil 

" L
a on.it dee longa 

cotakaw
t '', 

• 
M

aurice 
oou.s pourriona 

pa.rler 
de 

"L
a 

nui, 
des sabres t:L

 dn 
baloos poiotaa" 

poor qualifier 
Jc, aoir 

qai pril.eeda los 6lection11 g6u8rnles. 

M
. For,:ct : 

J;!:al-~ 
le 

bA
.L

ou c1u
i a 

lue Sur&
ili? 

\(. 
la.age 

: 
Q

a!ltre 
B

oron 
voo.a a 

repoo<
lu i, 

co aujel. 
B

elle Jlooe pl111 
speei&lem

eot. 

S
ir S

. tl1n1gooln1n : 
T

h
a

t is w
hy 

he 
it htr, 

to,dw
y. 

A
n ffO

Q
. M

m
bcr: 

H
t 

C
G

1H
4' in 

b-,, 
t!e w

,iadow
,. 

M
. rorgn : 

N
"oubfiez pas 

"le 
pcre 

de la. naifon ". 

M
 . .U

sag,e: 
1\1. la prQ

aideot, jc. 1uis 
hPurellx -qu'un 

c:lc nos 
coll8gue.1 

atL
 

rtnd
u bom

m
'ie 

ao 
•• pere de la 

na• 
hon ". 

Si 
"oo• 

m
e 

dem
ande&

 
m

en 
•entim

enl. pereonnel it 
vous. dira.i que 

c'c&
1, a vou, 

rendre 
a.O

lee 
lonqu'on 

songe ;, c:elte d6foito. 

Je 
cootiouc. 

JI a ete question do 
t~titiom

; etectoro.les. 
'l"'oua ic1 001 

toi&
 

lus l:togea de la 1C
paralion dea pouvoir1, 

garan
"6 de l'illlputiaJi,e 

du 
jud1eiaire 

a '.\laurice. 
N

 om
 ne fa.ison.s qae. tool· 

cm
• 

i. ees 1ffirm
.ation1, t. cea d6clara-

1,ion\ pa.t'cequ'on 
I\ 

eu 
rl\isoo de 

dire 
"lo

ri,que la polii.igae ent
re au p1'61.ou·e. 

I~ justice ell &
c.>

r
L.'' 

M
a.is no

ue 1J•vona 
quo 

nous 
pouvon, 

eom
pt.cr 

aur 
nos 

w
ars 

de 
ju1,1ce 

pou
r 

appoder 
de• 

cbaagem
ent.s au., 

re6ul&
als dee f.lee

lloos. 

II y a uo dernier 
t>

oint &
or lequel je 

'fO
bdruis in

siet,er, 
0'dl. 

l'aL
m

ospb~l'O
 

dana taqnelfo coH
e eonsu

lla
L

ion 
s'eat 

cM
roulee. 

O
o ourait po parter do "fair 

f
lay·•, de" 

C
f'K

kd ", 
&

i ell~ aT
a1l i,e 

faitc reloo 
lea 

regl•• 
do 

jeo. 
N

oot 
M

'\I08 
des rai1001, 

<
ln rreuvta, poor 

croire 
qoe 

le i•• n'a pas 416 joo6 par 
cerc.a.io-1. N

ou,, 
nou.s avons t.oujoura 

respecl.e let •~••• 
do jeu. 

N
o••• nous 

n'aurion, 
jaiuaia 

traite 
ceux 

qoi ont 
vote poor 

o
oa 

adveruirea 
do 

Jaqua-is 
oo 

de 
bf.t11rda, E

o 
revanobo, ii est 

clll.ir qw~ ceria
ins 

n
'onL

 pas 
1·eapoeld 

ces. m
ew

.ea 
r6gles. 

Je 
no 

aauraia iei 
assez in,i,ter aur le canac&

ere ~rovitoire, 
voire 

caduc, 
d'un 

toL
e 

qu1 poarr&
iL 

~re 
pria aur ~tte 

q-aestioo, 
JI 1'agil. 

de t.erw
iocr iei. 

Je 
l'ai deji dit. l cette 

C
haoobre, 

je 
l'ai 

d<
ljA

 dit 
ailleu,·1, je 

cont.iuuerai do le dil·c. 
N

ous .oxO
Orons 

la supr,m
nU

e rac
iale. de quolque pig• 

m
ent.atioo qu

'elle aoit. 
t:(oga n'aocep

&
ons pu 

la loi 
du 

oom
brt, 

braL
ale. 

N
oos 

aoco.plon, 
de 

collaborer. 
pat 

a 
geooa,: 86cbi1 m

•ia 
tm

e collaboration 
aur 

le 
m

tine 
palier 

pu
isqu'e

n efte
t ii 

n'es, 
rico de 

plus stup
ide quc de dire 

" je su
is tier d'C

:tre 
un hiodo\l, jc au

is 
lier 

d'B
he 

un 
m

uao
h.n1u,, je su"it fior 

d'etre uo cm
\olit ou uo sino-m

au
ricieo, 

je soi$ 6er d'tL
re je ne sais 4001 eocore"' 

ea..r l'apparten
anea ia onG

 eoU
Jm

ao1ute 
n'tst 

qu·uo 
1im

ple 
accide.o&

 de naia• 
6"U

te. 

J
'tti t.erm

io6, M
. re pres.iden

~. 

M
t

m
ber• 

of th
e 

O
pposition : 

br•to 
t 

IA
jp

u
,•u

) 

(6.25 P·"'·>
 

T
h: 

M
i,.

ttr ar !ducatio• u
• C

1hur1I 
A

flaits (M
r. S

. 8
0-01<11)

: 
M

r. Speaker, 
tbe 

la&
I. 3penkc1· 

m
ade 

soino 
very 

i,e1•ioqs, 
souio 

im
pettinent 

aod 
80ll.lo 

sjuister sL
aten1oule. 

B
e reopeood his 

e-~tora.l cam
pa_ign, &

bis is oow
 doad a.nd 

buried. 
H

e w
1thed 

U
&

 to 
beU

o,·• tba&
 

the verdie, of &
be people ahould uol be 

o,,oepted by lbia A
 .. e,nbly. 

M
r. Speak

er, S
ir, 

1 ,m
 

not 
going 

t.o com
m

ent 
on the iw

po
1·tincot aspect 0£ bia apoeeh 

bot 1 am
 going io cow

1neul on ¥Orne 
of lbe argw

:nenla 
be repe•&

ed in favour 
oJ 

aQ
O

C
1al100 a.od 

by 
i1.oplicatioo, 

&
gr.ins'-irulependcnc:e. 
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C
om

,,co1no,allh o/ N
otio,,, 

n is • 
bit late 

i n &
be day 

to reopeo 
!he 

w
h

ole deb•le 
buL

 I 
ehou

ld like lo 
t L

ate in as fow
 w

ord
s a.s: possiLl0

1 (hat 
w

bal lb
e P

arli M
auriti , ,. h

l>
d olfe

red lo 
Lhe people or M

auri tiu1 w
a., 10m

eL
hing 

eo illusory
, eo 8ioiay and do,oid 

of aoy 
aubslaoce 

lbal 
lhe 

people 
,.;..,led 

ii 
ou

lrigh
i on lhe 

71b A
ug

ual 1111. 

C
Jnt.,,ropt

i<
ffl) 

M
y F

rien
d 

is 
so 

fon
d 

o
f 

pol&
toes 

ihal 
I 

hope 
be w

ill 
ool 

forg~I 
hi• 

experience 
w

hen he v
i£ited tbo M

arke&
,

iog B
oard. 

M
r. Forg<I.: H

e is fond ot lb .. e lba
L

 
w

ere b
uried

. 

M
r. B

ooldl : H
e 

like• 
lho am

ell . 

A
s I alA

led, w
e have seen all lhrougb 

tba
t 

w
hat.ever a.rgu

m
e

o
t had been 

pu
t 

forw
tu

d iu fa.vonr or asaoeinU
ou by ~ho 

P
arti 

M
a.ut'U

U
itli has bean l)l'Oved to be 

i uco
rrect , not to oy 

uo
(ruo, 

A
s 

far •• augur 
w

hich 
W

M
 

daogled 
a.s a hi re 

lo th• 
sm

aJI planter 
ia coo

· 
ceroed, 

i~
 w

as 
pl'O

ved in a 
delude 

io 
thi s B

oils&
 w

h
oo r.he 

P
ot'U

 M
aur.icie

n 
had eb

os~n t.o w
alk out, to retigo, th

a t 
eupr 

is 
&

 cow
w

od
ity 

w
hich 

is 
not 

au
ractive 

&
o 

&
-he C

olllm
on 

M
arkel. 

W
hate-Y

er m
ay 

be 
&

-be argum
ent. 

pot 
forw

ard by 
tbe 

P
a

rti M
auric~ 

this 
has been 11how

11 lin:1a and agom
, 

sngar 
is not a co,nm

odit.y w
bich is aU

ra.clh•e 
to t.he C

om
m

on 
ftftll'ket. 

Secolid
ly, L

he 
P

a
rti M

o.urici.c.1&
 

W
M

 
banking 

on 
1.be 

e.qL
:ry 

of G
1eal B

ritain 
ink>

 &
-be Com

• 
m

o
o 

M
A

rket 
\\hich 

alao 
has 

been 
proved 

t.o 
be m

cor rect. beca.usc w
o do 

no&
 

know
 

for 
certu

in 
w

ithin 
w

hat 
t im

e Jim
il B

r
itain 

is going to e
nter l he 

C
om

m
on M

arkel. T
h

irdly, lhe passpo,·I 
w

hich 
w

q 
dangled 

over 1.he T
.V

. 
•nd 

w
hich 

w
u ooed u a plalloru, 

by lhe 
P

a
rli Jl auricie-1' h

a..!J been proved lo be 
of 

no use by tl,ose 
w

ho w
not. to 

em
i~ 

g1·atc 0H
ho1· to G

l'eot B
rita

in or to ony 

country of E
oro[)(!. 

O
f course, r.hcro i.t 

t he old con
vent ion 

f,bt\&
 an

y(lno 
w

~
 

l,t•fl:.,els tQ 
so111e 

c:ount ricf:: in 
T

tu1·opo' 
does ool 

need to h•vo 
a visa

. 
H

e cnn 
1t.a1 there for three m

onths after w
hich 

he 
m

ust. 
lea•~ th• 

place. 
A

s 
far 

111, 

e1nigra,ioo 
is concerned. w

• have teta 
that 

those 
people 

w
ho w

ere 
led 

to 
believe that th

ey w
ero going to th• Jand 

of hooey ond 
m

illc, io B
elgiu

m
, hl\d lo 

be repat.riated t.t 
O

overnw
ent e,:pe.nltf 

anc one io deaper-.,ion even com
m

it~ 
1u1c1de aod 

the 
burdo.u of I.hat w

ill 
bt 

hom
e by thoee w

bo 
m

isled lh• 
p«>

plt, 
w

h) 
m

is
led ,bcflc young 

peo
ple 

in
to 

lca·,ing everyth
ing l:>

Ohiud li.1l d going &o 
B

elgium
. 

T
hP.R

ti pooplc had to 
com

e 
badt 

deouded of every
th

ing 11,nd CO
in· 

plel61y io de,pem
ioo. 

Sir, 
tb~ 

•re srave 
usponsibilitie, 

w
hich 

1;1ny rnspon111l>
Je 
J)llrt.y w

ill 
have 

L
o ooor 

ii iL
 du,s 

1101 try 
t-0 lell l he 

!rulh 
Lo the 

peop
lo, • pcci•lly 

L
o lb• 

youth for w
bo&

e sake so m
uch hu been 

w
rH

tvl and so m
eny 

w
ords have beto 

nll•..d 
loday 

by &
h

e 1100. L
el>

dor ol lh• 
O

ppooil ion. 

W
e 

are 
all 

on 
botb 

sides 
ol 

t he 
IT

0111e concerned 
R

bout 
the 

CutU
l'O

 of 
this coon&

ry. 
l ndf't,endt:nee 

it 
ooi 

a 
m

agic w
ord

. 
T

here 
11 D

O
 m

agic 
ID

 it, 
but w

e have 
to w

e-,gb &
be proe and the 

cooe oo 
iodepend<

·nc:e v/t 
associa&

inn 
and then com

e to 1he conclnsioo w
hich 

is LeaL
 £01· us. 

Pcop
l~ in &his eoun

li'y 
.. re 

not 
stupid. 

l~vp.n 
people 

w
ho 

ro1ide 
in 

tho 
couult7si.de, 

a.hhougb 
theJ 

have been 
taxed 

w
ith being 1lli• 

aer,te, 
&

hey know
 

w
hat 

is good 
for 

thc..n aud 
w

hat. it 
bad. 

People 
hlL

\'O 
hccn given 

the occ11.1iou 
t-0 j u,lgo 

1.nd 
Lht;• 

have 
jodgecl in 

t h
e 

11ro
pe1• w

a,y. 
It. it arter 

m
ature 

considera
t ion aud a 

lot or he.art. searching 
that 

w
e. on ,his 

aide or the 
B

onte, 
haT

e 
com

e 
to 

&
be 

conclH
ion that ir M

anr1tius is to ,o
lvo 

ita a-rave ooouam
ic problem

, its unt.u
1-

ployw
en&

. p.l'O
bleu1 10

d ao oo
, thoro is 
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no other w
ay f.!X

cept to go for indepen
denco. 

For som
e peop

le in th
is cou

n
try tho doo

r is barre,l nny
w

bere exccp~ 
on n. pcr1ui ~ w

bieh 
i1 lhu

i t.ed t,o • fow
 

&
o go t.o E

ngland. 
T

hel-e is n
o 

place 
for 1.he1:n es.cep&

. for ,hoee 
highly qua

lified, 
&

here is 
no 

place 
io 

Soulb 
A

frica, 
in 

A
u.stm

ha 
or 

e1en 
A

,11a. 
PP.Opie a re not a&

traotcd, n
o

t inte
reslod 

to em
igro.~o to 

p
la.cc1 w

hore 
they 

.. r~
 

not 
w

elcom
e', so t.h11t w

e are redueccl 
lo 

,he 
b

are fad 
th&

I 
lhe bulk 

ot 
u

1 
m

as:t tlay 
here, m

u,&
 hve here and die 

here. 
If w

e have M
>

 Ii•• in &
his coon

h'y. w
e have 

thought tha&
 t.be beJi&

-w
&

y 
l.-0 do iL

 ia &o tako our dest iny 
in 

0
111· 

ha.nd1. 
L

e, us rorgt&
 abo

u~ divi11ions. 
let u1 rorget about our 

different Joyal
ti~ 

and cru.te. one 
•iog1c loyalty 

&
od 

one 
1iogle 

Calherland 
and 

JeL
 as 

all 
behave-

like 
~

huritinna, 
io 

the 
real 

sense of tbe w
ord aod that ctln only be 

M
hioved i ( w

e have one co
un

try, ono 
flo.g,and 

one objective in front 
or 

\111 
and that 

w
i11 be io the rnteresi. of the 

oountry. 
of I.be r>

«>
r•I• 
••d of lbe rising 

genera&
t0n. 

Sir. 
11. woald be idle &

alk 
io speak 

about parti ,,a.t-itmal, about 
M

a.urit ia-u 
nat ion, 

i.bou&
. the 

rem
on

l 
or ba.l'l'len 

if w
e do uol 

11cb
ieve indo

pondcnoe. 
S

o far w
e bave beeo aecus• 

t()O
)ed io t.bis coun&

ry to 
.i.peak of our 

origin, to speak of oar ethnic group, t.c, 
i.pe.k 

of 
our 

religiou1 or 
com

m
unal 

group. 
E

veo 
io 

&
ho la,sl cp_l}sua 

in 
, pilA

J o
r 

&
.he 

effortfl m
l\de 

b
y 

som
e 

fleOple w
e ha.ve been divided into 15evern,I 

ca~goric1. 
W

e h•ve bce.o di \•ided inL
o 

H
indu1. M

ualim
a, G

e.nrrt.1 Popolet.foo, 
and 

w
bM

-
is 

m
ore 

1ini,t.r 
abou&

 it-i1 
that w

hilo the H
indut 

have been divi~ 
d('rl into 

T
aw

i
lti, 

T
c

lcgm
,, 

M
araL

hi1, 
anti 

tl\'cu 
into 

c33le11 -
in 

the 
IM

l 
o\eotion, 

pos.l11.H
'6 
w

cro 1>
ut everyw

here 
th

•I 
aucb 

oubcA
L

egory ho.a so 
m

any 
!fltSll 

-
w

hile ,hat 
aU

A
uup&

-Wa&
 beins 

m
ade lo

 divide lhe H
,odus inlo 

C
O

lll• 

pc1rtnum
ts-, into se:ctlooe., &

0m
e poop

le 
though&

. it w
ise to link togcH

her other 
po

U
[lfo 

to forw
 

0
0

6 
C

OliJIU
U

D
ity 

w
h

it.,h 

C
o1t1n1onnallh of N

oh'o,s$ 

is called the gene
ra) po

pula,io
o

. T
h

ere 
•re 

som
e 

poop
lc w

ho lhoog
hl 

fiL
 lo 

com
e dow

r) nnd to ident ify 
the

m
selves 

w
ith the dockora &od 

the cane cut.t.ers. 
8u~

 
the ttllem

pt 
k>

 divide 1.od &
ob

, 
divide 

the 
hindu 

com
m

on11.y did 
n

ot. 
ancceed 

because 
fortonncely 

peo
ple 

realised to 
•·ba

t 
end 

thi1 
w

a1 
bei.og 

done, and they gave a, lesso
n, tbe coun

trys ide 
pco1>le 

gave 
them

 
&

 feasoo 
w

hich shall oo
t be forgotten and w

hich 
baa m

ada hitk>
ry in t.bia coun

t ry. 
Sir, 

lhi• 
i• the 

1 .... 
n 

w
bioh 

lhe7 
leam

ed 
rrom

 the last electio
n. 

lt"or &be fu&
llre 

Jet 
ns 

cre.a,t,e aornetb
ii1g 

w
hich 

&
htii:11 

b
ring 

u
s togothor an

d 
n

ot 
d

ivid
e na. 

\1/ith 
iodepondcoce, 

M
 

the hon. -PJ'c.• 
m

ier pu
la: in hie speec

h
, the,.. 

w
ill be &

 

@
e.0890f rtgenuatioo, 

w
e 

w
ill find new

 
• aloes. 

\V
1 

have 
confidence 

in 
our 

people, they w
ill 

have 
a new

 aense of 
loy•lly

. 
W

e • II lee) lh
a

L
 w

e belong t-0 
ll ecrl afo pl11ec, no one w

i II look up lo 
U

'r!l,t1Ce for foepir'1L
ion. 

Som
e o{ our 

F1•ieud1 w
ill not 

look up to C
hin•

, or 
.Form

osa, 
olhel'e w

ill 
not 

Jook n:p &
o 

P&
ln•l•n, India or t-0 M

adapacar. W
&

 
w

ill look op lo ou
r-ow

n 
cooo

,ry
. 

W
PJ 

shall feel thllt w
e belong to one, co

bn
•1 

try and ~V
fJ hl\V

e loyally to 000 C
O

U
llt •r r 

&
ad w

e C
JL

n build a nat ion ; 1nd I bape 
that 

the 
biatory 

w
hich ia be.ing m

ade 
lo-day .. ill be rem

em
bered 

by potlerily 
&

nd the folare 
gene.raliooa w

,11 thao
k 

tbooe of ua w
ho w

ade tbe e ffort to bring 
a.boa&

 suoh n realisation 
nnd 

w
H

I con
· 

d~m
n those w

ho c• eo al lbi s fa.tu hO
nr, 

even 
after chc ,·erdid 

of 
,h

e people, 
are relo•i•g 

lo accepl Iii<
>

 IM
IO

o
 of his• 

tory. Sir, H
 

I ala&
ed before, lhe:re is no 

m
-agi,c in thit 

w
ord 

indepeadeoce, 
boi. 

inrJepeudence it going 
to opeo 

up 
for 

us 
vast 

po,as1btli~ies 
a.nd _&

o release 
bid

den sourcee of eoe
rgy. 

'l 'bis 
ia a.n 

opportuoi&
y w

e w
ant to give oa

r people. 
W

e have 
eoo6deoce 

io 
our youL

h 
k) 

"·bate•er ttel,oo 
&

hey be.lnng. because 
I do not m

ake any dis&ioctio
n betw

een 
the ru

ral peov
l• aod 

L
he u

rbrui people. 
I •w

 no
t 

like 
!ho

se 
w

ho 
!ell the

. 
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A
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of Jlau
ritius 

zz A
U

G
U

'ST
 1-J67 

lo !ndq>
81,d~1Jcew

ithi11 ,ir, 9j1 
C

om
m

onw
ealth 

of N
aH

on.s 

rural 
people after 

the 
~Jactioos, 

yon 
are 

illiteraL
e because you 

d
id oot 

vote 
for m

e
. 

I am
 oo, going to .sa-y &o tile 

urban 
paople &ba.L

 you 
are 

uogratefo 1 
because 

you voted foi: a c.ertain 
pa.r-L

y. 
W

e 
bi.ve 

fB
itb 

io 
our 

young 
peop1t. 

T
h

ey 
al'• 

intelligenl, 
Ibey are 

nd•pt
able. 

T
hey 

ca
ll 

learo 
thiog, 

easily 
aod 

I alll SUl'e this is the sour~ 
of o

ur 
stC

"engt.b. T
h

is is going to attrac
L

 0,,.8r• 
seas 

iovtm
tm

ant, 
ovel'Seas people 

w
ill 

cou1e here, w
ill m

ake uae of that intel
Jigeooe 

and 
w

ake 
use 

of 
that 

skill 
w

hich 
is 

-etiJI lyiog 
1.11:tta.pped and 

w
hic

h 
w

e 
are 

not 
yet m

aki.og use 
of 

bee&
U

$e of poli&
ica.l strugg

le, becauae of 
om

· 
qua.rrels 

am
ong 

ourselves 
I 

e.m
 

sure 
that 

after em
bark

ing 
oo 

this new
 

v-0nt.uro 
w

h
ich 

is independence
, w

e w
ill 

J,.. doiog 
it for lhc good of the coootry

. 
T

h0ro 
is 

no dou
b

t &hat 
as tb

iogs a
re in 

E
u ropo and a.s tb0 

sitoa.tion 
in 

H
oog 

K
ong 

is 
developing

. 
run.ny 

ove
rseas 

iovcst-O
rs arn looking for 

plaoos 
w

here 
they 

can 
have 

betr.er seo1.11·ity
, w

here 
,hey 

can ha.ve beU
.er 

returns 
for 

the
ir 

iovestm
cnts. 

V
V

o have ball ta.lks w
ith 

ltla.n
y people, people w

ho are int.,ereated 
in com

ing to M
auritiu

s to m
ake 

inves


tiga
tioa

s, but 
"'bat 

they 
w

ant 
fil'St is 

&
.he 

rem
oval 

of 
oocertl\int,y and 

th
e 

establishm
ent 

ol a !itl\blc G
ovornm

cnL
. 

1 
hope 

&
bat. ~hose 

w
bo 

h:\ve 
at. 

hear:t 
the 

inW
,reat. of 

this 
cou

n
try 

a.od 
espooially 

thu 
of 

001' 
youths 

w
ilJ rem

em
ber 

th~
l stabi

lity 
can 

oo
ly 

com
e 

w
hu

n 
there 

is 
nn 

abs.et1ce of 
deoooos&

ra.~ion of police foroo aod a.b• 
3eoce of '' ga.a lact'im

.ogttie" w
hich w

e 
ha.vo w

itoeaaed in C
nrep

1pe on so 0H
L

ny 
occa.sioas 

aod 
io so roan

y other 
p

laces 

A
n H

oo. M
em

ber : C
am

p L
l'Scars. 

M
r. B

oQ
!tll: 

W
e 

w
ant 

t.o have sta
h

ilit,y 
and 

stability 
uleam

; 
responsible 

behav
ionr 

both 
by 

tbc 
G

overi:unco~ 
a.od the O

ppoa:itioo
. 

B
oth 1n

ust 
w

ork 
t.ow

a.rds ooc ob
jective 

and 
L

ha.L
 objec• 

live &
hoold ~

 O
\H

' sel'\'ice lo &
.be coun. 

try. 
T

he 
O

ppooilioo 
to-day 

io 
the 

attoroaU
-..e G

overnm
ent 

of to
·m

orrow
. 

H
ow

 
cat 

w
e judge 

w
h

ether 
an 

O
ppo-· 

sition 
deserves to 

be 
the 

G
overnm

ent 
of to

.ruo:-row
? T

he perform
ance of L

he 
O

pposH
ioo today 

is 
tau W

t.m
.ouot to 

obstruetb
ll. 

B
ut. 

I 
roust com

p
liooeoL

 
the L

ea.&
r o{ tbe 

O
p

tm
ition 

for 
the 

ver.y m
odera.t.e a.ad sba.t,csw

aolike ape.ech 
he 

m
a.dE

. a.part room
 certa

in 
li.psE

'..&
 

w
hich 

are 
fol'givable, 

because 
habits 

ca.naot b9 abandoned 
io 

a. day, 
and 

I 
am

 suc-e if 
be follow

s along 
that 

lioo 
the 

future w
ill be bright 

for him
. 

Sir, 
a.ft.er ,h

is SOl't 
of iotroduct.ory 

1·em
a

tka ... 

l\'lr. D
uval

: 
W

hat
, iota:oductory? 

M
r. 

S
peak.er 

: 
1

'he 
bou

. 
lltlem

be
t 

illight &
obstitote 

the 
w

ord exhaustive
. 

M
r. B

oolelJ : 
I aw

 not goiog 
to take 

m
uch tiu:e of the H

ou
se, but 

before I 
couc

lude 
w

hich 
w

ill take 
a. few

 
rui

nules 
lit tea.st I sho

old like to tako 
ono 

or &
.w

o pcinti? w
hich 

have 
been 

m
eo• 

tioned
, not because I w

a-nt to pick upa 
quarrel, 

fa,r from
 it, but because l w

ant 
to 

1m
L

 
facts 

io 
the

ir 
penm

ectiv
e 

so 
that 

peop
le w

ho 
w

ill 
be 

1·ca..ding &he 
rnport. Q

f th
is deba.,e w

ill koow
 

e-1aotly 
w

hat-
arc facL

s and 
w

ba&
 are 

not 
fti.cta. 

Sir, 
to abl't 

w
ith 

1 m
ust say 

that 
I 

w
as uot 

iu t-be 
lei.st. a~1rprised 

to 
see 

lbe 
atlitode 

adopi.d 
by 

the 
P

a.rt£ 
M

auri<
!U

r. 
f,O

ci,t,,l D
tm

oe1·ate N
aticm

ul. 
I 

u.O
'l 

no: 
snrp

rised 
because 

if 
the 

aU
itudu 

ha(l been 
otherw

ise, 
it w

ould 
ha,ve been a 

brea<
:b of 

C
ait.b tow

a..rdtr 
tho~e people 

w
hom

 
ihey have Jed to be· 

H
c,·e-tha\ 

tbey 
w

e,re 
going 

to 
com

e 
out, 

w
ith 

success 
in 

thit; 
e

lection. 
A

t. a.ny rate w
e a.re not 

surp
rised, 

w
e 

ca.u uude1sta-nd 
t.h~ir atL

it.ude adopted 
in L

his Ifonse. 
T

b
ey 

a.re stiJJ ho1,ing 
aga.in$l htpe 

t.o com
e 

oo 
this side or 

,he 
H

ou
st 

w
i&

hiu som
e 

tim
e. 

T
hey 

are 
apeal:iog 

of 
electora-1 petitio

ns. 
T

hey 
a.re speaking ah<

>
nt the 

eleC
"tions 

w
h

ich are no
t over yet. and 15eata which 
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C
om

m
onw

et2lth of N
atio11s 

are 
&

o be 
cootested, 

I.he 
m

a
jorit,y 

of 
lh

i• 
side 

L
o bo 

<
bifL

ed to 
the 

o
the

r 
aide and 

the 
bafaoce 

t,o 
be otrset. so 

t.bat the M
em

bers elected w
m

 com
e oo 

this side of the B
on.se and 

w
e m

igh
t 

perha,ps m
ove to the

-other side. 
Sir, 

H
 is a legitim

ate 
bC

'lpe and 
w

e do not 
grudge lt but w

ha
,l, is not 

true ia w
hen 

the leador 
of lho 

P
.M

.S
.D

. 
&

aid L
hal 

he represent
@

 tbe m
ajority 

party io tbe 
H

o
u"' 

a. 
pr:eseuU

y eon
sliluted. 

W
e 

graot tb
at w

e arc ihree 
par&

ies together; 
w

e (ougbt the elect
iona un

der ooe ban
ner, L

he lode1,endence PM
ty. 

so w
he-n 

w
e w

et:1l to the 
elections 

w
e w

ernonc 
pB

rty. W
bcn w

e 1:eL
urnad to th

is H
ouse 

w
ere 

turned 
a.s one 

party, 
but 

the 
P.M

.S.D
. 

N
•liona.J 

is cou,i'O
"ed of so 

m
3lJy group

s tba
l 

it 
is 

difficult 
t,o re

m
em

ber them
 A

.II. T
hey are, I th

ink, the 
T

nm
il U

nited Par
ly, lbe H

indu 
D

em
o


cra,ic 

L
eague, 

the 
T

elegu 
U

nited 
P~rty

, t-he M
uslim

 D
em

ocraL
ie L

e.ague. 
\.\'he-n w

.e t&
ke in

to 
Q

ceount 
aH

 the 
different 

groops 
w

hich 
have 

lotm
ed 

w
bol is 

called 
the 

P.M
.$.D

.N
., 

w
e 

co
ule &

o t.be conclus
io

n 
t.bat 

the 
Lrue 

P
.M

.S
.D

. 
baa 

very 
few

 
m

cm
hero 

if 
w

e 
e:icclude m

em
bers 

of 
the 

'l,am
il 

U
nited Party 

and M
uslim

 
D

em
ocra

tic 
L

>
•goe. 

S
ir, I 

!m
ow

 lhal 
L

ho resu
lts of ,be 

elootioo.s have been 
a greai 

dec;;ept.ion 
lo the P

. M
. S

. D
. 

aod 
for obvious l'ea

eons o.fte.r all t-he no
ise tboy m

ade a.od 
the confidence L

hoy be.d given not only 
to the peo

ple here but also in E
ogland. 

T
hey bad even 

w
alked 

out 
from

 
the 

H
o

use just to force the elections
. T

hey 
apen

t a. lot of m
oney, used 

tbe 
'R

adio 
P

irate' 
the 

em
issioos 

o( 
'1\•bich 

w
e 

~a.rd m
uch to our ;.1,d,•anL

o.ge 
on Sa.tut• 

da.y, Sunday a,J).d even on 
M

onda.y, w
e 

ba.ve identified 
the 

voices 
and 

L
ho 

locslion 
of 

the 
' R

adi.o P
irat~

 
'. 

In 
sp

it• of &
11 lbot, Ibey 

failed. 
A

fter all 
&

hat bn.d been done. I oa-n aee the dis:
m

~sion 
in 

the 
fe.ce 

of 
ou

r 
Frcinds. 

ihery attem
pt 

w
as 

m
ade 

lo 
w

in the 

eledions, and 
c,•ery 6ingle 

m
eans 

w
as 

used, 
and 

w
ba.te-ver possib

le 
m

eans 
cou

ld 
be 

utilisO
O

 w
as 

utilised, a,od io 
spite 

of 
that 

,he 
people w

ere 
not in 

favour or aaaociatio11, 
w

ith 
its 

price 
of 

sugar, 
ew

igra.tion, 
and 

the 
B

riLish 
passport

. 
I cau rea

lise t.ha.t, but 
that 

docs not m
e;Jn tba.L

 our 
friends 

sho
u

ld 
not 

&
ccep&

 in 
a 

tru~ 
M

auritian 
sp

irit 
w

hat 
th~ 

people 
ba.ve decided

. 
T

he 
lead•r ol lhe 

O
pposilioo

, •nd 
lh• 

ox· 
leader of the 

O
ppoaitioo 

h•d 
repeatell 

C
hat if the

n~ w
ore a referendum

, 
aod 

a 
m

ajority
· w

ill 
vo~ 

either 
w

ay, 
tbey 

w
ould 

a.ccept tht! 
ve.rdid

. 
N

ow
, 

the 
re(erend111n wu 

refused 
and 

w
e w

ere 
gi,•eo 

bhe 
elections 

aod 
the 

rea
b

lts 
of the elections ate 

know
n. 

M
r, l)u.-.1 : 

B
ui 

they 
are co

nlested
. 

M
r. B

,oM
J : 

W
e all know

 
Lbal eoo


teFJ&ing ao 

electioo 
in 

C
ou

rt 
ia 

very 
e~sy. It 

is aJso easy to repeat 
in 

evory 
stnet 

corner, 
in 

pub
lic 

m
eetings : 

" D
on't 

w
orry, 

the 
electio.os are oot 

o, 1er yet ", because a.c:counts h
ave to be 

rcndel'ed to 
t,bos.e 

to 
w

hom
 

prom
ises 

ha,ve-been 
m

n.de. N
ow

, 
the 

tiroe 
baa 

com
e for sou 

Lo rendet 
account. 

T
h

e 
m

em
bers of tb1.. Opposition are 

sim
p

ly 
,ryiog 

lo postpone 
tbe rendering 

o
f th

e 
r.ceount.. It. is because they 

r,,re not 
in 

a po
sitio

o to 
render 

a.ceount 
that 

the 
P

cirti M
auricien is hav

ing recou
~ 

'to 
a.II w

rt.a of tactica. 
B

ut 
i.u th

is B
o

u
se 

th6 -resolution of 
independence 

w
ill lo 

nigM
 

he ,•oted, 
and 

once 
voled 

the 
P

ar-ti J[a11-ricU
1r. 
w

ill no
t 

he 
m

o
ta.lly 

en
tH

le(l to aay it. can only 
accept it if 

the election pe&
itions are not decided 

in 
theix 

fo.vouc. I 
t,hiok, 

ne
ither 

leg·alfy 
nor m

orally 
they 

h1w
e a.ny ground 

to 
susta.in 

such 
a 

poin
t 

of 
view

. 
A

s-I 
st.a.tcd before, if 

w
e are all 

eoocem
ed 

w
iih C

he inie
resis of I.be country, 

of 1-hc 
future of this country, 

tbe P
arti 

11:fau• 
'Y

-icie-,1, 
sh

ould 
beba,ve like 

reapoos.i.bl&
 

people 
and 

accept 
I.be 

,•erdici 
of 

the 
people ouee for all, 

and a.s I.his H
ouse 
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C
om

m
on-w

ealth 
of N

a
-lion

.s 

is lega.11y coostitu~d, 
a.od as th

is m
otion 

is going Lo he legally carried, tbere 
is 

no 
legal or m

oraJ gro
und to m

ake their 
collahor

i.tion cooditional. 
Sir, it 

is m
y 

duly 
no

l on
ly lo address 

th
is A

ssem
b

ly, 
. but also to addreia ruyaeH

 ,o the public, 
:ond it is good lha

t tho pub
lic know

s 
lbe 

bohav
iour uf out· Friends 

w
ho w

ish to be 
. the 

next 
G

overnm
ent. 

M
. D

uval : 
o,~ no"s 

ti flliciti 
tout a 

;l'heure. 

M
t. 

noo
lell: 

Y
es, 

·w
hen som

ebody 
desen~es coog1·0.tulations, w

e arc goiog 
lo congratulate 

hlm
, 

M
r. 

D
uval : N

ot io &
be sam

e 
breath. 

, 
M

r. B
ooiell : 

In 
lhe 

.am
c 

brcat.b, 
IC

 be deserves criticism
s 

w
e 

are 
going 

to do 
so

. 
Sir, 

there 
is one po

io&
 w

hich 
·s\ruck 

m
e in the t.peecb of th~ L

eader 
of the 

O
pposition. 

H
e '3

id thal 
in the 

e-vent of the roa.jority vo&
.ing 

foe iode~ 
·pen

aeoee
, they w

ill coopetalo, 
prov

ided 
the?-~ is 

no 
discrim

ination. 
I 

hope, 
Sir~ be m

B
B

ns wb
a.t he say

s, a,od I aw
 

hot 
going 

lo sl•I• 
aoylhiog 

further. 
,ve 

have 
w

itnoosod 
w

hat 
is 

tak
ing 

place in C
urepipc. 

W
0 hope 

t.ha,t the 
boa.ting of people •i\'bo did uo&

 vote roe 
the 

P
arti, M

aurici,n 
w

ill 
be stopped, 

aod 
if need be w

e w
ill take 

the 
in

itia.• 
ti've of sto

pping it . 

A
o H

oo.. M
cm

.bu; 
T

he 
hou

. M
iniste

r 
·ia 

so.roly 
speak

ing 
of 

M
oo&

agae 
B

lanche. 

M
r. B

ooltll : 
I ""' 

speaking 
of C

uro
pipe~ E

1lor8al. 
l 

a.tn speak
ing 

of 
tbe 

in
ci<

lenL
 w

hich 
have t.aken pl•ce 

aftc
J: 

tbc. e
lectioos 

u..od w
hich are aim

 takiog 
pJace. 

L
et. 

charity 
begin at C

arepipe, 
a.nd 

I 
hope 

that 
if 

th• 
O

ppo
sition 

M
em

bers 
s.ay one &

biog here in 
this 

H
ouse, 

they m
ea.n it 

a.r:ld they 
in&

eod 
l<

>
 carry 

i&
. out 

I 
hope w

a 
ba,·e 

had 
enough 

of 
thi,; 

orga.oiscd 
violence, 

prem
editated 

killiJJg, 
w

e 
have 

bad 

enough 
of it. 

I 
a.m

 not 
coudom

ning 
aoyooe. 

I hope tb•I 
all of 

us 
should 

see 
tb.a.t it 

stops 
l>

ocause w
e 

have a 
task ahea.d of us, and 

tbe on
ly w

ay 
w

e 
cao justify onri:;elve,a. in the eyes of ,be 
public is by show

ing by 
oar 

w
ord, 

by 
our deed. by oar bebaviom

: thn.i w
e ca.n 

w
ork for a !'tfaurit.ian nation. 

T
hank 

you
, Sir. 

(A
pplause) 

(6.55 p
,u,,) 

M
. L

, R
. IU

re1 (Fi
rsl 

M
em

ber 
for 

B
eau B

aJ.Sin aod 
Peti&

e R
iviere): 

M
. le president, 

c·est 
ave.c une 

tee6 
gtande t\1ootioo que je prcnds Ja. parole 
aujourd'l:ui 

sa.r 
la 

u1otion 
de 

I 'bouo
rab

le 
Prem

ier. 
Je 

m
e. rend.s com

p~ 
en preoattt la. pa

role que 
j'a

i beallcoup 
Q

, appre
ndro, que 

j'ai beAucoup d'ine..l
periencc parooque j'aurais 

pu e-0m
m

.c 
l'hooorable 

P
1·emier, 

avoir 
8crit 

m
oo 

<
liscoun; pour poavoir venir Je 

lire 
ici 

a.pres. 
J

'espero 
dans 

l'aveoir 
M

,re 
m

ieux eq1ipe pour jouer-Jo role qoi m
e 

tev
ier:it l\ceU

e O
barobce. 

L
'hono

ra.bJe Prem
ier a die dans 

son 
discours qa'anjom

d'bu
i eet uo .. ,lay 

of 
joy". 

Je crois quc 0
1est 

trl:s m
aJ p

r6-
sont.o\' 

lln 
faita. 

J'a
.i 

eo 
)'occasion 

apres le depooillom
ent de eirc

u
fer da,os 

beaucoupde 
circonscriptions, 

da.na les 
circousc:rjplcions ou le 

P
al'tj de l'Ind8" 

peodaoce 
avo.it 

obL
enu fa 

m
ajonte, 

et 
ee qui 10

•;;. frappe c'est 
cctt.c im

pression 
d-0 deuil nl\tiona.l gu

i a suivi 
le&

 ,1ee
iions geniraJts. 

O
n 

A
ourait. 

pu fie crofrt 
aprils 

''C
arol". 

C
ertains 

diroot 
que 

celtb l:t&
itdO

 a.u fa.it que 
Ja. police ne 

perm
eU

aH
 pas le&

 w
a,oife~ta&ions a.p1'C

8 
le df3pouillem

ent. IJ n 'y a aucune force 
au 

m
onde A

 arr6t-et: un 
d6bord&

tn(ul\ 
spontan6 de joie. 

E
~t., je 

do
is 

ajouler 
que, 

iudh·idueH
em

e.ni, m
em

e 
ceux qui 

a.va.ient. vote pom
· )'indC

.pcod&
D

ce apre!J 
un Javago de eerve~t.U

, ap
tils qu·on Jatir 

a
it dew

aod'e de cho
is.ir entre 

le docteur 
llau1goolam

 et D
uval, se sonb reodus 

• P.fO
. A

ca.ssio11 of iU
ai,riJ.iu.s 
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C

om
m

onw
ealth. 

of N
tftio,is 

ooropte. le .._,ote ex.prim
e. qo

'ils avaient 
fajt 

one 
O

O
tise. a,·ec 

le result.at q
ue 

nout a.voos et~ tem
oiu d'one constot'na• 

tior,1 g8n6ra.le da.os le 
pa)'S. 

L
a 

joie 1:1e 
serait. rem

a,rqu6e 
parceque on rle peu

&
 

pas a.triver :\ ca,cher le. sat'isfaction, le 
oouteotem

eot 
qu8 l'ou resscoi daos Jes 

c
ireooat,IW

)C
E

?S
 sem

b
ltlblos. 

M
tim

e 
,'ii 

n
'y a pas ea 

de 
m

n.nif~t,a,tions 
popu• 

laires, oo aum
it

. pt1 lire su1· Je visage des 
gens 

la 
satisfnc&

ioo. le 
con~ntem

ent 
qo'ils C

prouvaieot; 
tel 

n'8tait 
pas 

le 
cas. Je preodra

i au.ssi pour 
exem

p
le cc 

gui a'eat passi a.ujou
rd'hui. 

D
ains to

ua 
les pays qoi, a. uoeelectioo, 

ob
tionuen

t. 
uoe m

a,jor-itt) pou
r l'indepeodaoce 

ii y a 
daoa uo jour com

m
e celui-ci un genre 

de d'l
ire-natioua.1. Je do

is dir<
! quo 

Ja 
reuD

ioo d'aujon1·d'bai 
s'cs&

 passee 
tries 

ir11,nquillom
ent. 

O
o 

n'a 
vu 

aueune 
m

a.nifostatioo
, aucune 

satislac
tion, au

con 
contente111enL

 exprim
l:s ici Jibre• 

rocot, et c'est. uu poin, 
que le Pa

rL
i de 

1'Iodependaoce den
·ait reteoir ~va.ot de 

&
e lancer• daos 

cette 
!\venture 

olJ ils 
vcu)ent D

O
U

$ entratner. 

L
e P

rem
ier a. pa,rl6 des'' 

grtat tV
ltn.ts 

ojptJ,St politicians'
'. JI !\cite le nom

 de 
'.R

0m
y O

llier, 
de Pc1.zao.i, de L

atuent. 
C

om
m

e 
ce.s 

deroiers, 
j'esp~te 

qu'il 
...-oudra faire pa.sser Jes int.ert:ts supe
:rieurs du pays avant 

Jes inti~t,a de 
6on 

p1uti. 
T

ons ces bom
m

ea ont com
baU

u 
pour le.&

 inL
-eL·6ta 3up8rieura du pays, et 

ont fa.it de lenr 
m

i0ux pour servir 1eur 
pays. 

l,'hon. 
Prem

ier l\ ate li bonne 
ecole. 

D
 a eu la cha.nee de rccevoil' sa 

form
ation 

poliLique 
a1.1x 

c6tea 
de:a 

gtaD
ds bo1um

ea de fa.g6o6ration precli
dente tele que 

Sir E
dgar 

L
aurent. et 

autres. 
Je 

cro
is 

qu'il 
devra

it 
bieu 

pescr le pour et. le cootre 
11.va.nt d6 

so 
laocer 

daus ceU
.e aventura 

qu'il 
nous 

propose parceqoe, 
plus 

t.a.rd, 
o'est 

In. 
posttl'ite qui juge1·a si ou

i ou non 
i I a 

fait le bon choi,::, et 
ii pourra-iL

 S6 faire 
qoe ion no

m
 ne jouisse pas 

ult6ri.enre· 
m

cnt de Ja. m
6.rne 8Stiw

e 
et 

du m
&

m
e 

respect gue ee1ni de ses 
pr6deeesseur$. 

L
'hon

. Prem
iet' a auM

i 
pa,t:10 d'un 

',nclo/ a journey' etd
'o1.1 ao

tre voy~e 
qui aJlait 

com
m

encer. 
II 

pourra.it 
se 

faire 
que 

cette 
ex~t

ieoce 
soit 

toot 
bonncm

w
t 

Ja fin d'oo voyage qoi n'ait 
pas de reco1nm

encem
eot. 

C
'eat pour• 

quoi nous devrions 
bieu 

re1!ecbir 
sur 

Ja. dO
O

iaion que D
O

U
@

 n,voos a 
prendre. 

L
'hon. 

P
'rem

ie.r a. aussi Jit 
que. nous 

devrions ~tre iodf§pc.odaot et 
ii 

a 
ciL

O
 

l'exem
ple du C

ana.de., et eelui tle 
l'A

us
tra1ie q

ui, h
ien 

long&
em

ps a.,•e.nt n
ous, 

ont obum
u leur iodepcodance. Je era.ins 

que ce soit l'b
isto

ire de la 
greoouille 

qui vonlait devenir aussi grosse 
que 

le 
boouf, et. nous savons 

&
ous 

quel 
a. ,ie 

Jo r~sallat. 

O
n 

nous 
a 

dit 
que 

l'indcpcndance 
etait uo" 

birth
, right", 

que c'est quel
qt.1e 

ch
ose 

d 'in8\litablo 
q

ue 
nous 

· D
C

 

devrion
s pa.<

; 
rejet.or, 

qu6 
e•~st. que

lque 
ehos:e qu'on 

devrait 
exiger. 

Je· 
m

e 
perm

curais 
de 

cit,.er aujottrd'btii 
. J8s 

paro
les de quelqu'un 

qui a ~t.e-bea.ucoup 
plus aeti( 

pour 
quc 

SO
D

 pays ohtieooe 
l'in

dipendaoce 
que 

l"oos 
C

te id 
le·a 

m
em

bres du Pa.rti de l'lod6pe
oda..oce· et 

l'bon. Prem
ier lui-m

A
m

e. 
II s'agit 

de 
M

. L
te 

K
uan Y

ew
. 

V
oile\ 

ce 
qti'il a. 

dC
clai:e -

je eile de R
euter en date dU

 
18/19 •oul, 1967 :-

.. SinppO
re'&

 
Pd.m

e 
M

lnister, 
L

ee 
K

uan 
Y

ew
 t;11id today !e•• A

siui and A
fri~D

 
P«)ple&

 
bad land 

better 
indcpc:t1dent than 

w
,dar 

tbe 
colon

ial pow
er&

. 

M
r. 

L
U

, ap,et,Jslnge.tl'I. 
O

O
ft'U

'IU
U

tll)' fto61.ival. 
$;lid 

it w
as 

not 
po!ls.lble to 

11.~um
e c:O

=
itrol 

8ilt0{09tically of 1hc a~
rarn

3-fJ
( 

ll 
rnodefo 

!llllte bulJt 1'1P by som
eone w

i1h a aupedot or. 
g.ini,;tliogJ 

slnx
:lure 

aod 
superiot 

~cl
m

Q


logy, 

Jt •"M
 

not po,.sib
le " tbat w

bm
. the coloniaJ 

C
ovllfno

r goes 
ou

t 1·01;1 can 
w

alk 
in and 

pal 
on an 

lbe plum
u 

aod 
1>

oifo-rm. 
a.od tbJngs 

v•ill soon jU
$t aa before.·• 

"Ii 
i&

 n,oc 1nic," 
he dtcfa,rcd, 

M
r. l.ee w

.frl in 
m

any 
sti<

:ieties 
1bi: peop

le 

:a~~ 
.. t~~

~
!*!fl 
~j:,~~~f;!e~~ 

0:.~:1!~! 
"

So w
hen tbcrc! is a fam

ine
, they Jus.t die 

quJetl)•.,. 
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9
-i2 

A
ccesss'c.n of A

lau
ritttis 

~2 A
 t;G

U
S

T
 J9f7 

to J11depen
j€

ttU
 w

iti:in the 94j 

C
o,m

nonw
ea/th 

of N
a

tions 

A
 

I 'lie 
M

aurice, 
les eh6w

eurs 
qu

e 
oo

ns avons oe w
ot 

pa.s dea paresseux 
qui don

oeot au soleil en esperant 
que 

J'E
tat '\'iendra A

 Jeu( secours. 
C

e iiO
nt: 

des hom
rues qui veulenb tra.,•a.iller pour 

ooutr
ic 

leur 
fo,1niJle 

et 
si, 

A
[Jres, 

fa 
fam

ine 
vient. frappei: a leur port.e, je 

cta
in$ fort 

qu'ils nc 
se con

tentcront 
pas 

de 
so 

hi.isser 
m

ourir, cela 
pour• 

ra.it 
avoir alors 

de 
gra.,•es cons~queo· 

ees pour l'ate
nir de ee pays. 

,T
c pense 

que 
les: m

em
bres du 

PM
ti 

de 
)'In. 

dC
penda.oce devraient. m

editor sur ces 
paroles 

de 
M

. L
ee 

K
oa-n 

Y
•w

, 
de 

q1.1elqu'un qui 
est 

Prem
ier 

M
iuistre 

daos 
u.o paya iodepcnda.nt depnis de 

D
om

breuses ann
8es et 

q
ui est Jo V

ice· 
:President 

de 
l'ln

lernM
iou

ale Soc
ia


liste 

augoc) appa.rtient 
auasi fe parti 

travam
iste. 

1'1, B
.issooodoyal: A

•t,.il d6m
issionn0 

depuis? 

l\t. R
i,t:t: 

J'e Y
errai 

le 
renseignc• 

m
ent 

e~ je 
vou&

 le 
com

m
u.niquera.i 

p
lus tard. 

E
t J'hon

. Prem
ier a a-m

1si dC
clim

i que 
'J,-udom

 
l,(11 not brought any hann, to 

any countrv '. 
II sem

blcrait, qtJe l'h
oD

. 
Prem

i
er n'ait pa.s Ju l'bistoire conter.n

potaine. 
JJ ne se ra.ppelle pas ce qu

i 
s'eit pane a C

bypre; 
ii ne ae rappeJlc 

pas 
ee 

qui 
s• est. passe au <

3-hana el 
ce 

qui 
se 

pa.sse en 
ce 

m
om

ent 
en 

N
ige

rio. 
Je oro

is 
que 

c'est 
trel! edi• 

fi&
n~. 

O
c.s payg ool pourh::U

ll. le pot.eo• 
tie) 

neceasaire pcut· deveoit 
ind6pen• 

dants. 
l\Ialgr6 

l,()ul ce potentie), ces 
pays 

ont 
A

 aflronlt1
· a11jourd'b

ui 
do 

trO
s gra.ves ptoblem

es
. 

lei 
ii, M

auriC
(l 

il 
D

O
U

&
 

m
anque 

ce 
potentie

l. 
N

ons 
prenons 

un 
trC

s grand 
risque en von

• 
Ja.nt nous lancer 

dans 
l'indf?penda.occ. 

L
'hon

. Prem
ier 

a a.ussi dec
l&

.rt que 
J'A

ssociation n'a
pporterait aucon u

an
tage I\ )"lie M

aurict. 
C

'est navrant de 
voik' quc 

Jee 
m

cm
bres 

du 
P

a.rti 
de 

l'Ina
epeodan~ 

o'a.ient 
pas 

apprO
D

• 
fondi 

la 
quesiion 

on 
peu 

plus. 
11, 

a-uraicot 
vu que., a.u ruoins, l'A

esocia• 
tioo a-urait, ~, ava-obge poo

r l'IJe bfa.u. 
riee, 

de 
perm

ct.tro 
ia, la, G

rande 
B

re• 
lagce de corobler noL

re deficit bud~o
tafre. quj a eoounence depuis df3jit. deux 
ans et qo

i dans 
Ja. conjouctu

re future 
o

e pout aJJer gu'cn augm
eotan

t 
'l'elle 

eat 
la. condition 

qui 
6gure 

daos 
Je 

$tl'ilo.t d'A
ssociation pout· Jes lJea sous 

le V
ent, 

L
'A

ssociation 
n'appo

l'ter&
it 

a.uctn a\'antage a l'Ilc 
M

atu
ice ! 

,T&
 

passe 
la 

parole 
ii, guelqu'un qu

i jou.it 
de l'eatim

e de Ja pop
uJatioo dans 

aoa 
cnse::uble, de tons .IO

Ji m
m

eux 
officials 

et iD
officicls, je 1,•eox parlel' de I\f. G

uy 
Sau.ziet 

que 
L

'E
zpre1s 

du 
12 

m
ai 

dCcril. en cea term
cs : 

" 
O

n ii11.it qu'U
 

8'acqa
ittc 

de 
i,es 

fottctio:ii 
a,'O

C
 une 

oom
pt:!&

)(;c qu
c 

recon.na
isacn1 

"' 
ccU

tguu 
d

'an
tTC

$ peys 
puiequ

'il fot uo des 
•

m
btc, 

dti E
O

U
S-C

<
>

m
ht: 

s11i pn
1pal'a b. 

,•e,ic 
i l'$ecord clM

 pars 
~X

por'tt.l•u
n 

iote
rvcn

u le 
6tvril 

dt:ntier.
" 

L
'E

zpreB
J repro

duit 
J&

 conU
rence 

donn8e pe.r M
. Snuzier ii y a seulom

enl 
quelgues m

ois et j'esperc que oul ici ne 
V

'iendrn, contester Jes com
pdlences 

de 
M

. Sauzier. 
V

oiJa ce 
que 

L
'E

2:preR
1 

d
ecla,e 

on 
plutOI 

voila 
oe 

que 
M

, Sa,uzicr lb d8elare, propos qa
i a etc 

roppo•t• pat L
'E

"P
""

: 

·• L
'U

e M
a1U

ice,:1£$11clt,e 6 la (hande 
B

re. 
lll!fte

, o
bticnd1ail dans 

I&
 fdA

u;b6 C
om

m
un 

le u..iu1 qu'oo
t anjot1rd

'hu
i lee a.nde.nocs cl>

. 
«:uiltt (,an

~aQ
es. 

JI Jui pnm
e

ttra
il peu1.,u

.
de m

.M
£cr l dcux 

r11_hiU
ert: Cll'Jui de 1 A

toord 
du 

C
om

0>
0n...ea.hh e.t telu

i d
u 

M
, C

. 
Pu 

C
Q

1tre, la ?iigt:rie, raf$ indtpe.ndant. m
e

m
bre 

du. C
om

m
onw

eahb q1li vJem
 d'o

btcn
ir re $l

$
• 

1111 :t..'-'<
lcit (dor;c diJT

trent) 
irn ,cii;i du M

, C
., 

n'cbti<
:odfa pules 

m
im

es .,..,niag-es, "; 

.Te vaia citer a.ossi ce que je preod.s 
pour 

H
rc 11n 

com
m

eota.iro du journil 
A

llvance, orgonc du Parti T
ra

vailliate, 
du 13 m

ai, 1906: 

" 
L

'ava.1Uage poor l'll
e M

aurit~ d'adhber 
au M

:uc..bf C
om

m
un ne se lrouve 

~
 &

eu.le. 
m

cnl 
c:1$11&

 le 
IA

.it de 
pouvoir 

tt
ou

ler 
uoc 

~
+

 
A

cces,tou of !tfattrit
ius 

~2 A
U

G
U

ST
 1967 to i11deP

eud.e,rce w
it/1-fo tA

e !H.S 
C

om
m

onw
eallT

,oJ N
atio

ns 

pA
M

ic de ses sl'lerts • 
1.lQ

 prix 
r.ti,onaa

b)e, 
rnais AU

$$.i <l;ln, le r.,u q11'ell• ~rnd
t W

.ot• 
6ei« de prt1$ \\ loog 1crm

e-po~lf ton dhclop
m

cnt 
C

oonom
lque, 

D
e 

195.S a 
1961, 

l;l 
C

om
m

i$$ioo dn M
a.rcht C

om
m

un ;n•:th ,,cxf 
uot-

w
m

m
e 

totllfe de 
277 m

illio
n

s de 
do

llaT
t 

a C
tre ttparlic 

en
•rc 26 p;l)'S d'A

f.ciqoo et de$ 
lndl':l Q

C
(:ident.ales:• 

Jc irouve v,:3,iulenb trbs dillicile d'a.c• 
oepter, aprea cequa 

je vieos deciter, les 
argm

nents ou plut.O
t. l'a.bsence 

d'a
l'gn· 

m
ents de.s M

ew
b

1:es du G
ouvem

em
eot 

au sujet des non.a,,,aotages que pourrait 
avoir notre projct d' A

.e.sooia.tiou, 
J'a,vaia 

esp8
t6 

que 
les 

discusaiona 
d'aojourd'bui a.u1·&

ient en lieu da.us uue 
a6mospM

re 
oon 

pas 
d'eu

tcnte, 
ruais 

t1D
e 

a.tm
ospb8re qui 

au
rait 

pa 
bien 

a.ugu.rer pout 
l'aveoir. 

J'a.i 
cons&

at6 
avec tegl'et. q1.1e cedains 

hon. M
cw

brcs 
so oont perm

is 
de 

laocer dea m
enaces 

A
 l'adres-ae de )'O

pposition. 
E

h 
bieu ! 

je m
e eonteotet·ai de dire ceci. 

M
ana.• 

cer l'O
pposition, e'esb m

ena.cer a,ussi Jc 
pt>nt,lc 

de 
l'lle 

M
aurice 

parce 
qoe 

J'O
ppoaition est is-su~ du peupl~ et est 

la voix du peuple. 
D

aos d'autro
s pays 

il y a eu des d
irigeants qui oot essaye 

de 
w

useler 
!'O

pposition et qui 
ont 

esS11,
ye de la. liquider pour do bon. 

Je 
ne ei1erai que le cas d&

 Sir A
bbooba.kar 

T
aw

afa 
D

alaw
a, 

prem
ier 

roioi3tre de 
N

ig6rie, I&
 cas de L

um
um

ba a.u C
ougo, 

et le C
H

 
de N

k
rtnll&

h an G
hana.. A

ussl 
ii 

oe 
faut 

pas 
croire 

que, 
pui1>

que 
aujourd'bui 

vous 
ave~ 

reruporte 
la 

1najorit8, ce peuple ,,a, ~ire doclle et va 
'IO

U
S soivre jusqo'a.u bout du chem

io. 
C

e peuple rectam
e de vous des realisa.

tioos pour son aveoir, pour qo'il puisse 
V

i\'fe daos Ja, digoit8, dans la. prosped
te, 

e.t, si plus &
ard vous D

'arriviez pa-s tl le 
C

aire ,•ous sericz Jes prem
iers 

&
 

~
n 

subir les consequences. 

11 a ~Le d
il 

el 
s.rcbi-dit 

q
ue 

l'io<
lo

pendaoee 
eR

t 
inivitable 

et 
que 

J'on 
doi, au plus t~t essayer de l'ob

tcnir. J6 
m

e perm
ets de-sonligncr ici, M

. le pre,. 
sident, que I&

 m
ol't aussi eat it16vi&

able, 
8$t-ce une raison 

pour se 
snicider. 

II 
m

'a et.6 rappo
rt<

\ q•• quelqu
'u

o 
doot 

Jes @erit~ reviennenL
 &

$882. s.ouveot da.ns 
uo de nos quo

iidieos et qui a. vantC
-le6 

bieufaits de l'independaoce, m
irait de• 

cl11ir6 
qu'aprC

a tout 
l'ind.;per:ida.uce, cc 

n'e.st. qu'uu 
m

ol, 
cc 

n'est 
qu 'u1.1e 

ps;•chosc. C
c 

qu'il 
C

aut, c'esi de des· 
cendre 

a
u foud de 

J'abhne 
pour 

pou


voit en rem
onier 

a.ptes.. E
n 

bieo I je 
consjdere que ccU

e persoooe itgit d 'une 
r~on 

criroloelle. N
ous ne &

()rum
es pas 

des anim
a.ux qu'on conduit. A

.l'abaU
.oir, 

des htit.os qa'on va jeler daos un 
ra-vio 

poor· le corubler et perm
eU

re ao 
reate 

d'atteindre 
l'autre bord oll la. .sit.uation 

est m
eilleure. 

N
ous som

m
~.a des atres 

bom
ains 

&
'tee 

cbacun 
do oons 

D
O

$ 

tiapira.tiona, ootre d8sir de vivre. N
ou&

 
refuson

s 
d'etre 

sa.crifi6s 
a6o 

q
u'une 

pal'tie de la. popula.tioo pu
isse acc6der 

a un a.veoir m
eiJleur. 

C
eJa 

o'est 
pas 

118ceaaaire 
d'anta.nt 

plus 
que 

ooua 
au&

res du P
a..rti 

M
o.uticie.o Social 

D
~


m

oclat.c nous 
avoo.s des 

solu(ioos 
Q

. 
propoaer 

ao:is: problem
es 

de 
ce 

pays 
qui f!viteraient 

une 
~H

e 
btka.tom

be. 
J e 

voudrais a ce at.a.de faire 
une 

aoalyse de la situatio
n da.ns le pa.ys et 

voir 
qtJelte.s sont le.s possibilitcs pour 

l'a.varlil', qucllcs soo
t 

les chances de ce 
pays 

de 
pouvoir w

lu&ionner 
ses 

pro• 
blem

e~. 
L

e 
parti do 

l'lnd6pcnda.nce 
it. un doigt da.ns l'c

ogreoage et tO
t ou 

tard jJ SC
(&

 ecrase e&
 le p

a
yB

 ~vec. 
Je 

va.is cit,er l'opiuion du tro
isiC

m
e d6pute 

de 
V

ieux G
raod Port et de R

oae D
elle 

(M
r

. B
issooudoya

l). 
Q

uelque 
lem

ps 
&

va.ot. le.s ,1eetions, ii a, pobli6. uu genre 
aa m

onifeste ~leotorat. 
V

oila ce qu'il 
nous declare dcda.ns : 

" 
tk:, 

p<
1$.:~ 

qoe 
le 

fa,-oriti,rne 
cr6! 

..-1 
rtm

pU
t, des bount$d't

uide <
:l dC

$d€16g(ltiooi; 
b 

rt:tra
n,ger q

u'd lno;-ente ,t dlsulbue 
(ceua: 

qoi .ispircn
t i 

rm
er au pot1voir n'im

porte o
il 

ne &
aura.lent m

aoquu 
de c4der a 

c« be5oin 
a1ui,nir.tion:l!}, de

~ prC
l$ qo'U

 al 
aoeorder 

l 
de:; age

nt, 
sa..-is K

rupu
le 

ir.u n.om
 de 

Ja 
S. 1 L

, W
 

F. PQ
.r 

e:ii:einpJc
, o,) 

de la B
at1ctl1e 

da D
lveloppem

en
t, ont tn$$ la &

O
C

IC
lt mlluri• 

cienne 
dans 

one 
situ:.O

on 
exittm

em
•nt 

1;om
prom

ct1an
lc. 

Q
a c'est l'opinion d'un des leaders du 

.Part.i de l'Iodf!peodance e~ je voudraia 
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§4'5 
A

cc,Jnion 
of M

~urilius 
22 A

U
G

U
ST

 1967 .to lnclcpe,1d..e,rce w
ithin

. 11,e, 9•' 

C
om

m
<

m
w

call:, 
of N

ali.ous 

sa,•oir a.ujourd'hui ce qu'il com
plc faire 

pour 
rem

C
dier a cet eta.t de chow

a
, 

pout 
assa.ioir, le plus t(>

t possibl(! cetto 
a.,m

osphO
re-que 

je 
coosidCro 

eom
m

c 
C

-L
ant vraim

cnL
 e1npoisonante

. 
II y a 

aassi 
l'opinioo d'un 

6couom
ist.e dont 

les 
C

crit..t; ~oot tl·es apprf:ciO
s dans 

Ja. 
presse localo. 

A
 la veille de 

l'iod6pco• 
dance 

ii 
a 

fait 
uue 

auaJyge 
de 

lt1 
situation loc•le. 

II 
s'ag

il 
de 

M
. V

ayid 
q

ui 
a 

fail 
p&

r&
ttl'e uo at,icle ii y a qoe)qacs joars 

de 
eel• 

{journal E
xp

ress du 
U

) a.otit 
19671, V

oili\ce qlle doolatell:l. V
ay

id :-
•• T

I fA
udr.i. relat1ecr le:s u.-soe.i11.1io

m
; respon-

ilablcs ck la pl.aoilic:uiQ
n fam

iJiale. ku.r huu
(

flant 
un 

11ou,,,!1 erat.housiasm
e

, 
itn

pitoyab
le

m
ent, 

jo:~nt 
dcbon 

Jes 
p;uu

iti:s 
et 

l<
.5 

ftte()fepj!tents 
qol ne 1)$ovt:nt f.i.irc Jc tr~vall, 

et 
$000\ltt 

l'opfoion 
p~blique 

en Ja 
readant 

eom
clente 

d
es dangers, 

terribtcs 
de 

noire 
pouS4ife dl!m

ogniph
iqoe

. 

Jusqu'ici, 
:nous 

ll\'O
ns 

tJ'aitit 
le 

pra
b!~ruc 

avec un dilcttam
i

sm
&

 ttavra.n
t-etlc nC

potlam
e. 

le 
jeu 

des 
ln

floettees 
et 

lcs 
con.sid~ralloos 

5cciaires 
ont 

jo
uC

 lln 
r~le r~euabl&

 
d,u'ls la 

t:am
pdgoe 

d
u pfannfog fam

m
aJ 

" 

Pr-ecisoos. ici que M
. V

ayid n'est paiJ 
du 

bord d
u 1'.M

.S.D
. 

el qu'il 
o'a 

pu 
C

tl'C
 pousr.8 par qltelqtJ'uo dn P

.l\{.S.D
. 

M
. M

. V
ayid continue plos loin

: 
•• L

a productivit,e 

J .. 'tu
itre tare 

qu
i 

aA
lige no

tN
:I socil!tl! e1t le 

nivai.u extu
.ordioairelJleot bM

 de 
oot?C

 pro
duet.ivitC

. 
A

ve,: notro IJ'lain d'aitw
rc 

R
attt'•

l')flf 
t11M

!-
ll!gi$le.tioo socls.lidfcdoctr

im
i.ire; uoe li~tc 

de 2G
 joun 

de e•ogC
 (ltlblie; 

un syndk.al
i5m

t 
gfnttalem

ent 
ob$ellt".$nll.ste et 

rU
~eU

U
re: 

des 
!onc1ionn;i.ire!. pla1s prl!nc:c;\lpts .Par 

le.s 
trni~ 

p• 
(Po1

1tlq
110, 

Prom
o

tton 
et 

1':l!aagC
 

Q
t1trc-m

el') <1m
: p,v 

leurt1 l'espon~l)
ilitc,: 

des 
sooltt~, 

com
m

r.rcfa
lts tra.in;u1t !curs IJl~lllodea 

artb.aiqu.eii eorn.-ne. di:11 boulet~: 
m

• O
O

tum
c,-ce 

axe 
M

1:r l'oppo, t~nis,m
e

: un leadetship 
&

nno
m

iql)C
 d4nuc 

d
'inspiratlon... 

noos 
d

t\'O
D

S 
nous O

Ollilidl!rcr 
beu.reux 

de 
n'avoir 

pas 
an 

ph111 gro11 <W
lclt bodgC

1aire 
et 

Q
nc oerb.io

es 
entreprise, 

a, th-e:nt 
cnoor<

: a faire 
des pro

flti;:."' 

0 L
e ch6rnage 

C
lDq11,an1~ m

ille 
sans em

1>
lols 

pour 
m

~ 
populatfon 

t1dt1he 
Je 

m
oios. de 

-100,000 es1 
pro~b

lcO
M

:tH
 llQ

 
roco.i:d C

'londial. .. 
PCll C

O
· 

v.lable. 
L

e fa.ii q
nc q

m
t.trec clnquitm

ssde 
n°" 

cbO
m

cnrs 
&

0itnt 
des 

b.otum
ea 

corM
: le pro. 

bl~m
c davarnage

. 

SI nous dcvon1, 
en 

croirc 
cee 

citrres. 
eu 

=
~

~
f:e 

:~:s '!A:
i~~~~!~~

o¾
:

:':~~~~: 
bom

.,nes. 
Ji y fl 

lo voe 
invitation 

l j.et~T
 Jc 

m
anebc ap

rh 
la cogaiee et t 

A
voocr qu

'il n'y 
a ricn >

. fit.ire. 

M
al.6 eo 

regar<
lcnt 

no, 
so.os em

p
lois 

de 
pJus prh 

on 
arri

'le t 
distm

gucr 
des pteudo, 

ch6m
cun

; des per it, 
propritte.ircs: 

ceu.11 
qial 

sont en (alt ero
ployf1o: d'tu.it~s 

qul O
t'll aban.• 

donnf 
l~ur 

cm
ploi: 

d• 
pare&

eieux qui 
de 

10
111c m

a
n

i~
rc D

O
 volkiraicn1 

jam
.irs 

M
agnet 

ho1lne1,n,en1 
!cur vie, etc ... 

~l 
ilO

ustr.i)•aot 
lt>

s pa.ra&
ileil du 

n<
:1m

bri 
oelcicl de ch

(lm
con 

ooos 
.i1iron5 

un 
cb

l.ffre 
m

oins cffreyaot 
m

aia 
~Joqueo1 quand 

m
tnw

, 
et ii &

era ~
b

lc1nenl 
de fo

rdN
: de 25,000, 

e'et
t•t-dir

c 
p

fu4 
de 

6%
 

de 
la. 

PQ
pl.)la1i00: 

a.ct:ivc." 

V
oill\,. M

. te prdaident, 
la 

$i(uat
ioo 

il on m
o1.u

ent olJ uoua \'oyon&
 le$ pa.r• 

tit tnajorita
iree vcnir 

dem
ao

dcr l'iod6-
peod•oc('I, 

N
ona savons toui 

qae 
le 

dcig, est daos 
)'aogreoagc 

et 
que 

fes 
partii. au pou.,.oit· pourrootdiffici)bm

eni 
redresser la situation ot <

Jue oous alloos 
~

us vets I 'abtm
e 

o
\\ ii 

y 
a 

le 
n6po

t.i1i.m
e, 

le 
gaspillage-, 

le 
fa.voT

itisrue. 
C

'cslee qui ;t'<
>

od 
l~ 

popul•tion 
d• 

J't!e M
aurice et e'est 

pourquoije peose 
que nous devrious eo 

ta.ot qu&
 M

a.uri
ckos bien 

r6fl6cbii· 
avant 

de 
prendre 

ce~te 
decision 

in·6vocab!e 
et 

p.,l'ce 
qo'uue fois dans l'a.blw

e on no 
pourra 

plus en sortir. 

Je r:n'at-Lcndl\ia en 
arrivnut 

ict 
au· 

jourd'hu
i a cnttlndre 

des 
argum

e
ots 

vala.bJer. eo 
favear 

da 
l'indepondauce. 

Je n'ni pas ente
ndta dani de3 m

eetings 
publica des :ll'gnm

eots de 
I~

 part 
des 

pa.rtis e.u pouvoir 
pou

r 
C

tabH
r d'uoe 

fa.Q
O

n DC
LW

 et cla,il'e com
m

eot le-
pays 

a.H
a.it tX

>
n,•otr sun

iv-l'e apr6s l'iodO
pc,n

daoec. 
J e v-a,is m

o })el'1Uettrn de citer 
une fois de plus M

. V
a.yid qoi 

dan~ o
n 

soo::m
d 

articJc, 
d8clare 

qu'H
 faut 

uo 
m

inim
um

 de 650 m
illions 

de 
roopics 

pour les cinq prcx:baines aooe-O
s de fa. 

!H
.$ A

c~es$ionof 
M

aurilitH
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lo /~P

fJ1Jde11ca w
ithin 

the 
94 

C
om

ntonw
eallh. of N

ations 

~ou ~ pouvoir 
rA

soadra Jes 
problC

m
es 

qui se posenL
 Q

 nou
s. 

E
t 

ce 
chifl'i:e 

c:st dono6pa.i: uu econom
isle. 

Ja 
m

'at• 
~eodaia en arrivant 

iei i\ en tend re de ta 
part dos diffcreots 

po,tis de 
l'lodepen

· 
daueo, des expJicatioaa pour oous faire 
voir com

m
ent. 

uou:s 
11,IJous a.voii: 

J'a.r• 
gent n8oossaire pour pouvoh· 

redresser 
notrc ba•rque. m

a.is jm
fq

u':) l'beure 
uo

ua 
u•a,vona eu aucun •f'G

'.U
lllcnt qui ait 6t6 

m
i$ en avant pour prO

U
\'er que 

la situ· 
!.Lioo d~sastreu1Je-ot'J noua 

nous 
trou• 

voos pourraiL
 8lre 

relliec:lifo 
daos 

U
D

 
ave

a
ir 

pas 
ttop 

loiotaio
. 

N
ons 

sa.• 
v9ns to

ns que Ja 
,•a.gne de 

l'ind8pen• 
dance i\ l'heure l:\ctuelle est 

U
llo 

va.guc 
qai n'a 

p!l.s l'a.m
pleur qa·ene 

avnit au
• 

paravant. 
B

ea.ucoup de pays 
soot 

re• 
vc.uus .i,u

r 
ceete 

<
lU

esLioo 
<

l'iod8pen• 
.daoce. 

L
es 

faiL
s 

Q
 

M
aurice 

soot 
prb;eutO

s 
sous uo faux 

jou
r. 

L
'hon. B

aJancy, m
ioiaL

re dea travaug 
ll•dC

C
IM·6 tout 

derr1ien~m
enL

 dans 
ui:t 

w
etU

ug pub
lic quc 

nous 
ae pou"ons 

pss. a.voir <le 
l 'aido e&nm

gere parce que 
nous som

m
es encore d0pondauts, 

m
a.is 

u
oe foia iodO

pendallL
,nous a.uroos beau• 

coup d'aido. 
T

el o'e$t pa~eie.ctem
ent 

lecu. 

N
ous 

avoD
s 

profile ce.s 
dernieros 

annO
O

a do 
l'aidc 

~trnugere 
sur 

uoe 
assez gta..ndc ecbelle, 

de 
ta 

B
anq

ue 
M

oodia,le, de la 
]J'. A

. 0. 
e&

 ech~ Q
U

1·0.it 
coutinuer tnU

ino si 
nous oou&

etvions 
notte 

statu&
. actuel. 

L
a 

seule 
a

ide 
ad:ditioonelle qui 

pourrQ
it, ,•eoir au p

ayli 
i\pr81t l'ind6p~ndance 

aon
L

 des aides ot) 
voos avez dus" 

$t·rings a,ttcu;ft,ul," 
v-e• 

D
Q

U
t 

de certa.ios pays qui 
ponrrtt.ien&

 
es.5ayer d

'iliidei-
l'lle M

aurice pour 
leur 

proi)tc eom
pte m

ais Ja., aussi, je 
crois 

quo lcs 
choses 

oo
t cbaoge. 

O
n a·e.11t 

teodu 
com

pte 
r1ue ees 

aides 
donu~s 

gE
:n4reusero6u&

 a. codaias 
pays, 

en 
A

.sic, co 
A

fl"ique, oot aervi A
 achet,w

 
des C

adillacs pour dw
. m

inish·l.!s on 
l\ 

pennc.L
h·c d'Crigcr de belles coostrnc· 

,iooa A
, ces <

lecnieni et 
je 

cl'ois 
qu'un 

pays f,eJ que I' A
m

i:riqac 
csl 

.1·0-vo
aue 

I\ 

l'heorc 
actuclle 

sur 
cot.W

) qaestio· 
<

l 'aidc eh
•aogC

re. 
A

u <
lel·niet C

ongl."e 
a.m

ericait>
, rn~lg

r6 Ja., den'la.-ade du 
Prl 

sident Joh
nson. ll y a eu des coupnre 

<
lra.stiqucs dana 

cette 
aide 

a1.1x pa,y 
etra.ngers. 

D
one, 

je 
oe vois 1>

a.s 
d'o 

cet 
a.rgeo

t v• veoir. 
A

 co tl.Q
de j 

voudrais re)ever uo poiot qui peuL
.-~tr 

n'a 
pas ete auffif:JSllllUent 

expliqU
( 

A
ux 

yeux 
des 

part.is do 1'lod8per: 
de.-nee, nous pa.ssoos aujou.rd'hai 

pou 
~tl'e uo pa.i:ti qu

i est contre la Y
oie d 

progres. lf.h bien ! '.fel n'esL
 f,~

~
 du tou 

le 
car.. 

08 
quo 

l~ 
Parti 

M
au

ride 
dem

aude, o'est uoc association avec 
I 

G
raw

.le B
retagne, 

uue association qu 
riu poirH

 de vne C
O

llSL
itaL

ioo.oeJ, 
D

C
 S( 

rail 
P" 

diff,renl 
de 

l'Iode
pend&

oc 
que 

r6C
la,w

e le 
p~rti 

de 
l'indepen 

dance. 
(l1'tem

1pti<
m

) 

Jc com
prends le d,sir d'uo 

pass d 
vouloh: diriger 

ses 
pl'O

pres affaite!J t 
le P

. M
.S

.D
. n'eijt p!ls cont,re eat.to eve 

Jntion. 
A

ussi jc 
m

e dois de 
prO

O
itw

! 
qu 'a,vec 

,,associaU
ou 

oo 
am

al&
 et 

com
plittem

ent libce de gf!rer 
nos pr( 

pres aftaire-s et. q
ue la (h-a.udo B

retogn 
eo 

aucuo 
cas 

o'aiurait 
pu 

a'ingere 
da,oa nos aJfaires int8rie1.1re$. L

es deu 
oouls dom

o.iuos da.ns Jesquels 
I' A

ugl.t 
L

erre aurait ea soo w
ot a Jire 

auraito 
8t6 

f~
 

re.pr6sentu.tioo 
etr11oogl:r0 et 

I 
d8foooo, ei. c~ apr~a conaultat.ion 

d 
gouvcraew

eot 
local. 

Poul' ce 9ui esl de la repre&
entatio 

etr&
!lg8re, Je coasidO

re que 
)ii. eocor 

l'A
ssocio

tioo 
a.om

it 
un 

iw
ant~e 

sa 
l'lod6peod3oce. 

l'txam
plc 

du 
.H

ao 
C

om
m

is..,;arit1L
 &

 L
oo

dres porte '-em
oi 

gnago de co qu~ je vier~a de dil'P... J e, o 
vcux pas ici oritique.r lo H

aut C
om

m
it 

aa.ire et 
$O

n 
personnel 

m
&

is oo 
s'ct 

l'eo
du 

C
Olllpl.G

 q
ue 

fe R
auC

 C
ooun

iss11 
ria.t, o'a 

pas et.c en 
m

a.sore de 
rendr 

au pa..)'$ le1;: ,services qu•on atteodait
, <

l 
ceU

e instit..utioo: 
E

t. je cooaidere qu 
des 

aruba.l!M
<

les M
auricie.n.oea dau 
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U
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951 

C
om

111011w
salth of N

atio,,s 

d
'liut.res pays se.raient daos 

auo m
8roe. 

position et oe pourra.iet1t aidei: le pays. 
Par 

contre. 
lea attacbC

s 
d'A

ro
bassade 

daios 
des 

A
m

basl!3des 
B

i·ilanu
iques 

pottrra.leoL
-don.ncr plus de poids A

, une 
representation 

de 
l'Ile 

M
at1rice a 

l'8trange1· 
et 

nous 
a.ud

ons 
bea.uooup 

plas il ga,gner 
cu aya.nt recou1·s a ce 

genre 
do 

representation. 
C

om
m

e je 
\•ieos do vous dire

, ii y &
 ••• 

u .. tem
,pti<

m
) 

M
r. S~~er: 

W
hat lhe 

boo. M
em


bor is trying to sa.y is. &

bai 
there 

is no 
poinL

 io voting this m
otion 

beca.use it 
-«·ill create all soda o( di.ffieoltics. 

H
e 

is 
speakil)g on 

&
be m

otion 
w

hich 
is 

befol'e a.he .H
ouse at 1>

reseot and 
he 

is 
ent

itled lo do so. 

M
. 

Q
ivet : 

foul' rdpond
re aux objec• 

tions de l 'h
on. m

em
brc qui conteste les 

nvn.nt~es 
de 

l'A
asocie.&

ion jo 
c:ilerai 

Jes prop
reis paroJes de M

. E
'redcrie L

ee 
a.u m

om
eu&

 oll 
se l'C

unissait it. L
ondres 

uue 
c-onM

tenea conijti&utiouolfe pour 
donner 

aux: !Jes sous le V
eu~ le statul 

de 
pays 

M
-SO

O
iC. 

Jc 
m

e 
rM

Cre a ce 
aujet 

a 
un 

u.riicle 
krit 

par 
Jam

es 
D

oug
las et, qui a, ~t6 ptibliO

 pat le jour
nal 

A
ction du 7 m

&
i 1966

. 
C

el arlicle 
a 

6to 
c:om

m
unign6 3 

la 
prcssc par le 

B
.I.S

. e&
 voiei eeque 

M
. L

ee dO
Ol&l'e ... 

Sir S
. R

am
goolam

 : 
E

st-ee que 
c'est 

"d<
;

til.m
,"? 

M
. 

R
l>

cl : 
C

'eat le B
.I.S. 

qui a oom


ruuoique 
l'a

r~ic:lc qtai a, 8t8 pub
li6 daos 

t.out.e la presse Jocale.. 

A
n H

oo. M
tm

ber: 
D

.:>
m

m
age gue cc 

no soit 
paa le C

.I.O
. 

M
. 

IU
tet: 

V
oifil. 

ce 
que 

de(:lal'e 
M

. 
Fredel'fo 

L
ee, 

aloi:s 
Secr6&

aire 
d'.E

ta&
 aux C

olonies
:-

·• T
out rf~rnm

~:,(, 
le gu

nvern
em

en( :i.ngb.i11 
a 

prie one 
no•a·e)le: inirie,tJve en 

:te<
:Q

rdi'nt le 
.s;tau.11 d'1u.socialiG

A
 • oertllio• 

ttrricok$$ des 

A
ntill(.$.. 

C
~s territoircf 

0()J1Ser1J,ent le droit 
de 

rt!gir 
leun 

propres 
a.ffairt!I, 

d'am
endt.r 

lflllt propre co:ii;tltut'°
t'l et ui~.m

c de ,ic d«:la~ 
rer 

frldt!~dan
t, (saM

 
avoir 

11, passt par 
lo 

PM
ien:ent B

rita.noi!'lu.c).M
N

sa.u~ 
k,ngten;Pt 

q
u.i 0$s poy, 

re,1r.roo
c8M

O
eit!t a l'A

nglr.ccrre, 
oelle,.ci U

$1
1ter\\ 

leur d#(en!.1::1 
et 

R
~rcre. J(!U

.f'S 
a.lf;iirci C

ltra.ng~res." 

V
oilll !es conditions qui onL

 eie pro• 
po$C

ea p:>ut· Jt:s A
ntilles et je suis ici 

tier 
eo 

laot 
gue 

m
ero bre 

du 
PQ

rti 
M

auriciett SoC
iaJ D

6m
ocrate ..• 

A
u H

oo. M
em

ber : 
N

atio·na.J. 

M
. R

ivet : 
N

ationQ
I tJi vous vonlez, 

d'avoir 
eo 

1965 conL
ribue a pou,•oir 

w
ettre acr pied cs projet d'a.aaocia.tion, 

eb ii ed 
m

albeureux de cons1Jt,tet qnc 
cc ptojet qai 

a 8te w
is S\tr pied 

par le 
P.ll!.S

.D
. 

v, 
profiler 

/J, d'autres 
tcrri

&
oi~

s 
p8!1daot qne 

nous au,res oous 
a.Ilona ve:·s l'abtm

c, 
A

. tnoins que 
Jes 

resohats des pE
i.litioos O

lee&
orafes n'Q

r• 
rivent A

 1oodtfier lea chow
a:. 

V
eoona 

m
aioteoa.ot i 

la questio
n d''"dc finan• 

ciC
re. 

U
o 

ariicJe 
1·c.produit par 

le 
Jfa,u,-i<

>
ien du 

4 oovem
bre, 

1966, du 
O

on,m
cntM

alth, To-day decl~e: 
"U

n 
61a.L a.ssoci6 peut toujon

rs cow
ptel' snt 

Ja 
G

rande 
B

r«tagne 
pou

r 
uoe 

aide 
JlnaoeiC

rc e&
 technique. ·• 

L
e llJioistre du devaloppem

ent out.re
m

er 9iont just~m
ent de 

eref!r oo 
D

e
vekpm

-tnt t>
ivi.si011, 

pour los uouvea.tut 
terriboi.res aseocies des C

araibes. A
aso• 

cit<
.s nous 

a.nrioos 
done ete assure 

d
'une 

a.ide 
de 

Ja 
G

rande 
B

reta.gno. 
V

ooloir p1·U
endl'e que 

Je Parti l\fa.uri• 
cieo 

est 
tontre 

le 
ptogr8s 

o'ost. pas 
exad. 

A
t 

contr.l.ire l'A
ssoeitl-H

ou ed 
une fol'm

c de 
d6co1onialisation 

recon• 
nue pf:l.r les N

a.tioos U
nif.8 et 

&
V

ee 
Je 

g
ros ava.ntage snr 

l'iodC
penclance 

de 
pouvoh-prc,fit.er d'une aide de la. G

rande 
B

tot.agne eu ells de cyclone, de SO
Ohe

l'C
M

C
 et de pouvoit· coinp&

ar eo 
tem

ps 
norn1aJ sur 

one 
aide 

beaucoup 
plus 

im
port.ante 

de 
fa G

ranrle 
:B

re1u8ne. 
M

ais ii est nnc autre gucs:tjcu 
qui 

es~ 

.~S2 
A

cccs,$101t of M
auritit1$ 
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.J967 
lo irtiuJ>

t11de,,c.e-µ,,lt11i1! 
the 

gsj 

C
om

m
onw

ealth 
of N

alious 

encol'e beaucoup plus im
port.ante. C

'esi· 
la. question <

lei. 1w
a.nlages A

, tr&
\'erS 

le 
M

al'che C
ow

m
oo. O

n va-w
.edire, ~f. le 

pteaideot., qoe c·eat ,m
e utopie de vou· 

loir com
plor sor l'entr,e de le. G

rande 
.B

rotago~ daoa 
le 

M
arch6 C

om
tuuo. 

Auft!>i, je m
e dois de faire 

la 
pt'ecision 

sui\•aute. O
'e.st qu'en 

1961 H
 y a. en 

une d&
:la.ration de 

pl'iucipe 
du 

Parti 
M

a.1.1t
icien 

i,ignee 
pa.I' 

lo 
pr,s

ident, 
M

. {{.a.ytnood De-vionue:, dam
; 

laquelle 
JI faisait ressorL

ir qo(I le sa.lut. de 
l'tlc 

M
aU

l'ice se &rou,;•ait, avec J'associafiioo, 
dans le M

.areb8 C
orum

uo. N
ons voyons 

aojourd'bui 
quc les 

6ve.D
cm

cots soot. 
V

enus lui doooer raisou. 
(Interruption) 

Pour repondre 
~
 ceue 

objec:tiou je 
par1er:\i de. M

. Jo
hnson qui 

a 
dit 

lors 
d'uu c:artaio 

congt~s. 
que 

le 
Pairbi 

T
ravaiJliste A

ogla.is allait. voter coofire 
t-'eotree dq l'A

ngleterre daos le M
.&rche 

C
ouunun et le Jeuderoa.ia m

~m
e 

oous 
avoos vu que le 

Pat'lew
ent 

a.oglais 
a 

en fa.it vote pour l'M
.hnission de 

J'A
n• 

glelei:ro dan
s le M

areM
 C

om
m

un. 
A

 
l'beure actuclle, 

ai uous exam
iooas Jes 

faiis 
de 

&re8 pl'ea, ii 
est 

im
poaaible 

pour la G
rando B

ret.ague 
de 

ne 
pas 

cnh'er daos le flbrcbe C
om

m
un. 

E
lle 

ue peul p&
Q

 se penneltret un 
douxit\roe 

soufilat, uo deuxibm
e "noo 

''. L
'A

og
Jc .. 

setre aui:a A
 eo

tw
r, 

collle que C
<

nit,e, 
dans le M

.a.rch8 C
om

m
un m

6m
o eu 

sa
crifiant 

le 
C

om
m

on w
ealth 

et 
si 

elle 
sacri6e le 

C
onnooow

eallb
, 

noua co
u

rons le risque de petdt0 
les avant-ages 

<
!e l'accor<

l sucrior du 
C

om
m

onw
ea.lt.b. 

V
oit&

 Jes dangers qu
i noui 

rnen;)ce:nt a 
l'henre 

actuelle 
avec 

l'iod.ipenda..nce. 
~ous 

ponvoos 
pel'dre 

ce 
g:ue oous 

avoos a l'beure acL
ue11e, perdre le prix 

pr0F4rentiel (JU
:e n•t1fl 

Q
,V

O
D

S
 pout 

nos 
&

ueres, A vec l' A
ssociation oo a.urait au 

m
oins essa}•e d'a.vofr. el 

peut-~-tce que 
nou.a &

urions eu, 
de 

trC
s gros 

av&
O

• 
lagos; 

et je dois dire ici gue, d
u point 

de vue 
ci!cooom

ique, 
ii 

est 
bea.uooup 

m
ieux pour un 1m

ya.d'avoh-de l'argen&
. 

par le oircuit 001·m
a.l de sa. producLioo' 

en 
vendJ.D

t le 
6,uc1e it. un 

prix 
plus 

ava.utagenx, que 
de 

com
pter 

sur 
des 

p•·~ts 
6h·&

ngel's qoi 
o'arrivent 

pas 
a 

a&
re utilili8&

 com
m

a ilG
. de

vraient 
l'f}tre. 

N
ous avoas 

l'~xem
plo do 

M
a.rket.ing 

B
oa-rd, do Fa.roily PlfL

-oniog, -
com

ooe 
l'a. rait si bien rem

&
.rqner 'M

. V
&

yid -
oU

 cat o.rgent sert 
a 

plaire 
aox. allli&

 
du 

gouvernem
eot 

de ra~oo qu'il 
soit 

asso
l•e de 1e1.1r,s services aux 

elections. 

A
n H

on. M
em

ber : 
M

. V
&

yid o'a, paS 
voM

 eontrc l'iudO
~ndance

. 

M
. R

iret: 
N

ous voyons done a.prfJa 
)'M

alyse 
des fa.its qu'il 

o'y a. aocuoc 
cha.nee aneuu espoir que le pays pu.isse 
1;,un•ivre 

avoo l.'independanee. 
A

 c.et 
effel je dois dire qu'il y a ,1oe paojq

uc 
dans &

oute h~ populntio
n, y cor.npds la 

eom
m

uoau,, 
hiodouo qoi a. vote pour 

1 'indC
peodaoce, 

qu
i 

sc 
dem

ande 
a 

l'heurc 
aetuelle quel va etre 

son eott 
dans 

le ru&ur. 
L

a 
com

m
unaut8 

hin


doue a 
$U

bi un 
lavage 

de 
cerveao, 

avant d'a
ller M

ix urn
ea. L

e vote eipd-:. 
m

C
, ii y a (IU

 un tevirem
eo&

 et la preove 
eo 

est 
qu'oo 

n'a 
pas 

en 
aojourd'hu

i 
l'e'Jc.plosion de joie et cle aatisfaction qui 
aarait 

dd 
oorm

alem
en

t. 
so 

produire 
cofnm

e c'esl le ca.s dans 
lou~ Jes pay$ 

du 
ruonde qul 

acckdenl a 
l'indtipen· 

dance. C
eJa ttablit 

Sans crrcur possible· 
le bien for.ide de m

es assertions. 

Je \'011drnis avaot de term
ioer, 

M
. le· 

pl'c':sidcnt, ta.irn un appel. Je 
m

'a.dresso 
&

 cette C
ham

brc non pas seu
lem

tlnt en 
qua.Ii~ de m

em
bre de cette a.ssem

blE
!e, 

ruais surtont en tant que cifioyeo d0 c:e. 
pa.ys. 

Je voudrais faira un appel tout, 
particuliet 

at1x m
em

bres 
du Parti 

de 
l'indcpend1.uce poo

r -qu'ils 
pC

sent bieo 
le pour ot le cona.re Q

vaut de ise pro
noncer sur 

la 
m

otion 
do l'hoo

. P
re

m
ier. 

Jc sois persuade gue l'hon • .Prem
ier 

ue voudrai&
 pas passe1· dans l'bjr;toi.re 
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to l1Jd~pe.na:t11ice within the 

9SS 

C
o,,tm

onw
tall/t. 

of N
aliou~ 

com
m

e etao
, quclqu'un qui a nui a son 

pays, 
quelqu 'un 

doot 
Je nom

 
serait. 

m
aud

it 
p&

r lee gea6rt1tiooe 
futu

res. 
C

Q
r j'espbre qu'il desire beaucoop plus 

Jes 1wau
lages l!optSL

'ienrs 
du pa,ys que 

l'am
b

itioll 
de 

poovoir 
~ire a la 

W
te 

d
'u

n 
pays indC

pendan
t, de servir uoe 

politique de prestige. 
Je ven:x espere

r 
que 

Jes 
roem

brea 
du 

gooveroem
eo

t 
renec

hiront, p~~roa
t bien te pour et le 

con
t.re a.vaot de se 

p1·ononcer sur 
I~ 

i:notioo, 

(A
ppia,.., 

from
 

O
J>

po,i/iQ
n Benclies) 

(7.35 p.m
.) 

M
r 

L
. 

lladry 
(ll'in,t 

M
em

be, 
fo

r 
M

aheboo
rg 

and 
Plain• 

M
a.gnien) 

Sir, I 
think 

this 
is 

a. unique oppor• 
tuni&

y Cor m
e to add

res$ th
is A

ssem
bly. 

F
irst of all, I 

bava to congra.tulR
te the 

Jast speak
er for bis m

aiden speech. 
E

verybody 
koow

a that I am
 a trade 

uoion officer and eioce long I 
am

 ser• 
-viog th

e w
orking clus 

of lh
ia coun

try
. 

1 a.m
 in lu

ll agreem
e

n
t w

ith the m
olion 

presen
ted 

this 
m

oroiog 
by 

lbe 
bon. 

'.Priroe M
in

ister of bhi:s country
. T

he
re 

w
ill certainly be oppo,it,ion. 

T
he 

O
p

position 
w

ill 
re,na.in aod 

~here 
w

ill 
a

lw
1~ys be 

opposition
. 

H
 

bas 
beeu 

found 
out everyw

here, history has re• 
peat.ed it,sol!, that 

people alw
ays stick 

to their doctrines
. 

T
hos~ w

ho oppoae 
be

long to a. certain 
category of people, 

they 
bav~ tbt 

1·igbt 
L

o defend their io• 
te

resta
. 

W
e cannot do otherw

ise, w
e 

bo.,~o to 
allow

 tbew
 

to do 
so 

bot 
tbe 

w
orking class or th

is coun
try 

in 
general 

a.re very 
a.oxious to acbiove 

iodepe
»dence. 

Jo
depe

ndence 
is 

the 
fun

dam
ental righ

t of &
.be worldog class 

because 
the 

w
orkiog elass needs pro• 

g
ress, 

good liv
iog eonditio

oa and em
• 

ploym
eul. 

Just 
now

, tH
l 

hou
. 

M
em

· 
be

.r 
pointed 

ou
t that 

th
ere i&

 uneu
l• 

p
loym

cnt 
in 

this country and tha&
 is 

w
hy 

he is against indepondenee. V
lhy 

there 
i&

 unem
ploym

entprcva.ilingaL
 th

is 
ju

nctu
rn thro

ughout the cou.olry? 
H

 
is 

becocse the 
old 

r~gim
o •nd 

lhe 
old 

tactics of th
e ea.pita-list syitem

 arc still 
in oporalion, it is hecauae the distribo• 
tio

n or the labour force io t,bis country 
baa 

n~
I 

been 
properly 

done 
a.nd the 

w
ealth of 

!ibis c,,m
otry 

ba.s oot 
been 

propetly dis!riboted
. 11 is "lso because 

w
h

en 
t.be 

w
a.ges order 

w
as put 

in~ 
opora.U

on 
l,hern 

v.·aa som
e 

sort 
of 

obstt'U
ctioo. lu 

thu 
field of agriculture 

certa
in w

orks ha.ve been abolished o
nly 

to 
increase. unem

ploym
ent aod 

uoem
• 

p}oym
ent ea.uses groat ba..rdship. 

Jf w
e 

w
ant 

to get rid 
of unem

p
loym

ent 
tbe

ooly :i:em
o.dy is 

ndiona
J indepeode

o
ce. 

T
he 

country m
ust 

m
ove. a.ccording to 

ita 
destiny 

for 
the progress and 

the 
liberty of m

ankind
. 

T
he 

O
pposition 

w
ill briog forw

ard their tactics but they 
cannot jeopa,1:dise 

lbe 
rights 

of any 
citizen 

io 
th

is country. 
t.bey cannot 

jeopardise 
the 

iodependence 
of 

this 
co1.10tl'y beeause iudepeodonce is neces
u

ry for the do\•elopruent. of the 
C

O
O· 

uom
y and o.lE

o booausc w
e w

ant. foi::eigo 
capilalists, foreign cutrency &

o com
e to 

thiA
 C

O
U

Ul•l)'. 
A

nd 
they w

ill on)y com
e 

after 
m

depeodeoctl 
a.nd 

not 
before 

because 
tbs 

preaeot 
structu

re, 
t.be 

pres~nl 
l'l:gim

e forbid them
 ,o 

com
e. 

w
ilh 

lbeir capital to !bis 
country. 

I 
arn in favour of 

independence, I koow
 

lhn
l cbu O

pposition 
w

ill objecl and w
ill 

alw
ays object. I know

 they w
ill alw

ays 
object becouse in e,•ery cou

o,ry, l ba,;•e 
read soru.o histm

·y, l ha.ve never sceu in 
aoy 

couotry 
that 

the 
O

pposition is 
preparE

d to cooperate 
w

ith the 
p~rly 

clo.im
i.ng independence 

tor the people.. 
It 

ha.a never been 
possible but 

I w
ill 

say ot this tim
e you m

1.1s&
 show

 your 
good w

ill to tbe m
ajoriiy or th

is country 
w

ho 
sre 

askiog 
for 

inde~
nderice 

becaoso M
auritius, is a, very sm

all is1and 
a.nd w

e have diffel'cut com
runn

ities aod 
cultures. 

Foa: tba.t purpose I 
w

ant 
to 

m
ake an 

appeal 
to 

Lbe 
O

pposition 
that 

it should agree 
to independeoee 

atld independence w
il1 briog prosperity 

M
>

d digni ly lo the people. 

956 A
cc·essi.on o/ 1ria14riJl11S 
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1967 Jo lndtpendsttcf. 
~

z'Jhin the 
957 

C
om

m
or,w

uzllhoj 
N

ation$ 

l hope that 
tny short contribution Co 

!b
is debate, 

w
ill 

be cqnsidered 
w

o
rth 

w
hile. 

(7.40 p
.m

.J 
T

beD
epo1ySpeaker(M

r. P. G
. R

. R
ault) 

(T
hird M

em
be

r 
lor Po

rt L
ou

io 
N

orth 
and M

oniaguc L
ongue): 

M
r. Speaker, 

I a1n oo
t very sure 

%
1hether according 

to &
radition I ~bould be coos.idered as a 

n
ew

 .M
em

ber 
•nd 

con
eequenU

y lhat I 
sho1.1ld n

o
t. coogr&tutate C

he boo. M
em


ber w

ho has spoken o
r aa au old M

eu1bar 
having already served iu this L

egisla• 
ture foi: 15 years I should eongtatu

late 
him

. I sh~fl, therefore, give m
yself &be 

beaefit of th
e doubt and Lherelore I ,h,11 

congratulate t.be hoo
. M

em
be:r w

ho baa 
just spoken before 111e 

for his m
aiden 

speech 
w

h
ich bas been of a very high 

oi:det. 

S
ir,. a

ft.er 
lhe 

speech 
w

hich 
the 

boo. Prim
e M

.inistet' m
i.de C

hill ruoro• 
ing I 

th
ink 

alm
ost 

c,•~tytb
ing w

hich 
bad t,o be said 

ha.s 
beeo 

said. 
I am

 
not saying that at all 

to depreca.te 
in 

any w
ay aoy other 

spooch 
w

h
ich 

has 
been m

ade, not even the speech m
ode 

by m
y Fr

iend, 
the 

L
eader of 

the O
p• 

position
. 

I 
entirely 

see 
bis 

position, 
b

e played w
ell lor 

his 
lea,m

 
and 

be 
h•s done very w

ell b
ut 

!he speech 
of 

&he 
hon

. 
Prim

e 
M

in
ister 

w
as 

the 
spoech of a m

an 
inspfred. 

H
e is st1cb 

a greit m
&

o in 
our 

bisloty 
that the 

w
ords he apoke, I 

a.m
 sure, w

H
I w

ith 
ibe passage of 

,irne. 
w

h
eo 

passions 
have cooled dow

n, be accepted aa G
os· 

pal trulb 
eveo by 

those w
ho, 

today
, 

ore opposed to the 
jdeaa 

and 
senli• 

aneots w
h

ich be has expr-0ssed. l thiok 
lhaL

 w
hate\•er m

ay be said against the 
P

rem
icrin 

public is 
usualJy qu.ite di(• 

ferent from
 w

hat w
e 

hear 
either 

at 
pri9al,e pB

rtiea, io 
draw

ing 
room

s or 
io lunch 

room
s and 

cocktail 
parties, 

and from
 the vety people w

ho are 
bi3 

opponents. 
I am

 oot referring to the 
M

em
bers o( 

t.b\.' H
o

use bu, 
to 

the 
m

en1bers of 
thei; 

party 
out&

ide w
ho 

t,,JI os !hal w
e ore 

b
lessed by G

od tor 
the m

oderation of tbe lna.o w
ho 

is~, 
the behu of our oouutry. 

T
h

is, w
e aU

 
know

, S
ir, is the tru

th 
aud every boo

. 
M

em
ber 

know
s it 

because 
ho 

m
tJst 

h!!,ve bea.1·d iL
 oo ievera.l oc.:casioos. 

Sir, the m
ain qnestian 

toda.y befortl 
ua is to decide w

hether 
t.be m

entbers 
of &

he Indepeudeoce Party 
w

ho 
w

ere 
elected ou a clear 

pJnitform
 a.nd w

et1t 
to the. people of lhis country proposing 
ooc m

aio them
e nam

ely 
t.he indepeo• 

deuce of our country, are able now
 

to 
betray &

heir t:m
st. 

1.'hat in m
y view

, 
goos to the very toot and essence of 
dem

ocra.cy and to the 
very essonce of 

honesty 
in 

dealing. 
H

ow
 

cao 
one 

expect 
that: people 

w
ho 

ba.\•e cam
• 

pa.igned 1;0 ha.rd for: aom
ething in 'tllbicb 

they 
bcli0vc or 

they 
have coruO

 to 
belie,.-e, beca.uso, Sir, w

hiitever m
ay be 

tho hesitations w
bicb ba.vc bean enter• 

h&
.ir,e<

l in the pasL
 and 

w
hich 

I know
 

are 
1,~ia 

being 
eot.e.r:tained io 

som
e 

part&
, 

ii)depeodence 
goos 

w
ith 

the 
course of history. 

M
auritius 

w
H

J be 
the 

123rd 
iodcpendcnt 

natio
n 

ia 
the 

w
orld, 122 nations already are 

inde
pendent. 

'W
hatever som

e people m
ay 

&bink about it, independence of ))eoples 
is the irrE

!sistibJe ireod 
of our 

tim
es, 

ootbiog at a.U
 can stop 

jt. 
T

herefor@
 

w
hat rnust w

e do as 
inleU

igent tbjn_k. 
iog 

m
en ? 

M
iw

y of 
the 

gentlem
eu 

opposite are m
y personal friends. I can 

even r;ee on either side of the H
ouse 

tw
o 

sats of 
l'nem

bers of 
&

he sam
e 

club to w
hich I belong

. 
'!'hoy are m

y 
valued persooa.l friends, 

I 
know

, Sit, 
that the.)' a.U

 love the co
u

otty asdeaidy 
{lS w

e do. 
W

haL
 w

oufd be tbe st-a.f-e of 
th

is coouhy if t:he w
a,ves of independ

cuce are 
beating 

around 
our 

shores 
aod 

around 
the 

beaches everyw
here 

&
ml 

w
e a.re left 

the sole 
dependent. 

territory, there w
ould be constant a.git:,. .. 

tion io the 
souls. of m

en 
w

ho crave 
aU

et tha.t libe1·ty w
hich e&

unot be dest~ 
royod. II 

W
'>

 w
ere to poslpouo the pro

blem
 it 

w
ouJd p

rove m
o

te acute ev~
rs 
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C

om
m

o11w
crtlU

r of N
alio1t.s 

ye
B

r. 
{s it oo

t w
.orc courageous, 

m
or6 

iotolligen&
. to tack

le the problem
 ho m

e
diately, 

W
e m

ost 
face 

tha, 
pl'oblem

 
~O

Q
aer or ta

t.er . .Postpooin
g it w

ould per• 
petn&

to 
u

oeedainty, 
&

ha.L
 unc

ert,aioty 
w

bich 
ha&

 p
revailed 

io 
oua: counh·y 

in 
the last 

tw
o or t,hree yea

rs, that 
nu

certainty 
w

hich 
in 

1ny 
'9iew

, Sir, 
ha,s 

beeo the cause or m
ost of ou

r 
itls; 

w
e 

m
ust 

sta.d g
rapp

ling \"1•ith th
o problem

 
oow

 
a.ud oow

 
ia 

t.ho 
~im

c. 
T

o 
thoise 

g~n
tlem

e
n 

ouh.ide, 
w

ho 
w

ith 
lb

cir 
C

t;lpitail, 
w

ith 
their 

bra
ins, 

w
ith 

the
ir 

k11o
w

-h
ow

, 
w

ith 
tb

eir 
grea

t 
ab

ility, 
have 

.supported 
a.nd 

nu
rtu

red 
tbe 

P
.M

.S.D
., 

I 
m

ako 
that 

•ppe•I 
a.nd 

l 
aru 

co
n

fident 
that 

that 
ap

poal 
is 

ruaile 
in 

the 
nam

e 
of 

the 
w

hole 
par:t.y. 

Is 
it 

oot. better 
oow

 
to 

get 
toget

h
er 

an
d 

w
ork 

for 
the 

econom
ic 

fut.ui:e 
a

od 
prosperity 

of 
M

aorilius 
rather

. tbao baoket· afte
r &

be paat. w
hich 

w
y 

hoo. 
li·cien

d, 
the .Prem

ier 
~aid 

jg 

dead fot· ever and w
i11 orve

t· com
e back

. 
W

e 
have 

in 
tb

is 
cou

ntry bra.ins, w
e 

ha
ve a. high degree 

o
f civilisa

tio
n

, w
e 

can 
m

;adert;1.kf>
! 

tll'JY
 task w

h
ich 

W
f) b

&
ve 

to 
pcrfotJU

• 
W

<
! ha

ve people right dow
o 

in 
tbe m

ass
es 

w
hose 

b
raios 

have 
n

ot 
been 

m
n,de uae 0£, 

w
hose 

inL
olligencc 

h
as 

not 
been 

gh>
on ,he 

ebaoce 
to 

flou
rish

. W
e 

ca.n ose lbem
 im

d 1 think 
,hat 

w
e 

m
u.at 

se
i7,e 

tba,&
 opporhm

• 
jty 

a.nd 
w

e 
m

ust 
not 

Jet 
alip 

the 
cha.nee

. 
So

1oe o
f oar 

F
rien

ds, espe• 
c.ially 

t,be 
li'ir6t 

M
e

,:uber 
for 

B
ea

u 
B

a.s.:sin ood 
Pet

ite-R
iviC

l'C
, ho.ve sacl· 

deoed 
w

e. H
e 

has expre~aed tod&
y a 

pe$i
im

ism
 

w
hich ( have h

eard in som
e 

circl<
ts, i, 

bas also been t>
cpol'ted to m

e 
by 

th
e S

t\.tue 
Presiden

t of 
that 

clu
b I 

refe
rred 

to. 
A

 
111e1ttber of 

tha
t 

club, 
w

hose 
nam

e J 
sb&

ll g
ive 

privately 
to 

the 
boo

. 
M

e
m

be
r, 

w
bo 

has 
&

 
h

igh 
posit.ion 

io 
th

e 
ci\•il 

$er-vice w
ont 

&
o 

lha.t 
pl'osident 

a11d told him
. 

I 
h::w

e 
falle

n ioto 
dd

ok at 
toy 

p
lace w

a hava 
a.II go

n
e o

ff onr food, so w
e k~pdrink

• 
ing 

all 
the 

L
im

e be.cause w
e 

h
a,ve loat 

confidence 
in our co

untry, 
w

e are no_w. 

de.sper&
t(\. 

N
ow

 th
is is because or the 

p
sycbos

is of 
{ear w

h
ich 

bas 
built 

u
p 

espeei1blly 
in 

a 
co

rom
unity 

w
h,icb is 

not a. tllinority 
but, w

h
ich is alao o

ue of 
the 

w
a.jority 

couuno
rli&

ies 
and 

th
at 

psychos
i~ of fear 

w
H

J 1·uin eve
1·ything. 

It w
as o·,vious to 

som
e 

or 
us 

that 
it 

w
a,s utterly 

intpoS!S!ble 
&

.bat 
M

a.u
ritius 

of aU
 nM

ions ill 
tbe w

orld, 
that 

M
ao~ 

ritius w
i~b its 

pasl 
:.m

d its 
potcu

tia.1, 
M

a
uritius w

ith peoplt 
of 

&
he com

n
,u

nity 
of the First 

M
em

O
O

r fo
r 

Q
aal

r&
 

B
o

roes 
'lt·bo, a.she aaid, hos beco •• U

,,u; 
t;()-ntnm

n«ute a la 
poin t4 du 

cO
ntbat 

pour 
l'bnancipati,m

, 11ulitiqut ••. 
tha.~ 

M
a.u

d
tiua w

ith 
such 

an 
a,cti,•e com

• 
n:iauity cou

ld possibly vote ~a.inst 
in

• 
dependence. 

lt. 
w

nB
 som

ething 
un

th;oka
bl•, that 

a, branch 
of lhe b

uruao 
1·ace w

ould 1·cjed 
liberty

, it 
W

a.<
J 1>

om
e

r.biu
g w

l:ich h:.1s oever occu
rred in a.ny 

P,.'\.tt of 
the 

w
orld 

and 
coo

ld 
novtH' 

occur io M
auril-ios. 

S
ir, w

e-koe\\' that 
that 

ps}·ch0$is 
of 

rear 
w

hich 
ruade 

peop
le. 1eruse lo 

face 
reality 

w
ould 

ea.use such a shock 
w

hen 
they 

w
ou

ld 
w

ake 
up 

from
 

tha
t 

drcatn 
&

hat 
they 

w
ou

ld 
be as 

slcepw
a.)kers 

in 
a 

oigb
t· 

m
ate. 

'V
t'e 

e:ttpecte.d I.bat 
&

ol't of rtU
tc. 

Lion of pei:;sim
ism

 in 3 
ro~o 

otherw
ise 

60 g
ifted as tbe boo. 

M
em

ber 
w

h
o has 

just spo
keo

. 

H
e 

apologiaed because 
he 

ha&
 nol 

m
ade 

ooteo 
b

u! 
he 

defended b.im
self 

exh·ernely 
w

ell. 
B

u
t w

hy 
be so p~.si

w
iatie, w

hy oot 
trust 

one's 
iellow

m
en 

a.nd I sas Jt 
io 

a11 ainee
rit.y that 

the 
com

m
unity 

refe-rrc<
l to by m

y Frien
d, 

the 
F'irS

t M
om

be\' 
for 

Q
uatre 

B
on10$ 

aod B
elle llooe, m

u
st 

ouderstood 
!h

•t 
the ro~ur,3 lies 

in close 
b

ar-O
)ony w

ith 
the m

ajo
rity 

C
O

l).lU
H

10ity 
o

f th
is C

O
U

O
· 

lry
, 

W
e 

sho
uld 

m
o,~e 

toget-ber 
as 

brothers to
rgeU

iog &
.hings w

hich do I'lO
l 

app
ly 

here 
w

here 
w

e 
have 

so 
w

t1<
::b 

in 
com

1))on. 
N

ige
rfa 

a.ad 
C

yprus 
~nd 

0
L

h1r 
couo

trieij 
are 

c.ou1ur1es 
w

hich 
hove been poisoned by im

per
ia-

9so 
A

ccession 
of 

1Jfa1t,riliu, 
22 A

U
G

U
ST

 
1967 to fo:leJ,$ndenc~ w

rtJ,in 
the 961 

C
ornm

om
t1enltli of N

ations 

lists. T
hey arc divided tcnito

rics, they 
are divided in

to 
racea, 

c
u.t iu 

tw
o. 

Jn 
w

aoy of these co
untriu 

there 16 tr
ib:•• 

lism
, tb.cy baive deliberately 

been 
cut 

inL
o tw

o 
by 

t.be old 
im

per
ialist p

ro
• 

con
su

ls. 
W

hey 
d

id 
they 

do 
t,hat ? 

IJ;bey did th
at w

it,b an aim
 in view

 b
ut 

thoy did no
t fo

resee tha
t 

the;r 
gr3nd

• 
som

; 
w

ould 
libetatc 

L
hoso 

countries. 
H

ere in M
auritius do w

e koow
 of any 

parL of 
tbe 

country 
w

here 
o

nly 
one 

com
m

unity 
lives? 

E
veryb

ody 
lives 

next. door to ea.eh other
. 

W
hen 

tbc-ro 
is either a death 

or a 
b

idb
, a fe-sliva,I 

or" 
m

ourn
ing 

in 
onA

 h
oase

. doe.a no
t 

the H
ind

u ot &
be Cl·eole or the M

uslim
 

go to sh1ue the joy or t-be pafo ? C
an 

aoybody any that 
he can 

li'i/e 
w

ithout 
the help o

f b
is 

nei,gb
bour, 

w
hether 

he 
has differeo

t relig
ioo o

r oo
t,. 

\V
hether 

w
e a:re or w

este
rn o

r aaia.tie descen
t all 

or u&
 iu

tarm
ingle w

ith ona 
anothe

1· a.o 
m

uch. N
o ooe is com

p
letely w

este
rn or 

3.Siatic. 
From

 
1948-iu 

th
is 

B
o

use o
r 

in ~be 
ot.har 

H
o

use. w
e 

W
G

J'C
') a

lw
ays 

lalkin,g in 
!h&

t 
b

reath 
and 

w
e talk in 

o.o other 
(perhaps 

the 
psriy 

or 
m

y 
lea.roed Fr

iend, M
r. O

H
ivrv, w

hich m
y 

lcM
·oed Frieod 

join
ed 

tw
o days befol'e 

~be eleclion.a baB
 not 

done so 
iu 

the 
r,ast). S

ir. uo
less t,be 

M
em

ber&
 oppo• 

site do 
not 

w
iab M

>
 see 

th
at the w

or• 
kers of 

i.bis 
country 

get 
t.beit 

due, 
httlldrcds of docken, 

stevedores
, gl'a• 

uat·y peop
le nod 

all ,hew
 

w
orkers ge

t. 
w

hat they deserved, 
Ibey 

should reM
l 

I.be Speech 
from

 
the 

T
hrone, 

!hey 
shouJd aee 

w
bat 

G
overm

ueot 
proposes 

to do for the 
w

orkers, 
w

b.11,
t 

securit.v 
it proposes t,o give. 

IC
 w

e ore allow
e.d 

to pl'oceed on tbo1:1e lille&, t,hen 
a,ll the 

ills w
h

ich have 
been 

enum
e

rated 
by 

the F
irst 

M
em

btr 
for 

B
eau 

B
M

&
in, 

w
hich be seem

s 
to w

aot 
to pel'pctaat.c 

w
ill g

rad
ua,U

y di,appe.ar 
if w

e 
ge&

 an 
independent. 

M
auri&

.ius, 
if not 

&her.e 
ills w

ill go oo and 
becom

e w
ol'se every 

day. 

I am
 

sure 
lhat 

the 
hou

. 
the 

firs&
 

M
em

ber foi 
B

ea.u B
assfo 

a.o(l Po
tilc 

R
ivi~ro did not catch 

ih&
 

iueaniog 
o

r 
that 

m
oderation 

in 
v

icto
ry 

w
hich 

w
e 

show
ed

, 
he 

did 
n

ot 
o

ndersta-nd 
lbe 

sense of it. 
O

uo d
id not 

w
ant 

to 0£
fend

. 
W

e knew
 

tha
t d

ilferc
uces hav

e 
been f05lered 60 

ing
en

io
usly w

ith $U
C

h 
ad\

1ancea m
odern 

techniques, 
io fact 

every w
ode1·0 

technique 
w

hich 
yo

11 
i-trad iu tbo l&

d isauesof 
O

Q
11itellal10'n. 

E
veryday 

like m
ushroom

s 
a

ll ove\' the 
i$laod w

e .saw
 

posters 
artistica

lly 
de• 

signed 
a.bow

in
g 

ske
leto

ns, 
show

ing 
Cam

ino, dep
ic

ting 
four 

beaded 
m

o
os• 

ters. 
T

hey 
w

a.nted 
to 

scare 
cbild

re[l 
and 

they 
dare 

t-3lk 
of 

brnin 
w

as
hing. 

Jndood, 
S

ir, 
but 

w
hen 

t.hat 
Friend 

of m
ine 

spo
ke 

of 
m

ou
ru

iog, 
I 

&
U

l 
sure 

thit 
tt,.fC

er Lbe nigh
t 

w
ill 

com
e the day; aod 1 

hope 
and 

t.rusl 
thr,t in &

 few
 m

ou
ths 

w
hen 

the 
festi• 

va,l o
f independcoce 

w
iU

 
colll6 

over 
M

aur
itit1s,e,•erybody w

ill daoce 
in th

e 
strtets. 

M
em

be
rs 

of 
the 

O
ppo&

ition 
•nd 

M
em

bers 
o

f 
the 

Independence 
Pa

rty. 
'l'his is 

tho 
w

iah 
I 

m
ake. on 

ibis 
firs! day o

f lb• 
N

ow
 A

s,..m
b

ly
. 

.A
t 

8
.()0 p.m

. 
tl,e 

siU
i.ttg 

ttcu m
s• 

pend<
d. 

O
n 

returning 
at 9.30 p.m

, 
w

UII: M
r, 

s
,ea.ktr io the C

lullr. 

T
he M

inister or L
ocal G

o,·ernm
evt and 

C
o-operative D

.velopm
ent lM

r.S. B
lssoon

doyal 
(T

hfrd M
em

ber 
for V

ieox G
rand 

Po
rl 

and 
.R

ose B
e

lle)
: 

M
r. Speake

r, 
Sir, I believe this day is considered as 
a 1:o<

:m
orable day 

bee&
use 

aU
er 

som
e 

one eer,tocy and a. ha
lf 

the 
co

untry 
is 

ia a position to vote foi: iodepcndence. 
T

h
is is the d

ue t,, 
the 

l&l,oo
rs 

of 
!he 

g
reat leaders of the 

p&
st 

a-ud 
p

resent, 
tnd 

I 
hope ootbiog 

w
ilJ 

bo 
done 

to 
prevent 

tb8 
w

ish 
of 

ihe 
m

ajority 
of 

people in M
aul'itius from

 1.oat.eriaJizing. 
.B

uL
 such an occas

ion bas 
forced 

us lo 
w

itness an oU
itute w

hich w
m

 be 
like 

a dal'k spot in onr history. 
A

 po)i&
ical 

pni-ty 
w

hich 
believes 

that 
it 

h
a$ 

at 
heart 

the in
~eresi of the 

pop
u

lation 
at 



Annex 91

962 
;IC

'(),ssion of&
laur

it/ur 
2

2 A
U

G
U

ST
 196; 

toln
d

,p
,,,d111ce w

ithin th• 
96J 

C
om

m
onw

,a/Jh 
of 

N
atio,~ 

la,go h•• 
had 1be check I<

>
 say lbot 

ii 
oppotet 

political 
G

'foltit.ion t T
b1s is &

-bo 
dal'k apol in ou, hisL

ory. O
nforlunalely 

,m
ob 

1, stat.erne
n

l 
w

i II 
n

ol. 
rece

ive 
in 

t.he loc•I press t.bc place thi.t it deseL·ves 
beea.u~ 

those w
bo 

&
t'O

 
I vling 

io 
lh

is 
sector 

o
f 

&
he prea.s. w

ill 
rea

lise 
&haL 

n 
e&

at.em
en&

 of tbie 
nature 

ia 
rnoa~ 

dam
agiog 

to 
the 

people 
w

ho 
beli,r•e 

lhal 
lhor ar• figh,iog for lhe 

rigbla 
ol 

the people in thi, 
country. 

From
 lim

e 
to t.im

e w
o have beard tb11t 44 per oout 

of 
tbo vot41-s h

uve vo&
4l<1 agai1,1st 

iu• 
d

epcodcnce 
an

d 
L

hu.t w
e 

should 
oot. 

jm
poeo on the country 

the w
ish of the 

people 
w

ho 
have 

voted 
for 

iadt-poD
• 

donce
. 

\V
ba&

 is 44 per cent 
w

hen they 
lb~rneelve.s em

pbu1u 
t.hat a m

ajority 
of m

om
ben 

is JloL
 a 

m
ajority ? 

T
hey 

from
 

1i1ue k>
 ,iruc refer to their haviog 

ob
tn

ine
cl 44 pe

r ceol. or the 
exp

rtssed 
v

otes. 
B

u
t. 

,h
e 

people 
of 

M
auritius 

shou
ld know

 how
 tlieu 

forty 
lou

1• per 
ccot 

ol voles h.avt bteo 
ol>

toined. 
It is 

a 
abam

e 
lot 

th05e w
ho 

claim
 

tbal ihev 
•re 

ht.e,ate.. edocated and w
ho im

J)O
M

'd 
on 

tho e.leetor;ite every kind 
of hurdle 

io 
I.be 

23 
tsla~R

 
t.bat 

uia.t 
io 

tbo 
co

,;aotry. 
A

tm
os&

 al1 Q
f the!.6 estates 

h
od rni&

ed barriers agniL
18l the caind

i • 
da

t•• or the Iodcpoodonce Parly
. 

T
he 

23 e~tatt1 
em

ploy, 
w

t 
believe, aom

e
•h•ng 

like 
60,000 

p,ople, 
lhal 

is 
I<

>
 

u.7. 
a.bout 40,000 

h
ead, 

of 
fam

iliea 
aod 

thoy believe t.bal 
1L is 

I\ poli&
ical 

.st1·at.08y to 
r~i6e bar-riora to all 

the 
e

n
t.l'llnco roa.<ls, tutk

ing lh
o help of lhc 

po
lice &

o pre
ven

t carr, o
r cundida

t.es of 
$be Ju

dependeoce Par&
y froru ente

ring 
lho&

e eatetes. 
,vha&

 can ho 111 dark a 
1-poL

 a8 1hia in our bi.hi«)? 
T

hat 
w

ae 
no

t 
a

ll, 
Sir. 

B
efore 

&
be 

election 
a 

pa.per 
W

H
 

tabled in thit 
flO

U
60 show

• 
iog 

the m
i.m

es of plo.cee w
horo m

eeL
ings 

c
o

u
ld be h

eld
, an

d w
o bolio"e that. th

u 
po

lice auth
orities 

hnd sub
1niued 

lb
osc 

oa.m
u 

l.o 
the 

eslatc
s. 

T
he 

schoole 
buih 

on 
tht 

l~da 
of L

be est11tes w
t,ro 

reC
nacd ae IO

i'e&
ing placN

 
a.hbongh lhe 

na w
ea or L

booe plaua 
appeattd 

in L
be 

lilL
 ta>

led io llll. 
H

ouoe. 
! have road, 

81r. altoot. a chara.ct.cr of E
m

ile 
Z

ola: 
" 11.1u1derer 

w
ho p&

H
C

I to 
be Yery in• 

noce
n

l and even 01 t-bo 11aviout of Lbe 
person he 

bad 
,nu

rdercd. 
It ia good 

I bnl 
fhe 

book 
bo rend 

by 
lboae w

h
o 

a.11om
e th

at tihey 
uodenn

and 
poliU

ca, 
and ltal 

they can be politician1:1. 
T

h. 
apolcetm

ea 
of 

1ho r 
M

 S
 D

 N
 

b
aT

O
 

lned 
from

 
lhe 

,·ery beginning 
th11 

1ftcroooo and in the prl.5$ to pe.nu1,do 
&ha 

p11blic 
th

at 
&hoy are 

inn
ocent. 

" W
e ere victim

a, '' 
th

ey u
y "

anJ tbo 
J udep,nden

ce 
Pa

rly 
ha.a eoci:oachod 

upon 
our 

rig
ht.a an

d 
privileges 

aod 
everytlliog 

hM
 bcto 

w
recked 

to 
our 

dotritn10L
." 

T
hie 

com
edy, 

Sit. 
i1 

played lo C
ffllle hi110ry because ii ia be

lieved ;rhea oet&
a.iu colum

ns of oort.&
LD

 
f>

A
pors will be filled w

il,h m
atter ol lbia 

charo.c~er, fo&uro hialol'io.os w
ill draw

 
from

 these colum
ns m

nt.eria.1 for their 
hitto

ry, and 
th

eo 
&

bit party 
w

ilt be 
repreaeo&

ed a.a a 
•cry 

innoe
en~ pady 

and lb, Indepeodonce Party ropreset1l
od u 

h .. i"ll appealed lo the em
ol,oo 

of 
the 

m
ajoril y of tbo 

population 
io 

t.he couot-1·y, and 
beca.use of ~b

a.t triei 
the 

Indupendenco 
.P1n

ty 
hr,.s got 

Ii 
tnG

.jority of seaL11, a.nd 
that 

iudepeo• 
<

leooe w
ill be forced upon 

the 
pnblio 

jo &
hi1 c:onotry. 

Sir, it is of vi~l im
• 

porlanoo 
lhal 

lhi1 Irick 
ho 

exploded. 
Piial 

d 
all, w

e had 
1he appeal lo t.lio 

public: " oend cheque, 
add

ressed lo 
M

r. de C
ha""1 ... " 

M
. 0

11,aJ : 
Sans ccugu,. 

M
r. B

i.......ioyal: 
Shnm

ele .. 
peoplo 

t>
q;em

g at 
U

te 
door 

or 
lbe 

estate 
ow

ncr8, using 
w

ba.&
 L

hey got 
troru 

Lhem
, (&nd the evideoce of it i• all &

he 
hurdltl'I placed 

ou 
1,hc road entnin

ces 
~o t.he o.;IA

otes} com
e 10d say that 

L
hey 

are 
viclirus, 

U
1;;1t 

they 
are 

hon~
t 

ptoplo, th
at 

indepeodonce is dragging 
them

 
d•w

n into the aby .. , and 
Ibey 

_,,nc. U
e people to rtahze 

lhi.a ea.la• 
m

lL
y. D

ul llrese sbU
JJel ... 

peopla have 

464 
A

«•hio
rr of M

aurt'tiu, 
22 A

U
G

U
S

T
 1961 

lo lm
l,/Je,u

li
1tC4 w

ilh
h

a th
• 

965 
C

om
m

onw
e

alth 
o/ N

otio
,u 

eoolacled 
=

m
bors 

or 
the 

lodepeo• 
a.n

ee Party 
f)OriU

&
ding lhem

 
t.o be

com
e 

Prim
• 

M
inisters, 

and 
got L

he 
eapilal 

•hoy 
need, 

lhe 
finance 

they 
neea, ::1nd 

everything 
they 

w
1rn

l, sod 
e-'len i.udopoudenoc 

(A
pplauso}. 

A
a H

oa. M
..,,be, : 

Sham
e I 

~lr. 8m
o""'107al : 

II io ,h ... 
peoplo 

L
blt com

e bera 
lo &

ay th
.a.L

 they 
have 

a 
eoosci·enee, t·rnd they invoke conecicoee 
at every 

tul'n or the 
road 

11.1 if they 
aro speaking 

in 
the 

inliereat 
of 

the 
public. 

Sir, 
it co

u
ld not be oppo,ed 

too tuucb bec.auee such ao 
aU

iiude 
ie 

ow
al in all countries 

w
hen,; the 

'felted 
im

ereale 6nd &
.bat it w

ill not 
ba•e 

ihe 
freedom

, L
ho prerogative, the hberly, 

tbt ptiv1lego1 they ha
d ob

tained in &
he 

past. 
W

e 
have 

1.ctn 
th

at 
iu 

every 
coloi;iy, in 

every &
erritory w

hore they 
cw

inot 
•~op 

t.he 
cqm

ing 
or io

dcpco• 
den..,, Ibey lry lo sabotage that inde
pendence w

hen 
it 

baa 
com

e. T
hey 

iry 
M

) 
do 

eurythiog 
in 

their 
pow

er 
in 

tb:ll s1oi,&
.or puranit. 

Sir, e-pt'U
ing or 

E
nglan

d M
 • 

country 
lhal 

ha, tM
>

hi•• 
ved subf!tllu

li1tl prog
ress. in m

y viow
 I 

ibiok lb•I 
ii 

hns nchie•od lbal oub,
ian~ial 

progroas 
because or 

cort~in 
C

..to,s. 

Firsl ol 
all, 

tbo 
inlerula 

ol 
lho 

sm
aller m

a.n a.N
 

looked 
aft-et t.hrougb 

th
e co-opcraU

vo 1uoveruent., &
be trade 

unfoo m
ovet0ont. 

B
uta.11 Lhoso LbiogSJ 

coulcl be pol!leib
le because of 

tbo rrec• 
dom

 of Lbe country. 
A

frica 11,nd A
sia 

have been vio
&im

A
 o

f aH
 tbeM

 p
rejudi

ces and thinge 
th&

l 
divide and 

lu1,ep 
clo1rn people and no 

one at Iba&
. m

o
m

enl could hue 
lelL

 him
self 

alroog 
en

ough, 
w

ise enough to 
refer 

Lo 
E

n• 
gJand n1 a cono

t,ry enjoying 
a.dv1m

ced 
progress. 

'W
e havo only to go back &o 

ibe days w
hon r.he 

co-operoL
ive m

ovc


m
eor. start.ed, 

w
hen the 

trade 
un

ion 
m

o'"em
enl atarted. 

w
hen 

the K
O

• free 
pess 

a&
arled aud see w

hat baU
lea ~ere 

looghL
 an

d
 b

o
w

 
lh068 h

a!U
ai rould be 

io lbe iukt,..L
 

ol the 
public. 

If 
E

o


glaod bad been a colony, lhue 
"°"Id 

oenr 
ha,·,e been • 

eooper"&
ivo 

JU
O

'V
'e


m

cot1 1 m
un 

a. eucces.sful cooperaCive 
m

o
vem

oot, 
I\ 

s-ucc-,eaaful trn.de 
onion 

m
ovem

ent, 
Lhe 

situa.tioo 
to 

btiog 
a.bouC

 ~ frtle press 
aod all 

the 
o,be.r 

&
binge ~b•L com

e from
 

tbe11 
tuove

m
eoL

I. 
B

ut bow
 can w

e expect • m
m

 
w

ho aeupla 
lo

 be 
on 

bended 
lm

ecs 
before vN

&
ed inie

res&
s to 

understa.od 
the m

e1niog of the 
cooper1tolive m

o,•e
m

ent, &ho t1·M
la union 

m
ovom

ont 
and 

lb
e free pre11 ? 

T
o undorsl&

nd w
hy all 

lbeao 
hind


rancc, 

&
N

II being p
u

t in 
the 

w
ay of io

de.pcndooce; 
w

e have 
Lo 

ioveai.igate
. 

W
hat 

i1 tbe put 
of 

every 
individual 

lh
at 

loda.y 
opposes 

io
depeodence ? I 

am
 r.1ot 

;Jpcakiog 
individ11ally. 

I 
aro 

speaking in 6 spiritto
est.a.bliab a gene

ra
l prrnciplc, "D

i, m
oiqu-i tu A

aute.1 et 
je. itJ di-r11i qu• '""''.A

 
m

an w
ho pre-, 

fe.18 Lo be 
dependent oo reeoorce-s pre

sented 
lo him

 on eonditioot 
oaturally 

can
n

ot accept indepeodeooe. 
J.t is in• 

co
in

paiible 
w

ith 
Lhe 

ruent0,lity of 
a, 

m
•o 

w
ho h

M
 been all 

lho 111110 ben


ding lo bo nll or a eudde
o iudependeot 

and 
aocepL

 independence. 
B

u
t 

the
y 

tare cle .. er. 
T

hey w
aot to 

uplaio 
to 

the 
public 

that 
iodependtnee 

w
ill 

b<iog harm
 lo M

auritius. II 
i• 

u 
ii 

bee•use a fa.t.her or fam
ily caonoa. bring 

B
s

. 1000 to hit 
fam

ily 
every 

m
ooth. 

th
e w

ire, lhe young 
daugb

lors ond the 
children m

ust accept ro£ogc in tu1othe1·• 
~nron'e 

hon86, 
T

h
is ii 

the upaho&
 of 

all 
the 

argum
ent• 

that. 
havo 

beer 
used 

in 
lh

i1 
B

ouse. 
Y

ou 
ba.ve n

o 
m

one7, 
:,oa 

cano°' 
becom

e 
indepen


dent.. 

A
 

hc•d 
of fam

ily ea.nno&
 bring 

in &
. 

l000 al 
the end of 

I.he m
on

th, 
tb~rcfore 

his w
ife, 

bia yonog 
d1m

gh• 
icrs. 

bi!j 
children 

m
uet-

b
l<o 

refuge 
at another 

m
an's 

place 
w

hore 
i.hai&

 
snm

 uo 
b.. pro•ided

. 
E

ducnted 
people 

can sptak 
10 

thl&
 

vein 
&

o M
auritius! 

W
ba&

 ii m
oo,y 

alltr 
aU

?
 

1n a ooun· 
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C
l 

966 
A

cceu
•'on of ltfa

"
ril iu.s 

22 A
U

G
U

ST
 1%

7 
lo 

f,,deJ>
tndentf w

ith
in tit• 

967 
C

oJN
M

O
n1tttdtla o/ N

atio1ta 

t ry w
here w

o co.o 
h

lvc 
over 

800,000 
a.c:rea of coll.tvable land, w

here w
e h,v

e 

no experience of any 16-.ere drought , 
c&

n w
e apuk 

of povm
&

y? Y
o-1, it. cnn 

be poor if w
e u.llow

 ~be 88 
persona to 

continue "° draw
 

B
e. 22.m

. and 
thirty 

six com
.paniea to draw

 B
s .. 40m

.of 
divi

dend per yent aod ir w
e a llo\\' &

bot stal-0 
of tbiogs to c:.out.iooc. 

A
nd shn.m

eleu 
people 

w
ill allow

 lbal 
tlale 

of 1bings lo 

contm
ne. 

T
beo 

oatura.U
y tho beet pa.rt. 

of our couot l'ym
en w

ill b~vo to be poor. 
'l'heo 

na.t-or1.lly w
h

ether 
w

e like 
it or 

D
ot, w

e w
ill bne 

t.o go to the bot&
om

 of 

tbo abyss. A
ll tbe a.rguroeots have been 

rer.t.ed on m
ouey. Y

ou have no m
oneyJ 

but ea.eh of your candidate 
gol a&

. lean 
four 

can 
before 

the 
elect,oo. 

From
 

w
hore thO

R
O

 ca-rs C
I\ IU

C
? 

M
r. W

all« : 
18 in C

urepipo. 

M
r. 

R
i~oondoyal : 

... on n.o a.verago, 
ca.odidatee 

w
hose 

financial 
resourct-t 

are 
know

n to everybody. 
T

hie co.a.nlry 
bn« no m

oooy ! T
his 

cou
n

try can com
• 

m
&

od m
iH

io11a of rupeea io U
J election, 

bu&
. &

.bi, eou.otry hN
 

no m
ooey 

~
 en• 

able 
its populalion ... 

M
r . O

livirr
: 

W
ba.i 

aboul 
M

r. 
D

o
nald Forl? 

M
r. R

f11tAdoo: 
"\V

'bat a.bout L
be aa,. 

lariod 
111Jf 1 

M
r. 

J
a~atsfogb : 

W
h

at 
"bout 

tho 
"

pitds noir, ' ' ? 

M
r. W

i ller
: 

If 
yo

u 
w

ere 
reaJ 

110· 

c ialis~s. lbe B
r itia.h r,,m

bour Pn
t·ly w

ould 
have bel~

d you aa w
ell. 

M
r. O

IM
,r: 

Y
ou 

paid hit 1alary
. 

M
r. W

al ftr: 
l 

have got no 
dm

e 
to 

fote w
ith you.r .so.rt. 

M
r. 

B
issooncroyal : 

T
ow

n 
C

ouneila 
w

ere 
u&

ins 
public 

funds 
t.o 

em
ploy 

tbo
1iql)ods or (IO

OL>
le on oo 

oth
er 

w
ork 

tb&
.0 Lo a.taod a.nd see w

hat 
is goiog oo. 

T
ba; ie an honul 

w
ay of dealing w

ilb 
lbe :,roblelJla of tbis country r T

ba.t is 
an hoo .. 1 w

ay ol gell ing the poople lo 
undtraland 

denlO
C

rliC
J, 

that 
i, 

an 
boot,l 

w
ay of O

pp!)Sing independence 
t 

M
r. W

1her : 
A

nd oo the 7th at &
ix 

o'cloclr, Ibey w
ue 

all di...,i-,1. 

M
r. U

u,'al
: 

'I.V
e a1·c "ft.er d

inner
. 

M
r. B

isw
>

odoyal; 
T

here 
are cerlaia 

people io &
bi&

 Cobohy 
w

bo th
ink that 

bectuw
c they 

ha'l'e 
at 

t b.~ir 
place 

" 
6retrm

 -
I aru w

rong, m
istaken, loU

 
of 

lire.arm
, -

beca.01e lhey 
can 

ba,e 
Jots of 1uoney

1 bccaase they 
C

ft.n have 

som
o people plll<

led al a higb 
level a, 

thair 
di,poul, 

they 
cao do 

&
llyU

w
,g

 
the! hke io t.bia country. 

~•r. O
IM

« : 
T

he 
Special 

M
obile 

Poiee 
I 

M
r. B

i,soondoy• I : 
T

hey can do any
• 

L
biog they like. 

T
here 

w
ill be casual• 

ties 1t L
hia i1 lo 

be 
&

be fat.a of 
lhe 

country
, 

B
ot 

then 
tbere 

w
ill 

be 

casn
lliea 011 bo&

b side,. 

E
ir, 

&
1 a 

tim
e 

w
hen w

e 
hn•o 

m
ade 

up our m
ind, 

w
e havo to reB

liSG
 tbat 

w
-it.hout iodcpc.odeoC

&
, the greatest evil 

in 
ibis 

eonn~ry 
cannol 

be got rid ol: 
the evil or eom

m
oualfam

. 
A

nd 
how

 
it 

is t -oro ? In all colonies, if yo
u have u

o 

com
m

uoali
sm

,yoo 
hnetribaJism

. 
A

nd 

w
ho plaot..d 

lbO
!e 

lhm
g1 

in 
all lhett 

eohn
leo ? 

W
ho? 

IlM
 !lnyooo dared 

to uucleraland 
&bst '/ 

M
ero 11toogea 

h&
•e not 

a free 
m

tnd to undA
r&

L
and 

bo• 
these 

thiogs 
w

ork 
in 

coJonie.e. 
C

o-iinm
nali,un 

is a 
ih

iog 
tbnt 

ca
n

nol 
bo g

o
L

 1·id of if w
e accept to be depend

• 

eot 
oo 

ootsiden;: 
or 

eY
en 

nn 
peop)d 

w
ho are born 

in 
M

auri&
ius bul 

.w
ho 

foe! like ou
lsiders

. 
T

ho 
only 

w
ay to 

gef rid 
of eom

m
una-hsm

 ili t.o ge.L
 .t.o 

ioiepende.nl 
O

overnm
-.ot-

in 
au 

i.o• 

22 A
l'G

O
ST

 
196/ 

lo ind,f>
<

m
l<

11ci 
w

ilhi n 1l1• 9M
' 

C
.0M

m
O

n1ttallla of N
a/ions 

dependen
t coool ry ·and the.t 

iu
dopead• 

ent. couolr)' 
w

ill 
give 

1·isc t.o m
t.o 

to 
lakt. ea.re of i&

aelr. m
en 

w
ho w

llt think 

that. the 
country 

is m
ade 

O
il 

of their 
oountry1ne.n. 

A
t-

present 
you 

have 

poopl<
 w

ho are "°' r .. pon•iblo 
lo lb• 

dO
U

nlry a.t all but w
ho haT

e 10 m
uch 

righb, w
bo have so ni0ioy privileg~s for 

aproiuhnanttt, 
protnotious 

a.nd a 
lot 

of otbe.r ihiog1'. 
that 

&
bi, 

coontry 
cannot hope 

lo breathe in 
1

0 
alm

o
ephu1'0 of palcioLisn). 

O
ne gon~lem

a,n 
hu 

already obt.aioed 
a 

privileged 

po11bon 
in 

lbe 
G

ourorueot 
or 

in 
T

ow
n 

O
ounciJa 

and 
he 

U
IM

!S
 tha.~ 

p
>

i.illoo t,o 
1cL

 006 
m

ao 
against an

o&
hor ID

d &
be tource 

of 
com

m
uaaJjsm

 

i• there. 
If you 

find • 
yoaog 

H
indu 

di11grnnUed booaui;e he has noL
 been gi

fln w
hat ho hopes to have O

[ 
w

hat. hB
 

lhinu 
be 

deeerves 
&

lid lbal 
he feele 

1baL
 sorneone of •noL

hec 
com

m
unily 

alL
ho1.1gb ho does no~ deser,•e ~ba.t h

at 

got. il J then you 
ere•~• 

corum
unaliam

. 
N

o une can gaioa&
y w

baL
 I am

 nyine. 
T

hi s ii! the source 
of 

com
m

uoaJiam
 

in 

lb1• eo
uoh-y. 

A
nd 

bow
 

lo 
geL

 rid 
of ii? 

Y
ou have lo

 8"• 
iode)»D

denu 
to 

r.bis country
. 

A
nd 

independence 
w

ill O
l'ealo a,n &

tm
Q

t1,phere, T
b&

t A
t• 

W
O

ipbe.rc may not be erea~d 
t.om

onow
 

D
-1oroiug but 

an 
appropriate 

atm
o--

1phN
o 

w
ill bs 

created. 
O

tharw
iH

. 
E

ngla,od ,oo w
ould ba-ve bt-oll divided 

ioto $&
.Jona, T

euL
O

n1, D
ante 1.od w

haL
 

D
O

I but 
because 

l&
 w

as 
independent 

it oould get easily over 
aJl 

there divi, 
aiobs and now

 in tbe U
nited 

K
ingdom

, 

JO
Q

 
com

e acroo&
 bol B

rii.isben. H
ardl

y 
on• 

or 
l'\\O

 
w

ill 
t.hio

k 
L

hat 
he 

i1 a 

8sM
n o-r of D

an
ish origin 

or of Scot• 
tiffl origin

. 
A

ll w
ill think 

in 
t.el"D

ll or 
h

iog a 
B

rilii,her. 
W

hy 1 
T

b" 
w

u 
lhu posjlioo 

in 
Prance 

and 
in 

m
aoy 

oL
Lcr 

couutdea. 
B

u
t 

people w
ho do 

aol w
•ni to re.ad L

O
 undencaod 

w
ould 

IO
I hue 

lb• roood. lhe righl approach 
N

(:ause tb
e.re ar e 

(oreig-nerg behind 

l,bcm
. 

1.Phey 
w

i ll 
oevcr 

uuderstaud 

9bal hu 
happened. 

T
hey 

are 
liv,og in 1967 b

ut l h
ey 

are 
sti ll 

lollin
g yo

u 

"·hat 
L

bey had 
im

bibed 
C

roru echoes 
aom

e 40 or 70 years ago 
and Ib

ey tan· 

not free them
selves from

 those echoes. 
T

hey learol 
i i io 

the 
,cboo

lR
, lo l h

e 

cburchea. 
in 

the 
panie,. 

\V
hen they 

,hake 
band&

 w
ith 

people 
of a higber

level, they lose their 
peraooa

Jit.y, t hei r 

te.lf a.nd cverylbiog 
thi.l 

m
a.kes up &

.o 
indi'Y

ldu.al. • reapons.iblo 
individoalJ 

in 

;i rea()O
oeible 1ooic&

y. 

11'1. 
D

uval : 
D

a,u 
/.u 

P
<

'•liu 
cl, 

chaue. 

M
r . 8issoondoyal: 

So w
a.oy poaters 

001ning from
 

South 
A

frica. 
indicate 

w
ho ba•e 

been the m
uL

en 
io all tbeM

 

thioge. 

A
• Jloo. M

tm
b<r: 

M
r. Forl. 

M
r. U

IMooodoyal : 
B

ecause I 
know

 
that. 

all 
tbeM

 
thing

, 
cannot 

have 
com

e from
 

their 
brain._ 

T
he.re 

bavo 
been 

m
tL

Stcre beh
ind, 

A
nd &

bey bad 
lh

ought 
Lbal 

lb
i• w

ould 
w

ork 
in Ib

is 
coun

tr y. 
l 

D
lyaelf at 

• 
c.erta.io tim

e, 
bad thoogbl 

lhal I w
o~ld com

e oul bul 

w
ith 

1, 
very 

unnow
 

m
a.jority, 

seeing 
a.round m

e aH
 the estates shuU

iog 
all 

their 
eotrancea. 

,vo bad no right 
to 

put 
up 

postcra. 
no right. o( 

access 
on 

th
e e, tates. 

O
u

r friend, 
w

ith A
 gloo1:oy 

look, w
ould 

run 
aw

ay 
from

 '01 w
ith 

sadness in t.belr hearte, 

l 
,1ood in 

10
48, 

1068, 
1059 

and 

1963. 
I 

never 
1&

w
 a.uc.b t-hinga. It 

W
I.I! 

&he 
firat 

tim
e, 

ln 
m

y 
elec&

.oraJ expe, 
rienc.c, 

that 
1 uw

 
~iuob d

it ly, 
n

asty 

llh•m
dul lhioga w

orke<
l ooL

 by publi, 
m

f'n, tbiuking 
lba-. by brutal fo«:e an<

 
hi.w

ing a.t lhe1r dispoeaJ s 
few

 
m

en 
o 

11,ulibori Ly 
in 

Lbis cou.ot.ry. t hoy ooolc 
,;L

op indepPndcnce. 

81r, they 
b1.ve no~ Jost 

hope 
evt11 

no~v. bec&
u1e if 

thoy 
ba.va had 

th 
l'fi'roote1y to com

e 
&

0d approach 
m
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('· 

970· 4~sion 
oJ M

a1'riliU
$ 

22 A
U

G
U

ST
 1967 

lo !u
depeude

ne( w
ith

in lhe 9i{ 

C
onw

1om
»caltl,, of N

ations 

hoping 
thal 

I 
cou

ld 
be lem

pte<
I hy a 

a. proruiership, 
they m

us~ ba.\•e lbou,gbt 
of 

som
e 

w
orse 

stra
&

egy 
&h

B
n 

this. 
T

hey 
tho

ught 
if they cou

ld caJ,cb hold 
o

f m
e ... 

the ga-m
o w

as 
up. 

T
hey w

crn 
tm

s.uc.cesE
fuJ. T

hey t.bougbl of koock• 
io

g at 
L

he door of indiv
id

uals. 

M
. L

esage: 
O

esiez dt 
oous 

t11>
tJtl
re 

d·u, vent da11s U
s 1x,iles I 

M
r. O

issooodoyal: 
'l

1be hon. M
eiub(!r 

is 
ignora.nt of 

lhe pinna or bis pa.rty. 
H

e 
m

ight be right. 
!1nlerrupiiQ

'71S) 

M
r. Ja

gatslngh : 
Sbc

t up I 

H
oo

, M
err,bers 4)f1be O

ppositloo: 
Y

ou 
abould be asham

ed of yours~lves. Shu$ 
n p yoo,·•e

lf ! 
ShM

oe I 
S

ham
e ! 

M
r. SpuJur 

: 
I 

m
nst 

ask 
bon. 

:?.fem
bors to o~ervo aile.D

ce. 
(Shout,) 

M
r. D

~val : 
Jo 

presence 
of 

iucb 
d iaorder w

e w
ill Jea.ve the C

ham
ber. 

(M
em

bers of th~ O
pptM

ition /$ave 
tl~

 
C

h,,1nberJ 

(10.00 
p

.o,,) 

M
r. D

iss()(lndoyal: 
I 

hav
e 

com
e 

lo 
the 

encl 
or 

rny 
speech 

ao
d 

l 
now

 
reaum

e m
y $eat. 

T
h 

M
Joi.ster of 

L
abour 

(M
r. 

H
. 

E
. 

Sir, io 
&

his Jong battte, 
sioce 

the 
batt.le cry of freedom

 bu 
been 

expres.
!Sed in 

M
auritius, m

any 
victim

s have 
been 

left 
o

n 
the 

battfo 
field. 

T
he 

battle) C
t'y for freedom

 ne,·er stop,a a.D
d 

to
-day w

e see t..bat the 
fru

its 
of the 

elfor,a of Lh
c,se w

ho 
p

receded 
ua h1ue 

w
ell 

w
orth 

lhefr 
sw

eat, 
tca.rs 

a.nd 
blood ,nd 

the long b•U
ic 

I aho
uld add, 

the 
01deal of 

tbos() 
w

ho 
W

el'e 
not 

del,errtd 
by 

a. 
ferncions 

oppo,sition 
w

hieb 
kn

ew
 bu

t only oue 
tbing, 

the 
conser,ar.ion of 

,heir-
privileges a.nd 

,he 
m

aiotonance 
of 

L
htir 

rights
, 

by 
m

ei:.us fair 01· fou
l, pl'ovided their 

iote
• 

res'8 
w

ere 
sllleg

u:u:ded 
ia 

fo.d
a.y 

seeing the da.w
o of victory 

and 
lhe 

tw
ilight of opprf3asion. 

Sir, i~
 is n m

om
entous 

day aod it is 
w

ith a decisive 
heart 

tha
t 

un
til 

this 
late hour of L

he night 
peopJe on 

lhis 
side of t,he H

ouse 
w

ho 
bM

•e believed 
in l,he progress and 

the 
ew

ancipa.tion 
of 

&be m
asE

ea are 
still 

keepiog t-he 
lighl, i.o spite of t,bc pto

voc~tioo_s &bat 
lrn.ve jm

L
 taken 

place in 
tbi$ 

H
ouse. 

\V
e eoold gues.s and 

w
e need D

ot have 
been 

C
;u,sandra 

like 
to 

have 
under• 

stood 
L

ha.t 
inslead 

of subm
itting 

lo 
th~it defeat :,,od accepting 

their 
fate 

11.1 courageous. m
en 

w
ho 

w
ould 

ha.,•e 
tm

l.>ractd independence 
w

ithout jusli
lying 

toe w
o,ds 

o
f 

C
hurc

h
ill 

w
hich 

h:w
e, pr<

i\•ed tt1le : io vict-ory m
agnan·i

m
iL

y, ud 
w

e ha.ve been m
agnanim

ous 
lo lbem

 but they in defeat should ha.Ye 
show

n 
!nuuifity 

iostea.d or defiance. 
(La.ug!,ter) 

W
hal d

id 
they 

show
 ? 1 

com
w

cn~ upo
n 

&
his 

B
Ss it is 

unto
ld. 

W
a.J1tr, 'l'hird 

M
em

ber 
for 

M
abebourg 

aod 
P

la
ine M

r.gnicn
) : 

M
t. Speller

, 
8i

1', it. jg not 
tb~ tfepart:ure of the 

bon
. 

M
em

bers 
of 

the 
O

ppos
it.ioo 

w
hic;h 

abo
uld sto

p t.hc debate on a. m
otion 

of 
that 

im
portar1ce. 

It is a. m
otfon w

hich 
is 

the culm
ination 

of years of hatd t1od 
aT

duoua w
ork -n+

hich has 
m

eL
 through 

ita passage 
d

ifficulties 
of such texturn 

that 
ooly roen of 

courage 
a.nd 

deter


tu inatioo and 
le,t1,clet&

hip h~ve 
boen 

a.bJe to tarry 
though 

uuti I the end of 
tho 

day. 

S
i1-, ,his a.uspicious 

ocC
A

llfon w
hich 

has given l'ise to a 1>
pring of pessiw

ism
 

on the 
opp.osite side has 

show
n 

to 
us 

lhrougbout the speeches 
from

 tbe op
posite fiide hub ouJy 

one tbiog : sfffl. 
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n of M
auritius 
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ithin-Iii, 91)

C
om

m
ouw

caltl,.of 
N

aJiont 

lity
. 

A
rgum

ents 
w

hich 
ba.ve 

been 
put 

forw
ard 

ha.vo )l) 
no 

w
ay, 

Sil-. 
&

lu>
w

n, or proved, con,•inc-ed or sh-eng
the:oed any reason that could in a w

ay 
or .another m

ake the 
people of M

a.01"i• 
frus believe th:-tt there w

as a-uotber al .. 
teroa.,ivc to iudepeodent(>. 

Sir, H
 is 

a ,h
ousa.nd pities iodeed tba.t the bou. 

.1r!embera of the O
pposiL

ion in 6pite of 
their absence 

-
they 

w
ill 1·ead it 

to
m

on·ow
 tb1ongh 

lhe 
objective 

pre&
f:I 

tha
t w

e have-
did not do 

their hom
e-

w
ork. 

H
ad &hey read the 

fioal c-0m
m

truiq
uO

 of 
the L

ot~doo C
onstiLntio

nal 
C

onfe11:nco in 
1965, 

1o·day 
w

~
 

w
c,ald havt: been sp&

red all theE
JE

:l 
ioicr• 

tile 
reasons. so 

ela.borately ptopoun• 
ded. W

heo lhe bon
. !t'irst M

em
ber for 

B
ean B

assill-l'?etit,e Rivie
re lM

r. R
,i,•eO

 
apoke. I w

ondered w
hether tho oue w

ho 
succeeded him

 should have 
coog

l'atu
-

J .. ted him
 01· con.gntu

lated M
r. Y

ayid. 

$fr, 
w

e see io &
his debate, rrom

 
our 

sido a positive t1.U
ih1.de "'b

ite 
on 

ibe 
oiber side but a. spirit of 

absolute D
e· 

ga\ion
. 

If 
only 

Ib
ey cou

ld. 
,bow

 
a 

spirit of abnegation, pet·baps w
e w

ould 
have understood and 

pity w
ould 

have 
tak

en 
the plaee of 

w
h

at 
w

e 
feel to

da.y, this constant 
obsiruc&

ion to 
pro• 

fl'e
ss. 

Sit, econom
y 

E
Jeem

s to be 
t.-be 

w
hole platform

 of their argum
enW

! but 
1 w

oold like 
to 

koow
, 

Sir, 
w

hetber 
they baY

e understood &
ha&

 pad
i,1m

en .. 
tary 

dem
ocracy is t.he sp

ringboard ou 
w

hich 
the 

econo
m

y 
of 

tbo 
country 

O
B

D
 be properly 

e
hanne11ed, organ

ised 
a.od ca.o, in the eud, lead to tba.t p

ros
perily and w

ellate 
w

hich L
he represen• 

taL
ivos of L

he 
peop

le 
w

ho 
have 

beeo 
elected throug

h the 
secrecy of the b•I• 

lo4 box 
upon 

a m
anifesto, a 

real ooo 
and not, an 

bysterica1 
and 

illusory 
one, w

hc~her L
hose people ba.ve under

atood that no e<
lonom

y c.ao f:lhow
 any 

pl'ogre:s.&
 u.ule$s the 

people c.a..u hitve 
• m

eans 
and 

a 
w

a.y by 
w

h
ich they 

ea.u express 
tbeit' 

w
illingnei:;s, their 

froo w
iU

, their desiree in &
ho chflice of 

t.beir representatives a.i,d this 
G

o~e.'rn
m

en&
. 

O
f course, Sir, 

parliam
entary dem

o• 
cracy to cert.a.in w

)ods is sorueth
!og of 

a m
ytb

. 
T

hey do not undel'stand that 
tbe 

m
ajority 

ro
le 

dem
a..uda &

bat &
he 

\'t>
rdict of the people ,;hould be reapec· 

ied 
because 

it 
is axpre&

6ed by 
L

he 
01ajority 

of Lbe H
ouse, t-ha-t the sa.:ired 

atm
ospbet~ 

w
hich 

sunounds 
the de• 

ba.tes of the 
teptesentatives 

of 
the 

people is ,om
e&

hing that 
shoo Id ho che

rished and no&
 be treated w

ith such Je .. 
,

1ity at 
w

e have seen 
in th8ir 

recent 
w

alk out. 

S
ir, a. chi.Id w

a-s ti.sked to describe an 
elephant or to de6ue it a.od h

is an,iw
er 

W
Q

S
, 

after 
g

rave sea..rch 
lo 

bis 
m

ind, 
"

,vell
, 

I ca.noot define it but if I 
see 

an 
elephant, I 

w
ill kn

ow
 tba.t it is nn 

elephant." 
W

ell, ,his is p:).rlfam
cn

t&
ry 

dem
ocracy. 

If 
it opera.toe in 

the w
ay 

that, 
w

e, on this side ot 
the 

H
ou

se, 
have 

tried 
to 

•h
ow

 to 
the 

people 
of 

M
 aU

l'itius aod ,o tbo w
orld at. large and 

to the M
other of Pa-rliam

enh1, tha.t w
e. 

belfove in 
dem

ocracy and 
tba,1, Y

t•e 
accept 

w
hat 

the m
ajo

rity 
w

a..o&
s

, I see 
no reason w

hy those 
littJe appren

tices 
of 

dem
oore.cy th

at 
w

e 
have 

bea..rd 
lo-night should not hM

e lnken the lead 
from

 
their 

elders
, if elders 

th
fy 

have 
on the o,bA

r side .. 

Sir, I w
as sa.ying A

l few
 m

ioute&
 a'.go 

that 
h

ad 
they 

done 
lheit 

bo
m

ew
ot·k 

1-hoy w
onld have got the answ

er, in tbo, 
com

m
unique in 

the 
Sessiooal Pape

r 
N

o. 6 of 1965
. 

S
ir, w

e see io it: 

"T
he 

Sec::reti:u-
y o

f S
ttttc:. al peta.gu

.ph 10 

:!~~\~::d~r~=
~~ed 

::it~~c~~, 
Septtm

O
O

r. bit 
view

 that 
it 

w
t\$ 

rlgbt 
that 

J;Jaurit~
, slm

nld bt! iD
dr.penden

t and tab 
h .. T 

p
lllte 

am
Q

ll.£ the 
50\'C

rclgn na
lions 

of 
the 

w
orld

"
: 

T
heo

, it goes on to i,peak a.boot the 
E

lectoraJ C
om

m
is,;ioo aod the· sim

ple 
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Jo 11"',~
m

kH
« 

w
W

,ir, tic• 915 
C

om
m

o11w
calth of N

ation• 

m
ajority 

lb.Ii
• needod at 

the A
so

tm


bly. 
A

nd, furlhcr 
oo, w

bM
. do w

e ... 
? 

"T
M

 
s«re.t.uy 

of 
Stat,c an.nC

H
1o,ctd. 

(n.od t.hat. w
ith 

ao 
iudepcodeot. 

po• 
&

itioo) tbu 
tlM

 U
ri1i'1s Coverom

C
fl.t wu 

w
dlil:l,g 

ta 
pr.ociple 

10 
n~p,,tia.te 

.... ua. 
~

c 
,.,...,tin 

eo...n.M
t 

W
on 

b:depell&
K

ie 

llM
 1trm

• 
o

f 
• 

ddea<
e 

av-m
eru 

w
bdl 

w
ould be &

igo~
 alK

I com
• 

Into cll'ect 
Im

m
e

• 
dln.tcly after lndependence." 

So, this 
part 

of 
ii 

dism
isses 

L
be 

a.rrutneni 
of lb

• L
eadtr 

ol lbe O
ppoei

,ion 
that 

M
a.urittoa 

w
ill be 

isolaU
d 

and 
com

pletely cut off from
 a.ny posai

~
le chances 

ol 
defending 

ilself 
and 

it 

goo, 
further 

t.bat L
be B

ritilh 
G

0Y
e1n

m
eu 

envis,.ge 
lhal 

au
cb 1n agru.m

eot 
ruuat 

p
ro,· ido tba.t, in 

L
he event 

o
r an 

9
x

terna
l 

tbrta,t 
to ei th

er count
ry. 

Lbe 

S: w
 o 

govel'nm
e.nt.s 

w
ould 

C
O

O
&

glt 

together 
to 

decide 
w

hat 
acU

oo 
w

ai 

neceasary 
for m

utual 
defence. 

T
here 

w
ou

ld 
also 

bo joint 
oons u) tation 

on 
any 

request 
from

 
the 

M
au

ritju
a G

ov
• 

erum
e.oi 

in 
the 

eveol. o( a 
lhrea, 

lo 

L
ho i.otem

al 
teeurit.y 

of t\Jauriliue. 

H
er

e 
ngain

, 
S

ir, 
could 

w
e 

obtai
n 

beL
l.er term

s 
L

hao tbia 
w

ith 
&

n 
ind&



peadent 
hfan

rili qc 
&

h.a.o w
e 

w
ould 

hnve 
obta

ined 
oL

he.rw
iae. T

hey 
led 

peop
le 

Lo believe lhal 
lhe 

source 
of

· 
ocooom

ic 
auiataoce 

w
ouJd 

com
p

letely 

dry 
up one. independence w

as gnoted. 
but 

w
b..d do w

e 1u 
further 

dow
n

: 

l i1i11ally, tbo Sccretory 
of Shl.l.-0 UU

• 

d-,rlined 
the 

im
portance 

aLta.ehod by 

B
ritain 

lo 
tbe 

m
a

inceoance 
ol 

lbe 
c

lolO
 l!U

ld friendly 
relat

ions w
hich 

had 

exis
ted betw

ee
n B

r iia.in an
d lhuriL

ius 
for 

O
Ter 

160 
yea

rs. 
T

he 
achieve.m

en~ 
of 

indcptnde.oce 
w

ould, 
io 

hie behd 
" etreogl-hen 

ra&
her lhao 

w
e•ken these 

ti
ee 

of 
frienda:hip. 

M
nn

ritius 
w

ou
ld 

nntu1'8lly 
conL

io
ue 

to 
be eligiblo 

fc11• 

oeooom
ic 

a1;&
i1tance from

 
B

ritain, 
in 

the 
sam

e 
w

ay u 
<

>
1-her 

form
erly 

cJepe.n• 

d
ent 

ttrritonce 
:iod w

ould still benefit. 
fro1n tbe 

C
om

n1onw
oaltb S

ugar A
grec

w
cut." 

A
1 lt.r a, 

B
riL

•in 
is concerned 

\\'e 
w

ould te io a bet&
e.r pot.icion t-han w

• 
are tod,y for m

any reasoaa w
hich 

&
ny 

fertile irungioali ou can 
concei

ve or tiod 

it thoy eao 
th

ink. n 
m

01u1s, Sir, th
at 

hecom
i1g iodependeoi, 

tu.iog our leai
rim

ate 
plaoe in &

be fon:am
 o

f the 
te"t,

reign 
utions 

of the 
w

orld w
e w

,11 be 
reeogohed by ~he vow

t!!lrful oat.ion
s ol 

lbo w
o~d-

O
ur voic,, w

ou
ld 

be betu,r 
heard 

d 
thU

 
Je"el 

io 
that. 

posiuco. 
W

1lb 
a colooial 

11latu1, in lbe 
iolerna

tiona
l crga.ni11M

ioos, we are t,old "Y
o

u 
ar e but. aw

 1uaociate 
m

em
ber 

an
d yo

u 

eanoo&
 voi,e''. 

11 ie not• 
policy of prta. 

ligo a, &
he O

ppoailioo 
aver1 and th ... 

w
ords 

w
hfob 

bave been 
noat.ing 

abou
t 

in lbe 
roun

~ry ro..-ll'IO
nlh

a or for year,, 

w
ould fiod t.bc.ir aosw

H
 in the w

ord1 ot 
Pre1ideol Joho 

K
•ooedy 

,.1,eu 
ho taid 

•• J 
be.bcT

e io 
btil)l&

n 
dignity 

aa 1bo 
~ourcc of n

atiotnll 
purposo, io hum

an 
liborly 

M
 

the tou
ree of natiooa. l acl io

o
1 

in tho. hum
an 

heart. u 
the 

soorco 
of 

nah
ond 

oom
paee.ioo and in &

he hnrua.n 
m

ind 
:u; the 

eource of 
our 

invenlio
o 

and 
our ideal&

," L
et 

th
N

e w
or ds aink, 

lel lhc,u 
be 

rocorde<l 
by lbe 

pre .. oo 
lhal 

lbo ab.tnt 
M

em
be11 e&

11 r,,ad !<
>


m

orrow
 

&
hesc, e1.pre&

siont1 of 
w

i,doru 

so L
hat they 

cao 
6nd 

thia 
insp

iratio
n 

io m
ocJ Jn.eking io them

. 
~rhcy w

ould 
pul 

lbem
 

on 
the right 

l'O
M

, so 
L

bsl 
•h•y 

uode,ata.nd 
lhal 

the 
tim

e 
bu 

com
e for them

 
L

o accept 
the 

free ver

dicL
 of t,he e lcctol'a.t-e as U

le ex
pre1111

ion 
of d4llilooracy. 

Sir, it is not 
becaure 

a. cert ain per
centtlge, leililtodl'igues, believed in &

ho 
tht

orits 
and 

the eiuply 
m

ylh 
e.xpoun

d•d by L
be O

p
p

o
<itio

o
 du

liJJg
 Uie •I«· 

L
oral c1m

pe.iaa, w
here the 

w
aio 

iN
ue 

w
11.1 

out 
betw

een 
associa.tion and 

iudc• 

pcndence 
thal 

lho,o 
people 

abou
ld 

still 
believe the uta.logue 

c{ 
-antl'ut..b•, 

di1torttd 
and preun,~d 

,
1L

h such 
re• 

sou1'diog 
publicity 

and 
to 

have 
c,u


tecl • 

t>
ert11u 1t1i V

P-
ancl a 

pens.ist(lul 

n:tylJl. 
U

nfol'tuoaleJy, 
tor L

hose -..•bo 

915 
A

cuuio• 
o/ M

«•riti., 
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to Ind•~-
w

ithin lhi 
977 

C
o,nm

o11w
ealth of N

ations 

p1'0poundtd 
~he 

tbeoriu. 
,hey 

ba."e 
,tarted to uue 

the 
dclint.egnlioo 

of 
lbe1r 11rg11mt nt$. 

W
e 

l11vc gol, 
and 

I need not lnbou
r thi.s point. 

t.ho judg
· 

m
en, on 

lh
c. nl

idity 
.,r 

tbe 
D

l'i1ieh 
fJU

Sporl to eU
V

graW
. 

'l'his 
docum

c.ot 

-.u 
presented 

to 
•be 

p-ublic 
as 

L
he 

1n11gic w
an 

w
hich 

w
ou1d have 

cw
·ed 

a.11 lho effocb 
of 

nnu
nployn)eot 

1L
ncl 

11iow
ed peo11le Lo em

igrate 
f1tcly 

to 

tbe 1,nd of m
ilk and honey. B

ut, Sir, it 
i, U

te rcvtn• 
of the 

m
e.dal w

hi ch 
18 lo 

bt lcate
d. 

~l'his persistent n)yL
h and the 

t11S.11ing 
p0-r11ua,give 

fear 
hM

 C
l'oated a, 

p,ychos
i, 

in a 
certain 

section 
o( 

lbs 
C

'Q
C

U
tO

tm
ity, 
but 

w
heo found oot t.o be 

devoid of all. poggi_ble huU
J&

D
 troll\ , ood 

proved to
, be a. l'ed honi

ug, it. is IJ:ie~, 
~ir, lh•I lb°"" 

prol1g
oni,1.s btve 

got 
to ho •lr•id 

of U
ie rotum

 
of the 

boou,
trang. 

W
e 

have 
001b1og to 

lote, ~c 
hiw

e com
o 

fotw
a.rd 

to 
the 

1,eople. 
w

ith clean hands, 
·w

i&
h 

a 
program

m
e 

th.d '\\·e believe 'ft6 c.an reahse. 
O

f 
c,uurst, R

om
e w

u 
net 

b.uilt in 
• 

da.y.. 

1t w
ill L

ake u&
 lim

e. 
T

he-re w
ill po&

-

&
ibly 

be 
difficulties 

abe"'1 
but 

the 
diflicult tim

es can ho m
atched 

by the · 
1C

a10orcu a..-ailable. 
the anay 

ol brain&
 

that w
e aee oo this s ide, roen 

or oxpe
riouce 

w
ho 

htve 
p

roved 
&

heir: 
lea· 

.. derthip and 
•bility, 

Sir, oor 
record 

is 

there aod 
il -~

P
olll 

foe 
iu.lC

. 
W

e 
have not 

1ji; oew
1papcn 

to b1ow
 

out 

IT
IJu1pet 

every 
rootnir,g 

and 
n,id•day 

aLoul t-he poH
i bilit ies 

o
f w

hat 
can 

be 
dtinc, bulo w

hat 
w

e have 
done, w

e are 

prond o
l it and w

e have 
nothing 

lo be 

lllh•m
ed of. 

W
bu 

have 
w

e beard lhrougboul 
!lie seri .. 

of •~h.. 
from

 the O
ppo

li~lon 'l 
B

ut 
a 

serit!i of ltypotb-is
u 

b116E
!d on ht,lse A

M
<

unp•ti()us, in 
other 

w
ords, IIO

pbid.icaiion fti ·a, beat, .rn: 
correct 

utU
m

ptiooe 
from

 
fM

M
 pre

m
ises. 

1'b1s is aJI that 
w

e ha'Y
ci beard: 

W
he.l'e i• the 

poRiU
vc aide ? 

I 
oeed 

not g
o i.olo lpe-det&

il• o( 
th

e epee,cbes w
e b",·e heard 

neithe
l' w

ill I 
try 

t.o 
ttfat.e 

.U
 t.bO

M
 iocongruoo1 ,-rgum

e.ot.s 
bat 

there 
is 

oo
o w

hich 
niust 

be ans-
1,ercd ooL

 tor ita: aoundneu 
but 

for ita 
ina.ccur-a.cy. H

 m
uat 

b6 
aaid 

so &
hat. 

the 
public 

ill 
B

odriguea 
and 

~l&
uri• 

&
iu1 should 

realise 
that 

&
bis G

overo• 
m

ent 
aever 

tbirked 
ilt: 

duLy 
to,vards 

it1 forced depoodeoc,SJ. 

Sir, 
if 

w
o 

look a, w
hat 

i, 
beiog 

epeot oo B
odr1guea, and an u..nproduc• 

tivo dependency, 
w

bM
 do 

w
e 

find 1 
B

a
. 8,677,140 

per an
num

. ·A
od y;·o bear 

from
 tlli• 

youug, 
k .. n and eager Se

cond 
M

em
be.r for .R

odrigue&
 abou&

. lhe 

L
rcatruenl 

that 
M

ain
iL

1ua: bas 
m

eted 
out. to B

odri~1
H18. T

hey 
should con

sid
er · 

tlitruseJves. lucky 
that. 

&
hey ba.,•o not 

born i,eat,,d u 
M

aunliu1 
bas been 

by 
.8r1lain for. 150 years. 

\V
beo ooe &

bio.ks 

Sir, , 4bat w
e 

ba.ve 
iual 

built 
a 

new
 

ho&
pita.1 in 

llod
.rigues 

w
ith 

m
ode.ru' 

tqu1pal.C
'D

i0 w
e 

bne 
h.-o G

o•t:rnm
ent. 

M
tdical 

O
fficer15 allachod lo 

1bit dc
pcndcocy, 

w
tt 

have 
buiJt 

tw
o 

D
O

W
* 

8C
hools in llodrigues, 

acbola.rship&
 al'c 

g1·a.n1.e:a 
and 

after 
all 

here 
ia 

1b1 fi. 
a

i1hed 
product 

of 
lhe 

w
ork 

or 
the 

aocialist 
G

onrom
ent., 

&
be hon. 

M
om

• 

be, him
self. 

M
r. Sp01.ktr

: 
T

h
e 

hon. 
Y

cm
bet 

is 

nol pre.sent 

M
r. W

al1t r
: 

1 know
, 

Sir. 
buL

 I a.1:n 

addrew
ng 

him
. 

A
nd 

lod•y 
for 

t.b
ia 

6eld of good IIC
l,s w

e only rosp ingn.
l 1h

1de. 
\V

o 
have 

been 
&

old 
tb&

.t in 
B

odrignes 
paym

ent 
ia 

e
ffecte

d 
in 

m
1iu. 

Perhaps 
the bon. Firsl 

M
'em

• 

bor for 
R

od,igu .. 
ahould b&

vo ex
plained lo lhe H

ouse w
hen, w

here and 
ho._i ;sueh plllym

eo&
s w

ere 
effected. 

O
r 

w
as it L

bc. ays
tenl 

tht1,~ exi&
r;cd in 

the 

d
ay&

 of bi, m
ulers? 

M
r. S

pn
ker : 

'1'h• 
eysleru 

•lrcad
y 

oxisted
. 
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C

om
m

om
u

alth o/ N
atr'ous 

M
r. W

ill " 
: 

Sir, 
I 

am
 

glad 
Iba, 

you 
m

ake 
tbo 

sb~
m

enl. 
becaul!e it 

coo.firm
s 

lhat 
il is only 

ao 
e.:ipression 

of 
the 

capitalie:&
 systam

 
w

hich 
t.bi1 

aoe
ialist 

pady 
has 

tr ied 
to 

destroy. 
or 

course, 
w

e 
ate 

v
igiloot 

beC
$U

$C
 

lhere 
is ff.till m

uch 
m

ore k>
 be done 

io 
1ba1 field. 

I D
eeJ 

D
oi go iolo lhe 

pro
gram

m
e. 

W
e 

w
ill leave Iba&

 for furihet' 
convert&

 •nd 
N

lurn 
to the m

otion. 

S
ir, 

I 
have 

beeD
 auacka<

l 
by 

lbo 
hon. 

Firol 
M

em
ber for B

elle R
ose 

and 
Q

oa.tre 
D

om
es 

in 
a 

cheap 
ironical 

w
ay

, tbal 
I •id 

lhat 
m

nda1 
lhonld 

be 
coogratnlated. 

y.,, 
Sir, Ibey should. 

It 
is a 

com
rnut\ity 

w
h

ich 
bas 

givon 
&

 

leseo
n 

to other 
com

m
unities. 

it 
hu 

ebew
o to 

the w
odd 

at. la.rge that com
• 

m
unaliam

 
11 a 

canee.r that it w
iJI fight 

and 
uprool 

righl 
from

 
lhe 

hollom
. 

T
his 

is w
hat 

I m
eant. w

hoo I said t.ha.1 
H

ind
us shoul d bo cong1•ntulated

. '1
1hey 

have 
elected 

C
teo

le1, 
M

ualim
s 

and 
B

iodos. 
E

verbody 
w

ho 
cam

e 
w

iih 
• 

&
.ouch of oorum

u.nali1m
 ••• 

jud banned 
C

rom
 the 

realm
 of 

their 
iollaence. 

I 
lim

 
b6ing 

t1ccused. 
L

e, 
hi,u.iou.a ont 

obti 
au ~,iot d,'ordrt. 

O
vi. P

aree que 
H

Q
1t.1 

let,r 
1:w

om
 dit 

gK
t 

Z
t 

com


m
.unaliknee 

tt'a. 
pas 

tU
 pl6" 

dan., un.e 
rociJti lutbogbu. 

II, 
1>

1tl l<
>

U
jferl, ii• 

n 'onl ja.,nai., ,onnu 
de J,l4C

t au ,oleil 
d 

ce n, ' ut 
que par 

la. force de leur 
volot1U

, d, la ool,m
U

 d• 1,kr chef , gu
'il• 

ou.t riu.ui 
4 

,e 
frayer 

-iA
,• chtm

in-. 
Q

u'a-1-il Jail, 
ul#i 

q•i 
,. 

di/ U
r• u

, 
leat.U

'r d, 
la, w

•uA
11na.t1tl (U

 crn,ln,r 
I 

Il 
a 

riduit 
m

 
ltaillo1'1 ult, 

c(>
ffl.m

U
• 

ua1.di , il ,i, reste plua rim
 

que iu, 
bout&

, 
ite1 frag,,u;nti 

d, cette cc>
m

m
u• 

nante. 
(111U

m
1pli<

nu) 

M
r. Sptaker

: 
T

be 
bon. 

M
ioiat.<

,r
abon

l<
l t•bato.in 

from
 

roforr iog 
t() A

.ny 
part

icular 
M

em
ber. 

M
. W

alt« 
: 

JI n'o jam
ai, ""'911111 

1eul ,,..,,.,., 
q,u u o•I 

cu l'm
tllpt,,• 

danu 
"'llail 

gv, 
la 

rhlw
lion 

du 

travail 
U

 
U

W
.%

 de 
ctit-d conun.w

14vti 
qui 

oflt ill 
lU

ltU
li,oh, 

enj,rm
u 

"' 
prison pour Ii, tw

.,u 
et I',..,.~,.,. 

de 
la. 

w
.a,,,. 

E
t 

aujourd' hui ii, 
ff 

Jist:7tt le p10du.it de cett~ 
~0111m

una.uU
. 

M
r. Spe1ttr

: 
I 

suppo,e 
lbe 

refe, 
ranee i1 lo lbe 

L
eader 

of 
lbe 

O
ppooi• 

lioD
. 

B
e 

i1 n°' here. 
T

he 
b

o
o

&
 

thing 
ii lo &

•oid aoy 
reference 

to biru. 

M
r. W

aller : If physica
lly he 

is 
nol 

there, 
I believe in 

&
pirU

 they 
rou&

l all 
bu there, 

Sir. 

M
r. SJ-<U

tr : T
he lronblo ia lhal 1b

t 
Slandicc 

O
rders 

do oot 
deal 

w
i&

h a 
m

em
ber 

in apidt 

M
r. W

alltr : Sir, 
the 

co
loured 

com
• 

m
unity 

h.. 
been 

led 
lo 

believe that 
Ibey ba,e been rtti11ed 

in 
lheir 

upi
ralions 

and 
a psychosis 

of 
fear 

baa 
been C

rM
led 

and they 
bnvo 

follo'\\ed 
the 

path of lh
is 

pe
rsnB

-8ive and 
peri,.is.

lc.nt m
y,b. 

W
h•t 

do they 
6od lo•day, 

Sir? 
T

b,.1 m
oat of 

the
ir 

represeola
liT

cs 
:in 

on 
the 

other 
aide 

of 
the 

H
ouse

. 
A

nd ·•bal 
should 

Ibey 
hne 

been told ? 
T

hal 
the 

O
pposilioo 

has 
iL

&
 s•y bu~ th

e 
G

overm
u

eot 
hs.e 

ila 
w

ay. 

Sir, Ille L
eboor Party 

i1 D
O

I a part1 
c::om

posed of one com
m

unity 
•~ 

&
he 

propngaoda 
has 

led 
10010 peop

le 
lo 

beJieve. 
H

 is a pA
.dy of all com

m
uoi• 

&
ies. it. ie 

a 
pM

ty 
w

ith 
an jd

eology 
w

hich 
boliev.. 

in 
Iba 

uplift 
of 

lho 
m

ass, 
i::a lbo 

creation 
of 

a 
w

elfare 
1tate, 

i , 
believes 

that 
Ibis 

country 

•hould 
bo 1h• red by ono 

•nd 
all. 

W
e 

•II 
know

 
lbo 

point 
•houl 

ii. 
I 

need 
not 

m
ak

o 
aoy 

inroads 
into 

tha.l, 
ll 

is 
l<

it 
lo

o
 

v,·eJJ know
n 

lo 
!he 

public 
114 l"'l!•· 

E
v•rr

oD
o of 

us aboold 
reel 

a 
e,n

ae 
of 

pride, 
should 

reel 
that 

the hour baij co1_ne 
for &

he w
spoct 

of boro•n 
digoity

. 
'l'bi1 ahould Le the 

finest 
boor of M

aiuri&
iaa. 

Sir, 
i1dopeodence-

is our 
birtbrigh&

, 
iodepondence 

is oot 
aehiued 

w
it.hou, 

960 .A
cctui(on of Jl•

t1rili,.,. 
22 A

t,;G
l.JST

 19f7 
lo /nde~nl,nc.t1&

ilA
in 

tit. 981 
C

onm
ionw

,alth o/ N
ation, 

etrorb. 
lodependen

e,e 
releM

es 
sources 

o
f en

erg
y so

 
far 

ootapped, 
ii 

uol.,,.. 
ahes Ille po,. . .,.. of 

ham
ao 

soola kepl 
iD

 
eeooom

fo 
bondage 

and 
slavery. 

O
o suddenly 

s.eeiog ibe 
horizon 

being 
opened and w

iden
ed

, 
so thal 

the 
sun 

rising 
for 

everyone 
equal 

share• 
are 

oO
"c:N

d. I 
rem

eu1bor 
the 

w
or d1 

of 
S

.ko
o

 T
onre, 

lhe P
N

111dtn~ 
of F

rench 
G

uiana, 
w

beo 
de 

G
aulle 

visited him
 

in h
is nddreaa 

to 
do G

111u1lc, he 
a1ic] : 

"L
aiM

u 
m

oi 
,nattger 

m
on 

tapioca, 
pourov 

qut 
m

on 
,m

,pU
 

et m
ol-m

lm
e, 

__, r->
""'°"' 

rupirt r librem
dt 

''. T
h

ie 
i1 bow

 I feel loday. 
W

hen 
one eo1nee 

and s:1y1 tbi6 country
-w

hat hue 
ihey 

not doue to cr(!at.o in \be 
m

ioda 
o( 

the 
publiG

 the im
age 

of ooonoroic ruln, the 
im

ago of uL
t.er poverty, 

t.be 
im

ag
e 

o( 
being dri,en 

lo dealh
. Sir, 

I 
nead oot 

deiain 
lbe 

B
ouao 

any 
longer. 

T
he 

L
ord him

eelf said : 
" I shall tako thee 

from
 

caplivi
ty ••d give 

lo 
thee 

thy 
liber ty", 

It 
is 

in 
t.bis sp

irit, 
Sir, 

io 
lhia effort., 

in 
t.hit 

prayer 
iha.t. I hope 

lbal 
lbooe w

ho have le!• -
pubape ii 

i1 beol lh1t Ibey 
b .. e 

lefl 
lhe 

H
ou,e 

-
so that 

the 
m

otion 
w

iU
 be carr

ied 
unu.uirnou&

ly w
ith 

t.bo M
e1nbort 

pre• 

oenl. 

B
ui 

before I oil dow
n, Sir, 

I oboold 
Jik

e io pay tribute 
t.o &

be boo. Prem
ier 

and l do not w
•nl 

tbe 
public 

nl 
l1rge 

to bolicT
e t.ha.b thia la a 

sim
ple 

&
Chn

i
ratioo1 • m

.a.o to 
w

hom
 m

y 
loyalty 

is 
uotw

ening, 
not 

because 
be 

i• 
Lbe 

Ptt11uier. not 
boeaaN

 
be is the L

eader 
of ,ho L

aboar 
Party 

I not becauee 
be is 

lh• J,oader 
ol the 

lndepeodonco 
P

arly
, 

but, Sir, 
for 

the 
&hiking

• exa
1np

1e 
o

f 
devo1ion t.o dut.y, loyalty, dete.rm

inat.ion 
k) lb• acbienm

eal 
of 

a 
goal 

and 
io

• 
debtigable 

effor·t. 1ow
,rds &

be ew
M

Jci
patioo of the m

B
.U

. 
H

 
is this 

iribui<
: 

thal J w
•nt 

lo pay before 
I 

git 
dow

n 
and lel the M

em
bers 

o
f 

the 
lndepeo


deuce Porly, 

of 
the L

&
hour Parly, 

of 
11w

, C.A
.M

., 
know

 
lhal 

lhe people 
of 

lbi1 c»ool
ry a.re gratdul 

&
o ,hew

 
~
 causo of t.hcif &

ense or 1iocerit.y, 
IM

lD
8e 

of oat.ion•I parpo&
e, aod the recognitil')D

 
of hum

ao 
dignity 

h•, ·e 
beeo 

tba 
ale• 

m
ent.l 

w
hich 

have 
m

ade 
~hem

 
w

b.,,t. 

lhey nra lo
·d•Y

· 

T
he M

luhttr ol A
g,kulturt. and N

nt11raJ 
R

esoo,_ 
(M

r, 
V

. 
R

ia&
a<loo) (Plr•I 

l\lem
ber 

for 
Q

u•r111r 
M

ililaire 
and 

M
oka) : 

Sir, 
tbo 

fact 
&

b•t w
e have a 

B
ouse 

w
here 

~ho 
M

o1nbers or tho 
O

ppo,aition are-not 
preM

!nt m
o.kes m

e 
beheve tbat l:bere ia no need for m

e to 
m

"1ce 11M
 speech w

hich I 
iotend,d 

lo 
m

ake 
aod &

o answ
tr 

10m
e or che poiota 

tn.Q
dc by ibe1n. 

I a.in also con1eioua, 
Sir, that £or the 

purpose o
f rccor<

l 1m
d 

also 
for 

tbe 
pur1>

00e of 
the 

public 
out.,ido, w

hat ia beina &
a.id toda.y i1 oot 

eonfined 
lo 

lhe 
ro11t w

all• 
of 

thio 
A

ssem
bly. 

A
ller 

150 
years 

of 
B

ri
tish 

a.druiojstral100, 
&

he Prem
ier 

Y
t'&

a 

rigb&
 to 

say 
thnt 

w
o 

ba.ve cotue 
L

o 
tbe 

eud 
of 

a 
journey. 

W
e 

have 
tieeD

 
ruaoy 

thi ng,, 
''°e h•ve 

le1rne.d 
10.ooy l.bm

gs. 
W

e 
lave 

seen 
along 

tbia period 
w

hat 
the 

B
ri&

isb 
G

overn~ 
m

oni 
hat been 

doing 
fo

r 
the political 

cm
&

ncipo,tion or t ho t>
eople or 

M
auri• 

tius. 
W

e 
ba.ve scc.o bow

 rcac&
ion

~ 
vest.ed 

iot.erei,t.a haY
e behaved 

aad 
in 

our ow
o lim

e onr 
the Jui 

20 yean-, w
a. 

htne een bow
 the 

voa&
ed io1ere1t.a have 

t ried 
lo 

iroped6 
at 

,uuch 
aa 

po88ible 
any 

1ys~em
 of re

fo
rm

. 
I th

iok history 
w

ill b11ve k>
 keep w

itbio 
its pag

es t.hal
M

aur1tit11 bas 
bet:o t.he one 

couutry 
w

bic.b bas 
had 

&
o aadcrgo 

M
ia

it &
.erial 

sylitem
 for a period o

f 10 
ye.•re before 

ind
epo

ndeoce. 
T

h
is 

is 
the 

longest 
tim

o 
noy C

olony 
in 

the 
B

rili&
b C

om
• 

m
onw

ea.lL
b of 

N
atioD

s 
bu 

bad 
to 

endure 
colon.ialw

n. 
T

his 
bu 

been 
,be bggei,~ sin of om

ission on &
he part 

of ~h• B
ritish 

G
overnm

ent 
and 

w
e are 

glad l,o 
P•Y

 
trlbule 

to the 
1ociali•

t 
G

overm
:uenl 

w
hich 

bas 
long 

laat 
in 

l 966 
realised 

that 
M

anritiu1 
w

u 
6&


lo 

go••m
 

itselr. 
T

his 
long 

delay 
baa 

been 
a 

gnlat 
1in 

becau&
o 

11-baa 
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 1967 to fo.depeudeuuw
iJh

in the 9-83 
C

om
m

ot1w
eafth 

of N
a

t,'.ons 

allow
ed 

vested 
int.eresta 

t,o divide ua. 
It. has allow

ed vest~d intorests to erea.te 
hM

·oc behvoou thE
) c.o1nrnoniLie&

 and LC
>

 
create religious and m

cial haired. H
 bas 

been anexp
loit,atioo of all the had tbioga 

w
hich 

veat,ed interests 
C

t»l 
oxploit. in 

ordst 
to 

divide 
the 

people. 
A

t 
Ib

is 
tim

e w
e m

us&
. Lhink also of the benefita 

w
h

ich 13ritish a<
lmioish1\tiou over 150 

yea1·s bas giveo us. 
T

he 
abolition 

of 
a1avery is ,he first; bocl\use it conrerred 
fo

ll status on w
an and 

then a serios of 
reforins, ideas w

hich have been brough
t 

l1ere, tbC
y h

ave 
given 

115 
ed

uca.tioo. 
t.hey haV

e btoug
h

t. padia1ncnta.ry 
do

rilocracy • lh
ey 

have brought 
the ru

le 
Of law

 aud now
 w

e are 
11.t. to co

ntinu
e 

th<
i)ouruey and it i&

 a. new
 journey aa 

th
e 

Prem
ier $aid 

this 
m

ol'oing. 
O

o 
the 7th of A

t1gu~t, L
be w

m
 of the people 

W
M

 
,o 

iU
Jplew

co
t. I.ho decision or 

a. 
socia.Jist G

o\'ernm
eot 

io 
G

reat B
rita,in 

to give M
 auritios 

independence
. 

M
y 

F'rienda 
w

ho 
are 

r)O
t 

he;:e &
nd 

the 
public outside m

ust koow
 tba.t there is 

a 
big m

is.concepL
ion a.bou$ w

haJ 
took 

p
lace 

in L
ondon. 

W
ba

&
 took 

place 
w

a.i purely aod 
si w

p
ly a docision tha

t, 
this 

country 
m

us$ 
be 

indepeodeot. 
T

here 
w

as no decision 
that 

the 
public 

ha.d to choose be1.w
~n A

ssociation and
. 

Iode
pcodence. 

It is he1·e in b1a.ek and 
w

hile
. Sir, th

at. the Secret.&
.ry ol S

tilite 
disn.1i,;.sed Associa.1ion. 

B
~

 considered 
A

ssociation 
as 

w
ished 

by 
the 

P
cJrt,i 

lffatw
foitn. 

B
e cam

t: to the c::onclnsion, 
l

am
 quotiog 

from
 

page '1, M
a.01'itius 

C
onstitutiooaJ 

C
onference 

1965 
R

e• 
por~, page 18 ·-

•• T
he J)l'opo&

als fo
r u~

ocill.U
on davelop,ed 

by th~ P
arJ{. M

u1
•rici~

u 
d

id no-t rule o
ut tht: 

p
~

blU
ty 

of 
M

aur
i1iu$ 

l)r.-O
Q

minR
: jn~

peo. 
dtnt. 

It 
w

;u i.nht
tl';tll 

io this form
 of an

o• 
ciation, 

ii5di$tln
1";1 f,om

 
lbc 

nortn:11 co
loni&

l 
rchuion$b

lp
, lbat 

t11e tcrr11c,ry itM
:U

 ihould 
be free at :i.ny tim

e 
H

>
 em

end 
i1, ow

n oon&
li• 

tuti
oo and. 

by 
di.le eo1>

.stit11tiot1al pr<
>

eess. to 
m

o•1e on ,o C
ul.I fode

pcodcnC
::e. " 

G
iven 

the 
know

n 
slreogth 

of the 
support 

foi: )od
epen<

.lence, hoW
e\'er. it 

-w
as <

:lear thal. stroog 
J>

ressuru for this 

w
ollld be bound to cooU

oue and 
tbat 

io aucb a 
atate or 

aasociatioo 
oeither 

unceriaioty nor th
e aeuL

e politiea.1 con
trovetsy 

a.bout ultim
ate status 

w
ould 

be 
dfapelfed. -

aud that 
io w

h
y later 

oil 
Lb!) Secret9.ry of 

S
&

at.6 9.t page 20 
says

: ·' bis viE
>

w
 lbat it w

as right that
M

aur th
is ahould 

be independent 
and 

t&
ke her 

plac4) ,unong 
the 

SO
veteign 

N
ations of the W

orld". 
A

nd th•n be 
only 

diacuased 
tbt: 

1nod11, 
operandi 

how
 

.d
i 

th
ii; 

can 
be 

in1plem
eoted. 

E
veryw

here it. m
ust be: a. l'equest from

 
the L

eg
i5Jattu:e. T

his is. w
hat is being 

aiked 
arter &he electiona. 

A
ny 

patty 
otb

et tba..n the 
lildependenee l?iuty, if 

they 
bad 

w
on 

the 
.elecLion&

 w
ould 

have bad to con(rnt 
them

selves w
ith 

1:.elf Governm
ent 

if it did 
not 

require 
iodcpeudeace. 

'!'bis w
ould ha\'e been the result 

of 
w

hat 
took 

pl&
ec in L

ondon 
in )965

. 
T

he P
a,rti M

aurici~l 
hos b·ooo hood! 

w
ink

ing the people in &
his countiy 

by 
try

tng 
to 

say 
tha&

 by 
w

inning 
the 

electioos they w
ould have got a.ssocia-

tioo. 
T

ha.t jg not t,be case. 
M

ost 
oC

 
those w

ho 
ta.lk aboui 

aaaocia.tioh 
&

od 
all a.bt ben8.fits do ont realise th&

t th
ia: 

w
as folly debated and I-bat 

U
P. to now

 
th

is f(.rm
 of ~110Ci11.tion which hat:1 been 

g:ra.nt,,d Lo threo or four 
s1uall ielanda 

w
ith • populat-ioo of lcu 

than 
15,000 

people e1M
::

h
, cont.aio

ing 
m

ore 
baoana. 

tL
·eos 

t-ha.o p«>
plo, 

does 
noL

 u.tis
fy

the resohdfoo of 
&be-U

oittd 
N

ations 
tha

t the c.:oloni.a1 pow
ers have 

t,o deco• 
)onise and 

righL
 t'IQ

w
 

~he C
om

m
itt.E

;e 
on deeolouib&

tion has 
been 6X

a.m
.ining 

w
hetber this form

 of association 
01· the 

form
 

of 
li.SC

iO
C

iat
ion 

govern
ing 

the 
s.tatus of 

som
e ta

lisfie&
 thO

 requite• 
m

eD
~

 
of 

th
e 

U
 ni&

ed N
a-tions. 

Sit: 
tru

e freed'om
 ia oot m

erel)• poJiticaJ, it 
m

ust also 
be 

eeonom
ie 

and 
spiritua

l. 
O

D
ly then 

can 
m

en 
grow

 and 
fuJ61 

their de1,tiny. I am
 quc,ting the w

ords 
of 

a, n.,an 
w

lio in 
ou

r 
m

odern 
tim

es 
fought 

fo
r fri!t!cl'ow

 as very few
 of the 

98+
 A

ccessio,. of M
ai,riJius 

22 A
U

G
U

ST
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to lndeJ,cndetice w
tthintht 

98'5 

people ha.vu done. 
I 

11,ro quoting 
&

be 
w

orda of 
Pandi

t 
J~w

a
barla

l N
ehru. 

C
 reel a bii a.1Sban:i8d 

as a M
auritiao 

L
bat 

w
hen iodependance w

as reforred as the 
birthright. of every ?i.fo,uriLian, 

w
e only 

bad laughter from
 the othor side of the 

H
ouse. 

I am
 also asham

ed. 
Sir, as 

a 
M

aoritja.n thA
i the

re a.re people w
ho 

beli&
ve that ools stom

ach m
eans &

orue-
t.biIJg in 

life. 
I 

am
 

asham
ed 

as 
a 

A
fauriiian to bear people &

-a.
lkiog a.bout 

·soule problem
a w

hich are 
difficult. nod 

act as a. barrier to independence
. 

T
hen

, all the 
122 eouolrics 

or 
the 

w
orld w

ould not 
defeat iodependenoo

, 
1 c&

nuot 
for one a.ccept 

this soti 
of 

reason. Iodepcnden<
:e is w

ha, it m
ea.na. 

It 11\eaos the fteedorn of tbe ind
i,·iduo.l, 

it m
eans the freedom

 of the natioo, 
it 

w
eaos &be freedom

 
of a country, 

a.nd 
w

i\b 
this sort or th

ing nobO
<

ly •boold 
play. 

It 
i• 

w
orth 

fighting 
for 

and 
shedding one's blood. 1 don·t 

w
ant tbe 

public oubide 
to 

g~t the 
im

pression 
that w

e are on
ly coneideri1lg r.he spiti· 

tual, lhe m
oral side 

of 
iodependeoce. 

T
hose 

w
ho 

p
ride 

them
selves 

of theil' 
F

rench cult-are, shou
ld 

ba.ve rea..li&
ed 

that 
France 

in 17~9 
did uot 

cboose 
fraternity 

as their fir.$t w
o1·d for 

L
heic 

m
otto. T

hey knew
 lb&

t it is only 
" la 

liberte ., ,\'h
ich cao bring ~boutcqnaH

ty, 
and 

,ha.~ it 
is on

ly liberty 
that 

can 
bring a-bout 

' fratern,it6 • 
a.rnong Lhe 

French 
peoplo. T

hal 
is w

hy 
w

e 
have 

boon saying &
o them

 that this 
rua.uri• 

tiau 
natioo, C

his focU
ng of 

belonging 
to 

one. 
this 

fccliog that 
w

hen 
w

e 
belong 

to one, w
e ca.u cope 

w
ith 

our 
problem

s io a oew
 

spirit, is som
ething 

w
hich can only 

be a.cbie..-a<
l aft.er 

w
e 

get the freedom
 or this p

liM
,c. and 

w
e 

have built tbit na.Lioo. I a.m
 aorry tha,t 

people w
ho have 

boon t1U
,ering 

w
ords 

like 
' liotrM

, U
galit6 

and /ratm
1iti' 

have not loo.rot a
oytbiog 

a.bout 
it. 

Sir, 
it is t,ru

e, aod the bon
. M

em
bera of L

he 
O

pposition w
ho w

ere here until l'eccnt~ 
ly, w

ere right in referring to our eco· 
aouie problem

., 
of uuom

ploy1ueo.*, our 

C
onun

o11w
eallh of N

ations 

difficulties 
aod 

various 
things, 

but 
w

here 
th

ey 
o.re oot 

cone.et 
is 

t.ba.t 
through 

a.ssoeia.tion 
ot 

w
hatever 

for• 
m

u
la 

Ibey 
w

ill be able 
t,o cope w

ilb 
these t>

rob1em
s. N

eithe
r their reason• 

ing about &
he sem

ng of sogar oor L
beir 

reasoning 
abou

t. our 
eotry 

i.uto the 
C

om
m

on 
M

a.rket -
booauire w

e ba.ve 
b"'1 a (uJI cl•ss dobate about 

ii -
no, 

the
ir know

ledge about w
h~t is 

'' terri
toire d'ou1.,·e •m

ir" 
and 

'' d6partem
.ent 

d-'o-utrt nrer " 
ia 

based 
on 

readi1)g 
w

bich 
js 

eol'teC
t, 

and 
despite 

the 
a.ddit.iou of 

new
 

m
em

b1m
1 w

ith 
Jega.J 

brain, 
they ba.ve 

not 
beeo able 

to 
im

prove 
aoyt.hing. 

T
h

eir cont.ention 
about 

w
hat 

the 
B

ritish 
passport 

coofers 
is also erroneous becausd as· 

sociation 
w

ill 
continue 

to 
allow

 
ua 

to
· b&

ve the 
sa.m

e p~ssporh tba.t w
e 

have, 
a.na ~·e 

koow
 

w
hat 

one 
hon. 

M
ernber 

said w
hen 

be 
al'rlved at Plai• 

sa.nce A
irport 

in 
196_5 

that 
be 

w
as 

a.sham
ed of 

ba,viog a B
ritiab 

pa.5$pod. 

Sb S. R
1unio<

>
lam

: lt 
w

as a 
m

em


ber of the O
pposition. 

M
r. R

icgodoo: 
W

ell, 
w

hat 
do 

w
e 

offer L
o the young 

people
? 

W
baL

 do 
w

e olfer to tbe 
people of M

a.uritius re
garding 

the 
problem

 
w

hich 
w

e have 
now

 
w

iL
h 780,000 

people 
and 

in 10 
yee.rs one m

illion people? 
Is it jus, to 

talk of .PierreU
e 

w
i4b her 

pot of m
ilk 

or 
i$ iL

 that. 
w

e sbo-ald 
offer to 

the 
youngs,ers of this 

couuL
rj' a..od to t.bc 

people or 
th

is 
country 

the 
hope that 

w
ith hard w

ork as. our 
aocesto

i:a have 
done, o.ud 

w
ith 

even 
hard

er w
ork w

e 
w

ill be oble t.o m
oot these 

p1·oblem
s by 

ga,lvaoisiog all t.bo energies 
w

hich w
e 

cau com
rul\lld io 4hia couotry

, by naing 
all tb.e availab

le resource&
 iu this coun• 

Lry
, by.getting 

as 
m

aeh 
outside 

help 
as ,ve cnn from

 friend
ly countries and 

from
 the 

U
oi,ed 

N
 aiions 

A
gencies ? 

1t is not correct, 
$ir

1 
it is not conoot 

tba.t w
e are getting 

quite a lot already. 
W

e a-1·0 not getting e.aougb, w
e are not 

g•l~ns 
from

 
""'Y

 friendly 
couotry bo-
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loindeftem
lenu 

w
il11in t1~e 981 

C
om

m
onw

ealll, 
of N

aU
ons 

ca.u&
e w

e 
ba.ve &

o de•l 
th

rough 
the 

U
nited 

K
ingdom

. 
W

e R
re not getling 

f-rooo a.ll tbe 
v&

rfous U
n

ited N
ations 

A
genc

ies 
w

hat 
w

e 
should 

get 
as a-0 

independen
t couotry, and as quickly as 

w
e need. 

'!'here 
have 

been 
schem

es 
w

hich 
have been lying for tw

o or three 
years 

be~aae 
papers get 

sta.ekcd in 
L

o
n

d
on

. 
W

e w
anl to 

b<
, ab

le lo dis
cu

ss our 
affairs our.selves in our 

ow
n 

right 
al 

the 
U

oiw
d 

N
otions, 

al the 
W

or
ld D

a.nk &
0d w

ith 
other 

lnt.A
rna

tio
n

lll 
A

gencies. 
,ve 

w
iw

t 
to 

go 
quick

ly about 
it 

so 
lhat 

despite 
the 

long 
dol~y

, 
despite 

lb• 
fact 

tha
l 

w
e 

a-re 
already 

in 
a, aitua.tion w

hich 
is 

difficult, 
w

e w
iJJ he a.ble w

ithin 
the 

shorlest 
possible delay to 

use all 
on, 

tesolJrces, 
agrieunural, 

hum
ao 

a.od 
other 

ones, to create a, better M
auritius 

for 
all 

the 
M

auritians 
to 

Jive 
in

. 
T

his 
w

ill 
require, 

S
ir, 

the 
pnriici

pation 
of 

people 
at 

all 
levels. 

lt 
w

ill 
require 

the 
pa.rticipat.ion 

of 
the 

young, 
it 

w
ill 

req
uire 

the 
parti• 

oipation 
of 

th
e 

old. 
H

 
w

ill 
requite 

the 
par

ticipation of tho private 
sector 

aod 
the public &

ector. 
lt 

w
ill 

reqa
iro 

lho 
co-opera•tion of one and all. 

M
au


ritius does not 

belong 
to 

naybody, 
it 

belongs to 
all of U

g, 
and 

w
e m

ust ere~ 
ate 

the 
condition

. 
'l

1his 
is w

b&
t L

bia 
G

overnm
ent 

intends to do. 
W

e 
w

a,nt 
to c

reate 
the 

coudition 
in 

M
au.ritius 

w
h

ich w
ill allow

 us to 
have a 

,;ociety 
w

hereby 
w

e utilise a.II our reaources in 
order 

t.ha.t w
e can m

eet 
the 

prob)Q
m

s 
of 

M
au

ritius 
as 

quickly 
as 

possible. 
A

s you can see, tbis is a. tim
e of great 

eba.lleoge, it is 
not a 

tim
e 

w
here 

w
e 

shou
ld b

&
-ve tim

id people, 
it is not 

a 
tjm

e 
w

here 
w

e 
should 

have 
w

eak 
people 

around us. 
T

his 
iS, a tim

~ 
for 

greal 
lhings. 

T
he 

losk 
is 

g,eat
. 

It 
w

ill 
be gt<

3aler if w
e don't do anything 

abot1t w
h

at w
a have to do, 

ao
d tllis is 

D
ot 

a, tim
e for disunity. this 

is 
not 

a 
tim

e also for ug
ly w

ords. 
A

s w
e have 

corue to the end 
or 

one 
journey, 

w
e 

are ~ow
 

aet 
oo 

another 
one, but 

it 

w
ill 

bo • looger one. 
O

a
r task 

w
ill l,c 

to buiM
 a new

 M
auritius. 

\V
e w

ill be 
able to set asi<

la m
isery, 

poverty 
and 

uoe1T
Jplcym

enl. 
W

e 
co.a build 

lbo 
futu

re tu w
e h;:w

e buiU, the past 
toge• 

tber. 
\V

e have io 
M

auritius 
a 

cont
m

oo heritage for all of 
aa, of 

a.U
 l-he 

com
m

unities, 
of 

all 
the 

relig'ioos. 
From

 
the 

lour co
rners of the 

w
orld, 

from
 Pn.oc-0, from

 A
frica, from

 
India 

and frorn C
bjoa w

e have all com
e and 

w
ec ba,\•e m

ade or this M
auritius a beau

tiful isla.::id as in 
tbo 

w
ords 

of P
ro&i• 

dent 
T

sil'aoaua it 
is 

"''' tapU
 (ltrt"

, 
A

s the w
ork to 

m
ake 

this 
M

auritius 
beao!i(ol 

tb
ey w

ere 
hoping lbat 

ooe 
day this place w

ould be 
w

hat 
w

e ace 
w

ish
iog it to be 'a. free country'. 

T
hey 

bad the 
hopes, lhey 

had 
the 

p
l<

?dg 
... 

H
 

i.s oow
 the 

tim
e 

for 
U

$ 
to realise 

lbe,e hor-es and to redeem
 those 

pied, 
ges. 

W
e can briog 

changes 
through 

peaco(ul 
m

eiJloda 
aod 

co-opera!ioo. 
W

e cao face the cbaJlcnge 
by w

orking 
for i. soci1liat pattern 

of society 
based 

on 
planning 

a.nd ecooom
io 

grow
th. 

W
e w

ilJ need hard w
ork, efficiency a.nd 

a. disciplined m
ind. 

T
he geo

ias of the 
M

auritian people ea.a rise and ful6II its 
des&

iny in crtat..ing the idea) of a m
uH

i
racia

J, 
m

uJti-lioguist.ie. m
u

lti-ca.ltura.l 
society. 

1 
hu

e 
faith 

io 
m

y 
fellow

 
couotrym

eo
. T

he country expects each 
one of as to do his 

dut-y. ,ve have 
been 

fortuna--le, S
ir, 

to 
have 

a.i 
the 

head of this G
overnm

ent 
one 

w
ho i&

 
t\ rea.1 sort of M

aori&in..s, and w
bo bas 

done w
ha.t he has done over 

the 
last 

tw
enty 6,e yeai·s. 1 ihiok

1 w
e a•re safe 

io 
bis haods 

because he has boon th~
 

arch
itect of the future 

of M
auritius. 

a.ud if there is i..nybody w
hen w

e bave
independE

oce w
ho w

ill deserve 
t,o 

be 
de.scribed as C

he father 
of 

the 
oation, 

then Sir Seew
ee>

S3gur 
R

am
goohu:n w

ill 
deseo:ve th

is title
. 

(A
pplau3t) 

T
his 

is 
the fonc 

w
hen w

e 
should 

th
ink o

r oar country 
6rat, and 

of our 
legal and petty 

inl<
:re1'!s lu.st. T

his 
iJI 

988 
A

ccu,/o,.of 
Jfau,itiu

s 
ii 

A
U

G
U

ST
 1967 to fnJ,p

u
,4,11ce 

.,,;,t.;,.1/ie 989 
C

onm
,om

.,•eaU
J, 
of N

ations 

ihe tim
e for grea

t ('.C
tion, Sir, 

3D
d m

y 
last w

ords w
ill bo Ibis. 

T
hey 

aoo lhe 
w

ise w
ords of 

n, w
ise m

i..u : 
" A

rise, 
aw

a.ke a11d sto
p not 

uoW
 the 

goal 
is 

rea.ebed ". 
(10.55 p.m

.) 
T

he M
inister of S

tate (Finance) (M
r. J. 

G
. F

orgtt, 
Fourth 

M
em

ber 
for 

B
elle 

R
9SB

 and Q
oat<

e B
orM

sl: 
M

. le p
resi

dc:nl, connne le del'oiei: ota&
eur je peuae 

que le vido que nous cooata.tons actuel• 
lem

ent sur 
Jes 

ba,llC
$ de l'oppositioo 

no devrait pas noos a.rrt:ter dans ce que 
nous avon.s a dire. 

C
eJ)f!ndant, je serai 

tres bref, et 
lorsque je ferai alJusioo, 

eo pus
a.ot, a dea propos qui soot venos 

de l'a.ulre cc)tC
, je 

'\'O
U

S 
doooe 

l'asso· 
raoce M

. le prC
sideu t, je 

traae
t1\i lea 

a~ots 
a.vec touL

e Ja. deference vou1ue. 
C

eU
e m

otion, 
com

m
$ 

le 
prem

ier 
m

inistre 
l'a 

dit, 
est 

J'abootissem
ent 

d'nne lutte extrem
em

eot Jongue qui a. 
ct.e 1uen88 dans ce pays, tout 

au coora 
de son bisL

oire. S
'iJ y a 

un fait C
O

IU
• 

m
un Q

. toutes ees luttes, a C
ontes ces 

~ta.pes, ee fa.it cow
w

un est qu'jl y 
eut 

t.oujours des 
m

auricieos. toujours 
le$ 

m
innes, 

pour 
$'O

pposer 
lt. 

cc 
quc 

la 
resie 

da 
pa.ys. recJam

ait. 
Q

ue 
ce 

{ut 
pour 

adw
eU

re 
nos ills 

au:<
 

~coles publique$, le vole des lois syn• 
dicales., 

que 
cc 

foe pour doooer 
au 

peupJe le droit 
de vote, ot.c ... tout. au 

cours de cetta longuo lu
tte. dc-s m

auri• 
cieos s.'opposercnt a ce que 

voula.ieo&
 

Je1>
 auLres. N

ous oe pouvions done pa.s 
n

ous a-tteodre qu
'au i:nom

cnl olJ se joue 
lo dernier acte de notre effort, politique, 
au m

om
ent o

ll va sc ferm
er 

le deroier 
ehapitro de. oos Jut,liea, nous 

oe 
pou• 

vion.s pas nous attend re -
6ta.ot donn~. 

com
m

e l'a 
<

lit on 
orateu

r, ce qu
i 

$e 

pa~aiL
 da-ns d 'autres p&

ys, dans des 
conditions 

sit:nilllires, 
de 

voit 
m

~m
e 

l'ind/3-pendance do pays ~tre accueillie 
pac cette categorie de r:naurieieos qui, 
au cours de 160 aunt':os, s'6taient 

tou
· 

joors oppo$es Q
U

 progre8, ft. l'aval)C
e

m
eot 

do 
pays, et a, 1'8m

aucipA
.tion de 

son people. 

N
ous savons que dana 

io
ns les pays, 

Jes tiesU
d interttf.$ 

repr,sentes 
pa•r 

J•e,
M

m
ent 

bourgeois n'oot jam
a.is coasent.i 

a des m
esores qui 

viaaient 
au p

rogres 
de 

la, nation. 
U

n 
eM

m
pJe go

i 
pent 

pa.raU
re hors de proportion M

•ee notre 
p,ctit pays m

ais qui est encore recent 
daus notre 

t00m
oire, est que nous 

i,a
voos, aprO

s la 
d6bacle en 

Fra.nce en 
194.0, nous savoos de 

quel c6t.6 se soni 
trooves les collaboratenra avcc Penne~ 
m

i. 1\f. le pri!sideot, je ,;eui hien m
e don

ner Ja peine de relate
r 

tn)s bribvem
cnt 

d'ailleurs 
la. 

tb~ 
de 

l'O
p

posilioa, 
eom

m
e je 

crois 
qu'oo 

pettt 
la 

com


prend
re. 

E
o 

depit 
do co qu'a 

dit 
le 

deruictr oratcur, 
quc 

l'a.ssooia.iioo n
'6-

t•it P"' en cau
se dans 

Jes debs\$ de ce 
joar, 

je veux 
bieo 

voic 
ce qu'ea&

. la. 
these de I 'O

pposition. 
Si 

je 
l'ai 

bieo 
com

prise, elle M
 

rC
sum

o a ccci : l'O
p

position veot, roaiotenaot, 
d'uue asao

ci11.tion avoc la 
G

rando B
rotagne 

qui 
puis.se 

no~ 
eonduire 

pins 
lard 

all 
M

arcbe 
C

om
m

uo 
lorsgue IR

>
 G

-ra..nde 
B

retagoe 
i;era, elle-m

eine 
adm

ise 
an 

M
a:tcbt\ 

C
om

.m
oo. 

L
'O

pposition 
ne 

nous dj&
. pas pou.rquoi, si nous som

roes 
iud6pend&

nts, nous ne pourrions 
pas 

avankl{:'ouscw
.ent dcm

a-oder 
la 

ro~m
e 

adm
ission :t.u M

arch6 
O

om
m

un 
sans 

t.U
e.ud1e la G

rande B
reiagoe

. 
D

e plus 
J'O

pporitioo nc 
nous 

o.pporte aocone 
preuve que 

la 
G

r~ode B
retag

ne 
t.-ou-

itt4il 
nous 

donner 
l'o.ssoeiatioo, 

pa-s 
plus qne Jes pay• 

constil
uanl le 

l\far
cbe Com

m
uo seraieat diapos6a a accep

ter 
l'U

e ~bur
ice 

a,ir:iai qus 
tous 

lea 
autres pays qni soraient 

daos la situa
tion de l'Ilo M

auricc,-c
'est.&

-d
ire "a.s

sociQ
s" a. la G

rande-B
retagnec ? 

Par
ea quo je no 

PQ
U

X
 pM

 
im

aginer 
not.re 

petii pays cow
m

e 
etant 

tellem
eot 

le 
centre dP. l'u

niw
,m

, qu'on lui 
fcrait des 

conditions 
8.X

~pLionncllcs 
et 

fa.vor-.. -
bles pour eolrer 

daos le 
M

arch&
 C

ol1l
m

ur\ du m
om

ent 
qn'il sora.i&

 dans 
Je 

silla,ge 
de 

la. G
rande B

tetagnc. 
C

e 
qal 

Jait 
qoe 

la 
\hese de 

l'O
pJl<

"'i: 
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C
om

m
onw

ealth of N
ati,m

s 

tion repose aor 1$ fe.i$ 
que 

la. G
l'aod

e 
B

ret-a.gne, si e!le 
(It.a.it ja.w

~is adm
ise au 

M
o.reb8 C

om
m

on, fel'a,it pa.sser de d
roit 

a,.,.eo c11o tO
U$-Jes petits 

satellites 
qui 

aera
ient 

dant, 
s.on aitlage, e

'est-a·dtre 
tous 

Jes p
ays q

u
i pc

u
rra

i(:m
t ~tte ''asso


ciC

s" ~w
ee la G

rande G
rc&

..agoe
. 

L
'

O
p

· 
poaitio

n s'es
t. ga

rde€! 
cl'eaeay

er 
d

'ap· 
potter 

la m
o

lD
dre pre

u
ve de 

eet napect 
de 

la 
quesiioa. 

C
e q

ui 
fait qn

e, d 'u
n 

cote, aveo 
l'oseocia.iion, 

l'incertitu
de 

contr
e taque

U
e Jes m

e.m
b~:es de l'O

ppo· 
eitio

n scm
bla

iant 
ee batt

re, ce&
ee m

~w
e 

incert
itu

de 
d

cm
eure

ra 
p

lu
s que jam

a.is 
avee lt1. form

ule 
d

'associa
tfon 

; 
ta.nd

ia 
qu'a.vec Ja form

ule d
'inde

pcudanc.e, on 
est g~ue d'a

voir a le red
ire, 

o
'im

p
ol'te 

qut'.!tle ae
lioo peu

i itre prise 1,ar un pt'ys 
io

d
~pe.n

dant, a n
'i1u

pol'te quel m
om

e
n

t 
qn

i tu
i se1nbtet-aiL

 fav-ora
b1e. 

E
v

idem
~ 

m
en

t. sa.os 
tout 

l'~m
ener lt, une 

qt1es
iiou d'arg

en
t cow

m
e 

1•a d
it Jc m

inislre 
des 

A
dm

in
isl.ra.tiovs 

R
bg

ioc
oles, 

ii est. 
perm

is A
un pax

ti po!itiq
ne 

de 
ne 

pos 
pcrdi:e 

de 
\!U

e 
com

p
letem

eut 
cG

 
que 

j'a.ppelle 
l'•s

pec
t objec

ti£ <
le la q

ueslion 
ql1e 

nous 
d

eba
tton

s. 
M

a
is 

certa
ine


m

ent 
ii 

ne fallait pas 
Jui don

uer t.1.ne 
im

 potlau
ce dem

esul'ee.parce que J•aut1:o 
11spect q

ue j'appoH
on:U

 1 •a~pect su
bjec

, 
lif n'eet pas on aspe

ct. q
ue 

Jes citoyens 
d

'uo 
pa.ys ont ie d

ro
it m

ora
l de o

C
gligct 

et 
de 

fa.ire 
passe

r 
en de

u
t.i~ooe 

ai 
co 

n'est. 
pa.a 

au 
cinq

ui~w
o 

p
Ja.n. 

C
et 

aspee
l 

su
bjectif, 

M
. 

le 
pl'csideut, 

a.oq
ue} o

n 
n'a 

pas foit 
allu

sion, 
oi jo 

ne 
m

e 
trom

p
e, ou 

auque
l 

on 
o

'a pa.s 
<

H
lC

01·e fa.iL
 alluaio

o
, c'-0st l'id~c patrie. 

M
r. Spa

ku: 
r th

ink it w
as SRid th.a.h 

this 
Ja.nd of ours 

w
ill fioia.b by beiog 

our 
fat,hcdand. 

M
. 

F
orget : 

M
ais ce

Ja n•a 
eu euc

o
n 

echo 
da,os 

le 
cam

p 
opp

ose. 
C

'elail 
eonune 

aj la. quest
ion de l'jodipen

dan
c.e 

cle 
J'll

e M
aurice

, lu. (Jliestion de ta so
u• 

veta
ioct-0 dtt pa,ys, ponvait-~tre tl'aitee 

O
U

 <
lec:aoo !ians 

que t'idee de pahie 
ne 

so
it 

a aucoo 
m

om
en

~ 8vog
oee. 

Ptut
-

etre que ch
ez 

lee 
M

aur
icieos 

qui 
ap


p.a.rtienoen

t ace 
grou

1,e de M
aurieions 

q
ui, d

o~o.nt 160 aos, 
G

O
 sont 

op
poses a 

tout progres. quj, eo 192-0, se .sont op• 
po€es 

~ 
r.o 

)·auachnnent 
avec 

re.ur 
an

cienoe m
ere-paltie, 

Ja 
)trance, 

peu
t• 

M
re qu

e eeU
e c-at~gorie de M

au
riciens 

n
'a 

jam
ais 

ap
ri,:s to~t 

coosid6rQ
 

l'11e 
M

a
a

6ce com
m

e Jeur 
pa&

l'.ie; peut.~tre 
sont

-ils in
aensibJes au cbarm

e 
de 

ceU
e 

lfe
; peut-C

tre 
n'oot-

ils jam
a.is v

u 
oos 

p
l:tges baignC

es d,rni 
uoe 

lum
i~r~ m

a
thrn

le; 
peut-~tre 

n'ont--ils ja1D
ais vu 

notrn cieJ 
bleu, nos cicux 

~H
oilea pal' 

Jes nuits d'6te; 
peut

-~tre o'enlerre
n

t,..iJa: 
pas 

leors 
ruotts 

dl\tl$ la 
terre m

ao
ti

cienne; 
peu,-l:tre 

s'anangent,
.jfs po

ur 
que 

leurs fils oa
isrea

t hors de 'M
aurice, 

daos 
U

.D<
!' terre 

itrangere; 
pcut•~lrn 

leura 
m

o1·ls 
rcposent.iJs 

daos quefque 
en

d
toi$ 

ioconnu; 
peut

.~L
re 

n'ool•ils 
jarua

is 
le,•6 le.s yem

c ven 
nos 

arbres 
frC

m
issant 

dana 
le vent... 

Si ce)a 
est 

a.ioai, si ces 
M

au
riciens 

n'ont 
jnm

a
is 

tiibrli a.tee leur pays, 
si Ja, tone 

oU
 ifs 

ont 
gum

d
i 

leur 
est 

eorop
letcm

t1nt, 
todiffirente

, si cela Jeur es, 
8ga.J d'a•p• 

(.W
"teu

ir a, uo pays O
trangtr o

u do faire 
c.e qn

c D
anton 

lui ne vo
u1ait pas parce 

qu'il 
di.sait 

qu'on 
., n

'erupo
rte 

pas 
la. 

pa.trie 
A

 lai aem
elle do &

as so
nlien:1 •·. 

alor&
 je eo

m
prends 

que cos M
am

icie.na 
n'a.icot 

gaC
re besoin d'iovoq1.1er "t'as• 

peet 
subjeelii ''i 

gubre 
bew

in, 
A

. uoe 
telle 

heure, 
d'6vo,quer la 

pacrie, gu~re 
bcooiu, A

 unc 1ella he1,ue, dedilsfrer 
que 

cctte 
patl'ic 

rot libre 
plut6t 

gue 
de 

dem
eurer 

avec ses cha1ncs. 

M
. le prE

i.sideot
, 

ii ne fa.ut pa.s m
'&

e· 
easer d'avo

ir ~t.6 un peu ly
riq

ue. 
C

cla 
au

ssi l w
on seos dcvait C

tra dit. 
Q

ue 
je 

J'ai m
a.I d

it, ee
la est 

d
ti a m

o
n 

t,a.t 
de 

gaote ac&
-uellem

e·nt et a l'beurc 
qui 

e$&
 nn prn tatd

ive. Je 
coodarn

ne l'O
p,

positioo
, je condarone 

ces 
M

auriciens 
q

u
i, 

3 
uue 

t~llo hem
e, 

ont 
adoptll 

l'a.U
itude 

qu'ils 
out 

l\doptee. 
J

c 
co

ndarunt 
ces ci::6a.teut·s du 

com
m

una.
lif:im

e et je suis heul'(lux gue la co
m

m
u-

092 
A
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L967 
lo ind,benden" 

w
ith

in tht 
993 

C
o

m
m

onw
t.altli, of N

a.Jions 

nao&
e bindoue 

n'ait 
pas a.jout6 

foi 
ei 

ceU
e iu(A

m
e co1uC

die de• .H
iodou, m

oo 
frhre '. 

L
e dratne de ce pays 

vicu
t de 

ae-qu'une certn,i.oc peiile 
con:nnuo~

u&
e 

iufloenca rualb
eu

reusem
~nl 

uoe section 
kelp 

uom
brense 

d'one 
ce1·tain6 

bour~ 
geoisic 

d'oue 
autre 

cow
m

11na.ute, 
le 

dram
e de co pa,ys vieot 

de ce que cette 
oon,m

unaute 
0

'111 
ja,m

B
iiS po se deb~rM

· 
11ec de son seottm

cnt 
aoti-hiodou

. E
u 

depiL 
de 

I&
 prcuve de 

to16r~oee 
que 

l'hindou nous a do
n

n8a, 
co d~p

it de la 
place 

qu'ils 
occupant 

da.os 
ee 

pays, 
eo 

dC
pit 

de-leurs 
6ctiva.ina, 

do 
leura 

pO
O

tes, 
da lours 

p
rofeasioonc

ls, 
et 

de 
leur, pbilosopbP.s, cette 

pot.it.e cooom
u

• 
oaute n'a jam

a
is pu 

se dC
pouillA

r de. cc 
1100Uw

ent irnti~hiodou. $
'ii y a. des geo.s 

qqi on
t bcaoio 

d
'une 

opioioo 
indepea• 

d&
niti, d

'uoe 
p

reuve 
im

p1utiale, 
je 

los 
r6f<

ire 3,u li1re de 
M

o.:c: l?a.ul .Fooehet, 
'L

ea pen pies 
nus "

, 
le ebapitre 

"L
e 

!(liroic T
eo du ., . 

T
,Je dra.roe de ce paya, 

M
. Je prO

!Jideos, est. qoe eeU
,e ga,ngr&

nc 
a gagn8 m

alb.en
reuaetnent 

one 
boaoe 

partie d
'uoe classe bonrgeo

ise qui 
elle

!M
w

e 
&

 in
flu~nee 

pa.r uo 
vra,i lavage 

de 
cecveau, 

J'esptit 
de 

nom
breux 

et 
btunble-s M

a
uricieos 

pour 
les 

dre~ei:: 
dam

 
uo 

sent,irocot. 
de 

ha
ine 

r&
eja.lc 

oootre Ja, p
lus large eonuuuna.u

tC
 de oe 

p0,,ys. "H
iodou, 

m
o

o fretc f " 
E

t su 
m

6m
e ruoinenL

 nous 
lisoos 

daos 
un 

joo.l'O
al sous Ja plum

e d'un 
peiit 

m
oo• 

sieur ra.ciste que c'eA
t lui qui paie Joa 

•• &
atces" 

d&
 L

ady 
R

a-m
goola.m

. 
Jo 

m
'exou.se d'a.voir a. m

entionner 
ceite 

cbo$,8 encore, r.nais c'est pour souH
goer 

que 
Je m

6m
e 

jouroaJiate 
o'ti. jam

ais 
dit 

Jorsqo'H
 y avait 

tro
is M

in
istres 

de 
l'O

pposition 
si6gea-ot 

dans 
lo G

ouver
· 

n
e.w

cnt, q
uelles l\taient 

Jes parties 
veati

m
eo

taires de leors epouaea q·u'il payait 
de ses deniers-. 

M
. 

le 
pr8aideut, 

je 
m

'asw
eie 

pou
r 

&
etm

ioer a
ux 

paro
les go\\ 

pronone6es 
w

on collogue de dro
ite: au, 

les ros:pon• 
abilitcs 

q
ui 

pe!leront.-
sm

 
nous. da.ns 

cette 
no

uvelle 
rout.c que 

oo
us 

aJloos 

biE
!lotO

t com
m

eocet 
vera 

o
ne 

nouv
elle 

evo1utioo 
po

litiqne
. 

Jo 
suis 

abso
1u

• 
m

eot. 
d'accord 

1w
eo loi 

qu'il 
y 

a 
I! 

uoe 
lourde 

respooasbi
Jit8. 

M
ais 

co1uw
e I oi j°ai con

fiancc que le M
ao

ri• 
cieo 

ea
t 

pou
rvu do suffi.sa.m

mco
t 

de 
t.aJenb 

pout 
s'acq

uitte
r 

d'un
e 

t.olle 
t.A

ehe suscitee 
pa

l' l'octroi 
de 

l'ln
d6· 

pendaoce ii l'IJe M
aurice

. 

C
om

m
e lui je croi$ que l'tle M

aur
ice 

est 
eh a.neeose 

d'a,voir 
ii. la 

b.rre-du 
va.ieseau m

a.urioien
, a no 

le
l 

m
om

ent
, 

un capiia.ioe 
auss

i ave
rti, aussi dtvou&

 
et 

a.ussi cotti}'.>
e&

e
nt 

qua 
Sir Seew

oosa-
guc R

,.rogoo
lam

. 
(A

pplause) 

(11
.15 p.ru.) 

Sir S
. R

am
go~lam

: 
I 

do 
oot 

th
ink 

tb.ere is. anybody 
else w

ho 
is 

going to 
spoak looigbl. 

T
be

te are one or tw
o 

w
ords, w

hich 
I 

think, 
w

qu
ld 

bo 
uece ... ry 

th
at 

I 
sho

uld sa.y. 
Fil'st. 

of 
all, w

ith 
reg

a
rd 

to the 
L

iroiug o
f &

his 
reso

lo
Lion w

hich 
aom

e M
em

be
l's 

of 
tho 

O
pposilioo 

srud 
w

a.s prem
ature a.od that w

e shou
ld b1ne 

w
aited before bring

ing it. to the A
.asem

• 
b

ly, ou lho grou
nd lhat 

there 
m

ighl 
be 

election 
petitions 

and 
the 

c-om
poaition 

of tbe H
ouae m

ight 
suffer som

e changes 
aa 

a 
cou.sequeuee

, 
A

ll 
th

at 
I 

h
ave 

done 
is foH

ow
 

the 
usu.al 

practice by 
bringing 

tbi a reaolution to 
the A

ssem


bly ah 
the 6r&

t o
pportunity 

as 
w

e bail 
a.lrea.dy dooe 

oo another 
occasio

n, even 
w

hile 
elecSioo 

petition, 
w

ere pen
ding 

at the 
tim

e. 
'l1be eleci.ions 

w
ore hold 

011 one very 
im

po
l't,a.ot issue, the issue 

of 
iodepeodeoce

, and
, 

therefore
, it 

is 
ooly 

rea..c;onable th
at 

w
e 

sho
u

ld bring 
it. to t.bo A

ssem
b

ly for its decision ai its 
firsl 

m
eetiog. 

A
s 

Sbakeapoan, 
aays 

: 
"T

he
re la a 

tim
e fo

r every&
bing"; 

and 
lo•d•y 

is the right 
tim

e. 
I 

know
 

that 
the path or dero0<

:ra-tic procees is long 
aod arduous 

and it 
requires 

patience, 
lbongbl 

and 
prcparalions 

w
hich 

I fear 
lhe O

pposition does oot Sf'ew
 to possess. 

n ia a 
tho

uaa
nd 

p
itiea tha, 

io a C
?W

: 
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C
o,w

M
ortw

:~•lf/a of N
oltons 

m
uolty 

in 
w

hich 
p1itience an'1 other 

essent
il\l <

.Jua.Jities a.,·o absent n.nd good 
1:1ense and w

isdom
 ha,·e been throw

n &
o 

t.he 
four 

w
iod,. 

th
ings 

w
ill 

now
er go 

rigbl. 
T

hal 
is w

hal 
i• bap~om

g 
lo 

, he O
pp01iiio.0. 

I 
a.m

 1orry 
tb

•I 
L

hay h
ave 

loh 
the 

A
osem

b
ly 

before 
the 

vote 
hu 

been 
1.aken. 

M
r. Spttktr: 

1 R
m

 sorry. T
hey m

ade 
it qui te cle.B

t before leaviog t.ha&
 they 

intende
d to ,,ott~ ~gai011t. th o m

otion
. 

Sir S
. R

lalg
<IO

b
m

: 
M

r. 
S

p
o

tter, 
I 

w
as ..• 

M
r. S

pu.ker : 
T

he position i1 quite 
C

leat. 

Sir S. R
tagG

ol,m
: 

B
u

t I 
w

i1b they 

ba
d slnyed to voto •• 

nll O
pposition do 

w
hether 

they disagree 
w

it,h Lho policy 
of 

the 
G

ovem
m

eot, 
be.cause h 

11 not 
w

hat 
m

an does lh&
I counts. 

It ia the 
play

ing the gam
e tba&

 cooot.t, (air-play 
boiog tho oim

 a-od ptn·pose. 

In 
politics, 

1 agree, 
L

bere are 
per 

h•Jn 
a lol of tbinfl 

lbal 
the O

ppo&
i· 

lion 
m

i1.h&
. hke to do, 

bul in • dem
o


C

rat ic w
orld, th

e 011ly ru.sonable.1y1tem
 

ia th
e 

verdict 
of 

tbo 
people 

and the 
ba

llot box w
hich, 

alter 
all decide w

bal 
peo}>

le 
m

ust 
do. 

A
t 

you 
have aee.n, 

.M
r. Spuker, 

no pa.r&
.y baa 

coo.1• un
scathed 

, n 
the 

ge-vern.l e leclion1 w
hich 

took 
place, 

w
hich i• 

1·e•lly • greal t ri
bute 

to the peop
le of 

our country. 
A

 
gr~t 

du.I 
bas beeo 

taid 
.a to lbt 

w
a. y 

lbe 
p

t0p
lo

 •ol<
d. A

 great deal b11 been 
said 

in ,be aua1y11s \\'bfob bas follow
ed, 

but 
Lhe

1·e is 
one 

1biog w
hich 

is 
per• 

fecll
y 

oltar, 
lbaL

 
the 

p<
cple 

of oor 
country 

ba.s giv
en 

ua 
the 

tn't.Y
ocabJe 

dhecU
on 

lo go 
ahtad 

w
ith 

m
deprnd

tnce-
i 

and they 
hnve 

\'O
te.d ei, her fot 

the 
part.1 w

hich 
w

u 
lor indepen(lance 

0
1 {or the 

pa:rt,y w
hich 

w
as 

against it. 
T

hay 
ha Y

e done ,bai. u 
one 

m
1.o ,od 

lhe1 have show
n lo 

01 
&

hat h 11 for vs now
 to pd their ~·isb into L

C
tioo w

hich 
I nm

 
doi:")g witho

ut 
baiting. 

I 
&bink 

tha.~ tbert is a great 
deal or 11lis:undtr• 

G
tandiog in the 

O
pposition 

a.ud iu the 
conolry 

and I ftel sorry 
lhal 

w
e can

• 

oo&
 uode:dend 

ta.eh otbtr 
m

ore than 
w

e have bE
cn able to 

do, 
C

or poli1,icaJ 
diacussio:111 

un 
only give riee to bett.er 

nnder-$W
ding 

1f •e. 
"ero 

to a.rgu~ <
lD

 

&
bo com

m
on be111 o( dem

ocracy. 

Jua
t n;:,w

 tho boo
. 

Second 
M

em
ber 

/or R
odrgue, 

(M
r. :R

ous .. ty), I do not 
koo"' 

w
tethe1· ho bad 

coruo before lo 
ldouriU

m
 or no&

, but he11e:em
1 to ba,e 

a very 
m

isguided 
conception 

of 
th, 

policy of th
is O

ov<
'rnm

ent . A
s fat· ag w

u 
know

, '.M
r. Speaker,a.od l L

biok I hB
Y

e 
boeo , 

m
em

ber 
of 

thi1 
G

,overrunen, 
now

 (or ju1~ O
H

i hrenty 
)~ 

in one 
G

overn.1D
e·nt or 

,nolher, 
w

e 
have 

al• 
w

n.y• approaebecl the problem
s or R

<
,. 

driguea 
w

ith 
&

ym
pa.thy 

eud 
nude1•. 

,,snding 
because, 

"'e 
look upon the 

people er Rodrigues 
as 

our 
O

W
D

 
bro

&
bers, ~ople 

-,;ho a.rt. hnrd 
-w

orking, 
~ople 

w
ho 

ore econom
ice.lly badl) 

phtced 
M

J m
uch 

;:1.i w
a aro. 

I 
agree 

that. iL
 m

igbL
 have 

been 
neglected al 

tbe tim
t 

of tbo tatly 
coJonial syste-to 

bol 
I ao 

••••· 
M

r. 
Speaker, 

for 
the 

lo.sl hven.ty yea.u:1, w
a ba,•o beeo doing 

I.be utm
tlst w

e tao do. 
N

o doubt t ha&
 

w
ilb 

L
be pre11<.nce 

of M
om

hfrs from
 

R
:>

drign.-:is 
am

oogd 
us, 

"t 
rojgbt. ht 

able to do m
ore buL

 I m
utt 

usttre 
the 

peop
le of R

odl'igues 1h•L
 L

bc M
aori• 

Lios L
ahcll r J:'urty ..,., 

I he first 
p&

rly 
10 11.l!k 

L
haL

 lbty 
be 

repm
ieoted 

in the 
A

tum
by. 

J 
um

tm
ber 

yeara ag-o u,7 
Frirnd. 

the late M
r. A

nqucL
il advoea

Led 
tbaL

 R
odrigo"• 

shoold 
be 

reprt-
1<

11tf<
l t.Y

eD
 

it 
not 

by 
a.o elected IU

 
luat 

by&
 

oom
m

ated 
m

t1ubtr. 
So 1t 

ia not. ,e 
w

ho 
11rouJd hke 

k, 
perpe

tuate uy 
diecr1m

inalino or reduce tht 
a&

andard of li,1ng of ou
r brotbru•g and 

aisten 
b R

odrigues
. 

W
e ta•e gtadually butll up lheagn· 

cuhm
e 

a.nd &
be anim

al bo,bandry 
.r 

996 
A

cassio,1 
of M

auritlu, 
22 A

U
G

U
S

T
 J96? 

lo t,,d1/>
f11dtt1C

1 W
ithin 

//,f 
997 

C
onononvx,.ttlt 

of N
alion• 

R
odrigue• lo 

the 
extent 

lbal lo-day 
the 1t1ndrm

l 
o( 

L
be. pE

oplt 
of R

odr i
guea ia 

roach 
beH

er 
l-han it 

uied 
to 

be a fe-w
 years 

110, 
W

e have 
m

odtr
nhed the ichool1 and built n10r'e. 

W
e 

h&
ve rrovided 

-. grea.L
 deal m

ore 
for 

them
 m

 L
hia co'O

O
ll'Y

 a.n<
l w

e 
hav

e gi
ven lh6 

faeili&
ies for trnvclliog 

be
h, etn }faoritiu1 

a.nd R
odrigues so that 

th
i1 hU

le island 
11 able 

to 
cow

m
rini

~,e 
w

ith us 111d live 
w

ith 
us 

as. w
e 

w
ould like it. 

to be. 
lf 

w
e ba.ve not 

been 
able lo 

achieve 
m

ore, it 
is 

nol 
lbo fat1U

 of thi1 
couo&ry. 

In fact 
the 

lffltim
ony i, in C

he budget of lbisynr, 
"'h

tn 
&

be.re is 
provision 

of 
R

s 4,000, 
000, Lo ensur~ that the 

m
achiner

ies of 
t.be O

ove.rnm
cnL

 lm
d 

o( ,h
e 

econom
ic 

iu1tiluL
iont in R

odrigun 
w

0t k properJy 
to 

the 
ralilf1ct1on of the people ol 

R
odrigues. 

I 1m
 sure 

Lb&
• a.her 

•he tw
o 

hon, 
)J t.m

bers tlecl<
d 

let 
R

odi iguu 
hove 

w
o1ked for S<

111>
e m

onth, 
11,uh u1 and 

1ietn 
the 

C
ritndlioes&

 •nd 
1he heatt. 

w
e 

have 
put in 

our 
w

o1·k w
btnM

•er 
H

o<
lrigue&

 is m
tol

icoed. I boy 
w

ill 
1,m



do1ottcd that 
thrre 

is 
no g1p bel•·••n 

thtm
 

&
D

d ounelT
es. &

hat. •• 
look upon 

lhe people of 
Jlodngun 

a, 
our 

01'-D
 

btother&
, and 

w
e 

w
ould 

hkc 
to 

8t:C
 

R
odriguu 

nrnke 
prcgre&

e ll t bhurit
iua 

i"m
U

iog
. 

A
cm

e hon
. M

trubers, Sia, m
ade 

tbo 
p01o

t about 
1utocio.tion 

nnd indepo.n
d,nco. 

M
y 

boo. 
J,'ri•nd, 

tbe 
fir,I 

M
em

ber for 
M

oka.-
Q

u&
rher M

ilitairo 
l)lr. 

R
ingadoo) 

w
ho 

is now
 

on 
tho 

lronL
 bench 

bat 
rightly 

quoted 
1be 

final 1t.te1uenL
 or the 

R
i&

ht B
on

, lhe 
Stcrc.t.ary l.lf St a Lo in 

w
hich it is ,•ery 

eltuly 
J&

id do-,..o : 
u •ft.er careful stu

dy 
~, 

a.II 
&

he 
rac.tors 

in,·oked, 
D

er 
?tlaJcsty's 

gol'em
rl'l~nt. havo reached 

1bo conclus,on 
~b81-it 

i• 
right 

that 
M

1uriL
h1s 1;hoold be independent 

and 
1,ko her 

place am
ong 

th
e 

tO
Y

ereigu 
011.K

>os 
oJ 

th
e 

w
orld ... 

A
nociatiu.n 

ha1 been dico.rded. 
If a resolution 

on 
iodepen

do11cti bad been dcfel\ted, 
I\U

-0
• 

C
iflU

oo Y
t'ould not 

be 
the 

altern
at ive. 

h 
~-nuld oot be a.ut4ru&

tic associaL
ioo ; 

1 thi.ok L
hat w

ouJd haY
o bttn 

a. aubjtcl. 
for Ired, di1cuuioo~ ttld decisions. 1 do 
no&

 kno
w

 w
hat 

w
ould h~vc been 

tho 
legal 1>

011ition 
but I know

 in 
polilie• 

a 
to,·m

ula m
iah, 

be found. 
N

o.oetbeleu 
•be 

isiae 
w

as 
indtptndtoce 

and 
ooL

 
&

880C
i&

t10D
 

••• 

la 
fact, S

ir. !he qaosL
ioo of usooia.• 

tiou ha.s aln.M
ly been dispo

sed 
of, 

and 
J do nol 

L
bink io is 

n.._.ry 
to 

10 
in

to that, 
bu, 

1 w
ould hlu: to deal w

i,h 
ooe eobjec~ w

hich is pr.rtly 
related 

~o 
aasocia.t.ioo. Som

.e people think 
t.b11ol 

if 
w

e 
w

ere 
lo 

rem
ain • B

ritiab 
colonial 

terril-0ry aod if 
&

o·m
onow

 
G

rea&
 B

ri 
t&

io w
er~ t.o becom

e a. m
etuber of 

t.hu 
C

om
m

on A
brket 

w
e w

ould enter 
L

ho 
O

onnn
on N

"'rkct as a m
aL

t.er of course. 
T

h._J. 78 utte
r »ouien&

e. W
hen I m

oved 
a rero4ul-ion in t.ha IH

I A
1u.m

bfy, "hen 
m

y FrK
nd 

the tx•M
in11t.er 

for 
lndus

• 
try and C

enuncrce
, L

he T
hi rd M

om
ber 

for 
83\'fl.D

O
C

 
end 

B
lack 

R
iver, 

,,,a.9 
11oiog en a m

i6St0n, I 
aaid 

that 
that 

w
u 

llot 
&

be cue 
aod 

&
be oo.ntra.ry hae 

not bern proved to u1, U
ia.r. we w

ould 
hav

e had to 
apply and 

l 
even m

cn
lJoped 

the cue 
of coun&

des. 
So, it is 

nc>
I right 

that 
ban. M

em
ber,; of lbe O

p
poo:lion 1hould d.Jode 

lb,m
selveo w

ilh 
idus 

w
hich uc 

erronoona and do not 
bur 

elflm
inatio11. 

'l'htn 
the.re i1 &

no
~bcr q11e1tloo related to iL

: the D
ri&

ia.b 
pam

,porL
 

'fhe 
B

riii1.h 
pa.sE

port i1 
a 

nluable 
l""'pori. 

T
bo 

B
riliob 

have 
w

orktd 
m

aoy years 
to 

see 
that 

tbe1r 
eouotry ;, retJJJ,E

C
ttd, 

that 
their 

idcials 
are retpected, 

lhat 
their 

am
bM

&
adors 

a.nd cbanuU
eries 

iu 
111 parta 

of 
l-he 

11.-orld ate tU
pecfed. 

T
hay 

have do
na 

very 
bud 

w
ork 

and 
&

hey are 
great 

dip
lolllate;. B

ut C
aetR

 w
ill be fft.cU

, aod 
again 

J w
ould like L

O
 put to thia H

o
uae 

one er tw
o points on &

hia. 
T

he B
nti1b 

Prim
e 

M
 ,oil!.IU

 io lfa7 
1967, 

noL long 
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U
.G

U
S-r° 1967 Jo lm

l'epande11ce un'thin the 999 
C

om
m

ottw
eallli 

of N
ati.on

.~ 

ago, 
aoa

lysed 
I.bis 

gnealion 
ol 

the 
B

rit
ish passport w

ith reference io 
the 

C
om

m
on 

M
a.rket, as 

&
o tbe 

effec, 
o

r 
B

r
itish m

erube1·ahip oo tbe free 
m

ove. 
m

ent 
of 

labour 
an

d 
C

om
m

onw
aal&

b 
em

ig
ra.U

oo. 
F

ir.sl of all, 
to E

m
tel' the 

C
om

m
on 

M
arket w

ith a 
B

ritish 
pass

po
rt a M

auritian w
ill have t,o get entry 

firs
t 

in
to 

G
reat 

B
dt.a.iu, 

no
t 

to 
any 

other 
country

. 
A

o 
eotry 

iolo 
G

reat 
l3

rilain is by• 
perm

it 
E

otry io G
reat 

B
ritt.in 

is not autom
at

ic, e.s the 
T

,intf8 
put 

it in a very big heading 
"M

a.tlri• 
t.ia.os P

rohibited lrnm
igra.nla iolo G

reat 
B

rita
in

". W
ell,I do not bla.m

e anyone. 
W

e 
b

&
ve an 

im
m

igration 
perm

it 
fo

r 
en

try of people 
io 

our 
o

w
n 

co
unt,ry, 

but 
w

e m
uat know

 w
ha.t are the facts 

and 
not 

try to delude 
ourselves 

w
ith 

ideas &
h.a.t are not true. T

o have a-0cess 
to tbe C

om
m

on M
arket. w

e 'm
ust 

have 
a 

.B
ritish citi1.ensrup and 

thi&
 eao 

be 
obtained 

only a.ft.er w
e ha.ve 

&
tayed in 

G
1·en&

. Brila
io for fiv

e ye:rirs, if w
e bav~

 
obtained 

first a. parm
i&

. before 
to eater 

G
reat 

B
ritain

. 
It 

is 
only 

afte
r 

five 
years 

io G
reat B

ritiao tha.t w
e a.re en• 

litled 
lo

 B
ritish 

citiienab
ip

. 

M
r. Speaker : 

A
n entry is not. aoto

m
a.tic. 

If 
th

ere 
is a 

job ava.iJa,ble for 
yon, 

yo
u 10ay obta.in eotry

. 
B

ut th
ey 

m
igh

t enqu
ire abou

t the co
lour of your 

sk
in. 

S
ir S. R

u,ogoolam
: It 

m
ighl 

noL
 be 

vct·y 
relishing to adrnit. it, 

but 
it is a 

tact 
w

e all know
. 

T
h

is 
is 

exactly 
w

hat 
the 

B
t'i&

.ish 
P

rim
e M

iaislE
!r s.aid in 

M
a.y 1967, the 

rigbtof 
eotryin

to tbeE
.'.E.O

. isam
a-tter 

for 
clarification aod 

discussion, 
possi

bly 
by onalo

gy w
ith the position ol th

e 
em

igrant. 
from

 an 
independent 

C
om

• 
m

oow
ealtb 

eouotl')' 
w

ith 
bia right 

to 
U

. K
. cilizons

bil) alter 
five y&

ars resi
dcnc

o in the U
. R

. 
So, 

it i• nol good 
&be 

P
arfti 

'!1((tu1icien and 
hoo

. M
eru• 

bora of lhls 
B

ouse trying 
to 

m
ake lbe 

peop
le of M

auriU
us think olh

erw
ise. A

8 
an indepeodeo

t co
uu

tey w
e w

ill conli• 
noe to hav0 th

e 
opportuoity 

to 
enter 

G
tea.t .B

rit.a.in as 
irnrnigrants 

or 
the 

C
om

m
on M

arket 
countries 

after 
ob

ta.ioiog B
ritish 

citizen
ship by our slay 

iu G
roat B

ritain 
for five years. 

T
he

re is another fallacy uudec w
h

ich 
the P

ar,'i M
a1i.ric'i~1~ is trying 

£0 live, 
it is tha.f w

e-in 
the 

G
overnm

ent 
\'\'ere 

e.ga.iust enh
y in~o the 

O
om

rooo M
at· 

ket. 
,ve 

are oot a.g•iD
R

t ent.eriog the 
C

or:nm
or: M

arkel, if that is in tbe jnte• 
rest 

of 
M

auritia&
. 

I 
a.tteoded 

the 
P1·im

e M
inisters' C

onference in 1962 
w

ith tba; purpoae. 
O

o the othe
r baud 

it 
th~ w

hite people have 
~ 

prejudice 
against m

e as a black m
ao

1 1 alao have 
a prejudiee against them

 as w
bjte m

en. 
I 

w
ould not be am

cious to join it in 
tbal event and 

be bum
iliated, 

bul 
on 

a basis o: partnersh
ip and frieod

lioess 
m

y country 
w

ill joiu it, as w
e 

think 
w

e m
igh~ hM

·e to do, a.s a.o A
ssooia,e 

M
em

b
er au

d so derive the 
advantages 

thal m
i git accrue both to L

ho C
om

 m
oo 

M
arket 

;oun&
.ries 

a.od 
to 

M
auritius

. 
B

ut I do not ••y I.bat I relish the ide• 
o

f licking !be 
boots 

o
f those w

ho do 
not. w

ant us. 
B

ut if w
e ha.ve to derive 

m
aLerial benefits from

 C
om

m
on M

ar• 
ket. on 

a bas.is of 
partn

ership, 
on 

a 
basis ol tqua1it.y aod uod

crsiauding, as 
I 

h~ve just said, 
the 

interests 
of 

m
y 

country vH
I com

e first. 

T
he 

bon. M
em

bers ol lho O
ppositioo 

are $U
pp<

1sed 
to be endow

ed w
ith greal 

trad
ition of Je,rning, 

com
m

on 
sense 

and gcnt!om
a.n -

like beh1.viour. 

T
herefore, 

the w
hole idea 

is 
based 

on m
isooderstandiog,beca.uso 

w
e in the 

G
ov

ornU
>

?nt lbink lba
t w

e 
w

ill apply 
for entry into lhe 

Com
m

o
n M

arlse-t as 
an 

as60C
 at.ed 

terl'it.01·y but 
w

e m
us\ 

not alao run 
aw

ay 
w

i,b 
the 

idea t.ha.t 
w

e can get autom
atically aH

 the ad,
181.l· 

tagea for our su
gar 

at 
th

e price 
t.ha&
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U

G
U

ST
 1967 to

:lttdeP
.,ndeucB

 
!V

fl,Jiitt th~·1061 

C
om

m
o,iw

ealO
, of N

atio,18 

·tom
e ooon

t.riea' lik8 R
e

union are sup• 
p()!led 

to 
ge·t 

for 
augar. 

E
\'eu 

L
ile 

qoestioo of &
un

ion m
igh

t havo to 
be 

rel;ised iii 
tb year or 

so. It is due for 
aiscussioo a.gaio, aod J m

nst aay 
tbat 

.eom
o of 

the polfojes of tbe C
om

m
on 

M
a.rket w

hich 
arc due for review

 this 
y~ar w

ith 'th
e a.pplica.oi coootries hM

•e 
not boroe tbe fruits tba

t lbe applicant 
eou,_nlries w
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I. ACTION PREVIOUSLY TAKEN BY THE SPECIAL COMMI'I'l'EE 
AND BY THE GENERAL ASS&\ffiLY 

1. In 1964, the Special Committee adopted conclusions and recommendations 

concerning Mauritius, Seychelles and St. Helena.1/ The three Territories were 

considered at two meetings in 1966 by the Special Committee, which also had before 

it the report of Sub-Committee I concerning these Territories.Y At th~ second 

of the two meetings, the Specfal Committee adopted the report without objec ti on and 

endorsed the conclusions and recommendati ons contained therein. 

2. In these conclusions and recommendations, the Sub-Committee stated that the 

administering Power had failed to implement General Assembly resolution 1514 (XV) 

of 14 December 1960 and expressed regret at the slow pace of political development 

in the three Territories. In particular, it noted that the complicated electoral 

arrangements devised for Mauritius had apparently been the subject of great 

controversy between the various groups and political ~arties, and that the people 

of Seychelles were still deprived of the right of universal adult suffrage. The 

Sub-Committee therefore recommended that the Special Committee should reaffirm the 

inalienable right of the peoples of the three Territories to self-determination and 

independence; that they should be allowed to exercise their right of self

determination withouc delay-; that any con.;t itutional changes should be left to 

these peoples themselves; and that free elections on the basis of universal adult 

suffrage should be conducted in these Territories as soon as possible with a view 

to the formation of responsible goverr.ments to which all power could be transferred. 

3. Taking into account the creation of the British Indian Ocean Territory, 

composed of islands detached from Mauritius and Seychelles, and the i·eportcd 

activation of a plan to establish military bases in the three Territories, the 

Sub-Committee recommended that the administering Power should be called upon to 

respect the territorial integrity of Mauritius and Seychelles and to refrain from 

using all three Territories for military purposes, in fulfilment of the relevant 

resolutions of the General Assembly. The Sub-Committee further recommended that 

1/ Official Records of the Ger,eral Assembl , Nineteenth Session Annex No. 8 
A 5 00 Rev.l, chapter XIV. 

g/ A/6300/Add.3, chapt er XIV, annex. 

I ... 
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the Special Committee should urge t he Assembly to state categorically that any 

bilateral agreements concluded between the administering Power and other Powers 

affecting the sovereignty and fundamental rights of these Territories should not 

be recognized as valid. 

4, Concluding t hat the economies of the Territories were characterized by 

diminishing revenue, increasing unemployment and conse4uently a declining standard 

of living, and that forP.ign companies continued to exploit the Territories without 

regard to their true interests, the Sub-Committee recommended that the administering 

Power should be called upon to preserve the right of the indigenous inhabitants 

to dispose of their national wealth and resources, as well as to take effective 

measures for diversifying the economies of the Territories . 

5. At its twentieth session, the General Assembly adopted two resolutions, one 

concerning Mauritius (resolution 2066 (XX) of 16 December 1965) and the other 

concerning twenty-six Territories, including Seychelles and St . Helena 

(resolution 2069 (XX) of l6 December 1965). At its twenty - first session, it 

adopted resolution 2232 (XXI) on 20 December l966 concerning twenty-five 

Territories, including Mauritius, Seychelles and St. Helena. The resolution called 

upon the administering Powers to implement without delay the relevant resolutions 

of the General Assembly. It reiterated the Assembly's declaration that any 

attempt aimed at the partial or total disruption of the nation al unity and 

territorial integrity of colonial Territories and the . establishment of military 

bases and installations in these Territories was incompatible with the purposes and 

principles of the Charter of the United Nations and of General Assembly 

resolution 151~ (XV). I t urged the administering Powers to allow visiting missio ns 

to visit the Territories and to extend to them full co-operation and assistance . 

It decided that the United Nations should render all help to the peoples of the 

Territories in their efforts freely to decide their future status . Finally, it 

re4uested the Special Committee to pay special attention to th e Territories and to 

report on the implementation of the present r esoluti on to the Gener al Asse mbly at 

its twenty-second session. 
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II . INFORMATION ON THE TERRITORIES2/ 

A. MAURITTIJS 

6. The Territory of Mauritius consists of the island of Mauritius and its 

dependencies, Rodrigues, Agalega and the Cargados Carajos. The island of Mauritius 

lies in the western Indian Ocean, about 500 miles east of Madagascar. Rodrigues, 

the main dependency, lies a further 350 miles to the east, the Cargados Carajos 

250 miles and Agalega 850 miles to the north. Situated 1,200 miles north-east of 

Mauritius is the Chagos Archipelago, which acco rding to the administering Power, 

is no longer part of Mauritius and is included in the "British Indian Ocean 

Territory". 

7 . The islar.d of Mauritius is of volcanic origin; its· total area is approximately 

720 square miles. The northern part of the island is a flat plain rising t o a 

fertile central plateau. There are several small chains of mountains, the 

principal peaks reaching about 2,700 feet. There are numerous short, swift rivers 

with waterfall~ some of them used to generate hydro-electric power. Rodrigues, a 

mountainous island of volcanic origin, covers an area of about 40 square miles. 

All the islands of Agalega and the Cargados Carajos are coral islands with an area 

of approximately 27.5 square miles. 

8. The estimated population of Mauritius at the end of 1965, excluding the 

dependencies, was 751,421 (compared with 733,605 at the end of 1964) divided into 

a general population comprising Europeans, mainly French, Africans and persons of 

mixed origin, 220,093; Inda-Mauritians, made up of immigrants from the Indian 

sub-continent and their descendants, 506,552 (of whom 383,542 were Hindus and 

123,010 Muslims); and Chinese consisting of immigrants from China and their 

descendants, 24,776. Latest estimates (January 1967) are that the population will 

rise to about 800,000 by the end of 1967. 

'if Section II of this working paper is based on: (a) information collected by 
the Secretariat from published sources; . and (b) information transmitted under 
Article 73 e by the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland 
for the year ending 31 December 1965. 
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9. The Territory, which is already very densely populated, is beset with a rapid 

growth of population resulting in a reduction of living standards among certain 

sections of the people and an increasing level of unemployment. 

Constitution and Government 

10. Under the Mauritius (Constitution) Order, 1964, the Government of the Colony 

of Mauritius is vested in a Governor, with a Council of Ministers and a Legislative 

Assembly. · The Council of Ministers consists of the Premier and Minister of Finance, 

the Chief Secretary and not less than ten and not more than thirteen other ministers 

appointed by the Governor on the advice of the Premier from among the elected or 

nominated members of the Legislative Assembly. The .Governor appoints to the office 

of Premier the member of the Legislative Assembly who appears to him likely to 

command the support of the majority of members. The Council is the principal 

instrument of policy and , with certain exceptions, the Governor is obliged to 

consult it in the exercise of his functions. The Legislative Assembly consists of 

the Chief Secretary, forty elected members and up to fifteen other members 

nominated by the Governor. 

ll. The status of the political parties in the Legislative Assembly has remained 

the same since October 1963 general elections: Mauritius Labour Party (MLP), 

which represents mainly the Inda-Mauritian and Creole (Afro-European) communities, 

19; Parti Mauricien Social Democrate (PMSD), which traditionally represented the 

Franco-Mauritian land-owning class and the Creole middle class, and which now 

claims to draw support from all communities, 8; Independent Forward Bloc (IFB). 

which is to th~ left of the MLP, ?; Muslim Committee of Action (MCA), which has 

the support of a substantial proportion of Muslims, 4; and independent, 2.' 

12. The Government formed by Sir Seenoosagur Ramgoolam, leader of the MLP, is a 

coalition composed of all the parties represented in the Assembly, with the 

exception of the PMSD. 

Recent constitutional developments 

13. As previously noted by the Special Committee,~ a Constitutional Conference 

attended by representatives of all the parties in the Mauritius Legislature was 

~/ A/6300/Add.9, chapter XIV. 
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held in London from 7 to 24 September 1965. The main point at issue was whether 

the Territory should aim at independence or association with the United Kingdom. 

The MLP artd the IFB advocated independence, and the MCA was also prepared to 

support independence, subject to certain electoral safeguards for the Muslim 

community. On the other hand, the PMSD favoured a continuing link with the United 

Kingdom. At the end of the conference, the Secretary of State for the Colonies 

announced the decision that Mauritius should go forward to full independence subject 

to an affirmative resolution passed by a simple majority of the new Assembly after 

elections and a period of six months' full internal self-government. He also hoped 

that the neceBsary processes could be completed before the end of 1966. 
14. In January 1966, an eiectoral commission, with Sir Harold Banwell as chairman, 

visited Mauritius to formulate an electoral system and the method of allocating 

seats in the Legislature. The report2/ was published on 13 June 1966 and accepted 

by the parties ~articipating in the present Government and the Opposition PMSD after 

certain amendments to the recommendations of the report had been made, following 

the visit of Mr. John Stonehouse, Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State, to 

Mauritius between 16 June and 4 July 1966. 

15. Under the electoral arrangements now accepted by the four main parties, sixty 

members will be returned for the island of Mauritius by block voting (~ach elector 

being obliged to cast three votes) in twenty three-member constituencies, and two 

members returned for Rodrigues (the principal dependency of Mauritius) by block 

voting in a single constituency. The members electEd for Rodrigues will also 

represent the interests of the two lesser dependencies, namely, Cargados Carajos 

and Agalega. 

16. In addition, eight specially elected members will be returned from among 

unsuccessful candidates who have made the best showing in the elections. The first 

four of these seats ~,ill go, irrespec:tive of party, to the "best losers" of 

whichever communities are under-represented in the Legislative Assembly after the 

constituency elections. The remaining four seats will be allocated on the basis 

of party and community. Parties or party alliances will be permitted to qualify 

2/ Report of the Banwell Commission on the Electoral System, Colonial No. 362, 
HMSO, 1966. 

I .. . 
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for the "best loser" seats if registered with the Electoral Commissioner before 

nomination day. 

17. The Constitution of Mauritius set out in the Mauritius Constitution Order , 

1966 , which was made on 21 December 1966, incorporated the proposals agreed upon 

at the 1965 constitutional conference, as well as the subsequent agreement on 

electoral arrangements . The Order in Council provides that the new Constitution 

will come into effect on a date to be appointed ~y the Governor. It also provides 

that the provision for the appointment of an ombudsman may be brought into effect 

at a later date from the generality of the other constitutional proposals. 

Election arrangements 

18. Subject to certain exceptions, such as convicted criminals and the insane, 

all Commonwealth citizens satisfying a two-year residence requirement .mo have 

attained the age of 21 years are qualified to register as electors. New registers 

of electors were prepared in 1966. They were published on 23 January 1967 and 

brought into force the following day. The total numbers on the new registers are 

307, 908 for Mauritius plus 7,876 in Rodrigues, making a combined total of 315,784 . 

Four Commonwealth observers (with Sir Colin ~..a.cGregor of Jamaica as chairman) were 

appointed to observe the various processes involved in compiling the new registers. 

Three of the members arrived in Mauritius on 5 September 1966 and one or more 

member was present from then until 28 November. 

19. Discussions took place in London in December 1966 between the Secretary of 

State for the Colonies and the Premier of V,auritius about the date for th e 

forthcoming general elections in the Territory. In a statement published on 

21 December 1966, the Commonwealth Office said that the United Kingdom Government's 

view presented during the discussions was that it 1,ias most desirable that elections 

should be held at the earliest practicable time, bearing in mind that at the 1965 

Constitutional Conference, the then Secretary of State had hoped that V..a.uritius 

could become independent b efore the end of 1966. Neither the United Kingdom 

Government nor the Government of Mauritius could avoid the subsequent delays, 

but the completion of the register of electors in the relatively near future would 

enable elections to be held in 1967 . 

/ ... 
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20. The Commonwealth Office also said that the Secretary of State had expressed 

the hope that the Premier would share his wish to see early elections and that the 

Premier had confirmed that he would wish elections to be held in 1967. 

Rece nt poli t i ca l devel opment s 

21. Following the issuance of the report of the Banwell Commission, the three 

parties participating in the present Government organized a common front, the 

Pro-Independence Front, under the leadership of the Premier in protest against the 

Commission's propos a ls for electoral arrangements. Subsequently, the Front was 

reported to have been maintained for the forthcoming general elections. 

22. On 5 September 1966, Mr. G. Duval, who later became the leader of the 

Opposition PMSD, was reported to have said that two important election issues were 

the constitutional future of the Territory and the inability of the Government to 

put the economy on a sound basis or to look after the destitute. 

23. On the same day, Mr. Duval started a movement of passive resistance in 

Mauritius. Following the reported refusal by the Government to pay them the same 

amount of relief aid allocated to certain other categories of unemployed workers, 

some 200 unemployed . licensees of the urban administration demonstrated in Curepipe 

and were arrested for the obstruction of traffic. Later, the Government took 

action to settle the issue in dispute. 

24. At the .end of October ·1966, over 100 unemployed persons rejected an offer of 

work on sugar estates, alleging political discrimination. They demonstrated at 

various places between Mahebourg and Curepip e , culminating in the arrest of 

105 persons on 29 October for obstructing the highway. On 4 November, they were 

tried and found guilty, but were discharged from prison after having received a 

warning from the Court of Curepipe. 

Exte r na l re l ati ons 

25. During a visit to the United State s of America early in December 1966 , the 

Premier of Mauritius said that his Government was seeking to improve relations 

between the two countries, to raise the price of the two principal products of 

Mauritius, sugar and tea, as well as to secure aid for creating secondary 

industries, increasing the production of foodstuffs, notably rice and flour, 
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establishing a new aerial link with Africa, Europe and the United States, reducing 

population pressure and unemployment, and setting up a university. After 

discussions with the representatives of the United States Government and various 

private organizations, he expressed the hope that they would help Mauritius in 

finding solutions to many of its problems. 

"British Indian Ocean Territory" 

26. Reference is made in the last report of the Special CoromitteJ/ to the 

"British Indian Ocean Territory" which comprises certain islands formerly 

administered by the Governments of Mauritius and Seychelles, and which was created 

in 1965 for the construction of defence facilities by the Governments of the 

United Kingdom and the United States. As compensation for the transfer of these 

islands to the new Colony, the United Kingdom Government paid £3 million to 

Mauritius in March 1966 with no conditions attached, and will build an international 

airfield for Seychelles. On 16 November 1966, the Secretary of State for Defence 

stated in reply to a question in the United Kingdom House of Commons that no plan 

had been made for the creation of military bases in the "British Indian Ocean 

Territory". Thus he could not give any figure for the cost of such a scheme. 

Economic conditi ons 

zr, Mauritius is primarily an agricultural country. In 1960, it suffered a severe 

economic setback brought about by two disastrous cyclones . Subsequently, the 

economy made a good recovery, reaching a peak in 1963, which saw a bumper sugar 

crop combined ~ith higher sugar prices. If these two years are not take n i nt o 

account, the gross national product showed a steady growth, from Rs.681 milliooI/ 

in 1959 to Rs. 799 million in 1965. During this period, the population increased 

from 637,000 to 751,000. There was a slight downward trend i n per cap it a income 

and a rise in the level of unemployment, 

28. In 1965, sugar was still the mainstay of the economy. Tea had become the 

second most important export product. In acres, the total area of land unde r 

§/ A/6300/Add.9, chapter XIV. 

I/ One Mauritius rupee is equivalent to ls. 6d. sterling. 

I . .. 
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cultivation comprised: sugar, 214 ,400; tea, 6 ,600; tobacco , 1,000; aloe fib 

900; foodcrops, vegetables and fruits, 10,000. 

29. In September 1966, the Chamber of Agriculture of Mauritius estimated st 

output for the full year at about 575,000 metric tons, representing a consic 

decrease from 1965, when a total of 665,000 metric tons had been produced . 

"Denise" and drought accounted for the decline in output. 

30. Sugar is disposed of primarily in accordance with the Commonwe~lth Sug, 

Agreement, which has been renewed until 1974. Under the Agreement, Mauritb 

exports a quota (380,000 tons per annum) to the United Kingdom at a negotia1 

price (£47.10s a ton in 1966-68). In addition, Mauritius may export to 

Commonwealth preferential markets (in fact the United Kingdom and Canada) a 

agreed quota each year. The remainder of the sugar production is sold to~ 

Commonwealth countries at the world free market price, which in 1966 was 

substantially below the negotiated price .. Exports of sugar to the United K 

the Territory's principal customer, in the first ten months of the year tot 

307,786 tons (Rs,2o8.6 million), an increase of 59,350 tons (Rs.42.5 millio 

the 1965 period. However, it was estimated that the gross income of the su 

industry might be moderately lower in 1966 than in the preceding year, when 

569,400 tons of sugar (Rs.290.3 million) were exported. 

31. Manufacturing is the second largest sector of the economy. The United 

Central Office of Information reported i .n October 1966 that since 1963, nea 

fifty new secondary industries had been introduced on a small scale in the 

Territory. As previously noted/}/ the number of such industries establishe 

years 1963 to 1965 was eight, eleven and twenty-five respectively. 

32. Between the first and second quarter of 1966, imports increased from 

Rs.80.4 million to Rs.82.9 million, while exports decreased from Rs.56.7 m: 

to Rs.6.3 million. No significant changes occurred in the structure of im1 

but exports of sugar in the first quarter were Rs.47.3 million and in the: 

quarter Rs .0.5 million. The third quarter figure was Rs.134.6 million, mal 

total for the first nine months of Rs.182.4 million. As in the past, trad, 

§/ A/6300/Add.9, chapter XIV. 
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conducted mainly wit h the United Kingdom, which received 73 per cent of the 

Territory ' s exports and provided 23 per cent of its imports in the first half 

of 1966. 

33 . . In July 1966, the Government decided to increase both direct and indirect 

taxes in order to balance its budget. 

34. Capital expenditure under the 1966-70 Development Programme will be 

Rs.340 million and the fund will be allocated as follows: agriculture and 

industry, Rs.130 million; infra-structure, Rs.99 million; social services, 

Rs.82 million; administration, Rs.28 million; Rodrigues, Rs.l million. 

35. Premier Ramgoolam said in a recent address that ari important economic problem 

for the Territory was that the price of sugar could not be stabilized at a 

remunerative level. 

36. The Premier said that progress in the diversification of the Territory's 

economy had been slow . The Territory was putting 1,000 acres under tea annually, 

and it was the intent i on of the Government to extend this by a further 15,000 

acres . The sugar industry had undertaken to provide capital out of its surplus 

for the erection of seven more tea factories. Businessmen were being encouraged 

to invest in Mauritius, and in recent years a number of light industries had been 

established. Industrial expansion had been facilitated by the setting up of the 

Development Bank of Mauritius, the advisory National Development Council and a 

marketing board. An East African Economic Community was Under discussion, and 

if this were to materialize it would give further encouragement to many smaller 

industries. 

37. While aware that conditions such as the rapid rise in population, the 

scarcity of local capital and the paucity of technological know-how had limited 

economic growth, the Premier nevertheless asserted tha t the Territory enjoyed a 

stability and prosperity unknown before in its history through a better 

distribution of the national income. This was being achieved by a planned economy 

and a regulated fiscal policy . Recurrent and developmental annual expenditures 

totalled approximately over £2 2 mill i on. The sum of £6 million was spent annually 

on the development programme alone, and 48 per cent of this was financed from 

local resources. Mauritius was a viable country, which had never needed a 

grant-in-aid to balance its budget . 
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38. In December 1966 the Premier made a visit to the United States, the main 

purpose of which was to seek aid to tackle the economic and social problems 

confronting the Territory (see paragraph 25 above). 

39. On 20 December 1966, Mr. John Stonehouse, Parliamentary Under-Secretary of 

State, stated in reply to a question in the United Kingdom House of Commons that 

during the period 1961-66, the United Kingdom had provided Maurit ius with financial 

aid totalling £8.1 million, in addition to the compensation of £3 million paid for 

the inclusion of certain of its islands in the "British Indian Ocean Territory", 

and to a £2 million loan raised by the Government of Mauritius on the London market 

For the period 1965-63, total Colonial Development and Welfare grants and loan 

assistance given or envisaged amounted to £4.4 million. Aid to Mauritius after 

31 March 1968 would depend on the total resources the United Kingdom could make 

available for overseas .aid at the time and the Territory's needs in relation to 

those of other recipients of British aid, 

40. In response to another question, Mr. Stonehouse stated that in order to combat 

chronic, widespread unemployment in Mauritius, his Government was examining various 

ways by which the Territory's economy could be diversified. But he added that the 

economy was almost completely dependent on sugar and that there were problems in 

arranging for any new industrial development. These questions were being studied, 

Sccial conditions 

41. Labour. In recent years, the economy has not expanded fast · enough to provide· 

work for'all the new entrants into the labour force. Between mid-1962 and mid-1965 

the annual increase in the working-age population and unemployment was estimated 

at about 6,500 and over 4,000 respectively. During the period, the number 

registered as unemployed rose by 4,700 and that on relief work by 9,050, making 

a total of 13 ,750. 

42. On 28 April 1966, the Government published the first of its bi-annual survey~ 

of employment and earnings in large establisbrnents)t/ The main purpose of these 

surveys was not to find out figures of total employment but to provide a continuou 

Colony of Mauritius: A Survey of E,loyment and Earnings in Larg~ 
Establishments (No, 1), 28 April 196 . 

I ... 
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series of comparable data which would show chan ges in employment from year to 

year, from one part of the year to another and between the various sectors of the 

economy, The survey covered 822 establ.ishments, which in April 1966 empl.oyed 

119,270 workers (including 34,210 on monthly rates of pay and 85,060 on daily rates 

of ·pay). Agricul.ture accounted for 55,200 (incl.uding 51,870 employed by the 

sugar industry), services 45,850, manufacturing 6,850, transport, storage and 

communications 4,100, commerce 2,960, construction 2,730, electricity l,3l0, 

mining and guarrying l60, and others, 110. The average monthly rates of pay 

ranged from Rs. 273 for agricultural workers to Rs. 500 for electricians, The 

average daily rates of pay ranged from Rs. 3.2 for miners t o Rs. 8.8 for those 

engaged in miscellaneous activities. 

43. In 1965, there were seventy-nine sssociations of employees (one more than 

in l964), with a membership of 48,349 (120 more than in 1964). There were ten 

trade disputes involving l,660 workers and resulting in a loss of 3,860 man-days. 

The main cause of these disputes was dissatisfaction with conditions of employment. 

44, Labour relations in the sugar industry formed a subject of discussion in the 

Legislative Assembly on 29 November 1966. A member of the Assembly, Mr. J ,N, Roy, 

introduced a motion which would have the Assembly express the view that the 

widespread and defiant op-position to Inda-Mauritian workers in the sugar industry, 

if not checked by legislation, threatened to wreck the industry. 

45. Commenting on the motion, another member of the Assembly, Mr, Jomadar, who was 

formerly the Minister of Labour, stated that it was very o-p-portune and that a 

section of workers in the sugar industry was the victim of' injustice. Having made 

an a-p-peal for eliminating all forms of discrimination and injustice, he proposed 

an. amendment to the motion, which was then ado·pted unanimously. 

46, Under this amendment, the Assembly would express the view that a tripartite 

st a nding committee be set up by the Government in co-o-peration with employers and 

employees in the .sugar industry for the discussion of all matters of concern 

either to employers or employees or which could adversely affect the good 

relations between them or the effi cien cy of the industry. These would include 

steps to ensure eguality of' o-p-portunity in recruitment and promotion, and 

especially the discussion and disposal of possible compl.aints of discrimination 

against any category of workers or employees for sus ·pected pol.i tica.l affiliation 

or for any other cause. 

47. The Premier of Mauritius said in a recent addr e ss that the main -problems 

confronting the Territory today were the rapid rise in popu.1ation and wides-pread 
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unemployment. For many years, the government machinery had been geared to tackle 

these problems at many levels of administration. However, time had been lost in 

the beginning because some people had opposed population control on religious 

grounds, but a change of attitude had come about. With the assistance of the 

Government and the International Planned Parenthood Federation, two voluntary 

associations were performing good work both in the urban and rural areas. Mauritius 

had also been promised considerable aid from the Swedish Government. 

48. As to unemployment, the Premier stated, the Government was engaged actively in 

long-term development of the Territory and pursued a rationalized policy of 

emigration. It hoped to mobilize all local resourc es for the cr6<'.tion of oore work 

and wealth. It had also decided not to place an embargo on the export of capital 

'·, in order to attract foreign investors to Mauritius. But any Mauri t ian emigrating 

1: 

/ I 

If 

i: 
1, 
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overseas was only allowed to reoove his capital from the country oYer a number of 

years. At present, certain labour-intensive projects including tea, textiles and 

edible oils were being undertaken, which would provide employment for a large number 

of people. By 1970, it was hoped to provide work for most of the labo1u- force. 

49. Public health. There are three systems of providing medical services in 

Mallritius, of which the largest is the government medical services, administered by 

the Ministry of Health. other medical services are provided by the sugar estates 

for their employees, as required by the Labour Ordinance, while maternity and child 

welfare services are provided partly by the Government and partly by a voluntary 

body - the Maternity and Child Welfare Socie ty. 

50 • Recently, some important changes have occurred in these systems. Government 

expenditure on medical and health services in the financial year 1964-65 was 

Rs. 19.7 million (an increase of Rs. 0.5 million over the previous year), or about 

9.6 per cent of the Territory's total expenditure. In 1965, there were 

137 government and 74 private physicians (compared with 118 and 65 respectively in 

the previous yea_r). There was, thus, one physician for every 3,400 persons. A 

total of twenty-four hospitals was maintained by the sugar estates, representing a 

reductio?l of · one. from the previous year. The number of beds available for 

in~patients in the Territory decreased by fifteen to 3,339 and that of general beds 

by forty~five to 2,706, amounting to a proportion of one general bed per 

361. persons. 

/ ... 
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51. Durin g 1966, the Government began to construct a 600-bed hospit ·al at 

Pamplemousses, the total cost of which was estimated at £2.1 million. On 

25 November 1966, the United Kingdom Ministry of Overseas Development announced 

that Colonial Development and Welfare allocations totalling £1.4 million had been 

made available towards this project. Early in 1967 the Ministry provided a 

gynaecologist to give instruction to medical, nursing and other staff in family 

planning work and a medical administrator to work in the Mauritius Ministry of 

Health. The Ministry is also supplying equipment to the value of approximately 

£4,000 for thirteen clinics. On 20 December 1966, Mr. Stonehouse said in reply 

to a question in the United Kingdom House of Commons that in Mauritius, the number 

of family planning clinics had recently been increased from 98 to 124 and that 

the programme was very successful. 

Educational conditions 

52. Enrolment in primary, secondary, teacher training and vocational training 

schools in 1965 was as follows: 

Schools Enrolment Teachers 

Primary education. 

Secondary education 

Teacher training 

Vocational training 

33iY 
135£1 

1'Y 

4'Y 

134,534'21 

34,121 

424 

234 

Comprising 160 government, 55 aided and 116 private schools. 

Representing over 88 per cent of all children of primary school age 
(5-6 to 11-12 years). 

Comprising 4 gover=ent, 13 aided and 118 private schools. 

Government schools. 

4,015 

1,484 

26 

19 

53. In 1965, the Government opened seven new primary schools, extended one 

secondary school and established the John Kennedy College, This college provides 

full-time training in technical and commercial subjects and also a variety of part

time and evening courses, Full-time, post-secondary education is provided by the 

Teachers I Training College and the College of Agriculture. The latter is managed 

by the Department of Agriculture and most of its diplomats enter the sugar industry. 

I ... 
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During the year, there were over 1,200 stu dents following full-time courses 

institutions of higher education overseas. 

54. In December 1965, the University of Mauritius (Provisional Council) OD 

became law. The United Kingdom Government has made an initial pledge of 

Rs. 3 million from Colonial Development and Welfare funds to finance a deve 

plan for the University. Dr. s.J. Hale of the University of Edinburgh has 

appointed Vice-Chancellor. The Premier of Mauritius said in a recent addre 

steps were being talren towards the establishment of the University where st 

would be taught and trained in technology and science. 

55. Government expenditure on education in the financial year 1964-65 toti 

Rs. 28.9 million (an increase of Rs. o.6 million over the previous year), c 

Rs. 26 million was recurrent and Rs. 2 .9 million capital expenditure. Edu, 

accounted for 12.7 per cent of the Territory's total recurrent expenditure 
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56. As from 8 November 1965, when three of its islands were included in the 

"British Indian Ocean Territory", the Territory of Seychelles has comprised 

eighty-nine islands situated in the western Indian Ocean approximately 1,000 
miles east of the Kenya coast, The islands, with a land area of some eighty-nine 

square miles, fall into two groups of entirely different geological formation, 

thirty-two being granite and the rest coral. The granite islands are predominantly 

mountainous. In some of them and particularly in Mahe, the largest island, which 

has an area of about 55.5 square miles, a narrow coastal belt of level land 

surrounds the granitic mountain massif, which rises steeply to an elevation, at 

Morne Seychellois, the highest peak, of almost 3,000 feet, The coral islands are 

flat, elevated coral reefs at different stages of formation, 

57. Most of the inhabitants of the Seychelles are descended from the early French 

and African settlers. Early in 1966, the population of Seychelles was estimated 

to be about 48,ooo (compared with 47,400 at the end of June 1965), nearly all of 

whom lived in the granitic island group, Three quarters of the Territory 1s 

population lives on Mahe, and most of the remainder on Praslin, La Digue and 

Silhouette, There are very few perman=t residents on the coral islands. 

58. The present population is increasing at a rate believed to be in excess of 

3 per cent per annum. If this rate is maintained, the population will double in 

less than twenty-three years. The rapid growth of population has slowed down the 

rise in living standards among certain sections of the people, and reduced 

employment opportunities. 

Constitution and Government 

59, The Government of the Colony of Seychelles consists of a Governor, a 

Legislative Council and an Executive Council. The Governor is empowered to enact 

laws with the advice and consent of the Legislative Council, subject to the 

retention by the Crown of the power to disallow or refuse consent. 

/ ... 
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60. Under a 1960 Order in Council, the Legislative Council consists of the 

Governor, as president, four ex officio members (the Colonial Secretary, 

Attorney-General, Administrative Secretary and Financial Secretary), five elected 

and three nominated members, of whom at least one must be an unofficial member. 

General elections, on a broad franchise based on a simple literacy test, must take 

place every four years. The last elections were held in July 1963. 
61. The Executive Council consists of the Governor, who presides, four ex officio 

members and such other persons, at least one of whom must be an unofficial member, 

as the Governor may from time to time appoint. The composition of the present 

Executive Council is identical with that of the Legislative Council. 

Recent political and constitutional developments . 

62. At the 1963 elections, all except one of the five elected seats in the 

Legislative Council were contested to some extent on party lines between candidates 

broadly supported either by the long-established Seychelles Taxpayers and Producers 

Association, representing European planters' interests, or the newly formed 

Seychelles Islands United Party, drawing its support mainly t'rom the middle and 

working classes. B0th parties we1·e able to claim two seats, and the remainJ_ng 

seat went to an independent candidate claiming support from both. 

63. In 1964, the Seychelles Islands United Party faded out and two new parties 

emerged, r.amely, the Seychelles Democratic Party (SDP) led by Mr. J,R. Mancharo 

and the Seychelles People's United Party (SFUP) led by Mr. F.A. Rene. About the 

same time the Seychelles Taxpayers and Producers Association was reorganized 

into an ostensibly non-political Seychelles Farmers' Association designed to 

promote and defend the interests of the agricultural community, 

64. The main differences between the two parties were reported by 

Sir Colville Deverell (see below) to be in the accent they placed on the speed of 

constitutional evolution, and the nature of the ultimate status of Seychelles after 

a period of self-government. Mr. Mancham, the leader of SDP, advocated a cautious 

advance and an ultimate relationship with the United Kingdom as close as possible 

to integration, while Mr. Rene, the leader of SFUP, initially advocated a rapid, 

if not immediate, advance to self-government and the early attainment of a st at us 

of complete independence. 

I • • • 
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sch ools , two o~,'which provided all-age educati on, three secondary schools and 

one s e lective !iecondary school. In 1965, there were sixty full-time (fifty-ejp 

in 1964) and six part-time (three in 1964) teachers. Selected young 

sent to the United Kingdom to follow a three-year course leading to a certifiG! 

in education conferred by the Ministry of Education. More experienced teache r 

ar e also sent there for further training. In 1965, a senior teacher departed 

for a year's course. The expenditure on educational services during the yeat 

estimated at £24,561 (an increase of £1,666 over the previous year) , or 

10 . 6 per cent of the •rerritory' s total expenditure. 
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III. OONSIDERATION BY THE SPECIAL COMMITTEE-1.!±J 

Introduction 

122. The Special committee considered Mauritius, Seychelles and st. Helena at its 

535th to 539th meetings held away from Headquarters, between 15 and 19 June 1967. 

The Special Committee had before it the report of Sub-Committee I concerning these 

Territories (A/AC.109/L.398), which is annexed hereto. 

A. Written petitions and hearings 

123. The Special Committee had before it a written petition con~erning Mauritius 
;'i 

from Mr. A.H. Dorghoty, Second Secretary, Mauritius People's Progressive Party 

(MPPP) (A/Ac.109/PF:r.689). It heard a petitioner concerning that Territory, 

Mr. T: Sibsurun, Secretary-General, MPPP, accompanied by Mr. Dorghoty. 

124. Mr. Sibsurun (MPPP) recalled that more than fourteen months had elapsed since 

the Special Committee's meeting at which certain resolutions and recol!lTilendations 

had been adopted and it had been decided that the inalienable ri ght of the peoples 

of Mauritius, Seychelles and St. Helena to self-determination, in accordance with 

the Declaration on the Granting of Independence to Colonial Countries and Peoples, 

should be reaffirmed. The most important of the recommendations were those to the 

effect that the administering Power should be urged to allow the population of the 

three Territories to exercise their right of self-determination Without delay, 

constitutional changes being left to the people of th e Territories themselves who 

alone had the right to decide on the form of government they wished to adopt; that 

free elections on the basis of universal adult suffrage should be conducted as soon 

as possible; and that the administering Power should be called upon to respect the 

islands ' territorial integrity and ensure that they were not used for military 

bas es, 

125, The United Kingdom Government had not made the sUghtest effort to acced e to 

the people's demands. In March 1966, he had stressed to the Speiial Committ ee the 

h 
This section includes those portions of the staten:ents ma.de on Mauritius, 
S.eychelles an:I St. Helena in the _Special Committee which reiate to the question 
in general; those portions which refer specifically to the draft resoluti on 
are included in section IV. It shou]rl be noted that additional comments on 
the question of Mauritius, Seychelles and St. Helena were contained in the 
statements rr.a.de at the opening of the Special Cou.mittee 1s meetings at Kinshasa, 
Kitwe and tar es Salaam. These statements are included i n Chapter II of the 
Special Committee's report (A/6700 (Part II)). 
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prevalence of bribery and corruption by the imperialists during the pre-election 

period. Under Mauritian law, a candidate was allowed to spend up to about 

Rs,5,000 on his electoral campaign but in most cases vast sums were 

canvassing votes, and he had pointed out that the Government should 
. I 

to ensure that the law was respected. The general election was to be held in 1 

September 196•7 and nothing had yet been done by the Govcrrurent to enforce 

law. History was obviously repeating itself and the poor people who were 

for nothing more than their rudimentary rights were being exploited. 

126. He had asked at the same time that supervisors from African 

countri es should be sent to conduct the genera l election but, in 

before the United Nations had had time to appoint them, 

dispatched observers from Commonwealth countries 

voters and the genera l election. It was evident that 

observe and could not investigate the t~ie situation. 

127. At the International Confe!'ence against War Dmger, Military Pacts 

Atomic Weapons and Colonialism, resolutions had been adopted calling for i 

and unconditional independence for Mauritius, with an immediate general ele_r 

and moral, material, technical and financial support for a major propaganda · 

campaign to rid Chagos Island of the nuclear military bases installed by-tliJ 
United Kingdom and the United States. 

128. In February 1967, at its eighth session, the Council of the Afro-Asill!I 

Solidarity Organization, meeting at Nicosia, had adopted a resol.ution on /,fE 

asking that supervisors should be sent to conduct the general el.cction whid 

lead to conwl~te and unconditional. independence for the isl.and, that the . lri: 
Kingdom and Un~ted States system of direct tel.ecommunications, which had.J 

transferred from Trincomalee to Vacoas, should be dismantled, and that m<nt 

support, and material., technical anrl fina ncial. aid should be provided 

to remove the United Kingdom and United States base on Chagos Isl.and. 

129. He had intended to ask the United Kingdom representative 

but unfortuuatel.y be was not there to repl.y. It would have 

know why the United Kingdom bad decided to buy, Without the 

Mauritian peopl.e, what it considered to be its own territory; why the re· 
Government had connived with the Unlted Kingdom to deprive Mauritius of 'i 

dependencies; why the United Kingdom had always 
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all petitions for the holding of a referendum on the military bases. It was 

obvious that the United Kingdom wanted to grant the island independence, while 

maintaining a nuclear base on Mauritian soil. The Mauritians had always been a 

peace-l0ving people, had never been involved in any world war and did not want 

·.:: their innocent country blasted by a nuclear bomb. In the event of a third world 

war, Mauritius wished to remain neutral. No country could be truly independent 

if it remained linked with the great Powers, and the independence obtained years 

J;; before by their African, Arab and Hindu brothers would also turn out to be illusory, 
f, 

·: He hoped the world would not witness such injustice without reactin g against it. 

· l;ll. The imperialists presented themselves as champions of huma~ rights and 

democracy, yet challenged their subject peoples• rights to social, political and 

econ~mic justice. The colonial countries would not flinch before the 

imperialists I impressive might and would demand their rudimentary rights . 

The Special Committee should exercise its power and compel the United Kingdom 

the United States to respect its decisions and resolutions. The nuclear base 

a direct threat to Africa, Asia and the Middle East and to world peace. 

United Kingdom and United States experts were already in Mauritius putting the 

_} ; finishing touches to the Chagos Island base . Time was short; the general 

. { ·election was to be held on 17 September 1967 and he hoped the other countries 

· : t·would not turn a deaf ear to Mauritius' ,iustified pleas. 

l_ •_;'.··132. The reactionary Government had done nothing f'or the country ; it had int.-rcdueed 

·t 7-.illegal and exorbitant taxes to pay for the extension of Plai iaRncec alrport to 

''.-enable it to acconnnodate the latest jet aircraft, to enable the Government to 

its neo-colonialist policy after independence and to erect an imperialist 

· \: bastion in the Indian Ocean to check the advance of socialism in Africa. It was 

{-~ot surprising, therefore, that Without the consent of the people, the same 
!'i .. •-• 
'<·reactionary Governm e nt was supporting Israel in its war of aggression against the 
~~---
''. j,rab States. He wondered how long the peopl e of Mauritius wer·e .:to be i gnored. 

· 133. The people had held a grand mass rally on world peace, or,,-9!ni z ed by MPPP I on 

-11 June 1967, and had urged Prime Minister Wilson to reconsider· -th e question of 

,:'{ ~e Chagos Island base and accede to their demand that a. r efere ndum should be he ld 

{ ~n the matter, pointing out that they wanted to remai.n neutral i.n the event of a 

)tlrl.rd world war. 

/ ... 
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134. In concl usion, he appealed to the Special CollllDittee to ensure that the 

recommendations of the above-mentioned conferences were implemented. 

135, In reply to questions concerning his Party's membership, strength and 

activ:i.ties to date, the petitioner stated that MPPP had been f'ormed in 1963 after 

the last general elections and had been affiliated With the Afro-Asian People's 

Solidarity Committee at the Moshi Conference. The other parties were the 

Matlritian Social Democratic Party, the Mauritius Labour Party, the Independent 

Forward Bloc and the Muslim Ccmmittee of Action. A new Party, the Hindu Congress, : 

had been formed in 1966. MPPP was the only political party to have its . own offie1 

which were open every day, and a register of members. The other parties had no Ji 
membership lists and only opened their offices for the election campaign. MPPP 

about 50 ,ooo supporters out of' a total population of 786,000 and sympathizers 

among the working class . It would present candidates for the first time at the 

forthcoming elections. 

136. Although not represented in Parliament, MPPP had been actively opposin g the ; 

Government and holding daily meetings throughout the country to explain to the 

people the gravity of the situation created by the military bases on the island . ~ 

137 . When invited to Loudon to discuss the new Constitution, the Mauritian Socia~ 

Democrat Party, which was in favour of association with the United Kingdom, had 

dissociated itself from the coalition Government because the other parties 

represented wanted independence, although they were also in favour of retaining ' 

the mili.tary bases\ In 1965, the Government had sold Chagos Island for £3 millia 
J 

to the United Kingdom, which, in conjunction with the United States, was buildill( 

a military base on it. The United Klngdom now denied buying the island outright 1j, 
' saying that the niuney had merely been given as compensation. 

138. MPPP attended not only the meetings of the Special Committee but also 

international conf'erences throughout the world, for instance, the New Delhi 

Conference on. War Dinger in November 1966 and the Afro-Asian Council in Cyprus iJ 

February 1966 . On 11 June 1967, it had asked the Mauritian people to attend e.,~ 

mass rally in favour of peace, especially in Viet-Nam, the dismantling of the 

miJ.i tary base and unconditional independence for their country. 

139- Asked to supply more details concerning the size, number and type of bases 

and the use made of them, the petitioner regret ·ted that he was 

exact size of the bases. The base at Vacoas was used to house the direct 
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teleeommunications system which had been transferred from Trincomalee. The United 

States Government was providing funds to enlarge Plaisance airport so that jet 

aircraft could land there. The United Kingdom had always realized the strategic 

importance of Mauritius; it had taken the bases from France and had granted 

independence to the country only on condition that it could continue to use the 

key bases in the Indian Ocean. During the past year the United States Air Force 

had been using Plaisance airport continuously. It had also been reported in the 

newspapers and confirmed by the United Kingdom itself that the United Kingdom and 

United States navies would continue to use the naval bases in Mauritius. 

1l10 . The petiUoner was :-.ek1:;d \/lle\:.i.Je · o r no1. tin, acJ1t1tr1j.ete r 11ig P ·"l1c;l' was 

implementing the United Nations decisions, and whether he was 'in a position to give 

details regarding the establishment of a base by the United Kingdom and the United 

States on Mauritius. Replying, he stated that the United Kingdom had not 

implemented the 1966 resolution any more than it had many others adopted by th~ 

United Nations. The construction of the military bases was well advanced under 

the supervision of experts from the United Kingdom and United States, who wer e to 

stay until the · completion of the bases. 

141. In reply to a further question, the petitioner said that the election was to 

be held on 17 September 1967. The Prime Minister, fearing trouble in a multiracial 

c=t .ry, had ll6ke,l t]H! Ord ~Cll Kingdom to send troops as well as observers to 

· ,: supervise the general election. The opposition was divided into too many small 
~i-

.} parties and did not present a united front. Although all were in favour of 

;i complete independence, some were willin g to retain the military bases, whereas 
-;!· 

;., MPPP demanded that ind ependence should be unconditi onal . The Mauritian Social 

: ·\ Democrat Party, on th e other hand, wanted a continued association wi th the 

United Ki ngdom. 

General statements 

i> 142. At the 536th meeting, the Chairman of Sub-Committee I (the representative of 

,,:.'.,.•.·.•.·, Ethiopia), presenting the Sub-Committe e ' s report on Mauritius, Seychelles and 
st. Helena, {see annex) said that the Sub-Committee had considered the situation in 

h : .these Territories during the period 5 April to 10 Ma.y 1967. In accordance with the 

1· ;sf:':::,:::-~: ::~y SU~:=:• :":'~::::,::.::~::h:::: ;:::::::::'. = 

l ,, <: 
" \ ·< 
:· '·~!} :7;_ 
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143. The Sub-Committee bad been guided by paragraph 16 of General Assembly i 
resolution 2189 (XXI) of 13 December 1966, which requested the Special Committee ; 

"to pay par~ :icular attention to the suall Territories and to recommend to the · i 
General Assembly the most appropriate methods and also the steps to be taken to l 

enable the populations of those Territories to exercise fully the right to self•J 

determination and independence". The Sub-Committee had also taken into accountJ~ 

paragraph 15 of the resolution which invited the Special Committee "whenever it 

considers it appropriate to recommend a deadline for the accession to independe 

to each Territory in accordance wi in the wishes of the people and the provision~j 

of the Declaration ·". Further, the Sub-Committee was aware that, as recognized~, 

the Special Committee in paragraph 322 of chapter I of its 1966 report (A/6300 :j 

(Fort I)) "their si::all size and population as 1-ell as their limited resources ~ 

presented peculiar problems", However, the Sub-Committee was firmly of the opinJ 

that the provisions of the Declaration -were applicable to those Territories, an __ _ 

had examined the situation there within tl:at context. . ., 

144. The report of the Sub-Commi tt-ee cons! sted of four chapters. The Chairman ':-1 
, ) 

drew special attention to the conclusions and recommendations of the report, _:;
1 contained in paragraphs 124 to 129 and paragraphs 13() to 139, respectively. Thj 

report had been adopted by the Sub-Committee at its 39th meeting on 10 May 1967:~ 
The representative of Finland had stated that since certain parts of the .. -:

1 conclusions and the recommendations were not in accord with and did not reflec t:_l 

the views expressed by his delegation, it could not support all the conclusions] 
. ~ 

and recomme:1dations. :._;j 

145. The representative of Indi a said that the Indian delegation hart. carefully [1 -- ·, 
studied the valuable and instructi'.e report of Sub-Committee I. It unreserved] 

supported its conclusions and recommendations and congratulated -the Sub-Commit\ 

146. His delegation deeply regret;ted the slow progress towards the self- } 

determinat;ion and independence of the Territories in question. In spite of · .;; 

rereat~d appeals, the administering Power had not taken steps to expedite 

decolonization. Progress in the Seychelles and St. Helena had been particularl __ 

slov. Re hoped that the United Kingdom Government would respect the people 1s 

wishes and grant them the political status bf their choice without further de 

147. The United Kingdom Government's policy With regard to Mauritius was 

independence as D1Uch as possible, For several years much had been heard of 

impending independence, but the United Kingdom Go':ernment had found one pretext'- : 
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, another t o po st pone th e i.nevitable, gi. ving the impressi.on that it found parting 

litb that rich colony extremely difficult. The Constitutional Conference had been 

1,d as early as September 1965, yet the country was not expected to become 

j!dependent until about the middle of 1968. That long interval seemed totally 

tljustified. Considerable tiwe had been wasted by the a-ppointment of the Banwell 

!a111ission, whose recommendations had been unacceptable to the Mauritian political 

jtrties. They had had to be modified substantially following Mr. Stonehouse' s 

,lit, thus wasting more than six months. The electoral system under the modified 

seemed unduly complicated; if, however, it was Rcceptable to the 

in the island, his delegation would respect it, · its only desire 

1 g that the people of Mauritius should become imlependent with0ut further delay. 

10; The independence of Mauritius was essential not only for the emotional 

\1sfe.ction of its people but also to enable them to devote tbei r energies to 

se their level of living . Without poli ti.ca.l independence ree.l economic progress 

Colonial Powers were not; interested in doing anytlli .ng for the 

colonies that would not at the same time be in their own strategic 

Mauritius provided an excellent example of that policy. It 

• an economy almos G wholly dependent on the production and export of sugar . The 

t'ed Nations had been urging the administering Power since 1964 to take ef'fecti ve 

diversify the economy, but the United Kingdom Government's only response 

take some half-hearted and haphazard steps without really trying to work 

a well-co-ordinated programme, Its failure to develop other sectors of the 

my had resulted in shortage of capital, a downward trend in per capita income 

l 'increased unemployment. Tb<? little progress tba t, had been achieved had been 

• mainly to the efforts of the Government of Mauritius headed by Premier Ramgoolam, 

was reported to have said that Mauritius was a viable country which had never 

grant-in-ai.d to balance its budget. His delegation had no doulit that, 

country achieved its jndependence, progress in the dI versi f'icat.i .on of its 

would be accelerated. 

in Mauri :tius, as i.n othP.r colonies, t;;uch os Fiji, had 

of the differencer. in t,he Territory in ordu to maintain its 

iominant position and prot ect fort?i gn vested econom1c interests. Fortunately_, 

!ifferent collJ!JlU.niti.es had successfully resisted the adm.i.ntstering Power ' s 

They hac'l reali .zP.d that their common int<?rest. lay in 
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rid.ding themselves first of the colonial administration, His delegation wished 

Mr. Ramgoolam and his associates all the success they deserved in leading their 

country to independence as a unified. nation. 

150. His Government had 'been greatly perturbed at the reports of the establishment 

of military installations in the "British Indian Ocean Territory" that had been 

created artificially by detaching certain islands from Mauritius and Seychelles. , .. 

That was a clear violation of General Assembly resolutions 2066 (XX) and 2232 (:XXI)
1
·"·: 

which asked the administering Power not to take any action that would. dismembe r the ; --· 
-:j 

Territory or violate its territorial integrity. Such dismemberment was also a j . 
clear violation of' paragraph 6 of' General Assembly resolution 1514 (XV) and. of' the 

,I 

United Nations Charter. The creation of the new colony also ran counter to the :) 

declared wishes of' the peace-lovin .g peoples of' Africa and Asia and must be 

regarded as contrary to the interests of' those peoples in the illllllediate vicinity :J : ,, . 
of the military installations, In that connexion, he quoted from a statement mad.P.·! "_~; 
by the Indian Minister for Foreign Affairs in Parliament on 6 April 1967, as 

follows: 

"The Indian Government's position has been made clear in the past and 
there is no change in our stand. We have subscribed to the Bs.ndung 
Declaration of' 1955. We have also signed the Cairo Declaration of 1964 on 
the subject of establishment of' bases in the Indian Ocean and we stand oy 
them. 

"We have also subscribed to resolutions 1514 (XV~ of' 14 December 1960 ) ,.,· 
and. 2066 (:xx)· of 20 December 1966 adopted by the United Nations General · ) ~-;t1 
Assembly, dealing with this subject. Resolution 2066 {XX) 'notes with deep : . . -,_-:,•'·; 
concern that any step by the ..Ad:ininistering Power to detach certain is lands :.~ ?·.· ~) 
from the territory of Mauritius for the purpose of establi'shment of military,& :,-·:·(·;; 
bases would be in contravention of resolution 1514 (XV) 1 • : It further inviteikt } \ ! 
'the administering Power to take no action which would dismember the ;)!h "--; 
territory of Mauritil.lB and violate its territorial integrity'. )t f ).:'1 

"We are opposed to the establishment of military bases in the Indian \' · ·· :,; 
Ocean area as it might lead to an inc~ease in tensions in this region.. We:{; : . . t ~ 
hope that in the largest interest of peace, the British authorities will ./f <·\~·,, 
bear in mind our feelings and feeling of the countries in this . region and ;;(i .. •.i 
desist from setting up a military base in this area . " ::s~ >~,1 ·'f,~ t:,• .. ,,..; 

151, The representative of Poland expressed his appreciation of the work of ·\i ·t' -.~ 
--- ..:.} :\~.,,li 

Suu-Committee I and, in particular, of the concise and objective manner in which n 
its report was drafted. He also thanked the Sub-Committee's Chair.man for her ,: -·-. · .~ ·,_, 
able presentation of the report. ' ' 
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152. In all three Territories, progress towards the impl~mentation of General 

Assembly resolution 15llf (XV) had been extremely slow. Though almost seven years 

-had elapsed since the adoptipn of the Declaration on decolonization, the people of 

Mauritius, Seychelles and St. Helena had not yet achieved the objectives sought by 

the United Nations, and the administering Power was still delaying the transfer of 

authority to the democratically elected representatives of the peoples of the 

three Territories, 

153. As pointed out in paragraph 125 of the report, the United Kingdom, through 

the Governor, continued to exercise vast powers, particularly in the constitutional 

and legislative fields. contrary to General Assembly resolution 1514 (XV), the 

administering Power was insisting on an even longer constitutional process in 

Seychelles than in Mauritius on the pretext that the people lacked political 

exp~rience. In Mauritius, the elections had still not been held and the United 

Kingdom Government, though well aware of the people's wishes for independence, was 

attaching conditions to the granting of it: e.g., that there should be an 

interval of six months between self-government and independence, and that the 

demand for complete independence should be reiterated by the vote of a majority 

elected at the future general elections to be held under complex and controversial 

electoral arrangements. 

154. Furthermore, the United Kingdom was openly violating the principles of the 

United Nations Charter and the General Assembly resolution by dismembering 

Mauritius and the Seychelles for military purposes, with the help of the United 

States. ' The Polish delegation fully shared the concern expressed by the Special 

committee at the establishment in 1965 of a new colony - the "British Indian Ocean 

Territory" - and at reports that it would be used as a military base. In 

resolutions 2189 (XXI) and 2232 (XXI), the General Assembly reiterated its earlier 

declaration that any attempt to disrupt the national unity and .~erritorial 

integrity of colonial Territories or to establish military bases or installations 

there was incompatible with the United Nations Charter and withjtesolution 1514 (xv). 

Despite the warning of the non-aligned countries at the Cairo C®ference in 1964 

that such military bases would create tension and would be used to pring pressure 

against independent States in their vicinity and against national liberation 

oovements, the United Kingdom had refused to give any assurance that the islands 

' d~tached from Mauritius and Seychelles would not be used under any circumstances 
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for military _purposes. The Polish delegation firmly endorsed paragraphs 126 and 

127 of the report of the Sub-Committee and strongly believed that the attitude o 

the United Kingdom was incompatible with its obligations as the administering 

Power. 

155. The data contained in the Secretariat working paper (see paragraphs 1-121 

above) clearly indicated the administering Power's failure to diversify the 

economies of the three Territories, which were still dependent on a single crop,; 

and,to an increasing extent, on external aid. Mauritius bad to import 90 per c 

of its needs for essential goods and -~oodstu:ffs. It was also clear from the 

document that unemployment was increasing in Mauritius and Seychelles and that '.: 

the _ per capita income in those Territorfes was tending to fall. 

156. In the Polish delegation's opinion, the administering Power should take 

vigorous measures to assist the peoples of those Territories by grants-in-aid 

development progralllllles to diversify their _ economy and create employment and 

opportunities for the growing populations. It should likewise take steps, 

without further delay, to ensure ·that the peoples of those Territories achieved 

independence in the best possible conditions. 

157. The representative of Bulgaria said that his delegation had studied the 

report very carefully and associated itself with the conclusions and recommenda· 

He expresse ,d his appreciation of the valuable work performed by the Sub-Commit_ 

The adl:u.ni"stering Power was continuing without restraint to use the Territory f 

its own requireme9ts, to behave as its undisputed colonial master, to disre gam 

completely the inalienable rights of its population to freedom .and independe 

to exploit their natural resources, to dismember the Territories and to estab ll 

military bases With the participation of another great Power. 

158. It was unbelievable that, seven years after the adoption of General Ass 

resolution 1514 (XV), the colonial Power could show such complete disregard fu/ 

its provisions and for the United Nations as a whole. Bulgaria shared the 

concern o:f the neighbouring nations which considered the military bases estab 

on the Territories to be detrimental to their security and were demanding the 

dismantling o:f all military installations and the discontinuance o:f military : 

activity. 

159. The representative of Madagascar said that he had carefully studied t he 

report of Sub-Colllillittee I on Mauritius, Seychelles and St. Helena. His dele ~ 
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like the Sub-Committee, considered that the provisions of General Assembly 

resolution 1514 (XV) should be speedily implemented in those Territories. Indeed, 

it had already supported in the Committee many of the ideas and principles set 

forth in the Sub-Committee's report. Madagascar, in view of its geographical 

situation, was certainly the country which was closest to Mauritius, a fact . which 

had enabled it to maintain normal and cordial relations with that Territory. His 

delegation was particularly well placed to speak of the situation now prevailing in 

tbat island. It had noted the statements made by the United Kingdom representative 

in Sub-ColDIDittee I and had been pleased to learn that the United Kingdom Government 

h8.!'l taken the necessary steps to enable the people of Mauritius, Seychelles and 

St. Helena to exercise their right to self-determination and i~dependence. The 

statements of the United Kingdom representative were in accord with the actual 

facts.in the three Territories concerned. The Malagasy delegation therefore 

welcomed the attitude of the United Kingdom regarding the islands in the Indian 

Ocean, and could not support all the conclusions and reco=endations contained in 

the report of Sub-Committee I. 

16o. The representative of Finland said that, as a member of the Sub-ColDIDittee, he 

had already had the opportunity of expressing his Government's views on Mauritius, 

Seychelles and St. Helena. As he had said in the Sub-Committee on 13 April 1967, 

although the three Territories might have certain elements in common, there were 

striking differences between them in many important respects and it was difficult 

to visualize any coimDOn pattern for their future. He had added that Mauritius was 

well on the road towards full independence. That view had been substantiated by 

the Mauritian Prime Minister's statemer-t of 13 May 1967 that elections would take 

place at the very latest before the end of September of the current year. The 

political development of the Seychelles seemed to be somewhat slower and it seemed 

not unlikely that some form of special constitutional arrangements might be 

advisable in the interim. 

161. He re-emphasized that, whatever future course might be chosen by the three 

Territories, it was essential that the final choice should be made by the freely 

elected majority. Although there had been some regrettable delays, it appeared to 

him that the majo1~ty of the people in question had, in fact, t;tie opportunity of 

deciding the future of their own countries. 

/ ... 
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162. A number .of the conclusions and recommendations contained in the 

Sub-Co1DD1ittee's report were not in accordance with the views his delegation had 

expressed in the Sub-Committee, nor did they accurately reflect the progress 

towards self-determination which had taken place in the Territories in question. 

! 163. The representative of Italy said that his delegation had not onlcy
10

e

8

xeamined ·.·'.·:·1.'I with great care the report of Sub-Committee I, but had followed with • 

attention the political. development of the Territories in question, It had noted . i/ 
with great satisfaction that significant steps had been taken to ensure for their i 

populations the right and the means freely to express their preferences concerning) j 

their future status. In the case of Mauritius, it was noteworthy that the Prime 

Min;i.ster intended to organize elections not later than the end of September 1967 . .. 

164. Italy's chief concern was that the people of the islands should have the \~ 

right to determine their future status by de1110cratic means, and such appeared to :'.'.~ 

be the . case. Under the circumstances, he viewed with some misgivings the 

conclusions contained in the report which did no~ seem to coincide With his 

delegation's d~sessment of the situation. 

165, The repre1Sentative of Venezuela said that he had studied with interest the :·;; 

~- report of Sub.:commi ttee I on the question of Mau.1.'i tius, Seychelles and St. Helenat 

unquestionably, the report gave a very complete account of the poll tical; economitj' 

and social conditions prevailing in those three Territories, His delegl;l.tion was ·· 

in general agreement with the recommendations and conclusions of the Sub-Committee, 

166, He did not, however, share the view expressed in paragraph 127 of the report :;1 

concerning military bases and installations. There was insufficient proof of the" 
existence of such bases to warrant the claim that they created international -'··.' 

tension and aroused concern in neighbouring countries. Nor could it support 
•:' 

paragraph 137 of the report, in which the Sub-Colllllli ttee prejudged the question of 

future military activities and claimed that they would constitute an act of ,_.::! 
--~:.•: 

hostility towards :the peoples of Africa and Asia and a threat to international · ' 

peace and s_ecuri ty. 

167. The representative of the United States of America said that he wished to 

comment on the sweeping and unsubstantiated statements made by a petitioner aoo. 

some representatives with respect to his country. He Wished to state categoricalli 

that his country had no plans to constl'Uct military bases in the British Indian _ 

Ocean Territory. In that connexion, he pointed out that a Vnited .Kingdom 

' 
; ~1rt1:ao.:~f 
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. spokesman had recently given a similar assurance, Although there was an agreement 

'.; between his country and the United Kingdom to permit the utilization of the 

British Indian Ocean Territory for refuelling or communications facilities, no 

decision had been taken to establish any such facilities. 

168. The representative of t he United Republi c of Tanzani a said that his delegation 

had no intenti .on of disputing the statement made by the United States 

representative, He wished, however, to know whether the statement had the 

approval of the United Kingdom also. Had it in fact been made on behalf of that 

coup.try7 

169. The representative of the United St ates of America replied that he had made 

no statement on behalf of the United Kingdom; h e had simply ref e rr ed to a similar 

statement made by a United Kingdom spoke sman. 

I ••. 
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IV. ACTION TAKEN BY THE SPECIAL COMMITTEE 

170. The ::i:;epresentative of Ethiopia introduced a draft resolution 

(A/Ac.109/L.411/Rev.l) on the three Territories co-sponsored by Afghanistan,-~\ 

Ethiopia, . 'India, Iraq, Mali; Sierra Leone, Syria, Tunisl .a, the United Republi '_' 
;. 

Tanzania and Yugoslavia. ' "C 

171, The tlraft resolution was based on the report of Sub-Committee I (see anrn 

and expressed the serious concern felt by the co-sponsors at the fact that, :;_! 

stated in paragraph 124 of the report, the administering Power had still not 

implemented General Assembly resolution 1514 (XV) and other relevant resolutl 

concerning Mauritius, Seychelles and st. Helena. The co-sponsors urged t~< 
administering Power to expedite the process of decolonizati on in those Terri ' 

172. The representative of Irag_ said that he seconded the draft rcsolution .. a 

urged all members of the Special Committee to vote for it, 

the operative paragraph concerning military bases which the administering P:: 
in co-operation with the United States, was proposing to establ1.sh in Matl.f'i, 

Seychelles which constituted a serious threat to the area, to the peace a!ld 

of Africa, Asia and the Middle East and to the national liberation 

operating in those areas. 

173. The representative of Poland said that while his delegation 

draft resolution in general, it regretted that the preambular paragraphs cc 

no reference to the Sub-Committee's concern that the administering 

continuing to violate the territorial integrity of the Territories 

General Assembly resolutions 2o66 (XX) and 2232 (XXI) a'nd that the 

taking in the economic and social sectors to safeguard the 

peoples of the Territories were inadequate. · 

174, At thfc) next meeting, t he re presentative of Ethiopia 

the co-sponsors,. an oral revisi on to the draft resoluti on (A/ AC.109/L. ~Ii/l 
in which ;in op~ra_tive paragraph 7, the phrase "to di smantle such militar l' 

installations" '\;'as replaced by the phrase "to desist from establishing eu 

military installations". The co-sponsors considered that the revision · 

(A/Ac.109/L.411/Rev.2) would make it quite clear that the 

to existing military bases. 
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,,,_ 175, The representative o:f Bulgaria said that the dra:ft resolution submitted by the 

·,.,' African and Asian countries and Yugoslavia re:flected the main recommendations o:f 

· ,:· the Sub-Committee •·s report and contained the necessary requests. to the administering 

•:. · Power to implement :fully the Declaration on the Granting o:f Independence to colonial 
~: 
" Countries and Peoples. The Bulgarian delegation had hoped that the o_riginal draft 

·.·:, resolution would contain a reference such as that included in the Sub-Committee's 

report to the activities o:f the United Kingdom and to the demands addressed to it 

by the United Nations. It was therefore pleased that the sponsors had accepted 

the amendment proposed by the Polish delegation to include a new introductory 

paragraph to express the Special Committee's deep regret that the administering 

Power had failed to implement resolution 1514 (XV), The General Assembly should 

pay particular attention to that matter and his delegation thought that, before 

the opening o:f the twenty-second session, the Special Committee should have 

another opportunity to examine th e attitude of the administering Power, That had 

probably also been the sponsors' reason :for drafting paragraph 8, requesting the 

United Kingdom to report to the Special Committee on the implementation of 

resolution 1514 (xv). 
176. The representative o:f the Ivor y Coast said that he woul d have preferred, as a 

repre s entative of an African country, not to make any comment on a dra:ft resolution 

submitted by the A:fro-Asian group, which regarded colonialism a8 a kind of 

cancerous tumour in the centre of Africa . His delegation was ready to give its 

full support to the Special Committee's efforts to deal with the last vestiges 

of the crumbling colonial system. The climate in the Special Committee must be 

such that all representatives without exc.eption, and particularly the members o:f 

the Afro-Asian group, could ass,ciate thelDBelves with the Committee's decisions, 

decisions which, in a general way, expressed the desire o:f all to help the peoples 

of the remaining dependent territories. Such a spirit o:f co-operation and 

understanding was the vital :factor which would enable the Committee to obtain the 

results expected of it. 

177, His delegation would there:for e hav e liked to be among the sponsor s of the 

draft resolution, which, as a whole, re:flected the aspirations o:f the international 

community as expr essed in the basic resolution of the General Assembly, 

/ . . 
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resolution 1514 (XV), on the granting of independence to colonial countries and 

peoples. Regrettably, however, it had been unable to join the sponsors because 

its request for a compromise on operative paragraph 7 relating to military 

installations had been rejected. The statement appearing in that paragraph was 

not necessarily in accordance with the facts. Moreover, even if bases existed in 

certain dependent countries, it was for those countries, when they obtained 

tndependence, to negotiate the removal of the bases with the former administering 

Power, as had happened in all the African countries which had became independent. 

The question was within the exc].usive competence of' the countries concerned. The 

Ivory Coast, which had subscribed to the doctrine of' non-intervention in the 

internal af:f'airs of States, could not go back on the principles which it had 

endorsed and to which it intended to remain loyal. 

178. There should be no misunderstanding of' the significance of that reservation, 

for the Ivory Coast, which had fought against colonialism for many long years and 

would continue to do so, remained faithful to the principles of decolonization. 

It was aware that military activities created tensions in the world. It understood 

the concern of' certain delegations and r espected their position. The purpose of 

the Special Committee, however, was to promote decolonization, and it should make 

sure that its decisions could be applied. It should seek the most objective way 

of' bringing the countries under foreign domination to self-determination and 

independence and not choose courses whi.ch, on the contrary, would tend to harden 

positions and delay the solution of the problem of decolonization. The Ivo ;y 

Coast delegation, while expressing reservations on operative paragraph 7, supported 

the other provisions of the draft resolution and would vote for it. 

179. The representative of Italy said that operative paragraph 7 of the draft 

resolution was extrane 'o"!-113 to the colonial issue and involved considerations outside. 

the Special Committee's purview. His delegation would, therefore, absc ::;"ln from 

voting. 

180. The representative of Venezue l a noted with regret that the dr aft resolution 

did not take int9 account the recommendation of Sub-Committee lT that the General 

Assembly should ~et 1 
a time-limit for the granting of independence to Mauritius and 

accelerate the implementation of resolution 1514 (XV) in respect of Seychelles and· 

St, Helena. There was no reference either to the recommendation concerning the 

/ ... 
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·ending of a visiting mission to the Territories to ascertain the extent of the 

rtogress made in the direction of self-determination and independence. Although his 

~egation would have preferred a text which took greater account of renli.ties, it 

l'OUld nevertheless vote for the draft resolution. 

181. The representative of Chi.le said that he approved of the general lines of 

·i~e draft resolution despite certain doubts about. the wording. Although the 

language was somewhat exaggerated, his delegation was, nevertheless, able to 

· ·support the draft resolution as a whole, in line with its constant policy of 

supporting any measures designed to further the implementation of General Assembly 

>eRolution 1514' (XV), irrespective of the size of the i'erri tory concerned or its 

•!istance from world markets. The latter considerations could not, however, be 

tntirely overlooked. 

182. The representative of the United States of America said that he intended to 

. vote against the draft resolution which did not constitute a realistic and balanced 

appraisal of the situation in the Territories in question. The issue of Mauritian 

iodependence would be decided in the coming elections to be held this fall. If the 

population desired independence, it was possible that the Territory would become 

lndependent in early 19613. The SeycheJ.les were also moving steadily and impressively 

in the direction of self-determination. Despite, therefore, his dele gation's full 

approval of operative paragraph 2 of the draft resoJ_ution, he was una11le to accept 

later operative paragraphs which were not consistent with the act1ie1,l situation. It 

also had reservations concerning the Sub-Committee's report. 

' J..85. At its 539th meeting the Special CommHtee adopted the draft resolution 

(A/AC.1Cf9/L-411/Rev.2) as orally revised, by a roll cal.rvote of 17 to 2 with 

3 abstentions, as follows: 

In favour: Afghanistan, Bulgaria, Shile, Ethiopia, India, Iran, Irag_, 

Ivory Coast, ~.ali, Poland, Sierra Leone, Syria, 1'unisia, 

Uniot);_ of Soviet Socialist Republics, United Republic of Tanzania, 

Venezile.la, Yugoslavia. 

Against: Australia, United States of America. 

Abstaining: Finland, Italy, Madagascar. 

184. The representative of Australia said, in explanation of his vote, that the 

normal approach in such a matter would have been to ask the administering Power 

to exp.lain anything that was not readily apparent in current developments. Not 
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only had no such approach been made, but a statement by a representative of the 

administering Power had been completely ignored as had the many practical steps 

which had been taken in the direction of independence for the Territories in 

question. Self-determination meant that a Territory was perfectly entitled to 

decide, by a majority vote, whether or not it desired independence. Operative 

paragraph 7 was completely unacceptable, especially in view of the statements 

[ 
i 

I 
i" 
,.: 
1· 
( 
! lB'i 

/: ref 
ij Sub 

I<: 
. 188 

exp: 
that had.been made by representatives of the Governments of the United Kingdom and .of : 

the United States that there was no intention of establishing military installatioil ·: d 
i ·-ma e 

on the island. Appeals had been launched to the administering Power to grant · ',:~' l8 9• 

immediate independence to the Territories on the principle of "Heads I win; tails _, { thei 

you lose 11
• If immediate independence were granted, without proi;,er preparation, :· ;:, oper 

the administering Power would be blamed. That gambling attitude was not one ·,1hich<"Ki . ng, 
should be adopted where the future of nations and populations was at stake. Unde~ J poin · 

the circumstances, his delegation had had no alterna ·tive but to vote agair.st the .,Unit'E 

draft resolution. 

185, The representative of In di a remarked he had been both surprised and · 

disappointed that the delegations of Australia and the United states had voted ._.. 

against the draft resolution. He failed to realize what they had found in the tell 

so obnoxious that they were forced to vote against it. It had reaffirmed the

inalienable right of the peoples Of those Territories to self-determination, 

in tl'. 

freedom and independence; it had urged the administering Power to hold free 

elections and to grant to the Territories whatever political status their peoples · " 
) ~ 

should freely choose . It had deplored any dismemberment of the Territories and ;'.· 

had declared that the establishment of military installations would be a 

of General Assembly resolution 2232 (XXI). He failed to understand 

in those _provisions could cause a freedom-loving country t o vot e against the 

resolution. 

186. He particularly regretted the unfortunate "gambling" analogy used by the 

representative of Australia. The sponsors of the draft resolution had made a 

serious appraisal of the problems facing those Territories ·and he deplored the 

fact that the attitude of respons i ble representatives of r esponsible C-overnment&: 

shculd be described as "gambling" . 

iStoni i 
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!~;'° !!be Chairman added that he was deeply disappointed that the Australian 

;tlJITfBentative should have used such an analogy, af'ter all the work that 

lb-Committee I had put into its report. It was regrettable that the administering 

iWer had seen fit to be absent from the Special Committee's deliberations, but 

illat did not justify the use of such intemperate language. 

1Jl8. The representative of the United States of America said he had ~.ade a statement 

1wlaining his vote and had been very much surprised by the unprecedented request 
•. 
r-India for further explanation. He considered that the statement he had already 

~e fully explained the position of his delegation and Government. 

009, The representative of Yugoslavia said that some representatives had explained 

llieir abstentions on or opposition to the draft resolution on the grounds of t 
~ ._,, r. . 
t 'i; 

~ ... 
i~l'8:_tive paragraph 7 . It .was denied that either the United States or the United 

lngdom had any intention of establishing such bases. In that connexion, be 

~inted out that The New York Times had reported a story to the effect that the 

thlted Kingdom was in the final stages of negotiations to purchase three islands 
I • 

tn the Indian Ocean for defence purposes, Another paper had stated that the 

l!rl.ted States and the United Kingdom were planning to build an · airstrip on one of 

those islands. Those two articles constituted sufficient proof for his delegation 

, ,\Jiat the two Powers in question were intending t o construct a military base and 

i:\he.t operative paragraph 7 was fully justified. 

'l~o. The representative of Mali thanked all who had voted for tbe draft resolution 

;'which was directed towards speeding the process of decolonizati~n in a particularly 

1•:~nsiti ve region of the world. He regretted that cold war considerations should 

tha.ve been introduced and he associated himself with the statements of the Chairman 
~ -. 
r'arid the representatives of India and Yugoslavia. He was surprised that colonial 

. . , f l'owers which claimed to support the Declaration on the Granting of Independence to 

·:. ~ ·f :°lonial Countries and Peoples should change their attitude when it came to taking 

•' j:,r.oncrete measures to give effect to that Declaration. He was particularly 

· >_; __ ·,<_a_iitonisbed by the words of the representative of Australia, a country which had 

_ , ·:-:•exterminated its indigenous inhabitants and was sending troops to Viet-Nam to 

)"" ·prevent the people of that country from enjoying their most elementary rights . 
. ·.\ _,, ; 

/ ... 
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191.. The repr•3sentative of the United States of America said, in repl.y to the 

representati.ve of Yugoslavia, that, excellent paper though it was, The New York 

Times was not an official. organ of t.he -Un:i.ted States Government and its reports 1r 

no way re:r:Lected the policy of his Government . 

. 192. '['he representative of the United Republic of Tanzanj.a said that the vote 

against the draft resol.ution by two delegations had demonstrated, beyond all 

reasonable doubt, che true position of thei.r countries and their attitude towards 

the prindple of self-determiootion. In view of ·the repeated statements by 

representatives of the United States C',overnment that their country supported the 

cause of clecol.tmization, that vot"' had come as a disagreeabl.e su.rprise . As the 

representative of the United States had referred to the "British Indian Ocean 

Terri tor,y ", he pointed out that the Unlted Nations had refused to recognize that 

Territory, the establishment of whicb was no more than a colonialist manoeuvre. 

1.93. '!'he representative of Austral.ia, exercising his right of reply to the 

representative o:f Mali, explained that his reference to gambling had been a strictJ.r ' 

personal reac-tion . He had not meant to suggest that the Sub-Committee or the 

Specia1 Connnit.tee approached its work in the spirit of a gambler . 'Ihe 

representative of Mali. had also referred to the indigenous inhabitants of Au st ralia,: . 

'T'bat was a matter within the domestic jurisdiction of the Australian Government. 

Althou gh Australia could no t claim that it had no reason for self-reproach, the 

indisenous inlmbitants were not being assassinated as the representative of Mali 

had stated. He added that the question of Viet-Nam was not wHh1n the Special 

Comm.ittee's terms of reference . 

1.94. The text o:f the resol.ution on Ma.ur.itius, Seychelles and st . Hel.ena 

(A/AC.109/249), adopted by the Special Committee at its 539th meeting on 

19 June 1.96'7 reads as follows : 

"The Spee i a l Committe e , 

"Having examined the qu.est:Lon of Mauriti•w, Seychel.les and St. Helena, 

"Havinp: heard the statement of the petitioner, 

"Notinp; ·with reist·et the absence of the repr esentatives of the 
administering Power, 

"Noting 1·1i th dcw-P rep;r et the failure cf the adminis tuln~ Power to 
implement Genernl Ass embly resoluticn 151I~ (XV) of 14 December 1.960, 
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"Having examined the report of Sub-Committee I concerning these 
Territories, jj/ 

"Recalling General Assembly resolution 1514 (XV) of 14 December 1960, and 
other relevant resolutions concerning Mauritius, Seychelles and St, Helena, 
in particular General Assembly resolutions 2o66 (XX) of 16 December 1965 and 
2232 (XXI) of 20 December 1966, 

"l. Approves the report of Sub-Committee I concerning Mauritius, 
Seychelles and St, Helena and endorses the conclusions and recommendations 
contained therein; 

"2. Reaffirms the inalienable right of the peoples of Mauritius, 
Seychelles and st. Helena to self-de~ermination, freedom and independence, 
in accordance with the Declaration on the Granting of Independence to Colonial 
Countries and Peoples; 

"3, Urges the administering Power to hold, without delay, f'ree elections 
in the Territories on the basis of universal adult suffrage and to transfer all 
powers to the representative organs elected by the people; 

. "4. Further urges the admj_nistering Power to grant the Territories the 
political status their peoples freely choose and to refrain from taking any 
measures incompat~ble with the Charter of the United Nations and with the 
Declaration on the Granting of Independence to Colonial Countries and Peoples; 

115. Reaffirms that the right to dispose of the natural resources of the 
Territories belongs only to the peoples of the Territories; 

116. Deplores the dismemberment of Mauritius and Seychelles by the 
administering Power which violates their territorial integrity, in 
contravention of General Assembly resolutions 2o66 (XX) and 2232 (XXI), and 
calls upon the administering Power to return to these Ter1:•itories the islands 
detached therefrom; 

"7. !x,clares that the establishment of military installations and any 
other military activities in the Territories is a violation of General Assembly 
resolution 2232 (XXI), which constitutes a source of tension in Africa, Asia 
and the Middle East, and calls upon the administering Power to desits from 
establishing such military installations; 

118. Requests the administering Power to report on the implementation of 
the present resolution to the Special Committee on the Situation with regard to 
the Implementation of the Declaration on the Granting of Independence to 
Colonial Countries and Peoples; 

"9. Decides to maintain the question of Maw.·itius, Seychelles and 
St. Helena on its agenda," 

}2/ See annex. 

/ ... 
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An Act to make provision for, and in connection with, 
the attainment by Mauritius of fully responsible status 
within the Commonwealth. [29th February 1968] 

BE IT ENACTED by the Queen's most Excellent Majesty, by and 
with the advice and consent of the Lords Spiritual and 
Temporal, and Commons, in this present Parliament 

assembled, and by the authority of the same, as follows:-

1.-0) On and after 12th March 1968 (in this Act referred Fully 
to as " the appointed day ") Her Majesty's Government in the responsible 

United Kingdom shall have no responsibility for the government ~:us.t 
of Mauritius. un ms . 

(2) No Act of the Parliament of the United Kingdom passed 
on or after the appointed day shall extend, or be deemed to 
extend, to Mauritius as part of its law : and on and after that 
day the provisions of Sche.dule 1 to this Act shall have effect 
with respect to the legislative powers of Mauritius. 

2.-(1) On and after the appointed day the British Nationality Consequential 
Acts 1948 to 1965 shall have effect as if in section 1(3) of the m0 cii:!i?ations 
British Nationality Act 1948 (Commonwealth countries having ~ ~ntisf t 
separate citizenship) there were added at the end the words A~ttna 

1 
Y 

"and Mauritius". 1948 c. 56. 

(2) Except as provided by section 3 of this Act, any person 
who immediately before the appointed day is a citizen of the 
United Kingdom and Colonies shall on that day cease to be 
such a citizen if he becomes on that day a citizen of Mauritius. 

(3) Section 6(2) of the British Nationality Act 1948 (regis
tration as citizens of the United Kingdom and Colonies of 
women who have been married to such .citizens) shall not apply 
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to a woman by virtue of her marriage to a person who on the 
appointed day ceases to be such a citizen under subsection (2) 
of this section, or who would have done so if living on the 
appointed day. 

(4) In accordance with section 3(3) of the West Indies Act 
1967, it is hereby declared that this and the next following 
section extend to all associated states.· 

3.-(1) Subject to subsection (5) of this section, a person shall 
not cease to be a citizen of the United Kingdom and Colonies 
under section 2(2) of this Act if he, his father or his father's 
father-

(a) was born in the United Kingdom or in a colony or an 
associated state; or 

.(b) is or was a person naturalised in the United Kingdom 
and Colonies ; or 

(c) was registered as a citizen of the United Kingdom and 
Colonies ; or 

(d) became a British subject by reason of the annexation 
of any territory included in a colony. 

(2) A · person shall · not cease to be a citizen of the United 
Kingdom and Colonies under the said section 2(2) if either-

(a) he was born in a protectorate or protected state, or 

(b) his father or his father's father was so born and is or 
at any time was a British subject. 

(3) A woman who is the wife of a citizen of the United King
dom and Colonies shall not cease to be · such a citizen under 
the said section 2(2) unless her husband does so. 

(4) Subject to subsection (5) of this section, the reference in 
/ subsection (l)(b) of this section to a person naturaHsed in the 
United Kingdom and Colonies shall include a person who 
would, if living immediately before the commencement of the 

1948 c. 56. British Nationality Act 1948, have become a person naturalised 
in the United Kingdom and Colonies by virtue of section 32(6) 

· of that Act (persons given local naturalisation in a colony or 
protectorate before the commencement of that Act). 

(5) In · this section-
(a) references 'to a colony shall be construed as not includ

ing any territory which, on the appointed day, is not 
a colony for the purposes of the British Nationality 
Act 1948 as that Act has effect on that day, and 
accordingly do not include Mauritius, and 
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(b) references to a protectorate or protected state shall be 
construed as not including any territory which, on the 
appointed day, is not a protectorate or a protected 
state (as the case may be) for the purposes of that 
Act as it has effect on that day ; 

and subsection (1) of this section shall not apply to a person 
by virtue of any certificate of naturalisation granted or regis
tration effected by the Governor or Government of a territory 
which by virtue of this subsection is excluded from references 
in this section to a colony, protectorate or protected state. 

(6) Part III of the British Nationality Act 1948 (supplemental 1948 c. 56. 
provisions) as in force at the passing of this Act shall have effect 
for the purposes of this section as if this section were included 
in that Act. 

3 

4.-(1) Notwithstanding anything in the Interpretation Act Con~equ~ntial 
1889, the expression "colony" in any Act of the Parliament of modificatwn 
the {!nited Kingd~~ passed on or after the appointed day shall ~!;c~1:ii~nts. 
not mclude Mauritius. l889 c. 63. 

('2) On and after the appointed day-
(a) the . expression "colony" in the Army Act 1955, the 1955 c. 18. 

Air Force Act 1955 and the Naval Discipline Act 1955 c. 19. 
1957 shall not include Mauritius, and 1957 c. 53. 

(b) in the definitions of "Commonwealth force" in section 
225(1) and 223(1) respectively of the said Acts of 1955, 
and in the definition of " Commonwealth country " in 
section 135(1) of the said Act of 1957, at the end there 
shall be added the words " or Mauritius " ; 

and no Order in Council made on or after the appointed day 
under section 1 of the Armed Forces Act 1966 which continues 1966 c. 45. 
either of the said Acts of 1955 in force for a further period shall 
extend to Mauritius as part of its law. 

(3) On and after the appointed day the provisions specified 
in Schedule 2 to this Act shall have effect subject to the amend
ments specified respectively in that Schedule. 

(4) Subsection (3) of this section, and Schedule 2 to this Act, 
shall not extend to Mauritius as part of its law. 

5.-(1) In this Act, and in any amendment made by this Act Interpretation. 
in any other. enactment, "Mauritiu~" means the t~rritories 
which immediately before the appomted day constitute the 
Colony of Mauritius. 

(2) References in this Act to any enactment are references 
to that enactment . as amended or extended by or under any 
other enactment. 

6. This Act may be cited as the Mauritius Independence Act Short title. 

1968. 
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1890 c. 27. 

Section 4. 

1952 c.10. 

1952 c. 18. 

C.iI. 8 Mauritius Independence Act 1968 

SCHEDULES 

SCHEDULE 1 

LEGISLATIVE PoWERS OF MAURITIUS 

1. The Colonial Laws Validity Act 1865 shall not apply to any 
law made on or after the appointed day by the legislature of 
Mauritius. 

2. No law and no provision of any law made on or after the 
appointed day by that legislature shall be void or inoperative on 
the ground that it is repugnant to the law of England, or to the 
provisions of any Act of the Parliament of the United Kingdom, 
mcluding this Act, or to any order. rule or regulation made unoer 
any such Act, and accordingly the powers of that legislature shall 
include the power to repeal or amend any such Act, order. rule 
or regulation in so far as it is part of the law of Mauritius. 

3. The legislature of Mauritius shall have full power to make 
laws having extra-territorial operation. 

4. Without prejudice to the generality of the preceding provisions 
of this Schedule-

(a) sections 735 and 736 of the Merchant Shipping Act 1894 
shall be construed as if references therein to the legislature 
of a British possession did not include references to the 
legislature of Mauritius : and 

(b) section 4 of the Colonial Courts of Admiralty Act 1890 
(which requires certain laws to be reserved for the significa
tion of Her Majesty's pleasure or to contain a suspending 
clause) and so much of section 7 of that Act as requires 
the approval of Her Majesty in Council to any rules of 
court for regulating the practice and procedure of a Colonial 
Court of Admiralty shall cease to have effect in Mauritius. 

SCHEDULE 2 

AMENDMENTS NOT AFFECTING THE LAW OF MAURmus 

Diplomatic immunities 

, 1. In section 461 of the Income Tax Act 1952 (which relates to 
· exemption from income tax in the case of certain Commonwealth 

representatives and their staffs)-
(a) in subsection (2), before the words " for any state " there 

shall be inserted the words " or Mauritius " ; 
(b) in subsection (3). before the words "and 'Agent-General'" 

there shall be inserted the words" or Mauritius". 

2. In section 1(6) of the Diplomatic Immunities (Commonwealth 
Countries and Republic of Ireland) Act 1952, before the word 
'' and " in the last place where it occurs there shall be . inserted the 
word "Mauritius". 
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3. In section 1(5) of the Diplomatic Immunities (Conferences with ScH. 2 
· Commonwealth Countries and Republic of Ireland) Act 1961, 1961 c. 11. 
· before the word " and " in the last place where it occurs there shall 
be inserted the word " Mauritius ". 

Financial 

4. In section 2(4) of the Import Duties Act 1958, before the words 1958 c. 6. 
"together with" there shall be inserted the word "Mauritius". 

Visiting forces 

5. In the Visiting Forces (British Commonwealth) Act 1933, sec- 1933 c. 6. 
tion 4 (attachment and mutual powers of command) shall apply in 
relation to forces raised in Mauritius as it applies to forces raised 
in Dominions within the meaning of the Statute of Westminster 1931 c. 4 , 
1931. (22 & 23 

Geo. 5.). 
6. In the Visiting Forces Act 1952- 1952 c. 67. 

(a) in paragraph (a) of section 1(1) (countries to which that 
Act applies) at the end there shall be added the words 
" Mauritius or " ; 

(b) in section lO(lXa), the expression "colony" shall not 
include Mauritius ; 

arid, until express provision with respect to Mauritius is made by 
an Order in Council under section 8 of that Act (application to 
visiting forces of law relating to home forces), any such Order for 
the time being in force shall be deemed to apply to visiting forces 
of Mauritius. .' · 

Ships and aircraft 

7. In section 427(2) of the Merchant Shipping Act 1894, as set 1894 c 60 
out in section 2 of the Merchant Shipping (Safety Convention) Act · · 
1949, before the words "or in any" there shall be inserted the words 

1949 
c. 43

· 

"or Mauritius". 

8. In section 6(2) of the Merchant Shipping Act 1948, at the 1948 c 44 
end of the proviso there shall be added the words " or Mauritius ". · · 

9. The Ships and. Aircraft (Transfer R~strict~on) A~i 1939. shall 1939 c. 70. 
not apply to any ship by reason only of its bemg registered m, or 
licensed under the law of, Mauritius ; and the penal provisions of 
that Act shall not apply to persons in Mauritius (but without 
prejudice to the operation with respect to any ship to which that 
Act does apply of the provisions thereof relating to the forfeiture 
of ships). 

10. In the Whalin~ lnd1_1stry (Reg11!ation) Act 193~. the expres~i.on 1934 c. 49_ 
" British ship to which this Act applies " shall not mclude a British 
ship registered in Mauritius. 

11. In section 2(7)(b) of the Civil Aviation (Licensing) Act 1960 c. 38. 
1960, the expression " colony " shall not include Mauritius. . 

5 
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ScH. 2 

1925 eh. xviL 
1958 c. 16. 

CH.8 rAfauritius Independence Act 1968 

Commonwealth Institute 

12. In section 8(2) of the Imperial Institute Act 1925, as amended 
by the Commonwealth Institute Act 1958 (power to vary the pro
visions of the said Act of 1925 if an agreement for the purpose is 
made with the governments of certain territories which for the 
time being are contributing towards the expenses of the Common
wealth Institute) at the end there shall be added the words " and 
Mauritius ". 

PRINTED IN ENGLAND BY HARRY PITCHFORTH 

Controller of Her Majesty's Stationery Office and Queen's Printer of Acts of Parliament 

LONDON: PUBLISHED BY HER MAIBSTY'S STATIONERY OFFICE 
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be applied to them too. Those who were planning for the peace 

of the world, convinced of the ultimate irresistibility of 

such demands and of their relevance to the success or failure 

of their plans, finally came round to recognize the principle 

of self-determination -- no longer as a right of certain "na

tions" only, no longer as a principle of self-limitation im

posed upon themselves by Colonial and other powers, but as a 

principle of human dignity and of peace, applicable to all 

peoples: a principle which peace planners could disregard 
34 

only at their, and the world's, peril. It was against this 

background that the statesmen gathered in San Francisco in 

1945, addressed themselves to the task of "saving succeeding 

generations from the scourge of war" by ensuring -- among 

other things -- respect for the "right of self-determination 

of peoples." 

ii. THE PRINCIPLE OF SELF-DETERMINATION AT THE SAN FRANCISCO 

CONFERENCE: 

The United Nations Conference on International Organiza

tion began with a concept of self-determination which was basic-
35 

ally "non-colonial" in character. When it ended the princi-

ple had become very much associated with the question of colon

ialism. With the possible exception of the United States, the 

governments which participated in the Dumbarton Oaks Conversa

tions and in the San Francisco Conference were mainly interest

ed in the situation arising from the past war. Their thoughts 
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were focused on the past war and its causes; and they thought 

of the projected organization as a means of preventing a repe

tition of the abuses of the pre-war period. As far as they 

were concerned the principle that needed to be emphasized the 

most was the principle that all states -- big and small 
36 

were equal. There was, at this stage, little concern for 

the rights of "non-state" groups or peoples. In any case, 

the vital interests of some of these powers were so deeply 

involved in the colonial area that they considered it prudent 
37 

to maintain a certain degree of silence on the matter. As 

a result, the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals did not make any men

tion of either the principle of self-determination or of de

pendent peoples. Even the Yalta Agreement which sought to 

make up for the omission, merely concerned itself with the 

question of the International Trusteeship System which was 
38 

designed to replace the old League Ma~dates System. 

By the time the San Francisco Conference convened, how-

ever, the "principle of self-determination" had found its way 

onto the Agenda of the Conference as an Amendment to the Dum-
39 

barton Oak Proposals. Similarly, although the question of 

trusteeship had been raised in neither the original proposals 

nor in the sponsor's amendments, it was placed on the Confer

ence Agenda with the support of the four sponsoring govern-
40 

ments and allocated to Committee 11/4 of the Conference. 

Both questions caused a great deal of controversy in the 



Annex 94

18. 

commissions, committees and sub-committees of the Conference. 

The principle of self-determination, in particular, was the 

subject of some delicate soul-searching. None of the par

ticipating governments could openly oppose the inclusion of 

such a 11generally accepted" principle in the Charter; and yet 

there were a number of participants who were not very happy 
41 

about the prominence that was being given to this principle. 

According to the original Dumbarton Oaks Proposals, one of 

the purposes of the organization was to be: "To develop friend

ly relations among nations and take other appropriate measures 
42 

to strengthen universal peace." To this the Soviet Union 

proposed, and the other three powers agreed to add the phrase: 

"Based on respect for the principle of equal rights and self-
43 

determination of peoples." The reasons for this amendment 

were nowhere spelled out, nor indeed was any attempt made then 

to clarify the significance that the principle was expected to 
44 

have in the overall purposes of the United Nations. · Some 

indications were, however, given in later discussions within 

the committees and commissions of the Conference. The first 

indication was in the text of the Amendment itself: The Amend

ment clearly did not limit itself to "states" but extended the 

right of self-determination to 11peoples." While there might 

have been considerable doubt as to what was meant by "peoples", 

the doubt was, at least partly, cleared by the discussion in 

the drafting sub-committee. Here the attempt of the Belgian 



Annex 94

19. 

Delegate to narrow the application of the principle to "states" 
45 

as such was not successful. The sub-committee went on to ex-

plain that Paragraph 2A Article 1 was intended to "proclaim 

the equal rights of peoples as such" and consequently their 

right to self-determination. The equality of rights they were 
46 

talking about "extends to states, nations and peoples. 11 

In spite of subsequent attempts to qualify this interpretation, 
47 

this view of the matter was allowed to prevail. The notion 

was allowed to gain currency that the United Nations was deeply 

concerned with all threats to international peace and that the 

denial of the right of self-determination to some people {not 

necessarily a state) may present such a threat. At San Fran

cisco therefore, it appears that final -- howbeit oblique 

recognition was given to the new and gradually developing con

cept of self-determination which applied to all "peoples" no 

matter where they were or their political statusa It appears 

that the words of the Atlantic Charter had been given their 
48 

literal meaning. 

Nevertheless the application of the principle of self

determination to Colonial peoples and to other dependent peo

ples had not been raised specifically in the discussions prior 

to the Conference. The number of amendments which were sub

mitted by the participating states to the Dumbarton Oaks Pro

posals, all dealt with the International Trusteeship System, 

and envisaged an arrangement under which the administering 



Annex 94

20. 

powers would have the discretion to decide which of their de

pendent territories they would place under the control of the 
49 

United Nations. Thus the terms of reference of Committee 

II/4 to which was allocated the question of Trusteeship, were 

simply "to prepare ••• draft provisions or principles and 

mechanisms of such a system of international Trusteeship for 

such dependent territories as may by subsequent agreement be 
50 

placed thereunder. 11 With this as its terms of reference, 

it was not very likely that the Committee would have anything 

at all to do with the principle of self-determination. It 

was not until the Governments of the United Kingdom and Aus

tralia introduced their proposals on the "Principle of Trus

teeship" that the question of self-determination in the "colon

ial context" was discussed at the Conference. The United King

dom and Australian proposals -related to a Principle of Trustee

ship tha.t would apply to all dependent peoples in addition to 

the "Machinery of Trusteeship" that was to apply only to those 

territories which would be brought under it by agreement with, 

and at the discretion of, the powers responsible for their ad-
51 

ministration. In the discussion of these proposals the prin-

ciple of self-determination was naturally introduced. At the 

fourth meeting of Committee II/4 of the Conference, the Soviet 

Delegate specifically mentioned the principle of self-determina

tion and said that it was relevant to the Trusteeship System 
52 

that was being discussed. Other delegates followed this lead 
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and claimed that the right of self-determination which had 

been procla.:.med in the purposes of the Charter should be made 
53 

applicable to all peoples -- colonial and non-colonial. Al-

though specific mention of the principle was not made in the 

chapters dealing with the colonial peoples and other dependent 

peoples (Chapters XI-XIII) the discussions left little doubt 

that the relevance of the principle to those peoples was recog-
54 

nized. The colonial powers rejected the assumption that 

"self-determination" was the same as "independence"; but they 

did not question the validity of the principle of self-deter

min~tion itself. For example, the United Kingdom deleg~te 

warned 11 
• • • against confusing independence with liberty. 

What the dependent peoples wanted was an increasing m8asure 

of self-government. Independence would come, if at all, by 
55 

natural development," he added. The Charter stressed in 

Chapters XI-XIII, the principle that the interests of the peo

ples of the non-self-governing and Trust territories were para

mount. It proclaimed that among the factors "to be taken into 

account" by the administering powers in colonial and Trust ter

ritories were "the political aspirations of the inhabitants of 

these territories, • the progressive development of their 

political institutions and their progressive development towards 
56 

self-government or independence." Although at a later date 

different interpretations were to be put on these general pro

clamations, the impression was not at this time challenged that, 
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in Chapters XI to XIII, the Charter of the United Nations was 

guaranteeing, in some form, the right of the colonial and de

pendent peoples to exercise self-determination -- even if that 
57 

exercise was to be in the distant future. 

In spite, therefore, of the later attempts to tone down 

some of the over-enthusiastic statements and sweeping asser-
58 

tions made at the San Francisco Conference, it appears that 

the Conference gave recognition and expression to a concept 

of self-determination which was very different from the con

cept as it was generally regarded before 1945. By admitting 

that the principle applied to all "peoples", by recognizing 

that its denial would lead to a disturbance of international 

peace, and by linking it so inextricably with the question of 

human rights, the great powers of the world had clearly ac

cepted that it could not therefore, be limited by geographi

cal, or racial factors. Before long the international com

munity was to declare -- perhaps less convincingly -- that 

the application of the principle could not be limited by any 
59 

conditions whatever. Henceforth the principle of self-

determination was to be both a principle for the internal 

regulation of the state's affairs and of international order 

and human rights. It is against the background of this "San 

Francisco Legacy" that we have to examine and appraise the 

role which the United Nations has played or sought to play 

in the application of the principle of self-determination. 
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iii. SELF-DETERMINATION IN THE UNITED NATIONS 1945-1962. 

One of the very first resolutions to be passed by the 

first session of the General Assembly (held in London in 1946) 

was on the subject of colonial peoples. The resolution on 

"Non-Self-Governing Peoples" dealt with the measures to be in

stituted to implement the provisions of the Charter dealing 

with the peoples "who have not as yet attained a full measure 
60 

of self-government." The General Assembly expressed the 

hope that the realization of the objectives of Chapters XI, 

XII and XIII of the Charter would make possible the attain

ment of the political, economic, social and educational as

pirations of the non-self-governing peoples. Since then the 

United Nations has, through its many organs and special agen

cies, expended great effort and much time to hasten the real

ization of these objectives. In doing this the United Nations 

has clearly let it be known that it recognizes that the peo

ples of these territories are entitled to the right of self

determination. The right of self-determination: the right of 

"every people to determine how and by whom they will be gov

erned" has been one of the corner stones of the United Nations' 

activities since 1945. 

The United Nations had hardly begun to function when it 

was called upon to participate in the solution of a dispute 

in which the principle of self-determination featured very 

prominently. This was the dispute between the government of 
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the Kingdom of the Netherlands and the (as yet) non-sovereign 

Republic of the United States of Indonesia. The attempts to 

settle the dispute through negotiation and the 11good offices" 

of friendly government had failed, and open hostilities had 

broken out between the two parties. The attempts by friendly 

states to get a cessation of hostilities were not l.1,risuccess

ful, so the matter was brought to the notice of the Security 
61 

Council. Although the two requests for Security Council 

action did not specifically mention the principle of self

determination, that principle and the related question of 

colonialism were much in evidence during the debates. 

From the beginning the Netherlands Government challenged 

the competence of the United Nations in the dispute, since it 

maintained that the whole matter was within its exclusive do-
63 

mestic jurisdiction. This was not accepted, however, and 

the Council proceeded to assume, at first hesitantly and later 

more boldly, a direct and significant role in the settlement 

of the dispute. In the end the Council not only requested, 

organized and supervised the actual cessation of hostilities, 

but also set up the "Committee of Good Offices" which par

ticipated in and significantly influenced the eventual poli-
64 

tical settlement. In the very first years of its life the 

United Nations Organization had exercised a role in this field 
65 

which few had envisaged it would or could do effectively. 

In all this, however, the competence of the United Nations 
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was persistently challenged and there were many who maintained 

that the role of the United Nations in the application of the 

principle of self-determination was to be limited to that of 
66 

a mere "enunciator of that principle." The equally per-

sistent claims of other members that the organization had "a 

right and a responsibility to ensure that the principle was 

universally applied" was written off as a mere attempt to en

dow the organization with powers it did not have and could not 
67 

exercise. 

Nevertheless the United Nations, through its various or

gans, continued to receive and act on claims in which the prin

ciple of self-determination was invoked. Since the Indonesian 

dispute the United Nations has acted on a great number of 

claims in which the principle of self-determination has fea

tured very prominently. There have been claims by independent 

states against other independent states whom they accuse of 

trying to subvert their independence and sovereignty. Exam

ples of such claims are the Greek claim against its Northern 

neighbors in 1946, the Czechoslovakian complaint against the 

Soviet Union in 1946, the claim of the state of Hyderabad 

against the Indian Union in 1948, the complaint of the Gov

ernment of Yugoslavia against the Soviet Union and the other 

Eastern European communist states in 1951, the Iranian com

plaint against the Soviet Union in 1946, and the complaint 

by the government of Irnre Nagy against Soviet intervention 
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68 
in the affairs of Hungary in 1956. There have also been 

claims by independent states which allege that other states 

are depriving some people of their right to self-determina

tion. Examples of such claims are the Pakistani claim against 

India in respect of Kashmir, the Greek claim against the United 

Kingdom in respect of Cyprus, the Indonesian and Netherlands 

claims against each other in respect of Dutch New Guinea (West 

Irian) and the Moroccan claim against France in respect of 
69 

Mauritannia. The United Nations has also dealt with claims 

from colonial and other dependent peoples in which the prin

ciple of self-determination has been claimed to be relevant. 

In the disposition of the former Italian colonies the prin

ciple of self-determination was raised in the case of Lybia, 

Eritrea and in some sense in the solution of the Palestine 
70 

problem. The principle was claimed to be relevant in the 

United Nations attempts to unify and guarantee the independ

ence of Korea in the first post-war years; and it was invoked 

frequently in the controversy about the Problem of Unifying 

the Ewe people of British and French Togoland between 1948 
71 

and 1956. The principle has also been invoked in the solu-

tion of the problems relating to the future of the Trust ter

ritories of Camerroons, Ruanda-Urundi and in the dispute over 
72 

the administration and future of South-West Africa. Finally 

the principle of self-determination has been pressed into ser

vice in the program of "decolonization 11 which has become one 
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of the most important of the United Nations' programs of ac-
73 

tion especially over the past half decade. In the program 

of decolonization, the principle of self-determination is in

voked in addition to the need to maintain "international peace 

and security," which is one of the principle objectives of the 

United Nations. The combined principles of self-determination 

and the maintenance of international peace have been invoked 

before the United Nations in a number of situations chief 

among which are the Algerian situation, the question of An

gola, the claims of Morocco and Tunisia against France and 

the question of South-West Africa. This combination of prin

ciples was one of the chief props on which the historic "Declar

ation on the Granting of Independence to Colonial Peoples and 
74 

Territories II of 1960 was based. 

Moreover the United Nations has discussed and taken ac

tion on the principle of self-determination even when there 

have been no concrete claims by any people for that right. 

On their own motion, various organs of the United Nations 

have made extensive studies on different aspects of the prin

ciple and in relation to different situations. In 1951, the 

General Assembly in a resolution, requested that the Commission 

on Human Rights should include an article on "Self-determination" 

in the Covenant of Human Rights which that Commission was then 
75 

discussing in draft form. Since that request, the Commission 

of Human Rights, the Economic and Social Council, the Third 
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Committee of the General Assembly and the Plenary Session of 

the General Assembly have continuously studied and discussed 

the principle of self-determination from a variety of angles: 

both in regard to its theoretical contents and in regard to 

the measures and procedures which the United Nations, 11having 

regard to its limitations in competence and resources" can 

take with a view to ensuring a wider and more adequate appli-
76 

cation of the principle. These studies have related to the 

principle as it is to be applied to peoples in colonial ter

ritories and to independent states. In connection with self

determination for colonial peoples, the General Assembly, with 

the help of special committees (standing committees or tempor

ary ad hoe committees) has made a number of important studies 

on the principles and modes of applying the principle in par

ticular situations. Perhaps the most important of these studies 

have been the studies which were made between 1951 and 1960 on 

the factors and principles which should guide the Assembly and 

its members in deciding whether in each case a territory has 

ceased to be a dependent (non-self-governing) territory and 

has effectively exercised its right of self-determination. 

The first of these studies was made in 1951 by the Committee 
77 

on Information from Non-Self-Governing Territories in 1951. 

On the basis of its report, the General Assembly appointed 

an ad hoe committee to examine the question further. This 

committee produced a report in 1953 to which was annexed a 
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Comprehensive List of Factors indicative of the attainment 

of certain outcomes that were considered to be equivalent 

to the "full measure of self-government" which the Charter 
78 

29. 

stipulates. The General Assembly approved this list as a 

guide for future decision, but asserted that "each concrete 

case should be considered and decided upon in the light of 

the particular circumstances of that case and taking into 
79 

the right of self-determination of peoples." Again, after 

three unsuccessful attempts in 1956, 1957 and 1958, the Gen

eral Assembly appointed another Committee to make a study of 

the "Principles which should guide members (of the United Na

tions) in determining whether any territory fell under the 

designation of non-self-governing territory, and hence was 

one for which the member in charge had assumed the obliga-
80 

tions contained in Chapter XI of the Charter." This Com-

mittee of six member states, submitted its report in 1960. 

It embodied 12 principles which the General Assembly later 
81 

approved in the form of a resolution. 

The United Nations concern for the principle of self

determination for colonial peoples reached its culmination 

in the historic declaration of 1960 in which the General As

sembly asked for the immediate and unconditional granting of 
82 

independence to all colonial peoples and territories. In 

1961, an/ even more revolutionary resolution for the first 

time set up a United Nations Committee with the express duty 
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consultation and collaboration with the administering au-
83 

30. 

thorities. 11 The activities of the Committee of Seventeen 
84 

as indicated in its report, and the subsequent decision of 

the General Assembly at its seventeenth session, to enlarge 

the committee and amplify its terms of reference were all 

the natural development of the movements that were set in 
85 

motion in 1945. 

The United Nations,which began as a "mere enunciator 11 

of the principle of self-determination, with no admitted com

petence or function in its application or the machinery to 

perform any, has gradually but systematically become the most 

active international agency directly engaged in applying and 
85 

supervising the application of the principle to all peoples. 

The United Nations is now not only the 11midwife 11 of new states 

born under the aegis of that principle, but also the physician 

and nurse to these new juridical infants. It seeks to give 

all peoples not only the right to exercise self-determination 

to choose their political systems and associations, but the 

right to maintain this independence and to maintain also the 

other rights which have been found to be part of the principle 

of self-determination; the right to inviolability of territory 

and of sovereignty over natural wealth and resources. The 

United Nations has certainly travelled a long way from San 

Francisco in the same way that San Francisco was a long way 
86 

from Versailles and from the days before 1914. 
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(a) shall remain in force for such period, not exceeding twelve 

months, as the Assembly may specify in the resolution; 

(b) may  be  extended  in  operation  for  further  periods  not 

,exceeding twelve months at a time by a further resolution 

supported by the votes of a majority of all the members of 

the Assembly; 

(c) may be revoked at any time by resolution of the Assembly. 

CHAPTER III

CITIZIENSHIP

20.-(1) Every person who, having been born in Mauritius, is on 1lth 

March 1968 a citizen of the United Kingdom and Colonies shall become a 

citizen of Mauritius on 12th March 1968. 

    (2) Every Person who on the 11th March 1968, is a citizen of the 

United Kingdom and Colonies- 

(a) having become such a citizen under the British Nationality 

Act 1948(a) by Virtue of his having been naturalized by the 

Governor  of  the  former  colony  of  Mauritius  as  a  British 

subject before that Act came into force; or 

(b) having become such a citizen by virtue of his having been 

naturalized  or  registered  by  the  Governor  of  the  former 

colony of Mauritius under that Act, 

shall become a citizen of Mauritius on 12th March 1968. 

 (3) Every person who, having been born outside Mauritius is on 1lth 

March 1968 a  citizen of the United Kingdom and Colonies shall, if his 

father becomes or would, but for his death have become a citizen of 

by virtue of subsection (1) or subsection (2) of this section, become a 

citizen of Mauritius on l2th March 1968. 

 (4) For the purposes of this section a person shall be regarded as 

having been born in Mauritius if he was born in the territories which 

were comprised in the former colony of Mauritius immediately before 8th 

November 1965 but were not so comprised immediately before 12th March 

1968 unless his father was born in the territories which were comprised 

in the colony of Seychelles immediately before 8th November 1965.  

21.-(1) Any woman who, on 12th March 1968 is or has been married to a 

person- 

(a) who becomes a citizen of Mauritius by virtue of the preceding 

section;  or 

citizens. 

(b) who, having died before 12th March 1968 would, but for his 

death, have become a citizen of Mauritius by virtue of that 

section, 

shall  be  entitled  upon  making  application  and,  if  she  is  a 

British protected person or an alien, upon taking the oath of 

allegiance, to be registered as a citizen of Mauritius. 
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The Constitution of the Republic of Mauritius (12 Mar. 1968) (as amended, including by the 
Constitution of Mauritius (Amendment No. 3) Act of 17 Dec. 1991)



PART I – THE CONSTITUTION 
 

ARRANGEMENT OF SECTIONS 
 

CHAPTER I – THE STATE AND THE CONSTITUTION 
 

1. The State 
2. Constitution is supreme law 
CHAPTER II – PROTECTION OF FUNDAMENTAL RIGHTS AND FREEDOMS 

OF INDIVIDUAL 
 

3. Fundamental rights and freedoms of individual 
4. Protection of right to life 
5. Protection of right to personal liberty 
6. Protection from slavery and forced labour 
7. Protection from inhuman treatment 
8. Protection from deprivation of property 
9. Protection for privacy of home and other property 
10. Provisions to secure protection of law 
11. Protection of freedom of conscience 
12. Protection of freedom of expression 
13. Protection of freedom of assembly and association 
14. Protection of freedom to establish schools 
15. Protection of freedom of movement 
16. Protection from discrimination 
17. Enforcement of protective provisions 
17A. Payment of retiring allowances to members 
18. Derogations from fundamental rights and freedoms under emergency powers 
19. Interpretation and savings 

CHAPTER III – CITIZENSHIP 
20. Persons who became citizens on 12 March 1968 
21. Persons entitled to be registered as citizens 
22. Persons born in Mauritius after 11 March 1968 
23. Persons born outside Mauritius after 11 March 1968 
24. Marriage to a citizen of Mauritius 
25. Commonwealth citizens 
26. Powers of Parliament 
27. Interpretation 

CHAPTER IV – THE PRESIDENT AND THE VICE-PRESIDENT OF THE 
REPUBLIC OF MAURITIUS 

28. The President 
29. The Vice-President 
30. Removal of President and Vice-President 
30A. Privileges and immunities 
30B. Oaths to be taken by President and Vice-President 
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CHAPTER V – PARLIAMENT 

PART I – THE NATIONAL ASSEMBLY 
31. Parliament of Mauritius 
32. Speaker and Deputy Speaker 
33. Qualifications for membership 
34. Disqualifications for membership 
35. Tenure of office of members 
36. Vacation of seat on sentence 
36A. Validity of previous elections 
37. Determination of questions as to membership 
38. Electoral Commissions 
39. Constituencies 
40. Electoral Commissioner 
41. Functions of Electoral Supervisory Commission and Electoral Commissioner 
42. Qualifications of electors 
43. Disqualifications of electors 
44. Right to vote at elections 

PART II – LEGISLATION AND PROCEDURE IN NATIONAL ASSEMBLY 
45. Power to make laws 
46. Mode of exercise of legislative power 
47. Alteration of Constitution 
48. Regulation of procedure in National Assembly 
49. Official language 
50. Presiding in National Assembly 
51. National Assembly may transact business notwithstanding vacancies 
52. Quorum 
53. Voting 
54. Bills, motions and petitions 
55. Oath of allegiance 
56. Sessions 
57. Prorogation and dissolution of Parliament 

CHAPTER VI – THE EXECUTIVE 
58. Executive authority of Mauritius 
59. Ministers 
60. Tenure of office of Ministers 
61. The Cabinet 
62. Assignment of responsibilities to Ministers 
63. Performance of functions of Prime Minister during absence or illness 
64. Exercise of President’s functions 
65. President to be kept informed 
66. Junior Ministers 
67. Oaths to be taken by Ministers and Junior Ministers 
68. Direction of Government departments 
69. Attorney-General 
70. Secretary to Cabinet 
71. Commissioner of Police 
72. Director of Public Prosecutions 
73. Leader of Opposition 
73A. — 
74. Constitution of offices 
75. Prerogative of mercy 
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CHAPTER VIA – THE RODRIGUES REGIONAL ASSEMBLY 
75A. The Rodrigues Regional Assembly 
75B. Powers of Regional Assembly 
75C. Executive Council 
75D. Rodrigues Capital and Consolidated Funds 
75E. Alteration of certain written laws 

CHAPTER VII – THE JUDICATURE 
76. Supreme Court 
77. Appointment of Judges of Supreme Court 
78. Tenure of office of Judges of Supreme Court 
79. Oaths to be taken by Judges 
80. Courts of Appeal 
81. Appeals to Judicial Committee 
82. Supreme Court and subordinate Courts 
83. Original jurisdiction of Supreme Court in constitutional questions 
84. Reference of constitutional questions to Supreme Court 

CHAPTER VIII – SERVICE COMMISSIONS AND THE PUBLIC SERVICE 
85. Judicial and Legal Service Commission 
86. Appointment of judicial and legal officers 
87. Appointment of principal representatives of Mauritius abroad 
88. Public Service Commission 
89. Appointment of public officers 
90. Disciplined Forces Service Commission 
91. Appointment in Disciplined Forces 
91A. Public Bodies Appeal Tribunal 
92. Tenure of office of members of Commissions and Ombudsman 
93. Removal of certain officers 
94. Pension laws and protection of pension rights 
95. Power of Commissions in relation to pensions 

CHAPTER IX – THE OMBUDSMAN 
96. Office of Ombudsman 
97. Investigations by Ombudsman 
98. Procedure in respect of investigations 
99. Disclosure of information 
100. Proceedings after investigation 
101. Discharge of functions of Ombudsman 
102. Supplementary and ancillary provision 
102A.   — 

CHAPTER X – FINANCE 
103. Consolidated Fund 
104. Withdrawals from Consolidated Fund or other public funds 
105. Authorisation of expenditure 
106. Authorisation of expenditure in advance of appropriation 
107. Contingencies Fund 
108. Remuneration of certain officers 
109. Public debt 
110. Director of Audit 

CHAPTER XI – MISCELLANEOUS 
111. Interpretation 
112. References to public office 
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113. Appointment to certain offices 
114. Acting appointments 
115. Reappointments and concurrent appointments 
116. Removal from office 
117. Resignations 
118. Performance of functions of Commissions and tribunals 
119. Saving for jurisdiction of Courts 
120. Power to amend and revoke instruments 
121. Consultation 
122. Parliamentary control over certain subordinate legislation 
First Schedule 
Second Schedule 
Third Schedule 
Fourth Schedule 

  

 

CHAPTER I – THE STATE AND THE CONSTITUTION 

1.   The State 

Mauritius shall be a sovereign democratic State which shall be known as the Republic 
of Mauritius. 

[S. 1 amended by Act 48 of 1991.] 
2.   Constitution is supreme law 

This Constitution is the supreme law of Mauritius and if any other law is inconsistent 
with this Constitution, that other law shall, to the extent of the inconsistency, be void. 

CHAPTER II – PROTECTION OF FUNDAMENTAL RIGHTS AND FREEDOMS 
OF INDIVIDUAL 

3.   Fundamental rights and freedoms of individual 

It is hereby recognised and declared that in Mauritius there have existed and shall 
continue to exist without discrimination by reason of race, place of origin, political 
opinions, colour, creed or sex, but subject to respect for the rights and freedoms of others 
and for the public interest, each and all of the following human rights and fundamental 
freedoms— 

 (a) the right of the individual to life, liberty, security of the person and the 
protection of the law; 

 (b) freedom of conscience, of expression, of assembly and association and 
freedom to establish schools; and 

 (c) the right of the individual to protection for the privacy of his home and other 
property and from deprivation of property without compensation, 

and the provisions of this Chapter shall have effect for the purpose of affording protection 
to those rights and freedoms subject to such limitations of that protection as are contained 
in those provisions, being limitations designed to ensure that the enjoyment of those rights 
and freedoms by any individual does not prejudice the rights and freedoms of others or the 
public interest. 

4.   Protection of right to life 

(1)  No person shall be deprived of his life intentionally save in execution of the 
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charges, the repayment or amortisation of debt, and all expenditure in connection with the 
raising of loans on the security of the revenues of Mauritius or the Consolidated Fund and 
the service and redemption of debt thereby created. 

110.   Director of Audit 

(1)  There shall be a Director of Audit, whose office shall be a public office and who 
shall be appointed by the Public Service Commission, acting after consultation with the 
Prime Minister and the Leader of the Opposition. 

(2)  The public accounts of Mauritius and of all Courts of law and all authorities and 
officers of the Government shall be audited and reported on by the Director of Audit and 
for that purpose the Director of Audit or any person authorised by him in that behalf shall 
have access to all books, records, reports and other documents relating to those accounts: 

Provided that, if it is so prescribed in the case of any body corporate directly 
established by law, the accounts of that body corporate shall be audited and reported on 
by such person as may be prescribed. 

(3)  The Director of Audit shall submit his reports to the Minister responsible for the 
subject of finance, who shall cause them to be laid before the Assembly. 

(4)  In the exercise of his functions under this Constitution, the Director of Audit shall 
not be subject to the direction or control of any other person or authority. 

CHAPTER XI – MISCELLANEOUS 

111.   Interpretation 

(1)  In this Constitution— 

“Assembly” means the National Assembly established by this Constitution; 

“Commonwealth” means Mauritius and any country to which section 25 of this 
Constitution for the time being applies and includes the dependencies of any such 
country; 

“Court of Appeal” means the Court of Civil Appeal or the Court of Criminal 
Appeal; 

“disciplinary law” means a law regulating the discipline— 

 (a) of any disciplined force; or 

 (b) of persons serving prison sentences; 

“disciplined force” means— 

 (a) a naval, military or air force; 

 (b) the Police Force; 

 (c) a fire service established by any law in force in Mauritius; or 

 (d) the Mauritius Prison Service; 

“financial year” means the period of 12 months ending on 30 June in any year or 
such other day as may be prescribed by Parliament; 

“Gazette” means the Government Gazette of Mauritius; 

“Government” means the Government of the Republic of Mauritius; 

“Island of Mauritius” includes the small islands adjacent to the Island of Mauritius; 

“Judicial Committee” means the Judicial Committee of the Privy Council 
established by the Judicial Committee Act 1833 of the United Kingdom as from time 
to time amended by any Act of Parliament of the United Kingdom; 
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“local authority” means –

(a) the Municipal Council of any city or town;

(b) the District Council of any district;

(c) the Village Council of any village; or

(d) any new local authority created under any enactment;

“local government officer” means a person holding or acting in any office of 
emolument in the service of a local authority but does not include a person holding or 
acting in the office of Lord Mayor, Mayor, Chairperson, or other member of a local 
authority or standing Counsel or attorney of a local authority;

“Mauritius” includes—

(a) the Islands of Mauritius, Rodrigues, Agalega, Tromelin, Cargados Carajos 
and the Chagos Archipelago, including Diego Garcia and any other island 
comprised in the State of Mauritius;

(b) the territorial sea and the air space above the territorial sea and the islands 
specified in paragraph (a);

(c) the continental shelf; and

(d) such places or areas as may be designated by regulations made by the Prime 
Minister, rights over which are or may become exercisable by Mauritius;

“oath” includes affirmation;

“oath of allegiance” means the oath of allegiance prescribed in the Third Schedule;

“Parliament” means the Parliament established by this Constitution;

“Police Force” means the Mauritius Police Force and includes any other police 
force established in accordance with such provision as may be prescribed by 
Parliament;

“prescribed” means prescribed in a law:
Provided that—

(a) in relation to anything that may be prescribed only by Parliament, it means 
prescribed in any Act of Parliament; and

(b) in relation to anything that may be prescribed only by some other specified 
person or authority, it means prescribed in an Order made by that other 
person or authority;

“President” means the President of the Republic of Mauritius;

“public office” means, subject to section 112, an office of emolument in the public 
service;

“public officer” means the holder of any public office and includes a person 
appointed to act in any public office;

“public service” means the service of the State in a civil capacity in respect of the 
Government of Mauritius;

“Rodrigues” means the Island of Rodrigues;

“session” means the sittings of the Assembly commencing when Parliament first 
meets after any general election or its prorogation at any time and terminating when 
Parliament is prorogued or is dissolved without having been prorogued;

“sitting” means a period during which the Assembly is sitting continuously without 
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adjournment, and includes any period during which the Assembly is in committee; 

“State” means the Republic of Mauritius; 

“subordinate Court” means any Court of law subordinate to the Supreme Court but 
does not include a Court martial; 

“Vice-President” means the Vice-President of the Republic of Mauritius. 

(2)  Except as otherwise provided in this Constitution, the Interpretation Act 1889* 
shall apply, with the necessary adaptations, for the purpose of interpreting this 
Constitution and otherwise in relation to it as it applies for the purpose of interpreting and 
in relation to Acts of the Parliament of the United Kingdom. 
[S. 111 amended by Act 2 of 1982; Act 48 of 1991; s. 22 of Act 4 of 2008 w.e.f. 1 July 2008; s. 6 
of Act 1 of 2009 w.e.f. 1 July 2009; s. 3 of Act 35 of 2011 w.e.f. 12 Decmener 2011.] 

112.   References to public office 

(1)  In this Constitution, “public office”— 

 (a) shall be construed as including the offices of Judges of the Supreme Court, 
the offices of members of all other Courts of law in Mauritius (other than 
Courts martial), the offices of members of the Police Force and the offices of 
the President’s personal staff; and 

 (b) shall not be construed as including— 

 (i) the office of member of the Assembly or the Rodrigues Regional 
Assembly or its Chairperson; 

 (ii) any office, appointment to which is restricted to members of the 
Assembly or the Rodrigues Regional Assembly; or 

 (iii) the office of member of any Commission or tribunal established by 
this Constitution. 

(2)  For the purposes of this Constitution, a person shall not be considered as holding a 
public office or a local government office, as the case may be, by reason only that he is in 
receipt of a pension or other like allowance in respect of service of the State or under a 
local authority. 

(3)  For the purposes of sections 38 (3), 88 (2) and 90 (2), a person shall not be 
considered as holding a public office or a local government office, as the case may be, by 
reason only that he is in receipt of fees and allowances by virtue of his membership of a 
board, council, committee, tribunal or other similar authority (whether incorporated or 
not). 

[S. 112 amended by Act 48 of 1991; s. 3 of Act 32 of 2001 w.e.f. 18 January 2002.] 

113.   Appointment to certain offices 

(1)  A suitably qualified person may, irrespective of his age, be appointed to hold the 
office of Electoral Commissioner, Director of Public Prosecutions, Chief Justice, Senior 
Puisne Judge, Puisne Judge, Commissioner of Police or Director of Audit for such term, 
not exceeding 4 years as may be specified in the instrument of appointment and this 
Constitution shall have effect in relation to any person so appointed as if he would attain 
the retiring age applicable to that office on the day on which the specified term expires. 

(2)  Notwithstanding any provision to the contrary in this Constitution, but subject to 
subsection (3), an appointment made under section 87 or 89 (3) (h) shall be for such term 
as may be specified in the instrument of appointment. 

(3)  An appointment to which subsection (2) applies— 

                                                      
* 1889 c 63 (UK). 
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THE LEGAL SIGNIFICANCE OF RE-CITATION OF GENERAL 
ASSEMBLY RESOLUTIONS 

By Samuel A. Bleicher* 

In recent years,1 scholarly attention has increasingly focused on the law
making effect of General Assembly resolutions.2 The citation of previous 
resolutions in later resolutions of the General .Assembly is one potentially 
significant aspect of this question, yet there has been no examination of it 
in legal literature. Anyone familiar with the Assembly's work knows that 
the phenomenon is pervasive. 1,149 resolutions, just over half of the 2,247 
passed in the first twent-y-one sessions of the General Assembly, refer to 
previous resolutions, and the cited resolutions have been invoked an aver
age of 2.68 times.8 More important from a legal standpoint is the fact that 
a very few resolutions have been cited much more often than the average. 
Resolution 1514(XV) was cited in 95 subsequent resolutions in the first six 
sessions following its passage, and Resolution 217(III) was cited 75 times 
in its first nineteen years. Seven resolutions have been referred to on 
more than sixteen occasions since their approval by the General Assembly, 
and seven have been cited more than twice in each session since passage.' 
A consideration of the legal relevance of this phenomenon seems worth 
pursuing, and any such inquiry must begin first of all with an over-all 
theoretical analysis of General .Assembly resolutions as a source of inter
national law. 

* Assistant Professor of Law, University of Toledo College of Law. 
1 Outstanding pioneering efforts are found in Sloan, '' The Binding Force of a 

'Reco=endation' of the General Assembly of the United Nations," 25 Brit. Yr, Bk. 
Int. Law 1 (1948), and Johnson, "The Effect of Resolutions of the General Assembly 
of the United Nations," 32 ibid. 97 (1955-1956). 

2 E.g., Bailey, "Making International Law in the United Nations," 1967 Proceedings, 
American Society Int. Law 233; Higgins, The Development of International Law 
Through the Political Organs of the United Nations (1963); Asamoah, The Legal 
Significance of the Declarations of the General Assembly of the United Nations (The 
Hague: Martinus Nijhoff, 1966); and the papers given at the 1965 meeting of the 
American Society of International Law, 1965 Proceedings, American Society Int. Law 
108-139. 

a The data used in this article were produced as part of a computerized study of 
General Assembly resolutions being carried on by the author. See 62 A.J.I.L, 143 
(1968). A note of thanks is due to Ronald Webster and the staff of the University 
Computation Center for their assistance in assembling this material. 

, An enumeration of the most-cited resolutions, in terms of both total citations and 
average number of citations per session, appears below. 

444 
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I. THE LAWMAKING RoLE OF GENERAL ASSEMBLY RESOLUTIONS 

Although the General Assembly is not a legislature in the ordinary sense 
of the term,6 there are two special contexts in which it has generally recog
nized lawmaking powers. First, the Assembly clearly has legislative au
thority with respect to most of the internal operations of the United Na
tions. It directs and supervises the work of the Secretary General, the 
Economic and Social Council, and the Trusteeship Council, as well as the 
subsidiary organs it has established.6 It also approves the budget of the 
Organization and allocates its expenses, 7 and it has the power, upon recom
mendation of the Security Council, to admit new Members 8 and expel from 
the Organization Members which have "persistently violated the principles 
contained in the present Charter.'' 9 As a result of its broad powers, the 
General Assembly is, except in the field of international peace and security, 
the predominant organ in the United Nations, and its decisions are largely 
responsible for the tasks and direction that the Organization undertakes. 

Second, in relation to the rules of international law which govern the 
conduct of Member States outside the United Nations, it has been pointed 
out that decisions of the General Assembly which settle legal disputes have 
a legal significance independent of any formal lawmaking power given by 
the Charter. 10 The settlement of any dispute, inside or outside the United 
Nations, constitutes a precedent which enters into the stream of decisions 
which may ultimately give rise to a rule of international law. The disposi
tion of such disputes in the General Assembly typically hastens this evolu
tion by providing a more extensive expression of state opinion on the dis
pute at hand and the legal rules which are invoked to justify the conduct 
of the parties. Thus, for example, the admission of the state of Israel to 
the United Nations over the objections of several Arab states and the United 
Kingdom that Israel did not have a defined territory and therefore was not 
a state, constituted a precedent for the proposition that disputed borders 
do not deprive an entity of the "defined territory" required for statehood. 

5 A proposal by the Philippine Delegation at the United Nations Conference on 
International Organization that the Assembly be given legislative power was defeated 
overwhelmingly. Doc. 507, II/2/22, 9 U.N.C.I.O. Docs. 70 (1945); cf. Doc. 571, II/2/ 
27, ibid. 80-81 (1945). 

8 U.N. Charter, Arts. 98, 66, 87, and 22, respectively. One authority has suggested 
that the primary legal significance of General Assembly resolutions arises not from 
the content of the resolutions themselves, but from the ability of the Assembly, by the 
"executive" activities of establishing committees of investigation and peace forces, 
to bring about some compliance with international law. See Skubiszewski, "The 
General Assembly of the United Nations and Its Power to Influence National Action," 
1964 Proceedings, American Society Int. Law 153. 

1 U. N. Charter, Art. 17. 
s U.N. Charter, Art. 4, par. 2. 
t1 U.N. Charter, Art. 6. 
10 This theory of the importance of the practice of the General Assembly and the 

Security Council is the underlying rationale for the excellent work by Rosalyn Higgins, 
The Development of International Law Through the Political Organs of the United 
Nations (1963). 
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The rejection of similar objections to the admission of Kuwait and Mauri
tania has strengthened this rule. 11 But the legal significance of these 
precedents derives not from the content of the resolutions passed by the 
General .Assembly, but from the fact that on a specific controverted ques
tion in a concrete case a particular decision was reached by the commu
nity of nations. The resolution admitting Israel to membership says noth
ing about defined territory as an attribute of statehood, either as a general 
matter or in relation to Israel specifically.12 The resolutions admitting 
Mauritania 13 and Kuwait 14 similarly make no reference to this matter. 
The precedent and its legal relevance come from the decision, not from the 
resolution, and it is equally valuable if the decision is not embodied in a 
resolution at all, as is the case with the Security Council rule that absten
tion by a Great Power does not constitute a veto.15 The mechanism of law
creation involved here is custom, not convention or legislation. 

The crucial question remains: Can a General .Assembly resolution which 
announces in abstract form a rule governing state conduct outside of the 
United Nations have, by virtue of its content, a lawmaking effect 7 The 
United Nations Charter makes no allocation of formal prescriptive au
thority to the General .Assembly. It provides only for General Assembly 
recommendations 16 in such fields as the maintenance of international peace 
and security and the principles on which it is based, the development and 
codification of international law, and the settlement of particular disputes 
among Member States. 17 It might be argued that a state which has voted 
in favor of a resolution which "recommends" a rule of international law 
is obliged to act in accordance with that rule because of the expectations 
it has created. From a jurisprudential perspective, virtually all liini
tations on the conduct of states are properly justified on the basis of 
the expectation of others that their conduct will be so limited. Typically 
these limitations arise out of the universally recognized formality of sign
ing a document containing an expression of these limitations or out of the 

nlbiil. 17-20. 12Res. 273(III), 
1sRea. 1631(.xIV). aRes. 1872(S-IV). 
16 An eminent authority has recently concluded: '' As a practical matter, it would 

seem extremely unlikely that any major enforcement measures under Chapter VII of the 
Charter would be taken witlt all the permanent members abstaining •••• If such cases 
do arise in the future, the permanent members must be deemed to be aware of the 
consequences in the light of the previous interpretation which they originated and which 
they have applied consistently since the establishment of the United Nations with 
respect to voluntary abstentions on their part under Article 27, paragraph 3, of the 
Charter. That practice has been acquiesced in by other Members of the Organization, 
and can now be considered a firm part of the constitutional law of the United Nations.'' 
Stavropoulos, '' The Practica of Voluntary Abstention by Permanent Members of the 
Security Council under Article 27, Paragraph 3, of the Charter of the United Nations," 
61 A.J.I.L. 736, at 752 (1967). 

1a Sloan, note 1 above, at 7-14, demonstrates rather convincingly that the word 
"reco=end" was widely used before the drafting of the U.N. Charter to represent 
a higher degree of obligation than its "natural" meaning would indicate. His analysis 
leaves the question of its actual significance largely unanswered, however. 

11 U.N. Charter, Arts. 10-14. 
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previous conduct of the same or other states in silllilar contexts.18 The 
question here is whether there are circumstances in which assent to a pro
scription in the form of a vote in the General Assembly, either alone or in 
conjunction with other elements, can create such an expectation. 19 

The difficulty is that there is no justifiable basis for any expectation about 
future conduct if it is clear at the outset that the assertion is not intended 
to control that conduct. There should be no obstacle to a "change of heart" 
by a state which finds advantage in altering its view of the law, unless 
there was initially some reason for others to believe that the asserting party 
intended to constrain itself by its words.20 While it may be legitimate to 
expect some continuity in state policy, a vote for a particular General As
sembly resolution by itself creates little more basis for a fixed expectation 
than does a unilateral declaration of intended future behavior by a repre
sentative of that state, which in the absence of special circumstances can be 
altered at will. This conclusion is particularly necessary in light of the 
emphasis on formalities in international legal doctrine. 

However, if some basis is found for a reasonable expectation that a fa
vorable General Assembly vote was thought by the voters to reqziire con
forming conduct, the difficulty of attributing legal significance to the Gen
eral Assembly resolution is largely overcome. If, for example, a resolution 
declares a rule to be pre-existing law and attributes it to a recognized 
source of international law, a foundation has been established for reliance 
upon that resolution as a limitation on the freedom of action of at least 
those who voted for it. A nation's vote for such a resolution is in effect a 
public statement of adherence to the legal principles embodied in the reso
lution. Supporting states have thereby declared that an accepted rule of 
international law requires them to behave in the manner described by the 
resolution, and they must reasonably foresee that other states will take 
them at their word. If a state does rely on that assertion, it has a right to 
legal protection to avoid any injury that might flow from subsequent non-

is An excellent analysis of the broad problem is presented in Schachter, "Towards 
a Theory of International Obligation," 8 Virginia Journal Int. Law 300 (1968). 

19 The problem could be approached as one of estoppel, which is a generally accepted 
international law doctrine. MacGibbon, "Estoppel in International Law," 7 Int. and 
Comp. Law Q. 468 (1958). But an examination of the requisites of a "promissory es
toppel" leads to the same problem described in the text. The principle underlying es
toppel is the foreseeable creation of a reasonable expectation that a party will behave in a 
manner consistent with its assertions, followed by action by another m reliance upon 
that expectation which will result in injury to the acting party if the asserting party 
is permitted to ignore his own assertions. Invoking the doctrine of estoppal raises, 
but does not answer, the crucial question of how and to what extent a General Assembly 
vote creates the required expectation. 

20 This is not to say that votes in the General Assembly cannot be relied upon because 
they are "politically" motivated. A state which, for whatever reason, openly sup
porteu a resolution in which it did not believe, should not be permitted to use that fact 
as a defense to au obligation built upon its public expression of support for the resolu
tion, any more than a party to a treaty can avoid that obligation by demonstrating an 
ulterior motive for adherence. "True" motive on the part of the state voting for a 
resolution is not the missing element here, but reasonable basis for relying upon the 
public expression embodied in that vote. 
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compliance by any of those states. Additional justification can be found 
in the concurrent expression of the same obligation by other states which 
also proclaim their belief that they are bound by law to conduct them
selves in the same manner. This analysis can be better understood through 
a systematic examination of its operation in relation to the generally ac
cepted sources of international law.21 

A. Treaties-The United Nations Charter 

The most obvious way in which a General Assembly resolution can be 
linked with an unquestionably binding source of law is for it to elaborate 
in specific terms an obligation found in the United Nations Charter. The 
legal force of such an elaboration is analogous to the effect given generally 
to subsequent interpretations of a treaty. It can be argued that, insofar 
as a resolution deviates from the Charter's "original meaning," i.e., the 
interpretation reached if one ignores everything subsequent to signature, 
a later resolution has no binding effect, even on those parties who announced 
their belief that the resolution did in fact express their Charter obliga
tion. 22 The rationale for this emphasis on the original text is summed up 
in the following statement by Max Huber, which is cited with approval in 
the commentary to Articles 27 and 28 of the International Law Commis
sion's Draft Articles on the Law of Treaties: 

le texte signe est, sauf de rares exceptions, la seule et la plus recente 
expression de la volonte commune des parties. 23 

But it is significant that the Draft Articles provide that, in interpreting a 
treaty, "there shall be taken into account, together with the context: (a) 
lilly subsequent agreement between the parties regarding the interpretation 
of the treaty; . . . " 2

¾ The Commission rejected proposals that the draft 
refer only to subsequent agreements between all the parties. 2~ The Draft 
Articles actually exclude constitutive treaties because of their special char
acter 26 which, among other things, calls for an extra degree of latitude in 
giving effect to the subsequent practice and understandings that develop 
around such treatiesP This approach is desirable not only because the 

21 The analysis that follows was inspired in large part by the oral argument presented 
by Ernest A. Gross on behalf of Ethiopia and Liberia in the South West .Africa Cases, 
[1966] LC.J". Rep. 6. The relevant portions are reprinted in Falk and Mendlovitz, The 
United Nations 79 (1966), Vol. m of the Strategy of World Order series. 

22 See Separate Opinion of Sir Percy Spender, Certain Expenses of the United 
Nations, [1962] I.C.J". Rep. 151, at 184-197. 

23 "The signed text is, with rare exceptions, the sole and most recent expression of 
the common will of the parties." Huber, 44 .Annuaire de l'Institut do Droit Intema• 
tional 199 (1952). 

2¾Draft Articles on the Law of Treaties, U.N. Doc. No. A/6309, 61 A.J".I.L, 263 
(1967). 

25 See comments by R-0senne in 1 I.L.C. Yearbook (1966) 187, par. 25. 
20 Art. 4, Draft Articles, note 24 above. 
2 7 The literature on the :flexibility that must be permitted when interpreting a con• 

stitutive treaty is voluminous. See, for example, Reparation for Injuries Suffered in 
the Service of the United Nations, [1949] I.C.J". Rep, 174; Dissenting Opinion of J"ndgo 
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survival and effectiveness of the organization are often more important to 
the parties than their precise obligations under particular treaty provisions, 
but also because, by contrast with Huber's general statement, the members 
of an international organization are constantly in a position to elaborate 
and elucidate their common understanding through the pronouncements of 
their assemblies. General Assembly resolutions that declare the meaning 
of the Charter are one method of carrying on that process, and they should 
be accorded the weight that they deserve as an authoritative expression by 
the parties to a constitutive treaty of the scope and extent of their obliga
tions under it. 

What of the states that abstain or oppose the resolution in question? 
Abstention can be treated, without any injustice, as an acquiescence in the 
obligations specified, on the basis that any real objection could have been 
expressed by a negative vote, which was equally available to the abstaining 
state. A negative vote cannot in any sense be construed as an approval of 
the resolution. But that state might still be bound by the interpretation 
if it was a reasonable choice from among various rational alternatives. 28 

Since it is obvious that no linguistic expression can be clear in all its as
pects and in relation to all its implications and all subsequent events, it 
must be assumed that a state agreeing to be bound by the terms of a con
stitutive instrument necessarily accepts the possibility that some of the 
subsequent interpretations will not be those that the state would have pre
f erred, even though they were interpretations that it might have expected 
if it could have imagined the context in which they were made. Having 
chosen to bind itself by the Charter in spite of this awareness, the state 
must be held to subsequent reasonable interpretations of it. The fact that 
the particular interpretation which was ultimately adopted was not the 
one the objecting state had hoped for cannot be accepted as a basis for 
considering that state free from the effect of the interpretation. 

B. Custom 

Another source of law from which a General Assembly resolution may 
draw binding legal effect is customary international law. According to 
standard definitions 29 a customary rule comes into existence only where 
there are acts of states in conformity with it, coupled with a belief that 
those acts are required by international law. In this context, General As
sembly resolutions purporting to set out a customary rule of international 

Jessup in South West Africa Cases, [1966] I.C.J. Rep. 6, at 352-353; Pollux, "The 
Interpretation of the Charter," 23 Brit. Yr. Bk. Int. Law 54 (1946); McDougal and 
Gardner, "The Veto and the Charter: .An Interpretation for Survival," 60 Yale Law J. 
258 (1951); Gordon, "The World Court and the Interpretation of Constitutive 
Treaties," 59 A.J.I.L. 794 (1965). 

2s Cf. Engel, "Procedures for De Facto Revision of the Charter," 1965 Proceedings, 
American Society Int. Law 109-111. 

2111 Lauterpacht, Oppenheim's International Law 25-27 (8th ed., 1955); Brierly, The 
Law of Nations 59-62 (6th ed., 1963); see Wolfke, Custom in Present International 
Law 28-42 (1964). 
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law can serve several functions. First, a resolution declaring that a par
ticular principle is binding as customary law supplies outstanding evidence 
of one of the requisites for the existence of such a rule: a belief on the part 
of states that they must behave according to its dictates.80 Together with 
prior or subsequent conforming conduct, the resolution "creates" a cus
tomary law by fulfilling the precondition of recognition. 81 

A second and perhaps equally significant role for General Assembly reso
lutions is the clarification of the "acts" the rule is based upon. The series 
of phenomena which are the "acts" giving rise to a proscriptive or per
missive custom may be susceptible of many interpretations, even when the 
diplomatic correspondence which usually attends them is taken into consid
eration. The significance of the custom growing out of the famous '' Cut
ting Incident,'' 82 for example, has been deprecated by one writer on the 
ground that the arguments misconstrued or overlooked certain crucial as
pects of the factual situation. 33 A communal assessment of the facts of an 
"incident" and relatecl state conduct could assist in crystallizing the rule. 

Third, a resolution can deal with the intricacies and scope of a customary 
rule in a way that diplomatic correspondence is unlikely to do, because a 

so Bin Cheng, in "Unitsld Nations Resolutions on Outer Space: 'Instant' Interna• 
tional Customary Lawi" 5 Indian Journal Int. Law 23 (1965), says (p. 36) that 
"there need ••• be no usage at all in the sense of repeated practice, provided that the 
opinio juris of the States concerned can be clearly established." He concludes that 

"8. Provided that the intention is expressed articulately and without ambiguity, 
there appears to be no rea:3on why an Assembly resolution may not be used as a moans 
for identifying the existence and contents of a new opinio juris." (P. 46.) 

a1A Memorandum by the Office of Legal Affairs, U.N. Doc. E/ON.4JL.610 (1062), 
stated that 

"3. In United Nations practice, a declaration is a formal and solemn instrument, 
suitable for rare occasions when principles of great and lasting importance are being 
enunciated, such as the Declaration on Human Rights. A recommendation is less formal. 

"4. Apart from the distinction just indicated, there is probably no difference between 
a 'recommendation' or a 'declaration' in United Nations practice as far aa strict 
legal principle is concerned. A 'declaration' or a 'recommendation' is adopted by 
resolution of a United Nations organ. As such it cannot be made binding upon Member 
States, in the sense that a treaty or convention is binding upon the parties to it, purely 
by the device of terming it a 'declaration' rather than a 'recommendation'. However, 
in view of the greater solemnity and significance of a 'declaration', it may bo con• 
sidered to impart, on behalf of the organ adopting it, a strong expectation that :Members 
of the international community will abide by it. Consequently, in so far as t11e expcota• 
tion is grailually justifieil by State practice, a declaration may by custom become recog• 
nized as laying down rules binding upon States. 

"5. In conclusion, it may be said that in United Nations practice, a 'declaration' is a 
solemn instrument resorted to only in very rare cases relating to matters of major and 
lasting importance where 1naximum compliance is expected." (Emphasis added.) 

This concept can be substantially extended by taking into account past pi:actico which 
conforms to the principles set forth in the resolution, as well as subsequent practice. 

s22 Moore, Digest of International Law 231-240 (1906). 
ss See Ebb, International Business Transactions 76-78 (1964). It may be that, what

ever the actual nature of the facts, it is usually what the states tllougllt took placo 
that is crucial. But what happens to the customary rule when in a subsequent case a 
state points out that "tho Emperor has no clothes"! Are either the actual ovents or 
the perceived outcomes cust-Omary law! 
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resolution will normally focus on the general principle and its application 
in future cases, rather than the concrete sets of past events which evoked 
the diplomatic concern. While the "core" or normal case may be thor
oughly covered in diplomatic exchanges, various special situations and 
ramifications are likely to be left unexplored. An appropriate resolution 
can fill these gaps. 

Fourth, a General Assembly resolution can express a consensus view
point. Although diplomatic correspondence often expresses the views of 
the parties involved in detail, and over a series of several disputes may 
result in the expression of opinion of a large number of states, such com
munication often lacks this one important element. A General Assembly 
resolution cannot merely state the conflicting precedents or views of various 
states on a particular matter. It must be so drafted that it can win the 
support of a majority of the Assembly, and in practice much more than 
a bare majority must be assured before a vote will be called. A resolution 
and the debate that precedes it can serve to harmonize conflicting views on 
both the facts and the law in a generally satisfactory way, producing a 
more valuable expression than the arguments of the parties alone. 

States that abstain in the vote on a resolution declaring a rule of cus
tomary international law would certainly be considered to be bound by 
the resulting resolution, not only because they could have cast a negative 
vote, but also because tacit or presumed acceptance of a custom is an ac
cepted element of this method of law-creation.34 States opposing the reso
lution would be protected from the application of the custom to them, as
suming that they had not by their previous acts either within or outside 
the United Nations already accepted the custom.85 

C. Other Sources 

Another basic source of international law is "general principles of law 
recognized by civilized nations." 36 Many of these principles relate pri
marily to matters of procedural fairness and the equitable behavior of the 
parties toward one another, 31 including such doctrines as ''he who asks 
equity must do equity" 38 and res judicata .. 89 It is in the nature of some 
of these rules that they cannot readily be developed through state practice 
into customary law, because they serve primarily as guidelines for decision
making by impartial third parties. Whether one conceives of "general 
principles'' as being principles recognized in the municipal law of the ma
jor legal systems 40 or as "particularizations of a common underlying sense 

H Wolfke, note 29 above, at 157-165. 
35 See Fisheries Case (United Kingdom v. Norway), [1951] I. C. J. Rep. 138-139. 
36 I. C. J. Statute, Art. 38, par. (c). 
sr W. Friedmann, The Changing Structure of International Law 196-200 (1964). 
ss It was in part this doctrine which provided the rationale for the decision in Diver

sion of Waters from the River Meuse, [1937] P.C.I.J., Ser. A/B, No. 70, at 24-25, 73-80. 
sg U. N. Administrative Tribunal Case, [1954] LC.J. Rep. 47, at 53. 
,o See Jenks, The Common Law of Mankind 106, 120-167 (1958), 
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of what is just in the circumstances,'' 41 one difficulty with their use is the 
absence of satisfactory evidence of the widespread acceptance of a given 
rule. A General Assemllly resolution stating that a particular doctrine is 
accepted in every legal system substantially solves this problem by provid
ing a formal expression by the members of the international community 
that they recognize the existence of the rule in their various legal systems. 
When such a resolution is supported by an overwhelming proportion of the 
states represented in the General Assembly, that statement itself demon
strates the general acceptance of the principle involved. The abstention or 
negative vote of a few states, at least where they were not the major repre
sentatives of a particular legal system, would not defeat the legal signifi
cance of the resolution for all of the community. 

Decisions of the International Court of Justice are not formally binding 
"except between the parties and in respect of that particular case," 42 but 
a General Assembly resolution formally declaring the belief that an opinion 
of the Court did in fact articulate a generally accepted legal doctrine that 
bound all states, whether its origin were treaty, custom, or some other 
source, would provide a basis for reliance by Member States upon one 
another's assertions. This rationale would apply with equal force to ad
visory opinions of the Court. A similar argument, though perhaps 
slightly less persuasive, can be made with respect to "teachings of the 
most highly qualified publicists" which are formally adopted by a General 
Assembly resolution. 

In summary, there are several ways in which a resolution, by being linked 
to one or more of the traditional sources of international law, can serve as 
a law-creating mechanism. A resolution can interpret the United Nations 
Charter or other treaty, accelerate the development and clarify the scope 
of a customary rule, or identify and authenticate a "general principle of 
law recognized by civilized nations." A resolution tied in this way to a 
traditional source of international law may reasonably be relied upon as 
a definitive statement of international law. 

II. THE RoLE OF RE-CITATION 

Perhaps the greatest difficulty with the theoretical analysis presented 
above is the result it reaches. It proves too much to be politically accept
able. There are few states that would happily contemplate the prospect 
of finding themselves bound by the principles announced even in the Gen
eral Assembly resolutions which they have supported over the years, let 
alone those resolutions on which they abstained or cast a negative vote. 
And it must be admitted that there might be an element of unfair surprise 
in holding a state, notwithstanding the bad faith inherent in its argument, 
bound by pronouncements that it believed were meaningless on the basis of 
the accepted legal doctrine of the time. The prospect of being required to 
comply with dozens of such resolutions, with sometimes haphazard and 

41 Rosanne, The International Court of J"ustiee 423 (1957), 
42 I.C.J". Statute, Art. 59. 
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occasionally conflicting language, can be expected to arouse almost universal 
apprehension. 

For legal purposes the argument would be couched in. terms of the Ull

reasonableness of the reliance by other states upon a single General As
sembly resolution whose significance was not apparent. There are several 
ways of overcoming this contention. It is widely recognized that the sub
ject matter of a resolution, the language of the title and operative para
graphs, and the comments of governments at the time of passage may sepa
rately or together give it special significance.43 This article will focus on 
another variable that may be able to effectively serve this function: the re
peated subsequent citation of a particular resolution by the General .As
sembly. Continual reference to a resolution which declares that interna
tional law requires a given kind of conduct will impress the importance of 
the resolution upon all states and put them on notice of its potential legal 
relevance. The phenomenon of re-citation can distinguish significant reso
lutions from the thousands of others that the .Assembly has passed in a 
period of over twenty years. In addition, the persistent re-citation of a 
given resolution indicates that it embodies a view of the community which 
has some continuity, rather than an ephemeral "accident" of General .As
sembly polities. 

In considering the persuasiveness of this proposition, it is perhaps worth
while to analogize this context to another realm in. which re-citation is im
portant: the citation by common-law courts of their previous opinions. The 
basic elements of similarity are easily seen. While the General .Assembly 
structure mimics that of a legislative organ and while it often performs 
"legislative" functions, it also serves in a "judicial" capacity, dealing with 
particular disputes by means of fact-finding, law-formulation, and law
application. In both capacities, the General Assembly often refers to its 
previous resolutions, whether "legislative" or "judicial" in. character. 
The presence of this phenomenon in. the decision-making process of both 
the common-law courts and the General Assembly grows out of certain. 
similarities in their decision-making process. Both institutions are con
tinually faced with similar if not identical situations upon which antago
nistic parties call for a pronouncement. In an effort to persuade the de
cision-makers to favor their respective positions, each party attempts to 
relate its preferred result to previous general statements of the same or 
related institutions."' The elaboration of the decision, in. response to these 
arguments, will naturally make reference to those previous pronoUI1cements 
which support the decision-maker's result. These general statements may 
be either "legislative" or "judicial," in terms of their origin, breadth, and 

48 See, e.g., Res. 1884(XVIII) on the placing of weapons of mass destruction in outer 
space, the co=ents of .Ambassador Stevenson before the First Committee of the 
General Assembly (reprinted in 49 Dept. of State Bulletin 753-754 (1963) ), the state
ment by .Ambassador Fedorenko at the 1244th Plenary Meeting of the General Assembly, 
Oct. 17, 1963, at whieh the resolution was approved, and Bin Cheng, note 30 above. 

44 See Schachter, "Law and the Process of Decision in the Political Organs of the 
United Nations," 99 Hague Academy, Recueil des Cours 171-200 (1958, II). 
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relation to a concrete case at the time of promulgation. To be worthy of 
citation, however, they must be of sufficient generality to be relevant to 
subsequent disputes and at the same time sufficiently precise that they can
not be invoked with equal persuasiveness by both antagonists in the dispute, 
in which case little is gained by the reference. 

It may be argued that an important distinction between re-citation in 
General .Assembly decisions and in common-law court decisions arises out 
of the fact that courts are bound to follow their previous precedents by 
the doctrine of stare decisis. But although this doctrine may affect the 
quantity of citations, from a realistic jurisprudential point of view it could 
as well be said that a case is law because it is cited, as that a case is cited 
because it is law. It is the later decision-maker who chooses to cite a 
particular previous decision, and stare decisis, at least for a court of last 
resort, has never been properly understood to mean more than an appro
priate respect for the wisdom of earlier decisions and a concern for the 
expectations that they have generated.45 On the other hand, the technique 
of turning to prior decisions for guidance was widespread. long before the 
doctrine of stare decisis was articulated, 48 and its use far transcends the 
judicial context. The political organs of the United Nations have shown 
in their debates a deep concern for the significance of their previous deci
sions and the precedential value of the decision being made.47 

.Another arguable difference between General .Assembly decisions and 
those of a municipal court is the fact that the General .Assembly cannot 
always enforce its decisions, while a municipal court is more often capable 
of doing so. This difference is not crucial, since a court decision, while 
binding the parties to a given solution, may not effectively resolve the 
legal problems which gave rise to the dispute. The same issues may 
reappear before the court in substantially identical form between different 
parties and require reconsideration or further elaboration of the legal 
principles invoked in the earlier decision. Re-citation may also be symp
tomatic in either case of instances of non-compliance, but that does not by 
itself deprive a decision of its legal character.48 

The underlying rationale for differentiating frequently cited General 
.Assembly resolutions is the increased reasonableness of the expectation 
that principles which have been often reiterated will be followed. Insofar 

45 See Moschzisker, "Stare Decisis in Courts of Last Resort," 37 Harvard Law Rev. 
409 (1924); Cross, "Stare Decisis in Contemporary England," 82 Law Q. Rev. 203 
(1966); and the materials collected in Fryer and Orentlicher, Legal Method and Legal 
System 469-503 (1967). 

46 See, on the development of stare aecisis in the United States, Kempin, "Procodont 
and Stare Decisis: The Critical Years, 1800-1850," 3 Am. J. Legal History 28 (1059). 

47 See, e.g., the Security Council debate on the appointment of a subcommittee on 
Laos, 14 U.N. Security Council, Official Records, Meetings 847-8•18 (1959), and tho 
General .Assembly debate of the scope of the '' important question'' provision of .Art. 
18, 11 U.N. General .Assembly, Official Records 1153-1166 (1957), both reprinted in 
Sohn, Cases on United Nations Law (2nd ed., 1967) • 

.is For example, the widely cited and widely disobeyed Brown 11. Board of Education 
of Topeka, 347 U. S. 483 (1954), requiring school integration, is the law of the land 
in the United States as far as lawyers, if not sociologists, are concerned. 
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as the analogy between court citation of previous decisions and General 
.Assembly citation of previous resolutions is valid, one can conclude that 
the legal significance of a resolution correlates with subsequent citation in 
much the same way that the importance of a court decision is indicated by 
repeated reference to it in later opinions. The degree of expectation which 
has been generated in any given case will of course depend on a whole range 
of factors relating to the context of the original approval of the resolution 
as well as its re-citation. But continual re-citation by the General .Assem
bly of certain principles that are described as binding obligations because of 
their roots in established sources of international law does serve to reinforce 
the claim that the particular resolution enunciates legally binding 
principles. 

III. A FORAY INTO EMPffilCISM 

Having constructed this theoretical foundation on which to build legal 
obligations out of certain resolutions of the General .Assembly, it is appro
priate to examine in some detail those resolutions which have been most 
cited in subsequent resolutions to see to what extent the practice can be 
related to the theory. Choosing the most-cited resolutions raises a 
methodological problem. The most obvious criterion, the gross number of 
citations, of necessity favors the older resolutions which, though referred 
to only occasionally in any one session, have over the years accumulated 
a large number of citations. Thus, of the eleven resolutions which have 
been cited over a dozen times, four ( one third of the total) come from 
the first four sessions of the General .Assembly and none come from the 
four most recent sessions studied (seventeen through twenty-one). On the 
other hand, selection on the basis of the most citations per session (includ
ing the session of passage) gives an unfair precedence to the more recent 
resolutions which, though they are cited relatively often now, may not stand 
the test of time. The reality of this concern is demonstrated by the fact 
that of the eleven resolutions which were cited an average of more than 
twice per session, four were passed in the twentieth or twenty-first sessions. 
It is difficult to believe that all of these resolutions will retain their places 
on this list by the end of the twenty-fifth or thirtieth session. A sort of 
de minimis rule can be invoked to arbitrarily exclude those resolutions 
which have been cited fewer than five times, regardless of their high 
averages, and replace them with the next-highest-ranking resolutions. The 
tables that follow list the highest-ranking resolutions by each test: 49 

49 For convenience, the resolutiolli! are listed here in chronological order: 
Highelf total Highest average Highest totaZ Highest average 

citations citatiOM citations citatiOM 
65 (13) 217 (3.95) 749 (34) 1904 (2.50) 

194 (19) 749 (2.43) 1514 (95) 1956 (1.75) 
217 (75) 1514 (13.57) 1654 (24) 1966 (1.50) 
302 (17) 1654 (4.00) 2105 (2.50) 
393 (16) 1710 (2.00) [2118 (2.00) ]* 
449 (20) 1805 (1.60) [2150 (2.00) ]" 
513 (16) 1810 (2.40) [2189 (2.00) ]" 
614 (13) 1899 (1.50) 
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HIGHEST TOTAL CrrATIONS 

:Resolution, 

1514 (XV)-Colonialism Declaration 
B17(fil)-Human Rights Declaration 
749 (VIII)-South West Africa 

1654 (XVI)-Colonialism 
449(V)-South West Africa 
194:(fil)-Palestine 
302 (IV)-Palestine Refugees 

513 (VI)-Palestine Refugees 
393 (V)-Palestine Refugees 
614:(VII)-Palestine Refugees 
65(I)-South West Africa. 

HIGHEST AVERAGE CITATIONS 

1514 (XV)-Colonialism Declaration 
1654 (XVI)-Colonialism 
217 (fil)-Human Rights Declaration 

2105 (XX)-Colonialism 
1904:(XVfil)-Racial Discrimination Declaration 
749(VIII)-South West Africa 

1810 (XVII)-Colonialism 

1710(XVI)-1T. N. Development Decade 
[2118 (XX)-Scale of Assessments 
[2150(XXI)-1T. N. Administration 
[2189(XXI)-Colonialism 
1956 (XVfil)-Colonialism 
1805 (XVII)-South West Africa 
1899 (XVfil)-South West Africa 
1966(XVfil)-Friendly Relations Principles 

Oits./ sessio1~ 
13.57 
4.00 
3.95 
2.50 
2.50 
2.43 
2.40 

2.00 
2.00 
2.00 
2.00 
1.75 
1.60 
1.50 
1.50 

[Vol. 63 

No. of oits. 

95 
75 
34 
24 
20 
19 
17 

16 
16 
13 
13 

Total 

95 
24 
75 
5 

10 
34 
12 

12 
4]* 
2]* 
2]* 
7 
8 
6 
6 

* Brackets indicate resolutions excluded by the ile minimis rule of five or more 

citations. 

Perhaps the first question that should be asked about this list of most
cited resolutions is whether the resolutions selected by this process appear 
to be of particular significance as a group. Examining the ten top-ranking 
resolutions (those above the broken lines), the answer seems to be a clear 
affirmative. First, as an indication of the non-random nature of the selec
tion, it is worth noting that although 45% of the 2,247 resolutions Go passed 
by the General Assembly came from the Second (Economic and Financial), 

GO The proportion of resolutions produced by the various committees of the General 

Assembly over the first 21 sessions is as follows: 

First Committee 7.2% Sixth Committee 
Second Committee 11.5% Ad Hoe Political Committee • 
Third Committee 11.4% Special Political Committee 
Fourth Committee 16.6% No Committee 
Fifth Committee 25.7% Other Committees 

7.7% 
3.0% 
2.2% 

10.5% 
4.2% 

* After several years of existence as the Ad Hoe Political Committee, this committee 
was given permanent status as the Special Political Committee. 
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Fifth (.Administrative and Budgetary), and Sixth (Legal) 51 Committees, 
none of the resolutions on this list were reported out by those committees. 
By contrast, four of these ten resolutions were approved without reference 
to any committee at all. Two came from the Third Committee, two from 
the Fourth Committee, and one each from the First and Ad Hoe Political 
Committees. Second, these ten resolutions deal with only four subject
matter areas: the Palestine question, the question of South West .Africa, 
human rights, and independence for colonial countries and peoples. These 
subjects are of course matters that have occupied a major portion of the 
time and energy of the General Assembly over the years, and all of them 
are live issues today. 

More important for the purposes of this discussion is the extent to 
which these resolutions concern themselves with the assertion of rules of 
state behavior. Three of the resolutions are Declarations which lay down 
explicit rules in a legal format: Resolution 217(III)-An International 
Bill of Rights (The Universal Declaration of Human Rights); Resolution 
1514(XV)-Declaration on the Granting of Independence to Colonial 
Countries and Peoples; and Resolution 1904(XVIII)-Declaration on the 
Elimination of All Forms of Racial Discrimination. The two resolutions 
on the Question of South West .Africa 52 are devoted to setting out, formally 
accepting, and urging South .Africa to accept, the International Court's 
.Advisory Opinion on the International Status of South West Africa. 53 

The five remaining resolutions cannot be fairly described as being pri
marily oriented toward the expression. of legal principles. But two of 
these resolutions do refer to and apply juridical principles. Resolution 
194(III) resolves that the Holy Places in Palestine "should be protected 
and free access to them assured, in accordance with existing rights and 
historical practice,'' H and that permanently displaced refugees should be 
compensated for losses "which, under principles of international law or 
in equity, should be made good by the Governments or authorities re
sponsible.'' 55 (Emphasis added.) Similarly, Resolution. 2105 (XX) de
scribes the "dislocation, deportation and transfer of the indigenous in
habitants" as a "policy of violating the rights of colonial peoples" 56 and 
"Recognizes the legitimacy of the struggle by the peoples under colonial 
rule to exercise their right to self-determination and independence . ... " 51 

51 The absence of any resolutions from the Sixth Committee on this list is intrigumg. 
Perhaps it can best be explained by the fact that one of its primary responsibilities 
is the development of the more traditional areas of international law, such as the law 
of the sea and diplomatic intercourse, by the more traditional means of preparing 
conventions for formal consideration. As a result it has involved itself in the least 
controversial rather than the most controversial areas of international law. 

G2 Res. 449 (V) : Question of South West Africa; Res. 7 49 (VIII) : Question of South 
West Africa. 

Ga Advisory Opinion on the International Status of South West Africa, [1950] I.C.J. 
Rep. 128. 

HRes. 194(ill): Palestine-Progress Report of the United Nations Mediator, par. 7. 
GGRes. 194(ill), par. 11. 56Res. 2105(:XX), par. 5. 
111 Ibid., par. 10. 
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(Emphasis added.) Significantly, in these statements, as in the resolutions 
devoted primarily to the expression of legal principles, an effort was made 
to invoke one or more of the traditional sources of international law, rather 
than to make bare assertions and give them independent legal force. 
Of the three remaining resolutions, two-Resolutions 1654 (XVI) and 
1810(:XVII) 58-are implementing supplements to Resolution 1514(:XV), 
and Resolution 302 (IV)-Assistance to Palestine Refugees-bears a similar 
relation to the portions of Resolution 194(III) dealing with the refugee 
problem. These resolutions were typically cited in conjunction with those 
more fundamental resolutions, and their importance is largely derived from 
the earlier, "lawgiving" pronouncements. 

The summary analysis presented above indicates that the resolutions 
chosen on the basis of either most total citations or highest average cita
tions per session do have a significant legal content. One of the most 
striking features of the two lists presented above is the fact that despite 
their opposite statistical biases ( one favoring earlier resolutions, the other 
favoring more recent resolutions), there are four resolutions which rank 
high on both lists: Resolution 217(III)-the Universal Declaration of 
Human Rights; Resolution 749(VIII)-Question of South West Africa; 
Resolution 1514(:XV)-Declaration on the Granting of Independence to 
Colonial Countries and Peoples; and Resolution 1654(:XVI)-Situation 
with Regard to the Implementation of the Declaration on the Granting of 
Independence to Colonial Countries and Peoples. With respect to these 
resolutions, a more detailed analysis seems appropriate, dealing with :five 
major questions: 

(1) What principles does the resolution asserU 
(2) Was the resolution when passed intended to express binding rules 

of law7 
(3) What was understood to be the source of those rules? 
(4) Do the subsequent citations of the resolution invoke it for the 

legal principles it asserts? 
(5) Based on the argument presented above, can the resolution be 

considered law today? 

The answers to these questions seem most crucial in assessing the ultimate 
legal meaning of these resolutions. 

IV . .A:N EXAIDNATION OF THE MOST-CITED RESOLUTIONS 

Resolution 217(111)-The Universal Declaration of H1tman Rights 

The passage of Resolution 217 (III) marked the :first step in the program 
of the Commission on Human Rights of the Economic and Social Council. 
The Declaration was intended as a forerunner of an International Covenant 

5SBoth Res. 1654(XVI) and Res. 1810(XVII) are titled: "The Situation with 
Regard to the Implementation of the Declaration on the Granting of Independence to 
Colonial Countries and Peoples.'' 
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of Human Rights being drafted by the Commission at a slower pace.59 As 
such, and because it was not in treaty form, the Declaration was, in the 
view of one commentator, a "maximum program" of human rights, the 
scope of which would probably be significantly narrowed in the later 
covenant.60 The Declaration set forth in thirty articles a basic enumera
tion of civil and political rights, the principles of non-discrimination be
cause of race, religion or nationality, and the rghts of participation in the 
economic, social and cultural benefits of the nation. 

The introductory paragraph 

Proclaims this Universal Declaration of Human Rights as a com
mon standard of achievement ... to the end that every individual 
and every organ of society ... shall strive by teaching and education 
to promote respect for these rights and freedoms and by progressive 
measures, national and international, to secure their universal and 
effective recognition and observance ..•. 61 

Without yet asking about the binding nature of the Declaration, it is ap
parent that it does not provide even in its language for the immediate 
vindication of these rights. Instead it calls for recognition and observ
ance "by progressive measures." States are not asked to implement these 
guarantees within a specific period or even as quickly as possible. The one 
limitation on state action it does contain, by clear implication, is that the 
introduction of governmental policies directly antagonistic to these rights 
would be contrary to the call to progressively incorporate them into na
tional law. 

Even this requirement of movement in the direction of these guarantees 
is watered down by the provisions of Article 29, paragraph 2, which permit 
their limitation in order to protect the rights of others, and to meet "the 
just requirements of morality, public order and the general welfare in a 
democratic society.'' .A. provision of this kind necessarily allows govern
ments a significant degree of freedom to curtail human rights in the face 
of real or perceived threats to the national welfare, and provides a poten-

59 Discussion of the program of the Human Rights Commission can be found in artieles 
by Hendriek, 18 Dept. of State Bulletin 195 (1948), and 19 ibid. 159 (1948), and by 
Simsarian, 20 ibid. 18 (1949), 21 ibid. 3 (1949), 42 .A.J.I.L. 879 (1948), 43 ibid. 779 
(1949), 45 ibid. 170 (1951) and 46 ibid. 710 (1952). See also Brunson MaeChesney, 
"International Protection of Human Rights in the United Nations," 47 Northwestern 
U. Law Rev. 198 (1952-1953). 

eoKunz, "The United Nations Declaration of Human Rights," 43 .A.J.I.L. 316, at 
322 (1949). The International Covenants on Human Rights do not seem to bear out 
that expectation, but they are many years overdue. 

01 The full paragraph is as follows: 
"Proclaim8 this Universal Declaration of Human Rights as a co=on standard of 

achievement for all peoples and all nations, to the end that every individual and every 
organ of society, keeping this declaration constantly in mind, shall strive by teaching 
and education to promote respect for these rights and freedoms and by progressive 
measures, national and international, to seeure their universal and effeetive reeognition 
and observance, both among the peoples of Member States themselves and among the 
peoples of territories under their jurisdiction." 

For full text of Declaration see 43 A.J.I.L. Supp. 127 (1949). 
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tial defense to the claim that a state has violated the provisions of the Uni
versal Declaration. 

The legal significance of the Declaration in the minds of those who ap
proved it depends on what kinds of evidence are relied upon in reaching 
the conclusion. The formal statements made at the time of passage were 
typified by the statement of Mrs. Franklin Roosevelt, the representative 
of the United States and the Chairman of the Commission on Human 
Rights: 

In giving our approval to the Declaration today, it is of primary 
importance that we keep clearly in mind the basic character of the 
document. It is not a treaty; it is not an international agreement . 
. • . It is a declaration of basic principles of human rights and free
doms, to be stampecl with the approval of the General Assembly by a 
formal vote of its members, and to serve as a common standard of 
achievement for all peoples of all nations.62 

On the other hand, several representatives indicated an intention to ascribe 
to the Declaration something more than a "purely optional significance," 
based on its relationship to the Charter and customary international law.03 

Professor Lauterpacht, writing shortly after the passage of the Declaration, 
felt compelled to attack this aura of legal significance, apparently because 
he feared that romanticism on this point would tend to weaken the pressure 
for an indisputably binding covenant of human rights. 04 

Furthermore, the behavior of the Members in drafting and adopting the 
Declaration indicated a deep concern over its contents which is difficult to 
explain in terms other than their fear that it would in some way limit their 
freedom of action. For example, the presence of Article 29, paragraph 2, 
allowing for emergency situations, suggests that states were afraid to ex
press these human rights in inflexible terms. Probably the most signifi
cant indication of this fear was the refusal of eight states to approve the 
Declaration. The eight abstaining states-the Eastern European states, 
Saudi Arabia, and the Union of South Africa-apparently felt that there 

62 Statement by Mrs. Franklin D. Roosevelt, 19 Dept. of State Bulletin 751 (1048), 
See also 62 A.J.I.L. 918 at 920 (1968). 

63 Of. the statements of the delegates from Belgium, France, Lebanon, and Uruguay, 
U.N. General Assembly, 3rd Seas., Official Records, Third Co=., pp. 82, 85, 51, 61, 64, 
199-200; and ibid., Plenary Meetings, pp. 860, 862, 866, 880, 887, 988-984, For a more 
detailed treatment, see Sohn,'' A Short History of United Nations Documents on IIuman 
Rights," Comnrlssion To Study the Organi2ation of Peace: The United Nations and 
IIuman Rights 60-72 (1968). 

M II. Lauterpacht, "The Universal Declaration of IIuman Rights," 25 Brit. Yr, Bk, 
Int. Law 854 (1948), at 876: 

'' At the time when this article is being written it is not yet clear whether the 
Declaration will become a stepping-stone to a true Bill of Rights-that is what is meant 
by a covenant and provisions for implementation-or whether it will become a factor in 
causing the postponement or abandonment of the main instrument for which it was 
intended to pave the way. For although the Declaration can claim no legal authority 
and, probably, only inconsiderable moral authority, that circumstance does not deprive 
it altogether of signincance or potential effect. Somewhat paradoxically, the realization 
of the ineffectiveness of the Declaration per se must tend to quicken the pace of less 
nominal measures for the protection of human rights." 
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was something to be lost by approving it, something more important than 
the propaganda benefits to be gained. .Andrei Vishinsky, representing the 
U.S.S.R., said the Declaration "seems to support the view that the concep
tion of sovereignty of governments was outdated.'' 65 The delegate from 
South .Africa explained its abstention by saying that the Declaration was 
being treated as if it created legal obligations for those who approved it. 66 

And while most of the articles were adopted unanimously, there were 
abstentions, varying in number from two to nine, in eight of the thirty
eight votes taken on the individual articles and preambular paragraphs. 
On Articles 14 and 20 there were also six and seven negative votes respec
tively.111 

Finally, the Members had a foretaste of the way in which the Declara
tion would be invoked when, even before it was approved by the General 
.Assembly, Chile protested the refusal of the Soviet Union to allow a Rus
sian wife of a member of the Chilean Ambassador's family to emigrate to 
Chile with her husband. Chile, the United States, and the United King
dom all invoked the relevant articles of the Declaration, not as a source of 
law per se, but as a statement of fundamental human rights which all states 
should recognize.68 In the context of our present international legal struc
ture, it is not clear that invocation of a universally recognized rule of 
international law would have had a more persuasive effect. It can hardly 
be said that when the vote was taken in the General Assembly on the Decla
ration, the Members were unaware of its potential impact. 

While the specific provisions of the Universal Declaration clearly are not 
drawn from the United Nations Charter itself, the Charter makes several 
references to human rights, and in Articles 55 and 56 requires the United 
Nations and Member States to promote "universal respect for, and observ
ance of, human rights and fundamental freedoms for all without distinc
tion as to race, sex, language, or religion." The term "human rights" is 
exactly the kind of phrase that is used in a constitutive document when it 
is expected that interpretation and elaboration will progress over a period 
of years: It invokes undefined standards instead of describing the required 
conduct in factually observable form. A reasonable and generally accepted 
definition and expansion of that term should result, therefore, in a set of 
principles which Member States are required by the Charter to promote . 
.An examination of the procedure used in drafting the Universal Declara
tion reveals that an unexceptionable technique of elaboration was used: 
The source material for the provisions of the Declaration was the existing 
human rights provisions in national constitutions. The work of the 
Human Rights Drafting Committee of the Commission on Human Rights 
was grounded in an outline draft prepared by the Secretariat with anno-

115 U.N. Doc. A/PV.183 (1948). 
88 U.N. Doc. A/PV.182, at 176 (1948). 
111 A tabulation of the votes can be found in 1948 Year Book on Human Rights 465. 
88 See Res. 285(ill), and 3 U.N. General Assembly, Official Records, Sixth Co=. 

718-781 (1948), reprinted in abridged form in Sohn, Cases and Materials on United 
Nations Law 670-691 (1st ed., 1956). 
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tations to the constitutions of the Members of the United Nations.00 

According to a State Department commentator, the draft "was designed 
to cover most of the rights commonly contained in constitutions of 
member states or in drafts of international bills of rights.'' 70 It could well 
be argued that the articles of the Declaration represented an elaboration of 
the Charter by means of '' general principles of law recognized by civilized 
nations." It would be difficult for any Member State to argue that a 
definition of the Charter term "human rights" based on the rights guaran
teed by Member State constitutions produced an arbitrary or unreasonable 
interpretation. 

It is important to note, moreover, that while certain Eastern European 
Members abstained when the Universal Declaration of Human Rights was 
originally adopted, the :final paragraph of the Declaration on the Granting 
of Independence to Colonial Countries and Peoples 71 declares that all states 
"shall observe faithfully and strictly" the Universal Declaration of Human 
Rights. Although several Western states abstained on that resolution, 72 

those states favoring the resolution, including the Communist bloc, clearly 
expressed at that time their belief that the Universal Declaration must be 
complied with. This prescription was reiterated in similar language in the 
Declaration on Elimination of All Forms of Racial Discrimination, Resolu
tion 1904 (XVIII), which was approved unanimously. 

Considering the references to "human rights" in the Charter, the draft
ing technique, the unanimous approval given to twenty-two of the thirty 
articles of the Declaration, and its adoption by every group of states but 
the Eastern European bloc, which originally objected on grounds other than 
the content of the substantive rights and which later approved it, it seems 
fair to say that the Universal Declaration does embody principles which 
are generally recognized in the laws of Member States and can serve as an 
accepted elaboration of the Charter language. 

The Universal Declaration may also have significance from the point of 
view of customary international law. Admittedly, in 1948 there was no 
substantial practice of international diplomatic intervention in relation to 
the treatment which a state meted out to its own citizens, although the cus
tomary rules on state responsibility toward aliens contain principles which 
parallel some of the provisions of the Universal Declaration. But by 1968 
a body of customary law may have developed around the Universal Decla
ration, -which requires that states direct their energies toward the promo
tion of certain policies and the eradication of certain others. While a com
plete exploration of this possibility is not within the scope of this paper, the 

69 U.N. Doc. E/CN.4/ AfJ.1/3/ Add. 1 (1947). 
10 Hendrick, ".An International Bill of Human Rights," 18 Dopt. of State Bulletin 

195, at 198 (1948). 
nRes. 1514(:XV), par. 7: 
"7. All States shall observe faithfully and strictly the provisions of the Oharter of 

the United Nations, the Universal Declaration of Human Rights and the present 
Deelaration on the basis of equality, non-interference in the internal affairs of all 
States, and respect for the sovereign rights of all peoples and their territorial integrity," 

12 A discussion of Res. 1514(:XV) appears below. 
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examination of citations of the Universal Declaration in the subsequent 
resolutions of the General .Assembly will shed some light on one source of 
evidence for the proposition that the invocation of the Declaration by states 
in relation to particular concrete situations and policies has given rise to a 
custom based on the principles found in the Universal Declaration. 

The 75 citations of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights appear 
in a variety of contexts, from a resolution on interference with radio sig
nals 73 to one on the world campaign for literacy. 74 The Declaration has 
been cited in every session but the non-voting Nineteenth, and it was cited 
at least four times in every session (again excluding the Nineteenth) from 
the Fifteenth Session to the Twenty-First Session.75 The major focal 
points have been declarations and conventions in the field of human rights, 76 

resolutions dealing with colonialism,77 and resolutions on conditions in 
South Africa and South West Africa. 0£ this last group, four deal with 
apai·theid in South Africa,78 nine deal with discrimination against people 
of Indian origin in South Africa, 79 and six deal with South West Afriea. 80 

An example of this kind of citation is paragraph 6 of Resolution 1663(XVI): 

6. Reaffirms that the racial policies being pursued by the Govern
ment of South Africa are a :flagrant violation of the Charter of the 
United Nations and the Universal Declaration of Human Rights and 
are totally inconsistent with South Africa's obligations as a member 
state. 

Other citations relating to specific claims of violation of human rights in
volve the Soviet wives case, discussed above, and the Tibet Question.81 

1a Res. 424 (V): Freedom of Information: Interference with Radio Signals. 
n Res. 1937 (XVIII) : World Campaign for Universal Literacy. 
75 The number of citations in these sessions was as follows: 

Sesai<>n No. of Citations Session 
15 10 19 
M 4 00 
IT 7 fil 
18 4 

No.of Citations 

0 
10 

6 

78 Examples are the International Covenants on Civil and Political Rights and on 
Economic, Social and Cultural Rights, Res. 2200(XXI); the Declaration on the Rights 
of the Child, Res. 1386(XIV); the Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of 
Racial Discrimination, Res. 2106(:XX); and the Draft Declaration on the Elimination 
of Discrimination Against Women, Res. 1921(XVIII). 

11 Res. 1514(:XV): Declaration on the Granting of Independence to Colonial Countries 
and Peoples; Res. 2022(:XX), 2023(:XX), 2107(:XX), and 2238(XXI), dealing with 
Rhodesia, Aden, Portuguese Territories, and Oman, respectively; Res. 446 (V) and 
1538(XV), on information about human rights and the United Nations in non-self
governing territories; and Res. 644(VII) and 2144(XXI) on racial discrimination in 
non-self-governing territories. 

1sRes. 721(VIII), 820(IX), 1598(:XV), and 1663(XVI). Res. 2144(XXI), although 
it deals with apartheid policies generally, makes specific reference to South Africa, 
South West Africa, and Rhodesia. 

w Res. 265(III), 395(V), 511(VI), 615(VII), 719(VIII), 1179(XII), 1302(XIII), 
1597(XV), and 1662(XVI). 

so Res. 1142(XII), 1360(XIV), 1565(:XV), 1567(:XV), 1568(:XV), and 2145(XXI). 
~1 Res. 1353(XIV), 1723(XVI), and 2079(XX). 
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In 14 resolutions a specific article of the Universal Declaration was cited, 
and in four of those resolutions the cited article was quoted either in full 
or in substantial part. 82 Six of the 14 citing resolutions (and three of the 
four quoting resolutions) related to either presentation of a convention for 
signature and ratification or a Declaration on some specific area of human 
rights by the General .Assembly. Only one of the 14 resolutions was con
cerned with judging whether the conduct of a specific country or group of 
countries constituted a violation of the principles of the Universal Decla
ration: Resolution 285 (III)-Violation by the U.S.S.R. of Fundamental 
Human Rights, Traditional Diplomatic Practices and Other Principles of 
the Charter. Except for this early case, in which the denial of rights was 
more directly connected to international relations than normally, no reso
lution has formally pronounced that the conduct of a specific state was 
contrary to the provisions of a specific article of the Universal Declaration 
of Human Rights. While the contexts of these resolutions normally leave 
little doubt about which articles of the Universal Declaration are involved, 
condemnations of this kind have refrained from invoking them specifically, 
and have chosen instead to cite the Declaration generally, often in conjunc
tion with an equally general reference to the Charter. 

There can be no question that the Universal Declaration of Human Rights 
has had a seminal influence on the entire field of human rights from the 
programs of the United Nations system to the series of declarations and 
multilateral conventions which have been drafted in the twenty years since 
it was approved by the General .Assembly. Its direct legal significance is 
not quite so clear. The formal expressions of many of the Member States 
at the time of its approval and the degree to which its principles expand 
the pre-existing conventional and customary international law tend to 
militate against its recognition as a limitation on state conduct with which 
compliance can reasonably be expected and demanded. On the other hand, 
the nature of the drafting process and the attitudes taken by the Member 
States toward that process, the relation of the Declaration to the provisions 
of the Charter and the constitutions of the Member States, and the re
peated invocation of the Declaration both as an inspiration for subsequent 
pronouncements on human rights and as a measure of the conduct of various 
states, all indicate that the provisions of the Declaration can be reasonably 
expected to control, within the stated limits, the scope of state conduct in 
the field of human rights. Looking back on the multitude of statements of 
human rights prepared by the General .Assembly that have drawn upon the 
Universal Declaration, as well as its continued invocation in conjunction 
with Articles 55 and 56 of the United Nations Charter, it seems ever more 
apparent that the Universal Declaration is in fact an authoritative inter-

s2 The resolutions, by article cited, are: Art. 1 (Res. 2106(:XX)) t; Art. 2 (Res. 
446(V)); Art. 4 (R€s. 1841 (XVII)) *t; Art. 13 (Res. 285 (ill)); Art. 14 (2) (Res. 
428(V), 429(V)) t; Art. 15 (Res. 1040(:X:I)) *t; Art. 16 (Rea. 285(III), 1768 
(XVII),*t 2018(:XX))t; Art. 19 (Rea. 424(V),*t 6BB(VII), 1818(:X:III)); Art. 20 
(Res. 1779(XVII), 1987(XVIII)). 

* resolutions in which the article was quoted. 
t resolutions which present€d a convention for signature. 
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pretation of the term "human rights" which appears throughout the Char
ter. .Although the recent completion of the International Covenants on 
Human Rights may be viewed as an indication that the Member States did 
not consider the Universal Declaration as expressing a binding obligation, 
there are sufficient points of difference in both substance and implementing 
machinery to make the existence of overlapping obligations perfectly plau
sible.83 And there can be no question that the obligations contained in the 
United Nations Charter are unaffected by the presentation and signature of 
the International Covenants. 

Furthermore, the repeated invocation of the Declaration as a standard of 
conduct in specific situations has crystallized a custom that certain ap
proaches to the matter of human rights are unacceptable to the world com
munity. In this context it is important to recall that the Declaration itself 
does not provide for the immediate implementation of these rights. In
stead it calls upon states to pursue a path designed to attain them. The 
intense and virtually unanimous condemnation of South Africa, which has 
ignored this injunction and deviated onto a contrary course, has been re
inforced by action; it has paid a price in diplomatic isolation and eco
nomic sanctions as great as that which is typically imposed for violation of 
universally accepted principles of international law. The extent to which 
the Declaration has been responsible for conforming national conduct can 
never be known, but the willingness of states to impose the traditional in
ternational law sanctions upon those states which refuse to conform indi
cates the earnestness of the community's belief that movement in a direc
tion contrary to the principles spelled out in the Declaration is unlawful. 

Resolution 749(VIIl)-Question of South West Africa 

Resolution 7 49 was one of a long series of resolutions attempting to bring 
South West Africa under the effective supervision of the international com
munity. It marked a turning point in the United Nations approach, re
sulting from the fact that negotiations between South Africa and the Ad 
Hoe Committee on South West Africa, established by Resolution 449(V), 
on the conditions for United Nations supervision of the Mandate, had com
pletely broken down, and the General Assembly was establishing by Reso
lution 749(VIII) a Committee on South West Africa to hear petitions and 
gather information on South West Africa without South Africa's co-opera
tion.84 In doing so, the resolution sets out a series of legal propositions 
which invoke the conclusions of the International Court in its Advisory 
Opinion on the International Status of South West Africa 85 as a basis for 

ss The simultaneous existence and effectiveness of several overlapping treaties is not 
unusual. See, for example, the list of treaties on white slave traffic and on narcotic 
drugs in the List of Signatures, Ratincations, Accessions, etc. of Multilateral Treaties 
in Respect of which the Secretary-General Performs Depositary Functions, U.N. Doc. 
ST/LEG/SER.D/1 (1968). 

HA short summary of the history of the negotiations can be found in Sohn, United 
Nations Law 694-699 (1st ed., 1956). 

s& (1950] I.C.J. Rep. 128; 44 A.J.I.L. 757 (1950). 
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establishing the Committee on South West .Africa and authorizing it to 
gather data and hear petitions on the situation in South West Africa. The 
content of these principles, some of which appear in the body of the reso
lution, some in the preamble, and some in both, can be summarized as 
follows: 

(1) South West Africa is a Territory under the Mandate assumed by 
the Union of South Africa; 

(2) The Union of South Africa cannot modify the status of South 
West Africa without United Nations consent; 

(3) The Union of South Africa is obligated to carry out its duties 
under Article 22 of the League of Nations Covenant, and to sub
mit information and petitions to the United Nations; 

(4) The International Court of Justice has compulsory jurisdiction 
over disputes related to the Mandate under Article 7 of the 
Mandate; 

(5) The United Nations has an obligation to the inhabitants of South 
West Africa to exercise its supervisory powers on their behalf; and 

(6) The normal way of modifying the status of South West Africa 
would be to place it under the Trusteeship System.80 

so The relevant portions of Res. 749(VIII) are the following paragraphs: 
'' Tl1e Generai Assembly, 
"Having acceptea, by resolution 449 A (V) of 13 December 1950 and by resolution 

570 (VI) of 19 January 1952, the advisory opinion of the International Court of 
Justice with respect to South West Africa, 

"Recalling that the advisory opinion of the International Court of Justice with 
respect to the Territory of South West Africa sets forth, inter alia, that: 

"(a) The Territory of South West Africa is a Territory under tho international 
Mandate assumed by the Union of South Africa on 17 December 1920, 

"(b) The Union of South Africa acting alone has not the competence to moc1ify tho 
international status of the Territory of South West Afriea, and that the eomptenee to 
determine and moilify the international status of the Territory rests with tho Union 
of South Afriea acting with the consent of the United Nations, 

"(c) The Union of South Africa continues to have the international obligations 
stated in Article 22 of the Covenant of the League of Nations and in the Mandate for 
South West Africa as well as the obligation to transmit petitions from the inhabitants 
of that Territory, the supervisory functions to be exercised by the United Nations to 
which the annual reports and the petitions are to be submitted; 

"Oonsiaering that, in aceordance with the opinion of the International Court of 
Justice, the Union of South Africa is under an obligation to accept the compulsory 
jurisdiction of the Court aa provided by Article 37 of the Statute of the International 
Court of Justice, by Article SO, paragraph 1, of the Charter of the United Nations 
and by article 7 of the Mandate for South West Africa, 

* * * * * 
"10. Oonsiaers that without United Nations supervision the inhabitants of the Ter

ritory are deprived of the international supervision envisaged by the Covenant of the 
League of Nations: 

"11. Believes that it would not fulfill its obligation towards the inhabitants of South 
West Africa if it were not to assume the supervisory responsibilities with regard to 
the Territory of South West Africa which were formerly e:xereised by the League 
!.>f ~!!,tic;>~S7 

• * * * * 
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The language of the resolution, as well as the context of its passage, leaves 
no doubt that these propositions are intended to express positive legal obli
gations of South Africa and the United Nations. It is couched in terms 
of present-tense, unconditional verbs, with liberal use of such phrases as 
"competence to modify the international status of the Territ-Ory of South 
West Africa" and "obligation to accept the compulsory jurisdiction of 
the Court.'' 

Resolution 7 49 (VIII) was not the :first resolution to concern itself with 
the conclusions reached by the International Court in this opinion on South 
West .Africa. Five of the propositions set forth above had been previously 
stated in very similar terms in Resolution 449 (V), which was passed im
mediately after the Court announced its decision. The resolutions are not 
precisely identical, however, in their statement of the relevant legal prin
ciples. The earlier resolution makes slightly more elaborate reference to 
the substantive duties of the Mandatory toward the inhabitants of South 
West .Africa, noting the obligation to promote to the utmost the "material 
and moral well-being and social progress of its inhabitants." 81 More sig
nificantly, Resolution 449 (V) makes no reference t-0 the fifth item above, 
the obligation of the United Nations to supervise the conduct of the Man
datory Power. This principle was particularly important in light of the 
General .Assembly's more militant approach t-0 supervision of the Mandate. 
The General .Assembly apparently chose to reiterate the conclusions of the 
International Court of Justice in positive terms, rather than merely to 
ref er to Resolution 449 (V), in order to generate support for its broad defi
nition of the authority of the Committee on South West .Africa. 

B 
'' The General Assembly, 
"Having accept ea, by resolution 449 A (V) of 13 Deeember 1950, the advisory 

opinion of 11 July 1950 of the International Court of Justice concerning South West 
Africa, inter alia, to the effect that: 

"(a) While 'the provisions of Chapter XII of the Charter do not impose on the 
Union of South Africa a legal obligation to plaee the Territory under the Trusteeship 
System', they 'are applicable to the Territory of South West Africa in the sense that 
they provide a means by which the Territory may be brought under the Trusteeship 
System', 

'' (b) ' ••• the Union of South Africa acting alone has not the competence to modify 
the international status of the Territory of, South West Africa,' and ' ••• the com
petence to determine and modify the international status of the Territory rests with 
the Union of South Africa acting with the consent of the United Nations', 

* * * • • 
"2. :Reasserts that the normal way of modifying the international status of the 

Territory would be to place it under the Trusteeship System by means of a Trusteeship 
Agreement in accordance with the provisions of Chapter XII of the Charter." 

s1 Res. 449 (A) (V), seventh preambular paragraph: 
'' Considering that it is incumbent upon the Government of the Union of South Africa 

to promote to the utmost in the administration of the Territory the material and 
moral well-being and social progress of its inhabitants as a sacred trust of civilization, 
subject to the existing Mandate, and to give effect to the obligations which it assumed 
under the Mandate." 
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The source of the legal principles expressed by Resolution 749 (VIII) is 
of course the Advisory Opinion of the International Court, which in turn 
derived its conclusions from the Covenant of the League of Nations, the 
United Nations Charter, the Mandate Agreement, and the statements and 
actions of South Africa. In many respects the resolution's provisions are 
literal or nearly literal restatements of the Court's opinion. It must be 
recognized, however, that even what is apparently a bare restatement of the 
law inevitably introduces variations. The most obvious change found in 
Resolution 749(VIII) involves the assertion by the General Assembly that 
the United Nations has an obligation to the inhabitants of the Territory to 
exercise international supervision over the conduct of the Mandatory Power. 
The Opinion of the International Court discusses the transfer of super
visory powers from the League of Nations to the United Nations, and the 
"sacred trust" underlying the Mandate System.88 But nowhere does it 
express the view that these supervisory powers give rise to supervisory 
responsioilities of the international agency to fully exercise those powers 
on behalf of the inhabitants of the Mandated Territory. There can be no 
doubt that the powers were provided with the purpose that they would be 
exercised, but the General Assembly was elaborating a previously unarticu
lated principle when it asserted the Organization's duty to act. 

Another interpretation appears in the resolution in the guise of a re
statement of the Court's Opinion. The resolution "Reasserts that the 
normal way of modifying the international status of the Territory would 
be to place it under the Trusteeship System by means of a Trusteeship 
Agreement in accordance with the provisions of Chapter XII of the Char
ter." This very language appears in the Opinion of the International 
Court.89 But it is a gloss of a fuller, and somewhat weaker, expression 
of the Court's views presented on the previous page of the Opinion: 

It is true that, while Members of the League of Nations regarded the 
Mandates System as the best method for discharging the sacred trust 
of civilization provided for in Article 22 of the Covenant, the Mem
bers of the United Nations considered the International Trusteeship 
System to be the beE.t method for discharging a similar mission. It is 
equally true that the Charter has contemplated and regulated only a 
single system, the International Trusteeship System. It did not con
template or regulate a co-existing Mandates System. It may thus be 
concluded that it was expected that the mandatory States would follow 
the normal course indicated by the Charter, namely, conclude Trustee
ship Agreements. The Court is, however, unable to deduce from these 
general considerations any legal obligation for mandatory States to 
conclude or to negotiate such agreements. It is not for the Court to 
pronounce on the political or moral duties which these considerations 
may involve. 

For these reasons, the Court considers that the Charter does not im
pose on the Union an obligation to place South-West Africa under the 
Trusteeship System.ti0 

88 [1950] I.C.J. Rep. 128 ~t 186-137. 
s0 lbiil. at 141. 
90 lbiil. at 140. 
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The Court's more direct language should properly be read in conjunction 
with this more elaborate statement of its views. The General Assembly, by 
choosing the more forceful statement and putting it forward as the Court's 
determination, is strengthening the decision by merely repeating a selected 
portion verbatim.91 

An examination of the resolutions in which Resolution 749 (VIII) has 
been cited highlights the significance of the fact that the original elabora
tion of all but one of these legal principles is found in Resolution 449 (V). 
Of the 34 references, 16 are for the purpose of noting the fact that Resolu
tion 749(VIII) authorized the Committee on South West Africa to hear 
petitions from individuals residing in the Territory. 92 Six more resolu
tions refer to Resolution 7 49 (VIII) in relation to its instruction to the 
Committee to make reports to the General Assembly about conditions in the 
Territory, 93 one more in relation to the composition of the Committee.94 

Much of the justification for these authorizations of Committee action comes 
from the one principle found in Resolution 749 (VIII) that is not present 
in Resolution 449 (VIII) : the obligation of the United Nations to exercise 
its supervisory powers on behalf of the inhabitants of the Territory. By 
contrast, where the intention in the citing resolution was to reinforce the 
other principles contained in Resolution 749(VIII), the General Assembly 
invoked Resolution 449 (V), the resolution passed in direct response to the 
opinion of the International Court. All but 3 of the 20 references to that 
resolution serve the purpose of drawing attention to the opinion of the In
ternational Court and the acceptance of that opinion by the General As
sembly. Resolution 904:(IX) clearly makes this distinction by invoking 
Resolution 449 (V) on the point of acceptance of the Court opinion and 
Resolution 749(VIII) on the United Nations supervisory obligation. While 
six resolutions cite Resolution 749 (VIII) for the proposition that the nor
mal way of modifying South West Africa's status would be to place it 
under the Trusteeship System, all cite Resolution 449 (V) as well, and :five 
of those resolutions also make reference to the General Assembly's accept
ance of the I.C.J. Advisory Opinion by Resolution 449(V). 9~ The most 
recent citations of Resolution 749(VIII) were in Resolutions 1702(XVI) 
(transferring the duties of the Committee on South West Africa to a new 
United Nations Special Committee for South West Africa), 1703(XVI) 
( condemning South African violations of the Mandate, in response to pe
titions heard by the Committee on South West Africa), and 1704 (XVI) 

91 Res. 449 (V) and 7 49 (VIII) also give the impression that they are repeating the 
language of previous resolutions in making this statement. But the resolutions passed 
before the I.C.J • .Advisory Opinion have no Iingnistie similarity to this provision, and 
they have no normative quality. Instead they simply reco=end that South West 
.Africa be placed under the Trusteeship System. 

92 Res. 935--939, 942(X), 1057-1058(XI), 1138-1139(XII), 1244(Xill), 1356-1358 
(XIV), 1563(XV), and 1703(XVI). 

93Res. 85l(IX), 941(X), 1054(XI), 1140(XII), 1245(XIII), and 1360(XIV). 
94 Res. 1061(XI). 
95 Res. 852(IX), 940(X), 1055(XI), 1141(XII), 1246(Xill), and 1359(XIV). All 

but Res. 940(X) expressly refer to Res. 449(V) as accepting the I.C.J. Opinion. 
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(dissolving the Committee on South West Africa), passed at the Sixteenth 
Session of the Assembly. Resolution 449 (V) was cited only once after that 
time, in Resolution 2145 (XXI), which terminated the Mandate for South 
West Africa. The thrust of these resolutions merged into the general call 
to abolish colonialism enunciated in Resolution 1514(XV) • 

.An evaluation of the legal significance of Resolution 749(VIII) in light 
of its frequent re-citation must begin with a recognition of the fact that 
much of the content of the resolution is in fact a repetition of the principles 
announced in Resolution 449 (V). The one rule announced by the resolu
tion which was not found in Resolution 449 (V), and the one for which the 
resolution was most often cited, was that the United Nations had an obli
gation to exercise its supervisory powers over the conduct of the Man
datory Power. The power and the duty to exercise it were invoked by the 
international community through the United Nations on numerous occasions 
over the years, in both the General Assembly and the International Court.00 

Although South Africa never accepted the proposition, this interpretation 
of its treaty obligations was almost universally accepted and acted upon by 
the international community. The exercise of this power by the United 
Nations in ful:fillment of its responsibilities had developed into a fixed ex
pectation on the part of all states, including South Africa. .After a few 
years the regular objection by South Africa was no longer taken seriously. 
The constant invocation of Resolution 749 (VIII) and its overwhelming ap
proval by the General Assembly left no significant doubt that it was con
sidered the law by the international community. 

Resolution 1514(:XV)-Declaration on the Granting of Independence to 
Colonial Countries and, Peoples 

Resolution 1514(XV), the most cited resolution of the General Assembly, 
grew out of a proposal presented to the General Assembly by Nikit.a 
Khrushchev, the Premier of the U.S.S.R., in his address to the General 
Assembly on September 23, 1960. The Soviet draft itself was ultimately 
voted down, but the 43-nation draft which :finally passed by a vote of 89-0, 
with 9 abstentions, was similar in many respects.07 The resolution was 
never referred to a General Assembly committee. Its substantive pro
visions, set out in numbered paragraphs in the body of the resolution, can 
be summarized as follows: 

(1) Colonial rule is unlawful. 
(2) All peoples have the right to determine freely their political status 

and pursue their economic, social, and cultural development. 
(3) Unpreparedness should not be used as a pretext for delaying 

independence. 

lle South West Africa-Voting Procedure, Advisory Opinion, [1055] I.O.J, Rep. 67, 
49 A.J.I.L. 565 (1955) ; .Admissibility of Hearings of Petitioners by the Committee 
on South West Africa, Advisory Opinion, [1956] I.O.J. R1:lp. 23, 50 A.J.I.L. 954 (1950). 

97 A summary of the history of Res. 1514(:XV) can be found in 1960 U.N. Yearbook 
44-50. The nine states abstaining were Australia, Belgium, Dominican Republic, Franco, 
Portugal, Spain, Union of South Africa, United Kingdom, and United States. 
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(4) Forcible measures to maintain colonialism shall cease. 
( 5) Immediate steps shall be taken to transfer all powers to the 

indigenous inhabitants. 
( 6) Disruption of the national unity or territorial integrity of a 

country is unlawful. 98 

These six paragraphs were followed by a seventh, which makes clear the 
intention of the drafters that the resolution be considered a declaration 
of binding rules of law: 

7. All states shall observe faithfully and strictly the provisions of 
the Charter of the United Nations, the Universal Declaration of 
Human Rights and the present Declaration on the basis of equality, 
non-inter£ erence in the internal affairs of all States, and respect for 
the sovereign rights of all peoples and their territorial integrity. 

The language of the resolution is of a normative character throughout. 
Paragraphs 1 and 6 describe activities which are respectively "contrary 
to" and "incompatible with" the United Nations Charter. Para.:,"Taphs 4 
and 5 provide respectively that certain actions "shall cease" and that 
certain others "shall be taken." Para.:,"Taph 2 speaks of "the right to self
determination," and paragraph 3 provides that certain matters "should 
never serve as a pretext" for delay. 

The apparent source of the rules set out in the Declaration is the United 
Nations Charter itself. Paragraph 2 above can be derived from .Article 1, 
paragraph 2, of the Charter, which describes one of the purposes of the 
United Nations to be '' To develop friendly relations among nations based 
on respect for the principle of equal rights and self-determination of 
peoples ... , " and Article 55, which also refers to "equal rights and 

M The full text of these paragraphs is as follows: 
"I. The subjection of peoples to alien subjugation, domination and exploitation 

constitutes a denial of fundamental human rights, is contrary to the Charter of the 
United Nations and is an impediment to the promotion of world peace and co-operation. 

"2. All peoples have the right to self-determination; by virtue of that right they 
freely determine their political status and freely pursue their economic, social and 
cultural development. 

"3. Inadequacy of political, economic, social, or educational preparedness should 
never serve as a pretext for delaying independence. 

'' 4. All armed action or repressive measures of all kinds directed against dependent 
peoples shall cease in order to enable them to exercise peacefully and freely their right 
to complete independence, and the integrity of their national territory shall be respected. 

'' 5. Immediate steps shall be taken, in Trust and Non-Self-Governing Territories 
or all other territories which have not yet attained independence, to transfer all powers 
to the peoples of those territories, without any conditions or reservations, in accordance 
with their freely expressed will and desire, without any distinction as to race, creed or 
colour, in order to enable them to enjoy complete independence and freedom. 

"6. Any attempt aimed at the partial or total disruption of the national unity 
and the territorial integrity of a country is incompatible with the purposes and principles 
of the Charter of the United Nations. 

"7. All States shall observe faithfully and strictly the provisions of the Charter of 
the United Nations, the Universal Declaration of Human Rights and the present 
Declaration on the basis of equality, non-interference in the internal affairs of all 
States, and respeet for the sovereign rights of all peoples and their territorial integrity." 
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self-determination of peoples." Paragraph 3 of the Declaration, insofar 
as its use of the word "pretext" implies a lack of good faith on the part 
of the colonial Power, can be linked to Article 2, paragraph 2, of the 
Charter, which requires good faith fulfillment of Charter obligations. 
Paragraph 4, which deals with the cessation of repressive measures, can 
be tied to Article 73, paragraph a, which requires that the colonial Power 
ensure the "just treatment" and "protection against abuses" of the 
inhabitants. Paragraph 5, which calls for immediate steps to transfer 
power to the peoples of the territories, grows out of the requirement of 
Article 73, para,,,o-raph b, that the colonial Power '' assist them in the pro
gressive development of their free political institutions." Similarly, para
graph 6 of the Declaration, which attacks the disruption of '' the national 
unity or the territorial integrity of a country," can be derived from Article 
73, paragraphs a and b, in their references to "due respect for the culture 
of the peoples.'' Paragraph 1 of the Declaration stands essentially as a 
derivation of a general principle from the specifics of the subsequent 
paragraphs, stating the conclusion to be drawn from them: Colonialism is 
unlawful. 

There can be no question, of course, that Resolution 1514(:XV) does far 
more than simply resta.te the norms set forth in the Charter. Goodrich 
and Hambro report that at the San Francisco Conference a Chinese amend
ment to the draft of Article 73 that would have obligated colonial Powers 
"to promote development toward independence or self-government as may 
be appropriate" was withdrawn after some consideration.00 Similarly, 
they comment that the inclusion of a reference to self-determination in 
Article 1, paragraph 2, was "not intended to encourage demands for imme
diate independence or movements for secession." 100 Resolution 1514(:XV) 
was not completely without connection to previous developments under the 
Charter, however. As early as the Seventh Session, the General Assembly 
in Resolution 637 (VII) called upon all states to "recognize and promote 
the realization of the right of self-determination of the peoples of Non
Self-Governing and Trust Territories'' by ascertaining the wishes of the 
people "through plebiscites or other democratic means, preferably under 
the auspices of the United Nations." In part B of that resolution it 
recommended that colonial Powers "voluntarily include in the information 
transmitted by them under Article 73 e of the Charter details regarding 
the extent to which the right of peoples and nations to self-determination 
is exercised by the peoples of those Territories ... "; and in part C asked 
the Economic and Social Council to recommend steps which might be 
taken by the United Nations "to develop international respect for the 
right of peoples to self-determination." Resolution 1514(:XV), while it 
marked a major step, was not an unprecedented plunge into an area new 
to the General Assembly or the United Nations Charter. 101 

99 Goodrieh and :S:ambro, The Charter of the United Nations, Co=entary and Docu• 
ments 410 (2d ed., 1949). 

100 Ibiil. at 95-96. 
101 See Sohn, Cases on United Nations Law 772-790, 804-812 (let ed., 1956), for a 

review of the General Assembly's action in this :field. 
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Subsequent citations of the resolution are ubiquitous; 13%, better than 
one in eight, of the resolutions passed since December 14, 1960, have made 
reference to it. Furthermore, these references gave no sign of tapering off 
in the period through the 21st Session. There were more citations in the 
20th Session than any other, and the 21st Session cited it more often than 
the 17th, 18th, or 19th Sessions.102 Nine of the 95 citations are found in 
resolutions dealing with further elaborations of the obligations of colonial 
Powers and/or machinery to implement the provisions of these resolutions. 
An additional nine are concerned with human rights problems and pro
grams, and 14 more relate to economic and social programs such as training 
for indigenous peoples, literacy, economic development, and dissemination 
of information about the United Nations and its resolutions on colonialism. 
Most significantly, 63 of the 95 citations occur in resolutions concerned 
with the progress of a specific colony or group of colonies toward the goals 
set out in Resolution 1514(:XV). This continual re-citation of the resolu
tion, which establishes general rules on the conduct of colonial Powers, in 
the context of review of the developments in specific colonies has the ear
marks of a traditional law-applying process, in which a general standard 
is used as the basis for judging individual conduct. 

On 33 occasions the General Assembly has adverted to a specific para
graph of Resolution 1514(:XV) in a subsequent resolution. 103 Citations by 
paragraph number appear four times; quotations, five times.104 The most 
common type of reference, however, was to refer generally to the resolu
tion in support of a legal proposition which is a virtual quotation of a 
specific paragraph of Resolution 1514(:XV); for example: "5. Considers 
that any attempt to partition the territory or to take any unilateral action, 
directly or indirectly, preparatory thereto constitutes a violation of the 
Mandate and of Resolution 1514(:XV)." 105 While this type of reference 
involves neither explicit citation nor quotation of the particular paragraph, 
the closeness of the paraphrasing typically leaves little doubt as to the 

102 Res. 1514(XV) citations were distributed among the sessions as follows: 

Session Number of Citations Session Number of Citations 

15 4 19 0 
16 19 20 23 
17 15 21 18 
18 16 

The lack of citations in the 19th Session is of course an outgrowth of the U.N. 
financing crisis, which prevented voting on any controversial questions. 

10s Because some resolutions contain more than one such reference, there are only 24 
resolutions in which this type of citation occurs. 

10, Explicit reference to a particular paragraph can be found in Res. 1654(XVI) 
(pars. 4 and 6), 1747(XVI) (par. 5), and 1955(XVIII) (par. 5). Quotation of a. 
specific paragraph is found in Res. 1603(XV) (pars. 1 and 5), 1650(XVI) (par. 4), 
1654(XVI) (par. 5), and 1951(XVIII) (par. 5). 

10~ Res. 2074(XX), Question of South West Africa, Dec. 17, 1965. Another typical 
case can be found in Res. 1951(XVIII), Question of Fiji, Dec. 11, 1963, par. 1: 

"1 • ..4.jfi.rma the inalienable right of the people of Fiji to self-determination and 
national independence in conformity with the provisions of General Assembly Resolution 
1514(XV)." 
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derivation of the statement.106 In these situations the General Assembly is 
definitely using Resolution 1514(XV) as a source, not merely for the 
generalized proposition that colonialism is undesirable, but for the more 
specific rules of conduct which it sets out. 

Of all of the resolutions of the General Assembly, Resolution 1514(XV) 
seems most closely to approximate a lawmaking act whose content grows 
out of Article 1, paragraph 2, Article 55, and Article 73 of the United 
Nations Charter. While none of those provisions called for the abolition 
of the colonial system, they contained the seeds of its eventual condemna
tion. The goal of self-determination of peoples, the obligation to promote 
international economic and social progress, and the duty to agsist non-self• 
governing territories "in the progressive development of free political in
stitutions" forewarned an eventual call for independence. After fifteen 
years had passed, and given the progress of those who co-operated with 
those goals, it was no-~ unreasonable for the international community to 
conclude that those colonial Powers which showed no progress toward these 
ends were not fully meeting their Charter obligations. By the same token, 
those who signed the Charter, even if they voted against Resolution 1514 
(XV), would be hard pressed to honestly affirm that it was not a reasonably 
foreseeable interpretation of their obligations after the passage of several 
years. 

The language and the circumstances of the passage of Resolution 
1514(XV), set out briefly above, indicate that the resolution was intended 
to set out a binding interpretation of the Charter, and the continual 
re-citation and other actions of the General Assembly in support of the 
resolution display the seriousness of the belief. The establishment of a 
Special Committee on the situation with regard to the implementation of 
Resolution 1514(XV) by Resolution 1654(XVI) 101 began a process of 
United Nations investigation into colonial situations and bilateral and 
multilateral political pressure of an intensity which is not always seen in 
enforcing universally accepted principles of international law. While 
one writer has concluded that, at least as of 1964 when he wrote, "The 
failure of the Organization to impose its will on recalcitrant Members 
shows the ineffectiveness of resolutions [like Resolution 1514(XV)]," 108 

one might suggest that the results achieved by the United Nations in this 
area compare favorably with those, for example, of the United States 

10s Such paraphrases can be found in the following resolutions: 
Par. 2: 1807(XVII), 1913(XVIII), 1949(XVIII), 1951(XVIII), 2012(XX), 

2068(XX), 2145(XXI), 2151(XXI), 2183(XXI), 2185(XXI), 2227(XXI), 2228(XXI), 
2229(XXI), 2230(XXI), 2238(XXI). 

Par. 4: 1807(XVII). 
Par. 5: 1596(:XV), 1697(XVI), 1807(XVII), 1913(XVIII), 2229(XXI), 2238{XXI) 

[Of. 1747(XVI), 1760(XVII)]. 
Par. 6: 2074(XX), 2232(XXI). 
101 See discussion of this resolution below. 
108 Skubiszewski, "The General Assembly of the United Nations and Its Power to 

To1luence National Action," 1964 Proceedings, American Society Int. Law 153, at 
157-158. 
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Government in its efforts to desegregate .American schools. Such major 
social changes are not accomplished overnight. The continual re-citation 
of the resolution has given rise, along with other factors, to a fixed and 
universal expectation that the international community considers colonial
ism unacceptable, and will take steps to terminate existing colonial regimes 
and to prevent the creation of any new colonial territories. No state could 
honestly claim that it was unaware of this expectation or that the resolu
tion was merely a "recommendation" with no normative force as an 
authoritative interpretation of the United Nations Charter, and few colonial 
Powers have attempted to permanently obstruct decolonization. In short, 
Resolution 1514(:XV) is as much a part of our international law as any 
of the familiar traditional doctrines. 

Resolution 1654(:XVI)-The Situation with Regard to the Implementa
tion of the Declaration on the Granting of Independence to Colonial 
Countries and Peoples 

Resolution 1654(XVI) was passed by the General Assembly for the 
purpose of implementing the "objectives and principles" established in 
Resolution 1514 (XV). The item was originally placed on the General 
Assembly agenda by the Soviet Union with the explanation that, despite 
the passage of the Declaration on Granting Independence to Colonial 
Countries and Peoples nine months earlier, 70 million people remained 
under colonial rule. The Soviet draft resolution called for the establish
ment of a commission to inquire into the situation and for the complete 
liquidation of colonialism by the end of 1962. The Assembly ultimately 
approved a 38-Power draft, without two amendments proposed by the 
Soviet Union, by a vote of 97-0, with four recorded abstentions.109 A 
Nigerian draft resolution calling for the end of colonialism before December 
1, 1970, was withdrawn after the passage of the 38-Power draft. 110 

The content of Resolution 1654 (XVI) clearly indicates that it was not 
designed to announce any principles of law, but to set up machinery to 
deal with colonialism. Paragraph 1 "Solemnly reiterates and reaffirms" 
Resolution 1514(:XV), and paragraph 2 "Calls 1tpon States concerned to 
take action without further delay" to apply the Declaration. The remain
ing seven paragraphs establish a Special Committee and describe its duties 
and powers. The purpose of the Committee is "to examine the application 
of the Declaration, to make suggestions and recommendations on the 
progress and extent of the implementation of the Declaration'' and to make 
periodic reports to the General Assembly.111 

Similarly, subsequent references to Resolution 1654(XVI) indicate that 
it does not have the character of a statement of substantive legal principles. 

1ot France, South Africa, Spain, and the United Kingdom. The representative of 
Portugal announced that its delegation would not participate in the voting on this 
resolution. 

110 A brief discussion of the history of this resolution can be found in 1961 U.N. 
Yearbook 44-51, 55-56. 

111Par, 4. 
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23 of the 24 citations occurred in conjunction with Resolution 1514(:XV).112 

The 14 resolutions that focus on specific colonies all draw their general 
principles from Resolution 1514(:XV), and the references to Resolution 
1654:(XVI) are actually concerned with the reports on those colonies 
made by the Special Committee.113 Six of the resolutions citing Resolution 
1654:(XVI) are concerned with the relationship between the Special Com
mittee and other General Assembly committees.114 Four citing resolutions 
deal with the general problem of decolonization, m and in each case the 
reference to Resolution 1654(:XVI) is solely concerned with the activities 
of the Special Committee, while substantive principles are derived from 
Resolution 1514:(XV) or other sources. 

From what has been said, it is clear that Resolution 1654(:XVI) does 
not set forth binding principles of international law, nor was it intended 
to do so. Its frequent reiteration by the General Assembly does not 
indicate that the Assembly is invoking it for the principles it contains; on 
the contrary, it is cited essentially as an adjunct to Resolution 1514(:XV). 
Why then the reiteration 7 Perhaps because the unwillingness of certain 
states to accept the principles laid down in Resolution 1514(:XV) man
ifested itself in the form of a refusal by those states to co-operate with 
the Special Committee established by Resolution 1654:(XVI). Thus the 
action of the General Assembly of re-citing Resolution 1654:(XVI) with 
the purpose of encouraging co-operation with the Special Committee was 
in effect a means of pressuring recalcitrant states to accept the principles 
of Resolution 1514(:XV). The battle over the Declaration is being fought 
in part on the issue of co-operation with the Special Committee. Or per
haps it was simply a desire of the draftsmen to cite as many resolutions 
as possible in their later resolutions, in the hope of exploiting whatever 
additional moral force might be gained from doing so. Whatever the 

112 Only Res, 1846 (XVIl) cites Res, 1654 (XVI) without also referring to Ros. 
1514(XV). Res. 1846(XVIl) is concerned with the Committee on Information from 
Non-Self-Governing Territories, and simply notes that information gathered by it was 
forwarded to the Special Committee. 

m Aden (Res. 1949 (XVIlI)) ; Angola (Res. 1819 (XVIl)) ; Basutolanc11 Swasiland1 

and Bechuanaland (Res. 1817(XVIl), 1954(XVIII), 2063(:X.X)); British Guiana. (Res. 
1955(XVIII), 2071(:X.X)); Fiji (Res. 1951 (XVIII), 2068(:X.X)); (Island Colonies) 
(Res. 2069 (XX), 2232 (XXI)); Nyasaland (Res. 1818 (XVIl)) ; Rhodesia (Roa. 
17 45 (XVI)) ; Zanzibar (Ros. 1811 (XVI)). 

114 Four resolutions deal with relations with the Committee on Information from 
Non-Self-Governing Territories: Res. 1700(XVI), 1846(XVII), 1847(XVII) and 
1970(XVIII). Res. 1702(XVI) covers relations with the Committee on South West 
Afriea, and Res. 2106B (X.."'r) covers relations with the Committee on the Elimination 
of Racial Discrimination which will be established under the International Convention 
on the Elimination of All Forms of Racial Discrimination, 

115 Res. 1810 (XVIl) : The Situation with Regard to the Implementation of the 
Declaration on the Granting of Independence to Colonial Countries and Peoples (this 
resolution enlarged by 7 the membership of the Special Committee to 24); Ros. 
1956(XVIII): The Situation with Regard to the Implementation of the Declaration 
on the Granting of Independence to Colonial Countries and Peoples; Res, 2105(:X.X): 
Implementation of the Declaration on the Granting of Independence to Colonial Coun
tries and Peoples; and Res. 2189 (XXI) : Implementation of the Declaration on the 
Granting of Independence to Colonial Countries and Peoples. 
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motive, it has more to do with the lawmaking character of Resolution 
1514(XV) than with any substantive principles that might be gleaned 
from Resolution 1654(XVI). 

V. SOME CONCLUSIONS 

Examination of the recognized processes for the creation of international 
law reveals several means of using General Assembly resolutions as a law
making vehicle. A resolution can serve as an authoritative interpretation 
of the United Nations Charter, as an expression of the community's belief 
that certain conduct is required by customary law, or as a determination 
that certain rules are "general principles of law recognized by civilized 
nations." The lawmaking character of this type of resolution arises not 
from the formal powers of the General Assembly, but from the reasonable
ness of the expectation that states which have collectively expressed the 
view that the law requires certain conduct will act in accordance with 
that expression. 

In this context, the repeated reference by the General Assembly to 
certain previous resolutions as a standard by which to judge the behavior 
of a specific state, or as an expression of principles which should be 
respected by all states, reinforces the expectation that those principles 
will in fact be followed. This process of re-citation distinguishes those 
resolutions which express deeply-held, temporally stable convictions from 
those which are of only passing or mild concern. The extent of re-citation 
which is required to solidify a specific principle into a rule of law will 
depend upon the language of the resolution, the motives that lead to its 
passage, the contexts in which it is re-cited, and a host of other factors. 

When the empirical data on re-citation of resolutions by the General 
.Assembly are examined, the difficulty of the question of whether the fre
quently cited resolutions have become binding law becomes apparent. Of 
the four most cited resolutions, one, Resolution 1654(XVI), appears not to 
have the appropriate content £or this purpose, and it is cited only to 
reaffirm the competence of the United Nations to act through subordinate 
committees on questions of colonialism. Similarly, Resolution 749 (VIII) 
is not primarily cited for the legal principles it announces. It does estab
lish the principle that the United Nations is obligated, to act on behalf of 
the people of South West Africa, but that obligation was certainly not one 
that a majority of the General .Assembly was reluctant to undertake. 

Resolutions 217(III) and 1514(:XV), on the other hand, do appear to 
have attained, or at least progressed well down the road toward attaining, 
the status of accepted principles of international law. The Universal 
Declaration of Human Rights sets out a series of principles which elaborate 
and clarify the concept of "human rights" referred to in the Charter, and 
calls upon all states, as does the Charter, to move toward the implementa
tion of those rights. While South Africa has refused, despite rising pres
sure, to accept even the ultimate desirability of these principles, and only 
minimal progress has been achieved in some other states, immediate imple-
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mentation is clearly not the crucial test of the obligatory nature of a 
principle of international law. In fact, some of the traditional enforce
ment mechanisms of international law have already been invoked in sup
port of the Universal Declaration. Resolution 1514(:XV) most explicitly 
declares that the principles it promulgates are to be "faithfully and 
strictly" observed. .A.gain, while colonialism has not been eradicated 
throughout the world in the years since its passage, a great deal of progress 
has been made in that direction. Substantial energy has been devoted 
toward its implementation, and there can be little doubt that colonialism 
is well on its way toward complete and permanent eradication. 

Despite these rather positive conclusions about the lawmaking significance 
of continually re-cited General .Assembly resolutions, it is fair to say that 
the General .Assembly has not yet really tried to exercise its quasi-legislative 
powers. Only recently, in Resolution 1514(:XV), has the .Assembly formally 
expressed the view that a resolution must be observed by all Member States, 
and it has yet to detail in a resolution what it believes to be the source 
of such an obligation. Similarly, the .Assembly has only rarely taken 
advantage of the opportunity to cite a specific paragraph or article of 
a lawmaking resolution in connection with a specific case in which a 
violation is eonsidered to have taken place. .And it has never formally 
expressed the view in a resolution that an earlier resolution being cited 
stated a binding principle of international law. When and if the General 
.Assembly does begin to exercise its full lawmaking potential, a resolution 
of the following variety may appear: 

The General, Assembly, 
Convinced that Resolution --- declares in paragraph - a 

principle of customary international law which is evidenced by the 
Case of the---- and by the ---- Incident, 

Recognizing tha·I; the recent events involving State X have created 
a situation which Resolution ---, paragraph -, was intended to 
govern, 

1. Reaffirms that Resolution --- is an accurate and complete 
expression of the scope and extent of the rule that ----- and 
that all states are legally bound to conform to that rule as it is there 
set forth; 

2. Determines that State X has acted in a manner contrary to the 
requirements of paragraph - of Resolution ----; 

3. Oalls upon State X to act in accordance with this international 
principle in the interests of international peace and security, and 
justice. 

It may be that it is impossible in the present world condition for the 
General .Assembly to pass a resolution in this form. If that is the case, 
the General .Assembly will simply continue to legislate by the slower, 
less precise, and more invisible technique presently being employed. 
Member States might seriously consider, however, whether this more 
haphazard process might not in the long run create more dangers of un
desirable "legislation" than would frank recognition and careful control 
of the mechanisms by which the General .Assembly ereates international law. 
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CONFIDE..~TIAL 

32/1 

BRITISH 
HIGH COMMISSION 

CHAUSSEE · PORT LOUIS · MAURITIUS 

26 June 1972 

Dr the Rt Hon Sir Seewoosagur Ramgoolam Kt MLA Government House 
PORT LOUIS 

I ref'er to the meeting in London on 23 February, 1972, between yourself ~ Sir Harold Walter and Lord Lothian , and to your meeting with Baroness Tweedsmuir on 23 June , 1972, at which the Mauritius Governme nt sche me f'or the resettlement of the persons displaced f'rom the Chagos Archipelago was discussed. 
2. The scheme has been fully appraised in London and I have been authorised to inform you that the British -Government are prepared to pay £650,000 (the cost of' the scheme) to the Mauritius Government, provided that the Mauritius Government accept such payment in full and f'inal discharge of' my Government's undertaking , given at Lancaster House, London, on 23 September, 1965 1 to meet the cost of resettlement of persons displaced fro m the Chagos Archipelago since 8 November, 1965, including those at present still in the Chagos Archipelago. 

3. Accordingly, I should b? most grateful if you would conf'irm that you are willing to accept the payment of £650,000 in full and final discharge of my Government's undertaking, and to agree that the British Government may state this in public, should the need arise. 

4. When replying, perhaps you would indicate the date and manner in which the Mauritius Government wish payment to be made. 

CONFIDENTIAL 
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d. French Somaliland. 

France transmitted information on this territory from 

1946 until 1957, the year in which this information was 
discontinued because, according to France, French Soma
liland by referendwn became a Self-Governing Territory~ 
In 1966 the Committee of 24 considered the question of 
French Somaliland, 2 and on the basis of its report3 the 
General Assembly re-affirmed the inalienable right of 
the people of French Somaliland to self-determination 
and independence in accordance with resolution 1514(XV)~ 

While Algeria and Oman had never been in the category 
of Non-Self-Governing Territories, the Cook Islands and 
French Somaliland at one time or another had belonged 
to this class of territories. These two last cases show 
how the General Assembly, on the basis of resolution 
1514(XV), has extended its competence to decide whether 
or not a Non-Self-Governing Territory has exercised 
self-determination even after the General Assembly it
self has admitted that the territory in question is 
fully self-governing, though not independent, 5 so that 
Chapter XI did not apnly any longer. 6 

General Assembly on the Dutch territories could be con
sidered to be a precedent for the Cook Islands ca s e, 
thougn in res olu t ion 945(X) the General Assembly did 
no t go as far as to affirm its responsibility towards 
the pe ople of the territories concerned should they 
wish to change their status - in the future. 

1. See above R.56 n.76. 
2. Mt~s. 438th, 470th and 471st . 
3. A/6300/Rev.1. Chapter XII . 
4. Resolution 2228(XXI ). 
5. On the content of self-determination see below 

Chapter III. 
6. In 1967 there was an attempt to re-open the ques

tion of Puerto'Rico. A proposal in this sense was re
ceived by the Committee of 24, but after a short debate 
the discussion was adjourned sine die. See United 
Nations Law Reports voi.I (1966-67) p.49(9), and 
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This development with respect to Non-Self-Governing 

Territories is in accordance with the claim of the 

General Assembly to be competent to decide whether or 

not any territory has exercised self-determination 

whatever its constitutional status as regards another 

state -as in the case of Algeria- or whatever the 

special relationship placing the territory concerned 

in a position of dependence vis-a-vis another state 

-as in the case of Oman. 

* * * 

Thus the General Assembly has gradually built up its 

competence to decide on the question of whether or not 

a territory has exercised self-determination or- whether 

or not a territory should exercise it. During the earl y 
- -- ---

years of the U.N. the General Assembly developed this 

competence on the basis of Chapter XI of the Charter. 

In more recent years, especially since 1960 when the 

existence of a right to self-determination gained wide 

acceptance, it has affirmed its competence to declare 

that a colonial situation exists with respect to self

determination without referring to the provisions of 

Chapter XI. This assumption of competence has invaria

bly been challenged by the states concerned as an in

vasion of their domestic jurisdiction or the domestic 

jurisdiction of -according to them- the Self-Governing 

Territory or state the status of which is being ques

tioned. States have claimed that the constitutional 

U.N.Y.~.(1967 ) pp.622-23. There was another attempt to 
re-open this question in 1971 but the item failed to be 
included in the agenda of the General Assembly (A/8441 
and add.l ). The sam~ fate occurred in 1967 to a pro
posal to include the Comoro Archipelago*in the list of 
territories to which resolution 1514(XV ) applied. 

* France ceased to transmit information on this terri
tory in 1957. See above p.56 n.76. 
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relationship between the metropolis and its territories 
is something that only the metropolis has competence to 
modify. However, it is doubtful whether states can 
claim domestic jurisdiction, since these constitutional 
changes purport to affect the international status of 
territories with respect of which they have pledged 
themselves to fulfil certain obligations. 7 Besides, the 
General Assembly as well as the Security Council can 
decide on the status of a particular territor y for the 
purposes of the Charter; this is true in the case of 
admission of states to U.N. membership and th e Security 
Council also has to determine what is the status of a 
state as regards Article 32. Hence, ther e is no reason 
why the General Assembly cannot decide what is the 
status of a territory with respect to Chapter XI or 
Article 1(2). Therefore, thoueh it is true that a state 
has the competence to define its constitutional rela
tionship with territories under its sovereip:nty, any 
implications which follow from this relationship for 
the international status of the territory affected will 
depend, so far as the Charter of the U.N. is concerned, 
not on the decision of the member state but of the 
General Assembly. 8 

7. See Article 73 of the Charter. 
8. See Q. Wright , "Recognition and Sel:f'-determination" 

P . A. S.I.L. ( 1954 ) pp.32-33 and 69. See also I.C.J. Re
ports {196 2 ) p.163 . In favour of the General Assembly ' s 
competence O. Schachter argues that "when the practice 
of sta t es in the United Nations has served by gen eral 
agreement to rest in the organs the competence to deal 
definitively with· certain questions, then the decisions 
of the organs in regard to those questions acquire an 
authoritative juridical status even though these deci
sions had not been taken by unanimous decision or " ge
neral approval " . In this way evolutionary growth in 
regard to fields ' of competence ha s an important positive 
effect on the law-making potentialities of the or.crans." 
Schachter considers the right of the General Assembly 
to determine which territories fall within the scope of 
Article 73 as an example of this evolutionary gro wth of 
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C. The competence of the General Assembly on "non-self

determined" territories and claims of third states. 

So far we have considered the competence of the General 

Assembly to decide the status of a territory as regards 

the exercise of self-determination vis-~-vis the com

petence of the state having jurisdiction or controlling, 

in one way or another, this territory. But the question 

of competence does not end there since the assumption 

by the General Assembly of the role described above has 

unveiled new conflicts of competence, especially with 

respect to those third states which entertain certain 

claims in relation to the territory considered by the 

General Assembly as appropriate for self-determination. 

These questions of competence can be placed under the 

three following headings: a) competence to decide on 

the claim that a plebiscite should be held in a "non

self-determined" territory; b) competence to determine 

when the Charter prevails over the obligations under

taken in other agreements, and, finally,c) competence 

to deal with territorial claims. 

a. Competence to decide on the claim that a plebiscite 

should be held in a "non-self-determined" territory. 

i. The case of Cyprus. 

In 1954 Greece asked the General Assembly to include on 

the agenda of its ninth session the following item: 

"Application, under the auspices of the United Nations, 

of the principle of equal rights and self-determination 

of peoples in the case of the population of the island 

competence. "Law, Politics and Action in the United 
Nations" 109 Ree. des Cours (1963) vol. II pp.187-88. 
See also Castaneda, op.cit. pp.126-127, 

67 

-



Annex 99

of Cyprus". The letter of the Greek Government to the 
Secretary-General specified that this request was based 
on Articles 10, 14 and 1(2) of the Charter, and that 
the Greek Government reserved its right "to refer to 
Article 35(1) if it considered such a course to be 
justified by subsequent developments. 119 

The real question was whether Greece could ask for a 
plebiscite to be held in Cyprus under U.N. auspices 
without interfering in the internal affairs of the 
United Kin gdom. Greece considered that, althou ~h the 
island of Cyprus was a Non-Self-Governing Territory 
under British administration, "the freedom of the peo
ple of Cyprus was not a matter falling within the 
domestic jurisdiction of the United Kingdom 11• 10 A 
statement along the same lines can be found in the 
opinion on Cyprus given by Judge Alejandro Alvarez at 
the request of the Government of Greece: it says that 

"Greece has an incontestable right to request that 
a plebiscite should be held in Cyprus to determine 
whether that island should belong to Gre ece or to 
Turkey."11 

The United Kingdom contended that "a discussion of 
British administration in Cyprus, based upon the avowed 
objective of transferring sovereignty over that island 
to another Member of the United Nations was a violation 
of Article 2(7), 1112 since sovereignty over territor y 
acknowledged internationally by treaty 13 is a matter 
falling within the domestic jurisdiction of the stat e 
concerned. 14 

9. A/2703, August 20, 1954. 
10. G.A.O.R. 9th sess. 1st Cttee. 750th mt g . para.31. 
11. A/AC.1/814 para.48. 
12. G.A.O.R. 9th sess. Gral. Cttee. 93rd • tG• para. 22. 
13. In the present cas e the Tre a ty of Lausan n e (Arti

cle 20). 
14. G.A.O .R. 9th sess. plen. mtg.477th para.119. 
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The question of competence in this case is remarkably 

similar to the one described in the case of the Aaland 

Islands~ 5 We have seen how on that occasion a Commi

ssion of Jurists found that the decision to organise a 

plebiscite was within the domestic jurisdiction of the 

territorial sovereign, except in those cases in which 

the soverei~ was not clearly formed. The representa

tive of Turkey expressed his Government's point of view 

in a way that recalls the arguments used by the Commi

ssion of Jurists 16 in the Aaland Islands question. He 

stated that 

"The Charter, as well as the accepted practice of 
International Law, had an entirely different set of 
rules concerning sovereign countries and Non-Self
Governing Territories which constituted a national 
entity on the one hand, and concerning certain Non
Self-Governing Territories which lacked the charac
teristics of a nation or of a juridical state or
ganisation on the other. 1117 

Then he proceeded to apply this distinction to Article 

73(b) of the Charter and to the case of Cyprus and 

maintained that Cyprus fell within the second category: 

it did not constitute a nation because of the two 

communities living there; it did not constitute a state 

because it was a Non-Self-Governing Territory. 18 How

ever, contrary to the Commission of Jurists• conclusion, 

the Turkish representative did not accept that in the 

case of Cyprus the Greek claim should be upheld, because, 

15. See above pp.29-34. 
16. See above pp.31-32. 
17. G.A.O.R. 12th sess. 1st Cttee. 928th mtg. para.5. 

The Turkish representative made it clear that such dis
tictions had nothing to do with any such situations 
which might exist in "independent countries whose polit
ical status had already been formed." Ibid. para.8. 

18. Ibid. para.6-8. 
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he contended, the General Assembly should take into 
account "the particular circumstances of each territory 
and its peoples 11

,
19 and a plebiscite such as was pro

posed by Greece would be a denial of self-determination 
for the Turkish Cypriots. Turkey would accept the Greek 
claim if a separate right of self-determination was 
recognised to the Turkish minority. 20 

Therefore, it can be concluded that both the Turkish 
position and the Greek position supported the General 
Assembly's competence to decide on a claim that a pleb
iscite should be held in a Non-Self-Governing Territory, 
though, of course, the two countries disagreed radical
ly on the merits of the case. Unfortunately, no mention 
of this issue was made by the General A~sembly in the 
resolutions which it adopted on Cyprus. 

ii. The case of West Irian. 

In 1961 the Netherlands proposed 
bly a draft resolution 21 on West 

to the General Assem-
I . 22 .d. f rian provi ing or 

the establishment of a U.N. Commission for Netherlands 
New Guinea with, inter alia, the functions of inquiring 
into the possibility of organising a plebiscite under 
the supervision of the U.N. to ascertain the wishes of 
the population about its future and consider the timing 
of the plebiscite necessary to this end. This draft 
resolution was not pressed to a vote when another draft 
with a specific reference to the wishes of the popula
tion of West Iri~n was proposed by a group of states. 23 

This second draft resolution failed to obtain the re-

19. This is the wording used in Article 73(b). 
20. See G.A.0.R. 12th sess. 1st Cttee. 928th mtg. 

para.8-9. · 
21. A/ L.354 and Rev.l, Rev.1/Corr.l. 
22. The sovereignty of the Netherlands over West 

Irian was contested by Indonesia. See below p .77 . 
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quired two-thirds majority for its adoption. 24 

iii. The case of French Somaliland. 

In 1965 the Republic of Somalia brought to the atten

tion of the Committe of 24 the colonial situation in 

French Somaliland. 25 The Committee did not consider 

this question until 1966, and, by then, France had 

promised the inhabitants a plebiscite in the territory 

not later than July 1967, Somalia expressed its mis

givings on the way that such a consultation would be 

carried out and asked the U.N. to supervise it. The 

General Assembly adopted a resolution requesting the 

Administering Power to make, in consultation with the 

Secretary General, "appropriate arrangements for a 

United Nations presence before, and supervision during, 

the holding of a referendum. 1126 France did not comply 

23, A/L,368. 
24. The vote, by roll-call, was 53 to 41, with 9 ab

stentions. A separate vote had been taken on the last 
preambular paragraph of this draft resolution; by this 
paragraph the General Assembly expressed its conviction 
that "any solution which affects the final destiny of a 
Non-Self-Governing Territory must be based on the prin
ciple of self-determination of peoples in accordance 
with the Charter of the United Nations". Here the vote 
was 53 to 36 with 14 abstentions; the paragraph was 
deleted from the draft resolution since it did not get 
two-thirds of the votes. It must be noted that on both 
occasions the affirmative votes were superior to the 
ones obtained by another draft in which no reference to 
the wishes of the people was contained. (A/L,367 and 
Add.1-4; A/L.367/Rev.l). The vote in this case was 41 
to 40 with 21 abstentions. 

25. A/AC.109/121. The Republic of Somalia did not 
actually claim French Somaliland; it only asked that 
France give independence to this territory so that, 
then, it could decide whether or not it wanted to join 
the Somali Republic, as did British Somaliland a few 
days after becoming independent in 1960. The Somali 
plan included a proposal whereby "The United Nations 
should, immediately upon the grant of independence to 
the Territory, assume the ad.ministration of the Territo-

71 



Annex 99

with this request, and at the next session the General 
Assembly, taking into account the circumstances in 
which the referendum took place, regretted the lack of 
co-operation of France and maintained that French Soma
liland had not yet fully exercised its right to self
determination.27 

iv. The case of Gibraltar. 

The United Kingdom decided in 1967 ' to hold a referendum 
in Gibraltar on September 10th of that year. This move 
was prompted by the fact that it had not been possible 
to resume talks with Spain on the future of Gibraltar 
in spite of the General Assembly's resolution 223l(XXI) 
asking both countries to negotiate. On September 1st, 
1967 the Committee of 24 adopted a resolution declaring 
that the holding of a referendum in Gibraltar would 
contradict the provisions of the said resolution 2231 
in which a negotiated solution, taking into account the 
interests of the inhabitants of this territory, was 
recommended. The plebiscite took place as announced, 
and in December of the same year the General Assembly 
confirmed the resolution adopted by the Committee of 24 
before the plebiscite took place and declared that the 
United Kingdom had contravened the resolution of its 
last session which had recommended further negotiatio~~-

v. The case of the Spanish Sahara. 

The Spanish Sahara is claimed by Mauritania and Morocco 

ry for a period of two years so as to allow the forma
tion of a political consensus within the Territory as 
to its future". Ibid. 

26. Resolution~8(XXI) para.4. 
27. Resolution 2356(XXII). 
28. Resolution 2353(XXII). See also A/6700/Rev.l. 

Report of the Special Committee of 24, Chapter X. 
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to be an integral part of their respective national 

territories. Spain, on the other hand, has adopted the 

position that the status of this territory should be 

determined by its people. The General Assembly, by 

resolutions 2229(XXI), 2354-II(XIlI), 2428(XXIII), 

259l(XXIV) and 2711(:XXV), has invited the Administering 

Power, Spain, 

"to determine at the earliest possible date, in 
conformity with the aspirations of the indigenous 
people of Spanish Sahara and in consultation with 
the Governments of Mauritania and Morocco and any 
other interested party, the procedures for the 
holding of a referendum under United Nations aus
pices with a view to enabling the indigenous popu
lation of the Territory to exercise freely its 
right to self-determination." 

So far, this referendum has not taken place. 

Thus the General Assembly has been faced with claims 

that a plebiscite be held in a non-self-determined 

territory advanced either by the Administering Power or 

by a third state. The General Assembly was reluctant to 

intervene in cases such as Cyprus and West Irian and no 

decision was taken on the question of plebiscites being 

held in these territories. After 1965 a change in the 

General Assembly's policy has occurred and it has openly 

endorsed or disapproved of plebiscites conducted by the 

administering states themselves, or it has fixed the 

conditions under which a plebiscite will be considered 

appropriate for the purposes of the exercise of the 

right of self-determination by the people of the terri

tory concerned. Unfortunately, there is no recent prac-

tice on claims of third states of the Cyprus type, 29 

29. The claim of Somalia that a plebiscite be held in 
French Somaliland under U.N. auspices resembles the 
Greek claim on Cyprus. But in this case by the time the 
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however, it seems possible to conclude that the General 
Assembly, because of its competence to decide when a 
territory has exercised self-determination, could take 
the initiative and determine that a plebiscite should be 
held in a particular territory as a condition for recog
nising that it has exercised self-determination. Hence 
it could also uphold or dismiss a claim by a third state 
that a plebiscite should be held in a non-self-deter
mined territory according to its own interpretation of 
what self-determination means for the territory in 
question. 30 

b. The competence of the General Assembly to decide on 
the applicability of Article 103 of the Charter. 

i. The Moroccan and Tunisian questions. 

During the discussion of the questions of Tunisia and 
Morocco it was pointed out by France that the U.N. had 
not been given competence to revise treaties. 31 This 
issue was taken up by other delegates in the general 
context of the General Assembly's competence to deal 
with questions relating to these two territories, and 
it was argued that, since both territories were non
self-governing, the General Assembly could decide on 
the basis of Article 103 of the Charter whether the 
treaties by which Tunisia and Morocco became French 
protectorates were in conformity with the principle of 
self-determination recognised in the Charter. The In
dian delegate put it in the following terms: 

General Assembly took any action the colonial Power it
self had taken the initiative of holding a plebiscite 
in this territory~ 

30. See below Chapter IV, section 2(a). 
31. G.A.O.R. 7th seas. plen. mtg. 392nd para.92. 
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" ••• the fact remained that when an international 
treaty was interpreted or applied by a Member State 
in a manner inconsistent with the Charter, the 
United Nations was certainly entitled to call the 
attention of the Member State to that divergence, 
particularly when international relations and human 
rights were affected."32 

A counter-argument was put forward by the United KingddJ 
and by Australia. The latter country's delegate stated 
that 

"In the present case there was no conflict of obli
gations within the meaning of Article 103; yet even 
assuming that there were, that fact would not confer 
competence upon the General Assembly, as Article 103, 
on a careful reading of the Charter and study of its 
context, had nothing to do with conferring compe
tence."34 

The General Assembly in the resolutions 35 adopted on the 
Tunisian and Moroccan questions expressed the hope that 
"the parties will continue negotiations on an urgent 
basis with a view to bringing about self-government •.• in 
the light of the relevant provisions of the Charter of 
the United Nations". In the preamble to these resolu
tions the General Assembly referred to "the necessity of 
developing friendly relations among nations based on 
respect for the principle of equal rights and self-deter
mination of peoples", and considered that the U.N. 
"should strive towards removing any causes and factors 
of misunderstanding among Member States." 

32. G.A.O.R. 8th sess. 1st Cttee. 653rd mtg. para.4. 
For other relevant statements see G.A.O.R. 7th sees. 
1st Cttee. 538th mtg. para.64; 539th mtg. para.11 and 47; 
and 543rd mtg. para.69. 

33. G.A.O.R. 7th·sess. 1st Cttee. 548th mtg. para.25. 
34. G.A.O.R. 7th sess. 1st Cttee. 545th mtg. para.32. 
35. See resoluti c,ns 611 and 612(VII). 
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ii. The case of Cyprus. 

A reference by Greece to Article 103, while maintaining 
that Cyprus should be able to choose, in full freedom, 
the administration it desired, 36 was taken up by Colom
bia to imply that the U.N. was competent to decide that 
particular treaties had been superseded by the Charter. 
Colombia denied that such a contention could be con
strued on a reading of the relevant provisions of the 
Charter. 37 The General Assembly recommended a negotiated 

solution in 1956 and 1959. 38 

It must be noted that in recent years, though Article 
103 has not been mentioned in cases such as the Falkland 
Islands or Gibraltar, it seems that Argentina and Spain 

have relied on the proposition that, a right of self
determination having come into existence, the titles on 
which the United Kingdom bases its sovereignty over 
those territories should be revised along the lines of 
the Spanish and Argentinian interpretations of self
determination. The General Assembly has been more eager 
in these cases than on previous occasions to find that a 

dispute existed and to recommend negotiations to solve 

it. In the light of these initiatives it is suggested 
that the earlier reluctance of the General Assembly to 
take any steps which could be interpreted as favourable 
to a revision of certain treaties was due not to a 
belief of lack of competence to take such an initiative 
(indeed, Articles 10, 11(2) and 14 can very well cover 
this co~petence to determine when Article 103 applies) 
but to a lack of consolidation of the right of self
determination itself, and hence there was no firm basis 

36. G.A.0.R. 9t~ sess. plen. mtg. 477th para.169. 
37. Ibid. para.223. See also G.A.0.R. 9th sess. 1st 

Cttee.7?0th mtg. para.73, 
38. Resolutions 1013(XI) and 1287(XIII). 
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on which to claim revision: after 1960 -i.e. General 

Assembly resolution 1514(XV)- it would be difficult to 
doubt the basis of self-determination. 

c. Territorial claims. 

i. West Irian. 

When the Charter of Transfer of Sovereignty was signed 
by the Netherlands and Indonesia in 1949, the dispute 
over Netherlands New Guinea or West Irian was left to 
be settled in further negotiations. 39 These took place 
on several occasions but failed to achieve any positive 
result. Indonesia then brought the question before the 
U.N. and maintained that negotiations with the Nether
lands could only be concerned with the transfer of 
sovereignty over West Irian to Indonesia. The Nether
lands on the other hand opposed this restricted view of 
the object of eventual negotiations. 40 

As regards competence the Netherlands stated that 

"When legal questions concerning sovereignty were 
discussed, it was easy to loose sight of one aspect 
of paramount importance. That was that the First 
Committee was not a court of law dealing with a 
dispute about a piece of territory, but an organ 
which,if indeed it had a legitimate interest in the 
matter, should be primarily concerned with the wel
fare of the human beings concerned. It was with 
that in mind that the Netherlands Government's 
policy had been formulated. 1141 

Indeed, the Netherlands delegate had ste,ted that the 
Netherlands administration of West New Guinea was "a 
peaceful endeavour to create conditions for the self-

39. Article 2. 
40. See below pp.14)-151 for a more extensive des

cription of these arguments. 
41. G.A.O.R. 9th sess. 1st Cttee. 726th mtg. para.64. 
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determination of a population 11
•
42 To this last state

ment Indonesia opposed the contention that West Irian 
had already exercised self-determination when the 
Republic of Indonesia proclaimed itself independent in 
1945 and, furthermore, the General Assembly was compe
tent to deal with this question because it concerned a 
Non-Self-Governing Territory. 43 

The Netherlands opposed a draft resolution in which 
the General Assembly expressed the hope that the 
parties would pursue their endeavours with respect to 
the dispute which existed between them so as to find a 
solution in conformity with the principles of the 
Charter. 44 The reason given by the Netherlands to jus
tify its position was that this paragraph, however 
harmless it might seem, meant that the General Assembly 
endorsed the Indonesian position and this was outside 
the General Assembly's competence. 45 

Although an item on West Irian was on the agenda of 
the next three General Assembly's sessions, and also 
on the agenda of the sixteenth session, no initiative 
was taken by the General Assembly on this question. 

ii. Gibraltar. 

Before the Committee of 24 Spain claimed in 1964 that 
Gibraltar was an integral part of its territory and 
that the only way in which it could exercise self
determination was by being returned to Spain by the 
United Kingdom. The United Kingdom maintained that it 
had no doubts about its sovereignty over Gibraltar. The 
Committee of 24 adopted a consensus on October 16, 1964 
whereby it noted that a dispute existed between the 

42. Ibid. para.60. 
43. See below Chapter III, section l(a,i). 
44. A/C.1/1.110. 
45. G.A.O.R. 9th sess. plen. mtg. 509th para.106-108. 
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United Kingdom and Spain regarding the status of 

Gibraltar and it invited the two parties to find a 

negotiated solution to this dispute. The United Kingdom 

objected to such a consensus because, in the view of 

the United Kingdom, it exceeded the terms of reference 

of the Committee, since it was not competent to con

sider or discuss any dispute concerning sovereignty or 

territorial claims nor to make recommendations on a 

dispute. 46 The United Kingdom representative had al

ready made it known to the Committee, before the con

sensus was adopted, that his government believed the 

Committee lacked competence to deal with the Spanish 

claims. Spain, on the other hand, contended that 

Gibraltar was a Non-Self-Governing Territory to which 

resolution 1514(.XV) fully applied and, therefore, the 

Committee of 24 was competent to discuss any problem 

related to this territory, even if it meant discussing 

matters concerned with sovereignty. 47 

A way out of the impasse created by the British and 

Spanish arguments was sought by the representative of 

Cambodia, who distinguished between two aspects of the 

question of Gibraltar: one concerned the status of the 

territory which, in so far as it was a Non-Self-Govern

ing Territory, fell within the competence of the 

Committee of 24. The other aspect concerned the claim 

to this territory put forward by Spain. With respect to 

this second aspect he stated that 

"it is true that the Special Committee is perhaps 
not qualified to deal with the question of sover
eignty, but this does not mean that this question 
should be kept outside the auspices of the Commi
ttee ••• since the territory of Gibraltar is at pre
sent non-self-governing, in order to make it possi
ble to implement the right of self-determination 

46. A/AC.109/SR.291. 
47. A/AC.109/PV.282. 
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and independence. There is no doubt that this 
question of sovereignty should be deal-t with first 
of all ••• Therefore . •• LCambodiaJ hopes to see talks 
held between the interested Powers and is ready to support any recommendation along these lines. 1148 

In the following year objections to the General Assem
bly's competence to handle the problem of Gibraltar 
were voiced in the Fourth Committee by Australia. This 
country's delegate stated after voting in favour of a 
draft resolution 49 inviting the United Kin gdom and 
Spain to negotiate on Gibraltar that his vote was 
"without prejudice to its position that questions of 
sovereignty over colonial territories were not the con
cern [of the CommitteeJ 11

•
50 In 1967 the United Kingdom 

said (when ex$laining its vote on a draft resolution 
on Gibraltar) 1 that it had voted against it because 
the wording used could be interpreted as an end orsement 
of the Spanish claim to Gibraltar, and this wa s not a 
question to be settled by the Fourth Committee but by 
the International Court of Justice. 52 

The General Assembly recognised that a dispute 
existed on Gibraltar, endorsed the consensus of the 
Committee of 24 and asked the parties to negotiate. In 
1967 it went as far as actually recommendin g terms of 
settlement, and in 19 68 it fixed a deadline for the 
settlement of the dispute. 53 

iii. The Falkland Islands. 

The dispute between Argentina and the United Kingdom 

48. A/AC.109/PV.213. See also a similar statement by the representative of Venezuela in A/AC.109/PV. 285. 49. That once it was adopted by the General Assembly became resolution 2070(XX). 
50. G.A.O.R. 20th seas. 4th Cttee. 15 78th mtg. para.49. 51. Resolution 2353(XXII). 
52. G.A.o.n. 22nd sess. 4th Cttee. 1754th mtg. para. 

58-65. 
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over the Falkland Islands bears great similarity to the 

dispute over Gibraltar and the arguments put forward by 

both parties have run along the same lines. However, it 

must be noted that the United Kingdom did not object to 

the competence of the Committees of the General Assem

bly as it did in the case of Gibraltar. The reason for 

this different approach is perhaps to be found in the 

more moderate attitude taken by the claimant state and 

by the General Assembly itself. The Committee of 24 and 

the Fourth Committee have adopted several consensus on 

the Falkland Islands 54 and the General Assembly passed 

a resolution on this question in 1965. 55 All are ident

ical in the sense of declaring that resolution 1514 

applies to the territory in question, they note that a 

dispute exists concerning sovereignty over the Falkland 

Islands and they finally invite the parties to nego

tiate. 
It is a common feature of the cases reviewed above 

that the respective Administering Powers at first 

opposed any claim contesting their sovereignty over a 

Non-Self-Governing Territory, and argued on the basis 

of the validity of the title they had to the territory 

in dispute. Afterwards, since the claimant states 

argued their cases on the basis of self-determination, 

the Administering Powers counter-attacked on the same 

grounds, and in the several years in which the disputes 

have been on the General Assembly's agenda the argu

ments used by both parties have relied more and more on 

different interpretations of what self-determination 

means for the contested territory. This development has 

diminished the emphasis placed by the colonial Powers 

53. See resolutions 2353(:X:XII) and 2429(:X:XIII). 
54. See U.N.Y.B. (19 64) p.4J2, (1966) p.659, and 

U.N. ,17onthly Chronicly (January 1970) p.124. 
55. Resolution 2065 XX). 
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on the incompetence of the General Assembly to deal 

with territorial claims, and there has been a marked 

unwillingness to separate the question of the territo

rial dispute from the question of self-determination. 56 

As a consequence of these developments in practice it 

can be concluded that the General Assembly has compe

tence to determine that a state which lays claim to a 

non-self-determined territory on the basis of the right 

of self-determination has a locus standi to carry out 

negotiations on it. 

5. The competence of the U.N. or gans to decide on the 

status of a state for the purposes of Article 4 of 

the Charter and claims to self-determination: th e 

case of Mauritania. 

Article 4 of the Charter names the Security Council and 

the General Assembly as the competent organs to re

commend and decide respectively on whether or not an 

applicant state fulfils the conditions to become a 

member of the U.N. These organs, in exercising such 

powers, can actually be placed in the position of 

deciding between contending claims to self-determina

tion; this was the case when Mauritania became indepen

dent and therefore a potential member of the U.N. Be

fore this happened Morocco took the problem of Maurita

nia to the General Assembly and claimed that this 

country -within the borders assigned to it by France

had always been an integral part of Moroccan national 

teritory. 57 The General Assembly took no action 58 and 

56. As it was suggested by some states. See state
ments by Cambodia and Venezuela mentioned above, and in 
the case of the F'alkland Islands, Turkey expressed a 
similar opinion. See G.A.0.R, 20th sess. 4th Cttee. 
1558th mtg. para.67. 

57. A/4445. August 20, 1960. 
58. The item was discussed during the sixteenth se-
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on November 28, 1960 Mauritania was granted indepen

dence by France and it applied for U.N. membership. 59 

Eventually Mauritania was admitted to the U.N. 60 after 

some delaying tactics by the Soviet Union in the Secu

rity Council. These tactics are best interpreted as 

manoeuvres in the context of the cold war and not as 

evidence of doubts on the competence of the U.N. to 
pass a judgment on the Moroccan claims. Indeed, Morocco 

itself argued its case before the Security Council as 
if this organ were a court of law competent to give a 
final decision on its claims. The Moroccan delegate 

said that Morocco appeared before the U.N. as 

11a plaintiff seeking to gain its rights, which the 
French Government continues to disregard. We have 
called upon all the peoples of the world to witness 
the injustice of which we are victims and which 
France has sought to perpetuate by its efforts to 
persuade an international organisation to ratify 
its act of force."61 

He had earlier stated that 

"with the proposal that you should advocate the ad
mission of Mauritania to this world organisation 
you are being asked to take a decision which •.• 
would injure my country by amputating a part of its 
national territory. 1162 

It is clear that admission of the disputed territory to 
the U.N. as a member state renders claims, such as 
those put forward by Morocco, pointless; since if the 

claimant state thereafter has to settle the dispute in 
a manner consistent with the dispositions of the Char
ter, that is to say, peacefully and without recourse to 

ssion. See especially G.A.O.R. 16th sess. 1st Cttee. 
1109th, 1111th, 1113th and 1118th mtgs. 

59. S/4563 and Corr.l. 
60. On October 27, 1961. 
61. s.c.o.R. 16th yr. 971st mtg. para.140. 
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force, there is little hope of its being successful. 

For it is highly improbable that any new state will 

ever be willing to negotiate on a claim to the whole of 

its own territory. Thus, the decision of the General 
Assembly admittin g a state to membership is final as 
regards the status of such a country, es pecilly with 

respect to claims put forward by other member states. 63 

64 
6. The case of Southern Rhodesia. 

Southern Rhodesia, though a Non-Self-Governing Territo
ry, is dealt with here and not together with other 
territories falling within this category, because it i s 
the only Non-Self-Governing Territory the situation of 

which the Security Council has fou.~d to be a threat to 
international peace. This finding of the Security Coun-

62. Ibid. para,95. 
63. The admission, of Israel to the U.N . is a,nother 

case in point. Further evidence is provided by the 
attitude taken by the Philippines and Indonesia tow ard s 
the creation of Malaysia. It was then contended by the s e 
two states that Malaysia was a new state and needed to 
be admitted to the U.W., therefore it could not autom a
tically take the place of Malaya. The Philippines and 
Indonesia did not gather much support, but this episode 
can be viewed a s a proof of the significance that t.hese 
tw o countries attached to admission to the U.N. with 
respect to their territorial claim s to Sabah and Sara
wak. See G.A.O.R. 18th sess. plen. mtg. 1283rd pp,2 and 
5. 

64. For the consideration of the Rhodesian question 
at the U.N. see R. Higgins, "International law , Rhode
sia and the United Nations" World Today (March 1967) pp. 
94-106; J.W. Halderman, "Some le gal aspe cts of sanc
tions in the Rhodesian case" 17 I.C.L.Q. (1968) pp.672-
705; T. Venkatavo radan, The ques tion of Southern Rhode
sia" Indian Yearbook of International Affairs (19 64 ) 
J?p.112-150; G. Fish er, "Le pro bl eme rhod~sien 11 A.F.D . I. 
(1965) pp. 41-70;· M.S. McDougal and W.M. Rei sman, "Rho
desia and the United Nations: the lawfulness of inter
national concern" 62 A.J.I.L. (1968) pp.1-19; and J.E.S. 
Fawcett, "Securit;y Council Resolutions on Rhodesia" 
B.Y.I.L. (1965-66) pp.103-121. The terms Southern Rhode
sia and Rhodesia are used interchan geably. 
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REFERENCE TO CHAGOS ARCHIPELAGO IN ANNUAL STATEMENTS  
MADE BY MAURITIUS TO THE UNITED NATIONS GENERAL ASSEMBLY 

 
 

1974 Statement by Sir Abdul Razack Mohamed at the 29th Session of the United 
Nations General Assembly (27 September) 

 Declared a zone of peace by the Assembly three years ago the Indian Ocean is 
at present the scene of dangerous rivalries.  Any decision of the United Kingdom 
and the United States to extend communications and military facilities on the 
island of Diego Garcia would constitute a flagrant violation of the United Nations 
resolution on the subject.  May we appeal to those directly concerned, especially 
the United States of America, to reconsider their present policy which, certainly, 
far from being conducive to the creation of a zone of peace is rather conducive to 
the creation of one of tension.  Mauritius, therefore, with other countries 
bordering the Indian Ocean, views with grave concern the activities of the great 
Powers, which could create an explosive situation.  The peoples of the countries 
of the Indian Ocean must be allowed to live in peace and security.  Mauritius will 
therefore continue to explore with others every possibility of maintaining peace in 
the area. 

1980 Statement by Sir Seewoosagur Ramgoolam, Prime Minister, at the 35th 
Session of the United Nations General Assembly (9 October) 

 Here it is necessary for me to emphasize that Mauritius, being in the middle of 
the Indian Ocean, has already – at the seventeenth ordinary session of the 
Assembly of Heads of State and Government of the Organization of African Unity 
[OAU], held at Freetown from 1 to 4 July this year – reaffirmed its claim to Diego 
Garcia and the Prime Minister of Great Britain in a parliamentary statement has 
made it known that the island will revert to Mauritius when it is no longer required 
for the global defence of the West.  Our sovereignty having thus been accepted, 
we should go further than that, and disband the British Indian Ocean Territory 
and allow Mauritius to come into its natural heritage as before its independence.  
The United States should make arrangements directly with Mauritius for the 
continued use of the island for defence purposes.  And then, there are the 
inhabitants of Diego Garcia who are domiciled in Mauritius and for whom better 
arrangements should be made.  It must be the duty of both the United States and 
Great Britain to discuss with the Mauritius Government how best to give 
satisfaction to all concerned and at the same time provide better prospects for 
the islanders. 

1982 Statement by Hon. Anerood Jugnauth, Prime Minister, at the 37th Session of 
the United Nations General Assembly (15 October) 

 At this juncture I should like to dwell on an issue which affects the vital interests 
of Mauritius; I mean the Mauritian claim of sovereignty over the Chagos 
Archipelago, which was excised by the then colonial Power from the territory of 
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Mauritius in contravention of General Assembly resolutions 1514 (XV) and 2066 
(XX).  This dismemberment of Mauritian territory, the violation of our territorial 
integrity, has been made all the more unacceptable by the fact that one of the 
islands of that very Archipelago, Diego Garcia, is now a full-fledged nuclear base, 
which poses a constant threat to the security of Mauritius and to that of all the 
littoral and hinterland States of the Indian Ocean, the very Ocean declared to be 
a zone of peace by this Assembly in 1971. 

 I solemnly appeal to the peace-loving Members of the Organization to extend all 
their support to the legitimate Mauritian claim of sovereignty over the Chagos 
Archipelago.  In helping Mauritius to regain its national heritage, the United 
Nations will be living up to its own principles and proclaiming loud and clear that 
it expects its resolutions to be implemented by its Members.  As the Diego Garcia 
issue involves two fundamental principles of the United Nations, namely respect 
by the administering Power for the territorial integrity of its colony, and the right of 
peoples to live in peace and security, I venture to say that the return of the 
archipelago to Mauritius will bring the Organization the respect that is so 
indispensable to its continued existence. 

1983 Statement by Hon. Anerood Jugnauth, Prime Minister, at the 38th Session of 
the United Nations General Assembly (27 September) 

 I would like at this juncture to impress upon the Assembly the just and legitimate 
claim of my country over the Chagos Archipelago, which was excised from our 
national territory in contravention of General Assembly resolutions. I hope that in 
our endeavours to recover this part of our national territory by diplomatic and 
political means we shall continue to enjoy the unstinted support of all peace-
loving countries. 

1986 Statement by Sir Satcam Boolell QC, Minister of External Affairs and 
Emigration, at the 41st Session of the United Nations General Assembly (8 
October) 

 In the same context of the objectives of the Declaration we note with satisfaction 
the renewed unanimous support of the non-aligned Member States as well as the 
backing of other members of the Assembly for our claim to sovereignty over the 
Chagos Archipelago, including Diego Garcia.  The decolonization of Mauritius will 
not be complete and its territorial integrity restored until the Chagos Archipelago 
is returned to Mauritius. Moreover, the continuous expansion of the military base 
on Diego Garcia has led to increased rival military activity in the Indian Ocean 
region, thus seriously compromising the objectives of the Declaration of the 
General Assembly. 
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1987 Statement by Sir Satcam Boolell QC, Minister of External Affairs and 
Emigration, at the 42nd Session of the United Nations General Assembly (9 
October) 

 I should like to remind this Assembly in this connection that the Chagos 
Archipelago, which belonged to Mauritius, was excised from our territory before 
we obtained independence, in clear violation of the principles of the United 
Nations.  Its inhabitants were coerced into permanent exile to clear the way for a 
military base in Diego Garcia.  The key strategic role now assumed by Diego 
Garcia has brought the nuclear peril right into the heart of the Indian Ocean 
region.  The loss of Chagos has also meant the denial to the Mauritian people of 
access to the significant ocean resources around the archipelago.  We renew our 
demand for the rightful restitution of the Chagos Archipelago to the national 
heritage of Mauritius. We are grateful to the States members of the Organization 
of African Unity (OAU) and of the Movement of Non-Aligned Countries, as well as 
to other friendly countries, for their strong and consistent support of our just 
claim. 

1988 Statement by Sir Anerood Jugnauth, Prime Minister, at the 43rd Session of 
the United Nations General Assembly (12 October) 

 In clear violation of the principles of the United Nations the island of Diego 
Garcia, along with the Chagos Archipelago, was detached from Mauritius by 
Britain prior to our independence in 1968.  The island of Diego Garcia was ceded 
by Britain to the United States of America, which transformed it into a military 
base.  The inhabitants of the island were summarily relocated to Mauritius.  The 
key strategic role now assumed by Diego Garcia has brought the nuclear peril 
right into the heart of the Indian Ocean.  We are determined never to give up our 
claim over Diego Garcia.  With the support of other Indian Ocean States, we shall 
continue to mobilize international opinion for the restitution of the island to 
Mauritius.  We are thankful to the States members of the Organization of African 
Unity and the Non-Aligned Movement, as well as other friendly countries, for their 
continued support of our just claim. 

1989 Statement by Sir Satcam Boolell QC, Deputy Prime Minister and Minister of 
External Affairs and Emigration, at the 44th Session of the United Nations 
General Assembly (27 September) 

As the Assembly is aware, the Government and people of Mauritius have not 
accepted the fact that an important part and parcel of their territory has been 
excised by the former colonial Power in contravention of United Nations General 
Assembly resolutions 1514 (XV) and 2066 (XX).  The dismemberment of 
Mauritian territory constitutes an unacceptable affront to our sovereignty.  
Mauritius cannot and will not remain silent until Diego Garcia and the Chagos 
Archipelago, as well as the Tromelin Islands, are returned to us.  Our claim is just 
and legitimate.  We have the total support of the Organization of African Unity 
and the Movement of Non-Aligned Countries. 
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 We appeal to the international community and to all peace-loving countries to 
assist us in the restoration of our territories.  Our islands should not serve as a 
nuclear base and should not constitute a threat to our own security and to that of 
all the littoral and hinterland States of the region. 

1990 Statement by Hon. Jean-Claude de L’Estrac, Minister of External Affairs, at 
the 45th Session of the United Nations General Assembly (9 October) 

 While we are addressing the issue of the Indian Ocean, we wish to reiterate our 
just and rightful claim to the Chagos Archipelago, including Diego Garcia, and 
express our deep appreciation of the whole-hearted support of the members of 
the Non-Aligned Movement and the Organization of African Unity, as well as that 
of other friendly countries. 

1991 Statement by Hon. Paul Bérenger, Minister of External Affairs, at the 46th 
Session of the United Nations General Assembly (10 October) 

 The issue of sovereignty brings me to the fact that Mauritius is itself still 
struggling to regain its sovereignty over the Chagos Archipelago, a cause which I 
believe should be supported by the Assembly in its entirety, considering the 
stand taken by the world community in the recent Gulf Crisis on, precisely, an 
issue of sovereignty.  With the advent of the new era to which I have already 
referred, it should be possible for the past colonial Power to come to terms with 
the present situation and acknowledge the sovereignty of Mauritius over the 
Chagos Archipelago.  It is also the fervent wish of my Government that nothing 
should be done by any party concerned to aggravate this issue any further, 
especially as concerns the extension of territorial waters.  

1992 Statement by Hon. Paul Bérenger, Minister of External Affairs, at the 47th 
Session of the United Nations General Assembly (1 October) 

Another issue that is of great importance to us in Mauritius is the need to respect 
the territorial integrity of nations.  I should here like to place once more on record 
the appreciation of my country to all countries that have consistently expressed 
their support of our sovereignty over the Chagos Archipelago, including Diego 
Garcia.  We should like to like to inform the Assembly that we have resumed 
exchanges with the United Kingdom on this issue. 

1993 Statement by Dr the Hon. A.S. Kasenally, Minister of External Affairs, at the 
48th Session of the United Nations General Assembly (30 September) 

 In our Indian Ocean region, on an issue of direct concern to us, I am happy to 
say that meaningful dialogue on the Chagos Archipelago is taking place with the 
United Kingdom authorities. 
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1994 Statement by Sir Anerood Jugnauth, Prime Minister, at the 49th Session of 
the United Nations General Assembly (5 October) 

 It is also my distinct pleasure to associate myself with all those who have 
extended a hearty welcome to non-racial democratic South Africa within the fold 
of the Assembly.  The end of apartheid in South Africa also underscores the end 
of colonialism on the African continent.  However, there still remain a few areas 
where the process is not complete, but I firmly believe that it will not be long 
before we can boast of a totally free world.  In this regard, I should like to say that 
with respect to the question of the return of the Chagos Archipelago to the 
sovereignty of Mauritius, we have continued to pursue a positive dialogue with 
the United Kingdom and that some progress has been registered. 

1996 Statement by Dr. the Hon. Navinchandra Ramgoolam, Prime Minister, at the 
51st Session of the United Nations General Assembly (10 October) 

 After this overview of the world situation, allow me to speak of a matter of 
national interest to us.  One of the fundamental principles to which we all 
subscribe is that of respect for the sovereignty of Member States.  Interference in 
the internal affairs of States and disregard for their national sovereignty has often 
been a source of tension and conflict.  Now that the cold war is behind us and we 
move towards ever greater economic, commercial and cultural integration, we 
should be able to find amicable answers to questions of sovereignty.  Mauritius 
has sovereignty disputes regarding the Chagos Archipelago and Tromelin Island 
with two countries with which we have historically close and friendly ties.  These 
differences were referred to as friendly disputes by Sir Seewoosagur 
Ramgoolam, architect of our independence and father of our nation.  We hope to 
resolve these differences through quiet diplomacy and dialogue. 

1997 Statement by Hon. R. Purryag, Deputy Prime Minister, Minister of Foreign 
Affairs and International Trade, at the 52nd Session of the United Nations 
General Assembly (30 September) 

 This Assembly is by now well aware of the just and legitimate claim of Mauritius 
for the restoration of its territorial integrity through the return of the Chagos 
Archipelago, including Diego Garcia, to its national heritage.  This Assembly 
should also note that this issue also hides a tragic human dimension.  Before 
Mauritius acceded to its independence, all of the inhabitants of the Chagos were 
coerced to leave the land of their birth where they had lived for several 
generations.  The plight of these inhabitants must now be comprehensively 
addressed. 

Likewise, we are still awaiting the return of the island of Tromelin to Mauritius.  
As we pursue our efforts to recover these territories, we call upon the former 
colonial powers to expedite this process through dialogue in the spirit of the 
friendship that characterises our relationships.  My government looks forward to 
an early resolution of these disputes. 
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1998 Statement by Dr the Hon. Navinchandra Ramgoolam, Prime Minister, at the 
53rd Session of the United Nations General Assembly (23 September) 

Finally, as on past occasions, we would like to bring up once more before this 
Assembly our lasting claim on the sovereignty of two territories which were taken 
from our patrimony: the island of Tromelin and the Chagos Archipelago. We 
reiterate our call to the former colonial Powers to enter into constructive bilateral 
dialogue with my Government for the early restoration of those territories to the 
sovereignty of Mauritius. 

Regarding the Chagos Archipelago, this Assembly should also be reminded that 
some 1,500 inhabitants – the so-called “Illois” – were coerced to leave their 
homeland to clear the way for a military base.  Most of the families, who had lived 
for generations on these islands, were moved to the main island of Mauritius, 
victims of the then prevailing cold war.  Today, after more than 30 years, they still 
experience tremendous difficulties adapting to their present conditions.  Many 
yearn to be resettled on these islands.  As we are about to commemorate the 
fiftieth anniversary of this century’s seminal document on human rights, we 
consider that we owe it to these Illois to fully re-establish their rights, including 
the right of return. 

1999 Statement by Hon. R. Purryag, Deputy Prime Minister, Minister of Foreign 
Affairs and International Trade, at the 54th Session of the United Nations 
General Assembly (30 September) 

For the majority of small States, the United Nations continues to be the main 
bulwark against infringements on their sovereignty and territorial integrity.  We 
have consistently drawn the attention of the Assembly to the issue of the Chagos 
Archipelago, which was detached from Mauritius by the former colonial Power 
prior to our independence in 1968, and also to the plight of over 2000 people who 
were forced to leave the land of their birth, where they had lived for generations, 
for resettlement in Mauritius.  This was done in total disregard of the United 
Nations declaration embodied in resolution 1514 (XV), of 14 December 1960 and 
resolution 2066 (XX), of 16 December 1965, which prohibit the dismemberment 
of colonial Territories prior to independence. 

Mauritius has repeatedly asked for the return of the Chagos Archipelago, 
including Diego Garcia, on which a United States military base has been built, 
and thereby the restoration of its territorial integrity.  The over 2,000 displaced 
Ilois people have been facing tremendous difficulties in adapting in mainland 
Mauritius, in spite of all the efforts that Mauritius has made to assist them in this 
process. 

So far the issue has been discussed within the framework of our friendly relations 
with the United Kingdom, with a view to arriving at an acceptable solution.  
Unfortunately, there has not been significant progress.  The United Kingdom has 
been maintaining that the Chagos Archipelago will be returned to Mauritius only 
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when it is no longer required for defence purposes by the West.  While we 
continue the dialogue for an early resolution of the issue on a bilateral basis, we 
urge the United Kingdom in the meantime to allow the displaced inhabitants to 
return to the Chagos Archipelago.  At the dawn of the new millennium, when we 
so strongly uphold universal recognition of and respect for fundamental human 
rights, the inhabitants of Chagos should not continue to be denied the right to 
return to the Chagos Archipelago. 

2000  Statement by Hon. A.K. Gayan, Minister of Foreign Affairs and Regional 
Cooperation, at the 55th Session of the United Nations General Assembly 
(22 September) 

I wish to say a few words now about the Chagos Archipelago and the island of 
Tromelin.  Respect for sovereignty and territorial integrity is, under the United 
Nations system, an acquired and inalienable right of every State, however big or 
small.  We are conscious that the United Nations favours the completion of the 
process of decolonization.   

For a number of years now, we have continuously brought before the General 
Assembly the question of the Chagos Archipelago, which has always formed part 
of the State of Mauritius.  This Assembly will recall that the Chagos Archipelago, 
including the island of Diego Garcia, was detached by the colonial Power just 
before our independence, in violation of General Assembly resolutions 1514 (XV) 
of December 1960 – the Declaration on the Granting of Independence to Colonial 
Countries and Peoples – and 2066 (XX) of 16 December 1965, which prohibits 
the dismemberment of colonial territories prior to the accession of independence.  
We have all along sought to resolve this issue bilaterally with the United Kingdom 
through dialogue, but there has been no tangible progress so far.  The issue has 
now reached a critical stage and we are extremely anxious to have meaningful 
negotiations with the United Kingdom with a view to resolving this matter within 
the shortest possible time.  We also reiterate our demand that, pending a 
resolution of this issue, the former residents of the Chagos Archipelago and their 
families, who were forcibly evicted and sent to Mauritius by the colonial Power, 
be allowed to return to their homeland. 

We launch a fresh appeal to the former colonial Power, the United Kingdom, to 
come forward and engage in serious and purposeful discussions with us towards 
the early settlement of the Chagos Archipelago question.  We wish to stress that 
Mauritius will never abandon its intention to reunite its territory and to assert its 
sovereignty over the Chagos Archipelago.  

2001 Statement by the Rt. Hon. Sir Anerood Jugnauth, KCMG, PC, QC, Prime 
Minister, at the 56th Session of the United Nations General Assembly (11 
November) 

 We continue to claim our sovereignty over the Chagos Archipelago which was 
excised by the United Kingdom from the then Colony of Mauritius in violation of 
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international law and UN General Assembly Resolution 1514.  We are convinced 
that the time for the United Kingdom to engage in talks for the early retrocession 
of the Archipelago to Mauritian sovereignty is long overdue inasmuch as 
problems left over from colonial days cannot remain unresolved.   

We are also concerned by the plight of all those Mauritians, commonly known as 
the Ilois, who were forcibly and in outright violation of their fundamental rights, 
removed from the islands forming the Archipelago by the then colonial power.  
We support their legitimate claim for all appropriate remedies. 

2002 Statement by the Rt. Hon. Sir Anerood Jugnauth, KCMG, PC, QC, Prime 
Minister, at the 57th Session of the United Nations General Assembly (13 
September) 

Mauritius reaffirms its legitimate sovereignty over the Chagos Archipelago, 
including the island of Diego Garcia, which was detached from the territory of 
Mauritius by the United Kingdom prior to our independence.  We renew our call 
to the former colonial Power, the United Kingdom, to accelerate discussions with 
us for an early settlement of this issue.   

The persons of Mauritian origin who were displaced from the Chagos 
Archipelago continue to claim redress for the serious human rights violations that 
they endured.  We support their efforts to seek redress. 

2003 Statement by the Rt. Hon. Sir Anerood Jugnauth, KCMG, PC, QC, Prime 
Minister, at the 58th Session of the United Nations General Assembly (24 
September) 

 Before I conclude, however, Mr President, I renew my appeal to the United 
Kingdom to take all measures to complete the process of decolonization of 
Mauritius.  For years, Mauritius has consistently reaffirmed its sovereignty over 
the Chagos Archipelago, including Diego Garcia, here and in all international 
fora.  I sincerely regret that this issue has not been resolved.  I therefore reiterate 
our appeal to the United Kingdom, as a country known for its fair play and for 
championing human rights, and to our friends in the US to engage in a serious 
dialogue with Mauritius over the issue of the Chagos Archipelago so that an early 
solution to this issue may be found. 

 The removal of the Chagossians under false pretences resulted in gross 
violations of human rights.  Hopefully this aspect of the matter will be resolved 
through the British Courts shortly. 

2004 Statement by Hon. Jaya Krishna Cuttaree, Minister of Foreign Affairs, 
International Trade and Regional Cooperation, at the 59th Session of the 
United Nations General Assembly (28 September) 

 As this august Assembly is aware, Mauritius has always favoured a bilateral 
approach in our resolve to restore our exercise of sovereignty over the Chagos 
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Archipelago which, prior to independence from the United Kingdom, was 
unlawfully detached from our territory, in violation of the Declaration on the 
Granting of Independence to Colonial Countries and Peoples contained in 
General Assembly resolution 1514 (XV), and Assembly resolutions 2066 (XX), 
2232 (XXI) and 2357 (XXII).  Such bilateral approaches have unfortunately not 
yielded any result so far and certain recent regrettable unilateral actions by the 
United Kingdom have not been helpful.   

Mr. President,  

While we shall continue to favour a settlement of this matter through dialogue, we 
shall use all avenues open to us in order to exercise our full sovereign rights over 
the Chagos Archipelago.  The Assembly should also note that this issue has a 
tragic human dimension.  Before Mauritius acceded to its independence, all of 
the inhabitants of the Chagos were forced to leave the land of their birth, where 
they had lived for several generations.  The plight of those inhabitants must now 
be comprehensively addressed.  

2005 Statement by Dr. the Hon. Navinchandra Ramgoolam, Prime Minister, at the 
60th Session of the United Nations General Assembly (19 September) 

Allow me to reiterate before this Assembly our legitimate sovereignty claim over 
the Chagos Archipelago, including the Island of Diego Garcia which was 
detached by the United Kingdom from the territory of Mauritius prior to our 
independence in violation of United Nations General Assembly Resolution 1514 
of 1960 and Resolution 2066 of 1965. The people of the Chagos Archipelago, 
who were evicted from the islands, are still struggling for their right to return to 
their birth place. We reiterate our call to the United Kingdom to pursue 
discussions with us for an early settlement of this issue. 

2006 Statement by Dr. the Hon. Navinchandra Ramgoolam, Prime Minister, at the 
61st Session of the United Nations General Assembly (22 September) 

My delegation wishes to draw the attention of this Assembly that, thirty-eight 
years after its independence, Mauritius has still not been able to exercise its 
sovereignty over the Chagos Archipelago, including Diego Garcia. The 
Archipelago was excised from the territory of Mauritius by the former colonial 
power to be subsequently used for military purposes behind our back, in total 
disregard of United Nations General Assembly Resolutions 1514 and 2066. This 
exercise also involved the shameful displacement of the inhabitants of the 
Chagos from their homeland, denying them of their fundamental human rights.   

International law must prevail, as must respect for the sovereignty of all 
countries.  We therefore call once again on the United Kingdom to pursue 
constructive dialogue in earnest with my Government with a view to enabling 
Mauritius to exercise its sovereignty over the Chagos Archipelago. 
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We view positively the visit jointly organised by the Governments of Mauritius 
and of the United Kingdom, in April this year, to enable the former inhabitants of 
the Chagos to visit the Archipelago for the first time since their displacement to 
pay respects at their relatives’ graves on the Archipelago. 

2007 Statement by Dr. the Hon. Navinchandra Ramgoolam, Prime Minister, at the 
62nd Session of the United Nations General Assembly (28 September) 

In 1965 when the Constitutional Conference for the granting of independence to 
Mauritius was convened, the Chagos Archipelago, amongst many other islands, 
formed an integral part of the territory of Mauritius and should have remained as 
such in accordance with the Charter of the United Nations and General Assembly 
resolutions 1514 of 1960 and 2066 of 1965.  Resolution 1514 (1960) states inter 
alia: 

“Any attempt aimed at the partial or total disruption of the national unity 
and territorial integrity of a country is incompatible with the purposes and 
principles of the Charter of the United Nations.”  

 The excision of the Chagos Archipelago by the colonial power at the time of our 
independence constitutes a dismemberment of our territory in total disregard of 
resolutions 1514 of 1960 and 2066 of 1965.  Furthermore, it is also a violation of 
the Charter of the United Nations itself.    

We therefore, once again, reiterate our request to the United Kingdom to engage 
in bilateral dialogue with us as soon as possible with a view to enabling us 
exercise our sovereignty over the Chagos Archipelago.   

Equally, on the question of our sovereignty over Tromelin, we note the progress 
registered at the recent Mauritius-French joint Commission.   

The United Kingdom and France, two permanent members of the United Nations 
Security Council, are two major and important economic and trade and 
development partners of Mauritius.  We fully appreciate their continued support in 
the development of our country.  We have been striving to reach an amicable 
agreement on these issues but we cannot – and will not – compromise on our 
territorial integrity and our sovereignty over those islands.   

2008 Statement by H.E. Mr. S. Soborun, Permanent Representative of Mauritius 
to the UN, at the 63rd Session of the United Nations General Assembly (29 
September) 

 The principles and objectives enshrined in the Charter of the United Nations 
should continue to guide us in our actions. I would like to bring up once again 
before the august Assembly our legitimate sovereignty claim regarding the 
Chagos Archipelago, including Diego Garcia. This archipelago was excised from 
the territory of Mauritius, by the United Kingdom, prior to our independence in 
disregard of UN General Assembly resolutions 1514 (XV) of 1960 and 2066 (XX) 
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of 1965. We have always favoured a settlement of the issue through constructive 
bilateral dialogue. In that regard, I wish to inform the Assembly that high-level 
talks are underway.   

 Government is very sensitive to the aspirations of citizens of Mauritius to return 
to the islands of their birth in the Chagos Archipelago. I wish to recall here that 
they were forcibly removed from the Archipelago prior to its excision from 
Mauritius. Likewise, we urge France to pursue dialogue with Mauritius on the 
issue of Tromelin. It is our firm conviction that such bilateral dialogue will further 
consolidate our historical and friendly relations with both the United Kingdom and 
France. 

2009 Statement by Dr. the Hon. Navinchandra Ramgoolam, GCSK, FRCP, Prime 
Minister, at the 64th Session of the United Nations General Assembly (25 
September) 

I  take  this  opportunity  to  reaffirm  the  sovereignty  of Mauritius over the 
Chagos Archipelago, including Diego Garcia, which was detached by the United 
Kingdom from the territory  of Mauritius prior  to our independence.  The 
dismemberment of the territory of Mauritius was in total disregard of UN General 
Assembly Resolutions 1514 of 14 December 1960 and 2066 of 16 December 
1965.   

As President Obama said two days ago from this very rostrum, we must 
demonstrate that international law is not an empty promise.   

We must all abide by it. 

We have consistently urged the United Kingdom to engage in a meaningful 
dialogue with Mauritius for the early return of the Chagos Archipelago.  We are 
pleased to inform the Assembly that two rounds of talks have been held with the 
United Kingdom this year.   

We look forward to these discussions coming to fruition and hope that Mauritius 
will be able to exercise its sovereignty over the Chagos Archipelago, including 
Diego Garcia, in the near future. 

2010 Statement by Dr. the Hon. Arvin Boolell, Minister of Foreign Affairs, 
Regional Integration and International Trade, at the 65th Session of the 
United Nations General Assembly (28 September) 

We have in no uncertain terms drawn the attention of this august body every year 
to the fact that Mauritius has sovereignty over the Chagos Archipelago, including 
Diego Garcia.  The Chagos Archipelago was illegally excised by the United 
Kingdom from the territory of Mauritius prior to our independence.  This 
dismemberment was done in blatant violation of the UN General Assembly 
resolutions 1514 (XV) of 14 December 1960 and 2066 (XX) of 16 December 
1965.   
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We have raised the issue of the sovereignty of Mauritius over the Chagos 
Archipelago with successive British Governments and initially pursued the matter 
as a friendly dispute.  In view of the lack of progress, we suggested that the issue 
be addressed in bilateral talks.  Although the process of bilateral talks was 
initiated in January 2009, the issue of our sovereignty over the Chagos 
Archipelago has yet to be addressed. 

We are deeply concerned that the British Government decided on 1 April 2010 to 
unilaterally declare a marine protected area around the Chagos Archipelago 
allegedly to protect the marine environment.  The unilateral establishment of this 
marine protected area infringes the sovereignty of Mauritius over the Chagos 
Archipelago and constitutes a serious impediment to the eventual resettlement in 
the Archipelago of its former inhabitants and other Mauritians as any economic 
activity in the protected zone would be precluded.  The Government of Mauritius 
has decided not to recognize the existence of the marine protected area.   

          The illegal excision of the Chagos Archipelago from the territory of Mauritius has 
indeed a tragic human dimension.  All the inhabitants of the Archipelago at that 
time were forced by the British authorities to leave their homes in the Archipelago 
abruptly in total disregard of their human rights.  Most of them were moved to the 
main island of Mauritius.  The Government of Mauritius is sensitive to and fully 
supportive of the plight of the displaced inhabitants of the Chagos Archipelago 
and to their desire to resettle in their birthplace in the Chagos Archipelago.   

Mauritius greatly appreciates the unflinching and unanimous support it has 
consistently received from the African Union and the Non-Aligned Movement for 
assertion of its sovereignty over the Chagos Archipelago.  The last AU Summit 
held in Kampala last July and the last NAM Summit held in July 2008 in Sharm-
el-Sheik reaffirmed that the Chagos Archipelago, including Diego Garcia, forms 
an integral part of the territory of the Republic of Mauritius.  They also called 
upon the United Kingdom to expeditiously put an end to its unlawful occupation 
of the Chagos Archipelago with a view to enabling Mauritius to effectively 
exercise its sovereignty over the Archipelago. 

We urge the United Kingdom once again to take the necessary steps for the 
unconditional return of the Chagos Archipelago, including Diego Garcia, to 
Mauritius without further delay.  

2011 Statement by Dr. the Hon. Navinchandra Ramgoolam, GCSK, FRCP, Prime 
Minister, at the 66th Session of the United Nations General Assembly (24 
September) 

Allow me, Mr. President, to give as an example, the difficulties which my own 
country has experienced in resolving a dispute relating to decolonization with 
the former colonial power, the United Kingdom. 
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The Chagos Archipelago which is part of Mauritian territory, was excised from 
Mauritius prior to independence, in disregard of United Nations Resolutions 
1514 and 2066 and the principles of international law, and declared as the so-
called British Indian Ocean Territory. The United Kingdom has failed to 
engage in any meaningful discussions, with us on this matter. 
 
When the Government of Mauritius consequently announced, in 2004, that it 
would refer the dispute to the International Court of Justice, the United 
Kingdom immediately amended its declaration, under Article 36 of the ICJ 
Statute, to oust the jurisdiction of the Court with respect to certain disputes 
with a member or former member of the Commonwealth. 
 
This illustrates the kind of difficulties which a State may have in settling a 
claim under international law. The States involved in the dispute may refuse 
to negotiate in good faith and seek to ensure that no international tribunal can 
determine the law applicable to the dispute. 

 
We call on the United Nations to keep under review the whole issue of 
settlement of disputes, including by judicial means, and to set standards of 
conduct for all States with respect to negotiation, conciliation, mediation or 
other forms of non-judicial and peaceful settlement of disputes or alternatively 
submission of the dispute to adjudication. 

 
…. 

 
Mr President, 
 
The continued unlawful occupation of the Chagos Archipelago by the United 
Kingdom is a matter of concern for the region. Mauritius welcomes the support of 
the African Union and of the Non-Aligned Movement for the territorial integrity of 
our country. The purported declaration of a Marine Protected Area around the 
Chagos Archipelago by the United Kingdom in breach of the United Nations 
Convention on the Law of the Sea is another cause for concern. This is why in 
December 2010 Mauritius commenced arbitration proceedings against the UK 
under the 1982 Convention on the Law of the Sea. 
 

2012 Statement by Dr. the Hon. Arvin Boolell, GOSK, Minister of Foreign Affairs, 
Regional Integration and International Trade, at the 67th Session of the 
United Nations General Assembly (1 October) 

 
Mr. President,  

 
Mauritius very much welcomes the high level meeting on Rule of Law. 
Development and greater economic prosperity go hand in hand with enhanced 

Annex 100



14 

 

rule of law at both national and international levels.  There will be no meaningful 
Rule of law at international level until and unless all nations and specially the 
small ones can have avenues for resolving their disputes with other States.  
 
The United Kingdom excised part of Mauritian territory prior to independence and 
has refused to enter into talks in good faith over this dispute and has ensured 
that the dispute cannot be determined by the International Court of Justice.  

 
Thus, the decolonization of Africa has not been completed.  
 
At a time when the United Nations debates Rule of law at both national and 
international levels we urge the international community to work on machinery 
that enables States, whatever their size or economic power, to have judicial or 
other peaceful means of resolving disputes.  

 
Rule of law at international level cannot only be normative. There must also be 
adequate enforcement mechanisms without which there is no meaningful rule of 
law.  

 
2013 Statement by Dr. the Hon. Navinchandra Ramgoolam, GCSK, FRCP, Prime 

Minister, at the 68th Session of the United Nations General Assembly (28 
September) 

 
 Mr President, 
 
 Mauritius reiterates its firm conviction that Rule of Law should prevail in the 

resolution of disputes, in accordance with the UN Charter. 
 
 We believe that the international community has an obligation to ensure that, in 

line with the principles of the Rule of Law, nations should submit their disputes to 
conciliation, mediation, adjudication or other peaceful means, both non-judicial 
and judicial. 

 
 The dismemberment of part of our territory, the Chagos Archipelago - prior to 

independence - by the then colonial power, the United Kingdom, in clear breach 
of international law, leaves the process of decolonisation not only of Mauritius but 
of Africa, incomplete. 

 
 Yet, the United Kingdom has shown no inclination to engage in any process that 

would lead to a settlement of this shameful part of its colonial past. 
 
 I am confident that the UK and the US would want to be on the right side of 

history. 
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 States which look to the law and to the rules of the comity of nations for the 
resolution of disputes should not be frustrated by the lack of avenues under 
international law for settlement of these disputes. 

 
2014 Statement by H.E. Dr. Milan J.N. Meetarbhan, Permanent Representative of 

Mauritius to the UN, at the 69th Session of the United Nations General 
Assembly (30 September) 

 
Mr President, 

 
 In the mid 60’s, when a wave of decolonisation was sweeping across the world 

the United Kingdom purported to create a new colony, the so-called BIOT, by 
carving out part of the territory of Mauritius. 

 
Thus, part of Mauritian territory remains under colonial rule. 
 
As long as part of Mauritian territory remains under colonial rule, decolonisation 
of Africa will still remain incomplete. 
 
The dismemberment by the United Kingdom of part of the territory of Mauritius 
prior to independence was and continues to be a blatant breach of international 
law and total disregard of United Nations resolutions. 
 
Speaking before this Assembly last week President Obama said, there is one 
vision of the world in which might makes right, but that “America stands for 
something different.  We believe that right makes might – that bigger nations 
should not be able to bully smaller ones…” 
 
This is why, last year at this very forum, Mauritius urged the United States to be 
on the right side of history and not to condone illegal acts by maintaining its 
presence on Diego Garcia under an unlawful arrangement with the UK which 
does not have a valid title to the island and instead to ensure that in the future, 
such presence is on the right side of the law. 
 
Both the United States and the United Kingdom should recognise the sovereignty 
of Mauritius over the Chagos and engage, in good faith, in meaningful 
discussions with Mauritius over arrangements to be made in this regard. 
 
Following the statements we have heard over the last year in connection with 
sovereignty and territorial integrity, there should not be a set of standards for one 
part of the world and a different one for another part of the world.  Those who 
show no respect for fundamental principles across the board lose all moral 
authority to preach to the rest of the world. 
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2015 Statement by the Rt. Hon. Sir Anerood Jugnauth, GCSK, KCMG, QC, Prime 
Minister, at the 70th Session of the United Nations General Assembly  
(2 October) 

 
Mr President,  

 
Mauritius has always firmly supported the resolution of disputes by peaceful 
means as inscribed in the Charter of the United Nations.  

 
We believe that, in accordance with resolutions of this Assembly, it is high time to 
complete the process of decolonisation in Africa. 

Mr President,  
 

It is also high time to resolve the situation that prevents Mauritius from effectively 
exercising its sovereignty over the Chagos Archipelago and the Island of 
Tromelin that form an integral part of the territory of Mauritius.  

 
The Chagos Archipelago was illegally excised by the United Kingdom from the 
territory of Mauritius prior to its accession to independence, in breach of 
international law and resolutions of this Assembly. 

 
In the wake of this illegal excision, the Mauritians who were residing at the time in 
the Chagos Archipelago were forcibly evicted by the British authorities from the 
Archipelago in total disregard of human rights. Most of them were moved to the 
main island of Mauritius.  

 
The Government of Mauritius is fully sensitive to their plight and to their 
legitimate aspiration, as Mauritian citizens, to resettle in the Archipelago. 

Mr President,  
 

Mauritius welcomes the Award of the Arbitral Tribunal delivered on 18 March 
2015 against the United Kingdom under the United Nations Convention on the 
Law of the Sea.  

 
We welcome the Tribunal’s decision that the ‘marine protected area’ purportedly 
declared by the United Kingdom around the Chagos Archipelago was established 
in violation of international law. 

We also welcome the Tribunal’s unanimous recognition that Mauritius has an 
interest in significant decisions bearing upon the uses of the Archipelago pending 
its return to the effective control of Mauritius. 
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This arbitral proceeding was the first occasion on which any international judge 
or arbitrator has considered the facts and history lying behind Mauritius’ 
entitlement to sovereignty over the Chagos Archipelago.  

 
Mauritius appreciates the fact that two arbitrators have confirmed the opinion that 
the United Kingdom is not the ‘coastal State’ in relation to the Chagos 
Archipelago. This view has not been contradicted by any other judge or 
arbitrator.  

 
This, no doubt, confirms our stand that the Chagos Archipelago is, and has 
always been, an integral part of the territory of Mauritius. 

Mr President,  
 

The Tribunal underscores United Kingdom’s legally binding obligations to 
Mauritius. These establish, beyond doubt that in international law Mauritius has 
real, firm and binding rights over the Chagos Archipelago and that the United 
Kingdom must respect those rights.  

 
The Tribunal recognised that Mauritius has a legal interest in the Chagos 
Archipelago such that decisions affecting its future use cannot be taken without 
the involvement of Mauritius. 

Mr President,  
 

Despite this clear ruling of the Tribunal, we regret that the United Kingdom 
appears to be adopting a different approach to the rights of Mauritius.  It has 
recently launched a so-called consultation exercise on purported resettlement of 
Mauritians of Chagossian origin in the Chagos Archipelago under conditions 
amounting, again, to a gross violation of their most basic human rights.  

 
Mauritius rejects unreservedly this purported consultation exercise.  

 
We wish to assure the international community that once Mauritius is able to 
effectively exercise its sovereignty over the Chagos Archipelago, our brothers 
and sisters of Chagossian origin who resettle in the Archipelago will be able to 
live in dignity and enjoy their basic human rights as they currently do in Mauritius.  

 
Mr President, considering the Award of the Tribunal, we urge the United States of 
America which is currently using Diego Garcia for defence purposes to engage in 
discussions with Mauritius regarding the long term interest of Mauritius in respect 
of Chagos Archipelago. The more so, after the affirmation by the President of the 
United States of America when he so convincingly stated in his speech to this 
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Assembly on Monday: I quote – “We cannot stand by when the sovereignty and 
territorial integrity of a nation is flagrantly violated”. Unquote. 

Mr President,  
 

The Government of Mauritius is resolutely committed to pursue all efforts in 
accordance with international law for the effective exercise by Mauritius of its 
sovereignty over the Chagos Archipelago, including the possibility of further 
recourse to judicial or arbitral bodies. 

 
And we urge this Assembly and the international community at large to support 
Mauritius in its legitimate endeavours. 

In this regard, this Assembly has a direct institutional interest in the resolution of 
this matter. 

The Assembly, of course, has historically played a central role in addressing 
decolonisation, through the exercise of its powers and functions especially in 
relation to Chapters XI through XIII of the UN Charter.  

 
Under its Resolution 1514(XV) of 14 December 1960 on the granting of 
independence to colonial countries and peoples, this Assembly declared that any 
attempt aimed at the disruption of the territorial integrity of such a country is 
incompatible with the purposes and principles of the UN Charter.  

 
In Resolution 2066 (XX) of 16 December 1965, a resolution dealing specifically 
with Mauritius, the Assembly drew attention to the duty of the administering 
power not to dismember the territory and not to violate the territorial integrity of 
the then colony. 

Therefore, this Assembly has the responsibility in helping to complete the historic 
process of decolonisation which it was so successful in instigating and 
overseeing in the second half of the last century.  

 
This is why, Mr. President, we are convinced that this Assembly should now 
establish a mechanism to allow and monitor the full implementation of the UNGA 
resolutions.  

 
Mr President,  

 
I take this opportunity to express the deep appreciation of Mauritius for the 
unflinching support it has consistently received from members of the African 
Union, the Non-Aligned Movement and the Group of 77 and China, and other 
friendly countries for its sovereignty over the Chagos Archipelago.  
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2016 Statement by the Rt. Hon. Sir Anerood Jugnauth, GCSK, KCMG, QC, Prime 
Minister, at the 71st Session of the United Nations General Assembly  
(23 September) 

 
Mr. President, 
 
The firm belief of Mauritius in the UN Charter and the legitimacy of a fair and just 
multilateral system is unshakable. 
 
Every nation has a right to peace, justice, rule of law and democracy and every 
human being to the basic human rights. This is the basis on which the Mauritius 
Constitution is built. These are also the principles enshrined in the UN Charter. 
 
The full realisation of these principles will not be possible unless decolonisation is 
completed. 
 
Mr. President, 
 
Forty eight years ago, my country became a free and sovereign nation, an 
independent country in the eyes of the world. Yet even today, it is unable to 
exercise its sovereignty over parts of its territory, namely the Chagos Archipelago 
and Tromelin. 
 
Prior to granting Mauritius its independence on 12 March 1968, the United 
Kingdom illegally excised on 8 November 1965 the Chagos Archipelago from the 
territory of Mauritius to purportedly create the so-called 'British Indian Ocean 
Territory'. 
 
This excision was carried out in violation of international law and United Nations 
General Assembly Resolutions 1514 of 14 December 1960, 2066 of 16 
December 1965, 2232 of 20 December 1966 and 2357 of 19 December 1967. 
 
Mr. President, 
 
UN General Assembly Resolution 1514 stipulates that "any attempt aimed at 
the partial or total disruption of the national unity and the territorial 
integrity of a country is incompatible with the purposes and principles of 
the Charter of the United Nations".  It clearly prohibits the dismemberment of 
any colonial territory prior to independence. 
 
In addition to excising this integral part of our territory, the Mauritians living in the 
Chagos Archipelago were forcibly evicted from their home and moved to the 
main island of Mauritius in total disregard of their human rights. 
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The Government of Mauritius is fully sensitive to their plight and their rightful 
aspiration to resettle in the Chagos Archipelago as per their legitimate right as a 
citizen of Mauritius.  We are determined to resettle those who were forcibly 
evicted from the Archipelago upon its return to the effective control of Mauritius in 
full respect of all their rights and dignity. 
 
Mr. President, 
 
My delegation comprises the spokesperson of Mauritians of Chagossian origin. 
He is the symbol of a whole community whose human rights have been baffled.  
His presence also testifies that the issue of sovereignty and the right of return of 
Mauritian Chagossians to their native lands cannot be dissociated. 
 
Mr. President, 
 
Mauritius has consistently protested against the illegal excision of the Chagos 
Archipelago and has unequivocally maintained that the Chagos Archipelago, 
including Diego Garcia, forms an integral part of its territory, under both Mauritian 
law and international law. 
 
Mauritius has also constantly pressed for the completion of its decolonisation 
process. 
 
Mr. President, 
 
For decades, Mauritius has called on the former colonial power to engage with us 
in order to find a fair and just solution, but our efforts have remained in vain so 
far. 
 
Despite the blatant violation of UN Resolution 1514, the United Kingdom 
maintains that its continued presence in the Chagos Archipelago is lawful. Yet 
the United Kingdom also tacitly admits the impropriety of its action in 
dismembering the territory of Mauritius, as evidenced by the undertaking which it 
has given on various occasions that the Chagos Archipelago will be returned to 
Mauritius when no longer required for defence purposes. 
 
This undertaking has been held to be legally binding by the Arbitral Tribunal 
established in the case brought by Mauritius against the United Kingdom under 
the United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea to challenge the legality of 
the 'marine protected area' purportedly established by the United Kingdom 
around the Chagos Archipelago. 
 
However, the United Kingdom has so far not honoured its undertaking as the 
criteria on which it relies to contend that the Chagos Archipelago is still required 
for defence purposes keep changing. 
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Mr. President, 
 
The Arbitral Tribunal ruled that the creation of the purported 'marine protected 
area' around the Chagos Archipelago by the United Kingdom was in violation of 
international law. 
 
Two of the arbitrators found that the excision of the Chagos Archipelago from 
Mauritius in 1965 showed "a complete disregard for the territorial integrity of 
Mauritius by the United Kingdom", in violation of the right to self-determination 
and that the United Kingdom is not the 'coastal State' in relation to the Chagos 
Archipelago. This finding has not been contradicted by the other members of the 
Arbitral Tribunal. 
 
Mr. President, 
 
The General Assembly has a direct institutional interest in this matter given the 
historic and central role it has played in the process of decolonisation throughout 
the world.  The General Assembly has a continued responsibility to complete the 
process of decolonisation, including that of Mauritius. 
 
This is why at the request of the Government of Mauritius, the General Assembly 
has included in the agenda of its 71st Session an item entitled "Request for an 
Advisory Opinion of the International Court of Justice on the legal consequences 
of the separation of the Chagos Archipelago from Mauritius in 1965". 
 
Mr. President, 
 
An Advisory Opinion would assist the General Assembly in its work on 
decolonisation in general and the decolonisation of Mauritius in particular, 
pursuant to the requirements of the UN Charter and international law. 
 
Mr. President, 
 
I would like to impress on the fact that the decision to have recourse to this action 
has not been taken in an adversarial mindset. This is not the first time that the 
Advisory Opinion of the International Court of Justice is being sought on such a 
subject. In our view, this is a legitimate recourse and it abides by the provisions 
of the UN Charter and past practice of the United Nations. 
 
Mr. President, 
 
We have noted that the United Kingdom has now expressed the wish to engage 
in dialogue with Mauritius in order to sort out the matter by June 2017.  
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Mauritius has always believed in true dialogue. We are acting in good faith and 
we expect same from our interlocutors. 
 
Mr. President, 
 
We believe that this Assembly has the duty to assist in the completion of the 
decolonisation process. 
 
Mauritius shares the view that an Advisory Opinion of the International Court of 
Justice in respect of the Chagos Archipelago will undoubtedly assist the General 
Assembly in the discharge of this responsibility. 
 
I wish to heartily thank Member States of the African Union, the ACP, the Non-
Aligned Group and the Group of 77 countries plus China, amongst others that 
have openly expressed their support to my country. 
 
I know that when it comes to justice, human dignity and territorial integrity, this 
Assembly will live up to its mission. 
 
Mr. President, we concur with the UK position of a rule based international 
system.  However, we have to be coherent, not only in what we say but also in 
what we do. 
 
… 
 
Monsieur le Président, 
 
L'intégrité territoriale est un principe de droit international. Les Nations Unies la 
reconnaissent ainsi et il est de notre devoir de la faire respecter. 
 
Mr. President, 
 
In concluding, I would like to call on the whole Membership of the United Nations 
to stand by the right to justice, to show that a better and safer world is only 
possible if this is compatible with Rule of law and to show commitment to the 
principles of the Charter. 
 
Thank you for your kind attention. 
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2017 Statement by Hon. Pravind Kumar Jugnauth, Prime Minister, at the 72nd  
Session of the United Nations General Assembly (21 September) 

 
Mr. President, 

 
Adherence to international law, safeguard of fundamental human rights and 
respect for the territorial integrity of countries underpin relations between 
countries. 

 
In relation to Mauritius, all these principles were flouted when an integral part of 
its territory, namely the Chagos Archipelago, was excised prior to our 
independence, in violation of international law, including obligations reflected in 
UN Resolutions 1514 (XV) of 14 December 1960 and 2066 (XX) of 16 December 
1965, and all the inhabitants of the Chagos Archipelago were forcibly evicted. 

 
Our decolonization still remains to be completed, five decades after the adoption 
of the Declaration on the granting of independence to colonial countries and 
peoples. 

 
Mr. President, 

 
A crucial role of the International Court of Justice is to provide guidance, through 
its advisory opinions, to the organs and agencies of our Organization for the 
fulfilment of their responsibilities. 

 
It is in this spirit that Member States of the Group of African States tabled last 
June a resolution seeking an Advisory Opinion of the International Court of 
Justice on the legal consequences of the separation of the Chagos Archipelago 
from Mauritius in 1965. 

 
We are very pleased that the resolution was adopted, and indeed by such a 
resounding majority. That vote demonstrated the great importance that the 
Member States from across the globe - not just Africa, but also Europe, Asia and 
the Americas - attach to the need to complete the process of decolonization, as 
well as the concern they have for the injustices caused to the evicted inhabitants 
of the Chagos Archipelago. As a matter of fact, this overwhelming vote has 
renewed their hope that they might finally return to their place of birth. 

 
The UN membership has indeed made it clear that it wishes to see the 
decolonization process of Mauritius completed, and to that end has turned to the 
International Court of Justice for guidance. We are hopeful that the Court's 
Advisory opinion will not only guide the important work of the General Assembly 
but will also allow Mauritius to move forward, including with an appropriate 
program in favour of the inhabitants who had been displaced from that part of the 
Mauritian territory. Many of you had an opportunity, last June, to see an 
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exhibition on the tragedy surrounding that eviction and to interact with those who 
were forced to leave in such inhumane conditions. 

 
Mr. President, 

 
We thank the Member States for their support and look forward to their continued 
support in the completion of our decolonization. 

 
In this regard, we express the hope that as many Member States as possible will 
contribute to the proceedings which the Court has invited them to participate in. 

 
Mr. President, 

 
Let me take this opportunity to reaffirm that Mauritius does not have any intention 
of seeking the disruption of the security arrangements currently in place in Diego 
Garcia, the biggest island of the Chagos Archipelago. 

 
Let me reiterate what successive Mauritian governments have clearly stated: 
“Mauritius is willing to enter into a long-term renewable lease with the United 
States to allow these security arrangements to remain in place". In this regard, 
completing the process of decolonization will enhance security by providing 
legality and certainty. 
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dans Ja Joi pour allcr sc cacher derriere un 
writ of certiorari, un writ qu'on n'est meme 
pas sur d'.obtenir, qui est tres difficile a 
obtenir . C'est le jurist.e qui devrait faire 
attention au droit administrat if. 

Mr. Y. Mohamed : How many times 
have I seen him condemning past admi• 
nistrators at the Municipality without 
giving them a chance to defend them 
selves 7 

forgot to pass the law and collect the rat 
for 1972/1973. We have done it now. 

The third thing : how are those Co 
missions going to get the Joans fro 
Government? You have to mortga 
everything or go on your knees to t 
bank to ask for overdrafts . 

Mr. Ollivry : Sir, is the hon. Mini 
speaking on the amendment which is t 
give a right of appeal to the Municipalit 
which bas been suspended ? 

Sir Harold Walter : You are right ()' 
a point of order because the other one · 

M. Ollivry : ll ne s'agit pas de con• 
damner les agissemcnts des Municipalites. 
11 s'agit d' une question de principe. Nous 
vous donnons le droit de faire appel et vous 
en tant que juriste, yous di.tcs : .. «.Allez,lire 
Basu». 

·· a point ofdisordenvhich ... ·· 

M. Duval : En tant que juriste, je 
declare que les deux partis ont tort. 

L'amendemeut que propose le premier 
depute de Rodrigues (M. Ollivry) pourrait 
sa1,1ver ce projet de loi . C'cst pourquoi le 
troisieme depute de Quartier Militaire et 
Moka (M. Y. Mohamed) devrait au 
contrairc etre pour le projet de loi, pour 
J'amendement et le premier depute de 
Rodrigues (M. Ollivry) centre. Quant a 
moi, je resterai sur mes positions . 

Sir Harold Walter : Sir, there are three 
points which have been completely over
looked by the last speaker. The first one 
is the right of appeal. The right of appeal is 
inherent to it . At any moment if anybody 
feels that there has been au omission or a 
commission which makes an inroad in the 
provision of the law, he can go to Court 
by way of writ . What is the difficulty in 
this 'I I cannot see the difficulty. 

The second thing which no one has 
dared mention : we are trying to repair 
a big mistake of the last administration 
of the Municipality of Port Louis. They 

Clause 2 ordered to stand part of the Bi 

Clause 3 (Appointment of commissions 

J,,fotion made and questio11 propo 
« that the clause stand part of the Bill 

Mr. Ollivry : Sir, I move the amen 
ment as circulated. 

Question put on the amendment of t · 
ho11. Flrst Member for Rodrigues (tvi. 
01/ivry). 

The Chairman : The Noes have it. ; 

Mr. Ollivry : I move for a divisipn, Si. 

The Chairman : I have put the qucsti 
on the amendment which has been circ 
lated to hon. Members and I have 
that the Noes , have it. Will those w 
support my decision rise in their p!ac 

(Members rose in their places) 

Thank you. Now will those who challen 
my decision rise in their · places , 
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3 orderecl to stand part of the Bill. 

4 and 5 ordered to stand part of the 

6 (Rates and taxes). 

made and question proposed : 
the clause stand part of the Bill». 

Ah Cbuen : Sir, I move according 
+c:-,,:-i•llD·Ll"• amendment.which has been circula-

6, as amended, ordered to stand 
of the Bill. 

7 (Charges of administration). 

made and question proposed : 
<;'that the clause stand part of the Bill. » 

·,;:Mr. Duval : This morning, the reply 
· }the Minister to a Qucstii,m which reads 

Clause 7 ordered to sta11d part of the Bill. 

Clauses 8 and 9 ordered to stand part 
of the Bill. 

The title and the enacting clause were 
agreed to. 

The Bill, as amended, was agreed to. 

On the Assembly resuming with Mr. 
Speaker in the Chair, the Deputy Speaker 
reported accordingly. 

Third Reading 

On motion .made and seconded the Local 
Government (Special Provisions) Bill (No. 
VI of 1974) was read the third time and 
passed. 

MOTION 

SPEECH FROM 'IlIE THRONE 
-ADDRESS IN REPLY 

Order read for resuming adjourned 
debate on the following motio1i of the hon. 
Deputy Chairman of Committees (Mr . S. 
Bhayat) :-

<(fhat an Address be presented to His 
E,'{cellei1cy the Governor -Genernl in "tb~ 
following terms :-., «Whether he will say if the Chairman and 

· .Members of the Administrative Commissions 
of the Municipalities of Port Louis, Beau 

· ~assin-Rose Hill, Quatre Domes, Curepipe 
·and Vacoas-Pha:nix are remunerateu .. If so, 

_·_ will he give details thereof.» .' 

«We, the Members of the Mauritius Legisla• 
live Assembly here assembled, beg leave to 
offer our thunks to Your Excellency for the 
Speech which Your Excellency has addressed 
to us on the occasion of the Opening of the 
Eighth Session of the Third Legislative Assem
bly'.» ,: «No». I want again to ask the Minis

spetially as regards the Municipality 
Yacoas-Phrenix, whether he still main
s that ·the Chairman is not being 

. • Ah Chuen: Not for the time being. 
.former President of the . Munidpality 
,acoas-Pha:nix declined. 

Question again proposed. 

M. G. Ollivry (First Member for 
Rodrigues) : M.le president, Jes premiers 
mots de ce discours du trone en maticre 
de politique etrangere couvrent de ridicule 
ce Gouvernement qui agit comme la 
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grenouille de la fable qui vou!ait se faire 
aussi grosse q ue le breuf : 

! « In pursuance of its policy of detente 
•· and peaceful co-existence ... » « Its » policy 

of detente ! Ainsi done le Gouvernement 
se croit ctre d.evenu le gouveruement des 
Etats Unis ou de la Russie Sovietique ! 
C'cst le gouvernement de Maurice qui 
parle de sa politiquc de detentc, COlillne si 
l'ilc Maurice etait engagee dans la gucrrc 
froide ! A moins, M. le president, quc le 
Premier ministre savait qu'il allait alimen
ter la guerre froide en vendant Diego 
Garcia pour rien et pour des raisons 
e)cctorales, a moins quc le Premier ministrc 
sacbant ceia, veut mali1tenant . faire une 
.politique de detcnte puisqu'il a lui-meme 
vendu Diego Garcia pour en faire une 
base, a!ors que Ju majorite de la population 
du pays s'est opposee. La politiquc de 
detente du Gouvernement ! Il aurait 
fallu y avoir songt\ en 1965 quand on a, 
pour des raisons de strategic et de tactlque 
electorales, donne Diego Garcia pour 
Rs. 40m., alors que Ja population s'y 
opposait. Aujourd'hui le Gmivernement, 
voyant que Diego Garcia est utilise comme 
une base, peut-etre nucleaire, ne fai( que 
des protestations tres foibles on pas de 
protestations tout simplcmcnt; parceqne 
le Gouvemement sait que c'est le Premier 
ministre lui-meme qni a etc complice de la 
vente de Diego Garcia. II a done cree, 
dans l'occan indien, un foyer de guerre 
froide. Et aujourd'hni ii veut parter de 
detente, de sa po.litique de detente ! Depuis 
quand est-ii devenu le President des Etats 
Unis ou le Premier miuistre de la Russie 
Sovietlque '/ Mais ace sujet ii faut r_appeler 
que si !'ocean indien est transforme en 
une zone de confrontation entre les super
puissauces, la responsabilite, la plus 
graude part de cette responsabilite, revient 
au Premier m.inistre et a son Gouverne
mcnt travailliste. 

Sir Harold Walter : Revient a vou 

M. Ollivry : Revient a moi ? c 
ment? 

Sir Harold Walter : 
se l'independance ! 

M. Ollivry : Quel aveu ! Nous a 
nons maintenant du ministre de la • 
que, parceque le Parti Mauricien 
a l'epoque oppose a l'indcpendan 
Parti Travailliste, avec le ministre 
sante comnie membre, a vendu, a d 
ilne partie du territoire mauricien ! 
de quoi ils sont coupables ! Vend 
·territoire rnauricieu tout simplement 
gaguer •des elections, pour . gagner I' 
pendance ! Mais quand on a affaire 
genre de Gouvernement, a ce ge 
rnentaiite, vraiment, M. le presi 
faudrait que cela soit su aux 
Unies oi1 le ministre de la saute se 
temps en temps : 
raisons electorales, 
Maurice! 

Sir Harold Walter : 
vous, ni a moi : c'etait a l'An 
Elle avait le droit d'extirper ! 

M. Ollivry : Si c'etait iJ. !'Ang 
et que l'Anglcterre avait le droit d' 
comme vous dites, il ne fallait 
complice de M. Greenwood ! 11 fal 
aux Anglais : « Extirpez ! » Non s 
vous u'avez pas fait ccla, vous avez 
flic des Anglais ... 

(lnterrnption) 

Mr. Speaker: 
that it is uot a shouting match w 
taking place. 

M. Ollivry : Jc vous rcmcrcie, 
president. Je reprends mon disco 
mon calme pour repondre .. 
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:·Ainsi nous apprcnons du ministre de la te que c'etait aux Anglais et qu'ils 
aieut le droit de prendre une partic du 
rritoire; mais -alors, pourquoi avoir ete 
mplice des Angla.is en leur disant : 

:Prenez » alors qu'il Y avait une protes
tiou au Conseil des Ministres a Maurice, 
ors qu'il y avait des protestations dans 
population it Maurice ? Pourquoi avoir 

pt6 !'argent des Britanniques ? Tout 
plcment parceqne le Premier ministre 

le Parti Travailliste d'alors savaient que 
situation etait telle dans le pays qu 'il 

Hait a tout prix cedcr au chantage, faire 
r a M. Greenwood ! Voila la verite ! 

Harold Walter : . Vous jouissez de 
tpencfaiice, liefri ? Et vous avi~z voulu 

tegration de l'Ile Maurice avec la 
nee! 

M, Ollivry : L'indcpendance est un f et personne ne songerait /i. le contester 
· · seulement quand on compare, M. le 

dent, la situation qui prevalait sur 
. an des institutions avant l'indepen-

11ce, et ce que ces gens la ont fait de 0

dcpendance, on peut se demander si 
·. n'avait pas un peu raison d'avoir peur cie craindre la: dictature qu'ils allaient 
,?scr dans ce pays. 

Et de dire que 
service comrne miuistrc 

Ollivry : Oui, vous direz ce que , 
voudrez! Mais vous n'avez qu'a venir, · 
rt'avez qu'a faire Jes elections 1 Vcnez 
:'contre nous, CJ,Uand vous voulez, 
vous voulez ! 

Non seulement le Gou-

Mr. Speaker : If this sort of thing 
continues my patience will wear very thin. 

M. 0llivry: Non seulemcnt du Gou
vemement, du propre aveu du ministre, 
pour gagner l'independ:mce, pour faciliter 
Ja tache du Parti Travailliste, a permis a 
une partie du territoire de s'en al!er et a 
cree uu foyer de la guerre froide dans 
!'ocean iudicn, non seulement cela, ii l'a 
fait avec la plus grande indecence sans 
protegcr les interet.s de ceux qui s'y trou
vaieut : Jes malheurcux Ilois. Le Premier 
ministre lui-memc a dit que cette excision 
de Diego Garcia du territoire mauricien .a 
ete faite sans aucun document pour tenir 
compte de la realite, de la nationalite de 
ces roalheureux, de leur sort, de leur 
reclassemcnt; et ccs gcns Ja sont venus, 
vers les aunees 1968, essayer de vegcter 
daus les faubourgs de Port Louis. Et rien 
n'a ete fait par le Gouvernemcnt mauricien 
pour eux. Sans doute le Gouverncment 
britaunique, sous la pression de certains 
-et qui n'ctaient pas membres du Gou
verncment d'alors - sous la pression de 
certaius du Parti Mai1ricicn avant la 
coalition, et de nous-memes et des autres 
apres Ja coalition, a accorde unc certaine 
aide. Et qu'est deveuue cctte aide ? Qu'a-t-
011 fa.it pour ces malbeureux ? Est-ce-qu'ils 
ont ete reclasses ? Absolument ricn n'a etc fait pour ces malhcureux qui n'out 
absolument rien obtenu de la securite 
sociale et de .!'assistance pubiique. II u'y 
a aucun document concernant leur re
classement, aucun document concernant 
leur nationalitc; on Ieur permet de vegcter 
dans les fanbourgs de Port Louis, et c'est 
tout. Pourquoi ? On peut se poser la 
question. Un Gouvemement qui agit ainsi 
avec la plus grande desinvoltur~n per• 
mettaut la creation d'un foyer de tension 
dans notre ocean indien et en permettant a ce que des mauriciens, des Uois - mais 
qui ne votent pas necessaircmcnt travail• 
liste - soient traites de Ja fai;on dont ils · 
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ont ete traites, ce Gouvernement est 

ind.igne de rester un jour de plus au pou

voir ! Mais on peut se demander pourquoi 

ils sont ainsi traites. Ils sont ainsi traites, 

M. le president, parcequ'ils nc comptent 

pas ! Parceque pour ccux qui sont au 

pouvoir, ils ne comptent pas. Ils sont des 

Ilois. Les Ilois ne comptent pas ! Les 

Rodriguais ne comptent pas ! Et peut-etre 

meme beaucoup de Mauriciens ne comp

tent pas puisquc on a entcndu le Premier 

ministre dire qu' .il ne savait pas au juste 

ce que c'etait que le mauricianisme, et le 

ministre du plan qui dit : « Qui sa bebete 

qui appelle Mauricien la ? » Et voilil. I Le 

Premier ministre qui aurait du inspirer 

co.rlfiarn:e .. a la natio11 .. mauricjen11e, q11i 
aurait di\ etre le promoteur de la nation 

mauricienne, que le troisicme depute de 

Vieux Grand Port et Rose Belle (M. 

Bissoondoyal) a appele le pere de la nation, 

celui-la vient vous dire qu 'ii ne croit pas 

,dans le mauricianisme ! Et son ministrc 

du plan : « Qui fa bebete qui appelle 

Mauricien Iii ? » C'est sans doute parceque 

.les Hois, les Rodriguais et beaucoup 

d'autres sont consideres par le Gouveme

ment commc des «bebetes», qu'ils ne 

comptent pas pour le Gouvcmement 

actuel, qu'ils n'ont absolument aucune 

espece d'importance, qu'i!s ne comptent 

pas dans le petit jeu electoral pour des 

elections qu'ils ne veulent pas faire. C'est 

pour cela qu'ils ne comptent pas dans le 

pctit jeu electoral de ce Gouvernement, 

dans le jeu politique de ce Gouvcrnement. 

Ainsi done, le Gouvemement a cree un 

foyer de tension et vous avez maintenant 

a rendre compte aux Nations Unies et a 
vos amis du Tiers Monde, vous qui parlez 

si souvent sur les tretcaux de !'Organisa

tion de !'Unite Africaine ! Comment 

rendrez-vous compte a ces gens la de ce 

que vous avez fait ? Si !'ocean Indien n'est 

pas une zone de paix, que Madame Gan

dhi aille demander des comptes au Premier 

ministre ! Que Madame Gandhi qui 

s'emcut de cc probleme la et, a juste ti 
aille demander des comptes au Prem 

ministre ! Et quant a nous, nous dis 

que la politique ctrangere de l'ile Mau 

doit tcnir compte du fait que nous som 

un petit pays avec une economic vulnera 

et que nous avons a tenir eompte 

politique etrangere de la necessite 

bonnes relations avec tous, sans do 

mais de nos interets d'abord et de no 

securite intcrieure. Voila les considerati 

qui doivent presider a J'elaboration 

notre politique etraugere, - de bon 

relations avec d'autres pays, nos intc 

notre developpemcnt economique et no 

sccurite interieure. Et ii n'y a rien dans 

discours du Trone en matiere de politiq 

... 6lrangcre pour poiivoir inspirer confian 

a qui que ce soit, ni aux Mauriciens, 

a ccux qui a l'etranger ont suivi l'evoluti 

de ce parti travailliste, Jes actes de trahi 

vis a vis du peuple, de la nation ma 

cienne dont nous avons eu la confinnati 

aujourd'hui du ministre de la saute q 

nous a dit que c'est parceque 011 et · 

oppose a l'independance qu'ils ont 

obliges d'accepter Rs. 40in. et de devc 

complices de !'excision d'une partie 

territoire mauricien. 

M. le president, je voudrais avant 

poursuivre mon expose parler de R 

drigues. Est-ce parceque certains con 

derent que les Mauriciens s011t des be 

que les Rodriguais n'ont eu droit a absol 

ment aucun traitement depuis toujours 

On aurait pu pcoset qu'avcc la represent . 

tion parlementaire de Rodrigues 

Parlemcnt, avec lcs nombreuses interv 

tions des deputes de Rodrigues et d'aut 

deputes pour Rodrigues, que ce Gouver 

ment allait enfin s'occuper de Rodri 

Six ans, presque sept ans out passe 

qu'a-t-on fait pour Rodrigues ? Sa 

doute des missions s'y rendent de tern 

en temps. II faut bien y aller, ii faut bi 

aller faire un tour et voir comment c' 
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odrigues. C'est assez interessant. On: 

z,f/scirt de Londres, d'Europe et on sort meme 

';\t;fde Maurice, on en a souvent entendu 

[( parler, on voudra_it voir co~ment_ c'est 

/'\ ,et on y va, on va fam: un tour a Rodrigues, 

/ \; on rcvient, les rapports sont deposes 

;A]2etil n'y a aucune suite, aucun follow"IIP

!b.:i\ Les annees passcnt, le prohleme de l'eau 

i// ;est reste sans solution, aucune recherche 

t\'/:;bi'a ete faite pour trouver les sources d'eau 

I]i/\;;potable a Rodrigues ~t les ressomces d_e 

ft'iF;llodrigues en eau. Rien. Un filtre avmt 

tf:ii ,ete donne par l'aide britannique a Ull 

;;;/< certain moment pour filtrer l'eau d'une 

il(ji~\certaine partie de Rodrigues. Ce filtre a 

);};;~te <lonne il. Plaisance au lieu d'etre ache

.;'ill:;Jtrine sur Rodrigues parceque Jes avions 

·:ci'~vaieuibesoiii 'd'eaupotable et jusqu'au

urd'hui rien u'a ete fait pour donncr a 
odrigues de J'eau filtree. C'est ainsi que 

, mortalite infantile est tres grandc a 
odrigues et ce n'est que si l'enfant depasse 

fJige de quatre ou cinq ans qu'il a une 

:chance <le survivre. Mais la mortalite 

Jµfautile est tres grande grace a la gastro

... nterite, grace a de nombreuses maladies 

·ui provienneut de l'eau polluee. On l'a 

dit; on l'a repete a plusieurs reprises, le 

Crouvernement n'a rien fait, le Gouverne

:, ent ne fera rien parcequc le Gouverne

.. , nt ne compte pas Rodrigues dans son 

titjeu electoral. 

That is not true. 

. 't Ollivry : Je sais que le ministrc 

-~~finances est anime de bonnes intentions 

J,f'a vis de Rodrigues mais la route de 

eufer est pavce de bonnes intentions. 

Government also. 

· Ollivry : Quant a lui, i1 est anime 

~on_nes intentions vis a vis de Rodrigues 

is,amsi que je l'ai dit la route de l'enfcr 

, avee de bonnes intentions. 

Le cofit de la vie est tres eleve, beaucoup 

plus e!cve qu'il. Maurice. Cela a cte recon

nu par ceux qui y sont alles. Cela a ete 

reconnu par le commissaire Sedgwi:;k. 

Qu'a-t-on foit ? Les fonctionnaires rodri

guais se sont battus pour .avoir un COLA 

suivant le bareme etabli par Sedgwick. 

Ils n'ont obtenu absolumcut rien sauf un 

25'.;~ du COLA mauricien qui quand on 

!'analyse <le pres equivaut a prouver qu'en 

fait la situation est restec intacte. Je vais 

vous l'expliquer. La disturbance allowance 

qui est donnee aux fonctioilJJaires mauri

ciens comprend environ 15'.'/4 de COLA. 

Lorsque vous donnez aux fonctionnaires 

rodriguais 25¾ du COLAmauricien , vous 

oe retablissez pas Ja situation. Ce qu'il 

faut faire c'est donner aux Rodriguais et 

aux Mauriciens qui se trouvent a Rodri

gues un COLA different base sur la haussc 

du cout de la vie et 11e pas faire de diffe

rence en ce qui. conccrne le cout de la vie 

cntre Jes Rodriguais et les Mauriciens a 
Rodrigues, qui y travail!ent. Sans doute 

ii faudra reamcnager la disturbance allow• 

ance qui doit etre dilferentedu cofi.t de la 

vie ma.is en ce qui concerne le cout de la 

vie, lcs Rodriguais et les Mauriciens 

devraient avoir u11 COLA qui est.superieur 

a celui qui est donne a Maurice pour tenir 

comp le de la hausse du coOt de la vie qui 

aiTecte les Rodriguais et Jes Mauriciens 

qui se trouvent a Rodrigues de la mcme 

fa9on. · 

En verite, en cc q·ui concerne Rodrigues 

il y a un manque d'equipcmcnt, il y a un 

manc{ue de cadres et des qu'on a un cadre 

valable qui a un esprit missionnaire et 

qui veut aider Jes Rodriguais on le fait 

partir. Nous avons eu l'cxemp[e de .Mon

sieur Brown qui etait en charge de ['agri

culture et qui a un moment a voulu mettre 

de l'ordre dans les_services ?e l'a-#icul~ure. 

II y a eu un magistrat qu1 par la smtc: a 

disparu dans lcs circonstances quc l'on 

sait et qui a fait toutes sortcs de rapports 

J 
i.• 
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Mr. Ringadoo rose and seconded. affaires etrangeres soient un secret pour 
le Parlement - ce domaine est entoure Question put and agreed to. de mystere ! Ainsi, les tractations qui 
se passent entre le Gouvernement du Bill read a second time and committed. Royaune Uni ... 

COMMITTEE STAGE 

(The Deputy Speaker in the Chair) 

The Road Traffic (Amendment) Bill 
(No. XXXV of 1974) was considered 
and agreed to. 

On the Assembly resuming with the 
Deputy Speaker in the Chair, the Deputy 
Speaker reported accordingly. 

- Third Reading 

On motion made and seconded, the 
Road Traffic (Amendmellt) Bill (No. XXXV 
of 1974) was read the third time and 
passed. 

COMMITTEE OF SUPPLY 

(The Deputy Speaker in the Chair) 

The Prime Minister : I am very sorry, 
I don't want to be difficult but I rise on 
a point of order. This is the general 
policy. We have discussed external aff
fairs on the debates on the Speech from 
the Throne, on the second reading of 
the Appropriation Bill. Everything was 
discussed and everything was explained _ 
beyond limit . That is one. But if the 
hon . Member were to say under what 
item he wishes to speak, what is the 

_specific matter he has in mind, l shall be 
helpful to him. It must be a specific 
thing; it cannot be a general debate. 
It must be a specific matter on which 
we will try and help our Friends. It 
is no good trying to come with general 
things which are vague and chaotic in 
their approach. I have risen on a point 
of order . The hon. Member says that 
external affairs are not known. It has 
been known in the newspapers, in the 
House and everywhere. I am rising on a Consideration of the Appropriation J point of order and I am explaining why (1974-75) Bill (No. XIX of 1974) was I there should be a restraint to a specified resumed. ' aspect of the subject, so that I may be 
able to be specific and reply to the point Vote 13-1. Ministry of External Affairs, of the hon. First Member for Rodrigues . Tourism and Emigration was called. 

l\ilr. Ringadoo : Sir, there is an amend
ment which has been circulated, and 
I move accordingly. 

M. Ollivry : M. le president, je parle 
a !'item du ministre des affaires etrangeres, 
du tourisme et de !'emigrat ion pour 
deplorer, une fois encore, que le Gou
vernement mauricien n'ait jamais defini 
quelle etait la politique etrangere du 
pays, et pour deplorer aussi que les 

M. Ollivry : M. le president, je pro
pose que les salaires du ministre des 
affaires etrangeres soient reduits de Rs . 25 
ou de Rs. 100. Moi, j'aurais voulu 
l'enlever. II n'existe meme pas. Le Pre
mier ministre est deja paye pour cela. 
Je propose, M. le president .. . 

The Prime Minister : I am always 
helpful. My Friend can talk on item l . 
For the time being it exists. It has not 
been deleted, has it ? He can speak 
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on it, but I would pray and hope at the 

same time that he will be specific so 

that I can reply to it. 

M. Ollivry : Ainsi, M. le president, 

des agences de presse etrangeres rap

portent qu'il y a un accord secret entre 

le Gouvernement mauricien et le Gou

vernement sovietique. Cela est possible. 

II est possible que le Gouvernement 

estime necessaire d'arriver a un tel ac

cord entre le Gouvernement mauricien 

et le Gouvernement sovietique. Les 

agences de presse etrangeres rapportent, 

comme emanant de l'ile Maurice, qu'il 

y a un accord secret entre le Gouverne

ment mauricien et le Gouvernement 
sovietique. - . -

The Prime Minister : I can tell my 

Friend there is no such thing. All 

agreements that this Government has 

entered into have been laid on the Table 

of this Assembly. 

(3.10 p.m.) 

M. Lesage : M. le president , pour 

elargir mon champ de tir je vais choisir 

!'item que vient de choisir celui qui m'a 

precede, en y ajoutant 13-1.10, 13-1.16 

et 13-1.20. Je crois que cela nous donne 

une idee de la dimension de notre po

litique etrangere. Nous sommes membres 

des Nations Unies , de l'O .U.A ., de 

l'OCAM, et je crois que, ne serait-ce 

que sous !'item Nations Unie s, ii est 

permis de parler sur tous Jes aspects 

de cette politique etrangere ou de !'ab

sence de politique etrangere. .Te vou

drais aviser la Chambre en passant, 

comme !'a souligne mon Collegue le 

premier depute de Rodrigues (M. Ollivry), 

que nous avons !'intention de demander 

la suppression de !'item 13-1.1(1) puis

qu'il y a cumul de fonctions . Car ce 

n'est que suite a la decision du Gou-

vernement, qu'on pourra voir puis

qu'il est entendu que Ja re-negotiation 

est une formule diplomatique tres en 

vogue - s'il y aura possibilite de re

negociation de la Coalition. 

Le premier depute de Rodrigues a 

evoque cette question d'accord russe . 

II est evident qu'aujourd'hui !'ocean 

indien entre a nouveau dans l'histoire 

- ii ne s'agit done pas d'etre myope -

et cela depuis que la Grande Bretagne 

a decide de decrocher a !'est de Suez. 

II est tout-a-fait normal qu'un ocean de 

17 millions de milles carres fasse l'objet 

de convoitise de la part des differentes 

puissances etrangeres. En effet, ii ne 

s'agit que de considerer la dimension 

des puissances qui vont s'affronter pour 

etre en mesure de realiser Jes serieuses 

inquietudes pour la pa ix, qui naissent. 

Tout d'abord, sans sortir du cadre, nous 

crayons que c'est une question tres 

pcrt inente que de se demander a quels 

mobiles profonds la con struction et la 

mise en service d'une super-Jl.otte sovie

tique correspondent. II est un fait trou

blant, et je resume en substance la de

claration du ministre des affaires etrangeres 

de Tunisie, M. Mohamed Masmoudi, 

qui, a l'epoque de la penetration SO· 

vietique en Mediterranee parlait de my

opie europeenne . II s'agit de preciser 

· qu'apres avoir franchi Jes Dardanelles, 

Jes Russes ont erode Jes pretentious de 

la sixieme flotte a convertir la Medi -

! terranee en mare nostrum . 

Mais ils sc sont apen;;us dans le meme 

souffle que pour pouvoir controler la 

Mediterrannee, se souvenant sans doute 

de l'epoque de la tha!a:ssocratie britan

nique de Gibraltar a Suez, qu'il fallait 

avoir un levier logistique dans !'ocean 

indien . 

II ne faut · certes pas faire la politique 
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Nous ne voudrions pas remonter au 
deluge, mais qu'il nous soit permis de 
rappeler, ne serait-ce que le discours qui 
a ete prononce a l'ONU par notre Pre
mier ministre contre l'Ouganda. On 
aimerait savoir puisqu'il a eu !'occasion 
d'aller au sommet de Mogadiscio, s'il 
a regle son compte au president Amine . 

L'heure est arrivee pour nous de de
noncer ces gens et c'est le seul forum ou 
nous puissions le faire sans acrimonie 
meme si on hausse le ton par fois. II 
est bon en effet de rappeler certaines 
choses. Nous n'avons rien a nous re
procher la-dessus. 

Maintenant nous voudrions demander 
au Premier ministre comment ii justifie 
notre contribution au SARTOC. Member
s/zip fee to South African Regional Tou- · 
rism Cou11cil. Est-ii consequent avec lui
meme ? Par ailleurs, lorsque le Premier 
ministre va a l'etranger, ii fait aussi 
des declarations mielleu~es. Je me rap
pelle que cela se passait un peu apres 
l'independance. Pendant une visite a 
l'etranger ii avait declare que pour 
les Sud Africains, l'ile Maurice etait 
le paradis. Ces derniers y venaient pour 
regarder la television. II doit se sou
venir de tout cela. Et il n'avait 
peut etre pas tort. Aussi nous con
seillons une diplomatie prudente, pour 
ne pas mettre en danger l'approvi
sionnement de toute une population 
qui compte 850,000 ames aujourd'hui, 
plus meme. Nous avions deja predit 
ii y a quelque temps que notre pays 
allait devenir un trottoir pour Jes querelles 
ideologiques. Nous aimerions que le 
Premier ministre fasse une declaration 
supplementaire a celle deja faite par le 
ministre des finances en decembre OLl 
en septembre 1973 sur cette question 
qui suscite tant d'inquietude, je veux 
parler de l'aeroport du nord . 

l\ilr. Virah Sawmy : Sir, I choose 
item 13-1.10 - Contribution to United 
Nations Organisation . I understand 
that, if my information is correct of course, 
that some twenty years ago, a resolution 
was passed in the United Nations which 
prevented any colonial country to de- ·' , 
prive a colony on the verge of indepen
dence of any part of its territory . In ··· 
other words no country could, prior to 
independence, remove from Mauritius ·. 4 

any part of it. If this is true, is not the ' 
passing over of Diego to the famous 
British Indian Ocean Territory in con- ' 
travention with this resolution and if 
it is so, does the Minister of External . ! 
Affairs intend to take the case to the- ., 
International -Court of the Hague and , 
if not I would like to know why. 

Secondly, I would like to speak on 
item 13-1.16 and here I would like to '; 
know what contribution this Govern- , )' 
ment gives to the liberation movement •';· 
of Africa. The Prime Minister, in many 0

( 

speeches we know, has expressed his ·. :-, 
solidarity for all oppressed people ofthe :,,

1 world, but I would like to know whether.'::Jj 
when he makes these statements, be is·• ~ 
not only paying lip service to the Iibera- j 
tion movement, because we may make· ,;-~ 
beautiful speeches expressing our solidarity ·: i: 
when in fact what the freedom fighters · t 
in Africa need is help, medicine, guns,· 
etc. I would like to know how much 
this Government gives to the liberation 
movement in Africa. The time when 
people would just listen to good speeches 
is over. We must know what is done . ' 
in practice, what concrete help is being · ) 
offered to Ol!r black brothers in Africa. ,;, 
The~e were quite a lot of accusations of ·:i 
racialism here. But one Minister once / 
accused me of stupidity, because I ex- · :,t 
pressed my solidarity for the black people 
of Africa. So I think the Prime Minister 
should look around him before he accuses ,,,, 
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other people of racialism because there 

are racialists in his Government. 

My third point. Sir, I would like 

to speak on item 13-1.33 (1) General 

Manager, Mauritius Government Tou

rist Office. There is an alarming situa
tion which exists in this country. I am 

not going to make a detailed speech 

on tourism to show its good side and its 

bad side, but there is one ascpet which 

worries me a bit. There was a nice beach 

in Trou-aux-Biches, now the public can 

no longer go there. Pointe aux Can

nonniers was a nice place, now there 

is Club Mediterranee. We hear of hotels 

_ __ in Belle. Mare, hotels all over the place. 

I would like to hear from t he Prime 
Minister what is the policy of Government 

concerning the protection of Mauritians 

and the protection of the rights of Mau

ritians to go to the beaches whenever 

they want and to prevent hotel$ from 

depriving Mauritians from this inherited 
privilege. And while I am on this topic , 

I would like also to draw the attention 

of Government on another point. There 

are places in Mauritius where owners 

of campements have the habit of putting 

barbed wires to prevent people from 

walking along the beach. Hotel keepers 

may adopt this practice so that we Mau

ritians are prevented from enjoying things 

which are ours. 

A last point which I would like to 

make is on the item concerning member

ship to South African Regional Tourism 

Council. Now there has been quite 

a lot of statements against South Africa 

and I . agree that . we should take a very 

firm stand against South Africa, but 

there is a contradiction here. We say 

that we must fight for total political and 

economic independence and we encourage 

tourism and the majority of tourists come 

from South Africa, so that the tourist 

economy is dependent on South Africa 

and we are at the same time member of 

the South African Regional Tourism 

Council. The country of Kamuzu Hast

ings Banda too is a member of this 

Association. I think the Prime Minister 

knows that not only the white despots 

are the , enemies of the black people, 
but there are also some black stooges 

of the white despot s, and if we want 

to be honest with ourselves, I think 

this country should withdraw from 

SAR TOC which is a South African con

trolled organisation . We cannot go on 

paying again lip service to the liberation 

of our black brothers in South Africa 

and at the same cooperating economically. 

We cannot do something valid on the 
political level if we are collaborating 

with South Africa on the economic level. 

Thank you, Sir. 

(3.45 p.m.) 

The Prime Minister : First of all, 

Sir, with regard to the ceiding of Diego 

by this Government, I will say actually 

it is not what my hon. Friends opposite 

are saying. I will refer them to the 

Colonial Boundaries Act of 1895 which 

confers on Her Majesty the Queen, 

then Queen Victoria, the power to alter 

the boundaries of colonies by order 

in Council, or letters patent , with the 
proviso that ··the consent of the self 

governing Colony, shall be required for 

the alteration of the boundaries thereof. 

It is by this that Seychelles and Mauri

tius were separated. It is by this that 
Diego . was separated from Mauritius. 

By an Order in Council in 1965, dated the 
8th November , Her Majesty the Queen 

ordered that the British Indian Ocean 

Territory be constituted consisting of 

certain islands hitherto included in the 

_Ii . 
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dependencies of Mauritius and of other 
territories. 

The Government of Mauritius was 
nevertheless informed, after we had dis
cussed in England, that this had taken 
place, and we gave our consent to it. 
It was done like this, but the day it is 
not required it will revert to Mauritius. 
But, Mauritius has reserved its mineral 
rights, fishing rights and landing rights, 
and certain other things that go to com
plete, in other words, some of the sove
reignty which obtained before on that 
island . That is the position. Even if 
we did not want to detach it, I think, 
from the legal point of view, Great Britain 
was entitled · to make arrangements as 
she thought fit and proper . This, in 
principle, was agreed even by the P.M.S.D. 
who was in the Opposition at the time ; 
and we had consultations , and this was 
done in the interest of the Common
wealth, not of Mauritius only. This is 
all I can say about Diego. 

With regard to the liberation move
ment, it is not lip service. We are con
tributing, in every way possible, to the 
liberation movement. Sometimes, there 
are papers which come here, to make 
good the amount that we pay. 

With regard to tourism and beaches, 
Government, as far as possible, tries 
to strike a balance between our own 
requirements and the use to which we 
should put some of our beaches so that 
we can derive not only revenue, but 
also facilities which give a lot of em
ployment to our own people , and at 
the same time earn foreign exchange for 
Mauritius . It is possible that some
times we may not have discerned properly . 
That is another matter, but every request is 
examined very carefully, not by my 
Ministry . To begin with, it is examined 

elsewhere, and it comes before everybody, 
and Government decides to follow this 
or that policy. 

With regard to people trying to put 
fences in front of their bungalows at the 
seaside, if this is reported to the Govern
ment , we might look into it. I do not 
think people can do it. I say, on the 
spur of the moment, it should not be done. 

With regard to SARTOC, we don't 
mix up politics with tourism in interna
tional organisation of this nature. We 
have not mixed up tourism with politics, 
and SARTOC is a tourism organis ation. 
It is not maiuly _ COJ!l_posed of _South 
Africa or its representatives . It is not 
an organisation to include South Africa 
as such, as I can know, and we form 
part of it . But, I would like to point 
out to my Friend that it is not working 
as he thinks it is working. It is not 
giving satisfaction to the members them
selves. They very rarely do. And as 
to tourism, we have no grievance against 
South African concerns. The South Afri
cans who come to Mauritius are well 
behaved. There have been no incidents 
with them, and they accept the policies 
and the rules of conduct in our country . 
This is a free country : people come, 
they leave, they take what they want, 
what they require, and they go. I don't 
think there has been any complaint 
against South Africans as such. What 
we complain of is apartheid and the 
abuse of the black races which a minority 
of white Africa is trying to impose . 
That is what we are aginst ! We are 
against the enslavement of the black 
man. This is· not something that is new. 
My hon. Friend just now spoke about 
my insincere views. I moved even before 
we were independent a resolution in 
this country to sympathise with the black 
Africans who were shot at Sharpeville ! 

; '). 
,. .. , 
:; 
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· And it was passed by this Legislature, 

even before independence. This is some
thing that we cannot mix up. South 

African people themselves do not like 

many of the things their Government 
· does. But, we cannot mix up the South 

African tourists or the South African 

people with the policy of the South 

African Government. 

(Interruption) 

Well, I don't know. My friend may 

think so. I don't know who support s 
and who does not support . South Afri

cans are good tourists. They are well 
behaved gentlemen and _ ladies, and I 

take my hat off to them . They have 
always behaved well in Mauritius, and 

I don't think Mauritius has anything 
against them. 

Commerce is international. I don't 

think it is based on colour or creed or 

anything of the sort. So, this is the 

stand on which this Government acts 

and we are contributing to the liberation 

movement in many forms, in education 

as well as by funds and we are satisfied 

that our Colleagues in O.A.U . are doing 

their utmost also to do the same thing. 

And there are no bones about all this. 

But, as I said, as regards the Indian 

Ocean I have given pa1t of it, but there 

is the other part and we are already trying 
to see what the Indian Ocean can pro

duce for Mauritius itself. There is a 
great wealth down the bottom of the 

sea, wherever our territories are, and 

l have signed an agreement to the effect 

that Mauritius has 53,000 square miles 

of .territory beyond the others , to which 

we have acquired rights , and in which 

we have the right to explore and exploit 

the resources that are available . So, we 

have tried to protect the right s of Mauri-

tius wherever we have been able to do it. 

But, if my hon. Colleagues on the other 

side say that we should oppose the great 

powers in the Indian Ocean, I would 
say that even great powers cannot oppose 

each other. They try to talk, they try 

to cajole one another, they talk at in

ternational forums to be able to come 

to some arrangement. Just now, they 

are talking in an impasse, but all the 

same they talk. I personally think, all 

the sea should be free to every nation. 

We, in our own life-time, have seen 

two world wars. The first world war 

was for the freedom of people and the 
freedom of nations . The second war 
also involved the same theme. So, I 
do · not know - why we· should not say. 

Russia should not come this way, or 
the United States or any other nation 

should not come this way. I would 

like to know how can Russia traverse 

from one side of the world to the other 

without going through the Indian Ocean ? 
Or, how can America go from this side 

to the other ? Or how England or 

Holland or Iran can go from this side 

to the other unless they go through 

the Indian Ocean ? I think, this is 

not a pragmatic approach to the pro

blems with which we are faced ; and 

peace and war - although small or big 

nations may have their say up to a point, -

this is decided by big powers , and this 
is the grievance of smaller nations· who 

seem to be ··now and again acting as 

pawns to big powers. We can say 
.-in the United Nations what we feel, 

we certainly say at the O.A.U. what 
we think , we can say it at O.C.A.M., 

we can say it at non-aligned meetings, 

at other international meetings, the 

W.H.O. the F.A.O. the UNESCO -
all these are forums where we can vent 

the views of a country for peace and 

happiness, but still war is taking place. 

There is war in North and South Vietnam. 

• r f l 
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fait ? Quand espere+on terminer ces 
travaux? 

M. le president, a !'item de Rodrigues 
je vois housing for civil servants. II 
est certain que ce Gouvernement se 
doit de construire des residences pour 
les fonctionnaires a Rodrigues mais la 
plupart des fonctionnaires habitent clans 
la region de Port Mathurin. 11 n'y a 
vraiment pas beaucoup d'espace . Est
ce-que la solution ne serait pas, au 
lieu de construire un tres grand nombre 
de petites maisons avec une cour, etc., 
comme cela se fait d'habitude, est-ce
que ce ne serait pas mieux de construire 
un ou deux immeubles avec un grand 
nombre d'appartements ou Jes fonction ~ 
naires pourraient occuper ces apparte
ments ? Ce serait une meilleure utilisa
tion des terrains . 

Daus Port Mathurin presque toutes 
les maisons sont des maisons de fonction
naires . Est-ce que dans le cadre du 
planning et de l'urbanisme on ne devrait 
pas songer a creer des blocs d'apparte
ments pour Jes fonctionnaires a Rodrigues 
et qui feraient une meilleure utilisation 
de l'espace ? 

Je vois qu'on prevoit une somme a 
!'item 31.4.70. pour l'aeroport. On aurait 
du plfitot parler du air strip que du 
airport. On a annonce qu'un avion de 
vingt places irait a Rodrigues. Est
ce-que l'aeroport actuel peut recevoir 
cet avion ? Quelles sont les ameliora
tions qu'il faudra faire ? Combien de 
temps faudra-t-il attendre pour que cet 
avion puisse y aller ? Est-ce-que cette 
somme suffirait pour l'agrandissement 
eventuel de l'aeroport de Rodrigues ? 

(6.35 p.m.) 

M. Lesage : M. le president, je choisis 

l'item 31.7.7 New Airport (phase 1). Je 
vois que la somme globale pour ce projet 
est de Rs 41 millions alors que les credits 
qu'on nous demande de voter cette annee
ci ne sont que de l'ordre de Rs 2,26 
millions. 11 est toutes sortes de bruits 
qui circulent a ce sujet. Nous dirons 
meme qu'il y a un mystere qui entoure 
la construction de ce nouvel aeroport. 
En effet, a chaque fois qu'un membre 
de cette Chambre essaye d'avoir de 
plus amples details, le gouvernement 
repond evasivement. On a !'impression 
que le projet a ete modifie radicalement. 

(Interruption) 

En effet les avians font beaucoup de 
bruit! 

Nous aimerions avoir quelques ren
seignements complementaires sur cet aero
port. Nous voulons bien entendu parler 
de l'aeroport du Nord. Est-ce que de 
nouveaux developpements se seraient pro
duits suite a la declaration faite par 
le ministre des finances en novembre 
ou en decembre 1973 ? C'est en tout 
cas notre sentiment interieur. 

Le ministre doit dire s'il y a de nou
velles conditions qui y ont ete attachees. 
Nous avians du reste predit - on dira 
que nous avons une bouche de cabri -
que nous finirions par payer notre aero
port. Nous avons vu les repercussions 
suite au reajustement des taux. On dlt 
toujours que l'economie socialiste ne 
connait pas !'inflation . Cela est possible. 
Mais ce qui est egalement vrai c'est qu'ellc 
est injecteuse d'inflation chez les autres. 
Si on prend une liste des prix ,- c'est 
le conseil que je donne au ministre du 
commerce et de l'industrie - des mar
chandises importees de la Chine con
tinentale on verra dans quelle propor
tion certains produits venant du pays 

. . , 
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donateur ont augmente en l'espace de 

deux ans. On a commence a ressentir 

Jes effets presque immediaternent, apres 

la signature de !'accord. II est certaines 

gens qui savent bien faire Jes choses. 

J'arrive maintenant a !'item 15.3. -

Quatre Bornes, qui avait • ete term hors 

du circuit de developpement car le gou

vernement n'y permettait pas !'implanta

tion de nouvelles usines, jusqu'a tout 

recamment a pourtant ses lettres de no

blesse dans !'industrialisation de Maurice. 

Je veux parler de la sacherie qui se trouve 

dans ma circonscription. II y a eu un 

nouveau projet a partir de la sacherie. 

D'autres industries vont etre mises sur 

pied grace a des investissements etrangers. 

Aussi, pressentant cet accord eventuel 

entre le Gouvernement et des entrepre

neurs libres, nous avions par voie d'in

terpellations demande au ministre du 

co=erce et de l'industrie d.'alors si 

les droits des travailleurs seraient sauve

gardes. Et avions meme fait ressortir 

que ce serait une occasion unique pour 

lancer la participation, pas seulement 

entre les investisseurs et le gouverne

ment, mais egalement la possibilite 

d'une participation des travailleurs 

aux responsabilites, aux decisions et 

au capital de l'entreprise. C'etait !'oc

casion revee. 

On nous a repondu que Jes interets 

des travailleurs ne seraient pas leses. 

Or, nos renseignements sont que tel 

n'est pas le cas. II y a eu tout un cham

bardement dans les structures sans que 

Jes travailleurs ne soient consultes. 

Une fois encore le Gouvernement n'a 

pas permis aux travailleurs de s'exprimer 

sur . une question qui va elfecter Jeur 

avenir. 

Mr. Ringadoo : Sir, the hon. First 

Member for Rodrigues (Mr. Ollivry) 

raised the questio"n of the amount pro

vided for the resettlement of the Ilois. I 

would like to inform the House that 

Government intends to have two housing 

estates, one at Pointe aux Sables and 

another at Roche Bois and that the 

Ilois will be given all the facilities for 

pig breeding and mixed farming. The 

amount of Rs 725,000 we are providing 

would be for the relief of the Jlois. 

He raised also the question of housing 

for civil servants in Rodrigues and sug

gested that we may perhaps build on 

a large scale in order to provide a lot 

of housing facilities for civil servants. 

As pointed out by the Minister of Econo

mic Planning, Rodrigues will need a lot 

of infra-structure work before we can 

have houses which will not be just on 

the ground floor . I thlnk there is a 

problem of water and roads will have to 

be looked into and certain works com

pleted before we can embark on what 

he has suggested. 

He has also raised the question of 

the air strip. I think the air strip is 

now being redone. I think it will be 

tarred and we are sending equipment 

in order to do extensive work to the air 

strip in order that the strip may be able 

to receive a plane larger than the one 

which is being used at present and that 

would increase the number of people 

who can travel to and from Rodrigues. 

·' The hon. First Member for Belle 

Rose and Quatre Barnes (Mr. Lesage) 

raised again th~ question of the -new 

airport. In my reply I informed the 

House that there were some technical 

problems which were discussed by techni

cians on both sides and that was why 

there has been some delay on account 

of the nature of the ground and facilities 

to be provided and the size of the air strip. 

,' 
: ! 
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.U 

CABI.IIET .b~~\.;;_:.::,,,.,' .::::\ ~\=·=' 
DDEIICS Alll) , OVE86KA POLICY COll!II'!T&E .,,.'<~ 

, S, ' \ 
' ~(,-. 

lll!I:l'ISH JNDUN 0C1!W' TE!lRITORr 1 ~ EIC..S.b."rC~E8 ISLAjillS 
11....,;~ .... by- the Secretary ot State 
for Foreign cd CoaDOnwee.lth Affail,a 

1; ' BIOT wali set up in 1965 tor the de!eoee purposes o! tbe United liogo.oa ao4 United States Goven>D1ente, It cooaiata of the •~-llauritiu s Chogoo group (iocludiog Diogo Garcia) and., about 1,500 •i l ea . away, the thr~e ex-Seyobelloo islanda o~ Aldabra, Farquho.r end Deeroaheo. Tbi8 po.,per conGern s the last tb.r·ee only. Al though joint de!enoe-uae eurv•T• were 01.rried out bet Yean 1965 and 1968, tbo islenda remain oapty except tor a Royal. Society scientific station on Aldab ra end teapora.ry coconut · plantations on Farquhar and . Deerocltes. Thet'& $re now no plane tor . epecitio deteo eo uses either by Ber Majeety 'e CTo'Y'.ernaont or , aa ter as we knowr by the Unitod Sta.toa Gove ~On t. 
HonE!y 

? , . \le paid for the iel•ndo by bu il ding tl\e Seychelles nirport out or tlte £10 llillion · BIOT fund (helt of which waa aoeretly providoo by. the Alllericane). ~ey now coat ua about £50 ,00 0 a year net - Tho:i:e io no prospect ot en eC-onomic return. The aeo.-bed misllt be valuable; but 11:r Greenwood. proaised Hauri.tiu.a at their inde~ndonce coor erence that the7 would bav• tbe benotit or ur;y "1neral or · oil dia covorios in . or near Chas<>•• · \lo should probably hav e to make a aillile.r prom1e• · to .~eychollea , , · . . · 
seyebellea Conaldtrationa 
} . >. ·Sqc .bolles Coial:itutional Conference will be h\!ld tro • 14-27 March , · Thio is ·1ilcely to reeult i n independence in 1976, The BIOT iolonds wi ll be an .iuaue, The pres en t loa ders ot tha Seyoballes po,rtba ·ogreed to ttio arrangement . in 1965; but tha opposition Beycholloo People• tlnited Party havo oince conoistently demanded their Nturn, partly out ·Of conviction , an4 partly to gain aupport fro• the Lib ero t1on Couittee o! the OAU, The governi.ng Sqychelles ·Democrati~ Part:, a.re leu cooecrned, but do no~. want to be out!lanked , · u the · SJ'UP do ·not ge t wba~ they went from the Conterenc a; they may ueo BIOT as a prote~ tor a ~al k-out. · . . 

A POlie y !or Her Na~esty'g Gqvet'Dllept 
4 , I t is i,mpor tan t to secure denial. to the Ruoai.:,;s· .'·or bailee . i n the whole area, includins ialan de sti ll controlled b1 Sqchelloe, But it al.gilt be poui~• · to Gocure thia by agreeaent with tho Seyebolles Goveruaont , Otberwl:a e we do not at pres en t have ~ dire ct. interest in Al.dabra, Jer q11her and .Dee.rochea, · Politi cally tbe 1 arri ~ .• emh~assllien t 

_:'" }··,., +.; ·(<'.:·· .,. ; . 
1, 
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••fs ')."?"O .r'tus. nett &Nt tl'is UJf11 il supplW ~ to d'lt Nttlcnal Nchiws' 1'tfYm :."1d ~ and ht ,._ wwolit,-,k~t~,~=~~~t~lntht"Tttmiarld 

r """''r•...;;..:;....,. _______________ _ = ..,,,~i!!!le!:-~'-;;.; )1:-:~.,; .... :a.-:c·•~---=L ~ ~ -
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:"' :I 
,;,;!, . " · 

SECRET · to ua ' in the United Kntion4' SDd tbe Org;o.nieation !or MricM Unit7. • P~ded that va can g1!:t J.aerican &t,..~•••nt without imdue dit.!icult)' , .t ) ond aubjeot t-o a 6\la.r•n te e • ot donial to third cou.ntri o.o, tho be st aolution tor ua ai.ghu be to return tbe ~slands to SeycQel~o• e..s a aajor eoncoaaioci in tbe i.Ddtpen4ence negbtiat1.on1. An interaediate_ &0lu'G"1on aig.b.t be ao•a rorm ot lea•• tO SOJ"Challee u.nd.cr which we nta1.n80. some o.r the rights .we have at ,present . But ' Bl.tbou,;h thia would preserve our 'rigb.t, ·a-t l.ee.eo 1n theory, to reaum.e the ialande ""if' ve neodt4 tbea, it vould aea:owb:ile leave \18 \dth reapouibi:3- ,it7 ritbout power. 
The Attitude or the A.merioam•· ' 
5. Our 1966 egree:ment wi tb tb e Amerioens •.•t aside :SIO!r. "to moet the poGsible dotence needa 0£ tile two Govar Me nto £or en indefinitely 10118 period• (i niti.al'-7 50 7eara). 'l'beir tirst reaction to aa,r proposal tor return 1• a.1.110at certain to be a.11.vU"ec. The Indien Ocean is or particular sen si tivity to them . They axo not bappy; about our D8tonoe Roview re ductiona there 1 and co ul.d resent what the:1 would reprd as a turtb.er vollteqing or HMG•a 1.nt·ereat in the are a. 11'hey •~ argue that I having ;!ointl:y paid for - the isl ,ands, we should rotoin them for cont10geucy us e . The~ wil~ o.lao be worried ebout 8.01' implication• tor our title to Diego Garcia, inelucllng tba poasibilit;r that Oongr,,oe night not vote the fw>de tor expe.n.aioo there it our Gocurity ot tenure appeu.red doubt!u1.. To aak tb om to make up the ir minds be tore Ooogreea .ional action on Diego Carcia is co• pleted 1.n tbe aprtne could b• counter-productive. On tb• other ba.D4, we can ~tit to tbem that the retention ot such unu •ed Bnd undefended ielo..a.da · can• have , political wid DLilitar,y danger,;. l'loroover, the:, •ro going tb ha•• to bargain with P. iDdepeodent 6e1chellee tor 1:be retention or their satellite ~a.cld.ng at 1tion 1n U'?ycbelle a . · united Gtaeea a.greem•nt to the . re turn ot tbe BIOT i •lo.ndD would be o valu•ble Oard. in theae negot~atione. 

Conoluaiona 
6 . · l it.Lvite m;s colleagu.ee to agree tU.t: 

(a) 

(b) 

(o) 

(4) 

Provided Unit~d $tatoa ag:t"eoaent · can be secured without •orioua r,,porcusoiona in United 8tatee/UnHo4 KiQSdo• · r•lat:ions and that ve can be a.asuNd tbo.7 will bo denied to a boetilo powor, it would be in our inter t ot to return the ialnndo to 6eyehellae, outright or poasib~ by leal.lO, • aa a ~or ooncea•ion at . an appropriate moceot, sub j ect to suitable arre.ngelllenta ·ror ' .t be Royal Soo ie ty on Aldo'&ra. 
\le · ehould explore the probl.oa with the Aaericans at otti~l.&1 lo••~ oov, otre&aing tb• relevance t<>. their oegotletione on the Traok i ug Station, in vbich ·w• would do our beat to &111.et. 

It ·, a11 ia likclJ"" 1 t he Ame.ri()ani, noed more timo, we Dh6uld. tel l the • that we will •"'7 no more at tbe Constitutional Odh.fereneo tbt.Ji that, ·becauee of our agreeaent vith tbe United States Go~rnment , we aust consult them about any propoeal £or return, and Will do •o· 
!beree.tt er we should, vitlr .°tbe Aao&ricaDI examine the . quostion £urtiher end i~ depth , · Our fin;! decision eboul4 onl)' be token joint~ w1 tb. tbe A• orleana and we ebould ~ •tbie olear. W t.b.ea i:D. ·our diecuseions . · 

7. UDleaa I boar to the oontrU')' b7 llli.d~ ~n 4 llar<>h; I aball ua\aae -, o.oll••gu•a 1 
agi-e8119nt "1.t-h tb.~ae conclusion.a. 

L,J.o, Po~oiga. .• and . ~n wealth Ot~ioo 
:.~-~ --........ ~ ----'---"- - - - --'- ....:.:;,.. ____ _ _ J 
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'.::· ·:~.( ~· .:··~/;\~'.-t; .. ~·~ ... ~:'. ·.: · : ··,Hr,..eb ., 
•:... . i.',. ,,Si¥~ ,,. ' 'TO ENTER BY ... J.1.~ ./H.).~-

Etttact tl'llffl c

1
7s J 6 ,k Meetin&, l>tlci .;l,lh ,n-s;;x;RET • . • · 

3, Blm'ISH lll!l OCJW~ 1'1:!UUTO!tl': :rlm Ei:•SE'iC!mLLES ISLAllllS 
' • ~ • • • • ' ' t • • • ' • • • 

!'ho Co-ttee ?",~ ... d a '"'morandum by the ioroi&n and Comm n~EO~ VEO IN 
Secre tary (OPP(75) 23). , REGIS:~', ~o. i1 

23 JUL'l975 
m FOREIG-N AND COL0!0IaBALTit sncutARY said tMt 'llhen the $9 hell.ea · 

Conotit,,tionai'c~ ;.,~oe res.,med in Jom:.ory 1976 the ~•ycll · .. ... -}fK.r 1/1 
1.eade r s 't.'ero 90,rt;[; to 'raise the future of the three ez .. so~"CJ!ei..,.,,,....--..,.._, . .. , ... , .. . .... 
isld&, Aldabra, ra.r'D,lhar And Do~roohes , . ~<;h nq• formed P~x-1: ."(;If tha 

Briti&h I ndian Occ
1
an ten-i tory.• · A. deci sion v:-as needed on w.i:-t{ OUr 

policy on tbo i&J.and$ shou].d be. Th8r e were ttro courses open, a.pert frca 

leo:d.na 'th1t i~snJa ·back. :to ··Seycholl e.s, which. h• did not ro<1olil!llend: either 
. I· . ·, . . . 

to r etu;u the , ~"T4'. ~-exch~e fol' ' c• rtain underteking.G bY:. the , 
Seycbellu, about 100:rt"inued f r 88 Jwic:d.oan use of the sa.t~llite tr ecki."lg 

sta.tion., Aenial · oJ the 1.1i1a.nds 'to hostile powers , ana British end , · 

. American &ecess tJ 'them.; o:r to r ate.in the islands rrhilo ~ certain 
• . . 1 · ' 

undertakings ,,,.n:_selffs about r etu.rniD5 · the ii,J.~ llhen no. longer needed, 

Nserving oil, ~al and · fishing riGbts to the Seyohelles , and v-drl.ou & 
I . 

forms or usiatancc . Hi-s strong pref'e r enoe wss tor the first Gour.ee. 

Returning tho itl+ds \7~ help the negotiatio ns on ind.epen denc.e, 

wherea.a their reten t ion could be exploi ted to oor di.sadvant.Ege by the 

Opposition Pe,:t.y fu tlie ,Se:,o~e .a and lrOUld be e potent i ~. (!Ontiruing 

embarro.ssmont. However thQ pref'eren.c~ t.t: the Oriitea Stai~.s ~t ucll 

be tbAt uo shoul d ret~ n tho itl.and4 . Although ho proposed to •,aho.,., tho 

return of t he i alN)Q.:; t..S- ®or preferred option in the papers to be 

discusse d ·at the next Anglo/tJN.tod St~toa. Coosultc.tio:a.on tho Indi.o.n 

Ocoon, h• """1d report bock to tho Coccittco it the J.aericons aid.not 

In discu&sio:D it was ar8',led that t.he oonsen t of the United st a.te s 

Goverrimect to the retthn ot tbt isl~ ds n.a.s improbable. Tbty ·,1&re 
I 

Uroo.dy- sreat l y conct:rn ed by the thre at ot Soviet penetration in tbt, 

Indian Ocean. They might tt.l:so toc.r tha t, if' . t he isl.&:ld.s were returned 

to tho Scychell e&, hurltius IIU8ht be encouraged to press :for the 

Chagoa Archipelago to be handod ?>a.ck to h~r and that cur bold on 

D~go G,arc1a woul a be made l eso ooou.re. Pu.rthermo r e i t 'otas by no u.o~ 
Ge rte.in that tho Soy®elle o would prou: •trons]. y durill6 the in dspendcno t 

negoti..ations fo r the return of the · isla..~s . 'i'oo much emphaGit thcref'cro 

s 
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should · not be Pl-aood on the optioJ'l.$ a't a~•·~ · O. in Pftl"Agrapb 7 ·of· f P1>(75) 2} ~~ ai•cusoi0C1 doth tho .boricans. On the other _ h$lld it 

ras pai_nted f'Jt tliat ~ ,. ihbrae:to w~d _bo. best i;crvca ·tt ~ . 
Seychellea ·crould be ·pe rSJ.eded to ad.opt a posture of'• aon-.e.J.ignment. 

ketu.rn d~. t!ie i.sl -a.n.d.s, with suitable a.ssurancea r;ivan by the 

~eyob.ell es·~ ~d be consistent "lit.';) tha .t ~objectiV8 -; !Ind our ' 

bensivo ptiogrume of' Bi.a' to the s.e:,Y.9P&µe.s might Oe e: uSetu1 lever 

t; hal~ ·tr." to obtain 'the, a&surancea rre needed. . If thc
0

·1Sland ~ ~ ro 

!r. ta±nea, 1ro uould ·~•ot the ~~sts o-P s:ny oonet(l.lcntial oonmd:t:ID.ent:~ 

bna.rt~en by us to be met by "th.C United States. . . · 

I . , .. I 

' " ffiE PRIME,J£IlfIS'l'RR, &2.IDm1n,g up the discussion, . said that the Cocunitteo 

~e·d tho:t in the paper to be give~ to i'he Am&tioans: as · a ba si s ' for 

~rthe r d:i:sa:..ssion e.t ottid"ial l~el the option:J . sh.d>J.ld be exprc .$srid. in 

}h• ord~r, of prefeN1100 'sholin in p.,..;.;'f'ph 7 of Ol'D(75) 23. ' Tia . . 

Porci.gn And C~onwc.alth SecNta.ry 'eho'-'ld re port further ·..hen r.o M-d th~ 

bn1ted. Statest n,&otion, 5() th&t t~ Co=it'tee oai11d.."' de'c!de tinmy rt lin,": -~g ~ollo. du.~ the 'iesumod Pon• t i~tioncl Oontererice; 

✓ • 

I 
'rhe Ccmmittee ..: · · · 

Toole no;te; :fd.t h 'ii_pi)roval, ·c,,r tbe. Prime Minister'$ ·wic:wlg up of 
thei r aiscu.,,ioo ~ inVitod ·the Foreign and Com:non110alth 
Sccre'Eery to·pr0CCad accordil}6ly . · · 

ff • : ,., • • 
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For ign and Commonwealth Office 

. ·,·Londr .fN/1 Tel•c,tion• 01. 

J 1' Milling on Es q 
Bri tish •l!;nb ssy 
\IAllilltlGTU!f 

810'~: T!IB - SE.'l'.CH:ELU:8 IBLAl,DS 

Your r•l• •Aet 

.... 15 October 1975 

1~ [~~-J lj 6' .. ·-·---] ·- I t'),. 
" ·· :-~ ....... ·"· -,,. 

; . 
1, May 1 fe r to your le t ter 4/ 15 ot 22 August in Laurence 

· O'Keett,!s hbsan ee in Hong Kong. 

2 . I encllse four copies of th e UK option paper on the 
ex- Seyc~ol;:i;s BIOT islands .tor the next round o! Angle/US 
consu lt~ti , • on the In di an Ocean. Tbe paper baa been 
approved b · 11inieter-s . It does not se ek t o argu e t he case 
Cully in re pect of the options mentioned . The feeling 

,,., 
!· 

hex-,, is ' tha t th 'is is a matter best le f t for the consul tstiana 
themse l Ves.' I underst and tha t the Americans are, however, well 
ltwo.re t_hat we recogn i s e the deci sion on tbe tutu.re of tht 
i s l ands is one ta be taken join t ly wit h t hem, and of our bel ief tq~t 

' handing , them back to Seychelles i s the cour se we pre fe r . 

' ,. We' ~ere concerned by the newa in your let ter w:ide~ .. · 
refere~ce t hat t he A.maricans appear t o have done littl e in 
pre poring ~he ir own option paper. You will no d~ubt do what 
you can! to po~suade them to prod uce their paper in time tor ;us 
to .have' a pro per lo ok at it befor e the next round of 
consultations ; which now lo ok like takin g place on 6-? 
Noy~mber . _At ·th e eame t ime, we do Dot want to get into a 
positi on where we have turped our paper over t o tbe Americana 
and are wait ing for theirs in return. We woul d prefer there fo re · 
that you should not hand over our paper to the Americans until '. 
th ey are r eady to giv e us theirs - you can thu s ettect an · 
exchange . As a first step, therefore, could you cbeck with :th8' 
Americans about their paper, saying, i f necessary, tha t you 
unders t Wld ours is on i t s way. 

4 . lf th~s does not look as 1! it will result in our e;ett i ng . . 
the 11S paper until j ust beforo the ta lka we· may have to t hink · 
ae;o.Ln'. !Jut I shoul d be gr atef ul if you would f irst work to r afi. 
exchani;:a 

1 
ru,.d conault us bef ore passing our paper to the Amer•iri 

wi thou_t o.n im.a.ediate qui d pro quo . ., 

D J> NILTOII· 
Hong ~ong & Indian Oc;eaJi'. 
~ •• I , , 

·• ;,~·;),_:Jf~r:. 
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J;; t ~\sc::i::::tes Governme12t know, a :d~6isiQti on the 

, .. -;,.: .,_°_f.} ~~-+lSlldo _of Aldabre, Desroches and ~'erqu!lar wi°l; be n.o~ded; ·t 
re:r.8~ li9_.~sumed....Se,:cbellas _Conetituti onal Con.(er,nc .EL~b._j,_Q]LiLl !le .J 
'.:~~I·rt✓ott 19 f aniu1ry 19'76. As a con tribu tion to ·the discussion ;f 1 
. a ·eubject · durin g the next round of Anglo/US Consultations on tho ·1 

Ud\~ O~~.~~ t~e British Governinent wish to identify t~e options , 1 
, eh ·at ' pl'.'ese!nt appear available. Theeo fall into two broad . i :{_ 

· a~~goriee: · h ding back the islands in exchanse for Seych elles , 
ndertald.ngs o access for Anglo/U S forces shou l d w~ r equ i re i t, J 
onefits for tb,'e Uni te d States and denial to the Sovi et Onion; and ·i 

?•fa_ining the iblands in return for concessions making the dec ision f 
) ./ n6:l!! ;~a~abie t Seych _elles _ opinion. f( 

• ... 2• ·~·?:::.::· - ,; ·; r iven the determination of soma el ements ~n Seychel l es ! 
_/ politi;ai:-:l~f• and in the OAU and in t he United lletions to make e:n -i 11 

:·. ;:,.''{saue ·,ot ·tb~ mai ter, ,, a solution within the first rSJ16e, in thci Bri t i sh : if 
} ,:G_overnme11t1A vi ~w, is more likely to be 11egotiable witli "s~yc hell e s am1 ~ 

T 1 1 
';( ~~~ ~t i :,lie _l'eace! ul transition to i ndepend~nce b_y J une 19?6. It lllight 
:·:,t~;iil -e11?Cpeate l ·es~ interna tional complications over the · maintenance of 
/;:,:.i11e·.i:;;:st· .. o! , BIOT, particularly Diego Garcia. llhatever ·.can be ob tai ned 
::f "i'i,.' ~turn'; -_part i cularly denial ot t h• three islan ds t ·o ·hostile powera · 
-~ --- -~-. . . ?}:/ .8.:atd;·(~·~:r. pos'fible , denial of Seychelles PI'?per to such powers, would be 

'':}]{tu th~:-gen e'rai 'western interest. We know the Rtissians are iutei-ea t ed 

::·-,:1.ia: .r~othold~ '1n th e area: she baa alrea dy installed mtorin~ buoy s . itt 
:. f 1B.te.r11:atiena.1· waters eurrounding the Obago8 Archipelago . . 

J:·i};t\t---.:·.. , ._..Aa a basis tor furth er discussi_on, . t herefore, the 

. · f:.Britiii11 • 6-ove;,,,.ent 'wish to iden .tity the options in the .foll ol<iog order 

, ,;/~ /fit :~~~1t.t!t;,'. :: (a) Return of t he is l ands to Seychelles in exc ha nge t 
;.,. . ,.. tor agreement on continued free Americ an use of 
i~?:ft·. ' the sate lli te tracking station; denial ef the 

'.

:_1_:\_:_·_:"_•,_i.

1

_··.: ; three islands to hostile powero; ··:,denial · of 
_ Seyohellee pro per to such powersi '.' 8llld :British/ 

:. ~:: · American· access to the three isia:zid_a_ 'py Bri t i sb 

aad Am~ric...: forces ahouli ' we F.~~J{;_.J j1;1;_,.., 
., . . . ,:{/<;;) 

. -: ~; ~ 
·, ... · •;_.... 
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,··.}:'.'~;::·:(1 
Return of the islan~ i~·f~~ a:t/ 
the above concessions. ~ · ...... _.:·'..:J~/1~~;;;._·~•::•;·t1,;;-/ ··.: 
Retention of t he islands ·~~-· ~ie{~~ -f~J~{--.. :,.;i_ ~ -•~·,h 
(i) underta°:ngs simi~ B:I' ;_~~;~t~~~ .. ~~fi~,~1~::·:~ .. /.•-~J~~-i 

11a.uritius (i .e.-right·:~t;;t~".~rs;~}J,:i! , ~i:io. /tf-'i 
when the islan~s. are ~~;J,~llg~f; f:'?~f~~??.of.\ J 
defence reasons, ros erva~j_on .:o!': benetits ,·_ t: ,, -~ 

et minaral explora _t i o~~ f ·=·:·:~.t}l}~·~;r~:~ :\·~~·;,,/f. <(~! 
(ii) generous payiqent for : c0ntihtl 9d . U8e ctf/ tli,e .. '._;;,';/• ·1 

. . · '· · ,.·.1··,;.:. • ... :·:: ! .> :•'<."?t i 
sate lli t e tracking st at~o11,:.;, ,; ' !':.:-°·;>;;;: • .,. · ]i; .f 

.(d) Leas i ng the islands back ~o S~;f~)iel ~~;;:: J,:'t-' .·\. •:( I . .. •. . ., .. "· .. f 
: : · · i t m~ be that pe.j'l!lo11 t f or th~ · s:t:i{f~/~r~cliiug •· <; :, 

. see: (c)(ii) absve) might be de sirable ev'~n;:1r '.o~ti.ons :(a) · '·. t~t 
t:-C~).:\.iiov' = successfully negot iat ed simpl i iii :·;;d.~~ t'c;. ~rovide .;.; t 
A{~t{~•e~ty for the f acili ty . A maj or ~b~~dti'o;{_;to:;<N\fli~~~;:; ii,_[ 

·0t'ile ,~ri tieh Gover"1"ent would be r etaini verei gnty witb ou\;',::. i 
-c,;;,{.'j: , . ,, ''·"''/~:::;. . . \/ 

\~}•· The British Government is ce~l:~c1:~~o,~;~~{~.~~e ;f 
·r-· atd to Seyche lles which might be ·a :userul,-::tever'iiii :.:·. 
·:~Jfaia the e.seur~ces nec ess~ un~eF.~~tiliiHts{Jr i11~d (b) Jt . . -f 1! ,ii •.-·--

z-: .. :' ~· ... 

&
0

i ndi8ll Ocea11 DepartmeDt 
···•'&ommo11weal th Ot.tico 

~~: 
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L:1:-. I 

) ,, l l OCTO0fll 1•17S W,m,•11 I•,_ ,. ,•t 

llr\ Cllloert: The review wu begW1 In 
l '71 ~ was the first since tbe Trun k 
lowo >._et 1946. My ri&hl hoo. Fntnd 
w ol-co<k@. after comp~hng his con• 
&J,,i/on, "'l\h I.be local 1uthon1y ASClloCII• 

- lhh •U~lhat ii II DOI appro
,..... t.> =t l<p.lacive ume foe the 
_,,.. rollap ang the network ondicaced 
bJ 111• ,,.,,w a1 a ie wl)en locul aulb<,-
riucs h•,c llllUIY o 1cc c.ll1 ou their 
D1Ur1.·~s.. Y.lc do. b e,cr. propo~ 11, 
L""l • ••n•II awnber o local a111Ao•ri1y 
r.~J.. >-•ni.: ,11lf 10 be bui 1h11 pn,pcrl) 
fvrm part ur the natruoal nc ork. and tu 
rmo\'-.: truul rued 1,;t1tus { oum~r 
i trunk l'Olldi ,.h0>e tucllOG beeu 
~la. o,,, by olhcr roads road> 

.-,: h I am propocu,g to trunk Ou 
• !l""rther coosuhat(on wit.II I.he loc,al 

1uthori11cs c:oocerncd a.re: 

Mb'J/ A4'1 i.- Rln, ROid lponly ••• 
rouliCL 

A.f61AIS Propo.cJ n,l,cf road fot Lillcolo. 
A.52. N1,thO!ih1tm to Ora.nch.1m 
Al40 C ,tddc-nham 181078) 10 No,v.ich, 
A41/ At2 Grnt Y 1rn1001.h. 
AIS I 1l'k.--ol• 10 M llfO. 

C.~••ut II OUk" lt t.-,111.: t l.....u11u:~uel 

Mr. P..1rdut: u,l .. J tt.c ~- 11.:1.uJ· ,., 

St.1L\'. r,., thl!' l:n,u,,om v.h~ h 

O..:pJCIIIICOI b.1 lrhllllt..1~ II~ ~,,t1f1 
C"••••~ .... 11 0,,1,, .. , l-1.L111,,1f 1,, uuwH ,I..:, 
h~ -.: ... h 'l h.:,atin, ia lf,4 t, .. ~ ""'t.lk.tl 
lio~ ... R1Js.:l!f1t\C". L...u1y.:~,h.Jll • JnJ 
\\-h•H t..:\hl 'l'h,:c: h~ 11,1, th,Hthi"' l)r,,: ol 

h..:a1111~ " tl..: ltJo\l l.'llk·icnt ir, h,•,n,\ i1f 
~• l h, 1 tPW!4. ,,I ,t,.._ 1 0,111h •mJ 111 

l\'.'fll IO, U>o,; • ~ 

1\lr. \tllUUUna;t: ?\,) .>U\.h llhtm .... 11• 

h:11,~ ~..:n 11,~1\, /. t h~ cJ..:.1,,1:.u,m ol\ 1t. .. 

HkJSI ••flp111r,n.atc fou11 ol h..:Jlll\~ JI 

R.Jg ... 1w,c:. La,._~Mi•O. ~ 1n '-dlincd 

hWSUI s<octJII> rt•b "'tilt the kx:;.I 
uuthor1t ) 

I vnduu 

\lr. J,. y .. .,1.-.J the So.;r,t,1.f') , !)to1k 

(elf d,c: Fn..,,r,,n~nt v.hcthcr h..: v.1111 Jlc 
u "il«1k l1h 111 ab,)u l tb..: f1,,-COnllll..:nt1JlhlCh 

nt 1hc I •)h eld RcJ)ort on the Greater 
L1,nd,1n O.:,dopu1.: 11t Pl3ll. 

t,.:.._,. tlouh: <Ltelbead bypa• auauon. \lr. tru~lJnd: I h.a\.l! c.lut;\;. , lvc.lJ)' ~:'~=-8ndsc IO A69 and from A6~/ C, ,p1\.'.'.: h.a,~ b.;11,.n r,Li'-~d 1n 1h-.:-Lib, .. ,> 
A249 M:!: 10 A.2 at Bobblna and;' of tit, lt ou~. uud ~nt to G,1,.:mm..:,u 

Shurn,-.1. D..:pa11m..-11h. tl1..: Ul\:,111.:t U.Hld,,n C'ount..1l 

Al f MH aar Sevtir1oab zo H.&.t1np.. ~nJ LvoJ,,n bc.,r,.ul!h'li. 1 h~) -.,11 ~ 
Nao Mwtc. MHcMotcr Ouw • ..., )lood, ·' ""'Mc Jl Hot MJ)'.'Stf• s,.tk>O.:JJ 

~'•;~nM5t:.t10" l rrdlxary•Ocotoo-- idJ:11.:• 0014..c th•u\ 1um111M"' 

M60l. s.Jlo,d Oo<~• ,pur. 
1j~• ~~!!c~:~h-:«'ou':. f• 4b:u. 
AJ9l/AJ9 Sj'Q' to ~almouth 
AS.S SP<Jr to Flcct•-i 
Nn , Aouce. D,rtw a1on 

Par~l11G Vina 
~ar Gcvra:t \ Ulffl:C iibL..:J the: S:1.'.1 ..:-t.1ry 

ot S:.,, ... h>r 01..: l:n .. 1ron~n.:nt ~h.,1 1,.-._ 
b~..:11 t_l.1.: tlllo!1.'.I ot ah~ 111~,"5~~ 111 pJrL.11,; 
tin..:~ muuJu,.:1..t.l in S..:ptcRJOlilJ, to ACih. • 

Ne"' Ru"'1c lmmlnah• 
l J'lit" Jtov.tc Hull. n 

.._h. 

"'"' lf '-r•~h 
AIS . Mlti0LOA6l 

ol A6J lo D,. \1111110.._-r_;.L.iU: I hont: b,:._, l ~,l..:J 10 

r...:rc .. 
~YPMi '° t .1 ,,.ouc tlh! hun ~1..:111be1 1,.. 1,:t..:flnlll, 

hi l h~ 11u.·r,.1)1; 111 th..: fl\i.:<l p.iuah) to ll• 
ou hl S .. J', 111her when uw111.:1 11..tbfhl) 
"' ..illt4t 111, Ju ... -:J lot p.tr~•nt ulk11 r~ 

d lh .,__ r d\'.'.IIJl v.ith uw.kr th .. 11, ... -J pen.Ahr~) h:m, 
Mr. llhtr>br, ~•le e .x,.rctary O I 1 "' 1.,0 •••[):Ju a-.. llh! dk,t .,, iha-..: 

S1n1e forth~ viroomcnt whet.h tr he ha, m '""" . J O 
--

ltud,od the tum uf rates published by--'- · " ~!CJT , 
Lh.. <'lt•r~« ln>1hu1e of Public Finan<e ...___ 

~ ._0<.'t> uncy: and ,.hat fur1beoteps I OIU t<;r, ~U (O\1\I OMI I , 1. 111 :a..d---
h, 1111<11 10 1atc 10 reduce lo,;;il •utho- \If Am\ 

111y CAptnditu l'O nnd the burden on tax• t udiuu Ou.A.n 

f")'C~n. In tho mun,c,pal year 1976-77 Air. l'.t1'Ul> ••hd the Sacr<1.11y .~ 

" • J ohn SillJR I Yes. I am cha:us.ma Staie (or I >tt• II .,.J C '"'""" 
J.-.4 authonty C•J)l:-nddure and rite.$ with AUa1r ~h.1t ,., 11..: tut.al 11u111~ r 1•1 p.,•pl~ 

lhV lc>cal a uthority wocia t.100, io the pr..:\<1ou,ly 11.:)id..:iu III lh\: Ch,,l!,h \, lu~ 

uiur.c of the rue support a,ant fttlO- pclJf,> who J~H llc,u C\'bCuut...d me·,.• 

11 " .. ., 
1%S: and huw OlJ.H)' nuw T(ffl..it11 

"·ROBERTS .\1y 
·od "" qu11e co,. 

ujd 10 Ila" deba te 
ntroos in ~td 1,, 

•• that there is "" 
.c o( the.e 1>land1 

beyond n l1n11tt:J 
'· The dt1..·,,.,"n in 
da.nds fut d"fcnc" 
oo jo,n1 Anglo. 
fence ,n the "'•• · 
tbo.e needs 1oJ.iy 
of op.,rarion lh•I 

m,oncd 

,HERIDOC \fy 
1tllk,r the nr>blc 
n an t<l,-tn.:I> 
apparmu:-. four 
·lied fn,m lh<Jt 
1l1t,c P,,<>ple Us 
100, and lltat 11 
Amtri<.Jn C'.,n • 
U• an the 1Jnt1>h 

on that I lhmk 
din:c1Jy 11 fon.i 

1flliRTS · My 
lhJt lhc int.ir
'\mcricun Coo
><cn a>~tlablc 
•tn:• tli,1 tlte 
re n:1um.:J w 
cUc~-aud 1,i 

I not S31i>IJ<• 
• tlrgb Cum. 
O'<r the ra,1 

rod tall.. ,. ,lh 
Oovcmm cor 

• '-lllomcnr 
illy a. 24th 
•r:ible fncnd 
Foreign anJ . "''" "'"' lrus. one o( 

• lhar 11131 

vv,cmmcni "hClh •ed lbc 0trtnh 
••pen advice ns to trr .. ., Wtfl pro,iJc 

the scncruus don.,,.,: 'r16'sJYooolO urihsc 
"" mado for lho I'll~• ( . which 
of lht- Die O. o-v;- o RYl1km,n1 

'\ isla.ndcri go ~l't'tanJ and oth<r 

_,,/ 

Ill 
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i\fr • • ~,.--,_,: A> Ilk" 5.:Hd.&f') t4 ~II 

fw rftc, C'\- 1 ~ J 1111 a ~1,u,n An• 

••er on 101h l\,,hmb.:r JYo.S. 1t;.e litf .. J 

"'~'- u1 th.: <lta:,,, \r,b1p.L,,n ,,I 

•~r llm-; ·••-> ~rrh ~•11 Jl.,t) I li\O. 

A.;o.w~ fo M.,ari11;1u (,.J\i..rau..:ur 

\fr . "'"-- .. l,J the $;,Mary 

S..tk lor foreitn and c-.....,,..,,., 
\lau:1 •1'..1 .x,m. h.n, ba:r, l'\iid , 

l\,:llW.hon to the ~ ... dk:Jlc,i Jad 1,1 \I 

'""'- 1; I'='"~~,, · " the wrrmd,_r of 

ltt\1,'.(Ci,l!1U) .nd Olber r111Jr. 0\C, 0..: ·~ 

C :a a.ad oo ., Bn1talt a:~ an dt.: 

loJ1 .. n ()\,~•.-n 
t\:~rW;. ' I l J-...: IJ)Ji,; f(I JTh:J I I ~ fJU'O• 

llu.1 fro., u OJ "' <:t.. \1th,p.:tJ •o 

bc1"'«0 I 11M .Jhlf I 1,7.1 

lltc Ofth f _ ,p&: 1• 1 lit< ( J ~ \ri."fu. 

pet.go o11 pr'" "-'. I ,llfr: ( 1111'°" tr-::m;,.Jou1 

&DJ Ln11cJ ~•&t..1 ~n'l, .. Q p.:, ONI 

\Jr. t :n,ub t Grunts 111mou11t,111 h> U 

,uLJl1Uc, \\,.re r,"4,h,dr.:J &o \1411. , ,H II 

\lr . ~• c-a 41.j.,;J U..: ~ .. ·,ct.af) c,t 

State for r,.,('1!!11 ,u.J C"o1nrntJC1'1o"·.1hll 

AA-.i,~ I/ Jliie •m- 1,1o1 •~ 11th.;ah,kJ hJ.anJs 

Of lh~ C'hagt,. An.h•P-,:•"'-"." f'lflpr I•• f'J6S 

ll'IDC tbc ,-,,._.._.,.._ 1;,\duJU11 U,11,lilt 

or Amcncan S..:n ,,~ m.:o ac,J rh .. ,r i,uru

lJc:a. r.D tadl Cl~ .a:ad lh..: Pl'IIUl.,a,on, .tl 

the PfCSlcnt lime 

, 111n~111JQ tvr the foa. of .M1-.._ru"'1ty 

P\',r th.,. (h;,b"'C Ar\.QJp.:t..p,. A DC• •• 

h:n,.;at,oo.aJ 4a:tpon •.as 0Jfhlr~kJ ffar 

).;)<hcUe; •1 a eust of abw1 £6! ,n,U,... 

•• ~--._ (,• lbc f._ of ..,,. 

u~1r111> o-.c:r A&dabra. rarqu.h.r arid 

o..,., ... ...,. 

'lr. ... ... _ ..... cd I.be S«, ... ,, ... 

Sw1< for Forc,an and Comn""'"<•hb 

All..,• •t...i "•• Ille P,,,J)lloc: o, dop.,pu. 

fJllog C<nain Urt11)b 1cnitoric, u, 1hc 

I td •n o.:-c.,,_ 
\& . £-, : r,,., 1nh.ob1r.d hbnd, o1 

the Ch:ieo, Arch,p.r,,,, rr•or 10 11165 avd 

lltltil Iii<-d, .... re OI lhe "'"'~ pl.l,11.,1..,... 

~ere 01c10 C.;re,..__ P .. ·n .. O.t11b,11 1o1nd 

S.ittrtaoa Au;, ruu t lu 1111,•nUJtJon .a,,,,_ 
•~e m late 1%..-. ih1.'.~ \lo~•-= .asJ P.,:t rL: 

Oil Oirgo Gan-.,, 291 ,., Per,,. S..nt.,. 

and 219 on SilJon~,n I hi: vnly r-,:,,p~ 

oa _die~ Ar"-t...rc,.,c., .. , r.\'.~111 .,,I! 
Ullllcd K1ngdun1 111J lJnn,J ~k, :..,. 

\fr. 1 ..,...1,: fla., Ot111>1t 1...i- O......., 

1 ~ • u, If') .,_.,. formed 1n f96S lo m,,;I lhc 

jomt Jc:lc,~c 1-0.."d~ ol tile Go\e:f1lfflc t 

Ol ll~ llnrtrJ Kon,Juto ,nd Ille Unn,J 

Sidi<-. ~ulbt<111c:nlly. lb-, Wflr• """''•· 

. ..,. ,,.,,_..,, 
~ un eh.: (laJic-,, Art..h1p;J.-,u "' '.: 

t,o--..:d do"u. tJ1c ~Ira.a w.wlc,,. tnJb. 

L:ffc.J •11J .,;u,npr.ttw11vn p;ud 

\It . ~- .•-.J.,J ,.,_ ...... , .... ,> .~ 

S11te for rotC,JJ) ..1nJ C'ot1V1h,_'ft"'c+,.tlth 

Alous ii be •all 11>1 11>: p,,,p.,1.,
1 

•roJ 

!Mher nghtt w!d b) lh•~,,. ,\;,~~• lld 

la tlte Ind,.. Oc,,.., 1,, H,r \I,,- >11 '• 

Govcmmcnr 111d .)oloih: Hh. .,re., 1n eJc.h 

C&Jo a,,d lk P,IO: ,._,.J 

\I,. -'n.rtb 4\A.i;..d the :,,«r~t...i.') vl 

St.;!\'. lor J ,•ri:1 11 •nJ G,mffluo"e&hla 

,.\If•"' It-,__ n u ... h Of lhc IOf•J a.t.)b ul 

COU1P-:n~1jo,1 .auJ d.:p.. pt,l.&tk.111 mcwrcJ 

.n • rc"-'.h OI 4er«,D.i:oh -.11h lbc Un11cJ 

St.HI,'.\ ,,f \1u~ti4..4 .,t:a-...u, d)I( luture u,-: vl 

llt111,b hi.mu III flit 111<1,a 0..:"11. t, 

b(cn H-<1 b\· lhc l 'n•h.:J S..,tt-_. ("-"''°'C• 

"''"" 
\lr. Eaaaio: Cl"'r• •• Ai:-,t,'f• C'um

1
,,.,> 

led d,cf eoc ldl lrt) p,vJ')l:n, .. "l lu Hu 

M•J<My'1 Co,·•rnro.:01 

By fnJJtutncnt or """'""'h••• ,u J~7 

the Coauni"'\JOncr .__, O.aic UntJ,fl lnJuo 

Occat1 Tcn-11°'> ac.'-1u1r,J l,.1 t-.:#t.alf "' 

lb, Cro..-.. IIJr lltc ..,,_ "I {~J,UUO 111.: 

fu11.,,.,.,. bbud, or ''"""' •~ ul.,aJ, 

(•) Otr,-. '4rcia. 1.7f6t .,.,.,, 

lb) "-'mt B•nt...». 2.'IOO .,,,,. 

(r) Sok,,_ 1.t.,td,. ~.WO,...,,-. 

(d) ll,n;c Rtr,thcn 111dud,n-e: ~:1 Ct~.-. 

lpPtOlimatc:Jy lO a,,\, ... u .. ,'l',I; r. 2~ 

&<:ra: and E.1Je fJJnJ\. Joo •<f1,.1, 

I,) Eia-1 0< .s,. 1-1.onJ.. 6.l.- .u,-. 

••th all buddtng)i. i.:on->eru1o.ttu1h. ""•· 

llldc.t, --..U, ripi. aoo Olll<f'<\IL .... 

llr. L...,. 1,: I i.. l aoo.;d ~> C. , 

C'rnukul -,gr,.:J lfl 1966 tn \:dnlr1bt.11t,: h.alt 

<'1 the tot.al .. llt,I I"' ~C'J •1 I.be na..,t,.. 

h.')hm..:n1 ot th.: ltru1J1 lntJJ.an Oc.:..,o 

ft·, 110n up 1,1 ;a ......_,,.n.a,aa1 £5 auiu.:.., 

\lr. '-"• ••• " la.I tl,. ~'lnat) ol 

~1-,1.; fur f 01i:1)rn Jlltl (\)Ulll)Vfli,,.i:.-llh 

,.\IIJ , jJ lair 11,J lbt..: IA.,.: ""•J \.U,.b 

h1i1.ur,..._-(I HI lk~•plltJ1mr Dr,11,u iSIJ.nJ, 

,n tl.: ltldJ.aa O..~ ""' '·'°flf~-a,,;r.• 

,,,.. Ju'\~ ut ""~ l(l)IOI), PHlJ>\:tly nsJ,b 

:,oJ other r ... ~ •au, 

\ lr . • aaaJ,, : I b.: l<o!.>I "'"4 iacw-ret1 

an <'ll.abi1, ,,,, the u,,11~11 fo.JQn 0-.:t•• 

1 (I rit,1r) imd an rc'K'ttl.in,1 tlac lh,rlcn 

d.11o1 ~~··, -~-- - -- ............ " 

t~rr-,.. l9,4 ... 1 111 •t" '-'tr •,l,rnt,u 11 
h , lhir 

... ,.,,"' 1-,r,, 
I 

.. 

{ 
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te11A11sll't.n 
!JO 

ed the Secretary ot 
:ind Coin111011wealth 

IVC bccu pai d in rom 
·hcfles a11d 10 Mauri: 
r lhi: ~urrendi:r of 
~ rli;hts o,er Diego 
ush k'rrirurfos fo the 

S UDIOUJJtiog 10 £3 
d 10 Mauritius as 
loss of sovereignty 
pelago. A new in. 
s COns1r uc1ed for 
abou1 £6f million 
1be loss or SOV• 

ii, Farquhar and 

•he Secretary · of 
I Comruonwc:;ifth 
•~so of depopu. 
ernrone.s: ill the 

sh Indian Ocean 
1965 10 meet Lhe 
he Governmen t 
Oltd lhe Uni led 
( copra pl1J111a. 
~h,pebgo were 
~orkeu trans

,a,d. 

Secrclary of 
onm1011weulth 
total COSIS ot 
trion incurred 
lh Ille Uniled 
ru1ure use of 
Oc<un. ll " 

Hcs Cove, 

Sra1es Gov. 
llnbu1e lrnlt 

lhc C>1Ub
i,u 1 Oce.,n 
£5 miJJiou. 

cre1bry ot 
rnouwcalth 
Oluf CO!.I• 
sh i>lanu~ 
1pcn~11tiuu 
ny rights 

focurred 
11 Occru:1 
w,trl crs 

--
J_ 

Qr. 1 

/3/ 11 OC I OOCR 1975 11' 

fc<>nt tlie i,lunds ur tl1e Ch~:;os /\rchl
pelago have to clalt 11m1.,•unt1:d to about 
£. I I ·2 millioa. 

Mr. Newcnl) ~,~ked the S,erernry of 
State (or Forl!ign untl Cc>rr1monwe::thh 
Atfairs what comp.,n,a(ion was agreed £or 
te)idenb ,Jf Bn th h tcrriltiril!S in thl; 
l11dinn Ol-1.!!Ul. who wcn:, compd li!d tO 
ll!,ave their homes, following agrcc.men1s 

}. 

made with the Uni1ed Suues Oovemm~nt 

I 
on t11e future of 1hese t..:rriwries ~ and i( 

•
' the compen:-.ali")n h,1s now been paid to 

lhem. 

. 
j Mr. Eru•als : Her Muje.1y 's Gvvern

., •nr paid l:650,000 10 the Mauritian 
... -~ --

1
vernment in 1973 for lhe 1·cse11lement 

of Lbe worl...:rs on the plantatioos in tbc 
Cbagos Archipelago transferred 10 
f\:lauritius. The Mnurilian Governml!nt 
a cknowled ged 1ha1 !his payment was a 
full and final d:;cha r~• of Her Majc, 1y's 
Govc:rnm..:nt"s obligation~. The Mauritian 
Governnieni ix,nsi,lered that n long,1erm 
resettlement pbu would !)trvc tJ1c inh.!rc?-~I) 
or 1bose concerned better 1han eash pay 
ments, bu l 1hey have n:ccnlly ioforn1cd 
us or their diITTcuhle, in devising an 
t1ecep1able plan u,ing 1hc money pajd by 
Her Maje~ty\ Om•ernmcnl. 

Mr. Ne\\tns »ked 1he Sccreu,ry of 
Srnlc ror Ford~n and Commonweahh 
Affairs if hi! wilJ li~I 1he ugr\!~n1e111s made 
belw«n Her Majc,1y's Govenunenl and 
uth, r Gov\irnm..:ols situ.'C 1964 which 
offect Brithh uwm:d t-:rritorii.:s in the 
J ndi.-.n Oc.-..:,111 

~ 
Mr. En11,,ls : fhcrc huY\! been 1wo such 

;.igrceml!ob .u~ k>IIO\v~: 

{i) An 1~~d1,tni:-.; vl Nole~ butw~~n 
the Unitull K11,gJum Gover1H111.:lll 1111d 
lhe Unil.d Siu1,·, Oovcmmcn1 in 
D~mb ~r l'>l16 1.:,1111.:..:ming lhe av~ula• 
bili1y in UCICIICC purpo;o; ,,r '"" 
Brili,h lmllau Occuu Territory. which 
was pri:::i1.:nh:d to Plarliumcnt in April 
1967 (Cmnd 3231) 

(ii) An E~dtanMc <1f N<1l.:S belWC<ll 
the Un i1..:J KingJ\Jm Oovcrnml:nl anJ 
1he Uuitctl St1t1c, Govemmcnr lJ\ 
Oi:tober 1972 co1\Ccrnmg a lun iced 
United Srnt..::i; naval (.--Ouununicution~ 
raeili1y 11t1 Oicgu O:irci/1, British Indian 
Ocea,, Territory. which was rm:s.,nwd 
lo Pruktuiem in Novoi11ber I 972 
(Cmnd 51ll0). 

.r K I 

,\ lr. Troltet ru.kcd 1he Stcrt lJr) 1i
1f S1.>k 

fol' fon:ign and Commonwc-Jllh \h. 11ri 
wb.ot , .. ·a$ the total annuol tncom~ .. 1 lh, 
M"ldivo t.lund• iu 1974. whut '"'" 111. 
incollle p:r head of populJuun ~ ..l(1J M 
what extent was tht: 1ncoml! d\!ri~·i:J fn.•tH 
the United Kingdom ui general ,,nd 1111111 
1h~ Arm..:d Ser" ices in particut\r 

Mr, ll"w land~ : No n:li"b1c. .,, .,11 ,lu ,;., 
arc availab lt!. The latt.!il figurl..'.l u,.·,11J1,'11.: 
an: 1ho,e of the. World Oanl. wlm:lt c,11· 
m:11cd io I 972 that the GNP w"' US ~I 0 
million, and pee capital income US ~IW . 
Ourmg tha 12 moa1hs ended 301h S.:ptcm• 
bcr 1974 wagts nnd tall\l\l.anL.:, ur 
M:,ldivlon CmJPloyecs of RAF G•n 
Lulslle<J £288,796. 0.er I.ho la>1 lhfo,; 
)'C'Jf> United Kingdom de,olopm<nl a,tl 
dbbursemcnts avertiged £100,000 p,.r / 
annum. / 

Jrt lo.nd 
l\lr. Joplin g asked 1he &:crct'1r) I of 

Stne for Foreign and Comnt<)nw~·;1llh 
Alfoirs if he Will give deuuh of ,JI /r-Jllc 
pr,r~,.nces which fcdnnd CilJO)' V.llh 
E EO c\1uotric~.. / 

Mr. llall~rsley: Detail, of the 1r.Jo 
arrangcm~nls bclwecn lcclan4 aml lh< 
European Community an: cvnt.un, J 111 
lhe lel<I of' \h" Agr<entem ix!tV.cdn Iha 
Europe.ml Ec:onomic Communit) :mi.I th-i! 
R~public of J land ,i~n~· in On , -,cl, 
on 22nd Jvlr 972 nnd ,..,. ah >c••tcu 
Pm1ocols (C'mnd 128). ~ ilh tile c.,tcp
tion of Pr<nocol 6 1~ u&n.:i:ml.:'nt i:nti:tt:J 
inu, for,-.: on I St A II 973. Pro1v,ul o 
ha:-: not )'Cl cntcr~d to force )llh.: ~ th~ 
et1mlition~ luid dow I Art 1di: 2 uf 111, 
Pr.itueol under wh" ·h · ,houlu du ,_, 
ha vc not yd been 1 ~L 

II ng Kong 

lilr Ni~el t1"i•I r h kcd tile S,:,_cret.tl') ot 
S1ak lur F:~r-,go ond Contn'(m" cJlth 
A lfo,~ If It.: ill male a ~t.ati.: 1i.:m on 
thl.! c.ha1n~1fc i Hong K"mg uud th~JU}!l!r 
oJ fhx-x1u1~ c U.)ed by lh.:. rc<.:..:.nt l ) ll~"-•ll 

1\lr. !'.until> : A typho-.>n pa,..:u 1-io;.: 
10 Hong K,,n~ ou l4Ut 0..:111her II 
cuu.s\!<l littlt ::il' vCr\!'. tJunm~~ but svm~ luw
lytng ""'"• w<n: flooded and ,ume , 1IIJf< , 
wcr..! cv~u.:u:tti:4.1. 46 J).!~lpk \\(r i: u11ur.:d. 
1m,>1ly by tlyiuy objects. vf thesc, IS 
were 11d111iucd 10 hospit<1I &hrn, i, 1111'1 
bu~Jnc,')(:~ do,:,.ed nnd public u.111,r,1,l 
,mp1>cu running during 11!~ I) phw u 

-- ·· tl\J I UC S ! 

IEr. 
th,1 

a, 
N>-11 

'1 .... 
Cl 
\m 
'111 
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b l .:.\ . .! 1.;.. ,.L 

0/UG CONSUL'.rAT:i:ONS ON THE INDIAH OCEAN: NOVUIBEH 1975 

AGENDA H'EM III 
i I . 

BRIEl~- NO 4: Futur~ of Aldabr :a, l!'arquar and Desroches 
J j 
! 

1, . ·UK Ministers have considered this issue since we lar.t met nnd 

our options paper ·,; wh · eh you wili have seen, set • out our agreed order 

· of preferences. If:: ; ---------_ 
.. , 1 

; I 4 • I 

Case for returnin th islands , ~ · i ' 
L I 

2. As we see it, ' th a rgnm ent 0 ln - favo iir - oT - t"l11:!- i' &tu""iJn= trf· t-l re=.-:-. ·- . _ _ _ , ---- - --

islands, which is /our first p refel:ence, are as follows .;(sorne of these 

arguments will be jfam liaf t6 you f ~om our discusidons ;in Mny) :~ · 

· ,µ, (a) It would vi tually / assure the peaceful ancl orderly ·tran- · N _ " 

si tion of se } che les to ! independence by next June, . a matter ' ~ 
to which our i Hin sters attach much importance. i,hat ever l!anchctm } ] · 

may say priv~tel on ' th ~ issue' he cannot afford . to risk beinr; ~ rt- l j 
outflanked i~ pu lie byj Ilene and tlle chances ore ·_-:that the . t wo -- 0 S! 

. Y) ~-:,c: 
of them will / pre ent a united front in pressinf'; for "territori ,•l ... ~ 6 ,_ 

I I I Y> '-'> V ~ 
integrity" ait th e re 1sumed C:onstitutional Con ference h1 January . .s ~ ] ·.:o~ 
In that even)t, refusal · to return the islands 11ould r.;i ve risn §'~'iii 

1 · ·I .. ::~7 
to a very awr wa d . s \'t uatiqn and a re al risk that [-I.enc, , at lear;t ,. ·::: t~ 
might use it : as a pretext _to walk ont of the Con f erence. -~ 0 -6 ' ./ "§£< 
(b) ' It wou1 'a_· remove whHt woul d other wise be a const,mt sourr;f' ,. ; .r~ 
of embarrass '.:menJ in ' /ou~ · relati pns tlitl!" an inc1.epen

1

~e_ nt r.:eychelle:,. .~ .g & ~ 
I -p z.; z., 

(c) ; It m.·ig ~t a.c.tual .;ly be .coun .ter - prod. uctive to lrnep the . ir.:l n11,.l:1 =::,.- .J; ,t~ 
aga i nst t h e ./~xp~ess :~d wishes or the Geychelles r;overnment who c: ·tt--.S ~ ~ 
migJt thre~~en ·co· ~ffer facilities to a hor.tile power in the -~ ~ tl e! 8: 
Sey6hel .,Ies .; /

1
rop:r i ~~ a means of brinr;ing pressure to bear on ~ ~ tti' 

us I I I- ::, 0 o 
• , 1 · , , . : · • L{ 'o g:2~ 

(d) , It woufd be dtfficult to :d efend the retehti~n of the . .,. ~ "'tl c: 

isl r ndir OI\ t he ?ffl7bance that we mir;ht need to Ufie ,_them f or , ·' }l;_f 
O 
'if 8 

def rmce p~rposes ,a some stage. The .fact · that the i tilancls , :.; . 0 it . · 
are / popU:l~t ~d meanL that there will be no possibility of usinr, rt'. ·.,, ll l ~ . 
the~ ii'i the ! near ·flture. After the outcry over the workers fi 6 -

re~oved fror the C~ar;os Archipelago, it would be extremely .,• . · ,:,f·:f·,::

5

, __ -.,,~;_·::•·::.··•.~',,.:~-':".~.,:::~:'._.:'._ :_.-1.,.1.,r dhfic\il t ; polHically to do . the same . thing in the ex-Geychrlles ,., -
• I . i II; i • 
isI,ands. : ! i: . . 
(e) · It , might· b~ presented as a reassurance to Mauritius that, 

I ' j : j I • . ' ;s / if/' and when the!I:'e was no further defence use for the Chago
1
s r 

II ' I • ' I: I -"'". ;'';'_, ______ . -/-h--'-rchi-pelc---'---!f~ d __ · J,; ····· 1-·-·r I •····· · ~::.1 

I I 
i ! -L-+----+---'---:---+--,----'---------- · 



Annex 107

!= 
: 1 

I 

... ------·--··---------- ~-~-- -- ...... ---~ 

f 

·_. i 

- 2 -' 

~ECRET 

· · .. ,, ·i/ Archipelago, it t o would be handed back. 
(f) It might iave t the danger of Seychelles and Mauritius 
~alcing common /·oau e: on the ·BIOT generally in the OAU ( whose 
~ummit meetin~ in J~ly 1976 will _be held in l'laurit~us) and 
in the UN, wht ch ave ' already voiced support for the return 
of the island~. (President Amin called for the r 1turn of 
the ex-Seyche}les islands -when 4e spoke in the plenary debate 
at the c\irrent se sio~ of :the Dr( Gen eral Ass embly and the 

\ 

· question may 1ome up !l.gain durinr; the Fourth Commiitee's debote ,._ ____ _ on_smalLde .pende t - t~rr~t .oriesj, _ _ _______ ._1 
_ ____ __ ____ __ _ __ __ -1- ----. f 

. I · · I ·· ·, 3. The return of l the islf111d
1
s . might Jbe ;trp-ded for worthwhile concessions. 

An undertaking by an i depena!ent Seychelles to deny the / islands, .. l~nt1 
even · Beychelles prbper, to ho.stile powers would i:iot be \l- foolproo~ 
fl.rrangement but i t f co ld affo

1
rd more •:hope of , clenia.l · of Ceychelles to 

the nussians than ~f t iere . we,re no such arrangement. Defined access 
to the islands, if ~eq ired !, by American and B~i tish for;es wot1ld nlr ;o 
be a useful conces '.sio • As ;for the tracldnr; station, we think, " ~'s 
stated in our · opti bns a·pe~, :it might be desirable to pi3.y for it in 
order to provide gbeater s1e~~~i ty for -the .facility and also to avoid 
giving Seychelles fa·. ·p eteit ,·for a grievance . whic)I could / be exploited 
in other ways. B~t e seie that as a matter ·for · you to ! negotiate .' _;: ,, , ; · 
direct with the Ser ch lles ',,Government. 

i ·I 
• i Case a :a :i nst return.in the ' islands 

l/. We fully recoEniie t .~at there are important argume?ts in favour 
of retent 1·1on of t~'e is ,lan ,ds. These l seems to us to be .as follows:-

(a) The islapds :al ~eady serve a passive defence purpose since 
they are " deni led to l ~ostile powers. 
(b) Tl:ie1 ampJtation /df parts or' the BIOT might encourage I I , . r1auritius, si,pported! by the DAU and the Afro-Asian majority 
in tJe UN I td press . /:eor t~e retur;L of the Char;os Arch:ipelago. ~ 
So fJr, :whild the ~aur;i.tius Government has objected publicly 
from lti~e t~ /time ~d 'the , expansi 'on or the facilities on 
Dieg~ Garcia, ! their /private reac~ion has .been remarkably sub
dued i . Ilamgtjolam haq. _every opportunity to raise the question 
~f t~e defende rli.c~iities . on Diego Garcia . and th~ retur~ of : 

. the · bhagos AJchifelago ·during his .visit to 'London · in September. 
He s'~id n:~tr~ng ~n ~ither matter. Howeve~, our High Cornmi~sioner 

:.. . I . ,. u.u1rnT , 
,11.,:/~- ' • r.-' . ' -{ ._,:1. • t".'lf ' 
! 

.l 

'. 

I, 

1 

N...:.._ 
::, . 

... ~ : : 
j] ·,! ' 

-- ·q 
... n,. ;-~; :, 

~ :~-s 
... 1·~ !' 

'-'> C: 
~ ] tl2 ' 

..... 1-:;1 -;n 
].E-6 
~-5~ .. mll 

-~ ]~~ 
.:: z {; ~ < · H~ ;. ·.l"t--2-g -~ (\() tl IJ •°Q. ., ... ll. .. \9 ~.!: ~ 
~ I H] .:: ' I- ii~ ,. ·o 

tl .tl C: !:t' -~~a. 
0 ea 
u i~ , 

i \l J! .. s 'o N 'ii- g 5i 
...'.:.. r ~ 
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·sECRET 

Louis that if the ex-Seychelles 
were return d and the Mauritian opposition parties 

nitjunted a strong c . paign :for the return of the . C!iagos Archipelafi~O, 
R, mg~oiam ~01.ildl be ' i ~ a. vli) ·y a1~k1·mrd position. . If ~he re were . 
t9 be an electi,on · ,1976 /and . if he were to conclude i that not 
td press for the · return · of1 the Chagos ··Archipelar;o would . lose 
him the election, e would undoubtedly do so. It r,~ema certain, 
however j that t here will -be , trouble anY;l'ia~ fr~m tlaur.ltius and the 
OAU generally ··whet er vie ~etairi tbe islands -or : returh ·them . 

:if 
1: 

, ~t~~ the _;pA_U:5Fmm't me:~tN ~al.cifg ~la
0

ce i~ Port _Lopi9 ~n 19?,6, 
-. - - ---- -- - Lt-seems-1ne.v1 .t !abl that-Idaur.1.t .1us_w1l.Lbe..-1n - the_i_or.e-fr .0Iit-1 r~ --=--------- ----, 1-- - - -

~ pressing Indian Oc ari isstles. . I 

1 . . (c) By retain~ng he ~sl~n~s
1,whi~e kee

0

p}ng open . the ! po'ssibili~y 

1,. 

I ;; . 

:} 

f 
!I 

. ;/ l · 

.:1 
:•1 
: I 

f 

of returning tliem . t : scime I later d~t e i •· ,,e have a useful instrument · 
for restrainin~ £le chelle 9 from offering facilities _on Seychelle? ' · : · · 
proper to a ho~til power l · · 

1 
· · • • · • · · 

I •• I 

(d) Although '1e m'ght ;ha ye to make concessions for retaining the 
islands . - righ 1 of rev~rsion if and when the islands ; are _n~ ~o!~ge.r 
requirred for de,fen e p1irposes and reservation of the . behefit of 
mineral explor J t°io :.:: 1~he~e · 1·1ould. not be ' onerous. •:••,· ·i'l'he future . f ., , I · .. , . , 
of the t~1:1ckirt' si -uat f on / is I . a~ we have said ·, a . seP,arate matter. 
(e) It is arg1~ -bl .. t~tt • th_ere 1s ,a co~tj :nuinr; .'.obli J~ tion : ~n ' · 
Seychelles to :uesp et :the I agr eement setting ·Up··the BIOT and they . 
received r;enertjus . omp~ris~t~o _n fo ,r , loss of sov:er~ig~ty. ,,~he _L ... ; . 
trouble •·is tha~ 1it 'is -'.tH 1 too easy to :·Win·,sympathy , ..f;or . the claim · 
that we took a4vantage J of the "co 'lonial" '"status • of ~eychelles ;in 

the 19~0' s. .· I /· . _J . : . /. ' ' I ·· I ; ' • : 
Other possible sol~~ion~ J ; i • 

5. We· do hot iregal1 

d l~asl: ~g the isl~nds back to beychelles a~ a 
starter. 0e \'iould end ' up retaining sovereignty without I power and j;!;_ 
would be a 6onstant source ~f f~ictio~. 1 

• 

I I ' I ' ' 

6. Anothe~ p~ssib lity, _ which 'has recently been put forward by the · ·· 
SPUP l'linistbr for :Eaucatiob, ; Sinon, is ' that we should return sovereir~nt;y 
over the islands to / Seycheiles which would then lease them or make them 
available t

1
o_ us tqe ~eaf(? k . We have ~ot fully considered the pos,ibility 

. ~ut we are rot sure !.tha J'\; i J.t is a starter. It would dep~nd on the terms 
on which the islands wdbl~~e · leased ' back t~ us• though some sort of. 
~e~~e I eve~ ' if ta; JeveJ 1 used the islands I might at least ensure · dehial 
~o others, l: · ! · · . ' : 

I I . I i 

l ,I .CJ/]•;~,•· 

! 

I 
Subject · .I 

i 
i 

I 

I 

' . i 

i 
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·· ·J . . 

furth~r viewa which have been sought !rom the 
iGovernor of elles, we now very much doubt whether Manoham would 

· ';,;f fbe prepared cept our retaining the islands in return for such 

!
' concessions a's m neral, .oil ., fishing .and tourist rights, _ assis~ance or 
defence matte '~s n4 gen~r~{is payment for the trackjng stat!Loh, Unless 
we· agree to . ~etu n the islands it seem~;- as I.stated ; in paragraph 2( a) 

!that there is ) lil eiy to ibe a breakdown at the reformed Constitutional 
· Conference a~d slve _re damage t o our relations with . Seychelles. 

<Jonclusi ,on .· I ; · , :: 1 ·: . ·i · · ,. · :a. As ,:st~t~ :d a th ~: b~gi~ing ~ our preference repiains that of returning ,,__ ____ --"-]1e- i-s.land -n- :il-n- e- c-hang-e1-:f.0:P--a-l-l_l_or - m0st- of---'1;-he-con 1
eessi-ons - se~ou -t-:-±~ - ~- - - --- .J- ----

pura. 3(a) o~ ou options paper :. \Je hope you wil,l be able . to _ :~ree · 
, that this is lnow the ;right course to follow. ! . I . 

'). On timi 1g, e should be in j a position to say !what .we a:rf ie;oing to 
do by the tinie o · the resumed u:onstitutional Confe 'rence~ · Id~ally, 
there would ~e a van.tag~ in disposing of the issue , in advance .of the 
Uonference. i ~'ll t w~uld flVoid the risk of subseq\.\ent allegation _s. thu~ , 
independence /was mad~ c~nditional upon a decision ·on the future of the 
islands. If th t .... d6cisicni is to be in favour : of 11°eturninr; the islands, 
there would i~ p e~e +t~ti;n~l · a

0

dva~tages in our b~ing seen , to do . this . · 
i n response io t e.'·e:iror~ssed wi'shes · of 8eychelles ·/and, ·.in -·particular, 
~.f l·Ianchu;n 11] 1rise f. ' 1 · Ti1i;s is a point which ' we ' coJld ' look into · once 
11 .decision h4s b en t'alcen •. 

:l
1 

i 

'10. i A copy jof the UK options :paper is ' attached, · · 
i l i. I 

'11. 'cop :y 1~f i he iys options /paper together with some comments is 
cllso attache • i 'l'he I paper was received 'too lat 'e ~() be talce·n properly 
into account \'Jbeb 'p i eparing the above ·. 

' I 
1 : 

~--L----!--,----+--+-,----.!...---------------'----~ 
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Annex 108

:Pre'6ent ., 
'United States : 

EXTRACT 

Mr . G S Vest, J?ire tor, . Politico-Military Affairs Bureau, State Dept 
Mr J Noyes, Deput Assistant Secretary of Defense for Near Bastern 

Afric and South Asian Affairs, Dept of Defense ' 
Mr G T Churchill, 'Director, Office of International ! Security 

I Operations, State Dept ~~,--- ,-- -=-~ - -·-- _ ____ - --- ·-- _ 

· - Mr- T- Th:-ornfon:~- Memoer-;- ·poTfoy - Pfannfo~( Staff, state Dept 
Mr J Crowley, 'Dir • ctor, Office of Northern European Affairs, 

, ,Stale Dept . . . , 
Captain C G Ta,te, USN, Far East/South Asia Di vision _JCS, j-5 

I Dept of Defense 
Captain MF Pa;szt laniec } USN, PM/ISO, State Dept 
Commander N Smithi USN, INR/PMT, !>apt of Defense 
Lieutenant Comman er J L Combemale, ACDA, Dept of Defense 
Commander J Patto , USN S/P, Dept of Defense 
Mr iV Coote, U/E,jState Department 
Mr S Barbour, U/ , State Dept 

United Kingdom 

Mr J A Thomsod, A sis tan t Under-Secretary, FOO 
Air Vice Marsh'.all J Gingell, ACDS (Pol), MOD 
Mr KB A Scott', H Embassy, Washington 
Mr P L O'Keefe 1

, HJad of Hong Kong and Indian Ocean Dept, FCO 
Mr R L L Facer :, H~ad of DS 11, MOD · 
Mr M-,E Pike, H.M Embassy, Washington 
Mr R L B Corma-'.ck,jAss~ .stant Head of Defence Department, FCO 
Mr .J P Millin~ton, HM ~m~assy, Washington 

' . 

Agenda Item 1 '- S viet Presence in the Indian Ocean ' 

1. Commander !NepJ er-~mi th of th~ US Navy briefed the two delegations 
on Soviet acti:Vi ties in · the Indian Ocean area over the previous 
six mdnths. c!urre 'nt indications . were that Soviet ship days might 
be levelling o/ff, 'or even falling, if present trends persisted. But 
this VfaS not c

1
ertain. , [A tabulated list of Soviet Indian Ocean ship 

days, :supplied 1 by Co~ander Smith, is attached,] _ _ · .. 
; . ; , . 

2. In July, at the t'ime .of the Comoro Islands coup, two Soviet 
vessels (a Krfvak and : a Petya II) had remained close to Coetivy. 
Island and ha.di subseq\iently replenished at Chisimaio. This had ' 
been the first! time Soviet ships had operated so far south- in the 
Indian Ocean (!apart ' from transmitting to, or out of, the Indian 
Ocean :via: the !Cape oq Good Hope). It was also the first Soviet 
naval ;visit to 1 Chisimaio since 1971. Moreover, in August three 
further Soviet naval luni ts had called at Chisimaio, staying for 
almost two weeks. The largest ship in the second group was a 
Karu.11 i JmG. . 

I 

I ••• 

N 
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extension of CSE principles to other areas. The American side 
said that tney ~ad not ·noticed this expansion of Russian propaganda 
efforts, bu~ toqk note ' of the recent Izvestia commentary on 3 October 
by Mr Kudriavsev. Mr Vest agreed that the British side could speak 
to the Australi~ s, saying that they had raised the subject with the 
Americans. Mr homson mentioned that the Australian mission in 
New York had to d us, on instructions from Canberra, that they wished 
to put it to us and .the Americans that a . less offhand attitude on 
our part would ake ,the position of moderates in the Ad-Hoe Committee 
rather easier t sustain. The . US aide agreed that while neither the 
B_r~ i_s~ nor !the Americans need , al~e_~ tlleir attitu~e to the Committee, 

-- - -- - we- miglit - tr~ - t0 - •help - -the - Austral.i.ans - in --some- way • . 
I 

Agenda Item 5: Future of Aldabra, Farouhar, and Des Roches 
i 

48. Mr O'Keeffe said that each · side had now had a chance to look at 
the option pape provided by the other. ~here were various options 
listed in the Bli tish oaper, but several of them seemed . noVI.· to . be 
ruled out. ;One option· was that we should keep th _e islands but _ make 
them availaqle o the Seychelles tourist industry. But the American 
paper made ~t c ear .that this course would make the islands de facto 
unavailable :forfdefence purposes. Mr O'Keeffe hoped that the 
American side c uld ' agree that it was not a worthwhile option tokeep 
the islands !and lease them back to the Seychelles. The opposite 
possibility 1posed by Sinon, the Seychelles Minister of Ed,;cation, 
of handing them jback to the Seychelles and then leasing them, was 
also ruled out since in fact nTither Britain nor the United States 
had any use ;•'forlthe ::islands. he options were therefore reduced to 
two: : , 

' . . 

a) we could 'either give them back to the Seychell 'es in · 
return fqr me.ximum advantages for ourselves; or 

b) we could :kee! th~ - islands i~ return for conces :sions to the 
~eychell~s. I · 

The [British lprefere~ce was for , Option (a). Handing back the islands 
to ihe Seyc~elles ,had a . major ; ~dvantage to the UK in removing one 
of the obstacles to Seychelles independence, But there was sufficient 
common grourid in the UK and us· positions to make this the more desir
able Option lin any :case. Recent Parliamentary and Congressional 
pressures irt the matter of the former contract workers pointed to the 
und~sirabil~ty of giving hostages to fortune. · We were agreed.that 
there was no real defence need to keep the three islands. Certainly 
they had a passive !defence value in that they were at present denied 
to any hostile power; but of far more value would be ·· the deni ~al . of 
Seychelles ~roper if we could obtain this. In any case we should 
try \ to $et . ~s much !as possible if we were jointly agreed that 
Option ( a) · was preferable. Unfortunately, the Seychelles 
Government ' had already been led to believe that the US Government 
was , prepared to offer a rent fo .r the tracking station and it now 
looked improbable that they would accept continuing free use of this 

/facility 
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facility. Heu derstood, however, that there was some pre~sure for 
a reduction ~ or indeed abolition, of the duty free nrivileges connec
ted with .the tr eking station and retention of these privileges 
might be soinething we could ask for as a ouid oro quo for the return 
or the .three is ands. 

50. He recognised that the crux of the argument against Option (a) 
was the likely auritian attitude. Giving back the islands might 

Chagos Archipe ago, ,_ particularly in 1976 when Mauritius was host 
well give r"ise to pressures within Mauritius for · the return of the I 

_ _ _ _ _ tc.co~ t~he annual onference of the OAU and when there was also the 
possibility; of elections tnere. -- :As agarru rt- tni -s~ it - s-e-e·m-e·d- c"'.te-a-r---- • 11----- - -----

1
- - -- -- -

that the re .ten ion of Chagos was not an issue for Sir S Ramgoolam, 1 

the Mauri ti.lan Jrime Minister: during his talks on 24 September with 1 

Mr Ennals, .;the Minfster of State at the Foreign and Commoniveal th I 

Office, he -had been given every chance to raise the Diego Garcia N _:__ !5 

issue but h'.ad ot done so. Moreover, at his press conference later !l.. 
the same da'.y, e had said that the British had paid for sovereignty· ~] 

over the Chago Archipelago and now could do what they liked with ~ § 
it. Mr O'Keef':tje added that the British High Commissioner in Port ';:'rt-,~~ 
Louis had ~dvi~ed that some agitation in Mauritius was probable over --. 0 

the next year but was containable. This seemed reasonable: ~ ~-5 
essentially, Matl.ri tius had no leverage over Chagos whereas Seychelles ~ 8 '; 
did in the :matter of the three islands, in that they were · an obstacle .. v, ., 

J 
.!: .::i;-~ .. -~zi .. 

in the present negotiations for indeoendence. 
I : '. e-~~ 

51, Essentiall , however, the question was whether returning the E -.3~ 
three islar\ds to Seychelles improved our international posture over ·:...~;~ __ §~_ :c,t~ 
Diego Garcia or not. The British Government believed that handing . _::: 

back the· three I islands would be evidence of our ·commitment · to return 
the BIOT islands when we had no further defence use for them, This ~ r~ 
had been publi61y announced and any decision to retain the three ~ .g ~ -~ 
islands when no evident defence need existed for · them might legi ti- ~ z ~ ~ 
mately cast doubts ·on the value of our commitments in this regard. ~:g- -5·E~ 
Certainly, it fas far better to meet pressures f _rom Mauritius and ·t-t--0 -la!o 

elsewhere for the return of Chagos with the argument that we were o Ila ;!j 
p·roposing -t;o hand back islands for which there was no defence p:i.rpose; ·

2
~ \9 :E'~. a 

and · far beiiter ' to ,deal with any Mauritian protests in isolation " --

rather than to give Mauritius and Seychelles an opportunity to make l , · i~ ~ 
common cause. · t- 'a 8 .2 

i , i . · i O g,E=5 
52. Mr f ores on the American side said he found the arguments for ~ -~ \18 
Option a !compelling. But did the British s1de not consid-er . that ~:g' 

there was ii. danger ' of "unravelling" the BIOT by handing the three <l 8 : 

ex!..Seychelies islands back? If we did so, the BIOT would consist · U :f" 
only of · ex.;.Mauri tian islands. · ' ·. · . · \J.. ~ . - g H 
53~ M~ O' ;K~eff~ Jid that in his opinion we should play on the fact N ~ i ~ 
that we were giving up some thing for which we had already paid. ....'.:.... :,: :, 

Unfortinately as far as the satellite station was concerned, the pass ~ 

had already been sold·. -;:::- £ 

/54. 

I 
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said that in talks with Mr. Mancham he always talked 
United States doing everything to make it possible 
the 'idea of the tracking station · in . the Seychelles, 

e ,giving back of the islands to cut down the rental 
robably: demand ' for · the tracking sta .tion, 

I 
I 

55, Mr Thomson said t!iat the possibility of "unravelling" the 
territory w,oul be -:a:rticial if i it was likely. However,if domestic 
opinion in jbot Washington and London were satis _fied on the 

· question of/ Di go Garcia, there was 11 ttle Mauri
1
tius could do 

physically /to et back [the isµ.ands, But the cas
1
e of the Seychelles 

was different -. - We ·would be giving up something .for which we- had 
no use and we ould probably get a good deal in 'exchange, · Tr;:h"'ji~s=ccw-:-o.,,.u'ld.----- •1-- ::.:.:.:.:.-::...-::...-.,-+--
tip the ba~anc • Mr Churchi11 asked how the British side thought 
Option ( a) ,Imig t be presented ' to _ the Congres1,. Mr Thomson " said that 
he ·.saw lit t le ifficulty, If . we were to g i ve the islands •back we 

1 

could say ~hat we no longer n·eeded them for defe .nce gurpos .es, . since 
7 7 we were ge~tin certain defence advanta es from the e chell 
, _ 'l!lUE: I e a defensible posi ion for the Seychelles . in the OAU, 

since it w,s a ready their po11cy that there should be no foreign 
bases on trjeir territory. 

56. The US I aid asked i what we propo~ed to · say about the rest of the 
Chagoe Arclj.ipe ago ! ap!irt from Diego Garcia, if vie were · to ··'hand •· back 
the Seychelles isl$nda on the grounds that we had no defence use for 
them. ·Mr- O'Ke ffe l said ' that ··we could retain th~ idea th at th ey were 
a cordon sani ta.ire / for 'Di'ego Garcia, Mr Thomson PC/inted out . that . 
once the •o:ffer to :return the three . islands to tqe 0 eychelles had . 
been made tt w uld jbe 1-dif'ficult .to withdraw -it 1=1ven if what the 
Seychelles ( offt3red j in : return .wae not satisfactor,y. The US side . 
said that 'j;herr w~a one advantage in offering the islands back to 

· the Seyche f les ~e US could not nay a high rel')tal for the traclcing 
station in . the Seychelles: · 

! l ! 
a) because , funds were limited and 

b) ,•because j
1
a iJ __ gh J e.ntal would form a precedent ,which would 

destroy negbtiations -being completed .with other countries 
around 'j;he v10r}d. . . 

I . ' 
57

1

, Mr Tho~son ,, li~ ;ted the various advantages which we would wish to 
ge .t from the Seychelles in return for the three ' islanns, They were: 

I I I I . I ;' . - _; \ 
a) ! denial of the three islands to any hostile power; 

b) I emergen l y acce .Ls ' for · US and UK forces to the , threi, island's; . 
. 1 : : 1. , . 1 • • • 1 

c) i denial j f , th~ f;8.ychelles proper to ~ostile forces; 

d) ' duty-fr'3e privd.leges for the US tracking station; 
., I -

e) ; a middl~ to low rental fo:r the tracking station. 
I . . : . I I I' '. . . · ' ; 

· Mr O'Keeff~ sa'id ithe ' question of returning the three islands to the : 
Seyche 71~s j sh ~u~d : be raised •by the ~eychelles, . We should ,not make 

I 
·1 !. i 

' . ( I 

-~~- -

/the 
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• : As for the attitude of Sir S Ramgoolam, the us 
the British High Commissioner at Port Louis and our 

Depa:ri.tment in London were agreed that he would 

58. Mr O'Ke:eff pointed out that there was a need to consider this 
question f~irl quickly. He was going to ths Seychelles on 8 December 
to _ discuss !arr ngerrien~e :.for ti;ie next consti tutiohal conference. 
Mr Tho·mson

1
sai that it would :be·difficult for Ministers to defend 

a situation, ·wh re they were forced 'to say there was · no further 
Briti~h ' de~eric need to ' retaip the •islands _ if the ~eychel-les 

- -- - -vons-t -i-tu -t-iqnal - Cont' .erence - was r break -ing - dewn- becau -se - Bri -ta-1-n- wou:I:n---- - --a----'--- ---f- - - -
not return /the islands. He asked if the US side ! thought we should 

I( 
inform Sir 1S R mgoolam if we decided .to retu _ rn the islands. Mr Vest 
agreed thal it was !best : that we should do so. . 

i i ' ' ' 59. Mr Vee~ as ed Mr O'Keeffe if the sub~ect was ' likely to · come up 
during his ltal s :tn the Seychelles on 8 ecember. Mr O'Keeffe said 
it undoubtedly would come up~ 1· It would be possible to put off the 
Seychelloiq. ut it would be better to discuss .the question in 
Dec .ember tl"ian o al,low it to be raised in the full glare of' 
publicity iuri g . the Constitutional Conference.· . The Constitutional 
Conference was to take place on 19 January 1976, : We would have , to 
reach a de9isi no~ the three islands before then at the latest. 

the· question w · thiri three weeks. . 

·1160. Mr V. ea~ th ~4 ,th·:· e British side for this arialysis of the problem 
and undertqok lo l,et 'j;he British side have a final American view on 

Agenda Ite~ 6: TouJ d!H'~~izon Sin a ore faciiities British Plans 
for Masirali an Gan etc 

61~ Mr Facer sJid :{:~~ on the Singapore facili ti :ss, there was nothing 
to .add to ~he Blri. tish note of; 22 October handed i.to the US Embassy 
in London. ! On Gan ~ there were no developments further to the 
Sp~aking Nqte ihic .1t ,had been _handed to the Americans by Mr Millington 
on 114 Octo~er • . Px;ogre,~s .was peing made in · Oman [but the rebel forces 
were not y~t broken. he reb ·els were still su1Jported by the PDRY. 
on i l7 Octoqer thez:e had been -an air strike against · gun emplacements 
and other military targets at Hauf . in the PDRY across the Oman border. 
Ac~ording ~o. Oman !Government •,statements thi~, had .. been in retaliation 
for heavy ,c ,artillei;y fire . in recent weeks • . '.rhere was evidence t\iat 
Sam-7 '.missiles were '.being used against the .Sultan's . air force · for the 
first tim ·e l in the In. hof ·a·r war. . In addition, th. ere ha. d been . a number 
of l Iranian casualtiee, mainly due to the inexoerience of Iranian 
officers ·a rving \)'i th the Sultan's forces, · On Maeirah, Mr F'acer 
sa~d ~here was H Hle to add • . No conclusions had yet b~en reached 
abbut ,future plans, · · We would ·speak again with the US side when 
these 'Were f decideci. In the meantime our public position on Masirah 
wohld not change. I .. . 
62/. The US I side 

1
s*id ,that . talks on Singapore facilities w~re still 

go~ng . on. / Bo 1,'9rr; the P.osi tion wassatisfact .ory. The Americans 
uni}erstood J tha.t .'the British side did not think . that agreement on 
Nuclear Porerep. Warships (NPNEI) should b~ indluded in the iagreement 

I 
I 

-·~-------·---··-· . 
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on facilitie 1s. Mr Tho~s~n ' explained that the British side thought 
that b_etter farr gerne;nts could . be obtained · if separate agreements 
were negotia 1ted. ·one i'ssue was technical ( the NPNs), the other 
political. !If e 11ricltided .the iNPNs in the facilities agreement, 
negotiations ) mi ht drag out indefinitely. Mr Vest agreed that on 
reflection i ,t w s probably better to seoarate the : two issues. 

63. Mr Vest /sai that ihe Americans had no commen~s to . offer on the 
situation , 011 G as ;it /had been . explained to them ,. The guestion of 
US use ·or Mrir wi(s still being considered and an answer would be 

I _ forthcomipg. . A r Vf'ce IMarshaH Gin ell said _ that l._once __:__salalah _had 
, - - - -- b·e-en- c1-o·aed , we- wou1·d- i-o·ok- a t - erstranw itha--V ieW- to7rffec :tt~ii-in1iJ:!g:---- --- 11 ----;:::=:~;::::;=;,-T -- 

i : 

economie s. !But there was no time scale for this scenario. As for 
Mauritius, ~ith rawal terms had been completed satisfactorily and 
British forqes ould be out by : March 1976. 

I 1 . · i ., ;- · ' 
64. Mr Vest ·:sai that on P3 (maritime reconnaissance) flights, it was 
the US inte!}tio to ;spread the . area .of operation .and to complete 
more trainitjg f r US pilots. The Americans were 'at py;'esent looking 
for additional lternative places to land and for - different possible 
flight patt~rns This ' study was taking place at .the moment. It was 
not the intent! n t6 increase the number of fligh :ts. I . . . 

British Embassy 
Washington ! 
November 19 15 
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THE RIGHT OF SELF-DETERMINATION IN 
VERY SMALL PLACES 

BY THOMAS M. FRANCK* 

PAUL HOFFMAN** 

l. INTRODUCTION 

The days of Western colonial dominance ha,·e drawn to a 
close. In the space of a mere twenty years, a billion people ha\'e 
undergone the transition from subjects of a foreign imperium lo 
citizens of independent states. 

For the most part, this transition has been smooth enough, 
considering the extraordinary depth of the legal, ideological and 
psychological changes occurring in its wake. To be sure, there 
were exceptions. France and Portugal were too sentimentally 
tenacious in Algeria, Mozambique and Angola, seeking to hold on 
to what they regarded as "overseas provinces" tied by long his
tories of association to the metropole and settled by substantial 
European populations. They waged hopeless, protracted baules in 
those territories not only against national liberation forces, but 
also against an irresistible tide of historical inevitability. The Bel
gian Congo, now Zaire, became a shambles for the opposite 
reason. Once the colonial power realized it could not hold on 
forever it opted for immediate abandonment, and the speed of 
the transition caught the indigenous population tragically unpre
pared. In the cases of Vietnam and Indonesia, France and the 
Netherlands tried, by force of arms, to reassert their colonial con
trol over countries that had seen the mvth of Western invincibilitv 
destroyed by the Japanese and which: released from foreign o~
cupation by the collapse of Japan, refused to don again the old 
colonial harness. Under similar circumstances, the United States 
had the prescience to grant independence to the newly-liberated 

* Thomas M. Franck, LLB. [British Colombia], LLM .. S.J.D., Professor of 
Law, New York Unh·ersity School of Law; Director, Cemer for lmermuional 
Studies, New York Uni\'ersity School of Law: Director, lmernational Law Prog• 
ram, Carnegie Endowment for International Peace. 

** Paul Hoffman, J.D .• New York Uni\·ersity School of Law: Rc:scarch Assis
tant, Carnegie Endowment for International Peace. 

The \'iews expressed here are those of the authors in their personal 
capacities. 
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Philippines rather than attempt to restore the status quo ante .1 In 
virtually all other instances, the Western European colonial pow
ers chose the path of peaceful decolonization. 2 

That the devolution of empire, with a few exceptions, has 
been a relatively painless experience is due to a number of factors. 
One is the post-war ascendance in Western Europe of Labor, 
Radical and Social Democratic movements ideologically commit
ted to social equality and therefore to decolonization. While men 
like Attlee and Mendes-France did not govern their countries for 
particularly long periods, the steadfastness of their vision perma
nently transformed political attitudes in their respective countries, 
particularly on the colonial issue. Thus conservatives, like Harold 
Macmillan, Ian Macleod and Charles de Gaulle, carried forward 
what the radicals had begun. In this, they also responded to the 

. growing economic burden of policing and pacifying regions and 
peoples caught up in the new wave of nationalism. A second con
tributing factor is the emergence of Western European unity as a 
serviceable substitute for the national dream of empire. Finally, 
there is the role of the United Nations. 

The United Nations has significantly accelerated the momen
tum for peaceful decolonization and has done so both instrumen
tally and conceptually. Instrumentally, the organization has pro
vided a forum in which the non-colonialist states-a large majority 
of the members even in 1945-could badger and encourage the 
imperial states to grant independence. The U.N. Charter created 
a trusteeship system and a Trusteeship Council which imposed 
on the powers administering .trust territories an obligation to re
port annually and to permit periodic international inspection. 
Colonies and protectorates which did not fall under the trustee
ship system were still covered by the Charter's article 73 obliga
tions. 

The conceptual force behind the U.N. role is rooted in much 
earlier European and Western hemispheric intellectual devel
opments-in the vision of Simon Bolivar, the Monroe Doctrinc, 3 

J.S. Mill and J .-J. Rousseau. The "right of self-determination" 

I. President Truman prodaimed independenc.c for the Philippines. 60 Stal. 
2695 (1946), pursuant to authority granted by Congress in the Philippines lnde
pendenc.e Act, 48 Stat. 456 ( 1934). 

2. Among other, lesser, exceptions arc Goa and Guinea-Bissau. It c.an also 
be argued that Kenya was a partial exception and that Southern Rhodesia is 
another. 

3. E. Weisband, The Ideology of American Forng11 Polic_)·: A Parruligm of Lor/ll(III 
L1brralis111 ( 1973). 
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became central to President Wilson's scheme for resol\'ing Euro
pean boundary questions after the dismantling of the German 
and Austro-Hungarian empires. 4 But it was the U.N. Charter, a 
solemn international treaty of unprecedentedly wide adherence, 
which at last elevated the concept to a universal legal responsibil
ity. Article 73 obliges those members "which ha\'e or assume re
sponsibilities for the administration of territories whose peoples 
have not yet attained a full measure of self-go\'ernmcnt 
... to develop self-government, to take due account of the politi
cal aspirations of the peoples, and to assist them in the progressi\'e 
development of their free political institutions .... ":1 

In Resolution 1514,6 the Declaration on the Granting of In
dependence to Colonial Countries and Peoples, the United Na
tions further refined the concept of self-determination, enumerat
ing for non-self governing territorities which were not CO\'ered by 
trusteeship agreements a set of obligations very similar to those 
imposed by the trusteeship system. It stated that "all peoples ha\'e 
the right to self-determination;" that "repressh·e measures of all 
kinds directed against dependent peoples shall cease in order to 
enable them to exercise peacefully and freely their right to com
plete independence;" and that "[i]mmediate steps shall be taken 
. . . to transfer all powers to the peoples of those territories, 
without anv conditions or reservations, in accordance with their 
freely expr~ssed will and desire, without any distinction as to race, 
creed or color, in order to enable them to enjoy complete inde
pendence and freedom." 7 

These concepts were operationalized by the creation of a 
watchdog committee-the Special Committee 6-which began co 
assume the same function towards non-self governing territories 
as was exercised by the Trusteeship Committee in respect of trust 
territories. In pursuit of the obligations set out in the Charter and 
Resolution 1514, the Special Committee has regularly in\'estigaccd 

4. For a discussion of the historic U.S. relation to sclf-dc1er111ina1ion sec 
Pomerance, The United States and Self-Determination: Perspt-CU\'t-S on the Wil
sonian Conception. 70 Am. J. lnt'I. L. I (1976). 

5. U.N. Charter, art. 73(b). 
6. G.A. Res. 1514, 15 U.N. GAOR Supp. 16. at 66-67. U.N. Doc. Af-168-t 

(1960). 
7. Id. 
8. The Special Committee on the Situation with Regard 10 the l111plc111c111a

tion of the Declaration on the Graming of Independence to Colonial Countries 
and Peoples, established by G.A. Res. 165-t. 16 U.N. GAOR Supp. 17. at 65. 
U.N. Doc. A/5100 (1961) . [hereinafter"'Special Commi1tec··1 
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colonial territories and made reports to the General Assembly on 
compliance and non-compliance. The Assembly, in turn, has 
passed resolutions commending or demanding progress in indi
vidual colonies and, in the unusual circumstance of a threat to 
peace and security, has recommended action by the Security 
Council_!! 

Thus, due to various factors, the "right of self-determination" 
has played a key role in reshaping the post-war world. By 1976, 
the job was virtually completed-almost, but not quite. The un
finished business of Rhodesia and the Namibian ex-mandate was 
still on the decolonization agenda. Moreover, in the process of 
liberating Africa, the Caribbean and Asia, the momentum for 
decolonization had bypassed some of the smallest colonies, the 
flotsam and jetsam of empire. That these bits and pieces should 
be the last to be decolonized is due primarily to two factors. First, 
some small territories either do not want to be on their own or 
have not reached a stage of development sufficient to make the 
choice. Second, some small, weak territories are actively coveted 
by stronger, more powerful neighbors which assert claims based 
on geography, history and/or ethnic affinity. 

It may be paradoxical that these small territories should gen
erate particularly stubborn and knotty problems, even creating 
threats to the peace and security of the international system, at 
the very end of a largely peaceful transition from colonialism to 
self-government. Nevertheless, this is precisely the case. The dis
position of tiny territories like Djibouti 10 and Belize has brought 
neighboring states to the brink of war, as has the conflict over the 
Spanish Sahara, a larger territory with an almost negligible popu
lation. 

Some of these territories have assumed disproportionate im
portance in world affairs because of their strategic location
Djibouti and Gibraltar, for example, command important interna
tional straits. Some, like the Falkland (Malvinas) Islands, have im
portance because they may possess petroleum or other mineral 
resources. All of them have coastlines which will entitle them, 

9. A recent example is G.A. Res. 3485, para. 6, U.N. Doc. GA/5438, at 262 
(1975) (Press Release), in which the attention of the Security Council is drawn "to 
the critical situation" in Timor and which "recommends that it take urgent allion 
to protect the territorial integrity of Portuguese Timor and the inalienable right 
of its people to self-determination .... " 

10. "Djibouti" and "French Somaliland" are used interchangeably except 
where the context indicates a reference to the port city of Djibouti. 
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under the emerging terms of the new Law of the Seas. to broad 
economic zones of up to 200 miles width. To the international 
lawyer, however, the real importance of these seemingly unimpor
tant imperial shavings lies not merely in their capacity for generat
ing passionate and dangerous international disputes, not in the 
territories' very considerable strategic and economic \'alue, but in 
the legal precedents being established in the troubled process of 
their decolonization. Quite possibly this last chapter in self
determination will again prove that hard cases make bad law. As a 
result of the politics being played with these "special cases," the 
legal principles of self-determination carefully outlined in 
the Charter and U.N. resolutions have suddenlv come under 
fierce attack-not from the colonial powers, but fra"m ncighboring 
states, themselves beneficiaries of self-determination, with designs 
on the mini-territories. For example, now-at the \'cry end of the 
colonial era-it is being asserted that all colonial peoples do 1101 

necessarily have the right to self-determination; that the right 
does not apply, for example, to a transplanted "seuler" 
population-even one that has been "settled" for hundreds of 
years. Nor, it is alleged, does the right apply to a colony which, 
before the colonial era, was part of a neighboring state. As shall 
be seen, the new assertions may have broad implications that ex
tend well beyond questions of decolonization and go to the es
sence of the legitimacy both of states and of their boundaries. 

II. THE SPANISH SAHARA AND PORTUGUESE 

TIMOR AS PRECED~"T 

A. The Decoloniwtion of the Spanish Sahara 

Although the Spanish-or Western-Sahara is a territory of 
266,000 square kilometers (the size of Colorado), its indigenous 
population is a mere 75,000. 11 The Sahrawi population is com
prised for the most part of persons of Moorish or Bedouin race 
who speak Hassania, a form of Arabic, and live an essemially 
rural, nomadic life. The majority of Sahrawis identify closely with 
a tribe, some of which are also found in the neighboring countries 

l l. Report of the United Nations Visiting Mission to Spanish Sahara. in the 
Report of the Special Committee, U.N. Doc. A/10023/Add.5, Annex, at 26-27 
(1975) [hereinafter: "Visiting Mission"). 
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of Mauritania, Morocco and Algeria. 12 What had hitherto seemed 
a valueless and inclement stretch of desert has more recently been 
actively coveted by these neighboring states, not least because of 
the discovery of vast phosphate deposits and the likely existence 
of other minerals, including oil and iron. 13 

Until 1974, the story of the decolonization of the Spanish 
Sahara was governed by the same norms as other decolonizations. 
Although both Morocco and Mauritania had indicated an interest 
based on historic claims, these were not strongly pressed. The 
U.N. General Assembly and Special Committee treated the colony 
as it would any other which the international community was 
nudging towards independence. Historic claims, after all, are 
nothing unusual in Africa, and in every other instance they had 
been rejected in favor of self-determination and the immutability 
of boundaries established by the colonial powers. Thus, Resolu
tion 1514 had not only proclaimed that "all peoples have the right 
to self-determination" but also that "any attempt aimed at the 
partial or total disruption of the national unity and the territorial 
integrity of a country is incompatible with the purposes and prin
ciples of the Charter of the United Nations." 14 The Organization 
of African Unity buttressed that position by asserting that ter
ritories must exercise their right to self-determination within es
tablished colonial boundaries. i;; 

If a colony, in the process of independence, wished to alter its 
boundaries by joining a neighboring state or by splitting into sev
eral states, it could do so only by the free vote of its inhabitants 
-never in response to the pressures or claims of others. w Indeed, 
where in the process of becoming independent there was an open 
question as to whether the territorial integrity of the colony 
should be altered in favor of a union or secession, it had become 
virtually mandatory for the U.N. to be present during the elet
tions or plebiscite in which that issue was to be determined. Thus, 
the U.N. supervised plebiscites that led to the merger of British 

12. Id. at 28. 
13. Le Monde, November 28. 1975, at wls. 1-3. 
14. G.A. Res. 1514. para. 6, supra note 6. 
15. O.A.U. Assembly Resolution AHG/Res. 17(1), 17-21 July 1964. Sec also 

the Charter of the Organization of Afrkan Unity, Article 3(3). which pledges 
"respect for the sovereignty and territorial integrity of calh State and for its 
inalienable right to independent existence." 

16. G.A. Res. 1541. 15 U.N. GAOR Supp. 16, at 29-30, U.N. Dol. tV468,I 
(1960). 

Imaged with the Permission of N.Y.U. Journal of International Law and Politics 



Annex 109

1976] SELF-DETERMINATION 337 

Togoland with newly-independent Ghana in 1956, Lhe merger of 
the British-administered Northern Cameroons with Nigeria in 
1959 and 1961, the Southern Cameroons joining Lhe Cameroon 
Republic in I 961, the division into Lwo sLaLes of Lhe Belgian terri
tory of Ruanda- U run di in 196 l, and the free association between 
Western Samoa and New Zealand in 1962.17 The U.N. also par
ticipated in the April, 1965 election of a legislaLure whose man
date was to write a new constitution for the Cook Islands as a first 
step leading to free association with New Zealand. 11

' In 1969 the 
U.N. participated in the "act of free choice" by which Lhe former 
Netherlands territory of Western New Guinea (West lrian) opted 
to become part of IndonesiaY 1 In 1974 Lhe U.N.'s Special Com
mittee sent observers to the referendum in Lhe British colom· of 
the Ellice Islands in which the voLers decided Lo separaLe from· the 
Gilbert Islands, with which they had been joimly administered, 
and to become the separate territory ofTuvalu. 20 

Given this history of U.N. resolutions and pracLice, together 
with the fact that it was an open question wheLher the Sahrawis 
preferred independence for the Spanish Sahara or union with 
one or both of their principal neighbors, iL was LO be expecLCd thaL 
the United Nations would recommend that a plebisciLe be held 
under its auspices. This is precisely the recommendation made 

17. Fifteen Years of the United Nations Dt.•claration on the Graming of 
Independence to Colonial Coumries and Peoples. 2 Dt.-colonizmion. No. 6, at 
19-22 (1975). [hereinafter .. Fifteen Years'") 

18. G.A. Res. 2005, 19 U.N. GAOR Supp. 15. at 7. U.N. Doc. ,V58l5 
(1965). 

19. 23 Yearbook of the United Nations 175-179 (1969): Report of the 
Secretary-General Regarding the Act of Self-Determination in Wt.-st lrian. 24 
U.N. GAOR, Annexes, Agenda Item No. 98, at 2, U.N. Doc. No. ,\J7i23 (1969). 

United Nations participation in the ··act of free choice .. is \\'est lrian is at 
best an ambiguous precedent. The U.N. in\'O(\'emelll led 10 the ratification of 
Indonesian consultati\'e procedures which did not pro\'ide for ""one man-one: 
\'Ote" and were ob\·iously designed 10 achie\·e the rt.-suh obtaincd, with the In
donesians exercising .. al all times a tight political comrol o\·er the population ... Id. 
at 20. The U.N. failed to refine further the imernational due process re<1uire
ments for acts of self-determination when an amendmem submined b,· Ghana. 
which would ha\'e gh·en the people of West lrian a further oppornanit,· 10 ex
press their will, was defeated by a \'Ole of 60 (including the United States) 10 15. 
with 39 abstentions. 24 U.N. GAOR. Annexes. Agenda Item No. 98. at •10. U.N. 
Doc. A/1.576 (1969). The \'Ole appears at 24 U.N. GAOR 1813. at 16 (1969). 

20. Fifteen Years, supra note 17. at 21; Report of the United l'l:ations Visit
ing Mission to the Gilbert and Ellice Islands, U.N. Doc. ,V9623/Add.5 (Part I\'), 
Annex I (1974). 
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consistently between 1964 and 1973 by the U.N. Special Commit
tee and the General Assembly. 21 Almost every year, resolutions 
called on Spain to implement the Sahrawis' right to self-de
termination. Beginning in 1966, the General Assembly consis
tently asked Spain "[t]o create a favourable climate for the ref
erendum to be conducted on an entirely free, democratic and 
impartial basis ... " and to provide all the necessary facilities to a 
United Nations mission so that it could participate actively in the 
organization and holding of the referendum. 2

~ 

Spain resisted these entreaties for a decade. 23 Then, in July, 
1974, after informing Morocco, Mauritania and Algeria, 24 Spain 
proclaimed a new law giving the Sahara internal self-gov
ernment2;; and, six weeks later, announced that a self
determination plebiscite would be held under U.N. auspices dur
ing the first half of 1975.26 When the foreign ministers of Algeria, 
Morocco and Mauritania met in Nouakchott on May 10, 1974, 
and again in Agadir on July 24, they still "reaffirmed their adher
ence to the principle of self-determination for the Spanish 

21. The Special Committee first considered Spanish Sahara in 1963 and 
passed its first resolution on the territory in 1964. 19 U.N. GAOR, Annexes. 
Annex No. 8 (Part I), at 290-291, U.N. Doc. A/5800/Rev. I (1964). The General 
Assembly resolutions are: G.A. Res. 2072, 20 U.N. GAOR Supp. 14, at 59-60, 
U.N. Doc. A/6014 (1965); G.A. Res. 2229, 21 U.N. GAOR Supp. 16, at 72-73, 
U.N. Doc. A/6316 (1966); G.A. Res. 2354, 22 U.N. GAOR Supp. 16, at 53-54, 
U.N. Doc. A/6716 (1967); G.A. Res. 2428, 23 U.N. GAOR Supp. 18, at 63-64, 
U.N. Doc. A/7218 (1968); G.A. Res. 2591. 24 U.N. GAOR Supp. 30, at 73-74, 
U.N. Doc. A/7630 (1969); G.A. Res. 2711, 25 U.N. GAOR Supp. 28, at 100-01. 
U.N. Doc. A/8028 (1970); G.A. Res. 2983, 27 U.N. GAOR Supp. 30, at 84-85, 
U.N. Doc. A/8730 (1972); G.A. Res. 3162, 28 U.N. GAOR Supp. 30, at 110-11. 
U.N. Doc. A/9030 (1973). 

22. G.A. Res. 2229. 21 U.N. GAOR Supp. 16, at 73, U.N. Doc. A/6316 
(1966). The last resolution to contain these requests was G.A. Res. 3162, 28 U.N. 
GAOR Supp . 30, at 111, U.N . Doc. A/9030 (1973). 

23. The 1969 resolution, G.A. Res. 2591, 24 U.N. GAOR Supp. 30, al 
73-74, U.N. Doc. A/7630 (1969) "(r]egrets that it has not yet been possible for the 
tonsultations to take place which the administering Power was to rnndutt in wn• 
nexion with the holding of a referendum ... :· See also G.A. Res. 2711, 25 U.N. 
GAOR Supp. 28, at 100-01, U.N. Doc. A/8028 (1970). By 1973, G.A. Res. 3162, 
28 U.N. GAOR Supp. 30, at 110-11, U.N. Doc. A/9030 (1973) deplored "the f.ut 
that the Special Mission provided for in earlier resolutions ... has not )'Ct been 
able to visit the Territory in order to carry out the task entrusted to it." 

24. Letter from the Permanent Representative of Spain to the United Na• 
tions to the Secretary-General, Aug. 20, 1974, U.N. Doc. A/9655 at 2 ( 1974). 

25. Id . 
26. Letter from the Permanent Representative of Spain to the United Na

tions to the Secretary-General, Aug. 20, 1974, U.N. Doc. A/9714 (1974). 
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Sahara," 27 but King Hassan II of Morocco, in a Youth Day speech 
on July 8th, began to sound a different note. With surprising 
vehemence he resurrected Morocco's claim to historic title and 
threatened to use the military, if necessary, to recover his 
"usurped" territories. 28 

The Moroccan and Mauritanian governments, faced with the 
popular Spanish decision to conduct a U.N.-supervised plebi
scite in the Sahara, found themselves in an anomalous position. 
For the most part, they publicly continued to proclaim their sup
port for self-determination, adding that a majority of Sahrawis 
dearly favored union with one or both neighbors. Privately, how
ever, they knew that a popular vote could go against them and 
therefore decided to delay the plebiscite by taking the matter to the 
International Court of Justice. In December, I 974, a majority of 
the General Assembly, cleverly led by Morocco, inexplicably voted 
to solicit an advisory opinion of the Court asking whether, before 
its colonization by Spain, the Western Sahara had belonged to the 
Moroccan empire or the Mauritanian "entity." 29 The Resolution 
also called on Spain to postpone, pending the I.C.J .'s decision, the 
referendum that had been so ardently sought for nearly a 
decade. 30 

Ten months later the Court, after hearing extensive argu
ment, found the questions posed relevant only in the context of 
the right of the Sahrawi population to self-determination, and 
then only as to "the forms and procedures by which that right is 
to be realized." 31 During the past fifty years, self-determination 
had become the rule. 32 The exercise of this right could, of course, 
result in a decision for something other than independence: free 
association or even integration with another state. But the choice 
between these legitimate forms of decolonization must always be 
the "result of the freely expressed wishes of the territory's peo-

27. Report of the Special Comminee. U.N. Doc. ,V9623 (Part 11). a1 23 
(1974). 

28. Lener from the Permanent Represema1h·e of Spain. supra note 2·1. a1 
2. 

29. G.A. Res. 3292, 29 U.N. GAOR Supp. 31, al 103-0-t, U.:-:. Doc. ,V9631 
(1974). 

30. Id. 
31. Ad\·isory Opinion on Western Sahara. [1975) I.C.J. 12. 36. [hereinaf1er: 

"Ad\'isory Opinion .. ) 
32. Id. at 32. citing The Legal Consequences for S1a1cs of 1hc Cominued 

Presence of South Africa in Namibia (South \\'c..'51 Africa) l'-ol\\"idmanding Se
curity Council Resolution 276 (1970) in [I 97 I) I.CJ. 3 I. 
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pies acting with full knowledge of the change in their status, their 
wishes having been expressed through informed and democratic 
processes, impartially conducted and based on universal adult 
suffrage." 33 

The Court went on, almost incidentally, to find that the evi
dence before it indicated no ties of territorial sovereignty between 
the territory of Western Sahara and the Kingdom of Morocco or 
the Mauritanian entity "as might effect the application of Resolu
tion 1514 (XV) in the decolonization of Western Sahara and, in 
particular, of the principle of self-determination through the free 
and genuine expression of the will of the peoples of the 
Territory." 34 The current, freely expressed will of the population, 
not the vicissitudes of history, must determine their future status. 

While the International Court was deliberating, a U.N. visit
ing mission, another by-product of Resolution 3292 (XXIX), went 
to the Western Sahara with the task of "securing firsthand infor
mation on the situation prevailing in the Territory, including in
formation on political, economic, social, cultural and educational 
conditions, as well as on the wishes and aspirations of the 
people." 35 From extensive travel in the Sahara and in the neigh
boring countries, as well as from public and private meetings, "it 
became evident to the Mission that there was an overwhelming 
consensus among Sahrawis within the Territory in favour of in
dependence and opposing integration with any neighbouring 
countrv." 36 

Fa~ed simultaneously with the adverse decisions of the Inter
national Court and of the Visiting Mission, Morocco decided to 
use force to compel Spain to turn over the Sahara, although, from 
subsequent events, it seems clear that contingency preparations 
for the "Green March," as the Moroccan invasion came to be 
known, had been months in the making. The day after the l.C.J. 
opinion, Rabat announced a massive march of 350,000 "unarmed 
civilians" that would enter the Sahara "to gain recognition of its 
[Morocco's] right to national unity and territorial integrity." 37 

When the U.N. Security Council failed to act decisively against 

33. G.A. Res. 1541, 15 U.N. GAOR Supp. 16, at 29-30, U.N. Doc A/468'1 
(1960), cited by the l.C.J. with approval in Advisory Opinion, supra note 31, al 
32-33. 

34. Id. at 68. 
35. Visiting Mission, supra note I I, at 4 (197 5 ). 
36. Id. at 48. 
37. Letter from the Permanent Representative of MorOlto lo the United 

Nations to the President of the Security Council, Oct. 18, 1975, U.N. Ool. 
S/11852 (1975). 

Imaged with the Permission of N.Y.U. Journal of International Law and Politics 



Annex 109

1976] SELF-DETERMINATION 341 

this flagrant violation of the self-determination rule, 38 Spain. 
weakened by the prolonged dying of the incapacitated Generalis
simo Franco, decided to accede to the claims of l\lorocco and 
Mauritania. On November 14, 1975, a joint l\loroccan, Mauri
tanian and Spanish communique was issued in l\ladrid which 
reported that secret negotiations, carried on in a "spirit of the 
utmost friendship, understanding and respect for the principles 
of the Charter of the United Nations ... have led to satisfac
tory results in keeping with the firm desire for understanding 
among the parties and their aim of contributing to the mainte
nance of international peace and security. "311 

The secret Madrid agreement in effect stipulates Spain's 
agreement to Moroccan and Mauritanian partitioning of the col
ony. In return, Spain is permitted to keep a 35% interest in Fos
bucraa, the 700-million dollar Saharan phosphate company.~" 
Spain agreed to establish an interim regime in which a Spanish 
governor, assisted by Moroccan and Mauritanian deputy gm·er
nors, would function until February 28, 1976, at which time its 
responsibilities would terminate. Algeria, left out of the l\ladrid 
negotiations, declared that it would accord no ,·alidity to the 
agreement 41 and that it intended to arm POLISARIO. the pro
independence movement in the Sahara. By the end of February. 
1976, 60,000 Sahrawis-three-quarters of the population-be
came refugees, primarily in Algeria, as the Moroccans moved to 
crush all resistance. 42 

At the U.N., the General Assembly had passed two totally 
ineffective-and, indeed, wholly conflicting-resolutions on De
cember 10, 1975. The first of these, Resolution 3458A (XXX). 
reaffirmed "the inalienable right of the people of the Spanish 
Sahara to self-determination ... " and called on the Secretary
General "to make the necessary arrangements for the supcr\'ision 

38. The initial Security Council resolution. passed on October 22nd, ap
pealed to the parties "to exercise restraint and moderation"" so 1ha1 1he 
Secretary-General could arrange consultations. S.C. Res. 3ii ( I 9i5). h ,,·as not 
until November 6th that the Council summoned 1he will to deplore the m,1nh 
and call for Morocco to withdraw. S.C. Res. 380 (19i5). 

39. Third Report by the Secretary-General in pursuanLe of SL"1.Uri1, Coun• 
cil Resolution 3i9 (19i5) relating 10 the situation co11Lcrning \\'l'stern Sahara. 
U.N. Doc. S/11880, Annex I, at I (19i5). 

40. Morocco and Mauritania have published an agrel'ment undl"r ,, hid1 1he 
two countries will di,•ide the proceeds from dtl' Bu Craa minl's. Thl' TimL-s 
[London], April Ii, 19i6, at 5, cols. 1-2. 

41. Third Report by the Secretary-General. supra now 39. Annex I\'. at 

2-3. 
42. Interview with Spanish diplomats and u:--; SL"lre1aria1 pl"rsonnel. 
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of the act of self-determination." The second, Resolution 3458B 
(XXX), took note of "the tripartite agreement concluded at Ma
drid on 14 November 1975 by the Governments of Mauritania, 
Morocco and Spain," recognized the "interim administration" es
tablished by the three countries, and called on that administration 
to permit "free consultation" with the population. 

The two resolutions combine a maximum of hypocrisy with a 
minimum of concern for giving practical effect to the bartered 
self-determination norm. The U.N., however, was not without 
those who saw the dangerous implications in the disregard of this 
fundamental principle. The President-elect of the Thirty-First 
General Assembly, Sri Lanka's Ambassador Shirley Amerasinghe, 
condemned Morocco's opportunism and the indifference with 
which it had been met, warning the Third World that its failure to 
unite in opposition to the Moroccan and Mauritanian usurpation 
of the Western Sahara had condoned a trend "to replace the old 
imperialism by another form of foreign control founded on ter
ritorial claims." 43 Ambassador Salim of Tanzania, the Chairman 
of the Special Committee, further pointed out that "cardinal prin
ciples were involved" and that the United Nations was thus estab
lishing an evil precedent which "would have consequences not 
only in the Territory itself but also beyond its borders and even 
beyond the African continent." 44 

Perhaps the only saving grace in this sordid affair thus far is 
the refusal of Special Representative Rydbeck to put the U.N. im
primatur on the "act of free choice" by a "rump" Yema'a 4 ;; which 
was hastily organized by the Moroccans at the end of February. 
Thus, at least formally, the international requirement that 
Sahrawi people exercise their right to self-determination remains 
effective. 

B. The Seizure of Portuguese Timor 

The crisis in the decolonization of Portuguese or East Timor 
closely resembles-and parallels in time-the Western Sahara 
scenario. For almost three decades after the founding of the 

43. U.N . Doc. NC.4/SR.2175, Fourth Committee, at 15, November 27, 
1975. 

44. U.N. Doc. A/C.4/SR.2174, Fourth Committee, at 22, November 24, 
1975. 

45. The Yema'a was created by Spain in May, 1967 as the highest represen• 
tative body of local administration in the territory. For further information on 
the history and functions of the Ycma'a, sec Visiting Mission, supra note 11, at 
29-39. 
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If not, will he take immediate steps to 
remedy the situation. 

J'.Vl...r. E. Franfois : Sir, the" Ca!imaye" 
as well as the wall stands on the private 
property of Beau Champ Sugar Estate. 
Government authority was not necessary 
for the erection of the wall, because, 
under the law, an owner can enclose 
his property without asking for Govern
ment permission. 

FOREIG!¾~RS - GRAl\"T OF 
MAURITIAN NATIONALITY 

(No. B/74) Mr. B. A. Kbodabux (First 
Member for Port Louis MariUme and 
Port Louis Ea.st) asked the Prime Minis
ter whether he _ will give the names _Qf 
all foreigners who, since March 1968, 
have been granted Mauritfan nationality 
stating in each case the grounds on which 
naturalisation was granted, 

The Prime Minister : Seven hundred 
and nineteen foreigners, who satisfied 
the provisions of the Mauritius Citizen
ship Act, 1968, have been grnnted Mauri
tian nationality since 1968. TI1e list of 
names is being compiled and will be laid 
in the Library as soon as it is ready. 

TRANQUEBAR -
CfilLDREN'S PLAYGROUND 

(No. B/75) Mr. R. T. Servansingh 
{Third Member for Port Louis South and 
Port Louis Central) asked the Minister 
of Local Government whether be will 
use his good offices with the Administra
tive Commission of the Municipality 
of Port Louis to set up forthwith a children 
playground in the Tranquebar area. 

VALLEE PITOT - WATER SUPPLY 

(No. B/76) Mr. K. Bhayat (First 
Member for Port Louis South and Port 
Louis Central) asked the Minister of 
Power, Fuel & Energy whether, in view 
of the great inconvenience caused to 
the inhabitants of the Vallee Pitot area 
through a deplornble water $Upply, he 
will use his good offices with the Centr'.tl 
Water Authority to provide an individual 
water prise to every householder of the 
locality. 

Dr. Busawon: Sir, some inhabitants 
of Vallee Pitot area have constructed 
their houses up the hillsides and it is 
difficult to convey water to these individual 
households by -gravity pressure. 
C.W.A. is however making designs for 
water to be supplied generally to the 
area by means of pumps. In the mean
time, water supply to the area is ensured 
by tankers. 

SPEECH FROM THE UIRO~'E 
ADDRESS IN REPLY 

Order read for resuming adjourned 
debate on the following motion of the 
hon. First 1vfember for La Caverne and 
Pluenix (Mr. R. Purryag) : 

"That an Address be presented to His E,-,cel• 
lem;y the Governor-General in the following 
terms:-

'We, the Members of the Mauritius Legis• 
lative Assembly here assembled, beg leave 
to offer our thanks to Your Excellency for 
the Speech which Your Excellency has ad• 
dn:ssed to us 011 the occasion of the Open
ing of the First Scs:,'ion of the Fourth Le• 
•gislative Assembly'. 

lvlr. Espitalier-Noel : Sir, the creation Question again proposed; 
of a recreation complex in the Trauquebar 
area has already been envisaged and steps • M. A. Peeroo (Third Member for 
are being taken to acquire the necessary La Caveme and Phamix) : M. le pre
land. sident, on a eu l'honneur a la derniern 
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5e,.ance de ce Parlement d'econter attentive
ment les discours prononces jusqu'ici. 
A}ors qu'il est encourageant de constater 
que des critiques constructives ont et6 
faites en vue d'am6liorer le sort du 
peuple mauricicn, il a et6 cependant 
decourngeant, dirai-je, d'entendre cer
tcines critiques injustifi.6es de la part 
de !'Opposition concernant l'ctat d'ur
gence, !'existence de la democratie dans 
notre societe, et surtout concernant le 
probleme de Diego Garcia. 

Sir Satcam Boolell : On a point of 
order, Sir, last time the adjournment 
was proposed by the hon. First Member 
for Belle Rose and Quatre Bornes (Mr. 
Berenger). 

:Mr.· Speaker: ··r had overlooked that 
for which I apologize. But now that the 
Hon. the Third Member for La Caveme -
Phcenix has started, I will call the Hon. 
the First Member for Belle Rose and 
Quatre. Barnes immediately afterwards. 

M. Peer-00: Je dirai men1e; M. le 
president, que les critiques du chef de 
!'Opposition ont frol6 la surenchere. 
Je releve de son discours certaines critiques 
injustifiees concernant, comme je viens 
de dire, l'etat .d'urgence, Diego Garcia, 
et la democratie si elle existe a Maurice 
ou non. Tout d'abord, je m'attaquerai 
a cette critique particu1iere du chef de 
l'Opposition concernant l'incompetence 
duGouvernement. Nous devons analyser 
les faits, les realisations du Gouveme
ment clans le passe, surtout l'accomp1isse
ment du plan 1971 a 1975 pour savoir si 
le Gouvemement n'a rien fait, si le 
Gouvernement est incompetent. 

·. ·Mr. Speaker : We are not discussing 
whether the ]ast Government was compe• 
tent or not, we arc discussing whether this 
Government is competent, so that we 
might forget all about the pa.<;t. 

1\-1. Peeroo : M. le president, si j'ai 
fait mention du passe, c'est pour m'en 
servir comme base, pour revenir sur 

, les questions qui se trouvent dans le 
· disconrs du Trone. Nous savons que 
notre societe f:volue, et toute societe 

: qui est. vivante, toute societc qui evolue 
est une societc qu.i connait des problemes. 
L'ile Maurice n'est pas une exception, 
Done, nous devons nous attendre a ce 
que notre socie.te cormaisse des problemes, 
et notre devoir ici est d'aider le Gou~ 
vemement, d'aider le pays a trouvcr des 
solutions a ces probiemes. Nous savons 
aussi qu'apres l'independance notre pays 
a berite d'un systeme que je qualifierai de 
coionial, un systeme qui doit etre <le
finitivement refonn6 afin que Jes aspira
tions 16gitimes du peuple soient satisfaites. 
Mais, quelle a cte la polilique du Gou
vemement apres l'independance ? Je dais 
dire ici que le Gouvernement a pour
snivi une politique realiste rruiis tout 
en tenant compte des. rea1ites et des bcsoins 
de notre pays. 11 n'y a pas lieu pour moi, 
M. le president, de parler des details, 
mais je dirai que dans toutes ses entre
prises le Gouvernement a realise des 
r6ussites. Si je viens de dire que nous 
avons des problemes, nous sommes cons~ 
cient dans fo Gouvernement que ces 
probfemes sont difficiles, mais nous pou
vons garantir au peuple de ce pays que 
le Gouvemement actuel est dispose a 
travailler avec courage et determination 
pour trouver des solutions justes afin 
que nous puissions creer une soci6te 
Cu chaque Mauricien aura une securite 
concernant l'empioi, le logement) l'educa
tion, et ainsi de suite. 

M. le president, le chef de !'opposition 
a parle de l'incornpetence du Gouverne~ 
ment. Cette critique, il me semble, est 
facile. II est facile de critiquer, il est 
facile de dire que ce pays connait des 
problemes, mais jusqu'ici l'opposition 
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n'a pas donne des solutions a nos pro
blemes. Mais, M. le president, nous 
pouvons en prenaut comptc, je dirai, des 
6venements economiques clans le pass6, 
voir si notre pays est dans la bonne 
direction. On sait tres bien que Jes gens 
qui demeurent darn, l'oisivete critiquent 
toujours ceux qui vraiment travai!lent 
et conmlissent Jes difficultes dans !'action. 
Le Gouvernement s'efforce de resoud.re 
Jes problemes, mais par contre il y a 
des gens qui se tiennent sans rien faire 
et qui c.ritiquent le Gouvernement. Le 
Gouverneme • t est dispose a accepter des 
critiques, comme mon ami, le Premier 
depute de Pha!nix et La Caveme a dit. 
Nous sommes ici au Gouvernement dis
pose a accepter Jes_ crit.iqites, mais les 
critiques,je le repete, doivent etre construc
tives et non pas destructives. 

M. le president, je prendrai un peu de 
temps peut etre pour parler de nos dif
ficultes. Nous avons une :population de 
850,000 ames, et une qui augmente par 
17,000. En 1960, Ja population a connu 
une augmentation de 3%, mais par contre 
avec une politique rualiste et clairvoyante 
du Gouvernement, nous constatons qu'au
jourd'hui le tal!J( de naissance est de 2?,,;;, 
c'est-a-dire il y a une reduction sensible 
de naissa •ces a Maurice, c'est-a-dire 1 %, 
ou une reduction de 50% en ce qui 
conccrne Jes naissances pendant une 
annee. Done, avec une population de 
850,000 amcs, corn.me je viens de dire, 
M. le president, et une qui augmente 
par 17,000 par an, la tache du Gouverne
ment n'est pas facile. Nous devons 
tenir compte des realites. Je viens de 
dire que notre tfiche ne serait pas si 
difficile, car nous savons au Gouveme
ment que le peuple est derriere nous et 
le peuple est ilispose a cooperer afin de 
mettre fin a 1a politique de destruction 
lancee jusqu'ici par l'Opposition. 

Le premier objectif de notre Gouverne
ment est de creer des emplois. On sait 
quelle et.a.it la situation sur le marche 
du travail avant 1975, mais nous pouvons 
dire aujourd'hui avec satisfaction que 
grace aux efforts de ce meme Gouvern
ment, qua.lifie d'incompetent par le chef 
de l'Opposition, 53,000 emplois ont ete 
crees durant la periode 1969 a 1975, 
alors que nous savons quc durant les 
annces 1960 seulement 20,000 emplois 
ont ete crees. C'est-a-dire que durant 
la periode de 1969 a 1975 on a cree. en
viron 33,000 nouveaux emplois. II ne 
faut pas oublier que dans d'autres secteurs 
de l'economie, comme l'industrie touris
tique, le Gouvemement est responsable 
du progres a_ccornpli. G-racc a cette 
industrie, encouragee et developpee par 
le Gouvernement, nous avons realise en 
termes de devises etrangeres une somme 
de Rs. 135 m. en 1975, et nous savons 
aussi que le revenu national a augmcnte 
de 10% alors qu'on s'attendait a 7% 
comme prevu par le Gouvernement dans 
le pass6. D'autre part, M. le president, 
il nous faut tenir compte des ressources 
limit6es de notre pays. Nous savons tres 
bien que notre econowie est purement 
agricoie, c'est-a-dire que nous dependons 
sur le sucre qui represente 90~{ de nos 
exportations mais avec de telles limitations 
6conomiques nous avons tout de meme 
un travail a faire au niveau national 
parceque, chaque annee, prcnant en 
consideration l'augmentation de la popu~ 
lation et aussi le pourcentage des jeunes 
a Maurice, et le fait que 40% de la popula
tion ont moins de 15 ans, le Gouverne
ment a un programme que je qualifietai 
de pilote afln que ces jeunes de moins 
de 15 ans dont le nombre s'elevent a 
40,000 trouveront de l'emploi, de logement. 
Comme les membres sont au courant ces 
jeunes-Ia re9oivent deja une education 
gratuite. Mais le prob]eme epineux auquel 
nous avons a faire face, c'est la creation 



Annex 111

151 Speech from the - 15 MARCH 1977 Thrmie 152 

d'un nombre maximum d'emplois pour 
assurer une vie decente a nos jeunes de 
01oins de 15 ans. 11 est a noter, M. le 
president, que le secteur agricole est un 
domaine ou on ne peut pas crcer plus 
de 21/o d'emplois. Dans ce secteur ltn peu 
plus d'un pour cent d'emplois est crce, par 
contre je constate avec satisfaction que 
le Gouvernement a choisi le secteur 
industriel pour investir afin de crcer plus 
d'emplois et nous savons que dans ce 
secteur beaucoup d'emplois ont ete cr6es. 
En 1974, le Gouvernement a aide a la 
creation de 30,000 emplois. Nous ne 
prenons pas compte du nombre d'emplois 
crecs dans Tindustrie sucriere, je dis 
seulement 30,000 da.ns les industries, 
clans 1<::s usines. 9,000 ont ete crees clans 
la zone franche et 12,000 emplois ont 
ete cr6es clans Jes petites industries, les 
petites usines et les '"cottage industries." 
Avec toutes ces realisations, M. le presi
dent, je vois fort drole comment le chef 
de !'opposition a pu qualifier ce Gouver
nement d'incompetent, comment se fait-il 
que le chef de !'opposition n'a pas pris 
en consideration les realisations du Gou
vernement, un Gouvernement qui se 
lance toujours dans la bonne voie de 
creer d'autres emplois. C'est difficile de 
digerer cette critique a l'effet que ce 
Gouvernernent est incompetent . S'il l'est, 
le temps <lira, parceque les realisations 
du Gouvernement nous pennettent d'es
perer qu'il en fera mieux dans 1'avenir. 
Je saisirai cette occasion pour dire 
que notre Gouvernement ne va jamais 
abdiquer devant ses responsa.bilites cn
vers le peuple et ses responsabilites envers 
la nation mauricienne, malgre l'obstruc• 
tion systematique de !'opposition pour 
embarrasser le Gouvernement clans plu
sieurs secteurs. Nous sommes dans une 
position dificile. Nous recounaissons que 
notre tache n'est pas impossible, mais 
nous ferons notre mieux pour dejouer les 
manc:euvres immorales de !'opposition. 

]\fotre. but c'est de creer une soclete justc, 
une societe socialiste, mais p{ts une societe 
q_ui tolere les r6actionnaires; et une 
societe au visage hurm'1n. 

M. ,Tugnauth : Soyez moins ridicule. 

M. Peeroo : Je repondrai au com
mentaire du chef de J'opposiiion seule
ment par ceci " rira bie.n qui rira le 
dernier." 

Maintenant passant a l'item de Diego 
Garcia, M. le president, c'est un probleme 
qui concerne tous les Mauriciens, je dirai 
meme cc probleme a un aspect assez 
triste et malheureux parceque la aussi on 
a dit que le Gouverneme11t n'a rien fait 
concernant la demilitarisation de l'ocean 
indien. Tout d'abord je dirai quc notre 
ministre des affaires etrangeres lors de la 
conference des pays non. alignes, a sou
lcve la question et a exerce des pressions 
diplomatiques, et anssi Iors de la con
ference de 1'OUA a Maurice, le Gou
vernement a tout fait pour soulever 
l'opinion mondiale sur ce probleme. Mais 
on critique trcs souvent le Gouvernement. 
On a voulu faire comprendre .a la popu
lation que le Gouvernement est respon
sable de la vente de Diego. Mais il y a 
une explication. D'apres un principe de 
droit international, mes collegues de la 
profession qui sont de l'autre cote sont 
au courant qu'un article a ete publie dans 
Modern Law Review No. 30 ou 31, un 
article ecrit par le professeur de Smith, 
qu'i a pour titre " Constitutionalism in 
1'.fauritius ". Dans cet article, M. 1e 
president, un point de droit international 
a ete mentionne. La premiere question 
qu' on doit se poser est celle d : quand 
1a vente de Diego a ete faite, a cette 
epoque la, est-ce que file hfaurice etait 
independante ? La reponse est ciaire• 
ment non. Ce Gouvemement qui vous 
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dites, est responsable de la ve:nte de 

Diego Garcia n'etait pas le Gouverne

ment d'un etat souverain. On ne peut 

pas done blamer ce Gouvernement . Mais 

, je dois donner !'assurance a mes amis 

de !'opposition que des efforts sont 

ceploycs afin de voir que l'oci3an indicn 

soit unc zone de paix. 

Je viens de mentionner !'intervention et 

l'action rnauricienne !ors des conferences 

de pays non-alignes et aussi !'action du 

Gouvernement 1nauricien lors de la con• 

ference de l'organisation de l'unite afri• 

01ine. Les efforts du Gouvemement dam, 

ce sens continuent parceque il y a encore 

des pressions diplomatiques qui sont . ex

erdes aupres de certa.ines super-puissances. 

M. le president, je passe maintenant a 
une certaine critique du chef de !'opposi

tion qui a dit que dans ce pays, ou l'etat 

d'urgence ex.iste, oil semble+il il n'y a 

plus de democratie. Tout d'abord je 

dois dire que tout mouvement organise 

et enregistrc conforme a la loi est Jibre 

de publier ce qu'il veut, et tout groupe 

d'individus, de travailleurs est libre de 

s'organiser en syndicat. Et ces gens qui 

disent qu'il n'y a pas de democratic dans 

ce pays, savent tres bien qu 'ils sent libres 

d'organiscr des meetings prives et des 

meetings publics et tneme des rassemble

ments, et je dirai meme que cette libertc 

est toleree jusqu'a tel point qu'ils 

sont libres de publier des critiques a 
l'egard de ceu.x qui permettent cette 

liberte. Je dois dire aussi, M. le pre

sident, que l'etat d'urgance existe sur 

pap .ier. En pratique , Jes libertcs fonda

mentales du peuple sont la, parcequ'elles 

ont etc expliquees et traduites par des 

elections municipales a venir aussi bien 

que par les recentes elections gen6ra1es. 

D'ai!leurs s'il n'y avait pas de democratie 

dan.s ce pays, comment done expliquer 

la presence de cette opposition dans cette 

assemblce. 

M. le pr6sident, iI y a un probleme que 

Jes consommateurs sans distinction de 

classe connaissent dans ce pays - on 

avait tout dernierement parle de l'aug. 

mentation concernant le prix du pain, 

Sur ce point je dirai en toute franchise et 

sincerite que je suis d'accord avec le 

premier depute de Quatre Barnes . (M. 

Berenger) quand i1 a park\ sur le prix du 

pain. Pcrsonnellement je ne suis pas 

d'accord avec une l'.ugmentation de prix 

sur le pain parceque quand l'augmentation 

a ete recommandee, (une augmentation 

de dcnx sous), la premiere question qu'on 

devrnit se . poser est la suivante: quels 

chiffres avait-on consideres pour recom

m.a.nder une te!le augmentation ? Et 

nous savons tres bien que parm.i Jes 

membres du Gouvemement, ii y a un 

qui fait tout son rrrieux pour prouver 

qu'on peut vendre le pain a dix sous et 

en meme temps realiser un pro:fit. Je 

suis, M. le president, centre !'augmenta

tion de prix sur le pain. 

Concernant ]'augmentation de prix sur 

l.e poisson frigorifie, il a pass6 de Rs. 2.40 

a Rs. 2.90. Cette augmentation est in

justifiee. D'autre part, ii est nccessaire, 

etant donne les circonstances , que les 

prix soient controles strictement. M. le 

president, hier j'ai et6 au marchc de 

Rose . Hill pour acheter deux Iivres de 

poisson. On m'avait demand6 Rs. 6 Ja 

livre quand nous savons tres bicn que le 

prix de poisson est fixe par le Gouverne

ment a Rs. 4.50. Cc que le marchand 

m'avait dit: 'Nous pas rente da11s zaf

faire prix, nous vanne prix qui nous con• 

tent ' . Sur ce probleme, j'ai formu1b des 

critiques mais il y a aussi une solution. 

Je preconise, M. le president, l'amende~ 

ment des lois dans ce dornaine et iI faut 

aussi donner plus de pouvoirs aux officiers 
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du ministere des prix et creer une escouade 
pour controler les marchands qu.i ex
ploitent le petit peuple.. Et je suggererai 
egalement la creation d'un comite po
pulaire de surveillance pour surveiller a 
ce que les marchands, qu'ils soient grands 
ou petits, n'exploitent pa"i la population, 
ou les consonunateurs. Quand j'ai parle 
du comit6 populaire, M. le president, je 
n'ai pas voulu dire m.ilice populaire. 
Id au Gouvernement, si nous faisons des 
critiques, nous disons quels sont aussi 
les solutions parceque je repete, M, le 
president, nous critiquons pour construire 
non pas pour detruire. Quand j'ai parle 
du comitc populaire, M. le president, j'ai 
voulu dire, un comite compose de mem
bres. du public, des vo1ontaires disposes 
a aider le. miriistre ou le ministere des 
pechcries parceque surveiller a ce que 
!'exploitation est eliminee clans le pays 
n'imcombe pas seulement au Gouveme
ment ou au ministre mais aussi incombe 
a Ja populat1on, parceque le ministre ou 
le Gouvemement ne sont pas seµJement 
responsables de ce que la population 
subit mais i1 est le devoir de tout un 
cliacun, de tout Mauricien de cooperer, 
de collaborer a:fin que !'exploitation d'ou 
qu'elle vienne soit elimince. 

ll y a un autre probleme, M. le Pre
sident, qui jusqu'ici a ete ignore et cc 
probleme concerne la planification du 
pays. Quand nous allons vers Curepipe, 
passant par St. Jean. nous voyons avec 
regret aujourd'hui que nos meilleures 
terres sont vendues a des gens qui veulent 
construire des maisons. Par contre, il 
est connu de tous que ce pays est pure
ment agricole, que nous ne pouvons pas 
sacrifier . nos meilleures tern.>S; si noQs 
voulons encourager les gens a construire 
des maisons, il nous faut Jes encourager 
a le faire dans des zones ou Jes terres ne 
sont pas fertiles, ne sont pas productives. 
Pans ces sit~s ou ces endroits la, il nous 

font encourager la construction mais non 
pas a St Jean ou dans d'autres coins de 
file Maurice qui doivent etre reserves 
pour l'agriculture, parceque comme je 
viens de dire, notre pays est un pays 
agricole. L'agriculture, c'est l'epine dor~ 
sale de notre cconomie. 

Ce que je preconise, M. le president, 
c'est la refonte des lois concernant la 
plauification et de creer des zones in
dustrielles, des zones rcservees purement 
a f.agriculture et des zones r6sidentieHes. 
Par exemple, M. le president, passant par 
la nouvelle route, on voit des petites 
col!ines qui sont vraiment improductives 
dans ce sens qu'on ne peut pas Jes cul
tiver. Quoi faire avec eux '! Ce que je 
suggere, c'est developper ces collines afin 
d'encouragcr les gens a a!ler construire 
des maisons la-dessus ou au pied de 
ces collines, afin de preserver nos meil
leures terres. 

Et concernant le transport, !vL le pre
sident, je felicite le Gouvernement pour 
avoir pris la decision. d'accordcr des 
permis a tous ceux qui veulcnt rouler des 
autobus. Mais je dirai que cette mesure 
n'est pas une solution. Cette mesure, je 
vais la qualifier, comme etunt un palliatif. 
Tot ou tard, dans cinq ou dans dix ans 
le probleme va apparaitre de nouveau 
parceque quand ces gens qui dans l'avenir 
recevront des permis pour faire rouler des 
autobus arrivent a trouver qu'ils font des 
pertes, ces gens la vont se grouper en 
compagnie et ce sera la meme situation 
que nous avons aujourd'hui. La solu
tion, je la dirai avec franchise, c'est la 
nationalisation de findustrie du transport. 
Mais je dois dire, M. le president, que la 
nationalisation ne vient pas de l'Oppo~ 
sition, d'abord parceque dans le pro
gramme gouvernemental du· parti tra
vailliste, des 1945, nous avons parle de 
nationalisation mais nous devons dire que 
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British Indian Ocean Territory

HC Deb 23 June 1977 vol 933 cc549-50W

Sir Bernard Braine asked the Secretary of State for Foreign and Commonwealth Affairs, in the light of the
forthcoming constitutional talks on the Gilbert Islands and the Banaban plea for the separation of Ocean Island, on
what conditions the Seychelles Government agreed to the separation of the islands of Desroches, Farquhar and
Aldabra from the colony of Seychelles in 1965 to form part of the British Indian Ocean Territory.

Mr. Luard The Seychelles Executive Council confirmed their agreement in October 1965 to the detachment of the
islands of Aldabra, Desroches and Farquhar in return for Britain's agreement to construct an airfield on Mahé Island,
Seychelles, to compensate the landowners and to resettle the inhabitants. The islands reverted to Seychelles on that
country's independence in 1976.

Sir Bernard Braine asked the Secretary of State for Foreign and Commonwealth Affairs, in the light of the
forthcoming constitutional talks on the Gilbert Islands and the Banaban plea for the separation of Ocean Island, on
what conditions the Government of Mauritius agreed to the separation of the Chagos Archipelago from the Colony of
Mauritius in 1965 to form part of the British Indian Ocean Territory.

Mr. Luard The Mauritius Council of Ministers agreed to the detachment of the Chagos Islands after discussions which
concerned the negotiation of a defence agreement between Britain and Mauritius —since terminated by agreement—
and the grant of £3 million additional to the cost of compensating the landowners and a grant to resettle the islands'
inhabitants. Understanding was also reached on rights to mineral, oil and fish resources and there was agreement that,
in certain circumstances and as far as was practicable, navigational, meteorological and emergency landing facilities
on the islands were to remain available to the Mauritian Government. In the event of the islands no longer being
required for defence purposes it was agreed that they should revert to Mauritian jurisdiction.
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SALE OF CEMENT - CONTROL 

(No. B/535) Mr. S. IC. Baligadoo 
(Second Member for Port Louis North 
aud Moufagne Longue) asked the Mi
nister for Prices & Consumer Protection 
whether he will exercise strict control 
on the sale of cement with. a view to avoid
ing black marketing ; and whether he 
will make a statement thereon. 

Mr. Vil'ah Smvmy : Sir, an enquiry 
was conducted last week at the Mauritius 
Portland Cement Co. Ltd . and at the 
level of the main cement distributors 
in Port Louis. and checks were also made 
in different localities of the .island cone 

. cerning the sale of cement . 

The enquiry indicates that the supply 
of cement currently distributed on the 
local market is sufficient to satisfy the 
demand for that commodity, without 
giving rise to any black marketing op
portunities. 

I would like to invite the hon. Member 
to refer to my Ministry the case of any 
member of the pttblic who may be finding 
difficulties to obtain cement. I can assttrc 
the hon. Member that every assistance 
will be given to him and others in the 
same situation. 

ASSISTANCE TO BUS INDUSTRY 

(No. U/536) l\ilr; A. Asgarally (Fifth 
Meinber for Montagne Blanche and 
G.R.S.E.) asked the Minister of Works 
whether he will make a statement on the 
foun of assistance, technical or otherwise, 
he has already given aud which he pro
poses to give to the bus industry. 

Mr. Bussicr : As from June 1976, 
no Customs duty is levied on bus chassis, 
as well as ou .complete buses, provided 
the buses are licensed by the Road Traffic 
Licensing Authority. 

Certain buses which were running on 
uneconomical routes received subsidies 
during the period February 1976 to 
June 1977. 

Further, duty paid on diesel oil imported 
by bus companies during period July 
1976, to June 1977, was refunded to them. 
Recently, to enable certain bus companies 
to meet payment of wage increases, it has 
been decided to refund to them the duty 
paid by them on diesel oil imported since 
1st July 1977. 

Further forms of assistance to bus 
companies will be considered as and when 
the need arises. 

INCREASE IN BUS FARES 

(No. JJ/537) Mr. A. Asgarally (Fifth 
Member for Montagne Blanche and 
G.R.S.E .) asked the .Minister of Works 
whether he will give the assurance to 
the House that there will be no increase 
in bus fares until tbe recommendations 
.of the Lavoipierrc Commi&sion have 
been published, studied and debated in 
the Legislative Assembly. 

Mr. B11ssier : Sh, Government has no 
intention to approve any increase in bus 
fares until the repo1t of the Lavoipicrte 
Commission has been studied. 

COl\>lPENSATION TO POLICEMEl~ 
WORKING EXTRA Tll\.'.lE 

(No. IJ/538) Dr. ,J. B. David (Second 
Member for Belle Rose and Qnatre 
Bornes) asked the Prime Minister whe
ther he will say if Policemen working 
extra time, in l'arliameut or · in any official 
function, are duly compensated . 

Tile Minister of Finance : Sir, this maller 
has been investigated by the ChcsworU1 
Committee which has made recommenda
tions for implementation with effect 
from the 1st Juiy, 1977. 
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_ ... DIEGO GARCIA 
ANGLO-Ai'\'IERICAN TREATY 

(No. U/539) Pr. J. H. David (Second 
Member for Belle Rose and Quatre 
]3ornes) asked the Prime Minister whe
ther he will say if 

(a) Government proposes to question 
the Anglo-Amei'ican treaty over 
Diego Garcia ; and . 

(b) then: are any immediate or .far 
reaching possibilities for Mauritius 
to get Diego Garcia back . 

Tbe Minister of Finance : Sir; taking 
all factors hito conside1;atio11, the way 
of trying to recuperate Diego Garcia 
is by patient diplomacy at bilateral and 
international levels, and no opportunity 
is lost by the Government towards this end. 

COMMERCIAL RELATIONS 
WITH SOUTH AFRICA 

(No. B/540) .Dr. J. B. David (Second 
Member for Belle Rose and Quatre 
Bornes) asked the Minister of External 
Allain., Tourism & Emigration whether 
he will sa.y if Government proposes to 
sever all commercial ties with the Republic 
of South Africa . 

Sir Hnro!d Walter .: Such action to 
be effective, pressure should be exerted 
by the international community as a 
whole and, to this end, Government 
has diligently and consistently been calling 
for global trade sanctions against South 
Africa both atthe UN and at the OAU . 

RESEARCH CENT.RE -
HISTORY, ART A1"'{D CUf,TURE Qli 

MAURITIUS Al'ID OF THE 
INDIAN OCEAN 

(No. B/541) Dr. J. B. David (Second 
Member for Belle Rose and Quatre 

Botnes) a:;ked the :Minister of Education 
& Cultural AfTo.frs whether he wi11 say 
if he proposes to create a Research 
Centre to study the History, Art and 
Culture of Mauritius aud of the Indian 
Ocean. 

rvir. Jagatsingh : Sir, this project will 
be studied in the ltght of the report of 
a UNESCO Consultant who is arr iving 
shortly to advise on it~ elaboration. 

APPLICATION BY POLTI'ICAL 

PARTY TO USSR EMBASSY :FOR 
FINANCIAL OR OTHER ASSISTANCE 

(No .. H/542) Mr. C. Guimbe.iu (First 
Member for Rodrigues) asked the Prime 
Minister whether he will make a state
ment on the action he proposes to take 
following the publication in Le Cerneen 
of the 21st October, 1977 of a letter 
addressed by a politic,.\ party to the 
USSR Embassy applying for financial 
or other assistance. 

The Minisicr of F'inance : I refor the 
hon. Member to my reply to P.Q. B/230. 
In this particular case I .am sure the 
public will draw their own conclu
sions. 

AGENCE FRANCE PRESSE -
PUBLICATION OF li'lFOR1."VIATION 

ABOUT MAURITIUS 

(No. B/543) lVfr. C. Guimbeau (First 
Member for Rodrigues) asked the Prime 
IVlinister & Minfater of Information & 
Broadcasting whether he wi!l give the 
name aild status of the official corres
pondent of Agence France Presse in 
Maui-itius and state what measures he 
has taken with the " Agence " to prohibit 
the publication of erroneous information 
concerning J\.fauritius. 
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of se lf-determination and prov ides that the princ iple applies bo th to 
peoples of non-self-governing and trust territories and also to peoples 
with in independent and sovereign States: thul th is right is one that mu st 
survive the historical fun ct ion it pe rformed in the dismantlement of 
colonia lism. 

The Outcome of Self-Deter111i11atio11 and the Essence of the Righi of 

Peoples 

At first sight Resolutio n 1514 (XV) gives the impression tJrnt the 
natural outcome of self-dete r mination - the necessary result of the 
exercise of thi s right- is the "comp lete independence " of the people 
concerned. The word "independence" is repeated fou r times in the 
seve n paragraphs of the Re solu tion. 

It was soon rea lized . however , that "complete independence " is not 
to be considered as constitu ting the only way of implem enting the prin
ciple. There are exa mples ol' non-self-governing te rri tories whose 
peoples did not wish to assume the full responsibi lity of independent 
sta'tehood and prefe rred to maintain an association or integration with 
another country. The principle of self -determination is fully safeguarded 
when such an outcome is the result of the free choice of the people con
cerned. A resolution also adopted in 1960 by the General Assemb ly, 
Resolution 1541 (XV), indic::1ted that the pr inciple of self-determination 
could take one o[ the following forms : 

( a) emergence as u sove reign independen t State ; 
(b) free association w ith an indep endent Srnte; or 
( c) integration with an independen t State. 

Th is resolution further provides tha t "free association shou ld be the 
result of a free and volun tary cho ice by the peop les of the territory co n
cerned expressed through informed and democratic processes ... " 
(P rinc iple Vll a). And integration : 

"should be the result of the freely expressed wishes oE th e ter
ri tory's people s acting with full knowledge of the change in their 
status, their wishes having been expressed through informed and 
democratic processes imp art ially conducted and based on un iversa l 
adu lt suffrage. The Uni ted Nations could, when it deem s it neces

sary, supe r vise these processes." 

11 is obvious that if these requirements are comp lied with, tbe free 
associa tion or 1he integration with an independent State also become 
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manifestations of independence , in the sense that the peoples concerned 
"freely determine their political status" (pa ra . 2 of Resolution 15'14). 

Resolution 2625 codifies the various ways of implementing the right 
of self-dete1111inatio11 but in view of the broadening of the scope of the 
right beyond colon ial issues it had to cove r other possibilities as well, in 
more general terms . The fourth paragraph of this Chapter reads : 

"The establishment of a sovereign and independent State, the 
free association or integration with an independent State or the 
emergence into any other po litk al status freely determined by a 
people constitute modes of implementing the right of self-deter 
mination by that people." 

The expression "any other political status freely determined by a 
people " is wide enough to encompass solutions which would facilitate 
the settl ement of certain contempora,y self-determination conflicts re
q uiring a so luti on other than independence or associat ion, such as, for 
instanc e, autonomous or federa l constitut ional arrangements. 

I t is in the light of these successive General Assembly resolutions that 
Resolution 1514 must be interpreted. In tbe Westem Sahara Advisory 
Opinion the Court found that its provisions "in particular paragraph 2, 
thus confirm and emphasize that the appl icat ion of the right of self
determination requires a free and genuine exp ression of the will of the 
peoples concerned 10~" . The Court added, after quoting Principles VII 
and IX of Resolution 1541 : "ce rtain of its provisions give effect to the 
essential features of the right of self-dete rmin ation as established in 
:Resolution 1514 (XV) ioa" . The Court also found that Resolution 2625 
(XXV) "reiterates the sa me need to take account of the wishes of the 
people concerned 194". 

Consequently, a cons, 1ltation of the will of the peoples concerned 
was found to be the essential feature or self-de termination. The Court 
added: 

"The validity of the princip le of self-determination, defined as 
the need to pay regard to the freely expressed will of peoples, is 
not affected by the fact that in certa in cases the General Assembly 
has dispensed with the requir ement of consulting lhe inhabitant s of 
a given territory. Those instances were based eit her on 1he con
sideration tnat a certa in population did not constitute as 'people ' 
entit led to self-determination or on the conviction that a con
sultation was totally unnecessary , in view or special circum
stances rn,." 
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The first type of exception would exist for instance in the cases of 
Gibraltar or the Malvinas (Falkland) Islands where the General As
sembly has requested the States concerned to negotiate on the question 
of sovereignty and transfer of the territory and has refused to accept the 
effects of a referendum or a consultation of the present inhabitants of 
those territorie s. 

The second type of exception, the special circumstances making a 
consultation unnecessary , existed in the cases of Goa or of lfni. These 
circumstances combine an unchalleng ed or accepted territorial claim by 
a former sovere.ign which ceased to be so as a consequence of colo
nialism, and the homogeneity of the population of an enclave with that 
of the former sovereign surrounding it. In those cases the direct retro
cession of the territory was considered by the General Assembly as the 
means of ensuring at the same time the self-determination of the people 
and the immediate end of a colonial situation. India said in the case of 
Goa that it would be senseless to ask the Indian s in Goa if they wished 
to remain Indians. This position resembled that of the Allies in 1919 
when they held that asking for a plebiscite in Alsace-Lorraine would be 

"insultingly illegitimate 106
". 

Self-Determination and Historic Title lo Territory 

In the Western Sahara case Morocco and Mauritania contended that 
on the subject of decoloni zat ion there are two basic principles : that of 
self-determinatfon through a consultation o( the will of the peopl e, in
dicated in paragraph 2 of Resolution l 514, and the principle of national 
µnity and territorial integrity of countries , laid down in paragraph 6 of 
Resolution 1514 and confirmed by Paragraph 7 of Reso lution 2625. 

According to this argument decolonization may come about through 
the automatic retrocession or reintegration of a province to the mother 
country from which that province was artificially detached by a colonial 
dismemberment. In support of this argument severa l instance s were 
indicated-such as those of Gibraltar, Ifni and the MaJvinas (Falkland) 
Islands-in which the General Assembly had been induced to give 
priority to territorial integrity. 

For its part Algeria contended that the principle of self-determina tion 
and the fundamental rule of decolonization is that the population of a 
territory should be consulted as to its future political status and should 
hot be dealt with as mere chattels 107

• 

This question was not the subject of the request for an opinion, but 



Annex 115

Mauritius Legislative Assembly, Speech from the Throne – Address in Reply: Statement by the 
Prime Minister of Mauritius (11 Apr. 1979)



Annex 115

fXl~fUîÇT 
40! Motion 11 APRTL 1979 Motion 

However, after the Commission has re
ported, nothing prevents auy hon. Membcr 
to put dow11 a question to inquire about 
the Govemment's intentions about laying 
tbe report on the Table of the Assembly. 

MOTION 

Speech from the Thronc 
Address in Rcply 

Ortler read for resuming the adjourned 
debate on the follmving motion of the 
hon. First Member for Curepipe and 
1•1îdlands (Mr. P. Simonet) : 

" That ao Address be presented to His 
Excellency the Acting Governor-Gcueral 
ln the fol.lowing te!1!1S : 

• We; the Members of the Mauritius 
legislative Asscmbly here assembled, 
bcg leave to offer our thanks to Youc 
Excellency for the Speech which Your 
Excellency has addre5sed to us on the 
occasion of the Opening of the Tiiird 
Session of the Fourth Legislurivc 
Assembly.'" 

Question again proposed. 

M, P, Bérenger (First Mem ber for 
Belle Rose and Quatre Bornes) : M. le 
président, on me dira peut-être qu'il 
est de la nature même des discours du 
Trône de ne pas coller a la réalité de la 
situation dans laquelle se trouve l'île 
Maurice. Cela ne m'empéchera néan
moins pas de dire pour commencer, M. le 
président, que le discours du Trône 
prononcé le 27 mars dernier par le Gou
verneur-Généni.l n'a véritablement rien 
à voir, ni avec la situation dans laquelle 
se tronve actuellement notre pays, ni 
avec les solutions qui, du point de- vue 
de l'opposition, du poînt de vue du 
MMM devraient être apportées d'urgence 
à ces problèmes, Mon discours, M. le 
président, va s'axer sur quatre volets : 
la situation économique d'abord. A l'in
vuse du Leader de l'opposition,. qui 

avait commencé par les affaires r;:L1ungeret\f 
je commencerai, moi, par la 
économique, pour passer ensuite 
tion, à la politique intérieure, et "1 u«<>. ,r;:ine-:..•tl 
ment donc, à la politique étrangère 
en conclusion., de suggérer ce qui de 
point de vue, pourrait s'avérer être 
solutions à la situation actuelle. 

Lorsque, je commence par la snua.1tiori ,t 
économique, M. le président, 
pas sans raison, c'est parce que ve.11ta,b)eé>t•j 

ment de mon point de vue, ce 
être la situaùon économique ~•:t.~.·~r.J;:, :','/ •,',. 
du pays et l'avenir économique du 
qui devrait avant tout retenir nôtre 
tic,n, l'attention de cette Chambre, co1nméWl 
l'attention de la nation tout 
J'estime, en effet, M. le président, 
non seulement la situation 
actuelle est-elle e,-atastrophique, mais 
tiine, ce qui est encore plus grave, 
l'avenir est terriblement sombre. 

Je commencerai, M. le président, 
le chômage, Je vous rappelle que 
son dernier discours du budget 
dernière, le minisire des finances 1m-m1êmi~.::::.·1 
était venu dire que le chômage 
redevenu à l'île Maurice, la priorité 
priorités. Dans l'intervalle, depuis 
discours du budget, donc, non 
l'emploi n'a-t-il pas progressé, 
contraire l'emploi a régressé. 
cenciements ont eu lieu dans 
sucrière, dans l'industrie du thé, dans 
zone franche, dans le commerce, et 
dans l'industrie de construction. 
point de vue, donc, M. le 
lorsqu'à la page 2 du discours 
le Gouvernement déclare tout sin:i.pl!erri.en.t\\.'I 
dans une situation d'emploi 
plosive, aussi catastrophique, que 
government's main objectives remain 
continued growth of our economy 
the fulfilment of our employment 
il passe completement à côté du 
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car Je drame est que les "employment 
objectives " du Plan de Développement 
1975-1980 sont absolument dépassés et 
qu'il ne s'agit plus en fait de "continued 
arowth of our economy ", ei:i. particulier, 
de " continued growth of employment " 
:mais au contraii e d'une situation où le 
chô]Jlâge malheureusement progresse. En 
attendant donc, de venir aux moyens de 
créer de l'emploi à l'île Maurice, je com• 
mencerai mon discours en insistant cette 
année, M. le président sur le fait que, 
comme l'a dit. mon collègue, Sylvio Michel, 
dans une motion déposée en son nom, 
nous estimons de ce côté de la Chambre, 
j'estime en particuUer qu'il est absolument 
essentie-l et urgent de mettre sur pied dans 
l_es _plus . bf~fs délais 11n systèmed'allçica~ 
tion chômage. Je me pc1mets de rnp-

. peler à la Chambre qu'en 1971 la Chambre 
avait nommé un Select Committee qui 
avait soumis son rapport intitulé " Re
port of the Select Committee on the 
Setting up of Unemployrtzent Ben~fit 
Sclzeme ". Dépose en mai 1971. ce 
rapport. comme nous le savons tous, 
est demeuré lettre morte, et je ne prétends 
nullement que ce rapport devrait aujour
d'hui être mis en pratique. Je rappelle 
cela à la Chambre uniquement afin que 
nous ne · répétions pas cette erreur de 
nommer un Select Committee qui pro
duirait un rapport, rapport qui dispa
raîtrait dans un tiroir, dans un ministère 
quelconque. Nous savons, M. le prési~ 
dent, alors qu'il nous avait été dit lorsque 
le National Pension Fund avait dé~.rré, 
les officiels . du Gouvernement, ceux du 
ministère de la sécurité sociale, et même 
ceux du Gouvernement.. nous avaient 
donné l'assurance que des années durant, 
le National Pension Scheme travaillerait 
à perte, que durant des années, le Gou
vernement aurait à verser des subsides, 
si je puis dire, au ·ronds de pension na• 
tional. Or, il s'est avéré que ces prévi
sions des experts du Gouvernement, ces 

prévisions du secteur privé se sont avérées 
complètement fausses. En quelques mois, 
le National Pension Scherne a réussi 
à mobiliser des fonds considérables. 
à développer un surplus qui a permis 
que dix millions de roupies, par exemple, 
soient prêtées à la A1auritius Housing 
Corporation. Ma suggestion c'est qu'à 
partir de cette base posée par le National 
Pension Scheme, si nécessaire en augmen
tant de, disons, 1 ou 2~--~ la contribution 
des employeurs, à partir de ]a base posée 
par le National Pension Scheme, avec, 
si nécessaire, uue legère augmentatio-n 
des contributions, qu'un vrai système 
d'allocation-chôma.ge qui se grefferait 
sur le National Pension Scheme pourrait 

.. ê.tre développé. Malgré, donc, l'e..-xpé~ 
rience malheureuse du Select Committee 
de 1971, je suggère au Gouvernement 
devant la montée du chômage constatée 
par le ministre des finances lui~même, 
mais en fait constatée je suis certain, 
dans nos cîrconscriptions par tous les 
députés de cette Chambre, je suggère 
que le Gouvememe11t nomme un Select 
Comrnittee de cette Chambre pour se 
pencher à nouveau sur " the setting up . 
of an Unemployment Benefit Scheme" 
et qui se penche donc sur le fonds de 
pension national et propose quelquechose 
de concret, quelquechose de positif mais 
en même temps quelquechose de réaliste 
au Gouvernement et à la Chambre. 

Le deuxième point sur lequel je m'éten
drai concerne 1'1nflation. Là encore, M. le 
Président, le discours du Trône passe 
complètement à côté de la situation réeUe. 
Le discours du Trône dît ceci, en termes 
d~inflation, '' Price control will remain 
a priorfty of my Ministers ". En fait, 
nous savons, :rvt le président, qu'en cette 
année 1979, l'inflation depuis janvier a 
réagi sous un nouveau coup de fouet. 
Dans le seul mois de janviçr 1979, le 
coût de la vie a augmenté de 2.3~-~' 
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pas tomber d'accord, l'Jndustrial Relations 
Commission devra se servir d'un secret 
ballot. Mais ce n'est pas compulsory, et 
Ja Commission des relations industrielles 
a jugé qu'il serait trop politique de faire 
un tel vote par bulletin secret. C'est 
pourquoi nous,· nous estimons qu'il fau
drait imposer cela, il faudrait empêcher 
quelque manipulation, quelque pression 
politique que ce soit, permettre am: 
travailleurs <l'exprimer leur choix. Cela 
vient .rejoindre, je le dis surtout à l'inten
tion du min.istre des finances cette fois-ci, 
mais aussi le Premier ministre. Il faut 
bien réaliser commt:nt fonctionnent les 
choses. Si un svndicat est reconnu, il 
est à la table des ;égociations, il est amené 
à prendre connaissance des faits, . des 
réalités, on lui sou.met des balance sheets, 
il discute des balance sheets, etc. mais 
quand un syndicat, comme la Sugar 
Industry Labourers' Union et la Union of 
Artisans of the Sugar Industry, est systé
matiquement boycotté, .alors qu'il était 
reconnu et qu'il est toujours majoritaire, 
ce syndicat ne peut pas dialoguer avec le 
patronat, quelle est la tentation ? La 
tentation est naturellement de demander 
des augmentations de salaires fortes 
puisqu'on n'est pas devant les faits. on ne 
discute pas les balance sheets, on n'a pas 
des réunions régulières avec le patronat. 
Et dans le cas de la fermeture de Solitude 
et de Réunion la réaction immédiate des 
syndicats, qui ne discutent pas avec le 
patronat, la réaction immédiate est de 
dire non tout de suite avant même d'avoir 
pris connaissance des faits. Alors, j'estime 
donc, que l'lndust~iaJ Relations Act doit 
être amendé, et qu'une clause doit prévoir 
que dans les cas de recognition un secret 
ballot tranchera, pennettra aux travailleurs 
de se prononcer. 

Je passe au quatrième volet de mon 
intervention, M. le :présiddent, la politique 
étrangère, sujet sur lequel s'est étendu 

hier le président du parti travailliste. Là, 
comme l'a dit le leader de !'Opposition, il 
fait nul doute que les intentions déclarées 
dans le discours du Trone sont plus que 
louables. Participer à fond au fonc
tionnement de l'OUA, la libération du 
continent africain, participer à fond au 
mouvement des pays non-alignés, " work 
close/y with its neighbours ", faire de 
l'Océan Indien une zone de paix, participer 
au dialogue ou plutôt à l'affrontement 
Nord/Sud au profit du sud sous-développé, 
participer aux. discussions ACP/CEE au 
profit des pays ACP, tout cela est_plus que 
louable. Ce que nous nous considérons 
obligés de rappeler, c'est que la réalité 
contredit cela. Malgré que le Parti tra
vailliste, à travers son président et son 
secrétaire général, ait demandé à participer 
à la conférence des partis et organisations 
progressistes des îles du sud ouest de 
l'Océan Indien. Malgré le récent voyage 
du Premier ministre et d'une délég:.-ttion 
ministérielle en Libye, malgré la déclara
tion positive - et je félicite le Premier 
ministre de l'avoir faite, rapidement hièr 
- en faveur du peuple palestinien, nous 
sommes obligés d'attirer l'attention sur un 
certain nombre de contradictions, et sur 
un certain nombre pour nous de positions 
qui ne sont pas acceptables. Je pense 
que certains sont en train d'essayer de 
changer la politique étrangère du Gou
vernement. Très bien, très louable effort 
qui se traduit par les mots utilisés, donc, 
dans le discours du Trone. Mais, les 
mentalités ne changent pas aussi facile
ment, et certaines réactions que nous 
avons vues ici mên;e ces derniers jours nous 
permettent de Je constater. En effet, 
premièrement, au moment même ou le 
èiscours du Trone déclare que l'île Maurice 
va participer pleinement au mouvement 
des pays non-alignés,au moment même ou 
l'île Maurice établît des relations diplo
matiques avec Cuba; au moment donc 
où mon ami l'ambassadeur posté à Tana· 
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narive, Cardozo, viendra visiter l'Ile Mau
rice_, c'est précisément à ce moment que 
le ministre des affaires étra11gères a choisi, 
il y a à peine quelques jours, pour s'attR
ouer à Cuba, pour poser la question 
,; Cuba non-aligned ? " sur un ton agressif 
qui n'était pas nécessaire dans ce contexte. 
Nous savons tous que Cuba a les positions 
que Cuba a. La coincidence veut que 
le mouvement des pays non-alignés se 
réunissent au sommet cette année à Cuba. 
Nous demandons de ce côtè de la Chambre 
que le Premier ministre se rende à Cuba 
pas parceque c'est Cuba, mais parceque 
c'est la conférence au som'Tiet des non-

- alignés. Ils se réuniront ailleurs à un 
autre moment. Si on s'y rend pour 
-critiquer le non-alignement,_ ce n'est pas 
aussi simple que ça - mais l'alignement 
de Cuba, faites-le, si c'est votre conviction, 
faites-le, c'est la notre que Cuba n'est pas 
sufiisamment non-aligné, mais ne boy
cottez pas, et n'attaquez pas sans exr,lica• 
tion Cuba au moment où vous établissez 
des relations diplomatiques officielies. 
Je dois faire remarquer que cela, que 
quand même l'île Maurice aura fait bien 
du chemin ~ je regardais ce matin même, 
j'ai oublié d'apporter le journal en ques
tion, je crois ·que c;était à la veille de 
l'élection partielie de Vacoas-Phœnix, une 
belle photo dans le journal travailliste 
"Nation H une photo de Guy Sinon, 
ministre des affaires étrangères des Sey
chelles, de moi-même, et moi je suis entre 
Guy Sinon et un ami personnel à moi, 
Cardozo, qui est ambassadeur à Mada
gascar de Cuba et qui se1 a donc accrédité 
auprès de l'île Maurice; et toute une 
tartine, " Subversion dans l'Océan In
dien .. , et le pauvTe Cardozo n'en a pas 
cru ses yeux lorsque je lui ai porté le 
journal, "le pauvre Cardozo ·qui est 
l'agent numéro .1 de la déstabilisation 
communiste ", tout ça aujourd'hui est 
réduit à quoi '! Heureusement à rien du 
tout dans la mesure où ce sera, ce inême 

déstabilisateur professionnel qui va venir 
à l'île Maurice représenter ofiiciellement 
le Gouvernement de Cuba. 

Deuxième point où nous constatons 
un désaccord ou plutot une contradiction ... 

The Prime Minister : Avec Georges 
Marchais aussi. 

An bon. Mcmber : Marchais a de
mandé le retour de Tromelin, ne parlez 
pas de Man; .h-ais ! .Marchais est le sta
bilisateur! 

Mr. Bérenger : 1'11 come to that. 

J'en viens au dtmxième _point, le Moyen 
Orient. Oublions les faux pas passés, ce 
n'était pas des pas dans la bonne direction, 
plutot dans la mauvaise direction mais 
oublions ce1a. Oublions les félicüations, 
l'appui officiel à Camp David, au voyage 
de Sadate à Jérusalem etc. Ça c'est le 
passé. C'est avant le grand voyage en 
Libye. Oublions aussi les félicitations 
empressées au pauvre Bhaktiar en Iran. 
Oublions cela, venons à la situation 
actuelle où le ministre des aff afres étran-
gères a jugé bon de déclarer - pour une 
fois il a essayé de ne pas dire beaucoup, 
il a dit une petite phrase, naturellement 
pas la bonne ~ que le traité de paix qui 
vient d'être signé est un pas dans la bonne 
direction. Chaque ministre a la dignité 
qu'il a. La déclaration d'hier du Premier 
ministre, je laisse le soin au ministre des 
a,ffaires étrangères de la com.parer au pas 
üans la bonne direction qu'il avait jugé 
nécessaire de prendre à peine une semaine 
plus tôt. Mais enfin, dans le Moyen 
0rieni le tir est rectifié. C'est très bien 
mais j'espère quand même que ce ne sera 
pas simplement quelque vœu pieux_. qu'une 
déclaration comme ça. Le Gouverne~ 
ment devrait faire tout ce qu'il peut aux 
Nations Unies, à !'OUA, ici-même vis-à-
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vis des Etats Unis pour obtenir d'abord 
que tous les territoires occupés par Israël 
après 1967 soieut évacués, que Jérusalem 
en particulier retourne à son statut d'avant 
1967, que le peuple palestinien ait un état, 
ait une terre., ait un pays à lui. J'estime 
donc qu'il faut que le Gouvernement, 
quoique l'ile Maurice soit un petit pays, 
fasse pression dans cette direction. Sur 
l'océan indien, nous considérons choquant 
de ce côté de la Chambre qu'après les 
évènements en Iran, le Président René 
d'un tout petit pays de moins de 100,000 
habitants, comparé à notre pays d'un 
million d'habitants, que le Président René 
le premier ait réagi et envoyé un message 
au Président Carter pour protester contre 
la décision américaine d'intensifier sa 
présence militaire, pour deman.der qu'j1 . 
n'y ait pas une nouvelle flotte de guerre 
américaine postée dans l'océan indien. 
Le Président René du petit pays seychel
lois a le premier réagi. Le Président 
Ratsiraka a réag,i lui aussi et a envoyé lui 
aussi un message de solidarité au Président 
René et est intervenu auprès du Président 
Carter mais l'île Maurice n'a pas réagi à 
ce jour. Aucune réaction, la servilité 
habituelle ! Là je suis obligé de venir 
m'étendre quelque peu sur ce que le 
président du parti travailliste a dit, sur le 
cours d'histoire ,a_bsolument faussée que le 
président du parti travailliste a jugé utile 
de nous faire hier. Je n'avais pa.s l'inten
tion de m'étendre là-dessus mais le prési
dent du parti travailliste l'ayant fait, 
je suis obligé de réfuter ce qu'il a dit et de 
mettre les faits devant la Chambre. 

Le président du parti travailliste est venu 
nous dire, en quelques mots, d'abord en 
1965 le Gouvernement mauricien d'alors, 
le parti travailliste essentiellement, ne 
pouvait rien faire. Demcièm('meut, qu'il 
avait été entendu dès le départ, que le 
Premier ministre et le ministre des finances 
avaient compris dès le départ, qu'il s'agirait 

d'une base de communications, un. point 
c'est tout et ensuite, à partir de petites 
coupures de différents journaux il a 
essayé de prouver que le parti tr?.vailliste 
a pris position comTile il fallait le prendre 
en ce qui concerne l'océan indien. Je 
regrette, mais cela n'est pas la vérité 
historiq~1e. Revenons donc a·u.'l. choses 
seneuses. 1965, l'archipel des Chagos 
est détaché de l'île Maurice de même que 
certaines îles seychelloises pour former 
le British lndian Ocecm Territory. Ce 
n'est pas sérieu.x de réagir à partir de 
coupures de presse. Lisons plutôt ce 
qui est déclaré à l'Assemblée Legislative 
le 14 décem.bre 1975 eu réponse à une 
question de Monsieur J. R. Rey, Monsieur 
Robert Rey donc, qui n'est pas présent, 
député de Moka à cette occasion. J'ai 
pris cela au Secrétariat il y a déjà plus 
de cinq ans parcequ'eutre temps nous 
nous sommes renseignés, - le Secrétariat 
de la Chambre nous l'a communiqué 
" Extract from Debates of 14th December, 
1965. Mr. Forget on behalf ofthe Premier 
and lvliriister of Finance tab!ed a reply 
to a par/iamentary question." Donc ça 
c'est sur le premier point que le Gou
vernement ne pouvait rien faire, que 
Diégo et les autres îles ont été détachés 
et que nous ne pouvons rien faire. Le 
ministre qui remplace donc Sir Seewoosa
gur Ramgooiam, pas encore "Sir'' en ce 
temps là, dépose sur la table la réponse 
à la question et il dit ceci : "In reply to a 
parliamentary question, the Secretary of 
State made the following statement 
in the House of Commons on Wednes
day November the 10th, " With the 
agreement of the Govemments of lv1auririus 
and the Seyclzelles new arrangements for 
·the administration of certain islands were 
introduced by an Order•in-Cowzcil made 
on the 8th November." 

Voilà la vérité et d'ailleurs le Premier 
ministre l'a dit ici, je le citerai tout à 
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l'heure. Je le répète" With the agreement 
of the Governments of Mauritius and the 
Seychelles etc.'' L'accord du Gouverne
ment mauricien a été obtenu, le Gou
verne.ment d'alors, le Gouvernement du 
parti tràvailliste. Premier point donc, 
cela. Le premier 1r.i11istre a eu le temps : 
1965, 1967, 1968, 1969 on n'entend pas 
grand'chose sauf en ce qui concerne le 
PMSD - je viendrai là-dessus tout à 
l'heure. Mais finalement à l'Assemblée, 

· le 26 juin 1974 en réponse à Dev Vîrah 
Sawmy, dans cette Assemblée même, le 
Premier .ministre, Sir Seewoosagur Ran1-
goolaru parlant de Diégo Ga1cia, dit ceci : 
'' The Government of lefauritius was never
theless in.formed afier we had discussed 
in England that this had taken place -
c'est-à-dire -le détachement des îles -'
and we gave our consent to it." Les mots 
prononcés par le Premier ministre dans 
le Hansard officiel. " It was 11ot done 
like this. But the day it is not required 
it will revert to Mauritius. But ,Mauritius 
has reserved its minera! rights, fishing 
rights and landing rights - je viendrai 
là-dessus tout à l'heure, dans une réponse 
à une question parlementaire il répond 
exàctement le contraire, il y a peine 
quelques mois - landing rights and 
certain other things that go to comp/ete 
in other words some of the sovereignty 
which obtained before on that island. 
That is the position. Even if we did not 
want to detach it I think - un Premier 
ministre parlant de l'intégrité territoriale 
de son pays - even if we did not want to 
detach it -- avant il a dit " we gave our 
consent to it ., catégoriquement ~ e-ven 
if we did not want to detach it I think 
/rom the legal point of view Great Britain 
was entitled to make arrangemems as 
she thought fit and proper. This in 
principle was agreed even by the P1\.1SD 
who was in the Opposition at the time and 
we had consultations etc." D'abord, il 
vient dire catégoriquement que le patti 

travailliste donna son consent au détache
ment de ces îles et en fait de quelle loi 
parlons-nous '? Vous rirez peut-être mais 
ça fait des années que j'ai demandé au 
secrétariat de cette Chambre de me faire 
avoir copie. C'est à partir de ce petit 
bout de papier. C'est tout le texte de 
loi qui a permis au Gouvernement bri
tannique de détacher tous ces territoires 
de l'île Maurice. C'est tout. Le Colonial 
Boundaries Act de. 1895 et que dit le 
Colonial Bmmdaries Aèt ? " Alteration 
of boundaries of Colony: Where the 
Boundaries of a Colony have etc etc." 
on peul changer "provided (2me cl.ause) 
that the consent of a self-governing Colony 
shall be required for the alteration of the 
boundaries tlœreof". En d'autres mots, 
non seulement, le Gouvernement, le 
parti travailliste d'alors avait les moyens 
même légaux de protester mais ce n'était 
pas une protestation légale qui s'imposait. 
C'est en fait une protestation politique et 
le Premier ,ministre a au moins eu la 
décence de dire qu'il donna son consent. 
D'après mes renseignements c'est unique
ment le Premier ministre et le ministre 
des finances qui furent associés aux 
discussions avec le Premier ministre d'a
lors .. Sir Harold Wilson. Donc, le point
clé c'est qu'ils donnèrent, le parti tra
vailliste donna, son consent. Mais je 
vais plus loin. Puisque le Premier. .. 

The Prime Minister: We had no 
choice. 

Mr. Bérenger : Y ou had a choice. 

Mais 'je vais plus loin. Après que le 
27 avril 1975, lorsque les Anglais s'en 
vont, on a honte en relisant tout ça. 
Seulement le président du parti travailliste 
choisît les journaux qu~H lit. " Maurice 
regrette le départ des Britanniques " En 
Avril 1975, lorsque les Britanniques quit~ 

. tent le HMS Mauritius et s'en vont. " It 
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is a tearing away of hearts ", a déclaré 

hier Sir Seewoosagu.r, Premier ministre 

en invoquant le retrait du HMS Mauritius. 

Sir Seewoosagur a déclaré qu'il aurait 

souhaité qu'une telle décision ne fusse 

jamais prise". Ce n'est pas Le Militant 

ou Le Peuple , mais Le Nation, journal 

travailliste qui rappo1te les cérémonies 

déchirantes " a tearing of hearts ., . Ça, 

c'est le 27 avril 1975, quelques mois plus 

tard - puisque le président du parti 

travailliste aime collectiom1er les coupures 

de journaux, le 26 septembre, 1975 

" Conférence de Sir Seewoosagur Ram

goolam à Londres ". Je cite l' Express 

du 26 septembre 1975. Titre: "La 

Grande Bretagne a le droit de construire 

.. une base à Diégo •• Texte : "La. Grande 

Bretagne a le droit souverain de fai;e 

construire dans l'ilot de Diégo Garcia 

une base aéro-navale pour le compte des 

Etats Unis." Le reste suit. ,, Mais tous 

les pays riverains de l'océan indien espèrent 

qu'il sera possible de transformer cet 

océan en un .e zone de paix, a déclaré 

n1ercredi le Premier ministre, Sir Seewoo

sagur Ramgoolam" rapporte !'AFP. En 

d'autres mots, il reconnait le droit sou

verain aux Anglais de faire ce qu'ils 

veulent de Diégo Garcia et ensuite on va 

venir nous citer je ne sais combien de 

bouts d'interviews raccolés ci et là. 

Voilà les faits. On ne peut pas réfuter, 

qu'en 1965 ces îles furent détachées de 

l'ile Maurice " in agreement with the 

Labour Party, with the Government,. 

d'alors, que le Gouvernement avait les 

moyens non seulement politiques mais 

légaux de le contester et qu'ils ne l'ont 

pas fait. 

Maintenant je passe au deuxième point 

que il fut toujours clair au dire du parti 

travailliste, qu'il ne pouvait s'agir que 

d'une base de conununications. Lisons 

le même texte que l' Acting Prime A1inister, 

l'hon. Forget, déclare à cette Chambre . 

Il continue " lt is intended t!tat the islands 

will be ayaifable for the construction of 

defence facilities by the Eritish and U.S. 

Governments ". Dès 1965, dès le 14 

décembn: 1965. Et plus loin " If the 

British Governmeni decides that the Clragos 

Arc!iipelago is no longer required for 

defence purposes, the islands will be re

turned to 1vfaurWus." "Communica

tions .. , cherchez où vous voulez, il n'y 

a pas , on ne parle pas rle " Communica- , 

tions Centre". Le texte officiel lu par 

l'Acting Prime Minister ici parle Ici-même 

de "defence purposes ". D'aiUeurs, j'ai 

pris la peine de relire tous les journaux 

de l'époque. A partir du 9 août, le 

Mauricien pose des questions " La ques

tion d'une base anglo-mauricicnne à 

Diégo serait acfüelleirienCiii dé de notre 

avenir. constitutionnel ". Le 5 octobre, 

feu Jules Kœnig déclare à propos de la 

base ., Je ne sais rien qui puisse être 

publié. Les co11clusions sont au stade 

confidentiel." Déclaration de feu Jules 

Kœnig au journal Le Mauricien. Il y a 

plus : le 6 novembre, meeting PMSD 

du 5 novembre, rapport le 6, à Rose Hill. 

Je cite tel quel ce que Le Mauricien 

rapporte: "Un membre du public -

1965 toujours là, toujours en pleine con

férence constitutionnelle - Charles Gaë

tan Duval parle ,, Un membre du public : 

Parlez-nous de la base. Quelqu'un qui 

crie dans fa foule. Monsieur Duval dit 

qu'il ne peut revelcr les secrets du Conseil 

des ministres. "Personnellement, Monsieur 

Duval n'est ni contre les Américains ni 

contre les Anglais. Il réclame d'ailleurs · 

une forme d'association, l'installation 

d'une base n'est pas sans risque mais il 

se déclare d'accord pour une base si 

d'abord ils obtiennent un prix de sucre 

deuxièmement un contingent d'émigrants. 

Donc, le PMSD lui-même reconnait que 

c'est d'une base qu'on prule et que cela 

présente des dangers pour l'avenir mais 

on est encore en train de marchander 
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émigration, quota de sucre. Ça continue 
et, au cours d'une conférence de presse 
que tient le PMSD immédiatement après 
la rnpture de la coalition d'alors, le 12 
novembre, Conférence de Presse du 
PMSD. "Je tiens à déclarer n, Jüles 
Kœnig parle, rapporté par Le 1',f auricien 
,, Je tiens à déclarer de la façon la plus 
formelle que le PMSD n'est pas contre 
le principe de céder les Chagos, ou que 
cet archipel devienne un centre de com
munications pour faciliter la défense de 
l'Occident - et là on joue sur les mots -
le PMSD en approuve le principe ; il est 
en désaccord sur les tenues et les condi
tions de cette cession ". Duval, corrune 
toujours, les pieds dans le plat ajoute, 
Duval est lui aussi d'accord en principe 
et ajoute, '! Si l'Angleterre et .les USA ... 
n'avaient pas d'argent, l'île Maurice leur 
aurait donné la base." Qu'on ne vienne 
pas fausser les faits historiques. Tout 
cela montre que non seulement le parti 
travailliste, 'majs que le PMSD aussi 
était parfaitement conscient que c'était 
une base for defence purposes et pas seule~ 
ment de communications et que, il y a eu 
en fait un faux pas historique - cela 
arrive à tout le monde, on peut demander 
que le manque d'expérience entre en 
considération mais qu'on n'essaie pas 
de fausser la vérité jusqu'à la fin de 
l'histoire finalement. Tout à l'heure j'en
tendais le ministre des affaires étrangères 
dire " Correct, Correct " quand je lisais, 
le Premier Ministre disant à 1a Ch.ambre ici 
le 26 juin 1974 que l'île Maurice avait 
gardé ses landing rights, entre autres, à 
Diégo Garcia. En réponse à une question 
parlementaire ici à la Chambre, Question 
B 635, de l'Hon. Amédée Darga, qtù 
demande " . . . state if Mauritius has 
retained its landing riglzts over the island_. 
state if there has been any breach of 
agreement etc." Le Premier Ministre 
lui-même répond " Sir, the reply to parts I 
and 2 c.à.d. landing rights, is generally 

negative, because it is not our territory 
although the plea was made during the 
constitutional conference, that any plane 
in difficulty s!wuld gét the right of landing ,· 
hence, there is no breach of any agreement". 
"lt is not our territory ; we don't have 
landing rights ", et puis ici, on nous dit 
" correct, correct '' comme si l'île Maurice 
avait gardé ses landing rights. 

Le député Finlay Salesse, Question 
B/510 " Will the Prùne Minister give a 
list of ail territories which constitute the 
State of Mauritius". Je me demande si 
le Premier Ministre, je sais qu'il est dé
bordé de travail, mais avant de mettre 
des choses pareilles sur papier, est-ce 
qu'on ne peut pas refléchir? On h.ù 
4emande une liste " of ail territories which 
constitute ihe State of Mauritius'' et il 
donne la liste, "Round and Flat Islands, 
Rodrigues, Agalega, Tromelin, Cargados 
Carajos Archipelago ", et Chagos Archi
pelago pas question. Vous savez que le 
Cargados Carajos Archlpelago c'est St. 
Brandon etc. Lui, en tant que Premier 
Ministre il do1me une réponse parlemen· 
taire.. il exclut lui, Diego Garcia alors 
qu'il dit ailleurs que cela 11011s sera re
tourné lorsqu'on n'en aura plus besoin. · 
En d'autres mots, Ize builds up . the case 
against the return of Diego Garcia to 
Mauritius. Naturellement Sir Harold Wal~ 
ter n'a pas manqué lui aussi une occasion 
de mettre les pieds dans le plat. Autre 
question, cette fois,.-ci, de James Burty 
David, président du parti travailliste, 
Question B/760, asking " the Minister of 
External Affairs whether he will consider 

:the advisahÙity of arranging for a delega-
tion of members of the Legislative Assembly 
to visit Diego Garcia. lf not, why not ? 
" lt is hardly possible to arrange any 
.sort of yisit to any terrirory which is not 
within this country' s jurisdiction ". Donc 
ce n'est pas notre territoire, c'est en dehors 
de notre juristliction. Je laisse au prési-
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dent du parti travailliste le soin de se 
retrouver. Pour conclure, je rappellerai 
pour ceux qui nous disent qu'on n'a pas 
vendu Diégo Garcia, je rappellerai que 
le Financial Retum, c.à.d. le Financial 
Report -- je crois que tous les memb.res 
savent que chaque année il y a les Esti
mates, et puis après une année d'exe.rcîce 
financier, l' Accountant General dépose 
son rapport pour l'année écoulée, il certifie 
que les sommes ont été dépensées ; 
telle so:rr.me, telle somme etc. Il certifie, 
en tant qu'Accountant General. Dans le 
rapport de l'Accountant General donc, 
pour l'année 1965-66, Staternent (G) 
Capital Revenue, Head LIS Miscellaneaus 
- Sub-heading 4 - Sale of Chagos 
Island - 40 millions of rupees. Donc, le 
Gouvernement lui-même .. dans ses propres 
comptes financiers, a fait inclure 40 
millions de roupies, représentant the sale, 
la vente, pas la cession, mais the sale. 
Donc je crois, M. fo président, qu'il était 
nécessaire d'être un petit peu long, pour 
bien préciser les choses, et je crois que 
l'heure est arrivée pour le parti travailliste, 
au nom du bien du pays,et de son intégrité 
pour une fois, de faire son mea culpa 
et de se joindre aux autres pour obterùr 
que la base de Diégo Garcia, soit démante
lée tout de suite et que l'île de Diégo 
Garcia soit rendue à l'île Maurice dans 
les plus brefs délais. 

Pendant que je suis sur cette question 
de l'océan indien_. je parlerai a.ussi donc 
de Tromclin, et de Saya de Malh~ rapide
ment. Dans le cas de Tromelin, nous 
nous élevons contre la déclaration faite 
par le Ministre des affaires étrangères. 
Nous ne pouvons pas accepter sa sugges• 
tion d'un tribunal international - . je 
me demande si le Premier Ministre lui 
a donné Je feu vert pour ça - nous sommes 
foi au cœur de l'océan indien ; Madagascar 
est à côté, les Seychelles sont là ; il y a 
une géopolitique explosive dans notre 

! région que le président du parti travailliste 
; lui-même souligne le premier. La géopoli-
! tique, la décolonisation exige que ces iles 
· soient rendues à Madagascar ou à l'île 
Maurice. Dans le cas de Tromeli.n, 
Madagascar a reconnu officiellement que 

• Tromelin devrait retourner - à moi le 
: Président Ratsiraka a dit '' Nous n'allons 

quand même pas nous battre entre nous. 
L'important est que la France ne reste 
pas dans cet océan indien â travers des 
mini-colonies pareilles ". Le Président · 
Ratsiraka m'a dit à moi donc, " Maurice 
revendique Tromelin, nous revendiquons 
Les Glorieuses, Bassas da India, Juan de 
Nova ''. Est-ce que nous pouvons ac
cepter que sur la base de pseudo-légalisme, 
la France transfére Madagascar à partir 
de tout w1 ch?.pelet d'îles. Ce n'est 
sur le terrain légal qu'il faut se battre ; 
même le terrain légal est solide ; mais ce 
n'est pas sur le terrain légal qu'il faut se 
battre, mais sur le terrain géopolitique, 
sur le terrain diplomatique. Je demande 
donc au Gouvernement, de faire un pas 
dans la bonne direction pour de vrai, pour 
une fois de corriger le tir, de ne pas 
suivre cette ligne d'un tribunal interna
tional, avee un juge international etc. 
mais plutôt de s'associer aux Seychelles, 

· à Madagascar, au Mozambique, à la 
, Tanzanie, aux pays de la région, pour 
\ exiger que Tromelin soit rendu à l'île 

Maurice et que Juan de Nova, Bassas de 
India et Les Glorieuses soient rendus à 
Madagascar. Il est révoltant que tout 
à l'heure - encore une fois c'est Ia nature 
profonde du réactionnaire qui parle, 
il est étonnant qu'au moment où Rat
siraka prend position of:fidellement en 
faveur du retour de ces îles à Madagascar 
et à Maurice, au moment où Georges 
Marchais, Secrétaire-Général du Parti 
Communiste français, à la Réunîon -
vous savez que Tromeli11 dépend de la 
Réunion administrativement, le Préfet 
de la Réunion administre Tromelin, notre 
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territoire Georges Marchais vient 
faire la leçon à Sir Harold Walter, à la 
Réunion - et lui se permet ici au lieu 
de se servir de cet argument, au lieu de 
prévoir l'avenir où il est inévitable que 
la Gauche arrive au pouvoir en France, 
à ce moment-là il faudra déterrer cette 
déclaration du Secrétaire-Général du 
Parti Communiste et le lui mettre sous 
le nez pour obtenir que Tromelin nous 
soit rendu. Au lieu de cela, on se moque 
de Georges Marchais, on fait de l'ironie 
aux propos de Georges Marchais. Donc, 
nous demandons en ce qui concerne 
Tromelin, que le Gouvernement 

(Interruption) 

. Mr. Bérenger: If you don't even 
know what you say, ü's not my fault. 

Sir Harold Walter : Je n•ai rien dit. 

M. Bérenger : Pour une fois je vous 
félicite. 

Je passe maintenant à Saya de Malha. 
Sur Saya de Malha, j'ai entendu avec 
intérêt, lorsque mon collègue Doongoor 
parlait, j'ai entendu avec intérêt, quoique 
cela n'a pas été rendu public, le ministre 
des affaires étrangères dire, " D'après 
ce que les Soviétiques ont déclaré ... " 
Qu'ont déclaré les Soviétiques ? Nous 
avons dénoncé les Soviétiques. Je me 
souviens d'un grand placard sur neuf 
colonnes dans Le Militant - Pillage des 
banc de Saya de Malha et de Nazareth -~ 
Les coupables : Coréens, Japonais, So
viétiques" C'était resté dans la gorge 
des Soviétiques, en passant. Qu'ont dit 
les Soviétiques ?. Les Soviétiques ont dit 
"Nous pêchons sur Saya de Malha ; 
en dehors de la zone des 200 milles ". 
Or tout le monde sait, enfin. plutôt 
dans le Gouvemement, très peu savent 
mais tout le monde ailleurs sait que quand 

on mesure la zone de 200 milles ... 

(Interruption) 

- je vais vous prouver comment vous 
ne savez pas, dans quelques minutes -
quand on mesure la zone de 200 milles 
à partir d' Agaléga, dernier territoire 
mauricien, le territoire ma11ricien le plus 
rapproché des bancs de Saya de Malha, 
lorsqu'on mesure la zone de 200 milles, 
nous coupons à peu près un dixième des 
bancs de Saya de Ma1ha, moins d'un 
dixième. Tout le reste tombe en dehors 
de la zone des 200 milles. Quand on 
coupe 200 milles, à partir de Coetîvy, 
là dernière île seychelloise la plus rap
prochée des bancs de Saya de Malha, 
on coupe encore un plus petit bout, 
presque rien des bancs de Say:i de Malha. 
Ce qui veut dire que la vérité, est que 
90 p. 100 des bancs de Sayà de Malha 
tombe en dehors des 200 milles. Qu'est
ce que nous sommes en train de dire '? 
Nous sommes en train de dire nous, que 
l'île Maurice et les Seychelles ont des 
revendications sur les bancs de Saya 
de Malha, ert dehors des 200 milles, non 
pas en se basant sur le concept des 200 
milles mais sur le concept du plateau 
continental et des eaux historiques, du 
droit historique sur certaines eaux de 
cette région, mais malheureusement la 
vérité nous oblige de reconnaître ces 
deux autres concepts. La zone de 200 
milles est aujourd'hui acceptée par . les 
Nations Uniès.. La conférence n'a pas 
encore terminé ses travaux. Mais je 
pense que le ministre des affaires étrangères 
est suffisamment info nné pour savoir 
que le concept des 200 milles est accepté. 
ça, c'est un acquis, quoique ce ne soit 
pas encore officiellement dans un texte 
des Nations Unies, mais tout le monde 
l'accepte, cette zone. Mais les deux 
autres concepts du plateau continental et 
des eaux historiques ne sont pas encore 
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région de l'océan indien, mais en même 
temps nous disons que ce pays ne sortira 
pas - et cela le discours du Trône aurait 
dû l'avoir dit clairement - çe pays ne 
sortira pas de la situation présente s'il 
ne prend pas un nouveau départ. Pour 
cela pour nous, quelles conditions doivent 
être remplies ? D'abord, je le repète, 
que l'exemple vienne d'en .haut, réduire 
le nombre de mhùstres, réduire symboli
quement ne serait-ce les salafres des 
ministres, abolir les privilèges de duty 
free, éliminer les scandales, révoquer les 
nominations scandaleuses dans les am~ 
bassades, arrêter les ingérences politiques 
dans l'administration, le protectionisme, 
la politique des petits copains, L'exemple 
doit d'abord venir d'en haut, -~haque 
jour que nous perdons est un drame pour 
le pays, L'exemple vient d'en haut d'a
bord. Deuxièmement, il faut un Gou
vernement en lequel les travailleurs, les 
syndic-.its se reconnaissent, il faut un 
Gouvernement en lequel d'abord les 
syndicats se reconnaissent, un Gouverne
ment qui révoquera l'IRA, qui le rem
placera par u.n texte de loi permettant la 
démocratie industrielle, qui ré.formera 
les entreprises, qu.i donnera le vrai pou
voir aux salariés, troisièmement, cela 
vient rejoindre ce que mon Collègue, 
Rajeev Servansingh avait dît sur le 
se{{-reliance, troisièmement il faudra pro
mouvoir un nationalisme sain, mobilisa
teur, .que tout ce peuple mauricien se 
sente un peuple, une nation, en marche 
vers un avenir. Quatrièmement, qu'il 
faut qu•il y ait étape par étape avec les 
nationalisations, les réfonnes :fisc.ales, la 
démocratisation et la décommunalisation 
de la vie politique en générn.l, il faut qu'il 
y ait un programme socialiste sur lequel 
s'appuierait un tel Gouvernement. Ce 
n'est que dans ces conditions que, de 
notre point de vue, on pourra parler de 
relance de la production, de relance de la 
productivité, Nous constatons malheu-

reusement que le Gouvernement actuel 
ne peut pas le faire. Je le dis avec 
beaucoup de chagrin dans le cœur, nous 
constatons aussi qu'il nous serait im
possible nous autres d'entrer au Gou
vernement actuel et de résussir à faire 
cela. Nous entrerions au Gouvernement 
pour devenir des ministres, nous felions 
certainement mieux que la plupart des 
ministres, certainement, mais le pays ne 
prendrait pas un nouveau départ, il n'y 
aurait pas cette relance, ce nouveau départ 
du pays. C'est pourquoi nous disons 
nous entrons au Gouvernement, cela 
ne change en rie11 fondamentalement au 
sort du pays, c'est pourquoi nous resterons 
àonc dans !'Opposition. Mais nous de
mandons au Gouvernement soit de prendre 
ce chëmi:Ii, mais nous considérons qu'il 
ne peut pas prendre ce chemin, nous 
considérons qu'il est condamné, qu'il 
est prisonnier de ses différences de classe, 
qu'il est prisonnier de ses choix politiques 
passés, qu'il ne peut pas le faire. Donc 
nous considérons, le cœur lourd, _.que 
dans le pays la situation va aller s'em
pirant, chômage, endettement, dévalua
tion possible, explosion sociale, dans un 
an, deux ans, trois ans. C'est dramatique, 
mais nous sommes en train d'évoluer à re
bours de la situation 1969 /70 ou le chômage 
était explosif, la situation était catas
trophique, le prix du sucre nous a per.mis 
d'aUer vers une situation d'emploi, de 
création d'emplois et de chômage 
camouflé, parceque cela aussi il faut le 
dire le prix du sucre nous a pennis de 
camoufler le chômage avec des baisses 
de productivité qu.i s'ensuivent, aujout
d'hui nous sommes dans l'évolution in
verse, nous allons vers la catastrophe. 
C'est pourquoi non pas au nom du parti, 
mais au nom du pays, nous estimons 
étant donné que nous sommes persuadés 
que le Gouvernement ne peut pas sortir 
le pays de la situntion où il est, ne peut 
pas lui permettre de prendre un nouveau 
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départ, nous considérons que nous ne 
pouvons pas décemment vis-à-vis de 
notre moral, vis-à-vis de nos engagements, 
vis-à-vis du pays, et vis-à-vis de l'avenir 
de ce pays, que nous ne pouvons pas entrer 
au Gouvernement parceque nous étouf
ferions dans un carca.11 qui mène le pays 
vers la catastrophe, nous estimons étant 
donné que le Gouvernement n'a plus 
véritablement une majorité, étant donné 
les méthodes abjectes dont nous venons 
d'être témoins, et qui font qu'à Beau 
Bassin/Rose Hill ce qui se passe, met en 
jeu l'avenir du pays lui-même, est extrême
ment grave pour toi1t le pays, et nous 
considérons troisièmement étant donné la 
situaùon dramatique qui se développe 
du côté de l'économie, du côté de l'éduca
tion,_ ~L_en termes de politique intériewe 
aussi, nous estiïrions qu'à · ce stade il 
serait préférable de permettre à la popula
tion mauricienne de se prononcer. Qu'on 
aille donc à de nouvelles élections générales, 
que la population se prononce. d'un 
côté ou de l'autre, son verdict finalement 
aura force cle loi et au moins. le pays, 
souliaitons-le, pourra respirer après cela. 

Voilà donc ce qÙe nous estimons de 
ce côté de la Chambre ce que j'estime -
j'ai été très long - de ce côté de la 
Chambre que ce discours du Trône 
devrait contenir, mais que malheureuse
ment il ne contient pas. 

Merci, M. le président. 

1\-!r. C. Moùrba (First Member for 
Port Louis North and Montagne Longue) : 
Mr. Speaker, Sir, of course, I shall not 
be as long as my Friend has been. I shall 
try to be as brief as I can and before I 
begin my speech, Mr. Speaker, Sir, I 
would like to congratulate the Third 
Member for Quartier Militaire and Moka 
for his last intervention because I consider 
his intervention to be an able one, a clear 

one and a courageous one. Sir, in fact 
too much has been said upon our forèig.n 
relationship. The hon. First Member 
for Belle Rose and Quatre Bornes had 
spared no effort to speak on Tromelin, 
Diégo Garcia and so on . 

I am aware that my bon. Friend, the 
First Member for Belle Rose and Quatre 
Bornes is not a lawycr but he is flanked 
on all sides by fairly good Iawyers. For 
the hou. First Member for Belle Rose 
and Quatre Bornes to have said legaliy, 
to have insinuated at Jeast, if legally 
cnough Mauritius and the people of 
Mauritius through hs representatives could 
have protcsted against the incidence of 
tearing away Diégo Garcia, Sir, anyone 
with an inkling of international law, 
I mean, public internatiorilll Iaw, not 
priva.te international Iaw which has to do 
whh conflict of laws, having to do with 
ma.rriage etc. I am sayiag, Sir, 
anyone with au inkling of public interna~ 
tionallaw would ask oneself the question : 
was Mauritius at that particular moment 
in our history a sovcreign territory ? 
Mauritius was not independent. Mauri~ 
tius was a dependent land and legally 
speaking part of the extra territorial 
basis of U.K. At tbat moment in our 
history, we had two courses to follow. 
We could either have f'ollowed the legal 
procedure that is attended upon by the 
force of negotiation at diplomatie levels 
or we could have, as a people, declared 
war and opened war against Great Britain. 
We had on1y t\YO courses open to the 
island which is a very small one at that, 
either we follow diplom.atic courses at 
pr;cedural levels or we declare war agaiilst 
Great Britain. And at that time gucrilla 
warf are and an that was not yet imported 
into our loca.1 political partance. In 
my opinion the people of t.he day who had 
limited powcrs hecause powers were 
being wielded from Westminister, the 
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men of the day did what iliey coold. 
They had li very na.rrow space to man• 
œuvre. They did not ba-ve Ure o_pJ)()r• 

' tru1ity to do otherwise ; they were not 
speaking as representatives of an in
dependent nation. 

Sir, even if those men w:mred to go 
before an international forum, we know 
what tœ International Court of Justice fa, 
apart from declaratory judgment, apart 
from the fact of giving le.gai opiuions 
on certain factual data.- we know, going 
to the Intematlonal Court of Justice 
would not have mean t rnuch ; but it îs 
vecy good to stand up, to speak up and 
to say that it could ail have been doue 
in a bê:Ü~r ·way. I am only saying nt 
least th.:: hon. Second Membet for Belle 
Ro'iC and Quatre Bomcs, în an nttempt 
not t.o defend clf,ain people, but to 5ituate 
hlstory in its right perspective, lias made 
certain quotations froin certain valuabk 
newspapen;, the hon. Second Membl!r fox 
Belle Ro;;e and Quatre Bon1es bas tried 
and sucœssfülly so, I believe, to situ,ite 
the problem in itS rea i perspective. No 
one in Mauritius, no one on this side of 
thé House is happy with the actual pn:• 
di=t in the Indian Oœan. What 
sb.ould be co1,zni.tillated is the fact that 
at least in 1964/65, we were not sovereîg,i, 
we were not independent Thlngs were 
forœd upon us but to-day we have taken 
conscienq: of it ail. The Prime Min.ister 
again and aga.in has made public state
=nts , both local and abroad nbout 
our position ln thîs country. We want 
th!! Indian Ocean to rernain a lake of 
p,:aœ, rrc>t an Amcdcan Jake nor a mare 
sovieticum. 

l am not gDirrg to lt.bour the Diégo 
Garcia proble:m. Anyoo:e in fhis country, 
would have don:e what these Ill!'ll did 
at that lime , un1e~ it wexe a. revolutionary 
party which wou!d have taken to guerilla 

w.arfare.. A.·ui th. ere c:in be no guerill 1 
warfore in thls country. Ali our moun. 
tains are naketl and bare. A sil,iple 
helicopter would catch al! the guerille~os 
of t!ils country, Therc are no objective 
conditions for guerîlla in this country. 
So I am tpeaking to my c.x-as;ociates. 
In 1965 wllat v;ould they havl': dom, i 
they were in the shoes, in the skin of thq 
actual Prime Minister ? No :o::ore, ncl 

k:s~ but I am not golng to labour a Mînt; 1·. 

wh!cb the hon. Se.cond Mcmher for BeUJ 
Rose and Quatre Bornes has alr;,ady don 
so wdl. , 

Sir, the hou. Fi.m M.ember for Dell 
Rose and Quatre Bornes ha$ mention 
tlie proble:m of the Midclle B~.st. We a" 
ail awaxe that the Pale5ti:tiian .cause is a: 
genuine one, it i.s a cause to be supported .. 

1
. 

but as a back bencher of this Government 
being free to spea.k my personal opiuion, 
I am sa.ying in try:ing to reach a peaceful 
solution in the 1"Iiddle East, tb:ere must 
be compromise on cithe. side. 

It is not o question where one si.de is 
going to i11vade :mother side to its !ast 
en trenclnnent. I am saying t!:rnt in the 
Middle PJ1st, there must be a vision. base(! 
ou IX>:Clpromise, on tolerance and on 
nrutual understanding. Although we are 
not 100 pei: cent in agrnement with tbo 
Peaœ Treaty, I repent, Su, àltl10ugh we 

may not be hunàxed per crm. t in agreement 
wit'h fue Peace Treaty of Egypt and Isral\1, 
yct one must be bold, must be c<r.Ifagoous 
enougli to say that Mr. Sadaie, at least 
one man rising agairu;t a world of many , 
has had the courage to 1:ake the first stcp. 
I am not congra tulating h:irn for what be 
did. Still Jess am I cond=ing hün . 
But I am nndlng out a fact that at least 
Mr. Sadate of. Eg)illt took the fust 
step. Whei:.her he wiU be lh:rown into 
the d1.1.Stbin of Middle East hi~tory, I do 
not ktlow, Sir, but l for one, without 
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engaging this Government, speaking as a 
backbencher, I say that I believe in a 
moderate attitude towards critical pro
blems. Sir, when you have got a crîsis, 
it is not a man with lùgh fever who will 
come and solve the critical sitùation out 
of it. It is a man with a col<l head. 
It is a man with some moderation. 
Everywhere in the world where moderate 
men have come towards crises, they have 
solved critical proble:ms ; but where 
people with hlgh political tempera.ment 
based on ideological exiremism have 
tackled such problems they have ouly 
grafted upon one problem, a thousand 
ones more .. 

I am saying, I for one, I am 1101 con
demning Mr. Sadate . I am not cong.ra- . 
tulating him but I am saying he took the 
first step and others now may do the 
rest and finish the ar<luous jobs. 
Perhaps better than he did, · perhaps he 
has not been reasonable at a.Il, but follow 
h.im at least in that pursuit of peace. 

Sir, having listened to the hon. First 
Member for Belle · Rose and Quatre 
Bornes one would be tempted to thlnk 
that we are living in a continent, full of 
minerai weahh, thinly populated, almost 
in a cold region, one would think that 
Mauritius is not Mauritius but we are 
living somewhere in a quiet cool corner 
with a high standard oflivîn.g as in Europe. 
But this country, Sir, is poor, very poor. 
Apart from sugar, we _do not have any
thing in terms of economic productivity. 
Our tea is not in economic tenns, a pro
ductive commodity. Apart from sugar, 
we have no underground wealth. We 
have no mineral resourccs. We are 
walking on one leg, a monoc.rop economy 
based on sugar. We are being visited 
by cyclones, if not by anti-cyclones year 
in year out. We are a tiny speck of a 
country . We are small. We are not 

larger than Suney in England. And if 
you take a few golf courses in England, 
that would be enough to make Mauritius . 
We are not living in a big continental mass 
of land. It is a tiny speck. We are 
devoid of min.erai weaith, underground 
resources, only sugar and tbis is battered 
by cyclonic occurrences ycar i11 and year 
out And what is worse, Sir, we are 
living in the midst of a fragile socîety 
made up of muJti.,.racial components. 

If you have all these problems and 
then you have a bomb i.n it called Iîteracy, 
- we have given free education. Our 
peop1e are the most 1.iterate people in 
Africa. You are poor, you arc over.,. 
populated, you are s:maU, and you are 
higllly Iiterate. Mr. Speaker, Sir, it is 
no wonder that this country despite its 
poverty, despite its tininess is considered 
to be the fomth or the fifth richest country 
in Africa after South Africa, Lfüya, 
Gabon, and Nigeria. I re_peat, M.r. 
Speaker , this country despite its physical 
tininess, its poverty of natural resources, 
its over-population, its mu.lti.,.racial social 
texture , is fourth or fifth of the richest 
country in Africa after South Afrîc.a,Libya_. 
Gabon and Nigeria, and to ,;vhom does the 
c1edit go ? Mr. Speaker, Sir, just now 
the hon. First Member for Belle Rose and 
Quatre Bornes was speaking about the 
POA. But, Mr. Speaker, Sir, there are 
lawyers on the other side who have studîed 
the Public Ortler Act . The Public Order 
Act does not eut only on one sicle. If 
somebody with · a lega.I understanding 
reads the Public:: Ortler Act, even the Chief 
Justice and the Prime Minister can be 
arrested under the Public Order Act. 
I challenge any lawyer in this country to 
tell :r11e if according to the Public Order Act 
the Chief Justice canÙot be arrested in his 
slippers, and the Prime Minister in his 
pyjamas. This is in the Public Ortler Act. 
I have studied it many tintes. So .. when 
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Mr. Jagatsingh: The hon. Member
is quoting from the Constitution. As
far as I know, I sought legal advice and
this is the advice I have got and I have
given to the House. 

CHA HOUSES - ALLOCA110N

(No. B/964) Mr. O. Gcndoo (Third
Member for Port Louis Maritime and
Port Louis East) asked the Minister of
Housing, L'lnds & Town & Country
Planning whether, in regard to the allo
cation of Central Housing Authority
houses, he will state :-

(1) his policy ; and

(2) · if priority · will "be given to the
eligible persons living in Plaine
Verte and Camp Y oloff for houses 
built there. 

Mr. E. Franrois : Sir, 

(a) the policy is iaid down in a paper
which is being circulated.

(Appendix VIlI) 

(b) This policy will be followed strictly.

CONSUMER CO OPERA TIVF.S

and toilet soap, split peas and 
cement and iron bars. 

"NO PARKING " AREAS 
PORT LOUIS -

TOWING AWAY OF VEHIC c. 

(No. B/966) Mr. O. Gendoo (T
Member for Port Louis Maritime 
Port Louis East) asked the Minist 
Works whether, in regard to the pro 
towing away of vehicles on" No Parki
areas in the commercial centre of •... 
Louis, he will say what decision has b
taken following the recommendation
the Joint Traffic Committee of , 
Municipality of Port Louis. 

Mr. Bussier : ,Sir, the matter is 
discussed with the Police authorities
the Ministry of Finance, in as muc 
it involves purchase of new equiplll�
and recrnitment of additionii! 

·· 

nel. 

Mr Gendoo : Does the hon. Minls 
think that the towing away of vehit
will improve the traffic conditions
the centre of Port Louis ? 

l\1r. Bussier : This is being 
many countries. 

DIEGO GARCIA -
RETURN TO MAURITIUS .(No. B/965) Mr. O. Gemloo (Third IMember for Port Louis Maritime and

Port Louis East) asked the Minister
for Prices and Consumer Protection whe
ther he will say when essential commodi
ties will be delivered direct to consumer
co-operatives and give a list of those
commodities. 

(No. B/967) Dr. B. David (Secori] .
,�; 

Member for Belle Rose and Quat��,, 

Mr. Virah Sawmy : Sir, delivery will 
start as soon as the financial and other 
arrangements are completed. The essen
tial commodities witl include to begin 
with rice, flour, sugar, edible oil, laundry 

.Oomes) asked the Prime Minister wliil]
ther, in view of the fact that the militariz<iii
tiou of Diego Garcia is a serious thre�tl
to peace in the whole of the Indian Ocea�;R: 
h.e will state :

(l) if there are anv indications tl1:\('J
Diego Garcia wiil soon be returne4,;
to Mauritius ;

Annex 116
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whether he will show greater poli

tical will to recuperate Diego 

Garcia and whether he will make 

a statement thereon ; 

whether he has already discussed 

the Diego Garcia issue with the 

United States Government ; 

If so, what has been the outcome 

of the discussion. 

If not, will he initiate immediate 

negotiations thereon and, if not, 

why not; and 

whether he will say when and with 

whom he last. discussed the Diego 

. Garcia issue and with w~.at result. 

·; The Prime lvlioister : Yes, Sir. The 

: answer is as follows ; 

f '(a) The islands will be returned to 

Mauritius if the need for the facili

ties there disappeared. How soon 

this will be <lone, I cannot say. 

The Government believes that the 

best way of trying to recuperate 

Diego Garcia is by patient diplo

macy at bilaternl and international 

levels, and no opportunity is lost 

towards this end. 

' (c) The United States Government is 

aware of our stand on this · issue 

and we shall no doubt press our 

view point when opportunity arises. 

·• (d) It is difficult to give precise dates, 

but whenever opportunity arose, 

discussions took place with the 

United Kingdom. 

Mr. Berenger : Sir, the last part of 

the question was whether he will say 

when and with whom he last discussed 

the Diego Garcia issue , Can the hon. 

Prime Minister confirm that he discussed 

that issue this morning with Vice Admiral 

Foley who has just flown to Mauritius 

in a military plane '! 

Tbc Prime Minister : My hon. Friend 

is full of irrelevancies, Sir. 

MULTINATIONALS 

OPERA.TING IN 1"1AURITIUS 

(No. B/968) Dr. B. David (Second 

Member for Belle Rose and Quatrc 

Bernes) asked the Minister of Finance 

whether, in regard to the multinationals 

operating in Mau ritius, he will state •-

(1) their names ; 

(2) the names of the members of the 

Board of Directors of each com

pany; 

(3) the goods they produce and the 

countries where they are sold ; 

( 4) the nature of the control exercised 

by Government thereon ; and 

(5) the amount of money which they 

took out of the country for each 

.of the years 1975 to date. 

Sir Veerasmny Riugadoo : Sir, the 

information is being compiled and will 

be circu lated as soon as possible. 

PRIME MINISTER 

PUBLIC ENGAGEMENTS 20.11.79 

(No . . U/969) .Mr. G. Fokeer (Third 

Member for Grand'Baie and Poudre d'Or) 

asked the Prime Minister whether he will 

give a list of his public engagements for 

Tuesday 20th November, 1979. 
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(10.26 p.m.) 

The Attorney-General and Minister of 
Justice (Mr. Chong Leung)_: Mr. Speaker, 
Sir, I move that the Interpretation and 
G!!neral Clauses (Amendment) Bill {No. 
XIX of 1980) be now read a second 
time. 

This Bill seeks to amend the Interpreta
tion and General Clauses Act 1974 by 
remedying certain defects which have 
become apparent over the years whilst 
at the same time making provision for 
certain essentially technical ·matters. 

In ·the present state of our law, the 
definition of " State of Mauritius " or 
" Mauritius " does not specifically include 
Tromelin and the amendment proposed 
in· the Dill seeks to remedy this defect. 

Moreover questions relating to the 
service of process on corporations generally 
and their representation in Court are 
not free from doubt. Clauses 7 and 8 
of the Bill are designed to remedy this 
defect by making unambiguous provisions 
on that particular aspect of court proce
dure . . 

.In the past, the prosecution of persons 
for offences under scventl enactments has 
given rise to avoidable difficulties. The 
proposed new section 46 of the Act which 
is embodied in clause 9 of the Bill seeks to 
put the law on a more rational basis 
by ensuring that, although a person may 
be prosecuted under several enactments 
for the same act or omission, he will 
nevertheless be punished only once for 
offences arising out of the same act or 
transaction. 

The Bill further provides that on the 
issue of any lic'ence, permit or authority, 
the Government may impose terms and 

conditions on the licence, permit 
authority not only at the time of its 
or renewal but also during its currency. 

New provision is made regarding certain 
corporations and other bodies. These 
new provisions are of an essentially 
technical nature. At present, certain bo
dies cannot opernte because when they 
are just established, all the members 
thereof have not been or cannot be 
appointed. This Bill proposes to make 
provision for such bodies to operate 
notwithstanding vacancies when first 
tablished provided the requirements 
garding quorum are satisfied. 

Certain bodies may not operate in the 
absence of the Chairn1an. Provision is 
therefore made for these bodies to carry 
out their activities notwithstanding the 
absence of the Chairman, unless the 
Chairman is required to be present for 
the purpose of a quorum. 

At present there arc occasionally un
avoidable delays in the reappointment of 
the members sitting on certain bodies. 
This prevents business from being tran
sacted. This Bill therefore · provides for 
the outgoing body to operate pend
ing the appointment of the incoming 
body. 

With these few remarks, Sir, I commend 
the Bill to the House. . 

Mr. Purryag rose and seconded. 

(10.28 p.m.) 

Tite Leader of the Opposition (Mr. A. 
Jugnautb) : Sir, this Bill again contains 
many provisions that are welcome by 
this side of the House and, there is that 
section 46 of the principal Act, wherein 
it is provided that : 
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" Where a person on the same fact may 
be commiting mo.re tha.n one offence wider 
different enactments, he should not be made 
to be p1.mished twice." 

It is very reasonable. As a matter of 
fact, I myself have experienced a case, 
where, on the same fact, even under one 
enactment, under the Public Order Act, 
someone was found with an offensive 
weapon · in his possession with which he 
had threatened to strike somebody else. 
He was prosecuted for two offences : 

(1) for being in possession of an 
·offensive weapon and 

(2) for intimidation with that offensive 
weapon. 

I personally feel that this is not cor~ 
rect, this is not reasonable and in fact, 
it becomes a persecution, ultimately. 

One other thing : it is provided also 
that, in case of societies and corporate 
bodies, anybody duly authorised, can 
represent that body. That is also a very 
good measure but, Sir, we, on this side 
of the House, feel that, in section 3 of 
this Bill which deals with the definition 
of " State of Mauritius ", there is a great 
omission cm the part of those who have 
drafted this Bill ; and, if it is, in fact, 
done purposely, it is a policy matter, 
well we believe that those who have done 
it must take the blame for it. Because 
we think, on this side of the House, that 
in the definition of " State of Mauritius ", 
wherein we are now adding the word 
" Tromelin '\ we believe that we should 
have gone further and added "Chagos 
Archipelago ". 

Sir, I do not want to go into the whole 
history of the Chagos Archipelago, but 
we know that there have been certain 
deals between the Government of this 

country when it was a colony and before 
independence was granted to this country, 
and the British Government. There was 
an . Order in Council, by which the 
Chagos Archipelago was taken. away 
from the territories forming part of 
Mauritius, and it has since been called 
the British Indian Ocean territory • . There 
has been. a lot . of controversy on that, 
and at the beginning, we know the ex
planation that has been given by the 
Rt. Hon. Prime Minister as to what was 
the real transaction concerning this. 
We were ma.de to understand, at one 
time, that we had all our rights preserved 
over these islands and that, as a matter of 
fact, only certain facilities had been 
granted. Well, ultimately, as time went 
on, we were told finally that, in fact, 
there has been a sale and what not ; 
but one thing is certain -- .this is very 
clear to everybody in this House and 
the country at large, this has been men
tioned throughout - that in fact, there 
is nothing in writing, that everything was 
done verbally. Therefore so far as . we 
are concerned, we understand the position 
to be that the only thing that there is. in 
writing is that Order in Council, nothing 
else! And that is why we maintain that, 
being given that we Wt~rc still a colony, 
and being given the United Nations 
Resolution, that, before a colony is 
granted its freedom, the power which 
had colonised that country has no right 
to extract any part of its territory, there
fore we consider that it was something 
completely unilateral and it has no validity 
whatsoever ; and we, in the Opposition, 
have made it very clear~ we have even 
written to the British Government, stating 
what is our position in the MMM, and 
that if ever we come to power in this 
country, what stand we are taking as 
regards the Chagos Archipelago. When 
Mr. Luce was here recently, I conveyed 
this very clearly to him and I even in-

F'' 
!·' 

. ;:, 

(~-

j/li 
I ~: 
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sisted that he should see to it that, even 
now as it is, we be allowed to use all 
facilities - except for Diego Garcia, 
where there are certain military installa
tion, at least for the time being - that 
we be allowed even to make use of the 
other islands where there is no military 
installation. . I can say that Mr. Luce 
listened to me with great attention and 
even promised me that he was going to 
raise · this matter with his Government. 
I. hope that, later on, we will hear from 
the British Government, we will know 
what is their stand concerning this matter. 

- Therefore,. Sir, we believe that we will 
riot be doing a good service to our country 
and to the generations that will be coming, 
if we ourselves to-day, commit thl\t mis
take of omitting, from the description 
of the " State of Mauritius ", the Chagos 
Archipelago. 

For this reason, I want to make it 
very clear that .at the Committee stage, 
I arn going to move that this also be 
inserted in the description of the Mauri~ 
tian territory. Thank you Sir. 

(10.39 p.m.) 

lVIr. T. Servansingb : (Third Member 
for Port Louis South & Port Louis 
Central) Sir, I shall speak on clause 
3 ·of this Bill, about the amend
ment which the hon. Leader of the 
Opposition . proposes to introduce al 
Committee stage. . Sir, I an1 sure that 
there can be a lot to say about future 
power politics in the Indian Ocean, 
about keeping Indian Ocean a zone of 
peace and so on ; but the point I would 
like to make to-day is ·that when we are 
talking of the definition of the national 
territory, we, on this side, want that the 
Chagos Archipelago should be included 
in this definition of ... 

Mr, Sp\!aker : It should be better 
the point could be taken at the Com 
mittee stage, when the motion has bee 
made, then the hon. Member- woul 
explain. 

(10.40 p.m.) 

I\tlr, Chong Leung: Mr. Speaker, si/ 
the Leader of the Opposition has state 
that there has been an omission in th' 
definition of the State of Mauritius, t/' 
cause Diego Garcia has not been 
in that definition. First of all the --~•«c.,"''"' 
tion of the State of Mauritius is 
enough to cover any island which 
part of the State of Mauritius. 
section 2 of the Interpretation Act 
of 1974, State of Mauritius 

(1) the islands of Mauritius, Koc.1n1~e1,;}t;W 

(2) 

Agalega and any other 
comprised in the State 

space above 
etc. etc. 

But the main reason 
been included ... 

Mr. Speaker: I am sorry to int(:rruirit''. 
the ban. Minister. This point 
taken at the Committee Stage, 
many .Members are going to raise 
same point. The Minister will have 
to answer. 

Mr. Chong Leung : 
could dispose of it 

it would be better. 

Mr. Speaker : All the arguments 
the Opposition have not been car1vassed, 

l\'Ir. Chong Leung : I accept 
ruling. 

Question pui and agreed to. 
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it}Bill re.d a second time and committed. 

; 1f\:11IE LABOUR (AMEl~DMENT) BILL 
. i!\'.t (No. JG{ of 1980) 

1 f rt: ::.ter of labour and Todmkl~ 
ji wH/keJations (Mr. R. Peeroo) : Sir, I .beg 
nt:10 move that the Labour (Amendment) 
Uh:Bill be read a second time. 
J&i) 
!} ft Sir, in 1965, the Termination of Con• 
' [( }ra.cts of Service Ordinance:, which was 
t: /'.' afterwards incorporated in the Labour 
t t} Act 1975, was amended to allow an 
lHI!>employer to deduct from severance al
& : J owance payable to a worker the share 
f > of contributions made by the employer 
'' '.'< to any pension scheme or provident fund 
,}}set up for the benefit of a worker. Since 
\/ 1978 when contributions started to be 

;.;-:': made to the National Pensions Scheme, 
~ }'.!('deduction of the employer's share of 
,, iT contributions continued to be made. 

[! -i Many employees became redundant 
/}:i. ,recently, particularly in the construction 
/£: :·, ·industry, and to those who joined just 
% , - before or any time after contributions 
f} {/ started to be made to the National 
!: ;!j: •-Pensions Fund, practically no severance 
[ !};:;allowance was paid because the crn
lt hr ployers' share of contributions exceeded 
!~ f/f tbe severance allowance payable in such 

,1 f :}' cases. 
~~ii ."I 

I':~:;: da!~:n~~:;:;n~~~ i:a:ew:~~:h~~fi~~~:~ 
~r~ ::::::: · in seet1ring an-other job and that it is 

,~ :':~~=to~;::: ~~:o~: ::~: 
problems. 

.. With this aim in view, the Government 
\ has decided that an employer's share of 
}contributions to the National Pensions 

Fund will 1io longer be deductible from 
the severance allowance payable to a 
worker on termination of his employ
ment. Instead, the worker will be assured 
payment of a severance allowance equiva
lent to one quarter of a month's pay 
for workers employed monthly, or eight 
days' pay for other categories of workers, 
for every year of continuous service 
with an employer. 

The normal severance allowance rate 
of half a month · or fifteen days' re
muneration will continue to be paid 
for any period during which contribu• 
tions have not been made to the National 
Pensions Fund. This normal rate will 
abo be paid in full on that part of the 
salary of a worker on whkh contributions 
are not payable under the National 
Pensions Act 1976. At present, no con
tributions are paid on that part of the 
salary which is in excess of Rs. 1,200 
a month. 

Under the prov1s10ns of the Bill, a 
worker whose employment is terminated 
will therefore be entitled to his full 
severance allowance at the rate of half 
a month or fifteen days' pay for every 
year of service before he started contribu
ting to the National Pensions Fund. 
The same rate of severance allowance 
will_ be payable on that part of the salary 
on which no contdbutions are made. 

With regard to that part of the salary 
on which contributions are paid to the 
Fund, the worker will neverthe.less be 
guaranteed a severance pay of a quarter 
month's salary or eight days' pay wages 
for every year of service. 

There will be no change regarding 
contributions made to a private Occupa
tional Scheme or Provident Fund or in 
cases of retirement. 

j. 
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Mr. Venkatasamy : . In .clause 3 (a) 

"Any person may appeal to th~ Minister" 

Subsection (b) : 

"The Minister's decision on bearing the 
appeal" 

but there is no mention about the decision 
on the appeal itself. There is a decision 
on hearing the appeal, but what about 
the decision of the Minister on the appeal 
itself? 

Sir Veerasnmy Rlngadoo : I think, to 
make it better English it is being suggested 
that I should delete the word • on ' and 
replace it by ' after '. 

Clause 3, as amended, ordered to stand 
part of the Bill. 

The title and enacting clause were agreed 
to. 

The Bill was agreed to. 

The following Bills were considered and 
agreed to: 

(1) The Intermediate and District 
Courts (Criminal Jurisdiction) 
(Amendment) Bill (No. XVI of 
1980). 

(2) The Courts (Amendment) Bill (No. 
XVlli of 1980). 

(1.20 a.m.) 

THE INTERPRETATION AND 
GENERAL CLAUSES (AMENDMENT) 

BILL (No. XIX of 1980) 

Clauses 1 and 2 ordered to stand part 
of the Bill. 

Clause 3 (Section 2 of the 
Act amended) 

l'lfotion made and question 
" that the clause stand part 

Mr. Jngnauth : Sir, I move f, 

following amendment in clause 3 : tha 
word ' Tromelin ' " be deleted an(! 
placed by the words " ' Tromelin \ 
Chagos Archipelago'". , 

Mr. Doongoor : Sir, I also wa 
move an amendment to add to wha 
hon. Leader of the Opposition :; 
that" Seychelles" also should be incl 
in this. (Laughter) 

Mr. Jugnauth : When we ha 
amendment, Sir, my hon. Friend wa 
move another amendment; it will c 
in time. · 

The Chairman : May I point out 
Hon. Doongoor that Seychelles is:, 
independent country, we cannot have .: 
amendment ? · · 

Mr. Chong Leung: On a point 
order, Sir, when the hon. Parliamen 
Secretary, Ministry of Power, Fuel 
Energy proposed an amendment to incl 
Seychelles, some Members have lau 
I do not think that this is a tau 
matter. 

Mr. Jugnauth : Sir, I am on my : 
1 have moved an amendment and I 
not finished. 

The Chairman : 
has not finished, he may continue. h _ 

Mr. Jugnautb : Sir, I will e;;i' 
why I am moving this amendment; )! 
all know that the Chagos ArcWpe 
forms part of the territory of Mauri , 
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, before independence was granted 
'.his country. this part of our Mauritian 
'tor)' had been excised by the British 
yernment unilaterally. I say "uni-
ally ", because, as I said a moment 
when we were having the second 

ing of this Bill, those who repre
d Mauritim; then, were not repre-

atives of a sovereign country. We 
e still a colony and, as we know, the 
·sh Government, before it gave in
endence to this country. had no right 
tsoever to dismember the territory 

t belonged to Mauritius; for this reason, 
maintain that we have all rights on 
Chagos Archipelago, specially when 

.know, it has been said in this House 
outside by the Rt. Hon. Prime Mi

,1, ster that, as a matter of fact, only 
~}]~rtain rights were granted to the Bri
}iilishers over these islands. Even at one 
flume a period was mentioned, and we 
'""' e told that we had reserved all our 

ts all round the island, over the 
JlMands; all the minerals that would be 
lit · ud, we were even told, could be ex-

ited by Mauritius. The more so, we 
M~:ve been told that there is no written 
@~~ement whatsoever between this coun
~)tg ·and Great Britain. So far as we are 
,,,,. · re, Sir, there is but an Order in Council 

h has created the British Indian Ocean 
\Ji.Territory. Some people are speaking of 
;~I$eycbelles, but we know that there are 
;µ~9me islands belonging to Seychelles, 
m0which were also excised in the same 
.,,,, nner, but which Seychelles has re-

perated and which have been given 
. . . ck to the State of Seychelles. There

··*fi(<>re, as I have said before, so far as the 
t:~]:ppposition is concerned, we have made 
:!l?ur position very, very clear, vis-a-vis the 
«', .. titish Government and, in fact, I dis

ssed this matter with Mr. Luce. For 
j{f~~is reason, we are coming forward with 
;Wttlrls amendment. We know, on different 

:~~casions, there had been statements made 

by the Members on the other side. There 
have been even campaigns made on the 
question of Diego Garcia; outside and for 
all intents and purposes, we have even 
been told, in the past, by the Prime Mi
nister : " What do you expect me to 
do? Take a boat or to take guns and 
go and take Tromelin and Chagos and 
whate..,.·er it is 7 " Therefore what we are 
saying is that, for \Vhatever it is worth, 
I think we will be asserting our rights by 
doing what I am suggesting : adding, 
to the definition of Mauritian territory 
the Chagos Archipelago. Because, jf we, 
to night, reject this, I think th~ whole 
nation realises that, in so far as the 
recuperation . of these islands in future 
is concerned, how difficult we arc going 
to make our own position in . the inter
national forum and vis-a-vi.;; Great Britain 
and the United States. 

Therefore I strongly appeal to all the 
Members on the other side. This is not 
a partisan question: this is something very 
serious and very important, something 
which has to do with the sovereignty and 
the territory of our country. We will 
appeal to them to take it as seriously as 
possible; this vote that we will be taking 
tonight will be of very great importance 
for this country, and I hope that my 
Friends on the other side do realise the 
importance of this matter. 

Mr. Bhayat : Sir, it is very sad that 
in this House, at this very late ho\lr, we 
are taking such a serious matter so lightly. 
This is not a laughing matter and I hope 
Members will listen carefully to what 
we a.re saying because, this very week 
in the Lok Sabha - and the Prime Mi
nister will be glad to hear this - this 
very week in the Parlia.ment in New 
Delhi, a Parliamentary Question has been 
put by a Member of the Assembly as to 
what stand h~.s Mauritius taken regarding 

\:}: 
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the return of Diego Garcia ? And in 
the Lok Sabha, Mr. Chairman, we do 
not h_ear wishy-washy answers, like "As 
far as I know, I do not know ". A 
very serious answer will, I am sure, be 
given there. 

(Interruption) 

By the Indian Government, of course 
we have to say, from information that they 
will receive. I do not know where they 
will get the information but they will give 
information and Ministers there \'.'.ill come 
to know about it. If they do not come 
to know about it, I will communicate the 
reply of the Minister concemed. I am 
sure that the reply will make Mauritius 
the laughing stock of the whole of India 
and of the whole of this region ! This is 
why I have said this is a very serious 
matter and . we ought not to take it so 
lightly. 

Having said this, Mr. Chairman, we 
have seen hon. Doongoor coming and 
saying that he will propose an amend
ment to inch1<lc Seychelles in the territory 
of Mauritius. This. is so laughable that I 
do not want . to spend any time on this, 
except to say that Seychelles is so much 
so a sovereii,rn country, and was so much 
so a soveriegn country in 1965 - there 
was an attempt to excise the islands be
longing to it, in I 965, at the same time 
as the Chagos Archipelago was excised. 
There were the islands of Farquhar, 
Aldabra and two other islands - through 
the efforts of the Government of Seychelles 
which many Members of Government do 
not seem to like, through their intervention 
in international forum, these four islands 
have been returned to them. There is 
no question of sovereignty of _the British 
Indian Ocean Territory. There is only 
one document purporting to create the 

British 1ndian Ocean Territory and it) 
fhe Order in Council published in Eug1· .·.· 
on the 8th November, 1965 and repr 
duced under the signature of the Coloni 
Secretary, Mr. Tom Vickers, on the 3(} 
of November 1965. It is only reprod 
here for general information, and in 
it says so, "for general information, 
is the Order in Council that has be' 
passed in Westminster". But, we,,i}~i'f'i¥ 
this country, we have never accep ,,,;@t; 

this. We have always challenged _. 
on the ground that, as a country w , 
was on the verge of becoming independ 
there is a very clear United Nations : 
solution that the Colonial power has 
right to excise any part of a Colony be~ 
granting independence ! This has 
said, this is being repeated again to . 
by the Leader of the Opposition; and Whe 
we say it, we do not say it in the ., • 
Britain knows about it, England kno 
about it and the United States know ab 
it ! If they did not know about it,.· 
would not have sent Mr. Sheridan, 
Mauritius I Everybody knows what:;h 
pened ! When Mr. Sheridan ea.me/ 
Mauritius last year, sent by the Bri 
Government and received by the 11,ri 
Minister officially, in his campement; gi 
an official car, given a Police escort,.'• 
an· interpreter, officially here, sent b 
British Government ! For what ; 
pose? 

The Prime 
people. 

(1.35 a.m.) 

Mr. Bbayat : To help the . pe 
To come and do what we called a 
of treason ! To ask Mauritians . t 
nounce their right to return ,,to 1 
country. ! This, to me, is an .,_a 
treason ! Mr. Sheridan, when he 
here, he committed an act of. 
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· ]tr. Sheridan, when he came here, he this is a very important matter, and I know 
, f~I11mitted an act of-treason ! Anybody that all of us here realise how important 
tWhO helped him, was not helping the it is. 

· fi ople; he was helping Sheridan to 
Iwmmit an act of treason, to induce Mau

' :½~tians to commit an act of treason, to 
~1cnounce their sacred right, to renounce 

; ;]heir right recognised internationally, to 
· ;l}a-ve their land, to belong to their land, 
1-1fnd to own their lari.d, and to be sovereign 
·· !(61l their land ! If the BIOT was sove-

·gn, as some Ministers are trying to say, 
,, y did they send Mr. Sheridan'! Why 

[; t;~d the Prime Minister have to give help 
;· :;l)to Mr. Sheridan, to get him to get these 
j iltP,oor people to sign these papers, to re
: ifoounce? And they have not renounced! 
I \~]The Prime Minister has not answered to 
i ;f:~everal PQs which were put to him; he 
'. i'.j$layed the ignorant, the person who did 
. r,f!~ot know anything, as usual, when he 
\~~\vants to hide things to the House ! But 
::;:)oday, here, we, the Opposition, we want 

. liMaot only the Members, of this House, not 
j1{~nly the people of this country, but the 
if(#orld at large, more particularly all the 
j)(people of this region; India, Pakistan, 

' stralia, Madagascar, Seychelles, Co
ores, Tanzania, all the people in this 

< rea to know that we are laying claim 
;!t;;:to what is by right ours! We are not 
l~'~oing to give it up and we are proposing 
{mtUui.t, with.in the State of Mauritius, we 
g~ijhould say that Mr. Sheridan has failed I 

'"@':Whoever sent him here has f a.iled, and 
~"i;\vhoever wanted to help .him to rcnouce 
, !~}pur right has failed ! So far we still 
; )4}iecognise the Chagos Archipelago as still 
!\;D~elonging to us and we want this to go on 
A'~Jecord in this Bill here ! Thank you, Sir. 
!~f~'.L-
.g~jj Mr. Servansingh : I think after my 
~tfffriend, Kader Bhayat, bas spoken, I must 
.::v lso express my deception at the fact 

at when this matter has been taken up 
this House, some people have found 

· right to make jokes about this. I think 

Mr. Speaker, the only point 1 would 
like to make is that this question of the 
Chagos Archipelago is a · very delicate 
matter. For we all know~ international 

. political reasons, for reasons of the super 
powers, for reasons which are much 
beyond our control as our country is 
isolated iu the Indian Ocean. But what 
I would like to say. this morning is that 
what we have to do in Parliament, while 
we add the Chagos Archipelago in the 
definition of our natiomLI territory, is 
to affirm the right of Ma,uritius to this 
country, and I would go as far as to say, 
that I. believe the Government which is in 
power at any time in this country, ha~ the 
right, is perfectly free, to have a policy, 
as far as the Indian Ocean is concerned. 
A Government which is in. power; demo
cratically elected, has the right to define 
a policy which it wants towards the Indian 
Ocean. Just as we have seen the Go-
vernment of Australia once, when the 
Labour Government was ill power, taking 
the position that the Indian Ocean ~hould 
be a zone of peace. And when a Labour 
Government . succeeded this Government, 
they changed their position. . So I would 
go as far as to say that I believe a Govern
ment, which is in power in Mauritius; 
has the right to choose its policy towards 
the Indian Ocean. But I only ask in the 
name of all Mauritians, I ask in the name 
of the youth of Mauritius, I ask in the 
name of generations to come, that we 
should give that genera,tion which is 
coming, that we should give the next 
Government that is coming, a chance to 
claim its right over what is our territory, 
a chance to define another policy which 
might not be the same policy as this one, 
This is the only claim that we want to 
make when we say that W~! should include 
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in the definition of the national territory, 
the Chagos Archipelago, Mr. Chairman. 
I know the line that will be taken is that 
it is understood, by the general definition 
that we already have, that the Chagos 
Archipelago forms part of our national 
territory. But we know that this is a 
matter of controversy, that tomorrow 
another Government might have to go 
to the International Court to fight this 
matter, to fight this case, and this is why 
we insist that this be included formally in 
the definition of the national territory. As I 
said, in respect for democracy, in respect 
for the next Government we will choose, 
in respect for the choice of future gene~ 
rations, I think we cannot fail, whether 
we are on this side of the House, or 
whether we are on the other side of the 
House, to add this archipelago to our 
definition of the national territory. Mr. 
Chairman, I have made my point. Thank 
you very much. 

The Minister of Economic Planning and 
Development (Mr. R. Ghurburrun) : Mr. 
Chairman, years ago, I was the first 
person to have raised my voice, when 
I was the High Commissioner of Mau
ritius in New Delhi, that Mauritius should 
take this issue to the Hague, and I thought 
Mauritius ha.d got a right to this land, 
and if we took the matter to the Hague, 
we were sure to win it. From that time 
to this day, I have not changed my mind. 
There is no doubt that; when the islands 
were excised, it was done through an 
undue influence. England was a metro
polis, we were a Colony. Even aU our 
leaders who were there, even if they con
sented to it, their consent was viciated, 
because of the relationship. The major 
issue was to gain independence, and there
fore the consent was viciated, there was no 
consent at all. There is no doubt that 
everyone here would like this country to 
come back to the State of Mauritius; 

but there is unfortunately - and now 1 • 
appealing to the lawyers to see the .le 
issue about it - it is, as yet we have 
claim one day I am sure we are going'. 
get back this country. But at the mome 
it is still with Great Britain. Today_ 
have a very valid claim; unless we wo 
have vindicated that claim, it won;t • 
serving any purpose, if we were 
to add it. 

(Interruption) 

What we want to add here is w 
we own, Tromelin, which has never b 
excised; this is why we a.re putting · 
there. But this has been excised. I do 
think it would, in the long run, do ,a 
good. The point I wanted to make, 
only for record here, but for those outsi 
also, is : even if it is not included lie 
in this Act today, let it be known to ever 
one that it won't cause any prejudice ; 
a, claim we may have t It is not by a 
acceptance that we Rre giving it up. q 
claim is there and one day, I very mu 
hope and I can join any number, 
Members. when the time comes; l ii 
prepared to go and fight this case at ; 
Hague when the time comes ! But th 
we have to have the sanction of Gove 
ment. We can't go and fight a cas 
the Court, unless you get the sane 
of the Government. But so long as . 
is not done, I think it would be a, 
futile for us to add this. 

I would ask the Opposition, which 
got very able lawyers there, to consi 
_that very calmly. I have been giving sq 
thought to this matter; because if I 
satisfied that this was going to preju 
our case in the long run, I would .h 
voted for this; but I don't want to ta 
any step that is going to prejudice -0 
claim in the future. That is 
making my point, that if we don't 
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;fjktoday, it should not be constructed as 
i, ta.cit acceptance; because, I very. much 
~'.fhppe, the time is not very far away when 
Jfwe shall go and claim this. I am con~ 
tt:ident that we shall claim this land and 
·:;fi[jhis land will come back to us. Thank 
t,1;you, Sir. 

:!f;;M. Bizlall : M. le president, je me 
;1;liuis mis debout pour empecher le secre-

. ifttaire parlementaire de faire une gaffe au 
1!/t;filveau du parlement. Je lui demandcrai, 
• 

1\i):tien humblement, de ne pas insulter la 
· ;ifitepublique des Seychelles en ,,enant pro• 
, ttposer que Ies Seychelles soient attaches 
. :fo3u territoire de l'ile Maurice. Il s'est mis 
I~\abbout, j'ai cru un instant qu'il allait 
ti:;;'.vcnir avec cette motion. 
?r=: 

~j~f Je voudrais attirer l'attention du mi
i;;1/i1istre du plan en particulier, qui a parle 
!it'~ur le Chagos Archipelago, en ce qui 
!J}Iconcerne son h1clusion avec Tromelin 
liB~t Agalega, comme territoires de l'ile 

Ji(Maurice. M. le president, faudra-t;.il se 
i}1:·f~ppeler que la France a declare que 

,~[i;fromelin lui appartient, que la France 
':'>a des soldats a Tromelin, que la France 
ji[{a fait des developpements economiques 
~t:i Tromelin ? Pour la France, Tromelin 
it n'est pas un territoire · mauricien, c'est un 
)i:l tcrritojre 'fra~ais. Mais cela n'a pas 
. f?:Jimpeche le Gouvemement mauricien d'in
. lf.tciure, avec Agalega, Tromelin comme 
~ if6tant partie de notre territoire. Moi je 
Lfj\,~rois que la meme politiqi1e adoptee par 
d;;/~e Gouvernement en ce qui concernc 
•· '.i;f{Tromelin, devrait etre etendu en ce qui 
'IIf'poncerne le Chagos Archipelago. Demain 
it~ sera une loi - est-ce que le Gouveme~ 

'\;;( ment va pretendre que la semaine pro• 
;i:tchaine il pourra mettre le pied a l'ile 
li) I'romelin et revendiquer ses droits la-bas ? 
. rFLe Gouvernement est en train de rever, 
Hr~\iJj le Gouvernement pehse qu'il pourra 
~ ft recuperer Tromelin en l'iucluant daus le 
· W)erritoirc mauricien ! Mais le Gouveme-

meht a juge, quant meme, utile de le 
faire, bien que la France a cxige des 
droits sur Tromelin et se trouve en oppo
sition directe avec le Gouvernement mau
ricien. Ie vois mal comment le Gou
vernement mauricien peut inclure Tro
melin, et ne pas inclure l'archipel des 
Chagos ! 

(1.50 a.m.) . 

Mr. Doongoor : 1 want to remind the 
House - and you must r•:member also 
Mr. Chairman, you formed pa1i of the 
delegation which left in 1977 for the 
United Nations - that at the last session 
of our work at the State Department, 
there were eleven countries represented. 
I voiced my opinion there concern.ing 
Diego Garcia. 1 stated that tbe occupa
tion by the United States, of Diego 
Garcia, is a threat to peace in the 
Indian Ocean, and that it was the wish 
of the people and of the Government of 
Mauritius to recuperate that part of the 
territory of Mauritius, which is Diego 
Garcia. I did not stop there, Mr. Chair
man. Recently I attended the conference 
held in Zambia where were present the 
President of the Labour Party, the Second 
Member for Delle Rose and Quatre Domes, 
and my Friend. Mr. Fokeer. They both 
witnessed my stand at the conference, and 
heard what I said: that the occupation of 
Diego Garcia by the United States was 
resented by the Mauritian public. We 
don't feel, Mr. Speaker, that we are in 
complete security. What has been the 
history around the excision of Diego 
Garcia ? What I would like to see, and 
the public would like to see, is a copy cif 
the agreement between the Mauritian 
Government, the British Government, and 
the United Nations, laid on the Table of 
the Legislative Assembly, so that more 
light be thrown on this issue. Mr. Chair
man, when I• mentioned . that. SeychelJes 
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also should be included in our territory, 
I must go far back to 1956, when I was still a student of Standard VI, when I was studying geography. I was thirteen at 
that time, Mr. Chairman. And through the study of geography I leamt that the dependencies of Mauritius were the Sey
chelles, Rodrigues - that both Mauritius and the Seychelles formed part of the 
territory of Mauritius, as also Diego Garcia.. When I said that Seychelles should also be included in this, I did it with the intention of throwing more light on the matter, and informing Members 
when, how and in what circumstances Seychelles has been excised fro1n the territory of Mauritius. Sir, not all the 
Members are against the retroccssion of Diego Garcia. I myself, when I was in presence of this Bill, Sir, I was astounded 
to see ... 

Tllo Chairman : I am sorry to interrupt 
the hon. Member, but I want to put sometWng on record. I am given to understand that the Reporters of the 
Assembly have been working since 10.00 this moming. They want to help and they are extremely tired. So I am making an appeal that we should make the speeches as short as possible, to keep to the point, in order to help, so that the Reporters who are really doing a very 
big effort tonight, who have been put to 
really hard work since the beginning of this week, can cope with the work. They 
want to help but they ask for our colla~ boration. Mr. Speaker has asked me to pass on to you that piece of information. 
So, I make a special appeal to all Members to go straight to the point and to be short. 

l\1r. Doongoor : I wish also to remind hon. Members that when I recently went 
on a CAP Conference in Zambia,I appealed 
that this issue should be taken up at the Court of Toe Hague. 

Mr. Chairman, we are not against . 
retrocession of Diego Garcia. We wa 
Diego Garcia to be part and parcel 
the territory of Mauritius. But we 
given to understand that, after forty . 
fifty years, Diego Garcia will be . give back to Mauritius. So, I mentioned th 
Seychelles also should be included, jli • to throw more light on it - how anoth~tfi}'f; dependency of Mauritius was excised. , .. ,,, '· 

l.Vlr. Boodboo: Mr. Chairman, we ru· 
agree with the request of the Leader. 
the Opposition and I believe that t 
request will give a golden opportunl 
to Government to cast aside any dou , 
which has crept into the minds of th: public. 

Mr. Berenger: Mr. Chairman, I'll try to be as short as possible. Je considere qu'il est extremcment tristc, M. le pr · 
sident, que,le debat, comme l'a dit m .. coUegue Kader Bhayat, ait de111arre comme il l'a fait avec ·un front benc" le Premier ministre, le ministre des financW le ministre des afia.ires etrangeres - · 
courageant un membre qui proposait 
qui, en fait, constitue une insulte ff' Republique des Seychelles. ll est I;!, 
reux, que, peu apres, le debat soit re 
venu ce qu'il doit etre, c'est-a-dire, '' debat aussi fondamental, aussi import· 
que n'importe quel debat a cette Chan1 .. 
pcut l'etre pour le pays. U ne peut 
y avoir uue question de Pa.rti. N parlous de notre pays . Je suis d'acc 
avec ce que mon collegue ... 

Sir Harold Walter : Mr. Chairman} 
a point of order. Section 51(1) or:t,' Standing Orders reads thus : : :'.'' 

"Mr. Speaker, or the person presid: shall be responsible for the observance'. the rules of order in the Assembly or in · Committee thereof and his decision any point of order shall not be open to and shall not be reviewed except upo substantive motion made in the As after notice", · 
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r ·, Tbe Chairman : In point of fact ... 

~ · Sir Harold Walter : Wait a minute, 
>Jv1r. Chairman. You ruled .... 

··•· .. • · The Chairman : Please ! I have the 
.. Chair. I have the responsibility of order 
> in this House ! Don't shout me down, 
:{please ! 

Sir HaroJd Walter : I did not shout. 

·, .. The Cbah-man: Please ! · Now, I have 
.. · over-ruled the question of Seychelles. It 
\. has been shelved. The Member just 

alluded to it. 

Sir Harold Walter: That is not the 
point. 

The Chairma.n : He has not asked me 
.: to reopen the question. He has not 
\ appealed against my decision. He has 
· simply said that it was, according to him, 
.· an insult to a sovereign country. But 
0 that is en passant. He is coming to the 
· gist of the case. But I don't think the 

Member is doing anything against 
Standing Orders. 

Sir Harold Walter: Mr. Chairman, if 
you will allow me to finish. Your ruling 

based on the fact that Seychelles, 
benng a sovereign country, and we having 
no sovt...-reignty over it, the question cannot 
be debated. I wa11t the same principle 
to be applied regarding the amendment 
which has been brought to this Dill. This 

British Overseas Territory, excised, Mr. 
Chairman, by Order ... 

The Chairman : I am on my feet, Mr. 
Minister. This is why I expected you, 
as Minister, a long time ago to give some 
information to the House that it was some 
territory that formed part exclusively of 

other territory. I was waiting for 

you. You did not do it. can't help 
it if the Member now has the floor and 
speaks about it. 

· Sir Harold Walter: Therefore, oa a 
point of order, your ruling is that it does 
not apply, Mr. Chairma.n ? 

The Chairman : You are coming too 
late! 

Sir Harold Walter : There are degrees 
in lateness . 

Mr. Berenger : I'll have to start again 
because he messed the whole thing, and 
I am very sorry for these ladies upstairs.· 
Je repete ... 

Sir Harold Walter : Sir,! wish to state, 
on a point of order ... 

l\tlr. Berenger : I am not giving way. 
I am also up on a point of order ! 

The Chairman : The hon. Member has 
the ftoor, if he does not want to give the 
Minister the floor, the Minister will have 
to wait until he bas finished, then he will 
put to me his point of order. Then I 
shall be able to listen to the Minister. 
But, for the moment, he has the floor ! 

M. Berenger: Je disais, M. le presiN 
dent, qu'il est triste que le debat ait 
demarre par une insulte, ·appuyee par le 
front bench d'en face, Riant, ricannant, 
alors que nous parlons du creur meme 
de notre pays, alors que nous parlons dJune 
republique independante qui est a deux 
pas de nous, M. le president ! 

Sir Vcerasamy Ringadoo : 1 thought we 
had dealt with that 

M. Berenger : Je le repeterai taut que 
j'aurais envie ! 
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Sir Veerasamy Ringadoo : On a point 
of order, there is a Standing Order which 
says that unnecessary repetition is out of 
order. 

l'vlr. Berenger: Well, there is another 
Standing Order which says that interrup
tions like that are wasting the time of the 
House. 

Sir Vecrasamy Rlngadoo: I was on a 
point of order, and I want the ruling of 
the Chair about it. Because I can't 
accept. .. 

The Chairman : The Minister's point 
of order is absolutely receivable. I ask 
the Member to get to the gist of the 
matter now. 

(2.05 a.m.) 

Mr. Berenger : If I am not stopped, 
I will do it. But I am stopped now and 
then by the front bench for no reason ! 
So, I carry on, as usual. 

.Commc je le disais, M. le president, je 
suis d'accord avec le depute, mon cama~ 
rade Servansingh, qui a propose quc, 
pour aujourd'hui, on separe detL~ choses 
- la question de la politique du Gouverne
ment vis-a-vis de la militarisation de 
l'ocean indien, vis-a-vis de la militarisa
tion de Diego Garcia ou non. Qu'on 
separe cela aujourd'hui de la question 
de la souvcrainete de l'Ile Maurice sur 
ces iles, sur cet arcbipel. 

J'irai loin. Je dirai qu'au nom du 
pays, ne retoumons pas sur ce qui s'est 
passe en 1965 ! Qui a fait quoi, laissons 
cela de cote ! Au nom du pays, encore 
une fois ! En passam, je rappelle, M. le 
president, j'ai ecoute le ministre du de
veloppcment dire qu'il fut parmi les pre
miers, alors qu'il etait a New Delhi, a 

soulever la questi?n ! Non, il ne po. 
pas me prouver, Je suppose, qu'il a 
leve la question parceque nos dos 
sont complets pour la periode av 
1974 I Or, l'Inde, M. le president 
le Order iti Council est fait le 8 novell] 
1965 - <lont M. Di.nesh Singh est{ 
Deputy Minister of State for Exler 
Affairs d'alors - le 18 uovembre 19 
c'est-a-dire mains de deux. jours a 
l'Order in Council-a eleve la voix di 
que l'Angleterrc n'a pas le droit d 
faire ! Que c'est contre Jes resolut 
des Nations Unie3 ! Et il prend la 
d'un pays qui n'est meme pas indc 
dant ! Je crois qu'il est important de{ 
souligner, sans vouloir revenir, eri ' 
qui nous concerne, sur ce qui s'est pa{ 
en verite en 1965. 

M. le president, j'ai ecoute le mini;{ 
du devcloppement nous dire que, si ni> 
n'incluons pas, dans la definition de u : 
territoire de l'Etat mauricien, l'arch 
des Ch.agos, " it will not be a tacit ac~ 
tance ". It will be worse than a ia 
acceptance that this has been done -on 
and for all I M. le president, j'aime 
vous rappeler, le depute Finlay Sal , 
dans une question B/510 de 1977 mi lQ 
- je crois que c'cst 1978 - demande ;\. 
Premier ministre· whether he will state,) 
list of all territories which constitute ' 
State of M aurit/us ? Le Premier n( 
repond: 

"Sir, the following islands form pa the State of Mauritius : Mauritius and surrotmding islands, such as, Round and ; islands, Rodriiues, Agalega, Tromelin : Cargados CaraJos Archipelago". 

C'est-a-<lire, St. Brandon. Excluant 
gos - et <;a c'est un precedent ext 
ment grave, que des Fran<;ais, comm 
Oraison, se permettent de nous faii:1 
ler,:on, .a nous, patriotes mauriciens; 
c'est deja un precedent grave; ~ --._ 
etre utilise dej~ contre nous, nonobst 
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1 que nous allons faire. aujourd'hui ! <;a, 
est deja un prl-cedcnt grave, M. le pre~ 

{}~dent ! Heureusement - et personne 
}{be le dit aujourd'hui --- le m..inistre des 

. ~~}~cberies m'ecoute - qu'il . y a d'autres 
;J~ts que nous pouvons mettre devant 

i j ~tte Chambre et devant la communaute 
.· Jifo_ternationale pour nous defendre ! . ·n 
: ;[\~, a a peine quelques mois, cette annee 
i. it}hJeme - que dis~je? quelques mois -
r-.. , · elques semaines - nous avons vote 
, ,.. Fisheries Bill, qui a ete proclame~ qui 
\ 1'b'st devenu un Fisheries Act I Dans ce 
f l~iisheries Act, il ·est .donne des :pouvoirs 
~ 1fiu Principal . Assistaizt ·. Secrewy ... du 
· .. ;. 'nistere des pecheries de decider . coui" 

~ . ien de nets pourront · etre distribues in. 
~ ;~f:the Chagos Archipelago.! Comment re
t if\toncitier ces deux choses ? Nous avons 
f fJ:applaudi le n1inistre, de. cc cote de la 
jf{'Cbambre: les Chagos forment pa.rtie de 
:[!~l'Etat roauricien l Ou est la logique clans 
~~~~#out cela ·7 ~l 

,, The Prime Minister : Fishing rights I 

: :;1\i{Mr. Berenger: .Fishing rights ! Jc 
'.r;t1continue, M • . le president, j' en viens a 
[it'::i974 - Hansard du 26 juin 1974 - le 
• ;:l\t Premier ministre repond : 

::;:::-::..~ , 

l I~ ~l'i N:3 ~ .::~~:~~ ~~ 
'<t,, , words, some of the sovereignty which ob-

l Jew: ~::~ha::•:.~ . confus ! 
; \Jf}viais quand meme, c'est quelquechose que 
\1;fry.ous pouvons utiliser, sur quoi vient se 
. JJJreffer le Fisheries Bill et la declaration 
. ~);['gui a. etc faite .II y a d'auires declarations 
'l(I.qui ont ete faites. 11 y a cette declaration 
;[;l~u Premier ministre a cette · question 
;1~[W634 de 1978, de mon collegue Amedee 
1i[\Parga. lui demandant . . 

l
•i:Tu:J· 'whether he will say if the British Goveni

W,:k:•·':.~; ~~nt has. recognised the jurisdicti_o.n:of 1\-!au/), nuus over the waters surrounding Diego l Garo••, .· . . , . . . . 

Le Premier ministre repond :· 

• TI1e British Government has, since . July 
1971, recognised the judsdiction of Mau
ritius over the waters surrounding Diego 
Garcia' . 

Nous ne comprenons pas la reaction du 
Gouvernement ! Je ·dis .que ....... apres le 
precedent contenu dans la 'reponse .parle
mentaire D/510 - nous considerons que 
ce serait un veritable acte de trahison que 
de voter, , atijourd'hui, un texte .de · loi 
incluant Tromelin et excluant spccifique .. 
ment .l'archipel des . Chagos I Ohserait 
uu · veritable acte de . haute trahison ! 
·Ce n'cst pas une question de politique 
·de parti ; il est question de. territoire na."' 
t ional, de ricliesse . nationale I Parceque, 
-un jour, Tile Maurice exploiteni - je ne 
pa:r!e pas du cote militaire de la chose -
mais en terme de ressmirces agricoles, 
en termes de poissons, en ,termes de mi:
neraies au fond de lamer. M. l~ president 
je crois . que nous n'avcins pas .le: droit 
de commettre cet acte . de, trahison ! Je 
pourrais aller plus . loin ! Je pourrais 
citer .le ministre des finances :faisant cam
· pagne. · Quand 'l Pas des mois de cela ! 
·En fevrier, Sir Veeiasamy. Ringadoo 
promet une catripagne internationale ·pour 
obtenir Je retour de l'ile a Maurice -
on parle de Diego Garcia: ' Nous sommes 
dans · une position de force pour reclamer 
Jc retour de l'ile a Maurice ",. a dit Sir 
Veera.samy. C'est pourquoi nous avons 
le droit de <lire et aux Anglais · cCaux. 

· Americains qu'ils devra.ient ficherle camp 
de Diego Garcia. ·U, n'cst pa.s:1.la 
questio11, pour le moment .! ·,Pour .· ·:le 
moment, nous demandons.. ·seuletrl.ent 
qu'un acte de trahison rte:, soit pas co'mmis 
vis-a-vis . de la. nation; · vis•a-vis . de ;·Ja 
patrie niauricienne et · que cet .amendement 
soit accepte without further . discussions) 
Hier, apparcmment, + qu'on me derriente 
si je me trompe .;...... .un nomb re de. deputes 

· et de ministres, travaillistes ... ont signe' .une 
petition . gu~ils ont . remis ari Premier 
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ministre. Enfin, il faut etrc logique avec soi-meme ! Comment peut-on signer une petition bier, et aujourd'hui ne pas preudre position ? II ne faut pas en faire une question de parti; nous aurions souhaite que le Premier ministre vienne lui-meme avec l'amendemeut; nous aurions souhaite que lui-meme propose quc l'archipel des Chagos soit inclus dans l'Etat mauricien ! Ceci dit, M. le president, nous avons voulu ramener lcs debats audessus des partis. Je repete que ce ce quc le ministre du plan et de developpemeut economique a dit n'est pas correct. Ce serait pire qu'un tacit agreement si nous votions aujourd'hui ! Ce scrait pire que de. ne pas avoir inclus les Tromelin ! Inclure les Tromelin, . en excluant Jes Chagos, serait pire que n'hnporte quoi ! C'est pourquoi nous demandons au Gouvcrnement -- sur cettc question, au moins, puisqu'il y va du sort du pays, du territoire mauricien, du tcrritoire national -de ne pas en faire une question de parti, de prendre l'amcndement - c'est un amendcment qui n'appartient pas au MMM, c'est un amendcment qui apparticnt au pays ! Nous le mettons devant tous les partis qui sont a cette Chambre et nous proposons que ce soit le Premier ministre, Iui-meme, qui, au nom de l'ile Maurice, · propose l'amendement, M. le president l 

Sir Harold Walter : Sir, I know that it is late; we are in the early hours of the morning, after a hard day's work and our nerves are at the end of their tether. Therefore, we get excited; we use invectives and we allow steam to be . let off after several defeats. I am prepared to concede that on a psychological platform. But, Mr . Chairman, we are dealing here with a very important question wluch goes to the root of the interpretation of the law regarding the definition of the State and the law governing 

such definition. . I know that, to go the philosophy of it, would go a 
time. So, I will come back to it in .: minute. But, before I do that, I woui like to place on record that it is the second time in this House that the Prirn.J Minister is taken . to task in a persona1; manner I 

The hon. Member, Mr. Bhayat, 
considered it fit to tell the Pri Minister that, by acting in the way . acted, in the interests of the Ilois, he h 
committed an act of treason ! I kno\V. that my Prime Minister, in the Sheik Hassen affair, has been called a murdererJ. He has been called somebody who . ha · set fire to a dwelling-house, who h treated the Police with all the nam · possible ! Thank God, ii y a enc des juges a Berlin I They vindicated . t · head of the SSS! Unfortunately, said und the parliamentary immunity, the Prim~:; Minister could not do any thing abou(; it ! It is sad that to-day this voice has:' been re~echocd by somebody who sit~ on the front bench of the MMM, treating · the Prime Minister of traitor ! A maf who has brought independence to thii? country I Who has given forty-twd' years of his life to the service of thi ,, 

country ! Who has given an uplift l everybody here for the respect of thef dignity ! Who has given free education · Who has made them what they are to~day · Is that the man whom you call a traito When he was only acting in good fait. . when he was acting in the interests (L, the Ilois ? What has happened to-dayj :•• , { Mr. Chairman? ls it not the -~m~.>P C, Sheridan who has been requested '"tf{ defend the interests of the /Lois ? Sot where did the Prime Minister go wro Mr. Chairman ? Now, you cannot ha: your cake and eat it ! You cannot co and ask for compensati on and say tli • l renounce all my rights to go there 
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~ t?iUtd, in the same breath, you come 
'. il:here and add to a Bill a territory over 
· ¥ \vhich you have no sovereignty ! We 
/tha.ve been questioned. Mr. Speaker! Why 
{Jjromelin is added ? Tromeliu has never 
;:\:been excised, Mr. Chairman! As early 
.}\as 1956, this Government let Tromelin 
}"'on lease to Mr. Britter. In 1956, when 
i t the French wanted to operate a mete~ 
\/ orological station there, they asked for 
,:/permission from t?is Gover?111e?t and 
fl\they were granted 1t. For historical and 
I\juridical reasons, we are standing on firm 
· ground I But, Mr. Speaker, we do not 

believe dans les mirages de. la pensee 
ideologique de certains ! We only believe 

..... ·. in dialogue ! Tromelin is on the good 
:\ way ! Tromelin has been discussed at 
· the highest possible level. The Prime 
. Minister and the President of France ! 

/ Am I to disclose here the contents of that 
••·~conversation when the results arc not 

nnal yet ? You wait and see ! 

Now, Mr. Chairman, Diego Garcia: 
', the statements of th.e Prime Minister have 
i been quoted here, as if the Prime Minister 
• ·has been saying a lie ! What the Prime 
<"Minister has been saying all along is that 
; llt the moment that Britain excised Diego 
• :Garcia from Mauritius, it was by an 
• :Order in Council I The Order in Council 
; \vas made by the masters at that time ! 
>What choice did we have? We had no 

choice ! We had to consent to it because 
.we were fighting alone for independence ! 

: ,'there was nobody else supporting us on 
that issue ! We bore the brunt ! To-day 
·everybody wants to jump on that baud
;wagon ! Many of those . sitting opposite 

· ;where were they when independence was 
,being fotight ? Who were those who 
wanted independence? To-day, inde
pendence is a nice basket of fruit and 
everybody wants his share out of it ! 
Mr. Speaker, when the excision took 
place, it became the British Overseas 

Territory and it is mentioned as such ! 
When the discussions took place. it was 
made clear that the mineral rights, the 
fishing rights were preserved even em
ployment of Mauritians on Diego Garcia 
was promised but, unfortunately, the 
British who discussed with us, never 
told us that they were going to have 
a military base there ! What they told 
us was that .they. wanted a station for 
weather purposes. 

They wanted a station for fuelling, . for 
their transport and their fleet, that is all. 
A communications base: the British 
told us that. As to how the British 
leased it to the Americans, that's another 
matter. I am not going to .enter into 
the merits and demerits of the presence 
of this base there, because it goes to the 
security of the area. So what is wrong 
in the answers . given . by the Prime Mi
nister on Diego Garcia? Is that an act 
of treason ? Now, it wa.s by consent 
that it was excised. Even that has been 
mentioned to Mr. Luce when he was here 
only two or three weeks ago. We men
tioned it at the Lusaka Conference .to 
Lord Carrington in the presence of Mrs. 
Thatcher, we said : .. When do you 
think we can get back Diego Garcia ? '' 
" Oh, you know it is on a lease, but we 
bear it in mind, we bear it in mind " . 
Is that type of action, going to be con
ducive to a dialogue leading to the res
titution of Diego when the time comes ? 
There is no motive behind us ! There is 
no hurry for us to get it back, We don't 
want to see another one coming to put 
himself there and say : '" W1~ want peace, 
but I enter Afghanistan with 80,000 
soldiers" ! Super powers again ! I do:n't 
want to change one for the oilier. I don't 
want to be involved in it. We know why 
all these words are said; th,, louder they 
are said, the more be11eficial they will be, 
we understand that. We are not going 
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to play that game, Mr. Chairman. You 
ruled, Sir, that Seychelles was an in
dependent country and, therefore, we 
had no sovereignty over it and therefore 
it could not be entertained. If this prin
ciple is acceptable, Mr. Chairman, then 
for the British Overseas Territory excised 
from Mauritius, your ruling must hold 
the same and must carry the same weight. 
I go further, Mr. -Chainnan: those wh.o 
believe in the OAU- though they refuse 
to pair with me because I will go and vote 
against their policy, probably I would have 
been more useful here-will be interested 
to know that the wise men who founded 
the OAU when the three groups merged 
in Cairo, .laid down a principle in the 
OAU Charter: that the frontiers inherited 
at the time of independence will not be 
disputed; and had there been. such rcs
.pect, Mr. Speaker, today we would not 
·have seen the tearing away of Africa, 
.we would not have seen blood,. all. over 
Africa, we would not have seen this period 
of strike through which it is going . .. On 
these. two principles, Mr. Chairman, I 
move that the question cannot be enter
tained. 

The Chairman: WiJI the Minister of 
External Affairs say to this House whether 
the · British, what you call it, the British 
Indian Ocean Territory forms part of. the 
sovereign totally independent country or 
not? 

Sir Harold Walter : It forms part of 
Great Britain and its overseas tenitories, 
just as France has les Dom Tom; it is 
part of British territory there is no getting 
away from it; this is a fact, and a fact 
that cannot be denied; no amount of red 
paint can make it blue ! It is not , re
ceivable, Mr. Speaker, in this light, there 
is no point of order. 

(lmerruption) 

There is no point of order. Mr. 
any decision of the Speaker ,t 
shall not be opened to appeal. 

(Intern1ption) 

The Chairman : I know, I kn:.· 
I am going to take my responsHf · 
have ruled that the Seychelles b 
sovereign country, the question ,, 
Third Member for Rose Belle 
Grand Port cannot be · ·• 
In the same way I regret that . 
BIOT forms part of Britain, fa · 
therefore, an independent and so:v. 
State, this amendment is declar 
receivable by me. 

M. Bizlall: Quand vous aJi~i 
Ja motion que Seychelles soit incl 
territoire mauricien, ii existait 1es pj 
que Seychelles, etfectivement, sei'. 
etre un territoire independaut; 9,;:' 
ministre des affaires etrangeres vif 
rapport a partir d'une motion, de··, 
a ce. que votre decision sur Sey, 
soit 6tendue, en cc qui con · '' 
chagos, la question que je me ' " 
le President est : puisqu'il est,' 
qu'avant 1965 les Chagos forn1aie: 
du territoire mauricien, il fauciiaf 
ministre des affaires etrange~ ' 
·que cet archipel n'est plus a l'il~: 
et appartient a l' Angleterre t . · 
le Gouvernement peut, par un d 
prouver ce que le ministre a a':'a 

Sir Harold Walter : Jc repon 
question. L 'hon'. depute a cite If. 
des affaires etrangeres. Je refef 
membre a l'autorite qu'ui{ 
depute de son parti a cite: the 
Council where Diego Garcia?· 
excised and forms part of Britis4 
Territory. ', :, 

cussedi · This is my ruling. 
whether it.js ,iight or not. 
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t,J{At this stage, the Members 
tP.Pposition left tlie Chamber} 
s~~t::·· 
fiUw, tause 3 ordered to stand part 

of the 

of the 

fauses 4 to 9 ordered to stand part 
the Bill. 

'he title and the enacting clause were 
eed to. 

~,f}. 
lliirhe Bill was agreed to. 

i~ft 
!Ii1iThe Labour (Amendment) Bill (No. XX 
tff)ri980) was considered a11d agreed to. 
;{Cf-~f 
iilh THE NATIONAL PENSIONS It (AMENDMENT) BILL 
!t,\)i; (No. XIV of 1980) 

11:tl 
({1,fiClatfses 1 and 2 ordered to stand part 
!i,f the Bill. 

lause 3 - Section 20 of the principal 
amended. 

)lotion made and question proposed: 
that the clause stand part of the Bill " . 

Mr. Purryag: Sir, there is an amend
nt - I move that the words O the 
cribed amount " be deleted and re

ced by the words " the amount spe
ed in the Second Schedule ". 

tause 3i as amended, ordered to stand 
, t of the Bill. 

to 9 ordered to stand part 

ordered to stand part 

On Second Schedule 

Mr. Purryag : Sir, I move that, in 
regard to Section 45A(3), the following 
paragraph be added : "(c) in such cases 
as may be prescribed ". 

Amendment agreed to. 

Second Schedule, as amended, ordered 
to stand part of the Bill. 

The title and the enacting clause were 
agreed to. 

The Bill, as amended; was_ agreed to. 

THE SUGAR INDUSTRY 
LABOUR WELFARE FUND 

(AMENDI\'IENT BILL) 

Clauses 1 to 3 ordered to stand part 
of the Bill. 

Sir Harold Walter: Mr. Chairman, it 
is sad that the Members of the Opposition 
have left the Chamber in such a shameful 
way. Sir, it is very serious, what 1 am 
going to say : each time they suffer a 
defeat, they are in that state. Probably 
none of them ever box - so they never 
learn how to take blows and to give. as 
many . 

The Chairman : It is their right . to 
behave as they wish. 

The title and the enacting clause were 
agreed to. 

The Bill was agreed to. 

The Fire Services (Amendment) Bill 
.(No. XV of 1980). was considered and 
agreed to. 
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AHG/Res. 99 (XVII) 
RESOLUTION ON THE DIEGO GARCIA 

The Assembly of Heads of State and Government of the Organization of African 

Unity meeting at its 17fu Ordinary Session in Freetown, Sierra Leone from 1 to 4 July 

1980, 

Pursuant to article I, para 2, of the Charter of the Organization of African Unity, 

which stipulates "The Organization shall includ~ the Continental African States, 

Madagascar and other islands surrounding Africa", 

Considering that one of the fundamental principles of the Organization is the 

"respect for the sovereignty and territorial integrity of each state", 

Aware of the fact that Diego Garcia has always been an integral part of 

Mauritius, a Member State of the OAU, 

Recognizing that Diego Garcia was not ceded to Britain for military purposes, 

Realizing the militarization of Diego Garcia is a threat to Africa, and to the 

Indian Ocean as a zone of peace, 

DEMANDS that Diego Garcia be unconditionally returned to Mauritius and that 

its peaceful character be maintained. 
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-
l(E.,';'j- lCTED. t\< ~l' --s~J;llJ.ib. .. ~ ... ' ~ ~~ \Q\ u.,t,. ,~ · t 7 Ji!LBau ::-ra_fl. 

Mr:1iewitt - EAD. J;..\tc.~\c,.\Ml. ,t.<t•u l ~ ~r.a.:«. l.V 
It.,.\~~ t.OAU su~LIIT: r,uoo G~ ~- - ~ .-~;:,.,---I =} 

1 . R~ference telno . 133 of 5 July from Freetown . You asked ror comments on the r esolution ' s reference to ' • • • thl' fact that Diego Garcia has always been an integral part of Mauritius' . 
2 . Diego Garcia and t he other Chagoa islands were among th~ dependencies of Mauritius ceded to Britain by France under the Treaty of Paris (1814) . Britain continued to administer th~~ from Port Louie (or a t least - if not actively t o administer - they were included by Britain in official catalo~ues of the derer.dencies of Mauritius ever since the first schedule wqs compill'd in 1826) . From 1921 onwards t he Chagoa Archipelago , Agnlega and St . Brqndor were known as the Lesser Derendencies of llaur1 t~us . In 19is~ th" Chagos islands were detqct'.ed from l.!auri tius to form p'lr t of th,. _ 11_ W Briti ~~ ndian Ocean Territory . Agalega and nt. Brandon re10D1nedut0. ' .pa p..__ auritius and since independence in 1961', havl' ~-J"'t -t' A of the auritian state ; had the Chagos islands not rr,.vioualy been detached t hey wop ld presulll8bly hav" done the sair.e. _ 

3 . I suspect that the rMsoning behind the statement th.at Diego Garcia has ' always' been 'an in t egral part ' of Mauritius may lie along these lines . Territorial integrity and the 1nv~olab1li ty of colonially - inherited boundaries ere two of the main co naensua principles whic p have held the OAU together. It is obvious that if any exceptions are made the arbitrary nature of practic~lly every international boundary in Africa would be oren to •1 arute . In i t s application to island-sta t es - which present t heir own problems - t he OAU in general has a short memory. Althoug b his t oric-ally there are frequent cases or detachment or island uependen c1es for administrative convenience by bo t h Britain and !"ranee , eg.t he creation of the separate colony of Seychelles in 1903 out of t h~ colony o1 Mauritius , the OAU in general only conce r ns itself wit~ 
t( the situation at , or shortly bei'ore , indeper.dence . Thus ' always ' should not be taken too literally , for although the Chagos archipelago and the island of Mauritius are far apart sod can have had no possible connection until bo t h -,...ere settled by the Fr ench a t differen t times in the eighteenth century , 1814 onwards ~us t seem a very lor,g period of unbroken territorial association / ~ the OAU. 

(\ 

t 
✓-

4 . The resolution is unusually loosely-worded and badly dr~fted . The statement , for instance , that Diego Garcia was no t ceded t o Britain f or military purposes is a t l aa at true in that it was not ceded at all : Mauritius as a then dependency of Bri t ain was not a so vereign independent state and was therefore incapable of ' ceding' territory . What the Mqur1t1an Government did wsa to g.ve their agreem ent to de t achmen t which , even without t his coneent , Britain could ha ve ef f ec t ed anyway under an Order in Council . 

I 

CODE 18-77 
Hl- 11 

5. You might be interested to compare the resolution with t ha t on the islands in the Mozambique Channel held by France and claimed by Madagascar which was ado~ted by the OAU Council of Min1at .. ra meet ing in Liberia las t year . (copy attached) . 

8 July 19b0 . 

RESTklCTl:J). 

/6 1-rclk'il. tlh.< ... ~ I-
( llra .11. -::alawa lair ) 
Afric11n section 

Research Dept . 
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U.K. House of Lords, Parliamentary Question for Oral Answer: Notes for Supplementaries, 
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e-. Pr-

l lou,c of Lords 
PARLI \ \IE:'\ TAR\ QLESTION 

Department 

.Please submjt your drah reply (normal maximum SO words) through a~~ r:~~'b~ 

and the Priva te Secretary to H.-.. J-c.&- to reach this office by -f~ :s'"-\l '.:>( ~ 
The draft reply should be accompanied by full supplementary and background material; 5tt 

Diplomatic: Service Procedure Volume 5 for guidance. Text of Question as follows: 

t•The Lord Brockway- To ask Her M_•i~tfs Gove~cot ~hat bas bcc_n tbtir =P_ODK to ~• 
unanimous demand of the Organisauon of Afncan Unity that t~• island or picgo ~ 
should be returned to Mauritius and that b.- and m1buuy 1nst.1llallon> 111 the Indian 
Ocean be rcmo,cd. 

My Lords, Her Majesty's Government are aware of the Resolution 

on Diego Garcia passed by the Organisation of African Unity on 

the 4th of July. They have received no representations from 

the Organisation. 

(,tttot) Od.42'117S 5001,11 G.W I Ltd, Gp.eJO 

. . 
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I I ,, 1. t , t 

FLAG A 

FLAG B 

11 July 1980 

5 July 1980 

NOTES FOJl S1Jl'PLEl\,1ENTARIES 

Col 314 

Freetown telno 133 

WHAT IS THE ATTITUDE OF HMG TO THE RESOLUTION? 

1. Resolutions of the OAO are for members of the Organisation. 

We wish to see peace and stability in the Indian Ocean area. 

The threat to this does not come from the West. 

DID THE PRIME MINISTER OF MAURITIUS ASK FOR THE RETURN OF 

DIEGO GARCIA WHEN HE SAW THE PRIME MINISTER ON 7 JULY? 

2. There was a general discussion covering political , economic 

and cultural matters, including Diego Garcia. Both governments 

recognise the role Diego Garcia plays in contributing to the 

peace and stability of the area. 

MAURITIUS' 'CLAIM' TO DIEGO GARCIA? 

3. The Chagos Islands, of which Diego Garcia is the main 

island, were detached from Mauritius in 1965 with the agreement 

of the Mauritius Council of Ministers. It was also part of the 

agreement that if the islands were no longer required for defence 

purposes they would revert to Mauritius. This remains th@ 

policy of Her Majesty's Government. 

- l -



Annex 121

IF MAURITIUS ACCEPTS THE NEED FOR A BASE ON DIEGO GARCIA. WITT' 

DID SHE TABLE THE RESOLUTION AT THE ORGANISATION OF AFRICAN 

UNITY DEMANDING ITS REMOVAL? 

4. That is for the Government of Mauritius. 

HAS A SETTLEMENT REGARDING COMPENSATION YET BEEN REACHED FOR 

THE ISLANDERS RESETTLED IN MAURITIUS? 

5. Her Majesty's Government have made an offer of £1.25m as 

compensation fo~ displacement. We await the community's 

respons~. This offer is in addition to £650,000 paid in 1973 

for resettlement of the families in Mauritius. 

US PROPOSALS TO DEVELOP FACILITY ON DIEGO GARCIA? 

6. Earlier this year we were consulted on minor improvements, 

eg improvement to the water supply and fuel storage. We have 

also held consultations with the Americans on further measures 

necessary to improve facilities on the Island. Details of 

these further improvements are still being refined. 

(if pressed) 

They include larger storage areas, better refuelling 

arrangements and increases wharfage. 

UK/US CONSULTATION ON USE OF DIEGO GARCIA? 

7. The published 1976 Anglo-US Agreement establishes certain 

requirements for consultation about use of the facility at 

Diego Garcia. These requirements have not changed. 

(if pressed) 

We are satisfied that the two sides have a clear understanding 

about the circumstances in which joint decision is required. 

- 2 -
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PRE-POSITIONING OF UK SHIPS ON DIEGO GARCIA? 

8. This summer the Americans intend to pr·e-position at the 

Island merchant ships carrying military equipment. These ships 

do not constitute a naval task force. They may be rotated 

periodically within the Indian Ocean. 

ATTITUDE OF INDIAN OCEAN STATES TO ONITED STATES FACILITY ON 

DIEGO GARCIA? 

9. The facility on Diego Garcia contributes to the maintenance 

of stability and security in the Indian Ocean. This is to the 

benefit of states in the area. 

ARMS LBIITATION IN INDIAN OCEAN/INDIAN OCEAN PEACE ZONE? 

10. We support realistic moves towards peace and stability 

in Indian Ocean area. We are participating in the United 

Nations Ad Hoe Comnittee to consider whether implementation of 

the Indian Ocean Peace Zone is feasible in current circumstances. 

EXISTENCE OF UNITED STATES FACILITY ON DIEGO GARCIA INC0NSISTO,T 

WITH INDIAN OCEAN PEACE ZONE? 

11. The presence of large numbers of Soviet troops in 

Afghanistan is a far greater threat to peace in the Indian Ocean 

area. 

UNITED KINGDOM ATTITUDE TO UNITED STATES DEFENCE POLICY IN I~'DTAN 

~? 

12. Her Majesty's Government welcome United States proposals 

that will strengthen stability and security in the Indian Ocean 

area. 

- 3 -
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USE OF FACILITY BY BS2s? 

13 . The island has not been used by BS2s. 

(if pressed on future use) 

No decision has yet been made about the uprating of the r unway. 

- 4 -
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CONFIDENTIAL 

Mr Hewitt - EAfD 

DLl:.--W GARCIA AND MAURITIUS 

~~~L Acquired sovereiS1;lty over the Chagos archipelago by cession 
,·~) f ~om France . The archlpelago was for a long time part of the 

io lon;y of Mauritius, but in 1965 it was removed from Mauritius and 
placed in the newly formed Britisblindian Ocean Territory (see 

,,,...~::; / British,IIndian Ocean~Order 1965, SI 1965/1920) . This was done under 
the Colonial Boundaries Act 1895 - Mauritius (less of course the 
archipelago) became independent in 1968 . At no time has Mauritius 
had sovereignty over the Chagos archipelago . At no time has the 
United Kingdom given up its sovereignty over the archipelago . 
Whatever may be the l egal force of the "agreement"t.which you refer 
:1» in paragraph 2 of your minute (and I have been shown no papers 
concerning this "agreement"), it is not in the nature of a lease . 
I have seen nothing to suggest that the "agreement" implies that 
the United Kingdom' s sovereignty over the Chagos Islands is in any 
way qualified . Even if it were the case that we had a legal 
obligation to Mauritius to cede the archipelago "if the need for the 
facili tie~.,J?lf the islands disappear .et', this would not in my opinion 
mean thati• soverei~ty over the archipelago in the meantime was 
any different from El:ttl' . sovereignty over any other part of the 
territory of the United Kingdom and its Colonies ( .,,.,rt, t..J:,JJ .. /LJ. ;u 
,. ,...,. i..? . '-½ ur t. d. M,.,.t t. .. I.) 
2. Which ve'rb is used is very much a matter of taste, and will 
perhaps in some measure depend upon context . Viewed as a strict 
legal matter, fromtne point of view of international law, the 
word "cede" is the most accurate . If looser language is desired, 
then perhaps "transfer" is the best term to use . The word 
"revert" (and even more "reversion") should, in my opinion, be 
avoided as far as possible since they might be read as suggesting 
that we only had some kind of a lease over the islands . The word 
"return" would not necessarily carry the same implication, and I 
would see no objection to its use . {It could of course be argued 
from a strictly legal point of view that "return" is inaccurate, 
since Ma~l'"itius has neveribad sovereignty over the islands . When 
they formed part of the eolon;y of Mauritius, Mauritius was not a 
sovereign State and it was the United Kingdom which had sovereign~ 
over them, not Mauritius .) In short, I think the only word to avo~d 
is "revert" . Even this, when used in a non-technical sense, does 
not necessarily carry the implication of a lease . But it is better 
avoided . 

3. As I understand our "agreement", it does not imply any 
recognition on our part of "a limited f1auritian claim to sovereignty" . 
All it jmplies is that we will cede . the islands to Mauritius in 
certain events . 

/4 . 
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CONFIDENTIAL 

4 • l am copying this to M:r Watts, in case he wishes to add anything 
on his return . 

22 September 1980 

cc 11r Watts, Legal Advisers 

fr // ._1, I.,,. k 

I'-/"' ·1 le rr 
,.._ 

q .,....,. _ _,_ 
1 ,,1,. 

~'. /ki.,,·tf: (Et\-~) 
N 6/Ly t---""°' . 

"f•' 
JU 

/'lt..J 
1y, 

~ 

6 

r 

CONFIDENTIAL 

MC Wood 
Legal Advisers 

I.,,. I,,. ,,._ -·-
-~ i-"7 -r 1 
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4223 Oral Questions 25 NOVEMBER 1980 Oral Questions 
CHAGOS ARCHIPELAGO 

EXCISION 

(No. H/1141) lvir. J. C, de l'Estrac 
(First Member for StaoJey and Rose Hill) 

. ask!'!d the Prime Minister whether he 
will give the reasons why, in 1965, he gave 
his agreement to the excision of the Chagos 
Archipelago from Mauritius. 

The Prime l.vlinister : Agreement wasnot necessary. We were a colony and
Great Britain could have excised the
Chagos Archipelago. 

Mr. de l'Estrac : Will the hon. Prime 
Minister agree that the excision was done 
contrary to Resolutions of the United 
Nations'? 

1l1e Prime Minister : It is as it was. 

lvlr. Boodhoo : Was the excision of 
these islands a precondition for the 
independence of this country ? 

the Prime Minister : Not exactly.

I\1r. Berenger : Since the Prime Mi·
nister says to-day that his a1,>r.eement was
not necessary for the " excision " to takeplace, can I ask the Prime Minister why
then did he give his agreement which
was reported both in Great Britain and
in this then - Legislative Council in
Mauritius? 

The Prime Minister : It was a inatter 
that was negotiated, we got some advan· 
tage out of this and we agreed. 

Mr. Berenger : Can the Prime Minister 
confirm having said to the Christian 
Science Monitor this montll the following : 

Could I ask him to confir1U thJffact, he is referring to the refereJ which the PMSD was then requ�
against independence ? ·. 

The Prime Minister : Since ni.y •
Friend has raised it, let him diges

Mr. Boodhoo : We know that f ·.···was a delegation to London compriall political parties in 1965. Can Rt. hon. Prime Minister inform the Rto whom did the British officials disclose their intention of excising thislands? 

The Prime Minister : There wascommittee composed of people \attended the Coristitutfonal Confere1Some of them are dead, except
and my Friend, Mr. Paturau.

Mr. Berenger : Can I ask the PriMinister to confirm that in fact th
who discussed with Mr. Harold
when that excision was agreed 
two culprits were himself and the 
sitting very next to him '? 

The Prime Minister : 
with a committee, not 
Wilson. 

Mr. de l'Estrac : The Prime .Mims1tef;:i!Flhas just said that Mauritius 
agreement because we got some
can we know the nature of that 

The Prime l\linister : We had 
£ 3 m. 

TROMEUN ISLAi'ID -
REFUELLING BY 

MAURITL\N AIRPLAi"IES 
"There was a.nook around my neck. I 

could not say no. I had to say yes, otherwise 
the noose could have tightened ,' 

(No. B/1142) Mr. �J. C. de 
(First Member for Stanley and Rose

Annex 123
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Oral Questions 25 .NOVEMBER 1980 Oral Qu~stions 4226 

ed the Prime Minister whether he will 

if he bas had discussions wi.th the 

eh Govemment with a view · to 

'k 'a!Jowing Mauritian airplanes · to refuel 

fiat' rromclin Island en route to Agalega 

\i:and back. 

.... , The Prime Minister : No, Sir. In 

{\;fact, there is no need for such discussion 

Clsince Tromelin is an integral part of the 

;tfsrate of l\fauritius. 
~r ... 

Ji;';;; Mr. Jugnauth : Cau I ask the Prime 

J',.Ministcr whether officially the Govern

:t O'lent of this country has made known 

f "to the French Government that this is the 

' .; official stand of this country ? 

:, ,. The Prime Minister: We have put 

Town and Country Planning whether he 

will give the reasons why, in spite of re

peated requests no action -ha s. been taken 

. in Cite Roches Brunes, Rose "Hill, to 

solve the serious problems caused by 

the defective sewerage system. 

Mr. E. Fran~oi~ : Sir, I am advised 

by the CHA that the emptying of cess

pit s at Roches Brunes is already underway 

as a result of representations made by 

occupiers of the houses . Consideration 

is being given for the improvement .pf all 

pit s in the estate. 

/ Mr. de l'Estrac : Will the hon. Minister 

be honest enough to recognise that work 

has started after the question was put ? 

it on our map . Mr . Speaker : I wou ld ask the hon . 

:Mr. Berenger : If there -is no need to 

; ask for the right to land at Tromelin 

;: island, because it forms part of the State 

,of Mauritius , can J. ask the Prime Minister 

whether he has any objection to himself, 

· ,:the Leader of the Opposition, myself and 

'..the Minister of External Affairs - if he 

gets in the Twin Otter of Air Mauritius -

to having the Twin Otter of Air Mauritius 

fly to Tromelin in the very next days ? 

The Prime Mini.~ter : I don't kuow if 

arrnngements can be made . 

. Mr. Boodhoo : Is the Rt. hon . Prime 

: Minister in a position to explain to the 

House in what way the French are ex-

ploiting Tromelin island ? · 

The Prime ·J\llinistcr: I cannot say. 

CITE ROCHES BRUNES -

SEWERAGE SYSTEM 

(No. B/1143) lV{r. J. C. de l'Estrac 

(First Member for Stanley and Rose Hill) 

asked the Minister of Housing, Lands aud 

. Member to withdraw that. 

Mr. de l'K~trac : I withdraw the 

word " honest". Will the hen. Minister 

agree ... 

Sir Harold Walter : The hen. Member 

has to withdraw the whole .question. 

· Mr. de l'Esttac : I am going to put 

another question, Sir. 'Will the hon. 

Minister agree that work has only started 

after the question Was pu·t to him last 

Tuesday? ,.,/ 

Mr. Fr:m~ois : I need prior notice of 

this question, Sir. 

C.E.Il. TR.AJ.'\ISPORT WORKSHOP --' 

REP AIRS OF PERSONAL STAFF CARS 

(No. U/1144) Dr.J. B. David (Second 

Member for Belle Rose . and Quatre 

Barnes) asked the Minister ,of Po~ver, 

Fuel and Energy whether he will, for the 

benefit of the House, obtain from the 

C.E.B . the following information 
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3ECRET 

/_ v ... p .~ 

Mr c7e11 - EA.D 

DI :WO GARCIA: RESEARCH ON MAURITIAN GOVERNMRJT I S 

@ 
1. · I re ·fer to your minute of 28 September. 

CLAIM -ro
SOV~RBIGNTY ._ 

---
(i) 1976 FCO 'Report • . ~ . 

/ 
2 . You will have seen a copy of my minute dated 30 September to 
L & RD, who have been unable to find the Note in question . They 
have however turned up a reference to it (eee attached) on file 
HKT 243/436/1 Part D of 1976. L & RD believe that the Note 
itself may well be on Parts A, B or C of the same file , but 
appa r entiy these have been with RAD for some time . You may 
therefor e be able to put your hands on it. 

3 , If , as I euepect , however , the Note is indeed the same as 
that quoted in the footnotes of the recent M:inority Rights Group 
Report, and speaks of "payments of compensation to the ¥.auritian 
government for loss of sovereignty* over the Chagos Archipel.ago" 
you might prefer simply to tell Mr Lesser that on the basis of 
information supplied, we are unable to identify the docw:ient he 
requests . 

(ii) The £3 million grant, 

4, The £3 million grant was paid to Mauritius in recogn • tion 
of the detachment of the Chagos Archipelago, not , ae Mr Leeeer 
states , as compensation for loss of sovereignty over it. This 
was our position in 1965 and is certainly our position now, 
Unfortunately, however , the office has not always been consistent 
1n its pronouncementa on the matter (cf . para.J above) , though 
probably the most potentially embarrassin g past statement ie that 
enshrined in Hansard 21 October 1975 , (Written Answers, col , 130): 

"Mr Newens asked the Secretary of State for Foreign and 
Commonwealth A.ffairs what sums have been paid in compensation 
to the Seychelles and to Mauritius , respec tivel y , for the 
surrender of sovereignty and other rights over Diego Garcia 
and other British territories in the Indian Ocean , 

Mr Ennals: Grants amounting to £3 million were provided to 
Maurit i us as compensation for the loss of sovereignty over 
the Chagos Archipelago , A new international aiIJ>ort was 
constructed for Seychelles at a cost of about £6t million 
as compensation for the loss of sovereignty over Aldabra , 
Farquhar and Desroches". 

5, In fact the £3 million grant wae only one of the conditions 
under vhlch Mauritius Ministers agreed to the separation of the 
Chagoe Islands. In your reply to Mr Lesser you may find it 
useful to draw upon the following statement made on 23 June 1977 
by the Secretary of State , Mr Luard (Hansard, Written Answers, 
col. 549- 550) : -

/"T he 
• my italics 

SECRET 
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"The Mauritius Council of Ministers agreed to the detachment 
of the Chagoe Islands after discuss ions which concerned the 
negotiation of a defence agreement between Britain and 
Mauritius - eince terminated by agreement - and the grant of 
£3 million additional to the coat of compensating the land
owners and a grant to resettle the islands' inhabitants. 
Understanding wae also reached on rights to mineral , oil and 
fieh resources and the r e wae agreement that, in certain 
circumstances and as far as was practicable, navigational , 

!meteorological and emergency landing facilities on the island 
were to remain available to the Mauritius Government , In the 
event of the islands no longer being required for defence 
purposes it was agreed that they should revert to Mauritian 
jurisdiction" • 

. 6. Negotiat-ione were lengthy and complex . Agreement in principl 
to the detachment was reached at a meeting with Mauritian 
Ministers in London on 23 September 1965. After the meeting , 
Ramgoolam proposed certain amendments to the meeting record in a 
manuscript letter dated lst October. These were incorporated in 
the final record , which was cleared with him . The record was 
submitted with Colonial Office Secret Despatch no.423 of 6 October 
1965 (copy attached) to the Governor, Port Louie, for confirmation 
by the Mauritian Government . With certain provisos (regarding the 
eventual return of the islands to Mauritius , and regarding 
minerals and oil) the Mauritian Council of ~linieters confirmed 
their agreement , which was notified to HMG in the Gove-rnor's secre 
telno . 247 of 5 November. The provisos mentio ne d above wer e 
acknowledged by Colonial Office secret telno . 298 of 8 November, 
which made clear that the Cbagos Archipelago would remain under 
British sovereignty, that the islands were required foT defence 
purposes , and that there was no intention of permitting proepectin 
on or near them. 

7, No formal published agreement exists . In response to a 
parliamentary question , Rs.mgoolam informed the Mauritian 
Legislative Assembly in late November 1979 that: 

" • •• it would not be in the public interest to release the 
terms and conditions of the agreement rega r ding the excision 
of Diego Garcia from the Mauritian territory . I shou.ld like 
to point out that there is no agreement ae such on this issue, 
There is only a record of discussions that took place in 
London during the Constitutional talks in 1965 . As this 
document is marked secret and in view of the general conventi 
regarding the protection of eeeret documents it would not be 
proper to release the record of the discussions". (l' Brprees 
24 November 1979). 

8, A communique on the detachment of the Chagos Archipelago and 
the formation of BIOT was issued by the Chief Secretary's Office 
Port Louis , on 10 November 1965 (Mauritius at that stage not bavin 
achieved fUll self-govenunent) . A copy is attached. It announces 
inter alia that: " • • • • the British Government baa undertaken in 
recognTIIon of the detachment of the Chagoe Archipelago from 
Mauritius, to provide additional grants amounting to £3m, for 
expenditure on development projects in Mauritius to be agreed 
between the British and the Mauritius Governments . These grants 
will be over and above the allocation earma rked for Mauritius in 
the nextperiod of C.D. & w. assistance" . 

/9. 
SECRET 

I 

I 
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9. I ahou.ld 118.ke the point that the consent of Mauritian 
Ministers to the detachment of t .he Chagos Archi pelago in 1965 
was sought tor essentially political reasons, and at the 
insistence ot the then Colonial Secretary, Mr Greenwood. 
Con.stitutiona.J.ly, it was open to Britain, the colonial power, 
to detach the islands by Order in Council wi thout that coneent . 

10. Since Mr Leaser intends hie research for publica t ion in a 
journal of international law you will no doubt wish t o clear 
your answers to hie questions with the Legal Advieere . 

8 October .1982 

/ ~2r{f~ (~cc_~ (L-
M Walawalkar (Mrs) 
Research Departmen t 

SECRET 
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063/ 1 

Pete r Hunt 
E.,D 
FCO 

Esq 

November 1982 
~ g;,.Ab(~ . v H-t~. ~~ 

~14.&1, 

~ l.aloiaeoo..._. , e.,.,..~ 

CHAGOS .ARCHIPELAGO: SELEOI' COMMITTEE 

1 . I wrote to you on 8 October telling you of the select 
committee which has been set up to examine th e history or tne 
detachment of t he ~ages a rch ipelago in 1965 . When I saw the 
Minister of External Affairs on 8 November he told me that the 
commi t t-ee ( which he is chairing) has still a good dea l of' way 

l
to go before it can issue its repor t . He hoped however that 
this w~ul d be available in January . ___ ,____.--

2 . The committee is meetin g in private and has the power to 
call witnesses inclu,ding Min:l.sters and ex-Minister.o . ..i.t t he 
moment they are receiving evidence from Sir G Duval who volun
tarily agreed to discuss events in 1965. Later the y will ca ll 
t h e pre .sent Prime Minister Mr Jugnauth who of' course was in 
London for the Maurit ius Constitutional Conference in 1965 as 
deputy leader of the Independent Forward Block . Later they will 
ca l l Sir Seewoosagur to give evidence. 

3 . It wiil only be afte r the evidence has been compiled th a t 
a decision will be taken as to l"lhether to employ a jur i st . 

4 , While there is nothing very a l arming in all this at present 
I feel sure that you will wish to dust off the 1965 papers Bince 

I 
we may V1ell be faced with embarrassing assertions about the 
connection between the excision of the G'bagos Archipelago and the 
British Qovernmen t ' s undertaking_ to give Mauritius independence. 

~ (1~ ·-
,L- \ 

J N Allan 

RESTRICTED 
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) © 

it-r Hunt Esq 

November 1982 

~ g;;..,..bl~ . 
~ H-t ~. Da~ , ~ Laqal. 

~~. 

~ La)QOotOCIIAtal', t..~ Q.R. 

r ~ --l , 

WS aRCHIPELA.GO : SELECT COMMITTEE 

I wrote to you on 8 October telling you of the select 
nittee which has been set up to examine the history of the 
ichment of the Chagos Archipelago in 1965 . When I saw the 
lster of External Affairs on 8 November he told me that the 
ni ttee ( which he is chairing) bas still a good deal of way 
~o before it can issue its repo~t . He hoped however th a t 
a viould be available in January . ·----
The committee is me eting in privdte and has the power to 

L vii tn e sses including Ministers and ex-Ministers . At the 
ent they are reoei ving evidence from 61r G Duval who volun
l lY ~greed to discuss events in 1965 . Later they will ca ll 
r,resent Prime Minister Mr Jugnautn who of course waa in 

~on for the Mauritius Constitutional Conf'erenoe in 1965 as 
·ty loa~er of thP. Independent Forward Block . Later they will 
L ~ir Seewoos~gur to give evidence . 
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RES'l'JHCTED 

~ ,.·~~ ' '- ' 
t_.,k,.~J """\ ,_ I 

L-~ 

c-·-~C:6 ~4Cl!~ 

BRlTISe·\~~G~l;GOMMIS::iJ]N 
-P~ ~T I.OVI S -- .. -· .. 

Karcli 198,

~~ , ;~, 
~ ,1, 

P L l!unl Eaq 

~ ,~--t.w'J..~ (t._4...,, ... ~ L•c.'1' ( P- '"•"'·:~_re:'-" 
r>.._r~ > 

WT AFRICAJI Dl:PAll1.'KDIT 

F C O 
C<u., ·1-'"' "--""r "'"' '2{.o) 

~,, ... 1 2( ,,) 1•t.= .. • 
T" L 

r I ., \.. 
, . Jou rill r•c:all that I have corresponded about the Select 
Coc:eitte•'• rep<>rt on the cj.rcu.e,stances in which the Chagos Archipelago 
...,.. Pxcised fr011 Mauritiu s . Although Ra.ri ah Boodhoo, when ne passed 
thr ough India ear lier th i s year, auggested At a press conference that 
lhe report or the CoalCllttee would be cir culated at the NAM, I have been 
rl••n aaauraJI CU tb.sl thls wil l not be the c;,.oe. The document still 
nude Cina.l edlti~ and thia cannot take plac e until de Lestrac himself 
return• rroe In dia. 'nle report will be submitted to the Legielative 
Aea .. blJ but the Oovenunent do not an yet know whether there will be a 

rl,bat• on il , 

2. No doubt you ,u-e continu i ng to huaband all the relevant documents 
no tbal we~ be in - po§l t ion to refute any wild allegations . At 
t h~ -•t there seem to be two matters whic h are pre-otcupying the 
Hauriliau. 

(a) de Leatrac ie reported eo oa:,ing i n Paris that 
a..gool.aa had to agree to the exciolon under duress 
becauae the alternative put to him was a referendum 
on IndeFe ndence (whi oh preeumably he reared because 
or th• etrength .in thoee days or Duval); 

( b) -s t he deaiaion by the British Government to excise 
the Chag<>S Archipelago di scussed a,nd agreed in 
Cabioe~1 I/hen I aaw Serge Cla.ir, the Minister for 
Rodrigue• end the Ollt•r Islands, the other day he 
let slip that ir it could be proved that the 
llau.ritian Cabinet ~ reed to the excision then 
tbeir case would be con.siderabl.Y weakened. 

I I 

JN Allu 

IIES'l'lllC'l'lll 

' 

:.. 
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MAURITIAN AOREEMEll'l' TO DETACHMENT OF CRAGO 

... 1· R, rc,cncc :1f:s. c:,qe:,/ I - -
!1f:, 

I . , J 

;-- I - ,~;j 
l_~_l_j 

_..@ 
I refer to para.2 a) and b) of Mr Allan ' s letter of 4 March. l. . 

a) 
2 Although a referendum on independence was the demand of 
Duval 'a Pl'GD it is my firm recollection that t he record of the 
1965 Con:Cerence and of the side-meetings on the detachment of . 
Cbagos contain no hint that the threat of a re:ferendum was used~ ft11cj 
to blaclaaail Ramgoolam . The Prime Minister did, however, 
1mplic1t1y threaten Ramgoolam with detachment by Order 1n Council 
if agreement were not forthcoming . Please eee p2 of the at tached 
llote ( the Prime Minister' e meeting vi th Ramgoo1am on the morning 
of 23 September) . Given that the Constitutional Conference was 
consid ering the question of the ultimate status of Mauritius and 
that the main debate vas between the advocates of independence 
end of continuing associ a tion with Britain , however , I imagine 
that the Prime Minister's further suggestion that the "beet 
solution •• •• mignt be Independence and detachment by agreement 
could also have been interpre te d by Ramgoolam as a threat (or a 
promise) . The trouble is that the official record does not tell 
us everything. It cannot , for example, convey atmosphere and 
1.nnuendo. 

~) 

J. Tea - or at least the equivalent of Cabinet, the Mauritius 
Council of Ministers . (The detachment of Aldabra, Farquhar and 

I Deeroobee vas o.lao agreed bf the Seychelles' equivalent at the 
time, the Sxecutive CouncUJ. The final versicn of the record 
of the 23 September 1965 meeting with Mauritian Ministers, which 
1ncorpornted certain amendments made by Ram,goo1am in a manuscript 
lette r dated let October , vae submitted with Col onial Off'ice 
Sec ret Despatch no.423 of 6th October 1965 (copy attached) to the 
Gove rnor, Port Louie, for con£irmation by the Mauritian 
Govenuaent. 't'ith certain provisos (regarding the eventual return 
of the iel.ande to r-:auri tiua, and regarding minerals and oil) the 
Mauritian Council of Mi.nistere confi rmed their agreement, which 
vae notified to H~D in the Governor ' s secret telno.247 of 5th 
Novaabe r. 

4 . The above in.formation derives from our recorie and from 
memory . I have not called for the relevant departmental files 
einc e I assume tha t these are the very ones L&ru> Will vish to ' 
scrutinise vit b a Viev to the release of documents (Mr Wenban-
3111.ith ' e iainuta of 12 January to Hise Blayney refers). In case 
Mr Allan wants fUrther docum~tation you might , however , like to 
have the rolloving ref erence of the main fiJ,.e covering exchanges 
vith Mauritian MiJlieters on he Chagoe issu~ PAC 93/892/01. 

9 March 1983 

✓ t 4~foa:_(!l.~u~t '-
"Wal.avalkar (Mrs) 
Reeaarcb Departm ent 

SBCRBT 
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HJ Williams Esq 
NEW DELIII 
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,,_ L1>11Jo11 SWl 1\ 2All 

• 1· 

f"_,! 25 March 1983 J1I.. 

•4u~~ 
"-l u(4- _ it-31'5 

IJtA. M,, .. J...: I 

MAURITIUS: CLAIM TO BIOT 

l" In our telno 89 to Delhi, we undertook to write about 
previous undertakings relating to the 'return' of t he Chagos 
t.o Mauritius . 

2. The starting point is the teJ ·ms on which the detachment 
of these islands was agreed with Mauritius in 1965. A summary 
of HMG's undertakings to the Mauritius Government is contained 
in the enclosed minute prepared by Pacific and Indian Ocean 
Department in March 1969 . As you will note, paragrap h 22 
of the record of a meeting with Mauritius Ministers 011 
23 September 196:i, rent! with Colonial Office Despatch No 423 
1Jf 0 Oe~ober HJ65 together constituted UMG's definitive 
proposals . These texts have not been puJ:>lisbed but are 
t'eilected in the statement made by the Secretary of State for 
Llie Culonies in the House of Common,; on 10 Noven1be1· 1065. We are 

l ,;Lill looki111~ for Mauritian statement of 21 Dec , 1965 (para 10 a.fen::). 
3. This particular issue does not appear to have roused 
much JurLher Parlia~entary intere s t until much later . 
Ou '.ll Octoucr 1975 Mr Ennals said that l'.3m was gi·anted to 
/laul·ltiu,; 'as compansatiou for Lhl.l loss of sovereignty over 
tlw CJH1gos ktchlpelago'. (I altuch the .full text of question 
and ,\llswer , ) This w,1s, and is, a potentially embarras -sing 
::,; Ln tement. The t:~m J{rant was paid to Mauritius in 
recognition of the detachment of the Chagos Archipelago 
noL as compensation .t'<lr loss of soverejgnty over it . This was 
our position Jn 1965 and is certainly our position now. 
Later, on 11 July 1980, tbe present Prime Minister, answet'ing 
a ru.t l1er ctiner~nt <tuestion, also .l'rom Mr Newens, said that 
11. reanai ned UMG 's po1 icy that the islal'lds should I revert to 
!h,u1•j 1,j ui; 1 in the even L thaL ·they wer·e no longer Tequi red for 
<ldrancu purposei; (full text also attached). 

/4 
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s1. As we have explained in vRri .ous guidances (e.g . 
Guidance No . 157 of 20 July 1983), British sovereignty 
over the Chagos (and qver Mauricius and the Seychelles) 
originated in their cession by France under the Treaty 
11J Par.is in 181• 1. In the case of l,!11u1·i tius, sove .reignty 
was tr·nnsferred 1:0 it at inrtepenidence in 1968 i.e . nearly 
a y4:,ars t:tfter the cletacllr1e11 t of the Cbagos (which bas of 
co u rse remained uninterruptedly under British sovereignty 
,n nee 1814) . 

5. It is worth noting the difference between the Chagos 
i:;lands (once n dependency for a.rlministnitive convenience 
1if the colony <1f !tauri tius) 1md the Dependencies in the 
91111th Atlantic, i . e . South Geor~fu and the South Sandwich 
l:;l ands, whicll 11.re, also for reasons of acilninistrat i ve 
t:onv1:1n iencc, d1:1pen<1encics o .f the Falklands Islands colony. 
Whereas tit.le to thP. Cilap;os aud Mauritius derived from a 
sjngle source, t h e Treaty of 1814, the basis of our title 
111 South Guorgi;; and the Sandwich Islan(ls i:,i separate and 
rli r ferent frorn that Lo the Falkl ancts colony itself . 

(i . It is ag(lin:it thiR bacllgrounct that we have tried to 
1:vcp on an extrc:mely 1in1-row path in recent pl·onouncements . 
We; a1·e or cou1·se keen to avoid any suggestion that 
1,1:lUritius has sovereignty, W11 also maintain that Mauritius 
11eve1· dicl trnvo sovcrei (rn ty. I r reminded of the 19 7 5 
:insw,1r , we should probably have to sny ;iomething to 1:he 
« H cc t tlrn 1: aJ l chat Mt, uri tlus was bej nr: compensated for 
11ns not 1•eceivj 111~ 1:he s()verei.p;nty it would otherwise have 
a c11 u i reel on in de11end!;Jn CP.. 

verbs 
7. ','bei-e is itl:,o tlw quesliun o[ what; we cnn use in 
d~Hcr~bing the notion of rea-ccnchment. ' Cede' obviously 
dPsc1·ibei, rnost :,ccul':1tely any (1V(~ntutll tl ' nns.fer of 
.. nve1·uign ty !Ind is tile 01m we pr.efer to use . 13ut, provided 
tlw cunt-,xt clot:H not imp!~ that Mauritius has sovereignty, 
'rutu1·11 1 i,; lP1tnlly acceptablt,, althouffh thjs ha$ created 
cc,n lu,-,i,rn in l.!aul'itia11 minds and has J.ed them to assert that 
~he use of • n~turn' implie,; reco~;nilion of their sovereignty, 

/ ' Revert' 

CONFIDENTIAL 
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'Revert.' can be used in n suitable co 11text , but is best 
avoided because this term ~and even 111ore 'reversion') 
might be read as suggesting that we only had some k i nd 
of lease over the isla nds. 

,~ 

cc: 
n w Renwiclt Esq CMG 
Wnshin1rton 

J H Alllln Esq CBB 
Jlort Louis 

I.I I Goulding Esq 
Ul:J.fIS New Yori, 

W N Wenban-Smith 

).I.,. I. 
J..,.._, 

CONFIDJ1N'1'IA L 
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1. In our telno 89 to Delhi, we undertook to write ul,(;\,J

previous undertakings relating to the 'return' of the 

Cbagos to Mauritius. 

2 . The ~tartio~ point is the terms on which the detachment 

of these islands was agreed with Mauritius in 1965. A 

summary of HMG's undertakings to the Mauritius Government 

is contained in th .e enclosed minute prepared by Pacific 

and Indian Ocean Department in March 1969. As you will 

note, paragraph 22 of the record of a meeting with 

Mauritius Ministers on 23 September 1965, read with Colonial 

Office Despatch No 423 of 6 October 1965 together constitute 

HMG's definitive proposals. These texts have not been 

published but are reflected in the statement made by the 

Secretary of State for the Colonies in the House of 

Commons on 10 November 1965. 

3. This particular issue does not appear to have roused 

much further Parliamentary interest until much later. On 

21 October 1975 Mr Ennals said that t3m was granted to 

Mauritius 'as compensation for the loss of sovereignty 

/over 
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over the Chagos Archipelago' . ( I attach the full text of 

question and answer.) This was, and is, a potentially 

embarrassing statement. Tile £3m grant was paid to Mauritiu 

in recognition of the detachment of the Chagos Archipelago 

not as compensation for loss of sovereignty over it. This 

was our position in 1965 and is certainly our position now. 

Later, on 11 July 1980, the present Prime Minister, answeri g 

e. . h a rather different question, also from Mr New;i.ns, said tat 

it remained HMG's policy that the islands should 'revert to 

Mauritius' in the event that they were no longer reciuired 

for defence purposes (full text also attached). 

4. As we have explained in various guidances (eg Guidance 

No 157 of 20 July 1982), the main basis fo r our continued 

sovereig nty over the Chagos is that tthe islands were 

included among those ceded to us by France bv the Treatv 

of Paris in 1814, and that Mauritius acquired no sovereign 

over any territty until the time of its independence in 

1968, nearly 3 years after the detachment of the Chagos 

islands from its administrative jurisdiction. It is 

worth noting in passing that there is a difference here 

between the Chagos, whose status had been that of a 

Lesser Dependency of Mauritius and the~ Deoendencies 
t: . ~ 

in the Sou!ti Atlant"ic, / Georgia and the South Sandwie;jh 

Islands. The latter are administered from the Fal~lands 
Jt t ...... 

solely for i.De- adrninistrati ve convenience., ana l our title to 
- ,, 1 

them is~ separate and different from [ our title to the 

Falklands themselves. But, when we acquired the Chagos 

they were already in some sense dependencies of Mauritius. 

5. a is against this background that we have tried to 

keep on an extremelv narrow path in recent pronouncements. 

we are of coltl'se keen to avoid any su~gestion that 

/Mauritius 

I 



Annex 128

. ..... .. . I 

DSR UC 

Mauritius has sovereignty. We also maintain that Mauritius 

never did have soverei~ntv. If reminded of the 1975 answer, 
iiti;l,, . .,{., ka..rt .. ' ·• "1 tf: . <I ''i' -... -

we shoufdbe~k J ig"-"I to say Lth&t all that Mauritius was 
i.1,c; 

beinl!'. compensated :for was -the.. .deJa5> i~ receiving -the 
it: - { ... 

sovereignty~ would ~have acquired on independence . 

6 . There is also the question of what verbs we can use in 

describing the ,,notion of reattachment. 'Cede' obvio usly 
l_t '\.i ~-

deSCribeS most accurately " t-h!. transfer of ,soveri>i gnt.y and 

is the one we prefer to use. But, provided t he context does 

not~~ imply that Mauritius has sovereignty, 'return' 

is legally acceptable, although this has created confusion 

in Mauritian minds and has lPri thPm to assPrt that the use 

of ' return' imolies recognition of their sovereigntv. 

'Revert' can be used in a suitable context. but is best s 

avoided because this term (and even more ' reversion ' ) mi&ht 

be read as suggesting that we only had some kind of lease 

over the islands . 
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Mauritius Legislative Assembly, Report of the Select Committee on the Excision of the Chagos 
Archipelago, No. 2 of 1983 (June 1983)
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REPORT 
of 

'The Select Committee on the Excision of the 
Chagos Archipel.'lgo 

I - l11(roduc..'1ioo 
I. On 21st July 1982, the [oUowi,,g moti,Jn standing in lbe name of tl1c 

Uooour.iblc The Prime MiuisLer was unao imous:y approved:-
" 11)is Assemb ly is of the op inion (hat, in accordance w!lll Standing 

Order 96 of 1he Sionding Orders and Rules of the Legisla tive 
Assemb ly, n Select Committee of the House consisti ng of not more 
Chnn uine members to be nominatcC by Mr Speaker, be oppointcd 
to look into the circumstonccs whic:1 led to i.\nd foHowcd the cxci• 
sion of the Chagos Arc:hi pe:ago, including Diego Garcia, from Ml\t.
ritius in 1965 and 1he exact na ture of the transac tions that 100k 
place with documen ts in support and to report the said Setect 
Committee to have powers to smd for person.-:, papers aod 
reco!'ds." (J) 

2. On 20th Aug ust 1982, Mr Speak er norninn1ed the following llonou 
rab le Mcmbel'S to form part of the Select Committee. (2) :-

The I lonourab le l\•tinister of Finance 
The Honourab le Minister of Commerce, ladustJ')', l.,riccs & Con· 

sume 1· Protection 
The Honourable Minister of Exte1'1Hll Affairs. Tourist l' & Emig;r;l· 

lion 
The Ho nOl'1rahle: Minis1er of Agri<:ullurc. Fisheries & Na l urn I 

Resources 
The l-lonouruble Attorney-General and J\,finlstc:r for ·women's Righrs 

& r-ami ly Affairs 
The Honourable lvfinistcr £or Rodrigoes & the Ouler ls londs 
1'he Honourab le A. Gayan 
Dr the Mooourob!e S. l1eer thnm 
111e I ronm,rab!e Mrs F. Roussety 

3. At its tirst meeting. 1hc Select Conurdttcc uoaniino usly elected lhe 
Oono11rablc Je,rn•Claude de:. l'& 1rac, 1hen Mi nister of E.xtcmal Affai1'$, Tou
rism tmd Gn1ignl1iou, I• the Chair. 

4. ihe Committee met on JI occasions and in Che cC1urse oC iti:. proceed~ 
ings heard witnesses whose names are listed in Appendix ~A• of this Rtport. 

(I) M:iudt ius l.t j!istafrvc As~mb ly-Dc. bMa"No .Sot 213t Jnlv 1981- Col. 1026-IO'i6. 
(2) M:uu·iri11s lcg i11la1ive A~semhly-Deb:Uct Na. 11 of 2-0lb Aug:ust 1982-

(:l"tl. 2397-1)911 . 
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11 - Th e Ch•g os Archiro lago 

S. The Chagos Arch:pelago - Wllil 801 November l96S, • dependency 

of Mauril ius- comprises !he i,lands of Diego Garcia. Egmont or six fslands. 

Peros 8nnh os, Solomon (:lands . Trois Frere.,. including Danger Island nnd 

£ 1g:c ls\nnd. lt lies some 1200 miles nortlN:ast o( Mauritius and covers nn 
area (rom 7•39' 10 4•41• Sand rroni 70°50' 10 72' 41' E. The largest island 

ot 1h, p-<>up i.s Oiea,-o Garcia which is abollt 11 YJUarc miles . 

6. The early hl3tory or the archipelago is closely associated with lh:at 

of I he Seychelles which were both citplored by I hu Portuguese as for back :is 

1he first half or the sixteenth century. Since then. both 3rchipelagoes hn.vc 

known the (ate commo n :o 1he Olhc:r islands of the reg.ion which chGnged 

h!lnds. most particularly . according to the h11zartls or the long st~nding 

rivalry between the Drilish and the French in the lndian Occ:tn. It is to be 

notcd- os a p1emonilion to the present suHu!. of Diego Garcia- tl"iat on 

181h Mnrch 1786 an auempl was made from Bombay, by the East India 

Comp.,ny 10 convert the island into a mili1ory base.U) The venture proved 

unsuccessful. But when, doring World War n. Diego Garcia happened 10 be 

a val11,1ble 'naval port of call' (2) , the assessment proved to be a worthy 

one which da tes bock as far rui 1769 whc:n the F'rench Nnval Lle uh::n11nt 

La r-ontainc made ·a 1horough survey o f 1he boy. thi: first sign of French 

apprcelfitiou of the possib1e str:ucgic value or that is)aad. (3) 

Indeed. lhe sinuegica l si1uruion or the mnin island or the Olagos Arc.hi• 

pelago- :,bout 3,400 mile: Crom 1hc Ca pe or Good Hope. 2,600 mile$ from 

1he No rlh West 0>1,c, Aus1rnli11, 2,200 miles r,u m Uerbern, Somali11 and 

1,900 miles from Ma.sirah lslund, Oman (4)-was bound to make of Diego 

Gar cia a poinl of capita l imponancc in modern geo-polictCS. This posilion, 

in the nearest vicinity of the Maldives and of India . became more evidc::01 

af1cr \Vorld \.Var 11 wheL Engla nd gradually withdrew from 1he region. in 

the wnkc or its new policy of granti ng po litic.nl iudependence to ils colonit.'i . 

7. 1 lence. the l.b.ap Arch1pcl:.ago was bound to ptuy a prc-c::mi11cu1 

role in what tended lo consti1ute. lhrough Bri11in"s withdraw-JI. •one of the 

largcsl und mos1 cornplex power voc-uurns or lhc post-war periods.' (5) Ln1cr, 

1he C ul r crisis was soo n to mnkc: of lhe ,·egio1\ n most slra tegic field of uction 

for 1he p,Owcrs whic11 are bent upon controllinn the energy routes to 'Europe 

and Asia. 

(I) Au,,wc To .. H1.int - L'()Cian h1llict1 atlll XV l llc 1l«lc - Fl1ftun,irion, p. 6$, 

Cl) Joel laru1 - l'.'>W10 Carci:a; l' olilic:il cloudl OY11t • Yil:il U.S.. hue, S4rutcg:ic: Review 
Winl<1:r 1982- Uniled Slates SIYAlc1,1.lc lns-tilutc:.. 1>, •6, • 

(J) Ro~ rt Sco11- Umu1i:i., The Lt .. u Ocpc-m.lcncia ol t.·tau ritius- Oifotd U11fvtrait1 
r~u. p. 144. 

(•) Robur Scoct- ()p. d1. p . 61. 
($) Joil Urus - Op. dL 

,.. •i 
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8. II might be usefol to record here that it wns not long after Lhc British 
colon.isation of Mauritlns that the islands which con:niwted the dependencies 
lhc:reor became .111 object of considerable interest to the new admiuistering 
governmen1. On 21st March, )826. the House of Commons voted a resolutioil 
askfog that an address be presented to His W.ajesty requesting that he 'be 
g:n,ciously pleased to give d irec1ions that there be laid before this House a 
re1urn of the number of all the islands, which come under the deoomin:Hioo 
or dependeocies of M;:wr itius. showing their geographical p.ositioo in reft• 
l'ence. 10 1h,1l is lnnd, ,he e,nen1 of thci.r tc rr itor/. ttod :)ny cenr.uo whic h m:iy 
have been takeo or thei r popu la1ion together wi1h their clvi l and milirnry 
establishments and the description of naval force which mav have been 
s,a,ioned there ttt any lime since the conquest,:,[ the colony.' {I) Complying 
wi1h the request. Sir Lowry Cole. the then Governor of Mauritius, subcniued, 
on 19th Seplember of the same year. Lo Lord B:llhursl what one of his 
successors described as 'the tiri::l ca13log\1e of (1c dependencies of Mauri tius 
ever LO have been compi led· and which even in~Juded two islands •which are 
now known to have exjsted only in the imagination of canographc rs.' {2) 

9. However, since the coming into force er Lhe instructions contained in 
1he Le!Ccrs Patent o{ 31 August J 903 which made of the Seychellc.s a colony 
administraLively independent from Mauritius, thought was constanlly given 
by the British Go\•etrunent to lhc necessity of shar iog between the two 
c<>lonies the islands aroun d, Such ao exercise was concluded i11 192 1 nod the 
Chagos A,·chipelngo remained one of the lesser dependencies of Mauritius. 

HI - The British Jndi:m Occ.in Territory 
10. The long :1ssociat.ion of the Chagos Archipelago with MaurithLS 

came tO an end on 8th Novembe r 1965 with rhe coining into force of the
British Indian Ocean Terr itory Orde r (Appendix "B'). T he new ·•colony" 
originally included not 011ly chi: Chagos Archipelago. bl•t the Farquhar Islands, 
lhc Aldabra Group and the islands of Desroches which rormed par t of the 
lhen British Colony of the Seychelles. Mention of 11,ese dcptndencies of the 
Seychelles is or Slrong political rele\fance. 1'he two main political parties of 
the Seychelles which met the British Authoritie.'i duri ng the first coos1icutional 
talks on the fodepcndence of that country (14-27 Jvforch 1975) u1t1de if a 
poin.t to claim lhc islands back, but to no ;:1vai l. l-fow~ver, as a resuJI ot the 
second talks with lhe r'ote ign :md ComrnonwCJlth Oflioe 3nd which culmi
natetl into the inclepcnde11ce of the then colony (18th Jmle 1976) the Farquhar 
Jslands, the Aldabra Group an<l the islands o f De.srochcs were finally re1umcd 
to the Seychelles. Heoce. with the coming into force on 28ch .June 1976, of 
:he British Indian Ocean Territor; On_lcr 1976. Lhe, 'territory' uow comprises 
only the Chagos Archipelago, one t)f lhe fonner lesser dependencies of 
Mauritius. 

( I) Mauril.iu$ J\« .hh•ci- SA 9. 
(2) Robert Scott op . .;it. p. l . 
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11. The excisio n from Mauritius of the Chagos Archipelago was eflcc1C<1 

in ac..:on.Jnuce with the provisio11s o( the Colo nial Boundnries Ac t. 189S, 

but in compJe.[e viol:itioo of Resolution 6 of the Declarat io n on the Gr:mtin& 

of lndcpcnden<c 10 Colonial Counlries •nd Peoples vo1ed by the 948th 

(ien erul Meeting of tbc Uo.ited N:.t ions Organizations . on 14th December 

1960 (Appendix 'C'). Lnler, 
(i) the United Na1ions Ge neral Assembly Resolu1io11 2066 volcd 

on 16111 Decorubcr 196~ (Append i• 'D '!, in line wilh 1hc 

Dccl3.nuioo oo lhc Granting of Jndependcnce lO CoJonh11 

Coun tries and Peoples (Appcndi • 'C'): •nd 

(ii) tbe Resolution on Diego Gar<:ia voted by the Assembly of 
I-leads or Slat -: and Oovc rnmcnt or the Ori,nnit o.Lion of Ar ricu,1 

Unity nt its 17111 Ordinary Session io Sierra 1..c:one from ISI to 

4th Ju\y 1980. <Appendix 'E1 

will be nouted in the s:ime manner . 

12. 1L would be wrong. however. to prclend tha t lhe excision o f the 

Cha 1;,os ArchipeJugo wos a uni lateral exerc ise 0 11 the part or Great Britai n. 

In. a sutemen t in the Hou..e of Commons . no less a person lhan the Prime 

Minister oC Great llritain decl•red that "the Government or Mauritius have 

been kept fu lly in formed of, and have ra ised no objection 10, 1he proposed 

use of Diego Gar ciu as a. nava l commun icat ion focility". ( J) Deta ils of such 

connl vtncc . togeth er with the Select Commi11cc's op µtion on the legal u11d 

moml validi ty of the tramact ion are shown l:Her in I.he report. (Para . 52). 

The Committee, ho-.vever. bas1ens to reoocd 1h01 the attitude of the p0li1tcl l 

de legatio n w hich aneo dcd lbe. Mauritius Comii1utional Talks 1965 when the: 

que.inion was first nmo tt;(I ~s in shnrp cont rast with the firm and patriotic 

stand o[ che Seychelles poliric--dl lct,ders who .succeeded during the Cons, 

titutional Talks which J)1ereded lhc inde pendence of tl1e Seychelles to recover 

the tc.nitorial intcpity ol their counll}'. 

13. The first public anno uncement in rcprd to the excision was mac.le 

in the House of Commoo, on 10th November 1965 by the then Secreinry o r 

Stare for the Colon ies, Mr An thony Greenwood . (2). The news, embargoed 

for retcue in Mauri tius at 20.00 hrs on that doy. 1·eproduccd ;,. extenso the 

Secrerary of State ·, sta tcmeol and con1ains 1be vague: indication tha t the 

island s wouJd be used (or .. defence facilities by the British and Uni ted S1a1es 

Governm ents.'• Mention is a lso made there in of the compe nsation 10 be 

paid to lhe comp nny which e:<ploi lcd the planta tions 011 the i~dands. the COSI 

of " rcsculing elsewhere those inhobiiants who ~ n no longer remain 1he re" 

and an addi 1ional aran1 of Om . for develop01eot projects in Mauri1ius 

(Appendix 'F1 . Later , the !reeholds were acqu ired •• agreed prices tornlling 

£1,013,200. 

(1) Hoose o ( Con11uot1s deh:ates - Vol. Ill, Col. UI . 
(1.) Hoos,eOJ CbtrutlONd ~bues-V oL n o. Col. J •l. 

: ·-r,._, t' . -\ . •~,j-
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14. The decision of the British Governme nt became immediate ly a 
muucr of big concern to most of lhe councries of the world and par1icularly 
to those located in Lht Indian Ocean and which saw in I.he process the 
beginning of a long 1el'm milil3t'i7..ation of the region, wirb i_oevjtable risks 
of involvenlem in ouclear warfare . 

IS. On 1he excision issue. as ear ly as 16th Decembe r 1965, the U nited 
N;uio,1s. as its. 13981h Plenary Assembly \'(;ttd a Resolution inviting. inter alia. 
't he adm inisfr:r ine pnwr:r tn tnl.r-. nn 11r.1inn whir.h wnnM <lis,neinher the terri
tory o( Mauritius a nd violute its 1erri 1or il:ll integr ity.' (App-cndix D}. 

16. The Reso lurion d id not, in the least, deter tl1e British Government 
in its plans. On 30th December I 966, an Exchange of Notes was s;goed in 
London between the United King dom and th~ United States Governments 
on 1he Availability of certain l nd ian Ocea 11 Islands for Defence Purpo ses 
(Co mmon Paper No. 3231) and wbjch confirmed tlw dcaJ to use the islands 
in a joi nt military venture by the two counrr!es.. Indeed . the Uniled States 
Governmtm agreed at 1he very stan ' lo conlributc. op to £. 5m lowa rds the 
costs <if setting up the Bri tish Ind ian Ocean Ter ritory, by waiving 10 that 
extent research and deve~opmeut sorclmrgcs (or the United Kingdom pure.base 
of the Polar is miss;Je system.' (I I T he island, of the British Indian Ocean 
1~erri1ory were made ava ila ble for the defence .?Urposes of both g:overnmen1s 
for an initial period of 50 ye;m. (2) 

17. The 11Mure of these defence arrangements was first released 10 local 
public illfom1ntion in 3 press coinmur1ique issued on 3rd December 1965 by 
the Govemmen t of M aurilius and which indicat1d "tl1at at t.he time the ma1ter 
was discussed with the Maurilius Governme nt. the British and the American 
Gover,uneucs were cons idering rhe esuiblishmcnt or a communica1iotlS centre, 
support ing {acililies and a naval refuelling depot" on the is lands. (3) The 
dis lurbiog e!ement in tJ1c commun ique and which was for the first time 
brollght 10 the pub lic know'.edge refers to prior coosulta tfon with 1he Go• 
vernmcnt of Mauri(iu.s on lhc issue. This fea ture will be ana lysed later in the 
report. {Paras 39-44) fn addit ion , il shouJd be noted chat the relatively more 
derailed press release of t he Mauri tius Govetllme nt bears contrast with the 
ou1)hemistie upprouc h of 1ho Uojtcd Kiug<lom Oovcmment whi,h per.si.stcd t •:i 

late as 1970, on lhc. eve o f an upgrad ing of such facilities , 10 pretend that 
lhcsc innocently cons isted of "a limited United States na,,al comm unications 
cen1re. p:trlly opera ted by the United Kingdom and which wou!d provide 
cominu oic::ations suppol't 10 Uni Lcd States and United Kiugdom ships and 
airc rafL in the ludino Oce:rn." (4) 

(I) Houseo( C<>mmoos deb/1t<:.'.s- Vol, 89!>, Col. 2?1-172. 
(?) Hou;e or Commons dcb:ih::,-Vo l. 370. Col. 1274 
()) M111,1rilius Legisfatiw: A3$cmbly dcb:ites No. 2j of 14th Oc<:embcr, 196S, 

C.oL 18,Stl-1851. 
(4) Hous<:.'. uf Commons d cba lcs-VoL 808, Col. )28. 
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., T hese arrnngemen1s; within : the term, ol 1bc ,966 ,E,ch•ngc ol Note_s, 

were appl'O\fed, in prin cip te: ·:,y Lhe Uu.itcd Kingdom Gov1;rnmcnt in)9§8_ /\ , 

lur1her Exchongc ()( Notes "~s signed on 24th Oc1ober, 1972; ~11d U>c; facWty 

bctao operating in 1973 (I) \Jhcn 1he Un itcll Kin.tdom Governmem ;igr«d 10 

ua limi1cd ex.p:msio-n of the rad io s1a tioo " (2) in addition to Lht: original 

defe nce focilitie.s which wen sa id 1hen to .. coosis1 of a United St31eJ ll3V)' 

rndio s ta lion. an 8,(M.)() ft runway which is not ~ pabte or taking the larger 

1ranspo<I and ranker aircr;llt fully bden; a oarura l an chorage restl'iclcd in 

d r.1ught rrnd rurning ,oo m; occonunodati cm fM some 4S0 personnel: and 

limited aircro (L pa rkin1t sp:1ce anct oU storas.e (ac ilities." (2) 

18. However, on 5th 'Feb ruar y. 1974, n. slUlt' 1nen t mode in the ll(luse of 

Comrnons by the Sectttary of State for Foreign and Conunonwcalth Aft'airs. 

Mr Julinn A,ncr-y. revealed 1hut Her M:ijc$ty's Government haJ agreed in 

principle to a propoMI of !hC United SU&tes Government made in Jt'lnunry 

1974 and in nccord>ncc w.th lhe 1966 Anglo-American Agreement (Con1-

maod ·1'aper No. 3231) to u,., exp ans ion or 1he facil ities n1 Diego Ga rcit1 and 

which would involve .. impr>Vemen ts to 1he anchomge and to the airfield as 

well as to lhe shore fncili ties". Tll o last pa.rt of the stotemen1 is however • 

indicalh• e ol milit;ary coo cem of :i la~Jcr dimcnsion:-

"Jler Majesty's Government have long felt that It is desirable in 1bc 

general Western in le-rest to bol:111ce increased Soviet ac tivities in 

the Indian Otea• orea. Accordin,ly , they welcome the expansion 

or th~ Unil cd Stnle.3 facilities which will also be nvailablc for 

Brit ish use. Aga inst this bac kgrou nd. the United Stutes rind the 

British Gov,,rnin,n1s have ag=<I to consult periodically on joint 

objecrlvcs, policies ond nct iviLics in the n.rea. As regards the use of 

tho t:.xpandod facilities in normal circumstaoccs. the Urlited Slates 

and British rep rcsento tives in Dlcgo G:\n;:ia will inform each other 

of intended mo vements o( ships and a ircrufl. ln oth er c ircums tances 

the use of lhe facilities would be ::i m:me.r for the join1 JecistOn of 

1he two Govcm«1cnl$," (3) 

Lat er, on 20th Morea, 1974, th<, I hvler-Secrem,y ()( Stllle for Foreign 

~nd Commonweulth Allairs, Mi~ Joan Ler.cor, aga in str essed thnt one of the 

rnsor.s ror the United K ingdom's occcptancc of the United Sates proposal 

wus the rnct that the Soviet na\ftil presenc e in the Indian Ocean had lncrc:ised 

sreadily in quantity ond qut lity over the Jast five yerus and is l.:1rger than that 

ol the Wc,tcm countries, (4) 

(I) lfousie or C9tMIOOt dtb:uu - Vot. 870: Col 1114. 

(!) I I owe or Conunoc111.dcb;at41- VoL 897; Col , lo.I. 

(3) +louse of Co mmon, d:.ba1e1- Vol. 86! ; Col. 276•??1. 

(-0 I fQUSC or Com,.., dcbatu-Voll , 110; Col 1175. 

·--~-
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19. An assessmcm of Lhe actual military arrangements on the islands 

is obviously difficult lnd whatever may be 1hcir size 3txl nature is immateriaJ 

10 this reporc, O n two ()(.'(.."Mions ot k:a.st,- 1 Jth March :tnd '22nd July, J97S

the then British Secretnl'y of Smle for Dercnce. Mr Roy Mnson, declnrcd to 

cJ1e I louse of Commons that ii was not the policy or t..hc British Government 

•·to confirm or deny the presence of nuclear we-.,pons in ships, aircraft or 

nny particulnr location"-a stntemEn1 pccgrrant wi1b :1l:im1ing mililary 

connocations, 

Ten days arter 1hc an.nounccment in regrrd 10 lbe constitution of the 

8ri1ish lndi:tn Occ:an Territory , tbe then Secretary of Suue fer lhe Colonies, 

Mr Anthony Greenwood, declared 10 the Hmst or Commons; '"T here is 

ccrlainly no ques:rjon of any derog.a1ion from Brirnin's sovereignty of these 

1erri1ories. • ( I) And, lnler. 1hc !hen Secretary cf S••te for Forcigo and Com

monwe:i llh Affo.irs, Mr Hauerstey. re-echoed: ··The island of Diego Ga~i a 

is Od1ish Sovereign Tt1Ti1ory." (2) At chis sLagc. lhe Commiucc cirnnot dis• 

miss Lhe bet that such sovereignty was cJoimed in the teeth or strong opposj.. 

lion from the United Nations Orga nisation, the Organisation of African 

Unily a,,ct mosl of 1he independent States in the lnd ian Ocean. including 

India, whose Prime Minister. Mrs Indira Gandhi. 011 7th Feb,·uary. 1974, 

hi&hhghted the danger 1hat the mili1ariution or tbe Chagos Archipelago coos• 

titut cd for 1hc sccuriry of her count ry. 

IV - The M:mrifiu .ic Co oslifuriooa.l Cnnfueoce, l96S 

20. On 7th September, 1965. a Mnuri1iu> dcf~g~uioo comprising rcpn> 

senwtives of lhe Mauritius La bour Patty, the Partl .Mauricien Social l)cm~ 

cnite. the lndepc:odent Forward Bloc. the Muslim Cornminee of Action and 

cwo tndcperldent Members of 1hc L.egis!alive As.i;cmbly (Appendix G) met 

At Lnncastcr House, under Lhe c::hairmnnship of 1he then SecRtary of State 

tor Ille Colonies, Mr Anthony Greenwood. " lo reoch atree nh!nt on the ulti~ 

m:ue status ot Mauritius, the 1imc of accession to it. whether occession should 

be r,receded by consuhntioo wi1h the people and, if so, in what form." (31 

The Conference met uniil 24th Scplember, 1965. 

l. I. The Clairn ror fn<lepen<krK.-e wa:!I. ~upportc:d al the Conference by W 

Mauritius Labour Party, the Independent Forw.1rd Bloc and the: Muslim Com-

1niucc of Acrivn, although this pnr1y had pul uJ' cer1aincondi1ions in rtgru<l to 

the electoral System . The Parti Mauricicu Social Dcmocrate :advocated, us 

a substiture for independence, close conslilutional associ:uions with Great 

Dritoin nod submitted that. ill any event, t he people of Mauri1ius shou ld be 

allowed to express their preCercnce in a free rdeter ldum. 

(I) lioll$C of Cotu.tnou ckbllcs Vol . no. Col , t :09. 
(?) Hou,co(Common1dcb:i1csVOI . 87l.Co l, 117. 

(3) Rcpau of th1: Mauritius Con1htutiomd Co,!ctc.ncc. Sep1c:mt11,:r 1%5-Soi ional 

l'3pc.r NCJ. 6 of 196$, p . l. 
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22. lo the 6nal commcniqu~ issued on 24th September 1965, the S«ro

lOry o[ Sta te [or the Colonies ruled out the proposal submitted by the Parti 

Mauricien Soci11J Dcmocrntc for nss0<:intion with Great Jlri1nin ou the srouod 

1hat "given the k:nown s1re11gtb of ll1c supporl ror indepenchrncc. ii waj clear 

that strong pressure for lhis ~•ould be bound to cootinuc a.od that in such a 

state of o.ssociatioo nei1her unccnniuty nor 1he acute political con1rovc1Sy 

nbouL ultimole status would be dispelled." The plea for a referendum which. 

il'l Che ~ecr;euary or Smt1..:·.:; opi ui u n wuu h.l l,l•v lvus .. th~ ou l'rcn l uneer11,inty 

and polilical controversy in :. way which wou1d harden and deepen commun31 

divisions and rivalries" was also discarded. n,e United Kingdom'$ Govern

ment ultinunc decision oo lhe issue was •·10 fix a date and ,at e necessary 

steps to declare ~fnnritius independen t after n period of si:< monlhs run 
internal sclt-governmenl it u resolu1io11 ask ing tor this was passed by a simple 

majority ol the new Asscmtly ." (I) 

23. T he fionl communique also referred to , the following defence 

nrrangements between the British nnd the Mnurilius Govcrnment,;:-

23. A t lh.is fin3I Plenary meeling or the Con fere nce the .Secretury 

of State also indicated that the Brilish Government h•d gl.e n 

cnreful CONidcration to the views e;i;prcssed a$ to the dcsintbility 

of a defence agreement being entered in to between the Oritish 

und Mauritius Govcr,nmcnts ooverin°g hor only defence Bgninst 

cx1ern~J threats but also assistance by the Brili.sh Go\•emmenl 

in ccrtoin cittu mst tUlCC$ jn the event or thttats 10 the internal 

security o( Mauri tius. Th~ $ecrctory of Sintc announced that 

the BritLcih Government Was Willing in ·principle to negotiate 

with lhe Mauritius CoVernmCn t before independe nce the tcnns 

of a derencc .igreemcnt which would be . signed and come into 

effect immedialely after inde-pendcnc:e. The Dricish {iovcrnment 

envisaged lhnt such na t•Sreement might provide ) hat.' !n the 

event or an c'Xternnl thrci:it 'to eit hc'r cotl11tiy, thC t\VO govern

ments would consult togetJ1er to dccidC what actM>n ·was 

IJ<Ct$$1,Y for mUtll.'lJ defence. There would also be joint 
c:onfull:uion ol\ :iny request from 1he M 1uiri1iu$ Go\·enunent 

in the event of a I hre.at to the io1cn1al security of Maurilius. 

Such an 1,grccmcnt would coutuin provisions under which on 

the one hand the British Government would undertake to :i.ssist 

. in the provision of lraining for , and 1he.. sccondmen1 of uiined 

personnel tC>. the Mour itius police oad SCfUrily [or~: and on 

U1c other hand the Mauri tius Govcr nmen l would agree: ro the 

cootinued eojoymcn t by Britain o( existiag rights and [acilitics 

in H.M.S. M>uritiu, and at Plaisance Air6eld. (2i 

(I) Report CII !lw M11mltlus Con111hulionil l Confel'CflOc:- Scp tcmbu · J!toS-S'•~o n.,.1 
Popct No. 6 or 196$, p. 4. 

(2) Op. clt .. p. 5.' 
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That section of the communique which touches up0 11 military arrange
ments makes no mention of any agreeme nt in rega rd to the excision of any 
pan of the Mauritian territory io the context of either mutual defence QT 
what was ultimately termed 0 in the general western interest to balance 
increased Soviet ac tivities in the fodian o~ an. " {l} 

However. in the ligh t of evidence prod uced by representa tjves of the 
polilital par1i..:s which took part in the Mauritiu.s Constirutionnl Conference 
196,. and wt1icl1 is rev iewed a l pi.uagrapll 25 hc1eundc. r , the. Committ~ ic 
convinced, withcm any possible dou bt, that. a t a cer ta in tin,e wh ile the 
Constitutional talks were on . the question was mooted. And. further , the 
Committee is satisfied rbat 1he genesis of the whole transaction is intimately 
conne<:ttd with the consli tuliona l issue then u nder considcrat io11. 

24. The Committee regre l's that, apart fro m Sir Seewoosagur 
Ramgoolam who led the Mauritius Labour Pa rtv delegation. the leade 1·s of 
lhe ot her pn.rticipating_ JJOJitiC:.l l parties: arc no m<ire. Neverrbeless, the Com
miuee has been fortuna1e tll l)Ugh LO hear members from each of Lhc parties 
present tH Lancaster House. in September l965. 

25. Their reports lo the Select Committee run be: summarized as here
under : 

A The Mauritius Labour Party 
The Ma urit ius Labo ur )>a rty, led by tlte then Prem ier and 
Minister of F inance, Dr 1he Honourable Secwoosagur 
Ramgoolam. now Sir Seewoosagur Ramgoolam. was, numeri~ 
cally speakiog. the most important polilical paicy which a tten
ded the Consti tutiona l Conference. Sir Seewoosug tJr was heard 
by the Seiec , Commi ttee oo 6th Dcoember 1982. He dec lared 
lhot the even tual excision of the Chagos Arch ipelago from 
Mauritius never appeared on the agenda of the Constilucion.al 
talks nor wns iL ever brought for d,scussion in Maurilius prior 
to the Conre rcnce . I t wa, on1y, wh ib the t!ll.b were on . that he 
had two private meetings with the British. Autltorities; one. 
a t l 0, Downing Slrect where the British Government's decision 
to gran 1 independe:nce to Ma uritius was commun icated to him 
by the then Pr ime Ministe r. and the secon d, on 23rd September, 
l965, ia one of the commi ttee rooms of Lancas ter House where 
he was, for the first time . informed by the Secretary of Sta te. 
Mr Anthony Greenwood. of the United Kingdom•s intention of 
detaching the Ch agos Archipe lago from Mau ritius. 

(I) Howe of Com ,nou.~ tlc~ 1e11 Vul. 868. Col. 271. 
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Si,r Seewoosagur declared that he accepted d~ excision. in 

principle, as (i) he felt he hnd no legal inslrument to prohibit the 

Unitc.d Kin£(1om GoYemn\C.nt from exercising the po\Vcra coo

rerrcd 11pon it by the Colonial Doundorics Act 1895, which 

powers coul~I not be resisted even by lnd in when 1he parti tion 

of 1his ooun1ry took place before ii. independence (ii) he could 

1101 then :u.sess the strategic importance of the archipelago 

w l1iCh cons!.sle.:U vf i.shuici:. vory t'9mo lo: l-1·om Mnn ri lius a nd 

virtually un.cnown to most Mauritia.ns and (iii) i1 was eoncrclely 

expressed Ii> him th :it the iskrnds would be used :u a comnnmi

ca tjons oemrc and not as a military base. 

Sir Scewoos;1gur strongly cmph3sised th11t. at no time. during 

that meetinu aud during mc:c1ings he h::td subsequently with 1hc 

Secrc«ary d Stale - after 1he Conslitution:iJ taJk.s- to discuss 

dc:.t.ails of :he e;<cision. was he made nwo.rc: thnt 1he United 

States o[ America were in 1he deal and tha t Oie Islands would 

be required for a joint U.K./U.S.A. dclencc vcnrvrc. So much 

so that tJ1c statement made in lh~ Legi~l:~tive Assembly, on 

141h Dece-nbcr 196S, by the 1hen Acting Premier, Mr Guy 

Forgcl. (Appendix 'f') came as a surprise to him~ He even 

declnl'e<l to the Select Committee that the cil·cumstanccs which 

led to Lhe introduc1io11 in tluat sl3tcment o( certain elemenls then 

unknown to him were still shrouded in ·mystery•. He did not 

deny. how~vcr, that while lhc Conference was on, a Mi,uriti.in 

dele1a1ion led by late Mr Guy Porge1 met the Minister in 

Charge of I!conomic Affair, in the American Emha.ssy in Lon• 

don . 

Sir Sccwoosagur mo.intnincd that the. choice: he made between 

the independence or Mauritius and Lhe excision or the urchi

pe1aco w-...s a IDOSI judicious one. He thought. however. that 

had oll 1he politic.ol parties present at Lancaster .House been 

united in lhc claim Car independence. bc:uer comlilions mig.hl 

h3vc been Oblainal . But, lhc f"arti Mouricicn Social DC:n\OC'f"lll" 

<P.M.$.0.) walked out of the Conrcreocc, us soon os it became 

evi<lent lbac indcpeodencc could not be nvoided. 

Sir Seewoosagor recalled that at one of the mcctio~ on the 

e.xci.sion issue. with the Sccrelary of State, he stressed that the 

sovereignty or ~laurilius o,·er the islands ahould be main1uined 

and all righ1s connected wilb fishing and mineral prospcction 

should be preserved. He also claimed the possibility fo r 1,lanes 

10 use tbe strip on Diego Gnrcia for :lily emergency landi01: on 

their rou:e to and rrom Mnuritius. No records of cbe.<ie procee

dings wc:re communic3.ted lo him. but he bad the impression 
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th at, apart from 1he cla im for .sovereignty. all 1he O£her points 
were agreeable LO lhe British Government including a propo
sition that. in the event of excision, 1he islands would be 
returned t<> Mauritiu..c. when not needed by the United Kingdom 
Govcmroeoc. He recogn!sed. h0\•ever, that apart Crom cettain 
statements made by himself and members of his Governmcn1 in 
international mee1ing....:., no official rc<1uest hnd been made for 
the re1roccS.'ii01\ of the islands to Muu ritius. 

Touching upOn the question of the displacement of 1he Jlois 
community, Sir Secwoosagur said that H was never rnised with 
him at any time in London and whatever correspondence he 
exchanged later in Mauritius with the British High Commission 
on the subject. had 10 take iJ\to ::ccount the unexpected nature 
of the smLement made in the House by Jace Mr Guy For&et. 
(Appendix 'F') 

Sir Veerasamy Ringadoo con.finned ,hat, at no time, was 1he 
question of the excision of the Chugos A rchipelago brought on 
lhe t.ablc of the lYfouritius Cons1i11nional Conference of Sep1em4 

ber 1965. He mighl have been in/ormed of such proposals a(ie.r 
Lhe private meeting Sir Seewoosug:ur Rllrngoolam had with the 
Secremry of State:Mr Anthony Greenwood, on 231·d Seplember. 
1965. He did not object to the tr inciplc oE the• •~cision as he 
felt Lhat. being given the defence :1g,-eement entered into with 
Gre~H Bril.ui1t (parag raph 23)-a decision which had the 
un~1oimous supporl of all politiCTtl parties present at Lancaster 
llouse, most pal'ricularly in view of the social situation whjch 
had deterioraced jn Mauritiu~he United Kingdom Govern
ment should be given the mcanc. to honour such agreement. lt 
was in this c.ontext tbat he viewtd t..he: excision of the islands 
which were to be used as a communicalions station. 

Sir Veera.s.amy s ta led Lhal, about one ,veek after 1..he Consti
h1tional talks, Sir !ke.woos..,gu r l\ amgoo ln.m ;.u)d h im:sctr had 
discussions wilh ofncials ol Lhe Foreign O!lice on the excision 
issue. whel"e both or them sr.r~ d that (j) when no longer 
needed. the islnods should be returned to M.auritius (ii) all 
rights COflnec ted with fl.shing an d m ineral prospeclion would be 
mainta ined for Maurit ius (ii i) the possibHity for planes t• use 
the str ip on Diego Gat"Cia. in nn}' emergency, oo their route LO 
and Crom Mauri1iu.s should be recognized and (iv} 'nil the 
requ ire1nents for the installation of the station and for 1.he food 
nnd everything would, as far as possible, be taken from Mauri
Lius.~ Oofo.:tunnte!y, no minutes of this meeli.ng were.ci rcuJated. 
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Sir Vccrasamy supported Sir Secwoos:igur•s ~ntcntion th:u 

nothint was henrd in Mauritius nbout the excision until M r 

Ouy f<'orgcl made u $tatement in the Legisla1ivc AsKmbly oo 
14th Decernter, 1965. He also rnai111nined tha t the substance of 

this s1a1emcn1 w11s absolutely .:ilien to the na1urc of the ta ll.'."s 

he had. in comp:1.ny of Sir Seewoosagur. will, Lhe officials o( the 

Foreign Office. in London . 

Sir Horold Wn Iler also stated 1h:11. at no time in Maurauus. 
pr ior to the Consd1ution al rn lks, wus the question of the exc_i~ 

sion broug ht up ror discussion . Mc h.>ppenc d 10 learn or th,s 
issue when he sow the definition of the-State of M:rnrilius in a 

drnh Co11s1itution prc~rcd for chc country by the Colonial 

O0,e,,. He then questioned Sir Scewoosagor Rnmgoo~,m on the 
matter and foe l11ltcr revealed to him that he had to m:ike some 

concessions on llnu score , as he re ll that nt one time during the 

Conference, the Ul'itish Authorllies lended 10 ug.ree ro 1he 
claim of the Pur1i Mauricien Social Democrat• (P.M.S.D.l for a 

n:lercndum. 

Sir Harold did not resist the smnd taken by lhc Leader of the 

Mnurilios .Labour Party as he knew the amount of pressure 
thn1 wns inade to bear on the United Kingdom Government 
:ig,ains1 the gront or independence to Mauritius.. Moreover, 
public opinion in lhc country wu largc1y divided on the nature 

of oonstitutbnnl progn,ss to be nthie,-.d. lndeed, he had goi 

Sir Sccw~agur's assurance th:u 1hc abandonment or the 
Chagos Archipelago had been ngrced on certain condicions, 
nnmcly , that {i) fishi ng and mincm1 prosr,ection r ights would he 

preserved for Mauritius cm the islonlls would be returned when 
no more needed und (iiil Mauritians would be employed 10 work 

there. He ftrther strcoscd tbot no Mauritian delclll'le pres,,nt 
at Lancaster House had ex-pre:s$t<I uny dmt:nt on the principle 

of the excision. 

Si r tlaru ld J cc1u1C.U hoviug bee n mndc:. ~WU N o( the United 

Stoics' inlerc:st in the archipelago "years a0er" 1he Constitutional 
Conference. Every1hing: that could have been ptJblis:hed on that 
issue before or immcd,ately after 1hc talks might hove escaped 

his a.ttcntio• a.s he was m.iinly interested in 1he accession or 
Mauritius to n:llion:11 sovereignty, 

Sir Harold s1ntcd thal the ques1ion of the Ilois was raised in 
London a nj they were considered as Mauri1ians who had 
mis.nted re, work on 1he islands. llowever. the amount of 

compensati<,n to be paid by the United Kingdon, was not dis

cussed at his level nnd be came 10 know abou t it much later • 
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Sir Sa team Boolell informed lhe Commillee that the questioo 
o[ the exc ision of the Cbagos Archipelago was ra ised by the 
British OJncials io private with Sir Scc::.woosagur Ramgoolam, 
in Lortdon. He was not much concerned about it. as he oaly 
h:id in m ind the indepe1ldence of Maur itim>. He cun vaguely 
l'ec.ollect t hat the United Kingd om Government wanted Diego 
Gnrcja to be used as a signal statio n and that the whole 
al'chipelago would be returne d t:> Maurit illS when no more 
needed. Ifo was furtl1cr give n to unders tand that aU mineral 
re.sources around the islands woul,:I remain the property of the 
Government of Mauriti us. At no time was he made aware of the 
Uni ted States involvement in the deal. 

Sir Satcam further added that. io spite of !be fac1 that he was 
then the Minister responsible for ag_riculmre. he hucl no idea of 
any bid for the sale of Mauritian sugar on 1he American marker 
:1s that transaction was in the hands of the Maurit ius Sugar 
Syndicate. 

Sir Satcam affirmed tha t he did not a ltend uny meeti1)gs where 
tbe exc ision of 1he Chagos Archipebgo was discussed arid on 
rhis question he had put all his trust in IJ1e wisdom and expe,
r ieocc of Sir See\1/oosagur Ran1goolam. 

B. .The Porti Mauricien Social Dlmocrate (P.M.S .D.) 

The first pol itic.al oommoriou which look place. in Mtrnritios, 
as a result of 1hc excision of the Chagos Arch ipelago wns the 
resigna tion, on II lh November, 1965. of lhe three P.M.S.D. 
Minis ters (Messrs Koeni,S. D uval and Oevienne) from the 
coal i1ion Governme nt. T he next .,lay, they convened tt press 
conference in Port Louis and explained thal the reason for 
lhe ir resignation was Government stand in regard ro the e,(Ci
s;on of the Chagos Arch ipelago. The party 's leader. Mr Koenig, 
st,·esscd that 1he P.M.S.D. was not against 1he use of the archi
pelago for a joint United Kingdom/Un ited States defence 
ve111ure. Ou( his par1y fe1t rhat Government should have retained 
the sovereignty or Mauritius over 1he is!and,; and negotiated 
!heir occupation, on the best possible terms, direct with the 
occ111>ying powers. The P.M.S.D. had in mind the possibility 
of securing a subslantial sugar quota on the Unjtcd States mar
ket and defining a policy of emiya tion to the United States 
for unemployed Mauritians. 
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This stand was supporced by Sir Gactnn Duval, Q.C.. one 
ol },,fr Koenjg's co-delega te, when be appeared before the Select 
Com mitece on 12th November, 1982. He underlined that ~ 
period ical re·,iew of such arrangements d irect with the occu py
ing pe,wers wouJd have been mos t bene fici:11 to }.{auri tius . Sir 
Ga8tan furt•er assured rh~ Commiuee that the Coun cil of 
Ministers was. from the very start. aware tl1at rhe Chagos Archi
po?l:1.go w<mltl hP. n!':P.rl for defe 1lce pu r poses jo in tly by the United 
Kin gdom and the United States. He indict,ted tha t th is s tale of 
a ffairs is conuiined in official documencs. The poss ibi!ity of 
recruiting Mauritian wocke rs for the constroction or military 
ins ta llat ions at Diego Garcia and the purchase, as far as pos
s ible, of ma1erials from Mau ritius was even envisaged nt thn t 
time. 

Sir Gaetan explained lhnt, oo 23td Sep tember, 1965. while 
the Mauritius Const irutionaJ Conference was d isc ussing the 
proposition for a referendum put forward by his part y, the 
cbairmno, Mr An thony Greenwood. suspended the proceeding..,; 
and invited lhe Ma uritian deJega1es LO meet him and offer their 
views on the futun; of 1he Chagos Archi pelago. The P.M .S.D. 
refused to attend the meeting, feeling that such a queslion was 
outs ide the :lgenda o f the Con ference and tha t the party had 
no mandate to cons ider any JlOssible excision of part of the 
~four itinn territory. Sir" Seewoosagu r Ramgoolam. Sir Abdoo l 
Razack Mohamed and Mr Sookdeo flissoo ndoyat. represe nting 
respectively the MamiLius l,..abour Party, the Muslim Committee 
of Accion and the Independent Forwa rd Bloc responde d 10 the 
Invita tion but Sir Gaetan was not in a posi tion to say if the 
tinnl decis ion wa.~ taken in their pre.4:eoce or as a result of 
private consulta tions between Mr Anthony Greenwood nnd Sir 
Seewoosagur Ra mgoo laro. l t was. revealed Sir GaiHa 1l, ttt the 
resum ption ol pmceedings. after such a meeting extraneous 10 
the Confere nce agenda, that I.he Secreta ry of Stale ruled ou t the 
suggestion f,:,r a referendum. leaving the c lear impress ion that 
seme sort or blac kmalli ug ba<I 1nten place. 

Allud ing to the quest ion of the displace d J lois, Sir Gaetan 
argued that the excision having taken place in 1965, that is, 
th ree years before the independence of Mauritius. those perso ns 
cannot be considered as citizens o( Mauritius but British 
nationa ls. He xegrelCe<l 1!1a1 (i) the case of Mr Vencarnssen had 
been withdrawn From lhe Drilish Law Courts, thus depr i\'ing 
the commucity at large fro,n obtai ning L1le \'Crdict of the Cou rt 
on 1his deJic,ate: issue nod <in the a ttil\ldc of the Maurit ius 
Govcmmcn L, after independence. vis-Avis the United Kingdom. 
might, in a large measure. have jeopardised the claim o( Mau
ritius for recovering its sovereignly over the arc hipelago. 
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C Th e Independent Forward Bloc (/.F .JJ.) 
flo nourab le Anee rood Jugnau th, Q.C .. Prime Minister of Mau
d lius, who forme d part of Lhe Ma uritius Delegation to the 
Co nstitu tional ralks 1965, tmdc r the banner of the l .F.B .. was 
hea rd by the Select Cornmi llee. He s lafcd that never, in the 
course of the talks, was lbc questio n of the excision of 1hc 
Clirtgos Archipelago tai sed. Sornc time before the Conference 
ende d, the Leader o f the M::iurilius l. t,bO\lr Purty . Dr Sccwoo 
sagur Ram goolam, came 10 the desk of the LF.B. delegation 
and 10l(1 the de lega1es lh•t he had aoceplcd a proposition from 
the Unitc:tl Kingdom ro use Diego Garcia as a commun icatio ns 
starjou. There was uo indicat ion that Lhe islands would be used 
as a military base. no r was the qu estion of a n excision from the 
Mauri rian terri tory mentioned . Mr Jugnauth said that. at the 
time .• the I.F.D . "had not much lo sa y about it", as 1he pa rty 
thou ght th:1t the insttt l!ttlion of co • muaicat ions facilities on che 
islnnds was an innoc uo1Js \•ent ure. 

Mr Jug naurh s tressed tha t, at no tirne, d id th~ .Le:1der of the 
l.F.13. i11fom1 h;s co-de legates thai he bad laken p•rt ill any 
pr ivate la lks on rhe issue- with the Bri tish nuthori lies. nor was 
the eventual cxci~ion o( tbc islands ever discus.t;OO a t pa rty level. 
He added 1ha1 the sia temen t made by Mr Guy Forge r in 1he 
Leg islative Assembly on 141h December, I 965, (Appendix 'F1 
came as a surp rise to him in 1he sense tha t it contai ned facts 
1J1at were never brough t to his b1owledgc or to 1]1at of his 
1mr1y before. He was not a minister when the exc is ion was 
dj scuss:cd i n the lhcn CounCII of Ministers t1nd he was ne\'c:r 
informed subsequently of the decision thell. taken. 

Mr J ugnau1J, recalled that the wiLl1drawal of the P.M.S.D. 
fro m the Cons titu tional talk s had J.lOtbing 10 <lo with the exci• 
siou of the CJlagos Arc hipelago which , he repea1cd, was nevet 
hrought on the Conference agenda. The P.M.S.D. delegates 
Mt when they learnt of the Uni1ed Kingdom's inle ntion to 
si zu:at imlcpi:nt.lt:nce lO M au ril hJS. 

T he Coinm inec wishes at I his s tage to reproduce a ~tate• 
ment made in the Legislative Assembly, on 19th October, 1976 
by la1e-Mr . S. Bissoondoy al , then Leoder of Ille J.F.B. on the 
cx.cL~ion ol the a 1-chipeJago and which suppo rts substantia lly 
the cvide1let of Mr . Jugn au tb :-

Th e London Con ference in 1965 witnessed th is question 
comi ng out \Vht lhcr Mau ritius would :1gree 10 pa ,·t wjth 
Diego Ga rcia. Th at wa s the question put to me as a 
Membe r oi the Gove rnm~nl, put to ine in private. 1 had an 
answer for il and that qu estion was also puL to the Leader 
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of lhe Par ti Mau ricien. I am awnre o{ the allitude of the 

Parti Mau,ic ien at that t ime. Now Jet 111c make ii clea r 10 

the Hou..~. the aClennaih ot all this mutter wo, dealt with 

personally by the Prime Minister and no Government then 

e)(isting. 1 w:1s :l Membe r of the Govcrnme1u. l knew what 

was taking place: ( I) 

D. Mr Mm1rit:;, Paw rm, . D.P.C., C.!1.E.- lm/epe11fle111 M ttmlier 

Mr Paturau nppeared before the Select Conunlttcc on 13111 

December 1982. J-lc formed part oC the Mauritius delegation 

which aue 11cJcU the Conslitulioual talks of Sept ember 1965. 

He revealed that be participated in oo less than two meclings 

with the British auth ori ties ou the question or the e:<cision of 

the Chagos Archipelago, bu l all lhest: meetings were extra• 

ncotU to tfie: open Constinuional Conference which was then in 

progrc&.'.. it wns ia the course o( 1he first of these meetings that 

Dr Ramgoo!nm hiinscll and the other 1,a rly leaders took 

cognizance or the amount of compensation proposed by the 

United Kingdom . WIien tho possibility o[ securing a sugar 

<1uot.1 on the American market was evoked by the ·MauriLian 

side , rhc Dritioh officials suagesu,d that thio question should 

be dcoh with dfrec t wilh the American flmb:.1ssy in London. 

A meeting was accordingly nrranged and Mr Goy Forget led 

the Mauritian Jeleg:ition whic h comprised. inter nlin, Messrs 

Abdool Raio ck Motiamed ond Joles Ko enig. T he request of 

Mauritius wu turned down by the: American ollicials who 

stated th:tl '1a3 fa r a.s Ch;1g0l'i w:u concef'ncd, they woukl not 

commit the AmcricJ n Sena le or Hou$e of Re1>rese11tatives abom 

anything like a sugar quora.0 They inlimatcd chat anything 

cc>noeclcd with the Chagos Archip elago issue wns a matlcr for 

direct negotiati on bet ween the Unit ed States and I he Un ited 

Kingdom Go.ernmcnls. and OOl with Maurilius. 

The second mee ting took place afte r the P.M.S.D. had 

n:-titt'-'I fTnm lhe C.Onferencc and the Maurilius delegat.ion was 

lbtn reprc:,ented by Dr Rnmgoolam. Mes>rs Abdool Kane" 

Moh amcc.l. Sookd co Oissoo ntloyaJ nnd himself. A final compen

sation of_ Om Y(.U then proposed by lhc Uniied K inJUom 

Government. He expressed dissent ns he thought the compcn-

sation in.adequate. but the olhe-r dcl1;:gatc5 agreed. 

Mr Paturau stressed tha< during all rhe negotiati ons 1h11 cook 

place, he had in mind the lense of the Ch11g0> Archipelago by 

Ma uri 1ius. An initial period of thirty yea r, was even proposed 

during which term a sugar quora at more rcmuncmtive prices 

would be ncgolinled, co upled with the pO$$ibility of oblaining 

(I) [)dqks No. ll o{ 197' , Col. lQS.?Sa&. 
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rice and flour from America at subs idized rates. Such lease 
would have been, m ore or less. ,n the mode l or the North 
West c ~pc Agrccmeru between Austra lia and the United Staie.s, 
signed in 1963. He d id not agree 1hat 1he idea of a com muni
cations smtiou was devoid or any military connotation. The 
American sub-marines needed in flct a land base which would 
'generat e enough messages a t low frequency . hu l of high power 
so lhnL they co uld reach lhe su~n arine and t ive ii the actua l 
posi tion il was in so thn.t i i could 5re its missiles with as much 
precis io n.) 

Referr ing to the atti tude of lh'! P .M.S .D. on the exc ision 
issue. l\,fr Parurau sa id that. a t no time , eit her in Lonclon or in 
Mauritius, d id lluH party expl'es..c; any opposition to lhe principle 
of the excis ion. T he. par ty was roost concern ed a t La ncaster 
House with reservntions in the eJetto(al system and wnlked out 
of the Confort:n-cc on lhat issue . whereai Lhe resigna tion of 
the Ministers of that par ty from the then Council of .lYliniste:rs 
was mot ivated by the inadequacy of the compensa1ion offered 
by the United Ki1\gdo1n Governrnenl. As reg:uxl'\ the inhabi
lanls of Lhe islaods. he expJ11i11ed th1H. to his mind. those who 
cume l l'Olll the Seychelles were cor..sidered as mig,ranL~. where:1s 
the othc.:rs wel'e "establi!;hed Mau ritians" whose fa1e was neve1· 
disc ussed at the meetings he au.er:ded. 

V - TI1c Lesse.r Depende ncies in lhe ,vakc of a Ne.w Oesfiuy 
26. In November 1959, a Cornmissio n henC:ed by Professor J.E. Meade 

was appoiotcd to repo11 to His Excellency Ille Governor of Mauritius, then 
Sir Colville Moo1gomc ry Devere !!, K.C.M.G., C.V.O., on ways and means 
o[ improving the economic a nd soci:il structure of M~1.1ritius. Although the 
terms of reference or tlle Com m:ss ioo were wide enough, the Commissioners 
did not feel that a s1udy of the economic potentialities of 1J1e depeode.ncies 
of Mauriti us , incl uding Rod rigues. was justifie,d. Indeed. the lcmptation of 
ignoring wba1ever co ntri butJon the lesser dependencies par ticularly. could 
make to the economy of Mauri tius was so great tlHlL at paragraph 6:44 of 
cttclr report. me Commissioners invited Government to reject au application 
for fioancial assistance mad e by the 1,wo private compa nies wh ich were then 
eng~egcd in coprn production on the Chagos an d Agalc:gn islands. (I) 

27. The oucrigln iguor:m ce of the leSSer depen dencies and of their 
possibte con1.ributi011 to (he economy 0£ /vlau:itius, hy the Meade Com
mission. did not deter the pr ivate sector in ils attempt to rehabilitate the 
islands by a more scientific approac h to copra productlo,,. The sector felt 
that if 1hc S03p and oil industry were to be nllint.iine.d in Mauritius , as a 
means of helping both to comba t unemployment and to save foreign exchange , 

( I) J . E. Meade & Others, The E,c()nnmic .end Socfal Stwc;,ture of tfou ritius- Frink 
Oucs & C.o. Led . p. 138, 

.'!',- ,~..- -~i~ !J!Jii!l~_,.MB-•••••---
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it wos illlperaLive Orn( the rnw inotcrials produced on the L._lo.ods should not 

be abando ned. Hence, in Seplcmber/October 1961, on e,pto, ·olory survey of 

1hc istunds WlU undcrtllkea by a teom compowl ot Mr Rent 1'1aingard do 

la Ville-c,,Olfrons, acting on bcholf of Rogcn &. Co., Mr r.,ul Mou linit, an 

enlreprc neur from 1hc Seychelles nnd Dr Oc1av1;. Wieh6. 

28. Mr Rcn6 Maiagard de tu Villc-cS•Olkan,, now Sir Rene Maingurd 

c:te tn VH:t:<:i>-Offrl>n.s~ CB..B., wu he.ud by th~ &,,JHJ rnmnt!t1 ee on 8th 

February 1983. He related to 11tc Committee the u1temp1s made by the priv11e 

secror to rchabilitace copra production on the isfands. with n vic.w parti<:ulurly 

,o snving the soap n11d oil industry in M;:a1ri1ius. These n11emp1s m:iy be 

summnn zed as follows. Jn August 1961, rile 1wo private companies which 

were opera ting on 1he islands offered to Roger, & Co. 10 buy 55% of ,heir 

shares. Ro!ers & Co .. before taking any decision on the offer, resolved to 

conduct a survey ;,, situ of the islands and 1his exercise w:is undcr1al.en by 

the team referr ed 10 ut parnS,rllph 27 abov e. Alter a full n.sscssment of tho 

econom ic silu:uion of Lhc. ope ratin g co mpani es and a thorou gh survey of <he 

prospects or 1be indw lry, the par1y recommended that the islands be pur• 

chased by a private ealer~rise made up with the equal p.1nicipation of Ro

gen & Co .. the existing sh3reholdcrt and Mr Paul Moulinic ol 1hc Seychelles. 

Mr M:iingard de In Ville-e.s-Offrnos tr ied to enlis t, for the pu rpose, the tin:m

cia l support of dle Government or Maurit ius. l lcoce, through the age1lcy of 

Dr Sccwoosagur Ram goolam. a meeliug was urrno,sed a t Le Redujt between 

bimselt and 1be Governor of Mauritiu ,s (Sir Colville M. Dcvtrcll, K.C.M.G .. 

C. V.O .), the Colonial Se<retary (Mr Tom V1ckcn. C.M.G.), the Financiol 

Secretar y <Mr A. r. l)ntes, C.M.G.) and Mr A. L. Na irae, CB .E., O.C. who 

wus t hen Mloistc r or Industry, Com merce & Ex terna l Comn,u nicati ons. 

The Govern or then infonn cd hi,n 1hat. tuk ing into consjdcra Lion !he 

recommendations or ~,e Meade Commiss ion, the Colonial Office was opposed 

10 3ny ronn of Government fin.1nciill particip:ukm in the vencurc. 

On 7Ch M,ir c h 1962. the Colo nial Steamship, Co. Lid. offered to put up 

a sooic1y. the Ch:igos Agalega Lid., at pa r with Mr Pau l Mou linie and 

sJHtrchoh.fers from the Se!chelles with a view lO purchasing the islands . Th a.t , 

ron1p3ny WilS i-q; i~lc1c::J Jl the Sc.)"(;heU" •od the promotcn ,ugg:rsrHI rhal 

the sovereignly or the i:sbods should be tmnsferrcd from Mauritius ro the 

Scychcllc.s. Ahh ough the then Governo r of the Scychellts sccmcd agreeabfc 

lO the projecl. tho C<>lontl l Office c,gain stood in the wa)'. Jfencc, the exploi• 

ratiorl of the islands remained Che sole concern Of Lile Chagos Asategn l ,ld .. 

wh ich had be.come the o•ocrs of the i.s!andJ. 

In 1964. Mr Rene Maingnrd de ta Ville.-c:s-Otlrnns h>d again the poui

bility of discussing. i11ter alia, the fut ure of th e isla nds with top British pohti

cnl p~rsona lilits , such as t,fcssr s Lennox -Boyd, Pa1rick Wall, Jan lvfoc Leod 
and Sir Tuftoo Bcomish . He go l the firm impress ion out of lhc talks thar lhe 

8ri1ish Government had no intention CX paning with lhc llla.nds for which 

1hey h1d eonccivtd projec:1s of a nature Ofhcr than industrial. 
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l n April 1967. lhc assets of the Cllagos Ag.alega Ltd. were com pu!sorily 
acquired by the lJn ilcd Kingdom Govemme11L a nd the admiuiste:ing _con1pany 
gave foll J)O\\aers to Mr l'aul Moulinie to d iSCllSs the compcnsallon 1ssue ?lld 
10 take all measures connected wiLh the d ispfnce,nent of 1..he local populallon. 
Indeed, nei1her the Government or Maurilius nc-t any of the Mallritia1l sharc
ho!dcrs took par t in the negotiations. T he amount pa id by the United King
dom Government w::is £660,000.- , bu t considerat ion of the company's 
asset-'> brought lhe figure to Rs 7 ,500,C>OO. T he Chagos Agalega Ltd was 
wound up on l9lh December 1975 afte r the compulsory acquisition, on 1st 
October 197S, o f Agafega by the Go-\'enlmem of Mauritius. Tts registralioo at 
the R egistn1r Gc1lCral's Office of the Seyche lles was canccHed on 11 th Decem,. 
ber 1980. 

29. The ?vteadc Commission wns appoin ted •to make recommenda tions 
concerning the nclio11 to be taken io order 10 te nder the counlry capabJe of 
mainhli ning: and improving the stand a rd of Jiving of its people , having regard 
lo current an::1 foreseeable demogrnphic trends' with partico Jar rcft rence lo 
'tlle economics of 1he s taple agricultural induSlries of Minniti us' . 1.n the 
elmpte1· introductory Lo !heir tcport , Lhc coaun i$iouers , however, explai ned 
that in their assessment they fwd chosen to ignore the dept:ndencie.,; or Mau ri~ 
lius. namely Rodrigues .. the Chagos Archipek1go, Aga lega aad St Brando n. 
They did not even consider a Yisil to 1hese dependencies necessary. The 
reason ror this deliberate omission is 1lrns outlined i,1 chapter I : 2 or the 
repor t. 'Unfonu ntllcly. we had no op portu nity of visitiog I.he dependencie~ 
and have not 1hercfore included them wilhin lhc scope of our report . \\le do 
not th ink lllis greatly detrncrs .from ou r repcr t, hi>\vever. since the depeudc1r 
c:ies amount for only 12% of the co lony's area aa d 3 % of its pop ulation, 
and play little or no J>.11·t in Che eco nomic lift.-o[ the island of Ma uritius 
ilself.' (I) 

T his srn.temeut might have proved su rpris ing a1 the Hine it was published 
in as rnuch as it looked contrad ictory to the tt:rins of re(erence or the Comn1i
ssion which invited the C".ommissioners, inter nlin, to look fot a definit ion of 
'the broi1d lines of de\'e lopment pol icy in the futu ,e.' It is indeed unbe lie\'able 
that. ill tha1 p:1rticula-r con rex t, 1hc unques tionable potcnt i'11iti~ of 11-to d epen • 
dcncies, including Rcclrigues. in the ,fra ming of :1 new socia l and econom ic 
slructu re for Mau rilius could ilot have aurn ctcd the a11e0Lio11 of the exocrts 
who formed part of the Meade Commission. -

T he Select Committee is thus temp ted , at this stage , to sha re Sir Rene's 
feelings thaL the dcliberace :1ssignme111 or the dependencies ot Mauricius to 
purpo..,;es in no way con 1t:!Cted wilh th1; economic a nd soc ia l interests o{ 
Ma uritius, formed part of a. definire a nd long tam str ategy on the part of 
the Uni ted Kindom Go\'c rnruen l. 

) 
(I) I. e. M~at!e. .ind Others - op. ~iL 
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PART 11 

DOCUMENTARY I!V IOENCU 

Vl - Preliminary Rnn ark 

JO, At the very Oulsel, the Commitltcwishes to repor1 a mosttfep!ornble 

su.1e of nffai,s. To an applit.llion ror copies or corresp011dcnce cJ1:changcd 

between the Governor or M:mririus and the Sccre1ary or Stare (or rhc Colonies. 

pert:1ining to lht> yr.:,r!t immed ia tely oreceding th e independe nce or Mauriti us. 

rhc Private Secretary and Comptro l'er. Le Redu il. replied lha l lh ere were 

·no record concerning 1hc despatch of document rrom lhiJ offtee to orher 

departme nts pr ior 10 1970.' He [urthcr ttcltled : " l have also made searches 

m our Archives bu1 have not been abt~ lo find any documenl where the 

i11ronnntion osk:c:d for could have been registered. I understand from Mr E. 

O. Goldsmith, rormcr Private Secrcra_ry, thnt nL 1hc time of inde11endcncc i 11 

1968. 1 lot of documcors were cirhc.r dc:s1roycd or laken over by ti.·lr Young. 

who was then Informa tion Officer &l the British High Commission." 

The Commiuee (leep:)' regrets that such valunb!e document.!! haye not 

been nl"owed 10 form pan o( our archives. Their removal or dcstnac:tion. in 

add~tion to being a nntionol calamity, \viJI be most harmfol to rho efforts of 

students in our local political history. 

VU - The Ani lo-Amcricon Sorny 

3t. The first serious hint at lbc possibility of ebc Uniled Kingdom 

C.ovcrnment using M21uri1ius nnd irs dependencies. mosa particul:ir!y Diego 

Oarcia, ns o. unit fo r its defence stalegy in the Indian Ocean, came rl'Om 

Mr D>Vid Windsor, of the Unired Kiogdom lnstilutc of Slralcgic Studies, in 

the course of on it1tcrview given on 1be B.O.C. in the programme ~London 

Colling Mauritius'. on 2 lsl r'ebrun1y. 1964. (I) . This opin:on was subse• 

quenlly carried by llte wriuen press overseas which made no mys1ery of Lhe 

United l<.in,gdom•s choice or 'keeping Aden 31 all costs. enlarging Brimm's 

Oeer or oircra fl carr !crs, c-r finding some 1crri1ory in the Lndfan Ocean, if 

there is one, wilh n.tuural facilities ood a srnaU. po litic.3lly isola1cd pOpula

lion.' (2). 

32.. However, no ;1!1usion to nny consu1tation between the United King• 

don1 Government and 1be k>c.nl amhorilies W'JS rcpuatc:J until tJ,c Jlst July. 

1964. when n loc,11 d11ity r!produced tlie fol:owing information from irs Lon

don correspondent 
••11 y a eu :. Maurice, unc importonte ri11oion du O.binet des Mi-

nistres, prC.Sicll!e por Sir John Rennie, prob ab!cmcnt le 13 ou le 

14 juillet Au cours de ceuc rt.union. Sir John a 1cnu le.s mini.sires 

pttscnts rau cournnt d'un communiqui! dans !cquel le Secrern1rc 

d'Etul aux Co:onics. M. Sundys, rCvC!e l'intcnlion de Londre.Ii de 

faire de M:-urice. des Seychel!es et d'Aga lcga une importaote b:Jse 

navale militaire.• tl) 

(I) Ad"11a«-llnd F'c:broa.:, 1964. 

(?) 11:sc Economin - 4th J1dr 1!J6.I 

()) Le M11urlcien-l l st July 196-t 
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33. The meeting of the Council of Ministers rcJcrrcd to in lhe press 
excerpt quoted 01 pnrngrapb 32 ohove took place on the 141h July 1_964. 
The Mimlles of Lhul meeting imlicate 1hal che then Governor of Mnunhos, 
Sir John Shaw Rennie, K.C.M.G., 0 . .D.E .. made a st.acernenl on certnio deve
mcots in the field or defence. The Selecl Commincc reirets that 1he Gover
nor'• pronouncement canno1 be r<:produced •• i~ undoubledly. fom,s part 
of the records which h:1\'e either been des1royed or removed t.o the British 
Hie,1, Cn,nmi s$ion nt ment ione d in p~ua grn rh 30 of lhil'I rcpor-t. ll owe .,,,.:i, 
this situn1ioo docs no1 deter the Select Committee in its opinion ch:i.t Sir 
John's IIJllement wns e( a nalllrc which conno1 bul render absolutely mis
leading, b<Nh 10 the House and 10 the nation, the inltrjection made in the 
Legislo1ivc Assembly, on IOlh November, 1964. by Honourable S. tcam 
BooJcJI to the effocL that the Oovcrnmeol of Mauritius was not aw3rc of :my 
military project conceived by the United Kingdom Government for ei1her 
Mauri1ius: or any of ils dc.pende.ncics. (I) Indeed. n reply ro a parli2-men1t1:ry 
question in 1he House o( Commons on Sth April 1965, M'rs Eircnc Wh ite. 
then Under,,SecreHtry of State ror 1he Colonies, revealed that consultation 
prior 10 1hc survey had iu fact 1akeo place bolb at the level of the Premier 
and or lhe Couocil or Minis1crs. She stated: 1"Tbt Premiier of Mauri1ius was 
consull.cd in July lu1 about 1he joinl sur,,ey of possible sites for certain 
limittd (aciliries thal was then ahoo 1 to bc,sin. In November the Council of 
Ministers, who hnd been k.cpt infom1cd. were told chill the rtsuhs or the 
survey were stiJI being examined and that the Premier would be: consulted again bdore any announcement \\'<lS made in London or in Washington." (2) 
However. lhe Select Commiuce will establish her.,under (para. 341 that not 
only the Council o r -Ministers l>uL the whole Legisla1ivc Assembly siuing in 
1964 were informed. in uoequi.,.ocal lcnns, or the Dritish•America.n technical 
survey of the islanW. The mforrnatioo wo.s even rck::1sed to the pn::ss on 
14th Oectmlxr, 1961. 

J<I. Oo l01h November. 1964. in the Legisla1ive Assembly, at adjourn• 
m-cnt time. Hoaounible B. Ramlallab intervened .cnghtily on cert::iin specu
la1ion co the effect lhat a join1 An_gJ~Americ:m survey was in progerss in Diego Garcia aod rcquesrcd a full and prompt explan:.linn from Covornment 
(Appendix 'H1. The reply como on f4th December. 1964. in the form of a leu.er from 1he lhen Chiel Sccrelary. Mr Tom Vic:cer$, C.M.G., addressed 10 
Honourable Ramlallnh. copied 10 •U Mcnlbcrs ol the Legislative Assembly 
and re!c;,~ ro the pre>s. (Appendix •11. Conlirn,i1ion is coo1aincd therein 
or ft) the prestncc or a joinc Dri1ish-Amcric::1n surwy lcnm ·on cercain islands. 
iochuJing the Clrngos Arc hipelngo, Agalcg,n, but 11m including Mouritius' and 
(ii) prior uotifica1ion of this exercise hlv ing been given lO the Council of 
Minisccrs.. Such notification was no doubt contained in Sir John Renoic's 
si.tcmcm 10 the Council of Ministers on 141h July 1964. (paragraph 33) and 

(I ) Muurilu~ LcQi$Jntive A.»c:mbl ) Oeb:HH No. 23 of 101h t,,ovtmbcr 64 CC'II. 1574. (2) HoU:Se ot Common$ Deb:iw, - Vc l. 710, Col. ?6. 
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brings 10 naus,hl nll ruture sub111is1ions to the effect th:u any United 

King<lom's project for rhc i:1land.s wns first co1nmu uica1cd to both the Premi~I" 

and bis !ltinislc:rs en murg, oC 1he Cons1ilu1io11•I talks of Scplcmber 1965 

and that the United S1a1cs pa.rticip,.11ioo thc:rein was unheard of prior to 1hat 

c:onfcrencc. 
3S. ~rhe news Qr the Anglo•1\rrerican survey of the islands met with 

procests from nearly all qu;ulers of the Mauritian press which urged the then 

Government 10 corntx,, tin: .,._c.;cc1. Titc:: dong.,. of 1hu• pufflin,e: th, lndittn 

0 1.."Unn into 1h0 zone of nuc lear wnrral·e wns vcheme.nrly denounced in the 

Upper House o,f Pal'lian,enl, Jnd iu, on 181h November 1965, by lhe 1ben 

Indian Minister of Stare for External Affairs, Mr Sardnr Swaran Singh, and 

a oo less energetic cooclemnation or '1e project was echoed in Sri l..:inta by 

the then Prime Minis icr, Mrs llandaramalke. And . nl thi3 stage. lhc Select 

Commi ttee wishes to ullderl ine 1hn1, in the face of the comple (e indilk rencc 

of the 1hen Govemmenl. even a group of Mau.rltians living in the United 

Kingdom took the initi.1uvc of publi.shing in the. Briri$h press their strong 

oppo, ilion to the A nglo-Amcricon vcrlure. Ill uoronuuately, none o! 1hese 

outbursls or indignation succcede(l in provoking Crom the then Premier of 

Mauritius and his Ministers a single llote ol protest. 

36. On 15th June 1965. ne•rly on 1hc eve of the ConS1i1u1ional mlts, 

Dr J. M. Cure, pressed Government to say whether 1ho Uniled S1a1es of 

America hnd any mili10 ry interests in our dependencies. He urged Govern

ment lo c;0nvey to the British Au1horitic:s •Lhe inadvisability of entering into 

any agreement with the United Stlle$ or Amc.ric.t before. a e:h:1n,ac in our 

Cooslitu1ion as env isaged by the Londo n Conrercnce of September next' and 

10 nscenain. in lhe firs t insta nee ' lhe ,rese nce of oil fields in ou r dependencies 

bdon: alicn>1ing lhom'. (Appendix J) The reply as,in come lrbm Mr Tom 

Vte:kcrs who rdcrrcd the LA:gis!ativc Assembly 10 rhe reply he made on 14th 

December 196<1 t<> Monournblc Ro111lallah. (Appendix I) llence , when the 

parliamentary vacalio-ns cr,me on 29th June, 1965. tJ1e Mioistets who formed 

pa,1 of the Maurilius delcplion 10 .h.e Cons1i1utiom.J lalks of September of 

lhat year, prepared their trip 10 Laratstc-r Howe in a $pirit which. as far as 

the l<.:SSer dependencies wtl'e concerned, bordered , in the Select Committee's 

opin ion, o o outright <:olh.u:ion. • rnclu~d • .Si,· S~owoo!rn,tnr R nme,nnltl m when 

he deponed before 1he Selec1 Comni1tec on 61h De<:cmber. I 982, nmdc no 

bones of submitting rh1t1 bis main COl'lcem :u Lancurer Hoose W'JS the 

independence of Mauritius and thiu he was prepared to ocbie.,·e th:n aim iat 

aoy cools. Ho sin led : ' /\ l'eque..cit was mode co me. 1 hud ,o see which was 

ben~-to cede ou t ti J>Qrtioo of our territory of which very few peop1o knew. 

and nldcpeodence. I 1hough1 lhat illdcpcodcnce was much more primordial 

and more important than the excision of the island which is very fur from 

here, and which we hnd ne ver visitet, which we could nevct visiL • He added: 

"If I had to choos,, belween independence and the ccdi11J1 or Diego Garcia, I 

woo Id have done again 1hc same 11-ing. · 

(I ) Lt Maurlcien- 29U1 Septemb<r, 1)64, 
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37. Thi Sdcct Commiucc ilCCeplS che unanimous stntcmcnls made by 

the participan1s at Lhc Coosl!1111io11al Cooference of September 1965. and 
,,ho deponed before the Select Committee (paragrap h 25), to the effect that 
at no rime was the question of LJ1e excision of any 1Xlrt of t11e Mauriti;.10 
terr itory bro ught fo r <liscussion al the opeu Cooferenct. Such decision of tbe 
United Kingdom Goveromeni was privately communizated to the then Pre
niier. Dr the Hono urnble Seewoosagur Ramgoo !am. Dul the Select Com
mittee i$ no t prepare d to pu t on the so!c shoulders of 1he fauer the blame for 
acceding uoreservcdly to the United Kingdom's request Evide11ce i!; not h1ck• 
i•g to show 1h:u, i.odeed, the Premi er shared wirh, at least, the leaders of the 
political parlies presenL at Lancaster House. and wirh some jndependent 
participants. including Mr Pa 1urau, D.F.C., 1he l)n ited Kingdom's offer of 
excision ot 1hc islands a nd the interests of the United States of Amer ic:1 in 
the deal. So ruut.:h so that, at one l ime duri ng the Ccnference. a Mauritian 
delegation comprising MM Guy Forget (Labou r), h ies Koenig (PMSD), 
Abdool Razack Mohamed (CAM) and Mau rice Pnturau (Independe nt) met 
Hie Minister in charge of Economic Affairs in the American Embassy in 
London in an allcmpt 10 secure. against the pro_posnl for exd sion. a remu• 
n~r.-civc macket in America ror Mauritian sugar. TJ1c only surviving member 
of 1ha1 particular clelegntiou. Mr Mtniricc Pa turuu , D.F.C ., infom1cd the 
St:~ecl Committee. that the American authorities turned down the proposition 
and stressed lhat all matters incidental to the Chagos Archipelago issue were 
n:e~nl for discussion betweel'l 1lu; United St;,1tcs and the United Kingdom and 
·ool with Maul' i1ius. 

38. 'f he most decisive event in the history of lhc uc ision of the Chagos 
Archipe lago occurred on Thursd ay, 23rd Septembe r. 1965. on the eve of the 
cbs ing session of the C".ons1imtio11al ta lks. On t.bnt day. discussions were 
officially held between a grou p of United Kingdom officials, headed by the 
Secre1::iry of Slate for the Colonies. Mr Anlhony Greenwood. and a number 
of ?1.ilaurilain Mi'oisters. Evidence produced before 1he Select Commiuee 
shows, .wi1hou1 any possible doubt, that the following Minislers took part in 
the proceedings: The Premie r {Or Secwoosagur Ramgoolam), c..he Minister 
of Socia l Security (Mr Abdoo l Razack Mohamed). the M inister of Industry. 
C-0ir1111e-n.:c a ml Bxcerna l Communicaaions (Mr Maurice Pa1urau, D.F.C.). the 
_Minister of Local Gove rnmem (Mt Sookdeo Bissoondoyal). As regards 
Jvlr Koenig, lltc minutes do not refer to his presence (Appendix 1() . The 
C!tief Secretary's memorandum (Appendix M) mentions his auendance aL 
cer1ain discussions. without specifically referring to the meetiog held on 23rd 
September I 965. Sir GaCtan Duval categorically affim1ed that Mr Koenig did 
nt'lt nuen d that meeting and Mr Paturnu s tated tha t I"£ had 110 recollection 
of Mr Koenig being present. Record of lhe procc<:dints (Appendix J() indi• 
calcs (i ) the eight conditions on which Dr the Honourable Seewoosag1.1r Rarri• 
goolam t1ndcrtook to obtain the approval of the local Council of Ministcis 
ocd (ii) the ncceptonce thereof , in pr inc iple, by MM Mohamed (CAM) 'and 
.Bissoondoyal O PB}. As regards tbc olher participant, Mr Pntu nlu, he had 
c.~pressed dissent nbout the amount (£ 3m) of final eou1pensatiou offered, 
which he considered to be totnlly inudcquate. (Paragra?h 25). 

.. , ......_ ... 
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I X-D• (ore the Council of Ministers 

39. T he relevan1 parts ol the minu1e., of the meeling held on 23rd Sep

tember. 1965 !Appendix 'K) wero uamo,illed to the Go\'emor of Mourilius 

under cover o[ Colonial Onice De3parch No . 423 dalcd 6th Oc1ober 1965. 

(Appendix • I.'). The Sc)ect Coni mlllee no1es I bat this documen l does 001 uive 

any dc6ni1e choracler to the p"'POS"ls which Dr the Honourable S. Ram

gooln 1n h .. 1d undertllkeu · 10 earl) to the OJ)proval of hi., collcngues in the: 

Council of Ministers, Hence. (tJ de[ence muJ iuh:wa l ~ ut ity would lrnve to 

be ne,ociated, afler independence fij) projects to which the O 1n compen

sati on would he dcvoced would bo lhe subject of further d iscussions (iii) the 

British Government would use their good offices. wilhom any Urm guarno(ee 

of success, with the United St.1tes Government to secure cooccss.i<>os O\'tt sugar 

impons. supply of wheat l\nd other commodities. to use lnhour oud materials 

from Maurilius for coostruc1ion wo,..ks on 1hc isl::1nds and (iv) 10 ensure that 

navigucional and meteorological fo=ilities. fishin,: rights and lhc pOSSibt.lilY 

of using the n ir stri1, for cmcrge11cy landing and refuelling of civil pfa nes be 

made avaihtblc to Mauritius. As regards lhe two other crucial poin ts. namely. 

the return to Mauritius of the islar1ds when no more needed :md the c.tclu

sjve r ight or Mauritius to 'the benefit or any mineral and oil d iscovered in 

or near the Chagos Archipelago'. the Uniled Ki11&dom Govemmeo 1 simply 

cook note. whilst s1ressing that 1hc atchipclago would remain under British 

Sovereignty. 

40. Th~ arrangements regarding defence and intern:al sccurily iappear, in 

mor e detai ls, in 1hc finu l comm unk1ut issuc<l n.1 the e 11d or 1hc Conference, 

(pora. 23) Hence. in lhe Memorandum (Appcodix 'M1 prepared by the Chief 

Secretuy. Mr Tom Vickers. CM .G .• for 1hc Council of Mini:siers and embo

dyins 1he Uni ted Kingdom's reservations on 1hc proposals ngreed to in 

principle by Lhe Premic,-. M, Mohaned and Mr Dissoondoyol (AJ>pcodix 'K'), 

n signific,rnt change h:,d occurn;::d. Point (i) relating to the defen" agrumcol 

had been replaced by 1he following: (i) 1he Cha~o• Archipelago woultl be 

delached from Maun1ius and placod under 1lri1ish Sovereignly by Order in 

Council. A nd the last ~rugraph or the Memornndum invited lhe Go,;ccn .. 

mcn t or M:iuritius 10 give coufirmntion of his wUlingness 'to Hgrcc Lhllt the 

~nti.sh Govcmroent shoukJ uow It.Le the ~11 ·u·y lc5,:,,I t.lepa 10 de1·:t<"h rhe 

Chng os Archipd :1go•. Th e Select Committee notes with conccna that this 

uuexpcdcd proposition which had supposedly emerged from the d iscussions 

held On 23rd September 1965. b11 which is nol con1ained in the orq;inal 

recon .l of proceedings (A(1pcndix 'K') d id not strike the auenrion of any 

Mauritian Minister u.s bein.a new and unwarran1cd . 

41. TI,e Council of Minis1en met ou Sth NOYerubcr 1965 .irKf 1bc names 

of the Minis1ers prcseoL arc listed in Appendix 'N ' of thts Report. Telegram 

247 lrom M1uri1iw to 1he Scaeta,y of S1a1e (Appendi, '0 ? rr•nslOlcs the 

views of the Council of Mini.srcrs on the Chief Secretary's memorandum 

(Appendix 'M' ) ruid reports llte d issent o f Che 11.M.S.D. Ministers. in relnlioll 

lo lhe inadequacy ol tbt c:omp<nsotion offered. No dissenlient voict wa., 
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recorded on the pr inc iple of (i) the detachment of the a rchipelago and (ii) the 
establishment of "defence facilities" Lbcrcon (Appendices 'P' & 'Q ). On the 
I Ith November 1965, the P.M.S.D. Ministers rcsignctl from the Coa lition 
Government and in a press conference held U1e oext day, tltey rc-allinned 
that their objection was not based o n tJ1c principle of pull ing the islands 
at the d~lip<>.sal of the joint U.K./U.S. venture. bt:t merely on the coodi1io11s 
ur,der which such faci lilies have been grante d , jn compJetc indi fferenc e of 
the s<><:ial :l.pd econ<•mic necd:J of Ma u ri tiu3. 

42. The United Kingdom's views on the las t hc,ur reservations of the Coun· 
c il of Ministers in regard to the excis ion came by way of telegram 313 da led 
19th November 1965 (Append ix 'R' l. It reasserts the hypothetical character 
of aLJ future negotia tions with rbe Un ited States ~bout sugar imports . The 
con ditions under which the islands would be returned to Mauricius and 
pros_pt!-c:liOns for o il and mincrnls pcm1iued, are worth quotlf1g: 

3. As regards p0 int {vii) rhe assurance can be given provided it is made 
cJear that a decLc;io11 ;lbo,1c the need to ~tai n the islands must rest 
ent irely with the Uaited Kingdom Govc:nmc nl and that iL would 
not (repent. 1101) be open to the Go-.·ernncn t of Ma ut itius LO raise 
the maHer. or press for the retu rn or the it1a11ds ou its own in itiative. 

4. As sta ted i11 p;:i~g rjpb 2 of my telegram No. 298 there is no iment ion 
of permi tting prospecti ng for minerals a nd oils. The quesricn of any 
beaefi1s arisi ng Lherefrom should not therefore a rise \.mJess au<I un til 
the islands were no looser rcqui1·cd for defe11ce purposes and were 
re tu rned r.o Mauri tius. 

43. T he latest developme ot as rega rds the c-vcntuwl return of the islands 
to Mauri tjus when oo more re<1uired is contained in a rep ly made by the 
Bri tish Pr ime Minis ter in the Ho use of Common;. on 11th Ju ly, 1980, .:ind 
which ts reprod uced here under : -

l had a useful exchange of views o n 7 July with lhe Prime ?vfinister 
of Mauril ius on p0litical, economic and cutrura l ·maue.rs. D iego Garcia 
was one o f t he subjects djscussed . When the Maurit ius Cou ncil of 
Min istetS agrcec.J in J 965 to the detachment of lhe Chagos Islands 
to form pntc o f Brit i~h Jod ian Ocean Tcr( i tOf)', it wm1 .111uouiwc ll th ;it 
these would be i1vaila ble for the coustn1c tb n of defence faci lities and 
rhill, in the event of the islands no looser being required for defe oce 
purposes. they shoo ld revert to Mauri tius. Thi s remai ns the po licy 
of Her Majesty's Go vernment. (I) 

As regards the plea (or emp loying Mauri tian labour on co1\s1ruc1ion 
works on the islands, the Select Com mittee is reproducing a t Ap pend ix 'S' 
of this repon, an etoqueo L and sclf•explao:uory e.<clrnnge of correspo ndence 
between the Prime Minister of Maurit ius an<l the British High Commissioner. 
as late as February/ March 1971. 

(I ) House of Commons-deb:ite$-Vol. 988. Cot 31,t, . 

.. -5,;,; ,, •• '.,; ;;,1 I:.,,• ... 
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44. The agrceme.n1 ol 1he Counc.il of Ministers for the detachment of 

the Chagos Arch'pclago lrom Mauritius having been obtained al the sitting 

of S1h November. 1965. lhe Governor of Mauri tius , Sir John Shaw Rennie . 

K.C.M.G., C.1).E. . addressed a conMentia l lellcr 10 Ministers on 10th Novc n>

bcr,196S, conveying the subs1>ncc ol the public announcement to that ctfoct 

thtH was to be mad: in the Hou.sc of Commons 13tcr on 1hc same day. Sir 

Jo hn's Je11er toge ther wit h the text o r ;1 comm unique to be rckase d imm~dia• 

tcly nrterwards are h~rcwith 1:p,oducc.d •s onncxur-.c T :and U r~spNlivr.ly. 

X-Tht: rublic Anno1rocemt:t1f 

45. Belo,·o entering into the last s1agc of dcscrip1ion or the circums

iano,$ which led 10 lhe excision c,( the Chagos Archipelago, the Stlccl Com

miuec wishes to summorizc hereunder chc sequence of events tcading thereto 

and underlfoe nt lhe sninc time the responsibilities of the then Premier, Or the 

Honourable Secwoosagu r Ramgoolam an d ils Co uncil or Mioislc:rs therein: -

(i) l n Auguit 1964. an angJo.amcricao sur.•ey of the islands ta kcs 

place . On the 14th July pra:cding, the whole Council of Minis

lets is so iurormed by 1he then Governor of Mauritius, Sir Joh n 

Shaw Rennie. K.C.M.G., C.B.E-. O'ara . 33) 

6i) In S,p1embcr 1965. the Mourilius Cooslirutional Conren:nce 

Is held in Lanc."I.Sltr House. London. En marge or •he..se talks. 

the Premier is t1ppdse d in private or lhe join t UK/US project 

of using the is!ands for "dctcnce" purposes. This information 

is conveyed bJ him to his fellow dclcptd ttnd a ddcg:1tion 

comp rising the Deputy Leader of .the Muuritius Labour Pnrty, 

the Leader of 1he P.M.S.D., the l.endc r of lhe CAM and an 

Judependeot Member meelS the Mini.ster jn 01arge or Ero-. 

nomi-e Affairs tn eh, American Embassy, London, inanauempt 

to negot,iule, in retu rn for the use of 1h~ Chasos Arch ipeklJo . cer

tain fuciliries from the Uni led Stntes of America. (Par :t.· 37) 

liii) Oa 23rd September 1965. the Sccrea,ry of S1010 for the Colo, 

nies. Mr Anttony Greenwood. t.neel, the Premier and certain 

Ministers of the Coolition Governme nt. The discussio ns include 

the eventual dewchment of lhc Chagos Archipelngo. (Pam. 38). 

(IY) On llh N..m;ml,c1 I 965, th e:. Council or Miniae~re is: invil«t rn 

sh·e i,,rer-alio~ its agreemcnr to the detachment The agttcmc:ot 

is given, in p(i11ci1>lc. (P:i.rn. 41). 

(v) On 8th Nove,nbcr, 1965, the British Indian Ocean Territory 

Order is issual. crara. 10). 

(vi) On 101h Nov,mbcr . 1965. 1hc Governo r of Mnuritius. Sir John 

Shaw Re nnie, K.C.M.G .. C.0.E. . addrt-$SCS a conlidemin l letter · 

to Mini.sler$ infom1ing them of the United Kingdom 's Ciovem-

ment final decision on the issue :1nd auachins rbe 1ext of :1 

press rclc.:nse in 1h01 connection. (Paro. 44). 

The ;.bovc cata logue of events is mosl impor tant for the comprehension 

cl 1he most undignified attirude of ccrtain Labour MinislelS of the la•t Go

vernment who deponcd before •he Select Commiuec. (Para. 2.l). 
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46. Evidence shows that Dr the Honourab :e Seewoosagur Ram,goo1am 
ca me·back from the Londo n Constitutiona t Con:erence on 11 October 1965 
and lc:ft again for the United K ingdom on 29 November 1965. for medical 
creatmeJll. He returned on 3 January J 966. 

47. As already ind ica ted by Sir John Sha\.- Re_1lnie. K.C.~f.G., C.B.E. 
(parn. 441. the Secretary of State for the Colon ies. Mr Antllony Greenwood. 
made on 10th November, I 965, an anno uncement in the House oI Commons 
rcgardi ns 'new arrnnsemen 1:; fo r the ndm i.ni.:itrnt:on of ecrtoi 1l i.slands in the 
lodinn Ocean.' The ,ext of that communication \l'as released in Mauritius by 
the Chie( Secretary's Office on the same day. (Appendix ' U'l 

48. Oo 14th December 1965, a padi amenury quest ion was put to the 
Premier nnd Minister of F'iMnce requesLing a c:>mprehen.sivc stacement 'on 
tJ,e quc:stion of th·e sale or hire or the island of Diego Garcia t() either the 
Unjced Kingdom Government or lhe United States of America or to both 
jointly' and certain other related mt1tters. (App:,ndi, F.J Hooourab lc Guy 
Forget. on behalf of the l>rernier and Minister of Finance, replied to the 
question and reproduced verbatim the reply mac!e by the Secret.ary of State 
{or 1he Colonies. in the lfouse o( Commons. on lOth November, J96S (Ap
pendix U). 

49. On 6th December 1982. when Sir Seewo0$agur Ra1ngoolam 
appeared before the Select Committee . he declared, to the Committee's 
astonishment and dismay, that the statement made in the Legislath1e Assem• 
bly. on J41h December 1965, by Mr Guy Fo rget. et1mc as a surprise to him. 
·something was done myster iously' , he added . Indeed , he further stated: 
•w hen I came back f.rom the Conference to tvlauritius, 1 was faced with rhe 
statement made to a q11esrion put in l1ar liament. by the late Mr Fotge t. which 
I said, as I scill maiotaiu, is a mystery to me.' And Sir Seewoosagur Ramgoo
Jam wcr1t further :1s to declare that as late as 197'l. when, as Prime Minister. 
he accepted on behalf of the Mat1ritius Government ahe receipt of a. sum of 
£650,000 from the United Kingdom Govcmme ,u (in full and final discharge 
of YOUJ' Government's undertak ing. given in 1965, to meec the ccst of reseufe
·mcm of pel'SOns displace<l (rom lhe Chagos Arch·pelago since 8th November 
1965, including those a t present siill in the arcl :ipclago' (Appendix WJ. he 
was sliU unw1Uing.ly bound by Mr Forget's sratemenr. 

When asked by the Select Comrnjttee . to .co-nme11t o n Sir Scewoosagur 
Ramgoo)am's observations that, "f\1r Forgc1•s statement c.ame as a complete 
surprise to him and that there is a mystery surroun~ing Mr Forget's stateme nt 
on the- 14th Deccmbe,•," Sir Vcerasa,ny Ringa doo repl ied :-"If he had said 
th:11. then his rccollectior, is as good as mine:• Sir Veerasnmy, who was: then 
Mini.!;1e·r of Educa1ion and Olllura l Affairs. did not remember having seen the 
text Of the communique (Appendix 'T') whicJ1 :he Governor of Mauritius 
addressed to Members ol the Council of M inisters on 10th November 1965. 

Thu r elemen1 of surpr ise in the face of Honourable Forgef s s1ater'ncnt 
was also shllrcd by Sir Harold Walter, 
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XI. The Displo«d llois 

SO. On 3rd Oclober I 980. lhc Public Accounis Commillcc. a Sessioollll 

Selecl Coonmilce or the Legisla11YC Assembly produced a deloifed rcp0<1 on 

the 0 financial and ochcr aspects o( Hie "sale' of Ch:ag:05 Islands and the ~t• 

tlemcnt of the Displaced IJoi-s ... T he repOtL is reproduced at Appendix ·z·. 

·1 he COrnml11oc wi)LCJ to underline n new di.$-turbine r:len\ent in the 

question o( the resclllcment of the dU.p!accd p<>pulai1K)n or 1hc excised islands. 

Dep0ning before the Select Committee on 61h Dccemhcr 1982. Sir Seewoos•• 

gur Rnrngoola1n suued that the resettlemem i.ssuc was "rnkcn up here in 

Mauri tius .. after cite Constilutional Con[et'ence of September 1965. He stated 

1ha1 llu~ issue was so cxttaoeous to 1he proceedings at Lancaster House 1h:u, 

when he wrote 10 1hc British lligh Commis.!ionet, on 4th Scp1cmher 1972. 

acknowledging receipt of a sum ol £ 650.000 Iron• the Dri1ish GoYeCnment 

"in (u11 and final dlschaq;e" oC 1110 United Kingdom's undertaking given in 

1965 " to meet 1he ccs l of reselllcm,111 of pc"'on, displaced from lhe Chagos 

Archipelago siru:e 81h NOYember 1965. including those at presenl tt ill in lhc 

archipclagou (Appendix •wi. he was simply ne1ing in the ''couiext'' of lbe 

unexp:cted reply made by Mr Fortct in rhe lc:gislative Assembly on 14th 

December 1965 (i\ppeuclix 'F'). 

1 n the 1igh1 of documentary e•ldenoe produc:c:d. 1he Com mi nee cannoc 

bur rejec1 Sir Seewoosagur's submi>oion. I tem (iii) of lhc Rec:ord of Mee1ing 

held nt Lancaster House. on 23rd Stp1embcr 1965. (Appendix 'K1 indicnocs 

that the <1t1esti<Ml was raised wilh him on 1h01 occasion. And Colonial Office 

Despntch No. 423 of 6th October 1965 (Appendix 'L 1 report• tha t he ngreed 

thal 1hc documen1 u1k.1er reference 'V:IS an accurale report of lhe procecdi0£$. 

On 4th November 1965. a Mcmora11dum by the a , ief Secretary (Appe11° 

dix1M1) conveying 1he points ngrecd upOil n1 Lhc meeting or 23rd Ser,lembel' 

196S, w:is circulaccd 10 lhe then Council of Miais te rs and i1cm (i ii) 1hereof 

again Hllull.W Iv lhc. n;.,c.1lJ.cmcn1 q•cntOn. 

Hcnce~t•S far back tts September l965. documents reh1ti11Ji to such a deli• 

c..110 iss,1e were, i~ Government files and the Cominiuee, wllilst deploring 

Sir SeewoosJgurs inaccurate statcmem be..£ore 1he Selec1 Commietce. stronJ:,Jy 

condemns the then Go,ernment for its indifference toward! 1he displaced llo,s. 

Alth ough the amount or compc:nsa1io,1 had been pnid into the public trean1ry 

as far back as 1972. ii was not until January 1977. after Mr Prosser's visit 

to. Mnu1i tius as n result of st~ 1g public agiH'ltion thal ~lS a measure prcllr 

mmary Lo some s01'1 of rehab1hta1 en, a survvy of LJ,e perso11.s involved was 

conducted. 
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XU . 1.11e Latest Devdopme.nls 

51. The Committee {eels much comfor1 iu the .Resolutfon conta ined in 
the Polilical Declnrati<.>n voted at the Non-Al igned 'Movement's New Delhi 
Summit Meeting, J983, nbout Diego Ga(cia. (Appendix 'X') . It fully concurs 
tVith the views expressed co the effect that "the estabUshine,u and strengthen
ing of the military base at Diego Garcia has endangered the SO\'ereignty, terri
torial integrity and pe,aeeful devetop ,ne m of Ma uriti us a nd 01her s iates" . It 
tine e rel y ho pe{; 1ha t ch i~ new R eco lu tioo, :id d cd t(l th::lse-!tlready ado_p1ed by 
in1ernntional organisat ions, such as the United Nations General Assembly 
1Appen<lix 'D') and the Organisation o[ African Unity (Appendix 'E"I will 
contribute to the re turn to .Mauritius o{ tha L part of its territory. 

Xlll. Cooclnsions 
52. Five main themes emerge from Che Coinmiuee's proceedings and 

1hey are set out hereunder as ;i conchlding ch:ir.ter to this report 

A. The p01itical c/;mab? prior to tl,e ConstUutio,wl Conference , 
1965 
A ll the pclitical parties which appcilrcd before the Committee, 
-w ith the e:<ception of the P .M.S.O. whose stand will be 
comme .ote.d upon in the subsequcm sub-pamgrnph - were una
nimous j n !heir submis.s;ion (para. 25) thaL che question of lhe 
exc ision of the is!ands or 1heir use for d:fencc purposes did not 
e<:cupy public opinion prior to the Constitutional Conference 
or Sep tembe r 1965. So much so thaL none of them did thi nk it 
appropri:ire to make their s1and know1: before leaving for the 
Const.itu,ional talks. Sir Seewoosagur Ramgoolarn alleged rhat 
the proposi tion of the U.K. Gove rn.mtn t was first commun i
C'.tted to him in private tal ks while l11c Confere nce was in 
progress. Honoun:1ble-An eercod Jug11auth. Q.C .. then a membe r 
o f the l. F.B. delegation . stated 10 1hc Commi ttee that before 
the different delegations to the 1965 Constitutional Confere nce 
p1rted . .Sir .SP.r.wru~to r Ramgoofam f\11d come to tb o desk 
whe l'e the t. F.B. delegatio n was .lnd had illfonn ed them that be 
had had pri vrite t::ilks with the DritLo;;h Co \•ernment and had 
agreed, on belml( of the Government of Ma urh ius, to u re· 
q ue.s1 for com innnications foc ili1ies to be ins1alk d al D ic""O 
Garcia. He added :- "\Vhen he told us that . we took note a~d 
we bod not muc h lo say about it.. .. 

claim that t he question of the excision of the isl:.mdS or their 
Ev idence produced before the Commiuee tlocs not suopor t the ,! 

use for dCfonce purposes d id not occupy public opinion pr ior 
lo the Cons lilution:t) Conrerence. Amongst others . the more I 

-~ 
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salient fCatures indic2tivC of the U.K . . Government's dcfmite 
J)lans for the mililar i:ation of the islands wilh U'.ni ted Slates 
involvement und Lheir possible excisio,, thcrefor are listed cl1ro
nologically heteunder -

I. On 21st Febrna r1 1964, Mr David Windsor, of Lhe United 
K ingdom lnsti tttc of Strat egic Studies. io a broadcast 
styled "'Londoo Calling Maur itius" himcd. in most uneqai .. 
vocal terou , a t thP. 1 J.K.'!>. decision o( us-in..g Maur itius 
and i(s dependencies as a unit l or its defence stra1egy in 
the Indian Ocean (para . 31), Repo rt ol this broadcast 
was lengthily rc?r0dllced io the local press . (Appendix 
'A I?. 

2. On 4th July 1954. the Ecnnomist. reviewing the U.K.'s 
1nilitary strat eg) as ·a resuu · of the pol itical uncertainties 
in Aden, called for n ••military clTort" ror the sett ing up 
of a r1ew ln diari Oce:rn base and stressed that '' Lhis way 
of thinking points u nerringly to some kind of Anglo
American exercise." Again. this a r1icle was mke n up in 
the local pr ess. (Appendix 'A 2'). 

3. On 22nd Ju ly 1964, the Australia n pape r "Dai ly News" 
revea led 1bu1 t.ilks had been initiated between Washing• 
ton and Whitehall for a joint military vcnl\lre in the 
Ind ian Ocean rnd pointed M.awitius as a logical base 
for soch operalion bolh rOr reasons of slrategy and poli~ 
tical stabiJity. l'his excerpt was a lso publis hed in the 
local press. (Appendix 'A 3'!. 

4. On 30th Augu.t 1964, Reuter con firmed that " high level 
discussions,· were in progress for providing new Amefl~1n 
bases "on British islands in the lndian Ocean" :'l.ntl 
repor,ed that a 1echnical survey had a lready been ~ffected. 
(Ap pend ix 'A 4'). 

5. On 31st August 1964, ,he "Dai ly Telegraph" directly 
a lluded to the possibility of using Diego Garc ia as a 
Pola ris coo1.munications centre-. (Appeodix 'A 5'}. 

6. On · 5th Septerrher 1964. the Economist curried a more 
direcl aHusion :o the "pr esent Anglo-Arneiican search for 
a communicatioos ccn1re (and may he something more) 
in the SeychelJ~s or one of the Mauritius dcpcudeocies." 
(Appendix 'A 6'). 

7. On 23rd Septe.111ber 1964, a group of Mau ritian nationals 
.res iding in London lodged in the Bri tish press a strong 
protest against the possible installation of ''m ilitary bases 
on Mauritian territory and on o ther is lands in the lnd iau 
Ocean." _Th is :Jenunciat ion was reproduced in the local 
·press.· !Appord i• 'A 7'), 

•', 

' 
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8, On 10th Novembct 1964, Hoaoumble B. 'Ramlallah inter
vened rau,er lengthily on the question (Appendix'H1 in 
the Leg islative Assembly. His ime1·ve111ion succeeded in 
obtai ning from Government side lwe contradiclory s,ate
merns. On the same day, Honourable Satcam Boolell, 
1.heo Minister of Agricl1hurc and Natural . .Resourc<:S. inter• 
j ec1ed <hnl Government was not awnre of the projec.L 
This asse ;1io n will hP. re'\nLr:.lCfo:(ed on 14th December 
1964 when the Oticf Secretary will confess 1hat ioclced 
"a jo int Dritish-A..rncricar1 techDical survey of certajn 
islands. including the Chagos Archipelago and Agalega 
bul 001 including Mauritius·• hacl been in progre.ssand that 
1he Council of Ministers--0 [ wt ich Honourable lloo lell 
was a member-had been duly informed. {App!:ndix "I'). 
Such information was. indeed, conuriunicated 1ofheCoun 
cil of Ministers by the then Governor-General on 14th 
Ju ly 1964. (\'am . 33). 

9. On 16th January 1965 , (he Ecouomi.i:r, in an article headed 
"Strntegies West and East" cqnfim1ed fhaL il joinL Ang!~ 
Amcricao snrvey of the ish•nds had been eJiected aod. 
for the first time. hinted n~ the neces.'iity of e~cising the 
Aldabra Group from lhc Seychelles :tnd Dic:go Garcia 
from M.i.uritiu.s. by i:1n 0rder •in~Council. (A ppen dix A 8). 

10. On 5th April 1965. Reuter made mention of a statement 
in 1be House of Commons by Mrs Eirene White, then 
Under.Secretary of Stare [or lhe Coionies, who indicated 
1h:,1t consult ations abo ut the joint Ang lo-A merican survey 
of the islands had taken place wit.b the Maurit ian authori• 
ties, at two levels: uame-Jy. wi1h Dt·. the Honourable 
Secwoosagur Ramgoo lam, in J&ly J964 and with the 
CouncjJ or Ministers in November of the same year. 
(Appendix 'A 9l 

11. On ·9th Moy, 1965. the Woshington Post ,; vealed that , 
as a result of .the technical sur~,:y, Diego Garcia stood 
first' on the prio ri ty list d rnwn by the Amer ican and 
Dritish au11Jorities as a recommended location for a joint 
Ang lo-American military Facility in th.e Indian Ocean and 
referred to the necessity of enLrusting Lhe administration 9f 
lhe jsland to London. The 1,>aper revealed that Ille Unjt<;d 
States had requesred that the .. en1ire archipelago be 
acquired" a11d that such exercis:- should be completed 
before the forrhcomiug Const itulioonl Conference. This 
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ilhnnin.ating anicle even hinted at the U.S. idea 
0 whe l'evcr possible. lO buy ou t indigenous inhabitants of 
the islaods selecled for military u..'iC and move rhem 
elsewhere." (Append ix 'A JO'). 

12. On 3rd J une 1965. news broke out io the loc~al press lhat 
the Ang)o•Aroerican milimry base would. in fact, be 
insi.alleU uu tln: dcix,ndeuc ie3 o( Ma mitiuc an d of the 
SeycheJJes and tbat a sum of Rs 135 m had been voted 
for the acquis itioa of the islands a ud t..he displacement of 
their inha bilanU. !Appendix 'A JI'). 

13. On 15th June 1965. Dr. M. Cure, by way of a parliamen• 
t.ary quest ion, urged Gove rnment to "e1tpress to the 
Bri tish Government the inudvis ibil ity of enter ing into any 
agreement wirh the Un ited Sta tes of America" for the 
even tual ncquis tion of ,he dependencies o( Mauritius. 
before the forthcoming Co nstitu tional Coo fert nce. T he 
Chief Sec,elary replied 11tat he had nothing to add to lhe 
in(onm1tion communicated by him lo Mr Ran 1lallah on 
on 14th December I 964. (Appendix 'l') 

14. On 19th June 1965, 1hc loca l press corried informatio n 
to tbe effect that the joint U.K. /U.S . militnry project in 
rite ln dian Ocron was on l11e agenda of the Commo n~ 
wealth Prime J&uisters' Conference which was lhco in 
i:;essioa and re::iuested the pro mpt intervcnt ·ion of rhe 
'rr cm ier of Mauritius nod of rhe Governme nt. TI1e a ppeal 
£oil .on deaf "'"'· (Appendix 'A 12,. 

J 5. On 27th July 1965, the loca l press again repo rted tha t 1hc 
Govemtuent of Mauri 1ius had been put in pre.'ience of 
the who1e schane, incJuding the excision of the islands t 
and tha t the Premier had offered. as a cou nter-proposa l. 
t11e Jeasc lherc o(. (ApJJcmli,. ' A 1:J'>. 

Ti tis long- but not comp lc(c~ atatogue of events traos]ates. in the 
. Comrnillee's op inion. the p.'iycbosis preva !ent in tll e public miod, both in 
Ma\iritius and 9verseas, 0 11 tlte iss.1c, prior to lhe Constit utional Conference 
of September l96S. lt is a matter of reg,i·e-L the refore . that none of the political 
part ies which, a l that time. fon ued par t of 1he Coalition Govel'nment. did 
think it fi t to allay the fears of the population. Hence. ,he Select Commi t1ee 
s1rongly condemns the passive a tti<ude of the politica l class represented in 
tJ1e Lhc1.1 all-party Government and which formed pat t of the Maur ilian dele
gation which a ttend ed the Cons titutiona l Con ference of Septcmbe 1· 196S. 
T heir silence. i11 tJ1e light of such repeated warn ings from responsib~c sectors : ... · 
of pubJic opi nion. bordered , in che Commi ttee's j udgment. on conniveoce. 
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Even rnore slrongly, che Se~ect Committee condemns the attitude of the then 
Ministers who, as wilJ be commented upon a l sub-paragrap h (0 . gave their 
agrtcment to the excision o( the Chagos Arcb ipe!ago and to its use ror 
O.K./U .S. defence interests. 

B. Tiu: attitude of /he Pa,·ti Mnurlcien Sock/ Dlmccr(IIC (P.M.S.D.} 
T he position of 1he r.M.S.D. on the excision of the Chagos Archi 
pelago was made known to the Selecr Commjnee by Sir Gattan 
D uv~II w11en he deponCCl on rL1h Noveml)er IY~1. ue claimed 
tbat the P.M.S.D. had oot been agaiost Ille use o[ the atchipelago 
tor a joint U.K./ U.S. venture, but had b>en dissatisfied with the 
conditions attach ed to the deal. The sovereigncy of Mau ritius 
ought to have been preserved and negotiations for terms most 
beneficial 10 lhc social and economic betterment of the Ma\irilian 
popula tion, subsequently conducted wiLh auy muion inten:s1ed in 
the use of the islands. SirG aetan exp1aioed tha 11he then Lc;ader of 
the P .M.S.D. even refused to auend 1he m~ecing held on 23rd Sep
tembt r 1965. as a proof that 1he par ty w·.is adamant on the 
excision issue. Refe rring to the reasons for rhe resignation of 
P.M.S.D. Minislers from Government. Sir Gaetan had this to say: 
·~1e Jlois vous dire (Jl((l ce moment Iii 11011.1 d-!mi$sionuo1is non pas 
p(rrct!que nous 1Hio113' co,ure l'idte de Ja consrrnctio,r d'une ba.re 
amCricaine. mais parcl! que nous itio,1s contre l'idie de Ja cession 
,r,me partie du territoire mauricien". He will later state: ··Nous 
itio,,s d'accord sur l e priudp e de la base a,1gl<Nimericlli1re U Diego 
Garcia mais nous re fusions la cession." 

The Select Committee regrets nol 1:x:.ng able to accept Sir 
Gi~Clan•s submhsion . On no Jess than three occasions, documen• 
tary evidence will establish without the least possible douht that 
the P .M .S.O. was indeed agreeable. in pdnciple, to the excision 
of the Chagos Axchipeh1go but objected to the terms thereof. These 
occasions ~ire listed hereuuder:-

(i) the J\,finures of the Council of Ministel's indic.ate that on 
51h November 1965, the Council was called upon to give 
" the ir agreeme nt lhal the Brit ish Goverornenl should take 
necessary lega l sleps to derach the a,agos Archipelago." On 
that day, the P.M.S.D. Ministers intimated 1hat "while they 
were agreeable to detac hment of t1:e Chagos Archipe lago 
they musl reconsider their position as Members of the 
Governmen L in the Hgh1 of 1he Council's decision bccuuSc 
!hey considered lhc amount of compeosacioo inadequate". 
(Appendix 'P '). These Minutes were. approved without any 
arnendmcnt 10 lhat effect, on 121h November J 965, 
(Append ix 'Q ') in the absence of the P.M.S.D. Minislcrs who 
had resigned the day before. 
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(ii) Public confirm ation of the Minu tes of the Counc il of Minis
ters held on 51h Novem ber 1965 (Append ix 'P') was however 
given at a press conference he1d by the leaders of that party 
on 121h November 1965 10 e:{plain their tesigoa 1ion as 
Minisrers. The fo:towiog excerpts from pr~ reports are 
worth quoting: -

Je 1ie11s tl dicfarer de la /m;on la plus formelle q11e le 
P.M.S.D. n'eit pns r:nn1r-P. It> prinr.ir,e de teller les Chagt)J· 
ou que eel nrchipel devierme un cenlre de commuuica-
1io11s pour fnc,1iter Ja ,Jefe,,se de !'Occident . Le P.M .S.D . 
en approuve le principe; ii esJ en tlesaccoul sur Tes 
termes et les c<mdi1ions de cetlt cession. (Mr Koe,dg) (I ) 
Nous 11e .w,,mnes ptl.r contre /'exci.tion ties ties pour Jes 
besoins militaires tie l'011es1. (Mr Koenig) (2) 

(iii) On 14th Decernb<r 1965, Mr Duva l, by way o f n pa rlia
mentary question invited Government to gi\'e an opportu nity 
lo the Legislatlve Ass,cmb•y " 10 discuss the clch\Clmrn111 of 
the Chtigos Archipelag.o from Mauritius and ils inclusio1\ in 
the British Ind ian Ocean Terr itory. spec iaHy in v.iew of lhe 
s t~md la.ken by !ndia an d oth er Afro-As ian c.ountries''. 
Ml' Forget, on behalf of the Pre mier and Minister of Fina nce . 
rig.htly referred Mr D uv(l) to Lhe press conference of the 
P.M.S.D. held on 121h November 1965 where no disag ree• 
meul against the excision was expressed by the purty. TI1e 
supp'.ementary question put by Mr . Duva I te -atl.imled that 
the J)Jvt.S.D. was concerned by the conditions of the excision 
ond uot by 1he excision itself. (Appendix 'Y'i . 

Hence. lhe plea of the P .f,.,f.$.1).1s opposl 1ion to the exds ion of 1he islands 
does not hold water. 

C. Tiu: e;firience a/ docw,umts 

Bo th Sir Seewoosagur Ramgoolam and Sir Vcerasamy Ringadoo, 
when mey deponed before u,e Setec1 Committee <p;;ir,;, . 2.5A) 
st~Ccd thaL a L ao cime were they put in presence of any document 
re)a1i11g. m the excisiou of the jslaods:. They argued Uwt there 
never existed any ngrc<:ment lheteon nor any minutes of pro
ceeclings of possible discussions on the issue. This statemeo l was 
made not onJy to the Corfllniuee but was very oflen repealed in ' l 
rhe Legisla1ive Assembly, in che past, ia rep)y to ioterve1u ious 
from all sides of the House. 

(ll Le Maoriciel)- l)(h November 1965 
(1) L'l!~ pr t .:$-- llth Novcm~, 194! 
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The Se!ect Commince is in a posilion to reject rhesc statemenrs. In spite 
ot Sir Seewoosagur's declaration 10 the effect that no Miouies whatsoever 
had been p,·oducc<l 10 h im, the Select CoinmiUcc !1as been able 10 obrnin 
at lcllst two documents from H!es kept at Lhe Prime Minfater's Office and 
which indicate the contnuy . The y arc listed here11n<~r:-

(i) The record of the mcel'ng held at LanC>Ster House •nd whicb 
outlines rhc points agr eed 11rnn ~h .... ,.,,.n 1h.e S'ecr'et:ary of Srnte fo r 
tl1e Colonies on one side and on the 01.ber Dr 1he Honourable 
Seewoosa3ur Ramgoolarn, the Honourable Abdool Razu1.:k Moha· 
med nod the I lonourabfe S<>ckdeo Bissoordoyal. The dGCumc:nt is 
reproduced at AppendiJt ' K' ol Ibis n:porl 

(iii Colonial Office despoich No. 423, dated 6th October, 196S. which 
confirms that the cuntcnr,; or the record meoll oned above had 
already hec11 ns,reed iu London with Dr the 1-lonouml>k; Scewo~ 
S.igur RamgooJam .. and by him with Mr Mohamed. as being an 
accurate record or what w•s decided". (Appendix 'L'), 

(iii) Furthermore, 0 1, 51h November J96S. 1hc Council of Ministers. 
ioclud,nH, Sir Scewoos:agur ltamgookun and Sfr Veerasamy Ri nga• 
doo, gave 1hcir agreemen t to the effect 1111'11, "the llriti.sh Cove rn
menl should trike the neccssnry Jegul steps to detacb the Chngos 
Archipebgo." (Appendix 'P?. 

In these circurnsrnnccs, the Scle<:1 Committee cannot b\11 record its indig
nation 3l lhe nttiluJe or th~ Senior Ministers or the 1hcm Govemment who, 
before thu Committee, in che Legisrcuive Assembly. and in public pt·o,1ouncr:-
11en1s, denied the existence of any doeumenls rcrn1inJ to the d-:ta.chmt:nt of 
the islands. In the s:ame breath. the Select Committee wishe, to denounce the 
then Council or Ministers which <lid noc hesitate to ag;ree to the det1chment ol 1hc islands. 

D. The Unile,J S1111es fovolvtment and Dt/er~e Co11Jidert11io1u 
The Select Committee again rcjecu the tllbmissioo made by 1he 
then Lcoders of the Mauritius Labour Pnrty and 1ho Independent 
Forward Bloc to rho cffec1 lhat. from anfonm11iot1 made nvailnb1c 
to them. in 1965, the islnnds wonl<I be used :is a commu11ic111ions 
centl'e only with no United States iuvolven·cnt. 

The United States interest in lhc deal was evident c-,·cr since 
196-1 when the technic,,J ••=y o( the islands was bemg carried 
CMJl The c:videncc is contamed in the then Chief Secrcta1-y'.s reply 
10 Mr lhHnlnllnh. (Append ix 'J') . Asoi n, at the Consri111t ionnl 
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Con ference of September 1965. tl1e United S ta tes involvement was 
such Lhal a delegation headed by the Depu ty Leader of the Mau 
ritius Lab our Part y visi1ed the Minister in Charge of Economic 
A ffai rs at t he American Embassy . tn Lond on. ill an atte mpl to 
secu re. for Maur itius, some be nefits in re1orn for the exc.isioo. 
(Pftro. 37). And Inter. the record of the rnee tin,g held ;H Lancaster 
House on 23rd Sep tember 1965 , will. in no uucer1..ain terms , a t 
ite ms (iv) {v) and (vt) l)ea 1· testi mony or the U.S. prc::>cuu; iu the 
dea l. (Appe ndix 'K?, 

In add itio n. all doc umen ts exch an ged between the Secretary of 
.Stale f or the Co1onie.; and the Ma uri tius Go vernm en t preced itig 
and following the tlto:n Counc il of Min isters' agreement lo the 
exc ision (Append ices 'L'. 'M' , '0' . 'R ') bc:ur reference to a joi11t 
U.K. /U .S. venture . &m1e of the lette rs, includ ing Lhe mcmoca1• 
dum subm itted to lhc Counc il of Ministe rs by the Chief Secrc1a ry 
o n 4th No\l'ember 1965 <.Appendix 'M'> were even bo ldly bended 
"U .K./ U.S, 0.(ence ln teresls". 

Here aga in, the Select Comm iuee ca, rno1 but str ongly denounce 
suc h delibera te misleading or pu blic opi nio n on the ma tter. 

E. The Blnckmail Element 

Sir Seewoosagu r Ramgoolam's sta tcmcat befo re the .Select Com
m ittee is highly indicative of the a tmosphere which prevailed 
du ring the priva lc talks he had, at Lanca s ter House , with the 
Brit ish au1h orlties. He averect that he was pltl befor e the cho ice 
of ei ther relain iog 1he a rchi p~lago or ohta i11ing indcpcndeoce 
for his co untr y, but refused to describe 1he deal as a blackmail. 
Sir Gai:!lan OuvaJ a rgued that 1he cho ice was between 1hc e:\cision 
and 3 rc fcr~nd um on independen ce. Tl1is <'-Ontrt •d ietkm i.; ~uh~ 
tantially im mate rial 10 the Commiltce . What is o[ deeper conce rn 
to the Select Committee is the indispu tab le facl tha t a cho ice 
was offered thro ugh Sir Seewoosa gur to the ma jorit y of deleg,1tes 
suppo rting imlepeod::nce a nd which a tt itude cann ot faU outs ide 
the most elemen 1a 1y definicioo of blackm ailing. S ir Harold 
\Va Iler , depo ning before the Select Commi ttee on 11th Ja nuary 
1983, will even go to the leng1h ol stating Lha< the posit ion was 
such tha t, had Diego Ga rcia wh ich "was. cer ta inly. an impor tant 
tooth in the whole cogwheel lead ing to indepe ndence" not been 
ceded, the grant of national sovereign ly to lvlaurit ius "w ould hav e 
taken m ore yea.is p robably". 
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The Declaration o o the Grn,\li og of Indepenrlence to Colonial 
Countries and Peop les voted by the (ieoeca l Assembly of Ute 
Un iied Natioos on J4th December 19f0 (Appe ndix 'C') clearly 
sets out at parn. 5 tha t the tr:rnsfcr of power to peoples li\•ing in 
"Trust and Non-Self Governing Terr itaies or au other Ter rito
ries'' should be effected .. without any conditions and reserva1ious". 
Jn add ition . at para. 6. j t e,1pressedly lays down that, "any 
a ttemp t aimed u t 1bc 1 . .r.1iti.,l 0 1 to w I Lli.l1 up 1iu11 vf d ie na tivoal 
unity an<f the cerriloriaJ integrity of a country i.s incompatible 
wi1h the purposes a.nd princi ples of the Charter of the United 
Nat ions." 

Bence, notwithsh.'mdins the blackma il element which strongly 
puls in question the legal validity o( the e:\cision, the Selecc Com• 
miuee strongly denouaces 1he Jlouting by the United Kingdom 
Government, on these counts, of the Char!er of the United N:i1ions. 

1st Ju ne 1983. JEAN-CLAUDE Dll L'EsTRAC 

Chaimum 

I 
! 

m 
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USI of Pet"iOftS •1111> t:)epoMd JkJw e the Seff'd Couuaiute and Oate of lf tt rhlg 

I . Sir C harles GnEta n Duva l, Q.C. - Leader or the 0 1)posiuon-12t h November 1982. 

2.. Sir Scewoosatur Jt:lmgoolnm. O.C .M.0. - GU1 Deoembcr 1982. 

3. Sir Veerrunmy Ringadoo. Kt. - 13th December 1982. 

4. Mr Maurict rawrau, D.1'.C., C.O.E. - lll h December 1982. 

S. Sir llarok! Wal«r, Kt. - I Ith J1Duory 1983. 

6. Sir Satcam Eloolcll, Kt. - I Ith J',rnunry 1983. 

7. The Hon. An«rood J•t•••U~ Q.C. -l'rin,e Minister of Mau,i1iu,- ISI 
fcbrunry !983. 

8. Sir Rene Maing.ard de la Villc-CJ•Offrans, C, 1) .B. - 8th Pchrunry 1983. 

; 
s 
) , 
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APl'JiN DIX B 

STAT UTO RY INST RUMENTS 

1965 No . 1910 

0Ycrse:,s Territ oril'S 

Tbe BriLish India n Ocea n Terl' itory 0:dcr 196-S 

Made 8th Nove mber 1965 
Al the Court ill Buckingham Palace, the $th drt} of November 1965 

Present 
The Queen's Most Exccllem Majesty in Council 

Her Majesty, by ,•i1t ue an d in exercise o f 1bc powers in tha1 beha lf by 1he Colo nial 
Do undarie$ A<:t 1895, o r otherwise in Her Majcst) ' vested , is pJcasc,d, by and with 
the ud,•icc of Her Privy Counci l, to order , and it is hereby ordered , RS follows :-

1. This Order may be cited as the Dritish Tndinn Ocean Territory Order Ci1tuion. 
1965. 

2. ( I) In this Order-
(• ,he Te rri tory•· rneaps the Brilish Jnd ian Ocea n Territo ry ; 

·' Lhc Cbogos Ar.chipclngo" mea ns lhe islands iner1tiMed io schedule 
2 to this Order; 

" the Aldubra G roup " meaos 1J1e islands as spcc.ifcd io tbe Fits ! 
Schedule w the Se)•chelles Leuers Pa lcm 1948 :i.n;J mentioned in 
schedule 3 to this Order. 

(2) The Interpre tat ion Ac1 1889 shall app ly, wit.h the necessary 
modifications, for the purpose of inte1 pre,ing this O,·der ;md oLherwise 
in relation thereto as it applies ior the purpose of frttcrprcting and other• 
wise in relation lO Acts or ParlfomenLof 1..he Ur)ited Kingdom. 

fo1er
pn: 1.i1i<in . 

3. A$ from Ll1e date or this Order- Bl'i1ish 
Jmti:111 

(a) the Ch,1,gos Archipclngo, being isJands which iinrnediate.ly before O;eun Te.rri• 
•he d~~e v l' t ili.s OHier were lnclUde<I ill the Dependcncie$ of ~~~~c b.:. "-
Milunt 1us, a1ld colony. 

(b) the F'arquhar lslu.nd$, the Ahia.bra Group and the ls land of 
Desroches., being islands which immediately before the date of 

.: J 1his Order were parl of the Co lony of Scychc11cs. 

• -;. 
,;! 

it. 

shall together for-m a separate colony which shall be know, as the British 
lndinn Ocean 1·crrilory. 

4, There-shall be a Corn missioner fot the Terriro1y who shall be .ippoin- E~1aMish
tctl by Her Majesty by Comn1ission under f k r Majesty's Sign Manual and "f~ or office 
Signel and :ih:tll hold office du1 iug Her Majes 1y•s pleasure . ~lissi~r . 



Annex 129

I 

f 
11 

r 
' 

fJ 
'I 

On1h:i: 10 be. 
takcin by 
Com
milSlooe, . 

( 
40 

APPENDIX B-e-011/imied 

S. The Commissioner shall have suc.h 1>0wtr1 and duties as are confc:rrod 
or imposed upon him by er under thit Orde r or lln)' other l3w and ,ucl, 

otht-r runcllons :as Iler ~tajcsry M.'\y from lime to 1imc be plcucd to 

ass.ig.n 10 h im. a nd, sub_je(l to lhc provisions of this Order :md any olhcr 

law by which any such powers or duLie& arc conrcrrcd or imposed, •hull 

do nnd execute all 1hing.'i t.ho.t l>elong Lo b is off.cc according to 1wch 

i.ns1ructions. if any. M I ltl' Majesty may from 1ime co Lime see fit to give 
him. 

6. A pcr&on ;.\ppointcd to hold the orficc ofCommi•s ioner shnll, hcfofe 

enteri ng upo n the: duties of tb:tt o rtioc, lake and sultscribc Lhe QOth of 

aHegi1.mce an d the ooth fer the d ue e•tcution or hiJ C>ffioc in the forms set 

out rn Schedule I 10 th&I Order. 

g;;~h 11J'i or 7. ( I) Wl)cncvc:r Lhe office or Co mmi:lsioner is vuC:oltl or lhc Commis

nu'!tt,:: sioncr 11 ubsc nl from die Ter rito ry 0 1· ia from aoy other ca use p1eve111cd 

ttON dunl\l. from 01' incapable o r discha rging Lhc funclions or his otJicc, those funcLions 

"'"KY· c.te. $haU be performed by nch persons u Her Majesty may de$ig:n1u.e by 

instm ct10ns given under Her Sign Manual and Sitntt or lbrough a Sec-rt

tory o( SlJlte. 

(2) Be.fore any person enter, upon the perform11nce of the (unclions 

or lho office of Commissioner under 1hi1 section. he shall ta.kc and subs

aibe 1he oa ths, dirccttd bJ section 6 or UW Order 10 be taken by a p:rsoo 

appoinrcd to hold the office of Comm i,sio ncr . 

(3) Por lhe purpos01 or this scc1ion-

(0J the Cotnmi.si.oncr shall nOt be regarded u abstn1 irom lhc 

Territory, or as pre:vc-ntcd rrorn, ~ incapable of, discharsina 

the func11on.s of his office. by reason only chat he is iu the 

Colo ny or Scychell,e,s or is in pa.ssasc bctwcerl 1h~1 Co lony 

and the Territo ')' or between one pnrt or Che Terr itory 1111d 

anoLhct: ar.d 

(b ) lhe Commit.sionc:r s:ha11 not be rc-pnk d :as absent from the 

Territory, c,r u prennicd front, or inear:ibJc or. dischnr1mc 
tbc funcli0r1s or his orfioc al any 1imc when a.1l or6cer i$ 

dischar ,inJl those functio,is under sectio n 8 o f lhis Order. 

0"1Cha• ol S. (I) The CommiSS.oncr may. by irutrumen1 under the Oflici:ll Stamp 

Comm.1$$10-or 1he Territory, :authom.c a fit and proper person 10 d1scharoc (or and on 
ncr•1 r11nc- " 
iion.1 by behall' or the Comn,issio1cr on !IU<:h oetas ions 1rnd aubjc<:t to such cxcc1,-

dcpu1y, tion , und co nd itio ns 1\S nJay be specifie d in Lhal hm rumcnt i u ch or the 

funct io ns or the office of Commh;sione r as nay be spec ified in tbut 

Jostrumenc. 



Annex 129

' ·1 

.;'- 1' 
:,:. ~ 

( 
4 1 

Al'P ENDIX· B- comi,,11ed 
(2) The powers aod authority of Lbc Cotnmi.ssioncr shall noc be 

affec ted by any aut horily given to suc h pers on uoder this scclioo ot herwise 
than as Her Mnjesty may at any time thi nk proper to C:ircct , aod such 
person sha ll conform to a.ud observe such instruct ions relating to the 
disc h.nrge by him of :l.ny o f the funct io os or th e office of Com mi'isioner as 
the Commissioner may from time to Lime address io him. 

()) A1ly aumor,ty s•vcu under this section mny at any time be varied 
or revoked by Her Maj esty by i.nstructfons given througl· a Secretary of 
State or by the Commissioner by fostrumenis under the Official Stamp 
of the Territory. 

9. 'J'herc shall be an Official Stamp for the Territory wh ich the Comm is .. Official 
sioner sh:111 keep and u,"le for srn mping a ll suc h docun:en tS, as m3y be Stamp. 
by llny Jnw l'equired lo be stnmpcd lhel'tWith. 

10. The Commissioue.r, in the name an d on beha1r ·or Her Majes ty. o/~~u i.ion 
may cons titute .such offices ro r the Territo ry, as may fawfuUy be consti, 0 0 ' cs. 
tu tcd b;· Her Maj esly and , subject to the pro\'is ions of tn y Jaw for the 
t ime being in force in the Tc rd tor y 3n d to such instructions as may frQnt 

fime to time be gi ven to h im by .Her Maje$ty through a Secretary of Stat e. 
th e Com mjssioner may likewise:--

( a) mr.ke uppo inltricnts, to be held du rin8 Her tvfajesty•s pleas\Jre, 
to any office so constihHed; and 

{b) d ismis.,; 011y per$On so nppo inted o r take such ot 11er disci plinary 
action i ll re l;1tio n to hi m al the Commissioner may th ink fit. 

11. ( I) The Co 111mis.sionec may make laws for the peace, o rder :111d ro'f1
1

10-

good govetnm cnt o r the Territory • .\L\d .such lnws shall be published in n'\3 e aws. 
su ch ma nner ns lhe ComCWssioner may direcL 

(2) Any laws made by t.he Cumm issiooer may be d isallowed by 
Her Majcs ly th rough a Secreta ry o( Sta te. 

(3) Wbene\'c r any law has been d isallowe d hy Her Majesty. the 
Commissionec shall cause not ice of soch d isallowance to be pub lished 
in such m11.nncr a,s he m ay direc:L 

(4) Every law disa llowed sh ;1U cease to hove effect tt$ soon :'13 no tice 
of dlsaUowa nce is pu hlisheri as a fo resaid , :rnd thereupon :my entlclm cm 
nmcoded or repealed by , or in pursua nce of, Lbc Jaw di$il..lfowe.ct shall ba ve 
effect us if tbe Ja.w h:td ooc been made. 

(S) Subject as aforesa id, the provision$ o f subsoolio 11 (2) o f section 
3& of the Interpretati on Act 1889 shall app ly to such disall owaoce a.." they 
appl)• to the repeal of an enac tment by an Act o f Parliamull. 
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Al'l'END JX D-contin ued 
Jl. The Commissiouer may, in Her Majesty's name and on· Her 

Majesty's behalf-
{t1J grant to any pmon con cerned if\ o r convicaed ot any offence 

a~ainst the laws of the Te rri1ory a pardon, either free or subject 
10 Jawful co ndit ons; or · 

(l,) g,·ant to any person a respite, either itldefinitc o r for a speci
fi,-d ri-r ie'>tl. of the execution or a ny sentence imposed on 
thnt perron for nny such orrencc; or 

( c) substitute a Jess i.evcrc fon'll of punishment for any pu11ishme1~.t 
imposed by any suc b 'sente ncc; o r 

( d) remi t the whole or :my part of any such sentence or of any 
penally or forfc ture otherwise due to Her Majesty 0 1\ accou nt 
of any offence. 

J J. Whenever the sub :sttt.ntive holder or :my orfice cons litut ed by or 
under this Order is OP leave or absenc:e pend ing relinq uishment of his 
offlce-

(a) al\othcr pe rson may be appointed subsmnt ively, to tbut off,ce; 
(b) 1hat petso n shall, for the purpose of any functions: amn ching 

to that office, b: deeme d to be tbe sole holder of tha t office. 

14. Subject to :l.ny law for the time being in fot'ce in the Territory a nd to 
any lost.ructions from time to ti!Yle-given to the Commissioner by Her 
Majesty under Her Sigd Wanunl and Signet or through a Secretary o f 
State, the Commis.sion~r. in Her Majesty's name and on Her Majesty 's 
behalf, may make and cx:cute gtants and dispositions of ao y lands o r 
othe r immov~ble pro pertJ withi n the Terr itory th :u may be htwfolly 
granted or disposed of b)' Her Majesty. 

JS. ( I} Exocpl to the t&tent thnt they may be repe~led. amended o r 
modified by laws made u nder section 11 ·of this Order or by''o thcr lawful 
authority, the enattme nts and rules of law that are in force:-immediately 
before lhe da te of this Order in any of the ishrnds comp rised in the Ter• 
ritory shall, on. n.od nfte r :hat dat e. coo1inue in rorcc 1hereio but shnJI bc:
app lied with such adapmtions. modifications a1ld C}(c;ptions as are 
necess.:iry to bring them into c.onforrnity with lhe prov isions of !his Order. 

(2) In th is sec1io11 •. enactmenl! " includes any instruments having· 
the force of law. 

16. (I) The Commissfoncr, with tl,e eoocurrcnce of the Go\·ernor ½r 
any oilier colony. may. t:y a law m:i.de unr.Jcr seccio1l I J or this Order, 
confer jurisdiction iu resp:ct of the Territory upon any eou rl estab lishe~ 

I ' , 
fo r tha, ot!1cr co lony. t.) ?: 

(2) Any such cour t as is referred to in subsection ( I) of this section: v. 
and aoy court established for the Te rritory by a law made under section 11 
of this Order mny,.in accordance with any d irections issued rrom time tO= ~· 
time by the Commissio11er, sit in the 1"errito ry or elsewhere foe the purp O:SC· 
of exercising its j urisdiction in respect of the Territory. · :•1i: 
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APJ>ENDIX B-~0 111i11ued 

17 (I) Notwi1hs1nnding any other provisio1\S of rhis Order but subj ecl Judi~ . 
lo a~y law made uoder section 11 thereof, r,roi: .. '.'~S'· 

( a) any proceedings thal, immediately before Lhc date of tbi~ 
Order , h ave been comm enced io any courc having jur isdic
tion io any of the islands comp rised in the Terr itory may 
be cont inued :ind Jetcl'mi1h~.J before chat court in aoco r
d:ince with che lnw th at was armlicahlc: t heretfi hefnre that 
date; 

(b) where. under the law in force in any such island immediately 
before the <lac.e of this Order , an appea l would lie from 
31l)' ju <.lgme nl of u court having jur isdictio n in that islund, 
wheth er gi\•eo before thut d:ite. or given en o r aner. th1tt 
date in pursunncc of paragraph (tt) of ibis subsection, 
such :m a1>r1eal shall continue to lie and may be commenced 
nnd detennincd in accordance wiLh the law tha t wns appli• 
cable therelO befote 1hut date; 

( c) any j udgment or a collrl having ju risdictlon in any such 
islnnd given, but not satisfied or enforced, before the 'date 
of this Order, and any j11dgmcnt of a court given in any 
such proceedings as are referred to in parag_raph (n) or 
paragraph (b) of 1his sobsectio o, may be c11forced on and 
:1ficr the date of this. Order io accordance ·.vith the law in 
force immediate ly before that date. 

(2) r n this section "judz. men, " inchldes dec ree, order, conviction. 
sentence and decisioo. 

18. (I) The Seychelles Letters Patent I !);18 as amended b;r the Seychell~ Amendmen.1 
Leuers Patent 1955 are amended as follows::- ot S9-chelles 

Lcm:rs . " ( a) rhe words " and the Farquhar J$lands." att omitted from· P,11cn 1 1948 
the defi11i1ion of " the Colony" in Article l(J)• and Ma1.1ri• 

' tltH (Cons. 
(b} iu the first schedu le the word ·• Oc:sroches "a nd 1he words 1i1u1io,,} 

11 Aldalm:i Group consisting, of" , including the: words Ordcr 1964, 
specifying Lhe islands comptised in lhat Gtoup, are omiued. c:ic. • 

(2) Section 90(1) of the Cons1.itution scl out in scl:cdule 2 t'o tM 
Mauritius (Co nst iw tion) Ordec 1964 is amended by the hse rtion of lbe 
following de6nitio1l immediately hc:forc Lhe definition of" the: Oaieue .. :-

·• Ocpcndencie-S " meai,s the jstands o,: Rodrjgue$ a1Jd · 1\galcga;. 
and the St: Brnndon Group or islands ofien ciiJlc:d Catgados · 
Carnj os; ", ·· · 

(3) St<:lion 2( I) or the Seych·enes (Legiskltive Co-~ncii) Order in 
Council 1960 as a mended by the Seychelles (Legislative Council) (Amend• 
merit) Order in Council 1()63 is further a mended by the deletion from Jhe 
definition of ·• the Colony " of the words ., as defined in thC Seychelles 
LetterS Parent J 948 ... 

·, 
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APPENDIX B- eo11ri1111ed 
19. There is re.,;crvcd to He r Maje sty fu11 pOwer to make law:s from Pou~r 

time to time for the- peace, otdet aod g·ood government of the British ~~~~j~~iy. 
Indian Ocean Territory (includ ing, wilhout prej ud ice to the generality of 
the foregoi ng, laws amertd iiig or revoking this Order), 

(stl) \V, O . AONEW 

SCHEDULE I 
Sectim, 6 

OATII (OR AFFIRMAT ION) OF ALLEGIANCE 

J,.···· ··········-··~··· ········-.. ·· ··· ···· -"· ·· •·-" ··do sweat (or do soleni.ol)' arfirm) 1hat 
1 will be faithful a nd bcac true aJlcg.iancc to Her rvrajest)' Queen Elizabeth the Second, 
He r Heirs and Successors, accord ing to law. So help me God. 

OATH (OR AFFIRMATION j FOR THE DUE EXECUTJON OF 
THI! OFFICE OF COMMISSIONER 

J, .. ... . ...... ..... .. ... .... . ... . . . ...... . ... . .... ... . .. do swear (or do solemnly affirm) th:u 
I will well and tru ly serve Her Majes[) Queen Elizabeth the Secood, Hee Ueirs ;rnd 
SL1ocessors, in the o rfke of Commissio:tcr or th e Britis h lndian Oce:ul Tc ,·ritOt)'. 

D iego Garc ia 
Ei;mon t or Six. [slands 
PC.ros Danhos 

West Island 
Middle Island 
South lsJnnd 

SC ff ED ULE 2 
Stc1/011 2(1) 

Salomon Islands 
TroiS rren:s,. includ ing .Da n~icr J.sfo.nd and 
Eagle tslaud 

SCHEDULE 3 
Cocoanut lsland 
Euphra 1is und other sma ll Islets . 

Note: The Bri1ish fndian Oc.lean Territory Ol'Cer 1965 wa.s amended, ns follows, by lhc Urhish lndit1n 
Ocean T« ritO()' (AmcndJnenl) Ord« 1968:-

(a) In it ,~ de:fitulioo or " the Alda.bro Gt o11p " in !eclion 2(0 lhl! w0t"11s." as specified l11 1he First 
5';bcdulc l<.>1h< Seychdle$ l,.el((f$ Pa1eo1 1948 .1nd" were omiued; 

(h) in Schedule 2 ror 11te wotds-
•• Trois Fri:rcs, including t~3ng« h;bod and EUVC Island. " 1hcccv.-ere subslitu1cd 1hc words-

.. Th.fee Brothers Islands 
Nelson or Lcsour ISiand 
Enck: J.s.lands 
l)2 nger Ula11di. ••; and . . i 

(c) in i;eh.edult ) 1he words ' ' Polymnie lsb11d" were. in~ rlcd im1ni:di,i1le;ly ilrtc:r 1h1: wo~s 
,. Coeo.tnui Jsbnd ", · -

.... 

t • 
l 
j: 
!, 

I 
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AJ\tlEN OJX D.,- co111i,wetl 
OVERSl!AS TERRJTORIES 

'the Dricilh lndi:u Oceia TerrifOf'f Uoyal lnstntctiotn 1.965 

Dated 8th November 1965 Elizabeth R. 
fostructions to Our Commi.s:iionc:r for the Uriti.sh Indian ()(.-:an Territory 

or other Officer for the: time being perfotming the funcuoru of his office. 
We do hereby direct and ujoin and declare Our wiU and pleasure as 

ronows:-
1. (J) TI1esc Instructions m:,y be cited as 1he British hdian Ocean C11111loo, 

Territory Roynl lns1cuc1ion1 1965. :;;:;':f· 
(2) These ln.uructions ihn ll come inco Opc!n:Uion on lhe s::i.me dny ttv~do n. 

:u the British Indian Oce2in Territory Order 196) and l~upoo the 
hl.Slructions istucd to Our Governor and Commandcr,fo-Chief for 
Mrmritius on tl drued th e 261h F'ebruary 1964, i\nd the. I 1lSll'uctioni 
ismed to Our Governor ond Commandcr•in•Chief of the Colony or 
Sc:yehellt"s :and dttted the J I th March 1948, and the Additiono l lns trnctio n.s 
illued lo tbe s.oid Governor and Commil.ndcr~n-Chief 3.nd ..tucd the 2od 
May 1960 and the 29th July 1963. sh:ill. without prcjltdioc. to 
anyahing lawfuUy done tllcrcundc:r. and in so far as th ey arc, respectively, 
urp licablc to 1he islands comprised in the British lod inn Ocean Te rritory 
os dt llaed in 1h1: Driti.sh Indian Occn n Terr iu:,ry Ord~r 1965. cease to hnvc 
effect in respeC:l of those islandJ. 

2. - (I) ln lhcsc: IMtructtOns •• the Comm1uioner .. snc:tu the Com• hwcrprat
mssio ner ror 1hc Dritish Indian Oceao Ttrrit o ry and include, the person ciiOfl.. 
who, under und co the cxlc nl of:rny author ity in thttt bchnlr, i.s(or the time 
being perfo rming the fu nctio ns of bjs o ffice. 

(2) Th e Jnt.c.rpretattOn Acl 1889 shall apply, with Uc nco:ssa.ry 
adapcations_. fo, lhe purpose of iotc:rprctins these: Jnstnctions and 
othcrn•ise in relation thereto as it ap plies for the purpose of tnterpretjug. 
an:I in .rc:lalion to, Aces of Porlinnu:n t or the United Kinsdo rn, 

3. - (1) These Jnsll'UCLion.s. so far as they are app licable to any l11.,arue1.iot1..1 
(,Hc rinnt n( lb" offke. o( Commi.a&ion e.r to bo pcr(ormcd by m<h p cn, u11 ~;.. .._.by~ 
u is menlioO<d in paragraph (I) of the preceding dause, shal be deemed ...,,_.,, 
10 be 3.ddrcsscd to , and shall b~ observed by, such person . 

(2) Such person may , ir he Lhin ks fit, ap ply to Us lhtoug h u 
Secretary or Sw tc ror instrnc1ion, in any nmHcr ; but be sbuU (orthwidt 
rn,nsmit to the Commi$.$ioncr 11 copy or every despatch ()( otUr c.ommu• 
nim1ioo addr"dltd to U$-. 

4. lo the cn11c1iog of lnw5 1hc Co mmissioner shall observe, so far as is Rule$ for 1he 
prnclicablc, the following I uh:s :- :·r~~:tnl 

(I) AJI 1:twi stuaJI be styled Ord inances and the words of enactment 
sh.it be • l!nact>:d by 1bc: Comn1wiooe, ror the lJriush lt><lian Oc:can Territory". 
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APPENDIX B--co111im1ed 

(2) Matters: having no proper re lation to each Qthcr shall noc I><:: 

provided for by 1hc s.,nie Ordinance; no O,·dinance sh;ill cQntain a1,ythlng 
roreian w what the title of the Ordinance imports; oud 110 provision 
havinfl indefini1e durinion sbaJI be included in any Ordinance expressed 

10 have limited duration. 

(J) All Ofdinanccs shall be di1tinguishtd by tide, ., and shall be: 
d ivided into success ive StCLions consec utively nun1bered , and to every 

section there shnll be anne:tcd in the margin 11 short indication of ill 

eontcnu. 

(4) AJI Ordin.:utces thall be numbered COll.$CCU1h•cly in a sep3raic 

scncs rot each ~r comn.en1.iog io each yur- wid, r.hc number one. 3nd 

che positio n of each Ordinance in the aeries shall be determined with 

reference to 1he day on w•ic h the Comn,issio ner enacted iL 

Cutitin Otdi- .S. The Commissioner iboll not, wilhout hm·ing previously obmjoe<I 

~!b:~cd instructions 1hrough a Secretary of Slllte, enact 3.tlY Ordinance within nn'y 

....,..hou, im- of 1he following claucs, wikss such Ordmancc con&ains a cb u.sc susptn

fnk1ions. dins 1hc operation the reof' until the sisn.iracat.ioo. of Our pleasure tt?ere. 

,, 

on, th.at is to sa y-
(1) uny Ord it1ancc rcr the d ivorce o r mo~ried personSi 

(2) :my Ordinsncc \\he reby nny granl of Jand or money, or ot..her 
donation or c.rat1ily may be m:Lde to himself; 

()) any Ordinance alrcctint 1he C\lfn:ncy oftbe 81i1ish Jndian ~n 

Terri1ory or relating to the issue or ban~ nota,; 1 
,,. 

(4) any Ordinnnce impoSir)g difTcrcnti'11 J utiesj 
.,,,,; 

(S) any Ordi1umcc: tbe provisions of which , l\a11 appeal' lo him 10 
be inconsistent with obl!g:atiOn$ imposed ur,on Us by 1"reatY; 

(6) any Ordinance nlfecting the disciphnc or ton tto l of Our Fol'ttS 
by laod, sea M 11ir; 

(7) any Ordi,ulncc or an cxtrnor<linnry ,,acure and l111pu1 lmtt.:c wherC:• 
by Our pru 0UL'Live. or lhe righls o r pro()t'fty or Our subjects no1 
f'CSiding in 1hc Bl'itish Jndi:1n Ocean Territory, or the tr.adt, 

transpOrl or cor1munica1ioM o( any pan of Our dominions or 
any tcrr itoty un.lcr Our prote ction or any terntory in w~M;b 

We may ror tht time being hl'lvc jurisdiction may be prcjud,i~~ : 

(R) any Ordi nance whereby per sons of any con,munity or ft li8i:8'n 
may be subjccteJ or mt!.dc liable to disabili ties or r~trictions 

10 which person, of oth er co rnmunit.ics or rtli1ions are n'ot"'also 
made liable. or become en111lc:d to HY privi~~ or advan·tA,ge 

which is no t ccnferrcd on persons of olhc.r communities or 
reJigiOl\S; ii~~=: 

o:!11 

' ' 

i 
I 

t 
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AP PENDIX ·a -co ntinued 

(9) any Ordinance conrainiog pt 0\•isioni which have been disallowed 
by Us; 

Provided that the Commissioner may, without such instructions ilS 

afort$aid am.I although the Ofdin::i.nce-con1t1ins no such clause as aforesaid, 
enact any such Ordin11nce (ex<:ept an Ordinance the provisions of which 
appear 10 him to be inconsistent with obl igaLions imposed Lpon Us by 
Tr~ 11y) i f h9- chatl buvo soti (,f'ied him::,elr lhot (U1 utgen l n c<:u:ii ty c.xi:,.1:, 
requ iring thnt th : Ordl na nce be broug ht into immedi ate o pcrru.ion ; bu t i1\ 

any such case he shall forthwith transmit a copy of the Ordir,:rnce to Us 
101,!cther with his rea:;oos for so enacting the same. 

6. When any Ordinance has been em:med, th e Commis!ionet shall Ordionnoes. 
h I. . • • U h I S fl'lbese4 1t at l c car 1cst conven,em oppo rtumty transm1l to s. t roug l a ecl'etary chrough 

of State , for 1he signiflcation of Our pleasure, a transcript in 4uplicatc of St:i.:rc:1:uy of 
rhc Ordi1l30ce duly authcntic:1tecl under the Official St.amp o( lhc British S1.t1ic. 
Incian Ocean i crritory 311d by his own signatu re. logether with an ex-
planation of the ~as.ons nnd occasion for the enactment of the Ordinance. 

I . As. soon as practic-able nfl.er the conunencemenc of each year, lhc Ordinanci:s 
Co:nn1issiooer shaJI cause a complCte collection to be J)ubJished, for ~:fuhed 
general info rm~tio n, of a ll Or dinnnoes enacted fol' the 81'i!ish lndian ye<1rly, 

Oct.an Territory during the preceding yea!'. 

8. Every oppoimment by the Commissioner o r any peNo n lo any Appoin1-
offce of c_mployment shall, unless otherwise pl'ovided by law, b:: expressed : J~~ 10 be 
to be duri ng pleasure only. r le-Jso re. 

9. ( I) Defore disposing o f :.lny l:tnds to Us belonging in t..he. British Disposi1ion 
lndinn Oct..i.n Territory lhe Co 1)11nissio ner sh :,ill aiuse such ~sc:rvat.ions f ~ _!°wn 
lo be made therefrom as he may think necessary for any public puf pose . " · 

(2) The Cornmissioncr shnll Jl0t, directly or indirectly. pu rchase 
for himself any land or build ing io the British lndiao Ocean Territory to 
Us be-longing wi1hout Our special permission giveo through a. Secretary 
of State. 

iO. W henever any offender has been ct:1ndcmned by the !enl.cncc of Power o.f 
3ny~ _ur1 h~vingjuris<.li_ction in. the mauer lo su.fTer death for any offenoe ~!

1
~ ~J: scs. 

c:0111.nuued m the Brn1sh Jndmn O«.in Tert 1tory, the Commissioner 
sha.J c.all (o,· a written repo rt of tbe case from 1he judge wh<? tried it .• and 
fo r mch ot her informa1ion derived from tlle recor d of the case or elsewhere 
as he may requil'e, and may call upon the j udge to attend upon him and lO 
produce his notes: a nd if be pard ons or ,·espi~ the ofl'ende·. he $hall 
as soon as is practic-a ble. traosmiL lo Us through a SecreLO.ry of State a 
report upon the case, giving lhe te.ason for his <lec:ision. 

( Given at Oor Col1rt at St. J ames's this eighth day of November 1965" r~ in I he fourtee nlh year of Our Reign. 

t: 

L,, ~· $ 

mm4 mrn,es 4 
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ArPENDIX C 

l514 (X\') 

Dtc:lnr:allou ou the grn111h1t of Tndepc.ndet1ct lo Colonial Countri~ 1111d Peoples 
The General A.sscmbly~ 

.Ml,u(JJ,I o r the dttcrm ination proc:lnimcd by the peoples or lhc world in th e Ch1111cr or the United Notions to re.arfinn faith in rund11mental human ri~hlll. in 1bc dicnity nn<I wort h or the humim person, in tbet.qual right, of men a.nd women and of na.tt0fl$ large •nd s.mall and 10 promote social progress and bcuer snn.dards or hfe in larger freedom, 

COnJr/011,1 of the need tor the cru1ioo or conditions of 11abilily and wcll•being and peaceful and frieod)y rc.lalions bas:d on r~poct for tbc pr incip1ea of equa1 rights :md sel(•dc1.enuinntion of all peoples, ond of univc:rsal respect for, and obse.n•;mce of h uman rights and fundamenta l frecdo 1n.s for all without distinction a.s lo race, .Stl , language or rdig,oo, 

Rtrcognlzing the possio nal e yearni ng for freedom in all dependent pcopJc:s and the decisive rok: of such peoples in the atllinmenc or their iodcpe:nd.<ncc, 

A,w,rt of the increasinc con rlicts r~ult ing from che d1.minl of 01· impedimeoLS io the w11.y of the frc<dom or such peoples, which constitute. a serious threat to world peace, 

Cous/1/erlng U,c: impottanl role of the: United N11tions in assisting the movement for independence in Trust and Non-sdf-Go~ming Territories. 

Rtcognizi11g I hut 1he pcoptes of the world ardcnlly desire lhe end of colorili.U,m i'R au iU manifestation1. 

Com•l11ud th :it 1he continued e;cistence ot co lonia lism p re\•ents the developme nt or intern ational economic «opera tion. imp,odeJ the soc i:al, i:ultur ul and economic devie.lnrm.,,nt or d•pcodetit people, and militalu &.fi..iliu:.4 &.be Unit«I Nllions kkal ol universal peace, 

Affirming lhat peop les may, for theit own cods. freely dispose or their natural weaJU, and resourtt$ wilhoul prejudice IO any obhptions arising out or intemationa1 economic coopcr:,,1jon. based upon the principle or m utual bene fit. and in~rnari ona l law, 
'' 

B"1iePlfft that the process of liberation is im:sistibfe and irrt\•enible and ll11t, in order 10 avo id ~erious cr-iscs , an end must be ()Ul to coloniolism and nll pra ctice~ of segrcno1lon and diicrimination associate:1 thc:rewilh. 

. ' 

I 
I 
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APPENDIX C-,;o,otinued 
We/c()ming the cmt l'lilcnce in fcc;enl )'enrs ora ln,·ce number of dcpeudcnt u::rd torie inlo freedom und indepen dence. alld rtcoanizina the 1ncn::asin&fy pc30eful trends to~·ards frccdof'n in such terri1ories which have not yet attained independence, 
";on11il1cttl 1h11 an peoples hsw an m~lic:nable righ1 to 00111pte1e frc-cdom, the exercise or their sovcrc1goty nod the in1.egmy or their nllLionnl territory, soh:mnly proclailus t.be 1ltccs.,;,ity o f bri ng.in& to a s~dy :rn,I nnMndilio ,,.2.I •nd cok)nin.ti.,n., h, .all tu rorm, ond mani(C$talt0ns; 

An1 to 1bis cod Declares that; 
I. T11e subjce1ion or peoples: to nlien subj ugation. don,ina.tion nnd exploit1nion con.s&.ilutcs a denial of fundamental human rights., is contrary to the Chancr or lhc Vn led Nation, and is nn impediment 10 the promotion of wotfd peace nnd cooperatior. 

2 All people,; hnve the right 10 sclr•dctcrmfna.cion. by vii tuc (l(th at right they freely dettnn inc their politico.I status and (n~ely pursu~ their cc:onorric, social ond culu,1!3) dewlopment. 

3. Joadequacy of pc>htical, economic, soci:11 or cduca,i()fl:t) preparedness should ncvrr scr\•c as a rrc.texl for delnying indepcudence. 

4. All armed accion or rt:JJfcssive measures of all kinds direc 1i.:d 11gaiust dcpt 11dcnt pco~•les shall ce•1st in orde r to enabl e them to r-xeu::ise peaceful)} :11\<l freely the ir right ao c.ompletc indepclldcnce, and the integrity of their national 1cmtory shall be res• pec1«1. 

S. ln1mcdiate steps tball be: tal:c.n, in Trufil and Non-Self Go,erning Territories or oll 01hc1· territor ies wl1ich lmve not yet auoined independence, 10 transfer aU powers to tb! peoples of lhoic ttrritOfics., without any conditions or R'SCnation-s, in aocor• dance w11h their freely exprwcd w,11 and desire, wil11out nny ciMinction ,,s to race, creed or colour, in order to cuable 1hem to enjoy complete independence and freedom. 
6. Any ;utempt aim ell a t the par ttal or t.oll'll disrurtin n ()( tJ1e nHi,;ma l u ,1ity nnd th e ,e , 1i10r1a1 iotqu ty or a c.ounlry is incomp.uible with the purposes and principles or the Cb.-:iner or 1he United Na1ions. 

7. All states shall observe faithfully a.od ~•rictly the. provisions of Lhe O,aner of the United Nations, the Universr1I Dcic:lnrntion of Hun1an :R.ir;hts nod lhe present Decla~ nllion on the b~u,is of equa lity. non•interfcrcnce in the internal afT1irs or all state, .• aod respca (or the sovereign rights or all peoples and their territori:i.l integrily, 

1411 December 1,00, 948lh plcn:i,y meeting 

t2R&JZ:4Z 9#02 #F❖ ta 5 
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Unitcd 'Nalions Genera1 As~mbly"R.es"lulion ·20 .66 

,QUE ST ION OF :MAU RITIUS 

Th e General Assembly, 

APPENDIX D 

.Having ,o ,rsidered tbe ques tion o f Maudt ius ,an d o thor js laods :eou,po sil\g ,the 
Terr iLOl;'Y of _Mauritius. 

Havh, g t,Yumi11ed the chap ters o f the reports. of Lhe Spec ial Co mmittee on the 
Situation with regard lo the lroplemenll ticrn of the Dcclnracion cm the Gr.io ti11g o f 
Tndepcndence to Co lon in I Countries and P~ ples relating to t heT ei-dtory of M auri tius, 

fl.ecalli,;g its reso lutioo 1514 (XV).of J4 December J 900,cont uining Lhe Declara tion 
•on the Granting of Jndcpendence ..to .Co:oniul Oountries-and.l'.eoples, 

Regn!ltin.g that the administering Power has not fully implemented Resolutio n 
.1.514 (XV) wlth f'!:,Cilrd to U1ut Tcrrito.ry, 

Nori11g witli deep c,mct!m tllat any ste p taken by the ad ministeri ng Powt r to d etach 
certai n islands from the Terri,ory of Mallritius for the purpos e of c.sta bliShing a 
military base would be in contrave1llion of the Declarati on, a nd io tntrlieular of 
paragraph 6 t11ereoT, 

1. .Approve s the chap ters of the repOrlS o f lbc Special Com mittee on the Situation 
With rega rd to the 1n,p1ementatio n of L1e '[)e,clat :iti"on on the 'Granti ng oT lnacpc n
deo ce--ro Co lonia l Co untries and Peoples relating to the Terri tory of Ma uf itius anti 
endorses the conclusions nnd m:.omo-~11da,ions Of ,he 'Spcciul Comm iU.ee c:o·nl.'lined 
tJ1erein ; 

2. Red/firms tlle in :ilie ,·i:ible·Ti.shl -of' the peopl e o f the T eri it'Ory o f 1);.faui itius to 
Tree<loin and indepenticnce jn accordance 'Whb Gcncrnl Asserribly ReSOh,ttion 
lo14( XV) , 

3, 1111•ites the Govern ment oT Llte Unit.ed .Kingclom oTGreat 'llri 1ain ao d'No rthcrTI 
I reland to take cll'cctive measures with a view LO the immediate and full implemen ta. 
't.ionv,f Rc:mlut ion ~JS J-4{XV) ; 

!' 

4. Jmtite.s lhe administering Power to take no action wtiiCh wou'1cl ai smcniber 1h~ 
·rerr ito ry of Mauritius and vjoJatc its tt rr itorin.J integ rily; 

·s. F11r1htr iJ1Yiles the :tantinistet ing Power to report to .the ~J)CCial Committcc.t"i, 
to the G ene~I Assenib!y on the imjl lcmcntatio n of 1he11testul rts6 1ution ; ·· ~ .. 

6. fl,eque.sls the Special Commiucc to keep the questio n o(t he Territo ry o f Mau ri- · 
till$ under .review and to repor t the reon to the G eoeral Assembly ial iits ,wentya:-6rst 
session. 

1)98th plenary meeting, 16 Deoember 1965 
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APP£NOIX E 

A ll(J/J<er: 99(,1'.VI/) 

RESOLUTlO~ ON THE DIEGO GARCIA. 

The·~ssemb ly-orHea ds or Suite' ,md Gove rnment of th e-'Organhntion of African 
Ority-meeting ut ics 17lh Ordinary•Sessioa in fieetown, Sie,ra· I.tone from I to 4 
July, 1980. 

!11r-s11a11t to.rtu:tick:· I, para . 2, ufth e Charter of Lhe•Or.ganizntiott oE..-\frican· Unit)'. 
,vhicb stipuJates •·The Orgaoiz..1t.jon shall. include· th~ conth.1enttd African• S:ntcs. 
Madaga$c::tr and.otfter islands:.surrou nding Africa.•, 

C()n.ff.d'erlng· tl\a1 one or the rundameotal pl'inciple~ of tfo Organii nt ion· is the 
•· re.~pcet fQr the· sc.wereignty and' territ oria l integrity o f each state •; 

Au'ltn ' of the fact ths1 D iego Ga rcia ha s always been-:i.u in te:rn l pa1•r of Mtturi tiu·s; 
a Member Staie of the Organiza1ion of: Af.ricair Unity, 

Recog11izing thm Diego Oa1•cia was uol ceded Lo firitnin-fo· militnry purposes, 

Reafi:ring th at tJ1e mi litar iza tio n of D iego Ga rci:1 is :1 thr eal to Africa and to the 
fodian Ocean as a.zone of P'eace, 

£~111a11dS that Uic:g<> Q;u •c:ia be uncondi tio na lty rctur oed 10 ~faor itius and' tl1a.1 il! 
peareful cfinrJcter 6e rnaintaincd. 

' ' 

' ' ' ' I I 
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APl'~NOIX F 

DIEGO GARCIA -SALE OR HIRE-(No . A/33)- Mr J.R. Rey (Moka) 
asked the PttmtCr and Minister o( Finance whcLber be w,ll mate a statement on the 
qocstio n or the so.Jc or hire or the fslnnd or Diego Garcia to cilher the Un ited l<ingdoJU 
Oovernmeu l or co the Oovcn1um1t of the United SUtles of Am el'ica or both joi,uly nnd 
&t•1te what ls the price orfered b:, the woutd•bc pllrcha.sers and whaL is the minimum price insl.uietl urnn by thie Oovunm•ftt of MAuritiu:,? 
Mr. Forgt:I on behalf of the Pre11ier and Minister of Finaoce :-

1 would refer 1he Honourable Member to the rollowing commu nique issued from 
the Chief Sec1't:Utry's Office 011 10th Ncwernb<:1' on the subject of the Chngos /\ rcllipe• lftgo, a copy ol' which is being circulatet.1. In discussious of thi.s kind which arrect 
British arro.ngc:mcnts for the dden<.-e of the region in which Mauritius i.s situated. there c.oukl, 1n the Gottrnn:IC'nl's viov, be no qUC$1ioo o( i11s.1Sting on a minimum amoun.t of compcM11ion. 11,c q1es:1ion of 1hc u.le or hire: of1he a,a.gos Archipel ago 
has not arisen IH they were detached fro nl M:rnrilius by Order in Council undrr powers possessed by the Dri1isl1 Government. 

(Commun;quc:) 
EMBARGO® FOR RPI.EASE UNTIL 2000 HOURS LOCAL TIMll 

WEDNESDAY 10th NOVEMBER 
Defence facilities in 1he 1ndian OL'c.lin 

Jn reply to u Pnrliamenwry Question the Secretary or Sllite made the following 
ILAlttnent in the ll ou.se of Coanno ns oo Wednesday November IOth:-

" With the :a;r«mie:ot of the Govemmcn&J of MaunlluJ and the Seychellc:, oew 
nrrantcmcnu for the admin.stratiou of otrta.m islands were introdQOCd by an 
Order in Co uncil made on 1h: 8th November. The isla.nds arc the Chagos Arch i: 
pelago, some 1,200 miles no:t h cast or Mauritius, and Alda.bra, J!11r<1111tar and · 
Dcsroche, in the western Indian Ocean. Their population arc api>roximntcly 
1.000, 100,172 and l 12rcipeaively, Tbe.Chagos Arch1pclll&o was formrrly admi
tu$tcrcd by the Oovcrnmenl i,f Mauritius and the other thrtc i..slandJ by that or . 
the Se)'Chcllc-J. The islandJ w II be called the British Indian OoeaJ'J Tcmtory and 
will be administered by a Ccmmi,ssioncr. It ii intended that the islands will be 
a,•ailable fo, 1he constn, , tion of defence facilities by I be Jhilish and U.S. Qovcrn
ment.s, but no firm 11llrn11 hn.ve yet bcco made by either Government;' 
Compen$Alion will be paid as appropriate. " 

Tht' cost of compc:ll$3ling tbc C>mpa.ny which exploits the plamatioos and the cost 
of resettling ehc:where tltosc inhabitants who can no longer 1tmain there will be th~ . rcs-1>onsibihty or lhe Uritish Oovcrnmenl. tn 111;l ditioo, the Oritish Gove, umcru has 
underta ken iu l'C'Cognition Qf the detachment or the Chngot A1·chipelago from Mau4 

ritius , to provide ndditiona.l groncs amountin& to £3m. roe e-xpcnditureo odcvclopment 
projects in Maur itius to bt ngreed between the Drit&Sb and the Mauri1ius Governments. TIICSC granls will be: ov,cr aod above the allocatton earmarked for 
Mauritius in the next period or CD.&. W. assistance . 

The pop ulntion of the Chngos Archipelago co m,ists, :1pa1l from civil servonts and 
cslatc managers, of n labour forct, togc:1her with lheir dependants, which is drawn · from Mauritius nnd SeycbclJes u,d employed on the coprll plantations.. The tot111 
number of Mo.uruians in the Chas-» Archipc:laso is 638, or whom 176 arc: 1duh men. employed on tbc plantations. 
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.4t' P£NDIX G 

MAURITIUS CONSTITUTIONAL CONFERENCE - 1965 

M1111ri lhlS Oclcg:11iou 
Tiie 1\ilaun1fos Labour Pnny .. . Sir SccwOOS11gur Ran11oolam 

Hon. G. Forget 
I Ion. Y. Ring.idoo 
Hon. S. Dook ll 
llon . H. ~V1her 
Hon. R. Jomadar 
lloo. R. J.1y1).1I 
Dr the. Hon. L R. Chape.ron 
Hon. V. Oovilldc:n. M.D.I!. 
I Ion. M. Rmmmroin 
Hon. R. Modo u 
Hon. S. Vecrnsatny 
Dr the Hon. J . M, Cu1t 

t The Pud Ma.uricic-n Social Dcmocrnte .. llon. J . Kcnie,. Q.C. 

' \ 

' I 
! 
j 
1~ 11te Independe nt FQrward Bloc 
I 
l 

~ 
1 

The Mualhn Comn11uee of Act ton 

lndependc.nt Membcn 

lion. L R DcvicMe 
lion. c. a. r>uvui 
II on. J. C. M. Lesage 
I loo. H. k.os1e:nkhao 

llon. S. Oit.s()ondoy:11 
Uon. A. W. F'oondun 
llon. D. &asan1 Ra, 
Hon . A . Juannuth 
110 11. s. U"ppoo 

I Ion. A. R. Mohamed 
I Io n. A. II. Osnum 
llon . H. R. Abdool 

llon. J, M. ratu rau, 0.f'.C. 
Hon, J. All,ChueO 



Annex 129

( 

5:41 

Af' PENDIX H 

.Extr.-,cc fr<1m Deh111e.s.No. 23 of.10tb.N ovtmbe(, .l964.- Adjo11rnmc»t 

M r. D. R:tml~llah (Poudre d'Or ) - A11glo~Amel'icm1 Militm·y Dase 

Sir, a$ we h ave been SJ?CUking of America and Amcr icans., the,·e is a very eertinen L 
quest iou wh ich is in Lhe air About the proje<:ted base io Mauritius or al Oicgo . 1 thln R 
i f th e Government ic ab JU', to do eo, if. it _i:a not going to (Cvcu l Cl :icc,•c(, the $00 ncr it 
makes a dec larat ion about . that ptoj.ected base the bc:m:r il will be. £\'en the British 
Pr ess is wt itjng abo ut it. ~fhcrc is much wild talk g:oing aro und it in .M:iu riLius, lo 
Jnd ia, Pakistan, everywhere peop le a re ta lldog about it , an d we do no t know what 
is the foun dation of the talk. I undersfaud e•,en Mrs Ilandarnna ike has said jn a pl'ess 
intet\• iew tha t she i.s oppos cd: to·clu:.base in this pa rt of Lhe wor ld. 

Anyway J think.the soo oer somcth ing is said aboul it., tb e better it will be for Lhe 
Gove rnment beca use peop le th ink that Go, ·emment is in a way co nnected with it. 
Prob ab ly £ 12.Sm· or,£ L15m , ... 

Mr Uoolell: The (;ov cmm cntis- oot'awa.re of it. 

Mr RamJallnh :· T he Minis ter has eome to my rescue. If Lhis Go\1crnment is no t 
aware or it, I hope the Premier will sta nd up and say Lli.u we have no t bee n con sulted , 
tbnt something is being do.ne.beJHud .ou r back . T~re i.s.somethfog iu:.thc:ai.r. tbere:-i$ 
no doub t ab out it_ 

Ptospection is goin g on; we kno w that a lot of experts have come to Ma ur itius and 
surprisingly eno ugh the Governmer1t bas not been made aware. lt js time the Govern .. 
ment makes a declhrmion a nd says bfuntly to tl1c .lmperiaJ Go~eromen t ~• We have 
heard of that. You should tell us ,·,ha t is in ston:. " We have heard sonic1hing very 
pa inful- Lbat AmcriC:a· wa 1Jts to have·thc-basc at Diego; whicti was supposcd' to·-6c· 
our colonial terrilo1y,and·wfiiclL wculillthc n be cu t oiT from us. ·rhcy w:i.nt to do it in 
o rder not to &i,·e us. the £.12Sm.u r wJiatever il is . Tha t is something which makes us 
t.hiok scriou.sly and r hope Oo,·ci:nmcnt will gi,•e it all the seriousness which it deser\'cs. 

,; 
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AP PENDIX I 

N•. 19085 J4t.h Oc:ccmbcr, 1964 

On the adjournmen t or tbe legislative Assembly on 10th No,··anbcr, you re:fe.ucd to spet;ulatioo about dtfCOC'c ,ns1allations. 

The posilioo is 1ho.t a joint ll ritisb~ tnc:ricnn .techmml .survey .of -ctrtnio .is.lands. 
im:h.1ding the Chagos Arch!J>(tago and .Aplcga b\ll aol i.nc:hldina Mauritius, has been in progress. The results or the survey arc .still bcint cxa.mincd and no decisions have been In.ken either by the British or by the Amci·il.:an G.overnrncnl ns to tlmr respective requirements-. 111c Council or Ministers was notifictt or lhc 'SUi \'Cy in ad• 
vanoe and will be consu lled nbout futthcr steps in due ~ utse. 

J am circulating.a COpJ' of this lctLc:r to ot.hcr mcmbecs cl 1hc AsseiUbly nnd r:c1casing ii to the 'P.ress in 1J1c usuaJ way. 

The I Ion . U. Rtun lullnh, M. t..A. 
c/o Mnuritius Times 
Port Louis. 

TOM VICKERS 
Cnirf Secrttury 
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Extract from l)ebatts No. tS of 1501 J1 111c1 1965 

Aa 1ni.sifion of Oep!mknc ies of Mauritius by tf1.e U.S.A. 

AJ'l'ENDIX J 

(No. A/30) Dr J. M. Cur6(Nora inated Member) asked the Chief Secretary wht-Lher 
Lhe Government b as bee n apprc~ehed for the acq uisitiOJl of our depeodeocies c,r 
part thereof by the Uni tc:rl StMr.i; nf A.nteric!'I. for milita ry p urp oses . If co, will he 1T1uk~ 
a statement thereo n and state wlx:ther the Government will 

( (i) exp ress to the lh iti sh GovernmcnL th e inadvisab ility or ente ring into an agre~ 
ment with the United State! of America before n ch:uige in our Constitu tion iis 
e1wisaged by tJ1c London Conference of September next; and 

(b) ascertain the p resence of oilf,ekls in our dependencies before alienating them? 

Mr Vickers: I have noth ing to a,Jd to the information 1 conveyed to Hon. Meinbers 
of the Ltgishu ive Assembly by Lhecircul:tLio1\ of the copy of the kUer which I .iddi!e.s. 
sed to the Hoo. Member for Pouclte d"Or on the 14th Decc;mber, 1964, alter he had 
ra ised lhe ma1ter on the ndjouminent of the Legislative Assembly on (he JOth 
No~•cmber, 1964. 
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APPENDIX K 

Extrac1 from Record c,rl\'IL-eting l1cld in T.1nc1urcr Hm1se 
on Tbur s1by. 13 &pltmbtt~ 1965, bet.wee. 1M Coloai:al 

Secretary (l\'lr Gr ttnwood) and Mauri rh n Miuist,rs 
Parograpl1s 11 mul 23 

22. ~umm1111 up the discussion. 1be Sccn:truy of Stue asked whether be could iofom1 his collcatues that Or Ran,iootam, Mr Oi.ssoondoya) and Mr Mohamed were prepared 10 agree 10 lhe dcrnc hmcn t of the Chagos Archipelago on the unde r• standing lh 3L he would recom mend 10 b is c0 Uct1gucs the rollowiog :-
i. ncgotiatK)ns ro, a defence agreemeul becweeR Britain a.t'KI M:auntuu: 

ii. in the C\'Cnl of indepe ndence an n1Hlcnllandi, g between 1he {\\'0 govt rn· lllelaL'i that lhcy wotdtl t;OOSult togc1her in the event of ll d1fJicult intcrn:tl secunty $itu.a.tion arising ,n Maurilivs : 

iii. com1,cnsation totnlti ns up lO .C 3m. shou ld be paiJ to 1.he Maui itius Government over aod above dirtcl compensa1ion to fa..udowncn aod 1he cosl of rcsculing 01hers affected in the Cbag~ hbnds: 

iv. 1hc OriLish Oovcrnme ol wou ld use their gooll of"fioes wi l h die Unired S1tllc1 Go\'ernmcm in support or rvlaurit ius' request for conces.1ions O\'c r supr in1pom and the supply of wheat and Qtlier commod1lics; 

\'. 1hat the Uritish Oovern111cnl would do tl1eir be.!t to persuade lhe American Govcrmrtent 10 use labour 2nd m.111,rials from M:turitius for construction wo,t in the illomds; 

vi. the Ul'icish Go"crn 111ent would use tl1cirgood orfic."eSwilh l11e U.S. Govern• ment to ensure that the following ro.cilitics i1 the Chaaos Archipelago would remain available lO the Mauritius Gcn,·cnment as far u prac1,cable: 
11. Navigational and Mcteorologiclll racililicl; 
b. Fish ing kighu: 
c. Use: of Air Strip for emergency landi ng anJ for 1efuclhngc1v1t planes 

wilhout disc1nbark111ion of pti~scngers; 

vii. th.:u i( the occd for the facilities on the isl:mLS disappeared t..bt islands 
should be rt:lumcd 10 Maunlius; 

viii. th~t the benefit (If any minerufs Of oil discovered iu or nc:u lhe Chagos Archipebgo should revert to the Miun1iu, Go'l'(mmcnt. 

2J . Sir S. Ra ,nuou lam sai d that this was a<:cep!Clble l O hi!'n nnd Me.ssrs Dissoondoy:il and Mohamed in principle but be npresscd tht wish 10 discuss it w,th his other ministcri3.l colkaeucs.. 
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il l'l' END!X L 

Colonl,t Office Desp11<11 •• Conrno, of Mu.-1110 l\o. 423 doled 6 O<tob«, 196; 

Sir. 

I hnvc the honour to refer tc 1he discussions which J held in London rc(.'CnLlx 
with t\ group of Maurilius Ministers led by the l',·cmicr on the subject or U.K./U.S. 
Oefenc• Po.ciliti e:. io t-hc l11dian Occ,1n. J cu1..l~ Ol cupy or llle reco rd prCJ'Wlred here 
of the fina l me,c1ing on tb i.s mrutcr with Mauritius Mininen . This tecord tuu already 
been agreed in London with Sir S. Ramgoolam. and by him wirb Mr Mohamtd .' &s. 
being an accurate R:C()(d or what vas decided. 

2. 1 should be grateful for your dlr ly confir mulion chat thl.! Mauritius Govcrn mcnl 
is willing 10 agree tha t U1i1nin should now take the ncccssuy legal steps to dcluch the 
Chagos Archipelago from Muuritius on the condhions enumcralcd in (i) (,·iii) in 
p:irnerJp h 2? or the enc:loljt.-d rccor.J. 

· J . Poanu (i) and (ii) or paragrap.'1 22 wiU be taken into accovnl in the prepar.uion 
of o. fint drtfi of the OcJcncc Agncmcnl which u to be negoc1o,t cd between the 
Drit.isb ao d M:u,aritim Govcmmen:s before: lndc11e-ndcnce. The pn:p1ra11on of this 
dran will now be pul io hand, 

4 , As rcv 1rd1 po int (iii), I nm orran ging for sc1,arate c-0nsulta tious to tnke place 
with the Mn uritius Go,·eriunen t with a view to work ing out agreed project s lQ whk:h 
the £ J million compensation will be devoted. Your Ministcn wilJ recall thu the 
pOflibilHy or land tcldcmcnt sdtcm::s was touched on in our discUSUOm. 

5. A s regards points (iv), (v) nnd (vi) the British Oovemmcnt will inakc: appropt iate 
rcprc scnuitio os to the Amcricnn o~\'crnmen t a.~ soon .1s possible. You will be kept 
fuJJy infon ncd of the progres s of chese rcp re.c;.cntatiow;. 

6. The Chagos Archipcl11ao ._.ill remain under British sovereignty, and 
Her Majesty's Government have ta'<en care-Jui o04c or points (vii) and (viii). 

l have the honour 10 be, 

etc.:. 

i11:: 
ml 
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ArP ENlllX M CM (6J) /8] 

4th Novembe r, 1965 

CO UNCIL OF MINISTE!tS 
VK/US Dc:/~111.-e hw:u.r1 1 f1J I/l e l11ditur Ucta 11 

MEMO RANDUM IIY TIIE CIUEF SECRETARY 

COPY No. 19 

As Col•ncil is awMe. Lbc esLnblisl1mcnt or a communications t.-entn: and supponing <lcfcnce facilities on Diego Oarcin by tht. U.S. Govcrnmen: ror joint UK/US use was further discuised rn London in September by the Secretary o f State for the Co lonies with the 111-emicr, tl1e Minister of Soci:11 Se<:urity. the Ylinistcr or lndustry. the r,.,1 inister of local Oovc:rnmtn t and 1hc Auomcy--Ceneraf. Tb e Sc:cttL-.ry or Stale upl ained th1u a l~ase would not be practK::ible from 1he p>int o f view o f th e Htitish and the A.me,icnn Oovcrnments. ih e f\1(ini: :11ers were al.so informed of the dirficuh.ics in lhc way of obtaining. a quid pro quo in the: focm of trnd.111 cc:,ocas.001. such as a bigger allocation or supr in the Am~rican marl:cl, an d rn 1his point they had an interview w11h tl1c Minister in charL~ of Economjc Affa irs m the Arncricau Embassy in l,,.oodon . 

2. The propo sals that e,•culmdly cnlcrged fro m these disw:isious nre as follows:
(i) the Chagos Arc~ipdago should be de1.11chcd from Maunliut and pl3ocd under Rritish a:ovcrtignty by Onte r in Council; 

(ii) in the event o l' Independe nce :l defence ogroemcnt should be ncaociatcd between Britain and Mauritius and lhcrc should be an undenlanchng between the two Governm ents th at they woul:1 consult toge ther in the e\•cn t orn dim cull intcrmll security situation ad.sing in Mauritius: 
(iii) thee ompcma1ion toL111iog up to O million should be pail! to the M:iwitius G o\·ernmcnt to be dtwllcd 10 agreed devclOJ)llu:111 J)rojects over :,nd above direct compensation to laoll ownets and the eost or rtscttlcment of ochcrs affected in t.be Chag.os Arclupdaao; 
(iv) the Dlitish Governmen t wo uld 11lso U!IC their good oflicc.s with the U.S. Oovetnment in support of lhc req ue'lt of M•uri,in~ rl)r co™=""°ns Ol"cr a,ugar imporu and the supply or \\heal 1nd other comrnod1ties; 
(v) t11c British Government would do I heh· best to persuade the U.S. Gow:cnnlent to use lab011r aod ma.tcn.lls rrom Maunliu s for consttuc-tion wo,k in the Chagos Archipelago; 

(vi) the .U1 itish Gove rn ment would use thcit good offices with t he U.S Government 10 Cll$U fC lhat lhe following ritilit.icJ in the Chag~ Arthi pc.lago would ,cmain avnil:ibJe 10 the M.iuritiur Oovernmcnt as r:ir as pmcticablc; 
(a) n.3vigalional and mctco10logiQJ racilit.c:s; 
(b) fishing 1i11,h1s; 
(c) use of oir strip ror emergency handing and ror refuelling civil plane, Y.llhout d1stmbarkation or pa$$CO:Cr$; 

l~ 
·1, 

\It 
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APPENDIX M-contimied 

(vii) if cbe need for the facili lies in lh e Chagos Archipel:tgo dis.4'ppeared , 
SO\'ereignty woul d be returned to Mauri tius; 

(viii) th e benefit o f any minerals <ir o il disco,•ered on o r nea r the Cbugos 
Archipelago wou ld revert to tbe Maur itim• Oovco1meot. 

3, Th e Secretary o f State has said tb al as ,·eg.atds point (iii) he is arranging for 
COllsult.i.tions to t:lke place with, Che Ma uritius Go\'crn mc ot with a view to workjng 
out the agreed projects to which lhc £3 m . compensa tio n will be. devote d (Ministers 
pre sent a t the d iscussions in London wilJ recall that lJ)e poss ibility of land seu lcmcnL 
schemes was raised ). As rc:g.ards p,;,inls (iv),(\') and (vi) th~ British Govern mc1\l will 
make appropria te rc:prcscntatio os to Lhe U.S. Governme nt and will keep Lile Mau ritius 
G o~·crnment fu lly in formed of p rogress in the matter. The Chagos Arc hipelago will 
remain unde r ·orit ish so vereignt y aod th e Dritish Governme nt. have taken t.-nro.;fu.J 
notes of poi nts (vii) and (viii). 

.1: 
4, The Secre t..uy o f Sta te has n ow asked for early co nfirmation that the Mauritius 

Governme nt is willing to ngree that tJu-.~ Ilr itish Govcrnmcm shoul d now take t.he 
n ecessary legal steps to det ach the Chagos Archipe lago o n the conditions enume rated 
in pa ragraph 2 above . 

T. D. VTCKE~S 
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Council ol l\li1isters 

APPENDIX N 

Copy Nu. 1J 

Minuce$ or Proceedin gs o(the 45th Mee.Lina held o n f'nday 1hc 5th November J96S, 
lj ltESf!N'r ; 111!1 ~xceuen..:y the Governor {Sir John l\c.nnie, K.C.M.G •• O • .0.l!.J 

The Prem ier and Minister o( fina.uce (Dr. the Honourable Sir See• 
woosagu r kamgoolam. Kt.) 

The Chief Sccrcu,ry (The I Jonnurable T,0, Vickers, C. M.G.) 
T l1c Minister or Works an<l lnkrnal Cornnuuic.uicms (The Honour

•b lc J.O . Forse1) 

The Minister of Education and Cuhunl Affairs (The I looourable 
V. R;nµdoo) 

The Minister of Social Sccuri1y (Tile Honourable A. R. Mohamed) 
The M ioister ur Ag1•icuh1,1rc tind Nalurnl Rcsoun::es (The lloooum blc 

S. lloolell) 
The M,nisttr or lleahh (T11e llonourable II . E. Walter) 
The Minis1cr or Information. Posts& Tc.egraph.s& ·rctccommunica

tions (The I loooun tbl c A. II. M. Osmon) 
The Mimsu:r of Industry. Commerce& l!i.ttma l Com1nunications 

(The Honouroblc: J . M. l'a1unu. O.F .C.) 
TI1e Minister or Local Oovern men~& Co-0 1x:r111ivc Development 

('l"hc Hououmb lc S. UissooridoyaJ) 
The Auomcy -<'.icnero.l Crhe llonournblc J.. K1:tnig, Q.C.) 
TI.: Minister of Labour (The Honourable R. Jomadar) 
The Minister or Sta le (Development) in the Minis tl')' of Finan ce 

(The Hc,noumb le L. R , Devicnn c) 
The Minister of J-lousin.s, Lands autl Town & Country Planning 

(The Honourable: C. G. Ou .. l) 
The Minis1cr or Su.te (AntfC"r) in tbt Ministry of Fina.neo (Tito 

I lonourab1c K. Tirvcng.ndum) 
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Al'PENOIX 0 

TELEGRAM No. 247 FROM MAURITIUS TO THE SECRl!TARY OF 
STATE FOR THE COLONIES SENT 51h NOVEMBER 1965 

Your Secret Dc.!4p.'ltch No. 423 or6 1h October. 

United Kingdom /U.S. Dc:fcoce ln~tt$l$ , 

Counci l of M inisters today conti rmcd agrcc111tnt to the detai::hmcn1 of Chago.s Archipelago on co11dilions cuumcramJ, on tl1c u11dcn 1anding tlult 
(J) stntemcnt i11 ,,aragrap h 6 or your des-patch ., H.M .G. have take n careful no te 

or poinls (,HJ and (,iii)" mun.s H.M.0 . have in fae, agrttd to them. 

(2) As regards (vii) undertakins to LcgisJaLivc Assembly excludes 
(u) sale or trunsfer by·J.I.M.O. to Lhird pMIY or 
(b) aoy payment or fi11011ci11I Jbligation by Mauritiu.s M oonditio n of return. 

(J) In { riii) 0 on or near•• means within areas within which M3uri1iw woukJ he 
able to de1ive benefit but for cha11ge of 1<wcreignty. J , hould be g.ratcful if 
you would confirm Lhis undc,·standin_g is narced. 

2. PMSO Mmistc:rs: diswoted and (are oow) consKkring their position in 1hc 
govcrnmcnl. 1'bcy understand that no disclosure or the maucr may be made at Lhis 
stage and tlley nJso undesrtand lhll.i ir they feel ob liged LO withdraw from die Go• 
vcrmnenl they musl Jct me have (resi~nations) in writi11g and eonsolt with me abouL timing or 1.he publiatioo (which lh<y accepted should n()l be before Fr iday 12th 
November). 

3. (Within this) Ministers said they were not OJJJ>O$cd in principle 10 Lhc cslablishmcn~ of facilities. and dc,aclrn1cnt of Chngos but considered ,compc:nsntion inadc<1u111c. 
especi11lly the absence of nddjtional (ugar) quota ftnd oc-gotia.tions shoukl h.llve btt n 
punued and pr....d more :.tron 1 ly . Tbey wcfc; .al,o <lbsatoflC\I whb mctt 11.$$UCIIIDaS 
abou1 (•) and (ri). Tbcy also rail<d 1he points (1), (2) aod (3) in parograpl1 I abowe. 
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AP1'£NDlX P 

Ex1nct from Mitunts or Procccdlogs or 1'11 Meet ing or fh~ 
Cou.ucll of Minislcrs l1tld ou 5th Non11btr 1965 

No. SSJ Co uncil coosi~lcrc-d the: Govcrno1·', Mcmornnd um CM (65) JSJ 0 11 UK/US Defence frnecesu In du• h1di1.n Oc..m. • 

Counci1 decided 1hat the Sccntary of Suue shoukl be 1nfonnrd or their agrecme.m Lhftt tl1c lhi1ish Govcrn i:nent shoJld take the necessary legal steps LO detach the Chagos Archi1>ef:lgo on tl.e condjt ions e.1umcrau:J on the understanding th:tt the British Government has agreed to poin" (vii) and (\'"ui) 1l1111 as rcg:trds 1>01n1 (vu) there wod d l,e no (tuestion of sole or transrcr to a third p;1rty nor of any payment or financial obligatton oa the pan of Mauri1ius as a condition or tct:\lrn and th:" ., on or near·• in point (viii) mcnot within the arc:, wj1bi11 which Mauti lius would be uble to derive bct1eflt bul for 1he chan,e of $0\'crc:Cnty. 

The Auorncy General. 1he: Mmistcr of Staie (Dcvdopmcnl) and 1hc Mimster of JJousiuz said thnt, while 1hcy we·e ngrcenblc h.> tletncJuneut orll, e Cbagos An:hirelago, they n1usl rcco,,sider their pOSition ns members or the Govrcrnmcn1 in the ti1;:h1 of the Courr,rs decision bce:luse 1hcy c;onsidered the amo111u or comrcnsatio n inOOcc-1uat.e. in p~rticulnr the absence or any additional sug;u <1uota, and lhe assurance givtn by 11\e: Sec::tecary of S1a1e m ttgard to pou11s (v) ilnd (vi) uns11usfattory. 

•ttpfflduocd is Appcndit • M ' 

I 
'I 
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APPENDIX Q 

Extract from Min ute.~ of Proceedings of Lbe Meetfog of the 

CounciJ of Mlnistu s held m1 12.th November 1965 

c. ,If, (65) 46 COPY No. 23 
COUNCIL OF MTNlSTERS 

Miou tes o f Proetcdings of the 46th Meeting held on Fr iday t..he 12th No vember 1965 

pRES,ENT: His Excellency the Governor (Sir foJm Rennie• K.C.l',,·1.G., O.U.E.) 
The Premier and Minister of finance 

Conlitm • 
2rioo or 
Minutc.s 

(Dr the Honourable Sir Seewp01agur Ramgoo lam, Kl.) 
1·he Chief Secreta ry ('Tbc Honourable T. D . Vickcr.s, C .M.G .) 

The Minister of Wo,·ks anc.l 1nternal Communica.iions) 
(The Hono urable J. G. forge t) 

Tbe Minister of Education and Cultural Atfairs 
(rlie HonourabJc V. Rjngadoo) 

The Minister of Soc-ial Security (The Honourabli: A.R. Mohamed) 
TI.e Minister of Agriculture and Ninural H .. esources 

(Tbe Honourable S. Boolell) 
The Min ister of Hcnhh (fhe Honourable l·t .E. Waller) 
Tbe Min ister of l11.fonnalion, Posts&. Telesr:iph$ & Teleco mmunicnt ion.s 

(The Honournb le A. H. M. Osma n) 

The Minister offo duu ,y, Commerce& External Communications 
(fhe Honourable J. M. Pnturau, O.F.C.) 

Tllc ~1 inistc r or Local Govc.rnmcot &: Co-operali\'e Developmco t 
(The HoJlourablc S. Bissoondoyal) 

The tvlini.sLer of Labour (Olc Hooourable k. Jomadar) 
The Mjnister of St::itc (Budget) in the Ministry of Finance 

(The Honourab le K. T irvcngadum) 

Council 1l'let. al 10.20 a..m. 

The Governor announ::c<l that Lbe previous afternoon he hnd received 
from 1he Honourable J . .Kctnig, M.L.A., the Honourable L.R. Devicnnc, 
M.LA ., and the Honourable C.G. Duval, M.L.A., their letters of rcsi
gnalions as appointed members of the Council of MioiSlets. The5e 
resigm1tioos 100k immedi.dee(fcct. i.e. from Thursday the I Ith November 
1965. 

The Min utes of the 451h Meeting hcld on Friday the 51h N0\1embcr 1965 
were eorrec1ed a.ud confim1ed. 
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APPP.NDIX R 

TELEORAM No. 313 TO MAURlTfUS FROM SECRITTARY OF 
STATE FOR TIii! COLONLES SENT J91h NOVEM0ER 1965 

Your teltgtnm No. 2.54, 
U.l<./U .s. Oefcnce 1ntet'C$U. 

There is no objec:uon to Ministers referring to roinu contained i.n paragraph 22 of cnclosul'e to Sec1c1 despruch No. 423 of 61..h Oc1of:cr so long ftS ()UBlificahons contmncd i11 p:u·agrnphs S aud 6 of the <le.spatcb arc bo·oe in mind. 

2. h may weU be some ,imc hc(ore we cnn give nnal answers regarding ))(lints (J-,J. (P) and (.,i) orr,3ragr1ph 22 and as you know Wt: c.,nnot be a, all hopeful for co1K:t.sS.oo.s oversugnr imp0rts an\! it would therefore seem unvise for anyt hing 10 be s;11dr loca lly whicl1 woufd raise c.XJ)tctalio ns on 1his point. 

3. As regards 1>oint (,,;;} the assul'noce c1ui be given pmvided it is maJe dea r thnt a decision about tlu: need 10 retain the i.sland! muSl rat cotlrely wi1h the Unittd Kingdom Go,t:rnment t1od th111 it would not (repeat not) be open to 1h-: (io\'ernmcnt of !vlaud1ius 10 raise cite nuu ter, or press for the return of the islands 011 its own initiative, 

4. As stated in parAgro.ph 2 or my relegnun No. 298 1hc·c is no intentioo of pc:rnut• ting pt0$pccling for miner-a ls nnd o,ls, The qutStion ot 30/ bcncfitJ nrhing thcrefrom should n(lt lhercforc nrise unless nud until lhc islands wer~ no 10111,,1:r required ror defenc:c purposes and were re tur ned to Mauritius. 

(rn 53cd to Ministry of Defence for transmission to M,uri tius). 

' 
I~ 

'" 
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l8 Lh Fcbrunry 1971 
Jn connection \vith the proposed coniuruction or nn austere n11vnl eommuuication.s facility on Dirgo G:1rtla under the terms of a bila1e.raJ agrccn,ent between the United 

Kingdom and the Unic.cd Sltltes of Amer ica, I sho1.1ld bt gnu.e(ul if con5iderntio u could be gi\·cn to the J">Ossibilit.ics or tn1ployiog Mauritian labour. 

As you know, Maurith1s ·is faced "vith a severe unemployment prob lem. n.nd the Mauritius Govt-rnment is cxplorioa all tbe poMJbilities of relining the 1icua1.0n. 
Favourable coosidtt:nion of ~uest nude will undoabudly help the .M1uri1ius Govc:mmcnt while. at the same time f't'0\•iding the British and the U.S. Governments with reatJily availab le l11bour. 

~- RAMGOOl.All'I 
Prime Minblrr 

His Excelkncy Mr r. Can.er 
Dri1is.h Hiuh CommisMoncr, 

.. Port Louis. 

32/1 

BRJTISH HIGH COMMISSION 
01aus sec. P0t't Louis., MauriUu$ 

22 Morch 1971 
Dr the lion . Sir Seewoo,iagut Ra.mgo~lam Kt. M.L.A. 
Ciovcrn.mc.nt Uousc 
Port Louis.. 

Dear Pfimc Minister , 

I. You will rcmembc:r that in my lc:Utr or 18 Ftbruary replying to yours or the s.,.KI dale , I sa.id that I "ould coru.ull oy Govcn1mcnt rega.rding_you.r enquiry aboul the possibility of employing Mauri1ian Jaboor on Diego Garcia. 
2. 1 have now heard from my Government. They have asked me to say that they ere. of course. wc:IJ awnrc of the undcnalcin& that they gave on thi3, subjcc.1 to the Mauritiu., Oovc:mmcot in 1965. name y I.bat they would do their best to persuade 

the American Govemmcm to u5e labcur from Mauritius for works or cor1•tn1rtinn on the llllftntl.S. Tbcy arc abo well awer: of the provisio ns o f ~ub .. parngraph (7)/ a) or 1hc Ang.lo-American exch1rnge or notc1 of 1966 (Cmnd 3231) on the Dritish lndiu.n Ocean Territory. Indeed, Her Ma.je;s&!'$ Government did lncklc United Sc:ues Oo-vc:mmc:n& and urgc:<l thil propositiun 0 1 lhcm. Uowcvu, Her Majesty's Govcrnmen.t 
have now heard from the United StatQ 0<>VCTnmcnt that it will not be .,os:.s1bl~ fo r them to emp loy any Mauri tian$ on c.hc Diego Garcia facility • 

.1. I understa nd tha t the United S111tes Amlmuo.Jor io Miturit ius is infor ming your Oo"vcrnment or this decision . 

Kin.dcst Rga.rd11 

Yours very s:i1lctre ly1 

PET~R A. CA RTllR 
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ArPllNOIX T 

GOVERNM6NT HOUSE .MAURITIUS 

10th NtweJ11ber, 1965 
My Denr Minister, 

In the light or lhe decision by the Counc-il of Mi,1lne-rs h1$t Friday ond a similar dccisio,1 by t?t:: Oovernmcul of tbe Sc:yclJcJJes an Order in Council has bc:co made to uttroducc new arrangerncnu for the admmistralioo of the Cha.got Arehipebgo. Aldabra, Farquhar and Oesrcx:hcs iu a new territory 10 be c:alled 1..hc Uritish Indian Oceao Terr itory. T he Secretary of Stat e will l,e mnkiug a statement in P11rlia mcnl ill 1cply to 11. r ar liamcntnry Question litter tod;t.y and I intend to issue lhuea&r the fflt'losed ltlteme,u. 

The Sterctuy of State has confirmed tha.1 lhe Chagos Archipcla,o will remain i.oder B1i1lsh so,-crcig,uy bu1 is nevertheless grv1ng further cc11sidern1ion 10 dtc points ruised i11 the Council or Ministers Oil Friday ond the U.S. Government h: 15 been ,...arncd that certain points will be rai.sc:d wi1h them. 

Youts sincerely, 

1. S. RENNIE ,I 
I' ., 
' 

111 ,, 
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APPENDIX U 

£m.b2rgotd t« release until 2()(0 hours loca l time Wed..nod17, 10th No n .mbtt 

Defe,rc~ /adlltie g in the Jndin11 Ocra,, 
rn reply to a Pnrfiflmentary Questioo Lhe Secretary of Stato mude ihc follO\Ving 

st:u cmc n.t in the Ho use o r Com11101,: o n Wetl,~d.'ly November 10th :-
.. With the; a1,1ccmccu1 vr the Oovcm.menlJ o( Ma.un llU$ and lhc Seychelles new 
anangemenu for lbe administration of c:crtain islands were iottod uoed by an 
Order in Counci l made on ll1e Sll, November. The islandi. t\re th e Cbagoi Arcl1i• 
pclngo, some 1,200 mi les nori h,eas t of Maurit ius, and Ald11brn, Farq uhar nn,d 
Desroches in the Western I udiun Oceau, Their populations 1tre approximately 
1,000, JOO, 172 and 112 rt:tpc:ctively. Th e Chagos Arthi1x lago was fonne rly 
"dminislered by 1he Govcrnmcnc of Maurilius and the 01hcr three isla11d.1 by 
that or Lhc Scych,dlcs.. The isla1tds Wtll beoallcd the Dritish Indian Ooean Territory 
:tnd will be adm inistered by a Commissioner, 11 is intco<lcd 1ltat lhc island, will 
be available ror the const 1uctbn or dcfcntt focili1ies by t11c JJriti$h nnd U.S. 
Oo vcrnmcnls., bu t no firm phu1s have yet bc~n m:tdc l>y cithci· Government. 
Compensation will be paid as appropriate. 

TI1c cost of compensating the Company which exploits the plantations nm.I the 
cost or rcscttl iog elsewhere those inh 1bitan ts who con no lonaer remnin the1•c will be the felpo asibility of the Brith:h QOY'trnmcnt. lu addition. the llrilisb Govcrn111cnt 
h:u unde rta ken in recognition o( 1te d~c.achmcnt or the ClutJOJ Arcltipdago rrom 
M1un11us. to prov,de additional a,a ,ts amountinc to£ 3 m. for capci,diturc on devc-• 
lopmcnt projcc:ls in Mauritius to be agreed between the Bntish And the M11urit1us Governm ents_. These g.rant:s will be over and obO\'C clt t olloctu.ion c:armnrkcd for 
M11uri1ius in Lhc next pel'iod or C.0. &. W, assisu111cc. 

The popuJation of dtt Chagos Art:hipdago c:onsisu, ap:art rrom civil sc:rvanlS and 
e.1.tat.c maoagcts, of• labo\Jr force. together "'ith thei r dependants, which 1t drawn from Mauri1ius nnd Seychelles and employed on 1hc copra J>lantuio ns. The total 
n umber of Ma uriti11ns in the Cbugos Archi pclaao is 638. or whom J76 are odult men : employed on the pla nt.o.tions. 

Chief Secrc1>,y"s OIT101: 
POr1 Louis 

IOth November, 196.S 
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\Vl{ITTEN ANSWERS TO QUESTIONS 
W<dncsdJly, 10th Novcmb<r, 196S 

MAU Rl'rlU S ANO SUYCHELLES 
l)eJenct Faci!itics 

APl' ENOIX V 

Mr Jomes Johnson ft.d:cd the Secretary of Slllte (or the Colonies whal fonber approaches haw: been made to 1he Mauritius and Seychelles Go"ernmeiHJ :lboul lhe use of ii-lands in the Indian Ocean for BriLish ant.I American dcfencc focilities.. 

Mr Oretnwood; With 1he agreement of the Governmen111 of MAu1 irius and Sey~ chelkis new orrn ngcme,11:t fo r the admi n i'llr.ll ion of ce,111in isfantl.J in 1he India n Oceau were introduced by an Order in Council made on 8th November. The iUands a.re the O!.agos Atchipdaao some 1,200 miles n orth-east or Maunt1us. ond Aldabra. Farquhp,r :and Oesroc11e, in l11c Wcs1.ern lmli11n Oceun. Their 1>oilt1la11ons ~•re t1pproxima1ely 1,000, JOO. 112 and 112 respectively. The Ch11g0$ ArchipcJaao was: formerly ad.mio~cered by 1he Govcrn.men1 or Maun1ius and 1he ot•cr three 1s13nds by 1ha1 of Scycbclle,. 1l1e islands will be called the llrit:ish Ind inn ():)t~an Tei 1·i1ory a nd will be admiuistered by a Commissioncl'. h is inlcuded d11u the 11!:1nds will be avo.itnble !'or rhc ,;onnruction of deJenc:c iacilitics by the Bri1isb and U1i1cd Srata Governments, but no firm plans ha, 1c yel bec:n made by either 00\'C rnmcnc. App1 opriate compcn• sa tion will be poic.J. 
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APl'l!:NDlX W 

D,·itjsh High Comrnissioo 
Chauss&-., Pott Loui~. Mauritius 

26th June 1972 
Dr the Rt Hoo, Sir Secwoo>s1gur Rnmgook1m Kt, M.L.A. 
Go vern ment House, 
Port LOUIS. 

My dear Prime M inister. 
I .-cfcr 1.0 th e meeting in London on 2J Fcbr unr)', 1972, between yourself, Sir I larold 

Walter an<l Lo1·<l Lothian, a.od to youl' meeting with Baroness Twccdsmuir on 23 June; 
1972, at which the M:lUritius GovcmmcrH scheme fo r the rcsclt lcment of the pen.ons 
displaced from the C hagos Arch ipelago was diS(;uSsed, 

2. The. scheme has been fully apI>raised in London aod 1 bavc been autbociscd 
to inform you that lice Rritish Govc.rnment are prepared to pay £650,000 (the cost.of 
lhc scheme) to Lhc MauriliLs Goveromenl pr-0\1ided lhat the Mauritius Govcrninent 
accept such payment in foll and final discharge of my Government's undertaking, 
give,1 at Lancaster House, Londoo , on 2J September, 1965, to meet the cost of tl! ~ 

settlement of persons dis1)laced from the Chagos Archipelago si.ncx: 8 No\·embcr, 1965, 
ioclmling those a t present s1ill ill the Chagos Archipelago. 

3. Accurdingly, I should be most grateful ir you would confirm that you are willing 
to ncoept the payntent o r £ 650,000 in run and final discb:irge of ruy Oovcrument.:s 
und erta kiog, ttud to rtgrce tha t lh c British Government nmy sta te this iu pub lic .. sbould 
the need ar ise. 

4. When replying, perb"ps you wouM indica te Lhe d:ite and manner in which
the Mauritius Governmcn l wish pay111ent to be made. 

Youts very sincerely, 
R. D. GIDDENS 

4th Scp1ember 1972 
With refcrc1Jcc to Lhe t-Ol'lmunicatio n No . 32/1 dated the 26th June, 1972, by the 

then Aeling High Commissio,1cr, J confinn that the Mauritius Governmeot accepts 
p:tymt:nl o r£ 650,000 from the Governotcnl of Lhe Uo itod Kingdom (being the cost 
of the sche.ine ror the ~se ttlement of persons displaced from the Chagos Archipelago) 
in full a11d final discharge of your G0\'Cromem's undcrt.aklng, gh1cn in 1965, Lo mccL 
the cost or rcsctLlemcnt of persons displaced rrom lhe Ch.igos Arch1pehtgo since 3 
November, 1965, including ,hose al present still in lhe Archipe lago . or course. this 
does not i.n any way affect the verbaJ agt'cemenL giving this country ;.\LI sovereign 
rights relating to minera ls, lishittg_, prospcctins und other arraogemeuts. 

In rcga,·d to the date and manner of th e payme 1)t to be made I presum'? ii will be in 
British pou nds stcl'l.ing m::ide to the Go\1ernmenl or Mau,·itil•S at the ear liest date 
convenicnL to your Oo"cr nuient. 

The Government of Mauritus h~s oo objcctioo to the Government or United 
Kiogdom maki11g a public ttatcmenl to this effect, should the need arise. 

With my warmest regards, 
S. RAMGOOLAM 

.fl'ime Minister 
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APPENDIX X 

Ex(r:u.,-t from the PolWcul .Dcc:.1:tr:ttion or N oo-Aljgned 

M ovement's N ew Dcllt.i S umndt Meefjng 1983 

lX- MAURl:rJAN SOVEREIGNTY OVER TH E CHAOOS ARCtllPELAGO, 
T.NCLUDING D1£0 0 GARC IA 

SI . The Hc..'ldS or Sla te or <JovcrnJUent expressed, in par ticular, their run suppo rt 
for Mauritian SO\•ereigl)Ly over lhe C hagos Arcb jpe:ago, including Diego Garcia, 
whicb wa.s detuc-bcd froin the terr ito ry of Ma uritius by the former co lon ial power in 
1965 io contraventio n of United Na tions Ge neral Ass.cmbly resolutions l514(XV) 
:llld 206(,(XX). TI1e establishme nt and strengthening of the milila ry base nt Diego 
Onrcia bas eudangcn: cl lhc sovcre igmy, terri to rial io teiri ly and pencclul development 
of Maur iliu:; aocl other Slat es. They called for the euly return of Diego Gi.ucia to 
Maurit ius. 
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APPENDIX Y 

Debut~ No. 27 or 14th December 1965 

Chagos Archipelago - Detaehment from Mqurillus 

(B/245) Mr C. O. Duval (Curcpi~e) asked the Premier and M inister or Financt 
whether he wiU give an opp-ortunity to the House to disc-uJS the ·detachment of the 
Chagos Archipe l::ago from, M.:i.uri tfoe, :tnd itti inolu:;ion in the Brit i:ih Indi an Ow.u..a 
Terr itory , especiaUy in view of the stand taken by India a nd other Afro-Asian 
couotries.. 

Mr Forget on behalf of rAe Premier and },ffnis ter of Finance.:-

No, Sir, since I unde,rmmd from the pu bUe statement made by the Leader of the 
Oppos:ition on Noverobei 12th that there is no disagreement between the Oppositior: 
and the Governme nt on lhe p.rincip lc of the detachment and u5e for dcfenoc faciJitic~ 
of tbe Chag,,. Archipe lago . 

Mr Dural: Sir, in view of the rep ly of the hon . Mi.nister replacing the Premie,-, 
and in view of the fact that there have been contradictory statem ents made by mcm• 
bers of the Government at different moments about the conditions attached to the 
excision of the base, will the Minister say whether, at least, the cor respooden ce 
e:iccbangcd between Her Majesty's Go vernment and th is G o,-ernmcot will be released 
to the public? 

Mr Speaker: This docs oot arise from the question. 
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SPECIAL REPORT OF TKE PUBLIC ACCOUNTS COMMITTEE 
FOR THE 1980 SESSION 

Flaaa d • I and othe:r aspect, or the "Sa lo" or Chagos b lt nU aad tht 
Re-~rtlt mu t ol tile dlsi>lsad 1kNs 

lotrodlldlc)e 
You r Commiltcc inYestigatcd into the Rc,·cnue rcociYed by Government in 1975 

ror the" SALE" of the Chuaos Arc hipelago and in 1971, for ,h.e re-settlement ofche displaced flois and aJso into all the disbursements effect«I in relation to this mat ter. 
lo t.hc coutSe ol our inquiry we came across some disturt;ing facts which we have felt mould be b,.,., 10 oo<ioe. 

£ 3 m c1Sh compe.osatloa lrom U.K. m 1965 
Your Committee was informed that financial compensation (or the .. SALE" of Diego Garcia was effected. in two stages. The sum or f. ; ttt wu pa.id by lbc British Goveromeot in &oancial yar 1965/66 and was cr<diu:d ., Capical Rcvt0ue. item L 

IV/4-" Sale orCha.gos blaods ", as per the Ac:couotantOencraJ's Fioa.ncial Report 
for the financial year 1965/66. This item did not appear in the Estimates of 1965/66. Your Committee enquired whet.her the word "sa le •· had cau.scd any problem at the 
time but wa.s unfonuoatdy unable to obtain any infornuiion on this matter . rt has. 
also not been pou;ibte to get any in(ormatioa on the basis on which the sum of£ 3 m 
was arri"-ed a.t lD the discuuioa.s with the British Go\--crunent in 1965. 

ln a.n answer to a Parliamentary Question (PQ B/754 of 1979) the Prime M inister informed the House that the compensation o( £ 3 m was meant for the implemontalion 
or development projects in Mauritius. The money was t.1:crcfore credited to Capiul Revenue and wu not carma.rked for a:oy specific: project. 

Your Committee was also not able to asoertain w.hettcr any cash QOmpcnsa.tioo was effected to the company.ex.ploirjng the copra plantations in the Chagos at the time. 
We learocd from the rcprcscntotive of the Prime Mjni.stel's Offtoc that it was a Sey .. 
chcJlois Cotnpany. namely Moulin.ie&. C'.n 

£ 65Q,000 from U.K. ia 1972 fo, ll-tlemen t Scheme 
The second payment of £ 650,000 by the British Gov ernrocnt wlU effected on 28th 

October. 1972 3,11d cTei:iitcd to Capital Revenue. item L I/&- " Financial Assistance for Rescttlemcnc Scheme .. in the financial Ropon of 1912/73. Th.is item had not 
appean,d in the E,timucs for the year 1972/7) . This figw, was arri,-.d at afur dis· c.ussionsbad taJcen plac:t betv•een the British and Mauritian G0'-crnme~ on a special 
scheme .,. devised to build housing estates and enab li.sh pia-ruri ng co-operativ es on land to be provided by the Oovernme ni of Mauritius", (Forwa rd to the Prosser 
Report submitted to Government in 19i6) for the resettlement of persons di.splacccl from Diego Garcia. Laod at Roche Bois and ai Poiutt aw. Sables was duly acquired 
fo, this purpose. 
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APPENDIX Z-.Co,ui1111ed 

No details or, how and when Lhis initial sch eme was WOl'ked out, were prc;,viJcd 
to you r Co mmi llee . 

Tu Lhe f oreword to lhe Prosser Repo r l the Prime 'Minister's Office states the 
follo wing : 

" Not lc,ng aJtcr. it became c lea r t.b;U the disp laoed persons coocemed were no t 
h~ppy with the pr:>po.sed scheme . J\ Ji offici::il sur\'CY co nfirmed tha t U1c maJonty 
,w1.s in f avourof rbe simple cxpedicocy of sharing ihe fimiodal assistance received 
fro,n Briuiin among the workers, irrespe<:ti\'C of lhcir neec.J for proper ho using 
and for a plant1cd m~ns of future li\·clibood " . 

Your ConHniuec ha$ not ob1.ninetl nuy infonna tion on the survey lll('ntioned ab:>ve 
although there was an officio.I request ror lbe details or how and when the displa:cd 
persons showed dissatisfaction with that initial scheme. 1 

The Pross er Rcp,1rt 
For 5 years al'tcr funds had been u1ade available by the U.K. Government for lhe 

resettlement of 1hc din laced llois, tlle Government of Mauritius was unable to arrive 
at a :Hitisfac tocy decision on Lhc manner in which the ftrnds should be ulili$Cil:'1n 
1976. tbc Prime M i11ister discussed the problems affecting the: <lisp laced llois with the 
British Go \·em mcnt tnd it was decidcdl hat Mr J\.R.G. Prosser, C.r,.,J.G., M.B.E~. 
Adviser on Social Ot vclopmcnl in tbe Ministry of Overseas Develo pment, woufd 
visit M~lllfitius in ordc.r to ndvise on ;,H1 approp riate solution to th e p rob lem. · ·{ i, 

'The major recomm:odntions made by Mr Prosser we,e the following: , .-,,; 
( ,,) ·rh(' immcdia!J! setting up of a Rcscu.Jement Committee wit.h a first-dass 

ad ministt ative ot"fiocr attached to it on a full cime basis. The Government did 
in1plement th is recommendation. Jt.s composition wns .in fact reinforced by 
tbc inclu..~ion or lhe Secretary to the Gabi llet ns its Chairmao. It WM unf~f· 
tunate h oweve:. thal the Com miu ee was not provided with an administroti"e 
orficer on a full time basis. The PriocipaJ Assisw.nt Secretary or tb,e Min4t.a:y 
for Rodrigues \Vas assigned this d uty on a part time basis. Your Committee. 
app rc·c.ia1es tltt . ract that his no r mal duti es ns P.A.S . in his o wn Ministry. roust 
not have teft hi111 much. time to dea.l with the Jlois J>fObfom. '.: .;:t.: 

(bJ Aoot he r imp0rt:rnl recommendation was an occupation::il training .scb:n,ie 
for the Ul\emritoyc(I. M r Prosser-evi;u uiu.J c the . inl.Cr-c.,Ling 3ugg~ ti on .l.l!-U,t 
functional training could be co mbined witJ1 the building_ of ho uses oec-es.i"l1)' 
for Lhe Rcscttle01ent &:heme. 'Olis scheme will 00 describct.t latcr. 
Mr. Prosser recommended that the sum or Rs 750,000 should be set aside for 
tbi.s p urpose, i1oinediatcly. ••~T 
It hi verv uilfortuoate that Go vernment never considered this intcr ciU]g . 
recommc0dution. ' ;o1 

(c) Welfare services. Mr. Prosser suggested tha l the Rcsettlcme-oL ·c O,µfffiff~c 
should allocatt. Rs 60,000.- to the Social Welfare C.Ommissiouet so ~.~; 1le 
present Social Wor ker co uld be funded for a period <>f 3 years. We were 1.of.?t· 
rned tl1at a primary school teacher Wa$ second('d for duty to the Socian Vetfare 
Division to work with the Uois on a full time basis. llut we. obt.ained no f»'rd,r-

. . . ! :i-n,.•, 
.roa11on 011 the len gth or tune for wJucb she was thus emp loyed . . 1 •• ,.tl ·iol 
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(d) The housing scheme ,, roposed by Mr Prosse r was in fact che most important 
recommendation in bis repor t. J\$ M r Prosser rightly pointed 01.1t •• the mon 
iotra ~ 1ble prob lem for the lloi-s, ht'iS been hou.'iing ". (Prosser Report.- pa ra.. 
4). He worked o ut Lb.al an.er deduct ing the sum or Rs 750,000 for. trah1iag 
pu rposes nnd Rs 60,000 for the i.crvice of tlte Socilll Wor ker, the sum of 
Rs 18,SO0 would be available ror each individual household orthc426 families. 
He suggested a sche me whereby each hOUSellola Ill need 0 1 3 llouse cou ld be 
prov ided with a l .5,000 rupee house which would be or., sound construction 
bu t.. ... .. . .. . .. ... . . .. . sligbtly out.side the high qualily or bui lding regufotions 
which govern housi ng in Ma uriti us " . (Prosser 'RepOrt, pnm . 22) Lhe remaining 
Rs 3,500 would be distrib u ted Lo c:lc.h househo ld for bas ic furnishing purpose:;. 
Jn 1he Forewo rd lO the Prosser Report, lbe Prime Minister 's Of'lioe did not 
accept this tccominendatio n to provide the J.bis with sub-sta ndard ho uses. 
The Government went very far, by und erta king to allocate chc nL"l,,"eSS.tty 
add itional funds in o rder that lhe houses cons tructed for the llois arc not 
below standards acceptable in tbe coun try. lu a gcncrnl way, the Government 
felt that the Pros..~er recom mendatio ns as amended were in the Jong Lerm 
interesl of the llois community . 

Your Commillee was infor med by rep resentative s :,f the Prime- Ministe.r's Orfice 
that Mr Prosser 's rccomm endntio ns for a ho using sckeme h.1.d been rejected by the 
rcprcscnu1tivcs of the Uois on the Reseuleruent Comolittcc .iod thnt the latte r hatl 
op ted fo r cash compensation . 

However, your Conunjtlce W".lS serious ly conce rned :>y some or lt1e f.1ets that ea.me 
lo light iu the sur ,·cy ca rried out in Jan uary 1977 in !pcci6c re lntion to llte hou siug 
issue. It is Lrue dull rep1•ese1Hntivcs o f the ll ois did formally request that the moncx 
available be d istributed in cash to the llois , at a meeling or the Resett lement Coin • 
01iuec held on 4th December 1976. Howe ver, the surv-!y can'ied out in Jan uary 197.7' 
re\!ealed that of the 557 families who had registered. :4 l bad opted rvr a house a11d 
213 ror cash compcos.ation. 3 had no, expr essed any optio n. Of the 38 fam ilies in 
Ag11Jcga, 6 had op led for a house in Ma uritius and 32 ro, cash payment with, the 
possib ility of cC>utinu e(f employm cQt there. It s.ho\l ld also be well noted that rcprese n• 
tatives o f the llois d id en quire, at a meetin g o f tbc Comm ittee held o n 19th Fcbn mrY. 
1977, whether the re was any possibiJity o f sa lisfy iug both op tjo.ns. Accor din g to the 
minu tes o r p roceedings of lit.at mee t1ug, the .K.escutemenl Co rnmiute felt that 11)1.s,. 
proposa l would not be rc~lsible. However, tllc Cha inm .n added lha l tlte views.of U1c, 
Co mmitt.ce wou ld be submitled to the Go\•c:rumeut and a decision would bt take n 
at a later stage. In sJ)itc: of the fac t that a majo rity of households, over 60% opte d for 
ho using, one year la tee, iu December 1977, O ovem rnen td ecided to e!Tccrc.ub comp en • 
sa tion to nll ll ois, irrespect ive o f lheir date of arr ival. 

Your Co mrniu..c:c wanted to too w in ,•cry conc .ttte tern1s, the way in which the 
propos al for a ho using sc-hcmc was prcscn(l!d to the ll<1is. We w~o,cd to know whether 
Go\ +enn'llCnt h.1d worked o ul io detai l the type of hou::;c:s lo be buj Jt, the length of 
time i, wc uld lake to eonsl rucl them etc ., a11d wheUx:r such informa lion hod been 
made ava ilab le to lhe repr esentatives of the llo i.s. Y(lur Committee was unfo rtun at ely, 
no t provided with this information. 
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Whal your Committee found even more Sll1'prising was the fact tlmt aOcr it bad 
been di-Scovercd in Ja nuary 1977 th.al a. majo ,·ity had opted for housing und dmt the 
re1>rcscnt:u ivcs of th e llo is had in Febnrnry 1977. requested. 1hat both opt ions , namel) · 
bolL~ing a11d cash compen~tio n, he cousidcted, the Prime Minister. in December 1977, 
slat ed tbe follow ing in a rep ly lo a Par liamentary Quc.stion (Dn•6 of 1977): 

"T I.to C nvf'rn m~nt h~,~ fin:illy eiwin 111, hope: to conv ince the fnmil ics from Oiei:<i 
Gurci:i. tha l il is in thei r best in te rests lO have houses built for them rnfher than IQ 
have a c:1sh cQmpc11$ation only. So steps arc being taken to share the grant ai 
well as the inlerest accrued thereon lo the fomilics ". 

S un eys of the IJois 

h bas not been e.asy to establish the e,·u1ct numbef or persons that wece transrerred 
Crom the Chagos J\l'chipdago. Jn reply con P:trlianienlitry Question in the House ol 
Commons in November 1965, in relation to defo11ce facilities in the Indian Ocean, 
the Secretary of Stntc rc·i!rring to the Chagos Al'chi 1)elago and Aldabrn, J!arqutwr 
and Dcsroc.hcs ishrnds sa ,J lhc following: 

"ihcir popula.tio,, nre app rox im:itc ly JOOO, 100, 112 anJ. 112 respe-c1ively " , 
(See Annex l) 

On 14 December 1965, in the Legislative Council, Mr l~orget. on behaff of the 
Premier nnd Minister or Fiuance infotmed the Honse thut: · 

.. The tota l number or Jvtauritiaos io the Clwgos Archipelago is 638, of whom 
l76 are adolL men, cntp1o)·cd on I.he plauLalious " . (See Anocx I) . 

Jn Mauritius, two mnir1 surveys were carried om to establish the tolnl number, of 
llois families. The first survey was carried out by Lhe Public Assis tance OrJiccrs who 
collected relevant information from the displaced l lois everytimc a group landc~d in 
Mauritius. The sur ... cy rc,taJcd tluH 426 farnilies had been 1-nmsfor rcd from Lhe Chagos 
since 1965. Th is figure o: 426 families was considered to be the correct one by M; 
~~ . -~ 

In l 976, when the possibility of llle distrib-u1ioo or cash compensation to all ll~i·, 
irrespective of lbcir date of arriv11I, came up, lhe Reseulemcot. Committee, set up ,in 
19'76, upon a r«Om!UC lid.."ltion made by Mr Prosse r, decided lhat :.-. registration of all 
Uoi.s set tk d in MauriLius $hOulcJ be eart icd out. ·rh i$ second major survey Wt'IS cnrr!ed 
ou l, i,1 fa.n u:uy 1.977, \iy thr. Pnhlir. A t,~i~ll'Hl t:e Oivision of the Mini$.lf'Y of Soci3.f 
Security under the acg i; of lhc Resettlement Com mittee. In this: c.'\se, pccsS a n'd 
radio)Tv communiquct 1,1,,erc issl1ed asking all dispf;u.--cd persons lo register thcmsclvC.s.! 
The ligure a rri\>ed at in lhis second sur\'c)' was 557 families. ' ~ 

or these 557 families- :;. ;:~ 
318 persons were u11der 5 years of age 
543 pcrso1,s were b?twcen 5- 12 years or a1:,"C 
334 perso11s were b~twccn 12- 18 ye:irs of age 

1068 were cd ults 
102 were above 60 years of age. 

Over 150 persons had ilrrivet.l before 1965. (See Aoncxurcs ll & [IJ} 

The survey aJso indic:i.ted th.at there were 38 llois falnilies in Agulega. 

,,.,;. 

.. , 
,,; 
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Alth ough the rtois were prov ided wi~h f;;1cililies for 1'eir regis Lration, a number of 
perso ns were lert o ut for var ious reasons. The rcprcscnu tives or the Prime Minister's 
Office info rmed your Com mittee that Lhere have been a -,ertain number of comp laints 
from those who claim nol to have received an }' com pensat ion ; the Permanent Secre
tary of the Prime Minister's Office has eve1l ,·eceived letters from some Ilois in 
Rod ti.e,ues. Au$lralia and So uth Afr ica . ft sho uld be no ted th at there was, in fa.et .. no 
facili1ies provided l'<>r rcg.istratio n ofl hc Uois in Rodrigues, Agalega aod St. O,·andoo, 
when the 1977 survey was catricd out 

Go.,,ernment has now decided to proceed with a new survey or all those who had 
fai led lo register in 1977. Your Com m ittee recom mends th.'.'lc this facilily sh ou ld be 
ex tended to thooe Uois residi ng in the ~yc helles ns we I. 

The Iluis in Ag:dtga 

You-: Committee wa$ info rmed thn t in 1hc Rcscttlem::nt Committoc , a suggest ion 
was made to t.hc eflCct that .i possibility existed for the fomiJies in AgaJega co be given 
sha res in the AgaJega Corponu ion lO the value of their aUoca Lion instead of being 
pa.id in cash. Your Committee was not provided with any in (onua tion on the manoer 
in which cash compen satio n was actually effected in Aga1ega. 

Cash com pt'n-;nlion 

When Government finally d ecided to go ahead with cash compensat ion, p aymeut 
w3s drectcd in March 1978 o n the bas is or 1he survey ::1rricd our iu Ja 1H11\1·y 1977. 
The following: ixiy1n ent.,; were then made : 

35l children uode r 5 
459 chiltlrco between Sa nd 11 

474 children between 11 ~nd 18 

1081 adu lls 

109 old age pensioners (~dd itional) 

71 remaJcs with child ren (addil io nal) 

Am owlt a.v:.Ulnble (inclu d ing int eres t) 

Amou nt pa id 

TOTAL 

BALANCE ... 

Rs Total 
1,000 351,000 

1.200 550,800 

1,500 711,000 

7,j90 &,204,7 90 

250 27,250 

250 17,750 

9,862,590 

11,167,604 

?,862,580 
- ---

1,305,01~ 

I 
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Dtsbursements as from 1.9n 
V:n-ious disbursements were effected as from 1972 when runds were made ava ilabl: 

by the British Government. The tota .1 ;,moun t disbursed from 1972 to 1977 
was Rs 155,773.33 (Annex rv). Apart fro m the cash <:ompcnso.Lion o f Rs 9,858,.821 
effected in 19n}78 . thet~ was a fortbcr disbursement o f Rs 18.00S in 1978/19. 
You r Co mm iUcc h~u:, ho 1i•e ver, n Ol bee ,, :i.bk- to ,,bt:. in :iny ,tt•rnil!t on lhf'. n:lture. r{ 

all the disburset11e11tseffec tcd. n.p:irl fro m the cash co,npens :.it ioo of Rs 9,858,821 
effected in 1978. ft should a lso be m'.>tt.'tl tha t inte1-est w;is. of course, no t crediled on the 
disbursements. Jnterest on th e accoun t was p::iid nt 6% per a1mum between 28t~ 
October 1912 and j 1st December 1977 although the Bank :Rate h::i.J ri,sen to 7% frot1. 
Marc h 1977 lO January l978, ::1od lo 9% fro m January 191S lO <xtober 1979 and has 
been 10½% sinc e th en. 

Your Committee fails to understa nd why io lcrest was not crediled to lbe FunJ 
nfu:r December 1977. If accounu had beeo properly kept, a higher sum would b:lv: 
accun ·u.alated in d1c form of ioterest. 

.Furtbtr 611:mefal ;as.sistan€le frnm U.K. Go,ernmcot 
At n meeting of the REsettle ,oeot Commiucc held on 19th February 1977, :i repre

senta tive or the Uois wanted to kno w whether there was ~ny possibility of obt ainin, 
further assista nce froa the B1'il ish Govcromcnl. TI1e Comm ittee accordini 
to the Minu,cs of Proceed ing of that Mee ting "a s.reed that there was little, if 
any. likdi hooJ of such aJsista noe forthco ming" . 

However, re ptese11tath'es o f th e Prime Minis ter's Oflice infonncd your Commillet 
tb al it had always bceo I he wish of the Maur itian Go, 1c rnment that such furlhc: 
ass ist::10cc shou ld be paro,ided by th e U.K. Oo\•ernment. Your Committee has how
ever, nol been infol'mcd Nltcther such rct1ues L has been made formally aod oniciaUr 
by the Oo\'ernmc nt sin<:!! Matc h l978. 

Jn a rep ly to a Parli~mcotary Ques1io11 iu Jun.e 1980. (8/766 of l980) lhc Prime 
J\ilinistcr informed the H->usc that: 

« Regard ing the addit ional compe nsatio n to be pa id to the llois. the British Oovetn
mc:nt has ::ilccady offered a supplementary amou nt of £ 1.25 million for their 
rescm lement bu1 1s unable to JHJrsue the mau er 1>ecause of ;l cour L m.:tion iu t111: 
United Kingdom. Tb; mattc:r being $ub-:j11dlce1 we; hn\'C to wait for tJ1e outcome••-

Yo ur Commiltce is :.iwnrc of the fac L 1hat t.he Pr ime Min ister is refert ing to the 
court ac tion entered by cer ta in members of the llois ooinmu nity presenting Jegal 
claims to the U.K . Go,.crnment. T hey a.re being rcprcscntc<l by Jvtr. 8. Sbcrid: 11 
wh o during bis visi t in Mauritius in Nov ember 1979 tried t.o mnke the Uois s.igu a 
document (a deed Qf nco.:eptance attd power of attorney) the ,erms and co ndit ion. 
o f wh ich :-ire reproduced i.u Annexure V . 

Jn teply to a Pa rliamtn tary QuesLion in Nove mber 1979 (P.Q . B/ 1033 of 1979) 
the Pri me Minis ter info!'mcd the Ho use th a t Government bad spe nl Rs 2,015 01 
Mr Sheridan duriog his ,.;s it in Maul'itius. 11lis wotild imply th at he was in MauritiuJ 
in .ad official capacity, to a ecrt:iin extent. 
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Gcn~rat Comments 
1. Your Com mittee feels th;it this who le prob lem o f d isplaced persons which arose 

since 1965 did not rece ive Lhe 41cr ious aucoti01l it des.e,ved on lhc part of government 
unlil 1976 wheo Mr Prosser visited Maudti us. T he fitst scriou11 sur-,ey to establish 
the exact numbc-r of _persons involved was carric.<l out<,:; late as in January 1971. 

2. T l,c 1.v 111pc11,,\11lfonuf t6:iO,OOO was lin ked to a spoclftc-scticm c wttcn U ww; made 
av~ilab le in 1972. The mone y wns dist rib uted 5 years later whcu co nditions o f lifo h od 
becom e very di fficult d ue lo rapid iuHatio n during !bat corrc::spooding pcrio<l. Mr 
Prosser bj mself mad e n ver y pertine nt remark ill tha: resr,ect in specilic rela tion to 
the housing scheme: 

0 Unfortun ntc.ly. from the time of the signi ng oflh eagrcemcnl bet ween th e Mauri 
Lius Govcrnme n1 and the British Govcrnmcnl the CO$t of ho using in Ma ucilius 
has tise.u app roximately SOO¾", (Prosser RcporJ Para 19) 

Mr Prosser made that rema rk in 1976 at1d Lhe m oneywas <li.stribuled in March 1978. 
J. Throughout his Report, t\fr Prosse r placed emphasis on the necessity to find 

an urgent s.olution to the probJcm, because of the terr ible coud iLions in which he 
found lh t Hois when he visited MnuriLius. ln pnra 24 of the Report he says: 

"T he fac t is that Lhe llois arc living in dcp lon lb le conditions which could be iin • 
med iate ly allcvirued if action is L.aken o n Lhe lines I ha\'e s.uggeslcd " . 

Cas.h compensatio n was effccled .almost two )'t.lts a.rt.er Mt Prosser lmd written 
bis Report. 

4. Your Couu niltoc (cc:ls that iL is very u nfor tun ate that Gove rnment prom ised 
that additional funds would be mndc available in tle ReseuJement Scheme heing 
pro posed by Mr Prosser but no such addit iona l finuricial llS.$iStllncc bas been forth
Comjng. 

5. TJ1ere i$ a serious Jack of in formatio n o n the nttturc of disbursements thtit were 
d fect.cd since the grnot bec:i.me :wa ilnblc in 1972. 11\c Uois do oot seem to be ,u all 
aware of lh e deta ils of these disb ut sements . 

Your Committee was also not at aU sa tisfied with the appl'Oximate way in whic h 
inter est on the account was worked o ut. In o ur opinio n lOtal interest accrued OLl lhc 
account. should have been .much bjghe r . 

6. The -sur vey.carried oul in Jan uary 1977 was no t comprchcnsi:ve enough . A uum • 
bi-r of Jlois wt:r'l\ lll"ft oot tor s.om'!: tM SOfl or ttootb l"r. 

7. You r Comm ittee Cc.:.cls that 1he Hois wefe no t p1-esentcd with a b ou.sing scheme 
worked o ut in concttte cerms no r were the advn.ntages of such n scheme o•oer stni.ight 
ca:sh payment sufficien tly Slressc:cl. ll is m)t l'tlal that for persons, who have been living 
io deplorable conditions for such a. long time cash compen sat ion represented im
med iate rel ief. But us iL was righ tly po inted OOL by tb , Ptimc Min ister's Of6cc i1~ th e 
.foreword to 1hc Prosser Report , the reco mmenda tions in the Repor t, especially the 
housing scheme wo uld have been ,, in the long term in,crcst of the pcop leconoerncd ''. 

8. Finally, Your Com rnitlec is conce rned th al il has 11ot been confirm ed whethe r 
Government J1as so fa r ruti.dc any /o m '/.tll and o/fic.idl rcqucs l for furll1e, financial 
assi st:uwe <lcs.pile the fac l Lhat lhe majority of Lhe Uois are still living iu deplor~bfe 
co nd itio ns. 

3rd October, 1980. 
V. NABADSlNG, 

Chnin 1•01111111. 

,, 



Annex 129

t 
,. 

°t • . ,.,, 

·,-t;~ 

,. 
I 

80 

ANN.EX I 

EXTllACI ' PHOM 0lllJAT ES NO. r, OF J4 0ECEMDEll 1%5 

D IEGO GAR C IA - S;\1.£ OR IIIRE (No . A/3 3) Mr J. R. Rey (Moka) asked 

the P~micr and M 1n1stcr tJ fina nce whether he: will m ake 3 sta(cmcnt on lhc question 

oftbesaleorJrireoftbt: J.sJand of Di~o Gorc,·a to e ither U,e United Kingdom Oo,--ern

mcnt or to the Go-v<rnmcnt of the Un11cd Sta.tes of America or to bo1h jocndy and 
5lt'llc: what 1.s U\e price omrecJ by the would-be: pu 11.:h.tll.'U auJ what U the. IJlinim um 

1)ric:c insisted uron by llic OovcrnmcnL or Mauritius? 

Mr Forget on be.half or lht Premier 111111 l\'linislcr or li''Jmwce :-

1 would refer tht J lonourable Mt:inbcr to I.he followina communique iuucd from 
the Oucf Sectc1ary'1 Orft<e on IOth No,·cmbcr on the subject of the O1&gos Arcbi 

pdaao, a copy or which is being tlrcula tcd. In discussions of 1his kind wb,cb affect 
Orili~h ammgcrncu l.S ror lhc defence or the region in which Maur itius is situated , 

1hcre could, in 1hc Vovcrnmcnl's view, be no qucs1ion or insisting 011 n minimum 
a1nou nl or contpcnsnLion, ·111c question or the sate or hire or lhe Chngo, Ar..:hi1>elago 

hu not arisen as they \\ere detached fro m Jvtauritius l>y Order in Cou ncil uode r 

power& possessed by tbe British Go,·crnmenL 

(CO MMUNIQUE ) 

l!MBAR Ci0£0 FOR RELEASIJ UNTIL 2000 HOURS U)CAL TIM6 
Wl!(>NESOAV lOTH NOVEMDl:.R 

Dcrtnce f:u:.illclcs iu the Iodhm Occnn 

In reply to :i P11rliamcntary QucsLion the Sccrel:1ry of State made the followi11g 

1ualcmcnt in the 1 lou'° o~ Commons on Wedpesday No..,ember 10th: 

" With the agreement or the Governments of Mauritius and the Seychelles ocw 
:.rrangements ror 1bc adrrunistr1uon of certain islands were in1,oduccd by an 

Otder in Coum:il maJc on the 8th No.,.ember. The islands arc the Chacos An:-hi• 

1:>elngo, some 1,200 1niles notth~$ t ,of M.:turitius, nntl Aldabta, Farquhar and 
Desl'ocbcs in 11to W<sLcrn Indian Ocean. Their 1>01>ultllion nrc upproximalely 
J .ooo. 100, 172 am.I I J 2 respcc:1h-eJy. The Cl11,g.os Archipel:igo wu formerly 

a.dmiois:tc:rcd by 1hc Govcrnmtnt or ~buritius and 1hc olhcr three i.slttods by 

1l1a1 of r.hc Seychc:Ucs The islands will be called 1hc 8rituh Indian Oot3.n Tenlrory 

:and will be administered by a Commissio ner. rt ii intended tb.u the islands wilfbc 

available for the co mtruction of defence facilities by 1hc British and U.S. Oo.,.cin
menl$, bul no lirm plans have )'Cl been anade by either Go,•ernmcnL Compensa• 
tlOn will be pnlcl as tppro prlatc. .. ,; 

The cost of compcns.a.Lng the Company which exploits the pl.intations and lhe cost 

of rcsc1tliog chcwhcre time inubttonts who can no lougu rema in there will be the 

ruponsibility of the Bn :ish GowmrncnL Jn addition. the British Goveromcnt has 

undc.:rta.kcn in r«::ogniti<>n of the Jc,ach rncnt of the Chagos Archipelago from Mau• 
rit ius , to p rov ide 1uldit ioo:al g.rn.nu umountins to £ 3 111, for expcndilure on develop
ment projects in Maul'l ius lo be aurccd between lhc 131 ilish and the Maurililu 

Oovc rmne11ts. These gnots will t,e '->Ver and above tl1c :alloca1ion earmarked fo: 

Maurit1u5 in Ute nu 1 period of C. D • .and W. assistance. 

The popuiatton or lht Chagos An:hipctago consist.I. apart from d\'il servant$ and 

est.ate maoag-crs, o( • l.it,our force. rogcthcr wilh their dcpcndcuu, '1'1hich b drawt 
rrom Mauritius and Sc,::h(.IJCS nod employed on th e ccpra plantation$, The total 

nmnber of Miw1·iti:rns ir the Chogos Archipelago is GJ8. of whom 176 arc odult meo 

employed on the pl:.rn1.aU011s. 
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ANNEX ll : Ii 

SURVEY OF U:.01S ! 
I 
' V~:ir or Arr i vl!I 

Nq , ,if 
~O(Ali/J• /1.mlifl,:.t JO's ..,., SO's 60's 70'1 U11ktHJll'll 

I. ua1e du I ombe3u s • I I 
:Z. Doi., Ma_rdi.tntl 2 2 I 
:J. Oc;~u D:usin 9 • J 
•I. Cassis 94 I 17 GI 14 
i . Ott La Cul'e 22 ' ' 10 
6. Oock~r•s Flt11 <O G II 2J 
1. Grand Rivet NOt'tb We~ s 2 J 
8. Le Hochet s 4 

;1 9. Les Soli11cs .. ll I G 35 8 
10. f'oimc aux Sabk:s 31 2 II 14 1;! u. t'aillo."$ IG 2 10 • 
ll . Port l,Qui$ • 2 2 

111 r:l. Petite Riviere 26 9 J2 3 2 ·I 
14 . Roche lloas 215 3 1 28 139 JS IJ 

II 1,. Stc. Cro i:.: 10 2 1 

16. Other 111ca,; 12 10 
1i' 

TOTAi,. S'1 3 19 . 9J '319 104 21 I-

II 
1: 
:I 

l\l 
,I 

11 
I 

!I 
I 

:1 I. 

:I 
I 
' 
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ANNEX U1 

SURVEY OF Il.OIS 

Pu11olafl o11 i:ac.cordl.ng to A~e--Croup 

1,«Ql.'ty 
No, of 

/11mllle~ UnMr J J./l 12,,.,, A dultt 0 •'f!r61l 
I. na;e du Tombtnu 5 J 7 l 7 

2. Bois ).brdl11nd 2 I I 
3. BeawJ»..- ' ' ' IS 22 l 
4. C.as.,is ~ 67 ll ., Ill " 5. Ci1t Ln C1i1n: n 2, 27 I• .. J 

6. Duc:ltt "$ Fl"c 40 )I •• JO 101 4 

'. 7. G111nd ltiV<f" NLWlh Wen s 2 s 10 

8. Le lioc hcl s 6 8 10 

9. Les S3lintl ll 4l •• 19 9-1 10 

:..·-
JO. Poinlc •u a Sables JI 2, .II 22' 72 7 

11. Padtc:s 16 .. • • ll J 

12. P0t1 L.011u • J I I I • 
IJ . PeHtc Rrlttrw: 26 " 22 2S SS l 

14, Rocho nois w 130 210 117 l70 4l 

JS, s ic, oc,ii< 10 II 10 G ll 

16, Odll.'lf A1e~• I? 9 18 9 2, 

TOTAL m l1I , .. JJ4 1068 101 

- . - '.. _ ..... 
~~-~f:;~.-

·, 
•• ;' ,I,. 

··,:·;..--~ 
!..f·. -
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Amounl ,eceived on 28.10.72 
Ol$burscd in 1972-73 

Uulance on 30.6.73 
Di.1SIJU11)CU iu 197::l-74 

Balance on 30.6.74 
Disbursed in 1974-75 

})nl:incc on J0.6.75 .. . 

Balance on 30.6. 76 .. . 
Pisbu rscd in 1976-77 

Balance on 30.6. 77 ... 
Di.sbursc.d July 77 l o December 77 

Dalo.nee on 31.)2.77 

83 

Interest at 6¼ per ar1n11m 

2$.10.72 lo J0.6.73 (246 days)-246 x 6 xRs 8,666,.l83 

365 100 
1.7.73 to 30. 6.74= 6 x R, 8,554,18 1 

100 
1.7.74 10 30. 6.75= 6 x Rs 8,539,006 

JOO 
l.7.75 lO 30. 6.76= do 
!_7.76 to 30. 6.77= 6 xRs 8,514,903 

JOO 
J.7.17 to 31.J:2.71= 184>< 6 XRs 8,510,893 

365 100 

TOTAL 

-

Amount received 
foterest to 3l.l2..17 

8,510,893 (sf:cr disbursement) 
2,656,71 1 

11,167,604 

ANNEX JV 

Rs 
8,666,666.67 

8).33 

8,666,583.00 
112,402 .00 

8,554, 181.00 
15,175.00 

8,539,006.00 

8,539,006 .00 
24,103.00 

8,514,9()3.00 
4,010.00 

8,510,893.00 

Rs 
JS0,462 

513,250 

512,340 

512.340 
510,894 

251,425 

2,656,711 

31st l)cccmber, 1977 
l',f.. NALLETAMDY 

Acc:01mta111-Ge11cral 
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ANNE.'!: V 

DEED OJI ACCEl'rA NCfl ANO roww OF ,-·rr on NEY 

This is tbc 0ml o( rr.c (1) .. . .. .. ........................... .. .................. . .... ............ . 

.. , .. , ..•.. ..•.. , ... ,, ..... ............ , ...... .. ... ... ........ ... . ...... ond the adult members cf 

my ramily who have her!unto subscribed. lheil' names umJ seals. 

t am au llou who 1cn. _that port of British Indian Ocean Territ ory know 1 

as (i) .. . : ..... ... ... . .. . .. .. ....... ... ... .......... ........ in 1hc , hip (J) ....... .. . ......... ......... .. 

...................................... .... ... on 1hc . ... . .. ........... .. .... day or .... . . . .. ... . . . 19 ..... . 

l'ICY« to rcmm. My famiy who C'lme w,th me then :ue (4) ................ ...... .......... . .. . 

.•...•• • , ... ,,, ... . .......... . ... . .. . . .. . ..... ..... .. .. . .. ..... ..... . ttnd the ro Uowing childrc n: -

A<lu/t clrild,~11·s names Adtll'CJ.Sts Datct of Birth 

111/0111 chi"1r,11's nmues Atldrtss.ts Dtrtts of Birth 

We know tbat the U1ireJ K.in8(101n Oovcrw:nent has already piaid the "'·l1u,t1iao 

Oovc:rnmcnt £6SO.OOO ror the rc:scuJc-mcnt of the 11ois people who ca,:uc lo Mauritiu 

following the scu frag ui: of British Indian Ocean Tcmtory and h11s offered lO m:11cc 

available a further£ 1,250,0CO Cor the purpose proviJC.d it is uCt~pled by the llois in 

ruu aod finol scuJcm<:nt o f all claims wholsocver upou the Uniled Kingdom 00\'C r11· 

mcnt by the Jloi:s arisins oul of the rollowing cvcn lJ:-t hc cren 1k>n of British Indian 

Oce.in i~rrhory. the closma of the plan1a11om there, tbc dC'J,:u1ure or ~movaJ of 

those living or working there, the termi1101ion or their contracts. 1hcir tr.tnsfor 10 mid 

rcsettlcmcnl in rvtauritios nnd their pn>hibition from ever returning to tho Islands 

1;omposing 0ritish lndit.11 Ocean Te, l'itory (the events) and of all such claims ,ui.sir.g 

out of any incidents or circuuu.ta.noc:s occuriog in tl~ course or 1be cvfflts or out of 

lhe constqucnccs of the evc:nts. whether put. pttSCnt or to come ( .. their inadmO 

eircurnstnnccs and coni4'1tucnces '') , 

So that t.his money m:iy be paid to hcJp tbe llois. 
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ANNEX V-contfnued 
I. We appo int 'Bernard Shei:idan of 14 Red Lion Squa re, J..ondon WC I ;:is our 

Attorney in 11ccordaoce witb S. I 0 of th e Powe rs or Attorney Acl 197 J and in 
particula r we au tho l'ize hirn to t'ecei,•e rhe £ 1.250,000 on behalf on LJ1e llois in 
such instalments nnd muouo ts and subjec t to such cood itious as he in bis abso
lu te disicte1ion and without need 10 make fol'l ber refet'ence to us, mny ogree with 
the United Kingdom Government. 

2. We nppoint him 11s our solicitor to act on ou r tc bn lf in rclntion to all malters 
conne cted wilh the payment of the £ 1,250.000 a1d I, (5) .. .. . ..... . . . ...... , ... .. .... . 
author ize him to ac1 on ehalf o f roy infant children named above as their uext 
friend. 

3. We ncccpl the money already 1>aid to the Nfauritian Government and the money 
to be paid to M r She rida n as aforesaid in suc h insta lments as he sha ll ag ree in 
rull and final scltfcm cnt and discharge of all our cla.ints bowe,•cr arising upo n 
che Uniled Kingdom Governo1ent (both upo n the Ci·owu in right of the Uoitcd 
Kingdom and the Crown in right of British Indian Ocean Terr itory) and upo n 
its servan ts, age nts and contracto rs in respect of !he events, their inc idents , cir• 
cumsta 1iCI!~ aod cons~queoces and we fur the1• abuido n all our c laims and eights 
(ifnny) ofw htH~ocvcr natu re to British Jndian O::ean Tcnitory . 

4 . \Vo \mdcrsl~rnd accept and 3grce th at by (nteri n~ in to this Deed we shall not be 
able to sue the Uniled Kingdom Government in respect of the events, their 
incidents, circun1stauctS and conseqoences and be,·eby co ·,enuut not to do so . 

5. We 3grce lh::n all questions concern ing the v::ilidity and const ruction Qf this 
Deed and any d isp ulC$ tlr ising upo n it s baJI be gove r ned by English law and 
jus tiflnblc only in Eoglish Co orts. 

(I) Insert name ao cl address or be.ad of fam ily 

(2) Insert name of lslund 

(3) Insert onme o f ship and Jate of leaviog BlOT 

(4) insert o:ime and address of wife 

(5) fosert name o f head o f family 

•- m:::o.s: ~zn . zcca•e,~•··~ 
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(Al'!'£NDJX 'A 1, 

L'i lc Maur ite: base de l:.1 RCs-ervc S(ratCg_icp1c Brifa1miquc 

Au co t1rs d 'unc interv iew qui .i etC d i{(usec, hicr soir, da ns le progranunt 
.,London CaHi.ng Mauritius" , M . David Windsor, de rlns litnt des Etudes 
StratCgi<1ues de Granck: Bre tagne a parl C de la poss!bililC p0 ur Maurice de 
secvir de ba.~c h une brigade de la RC.Scrve ~tra ttgiq ue du Roya ume.Unl. 

Les .r6:'ents troub:es eo Est•Afriq uc. au Borneo . a Aden on t inis en relief 
l'imp~deusc neccssilC pO'Ur le Gouvernement britanniquc <l'avoir des troupes 
disponib'.e da11s un ruyon qui ne soit pas lrop Cloigne des £oyerS de tl'oubles 
afin qu'elles pu issont se pcrtet' le plus rt1pidernent possible au sccoius des 
Gou.vernem euts de ces lerriloircs si ces derniers Cool appe l l'l leur aide . 

11 est diOicile pour ce-s Ln)upes de sc rem.Ire ,.wee l::i rapidiLC voutue de fa 
Grande Brei.agne au Borneo, pa.r e~ample. Si des bnsc:; peuvenl Ctrc crCCCS 
da.os des r~gions asscz m pprochees des cen tres p-Ossibles de trou bles, la situation 
scrait gra.ude1uenl ameliorCc. 

~hurice est b!en pJacC clans c::e sens, situCe-<."Omme elle 1'est. 3 uu a11glc 
d'un triaogle. don l Jes dcux autrcs ang.lessontAdcn et Singapou r. Uoe brigade 
de la RC..-;etve StrouCgiquc~ .-;1ntionnCe a Maur ice, pourrait se rend rcrap idcmer.t 
cJaos un pays mcmbrc de Ja. .FCd6mtion de Gran de .fvJalaisie, a Adeo ou daos 
lcs lcrri toites est.afr icaius. De plus , no ire dC:11eodancc, Diego Ga rcia. J>OsSCde 
un port natul'el immense qu i pour .rait a bri tcl' des unites de la Marine RoyaJe. 

M . Windso r a dit quc !es au Lorites bri tno 1ti,1ue.." Ctud ien t attenti vcme nt 
ccuc possibilitC. Le st 1tionnemcnt d'u ne brigade de h1 Re.$Cr\'e StratCgiquc a 
Ma urice, de mCmc quc l' uti lisa tiOD de Ja rade de Dieg.o Garci a co uunc ba~e 
pour la mari ne britauniquc. dc nuerai l de l'emp1oi a uu graod oom brc de 
Mauric i<:1lS et a iderait a rOsoud rc, du moius en p::i..rtie, :r.iotrc problbme de 
chQmage. 

Advanc;e-22 February J964. 
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(Al'PENDJX 'A 2') 

'Ute E<:on omis~ July 4, 1964 

So the sc'<!rch has prope rly been on fo,-a well-situated, sparsely pcpu la tcd , 
pol iti,":\lly nnl":xplno:;iv,: h:i.vP.n in thr: focfian OC'mm. Eye.!., loe:i:ri thm$. ~n <I com
passes ha~e been turned to M'.:luritius and to Lhc Seychelles; tlte pointers 
suggesc that lherc is a good dea l lo be sa id for one of the island dependencies 
of Mauril ius, one at le;.1st of which does have a natural harbo ur and was used 
during (he second wodd war. Muuritius is politically caJm: ils par ty leaders 
have agreed lo form an alJ-party government and to discuss inlcroal sell
government some time a{{er Oc tober. 1965. 

But even under these modera tely prQpitious 3tnrs .• is it up to B,·itaio 
alone once again (o set abou t the job of 1ookinf for a reasonab ly secure base 
eas t of Suez? The re has been end less argument about what an Indian Ocean 
base is for: a sceppfng stone to south-cast Asia; a mounting post for peace
keeping operations like the useful eas t African ones in January: a gu;ird 
against Ara b t::ike-ovcr bids like the li.1(1-Kuwait incident in 19GI: a war ning 
eye on British oil interests. The point is not so much which of these fuoctions 
survive SC(Utiny- the hrst and second look the sounder ones-b ut that Sir 
Alec Dougl::is Home. Mr Wilson a nd Mr McNamara nll ngrce tlmt coUectively 
they juslify a military effort. 
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(APPllNDJX 'A ;•) 

L'He M~u rict et fa u€cc.$Sih! d'une base clans J'O tfo 11 Intlien 

·················· ················· ................... ···················•··········· 
Les a11iCs cx;cidcntaux sont a la rccherchc d'une base. d'un marchepicd 

entre l'Europc et l'Aus1ra1ie c l l'E.,treme Or ient. 

Ccttc necessite a dounc: lieu a w1 mardla ndage dans lcs cou lisses entrc 
Washing lon cl Whitehall au sujcl de l'C.tablisscmcnL d'ur'le base importao le, 
su r une lie de J'Ocean ]adieu. 

Le choix semble devoir se porter sue J'ile Maurice, situee !! SOO m!llcs 
a l'est de Mudagascar. 

Unc des prcposi tiOl)S britanuique.s serail h. l'cffcl que les USA a ident h 
Ccabtir une bas~ importantc da ns 1'0c6au Jnclicn dont le double but de seni l' 
de poste de relais au : Britanoiques et de ravitailler une 0olte aruer,icainc Jc 
porte~avions. 

Les AmCricaius. de Jeur c&tC, ont l~1isse entendrc qu'uu engagement 
nm6ric.aj11 dans l'Oi;C:ao lndien pourrnil acre condilionne1 a l'appui quc ta 
Grande Brc1agne donncrait au plan amCricaiu p0ur une force nucJCnire mixte 
au service de Na to. 

L' iJc Mau rice, ou l'unc de ses dCpendanccs est le choix 1e plus plausible 
-non seulement pou.: des raisottS logiques et strntCgiques: ce pays jouit d'u1e 
ccrtainc st.abilite politique. 11 a une populaliou de 550,000. faitc en g.rande 
partic d 'lndieos introduits par les Fran~ais et les Anglais, et qui a a tteint 
un stade d'harmonie politique et multiracialc lei que l'independance pourrait 
lui i::tre accol'dOC dcmain n'6c.aient le rnanque de devises f trangCrcs et un lourd 
prob lC111e de ch6mab't- .En fait. e'est exactcrne1H le genre de pays qui bene, 
fic icrait de l'~1rgc11t et de l'emploi r1ddilionuets qu'unc base mHilaire importac te 
y devcrscnH L 

l..'B.xpr~s;- 6 Augusl 1964. 

J 
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(Al.'l'ENDIX 'A 4'} 

Londou. (00.55) August 30. New American bases being sought on 
British islands in the Indian Ocean were «pureJy and siinp1y to provide ra<li~ 
ccmmunica tion link." official sources said here tooigh\. 

"B ut ," Lhe sources: added, "the y cou ld, of r.ot1rse. be ex tr~tnP.ly rn:cful 
;:,s forward stag ing points fol' troops.'' 

High,Jeve1 d iscussions arc now taki ng pla:.e between the United States 
and British Gove rnments to consider the usd ulness or various isl:inds which 
might be used. A British survey ship is in the T ndian Ocean and ex.pcl'ts arc 
study ing the possibilities. 

The sour ces said they were fookl11g for a smal.l island on which to set 
up a small American ceJ:1y station. Th.i.s would provide better communications 
between United Sta tes forces in the .. .. ....... . 

"If we find one b ig c.o<mgh and if we cou.ld foy down a runway witho\l t 
speud ing millions on it, we could have a fost~l-ass- b:1sc ror troops." :rn 
authoritative source said. 
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(Al'PENJ)L'I: 'A S') 

London \08.33) Aug, 3 1 T he Daily Telegraph stoted here .today that 
co-operattcu between Bri(ain and America over lhc use of remote but. by 
mcdc:rn requ irements stregically based islands as de[ence po.-.ts o[ vari0.1$ 
kinds. was long overdue. 

Th is Conscrvatl.,'C da iJy said it would be 'short-sighted ' to limit tbe co-, 

cperati on to ll1e Mauritius dependency of Diego Oarcia- "lhe use of which 
by th e Amer ican Navy as a Polar is communk :ltions cen tre is under discLS• 
sion between the two coun tries." 

The ·rc1egraph , onlinoed : .. The re arc several reason.-: why America 
now needs these pest, in pa rts ol the WGrid, such us the 1udiau Ocean. where 
at prese nt she has none. 

"Her Polar is fleet is expanding (ast She wants to be beuer equipped for 
gelling forces aJld military aid very quickly to possib!e !rouble spots. 

•(One conLingency ,night be a renewed Chiuese att ack on lnd ia. Others 
might a rise Erorn inc-reasing H.ussian aod Cltinese act ivities in Africa. 

"B rita in has the faJaod s s trewn a bouL Aruerica h as the forces and tllc 
money . .0riluin is over exte11<led aud cannot take full l'espousibiHty .for new 
cc·m11titn1e1Hs just because the o,nly poss ible bases happe n to be Brith;b islo11ds. 
The ea.,;~ fc 1· <:o-cpcr:itioo io some for01 is O\'Cl'Whclnting ." 

The Telegraph s1a1«1 that no doubt a howl of indignation against "A ng!o
America11 imperialis1n·' would arise from the Communist countries at "a 11y 
such pr<:cautionary roe:1surcs." 

It adJ ed: "Thi, will be joined by most of tlt.o Afro-Asian counlri.s . 
alt hough perhaps with Jess conviction by those-who a re awa re of CommuJisL 
activities and their own need for disintel'ested bcJp in a c-risis. 

" In race the isl::inds in qucstiou 11rc inlwspit ablc. wiU1 populations of a 
co uple of hundre d people . who would certainly welcome an d benefit. from 
an Amer ican presence." 
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The Economist 

A Va cuum tq (ill 

(APl.'ENDJX 'A 6') 

Th e east Africa n opera tions o( Jast January. which saved the govern• 
ments of Kenya, Tanganyika and Uganda from their mutinying armies. were 
mcde~s of what can be done. [t does net take much imagination to thi nk of 
throe or four places io this rickety reach of t!le globe where the sa me ca ll 
for help nli lY be heurd aga in. T his may give otrenc..-e, but is it nOl possible in 
Ceylon, or Pers ia. or somewhere in t he Persian Guff, or sonlewhere on the 
ea.s1 const of Afr ica again'/ 

This is presumably the thooght that lies behiod the present Anglo
American search for a communica lioos centre (aod maybe somethi ng mote} 
in the Seychelles or one o( tJ1e Mauri tius dependencies. The difficulty lies ill 
wioniog Afro-Asian ;:i,cceptuncc of the British share in th is ope ra tion . 

T he Ind ian Ocean is the o nly large part c{ the world where the United 
Srat~ . does not already bear the main burden or lookirig after western intc• 
rests. Lt c:-innot be expected to bear the whole extra weight of' tryjng to 
preserve stability betweeu Na irob i and Singapore too: and Brit ish knowledge 
of the area, and the present dep loyment of British fot ces, make it commo n 
scnsc·for Britain lo he lp out. Bu t Brita in's surv iving colon ia l -cntangleme ms
pilrl icularly the Aden enlttnglemeo ts in the north-west-st ill cause suspicion. 
T his is why it is essential to explain ns clearly as possible rbe distinc tion 
beiwecn the colon ia l period. which is now very near its inevitable end, and the 
quico different• aians· Britain and America bo;,e to pur sue toget her in the 
vas tly changed eood itions· of' the post -colon ial period. 
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(APPJ'.NDIX 'A 'i') 

Dtt 1\iluurlcicns a Loud~ prot~ic nt 
There arc persistent rcpOils in the London press thal joint consultotions 

are at p resent being held between the British aud America l\ Governments for 
the scnlng up of cert~dn l>Uses in the lndiau Occ,w. AIJegedly the Go vernmen t 
,:,£ Mo.ut i tiuc ic b~ing ;,oni;ultc d o n lhe c1ue.u iou . We nr4.' being toJrl lh~•l rhP~P. 
bases will be used (or a eQmmuuications system.but the implicatjon is so 
serious th;.u Mrs Band::i.raoaike o{ Cey1011 has felt it necessary to issue a 
statcmcn l ex.pressing concen, nbom the mau er and the lndiau Government 
has deftly prO{XlSed a nuclc:tr4 frce zone in the Indian Occa1L 

1 feel sure r.hnt l~e Governments of lml i:l a11d Ceyloo. would not ha,c 
bee11 uoduly worried i( the djscussioos were merely for the installa tion of 
i,111ocuous com,mrnic~'llioo centre.'>. ( draw the conclusion. and \1o icc tJ1e 
:ipprehe ,1sion of. hundreds of ·rvfaurit ians in Londo n, that the Anglo~Americao 
discussions are a conspiracy to fiod surreptitjous ways for innugurnting a 
cluster of 111iiitnry 00-scs on our soil ;;ind on other islands in the Indian 
Oce;:m wilh all the cold war' cooco111ica111s lhaL these enloil. 

T he duu_gcr inherent i n the presence of miJitary OOscs i n any part o f the 
world c1.\1111ot be ignored .ind there arc too many glaring examp les for us 
to be apathetic to 11:e situation. The aU..ilUdc of our leaders has not yet 
been made publ ic but I h:.ivc a slrong suspicion thal somehow the Brili!h 
Government wi11 altcmpt to link thjs question of bases ,Vith 11.ie gen ntiag 
of lndepende!lce. 

Let us make il clear to our elected represcut:itives that we ::ire not 
goi.ug 10 allow Mauritius to become a. pawn on the Chessboard o f lhc Big 
Power.s. 't he pt"esencc of military bases on our soil will codang.cr oiir 111.1tionaJ 
secur ity , for in the ev,!nt of any war there is not one single military iostalb· 
ticn lhat will be immune from relaliutory measures. Jf it js lrue. as has bom 
openly suggested iu lhc LoncJon press. that in reality these bases will be 
u!.r:d mai nly f<l.- n t~P.r :11io 1\!: in Mtt lays ia ~tnd S-0-uth E nst Asia , then 
we S,h ttll find ou rsel\'es im1olved in nn unholy alliance which Leocls to cxa• 
Cerbalc an already tense situ:1.tion fraught with unprece<lcutcd danger. 

The re will undoubtedly be sop histicated afgumcuts in favour or aUowing 
these bases lo operate. on the grounds that they would bring employment 
and forei gn capital to help us 0111 of our present economic plight. These 
argumeots would banish morali1y (rom U1e field of politics and rnust be 
rejected as despicable prngmatic logic in lhc most ,·epulc,ive form o( Machia--
vclism. · 

\Ve arc not prepared to pawn ou r lives for the benefit of a few cmmbs 
of bread. 
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r,r our leaders coiuider tha l lhe affairs or ou r coun try can on ly be ud mi• 
ni$tcred by l~s i1lg our laud for doubtfu l milittry cmc rprisfs then they ought 
to say so 10 the peopJe and in no uncerta in terms. I trust our peo ple will oot 
be easily duped. 

\Ve do no t wish to becom e a pa rtne r ir the gigant ic coofHct between 
East an d West. What we requ ire from all che not ions of 1l1c wodd is to be 
:1Llowed to pu csue our desti ny in peac..-e and fr iendship. Our in ternal pro blems 
are cxucting eno ugh an d we will have to poo: all the e nergy we can muster 
to bring abouL t heir so lution. 

1 call upon all resp onsible citizens an d pal'licularly the inteJlcctua ls. 
writers. journ a lists anU ~•rtis ts who have a specia l responsibili ty. beiog th e 
guiding light of our nat ion, to do evuyt hing in thei r power to awa ken and 
a rouse lhc national cons ciousucss to this dang erous threa t. 

TeU ou r po litical lcade 1·s t hat if it is their inten rion to mo rtgage our 
national recu d ty for que..~tion=ible eco nomic advanta ges, then we shalJ uot rest 
nt all un i ii ,be d~•oger is remov ed. 

Le M;)ut id co - 2.!W:i Sep tem ber 1964. 
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The Ec onomist,-J :uma,y 16, 1965 

Straftgies ,,vest and East 

(Al'l'ENDl X 'A 8') 

Here the Indian Ocean has bcc:a a relative gap, aml il happcos that 
Brita in still possesses in il and in the soulh At lan tic var ious islands which 
might be mndc into mefu1 staging-posts . A joint AngJo-Amcricu.n survey has 
been made of a possible chai n o( such posts on Ascension 1sJand_. Aldabm 
or another island in tbe Seychelfes, Diego Garcia i11 tile Chagos Arch ipelag•>, 
and an island i 11 the Cocos gcoup. 1he admi11istration of which was prnd eotiy 
transferred some year.-. ago rrom Singapore to AustraUa. 'this scheme wou·d 
give British and American forces co,weo ieu t access to Sin.g,opore and 
Aus tra!ia . either by way of Ade o or ,1cros$, 01' round, sou1)Jeru Africa. by ::a 

rou te rcJa<ivcly immune lo po l!ticat ha1.ards. There a ,·e, however. one or 1\\0 
possib !e pol itical haza rds to be surmounted fi.rst The islands arc insignificant 
bits of s:md or coral and bare ly inhab ited; s till Aldabra is adm inistered from 
(be Seycllellcs :im.J Diego Garcia from Ma uritius . and eac h would uccd to be 
de1ached by, pn::surr.ab:y, an Order in Cou 11cil aod admioistercd fron 
London, to ma.kc the inve.shne ,u of puttiog runways and other installa tioas 
oo them seem a reasonable bet. 
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Lo ndon. 23.55 April 5. ( J 965) The Gover11mcut was asked ·in lhe House 
or Commons today wh.at approaches had been made to the Government of 
MAURITIUS rcg,1rding cet1ain facilities for an Aoglo-Uniicd Smles bosc 
io the Indian Ocean. 

Mrs Eircnc \Vhitc, Coloninl Undcr.SccreUlry, replied that the Premier 
Of MA URIT IUS (Dr S. Ramgoolt11n) was consullecl in July IDSI nboul the 
joinl survey o( pO&..~ible Siles for certain Umit.;d facilities that wM then about 
10 begin. 

Sllc added: "In November. the Cou11cil l)r Ministers. who lwd beco kept 
informed. were rold lhal the rcsull'l of the sul'wy were still being examined 
and clmt the Prc111icr would be consulted again before an announcement was 
made in London or in Washioston." 

MA URITIUS. au island in 1he lud ian Oocan, w-os ceded 10 Britain by 
Fruocc in I 814. 
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(Al'PENO LX 'A l O') 

THE WASUJN l~l'ON POST 

Sunday, May 9, 1965 

ENGLAND, U.S. l'LA l'f BASES IN IN0IA N OCCAN 

by Hobert l!astabrook 
Was1,i,,g1011 Post Foreign Service 

Lorn.Jou. May S. Plans [or deve loping a ser ies of joint Anglo•Ameria m 
milil:u y facilities on largely uninbt1bited isl;-iods in the Indian Ocean have 
receh·ed preJiminas:y approval by Britaiu's L lbor Government 

The inith,I outl ay for acqumng necessary real estate in remote isluud 
cfopeud encies of 1he .British Colon ies of Maurit ius and the Scychtllcs his 
been C$timatcd at $28 million. 

Thls would include the cost of buying out and moving the rew ind igenous 
inhn bilants . 

Discussions have beeu under way for a year about a chain o( corun1u11i4 

catioos and staging sites, i-cia lively invulnerab le to anticoloo lal :igitation, to 
assist peacekeepin,; operations in South a.nd Southcast Asja as well as Afr;:a 
i( necessa ry. 

Ju January the United States J'elayed a list of six to e ight recomrneaded 
locations based upor. a survey rn::ide by au American (cam aboard a Brilisb 
ship Jast summer. 

Navy Seeks Silo 
F irs t on the ru·ioi: ity fo,t i.s D iego G(l.rcin , n Mauriti us dependenc y in tbc 

Cb<1gos Archipelago IOOO mile-; sooth-west of Ceylon. Punds (ITC already 
assured for ;_\ Navy co11rn1unica1ions relay sta tion cm Diego Garcia. The 
American rcquesl, however. is that the entire Chagos Archipelago be acqu irtd, 

Before phms can be c-arried rurthcr . Britaio most approach local o.ulb<>-
rilies in Maurilius .aod the Seychelles in order to lraasrcr aclministra.Live 
responsibi lity to Lo,tdon for the Chagos aud other (araw1iy dependencies. 

Some urgeocy atlac;hcs to this slcp because coostitutiooal t..'llks lookin.g 
to J)()sSible early independence for Maucitius nrc sched uled for lhis fall, and 
it will be nec.:ssary to comp lete tlte Lransfer be[orchaud . 
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Any (C:tl"$ that the Bri1ish Labour Gova-nmcnt migh1 not be eothusiistic 
3boul lhc Indian Oa::ao scheme have been dcl!Jycd by the co.thusiasm with 
which new ministers have token up th e idc1. It dovetails with the "'Eas t of 
Suet" defence (:OoccpL of Prime Mini ster Wilso n. 

Foreign Secretary Michoel Stewart Dcfeuci:: Secretary Denis Henley aud 
Novy Mini.ltcr Christopher Mnyhcw ore part cularly impr=<I with the poss~ 
bilitic.s. The government is under heavy 1>rasun:. however. to economise oo 
military CJpeodilUl°"e$. 

No precise arrn ugemenl has been mat.le ror sharing the initial 00s1. but 
Brilain reportedly expects lh c United Stutes Lo bear Uie larger portion. How 
much Brito in can devote to development or the actual military facUities will 
be dctcnnincd in part by a brood defence rc1icw now under ,v-..1y. 

lnadcqut1fc Wate r 

Such development rnny be rcfotive1y expensive in so01c iush111ces: because 
some o( the islands lack ndcquace wotcr or nfc surrounded by cora l. But 
whatever the eventual American share ,. nrnoy diplomats as wclJ a.s military 
men coniidcr die cost ~11 warrontcd because: the opporlunity to obtain such 
scx:ure a:itcs may oever recur. 

ln addition co the Chagos Archipelago, other sites llnder considcrurfoo 
include the Aldabr a i.slands , a clcpcndeucy of the Seychelles 300 miles norlh
,vcst of l\'ladagascar. where Britain wan ts un a ir field; the Farq uhar Islands. 
:.11$o a Sc}chelles dependency ISO miles nor th-east o( Madagascar~ the Agalega 
ulandJ, o Mauritius dependency 500 miles north-east ol Mod'S"sc:ir, ood the 
Austr111i3n-owned Cocos Islands 500 miles SOJth of Sumatra. 

Amcricon officials c111phnsizc that the llldinn ocean facilities would be 
primarily logistical and would not be inteodaJ us full-..scale bases with garri
sons. They could neverlheh!ss be used for servicing or staging convcncional 
a ir • sea and ground forces. 

lo response to a recent question in Parliamen t. Wilson deu ied 1ha1 any 
subrnnrinc basis are co111empla1cd in the area. fycn though lhc 1J1dian Ocean 
fucililics would noL be large, however. their presence would be potential 
reassurance to governm ents 1ha t migh t be i111imidated by Chinese nuclear 
wear.>0n.s. 
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Aflhough no one likes to Lalk." about abando oment o( me big llri tish 
Dase a l Aden, some phm oers are Chiuk.ing about an alternative. Tlte•official 
position is tbal the question of the ruturi: of t..hc Aden base wiU' bc negotiated 
whea tl1e Federa1ion of South Arabia becomes indepeudco t iu 1968; 

Present thinking is· Lhal e ither Br itain or the Uhitcd States· woul d'assume 
inclh•idual responsibility for the operation of each particular site, but that 
all such fodl itfos would be uvaiJablc for use by both cou ntries. 

No. l1om1al. Request 

No formal request (br transfer of the dCpcnd Cucies ha.:r ret been ruadC 
to the governments of Maul'ilius 01_• the Seychelles. allhoug.l1 oHicials were 
advised of lhc military survey. 

Similarly IJ1c Auslralian government bas nol yet been. approncLLed for 
facilities in 1he Co<:os lsh.mds. but no difficuJty js an.ticipatcd in vie:w of 
the e.:<.teu.slve Austra.lian coo peoHiou with .Orjtai11 and. the United. States. 

Ju lhc case of Mauritius lhe situatio11 becomes dclicatc l>cctHtSC of 
iuternnJ political cli~agreemeot over whelher the: 720 square mile aerritocy.. 
with a population of 700,000 shoul d opt fo,: full independence or some 
Je..sscr. srntus in 1he Commonwealth .... 

TCans(er of lhe dcpenc1encie.~ could become a bone of contcoti,:,n~ 
nlthough some Maurit inos be lieve tha t dte milil::iry: facil ities would benefit 
the are.,. 

Ac tually lhe far-l'emoved dependencies .:ire ~tachtd to Mauritius only 
for conve nience of :idministrali o n, The tot~I populatfor1 or an : suclt leg;er 
dependencies is· under 2000. 

With the Scycbcllos lhcrc is lc5" of a problem because cite 45:000 pe0ple 
::ire uo~ so Fai: advanced 1owards independence. T his colony (where Atch• 
bisJiOJ~ Makarios of C)'prus spent a 12criod it1· i:x.ili;-Juriog the inid• 1950s} 
lacl<S" air connections: 

Otlicials here suggest lhat agreement to buil<l an airporL as an . aid to 
cormnuoicalions and tourism might case lhc transrer of 1be dependencies. 
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The jdea cf Amedc-an ,planners has been wherever possi ble to buy out 
i_mJigeuous i1ib.fbilanls O( (he islau<ls sciloctcd for military use anti move 
lhem elsewhere. Brilish u r :American ·niltiJmJls would then be brought in 
to s taff Lhc facilities. 

lo the case of Diego G.:1rdn it woukl be nece~a. ry LO purchase one 
fore ign-owned cocoaut plaoratl on . Tr:ms(c:r of the 664 residents of the Cocos 
Islan ds is not con templa led , however, Cocos already lu'l$ n civil airport that 
is a stop on lhc route between South Afri1.-a and Austral ia. 

Perhaps because of co.,;1., British authorities .have regaTdcd tbe rnrnsfer 
of po pulation as less 'important Altho ugh they acknow!edge that miJit..'\ry 
facilit ies on the lndjao Ocean is lands mi~ht s timulate new "colon ialism" 
propag,auda charges, they be lieve lha t ii pro bab ly would ·1,e poss iole ·to 
ope tate tbcm wiU, the local prod ucLion temain.ing:. 
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Les U.S .A . proposcnl Hs 135 m 1•011r milit:n iser 11:!S dC1H:ndnnces 
de Maurice c.f des Seyd1elles 

Les E tats Unis son t fin prt!-ts pour l'iustallalion de bases rnilitaires <bas 
Jes dCpen<lances de l'Ue Maurice et les Seychelles. Des fonds om cJCji1 Cte 
vole$ pou, une station de telatS tCtegrnplt iqoes dcstioCc a la lnilrine. La 
st ation scrai t sjtuee a Diego Ga rcia. Ucs e;\pcrrs so1u arriv~s U une estima• 
t ion prCCise : Rs l35 millioas. pou r le co\lt initial de !'acquisition des 1erre.~ 
u6cessaires e t le dep laceme11t (avec dCdommagcmcut) des habitants de c~ 
te('t'~. Its sont au 1ombre de 2000. 

Toute[ois. Jes Etars Unis oe pcuvenL a.Her de l'av ant. II fauL d'a tx>rd 
ob tenir des gouvcrr.cmc nts maur icien et seychellois le transfcrt du contrt>le 
admin islrntlf des tcrritoircs convoi lCS au go uvernc mcnl de Lo11dl'es. DallS Jes 
milieux am6r icains o.n poussc I.I la rouc pour que le tmLtsfcrt ait lieu avant 
la c.."OnfCrcn<.-e constitulionnelte de scptembre prochain . 

Loudrcs d'accord 

Le gouven)e rlu:HL travt1i11is1e l>ritilnn ique a dmrne son aocort.l prelimi• 
naire au pt'ojet de Cl'6atiou d'une c haine d'insla llat ions rnilitail'es an3lo
amC.ricaines dans des iles de l'ocean l udie1L Ces t Robert H. 13slabrook du 
Washington Pos1 P"oreig1L Scl'vice qui l'a amon e r0Cen1roeot. 

II dCCJare par aillcurs que le nouveau gouvernement a acceptC ceue 
idCC :wee en thousi::i;me cl quc Mich::.cl Stewar t (Affaires Etrangeres), Denis 
Healey (De fe nce) et Chris1opheT l\fayhew (Marine) ont ttC imprcssionnes par 
les pers pect ives du plan . 11 precise que . le gouvernemcnt britannique, sous 
la prcss ion de diffi;;ullCS eC'onomiques, voudrait economiser sur le budget 
mil itairc et t-i'auenJ a cc quc lcs U.S.A. financent en gram .le pnrt ic le prcjet. 

Un cliaJJelct de s1:itious 

I. L~t p~m iCre priorilC mililaire est Diego Ga rcia. dlpendance mauri• 
ciennc de l'a rch ipcl dts Chagos il J .000 milles ou sud-ouesl de Ceylan. Mais 
les cOnscillers U.S. voudroient quc l'orcJ~ipcl coticr soil acquis . Les autres 
possibilite.s son t: 2. les lies Aldabra, dependa nccs des Seychelles. i, 300 mill"' 
au nord-oues 1 de Madagascar, 011 la G rande Brctagnc voudra il crt'!er un sC.ro• 
drome. 3. les iles Farquh:11', dCpendn.nces des S-.!ychclles. a I SO inilles .tu nor<l• 
est de Mada g.1scar, 4. Jes iles Aga lega (Mau rice) a 500 milles au nord -est de 
Madagascar et 5. les tlc..4: Cocos. pos.~e.1.;~foo :UJstrnlienne a 500 milJcs ao sud 
de SumatrJ. 
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La menace chinoise 

Robert Eastab rook rap[')Otte que les bases ne sera ient pas dottes de 
ga11\is.oos mais servira ient :111 transit et ~•u dCploicmcot des forces de l'air . de 
mcr c:1 de ,err<:. MCmc des installations de dcuxieme OJ'dre ser.1icnc une 
guro ntie t:'ln,giblo de protection p()-ut lec; poyo qui p ou rro ii:ut. tilre intimidCS: 
par Ja (orce nuclCaire chinoisc .. 

Aden abandoune en 1968 

Persc r.me ue parlc ouvcrtcmen t de l'aba ndco de b gtosse b.ise brit:m
nique a Ade n ma is cer tains conse illers en slategie pe11.sent it o ne alternative. 
Ce n'csl (fu'ca 1968. lorsquc la federation de !'Arabie du Sud devien dra indc
pcndante, quc l'Ang !cterrc nCgociera l'aveuir de la base d'Aden . 

La t::ictiquc ::amCric.:iioc 

A en jug.er pi:lc cc que ·rapl>orte ce C0L'fespo11danf am6ricain. la lactiC]i~c 
aruCficaine c,011sisle a minimiser fa na lure. des liens eo trc Maur ice et scs 
dCi;cod~nces. Ai~si! ii esL allC~uC <Jue ccs iks dCpcuplee's n~· ~J) r~eu~erit .. ricp: 
Les U.S.A. ont cv1dcmment Jnteret a sous-c:.stimcr In vaJc~r. de fl,~ •:(;l~_pe1!: 
dances. 

' . 

La procedure ()rCconisCe p<1r les "ccrvcaux" atn6iicnius ist 'd•acheter 1es 
droits des habitan ts d'iles choisies pou1· leu: v-aleur milibirc et les transtCrer 
ailJeurs pour faire du rcpcuplcment aoglo-saxon. · 

! : !, 

Une base eo dcu," temps ,; · ,_;,: ' 

.Par ailleurs. de source brita nniq ue. o n cro it savoir que M . Rob er t Mc 
Namara . SecrCtaire d 'Et;.lt amCricain a la defe nse . e..•a tomM d'aocord pou r 
commencer lo co nstructjoo des inst.1lhui oci.1 it Diego. Ccllc•ci , d'abotd unc 
s tation de co mmunica tions amCric=iioe. poi:rra it dcvcnir eveotuclleroeot une 
base d'arrie,·e-garde aoglo-amCricainc. si la t-asc d' Aden est perduc. 

L"Exprcss- J June 1.965. 
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Un g-ros morceao ?1 l:1 c(m(i rtnc t du CommouweaJfh: le dilemm.c des b!ucs . 

Wilson dCcidern~t-il sans Ramgu ol:u.o? 

La question de l'iostal hHion de bases dans l'Oceao Judien (b Diego 
Garcia now.tr11llentJ tera so-ulcvee a la conference des l'remiers miuistres <10 
Commonwealth qui se reunit actucllcmcnt. 

L'in.stullatioo d'.rne base mi1itaiJc dans uac de nos dCpcoJaJ)tes touche 
de prCs nolrc pnys. •Jr. Sir Scewoosagur Ramgoolam. Premic-r, u'assist.e pas 
a la con[Crcnce des Premiers 11t in isl 1'CS du CoLUmonwealt.h. L'jJc. Mautice. 
colonic, n'a r as <'it6 invi16e par le gouverocmenl britaaniquc. 

Tou tefois. nous pensons quc Sir Seewoosagur ou .ul\ deJ~guO avert i de 
nvlrc gouveme11lCnt conwne M. Mauf'ice Paturau d£.vrn it. pour uac (ois, €tre 
tt Londres a.flu de pcuvoir d iscuter a l'fcheio11 indi\'iduel de celle imporlante 
question a vce les rt prCseninJJls des gouvernemeut.-. du Commonwealth qui 
partiCipent a 1a ooortceoco. 

Nct re correspondant parliculier a Lond,-es ,·appol'te <laru une dtpCche 
en date du 17 j uin, date de l'oU\•en ure de la confereoce des PrcmiersMinistres 
du ·Common wealth : 

"La Ctande Bl'etagne disc:utern avec ses parten.aires du Comm:ln• 
wealth de la possibilitC de l'instaUation de bases militairc:s daus lcs 
i:Jes de i'Oce-an ludieo". 

11 pour.suit et dit quc fa prc~c ' brilaunique de dimnocJ1c dernie.l" a iait 
r.nent io11 de cot1suJ1.a:ions que M. JiaeoJd Wilsol) .. Premier" Minislre britauiquc, 
a eues ce jour•la avec ses senior ministers l Chequers. pour prl:parer Ja vofo. 

".Fol" straight ta lk.i11g la1et this week to Prime Miuisters Coufcrco.ce 
on Bcitain defence dilemma". 

Ln Cra11de Bretagne demandcra a 11/\us trnlie et a la NouveHc-Zcla:idc 
de. J'aider dans sa tflche de defendre le moude fibre. c.es deu.x p~1ys oot 
in lCrCt a la dC(e11sc de l'Extri:me Orient et de J'Asic en raison tic IA menace 
nuclCairc chi.noise. 

Les poh11s sui\~<1ols scrool soolevCS ::ivec Jes mc.mbrcs c1ui participctont 
a ht coofercoce du Cornmouwealtb et qul out Cte mis eo avaot pat' .IYI. Denjs 
Healey, mioistre de la De{eosc de Grande Bretagne. 

(I) La defonse du Sud Est asiatique e t de l'fode peut etre assuree P"' 
une focce mobi!e dCpcudant d'avions de transport ou par une chaine de bases 
n tilitaires dans l'Occau Indtcn. Les bases sont-e-lles moins .chercs-ct meilleu1es? 
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(ii) · tin. avion de tran spor t coll te £ 60, ,nillions : et uu invest issement de 
£ 25 millions est oCc·essai,·e tous lc.s 5 ans, pour lui permcttrc d'6tl'e 
opern1ionnel. 

(iii) Pour les bases mili<air es cJaus lcs ilcs, Jes av ions F 111 seraicnt 
cho i.;i.:i. 

(iv) Le nocnbrc de so:d a ts 116':essaircs pour mainten ir un~ base . 

Noire concspo nd3nt paoiculier pfCcise qu 'uae des foq11i6tudes exprimCes 
par Ja presse bri 1auJ1iq uc est la suiva o1e: 

"Can Is land bases in fndian Ocean co•·er the o il rkh Sheikdoms of 
the Pe rsh1n Gulf and ena ble Bri tain to close 1hc costly and 
politically difficult base at' Aden: 

JI faul <outcfois: p£'Cciscr:-ici' que la queslio11· militairc;sen1· traitCe. .•:as1 a 
side line issue" a vec les minfatrcs du Commonwea lth. 

' : • . -! ' - t , , ! ::i•q!, i . 
Le progr~ des territoii:cs bri tno iqucs v~rs J'iodCpeodance c.t~leu(;ac;fmis, 

s ion dans le Commonwealth est un des sujets qui sera discute au ' ~ciu~~ de 
la 14e reu11io11 des chefs de go uvemc mcu ts d u Commo u\veaJth, 9ui a coml 
mence ~ La ndres avant- hier (jcudj J7· juin 1965). 1

" ~:,; .:,; i:i·,• . .J·; .:.-...[ •. 
' ·' i"•' ::y·~~'J \,.l :::·'.U)';) 

Cette q uestion atnsi que certaiues au1rcs soo t ioscrites sur J'ag~nda . 
Clles furent toutcs acceptCCs par les reprC.Sentanls des 2P ptlys·menibr.:S;•ttprCS 
q!' 'ils oicnt·cte reyus I"'' le Pre mier mioistrc br ilauique, /YI.. Hato ld Wilson. 

Les au lres sujcts a l'ord re d u jo ur cons istent en une revue dC·la situ:i.tion 
politiqu c e t Cconomiquc d:i.ns le monde et Ja c,e a Hon du sec retaria t au 
Commonweal th. La q ucstfou de !'immigration sera aussi soulevee. 

l..'faprcss - 19 June l9GS. 
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(A l'r l!.NDlX 'A U') 

BASE llRIT ANNl QUle: OANS L'A ll CIIIPBL DES OIACOS 

Lo Cr ,mdc Hreh1g11c l"blt rttr11ncher les Chagos 

de l' admini ;tratiou de M:rnrire 

0111,ositiou de Sh Se.ewoosagur ll:amgoolan _, qui p.-opoJe unc: lot:2tion 

La deler.se i, l'Es l d'Adeo 

Pour ccux l'.Jui out suivi de pres l'Cvolu1ion de Ja situntioo politiquc et 

miliuiirc en Am bic du Sud. l:1 d6::laralion foitc it La ndres ptir Je Secl'tlni rc 

d'l11at al.IA colonie:s, M. Anthony Greenwood, onnoo~nl quc l'A.r.abic du SJd 

doit tire iudepcodortc ovanl I• fin de 1966. n'a pas ete unc surp rise. 

La pressc brilnnnique a vait fnit etat de l'~volution de ccLtc situation. Un 

journa l britaon ique, l'E CONOMI ST. avoit mfmo cooclu quc, pour pouv~ir 

contcoir Ja Chine ea pro(oodcur a l'Es t d'Adco. la me1ropole pourrait &.re 

amcrn!c ~ porter wn choix 3ur .. unc iie de l'Occan lndicn". 

Nous sommcs c1 mesure d'ounoncc:r. :1ujourd'bui. quc cc projet brit:uuli

quc :, J>t:i.s corps . 

Le gouverncmc ut de Maurice a Cte rnis en presence, lout recemmcnt, 

d'un e propos ition formelle de Lond res 3 cc sujct. 

Ccltc propositiru est la suivaute: 

Lu mCtropote alrc de faire acquisition de l'Arc hipel des Chagos pour 

y Ctr.ibl ir des bases. aCrienues. Nos dCpendanccs <lcvieudr nicnt ainsi uoe zone 

d'allcrrissag c. 

Une condition unportant e est a ua cbCC rt cclle propOSitiou: l'iJc Maurice 

acccptera it q ue l'Archipel des Chngos soit relmnche de s.a d~peodancc. 

Londrcs a otren de dtplaccr i .es fl:iis lcs hab i1anb de = iles-11ois 

cent• ou quatrc cent• families-pour lcs rcplaccr, en lcs dhlommagcoo~ ~ 

Ag:i lcga . 

Le gouvememcot bri lanniqu.e n ·a encore pr*u tC aucuu pri.t fenne de 

dcdommagemem au gouvemcmcnc maurrcicn. On en ignore le mootant c.uct . 
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APPENDIX 'A, 13'-i,o);,,;,i;~ . 

.llamgoolam: t,--as de retra.ucbem~nt 

A ces propositions, Sir Seewoosagur RJ.mgoolam a objectc que l'archipel 
des Chagos soit rclrancbe de Ja depcodance de Maurice. Le Premier. Ie..der 
d lJ Pani Travai!Hstc, veut plutOI d'un bail . condition qui. a ses ycux. vicndr.ait 
gm!:~i.r It"$ .rt;";v1.,•uus de . Maurice . 

A ccne objection de Sir Seewoosagur. Loudrcs opposerait, croyons-oous 
savoir. u.nc objection de taille plcine d'e nseigoement; non retranche de la 
dCpendauce de Maurice, l'iHchipcl des Chagos. devenu base atricnne bri· 
Ulrutiquc. conHoueraiL ii dl!pendre des aleas d'un gouvemcment mauricien. 

Ln mE!trop0lc pOurrait done 8trc bien16t place:e devan1 une allcroative 
fort embarrns.saote pour cl lc : (a,) ou bien irr.poscr sa dCc-ision en la dCgoisanr. 
comme ii convicnt eo. pareille circonstance. d'une procedure ad hoe: {b) ou 
bie.n ceder a !'objection de Sir Scewoosagur et reviser toote la question. 

Sir Sccwoosag\ir se trouve, de oe fair~ dans une situa tioo c1e. II est pcu 
probable qu'iJ pujsse abandonner ainsi des ddpenda11ces rnauriciennes et ses 
objections. ii taut l'en fCliciter, soot.. cctte fois, cellcs d'un esprit avisC donL 
la circorupect ion est pleine de sagesse. Aucun Mauricien o,e pourrai t Jui 
doo.oer ton en la conjoacture. 

Le Mauricie.i,-17 July 1965. 
J.tliJZ/6/83-340 
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Letter from J. N. Allan of the British High Commission in Port Louis to P. Hunt of the East 
African Department, FCO 31/3834 (17 June 1983)
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Letter from P. Hunt of the East African Department to J. N. Allan of the British High 
Commission in Port Louis, FCO 31/3834 (14 July 1983)
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RESTRICT!ill 

Foreign and Commonw ea lth Office 
London SW1 A 2AH 

,l !~ ,\ 11 an I:i:;q CBE 

l'OHT LC"•U IS 

TelephMa 01- 233 

D..at1 

J_°rf, ow,{j _ _ l 

I ' : . I\ , f 

I: J:JL 1583 

14 ,Tu ly 1983 

1¥ b:; t-H" 

Li.)~ ''.D.,......i'{ 
~ t,~ 

PA-
Du u • .r ~ , ,fft 1s1, 

'll I rrr ro m!TTT EF. REPORT ON TllE f'.XCTSIO ~ TUE CUAGOS ARCIU PF.LAGO 

TI1Pnk ro u fo r yo ur letter OGS/J or l ~ rnclos i ng a copy or the 
s ,,1,•o t C'orrm1 tt e P. R('lpnrt ood a no 1,. o r yol);r mnetlnp: wit h the Minister 
r,r t'Yr , , rn a l Af fai rs. 

2. 11'1• t h i nk tho t yn,1 "'tru.-k .111~t UH• riA' h t note wit h Cinyan and 
ro1r•kN1 nut nll th <' points which llTP objeCt i ena .h1o to us . Our view 
h"r•• lt- t hn t th c- n,,pnrt h; 1,euso nnbly well wri tton and well argued , 
n1 J,,a·,t until pn r:irra 1>h 52F. wit h tts ra11wr hluot nn<l f'tnotl ,o nnl 
<11 l• 1'111.lon o f hl rt('kffll\!l. WI' would wish howPVCt' to . pu t i n a formal 
::"11 li•, t i nJ: o ur principal ObJect'l.ons . \'lo arr puttini:: a /Jra ft to our 
t, ~b l Jd v lRPr s an d hapv t o 1~t you havn it ~hartly, 

3, \\',, l oo k fo rwar d to hC'a1·ing whn,t Rort of impact t he Heport makes 
llwflllY u·he n it is c1roulnted. 

f e.he..-• . 

P L Tlunt 
tast African Dep;:n·t11en t 

or ...,-, , ,.._,t-, 
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l:S.ISU.tus:r .• ,;,-,,._._ ..... ~ ... , • .-•. ·x.-,H',f-,f.-i.~;.;;":':..;.: J { \J\ b) ....... ~._.• ... 'M". • •,. •Ol °)"'• •• • ~• " '• .,J 

-. . _·.-:. _;:)}:~-~---/;_-:;-;i{;it~~-,;:: ;:·:/ . . ~ 
DETACHMENT OF .IB:E CRA:GOS ARCHIPELAGO:. NEGOTIATIONS WITH THE . m.um:fi.A.Ns '(1_9~65)' .:....~-:.,,t~:c'i --z.s:.$•>~,h.tj:~.f .. :t~1;:_:1<.:-·a~·1:~ ,,, ,., __ ; :.:.-· 

.· -; .. ·-; ,_. -= - .:~:.: ::;•:;·:r:_i:};~'.t~it~J?~! -r~~~ltt--= .. \_~:--·::·./: \_. Negotiations in· ·:tvrauritius· q ' · ·- -.i>~~thi\~~--~~ *--·tr-.;'::--·•,.: ,:·, ;, . 
. -. ,;·, .... -.,.-~ .i.~.- ~ ,.2~.; .-.:i,y1:--,!!.~~: ,';._ -:-~«-~-~iiijrt1i~W'· ,:;,•.,;,•;!:;_,i ~ :-,-, :· J.. :. · A joint AngJ.o:..us: survey of a ntimber ·of tr.ndian Ocean ' is1ands with a view to their suitability' for defen.ce --b.ee was carried out from June to .August J.964. ·'':?The·.pieme:i:(:'of ~uritius," :Dr ~,eewoosagti _Ramgool.a.m, and the Executive ·cotmcil ··'of -Seychell~s, ":~ere consulted .first, and raised no objection.:~.An:··1::!,pproa:oh')tas al.so made ·to .,.._ Dr Bamgoo1am about the possibill:ty ·,~ -deta.ching·l;he ·Clha.gos· .. _' :\·ArohipeJ.ago from Ma.uritius,. ' ba..t: ;his reaotion~to ':this was gua.rdeda 

• , • 1 ~-/'t .. r•~,·. _t--r:I -~(·~·:. ;;:.~;-t•~,;.-i~·~lf.•'.'~~-W.t:tcr:tl !?TI,('_ ·tf.;1.~•.: ·2. ~--The. G';;°v~b;i;. ·oi Ma~itius ::was· izistriioted :·qn·'i9 ·:ru1y· 1965 · .. : (CO Secret and personal. teJ.egram)11mb ·er ,l:98) -_-f;o open discussions . with Mauritius Ministers on the '•a·etaoliiiient' :o:f _gbagos · and on~~-- · · ·. 00 ~~e~~~~;;n/;~~;~}"ft~;'.}·\:··;t:;r _ . __ . it{ilL/1/{:;f. :i;~~-:,· -
• . • •11In putting the matter · to your -;.unofi'io ·s_·you shoµl.d indicat that as regards Diego Garcia there--:as a:':firm requirement :(_or the · establishment _o-:f a Communications .Stati9n oiand .supporting facili t:i.e incJ.uding an airstrip. · -As regards - the =-remainder of the is1ands (ino1. the remainde:1" o:f the ChagoiC!rciu.peJ.ago) you should .. indicate that the requirement :f'.or .these is ·m · the nature o-:f· an insurance for the future, that no":fi.rm ··p1a.ns :·ex1st :for earl.y "f• .. de:fence developments on them ~t . ,that it .is possib1e that ~ · a:nd/or naval. faci1ities. may be r.equired in _future years.... " • • • • ~:,_•;•, :.•:.~-~:;:;~~~t~~-t~: d•:• He was :further .1.nSt~cted that: · .-e .stQ.:?"~l;.~"!f~;: .?-i'~;i7,t~\;;·:' · ·,. · . .. : ~-·. · .··. _- ··-•-.~i.~t ~t:~2..t, ... !'31:e,~:t,..~.J;~J--·l·::· .. · ;;:·. ·, =,. "You should exp1ain that it'. would: b.e'•iii:terid.ed that the isJ.and in question should be constitiitional.ly sep~ted from-.Mauritius and Seychelles and established, ·by- Order in Oomicil as a separate British Adrnini stration. ~·The Americans vou1d ~ot. be :prepared to go ahead on any other basis. --~ suggestion of -the is1a.nds required being made availab1e on the basis o-:f either 1eases or defence agreements with Mauritius or Seychelles· must •·•j;herefore be ruJ.ed 

out.••· .. ·: .. · -· ->l' :; ,) · ·;··:-::.~ :·{1~!;ff!1~1~~;~!;/:.t :\;_/ ... ). _.~-
3. On 23 JuJ.y the Governor informed Miliisters of what was ·_ ·."' proposed and found that whilst not ·ill-disposed to the idea of a defence facility in Chagos .they asked - for .time to consider. the idea further. Both Ra.mgooJ.em {Labour Party) .. and _ Gaetan Duval :: .. . ( of tile J?art i Han.ricien So e:1al. Democ~at : - : :E:MSD) .expressed dislike of detachment and tpe Governor , commented tµat it was clear tbs:t any attempt to detach without agreement . wonl.d evoke strong protest Raingoolam raised the question of mineral. or .other rights that · mi.ght arise in the future and referred to the reversion of the isJ.ands to Mauritius if their use for defence ·purposes was ' , ,.' . : abandoned. Ministers al.so mentioned the possibility of an • ... ,.:·:· increased US sugar quota for Mauritius btlt were toJ.d that this would raise difficult probJ.ems, :"and ·that EM3-would favour the payment of 1ump sum compensation.: ':.!. rf;~.;J.;1;:--~i='-O:'~- · :: ; .. '"::.- ·. · 

·. :_:~i~;\iri~~::r:-i~t.1J·/ -·::_·_ 
.. . ... ·: /4. 

- ..... ,-~ . 
·IDiom. · .. 

393 
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0 '_:·}/_;:}/it"\·:·.=·: .. _· .. 
4 A week 1ater, the ·counciI:·:o:e'.ru.ni·ste:ra, ' :with Ra.nigoo1am. 
speaking :for the Ministers as' ~,:wh:o1e;.:tga,te the _Gove=:,nor :their 
response: they were sym_pa.thet~caIIy'.f!ispose!1, j;o pro~cling the 
Chagos .Archipelago f,or .Anglo4:!_S: ~~e·;·ana.:_-prepared to play their 
part in the defence of the Collljl.!)~wealth ~an~ Jhe free world. · . ·, · 
They would l.ike a:ny agreemen-! ·ov~r ... the ·.uae· ·.of Diego ·Garcia to 
provide also for the d~:fe:i,ce-'0'!:>.:f::Ma.uri~.i~s';?s4",r,'?-fi,.nisters ·objected . . 
however to detachment, ·•which_ ._woul.d:·.:.T:>e:--unacc~ptable · to public ::.~ · . ... 
opinion in Ma.uri tius. I\J!fhey ji.sked.. j;herefQre·cthat ·. cons:i..dera.tion 
might be given to ·how UK/US '.requ:lJ'.'.°emerit_s~~gb.t ·_be reco~ciled . -
With a long term lease, • eg f.o~·:;)9-yea.r_a·~~ll!h:ey · -~shell al.so ~ha~ .. 
provision · should be made :for".;sa.f.f:ignardi'ng"1m.neral. · rights to_: ::-·,t. '. 
Maurit:i..ua and ensuring pre r c-e for•_:Maur:i..tius ••1:f fishing or '.l. 
agricultural. rig'Q.ts were ever:: •. ::-: ,. .. eoro ogicaJ. and air · 
navigation facili ies s a so·· be ·assiu:eii -:to'·Ma.ur:i..tius~••·i . .A.s • 
regards compensation, ··they··~uggested .tha~· -~he ·united States.·. _i~'i..!~: ,;. 
might purchase annua.J.:cy from: ·_Ma.ur:i..ti.us'.:500;000 "j;o 400,000 tons · · · 
of sugar at th.e Co:mmonweal th .. )iegotiai;ed price• against. the -~ ·-:: . .:-:-, 
purchase by Mauritius from 1he:-united: mat'es 'o'f .. 75,000 tons of .r_ 
rice and 50,000 tons of wh.ea.t:_;~an:Americ-an':·market ·-for u:i;> to . 
20,000 tons of frozen tUllB.. would aiso ''•be' of ·.interest.-· •.tThe United 
States might also be helpful -.-about . ilnmigra.tion: ~:In· addition . 
there shouJ.d be a capital sum :towards developmeiit.·:,:-1They aJ.so 
hoped that some use might be made of Maur.l.. tius labour in .-.. 
constra.otion work. Ramgoolam suggested discussions with · 
representatives of the· British ~d- _Americaji- G_overnmenta either 
on the occasion of, or before, the Constitutional Con:ference to 
be held in London in September. ;Jt: ·:..ai~ · -~ -:---~,;·· :,:,; ... ·>:-

. . : •. · ::··::~ : :;· .i ~ . . ::,:- ,. · -·. :. :.~ · ~ _ ·.-~t;-~-~ ~(c:t,:~.:;,;·,; .:·-:2: ~~ • · 
5. Speaking on instru.ctiona,··th.e Go"/ernor··ezj;ilained to the 
Mau:ritian Ministers on 13 AutSU-st that the United States Government 
was firm that the isl.ands ohosen--for :the.development of defence 
facilities must be made ava.:i,la.ble directly:- by EEG and_ that a 
leasehold arrangement therefore woul.d not do: ' if on· reconsideratio 
Min:isters were prepared to accep~- detachment,;HNG: would do the:i..r 
utmost in negotiations 'With the US Govermnent to secure the 
various trade· and other benefi1.s· ·requested, ~·bu"j; ·Ministers were 
warned that chances of success were limited by the·:fact that some 
of their suggestions inv.ol.v:e!l di:f:fioult ;isS11es ·o:r domestic : ··· 
politics in the US ( eg the ··stigar ·quota· ="which ·was .. contro:U.ed by 
aongress). The Governor invited them to·d:i.scusa:()ther eJ.ements 
of compensation within th~ dire!)t power of RMG to gi:-ant. The 

··Ministers responded by renewing the-ir- caJ.l. :-for p.iscnssion in 
London between representat:i..ves of the Governments concerned, and 
both Bamgoolam ~d DuvaJ. said that they were sure that agreement 
cou1d be reached in ·--this way. · .- -. · · . ";"· .. ';. ·_ . . . · 

0 • .. .~, • • •l•-~,..~;)~,:•:.:~~--•/i•.•~i,J•;}~::~,~~t •~r,-•'-:, , •• , f ' , Negotiations 1n London -·, . · ,.,, ~~ -~,;-·, ,r...-1f,;.'l",.,, ~,.!',-,,._ ... ·' :•.•.. .• · 
'" .. ~-1.- • •• •• - _:- :_.:·_ .. ~; ':-tfi(;··=~-j{;J:..j:i'~¥~f i.;:-.1·:· f---~~-

6. The Defence and Overseas Policy d"ommittee (OPD) cons:i..dered 
the detachment of the ~gos isla.mls and also·a defence ag:i-eement 
with an independent Mauritius, ·:on 31 August 1965. : (Independence 
for Mauritius appears to have been the' constitutional. solution . 
at the fore:front of Ministerial. thinking- here,' al.though the final. 
decision between a referendum ··on independence and some form of 
spec:i..aJ. association with Brita:m:..•cl~ed. by the PM:lD- and for 

- . ·-·· . .... 
. , : :/ · /elections 

, ... -.:.:,:- ··-:- -. 

SEC~ . 



Annex 132

)}\} 
'.) 

· · · · .. ~~~!~Ifr~I~,I~~ 
elections :followed by .i'ul.l.· independence .~·claimed by the ,La.~ur ]?arty:- ~ested with :lfue Mauri._tius _Consµ ~:tio.p,al. Con;ference , due . to take · place in September. *J ;-The_ Dept1'ty'.;~~ereta.ry of . StE1.te. ;,'di:_,i,.j.,i,. for Defence, ·. support.~d by , the . Fqrei@:I;.. l;Jec;r.~.ta.ry, }µ- ..: Stewatj;, -~.\·t'" · • urged that nThe Agreeme1;1-t of Jtlie {Ma~tj.us ;...~s :te,r~ ._tC?. j;he -~.,.ii. , tran-s:fer shouJ.d be obtained 1_:f.;:possi:ble,_;;~1;.,in .,a.ny ·ev:~t :j;he~1tj ,_, decision to detach the i:s1ands ·sho'ill.d;:.:.,l;a.,.~~ak~n )Jt3~ore ,.jihe ,~~4 ·:-'··:, . of the Mauritius Constitu.tional: .·;Cl:l~t3;r~nce:; .1,:n .::~~sponse to the ··.·. request of Mauritius ~~ters ·.we _might~.~~o:gept _responsibility ... ::/·: · for the · external defence (?f ~uritiu;s .... t...::.4ih.e:re .. '.i{~. ~:j;rong i f ~%:,;;~.: objection to our similarly accepting· :ontinued .r~s:pol!l;Ji'l;>ility ;"' for ·-:interiial. security · after ~urit_i _. . "qarii.~_ip.!iepe_Il,Q.~~:t, -.sin.,~.~ .. · . this might embroil us with 'opposing :'raili~;gro:u,ps _;!:)n .. the .. Jsland.~~ · If agreement on the detachment- :of' _.:lµle.~gos ,grou:p cou1d ·not ;'J)e. :.~. obtained, we, should nevertheles ·s '"trarisfer .fhem ... to .~ir~_ct Uni:fi!:ld .. ;: •:. :Kingdom_ soverei~ty by O;t-d~r d.n. _Oounogf~ ~ )?-e po1op.i,al .Seer~~~, Ml' Greenwood, · said however .that- he .Jr_was.,:;,no;!Uin ·agrem!:lllt ,!'Ji:th :df'f:._. . .-. these pro:posals. The Mauritius .. cronsti.~tional. Oon:ferenc~ would ·· in any case be difficult. '\ When :th:e.p9minitj;~e ~?: 1.ast _di~cussed detaching the islands, ·-they. ha.d' agre~q;-~t jj;he . :pr~11osed .,t:t; · , .• ; ... • compensation should be increased. :and t}:J.~t.Jib.e· a.gt>ee!Ilent. cif the Mauritius Government was essential. ::~!)$etr~ste:t:"S }w1l1d be 'i!:ery disappointed at our not -agreeing :~to.:~~acept Jl .99 year J.ease and al.so i:f the United States did ncit. -:accept .~their · proposals on Bllgar. !rhe o:ffer to accept responsibility:;for ;\;p.eir .. ~xternal. . de-fence would be useful in n.egotiatio~~ :~ .. ffe.owev.er, --:our .acce:ptance of respons:i.bility for internal. d~f ·ence }!.~'\lldJ?.e. ;the .main issue. Minority guarantees would be a most. ,;importan.t_)part of ,:the -~! i i • Conference and could probab1y only be satisfa.ctor:i.'.cy: resolved by an assurance that we wou1d provide .forc~s f9r _.iJ;ternal security at the :request of the Maur:i.tius. Gove:t'DJ!Lent.¾t -itt 1east_,we . should therefore agree that a reg_uest from iihe _':_Ma.uri t:i:us G,ov~rnment ; . after independence :for assistance in interna:J.: .~ecm.ri ty would be sympathetical.ly considered. ·: .Mauritius Jtinisi;ers Jfou1d, ·:on this basis, :probably accept the d~tachment ~~f the '.1slands .but to · threaten to go ahead with this by· Ord_e:r.·_p.n ._Council regardJ,ess ·. of their agreement would undoubtedly ;wr.eck- ·the .Con:ference. ",,·-,~· •. Summing up the discussion, --the Prim.e Min:i;:Ster (.Mr _:Wilson) said "that at the forthcom.ing ·Co;n:f_~re:Q.ce .:w.~:i~sh~ ;U necessary agree to "consider sympatheticalfy _~·. :the proy.:j.sion_pf . United Kingdom forces for purposes o:f inte~aJ. secur:i..ty ,at .. the ·.:reg_uest o:f the ?:'!.~uri tius Govermnent after irid'.ependenoe ~:~_;,:.: ·A decision on whether or not we shou1d detach the islands in auestion by order . . . ' :. . -~'. -~:)[.?:~:~t!ti~f ~'.; .. --~-' ... ,_-, 'j~ . 

• "'·'• - .. !r ~ -f"'c· ,i:'f~, ··~fs"' · :1 ,.,,. -~. • ,,,_ • • * The main objects of the O~lrlere~c~ ·.ve;e ··aesc'.ribecf in •':iro •, . Guidance telno.401 as being: . -!1.to decide ~whether fu11 --~-'-- .· ,. inde:pendence or some form o:f' s:peciaI association with ·-;. ·. , . Britain should be ' the ultimate. goaL :.tow.a.rds which Mauritius shou1d move; to settie the timing· 'o:f ,;,t~e _transition to .this goal and to decide. ·what (i.:f any) prior ;population consuJ.ta:tion should be st:i..:pulated; and to semire ,'.;:.the maximum :possible measure o:f agreement beti'1een the Mauritian political. . pa:rties on: the provisions of the new Constitu..tio?).; 11-..1...:...: • .::..-: - ~."; 
:; :.-: ·.:_; ~.: . ... · •. ~: :~ -

... -::/· ~.-:;/$ff\ tt. :·· . .(-:!,.>:: :·.,,;_ :'·\ , .. 
. · .... -.':. : 
. ~ ~ . . 
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· · SE7;:z~~Jtii~r::i0 ·~-
in Council if the· agree~eni. o~: ~1iriti~si1~~si~r~ ~ouid not 
be obtained to tbia course 'need·'-no"lfloe"_j;aken"''a.t 'this 1:1tage, . ·_, ·,. ·. 
end until we· could see how the '.:f"orthcomng···u-oiii'ere:p.ce ''progressed •. 
It was, however, essential. .that.:our-position ~~ozi th~ detachment 
of the is1a.nds should il!!. no ·,r.ft,j.~e ••iir.e-j"udiced :during · its ··course 
and the Col.oniaJ. Secretary ~slioui.ct::'Bririg tll,e· ma.tt·er back to the . 
Comm:i.ttee :in good. time :for a_ ·afcisio1f .:t;cf be'-reached ·on." this· . 
issue bef'ore the Conference _re_l3.'~e<f. llllY~:"c·~na;liia~op._; 11 --.:~p,"ff_fi ., , ' •.·: 

··-···,.., -~l·H~·· ,-· ~ .. , .... ,-, '·:~ --~~·(l;.1,~-.,:_-~~'l,li!t,i.,r"._n"la.m.._~"",n_~~ --1J.:.--:.'\',!'j~ , , ._,: 
• _ •.• , ~ ...... .,_,., ,..,'-f> .. :,&....., .1 -· -'"~ • ........ ~\-••- .. .l,,~~~~~~:¥-r_;""~~~~'E'"":~\:;;~M t '1-'-.-..., • . ., : , :;_ 

7 •... ·.--Th~ Consti tutio~ c~nter"etibf look Jfii?ei:ih--:Iibndo~~f~µi.-·_ .. .-.~ ... --~ .. 
7 - 24 September 1965. ··':Com:pletely-!separa-(e• .. --sia.e~eetings · '· ·<ii',•-~: ; 
attended by the Co1onia1 Secret~..,. ,mid '"Mai:iZ'iti""an..,.'M:i..riisters and .'.. 
Party l.eaders deaJ.t with the Jiiies~~oii'"of. ~he~ _Chagos-:.Archi:pe1ago. · -· 
The records o:f the Constitution··con:ference·and~i;he·records of the 
meetings on Chagos both show :that- ff;herif .'.was ~ '.b'ob:fus:i.ori beween 
the issues discussed in the '.twciwf9:ra.,~an.d n;o~1!.carry--over• -ot ::_;_ _ __ _ 
subject matter - exce:pt inaSil!l1Ch-a:_s~ '-p'oesib1e"'~gJ_o:..Ma'lµ"itian . . ·. 
Defence Agreement was .m.entioned·=w ·coth. ·t~.:-· _{l-',.:,;0:.,.7;,· . · •,.· ·. 

. .,, . ' .•.. , ., ...• ~ · -:,:m~~•""' ' : ······· " ' ···· 
a~·--· .• ~:-tiie ·c~io-~~-s';c~~~:a5·~:illltim~~~ o:ra o-/:,~,~::/i3_;; on ·. 
:I~ond.ay 1:5th September with Bamgoolam.':(now."Sir··•,!:leewoosagur)._ 
reveaJ.ed, the Mauritians had come :to·:Loridon with'-::-tb.eir sights 
still :firmJ.y :fixed on a lease ·arrmigement :for· '(lllagos· and a < . 
trade agreement with the us.· ;.;-At -a··meeting'i:mmedia.tely afterwards 
attended aJ.so by Xoenig of 'l;he· iimn, ·-Moh.ammea. '(Committee of . Mu.slim 
Action - CAM), Bisaoond.oyal. (Ind911endent _;Forward :Bloc - IFB), and 
Paturau, an lndepend.en.t ... Einiste~ _,.. t~~.flo;t.9n~al. _J;lecreta:cy!i-free-sed 
.that the subject of their discussiomi :was quite separate from that 
of the Con:ference :proper. He :pointed:~ciit 'the· : ob;j actions 'to the 
terms proposed by the Mauritians·; ·· [i~-j;he-:ieas _e; ~creased sugar 
quota and immigration to the _us) ... ~d ,empha_~is_e~.;li~ link be~een 
the existence o:f defence facilit:ies in the Chagos islands built 
by the US but available :for ·joint .l!K-US ,-use~ and_ B;ri tain I s ability 
to gj.ve defence help to Mauritius ·.:".';,"Having/"'Ii.o'H'.ever, failed to 
shake Mauritian hopes of extr.acti;Jg"some·form·o:f continuing 
~dvantageous :financial deal wit~ ·the lm.er:i.can~_, ~ ~reemvood 
undertook to arra:nge :for them .to_ meet .WJ..th an a:ppropriate of:ficiaJ. 
at the US Embassy . in London. " At ·•the meet.mg;•:·which took !)l.ace : an 
Wednesday t 1 ?th ~ept ember, , ~. ~t.;-ong . .(-US .,)lm1:a?_sy _ Y~ister- · 
Economics, did bis best to· persuade the Ma.u.ritian Jlinisters 
that there was no chance o:f the. US :iricreas:i..ng Mauritius' sugar or 

-~gration q~otas~;, .. _ : _;: .:~\j:~·ii~i'!i~i~~~£~:i,~f·· ,;:._ 
9. The Co1oDial. Secretary . reported· t.o tha . OPD on Thursday 
6 t b that . ' --- · ,f.'•~··•· ·-•"'- ....... ... . 1 th Sep em er : , ·:.1·~,,·<Jr-,i,.,;~.,,, .-i~ i:'-,~t--n...;, • . , ,, · ,, · · 

• • ~- :: ••• ,.r • •.-:• ;;;~F,t'\.:.~-•;r;;tify;;;ir-•~~-~.~&~.:~ • :;; __ r.~ • •,• •• -
n he had discussed wi. th. the Mauritian leaders the .. . 

detachment o:f the islands in. the ··:Chagos · Ai'cpi:pelago. ··They -were 
disappointed that the United States·· Goverriinent. :was not :pre:pared 
to consider the lease of the i~lands or 't-q meet_ ~eir requests. 
over sugar purchases and emigration.· ,.:They "bad how:ever had · . -. 
discussions with the United States Embassy ·ana.· ·:_1;he J.atter had . 
agreed to consider their suggestions as_· regards trade. They had· 
aJ.so cliscussed with the CoJ.oniaJ. Develop _ment ·corj;ioration the· · 
possibility of a land settl.eme;i;_t; ~che~l?-•·-,,~_It ·had been previously 
envisaged that we might of:fer a marlmum o:f £; million as 

. . 

A 
/compensation 
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. . ;. :/f :,;.~t~{tJJ:{>i .. 
compensation :for the detachment ,o:f ,the _,is:L.~ds. Re had., made an in:itial off~r .. of .. £.1. millio~ ~a; .. ~~s "It¥, ,;.no:P 1>een paclly ' received. . ·. If it .woc.1.d help to _ secnµ-e :!'l,gree.!Jle.rrt;· we. might ·:-· · ' . consider making ·avai1a.b1e a ·turther :'..£1.;'·mi.llion ~to· finance .. :·;!" . development schem~s over .a i>.ei1,od)5l 'ye~s, ~f.WE; -~gb.J aJ.sc> · ,·:: ·,. \ cx:,nsider a provision that aft;~~ _ay, ~-.!;l,~,·;v;.~!ll"!:J:,~t.p.e isl.ands · · , l vould revert to Mauritius i:f' • i;hey _yer ·· ·cf·;t;pnger · required by- ,. 

1 .. the .United Kingdom '.·and UnitedJ,~~teffi.~ E:ffe.".i! .... 1md peelj _some.'': _ , , : . · _discussion a.bout a _· i::ontinuilig .. :Btj. t _~s!.1,.~,.., ,,_.~po~ _; 1Ji;J.i_ty ;;or: :.s:"':?:~--, ~i<---·: . .. internaJ. security; ·-but _ this):iad. .;peen tP::-th .~· .... 9,<~nterl ot_,~~re ·::-~·,_.-. constitutional. develo:pment rather tha.n~-o~ -the 'jietachm.ent 'o:f the --.,::-islands. ' - Of the W.O ~~-Ma~ti~ ~t'P~~Jrs" ~j?_~~;, :ta;vofo:eq. __ t.':f:~·\;;.~;/ ~; independence wbil~ - '!;he o:ttter .pr ,~_f'l:!r:r:~J!;e~J111:~~~ aSEJ(?c;a.t,ion. ~--:•~-,_.·_, _ with the United Kingdom. · ·,Both would want ·.,some assurance of ~~~ .; . continue~ British assistance ' in :~w.f~i~]~ ~~~e .rn~ ,i~~curi ty . _ _-~~~ . :· .. but it migb.t not be necessary :for us . . to ~go : oe;¥0Dd. an. agreement '-,~-.... to consult at the request of the Maurltiu~ ~Governi:nent •· ••• · --:· -_,-_ ... .-.,. There bad been no detailed disc_ussio11 ,~~,:j£.t ~,)>out .. a .d_efence .~•;}) agreement. · The Consti t1:ttiona_J:,:-Oon£~f.W~e:~ho,P.~ Jma: by ,;the -_.~ :'"'""~'-" middl.e of _the following weelf . -~ · .~ht~~.,.;.~ql;f~~' tha~ _·_by .. tl:len :: ..•. , · agreement on the .detachment fif ' ,th~ ~-fpl. _~df!:;f:_o~d _have . been ~ '-· ' · secured. : He had not pressed.. for an--.:unme'iliate decision both because this nti.gb.t pre .judi.ce 'a.gr:ife.Ill:ent .?,.~:~_e,,J:oru,it~j;ut _ional .. . .. issues and because the Mauri.ti:an 1ead.era were ·aware of the •.,. --' strength of their bargaining position ··anc1 undue pressure migb.t . only induce them _~~ put_up ,~heiz: .. i>.r~pe.::~--{-~i--tt <:; ··\:.:,_
0

' '. . . . . ~-- . . .. .... ~~ .t--:C-:--•"~,.,,,- ~~lr·· ·,~ -·~ - , ·~-~ ,.:. .. . },. In discussion it was pointed out that : an .-lllrgent and satisfac t ory decision for the detachment of the islands :was ~ecessary both in l:iMG•s own defence interests and :m oriter_;to maintain good po1itical and military relations with .the _US. --;·Summing up, the Prime Minister said that the Com:nittee :would wish to take note of · the Colonial Secretary's statement ·and :.:to .1express the hope : that agreement would be reached. urgently ,.-;,and in any case by the end of the Constitutional Conf ·erence · . ... -ilA· 'decision on 'Whether or not EMG shou1d detach the islands in ~ueation by Order in Council if the agreement o:f' Mauritius ~si:_ers could not ·be ~ obtained ~ho~d - ~till be_}e!~ .rred .:,.y;;1~~~ -1A~~\:.:~>~.-- :. , _,..-1·; '.Y:: · · • · · • • -~} .· ..... ~ ...:--a:,~·1_:r.,,@~4..1:,.~ ..... _i¥f~ _ff\·•.~! .. r ._ = r .: :-:. ;.}t.. :". __ . 10. Th~ next meeting bet.we~n, the Colonial ·secretary- and Mauritius Ministers on_ the . "'xciaion of· the ·isl.ands· ·took place on Monday 20th September. Oilce again,· Mr Greenwood emphasised his desire to keep the d.i,scu.ssion of the proposal. to ·establish defence f~c;:ilities i.n the Mauritius dependenciea :separate from . the -. Constitutional Con:f.'erence. At this point ~)ll :}'l'..inisters present {Ra.Illgool.am, Koenig, Mohamed, Bissoond.oyal. ~a.nd Patura.u) ~ere still. pushing for a. lease and some form of . . continu:ing aid from the · · .Americans. Indeed, Ra.mgoolam. told .the- .Co1on:ial Secr;etary :that "the sort of compensation .that had . been ··suggested was of no reaJ. 
,
interest to the Mauri.tius Gove:rmnent .. •.i;The United States was • _. spend.ing vast sllil!S of money elsei 'l'here .iir the world on .bases that were not secure. Admittedly . Diego Garcia .was not being · used at present; but ill future it m:ight be . of .great strategic significance. F1a.Uritius must obtain some .significant benefit from making i t . available. Re did not pretend to know the military significance of Diego Garcia but, in considering compensation for Mauritius, 

: _:.. __ -./:~ .'-::~.:. :_ .~· 
/the 
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. . . . . . . · :-<:>·:-zh~~;i~4-:.. _. . .. , ·-the scale on which the - United Stat~ has ' accepted expenditure on .. 
bases el.sew1:tere ·had to ~e b~~-e· _µi)?n,.d._~"-$$1 ~,~~~· : o.cc~sion ·;'. ; ._.· __ ;: .. ; ;: 
Ramgoolam did, ~however, adinit_ ,for.,tb,!! ;!~.2;,.:t,::une, :_in .an oblique <:· 
manner, of the possib;i.J.ity of_·.th.:_e_A!3t_a:cJiment .·o.t.Chagos, whilst . :;_ -:. 
continuing to envisage some agz-:e~!llent .. J d;-:t;~~t.b,e_·.~~rica.ns ( 11 •• ~-~;;~~ · . 
an a+ t ernati ve arrangeme7;tt . mig:li:tt: ~P.~ -l~ ... 1¥ -c_~a~ .. e .~h!3-t .. _benefit ::.rz ~-r, . 
Mauri ti.us wo_uld have derived ~:rom -~:qe ·so_~: 'o.f_J!!lgar .-quota mid ·:'#.V-_. .• 
other ~ra.de arrangements tha~ :~e;!!IY b_§i.1{~-~ ---~? ts_ugge1:3~in,g and f<;>r.~~{'. { 
:the UD.l.ted .States ~oveT!1llle~t. :tp ,!11¥,!3,.''.";y~+-Y;.""}8:ym~n"t~ .. Jo .¥aur:i,tJ,.us j,: 
of that amount ~- ~ · •• '· Re was .,~-~ng-~ ~lµ~ ,:~P.!111~cti9n .i}l. -~!?rJllS .'<?£ _;~: • a lease but if the islands :were detacneci:;then: ~aifferent figures ·,4;:;f<~ 
could easily be ·calctiJ.at~diTit ' .ei~u.ra:·!€~-'y!"ca~~--J>·e· '.Iirovi.ded . tfui,t -; 
if the islands were detac1;,e_ci_ ~ -~- d;tJf~re_p,..::..,~ J~ _es p _o~d easily ;:;'.jf 
be caJ.cuJ.ated;J it _should in ·any ~9ase ·,JS'~r..,Q,V-d~.d.'that _;i.f the ~,,.~f\4( 
isl.ands ceas~d to __ ._be -~~~~,e~ _fo-;r: J.~ence"' · · · oses .~'.;l~}: W:~lll:d r~yer{; ., 
to ~!3-~r~ t~~,• -~• )_ .. ~-•·,.;:1·;\· .,\t;~:;t-•'i._-:~ft•l!.~? ·~::;_;;J'.! ~t,: ·: ~,;;;,~: •'~•· 
ii. : -M~~widi-~/ -the ~~-i~t~~ionai' o · erence as -:;;.x!i~cl:ii.ni'~~~dio ·c .,, 
on the issue o:f Mauritius' . future si{a-c:i:iff~·A."'t" 'iC'iiieet:tng between .,.if./-;~-
the UX del.egation and PfflD representatiy~son ·the morni.ng of 23rd ... ,.: 
September !i. t became cl.ear to. ~D leader ~o"ening tha_:t EMG were / .. . ~ .:.: 
not going to accept his Party's . proP,oji_i,µ ·-t,9~: .. a .referendum on · .-;:,,;:·, .· 
independence and he withdrew _:the Party- ··::rrom if;he .. Con:ference. Thi.a ; 
Wi.thdrawal was unconnected with the Chagos ·"issue, but Koenig also · 
stayed away :from the meeting on . . the __ afternoon of 2:5 September at 
which Ministers gave agreement, -in principl.e, · :f;o detachment ·_.__,, -
(para.13) and 1ater the PMSD used the ~pret1;1~ of inadequate · . · · 
compensation secured in the ne~otiati.ons _to· withdraw from the all-
party Government in Mauritius \para.17) · '·itr ·:O.!:: .-;·· .. ·. .. ··.•.i 

. . . _. . .:· .. :-~ .. 1"~~~-!l.~~ · .. _~~~- i; : .:.. . · · . · _ ·. . 
12. .At J.O ..a.m~ . , al. s o on 2'.,rd J:J'eptem}:>!}r __ the Prime Mi:aister, 
Mr Wilson, held a. pri.vate .meeting wij;h ,;l:iamgoolam·.·:, Re emphasised 
that the question of' the detacl:Jment .of' ~gos .was a completely 
separate matter from the question of Mauri tius· 1 9onsti tutional 
future. He warned that because o:f,.Amerj..can :1..nterest, the --~.,,. i,,, .. 
Y.iauri tiana might be raising th,eir bids too ~igh and went on to say 
that: "On the Defence point, Diego Garcia· :·couid either be detached 
by Order in Council or with the . _agreement .J:>t .1.the Premier and his 
colleagu.es. Tll,e· best solution 9:f. ~ mighi;-)l>e Independence and .,:.-. 
detachment by agreement, a.lt:l:ici"):igh ;h.e coul.d ·· ot. p:f course commit 
the Colonial Secre-:t;ary at this ~·11oin:t; • .'~ ;/-i;..,-"i,,;;~ •: 

• ~ : · . ,4:. ~ : ·: ~-~.,:. . .";:-· . . 

13. At 2. 30 p.m. on that afternoon thei"<iolonial. Secretary met 
· Ramgool.am and other Ministers. (mi.nu.a · Ko'emg) i:md 1;1. tentative : :" 
agreement was reached. Early in .. :the discussion the Col.onial . ,, ' ; · 
Secretary said: "This [ie compensation~ ·:~·:t;}?.e:;-o:ff'er of a de:fence 
agreement etc] was the furthest the Briti.sh _Govermnent coul.d go. 
They were anxious to settle the 1!18,tter · ;b;y·_;~greement but the other 
British Ministers concerned W'ere of course·aware that the islands 
were distant from Mauritius, :that the _Iink':jrith Maurit i us was an 
accidental one and that it would be pos~i.ble _for the British 
Government to detach them :from. Mauritius by Order in Council. 11 

. . .. ,;_::_\~zt~:-~t~l;{'.G,_y· 0 
•• 

.. ~""• :'-I!t:•~V· . /14. 
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14. Some days after the meet1ni• "hn ·:-2:,: · September, and :prior \ ....... 
to departure overseas~ ·-the Secret8fi ) of_iSt~~ -~--,asked officials· _:;;;_::::'. 
in the Colonial Office to gl:lt .the·:J,±n~ :;·~c;.or.~._.9.f ·the meeting · · ·,: : 
agreed "With the Ma.uri. tian M;i..n.is~ers;;pe:f'ore· .they .. :left London. ·. · · :_ · 
One Minister (Paturau) had al;'~ ·.-1.~ft .. ,tor Ma~ tius. · : .: : \.<-:-:-', · 
Ramgool.am was due to viai t , the .. Cp_1onj,,al. ~Of fie ~,,,on ;oth. September, · 

/

and the opportunity :was taken·~!.fp~ryf,-::fye ;m1·_vptes :with J,lim. ~d. : 

;~: e!!ci~;a1~1f~~:i:io~~':~;!~~~!~4~;.~-~~~rco~~t~r;:.: · 
Mr Mo~ed ~ote a l.ett~r dated ~ --.q_ct9.per .~~ei.J?,g tl;e d.raf~ .. :;r:,_;:.

0 record with certain "amendm~nts .• ~~~~th,_fO(?j;PR.~;c ,:~~~ .}~i1t~n .:ff;::,'"(:;:.: :Poynton and Mr Trai'ford __ Sm:i. th saw ~gaol.am -~d ;Ringadoo :-,,. .. to·!°.'? ~~:!·· 
cl.ear u:p various mattera,_, !incl.ud"~·':!;he ::r1na; fl,raft;·.-·Puzz1ed ··.-_.'.': ·. 
by Ramgool.em I a referenoe ~o .-~two •:ia1.ands~i ,,in hif! _let~er of -::-(-:'::·\. .. · 
1st October, they sought clari.ficatiori:'""from. hiin.. ':'.e;i!rrafford-Smi.th · · 
J.ater minuted: "I .t ~ed _out_":;tha.t.}~he.~tJ,:o.~i"sI.and~·· 1ioint Wl:!,S .'.~d.\ probably due to a m:Lsunderstanding ·~· a-; least he did not press ._;;--·.; 
it, and I wonder whether, '."Cfo~ront:~d .. _l,i\th ~a")~ap·:showing the ~}f:\Jfi::· . 
islands in the Cha.gos ·g:roup,."-:-,he ha.d...j:n·.fact ;previously real.ised .. · 
that there were so_many. ·:!J'o/~--~-W~~l~tmi ~;~m-/ -- ::~.,.;;·_ ;; .. : ---.:- . 

As regards the other :pointa; ·~the two ·Ministers agreed to -~our . . 
revised presentation which ef:fe-ct:i:vef;f "'sa.id .that 'we would do ou:r . 
beat to .negotiate these faciiliii"ies".'Jd th ~the . hmcans. "· . · . ·. -· . ·· · ·"- ··· • •\ · --4'_::~ 11..t'H?-~~-~t~~-::';"·i:r:l~:7 .::'- "!' . ": - ·.•~ · · • 

15. · The amendments were inco,rpo _rat!=l~ ,int~, . .:t~_e,_ final agreed 
record of th.e 23rd September me!!ti.;lg ·; ,,thl! :re;[eTcmt ,Paragraphs 
of which -~ead: _ _. .·: '~: _·. ~-. ·:: .;' ~~~<.,ii~~i§j"'''"' '"i?~j;;_:[:~~ :.)·,> _,_:._-
"22. Summing up the discussion, "'the· ·_sECRETA.RY.-OF _STATE asked 
whether he coul.d inform his colleagc.es ~t.!lat D;r )~amgoolam, : 
Mr ]3issoondoy-aJ. and Mr ~ohamed we:r;~;pr~;QS,r~q. __ j;p jigree to .:the .. 
detachment of the C4agos .Archipelago· on ·~the .. i.mderstanding that 
he ,roul.d recommend to hi.a colleagues. the· following:-· 

(i) negotiations .fo ·~· litf '"•"••· , ..... -,.._~iJtti'betweei1 Britain 
and Mauxi tius; <i-,... ,,-;;_~ · 

(ii) 

(iii) 

(iv) 

(v) 

in the e-.ient ~f -::iiidepen en e an un~~t~~idiii'g · ~:·· 
between the ··.tw:o. ·gosf~meriis :that ··tliey would consult 
together · in the . eve:Q.:t;· -~~~~ ·:difficuit ~ternal. / ... 
security situation •ax:raing"•in Mauritius; ••• • ••• h• . 

.. - .: -. . .·_: ~-1t(:i-:-~~~4.::~f:\t~{1.::-~-~~-~-:: . . : . 
compensation total.J.ihj~(up :~o,. £:;in~'"'):ib.o'lild be paid 
to the Mauritius Govermnent ~Aver·and_above direct 
compensation to Iandowners:·· _,a.zid the _coat of reset-tling 
others affected .in ~he ,Oha.go1:1 Islands; "/ .. _; .. . . . : . . . . .'. ::_ . ' .... ·_:':',: ~f$?·:~ ·i;~~&.~ :.=":·:'.. :::::--.·_ . · ... ;, · .. 
the British Government ·. woul.d .. us'e: . .their good offices .. 
with the United atatea ·Gaveriiment in ·su:pnort of . · 
Mauritius' request for ·1:tmiceasioruf.i:rv:er sugar imports 

_ and the supply of wheat . ·and other. commodities; 
•••• 0 ,, 0 • • ·• •M• :·:¼~ .. -~; M •-~ ":!.~J.~,}j~~J~~;.~•:.~:;.~., .. -:t•• .. ~•:•:• • •, ,, -, 0 •••• 0 

that the :British Governinerit .. wouid do their best to 
persuade the A.m.erican Govermnent- to use labour and 

\ :!ef!f~d!~om ~ia~it~~:~,'.:·i:~J;-~~f;:;:!_7:'1~~ion work in :::J ;;i,1,;'~f-\t .··· /vi) 

SECRET' 
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W N Wenban-Smi 
East African 
FCO 

CONFIDENTIAL 

~ ~ \\{,-_ :v-1 / 
MAURITIUS• CLAIM TO BIOT 

Ourrefe rence O 63 / l 

Date 15 Ju l y 1983 

\. 

1. In part 5 of his letter of 26 April about Diego Garcia and the 
NAM Summit, Mig Goulding promised a further letter on what we say 
about relinquis h ing Diego Garc i a when we no longer require it for 
defence purposes. Mig's departure, my arrival and the fact that 
the papers have languished in assorted trays in the interim have 
conspired to delay our doing so. My apolog i es . However, with 
Mauritius in the middle of an election campaign and a new government 
taking office in August, now is probably a good time to focus once 
again on what, in UN terms at l east, could become a very tricky 
subject if not h and l ed proper l y. 

2. Your letter of 25 March to Martin Williams in New Delhi imr,lied 
that, der,ending on the circumstances, all three terms, "return', 
"cede " , ' revert " , are all acceptable. While th i s may be true as 
far as Parliament is concerned, it would be a mistake for us to 
rely on such loose definitions at the UN where precise terminology 
has been elevated to the status of a high art form and where any 
sovereignty battles over Diego Garcia ar e li kel y to be fought. Moreove 1 
you will have seen (Mike Maclay ' s letter of 8 April to Peter Hunt) that 
the Mauritian Permanent Representative here was sufficiently 
sensitive to the question to comment to the Ambassador that he found 
it difficult to believe Mrs Thatcher had told Ramgoolam that we would 
"return" Diego Garcia to Mauritius when we no longer needed it. 

3. What is required I think is a new locus classicus on Diego Garcia, 
perhaps in r@ply to an inspired PQ to the Secretary of State or 
the Prime Minister, made in such a way as to expunge the ambiguities 
and inconsistencies that have appeared in previous Ministeria l 
pronouncements. These simply do not square with the policy we are 
under instructions to defend (Mr Enna l s ' 1975 statement and the Prime 
Minister's answer in July 1980 are I think particularly unfortunate 
examples). Once made we should stick to whatever term has been 
agreed and draw on it as necessary in explanation of our position . 
Failure to get this right would store up no end of trouble for us 
at the General Assembly (Diego Garcia is not at presen t inscribed 
on the agenda, but I OPZ is and could well provide a forum for 
raising the sovereignty question). 

/ 4 . 

. -.,-, -, - -
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4. As for the wording we should use, I am afraid that notwithstanding 
your views, we consider "revert" less than acceptable since it 
clearly implies that Mauritius did at one time exercise sovereignty 
over the territory. For the same reasons we question too the use 
of the term "return", even subject to your proviso. We cannot 
readily foresee circumstances in which the proviso would be 
realisable, and, even if it were, it would make plain that we were 
weaselling. My own feeling is that to talk of a "return" of Diego 
Carcia to Mauritius is essentially incompatible with our claim that 
the Chagos were never part of Mauritius . 

5. I should be most grateful to know what you think. This might 
be an appropriate point to remind you of paragraph 4 of Mig 
Goulding s letter of 26 April suggesting a piece of paper setting 
out our case on Diego Garcia which we could leave with selected . 
NAM Missions in New York and also send to capitals. No doubt you 
are already giving some thought to this. If you agree to the idea 
of a new Ministerial statement it might be as well to leave the 
paper until the terms of that statement can be included. 

~-------~ 

cc: JN Allan Esq CBE, Port Louis 

M J Williams Esq, NEW DELHI 

S J Gomersall Esq, Washington 

CONFIDENTIAL 

~ \ 

~ 
D A Gore - Booth 
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raises the question of the authoritativeness of such interpretations. 
Whereas an amendment by subsequent practice will be binding, whether 
a particular interpretation of a Charter provision contained in one or more 
resolutions of the General Assembly possesses a persuasive quality, and 

. to what extent, will be determined on the basis of the numbers and 
identity of States voting for the proposed interpretation. Thus, Charter 
interpretation in this narrow sense constitutes one element of Charter 
modification by practice and is subsumed under the generally recognized 
heading of Charter interpretation. The advantage of this latter process is 
that it enables the majority of States to modify the Charter to accord with 
contemporary conditions, while imposing certain limitations as to the 
quantity of States proposing the change, and thus providing some 
protection to minorities. It is also necessary for the proposed modification 
to be directly referable to a particular provision of the Charter. 

Such changes may be, and generally will be, accomplished by Assembly 
resolutions, which may either be related to a specific situation or be more 
generally framed. Thus, Charter interpretations may occur other than as 
responses to particular disputes. Not all such resolutions will be of the 
same persuasive nature and a series of resolutions over a period of time 
will usually be required. 

(b) Self-Determination 

1. General Approach 

At this point we shall tum to examine the question of whether the right 
of self-determination can be regarded as established through the medium 
of Charter interpretation as a result of practice subsequent to the creation 
of the UN Organization. As an introduction, one should note the 
Universal Declaration of Human Rights. This was adopted on 10 

December 1948, in the form of an Assembly resolution by 48 votes to o, 
with 8 abstentions. It built upon Charter provisions regarding human 
rights (for example, Articles I, 55, 56, 62, and 76) and enumerated a list 
of human rights and fundamental freedoms 'as a common standard of 
achievement for all peoples and all nations' .104 Although the principle of 
self-determination was not referred to in this Declaration, which 
concentrated upon Llie elucidation of individual rights, its path forward 
was cleared in the same way in that democratic rights seemed to lead 
inevitably in international society to consideration of the rights of peoples 
to define their own cultural and national status. 105 
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The Declaration was not legally binding as such in view of the terms in 
which it is expressed and the circumstances surrounding its adoption, 106 

but has come to have a significant effect within the international 
community. Some of its provisions might be taken as reflecting general 
principles of law, others as relatively new international stipulations. 
However, it can be regarded in essence as an influential interpretation by 
the General Assembly of the relevant Charter provisions upon human 
rights and fundamental freedoms, and as such oflegal value as part of the 
law of the United Nations. 107 

There have been a number of resolutions dealing with self-determin
ation both generally and with regard to particular situations, and it is 
possible to point here to what appears to be a significant distinction. 
Resolutions and declarations that posit principles of law may be regarded 
as valid interpretations of the Charter if the necessary requirements of 
unanimity (or near-unanimity) and referral have been met. However, 
resolutions and other UN and State practice referable to the specific 
situations are often limited by two factors. Firstly, such practice in 
concentrating upon a particular situation is of restrictive value since it 
deals only with one aspect of the principle under discussion which may be 
modified or even distorted by virtue of other principles, deemed relevant 
in that particular situation, 108 and secondly by the greater likelihood of 
opposing votes and behaviour that will rob the practice of its claim to 
universality. 109 However, it is possible for such defects to be remedied by 
a consideration of the temporal element. In other words, a series of 
resolutions, for example calling for self-determination in different 
colonial territories, may be regarded as subsequent practice relevant to 
the interpretation of the particular Charter provisions in question. 
Examples of such practice will be noted in the following section, 110 but it 
will be useful in this context to recall the views of the ICJ regarding 
Article 27 of the Charter. The court declared that 'the proceedings of the 
Security Council extending over a long period supply abundant evidence 
that presidential rulings and the position taken by members of the 
Council ... have consistently and uniformly interpreted the practice of 
voluntary abstention by a permanent member as riot constituting a bar to 
the adoption of resolutions .... This procedure followed by the Security 
Council ... has been generally accepted by members of the United 
Nations and evidences a general practice of that Organization.' 111 

A similar process can be seen with regard to Article 2(7) of the Charter, 
concerning domestic jurisdiction, which has over the years been 
increasingly restrictively interpreted 112 while the General Assembly has 
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progressively widened the scope of its jurisdiction under Chapter XI of 
the Charter by asserting its competence both to request political 
information on non-self-governing territories under Article 73(e) and to 
decide which territories may be regarded as non-self-governing. 113 The 
Assembly has also proclaimed its authority to decide between competing 
aspirations of the right to self-determination and to declare whether 
territories have exercised or should exercise the right to self-determin
ation.114 

In all of these instances State practice over a period of time has been 
consolidated into Charter interpretation. Whether such practice can be 
treated as a valid interpretation will depend on all the circumstances of 
the case, but the presumption would be that the larger the number of 
resolutions, for instance applying the principle of self-determination to 
different territories, and the longer the period during which such practice 
has been operating, the greater would be the likelihood that a persuasive 
or even binding view of the Charter term has been expressed. 

Resolution 421 (v) of 4 December 1950 embodied the request of the 
General Assembly for a study of the ways and means 'which would ensure 
the right of peoples and nations to self-determination', and this was taken 
further by resolution 545 (VI), which stated that the proposed article on 
self-determination in the International Covenants on Human Rights 
should be expressed in the terms that all peoples have the right to self
determination. It also noted that the article should stipulate that all States 
should promote the realization of the right in conformity with the 
principles and purposes of the United Nations. Resolution 637 (VII) 
proclaimed that self-determination was a fundamental human right. 115 

This resolution also declared that UN member States 'shall recognise 
and promote the realization of the right' with regard to the peoples of 
trust and non-self-governing territories under their administration 
'according to the principl es and spirit of the Charter of the United 
Nations'.116 The Commiss ion on Human Rights considered the concept 
of self-determination over a number of sessions 117 and submitted 
recommendations to the UN Economic and Social Council, including a 
suggestion for the establishment of a Special Commission to examine 
situations resulting from alleged denials or inadequate realizations of the 
right to self-determination in certain circumstances.118 This was, 
however, opposed and the matter was referred back to the Commission 
on Human Rights for reconsideration .119 During the reconsideration a 
number of representatives pointed out that self-determination was only a 
principle and not a right. It was declared that the Charter had not granted 
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the General Assembly competence to implement self-determination, 

although by way of cm1trast, implementation of Article 1 ( 1) was provided 

for by Article 1I and that of Article r(3) by Article 13. 

Such objections were overridden, as was the view that the realization of 

sclf-deteanrnation fell essentially wi:thin the domestic jurisdiction of 

States, and the Commission reaffirmed its p1·evious recommendation 

which was sent to the General Assembly. 120 The General Assembly at its 

eighth session asked the Commission to give priority to recommendations 

regarding international respect for the right of self-determination, 121 and 

by the next session the Assembly already had before it the draft 

International Covenants on Human Rights prepared by the Commission 

and transmitted by the Economic and Social Council. 122 

The Commission suggested that both International Covenants should 

have an identica l first article 123 and this article, according to the draft of 

the Third Committee of the Assembly, read as follows: 

1 . All peoples have the right to self-d etermination. By virtue of the right they 

freely determine their political status and freely pursue their economic, social and 

cultural development . . .. 

3. All States panies to the Covenant including those having responsjbilities for 

the administration of non-self-governing and trust territories shall promote the 

realization of the right of sclf-detennination and shall respect that right in 

conformity with the provisfons of die lJN Charter. 124 

At the Twelfth Session, the Assemb ly declared in resolution 1188 (XII) 

that member States were to give due respect to the right of seJf

determination. From this point, the proposed Covenants became 

enmeshed in UN discussions from which they were only to emerge nine 

year later. 
At this point we shall turn to two General Assembly declarations that 

might he treated as authoritative interpretations of the Charter. 125 

The Declaration on th Granting of Independence to Co lonial 

Countries and Peop les (the ColonfaJ Declaration) was adopted by the 

General Assembly of 14 December 1960 in resolution 1514 (XI) by 89 

votes to o with 9 abstentions. This has had a profound impact upon 

international affairs and has been treated with_ particular reverence by the 

States of the Third World . ft has been regarded by many as the 'second 

Charter' of the United Nations drawn up for the subjugated peoples of 

Africa and Asia.126 Indeed, Parry has writte n that the Declaration by itself 

has had the effect of modifying that part of international law that deals 

with territorial sovereignty. 12 7 
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The Declaration emerged after a debate in the Assembly initiated by 
the Soviet premier 128 and was drafted by forty-three States. 129 The 
preamble noted that 'all peoples have an inalienable right to complete 
freedom, the exercise of their sovereignty and the integrity of their 
national territory' and proclaimed the necessity of 'bringing to a speedy 
and unconditional end colonialism in all its forms and manifestations'. 
The Declaration laid down seven principles, stressing that 'all peoples 
have the right to self-determination; by virtue of that right they freely 
determine their political status and freely pursue their economic, social 
and cultural development'. Inadequacy of political, economic, social, or 
educational preparedness was not to serve as a pretext for delaying 
independence. Immediate steps were to be taken to transfer power to the 
peoples of non-independent countries, but attempts aimed at the partial 
or total disruption of the national unit and territorial integrity of a country 
were deemed incompatible with the purposes and principles of the UN 
Charter. 

The Declaration has been treated by a number of countries as 
constituting a binding interpretation of the Charter, or a restatement of 
principles enshrined in the Charter, 130 and it has been similarly regarded 
by some writers. 131 However, there are others who dispute this. One view 
already discussed is that any action by the General Assembly could only 
be recommendatory in such circumstances and that therefore the 
Declaration could be nothing more than a general statement of 
objectives. 132 

But the most significant criticism of the Declaration as an authoritative 
interpretation of the Charter is concerned with the inconsistencies that 
are noticeable between the two instruments. Paragraph I of the 
Declaration proclaimed that 'the subjection of peoples to alien subjug
ation, domination and exploitation constitutes a denial of fundamental 
human rights [and] is contrary to the Charter of the United Nations'. 
However, this is not too clear in the Charter itself, for Chapters XI and 
XII legitimize certain relationships of dependence regarding non-self
governing and trust territories, 133 subject to defined conditions. 

The Declaration in paragraph 3 notes that 'inadequacy of political, 
economic, social or educational preparedness should never serve as a 
pretext for delaying independence', while Article 73(b) declares that 
States administering non-self-governing territories must 'assist them in 
the progressive development of their free political institutions, according 
to the particular citcumstances of each territory and its peoples and their 
varying stages of advancement' and Article 76(b) underlines that among 
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the basic objectives of the trusteeship system is the 'progressive 

development towards self-government or independ ence as may be 

appropriate to the particular circumstances of each territory and its 

peoples'. 
Paragraph 5 of the Declaration emphasizes that 'immediate steps' 

should be taken in all non-independent territories to transfer power to the 

people, and this seems inconsistent with Articles 73 and 76. However, the 

call by the USSR, in particular, for immediate independence or the 

proclamation of a date at the end of 1961 for this to be achieved was not 

accepted 134 and this provision shou ld perhaps be regarded rather as a 

change of pace than as a change of essence. The Declaration also blurs 

the distinction between trust and non-self-governing territories by 

positing the same provisions for all territories that have not yet attained 

independence. In addition, the Declaration in paragraph 5 appears to 

xegard independence as the only legitimate goal of the whole process. 

This latter provision runs counter to a number of UN re ·olutions, for 

example those recognizing the exercise of self-determination involved in 

the relationship of dependence between the USA and the Common

wealth of Puerto Rico, 135 and between New Zealand and The Cook 

Islands 136 and Niue 137 after elections had been held in the respective 

dependent territories. In fact, the UN Secretary- General noted in r 963 

that 'the emergence of dependent territories by a process of self

determination to the status of self-government either as independent 

sovereign States or as autonomous components of larger units has always 

been one of the purposes of the Charter and one of the objectives of the 

United Nations' .138 

Such inconsistencies have led Bokor-Szego 139 and Martine, 140 for 

example, to deny that the Colonial Declaration is an authoritative 

interpretation since it appears actually to amend the Charter, the 

argument turning on where the line between interpre tation and amend

ment should be drawn. Fifteen years of State practice in the process of 

decolonization formed the background to the Colonial Declaration and 

enab led it to bring up to date the relevant Charter provisions in a way 

marking contemporary consensus views as to, for example, the effect of 

inadequacy of political, social, economic, or educational preparedness . AU 

interpretations refine and develop the concept under consideration, in a 

manner acceptable to those concerned, and may b no less influential or 

binding because of that. 141 

However, it · does not follow that everything contained in the 

Declaration (or in similar resolutions, for that matter) constitutes a 
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binding obligation. Some elements would remain upon a purely hortatory 
level, for example the solemn proclamation in the preamble to the 
Declaration stressing 'the necessity of bringing to a speedy and 
unconditional end colonialism in all its forms and manifestations'. On the 
other hand, there may be statements which are inconsistent with 
instruments interpreting the Charter-for instance, the apparent accept
ance in the Declaration that independence is the sole object of self
determination. This contrasts with UN practice, as noted above, 
recognizing other relationships, and with the 1970 Declaration on 
Principles of International Law Concerning Friendly Relations and Co
operation among States in Accordance with the Charter of the United 
Nations (resolution 2625 (xxv) ), which noted that 'the establishment of a 
sovereign and independent State, the free association or integration with 
an independent State or the emergence into any other political status 
freely determined by a people constitute modes of implementing the right 
of self-determination by that people'. 142 

It would therefore seem that where one is faced by conflicting 
interpretations of equal standing, resort must be had to the intentions of 
the members of the United Nations, as revealed in their practice, and 
upon this basis it would seem that the stipulation in the 1960 Declaration 
restricting self-determination to the attainment of independence must be 
regarded as only a suggestion and not an authoritative interpretation of 
the Charter. Nevertheless the core of the Declaration does constitute an 
interpretation of the Charter and one that has underpinned the end of 
colonialism. 143 

Higgins has noted that it 'must be taken to represent the wishes and 
beliefs of the full membership of the United Nations'. 144 As to the 
juridical character of the Declaration, Higgins stresses that in it the right 
of self-determination is regarded 'as a legal right enforceable here and 
now'.145 

This approach is underlined by the action taken by the United Nations 
to implement the Declaration. On 27 November 1961 the General 
Assembly created a subsidiary organ entitled the Special Committee on 
the Situation with regard to the Implementation of the Declaration on the 
Granting of Independence, 146 which was enlarged from seventeen to 
twenty-four member States the following year. 147 It has gradually 
widened its sphere of activity so that, apart from the Trusteeship Council 
(which is only concerned now with the trust territory of the Pacific 
Islands), it is the only organ responsible for issues dealing with dependent 
territories. The Committee has been very active and has done much to 
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pressure the colonial powers and the administering powers.148 It has also 

stressed the position that the United Nations intended the Colonial 

Declaration to act as a juridical signpost to complete decolonization and 

not merely as a solely hortatory pronouncement. 
Virtually all UN resolutions proclaiming the right to self-determination 

of particular peoples expressly refer to the t 960 Declaration. 149 Judge De 

Castro particularly noted in the Westen, Sahara case how the African 

group at the United Nations that prepared a draft resolution on the 

Sahara problems for discussion in the Fourth Committee was at pains to 

refer four times to resolution 1514 (XV) in reaffirming the right of the 

people of Western Sahara to self-determinatio n.150 The International 

Court has specifically refened to the Colonial Declaration as an 

'important stage' in the development of international law regarding non

self-governing territories, 15 1 and as 'the basis for the process of 

decolonization' .152 

On 16 December 1966 the General Assembly adopted the International 

Covenants on Human Rights, which consisted of the International 

Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights, the International 

Covenant on Civil and Political Rights, and the Optional Protocol to the 

latter. Both Covenants have an identical first article which declares inter 

a/ia that 'all peoples have the right to self-determination . By virtue of that 

right they freely determine their political status and freely pursue their 

economic, social and cultural development' and that 'the States parties to 

the present Convention including those having responsibility for the 

administration of non-self-governing and trust territories shall promote 

the realization of the right of self-determination and shall respect that 

right in conformity with the provisions of the Charter of the United 

Nations'. 
The inclusion of the right to self-determination in the International 

Covenants occurred because the General Assembly in resolution 545 

(vu) recommended that the proposed Covenants should incorporate such 

a provision and in resolution 63 7 (vn) declared that the right to self

determination was a 'fundamental human right'. It is to be noted that the 

preambles to both the Covenants refer to the 'obligation of states under 

the Charter of the United Nations to promote universal respect for and 

observance of human rights and freedom'. 153 

The International Covenants came into force in 1976154 and are thus 

binding as between the parties, but it would seem that they are of legal 

value over and above that, not only as practice leading to or reflecting a 

customary rule, but also as a persuasive interpretation of the notion of 

human rights as embodied in the Charter. 155 
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status of the Declaration since it was effected at the merely organic or 
institutional level rather than on a formal, legally binding inter-State 
level158 and concludes that 'there can hardly be any doubt ... that the 
Declaration embodied in Resolution 2625 (xxv) ... is to be considered 
from a legal point of view as an instrument of a purely hortatory value'. 159 

This approach, however, cannot be supported. The Declaration was 
intended to act as an elucidation of certain important Charter provisions, 
although not as an actual amendment of the Charter, and was adopted by 
member States on that basis. 160 

State practice within and outside the United Nations also supports the 
view that the right to self-determination exists in international law. State 
practice, other than resolutions and declarations purporting to express 
principles of law, can be important in the process of Charter interpret
ation provided it is linked to particular Charter stipulations and provided 
over a period of time sufficient practice has accumulated for it to be 
treated as a valid and general interpretation rather than as strictly limited 
conduct specifically related to a particular situation. 

It is realized that this formulation may fail to provide an adequate guide 
as to whether a proposition can be accepted as an authoritative Charter 
interpretation in a number of instances, but it is clearly impossible to lay 
down firm conditions as to the time that should be encompassed or the 
number of relevant resolutions that must be adopted. In each case much 
will depend upon acceptance and acquiescence by an increasing number 
of States regarding the propositions involved in particular situations 
constituting general principles interpreting the Charter. 

One must be careful not to deny the members of an organization the 
capacity to harmonize its constitution with contemporary needs by means 
of their subsequent practice. After all, the aim of interpretation is to 
enable the overwhelming majority to determine the nature and extent of 
the obligations and rights they have agreed to in circumstances 
minimizing adverse effects upon dissentient members. 161 

State practice that does not fall within the categories mentioned may 
nevertheless be relevant in the process of Charter interpretation as 
evidence of recognized interpretations, and thus may be of value in 
emphasizing the form and content of a particular interpretation. It may 
also play a vital role in pointing out which interpretations are to be 
regarded as valid, binding ones, much as State practice may also 
constitute evidence of particular rules of customary law. State practice, of 
course, may· also lead to a new customary law. One should note that those 
member States that abstain with regard to such interpreting resolutions as 
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the 1960 and 1970 Declarations discussed above may well still be bound 
by them. 162 

2. Specific Approach 

State practice, particularly as manifested in the United Nations, 
concerning the status and application of self-determination in specific 
situations exceeds the abstract, general expression of self-determination 
as a right, in terms of both frequency and diversity, and accordingly must 
be considered as a significant factor. 

General Assembly resolutions proclaiming that specific territories 
should be entitled to the exercise of the right of self-determination are 
ultimately founded upon the established competence of the Assembly to 
determine which territories are non-self-governing. This is partly 
because self-determination has been deemed non-applicable to indepen
dent territories and partly to side-step the doctrine of domestic 
jurisdiction. 

Article 2(7) of the Charter declares that 'nothing contained in the 
present Charter shall authorize the United Nations to intervene in 
matters which are essentially within the domestic jurisdiction of any State' 
and the history of the first decade and a half of the UN Organization 
largely centres around attempts to establish a balance between this 
provision and the perceived need to end colonialism. This latter aim was 
achieved, at least as far as the United Nations was concerned, through 
establishing a clear divison between the administering State and its 
administered territories, contrary to the wishes of a number of colonial 
powers, particularly France with regard to Algeria and Portugal with 
regard to its African possessions. Having instituted this division and 
provided an exception to Article 2(7), the Assembly proceeded to make 
recommendations regarding the future of these non-self-governing 
territories. 163 Based upon its recognized competence to decide which 
territories were non-self-governing territories, the General Assembly 
successfully asserted its competence to determine whether or not a non
self-governing territory had attained a full measure of self-government as 
referred to in Chapter XI of the Charter, and to this end a series of 
resolutions were adopted expressing th~ Assembly's views as regards 
specific cases.164 Despite the objections of the colonial powers, the 
doctrine of domestic jurisdiction as declared in Article 2(7) has been 
interpreted by the subsequent practice of the UN Organization and its 
members so that the affairs of non-self-governing territories may be 
discussed within the Organization and rendered subject to UN resol
utions and declarations as to their political status. 
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The competence of the Assembly was initially founded upon Chapter 
XI of the Charter, but later resolutions disregarded this Chapter and 
concentrated instead on the concept of self-determination as the basic 
relevant principle. 

The large number of Assembly resolutions calling for self-determin
ation in specific cases represents international practice regarding the 
existence and scope of a rule of self-determination in customary law. 
They also constitute subsequent practice relevant to the interpretation of 
particular Charter provisions. For example, resolutions proclaiming that 
an obligation exists under Article 73(e) of the Charter to transmit 
information in a particular case may be regarded as a binding 
interpretation of the Charter provision in that specific instance since the 
competence of the General Assembly to determine such matters has been 
clearly recognized.165 The change from Chapter XI to self-determination 
with the Colonial Declaration as the juridical basis for the process marks 
the stronger line taken by the Assembly as a whole but the effect remains 
broadly similar-that is, the determination by the General Assembly of a 
factual situation within which the declared norm will be deemed to 
operate. By such methods, of course, the outlines of the norm itself will 
be elucidated, and to that extent factual determinations by the Assembly 
will be juridically relevant. 

However, unlike Assembly resolutions of a general nature, they cannot 
themselves authoritatively interpret a principle as a legally binding norm; 
their function in this sphere rests rather upon delimitation, 166 though 
such determinations may also provide for the application of non-legal 
principles to a particular situation. 

The Algerian problem 167 was first included on the agenda of the 
assembly in 1955, and it was claimed that France had broken the 
provisions of the Charter on self-deterJnination.168 The Assembly, 
however, decided not to pursue the matter169 and the Security Council 
did not place it upon its agenda.170 In succeeding sessions, resolutions 
proclaiming the right of the Algerian people to self-determination failed 
to be adopted although support for the proposition was growing.171 In 
fact, it was only in I 960 that a resolution was adopted which referred to 
the right of the Algerian people to self-determination. 172 Despite this 
hesitant start, and in view of the changed climate of opinion in France 
itself, the Assembly passed without opposition in the following session 
resolution 1724 (XVI) which called for the implementation of 'the right of 
the Algerian people to self-determination and independence respecting 
the unity and territorial integrity of Algeria'. 
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This resolution, which significantly referred to the Colonial Declar
ation of 1960, also asserted that the United Nations had a part to play in 
the fulfilment of this right. 

A large role has been performed in this process by the Special 
Committee established after the adoption of the Colonial Declaration. 173 

For example, the Special Committee was requested to study the situation 
in Southern Rhodesia by General Assembly resolution 1745 (XVI) and its 
report formed the basis of an Assembly resolution criticizing the failure of 
the United Kingdom to carry out the Colonial Declaration, and affirming 
that Southern Rhodesia was a non-self-governing territory. 174 The 
Assembly adopted resolution 17 5 5 (XVII) proclaiming the right of the 
people of Southern Rhodesia to self-determination, and the problem has 
been discussed at the United Nations at great length. 175 The claim of the 
United Kingdom that the problem was an internal matter and that 
therefore the United Nations could not consider it, was clearly rejected, 
and resolution 1747 (xvI) affirmed that 'the territory of Southern 
Rhodesia is a non-self-governing territory within the meaning of Chapter 
XI of the Charter of the United Nations'. 176 This situation was altered, at 
least as far as the United Kingdom was concerned, by the unilateral 
declaration of independence by the government of Southern Rhodesia, 
but the General Assembly vigorously attacked 'any agreement reached 
between the administering power and the illegal racist minority regime 
which will not recognise the inalienable rights of the people of Zimbabwe 
to self-determination and independence in accordance with General 
Assembly resolution 1514 (xv)'177 

In its first six years, the Special Committee considered some seventy 
territories, 178 and in 1974, for example, it discussed thirty-nine territories, 
the majority being Pacific or Atlantic islands. 179 In virtually all cases the 
Special Committee has recommended that the territory become indepen
dent in the light of its right to self-determination, although in some 
instances association with another State was accepted, for example, Niue 
and the Cook Islands. 

Throughout the years of the existence of the UN Organization a great 
number of resolutions have been adopted calling for self-determination in 
particular situations and these constitute State practice and international 
practice of overwhelming importance. The majority of such resolutions 
have referred specifically to the I 960 Colonial 'Declaration, thus 
strengthening its claim to be the fount oflegality as far as the right to self
determination is concerned. It has been noted that 'if this right [of self
determination} is still not recognized as a juridical norm in the practice of 
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a few rare States or the writings of certain even rarer theoreticians, the 
attitude of the former is explained by their concern for their traditional 
interests, and that of the latter by a kind of extreme respect for certain 
long-entrenched postulates of classical international law' .180 

It is submitted in conclusion that the right to self-determination has 
been accepted by the United Nations by virtue of the process of Charter 
interpretation as a basic principle in the law of the United Nations, and 
that from this proposition certain legal effects flow with regard to, for 
example, the definition of the determining unit, the capacity of the people 
of the territory in question to decide its political, economic and social 
status, the role of force in the process, and the locus standi of the colonial 
power.181 Some of these notions will be examined in later chapters. 182 

III. CUSTOMARY INTERNATIONAL LAW 

The practice supporting the right of self-determination as emanating 
from Charter interpretation may also be of relevance in establishing the 
existence of a right to self-determination as a rule of customary law. 
Custom differs from treaty interpretation in a number of vital ways. It is 
founded on State practice, whereas treaty interpretation relates to 
practice construed with reference to a treaty provision, and it is 
dependent upon the opinio juris, the belief or expression of an accepted 
legal obligation. This, as we have seen, is not necessarily the case with
respect to the interpretation of treaty-charters, for practice not amounting 
to custom may have the effect of interpreting a particular stipulation. 

The International Court of Justice is directed by Article 38(1) of its 
statute to apply 'international custom as evidence of a general practice 
accepted as law' and Brierly emphasized this in terms of a 'usage felt by 
those who follow it to be an obligatory one' .183 Oppenheim notes that 
'whenever and as soon as a line of international conduct frequently 
adopted by States is considered legally obligatory or legally right, the rule 
which may be abstracted from such conduct is a rule of customary 
international law'. 184 

Precisely how one is to interpret and balance the two factors of State 
practice and opinio juris is subject to conflicting analyses, 185 but it is 
commonly recognized that both elements are required. Usage is needed 
as the source material delineating the content and scope of the proposed 
rule, while the opinio juris is essential in differentiating norms of 
customary international law from State behaviour embarked upon for 
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existed, it avoided the necessity.4s On the other hand, the tenor of the 
court's opinion appeared to favour the supremacy of self-determination 
and therefore the rejection of the Moroccan thesis concerning territorial 
integrity.46 

The principle of self-determination itself was defined by the court as 
'the need to pay regard to the freely expressed will of peoples' 47 and this 
was clearly accepted as the crucial point, although consultation could be 
dispensed with in limited instances.48 Judge Nagendra Singh regarded 
consultation on the decolonization process as 'an inescapable impera
tive',49 while Judge Dillard referred to the 'cardinal restraint which the 
legal right of self-determination imposes ... it is for the people to 
determine the destiny of the territory and not the territory the destiny of 
the people'. so 

II. THE NATURE OF THE 'SELF' AND TERRITORY 

The relevant instruments of the United Nations have consistently 
referred to the application of self-determination to 'all peoples'. 
Accordingly, some discussion of a 'people' is merited. Sociological 
dicussions of the nature of a people centre around certain common 
characteristics, which are reinforced by an awareness of a distinct 
consciousness. Deutsch writes that by 'peoples' one means groups of 
individuals bound together by certain complementary habits and charac
teristics, including language, customs, and history.s 1 Scelle noted that the 
term indicated that legal rights 'may be exercised collectively by any group 
of nationals of a State without further prerequisites as regards such group 
than that of the common wish of the individuals of which it is 
composed',s 2 while Cobban held that 'any territorial community, the 
members of which are conscious of themselves as members of a 
community and wish to maintain the identity of their community, is a 
nation'.s 3 Although this may be acceptable as a guide-line in socio
political theory, it does not necessarily follow that the same concepts 
should govern the legal definition of a people, since the additional 
perspective of an international community founded upon the basis of a 
finite number of territorially based entities called States is involved. This 
extra factor argues for certainty and stability in the process of State 
formation as in the protection of the integrity of existing States. 

Part of the problem lies in the confusion for terminology apparent in 
Article 1 (2) of the UN Charter. This called for 'friendly relations among 
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nations based on ... self-determination of peoples', and the question 
arose as to whether these terms were interchangeable. Certain delegates 
to the Commission on Human Rights replied in the affirmative, 54 but 
others emphasized that 'peoples' was wider than 'nations' since it could 
comprise all or part of the population of a State or indeed the inhabitants 
of several States.55 However, by referring to 'nations' in Article 1(2), the 
Charter is in essence concerned with States, since this would provide the 
only likely explanation of Article 1(4), whereby the United Nations was to 
be 'a centre for harmonizing the actions of nations in the attainment 
of ... common ends'. 

A trend emerged in later discussions in favour of restricting the notion 
of 'peoples' to the inhabitants of a particular State or colony, that is, to 
clearly defined political units. 56 Johnson regarded the use of the term as 
signifying the desire to ensure that a narrow application of 'nations' would 
not prevent the extension of the principle of self-determination to peoples 
who might not yet qualify as nations.57 However, such discussions failed 
to reach a clear conclusion and one must turn to State practice to 
determine the juridical definition of a people. 

In Europe, the principle of self-determination centred around recog
nized nations such as the Magyars, Germans, Poles, and Italians, the aim 
being to create a sophisticated political structure upon the basis of the 
nation and thus to ensure the emergence of the national-State and the 
demise of the multinational empires. As Cobban noted, 'the history of 
self-determination is a history of the making of nations and the breaking 
of States'. 58 In actual fact, very few of the colonial borders in Africa 
coincided with ethnic lines. Each territory tended to contain a multitude 
of different tribal groupings and each border to split tribes amongst 
different administrative authorities. For example, the frontiers of Ghana 
cut through the areas of seventeen major tribes. 59 The Bakongo Kingdom 
was partitioned between the Belgian Congo, the French Congo, and 
Portuguese Angola, while the Ewes were to be found in the British Gold 
Coast, British Togoland, and French Togoland. On the other hand, 
Kenya included over 200 tribes and Nigeria comprised hundreds of 
separate groups. 60 All this has meant that in Africa, with few exceptions, 
one could not establish a newly independent State emerging from within 
colonially drawn frontiers upon the basis of a unified ethnic self. 

Mazrui has attempted to get around this problem by stressing the 
notion of 'pigmentational self-determination' as the basis for sovereignty 
in Africa. He has written that 'the right to sovereignty was not merely for 
nation-States recognizable as such in a Western sense, but for "peoples" 
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recognizable as such in a racial sense, particularly where differences of 
colour were manifest'. 61 This approach leads to the notion of 'racial 
sovereignty' rather than national sovereignty in discussions of self
determination problems in the States of Africa and Asia. However, it 
confuses more than it elucidates, for it appears to ignore questions of 
domination by one people over another of the same race and the dilemma 
of secession. It has also been contradicted in State practice, in cases of the 
alleged denial of self-determination to a minority racial group within an 
independent State, as for example in Southern Sudan. 62 Mazrui's thesis 
can also lead to severe definitional problems with respect to 'pigment' and 
'race'. In any event, it is far too simplistic as a legal tool for analysing the 
nature of self-determination in Africa. 

Umozurike defines the concept of 'people' for the purposes of self
determination in very wide terms indeed. He notes that 'the legitimate 
"self' ... is a collection of individuals having a legitimate interest which 
is primarily political, but may also be economic, cultural or of any other 
kind'63 and continues by stating that 'individuals, as peoples, are entitled 
to exercise rights and enjoy a commensurate share in determining their 
political, cultural and economic future'. 64 To reconcile this broad 
approach with reality, he is impelled on the one hand to extend the 
concept of self-determination to include self-government, local auton
omy, merger, association and other forms of participation in govern
ment65 and on the other to declare that the mere assertion of a right to 
self-determination does not ipso facto make the claim a question of self
determination in international law.66 It is a matter of degree depending 
upon all the circumstances of the case, particularly the seriousness of the 
'abuse of sovereign power, to the detriment of a section of the 
population'. 67 In other words, whether the claim is one of international 
law appears to be dependent upon a prior contravention of the principle 
by the government complained of, i.e. the legal right of self-determination 
arises upon the abuse of the political principle of self-determination. It is 
clear that this approach confuses the political and legal principles and 
appears also to misunderstand the nature of self-determination as 
developed through international practice. Part of the problem may have 
occurred because of the linking of self-determination of peoples with 
individual human rights in the world community, something which 
tended to downgrade the importance of human rights by the focus upon 
self-determination as a fundamental human right. 

In determining the nature of the 'self in self-determination, it must be 
realized that the relevant definition of'peoples' is not the sociological one 
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but the legal one. There is a difference, and upon that difference the legal 
concept of self-determination is predicated. The International Court has 
pointed to this by noting that the fact that the General Assembly has not 
consulted the inhabitants of a particular territory in relation to self
determination may be due to the consideration that 'a certain population 
did not constitute a "people" entitled to self-determination'. 68 Inter
national instruments have consistently maintained that any attempt aimed 
at the partial or total disruption of the national unity and territorial 
integrity of a country is incompatible with the UN Charter 69 and this 
would appear to rule out the right of secession from an independent 
State. In addition, practice reveals that not every 'people' is deemed to 
have the right in law of self-determination. The legal concept of self
determination is founded upon a particular definition of the 'self that has 
emerged in doctrine and in practice this definition is centred upon the 
non-self-governing territories (and the mandated and trust territories as 
well). Whether or not the political concept has been infringed may be 
relevant in a broad political sense, but it has no bearing upon the legal 
issue. The concept of self-determination has been the legal instrument in 
the process of ending colonialism. 70 

An early attempt to extend the doctrine of self-determination in 
international law to all countries occurred in the so-called 'Belgian 
thesis'. This was a move spearheaded by the Belgians to widen the 
obligations under Chapter XI of the Charter to include 'colonial 
situations' within independent States. As was noted, many States oppress 
groups within their own frontiers by a variety of discriminatory measures, 
and there seemed to be no reason, it was argued, why such groups could 
not count as 'peoples [who] have not yet attained a full measure of self
government'.71 However, this proposition was strongly rejected by the 
non-colonial powers, who argued that the term 'non-self-governing 
territories' clearly referred to entities distinct from the metropolitan 
State.72 

The terms in which UN resolutions have been expressed have also 
manifested the rejection of the Belgian thesis. Resoluton 15 14 (xv), the 
Colonial Declaration, emphasized the necessity to end colonialism and 
called for immediate steps to be taken in non-independent territories to 
transfer power to the people, while resolution 1541 (xv) noted that 'the 
authors of the Charter ... had in mind that Chapter XI should be 
applicable to territories which were then known to be of colonial type'73 

and declared that 'prima facie' there is an obligation to transmit 
information in respect of a territory which is geographically separate and 
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is distinct ethnically and/ or culturally from the country administering it'. 
Once this has been established, then under Principle V other elements 
may be brought into consideration. These elements 'may be inter alia of 
an administrative, political, judicial, economic or historical nature. If they 
affect the relationship between the metropolitan State and the territory 
concerned in a manner which arbitrarily places the latter in a position or 
status of subordination, they support the presumption that there is an 
obligation to transmit information under article 73(e) of the Charter.' To 
make the point even clearer, the I 970 Declaration on Principles of 
International Law (resolution 2625 (xxv) ) stipulated that 'the territory of 
a colony or other non-self-governing territory has, under the Charter, a 
status separate and distinct from the territory of the State administering 
it; and such separate and distinct status under the Charter shall exist until 
the people of the colony or non-self-governing territory have exercised 
their right of self-determination in accordance with the Charter.' 74 

The provisions of Article I of the International Covenants on Human 
Rights are, however, more problematic. It is noted that 'all peoples have 
the right of self-determination'. There exist here a number of possi
bilities. It may be argued indeed that every group that regards itself as a 
'people' may be entitled under international law to 'freely determine their 
political status and freely pursue their economic, social and cultural 
development'. But in the sense of permitting such groups to secede from 
independent States, such an interpretation is not acceptable under 
international law. Ifit is understood to mean that such groups are entitled 
to play a part within the internal structures of States to resolve their own 
domestic status, this may be acceptable even if in practice grave doubts 
must exist as to the efficiency of such a principle, particularly where a 
number of groups exist within any one State. It could be argued that the 
phraseology of Article I is intended to relate only to non-self-governing 
territories in the sense that 'peoples' could only be interpreted in such a 
context. The Indonesian representative, for example, noted that it was 
perfectly clear that in a discussion of the right of self-determination 'the 
peoples concerned were the inhabitants of colonies administered by 
foreign peoples, absolutely different in race, cultur e and geographical 
habitat. Academic discussions of the definition of such peoples were 
therefore superfluous, since everyone, especially the administering 
Powers, knew perfectly well which peoples were aspiring towards self
government. '75 

Within the . context of his study on the historical and current 
development of self-determination for the Sub-Commission on Pre
vention of Discrimination and Protection of Minorities of the UN 
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Commission on Human Rights, Cristescu notes that it would be 
premature and even presumptuous to provide a definition that would be 
comprehensive. However, one could point to certain elements of a 
definition that have been emerging in UN discussions. 

These elements are: 

(1) that the term 'people' denotes a social entity possessing a clear 
identity and its own characteritics; 

(2) the term implies a relationship with a territory, even if the people in 
question have been wrongfully expelled from it and artifically replaced, 
for example by another population; 

(3) a people should not be confused with ethnic, religious, or linguistic 
minorities, whose existence and rights are recognized in Article 27 of the 
International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights. 76 

These elements, however, raise many questions. In particular, the lack 
of guide-lines by which to measure a 'social entity', a 'clear identity', and 
'its own characteristics'; the lack of any kind of restriction of time or 
circumstances with regard to the wrongful expulsion of a people from a 
territory and artificial replacement, a factor which, if taken seriously, 
could have momentous consequences; and the lack of a proper analysis of 
the concept of minorities. With respect to the latter point, it may be 
pointed out that in some cases whether or not a 'people' is a 'minority' 
depends upon where one draws the territorial line and this is at the heart 
of many self-determination claims, for example the Somali situation. The 
problems associated with this may be illustrated by noting the definition 
given by Capotorti in his 1979 Study on the Rights of Persons Belonging to 
Ethnic, Religious and Linguistic Minorities for the UN Sub-Commission on 
Prevention of Discrimination and Protection of Minorities. 77 He analysed 
the issue in terms of groups 

numerically inferior to the rest of the population of a State, in a non-dominant 
position, whose members-being nationals of the State-possess ethnic, 
religious or linguistic characteristics differing from those of the rest of the 
population and show if only implicitly a sense of solidarity, directed towards 
preserving their culture, traditions, religion or language. 

While the minority issue has been clearly differentiated from the self
determination issue in UN practice, the difficulty remains of drawing the 
line firmly between the two and in many cases it is not really possible. 
Certainly, many claims to self-determination are met with the response 
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that the group in question constitutes only a minority and thus is entitled 
only to this lower-level right. 

UN practice on a number of occasions has discussed the right to self
determination in the context of 'colonial domination', 'alien occupation', 
and 'racist regimes', 78 and it could be argued that the right itself is to be 
so qualified, but this again raises many definitional problems, particularly 
relating to the concepts of 'alien occupation' and 'racist regimes'. The 
confusion inherent here is taken a step further by Gros-Espiel's view in 
his Report that if 'beneath the guise of ostensible national unity, colonial 
and alien domination does in fact exist, whatever legal formulation lllllY be 
used in an attempt to conceal it, the right of the subject people concerned 
cannot be disregarded without international law being violated'.79 

This appears to require a probing behind the veil of State independence 
and sovereignty that would not appear to be acceptable in the current 
situation of international law. 

The current situation would appear to be that, as a legal right, self
determination as leading to modifications in the international status of a 
territory applies only to an accepted non-self-governing territorial 
situation. All groups may be entitled to self-determination in the sense of 
fully participating within the internal constitutional structure of a 
particular State, but they will not thereby acquire a right under 
international law to self-determination in the former sense. 80 The 
possibility exists of developments in the interpretation of self-determi
nation, both in the twilight areas of territories occupied by foreign powers 
where a basic sovereignty dispute exists and of States where a minority 
oppresses a majority of a different 'people', and generally with regard to 
all States, but certainly in the latter case one must pay heed to 
international practice and accept that that is clearly not the situation at the 
moment. The people-territory dialectic may open the way in the future 
for modifications of the basic principle, but that is yet to come. 81 

The problem of defining a 'people', which. so engrossed UN delegat s 
in the 195o's in particular, has currently resolved itself for legal purposes, 
therefore, in a territorial sense. A pe pie in a sociological sense would 
only be accepted as a people in legal terms for the purposes of self
determination if it inhabited a particular type of territory. The distinction 
between trust and non-self-governing territories was fundamental in the 
UN Charter, with differing provisions for each and emphasis upon the 
former, but it has been of decreasing importance in practice. The call for 
self-determina-tion has been made regarding both types of territory and 
the right has been accepted as being equally applicable to both. State 
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practice reveals that the clarification of the 'self has been made in clear 
territorial terms and within a particular temporal framework, i.e. in terms 
of pre-independent territories. The former proposition will be examined 
in the light of practice relating to Africa in the following section, and the 
latter in Chapter 5. 

III. THE SPATIAL FACTOR-STATE PRACTICE 

The determination of the self in terms of a defined territorial framework 
raises the question also as to inviolability of the territorial unit as 
colonially determined prior to independence, since the date at which the 
territorial 'self crystallized is of crucial importance, and thus the 
relationship between self-determination and territorial integrity in the 
pre-independence situation. 

(a) Namibia (South-West Africa) 

South-West Africa was awarded to the Union of South Africa as a 
mandated territory after the First World War under the League of 
Nations system.82 In 1946 the League adopted a resolution recommend
ing the termination of its functions as regards mandated territories and 
noting that Chapters XI, XII, and XIII of the United Nations Charter 
corresponded to Article 22 of the Covenant of the League, which had 
dealt with the creation of the mandate system.83 Following this 
recommendation and the dissolution of the League, the United Nations 
requested in resolution 61 (1) that South-West Africa be placed under the 
trusteeship system and rejected in resolution 65 (1) South African 
proposals to incorporate the territory into the Union of South Africa. The 
issue was eventually referred to the International Court which held that 
South Africa alone was not competent to modify the international status 
of the territory. That competence rested with South Africa acting with the 
consent of the United Nations. 84 Liberia and Ethiopia as the two black 
African member-States of the League sought a declaration from the court 
that South Africa had broken the terms of the mandate and was thus in 
breach of international law.85 The Court decided in 1962 that it had 
jurisdiction to decide the case on its merits, but in 1966 it held that 
individual League members had no locus standi to sue the mandatory 
power in respect of its treatment of the inhabitants of the mandated 
territory and dismissed the case.86 The problem then reverted to the 
political organs of the United Nations. 

One of the primary objectives of the United Nations in this situation 
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has been to preserve the territorial integrity of South-West Africa and 
prevent South Africa annexing or partitioning it. Assembly resolution 65 
(I) firmly rejected any attempt at annexation and this was reinforced by 
the stand of the International Court in 195 o, when the principle of non
annexation was declared to be of paramount importance. However, over 
the years, South Africa has sought to divide the territory on racial and 
tribal grounds on a number of occasions. In 1958 the Good Offices 
Committee, established by the Assembly the previous year in resolution 
1143 (xu), issued its Report in which it suggested that some form of 
partition of the territory involving annexation of part by South Africa and 
the establishment of a trusteeship over the remainder might provide the 
basis for an agreement with South Africa.87 

This was quickly rejected by the General Assembly, which called for 
full discussion for an agreement 'which would continue to accord to the 
mandated territory of South-West Africa as a whole an international 
status'. 88 In 1961 the Assembly proclaimed 'the inalienable right of the 
people of South-West Africa to independence and national sovereignty' 
and established a UN Special Committee for South-West Africa.89 

However, the government of South Africa proceeded with preparations to 
divide the territory. The report of the Odendaal Commission was tabled 
early in 1964 and advocated a series of ten separate homelands for the 
Africans, three coloured townships, and a white area. However, the bulk 
of the industrial and mineral wealth would be situated within the 
European areas. 90 In discussions before the UN Special Committee 
against Apartheid, it was reported that the objective of the plan 'was seen 
to be to divide the territory on tribal lines, create Bantustans with small 
populations and integrate the territory more closely with the Republic (of 
South Africa)'. 91 The South Africa government in a White Paper of April 
1964 accepted the report and endorsed the view that 'it should be the aim 
as far as practicable to develop for each population group its own 
homeland in which it can attain self-determination and self-realisation'. 92 

This view was not accepted by the United Nations, which strove to 
emphasize the territorial integrity of South-West Africa. The Odendaal 
Report was criticized by the Special Committee on Decolonization as a 
device to prolong the control of the South African authorities 93 and 
condemned by the General Assembly in 1965.94 In 1966, following the 
decision of the International Court, the Assembly adopted a resolution 
reaffirming the inalienable right of the people of South-West Africa to 
self-determination, freedom, and independence and proclaiming that the 
territory had an international status which it would retain until 
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independence. 95 The resolution reaffirmed the applicability of resolution 
15 14 (xv) and terminated the mandate. The intention was that 
thenceforth South-West Africa would come under the direct responsiblity of 
the United Nations, and to this end an ad hoe Committee for South-West 
Africa was established. 

In resolution 2248 (xxu) the Assembly re-emphasized the 'territorial 
integrity of South-West Africa' and the right of its people to freedom and 
independence in accordance with the UN Charter, resolution 1514 (xv), 
and all other resolutions concerning the territory. A UN Council for 
South-West Africa of eleven members was established to exercise various 
powers and functions. 96 The Assembly declared in resolution 2325 (xxu) 
that South Africa's continued presence in the territory was a 'flagrant 
violation of its territorial integrity and international status as determined 
by General Assembly resolution 2145 (xx1)'. However, in 1968 the South 
African parliament adopted the Development of Self-Government for 
Native Nations in South-West Africa Act, which was intended to 
implement the Odendaal Report, 97 and accordingly the Act established 
certain areas for the different nations and provided for various 
administrative machinery in each homeland. In pursuance of this policy, 
legislative and executive councils were created between 1969 and 1972 
for the Ovambos, Kavangos, and the inhabitants of the Eastern Caprivi. 98 

In April 1968 the Assembly resolved to change the name of the territory 
to Namibia and condemned the Pretoria government for consolidating its 
illegal control and destroying the unity of the people and the territorial 
integrity of the country. Following the Development of Self-Government 
Act, the Assembly adopted resolution 2403 (xxm) attacking South Africa 
for destroying the territorial integrity of Namibia. At this point, the 
Security Council by resolution 264 (1969) recognized the termination of 
the mandate by the General Assembly and declared that the actions of the 
South African government 'designed to destroy the national unity and 
territorial integrity of Namibia through the establishment of Bantustans 
are contrary to the provisions of the United Nations Charter'. By 
resolution 269 (1969), the Council declared that the continued oc
cupation of Namibia by South African authorities constituted an 
'aggressive encroachment on the authority of the United Nations, a 
violation of the territorial integrity and a denial of the political sovereignty 
of the people of Namibia'. It also called upon South Africa to withdraw its 
administration from the territory immediately. 99 By resolution 284 
(1970), the Council requested an advisory opinion from the International 
Court on the legal consequences for States of the continued presence of 
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South Africa in Namibia. In its opinion, the court emphasized that the 
principle of self-determination was applicable to all non-self-governing 
territorities 100 by virtue of the 'subsequent development of international 
law', in particular resolution 15 14 (xv), and the subsequent independence 
of all but two of the trust territories. The opinion of the court was that the 
continued presence of South Africa in the territory was illegal and should 
be terminated. UN members were obliged to recognize this illegality and 
refrain from actions and declarations implying recognition or lending 
support to such presence and administration. 101 The opinion was 
approved by the Security Council in resolution 301 (1971), which also 
reaffirmed the national unit and territorial integrity of Namibia and 
condemned all measures by the government of South Africa to destroy 
that unity and integrity, including the establishment of Bantustans. 

South Africa, however, continued to maintain its policy of separate 
development with the proposed partition of the territory into separate 
black and white States. 102 In 1973 the South African Foreign Minister 
appeared to suggest that Namibia might beome independent in about ten 
years, 103 while the .United Nations continued to adopt resolutions 
proclaiming the right of the people of the territory to self-determination 
and independence and reaffirming the national unity and territorial 
integrity of Namibia, as well as criticizing the Bantustan proposals. 104 

In 1975 a Constitutional Conference opened in Windhoek in Namibia 
with delegates from eleven ethnic groups, but without the participation of 
SWAPO, the UN-recognized national liberation movement.105 The aim 
was to establish a multiracial government to run the territory until 
independence, which was intended to be the end of 1978, according to a 
committee of the conference. 106 The conference ended in the spring of 
1977, with proposals for a draft constitution with a three-tier system 
based on ethnicity, not on separate Bantustans. The principle of the 
territorial integrity of Namibia was thus accepted by the South African
supported conference. 107 However, the ethnically based proposals were 
rejected by the UN Council for Namibia, which reiterated its support for 
the struggle of the people under SWAPO's leadership to achieve self
determination and independence and called upon the Security Council to 
take action.108 Inresolution31h46, the General Assembly criticized the 
convening of the conference as an attempt by South Africa to 'perpetuate 
its colonial exploitation of the people' and impose upon the people a 
'bogus constitutional structure aimed at subverting the territorial integrity 
and unity of Namibia'. This resolution also expressed support for the 
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armed struggle of the people, led by SWAPO, to achieve self
determination, freedom, and independence in a united Namibia. The 
International Conference in Support of the Peoples of Zimbabwe and 
Namibia held in Maputo, Mozambique, in May 1977 rejected all 
attempts by South Africa to dismember the territory of Namibia. 109 The 
plan for an interim administration on multi-ethnic lines as envisaged by 
the Windhoek conference was, however, abandoned by South Africa, and 
Judge Steyn was appointed instead as Administrator-General for 
Namibia during the transition period.11° Assembly resolution 32/90 
reaffirmed the tenns of resolution 3 1/ 146, in particular as regards the 
need for maintaining the territorial integrity of Namibia. lll 

In the spring of 1978 South Africa announced its acceptance of 
Western proposals 112 for a settlement in Namibia involving a UN peace
keeping force. However, concern for the territorial integrity of Namibia 
was evident in the Ninth Special Session of the General Assembly, 113 and 
in resolution S-9/2, containing the Declaration on Namibia and a 
Programme of Action, South Africa was urged to respect the integrity of 
the territory. Namibia was declared to be the direct responsibility of the 
United Nations until genuine self-determination and independence, and 
the mandate given to the Council for Namibia as the legal Administering 
Authority until independence was reaffirmed. 

Since 1978 negotiations have continued between the five-nation 
Western contact group, South Africa, and SWAPO. A variety of 
proposals have been discussed, with some problems eliminated and other 
problems, for example the Cuban presence in Angola, appearing.114 In 
April 1981 the security Council failed to adopt four draft resolutions 
which would have imposed comprehensive and mandatory sanctions 
against South Africa because of its actions regarding Namibia, on account 
of negative votes cast by the USA, United Kingdom and France. 115 The 
UN Council for Namibia, however, in June 1981 issued the Panama 
Declaration, condemning South Africa for its attempts to impose an 
'internal settlement', reaffirming free support for SW APO as the sole and 
authentic representative of the Namibian people, and stating that 
Namibia's accession to independence must be with its territorial integrity 
intact, including Walvis Bay and the offshore islands. 116

. 

It has been accepted by all parties that the territorial integrity of 
Namibia prior to independence is to be maintained and that the 
appropriate 'self for the exercise of self-determination is to be defined in 
terms of a united territory of Namibia. It could be argued that Namibia as 
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a mandated territory was a special case in this respect, but practice seems 
to show that the same principle operates with respect to other non
governing territories. 

(b) Pre-Independent Kenya and Somali Claims for Self-Determination117 

Any examination of the Kenya colony and protectorate in relation to its 
minority Somali population must centre on the strong desire to maintain 
the territorial integrity of the colony that was clearly manifested both by 
the British administration and by the colony's emerging African rulers. 118 

The Northern Frontier District (NFD) of Kenya consisted in 1962 of 
some 102,000 sq. miles in six administrative areas and a population of 
388,000, including approximately 240,000 Somalis. These people had 
gradually migrated southwards over the years and displaced the majority 
of the Galla tribes, themselves representatives of an earlier Hamitic 
invasion. In the years preceding 1939 there were many disputes between 
those of Somali origin and the non-Muslim Gallas which necessitated 
much stricter military control than was exercised in southern Kenya. 
After the Second World War there were increasing signs of Somali 
nationalism, and with the creation of the Somali Republic in July 1960, 
the Somalis of the NFD began demanding the right to secede from the 
Kenyan colony and join their brethren. 119 The British Prime Minister, 
however, declared in April 1960 that 'Her Majesty's Government does 
not and will not encourage or support any claim affecting the territorial 
integrity of French Somaliland, Kenya or Ethiopia. This is a matter which 
could only be considered if that were the will of the Governments and 
peoples concerned.' 120 This clearly appeared to define such 'govern
ments and peoples' in terms of the whole of the territories involved and 
not parts of them. , 

Nevertheless, a delegation from the NFD consisting of pro-secession
ist members was invited to the Kenyan Constitutional Conference in 
London in 1962. They requested autonomous status for the area so that 
upon Kenya's independence it could join the Somali Republic. 121 A UN 
plebiscite in the area was suggested, but the idea was rejected. However, a 
commission was appointed to discover the views of the area's population 
to various constitutional proposals. This commission reported that the 
majority of the population supported the secessionist approach. 122 But at 
the same time, the Regional Boundaries Commission visited the area and 
a new system of regions was proposed for Kenya, which would split the 
NFD into three regions: the north-eastern region and parts of the eastern 
and coast regions. The commission declared that they would have 
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recognized the SADR and that this constituted admittance by virtue of 
simple majority. Nineteen States walked out of the conference and the 
stability of the OAU was gravely threatened. 283 

(m) The British Indian Ocean Territory 

The issue of the territorial integrity of the colonial unit in the period 
prior to independence was also raised with regard to the creation of the 
British Indian Ocean Territory in 1965. The arrangements were 
introduced by Order in Council made on 8 November 1965. The 
territory was to consist of the Chagos archipelago, formerly administered 
by the government of Mauritius, and the islands of Aldabra, Farquhar, 
and Desroches, formerly governed by the Seychelles authorities. The aim 
of the creation of the new colony was the establishment of defence 
facilities by the UK and USA governments and an Exchange of Notes 
between the two governments on this subject occurred in December 
1966.284 

Compensation was to be paid to the Mauritius and Seychelles 
governments, and the figure mentioned with respect to the former was in 
the region of £3 million. The issue of the level of compensation and the 
problem of the deportation to Mauritius of the one thousand or so 
inhabitants of the Chagos archipelago caused considerable controversy, 
as did the construction of a large American base on the island of Diego 
Garcia in the archipelago,285 but the problem to be considered here 
revolves around the territorial integrity of colonial units prior to 
independence. 286 

In 1965 the UN General Assembly considered the Mauritius situation 
and several States emphasized that the proposed arrangement with regard 
to the Chagos archipelago would be contrary to the 1 960 Colonial 
Declaration and the principle of self-determination. The suggested 
creation of military bases in particularly aroused opposition. The UK 
representative denied that any question of splitting up national territorial 
units was involved since the islands concerned had been uninhabited 
when acquired and had been attached to the Mauritius and Seychelles 
administrations as a matter of administrative convenience.287 However, 
this argument misses the point about the evolution of territorial units as 
colonially determined and the consequent right of the inhabitants of that 
entity as it has developed over time to concretize its existing political 
status and proceed to self-determination and independence. 288 To 
disrupt the territorial integrity of colonial units at the pre-independence 
stage on the basis of the haphazard nature of their original constitution 
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would be to undermine the viability and meaning of the principles of 
territorial integrity and self-determination as they have developed. The 
General Assembly ultimately adopted resolution 2066 (xx), without 
opposition, in which it noted that 'any step taken by the administering 
power to detach certain islands from the territory of Mauritius for the 
purpose of establishing a military base' would contravene the Colonial 
Declaration and in particular paragraph 6 thereof. This provision 
stipulates that any attempt aimed at the partial or total disruption of the 
national unit and territorial integrity of a country is incompatible with the 
UN Charter. 

1
• The resolution also invited the United Kingdom not to dismember the 

territory of Mauritius and violate its territoral integrity. A number of 
succeeding General Assembly resolutions reiterated the proposition that 
any attempt aimed at the partial or total disruption of the national unit and 
territorial integrity of colonial territories and the establishment of military 
bases in such territories was incompatible with the UN Charter and the 
Colonial Declaration of 1960. 289 

The issue resurfaced in 1980 in response, it would seem, to the growth 
of the American military presence on the Chagos islands. On 26 June 
1980, forty-eight of the seventy-member parliament of Mauritius called 
for the return of Diego Garcia and this prompted the Mauritius 
government to take up the issue.290 At the OAU summit of July 1980 a 
resolution on the issue, unanimously adopted, declared that Diego Garcia 
'had always been an integral part of Mauritius, a member State of the 
OAU' and that the island be unconditionally returned to Mauritius and its 
peaceful character be maintainted. 291 The British attitude has been that 
the Chagos islands were under British sovereignty and that once they 
were not required for defence purposes they should revert to Maur
itius. 292 

On 7 July 1982 an agreement relating to compensation for families 
moved to Mauritius from the Chagos archipelago was signed by the 
United Kingdom and Mauritius, in which both sides maintained their 
respective positions on the sovereignty issue. 293 

The issue raised within the context of decolonization and self
determination is whether the colonial power may alter the territorial 
composition of the unit concerned prior to independence. It is clear that 
historically States have been regarded as having sovereignty over their 
colonial territories and that this would include the competence to modify 
the extent of the territory of a given unit. Many colonial rearrangements 
attest to this. However, the development of the right of self-determination 
clearly introduced constraints upon the authority and capacity of the 
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colonial power. To pennit the administering authority to alter the 

territorial composition of the colonial entity upon independence would be 

to undermine the concept of self-detennination and would allow the 

colonial power to affect the choice to be made by a process of territorial 

severance, irrespective of the potential economic consequences of such a 

policy. 
The Chagos case raises the temporal factor, since the episode took 

place some three years prior to independence. However, it is clear that 

the event was part of the process leading to Mauritian independence. 

Madeley claims that Mauritian independence was made conditional upon 

agreement to the Chagos archipelago removal from the territorial 

framework concerned. 294 It could, therefore, be argued that, in the light 

of the evolution and status of the principle of self-detennination by the 

mid 1960s, the United Kingdom was under an obligation to maintain the 

existing territorial framework of the colonial unit until independence and 

that any defence arrangements with regard to Diego Garcia should have 

been made after Mauritian independence. The one mitigating factor in 

this case to be noted relates to the apparent acceptance of the 

arrangement by the Mauritian government from independence and until 

1980. A map of Mauritius was prepared during 1980, with the help of an 

expert from the British Ministry of Defence, which excluded the Chagos 

archipelago, and an opposition amendment to include the islands was 

rejected in the Legislative Assembly. Indeed, the Minister for Foreign 

Affairs was reported as arguing that 'Diego is legally British. There is no 

getting away from it. This is a fact that cannot be denied.' 295 Following 

talks with the British Prime Minister on 17 July 1980, the Mauritian 

Prime Minister in a press conference acknowledged British sovereignty 

over Diego Garcia (and thus presumably over the whole of the Chagos 

archipelago) at present. 296 

These factors, coupled with the apparent lack of protest prior to 1980, 

weaken to some extent the Mauritian case, since they would suggest that 

they had adopted the 1965 arrangement and might therefore be stopped 

from subsequently denying the legality of the transaction. Although this 

would appear to lay a heavy burden upon a poor, newly independent 

State, it is an important factor to be considered. 297 

(n) The Malagasy Islands 

Issues similar in essence to those involved in the Chagos archipelago 

dispute and in the same geographical region have been raised with regard 

to the Malagasy Islands ofGlorieuses,Juan de Nova, Europa, and Bassas 
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da India. These islands are situated in the Indian Ocean between 
Madagascar and Mozambique. 298 

The Glorieuses islands were acquired by France in 1892 and were 
administered at first in conjunction with the colony of Mayotte and then 
together with the Comoros archipelago (including Mayotte) as part of 
Madagascar. Ultimately the Comoros archipelago was removed from 
Madagascar in 1946, leaving the Glorieuses islands as a dependence of 
the latter. 299 The other islands constituting the Malagasy islands complex 
were acquired in 1 897 and were regarded as dependencies of the colony 
of Madagascar from that time.300 

On 14 October 1958 the overseas territory of Madagascar became an 
autonomous State within the French community and on 26 June 1960 it 
became a fully independent State. However, on I April 1960, during the 
course of independence negotiations, France issued a decree in which it 
placed the Malagasy Islands (and the island of Tromelin) 301 under the 
authority of the Minister dealing with overseas departements and territories 
and thereby revoked all earlier and contrary dispositions. 302 In other 
words, the territorial integrity of the colonial unit was altered and at a very 
late stage indeed. Since 1960, the islands have not comprised part of an 
overseas territory or departement of France, although they have been 
administered by the Prefect of the Departement of Reunion. 303 

France has argued in addition that Madagascar has, since 1960, 
acquiesced in French sovereignty over the islands, and particularly noted 
the transinission to it by Madagascar in 1962 of various administrative 
documents or 'dossiers domaniaux' relating to the islands, Bardonnet's 
opinion is that the transinission amounted to an implicit recognition of 
French sovereignty304 and certainly such a presumption would appear to 
be raised, particularly since Madagascar did not raise the issue until after 
a change in government in 1972. 

From the Inid 1970s, Madagascar began to assert its claim and a 
telegram in such terms was sent to the UN Secretary-General on 10 

February 1976. Recourse was had to both the OAU and the United 
Nations. In July 1979 the OAU Assembly discussed the issue and called 
for the return of the islands to Madagascar. 305 In December 1979 the 
General Assembly of the United Nations adopted resolution 34/91 
inviting France to initiate negotiations with Madagascar without delay for 
the reintegration of the islands in question arbitrarily separated from 
Madagascar. The Assembly also called upon the French government to 
repeal the measures which infringed upon the sovereignty and territorial 
integrity of Madagascar. This resolution was adopted by 93 votes to 7, 
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with 36 abstentions. The following year, resolution 35/I 23 was adopted, 
by 81 votes to 13, with 37 abstentions, calling upon France as a matter of 
urgency to initiate the negotiations envisaged in resolution 34/91. France 
refused to recognize the competence of the General Assembly in the 
matter, stating that the Assembly did not have the power to distribute 
territories or remodel existing boundaries. The islands had never had an 
indigenous population and had been acquired during the last century at a 
time when they were res nullius. For Madagascar, the issue was one of 
incomplete decolonization as well as one of sovereignty, national unity, 
and territorial integrity.306 

Thus, a similar question to the Chagos archipelago matter is posed, 
although the time factor was more drastic in this case. Islands of relatively 
tiny populations were detached from the colonial units within which they 
had been administered in the period leading up to independence and 
after a short period of silence the independent state concerned asserted a 
claim based essentially on self-determination. As a rule, the need to 
maintain the colonial unit during the period leading up to independence 
is clearly a crucial element in the viability of the concept of self
determination, and the arguments based on separate acquisition in the 
colonial era cannot be permitted to override the territorial integrity of the 
entity as established in the practice of the colonial State. Further factors 
may be introduced to modify this and they will be considered briefly in the 
'Conclusions' section of this Chapter. 

IV. COLONIAL ENCLAVES 

One important exception to the proposition that the inhabitants of a 
non-self-governing or trust territory should have the right to determine 
their own political structure and future within the colonially defined 
borders is afforded by that category of small territories known as colonial 
enclaves. The normal definition of an enclave refers to an area totally 
surrounded by the territory of other States or the territory of one other 
State.307 However, in the case of colonial enclaves, the framework for 
discussion relates to a relatively small area totally surrounded on the 
landward side by the territory of one other State, thus allowing for a 
stretch of coast. This type of enclave is a territory detached by a colonial 
power from the surrounding territory and placed under the adminis
tration of a separate party from that governing the dismembered State. In 
such cases, the United Nations has adopted the doctrine that the country 
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BUCKINGHAM PALACE 

I was delighted to be given the opportunity to read this 
excellent book about Diego Garcia by' Richard Edis who was 
Commissioner for the British Indian Ocean Territory from 1988 
until 1991. It makes fascinating reading for anyone who has 
sailed the Indian ocean and especially for those who have been 
fortunate enough to visit the island, as I was when I was serving 
in HMS Edinburgh in 1988. 

I can testify to the remoteness of the Chagos Archipelago 
and to the low profile of its coast line.. When bound for Diego 
Garcia and after a few days at sea it is a testing moment for a 
young navigation officer of a warship when confirmation of the 
accuracy of his work is received barely an hour before the 
established time of arrival. The low lying terrain is never 
quite able to express itself as an island paradise but there are 
rich compensations in the abundance of marine and birdlife. And 
I am glad to say that the expansion of the military facilities, 
while adding immeasurably to the strategic role and economy of 
the island, has not been allowed to interfere with the precious 
balance of nature. 

The sea and maritime affairs have always been and always 
will be the prime factors in shaping the island's destiny. It 
is now over twenty five years since the birth of the British 
Indian Ocean Territory and Richard Edis' eloquent account of the 
history of Diego Garcia is a timely and informed contribution to 
the island's records. 
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the sea, maritime expansion and naval power which have 
shaped the island's story, as this book will show. 

Originally I had in mind only a short booklet but I soon 
became absorbed in the surprisingly rich amount of original 
material available about this small island, especially in the 
archives of the Foreign and Commonwealth Office and 
the India Office Library, and decided to produce a more 
comprehensive work. Essential for anyone who wants to go 
deeply into the history of the area as a whole is Sir Robert 
Scott's beautifully written book Limuria, which was published 
in 1961 in Britain and reprinted in the USA in 1974. Sadly it 
is now out of print but should be available in good reference 
libraries. 

Although my book touches only briefly on natural history, 
the bibliography mentions several works on this subject, an 
appreciation of which can considerably enhance enjoyment 
of the island. The most comprehensive of these is The Geog
raphy and Ecology of Diego Garcia by Stoddart and Taylor. 
Although not specifically about Diego Garcia, David Bella
my's Half of Paradise about two scientific expeditions to other 
islands in the Chagos Archipelago is very readable. 

This study is dedicated to all those whose lives have been 
touched in some way by this wonderful island. The proceeds 
from the sale of this book will go to the protection and 
promotion of Diego Garcia's natural and historical heritage. 

RICHARD EDIS 

June 1993 

r 
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Preface 

The idea for this book came to me when I was out for a run, 

a practice I have pursued with pleasure along jungle paths 

on my frequent visits to Diego Garcia. During such visits I 

found among the people who were working there an appetite 

for knowledge about the island's past, which I hope that this 

modest study will help to satisfy. I hope it will also serve as a 

souvenir of time spent there for the thousands of men and 

women who have lived on or visited the island. Now that 

the name Diego Garcia has become known internationally 

because of the present military facility, there may be wider 

interest too. 
It might be assumed that, apart from the area developed 

as a naval facility in recent years, the Chagos Archipelago is 

a paradise largely untouched by human hand. While it is true 

that the reef and marine life surrounding the islands is 

uniquely rich and unspoiled, the land itself and the wildlife 

on it have been altered drastically by human agency over 

several centuries. From the dawn of the modem age the 

islands, and Diego Garcia in particular, have been washed by 

the tide of world events and touched by the ebb and flow of 

empires. Not surprisingly in view of their location it has been 
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I 

A Laurel on the 
Sea 

Diego Garcia is the largest of more than 50 islands that 

make up the Chagos Archipelago, which constitutes 

the present extent of the British Indian Ocean Terri

tory (BIOT). The Territory is the sole remaining dependency 

of the Crown in the region and is situated near the geographi

cal centre of the Ocean from which it takes its name. 

The Chagos Archipelago is one of the most far-flung areas 

of the globe outside the polar regions. Diego Garcia lies 

roughly 7 degrees south of the Equator and 72 degrees east 

of Greenwich. The Chagos are separated from the nearest 

land by huge expanses of ocean, 'utterly lost in the great 

water wastes: star land in sea space', as the writer Alan 

Thompson poetically described them. 1 The southernmost 

Maldives lie 400 miles to the north, the Cocos-Keeling islands 

1500 miles to the east, the Seychelles 1000 miles to the west 

and Mauritius 1200 miles to the south-west. Over 2000 miles 

to the south lie the bleak windswept islands of Amsterdam 

and St Paul. All these islands are themselves outposts in the 

immensity of the Indian Ocean. 
The remoteness of the Chagos is best appreciated when 

the approach is made by sea. Yachtsmen, fishermen and the 

crews of warships and supply vessels still make the trip. 
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Whether by sail or steam this involves a voyage of many days 
with nothing but ocean and only seabirds, dolphins and 
flying fish for occasional company. Another vessel is a rare 
sight indeed. Otherwise, there is only the long swell, the 
approaching squall and the theatre of sunset and sunrise to 
break the monotony. 

A dozen or so miles from Diego Garcia a low line is scarcely 
discernible which gradually comes into focus as a fringe of 
coconut trees and a white line of breakers on the reef. From 
the north, the only entrance to the lagoon, Diego looks like 
a string of small islets, each with its crown of high trees. The 
scene has scarcely changed today from the sketches made by 
eighteenth-century naval officers to guide future mariners 
making their landfall. As a vessel approaches the Main Pass, 
it becomes apparent that there are three small islands mask
ing the mouth of the lagoon and that what appear to be two 
other islands are the embracing arms of a huge atoll. The 
air is full of frigate birds, boobies and terns. The vast lagoon, 
13 miles long by 4½ miles across, stretches far away into the 
distance, forming a small inland sea, a little world turned in 
on itself. 

Describing the scene in 1885 in terms that remain true to 
this day, the naturalist Gilbert Bourne said: 

On a fine day, the varied colours of the still waters 
of the lagoon, the low-lying strip of land covered with 
vegetation of a vivid green, the dazzling strip of white 
sand which borders the shore and the clear sunny sky, 
will afford a picture which will not easily be forgotten. 2 

The sea was the traditional way to approach Diego Garcia. 
Nowadays the more usual way is by air from the Gulf, Singa
pore or Mauritius. Although crossed infinitely more swiftly, 
the vastness and emptiness of the ocean still impress and 
intimidate through the aeroplane window. Massive, towering 
clouds make stately progress like the billowing sails of gal
leons. The sea below is an opaque dark blue. Suddenly there 
is the excitement of sighting land after many hours over 
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nothing but water. 'A laurel on the sea, a circle of bursting, 
startling green', a Second World War soldier-poet described 
it.3 

Indeed what the traveller notices at once from the air is 
the dramatic shape of the thin necklace of land, which 
appears little more than an outline of a pencil mark on the 
ocean. Of all the atolls in the Chagos Archipelago, Diego 
Garcia is the most perfect, forming a shaky V-shape extending 
about 15 miles from north to south and with a distance 
of about 35 miles around the circumference from tip to tip. 
Visitors have called forth various images to describe its shape. 
The early nineteenth-century Mauritian historian, Charles 
Grant, the Viscount of Vaux, described it as being 'in the 
form of a serpent bent double' .4 The eighteenth-century 
French cartographer, Abbe Rochon; said more prosaically 
that it 'resembled a horseshoe' .5 Its more recent, late twenti
eth-century American residents have likened it to the outline 
of a footprint in the sand, with the islets at the mouth of the 
lagoon forming the toe-marks. 

From the air, the vivid contrast between the varying blues 
of the lagoon, lighter, and with more green, than the dark 
blue indigo of the surrounding ocean, is apparent. It is also 
possible to make out on the upper western arm of the island 
the wide apron of the airfield, neatly arranged low-lying 
buildings, antennae in extensive aerial farms, ships at anchor 
in the lagoon and, as the plane makes its final approach, 
the roofs of the old plantation buildings peeping out of the 
vegetation on the eastern side. 

Travellers arriving today in Diego Garcia, whether by air 
or by sea, must first be processed by British India Ocean 
Territory Customs, in their smart and functional sand
coloured uniform of desert boots, long socks, shorts, shirt 
and beret with the Crown and palm tree badge. The red 
telephone box at the airport entrance is a further reminder 
that this is British territory. However, the drive along the fine 
road leading from the airport or the fleet landing jetty to 
the Downtown area on the north-west tip of the island is 
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reminiscent of the Florida Keys and a reminder that the 
present residents are predominantly American. 

The road runs through immaculately groomed grass 
verges, past the civilian workers' accommodation, the British 
Club, the sports fields and other recreational facilities, the 
fire station and the Cable and Wireless building with its 
satellite dish, to the impressive, white, headquarters building 
overlooking the lagoon, outside which the Union Jack and 
the Stars and Stripes fly side by side. Not far away stands the 
BIOT police station with its traditional blue British police 
lamp and the distinctive wavy blue and white BIOT flag flying 
outside. 

The Downtown area, containing the quarters of the mili
tary personnel, has all the facilities of a small town, including 
an interdominational place of worship, shops, eating-places, 
a swimming pool, a bowling alley and a bus service. Every
thing is beautifully laid out with ample lawns and carefully 
planted decorative trees and shrubs. Incongruously, broods 
of wild chickens peck their way nonchalantly between the 
buildings, and the occasional feral cat is to be seen padding 
about. Madagascar fodies flit from tree to tree, red-capped if 
in mating plumage. The human residents, American, British, 
Filipino and Mauritian, military and civilian, male and 
female, make their way about on buses, bicycles and on foot, 
in the last case often in jogging kit. Near the northern tip is 
Cannon Point, where two 6--inch guns still point out to sea, 
as they have done since 1942. 

As you drive south down the island beyond the airfield, 
the buildings and facilities begin to thin out. A poignant 
reminder of the past is the well-maintained cemetery near 
the old settlement of Point Marianne, containing the resting 
place of earlier islanders as well as graves from the Second 
World War. It now contains a monument to those who fell in 
a more recent conflict, that of the Gulf in 1991. The thick 
vegetation that lines the road on either side conceals the 
narrowness of the land and lends a deceptive air of spacious
ness as the ribbon of the road unfolds. There are only 
occasional glimpses of the calm waters of the lagoon on the 
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one side and the breakers on the reef on the ocean side, 
even though these are at some points separated by only 
100 yards. Large land crabs scuttle across the road, which is 
scattered with the shells of those who lost the game of 
chicken with vehicles. 

Halfway down the western side, beyond the Donkey Gate, 
which is designed to keep the animals clear of the runway, 
wild donkeys, alone or in groups, begin to appear. They are 
especially numerous in the extensive grassland areas around 
the transmitter antennae near the southern bend of the 
island, looking for all the world like game on the African 
plains. Near the transmitter site is Turtle Cove, where small 
lemon sharks and turtles can be seen swimming in the clear 
water of the narrow channel leading from the lagoon to a 
large, enclosed, swampy area known as Barochois Sylvaine. 

The road becomes unpaved coral as it leaves the area set 
aside for military purposes near the bottom of the eastern 
arm. It passes at first through fairly open coconut groves but 
the vegetation thickens markedly as it approaches the old 
plantation area at East Point. 

East Point is a completely different world from the Down
town Area. Here are the remains, which the British authori
ties are trying hard to preserve, of a plantation society which 
lasted for two centuries. The manager's elegant chdteau, 
recently restored, dominates the plantation square and faces 
the old jetty, cross and flagstaff by the lagoon shore. Around 
it stand the plantation chapel, itself also recently restored, 
the jail, the blacksmith's shop, the store, the hospital, copra 
mills and the remains of the copra drying sheds. The orange 
blossoms of a flame tree and pink and white ground flowers 
add colour to the scene. On the shore lies the remarkably 
intact wreck of a Second World War Catalina flying boat, still 
shining silvery in the sun. Farther up there is the morgue 
and behind it a macabre 'bleeding stone' where corpses were 
drained of their blood, around which the moss seems to grow 
with especial luxuriance. Nearby is the old graveyard with 
tombs from far back into the nineteenth century. The last 
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burial, that of a small child, dates from 1971 just before the 
evacuation of the plantation. 

Beyond East Point the road becomes no more than a track, 
heavily encroached on by the vegetation. After the brooding 
remains of the old settlement of Minni Minni, now almost 
lost in heavy vegetation and thick with moss and ferns, the 
track reaches Barton Point. This is the extreme north-east 
tip of the island and is a distance of about 37 miles by road 
from the north-west tip at Simpson Point. There is a fine 
beach of white sand between Barton Point and Observatory 
Point, studded with shells of all shapes and sizes, many of 
them occupied by small hermit crabs, and pieces of white, 
pink, green and blue coral. In the waters offshore, the coral 
heads of the reef are host to a myriad of fish. 

Opposite Barton Point lies East Island, the largest of the 
islets at the mouth of the lagoon. It is designated as a nature 
reserve and is the home of large numbers of red-footed 
boobies which roost in the vegetation, and ferocious-looking 
giant crabs, which lurk in holes in the interior. The remains 
of buildings and machinery from the coaling station era are 
also in evidence there. Middle Island has a small interior 
lagoon of murky water from which you half expect some sea 
monster to erupt as a tidal surge makes itself felt. 

Beyond the extensive reef around Middle Island, known 
as Spurs Reef, lies the deep-water channel of the Main Pass, 
on the other side of which is the small scrap of West Island 
and so back to Eclipse Point. There are few finer places to 
be on a clear, balmy night under the palm trees, the dark-blue 
velvet sky alight with stars, and the waves breaking translucent 
white in the moonlight on the reef. 
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Takamakas, 
Turtles, Corals, 
Coconut Crabs, 
Shearwaters and 

Sharks 

D iego Garcia is a low-lying tropical atoll with an average 

elevation of only 6 feet above sea level. The maximum 

natural elevation is around 25 feet in dunes near 

Point Marianne. If the greenhouse theory of atmospheric 

warming with a consequent rise in sea level is valid, the 

Chagos group, like the neighbouring Maldives, must be one 

of the places in the world most vulnerable to its impact. So 

far, however, there is no sign of significant encroachment by 

the sea and indeed the land area has shown considerable 

stability since it was first mapped accurately more than 200 

years ago. 
The surface area of Diego Garcia is not much more than 

10 square miles. The island is composed entirely of coral 

rock. Some pumice rock found near Barton Point is likely to 

be debris from the explosion of the Mount Krakatoa volcano 

in the East Indies (now Indonesia) in 1889. There is a layer 
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of poor soil which in places barely covers the underlying 
coral but in more heavily vegetated areas has a depth of a 
'couple of feet of peaty earth. The typical profile across the 
island starts on the ocean-side reef with a wide, eroded, sea
washed platfonri of dangerously sharp rock, a scattering of 
boulders and a narrow, sandy beach. There is a steep ridge 
at the edge of the land which then slopes gently downward 
to a less pronounced ridge and another sandy beach on the 
lagoon-side. In places the land is indented on the inside rim 
by depressed areas with narrow entrances which flood and 
drain on each tide and are known as 'barochois'. Particularly 
extensive barochois are found in the south and south-east, 
such as Barochois Maurice and Barochois Sylvaine. 

Diego Garcia is the wettest tropical atoll in the Indian 
Ocean and experiences average rainfall of over 100 inches a 
year. Gilbert Bourne, visiting in 1886 observed: 'it would be 
scarcely beside the truth to say that rain may be expected 
every day; that at least was my experience. ' 1 If not quite true, 
it is rare for there to be periods of more than a few days 
without rain, which comes in short, intense downpours, 
which race as squalls across the lagoon. There is consequently 
a high water-table of surprisingly unbrackish water, taking 
into account the proximity of the sea on every hand. The 
explanation, which was discovered quite recently, is that there 
are extensive 'water lenses' in Diego Garcia, caused by fresh 
water, with its lower specific gravity, floating on top of the 
sea water which permeates the ground at a lower level. These 
fresh-water lenses are readily tapped by shallow wells. There 
are few natural bodies of standing fresh water above ground 
but rainwater gathers sufficiently after the frequent down
pours to provide adequate drinking water for wildlife. 

The climate of Diego Garcia was described by an early 
visitor Charles Pridham, in 1846, in the following terms: 
'there is almost continually a delightful freshness and softness 
in the atmosphere, and although very hot in the sun, the air 
where there exists any shade is cool and the nights invariably 
very pleasant.'' Temperatures generally range between the 
upper seventies and the mid-eighties Fahrenheit (25°-28°C). 
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There is a high level of humidity but it is ameliorated by 
frequent breezes and is less stifling and enervating than else
where in comparable latitudes. The island is also mercifully 
free of unpleasant tropical manifestations such as malaria. 

There are distinct if marginal variations of season in Diego 
Garcia which are governed by changes in the predominant 
winds, which in turn govern the direction of the currents. 
From December to March the wind blows mainly from the 
north-west under the influence of the monsoon, which brings 
hotter temperatures (an average of 85°F/28°C) and heavier 
rainfall (a mean of over 12 inches in January). In April and 
May there is a transition in the prevailing wind from the west 
to the south-east. From June to September the south-east 
trade winds blow and the weather is cooler (79°F /26°C) 
and relatively drier ( 6 inches of rain in June). October and 
November is another period of transition, with variable wind 
directions. Diego Garcia is fortunate to lie between the 
northern and southern cyclone belts in the Indian Ocean, 
so avoiding the storms which periodically devastate Mauritius, 
Reunion and Rodrigues to the south and the coast of the 
Indian sub-continent to the north. However, the tail of a 
cyclone will occasionally clip the island, usually during the 
period of the south-east trades. 

Behind the rhododendron-like 'scavvy' thicket (Scaevola 
tacada) which fringes the shores, the vegetation of the island 
is now dominated by coconut trees, either of self-sown 'cocos 
bon <lieu' (God's coconuts) or the cultivated variety estab
lished in the plantation era. Early historical accounts suggest 
that this was not always so and that much larger areas were 
covered by broadleaf trees. Impressive varieties of the latter 
which survive individually or in clumps around the island are 
the white wood tree (Hernandia sonora), the rose or mapou 
tree (Barringtonia asiatica) and the takamaka tree 
( Calophyllum inophyllum). The white wood tree can grow to a 
height of 60 feet and has small, cream-coloured flowers. The 
rose tree is even taller and has a massive girth. It has leaves 
18 inches long and its flower of four white petals, with a mass 
of slender pink stamens protruding from the centre, gives 
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off a heavy scent. The flowers last only from dusk to dawn of 
a single night but when fallen they spread a fragrant carpet 
round the tree. The seed husk of the rose tree has a charac
teristic square shape, designed, like a coconut, to be water
borne. The takamaka grows slowly into a giant oak-shaped 
tree and is supported by a widespread network of roots above 
ground. It has shiny leaves with fine parallel veins, a small, 
delicate flower with a clump of yellow stamens at the centre 
and fruit like a large gooseberry. The wood of the takamaka 
is excellent for boat-building and has been used as such 
around the islands of the Indian Ocean to construct tra
ditional craft such as pirogues. 

A number of other impressive trees were introduced in 
the old plantation areas, such as the giant fig trees at Point 
Marianne and Minni Minni and the breadfruit trees at East 
Point. It is not clear when the ironwood tree ( Casuarina), 
with its needle-like leaves and pine-like appearance, was intro
duced. Its seeds are very resistant to sea-water and it is possi
ble that they arrived originally on drifting branches. However, 
it is now spreading widely in the areas where construction 
has taken place because of its liking for disturbed soil. Its 
ability to extract and fix nitrate from the soil gives it an 
advantage over other vegetation. Numerous other exotic 
flora - fruit trees, shrubs, flowers, vegetables and grasses -
were introduced in the plantation era and more recently 
for decorative and dietary purposes. Both the amateur and 
professional botanist will find Diego Garcia a happy hunting 
ground. 

Diego Garcia also holds delights for the ornithologist. At 
least 35 species of bird have been identified. The bird popu
lation has been subject to vicissitudes over the years. Before 
the arrival of man there were probably enormous colonies 
of seabirds and also possibly some native species of landbird. 
Human activity had a devastating effect on the bird life. The 
vegetation was, as we have seen, transformed by the cutting 
down of much of the natural broadleaf woodland and its 
replacement by coconut trees. Worse still, predators were 
introduced in the form of rats, cats, dogs and, of course, 

r 
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man himself, for whom birds were a source of meat, eggs 
and feathers. 

The closing of the plantations and the rigorous conser
vation policy of the BIOT administration may well have led 
to a revival of a number of species which had become rare or 
disappeared from the island altogether. Today, long-standing 
winged inhabitants of Diego Garcia which can be termed 
indigenous include various sorts of terns, noddies, boobies, 
frigates and green herons. The island is also a staging post 
for migratory birds such as shearwaters, turnstones, plovers, 
sandpipers, whimbrels and perhaps storm-petrels on their 
way between breeding areas and wintering areas around the 
Indian Ocean. Land birds introduced from Madagascar, Mau
ritius, Seychelles and India since the nineteenth century 
include fodies, Madagascar turtle doves, cattle egrets, barred 
ground doves, mynahs and the domestic fowl which now 
run wild. Many of the birds of Diego Garcia are beautifully 
portrayed on the 1990 definitive set of British Indian Ocean 
Territory postage stamps. 

There are no indigenous mammals in Diego Garcia and 
no sign that any ever existed. Of those introduced in the 
plantation era, which included horses, cattle, sheep, pigs and 
dogs,· only donkeys, cats and rats have survived and thrived. 
The wild donkeys could perhaps in due course evolve into a 
distinctive breed, the Diego donkey. An imaginative proposal 
to introduce the endangered Rodrignes fruit bat to the island 
has, for the moment at least, been abandoned. 

If Diego Garcia has a native 'king' species it should surely 
be the giant coconut or robber crabs. Their Creole name is 
cipaye or sipaiUe. The coconut crab has a mottled purplish 
appearance and can grow to 3 feet across. Their enormous 
pincers can rip open a coconut husk. They are nocturnal 
creatures but can be found in the day skulking in holes in 
the ground or under fallen vegetation. They should be 
treated with great respect - a writer in 1802 noted that their 
pincers could snap off the iron tips of walking sticks - but if 
approached from the right direction ( the rear), can be 
picked up. This, however, requires strong nerve. Other crabs, 
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the land crab and the fiddler crab, energetically excavate 

sandy areas, including in the barochois. On the beach, most 

shells on examination are found to be occupied by hermit 

crabs and immature coconut crabs. 

There are a couple of types of lizard or, more accurately, 

geckos on the island, at least one species of toad, but no 

snakes. Despite the presence of African bees, hornets, several 

variety of spider and one of scorpion, the main hazard when 

walking or jogging ih the jungle of Diego Garcia is not creepy

crawlies but being hit on the head by a falling coconut. 

Five per cent of the identified insect specimens, including a 

butterfly, are unique to the island and there are doubtless 

more still to be discovered. 
If land fauna on Diego Garcia is admittedly fairly limited, 

marine life is exceptionally rich. As Gilbert Bourne wrote in 

1886, 'to describe the immense and varied marine fauna 

that abounds around this island requires a paper on natural 

history' .3 Spectacular visitors to the shore are two varieties of 

large marine turtle, the green and the hawksbill. Their life 

span is 150 years and they only start breeding when they are 

50. After mating at sea the females come ashore on the high 

tide in different seasons according to species, the hawksbill 

during the north-west monsoon and the green during the 

south-east trades, and lay their numerous eggs, which look 

like table-tennis balls, in the sand. The turtles were formerly 

hunted for their flesh and their shells by the islanders but 

they are now protected by law and it seems likely that these 

endangered species are increasing in numbers around the 

Chagos. Appropriately, the green and hawksbill turtles are 

supporters on the BIOT coat of arms. Smaller species of 

turtle live permanently in the lagoon, especially at the south

ern end. 
The deep ocean beyond the reef supports dozens of species 

of fish. There are 14 types of shark alone, including the 

white, grey, tiger, hammerhead, white tip, black tip, nurse 

and sand shark. Tuna, especially the big eye, yellowfin and 

skipjack varieties are present in huge quantities. Prized game 

fish such as the wahoo, marlin, swordfish, kingfish, sunfish, 
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mahi mahi, bonito, dorado and barracuda are commonly 
found. The BIOT administration took steps in 1991 to con
serve fish stocks in what is probably the least exploited area 
of the Indian Ocean by introducing a licensing regime in a 
200 mile zone around the Chagos. Sperm whales, which 
breed to the west of the islands, and dolphins receive specific 
protection. 

Richest of all from an ecological point of view is the reef, 
which teems with a vast variety of life. The living coral itself 
is Diego Garcia's chief natural glory and indeed the cause of 
its very existence. The Chagos Archipelago constitutes one 
of the great reef systems of the world and probably the most 
pristine. About 100 species of coral, some very rare, have 
been identified around Diego Garcia and in its lagoon. 

The coral animal itself is a primitive organism known as a 
polyp. It is akin to a sea anemone and the calcium it extracts 
from sea-water gradually builds up into a variety of remark
able shapes and sizes. The evocative names given to the 
differing structures formed give a good idea of their appear
ance: staghom, organ-pipe, brain, table, mushroom, moss 
and so on. The shape of coral rock formed is influenced by 
the depth at which it grows. The range of colours - yellow, 
green, pink, blue, violet, brown and grey - is derived from 
the minute plants which live inside the polyps. 

Reef-building corals are delicate and choosy organisms. 
They are found in a belt around the world in the Indian 
Ocean, the Pacific and the Caribbean 30 degrees either side 
of the Equator where the sea temperature is below 100°F 
(37°C) and above 68°F (20°C). Corals need the right amount 
of oxygen and salinity in the water. They cannot grow above 
water and because they need light will not grow much below 
150 feet in depth. They like water that is somewhat disturbed 
but not rough. Consequently, the reef corals are less luxuriant 
on the south-east side of Diego Garcia which is most exposed 
to storms. 

There are living coral reefs both around and inside the 
lagoon of Diego Garcia. These are alive with literally 
hundreds of varieties of small, brilliantly coloured tropical 
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fish such as are found in aquariums all over the world, as 
well as the larger grouper, snapper, jack, emperor, trevally, 
moray eel, sting ray and manta ray. Seaweeds in a multiplicity 
of forms, sea cucumbers, octopuses, crabs, lobsters and small 
turtles add to the variety. Underwater swimming is a constant 
delight in Diego Garcia, although in addition to watching 
out for sharks an eye must be kept open for the sinister stone 
fish and the scorpion fish with their poisonous spines. 
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From out the 
Azure Main 

D 
iego Garcia and its sibling islands comprise all that 
remains above sea-level of huge underwater moun
tains of volcanic origin which rear dramatically from 

the ocean bed 10,000 feet or more below. The romantic 
appellation for these islands is the 'Peaks of Limuria'. 

Limuria is the name given to the ancient continent which 
used to exist in the middle of the Indian Ocean, a sort of 
Indian Ocean Atlantis. This lost continent was probably 
created as a result of apocalyptic volcanic activity 130 million 
years ago as the land mass of what is now India gradually 
drifted away from Africa. Even now seismic activity is common 
in the area. A severe earthquake is reported to have 
occurred in Diego Garcia in 1812 and there was another 
major one elsewhere in the Chagos Archipelago in 1913. An 
earthquake measuring as high as 7.6 on the Richter Scale 
struck Diego Garcia in November 1983. Although causing 
limited damage to buildings, it ruptured some of the under
ground fuel lines. Earthquakes of 6.0 or above on the Scale 
occur regularly. There have been a dozen such occurrences 
since 1940. Luckily the lack of a wide surrounding platform 
of shallows precludes the building of tidal waves as a result 
of seismic activity. 
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It seems likely that over the aeons of time the sea level in 
the Indian Ocean waxed and waned as a result both of uplift 
and subsidence, and of the periodic ice ages which locked 
up water in the icecaps. Because of the sea level changes 
during this period, the underlying peaks of basalt became 
overlaid with coral limestone to a depth of as much as a mile. 
Only 17,000 years ago, at the end of the last ice age, the sea 
level was 300 feet lower than at present. This would have 
meant that, where there are now only banks and atolls, a 
vastly larger area of dry land would have existed, including 
the whole of the present Chagos Bank and large adjacent 
islands. 

Depression • Original lagoon 

..:::::::::==S => Contemporary sea level ---------------- ~~?? ------------------

E;i,;posed eroded coral rock 
covered with vegetation 1 

.:. 300ft. 

ARTIST'S IMPRESSION. OF A CONTEMPORARY ATOLL DURING THE GLACIAL 

PERIOD 

(From book Half of Paradise by Professor David Bellamy) 

We cannot know what type of vegetation flourished then 
or what sort of wildlife roamed the land because, as the Polar 
icecaps melted, the sea swept in like Noah's flood. The land 
may well have been entirely submerged. As Lord Tennyson 
wrote as he came to grips with dawning scientific reality in 
his poem In Memoriam, 

There rolls the deep where grew the tree, 
Oh earth what changes hast thou seen!1 

r 
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Certainly no trace of pre-Holocene, that is before the last ice 
age, flora and fauna remains, in contrast to the larger land 
masses in the Western Indian Ocean now comprising Mada
gascar, Mauritius, Reunion and Seychelles, which had suf
ficient elevation to avoid being totally engulfed. In these 
places weird and unique forms of life such as the lemur and, 
until hunted to extinction, the dodo survived. In fact, the 
limited range of land flora and fauna in the islands of 
the Chagos Archipelago suggests that in their latest form 
they emerged from the sea perhaps only a couple of thousand 
years ago. Like Britain in the song 'Rule Britannia', Diego 
Garcia literally 'at heaven's command arose from out the 
azure main'. Given no further significant changes in sea 
level during this period and the lack of evidence of major 
movements of the earth's crust in t4e area, how could this 
happen? 

The solution to the mystery was first put forward by no 
less an authority than Charles Darwin, the great nineteenth 
century natural scientist and author of The Origi,n of the Species 
which fundamentally altered man's view of the world. In 1842 
Darwin published a work called The Structure and Distribution 
of Coral Reefs, which was based on the observations he carried 
out during his epic four-and-a-half year voyage around the 
globe on HMS Beagle. One of the Beagle's missions was to 
take soundings around coral islands and to determine if the 
atolls sat on the summits of extinct volcanoes. Darwin and 
the Beagle visited the Cocos-Keeling Islands and Mauritius 
in the Indian Ocean but, impatient to return home after 
such a long voyage, did not call at the Chagos group. How
ever, Darwin drew extensively in his book on coral reefs on 
a thorough scientific survey of the Chagos, and Diego Garcia 
in particular, carried out in 1837 by Captain Robert Moresby. 
As he acknowledged in the preface: 

I must most particularly express my obligations to Cap
tain Moresby, Indian Navy, who conducted the survey 
of the archipelagos of low coral islands in the Indian 
Ocean. 
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According to Darwin's theory, as the sea level rises, the 

living coral grows up too, keeping pace with and just below 

' the surface of the water. On to this submerged platform wash 

boulders of dead coral and sand, forming a bank which 

builds up above high water. Once a dry bank is established 

it begins to be colonised by seeds of plants and trees borne 

on the ocean currents. The predominant current washing 

the Chagos Archipelago is the Malabar current corning 

from the direction of South-East Asia. It is therefore not 

surprising that most of the indigenous flora on the islands is 

of Asian origin. Of these, the key to stabilising the newly 

emergent islands will have been Scaevola tacada, commonly 

known as 'scavvy' in Diego Garcia, which thrives in sand and 

does not mind some contact with salt water. It forms a strong 

and impenetrable thicket along shorelines just above high 

water. Because of their buoyant water-borne husks the coco

nut and the rose tree will have been among early trees to 

establish themselves. Ironwoods and the creeper Caesalpina 

bonduc may have arrived as sea-borne seeds floating on vegetal 

debris. Birds, which can migrate huge distances across the 

ocean, will also have been the agents of colonisation by bring

ing seeds on their bodies. And their droppings, forming 

guano, will have helped enrich the poor mixture of sand 

and coral and thus encouraged further growth of vegetation, 

which in decay also fertilised the ground. 
As Darwin recognised, Diego Garcia is unusual as an atoll 

in that almost the whole reef around the lagoon has been 

converted into land, 'an unparalleled case, I believe, in an 

atoll of such large size', he observed. 2 It seems likely that the 

present island is the result of the merging of a number of 

smaller islands that established themselves on the reef. The 

narrowness of the land at various points and the undeveloped 

nature of the vegetation, especially on the eastern arm of the 

island north of Minni Minni, suggests that some of the various 

individual islands which originally existed were joined up 

only comparatively recently. This could eventually happen 

between Eclipse Point and West Island. And a new island is 

forming at the mouth of the lagoon to the west of Middle 
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Island at the north-western end of Spurs Reef. This islet was 
given the name Anniversary Island in honour of the 25th 
anniversary of the establishment of the British Indian Ocean 
Territory in November 1990. If it survives, it will be interesting 
to see how quickly it is colonised by 'scavvy' and coconuts. 

Darwin's theory of the origin of atolls is still accepted, 
although he seems to have been misled by some of Moresby's 
data to conclude that the Chagos was a dying group of coral 
atolls sitting on top of subsiding submarine mountains. He 
does not appear to have taken into account the effect of rises 
and falls in sea level because of periodic ice ages: He later 
acknowledged Gilbert Bourne's work on the subject and con
ceded that in the case of Diego Garcia there was no evidence 
of subsidence. 

The fact that a minute marine creature could be respons
ible for the creation of solid land can still amaze today as 
much as it did the great scientists who discovered the 
phenomenon. Darwin wrote: 

Everyone must be struck with astonishment when he first 
beholds one of those vast rings of coral rock, often many 
leagues in diameter, here and there surmounted by a 
low verdant island with dazzling white shores, bathed on 
the outside by the foaming breakers of the ocean, and 
on the inside surrounding a calm expanse of water which 
from reflection is generally of a bright but pale green 
colour. The naturalist will feel this astonishment more 
deeply after having examined the soft and almost gelati
nous bodies of those apparently insignificant coral polyp
ifers, and when he knows that the solid reef increases 
only on the outer edge, which day and night is lashed 
by the breakers of an ocean never at rest. 3 

Bourne echoed the same sentiment on visiting Diego Garcia 
itself in 1885: 

The most unimaginative person will not fail to be struck 
with wonder that the vital activity of animals so low on 
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the scale as coral polyps has been sufficient to raise up 
this island above the waves and to maintain it there in 
spite of the increasing wear and tear to which it is subject 
from the restless waves of the great southern ocean. 4 

r 
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Discovery 

The Chagos islands may well have been untouched by 
human footprints from their formation until the dawn 
of the modern era. It is possible that the Malagasy 

may have visited the islands as they made their way around 
the Indian Ocean from present-day Indonesia to their future 
home in Madagascar in the early days of the Christian era. 
It has been suggested that it was they who introduced the 
coconut and that the old Maldivian name for the islands was 
of Malagasy origin. 1 The Arabs who reached the Laccadive 
and Maldive islands immediately to the north in the ninth 
century may have had some inkling of islands to the south. 
And a remarkable Chinese expedition during the Ming 
Dynasty commanded by Cheng Ho, the Great Eunuch of the 
Imperial Palace, would have sailed close to the Chagos in 
1413-15. However, if any of these intrepid voyagers did visit 
the islands, we shall never know for they left no mark or 
record. 

What is certain is that the Portuguese sighted and named 
the islands in the early sixteenth century. In the course of the 
fifteenth century, the traditional route through the Eastern 
Mediterranean, the Red Sea and the Persian Gulf to the 
Asian sources of luxuries which Europe sought was blocked 
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by the expansion of the war-like Ottoman Turks. Driven by a 

mixture of crusading zeal and mercantile enterprise, the 

Portuguese pioneered an alternative sea route around Africa 

to India and the Spice Islands in the later fifteenth and early 

sixteenth centuries. Their route lay across the Indian Ocean. 

The actual discoverer of the islands was probably Pedro 

Mascarenhas, after whom the Mascarene group of islands 

comprising Mauritius, Reunion and Rodrigues is named. It 

was the custom of the Portuguese explorers to call newly 

discovered islands after either captains of vessels or saints' 

days. There were fleets to the Indian Ocean in 1509 and 

1512 commanded by Diego Lopes and Garcia de Naronha 

respectively. It is tempting to assume that some combination 

of these names was applied to the largest of the islands that 

they stumbled on in their . caravels and niios far out in the 

Indian Ocean. According to another account, a Spanish navi

gator actually named Diego Garcia visited the island in 1532.2 

However, the origin of the name can be no more than specu 

lation. Early maps give a variety of other names including 

Gratia, Graciosa, Don Garzia and Chagos island. The existing 

name only became definitive towards the end of the eight

eenth century. The Portuguese names · for other groups in 

the Archipelago also stuck, Peros Banhos, and Three 

Brothers, which is a translation of the Portuguese 'Tres 

Irmaos'. 
The only evidence found in Diego Garcia of Portuguese 

visits are the roof tiles brought up by divers from the floor 

of the lagoon in Rambler Bay. It was the custom to carry 

such items on the outward voyage from Portugal as ballast 

which could be put to good use on arr ival before loading up 

with spices, calicoes, muslins and chinaware for the return 

trip. There may well be Portuguese wrecks in other parts of 

the Archipelago. One fairly well-documented case is that of a 

niio (a type of sailing ship of about 500 tons, named the 

Conceifao ( Conception) which was outward bound from Lisbon 

to Goa in India with a cargo of jewels, gold and silver in 1555 

when it ran aground on the reefs of Peros Banhos .3 The 

captain Francisco Nombre and other officers appropriated 
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East Point chapel. (NSF Fotof.ab, Diego Garcia) 
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Lagoon just before sunset. (Dan Layman) 
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A coconut crab. (Dan Layman) 
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A family of red•footed boobies. (Dan Layman) 



Annex 136

-

A sixteenth-century Portuguese map of the Indian Ocean. (The British Library) 
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View of the north end of Diego Garcia; 1786; watercolour by Lieutenant Wales. 
(In dia Office Collection, British Liurary) 
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The settlement at East Point, 1819; Dutch print by Lieutenant Verhuell. 
(Mr K Dirkzwager) 
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Six-inch naval guns at Cannon Point, installed in 1942. (NSF Fotolab, Diego Gama) 
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the only undamaged boat , filled it with as much treasure as 
it could carry and set out for India, leaving 350 crew and 
passengers to fend for themselves . Of these 50 eventually 
managed to reach India in improvised craft but the rest 
perished from hunger and exposure. It is possible that 
remains of the Conceiyao's equipment and cargo could still 
be found . 

Among the rare references to the Chagos in this period is 
the claim to them made by the Christian King of the Maldives, 
Dom Manuel, who was installed by the Portuguese in the 
mid-sixteenth century. The islands were called 'Folovahi' in 
the Maldivian language Divehi, which means something like 
'ten islands'. However, two attempts by the Maldivians to 
colonise the islands failed when they could not locate them. 

The· discovery of the Chagos Arc;hipelago was a minor 
incidental by-product of the opening up of the seaway from 
Europe to the Indies. The islands were not on the main 
route, which followed the African coast to around the latitude 
of present-day Kenya and then struck out towards India. 
Accordingly they were not regarded as of any value as way- · 
stations for water and fresh supplies. On the contrary, the 
Chagos Archipelago with its network of dangerous reefs was 
seen as a peril to be given a wide berth. The inaccuracy of 
the charts, which scattered islands, many of them imaginary, 
over a wide area increased the uncertainty of navigation in 
the central Indian Ocean. 

The English, along with the French and Dutch, began to 
follow the route pioneered by the Portuguese to the lucrative 
entrepots of the East in the later sixteenth century. The experi
ence of the captain of one of the first English fleets to 
penetrate the Indian Ocean graphically illustrates the perils 
posed to early navigators in the seas around the Chagos. 
Setting out from Agalega Island north -east of Madagascar in 
the direction of India in late March 1602 Sir James Lancaster 
found himself two weeks later trapped within the reefs of the 
Chagos Bank. For several days the ships tried to find a way 
out of the maze or 'pound' (enclosure) as Lancaster called 
it. Eventually, led by a small boat from which constant sound-
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ing of the depth was made, the fleet was able, 'thanks be to 
God', to nose gingerly out of the reefs to the open ocean 

, to the north and continue its voyage. 
Although Lancaster did not land on any of the islands in 

the Chagos he left a vivid account of his earlier landfall at 
Agalega, an island which shares many of the same character
istics: 

As we coasted along this island, it seemed very fair and 
pleasant, exceeding full of fowl [birds] and coconut 
trees; and there came from the land such a pleasant 
smell as if it had been a garden of flowers.4 

For a further century and a half, after Lancaster's inadvertent 
visit, although the Dutch established themselves from 1639 
in Mauritius and the French from 1654 in Reunion, the 
Chagos remained in a sort of limbo, vaguely in the conscious
ness but rarely visited by the European nations contending 
for the upper hand in the Indian Ocean. If pirates, who in 
the early eighteenth century established a shortlived strong
hold in eastern Madagascar and bases in the Seychelles, ever 
used or visited Diego Garcia, there is no record of this but the 
intriguing possibility cannot be discounted. An eighteenth 
century cannon-ball was discovered in the jungle on the 
eastern arm of the island in 1989. And a mid-nineteenth 
century ordinance reserved to the Crown any buried treasure 
found on Diego Garcia. 

As time went on, the contest in the Indian Ocean became 
increasingly one between Britain and France, with India as 
the prize. The five wars fought by the two countries in the 
course of the eighteenth century spilled over into eastern 
seas. Meanwhile the French were assidiously island-hopping. 
In 1722 they took over Mauritius which the Dutch had aban, 
doned in 1703, and renamed it the Ile de France. They also 
colonised Rodrigues 300 miles to the east in 1742. 

From the 17 40s the French began systematically to survey 
the islands to the north and the north-east of their principal 
base on Mauritius. Up to this point these islands remained 
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inaccurately fixed, still unknown, or even figments of the 
imagination, as was the case in their rendering in the chart 
the 'English Pilot' published in 1755. The co-ordinator of 
this effort was the renowned French cartographer Apres de 
Mannevillette who embodied his findings in his famous map 
of the Indian Ocean 'Neptune Oriental', published in 1780. 
Much of this effort of filling in the gaps on the map was 
directed towards the north where Mahe in the Seychelles 
group was first formally possessed in 1756 and then colonised 
in 1768. However, several expeditions visited the Chagos. In 
1770 a Monsieur la Fontaine in the vessel L'Heure du Berger 
surveyed the northern part of the lagoon at Diego Garcia 
and produced the first detailed map of the island. This ship 
also achieved the feat of sailing the dangerous passage 
between East Island and Barton Point .. Subsequently a British 
ship, the Hampshire, was wrecked attempting the passage in 
1793. Elsewhere in the Archipelago, in 1777, the French ship 
Salomon visited and named the islands of that name in the 
northern Chagos. 

The British, from their bases in India, were also showing 
an interest in the islands. In 1760 the Egmont visited the 
islands which bear its name. In 1763 the Speaker and the Pitt 
surveyed the banks named after them and also visited Diego 
Garcia, producing a rough sketch from the north which may 
be the first known pictorial rendering of the island. In 1772 
the Eagle called at the island of the same name. And in 
1774 the Drake visited Diego Garcia and carried out a detailed 
survey of the entrance to the lagoon, including detailed 
sketches by a Joseph Mascall which show West, Middle and 
East islands, which were named respectively Red Beach, Black 
Beach and White Beach islands on the picture. This 
expedition left sheep, goats and pigs on the island as fresh 
provisions for future expeditions. 

On the British side, the driving force in mapping the 
islands of the Central Indian Ocean was Scotsman Alexander 
Dalrymple, the Hydrographer of the East Indian Company, 
who published in 1786 a Memoir concerning the Chagos Archipel
ago and. the Adjacent Islands. Dalrymple sent orders from 
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London to the Company's base m Bombay to despatch 
vessels: 

to ascertain the numerous shoals and islands in the 
Southern Passage from the Maldives to Madagascar as 
an accurate knowledge of these hitherto much neglected 
Seas is essential to the security of the Navigation of the 
Company's ships. 5 

As a result of these instructions, a comprehensive exploration 
of the Archipelago was undertaken by Lieutenant Archibald 
Blair of the East India Company Marine in 1786 and 1787. 
He was given orders that: 

for facilitating the more particular survey of the island 
afterwards, he was to leave a distinguishing mark on all 
the principal points, which should terminate his angles, 
or form stations, to enable those points to be found at 
any future time. 6 

Accordingly, in May 1786, Blair carried out a survey of Diego 
Garcia, setting up flag staffs at key places to act as reference 
points. Although he was given only a couple of weeks for the 
undertaking, Blair produced a highly accurate map which 
would pass muster today. He also observed the eclipse of 
Jupiter's moons, which no doubt accounts for the names 
Eclipse and Observatory Points at the entrance to the Diego 
Garcia lagoon. 

The transformation in knowledge about the Chagos result
ing from these systematic surveys meant that, in future, mari
ners would avoid the experience of James Horsburgh, who 
later succeeded Dalrymple as the East India Company 
Hydrographer. In May 1786 he was wrecked on Diego Garcia 
in the Atlas on the point on the east coast which bears his 
name: 

The charts on board were very erroneous in their render
ing of the Chagos Islands and Banks and the Com-
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mander trusting too much to dead reckoning was 
steering with confidence to make Ady or Candy (islands 
which turned out not to exist) ... but unfortunately, a 
cloud over Diego Garcia prevented the helmsman from 
discerning it (the officer of the watch being asleep) till 
we were on the reef close to the shore; the masts, rudder 
and everything above deck went with the first surge; the 
second lifted the vessel over the outer rocks and threw 
her in toward the beach, it being high water and the 
vessel in ballast, otherwise, she must have been dashed 
in pieces by two or three surfs on the outer part of the 
reef and every person on board have perished. 7 

The survivors from the ill-fated Atlas were rescued by the 
expedition described in the next chapter. 
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Settlement 

AMonsieur Dupuit de la Faye was given a grant of Diego 
Garcia by the Governor of Mauritius in 1778 and 
there is evidence of temporary French sojourns. How

ever, the first systematic attempt to colonise the island was 
made by the British. In 1786 the East India Company, the 
great commercial corporation which established and ran 
Britain's Empire in the East for 250 years, decided that it 
was now feasible to establish a victualling station where, as 
Dalrymple put it: 

ships might be enabled to get refreshments after their 
long voyage from Europe before they came into the 
low latitudes where the light winds and tedious passages 
consequent to them, had so often proved fatal to the 
lives of the seamen before they could reach India. 1 

It was also hoped that Diego Garcia could be a base for 
further exploration of the islands of the central Indian 
Ocean, as well as in future wars against France. 

The aim was that the new settlement should be self-suf
ficient. According to the reports available, Diego Garcia had 
good water, soil which would support 'legumes' (vegetables) 
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and an abundance of fish, turtles and 'land lobsters'. The 
latter 'fed on coconuts and are very good, their tails very 
fat'. 2 The expedition was to take with it boatloads of soil and 
to experiment with the growing of grain, fruit and vegetables. 
It was also to bring cattle and poultry . 
. After meticulous planning, the expedition set out from 

Bombay on 15 March 1786 in four ships, the Admiral Hughes, 
the Drake and the survey ships Viper and Experiment. Richard 
Price and John Smyth, senior officials of the East India Com
pany, were respectively first and second in command. Price 
was appointed 'Resident of Diego Garcia', effectively the first 
British representative. The civilian element included car
penters, smiths, bricklayers, coopers, stockmen, gardeners, 
bakers, butchers, tailors and two doctors as well as 50 servants. 
An engineering officer Captain Sartorius commanded the 
military element, who were all volunteers. This consisted of 
64 Indian infantry sepoys and 2 bandsmen, 24 Indian engin
eer pioneers and a number of marine surveying officers led 
by Lieutenant Blair, mentioned in Chapter N. They also 
took with them one field piece and 6 or 8 pieces of smaller 
artillery. 

The expedition sailed with sealed orders to be opened at 
sea in order to keep its destination secret from the French. 
The instructions included contingency plans in case any 
French were encountered on the island. If 'beyond all 
expectations ... a regular settlement ... who cannot be 
removed by force were found, new orders were to be sought. 
However, if only 'straggling French' were present these were 
to be 'deemed to be there without authority and not any 
impediment to occupying the island and establishing a settle
ment'.' In fact when the expedition entered the lagoon of 
Diego Garcia on 27 April 1786, they were surprised to see a 
canoe set out from the shore with five men on board who 
produced papers from a Monsieur Le Normand about his 
establishment on the island, which consisted of 'a dozen huts 
of the meanest appearance'. The British expedition chose 
not to regard this as evidence of a proper French title to the 
island and on 4 May 'took formal possession of the island of 
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Diego Garcia and all its Dependencies in the name of His 
Majesty King George the Third and in the name and for the 
,use of the Honourable United Company'. 4 The hoisting of 
the British flag was saluted with three volleys of musketry. 
The East India Company's own flag, on which the American 
Stars and Stripes was modelled, will also have been flown by 
the expedition. The Frenchmen found on the island left for 
Mauritius to report this turn of events. 

Meanwhile, the expedition got down to its task of laying 
out a settlement, building a fort, planting crops, measuring 
temperatures and winds and surveying the land and the 
lagoon. A Lieutenant Wales produced charming water-colour 
sketches of the island, one of which showed three men in 
broad-brimmed hats and knee-breeches strolling on the 
shore among the crabs near Cannon Point, and another of 
two of the expedition's ships sailing across the mouth of the 
lagoon. The settlement was established on the site of the pres
ent East Point, which was named Flag Staff Point. The climate 
was found to be quite healthy and few men fell sick. Tempera
tures taken over a four week period between early May and 
early June showed a range of 73°F to 87°F (approximately 
23°C to 31 °C), which is remarkably consistent with present
day readings. However, the agricultural experiments were 
disappointing. Vegetables such as potatoes and grain would 
grow but the amazing swarms of rats caused problems. Most 
of the turkeys and ducks died and the cattle sickened. There 
were also disagreements over whether the island was militarily 
defensible and who was responsible for surveying the lagoon. 

The reports from Price and Smyth to the Council in 
Bombay sowed doubts about the settlement's viability. The 
Directors of the East India Company in London also became 
concerned when they learned of the expedition's 'magnitude 
and unnecessary cost.' 5 A further problem was that the 
French were exercised by the establishment of the settlement. 
The Governor of Mauritius, the Vicomte de Souillac, sent a 
letter of protest to Bombay. An international incident seemed 
likely to develop. Accordingly the Bombay Council decided 
in August 1786 'to entirely withdraw the settlement from 
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Diego Garcia'. A letter from Bombay Castle signed by Gover
nor Rawson Hart Boddam (after whom Boddam island in 
the Salomons is named) instructed Price and Smyth that 'on 
receipt of this letter you will immediately issue the necessary 
orders for the embarkation of the stores, ammunition and 
provisions and for evacuating the island' .6 The expedition 
sailed away in October 1786, leaving Lieutenant Blair to 
complete his survey of the rest of the Archipelago. 

The French authorities in Mauritius were sufficiently 
alarmed by news of the British settlement to send the frigate 
Minerva to enforce their claim and eject the interlopers. 
However, by the time the French ship arrived, the British 
had already left. The French none the less put up a stone 
pillar proclaiming their sovereignty. A similar marker decor
ated with fleur de lys survives at Mahe in the Seychelles but 
that on Diego Garcia has disappeared; perhaps it still lies 
somewhere on the island awaiting discovery. 

The British incursion led the French to take a more active 
interest in the islands. In the later 1780s businessmen in 
Mauritius were granted concessions to gather coconuts. A 
petition to operate in one of the islands reads 'this desert 
island uninhabited up to the time of writing, can nevertheless 
hold out prospects to an industrious and enterprising man. '7 

The first named individual to receive this concession in Diego 
Garcia was the same Monsieur Le Normand whom the British 
encountered in 1786. A Sieur Dauguet was also granted fish
ing rights. It is not clear whether these concessions involved 
the setting up of permanent establishments or merely limited 
visits. The French in Mauritius also seem to have begun using 
Diego Garcia as a leper colony, apparently in the belief that 
turtle meat helped to cure this condition. According to one 
account, a British ship anchored off Diego Garcia in 1792 
and sent ashore two Lascars or Indian seamen to look for 
water. These encountered a small party of lepers. When they 
reported the fact on coming back on board, such was the 
fear of leprosy in those days that the ship's master put 
the Lascars ashore to fend for themselves - a nightmare story 
if true. 

1 
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In 1793, a Mr Lapotaire of Port Louis proposed to the 
French authorities that instead of loose coconuts being 
brought back to Mauritius from Diego Garcia for processing, 
a. 'factory' be established to extract copra and oil from them 
on the island. Lapotaire sent out two ships with 25 to 30 men 
in each and a complement of slaves to set up the enterprise, 
which could be termed Diego Garcia's Jamestown, and seems 
to have been based at the north-west corner of the island. By 
the next year, Lapotaire was exporting a considerable amount 
of oil to Mauritius. According to Baron d'Unienville, salted 
fish, and rope made of coconut fibre were also exported, 
and sea slugs to the Far East, where they were a sought-after 
delicacy among the Chinese. 8 

There was good profit in the extraction of coconut oil 
which was used for a variety of purposes including lamps, 
cooking and soap. In the l 790's France was again at war with 
Britain and Mauritius found itself increasingly cut off from 
longer distance trade by the British blockade, leading among 
other things to a steep rise in oil prices. It is therefore not 
surprising that other businessmen from Mauritius began to 
follow Lapotaire's example and to set up their own establish
ments in Diego Garcia, as well as in other islands of the 
Chagos Archipelago. On Diego Garcia two brothers, Paul 
and Aime Cayeux established themselves at East Point and 
Minni Minni. · 

While Lapotaire and the Cayeux seem to have had no 
problems in dividing the island between them, in the early 
1800s they united against two newcomers, Messrs Blevec and 
Chepe, whom they accused of wasteful exploitation of the 
coconuts. However, in 1809 the French Captain General of 
Mauritius, De Caen, settled the dispute by assigning eastern 
parts of the island to Blevec and Chepe, while forbidding the 
manufacture of oil in Diego Garcia on the grounds that this 
would attract British raids. Readiness to accept lepers sent 
from Mauritius was a condition of the concessions. 

But French rule in the Indian Ocean was about to be 
snuffed out at its heart. Exasperated by French privateer 
attacks on British shipping, a British expeditionary force from 
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India captured Rodrigues and Reunion and finally Mauritius 
itself. The capitulation signed on 3 December 1810 marked 
'the surrender of the Isle of France (Mauritius) and all its 
dependencies (including the Chagos) to the arms of His 
Britannic Majesty'. The Treaty of Paris signed in May 1814 
formally ceded 'the Isle of France and all its dependencies ... 
to the dominions of the British Crown'. The Chagos Archipel
ago has remained British territory ever since. 

Although the formal period of French rule on Diego 
Garcia was quite short, by the time it ended the pattern of a 
plantation society based on exploitation of the coconut, 
which was to last more than another century and a half, was 
well established. A contemporary Dutch print of East Point 
dating from 1819 is the first known depiction of the settle
ment.9 It was probably made by a naval officer called Verhuell 
who was a survivor of the crew of the Dutch warship Admiral 
Evertsen, which was carrying home from Java spices, some 
'boxes with curiosities' for the King of the Netherlands, 
senior officials of the Dutch East India Company and an 
admiral. The ship foundered off Diego Garcia on 9 April 
1819 and the 340-strong crew were rescued by the American 
brig Pickering, a vessel of 154 tons from Plymouth, Massachu
setts, 10 which is shown at anchor in the print. Two hundred 
of the rescued sailors spent many weeks on the island before 
another ship arrived to take them off. 

The Dutch print shows manually driven copra mills, simple 
buildings and huts, loin-clothed slaves carrying between them 
a turtle, fish and baskets, and overdressed Europeans pro
menading with walking sticks. Dogs (one appears in the 
print), cats, pigs, poultry, bees, new plants and vegetables 
would have been introduced by this point. Rats had also been 
inadvertently introduced from visiting ships at an early stage 
and soon became a menace to bird life, which had not pre
viously experienced predators. 

The population in 1826 was 275, made up of 6 Europeans, 
only one of whom was female;· 14 freemen, four of whom 
were female, and 9 were children; 218 slaves, of whom 17 
were female and 13 children; and 37 lepers, 5 of whom were 
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female and 2 were children. 11 Most of the slaves would have 
been brought from Mozambique and Madagascar either 
directly or through Mauritius and Seychelles. As a lingua 
.franca they would soon have adopted Creole, a dialect of 
French with African overtones, whose use was universal in 
France's tropical possessions and is still spoken by Mauritians 
working in Diego Garcia today. 

In the tiny society of the islands and far from assistance in 
Mauritius, it does not seem from contemporary accounts that 
the overseers actively mistreated the slaves. The historian 
Charles Pridham, who visited the island soon after the abol
ition of slavery, noted that their set tasks involving the collec
tion and preparation of coconuts were relatively light and 
their rations of rice and rum could be supplemented by 
what they could catch or raise for themselves. According 
to d'Unienville, the latter included fish caught at night by 
torchlight, birds knocked from their perches by long sticks, 
cipaye crabs, and of course coconuts. As elsewhere in slave 
societies the considerable imbalance between the sexes. and 
the lack of a religious or moral framework gave rise to con
siderable promiscuity. Their overseers seem to have provided 
little better example. As Pridham priggishly remarked, 
'Frenchmen when removed from the public eye, have a 
strong tendency to degenerate into savages' _12 
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VI 

Abolition of 
Slavery 

Especially in an age of laissezfaire or self-regulation, the 
new British administration in Mauritius might have 
been content to leave the planters to their own devices 

in far off Diego Garcia had it not been for the issue of slavery. 
The slave trade in the British Empire had been abolished 
in 1807. Sir Robert Farquhar, the first British Governor of 
Mauritius and its dependencies, made it clear to the new 
subjects of the Crown in a proclamation of 1815 that 'no 
doubt should exist that Acts of Parliament for the abolition 
of the Trade in Slaves extend to every, even the most remote and 
minute portion, of the Possession, Dominions and Depend
encies of His Majesty's Government' .1 Complete abolition of 
slavery was already in the wind because of pressure from 
public opinion in Britain. 

Nevertheless, despite the attentions of the Royal Navy, slav
ing to the islands directly from the East African coast prob
ably persisted surreptitiously for some years. At the time of 
emancipation in the mid-1830s, there were still 33 slaves in 
Diego Garcia declared as having been born in either Mozam
bique or Madagascar. 

It was unrest on the island because of problems between 
the planters, the slaves and the lepers (who were still being 
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sent there) which led to the appointment of the first British 
official, a Mr Le Camus, in Diego Garcia in 1824. Le Camus 
was also charged with managing the anchorage at Diego 
Garcia and establishing a quarantine station for seafarers 
with infectious diseases on one of the islands at the mouth 
of the lagoon. For his services over a five-year period, Le 
Camus was granted the concession formerly held by Lapo
taire, from whom he bought slaves, stock and buildings. 

As in the rest of the British Empire the institution of slavery 
was formally abolished in Mauritius and its dependencies in 
August 1834. For a six-year transitional period, so that both 
masters and slaves could get used to the new situation, the 
ex-slaves were apprenticed to their former masters under 
various safeguards. The Act of Parliament ending slavery laid 
down that Governors of Colonies should appoint Special 
Commissioners with the powers of Justices of the Peace to 
implement its provisions. The remoteness of the Indian 
Ocean dependencies posed special difficulties for the eman
cipation process but the authorities in Mauritius showed great 
conscientiousness. A report to the Colonial Office in London 
in 1835 assured the latter that 'all that can be done to carry 
into effect the provisions of the Abolition Act as far as circum
stances will possibly admit' 2 was being done. 

Mr George Harrison, designated as Assistant Protector of 
Slaves, visited the Chagos islands, including Diego Garcia, to 
supervise emancipation of the former slaves in 1835. There 
was a follow-up visit by Special Justice Charles Anderson in 
1838 in the brig HMS Leveret. His instructions before depar
ture pointed out that as the islands could be visited only 
occasionally, and his stay would be limited, his object was: 

to acquire information with a view to ulterior improve
ment if required rather than temporary exercise of 
authority. You will explain to apprentices in the presence 
of their masters and overseers their positions under the 
Slavery Abolition Act ... the work they are expected to 
do ... the treatment they have a right to expect ... and 
the nature and quantity of their provisions. 3 
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Anderson was also to report on general matters and on the 
possible value of Diego Garcia as a convict settlement. 

Anderson was obviously a zealous person. He not only 
produced a highly critical report of conditions in Diego 
Garcia, which he described as 'decidedly inferior to those of 
labourers on the other islands I have visited', 4 but also 
exceeded his instructions by intervening actively and order
ing the reduction of the daily set tasks of the labourers which 
he regarded as too severe. He found that the food, consisting 
mainly of rice, and the clothing provided were unsatisfactory. 
He described the physical state of the labourers as deplor
able, with many of them old, infirm or diseased, with several 
bad cases of leprosy. There was also a deplorable - a word 
Anderson obviously liked - deficiency of hospital accom
modation and an entire want of medical aid. 

On the positive side, Anderson found that the labour 
involved in coconut plantations was of a much milder nature 
than on the sugar plantations of Mauritius. Crime was also 
uncommon, which he attributed to the absence of strong 
liquor. 

Anderson recommended that the proprietors of the plan
tations resident in Mauritius, who still included Monsieur 
Cayeux, 'ought to be compelled to make good the past 
deficiencies to their fullest extent and that other means 
should be adopted to prevent the repetition of such wilful 
neglect'. 5 However, the Governor decided more judiciously 
that while he 'cannot but regret that the Act is not fully 
complied with ... yet taking into consideration the locality, 
the precarious nature and infrequency of communications, 
he did not feel disposed to visit on the masters the whole 
penalties for breaches of the law. '6 

At the time of Anderson's visit there were 135 apprentices, 
that is, freed slaves, on Diego Garcia. The three estates at 
East Point, Point Marianne and Minni Minni produced 
between them 36,000 veltes (a velte is about ¼ gallons or 
nearly 8 litres) of coconut oil annually. Anderson also noted 
that the island was much resorted to by whalers and vessels 
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bound from England to India for supplies of water, firewood, 

pork and poultry. 
The main difference after final emancipation in 1840, was 

that the now free labourers made a contract with their new 

employers in return for wages. Apart from this, life on the 

islands continued much as before. As Pridham remarked in 

1845, 'the slaves on the Chagos Group are now free, that is 

to say nominally, though perhaps very little change would be 

found in their condition' .7 Unlike in Mauritius, where the 

abolition of slavery led to the increasing recruitment of 

indentured labour from India to work the sugar plantations, 

the workers in the islands had effectively nowhere else to go 

and no other occupation to turn to. 
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Late eighteenth-century map of the Indian Ocean - 'Neptune Oriental' 
- by Apres de Mannevillette. (India Office Collection, British Library) 
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Lieutenant Archibald Blair's map of Diego Garcia, published in 1787. 
(India Office Collection, British Library) 
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The German cruiser SMS Emden. (MOD Libmry) 

" 

,o 



Annex 136

Dussercle's map of Diego Garcia in 1934. 
(Fmm. Arc.hind rlt> f:h:1P-ns: en mission /y,; R.. fhLuenl.e) 
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Father Dussercle (seated left with beard) with British military party on Diego 
Garcia, 1942. (Fred Barnett - seated next to Dussercle with Mg) 
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General view of the Downtown 
area. (NSF Fotolab, Diego Garcia) 

BIOT Customs and Immigration 
officers at the airport. 
(NSF Fotolab, Diego Garcia) 

Two flags outside the 
headquarters building. 
(NSF Fotolab, Diego Garcia) 

HRH Prince Edward (in hat) 
with Commissioner Harris (left) 
Inspecting old oil grinder at 
East Point, October 1992. 
(NSF Fotolab, Diego Garcia) 
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VII 

The Oil Island 

fter emancipation had been implemented, direct Brit
ish intervention in the affairs of the islands was limited 
for another quarter of a century. Subject to occasional 

inspections by captains of visiting Royal Navy ships and 
Special Commissioners, the islands were run effectively as 
private estates. The owners of the concessions, or jouissances 
in French, which was still the language in general use, were 
invariably absentees based in Mauritius. 

Two significant developments during this period were the 
change in the system of tenure and the amalgamation of 
the plantations. From 1865 the holders of the concessions 
were able to transform them into permanent holdings against 
payment based on estimates of the amount of oil produced. 
In 1883 the three separate existing plantations on Diego 
Garcia at East Point, Minni Minni and Point Marianne were 
merged into the 'Societe Huiliere de Diego et Peros' ( the 
Diego and Peros Oil Company), which continued to run 
them, along with those in the outer islands, until 1962. 

The running of the plantation was in the hands of an 
administrateur, or manager, assisted by a number of under
managers. These were normally whites from Mauritius. Much 
of the supervision of the labourers recruited from Mauritius, 
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Madagascar and MozaJTibique was left to black commandeurs 
or overseers. Occasionally there was an administrator who by 
his personality and energy stood out from the run of the 
mill. One such was J=es Spurs who ran East Point Plantation 
as a benevolent despot in the 1870s, among other things 
showing concern for conservation by forbidding the killing 
of seabirds, turtles and land crabs. 

By the lights of the time, and it should be remembered 
that slavery persisted in the USA until 1864 and in Brazil 
until 1888, the management seems to have been reasonably 
enlightened and humane and the life of the labourers toler
able. Typical wages were 40 dollars a month for an under
manager, 10--14 dollars for an overseer, 5 dollars for crafts
men such as blacksmiths, 4 dollars for field-hands and 3 
dollars for the women who shelled the coconuts. The workers 
were expected to put in a couple of hours of voluntary work 
on Sunday mornings, known as the corvee, to clean up the 
settlement area and tend the animals. 

Huts in the 'c=p' for accommodation, and basic rations, 
were provided. Rations consisted typically of 12½ lbs of rice 
a week, lib of salt a month, and 'as gratification' a glass of 
rum or 'calou' a day 'drunk at the tub as in Her Majesty's 
Navy.' 1 and an ounce of tobacco a week. Women with babies 
were entitled to a bottle of coconut oil a week. The labourers 
supplemented these rations by raising pigs and chickens and 
by cultivating fruit and vegetables in gardens enclosed to 
protect them from the depredations of donkeys and crabs. 
Fish also varied the diet. Such was the abundance of fish that 
it was said by a visiting official that 'the inhabitants can 
literally walk into the water and in a few minutes get a supply 
as would be a banquet for many of a far superior class in 
Mauritius'. 2 

There were company shops at each of the plantations, 
selling basic items such as kettles, pans, hooks and needles 
and small luxuries such as wine, coffee and eau-de-cologne. 
There was free, if basic, medical care provided for the treat
ment of the sick and injured. A stock of medicines was dis
pensed by a medical attendant whose qualifications seem to 



Annex 136

The Oil !sf.and 41 

PLAN OF EAST POINT PLANTATION 
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1. Manager's House 
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3. Manager's Chapel 
4. Copra Warehouse 
5. Company Store-Sales 
6. Accountant's Office 
7. Cemetery 
8. Copra Drying House 
9. Copra Drying Platforms 
10. Company Store 
11. Wooden Cross 
12. Flagpole 
13. Company Store 
14. Jailhouse 
15. Mortuary 
16. Bleeding Stone 
17. Bakery 
18. Forge 
19. 011 Press 
20. Canal 
21. Rail Track 
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24. Vehicle Shop 
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26. Metal Workshop/ Generator House 
27. Wells 
28. Copra Drying House 
29. Company Canteen 
30. Baru I Store 
31. Manager's Guest House 
32. Charcoal Bin 
33. Post Office 
34. Accountant's House 
35. Boat Shed 
36. Boat Shed 
37. Boat Shed 
38. Nurses Quarters 
39. Doctor's House 
40. Hospital 
41. Meteorology Staff Quarters 
42. Plantation Worker's Village 
43. Piggery 
44. Meteorology Generator House 
45. Meteorology Office 
46. Sugar Cane Plot 
47. Sugar Cane Plot 
48. Ornamental Gardefls 
49. Assistant Manager's House 

(Charl.es Borman and Foreit;n and Commonwealth Office Library) 
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Appendix No. 9. 

List of Prices at which Articles are supplied to Laborers on 
Minimioi- Estate, Diego Garcia, together with the 
retail prices of the same-in Mauritius. 

Articles. Remaks 

$(ff: $(ff: 
Sugar per lb. ..•... O 12½ 
Coffe do. ...... 0 40 
Biscuits do. . .•... 0 15 
Salt Pork do. . ..... O 03 
Soap per bar of 2¼ lbs ..... 0 25 
Wine per bottle . , .... 0 25 
Liqueurs do. :..... 0 50 
Conjon bleu per piece ...... 4 00 
Coutil per aune ..... , 0 25 
Paliacats each ...... 0 37½ 
Grey Calico per piece . .. .. 4 00 
White Calico do. . ..... 

1 

4 00 
Patna each ..... 1 12½ 
Cooured handkercb iefs each! 0 25 
Thread per bobbin .... , 0 04 
Buttons per dozen ...... 0 12½ 
Needles do. .. . ... 0 06 
Thimbles each ••.••. 0 12} 
Straw hats (Seychelles) each 1 00 
Felt bats each ...... l 50 
Spoons do. ...... 0 06 
Forks do. ...... 0 06 
Plates do. ...... 0 ) 2{ 
Common round dishes each U 40 
Basins large each ...... 0 25 
Knives (sailor's) each ...... 0 25 
Marmittes each ...... 0 37 ½ 
Pagne (Madagascar) each ... 0 20 
Tobacco per stick earh ,..... 0 12} 
Vennouth per bottle. ...... 1 00 
Fish Hooks large each...... 0 03 

Do. small <lo. ...... 0 -02 
Tin pots each ...... 0 50 
Tin mugs each ...... 0 25 
Padlocks ...... 0 50 
Grease per lb. ... •. . 0 06 
Graton do. ...... 0 06 

0 09 
0 30 
0 15 

0 121 
0 25

2 

2 00 
0 IR 
0 15 

Ma.de on the Isla11d, 

Do. do. 

24 yards. 
2 25 
2 50 
0 75 
o 12l 
0 04 100 yards. 
0 04 
0 03 
0 03 
0 50 
1 00 
0 03 
0 03 
0 06 
0 25 
0 15 
Q 12} 
0 25 
0 12! 
0 08 
0 50 
0 011 
o ooff 
0 1~ 
0 122 
0 25 

Made on the Island-

Do. do. 

E. PAKENHAM BROOKS, 
Stipendiary Magistrate. 

List of articles for sale at Diego Garcia Plantation shop, 1875. 
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have been rudimentary. The labourers were reported to have 
a great fondness for the castor oil administered. Generally 
the state of health of the labourers was good. Even some 
of the maladies which led to admission to the sick-bays or 
giving days off work were attributed by the management to 
malingering and too much strong liquor. 

The population of Diego Garcia fluctuated between 350 
and 550 during this period, with additional labour being 
imported as necessary. The birthrate on the islands was low. 
There remained a great imbalance between the sexes with 
women rarely constituting more than 20 per cent. Visitors 
frequently commented on this, attributing 'the sad state of 
morality prevailing to the inequality of the members of the 
sexes. Marriage is unknown and all the women appear to live 
in a state of concubinage.' 3 

Occasional though they were, the visits to Diego Garcia by 
British officials, either Special Commissioners such as Com
mander E. Hardinge of HMS Persian or, from 1864, by District 
Magistrates, such as J. H. Ackroyd and E. Pakenham Brooks, 
were not perfunctory efforts. Their standard directive from 
the Governor of Mauritius was threefold: to ensure that no 
one had been brought to the island against his or her own 
will, th.rt no one was being kept there against his or her will, 
and that no one was being treated with cruelty or oppression 
or illegally detained. They probed with surprising intrusive
ness into the island's affairs and their painstaking reports 
give fascinating glimpses of life on the island. They clearly 
saw it as their duty to guard against tyrannous behaviour on 
behalf of the management, which could all too easily have 
sprung up. They were not slow to upbraid and punish any 
such manifestations. Pakenham Brooks, who paid a visit as 
Special Magistrate in 1875, handed out sizable fines both to 
an under-manager at Point Marianne for striking a labourer 
and to James Spurs, the Manager at East Point, for unjustifi
ably imprisoning three labourers without sufficient cause. 
The management at Point Marianne and Minni Minni were 
also instructed to provide sick-bays for their workforce. Prices 
and weights and measures in the Company's shops were 
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carefully checked and the labourers' accommodation, the 
hospital and the jail measured to ensure that they fulfilled 
minimum specifications. 

The labourers were not slow in coming forward with com
plaints against their employers which mainly related to 
rations and hours of work. This was not always to their advan
tage. In one case, a labourer was fined for bringing a frivolous 
and unfounded complaint. There were also disputes between 
the labourers to adjudicate, usually relating to petty thefts 
and assaults but occasionally involving suicide and murder. 
Pakenham Brooks had to investigate one such 'atrocious 
crime' committed by Janvier, a 'Malagash', that is, a native 
of Madagascar, who apparently acted as some sort of voodoo 
doctor. According to the allegations he had 'bewitched' a 
pregnant woman called Laure, and in presiding at her deliv
ery succeeded not only in killing the unfortunate woman but 
her twin babies as well. Pakenham Brooks went so far as to 
exhume the body but the state of decomposition was too 
advanced. The accused and witnesses were sent to Port Louis 
for the trial, where it is interesting to note that the Magistrate 
found Janvier not guilty. 

Various attempts were made in the mid-nineteenth century 
to diversify the economy by introducing new crops and live
stock. Maize or Indian corn, cotton, tobacco and citrus trees 
were tried and found to grow well. Captain Robert Moresby 
of the Indian Navy had planted breadfruit trees from Ceylon 
in 1837, which still survive at East Point. His survey of Diego 
Garcia incidentally produced charts which remained in use 
for a century and led to the naming of two promentories on 
the island after two of his officers, Lieutenants Simpson and 
Cust. Cattle, goats and sheep were also brought in for a 
while. Donkeys, introduced to drive the copra-grinding mills, 
became a permanent feature of the island from the 1840s. 
However, none of the agricultural experiments was pursued, 
probably because the well-established exploitation of the 
coconut, which now began to be cultivated systematically, 
continued to provide a steady and reliable income. In 1864, 
for revenue purposes, the estate at East Point was assessed as 
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producing 51,000 gallons of coconut oil, Point Marianne 
30,000 gallons, and Minni Minni 18,000 gallons. 

Gilbert Bourne, who visited Diego Garcia a few years later 
under the auspices of the Royal Geographical Society, gave 
a comprehensive account of the process of extracting the oil: 

Each palm will bear an abundance of coconuts for four 
or five years in succession, after which it remains com
paratively unfruitful for another three years or more. 
The nuts when ripe fall on the ground, whence they are 
gathered by parties of men sent out in boats for the 
purpose. The daily task of each labourer is to collect, 
husk and deliver at the habitation 350 coconuts per 
diem. This is performed in a surprisingly short space of 
time when the nuts have not to. be carried far by boat. 
Each party of men is in charge of a commander or 
sarang, who measures out a piece of ground on which 
each labourer is to work. The labourer collects the 
required number of coconuts into a heap, and then 
sticking a short broad-bladed spear into the ground, he 
takes each coconut, spits it upon the spear, and in a 
couple of wrenches has stripped off the husk and thrown 
the nut on one side. 

On their arrival at the habitation the nuts are counted 
on the beach, and delivered to the women whose duty 
it is to break them and extract the kernel. The daily task 
of each woman is to break 1300 coconuts in the day, but 
I am told that they are able to break as many as 2500 in 
ten hours. The kernels, which are now known as copra, 
are then exposed to the sun in heaps, to allow an incipi
ent fermentation setting in, but are carefully protected 
from the rain by a sort of pent-house on wheels, which 
can be run over the heaps at a minute's notice. After an 
exposure of two or three days, 250lbs of copra are deliv
ered to each mill, this being the amount which each 
mill-labourer is required to grind daily; from it about 30 
gallons of oil are produced. The mills used are of a 
most primitive pattern. The body of the mill is a hollow 

7 
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cylinder of hard wood, in which an upright beam of the 
same material is made to rotate, the motive power being 
supplied by three or four donkeys harnessed to a long 
horizontal beam, which is connected to the upright by 
a chain, and is weighted at the far end by two or three 
large lumps of coral. The copra is put in at the top of 
the cylinder, and the oil escapes by a hole at the bottom. 
The oil is merely strained through cloths and allowed to 
settle for a few days, after which it is run off into large 
vats, and is ready to be collected in casks and shipped 
for export. All the oil is exported to Mauritius by the oil 
company's ship, which calls three times a year at Diego 
Garcia. 4 

So well known were the Chagos for their principal product 
that they became known as the 'Oil Islands'. The middle of 
the century must have been a prosperous one for the coconut 
oil industry. Several of the most substantial buildings surviv
ing in the East Point Plantation have the date 1864 inscribed 
on them. At that time on the other side of the world, the 
American Civil War was raging. 

r 
I 
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The Coaling 
Station Interlude 

The 1880s saw an intrusion of the outside world into 
Diego Garcia unparalleled until the establishment of 
the permanent naval facilities in the 1970s. The intro

duction of steam ships, which increasingly replaced the old 
sailing ships from the 1860s, gave rise to the need to establish 
strategically placed coaling stations along their routes. The 
newly constructed Suez Canal opened in 1869. For the routes 
to Australia and the Far East, Diego Garcia in the centre of 
the Indian Ocean seemed ideally situated. As Lionel Cox, 
Acting Procurator-General of Mauritius, noted: 

the advantages of Diego Garcia as a coaling station are 
now evidently well recognised ... There is little doubt 
that situated as this is on the straight line between the 
entrance to the Red Sea and Cape Leeuwin (on the 
South west Coast of Australia), and possessing a good 
harbour, it will become more and more important.1 

In 1882 the Orient and Pacific Steam Navigation Company 
relocated its coaling station for the Australia run from Aden 
to Diego Garcia. Messrs Lund and Company also established 
itself. Traffic built up and by the second half of 1883 there 
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were coaling visits by 34 large steamers as well as by two Royal 
Navy warships. Lund and Company, whose agent was George 
Worsell, kept its coal on hulks off East Point and ashore 
there. The coal was sold for £2 10 shillings a ton and was 
hauled by labourers hired from the plantation. 

The Orient Company appointed James Spurs, the former 
manager of East Point, as its permanent agent. He, with 
characteristic energy, set about bringing in the latest tech
nology for its operations. The Company's coal was kept 
mostly on hulks, initially off Minni Minni and later in the lee 
of Barton Point, accounting for the name Orient Bay, but 
some also on shore at East Point. To transfer the coal to the 
visiting ships 12 iron lighters were brought in sections and 
assembled on the spot by artisans from Greece and England. 
A 35 horse-power tug was used to pull the lighters and the 
coal was hoisted into the ship by special steam appliances. 
Spurs based himself on East Island and his work force on 
Middle Island which was leased to the Orient Company. The 
remains of the buildings, wells and some of the equipment 
can still be seen on these islands. The latter included 'a large 
condensing apparatus which will furnish a sufficient supply 
of wholesome distilled, filtered and aerated water for the 
use of the manager and labourers.' 2 

The need for safe navigation of the lagoon by ships calling 
to coal led to the carrying out of an accurate and detailed 
survey in 1885 by Captain the Honourable E. P. Vereker, in 
HMS Rambler, after which the bay north of Minni Minni is 
named. There was also a plan to place lighthouses at Hors
burgh Point and West Island. This was never implemented, 
though temporary lights on posts were rigged up. 

Labour proved a problem. Initially 40 Somalis were 
brought from Port Said but they proved unreliable and 
troublesome, and were sent back. They were replaced by 
labour from Mauritius who did not prove entirely satisfactory 
either, and there was an abortive project to recruit Chinese 
instead. Imported labour seems to have been behind a near 
insurrection in 1883 described by Bourne when the residence 
of the manager at East Point, Mr Leconte, was besieged by a 
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mob of about 30 men armed with knives and clubs who 

threatened his life. 

Luckily for him they were as cowardly as they were insol

ent, and he was able to keep them at bay by presenting 

a revolver, until he had succeeded in reducing them 

to a more reasonable state of mind. 3 

The crews and passengers of the visiting ships, carrying such 

diverse elements as migrants to Australia and Moslem Jav

anese pilgrims on their way to Mecca, also contributed to the 

Wild West atmosphere on Diego Garcia in the 1880s. Those 

on board the ships were not meant to disembark, for quaran

tine reasons, but this instruction was often ignored, causing 

havoc ashore. In February 1884 for ~xample, Captain Ray

mond of the Windsor Castk, while in a drunken fit 

landed at East Point with 16 men with loaded guns; had 

the Union Jack hoisted on the top of a tree in front 

of the manager's house; paraded his men; had a volley 

fired at the house (fortunately unoccupied), patrolled 

about, informed the manager that he had taken pos

session of the island in the name of the British Govern

ment and appointed the Manager Mr Leconte in writing 

as Lieutenant Governor. 4 

The plantation workers too became infected with the general 

air of indiscipline. They were induced on board the ships 

and administered strong drink. There were attempts to 

desert, some of them successful. Two labourers stowed away 

on an Orient Company steamer and got as far as Port Said 

in Egypt. 
Visiting British officials noted the deterioration in law and 

order with concern and were not themselves immune from 

its manifestations. The memorably named Mr Ivanoff Dupont 

was exasperated by the lack of respect shown him by the 

labourers of the Orient Company on Middle Island but, 

especially as some of those concerned were said to be armed, 
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decided that discretion was the better part of valour. He 
reported somewhat plaintively: 

the attitude of these men was impertinent and provoking 
to the extreme, and they would have met with severe 
punishment had I the means of enforcing my judge
ment. But I had not the assistance of policemen, which 
I would have asked for before leaving Mauritius had I 
known the state of insubordination in which I found 
some of the labourers of the Orient Company, and I 
considered it wiser to let them go unpunished. 5 

As a result of Dupont's report, the authorities in Mauritius 
concluded there was a need for an officer stationed in Diego 
Garcia 'who will make all, high or low, feel that they are 
living under the authority of the Queen and that differences 
are not to be adjusted by means of sticks and knives and 
revolvers' .6 In response to the unprecedented threats to law 
and order it was decided in 1885 to set up a police post at 
Minni Minni at the surprisingly large contemporary cost of 
£1000 and with a sizable complement of an inspector, a Mr 
V. A. Butler, sergeant and six constables. The inspector's 
request for a steam launch was however turned down by 
the Colonial Secretary on the grounds of expense. Indeed the 
cost of the police operation and the disinclination of the 
Imperial Government, the authorities in Mauritius and the 
companies operating in the island to pay for it led to 
the withdrawal of the police presence in 1888. Although 
Special Constables were appointed as needed, it was not until 
1973 that regular British policemen were reintroduced to 
Diego Garcia. 

In any case, the use of the island as a coaling station did 
not last beyond the end of the decade. The introduction of 
larger ships with a longer range rendered the use of Diego 
Garcia superfluous. In 1888 a visiting official, Mr A. Bouch
erat, reported that: 

it does not seem at all certain that Lund's coaling corn-
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pany will continue its operations at Diego Garcia. The 
Orient Company no longer have their coaling station on 
East Island. The Agent has left for Colombo, having sold 
the greater part of the stock. 7 

What happened to any remains of the coal stocks is unclear. 
Perhaps some of it litters the floor of the lagoon. 

After this shortlived brush with the developing modern 
world, the island returned to its sleepy existence as a plan
tation economy. Developments of local importance included 
the erection of a chapel at East Point in 1895, and the 
building of a light railway, whose remains can still be seen, 
to carry produce to the new jetty. More significantly, in the 
early 1900s coconut oil gave way to copra as the main prod
uct. This was partly because oil was falling into disuse as a 
means of lighting and partly because of the introduction of 
new and more efficient techniques to dry copra using a 
combination of solar power and furnaces fed by husks of 
coconuts. 
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X 

Partir C'est 
Mourir un Peu: 

Life Between the 
Wars 

In the 1930s and early 1940s a French Roman Catholic 
priest Father Roger Dussercle, a native of Normandy, paid 
a number of visits to the Chagos which he described in 

several books which he had published at his own expense 
in Mauritius. Photographs taken by a British soldier Sergeant 
Barnett during the Second World War show Dussercle as 
bluff, well-built, with a black bushy beard and sporting a pith
helmet. He was sent by the Archbishop Leen of Port Louis 
to minister to, as the Archbishop put it, 'those poor souls 
who have till now been more or less abandoned'. Writing 
in 1846, Pridham had described the spiritual state of the 
inhabitants as follows: 'there exists no means of instruction 
among these poor people, either religious or secular; they 
had scarcely an idea of a Supreme Being. ' 1 Other nineteenth
century visitors frequently made similar observations. Forty 
years after Pridham, Bourne observed: 'no priest is resident 
on the island, nor is there any arrangement for religious or 
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other education.' 2 As Pridham had commented, 'Here then 
is a field, however small or obscure, for some missionary.' 3 

Previous pastoral visits to the islands seem to have been 
few and far between before Dussercle's mission. The first 
recorded is by the intrepid Bishop Vincent, the Anglican 
Bishop of Mauritius, who made the difficult voyage to the 
Chagos in 1859. He found there 'a good proportion of Prot
estants', including some who could repeat the Lord's Prayer 
and the Creed in English, and he carried out several bap
tisms. The Bishop thought the islands 'a most promising field 
of labour' .4 There were at least two visits by Roman Catholic 
priests in 1875 and 1884. It is doubtful whether the nuances 
of denominations made much sense to the islanders, 
although one of Dussercle's aims was to eliminate Protestant
ism from the island, a goal foiled, by the stubbornness of 
one particular woman who resisted all his blandishments to 
convert. 

Setting sail from Port Louis in the 380-ton three-masted 
barque the Diego in November 1933, Father Dussercle took 
15 days to reach the islands. His arrival, as he stepped ashore 
from the motor boat Marshal Foch, caused, like all visits from 
the outside, a great stir. He found a community and a way 
of life in many respects little changed from earlier accounts 
written in the nineteenth century. About 60 per cent of the 
population were now 'children of the islands' or Ilois, who 
had been born and bred there. They wore a 'national dress' 
of striped material, patterned like that of mattress covers, 
and spoke a Creole similar to that of Mauritius. Dussercle 
describes them as like big children, simple and amenable. 
Their diet consisted of rice, pork, chicken and fish, with wine 
and tobacco as simple luxuries. With all their immediate 
needs taken care of, they were, according to Dussercle, 'the 
happiest people in the world from the material point of 
view'. 5 

Dussercle described his pastoral duties in lyrical terms. He 
took the children through their catechism under the shade 
of a giant takamaka tree at Point Marianne, and on the beach 
at East Point in order to catch the breeze. He administered 



Annex 136

58 Peak of Limuria 

First Communion to young and old confirmants. He cele
.brated Christmas midnight mass under the stars at an altar 
· decorated with palm fronds and garlands of flowers which 
was set up near the jetty at East Point. Rich, strong island 
voices sang familiar carols such as 'Come all ye faithful' and 
'Midnight, Christians'. Dussercle preached good sermons in 
Creole, drawing on his deep familiarity with the islanders' 
language and folk stories. He warned of the danger of death 
which came suddenly 'like a thief at the gate', or like 'brother 
hare', and which, if not prepared for, could lead to an eter
nity in hell, stewing in hot spice and salt. After the service 
the entire island population processed round the settlement 
from lagoon-side to ocean-side. 

However, there were what Dussercle regarded as persistent 
moral problems, especially a deplorable tendency for couples 
to live together without benefit of formal marriage. The local 
description of this practice was to be 'married from behind 
the kitchen'. Dussercle said that in that case these were the 
'Devil's kitchens'. He spent much of his visits to the island 
trying to persuade couples to regularise their situations but 
with only limited success. It may be that the women, who 
were still in a minority, found it an advantage not to be 
bound to one man. Apart from this, it was, as before, the 
labour recruited from outside who were seen by Dussercle as 
a disruptive influence, possibly because they were less 
inclined to accept the paternalistic system run by the Oil 
Company. 

As before, copra was exported three or four times a year 
to Mauritius for processing. But some coconut oil was still 
produced for local use by primitive mills driven by donkey, 
power. Although some people lived at Point Marianne and 
Minni Minni, all copra processing had been concentrated at 
East Point. The set-up at East Point was typical of the other 
'Oil Islands', with a manager's residence or chdteau, a chapel, 
which was built in its present form during this period after 
the existing one was flattened by a tree in a storm in October 
1932, a shop, copra drying sheds, an oil mill, boatsheds, a 
sail-maker's shed, a workshop, hospital and jail. All these 
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buildings can still be seen at the East Point Plantation site. 
The Manager's private chapel behind the Plantation House 
was reconsecrated by Dussercle in 1933, as a stone set in 
the wall proclaims. The jail contained four cells. During 
Dussercle's second visit, three of these were occupied by two 
men, who had killed a donkey to use its skin for a drum, and 
a young woman who had been cheeky to a supervisor. 

A typical labourer's hut was divided into rooms by par
titions made of coconut fronds. In the sleeping quarters were 
straw mattresses, raised above the ground on short stilts. 
Tattered clothes were scattered on the floor or hung up by 
strings. The living room was plastered with picture postcards 
and greeting cards, often with representations of couples in 
amorous poses. On cheap shelves were knick-knacks, decorat
ive plates and occasionally a cheap and scratchy gramophone. 
Finally, there were drums for use in dancing, which was 
presumably what the inhabitants of the jail had in mind for 
the wretched donkey's skin. 

Sports days and picnics were part of island life when it 
came to holidays and other celebrations. Dussercle records 
a Christmas afternoon of donkey races, sack races, bobbing 
for pieces of bread on strings, tug of war and swimming 
competitions. Dances were also held to the music of accor
dions, mouth organs and a sort of one-stringed harp. A dance 
which gave Dussercle particularly grave cause for concern 
was that typical of the islands, the Sega. No doubt because of 
the Mozambican origin of many of the islanders, this dance 
seems to have come from central Mozambique, where a simi
lar dance exists to this day. 6 It was regarded by Dussercle and 
other European visitors as a throwback to African roots 
and too wild and abandoned for civilized tastes, accompanied 
by wild drumming, stamping of feet and suggestive move
ments as well as generous infusions of rum. The dance, held 
around a fire on a beach or in a clearing, went on for several 
hours and became increasingly frenzied and reportedly often 
ended in fornication. The islanders were very attached to the 
dance. An attempt by a manager in the Salomons to ban Siiga 
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in 1937 led to an insurrection. A more decorous version of 

the dance is still performed in Mauritius. 

The Sega was not the only African survival which caused 

Dussercle concern. Distinctly non-Christian death cere

monies, intended to ensure that the ghost would not haunt 

the living, continued to be practised. Reports of these had 

cropped up before. In October 1886 a certain Louis Fidele 

had been imprisoned for 'practising witchcraft in the Cem

etery'. Dussercle described these practices as 'savage, barbar

ous and often bestial ... such as one would only expect to 

find in the middle of Africa'. According to him the rites, 

which went on for eight days after the death, involved 'orgies, 

disgusting talk, witchcraft, casting spells, hellish invocations, 

devilish incantations, lascivious dancing, immoral getups, 

frenetic leaping off coconut trees on to the roofs of huts, 

and all accompanied by revolting acts committed on the 

corpse' .6 Having given this lurid description Dussercle said 

that he was not prepared to give more detail in order not to 

shock normal sensibilities! 
Dussercle made the Chagos his special field of labour and, 

despite suffering shipwreck with the Diego on Eagle Island in 

June 1935, continued to serve the inhabitants of Diego Garcia 

through periodic visits up to and during the Second World 

War. He also ministered to the military garrison stationed on 

Diego Garcia during the war and presided at the funerals of 

those soldiers who are buried at Point Marianne cemetery. 

Dussercle loved the islands and their people. As he quoted 

on his departure, 'Partir c'est mourir un peu' (to leave is to 

die a little). 7 Many have felt the same on leaving Diego for 

the last time. 
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The End of an Era 

Sources of information about Diego Garcia become more 
vivid during the period between the end of the Second 
World War and the final closure of the plantations in 

1971. In addition to written accounts, there are now numer
ous photographs and even a colour movie film. As a result 
we can form a clear view oflife on the island as the plantation 
era drew to a close. Obviously the pattern of life had still 
changed little since the nineteenth century, an amazing and 
perhaps unique survival of 'Gone with the Wind' plantation 
life. 

Sir Robert Scott was Governor of Mauritius and visited 
Diego Garcia as part of a wider tour of inspection of the 'Oil 
Islands' in October 1955. What might have been simply a 
routine chore by a senior Colonial Office official produced 
a minor literary masterpiece. Scott was clearly enchanted by 
the islands and some years later transformed the diary he had 
kept and the observations he had jotted down into Limuria, a 
masterly and beautifully written survey of their history and 
their then state. 

Scott arrived at Diego Garcia in the corvette HMS Killisport. 
East Point Plantation was at the peak of its development, set 
in a crescent of lawns and flowering shrubs. Scott described 
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East Point as having 'the look of a French coastal village, 

miraculously transferred whole to this shore', 1 with the man

ager's chiiteau, the chapel, white-washed buildings, thatched 

cottages and even lamp-standards all grouped around a vil

lage green. A substantial portion of the then 680 population 

of the island turned out on the pier to welcome him, waving 

Union Jacks and creating a fete-like atmosphere. The visit of 

the Governor was a major event. 

According to Scott, for every human being there was at 

least a score of other creatures, chickens, ducks, dogs, cats, 

donkeys, horses, pigs. And for each creature there were thou

sands of flies, which could blanket a horse to the extent of 

transforming it into a piebald. The smell of drying copra was 

everywhere. As Scott observed: 

the principal characteristic of Diego Garcia is a prodigal 

fecundity, with the useful forms of life continually under 

pressure from the useless. The vegetation thrusts, 

sprawls, creeps, intertwines and shoots upward and 

sideways.' 

(This vegetable vigour is the bane of efforts currently under 

way to preserve the East Point Plantation in a recognisable 

form.) Among the trees acrobatic rats disported themselves 

like squirrels. 
In Scott's day, there was a motorable track both up to 

Barton Point and round the bottom of the island. There 

were a number of hamlets scattered around both arms of the 

island with now forgotten names and even locations. To 

the north of Minni Minni were Balisage, Camp du Puits and 

North East Camp; between East Point and Point Marianne 

lay Barochois, Roches Pointes, and Port Dumoulin; and to 

the north of Point Marianne, Noroit. Scott describes the 

islanders as dour and hard-headed compared with those of 

the other 'Oil Islands'. Like their present-day successors in 

Diego Garcia, they played soccer with an obvious and noisy 

consciousness that the match was for real and in earnest. 

There had been some diversification of production on the 
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island. Dried fish, and timber from the large hardwood trees 
such as the takamaka, were exported. And from the mid
l 950s guano for fertiliser was dug at the north-west end of 
the island, carted to the shore by tractors, and loaded on to 
a ship by barge. Maize, or Indian corn, was also grown on 
quite a large scale. 

But exploitation of the coconut continued to provide the 
staple crop. Seven thousand nuts were needed to produce 1 
ton of copra which in tum produced 11 hundredweight of 
crude oil. The film referred to above was made by the Col
onial Film Unit, probably during Scott's visit. In scenes 
remarkably reminiscent of Bourne's account a century 
before, it shows in colour what was essentially an eighteenth
and nineteenth-century plantation society functioning in the 
middle of the twentieth century. The labourers are seen 
collecting fallen coconuts which they speared with cutlasses 
and tossed with great skill and rapidity into large baskets 
carried on their heads. As in Bourne's day the coconuts were 
then husked among the coconut groves on a stake-like device 
stuck in the ground. From there the nuts were taken by 
donkey and horsedrawn carts to East Point where women 
were waiting to break them into pieces with pestles and then, 
with the help of children, to chop them into even smaller 
bits. These were then spread out to dry on large concrete 
beds which, in the event of rain, could be covered in a matter 
of moments by corrugated-iron shelters on wheels. Finally, 
the copra was dried in hot-air chambers heated from below 
by burning coconut husks. Most of the dried copra was then 
exported by boat to Mauritius for the extraction of oil for 
cooking and soap. However, a small amount of oil for local 
needs was produced on the spot in a primitive mill composed 
of a beam in a large metal drum propelled by donkey power. 
These mills can still be seen at East Point. What was left over 
after the oil had been extracted was known as 'poonac' and 
was fed to pigs and poultty. 

The same film also shows a weather balloon being released 
at the meteorological station at East Point, still a key element 
in particular for cyclone forecasting in that pre-satellite age. 
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The film gives a glimpse of the range of physical types among 
the islanders, from African to Malagasy to Creole, as they 
went about their work, propelling punt-like craft in the 
lagoon with long poles, and hanging up octopuses to dry to 
provide a culinary feast. 

Neither the islanders nor indeed Scott could have had any 
inkling that the plantation era was soon to end, although his 
book contains some prophetic remarks about the artificial 
nature of the small society on Diego Garcia and the uncer
tainty of its long-term viability. The imbalance in sexes, with 
women in a distinct minority, and a low birth-rate character
istic of marginal populations, persisted. The drift away from 
the island to the bright lights and wider prospects of Maurit
ius was quickening. The population fell by 50 per cent 
between 1952 and 1962. As a result, labour to help work the 
plantations had to be imported from the Seychelles. By 
the mid-1960s imported labour outnumbered those born in 
Diego Garcia by two to one. Previously in the history of the 
Chagos Group, other islands had been abandoned as a result 
of commercial decisions; Three Brothers in the 1850s and 
the Egmonts and Eagle Island as recently as the 1930s. The 
events soon to take place on Diego Garcia were therefore by 
no means unprecedented. 

Dependent on a single major staple crop, the plantation 
economy on Diego Garcia was in any case vulnerable and its 
future doubtful. By the early 1960s, the copra industry was 
in serious decline world-wide. As Scott put it: 

a population was drafted to the lesser Dependencies in 
the first place because there was work for it there. It 
moved from group to group as opportunities for paid 
work expanded and contracted. It was not a natural 
island society, and even today [1960], it shows little incli
nation to exploit the natural bounties of the island.' 

Certainly no community could have survived the closure of 
the plantations. So even had the outside world not again 
projected itself into the islands, the long-term continuance 
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of the way of life there must have been in doubt. History 
sadly shows a catalogue of such evacuations elsewhere in the 
world; St Kilda in the North Atlantic off the Scottish coast 
for example, and perhaps eventually Pitcairn in the Pacific. 
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~CHAPTER I~ 

Introduction: geographical back
ground and early exploration 

Mauritius is a predominantly green island with 

a considerable area of rocky volcanic moun

tains. These run roughly from north-east to 

south-west and rise to a height of well over 2000 

feet in the south. Some of the sharply rising 

peaks look much higher than this and the land 

in . their vicinity is so steep and rocky that 

neither crops nor any other vegetation will 

grow there. The lower slopes of the mountains 

are covered with forests and grassland. Most 

of the rest of the island, nearly 40 per cent of its 

area, is today covered with sugar cane fields 

which give it its dominant soft green colour. 

The soil is fertile and water supplies are good; 

but over the years vast quantities of rocks and 

boulders have been moved to make way for 

sugar cultivation. Mauritius possesses almost 

nothing of value in the way of natural resources 

or raw materials. It lies in the path of destruc

tive cyclones which periodically cause wide

spread devastation to crops and property. 
Those who have visited the island over the 

. years have often depicted it in glowing and 

idyllic terms. In 1629 Thomas Herbert, an 

English writer and one of the first Englishmen 

to visit Mauritius, described it as 'an island 

paradise', a phrase used today in many tourist 

advertisements. In the nineteenth century the 

American author Mark Twain once said that 

God made Mauritius first and then modell~d 

Heaven on the island. The fact that it took so 

long for men and women to settle there in any 

significant numbers, however, suggests that it 

was more difficult to live there permanently 

than to pay a short visit as an early 'tourist' or 

member of a visiting ship's crew. 
Today Mauritius is one of the world's most 

~ensely popular d countries and its population 
1s one of the world's most culturally mixed. Yet 
the island had no indigenous people and it is 

less than 400 years since the first of its inhabi
tants settled there. It is very isolated: 500 miles 

from Madagascar, over 1000 miles from the 

nearest point on the East African coast and 

2000 miles from India. It is this isolation which 

partly explains why ir,remained uninhabited 

for so long. 
The first people to attempt to settle in 

Mauritius were the Dutch in the seventeenth 

century. The history of Mauritius effectively 

begins with these Dutch settlers of the seven

teenth century. Long before that date, nearly a 

thousand years before the birth of Christ, it is 

possible that Phoenician sailors, setting out 

from what is today the Gulf of Aqaba, may 

have sailed into the southern parts of the 

Indian Ocean and visited Mauritius. If they 

did, however, we have no records to confirm it. 

In the fourth and fifth centuries A.O. Poly

nesians may have visited the island in their 

canoes on their way to settle in Madagascar. 

Again, however, there is no proof that they did 

so. 

Arab traders 

It is necessary to move on to the end of the 

first millenium A.O. before we have reliable 

evidence that traders were active in the vicinity 

of Mauritius. Arab merchants certainly began 

trading with the East African coast as far south 

as Mozambique and the Comoro Islands well 

before 1000 A.O. By mingling with African 

peoples on that coast they built up a new 
culture and civilisation known as the Swahili 

cuiture. This was the product of the mixing of 

Arab and African people, their languages and 

their ways of life. 
Arab and Swahili traders visited the Comoro 

Islands and Madagascar and from the evidence 

of early maps the_y also seem to have visited the 

Seychelles and the Mascar ne . These two 

groups of islands are marked on medieval Arab 

maps. Rodrigues is called Dina arabi, 

Mauritius is Dina mozare and Reunion is Dina 
margabim. None of these people attempted to 
settle on any of these islands. They were first 
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and foremost traders and since the islands were 

all uninhabited, there were no possibilities for 

trading. Moreover it was dangerous for the 

Arab and Swahili sailors to venture regularly as 

far into the Indian Ocean as the Mascarene 

islands in their small ships, the triangular

sailed 'dhows' or 'sambouks'. 

Eventually the Arabs controlled a rich trad

ing empire stretching in a great arc around 

the shores of the Indian Ocean , from th East 

African coast to Indonesia via Arabia , Persia , 

India and Malaysia. In carrying on their trade 

with this empire they kept as close as possible to 

the main coastline, though they were aware of, 

and used , the steady seasonal monsoon winds 

for voyages across the Jndian Ocean . 

It was the desire of Christian Europe, for a 

combination of reasons, to attack and event

ually take over this Muslim trading empire 

that led the European powers for the first time 

into the Indian Ocean. For the first Europeans , 

the Portuguese , it was , partly at least, a re

ligious crusad "ing spirit which lay behind their 

voyages of exploration and conquest in the 

fifteenth and sixteenth centuries . The most 

powerful motive, however, which drove others 

2 

to follow, was the prospect of profit from the 

valuable trade of the area. 

Portuguese exploration and trade 

In 1498 the Portugues e explor r Vasco da 

Gama rounded the Cape of Good Hop e and 

entered the Indian Ocean. He called at some of 

the Arab-Swahili cities as he sailed northwards 

up the East African coast and from Malindi 

an Arab pilot showed him the way to Goa 

in India. In th e next few years other 

Portuguese expeditions followed. The East 

African cities from Sofala , in modern 

Mozambique, to Mogadishu, near the Horn of 

Africa in modern Somalia, were taken over, if 

nee ssary by force. In 1510 the Portuguese 

captur d Goa and in 1511 Malacca in Malay 

sia . The way to the Spice Islands and China lay 

open to them. 

In East Africa they eventually abandoned 

the northern section of the coast and Mozam

biqu e became their main base. Their route to 

India was via the Mozambique Channel. It was 

known as the 'inner route '. Though th eir ships 

whether the light 'caravel ' or the heavier 

'carracks', were more suited to voyages in the 

A Portuguese caravel of the fifteenth century 
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open oceans than the Arab 'dhows', the Portu

guese followed the traditional monsoon routes 

to and from India which had been used by 

Arab sailors for centuries. The Portuguese 

were skilled navigators, many of them trained 

in the famous school of navigation founded by 

Prince Henry the Navigator at Sagres in the 

south-west of Portugal. Their captains charted 

the Indian Ocean. They 'discovered' Mada

gascar , the Comoros and the Seychelles within 

ten years of rounding the Cape. For a short 

time they attempted to establish a base on the 

Comoros but the island rs , who were staunch 

Muslims, were hostile and the Portuguese with

drew. Fernandez Pereira sighted Mauritius in 

1507 and gave it the name of his ship , Cerne . 

The island and its near neighbours were given 

the name of the Mascarenes after another 

Portuguese captain, Pero Mascarenhas. The 

number of islands with Portuguese names in 

the area is an indication of the importance of 

the Portuguese contribution to the exploration 

of the Indian Ocean. 

Dutch traders 

In spite of this, the Portuguese showed no 

interest in colonising any of the small groups of 

Don Pero Mascarenhas 

Maurice of Nassau, Prince of Orange 

1567-1625 

islands. They soon had more than enough to 

do in merely holding on to the scattered bases 

which protected their new trade routes. Before 

1600 the Dutch and the English had followed 

the Portuguese into the Indian Ocean . They 

both established East India Companies, the 

Eng lish in 1600 and the Dutch in 1602, to 

monopolise the trade of the two countries with 

India and the vast area between the Cape of 

Good Hope and Cape Horn. In 1598 a Dutch 

admiral, van Warwyck, called at Mauritjus 

with a small expedition and took possession of 

the island in the name of the Dutch. They 

called it Mauritius in honour of Prince Maurice 

of Nassau, a member of the House of Orange 

and Stadtholder of Holland. At the time the 

Dutch were in rebellion against the Spanish 

and Portugal was ruled by the King of Spain. 

Portuguese ships and trade and Portuguese 

possessions were, therefore, targets for the 

Dulch ships in the Indian Ocean . Though they 

had claimed Mauritius as a Dutch possession , 

the Dutch made no attempt to settle or colonise 

the island for some years. In the meantime 

English, Dutch and, soon, French ships occa-

3 
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sionally used the island as a port of call for 

their vessels. They were all interested in trade 

rather than territory at that time. 

During the first half of the seventeenth 

century the Dutch built up an unchallenged 

supremacy in fndonesia and the Spice Islands . 

Their .rivals , the English and the Portuguese , 

were forced to recognise this Dutch supremacy, 

and the islands now making the state of 

Indonesia became known as the Dutch East 

Indies. The main Dutch base was established 

in Batavia injava in 1619. The English and the 

Portuguese , driven out of this area , continued 

to trade alongside the Dutch in India. The 

route to India followed by the Dutch and the 

English passed close to the Mascarene islands. 

This route was developed after 1611 and 

became known as the 'great route '. A a result 

the number of ships calling at Mauritius in

creased and they soon included French as well 

as Dutch and English ships. They took on 

supplies of food and fresh water. Occasionally 

they repaired their vessels. The island had 

plentiful supplies of timber, including ebony. 

Trees were often felled and the valuabl e cargo 

was taken off. European commercial activity in 

the Indian Ocean was rapidly building up and 

the rivalry and competition between the four 

4 

main powers was increasing . Although they 

were all primarily interested in trade, this was a 

period when it was normal for each power to 

try to establish a monopoly of trade with a 

certain area. It was obvious that each power 

needed to establish and maintain bases if its 

merchants' trading rights were to be protected. 

Suggestions for further work 

l Find out more about Portuguese and Arab 

hips of the period. In what ways were the 

Portuguese and other European ships 

superior to those of the Arab sailors of the 

period? 
2 Who was Maurice of Nassau and for what 

reasons did he became famous as· a leader 

of the Dutch? 
3 Mark on a map of the Indian Ocean the 

main trading places occupied by the Portu

guese in the early sixteenth century. 

Make a list of the main items of trade 

carried by. merchants in the Indian Ocean 

at this time. 
4 Make sure you understand the meaning of 

the following words: indigenous and 

millenium (page 1), crusading (page 2), 

monop?ly and Stadtholder (page 3). 
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~ CHAPTER 15 ~ 

From oligarchy and colonial 
status to democracy and 
independence 

Dr Seewoosagur Ramgoolam: early 
political career 

For nearly a decade before this process began, 
a new figure had been emerging on the 

political scene as a champion of the oppressed 
Indian community and a leading member of 
the Labour Party. This was Dr Seewoosagur 
Ramgoolam, who returned to Mauritius in 
1935 after fourteen years in Britain where he 
had completed his training as a doctor. Whilst 
in Britain he had served a useful political 
apprenticeship. He became a member of the 
Fabian Society and was, for a time, the 
secretary of the London branch of the Indian 
National Congress. In 1931, at the time of the 
Round Table Conference, he had met 
Mahatma Gandhi, Rabindranath Tagore and 
Srinivasa Sastri. He had made the acquaint
ance of several socialist politicians, including 
George Lansbury and Arthur Creech Jones, 
who became the Labour Party's spokesman on 
colonial affairs and, unofficially, a repre
sentative of colonial peoples and their interests. 
Dr Ramgoolam's return to Mauritius coincided 
with preparations for the centenary cele
brations of the beginning of Indian immi
gration. He contributed an article to the 
Indian Centenary Book, published to mark the 
occasion. In it he wrote of the need to end 'the 
social cruelties rampant in our society'. 

He knew that this would take a long time 
and would mean a long hard struggle against 
powerful vested interests. He was realistic 
about the patient groundwork that would be 
needed to influence public opinion and make 
the Indian workers aware of their political 
rights and responsibilities. With the help of 
socialist friends he established a daily 
newspaper, Advance. On Sundays he regularly 
visited Indian workers in their villages and 
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began their political education. Slowly he built 
up support amongst the workers and earned 
the respect of the authorities. He was elected a 
member of the Port Louis Municipal Council. 

Not long after this, in November 1940, he 
was nominated by the governor, Sir Bede 

Clifford, to replace one of the two Indians on 
the Council of Government who represented 
the interests of small planters and workers. His 
appointment was a break with tradition, for no 
one with such radical views had previously 
been nominated to the Council. His appoint
ment did not mean that he had been won over 
to the establishment. He made it clear at once 
that he wanted genuine social reform which 
would benefit the workers. In his first speech in 
the Council he demanded that workers should 
be given the right to form themselves into trade 
unions and to take strike action . 

In 1942 Sir Bede Clifford was replaced as 
governor by Sir Donald Mackenzie-Kennedy. 
Increasingly Dr Ramgoolam found himself out 
of sympathy with the new governor's approad). 
and policies. He decided that his only course 
was to join the opposition so that he would be 
free to campaign openly for such causes as the 
extension of the franchise to the workers. 
When Mackenzie-Kennedy put forward his 
first constitutional proposals in October 1946, 
they did not go far enough for socialist leaders 
in Mauritius, for the franchise qualifications 
would still have excluded the mass of the 
people and left power in the hands of the 
whites . B. Bissoondoyal organised demons
trations against the proposals in Port Louis. 

One of the most effective of these took the 
form of boycotting for the first time the 'Last 
Races' in 194 7. Race me~tings in Port Louis 
were organised by the Turf Club, an exclusive 
club whose membership at that time was 
restricted to Franco-Mauritians. The workers 
obtained a special leave on that day to attend 
the races. However, this gave the Franco
Mauritians an opportunity to look down on the 
labourers and their way of life and the special 



Annex 137

Dr Ramgoolam, who became Sir Seewoosagur 
Ramgoolam in June 1965 

day was dubbed in Creole 'Jes courses Malbar ' 
which carried a pejorative meaning. Bissoon • 
<loyal campaigned' against attending the races 
on that day and his move met with complete 
success. As from that year that particular race 
meeting no longer enjoyed popular support 
and, perforce , the app llation was dropped. 

Dr Ramgoolam, with the support of men 
like Emmanuel Anquetil and Renganaden 
Seeneevassen, continued to press for a wider 
extension of the right to vote. Their cause was 
helped by a number of developments. The 
Labour Party had come to power in Britain in 
the first post-war general lection. The war 
itself had . brought a revolution in public 
opinion all over the world on issues like 
colonialism, self-determination and human 
freedoms and rights. It was be~ming increas
ingly diffi~ult for colonial powers such as 
Britain to ignore the mounting demands for 
freedom from foreign domination coming from 

· rising nationalist movements in Asia and 
Africa. Lastly but by no means least in its 

impact on Mauritius, India gained her inde

pendence in 194 7. 
It did not take long for Britain's post-war 

Labour Government, elected in 1945 and 
faced with these pressures, to reach a decision in 

principle to work towards the granting of self
government and independence to all Britain's 
colonial territories. Once taken, this decision 
was maintained as a fundamental strand in 
Britain's policy towards her colonial territories. 
Subsequent British governments in the 1950s 
and 1960s, whether Labour or Conservative, 
continued with its gradual implementation. 
Alongside the pressures from nationalist and 
independence movements it was a major factor 
in bringing about the decolonisation of all 
Britain's colonial territories between 194 7 and 
the late 1960s. The only alternative to such a 
policy would have been to resist, by force, the 
nationalist movements which began to emerge 
and gain momentum everywhere soon after the 
end of the Second World War. This would 
have been contrary to Britain's commitment to 
democratic principles. Equally important, it 
would have been unacceptably costly both 
financially and in terms of human resources 
and lives. 

Mauritius was a part of Britain's colonial 
empire. The pressures there from nationalist 
movements were small in comparison with 
those in other larger territories. Neverthe
less Governor Mackenzie-Kennedy was under 
pressure both from Britain, from the outside 
world and from inside Mauritius to move 
beyond his 1946 proposals for constitutional 
reform. In a letter to Creech Jones, who was 

now himself Colonial Secretary in the Labour 
Government, he admitted that his earlier 
proposals would no longer be acceptable in 
the atmosphere cif 1948. Nevertheless both the 
Governor and the Colonial Secretary believed 
that it was too soon to move to universal 
suffrage. A commission appointed to make 
new proposals recommended in I 94 7 that the 
vote should be extended to anyone able to 
read and write simple sentences in any 
language used in Mauritius. This went far 
beyond the previous suggestion that the vote 
should be restricted to those holding the 
Primary Leaving Certificate. Anyone who 
had served in the armed forces should also 
qualify for the vote. 

91 



Annex 137

The Mackenzie-Kennedy Constitution 
1947 

The new prnposals were accepted by the 

Colonial Office and were the basis for the 

election held in 1948. This was a real landmark 

in the constitutional history of Mauritius. In 

the previous election held in 1936 there had 

been 11,427 registered voters. In 1948 the 

number had risen to 71,236. Nearly two-fifths 

of the adult population could now vote. For the 

first time in the island's history the electorate 

included a significant number of workers. The 

governor presided over a L gislative Council 
consisting of nineteen elected, twelve nomi 

nated and three official members . For the 

first time the elected members in the Council 

outnumbered the nominated and official 

members. The island was divided into five 

electoral districts. Six members represented 

Plaines Wilhems and Riviere Noire; four 

represented Port Louis; and three members 

r presented each of the districts of Moka

Flacq, · Grand Port-Savanne and Pample

mousses- Riviere du Rem part. 

The election of 1948 

In the election of 1948, twelve of those 

returned to the Legislative Council were 

members of the Labour Party and these 

included several Indo-Mauritians. The struggle 

for the effective · transfer of power from the old 

oligarchy to new men had really begun . Dr 

Ramgoolam and his colleagues amongst the 

n w men, made it clear that this was only the 

beginning. They had new objectives for the 

immediate future; and within the next decade 

they achieved most of them. These included 

the introdu ct ion of universal suffrag ; an 

increase in the number of elected members in 

the Legislative Council; and the establishment 

of the prin ·iple that ministers should be 

responsible to the elected council. 
These achievements were made in the face of 

opposition from the conservativ elements in 

the country, who organised them Ives after 

the election and fought a strong rearguard 

action to try to retain their old position of 

privilege as long as possible. They made as 

much as they could of the alleged danger of 

'communalism': that is the danger that politics 

and political parties would develop and 
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operate round the sectional interests of the 

different communities that made up the multi

racial society of Mauritius. There was, it was 
claimed, evidence that the voting in the 1948 

election had followed a com~unal pattern in 

that eleven candidates had been elected largely 

on Hindu votes in fliral districts, eight by 

Creoles and one by Europeans. It is, however, 

not surpr ising that, with the extension of the 

franchise, the different groups hould vote for 

candidates who they felt would support their 

own interests; and indeed this was the 

traditional pattern of voting when power was in 

the hands of the Franco-Mauritians. After the 

election, Dr Ramgoolam and others who 

genuine ly wanted to encourage national unity 

and play down communalism tried to broaden 

the base of the Labour Party by attracting 

support from the different communities, parti 

cu larl y the non -European ommunity . The 

main opposition to further change after 1948 

was led by Jules Koenig and his Franco

Mauritian party, the Ralliement Mauricien or 

Parti Mauricien. They raised the bogey of 
Hindu domination, and until the next election 

they still held political power in Mauritius

because they had the support of the nominated 
and official members of the Council. 

The election of 1953 

The election of 1953 brought genuine 

democracy a step nearer. The Labour Party 

increased its share of the elected seats to 

fourteen; but this was not enough to give the •· 

party an overall majority . The conservatives 

were still supported by most of the nominat ed 

and official m mbers. Soon after th election 

the Labour Party newspaper , Advance. com

plained bitterly that in exercising his right to 

choose the nominated members, the gove.rnor 

had flouted the electors' wishes. Instead of 

reflecting the preference the electors had 

shown for Labour candidates he had chosen 

men who would prolong the political domi

nation of the Franco-Mauritians. Further 

change was needed before the voice of the 

people in elections could become really 

ffective. Dr Ramgoolam and the Labour 

Party demanded three main typ s of change: 

firstly , universal suffrage; second ly, a further 

increase in the number of elected memb rs in 

the Legislative Council; and thirdly, the 
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introduction of ministerial responsibility. 

In 1953 the Labour Party managed to per

suade the Legislative Council to pass a 

resolution calling for an extension of the fran

chise. Talks followed in London and the 

outcome was the offer of a new constitution in 

February 1956. It was proposed that the 

number of elected members of the Council 

should be increased to twenty-five; that 

universal suffrage should be introduced and 

that seven of the twelve members of the 

Executive Council should be chosen from the 

legislature. However, the second proposal was 

linked with another which made it unaccept

able to the Labour Party; this was that 

elections should be held under a system of 

proportional representation. The Labour 

Party objected to proportional representation 

because they feared that in a multi-racial 

society such as that in Mauritius it would 

encourage people to vote in their communal 

groups. They also feared that it could 

undermine the strength and unity of the party. 

The emergence of new parties and the 
election of 1959 

In the face of this opposition the proposal of 

proportional representation was dropped. The 

details of the electoral system were to be 

worked out by an electoral commission under 

the chairmanship of Trustram Eve. The com

mission reported in 1958 and recommended an 

increase in the number of elected members to 

forty. On this basis the 1959 election was held. 

Before the election a number of changes had 

taken place in the pattern of political parties in 

Mauritius. The main opposition party, the 

Ralliement Mauricien, had taken a new name: 

the Parti Mauricien Social Democrate (PMSD). 

It had done this largely because it realised that, 

in order to have a future, it must attract more 

support from the non-white population, parti
cularly from the Creoles. 

The Muslims had formed the Muslim Com

mittee of Action (MCA), the Comite d'Action 

Musulmane (CAM). Its leader, Sir Abdool 
Razack Mohamed, had represented Muslim 

opinion at the London constitutional talks in 

1955. At the time he was a member of the 

Ralliement Mauricien. Jhe MCA was formed 
in 1958 when the Muslims realised that they 
were merely being used by the Europeans as 

allies against the Labour Party. 
A fourth party, the Independent Forward 

Bloc (IFB), was also founded in 1958. It stood 

for the energetic revival of Indian culture and 

the consequent rejection of political systems 

based on Western culture. 
The leading part in the founding of the IFB 

was played by Sookdeo Bissoondoyal, brother 

of Basudeo Bissoondoyal who had influ nc d 

his political thinking. Sookdeo Bissoondoyal 

had turned from school teaching to politics in 

1948. In the election of that year he was elected 

to the Legislative Council as one of the 

members for the constituency of Grand Port/ 

Savanne and one of the group of twelve Labour 

Party members. He also served as a member of 

the Executive Committee, but from 1953 he 

became increasingly critical of the Labour 

Party, believing that it had swerved from its 

original objective, namely the promotion of the 

ordinary working people's interests, and had 

forgotten its socialist aims. In 1957 he called 

for a boycott of the visit of Princess Margaret to 

Mauritius as a protest against corruption in the 

administration. It was during one of several 

terms of imprisonment in 1957 that he decided 

to form the IFB. Although he did not always 

agree with the policies of the Labour Party, 

Sookdeo Bissoondoyal did not hesitate to ally 

with it to seek the independence of Mauritius. 
In spite of the existence of these two parties 

which were bound co attract some of the 

Indian votes, the Labour Party's fortunes 

reached a peak in the 1959 election. Of the 

forty elected seats, the party gained twenty

four. The IFB won six seats , the MCA five. 

Jules Koenig 's PMSD won only three seats; and 

the remaining two went to Independent 

candidates. 
One of the three PMSD seats was won by 

Gaetan Duval, a young lawyer with a flam

boyant personality, who was later to lead the 

party in succession to Jules Koenig. As a result 

of its decisive victory in this election the 

Labour Party was in a strong- position to press 

for an early realisation of its final objectives: 

self-government and independence. 

The 1961 Constitutional Conference 

A constitutional conference at which all the 
Mauritian political parties were represented 
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was held in London in June 1961. It soon 
became obvious that there was a serious rift 
between the PMSD and all the other parties. 
The PMSD did not want independence; the 
other parties did. The PMSD favoured some 
form of integration or association with Britain. 
The difference of opinion was easily explained. 
The PMSD, as the party representing Creoles 
and the Franco-Mauritian minority, was afraid 
of independence and of the political 
dominance of Indo-Mauritians which they 
believed would follow. Its fears were similar 
to those expressed by parties representing 
minority groups in other colonial territories, 
especially in Africa. As the date of 
independence came nearer, such fears became 
more real. 

The PMSD claimed that most Mauritians 
were not yet ready to assume the responsibility 
of running their own affairs. This again was an 
argument that had been heard, and continued 
to be heard, from settler groups in African 

territories like Kenya and Northern and 
Southern Rhodesia. The PMSD argued that, if 
independence was inevitable, it should come 
slowly and with adequate safeguards for the 
minority groups. In Mauritius, as in other 
colonial territories, the British showed 
sympathy with these arguments. 

Two stages to Independence 
The PMSD was outnumbered, however, by the 
Labour Party and its allies who favoured as 
quick a transition to self-government and inde
pendence as possible. The PMSD representa
tives withdrew from the conference before any 
decisions were reached. It was agreed that self
government should be reached in two stages. 
In the first stage, effected in 1962, Dr 
Ramgoolam took the title of Chief Minister. 
The governor was to seek his advice on all 
ministerial appointments and on the question 
of the duration and date of dissolution of the 
Legislative Assembly. Dr Ramgoolam decided 

Maurz'tians demonstrate at the constitutional talks in London, 1965 
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to speed up the transition to the second stage 

by bringing forward the date of the election 
from 1964 to 1963. 

The election of 1963 
In this election the Labour Party suffered a 

check. They won only nineteen seats out of 
forty and thus lost their overall majority , but 
they remained easily the largest party. The 
PMSD made some recovery with eight seats. 
The IFB had seven seats , the MCA four and 

the Independents two. The PMSD had bene

fited from the attractive personality of Gaetan 

Duval. He was a colourful figure who had 
entered the legislature at the previous election 
and was to succeed Koenig as leader of the 

party in 1966. 
In consultation with the Colonial Office, 

Ramgoolam formed an all-party coalition 

government after the election. Both the British 
Government and Ramgoolam were anxious to 
reassure the electorate and all sections of the 

community that their interests would not be 
overlooked. The second stage of progress 
towards self-government could now be 

effected. In March 1964 Dr Ramgoolam 
became Premier 'and the Executive Council 
becam:e a council of ministers responsible to 

the Legislature. The coalition ministry proved 

to be a fragile one. The difference of opinion 
between the PMSD on the one hand and the 
Labour Party and its allies on the other 

persisted. 

Constitutional Conference of 1965 

Once again in 1965 all parties were represented 
in constitutional talks in London with the 

Colonial Secretary. Labour and its allies 

pressed for early independence . The PMSD 
put forward a scheme for ' associated status' 

with Britain , under which certain matters , 
including defence, foreign affairs and some 
constitutional decisions would have been kept 
under British control. They also asked that no 
final decision should be taken on the future of 
Mauritius before a referendum was held. 

At the Constitutional Conference in London 

Mr Anthony Greenwood, the Colonzal 
Secretary, and Sz"r Seewoosagur Ramgoolam, 
Premier of Mauritius 

the British negotiators seemed reluctant to 

agree to an early move towards independence 
and showed sympathy with, and a readiness to 
listen to, the proposals of the PMSD. The 
prospects of Mauritius being granted inde
pendence as the MLP wished seemed to be 
threatened. This British attitude, however, was 

probably adopted as a means of persuading Sir 
Seewoosagur and the MLP to agree to the 

transfer to Britain of the Chagos Islands, as the 
price of a British grant of independence. If this 
was the case, the strategy worked. The MLP 

agreed not to raise objections to the transfer of 
the Chagos group to Britain as part of the 
British Indian Ocean Territories and to the 

evacuation of their inhabitants to Mauritius. 
Other considerations, however , certainly in

fluenced the final outcome. Sir Seewoosagur's 
reputation for moderation and tolerance and 
his long-standing connections with old Labour 
politicians in Britain were crucial. He was 
prepared to offer gua·rantees to the minorities 
including the appointment of an ombudsman 1, 

Ombudsman : an official ffrst employed in Scandinavian countries and more recently in some other 

European countries to act as an arbiter between an ordinary citizen and government in cases where a 

citizen f eels himself to be a victim of some form of injustice or discrimination . 
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as proposed by Sookdeo Bissoondoyal, who 
would not be a Mauritian. Finally, with some 
misgivings but no doubt with African pre
cedents in mind, the decision was taken that 
independence should be granted, provided a 
further election showed a clear demand for 
independence from the Mauritian people. 
It was to be granted, however, under a new 
electoral system designed to ensure the 
adequate representation of all minority groups. 
The end of 1966 was suggested as a possible 
date for independence after a six-month period 
of self-government. The Colonial Secretary 
ruled out both the PMSD's suggestion of a 
referendum and of a form of association with 
Britain. This was partly on the grounds that 
both did not conform to current British con
stitutional practice. They were, of course, 
though this was not said, peculiarly French. 

The new electoral system 
The final advance to independence was 
delayed by difficulties in reaching agreement 
on the form of the new electoral system. The 
PMSD made the most of these disagreements. 
An electoral commission, the Barnwell Com
mission, arrived in Mauritius early in 1966. Its 
recommendations were complicated and were 
felt to be too favourable to the urban electorate. 
Ramgoolam feared that the system would 
produce splinter groups and make stable 
government difficult. John Stonehouse, the 
Under Secretary for the Colonies, arrived in 
Mauritius to resolve the crisis. In the end the 
following arrangements were made. Mauritius 
was divided into twenty constituencies, each 
represented by three members. The island of 
Rodrigues was to form a two-member con
stituency. Eight seats would not be contested in 
the initial voting. They would be held in 
reserve and allocated to the eight best losers 
from the four groups which were judged to be 
inadequately represented after the main 
election. The main purpose of this 'corrective 
machinery' was to ensure adequate representa -
tion for the minority groups. 

The election of 1967 
The 'independence' election was finally held 
under this complicated system in August 1967. 
It was to take place under the scrutiny of 
observers from the Commonwealth, who would 
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pass judgement on its fairness. Three panies, 
Labour, the MCA and the IFB, fought the 
election as the 'Independence Party'. The 
PMSD, now led by Duval, campaigned on the 
platform of something less than complete 
independence. The central issue was, there
fore, clear-cut and the electorate's decision was 
equally decisive. The 'Independence Party' 
won thirty-nine seats shared as follows: Labour 
twenty-four, MCA four and IFB eleven. They 
polled 54.8 per cent of the votes. The PMSD 
won twenty-three seats with 43 per cent 
of the votes. The Commonwealth observers 
reported that, with few reservations, they were 
satisfied that the elections had been conducted 
fairly and with a minimum of violence. The 
very small number of spoiled ballot papers 
seemed to show that the ~eat majority of the 
electors had understood the ·complicated 
electoral system. The final stage of the 
exercise, the allocation of the eight reserved 
seats, awarded an equal share to the govern
ment and opposition parties. 

Self-government and independence 

At last the way lay open for a rapid advance to 
independence. Mauritius became self
governing on 12 August 1967, immediately 
after the election. At the first meeting of the 
new Legislative Assembly on 22 August 1967, 
Sir Seewoosagur Ramgoolam put down for 
debate the resolution 'That this Assembly 
requests Her Majesty's Government in the 
United Kingdom to take the necessary steps to 
give effect, as soon as practicable this year, to 
the desire of the people of Mauritius to accede 
to Independence within the Commonwealth of 
Nations and that Mauritius be admitted to 
membership of the Commonwealth on the 
attainment of Independence.' 

The resolution was passed and the British 
Government fixed 12 March 1968 as Independ
ence Day. During the debate Sir Seewoosagur 
spoke hopefully of the country's future: 

We are meeting· today on an historic and 
solemn occasion. By our decision today, Sir, 
we shall put Mauritius on the path of her 
destiny. It is a day of joy for all patriotic men 
and women, for on this day we are taking 
the formal step which will confer on our 
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Independence celebrat£ons 1968 

people freedom and bring them into their 

heritage ... 
With Independence there will come 

among the people of this country a sense of 

regeneration and there will arise in the 

hearts of our fellow countrymen a fervour 

and a determination to go forward and 

build for themselves and for future gener

ations a strong and happy Mauritius ... 

Let us resolve that in our determination to 

build a better future for ourselves and our 

children we shall all be inspired by the 

loftiest principles of patriotism and love for 

our island home. 
We have striven for many years now to 

create a new sense of unity out of our rich 

diversity and in the words of the poet let it 

be said for the glory of those who are 

fortunate to live at this hour: 
'Bliss was it in that dawn to be alive.' 

Such sentiments are expected of political 

leaders on these occasions; but what really 

mattered was the extent to which the hopes 

and ideals were realised in the future. It is time 

to examine how Mauritius has fared since her 

'day of destiny'. 

Suggestions for revision 

The main concern of this chapter is the story of 

the struggle for, and the main steps towards, 

independence in Mauritius. You should know: 

a) the main stages and landmarks on the road 

to independenc e, such as the new Con

stitution of 1948 , the Constitutional Con

ference of 1961, and tpe elections of 1948, 

1953, 1959, 1963 and 1967; 
b) the names of and the difference between, 

the main political parties chat emerged 

during this period , for example, the Rallie 

mem Mauri ian (laler the PM D), the 

MCA and the IFB; 
c) the part played by, and the ideas of, 

leading politicians and officials such as Dr 

Seewoosagur Ramgoolam, Gaetan Duval, 

Jules Koenig, Sir Donald Mackenzie

Kennedy and the Bissoondoyal brothers. 

Suggestions for further work 

1 Once again, it would be interesting to do 
some 'oral' research with the help ·of older 

p ople in your family or your friends' 

families. Try to talk to people who had 

different views about whether it was best 

for Mauritius to become independent as 

soon as possible after the election of 1967 

or whether it would have been better to 

have a longer period of self-government, as 

a preparation for complete independence . 

2 Make sure you know the meaning of the 

following words: franchise (page 86), 

suffrage (page 88), proportional rep
resentation (page 89) and coalition (page 
91 ). 
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Treaty law 

The United Nations Charter 

Durin g the Second World War as a rly as 194 1, th and Lhe UK 

pro laim d s lf-d 'U' nuin a tion as ne of tht: obje ctives to be allained and 

put int pract.i at the nd of Lh onOi l. Th<> Atla:nt.i Chart drafted 

by Pr ·sident F. D . I oo sevelt and Win ston Chur chill and mad pub li n 

l 4 August 194 1, proclaim · d s ,1f: d termin ation as a gen era l stand ard 

govern ing territori al ch anges a· well as a prin ip l c ncem ing Lh fr 

eh ice f rul r in very sov -reign State (interna l s lf-det rminati on).1 

However, Churchill hastened to place a restrictive interpr etation on the 

Atlantic Char ter: on 9 September 1941 he clearly stated to the Hous e of 

Commons that the principl e of self-determination proclaimed in the 

Charter did not apply to colonial peoples (in particular, to India , Burma, 

and other parts of the British Empir e) but only aimed at restoring 'the 

sovereignty, self-governm ent and naLi nal lifi or the Sta tes and nations of 

Europe under the Nazi yoke' besides providin g for 'an y alterations in the 

territorial boundari es which may have to be made'. 2 

1 'Second, they [the two dr afters of the Declarati on) desire to see no territorial changes 

that do not accord with the freely expr essed wishes of the peoples conc erned; third, 

they respect the right of all peoples to choose the form of government und er which 

they will live; and they wish to see sovereign rights and self-government restored to 

those who have been forcibly depriv ed · of -them.' T ext in J. A. S. Grenville, The 

Major /11tematio11al Treaties:.f 914-1 973 -A History and Guide with Texts, London 1974, 198 

ff. 
2 Parliam entar y Debates, Fifth Series, vol. 374, House qf Commons, Official Report, eighth 

vol. of Session 1940- 4 1, 68-6 9. Churchill's statement is menti oned·by E. R. Stettinius, 

Jr , Roosevelt and the Russians - The Yalta Co,iference, Gard ell' City, New York 1949 , 244 ff . 

See also R. C. Hul a, 'Na tional Self-Determin at ion Reconsidered ', 10 Social Research, 
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In 1944, representatives of the US, the UK, the Soviet Union, and 
China entered into secret and informal negotiations with the aim of setting 
the foundations for a world organization. They emerged from the talks at 
Dumbarton Oaks with several proposals for a UN Charter. However, 
despite the fact that the Allies had embraced the principle of self
determination in several policy documents adopted between 1941 and 
1944,1 it did not appear anywhere in the draft Charter, which however 
included a provision, although somewhat weak, on human rights. 4 It 
seemed that the UN Charter was destined, like the League of Nations 
Covenant, to be silent with regard to the rights of peoples. 

By the end of April 1945, when the United Nations Conference on 
International Organization met in San Francisco, the Four Powers had, 
however, reconsidered the issue at the insistence of the USSR. 5 Thus, 
among the amendments renegotiated and presented in San Francisco was 
a provision stating that the Organization aimed 'to develop friendly rela
tions among nations based on respect for the principle of equal rights and 
self-determination of peoples, and to take other appropriate measures to 
strengthen universal peace'. 6 Although the Four Powers had not devised 
an effective means for the use and expansion of the principle, they had at 
least identified self-determination as a major objective of the new world 
organization. 

In the relevant body of the San Francisco Conference (Committee I 
of Commission I) several States approved of the new provision, the 
Philippines, Egypt, the Ukraine, Iran, Syria, and Yugoslavia among 

I 943, 1--21. On the Atlantic Charter and self-determination, see genc1'ally G. Decker, 
Das Selbstbestimmungsrecht der ]'fationen, I 77 -86; K. J. Partsch, 'Fundamental Principles of 
Human Rights: Self-Determination, Equality and Non-Discrimination', in K. Vasak 
(ed.), 17ze International Dimensions of Human Rights, vol. I, Paris 1982, 64-5. 

3 For a discussion of these documents, which include the Atlantic Charte r , see in 
particular Brownlie, 'An Essay in the History of the Principle of Self-Determination', 
96-8. See also A. Cassese, 'Political Self-Determination Old Concepts and New 
Developments', in A. Cassese (ed.), L'.N. Law - Fundamental Rights: Two Topics in 
International Law, Alphen aan der Rijn 1979, 161, note 2. 

1 For the text of the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals, see Postwar Foreign Poli(Y Preparation 
1939--19-15, Department of State Publication 3580, \l\1ashington, DC, Government 
Printing Office, l 94~, 61 I {[ 

_; On the role of the Soviet Union in insisting on the proclamation of the right to self
dctermination, see R.B. Russel, A History of the United Natiom Charter, Washington 1958, 
62 lf., 81 0; G. Sta !'ushenko, 77ze Princ1j1/e qf National Set/Determination in Soviet Fore1i;n 
Po!i(Y, 142-7; Brownlie, 'An Essay in the History', 98. 

" See U'.\!CIO, vol. VI, 1945, 296. 
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them. 7 However, not all of the States were amenable to the idea that self

determination ought to be included in the Chart er. Som e, most notably 

Belgium, were in fact very critical. Tl~~~~g_i<l:ri representativ e, the 

distinguished international lawyer H . Ro lin, issued a brief memorandum 

containing two major criticisms, both focusing on the provi sion's departure 

from the traditional State-oriented approach. He first asserted that the 

provision referring to self-determination had been founded on 'confusion'; 

and he point ed out that 'one speaks generally of the equality of States' not 

of peoples. His second argument was: 

It would be dangerous to put forth the peoples' right of' self-deter mination as a 

basis for the friendly relations between the nations. This would ope n the door to 

inadmissible interventi ons if, as seems prob able, one wishes to take inspiration 

from the peoples' right of self-determination in the action of th e Organization and 

not in the relations between the peoples.8 

After stressing that the world was still far from full self-determination, the 

Belgian delegate raised several important concerns. Specifically, he 

wondered whether in the case wher e a nation al minority in a given 

country claimed the right to self-determination, _t11\ Qrgani ~ation would 

be expected to step in and oth er State s would feel duty-bound to intervene 

on the strength of the concept of 'friendly relation s'. Rolin then proposed 

that the entir e provision be withdrawn.~ 
It would seem that the Belgian delegat e did not take into account self

determination as an anti-colonial prin ciple. H e only perce ived it as a 

criterion for protecting nationalities or minorities but even from this angle he 

dismissed it. In its pla ce, Belgium put forward counter-proposals aimed at 

strengthening the prot ection of human rights 10 but later withdrew them. 

Other States also expressed doubts about the proposed Charter 

pro~fon, mostly out of fear that a provi sion on self-determination would 

foster civil strife and secessionist movem ents. Venez uela voiced concern. 11 

Colombia formally declared: 

If it [self-determination] means self-governm ent , the right of a country to provide 

its own government , yes, we would cer tainly like it to be includ ed; but if'it were to 

7 See the micro filmed minutes (unpubli shed ) of' the debates of the First Committ ee of the 
First Commi ssion of the S,an Francisco Conference, 14 15 May and I and I I June , 

1945, Libr ary of the Palais des Nations, Gen eva fherein alier Debat es]. 
8 UNCIO, vol. VI, 300 . 
i, See Debat es, 14 May (afternoo n St'.Ssion), 12 and 14. 

10 Debates, 14 May, I 3. Sec also UNCIO, vol. VI, 640. 
11 Debates, 15 May (mornin g session), 14. 
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be interpreted, on the other hand, as connoting a withdrawal, the right ef withdrawal 

or secession, then we should regard that as tantamount to international anarchy, and we 

should not desire that it should be included in the text of the Charter. 12 

Fomenting secessionist movements was not, however, the only fear. Th('._ 

potential misuse of the principle of self-determination was also raised. For 

eximpTe, Egypt, making a veiled reference to Germany and -ii:~ly, observed 

that the principle lent itself to manipulation. Politicians could easily invoke 

the principle - as did Hitler - to justify military invasions and annexations. 

This led the Syrian delegate to point out that the principle of self

determination contemplates free expression; if a people is unable to express 

its genuine will, self-determination cannot be considered to have been 

achieved. 13 

Subsequently, the Committee responsible for the drafting of the relevant 

provision agreed on four points. First, 'this principle corresr.2nded closely 

to the will and desires of peoples everywhere and sh~uld be clearly 

enunciated in the Chapter [of the UN Charter]' .14 Second, 'the principle 

conformed to the purposes of the Charter only insofar as it implied the 

righ._t_of self-government of peoples and not the right of secession' .15 Third, 

it was agreed that the principle of self-determination 'as one whole extends 

as a general basic conception to a possible amalgamation of nationalities if 

they so freely choose' .16 Fourth, it was agreed that 'an essential element 

of the principle [ of self-determination] is free and genuine expression of 

the will of the people, which avoids cases of the alleged expression of the 

popular will, such as those used for their own ends by Germany and Italy 

in later years' .1 7 

This last passage might be construed to mean that the framers of the 

Charter - intent on emphasizing that many authoritarian governments 

which claim the support of the 'popular will' do not in fact rule with the 

'free and genuine' will of the people - considered the realization of self

determination to be coterminous with 'freedom of political expression and 

from authoritarian government'. However, a careful examination of the 

unpublished minutes of the debates that led to the adoption of the passage 

12 Debates, 15 May, 20 (my italics). 
i :i Debates , 14 May, 24 ff. (Egypt); 15 May (morning session), I 2 (Syria). 
1·1 See UNCIO, vol. VI, 296. 
15 Ibid. The French text was as follows: 'On a declare que ce principe n'etait compatible 

avec Jes buts de la Charte que clans la mesure ou ii impliquait , pour les peuples, le droit 

de s'administrer eux-memes , mais non pas le droit de secession', ibid., 298. 
10 Ibid., 704. 
11 UNCIO, vol. VI, 455. 
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quoted warns against such a conclusion . The preparatory work suggests 

that the Wilsonian dream of representative governments for all was not 

contemplated. The emphasis on the need for a 'genuine' choice was only 

intended to stress that where a people is afforded the right to express its 

views, it must truly be free to do so.18 

The final text of UN Charter does not confine itself to the political 

'rh etoric' of self-determination of the League of Nations' Covenant (the 

name of the new Organization also includes the word 'Nations ' , and 

the preamble starts with the well-known, rather hypocritical and mis

leading sentence 'We the peoples of the United Nations ... '). The UN 

Charter goes beyond that and includes Article 1 (2), which provides that 

one of the purposes of the Unit ed Nations is: 

to develop friendly relations among nations based on respect for the principl e of 

equ al rights and self-determination of peoples, and to take other appropriate 

measures to strengthen universal peace. 19 

The lively debate on self-determination and the Syrian Rapporteur's 

report to the Commission 20 suggest that four main featur es characterize 

the concept eventually proclaimed in Article 1(2).21 

18 See Cassese, 'Political Self-determination', 139 and notes 5 and 6. 
19 See also Articles 55 and 56 of the UN Chart er. Article 55 provides that : 'With a view to 

the creation of conditions of stability and well-being which are necessary for peaceful 
and friendly relations among nations based on respect for the principle of equal rights 
and self-determination of peoples , the United Nations shall promote: (a) higher 
standards of living, full employment, and conditions of economic and social progress 
and developm ent ; (b) solutions of imernational onomi , social, h alth, and related 
problems; and ·l111crnat i rnLI ultural and du ational o-op ration; and (c) universal 
respect for, and observance of' human rights and funclamcnt.al frc doms for all without 
distinction as to ra c, sex, language, or religion.' Articl • 56 provide.~ that: 'All Mcmb ·rs 
pledge themselves to take joint and separat e action in co-operation with the Organiz
ation for the achievem ent of the purposes set forth in Article 55.' 

20 UNCIO, vol. VI, 455 and 714 ff. 
21 On Articles 1(2), 55- 6, 73 and 76, in addition to the classic comm entaries on the UN 

Charter , see, among others, S. Calogeropoulo s-Stratis , Le droit des peuples a disposer d'eux
menies, 108- 15, 263- 5; Guilhaudis, Le droit des peuples a disposer d'eux-memes, 168- 73; 
K. Doehring, 'Das Selbstbestimmungsrecht der deutschen Nation ', in Recht und Staal 
im so:::.ialen Wandeln. Fest. far H. U. Scupin, Berlin 1983, 555- 60; Thiirer , 'Das 
Selbstbestimmungsr echt der Volker. Ein Ueberblick', l 18-19 ; D. Thiirer, 'Self
Determination' in Encyclopedia, vol. VIII, 1985 at 471- 2; F. Lattanzi, 'Autod etermi
nazione dei popoli', in Digesto delle Discipline Pubblicistiche, vol. II, Turin 1987, 5- 9; 
G . Arangio-Ruiz, 'Autodetermin azione (diritto dei popoli alla)', in Enciclopedia Giuridica, 
vol. IV, Rom e 1988, 2- 3; E. Gayim , 1he Principle ef Seif-Determination - A Stud,y ef its 
Historical a11d Contemporary Legal Evolution, Oslo 1990, 21- 6; M. Bedjaoui, inj. P. Cot and 
A. Pellet (eds.), La Charle des Nations Unies, 2nd edn, Paris 1991, I 070- 83; K. J. Partsch 
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First, States were unable positively to define self-determination. The 

concept of self-determination upheld in the Charter can only be negatively 

inferred from the debate pr eceding the adoption of Article 1 (2). Self

determination did not mean (a) the right of a minority or an ethnic or 

national group to secede from a sovereign country; (b) the right of a 

colonial people to achieve political independence ; for these peoples self

det ermination could only mean 'self-government' (this conclusion can be 

drawn from the clear agreement reached whc'n drafting the provision to 

the effect that self-determination only meant 'self-government' and also 

from the fact that Article 76 of the UN Charter, laying down the basic 

objectives of the trusteeship system, contemplated 'their progressive 

developm ent towards self-government or independence '; a systematic 

interpretation of the Charter would thus warrant the conclusion that, by 

implication, 'self-government' did not mean 'independence'); (c) the right 

of the people of a sovereign State freely to choose its rulers through 

regular, democratic and free elections; for these peoples also self

det ermin at ion only meant 'self-government'; (d) the right of two or more 

nations belonging either to a sovereign country or two sovereign countries 

to merge; this right is ruled out by the ban on secession (plainly, the right 

at issue would imply that nations belonging to one or more States could 

secede, in order to achieve the 'possible amalgamation of nationalities ' 

referred to by the Syrian Rapporteur ).22 

It follows that the principle enshrin ed in the UN Charter boils down to 

very little; it is only a principl e suggesting that States should grant self

govemment as much as po ssible to the communities over which they exercise 

jurisdiction. 21 

'Selbstbestimmung' in R . Wolfrum (ed.), Handbuch de, Verei11te11 Nationen, Munich 1991, 

745- 52; K. Do ehr ing, in B. Simma (ed.), Chmla der Verci11te11 Nationen - Ein l(ommentar, 

Munich 1991, l.'>- 32; B. Driessen, A Concept q[Nation in International Law, The Hague 

1992, 118- 24. 
22 Consequently, th e reference lo 'am algam ation' can only be taken to mean th e 

merger or lwo sovereign cou ntri es based on the same nati ona lity (th ink, for instance, 

or the unification or the two German States, whi ch actu ally took place in recent 

years). 
2:1 C[ UNCIO, vol. VI, 296. The Charter 's other provi sions , Chapters XII and XIII and 

Article 73 in parti cular, support the thesi s that Anick 1(2) enshrin ed the moderat e 

vers ion of self-determin at ion. Ch apte rs XII an d XIII ensured that there was no radic al 

break with the co lonial system by providing for an intern atio nal trusteeship system. 

Article 7 3 provided for colonial power rule the so-called 'non-sell~govcrning territories'. 

Article 76 imposed upon the colonia l pow ers lhe rat her vague oblig ation 'to develop 

seffgovemmenl' in the 11011-scll~govcrning terri torie s. Article 76, part of the tru steeship 

programme, was more point ed; 'the basic objectives' or the trusteeship system included, 
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So much for the notion of self-determination. As for the second feature of 

the principle in the UN Charter, it should be stressed that Article 1(2) 

merely laid down one of many lofty goals ef the Organization. The threat to 

State interests was thus minimized. 
The third feature of the principle is that self-determination, conceived of 

as a postulate deeply rooted in the concept of the equal rights of peoples or, 

as explained by the Philippine delegat e, in the 'equality of races' ,2-1 was 

considered to be a means offurthering the development of Ji·iend[y relations 

among States: it would foster universal peace. This last qualifier, a fortiori, 

limited the power of the principle . Since self-determination was not 

considered to have a value independent of its use as an instrum ent of 

peace, it could easily be set aside when its fulfilment raised the possibility 

of conflicts between States. 
Fourthly , since self-determination was envisaged primarily as a 

programme or aim of the Organization, and since the UN Charter neither 

defined self-determination p recisely nor distinguished between 'ext ernal' 

and 'internal' self-determination, the Charter did not impose direct and 

immediate Legal obligations on Afember States in this area (the obligation laid 

down in Article 56 of the Charter is very loose and in any case does not 

impose the taking of direct and specific action by each Member State of the 

~- I 
this was the first time that self-determination had been laid down in a \ 

In SRite of all thes e limitations and shortcomings, the fact remains that \ \ r 

multilateral treaty - a treaty, one should add, that had been conceived of 

as one of the major pieces of legislation of the new world community. 

Thus, the adoption of the UN Charter marks an important turning-point ; 

it signals the maturing of the political postulate of self-determination into a 

legal standard of behaviour. In 1945 this legal standard was primarily 

intended to guide the action of the Organization. Over the years Member 

States of the UN gradually turned that standard into a precept that was 

also directly binding on States. 

in addition to 'self-government' , 'independ ence '. Thu s, although the level of self

government afforded was Lo be 'appropriate to the particular circumstances or each 

territory an d its peopl es and the freely expres sed wishes or the peopl es concerned, and 

as may be provided by the terms of each trust eeship agreement', Ch apte r XIII actually 

afforded peoples great er rights than Arti cle l (2) (the general provision on self

determin ation) or at least oOered a limited class or depend ent peopl es greater 

rights. 
1 1 UNCIO, vol. VI, 704. 
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particular the right of peoples under foreign domination. Thirdly, the 

situation of the black populations of Southern Rhodesia and South Africa 

prompted the same majority of States to frame this situation as a question 

of the (internal) self-determination of the black population. As it was 

unthinkable - on account of Western opposition - for treaty rules to be 

agreed upon on these matters, the best way out was found in the gradual 

evolution of general standards. One of the advantages of these standards 

was that their relatively slow formation and their necessarily flexible 

content would make them more palatable to the West. 

It follows from the above remarks that although in the next pages I shall 

primarily concentrate on UN practice and pronouncements of individual 

States for the purpose of ascertaining the content and import of general 

rules, this does in no way imply that treaty rules are excluded from the 

picture. It is only for the sake of clarity and a more precise exposition, that 

treaty rules and their implementation will not be mentioned again from 

this different angle - that is, qua part and parcel of the customary process. 

The role ef UN Resolutions in the crystallization ef customary rules 

A second caveat is necessary . The problem area we are discussing shows a 

distinct feature: although customary rules have resulted from the usual 

combination of usus and opinio Juris, these two elements have not played 

the normal role that can be discerned in other - less political and more 

technical - areas of international relations. In these other areas, the first 

element that normally emerges is the repetition of conduct by an 

increasing number of States, accompanied at some stage by the belief that 

this conduct is not only dictated by practical (economic, military, political) 

reasons, but is also imposed by some sort of legal command. By contrast, 

in the case of self-determination - as in similar highly sensitive areas 

fraught with ideological and political dissension - the first push to the 

emergence of general standards has been given by the political will of 

the majority of Member States of the UN, which has then coalesced in the 

form of General Assembly resolutions. Strictly speaking, these resolutions 

are neither opinio Juris nor usus. Rather they constitute the major factor 

triggering (a) the taking of a legal stand by many Member States of 

the UN (which thereby express their legal view on the matter) 3 and (b) 

Lhough with all due caution, be deduced from, inter alia, . .. the attitude of latcs toward s Kl 

3 In lhcNicaragua cas · lh · lnl ·rna1io11al ourt ofJustice pointed out tha t 'opiniojurismay, ) 

certain Ge nera l Ass ·mbly r olulion s, and particularly resolution 2625(XX [on r 
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the gradual adoption by these States of attitudes consistent with the 
resolutions . 

It follows that, when discussing customary international law in the area 
of self-determination, special emphasis will be placed here on two UN 
Documents: the 1960 Declaration Granting Independence to Colonial 
Countries and Peoples4 and the 1970 Declaration on Principles of 
International Law Concerning Friendly Relations and Co-operation 
among States in Accordance with the Charter of the UN. 5 The former, in 
conjunction with the UN Charter, contributed to the gradual transform
ation of the 'principle' of self-determination into a legal right for non
self-governing peoples. The latter was instrumental in crystallizing a 
growing consensus concerning the extension of self-determination to other 
areas. Both are vital in developing an understanding of how general 
international law regulates self-determination. 

These two docum enLs, however, should not be looked at per se, but 
within the general cont xt of th ·ir adoption. In other words, they are 
significant in that their la l ora tion prompted Member States of the UN 
to express their views and take a stand on self-determination. The 
pronouncements of States before, during, and after the adoption of the two 
Declarations, in conjunction with the actual behaviour of States in 
int rnat..iona l dealing , on.st..itul .important elcm nt s r Sta t practi e. 
T oge th ·r with statemtmts mad by in Ii iduaJ 'tales in ther fora (for 
instan , cl cl.a.rations or gove rnm ent repr s n tat..ives in national parl ia
m nts) and rulin gs or int ern a tional courts , th · y mak up the I ulk of usus 
and O/Jiniojuris in th matter. 

For the sake of clarity, I shall analyse the formation of customary law in 
the area of 'external' and 'internal' self-determination 6 separately. 

Friendly Relations]'. Th e Court went on to state the following: 'The effect of consent 

\ 

to the tcxl of such resolutions cannot be understood as merely that of a "reiteration or 
.ff . elucidation" of the treaty commitment und ertaken in the Chart er. On the contrary, it 

may be understood as an acceptance of the validity of the rule or set of rules declared 
by the resolution by themselves ' (ICJ, Report s 1986, 99- 100, para. 188). 

4 GA Resolution l 5 l 4(XV), 14 Dec ember 1960. 
; GA Resolution 2625 (XXV), 24 October 1970. 
t, T his distinctior1 ·an already be found in \>\. Wen gler. 'Le clroit a la lilm : clisp sition des 

p ·uplcs corn me pri11. ipc <k droil i111ema1 io11al , I O Rwue !tel/i11ique de droit international, 
I< 0 7, 27, a11cl W. Wc nglcr, I o'lkem:chl vol. 11, Berlin 196 , l 32 - 3. lt has hce n Lak n up 
by vaiious auth ors, in ·luding A. V. Lombardi, Biirgerkriiw und Viilk;;rrec/11 Berlin 1976 , 
I 0 1, 335- 9, 34· I 2. 11 would seem lha1 A. crd r ~san d B. Simma, '11ivi:rsellr Vlifkmcchl 
3rd cdn, ll ·rli11 193•~, ,ll 320, ~rroneom !ly attri buled the clistincliou lo Lomb ard i's w rk 
ciled ab vc. 
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have been limited by the perceived need to safeguard territorial integrity 
and political unity. 

Before analysing the manner in which the practice of the United Nations 
evolved, it should be emphasized that the legal regulation just mentioned 
manifested three majorflaws. 

Firstly, the internal self-determination of colonial peoples was totally 
disregarded , that is, their right freely to choose their form of government, 
their rulers, etc. Their liberation from colonial rule, in order to achieve 
independence (or association or integration with another State) was what 
was seen as important. Admittedly, it would have been historically difficult 
and, in practice, complicated to provide for free and democratic political 
elections so as to ensure respect for pluralistic democracy in those 
territories. Th e fact remains however that no attention was paid to this 
'internal' dimension of self-determination. 

Secondly, the norms that gradually evolved eventually gave pride of 
place to the territorial integrity of colonial territories, thus ruling out the 
possibility for ethnic groups that constituted a 'colonial people' freely to 
choose their international status. The resultant self-determination was 
therefore rather truncated in this second respect. 

Thirdly, it was taken for granted that whenever it appeared that the 
people of a colonial territory wished to opt for independence, it was not 
necessary to establish this wish by means of a plebiscite or a referendum. 
In other words , it was felt that the wish for independence - however 
manifested or ascertained - did not need to be verified by resorting to the 
means that the practical implementation of self-determination normally 
required. 

THE A CTU AL IMPLEMENTATION OF THE STANDARDS 

An overview ef UN practice with regard to colonial situations 
The UN record in the field of decolonization is impressive. 15 According to 
a 1979 report pr epared for the UN by Hector Gros Espiell, the then 

i:, On the role of self-determination in the pro cess of decolonization , and the UN prac tice 
in this matter , see in particular : C. Eagleton, 'Excesses of Self-Determination', 31 FA, 
1952- 3, 592 ff., and 'Self-Determination in the United Nations ', 47 AJlL, 1953, 88 ff.; 
R. Emer son, Se!fDetenninatior1 Revisited in the Ara q[Deco/011ization, Cambridge, Mass. 1964, 
25 ff.; J. Kunz, 'T he Principle of Self-Determination of Peoples, Particularly in the 
Practic e of Lhe United Nations', in K. Rabl (ed.), In/wit, Wesen und gegenwiirtige 
praktische Bedeutu11g des Selbstbeslimmungsrechls der Volker, Munich 1964, 137- 70; M. K. 
Nawaz, 'The Meaning and Range of the Prin ciple ofSelf~Detcrminalion', 82 Duke law 
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Special Rapporteur of the Sub-Commission on the Prevention of 
Discrimination and Protection of Minorities of the Commission on 
Human Rights, seventy territories achieved independence between l 945 
and l 979. 16 In only a limited number of cases was the right of self
determination exercised and independence not achieved. 17 In the years 
following the publication of Gros Espiell's report, several territories 
included in his list of twenty-eight situations still to be resolved achieved 
independence. 18 Others on the list, South Africa and the territories 
occupied by Israel in particular, do not, it is submitted, come within the 
purview of 'colonial situations' included within the report. Thus, at 
present, there are approximately a dozen 'situations' still outstanding and 

Journal, 1965, 82 ff.; D . W. Bowell, 'Self-Determination and Political Rights in the 
Developing Countri es', 60 Proceedings ASIL, 1966, 129-35; R . Emerson, 'Self
Determination', ibid., 135-41; W. B. Ofuatey-Kodjoe, Self-Determination in International 
Law: Towards a Definition ef the Principle, PhD thesis, Columbia University 1970, 245- 74; 
U. Umozurike, Self-Determination in International Law, Hamden, Conn . l 972; A. Rigo 
Sureda, 'flie Evolution ef the Right ef Self-Determination: A Study ef the United Nations Practice, 
Leiden, 1973; T. M. Franck and P. Hoffman, 'The Right of Self-Determination in Very 
Small Places', 8 NYUJILP, I 976, 331 ff.; W. Ofuat ey-Kodjoe, Tiie Principle ef Se!f
Determination in International Law, New York 1977, 97- 14 7; J. F. Engers, 'From Sacred 
Trust to Self-Determination', 24 NILR, 1977, 85 ff.;J. Crawford, Tiie Creation ef States 
in International Law, Oxford I 979, 89 ff.; anon., 'The Decolonization of Belize: Self
Determination v. Territorial lntegTity', 22 Virginia Journal ef International Law I 982, 
849 ff.; Pomerance, Self-Determination in Law and Practice, 1982, 9- 36; J. Charp entier, 
'Autodetermination et decolonisation', in Melanges C. Chaumont, Paris 1984, 117- 33; 
0. Kimminich, 'Die Renaissance des Selbstbestimmungsrechts nach dern Ende des 
Kolonialismus', Fest.far B. Meissner, Berlin 1985, 601 ff.; M. Shaw, Titl,e to Territory in 
Africa, Oxford 1986, 92- 144; Z. Drnas de Clement, 'El derecho de libre determinacion 
de los pueblos: colonialismo formal, Neocolonialismo, colonialismo interno', 3 Anuario 
Argentina de Derecho Internacional, 1987-9, especially 214 ff.; Bennouna, 'Tiers Monde 
et autodet ermination ', in u droit a l'autodetermination, 83-94; Lombardi, Biirgerkn'eg 
und Viilkerrecht, 189 ff.; Blay, 'Self-Determination versus Territorial Integrity in 
Decolonization', 441 ff.; T. M. Franck, Tiie Power ef Legitima1y among Nations, New York 
and Oxford 1990, 160 ff. 

16 H. Gros Espiell, Special Rapporteur, Implementation q(United at1om l~.rolulion; Rdating to 
the Right ef Peopl,es under Colonial and Alien Domination to St![-Delmm1111tio11, Study forth · Sub
Commission on Prevention of Discrimination and Protection of Minoriti es of the 
Commission on Human Rights, United Nations, New York, 1980. Text originally 
issued und er the symbol E/CN.4 / Sub.2/405 (vols. I and II). 

17 West Irian became part oflndone sia; Ifni was incorporated into Morocco; the Mariana 
Islands became a free associated state with the US; and Niue achieved 'self-government 
in free association' with New Zealand. 

18 South Rhodesia, now called Zimbabwe; Belize; Brunei ; Saint Christopher and Nevis; 
Saint Lucia; Saint Vincent and the Grenadines ; and most recently, Namibia (however, 
as we shall see, to some extent the question of Namibia is not only a colonial question, 
but also an issue of foreign illegal occupation). 
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one case, that of East Timor (annexed by Indonesia in 1975), which was 
settled with total disregard for UN pronouncements and without UN 
approval. 

Among the remaining situations, three stand out in particular, they 
being indicative of the inherent difficulties in resolving self-determination 
claims and the predicament the UN faces in the field: Gibraltar, the 
Fall<lands/Malvinas, and Western Sahara. 

To what extent has the United Nations taken notice ef the freely expressed will ef 
colonial peoples? 
The United Nations' practice has to a great extent upheld and applied the 
standards which have been referred to above. However, it has placed a 
liberal interpretation on them, in two respects. 

Firstly the World Organization has sought to emphasize the require
ment that self-determination should always be based on the freely 
expressed will of peoples. Accordingly, since 1954 the United Nations has 
organized, and often supervised, elections or plebiscites in non-self
governing territories, before their accession to independence or their 
association or integration with other countries. 19 Mention can be made of 
the plebiscites or elections held in the British Togoland Trust Territory in 
1956,2° French Togoland in 1958,2 1 the British Northern Cameroons 

19 See M. Merle, ' Les plcb is itcs orgm1isr.s pa r lcs Nalio ns Unic:s', AFDI, 19 I, 425 
"als o 1-1. $. Joh nson,, ct/-Dolr.m1i11alioll williin t.hr Com1111.mi!Y of alio11s, Leiden .1967 

59---98. lt is intcrr.sLin.~ Lo nolC that in 1952 Lh U d ·lega te in th · UN Eco nc mi and 
So ·ial CoWlci l (E OSOC) c.riti ·iied lh p ra tic of sup ervised pleb iscite .. In a 
stat cmc 11L ol' 31 Jul y I 952, ·omm<:nlin g ou a drn li resolution, he point ed out the 
following: 'T he United Stat es feels th a t tbc paragra ph [ofll w dr all re olutio11J undul y 
reslricLs th • melbod by which tbc• wishes of n 11-self-govern ing peopl e ma y b 
ascertain ed in U1e fu ture by placin g vinu a lly sol · rclian e up on 1h N sup rvised 
pi ·I is ite. T h adoplion of 1h U.N. hart r do es not requir e all na tions lo condu t 
all their for, ig1'1 affa il's thr ough th nil •d a t ions; lh r means of internationa l 
dealings have distinct advantages. Similarly , in the dealings between an administering 
country and the non-self-governing peopl e, these people themselves may desire direct 
methods of conta ct which may not always be associated with the United Nations. For 
example, the Unit ed States recently arranged lo det ermine the wishes of the people of 
Puerto Rico, Alaska and H awaii, without a U.N. plebiscite' (30 Dept. St. Bui., I 952, at 
270). 

20 pleb iscit ' was held in British T o&,uland in M.a.y 1956 (upon the r ecom mcnruui n 
ortJ,c UN GA Re~. 944(X) or 15 De· m b ·r 1955). T he pnp11lation voted in favour of 
the un ion of their t •rrito ry with an ind epcnd cnL Go ld oas l (lh · other opt ion be ing tht 
sep ara tion f Tog oland und er Il ri t ish admi 11istra 1ion and concinua nce of a tru steeship 
pen ding a decision as rega rds indcp r 11ckn ·c). Ybk, 1956, 36H rr. 

21 By vinu c f R s. 11 H2(XH) Lhe UN '• nera l Assembl y acce pted the invitation of th 
go ernmc nL ()f Togo land lo sup rvisc ck c;tlons, whi h Wt-'r • h ·Id on 27 Apr il 1958. 0 11 
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in 195922 and the British Southern Cameroons in 1961,23 Rwanda-Urundi 
in 1961,24 Western Samoa in 1962,25 the Cook Islands in 1965,26 

Equatorial Guinea in 1968,27 Papua-New Guinea in 1972,28 the New 
Zealand Territory of Niue in 1974,29 the Ellice Islands in 1974 (the voters 
decided to become a separate territory under the name of Tuvalu), 30 the 

23 October 1958 the Ch amber of Deputies of To goland voted in favour of indepen
dence. See UN Ybk, 1958, 355 ff. 

22 On 13 May 1959 the UN GA decided, by virtue of Res. l 350(XIII) to hold separat e 
plebiscites under UN supervision in Northern and South ern Cameroons (under British 
administration). A plebiscite was held in Northern Cameroons on 7 November 1959 
and people chose to postpone a decision (the alternative being that of joining Nigeri a 
immediately). Arrang ements were made for another referendum to be held in 1961. See 
UN Ybk, 1959, 361. 

23 UN supervised plebiscites were held in the two territorie s on 11 and 12 February 1961. 
Northern Cam eroons decided to join Nigeria, South ern Cameroon decided to join the 
Republic of Cameroun . Th e results were later endorsed by the UN GA by virtue of 
Res. l 608(XV) of 21 April 1961. See UN Ybk, 1961, 494 ff. 

24 The future of the monarchy in Rwanda was submitted to a UN supervised referendum 
(UN GA Res. 1580(XV)). Th e referendum was held in Rwanda on 25 September 1961 
alongside the general elections. People voted against the mon archy and consequently a 
republic was proclaim ed. See UN Ybk, 1961, 484 ff. 

25 A plebiscite was held on 9 May 1961 in order to ascertain the wishes of the inhabitants 
concerning their future (UN GA Res. l 569(XV) of 18 December 1960). The 
constitution adopt ed by the Constitutional Conv ention on 28 October 1960 was 
endorsed and it was decided that Western Samoa would become an independent 
State on the basis of that same constitution on I January 1962. See UN Ybk, 1961, 
495 ff. 

26 On 18 February 1965 the UN GA (Res. 2005(XIX)) auth orized the Secretary-General 
to appoint a UN representative to supervise general elections, which were held on the 
Cook Islands on 2 I April I 965. See UN Ybk, 1965, 5 70 ff. 

27 A UN supervised referendum on the question of independence was held in Equatorial 
Guinea on 11 August 1968. The mission stayed on to supervise general elections, which 
were held on 22 and 29 September. See UN Ybk, 1968, 7 41. 

28 By virtue of Res. 2156(XXXVIII) of IS June 1971 the Trusteeship Council decided to 
send a visiting mission to Papua-New Guinea to observe the elections to the House of 
Assembly. The mission visited the country from 15 February to 17 March 1972. See 
UN Ybk, 1972, 522. 

29 A referendum on self-determination was held in Niue in September I 974. Th e 
administering authority, New Zealand, invited the UN to send observers. The vote was 
in favour of self-government in free association with New Zealand. The results were 
endorsed by the G.A. by virtue of Res. 3285(XXIX) of 13 December 1974. See UN 
Ybk, 1974, 792 ff . 

30 On 12 Novemb er 1974 a UN visiting mission was sent to Ellice Island at the request of 
the United Kingdom, to supervise a referendum on separ ation from the Gilbert islands. 
Ellice islanders voted in favour of separation. By virtue of Res. 3288(XXIX) of 
13 December 1974 the GA expressed their appreci ation of the mission's work. See UN 
Ybk, 1974, 791. 
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Northern Marianas in 1975,31 and the French Comores Islands in 1974 
and 1976.32 Only in few cases did the UN fail to organize such plebiscites 
or elections. According to a distinguished commentator, 33 the cases of 
Gibraltar, West Irian, and Western Sahara stand out in this respect. 

Secondly, in at least two cases (Rwanda-Urundi and the British 
Cameroons) the United Nations did not give primacy to the principle of 
territorial integrity. In the case ofRwanda-Urundi (a Belgian-administer ed 
territory) between 1959 and 1962 the United Nations overcame strong 
resistance to the splitting of the territory on the part of many African 
States, which were convinced that the best future for the territory lay 'in 
the evolution of a single, united and composite State'. As UN visiting 
missions had found compelling evidence of a strong feeling among the 
population that the separate personalities of Rwanda and Burundi should 
be respected, the Organization set up and supervised free elections from 
which the will of the two peoples to separate became apparent. In 1962, 
the General Assembly, by Resolution l 746(XVI) thus agreed to let 
Rwanda and Burundi 'emerge as two indep endent and sovereign States'. 
In the case of the British Cameroons, the United Nations' visiting mission 
concluded that the people of the Northern Cameroons preferred 
integration into Nigeria to political independence as a sovereign State. As 
for the inhabitants of Southern Cameroons (also under British adminis
tration), it was not clear whether they wished indep endence or integration 
into Cameroun (a former French colony). The United Nations therefore 
decided to call for separate UN-supervised plebiscit es. The result was that 
the people of the Northern Cameroon s opted for union with Nigeria and 
those of the Southern Cameroons voted for integration with Cameroun. In 
this case too, the United Nations was thus instrumental in making the 
principle of self-determination prevail over that of territorial integrity. 

This practice should not, however, be overemph asized. The first of the 
two trends referred to above merely shows that the UN endeavoured, as 

31 By virtue of Re s. 2160(XLII) of4June 1975 the Trusteeship Coun cil decided to send 
a visiting mission to observe the plebiscite in the Mariana Islands district of the Tru st 
Territory of the Pacific Islands. See UN Ybk, 1975, 744. 

32 Plebiscites were held in the Gomora Islands in 1974 and in 1976. In 1974 the three main 
islands (Anjouan, Grand e Comore, and Moheli) opted for independ ence, whereas the 
majority in Mayotte rejected independence. A special referendum was again held 
concerning May9tte in 1976 and the vast majority voted in favour of remaining 
with France . See 22 AFDI , 1976, 964-7 ; D. Rou zie, 'Note', in 103 Joumal de Droit 
lntemational, 1976, 392- 405. For Lhe reactions to the referendum in Mayotte in the 
General Assembly and Security Council, see Pom erance , Se!fDetermination in Law arid 
Practice, 30- I . 

:n T. M. Franck, 'The Stealing of the Sahar a', 70 AJIL, 1976, 700 IT. 
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far as possible, to meet the basic requirements of the principle of self

determination. It is not clear, however, whether the States concerned 

regarded themselves as legally bound to hold a referendum or a plebiscite 

in each case of decolonization. As for the second of the trends above 

mentioned, it should be underlined that the two territories at issue were 

even at the time of colonization distinct and separate in many respects. We 

are therefore confronted here with cases where the setting up of one 

independent State would have been blatantly contrary to the history and 

wishes of the populations concerned. The practice followed by the UN in 

these two cases cannot however be transposed to other instances, such as 

that of a colonial people consisting of various ethnic groups artificially 

welded together by the colonial Power. Indeed in these cases, the United 

Nations did not inquire as to the possible wishes of the various groups 

but simply endorsed the achievement of independence by the colonial 

territory. 

Cases where the principle ef self-determination was blatant[y set aside 
Against this background of a fairly consistent implementation of self-deter

mination in the colonial sphere, some instances of a gross disregard for the 

principle stand out; (i) India's annexation of the Portuguese enclaves within 

its territory of Goa, Damao and Din, in 1961; (ii) the annexation of West lrian 

by Indonesia in 1969; (iii) the occupation and subsequent annexation of 

East Timor by Indonesia in 1975. This last case will be the subject of closer 

scrutiny in Chapter 9 (pp. 223-30). Therefore, only the first two cases will 

be dealt with here. (Some commentators add to this list the territories of 

34 As is well known, under the Treaty ofNanking of 1842 and the Convention of Peking 
of 1860, Hong Kong islands and a part of the Kowloon Peninsula were ceded to Great 
Britain in perpetuity . The rest of the territory (the New Territories plus the rest of 
Kowloon) comprising 92 per cent of the total land area was leased to Great Britain for 
ninety-nine years under a third Treaty, the Convention of Peking executed in 1898. 
The Chinese government has consistently argued that the whole of Hong Kong is 
Chinese territory and that the aforementioned treaties were unequal. Recently, 
negotiations commenced between the two governments concerning the whole area (the 
8 per cent of Hong Kong's land area would not be viable without the New Territories, 
which contain most of the territory's agriculture and industry, its power stations, airport 
and container port). In 1984 the two governments signed ajoint Declaration whereby 
Hong Kong would revert.to China in 1997. 

On a few occasions, in discussions before the UN Human Rights Committee on the 
British periodic reports on the Covenant , on Civil and Political Rights, the British 
governm ent has reported on measures taken to respect self-determination . Thus, in 
1991, answering questions on self-determination in Hong Kong, the British delegate 
pointed out that: 'Following the signing of the Joint Declaration in 1984, an Assessment 
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Hong Kong 34 and Macao? 5 but this inclusion may be questionable, in view 
of the historical particularities of the territories; in any case, in the face of 
the lukewarm attitude taken by the UN,31i it would seem that, at least in the 
case of Hong Kong, the two parties concerned have attached importance 
to the wishes of the population.) 37 

With regard to the three enclaves of Goa, Damao, and Din, 38 Portugal 

Office had been eslablished to evaluate lhe views of Lhe people of Hong Kong, who 
were found to be largely in favour of the lext. Th e Basic Law Drafling Committee 
consisted of 59 members, 23 of whom were from Hong Kong , and a Basic Law 
Consult ative Committ ee, consisting exclu,ively of Hon g Kong representatives, had 
been set up to determine public opinion in the Territory with regard to the draft Basic 
Law. The Hong Kong Governmenl had issued a slatem en l lo the effect that il 
welcomed lhe intensive eonsultal ions which China had conducted with the people of 
Hong Kong during the drafling proce ss and lhat efforts had been made to take account 
of the concerns expressed by Hong Kong during Lhe consullation process' (see Report of 
the Hwnan Rights Committee lo the GeneralAssembfy, 1991, UN Doc . A/46/40, para. 367; see 
also par as. 354, 368-9). Th e issue had already been discussed in 1988 (see Report of the 
Human Rights Commillee lo the General Assemb/y, 1989, UN Doc. A/44/40, paras . 143, 
152- 4). 

3; i\ s for Macao which will be relurned by Portugal to Chin a in 19 , see, inter alia the 
discussio11 in 1990 on the Portuguese periodic report on the ,ovc;:nanl on C ivil and 
Polilical Rights, before the Human Rights Committee: Reporl of lhd f-Juma!I Rights 
Commiltee lo //~ General Assemb/y, 1990, vol. I, UN Doc. A/ 45/ 40, paras . 124, 126 . 

.16 It is worth recalling that in 1972 the Unit ed Nations, at the requ est of China, decided 
that Hong Kong and Macao and d pen I •11cies w re 'parl of Chines e territory 
occupi ed' respectively 'by the British and Portugu ' SC' aulhori1ies' and consequently 
mu st be removed from the list of non-self- ov •ming Territorie s (see UN Ybk, 1972, 
543, where mention is made of the Chine se request of 8 March 1972 and the 
subsequ ent decision of the Committee of24). Sec also the endorsement by the General 
Assembly , in Resolution 2908(XXVII) (ibid., 550- 1; and cf. 625), which ha s the 
consequ ence that the exercise of reversionary rights by China will be carried out 
without any consullation of the popul at ion concerned. This position is accounted for by 
the political and military importan ce of China and the consequent fear, by other 
countries, that China might reclaim the territori es in question by resort to force, 
without being checked by the UN Security Coun ii. How •ver I.he particu lar ities of the 
case that may have warrant ed the setting aside of self-detc_rrninaLion i11 lud at least two 
important elements: (i) the population of the territ ory has remained lO a very large 
extent Chin ese; (ii) the transfer of the two territori es lo Grt:a L Britain was cJfected on the 
basis of a Tr eaty that provided for a lease and not a cession proper. 

37 See below, Chapter 12. 
:m On the que stion of Goa, see in particular Q Wright, 'T he Goa Incident', 56 AJIL, 

1962, 61 7 ff.; I. Brownlie , /11/ernational Law a11d the Use of Force ~Y States, Oxford 1964, 349, 
379 83; Higgins, T/ie Dm1do/J1MIII ry' IJ1t.Gmalio11a/ Law, 771rough the Political Organs of the 

11i/ed nti1m, London 1963, l87 8· Blay 'Scll:.De1em 1ination v. Territorial Integrity ', 
466 7;J. 'rawford, 771e Cr(atin11 q[Strzles in flltcnwlional law, iL., 112- 13; R. C. A. White, 
', clf-Dctc.rminatio n: T ime for a Re- ' ssment?', 28 NILR, 1981, 158; Emerson, Self
DttmniJ1alio11 R~visited in lhe Era 1/l Decoln11i;:.alion 19- 24; Rigo Sured a, The Evolution of the 
R~ght '!f &!f Dcten11i11atio11, I 72- 7, 329 32· l\lJ. SJ 1aw 1 Title lo Territory in Afiica, cit., 151. 
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was slow to put in motion the process of decolonization but India decided 

not to wait for a plebiscite or referendum and so invaded this territory on 

12- 13 December 1961. When the UN Security Council met at the request 

of Portugal, India, supported by Liberia, asserted that its armed action was 

justified because Portugal had no sovereign right over non-self-governing 

territories in Asia, its occupation of those territories was illegal, and 

furthermore 'the people of Goa are as much Indians as people of any other 

part oflndia'. 39 This view was rejected by some members of the Security 

Council, namely the US, the UK, France, Turkey, and China, who all put 

forward various arguments mainly related to the illegal use of force (but the 

US also mentioned, in passing, the principle of self-determination). 40 Two 

other States, namely Chile and Ecuador, also criticised the stand taken 

by India but explicitly referred to self-determination. Thus, the Chilean 

delegate pointed out the following: 

In the present case, we think the parties should take into consideration the wishes 

of the inhabitants of Goa, Damao and Din. There is no doubt whatsoever that the 

Portuguese possessions in India are historical vestiges of a colonial past ... Neither 

historical possessions [by Portugal) nor violent possessions [by India] should 

prevail, but the freely expressed wishes of the inhabitants of the disputed 
territories. 4 1 

The United Arab Republic (as it then was) and Ceylon also relied on 

self-determination but their conclusion was different to that of Chile and 

Ecuador. According to them, since the people of the enclaves had not been 

allowed by Portugal to exercise their right to self-determination, India's 

resort to force did not amount to an act of aggression. 42 

The formal outcome of this situation is well known. A draft resolution 

submitted by France, Turkey, the UK , and the US, which , among other 

things, referred in its preamble to the principle of self-determination as laid 

down in Article 1 (2) of the UN Charter, was not adopted because of a 

negative vote cast by the USSR. 43 The Indian annexation of the three 

Portuguese enclaves, although briefly challenged in the Security Council, 

was thus endorsed defacto by the world community, without the slightest 

regard being paid to the wishes of the population concerned. 

39 SCOR, 987th Meeting, para. 46; 988th Meeting, para. 7 7. As for the position of 

Liberia , see SCOR, 987th Meeting, paras. 93- 5. 
40 The US stated among other things: 'The U.S . stand on the colonial question is that we 

wholeheartedly believe in progress , in self-government and in self-determination for 

colonial peoples' (SCOR, 9~8th Meeting, para. 90). 
41 SCOR , 988th Meeting, para. 30. 
42 SCOR, 987th Meeting, para. 125. 43 See UN Ybk, I 96 I, I 3 I. 

81 



Annex 138

Self-determination: a legal standard 

Let us now turn to the question of West Irian (West New Guinea). 44 

In 1954 Indonesia, which had achieved independence in 1949, asked 
the UN General Assembly to discuss the question of the status of the 
territory. According to Indonesia, West Irian had always been an integral 
part of Indonesia , and must therefore be returned to this State. The 
Netherlands, supported by other Western countries (Australia, Belgium, 
Colombia, France , and New Zealand) contended that the Dutch adminis
tration of West Irian constituted a peaceful att empt to create conditions for 
the self-determination of the population; in its view, the interests of the 
non-self-governing people concern ed should prevail above all else. 45 Other 
States, including Brazil , El Salvador, Pakistan, Peru, and Uruguay, after 
voicing their opposition to colonialism in all its forms, considered that the 
General Assembly should adopt a resolution stressing the importance, not 
of bilateral negotiations between the two Stat es concerned but rath er of 
the attainment of self-determination by the people of West lrian. 46 How
ever, by reason of the lack of agreement no resolution was adopted. In 
subsequent years the parties reiterated their positions, The Netherlands 
insisting that the question of sovereignty over the territory was to be 
ultimately resolved by the inhabitants themselves and Indonesia seeking 
instead a negotiat ed settlement between the two States. 47 

44 O n th is question, s 'C in pa rti ular Emerson, St!f.Deien11i11alio11 Rtuisiled, 53- 62; H . von 
Mango ldt, 'Die W ·st-lrian Fragc und das Sclbslbcstimmu ngsrccht d ·r V<)lkcr', 3 13 
ZciJ., 197 1, 197 '245; Rigo Su.r ·da, 77,e Evol11tio11 q/t!,e Right qf. 'e!fDet,,rminalior,, J 43- 5 1 · 
Blay, 'Self-Determin ation versus Te rrit oiial Im egrity' , 45 2, as well as lh wrilingi; by 
T .M. Franc k an d M. Pomerance quo ted below (notes 58 and 59). 

~; N Ybk, 1954 57 8. 
16 Ibid., 58. 
'17 Sec Yb k l955,6 l- 2;U Ybk,1956,125 .. 7; UNYb k, 1957 , 76-9.T hcp osicionof 

the two par ties was clear ly re. ta ted in 1957. As is recorded in the N Yl>k, 1957 (at 77), 
the ln do ne~iai1 stand was as follows: 'Instead of' the United a tions bcin allowed to 
sc1ve as an instrw11 11L for r on Hing 1h d illi•r ·nces I tween the two. ta les, num erous 
pretexts were being in oked to prevent a peac:<fol settlcm •nt, notably the prin cipl or 
" c:lf-d tern ina tion". Th lnd on ian rcpr ~' ntative found it curious tl1at certa in 
pow ·rs wh i I, had proc laimed Lh ir adh er nc Lo the pr im:ipl of r · unifica tion or 
divided States were ondu ·ting a movement exac tly in r 'Verse of thaJ prin ipl · wiU, 
respect to W st lri an. i.J1dc ncsia was fightin g aga inst the amputation of Wcst lri an from 
the rest or Ind onesia and for the p rinciplr of r . unilica tion and na tional unit y. Any 
Lhought of splitti11g Lndon sia into severa l smaller Sta tes was illusory. Ifind on ia were 
to disintegra te an~ if' the pr s nt d ·mocrali char.i t r or the Stat were lo om • to an 
end and be replaced by a different political system, it would not be a development 
designed to incr ease the stability or ensur e the peace and security of South-East 
Asia.' 

Th e Dut ch stand was as follows (ibid., 77-8) : 'The repre sentativ e of the Neth erlands 
summ ed up the basic position of his Government as follows: ( 1) The Netherlands, in 
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The situation remained as stated until 1961, when the question was once 

again brought before the General Assembly. In this forum the parties 

underlined their positions: The Netherlands insisted on the principle of 

self-determination and Indonesia on the principle of negotiation between 

the two States. It should be noted, in this respect, that the Dutch proposal 

to consult the population concerned offered a wide range of options: 

independence, integration into Indonesia, association with the other part 

of New Guinea or other islands in the Pacific region. 48 Western States 

sided with The Nether lands while Indonesia mustered the support of 

socialist and developing countries. However, the basic disagreement 

existing among States once again made it impossible for a resolution to be 

adopted. 49 

Subsequently, an agreement was reached by the two States on 

15 August 1962; under this agreement The Netherlands would transfer the 

administration of the territory to a United Nations Temporary Executive 

Authority (UNTEA), established by, and under the jurisdiction of, the 

Secretary-General, who would appoint a UN Administrator to lead it. The 

Administrator would have the discretion to transfer all or part of the 

administration of the territory to Indonesia at any time after 1 May 1963. 

The inhabitants of West Irian were to exercise their right of self-

accordance with Chapter XI of the United Nations Charter , was responsible for the 
administration of Netherlands New Guinea and was fulfilling its obligations under 
Article 73. (2) If the Netherlands were to agree to transfer the territory to Indonesia 
without first ascertaining the wishes of the inhabitants, it would be forsaking its duty 
to them and to the United Nations . (3) The Netherlands had solemnly promis ed the 
territory's inhabitants that they would be granted the opportunity to decide their own 
political future as soon as they were able to express their will on this. (4) In the absence 
of such a decision, the Netherlands could not and would not comply with any 
Indonesian demands for the annexation of the territory . Nor would it enter into i:.'1Y 

negotiations about its future status .... The Netherlands representative further stated that 
Indonesia was not really advocating negotiations with the Netherlands so as to reach a 
solution by common consent which would take the wishes of the territory's inhabitants 
into account. On the contrary, it was urging the General Assembly to advocate 
negotiations on the basis of two assumptions : (I) that Netherlands New Guinea was 
legally part of Indonesia and illegally occupied by the Netherlands, and (2) that the 
territory should be transferred to Indonesia without its population being previously 
consulted . 

The Netherlands, he added, was willing to have the first assumption tested by the 
International Court of Justice. The second assumption, he thought, was a denial of 
the right of self-determination and thus contrary to the Charter.' 

48 See UN Doc . A/ 4954, of 4 November 1961 (letter from the Dutch representativ e to the 
President of the UN General Assembly). 

49 UN Ybk, 1961, 51-7. 
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determination before the end of 1969 and to decide whether they wished 
to remain with Indonesia or to sever their ties with it.50 As far as the 
procedure for establishing the wishes of the inhabitants was concerned, 
the agreement provided that the act of self-determination was to be held 
'in accordance with international practice' and with the participation of 
'all adults, male and female, not foreign nationals'. The agreement also 
referred to the Indonesian system of mu.rjawarah, a traditional method of 
consultation consisting in reaching 'a decision based on discussion, under
standing and knowledge of a problem';:i I however, resort to this system was 
only provided for with respect to the preliminary issue of the 'procedures 
and appropriate methods' to be followed in the 'act of self-determination'. 
The General Assembly approved the treaty by virtue of Resolution 
l 752(XVII) of 21 September 1962. Control of the territory was eventually 
handed over to Indonesia after 1 May 1963. In 1969 an 'act of free choice' 
was held, in accordance with GA Resolution l 752(XVII); the population 
opted for Indonesia and the General Assembly took note of this choice in 
its Resolution 2504(XXIV) of 19 November 1969. 

In spite of this 'act of free choice', the integration of West Irian into 
Indonesia amounted to a substantial denial of self-determination. First, the 
choice provided for in the bilateral agreement of 1962 was limited to 
'whether they wished to remain with Indonesia' and 'whether they wished 
to sever their ties with Indonesia'. No reference was made to the possible 
alternatives in case the vote was in favour of leaving Indonesia. 52 Second, 
the criteria for establishing whether a territory ceased to be non-self
governing, listed in GA Resolutions 7 42(VIII) and 1541 (XV) were not met 
by the bilateral agreement of 1962, as was pointed out by Rigo Sureda; 53 

consequently, 'the attitude taken by the General Assembly can be assumed 
to mean that West Irian was regarded as an "integral part" of Indonesia 
and, therefore, that there was no need for it to go through the process 
indicated by the General Assembly to achieve self-determination'. 54 Third, 
the method of consultation was that of the musjawarah system, which 
undoubtedly did not meet the requirements set forth by the General 
Assembly. Fourth, no real and direct consultation of the population was 
made; the 'consultation' was indirect, in that Regional Councils (enlarged 
by three classes of representatives: regional, organizational, and tribal) 

;o UN Ybk, 1962, 124-7. 
51 See below, note 55 . 
.12 Cf. Rigo Sureda, The Evolution of the Right of Se!fDetermination, 232. 
,3 Ibid., 15 1. j•I Ibid., 151. 
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were called upon to decide which of the options to accept. 55 Fifth, by 

reason of the reduction of UN personnel (due to budget cuts by The 

Netherlands and Indon esia and to the inability of the Indonesian 

authorities to provide the UN mission with adequate housing in the 

capital city of West Irian), the UN staff were unable properly to supervise 

the elections for the consultative assemblies. 56 Sixth, the Indonesian 

authorities put strong pressure on the population of West Irian in order to 

secure support for integration into Indonesia.57 

55 The Indonesian authorities refused to accept the suggestions for consultation made by 

1hc Rcprcsenta Live. Accorcli11g lo his report, in ovember 1968, al a m • 'Ling 

,,~th Indo nesian authorities, ' I po int d out that , in my capa ·ily as United l ations 

Repr ~cntativ ·, r ·ou ld suggest 110 other me li1od ror this delicate political exer is• 1ha11 

the clcmocrali c, ort hodox and un ivcrs,llly a ccp tcd method or "one man, 0111• v te" . 

However, wh il · main tain ing [innly my onvi lion Lha l the people of West 'lrian might 

be given as amp le and as complete an opportunily as possibl e to express Lhrir opinion, 

I recogniz cl tha t lhc geographica l and human rea lili • i.J1 lh · l -rril ry required the 

appli fllion or a r ·alislic cri1erio11. I therefore suggested that the system of "on 

man, one vole"' should be used in the urban 11r as, wh r tli communicalions and 

transpor tati n, the comparat ively aclvau t d ultura l level of the popu lation and the 

avai lab ility ofaclcqua L administrati e facil ities made it possible, and that this mighl be 

comp l mcnt cl by ollecLivc consult alio11s in the I · · ac · ·sible and l ss advanced areas 

of th interior . /1. mix ·d sysrcm of' that type would have the merit or bcing the b •st 

possib le in the cir um stan ces and wou ld enab le the ln cloncsian Gov rnment and the 

nitec;l Nations to State liiat lhc or thodox and p rfccl me thod or 'one man , 011 vote ' 

had been used in th e act of free choi ce to th e maximum extent compa tible with reality . 

I added that the staff of my mission would be ready to co-op erate in the preparations 

for the exercise and in the registration of the voter s and th e tabul a tion of the results. The 

modalities of the collective consultations in the areas wher e that system would be 

applied would have to be th e subject of future discussions' (Report of the [UN] Secretary

General Concerning the Act of Se!fDetermination in West Irian, 24 Gen eral Assembly, Agenda 

Item 98 UN Do . A/'7723, 6 · ovcmb ·r 1969, 29 (para. 82). 
Th respons• or th Indonesian governm ' nl, given in February 1969, was that its 

'intention was to consult the repr esentative i:ounc:ils in order LO obtain Lh ir approval for 

imp lem nting the a t or l'rc choice through th · · igh t n:prcsentative co uncils, wruch 

would b · nlargcd to fom1 consu ltative assembl ies where eac h member w uld r presenl 

approx imately 750 .inhnbitim.ts. T he onsultat iv · ass rnbl ics would 1101 r a h a cleci ion 

thro ugh voting bul throug h lllll.f]fllC1ar11/i which , as exp lain ·d at Llutt meeting , consisted in 

rea hing a "decision based on discussion , unders tand ing and knowledge of a prob l m" . 

This meant that the Govcmm n l ~till int ndcd to app ly the- onsultation (mUf)<1wara/i) 

mclh cl ofdecisioJI through representatives of'thc peo ple but , in contradistinction to the 

ideas expressed on I Octo ber ... iL p lanned to c:aJ:ry oi1l the act of free choice not 

through ne b >cly of 200 I' ·prcscntativc · but nsec utivdy through eight consultative 

assemblies, comprising SOl7'lC 1,025 r ·prcscntatives' (ibid., 30, paras 84- 5). 
, Ibid., 3 l2. 

57 er. Report of Ilic f UN/ Secruar;•-Genutal Regardu1g ll1t1 Act of &!fDdemdnation i11 West Man, 

54- 6, 70. /1.s the N Represenmtiv ·s po imed out: '1 rcgrel Lo have to e,,l) r('SS my 

rcs rvatiou rega rding the i.Jnplemcntation of ar licl XXU of Lhr.- grc ·mem, relating Lo 

" lh rights, in luding the rights of Ii-cc speec h , l.1·ecdom of movcm ' Ill and of ass mbly , 
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Th e critical comm ents tha t have been made concernin g this pseudo
choice - which , as shown above, actually proved to be a chara de and a 
substantive betr ayal of the principle of self-determinati on - by such 
author s as Pomerance58 and Franck5q are fully ju stified, as are the views put 
forth by the Dut ch delegate to the Gener al Assembly in 1962,liO which 
were rightly ref err ed to by Fran ck as 'an eloquent epitaph to self
determinati on'. 61 

Three outstanding situations 
Thr ee situations still await a prop er solution based on respect for the 
will of the popul ation concern ed: Western Sah ara , Gib ra ltar , and the 
Falklands/Malvinas. Sine lhe first two will b discussed at some length in 
Ch apter 9, only the third a will b briefly d all with here. Neverthele ss, 
in so doing, reference will b • mad', if somewhat briefly, to the Gib raltar 
question, with which that of the Falklands / Malvina s has some common 
elemen ts.62 

It is inde ed interesting at the outset to note these common features . Both 
the Falkland s/M alvinas and Gibraltar have been under British control 
for mor e than 150 years, the former since 1833, as a result of milita ry 
occupation , and the latter since 1 713, as a result of a treaty of cession with 
Spain subsequent to its occupation in 1704 by the United Kin gdom . Both 

of the inhab itant. of Lhe area". In spit or my nstant elTorts, this important provision 
was not fully implemen ted and Ll1e /\dministralion xerciscd at all Lim • a Light political 
on.trol ov •r the p·opulation' (ibid., 70, para . 25 l). 

5H !L Po merance, 'Me1hods or. elf-O ·terminal.ion and Lhc r_g1.1ment of"Primit ivcncss'" 
12 CYIL, 1974 65; Pomerance Sii!fDottmd11ation ml.1.UJJ a1ul Practire, 26 32- 5. 

)U T. M. Franck, .Nt11frm against l'atio11, N w York and Oxford L985, 76 8 1. 
60 H stated the followi'ng:' fwha t happen d, .. f will say only 1his: that 1.h Ne therl. nds 

Gov rnment rcgr ·Ls that in this instance no cflcctivc r medy wa~ lO be fi und agains1 
the use oflorce, ro riu-ary 10 the obligations oflh S1ates under the haneroft hc United 
Nation ·. As a resu lt, the cthcrlands was faced with Lhc hoi e between fighting ins lf
defenli r resigning itself to IJ'anfffcr of the territory to Lndonesia wiLhouL a pr ··vious 
xpression ol' Lbc wiJJ of Ll\e p pulati n. Wat would hav' m ·ant expos ing Lh • Papuans 

and t.l1eir ounlry to deat h aud dest ruction and many Dut chm en and lndoa sians to the 
horrors of com bat - without even pro id ing ,1 sensible solutio n to the prob lem. And so 
with a heavy heart, th Netherlands Government cl · id cl to agree 10 th • 1 ransfi, r or the 
tcn·itory to Indonesia on lbc best conditions obtainable for rhc Papuan population' 
(GA R , ll 1127thP I. Mtg. ,2 1 ·ep tcmbr l96 1,5 1). 

61 Ibid., 111. 
62 On Ll1c questio n C Gibralt ar and Falklands/I la lvi.na~, see in particular Blay, 'Sc lf

De1ermir1ation v. Tcnitoria l LnLcgriry', 63 5 and the bib liograp hy quou :d th re. S ·c 
a lso M. lo,, ne ' L Falklancl/Malvi11a : autodct crmina zio n o coloniu.azion ·?', i11 

1• Ronzitti (ed.), ui q11c.l'tio11" dr-ilc Fiilldmlfll Mab;i11as 11el did/to i11l1m11;:.io11ale Milan 198'1, 
85- 122; R. D lzer, 'Fa lkland Islands (Malvi11as)', 12 ETJ9°tlopedi11, 1990, I 03- IJ. 
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are a considerable geographical distance from the administering country. 
Furthermore, the inhabitants of both the Falklands/Malvinas and 
Gibraltar are essentially of '&Q!Qnial' (i.e. British) §1Q.ck (although the 
present inhabitants of Gibraltar are of a less homogeneous origin, since 
many of them are also descended from Spaniards or other groups who 
have moved to Gibraltar over the years). Finally, in both cases the 
'contiguous' country - Argentina in the case of the Falklands/Malvinas, 
Spain in the case of Gibraltar - claims a reversionary title to sovereignty 
over the territory in question. 

As is well known, an armed conflict broke out in the Falklands/Malvinas 
in 1982, when Argentina attempted to take the islands by force. At the end 
of the war, Britain, having won a decisive victory, reaffirmed her right to 
the islands. The self-determination issue, however, remains unresolved. 
Argentina's claims - based on the reversion of territorial sovereignty, 
contiguity, and anti-colonialism - remain in fundamental opposition to 
Britain's claim to title resulting from conquest, the continuing display of 
territorial sovereignty, and self-determination. 63 

In general, the UN's failures in the Falklands/Malvinas, Gibraltar, and 
the Western Sahara, and in the other situations still pending, are rooted 
more in the intricacies of each situation than in the principle of self
determination itself. In some cases the composition of the population and 
the existence of conflicting claims of sovereign States make the actual 
implementation of self-determination impracticable. However, the 
existence of the right demands that those in power take into account the 
wishes or the interests of the territory's population when a solution is finally 
worked out. Therefore, despite the present impracticability of the principle 
in question, it retains a potential role. In other cases, the intractability of 
the problem is rooted in overriding economic and strategic interests. 

However, regardless of the UN's failures - stemming, to some extent, 
from the non-existence of a UN enforcement mechanism - one point 

63 For a reasoned statement on the official British stand on the question of the 
Falklands/Malvinas and the role of self-determination, see 53 BYIL, 1982, 367 ff. See 
also 61 BYIL, 1990, 507. It should be noted that in 1991, when discussing in the UN 
Human Rights Committee the 3rd British Periodic Report on the implementation of 
the UN Covenant on Civil and Political Rights, the British delegate pointed out the 
following: '[T]he people of the Falkland Islands expressed their views in regular 
elections and ... there wa; no doubt that their wish was to remain under British 
sovereignty. Since the 1990 agreement between the United Kingdom and Argentina, 
the two Governments had been able to agree on a number of issues relating to activities 
in the Islands and in the South Atlantic region in general' (Report qf the Human Rights 
Committee to the G.A., 1991, UN Doc. A/46/40, para. 366). 
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needs to be emphasized: in each case the UN has pursued the most logical 
and realistic course of action. The UN must be credited with promoting 
negotiations between the States claiming title to the Falklands/Malvinas and 
Gibraltar. Its insistence that all negotiations fully recognize the wishes and 
interests of the populations concerned is to be welcomed. In addition, it 
seems difficult to criticize the UN's hesitancy to resolve outstanding 
differences by merely resorting to the traditional means of implementing 
self-determination (referendums and plebiscites) in the cases of the 
Falklands/Malvinas and Gibraltar. Since the British - rightly or wrongly -
have for a long time maintained policies designed to keep the two 
territories in the hands of British people and to exclude Argentinians and 
Spaniards respectively, perhaps one should not reject out of hand the 
argument that in the Falklands/Malvinas and Gibraltar cases one ought in 
principle to take account of the interests and concerns of the 'contiguous' 
State as well. 

Be that as it may, by reaffirming the principle of self-determination as 
the basic standard ef conduct while at the same time calling for direct negotiations 
between all parties concerned, the UN has assumed an active and 
important role in the field of self-determination (see, on this matter, my 
comments in Chapter 8). 

THE PRONOUNCEMENTS OF THE INTERNATIONAL COURT OF JUSTICE 

The legal regulation of the self-determination of colonial peoples was 
authoritatively stated by the ICJ, first in its Advisory Opinion on Namibia,64 

of l97l and then in the Advisory Opinion on Western Sahara, of 1975. In 
the latter Opinion the Court actually placed an interpretation on the 
existing standards that broadened the purport and impact of self
determination. After mentioning the GA Resolution l 5 l 4(XV), the Court 
pointed out that: 

The above provisions, in particular paragraph 2 [ defining self-determination], 
thus confirm and emphasize that the application of the right of self-determination 
requires a free and genuine expression of the will of the peoples concerned.ii,\ 

The Court then went on to quote two other resolutions of the General 
Assembly, namely Resolution l 54 l (XV), that has been discussed above 
and the l 970 De'claration on Friendly Relations (Resolution 2625(XXV)). 
It then concluded as follows: 

64 Sec above, p. 72 note 12. G, ICJ, Rcporls I 97 5, 32, para, 55. 
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does not see m thaL t.he pronouncemenis or 1at.eS and lhe int e rnational 

pra ctice m this mau er ha ve hardened 111w a c:pecific c.: 1qomaf") rule to the 

effect that the popuJ auon co n<r "'l 11"d must always be enabled ro express its 

fn:e and genuin e will as to wheth er or not to be tran sferr ed co another 

councry (to use the language of I.he Atlanti c C harter , this would be a ru le 

providing Lhat no 'cer ri roriaJ changes' ar e p<.>rn~le "that do n ot acco rd 

with the freely expressed wishes of th e people concemed l .'16 ~ or, on the 

other hand , does a rul e exist staung that the peo ple's views .U-e irrelevant 

or shou ld not be sought. He re the prin ci ple ,H hand co m es into play and 

requir es that no cess ion or transfer should be carried out if t.hc populauon 

concerne d is not in agreement see below, pp . 189-90). ~7 

&!fdelerminalion as imposmg obligations towardJ lhe wlwk intnnatiorwl communi!)• 

arzd a.s port ef°JUS coge ns 

Two dist.iuguishing features of th e law on sclf-deternunaLion shou ld now 

~ emphaqzrd, whi ch are indicaLi\e. a t the legal level. of th e over

riding im port an ce self-deu•nnin ation has no w acquired in I.he wo rld 

comm unity . 

~ HO\•l" ·cr. Mltru: naliunal CvnscitulJOM ta\ dov,"TI h• pnn d pl<'. ~lcntion c:an be~ 

for eumplc, of1hr Frrni::b Coo~itu1ion ,;r 1958. An 53 '3}'-hi<-h provide . lh.n 'Xullc 

ct:iSion, nul 11c~~. nulle adjonction de territ,1tri- :1 rn ,-atahlt'. uns lr-conscmemcm 
~ papulaJ.iOtl, inthTs~c~· (lh.i:i p1,1'i;ioo :a..0 up .-\n. 2i ,'.?) or the 19-46 1-·l't'nch 

Constitution \n . 5., 11 w.is :.pp!icd U}' I.he Comcil Co=>um,ovnnd' wr.h n-g:u-d to the 

Comoro, hands in 197 ~ f 'ltt J .C. \ I c-trc, · L md.ivilib~ de b Rc-publiquc ii,i nv11-.,. et 

l'=crn" du dro11 a I ,mtodctCTillin:uion, RDP, I 9i6. +31 152; I. Favoreu , •( .. "\ clr.(~;on 
du 30 dfccm br e 1975 dam l'afF.urc des Comore,•. i/Jid., 537 tlt) . 

,.· 1n spnc ol ·J,r- J.Xnl .-'Qn, tng and 1J1"'°1'pl.a' of the pnr..c:plc and th~ ru;e; on ~ 

dctenn inauon. 1hc u,ct remains th.n 1~ ir.;n-nau . ..inal n:=gul.'.iuun of tM num:r is &r

&om sarist:ic;+..m,. In th· · c-onnt:Cl.iun, it i, fiu.ing to recall thc,,ite rnnarb ~. ou1 in 1958 

b\ W. \\ "r:~kr. "Plu~ oo ctudic done le pt:iaape ,fr la fibr..- w, ix 1~1io n de~ pcu.pk~ 

jui.que d.uu lcs dcr:uls ck o0n :ippli c:auon prat tf!u.-, pl1li il parai1 ~a ir,: de le 

C~tl"T pu d "au l ""' r~lt:i du droit intcll'.arional . 11 faur dN t.::i.ranl.lOI intCTll.ilivr~ 

pour I 1 lilwrtt des pltbitcirC'. Si -. populauon du 1ernt.0u-c:. qw t<t c,ho!ric commt' hue 

d'tm pkbi cicc:.. n ·Cit p:a.s d "opm ,n ~ cl ,1 une majQn ~ l' empnne s u u™' 

rruno rir ,.., ,. drnu de dapu,,cr d'dle-mt'mcc cxc:rct par la c:u!J~1,-uc doit ctre comp lete 

p,u-lc: droit d'opnonctpanmepr01,·ction .-fficaceimcrn.uion.!ledc la min onti' . La libr e 

cl.is?o',1 ion d.-~ po.rp!Q ai:rc au.,si unc n:gkrnt-manon mtt'Tl'Ul 11mw.l~ dei mic:r.wo1u. 
o;uce .rur la libcrtt de moU\·CfflC'nt> d.- l'indh i du, i m•r.rdicnon de: prn·cr un ho.-nmc de 

,on fo•,cr. et l'irucmin t<in dr.. manipulu ioru ~TmC'fl\m1:ues dcst 1n.fe$ :3 ch:mi,:. b. 

~t ion ck la-popubuon d"un (("1'T'lr,ur.- Il f:w1 • Jnt, u l Tq>nmcr I" abm du droll GI! 

la. librc d1,po<Jtion p:ar la p,-,pubtion habii.w1 uo tcml.Oln" • 1 ,mcnant des n,:hc--ses 

r-.awr .. 11,., nl'-l~.ures :i l'humanit<' r-mihc Lt: dr- t'1 1 de- ibrr dupo.itioo dcJ pcuplc\ 0
• 

38--9,-
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First, the obligations flowing from the principle and rules on self

det erminati on ar e e1ga omnes, th at is, they belong to that class of inter

national legal obligations which are not 'bilat eral' or recipro cal, but arise 

in favour of all members of the international community . As is well known, 

following the celebrated dictum of the ICJ in the Barcelona Traction case,58 

ther e is now a firm distin ction between two sets of international legal 

obligations: (a) those which (i) only ari se as between pairs of Stat es and 

(ii) ar e reciprocal or 'synall agmati c' in kind , in that their fulfilment by each 

Stat e is conditioned by that of the other State, and (b) the obligations which 

(i) ar e incumbent on a State towards all the oth er members of the inter

nation al community , (ii) must be fulfilled regardless of the behaviour of 

oth er Stat es in the same field, and (iii) give rise to a claim for their 

execution that accrues to any other memb er of the international 

community. "" 
Th ere can be no gainsaying that the set of norms on self-determin ation, 

to which att ention has been drawn abov e, impo ses obligations erga omnes. 

This proposition is support ed by the fact that both within and outsid e the 

Unit ed Nati ons States have consistently taken th e view th at (a) self

determinati on mu st be respected by any Stat e (be it a colonial Stat e or a 

Power occupying a foreign territory or a State denying a racial group equal 

access to governm ent), (b) it must be respected regardl ess of whether or not 

third States , findin g themselves in the same situation, comply with the 

norm s on self-det ermin ation and (c) any oth er international subje ct is 

entitl ed to demand respe ct for self-determination. How ever, we shall see 

below (pp. 14 7-58 ) that in actual practi ce Stat es have only seldom made 

use of their right to dem and complianc e with intern ational standards on 

self-determination by a given Stat e. 

Let us now turn to the question ofju s cogens. According to a numb er of 

comm entators, 60 self-determinati on has now become a peremptory norm 

-18 ICJ , Report s 1970, 32. 
j
9 On obligations e~ga omnes, see: J Ju ste Ruiz, 'Las obligaciones erga omnes en Derecho 

intcrnacion al publi co' , Estudios de derecho intemacional - Homenaje al Prqfesor Micya de La 

Muela, vol. I, Madrid 1979, 219 ff.; P. Weil, 'T owards Relative Normativity in 

Int ernati onal Law?' 77 .t\JIL , 1983, 413 ff.; J. Frowein, 'Die Verpflichtung en erga 

omn es in Vi:ilkerrecht und ihre Dur chselzung', Fest. H. Mosler, Berlin, Heidelberg, and 

New York 1983, 241 ff.; P. Picone, 'Obbli ghi reciproci e obbligazioni erga omnes 

degli Stati nel campo della pr otezione intcrn azionalc dell'ambicnte marina 

dall'inquin amento ', in V. Starace (ed.), Diritto intemazionale e prote::,ione dell'ambiente marina, 

1983, 15 ff . 
GO See Brownlie, Piinciples ef Public /11/emalional Law, 5 13, 515; H . Bokor-Szegi:i, 'The 

Internati onal Legal Content of Lhc Right of Self-Determin at ion as Reflected by the 
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of international law from which no derogation is admissible by means of a 

treaty or any similar international transaction. These authors, however, do 

not provide any element of State practice or opinio Juris in support of their 

view. 
Two issues should be discussed in this respect. Firstly, on what basis can 

it be contended that self-determination belongs to the body of international 

peremptory norms? Secondly, given the distinction outlined above 

between a principle proper of self-determination and a set of specific 

customary rules, which of them can be said to be part ofjus cogens? 

As far as the first issue is concerned, the legal basis for the transformation 

of self-determination into jus cogens cannot of course be found in views -

however authoritative - put forward by persons acting in their individual 

capacity. I am referring to the well-known separate opinion of Judge 

Ammoun in the Barcelona Traction case,61 to the opinion of some members 

of the International Law Commission, 62 as well as the views expressed in 

the UN Sub-Commission on the Prevention of Discrimination and 

Protection of Minorities, 63 and, more recently, in the UN International 

Disintegration of the Colonial System', in QJ;estions of International Law, Budapest 1966, 

39- 41; H. Gross-Espiell, 'Self-Determination and Jus Cogens', in A. Cassese (ed.), 
United Nations. Fundamental Rights, Alphen aan den Rijnl979, 167; Ermacora, 'The 

Protection of Minorities before the United Nations', 325; E. Klein, 'Vereinte Nationen 

und Selbstbestimmungsrecht', in D. Blumenwitz and B. Meissner (eds.), Das Selbst
bestimmungsrecht der Volker und die deutsche Frage, Cologne 1984, 121; Shaw, Tit/.e to Territory 
in Africa, 91; A. Kiss, 'The Peoples' Right to Self-determination', at 174; N. Quoc Dinh, 

P. Daillier, and A. Pellet, Droit international public, 4th edn, Paris 1992, 490; A. Pellet, 
'The Destruction of Troy Will Not Take Place', in Playfair, International Law and the 
Administration of Occupied Territories, 184;]. A. Frowein, 'Self-Determination as a Limit to 

Obligations under International Law', in Tomuschat, Modem Law of Se!fDetermination, 
218-21. Cf. also Cassese, Intemational Law in a Divided World, 136. 

By far the most extensive treatment of this issue can be found in L. Hannikainen, 

Peremptory Nomis 6us cogens) in International Law, Helsinki I 988, 35 7- 424. This author 

concludes that 'all States are under the peremptory obligation: (I) not to forcibly subject alien 

peoples to a colonial-type domination; (2) not to keep alien peoples by forcible or 
deceitful means under a colonial-type domination; and (3) not to exploit the natural 

resources of those alien territories, which are under their colonial-type domination, to 
the serious detriment of the people of those territories' (at 421 ). 

That self-determination has become part of jus cogens is denied by Calogeropoulos
Stratis, Le droit des peuples a disposer d'eux-memes, 269- 71; Crawford, 1he Creation of States 
in International Law, at 81; Pomerance, Self Determination in Law and Practice, 70- 2; and 

B. Driessen, A Concept of Nation in International Law, 60-1, at note 5 7. 
61 ICJ, Reports 1970, 304, 3 i'2. 
62 See, e.g., Yearbook of the ILG, 1963, vol. II, 199. 
63 In 1978, in reporting to the UN Human Rights Commission on the work of the 

Sub-Commission (a body consisting of experts acting in a personal capacity), T. van 
Boven, Director of the UN Division of Human Rights, stated that: 'The view had been 
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Law Commission by the Special Rapporteur on State Responsibility, 
G. Arangio-Ruiz. 64 These views cannot be held to reflect State practice, 
although they are highly indicative of the new trends emerging in the 
international community and may contribute, and have indeed 
contributed, to the evolution of State practice. More weight should of 
course be attributed to statements made by State organs (it should be 
noted, in passing, that in the absence of State practice proper, for the 
purpose of classifying an international rule as belonging to jus cogens, the 
opinio jun:s of States as to the legal standing of that rule may prove 
sufficient).65 

In this respect, reference can be made to the pronouncements of various 
States in the UN General Assembly on the occasion of a discussion on the 
Draft Articles on the Law of Treaties in 1963,66 at the Vienna Conference 
on the Law of Treaties in 1968- 9,67 as well as in the General Assembly in 
1970, on the occasion of the discussion on the Declaration on Friendly 

widely expressed in the Sub-Commission that the principle of self-determination had 
the character of jus cogens - a peremptory norm of international law' (UN Doc. 
E/CN.4/SR 1431, at 3, para. 6). The same view was expressed in the Human Rights 
Commission by the representative of the PLO (ibid., 1437, at 8, para. 26), but it is 
doubtful whether it can be equated to that of a State, for the purpose of the formation 
of international practice. 

64 G. Arangio-Ruiz, Fourth Report on Stale Responsibili{Y, UN Doc. A/CN.4/ 444/ Add. I 
(25 May 1992), at 31 (para. 91 ). 

65 Recently, it has been authoritatively held by C. Dominice ('Le grand retour du droit 
nature! en droit des gens', Melanges J.-M. Grossen, Basle and Frankfurt am Main 1992, 
especially 401-9; cf. also J. Verhoeven, 'Le droit, le juge et la violence', RGDIP 
I 987, 1205) that some general precepts based upon ethical values, and in particular 
those precepts which belong to jus cogens, can acquire the status of legally 
binding rules or even peremptory norms of international law without the 
confirmation by any State practice proper, provided the element of opinio Juris is 
present. 

66 See GAOR, XXIst Session, Vlth Committee, 905th Meeting. 
67 See the statements of the delegates of the USSR (United Nations Conference on 

the Law of Treaties, First Session, 1968, Official Records, 294, para. 3), Sierra Leone 
(ibid., 300, para. 9), Ghana (ibid., 30 I, para. 16), Cyprus (ibid., 306, para. 69), 
Poland (United Nations Conference on the Law of Treaties, Second Session, 1969, 
Official Records 99, para. 71), Byelorussia (ibid., 105, para. 48). See also the statements 
of those delegates who affirmed that all the principles laid down in Art. I (or Arts. I 
and 2) of the UN Charter belong to jus cogens: Poland (United Nations Conference 
on the Law of Treaties, First Session, Official Records, 302, para. 35; see also Second 
Session, Official Records, 99, para 70), Romania (First Session, Official Records, 312, 
para. 55), Czechoslovakia (ibid., 318, para. 25), Ecuador (Second Session, Official Records, 
96, para. 35), Cuba (ibid., 97, para. 42), Ukraine (ibid., 100, para. 75), the USSR (ibid., 
104, para. 41). 
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Relations. 68 Reference can also be made to the submissions made in 197 5 
before the ICJ both by a Western State (Spain) and by Algeria and 
Morocco (this last State asserted, however, that only the 'principle of 
decolonization' - of which self-determination is only one of the possible 
methods of implementation - has the status ofJus cogens).69 

The problem with these pronouncements is that they mostly emanate 
from two groups of States: that is, the developing and 'socialist' States (as 
they were then called) but not from Western countries. Thus, in the UN 
General Assembly a view favourable to regarding self-determination as 

Jus cogens was taken by Ukraine, Czechoslovakia, the USSR, Peru and 
Pakistan, Iraq, Ethiopia, and Trinidad and Tobago while at the Vienna 
Conference a similar view was expressed by the USSR, Sierra Leone, 
Ghana, Cyprus, Byelorussia, and Poland. As for Western countries, it 
would seem that only Greece in 1970,7° Spain,71 and Italy in 197 572 are on 
record as upholding the view at issue. However, an important statement by 
the US should also be mentioned. It was made in 1979 by the Legal 
Adviser to the US State Department in a memorandum submitted to the 
then Acting Secretary of State Warren Christopher. In this document 
the Legal Adviser stated that the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan was 
contrary to Article 2( 4) of the UN Charter as well as to the principle of self
determination of peoples, to which that provision referred. As Article 2(4) 

68 See the statements of Iraq (GAOR, 25th Session, Sixth Committee, A/C.6/SR.1180, 
para. 6), Ethiopia (ibid., 1182, para. 49) and Trinidad and Tobago (ibid., 1183, para. 5). 
A contrary view was taken by Hungary (ibid., 1179, para. 35: 'The Declaration would 
not have the status of a treaty and could not be consideredjus cogens'). 

69 See, e.g., the Memorial of the Spanish Government to the ICJ in the Western Sahara case, 
ICJ, Pkadings. Oral Arguments. Documents, Western Sahara, vol. I, 206-8; the oral state
ment of Mr Bedjaoui, counsel for Algeria, ibid., vol. IV, 497-500 and vol. V, 319-20; 
and the oral statement of Mr Vedel, counsel for Morocco, ibid., vol. V, 179-80. 

70 In 1970, in the UN General Assembly, on the occasion of the debate on the 
Declaration on Friendly Relations, the Greek delegate stated that 'The Declaration 
would constitute an important contribution to the safeguarding of international peace 
and security, and the consensus reached on the text of the seven principles furnished 
greatly needed clarification of the content of the related jus cogens provisions of the 
Charter' (GAOR, 25th Session, VIth Committee, A/C.6/SR. l 181, para. 31). 

71 See above, note 69. 
72 In 1975, Prof. G. Sperduti, in his capacity as Italian delegate to the UN Human Rights 

Committee stated that 'The right of peoples to self-determination was not just one of the 
fundamental principles o( the new world order. It could also be classified in a new 
category of international legal rules recently stated and still in the course of codification. 
The principle might be reckoned among those which came under the head ofjus cogens. 
If it was thus classified, it would have very important repercussions and the two Special 
Rapporteurs appointed by the Sub-Commission should try to study the problem from 
that standpoint too' (UN Doc. E/CN.4/SR.1300, 91). 
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was to be regarded as a peremptory norm of international law, the Treaty 
of 1978 between Afghanistan and the USSR, to the extent that it would 
support the Soviet intervention, was to be regarded as null and void as 
being in conflict with jus cogens.73 No doubt this was a very skilful and 
subtle way of elevating self-determination - albeit in an indirect 
and roundabout way - to the rank of jus cogens. It can be contended that a 
more straightforward way of relying on self-determination would consist 
in arguing that any invasion of a foreign territory such as that of 
Afghanistan amounts to the breach of two distinct and closely intertwined 
peremptory norms: the one prohibiting any unauthorized use of force 
and the norm on the right of peoples to self-determination. The US 
adverted instead to self-determination only insofar as it is referred to in 
Article 2( 4 ). Neverth eless, whichever of these two views is regarded as the 
more correct, the fact remains that the US statement constitutes an 
important contribution to the consolidation of self-determination as a 
norm ofjus cogens. 

One should also mention that in its Opinion no. 1, of 11 January 1992, 
the 'Arbitration Committee' set up by the EC 'Conference on Yugoslavia' 
held that 'the peremptory norms of general international law and, in 
particular, respect for the fundamental right s of the individuals and 
the rights of peoples and minorities, are binding on all the parties to the 

73 It is worth quoting the relevant passag es of this import ant pronouncement by the US 
authorities: 'I. By the terms of Article 2(4) of the UN Charter, the USSR is bound "to 
refrain in its intern ationa l relations from the threat or use of force against the territorial 
integrity or political independence of any State, or in any other mann er inconsistent 
with the Purposes of the United Nations ". Among those Purposes are "respect for the 
prin ciple of equal rights and self-determination of peopl es" (Article I (2)). The use of 
Soviet troops forcibly to depose one ruler and substitute anot her clearly is a use of force 
against the political independence of Afghanistan; and it ju st as clearly contravenes the 
prin ciple of Afghani stan's equal internat ional right s and the self-determination of 
the Afghan people ... 3. No treaty between the USSR and Afghanistan can overcome 
these Charter obligations of the USSR. Article 103 of the Charter provid es: "In the 
event of conflict betw een the obligations of the Memb ers of the United Nations under 
the pre sent Charter and their obligati ons under any other international agreement, 
their obligations under the present Charter shall pr evail." 4. Nor is it clear that 
the trea ty betwe en the USSR and Afghanistan, concluded in 1978 between the 
revolutionary Taraki Government and the USSR, is valid. !fit actually does lend itself 
to support of Soviet interven tion of the type in question in Afghanistan, it would be void 
und er contemporary principles of international law, since it would conflict with what 
the Vienna Conventi on on the Law of Treaties describe s as a "peremptory norm of 
general international law" (Article 53), namely, that contained in Article 2(4) of the 
Ch arter . While agreement on preci sely what are the per emp tory norms of international 
law is not broad , there is universal agreeme nt that the exemplary illustration of a 
peremptory norm is ArLicle 2(4)' (in 74 AJIL, 1980, 418 ff.). 
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succession [to Yugoslavia]'. 74 Although this ruling, restated in Opinion 
no. 9, of 4 July 1992, 75 may be regarded as too sweeping and in addition 
emanates from a body consisting of individuals and not of States, it is 
nevertheless indicative of the increasingly strong movement among 
Western countries towards jus cogens. 76 

The criticism may, however, be made that these elements of Western 
State practice are too few and far between to signal a consistent and 
generalized attitude. If this view is accepted, one could adopt the following 
line of reasoning. It is well known that for a norm of jus cogens to have 
developed the 'acceptance and recognition' of 'the international com
munity of States as a whole' is required (ex Article 53 of the Vienna 
Convention on the Law of Treaties, which in this respect can be regarded 
as part of customary law). 77 The lack of support by an important segment 
of the world community might therefore lead to the conclusion that self
determination has not acquired the rank and force ofjus cogens. Arguably, 
however, for a norm ofjus cogens to evolve, it is not always necessary for all 
States to say in so many words that they consider that norm as existing. 
Although such formal 'labelling' proves important and in some cases 
indispensable, there may be instances where the upgrading of a rule to jus 
cogens may result implicit/y from the attitude taken by States in their 
international dealings and in collective fora. Self-determination is a case 
in point. Undisputedly Western countries have stated time and again that 
self-determination is one of the fundamental principles of the world 
community; they have consequently agreed to such international 
instruments as the 1970 UN Declaration on Friendly Relations and the 
197 5 Helsinki Final Act; they have also insisted on the universality of 
self-determination, thereby showing that they intend to assign to self
determination a scope and impact extending far beyond the meaning 
advocated by the developing and the then socialist countries. By the same 
token, Western countries, except for France, have eventually accepted the 
formation ofjus cogens as a class of 'special' international norms. 78 It would 

74 For the text of the Opinion, see 3 EJIL, 1992, 182-3. 
75 For the text, see 4 EJIL, 1993, at 89. 
76 In addition and generally speaking, one should not underevaluate, as an element of inter

national practice, the arbitral award in the Guinea-Bissau v. Senegal case (Detennination de 
la.frontiere maritime) of 31 July 1989; the Tribunal implicitly regarded self-determination as 
a peremptory norm of international law (see 94 RGDIP 1990, 234-5). 

77 See Cassese, International Law in a Divided World, 175-9. 
78 See also the dictum of the International Court of Justice in the Nicaragua case (ICJ, 

Reports 1986, I 00-1, para. 190). 
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therefore seem appropriate, in this case , to rely upon a syllogism: 
(i) Western countries have acceptedjus cogens; (ii) they regard the principle 
of self-determination as fundamental and universal in international 
relations; (iii) they consequently may be assumed to consider self
determination as non-derogable on the part of States. It is submitted that 
resort to this 'syllogistic reasoning' is warranted in this case (but possibly 
not in others) because of the exceptional wealth of pronouncements by 
Western States on the fundamental importance of self-determination in its 
various versions that have become accepted at the normative level. 

The aforementioned reasoning can therefore make up for the lack, 
among Western countries, of widespread explicit support for considering 
self-determination as a part of jus cogens. Consequently, the conclusion is 
justified that self-determination constitutes a peremptory norm of inter
national law. This view, it should be added, is warranted even though so 
far no case has been raised in the appropriate fora of the world community 
of a possible conflict of a treaty withjus cogens (the case of East Timor, as we 
shall see, has been brought by Portugal before the ICJ as an instance of 
State responsibility because the lack of the necessary procedural require
ments has prevented Portugal from raising the question of the possible 
nullity of the treaty in question). 

Let us now turn to the second issue raised above, namely the question of 
whether the peremptory nature of self-determination is a quality attaching 
to the aforementioned general principle or to the various customary rules 
specifying and elaborating this principle. Given the close link and indeed 
complementarity of the principle and the rules, it would be artificial and 
improper to attribute a different legal force to each of the two classes of 
standards. Furthermore, it is no coincidence that whenever States have 
referred to self-determinati~n as belonging to jus cogens, they have -not 
specified either the areas of application of self-determination, the means 
or methods of its implementation, or the permissible outcome of self
determination. States have generically adverted to the 'principle' (lato sensu) 
or, more simply, to self-determination. It follows that the whole cluster of 
legal standards (the general principle and the customary rules) on self
determination should be regarded as belonging to the body of peremptory 
norms. 
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Cable "HICOMIND" 
·.-1_ouis 141 (€11'-4 '3""' 14'•1 

~-irrmm 
COMMISSION OF INDij\ 
PORT LOUIS - MAURITIUS 

Phone 208-.3775 I 6 
Telex : 4523 HICOMJN - IW 
Fax 230 / 208-6859 

I .... 
HIGH 

No. POR/ 162/1/97 09 May 1997 

The High Commission of India presents its 
compliments to the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 
International and Regional Cooperation, Government of the 
Republic of Mauritius, and has the honour to reproduce 
herewith extracts relating to Chagos Archipelago from the 
Declaration adopted by the 12 th Ministerial Conference of 
Movement of Non-Aligned Countries held in New Delhi on 
April 7-8, 1997. 

"133. The Ministers reiterated the support of the 
Non-Aligned Movement for the sovereignty of 
Mauritius over the Chagos Archipelago, including 
Diego Garcia, and called on the former colonial 
power to pursue the dialogue with the Government of 
Mauritius for the early return of the Archipelago. 
In this respect, they noted with satisfaction the 
initiation of certain confidence-building measures 
by the two parties." 

The High Commission of India avails itself of this 
opportun ity to renew to the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 
International and Regional Cooperation, Government of the 
Republic of Mauritius, the assurances of its highest 
consideration. 

/ 1 

·the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 
International and Regional Cooperation, 
Government of the Republic of Mauritius, 
Port Louis 
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_ ;4_ANI:t.ATmN iw Al'IUCAN UN rr v _ ® _ om;AN 1sA noN DF. T.'1JN1T1t Al'm cA1N1•: 

l'.0 Bnx .324J, Adtlis Ababa .. t,: l'lll(lPIA Tdc(thon~ 251 1 517700 Fm, 25 l I 5 l 7844,. 
' ·-·--·-··-··-·· ......... , ..... ----------·----

Rl•i,,,..,,".'-'.. < ;nmoctt 4/1 R.oo 

The (icncral Si~en~tariat of th<! Organization or African Unity pi•escnt.s its · 

compliments to I.be Ministril~s of Fon~ign /\1'1:.dr~/l_~xt~1;nal R.dat:ions of all the 

Me111lxfr States and ha~ lhe honour to draw their alh..'ntion to and inadvertent. typing 

CIT<)I' in Paragraph 1 of the l·'.np,li:;h and Portuguese versions of l.kt.:ision 

Al'l(.i/l.kc. l :19(XXXVI) on Chagos Archipclag11, udoptcd by the '361h Ordinm-y 

S<!ssion of tlH.~ 0/\ I I ,\~;scmhly or I lead::. of Stak mid ( iowrnnienl, held from \ 0 to 

12 July 2000 in l.,0111c, Tog(l. 

Paragraph J of this I kl:i~;ion must read in English and PorlLtgucsc as stated 

in the rc~p~ctive copir'.S allad,cd hereto as follows: 

"lJl{( il .. '.S Liv~ l li< .. liov( :rt11tH~111 In 1mmcdi:itely .enter inlo direct aud 

constructive di.at(.)!',lt1~ with Mauril.ius su :1s to l~n::1bl0 till~ early return of the 

Chagos J\n:hip0lag11 (\°) lhu ';O\i\'.ri:ii1.11ly o!' Mn, 1ritiu~." 

The French :111d ./\ rnhic texts, hcing c.:orn~ct, remain Ul\l~hangcd. 

The <.icrn:rnl Secrcrnri :1t apnlogiz(~s this typing errnr and iwails itself of this 

opport11nit.y 1.o l'Cl'n' \V IO tlw Ministries of Fnrcign Affairs/External R.dations or au 
Lhc f'vk111hcr Sl.i\k :, tlw ,l'.i'.il•r:111,:._~ of it:; highht cnrn,ickn1t1onl-.,,/ 

,;'tl-~. 

TO. 

' ( \ ('jt''' -~nlj! 1 ,. , , . (;tl 1r 
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AHG/Dcc.159 (XXXVI) 

Assembly: 

I. EXPRESSES CONCERN that 1 he Chagos /\rchipelago was 

1 miln.t.t~nilly ,mr:l. illcgt11ly cxciH('d h_y the colon in I power frnm 

Mauriti111;; prir>, t.o il·f, irid1~pr•rnll'·nco 111 violation nr UN 

Re::;oh tf irn, I :·:i l "I;· 

,, NOTES WI'l.'H DISMAY t.h.;ll llw hilokn.11 1:,ll<H lwtwcc:11 

Mnt1riti11~, ;111d 111.,: 011 1l1i:-; 11t;illc1 · ha~ uot y<'·1 yiddcd any 

~ig11ifi1·:111f pr,11:n'.:,1;; 

.t lJRGRS 11w l.ll< c;ovcrnrncnl'. lo i11111icdintcly enter into di1·<\C.t. 

iind (·,.111::;l:rtl<'lt\·< c.li .. d.<>gllt" \Vi.Iii M;.\111·il.iua ~o n:-~ t:n cnul>k !lw 

(':1rly n·l·11111 ()r tl1I': Chag,ns /\rchipcbgo !o the :,1>VC\niignty of 

:\1:tt 1ri1 :; 1:: 

,., 
.. ·, : 
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, 
J , 

a t 
, 

Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Regional Co-operation 
Republic of Mc3:uritius 

The Minister 

21 st December 2000 

H.E. Mr. R. Cook 
Secretary of State 
Foreign & Commonwealth Office 
London SW1A 2AG 
ENGLAND 

Your Excellency 

May I thank you for your letter dated 6th December 2000 which was delivered by hand to me in Port Louis on 20th December 2000. I have taken note of its contents. 

I wish to express my appreciation for the full, forceful and frank discussions I had with your officials in Gaborone as well as with your colleague, Minister Peter Hain. I am sure they have briefed you fully. · · 

While going through your letter I have noticed some significant departures from the position that Her Majesty's Government has taken in the past. 

For the sake of the record I am mindful of the fact that your Government had taken the position that the Chagos Archipelago would be ceded to Mauritius when it was no longer needed for the defence of the West. 

It appears that you are now modifying this stand by including new elements. 

Mauritius does not subscribe to your "willingness to cede the islands of the Chagos Archipelago subject to the requirement of International Law" 

We note also that there is no strategic or defence impediment for the return of those persons of Mauritian origin who were living on the Chagos Archipelago to what you term the "outer islands". 

Go vernment Ce ntre. Port Lo uis -T el: (230) 201 1416 Fax: (230) 208 8087 
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As you are aware, Mauritius has officially announced that we have no objection to the 
continued presence of the US military base on Diego Garcia and we have informed the 
United States that there is no risk with regard to their security of tenure on the island. 

Mauritius considers that the time has come to engage in constructive negotiations with a 
view to working out the modalities for an early return of sovereignty on the Chagos 
Archipelago to Mauritius. 

Mauritius and the United Kingdom enjoy excellent bilateral relations and we are sure 
that we will be able to find a way round this dispute in a friendly and constructive 
atmosphere. 

Yours sincerely 

A. K. Gayan 
-.Minister of Foreign Affairs 
& Regional Cooperation 

2 
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01 )IAR 13:39 FAX 32 Z 734402 1 AIIU\SSADE DE ltALlRlct 

32 2 7344021 

~mbtte•~ .of tl-fl! 
~~,ritl,li.c ofJ!i{11Uritlltl!f 

Our Reference :MBX/ ACP / 15005 

The Embassy of the Republic of Mauritius presents its compliments to the 

Commission of the European Communities - Protoool - and, with reference to the 

Proposal of the Commission for a Council Decision on the usociation of the 

Overseas Countries and Territories with the Euro pean Comw uni ty , has the honour 

to state the position of the Government of Mauritius regarding the inclusion of the 

Cbagos Archipelago, including Diego Garcia, (the so-called British Indian Ocean 
Terrltor:y) as follows: 

The Government of Mauritius reaffirms in the most une quivocal terms 111.at 

the Cb.agos Archlpelago, including Diego Garcia, has always been and is IUl integral 

part of the State of Mauritius. Mauritius has never recognised. the so-called British 

IndJan Ocellil Territory. ~ 

The Government 01' Mauritius strongly rejects the inclusion of th e so-cclled 

British Indian Ocean Territory in the list of Overseas Countries and Territ:ori:es of 

the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland in the Propoul of th e 

Commlu lo11 or the European Couimua.ltic • da t ed 15 NoTember 2000 (be a:rl.n g 

i-efe reuee CO¥ (20001 732 Final) for a Council Decision OD th e assoolatio :11. of 

the o,rerseu eountrle • and territorle • witb the EuropellD Community . 

The Comrnis..ion of the European Communities is, therefore, he::-eby 

requested to delete the so-called British Indian Ocean Territory as an Overseas 

Countcy and/or Terri tory (OCT) of the United Kingdom of Oreo.t Britain and 

Northern Ireland from the Annex to the Proposal contained in doCUIDent COM 

(2000 ] 732 Final 

The Embassy of the Republic of Mauritius would be grateful to tbe 
Commissi.olJ of the Eu ropean Communities to kindly acknowledge receipt of this 

Note Verbale. 

The Embassy of ·the Republic of Mauritius avails itself of this oppor1llnity to 

renew to the Commission of ~~~~~Communities - Protocol • the assurances 

of its ~est consideration, r!J." 

{(. Brussel s, 13 Fel>ru.ary 2001 

' ~ 0-1 ... a~\!:> ,. 
COKMIS SI01' OJ' THE EUROP ~~ d · ..... ~ ~- Tm s 

PROTOOOL 
RUE DE LA LOI 200 
B - 1049 BRUS SELS 

68, Rue Iles Bolllndlnes • 1040 Bru.xc!lcs - Tel. 02.733.99.88189 • Pu 02.734..W.21 
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9. JUN. 2005 9 · 07 EMS. OF MAURITIUS BRUSSE~S P. 2/3 

Our Reference:MBX/ ACP /5005 

The Embassy of the Republic of Mauritius presents its compliDlents to the 
Coll.llcil of the European Union - Protocol Directo rate General - and, wi1:h reference 
to the Proposal of the Commission for a Council Decision on the association of the 
Overseas Countries and Territories with the Europe8ll Community, bas the honour 
to state the position of the Government of Mauritius regardiDg the "inclusion of the 
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The East Tim or Story: 
International Law on Trial 

Catriona Drew* 

Abstract 
This article considers the story of East Timor in the light of the international legal rules on 

self-determination. It is argued that such an analysis is both timely and necessary. For more 

than 20 years, international lawyers have brought the force of international legal norms to 
bear upon the 'Question of East Timor'. This article aims to do the reverse: to bring the force of 

the East Timorese debacle to bear upon international law. Following on from the 

Introduction, the argument proceeds in three parts. Part 2 considers the legal basis for East 

Timor's right of self-determination. Part 3 argues that, contrary to its populist charac
terization as excessively indeterminate, the right of self-determination has a discernible core 

content which confers on beneficiary peoples, such as the East Timorese, two distinct sets of 

entitlements: self-determination as process, and self-determination as substance. Finally, 

having established the basic legal framework, Part 4 compares two moments of high-level 

institutional engagement with ( the two aspects of) East Tim or's self-determination 

entitlement: the case brought by Portugal against Australia before the ICJ in 1995; and the 
UN-sponsored 'popular consultation' of August 19 9 9. It is argued that the institutional shift 

from the ICJ to the UN was also characterized by a shift from formalism to pragmatism, and 

that both institutions failed to uphold the international legal rights of the East Timorese. 

* School of Law, University of Glasgow. This is a revised and expanded version of a paper presented at 
Suffolk Law School, Boston, atthe annual dinner ofBoston-based international lawyers in October 1999. 
I benefited greatly from the questions aud discussion of the participants. Most of the research was 
completed while I was a Visiting Fellow at the Human Rights Program, Harvard Law School, 
1999/2000. This was a collegiate and challenging environment and I would like to thank all my 
colleagues at the Human Rights Program as well as elsewhere in the Law School: Abigail Abrash, Yishai 
Blank. Deborah Cass. Susan Culhane. Rosalind Dixon. Daniela Dohmes-Ockenfels. Michael lkhariale. 
Shawqi Issa. Catherine Le Magueresse. Zachary Lomo. Dominic McGoldrick. Moria Paz. Mindy Roseman. 
Peter Rosenblum. Alvaro Santos. Hani Sayed. Leslie Sebba. Susan Sessler. Gerry Simpson. Christine Soh. 
Dori Spivak, K. Sritharan, Henry Steiner, Anje Van-Berckelaer and Yosnke Yotoriyama. I would also like 
to acknowledge a more general debt to David Kennedy's inspirational international law class 
(1999/2000) which greatly influenced the writing of this article. Particular thanks to John Saul Marco 
for research assistance. and to Nathaniel Berman. Graeme Laurie and lain Scobbie for comments and 
encouragement. 
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It is, by now, a familiar pattern: egregious human rights violations ... an assertion of 
international authority ... a solution of sorts ... demands for those responsible for 
atrocities to be brought to account under international law. For East Timor - like 
Bosnia before it - the closing stages of its self-determination struggle are likely to be 
played out against the backdrop of formal or informal 'trials': of individuals at the 
hands of some newly established ad hoe tribunal' or truth and reconciliation 
commission;2 of complicit states3 at the bar of world opinion. East Timor shall have its 
independence, and the international community shall have its culprits.4 Or so, one 
1 While there have been calls for the Security Council to establish an ICTY /ICTR-style International 

Criminal Tribunal (see e.g. Anmesty International. 'Letter to UN Secretary-General on East Timor 
Commission ofinquiry', 30 September 1999 or, more recently, CAFOD et al., Justice for East Timar, 13 
June 2001), the Secretary-General and the Security Council early on favoured allowing Indonesia to 'do 
a credible and transparent job of holding people accountable for their crimes'. See the UN 
Secretary-General's 'Briefing Report', 29 February 2000. See also 'Letter from the President of the 
Security Council, Arnoldo Manuel Listre, to the Secretary-General', 18 February 2000, S/2000 137; 
'United Nations-Indonesia Accord on Judicial Cooperation in East Timor', 5 April 2000. On 24 April 
2001, President Wahid issued a decree establishing an Indonesian ad hoe tribunal to deal with gross 
human rights abuses committed in the aftermath of the popular consultation on 3 0 August 19 99. In East 
Timor itself, the Serious Crimes Investigation Unit has begun prosecuting two categories of crimes 
committed in the September 1999 violence: serious crimes under the Indonesian penal code and crimes 
against humanity. For details, see 'Report of the Secretary-General on the United Nations Transitional 
Administration in East Tim or (for the Period 2 7 July 2000 to 16 January 2 001 )', S/2 00 l/ 42, 16 January 
2001, para. 24. On the problems of pursuing a large number of trials in the context of 'transitional' 
countries such as East Timor, and the proposal to try only 'serious crimes', see Hayner and van Zyl, 'The 
Challenge of Reconciliation in East Timar', in Report on a Mission to East Timar June 18-2 8 2000 on Behalf 

of the Human Rights Office of UNTAET, July 2000 (on file with author). 
For details of the National Council ofTimorese Resistance (CNRT) early proposal for a 'Commission for 
Reception and National Reconciliation', see Hayner and van Zyl, supra note 1. On 13 December 2000, 
the East Timar Transitional Cabinet agreed to establish a 'Truth, Reception and Reconciliation 
Commission', with a mandate to facilitate the reintegration of returning refugees, document human 
rights abuses since 19 7 5 and promote community reconciliation by dealing with low-level offences 
committed in 1999. See 'Report of the Secretary-General on the United Nations Transitional 
Administration in East Timar (for the Period 27 July 2000 to 16 January 2001)', S/2001/42, 16 January 
2001, para. 26. 
For criticism of the role of the Western powers (Australia, the United States and the United Kingdom), see 
Budiardjo, 'A Global Failure of Human Rights in East Timar', in a special issue of the Human Rights Law 

Review, edited by E. Hedman, entitled 'East Timar in Transition: Sovereignty, Self-Determination and 
Human Rights', 4 Human Rights Law Review (1999) 20. Yet revisionist histories are already in the 
writing. For example, Australia has been praised for 'its leading role ... in transforming the fortunes and 
prospects ofEast Timor'. UN Secretary-General, 'Briefing to the Security Council', New York, 29 February 
2000. 

4 Curiously, the international community appears to be interested mainly in pursuing investigations into 
the violence of 1999 and not the widely documented human rights atrocities of the earlier period since 
the Indonesian occupation began in 1975. See 'Report of the United Nations International Commission 
of Inquiry on East Timar' (A/54/726-S/2000/59). Similarly, the 'Report of the Commission to 
Investigate Violations of Human Rights' established by the Indonesian National Commission for Human 
Rights deals with the period from January 1999 to the immediate aftermath of the ballot. It is unclear 
why the genocidal policies of the Indonesians in the earlier period of the occupation should continue to 
attract immunity. This point was brought to my attention by students at Northeastern Law School 
during a panel discussion on East Timar in October 1999. In East Timar itself, however, the proposed 
'Truth, Reception and Reconciliation Commission' is to have a mandate to create a record of human 
rights abuses since 19 7 5. For discussions of early proposals to backdate investigations, see Hayner and 
van Zyl, supra note 1. 
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imagines, the rest of the story will go. Of course, what is suppressed in this Hollywood 
ending-the triumph ofright (self-determination) over might (the Indonesian army), 
oflaw over brute politics - is any suggestion that, in revisiting earlier chapters of the 
East Timor story, international law itself- its doctrines, its institutions - may be cast 
in a leading role as one of the 'bad guys'. 

1 A Formal Analysis of the Right of Self-Determination: 
Dispensing with Two Preliminary Objections 
Before turning to my substantive arguments, it is perhaps necessary to make a 
pre-emptive strike on what I anticipate are two likely objections to any proposal to 
embark on a formal analysis of the East Timor Story in the light of the international 
law of self-determination. First, there could be the 'indeterminacy' objection. 
According to this - now standard - critique, the right of self-determination is simply 
one of the most normatively confused and indeterminate principles in the canon of 
international legal doctrine. 5 Moreover, as commentators have shown,6 traditionally 
it was formal legal analysis that was deployed to deny, rather than endorse, the 
existence of a legal right of self-determination. 7 To adopt a formalist posture in favour 
of the right of self-determination may thus appear positively oxymoronic. 

A second - perhaps more compelling - objection might be on the grounds of 
political redundancy. The recent history of East Timor is well known. 8 On 3 0 August 
1999, in a United Nations-sponsored 'popular consultation', the people ofEast Timor 
voted overwhelmingly 9 to reject the Indonesian offer of 'special autonomy' in favour 
of a United Nations-supervised transition to independent statehood. From then on, 
events moved apace. On 15 September 1999, the Security Council authorised the 
establishment of a multinational force (INTERFET) with a mandate to restore peace 

5 See e.g. Cass, 'Rethinking Self-Determination: A Critical Analysis of Current International Law Theories', 
18 Syracuse Journal of International Law and Commerce (1992) 21; Koskenniemi, 'National Self
Determination Today: Problems of Legal Theory and Practice', 43 International Law and Comparative Law 

Quarterly (1994) 241. 
6 Berman, 'Sovereignty in Abeyance: Self-Determination and International Law', 7 Wisconsin International 

Law Journal (1988) 51, at 61-62. 
7 See e.g. Fitzmaurice, 'The Future of Public International Law and the International Legal System in the 

Circumstances of Today', in lnstitut de Droit International, Evolution et Perspectives du Droit International 
(1973) 196, at 233, discussed in Berman, supra note 6. 

8 For background, see the UN's excellent website, www.nn.org/peace/etimor/etimor.htm. For critical 
reflections in the lead-up to the ballot, see the collection of papers in Hedman, supra note 3. 

9 78.S per cent. For discussion, see Part 4 below. 
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and security in East Timor.10 On 15 October 1999, the Indonesian People's 
Consultative Assembly repealed the infamous law of July 1976 under which East 
Timor had been annexed," paving the way for the United Nations Transitional 
Administration in East Tim or (UNT AET) to assume control of the territory .12 And by 
November 1999, the last of the Indonesian troops had, finally, left East Timor. 

In short, is not the 'Question of East Timor' passe?13 Self-determination has 
'happened'. It is no longer interesting. To be sure, the actual process of exercising 
self-determination encountered some regrettable 'operational' difficulties. 14 But these 
were due to the unpredictable excesses of disgruntled militias and 'rogue' members of 
the Indonesian security forces. As such, they lie firmly beyond the remit of the 
international lawyer. Today, there are simply far more pressing and exciting issues to 
engage the Timor-minded legal scholar. Should there be war crimes trials or a truth 
commission? How best can we foster Timorese civil society based on the rule of law 
and human rights? 15 Or what precisely is the legal status of East Timor during the 
United Nations-administered transitional phase? 

10 This was 'requested' by Indonesia on 12 September 1999 and authorized by Security Council Resolution 
12 64 ( 199 9), 15 September 1999. Security Council Resolution 12 64 is thus an interesting hybrid. In the 
preamble, the Security Council welcomes Indonesia's readiness to accept an 'international peacekeeping 
force', yet paragraph 3 makes clear that the establishment of the multinational force is more accurately 
characterized as a (non-consensual) Chapter VII peace-enforcement action rather than (consensual) 
peacekeeping. The Australian-led multinational force was deployed on 20 September 1999. It finally 
handed over to UNTAET peacekeeping troops on 22 February 2000. 

11 19 October 1999. This was pursuant to Article 6 of the Agreement Between the Republic of Indonesia 
and the Portuguese Republic on the Question of East Timor (hereinafter the 'General Agreement'), 
Al 5 319 51. Annex 1 of the 'Report of the Secretary-General', SI 19 991513 ( the Agreement is reproduced 
in Hedman, supra note 3; and is available on the UN website, www.un.org1peaceletimorletinlor.htm). 
Article 6 of the General Agreement provides: 'If the Secretary-General determines, on the basis of the 
result of the popular consultation and in accordance with this Agreement, that the proposed 
constitutional framework for special autonomy is not acceptable to the East Timorese people, the 
Govermnent of Indonesia shall take the constitutional steps necessary to terminate its links with East 
Timor thus restoring under Indonesian law the status East Tinlor held prior to 17 July 1976.' The 
decision of the Indonesian People's Consultative Assembly to repeal the law was welcomed in Security 
Council Resolution 1272 (1999), 25 October 1999 andinGeneralAssemblyResolutionA/541194, 15 
December 1999. For the background to the 19 76 law, see e.g. Clark, 'The "Decolonization" ofEast Timor 
and the United Nations Norms on Self-Determination and Aggression', in CIIR and IPJET (International 
Platform of Jurists for East Timor), International Law and the Question of East Timor (1995) 65, at 69-73. 

12 UNTAET was established by the Security Council on 25 October 1999. Security Council Resolution 12 72 
(1999), 25 October 1999. Its initial mandate was to January 2001. On 31 January 2001, the Security 
Council decided to extend the current mandate of UNTAET until 21 January 2002. Security Council 
Resolution 1338 (2001), 31 January 2001. 

13 This is certainly the view of the General Assembly which decided to conclude its consideration of the 
agenda item 'The Question ofEast Tinlor' and include a new agenda item entitled 'The Situation in East 
Timar During its Transition to Independence'. General Assembly Resolution Al 54/194, 15 December 
1999, para. 3. The question has, of course, been more famously asked of the right of self-determination in 
general. See Sinha, 'Is Self-Determination Passe?', 12 Columbia Journal of Transnational Law (19 73) 2 60. 

14 See Part 4 below. 
15 In November 1999, ECOSOC requested the United Nations High Commissioner for Human Rights to 

prepare a comprehensive programme of technical cooperation in human rights focusing on capacity
building and reconciliation. 
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It is the premise of this article, however, that neither the 'indeterminacy' nor the 
'politically redundant' objection is well founded. First, by way of a formalist defence, it 
will be shown that, contrary to its populist characterization as excessively indetermi
nate, the right of self-determination has a discernible core content which provides a 
normative yardstick against which to measure the international community's 
treatment of East Timar' s legal claim. 

Secondly, it is submitted that, far from being passe, a formal analysis of the East 
Timar Story in the light of the international legal rules on self-determination is both 
timely and necessary. For more than 20 years, following in the pioneering footsteps of 
scholars such as Thomas Franck 16 and Roger Clark, 17 international lawyers 18 have 
brought the force of international legal norms to bear upon the 'Question of East 
Timar' .19 This article aims to do the reverse: to bring the force of the East Timorese 
debacle to bear upon international law. In other words, I wish to resist the appeal of 
the imminent, cast a retrospective eye, and explore what, if anything, the unhappy -
genocidal20 - story of East Timar has to tell us about the 'moral hygiene' 21 of the 
international law of self-determination. 

Following on from the introduction, the argument will proceed in three parts. In 
Part 2, I will consider the legal basis for East Timor's right of self-determination and 
argue that this should be characterised as a case of decolonization. The applicable 
legal rules are thus readily identifiable as those that emerged during the decoloniza
tion practice of the United Nations. In Part 3, I will confront the 'indeterminacy 
objection' and argue that, contrary to conventional accounts, the right of self
determination has a discernible core content which confers on beneficiary peoples 
such as the East Timorese two distinct sets of entitlements: self-determination as 
process, and self-determination as substance. Finally, having established the basic 
legal framework, in Part 4, I will compare two moments of high-level institutional 
engagement with ( the two aspects of) East Timar' s self-determination entitlement: the 
case brought by Portugal against Australia before the International Court of Justice in 
1995; and the United Nations-sponsored 'popular consultation' of August 1999. 
It will be argued that the institutional shift from the International Court of Justice to 
the UN was also characterized by a shift from formalism to pragmatism, and that 

16 Franck and Hoffman, 'The Right of Self-Determination in Very Small Places', 8 New York Journal of 

International Law and Policy (1975-1976) 331. 
17 The seminal article is Clark, "'The Decolonization" of East Timor and the United Nations Norms on 

Self-Determination and Aggression', 7 Yale Journal of World Public Order (1980-1981) 2. 
18 For example, the International Platform of Jurists for East Timor (IPJET) founded in 1991 by Pedro Pinto 

Leite has organized a number of international law conferences and published two edited collections: 
CIIR/IPJET, International Law and the Question of East Timar, supra note 11; and IPJET, The East Timar 
Problem and the Role of Europe (1998). 

19 For a sceptical account of such efforts in the context ofIPJET, see Kennedy, 'An Autumn Weekend: An 
Essay on Law and Everyday Life', in D. Danielson and K. Engle (eds), After Identity: A Reader in Law and 

Culture (1995) 191. 
20 See e.g. M. Jardine, Genocide in Paradise (1999). 
21 The phrase is David Kennedy's, Lectures (1999). 
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both institutions - the formalist International Court of Justice, the pragmatic United 
Nations - failed to uphold the international legal rights of the East Timorese. 

2 East Timor's Right to Self-Determination: Decolonization 
in a Secessionist Era 
As has been established elsewhere, 22 the existence of East Timor's right to 
self-determination under international law is unassailable. As a Portuguese colony 
from 1856 23 and a UN-designated non-self-governing territory since 1960, East 
Timar qualified under the 'first phase' right of self-determination, which emerged 
during the decolonization period of the 1960s. 24 Neither the (unlawful) Indonesian 
invasion in December 1975, nor its subsequent (unlawful) annexation, 25 could 
dislodge East Timor's vested entitlement. Thus, as affirmed by the International Court 
of Justice in 1995, 26 despite its de facto transition from Portuguese colony to 
Indonesian province, East Timar remained, de jure, a non-self-governing territory 27 

with the right of self-determination under the law applicable to decolonization. 28 

But, if it can readily be established that the legal basis for East Timar' s right of 
self-determination lay in its relations with Portugal (colonialism) rather than with 

22 See e.g. Clark, supra note 17; Franck and Hoffman, supra note 16; and A. Cassese, Self-Determination of 
Peoples: A Legal Reappralsal (1995) 223-230. 
On the history of Portuguese colonialism in East Timar, see generally J.G. Taylor, Indonesia's Forgotten 
War: The Hidden History of East Timar (1995) 1-15. 

24 See e.g. General Assembly Resolution 1514 (XV) 1960, 'The Declaration on the Granting of 
Independence to Colonial Countries and Peoples'; United Nations General Assembly Resolution 1541 
(XV) 1960, 'Principles which should guide Members in determining whether or not an obligation exists 
to transmit the information called for under Article 73 ( e) of the Charter'. See further Legal Consequences 
for States of the Continued Presence of South Africa in Namibia/South West Africa Notwithstanding Security 
Council Resolution 276 (1970), !CJ Reports (1971) 31. 

25 For discussion of the background to the 'Act of Integration', see e.g. Clark, supra note 17; Taylor, supra 
note 23, at 73-74. 

16 Case Concerning East Timar (Portugal v. Australia), ICJ Reports (199 5) 103, paras 31 and 37. It should be 
noted that the Court restricts itself to affirming that 'for both parties the territory of East Timar remains a 
non-self-governing territory and its people has the right of self-determination' (emphasis added): ibid. The 
Court itself does not make an independent finding. 

17 Ibid. 
28 The ICJ in its Advisory Opinion on Namibia held that: 'The subsequent development of international law 

in regard to non-self-governing territories as enshrined in the Charter of the United Nations made the 
principle of self-determination applicable to all of them.' Legal Consequences for States of the Continued 
Presence of South Africa in Namibia/South West Africa Notwithstanding Security Council Resolution 276 
(1970), ICJ Reports (1971) at para. 52. 
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Indonesia (secession), 29 the question remains: why does it matter? What purpose does 
it serve to establish that East Timar was a case of decolonization in a secessionist era? 

It is submitted that establishing the correct legal basis for East Timar' s right of 
self-determination is no mere academic exercise, but rather entails three practical 
consequences. In the first place, as recent events in Kosovo30 and Chechnya 31 

demonstrate, the existence of any legal right of secession under international law -
even in situations involving gross human rights abuse 32 - remains highly 
contentious. Meagre doctrinal development in favour of a limited right of secession33 

has manifestly not been matched by any corresponding shift in state practice. 
Accordingly, had the East Timorese based their claim on a purported right of secession 
triggered by, say, Indonesian human rights abuse, they may have faced the initial 
obstacle that such a right does not in fact exist. Secondly, establishing colonialism as 
the correct legal basis should have allowed the international community and third 
states to emphasize the sui generis nature of the East Timorese claim as a means of 
countering domestic Indonesian fears/accusations that allowing East Timar to 

29 This point is also dealt with by Gerry Simpson. See Simpson, 'The Politics of Self-Determination in the 
Case Concerning East Timar', in CIIR/IPJET, International Law and the Question of East Timar, supra note 
11, at 258. 

30 The Security Council resolutions on Kosovo consistently affirmed the territorial integrity of the Federal 
Republic of Yugoslavia. See e.g. Security Council Resolution 1160 (1998), 31 March 1998, especially 
para. 5; Security Council Resolution 1244 (1999), 10 June 1999. The resolutions call for 'substantial 
autonomy', and 'meaningful self-administration' rather than, say, 'secession' or 'meaningful self
determination' (which would require an exercise of free choice including the option of independent 
statehood; see below). But compare the Report of the Independent International Commission on Kosovo, 
October 2000. This concludes that 'the Security Council Resolution's commitment to FRY sovereignty 
and Kosovo autonomy may not be incompatible in theory but they have become incompatible in 
practice', and recommends that Kosovo be granted 'conditional independence'. The Counnission's 
report, 'Report of the Independent Commission on Kosovo', can be found at 
www .kosovocommission.org. 

31 See e.g. 'Statement by the High Commissioner for Human Rights on the Situation in Chechnya, Russian 
Federation', HR/99/104, 16 November 1999. 

32 For the thesis that secession should be available as a remedy of last resort for gross human rights abuse, 
see e.g. L.C. Buchheit, Secession: The Legitimacy of Self-Determination (1978). For an early statement of this 
possibility in the context of the Aaland Island question, see Leagne of Nations, 'Report Presented to the 
Council of the League by the Commission of Rapporteurs', Council Doc. B?/21/68/106, 16 April 1921, 
at 28. 

33 United Nations General Assembly Resolution 2625 (XXV) 1970, 'Declaration on Principles of 
International Law Concerning Friendly Relations and Cooperation Among States in Accordance with 
Charter of the United Nations', has been interpreted by commentators as providing a possible legal basis 
for a right of secession. See e.g. White, 'Self-Determination: Time for a Reassessment', 28 Netherlands 
International Law Review (1981) 161. This interpretation has, however, found only limited doctrinal 
support. See the obiter statements in Katangese Peoples' Congress v. Zaire, Communication No. 75/92, 3 
International Human Rights Reports (1996) at 136, para. 6; Reference Re Secession of Quebec, Supreme 
Court of Canada reproduced in (1998) 37 ILM 1340, para. 134; and Part 9, 'The Future Status of 
Kosovo', of 'Report of the Independent Commission', supra note 30, at 
www.kosovocommission.org/reports/13-future.html. 
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exercise its right of self-determination would lead inexorably to the break up of the 
Indonesian State. 34 

Finally, and perhaps more crucially for present purposes, it is only in the colonial 
context that there exists a sufficient level of international consensus on the rules 
governing the exercise of the right of self-determination to protect the East Timorese 
against the indeterminacy objection outlined earlier. Beyond colonialism, the right of 
self-determination is plagued by an excess of indeterminacy both in terms of scope and 
content. By contrast, the rules relating to the exercise of the right of self-determination 
in the colonial context are - as we shall see - relatively settled. Identifying 
colonialism as the proper basis for East Timorese self-determination is thus important 
because it precludes the argument that the right of self-determination is so 
indeterminate that it provides no meaningful. normative yardstick against which to 
measure the international community's treatment of the East Timorese claim. 

3 The Content of East Timor's Right of Self-Determination 
As observed by an international meeting of experts in 19 8 9, the contemporary debate 
in international law is no longer about the existence of the right of self-determination 
but about its content. 35 The point appears to be amply borne out ifwe consider that, in 
contemporary political discourse, self-determination is variously invoked to mean: 
independent statehood, autonomy, negotiations, limited self-government, land rights, 
self-management, and democratic governance (to name but a few). For the East 
Timorese, however, it is unlikely that this caricature of the right of self-determination 
as meaning all things to all peoples bears scrutiny. While the post-colonial dialogue 
unquestionably labours under a high degree of normative confusion, a review of 
international practice in the decolonization period reveals that the rules relating to the 
exercise of self-determination by a non-self-governing territory - such as East Timor 
- are both determinate and discernible. In elucidating this content, it is useful to 
distinguish between two core sets of entitlements: self-determination as process, and 
self-determination as substance. 

A Self-Determination as Process 
If we consider the standard definition of self-determination in international law, it is 
clear that it is depicted as the right of a people to a particular process: the right of all 
peoples freely to 'determine their political status and freely pursue their economic, 
social and cultural development'. 36 Thus the most fundamental right conferred on a 
people by virtue of the right of self-determination is the right of a people freely to 

34 Similarly, West Irian is a sui generis case based on a flawed decolonization process. On the failure of the 
United Nations to ensure a proper act of self-determination in West lrian, see e.g. R. Sureda, The Evolution 
of the Right of Self-Determination (1973) 143-151; Cassese, supra note 22, at 82-86. 

35 UNESCO International Meeting of Experts on the Further Study of the Concept of the Rights of Peoples (1989) 
para. 19. 

36 General Assembly Resolution 1514 (XV) 1960, at para. 2. 
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determine the destiny of its territory. Its essence is free choice.37 Early resolutions. 
such as the historic United Nations General Assembly Resolution 1514 on the 
Granting of Independence to Colonial Countries and Peoples, 38 which stressed 
objective outcomes (independent statehood) 39 rather than subjective process (free and 
genuine expression of the will of the people)40 were thus hastily superseded. 

What is striking, however, about the international legal definition of self
determination is how little it tells us about its operational content. Self-determination 
is depicted as a right to a process - the right of a people freely to choose - yet 
questions abound as to the procedures to be adopted. What exactly amounts to a free 
choice? How is the 'free choice' to be ascertained? In the context of assessing the 
international community's treatment of the East Timorese self-determination entitle
ment, these questions take on a specific guise: does self-determination require a 
referendum to be held? If so, how widely must the self-determination options be 
framed? And must they include the option of independent statehood? 

Of course, these questions are nothing new. It was precisely such problems of 
process that dogged United Nations debates over the decolonization of the Western 
Sahara in 19 7 4-19 7 5 and led the General Assembly to request an Advisory Opinion 
from the International Court ofJustice. 41 Indeed, it was the need to assist the General 
Assembly in determining the process of self-determination in the Western Sahara that 
was central to the ICJ's decision to comply with the request for an Advisory Opinion. 

This point has long been neglected. According to the standard account, 42 the 
General Assembly's request for an Advisory Opinion on the legal status of the Western 
Sahara at the time of its colonization43 presented the International Court of Justice 
with a potential stand-off between the historic rights of States on the one hand 
(Morocco and Mauritania) and a people's right to self-determination on the other (the 
Western Sahara). Indeed, the Opinion is much vaunted for its pithy pronouncements 
on the alleged triumph of peoples' rights over states' rights in this normative zero-sum 
game. 44 But a closer reading of the judgment reveals that, on the Court's own 

37 See e.g. Western Sahara Advisory Opinion, !CJ Reports (1975) 12, paras 55 and 59; and infra. 
38 General Assembly Resolution 1514 (XV) 1960. 
39 Ibid, at para. 5. lts sister resolution, United Nations General Assembly Resolution 1541 (XV) 1960, also 

implicitly favours independent statehood as an outcome. Thus, although it provides that self
determination can be achieved by three means - independent statehood, free association or integration 
- it is procedurally weighted in favour of independent statehood. 

40 General Assembly Resolution 2625 (XXV) 1970; and Western Sahara Advisory Opinion, !CJ Reports 
(1975) 12, para. 55. For discussion ofthis point, see generally Cassese, supra note 22, at 89. 

41 See General Assembly Resolution 3292 (XXIX), 13 December 19 74, at para. 3. For discussion of the 
background to this resolution, see Western Sahara Advisory Opinion, !CJ Reports (1975) 12, paras 60-69. 

42 See e.g. Cassese, supra note 22, at 214-218. 
43 The General Assembly requested an Advisory Opinion on the following two questions: 'I. Was Western 

Sahara (Rio de Oro and Sakiet El Hamra) at the time of colonization by Spain a territory belonging to no 
one (terra nullius)I If the answer to the first question is in the negative, II. What were the legal ties 
between this territory and the Kingdom of Morocco and the Mauritanian entity?' 

44 For example, Judge Dillard famously stated that: 'It is for the people to determine the destiny of the 
territory and not the territory the destiny of the people.' See Separate Opinion of Judge Dillard, at 122. 
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interpretation, what was at issue in the decolonization of the Western Sahara was not 
so much a choice between the historic rights of third states versus the self-determination 
of peoples but, rather, a choice as to the procedures to be adopted in the 
self-determination process. Ascertaining the existence of historic ties between 
Western Sahara, and Morocco and the Mauritanian entity was relevant only to the 
extent that such ties would inform - not supplant-that self-determination process. 

This becomes evident ifwe consider the fate of the Spanish objection that the Court 
should refuse the General Assembly's request for an Advisory Opinion on the grounds 
that it lacked object and purpose. Spain argued that, as the United Nations had 
already determined the method of decolonization applicable to the Western Sahara ( a 
consultation of the indigenous population by means of a referendum), the questions 
posed by the General Assembly were irrelevant, and any answer by the Court would 
be to no practical effect. 45 

In dispensing with the Spanish objection, the Court agreed that the decolonization 
process to be accelerated in the Western Sahara (as envisaged by the General 
Assembly) was to be based on the right of self-determination: 'the right of the 
population of Western Sahara to determine their future political status by their own 
freely expressed will.'46 Significantly, it also concluded that the right of self
determination was thus 'not affected' by the General Assembly's request for an 
Advisory Opinion, but, rather, constituted 'a basic assumption of the questions put to 
the Court'. 47 However, the Court nevertheless went on to reject Spanish claims that 
the application of the right of self-determination to the decolonization process in the 
Western Sahara rendered the two questions in the Advisory Opinion without object 
and purpose.48 The right of self-determination, said the Court, leaves a 'measure of 
discretion' to the General Assembly as to the 'forms and procedures' by which it is to 
be realized.49 'Various possibilities' exist with respect to 'consultations between the 
interested States' and the 'procedures and guarantees' required for ensuring the free 
expression of the will of a people. 50 The function of an Advisory Opinion on the nature 
of historic ties between the Western Sahara and Morocco and the Mauritanian entity 
would thus be to assist the General Assembly in determining the procedures to be 
adopted in the self-determination process. 51 

45 Western Sahara Advisory Opinion, ICJ Reports (1975) 12, at para. 48. 
46 Ibid, at para. 70. 
47 Ibid. The Court's conclusion that it had 'not found ties of such a nature as might affect the application of 

Resolution 1514 (XV) in the decolonization of Western Sahara and, in particular, of the principle of 
self-determination through the free and genuine expression of the will of the people of the Territory' must 
be read in the light of these earlier findings that the right of self-determination was not prejudiced by the 
request for the Advisory Opinion. Ibid, at paras 162 and 70. 

48 Ibid, at paras 71-73. 
49 See ibid, at para. 71. 
50 Ibid, at para. 72. See further Separate Opinion of Judge Dillard, at 122. 
51 Western Sahara Advisory Opinion, ICJ Reports (1975) 12, at para. 72. That a finding of the existence of 

historic ties might, for example, inform the wording of the referendum question was recognized as a 
possibility by Morocco in the oral pleadings (Hearing, 2 6 June 19 7 5 ). See the statements from Moroccan 
counsel quoted in the Separate Opinion of Judge Singh, at 79. For further discussion of this point, see 
Separate Opinion of Judge Dillard, at 122. 
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For present purposes of elucidating the content of the right of self-determination 
under international law, two points bear emphasis here. First, in concluding that the 
decolonization process in the Western Sahara was to be based on 'the right of the 
population of Western Sahara to determine their future political status by their own 
freely expressed will', 52 it is clear that the Court conceived of the right of 
self-determination exclusively in terms of a right to a process. Thus, it famously 
defined the principle of self-determination as 'the need to pay regard to the freely 
expressed will of peoples'. 53 Similarly, the Separate Opinions reveal an overwhelming 
judicial consensus that it is the freely expressed will of the people that constitutes the 
'basic pillar' of the right of self-determination. 

Secondly, while the Advisory Opinion is unequivocal that the right of self
determination requires the freely expressed will of the people, it is less illuminating on 
the crucial question of how that free will is to be ascertained. Indeed, as we have seen, 
in dispensing with the Spanish objection, the Court made it clear that the question of 
how to realize the right of self-determination was to be left open as a matter within the 
discretion of the General Assembly. 54 

It is clear, however, that the Court did not intend the General Assembly's discretion 
to be unfettered. In the first place, any 'forms and procedures' adopted must be such as 
to ensure 'a free and genuine expression' 55 of the will of the people. Secondly, the 
Court expressly endorsed certain provisions of General Assembly Resolution 1541 56 

-i.e., 'informed and democratic processes' -as giving effect to the 'essential feature' 
of the right of self-determination. 57 Finally, the Court expressly stipulated that 
'consulting the inhabitants' was a 'requirement' of self-determination with which the 
General Assembly had dispensed only where 'a certain population did not constitute a 
"people" entitled to self-determination' or where it was deemed 'totally unnecessary, 
in view of special circumstances'. 58 

In short, taking the Opinion as a whole, it is difficult to avoid the conclusion that, in 
the absence of special circumstances, the free choice of a people must be ascertained 

52 Western Sahara Advisory Opinion, !CJ Reports (1975) 12, at para. 70. 
53 Ibid, at para. 5 9. See also ibid, at para. 5 5: 'the application of the right of self-determination requires a free 

and genuine expression of the will of the peoples concerned.' 
54 Ibid, at para. 71. 
55 Ibid, at para. 55. 
56 General Assembly Resolution 1541 (XV) 1960, Principles Vil and IX. 
57 Western Sahara Advisory Opinion, !CJ Reports (1975) 12, at para. 57. 
58 Ibid, at para. 59. The Court did not elaborate on the meaning of 'special circumstances', but in his 

Separate Opinion Vice-President Ammoun gave as a prime example of 'special circumstances' the 
'legitimate struggle for liberation from foreign domination'. See Separate Opinion of Judge Ammoun, at 
99. For Judge Singh, 'the principle of self-determination could be dispensed with only if the free 
expression of the will of the people was found to be axiomatic in the sense that the result was known to be 
a foregone conclusion or that consultations had already taken place in some form or that special features 
of the case rendered it urmecessary'. Separate Opinion of Judge Singh, at 81. 
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through 'informed and democratic processes' such as a referendum or a plebiscite.59 

Moreover, while Judge Dillard expressly rejected Spanish arguments that the right of 
self-determination necessarily requires the option of independent statehood, 60 surely 
all that this means is that what amounts to a 'free choice' is not to be universally 
predetermined but rather must be judged according to the particular political desires 
of the particular people.61 Nonetheless, there is a substantial body of United Nations 
practice in the decolonization period that favours independent statehood as the 
preferred self-determination option. 62 And in the particular context of East Timor, 
where a liberation movement enjoying the support of the majority of its people had 
been engaged in a 25-year struggle for independent statehood, it seems incontrovert
ible that the test of 'free choice' could only be satisfied where that referendum or 
plebiscite offered independent statehood 'as a legal possibility'. 63 

B Self-determination as Substance 

From a self-determination perspective, it is worth emphasizing that in the Western 
Sahara Advisory Opinion, the ICJ was faced exclusively with questions over process: 
first, relating to decolonization (to be based on self-determination); and, secondly, 
self-determination (to be based on a free choice of the population of the Western 

59 But compare , Separate Opinion of Judge Dillard, at 122-123. Since 1954, there has been a substantial 
United Nations practice of organizing or supervising self-determination referenda and plebiscites in the 
decolonization context. For a comprehensive list of UN activities, see Cassese, supra note 22, at 76-78. 
More recent self-determination practice outside the colonial context also favours the referendum as a 
means of ascertaining the free will of the people. The Badinter Arbitration Committee, for example, 
initially refused Bosnia-Hercegovina's application for recognition as a state, instead reconunending a 
'referendum of all the citizens of [Bosnia-Hercegovina] without distinction, carried out under 
international supervision'. See Conference on Yugoslavia, Arbitration Commission, 'Opinion No. 4 on 
International Recognition of the Socialist Republic ofBosnia-Hercegovina by the European Conununity 
and its Member States', (1992) 31 ILM 1501, at 1503. Similarly, in 1991, theprovisionalgovemmentof 
Eritrea decided to delay issuing a declaration of statehood until a referendum on independence had been 
held. 

60 Judge Dillard, at 122-123. 
61 'On the contrary, it may be suggested that self-determination is satisfied by a free choice not by a 

particular consequence of that choice or a particular method of exercising it.' Ibid, at 12 3. 
62 For a list ofrelevant practice, see H.G. Espiel, 'The Right of Self-Determination: Implementation of United 

Nations Resolutions' (Special Rapporteur of the Subcommission on Prevention of Discrimination and 
Protection of Minorities), E/CN.4/Sub.2/405/Rev.l, paras 253 and 256. 

63 In French Togoland in 1957, the General Assembly refused to endorse the outcome of a referendum 
where the referendum question had not included the option of independent statehood. Cf. Southern 
Camerouns. See Sureda, supra note 34, at 51 and 304-306. That the right of self-determination should 
include the option of independent statehood where a people has been involved in a liberation struggle has 
been affirmed by the General Assembly which expressly endorsed the right of the Palestinians to 
self-determination 'without excluding the option of a State'. General Assembly Resolution A/Res./53/ 
136, 9 December 1998. In 1999, the European Union went further and affirmed the right of the 
Palestinians to self-determination 'including the option of a State'. Declaration of the European Union 
Surmnit, Berlin, 2 5 March 19 9 9. Compare the Declaration of the European Union, Cardiff, 16 June 199 8. 
Early resolutions on East Timar also refer to 'self-determination and independence'. See e.g. General 
Assembly Resolution 32/34, 28 November 1977. 
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Sahara). It is hardly surprising then that the (soon-to-be-textbook) definitional legacy 
of the Western Sahara Advisory Opinion should also depict self-determination 
exclusively in terms of a process: the right of a people to a free choice over its political 
and territorial destiny. 

Yet, whatever the Court's definitional emphasis on self-determination as process, it 
should be obvious that the right to a process does not exhaust the content of the right 
of self-determination under international law. To confer on a people a right of 'free 
choice' in the absence of more substantive entitlements - to territory, natural 
resources, etc. - would simply be meaningless. Clearly, the right of self-determi
nation cannot be exercised in a substantive vacuum. 

This is both implicit and explicit in the law. For example, implicit in any recognition 
of a people's right to self-determination is recognition of the legitimacy of that people's 
claim to a particular territory and/or set of resources. 64 Despite its textbook 
characterization as part of human rights law, the law of self-determination has always 
been bound up more with notions of sovereignty and title to territory than what we 
traditionally consider to be 'human rights'. More explicitly, the various international 
instruments make specific provision for additional substantive entitlements beyond 
the basic right of a people to exercise a free choice. And, while its normative contours 
are yet to be definitively settled, the following can be deduced as a non-exhaustive list 
of the substantive entitlements conferred on a people by virtue of the law of 
self-determination in the decolonization context: (a) the right to exist - demo
graphically and territorially-as a people;65 (b) the right to territorial integrity; 66 (c) 
the right to permanent sovereignty over natural resources; 67 (d) the right to cultural 
integrity and development; 68 and (e) the right to economic and social development. 69 

4 East Timor's Right of Self-Determination: Institutional 
Engagement 
It has thus far been established that, far from being excessively indeterminate, the 
right of self-determination has a discernible core content which confers two distinct 

64 It is this collective and ancestral attachment to the land that is often deemed to distinguish 'peoples' from 
'minorities', and self-determination from minority rights. See e.g. Brilmayer, 'Secession and Self
Detennination: A Territorial Interpretation', 16 Yale Journal ofinternational Law (1991) 1 77, especially at 
189. 

65 This would include the right not to be expelled from the land and not to be demographically manipulated 
through, say, the implantation of settlers. For a development of this argument, see Drew, 'Self
Determination, Population Transfer and the Middle East Peace Accords' , in S. Bowen (ed.), Human Rights, 

Self-Determination and Political Change in the Occupied Palestinian Territories (1997) 119. at 133. 
66 General Assembly Resolution 1514 (XV) 1960, para. 6. 
67 General Assembly Resolution 1803 (XVI) 1962: Article 1(2) of the International Covenant on Civil and 

Political Rights 1966 (ICCPR) and the International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights 
1966 (ICESCR); United Nations Council for Namibia, Decree on the Natural Resources of Namibia, 
(1974) 13 ILM 1513; Australia-Republic of Nauru, Settlement of the Case in the International Court of 
Justice Concerning Certain Phosphates Lands in Nauru, 20 August 1993, (1993) 32 ILM 1471. 

68 Universal Declaration of the Rights of Peoples, Algiers, July 1976, Articles 2, 9, 13, 14 and 15. 
69 This is expressly included in the standard definition of the right to self-determination. 
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sets of entitlements: self-determination as process and self-determination as sub
stance. Thus, as a colonial people, the East Timorese were entitled, not only to a 
particular process ( one that embodied a free choice over their political and territorial 
destiny), but- pending that process - a number of additional substantive rights ( e.g. 
the right to territorial integrity, demographic integrity, natural resources etc.). 70 

Now, usefully for pedagogical purposes-though not, as it turned out, for the East 
Timorese - both aspects of the East Timorese self-determination entitlement 
encountered high-level institutional engagement: self-determination as substance 
(natural resources) in the case brought by Portugal against Australia to the 
International Court of Justice in 1995; self-determination as process in the United 
Nations-sponsored 'popular consultation' of August 19 9 9. In considering each of 
these institutional moments by turn, it will be shown that, contrary to popular 
perception, there was as much a failure to implement the legal rules on self
determination in the United Nations-run popular consultation as in the ill-fated 
Portuguese application to the International Court of Justice. From a self-determi
nation perspective, an excavation of 'what-went-wrong' in relation to both aspects of 
the East Timorese self-determination entitlement - in these two distinct institutional 
settings - reveals deficiencies in the structure of the international legal order with 
ramifications for the law of peoples71 that extend beyond the territorial - or moral -
boundaries of East Timor. 

A Self-Determination as Substance: The International Court of Justice 
and the Case Concerning East Timor 

The first moment of institutional engagement to be considered is a highly legalistic 
one - the Case Concerning East Timar (Portugal v. Australia) before the International 
Court of Justice in 1995. 72 The background is well known. 73 In 1989, Australia 
entered into a treaty with Indonesia - the Timor Gap Treaty 74 - for the purpose of 
jointly exploring and exploiting the hydrocarbon resources of an area of East Timor' s 
continental shelf lying between East Timor and Australia (the Timor Gap). Portugal, 
in its capacity as continuing Administering Power (as recognized by some rather 
dated United Nations resolutions 75) brought an action against Australia 76 alleging 

70 On the relationship between process and substance pending the realization of self-determination, see 
Drew, 'The East Timar Popular Consultation: Self-Determination Denied', in Hedman, supra note 3, at 
5-6. 

71 I use this term to denote the body of international law applicable to peoples rather than, say, states, 
individuals or international organizations. Compare e.g. J. Rawls, The Law of Peoples (1999). 

72 Case Concerning East Timor (Portugal v. Australia), !CJ Reports (1995) 103. 
73 See the various essays dedicated to discussing the background and prognosis of the East Timor case in 

CllR/IPJET, International Law and the Question of East Timor, supra note 11. 
74 Australia/Indonesia Treaty on the Zone of Cooperation in an Area Between the Indonesian Province of 

East Timar and Northern Australia of 11 December 1989, (1990) 29 ILM 469. 
75 See e.g. General Assembly Resolution 3485 (XXX), 12 December 19 7 5; and Security Council Resolution 

384 (19 7 5), 22 December 19 7 5. For discussion, see Case Concerning East Timor (Portugal v. Australia), !CJ 
Reports (1995) 103, para. 15. 

76 No action could be brought against Indonesia as it had not accepted the compulsory jurisdiction of the 
International Court of Justice. 
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inter alia a breach both of its own rights as the Administering Power and the rights of 
the East Timorese people - namely, to self-determination and permanent sovereignty 
over natural resources. The outcome was as predictable 77 as it was disappointing. The 
case was dismissed on jurisdictional grounds. 78 The Court held - implicitly applying 
the Monetary Gold doctrine 79 - that it could not entertain the case 'in the absence of 
the consent of Indonesia', as any determination as to the legality of Australia's 
conduct would require a prior determination regarding the conduct of a third party 
not before the Court - Indonesia. 80 

The decision has been the subject of much subsequent discourse and criticism.81 

Elsewhere, 82 for example, it has been argued that the 'configuration' of the East Timar 
case was clearly distinguishable from that of Monetary Gold Removed from Rome and 
that the ICJ erred in departing from its earlier jurisprudence in the Phosphates Lands 
case.83 There is no intention to re-engage in the jurisdictional niceties of the Monetary 
Gold debate here. Rather, it is my intention to revisit the case from a self-determination 
perspective - beyond the narrow, statist, jurisdictional framework of the judgment 
- with a view to assessing what, in its wider aspects, the case reveals about the state 
of the international law of peoples. 

I The Elevation of Self-Determination as Process Over Self-Determination as 
Substance 

The first issue highlighted by the case, of concern to the self-determination enthusiast, 
is the tendency to elevate self-determination as process over self-determination as 
substance. Consider, for example, the Australian arguments on the merits. In response 
to the Portuguese claim that, by negotiating and concluding the Timor Gap Treaty, 
Australia had infringed the rights of the East Timorese to self-determination, Australia 
argued that its conclusion and implementation did not: 

hinder any act of self-determination of the people ofEast Timar ... Whatever the choice made, 

the conclusion of the Treaty does not prevent the exercise at some later date of the right of the 

77 Early warning of the potential procedural bar to the Portuguese case was given by Iain Scobbie at the 
IPJET conference in Lisbon in 1991. See Scobbie, 'The East Timor Case: The Implications of Procedure for 
Litigation Strategy', 9 Oil and Gas Law and Taxation Review (1991) 2 73; and Scobbie, 'The Presence ofan 
Absent Third: Procedural Aspects of the East Timor Case', in CIIR/IP)ET, International Law and the 
Question of East Timar, supra note 11, at 2 2 3. 

78 Case Concerning East Timar (Portugal v. Australia), ICJ Reports (1995) 103, para. 28. 
79 Monetary Gold Removed from Rome in 1943 (Italy v. France, United Kingdom, and United States of America), 

ICJ Reports (19 54) 19. For discussion of this doctrine - and the argument that this conclusion could 
have been avoided - see Scobbie and Drew, 'Self-Determination Undetermined: The Case o!East Timor', 
9 Leiden Journal of International Law (1996) 185, at 195-207. 

80 Indonesia had not lodged an application to intervene under Article 62 of the ICJ Statute. 
81 See e.g. Chinkin, 'The East Timor Case (Portugal v. Australia)', 45 International and Comparative Law 

Quarterly (1996) 712, at 724-725; and Scobbie and Drew, supra note 79. 
82 Scobbie and Drew, supra note 79, at 195-197. 

Certain Phosphate Lands in Nauru (Nauru v. Australia), ICJ Reports (1992) 240. For a discussion, see 
Scobbie and Drew, supra note 79, at 207-208. 
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people of East Timar freely to choose their future political status in accordance with 

arrangements approved by the UN.84 

In other words, as exploiting oil resources presented no obvious impediment to the 
process of exercising a future free choice, Australia had breached none of its 
international duties in relation to East Timor' s right of self-determination. 

This argument is clearly misconceived. It portrays self-determination as no more 
than a one-off right of a people to participate in a process - a free, political choice -
and ignores its core content of substantive entitlements (in this instance, the right of 
the Timorese to their oil). As Higgins argued in the oral pleadings, the effect of the 
Australian argument would be to empty the right of self-determination of any 
meaningful content. 85 Clearly, once it is recognized that self-determination entails 
substantive entitlements beyond the basic right to exercise a free choice, arguments 
that rely on such an artificial separation of process from substance are rendered 
logically untenable. 

Now, it could, of course, be countered that the Australian arguments tell us more 
about the litigation strategy of a particular respondent state than they do about any 
general trend in the international practice relating to the law of peoples. A wider 
review of state practice, however, reveals that the tendency to see self-determination as 
process as exhaustive of the legal content of the right of self-determination is confined 
neither to Australian courtroom posturing nor to East Timar. For example, Israeli 
settlements in the West Bank and Gaza Strip, which strike at the very core of the 
Palestinian self-determination entitlement- territory, resources, demography- are 
routinely debated in institutional fora without any recourse to the law on 
self-determination. Instead, Israeli settlement activity has been variously charac
terized as contrary to the Fourth Geneva Convention, 86 individual human rights 87 and 
the all-important peace process. 88 

It is my contention that the institutional failure to characterize settlements as a 
violation of the Palestinian right of self-determination belies a general misconception 
of self-determination as a right to a process devoid of substantive content. The 
consequences for the discourse on the peace process are manifest. Once the right of 

84 Australian Counter Memorial. para. 374. Australia further argued that 'a State can only breach the 
obligation to respect the right of a people to self-determination if its conduct prevents or hinders the 
exercise of the people of a non-self-governing territory of their right freely to determine their political 
status'. Ibid, at para. 375. 

85 Judge Higgins refers to this as 'legal deconstructionism'. See R. Higgins, Final Oral Argument, CR 9 5/13. 
86 See e.g. Security Council Resolution 452 (19 79), 20 July 19 79; Security Council Resolution 465 (1980), 

1 March 1980; General Assembly Resolution A/Res/ES-10/6; United Nations International Meeting on 
the Convening of the Conference on Measures to Enforce the Fourth Geneva Convention in the Occupied 
Palestinian Territory Including Jerusalem, Cairo, 14 and 15 June 1999, 
http://domino.un.org/UNSIPAL. 

87 See e.g. Commission on Human Rights Resolution E/CN4/Res./2000/8, 17 April 2000. For state 
practice, see e.g. the view of the United Kingdom at UKMlL, 59 British Yearbook of International Law 

(1988) 574-575; UKMIL, 64 British Yearbook of International Law (1993) 724. 
88 For numerous views of states to this effect. see e.g. Security Council debates, 'The Situation in the 

Occupied Arab Territories', 30 June 1998, S/PV 3900, 30 June 1998; General Assembly Resolution 
53/55, 3 December 1998; and the European Union Declaration, Brussels, 22 May 2000. 
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self-determination has been conceptually stripped of its core entitlements to territory 
and resources, it becomes possible - for states, institutions and commentators alike 
- to assert both the inalienable, jus cogens character of the Palestinian right to 
self-determination, and declare the future oflsraeli settlements as a matter for political 
negotiation; 89 to affirm the primacy of the right of self-determination, including the 
option of a state, and envisage a future for Israeli settlements on the West Bank.90 

Viewed in this contemporary light, how then as international lawyers do we 
respond to the Australian argument that the East Timorese right of self-determination 
emerged unscathed from the negotiation and conclusion of a treaty dedicated to the 
exploration and exploitation of East Timorese oil? Do we dismiss it as the courtroom 
strategy of a creative litigation team charged with representing a miscreant state? Or 
do we acknowledge that it reflects a more general trend in contemporary practice that 
unduly and selectively elevates self-determination as process over self-determination 
as substance, with deleterious consequences for the territory and resources of peoples 
from East Timor to the West Bank? 

2 The Elevation of the Substantive Rights of Peoples over the Procedural Rights of 
Peoples 

A second issue highlighted by the East Timar case concerns the relationship between 
the substantive rights of peoples and procedural rights of access (for peoples).91 As 
noted earlier, the decision to dismiss the East Timor case on jurisdictional grounds has 
drawn criticism from many quarters. Christine Chinkin, for example, has argued, 
rightly, that the outcome of the case reveals an inherent structural bias in the 
international law system that favours procedural requirements over substantive 
principles-Le. the procedural rights of absent third states over the substantive rights 
of peoples. 92 I want to take this analysis one step further and argue that from a 
self-determination perspective the case highlights a second structural bias in the 
international system; the elevation of substantive rights of peoples over procedural rights 
of peoples. Thus, while on a normative level, the right of self-determination has been 
declared by the International Court of Justice to be an obligation erga omnes,93 and is 

89 For an astonishing example of this, see e.g. Special Rapporteur Felber, 'Report on the Human Rights 
Situation in the Occupied Palestinian Territories Occupied Since 1967', E/CN.4/1995, 19 December 
1994. 

90 See e.g. Cassese, 'The Israel-PLO Agreement and Self-Determination', 4 European Journal of International 
Law (1993) 564, at 569. 

91 It should be stressed at the outset that here I am using the terms 'substantive' and 'procedural' to 
distinguish substantive legal principle from procedural rights such as locus standi. This is not to be 
confused with my earlier characterization of the content of the right of self-determination as comprising 
two distinct elements: self-determination a5 process and selFdetermlna.tion as substance. I am grateful to 
Thomas Franck for pointing out the potential for terminological confusion here. 

92 Chinkin, supra note 81, at 724-725. 
93 Case Concerning East Timar (Portugal v. Australia), !CJ Reports (1995) 103, para. 29. 
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frequently cited as a candidate for the elusive jus cogens status, 94 when it comes to 
issues of enforcement or procedural rights of access, the law on self-determination 
remains resolutely impoverished. 95 

Now it may, of course. simply be regarded as trite to point out that the East Timorese 
did not themselves have standing under the ICJ Statute to bring their case to the 
International Court ofJustice: that behind the case of Portugal v. Australia there was 
the shadow case of the East Timorese People v. the Republic of Indonesia. But, as 
international lawyers, are our critical faculties bound by the non-precedential 
injunctions of the ICJ Statute?96 How then do we regard Portugal's efforts to frame a 
case about East Timar in terms of its own - and vicarious - interests? Do we applaud 
the legal creativity of the Portuguese litigation team while admiring the sheer 
chutzpah of a state with a dubious colonial past? Or do we lament the strictures of an 
international legal order that make resort to such legal acrobatics necessary? In his 
separate opinion, Judge Vereshchetin argues that the East Timorese people consti
tuted an equally absent 'third party' .97 Do we muse on the irony that in this particular 
case the rights of an absent state (Indonesia) were upheld while those of the absent 
people (the East Timorese) remained per force beyond the jurisdictional reach of the 
Court? Or does it remind us that peoples have perennially been absent from the cases 
bearing their names - from South West Africa to the Western Sahara?98 

Perhaps we console ourselves that the explanation for the procedural exclusion of 
peoples lies in international law's statist past as reflected in the (now outdated) 1945 
Statute of the International Court of Justice. But what then of other ostensibly 
non-statist institutions? The current spate oflitigation against Turkey in the European 
Court of Human Rights arising out of the systematic persecution of the Kurdish 
people99 demonstrates the limitations oflitigating violations of peoples' rights through 
the prism of a human rights convention dedicated solely to the protection of the 
individual. On the standard account, the omission of a substantive provision on 

94 The jus cogens nature of self-determination was not argued by Portugal in the East Timor case, as this 
would have inevitably called into question the validity of the Timor Gap Treaty - thus (properly) 
triggering the application of the Monetary Gold doctrine. Article 53 of the 1969 Vienna Convention on 
the Law of Treaties. For the view that self-determination has attained jus cogens status, see e.g. Espiel. 
supra note 62, at paras 70-87; and Conunission on Human Rights, Resolution E/CN.4/RFS/2000/4, 7 
April 2000. 

95 For the opposite view, that procedural rights of peoples (participation and process) are elevated over 
substantive rights in the context of the indigenous debate, see Tennant, 'Indigenous Peoples, 
International Institutions, and the International Legal Literature 1945-1993', 16 Human Rights 
Quarterly (1994) 1, at 45-55. 

96 Article 59 of the ICJ Statute 1945. 
97 Case Concerning East Timar (Portugal v. Australia), !CJ Reports (1995) 103, Judge Vereshchetin, Separate 

Opinion, at 135. 
98 Thus, even in Advisory Opinions, the directly affected people -the Sahrawi -were excluded from the 

Court whereas even the most indirectly affected states were eligible to take part in the oral proceedings. 
See the Letter from the Registrar, 25 March 1975. In the end, Morocco, Mauritania, Zaire, Algeria and 
Spain elected to be represented in the oral proceedings before the Court. 

99 For a critical account of Western inaction in the face of 'ethnic cleansing' against the Kurds in Turkey, see 
N. Chomsky, The New Military Humanism: Lessons from Kosovo (1999) 51-63. 
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peoples' rights in early human rights instruments such as the European Convention 
on Human Rights, has been remedied in later, third generation provisions such as the 
pivotal Article 1 - on self-determination of peoples -in the International Covenant 
on Civil and Political Rights, 100 Yet, the ill-fated attempts of representatives of 
indigenous peoples - the Grand Captain of the Mikmaq101 and the Chief of the 
Lubicom Lake Band 102 - to bring claims against Canada under the Optional Protocol 
in respect of alleged violations of Article 1, remind us that the absence of an effective 
procedural mechanism for peoples to enforce the substantive right of self-determi
nation is as much a feature of ( third generation) human rights instruments 103 as of the 
(statist) International Court of Justice, 

Alternatively, if responsibility for the procedural exclusion of peoples from 
international fora lies as much with our human rights present as with our statist past, 
perhaps we seek comfort in the prospect of an inevitably more people-inclusive future, 
On this reasoning, just as the substantive law of self-determination of peoples made its 
pilgrim's progress from political postulate to legal super-norm, 104 so too, with time, 
our international legal structures can be reformed to accommodate, procedurally, the 
claims of peoples, All we need is more - and better - law, 105 In Katangese Peoples' 
Congress v. Zaire106 for example, a communication submitted by a representative of a 
people ( the President of the Katangese Peoples' Congress) alleging a denial of 
self-determination under Article 20(1) of the African Charter on Human and Peoples' 
Rights107 was received and considered (albeit negatively) by the African Commission 
on Human and Peoples' Rights.108 Could not the procedure of the African Commission 
be mobilized in support of a more general reform project? 

Yet the critical scholarship of Nathaniel Berman teaches us to treat with caution 
the view of history as the inexorable march oflegal progress. 109 In his body of work on 

l()() Article 1 oftheICCPR. For commentary, see D. McGoldrick, 'Commentary on Article l', in The Law of the 
Covenant (2002 forthcoming). 

101 Communication No. 78/1980, in Selected Decisions of the Human Rights Committee under the Optional 
Protocol, vol. 2, October 1982-April 1988, at 23. 

102 Ominayak v. Canada, Communication No. 16 7 / 19 84, Views of the Human Rights Committee, 2 6 March 
1990, UN Doc. CCPR/C/38/D 167/1984 (1990). 

103 For criticism, see e.g. Turpell, 'ludigenous Peoples' Rights of Political Participation and Self
Determination: Recent International Legal Developments and the Continuing Struggle for Recognition', 
25 Cornell International Law Journal (1992) 5 79, at 583-590. 

104 A. Cristescu, The Right to Self-Determination: Historical and Current Development on the Basis of United 
Nations Instruments (1981) 17-24. 

105 Kennedy, supra note 21. 
106 Katangese Peoples' Congress v. Zaire, Communication No. 75/92 , supra note 33. 
107 Article 20(1) of the African Charter of Human and Peoples' Rights 1981. 
108 Rules of Procedure of the African Commission on Human and Peoples' Rights, 6 October 1995, at 

www.oau-oua.org/oau_info/rules.htm. The Commission considered that there were no violations 
under the African Charter. 

109 Contesting the 'progress narrative' is a characteristic of the so-called 'New Approaches to International 
Law' (NAIL) stream of international legal scholarship. Cass, 'Navigating the New Stream: Recent Critical 
Legal Scholarship in International Law', 65 Nordic Journal of International Law (1996) 33 7. For a critique 
of 'history as progress' see e.g. Kennedy, 'The Disciplines of International Law and Policy', 12 Leiden 
Journal of International Law (1999) 9, at 91-101. 
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the legal history of nationalism, 110 Berman demonstrates the perennial ambivalence 
with which the international community has engaged the nationalist passions of 
peoples. m On this account, it is surely worth recalling that the system of minority 
protection under the League of Nations was criticized inter alia112 for its failure to 
provide locus standi to minority groups both at the Council of the League ofNationsm 
and at the Permanent Court oflnternational Justice.114 Viewed in this historical light, 
how then do we regard the procedural exclusion of peoples such as the East Timorese 
from international law fora such as the ICJ?115 Is it merely an oversight on the part of 
an international legal order otherwise dedicated to building a normative law of 
peoples? Or does it reflect a more deep-rooted ambivalence 116 about the place of 

no See e.g. Berman, 'Modernism, Nationalism and the Rhetoric of Reconstruction', 4 Yale Journal of Law and 
Humanities (1992) 351; Berman, "'But the Alternative is Despair": European Nationalism and the 
Modernist Renewal of International Law', 106 Harvard Law Review (1993) 1792; Berman, 'Between 
Alliance and Localisation: Nationalism and the New Oscillationism', 26 New York University Journal of 
International Law and Politics (1994) 449; and Berman, 'The International Law of Nationalism: Group 
Identity and Legal History', in D. Wippman (ed.), International Law and Ethnic Conflict (1998) 25. 

111 Berman, 'Perilous Ambivalence: Nationalist Desire, Legal Autonomy, and the Limits of the Interwar 
Framework', 33 Harvard Journal of International Law (1992) 353. 
The view of the minorities states was of course the opposite: that the League system had conceded 'too 
much to minority groups'. LL. Claude, National Minorities (1955) 33. 

113 Although the League established procedures to allow minority groups to petition the Council directly, 
this was of no legal effect unless endorsed by a member of the League Council. See Tittoni Report of 2 2 
October 1920, Report 1, League of Nations Official Journal 8, 9 (1920). For an explanation of the decision 
not to accord locus standi, see Report of the Committee Instituted by the Council Resolution of 7 March 
1929, League of Nations Official Journal Spee. Supp, (1929) 73. An important exception was the Geneva 
Convention Concerning Upper Silesia 1922. For discussion, see Berman, "'But the Alternative is 
Despair'", supra note ll0, at 1897. 

114 A draft Article of the Polish Treaty, proposed by Lord Robert Cecil in 1919, which would have allowed 
Polish national minorities a direct right of appeal to the Permanent Court of International Justice, was 
rejected by the UK and France, See J, Robinson, 0, Karback et al., Were the Minorities Treaties a Failure? 
(1943) 135-138. See also, on this point, Berman, "'But the Alternative is Despair"', supra note ll0, at 
1860, especially note 295; and P. Thornberry, International Law and the Rights of Minorities (1991) 
38-54, 

ns An important exception is of course the Working Group on Indigenous Populations established by 
ECOSOC Resolution 1982/34, 7 May 1982. For discussion, see Maivan Clech Lam, 'Making Room for 
Peoples at the United Nations: Thoughts Provoked by Indigenous Claims for Self-Determination by 
Nations', 25 Cornell International Law Journal (1992) 603, at 619-620. It was precisely this lack of 
institutional access for peoples generally in the international system that led to the founding of the 
Unrepresented Peoples' Organization (UNPO) in 1991. See http://www.unpo.org. 

116 Berman, 'Modernism, Nationalism and the Rhetoric of Reconstruction', supra note 110. This is also 
reflected in the proposal of the Committee on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights to exclude questions 
relating to the right of self-determination from the individual right to submit communications under the 
proposed draft optional protocol to the International Covenant on Economic Social and Cultural Rights. 
It was stated that this could involve a 'grave danger of the procedure being misused', 'Report of the 
Committee on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights to the Commission on Human Rights on a Draft 
Optional Protocol for the Consideration of Communications in Relation to the International Covenant on 
Economic, Social and Cultural Rights', AnnextoE/CN.4/1997/105, 18 December 1996, para. 24. Chris 
Tennant's argument, that in the context of indigenous rights the opposite is true and there is a 
prioritization of procedural rights - participation and process - over substantive rights (i.e. no 
recognized right to self-determination), merely confirms the existence of the ambivalence. Tennant, supra 
note 95. 
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nationalist claims in international law that has survived ostensible 'progress' at both 
doctrinal and institutional levels: from minority rights, to peoples' rights; and from the 
paternalistic League of Nations, to the more 'enlightened' United Nations? 

B Self-Determination as Process: The United Nations and the August 
1999 Popular Consultation 

The second institutional encounter I wish to consider is between East Timor's right to 
self-determination as process, and the United Nations-sponsored popular consultation 
of August 1999 .117 This may seem a strange choice of moment for critical scrutiny. If 
the encounter with the International Court of Justice was widely hailed as a 
disappointment, the popular consultation has been generally celebrated as the 
implementation of East Timar' s long overdue right of self-determination. ns On this, 
now standard, account the image of the East Timorese turning out in their droves to 
vote at United Nations polling stations in the face of threats from marauding 
militias119 and Indonesian security forces bears testimony to the tenacity, not only of 
the East Timorese people. but of the international community faced with a 
suppression of the 'irrepressible' 120 right of self-determination. 

Yet for the self-determination formalist, the United Nations chapter of the East 
Timar Story is as troubling as its judicial counterpart. Questions abound. Why did the 
East Timorese require to be tenacious? Why were there 'marauding militias' and 
illegally occupying Indonesian security forces? In the era of the much-vaunted right of 
democratic governance 121 are not votes - especially United Nations-sponsored ones 
- supposed to be conducted in an atmosphere which is 'free and fair'? And given the 
presence of marauding militias and the Indonesian army, why did the United Nations 
deploy a civilian mission and not, for example, a military peace-keeping force? 

1 The Background to the New York Accords 

For international lawyers, the background to the August 1999 popular consultation 
should be well known. Since July 1983, 122 the good offices function of the United 
Nations Secretary-General had been deployed - to little avail - to assist Portugal 
and Indonesia to find an 'acceptable solution' to the Question of East Timar. 

117 I have argued elsewhere, in advance of the popular consultation. that the proposed arrangements failed 
to accord with international law. Drew, supra note 70. 

118 Portugal, for example, stated that the New York Accords met Portugal's objectives by recognizing the 
right of self-determination of the East Timorese. See Note Verbale, 2 June 1999 from Charge d'affaires of 
the Permanent Mission of Portugal to the United Nations addressed to the Secretary-General , A/ 54/121, 
3 June 1999. 

119 On the deleterious effects of the militia campaign of intimidation from January 1999 to August 1999, see 
e.g. 'Question ofEast Timar, Progress Report of the Secretary-General', A/54/654, 13 December 1999, 
paras 18-20. 

120 Case Concerning East Timar (Portugal v. Australia), !CJ Reports (1995) 103, para. 29. 
121 Franck, 'The Emerging Right to Democratic Governance', 8 6 American Journal of International Law ( 19 9 2) 

46. 
122 The General Assembly requested the Secretary-General to initiate consultation with all parties directly 

concerned with a view to exploring avenues for achieving a comprehensive settlement of the problem. 
See General Assembly Resolution 37/30, 23 November 1982. 
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With the fall of General Suharto in Indonesia in May 1998, 123 negotiations 
intensified,124 and in October 1998 the United Nations Secretary-General presented 
Indonesia and Portugal with a detailed draft constitutional framework for 'wide
ranging autonomy' in East Timor within the Republic of Indonesia. 125 Dispute over 
the autonomy plan centred less on the constitutional details than on whether East 
Timor's autonomy within Indonesia would constitute a final status (the Indonesian 
position) or an interim status pending a future act of self-determination by the East 
Timorese people (the Portuguese and East Timor leadership position).126 

The deadlock was resolved when - in an astonishing turnaround - on 2 7 
January 19 9 9, President Habibie announced that, if the people of East Timor declined 
the Indonesian offer of autonomy, Indonesia would be prepared to 'let East Timor 
go'. 127 It was this Habibie-led128 volte face in Indonesian policy that paved the way for 
the conclusion of the historic New York Accords of 5 May 1999 between Portugal, 
Indonesia and the United Nations. 129 

2 The Structure of the New Yark Accords 

Hailed by the United Nations Secretary-General as providing an historic opportunity 
for a 'just, comprehensive and internationally acceptable solution to the question of 
East Timor', 130 the New York Accords comprised three separate agreements. First, the 
General Agreement, 131 between Portugal and Indonesia, set forth the lynchpin 
principle: to request the United Nations Secretary-General to conduct a 'popular 
consultation' to ascertain whether the East Timorese people would accept or reject a 
constitutional framework for autonomy 132 within the Republic of Indonesia. To assist 
in this task, the Secretary-General was requested to establish an 'appropriate' United 
Nations Assistance Mission for East Timor (UNAMET).133 UNAMET was duly 
established by the Security Council on 11 June 1999. 134 

The two supplementary agreements were tripartite - between Portugal, Indonesia 
and the United Nations - and dealt with the modalities for the popular consultation 

123 Suharto was forced to resign on 21 May 1998. On the economic and political background to the 
resignation, see Taylor, 'Indonesia and the Transition in East Timor', in Hedman, supra note 3, at 13. 

124 In June 1998, President Habibie offered a 'special status' to East Timor within the Republic oflndonesia. 
This was rejected by Bishop Belo and Xanana Gusmao. See Taylor, supra note 123, at 15. 

125 For background, see 'Question of East Timar, Progress Report', supra note 119, at para. 3. 
126 Ibid, at para. 2. 
127 'Sudden Impact', Far Eastern Economic Review, 11 February 1999, at 19; Taylor, supra note 123; 

'Question ofEast Timor, Progress Report', supra note 119, at para. 4. 
128 On the background to Habibie's decision, see Taylor, supra note 123, at 16. 
129 For further details on the steps leading to the signing ceremony in New York, see 'Question ofEast Timor, 

Progress Report', supra note 119, at paras 5-9. 
130 Report of the Secretary-General, 'The Question ofEast Timor', S/1995/513, 5 May 1999, para. 1. 
131 General Agreement, supra note 11. 
132 Ibid, Article 1. The Constitutional Framework was appended to the General Agreement. 
133 Ibid, Article 2. 
134 Security Council Resolution 1246 (1999), 11 June 1999, para. 1. 
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(the 'Modalities Agreement" 135) and the security arrangements (the 'Security 
Agreement' 136 ). The Modalities Agreement regulated such operational issues as the 
date of the ballot, the question to be put to the voters, voter entitlement, the timetable 
for the consultation process and so forth. 137 The Security Agreement crucially laid 
down a second lynchpin principle: that a 'secure environment devoid of violence or 
other forms of intimidation is a prerequisite for the holding of a fair and free ballot' .138 

Curiously, however, given their penchant for human rights abuses against the East 
Timorese, responsibility for ensuring the security environment was assigned, not to 
the United Nations, but to the 'appropriate' Indonesian security authorities. 139 

3 The New York Accords: Legal Rights or Pragmatic Compromise? 

It is my contention that with the shift from the ICJ to the UN - from self
determination as substance, to self-determination as process - the East Timar Story 
took, what David Kennedy might call, an 'anti-formalist turn' 140 - from legal 
formalism to institutional pragmatism. This becomes clear ifwe contest two standard 
assumptions that underpin discussion/analysis of the popular consultation and the 
violence that erupted in the wake of the announcement of the pro-independence 
results on 3 September 1999: first, that the popular consultation amounted to an 
exercise of the right of self-determination in accordance with the rules of international 
law; secondly, that the violence of September/October was aberrational and arose 
only in violation - rather than as a predictable consequence - of the New York 
Accords. 

4 The New York Accords and the Right to Free Choice 

We have seen that the 'essential feature' of self-determination as process is the right of 
a people to exercise a free choice. Thus, in order to be certified 'self-determination
compliant' it must be shown that the New York Accords met the test of providing the 

135 Agreement Regarding the Modalities for the Popular Consultation of the East Timorese Through a Direct 
Ballot (Modalities Agreement), A/ 53/9 51, Annex II of the Report of the Secretary-General, S/1999/ 513, 
supra note 11. 

136 East Timar Popular Consultation Agreement Regarding Security (Security Agreement) A/53/951, 
Annex Ill of the Report of the Secretary-General, S/1999/513, supra note ll. 

137 For discussion, see Secretary-General Report, S/1999/531, para. 4. 
138 Security Agreement, Article 1. 
139 Article 1 of the Security Agreement provided, inter alia, that responsibility for the security environment 

'as well as for the general maintenance oflaw and order rests with the appropriate Indonesian security 
authorities. The absolute neutrality of the TNI [the Indonesian armed forces] and the Indonesian Police is 
essential in this regard.' Article 3 of the General Agreement, supra note ll, provided that: 'The 
Government of Indonesia will be responsible for maintaining peace and security in East Tim or in order to 
ensure that the popular consultation is carried out in a fair and peaceful way in an atmosphere free of 
intimidation, violence or interference from any side' (emphasis added). Part G of the Modalities 
Agreement provided that 'the Indonesian authorities will ensure a secure environment for a free and fair 
popular consultation and will be responsible for the security of the United Nations personnel'. 

14° Kennedy, supra note 21. 
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people of East Timar with a true free choice as required by international law. And, 
while the precise meaning of 'free choice' is not expressly defined, it seems obvious 
that in order to be meaningful the designation 'free' must relate to both the range of 
choices offered and the conditions under which the choice was to be exercised. 

( a) The range of choices: the ballot question 

The question of the range of choices has been touched on earlier. We have seen that 
General Assembly Resolution 1541 141 provides for three weighted options: indepen
dent statehood, free association, or integration with an independent state. The 1970 
Declaration Concerning Friendly Relations 142 reiterates these three options and adds a 
fourth: 'or the emergence into any other political status freely determined by a 
people'. 143 By contrast, on any reasonable interpretation, the question put to the East 
Timorese people seems unduly circumscribed and weighted in favour of one particular 
option: autonomy. As provided by the Modalities Agreement, 144 the question put to 
the East Timorese voters on 30 August 1999 was: 

Do you accept the proposed special autonomy for East Timar within the Unitary State of the 

Republic of Indonesia? ACCEPT 

OR 

Do you reject the proposed special autonomy for East Tinlor, leading to East Tinlor's separation 

from Indonesia? REJECT 

Thus, rather than present the East Timorese with a range of positive choices in 
neutral terms - say, integration with Indonesia, autonomy within Indonesia or 
independent statehood - the ballot question effectively offered a single choice -
autonomy-on a take-it-or-leave-it basis. Independent statehood was not offered as a 
positive option in its own right, but rather put in a cameo appearance as 'East Timar' s 
separation from Indonesia', and as a negative consequence of rejecting 'special 
autonomy'. 

But perhaps it will be objected that this line of argument is excessively formalistic. It 
cannot seriously be suggested that the East Timorese were unaware of the true 
self-determination options on offer: the Republic of Indonesia (integration) v. the Republic 
of East Timar (independence). UNAMET ran a faultless electoral educational pro
gramme145 and the East Timorese themselves clearly grasped the point and voted in 
their droves. Yet, as international lawyers, how do we view the United Nations 
Secretary-General's decision to sign up to an agreement where a 'popular consul
tation' on 'special autonomy' displaced the traditional 'referendum' on 'self-

141 United Nations General Assembly Resolution 1541 (XV) 1960. Resolution 1541 is expressly recalled in 
the preamble of Security Council Resolution 1236 (1999), 7 May 1999. 

142 United Nations General Assembly Resolution 2625 (XXV) 1970. 
143 Ibid. 
144 Modalities Agreement, Part B. 
145 On UNAMET public information activities in advance of the ballot, see e.g. UN Secretary-General Report, 

Question of East Timar, S/1999/803, 20 July 1999, para. 8. On 12 October 2000, UNAMET was 
(deservedly) awarded the Elie Wiesel Ethics Award for its role in facilitating the popular consultation. 
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determination', 146 and where the positive desire for independent statehood of the vast 
majority ofEast Timorese was expressed in the negative language ofrejection? Are we 
pragmatic in the face of realpolitik? Do we point out that the actual wording of the 
ballot question isn't what is important, that for Indonesia a 'popular consultation' was 
the only politically palatable option, and that in any event it all came right in the end? 
Or do we at least acknowledge that self-determination is about process, not outcomes, 
and that in signing up to the New York Accords the United Nations departed from its 
own decolonization practice, which, as we have seen, favours independent statehood 
as a self-determination option? 

(b) The conditions for the choice: the security environment 

But even if we accept that, while the language may have been disappointing, the 
ballot question put to the East Timorese on 30 August 1999 nonetheless offered a 
range of political options sufficient to constitute a 'free choice' under international law 
( though we would have to agree that those East Timorese who favoured the status quo 
- full integration without autonomy - were effectively disenfranchised) the New 
York Accords manifestly failed at the second free choice hurdle: the conditions under 
which that choice was to be exercised, 

It is axiomatic that the exercise of a free choice through a referendum or a plebiscite 
requires conditions conducive to a fair and free vote. 147 And, prima facie, this is 
recognized by the New York Accords. As we have seen, Article 1 of the Security 
Agreement provided that the prerequisite for holding a 'fair and free ballot' was a 
'secure environment devoid of violence or other forms of intimidation' .148 The task of 
vouchsafing that secure environment fell to the United Nations Secretary-General. 
Thus Article 3 of the Security Agreement provided that, prior to the start of 
registration of voters, the Secretary-General shall 'ascertain, based on the objective 
evaluation of the United Nations mission, that the necessary security situation exists 
for the peaceful implementation of the consultation process' .149 Guidance as to what 
exactly would constitute 'the necessary security situation' was provided in the 
accompanying Secretary-General's report: 

the bringing of armed civilian groups under strict control and the prompt arrest and 

prosecution of those who incite or threaten to use violence, a ban on rallies by armed groups 

while ensuring the freedom of association and expression of all political forces and tendencies, 

the redeployment of Indonesian military forces and the immediate institution of a process of 

laying down of arms by all armed groups to be completed well in advance of the holding of the 

ballot. 150 

146 In her study of the inter-war plebiscites, Sarah Wambaugh draws a distinction between 'popular 
consultations' and the 'regular plebiscite'. See S. Wambaugh, Plebiscites Since the World War (1933) 
Preface and Appendix. 

147 See e.g. Security Council Resolution 628 (1989), 16 January 1989, in relation to Namibia. 
148 Security Agreement, Article 1. 
149 Ibid, Article 3. 
150 Report of the Secretary-General, The Question of East Timor, S/1999/513, supra note 11, para. 6. 

UNAMET was also mandated to monitor 'the fairness of the political environment' and to ensure 'the 
freedom of all political and other non-governmental organizations to carry out their activities'. Security 
Council Resolution 1246 (1999) 11 June 1999, para. 4. 
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The ballot was originally scheduled for Sunday 8 August 1999. 151 However, on 22 
June, following reports of widespread intimidation and violence against pro
independence supporters by pro-integration militias, the Secretary-General rightly 
determined that the 'necessary security situation' did not exist and postponed the start 
of the registration process for three weeks. 152 Indonesia and Portugal agreed to a 
two-week postponement of the ballot. 153 On 14 July 19 9 9, following reports offurther 
militia violence and intimidation, including a series of attacks against UNAMET 
convoys and personnel. the Secretary-General again determined that he was unable 
to attest to the necessary security situation. 154 But this time, 'undeterred by the 
intimidation', he decided that the registration process should nevertheless begin. 155 

Finally, on 28 July 1999, the Secretary-General informed the Security Council that 
the date of the consultation had been postponed to 30 August 1999. 156 No subsequent 
determination that the 'necessary security situation' existed was ever made. 

But if, for the Secretary-General, the thorny political question 157 in the lead-up to 
the ballot was whether the security situation on the ground measured up to Article 1 
of the Security Agreement (and, if not, whether to go ahead anyway), for the 
self-determination formalist the question is whether the security arrangements in the 
Accords measured up to what is required by international law. In other words, did the 
terms of the New York Accords provide for conditions conducive to an exercise of a free 
choice? And it is my contention, as argued in advance of the ballot, 158 that the 

151 Modalities Agreement, Part A. This was later moved to Saturday, 7 August 1999 at the behest of the 
Indonesians. 

152 Report of the Secretary-General Question ofEast Timar, S/1999/705, 22 June 1999, paras 12 and 19; 
'Question o!East Timar, Progress Report', supra note 119, at para. 21. 

153 Ibid, at para. 20. 
154 See Letter to Security Council, 14 July 1999, S/1999/788. For details of the various attacks against 

UNAMET, see 'Question ofEast Timar, Progress Report', supra note 119, at para. 21. 
155 Letter to Security Council, 14 July 1999, S/1999/788. Registration began on 16 July 1999. See UN 

Secretary-General Report, Question of East Timar, S/1999/803, 20 July 1999, para. 1. The 
Secretary-General states that the decision to commence registration was based on 'positive assurances' 
by the Indonesians that the security situation would improve. Ibid, at para. 25. On 26 July 1999, the 
Secretary-General again wrote to the Security Council: 'The security conditions remained inadequate 
with ongoing intimidation by armed militia groups ... and the inability of tens of thousands of internally 
displaced persons to return to their homes in safety. Further action to bring armed groups under control 
is essential.' But he nonetheless took the decision to continue with the registration of voters. See Letter 
Dated 26 July 1999 from the Secretary-General Addressed to the President of the Security Council, 
S/1999/822, 26 July 1999. 

156 See Letter Dated 28 July 1999 from Secretary-General Addressed to the President of the Security Council, 
S/1999/830, 28 July 1999. As a consequence, the Security Council authorized a one-month extension 
ofUNAMET's mandate until 30 September 1999. Security Council Resolution 1257 (1999), 3 August 
1999. 

157 The Secretary-General made explicit the dilemma: 'The prospect of achieving greater security through 
delaying the process or indeed halting it had to be weighed carefully against the risk of depriving the 
people of East Timar of the historic opportunity afforded by the Agreements. It was by no means certain 
that should the timetable shift by too great a margin the consultation would be held at all.' 'Question of 
East Timar, Progress Report', supra note 119, at para. 24. 

158 Drew, supra note 70. 
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Accords' injunction that there be an environment 'devoid of intimidation' 159 was 
always going to be thwarted, not only by the external situation on the ground - the 
marauding militias, the Indonesian military- but also by two failings integral to the 
Agreements. 

First, there was no obligation on Indonesia to withdraw 160 - or even to redeploy
its military forces in the lead-up to the ballot. Although Indonesian troop redeploy
ment was listed by the Secretary-General as one of the main elements of the 'necessary 
security situation' 161 any corresponding treaty provision in the New York Accords is 
conspicuous only by its absence. That the 'neutralization' of a territory - including 
the removal of the armed forces of the former power - is an essential condition for a 
free vote has long been established in international practice - from the League of 
Nations supervised plebiscites of the inter-war period162 to the more recent 
decolonization practice of the United Nations. As regards the latter, for example, the 
UN settlement plan for Namibia 163 provided for a reduction in South African Defence 
Forces (SADF) to I.SOO troops (who were to be confined to base), and the withdrawal 
of SADF troops began seven months ahead of the elections. 164 Similarly, MINURSO's 
mandate in Western Sahara includes verifying Moroccan troop reduction and 
monitoring the confinement of Moroccan and POLISARIO troops to designated areas 
ahead of the self-determination referendum. 165 By contrast, in East Timor, Indonesia 
retained a military presence of an estimated 18,000 troops throughout the period of 
the popular consultation. 166 

The second failing of the New York Accords was that there was no provision for the 
deployment of a United Nations peacekeeping force to ensure security and monitor the 
vote. Rather, as we have seen, Article 1 of the Security Agreement, paradoxically, 
assigned responsibility for the security situation to the 'appropriate Indonesian 

159 Security Agreement, Article 1. 
160 A recommendation for withdrawal of 'some' Indonesian forces from East Timor in the period leading up 

to the consultation was rejected by Indonesia. See 'Question o!East Timor, Progress Report', supra note 
119, at para. 11. 

161 Report of the Secretary-General, The Question o!East Timor, S/1999/513, supra note 11, para. 6. 
162 Thus Wambaugh wrote of the inter-war plebiscites that: 'It is ... a great advance that in all European 

plebiscites ... the principle of neutralization was so far recognized that in every case the troops of the former 
owner were evacuated and an international commission was established to administer the plebiscite, with 
complete power over the administration of the area.' Wambaugh, supra note 146, at 443. Even before the 
Second World War, Wambaugh reports that troop evacuation - though not the neutral commission -
had become established practice in conducting plebiscites. Ibid, at 444. See also for discussion, Berman, 
'Modernism, Nationalism and the Rhetoric of Reconstruction', supra note 110. 

163 Approved in Secnrity Conncil Resolution 435 (1978), 29 September 1978. 
164 26 UN Chronicle 0une 1989) 12. 
165 Similarly, MINURS0's mandate in the Western Sahara includes verifying Moroccan troop reduction and 

monitoring the confinement of Moroccan and P0LISARIO troops to designated areas ahead of the 
referendum. MJNURS0's mandate was most recently extended in Security Council Resolution 1349 
(2001 ), 2 7 April 2001. 

166 According to Xanana Gusmao, 12 battalions oflndonesian troops entered East Timar from West Timar in 

the aftermath of the announcement of the vote in favour of independence. Report of the Secnrity Council 
Mission to Jakarta and Dili 8-12 September 1999, S/1999/976, para. 3. Phased Indonesian troop 
withdrawal began only after the deployment of!NTERFET on 20 September 1999. 
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authorities'. This is simply unfathomable. 167 As a matter of historical record, the 
Indonesian military' s penchant for human rights abuse against the East Timorese had 
been matched only by its flagrantly pro-integrationist agenda. Although official 
confirmation 168 was lacking at the time of concluding the New York Accords, there 
was nonetheless a wealth of evidence169 to support the claims of East Timorese and 
other observers' 70 that the Indonesian military was responsible for the pro-integration 
militias, which, from January 1999, had been wreaking such havoc in the territory. 
In short - as borne out by the direct involvement of the Indonesian military and 
police in the September 1999 violence171 - to assert the need for a security 
environment devoid of intimidation and violence, and then to assign responsibility for 
securing that environment to Indonesia, was positively oxymoronic. 172 

Moreover, again it is out of step with United Nations practice in self-determination 
situations involving military occupation and armed conflict, which favours the 
deployment of a United Nations peacekeeping force to monitor the ballot. 173 In 
Namibia, for example, UNTAG included a 4,900-strong military contingent with a 
mandate inter alia to monitor the reduction of SADF, disarm militias and monitor the 
confinement of arms and ammunition. 174 It is simply unimaginable that the United 
Nations would have agreed to hold elections in Namibia in the absence of a 

167 The explanation given by the Secretary-General was that Indonesia made it clear that 'it could not accept 

any dilution of its overall responsibility for security'. See 'Question of East Timar, Progress Report', supra 
note 119, at para. 11. 

168 The Security Council Mission that was deployed in the immediate aftermath of the September 1999 
violence reported that it was in no doubt that 'large elements' of Indonesian military and police 
authorities 'had been complicit in organizing and supporting the action of the militias'. Report of the 
Security Council Mission to Jakarta and Dili 8-12 September 1999, S/1999/976, para. 3. See also 
KPP-HAM's report which reveals the existence of a cable sent on 5 May 1999 (the day of the signing of 
the New York Accords) by the Deputy Chief of Staff of ABRI, Brigadier-General Jhoni Lumintang, 
instructing the commander of the regional military command in Bali to be prepared to take repressive 
measures if the decision went in favour of independence, and to prepare for the evacuation of the 
population. For discussion of this and other documentary evidence collected by Komnas HAM, see Tapol, 
the Indonesian Human Rights Campaign, 'Ending the Cycle of Impunity: Can the East Timor 
Investigations Pave the Wayl', 24 January 2000. 
See generally Hedman, 'The Rise of the Paramilitaries: Violence and the Vote in East Timor', in Hedman, 
supra note 3, at 26. See also Report of the Secretary-General. S/1999/595, 22 May 1999, para. 23. 

170 See e.g. Amnesty International, 'Paramilitary Attacks Jeopardize East Timor's Future', ASA 21 /26/99, 
16 April 1999; Amnesty International, 'East Timor: ABRI Must Stop the Paramilitary Units', ASA 
21/30/99, 17 April 1999. In June 1999, the Far Eastern Economic Review revealed the contents ofa letter 
classified as 'very secret' in which the head of a militia requested the local military commander to 'release' 

530 million rupah (US$71,000) for the purchase of 100 automatic rifles. Far Eastern Economic Review, 
24 June 1999. 

171 Report of the Security Council Mission to Jakarta and Dili 8-12 September 1999, para. 3. 
172 Drew, supra note 70. 
173 See e.g. Security Council Resolution 435 (1978), 29 September 1978, establishingUNTAG to oversee the 

Namibian independence process and Security Council Resolution 690 (1991), 29 April 1991 
establishing MINURSO to administer the - much postponed - Western Sahara referendum. Even 
outside the decolonization context, there is a growing practice of United Nations deployment of 
peacekeeping missions to monitor elections. 

174 For details, see 43 Yearbook of the United Nations (1989) 789. 



Annex 143

The East Timar Story: International Law on Trial 679 

peacekeeping force - far less to assign the principal security role to the 'appropriate' 
South African security authorities, Was there a principled basis for distinguishing the 
situation in East Timar? 

As international lawyers, how then do we respond to the news that the United 
Nations signed up to an agreement that was per se inimical to a free vote 'devoid of 
intimidation and violence'? Perhaps we focus on what actually happened: 98,6 per 
cent of registered East Timorese175 turned out to vote and the day itself was relatively 
violence-free, 176 Are we post facto pragmatists who applaud 177 the bravery of the East 
Timorese who - like the United Nations Secretary-General - were clearly 
'undeterred by the intimidation' ?178 Or do we reflect that given the consequences of a 
vote in favour of special autonomy within Indonesia - the removal of East Timar 
from the list of non-self-governing territories, its deletion from the international 
agenda 179 - it was simply unacceptable that a United Nations-sponsored ballot 
should be conducted under less than optimal conditions? The outcome of the vote was 
78.5 per cent in favour of rejecting autonomy. 180 Do we celebrate the pro
independence result, relieved that in the end there was no doubt that it reflected the 
'genuine free expression of the will'181 of the East Timorese people? Or, do we remind 
ourselves once again that self-determination is about process not outcomes, and that, 
in any event, to focus exclusively on the ballot result as the one 'happy ending' to the 
East Timar Story is distorting as it diverts attention away from the other - less happy 
- outcomes 182 on the ground. The violence that erupted on 3 September 1999 had 
been predicted by human rights groups and by the East Timorese as the inevitable 
consequence of the United Nations failure to secure Indonesian troop withdrawal or 

175 446,953. 
176 While there was no widespread violence, two East Timorese UNAMET staff members were killed by 

pro-integration militias. 
177 'I congratulate the people of East Timor ... for the perseverance and courage they have shown, 

particularly in the face of large-scale intimidation and violence that characterized the decisive final stages 
of the process.' Secretary-General, 'Question ofEast Timor, Progress Report', supra note 119, at para. 47. 

178 Letter to Security Council of 14 July 1999, S/1999/788. 
179 According to Article 5 of the General Agreement, supra note 11, in the event that the Secretary-General 

had determined that the East Timorese had voted for special autonomy: 'the Government of Portugal 
shall initiate within the United Nations the procedures necessary for the removal ofEast Timor from the 
List of Non-Self-Governing Territories of the General Assembly and the deletion of the question of East 
Timor from the agendas of the Security Council and the General Assembly.' 

180 344,580: 21.5 per cent voted for autonomy. 
181 This is the test laid down for self-determination by the !CJ in the Western Sahara Advisory Opinion, !CJ 

Reports (1975) 12. For the East Timor popular consultation, an Independent Electoral Commission 
(consisting of 'three eminent jurists with extensive experience in the field of electoral processes') was 
established to observe the entire consultation process. After a judicial review following complaints of 
irregularities, it concluded that 'the popular consultation had been procedurally fair and in accordance 
with the New York Agreements and consequently provided an accurate reflection of the will of the people 
ofEast Timor'. See 'Question ofEast Timor, Progress Report', supra note 119, at paras 17 and 31. 

182 It is estimated that 250,000 refugees fled to West Timor. For further details of the 'humanitarian 
catastrophe' that resulted from the September 1999 violence, see 'Report of the Secretary-General on the 
United Nations Transitional Administration in East Timor', 2/2000/ 53, 26 January 2000, paras 29-39. 
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deploy peacekeepers. 183 The death of East Timorese and UNAMET personnel. the 
wholesale destruction of villages and towns, and the 'humanitarian catastrophe' of 
250,000 East Timorese refugees are directly attributable to these failings of the New 
York Accords. 

5 From Formalism to Pragmatism: Dispensing with Two Possible Defences 

It can thus be seen that the New York Accords failed to provide for a free choice 
sufficient to comply with the international legal rules on self-determination as 
process. 184 As such, contrary to the standard account, it is my contention that they are 
more accurately viewed as a product of pragmatic compromise rather than any 
principled application of the rules on self-determination of peoples.185 Yet perhaps as 
international lawyers we will only be comforted to learn that the East Timor Accords 
represented an abdication rather than an application of the international legal rules. 
Once it is established that the institutional move from the International Court of 
Justice to the United Nations was characterized by a shift from (legal) formalism to 
(more political?) pragmatism, could it not be argued that the burden ofresponsibility 
for 'what-went-wrong' also shifts -from law onto, say, politics? On this analysis, the 
New York Accords could be seen, not so much as a failure of law, but rather a failure to 
implement law. 

One can imagine the following line of argument could be marshalled by 
international lawyers in defence of our discipline: the failure of the UN and Portugal to 
ensure Indonesian troop withdrawal or the deployment of United Nations peacekeep
ing troops under the terms of the New York Accords as required by law, was due to a 
lack of political will on the part of Indonesia and/ or powerful/influential states 186 who 
were in a position to bring pressure to bear upon Indonesia. Similarly, the Security 
Council's eventual decision to deploy a multilateral force in accordance with 
international law (with Indonesian consent) was due to a change in the political will 
of Indonesia and/ or those same key states (in turn, of course, brought about by the 
September violence and its extensive media coverage 187 ). Ergo, international law was 
no more than an innocent bystander at the Timorese slaughter. 188 

In short, does not establishing that in the United Nations chapter of the East Timor 
Story there was a failure to comply with the rules on self-determination as process, 

183 The United Nations Secretary-General has stated that the United Nations anticipated 'some difficulties, 
some violence' but not the 'total and wanton destruction of everything in sight'. See the interview with 
Kofi Annan in Far Eastern Economic Review, 24 February 2000, at 25. 

184 Notwithstanding the references in the New York Accords which 'recall' General Assembly Resolutions 
1514 (XV) 1960, 1541 (XV) 1960, 2625 (XXV) 1970 and other resolutions atlirmingEastTimor'sright 
of self-determination. 

185 Compare Note Ver bale, 2 June 19 9 9 from Charge d' Affaires of the Permanent Mission of Portugal to the 
United Nations addressed to the Secretary-General, A/54/121, 3 June 1999. 

186 For example, the United States, the United Kingdom and Australia. On the historical failure of these states 
in relation to East Timor see Budiardjo, supra note 3. 

187 What Kennedy terms 'the CNN effect': Kennedy, supra note 21. 
188 For the view that East Timor had been a failure of politics rather than law, see Bowring, 

'Self-Determination and the Jurisprudence of the International Court of Justice', in CIIR/IPJET, supra note 
11, at 151. 
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merely serve to absolve international law of any responsibility for the catastrophic 
consequences of non-compliance? 

Yet, even ifwe accept the existence of a discernible law/politics distinction, 189 it is 
unclear why the acts (or omissions) of the United Nations Secretary-General or 
Portugal acting in its capacity as Administering Power under Chapter XI of the United 
Nations Charter should be characterized as 'political' rather than 'legal' if the purpose 
is to remove the responsibility of the international legal order. To paraphrase Berman, 
politics cannot always give international law its alibi.190 Rather, it is my contention 
that the failure to adhere to the strict letter of the law in the New York Accords should 
be viewed, not so much as some aberrational departure from international law, but as 
part of an unacknowledged trend within contemporary practice, which (selectively) 
favours pragmatic negotiation over formal legal entitlement-the all-important peace 
process over self-determination as process. 

From the Middle East to the Western Sahara, peace processes are much in vogue. As 
the New York Accords demonstrate, however, for a people struggling for the right of 
self-determination the onset of a peace process may be paradoxical. On the one hand, 
the peace process may work hand in hand with the international legal principles, 
leading to the implementation of the legal rules on self-determination. On the other 
hand, the peace process may be invoked to trump rather than translate the legal 
framework. 191 Thus, once a peace process is in train, reliance by a people on formal 
legal entitlements may seem contrary to its pragmatic spirit, which tends to disavow 
predetermined outcomes in favour of negotiated settlement. Similarly, the peace 
process may serve to treat the parties as legal - and moral - equivalents, ignoring 
prior illegalities as much as prior entitlements. For example, since the signing of the 
Israel/Palestinian Declaration of Principles in 199 3,192 the Security Council has 
repeatedly failed to adopt resolutions on issues such as Israeli settlement activity, on 
the basis that this would be to prejudge issues reserved for the final status 
negotiations. 193 Similarly, Security Council resolutions endorsing the East Timar 
peace process in advance of the August 1999 popular consultation significantly 
omitted earlier injunctions in favour of East Timorese self-determination and 

189 For the contrary view, see e.g. Koskenniemi, 'The Politics of International Law', 1 European Journal of 
International Law (1990) 1. 

190 Berman, 'In the Wake ofEmpire', 14 American University International Law Review (1999) 1515, at 1537 
and 1545. 

191 After signing the Declaration of Principles on Interim Self-Govermnent, (1993) 32 IIM 1525-1546, in 
19 9 3, Israel has consistently argued that the settlements are permitted - not as a matter ofintemational 
law - but under the terms of the Declaration of Principles. See e.g. General Assembly Plenary Tenth 
F=ergency Special Session, G/ A 9399, 17 March 1998. 

192 Declaration of Principles, supra note 191. 
193 The final status issues are defined in Article V of the Declaration of Principles, supra note 191. The failure 

of the Security Council to act in the face of ongoing Israeli settlement activity prompted the General 
Assembly in 199 7 to exercise its powers under the Uniting for Peace Resolution 3 77 (V), 3 November 
19 50, and convene an emergency session to examine and adopt a resolution calling for a Conference of 
the High Contracting Parties to the Fourtli Geneva Convention of 1949 to be held on 15 July 1999. 
A/RES/ES-10/6, 9 February 1999, para. 6. This contrasts sharply with the General Assembly's 
post-1982 neglect of the question ofEast Timor. 
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Indonesian troop withdrawal. 194 The failure of the United Nations to comply with the 
international legal rules in the New York Accords thus flags up an issue of more 
general concern to the self-determination formalist: the potential for conflict between 
the commitment to a 'peace process' and the formal rules of international law.195 

Alternatively, however, perhaps among international lawyers, there are others 
who would view the departure from formal legal rules in the New York Accords as 
cause for celebration rather than consolation. Have we not already seen from the Case 
Concerning East Timor that the formal legal rules and structures are inhospitable to the 
claims of peoples struggling for the implementation of the legal right of self
determination? On this analysis, the adoption of a flexible, more pragmatic approach 
to nationalist conflict could be seen, not so much as a violation of peoples' rights, but 
rather as a welcome or necessary corrective to the statist strictures of the formal 
international legal order. 196 

But, whatever the limitations of the existing legal structures, the moral of the East 
Timar Story is that the 'pragmatic' may be every bit as statist and procedurally 
exclusive of peoples as the 'formal'. Notably, there was no direct participation of the 
East Timorese leadership in the UN-sponsored peace process.197 The signature of 
Xanana Gusmao or any other representative of the East Timorese people on the New 
York Accords is conspicuous only by its absence. 198 By contrast, Indonesia - the 

194 Compare e.g. Security Council Resolution 384 (1975), 22 December 1975; and Security Council 
Resolution 1236 (1999), 7 May 1999. 

195 This tension was also evident in the breakdown of the Israel/Palestinian negotiations at the Camp David 

summit in July 2000. 
196 Brilmayer, 'The Institutional and Instrumental Value of Nationalism', in Wippman, supra note llO, at 

58. 
197 For details of the negotiations leading to the New York Accords, see 'Question of East Timar, Progress 

Report', supra note ll9, at paras 2-13. Prior to January 1999, 'consultations' with the East Timorese 
leadership took place outside the framework of the tripartite 'negotiations' between the UN, Indonesia and 
Portugal. According to the Secretary-General's own account of events, the UN intensified its 
consultations with East Timorese leaders, including Xanana Gusmao in October 1998. But the historical 
record is silent as to consultations with the East Timorese in the lead-up to the May Accords following the 
Indonesian change in policy in January 1999. Rather, talks were between Foreign Minister Gama of 
Portugal, Foreign Minister Alatas of Indonesia and the UN Secretary-General. See generally 'Question of 
East Timar, Progress Report', supra note ll9, at paras 3 and 6-9. The East Timorese leadership was not 
present at the signing ceremony in New York on 5 May 1999. The feeling of exclusion on the part of the 
East Timorese leadership was reflected in a number of public statements in the lead-up to the signing of 
the New York Accords. For example, in March 1999, in a radio interview, Ramos Horta, the exiled Nobel 
Laureate, openly questioned 'how it was possible to carry out an open and democratic direct consultation 

where the Indonesian Army is still on the ground'. He went further in a press conference in Hong Kong: 'I 

will publicly oppose it, denounce it, if the UN, the international community, wants to impose a vote on the 

future of the country with Indonesian troops on the ground.' These and statements to similar effect by 
Bishop Belo are quoted in Merson, 'Reversing the Tide' (student research paper, School of Law, University 
o!Glasgow, 1999, on file with the author). Allegations of exclusion of the East Timorese leadership have 
persisted during the United Nations Transitional phase. See Xanana Gusmao, Letter of Resignation as 
President o!East Timor's National Council, 28 March 2001. 

198 Compare e.g. Agreement Between the Kingdom of Morocco and the Frente Popular para la Liberacion de 
Saguia el-Hamra y de Rio de Oro; Settlement Plan for the Western Sahara approved by Security Council 
Resolutions 658 (1990) of 27 June 1990 and 690 (1991) 21 April 1991. See also the Israel/Palestinian 
Declaration of Principles, supra note 191. 
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UN-designated aggressor state with its illegitimate interests in the fate ofEast Timar
was directly represented. 199 With the institutional shift from the International Court of 
Justice to the United Nations, - from self-determination as substance to self
determination as process, from formalism to pragmatism - how ironic that the 
'presence of the absent third' 200 (the East Timorese people) should continue to cast its 
shadow. 

5 Conclusion 
What then does East Timor have to tell us about the 'moral hygiene' 201 of 
international law? Its story is not a happy one. Since the beginning of the Indonesian 
occupation in 1975, an estimated 200,000 of its people have died. At time of writing, 
approximately 100,000 refugees remain stranded in Indonesian refugee camps in 
West Timor,202 and Indonesian-backed militias continue to operate in the camps. 203 

Such was the level of destruction in the aftermath of the popular consultation 204 that it 

199 Thus preambular paragraph 6 of the General Agreement, supra note 11, notes the Portuguese position 
that an 'autonomy regime should be transitional not requiring recognition of Indonesian sovereignty 
over East Timar or the removal of East Timar from the list of Non-Self-Governing Territories of the 

General Assembly pending a final decision on the status of East Timor by the East Timorese people 
through an act of self-determination under United Nations auspices'. But, clearly, Article 5 of the General 
Agreement, supra note 11, endorsed the Indonesian position that autonomy was to be implemented as an 
'end solution'. 

200 Scobbie, 'The Presence of the Absent Third: Procedural Aspects of the East Timor Case', in CIIR/IP]ET, 
International Law and the Question of East Timar, supra note 11. at 223. 

201 Kennedy, supra note 21. 
202 On 6-7 June 2001, Indonesia held a two-day registration exercise in which all refugees in the camps in 

West Timor were offered the choice between repatriation to East Timor and permanent resettlement in 
Indonesia. According to the Indonesians, 9 8. 02 per cent of the refugees voted for permanent resettlement 
in Indonesia. Given the presence of the Indonesian military and pro-Indonesian militias in the camps in 

West Timor, however, this result cannot safely be regarded as reflecting the free will of the East Timorese 
refugees. For an expression of concern regarding the effect of militia activity on East Timorese refugees, 
see Security Council Resolution 1338 (2001), 31 January 2001. 

203 In September 2000, following the murder of three UN personnel by militias operating in the camps in 
West Timor, the Security Council adopted a resolution 'insisting' that Indonesia take immediate steps to 
disarm and disband the militias, and calling on Indonesia to take immediate measures to allow the 
repatriation ofrefugees to East Timor. Security Council Resolution 1319 (2000), 8 September 2000. For 
an update on the humanitarian and political situation in both East Timor and West Timor, see Report of 
the Security Council Mission to East Timor and Indonesia, 9-17 November 2000, S/2000/1105. See also 
e.g. Report of the Secretary-General on the United Nations Transitional Administration in East Timor, 
S/2000/738; Statement of the President of the Security Council, 3 August 2000, S/PRST/2000/26; 
Security Council Resolution 1272 (1999), 25 October 1999. In January 2001, the Security Council 
again underlined the need for UNTAET 'to respond robustly to the militia threat in East Timor'. Security 
Council Resolution 1338 (2001), 31 January 2001. 

204 For a bleak picture of life in East Timor six months after the popular consultation, see e.g. Mayman, 
'Fighting for Survival', Far Eastern Economic Review, 24 February 2000, at 34. 
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was always anticipated it would take at least two years before East Timar would at last 
be able to assert full independence. 205 

I have dealt with only two institutional moments in the struggle to protect and 
implement the East Timorese right of self-determination under international law. In 
the International Court of Justice it failed because of law - too much procedural law 
for states and not enough procedural law for peoples. With the institutional shift to the 
United Nations, East Timorese rights were not implemented due to a failure to comply 
with law - the international legal rules on self-determination as process - and a 
willingness to subsume legal entitlements to the vagaries of institutional pragmatism 
and the much vaunted peace process. 

If decolonization is the normative high point of the law on self-determination, what 
future for an international law of peoples? 

205 August 2001 was the original target date for independence but at time of writing the timetable is under 
review and there is currently no agreed date (though elections for a Constituent Assembly are scheduled 
for 30 August 2001). luJanuary 2001, UNTAET'sinitialmandate (to January 2001) was extended to 31 
January 2002. See Security Council Resolution 1338 (2001), 31 January 2001, at para. 2. Indeed, the 
Secretary-General has been consistent in warning against arbitrary timetables for independence. In 
February 2000, he instructed his Special Representative to draw up criteria in consultation with the 
Timorese leadership to determine when 'The East Timorese are ready to assume full control of their 
destiny'. He added, however, that 'they aud we must be patient, for that moment is still some way off. See 
'Briefing to the Security Council', 29 February 2000. The very existence of such criteria signals an 
implicit return to the ideology of the trusteeship in the UN Charter. See e.g. 'Report of the 
Secretary-General on the United Nations Transitional Administration in East Timar', S/2000/53, 26 
January 2000, at para. 41, which states: 'A key objective is to ensure that the East Timorese themselves 
become the major stakeholders in their own system of governance and public administration, first by 
intensive consultation through NCC and district advisory councils, and then through early and progressive 
development of their capacity to carry out all necessary functions' (emphasis added). Similarly, in May 
2001, the Secretary-General comments: 'East Timar has continued to make progress on the path to 
independence. Nevertheless, a great deal remains to be done until that objective is reached and more will 
need to be accomplished thereafter to ensure that the new State can exist on its own . .. I would favour a 
prudent approach, which seeks to safeguard the international community's considerable investment in 
East Timor's future.' See 'Interim Report of the Secretary-General on the United Nations Transitional 
Administration in East Timor', S/2001/436, 2 May 2001. Such statements are at odds with the more 
radical injunctions of the 'Colonial Declaration', which, for example, states that: 'Inadequacy of political 
preparedness shall not be used as a pretext for delaying independence.' General Assembly Resolution 
1514 (1960) (the 'Colonial Declaration'), at para. 5. 
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Council: 

CM/ Dec.26 (LXXIV) 

DECISION ON THE CHAGOS ARCHIPELAGO 
INCLUDING DI EGO GARCIA 

1. REITERATES its unflinching support to the Government of 
Mauritius in its endeavours and efforts to restore its 
sovereignty over the Chagos Archipelago, which forms an 
integral part of the territory of Mauritius and CALLS UPON 
the United Kingdom to put an end to its continued unlawful 
occupation of the Chagos Archipelago and to return it to 
Mauritius thereby completing the process of decolonization; 

2. FURTHER EXHORTS the United Kingdom authorities not to 
take any steps or measures likely to adversely impact on the 
sovereignty of Mauritius; 

3. ENJOINS the international community to support the 
legitimate claim of Mauritius and extend all assistance 
possible to it to secure the return of the Chagos Archipelago 
to its jurisdiction thereby enabling it to exercise its rightful 
sovereign responsibilities on the totality of its territory. 
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Commission, the Commission of Rapporteurs, held that 

[t]his principle [of self-determination] is not, properly speaking a rule of 
international law and the League of Nations has not entered it in its Covenant 
[ ... ]. It is a principle of justice and of liberty, expressed by a vague and general 
formula which has given rise to most varied interpretations and differences of 
opinion[ ... ]. Is it possible to admit as an absolute rule that a minority of the 
population of a State, which is definitely constituted and perfectly capable of 
fulfilling its duties as such, has the right of separating itself from her in order 
to be incorporated in another State or to declare its independence? The answer 
can only be in the negative. To concede to minorities, either of language or 
religion, or to any fractions of a population the right of withdrawing from the 
community to which they belong, because it is their wish or their good pleasure 
would be to destroy order and stability within States and to inaugurate anarchy 
in international life; it would be to uphold a theory incompatible with the very 
idea of the State as a territorial and political unity [ ... ]. The separation of a 
minority from the State of which it forms part and its incorporation in another 
State can only be considered as an altogether exceptional solution, a last resort 
when the State lacks either the will or the power to enact and apply just and 
effective guarantees. 11

'' 

The Commission of Rapporteurs eventually considered that the culture of the 
inhabitants of the Aaland Islands, who were qualified as a 'minority' rather 

than a' people', could be effectively preserved and protected through autonomy 

arrangements under Finnish sovereignty. Only if the State would clearly fail 
to meet these safeguards, separation (of the Islands) would be an option 
pursuant to a plebiscite in the Aaland Islands. 

It is thus beyond a doubt that in the aftermath of World War I self
determination did not develop into a rule of international customary law. It 
was only after the establishment of the United Nations that this development 
took shape, initially in the context of decolonization. This development will 
now be addressed. 

§ 3.4. The United Nations and decolonization 

§ 3.4.1. The liberation of colonial peoples and territories: 

towards a right of self-determination 

Although self-determination was proclaimed by the United States and the 
United Kingdom during World War II in the Atlantic Charter, 120 it was mainly 

119. Report of the Commission of Rapporteurs, LN Doc. B7.21/68/106, 1921, pp. 22-23. 
120. President Roosevelt and Prime Minister Churchill seated chat "they desire to see no territorial 

changes that do not accord with the freely expressed wishes of the people concerned" and that 
"they respect the right of all peoples co choose the form of government under which they will 
live; and wish to see sovereign rights and self-government restored to those who have been 
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because of Soviet pressure that self-determination was included in the Charter 
of the United N ations. 121 The principle of self-determination is referred to twice 
in the Charter. Article 1 (2) mentions as one of the pt,1rposes and principles of 
the United Nations 

[t]o develop friendly relations among nations based on respect for the principle 
of equal rights and self-determination of peoples, and to take other appropriate 
measures to strengthen universal peace. 

The second reference to self-determination is in Article 55 ( c), which is included 
in Chapter IX on "International economic and social cooperation". 122 Despite 

the fact that self-determination in the Charter is referred to 'only' as a 

"principle" and not as a legal right, 121 its appearance in a conventional 

instrument establishing an international organization which would be open 
to universal membership was a very important step in the evolution of self
determination into a positive right under international law. 

Although self-determination was not explicitly mentioned, the principle 
underlies Chapter XI ("Declaration Regarding Non-Self-Governing Territo

ries") and Chapter XII ("International Trusteeship System") of the Charter, 124 

of which Chapter XII may be seen as the substitute of the League's Mandate 

System and having essentially similar purposes. 125 Chapter XI, on the other 

forcibly deprived of them". L.M. Goodrich and E. Hambrq, CHARTER OF THE UNITED 
NATIONS, COMMENTARY AND DOCUMENTS, 1946, pp. 305-306. The Atlantic Charter was 
subscribed to in the Declaration by United Nations of 1 January 1942 which was signed by 26 
States. See Goodrich and Hambro, ,d., at pp. 306-307. See also M.M. Whiteman, DIGEST OF 
INTERNATIONAL LAW, Vol. 5, 1965, p. 44. 

121. Cassese, SELF-DETERMINATION, pp. 37-43.1. Brownlie,An Essay in the History of the Principle 
of Self-Determination, Grotius Society Papers, 1968, p. 90; RB. Russel, A HISTORY OF THE 
UNITED NATIONS CHARTER, 1958. 

122. Article 55 reads: "[w]ith a view to the creation of conditions of stability and well-being which 
are necessary for peaceful and friendly relations among nations based on respect for the principle 
of equal rights and self-determination of peoples, the United Nations shall promote: [ ... ] (c) 
universal respect for, and observance of, human rights and fundamental freedoms [ ... ]". 

123. It is remarkable that the English and French versions of the Charter do not coincide in this 
respect. The French text speaks of "le principe de l'egalite de droits des peuples et leur droit 
a disposer d'eux memes",see Chartre des Nations Unies, Paris Impremerie nationale, Ministrere 
des Affaires Etrangeres, 26 May 1945 (emphasis added). 

124. Pomerance, supra note 46, at p. 9; A. Cristescu, The Historical and Current Development of 
the Right to Self-Determination, Study Prepared by the Special Rapporteur, UN Doc. 
E/CN.4/Sub.2/404 (Vol. 1), 3 July 1978, p. 8; D. Bowett, Problems of Self-Determination and 
Political Rights in Developing Countries, PASIL, 1966, p. 134. See also Art. 1(3) ICCPR. 

125. Under Article 73, United Nations members administering "territories whose peoples have not 
yet attained a full measure of self-government" undertook "to develop self-government, to take 
due account of the political aspirations of the peoples, and to assist them in the progressive 
development of their free political institutions, according to the particular circumstances of each 
territory and its peoples and their varying stages of advancement". Article 76 states that "the 
basic objectives of the trusteeship system [ ... ) shall be [ ... ] to promote [ ... ] progressive 
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hand, laid down a rather new regime on Non-Self-Governing Territories which 
were referred to as "territories whose peoples have not yet attained a full 

measure of self-government". In this way, the scope of application of the notion 

of self-determination was substantially expanded in comparison to the League 
era. 

Opinions differ as to what the drafters had in mind when the concept of 
self-determination was included in the Charter. As was stated above, before 
the drafting of the Charter the notion of self-determination could be identified 
in the Atlantic Charter in the context of the free choice of rulers and territorial 
changes. However, the language used in the Atlantic Charter is not found in 
the Charter of the United Nations. With regard to Articles 1 and 55, it has been 
suggested that "in each the context was clearly the rights of the peoples of one 

state to be protected from interference by other states or governments. It is 

revisionism to ignore the coupling of 'self-determination' with 'equal rights' 

- and it was the equal rights of states that was being provided for, not of 
individuals". 126 

However true this may be, it is clear that the Charter did not define the 
content of the principle of self-determination and the same applies with respect 
to the term 'peoples'. It was therefore only through the adoption of numerous 

resolutions in the following years, in particular by the General Assembly, that 
some insights were given into the content and the subject of the 'right', 

although this practice was primarily confined to the context of decolonization. 
After the establishment of the United Nations, the Soviet Union and its 

communist allies continued to demand decolonization by the Western 
imperialist States in accordance with communist theory. 127 In that effort they 
were, of course, supported by the Afro-Asian States. Because, although not 
expressly mentioned, the principle of self-determination was most prominently 
present in the context of Chapters XI and XII of the_ Charter, these Chapters 
formed the background for the evolution of self-determination from a principle 
into a positive legal right in the field of decolonization in the first two decades 

development towards self-government or independence as may be appropriate to the particular 
circumstances of each territory and its peoples and the freely expressed wishes of the peoples 
concerned [ ... ]". 

126. R. Higgins,Postmodern Tribalism and the Right to Secession, Comments, in: Briilmannet al. (Eds.), 
supra note S, p. 29, at p. 29 (emphasis in original). The phrase "equal rights" may indeed be 
regarded as a normative substitute for 'equality of states'. See also Goodrich and Hambro, supra 
note 120, at p. 61. But it may also be argued from the perspective that World War II had been 
fought against an ideology of conquest and racial superiority, that it has a broader meaning in 
that it also refers to the inherent equality of peoples (whether or not organized as States) and 
the respective rights recognized to them. See, e.g., Dissenting Opinion Judge Kreca, Genocide 
case, ICJ Rep. 1996, p. 595, at p. 737. 

127. Musgrave, supra note 30, at p. 93. And seep. 184 ff. supra. 
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after the establishment of the United Nations. There is a considerable amount 

of literature on this topic. 128 The discussion will therefore be limited to those 
issues and developments which, for this study at least, cast light on the status, 

content and scope of self-determination under international law. 
Until 1960, the General Assembly adopted a series of resolutions in which 

much effort was devoted to asserting its authority with regard to Non-Self

Governing Territories listed by the colonial powers as Territories on which 

information had to be transmitted to the Secretary-General in accordance with 
Article 73 ( e) of the Charter. 129 The common characteristic of these territories 

was that they corresponded to the somewhat classical notion of a colonial 
• l.lO terntory. 

Both Chapter XI and XII provided for a gradual development of Non-Self
Governing Territories towards self-government, or, in the case of Trust 
Territories, towards independence "as may be appropriate". But in the early 

1950s, this policy of progressive and gradual development towards increased 
self-government was put under pressure more and more by the General 

Assembly. rn Eventually the Assembly set aside the policy of gradual develop-

128. See, e.g., M.A. Ajomo, International Law, the United Nations, and Decolonization, in: ESSAYS IN 
HONOUR OF JUDGE TASLIM OLA.WALE ELIAS, Vol. 1, 1992, p. 77; F. Abdulah, The Right to 
Decolonization, in: M. Bedjaoui {Ed.), INTERNATIONAL LAW: ACHIEVEMENTS AND PROSPECTS, 
1991, pp.1205-1218; J.D. Hargreaves,DEC0L0NIZATION IN AFRICA, 1988; F. Ansprenger, THE 
DISSOLUTION OF THE COLONIAL EMPIRES, 1989; See also Cassese, SELF-DETERMINATION, 
p. 74, n. 15, and the references mentioned there. 

129. See, e.g., UN Doc. NRes/334 (IV), 2 Dec. 1949. Seventy-four Territories constituting territories 
under Article 73 of the Charter were listed in UN Doc. NRes/66 (I), 14 Dec. 1946, which was 
the result of a reply by the member States to an invitation by the Secretary-General to give their 
opinion with regard to the factors that should be taken into account in determining whether 
or not a territory constituted a NSGT. See UN Docs. N47, 29 June 1946, and N47, Ann. I to 
VIII and Add. I and Add. 2. In 1946, the following countries were recognized as colonial powers: 
Australia, Belgium, Denmark, France, New Zealand, the Netherlands, the United Kingdom, 
and the United States. Abdulah, supra note 128, at p. 1206, n. 3. In 1960, four Spanish and nine 
Portuguese territories were added to the list by the Assembly and in 1962 Southern Rhodesia 
was added by the Assembly despite efforts by both the government of Portugal and the United 
Kingdom to prevent these territories from being listed. See UN Docs. NRes/1542 (XV), 15 Dec. 
1960 (Portugese territories), and NRes/1747 (XVI), 28 June 1962 (Southern Rhodesia). 

130. The classical, that is the nineteenth century notion of a colony, which was still very much the 
same in 1945, was narrowly understood as a territory not geographically located in the 
metropolitan area of the parent State, lawfully incorporated into the parent State's territory, 
inhabited by a native population that is ethnically distinct from the population in the 
metropolitan area and the relationship of which is one of domination by the parent State. See 
R Ranjeva, PeopleJ and Liberation Movemenu, in: Bedjaoui (Ed.), supra note 128, p. IOI, at p. 
103; A. Blackmann, Decolonization, EPIL, Vol. 10, 1987, p. 75; OPPENHEIM'S INT'L LAW, p. 
281. 

131. CJ UN Doc. NRes/637 (VII) of 16 Dec. 1952, entitled "The right of peoples and nations to 
self-determination". The Resolution states in its final operative paragraph: "States Members 
of the United Nations responsible for the administration of Non-Self-Governing and Trust 
Territories shall take practical steps, pending the realization of the right of self-determination 
and in preparation thereof, to ensure the direct participation of the indigenous populations in 
the legislative and executive organs of government of those Territories, and to prepare them for 
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ment and replaced it with a policy which asserted that subject and dependent 
or colonial territories should immediately be granted independence.m As has been 
observed, this dramatic change of policy was actually a break with 

the prewar framework of international law which drew a sharp distinction 
between Europeans or people of European descent and non-Europeans: only 
the former were unquestionably entitled to sovereign statehood. The latter were 
assumed not to be qualified at least prima facie, and the burden of proof was 
on them to justify it in terms of standards defined by Western civilization. 13

·
1 

What caused this radical shift of opinion? A number of influential factors can 
be mentioned. A first important factor was the emergence of an anti-discrimi
nation doctrine taking place at both the international and national level. 
Whereas the Mandate System marked the "beginning of systematic interna

tional intrusion into the workings of colonialism", 134 widespread attack upon 

the very existence of the colonial system had gathered momentum by the end 
of World War Il. 135 To some extent this development parallelled national 
developments. In that respect one may think of the revolution in the United 
States during which formal racial discrimination was abolished in the course 
of the 1950s, which culminated in the 1964 Civil Rights Act. u6 Secondly, the 
slow progress ofNon-Self-GoverningTerritories towirds self-government was 
undoubtedly an important reason for the change. m As early as 1949, France, 
the United Kingdom and the United States ceased the transmission of 
information under Article 73 with regard to a substantial amount of territories 
listed in General Assembly Resolution 66 (I). 138 In addition, when Spain and 

complete self-government or independence" (emphasis added). 

132. See UN Doc. NRes/1514,supra note 2, Para. 5. In this respect compare the following statement 
by the representative of Saudi Arabia during the debates preceding the adoption of Resolution 
1514. With reference to a number of African colonies he stated: "the argument has often been 
adduced that these peoples are now under tutelage and that their economic and social 
advancement requires that such tutelage should continue for some time. Well this is an 
antiquated argument not worthy of the spirit of the day [ .. .]. These peoples have been under 
the tutelage for decades and some of them for ages. How long should we wait for this weary 
ordeal - for this painful trial - for this bitter experiment [ ... ]? If the past tutelage has not been 
able, thus far, to raise these people from dependence to independence, then the tutelag;e is a 
failure, and the United Nations should put an end to this failure". See UN GAOR 15'' Sess., 
(Part I), Plenary mtgs., Vol. 2, 27 Oct. - 20 Dec. 1960, p. 1017 (paras. 118-119). 

133. R.H. Jackson, QUASI-STATES: SOVEREIGNTY, INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS, AND THE THIRD 
WORLD, 1990, p. 16. 

134. I.L. Claude, Jr., SWORDS INTO PLOWSHARES: THE PRODLEMS AND PROGRESS OF INTERNA-
TIONAL ORGANIZATION, 1964, p. 3. 

135. Id., at p. 329. 
136. Jackson, supra note 133, at p. 74. 
137. By 1959, ten of the seventy-two Territories listed in Resolution 66 (I) (supra note 129) had 

become independent. 
138. Id. 
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Portugal were admitted to the United Nations in 1955, these States denied that 
they administered territories in the sense of Article 73 of the Charter. 139 A third 
factor, closely linked with the former, is that no territories were voluntarily 
placed under the Trusteeship System pursuant to Article 77 ( 1) ( c) of the United 
Nations Charter. 1411 Finally, the continued insistence on decolonization by the 
Soviet Union, East-European States and Afro-Asian countries in particular, was 
of essential importance. 141 The latter, while increasing their numerical strength 
in the United Nations, launched a major diplomatic offensive in the Bandung 
Conference which was held in 1955 and which declared that "colonialism in 

all its manifestations is an evil which should speedily be brought to an end". 142 

The much celebrated Resolution 1514 (the 'Declaration on Decoloniza

tion') adopted by the General Assembly on 14 December 1960, 143 one of the 

main objectives of which is "the necessity of bringing to a speedy and 

unconditional end colonialism in all its forms and manifestations", is without 

a doubt the clearest expression of the revolutionary change of policy with 
respect to Non-Self-Governing Territories and Trust Territories. The title of 
the resolution is revealing: "Declaration on the Granting of Independence to 

Colonial Countries and Peoples". 144 The categorical character of the resolution 

features throughout its text: 

l. The subjection of peoples to alien subjugation, domination and exploitation 
constitutes a denial of fundamental human rights, is contrary to the Charter 
of the United Nations and is an impediment to the promotion of world peace 
and co-operation. 

2. All peoples have the right to self-determination; by virtue of that right they 
freely determine their political status [ ... ]. 

3. Inadequacy of political, economic, social or educational preparedness should 
never serve as a pretext for delaying independence. 

4. All armed action or repressive measures of all kinds directed against 
dependent peoples shall cease in order to enable them to exercise peacefully 
and freely their right to complete independence [ ... ]. 

5. Immediate steps shall be taken, in Trust and Non-Self-Governing Territories 
or all other territories which have not yet attained independence, to transfer all 
powers to the peoples of those territories, without any conditiom or reservations, 
in accordance with their freely expressed will and desire, without any 

139. Abdulah, supra note 128, at pp. 1206-1207. 
140. J.L. Kunz, Chapter XI of the United Nations Charter in Action, AJIL, Vol. 48, 1954, p. 103, at pp. 

106-107; Falkowski, supra note 8, at p. 226. 
141. See D.A. Kay, The Politics of Decolonization, The New Nations and the United Nations Political 

Process, International Organization, Vol. 21, 1967, p. 786; Cassese, SELF-DETERMINATION, p. 
71. 

142. S.M. Finger and G. Singh, Self-Determination: A United Nations Perspective, in: Alexander and 
Friedlander (Eds.), supra note 89, p. 333, at p. 335. 

143. Resolution 1514, supra note 2, (vote: 89 to 0, with 9 abstentions). 
144. Id. (emphasis added). 
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distinction as to race, creed or colour, in order to enable them to enjoy 
complete independence and freedom. 145 

One day later, the General Assembly adopted Resolution 1541. 146 Principle VI 
mentions three results on the basis of which it could be said that a Non-Self
Governing Territory had reached a full measure of self-government: 

(a) Emergence as a sovereign independent State; 
(b) Free association with an independent State; or 
(c) Integration with an independent State. 

Although the concepts are discussed in more detail in the following chapters, 
at this point it must be noted that this mode of implementation 147 of self
determination through the realization of any of the three options mentioned, 
is often referred to as external self-determination, because it generally denotes 
the determination of the international status of a territory and a people, as op
posed to internal self-determination, which generally refers to the relationship 

between the government of a State and the people of that State. 148 

Principles VII and IX of Resolution 1541 emphasize that' free association' 

should be the result of a "free and voluntary choice by the peoples of the 

territory concerned" and 'integration' should be based on "the freely expressed 

wishes of the territory's peoples". Both provisions refer to impartial democratic 

processes as the technique for determining the will of the people. 149 

In view of the vast amount of dependent territories which became 
independent after 1960, the 1960 resolutions and in particular Resolution 1514 
must be considered as catalytic agents for the dismantling of the dependency 
system and the liberation of colonial peoples. 

145. Id. (emphasis added). 
146. UN Doc. NRes/1541 (XV), 15 Dec. 1960. 
147. Pomerance, supra note 46, at p. 37; 0. Kimmenich, A Federal Right of Self-Determination?, in: 

C. Tomuschat (Ed.), MODERN LAW OF SELF-DETERMINATION, 1993, p. 83, at p. 88. See also 
UN Doc. NRes/2625, supra note 3, Principle V, Para. 4. 

148. This distinction is often made in the context of self-determination, but not always in a consistent 
manner. Cassese claims that Wengler was probably one of the first to use the distinction. See 
Cassese, SELF-DETERMINATION, p. 70, n. 6, referring to W. Wengler, Le Droit a la Libre 
Disposition des Peuples Comme Principe de Droit International, Revue Hellenique de Droit 
International, Vol. 10, 1957, p. 27. However, the distinction already appears in the Report on 
the First Part of the Seventh Session of the General Assembly (Dutch Ministry of Foreign Affairs 
Publication No. 32, The Hague, 1953), which was written (in Dutch) by the Dutch representa
tive in the Third Committee, Beaufort. See also P .J. Kuyper and P .J. G. Kapteyn, A Colonial Power 
as Champion of Self-Determination: Netherlands State Practice in the Period 1945-1975, in: H.F. 
van Panhuys et al. (Eds.), INTERNATIONAL LAW IN THE NETHERLANDS, Vol. 3, 1980, p. 149, 
at p. 184. See further Chapter 6, infra. 

149. It should be noted, however, that the formula of "freely expressed will" as the basis for a 
legitimate exercise of self-determination is also referred to in operative Paragraph 5 of Resolution 
1514 with respect to "complete independence". See further p. 212ff-
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§ 3.4.2. The subject of the right of self-determination and the principle of 

territorial integrity 

Although the Charter refers to self-determination of"peoples", and Resolution 

1514 proclaims that "all peoples" have the right to self-determination, an 

analysis of United Nations practice until the mid-1960s reveals that it was 
mainly the decolonization aspect of self-determination which was developed 
during that period. 150 That is to say, the actual application of the right to self
determination by the United Nations was mainly confined to colonial peoples 
and territories. 151 

As was affirmed by the International Court ofJustice in the Namibia case, 
self-determination developed into a right for Trust Territories. 152 But the 
development was not limited to these territories. The Court continued by 
stating that 

the subsequent development of international law in regai:d to non-self-governing 
territories [ ... ) made the principle of self-determination applicable to all of 
them. 15

·
1 

An indication of what constitutes a Non-Self-GoverningTerritory as the subject 
of the right to self-determination was given in Resolution 1541 which defines 
a Non-Self-Governing Territory in Principle IV as a "territory which is 
geographically separate and is distinct ethnically and/or culturally from the 
country administering it". Reference is often made to this phrasing as the 'salt 

150. As has been argued in Chapter 4, the South African Apartheid system cannot, strictly speaking, 
be regarded as a colonial situation in the sense of Resolution 1541, but as a 'colonial type' 
situation. The case is therefore more properly treated as a situation concerning the denial of 
internal self-determination. 

I 51. In the 1950s Belgium challenged the restrictive interpretation of the subject of self-determination. 
The delegation pointed out that the Charter did not prohibit 'colonialism' but Non-Self
Governing Territories. It was maintained that "a number of States were administering within 
their own frontiers territories which were not governed by the ordinary law; territories with well
defined limits, inhabited by homogeneous peoples differing from the rest of the population in 
race, language and culture. These populations were disfranchised; they took no part in national 
life; they did not enjoy self-government in any sense of the word". The Belgian delegation 
stressed therefore that it was not clear why these territories should not be qualified as NSGT 
in the sense of Chapter XI of the Charter. Thus, the Belgian thesis expanded the scope of 
applicability of self-determination beyond the classical definition of colonies. The thesis was 
not accepted, however. It was pointed out that at San Francisco, Article 73 was not considered 
to apply to groups within established States. See UN GAOR, 8'h Sess., Fourth Comm., 326''" 
mtg., paras. 60-69 (esp. para. 62); UNCIO, Summary Report of the 11th mtg. of Comm. II/4, 
Doc. 712, II/4/30, 31 May 1945, pp. 2-3. See also Rigo Sureda, supra note 15, at pp. 103-104; 
Thornberry, supra note 16, at pp. 873-875. 

152. Namibia case, supra note 106, at p. 31. 
153. Id. 
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water barrier' or 'salt water' theory. 154 Principle IV is supplemented by Principle 
V which lays down possible additional criteria for the determination of a Non
Self-GoverningTerritory which may be placed under the more general heading 
of 'political subordination'. Thus with the requirement that territories must 

be 'geographically separate', the application of the provision on Non-Self

Governing Territories was effectively limited to "overseas colonial countries 

and peoples ruled by alien whites" .155 Indeed, it should be noted that the rather 

strict definition set down in Resolution 1541 proceeded from the basic principle 
that "[t]he authors of the Charter of the United Nations had in mind that 

Chapter XI should be applicable to territories which were then known to be 
ofa colonial type", 156 although Chapter XI leaves room for Non-Self-Governing 

Territories created after 1945.157 

United Nations decolonization practice was almost entirely along the lines 
of the 'salt water barrier'. Thus, the identified subject or holder of the right 

of self-determination during this period of history was - in addition to Trust 

Territories - a territory, as the International Court noted, "under a colonial 
regime". 15x It should be noted that this development meant a rejection of the 

position that only States could be subjects of international law. Indeed, it was 
explicitly recognized, or, in other words 'positivized', that in addition to States, 

a certain group of people could be, and actually was, the direct holder of a right 
under international law. 159 

Resolution 1S14 of the General Assembly stipulates in Paragraph 6 that 

[a]ny attempt aimed at the partial or total disruption of the national unity and 
the territorial integrity of a country is incompatible with the purposes and 
principles of the Charter of the United Nations. 1r,o 

The practice of the United Nations suggests that this provision regarding the 
principle of territorial integrity in the context of decolonization is a reflection 
of international customary law, or at least ofUnited Nations law. Four remarks 
should be made in this respect. Firstly, neither the General Assembly Resolution 

154. See, e.g., Rigo Sureda, Jupra note 15, at p. 105. 
155. R. Emerson, Self-Determination, PASIL, Vol. 60, 1966, p. 135, at p. 138; Falkowski, mpra note 

8, at p. 226. 
156. Resolution 1541, Principle I (emphasis added). 
157. Cf Art. 73 of the Charter: "Members of the United Nations which have or aJJUme responsibilities 

for the administration of territories whose peoples have not yet attained a full measure of self
government [ .. .]" (emphasis added). See also Crawford, CREATION OF STATES, pp. 94, 358-560. 

158. Namibia case, mpra note 106, at p. 31. 
159. See pp. 14-16,mpra. See a/so H. Bokor-Szego, NEW STATES AND INTERNATIONAL LAW, 1970, 

pp. 39-43. 
160. UN Doc NRes/1514, mpra note 2, Para 6. 
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nor subsequent state practice in the field of decolonization should be inter
preted in a way that the title of the metropolitan State to the colonial territory 
became illegal or void ab initio. 161 What it did mean was that a positive legal 
rule was developed which held that colonial powers were under an obligation 
to decolonize in accordance with the wishes of the inhabitants of the colonial 

territory. In those cases where, in violation of this obligation, metropolitan 
States did not transfer sovereignty to the authorities of the colonial territory, 

the right of self-determination of the colonial territory prevailed over any claim 
by the metropolitan State to the maintenance of its sovereignty over the colonial 

territory. 162 Therefore, no violation of the principle of territorial integrity 
occurred when a colonial territory chose to dissolve the bonds with the 
metropolitan State without the latter's consent. Secondly, the principle of 

territorial integrity meant that third States (including Trustees) were under an 
obligation to respect the territorial integrity of the colonial territory. 163 Thirdly, 
in practice the right of self-determination was interpreted in the light of the 
principle of territorial integrity, which meant that the fragmentation of the 
colonial territory before the realization of independence (or integration or 
association} as a result of secession by a segment of the colonial population was 

not accepted by the United Nations and the international community at large. 164 

Finally, after the accession to independence, the governments of the new States 
did invoke the principle of territorial integrity against secessionist demands by 
minority groups within that State. This, however, concerns the question of the 
existence or non-existence of a right of unilateral secession in the post-colonial 
era and will therefore be discussed in Chapter 7. 

It will be noted that in the context of decolonization, the result of the 
interpretation of the right of self-determination in the light of the principle of 

territorial integrity was that a 'people' as the holder of the right of self-

161. The Charter of the United Nations does not regard the existence of colonies or colonial regimes 
as being in violation of international law. See also OPPENHEIM'S INT'L LAW, p. 282. 

162. CJ, e.g., the cases of Algeria and Guinea-Bissau which were discussed in Chapter 4, Sections 
2.2.1.(a) and2.2. l.(b), respectively,supra. See also KN. Biay,Self-Determination Versus Territorial 
Integrity in Decolonization Revisited, Indian JIL, Vol. 25, 1985, p. 386; H. Hannum, Rethinking 
Self-Determination, Va. JIL, Vol. 34, 1993, p. l, at p. 32. 

163. Hence the rejection by the United Nations of the South African's attempt to fragment Namibia 
by creating a number of 'bantustans' in the territory. See UN Doc. S/Res/ 264, 20 March 1969; 
UN Doc. S/Res/301, 20 Oct. 1971; UN Doc. S/Res/366, 17 Dec. 1974; UN Doc. S/Res/385, 30 
Jan. 1976. And see UN Doc. NRes/2372 (XXII), 12 June 1968; UN Doc. NRes/2403 (XXIII), 
16 Dec. 1968; UN Doc. NRes/31/146, 20 Dec. 1976. See also Dugard, RECOGNITION, p. 122. 

164. See also R. Higgins, THE DEVELOPMENT OF lNTERNATIONALLAWTHROUGHTHE POLITICAL 
ORGANS OF THE UNITED NATIONS, 1963, p. 104; Blay, supra note 162, at pp. 389-391; 
Pomerance, supra note 46, at pp. 18-19; Cassese, SELF-DETERMINATION, p. 72. Sometimes, 
the principle of territorial integrity has been equated erroneously with the principle of uti 
possidetis. The point is discussed in Chapter 6, Section 6, infra. 



Raic, D.. Statehood and the law of self-determination, BRILL, 2002. ProQuest Ebook Central,
         http://ebookcentral.proquest.com/lib/soas-ebooks/detail.action?docID=253561.
Created from soas-ebooks on 2018-01-09 23:56:00.

C
op

yr
ig

ht
 ©

 2
00

2.
 B

R
IL

L.
 A

ll 
rig

ht
s 

re
se

rv
ed

.

Annex 145

The Emergence and Development of Self-Determination 209 

determination was primarily territorially defined. 165 

In sum, the right of self-determination, which in this context has been 
referred to as "a right to decolonization",1 66 was applied to all inhabitants of 

a colonial territory and not to minority groups or segments of the population 
within that territory. Obviously, this (United Nations) policy was predicated 
on the fear of territorial fragmentation and international destabilisation in view 

of the often complex ethnic structure of the territories in question. Therefore, 
as a general rule, self-determination had to be granted to Trust Territories and 
Non-Self-Governing Territories as a whole. But exceptions were accepted. The 
United Nations' insistence on the preservation of the territorial integrity ofa 

dependent or colonial territory did not form a bar to partition, but only if that 
was the clear wish of the majority of all inhabitants of the territory in question. 
For instance, in the case of the Non-Self-Governing Territory of the Gilbert 
and Ellice Islands, the Assembly first agreed to an administrative division of 
the colonial territory and subsequently approved the partition of the colony as 
a result of the express wishes of the inhabitants of the Ellice Islands, which 
became the State ofTuvalu. 167 Furthermore, mention should be made of the 
separation ofRuanda-Urundi in two separate States, Rwanda and Burundi, 168 

and the division by Britain of the British Cameroons into a southern and 
northern region, of which the former acceded to Cameroon and the latter to 

165. Pomerance, supra note 46, at p. 18; Hannum, supra note 82, at p. 36; Thornberry, supra note 
16, at p. 872; Falkowski, supra note 8, at p. 226 ("[i]n the overwhelming majority of cases the 
United Nations has not applied the international trust provisions to 'peoples' but has applied 
it to 'colonial units'»). Cf also J.P. Humphrey, The International Law of Human Rights in the 
Middle Twentieth Century, in: M. Bos (Ed.), THE PRESENT STATE OF INTERNATIONAL LAW, 
1973, p. 75, at p. 103 (according to Humphrey the United Nations had adopted the questionable 
position that although "all peoples have the right of self-determination, only colonial countries 
are peoples" (emphasis added)). 

166. See Abdulah, supra note 128. 
167. See UN Doc. NRes/32/407, 28 Nov. 1977. Arguably, another example is found in the partition 

of the Federation ofRhodesia and Nyasaland, also called the Central African Federation, which 
was formed at the initiative of the British in 1953. It was composed of the self-governing British 
colony of Southern Rhodesia, and the territories of Northern Rhodesia and Nyasaland. The 
Africans, fearing continued domination by the white minority, demonstrated (1960-1961) against 
the Federation, and in 1962 there was a strong movement for its dissolution, particularly from 
the new African-dominated regime in Northern Rhodesia. The British at first tried to keep the 
Federation intact, but finally realized that this was impossible. Britain approved a gradual 
process towards secession and independence ofNyasaland beginning on I February 1963. The 
Federation was dissolved on 31 December 1963. Nyasaland became independent as Malawi 
on 6 July 1964 and Northern Rhodesia as Zambia on 24 October 1964. See, generally, L.J. Butler, 
Britain, the United States and the Demise of the Central African Federation, 1959-63, in: K 
Fedorowich and M. Thomas (Eds.), INTERNATIONAL DIPLOMACY AND COLONIAL RETREAT, 
2001, p. 131. 

168. See UN Doc. NRes/1746 (XVI), 27 June 1962. The General Assembly initially aimed at 
preventing the separation of the Trust Territory. See, e.g., UN Doc. NRes/1743 (XVI), 23 Feb. 
1962. 
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Nigeria. 169 Another example is formed by the division of the 'strategic' Trust 

Territory of the Pacific Islands in 1978 with the agreement of the inhabitants 

and the Trusteeship Council. 1711 Four separate entities were created, three of 
which became independent States, namely the Federated States of Micronesia, 

Palau and the Marshall Islands, and one - the Northern Mariana Islands -
came to be associated with the United States. 171 

§ 3.4.3. Implementation and legal status of self-determination 

The first point that needs to be examined is what specific territorial status 
chosen by the inhabitants of a dependent territory {or their representatives) in 
their exercise of self-determination was considered to be an actual realization 
of the right of self-determination. As was stated by Pomerance 

[i]n innumerable [ ... ] resolutions of the General Assembly, self-determination 
has been bracketed together with independence - so much that it is popularly 

169. See UN Doc. NRes/63 (I), 13 Dec. 1946. Another case worthy of mention is the approved 
partition of the Palestine Mandate into an Arab and a Jewish .State by the General Assembly 
in 1947. See UN Doc. NRes/181, 19 Nov. 1947. For a discussion of that partition, see T.G. 
Fraser, PARTITION IN IRELAND, INDIA AND PALESTINE, 1984. 

170. In this respect, the United States Permanent Representative to the United Nations stated: "[t]he 
United States regrets that the exercise of full self-determination by the peoples of the Territory 
has led to the decision to divide the Territory into more than one entity. However, both the 
United States and the Trusteeship Council are in agreement that it is ultimately for the 
Micronesians themselves to decide upon their political relations with one another. To take any 
other position, for example, that unity should be imposed upon the people of the Trust Territory, 
would make a mockery of the concept of self-determination as democratically conceived". See 
Letter from the Permanent Representative of the United States of America to the United 
Nations, addressed to the President of the Trusteeship Council, 25 Apr. 1979, quoted in: R.S. 
Clark, Self-Determination and Free Association; Should the United Nations Terminate the Pacific 
Islands Trust?, Harv. ILJ, Vol. 21, 1980, p. I, at p. 81. 

171. Under Article 83 of the Charter, the Trust Territory was administered by the United States after 
1947 as a 'security Trusteeship' the ultimate disposition of which was to be determined by the 
Security Council. In the period of 1979-1986, after the inhabitants had opted for the division 
of the Territory through plebiscites and referenda, the United States gradually transferred 
governmental functions. The Marshall Islands, the Federated States of Micronesia and Palau 
entered into a so-called Compact of Free Association with the United States, which entered into 
force on 21 October 1986, 3 November 1986 and l October 1994, respectively. On the same 
dates, these entities became independent States. See L.A. McK.ibben, The Political Relationship 
Between the United States and Pacific Islands Entities: The Path to Self-Government in the Northern 
Mariana Islands, Palau, and Guam, Harv. ILJ, Vol. 31, 1990, p. 257; Department of State United 
States of America, Trust Territory of Pacific Islands, 39'" Annual Report, 1986; Clark, supra note 
170. See also UN Doc. S/Res/956 (1994), 10 Nov. 1994; and see S.O. Roth, Assistant Secretary 
for East Asian and Pacific Affairs, US Department of State, Compacts of Free Association with 
the Marshall Islands, Federated States of Micronesia and Palau, Joint Oversight Hearing Before 
the Committee on Resources and Subcommittee on Asia and the Pacific of the Committee on 
International Relations, House of Representatives, l 05'11 Congress, 2"'1 Sess., 1 Oct. I 998, Y 4.R 
31/3:105-107, pp. 52-55. 
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(and incorrectly) assumed that the terms are synonymous in theory or, at least, 
that they are so in UN practice. 172 

Indeed, independence is mentioned in Resolution 1541 as one of three optional 
results of the implementation of self-determination, 173 that is, in addition to 
integration and association. 174 

Another point is that Resolution 1514 states that the political status should 
be ''freely" determined by a people. 175 This is clarified in Resolution 1541 which 

maintains that association 

should be the result of the free and voluntary choice by the peoples of the 
territory concerned expressed through informed democratic processes, 176 

and that integration 

should be the result of the freely expressed wishes of the territory's peoples acting 
with full knowledge of the change in their status, their wishes having been 
expressed through informed and democratic processes [ ... ] .177 

This principle, which may be called the 'free choice principle', has been 

confirmed by the International Court ofJustice in the Western Sahara case,178 

where, on the basis of Resolution 1514 and its own statements in the Namibia 

case, the Court stated that "the application of the right to self-determination 

requires a free and genuine expression of the will of the people concerned". 179 

In practice, "the will of the people" meant the will of the majority of the 

172. Pomerance, supra note 46, at p. 25. 
173. Cf also UN Doc. NRes/2625, supra note 3, which states that "[t]he establishment of a sovereign 

and independent State, the free association or integration with an independent State or the 
emergence into any other political status freely determined by a people constitute modes of 
implementing the right of self-determination by that people". 

174. See also Separate Opinion Judge Dillard, Western Sahara case, Advisory Opinion, ICJ Rep. 1975, 
p. 13, at pp. 122-123 ('it may be suggested that self-determination is satisfied by a free choice, 
not by a particular consequence of that choice or a particular method of exercising it"); 
Pomerance, supra note 46, at pp. 25-28. And see UN Doc. NRes/2625, supra note 3, which, under 
the heading of Principle V ("the principle of equal rights and self-determination of peoples"), 
repeats the wording of Resolution !54! and adds "or the emergence into any other political 
status freely determined by a people". For a detailed discussion of Resolution 2625, see Chapter 
6, infra. 

175. UN Doc. NRes/1514, supra note 2, Para. 2. 
176. UN Doc. NRes/1541, supra note 146, Principle VIL 
177. Id., Principle IX (b). 
178. Western Sahara case,supra note 174, at pp. 31-33. 
179. Id., at p. 32 (para. 56). 
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inhabitants of a colonial territory. 180 And according to the Court in the Western 

Sahara case, only in those cases where a collectivity did not constitute a people 
for the purpose of decolonization or in cases where, for instance, the wishes 
of the people were so obvious as to render superfluous any act of consultation, 
this requirement could be dispensed with. 181 

It must therefore be concluded that in the context of decolonization the 
element of 'free choice' was regarded by the United Nations as being of 

essential importance for a genuine exercise of self-determination, 182 that is, at 
least for those situations where self-determination would be implemented 
through association or integration. 183 This was especially so when the selected 
option was union or association with the "former col~nial parent", which was, 

as Pomerance observes, "viewed with a jaundiced eye and deemed to be 

inherently reversible, rather than final". 184 In fact, it was more or less assumed 

that the exercise of self-determination by colonial populations would in most 
cases result in independence, as appears from the title of the Declaration on 
Decolonization itself. Hence the demand in Resolution 1541 for guarantees 
and specific procedures geared to establishing the wishes of the people in those 
cases where independence was apparently not preferred. 

United Nations practice with respect to the principle of 'free choice' is 

practically uniform. Compliance with the principle was sought to be guaranteed 
through the organization and supervision of elections, referenda and/or 

180. Higgins, supra note 164, at p. 104; H. Gros Espiell, Implementation of United Nations 
Resolutions Relating to the Right of Peoples Under Colonial and Alien Domination to Self
Determination, Study Prepared by the Special Rapporteur, UN Doc. EJCN.4/Sub.2/405 (Vol. 
1), 20 June 1978, pp. 10-11. 

181. Western Sahara case,supra note 174, at p. 33 (para. 59); Pomerance,supra note 46, at p. 27. See 
al.so Declaration Judge Nagendra Singh, Western Sahara case, supra note 174, at p. 73. 

182. See al.so UN Doc. NRes/54/90, 4 Feb. 2000 ("Resolution Adopted by the General Assembly on 
the Report of the Special Political and Decolonization Committee"). While recalling Resolution 
1514, the General Assembly observes that "referendums, free and fair elections and other forms 
of popular consultation play an important role in ascertaining the wishes and aspirations of the 
people" and it recognizes "that all available options for self-determination of the Territories 
are valid as long as they are in accordance with the freely expressed wishes of the peoples 
concerned [ ... ]". 

183. As was stared by Judge Nagendra Singh: "the consultation of the people of the territory awaiting 
decolonization is an inescapable imperative whether the method followed on decolonization 
is integration or association or independence [ ... ]. Thus even if integration of territory was 
demanded by an interested State, as in this case, it could not be had without ascertaining the 
freely expressed will of the people - the very sine qua non of all decolonization". Declaration 
Judge Nagendra Singh, Western Sahara case, supra note 174, at p. 81. 

184. Pomerance, supra note 46, at p. 25. She refers to the decision of the Cook Islands to maintain 
ties with New Zealand and the General Assembly's assurance that independence remained a 
future option. See UN Doc. NRes/2064 (XX), 16 Dec. 1965. In that respect it will be noted that 
Resolution 1541 suggests that "free association" is open to subsequent revision. 
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plebiscites, especially in cases where association or integration 185 would 
presumably be the result of the exercise of self-determination. 186 Thus, as a 
matter of principle, strict democratic standards were required for association 
or integration, while the choice for independence had to be free, 187 but not 
necessarily based on democratic verification standards, that is, in accordance 

185. When, apparently, the population would opt for independence, the wishes of the people were 
normally to be established by the usual political processes of the territory, save for those special 
cases where it was considered necessary to make special arrangements as, for example, with 
regard to the Ellice Islands in 1974 where a referendum - leading to independence - was held 
in the presence of United Nations observers. See UN Doc. NRes/3288 (XXIX), 13 Dec. 1974; 
UN GAOR, 29'" Sess., Supp. No. 23 (N9623/Rev.l), Ch. XXI, Ann. 

186. See Cassese, SELF-DETERMINATION, pp. 76-78, and the examples given there. See also 
OPPENHEIM'S INT'L LAW, pp. 713-714. The fact that in some circumstances the principle of 
'free choice' was not applied, does not detract from the general and universal character of the 
principle. For instance, a referendum was not held in Gibraltar, but this was premised on the 
fact that the inhabitants were not considered to constitute a people for the purpose of external 
self-determination. See UN Doc. NRes/2353 (XXII), 19 Dec. 1967. Another example of a 
situation where the principle of 'one man, one vote' through the instrument of a referendum 
or plebiscite was not used is West Irian (West New Guinea), but here the decision to deviate 
from the general rule is highly debatable and thus criticized (cf Cassese, SELF-DETERMINATION, 
p. 84: "this 'act of free choice' [ ... ) amounted to a substantial denial of self-determination"). 
In this case the Secretary-General's representative in West Irian observed that "geographical 
and human realities in the territory required the application of a realistic criterion", which would 
be different from "the orthodox and universally adopted method of'one man one vote"'. Report 
of Mr. Ortiz Sanz, UN Doc. N7723, 6 Nov. 1969, Ann. 1, p. 9, para. 82. Accordingly, the will 
of the people was established on the basis of the Indonesian mu.efawarah system ("a process in 
which decisions are reached by collective discussion and consensus rather than by individual 
votes"). Despite the fact that the Dutch government eventually did not object against the validity 
of the exercise of self-determination in West lrian (judging from the adoption of General 
Assembly Resolution 2504 (XXIV) of 19 Nov. 1969, which was co-sponsored by the Netherlands 
and which took note of the outcome of the 'act of free choice', acknowledged "with appreciation 
the fulfilment by the Secretary-General and his representative of the tasks entrusted to them 
under the Agreement of 15 August 1962"), it made clear that according to the Netherlands the 
standard for how to establish the will of a people for the purpose of exercising self-determination 
remained that of'free choice' based on informed democratic processes based on universal adult 
suffrage, because this standard was in conformity with international practice. See Kuyper and 
Kapteyn, supra note 148, at pp. 198-199. During the debates in the General Assembly leading 
up to the adoption of Resolution 2504, which extended over three plenary sessions, several 
delegations expressed reservations regarding the procedures used, and questioned whether the 
people of West New Guinea had been allowed to exercise the right of self-determination. Cf 
the statement by the Indian government, UN GAOR, 24'" Plenary Sess., 1813'" mtg., 19 Nov. 
1969, para. 24 (the method of musjawarah is "appropriate for the special circumstances of West 
Irian but cannot under any circumstances be considered a precedent for the process of the 
exercise of the right of self-determination under completely different conditions in territories 
still under colonial domination"). See also W. Henderson, WEST NEW GUINEA, THE DISPUTE 
AND ITS SETTLEMENT, 1973, esp. pp. 226-240; Pomerance, supra note 46, at p. 33. It has been 
suggested that the majority stand in the General Assembly 'l!l'ith regard to Resolution 2504 
(XXIV) (vote: 84 to 0, with 30 abstentions} should be explained in the sense that West Irian 
was regarded by that majority as an integral part of Indonesia and that there was therefore no 
need to meet the required standards for exercising self-determination. See Rigo-Sureda, supra 
note 15, at p. 151. 

187. See Resolution 1514,supra note 2, Para. 5. See also the statement by Judge Nagendra Singh,supra 
note 184. 
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with (the Western view of) the principle of 'one man one vote'. 188 However, 

in those cases where serious doubts existed as to the ~enuine expression of the 
wish for independence, additional safeguards were required. The situation of 
Southern Rhodesia under the Smith regime serves as a prime example. 18

'
1 But, 

as was observed earlier, although 'free choice' was required, it is not clear 

whether or not the States concerned were of the opinion that they were under 
a legal obligation to ascertain "the will of the people" specifically through either 

fc cl I b. · 1911 a re eren um or a p e 1sc1te. 

It should be noted that although the technique by which the will of the 

188. Pomerance, supra note 46, at p. 32. See also Crawford, CREATION, pp. 101-102. For instance, 
an acceptable procedure of consultation with leaders of opinion and organizations took place 
in Bahrain pursuant to an agreement between Iran and the United Kingdom in 1970. The latter 
had been a protecting power and the former had claimed sovereignty. Under their agreement, 
a representative of the United Nations Secretary-General consulted representative leaders in 
Bahrain in the course of March - April 1970 and concluded in his report that "the Bahrainis 
[ ... ] were virtually unanimous in wanting a fully independent sovereign State". See UN Doc. 
S/9772, 30 Apr. 1970, p. ll. The report was unanimously endorsed by the Security Council in 
Resolution 278. See UN Doc. S/Res/278 (1970), 11 May 1970. And see 0. Schachter, The United 
Nations and Internal Conflict, in: KV. Raman (Ed.), DISPUTE SETTLEMENT THROUGH THE 
UNITED NATIONS, 1977, pp. 301-364, at pp. 333-334; E. Gordon, Resolution of the Bahrain 
Dispute, AJIL, Vol. 65, 1971, pp. 560-568. Another example is formed by the case of Malaysia 
where it was deemed acceptable by the United Nations that the wish for independence was 
expressed by traditional authorities which enjoyed general support among the population. See 
T.E. Smith, THE BACKGROUND TO MALAYSIA, 1963, pp. 25-32. 

189. Reference can be made to the Security Council's determination of the invalidity of the 
proclamation of independence by the white minority regime in Southern Rhodesia in 1965 (UN 
Doc. S/Res/216, 12 Nov. 1965) and the Council's subsequent demand for "arrangements [ ... ] 
for a peaceful and democratic transition to genuine majority rule and independence", which 
arrangements "include the holding of free and fair elections on the basis of universal adult 
suffrage under United Nations supervision" in order to "effect the genuine decolonization of 
the Territory [ ... ]"(UN Doc. S/Res/423, 14 March 1978). See also, e.g., UN Doc. NRes2138 
(XXI), 22 Oct. 1966, Para. 2 ("reaffirming the obligation of the administering Power to transfer 
power to the people of Zimbabwe on the basis of universal adult suffrage, in accordance with 
the principle of 'one man, one vote"'); UN Doc. NRes/2877, 20 Dec. 1971, Para. 2 ("no 
settlement which does not conform strictly to the principle of'no independence before majority 
rule' on the basis of one man, one vote, will be acceptable"). The Lancaster House Agreement 
of 12 Dec. 1979 called for elections and a transition period under British rule. The Agreement 
was endorsed by the Security Council (UN Doc. S/Res/463, 2 Feb. 1980), which no longer 
demanded United Nations supervision of the elections, but which did require the United 
Kingdom to create conditions in Southern Rhodesia to ensure free, democratic and fair elections 
resulting in genuine majority rule, calling upon "all Member States to respect only the free and 
fair choice of the people of Zimbabwe" (Para. 9). Pre-independence elections were held from 
27-29 February 1980 under the supervision of the British government and monitored by 
hundreds of observers of the OAU. The report of the OAU Observer Team concluded that under 
the prevailing circumstances, the elections were free and fair and reflected the will of the people. 
See OAU Doc. ECM/Res. 25 (XIII), adopted at the 13'" Extraordinary Sess. in Addis Ababa, 
Ethiopia, from 10-12 March 1980, Para. I (endorsing the outcome of the elections). Robert 
Mugabe's ZANU party (PF) won absolute majority and formed Zimbabwe's first representative 
government. The British government formally granted independence to Zimbabwe on 18 April 
1980. On 26 August 1980, Zimbabwe was admitted to membership in the United Nations. As 
to the elaboration upon the Southern Rhodesian attempt to secede, see pp. 128-134, supra. 

190. Cassese, SELF-DETERMINATION, p. 79. 
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people had to be ascertained in a way echoes the concept of the 'consent of 

the governed', the internal dimension of self-determination was completely 

disregarded in the process of decolonization. There is no case in which it was 
required that the subsequent political system or form of government of the 
former colony should be based on the continued 'consent of the governed'. 191 

The next point which needs to be addressed, is the legal status of self
determination in the context of decolonization. In Resolution 1514 the General 
Assembly refers without hesitation to self-determination as a right and not as 
a principle. Does that mean that the Assembly regarded self-determination as 
a right under international customary law at the time of the adoption of the 
Resolution? This may very well be the case. It must be recalled that, as early 
as 1952, the General Assembly adopted a number of resolutions under the title 
of "The right of peoples and nations to self-determination". In these resolu

tions it was stated that "the States Members of the United Nations shall 

recognize and promote the realization of the right of self-determination of 
peoples of Non-Self-Governing and Trust Territories who are under their 
administration". 192 And in 1953 the Assembly adopted a resolution containing 

factors which should be used by the Assembly as a guide in determining 
whether a territory is still or no longer within the scope Chapter XI of the 
Charter. The resolution declared that "each concrete case should be considered 

and decided upon in the light of the particular circumstances of that case and 
taking into account the right of self-determination of peoples". 193 In addition, 

Resolution 1188 (XII), adopted by the General Assembly in 1957, reaffirms in 
its first operative paragraph that those member States bearing responsibility 
"for the administration of Non-Self-Governing Territories shall promote the 
realization and facilitate the exercise of the right [ of self-determination] by the 

191. That is not to say that the transfer of sovereignty by the colonial power would be approved by 
the United Nations with regard to any, that is, even an unrepresentative government of a 
previous dependent entity. Again, Southern Rhodesia could be mentioned as an example, in 
which case it was made clear by the Security Council that not only the outcome of the exercise 
of self-determination should be the result of a 'free choice', but also that only in the case of a 
'majority' government genuine independence could be considered to be achieved. In general, 
the United Nations was concerned about whether the choice for independence, integration or 
association was a reflection of the will of the population of a dependent territory. Therefore, 
the demand for a genuine exercise of external self-determination should be distinguished from 
the issue of whether or not the United Nations required the future political and constitutional 
system of former colonies to be in conformity with the internal dimension of self-determination. 
Because immediate external self-determination of all dependent territories and peoples was 
considered to be of primary importance, no requirement of continued internal self-determination 
was formulated in this context. See also Crawford, CREATION OF STATES, pp. 219-220. 

192. UN Doc. NRes/637 A-B-C, 16 Dec.1952. 
193. UN Doc. NRes/742 (VIII), 27 Nov. 1953. 
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peoples of such Territories". 194 If the terminology used in these resolutions is 

compared with the terminology used in Resolution 1514, it is clear that the 

latter is formulated in a much more mandatory manner by which the impres

sion at least is created that the Resolution aims at expressing the applicable 
law. 195 Moreover, the character of self-determination a-s a right under customary 

194. UN Doc. NRes/1188 (XII), 11 Dec. 1957 (vote: 54 to 0, with 13 abstentions). Operative 
Paragraph I was voted on separately before the vote on the draft resolution as a whole. This 
Paragraph was adopted by SI votes to 9, with 7 abstentions. The thirteen States abstaining from 
voting with respect to the draft resolution as a whole, included those States which voted against 
Para. I of the draft: the Netherlands, New Zealand, Portugal, the United Kingdom, Australia, 
Belgium, Canada, France and Italy (the remaining States abstaining from voting on the entire 
resolution were Denmark, Norway, Spain and Sweden). It has been suggested that if the 
principal colonial powers voted against or abstained from voting with regard to resolutions 
proclaiming self-determination as a right of peoples, it seems impossible to state that a rule of 
customary law had emerged at the relevant time. See R Emerson, Self-Determination, AJIL, Vol. 
65, 1971, p. 459, at p. 462. However, this conclusion must be rejected upon further analysis. 
As comes to the fore from the debates, for many (colonial) States the principal reason for voting 
against or abstaining from voting in 1957 was not so much the use of the term 'right' but the 
fact that according to these States self-determination was not confined to the populations of 
NSGT. See UN GAOR, 12'" Sess., Third Comm., 821" mtg., 26 Nov. - 3 Dec. 1957: United 
Kingdom (pp. 303, para. 4 and 325, para. 62: "[the United Kingdom] had voted against operative 
paragraph 1, since even in independent States the principle of self-determination could be 
disregarded[ ... ]"), France (p. 308, para. 13), the Netherlands (p. 313, para. 4), Canada (p. 319, 
para. 2: "the discussion has shown that the question of self-determination was not confined to 
situations relating to traditional colonialism"), New Zealand (p. 321, para. 21: "it had been 
suggested that self-determination was a practical question only in cases of NSGT' s. Article I 
of the draft Covenants [on Human Rights] had however not been adopted on such premises. 
It could hardly be explained to a large segment of the world public, including the subjects of 
police States, that the right of self-determination was in their cases a kind of constitutional 
fiction. Such an interpretation would deprive the [draft] Covenants [on Human Rights] and 
the United Nations of all moral authority"), Australia (p. 322, para. 26), Belgium (p. 324, para. 
54). Only the United Kingdom publicly questioned the existence of a legal right, but did not 
put forward this position in explaining its vote. This position was not supported by the other 
colonial powers and rejected publicly and outright by the vast majority of the non-colonial States, 
many of which referred to the draft International Covenant on Human Rights where self
determination was explicitly recognized as a right in draft Paragraph 1(1). As to the latter, see 
UN GAOR, 10th Sess., Ann., agenda item 28 (part I), Doc. N3077, para. 77. 

195. CJ Cristescu, supra note 124, p. 79 ("represents a legal and political formulation, by the 
international community, of the principle of equal rights and self-determination of peoples"). 
It is an entirely different thing, however, to state that the resolution is an authoritative 
interpretation of the Charter. For this view see H. Waldock, General Course on Public International 
Law, HR, 1962 II, p. 5, at pp. 31-34; Brownlie, PRINCIPLES, p. 600. This view cannot be 
maintained, at least not in the sense that the entire resolution would be an authoritative 
interpretation of the Charter in view of such formulations as "immediate steps shall be taken 
to transfer all powers" to NSGT and "all other territories which have not yet attained independence" 
(emphasis added), which go well beyond that what is stated in the Charter. See also B. Roth, 
GOVERNMENTAL ILLEGITIMACY IN INTERNATIONAL LAW, 1999, pp. 208-209; Pomerance, supra 
note 46, at pp. 11-12; Crawford, CREATION, p. 90; Bokor-Szego, supra note 159, at p. 29. In 
this respect it should be noted that the General Assembly does not have the power to adopt 
binding resolutions except for those resolutions adopted under the heading of a number of very 
specific provisions in the Charter. The resolutions normally have recommendatory force only. 
It is, however, generally accepted that the recommendatory resolutions may either reflect existing 
international customary law or influence the creation of a new international customary rule. 
In both cases the resolutions may be evidence of opinio Juris. See, generally, B. Sloan, General 
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international law appears to be reflected in the fact that some thirty Non-Self
Governing and Trust Territories 196 achieved independence prior to the adoption 
of the Resolution on 14 December 1960. 197 It therefore seems tenable that 
Resolution 1514 reflected an existing rule of customary law as far as a right of 
self-determination for colonial countries and peoples is concerned. 198 In any 
event, it is beyond doubt that the right of self-determination in the sense of a 
right ofN on-Self-Governing Territories and Trust Territories to choose either 
independence, association or integration developed into a rule of customary 

Assembly Resolution Revisited (Forty Years Later), BYIL, Vol. 58, 1987, p. 39. But see B. Cheng, 
United Nations Resolutions on Outer Space: 1nstant 'International Customary Law, Indian JIL, Vol. 
5, 1965, p. 23. 

196. Benin (1 Aug. 1960), Burkina Faso (5 Aug. 1960), Burma (4 Jan. 1948), Cambodia (9 Nov. 
1953), Cameroon (1 Jan. 1960), Chad (11 Aug. 1960), Congo (15 Aug. 1960), Cote d'Ivoire (7 
Aug. 1960), the Democratic Republic of Congo (15 Aug. 1960), Gabon (17 Aug. 1960), Ghana 
(6 March 1957), Guinea (28 Sept. 1958), India (15 Aug. 1947), Indonesia (17 Aug. 1945 
proclaimed/27 Aug. 1949 devolution), Laos (19 July 1949), Libya (24 Dec. 1951), Madagascar 
(26 June 1960), Malaysia (21 Aug. 1957), Mali (20 June 1960), Mauritania (28 Nov. 1960), 
Morocco (2 March 1956), Niger (3 Aug. 1960), Nigeria(! Oct. 1960), Philippines (4 July 1946), 
Senegal (20 June 1960), Somalia (1 July 1960), Sri Lanka (4 Feb. 1948), Sudan (1 Jan. 1956), 
Togo (27 Apr. 1960), and Tunisia (20 March 1956). 

197. Between 1945 and 1957 some 700,000,000 people had seen their countries attain independence. 
Resolution 1514 refers explicitly to this development in its Preamble. This significant 
development was already observed and stressed by numerous delegations during the discussions 
leading to the adoption of Resolution 1188 (XII) in 1957, which was referred to above. See UN 
GAOR, 12th Sess., supra note 194, at pp. 299 (United States), 307 (Romania), 311 (Panama), 
316 (Czechoslovakia). An interesting remark was made by the Netherlands with regard to the 
Indonesian quest for independence. Several years before the adoption of the 1960 resolutions, 
self-determination was at the core of the Dutch-Indonesian conflict in 1947-1949. In 1949, the 
Dutch government, after several efforts to crush the independence movement in Indonesia and 
in the context of the Round Table Conference which led to the formal transfer of sovereignty 
to the Republic oflndonesia, stated that "self-determination was an internationally recognized 
right which accrued to the people [of the Republic of Indonesia] irrespective of whether it had 
be laid down in an agreement or not". Kuyper and Kapteyn, supra note 148, at p. 166. 

198. Cf OPPENHEIM'S INT'L LAW, p. 286, n. 17, stating that "the observations of the ICJ [in the 
Namibia case and the Western Sahara case] come close to attribution to the resolution the status 
of customary international law". See also Hannum, supra note 82, at pp. 33-34; Cristescu, supra 
note 124, at p. 79; Sloan, supra note 195, at pp. 99-100. During the discussions leading to the 
adoption ofResolution 1514 none of the delegations questioned the character of self-determina
tion as a right for colonial countries and peoples. If the matter was referred to at all, it was to 
affirm the legal character of the right. See UN GAOR, 15'1, Sess., (Part I), Plenary mtgs., Vol. 
2, 27 Oct. - 20 Dec. 1960: e.g., Ethiopia (928'" mtg., p. 1022, para. 31); Poland (id., p. 1023, para. 
50); United States (937'1, mtg., p. 1158, para. 19); France (945'1, mtg., p. 1259, para. 141). As in 
the case of Resolution 1188 which was discussed above, some States which abstained from voting 
explained their abstention by raising objections with regard to the fact that the resolution 
appeared to confine self-determination to colonial peoples (see, e.g., United States (947'1, mtg., 
p. 1283, paras. 143, 145)) or by objecting against the requirement of immediate transfer of 
sovereignty which would not be to the benefit of the peoples concerned (see, e.g., Australia (933"1 

mtg., p. 1093, paras. 73, 83); United States (93i' mtg., p. 1160, para. 29 and 947'1, mtg., p. 1283, 
para. 151); United Kingdom (925'" mtg., pp. 983-986, paras. 32-62 and 947'1, mtg., p. 1275, para. 
54)). 
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law in the course of the 1960s.199 This is reflected in the numerous resolutions 
adopted both by the Security Council2°0 and by the General Assembly 201 

affirming the existence of a right of self-determination, as well as in the 
dismantling of almost the entire dependency system in terms of Non-Self
Governing Territories and Trust Territories in the course of the 1960s and 
1970s. 

Yet another point which must be examined is whether or not the prohibi
tion of the denial of self-determination for the inhabitants of dependent 
territories is to be qualified as a norm of jus cogens. In this respect, the 
categorical and absolute formulation in numerous resolutions of the General 
Assembly of the obligation of States responsible for colonies to end this colonial 
relationship is significant. Moreover, as has been discussed elsewhere in this 
study, 202 States have repeatedly emphasized the obligation to respect the right 
of self-determination as a fundamental premise for the maintenance of the 
international legal order. Furthermore, the fundamental character of the right 
of self-determination has been stressed with regard to the process of decoloniza
tion, and in that respect it has been explicitly qualified by States as a norm of 

jus cogens. 203 Although the International Court of Justice did not explicitly use 
the term jus cogens, it did stress the fundamental and special character of the 
norm in the East Timar case. The Court observed that the right of self

determination "is one of the essential principles of contemporary international 

199. Cf Namibia case, supra note 106, at p. 31 (para. 52) ("the last fifty years [ ... ] have brought 
important developments. These developments leave little doubt that the ultimate objective of 
the sacred trust was the self-determination and independence of the peoples concerned. In this 
domain, as elsewhere, the corpus iuris gentium has been considerably enriched [ .. .]"). Cf also 
the later remark by Judge Dillard, who concluded that "the pronouncements of the Court thus 
indicate that a norm of international law has emerged applicable to the decolonization of those 
non-self-governing territories which are under the aegis of the United Nations". Separate 
Opinion Judge Dillard, Western Sahara case, supra note 174, at pp. 121-122. 

200. See, e.g., UN Docs. S/Res/183, 11 Dec. 1963 and S/Res/218, 23 Nov. 1965 and the Security 
Council resolutions on Southern Rhodesia, (seep. 131, supra) and on the territories formerly 
under Portuguese administration (see UN Doc. S/Res/163, 9 June 1961; UN Doc. S/Res/180, 
31 July 1963; UN Doc. S/Res/183, 11 Dec. 1963; UN Doc. S/Res/218, 23 Nov. 1965; UN Doc. 
S/Res/273, 9 Dec. 1969; UN Doc. S/Res/275, 22 Dec. 1969; UN Doc. S/Res/290, 8 Dec. 1970; 
UN Doc. S/Res/312, 4 Feb. 1972; UN Doc. S/Res/321, 23 Oct. 1972; UN Doc. S/Res/322, 22 
Nov. 1972). 

201. See, e.g., UN Doc. NRes/2037 (XX), 7 Dec. 1965; UN Doc. UN Doc. NRes/2105 (XX), 20 
Dec. 1965; UN Doc. NRes/2189 (XXI), 13 Dec. 1966; UN Doc. NRes/2326 (XXII), 16 Dec. 
1967; UN Doc. NRes/2465 (XXIII), 20 Dec. 1968; UN Doc. NRes/2548, (XXIV), 11 Dec. 1969; 
UN Doc. NRes/2708 (XXV), 14 Dec. 1970; UN Doc. NRes/2878 (XXVI), 20 Dec. 1971; UN 
Doc. NRes/2908 (XXVII), 2 Nov. 1972. 

202. See pp. 145-146, supra. 
203. See, e.g., Spain, Western Sahara case, ICJ Pleadings, Vol. I, pp. 206-208; Algeria, Western Sahara 

case, ICJ Pleadings, Vol. IV, pp. 497-500; Morocco, Western Sahara case, ICJ Pleadings, Vol. 
V, 179-80; Guinea-Bissau, Case Concerning the Arbitral Award of 31 July 1989, (Guinea-Bissau 
v. Senegal), ILR, Vol. 83, p. 1 at p. 24; Romania, UN Doc. NAC.125/SR70, 4 Dec. 1967, p. 
4. And see the references given by Cassese, SELF-DETERMINATION, pp. 136-137, nn. 67-72. 
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law" and, furthermore, that "the assertion [by Portugal] that the right of 

peoples to self-determination, as it evolved from the Charter and from United 
N . . h h . . h bl " 204 I dd .. attons practice, as an erga omnes c aracter, 1s 1rreproac a e . n a 1twn, 

the International Law Commission - with reference to, among others, the 

statements of the International Court of Justice in the East Timar case - has 
qualified the obligation of respect for the right of self-determination as jus 
cogens.205 Finally, there is considerable doctrinal support for the view that the 
prohibition of the denial of the right of (external) self-determination in the 

I . 1 · . 206 F h . . I d d h 1 co on1a context 1s ;us cogem. or t ese reasons 1t 1s cone u e t at, at east, 
the prohibition of the denial of the right of ( externa!) self-determination for 
colonial territories and peoples, or put differently, the prohibition of the 
maintenance or establishment of colonial domination, is a rule of customary 
international law having the character ofjus cogens, and must consequently be 

d 207 respecte erga omnes. 
In sum, after the establishment of the United Nations, self-determination 

was primarily applied as an anti-colonial concept. In most colonial situations 
it was clear that Wilson's idea of 'consent of the governed' could not be 

realized unless the colonial people were given the opportunity to choose their 
external political status. With the Soviet Union and its allies as its principal 

supporters on the one hand - essentially repeating Lenin's anti-colonial ideas 

- and the Afro-Asian States on the other, self-determination evolved into a 
positive legal right for the inhabitants of dependent territories, which entitled 
them to freely choose between independence, integration or association. 

§ 3.4.4. Decolonization and statehood 

What actually happened during the era of decolonization was a shift in the 

204. East Timor case, !CJ Rep. 1995, p. 90, at p. 102 (para. 29). 
205. Report of the ILC, 53"1 sess., 23 Apr.-1 June and 2 July-10 Alig. 2001, UN GAOR, 56'" sess., 

Supp. No. 10,N56/10, eh. N.E.2 (Commentaries to the Draft Articles on Responsibility of States 
for International Wrongful Acts Adopted by the Drafting Committee on Second Reading, UN 
Doc. NCN.4/L.602/Rev.l, 26 July 2001), pp. 208, 284. 

206. See the literature mentioned at p. 147, note 258, supra. In addition, see M. Bedjaoui,Article 74, 
in: J.-P. Cot and A Pellet (Eds.), LA CHARTE DES NATIONS UNIES, 1991, p. 1077, at pp. 1082-
1083; Cassese, SELF-DETERMINATION, pp. 133-140; A Gomez Robledo, Le /us Cogem 
International; Sa Nature, Ses Fonctions, HR, 1981 III, p. 17, pp. 172-185; Sloan, supra note 195, 
at p. 81; H. Gros Espiell, Seif-Detennination and /us Cogens, in: A Cassese (Ed.), UN 
LAW/FUNDAMENTALRIGHTS,TwOTOPICSINlNTERNATIONALLAW, 1979,p.167;H Bokor
Szegii, The International Legal Content of the Right of Self Determination as Reflected by the 
Disintegration of the Colonial System, in: QUESTIONS OF!NTERNATIONALLAW, 1966, p. 39. See 
also the references given by Judge Skubiszewski, East Timor case, supra note 204, at p. 266. But 
see Cristescu, supra note 124, at p. 80. 

207. See also Separate Opinion Judge Ammoun, Barcelona Traction case, !CJ Rep. 1970, p. 4, at p. 
304 
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At the Coun at Buckingham Palace 

THE 10th DAY OF JUNE 2004 

PRESENT, 

THE QUEEN 'S MOST EXCELLENT MAJESTY 
IN COUNCIL 

Her Maje sty, by virtue and in exercise of all the powers in Her Majesty vested, is pleased, by and with the 
advice of Her Privy Council, to order, and it is hereby ordered, as follows:-

Citati on and commencement 

1. This Order may be cited as the British Indian Ocean Territory (Constitution) Order 2004 and shall 
come into force forthwith. 

Interpr eta tion 

2 . - (I) The Interpretation Act 1978(a) shall apply, with the necessary modifications, for the purpose of 
interpreti ng this Order, and otherwise in relation thereto, as it applies for the purpose of interpreting, and 
otherwise in relation to, Acts of Parliament. 

(2) In this Order, unless the contra ry intention appears-

"the Commissioner" means the Commissioner for the Territo ry and includes any person for the 
time being lawfully performing the functions of the office of Commissioner; 

"the Gazette" means the Official Gazette of the Territory; 

"the Territ ory" means the British Indian Ocean Territory specified in the Schedule. 

Revoca tion 

3. - (I) The British Indian Ocean Territory Orders 1976 to 1994(b) ("the existing Orders ") are revoked . 

(a) 1978 c.30. 

(b) S.I. 1976/893; 1981 III, p.6524; see also the British Indian Ocean Territory (Amendment) Order 1994 made on 
g•h February 1994. 
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(2) Without prejudice to the generality of sections 15, 16 and 17 of the Interpretation Act 1978 (as 

applied by section 2(1) of this Order)-

(a) the revocation of the existing Orders does not affect the continuing operation of any law 

made, or having effect as if made, under the existing Orders and having effect as part of the 

law of the Territory immediately before the commencement of this Order; but any such law 

shall thereafter, without prejudice to its amendment or repeal by any authority competent in 

that behalf, have effect as if made under this Order and be construed with such 

modifications, adaptations, qualifications and exceptions as may be necessary to bring it into 

conformity with this Order; 

(b) the revocation of the existing Orders does not affect the continuing validity of any 

appointment made, or having effect as if made, or other thing done, or having effect as if 

done , under the existing Orders and having effect immediately before the commencement of 

this Order; but any such appointment made or thing done shall, without prejudice to its 

revocation or variation by any authority competent in that behalf, continue to have effect 

thereafter as if made or done under this Order. 

Estab lishment of office of Commissioner 

4. - (I) There shall be a Commissioner for the Territory who shall be appointed by Her Majesty by 

instructions given through a Secretary of State and who shall hold office during Her Majesty's pleasure. 

(2) During any period when the office of Commissioner is vacant or the holder thereof is for any 

reason unable to perform the functions of his office those functions shall, during Her Majesty 's pleasure, 

be assumed and performed by such person as Her Majesty may designate in that behalf by instructions 

given through a Secretary of State. 

Powers and duti es of Commissioner 

S. The Commissioner shall have such powers and duties as are conferred or imposed on him by or under 

this Order or any other law and such other functions as Her Majesty may from time to time be pleased to 

assign to him and, subject to the provisions of this Order and of any other law, shall do and execute all 

things that belong to his office according to such instructions, if any, as Her Majesty may from time to 

time see fit to give him. 

Official stamp 

6. There shall be an Official Stamp for the Territory which the Commissioner shall keep and use for 

stamping all such documents as may be required by any law to be stamped therewith. 

Constitution of offices 

7. The Commissioner, in Her Majesty's name and on Her Majesty's behalf, may consti tute such offices 

for the Territory as may lawfully be constituted by Her Majesty and, subject to the provisions of any law 

for the time being in force in the Territory and to such instructions as may from time to time be given to 

him by Her Majesty through a Secretary of State, the Commissioner may likewise-

(a) make appointments, to be held during Her Majesty's pleasure, to any office so constituted; and 
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(b) terminate any such appointment, or dismiss any person so appointed or take such other 
disciplinary action in relation to him as the Commissioner may think fit. 

Concurrent appointments 

8. Whenever the substantive holder of any office constituted by or under this Order is on leave of absence 
pending relinquishment of his office-

(a) another person may be appointed substantively to that office; and 

(b) that person shall, for the purposes of any functions attaching to that office, be deemed to be 
the sole holder of that office. 

No right of abode in the Territory 

9. - (I) Whereas the Territory was constituted and is set aside to be available for the defence purposes of 
the Government of the United Kingdom and the Government of the United States of America, no person 
has the right of abode in the Territory . 

(2) Accordingly, no person is entitled to enter or be present in the Territory except as authorised by 
or under this Order or any other law for the time being in force in the Territory. 

Commissioner's powers to make laws 

10. - ()) Subject to the provisions of this Order, the Commissioner may make laws for the peace, order 
and good government of the Territory. 

(2) It is hereby declared, without prejudice to the generality of subsection (I) but for the avoidance 
of doubt , that, in the exercise of his powers under subsection (I), the Commissioner may make any such 
provision as he considers exped ient for or in connection with the administration of the Territory, and no 
such provision shall be deemed to be invalid except to the extent that it is inconsistent with the status of 
the Territory as a British overseas territory or with this Order or with any other Order of Her Majesty in 
Council extending to the Territory or otherwise as provided by the Colonial Laws Validity Act 1865(a). 

(3) All laws made by the Commissioner in exercise of the powers conferred by subsection (1) shall 
be published in the Gazette in such manner as the Commissioner may direct. 

(4) Every law made by the Commissioner under subsecti on (I) shall come into force on the date on 
which it is published in accordance with subsection (3) unless it is provided , either in that law or in some 
other such law, that it shall come into operation on some other date, in wh.ich case it shall come into force 
on that other date. 

Disallowance of laws 

11. - (I) Any law made by the Commissioner in exercise of the powers conferred on him by this Order 
may be disallowed by Her Majesty through a Secretary of State. 

(2) Whenever any law has been disallowed by Her Majesty, the Commissioner shall cause notice of 
the disallowance to be published in the Gazette in such manner as he may direct, and the law shall be 
annulled with effect from the date of that publication. 

(a) 1865 c.63. 
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(3) Section 16(1) of the Interpretation Act 1978 shall apply to the annulment of a law under this 
section as it applies to the repeal of an Act of Parliament, save that a law repealed or amended by or in 
pursuance of the annulled law shall have effect as from the date of the annulment as if the annulled law 
had not been made. 

Commissioner's powers of pardon, etc 

12. The Commissioner may, in Her Majesty's name and on Her Majesty's behalf-

(a) grant to any person concerned in or convicted of any offence against the law of the Territory 
a pardon, free or subject to lawful conditions; or 

(b) grant to any person a respite, either indefinite or for a specified period, of the execution of 
any sentence passed on that person for any such offence; or 

(c) substitute a less severe form of punishment for any punishment imposed by any such 
sentence; or 

(d) remit the whole or any part of any such sentence or of any penalty or forfeiture otherwise 
due to Her Majesty on account of any such offence. 

Courts and judicial proceedings 

13. - (1) Without prejudice to the generality of section 3(2), all courts established for the Territory by or 
under a law made under the existing Orders and in existence immediately before the commencement of 
this Order shall continue in existence thereafter as if established by or under a law made under this Order. 

(2) All proceedings that, immediately before the commencement of this Order, are pending before 
any such court may be continued and concluded before that court thereafter. 

(3) Without prejudice to the generality of section 3(2), the provisions of any law in force in the 
Territory as from the commencement of this Order that relate to the enforcement of decisions of courts 
established for the Territory or to appeals from such decisions shall apply to such decisions given before 
the commencemen t of this Order in the same way as they apply to such decisions given thereafter. 

(4) The Supreme Court may, as the Chief Justice may direct, sit in the United Kingdom and there 
exercise all or any of its powers or jurisdiction in any civil or criminal proceedings. 

(5) Subject to subsection (6), the Chief Justice may make a direction under subsection (4) where it 
appears to him, having regard to all the circumstances of the case, that to do so would be in the interests of 
the proper and efficient administration of justice and would not impose an unfair burden on any party to 

the proceedings. 

(6) A direction under subsection (4) may be made at any stage of the proceedings or when it is 
sought to institute the proceedings and may be made on the application of any party to the proceedings or 
of any person who seeks to be or whom it is sought to make such a party or of the Chief Justice's own 
motion. 

(7) Subject to any law made under section 10 (and without prejudice to the operation of section 
3(2)), the Chief Justice may make rules of court for the purpose of regulating the practice and procedure of 
the Supreme Court with respect to the exercise of the Court 's powers and jurisdiction in the United 
Kingdom. 

(8) Without prejudice to the operation of section 3(2), a sub-registry may be established in the 
United Kingdom for the filing, sealing and issue of such documents relating to proceedings in the 
Supreme Court ( whether or not they are proceedings in which the Court exercises its powers and 
jurisdiction in the United Kingdom) as may be prescribed by rules of court made by the Chief Justice . 
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(9) Anything done in the United Kingdom by virtue of subsections (4) to (8) shall have, and have 
only, the same validity and effect as if done in the Territory. 

( I 0) In this section, "the Supreme Court" means the Supreme Court of the Territory as established 
by or under a law made, or having effect as if made, under section 10 and "the Chief Justice" means the 
Judge (or, if there is more than one, the presiding Judge) of that Court. 

Disposal of land 

14. Subject to any law for the time being in force in the Territory and to any instructions given to the 
Commissioner by Her Majesty through a Secretary of State, the Commissioner, in Her Majesty 's name 
and on Her Majesty's behalf, may make and execute grants and dispositions of any land or other 
immovable property within the Territory that may lawfully be granted or disposed of by Her Majesty. 

Powers reserved to Her Majesty 

IS. - (I) There is hereby reserved to Her Majesty full power to make laws for the peace, order and good 
government of the Territory, and it is hereby declared, without prejudice to the generality of that 
expression but for the avoidance of doubt, that-

(a) any law made by Her Majesty in the exercise of that power may make any such provision as 
Her Majesty considers expedient for or in connection with the administration of the 
Territory; and 

(b) no such provision shall be deemed to be invalid except to the extent that it is inconsistent 
with the status of the Territory as a British overseas territory or otherwise as provided by the 
Colonial Laws Validity Act 1865. 

(2) Without prejudice to the generality of the power to make laws reserved to Her Majesty by 
subsection (1), any such law may make such provision as Her Majesty considers expedient for the 
purposes for which the Territory was constituted and is set aside, and accordingly and in particular, to give 
effect to section 9(1) and to secure compliance with section 9(2), including provision for the prohibition 
and punishment of unauthor ised entry into, or unauthorised presence in, the Territory, for the prevention 
of such unauthorised entry and the removal from the Territory of persons whose presence in the Territory 
is unauthorised, and for empowering public officers to effect such prevention or, as the case may be, such 
removal (including by the use of such force as is reasonable in the circumstances). 

(3) In this section-

(a) "public officer" means a person holding or acting in an office under the Government of the 
Territory; and 

(b) for the avoidance of doubt, references in this section to the prevention of unauthorised entry 
into the Territory include references to the prevention of entry into the territorial sea of the 
Territory with a view to effecting such unauthorised entry and references to the removal 
from the Territory of persons whose presence there is unauthorised include references to the 
removal from the territorial sea of the Territory of persons who either have effected an 
unauthorised entry into the Territory or have entered the territorial sea with a view to 
effecting such an unauthorised entry. 

( 4) There is hereby reserved to Her Majesty full power to amend or revoke this Order. 

A K. Galloway 
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Diego Garcia 

Egmont or Six Islands 

Peros Banhos 

Salomon Islands 

THE SCHEDULE 

Three Brothers Islands 

Nelson or Legour Island 

Eagle Islands 

Danger Islands 

EXPLANATORY NOTE 

(This note is not part of the Order) 

Section 2(2) 

This Order makes new provision for the Constitution and administration of the British Indian Ocean 
Territory. 
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Letter from the Prime Minister of Mauritius to the Prime Minister of the United Kingdom (22 
July 2004)
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!Jb,1>ne ~>zdrer 

5f~u-Mc r ~ttrtaM 
22 July 2004 

;,• I acknowledge receipt of your letter of 9 July by which you informed me that 

/you 111ere sorry your diary commitments have not allowed you so far to meet with me 

,;:. :,1 London. 

We have been following the debates in the House of Commons on the Diego 

Garcia base and the Chagos issue generally. We ·wish to remind you that whilst the 

existence of the base was challenged by many countries of the region during the Cold 

War, such is 110 longer the case now and we, in Mauritius, have made it clear 011 

numerous occasions that we do not object to Diego Garcia's use as a military base in 

the larger interest of the security of the international community. I would wish to 

reiterate this to you. 

I now take the liberty of raising a matter of crucial importance for 1l1auritius 

and the sixteen other ACP countries which are signatories to the ACP-EU Sugar 

Protocol. 

We have noted with deep concern the Communication of the European 

1 
..__·ommission to the EU Council of Ministers of Agriculture & Fisheries 011 the 

·proposed reform of the EU Sugar Regime. We have been given to understand that, 

whilst acknmvledging the need for reform, a number of delegations 011 the Council 

have commented on the schedule of the reform envisaged, the level and the stages 

proposed for reducing the intervention price for sugar, considering them to be too 

drastic. The proposals, if implemented tel quel would have a devastating effect on our 

vulnerable economies because they call for substantial price reductions implemented 

over a ve1y short period. The severity of the proposals baffles us and we appeal for 

your support and intervention so that we can preserve a viable sugar industJy in our 

countries. 

Export earnings from sugar have underpinned our socio-economic development 

and have, through their stabilizing effect, enabled the upholding of the fundamental 

principles of democracy which your counhy and ours cherish. 

. .... . / 
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in our countries is a difficult process, yet we have over the years 
·.. an ambitious reform programme to reduce costs of production and 

.;~e competitiveness. We still have a long way to go. The suddenness of the 
;e coupled tvith the unpredictability of the 2008 review proposed wouid be 

)y damaging to our industry. 

We therefore consider that the price reduction should be moderate and the time
' te for its application longer. Moreover, we believe that A CP countries should 

... efit from compensation through a dedicated budget line with sufficient funds 
' bling us to benefit from treatment similar to the one meted out to the outermost 

/gions of the EU. 

Our situation is ve1y similar to that prevailing in these outermost regions of the 
'" namely the Departments d'Outre Mer (DOM). And, it is no surprise that the 
/ ·commission has all along recognized that the maintenance of a viable sugar sector in 
these regions is essential for socio-economic and environmental reasons. We 
understand that in view of the constraints of agriculture in the Departments d'Outre 
Mer, special treatment is envisaged which includes production-linked support. 

We have ever since 1975 been a close ally of the EU and have been engaged in 
an exemplalJ' North-South cooperation that has stood the test of time. We have 
always, through dialogue and understanding, been able to iron out our differences 
and moved ahead. Once again, we stand ready to embrace a meaningful dialogue with 
the Commission, the EU Member States and the European Parliament so as to 
safeguard this longstanding partnership. We are convinced that we can re(v on your 
fi:Upport and solidarity to ensure that our development programmes and our _fight 
, ... gainst poverty are not undermined. 

Please accept, Prime Minister, the assurances of my highest consideration. 

~~ ~ 
Paul Rayma erenger, GCSK, GONM 

HE Mr Tony Blair, MP 
Prime Minister of the United Kingdom 
Office of the Prime Minister 
10, Downing Street 
London 
United Kingdom 

Prime Minister 
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Letter from the Minister of Foreign Affairs, International Trade and Regional Co-operation of 
the Republic of Mauritius to the Secretary of State for Foreign and Commonwealth Affairs of the 

United Kingdom (22 Oct. 2004)
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Afinister of Foreign Affairs, International Trade and Regional Co-operation 
Republic of .Mauritius 

Rt Hem Jack Straw MP 
Secretary of State for Foreign and 
Commoni..vealth Affairs 
foreign & Commonwealth Office 
LONDON 

J:c!c 
Dear Forei2: ecretary, 

22 October 2004 

I meant to v,Tite to you immediately upon my rerurn fyQowing our meeting in London on 4th 

October but my heavy schedule did not allow that. 
\\ 

I hasten to say that it was indeed a pleasure to meet ,,-ith you and discuss issues of mutual 
interest. r have reported to Prime Minister Berenger that our talks were held in a very cordial and 
frank manner. · 

As a follow-up to these discussions I await confirmation from you ·as to the projected meeting 
between our two Prime Ministers in the very near future . 

. r also look forward to hearing from you on the outcome of your discussions with the US with 
respect to the outer islands. l should like to reiterate that, from our perspective, we see no real or 
perceptible threat to security, having made it clear repeatedly that we have no problem whatsoever 
with the ¥1.J.b_tary and naval base on Diego Garcia. 

,As regards your proposal that we could envisage entering into a Treaty regarding the Cbagos 
Archipelago, I should be pleased to receive your proposals so that we could have them studied here. 

Finally, let rne again say that this is a matter of utmost importance to us and we look forward 
to registering progress on this dossier. 

Government Centre. Port Louis -Tel: (230) 20! 141 F, F><Y • f?,m ?f\R QM7 
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Notes Verbales from the Mauritius Ministry of Foreign Affairs to the General Secretariat of the 
Council of the European Union, Nos. 1197/28/8 & 1197/28 (21 July 2005 & 19 Apr. 2010)
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.l'::> . 

No. 1197i'28/8 19 April 2010 

The Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Regional _Integration and J11tern.ai'ional Trade of the 
Republic of Mauritius present_s its compliments to the.General Secretariai of the Council of . 
the El.iiopeill) Unio11 and has. the honour to state as fo.llows: 

. The Gov.ernment of the Republic of Mauritius has iioted. with coilce.,; that the Chagos 
Archipelago (the so-called ~•Br-itish Indian Ocean Territory"); including I)iego Garcia, has 
been included .in ihe list of Overseas Countries.and Territories to wliicli the provisions of Part 
Fc;ur oftheTreaty on the Functioning of the European Union (LisbM Tre~ty} apply. 

The :Gov~rnm~nt of the Repubiic' of Mauritius reiterat,es is position, as con_veyed in 
the Ministry's Note (No. 1197/28) d<1,tep 2 1 July 2005 addressed' to the General Secretariat, 
that the Chagos Archipelago, including Diego Garcia, has always. been and is an iptegral part' 
of the State of Mauritius as definect"in ·the Constitution of the Republic of Mauritius. A cj:>py 
of the Note is enclosed for ease of reference. 

The Governh1ent of the ·_Republic of Mauritius d9es not recognize the so:caned 
"British Indian Ocean Territory"·. The Chagos Archipelago, including Diego Garcia, was 
illegally yxcised from Mauritius by the British Govern.ment·before granting independence in 
violation of the United Nations Charter and United Nat ions General Assembly Resoluiioris 
1514 (XV) of 1.4 December 1960, 2066 (XX) of 16 December ' !965, 2232 (XXI ) .of 20 
Decemoer 1966.and 2357 (XXII) of 19 December 1967. 

'The Governmenr of the', .R.epubl\c of ~ ·auritiUS· unreservediy' reje~ts .the inclusion 'of 
the Chagos Archipe lago (the so-caJle.d "British Indian Ocean Territory;'), including Diego 
Garcia, in the list of O.vcrseas Countries and Territories contained iri Annex. II to Part Four of · 
the Lisbon Treaty. · · 

The Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Regional Integration and Jnterna:tional Trade of the 
Republic of Mauritius avails itself .of this opportunity to· renew to the General Secretariat of 
the Council of the European Union the assurances ofits highest consideration. 

The Genera l Secretariat of the Council of the European Union 
Rue de la Loi 175 
B-·1048 Brussels 
Belgium 

cc. Delegation of the Europea n Union in Mauritius 
Mauriti us E mbassv. B=fil!iel v · . --~o~ · 

oi.SPt\'fC\.\ 

! tl ~\)l ,'li!\O 
I g APR 201iJ 

I 



Annex 149

. REPUBLIC OF W.URITIUS 

MINISTRY OFFOREiIGN AFFAIRS,INTER.NA TIONA LTRADE 
. . ~AND COOPERATION 

No. 1197/28 ?,1 J uly ,2005 

;The Ministiy of Foreign Affairs, lnternatio'nal'Trode and Co-operation of the. 
Republic of Mauritius presents itS complunents. to the Secret~at of the Co.u11cil of ih.e 
European · Uniol) and has ttie honour to refer to 1l1e in.clusi.on of tb.e Chagos 
Archipelago, incfadin~ Diego· Garcia (th~ so-called "British Indian Ocean Territory") 
in Annex II related to Title 1V, Part Ill of the European Union Constitui\onal Treaty. 

+ • • • • • • • • 

·' The Government of the Republic of Mauritius reiterates. its position siate4 in · 
the Note MBX/ ACP/5005 dated 5 March ·2001 'fi·ori1 the Embassy of the Republic of 
Maxui.tius addressed to the Council of the European Union wherein it rejected the 

. inclusiou of the so-caUed ''British ·Indian Ocean' Territory'? in the list of Overse/lS 
Gou1Jtries and Texritories ·of the Ul)ited Kingdom of Great Britain nnd Nort:hem 
Iieland. · 

The Gover.nrn-::nl. of the ·Republic cir° Mawi.tius reaffirm:1 in the mo:1t 
unequivocal terms that the Chagos Archipelago, includirig Diego Garcia, has always 
been and is an integraJ part of fhe State of Mauritius as· de.fined 111 tb.e Constit\ltion of 
the Repu)Jlic of Maulitius. · · · 

The Govenunel1t ofilie Republic of Mauritius ·do.es not recogulse tho so-called 
"British Indian Ocean Territory" which 1vas established by the unlawfol,excisiou in 
1965 of the Chagos Archipelago from the te11itory of Mauritlus, in breach of the 
Charter of the United Nations. and of the . United Nations General Assembly 
Declaration 1514.(XV) ofl4 December 1960, Resolution 2066 (XX) of 16 December · 
1965, and Resolution 2357 ·ooal) of 1 <J December f96i . 

· The Government of the Repubii9 of Matiritius uureservedly rejects the 
inclusion of the Chagos Archipelago ineludir,g Diego Garcia (the so-called "British . 
Indian Ocean Tenito,ry") in Annex II related to Title IV; Part Ill o,f the European. 
Union Constilutional Treaty. · 

The Ministry of Foreign Affairs, lntem ation3l T.rade and Co-opcrati9n. <-rf::t!tii;-... 
Republic of Mauritius avails itself of this opportunity to renew to the ~9c1-eta~--~f ';e~0. 
the Council of the European Union the assurances.of its highest consid~,r~~~~ , '•\;-~~- . 

. . I '" I ) . ,i:! )' .. !,\ W· I .. -~ ,,.,;1 
• Tbe Secretariat of the Conncil of the European Union \ ~ \ MA~R;ni:Jr., D}} 
Hrossels · .. d, ' · / t/ 1 

~'0',, ":-----< .... :1/ 
Belgium '~11r'\' ·k •'.)_✓,:::,·' 

·,~-_--::-:.:;;.:;.~>-'· 

··-- ·---- -·-- - - - --'"·"""""'- ·-· 
G1J\'J;11tn:at C'e~Cr,!, tort ~o\Jis-.. Tel: r~o) .......... u, .... .. .... . fa:<: (230) ios zoa,i (130) 2 t). t;?Q/, E,-:i::il: tr,f;i@mail.~,., mu . 
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plebiscites and the Mandate system, demonstrate the political force of the 
principle of self-determination in the inter-war period. 49 Nonetheless there 
was little general development of the principle before 1945. 50 

(ii) Self determination under the United Nations Charter 
The Charter uses the term self-determination . twice: in Article 1 (2) (Purposes 
and Principles) where one of the purposes of the United Nations is stated to be 
the development of 'friendly relations among nations based on respect for the 
principle of ~qua! ijgh_!? __ a._l)d self-determination of peoples', and in<:Article 5 5 
where the same formula is used to express the general aims of the United 
Nations in the fields of soci_aJ and eCO_I1,Q!!!ic development and resp~c:~ for 
human rights. 51 By elaborating upon these rather cryptic references, the 
General Assembly has sought in a vast number of resolutions to define more 
precisely the content of the principle. 

For example, resolution 545 (VI) 52 decided that an article providing that 'All 
peoples shall have the right of self-determination' would be included in the 
International Covenants on Human Rights, which were finally adopted in 
1966. Common Article 1 of the two Covenants provides as follows: 

l. All peoples have the right of self-determination; by virtue of that right they freely 
determine their political status and freely pursue their economic, social and cultural 
development. 

2. All peoples may, for their own ends, freely dispose of their natural wealth and 
resources without prejudice to any obligations arising out of international eco
nomic co-operation, based upon the principle of mutual benefit, and international 
law. In no case may a people be deprived of its own means of subsistence. 

3. The States Parties to the present Convention, including those having responsibility 
for the administration of Non-Self-Governing and Trust Territories, shall promote 
the realization of the right of self-determination and shall respect that right, in 
conformity with the provisions of the Charter of the United Nations. 53 

t9 ··alogcrnpoulos- lt'ad , Le Droit ties pe11pler iJ disposer rli:ux-111h1m, 62-8 ; Hillgruber, A11/i111hme 11merSt,1t111m, 173- 8 (minority right gu:i.r:111cccs In Pownd afcer 1918). 
,o Sec t.l1e qufrc fu.vt,ur:ihl discussion, 1/c l,rg,-fer .. ..,,dn. by 13isschop (1 t 21-2) 2 /JY 122, 129-30 , nn I Lht! lmporrnnc early study of Redslob, u Pri11cipt i/(s 11,11io11,tlirh, discu~sed by Berm an ( 1992-3) 106 JllJ,' 1792. 1808-21. 
51 See also the Adan tic Charter of 14 August 1941, 204 LNTS 384, which rel~rrc<l 1 't.11 · right of all peoples to choose the form of government under which they will live.' A propo a.I by :hina in 1945 

to expand the scope of self-determination was rejected at San Francis co: Dcdj:l()ui in ,Ol & Pellet (eds), La Charte des Natiom Unies, I 062-63. 52 5 February 1952 (42- 7:5). 53 International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights, 16 December 1966 (entered into force 3 January 1976), 993 UNTS 3, Art I; International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights, 16 December I 966 (entered into force 23 March 1976), 999 UNTS 171, Arr 1; adopt ed by GA res 
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The Colonial Declaration, clause 2, stated that: 'All peoples have the right to 
self-determination; by virtue of that right they freely determine their political 
status and freely pursue their economic, social and cultural development.' 54 

The principle has also been affirmed by the Security Council.5 5 

In the Friendly Relations Declaration annexed to resolution 2625 (XXV), 
the Assembly dealt in the following terms with 'The principle of equal rights 
and self-determination of peoples': 

By virtue of the principle of equal rights and self-determination of peoples enshrined 
in the Charter ... all peoples have the right freely to determine, without external 
interference, their political status and to pursue their economic, social and cultural 
development, and every State has the duty to respect this right in accordance with the 
provisions of the Charter. 

The territory of a colony or other non-self-governing territory has, under the Charter, 
a status separate and distinct from the territory of the Scace administering it; and such 
separate and distinct status under the Charter shall exist until the people of the colony 
or non-self-governing territory have exercised their right of self-determination in 
accordance with the Charter ... Every State shall refrain from any action aimed at the 
partial or total disruption of the national unity or territorial integrity of any other State 
or country. 56 

Of course, the General Assembly is not a legislature. Mostly its resolutions 
are only recommendations, and it has no capacity to impose new legal obliga
tions on States.57 No doubt the Assembly has a measure of discretion as to the 
way in which it interprets and applies the Charter on matters falling within the 
scope of its responsibilities, including Chapters XI and XII of the Charter. But 

2200A, 16 December 1966 (104-0:0). Common Article I was referred to in Legal Consequences of the 
Construction ofa Walt in the OccupiedPalestinia11 Territory, Advisory Opinion of9 Jui 2004, ICJ Rep 
2004 p 136, 171-2 (para 88). See also Cassese, Self-determination ofpeoples, 47-62. 

54 GA res 1514 (XV), 14 December 1960 (89-0:9), Declaration on the Granting oflndependence 
to Colonial Countries and Peoples. For the status of the Declaration see Asamoah, The Legal 
Significa11ce of the Declarations of the Genera/Assembly, 164-73; Alston (2004) 15 EJIL 457,478. See 
also GA res 1541 (XV), 15 December 1960, which Keitner & Reisman describe as 'an authentic explana
tion of how to grant independence': (2003) 39 Texas ILJ l, 5-6. 

55 E.g., SC resns 301, 20 October 1971 (Namibia); 377, 22 October 1975 (Western Sahara); 384, 
22 December 1975 (Portuguese Timor); 1598, 28 April 2005 (Western Sahara). By contrast SC res 
1483, 22 May 2003, on Iraq, refers to 'sovereignty and territorial integrity' without reference to 'self
determination'. 56 24 October 1970 (adopted without vote). 

57 See further Sloan (1948) 25 BYl; Johnson (1955-6) 32 BY97; Higgins, Development, 1-10; 
Asamoah, The Legal Sig11ifica11ce of the Declarations of the Genera/Assembly, I 69-73; Falk (I 966) 60 A] 
782; Castaneda, The Legal Significance of Resolutions of United Nations Organs, 120-1; Onuf (1970) 
64Aj349. For a stricter view see Judge Fitzmaurice, diss, Namibia Opinion, IC] Rep 1971 p 6, 280-1, 
and in Institut de Droit I11ternatio11al. Livre du Centenaire, 268-71. Cf Judge Lauterpacht, sep op, 
Voting Procedure Case, IC] Rep 1955 p 67, 116. 
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the resolutions cited are not merely interpretations of Charter texts. J;}oth 

It fcr.t;:Q..c;:es to self-de1._ermination in the Charter seem to mE n so~ t!1.,~9g!_:ther 
different from the usual understanding of'self-determination'. That term can 

re~;.-~o the sovereign equality of existing States, and in particular the right of 

the people of a State to choose its own form of government without external 

intervention. It can also mean the right of a specific territory ( or more correctly 

its 'people') to choose their own form of government irrespective of the wishes 

of the rest of the State of which that territory is a part. Pre-1945 international 

law recognized the first but not the second of these, from which it is said that it 

did not recognize the right of self-determination. 58 The Charter, in referring 

to 'equal rights and self-determination' in Articles 1(2) and 55, seems to be 

referring to self-determination in this first and uncontroversial sense. 59 Self

determination in the second sense is not mentioned, though it is implicit in 

Articles 73(6) and 76(6). In proclaiming a general right of self-determination, 

and in particular of immediate self-determination, the resolutions cited go 

beyond the terms of the Charter. 

But this does not foreclose the issue of general international law. ~t.!!te 

eE'.!:9 :ice is just as much State practice when it occurs in the context of the 
General Assembly as in bilateral forms. 60 The practice of States in assenting to 

and acting upon law-declaring resolutions may be of probative importance, in 

particular where that practice achieves reasonable consistency over a period of 

time. In Judge Petren's words, where a resolution is passed by 'a large majority 

of States with the intention of creating a new binding rule oflaw' 61 and is acted 

upon as such by States generally, their action will have quasi-legislative effect. 

The problem is one of evidence and assessment. For present purposes such an 

assessment requires two distinct inquiries: whether there exists any criteria for 

the determination of territories to which a 'right of self-determination' is to be 

accorded; and whether in its application to those territories self-determination 

has been treated as peremptory. 

58 Parry, in Sorensen, Manual, 1, 19-20. 
59 At the San Francisco Conference, Committee II/4 had this to sayonArt 1 (2): '[T]he Committee 

understands that the principle of equal rights of peoples and that of self-determination are two com
plementary parts of one standard of conduct: that the respect of that principle is a basis for the devel
opment of friendly relations and is one of the measures to strengthen universal peace; that an essential 
element of the principle in GJUestion is a free and genuine expression of the will of the people, which 
avoids cases of the alleged expression of the popular will, such as those used for their own ends by 
Germany and Italy in later years.' 6 UNCIO 955. See also Kaur (1970) 10 lndian]IL 479. 

60 See Fitzmaurice in Institut de Droitlnternational, Li11red11Centenaire1813-1913, 196, 271-5; 
Gupta (1986) 23 lnt St11d 143; Schwebel in Bos and Siblesz (eds), Essays in Hono11rofWillem Riphagen, 
203; Rosenne, 1 Encyclopedia of Public International Law (1992), 632. 

61 Fisheries jurisdiction Case (Second Phase), ICJ Rep 1974 p 3, 162 Qudge Petren). 
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rights , is to be exercised by the people of the relevant unit without coercion 
and on a basis of equality. 11 3 

(5) Self-determination can result either in the independence of the self
determining unit as a separate Scace, or in its incorporation into or association 
with another State on a basis of political equality for the people of the unit. 

(6) By definition, matters of self-determination are not within the domestic 
jurisdiction of the metropolitan State. 

(7) Where a self-determin ation unit is a State, the principle of self-determination 
is represented by the rule against intervention in the internal affairs of chat 
State, and in particular in the choice of the form of government of the State. 

(2) Statehood and the operation of the principle of 
self-determination 

The relation between che legal principle of self-determination and statehood 
must now be considered. It has been seen already, in situations such as that 
found in the Congo, that the principle of self-determination will operate to 
reinforce the effectiveness of territorial units created with the consent of the 
former sovereign. However, this only holds good where the new unit is itself 
created consistently with the principle of self-determination. Where, as with 
the Bantustans in South Africa a local entity is created in an effort to prevent the 
operation of the principle to the larger unit, different considerations apply. 
The same principle holds good in cases of secession. The secession of a self
determination unit, where self-determination is forcibly prevented by the 
metropolitan State, will be reinforced by the principle of self-determination, so 
that the degree of effectiveness required as a precondid on to recognitio n may 
be substantially less than in the case of secession within a met ropolitan unit. 
The contrast between the cases of Guinea -Bissau and Biafra is marked and can be 
explained along these lines. As a consequence, the rules relating to intervention 
in the two cases are, it seems, different. These problems will be elaborated further 
in Chapter 9. 

These are, perhaps, ancillary or peripheral applications of the principle. 
The question remains whether the principle of self-determination is capable of 
preventing an effective territori al unit, the creation of which was a violation of 
self-determination, from becoming a State. Practice in this area is not well 
developed, but in one case, that of Southern Rhodesia, the problem was 
squarely raised. 

113 See Johnson, Selfd eter111ill(rtio11 with the Co1m111111ity of Nations, and the early classic stLtdies by 
Wambaugh, A Mo110gmph 011 Plebiscites; Plebiscites since the World War. 
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From its unilateral declaration of independence (UDI) on 11 November 
1965 until the return of a British governor on 12 December 1979, 114 a minor
ity government exercised effective control within the territory of Southern 
Rhodesia, and, for that period, it was the only government to do so, despite 
British claims under the Southern Rhodesia Act 1965 and generally. If the 
traditional tests for independence of a seceding colony were applied, Rhodesia 
would have been an independent State. 115 However, Southern Rhodesia was 
not recognized by any State as independent, nor was it regarded as a State by the 
United Nations or any other organization. 116 The UDI was immediately 
condemned by the General Assembly 117 and the Security Council, which 
decided 'to call upon all States not to recognize this illegal racist minority 
regime in Southern Rhodesia and to refrain from rendering any assistance to 
this illegal regime.' 118 A further Council resolution of 20 November 1965 
stated that the declaration of independence had 'no legal validity' and referred 
to the Smith government as an 'illegal authority'. 119 Pardy, at least, on this basis 
various types of sanction were authorized against Southern Rhodesia. 
Notwithstanding the effectiveness of the government in Southern Rhodesia, 
the United Kingdom was regarded as the administering authority of the 
territory which remained a non-self-governing territory under Chapter XL 

Against this background, three positions are possible: that Rhodesia was 
a State, and that action against it, so far as it was based on the contrary 
proposition, was unlawful; that recognition is constitutive, and in view of 
its non-recognition Rhodesia was not a State; or that the principle of self
determination in this situation prevented an otherwise effective entity from 
being regarded as a State. In view of the consistent practice referred to, the first 
position is unacceptable. 120 Moreover, the Southern Rhodesian government 

114 Slinn (1980) 6 CLB 1038, 1050. 
115 Fawcett (1971) 34 MLR417; Coetzee, The Sovereignty of Rhodesia and the Law of Nations. 
116 In 1966 the minority government forwarded communications to the Secretary-General and 

affirmed a right, as a 'state which is not a Member of the United Nations' to participate in proceedings 
under Article 32 of the Charter. The Secretary-General stated' that 'the legal status of Southern 
Rhodesia is that of a Non-Self-Governing Territory under resolution 17 47 ... and Article 32 of the 
Charter does not apply .. .' There was no dissent from this view, and the minority government was not 
invited to participate under Art 32 or otherwise: SCOR 1280th mtg, 18 May 1966, 23. For criticism 
see Stephen (1973) 67 A] 479. On the diplomatic isolation of Southern Rhodesia, see Ford, Ian Smith's 
Rhodesia (dissertation, Harvard, 1989). 

117 GA res 2024 (XX), 11 November 1965 (107-2:1 (Fr)). Two States did not participate. 
118 SC res 216 (1965), 12 November 1965 (10-0:1 (Fr)), para 2. 
119 SC res 217 (1965), 20 November 1965 (10-0: I), para 3. 
120 To the same effect Higgins (1967) 23 The World Today 94, 98; it was also the view of Harold 

Wilson, The Labour Govermnent 1964-1970, 966. Contrast Marston (1969) 18 ICLQ 1, 33; Verhoeven, 
Reconnaissance, 548. 
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did not itself dissent from the view that the United Kingdom retained authority 
with respect to its affairs, since it appar ently accepted that any settlement of the 
situation had to be approved and impl emented by the United Kingdom (as 
indeed happened) .12 1 The question of recognition has been discussed already, 
and th e conclusion reached that recognition is in principle declaratory. It must 
be concluded that Southern Rhodesi a was not a State because the minority 
government's declaration of independenc e was and remained internationally a 
nullity, as a violation of the principle of self-determination. 122 In Fawcett's 
words: 

... to the traditional criteria for the recognition of a regime as a new State must now 
be added the requirement that it shall not be based upon a systematic denial in its 
territory of certain civil and political rights, including in particular the right of 
every citizen to participate in the government of his country, directly or through 
represent atives elected by regular, equal and secret suffrage. This principle was 
affirmed in the case of Rhodesia by the virtually unanimous condemnation of the 
unilateral declaration of independence by the world community, and by the universal 
withholding of recognition of the new regime which was a consequence. It would fol
low then that the illegality of the rebellion was not an obstacle to the establishment of 
Rhodesia as an indep endent State, but that the politi cal basis and objectives of the 
regime were, and that the declaration of independence was without international 
effect. 123 

In Hillgruber's terms, Rhodesia 's claim to statehood was defeated by an 'error 
at birth'. 12 4 

121 For the Pearce Co mmission Report, see Cnmd 4904 (1972). The Smith Govern ment 
consented to the Pea.re!! Co mmi :.si<Jn enq uiring as to the acceptability of certain proposals as a basis for 
a setclement; :111J wl,~equcndy 0cceptcd a settlem ent as structured under United Kingdom guidance 
and involvin g ~11 explicit acknowledgmc nt that Southern Rhod esia was part of the British consticu
rional framework. See further Chapter 14. 

122 The Privy Council in Mndzi111nbmn11to v Lardner-Burke [1968] 3 WLR 1229 , 1250 did not 
consider this position, arguing instead that South ern Rhodesi a was not a State because the legitimat e 
government was stiJJ trying to reassert itself. Cf /11 rejmnes [1977] 2 WLR 1 (CA); (1977) 81 RGDIP 
1189; SC res 423, 14 March 1978. 

123 (1965- 6) 41BY103, 112-1 3, citing the Universal Declaration, th e Co lonial Declaration and 
GA res 648 (VII), 10 December 1952. Brownlie regarded th e status of Rhode sia as flowing from 'par
ticular matt ers of fact and law' with out further elaboration: Principles (4th edn), 98; cf his later for
mulation (6t h edn), 95 . Marshall (1968) 17 ICLQ 1022, 1033 argued chat, because Rhodesia 
remained a monarchy but the Queen refused to act, there was 'no legal enri ty which can be recognized'. 
But this is an inadequat e explanation: the proclam ation of a Republic in 1970 did not alter Rhodesia's 
international scams. Okeke, Co11troversi//l Subjects of Colltel!lpormy l11ter11t1tio11nl Lf/w, 88 referred to 
Fawcetc's position with appare nt approval but pa radox ically concl uded that 'Rhode sia ranks among 
the entities which are endowed with statehoo d under international law' (ibid, 104-5). 

124 Hillgruber, ArifiMhme 11euer Stai/ten, 601. Genera lly on Rhodesia see ibid, 554-602. 
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This view was contested by Devine, who moved from a quasi-declaratory 125 

to a firmly constitutive view126 of recognition by his consideration of the 

Rhodesian affair. His position was to some extent vitiated by his misreading of 

Fawcett's criterion as one of'good government' .127 Good government was not 

then (and is not now) a criterion for statehood, but Fawcett did not suggest 

otherwise. Statehood is a predicate for governmental authority, whether 

exercised well or badly; if badly the State is internationally responsible, e.g., for 

breaches of fundamental human rights of its citizens; while such actions may 

delegitimize the government, they do not affect the State as such. Fawcett's 

position was a more limited one: that where a particular people has a right of 

self-determination in respect of a territory, no government will be recognized 

which comes into existence and seeks to control that territory as a State in 

violation of self-determination. 128 It may be concluded that an entity may 

not claim statehood if its creation is in violation of an applicable right to 
self-determination. 

3.3 Entities created by the unlawful use of force129 

Article 2 paragraph 4 of the Charter prohibits the threat or use of force against 

the territorial integrity or political independence of any State or in any other 

manner inconsistent with the purposes of the United Nations. This prohibi

tion does not affect the right of self-defence against armed attack under Article 51. 

These rules concerning the use of force are a clear case of peremptory norms. 130 

Moreover the principle that territory may not be validly acquired by the use of 
force is well established. 131 The principles of State succession do not, it seems, 

12, [1967] Actajuridica 39. 
126 [1973] Acta]uridica I, 142-5; also McDougal and Reisman (1968) 62 A] 1, 17. Cf Devine 

(1969) 2 CILSA 454; Richardson (2000) 45 Villanova LR 1091, 1125-6. 
127 (1971) 34MLR410;cf[1973]Actafuridica83-6. 
128 Devine accepted that UDI was a violation of self-determination in a political sense: [1973] Acta 

juridica 67. But he regarded self-determination as 'too controversial, unaccepted and vague to be used 

by the Rhodesians as a shield or by anyone else as a sword against them': ibid, 77. CfDevine (1971) 34 
MLR415, and Fawcett's reply, ibid, 417. On the so-called 'failed States' see further pp 719-23. 

129 The literature on statehood and the use of force remains sparse. There is a characteristic contri

bution by Baty (1926-7) 36 Yale L/966 (based on the old regime of rules relating to the use of force). 

The relation between State exr_inction and the use of force has been more extensively discussed: see 

Chapter 17. 
130 Vienna Convention on the Law ofTreaties, Arts 52 and 53. Article 52 was reaffirmed in the 

Icelandic Fisheries Case (First Phase), IC] Rep 1973 p 3, 19. 
131 Whiteman, 5 Digest 87 4-965 and authorities there cited. See also Case Concerning Application 

of the Convention on the Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of Genocide (Bosnia and Herzegovina 
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resolution in more-or-less common form, '[r]ecognizes the legitimacy of 
the struggle by the peoples under colonial rule to exercise their right to self
determination and independence and invites all States to provide material and 
moral assistance to the national liberation movements in colonial Territories.' 153 

Resolution 2795 (XXVI) ('Question of Territories under Portuguese 
Administration'), by clause 13 

[r]equest[ed] all States ... in consultation with the Organization of African Unity, to 
render to the peoples of the Territories under Portuguese domination, in particular the 
population in the liberated areas of those Territories, all the moral and material 
assistance necessary to continue their struggle for the restoration of their inalienable 
right to self-determination and independence. 154 

Resolutions in this form request what would otherwise be intervention against 
the established government in civil wars. Has the rule of non-intervention in civil 
wars ceased to apply in the case of colonial wars? Certainly that has been 
the contention of many Third World governments.155 For present purposes, 
however, the lawfulness of military assistance or civil aid to insurgents in 
non-self-governing or other self-determination territories is of peripheral 
importance. What is clear is that the receipt of such assistance is not regarded 
as relevant where the local unit achieves effective self-government by military 
or other means. The fact that large amounts of aid were given to the PAIGC in 
Guinea-Bissau did not prevent general recognition of Guinea-Bissau as a State 
prior to Portuguese recognition. 156 

(ii) Military intervention to procure self determination 

Where on the other hand the emergence of local self-government in a 
self-determination unit is the result not of insurgency but of external military 
intervention, the situation is quite different. With this situation must be 
considered the fourth case mentioned above; that is, the emergence of an 
effective self-governing entity as a result of military intervention in violation of 
self-determination. Three possibilities exist. First, it may be that the effective
ness of the emergent entity prevails, so that its illegality of origin-however 

153 GAres 2105(XX), 20 December 1965 (74-6:15). 
154 GA res 2795(XXVI), 10 December 1971 (105-8:5). 
155 For discussion of this view in the GeneralAssemblysee Dugard in Orkin (ed), Sanctions Against 

Apartheid, 113. 
156 On national liberation movements generally, see Verwey (1981) 75 A] 69; Wilson, 

International Law and the Use of Poree by National Liberation Movements, esp chs 5 and 6; Gandolfi, Les 
mouvements de liberation nationale; Brietzke (1994) 13 Wise ILJ 1. On SWAPO see Theodoropoulos 
(1979) 26Afi·ica Today 39; Ginther (1982) 32 OZoRV131. 
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serious-will not impede recognition as a State. Secondly, it may be that in 

both cases the illegality of origin should be regarded as paramount in accord

ance with the maxim ex injuria non oriturjus. Or thirdly, it may be that, in the 

self-determination situation, the status of the local entity and the legality of the 

use of force ought to be regarded as separate issues so that the illegality of 

the intervention should not prejudice the pre-existing right of the local unit to 

self-determination. 
Earlier practice in the cases of Hyderabad and Goa was equivocal, given the 

character of those post-colonial situations. They certainly showed the conflicts 

of political interest in situations of this type, which threaten to overwhelm 
considerations of principle. On the other hand, many areas of State practice 

that are in principle regulated by international law are also politicized, some

times highly so. Moreover, there do exist accepted principles that regulate the 

legal effects of State conduct in closely related areas. For example, if State per
sonality is preserved despite effective but illegal annexation by force (Ethiopia, 

Czechoslovakia, Albania, Baltic States, Kuwait), why cannot statehood not be 

denied to an entity created by external illegal force? If the rule regulating the use 

of force in international relations is sufficiently important to outweigh the 
principle of effectiveness in the one situation, there is no reason why it should 

not have a similar effect in the other situation. Equally if a State cannot acquire 
territory by the use of force, it should not be able to achieve the same result in 

practice by fomenting, and then supporting, insurrection. 157 This was an 

important factor in the Manchurian crisis, although, as we have seen, the lack 

ofindependence of'Manchukuo' enabled the situation to be dealt with, at least 

in form, within the structure of the legal rules deriving from the principles of 

effectiveness and de facto independence. 
Analysis of this problem must then centre on an assessment of two cases, 

contrasting in their outcome: Bangladesh and the putative Turkish State in 

northern Cyprus. 
Briefly the situation in Bangladesh was as follows.158 East Pakistan, a part of 

the geographically divided State of Pakistan created at partition in 1947, had 
suffered relatively severe and systematic discrimination from the central 

government based in Islamabad. However, in December of 1970 elections 

were held through~ut Pakistan for a constituent Assembly. East Pakistan 

157 Baty (1926-7) 36 Yale LJ966. 979-82; Hsu, 1949 ILC Ybk 112-13. 
158 There is a useful though hardly impartial smdy by Chowdhury, The Genesis ofBangladesh. The 

factual material presented by Chowdhury is largely corroborated in [CJ Review no 8 (June 1972), 23. 
The best analysis is that by Salmon, in Multitudo legum, vol I, 467. See also Franck and Rodley ( 1972) 
2 IsraelYBHR 142; Nanda (1972) 66AJ321; Franck and Rodley (1973) 67 AJ275; Salzberg (1973) 
27 lnt Org 115-28; Dugard (1987) 75-6. 
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elected 167 Awami League representatives out of a total of 169 seats allocated 
to it. The Awami League thus had an absolute majority in the 313-seat 
National Assembly. The League's leader was Sheikh Mujibur Rahman, and its 
programme was based on provincial autonomy. However, the Assembly was 
indefinitely suspended on 1 March 1971. On 25 March 1971 the central gov
ernment instigated a period of martial rule in East Pakistan, which involved 
acts of repression and even possibly genocide and caused some ten million 
Bengalis to seek refuge in India. The Awami League proclaimed the indepen
dence of Bangladesh on 10 April 1971 but, although it retained the support of 
the people of East Pakistan it was reduced to a form of guerrilla warfare against 
the occupying forces. On 3 December 1971, large-scale war broke out between 
India and Pakistan on both eastern and western borders, and lasted until 17 
December when the Pakistan army in East Bengal surrendered, and India 
declared a unilateral ceasefire on the western border. Meanwhile India and 
Bhutan had recognized Bangladesh on 6 and 7 December respectively. The 
Awami League substantially controlled East Bengal very shortly after the cease
fire, with the assistance of Indian troops. The continued presence of those 
troops was not regarded as sufficiently important to preclude recognition of the 
new State. Twenty-eight states had recognized Bangladesh de Jure by 4 
February 1972, and a further five states had extended de facto recognition. 
Recognition by Pakistan was, however, delayed until 22 February 1974. 159 

It is clear that Indian intervention was decisive in effecting the emergence of 
Bangladesh. There was substantial local support for autonomy or, if that could 
not be obtained, for independence: there was also a reasonably substantial local 
insurgency. But there can be no doubt that Indian intervention was the domin
ant factor in the success of the independence movement. Yet Bangladesh, 
despite Indian intervention, was rapidly and widely recognized as a State. 160 

Indian intervention was criticized by many governments as a violation of the 
Charter, 161 but that illegality was not regarded as derogating from the status of 
East Bengal, or as affecting the propriety of recognition. Indeed, not even the 
fact that Indian troops remained in Bangladesh for a time was regarded as 
detracting from independence, despite the presumption against independence 
in such circumstances which has been consistently applied elsewhere.162 

The question whether East Bengal in 1971 was a self-determination unit 
thus becomes important. If not, or if recognition was given simply on the basis 
of effectiveness without regard to the legality oflndian intervention or to any 

159 (1974) 78 RGDIP 1171-4. 160 Salmon, 'Naissance et Reconnaissance' 478-9. 
161 Okeke, Controversial Subjects of International Law, 142-57. 
16 2 Cf[1974] Rbdi348-50. 
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denial of right to the people of East Bengal, then there would appear to be no 

criterion oflegality regulating the creation of States by the use of external illegal 
force.163 

East Pakistan was not at any time after 1947 formally a non-self-governing 

territory. It would have been classified as 'metropolitan' and so outside the 

ambit both of Chapter XI of the Charter and (but for exceptional circum

stances) the customary right of self-determination. However, its status, at least 

in 1971, was not so dear, for several reasons. In the first place, East Bengal qual

ified as a Chapter XI territory in 1971, if one applies the principles accepted by 

the General Assembly in 1960 as relevant in determining the matter. 164 

According to Principle IV of resolution 1541 (XV), a territory is prima facie 

non-self-governing if it is both geographically separate and ethnically distinct 

from the 'country administering it'. East Pakistan was both geographically 

separate and ethnically distinct from West Pakistan: moreover by 1971 the 

relation between West and East Pakistan, both economically and administrat

ively, could fairly be described as one which 'arbitrarily place[d] the latter in a 

position or status of subordination' .165 It is scarcely surprising then that the 

Indian representative described East Bengal as, in reality, a non-self-governing 

territory. 166 In any case, and this point is perhaps as cogent, it is hard to 

conceive of any non-colonial situation more apt for the description 'carence de 
souverainetl than East Bengal after 25 March 1971. Genocide is the clearest 

case of abuse of sovereignty, and this factor, together with the territorial and 

political coherence of East Bengal in 1971, qualified East Bengal as a self

determination unit within the third, exceptional, category discussed above, 

even if it was not treated as a non-self-governing territory. The view that East 

Bengal had, in March 1971, a right to self-determination has received juristic 

support. 167 Moreover, the particular, indeed the extraordinary, circumstances 

of East Bengal in 1971 to 1972 were undoubtedly important factors in the 

decisions of other governments to recognize, rather than oppose, the secession: 

by its conduct the Pakistan army had disqualified itself, and the State, from any 

further role in East Bengal. The comparison with international opposition to 

secession in other cases is marked, as shown in Chapter 9. 

163 This position is suggested by the Restatement (Third) (1987), §202, Reporters' Note 5, 81--2: 
'In most instances the issue is not subject to authoritative determination.' 

164 GA res 1541 (XV), 15 December 1960 (89-2:21 ). India and Pakistan both voted in favour. 
165 GA res 1541 (XV), Annex, Principle V. See Chapter 14. 
166 SCOR 1606th mtg, 4 December 1971, para 185. 
167 Chowdhury, Genesis, 188 ff; Okeke, Controversial Subjects, 131-41; Mani (1972) 12 lndian JIL 

83; Nawaz (1971) 11 IndianjlL 251; Nanda (1972), 66 Af 321; cf Nanda (1972) 49 Denver Lf 53. 
Contrast (1972) K:7 Review no 8, 51-2. 
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Thus, Salmon, after a cautious and reasoned assessment, concludes: 

La meme idee qui si l' acte de force creant le Bangla-Desh fut illicite, le resultat ne I' est 

pas-car ii fait suite a une autre violence qui empechait ce peuple a disposer de 

lui-meme-explique que n' ont point joue ici les regles qui interdisent de reconna1tre 

une situation lorsque la reconnaissance constitue une intervention clans les affaires 

interieures des autres Etats ou lorsqu'il s'agit d'une acquisition territoriale obtenue par 

la menace ou I' emploi de la force. 168 

The situation of Bangladesh may be compared with that in Cyprus. In 

Cyprus, too, external intervention was the decisive factor in establishing a new 

local administration, effective in a certain territorial sphere. Other aspects of 

the case, however, were in sharp contrast to Bangladesh, including assessments 

of the legality of the situation as it evolved. 

A set of agreements reached in 1959 and 1960 between the administering 

power, Great Britain, and the two constituent communities in Cyprus, Greek 

and Turkish, included a constitution for the Republic of Cyprus and provided for 

its independence. Greece and Turkey were also parties. A 'Treaty of Guarantee' 

designated Great Britain, Greece and Turkey 'guaranteeing powers' undertaking 

to maintain the constitutional structures of Cyprus as set out in 1960. 169 The 

Constitution established institutions designed to assure the rights of the Greeks 

and Turks as separate communities within the State. 170 It guaranteed the territor

ial integrity of Cyprus and prohibited '[t]he integral or partial union of Cyprus 

with any other State or the separatist independence' of any part of the republic. 171 

The arrangement prescribed in the 1960 Constitution quickly proved 

unworkable. 172 Inter-communal frictions paralyzed institutions at the 

168 Salmon, 'Naissance et Reconnaissance', 490. 
169 Treaty of Guarantee, 16 August 1960, 382 UNTS 475, app B Art IV provided that '[i]n the 

event of a breach of the provisions of the present Treaty, Greece, Turkey and the United Kingdom 

undertake to consult together with respect to the representations or measures necessary to ensure 

observance of those provisions.' 'In so far as common or concerted action may not prove possible, each 

of the three guaranteeing powers reserves the right to take action with the sole aim of re-establishing 

the state of affairs created by the present Treaty.' 
170 See Republic of Cyprus Constitution, app D; 382 UNTS 5475; 397 UNTS 5712. Among 

these structures were two communal legislative chambers; separate elecroral rolls for Greeks and Turks; 

and a House of Representatives in which a simple majority of delegates of either community could 

veto legislative initiatives. See Republic of Cyprus Constitution, Arts 61, 62, 67, 77. Articles 87 and 

89 defined extensive competences belonging to the Communal Chambers. 
17 1 Constitution, Art 185. 
172 Ehrlich (1966) 18 Stanford LR 1021, 1040-7; Wippman (1996) 31 Texas ILJ 141, 146-7. 

Writers after the fact said that a breakdown had been inevitable: Anthias and Ayres in Race and Class, 

70; Hitchins, Cyprus, 49. But see Ehrlich (1966) 18 Stanfa,d LR 1021, 1040; Ehlrich, Cyprus 

1958-1967, 36-60. Necatigil, The Cyprus Question and the 1i1rkish Position in International Law (2nd 

edn), 20-6. 
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national level, 173 and by 1963 the Turkish community existed within its own 
enclaves, effectively self-administering. 174 On 15 July 197 4, the president of 
Cyprus, Archbishop Makarios III, was overthrown by Greek Cypriot national 
guardsmen supported by the government of Greece, and Nikos Sampson, an 
advocate of 'enosis' (union of Cyprus with Greece) was declared president,175 
Invoking Article IV of the Treaty of Guarantee, Turkey deployed military 
forces to the north of Cyprus in July and August 1974. 176 The situation was 
deplored by the General Assembly, which called for the withdrawal of all for
eign forces.177 Nonetheless Turkish Cypriots consolidated their administration 
in the north of the island under the aegis of the Turkish army. 

The northern administration declared a Turkish Federated State of Cyprus 
on 13 February 1975.178 This was followed on 15 November 1983 with the 
declaration of an independent Turkish Republic of Northern Cyprus (TRN C). 
Security Council resolution 541 of 18 November 1983 'deplore[ d} the 
declaration of the Turkish Cypriot authorities of the purported secession of 
part of the Republic of Cyprus' and called upon 'all States not to recognize any 
Cypriot State other than the Republic of Cyprus' .179 Turkey was and remains 
the only State to extend recognition to the TRNC, a measure condemned by 
the Security Council. 180 There were substantial refugee movements, expelled 
Greek Cypriots moving south, Turkish Cypriots to the north. 181 Thus a putat
ive State emerged in northern Cyprus with the assistance of foreign military 
intervention. 

173 The Greek community in 1963 proposed a set of thirteen changes to the constitution of 
Cyprus, but these were rejected by the Turkish community on the grounds that such amendment 
would violate Art 182(1) of the constitution, forbidding changes to certain 'basic Articles' of the 
constitution. On the 1963 proposals, see Rossides (1991) 17 Symcusej/LC21, 32 n48. 

174 The Secretary-General in his report to the Security Council of 11 March 1965 noted the 
physical separation of the two communities. S/6228, paras 50---5. 

175 See Hart, (yprus, 129-30. 176 See Wippman (1996) 31 Text ILJ 141, 148-65. 
177 GA res 3212, 1 November 197 4 (117 :0:0), para 2: 'urg[ing] the speedy withdrawal of all for

eign armed forces and foreign military presence and personnel from the Republic of Cyprus and the 
cessation of all foreign interference in irs affairs.' 178 SC res 376, 12 March 1975. 

· 179 SC res 541, 18 November 1983 (13-1:1) (Pakistan against, Jordan abstaining). This was reit-
erated in resolution 550 ofl l May 1984. 

180 SC res 550, para 2, 11 May 1984 (13-1: 1) (Pakistan against, US abstaining). For the 1urkish 
position on recognition and diplomatic relations, see Statement of Foreign Minister, 15 November 
1983, A/38/602, 23 November 1983. 

181 Necarigil indicates rhat 200,000 Greeks left for the South. Necarigil, Question (2nd 
edn), 136. An estimated 37,000 to 65,000 1urkish Cypriots resettled in the North: Pegg, 
International Society and the De Facto State, 98-9. See also Cooper and Berdal (1992) 35 Survival l 18, 
120; McDonald, The Problem of Cyprus (1988-9) Adelphi Papers, no 234, 10-11; Oberling, Road to 
Bellapais, 63-5. Provision for population exchange was made in the process. See Population 
Exchange Agreement, 2 August 1975, S/11789. 
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There were important differences between the situation of Bangladesh 

and Turkish Cyprus. Though never formally declared a non-self-governing 

territory, the geographic separation of Bangladesh from the administering 
State, its ethnic distinctness and the arbitrary subordination of the territory to 
Pakistani rule built the case for its special status. Gross abuses amounting to geno

cide or crimes against humanity effectively made the separation irreversible. 
Moreover, the geography of the two cases was very different. The Turkish 
Cypriot community, though preponderantly in the north of the island, existed 

in the south as well, and members of the Greek community were to be found 

throughout Cyprus. 
But the distinctions are not so plain as to speak for themselves. Unlike 

Bangladesh, Cyprus possessed domestic constitutional instruments formally 

acknowledging special rights in the seceding community (supported interna
tionally by the guarantee of the former administering power, Britain, as well as 

by Greece and Turkey). The breakdown of any process within the framework 
of the 1960 institutions raised serious questions as to whether the Turkish 
Cypriot community could maintain its identity and rights. 

The two dominant considerations, however, were the international guaran
tee of the unity of Cyprus, a condition of independence, and the external use 

of force, avowedly pursuant to a vague reservation of rights under Article IV of 
the Treaty of Guarantee but in fact aimed at partition. The TRNC declaration 
of independence of 15 November 1983 was clearly expressed to establish a new 
State on territory once part of the Republic of Cyprus. According to Necatigil: 

The aim of the Turkish Cypriots in declaring, on 15 November 1983, an independent 

state, i. e., the Turkish Republic of Northern Cyprus, was to assert their status as co

founders of the future federal republic of Cyprus and to ensure that the sovereignty of 

that republic will derive from the existing two states joining together as equals to form 

the future federal republic. 182 

The declared openness of Turkish Cypriot negotiators to some form of 
federal republic may imply an ambiguity in the nature of the TRNC. 183 

182 Necatigil, Cyprus Qpestion, 203-4, 318. See also Letter dated 16 November 1983 from the 
Permanent Representative of Turkey to the United Nations addressed to the Secretary-General, 
A/38/602, 23 November 1983 ('independence does not necessarily mean that the island will remain 
divided forever and that they are determined not to unite with any State, unless it be in a federation 
with the Greek Cypriots'). 

18 3 According to the Secretary-General's Set of Ideas, agreed to in August 1992:'[The process] 
will result in a new partnership and a new constitution for Cyprus that will govern the relations of 
the two communities on a federal basis that is bi-communal as regards the constitutional aspects and 
bi-zonal as regards the territorial aspects ... The overall framework agreement ensures that the Cyprus 
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Bangladesh, by contrast, was no mere legal feint toward statehood; in light of 
the events that had occurred, no federal solution was remotely practical. It was 
also significant that the putative Turkish Cypriot State continued to depend 
upon the presence ofTurkish military forces for its existence. The use of force to 
change the legal status of territory is excluded by a peremptory norm of general 
international law, and applies to all uses of force in international relations 
(including in self-defence)-a fortiori where the use of force is of doubtful 
legality. Thus States, the Security Council, 184 the General Assembly,185 the 
Council of Europe, 186 the Commonwealth, 187 the European Union, 188 the 
European Court of Justice 189 and the European Court of Human Rights 190 

settlement is based on a State of Cyprus with a single sovereign and international personality and a sin
gle citizenship.' Set of ideas on an overall framework agreement on Cyprus, Annex, paras 2, 4, 
S/24472, 21 August 1992. 

184 See, e.g., SC resns 365, 13 Dec 1974, para l; 367, 12 March 1975, para 2 ('Regret[ing] the uni
lateral decision of 13 February 1975 declaring that a part of the Republic of Cyprus would become "a 
Federated Turkish State"'); 541, 18 Nov 1983, paras 2, 7 ('Consider[ing] the declaration [of inde
pendence of the "Turkish Republic of Northern Cyprus"] invalid and call[ing] for its withdrawal' and 
'(c]all[ing] upon all States not to recognize any Cypriot State other than the Republic of Cyprus'); 544, 
15 Dec 1983 (noting agreement of'Government of Cyprus' that extension of the UNFICYP mandate 
was necessary); 550, 11 May 1984, para 3 ('Reiterat[ing] the call upon all States not to recognize the 
purported State of the "Turkish Republic of Northern Cyprus"'). 

185 See, e.g., GAres 3212 (XXIX), 1 Nov 1974, para 1 (calling on all States to respect the territor
ial integrity of the Republic of Cyprus). 

186 See CE Par! Ass rec 974(83), 9 Dec 1983 ('Deploring the unilateral proclamation ... of the 
secession of a part of the Republic of Cyprus'). The Committee of Ministers 'decided that it continued 
to regard the government of the Republic of Cyprus as the sole legitimate government of Cyprus'; 
quoted in Cyprus v Turkey, 35 EHRR30, 762 (120 ILR 12, 23-24, para 14). 

187 The Commonwealth Heads of Government indicated in a communique at New Delhi, 23-9 
Nov 1983: '[The] Heads of Government condemned the declaration by the Turkish Cypriot 
authorities issued on 15 November 1983 to create a secessionist state in northern Cyprus, in the 
area under foreign occupation. Fully endorsing Security Council Resolution 541, they denounced 
the declaration as legally invalid and reiterated the call for its non-recognition and immediate 
withdrawal. They further called upon all States not to facilitate or in any way assist the illegal seces
sionist entity. They regarded this illegal act as a challenge to the international community and 
demanded the implementation of the relevant UN Resolutions on Cyprus.' Quoted in Loizidou v 
Turkey, ECHR (1997) 23 EHRR 513, 521 (Application 15318/89), Judgment of 18 Dec 1996, 
para 23. 

188 See, e.g., Common Statement of the 10 States Members of the European Community on the 
situation in the Republic of Cyprus issued in Athens on 16 Nov 1983, S/16155, Annex, 17 Nov 1983 
('continu[ing] to regard the Government of President Kyprianou as the sole legitimate Government of 
the Republic of Cyprus'); European Parliament resolution on state of accession negotiations with 
Cyprus, 5 Sept 200 l, OJ 2002 C72E/77 (indicating that there would be 'no question either ofacces
sion for two Cypriot States or of accession of the northern part of the island upon 1urkish accession'). 

189 R v Minister of Agrimlture, Fisheries and Food, ex parte SP Anastasiou (Pissouri) Ltd and others 
[1994] ECRI-3087,Judgmentof5 July 1994, paras 40, 47. 

190 Loizidou v Turkey (1997) 23 EHRR 513, 526, 527, paras 42, 43: '[I]t is only the Cypriot 
government which is recognised internationally as the government of the Republic of Cyprus in the 
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have consistently declined to accept the statehood of the TRNC. 191 United 
Nations plans for a resolution of the Cyprus conflict have had as their premiss 
the continued existence of a single federal State. 192 Cyprus was admitted to the 
European Union on 1 May 2004, although the acquis communautairedoes not 
apply to the north pending a resolution of the conflict. 193 

(2) Conclusions 

The position, consistent with general principle and with a now substantial 
body of practice, is as follows. 

( 1) The use of force against a self-determination unit by a metropolitan State 
is a use of force against one of the purposes of the United Nations, and a 
violation of Article 2 paragraph 4 of the Charter. Such a violation cannot 
effect the extinction of the right. 

(2) The annexation of a self-determination unit by external force in violation 
of self-determination also does not extinguish the right, except, possibly, 
in the controversial case of the 'colonial enclave', where the annexing State 
is the enclaving State and where the local population acquiesces in the 
annexation. 

(3) Assistance by States to local insurgents in a self-determination unit may be 
permissible, but in any event, local independence will not be impaired by 
the receipt of such external assistance (unless, at least, the continuation of 
independence relies upon continued external military assistance). 

context of diplomatic and treaty relations and the working of international organisations'; and 'it is 
evident from international practice and the various, strongly worded resolutions ... that the interna
tional community does not regard the "TRNC" as a Scace under international law and chat the 
Republic of Cyprus has remained the sole legitimate Government of Cyprus.' See also Cyprus v Turkey 
(2002) 35 EHRR 30 (965), para 61: 'The Court reiterates the conclusion reached in its Loizidou 
judgment (merits) that the Republic of Cyprus has remained the sole legitimate government of 
Cyprus.' 

19 1 For the response of English courts see Hesperides Hotels Ltd v Aegean Tt.rkish Holiddys Ltd 
[ 1977] 3 WLR 656; R v Minister of Agriculture, ex parte S.P Anastasiou (Pissouri) Ltd, High Court, 
Queen's Bench Division, (1994) 100 ILR245. 

192 On the unsuccessful 2004 Annan Plan for the reunification of Cyprus see Palley, International 
Relations Debacle. On Cyprus see further Chapter 5. 

l93 See Protocol No 10 on Cyprus, 2003 Act of Accession, OJ L 236, 23 September 2003. Article 
1 of the Protocol suspends the acquis 'in those areas of the Republic of Cyprus in which the 
Government of the Republic of Cyprus does not exercise effective control' (Art 1 (1 )). Under Art 1 (2), 
it is for the Council to decide on the withdrawal of the suspension referred to in Art 1 (1). The Protocol 
represents recognition by EU Member States that accession by the Republic of Cyprus to the EU gave 
competence to the Community to legislate for Cyprus as a whole with the consent of the Government 
of the Republic of Cyprus (decisions under the Protocol require unanimity). 
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(4) An entity da.irning stacchood bur created during a period of foreign 
milil'ary oc upacion will b presumed nor to be independem . 194 

(5) Where the local unit is a self-d termination unit, the I restin1pLion against 
independence in the ea ·e of foreign milicary intervention may be di placed 
or dispelled. There is no prohibition against re ognition of a new 
State which has emerged in such a situation. The normal criteria for 
statehood-based on a qualified effectiveness-apply. 

(6) On the other hand, where a State illegally intervenes in and foments the 
secession of part of a metropolitan State other States are under the same 
duty of non-recognition as in the case of illegal annexation of territory. 195 

An entity created in violation of the rules relating to the use of force in such 
circumstances will not be regarded as a State. 

3.4 Statehood and fundamental human rights 

( 1) General considerations 

The principle of self-determination is itself an aspect of human rights law, but, 
apart from this, there is so far in modern practice no suggestion that as regards 
statehood itself, there exists any criterion requiring regard for fundamental 
human rights. 196 The cases are numerous of governments violating funda
mental norms of human rights; there is no case where such violations have 
called in question statehood itself. Thus, in conn ection with South Africa, it 
was said in the Third Committ ee: 

The issues of racism and self-determination are related. The South African system 
is particularly obnoxiou s because racism is institutionaliz ed in the apartheid 
system; and because the majority of South Africa's people are denied any effective 

194 See K11oxv Palesti11e Libemtio11 01ganizatio11, 306 F Supp 2d 424,437 (SDNY, 2004): '[und er] 
int ernatio nal law, a state will 1n11im11i11 its statehood during a belligerent occupation ... but it would 
be anomalous indeed to hold chat a state may achie11esufficienr ind ependen ce and statehood in the first 
instance while subject to and laboring under the hostil e military occupation of a separate sovereign' 
(emphasis in original); Efim Ungar v Palesti11e Libemtion Org1111izatio11, 402 F 3d 274,290 (1st Ci r, 
Selya, CJ): 'Nor does the fact th at the Egyptians and Jordanians occupied and controlled a significant 
portion of the defined territory immedi ately following the end of the mandate aid th e defendants' 
cause. To the contrary, the faGt is a stark reminder chat no state of Palestine could have come into being 
at char time.' 

195 Cf Re.<ft1tcmem (3rd), Fore1fJ1 &lmio11s Law of the U11itcd States, §202(2): 'A Scare has an obliga
tion not lO re ogni~.t! or treat 3S n smr an enci cy chat has attained the qualification s for statehood as a 
result of n thrcar ur u. co nrmcd force in violat ion of th e United Nati ons Charter.' 

196 Fawcett (1965-6) 4 1 BY 103, 112 referred to the Rh odesian case as a 'systematic denial of civil 
and political righ ts.' It is submi tted char che relevant rubric is self-det erminati on. 
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defined. But neither were they equivalent to colonial protectorates. Their 
status was analogous to that of international protectorates. 222 By 1947 the 
Crown had evidently changed its mind, because its position then was inconsis
tent with the view that the States were merely municipal units of the Empire. 
Despite 'paramountcy', the Indian States were regarded as free to accede to 
India or Pakistan or neither: no constitutional authority was thought to exist to 
force such accession, although the British Government advised in favour of 
that course. 223 The Indian Independence Act 1947, section 7 merely provided 
for the 'lapse' of suzerainty over the Indian States, so chat it was arguable that 
those States which had not acceded were rendered fully independent. 

The most important such case was chat of Hyderabad, which had been in the 
'most independent' class of native States prior to 1947. Its full independence 
was shortlived: Hyderabad was blockaded, invaded and annexed by India in 
September 1948. While hostilities were in progress, the Security Council 
accepted the Nizam's complaint of aggression as an agenda item and admitted 
his representative to the deliberations, apparently under Article 35(2). 224 

Following Hyderabad's surrender, it took no specific action. 225 

(3) Autonomy and residual sovereignty 

Autonomous areas are regions of a State, usually possessing some ethnic or cul
tural distinctiveness, which have been granted separate powers of internal 
administration, to whatever degree, without being detached from the State of 
which they are part. For such status to be relevant for the purposes of this study 
it must be established as internationally binding upon the central authorities 
(as for example with the Memel Territory, discussed in Chapter 5). In such 
cases the local entity may have a certain status, although since chat does not 
normally involve any foreign relations capacity, it is usually very limited. Until 

222 Great Britain had no power to act internally to carry out international agreements: !LO OjfB11l! 
vol XII, 172-3, cited by Kamanda, Study of Legal Status, 203-4. British cases on the States rest upon a 
distinction between those States which were separate from the Raj, the relationships with which were 
non-justiciable (e.g., Sec of State in Council.for India v Kamachee (1859) 7 Moo Ind App 476; Rajah 
Salig Ram v Sec of State (1872) LR IA Supp 119; Ex-Rajah ofCoorg v East India Co (1860) 29 Beav 
300) , and those States that had been taken over by the Raj, the relationships with which were munic
ipally justiciable (e.g., ForestervSecofState (1872) LR IA Supp 10). 

223 439 HC Deb cols 2451-'2 (10 July 1947); 452 HC Deb cols 1360-2 (23 June 1948). 
224 SCOR 3rd yr Supp, Sept 1948, 5 (S/986); Higgins, Development, 51-2; Eagleton (1950) 44 AJ 

277; contra Das (1949) 43 A/57. 
225 SCOR 3rd yr No 109, 357th mtg, 16 September 1948: Eagleton, 277-81, 294-9. See also 

USFR 1948/V, 360-1, 373, 411, 417. On the Kashmir dispute see Gupta, Jammu and Kashmir; 
Mendelson (1996) 36 Indianj[L 1. On Hyderabad, Franck (1984) 78A/81 l, 815; Popper (1986) 80 
ASIL Proc 348, 360. 
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an advanced stage is reached in the progress towards self-government such areas 

are not States. Two examples-Tibet and Oman-illustrate some of the legal 

problems of this type of dependency. 

The status of Tibet has long been uncertain and became a matter of some 

controversy with the Chinese 'invasion' of the territory in 1951. 226 Tibet had 

been said to be under the 'suzerainty' of China since the eighteenth century: the 

incidents of the relationship had remained obscure and fluctuated with the 

power of each side to impose or escape from its rights or obligations. By 191 O 

the weakness of central government in China made the separate independence 

of Tibet at leastarguable. 22 7 ln a treaty of 1904with Great Britain, Tibet under

took not to dispose of territory, not to pledge its revenue and not to grant con

cessions to, or admit representatives of, any 'foreign Power' without British 

consent. 228 That Treaty was confirmed by a Convention of 1906 between Great 

Britain and China, the terms of which confirm that the phrase 'foreign Power' 

in the 1904 Treaty was not intended to include China. 229 This was further con

firmed by the Russo-British Treaty of 1907 relating to Persia, Afghanistan and 

Tibet, by which the parries, 'reconnaissant les droits suzerains de la Chine sur le 

Thi bet', agreed to respect the territorial integrity of Tibet, not to interfere in its 

internal affairs, and not to negotiate with Tibet except through the Chinese 

Government as intermediary. 230 The Agreement of 1908 amending Trade 

Regulations in Tibet between Great Britain, China and Tibet, was concluded 

with the 'representative' of the 'High Authorities of Tibet' acting 'under the 

directions of the Chinese plenipotentiary'. 231 In 1910, Tibet possessed a con

siderable degree of de facto independence bur this was conditioned by Chinese 

power with respect to Tibetan foreign affairs, and by the claims of China (largely 

unexercised) to some greater degree of control. In 1911 the Manchu dynasty 

collapsed: with it, it has been argued, collapsed also the claims of China over 

Tibet, since these were based on a personal allegiance under feudal law. 232 In the 

event neither China nor Great Britain thought that this was the case. 

226 See Lamb, The McMahon Line; Rubin (1968) 35 Chi11t1 Q 110; [nternational Commission of 

jL1rists, Questi on ofTibet; Alexandrowicz (1954) 48 A/265; van Walt van Praag, The Statw of Tiber, 

McCorquodale and Orosz (eds), Tibet: The Position In i11ter1111tio1111l Law. 
227 Alexandrowicl (1954) 48A/265, 275; International Commission ofJurist s, Question of Tibet, 85. 
228 98 BFSP 148, Art 9. For the circum stances surrounding the conclusion of the Treaty see 

Int ernat ional Co mmis sion of Juri sts, Question O/Tib et, 78-91. 229 99 BFSP 171, Art Ill . 
2-10 100 BFSP 555. But cfMcCorquodalc and Orosz, Tihet, 147: 'The relationship of a tributary

som etimes contended For by China-necessarily implies the separate identities of tl1c tributary and 

th e dominant sta te. It is therefore inconsistent with a claim that Tibet was an int egral part of China in 

the period prior to 1911.' 
23 1 IOI BFSP I 70. Only Great Britain and Chin a were to ratify the Agreement. 
232 Alexandrowicz ( 1954) 48 Af 265, 275 270. 



Annex 150

-

Dependent States and Other Dependent Entities 325 

The crucial document of the period was the Simla Convention of 1914, 

intended to be signed by China, Tibet and Great Britain but because of 
disagreement over boundaries signed by the latter two only. The Simla 
Convention was not binding upon China but it is the best evidence of what the 

negotiating parties thought ofTibet's status at the time-or, perhaps, of what 
they hoped Tibet could successfully claim. Article 2 stated: 'The Governments 

of Great Britain and China recognizing that Tibet is under the suzerainty of 
China, and recognizing also the autonomy of Outer Tibet, engage to respect 
the territorial integrity of the country, and to abstain from interference in the 

administration of Outer Tibet .. .'. 233 Thus despite various possibilities, 23 4 

Tibet was not in 1914 regarded as independent, even though at least part of the 
country possessed substantial autonomy. This has always been the British 

view, 235 and it was also the Chinese view in 19 51. 236 The invasion of Tibet was 
thus not a case of invasion of an independent State, although Chinese actions 
in Tibet after 1951 may be criticized on other grounds. 237 

A rather similar controversy surrounded the status of Oman vis-a-vis the 
Sultan of Muscat and Oman. 238 The hinterland had long been an autonomous 
area with a separate government owing little allegiance to the Sultan at Muscat. 
The situation was affirmed by the secret Treaty of Sib of 25 September 1920, 
concluded through British mediation between the Sultan and 'the people of 
Oman'. 239 That agreement provided that the Sultan would not grant asylum to 

233 Simla Convention, 3 July 1914, 220 CTS 144, 144- 5. Th e Int ernational Commission of 
Jurists, 85 concluded that 'che events of 1911-1912 mark the re-emergence ofTibet as a fully sover
eign state, independent in face and law of Chinese control. ' le is true that the signatories in 1914 
deleted from the draft agreement the declaration char 'Thi bee forms pare of Chinese rerricory' (ibid, 
140). But ifTibet was nor pare of China in 1914 ic is difficult co under stand why Art 2 was allowed to 

stand between two parries in whose interests it was chat Tibet should be as independent as possible. 
See, generally, Goldstein , A History of Modern Tibet, 1913-1951. 

234 On the disput ed declaration of independence of 1912 see Rubin (1965) 59 A] 586; (1966) 60 
Af 812; McCabe (1996) 60 Af 369. The matter is also of imporcance in relation to the India-China 
boundary: see Rubin (1960) 9 ICLQ96; Sharma (1965) 59 A] 16. See also International Commission 
ofJurists, Tibet and the Chinese Peoples Republic, 139-66. 235 151 BFSP 89. 

236 China-Tibet Agreement on Administration ofTibet, 23 May 1951: 158 BFSP 731. Cf, how
ever, the Sino-Indian Agreement of29 April 1954 concerning Indian Trade and Intercourse with che 
'Tibet Region of Chin a': Lamb II, 638--41. The 1954Agreement assumes either termination or can
cellation of British treati es relating to Tibet. 

23 7 CfGA res 1353 (XIV), 3rd preambular paragraph, 21 October 1959 (45-9 :26), referring to 
'the distinctive cultural and reltgious heritage of the people ofTib et and . .. the autonomy which they 
have traditionally enjoyed'; 1723 (XVI) , para 2, 20 Dec. 1961 (56-11 :29), referring to the 'right to 
self-determination ' of the people ofTibet; 2079 (XX), 18 Dec. 1965 ( 43- 26:22), referring only co the 
human rights issues. No further action has been taken. See also Higgins, Development, 123-5, 222; 
Rubin (1968) 35 China Q 110; Herzer and Levin (1996) 3 Michj Gender & Law 551. 

238 Al-Baharna, Legal Status, 239-47; Kelly, 'Sulcanate and Imamace in Oman', Chatham House 
Memoranda(l959) 13. 239 Texcin(l961) l0ICLQ552 . 
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'any criminal fleeing from the justice of the people of Oman', that he would 

'not interfere in their internal affairs'; and that, on the other hand, the tribes 

and Sheiks of Oman would be 'at peace with the Sultan. They shall not attack 

the towns of the coast and shall not interfere in his Government.' The Treaty is 

equivocal with regard to the status of the signatories; in the absence of any clear 

acknowledgment of their position, the status of the treaty depended on the 

position of the parties rather than the reverse.240 In 1937 the Sultan, appar

entlywithout local protest, granted oil concessions over part of Oman. The sta

tus of Oman was raised in two different contexts before United Nations organs. 

In 1955 a rebellion in the hinterland was put down only after British military 

intervention at the invitation of the Sultan. The Security Council, after debate, 

refused to include on the agenda a complaint by eleven Arab League States of 

British aggression against Oman under Article 35 of the Charter. 241 

Of more consequence were the debates in the General Assembly on the 

problem of Oman. The matter was considered in 1960 to 1962, but for various 

reasons no action was taken. However, in December 1963 the Assembly cre

ated an 'Ad hoe Committee on Oman', 242 which reported in 1964 to the effect 

that Oman was 'an autonomous political entity that took steps to assert its 

competence in such important matters as the control of its foreign relations 

and its natural resources.' 243 Significantly it did not say that Oman was a State 

separate from the Sultanate of Muscat and Oman. In successive resolutions the 

General Assembly '[r]ecognize[d] the inalienable right of the people of the 

Territory as a whole to self-determination and independence in accordance 

with their freely expressed wishes. '244 The reference to 'the territory as a whole' 

was regarded as including both Muscat and Oman, so that these resolutions did 

not support the view implied by the Arab League States proposal in 1957 that 

Oman was itself an independent State. 245 On 23 July 1970, the Sultanate of 

Muscat and Oman changed its name to the Sultanate of Oman. 246 It was 

admitted to the United Nations in 1971. 247 

21oo AI-Baharna, Lcgt1l St11tw, 243-4. 
liol S/3865 & Add 1, SCOR 12th yr SLLpp, )Ldy-September 1957, 16--17; 783rd mtg, 20 August 

1957, para 87 (4-'i: 1 abst, I member not voting). 
242 CAres 1948 (XVIII), 11 December 1963 (96-1:4). Hi 1964UNY/3186-8. 
lH GA resns 2073 (XX)·, 17 December 1965 (61-18:32); 2238 (XXI), 20 December l 966 

(70-12:28); 2302 (XXII), 12 December 1967 (72-18:19); 2424 (XXIII), 18 December 1968 
(66-18:26); 2559 (XXIV), 12 December 1969 (64-17:24); and 2702 (XXV), 14 December 1970 
(69-17:23). 

245 The UK intervention in 1957 could of course have been L1nlawfol on other grounds: see AI-
Baharna, Lcgt1! St11tw, 246-7. 246 Department of State, GE-69, 9 September 1970. 

217 SC res 299, 30 September 1971; GA res 2754 (XXVI), 7 October 1971. 
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These two cases of what might be called 'autonomous regions' present 
certain similarities. In both, the normal classifications of sovereignty and state
hood are only applicable with difficulty, and the facts are obscure and contro
versial. The case of Tibet, in particular, highlights the rather arbitrary way in 
which, for their own purposes, individual powers decided upon a particular 
course of action, and thus, in effect, determined the status of a people. 

It is beyond the scope of this study to examine in more detail the large number 
of cases of residual authority claimed or exercised over autonomous territories. 
Such residual sovereignty may involve extensive rights, as with Turkey over 
Cyprus after 1878, or it may be so nominal that, as Sir Walter Scott said of 
Bengal, it 'hardly exists otherwise than as a phantom.' 248 In the modern period, 
too, various arrangements have been referred to in terms of autonomy, minority 
rights and regional devolution (e.g., Nunavut, Tatarstan, Catalonia, South 
Tyrol).249 But these have resulted from grants of authority by the central 
government of the State and are probably revocable as a matter of international 
law. 250 Some of the considerations involved when territories separate themselves 
by degrees from metropolitan authority are examined in the next chapter. 

(4) Spheres of influence 

Spheres of influence were agreements by two or more States delimiting the 
areas of territory, in particular in Africa and also in Persia and Siam,251 within 
which each party would be permitted by the other party or parties to operate. 
N euhold refers to spheres of influence as ' [ c] onceptually ill-defined and legally 
dubious'. 252 But they were part of the apparatus of territorial control, in effect 
giving the State whose sphere was recognized a free hand within that sphere to 
colonize or not. They were considered as strictly contractual 25 3 and gave no 

248 The Indian Chiif(I801) 3 C Rob 11, 31; 165 ER367, 374; and cf Secretary o/State far India v 
SardarRustamKhan (PC 1941) 10 ILR98, 165 ER367, 374. 

249 See Hannum, Autonomy, Sovereignty and Self determination (rev edn). Perhaps the best known 
modern case is that of Hong Kong after 1997, discussed in Chapter 5. 

250 Subject to treaty commitments, bilateral (e.g. agreement between Austria and Italy, Art 3(c), 
5 September 1946, incorporated as Annex IV to and confirmed by Art 10 ofTreaty of Peace with Italy 
(Italy-Australia-France-UK-USA-USSR), 10 February 1947: 49 UNTS 3, 11, 69-70)) or multilat
eral: e.g. Framework Convention for the Protection ofNational Minorities, 1 February 1995, (in force 
2January 1998), [1995] ETS 15·7, 34 ILM 351, 2151 UNTS 246. 

251 Convention between Great Britain and Russia relating to Persia, Afghanistan, and Thibet, 
31 August 1907, Arts I-III, 100 BFSP 555; Declaration between Great Britain and France, with 
regard to the Kingdom of Siam and other matters, ArtHI, 88 BFSP 13, 14. 

252 Neuhold, IV Enc FIL (2000) 577. 
253 CfUS Memorandum of22 June 1896 (Venezuela): 88 BFSP 1283, 1287, cited by Lindley, 

212-13. To the same effect, Western Sahara Case, 1975 IC] Repp 12, 56. 
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majority of the population.' 20 On the view taken by the United Nations and by 

almost all States, the United Kingdom retained authority over Southern 

Rhodesia, and thus had the competence (and eventually the duty) to transfer 

power to the territory. However, the exercise of that competence was restricted, 

not only by the principle of self-determination but also by explicit United 

Nations resolutions to which the United Kingdom assented.21 

(ii) Grants disruptive of the territorial integrity of a 

self determination unit 

United Nations' practice in self-determination matters reveals two distinct and 

to some extent conflicting principles: that '[a]ll peoples have the right to 

self-determination', 22 and that '[a]ny attempt aimed at the partial or total 

disruption of the national unity and the territorial integrity of a country is 

incompatible with the purposes and principles of the Charter of the United 

Nations.' 23 According to the Declaration on Principles oflnternational Law of 

24 October 1970: 

Nothing in the foregoing paragraphs shall be construed as authorizing or encouraging 

any action which would dismember or impair, totally or in part, the territorial integrity 

or political unity of sovereign and independent States conducting themselves in com

pliance with the principle of equal rights and self-determination of peoples as 

described above and thus possessed of a government representing the whole people 

belonging to the territory without distinction as to race, creed or colour. Every State 

shall refrain from any action aimed at the partial or total disruption of the national 

unity or territorial integrity of any other State or country ... 24 

As shown in Chapter 3, the principle of self-determination is now clearly 

recognized in international law. The status of the principle of 'territorial 

20 SC res 202, 6 May 1965 (7-0 :4), para 5. See also, e.g., SC res 253, 29 May 1968 (11-0 :0), para 

17; GA res 1883 (XVIII) (90-2:3), para l; GA res 2138 (XXI) (86-2:18), para l; GA res 2151 (XXI) 

(89-2 : 17), para 3. 
2 1 See also GA res 2023 (XX) (90-1 1:4), para 4 (Que stion of Aden) (90- 11: 10), para 4: 'Further 

dcplurc,; Lhc attcrnp,s or the adm iniscc.ri ng power co scr up an unrcprc!Senmrive regime in rheTcrri1ory, 

with a vii:w 10 gmntin g it independence co11crary to Ge neral Assembly n:sns 1514 (XV) n.ncl J 949 

(XVU!),, nd appc:il.~ to :ill Stares •or co recognize an y independence wlLich is nor ba$ccl upon 1ne 
wislrns of rhe people of the le rrirory freely el\pressed through elections hclJ u111lcr universal nJu lt suf

frage.' The J¼$~mbly nlso condenUlcd i.n general ccrms the impo siti011 of'n o n-reprcscncad ve regimt·s 

nuJ nrbirmry com 1 itmiom': e.g .. GA res 2878 (XXV I) , 20 Oct· 1971 (9(,-5: 18), p:1111 6; 2908 

~XXV[]), 2 Nov 1972 (9'.l-5:23). parn 7. n GA rc.d 1 14 (XV), pnm2. 
23 Ibid, para 6. 
24 GA res 2625 (XXV), 24 Ocr 1970 (adopted without vote) . For a larer but very simil ar formula

tion see Beijing Decl aration, Joint Statement by PRC and Russian Feder ation, 18 December 1992: 

cited in Goldman and Sutter, CRS Report, 27 January 1997. 

-
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integrity', so far as it relates to self-determination units which are not States, is 
less certain. It is an established part of United Nations practice, and may be 
treated as a presumption as to the operation of self-determination in particular 
cases. Thus the division of a self-determination unit into fragments for the 
purpose of avoiding the principle of self-determination would be unlawful: 
for example, the division of South West Africa into 'bantustans' or native home
lands was universally condemned. 25 For present purposes, the consequences of 
the 'territorial integrity' principle may be summarized as follows. 

(1) Prima facie self-determination units must be granted self-determination 
as a whole. Only if the continued unity of the territory is clearly contrary to the 
wishes of the people or to intern ational peace and security will schemes for par
tition meet with approval of United Nations organs. 26 

(2) Attempts to disrupt the territorial integrity of a self-determination unit so as 
to evade the principle of self-determination are excluded. By contrast, it appears 
that independent States may dissolve into their component parts without popular 
consultation: for example the so-called 'velvet divorce' in Czechoslovakia at the end 
of 1992 was not accompanied by any referenda but was carried out on the basis of 
legislation in the two component republics without attracting external criticism. 27 

(3) A further aspect of practice und er the rubric of 'territorial integrity' has 
been the disapproval of the alienation of territory of self-determination units 
without local consent. For example, the General Assembly invited the United 
Kingdom as administering power 'to take no action which would dismember 
the Territory of Mauritius and violate its territorial integrity ... '28 Practice has 
not, however, been particularly consistent. For example, the transfer by the 
United Kingdom of the Cocos (Keeling) Islands and Christmas Island in 1955 
and 195 7 respectively from the Straits Settlement to Australia 29 was at least 

25 See, e.g., SC resns 323 (1972), para 2 (13-0:l) ; 366 (1974), para 5(6) (15-0:0) . For the 
Odendaal Commission Report, sec Dugard, 7116 South ~st Afric11/Nm11ibitL Dispute, 236-8, 431-5; 
D'Arnato (1966) 4 jlvlAS 177-92; Umozurik c, 'dfDc 1m11i11n1io11 i11 l11tmlfltio1111! Lt11u, 133- 7. Cf 
also Nrt111ibia Opi11ioll, 1971 IC) Repp 6, 57. 

26 Partition was approved in the cases of Rwanda and Br1rundi, Palest ine, the British Carneroons, 
th e Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands and the Gilbert and Ell ice Island s. In the case of West I rian a 
majority of the Assem bly applied the 'territorial integrity ' rather than the self-determination rule: Rigo 
Sure<la, Euol11tio11, 143-51 and Chapter 14 for further discussion. 

27 Ho skova ( 199:-l) 53 ZM RV689. Cf the dissolution of the USSR: Antonwicz (1991 - 2) 19 Polish 
YB!L 7; Yakemt chouk, (1993) il6 St11dia Dipfo111atica 3. 

28 GA res 2066 (XX), 16 Dec cmher I 965, para 4 (89- 0: 18). 
29 Trnnsrer vv:i effected by legislation of the UK and Ausrrnlia: ·ocus (Keeli ng) Islands (Req L1est 

and onscnr) A, 1 1954 (Au. t); Cocos Isla11d5 Ac 1955 (UK), o o~ (Keeling) Islands Act 19'i5 
(1955); 536 H C Dehols 1575-8, 31 Jan l955. ubscqucridy d1c 'o b (Keeling) Islands was, but 
Chri .mna., lsland was 1wc, rreated as a 11011-sd f-govc rnin g rerrhruy. Sec below, C hapt er 14. 
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tacitly accepted by the United Nations, despite the absence of formal consent 
by any indigenous government in the Straits Settlement, still less by the people 
affected by the transfer. Separation of the Chagos Archipelago from Mauritius 
as the 'British Indian Ocean Territory' though from time to time contested by 
Mauritius, appears also to have been accepted, at least as a temporary 
measure. 30 By contrast the division of the Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands 
into four separate units, though protested in the Trusteeship Council by the 
USSR, was accepted as the basis for the independence of three new States and 
the association of the Northern Marianas with the former administering 
power: in this case the relevant populations clearly supported the proposed 
division. 

(4) Associated with the problem of cession of parts of self-determination 
units is the problem of reservations for military bases. These have been con
demned by the General Assembly31 but again practice has not been particularly 
consistent. For example, the 'sovereign base areas' reserved by the United 
Kingdom in Cyprus have been accepted by the Assembly.32 The problem is 
outside the scope of this study. 

(5) The problem of'colonial enclaves' is sometimes treated as an aspect of the 
self-determination rule.33 It is better regarded as an exception to the rule, and 

30 The British Indian Ocean Territory houses the US military and naval base of Diego Garcia. 
According to the Minister of State, FCO: 'The islands of the British Indian Ocean Territory are 
British, and have been since 1814 when ceded by France. We do not accept that they were ever an 
integral part of Mauritius. We do not therefore consider that General Assembly Resolution 1514, 
which was concerned with the partial or total disruption of the national unity and territorial integrity 
of a country, has any application to the Territory.' 307 HC Debs, WA, col 192, 24 Feb 1998. The 
British position is that the administration of the Chagos Archipelago as part of Mauritius before 1965 
was an administrative convenience 'following French practice.' The UK paid Mauritius £3 million 'for 
the detachment of the islands', which received the assent of the Mauritius Council of Ministers: Cmnd 
4264 (1999), 50-1. The UK has undertaken to cede the islands to Mauritius 'when they are no longer 
needed for defence purposes' and 'subject to the requirements of international law'. Min State, FCO, 
367 HC Debs cols 337-8, 26Apr 2001, (2001) 72 BY633. See also (1992) 63 BY722; (1994) 65 BY 
582; (1997) 68 BY587; Lynch (1984) 16 Case W Res]IL 101. Litigation by the Chagos Islanders 
before UK courts has achieved limited results: R (Bancoult) v Secretary of State [2001] QB 1067; noted 
Byers (2000) 71 BY 433; Chagos Islanders v Attorney-General [2003] EWHC 2222; noted O'Keefe 
(2003) 74 BY486. 

31 E.g. GA res 2832 (XXVI) (Declaration of the Indian Ocean as a Zone of Peace), 16 December 
1971, para 1. See also GA res 40/ 153 (on implementation of the Declaration of the Indian Ocean as 
a Zone of Peace), 16 December 1985, esp preambular paras. 

32 For Cyprus see Chapter 5. For continued presence of Russian troops in the Baltic States, 
Georgia, and other former republics of the USSR see Heintschel v Heinegg (1992) 34 Nette Zeitschrift 
for Wehrrecht (Frankfurt/Main) 45; Tiller and Umbach, Kontinuitat und Wandel der russischen 
Streitkrafte unter Jelzin; Uibopuu in Benedek (ed), Development and Developing International and 
European Law, 175; Lang, Vertrag ilber konventionelle Streitkrafte in Europa. 

33 E.g. Rigo Sureda, Evolution, 218-19. 
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in this discussion of limitations on the competence to grant independence 
must be dealt with separately: see Chapter 14. 

(3) Grants of independence in furtherance of fundamentally 
unlawful policies: the bantustans 

The question of the limits on the power of a State to grant independence to 
some part of its metropolitan territory-a power previously regarded as 
more-or-less unfettered-was raised squarely by the purported grant of 
independence by South Africa to the so-called 'independent homelands' or 
bantustans. The first of these was Transkei, granted independence on 26 
October 1976. 34 Bophuthatswana followed on 6 December l 977; 35 Venda on 
13 September 1979; 36 and Ciskei on 4 December 1981 _37 

(i) Origins of the bantustan policy 
The policy of 'separate development' of racial groups within South Africa had 
been long established: its ultimate expression was the dismemberment of areas 
of the Republic by the creation of self-governing 'bantustans', which would 
then be granted independence. This took place in stages. South African law 
had imposed restrictions on the residency and movement of the black popula
tion well before the articulation of a policy of'separate development'. The Glen 
Grey Act of 187 4 established representative councils, known as 'local boards', 
in the Transkei area for the government of Africans. 38 Reserves in various pans 
of the country were defined by statute in 1913. 39 A United Transkeian 
Territories General Council was established in l 931. Legislation in 1936 
extended the reserves,40 which 'eventually formed the cores of the territorial 
jurisdiction of the Black national states.' 41 

3• Status ofTranskei Act 1976 (Act No 100 of 1976), 15 ILM 1175. Sec Booysen (1976) 2 S 
AJYBIL l; Richings (1976) 93 SAL] 119; Harding, U11abhii11gig/1eit dcr TiYlwl,ei; Vorsrer, in Vorster, 
Wicchers & Van Vuurcn (eds), Cowtit11tiom ofTi·a11skei, Boph11thatswa11,1, Vcnda and Ciskei, 21. 

35 Status of Bophurhatswana Act 1977 (Act No 89 of 1977); Wiechers and van Wyk (1977) 3 
SAYE 85; Devenish in Vorster, Wiechers al1d Van Vm,ren(eds), Cowtitutiow of Tramkei, 
Boplmthatswana, Vc11da and Cisl,ei, 83. 

36 Status ofVendaAct 1979 (Act No 107 of 1979); Carpenter (1979) 'i SAYB40; Ventor in Vorster, 
Wicchers and Van Vuuren (eds), Co11stit11tiow of7iw1skei Boph11thatswa11a, Vc11da a11d Ciskei, 1. 

37 Status of Ciskei Act 1981 (Act No 110 of 198 I); Carpenter (198 I) 7 SAYE 83; Cilliers in 
Vorster, Wiechers and Van Vuurcn (eds), Co11stit11tio11s of Tra11skei Boplmthatswm,a, Ve11da mid 
Ciskci, 197. 38 Webh,A Histo1y of South Africa, 449. 

39 Black Land Act 1913; Festenscein and Pickard-Cambridge, Land a11d Race: S011rh Aftica's Group 
Areas a11d LmulActs. 40 Development'Ih,st and Land Act 1936. 

41 Venter, 'Perspectives on constitLLtions' in Vorstcr et al, Crmstitutio11S, 5. For discussion of the 
constitutional development of the Transkei to 1964, see Hill, Ra11twta11s: The Fragme11t,1tio11 ofS0111h 
Africa, 53- 88. 
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In the cases of Lebanon and Syria under the French Mandate, again it 
seemed that the task of the Mandatory was not to administer the territory but 
to see that its administration by the 'local government' conformed with the 
conditions laid down in the Mandate agreement. 21 But in fact France exercised 
direct rule throughout the period of the Mandates. Syria and Lebanon, under 
Mandate governments, made Treaties of Alliance with the Mandatory 
Powers, 22 carried on international litigation in their own name23 and had their 
own nationality.24 But their status approximated to that of international 
protectorates rather than protected States. 

If the consistency of this state of affairs with Article 22 was not entirely dear, 
it was even less so in the case of Palestine. There, in order to implement the 
declared recognition of 'the historical connection of the Jewish people 
with Palestine and the grounds for reconstituting their national home in that 
country' ,25 the Mandatory was expressly given 'full powers oflegislation and 
administration save as they may be limited by the terms of this mandate.' 26 As a 
result some writers considered that the Palestine Mandate was 'nearer the B than 
the A category' emphasizing the special character of the Palestine Mandate. 28 

(2) Sovereignty and other mandated and trust territories 

In relation to the other mandated and (with one exception) trust territories 
there was no such local governmental autonomy, either according to the 

21 For the Agreement (approved by the League Council on 24 July 1922) see LN Doc 
C.528.m.313.1922.XI. On the sratus of Syria see In re Casseque & Cot (French Conseil d'Etat, 1929) 
5 ILR 30 (Post Office officials in Syria and Lebanon not subject to French administrative authority or 
jurisdiction); In re Fouad Baddoura (Brazil, Supreme Federal Tribunal, 1927) 5 ILR 32 ('Syria, being 
a mandated territory, was really an independent Government under the guidance of France'). 

22 The 11-eaties of Alliance of9 September 1936 (Syria) and 13 November 1936 (Lebanon) were 
suspended by the War and never came into force: Hackworth 1 Digest 113. See also Agreement of20 
May 1926 between Iraq, Palestine, Syria, 1ransjordan and Turkey for the creation of an International 
Office for Information on Locusts: 59 LNTS 128. 

23 See Radio-Orient Company Case, between the Levantine States under French Mandate and 
Egypt, (1940) 3 RIAA 1871. This was an arbitration under the Internacional Telecommunications 
Convention, Madrid, 9 December 1932, 151 LNTS 5, Art 15. 

24 Bentwich (1926) 7 BYIL 97; Whiteman 1 Digest664-7; AG v Goralschwili, 3 ILR 47 (Palestine 
H Ct, 1925); The King v Ketter [1940) l KB 787 (CCA); Kletter v Dulles, 111 F Supp 593, 598 (DC 
1953) (Palestine a 'foreign State' for naturalization purposes); 20 ILR 251. 

25 Palestine Mandate, preambular para 3: LN Doc CPM 446. 26 Article !; see also Art 4. 
Stoyanovsky, The Mandate for Palestine, 40. 

28 The Mandate for Palestine extended also over the area known as Transjordan, but Art 25 of the 
Mandate authorized the Mandatory, with the consent of the Council, not to apply certain of its 
provisions, specifically those relating to the Jewish homeland. This was achieved by a Memorandum 
of the British Delegate approved by the Council on September 16, 1922 (see [1922] LNOJ 1188: for 
the Mandate see LN Doc CPM 466, 7), and Transjordan was thereafter administered separately. By an 
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constituting instruments or in practice. Subject to the limitations contained in 
the instruments the administering authorities had plenary powers of government. 
As a result the various indications of sovereignty-dispositive authority, 
administrative power, beneficial interest-seemed to point in different direc
tions, so that one authority concluded that: 'The totality of functions of the 
administering authority and the United Nations, and the ultimate interest of 
the beneficiaries make up the totality of sovereignty, but its incidents are 
distributed.' 29 Indeed the consensus view came to be that the concept of sover
eignty was simply inapplicable to mandated and trust territories. As Lord 
McNair stated in his separate opinion in South WestAftica (Status): 

The Mandates System (and the 'corresponding principles' of the International 
Trusteeship System) is a new institution-a new relationship between territory and 
its inhabitants on the one hand and the government which represents them inter
nationally on the other-a new species ofinternational government, which does not 
fit into the old conception of sovereignty and which is alien to it. The doctrine of 
sovereignty has no application to the new system. Sovereignty over a Mandated 
Territory is in abeyance; if, and when the inhabitants of the Territory obtain recogni
tion as an independent State ... sovereignty will revive and vest in the new State. 
What matters in considering this new institution is not where sovereignty lies, but 
what are the rights and duties of the Mandatory in regard to the area of territory 
being administered by it. The answer to that question depends on the international 
agreements creating the system and the rules of law which they attract. Its essence is 
that the Mandatory acquires only a limited title to the territory entrusted to it, and 
that the measure of its powers is what is necessary for the purpose of carrying out the 
Mandate ... 30 

Thus the establishment of a Mandate (or Trusteeship) over a territory did not 
constitute cession of that territory to the Mandatory. 31 The inhabitants of the 
territory lost their previous nationality but did not automatically gain the 
nationality of the Mandatory. In 'B' and 'C' Mandates they were treated as 
protected persons.32 Generally speaking, the territory was not considered by 

Agreement of20 February 1928, the Emir Abdullah was recognized as the 'local government': 128 
BFSP 273; Wright, Mandates under the League a/Nations, 458. The status ofTrans-Jordan was accordingly 
similar to that of the other '.A:. Mandates, at least after 1928. 

29 O'Connell, International Law, vol 1,369. 
30 ICJ Rep 1950 p 150. See also Ffrost v Stevenson (1937) 58 CLR 528, 549-55 (Latham CJ), 

565-6 (Dixon J), 579-80 (Evatt J), 612-15 (Mc Tiernan J); R v Christian (1924) SALR (AD) 101, 
106 (Ross-Innes CJ). 

3 1 See Status o/South West Africa, ICJ Rep 1950 p 128, 132. 
32 See Hales (1937) 23 GrotiusST85, 96-111; O'Connell (1954) 39 BY458; Whiteman, 1 Digest 

667-71. 
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national courts as part of the territory of the administering State, but as having 
a special status. 33 

So far as Trust territories were concerned, the only possible exception to this 
analysis was the Italian Trusteeship over Somaliland, approved by the General 
Assembly on 2 December 1950 for a fixed term of ten years. 34 Article 24 of the 
Trusteeship Agreement provided that, at the conclusion of the period of ten 
years, 'the Territory shall become an independent sovereign State'. Article 1 of 
the Annexed Declaration of Constitutional Principles stated: 'The sovereignty 
of the Territory is vested in the people and shall be exercised by the 
Administering Authority on their behalf and in the manner prescribed herein 
by decision of the United Nations.' 35 Exactly what the 'sovereignty' referred to 
in Article 1 meant is unclear: Somaliland was not independent before 1960. 36 

It may be that the term 'sovereign' in Article 1 expressed in strong terms the 
proposition that the people of the territory were entitled to independence; but 
it is difficult to see what further consequences followed that were not already 
expressed or implicit in the Charter and the Agreement. In any case the fixed 
term of the Somaliland Trusteeship may well serve to distinguish it from the 
other Trusteeships. 

33 US courts took the view that the Pacific Islands did not constitute 'sovereign' territory of the 
United States: Brune/Iv United States, 77 F Supp 68, 72 (SDNY 1948); 15 ILR 519 (Saipan a 'foreign 
countr}1 for the purposes of the Federal Tort Claims Act); Application of Reyes, 140 F Supp 130, 131 
(D Haw 1956) (Kwajalein foreign territory for purposes of US immigration law); Aradnas v Hogan, 
155 F Supp 546, 547 (D Haw 1957); 24 ILR 57 (Kwajalein foreign territory for purposes ofUS immi
gration law); Porter v United States, 496 F 2d 583 (Ct Cl 1974), cert den 420 US 1004 (1975) 
(Government of the Trust Territory not a US agency); People ofSaipan v United States Department of 
Interior, 356 F Supp 645 (D Haw 1973), aff'd 502 F 2d 90 {9th Cir 1974), cert den 420 US 1003 
(1975); Gale v Andrus, 643 F 2d 826 (1980) (FOIA does not apply to Trust Territory, which is not a 
US government agency); Bank of Hawaii v Balos, 701 F Supp 744 (D Haw 1988); 84 ILR 201 
(Marshall Islands a 'foreign state' for purposes of diversity jurisdiction). Although the situation was left 
for a time ambiguous with respect to Palau (In re Bowoon Sangsa Co, 720 F 2d 595 (9th Cir 1983) 
(Palau courts not 'foreign' until foll independence); 1Worgan G/faranty Trust Co v Republic of Palau, 639 
F Supp 706, 714 (SDNY 1986). 87 ILR 590 (adoption of Compact and Palau Constitution 'reactiv
ated a sovereignty which had been dormant'), judicial determinations remained broadly consistent 
on the separate status of the units of the Territory. 

34 GA res 442(V) (44-6:0). 
35 118 UNTS 225. See also Societa ABC v Fontana and Della Rocca (Italy, Corte di Cassazione) 

(1954) 22 ILR 76, 77-8: 'it is clearly wrong to say that acts performed by the Stare which has the 
power of administration over a Trust Territory can be regarded as foreign in relation to its own legal 
system, even though they concern another subject of international law ... The 1rusteeship 
Administration which has been entrusted to Italy comes within rhe limits and scope of the Italian legal 
system .. .': bur cf Trafficante v Ministry ofDefence ( Consiglio di Stato, I 961) 40 ILR 37. 

36 Cf the terms ofGAres 289(IVA), 21 November 1949 (48-1:9): 'I. That Somalilandsha// bean 
independent sovereign Stare; 2. That this independence shall become effective at the end of ten years 
from the date of rhe approval of a Trusteeship Agreement by the General Assembly.' 
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The notion of'sovereignty' then was inapplicable to the system of Mandates 
and Trusteeships, according to the received view. Nevertheless writers tended 
to be internally consistent in their approaches to the questions of sovereignty, 
termination and revocation-deducing, for example, the existence of a power 
of revocation from the location of a residual sovereignty in the League or the 
United Nations, 37 or conversely the impossibility of revocation from the exist
ence of sovereignty 'subject to the Mandate' in the Mandatory. 38 Neither 
approach is satisfactory. The implications to be drawn from the creation and 
structure of the two systems are not usefully summarized one way or another 
by the concept of sovereignty, which, if anything, would be a conclusion from 
the power of revocation rather than its premiss. 

It may still be asked why the concept of sovereignty was inapplicable to the 
two systems. Chapter XI of the Charter embodies substantive obligations on 
metropolitan States with respect to their 'Non-Self-Governing Territories' not 
notably different from the substantive obligations of the Trusteeship System, 
yet it is generally considered that United Nations Members retain sovereignty 
over their non-self-governing (colonial) territories. The novelty of the 
Mandate (and Trusteeship) systems was the extent ofinternational supervision 
and control over the Mandatory, and in particular over the ultimate disposition 
of the territory. The Mandate as a whole was, as the International Court 
pointed out, bound up with and inseverable from a form of international 
control in the interests of the inhabitants of the territory. 39 The crux of the 
non-sovereign position of the Mandatory or Administering Authority was that 
it could not unilaterally determine the status of the territory. That required 
international action, normally exercised through the competent League or 
United Nations body. 

On the other hand this did not mean that either the League or the United 
Nations were themselves sovereign over mandated or trust territories. Whether 
or not international organizations can be the holders of territorial sovereignty, 
the point of their position was supervision, not beneficial interest. The funda
mental long-term goal of Mandates and Trust territories was the progression to 
self-government of the people of the territory. Their rights in that regard were 
not rights of any international organization, and as the practice showed, those 
rights still had to be made effective when the organization was dissolved or if it 
signally failed to act. · 

37 E.g., Lauterpacht, Private Law Sources and Analogies of International Law, 198, 200-1. 
38 Lindley, Acquisition and Government of Backward Territory in International Law, 247-69; cf 

Judge Fitzmaurice, Namibia Opinion, IC] Rep 1971 p 16,267 (para 69). 
39 StatusofSouth WestAfrica, ICJ Rep 1950 p 128, 136-8. 
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termination of mandated or trust status, or the transfer from the former to 
the latter. 

(1) Termination of Mandates 

(i) During the period of the League 

Neither the Mandate agreements nor Article 22 of the Covenant made express 
provision for the termination of Mandates, though Article 22 did state that 'the 
degree of authority, control, or administration to be exercised by the Mandatory 
shall, if not previously agreed upon by Members of the League, be explicitly 
defined in each case by the Council.' In the event, four Mandates-the 
'X Mandates for Iraq, Syria, Lebanon and Transjordan-were terminated by 
independence before the dissolution of the League in 1946. Of these, only 
the British Mandate for Iraq was actually terminated by agreement between the 
new State, the Mandatory and the Council. 46 This occurred in 1932, but it was 
the culmination of a longer process of emancipation. As early as 1924, a British 
representative to the League had said that his Government 

no longer think it practicable to adopt a mandatory form, even to regulate our 
obligations towards the League. The conception of a mandate is not popular among 
the people oflraq. It is held to imply a form of tutelage inconsistent with the facts as 
they stand to-day and with the large measure of independence which the Iraq State has 
actually acquired. In other words, Iraq has advanced too far along the path laid down 
in Article 22 of the Covenant for the particular form of control contemplated in that 
article to be any longer appropriate. 47 

In the period 1924 to 1930, a series of agreements between Iraq and Great 
Britain largely prefigured formal independence. 48 

The history of the termination of the other three Mandates is of considerable 
interest, both in itself and as illustrating the character of the Mandate regime. 

46 LNOJ (1932), 1212, 1347; Bentwich (1930) 11 BYl93; Wright (1931) 25 A]IL 436; Tripp, 
A History of Iraq, 30-76. 

47 Lord Parmoor to the Council of the League of Nations, 19 September 1924: LNOJ (I 924) 1314. 
48 The United Kingdom and Iraq on I O October 1922 had concluded a Treaty of Alliance specifying 

terms of the Mandatory relationship and providing that Iraq in time would become independent: 119 
BFSP 389. The Council of the League, acknowledging this transaction, on 27 September 1924 approved 
a Mandate in light of the British.representative's description of the special status oflraq: LNOJ (1924) 
I 346---7. The period for which the I 922 Treaty would remain in force was defined in an agreement of 13 
January 1926: 123 BFSP 446. The Mandatory and the government in the mandated territory on 30 June 
I 930 concluded a further Treaty of Alliance which again made provision for the independence oflraq: 
132 BFSP 280. See Gray and Olleson (2001) 12 r"'inish YBIL 354,394. From the treaty practice it may 
be inferred that even before its full independence and admission to the League in 1932, Iraq was some
thing more than a dependency of the Mandatory. CfUSFR I 943/IV, 990 (Aide-Memoire of the British 
Embassy (Washington) to the Department of State, 18 September 1943). 
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Turning first to the French Mandates for Syria and Lebanon, on September 
1941 General Catroux proclaimed the independence of Syria and on 26 
November 1941 of Lebanon. 49 These proclamations notwithstanding, the 
French Government on the whole took the view that the Mandates remained 
formally in existence until terminated by the League Council, and that the 
continued existence of the Mandates justified continued French rights with 
respect to Syria and Lebanon,''° including the right to impose a treaty of future 
relations and to determine the composition of local government. Transfer of 
governmental authority was not immediate, and, in the case of Lebanon, 
uncertainty over French rights under the Mandate was a contributing factor to 
a constitutional crisis, resolved only after the United States, United Kingdom 
and Arab States communicated to the French Committee of National 
Liberation in Algiers their view that the Mandate neither continued in force 
nor, after termination, gave France authority to rescind decisions taken by the 
Lebanese parliament. 51 The United States in November 1942 accredited a 
Diplomatic Agent and Consul General to Beirut and Damascus, a measure it 
characterized as 'limited recognition'. 52 But it withheld an unequivocal state
ment of recognition, pending transfer by France of governmental functions to 
the Lebanese and Syrian authorities. The transfer was declared by the French 
Committee of National Liberation in December 1943 and entered into force 
on 1 January 1944.53 An exchange of notes took place in September 1944, in 
which the governments of Lebanon and Syria affirmed the continuation of 
American rights as agreed in a Convention of 1924, and the United States 
extended full recognition. 54 'Limited' recognition and the delay before full 
recognition aside, at no stage did the United States regard the continuation of 
the Mandate as an obstacle to independence. Rather, the view was consistently 
taken that the independence of the two States, provided it was sufficiently 

49 USFR 1941/III, 786; ibid, 1941/III, 805. 
50 USFR 1941/III, 790-1, 809; ibid, 1942/IV, 616; ibid, 1943/IV, 956 ('non-recognition by most 

foreign States justified in itself a continuing exercise of the mandatory power'); ibid, 1944/v, 785, 811. 
51 Parliament in early November 1943 had made amendments to the constitution, striking our ref

erences to the Mandate. France on 11 November forcibly dissolved the parliament, arrested the pres
ident and cabinet, and put in place a government consisting of its own nominees. USFR 1943/IV, 
1003, 1011-12. French authorities on 22 November 1943 released the Lebanese politicians from jail, 
permitting the president, and, later, the members of his cabinet, to resume their official functions: 
ibid, 1943/IV, 1040-3, 1055.• 

, 2 USFR 1942/IV, 667,673. See also ibid, 1943/IV, 984 n 51, 1000, 1049-50. 
53 USFR 1943/IV, 1055. 
54 Department of State Executive Agreement Series, No 435; 58 Star (pt 2) 1493; Department of 

State Executive Agreement Series, No 434; 58 Star (pt 2) 149 L The United States-France Convention 
of 4 April 1924, in which France guaranteed American rights in Lebanon and Syria, is at USFR 
1924/I, 741. 
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effective, could be recognized as consistent with the object and purpose of the 
Mandate, notwithstanding the absence of formal termination by the League.55 

Egypt, which had recognized Syria in October 1941 and Lebanon in 
September 1943, expressed a similar view,56 as did Syria.57 The British 
Government attempted to mediate between the United States and France, 
and in the process took a somewhat equivocal stance on termination.5 8 

However, British action, and in particular the ultimatum of May 1945,59 

was inconsistent with the retention by France of substantial authority over 
Syria or Lebanon. 

In the event, no formal League action was taken to terminate the Mandate, 
which disappeared 'with graceless reluctance' .60 No treaty with France formally 
terminating the French administration was concluded. The League Assembly 
at its final session merely welcomed 'the termination of the mandated status of 
Syria, the Lebanon, and Transjordan, which have, since the last Session of the 
Assembly [i.e. in 1939], become independent members of the world commun
ity.'61 Syria and Lebanon both became original members of the United 
Nations. 

The same position was taken by both the United States and the United 
Kingdom when the independence of Transjordan was recognized by the 

55 USFR, 1942/IV, 647-8, 665; ibid, 1943/IV, 966, 987, 1007 ('no useful purpose would be 
served by an academic debate on the juridical technicalities of this complex situation. The validity of 
the French thesis is dubious, at best, and for practical purpose the League Mandate must be regarded 
as being in suspense'); ibid, 1944/V, 774, 782, 785, 795-7; ibid, 1945/VIII, 1197. The Secretary of 
State, in a note of22 August 1943 to the Diplomatic Agent and Consul General at Beirut, articulated 
a standard for recognition based on effectiveness. Recognition of the executive in a State, the Secretary 
wrote, was to be deferred until '1) It is in possession of the machinery of State, administering the 
government with the assent of the people thereof [and) 2) It is a position to folfill the international 
obligations and responsibilities incumbent upon a sovereign state under treaties and international law.' 

56 According to the Prime Minister of Egypt, the Mandate 'disappeared in fact and in law on the 
day when the French and British Governments recognized the independence of Syria and the 
Lebanon. At that time they admitted that [the] League of Nations was not functioning and that Syria 
and Lebanon could not await its problematical resurrection in order to ratify [the] decision of[the] 
French and British. If the mandate remained in force, [ the] British and French had no rightto declare 
independence and conversely by so doing they put [an] end to rhe mandate.' USFR 1943/IV, 1012. 

57 Ibid, 1944/V, 786. 
58 Cfibid 1941/III, 802, with 1942/IV, 646. See also 1943/IV, 900; 1945/VIII,1041; 393HCDeb 

col 157, 27 Oct 1943. 59 USFR 1945/VIII, 1124. 
60 Longrigg, Syria and Lebanon under French Mandate, 317. Consistent with this characterization, 

France continued to press the view that the Mandate had some continuing vitality, arguing well after 
other parties had taken the issue as settled, that a treaty between the two stares and France was neces
sary to terminate the Mandate and that such treaty should accord France a special status in Lebanon 
and Syria. See USFR 1944/V, 783-4. 

61 LNOJ 21 st Ass (1946) Sp Supp No 194, 58. Cf the Franco-Lebanese Agreement of24 Jan 1948; 
173 UNTS 101, and the Franco-Syrian Financial Agreement of7 Feb 1949; Roller, 199. 
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conclusion of a Treaty of Alliance on 22 March 1946. 62 The separate status of 
Transjordan from the rest of Palestine already had been suggested by Article 25 
of the Mandate, which provided that Britain, with the approval of the Council 
of the League, could suspend implementation of certain Mandate provisions 
east of the River Jordan. 63 By an Amendment to the Mandate approved in 
September 1922, Britain was authorized to divide the territory into two, and 
to limit the application of the Balfour Declaration to the area to the west, 
excluding Transjordan. 64 As described in the Palestine Order in Council of 
1 September 1922, Transjordan consisted of 'all territory lying to the east of a 
line drawn from a point two miles west of the town of Aqaba on the Gulf of that 
name up the centre of the Wadi Araba, Dead Sea and River Jordan to its junc
tion with the Yarmuk: hence up the centre of that river to the Syrian frontier.' 
Self-determination for the residents ofTransjordan was achieved in stages and 
on the basis of the territory so delimited. The first stage was a Treaty between 
Great Britain and the Emir Abdullah of20 February 1928;65 the culmination 
was the Treaty of Alliance of 22 March 1946, already referred to. Although 
various links existed, and exist, between Jordan and the Occupied Palestinian 
Territory (not limited to the period 1949 to 1967 when Jordan administered 
the West Bank), nonetheless the effect of the separation was that issues of self
determination in respect of Palestine properly so-called, i.e. the area west of the 
1922 line, had thereafter to be separately resolved. The 1994 Peace Treaty 
between Israel and Jordan affirmed that the western boundary of Jordan is the 
line laid down in 1922, but left other issues to be resolved as part of the 
Permanent Status Negotiations. 66 

In 1946, a BritishAide-Memoire stated that objections to the form by which 
Transjordan acceded to independence were: 

answered by the fact that (a) their intention to grant independence to Transjordan was 
announced at an early session of the United Nations Assembly in London, where it was 
not challenged by any delegate, and (b) that the final assembly of the League ofNations 
passed a resolution approving and welcoming this action ... In the light of the above and 
of the welcome given by the United Nations Assembly in January to the announcement 
of His Majesty's Government's intention to recognise Transjordan as an independent 

62 Treaty of Alliance between the United Kingdom and Transjordan, with Annex and Exchange of 
Notes, London, 22 March 1946, 146 BFSP 461, There is no reference in the Treaty to termination of 
the Mandate. 63 8 LNOJ 1007 (24 July 1922). See also Watson, The Oslo Accords, 18. 

64 116 BFSP 849. 
65 Agreement between the United Kingdom and Transjordan respecting the Administration of the 

Latter, Jerusalem, 20 Feb 1928, 128 BFSP 273. 
66 Israel-Jordan Treaty of Peace, Avaba/ Araba Crossing Point, 26 October 1994: (1995) 34 ILM 43. 

See generally Al Madfai,Jordan, The United States and the Middle fast Peace Process 1974-1991. 
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State ... His Majesty's Government feel that, in so far as general international approval 

is required for setting up Transjordan as an independent State, such approval has in fact 

been manifestly given. 67 

The legality of this process was challenged by Poland in the Security Council 

when Transjordan's application for United Nations membership was under 

discussion. 68 The Polish representative did not appear to argue that Transjordan 

could not become independent without the consent of the League Council or 

transfer to Trusteeship. Rather he doubted whether Transjordan had in fact 

attained independence, and claimed that the consent of the General Assembly 

was a condition precedent to any such independence. Great Britain contended 

that such consent had in fact been given.69 Jordan was eventually admitted to 

membership in 1955.7° 

It is clear, then, that these three Mandates were effectively and validly termin

ated without the consent of the League Council. According to one view, the 

reason is to be found in the fact that 'N. Mandates, having already 'provisional 

independence', were subject to different procedures regarding termination.7 1 

But there was no textual basis for this distinction; Article 22 of the Covenant 

applied equally to all classes of Mandate. The better view is that approval by the 

Council was not a condition to valid termination of a Mandate. Termination 

of a Mandate involved compliance with the basic purpose of the Mandate 72 

and a determination of political fact-that effective self-government existed. 73 

In default of approval by the League Council, recognition by individual States 

and appropriate action by the General Assembly was seen as sufficient to 

terminate the Mandate with full legal effect. Arid this conclusion must be right: 

otherwise the dissolution of the League would have deprived the mandated 

people of the self-government or independence which it was the principal 

purpose of the Mandate system to advance.74 

67 USFR 1946/VII, 799-800. The US view was that 'formal termination of the mandate ... would 

be generally recognized upon the admission of[1hns-Jordan] into the United Nations as a fully inde

pendent country': ibid, 798. 
68 SCOR lstyr, 2nd sess Suppl No 4, 70-1 (S/133); Higgins, Development, 30-1. 
69 In particular by GA res l l(I), 9 Feb 1946, clause 3 (adopted unanimously), noting with 

approval the Mandatory's intention to grant independence to Transjordan. 
70 GAres995(X), 14Decemberl955. 
71 This was the US view in 1946: USFR 1946/VII, 797. 
72 Throughout the Syria-Lebanon conflict the US emphasized that the independence of the two 

States was a right recognized and guaranteed by the Mandate: cf ibid, 1943/IV, 1008. 
73 CfReport of PMC, June 1931 (Iraq), discussed by Hales (1937) 23 GrotiusST85, 117. 
74 To the same effect, Duncan Hall, Mandates, Dependences and Trusteeship, 265-6; Longrigg, 

Syria and Lebanon under French Mandate, 362. In the Aegean Sea Continental Shelf case, Judge Tarazi 

expressed the view that attainment of independence automatically released the Mandatory from its 

obligations and thus terminated the Mandate: ICJ Rep 1978 p 3, 58. 
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In one other case-viz, the loss by Japan of its right to administer the 
Pacific Islands Mandate--dispositive elements of a Mandate were altered. 
What was terminated there was not the Mandate but rather the authority of 
the Mandatory: the matter is closer to revocation than to termination and 
is dealt with below. Once again no League approval for the change was 
forthcoming. 

(ii) After the dissolution of the League 
Only two Mandates survived the dissolution of the League without being 
transferred to the Trusteeship system-Palestine and South West Africa. With 
regard to both, the General Assembly unequivocally asserted its authority, each 
Mandatory having made a request as to the future disposition of the territory. 
General Assembly action with respect to Palestine has been referred to already: 
it is clear that, at the least, GA resolution 181 (II) was effective to terminate the 
Mandate for Palestine, although its relevance for the future disposition of 
the territory was disputed. 

The General Assembly also refused a South African request for permission 
to annex South West Africa.75 Then, when it became clear that the territory 
would not be brought under Trusteeship, it asserted authority to carry out 
the supervisory functions of the Mandate. In this it was upheld by the 
International Court in Status of South U1/t>st Aftica. The Court unanimously 
held that the Mandate had survived the dissolution of the League and by twelve 
votes to two Qudges McNair and Read dissenting) that the supervisory func
tions were to be exercised by the Assembly.76 In the light of United Nations 
practice, the rationale behind the Opinion, and the South African request for 
permission to annex, there can be little doubt that the Assembly also had the 
authority to terminate the Mandate. The extent of this authority will be 
discussed in the context of revocation. 

(iii) By transfer to Trusteeship 
All the 'B' Mandates and all but one of the 'C' Mandates were terminated by 
transfer to the Trusteeship system. Yet again no League Council approval for 
this disposition was forthcoming, though the League Assembly did 'take note' 
of the new system.77 Approval of the new arrangements was a matter for the 

75 GA res 65 (I), 14 Dec 1946 (37-0:9}. 
76 ICJ Rep 1950 p 128, 136-7; 155-62 (Judge McNair); 169 (Judge Read). 
77 Assembly resolution of 17 Apr 1946: LNOJ Sp Supp No 194,254. For the arguments concern

ing the rejection of the 'Chinese' draft resolution purporting to transfer supervisory functions to the 
UN see Judge Jessup, South West Africa Ct1ses (Second Pht1Se), IC] Rep 1966 p 6, 347-8; but see Judge 
Fitzmaurice, Namibia Opinion, IC] Rep 1971 p 6, 247-9. 
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It is for the people to determine the destiny of the territory and not the 
territory the destiny of the people. 

Judge Dillard, sep op, Western Sahara Case 
1975 ICJ Repp 12, 122 

14.1 Introduction 

603 

Before 1945 there was very little general international concern with colonial 

issues, and still less with the progress of colonized peoples to self-government. 

The Mandate and Trusteeship systems provided for progressive development 

towards independence or self-government of certain colonial territories, but 

their ambit was restricted, and has remained so. 

However, at the San Francisco Conference more extensive provision for 

colonial territories was made, in the form of Chapter XI of the Charter, entitled 

'Declaration Regarding Non-Self-Governing Territories' . 1 Chapter XI, which 

contains only Articles 73 and 7 4, is an attempt to apply somewhat similar ideas 

to those embodied in Article 22 of the Covenant to a far broader category of 

territory. The focus here will be on the dispositive aspects of Chapter XI, and 

on the extensive practice pursuant to Chapter XI. The status of that practice 

was historically controversial, but most UN Members took an extensive view 

of Chapter XI, and in general these views prevailed. Indeed, it has been largely 

through the medium of Chapter XI that Members have extended and elabo

rated the operation of the principle of self-determination. 

In accordance with Article 73: 

Members of the United Nations which have or assume responsibilities for the 
administration of territories whose peoples have not yet attained a full measure of 

self-government recognize the principle that the interests of the inhabitants of these 
territories are paramount, and accept as a sacred trust the obligation to promote to 
the utmost, within the system of international peace and security established by the 
present Charter, the well-being of the inhabitants of these territories ... 

Article 73 then sets out five specific undertakings relating to (1) the develop

ment of the peoples concerned, (2) progress towards self-government, (3) the 

furtherance of international peace and security, (4) economic development, 

and (5) the regular transmission of certain information to the Secretary

General. An important development in the practice pursuant to Article 73 

1 See GA res 9 (I), 9 Feb 1946; for the travaux prr!paratoires, Russell and Muther, A History of the 
United Nations Charter, 813-24. 
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was the Declaration on the Granting oflndependence to Colonial Countries 
and Peoples,2 which, like certain other Assembly Declarations, has achieved 
in practice a quasi-constitutional status. 3 Clause 7 of the Declaration places it 
on a par with the Universal Declaration of Human Rights and the Charter 
itself. The Colonial Declaration addresses all 'Trust and Non-Self-Governing 
Territories' and 'all other territories which have not yet attained indepen
dence' (c 5), so that it derives in part from Chapters XI and XII, and in part 
from the customary law right of self-determination. It provides, inter alia, 
that: 

1. The subjection of peoples to alien subjugation, domination and exploitation 

constitutes a denial of fundamental human rights, is contrary to the Charter of 
the United Nations and is an impediment to the promotion of world peace and 

co-operation ... 

3. Inadequacy of political, economic, social or educational preparedness should never 
serve as a pretext for delaying independence. 

4. All armed action or repressive measures of all kinds directed against dependent 

peoples shall cease in order to enable them to exercise peacefully and freely their 
right to complete independence; and the integrity of their national territory shall be 

respected. 

5. Immediate steps shall be taken, in Trust and Non-Self-Governing Territories ... to 
transfer all powers to the peoples of those territories, without any conditions or 
reservations, in accordance with their freely expressed will and desire, without any 

distinction as to race, creed or colour, in order to enable them to enjoy complete 

independence or freedom. 

6. Any attempt aimed at the partial or total disruption of the national unity and the 

territorial integrity of a country is incompatible with the purposes and principles of 
the Charter ... 

United Nations practice under Chapter XI, and the Colonial Declaration as 
an integral part of that practice, have been explicitly approved by the 
International Court. In the Namibia case the Court stated that: 

the concepts embodied in Article 22 of the Covenant ... were not static, but were by 

definition evolutionary, as also, therefore, was the concept of the 'sacred trust'. 

2 Often referred to as rh~ Colonial Declaration: GA res 1514 (XV), 14 Dec 1960 (89-0: 9) 
(Australia, Belgium, Dominican Republic, France, Portugal, South Africa, Spain, UK and USA 
abstaining). 

3 For practice pursuant to the Declaration see UN Repertory, Supp III, vol 3, paras 302-48. Also 
Asamoah, The Legal Significance of the Declarations of the Genera/Assembly of the United Nations, 163; 
Fastenrath in Simma, The Charter of the United Nations (2nd edn), 1089. 
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The parties to the Covenant must consequently be deemed to have accepted 
them as such. That is why, viewing the institutions of 1919, the Court must 
take into consideration the changes which have occurred in the supervening 
half-century, and its interpretation cannot remain unaffected by the subsequent 
development of law, through the Charter of the United Nations and by way of 
customary law. 4 

This is equally true of Article 73 of the Charter, based as it is on Article 22 
of the Covenant; and the Court explicitly affirmed the applicability of 
self-determination to non-self-governing territories under the Charter. In the 
Western Sahara Case, after referring to this passage, the Majority Opinion 
reaffirmed '[t]he validity of the principle of self-determination'. 5 In its view, 
Spain, as an administering power, 'has not objected, and could not validly 
object, to the General Assembly's exercise of its powers to deal with the decol
onization of a non-self-governing territory ... '6 Thus the 'right of [the 
Spanish Sahara] population to self-determination' was 'a basic assumption of 
the questions put to the Court'. 7 The Court's reply to those questions, equally, 
was based upon 'existing rules of international law'. 8 On the other hand, the 
Court stated, 'the right of self-determination leaves the General Assembly a 
measure of discretion with respect to the forms and procedures by which 
that right is to be realized.' 9 In view of the fact that all but a few non-self
governing territories have achieved self-government in some form or other, 
the exercise of this 'procedural discretion' by the General Assembly in respect 
to the remaining territories (most of them small and relatively non-viable) has 
assumed considerable importance-it was the issue before the Court in 
the Western Sahara case.10 Before considering these specific problems of 
application, a brief account of the development of Chapter XI in practice 
since 1945 is in order. 11 

4 ICJ Rep 1971 p 16, 31; 49 ILR2, 21. 5 ICJ Rep 1975 p 12, 31-3. 
6 Ibid, 33. The Court referred to GA res 1514 (XV) as providing 'the basis for the process of decol

onization which has resulted since 1960 in the creation of many States which are today Members of 
the United Nations': ibid, 32. 7 Ibid, 36. 

8 Ibid, 36. 9 Ibid, 30, 37. 10 Ibid, 36. 
11 The best study, of an extensive literature, is still Rigo Sureda, The Evolution of the Right of Self 

Detennination. See also Sud, The United Nations and Non-Seif-Governing Territories; Ahmad, The 
United Nations and the Colonies; El-Ayoury, The United Nations and Decolonization; Rajan, The 
United Nations and Domestic Jurisdiction (2nd edn), 133-222; Barbier, Le Comite de decolonization des 
Nations-Unies; Nawaz (1962) 2 Indian YIA 3; van Asbeck (1947) 71 HR 345. See also Orenrlicher 
(1998) 23 Yale ILJ 1; Aldrich and Connell, The Last Colonies. 
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could be at the same time 'non-self-governing'. Or, if the antithesis between 
the two is to be seen as stipulated by Article 7 4, a territory might cease to be 
'metropolitan' when it becomes 'non-self governing', whatever its history. 13 

The usual and more restrictive view is that Chapter XI was intended to apply 
only to 'territories, known as colonies at the time of the passing of the 
Charter'. 14 In particular, according to Principle IV of resolution 1541 (XV): 
'Prima facie there is an obliation to transmit information in respect of a territory 
which is geographically separate and is distinct ethnically and/or culturally 
from the country administering it.' Thereafter, according to Principle V: 

Once it has been established that such a prima facie case of geographical and ethnical 
or cultural distinctness of a territory exists, other elements may then be inter alia, of an 
administrative, political, juridical, economic or historical nature. If they affect the rela
tionship between the metropolitan State and the territory concerned in a manner 
which arbitrarily places the latter in a position or status of subordination, they support 
the presumption that there is an obligation to transmit information under Article 73e 
of the Charter. 

Given these restrictive criteria, the question has been to determine which 
territories come within the ambit of Chapter XI. 

(2) Competence to determine whether a territory 
falls under Chapter XI 

In the early sessions of the Assembly, Administering States expressed a view 
that it was within the domestic jurisdiction of the administering State con
cerned to decide whether a given territory was non-self-governing for purposes 
of Chapter XI. 15 They argued that Chapter XI, as a 'Declaration', represented 
merely a statement by administering powers of their colonial policy rather than 
a binding legal obligation. 16 That argument, not surprisingly, did not gain 

13 This was the contention of Belgium in 1952 (the so-called 'Belgian Thesis'): 'It cannot ... be 
maintained that "colonies" are the only territories envisaged in eh XI. Colonies are not the only terri
tories whose people are not completely self-governing, and the word 'colonies' does not appear any
where in eh XL To maintain that it is only colonies that are intended is therefore to limit arbitrarily the 
number of States bound by eh XI and to discriminate to the disadvantage of many peoples which are 
not yet completely self-governing.' Cited in Whiteman, 13 Digest 697-8. See also Belgian 
Government Information Centre, New York, 1953. 

14 GA res 1541 (XV), Annex:· Principles which should guide Members in determining whether or not 
an obligation exists to transmit the information called far in Article 73e of the Charter of the Principle I 
(99-221); Nawaz (1962) 11 Indian YIA 3, 13. But Art 73 expressly refers to after-acquired territories: 
it would be strange if only the characteristics of colonies in 1945 were to be relevant in such cases. 

15 See, e.g., A/64/Add 1, 125; A/AC 100/1, 43; UN Rep Vo! IV, 68; Kelsen Law of the United 
Nations, 557. Cf Higgins, Development, 83-7, 110-13; Rajan, UN and Domestic jurisdiction, 
194-212. 16 French delegate, GAOR, 1st sess Part 2, 4th ctee, pt 3, 27. 
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widespread acceptance: the Charter is a treaty and the terms of Article 73 
'prima facie connote legal obligation' .17 It was implausible from the beginning 
that the applicability of Chapter XI could be a matter of domestic jurisdiction, 
and the issue came to be accepted as at least within the concurrent competence 
of the Assembly.18 In practice, the extent of Chapter XI has been determined 
by the United Nations acting in conjunction with the administering State, but 
the possibility was reserved of unilateral determination by the General 
Assembly. Given the evolutionary nature of Chapter XI, the presumption in 
favour of the validity of concerted Assembly action is strong. 19 

(3) The scope of Chapter XI in practice 

In the beginning, the scope of Chapter XI was determined by the replies of 
States to a letter from the Secretary-General requesting information about 
non-self-governing territories. 20 As a result, about seventy-two21 territories 
under eight different administering States were listed in resolution 66 (1)22 as 
territories with regard to which information under Article 73e had been or 
would be submitted. This voluntary method was not likely to achieve the 
consistent or comprehensive application of Chapter XI, but the only objec
tions to the enumeration of territories in resolution 66 (I) were made by States 
with claims to sovereignty over certain of them (Guatemala over British 
Honduras; Panama over the Panama Canal Zone; and Argentina over the 
Falkland (Malvinas) Islands).23 

In 1955, after the admission of Spain and Portugal to United Nations mem
bership, the issue of their colonial territories was raised. They refused to bring 
their colonial territories within the reporting system of Chapter XI: in response, 

17 Waldock (1962-II) 106 HR 1, 28-34; Oppenheim (8th edn, 1955), vol I, 240. 
18 Cf GA res 334 (IV), para 1 (30-12:10); GA res 1467 (XIV), para 1 (54-5:15); Higgins, 

Development, 112-13. 19 Cf Expenses Opinion, IC] Rep 1962 p 151, 168. 
20 N74, 29 June 1946; authorized by GA res 9 (I), 9 February 1946. 
21 The UN's standard study refers to 72 territories (see The United Nations and Decolonization 

(2001) (http://www.un.org/Depts/dpi/decolonization/brochure/UN/pagel .html)). The exact num
ber depends whether the 'High Commission Territories of the Western Pacific' (Gilbert and Ellice 
Islands Colony; the British Solomon Islands Protectorate and the Pitcairn Islands) are treated as a sin
gle territory; in practice they were treated as separate, thus bringing to 7 4 the territories listed in res 66 
(I). This was the US view: A/9'15/Add.l, 22Aug 1949. The UK itself, for purposes ofinternal report
ing, treated them separately. See Colonial Office, Colonial Reports, 'Gilbert & Ellice Islands' (1948, 
1949); 'British Solomon Islands' (1948, 1949-50); Neill, Pitcairn Island: General Administrative 
Report, Colonial No 155. See also Pacific Order in Council 1893, s 6(1) (referring to 'Pacific depen
dencies', in the plural). 22 13 Dec 1946 (27-7:13). 

23 See 1946-7 UNYB, 210; GAOR, 1st sess, 2nd part, Fourth Committee, 20th meeting, 113 
(Panamanian statement of 14 Nov 1946). 
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the General Assembly moved to specify criteria for non-self-governing 
territories, which it did in resolution 1541 (XV). In accordance with those 
criteria it went on to determine that particular territories fell within Chapter 
XI.24 Spain eventually agreed to comply with Assembly recommendations, 25 

but Portugal refused and the Assembly itself designated nine Portuguese 
territories as non-self-governing. 26 

In 1962, with the impending secession of Southern Rhodesia, the Assembly 
also declared it to be a non-self-governing territory.27 The British contention 
was that, since Southern Rhodesia was a 'self-governing colony' in British con
stitutional law, it did not have the status of a 'Non-Self-Governing Territory' 
under the Charter and that any United Nations declaration to the contrary was 
ultra vires.28 This was consistent with British practice since 1945, insofar as the 
UK had not transmitted information with respect to Southern .Rhodesia under 
Article 73(e). This view was rejected by the General A,sembly. But in 1965 
the British Government itself, by the Southern Rhodesia Act, claimed 'respon
sibilities for the administration' of Southern Rhodesia: thus, whatever the 
position may have been at an earlier stage, the status of Southern Rhodesia as 
non-self-governing was clear enough by 196 5. 29 

At various times the General Assembly took action with reference to resolu
tion 1541 (XV) in connection with a number of further territories, including 
French territories in Africa and the Pacific;30 most recently New Caledonia, 

24 GA res 1542 (XV), 15 Dec 1960, para 1 (Portuguese territories); para 5 (Spanish territories). 
25 Spanish statement to the Committee on Information from Non-Self-Governing Terrirories, 7 

November 1960: NC.4/SR.1038, paras 20-8 (Mr Aznar, Spain). In May 1961, the participation of 
Spain in the work of the Committee was welcomed; and the Spanish representative told the 
Committee that 'Spain had nothing to hide with regard to the Territories it administered': 
A/AC.35/SR.238, 17 May 1961, 4 (Mr Rasgotra, India);A/AC.35/SR.239, 18 May 1961, 3 (Mr De 
Pinies, Spain). Spain tabled detailed information concerning Fernando Poo, Rlo Muni, and (Western) 
Sahara: A/4785, Annex V, paras 37 ff; A/5078/ Add.3. 

26 GA res 1542 (XV), 15 Dec 1960, para I (68-6:17). See UN Repertory, Supp III, vol 3, Art 73, 
paras 105-29; Wohlgemuth, lntConc No 545 (Nov 1963). For the Portuguese position see 
NC.4/SR.1036, paras 34-61 (Mr Nogueira, Portugal). The Portuguese arguments were set out in 
Nogueira, The UN and Portugal: A Study of Anticolonialism. See also Galvao Teles and Canelas de Castro 
(1996) 34 AdV3, 11. 27 GA res 1747 (XVI), 28 June 1962 (73-1:27, Portugal and UKnp.). 

28 GAOR, 17th sess, 4th ctee, 360th mtg, NC.4/SR 1360, 11 ff. Internally, the UK regarded it as 
'constirurionally inappropriate' to ttansmit information about self-governing territories: Cmnd 8035 
(1950), para 79. See also Cmnd +807 (1965). Southern Rhodesia acquired responsible government 
under a limited franchise in 1923: Southern Rhodesia Constitution Letters Patent of I Sept 1923, 
attached to Southern Rhodesia (Annexation) Order in Council 1923 (UK). See also Southern 
Rhodesia (Constitution) Act 1961 (UK). 

29 The declaration in the Southern Rhodesia Constitution Order 1965 (UK) that the UDI consti
tution was illegal reinforced the point. 

30 GA res 2069 {XX), 16 Dec 1965 (Condominium of New Hebrides); GA res 2228 (XXI), 20 
December 1966 (French Somaliland); GA res 3161 (XXVIII), 14 Dec 1973 (Comoros). 
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which, by resolution 41/41A in 1986 was designated as non-self-governing. 31 

To provide an institutional locus for decolonization matters after the Colonial 
Declaration, the Assembly in 1961 established a Special Committee on the 
Situation with regard to the Implementation of the Declaration on the 
Granting of Independence to Colonial Countries and Peoples, first with 
seventeen members, and, from 1962 with twenty-four.32 

The Committee of Twenty-Four (as it came to be called) not only added 
territories to the list; it also declined to delete others. Certain territories no 
longer reported on by Administering States continued to be considered by the 
Committee: these included the Comoro Archipelago,33 the French Territory of 
the Afars and lsaas (formerly French Somaliland, now Djibouti) ,34 and the West 
Indies Associated States (until the disaggregation of that entity in the early 
1980s). In addition, Puerto Rico, which was removed from the General 
Assembly list ofNon-Self-GoverningTerritories in 1953,35 has continued to be 
considered by the Committee ofTwenty-four, fifty years after its 'de-listing'. 36 

A complete list of Chapter XI territories and their eventual political status is 
set out in Appendix 3 (pp. 7 46-56). 

(4) Possible extension of Chapter XI beyond colonial territories 

I have already discussed whether Chapter XI is limited to territories of the 
colonial type, or whether the term 'non-self-governing' should be read in some 

31 GAres41/41A,2Dec1986(NewCaledonia). 32 GAres1654(XVI),27Nov1961. 
33 In a referendum on 22 December 197 4, the inhabitants of the four islands voted overwhelm

ingly (94%) for independence. On one island (Mayotte), there was however a majority in favour of 
continued association with France. In negotiations for independence, attempts were made to secure 
separate self-determination, or at least substantial constitutional guarantees, for the inhabitants of 
Mayotte. The local government rejected these attempts and on 6 July 1975 unilaterally declared their 
independence. This was accepted (with respect to the three main islands) by France on 9 July 1975, 
and the Comoro Islands were recognized thereafter by a number of other States, and admitted to the 
UN on 12 November 1975. See (1975) 80 RGDIP793; Ostheimer, The Politics of the Western Indian 
Ocean Islands, 73-101; and on the decision of the French Constitutional Court, Ruzie (1976) 103 
]DI 392, Favoreu [1976] Rev Droit Public 557. The General Assembly rejected continued French 
occupation of Mayotte as a violation of the 'national unity of the Comorian State ... ': GA res 31/4 
(XXXI), 21 Oct 1976 (102-1:28). See also GAres 32/7, 1 Nov 1977 (121-0: 17, France np); GAresns 
34/69, 6 Dec 1979; 35/43, 28 Nov 1980; 36/105, 10 Dec 1981; 37/65, 3 Dec 1982; 38/13, 21 Nov 
1983; 39/48, 11 Dec 1984; 40/62, 9 Dec 1985; 41/30, 3 Nov 1986; 42/17, 11 Nov 1987; 43/14, 26 
Oct 1988; 44/9, 18 Oct 1989; 45/11, 1 Nov 1990; 46/9, 16 Oct 1991; 47/9, 27 Oct1992; 48/56, 13 
Dec 1993; 49/18, 28 Nov 1994. See further Aldrich and Connell, The Last Colonies, 228-32, 262. 

34 Djibouti was admitted to the United Nations in 1977: GA res 32/1, 20 Sept 1977. 
35 On constiturional arrangements between Puerto Rico and the United States and discussions 

concerning the cessation of transmission of information under Art 73e, see Igarashi, Associated 
Statehood in International Law, 44-62. 

36 On Puerto Rico see CommitteeofTwenty-four resA/AC.109/2000/24, 12July2000;A/55/23, 
paras 30-9. 
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"No person shall be ... deprived of life, liberty, or property, 

without due process; nor shall private prop erty be taken for 

public use, without just compen sation ." 

-Fifth Amendment to the United States Constitution, 1791 

"No one shall be subjected to arbitrary arrest, detention or 

exile .... N o one shall be subjected to arbitrary int erference 

with his privacy, family [or] home .... No one shall be 

arbitrarily deprived of his property .... Everyone has the right 

to freedom of movement and residence within the border s of 

each State." 

-Articles 5), 12, 11, 13, Universal Declaration 

of Human Rights, 1948 

"We, the inhabitant s of Chagos Islands- Diego Garcia, 

Peros Banhos, Salom on- have been uproot ed from those 

islands ... . Our ancesto rs were slaves on those island s, but we 

know that we are the heirs of those islands. Although we were 

poor there, we were not dying of hun ger. We were living free." 

-Petition to the governments of the United Kingdom 

and the United States, 1975 
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A NOTE TO THE READER 

Quotations that appear in this book without citation come from inter

views and conversations conducted during my research. Translations from 

French, Mauritian Kreol, and Seselwa (Seychelles Kreol) are my own. The 

names and some basic identifying features of Chagossians in the book 

(other than members of the Bancoult family and representatives of the 

Chagos Refugees Group) have been changed in accordance with anonym

ity agreements made during the research. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Rita felt like she'd been sliced op<::n and all the blood spilled from her 

body. 
"What happened to you? What happened to you?" her children cried as 

they came running to her side. 

"W hat happened?" her husband inquired. 

"Did someone attack you?" they asked. 

"I heard everyth ing they said," Rita recounted , "but my voice couldn 't 

open my mouth to say what happened. " For an hour she said nothing , her 

heart swollen with emotion. 

Finally she blurted out: "We will never again return to our home! Our 

home has been closed!" As Rica cold me almost forty years later, the man 

said to her: "Your island has been sold. You will never go there again." 

Marie Rica Elysee Bancoult is one of the people of the Chagos Archipel

ago, a group of about 64 small coral islands near the isolated center of the 

Indian Ocean, halfway between Africa and Indonesia , 1,000 miles south 

of the nearest cont inental landmass, India. Known as Chagossians, none 

live in Chagos today. Most live 1,200 miles away on the western Indian 

Ocean islands of Mauritius and the Seychelles. Like others, 80-year-old 

Rita lives far from Mauritius's renowned tourist beaches and luxury ho

tels. Rita, or Aunt Rita as she is known, lives in one of the island's poorest 

neighborhoods, known for its industrial plants and brothels, in a small 

aging three-room hou se made of concrete block. 

Rita and other Chagossians cannot return to their homeland because 

between 1968 and 1973, in a ploc carefully hidden from the world, the 

United States and Great Britain exiled all 1,500-2,000 islanders to cre

ate a major U.S. military base on the Chagossians' island Diego Garcia. 

Initially, government agents told chose like Rita who were away seeking 

medical treatment or vacationing in Mauritius chat their islands had been 

closed and they could not go home. Next, British officials began restricting 

supplies to the islands and more Chagossians left as food and medicines 

dwindled. Finally, on the orders of the U.S. military, U.K. officials forced 

the remaining islanders to board overcrowded cargo ships and left th em 

on the docks in Mauritius and the Seychelles. Just before the last deporta

tions, British agents and U.S. troops on Diego Garcia herded the Chagos

sians' pet dogs into sealed sheds and gassed and burned them in front of 

their traumatized owners awaiting deportation. 
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The people, the descendants of enslaved Africans and indentured south 

Indians brought to Chagos beginning in the eighteenth century, received 

no resettlement assistance and quickly became impoverished. Today the 

group numbers around 5,000. Most remain deeply impoverished. Mean-

. while the base on Diego Garcia has become one of the most secretive and 

powerful U.S. military facilities in the world, helping to launch the inva

sions of Afghanistan and Iraq (twice), threatening Iran, China, Russia, 

and nations from southern Africa to southeast Asia, host to a secret CIA 

detention center for high-profile terrorist suspects, and home to thousands 

of U.S. military personnel and billions of dollars in deadly weaponry. 

"You were born-" 

"Peros Banhos," replied Rita Bancoult• before I could finish my question. 

"In what year?" 

"1928 .... The thirtieth of June." 

Rita grew up in Peros Banhos's capital and administrative center, L'ile 

du Coin-Corner Island . "Lamem monn ne, lamem monn reste, "she added 

in the songlike, up-and-down cadence of Chagossians' Kreol: La-MEM 

moan NAY, la-MEM moan rest-AY. "The island where I was born is the 

island where I stayed."1 

Corner Island and 31 neighboring islands in the Peros Banhos atoll 

form part of the Chagos Archipelago. Portuguese explorers named the 

largest and best-known island in the archipelago Diego Garcia, about 150 

miles to the south. The archipelago's name appears to come from the Por

tuguese chagas-the wounds of Christ. 2 

''.And your parents?" I asked. "What island were your parents born on?" 

"My parents were born there too," Rita explained. "My grandmother

the mother of my father-was born in Six Islands-Six Iles. My father was 

also born in Six Islands. My grandfather was born there too. My grand

mother on my mother's side was born in Peros Banhos." 

Rita does not know where her other ancestors were born, one of the 

injuries still borne by people with enslaved forebears. However, she re

members her grandm other, Olivette Pauline, saying that Olivette's grand

mother-Rita's great-great-grandmother-had been enslaved and had the 

name "Masambo" or "Mazambo." Rita thinks she was a Malgas-a person 

from Madagascar. 

• Rita's last name has since changed to !sou, but for reasons of clarity I will refer to her throughout by che 

name Bancoult. 
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Rita and her family are some of Chagos's indigenous people. 3 Chagos 
sians lived in Diego Garcia and the rest of the previously uninhabited 
archipelago since the time of the American Revoluti on when Franco-Mau
ritians created coconut plantations on the islands and began importing 
enslaved and, later, indentured laborers from Africa and India. 

Over the next two centuries, the diverse workforce developed into a 
distinct, emancipated society and a people known initially as the llois
the Islanders. Nearly everyone worked on the coconut plantations. Most 
worked in the production of copra-dried coconut flesh-and coconut 
oil made by pressing copra. The people built the archipelago's infrastruc
ture and produced its wealth. As some maps still attest, the islands became 
known as the "Oil Islands"-meaning coconut oil, not the petroleum 
that wou ld prove central to the archipelago's recent history. A distinct 
Chagos Kreol language emerged. The people built their own houses, in
habited land passed down from generation to generation, and kept veg
etable gardens and farm animals. By the time Rita was a mother, there 
were nurseries and schoo ls for her children. In 1961, Mauritian colonia l 
governor Robert Scott remarked that the mai n village on Diego Garcia 
had the "look of a French coastal village· m iraculous ly transferr ed who le 
to this shore." 4 

While far from luxuriou s and still a plantation society, the islands pro
vided a secure life, generally free of want, and featuring universal employ
ment and numerous social benefits, including regular if small salaries in 
cash and food, land, free housing , education, pensions, burial services, and 
basic health care on islands described by many as idyllic . 

"You had your house-you didn't have rent to pay," said Rita, a short, 
stocky woman with carefully French-braided white hair. "With my ration , 
I got ten and a half pounds of rice each week, I got ten and a half pounds 
of flour, I got my oil, I got my salt, I got my dhal, I got my beans-it was 
only butter beans and red beans that we neede d to buy. 

''And then I got my fresh fish, Saturday. I got my salted fish too, of at 
least four pounds, five pounds to take. But we didn't take it because we 
were able to catch fish ourselves . . . . We planted pumpkin, we planted 
greens .... Chickens, we had them. Pigs, the company fed them, and we 
got some. Ch ickens, ducks, we fed them ourselves. 

"I had a dog named Ratorz-Katorz, when the sea was at low tide, he 
would go into the sea. He caught fish in his mouth and he brought them 
back to me," recalled Rita 1,200 miles from her homeland. 

"Life there paid little money, a very little," she said, "but it was the sweet 
life." 
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During the winter of 1922, eight-year-old Stuart Barber was sick and 

confined to bed at his family's home in New Haven, Connecticut. A soli

tary child long troubled by health problems, Stu, as he was known, found 

solace that winter in a cherished geography book. He was particularly 

fascinated by the world's remote islands and had a passion for collect-

. fng the stamps of far-Bung island colonies. Whil e the Falkland Islands 

off the coast of Argentina in the South Atlantit became his favorite, Stu 

noticed that the Indian Ocean was dotted with many islands claimed by 

Britain. 5 

Thirty-six years later, after having experienced a taste of island life as a 

naval intelligence officer in Hawai'i during World War II, Stu was drawing 

up lists of small, isolated colonial islands from every map, atlas, and nauti

cal chart he could find. It was 1958. Thin and spectacled, Stu was a civilian 

back working for the Navy at the Pentagon. 

The Navy ought to have a permanent facility, Stu suddenly realized, like 

the island bases acquired during the Pacific's "island hopping" campaign 

against Japan. The facility should be on "a small atoll, min imally popu

lated, with a good anchorage." The Navy, he began to tell his superiors, 

should build a small airstrip, oil storage, and logistical facilities. The Navy 

would use it "to support minor peacetime deployments" and major war

time operations. 6 

Working in the Navy's long-range planning office, it occurred to Stu 

that over the next decades island naval bases would be essential tools for 

maintaining military dominance during the Cold War. In the era of de

colonization, the non-Western world was growing increasingly unstab le 

and would likely become the site of future combat. "Within the next 5 to 

10 years," Stu wrote to the Navy brass, "virtually all of Africa, and certain 

Middle Eastern and Far Eastern territories presently under Western con

trol will gain either complete independence or a high degree of autonomy ," 

making them likely to "drift from Western in£uence. "7 

All the while, U.S. and other Western military bases were becoming 

dangerous targets of opposition both in the decolonizing world and from 

the Soviet Union and the United Nations. The inevitable result for the 

United States, Stu said, was "the withdrawal" of Western military forces 

and "the denial or restriction " of Western bases in these areas.8 

But Sru had the answer to these threats. The solution, he saw, was what 

he called the "Strategic Island Concept. " The plan would be to avoid tra

ditional base sites located in populous mainland areas where they were 

vulnerable to local non-Western opposition. Instead, "only relatively small, 

lightly populated islands, separated from major population masses, could 

be safely held under full control of the West." Island bases were the key. 



Annex 151

Introduction 5 

But if the United Scares was going to protect its "future freedom of 
military action," Seu realized, they would have to act quickly to "stockpile" 
island basing rights as soon as possible. Just as any sensible investor wou ld 
"stockpile any material commodity which foreseeably will become unavail
able in the future, " Seu believed, the United States would have to quickly 
buy up small colonial islands around the world or otherwise ensure its 
Western allies maintain ed sovereignty over chem. Otherwise the islands 
would be lost to decolonization forever.9 

As the idea took shape in his head, Seu first thought of rhe Seychelles 
and its more than 100 islands before exploring other possibilities. Finally 
he found rime to gather and "scan all the charts to see what useful island s 
there might be": There was Phuker, Cocos , Masirah, Farquhar, Aldabra , 
Desroches, Salomon, and Peros Banhos in and around the Indian Ocean 
alone. After finding all co be "inferior sites," Stu found "chat beautiful atoll 
of Diego Garcia, right in the middle of the ocean." 10 

Seu saw chat the small v-shaped island was blessed with a central loca
tion within str iking distance of potential conflict wnes , one of the world's 
great natural harbors in its protected lagoon , and enough land to build a 
large airstrip. But the Navy still needed to ensure it would get a base ab
sent any messy "political complications." Any targeted island would have 
to be "free of impingem ent on any significant indigenous population or 
economic interest." Stu was pleased co note chat Diego Garcia's population 
was "measured only in the hundreds ."11 

When in lace 1967 a mule-drawn cart ran over the foot of Rita's three-year
old daughter Noellie, the nur se in Peros Banhos's eight-bed hospital cold 
Rica chat the foot needed an operation. She would have to cake Noellie to 
the nearest full-service hospital, 1,200 miles away in Maur itius. 

Going to Mauritius meant wait ing for the next and only boat service-a 
four-times-a-year connection with the larger island. Which meant waiting 
two months. When the boat finally arrived, Rita packed a small box with 
some clothes and a pot to cook in, locked up the family's wood-framed, 
thatched-roof house, and left for Mauritius with Noellie, her husband, 
Julien Bancoult, and their five other children. 

After four days on the open ocean, the family arrived in the Mauritian cap
ital, Port Louis, and rushed Noellie to the nearest hospital. As Rita recalled, 
a doctor operated but saw immediately that the foot had gone untreated for 
"much too long." Gangrene had set in. Noe llie died a month lacer. 

Mourning her death, the family had to wait two months until the depar
ture of the next boat for Chagos. With the departure date approaching, Rita 
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walked to the office of the steamship company to arrange for the family's 

return. There the steamship company representative told her, "Your island 

has been sold. You will never go there again," leaving Rita to return to her 

family speechless and in tears. 

,. When Julien finally heard his wife's news he collapsed backwards, his 

arms splayed wide, unable to utter a word. Prevented from returning home, 

Rita, Julien , and their five surviving children found themselves in a foreign 

land, separated from their home, their land , their animals, their posses

sions, their jobs, their cqmmunity, and the graves of their ancestors. The 

Bancoults had been, as Chagossians came to say, derasine-deracinaced, 

uprooted , torn from their natal land s. 

"His sickness started co take hold of him," Rita explained. "He didn't 

understand " a thing she said. 

Soon Julien suffered a stroke, his body growing rigid and increasingly 

paralyzed. "His hands didn't move, his feet didn't move. Everything was 

frozen," Rica said. Before the year was out, she would spend several weeks 

receiving treatment in a psychiatric hospital. 

Five years after suffering the stroke, Julien died. Rita said the cause of 

death was sagren-profound sorrow. 

"There wasn't sickness" like strokes or sagren in Peros Banhos, Rica ex

plained. "There wasn't that sickness. Nor diabetes, nor any such illness. 

What drugs?" she asked rhetorically. "This is what my husband remem

bered and pictured in his mind. Me coo, I remember these things that 

I've said about us, David. My heart grows heavy when I say these things, 

understand?" 

After Julien's death, the Bancoulcs' son Alex lost his job as a dockworker. 

He later died at 38 addicted to drugs and alcohol. Their son Eddy died 

at 36 of a heroin overdose. Another son, Renault, died suddenly at age 

eleven, for reasons still mysterious to the family, after selling water and 

begging for money at a local cemetery near their home. 

"My life has been buried ," Rita told me from the torn brown vinyl 

couch in her small sitti ng room. "What do I chink about it?" she contin

ued. "It's as if I was pulled from my paradise co put me in hell. Everything 

here you need to buy. I don't have the means to buy them. My children go 

without eating. How am I supposed to bear this life?" 

"Welcome to the Footprint of Freedom," says the sign on Diego Garcia. 

Today, at any given time, 3,000 co 5,000 U.S. troops and civilian sup

port staff live on the island. "Picture a tropical paradise lost in an endless 
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expanse of cerulean ocean," described Time magazine reporter Massimo 
Calabresi when he became one of the first journalists in over twenty-five 
years to visit the secretive atoll. Calabresi earned the privilege traveling 
with President George W. Bush and Air Force One during a ninety-minute 
refueling stop between Iraq and Australia. "Glossy palm fronds twist in the 
temperate wind along immaculate, powder white beaches. Leathery sea 
turtles bob lazily offshore, and the light cacophony of birdsong accents the 
ambient sound of wind and waves," he reported . "Now add concrete. Lots 
and lots of concrete ... . Think early-'70s industrial park." 12 

Confined to an auditorium during his stay (but presented with a sou
venir t-shirt bearing "pictures of scantily clad women and mermaids" and 
the words "Fantasy Island, Diego Garcia"), Calabresi was prevented from 
touring the rest of the island. If he had, he would have found what, like 
most overseas U.S. bases, resembles a small American town, in this case 
magically transported to the middle of the Indian Ocean. 

Leaving Diego Garcia International Airport, Cala bresi might have stayed 
at the Chagos Inn; dined at Diego Burger or surfed the internet at Burgers
n-Bytes; enjoyed a game of golf at a nine-hole course; gone shopping or 
caught a movie; worked out at the gym or -gone bowling; played baseball or 
basketball, tennis or racquetball; swam in one of several pools or sailed and 
fished at the local marina; then relaxed with some drinks at one of several 
clubs and bars. Between 1999 and 2007, the Navy paid a consortium of 
private firms called DG21 nearly half a billion dollars to keep its troops 
happy and to otherwise feed, clean, and maintain the base. 

The United Kingdom officially controls Diego Garcia and the rest of 
Chagos as the British Indian Ocean Territory (BIOT). As we will later see, 
the British created the colony in 1965 using the Queen's archaic power of 
royal decree, separating the islands from colonial Mauritius (in violation 
of the UN's rules on decolonization) to help enable the expulsion. A secret 
1966 agreement signed "under the cover of darkness" without congres
sional or parliamentary oversight gave the United States the right to build 
a base on Diego Garcia. While technically the base would be a joint U.S.
U.K. facility, the island would become a major U.S. base and, in many 
ways, de facto U.S. territory. All but a handful of the troops are from the 
United States. Private companies import cheaper labor from places like the 
Philippines, Sri Lanka, and Mauritius (though until 2006 no Chagossians 
were hired) to do the laundr y, cook the food, and keep the base running. 
The few British soldiers and functionaries on the atoll spend most of their 
t ime raising the Union Jack, keeping an eye on substance abuse as the 
local police force, and offering authenticity at the local "Brit Club." Diego 

1 
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Garcia may be the only place in what remains of the British Empire where 

cars drive on the right side of the road. 

In the years since the last Chagossians were deported in 1973, the base 

has expanded dramatically. Sold to Congress as an "austere communications 

facility" (to assuage critics nervous that Diego Garcia represented the start 

of a military buildup in the Indian Ocean), Diego Garcia saw almost im

mediate action as a base for reconnaissance planes in the 1973 Arab-Israeli 

war. The base grew steadily throughout the 1970s and expanded even more 

rapidly after the 1979 revolution in Iran and the Soviet invasion of Afghani

stan: Under Presidents Carter and Reagan, Diego Garcia saw the "most dra

matic build-up of any location since the Vietnam War." By 1986, the U.S. 

military had invested $500 million on the island .13 Most of the construction 

work was carried out by large private firms like long-time Navy contractor 

Brown & Root (later Halliburton's Kellogg Brown & Root). 

Today Diego Garcia is home to an amazing array of weaponry and 

equipment. The lagoon hosts an armada of almost two dozen massive 

cargo ships "prepositioned" for wartime. Each is almost the size of the 

Emp ire State Building. Each is filled to the brim with specially protected 

tanks, helicopter s, ammunition, and fuel ready to be sent off to equip tens 

of thousands of U.S. troops for up to 30 days of battle. 

Closer to shore , the harbor can host an aircraft carrier taskforce, includ

ing navy surface vessels and nuclear submarin es. The airport and its over 

two-mile-long runway host billions of dollars worth of B-1, B-2, and B-52 

bombers, reconnaissance, cargo, and in-air refueling planes. The island is 

home to one of four worldwide stations runnin g the Global Positioning 

System (GPS). There's a range of other high-tech intelligence and communi

cations equipment, including NASA facilities (the runway is an emergency 

landing site for the Space Shuttle), an elecuo-optical deep space surveil

lance system, a satellite navigation monitoring antenna, an HF-UHF-SHF 

satellite transmission ground station, and (probab ly) a subsurface oceanic 

intelligence station . Nuclear weapons are likely stored on the base. 14 

Diego Garcia saw its first major wartime use during the first Gulf War. 

Just eight days after the U.S. military issued deployment orders in August 

1990, eighteen prepositioned ships from Diego Garcia's lagoon arrived in 

Saudi Arabia. The ships immediately outfitted a 15,000-troop marine bri

gade with 123 M-60 battle tanks , 425 heavy weapons, 124 fixed-wing 

and rotary aircraft, and thirty days' worth of operational supplies for the 

annihilation of Iraq's military that was to come. Weaponry and supplies 

shipped from the United States took almost a month longer to arrive in 

Saudi Arabia, proving Diego Garcia's worth to many military leaders.15 
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Since September 11, 2001, the base has assumed even more importance 
for the military. About 7,000 miles closer to central Asia and the Persian 
Gulf than major bases in the Unit ed States, the island received around 
2 ,000 additional Air Force personnel within weeks of th e attacks on north
ern Virginia and New York. The Air Force built a new thi rty-acre hou sing 
facility for the newcomers. They named it "Camp Justice." 

Flying from the atoll, B-1 bombers, B-2 "stealth" bombers, and B-52 
nuclear-capable bombe rs dropped more ordnance on Afghan istan than any 
other flying squadrons in the Afghan war. 16 B-52 bomb ers alone dropped 
more than 1.5 million pounds of munitions in carpet bombing that con
trib uted to thousands of Afghan deaths. 17 Leading up to the invasion of 
Iraq, weaponry and supplies prepositioned in the lagoon were again among 
the first to arrive at staging areas near Iraq's borders. The (once) secret 2002 
"Downing Street" memorandum showed that U.S. war planner s consid
ered basing access on Diego Garcia "critical" to the invasion. 18 Bombers 
from the island ultimately helped launch the Bush admi nistratio n's war 
overthrowing the Hussein regime and leadin g to the subsequent deaths of 
hundreds of thousands oflraqis and thousands of U.S. occupying troops. 

In early 2007, as the Bush adm inistration was upping its anti-Iran rhet
oric and making signs that it was ready for more attempted conquest, the 
Defense Department awarded a $3 1.9 million contra ct to build a new sub
marine base on the island . The subs can launch Tomahaw k cruise missiles 
and ferry Navy SEALs for amphibious missions behind enemy lines. At the 
same tim e, the military began shipping extra fuel supplies to the atoll for 
possible wartime use. 

Long off-limits to reporters, the Red Cross, and all other international 
observers and far more secretive than Guantanamo Bay, many have identi
fied the island as a clandestine CIA "black site" for h igh-profile detainee s: 
Journalist Stephen Grey's book Ghost Plane documented the presence on 
the island of a CIA-chartered plane used for rendition flights. O n two 
occasions forme r U.S. Army General Barry McCaffrey publicl y named 
Diego Garcia as a detent ion facility. A Counc il of Europe report named 
the atoll, along with sites in Poland and Roman ia, as a secret prison.19 

For more than six years U.S . and U.K. officials adamantly denied the al
legations. In February 2008, British Foreign Secretary David Miliband an
nounced to Parliament: "Contrary co earlier explicit assurances chat Diego 
Garcia has not been used for rendition flights, recent U.S. investigation s 
have now revealed two occasions, both in 2002, when this had in fact oc
curred."20 A representative for Secretary of State Condo leezza Rice said Rice 
called Miliband to express regret over the "admin istrative error." The State 

7 
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Department's chief legal adviser said CIA officials were "as confident as 

they can be" that no other detainees had been held on the island, and CIA 

Director Michael Hayden continues to deny the existence of a CIA prison 

on the island. This may be true: Some suspect the United States may hold 

,. large numbers of detainees on secret prison ships in Diego Garcia's lagoon 

or elsewhere in the waters of Chagos. 2 1 

"It's the single most important military facility we've got," respected 

Washington-area military expert John Pike told me. Pike, who runs the 

website GlobalSecurity.org, explained, "It's the base from which we con

trol half of Africa and the southern side of Asia, the southern side of Eur

asia." It's "the facility that at the end of the day gives us some say-so in the 

Persian Gulf region. If it didn't exist, it would have to be invented." The 

base is critical to controlling not just the oil-rich Gulf but the world, said 

Pike: "Even if the entire Eastern Hemisphere has drop-kicked us" from 

every other base on their territory, he explained, the military's goal is to be 

able "to run the planet from Guam and Diego Garcia by 2015." 

Before I received an unexpected phone call one day late in the New York 

City summer of 2001, I'd only vaguely known from my memories of the 

first Gulf War that the United States had an obscure military base on an 

island called Diego Garcia. Like most others in the United States, I knew 

nothing of the Chagossians. 

On the phone that day was Michael Tigar, a lawyer and American Uni

versity law professor. Tigar, I later learned from my father (an attorney), 

was famously known for having had an offer of a 1966 Supreme Court 

clerkship revoked at the last moment by Justice William Brennan. The jus

tice had apparently succumbed to right-wing groups angered by what they 

considered to be Tigar's radical sympathies from his days at the University 

of California, Berkeley. As the story goes, Brennan later said it was one of 

his greatest mistakes. Tigar went on to represent the likes of Angela Davis, 

Allen Ginsberg, the Washington Post, Texas Senator Kay Bailey Hutchi

son, and Oklahoma City bomber Terry Nichols. In 1999, Tigar ranked 

third in a vote for "Lawyer of the Century" by the California Lawyers for 

Criminal Justice, behind only Clarence Darrow and Thurgood Marshall. 

Recently he had sued Henry Kissinger and other former U.S. officials for 

supporting assassinations and other human rights abuses carried out by the 

government of Chilean dictator Augusto Pinochet. 

As we talked that day, Tigar outlined the story of the Chagossians' 

expulsion. He described how for decades the islanders had engaged in 
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a David-and-Goliath struggle to win the right to return to Chagos and 
proper compen sation. 

In 1978 and 1982 their protests won chem small amounts of compen
sation from the British. Mostly, though , the mon ey went to paying off 
debts accrued since the expulsion, improving their overall condition little. 
Lately, they had begun to make some more significant progress. In 1997, 
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with the help of lawyers in London and Mauritius, an organization called 

the Chagos Refugees Group, or the CRG, had launched a suit against the 

British Crown charging that their exile violated U.K. law. One of Nel-

. son Mandela's former lawyers in battling the apartheid regime, Sir Sydney 

' Kentridge, signed on to the case. And to everyone's amazement, Tigar said, 

in November 2000, the British High Court ruled in their favor. 

The only problem was the British legal system. The original judgment , 

Tigar explained, made no award of damages or compensation. And the 

islanders had no money to charter boats to visit Chagos let alone to re

settle and reconstruct their shattered societies. So the people had just filed 

a second suit against the Crown for compensation and money to finance a 

return. 
Through a relationship with Sivarkum en "Robin" Mardemooto, a for

mer student ofTigar's who happened to be the islanders' Mauritian lawyer, 

the CRG had asked Tigar to explore launching another suit in the United 

Scates. Working with law students in his American University legal clinic, 

Tigar said he was preparing to file a class action lawsuit in Federal Dis

trict Court. Among the defendants they would name in the suit would be 

the United States Government, government officials who participated in 

the expulsion, including former Secretaries of Defense Robert McNamara 

and Donald Rumsfeld (for his first stint, in the Ford adminisuation), and 

companies that assisted in the base's construction, including Halliburton 

subsidiary Brown & Root. 

Tigar said they were going to charge the defendants with harms in

cluding forced relocation , cruel, inhuman , and degrading treatment , and 

genocide. They wou ld ask the Court to grant the right of return, award 

compensation, and order an end to employment discrimination that had 

barred Chagossians from working on the base as civilian personnel. 

As I was still absorbing the tale, Tigar said his team was looking for an 

anthropo logy or sociology graduate student to conduce some research for 

the suit. Troubled by the story and amazed by the opportunity, I quickly 

agreed. 
Over the next six-plus years, together with colleagues Philip Harvey and 

Wojciech Sokolowski from Rutgers University School of Law and Johns 

Hopkins University, I conducted three pieces of research: Analyzing if, 

given contemporary understandings of the "indigenous peoples" concept, 

the Chagossians should be considered one (I found chat they should and 

that other indigenous groups recognize th em as such); documenting how 

Chagossians' lives have been harmed as a result of their displacement; and 

calculating the compensation due as a result of some of those damages.22 
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While I was never paid for my work, ironically enough, big tobacco 
helped foot some of the bill: Tigar reimbursed my expenses out of a human 
rights litigation fund he had established at American University with at
torney fees won in a Texas tobacco suit. 23 

Not long after starting the project, however, I saw there was another 
side of the story that I wanted to understand. In addition to exploring 
the impact of the expulsion on the Chagossians, I wanted to tell the story 
of the United States and the U.S. Government officials who ordered the 
removals and created the base: How and why, I wanted to know, did my 
country and its officials do this?24 

Between 2001 and 2008, I conducted research with both the islanders 
and some of the now mostly retired U.S. officials. To understand something 
of the fabric and texture of Chagossians' lives in exile, I lived in their com
munities in Mauritius and the Seychelles for more than seven months over 
four trips between 2001 and 2004. This meant living in the homes of Cha
gossian families and participating actively in their daily lives. I did every
thing with the people from working, coo~ng, studying, cleaning, praying, 
and watching French-dubbed Brazilian telenovelas on Mauritian TV co at
tending weddings, baptisms, first communions, public meeting s, birthday 
parties, and funerals. In addition to hundreds of informal conversations, I 
conducted more than thirty formal interviews in Mauritian Kreol, Seselwa 
(Seychelles Kreol), English, and French, and, with the help of dedicated 
Mauritian interviewers, completed a large survey of living conditions with 
more than 320 islanders. I complemented this work by going to the British 
Public Records Office and the national archives of Mauritius and the Sey
chelles to unearth thousands of pages of historical and documentary records 
about the history of Chagos, the expulsion, and its aftermath. 25 

Back in the United States, I moved from New York to my hometown 
of Washington, DC, to try to understand the officials responsible for the 
base and the expulsion. I had no interest in turning them into caricatures, 
and wanted to dedicate the same anthropological attention and empathy to 
them that I had focused on the islanders.26 During more than seven months 
of concentrated research in 2004 and 2005, and continuing over the next 
two years, I interviewed more than thirty former and current U.S. Govern
ment officials, primarily from the departments of Defense and State and 
the Navy, as well as journalists, academics, military analyses, and others who 
were involved in the story or otherwise knowledgeable about the base. 27 

Unfortunately, I was unable to speak with some of the highest-ranking 
and most influential officials involved. Many, including White House 
official Robert Komer and Admira ls Elmo Zumwalt and Arleigh Burke, 
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were deceased. Two, Paul Nitze and Admiral Thomas Moorer, died early in 
my research before I could request an interview. Others, including Henry 
Kissinger, did not respond to repeated interview requests. 

After repeatedly attempting to contact Robert McNamara, I was sur
prised to return to my office one day to find the following voicemai l: "Pro
fessor Vine. This is Robert McNamara. I don't believe I can help you . At 
91, my memory is very, very bad. And I recall almost nothing about Diego 
Garcia. Thank you." 

When I hurriedly called him back and asked if he had any memory of 
conversations about people on the island , he responded, "None." 

-when I asked why the Department of Defense would have wanted to 
remove the Chagossians, he said, ''At 91, my memory's bad." 

I asked if he could recommend anyone else to speak with. "No," he 
replied. I asked if he could suggest any other leads. "None," he said. 
Fumb ling around to think what else I could ask, I heard McNamara say 
quickly, "Thank you very much," and then the click of the connection 

going dead. 
With these kinds oflimitations, I balanced my interviews with an analy

sis of thousands of pages of government documents uncovered in the U.S. 
National Archives, the Navy archives, the Kennedy and Johnson presiden
tial libraries, the British Public Records Office, and the files of the U.S. and 
British lawyers representing the Chagossians. 28 -while the Navy's archives 
proved a critical resou rce, all the files from Stu Barber's office responsible 
for the original base idea had been destroyed. 29 

While many of the relevant surviving documents were still classified 
(after 30-40 years), Freedom oflnfor mation Act (FOIA) requests revealed 
some formerly secret information. However, government agencies with
held hundreds of documents, claiming various FOIA exemptions "in the 
interest of national defense or foreign relations. " Tens of other documents 
were released to me "in part"; this often meant receiving page after page 
partially or entirely blank. Britain's "30 year rule" for the automatic release 
of most classified government documents, by contrast, revealed hundreds 
of pages of critical material, much of it originally uncovered by the Cha
gossians' U.K. legal team and a Mauritian investigative reporter and con
tributing to the 2000 victory. 30 

Like trying to describe an object you can't actually see, telling the story 
of Diego Garcia was further complicated by not being able to go to Diego 
Garcia. The 1976 U.S. -U .K. agreement for the base restricts access "to 
members of the forces of the United Kingdom and of the United States" 
and their official representatives and contractors. 31 A 1992 document ex-



Annex 151

Introduction 15 

plains, "the inten t is to restrict visits in order ... to prevent excessive access 
to mili tary operations and activities."32 Visits by journali sts have been ex
plicitly banned, making the island some thin g of a "ho ly grail" for reporters 
(only technically claimed by the recent ninety-minute visit of President 
Bush's reporting pool, during which reporters were con fined to an airport 
hangar). In the 1980s, a Time magazine chief offered a "fine case of Bor
deaux to the first correspon dent who filed a legitimat e story from Diego 
Garcia."33 

The U.S.-U.K. agreement does allow visits by approved "scientific par
ties wishing to carry out research." Indeed scientists, includin g experts on 
coral atolls and the Royal N avy Bird Watchin g Society, have regularly sur
veyed Diego Garcia and the other Chagos islands. Encouraged, I repeat
edly requested permi ssion from both U.S. and U.K. representatives to visit 
and cond uct research on the island ers' form er society. After month s of 
trading letters with British officials in 2003 and 2004, I finally received 
word from Cha rles Ha milton , the British Indian Ocean Territory adm in
istrator , stating chat "after careful conside_r~tion , we are unable to agree at 
the present time to a scientific visit involving a survey of the former homes 
of the Chagossians. I am sorry to have to send you such disappoint ing 
news."34 All my oth er requests were denied or went unan swered. John Pike 
described the chance of a civilian visiting Diego Garc ia as "about as likely 
as the sun coming up in the west." 

Still, if I had had a yacht at my disposal, I could have joined hundreds 
of other "yachties" who regularly visit Peros Banhos, Salomon, and other 
islands in Chagos far from Diego Garcia. (Enterprising journalist Simon 
Winc hester convinced one to take him to Chagos in 1985, even managing 
to get onto Diego Garcia when his Australian captain claimed her right 
to safe harbor und er the law of the sea.35) Many yachties today enjoy the 
"island paradise" for months at a time . They simply pay a fee to the BIOT 
for the right to stay in the territory and enjoy beachside barbeques by 
the "impossibly blue" water, parties with BIOT officials, and free range 
over the islands and the Cha gossians' crumbling homes. "Welcome to the 
B.I.O.T," a sign reads. "Please keep the island dean and avoid damage to 
bui ldings. Enjoy your stay."36 

Sadly, the Chagossians are far from alone in having been displaced by 
a military base. As we will see in the story ahead, the U.S . military has 
exhibit ed a pattern of forcibly displ acing vulnerable peop les to build its 
military bases. In the past century, mos t of these cases have taken place 



Annex 151

16 Introduction 

outside the United States. Generally those displaced have, like the Chagos

sians, been small in number, under colonial control, and of non-"white," 

non-European ancestry. Some of the examples are relatively well known, 

like those displaced in the Bikini Atoll and Puerto Rico's Vieques Island. 

Others have, like the Chagossians, received less attention, including the 

Inughuit of Thule, Greenland, and the more than 3,000 Okinawans dis

placed to, of all places, Bolivia. 

It is no coincid ence that few know about these stor ies. Few in the United 

States know that the Uni ted States possesses some 1,000 military bases and 

installations outside the fifty states and Washington, DC, on the sovereign 

land of other nations. Let me repeat that number again because it's hard to 

take in: 1,000 bases. On other people's sovereign territory. 1,000 bases. 

More than half a century after the end of World War II and the Korean 

War, the United States retains 287 bases in Germany, 130 in Japan, and 

106 in South Korea. There are some 89 in Italy, 57 in the British Isles, 

21 in Portugal, and nineteen in Turkey. Other bases are scattered around 

the globe in places like Aruba and Australia, Djibouti, Egypt, and Israel, 

Singapore and Thailand, Kyrgyzstan and Kuwait, Qatar, Bahrain, and the 

United Arab Emirates, Crete, Sicily, and Iceland, Romania and Bulgaria, 

Ho ndura s, Colombia, and Guantanamo Bay, Cuba-just to name a few 

(see fig. 2.1). Some can still be found in Saudi Arabia and others have re

cently returned to the Philippines and Uzbekistan, where locals previously 

forced the closure of U.S. bases. In total, the U.S. military has troops in 

some 150 foreign nations. Around the world the Defense Department re

ports having more than 577,519 separate buildings, structures, and utilities 

at its bases, conservatively valuing its facilities at more than $712 billion. 37 

It's often hard to come up with accurate figures to capture che scope 

of the base network, because the Pentagon frequently omits secret and 

even well-known bases-like those in Iraq and Afghanistan-in its own 

accounting. In Iraq, as President Bush's second term came to an end, the 

military controlled at least 55 bases and probably well over 100. In crying 

co negotiate a long-term military agreement with the Iraqi Government , 

the Bush administration hoped to retain 58 long-term bases in the country 

as part of a "protra cted" presence of at least 50,000 troops, following the 

South Korean model; originally U.S. officials pressed for more than 200 

military facilities. In Afghanistan, the base collection includes sixteen air 

bases and may run to over eighty in total amid similar Pentagon plans for 

permanent installat ions. 38 

While Pentagon and other officials have been careful never to refer to 

bases in Iraq and Afghanistan as "permanent," the struct ures on the ground 
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tell a different story: A 2007 National Public Radio story reported tha t Balad 
Air Base near Baghdad, one of five "mega bases" in Iraq, hou sed some 30,000 
troops and 10,000 private contractors in facilities complete with fortified 
Pizza Hut, Burger King, and Subway outlets and two shopping centers each 
about the size of a Target or Wal-Mart. "The base is one giant construction 
project, with new roads, sidewalks, and structure s going up across this 16-
square-mile fortress in the center oflraq , all with an eye toward the next few 
decades," Guy Raz explained . "Seen from the sky at night, the base resembles 
Las Vegas: While the surrounding Iraqi villages get about 10 hours of elec
tricity a day, the lights never go out at Balad Air Base."39 

If you are anything like me and grew up in the United States, you may 
have a hard time imagining another nation occupying a military base on 
your nation's territory-let alone living next to such "simulacrums of sub
urbia" found the world over.40 In 2007, Ecuadorian President Rafael Cor
rea offered some insight into this phenomenon when he told reporters 
that he would on ly renew the lease on the U.S. militar y base in Ecuador 
if the United States agreed to one condition: "They let us put a base in 
Miami -an Ecuadorian base." 

"If there's no problem having foreign soldiers on a country's soil," Correa 
added, "surely they'll let us have an Ecuadorian base in the United States." 

The idea of an Ecuadorian military base in Miam i, of a foreign base any
where in the United States, is unthinkable to most people in the United 
States. And yet this is exactly what thousands of people in countries around 
the world live with every day : Military forces from a foreign country living 
in their cities, building huge military complexes on their lands, occupy
ing their nations . About 95 percent of these foreign bases belong to the 
United States. Today the United States likely possesses more bases than any 
nation or people in world history. 41 Not to be confined to the globe alone, 
the Pentagon is making plans to turn outer space into a base as part of the 
rapid militarization of space.42 

Growing recognition about the U.S . overseas base network has mir
rored a renewed acknowledgment among scholars and pundits, following 
the wars in Afghanistan and Iraq, that the United States is in fact an em
pire.43 With even the establishment foreign policy journal Foreign Affairs 
declaring, "The debate on empire is back," conversation has centered less 
on if the United States is an empire and more on what kind of empire it 
has become. 44 

Too often, however, the debates on empire have ignored and turned 
away from the lives of those impacted by empire. Too often analysts turn 
to abstract discussions of so-called foreign policy realism or macro-level 
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economic forces. Too often, analysts detach themselves from the effects of 

empire and the lives shaped and all too often damaged by the Uni ted States. 

Proponents of U.S. imperialism in particular willfully ignore the death and 

destruction caused by previous empires and the U.S. Empire .. alike.45 

In 1975, the Washington Post exposed the story of the Chagossians' expul

sion for the first time in the Western press, describing the people as living in 

"abject poverty" as a result of what the Posis editorial page called an "act of 

mass kidnapp ing."46 When a single day of congressional hearings followed, 

the U.S. Government denied all responsibility for the islanders.47 From that 

moment onward, the people of the Uni ted States have almost comp letely 

turned their backs on the Chagoss ians and forgotten them entirely. 

Unearthin g the full story of the Chagossi ans forces us to look deeply 

at what the Un ited States has done, and at th e lives of people shaped and 

destroyed by U.S . Empire . The Chagossians' story forces us to focus on 

the damage that U.S. power has inflicted around the world, providing 

new insight into the natu re of the United States as an empire. The Cha

gossians' story forces us to face those people whom we as citizens of the 

United States often find it all too easy to ignore, too easy to close out of our 

consciousness. The Chagoss ians' story forces us to consider carefully how 

thi s country has treated other peoples from Iraq to Vietna m and in far too 

many other places arou nd the globe.48 

At the same time, we would be mistaken to treat the U.S. Empire sim

ply as an abstract leviathan . Empires are run by real people. People made 

the decision to exile the Ch agossians, to build a base on D iego Garcia. 

While empires are complex entities involving the consent and cooperation 

of millions and social forces larger than any single individual , we would 

be mistaken to ignore how a few powerful people come to make decisions 

that have such powerful effects on the lives of so many others thousands 

of miles away. For this reason, the story that follows is two-pronged and 

bifocaled: We will explore both sides of Diego Garcia, both sides of U.S. 

Empire, focusing equally on the lives of Chag ossians like Rita Bancou lt 

and the actions of U.S . Government officials like Stu Barber. In the end 

•• 1hroughout the book I use che cerm U.S. Empire racher chan che more widely recognized American Em

pire. Alchough "U.S. Empire" may appeac and sound awkward at first, it is linguistically more accurate than 

"American Empire" and represents an effort co reverse the erasure of che rest of the Americas entailed in U.S. 

citizens' frequent subst itution of America foe the United States of America (America consists of all of Norch 

and South America). The name of my current employer, American University, is just one cxacnple of this 

pattern: Located in chc nation's capital, the school has long touted itself as a "nation al university" when its 

name should suggest a hemispheric university. The switch to the less familiac U.S. Empire also represents a 

linguistic attempt co mal<e visible the fact chat che United States is an empire, shaking people into awareness 

of its existence and its consequences. 
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we will reflect on how the dynamics of empire have come to bind together 
Bancoult and Barber, Chagossians and U.S. officials, and how every one of 
us is ultim ately bound up with both. ~ 49 

To begin to und erstand and compr ehend what th e Chagossians have 
suffered as a result of their exile, we will need to start by lookin g at how the 
islanders' ancestors came to live and build a com plex society in Chag os. We 
will then explore the secret history of how U.S. and U .K. officials planned, 
financed, and orchestrated th e expulsion and the creation of the base, hid
ing their work from Co ngress and Parliament , members of the media and 
the world. Next we will look at what the Chagoss ians' lives have become 
in exile. Wh ile as outsiders it is impo ssible to fully comprehend what they 
have experienced, we must struggle to confront the pain they have faced. 
At the same time, we will see how their story is not one of suffering alon e. 
From their daily strugg les for survival to prot ests and hunger su ikes in the 
streets of Mauritius to lawsuits that have taken them to some of the high est 
courts in Britain and the United States, we will see how the islanders have 
cont inually resisted their expulsion and the power of two empir es. Finally, 
we will consider what we must do for the Chagoss ians and what we mu st 
do about th e empire the United States h~s become. 

The story of Diego Garcia has been kept secret for far too long. It mu st 
now be exposed. 

,.. . Those interested in reading more about the book's approach as a bifocaled "ethnography of empire" 
should continu e to the following endnote. 
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CHAPTER 1 

THE ILOIS, THE ISLANDERS 

"Laba" is all Rita had to say. Meaning, "out there." Chagossians in exile 

know immediately that out there means one thing: Chagos. 

"Laba there are bird s, there are turtles , and plenty of food," she said. 

"There's a leafy green vegetable ... called cow's tongue. It 's tasty to eat, 

really good. You can put it in a curry, you can make it into a pickled chut

ney. 
"When I was still young, I was a little like a boy. In tho se times, we 

went looking" for ingredients for "curries on Saturday. So very early in the 

morning we went" to another island and came back with our food. 

"By canoe?" I asked. 

"By sailboat ," Rita replied. 

Peros Banhos "has thirty-two islands," she explained. "There 's English 

Island, Monpaue Island, Chicken Island , Grand Bay, Little Bay, Diamond, 

Peter Island , Passage Island, Long Island, Mango Tree Island, Big Mango 

Tree Island .... There's Sea Cow Island ," and many more . "I've visited 

them all. ... "1 

EMPIRES COMING AND GOING 

"A great number of vessels might anchor there in safety," were the words 

of the first naval survey of Diego Garcia's lagoon. The appraisal came not 

from U.S. officials, but from the 1769 visit to the island by a French lieu

tenant named La Fontaine. Throughout the eighteenth century, England 

and France vied for control of the islands of the western Indian Ocean as 

strategic military bases to control shipping routes to India, where their 

respective East India companie s were battling for supremacy over the spice 

trade. 2 

20 
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Having occupied Reunion Island (Ile Bourbon) in 1642, the French 
replaced a failed Dutch settlement on Mauritius (renamed Ile de France) 
in 1721. Later they settled Rodrigues and, by 17 42, the Seychelles. As 
with its Caribbean colonies, France quickly shifted its focus from mili
tary to commercial interests. 3 French settlers built societies on the islands 
around enslaved labor and, particularly in Mauritius, the cultivation 
of sugar cane. At first, the Frenc h Company of the Indies tried to im
port enslaved people from the same West African sources supplying the 
Ca ribbean colonies. Later the company developed a new slaving trade 
to import labor from Madagascar and the area of Africa known then as 
Mozambique (a larger stretch of the southeast African coast than the cur
rent nation). Indian Ocean historian Larry Bowman writes that French 
settlement in Mauritius produced "a sharply differentiated society with 
extremes of wealth and poverty and an elite deeply committed to and 
depende nt upon slavery."4 

Chagos, including Peros Banhos and Diego Garcia, remained uninhab
ited throughout the seventeenth and early eighteenth centuries, serving 
only as a safe haven and provisioning stpp for ships growing familiar with 
what were sometimes hazardous waters-in 1786, a hydrographer was the 
victim of a shipwreck. But as Anglo-French competition increased in Eu
rope and spilled over into a fight for naval and thus economic control of 
the In dian Ocean, Chagos's central location made it an irresistible military 
and economic target. 5 

France first claimed Peros Banhos in 1744. A year lacer, the English sur
veyed Diego Garcia. Numerous French and English voyages followed to 
inspect other island groups in the archipelago, including Three Brothers, 
Egmont Atoll, and the Salomon Islands, before Lieutenant La Fontaine 
delivered his prophetic report. 6 

TWENTY-TWO 

Like tens of millions of other Africans transported around the globe be
tween the fifteent h and nineteenth centuries, Rita's ancestors and the an
cestors of other Chagossians were brought against their will. Most were 
from Madagascar and Mozambique and were brought to Chagos in slavery 
to work on coconut plantations established by Franco -Mauritians. 

The first permanent inhabitants of the Chagos Archipelago were likely 
22 enslaved Africans . Although we do not know their names, some of 
today's Chagossians are likely their direct descendant s. The 22 arrived 
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aroun d 1783, brought to the island by Pierre Marie Le Normand, an influ 
ential plantation owner born in Rennes but who left Fran ce for Mauriti us 
at the age of 20 .7 Only half a century after the settlement of Mauritiu s, 
Le Normand petitioned its colonial government for a concession to settle 
Diego Garcia. On Febru ary 17, 1783, he received a "favourable reply" and 
"imme diately prepared hi s voyage."8 

Three years later, apparently unaware of Le Nor mand's arrival, the Brit
ish East India Company sent a "secret committee" from Bombay to create 
a provisioning plant ation on the atoll. Although they were surp rised to 
find the French settlement, the Briti sh party didn't back down. On May 4, 
1786, they took "full and amp le Possession'' of Diego Garc ia and Chagos 
"in the name of our Mose Gracious Sovereign George the third of Great 
Britain, France and Ireland King Defender of the faith etc. And of the said 
Honourable Company for their use and behoof." 9 

Unable to resist the newcomers, Le Normand left for Mauritius to re
port the British arrival. When France's Vicompte de Souillac learned of 
the landing, he sent a letter of protest to Bombay and the warship Minerve 
to reclaim the archipelago. To prevent an international incident liable to 
provoke war, the British Co uncil in Bo·mbay sent departur e instructions 
to its landing par ty. When the Minerve arrived on Diego, its French crew 
found the British settlement abandoned and its grain and vegetable seeds 
washed int o the sand. 10 

While France won this battle , governing Chagos along with the Sey
chelles as dependencies of Mauritius , its rule proved shore-lived. By the 
turn of the nineteenth century and the Napoleonic Wars, French power 
in the Indian Ocean had crumbled . The British seized control of the Sey
chelles in 1794 and Mauritius in 1810. In the 1814 Treaty of Paris, France 
formally ceded Mauritius, including Chagos and Mauri tius's othe r depen
dencies (as well as most of France's other island possessions worldwide), 
to Great Britain. Succeeding the Portuguese, Dutc h, and French empires 
before it, the British would rule the Indian Ocean as a "British lake"11 for 
a century and a half, until the emergence of a new global empire. 

" IDEALLY SUITED" 

Ernestine Marie Joseph Jacques (Diego Garcia). Joseph and Pauline Pona 
(Peros Banhos). M ichel Levillain (Mozambique) . Prudence Levillain 
(Madagascar) . Lindor Courtois (Indi a). Theophile Le Leger (Mauritiu s). 
Anastasie Legere (Three Brothers). 12 These are the slave nam es and birth 
places of some of the Chagossians' first ancestors. 13 While most arrived 
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from Mauritius, some may have come via th e Seychelles and on slaving 

ships from Madagascar and continental Africa as part of an illegal slave 

trade caking advantage of Chagos's isolation from colonial auchority.14 

No e long after Le Normand established his settlement, hundred s mo re 

enslaved laborers began arriving co build a fishin g settlement and four 

more coconut plantation s established by Franco-Mauritians Da uquec, La

pocaire, Didie r, and the brothers Cayeux. By 1808 there were 100 enslaved 

people working under Lapocaire alon e. By 1813, a similar number were 

worki ng in Peros Banhos, as settlement spread throu ghout an archipelago 

judged co have "a climat e ideally suited co th e cultivation of coconuts." 15 

Less than eight degrees from che equator , Chagos's environment is marked 

by "the absence of a distinct flowering season and the giganti c size of many 

native and cultivated trees." The islands are also free from the cyclones 

(hurricanes) that frequently devastate Ma urit ius and neighboring islands. 

Meaning that coconut palms produce bountiful quantities of nut s year 

round for potential harvest. Hundred s more enslaved Africans were soon 

establishing new plantations at Three Brothers, Eagle and Salomon Islands 

and at Six Island s. 16 

THE PLANTATION SYSTEM 

Despite being under British colonial rule, Maurit ius and its dependen

cies surprisingly retained their French laws, language, religion, and ways 

of life-including that of enslaving Africans. "Ma uritiu s became formally 

British but remained very French ," explains one hiscorian.17 

Slavery chus remain ed the defining feature of life in Chagos from Le 

Normand's initial settlement until the abolition of slavery in Maur itius 

and its depend encies in 1835. Enslaved labor built the archipelago's in

frastructur e, produced its wealth (mostly in coconut oil), and formed the 

overwhelming majority of inhabi tant s. Colonial statistics from 1826 illus

trate the nature of the islands as absolute slave plantation societies relying 

on a small numb er of Franco-Mauritians and free people of African or 

mixed ancestry co rule mu ch larger population s of enslaved Africans. 

The considerable gender imbalance in the islands is also import ant to 

note. Alth ough it had generally equalized by the mid-twentieth century, 

the imbalance may help explain the power and authority Chagossian 

women came co exercise, as we will see in the story ahead. 

Plantation owners at the time described their enslaved workforce as 

"happy and content" and their treatment as being of "the greatest gentle-
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Noirs/Enslaved Blacks 

Blancs/Whices 
Libres/Free Persons 

e !01s, 11ie s an ers 

TABLE I.I 

Chagos Population, 1826. 

Male 

269 
8 

13 

Female 

108 
l 

9 

2 

SoURCE: Commissioners of Compensation , Copy of Abstract of Biennial Returns of Slaves 
at Seychelles for the Year 1830, Minor Dependencies for the Year 1832, Pore Louis, Mau
ritius, May 14, 1835, PRO: T 7 1/643. 

ness." The laborers surely disagreed, working "from sunrise to sunset for six 
days a week'' under the supervision of overseers .18 However, outside these 
grueling workdays, each enslaved person was allowed to maintain a "petite 
pfantation' '- a small garden-to raise crops and animals and to save small 
sums of money from their sale. Significantly, these garden plots marked 
the beginnings of formal Chagossian land tenure. 19 

Society in Chagos had little in common with the Maldivian islands and 
Sri Lanka several hundred miles away, sharing much more with societ
ies thousands of miles away in the Americas from southern Brazil to the 
islands of the Caribbean and north to the Mason-Dixon line. What these 
disparate places (as well as Natal, Zanzibar, Fiji, Queensland, Mauritius, 
the Seychelles, Reunion, and others) shared was the plantation system. 20 

With the plantation system of agriculture well established in the 

sugar fields of Mauritius by the end of the eighteenth century, Franco
Mauritian entrepreneurs applied the same technology in Chagos. Like 
societies from Bahia to Barbados and Baltimore, Chagos had all the major 
features of the plantation world: a mostly enslaved labor force, an ag
riculture-based economy organized around large-scale capitalist planta
tions supplying specialized products to distant markets, political control 
emanating from a distant European nation, a population that was gener
ally not self-sustaining and required frequent replenishment (usually by 
enslaved peoples and, later, indentured laborers), and elements of feudal 
labor control. Still, Chagos exhibited important particularities: Unlike 
most of the Americas, society was based on slavery and slavery alone. 
Similarly, there was no preexisting indigenous population co force into 
labor and to replace when they were killed off. And perhaps because of 
its late settlement, the plantations in Chagos never employed European 
indentured laborers, or engages. 21 
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Likewise, although Chagos was an agriculture-based economy organized 
around capitalist plantations supplying a specialized product-copra-to 
distant markets, the majority of the copra harvest was not produced for European markets but was instead for the Maur itian market. The islands 
were thus a dependent part of the Mauritian sugar cane economy, which was itself a dependent part of the French and, later, British economies. Put 
another way, Chagos was a colony of a colony, a dependency of a depen
dency: Chagos helped meet Mauritius's oil needs to keep its mono-crop 
sugar industry satisfying Europe 's growing sweet tooth. 

From the workers' perspective, the plantations were in some ways "as much a factory as a farm," employing the "factory-like organization of agricultural labor into large-scale, highly coordinated enterprises."22 While 
some of the work was agricultural in nature, much of it required the repeti
tive manual processing of hund reds of coconuts a day by women, men , 
and children in what was essentially an outdoor factory area at the center of each plantation. Still, as in the Carib bean, most of the work was performed on a "task" basis, generally allowing lab~rers to control the pace 
and rhythm of their work. Plantat ion owners-who mostly lived far away in Mauritius-probably viewed the (relatively) less onerous task system as the best way to maintain discipline and prevent greatly feared slave revolts, given Chagos's isolation and the tiny number of Europeans. 23 

Authority over work regimens was carefully-and at times brutally
controlled , helping to shape a rigid color-based plantation hierarchy that 
mirrored the one in the French Caribbean. This was also undoubtedly re
lated to owners' fears of revolt, which in Mauritius and the Seychelles made 
"domestic discipline," armed militias, and police the backbone of society. 24 

Plantation owners came from the grand blanc-literally, "b ig white"
ruling class and ran the settlements essentially as patriarchal private estates. "Responsibility for the administration of the settlements, before and after 
emancipation, was vested in the proprietors," explains former governor 
Scott. "For all practical purposes, however, it was normall y delegated to the manager on the spot, the administrateur," who was usually a relative or member of the petit blanc-"litde white"-class, running the plant ation 
from the master's house, the grand case.25 

Petit blanc or "mulatto" submanagers and other staff recruited to Cha 
gos helped run the islands, and were rewarded with better salaries, housing, and other privileges rarely extended to laborers. The submanag ers in turn 
delivered daily work orders and controlled the workers through a group 
of commandeurs--oversee rs- primarily of African descent who were given some privileges and, after emancipation, paid higher wages. 
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fu on slave plantations elsewhere, owners and their subordinates gen
erally ruled largely through fear.26 Despite the constraints on their lives, 
some laborers achieved a degree of upward mobility by becoming artisans 
and performing other specialized tasks. The vast majority of the popula
tion were general laborers of African descent at the bottom of the work and 
status hierarchy in a system that, as in the U.S. South, became engrained 

in the social order. 

CHANGE AND CONTINU ITY 

Slavery was finally abolished in Mauritius and its dependencies in 1835. 
After emancipation, a period of apprenticeship continued for about four 
years. The daily routine of plantation life during and after the apprentice
ship period changed according to the dictates of each island's administra
tor. On some islands, like Diego Garcia, life and conditions changed little. 
On others, daily work tasks were reduced in accordance with stipulations 
ordered by officials in Mauritius .27 

Following emancipation, plantation owners in Mauritius began recruit
ing large numbers ofindians to the sugar cane fields as a way to keep labor 
costs down and replace formerly enslaved laborers leaving the plantations 
en masse; by century's end, Indians constituted a majority in Mauritius. 
While plantation owners in Chagos also imported Indian indentured la
borers, Indian immigration was relatively light and people of African de
scent remained in the majority .28 So, too, Chagos did not experience the 
large-scale departure of formerly enslaved Africans (in fact, at least some of 
those previously enslaved on sugar plantations in Mauritius appear to have 
emigrated to work on Diego Garcia). 29 

This demographic stability, in such contrast to Mauritius, needs explana
tion: Ultimately it seems to point to a change in the quality of labor rela
tions and the development of a society rooted in the islands. Newly freed 
Africans and the Indian indentured laborers who joined them massively 
outnumbered the plantation management of mostly European descent in 
a setting of enormous isolation. For management, this demographic im
balance and the lack of a militia or police force like the ones in Mauri
tius and the Seychelles made the threat of an uncontrollable labor revolt 
frighteningly real. Indeed the islands had a history of periodic labor protest. 
In one case in 1856, four workers who had been "kidnapped from Co
chin" revolted and killed an abusive manager of Six Islands.30 These facts 
combined with gradual improvements in salaries and workload (especially 
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compared to the brutal work of cutting sugar cane) suggest that despite 

the continuation of the plantation system after emancipation, the general 

nature of labor relations probably improved noticeably in favor of the 

Chagossians. Even before the end of the apprentice period, a colonial in-

,. vescigator charged with supervising apprenticeship conditions found the 

work to be "of a much milder nature than chat which is performed on the 

Sugar Plantations of Mauritius" and the workers co be "a more comfort

able body of people" due "to so much of their own time being employed 

co their own advantage" (he also credited the archipelago's absence ofboch 

outsiders and liquor). 31 In general ic appears that Chagossians gradually 

struck what for a plantation society was a relatively-and I stress the word 

relatively-good work bargain. Indeed more than a century later, in 1949, 

a visiting representative of che Mauritian Labour Office commented on 

the generally "patriarchal" relations between management and labor in 

Chagos, "dating back to what I imagine would be the slave days-by this 

I do not imply any oppression but rather a system of benevolent rule with 

privileges and no rights. "32 

A "CULTURE DES iLES" 

By the middle of the nineteenth century, a succession of laws increasingly 

protected workers from the continuation of any slavery-like conditions. 

Around 1860, wages were the equivalent of 10 shillings a month, a dollop 

of rum, and a "twist of tobacco if times were good." Rations, which were 

treated as part of wages, cotaled 11-14 pounds a week of what was usually 

rice. Two decades lacer, wages had increased co 16 shillings a month for 

male coconut laborers and 12 shillings a month for women. Some women 

working in domestic or supervisory jobs received more. Men working the 

coconut oil mills earned 18- 20 shillings a month and had higher status 

than "rat-catchers, stablemen, gardeners, maize planters, toddy-makers 

and pig- and fowl-keepers." A step higher in the labor hierarchy, black~ 

smiths, carpenters, assistant carpenters, coopers, and junior commandeur ~\ 

made 20-32 shillings.33 

Management often paid bonuses in the form of tobacco, rum, toddy, 

and, for some, coconut oil. Housing was free, and at Ease Point the man

ager "introduced the system of allowing labourers co build their own 

houses, if they so opted , the management providing all the materials." 

The system apparently proved a success, creating "quite superior dwell

ings," with wood frames and thatched coconut palm leaves, and "a sense 
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of proprietorship " for the islanders . 34 By 1880, the population had risen 

to around 760. 
"As a general rule the men enjoy good health , and seem contented and 

happy, and work cheerfull y," reported a visiting police magistrate. Fish was 

"abundant on nearly all the Islands, and on mo st of them also pumpkin s, 

bananas, and a fruit called the 'pap aye,' grow pretty freely."35 Ripe coco 

nut s were freely available upon request . Anyone could use boats and net s 

for fishing. Many kept gardens and generally management enco uraged 

chicken and pig raising . 

Although the exploit ation and export of the coconut-in the form of 

copra, oil, whole coconuts , and even husks and residual poonac solids from 

the pressing of oil-d ominated life in Chagos, the islands also produced 

and traded in hon ey, guano, timber , wooden ships, pigs, salt fish, maize and 

some vegetable crops, wooden toys, model boat s, and broom s and brush es 

made from cocon ut palms. Guano-bird feces used as fertilizer-in partic

ular became an increasingly important export for the Ma uritian sugar fields 

in the twentieth century , reaching one-third of Diego's exports by 1957. 36 

For about six years in the 1880s, two compa nies attempte d to turn 

Diego Garcia int o a major coal refueling port for steamer lines crossing the 

Indi an Ocean . About the same tim e, the British Navy became int erested 

in obtaining a site on the island. 37 The Admiralty never followed through , 

and the compani es soon closed as financial failures, having faced the "pro

miscuous plundering of coconuts" by visiting steamship passengers and 

revolt from a group of imported English , Greek, Italian , Somali, Chin ese, 

and Ma uritian laborers-which required the temporary establishm ent of a 

Ma uritian police post. 38 

By the turn of the twenti eth century, a distinct society was well estab

lished in Chagos. The population neared 1,000 and there were six villages 

on Diego Garcia alone, served by a hospital on each arm of the atoll. Whil e 

conditions varied to som e extent from island to island and from admin istra

tor to administrator within each island group, growing similarities became 

the rule. Chagos Kreol, a language related to the Kreols in Ma uritius and the 

Seychelles, emerged among the islanders.39 People born in Chagos became 

collectively known by the Kreol name Ilois. ·4o Most considered themselves 

Roman Catho lic- a chapel was buil t at East Point in 1895, followed by a 

church and chapels on other islands-although religious and spiritual prac

tices and beliefs of African, Malagasy, and Indi an origins remain present 

* Man y today p refer rbe term Chagos.1ian. Tn exile, che older name bas often been used as a slur against rbe 

islanders. 
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Figure 1.2 View of East Point village, Diego Garcia, from rhe lagoon, 1968. 

Photo courtesy of Kirby Crawford. 

to this day. A distinct "culture des iles'~ulture of the islands-had devel

oped, fostered by the islands' isolation. "It is a system peculiar to the Lesser 

Dependencies," Scott would later write, "and it may be fairly described as 

indigenous and spontaneous in its emergence."41 

KUTO DEKOKE 

Most mornings, Rita rose for work at 4 a.m. "At four o'clock in 'the morn

ing, I got up. I made tea for the children, cleaned the house everywhere. 

At seven o' dock I went for the call to work." 

Each morning, she said, the manager gave work orders to the comman

deurs, who delivered them to other Chagossians. There were many jobs: 

cleaning the camp, cutt ing straw for the houses, harvesting the Cfconuts, 

drying the coconuts, work for the manager and his assistant, work at the 

hospital, child care. Most men worked picking coconuts, 500 or more 

a day, removing the fibrous husk with the help of a long, spearlike pike 

dekoke knife, planted in the ground . This left the small hard nut within the 

coconut, which others transported to the factory center. There, like most 

other women , Rita shelled the interior nut, digging the flesh out with a 

specialized coconut-shelling knife, the kuto dekoke. 
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"I put it on the ground. I hit it. It splits. I have my knife. I scoop it in 

quickly, and I dump it over there: the shell on one side, the coconut flesh 

on the other," Rita explained. 

Often she would complete the day's task of shelling 1,200 coconuts by 

10:00 or 10:30 in the morning-meaning a rate of about one nut every 10 

seconds. The women sat in groups, children often at their sides, amid hills 

of coconuts, cracked emptied shells, and bright white coconut flesh. Their 

hands were a concentrated swirl of movement-picking the nut, hitting 

it once, scoop, scoop with the knife between the flesh and the shell, flesh 

flying in one direction, empty shell in another. And again, pick, hit, scoop, 

scoop, flesh, flesh, shell. And again, pick, hit, scoop, scoop, flesh, flesh, 

shell. And again. 
"Then there are oth er people who cake the flesh," Rita said, "to dry it" 

in the sun. "When it's dry, they gather it up and put it in the kalorifer," 

a heated shed fueled by burning coconut husks. There the flesh was fully 

dried, producing copra to make oil. Some of the copra was crushe d on 

the spot in a donkey-powered oil mill. Most, Rita explained, went "to 

Mauritius-was sent all over."42 · 

" THINGS WILL BE OVERTURNED" 

On a seemingly ordinary Monday morning in August 1931, when Rita 

Bancoult was ten, Peros Banhos command eur Oscar Hilaire gave his usual 

work orders to fifteen Chagossian men to go to Petit Baie island for a week 

to gather and husk 3,000 coconuts each. The fifteen refused the order.43 

Two days later they finally left for Petit Baie, but returned the same day, 

refusing to work any further. For the remainder of the week, the men went 

on strike and didn 't report to work. 

The following Saturday, nine islanders confronted the assistant man

ager, Monsieur Dagorne, about the size of a task of weeding he was giving 

some women. Two days later, a group again confronted Dagorne and de

manded that he reduce the women's tasks. This time he complied. 

A few hours lacer, according to a police magistrate's eventual report, one 

woman assaulted another "for having advised her fellow workers ... to 

obey the orders of the staff and to refuse to obey those who wished to 

create a disorder on the estate." When the victim went to complain to the 

head manager, Jean Baptiste Adam, a crowd followed, yelling "threatening 

language" at Adam. 44 

The crowd then turned and hurried into the kalorifer. There they ripped 

from the wall a rod, the length of a French fathom, used to measure length s 
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of rope made by elderly, infirm women working from their homes and 

paid by the length. They rushed back to Monsieur Adam with the rod 

and protested that it was a "false measure."45 Moments later they returned 

to the kalorifer and placed a new measure on the wall-this one about 8 

French inches shorter. 

The next morning, the same group showed up at the center of the plan

tation and told the women to stop shelling coconuts. The group threat

ened to stop all work if Monsieur Adam did not add an extra laborer to the 

workforce at the kalorifer. The manager agreed to the change. Later they 

forced him to reduce the women's weeding and cleaning tasks, and still, 

all but two of the women walked off the job. The men told the manager 

they would refuse to unload and load the next cargo ship to arrive at Peros 

unless he and Dagorne were on the ship when it returned to Mauritius. 

The insurgency continued into September. "Adam had lost all authority 

over these men," the police magistrate later reported. After a Chagossian 

drowned to death while sailing from Corner Island to another islet to col

lect coconuts, his partner and a crowd of supporters entered the manager's 

office, barred the exits, and forced him to sign a document granting her 

a widow's pension. They also forced him to give her free coffee, candles, 

sugar, and other goods from the company store to observe the islanders' 

traditional mourning rites. 46 

Over the next two weeks, leaders of the insurgency twice made Dagorne 

buy them extra wine from the company store. One leader, Etienne Labi

che, again protested the task assigned to some women. "You are going on 

again because I am remaining quiet," Labiche challenged the managers in 

Chagos Kreol, according to the police magistrate. "We shall see when the 

boat arrives. Sa boule-la pour devirer." Things will be overturned. Within 

minutes of issuing the challenge, the islanders had left work for the day. 

Days later Labiche and some supporters forced Dagorne to reveal that he 

was living with a mistress. Adam suspended Dagorne on the spot for "scan

dalous conduct." 47 

Labor unrest continued into a second month, with Labiche, Willy Chris

tophe, and others forcing the manager to lower the price of soap at the 

company store when they suspected price gouging and Adam was unable to 

show them a price invoice. During the protest a few approached the store's 

back door. The island's pharmacist pulled out a revolver and "threatened to 

blow out the brains of the first man who tried to enter the shop."48 

When two weeks later the cargo ship Diego finally came within sight on 

its voyage from Mauritius, the blast of a conch shell reverberated through 

the air as a signal among the islanders. Manager Adam went aboard the 
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ship and returned to shore minutes later with his brother, the captain of 

the Diego. "The whole of the population met them at the landing stage," 

the magistrate's report recounts, "uttering loud shouts, and demanding to 

see the invoice" listing the prices for articles sold at the shop. The crowd 

accompanied Adam and his brother to the manager's house "shouting 

and threatening, climbed up the balcony stairs, and even into his dining 

room." There Adam unsealed the invoice. Someone in the crowd looked 

over Adam's shoulder and read the prices aloud. "Having noticed a men

tion in the official letter about a case of tobacco (plug) and the rise in the 

price ... the crowd demanded the return of the case to Mauritius."49 

At the next morning's call for work, none of the men appeared. When 

the captain of the Diego asked them why they were not coming to work, 

they told him they would only work if his brother and Dagorne were sent 

back to Mauritius. A standoff ensued. The ship eventually left with its 

cargo aboard, bur with Manager Adam and Dagorne still in Peros. 

Three months and two days after the beginning of the insurgency, Mau

ritian magistrate W. J. Hanning arrived in the atoll along with an armed 

guard of ten police constables, two police inspectors, and two noncom

missioned officers. Hanning and Police Inspector Fitzgibbon charged, 

convicted, and sentenced 36 Chagossian men and women for offenses in

cluding "larceny soap," "larceny rope measure," "extortion of document," 

"coalition to prevent unloading cargo," and "coalition to prevent work." 

Two were convicted of "wounds & blows." Punishment for rhe charges 

of larceny and extortion ranged from three to twelve months' hard labor. 

Labiche received a total of 30 months' hard labor; others got up to 36 

months. Hanning sent three comrnandeurs back to Mauritius and man

dated the reading of the names of the convicted and their punishments 

throughout the rest of Chagos and the other Mauritian dependencies. 50 

"I have the honour to state that quiet has been restored at Peros," Mag

istrate Hanning wrote. Although he thought the insurgents' grievances 

"imaginary" and found the islanders "economically many times better off 

than the Mauritian labourer," he concluded his report by calling on the 

plantation owners to "exercise some leniency" over markups on prices for 

"articles of necessity' sold at the company store.51 

GROWING CONNECTIONS 

In 1935, new owners in Chagos established the first regular steamship con

nection between Mauritius and Chagos after completing the consolidation 
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Figure 1.3 Schoolchildren in Chagos, 1964. Photo gra

pher unkn own. 

of ownership over the various plantations , which had begun in the 1880s . 

Previously the islands sent copra, oil, and other goods to Maur itius and re

ceived supplies on twice-a-year boats. The new four-times-a-year steamship 

system decreased travel times significan tly and provided a regular connec 

tion between Diego Garcia and the northern islands of Peros Banhos and 

Salomon, over 100 nautical miles away. Peros co Salomon transportation 

was by sailing ship and later motorboat. Transporta tion within each group 

and around Diego Garcia's lagoon was generally by small, locally built 

sailboats, and later by motorboats. News from the outsid e world came 

primarily from illustrated magazines and other reading materials suppli ed 

by the transport vessels visiting Chagos. 

At the beginning of the twentieth century, Chagos had been so isolated 

that at the start ofWo rld War I, management on Diego Garcia supplied the 

German battleship Emden with provisions before learning that Britain and 

its colon ies were already at war with Germany. By cont rast, thirty years later 

during World War II, Diego Garcia became a small landin g strip for Royal 

Air Force reconnaissance aircraft and a base for a small contingent oflndian 

Army troopc. At war's end, the troops went home, leaving behind a wrecked 

Catal ina seaplane that became a favorite playground for children . 
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By the mid-twentieth century, Chagos had moved from relative isola
tion to increasing connections with Mauritius, other islands in the Indian 
Oc ean, and th e rest of the world. Copra and coconut oil exports were 
sold in Mauritius and the Seychelles, and through them in Europe, South 
Africa , India, and Israel. Wireles s communications at local meteorol ogical 
stations connected the main islands with Mauritius and the Seychelles. 
Shortwave radios allowed reception of broadcasts from at least as far as the 
Seychelles and Sri Lanka .52 

The Mauritian colonial governm ent start ed showing increasing int erest 
in the welfare of Chagos's inhabitants and its economy. Specialists sent by 
the government investigated health and agricultura l conditions. With the 
help of their reports, the government established nurseries in each island 
group, schools, and a regular garbage and refuse removal system reported 
to be better than that in rural Mauritius. 53 Water came from wells and 
from rain catchment tanks. Small dirt roads traversed the main island s, 
and there were a handful of motorbikes, trucks, jeeps, and tractor s. 

"NOTHING WE HAD TO BUY" 

By the 1960s, everyone in Chagos was guarantee d work on th e planta
tions and pensions upon retirement .54 The vase majority of Chagossians 
still worked as coconut laborers. A few male laborers rose to become fore
men and commandeurs, and a few women were also commandeurs. Other 
men became artisans working as blacksmiths, bakers , carpe nters, masons, 
mechanics, and in other specialized positions. 

Wages remained low and paternalistic: Men harvesting coconuts earned 
about £2 a month, while women shelling the nut s earned less than half that. 
Artisans , foremen, and commandeurs earned six times what female laborers 
earned, and those in privileged "staff'' positions earned considerably more. No 
matter the position or the gender, workers' monthly rations include d about 
£3 worth of rice or flour, coconut oil, salt, lentils, fish, wine, and occasionally 
vegetables and pork. 55 Work benefits also include d construction m aterials, 
free firewood, regular vacations-p romne- with free passage to M aurit ius, 
burial services, and free health care and medicines . Worker s continued to 
occupy and receive land near their homes. M any used the land for gardens, 
raising crops like tomatoes, squash, chili peppers , eggplant, citrus and other 
fruits, and for keeping cows, pigs, goats, sheep, chickens, and ducks . 

After the day's work task was completed, generally around midday, Cha
gossians could work overtime, tend to their gardens and anima ls, fish, or 
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hunt for other seafood, including red snappe r, tuna, and other fish, crab, 

prawns, crayfish, lobster, octopus, sea cucumber, and turtles. 

"Whatever time it was, you went to your house and your day marched 

on," Rita recounted. "A commandeur passed by, asked you if you were 

, going to do overtime. So then you went to work for another day's work. ... 

If you didn't go do it, no one made you. 

"But," she continued, "our money, at the end of the month we got it, 

we just put it in our account. And what we earned from overtime, that we 

used for buying our weekly supplies, understand?" 

On payday people went to the store and "the women wou ld go to buy 

a little clothing .. . . That was the on ly thing we had to buy: our clothing, 

cloth to make clothing, sugar, milk. 

"Apart from that, there was nothing we had to buy. Apart from ciga

rettes, which if you smoked, you needed to buy. There was beer at the shop 

to buy. There was rum to buy, but we made our own drink," Rita added, 

referring to Chagossians' own fermented drinks of dhal-based baka and 

palm toddy kalu. 

"Then, you know Saturday laba," Rita explained, "Saturday what we 

did, with our coconut leaf brooms, we swept the court of the manager 's 

house, everywhere around the chapel, the hospital, everywhere. When we 

finished that, then we'd go to the house. Around nine o'clock, we finished 

and left. Then we had Saturday, Sunday to ourselves. Monday, then we 

went back to hard work." 

But on Saturday "the house, all the family, everyone was there. We had 

some fun .... We had an accordion , later we had a gramophone .... On 

Saturday, Saturday night, we had our sega." 

Although the long-standing popular institution featuring singing, play

ing, and dancing to sega music is found on islands throughout the southwest 

Indian Ocean, Chagos and most other islands had their own distinctive sega 

traditions. In Chagos, segas were an occasion for entire island communities 

to gather. O n Saturday nights everyone met around a bonfire in a clearing. 

Under the moon and stars, drummers on the goat hide-covered ravanne 

would start tapping out a slow, rhythmic beat. Other s would begin singing, 

dancing, and joining in on accordions , triangles, and oth er percussion and 

string instruments. 

The sega allowed islanders to sing old traditional songs or their own 

originals, which were often improvised. Most segas followed a call-and

response pattern , with soloists singing verses, supported by dancers, 

mu sicians, and onlookers who joined in a chorus, providing frequent 

shou ts, whistles , and outbur sts of encouragement. In Chagos, segas were 
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filled with themes of love, jealousy, separation, and loss. Muc h as in the 
blues and ot her musical traditi ons, the sega was an important mode 
of expression and a way to share hardships and gain support from the 
community. 

"The segas," Rita recounted, "at night , people opened their doors, every
one came out, beat the drum, sang, danced . And we carried on until early 
in the morning. Early in the morning, six o'clock. ... six o'clock, until 
seven o'clock too, and then even the old ones went home." 

I asked Rita if she danced to the sega. She said, "Yes." 
I asked if she sang sega. She said, "Yes." 
"What did you sing?" I asked. 
"Everyth ing. Those that I knew, I sang. I know how to sing sega very 

well. . . . I'm full of segas that I kn ow," said Rita. And th en she started to 
sing .. . 

My father, you're yelling "Attention passengers! Embark passengers!" 
This madame, her husband's going but she's staying. 

Crying, madame, enough crying mad ame. 
On the beach , you're crying so much, 
The tears from your eyes are drowning the passengers list. 

Crying, madame, even if you cry on the beach, even if you cry 
Capitan LAnglois isn't going to turn the boat around to come 
get you. 

0 li la e, 0 la e, 0 li la la. 
0 li le le, 0 li le la la. 

LAnglois answer me, LAn glois, my friend 
Answer me, I.;Anglois, this sega that you left down in Chagos. 

"FRENCH COASTAL VILLAGES" 

"The people of Ile du Coin were exceptionally proud of their homes, " 
Governor Scott wrote of Rita's Peros Banhos after World War II. "The 
gardens usually contained an arrangement of flower-beds and a vegetable 
patch, almost always planted wi th pumpkins and loofah s trained over 
rough trellis-work, with a few tomato plant s and som e greens ."56 



Annex 151

38 Chapter One 

By chat time Salomon had a large timbe r industry for export and was 

known as the home of Chagos's boat building industry, widely renowned 

in the southwest Indian Ocean. Three Broth ers, Eagle Island, and Six ls

lands had been settled for most of the nineteenth and early twentieth cen

turies before the plantation company moved their inhabitants to Peros and 

Diego to consolidate production. Eagle's population rose to as many as 100 

and was "regarded by its inhabitants ," according to Scott, "as a real home," 

with a "carefully tended" children's cemet ery and evocatively named places 

like Love Apple Crossing, Ceylon Square, and Frigates' Pool.57 

Looking on "from the seaward end of the pier," Scott compared Diego 

Garcia's capital East Point to a French coastal village: "The architecture, 

the touc hes of old-fashioned ostentation in the chateau and its relation to 

the church; the disposition of trees and flowering shru bs across the ample 

green; the neighbo urly way in which white-washed stores, factories and 

workshops, shingled and thatched cottages, cluster round the green; the 

lamp standards along the roads and the parked motor- lorries: all cont rib

ute towards giving the village th is quality." 

Clearly charmed by the islands, Scott continued, "The association of 

East Point with a synthesis of small French villages, visited or seen on can

vas, was strengthened by the warm welcome of the islanders, since their 

clothes and merry bearing, and particularly the small, fluttering flags of the 

school-children, were who lly appropria te to a flte in a village so devised."58 

"Funny little places! Indeed they are. But how lovely!" wrote Scott's pre

decessor as governor, Sir Hilary Blood. "Coconut palm s against the bluest 

of skies, their foliage blown by the wind into a perfect circle; rainbow spray 

to the windward where the South-East Trades pile in the Indian Ocean up 

on the reefs; in the sheltered bays to the leeward the sun strikes th rough 

shallow water to the coral, and emerald-green , purple, orange, all the rich 

colours of the world, follow each other across the warm sea," glowed Sir 

Hilary. "Its beauty is infinite."59 

A WARNING 

In 1962, ownership of the islands changed hands, purchased by a Mauri

tian-Seychellois conglomerate calling itself Chagos-Agalega Ltd. Around 

the same time, Chagossians saw the introd uction of a more flexible labor 

supply revolving around single male laborers from the Seychelles, as well as 

the "drift" of permanent inhabitants from Chagos to Mauritius, drawn by 

the allure of Mauritius 's "pavements and shop-windows, the cinemas and 
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football matches, the diversity of food and occupation." Scott compared 
the movement to the migration of people in Great Britain from villages to 
cities after World War I, but emphas ized, "it is still only a drift." 60 

On the eve of the expulsion that no one in Chagos could have antici
pated, Mauritian historian Auguste Toussaint wrote, "The insularity of this 
archipelag o is total and, in this regard, Chagos differs from the Mascarenes 
and the Seychelles, wh ich are linked with the rest of the world. The condi
tions of life there are quite specialized and even, believe me, unique."6 1 

"The life that I had, compared to what I am experiencing now, David. All 
the time, I will think about my home because there I was well nourished 
and I didn't eat anything preserved or stored. We ate everything fresh," 
Rita told me. 

"Doctors know that when we left the islands-they know-your health 
here isn't the same. Here, we eat frozen food all the time .... But laba, no. 
Even if something is only three or four days old, it isn't the same as fresh, 
David . . .. There we ate everything fresh." · 

"There, I tell you, you didn't have strokes, you didn't have diabetes. 
Only rarely did an old person die. A baby, maybe once a year, an infant 
might die at birth, that 's it. Here, every day you hear about-I'm tired of 
hearing about death." 

"Yes," I said softly. 
"It's not the same, David .... " Rita continued, "I-how can I say 

this-I didn't leave there because the island closed .... I didn't realize" 
that the islands were being closed down. "And then I had a little girl 
named Noe llie." 

Writing in 1961, Governor Scott concluded his book with a sympathetic 
(if paternalistic and colonialist) description of the Chagossians. In it, one 
hears a chilling warning from one who as governor of Mauritius may well 
have known about developing plans aimed at realizing Lieutenant La Fon 
taine's original vision for harboring a "great number" of vessels in Diego 
Garcia's lagoon : 

It must also be recognized, however, that ignorance of the way of 
life of the islanders might open the way to attempts to jerk them 
too rapidly into more highly organized forms of society, before they 
are ready. They have never been hurried. Their environment has 
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probably inoculated them with an intolerance towards hurry .... 
This is far from being a plea to make the Lesser Dependencies a 
kind of nature reserve for the preservation of the anachronistic. It 
is, however, very definitely a plea for full understanding of the is
landers' unique condition, in order to ensure that all that is whole
some and expansive in the island societies is preserved. 62 
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"MAINTAINING THE FICTION" 

So far we have seen how officials were worried that despite the advantages 

of overseas bases for controlling large territories, bases also carry with them 

significant risks. The most serious, as Stu Barber realized, is the possibility 

that a host nation will evict its guest from a base. There is also the danger 

that for political or other reasons a host will make a base temporarily un

available during a crisis. During the lead-up to the most recent invasion 

of Iraq, for example, Turkey's Islamist ruling party refused to allow the 
United States use of its territory for a large troop deployment, though it 

permitt ed the basing of warp lanes and the use of its airspace. In most cases, 

guest nations are forced to negotiate continually for a variety of base rights 

with their hosts . 
The other main risk facing bases on foreign soil is that posed by the 

people outside a base's gates. As recent U.S. experience in Saudi Arabia, 
South Korea, and Okinawa has shown, foreign bases can becom e targets 

of attacks and lightning rods for local protest and criticism about foreign 

intrusion and imperialism. 1 Worst of all, the military fears outright revolt 

against a base, or that locals could press claims to self-determination before 

the United Nations and thus threaten th e life of the base. This was of spe

cial concern for U.S. officials during an era of rising nationalism and anti

imperialism in Africa and Asia.2 U.S. military officials also worry that local 

populations pose risks of espionage, security breaches, and uncontrollable 
sexual and romantic liaisons between troop s and their neighbors. 

In short, soldiers and diplomats view local peoples as the source of 

troubles, headaches, and work that distracts the military from its primary 
missions. If civilian workers are needed as service personnel, importing 

outsiders without local ties or rights, who can be controlled and sent home 
at will, is typically preferred. 

89 
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For these reasons, in che eyes of soldiers and diplomats, a base free of any nonmilitary population i the best kind of base. For chese reasons, after World War II U . . officials increasingly looked for bases located in relativdy unpopulated areas.3 The trategic Island Concept was premised on che threat co bases posed by rising anti-Western sentiment and the search for people-less bases. With the islanders scheduled for removal from Diego Garcia, military planners were thrilled at the idea of a base with no civilian population within almost 500 miles. U.S . officials and their British counterparts wanted coral conrrol over che island and the entire archipelago without che slightest possibility of outside interference-be it from foreign politicians or local inhabitancs. 
Diego Garcia was attractive once it became Briti h sovereign territory preci ely because it wa nor subject co, a one Navy official explains, "political restrictions of che type that had shackled or even terminated flexibility at foreign bases elsewhere."• The "special relationship" berween the United States and th1:: United Kingdom ensured che U.S. military ..near carte blanche (pun intended) use of the island. 

The priorities of che U .. and U.K. governments were clear: maintaining complete political and military control over che islands; retaining the unfett ered ability co remove any island populations by force; and assuming an inrentional disregard for the rights of inhabitant. The U.S. Government waored unencumbered freedom ro do what it wished with a group of "sparsely populated " islands irre pe tiv of the treatment owed co the people of dependent territories. In simplest terms, the U .. Government wanted the Chago lans removed becau e officials wanted co ensure complete political and military control over Diego Garcia and the entire archipelago. 

PLANNING THE REMOVALS 

Four days after the government of the United Kingdom created the British Indian Ocean Territory in November l965 , the Br.itish Colonial Office senr che following instru ctio ns to the newly established BIOT adminlstrati<>n, headquarcered in the Seychelles: "Essential that contingency planning for evacuation of existing population from Diego Garcia ... should begin at once."5 

While planning between the British and U.S. governments had been underway since at least 1964, officials began to plan the removals in earnest after the creation of the BIOT . British officials again faced the untidy problem of how to get rid of the Chagossians, given UN rules on decolo-

1 
t 
~ 
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nization and the treatment due permanent inhabitants of colonial territo
ries. In a 1966 memorandum, Secretary of State for the Colonies Francis 
Pakenham proposed simply rejecting "the basic principle set ouc in Artide 
73" of the UN Charter "that the interests of the inhabitants of the territory 
are paramount." "The legal position of the inhabitants would be greatly 
simplified from our point of view-rhough noc necessarily from theirs," 
another official suggested, "if we decided co neat chem as a floating popu
lation." They would claim chat the BIOT had no permanent inhabitant 
and "refer to the people In the islands as Mauritians and eychelloi ."6 

Anocl1er official, Afan Brooke-Turner, feared that members of the UN 
Committee of Twenty-Four on Decolonization might demand the right 
to visit the BIOT, jeopardizing the "whole aim of the BIOT." Brooke
Turner suggested issuing documents showing chat the Chagossians and 
ocher workers were "belongers" of Mauritius or che eychelle and only 
temporary resident in the BIOT "This device, chougb rather transpar
ent," he wrote, "would at lease give us a defensible position co cake up in 
che Committee ofTwencyfour."7 

"This is all fairly unsatisfactory," a colleague responded in a handwritten 
note a few days later. ''We detach these islands-in itself a matter which is 
criticised. We then find, apart from the transients, up to 240 'ilois'' whom 
we propose either to reseccle (with how much vigour of persuasion?) or to 
certify, more or less fraudulently, as belonging omewhere else. This all seems 
difficult to reconcile with the 'sacred trust' of Art. 73, however convenient we 
or che US might find it from che viewpoint of defence. It is one thing to use 
'empty real esr:ate'· another co find squatters in le aod to make it empry."8 

A response came from Sir Paul Gore-Booth, Permanent Under- ecrecary 
in cl1e Foreign Office: "We muse surely be very cough about chjs. The ob
ject of the exercise was co get some rocks which will remain ours; there 
will be no indigenous population except seagulls who have not yet got a 
Committee (the Status of Women Committee does not cover the rights of 
Birds)."9 

Below Gore-Booth's note, one of his colleagues, D. A. Greenhill (later 
Baron of Harrow), penned back "Unforcunarely along with d1e Birds go 
ome few TarLans or Men Fridays whose origin are obscure, and who are 

beiog hopefully wished on co Mauritius ere. -when this has been done, I 
agree we must be very tough." 10 

* U.K. and U.S. documents offer widely varying, and mostly inaccurare, estimates of the numbers of Cha
gossians. In face, there were probably 1,000-1,500 in Chagos and at least 250-500 living in Mauritius at 
this time. 
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British officials eventually setded on a policy, as Foreign Office legal ad
vi er Anthony Aust proposed, co "maintain rhe fiction rbat the inhabitants 
of Chagos are not a permanent or semi-permane11t population ." 

"We are able co make up the rules as we go along," Aust wrote . They 
would simply repre ent che Chagossians as "a floating population" of"cran
si~nr r.nnrracr workers" with no connection co the isLmJ:.. 1' 

GRADUAL DEPOPULATION 

Following the signing of the 1966 agreement, British officials moved to 
purchase the islands in the BIOT that were privately owned. After conve
niently appointing themselves as the legislature for the new colony, British 
ministers passed "BIOT Ordinance No. 1 of 1967," allowing for the com
pulsory acquisition ofland within the territory. In March 1967, the United 
Kingdom bought Chagos from Chagos-Agalega Ltd . for £660,000. t

2 

The next month the British Government leased the islands back to 
Chagos-Agalega to continue running the islands on its behalf. Until this 
point, Chagossians could, as they had been accustomed since emancipa
tion, leave Chagos for regular vacations or medical treatment in Mauri
tius and return to Chagos as they wished. After May 1967, 13 the BIOT 
administration ordered Chagos-Agalega to prevent Chagossians, like Rita 
Bancou!t's family, from returning to Chagos. When, at the end of 1967, 
one of Chagos-Agalega's parent companies, Moulinie & Co., took over 
management, it also agreed to serve as the United Kingdom's agent in 
Chagos and prevent the entry of anyone without BIOT consent. 14 Like 
Rita, C:h:ignssian after ChagossiJ.n appearing at the steamship w111pany in 
Mauritius for return passage was turned away and told, "Your island has 
been sold."15 

By February 1968, Chagossians in Mauritius had begun to protest their 
banning to the Mauritian Government. Mauritian officials asked Moulinie 
& Co. to allow their return on the next ship to the islands. When Paul 
Moulinie, Moulinie & Co.'s director, asked BIOT officials if they would 
allow some Chagossians to return, they refused. The company's steamer, 
the M.V. Mauritius, left on its next voyage for Chagos with no Chagos
sians aboard. 

Later in 1968, with labor running low on the plantations, Moulinie & 
Co. requested permission from BIOT authorities to bring some Chagossians 
back from Mauritius. Amid ongoing con LU.tations with U.S. officials, BI OT 
authorities denied the request. British officials understood, as one wrote, "if 
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we accept any returning Ilois, we must also accept responsibility for their 
ultimate resettlement ."16 To keep the plantations running at a ' basic main
tenance level," the BIOT administration allowed Moulinie & Co. to replace 
the stranded Chagossians with imported Seychellois workers. 17 

DETERIORATING CONDITIONS 

Back in Chagos, BIOT administrator John Todd found that "the islands 
have been neglected for the past eighteen months, due to uncertainty as to 
their future." 18 With military talks ongoing and the start of base construc
tion uncertain, the BIOT and its agents gradually reduced services on the 
islands, making only basic maintenance repairs to keep the plantations 
running. 

Beginning in 1965 with the creation of the BIOT, Chagos-Agalega 
began importing three-month stocks of food rather than the six-month 
stocks ordered previously. This left staple supplies of rice, flour, lentils, 
milk, and oth er goods lower than normal, making Chagossians increas
ingly reliant on fish and their own produce to meet food needs. 19 

After 1967 (and perhaps as early as late 1965) medical and school staff 
began leaving the islands. The midwife at the hospital in Peros Banhos left 
Chagos sometime before August 1968. She was not replaced, leaving only 
a single nurse at the hospital. 20 Around the same time, in 1967 , the school 
in Peros Banhos closed due to the lack of a teacher. 2 1 In the Salomon Is
lands, the midwife departed during the first half of 1969, leaving a single 
nurse employed there as well. Salomon's teacher left sometime before July 
1970, and the school there closed.22 

At first Chagos-Agalega neglected the islands to avoid making capital 
investments on plantations it knew the BIOT might soon shut down. 
After the compa ny sold the islands and gave up its lease, the BIOT insti
tutionalized the neglect in the contract Moulinie & Co. signed to manage 
the islands: No improvements of more than Rs2,000 (around $420 at the 
time) could be made without BIOT permission. 23 

STRANDED IN MAURITIUS 

With conditions worsening, some Chagossians left for Mauritius, with 
hopes that life in Chagos would improve and allow their return. Others 
left as usual for vacations or medical treatment. Some Chagossians report 
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being tricked or coerced into leaving Chagos with the award of an un
scheduled vacation in Mauritius. 24 When the new arrivees and other Cha
gossians in Mauritius attempted to book their return passage, they, like 
their predecessors, were again refused. Because there was no telephone 
service in Chagos and because mail service between Mauritius and Cha
gos had been suspended, news of Chagossians being stranded in Mauri
tius did not reach those in the archipelago. By 1969, there were at least 
356 Chagossians already in exile.25 

This growing number found themselves having lost their jobs, sepa
rated from their homes and their land, with almost all of their possessions 
and property still in Chagos. Most were separated from family members 
left behind. All were confused about their future, about whether they 
would be allowed to return to their homes, and ::ibout their legal status in 
Mauritius. 

The islanders also found themselves in a country that was highly unsta
ble after gaining its independence in March 1968. Just after independence, 
riots between Afro-Mauritians and Inda-Mauritian Muslims broke our in 
many of the poor neighborhoods where Chagossians were living and con
tinued through most of 1968. 

Meanwhile, unemployment in Mauritius was over 20 percent. 26 Brit
ish experts warned that the island was a Malthusian disaster in the mak
ing and would soon lack the resources to feed and support its rapidly 
growing population. A secret British telegram acknowledged "the near 
impossibility of [Chagossians] finding suitable employment. There is no 
Copra industry into which they could be absorbed." 27 The result was 
that most were left, as another British official put it, languishing "on the 
beach." 28 

As one Chagossian explained to me in 2004, life was turned completely 
upside down. Suddenly, "Chagossien dan dife, nu de lipie briye"-Cha
gossians were in the fire, with both our feet burning. 

"LIKE QUESTIONING APPLE PIE" 

As Paul Nitze's staff member Robert Murray recalled, the British "relieved 
us of a lot of problems. I mean, we didn't have to think through" the ques
tion of the removals anymore. "We didn't have to decide how we were 
going to manage our force relative to the local population, because there 
wasn't a local population." 

I asked Murray if there were discussions about the fate of the Chagossians. 
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There were, he said, but "it was something the British thought they 
could manage. We didn't, we didn't try to get ourselves involved in it. 
Unl('.5 !(itchen and State did. We had the practical interest in having the 
base':Jf~:1d the British said that they could manage the transition. And they 
went about it and some of it was legal and some of it was otherwise. They 
were doing whatever they were doing. To the best of my knowledge they 
weren't consulting with us on the-now maybe that's not true, but I don't 
remember it anyway." 

"And your sense was that you wanted to leave that to them and it was 
something you didn't particularly look into, or-" I asked before Murray 
interrupted. 

"Yeah, we wanted to leave it to the British, I think, to manage that tran
sition of the people and the sovereignty. We saw that as their responsibility. 
It was their island .... We personally saw, in Defense, no need or opportu
nity for us to inject ourselves-at least that's how I saw it at the time." 

Murray's memory of the Chagossians reflects a striking consistency in 
former officials' responses when I asked what they remembered thinking 
about the Chagossians. Almost all remembered spending little time think
ing about the islanders. The people were, as State Department official James 
Noyes put it, a "nitty gritty" detail that they never examined. Or as another 
said, they were something to which officials turned a "blind eye." The re
moval was a "fait accompli ... a given" never requiring any thought. 

I asked former State Department official George Vest if he disagreed in 
any ways with the Diego policy. 

"I didn't have that deep a sense, [that] deep a feeling about it," he ex
plained. "There was never any conflict. My attitude, which I expressed, was 
what I call an inner internal marginal attitude. I accepted the premises which 
led us to do what we were doing there without any real questioning." 

That he and the United States were doing good in the world, Vest and 
others took for granted. Noyes said, "It was taken as a given good." 

Indeed, Noyes explained that by the time he arrived at the State Depart
ment in 1970, there was no policy analysis about Diego Garcia because the 
base was treated as already being in place. 'There was no questioning of the 
British about "'What are you guys doing with the natives?"' he said. "It was 
an accepted part of the scenery." 

"It was-the question, the ethical question of the workers and so on," 
Noyes said hesitatingly, "simply wasn't, wasn't in the spectrum. It wasn't 
discussed. No one realized, I don't think ... the human aspects of it. No
body was there or had been there, or was close enough to it, so. It was like 
questioning apple pie or something." 
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THE WHIZ KIDS 

With the population already gone in the minds of most U.S. and U.K. 

officials, the Pentagon simultaneously pursued the Air Force's interest in 

Aldabra and the Navy's proposal for Diego Garcia. The Air Force budgeted 

$25 million in fiscal year 1968 for the 50/50 base on Aldabra. For the 

Diego Garcia proposal, Secretary of the Navy Nitze asked McNamara to 

"reconsider" McNamara's 1966 decision to withhold the Navy's request 

from Congress. This rime Nirze had a new jusci.6cacion for the base, pitch

ing it around the war in Vietnam as an "austere" refueling port for ships 

traveling co and from southeast Asia. The plan had a revised $26 mil

lion budget, divided into cwo funding increments beginning in fiscal year 

1969. The austere facility, Nitze noted, would still offer a "nucleus" for 
expansion into a larger base, "if need arose."29 

For this new incarnation, Nitze and the Navy had allies at DOD in 

Nicze's former office and its new Assistant Secretary of Defense for In

ternational Security Affairs, John McNaughton. Together, Nitze and 

McNaughton now pushed McNamara to approve the new Diego-as

fueling-depot plan. 
Still hesitant, McNamara referred the proposal to the office in the Pen

tagon that, bureaucratically speaking, defined his tenure as Secretary of 

Defense: Systems Analysis. When McNamara joined the Kennedy admin

istration, he brought with him, from his tenure at Ford Motor Company, 

a mode of statistically based economic analysis that had started to grow 

in popularity in the 1950s. McNamara saw it as a way to seize control of 

the Penragon from the military services by imposing rationality on De

fcnsc decision-making and hired a group that bec1me known as the "Whi, · ·-,: 

Kid " to implement che changes. 

"Young, book-smart, Ivy League," these "think-rank civilian assistants," 

many coming from the RAND Corporation, championed rational calcula

tion and statistical analysis as the basis for all policy decisions. "Everything 

was scrutinized with the cost-benefit and cost-effectiveness analysis" of 

RAND, Fred Kaplan writes in Wizards of Armageddon (1991(1983]). The 

questions of the day were ones like, '"What we.1pnn sysre:m will desrroy the 

most targets for a given cost?' or 'What weapon system will destroy a given 

set of targets for the lowest cosr?'"30 

McNamara charged Systems Analysis, and its head Alain Enthoven, 

with providing this analysis. In Systems Analysis, statistical ly based cost

effectiveness and cost-benefit calculations helped shape, justify, and evalu

ate military policymaking. Nearly every weapons purchase, every troop 
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deployment, and every base decision had to pass through Systems Analysis 
for approval. 

"McNamara would not act on a proposal without letting Alain's depart
ment have a chop at it," explained Earl Ravenal, a Systems Analysis staffer 
who worked on the Diego Garcia proposal. "Systems analysis became ac
cepted as the buzz word, the way that decisions were rationalized, the cur
rency of overt transactions, the lingua franca inside the Pentagon," Kaplan 
writes.31 Often, this language and the use of statistical data alone were 
enough to create the veneer of rationality and justify policy decisions. 111is 
is exactly the type of languag e one sees in the Strategic Island Concept, 
in the talk of "stockpiling" islands like "commodities" and "investing " in 
bases as "insurance" to obtain future "benefits." As anthropologist Carole 
Cohn has shown among "defense intellectuals," and as the recollections of 
officials suggest, this language played an important role in shaping a par
ticular version of reality and in shielding officials from the emotional and 
human impact s of their decisions. 32 

But at this time Ravenal 's team in Systems Analysis received the proposal 
for Diego Garcia with instructions to "look into the quantitative rationale" 
for the base and "see if it makes sense." They took the Navy at its word and 
evaluated its most recent justification for the project-to create a new fuel
ing depot for ships traveling to and from Vietnam. Ravenal's team found 
the base was not cost-effective: Given the distances involved and the costs 
of transporting fuel, it was simp ly cheaper to refuel ships at existing ports. 

McNamara wrote to the new Secretary of the Navy, Paul R. Ignatius (by 
the end of June 1967, Nitze was back at the Pentagon as Deputy Secretary 
of Defense), to inform him that he would again defer "investment." 33 

Ravenal explained that the Navy and ISA were "extremely annoyed." 
They were "hopping up and down" mad, he said. Even people within Sys
tems Analysis were concerned that Ravenal's team had taken on and defied 
the Navy over what they saw as such a relatively small project (thinking 
only in dollar terms). Rear Admiral Elmo Zumwalt, Senior Aide to the 
Secretary of the Navy , who had worked on Diego Garcia since serving 
under Nitze at ISA, immediately knew that the Navy had picked the wrong 
rationale to get the base. 

"We knew it would be a billion before long," Ravenal said of the base's 
cost. "They said, 'Why are you opposing an austere communications facil
ity?' I said, 'That's not what's going on here. You're going to have a tremen
dous base here. It 's gonna be a billion' - of course it 's over that now." 

I asked Ravenal if any discussion of th e Chagossians had surfaced in 
the work of Systems Analysis. Ravenal said he "heard about birds" on 
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che island-some Bighcle s rails, he thought-bur "very lilde" abour any 

people. "It was sore of our in che middle of, we thought, nowh re," he 

explained. "We thought nowhere because even though someone may have 

mentioned that there w · re ome coconut farmers there, it didn 't register. 

I never heard a single thing. Just birds. That's all." 

"Why do you think it didn't register?" l asked. 

"Well," Ravenal paused. "The mindset of almost anyone on rbe politi 

cal-miUcary ide of government, they simply were nor sensitized co rho e 

kinds of issues," Ravenal replied. ':And I chink it would have been my as

sumption, if you had twdve hundred people there, if you're going co have 

a military base there ... everyone 's better off getting them off there. But 

I would have made the assumption in my mind-but probably not both

ered to check it out, I have to admit-that we were going to give them a 

lot of money and relocate them somewhere. Now if we didn't, I think that's 

a terrible shame." 

"THE ALDABRA AFFAIR" 

While the Navy was facing continued resiscance at the Pentagon , the Brit 

ish Government was still pursuing a base on Alda bra. At the time, however, 

che United Kingdom was undergoing a severe financial crisis and looking 

for ways co cut its overseas expenditures. In April and May 1967 , British 

officials informed eh ir U.S. counterparts chat they remained inceresced 

in a Diego facility but the U.K. financial participation would be no more 

than a nominal one.34 In July, a U.K. white paper announced che with

drawal of all British troops from ingapore and Malaysia by mic:l-1970. 

As the British continued plans for construction on Aldabra, U.K. and 

U.S. scientists who bad been senc by che governments to survey the islands 

of the BIOT began to rally public opposition against the base. In what 

soon became known as the Aldabra Affair, scientists from the Royal Geo

graphic Society and rh.e Smithsonian In ticucion argued against a base on 

Aldabra. They aid the military would endanger local population of giant 

tortoises and rare birds, Like the red-footed booby, which made Aldabra the 

"Galapagos of the Indian Ocean. "~5 

By contrast, according co David Stoddart, one of the scientists who 

urveyed the islands, Diego Garcia "was imply a.coconut plantation. The 

plants were co.mmon and the birds and land animals few."36 
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"ABSOLUTELY MUST GO" 

"When it came to writing official, top-secret reports that combined so
phisticat~d analysis with a flair for scaring the daylights out of anyone 
reading them," writes Fred Kaplan, "Paul H. Nitze had no match." 1 For 
five decades, Nitze was at the center of U.S. national security policy, begin
ning and perhaps most centrally with his authorship of the 1950 NSC-68 
memo, which became one of the guiding forces in U.S. Cold War policy. 

In NSC-68, and throughout his career, Nitze became an ardent pro
ponent of building up "conventional, non-nuclear forces to meet Soviet 
aggression on the peripheries" (i.e., in the so-called Third World). But 
NSC-68's language was "deliberately hyped," admitted another of its au
thors, Nitze's boss, Secretary of State Dean Acheson. They used it as a 
"bludgeon," for "pushing their own, more militaristic views into official 
parlance." 2 In NSC-68 and again in 1957 when Nitze helped spawn un
founded fears about a "missile gap" with the Soviets, as well as in his later 
work, the Democrat and former Wall Street financier continually inflated 
the Soviet threat. He offered a "highly pessimistic vision of Soviet military 
might, and the idea that the only real answer to the Soviet challenge lay in 
the construction of a gigantic, world-wide U.S. military machine.'' 3 

In June 1967, with Diego Garcia detached from Mauritius as part of 
the BIOT and an agreement for a base signed but still facing stiff opposi
tion on financial grounds from Robert McNamara, Nitze left his job as 
Secretary of the Navy to become Deputy Secretary of Defense, the second 
highest-ranking official in the Defense Department. Half a year later, with 
Britain having devalued the pound and still facing deep military spending 
cuts and scientific opposition to a base on Aldabra, Prime Minister Wil
son announced the cancellation of the Aldabra base. McNamara, Nitze, 
and other U.S. officials were little interested in going it alone on Aldabra 
(which they had always viewed primarily as another way to keep a British 

99 
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military presence "East of Suez"). Nitze and other Pentagon leaders re

turned their focus to Diego Garcia.4 

Before long, however, changes came closer to home. By March 1968, 

McNamara had left the Defense Department for the World Bank, and 

Clark Clifford became Johnson's new Secretary of Defense. With Clifford 

focused almost entirely on Vietnam, Nitze was left to run most of the rest 

of the Pentagon. Having worked on Diego Garcia since 1961 during his 

tenw-e at ISA, Nitze soon began meeting with Navy officials to discuss 

plan for the base. 
Bardy a month after McNamara's deparcure, the Joint Chiefs offered a 

"reappraisal" of the Diego Garcia proposal in lighr of the 1967 Arab-Israeli 

war and the January 1968 British decision to withdraw their forces east 

of Suez by the end of 1971. Once again predicting the development of 

a "power vacuum" in the region and ensuing Soviet and Chinese "domi

nation," the JCS recommended "the immediate e rablishmenr" of a base 

on Diego. They proposed a $46 million joint service facility capable of 

supporting limited forces in "contingency situations" (the euphemism for 

combat), Army and Air Force infrastructure, and a 12,000-foot runway 

capable oflanding B-52 nuclear bombers and C-5A transport aircraft. 5 So 

much for "austere." 
Internally the JCS crafted a strategy to dissuade new Secretary of De

fense Clifford from being "unduly influenced" by Systems Analysis: "The 

project is analogous to an insurance policy," their rationale explained. "Low 

premiums now could lead to large returns later if military requirement 

does develop." The Chief continued, "We are trying to buy preparedness 

which is never cost-effective."6 

Systems Analysis was again unconviuceJ. IL uq,cJ d1c Secretary to "re

ject the JCS proposal" because it was not cost-effective and risked starting 

an arms race in the Indian Ocean. 7 

Surprisingly, Deputy Secretary of Defense Nitze agreed. He found there 

was "no justification" for a major base. However, he decided that "adequate 

justification exi ts" for what he called a "modest facility'' on Diego Garcia, 

at a cost of $26 million, which, it just so happened, was exactly the price 

he had previously suggested as Secretary of the Navy. 8 

In this case, Nitze let the JCS provide the "bludgeon" with its warn

ings of oviet "domination" and Chinese "expansion." In the fuce of these 

articulated threacs and with the major JCS proposal on the cable, Nitze's 

plan looked like a cheap, rational option, challenging the heart of Systems 

Analysis's opposition. 
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The Navy submitted a plan for the base along Nitze's suggested lines. 
It sent Nitze's former staffer Elmo Zumwalt back to Ravenal at Systems 
Analysis to make the case. "What is so striking about the succession of 
proposals," Ravenal later said, was "the kaleidoscopic change of rationales 
to support the same proposals." 9 

But this time, "they knew they were going to win," Ravenal recalled of 
Zumwalt's visit. "They were going to do it right this time .... They weren't 
going to make some sort of a [weak] case." 

Still Systems Analysis continued its opposition, questioning the urgency 
of the Diego project and asking for it to be deferred until fiscal year 1971. 
But this time, Ravenal explained, "We lost." 

ISA approved the plan as expected and in November 1968, Nitze signed 
off on the Navy's request to include $9,556,000 in the fiscal year 1970 mil
itary construction budget. 10 Within days, the Navy had notified the armed 
services committees of both houses of Congress. Under Nitze's leadership, 
an interdepartmental group of top officials from the Pentagon, State De
partment, CIA, and Treasury Department began arguing for the base on 
Capitol Hill. 11 In January 1969, a classified line item for Diego Garcia ap
peared in the fiscal year 1970 Military Construction budget. The funding 
process for the base was finally underway. 

"It is the persistence of the military services," Ravenal would tell Con
gress years later, "that eventually wears down opposition within the Pen
tagon, within the executive branch, and ultimately within Congress and 
succeeds in attaining what they were after in the first place." 12 

In the case of Nitze, Ravenal told me, one has to see, "He threw the 
football as Secretary of the Navy, and he caught it as Deputy Secretary of 
Defense." 

PLANNING THE "EVACUATION" 

While DOD was quarreling over funding, the State Department's Bureau 
of Politico-Military Affairs and the embassy in London were coordinating 
the removals with the British. 

"U .S. would desire removal of migrant laborers from Diego Garcia after 
due notice in accord with Minutes to BIOT Agreement," read an August 
1968 telegram to the embassy in the name of Secretary of State Rusk. The 
joint State-Defense message instructed the embassy to inform British of
ficials 0£ the State and Defense departments' concern chat the removals 
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might arouse the attention of the United Nations' Committee ofTwenty
Four. The message asked that the removals be carried out in a manner 
minimizing such negative publicity, preferably with resettlement taking 
place outside the BIOT (and thus technically removing it from the pur
view of the Committee ofTwenty-Four). 13 

The telegram further noted that some British officials had still been 
using the term "inhabitants" to describe the people of Diego Garcia. Fol
lowing the Foreign Office's plan to deny there was a settled population, the 
message asserted that the islanders were in fact "migrant laborers." 

"We suggest, therefore, that the term 'migrant laborers' be used in any 
conversations with HMG as withdrawal of 'inhabitants' obviously would 
be more difficult to justify to littoral countries and Committee ofTwenty
four."t4 

The embassy spoke with the Foreign Office the next day. Ambassador 
David Bruce telegrammed back to the State Department that the Foreign 
Office's representative "took the point on 'migrant laborers"' but noted 

that although "it was a good term for cosmetic purposes ... it might be 
difficult to make completely credible as some of the 'migrants' are second 
generation Diego residents." 15 

MORE "FICTIONS" 

"Negligible .... For all practical purposes ... uninhabited." Or so the 
U.S. Navy said when characterizing Chagos's population in briefing pa
pers delivered to members of Congress to secure Diego's funding in the 
1970 1uiliLa1y cu1tsl1"U( Liu1t Ludgc:L. Wl1eu pusl1eJ Ly Se11ale Appiup ria

tions Committee member Senator Henry Jackson about the local popu
lation, one Navy official "told him that it consisted entirely of rotating 
contract copra workers, and that the British intended to relocate them 
as soon as possible after Congressional action was complete." Recounting 
Jackson's reaction, the official explained, "He came back to this question 
twice more. He was obviously concerned about local political problems. I 
assured him that there should be none." 16 

On Capitol Hill however, the political problems mounted for the Navy. 
First the Senate Armed Services Committee rejected the project, only to 
have it restored in a House-Senate conference. Then, after the House Ap
propriations Committee authorized funding, Jackson's Senate committee 
disapproved it, despite an intensive Navy lobbying campaign led by new 
Chief of Naval Operations Admiral Thomas Moorer. 
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In appropuauons committee conference senators led by Democrat 
Mike Mansfield refused co yield to Diego backer in the House through 
four meetings on the military appropriations. Democrats argued rhe proj
ect was a new military commicment overseas at a time when the Nixon 
administration had already indicated its desire to withdraw from Vietnam. 
Others wanted to "hold rhe Brits feet to rhe fire," and keep the U . . from 
assumjng their role in the Indian Ocean. The conferees ulrimacely left the 
project unfunded bur offered the Navy an oral agreement: lr should return 
in the following year's budget cycle with a pared-down reque t for a com
munications station without the other proposed facilities. 17 

Following the congressional defeat, newly elected President Richard 
Nixon 's ecretary of Defense Melvin Laird gave the Navy equally simple 
instructions: "Make it a communications facility." Within two weeks, John 
H. Chafee, the new ecrerary of rhe Navy, submitted co Laird a proposal 
for a $17.78 million "communicacions facility," with an initial funding 
increment of $5.4 million for fiscal year 1971. 18 

This of course was the same proposal that in 1965 had been "overtaken 
by events." Navy documents indicate that while the station was supposed 
to address gaps in the naval communications network in the Indian Ocean, 
the only such gaps were in the ocean's southernmost waters, closest to Ant
arctica and far from any potential conflict zones. A closer examination of 
the Navy's budget shows too that half the cost of the revised "communica
tions station" project was for dredging Diego Garcia's lagoon and building 
an 8,000-foot air trip; both were said co allow the resupply of a facility 
that featured a mere $800 000 worth of communications equipment. 1l1e 
"austere" project featured the construction of a 17-mile road network a 
small nightclub, a movie cheater, and a gym. 19 

Under the guise of a communications sration, the Navy was asking for 
the nucleus of a base whose design allowed for ready expansion and the 
restoration of previously envisioned elements of the base.20 As the CNO's 
Office of Communications and Cryptology put it, "The communications 
requirements cited as justification are fiction." 21 

FUNDING SECURED 

By the spring of 1970, with congressional funding looking likely for the 
following year, British officials wanted to begin making arrangements 
for the deportations. The British were eager to begin negotiations to 
convince the Mauritian Government to receive the Chagossians and ar-
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range for their resettlement . State and Defense officials on the other hand 

were concerned that Mauritian officials would leak news of the negotia

tions and endanger congressional funding by drawing international at

tention to the removals. State and Defense moved quickly and secured 

agreement from British officials not to begin negotiations until funding 

had been secured. 22 With members of Congress concerned at the time 

about increasing problems between U.S. overseas bases and local popu

lations, presentations to Congress were careful to maintain that there 

would "be no indigenous population and no native labor utilized in the 

construction." 23 

At the same time, Defense and State emphasized in internal discus

sions that they needed "to retain enough distance" from the details of the 

deportations to ensure that British officials would not look to the United 

States for assistance and to avoid anyone making the connection between 

the impending base construction and the removals. Accordingly, the de

partments rejected a suggestion from the embassy in London to send an 

engineer to assist simultaneously with the base planning and the resettle

ment program. 24 

As expected under the previous year's oral agreement, in Novem

ber 1970, Congress appropriated funds for an "austere communications 

facility." The funds were again listed as a classified item in the military 

construction budget. In a closed-to-the-public "executive" session of the 

House Appropriations Committee, Navy representatives told members of 

Congress for the first time that the BIOT agreement included the "resettle

ment of local inhabitants" and $14 million in Polaris missile payments. 25 

Neither issue ever found its way out of the closed-door session. 

With the money secured, Navy officials worke<l "tu pur~ue die early 

removal" of those they were now simply calling "copra workers." 26 On 

December 7, 1970, a joint State-Defense message, telegrammed in the 

name of Secretary of State William P. Rogers, delivered instructions to the 

U.S. Embassy in London. Rogers asked the embassy to inform British of

ficials that it was time "for the UK to accomplish relocation of the present 

residents of Diego Garcia to some other location": 

All local personnel should be moved from the western half of the 

island before the arrival of the construction force in March 1971. 

We hope that complete relocation can be accomplished by the end 

ofJuly 1971 when aircraft begin using the air strip and the tempo 

of construction activities reaches its full scale. 27 
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In turn, the embassy reported that the British were facing serious dif
ficulties in arranging the deportations, given the bar on discussing resettle
ment with the Mauritians until after base funding was secured. 28 

"We recognize the British problem," State and Defense replied, but de
porting the population "was clearly envisioned as United Kingdom's re
sponsibility in 1966 agreements," and one for which the United States 
had paid "up to $ J 4,000,000 in Polaris Research and Development 
charges."29 

At 10:00 a.m. Washington time, on Tuesday, December 15, the Nixon 
White House for the first time publicly announced the United States' in
tention to build a joint U.S.-U.K. military facility on Diego Garcia. 'The 
State and Defense departments provided embassies with a list of antici
pated questions and suggested answers to handle press inquiries, including 
the following: 

Q· What is the purpose of the facility? 
A: To close a gap in our worldwide communications system and to 

provide communications support to U.S . and U.K. ships and 
aircraft in the Indian Ocean. 

Q: Is this part of a US. build-up in the Indian Ocean? 
A: No. 

Q: Will other facilities be built in this area? 
A: No others are contemplated. 

Q: What will happen to the population of Diego Garcia? 
A: The population consists of a small number of contract labor

ers from the Seychelles and Mauritius engaged to work on the 
copra plantations. Arrangements will be made for the contracts 
to be terminated at the appropriate time and for their return to 
Mauritius and Seychelles. 30 

AN ORDER 

If, as Earl Ravenal indicated with one of today's ubiquitous sports meta
phors, Paul Nitze helped get the plan for Diego Garcia moving as Secre
tary of the Navy (in fact he started even earlier at ISA) and got the base 
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funded as Deputy Secretary of Defense, the man who saw the project to its 
completion was Admiral Elmo Zumwalt. 

Born in San Francisco in 1920 to two doctors, Elmo Russell Zumwalt, 
Jr., a prep school val.edictocian and Naval Academy graduate, enjoyed an 
unprecedeured rise to the top of the Navy hiei;a(chy. At 44, Zumwalt was 
the youngest naval officer to be promoted co Rear Admiral. At 49, Zum
walt became the Navy's youngest-ever four-star Admiral and the youngest
ever CNO. His record of awards, decorations, and honorary degrees runs 
a single-spaced page, including medals from France, West Germany, Hol
land, Argentina, Brazil, Greece, Italy, Japan , Venezuela, Bolivia, Indonesia, 
Sweden, Colombia, Chile, South Korea, and South Vietnam. 31 

As CNO from 1970 to 1974, Zumwalt gained attention for integrating 
rhe Navy, for upgrading women's roles, and for relaxing naval standards of 
dress i.n keeping with the times. In an order co the Navy entitled "Equal 
Opportunity in the Navy," Zumwalt acknowledged the service's dl crimi
nacory practices against African Americans and ordered corrective actions. 
"Ours must be a Navy family that recognizes no artificial. barriers of race, 
color or religion, " Zumwalt wrote in what was a pathbreaking statement 
for the U.S. armed forces. "1here is no black Navy, no white Navy-just 

one Navy- the United Stace Navy."32 

Nine originally recruited Zumwalt in 1962 to work under him when 
Nirz e was Assistant Secretary of Oefense at ISA. In his memoirs, Zum
walt describes working closely with his "mentor and close friend." Zum
walt eventually following Nitze to his position as Secretary of the Navy, as 
Nitze's Execucive Assistant and Senior Aide. Zumwalt was "at Paul's side" 
during che Cuban Missile Crisis and negoti ations leading to the Nuclear 
Test Ban Treaty. Under Ni tze's "tutelage," Zu mw;:ilr writes, he earned a 

"Ph.D. in political-military affairs."33 

Nitze, for his part, rewarded Zumwalt by recommending him to receive 
the rear admiral' s second star two years before others in his Naval Academy 
class were eligible and without having commanded a destroyer squadron 
or cruiser, as was the Navy's tradition. 34 Upon becoming the Navy's young
est-ever rear admiral, Zumwalt commanded a cruiser-destroyer flotilla and 
later became Commander of U.S. Naval Forces in Vietnam before his pro

motion by President Nixon to CNO. 
Zumwalt worked on Diego Garcia from his time with Nitze at ISA and 

maintained the same interest in the base once he left Nitze's staff.35 One of 
Zumwalt's staffers, Admiral Worth H. Bagley, remembered in 1989 how 
Zumwalt wanted to boost the U.S. naval presence in the Indian Ocean, in 
part out of concern for the "growing reliance on high oil imports at a time 



Annex 151

"Absolutely Must Go" 107 

when things were looking unstable." Helped by the 1971 war between India 
and Pakistan, Zumwalt increased the pace of deployments in the ocean. 

"He went out himself and visited the ... African countries, " Bagley ex
plained. "Looking into the question of bases and things of that sort .... 
To see if he could find some economical way to increase base and crisis 
support possibilities there." 36 

"In dealing with Diego Garcia also?" Bagley's interviewer suggested. 
"Moorer did that . Zumwalt finished it up for him," Bagley replied.37 
And so Zumwalt did. Once Nitze and Admiral Moorer had secured 

funding from Congress, Zumwalt focused on removing Diego Garcia's 
population to prev ent any construction delays. At a December 10, 1970 
meeting, CNO Zumwalt told his deputies that he wanted to "push the 
British to get the copra workers off Diego Garcia prior to the commence
ment of construction," scheduled to begin in March 1971. 38 

A secret letter confirmed British receipt of the order to remove the Cha
gossians: "The United States Government have recently confirmed that 
their security arrangements at Diego Garcia will require the removal of the 
entire population of the atoll. ... This is no surprise. We have known since 
1965 that if a defence facility were established we should have to resettle 
elsewhere the contract copra workers who live there." 39 

As both governments prepared for the deportations and the start of con
struction, the U.S. embassies in London and Pore Louis began recommending 
that the Navy use some Chagossians as manual laborers for the construction. 
Zumwalt refused. Two days after his December 17 order redressing racial 
discrimination in the Navy, Zumwalt stressed that by the end of construction 
all inhabitants should be moved to their "permanent other home." 

In a small note handwritten on the face of Zumwalt's memo, a deputy 
commented, "Probably have no permanent oth er home." 40 

As planning proceeded into January 1971, Zumwalt received a memo
randum from the State Department's Legal Adviser, John R. Stevenson, 
bearing on the deportations and the speed with which they would be ac
complished. In the memo, Stevenson discussed "several legal considerations 
affecting US-UK responsibilities toward the 400 inhabitants of Diego 
Garcia." He pointed out that the 1966 U.S.-U.K. agreement "provides 
certain safeguards for the inhabitants," noting as well the commitment of 
both nations under the UN Charter to make the interests of inhabitants 
living in non-self-governing territories "paramount": 

Although the responsibility for carrying out measures to ensure the 
welfare of the inhabitants lies with the UK, the US is charged under 
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the [ 1966] Agreement with facilitating these arrangements. London 
10391 [embassy memo] states that the US constrained the UK 
from discussing the matter with the GOM pending the outcome of 
our Congressional appropriations legislation. In light of this, we are 
under a particular responsibility not to pressure the UK into meet
ing a time schedule which may not provide sufficient time in which 
to satisfactorily arrange for the welfare of the inhabitants. Beyond 
this, their removal is to accommodate US needs, and the USG will, 
of course , be considered to share the responsibility with the UK by 
the inhabitants and other nations if satisfactory arrangements are 
not made. 41 

A day after Zumwalt received Stevenson's warning, two Navy officials 
were in the Seychelles to meet with the commissioner and administrator 
of the BIOT, Sir Bruce Greatbatch and John Todd . Together, they made 
plans for emptying the western half of Diego Garcia before the arrival 
of Navy "Seabee" construction teams, the "segregation" of Chagossians 
from the Seabees, and the "complete evacuation" of Diego Garcia by July.42 
Greatbatch and Todd explained that this was the fastest they could get rid 
of the population other than to "drop Ilois on pier at Mauritius and sail 
away quickly."43 

Two weeks later a nine-member Navy reconnaissance party arrived on 
Diego Garcia with Todd and Moulinie & Co. director Paul Moulinie. On 
January 24, Todd and Moulinie ordered everyone on the island to the man
ager's office at East Point. Dressed in white and perched on the veranda 
of the office overlooking the assembled crowd, Todd announced that the 
BIOT was closing Diego Garcia and the plantations. The BIOT, he added, 
would move as many people as possible to Peros Banhos and Salomon. 

A black-and -white photograph of the scene shows the islanders staring 
in disbelief (see figure 6.1). Some "of the Ilois asked whether they could 
return to Mauritius instead and receive some compensation for leaving 
their 'own country. "'44 Not unlike the Bikinians before them, most were 
simply stunned .45 

When given the "choice" between deportation to Mauritius or to Peros 
Banhos or Salomon, most elected to remain in Chagos. Many Seychellois 
workers and their Chagos-born children were deported to the Seychelles. 
Some Chagossians resigned themselves to deportation directly to Mauritius. 

Many Chagossians say that they were promised land, housing, and 
money upon reaching Mauritius. 46 Moulinie's nephew and company em
ployee Marcel Moulinie swore in a 1977 court statement that he "told the 
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Figure 6.1 Closing Diego Garcia, January 24, 1971. The BIOT announces the 
deportations, John Todd at center, hand on forehead; Paul Moulinie at right, in 
white hat. Courtesy Chagos Refugees Group, Willis Prosper. 

labourers that it was quite probable that they would be compensated." 
He continued, "I do not recall saying anything more than that. I was in
structed to tell them that they had to leave and that is what I did." 47 

Within days, a Navy status report detailed the progress of the depor
tations: 

Relocation of the copra workers is proceeding in a satisfactory 
manner. The Administrator of the BIOT has given his assurance 
that the three small settlements on the western half of the atoll will 
be moved immediately to the eastern half All copra producing 
activities on the western half will also cease immediately. The BIOT 
ship NORDVAER is relocating people from Diego Garcia to Peros 
Banhos, Salomon Islands, and the Seychelles on a regular basis.48 

On February 4, a State-Defense message directed all government person
nel to "Avoid all direct participation in resettlement of Ilois on Mauritius." 
The cable explained that "basic responsibility [is] clearly British," and that 
the United States was under "no obligation [to] assist with" the resettle
ment. On the other hand, the departments conceded, the government had 
some obligation to give the British "sufficient time" to adequately ensure 

--
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**** 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF '.'\AVAL OPERATIONS .~ . . 

/() Ft- · 71 . ·.' ···.3-2(.-71 
,no Co111ml :;;J . rn .. 1e) 

CN:O COMMENT SHEET 

Suhj: Copra workers on Diego Garcia 

Rd: Op-61 memo ser 01846P61 of 24 Mar 1971 

I. The CI\O muilc tl1<: following r,omrnent/nolulion 011 
rekrcnte,l makrial: 

Absolutely must go. 

Figure 6.2 CNO Comment Sheet, Admiral Elmo Russell 
Zumwalt, Jr., Navy Yard, Washington, DC, 1971. Naval 
Historical Center. 

the welfare of the islanders. "USG also realizes," the telegram stated, "it will 
share in any criticism levied at the British for failing to meet their responsi
bilities re inhabitants' welfare."49 

ECHOES OF CONRAD 

The pace of deportations continued unabated, and within a few months, 
Marcel Moulinie and other company agents had forced all Chagossians 
on the western side of Diego Garcia, including the villages of Norwa and 
Pointe Marianne, to leave their homes and land to resettle on the eastern 
side of the atoll. 50 

On March 9, a landing party arrived on Diego to prepare for the arrival 
of a Seabee construction battalion later that month. Within days, unex
pected reports came back to Navy headquarters from the advance team. 

The commander "warns of possible bad publicity re the so-called 'copra 
workers,"' a Deputy CNO wrote. "He cites ... fine old man who's been 
there 50 years. There's a feeling the UK haven't been completely above 
board on this. We don't want another Culebra," he said, referring to the 
opposition and negative publicity faced by the Navy during major protests 
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in Puerto Rico against 1970 plans to deport Culebra's people and use their 
island as a bombing range. 51 

"Relocation of persons," Captain E. L. Cochrane, Jr . admitted to the 
Deputy CNO four days after the Seabees began construction, "is indeed 
a potential trouble area and could be exploited by opponents to our ac
tivities in the Indian Ocean." He added, ''A newsman so disposed could 
pose questions that would result in a very damaging report that long time 
inhabitants of Diego Garcia are being torn away from their family homes 
because of the construction of a sinister U.S. 'base."' 52 

The Navy, Pentagon, and State concluded, however, "that the advan
tages of having a station on an island which has no oth er inhabitants 
makes it worth the risk to ask the British to carry out the relocation." In 
fact, Cochrane wrote, the advantages of having the British relocate the 
inhabitants were "so great that the United States should adopt a strict 'let 
the British do it' policy while at the same time keeping as well informed as 
possible on the actual relocation activities."53 

Weighing the concerns of the advance party and Cochrane 's recommen
dation, Zumwalt had the final say. On a comm ent sheet with the subject 
line "Copra workers on Diego Garcia," Zumwalt had three words: 

''Absolutely must go." 54 
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"ON THE RACK" 

With the money finally secured from Congress and the British taking 
charge of the final deportations, the Navy set to work building its base. 
"Resembling an amphibious landing during World War II," writes a for
mer Navy officer who worked on the project, "Seabees landed on Diego 
Garcia in March 1971 to begin construction." 1 A tank landing ship, an at
tack cargo ship, two military sealift command charter ships, and two dock 
landing ships descended on Diego with at least 820 soldiers and equip
ment to construct a communications station and an 8,000-foot airstrip. 
The Seabees brought in heavy equipment, setting up a rock crusher and a 
concrete block factory. They used Caterpillar bulldozers and chains to rip 
coconut trees from the ground. They blasted Diego's reef with explosives 
to excavate coral rock for the runway. Diesel fuel sludge began fouling the 
water. 2 

According to many Chagossians, there were threats that they would be 
bombed or shot if they did not leave the island. Children hid in fear as mil
itary aircraft began flying overhead. 3 The Washington Post's David Ottaway 
later reported that "one old man ... recalled being told by an unidentified 
American official: 'If you don't leave you won't be fed any longer."' 4 

Navy officials continued to pressure their British counterparts to com
plete the deportations as quickly as possible. On April 16, the United 
Kingdom issued BIOT Immigration Ordinance #1 making it a criminal 
offense for anyone except authorized military personnel to be on the islands 
without a permit. A State Department official in the Office of the Assis
tant Secretary for Africa later acknowledged, "In order to meet our self
imposed timetable, their evacuation was undertaken with a haste which 
the British could claim has prevented careful examination of resettlement 
needs." 5 Construction continued unabated, with the runway operational 
by July 1971. 

112 
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Figure 7.1 M.V Nordv£r, 1968. The BIOT cargo 
ship used to deport Chagossians, at times with more 
than 100 aboard. Photo courtesy of Kirby Crawford. 

The BIOT administration and its Moulinie & Co. agents continued 
to remove families to Peros Banhos and Salomon. Some Chagossians re
fused but were told they had no choice but to leave. Marcel Moulinie and 
other Moulinie & Co. agents reiterated that there would be no more work. 
There would be no more transportation to and from the island, food stores 
had run out, and the boats were taking away the salvageable plantation 
infrastructure. 

For the voyage, passengers were generally allowed to take a small box of 
their belongings and a straw bed mat. Most of their possessions and all their 
animals were left behind. In August 1971, the BIOT dispatched its 500-
ton cargo ship, the M.V. Nordv&r, to Diego to remove the last families from 
the island. When the Nordv&r experienced engine troubles before reaching 
Diego, the BIOT administration sent another ship, the Isle of Farquhar, to 
continue the removals. 6 By then food supplies were running dangerously 
low, and BIOT officials started considering asking for emergency assistance. 
The Navy's Seabee contingent eventually shipped food and medical supplies 
across the lagoon to sustain the remaining islanders. 7 

In the days before the last inhabitants of Diego Garcia were removed, 
BIOT commissioner Sir Bruce Greatbatch sent the order to Moulinie & 
Co. to kill the Chagossians' pet dogs and any other remaining dogs on the 
island. Marcel Moulinie, who had been left to manage Diego Garcia, was 
responsible for carrying out the extermination. 

According to Moulinie, he first tried to shoot the dogs with the help 
of Seabees armed with M16 rifles. When this failed as an expeditious 
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extermination method, he attempted to poison the dogs with strychnine. 
This too failed. Sitting in his home overlooking a secluded beach in the 
Seychelles 33 years later, Moulinie explained to me how he finally used 
raw mear co lure the dogs into a sealed copra-drying shed, the kalorifer. 
Locking chem in the shed, he gassed the howling dogs with exhaust piped 
in from U.S. military vehicles. Setting coconut husks ablaze, he burnt the 
dogs' carcasses in the shed. 8 The Chagossians were left to watch and pon
der their fate. 

THE FINAL DEPORTATIONS 

After the Isle of Farquhar took a load of Chagossians and Seychellois from 
Diego, a repaired Nordvar returned to remove the final inhabitants. "There 
was a crowd of people there and a lot of them were crying," Marcel Mouli
nie remembered. "People were upset about" the killing of their dogs, "as 
well as being upset about having co leave the islands. I persuaded Marcel 
[Ono, a Diego Garcia commandeur] that he had to go as there were no 
more rations on the island and the boat had not brought in any food. The 
stores had been removed and there was no way of feeding anyone .... I last 
saw him as he walked on to the boat." With U.S. military personnel look
ing on shortly before the end of October 1971, the last boatload steamed 
away from Diego Garcia.9 

Chagossians and others report that the boats were terribly overcrowded 
and that the open seas were often rough on the initial 1,200-mile, four
day journey to the Seychelles. 'lhe Nordvar had cabin passenger space for 
twelve and deck sp:ice for sixty (accommodating a total of 72 passengers). 
On the last voyage, 146 were packed on the vessel. At the orders of Sir 
Bruce Greatbatch, Diego's horses were given the best places on deck. All 
but a few Chagossians made the trip exposed to the elements elsewhere 
on deck or in the hold, sitting and sleeping on a cargo of copra, coconucs, 
company equipment, and guano-bird feces. Many became ill during rhe 
passage, vomiting on deck and in the hold. Two women are reported to 
have miscarried.10 

Moulinie recalled: 

The boat was very overcrowded. The boat deck was covered with 
stores, the belongings of the labourers, and a lot of labourers were 
traveling on deck. Greatbatch had insisted that the horses be car
ried back to Mahe and these were on deck with the labourers. The 
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labourers also traveled in the holds. This was not unusual but there 
were more people than usual in them. The holds also held a lot of 
copra being taken out of Diego. When the boat finally arrived the 
conditions were filthy. They had taken four days to travel and many 
of the women and children were sick. The boat deck was covered in 
manure, urine and vomit and so was the hold. 11 

When the Nordvar arrived in the Seychelles, offioading the islanders 
before the second leg of the journey, another 1,200 miles to Mauritius, 
Moulinie & Co. arranged to have their management housed in hotels. The 
Chagossians were housed in a prison. 12 

A VOICE IN THE BUREAUCRACY 

With the arrival in Mauritius of the last islanders from Diego Garcia, 
the U.S. Embassy in Port Louis grew increasingly concerned about the 
condition of what officials described as "1300 miserable and uneducated 
refugees."13 

"The USG has a moral responsibility for the well-being of these people 
who were involuntarily moved at our request," the embassy argued to the 
State Department i.n Washington. U.S. moral responsibility was especially 
heavy given that the government had "resisted GOM and HMG efforts to 
permit llois to remain as employees of the facility." Even if legally speak
ing "primary responsibility" lay with the British, the Pore Louis mission 
believed, the U.S. Government was responsible for ordering the removal 
and was vulnerable to criticism in public and at the UN. 14 

The embassy was equally unhappy about the lack of resettlement plan
ning: "To our knowledge,' the mfasion cabled, "there exists no operative 
plan and no firm a!Jocation of funds co compensate them for the hardship 
of the transfer from their former home and their loss of livelihood." While 
the British were still in the midst of convincing the Mauritian Govern
ment to create a resettlement plan, such a scheme was "foredoomed," first, 
because of the "political impossibility" of giving special resources to the 
Chagossians while unemployed Hindus, Muslims, and Afro-Mauritians 
received nothing, and second, because of the Mauritian Government's own 
inability to make use of current British aid money, let alone new funds for 
a special Chagossian project. 15 

"The plight of the Ilois," the embassy wrote, "is a classic example of 
perpetuation of hardship through bureaucratic neglect." "The Embassy 
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believes we have regrettably neglected our obligation toward them. We 

recommend that early and specific exchanges with HMG be undertaken in 

order to assure the welfare of the Ilois and that authority for this essentially 

political matter be appropriately centralized within the Department." 16 

The primary author of these remarkable cables was Henry Precht, the 

deputy to the ambassador in an embassy of just seven {Precht later worked 

on Iran at the State Department, playing a key role in the Carter admin

istration's handling of the hostage crisis). Now living in the Washington 

area, Precht remembered that the Navy "didn't want to be bothered. They 

wanted an all-American facility," free of any labor problems, health issues, 

or anything that would have "complicated life there." It was "much neater" 

without the islanders, he said. 

For three months, Precht and Amba ssador William Brewer cabled 

strongly worded reports about the Chago ssians, dem anding, "Justice 

should be done." Lambasting the "inadequate and cavalier treatment so far 

accorded the Ilois," they traded charged dispatches with an undersecretary 

of the Air Force and others in the bureaucracy over the U.S. Government's 

responsibility. 17 It was "absurd" to say, as some in the bureaucracy contin

ued to maintain, that Diego Garcia had "no fixed population, " given its 

history of habitation dating to the eighteenth century. Moreover, "DOD 

acknowledged its responsibility for the removal of the Ilois by payment 

of $14 million to HMG." Precht and Brewer wrote that the Government 

didn't fulfill its obligation to the Chagossians by its $14 million payment, 

pointing out correctly that most of the money seemed to have gone toward 

building an international airport in the Seychelles. 

"The point of our exercise," they said, is char ''the USG sliuulJ n1ah 

rnre rhat the British do an adequate job of compensation." 18 (Around the 

same time Brewer was also helping to "burnish the Diego public rela

tions image" in Mauritius by delivering 3,000 bags of Christmas candy 

prepared by Navy personnel on Diego to underprivileged and children's 

groups. 19
) 

I asked Precht why he thought no one else spoke out on behalf of the 

Chagossians. "There weren't very many of them," he replied. "They didn't 

add up to much of a problem. They were easily pushed aside." And it 

would have taken someone in Washington, he said, to have enough inter

est "to pursue it. And pursuing something in Washington" takes a lot of 

political energy. It can be quite a "profitless enterprise." 

Adam Hochschild's exploration of violence perpetrated by the Belgian 

Empire in the Congo helps explain Precht 's observation: Because Belgian 

authorities sanctioned violence against the Congolese, "for a white man to 

rebel meant challenging the entire system that provided your livelihood. 
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Everyone around you was participating. By going along with the system, 
you were paid, promoted, awarded medals." 20 

As the embassy's failed protests show, challenges to the expulsion would 
likely have been fruitless save for those originating at the highest levels of 
the bureaucracy, from people like Nitze, Komer, Zumwalt, Moorer, Mc
Namara, and Rusk. "The individual bureaucrat cannot squirm out of the 
apparatus in which he is harnessed," Max Weber wrote half a century ear
lier. "The professional bureaucrat is chained to his activity by his entire ma
terial and ideal existence. In the great majority of cases, he is only a single 
cog in an ever-moving mechanism which prescribes to him an essentially 
fixed route of march. l11e official is entrusted with specialized tasks and 
normally the mechanism cannot be put into motion or arrested by him, 
but only from the very top." 21 

Back in the State Department bureaucracy in Washington, James Bishop 
was the desk officer who received Precht and Brewer's cables. "Vaguely" re
calling the dispatches when I spoke to him in early 2008, Bishop said they 
came a "considerable time" before human rights "became a major part of 
our diplomacy." 1his "was the Kissinger era," when the Secretary of State 
and National Security Adviser was "chastising" the African bureau "as a 
bunch of missionaries." Plus, the Chagossians were not a very high issue on 
State's agenda when it came to relations with Bishop's "parish" Mauritius. 
On the other hand, he said, "there wasn't any question about their being 
recent arrivals . It was their homeland." Bishop added, "I do recall feeling 
that they were going to get screwed." 

Jonathan "Jock" Stoddart had responsibility at the State Department 
for much of the implementation of the removals. I asked Stoddart if any
one investigated the embassy's reports. 

"My answer would be, I don't think so," Stoddart replied from his 
apartment at The Jefferson, a retirement facility in the Washington, D.C. 
suburbs. "I doubt if the Navy sent somebody that was interested in human 
rights out to Diego to look into this. I think the Navy's attitude was, accept 
what the British say, and turn a blind eye to whatever was going on." 

State and Defense officials seemed to choose the same tack. "It was, I would 
say, an issue that was lurking in the background but generally ignored," Stod
dart said. "We were all leaving the whole problem up to the British-to jus
tify, rationalize, whatever. We were quite aware that our original-the original 
information that we had received from the British was wrong: that this was an 
uninhabited archipelago. I think we fully accepted that fact." 

Still, "this is one of the best deals the United States has ever negotiated," 
Stoddart added, from his apartment complex named for the president 
known for one of the nation's earliest land acquisitions. 
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"For a change," he said, it came "at a minimal cost." 
The official response to Precht and Brewer from higher-ups in the State 

and Defense bureaucracies was a February cable from the State Depart

ment. "Basic responsibility" for the Chagossians lay with the British, the 

telegram said; but it directed the embassy in London to inform the Foreign 

and Commonwealth Office of the U.S. Government's "concern" over their 

treatment. The State Department conceded internally (in its clipped bu

reaucratic language), "USG also realizes it may well share in any criticism 

levied at British for failing meet their responsibilities re inhabitants' wel

fare." Concerned about the removal's Cold War implications, State added: 

"Continued failure resolve these issues exposes both HMG and USG to 

local criticism which could be picked up and amplified elsewhere."22 

Former national security officials Anthony Lake and Roger Morris, who 

resigned from the Nixon administration to protest the invasion of Cambo

dia, describe memoranda from Washington like these and the effect of the 

geographical and, as they say, spiritual distance between decision makers 

and those affected by their decisions: 

We remember, more clearly than we care co, the well carpeted 

stillness and isolation of those government offices where some of 

the Pentagon Papers were first written. The efficient staccato of 

the typewriter , the antiseptic whiteness of nicely margined memo

randa, the affable, authoritative and always urbane men who wrote 

them-all of it is a spiritual as well as geographic world apart from 

piles of decomposing bodies in a ditch outside Hue or a village 

bombed in Laos, the burn ward of a children's hospital in Saigon, 

u1' even a cemetery or veteran's hospital here. It was possible in that 

isolated atmosphere, and perhaps psychologically necessary, to dull 

one's awareness of the direct link between those memoranda and 

the human sufferings with which they were concerned. 23 

In the summer of 1972, the State Department sent Precht to Tehran 

and Brewer to fill the place of the assassinated ambassador to Sudan. 

DETERIORATING CONDITIONS 

At about the time that Brewer was on his way to Khartoum, the Brit

ish secured the agreement of the Mauritian Government to receive the 

Chagossians. Despite the fact that a majority of the Chagossians said they 
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wanted to receive compensation in cash, a planned Anglo-Mauritian re
habilitation scheme called for the provision of housing, pig breeding jobs 
(never a significant economic activity in Chagos), and some cash payments. 
On September 4, 1972, Mauritian Prime Minister Ramgoolam accepted 
£650,000 to resettle the Chagossians, including the remaining few hun
dreds who were still to be removed from Peros Banhos and Salomon. 

British officials realized that the project was "under-costed" for an ad
equate resettlement, but were happy to have struck such a cheap deal. 
Precht had earlier weighed in on the likelihood of the resettlement plan's 
working: "We doubt it."24 The resettlement was never implemented, and 
Chagossians saw almost none of the £650,000 for more than five years. 

After the emptying of Diego Garcia, around 370 Chagossians remained 
in Peros Banhos and Salomon. Like those who went to Mauritius and the 
Seychelles, those who went from Diego Garcia to Peros and Salomon had 
been required to leave most of their possessions, furniture, and animals in 
Diego. They received Rs500 (about $90) as a "disturbance allowance" to 
compensate them for the costs of reestablishing their lives. Those going to 
Mauritius and the Seychelles received nothing. 

The neglect of Peros Banhos and Salomon by the BIOT and Mouli
nie & Co. continued as it had on Diego Garcia, and conditions worsened 
dramatically in 1972 and 1973. Food supplies declined and Chagossians 
remember how their diet became increasingly dependent on fish and coco
nuts. When milk supplies ran out, women fed their children a thin, watery 
mixture of coconut milk and sugar. Medicines and medical supplies ran 
out. With even ripe coconuts in short supply, people ate the spongy, over
ripe flesh of germinated nuts. The remaining staff in each island's hospital 
left, and the last school, in Peros Banhos, closed. 

In June 1972, the Nordva:r continued emptying Peros and Salomon. At 
least 53 left on this one voyage, telling BIOT agents they wished to "re
turn later to the islands," hopeful that conditions would improve. 25 Again 
Chagossians say conditions on the ship were terrible. Marie Therese Mein, 
a Chagossian woman married to the departing manager of Peros Banhos, 
described the voyage: 

Our conditions were somewhat better than the other suffering 
passengers since we were given a small cabin [because her husband 
was the manager], but we had to share this between my husband, 
myself and our 8 children. We could not open the portholes since 
the ship was heavily laden, and the sea would splash in if we did. It 
was therefore extremely hot and uncomfortable. Many people were 
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in much worse conditions than us, having to hare a cargo com
paronent with a cargo of coconuts, horses and rortoi es. Some had 
to sleep on cop of the deck of the ship. No meals were provided, 
and the captain, a Mr. Tregarclen, cold the families co prepare their 
own meals. By contrast the horses were fed grass. The passage wa 
rough and many of the passengers were seasick. There was udne and 
manure .&om the horses on the lower deck. The captain decided co 
jettison a large pare of the cargo of coconuts in order to lessen the 
risk of being unk. The whole complement of passengers suffered 
both from an extremely rough passage and from bad smells of ani
mals and were sick and weary after the 6 day crossing. 26 

Mein was three months pregnant at the time. She miscarried a day after 
arriving in the Seych lles. 

A subsequent voyage of the Nordvttr had 120 Chagossians on board, 
nearly cwke its maxitnum capacity.27 In December 1972, BIOT admin
istrator Todd reported chat Salomon had do ed, with all its inhabitants 
moved to Peros Banho or deported co Mauritius or the eychelles. A small number of hagossians remained in Peros, with only enough food co last 
until late March or April. 

Early in 1973, Moulini e & Co. agents informed the remaining Chagos
ians that they would have co leave. At the end of April with food supplies 

exhausted, the Nordvt£r left Peros Banhos with 133 Chagossians aboard. 
Th Nordvt2r arrived in Mauritius on April 29. 

By this time, however, the Chagossians on the NordvtZr had heard about 
rhe face of others arriving in Mauritius. They refused co disembark. 1l1ey demanded chat thl".y be returned co Chagos or receive hous~ in Mauritius. 
After nearly a week of protest and negotiations , 30 families received a small 
amount of money and dilapidated houses in two of the poorest neighbor
hoods of Pore Louis. 

A month lacer, on May 26, 1973, the N01dv£r made its final voyage, removing 8 men , 9 women, and 29 children from Peros Banhos. The ex
pulsion from Chagos was complete . 

EXPANSION 

As early as Christmas Day, l972, Bob Hope and Red Foxx were cracking 
jokes for rhe troops on Diego Garcia as part of a USO special. 28 hortly before the final deportations from Peros Banhos in I 973, the Seabees corn-
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pleted their 8,000-foot runway and made the communications station op
erational. By October, the Navy was using the base to fly P-3 surveillance 

planes to support Israel during the 1973 Arab-Israeli war-quite a feat for 
a mere communications station. 29 

As Nitze and others in the U.S. Government had hoped, the original 
"austere communications facility" on Diego Garcia served as a nucleus for 
what became a rapidly expanding base. Before the base was operational, 
Zumwalt was already asking others in the Navy in 1972, "What do we do 
in 74, 75, and 76 for Diego Garcia?" referring to expansion ideas for the 
upcoming fiscal years. 30 

Restricted to the use of the Azores as its only base from which to resup
ply Israel during the October war, the Navy soon submitted an "emer
gency'' request for $4.6 million in additional construction funds. The 
Pentagon turned them down. Within weeks, the Navy submitted a request 
to the Pentagon for an almost $32 million expansion of the base over three 
years, to include ship support facilities and a regular air surveillance capac
ity. Days later, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff Admiral Moorer sent 
a recommendation to Secretary of Defense James Schlesinger to expand 
the base beyond the new request, including a runway extension to accom
modate B-52 bombers. In January 1974, the Air Force asked for a $4.5 
million construction budget of its own. 31 

After an initial supplemental appropriation for fiscal year 1974 was de
ferred to the 1975 budget, additional appropriations for Diego Garcia soon 
became a minor political battle between the Ford administration and Demo
cratic senators concerned about U.S. military expansion and a growing arms 
race with the Soviet Union in the Indian Ocean. Hearings were held in both 
houses of Congress. Amendments to defeat the expansion and to force arms 
negotiations in the Indian Ocean were introduced but defeated. Congress 
made new funding contingent on the President affirming that the expan
sion was "essential to the national interest of the United States," which Ford 
quickly did. "In particular," his justification said, "the oil shipped from the 
Persian Gulf area is essential to the economic well-being of modern indus
trial societies. It is essential that the United States maintain and periodically 
demonstrate a capability to operate military forces in the Indian Ocean." 32 

During House committee hearings, State Department representative 
George Vest was asked, was there "any question about Diego Garcia being 
in the open sea lanes?" 

"No, it is open sea," he replied, before volunteering, "and uninhabited." 
"There are no inhabitants in Diego Garcia?" queried Representative 

Larry Winn of Kansas. 



Annex 151

122 Chapter Seven 

"No inhabitants," Vest answered. 
"None at all?" 

Within weeks the Pentagon won appropriations for fiscal years 1975 

and 1976 totaling more than $30 million. 33 

CONGRESSIONAL HEARINGS 

On September 9, 1975, a page-one Washington Post headline read, "Island

ers Were Evicted for U.S. Base." Reporter David Ottaway had become the 

first in the Western press to break the story. Democratic Senators Edward 

Kennedy of Massachusetts and John Culver of Iowa, who had opposed 

the expansion of the base, took to the floor of the Senate to propose an 

amendment demanding the Ford administration explain the circumstances 

surrounding the expulsion and the role of the U.S. Government in the re

movals. The amendment passed. A month later the administration submit-

ted to Congress a nine-page response drafted by State and Defense. J 
The "Report on the Resettlement of Inhabitants of the Chagos Archi

pelago" described how Chagos had been inhabited since the late eighteenth 

century, and that "despite the basically transitory nature of the population 

of these islands, there were some often referred to as 'Ilois' .... In the ab

sence of more complete data," the report said, "it is impossible to establish 

the status of these persons and to what extent, if any, they formed a distinct 

community." 31 

The report explained the removals by saying that the 1966 U.S.-U.K. 

agreement envisioned rhe rota! evacuation uf tht: blauJs for military pur

poses, citing three reasons for wanting the islands uninhabited: security, 

British concerns about the costs of maintaining civil administration, and 

Navy concerns about "social problems ... expected when placing a mili

tary detachment on an isolated tropical island alongside a population with 

an informal social structure and a prevalent cash wage of less than $4.00 

per month." 35-this was a polite way of referring to trumped up, racist 

fears about prostitution and other unwanted sexual and romantic relations 

between military personnel and the islanders. 

As to the deportations, the report said, ''All went willingly." It con

tinued, "No coercion was used and no British or U.S. servicemen were 

involved." Although acknowledging that the "resettlement doubtless 

entailed discomfort and economic dislocation," the report concluded, 

"United States and United Kingdom officials acted in good faith on the 
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7.2 U.S. Government officials. Top from left: Adm. Arleigh Burke, Adm. Horacio 
Rivero, Paul Nitze. Bottom from left: Robert McNamara, Adm. Thomas Moorer, 
Adm. Elmo Zumwalt . Photos credits: Admirals courtesy Naval Historical Center; 
Nitze courtesy Harry S. Truman Library and Museum; McNamara courtesy 
Lyndon Baines Johnson Library and Museum. 

basis of the information available to them ." The last sencence of the report 
offered the Ford administration 's final position: "There is no oucstancLlng 
US obligation to underwrite the cost of additional assistance for the per
sons affected by the resettlement from che Chagos Islands."36 

When the House Special Subcommittee on Investigations called for a 
day of hearings, administ rat ion representatives held firm. On November 
4, 1975, Democrat subcommittee chair Lee H. Hamilton * asked State De
partment representative George T. Churchill if he considered the charac
terization '"all went willingly' to be a fair disclosure of the facts." 

"In the sense that no coercion at all was used," Churchill replied. 
"No coercion was used when you cut off their jobs? What other coer

cion do you need? Are you talking about putting them on the rack?"37 

• Hamilton co-chaired the Iraq Study Group following the 2003 invasion. 

I 
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Figure 7.3 "Aunt Rita," wearing her best for a Chagos 

Refugees Group festival and fundraising event, 2004. 

Photo by author. 

At another point in the hearings Hamilton probed further with 

Churchill: "Is it the position of our Government now, that we have no 

responsibility toward these islanders? Is that our position?" 

"We have no legal responsibility," Churchill replied. "We are con

cerned . We recently discussed the matter with the British. The British 

have discussed it with the Mauritian Government. We have expressed our 

concern." 
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"It is our basic position that it is up to the British. Is that it?" Hamilton 
pressed . 

"It is our basic position that these people originally were a British re
sponsibility and are now a Mauritian responsibility," Churchill explained. 

"We have no responsibility, legal or moral?" 
"We have no legal responsibility. Moral responsibility is a term, sir, that 

I find difficult to assess."38 

Before testimony's end, Churchill said that it was the position of the 
Government not to allow the Chagossians to return to their homeland. 
Congress has never again taken up the issue. 
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Introduction 

1. Chagossians born in Chagos spoke Chagos Kreol, one of a group of Indian 
Ocean French Kreol languages, including Mauriti an Kreol and Seselwa (Seychel
lois Kreol). Their vocabulary is largely French while also incorporating words from 
English , Arabic, and several African , Indian, and Chin ese language s; the under
lying grammar for the Kreols appears to come from Bantu languag es. Speakers 
of th e various Kreols can understand each other, but Chagos Kreol is distinct in 
some of its vocabulary and pronunci ation. Most Chagossians have lost most of 
the distinctive featur es of the langu age over four decades in exile. See Philip Baker 
and Chris Corne, Isle de France Creole: Affiniti es and Origins (n. p.: Karo ma, 1982); 
Robert A. Papen, "The French-based Creoles of the Indian Ocean : An Analy
sis and Comparison" (Ph.D. diss., University of California, San Diego, 1978). 
Throughout I use the word Kreol to identify languages and the word Creole when 
used to identify peopl e of generally African ancestry who are socially categorized 
as such in Mauritius and Seychelles. 

2. Auguste Toussain t, History of the Indian Ocean, trans. June Guicharnaud 
(London: Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1966), 110. 

3. David Vine, "The Former Inhabitants of the Chagos Archipel ago as an In
digenous People: Analyzing the Evidence," report for Washington College of Law, 
American University , Washington, DC, July 9, 2003. 

4. Robert Scott , Limuria: The Lesser Dependencies of Mauritius (Westport, CT: 
Greenwood Press, 1976[1961]), 242. 

5. Stuart B. Barber, letter to Paul B. Ryan, April 26, 1982, 3. My thanks to 
Richard Barber for his help with many important details about his father's life and 
for providing this and other invaluabl e documents . 

205 
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6. Ibid., 3. 
7. Horacio Rivero, "Long Range Requirements for the Southern Oceans," en

closure, memorandum co Chief of Naval Op erations, May 21, 1960, NHC: 00 

Files, 1960, Box 8, 5710, 2 . Admi ral Horacio Rivero credi ted Barber with doing 

most of the writing for the Long Range Obj ectives Group that produced this 

document . 
8. Rivero,.-"Long Rang e Requirements," 2. 

9. Horacio Rivero, "Assuring a Future Base Structu re in the African-Indi an 

Ocean Area," enclosure, memorandum to Chief of Naval Operations, July 11, 

1960, NHC: 00 Files, 1960, Box 8, 5710; see also Monoranjan Bezboruah, US. 

Strategy in the Indian Ocean: The International Response (New York: Praeger Pub

lishers, 1977), 58. 
10. Barber, letter to Ryan, April 26, 1982, 3. 

11. Roy L. John son, memoran dum for Depu ty Chief of Naval Operations 

(Plans & Policy), July 2 1 1958, NH C: 00 Files, 1958, Box 4, A4-2 Status of 

Shore Stations , 2- 3. See also Bezboruah, U.S. Strategy in the Indian Ocean, 58; 

Vycautas B. Bandjunis, Diego Garcia: Creation of the Indian Ocean Base (San Jose, 

CA: Writer's Showcase, 2001), 2. 

12. Massimo Calabresi, "Postcard: Diego Garcia," Time, Septem ber 24, 

2007, 8. 
l 3. GlobalSecurity.org, "Diego Garcia 'Cam p Justice,"' http://www.global 

security.org/milita ry/facili ty/d iego-garcia.htm. 

14. See, e.g., Peter Hayes, Lyuba Zarsky, and Walden Bello, Am erican Lake: 

Nuclear Peril in the Pacific (Vicroria, Australia: Penguin Books, 1986), 439-46. 

15. Michael C. Desch, When the 77Jird World Matters: Latin A merican and 

United States Grand Strategy (Baltimore, MD: Johns Ho pkin s University Press, 

1993), 152-53. 
16. GlobalSecurity.org, "Diego Garcia 'Ca mp Justice."' 

17. Neil Hinch, '~I\. T ime of Change," Chagos News 24 (August 2004), 6. 

18. Times On line, "The Secret Downing Street Memo," May l, 2005 , available 

at http: / /r imesonline .co. uk/tol/ news/uk/article38737 4.ece . 

l 9. Stephen Grey, Ghost Plane: The True Story of the CIA Torture Program (New 

York: St. Martin 's Press, 2006); Ian Cobain and Richard Norton-Taylor, "Claims of 

a Secret CIA Jail for Terror Suspects on British Island to Be Investigated," Guard

ian, Octo ber 19, 200 7; Council of Europe, Parliamentary Assembly, "Secret De

tentions and Illegal Transfers of Detainees Involving Cou ncil of Europe Member 

States: Second Report ," explanato ry memorandum, Jun e 7, 2007, Strasbourg, 13. 

20. Democracy N ow, "CIA Admits Used UK Territo ry for Rendition Flights," 

Febru ary 22, 2008, http :/ /www.democracynow.org/2008/2/22/ headlin es#6. 

21. Kevin Sullivan , "U.S. Fueled 'Rendition ' Flights on British Soil," Wash

ington Post, February 22, 2008, Al6; Co bain and Norton-Taylor, "Claims of a 

Secret CIA Jail"; Dun can Campbell and Richard Norton-Ta ylor, "US Accused 

of Holding Terror Suspects on Prison Ships," Guardian, June 2, 2008; Reprieve, 
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"US Government Must Reveal Information about Prison Ships Used for 'Terror 
Suspects,"' press release, June 2, 2008, available at http:/ /www.reprieve.org.uk. 

22. See Vine, "The Former Inhabitants"; David Vine, S. Wojciech Sokolowski, 
and Philip Harvey, "Derasine: The Expulsion and Impoverishment of the Chagos
sian People [Diego Garcia)," expert report for American University Law School, 
Washington, DC, and Sheridans Solicitors, London, April 11, 2005. 

23. I have never been employed or paid by Tigar or anyone connected with the 
suits. The American University law clinic that Tigar supervises paid for some of 
my research expenses in 2001-2 and in 2004. 

24. This book builds on David Vine, "Empire's Footprint: Expulsion and the 
U.S. Military Base on Diego Garcia" (Ph.D. diss., Graduate Center, City Univer
sity of New York, 2006). Despite the significant role that the British Government 
and its officials played in carrying out the expulsion, I focus on the U.S. role for 
three reasons: First, nearly all the literature on Diego Garcia has focused on the 
role of the British Government in organizing the removal process. The literature 
has not, other than in passing, examined the role of the U.S. Government in or
dering and orchestrating the expulsion. This neglect has left some confusion about 
the role of the U.S. Government in creating the base and ordering the expulsion. 
Frequent historical and factual inaccuracies have also appeared in the journalistic 
and scholarly literature (e.g., to whom the base and the territory belong: as it 
should be clear by now, while the territory is technically controlled by Britain 
the base is controlled by the United States, with Diego Garcia de facto U.S. terri
tory). 1hese shortcomings have made a scholarly exploration of the history of the 
U.S. role long overdue. Second, because I have found that the U.S. Government 
ordered the expulsion, I believe any analysis of why the Chagossians were exiled 
must focus on the U.S. role. Third, on a personal level, as one who was born and 
lives in the United States, I was more immediately concerned about the U.S. Gov
ernment's role in the exile. 

25. Because I think social scientists have an obligation to ensure that people par
ticipating in and assisting with our research directly benefit from the research-we 
certainly benefit through grant money, book contracts, articles, speaking engage
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with whom I stayed. As thanks to the Chagos Refugees Group for helping to en
able my research, I periodically worked in the group's office, primarily providing 
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26. In this I was guided by the work of Hugh Gusterson, Nuclear Rites: A Weap
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the development of the base and the expulsion . Throughout, I continually asked 
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in the history of Diego Garcia or who were knowledgeable about the base. 

28. I used these sources and interviews not just to understand the history of 
Diego Garcia and the dynamics of U.S. Empire but also to understand more 
about the actors in the national security bureaucracy themselves. As Derek Greg
ory point s out, the actions of states are not produced "through geopolitics and 
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Present: Afghanistan, Palestine, Iraq (Malden , MA: Blackwell Publishing, 2004), 
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29. Stuart B. Barber, letter to Ryan, April 26, 1982. 
30. Henri Marimootoo, "The Di ego Files," Week-end, serial, May-September 
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31. Exchange of Notes between the Government of the United Kingdom of 

Great Britain and Northern Ireland and the Government of the United States 
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32. "Guidelines for Visits to Diego Garcia," memorandum, August 21, 1992, 
UKTB 3. 
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the first journali sts to visit the island in at last 25 years, Calabresi calculated "the 
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34. Letter to author, May 12, 2004. 
35. Simon Winchester, The Sun Never Sets: Travels to the Remaining Outposts of 

the British Empire (New York: Prentice Hall Press, 1985); "Diego Garcia," Granta 
73 (2001): 207-26. 

36. See, e.g., La Barca: Biog, available at http:/ /labarcaatsea.spaces.live.com/ 
Blog/cns!SCEFC52FCBOE5896!167; Diane Stuemer, "Caught in a Net of Co
lourful Neighbours ," The Ottawa Citizen, February 5, 2001. 
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utility. Department of Defense, "Base Structure Report," 8. 

38. Global Security.org, "Iraq Facilities," http://www.globalsecurity.org/ military 
/facility/iraq.htm; ''Afghanistan Facilities," http:/ /www.globalsecurity.org/military/ 
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Politics," Foreign Affairs 84, no.6 (2005): 79-92; James Bellamy Foster, "A Warning 
to Africa: The New U.S. Imperial Grand Strategy," Monthly Review 58, no. 2(2006), 
available at http:/ /www.monthlyreview.org/0606jbf.htm; Ann Scott Tyson, "Gates, 
U.S. General Back Long Iraq Stay," Washington Post, June 1, 2007, Al 1. 

39. Guy Raz, "U.S. Builds Air Base in Iraq for Long Haul," All Things Consid
ered, National Public Radio, October 12, 2007, http://www.npr.org/templates/ 
story/story. php?storyid= 15184773); Tom Engelhardt, "Baseless Considerations," 
Tom Dispatch.corn, November 5, 2007. 
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lis: University of Minnesota Press, 2007), xvi. 

41. Engelhardt, "Baseless Considerations." 
42. See, e.g., Theresa Hitchens, Michael Katz-Hyman, and Victoria Samson, 

"Space Weapons Spending in the FY 2007 Defense Budget," report, Center for 
Defense Information, Washington, DC, March 6, 2006. 

43. E.g., David Harvey, The New Imperialism (Oxford, UK: Oxford University 
Press, 2003); Neil Smith, American Empire: Roosevelt's Geographer and the Prelude 
to Globalization (Berkeley, CA: University of California Press, 2003); Niall Fer
guson, Colossus: The Price of America's Empire (New York: Penguin Press, 2004); 
Chalmers Johnson, The Sorrows of Empire: Militarism, Secrecy, and the End of the 
Republic (New York: Metropolitan Books, 2004). 

44. G. John Ikenberry, "Illusions of Empire: Defining the New American 
Order," Foreign Affairs 83, no. 2(2004): 144. 

45. See, e.g., Ferguson, Colossus; Michael Ignatieff, "The Burden," New York 
Times Magazine, January 5, 2003. 

46. David Ottaway, "Islanders Were Evicted for U.S. Base," Washington Post, 
September 9, 1975, Al; Washington Post, "The Diego Garcians," editorial, Sep
tember 11, 1975. 

47. U.S. Congress, House, "Diego Garcia, 1975: The Debate over the Base and 
the Island's Former Inhabitants," Special Subcommittee on Investigations, Com
mittee on International Relations, June 5 and November 4, 94th Cong., 1st sess. 
(Washington, DC: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1975). 

48. Catherine Lutz's Home.front, an ethnography of Fayetteville, North Car
olina and the Fort Bragg U.S. Army base, has provided a particularly effective 
model for exploring the costs of militarization and U.S. Empire in the United 
States; in many ways I sought to replicate her study with a base abroad. Catherine 
Lutz, Home.front: A Military City and the American 20th Century (Boston: Beacon, 
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2001). See also Katherine T. McCaffrey, Military Power and Popular Protest: The 
US. Navy in Vieques, Puerto Rico (New Brunswick, NJ: Rutgers University Press, 

2002); Gill, School of the Americas. 
49. With few exceptions, anthropologists have been absent from the debates on 

empire. Amid earlier imperial arguments in the 1960s, Kathleen Gough criticized 

anthropology, "the child of Western imperialism," for having "virtually failed to 

study Western imperialism as a social system, or even adequately to explore the 

effects of imperialism on the societies we studied." More than three decades later, 

Catherine Lutz found there was still almost no anthropological analysis of empire. 

(Kathleen Gough, "New Proposals for Anthropologists," Current Anthropology 9, 

no. 5 (1968): 403, 405; Catherine Lutz, "Making War at Home in the United 

States: Militarization and the Current Crisis," American Anthropologist l 04, no. 3 

[2002]: 732.) 
While there has been some progress in recent years, there should be little sur

prise that a discipline rooted in the imperialism and colonialism of Europe and 

the United States has shied away from making empire and imperialism its im

mediate subject of study (see Talal Asad, "Introduction," in Anthropology and the 

Colonial Encounter, ed. Talal Asad [London: Ithaca Press, 1973]). Notwithstand

ing Mina Davis Caulfield's critique of anthropologists' inattention to empire 

and Laura Nader's still largely ignored exhortation to study the powerful, most 

anthropologists have continued to study the lives of the powerless, the poor, and 

those whose lives have suffered the impact of large-scale forces like imperialism 

(Mina Davis Caulfield, "Culture and Imperialism: Proposing a New Dialectic," 

and Laura Nader, "Up the Anthropologist - Perspectives Gained from Studying 

Up," both in Reinventing Anthropology, ed. Dell Hymes [New York: Pantheon 

Books, 1969]). 
In recent years, there has been progress coward the investigation of empire, par

alleling important new research on elites, policymaking, and policymakers. Cath

PrinP T ,ltt7 h~s c~llt>rl For rhe production of "ethnographies of empire" as a way to 

ethnographically explore the particularities, practices, shifts, and contradictions 

in empire, as well as its costs. In her ethnography of Fayetteville, North Carolina, 

home to the Fort Bragg U.S. Army base, Lutz illustrates the domestic costs of 

militarization and U .S. Empire, providing an important model for investigating 

the international effects of militarization and empire in the lives of the Chagos

sians. (See Lutz, "Making War at Home"; "Empire Is in the Details," American 

Ethnologist 33, no. 4 (2006); Home.front. See also McCaffrey, Military Power and 
Popular Protest; Gill, School of the Americas.) 

Too often, however, many anthropological analyses treat large-scale forces and 

sources of power like imperialism and the U.S. Government, which shape and 

structure people's lives, as abstract givens, without subjecting them to detailed 

analysis of any kind (Michael Burawoy, "Introduction: Reaching for the Global," 

in Global Ethnography, ed. Michael Burawoy et al. [Berkeley, CA: University of 

California Press, 2000], 1-40). To say, as many do, that structural forces shape 
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lives, constrain agency, and create suffering is one thing. To demonstrate how 
these things happen is another. 

This book then is an attempt to build on the need to subject extralocal forces to 
ethnographic investigation and to realize a model for understanding widespread suf
fering developed by Paul Farmer: With suffering, "structured by historically given 
(and often economically driven) processes and forces that conspire ... to constrain 
agency," the task is to derail what the historically given, economically (and politi
cally) driven processes and forces are, how they operate, and how they have shaped 
Chagossians' lives. As Michael Burawoy says, forces "become the topic of investi
gation." (See Paul Farmer, "On Suffering and Structural Violence: A View from 
Below," in Social Suffering, ed. Arthur Kleinman, Veena Das, and Margaret Lock 
[Berkeley, CA: University of California Press, 1997], 261-83; William Roseberry, 
"Understanding Capitalism-Historically, Structurally, Spatially," in Locating Cap
italism in Time and Space, ed. D. Nugent (Palo Alto, CA: Stanford University Press, 
2002), 61-79; Michael Burawoy, "Manufacturing the Global," Ethnography 2, no. 2 
[2001) : 147-59; Burawoy, "Introduction : Reaching for the Global"; Michel-Rolph 
Trouillor, "The Anthropology of the State in the Age of Globalization," Current 
Anthropology 42, no. 1 [200 l]: 125-38; Eric R. Wolf, Europe and the People without 
History [Berkeley, CA: University of California Press, 1982) .) 

At the same time, this corrective would go too far to focus, like many tradi
tional foreign policy scholars, only on the structural dynamics or even the actors 
of U.S. foreign policy while ignoring the effects of foreign policy. I began to see 
that a bifocaled approach offering roughly equal study of the Chagossians and U.S. 
Empire would offer the best way to understand Diego Garcia (see also Gill, School 
of the Americas). The book aims to contribute to scholarship on empire , militari
zation, and foreign policy by subjecting U.S. Empire and its actors to the same 
kind of ethnographic scrutiny most often reserved for imperialism's victims, while 
still attending to the lives affected by the U.S. Empire so often ignored by most 
non-anthropologist scholars. Ultimately the book attempts to do justice anthropo
logically to both sides of Diego Garcia, both sides of U.S. Empire, by seeking to 
investigate ethnographically the experience of U.S. Government officials and the 
Chagossians while attending to the larger structural context in which the base was 
created. Bringing the two sides "into the same frame of study," I aim to "posit their 
relationships on the basis of first-hand ethnographic research." See George Marcus, 
Ethnography through 1hick and Thin (Princeton University Press, 1998), 84 . 

Chapter One 
The llois, The Islanders 

1. On the history of Chagos, see especially former governor of colonial Mau
ritius Sir Robert Scott's Limuria: The Lesser Dependencies of Mauritius, and for
mer commissioner of the British Indian Ocean Territory Richard Edis, Peak of 
Limuria: The Story of Diego Garcia and the Chagos Archipelago, new ed. (London: 
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"Danguet" or "Dauget." Six Islands actually includes a seventh. 

17. Bowman, Mauritius, 17-18. British oversight in Mauritius and to an even 
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Anthropologic al Reader, ed. Michael M. Horowit z (Garden City, NY: Natural His
tory Press, 1971), 17-46; Mintz, Caribbean Transformations (Chicago: Aldine 

Publishing , 1974); Philip D. Curtin, The Rise and the Fall of the Plantat ion Com
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23. This was the case in the isolated Out Islands of the Bahamas, where similar 
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and Post-Slavery Society (Trenton, NJ: Africa World Press, 1999). 
25. Scott, Limuria, 136; Craton, Empire, Enslavement, and Freedom in the 

Caribbean, 3; Eccles, The French in North America, 1500-1783, 172. 
26. Eccles, The French in North America, 1500-1183, 172. 
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43. The account and all quotations in this section come from W J. Hanning, 
"Report on Visit to Peros Banhos," parts I and II, March 29, 1932. PRO: CO 
167/879/4 102894. Unfortunately I was unable to ask Rita and other older Cha
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9 February 2009 

Giant Marine Park Plan for Chagos 

Islanders may return to be environmental wardens 

Sadie Gray 

An ambitious plan to preserve the pristine ocean habitat of the Chagos 

Islands by turning them into a huge marine reserve on the scale of the Great 

Barrier Reef or the Galapagos will be unveiled at the Royal Society next 

Monday. 

Unpopulated for 40 years since the British government forcibly evicted 

inhabitants so the Americans could build a strategic military base on Diego 

Garcia, the Chagos Islands offer a stunning diversity of aquatic life. 

The absence of human habitation has been a key factor in the preservation of 

the pristine coral atolls, the unpolluted waters, rare bird colonies and 

burgeoning turtle populations that give the archipelago its international 

importance. 

The plan will be launched in London by the Chagos Environment Network, 

which includes the Chagos Conservation Trust, the RSPB, the Zoological 

Society and the Pew Environmental Group, a powerful US charity which 

successfully lobbied the Bush administration for marine reserves in America. 

The Chagos Islands, which belong to the British Indian Ocean Territory, were 

emptied of about 2,000 residents between 1967 and 1971 to meet US 

demands that the islands be uninhabited. Most islanders were exiled to 

Mauritius and the Seychelles, where many ended up in poverty. Proposals for 

the new reserve tentatively broach the possible return of some of the 

Chagossian refugees to their homeland as environmental wardens. 

"It is going to be compatible with defence and do something for the 

Chagossians," said William Marsden, the chairman of the Chagos 

Conservation Trust, adding that the islands were "by far Britain's richest area 

of marine biodiversity" and that at 250,000 square miles, the reserve would 

be in the "big league" globally. 

Professor Callum Roberts, a marine biologist at the University of York, said 

the plan would mean far better environmental monitoring, especially where 

incursions from Sri Lankan fishing boats had depleted fish stocks. "The 

attitude of the British towards the Chagos Islands has been one of benign 

neglect," he said. 
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A formidable hurdle lies in the shape of US security fears and the refugees' 

continuing legal battles with the British Government over the court rulings 

that have prevented them going home. 

Refugee groups say that of the 5,000 people eligible to return, half wished to 

do so permanently. Resettlement plans have called for the construction of a 

small airport and limited development to allow environmentally sustainable 

tourism, raising fears that designation as a reserve would be a further blow to 

the islanders' hopes. In 2000, the Chagossians won the right to return to 65 

of the islands - although not Diego Garcia, the largest - only to see the ruling 

nullified in 2004 by the Government, using the Royal Prerogative. 

The islanders succeeded in overturning that action in the High Court and the 

Court of Appeal, but in June last year the Government went to the House of 

Lords, arguing that allowing the islanders to return would damage defence 

and security. 

The Government appeal was allowed by the law lords in October, and now 

experts say the case may be taken to the European Court of Human Rights. 

The Diego Garcia base has been used for bombing raids on Iraq and 

Afghanistan, and as a staging post in CIA "extraordinary rendition" flights. 

A Foreign Office spokesman told Economist.com that the Government 

"welcomes and encourages recognition of the global environmental 

importance of the British Indian Ocean Territory", adding that it would "work 

with the international environmental and scientific community to develop 

further the preservation of the unique environment". 

Haven of safety: Species at risk 

Red-footed booby (Sula sula) 

This seabird is the smallest of all the boobies, with distinctive red legs and 

pink and blue bill and throat. The spectacular diver has elaborate greeting 

rituals between mates. 

Green turtle (Chelonia mydas) 

Endangered; feeds mostly on seagrass; has found the waters around the 

Chagos Islands a haven. Elsewhere, it has suffered from habitat loss, 

pollution and fishing nets. 

Variable flying fox (Pteropus hypomelanus maris) 

Annex 152



A species of "megabat", it feeds on fruit and roosts in large colonies in 

forests, usually on small islands or near the coast. Under threat elsewhere 

because of deforestation and hunting. 

Cuvier's beaked whale (Ziphius cavirostris indicus) 

Also known as the goose-beaked whale, this mammal was thought in the 

Middle Ages to have a fish's body and an owl's head. Can live up to 40 years 

and grow to seven metres long. Occasionally seen off western and northern 

Scotland. 

Copyright 2008 Independent News and Media Limited
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REl'li!ll.lC nr M,\lll{J'l"lt:S 

MINISTRY OF FOREIGN AFFAIRS, REGIONAL INTEGRATION AND 
INTERNt\TIONAL TRADE 

Note No: 1197/28 
10 April 2009 

The Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Regional [ntegration and International 
Trade of the Republic of Mauritius presents its compliments to the Foreign and 
Commonwealth Office of the United I(ingdorn of Great Britain and Northern 
Ireland and has the honour to refer to the latter's Note No. OTD 04/03/09 of 13 
March 2009 in reply to the note verbale no. 2009(1197/28) dated 6 March 2009 
of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Regional Integration and International 
Trade. 

The Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Regional Integration and International 
Trade wishes to reiterate that it has . no doubt of its sovereignty over the 
Chagos Archipelago and does not recognize the existence of the so-called 
British Indian Ocean Territory. The Gov-ernment of Mauritius deplores the !act 
that Mauri.tius is still not in a position to exercise effective control over the 
Chagos Archipelago as a result of its unlawful excision from the Mauritian 
ter:ritow by the British Government in 1968. 

The Government of the Republic of Mauritius, whilst also supportive of 
domestic and international initiatives for environmental protection, would like 
to stress that any party initiating proposals for promoting the protection of the 
marine and ecological environment of the Chagos Archipelago, should solicit 
and obtain the consent of the Goverrunent of Mauritius prior to implementing 
such proposals. 

The Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Regional Integration and International 
Trade wishes to reiterate to the Government of the United Kingdom that the 
Government of United Kingdom has an obligation under international law to 
return the Chagos Archipelago in its pristine state to enable Mauritius to 
exercise and enjoy effectively its sovereignty oveI the Chagos Archipelago. 

Foreign and Commonwealth Office 
King Charles Street 
London SWlA 2AH 
United Kingdom 
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US embassy cables: Foreign Office does not 
regret evicting Chagos islanders 
Thu 2 Dec ‘10 18.45 EST

Friday, 15 May 2009, 07:00
C O N F I D E N T I A L LONDON 001156 
NOFORN 
SIPDIS 
EO 12958 DECL: 05/13/2029 
TAGS MARR, MOPS, SENV, UK, IO, MP, EFIS, EWWT, PGOV, PREL 
SUBJECT: HMG FLOATS PROPOSAL FOR MARINE RESERVE COVERING 
THE CHAGOS ARCHIPELAGO (BRITISH INDIAN OCEAN TERRITORY)
REF: 08 LONDON 2667 (NOTAL)
Classified By: Political Counselor Richard Mills for reasons 1.4 b and d

1. (C/NF) Summary. HMG would like to establish a "marine park" or "reserve" providing
comprehensive environmental protection to the reefs and waters of the British Indian
Ocean Territory (BIOT), a senior Foreign and Commonwealth Office (FCO) official
informed Polcouns on May 12. The official insisted that the establishment of a marine
park -- the world's largest -- would in no way impinge on USG use of the BIOT, including
Diego Garcia, for military purposes. He agreed that the UK and U.S. should carefully
negotiate the details of the marine reserve to assure that U.S. interests were safeguarded
and the strategic value of BIOT was upheld. He said that the BIOT's former inhabitants
would find it difficult, if not impossible, to pursue their claim for resettlement on the
islands if the entire Chagos Archipelago were a marine reserve. End Summary.

Protecting the BIOT's Waters

----------------------------

2. (C/NF) Senior HMG officials support the establishment of a "marine park" or "reserve"
in the British Indian Ocean Territory (BIOT), which includes Diego Garcia, Colin Roberts,
the Foreign and Commonwealth Office's (FCO) Director, Overseas Territories, told the
Political Counselor May 12. Noting that the uninhabited islands of the Chagos
Archipelago are already protected under British law from development or other
environmental harm but that current British law does not provide protected status for
either reefs or waters, Roberts affirmed that the bruited proposal would only concern the
"exclusive zone" around the islands. The resulting protected area would constitute "the
largest marine reserve in the world."
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3. (C/NF) Roberts iterated strong UK "political support" for a marine park; "Ministers like
the idea," he said. He stressed that HMG's "timeline" for establishing the park was before
the next general elections, which under British law must occur no later than May 2010.
He suggested that the exact terms of the proposals could be defined and presented at the
U.S.-UK annual political-military consultations held in late summer/early fall 2009 (exact
date TBD). If the USG would like to discuss the issue prior to those talks, HMG would be
open for discussion through other channels -- in any case, the FCO would keep Embassy
London informed of development of the idea and next steps. The UK would like to
"move forward discussion with key international stakeholders" by the end of 2009. He
said that HMG had noted the success of U.S. marine sanctuaries in Hawaii and the
Marianas Trench. (Note: Roberts was referring to the Papahanaumokuakea Marine
National Monument and Marianas Trench Marine National Monument. End Note.) He
asserted that the Pew Charitable Trust, which has proposed a BIOT marine reserve, is
funding a public relations campaign in support of the idea. He noted that the trust had
backed the Hawaiian reserve and is well-regarded within British governmental circles
and the larger British environmental community.

Three Sine Qua Nons: U.S. Assent...

-----------------------------------

4. (C/NF) According to Roberts, three pre-conditions must be met before HMG could
establish a park. First, "we need to make sure the U.S. government is comfortable with
the idea. We would need to present this proposal very clearly to the American
administration...All we do should enhance base security or leave it unchanged."
Polcouns expressed appreciation for this a priori commitment, but stressed that the
1966 U.S.-UK Exchange of Notes concerning the BIOT would, in any event, require U.S.
assent to any significant change of the BIOT's status that could impact the BIOT's
strategic use. Roberts stressed that the proposal "would have no impact on how Diego
Garcia is administered as a base." In response to a request for clarification on this point
from Polcouns, Roberts asserted that the proposal would have absolutely no impact on
the right of U.S. or British military vessels to use the BIOT for passage, anchorage,
prepositioning, or other uses. Polcouns rejoined that

designating the BIOT as a marine park could, years down the road, create public 
questioning about the suitability of the BIOT for military purposes. Roberts responded 
that the terms of reference for the establishment of a marine park would clearly state 
that the BIOT, including Diego Garcia, was reserved for military uses.

5. (C/NF) Ashley Smith, the Ministry of Defense's (MOD) International Policy and
Planning Assistant Head, Asia Pacific, who also participated in the meeting, affirmed
that the MOD "shares the same concerns as the U.S. regarding security" and would
ensure that security concerns were fully and properly addressed in any proposal for a
marine park. Roberts agreed, stating that "the primary purpose of the BIOT is security"
but that HMG could also address environmental concerns in its administration of the
BIOT. Smith added that the establishment of a marine reserve had the potential to be a
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"win-win situation in terms of establishing situational awareness" of the BIOT. He 
stressed that HMG sought "no constraints on military operations" as a result of the 
establishment of a marine park.

...Mauritian Assent...

----------------------

6. (C/NF) Roberts outlined two other prerequisites for establishment of a marine park.
HMG would seek assent from the Government of Mauritius, which disputes sovereignty
over the Chagos archipelago, in order to avoid the GOM "raising complaints with the UN."
He asserted that the GOM had expressed little interest in protecting the archipelago's
sensitive environment and was primarily interested in the archipelago's economic
potential as a fishery. Roberts noted that in January 2009 HMG held the first-ever
"formal talks" with Mauritius regarding the BIOT. The talks included the Mauritian Prime
Minister. Roberts said that he "cast a fly in the talks over how we could improve
stewardship of the territory," but the Mauritian participants "were not focused on
environmental issues and expressed interest only in fishery control." He said that one
Mauritian participant in the talks complained that the Indian Ocean is "the only ocean in
the world where the fish die of old age." In HMG's view, the marine park concept aims to
"go beyond economic value and consider bio-diversity and intangible values."

...Chagossian Assent

--------------------

7. (C/NF) Roberts acknowledged that "we need to find a way to get through the various
Chagossian lobbies." He admitted that HMG is "under pressure" from the Chagossians
and their advocates to permit resettlement of the "outer islands" of the BIOT. He noted,
without providing details, that "there are proposals (for a marine park) that could
provide the Chagossians warden jobs" within the BIOT. However, Roberts stated that,
according to the HGM,s current thinking on a reserve, there would be "no human
footprints" or "Man Fridays" on the BIOT's uninhabited islands. He asserted that

establishing a marine park would, in effect, put paid to resettlement claims of the 

archipelago's former residents. Responding to Polcouns' observation that the advocates of 
Chagossian resettlement continue to vigorously press their case, Roberts opined that the 
UK's "environmental lobby is far more powerful than the Chagossians' advocates." (Note: 
One group of Chagossian litigants is appealing to the European Court of Human Rights 
(ECHR) the decision of Britain's highest court to deny "resettlement rights" to the 
islands' former inhabitants. See below at paragraph 13 and reftel. End Note.)

Je Ne Regrette Rien

-------------------

8. (C/NF) Roberts observed that BIOT has "served its role very well," advancing shared
U.S.-UK strategic security objectives for the past several decades. The BIOT "has had a
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great role in assuring the security of the UK and U.S. -- much more than anyone foresaw" 
in the 1960s, Roberts emphasized. "We do not regret the removal of the population," since

removal was necessary for the BIOT to fulfill its strategic purpose, he said. Removal of the

population is the reason that the BIOT's uninhabited islands and the surrounding waters 

are in "pristine" condition. Roberts added that Diego Garcia's excellent condition reflects 

the responsible stewardship of the U.S. and UK forces using it.

Administering a Reserve

-----------------------

9. (C/NF) Roberts acknowledged that numerous technical questions needed to be
resolved regarding the establishment and administration of a marine park, although he
described the governmental "act" of declaring a marine park as a relatively
straightforward and rapid process. He noted that the establishment of a marine reserve
would require permitting scientists to visit BIOT, but that creating a park would help
restrict access for non-scientific purposes. For example, he continued, the rules
governing the park could strictly limit access to BIOT by yachts, which Roberts referred
to as "sea gypsies."

BIOT: More Than Just Diego Garcia

---------------------------------

10. (C/NF) Following the meeting with Roberts, Joanne Yeadon, Head of the FCO's
Overseas Territories Directorate's BIOT and Pitcairn Section, who also attended the
meeting with Polcouns, told Poloff that the marine park proposal would "not impact the
base on Diego Garcia in any way" and would have no impact on the parameters of the
U.S.-UK 1966 exchange of notes since the marine park would "have no impact on
defense purposes." Yeadon averred that the provision of the UN Convention on the Law
of the Sea guaranteed free passage of vessels, including military vessels, and that the
presence of a marine park would not diminish that right.

11. (C/NF) Yeadon stressed that the exchange of notes governed more than just the atoll
of Diego Garcia but expressly provided that all of the BIOT was "set aside for defense
purposes." (Note: This is correct. End Note.) She urged Embassy officers in discussions
with advocates for the Chagossians, including with members of the "All Party
Parliamentary Group on Chagos Islands (APPG)," to affirm that the USG requires the
entire BIOT for defense purposes. Making this point would be the best rejoinder to the
Chagossians' assertion that partial settlement of the outer islands of the Chagos
Archipelago would have no impact on the use of Diego Garcia. She described that
assertion as essentially irrelevant if the entire BIOT needed to be uninhabited for defense
purposes.

12. (C/NF) Yeadon dismissed the APPG as a "persistent" but relatively non-influential
group within parliament or with the wider public. She said the FCO had received only a
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handful of public inquiries regarding the status of the BIOT. Yeadon described one of the 
Chagossians' most outspoken advocates, former HMG High Commissioner to Mauritius 
David Snoxell, as "entirely lacking in influence" within the FCO. She also asserted that 
the Conservatives, if in power after the next general election, would not support a 
Chagossian right of return. She averred that many members of the Liberal Democrats 
(Britain's third largest party after Labour and the Conservatives) supported a "right of 
return."

13. (C/NF) Yeadon told Poloff May 12, and in several prior meetings, that the FCO will
vigorously contest the Chagossians' "right of return" lawsuit before the European Court
of Human Rights (ECHR). HMG will argue that the ECHR lacks jurisdiction over the BIOT
in the present case. Roberts stressed May 12 (as has Yeadon on previous occasions) that
the outer islands are "essentially uninhabitable" and could only be rendered livable by
modern, Western standards with a massive infusion of cash.

Comment

-------

14. (C/NF) Regardless of the outcome of the ECHR case, however, the Chagossians and
their advocates, including the "All Party Parliamentary Group on Chagos Islands (APPG),"
will continue to press their case in the court of public

opinion. Their strategy is to publicize what they characterize as the plight of the so-
called Chagossian diaspora, thereby galvanizing public opinion and, in their best case 
scenario, causing the government to change course and allow a "right of return." They 
would point to the government's recent retreat on the issue of Gurkha veterans' right to 
settle in the UK as a model. Despite FCO assurances that the marine park concept -- still 
in an early, conceptual phase -- would not impinge on BIOT's value as a strategic 
resource, we are concerned that, long-term, both the British public and policy makers 
would come to see the existence of a marine reserve as inherently inconsistent with the 
military use of Diego Garcia -- and the entire BIOT. In any event, the U.S. and UK would 
need to carefully negotiate the parameters of such a marine park -- a point on which 
Roberts unequivocally agreed. In Embassy London's view, these negotiations should 
occur among U.S. and UK experts separate from the 2009 annual Political-Military 
consultations, given the specific and technical legal and environmental issues that 
would be subject to discussion.

15. (C/NF) Comment Continued. We do not doubt the current government's resolve to
prevent the resettlement of the islands' former inhabitants, although as FCO
Parliamentary Under-Secretary Gillian Merron noted in an April parliamentary debate,
"FCO will continue to organize and fund visits to the territory by the Chagossians." We
are not as sanguine as the FCO's Yeadon, however, that the Conservatives would oppose
a right of return. Indeed, MP Keith Simpson, the Conservatives' Shadow Minister,
Foreign Affairs, stated in the same April parliamentary debate in which Merron spoke
that HMG "should take into account what I suspect is the all-party view that the rights of
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Since you’re here … 
… we have a small favour to ask. More people are reading the Guardian than ever but 
advertising revenues across the media are falling fast. And unlike many news 
organisations, we haven’t put up a paywall – we want to keep our journalism as open as 
we can. So you can see why we need to ask for your help. The Guardian’s independent, 
investigative journalism takes a lot of time, money and hard work to produce. But we do 
it because we believe our perspective matters – because it might well be your 
perspective, too. 

High-quality journalism is essential intellectual nourishment. The generosity of 
providing such a service without a paywall deserves recognition and support. Giacomo P,

Italy 

If everyone who reads our reporting, who likes it, helps fund it, our future would be 
much more secure. For as little as $1, you can support the Guardian – and it only takes a 
minute. Thank you.

Support the Guardian 

Topics
• Chagos Islands
• US embassy cables: the documents
• Foreign policy
• The US embassy cables
• US foreign policy
• Human rights
• US military

the Chagossian people should be recognized, and that there should at the very least be a 
timetable for the return of those people at least to the outer islands, if not the inner 
islands." Establishing a marine reserve might, indeed, as the FCO's Roberts stated, be the 
most effective long-term way to prevent any of the Chagos Islands' former inhabitants or 
their descendants from resettling in the BIOT. End Comment.

Visit London's Classified Website: http://www.intelink.sgov.gov/wiki/Portal:Unit 
ed_Kingdom

TOKOLA
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Assembly/AU/Dec.331 (XV) 
Page 1 

DECISION ON THE SOVEREIGNTY OF THE REPUBLIC OF MAURITIUS 
OVER THE CHAGOS ARCHIPELAGO 

The Assembly, 

1. RE-AFFIRMS that the Chagos Archipelago, including Diego Garcia, which was 
unlawfully excised by the former colonial power from the territory of Mauritius in 
violation of UN Resolutions 1514 (XV) of 14 December 1960 and 2066 (XX) of 16 
December 1965 which prohibit colonial powers from disme'mbering colonial 
territories prior to granting independence, forms an integral part of the territory of 
th.e Republic of Mauritius and CALLS UPON the United Kingdom to expeditiously 
.put an end to its continued unlawful occupation of the Chagos Archipelago with a 
view to enabling Mauritius to effectively exercise its sovereignty oyer the 
Archipelago. 

Adopted by the Fifteenth Ordinary Session of the Assembly of the Union on 27 July 2010 in Kampala, Uganda 
............. I'll •v CEiiiAv 
'i,:?) ·coc:··.:c.·~.,·- ,_,.:; ·: ::. 
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Foreword 

The historian WEH Lecky once said that empires, like the sun, often throw out 
their most glorious colours when they are on the point of disappearing. In legal 
terms, it might be said that the twilight of the British Empire has thrown out a 
more confused, kaleidoscopic range of colours than any sunset could hope to emu
late. The ad hoe evolution of the British Empire over a period of centuries, and its 
piecemeal breakup since the Second World War have between them produced 'an 
overall pattern of complexity and obscurity'. 1 To modern eyes the problem is fur
ther compounded by the fact that many of the legal principles which underlay the 
development of colonial law, and even the legal vocabulary in which it is expressed, 
are now so rarely encountered by practitioners that the case-law can seem impen
etrable. Indeed, it has even been suggested by one academic commentator that 
English judges are now so unfamiliar with the applicable principles of colonial la\\ 
that the House of Lords recently accepted a submission which 'every Colonial or 
Foreign and Commonwealth Office draftsman during the past 200 years would ... 
have regarded ... as a theory defunct since the time of William and Mary'. 2 But in 
fairness to contemporary judges, even the judiciary of an earlier age which ~vas more 
accustomed to dealing with arcane questions such as the indivisibility of the Crown 
sometimes found that the relevant legal concepts tended to 'dissolve into verbally 
impressive mysticism'. 3 

There are now onl) 14 British Overseas Territories, and their combined popula
tion is slightly less than that of Norwich. Some, like South Georgia and the South 
Sandwich Islands, Pitcairn and the British Antarctic Territory, h;n e either a tin) 
human population or none at all. But others, such as Bermuda, the Cayman Islands 
and the British Virgin Islands, have substantial populations and thriving economies 
based on financial services and tourism. And in any event, the mere size of a territory's 
civilian population bears no relation to the frequency with which legal problems 
may come before the courts, nor the complexity of the constitutional issues which 
they may raise. For example, the long-running litigation brought by a number of 
Chagossians seeking to return to the British Indian Ocean Territory was prompted 
precisely by the fact that the islands had been depopulated and the islanders were 
prevented from living where they or their forbears had been born . In recent years 
there have also been other complex disputes in the English courts covering a range 
of issues from electoral boundary changes in Bermuda to the capacity in which the 
Crown acts in relation to South Georgia and the South Sandwich Islands, and from 
the application to the territories of the Human Rights Act 1998 to the jurisdiction of 

1 K Roberts-Wray, Com111011wealth mu/ Colouial Law (London, Ste,·ens, 1966) 138. 
1 J Finnis, Common Lall' Co11strJillls: \Vhose Co111111011 Good Co1111ts? Uni,·ersity of Oxford Faculty 

of Law Legal Studies Research Paper no 10/2008, S 18, commenting on the decision in R (Q11,irk Fishing 
Limited),, Seael<lry of St,1/e for Foreign & Co111111011we<1/tl, Aff.1irs 120061 I AC 529. 

1 M1111ster for Works /or Western A11str,il1,1 ,, G11/so11 11944) 69 CLR 338, 350, per LJtham CJ 
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licences to whaling companies. The Falkland Islands Dependencies Survey, since 
'1962 called the British Antarctic Sun·ey, started operations in 1943, when the first 
of its bases was established. 3~ 

The British Antarctic Territory was legally established as a separate colony m 
1962 b) the British Antarctic Territor) Order in Council 1962.39 

Srarus 

The Brinsh Ant.Jrctic Territory is a British 01·crseas territory acquired by annexation, 
bur it is tre.Jted as a Bnnsh settlement for the purposes of the British Settlements 
Acts 1887 and 1945 .4 ' P0\1 er to provide for the government of the British Antarctic 
Territory b) Order m Council is conferred by those Acts. 

Constitution 

The cum:nt Constitution of the British Antarctic Territory is contJined in the British 
Antarctic Territory Order 1989. 41 It establishes the office of Commissioner for the 
Territory, who is appointed by the Queen. In prJctice the office of Commissioner 
is held by a senior officiJl in the Foreign and Commonwealth Office, The 
Commissioner exercises e"ecutive authority, may appoint a deputy to e"ercise func
tion~ on l11s or her behalf, and may constitute offices for the Territory and make 
appointments to them. 

The Comnmsioner mJy make laws, styled Ordinances, fur the peace, order and 
good government of the Territory. Anr Ordinance made by the Commissioner may 
be disallowed by Her Majesty through a Secretary of Stare. The Commissioner is 
given express power tu establish, by Ordinance, courts for the Territory, to consti
tute judgeships and other related offices and to make appointments to such offices. 
Power is reserved to Her Majesty to legislate by Order in Council for the peace, 
order and good government of the Territory. 

Courts 

The British Antarctic Territory Order 1989 does nor itself establish any courts. 
The Supreme Court and Magi~rrarc's Court arc established by Ordinance. 42 The 

38 The hisrori of llnnsh occupanon and adm1mstr,t1on of the Falkland Islands Dependencies 1s set out 
in det,111 in the UK ,\pphcauons in,munng proceedings against Atgenrin, and Chile at the International 
Court of Justice m "la' 1955: sec IC] Ple,1dmgs, A11tarcllca Cases I Umted Kmgdom, Argmtma; Umted 
k.mgdom L Cluft:1, /955. The case~ \\ere not dcrcrmineJ bc..:Jus~ neither Argenrma nor Chile a..:ccpted 
the 1unsJ1cnon of the Court. 

' SI 1962.400, amended br SI I 96-1/ l 396. 
4o 1887 c 54 and 19-15 c 7." 
41 SI 1989/842. This Order rernkcd the Orders ol 1962 and 1964 referred ro inn 39 abme . 
4' Administration of Justice Ordinance 1990 (Laws of the British Antarctic Territor), Ordinance 

No 5 of 19901. 

1 
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British Antarctic Territory Order 1989 enables courts established br Ordinance 
to sit within the Territory or in the United Kingdom or 'any other colony' with 
the concurrence of the Governor of such colony. By virtue of the Falkland Islands 
Courts (Overseas Jurisdiction) Order 1989, 43 the Supreme Court and Ivlagistrate's 
Court of the Falkland Islands respecti\el} ha\e jurisdiction to he.ir and determine 
any civil or criminal proceedings in respect of matters arising under the law of the 
British Antarctic Territory which are within the jurisdiction of the Supreme Court 
or the .Magistrate's Court of the Territory. Local magistrates are appointed from 
among the British Antarctic Sune~ · personnel serving at the scientific stations in the 
Territory. 

There is a Court of Appeal for the Territory, established by Order in Council, 
which may sit outside the Territory. 44 Final appeal lies to the Judicial Committee of 
the Privy Council. 45 

Law 

The statute law in force in the British Antarctic Territory mainly comprises 
Ordinances enacted by the Commissioner and instruments made under them. These 
loc.:il laws are supplemented by certain Acts of the United Kingdom Parliament and 
Orders in Council that have been extended to the Territor}, The incorporation of 
English statutes, common law and rules of equity is provided for in detail in sections 
5 and 6 of the Administration of Justice Ordinance 1990. 41• 

Economy 

The main source of income is the sale of postage stamps and local tax paid by over
wintering scientists. Tourism is a growing industry, mostly ship-based . The currency 
is the pound sterling. 

BRITISH INDIAN OCEAN TERRITORY 

The British Indian Ocean Territory is a group of islands lying about 1,770 kilo
metres east of Mahe in Seychelles. It comprises the following islands, known col
lectively as the Chagos Archipelago: Diego Garcia; Egmont or Six Islands; Peros 
Banhos; S.ilomon Islands; Three Brothers Islands; Nelson or Legour Island; Eagle 
Islands; and Danger Islands .4- While the Territory covers about 54,400 square kilo
metres of sea, the total land area is 60 square kilometres, the largest island, Diego 

4 ' SI I 989/2399, as amended b, SI 2009/1 ~37_ 
44 Bnmh Antarctic Temton Court of Appeal Order 1965 (SI 1965,590 , ,1s Jmcnded b" SI 

1989/2.399). 
4 i British Antarctic Terr itory Court of Appeal (Appeal to Pri,·y Council) Ordet 1965 (SI I 965/592, 

as amended b, SI 2009/124 ). 
46 La\\s or'the Bnt1sh Antarctic Territory, Ordinance No 5 of 1990. 
,- Bnr,sh lndtJn OccJn Territon (Constitution) Order 200-1 (sec n 58 below) s 2(2) Jnd sch. 
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Garcia, being 44 square kilometres. The Territory was constituted and is set aside 
for the defence purposes of the United Kingdom and the United States of America,48 
and has no permanent population. The temporary inhabitants are the armed forces 
at the United States defence facility on Diego Garcia, civilian employees of contrac
tors to the United States military, and a small Royal Navy contingent. All of these 
reside on Diego Garcia, the other islands (sometimes called 'the outer islands') being 
uninhabited. Mauritius has asserted a sovereignty claim to the Territory since 1980. 
While the United Kingdom rejects this claim, successive British Governments have 
given undertakings to the Government of Mauritius that the Territory will be ceded 
to Mauritius when it is no longer required for defence purposes. 49 

History 

The islands of the Chagos Archipelago were charted by Yasco da Gama in the early 
sixteenth century, and Portuguese seafarers named the archipelago and some of 
the atolls. The islands were administered by France from Mauritius during the late 
eighteenth century. France ceded the islands to the United Kingdom, along with 
Mauritius and Seychelles, by the Treaty of Paris, 1814.50 They were administered 
as a dependency of the colony of Mauritius until 1965 when, with the agreement 
of the Mauritius Council of Ministers, they were detached to form the major part 
of a new colony called the British Indian Ocean Territory. The United Kingdom 
Government paid the Government of Mauritius £3 million in consideration of the 
detachment of the islands. Three other island groups, 51 previously part of the colony 
of Seychelles, made up the Territory as originally constituted, 52 but these were 
returned to Seychelles when that country became independent in 1976. 53 

The new colony was established for the defence purposes of the United Kingdom 
and the United States, as provided for in an Exchange of Notes between their two 
Governments of 30 December 1966. 54 This agreement is expressed to last for 50 
years, followed by a further period of 20 years unless, not more than two years 
before the end of the 50 year period, notice of termination has been giYen by 
either Government, in which case it shall terminate two years after the date of such 
notice. 55 Further Exchanges of Notes were concluded between the United Kingdom 
and United States Governments on 24 October 1972 and 25 February 1976 relating 
to the United States naval facility on Diego Garcia. 56 

•• British Indian OceJn Territory (Constitution) Order 2004 s 9( I). 
••• UK White Paper 'Partnership for Progress and Prosperity, Britain and rhe O,-crseas Termories' 

(Cm -1264) p 5 I. 
;o Stare Papers ml I pt I p 15 I. 
51 The Farquar Islands, the AIJabra Group and rhe Island of Desroches. 
5~ Brinsh lnd1Jn Ocean Territory Order 1965 (SI 1965/1920), amended by SI 1968/111. These 

Orders rec1ted powers granted b, the Colonial Boundaries Act 1895 (1895 c 34) as well as prcrogame 
powers. 

'' Brinsh Ind1Jn OceJn Territory Order 1976 (SI 1976/893) s 1-l. This Order also recited the Colonial 
Boundaries Act 1895 and prerogam·e powers. 

54 UKTS No I 5 ( 1967); Cmnd 3231. 
Si See paragraph ( 11 ). 
' 6 UKTS No 126 (1972); Cmnd 5160 ond UKTS No 19 ( 1976); Cmnd 6413. The 1976 agreement 

replaced the 1972 agreement. 
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The Chagos islands had been exploited for copra from the late eighteenth century . 
After emanc1p.1tion in the nineteenth century the former slaves on the islands became 
contr.icr employees \\Orking the copra plantations, and some chose to remain on the 
islands, having children who also stayed rhi::re. Following the 1966 Exchange of Notes, 
m 1967 the Crown purchased the freehold ride to all land in the islands rhar was nor 
,1lread~ Crown land. The copra plantations were run down as they had become com
mercially um table. The plantation workers were progressively relocated, mostly to 
.\l.iuririus and Seychelles, and rhe last of them left the Territory in 1973. The United 
J..:ingdom Go,ernment paid the Government of Mauritius £650,000 in 1973, and a 
further £4 million in 1982 into a Trust Fund, to assist in the reserrlement of the workers 
in ~1.iuritius. Attempts by the former inhabitants, originally called "Ilois' bur now more 
commonly called 'Chagossians', to win the right to return to the islands or to obtain 
further compens.irion in the English courts have been ultimately unsuccessful.5-

Status 

The British Indian Ocean Territory is a British overseas territory, the island~ com
prising which were acquired by cession. The government of the Territory is pro\ ided 
for by Roy.ii prerogative powers. 

Constitution 

The current Constitution of the Territory is set our in the British Indian Ocean 
Territof) (Constitution) Order 2004. 58 This establishes the office of Commissioner, 
who is appointed by the Queen. In practice the office of Commissioner is held by a 
senior official in the Foreign and Commonwealth Office. The Commissioner exer
cises executive powers, may constitute offices for the Territory and make appoint
ments to such offices. In practice the Commissioner is assisted by an Administrator, 
resident in London, and by the Commissioner's Representative, who is the officer in 
charge of the Royal Navy contingent on Diego Garcia. 

The Commissioner may make laws for the peace, order and good government of 
rhi:: Territory. Exceptionally, section 10(2) of the Order declares, without prejudice 
to the generality of the provision granting legislative power and 'for the avoidance 
of doubt', that 

the Commissioner mny make any such provision as he considers expedient for or in connection 
with the administration oi the Territory, nnd no such pro\'ision shall be deemed to be invalid 

;- See R (Ba11co11/t) "Secret,IT)' of St.ite fur foreig11 a11d Co111111011we,1/tl, Affairs 120011 QB 1067; 
C/1<1gos /s/a11ders ,, Attumey Ge11er,1/ 120031 EWHC 2222 (QB); 120031 All ER (D) 166; R (D,mco11/t) ,, 
Secretary• of St.lie fur Foreig11 t111d C<J111111011wea/th Aff,1irs (No 2) 120081 UKHL 61, {20091 I AC 453 
(HL) . The history is recounced most comprehensively and auchoricati\'ely, on the basis of extensl\ e 
documentary and oral e,·it!ence, in the judgmenr of Ouselcy J in CIMgos /s/,mders ,, Attorney General 
(above) . 

;, This is a prerogative Order, anti therefore not a sratutori mstrumenr . It" as published in the (2004) 
36( I) British Indian Ocean Terman Official GJzette. For comemcncc 1t 1> reproduLcd at pp 305-10 
below. 
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except co the extent that it 1s inconsistent with the st.1tus of the Termory as a Bnnsh overseas 
territory or with this Order or with am other Order of Her i\la1esC) 111 Council extending to 
the Territory or otherwise as prm 1ded 61 the Coloni.tl La\\ s Valid1t) Act I 865. 

Any law made by the Commissioner may be disallowed by Her Majesty through 
a Secretary of State. Power to legislate for the Territory by Order in Council is 
reserved in unusual detail, and power is also express!} resen ed to Her l\lajes~ to 
amend or revoke the 2004 Order. ' 9 

The 2004 Order also expressly provides in section 9: 

(I) Whereas the Territor) \\as consncuted .1nd ,s set aside to be a,·a1lable for the defence 
purposes of the Government of the United Kingdom and the Government of the United 
States of America, no person has the right of abode in the Territory. 

(21 Accordinglv, no person is entitled to enter or be present in the Territory except as authorised 
by or under this Order or any other law for the time being in force in the Territorr- 60 

Courts 

The Territory has a Supreme Court and a l\lagistrates' Court established by 
Ordinance." 1 The Supreme Court consists of a Chief Justice, and the British Indian 
Ocean Territory (Consticutioni Order 2004 makes pro,ision for the Court to sit in 
the United Kingdom 'as the Chief Justice ma} direct'. 61 There is a legally qualified, 
but non-resident, Senior Magistrate, and the officer in charge of the Royal Navy 
component on Diego Garcia is in pr.1ctice appointed as a local magistrate. 

The Territory has a Court of Appc.11, established b} Order in Counc,l. 63 Final 
appeal lies to the Judicial Committee of the Priv} Council.'~ 

Law 

The statute law in force in the British Indian Ocean Territory comprises Ordinances 
made by the Commissioner and instruments made under them, and certain Acts of 
the United Kingdom Parliament and Orders in Council that have been extended to 

5'' Sets 15. The detail of rhcsc prm 1s1011s, and che cxccpcion.1I prov1s1on 1n s 10(!), \\Crc occasioned 
by the judgmem in R /B,111co11/t), ~,•ere/di")" of State for Foreig11 a11d Co11L111um1•c,1/t/, A(("1rs l20011 
QB 1067, which had held that the power to legislate for 'peace, order and good gmernmenr' "as not 
unlimited, a finding later overruled b, the House of Lords in R •Ba11co11/1' r )ccre/ilrv o(St,1/c fur foreign 
and Com111011wea/tl, A(J:1irs /No 2) 120081 UKHL 61, 12009I I AC 453 ·HL). . 

6" The validity of this section \\ as challenged, and upheld by the ma1oriry in the House of Lords, in 
R (8'111co11lt) ,, SecretaT)' n( State (or foreig11 and Commo11tt•ea/1J, Affairs (\lo 21 12008\ UI,.HL 61, 
l20091 1 AC 453 (HL). 

hi Courts Ordinance 1983, Pam 11 and Ill (la"s of the Bnnsh Indian Ocean Termon, Ordinance 
No 3 of 1983). 

• 2 Sec s 13t4) and (5)-(8). 
" Bnnsh Indian Ocean Territory ( ourr of Appeal) Order 1976 (published in SI 1976, 11, p 3815). 
64 Brinsh Indian Ocean Territory (Appeals to Pri, ·y Council) Order 1983 (51 1983/1888, as amended 

b, SI 2009/224 ,. 
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the Territory. The incorporation of English statutes, common law and rules of equity 
is provided for in derail by sections 3 to 5 of the Courts Ordinance 1983.6' 

Economy 

There are no commercial, industrial or agricultural activities in the Territor), the 
population being sole!) military personnel and people employed to support the 
defence facility. The currency in use is the US dollar. 

-~:: ·: ;~:: ·• ·• .. :: ·• ·• 

BRITISH INDIAN OCEAN TERRITORY 

(CONSTITUTION) ORDER 2004 

At the Court at Buckingham Palace 

THE 10th DAY OF JUNE 2004 

PRESENT, 

THE QUEEN'S MOST EXCELLENT MAJESTY 

IN COUNCIL 

Her Majesty, by virtue and in exercise of all the powers in Her Majesty vested, is 
pleased, by and with the advice of Her Privy Council, to order, and it is hereb} 
ordered, as follows:-

Citation and Commencement 

1. This Order may be cited as the British Indian Ocean Territory (Constitution) 
Order 2004 and shall come into force forthwith. 

Interpretation 

2.-( 1) The Interpretation Act 1978 shall apply, with the necessary 
modifications, for the purpose of interpreting this Order, and otherwise in 
relation thereto, as it applies for the purpose of interpreting, and otherwise in 
relation to, Acts of Parliament. 

(2) In this Order, unless the contrary intention appears-

'the Commissioner' means the Commissioner for the Territory and includes 
any person for the time being lawfully performing the functions of the office 
of Commissioner; 

65 Laws of the British Indian Ocean Territory, Ordinance No 3 of I 983. These proviS1ons need ro be 
read with section 3(2) of the British Indian Ocean Territon (Constitution) Order 2004. 
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RESOLUTION 

The Assembly of the Union, at its 16th Ordinary Session held in Addis Ababa, 
Ethiopia from 30 to 31 January 2011, 

Recalling that the Chagos Archipelago, including Diego Garcia, was unlawfully excised 
by the United Kingdom, the former colonial power, from the territory of Mauritius prior to 
independence of Mauritius, in violation of UN Resolution 1514 (XV) of 14 December 
1960 and 2066 (XX) of 16 December 1965 which prohibit colonial powers from 
dismembering colonial territories prior to granting independence; 

Reaffirming that the Chagos Archipelago , including Diego Garcia, forms an integral part 
of the territory of the Republic of Mauritius; 

----•-----~ 
Recalling in this regard, inter.-alia: 

(i) 

(ii) Decision AHG/Dec .159 (XXXVI) of July 2000 of the Assembly, of Heads of 
State and Government of the Organisation of African Unity (OAl:J); 

.-
Decision Assembly/AU/Dec .331(XV) of July 2010 of the Assembly of the 
African Union. 

Considering that the Government of the Republic of Mauritius is committed to taking 
other measures to protect its rights under international law relating to its legitimate 
aspiration to be able to exercise sovereignty over the Chagos Archipelago, including 
action at the United Nations General Assembly: 

1. DECIDES to support fully the action of the Government of the Republic of 
Mauritius at the United Nations General Assembly with a view to enabling 
Mauritius to exercise its sovereignty over the Archipelago. 
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A. The Right of Self-Determination as a Concept 
of the UN Charter 

The right of self-determination is mentioned in the UN Charter in Art. 1 (2). The 1 
Charter in its first mention refers to self-determination as a 'purpose' of the United 
Nations, giving the political principle that had been so disputed since the nineteenth 
century a clearly programmatic character for the new Organization. 1 With this refer
ence, guaranteeing self-determination of all nations became a central political purpose 
of the UN, inextricably linked with the purpose of achieving friendly relations among 
nations. Such friendly relations should be based-according to the Charter-on 
respect for the principle of equal rights and self-determination of peoples. Such word-
ing indicates that the drafters considered self-determination to be a fundamental prin
ciple of international law.2 It remains doubtful whether the formula in Art. 1 (2) of 
the UN Charter originally intended to codify self-determination as a legal right upon 
which an individual claim of a specific 'people' may be based-most authors initially 
negated such an interpretation and viewed it (with good reasons) as a not directly 
applicable principle, a kind of political prescription. 3 But with the passage of time 
such construction increasingly lost its persuasive force. Subsequent development in the 
UN, in particular the practice of decolonization, transformed the old (political) prin
ciple of self-determination into a collective right-a trend which became more or less 
irrebuttable with the codification of the right of self-determination in the two UN 
Human Rights Covenants of 1966.q In hindsight it is clear that self-determination, 
as it was referred to in Art. 1 (2) of the Charter, constitutes an elementary structuring 
principle of the legal world order created by the UN Charter, a normative programme 

1 See only H Kelsen, The Law of the United Nations (Stevens 1950) 9; G Dahm, Volkerrecht, vol 1 
(Kohlhammer 1958) 150. 

" See, however, K Doehring, 'Self-Determination' in B Simma (ed), The Charter of the United Nations: A 
Commentary, vol 1 (2nd edn, OUP 2002) 48. 

3 See the references with Doehring (n 2) 48 at n 1. 
• Doehring (n 2) 48-49. 
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oscillating between the basic purpose of the Organization and fundamental legal prin
ciple.5 In most writings on 'ius cogens' it is even mentioned as one of the few norms of 
international law of a peremptory character. 6 Article 2 (4) of the Charter corroborates 
such a reading when it prohibits any use of force 'inconsistent with the Purposes of the 
United Nations Charter'. Accordingly, it is beyond doubt that self-determination, as 
a purpose and principle of the UN Charter, constitutes a legally binding norm for all 
member States of the United Nations, as has been confirmed by a series of resolutions 
of the GA and SC, but also the jurisprudence of the IC], and State practice in the proc
ess of decolonization as well as in the cases of creation of new States in Europe after 
1990.- Although Art. 1 (2), due to its programmatic character, cannot define in detail 
the content and scope of a right to self-determination, it sets forth beyond dispute that 
it forms part of the law of the Charter and is binding upon all members of the UN. 
Convincing arguments may be made also for the claim that State practice subsequent 
to the adoption of the Charter has transformed self-determination into a principle of 
customary international law, too. 8 

2 Self-determination is also explicitly mentioned in Art. 55 of the Charter. Article 
55 gives some hints as to the operational measures to be taken by the UN in order 
to give more substance to the purpose of peaceful and friendly relations among 
nations 'based on respect for the principle of equal rights and self-determination 
of peoples'. Article 55 states that friendly relations among nations (in a norma
tive perspective inextricably linked with self-determination) should be promoted by 
trying to achieve higher standards of living for peoples; solutions of international 
economic, social, and health problems; international cultural and educational coop
eration; and universal respect for human rights and fundamental freedoms. Art. 55 
is of a declaratory character concerning the principle of self-determination-it does 
not guarantee it, but it presupposes its existence. 9 Interestingly enough, there is no 
further explicit mention of self-determination in the text of the Charter, not even in 
Chapter XI which played a decisive role in UN practice concerning self-determina
tion during the process of decolonization. 10 

5 See also Doehring (n 2) 49, para 3. 
6 See only HG Espiell, 'Self-Determination and Jus Cogens' in A Cassese (ed), UN Law/Fundamental 

Rights (Sijhoff & Noorrhoff 1979) 167-73; A Cassese, Seif-Determination of Peoples (CUP 1995) 133-36; 
EA Laing, 'The Norm of Self-Dererminarion' (1991) 22 CalifW Ind LJ 209, 248-52; D Turp, 'Le droir de 
secession en droit inrernarional public' (1982) 20 Can YB Ind L 24, 28-29; D Raic, Statehod and the Law of 
Seif-Determination (Kluwer 2002) 218-19; U Saxer, Die i11ternationale Steuerung der Selbstbestimmung 1md 
der Staatsentstehung (Springer 2010) 213-15 . 

7 Doehring (n 2) 49, para 1. 
R ibid. 
9 Doehring (n 2) 49, para 2. 

10 ibid, para 4. 

OETER 



Annex 160

Self Determination 

B. Historical Developments 
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As already mentioned, self-determination as a political principle dates back at least to 3 
the nineteenth century. However, the first document that might be seen as a revoca
tion of such a principle is the American Declaration of Independence of 1776 which 
claimed that men have the right to freedom and the right to participate in the exercise 
of State power, with the ensuing right to alter or to abolish a form of government which 
fails to guarantee or which disregards such freedom. 11 In a comparable manner, the 
French Revolution claimed a right to freely organize its form of government without 
any intervention by third States.12 These declarations were rooted in an ancient tradi
tion of political and legal thinking in Europe, dating back to medieval concepts of a 
right of resistance against an unjust ruler . 13 In addition, it was normal for European 
authors of the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, like Grotius, Pufendorf, and Kant, 
to link the legitimacy of transfer of territory from one ruler to another to the consent of 
the estates possessing a right of (co-)determination in political affairs. 14 But only when 
these concepts started to merge with the new ideas of peoples' sovereignty, as happened 
in the American and French revolution, did the arguments become revolutionary. In 
the context of the US movement of independence, the cause was still largely argued in 
terms of a right to resistance against a despotic ruler. But with the independence of the 
Spanish colonies in Latin America, an additional element came up-the declarations of 
independence in the early nineteenth century stated also a 'natural right' of peoples in 
the colonies to determine their own political fate, and this might take the form of inde
pendent statehood. In order to avoid violent conflicts over territory, 15 Latin American 
diplomatic practice linked this new right with a preservation of the inherited territorial 
status qua, in the form of the principle of uti possidetis. 16 

European powers of course did not accept such tide to independent statehood, 4 
although they finally had to accept the independence of the Latin American States. 
Some years later, the same claim was also made in Europe, with revolutionary 
movements striving for 'national' self-determination in the form of new nation-states, 
irrespective of traditional monarchical tides of sovereignty. 17 The modern terminol
ogy of 'self-determination' also evolved in the mid-nineteenth century, as a conceptual 
weapon of revolutionary nationalism. 18 National self-determination became inextricably 
intertwined with concepts of peoples' sovereignty. 19 Although some minor concessions 
were made in a number of exceptional cases, in the form of (very limited) plebiscites, 20 

11 See J Fisch, Das Selbstbestimmungsrecht der Volker (CH Beck 2010) 80-82; Saxer (n 6) 51. 
12 See Saxer (n 6) 52; see also in more derail Fisch (n 11) 93-103. 
13 Fisch (n 11) 72-74. 
1

' See Fisch (n 111 76-'.""8. 
'5 See in derail Fisch (n 11) 82-88. 
16 See also Fisch (n 11) 88-93. 
17 See S Oerer, 'Demokrarieprinzip und Selbsrbesrimmungsrechr der Volker-Zwei Seiren einer 

Medaille?' in H Brunkhorst (ed), Demokratischer Experimentalismus (Suhrkamp 1998) 329-32; see also 
Saxer (n 6) 61-79. 

18 Fisch (n 11) 133-39. 
19 See Oerer (n l '.7) 330-33. 
20 See Fisch (n 11) 123-33. 



Annex 160

318 Self Determination 

the European 'concert of powers' remained by and large opposed to accepting self-deter
mination as a guiding concept of international law. 

S This changed only with World War I. Lenin and the Bolsheviks forged 'national self.-
determination' into a political weapon to be used against the Tsarist Russian Empire. 21 

And US President Wilson, with his famous 'fourteen points', used it as a tool to destroy 
the traditional multinational empires in Central and Eastern Europe, by promising peo
ple in the east of Europe their own nation-state. 22 The victorious powers were not really 
consistent in operationalizing the principle in the peace treaties after 1918, and had to 
compensate many national groups by complex arrangements for minority procection. 2· 
This system of minority protection, which was based on the international treaties and uni
lateral declarations of some new States, seemed promising, but in the lace 1920s proved cc 
be a failure, due to the benign neglect of the major powers, which were not interested in 
enforcing the international guarantees upon the new States.24 The system of 'Mandates 
entrusted to the victorious powers in order to lead former colonies of the Entente pow
ers into self-government was also not very successful, since the tendency to control these 
territories as a kind of protectorate was difficulc to contain. 25 The new international lega 
order of the League of Nations thus compromised its high-sounding promises. But the 
principle of self-determination had made its way into international diplomacy and inter
national legal discourse, transforming it from a revolutionary concept of the left into • 
political principle operated by international diplomacy. 

II. Chapters XI and XII of the UN Charter 
6 With the prominence which self-determination had gained as a concept in political-lega 

discourse, it was difficult co avoid mentioning it in the UN Charter, as the consticuciv< 
document of the new international legal order. Nevertheless the first draft of the Charte1 
prepared in Dumbarton Oaks attempted to do exaccly this-writing the Charter with• 
out mentioning explicicly the term 'self-determinacion'. 26 The colonial powers sitting a· 
the cable knew very well chat any reference to self-determination would backfire agains 
chem, and would in particular encourage claims of local elites in the colonies to inde
pendent statehood. But the Soviet Union blocked these attempts and insisted on men
tioning self-determination at a prominent place in the Charter.27 The final result o 

21 See Doehring (n 2) MN 50 para 9; Raic (n 6) 184-88; Fisch (n 11) 136-39, 148-51. 
22 Concerning Wilson's 'fourteen points' see K Rabl, Das Selbstbestimmungsrecht der Volker (Kon 

1963) 76-80; M Pomerance, 'The United States and Self-Determination: Perspectives on the Wilsoniar 
Conception' (1976) 70 AJIL I, 16-20; Raic (n 6) 177-84; Fisch (n 11) 151-57. 

23 As to the failures of the system of the Paris peace treaties see Rabl (n 22) 96-102; H Hannum 
Autonomy, Sovereignty, and Se/fDetermi11ation (University of Pennsylvania Press 1990) 28-31; P Allor, 'Self 
Determination-Absolute Right or Social Poetry?' in C Tomuschat (ed), Modem Law of SelfDetermi11atio1 
(Nijhoff 1995) 202-05; A Whelan, 'Wilsonian Self-Determination and the Versailles Settlement' (1994) 4. 
ICLQ 99-115; A Cassese, SelfDetermi11atio11 of Peoples: A Legal Reappraisal (CUP 1995) 24-28; Raic (n 6 
190-4; Fisch (n 11) 157-66. 

24 See only P Thornberry, l11temational Law and the Rights of Millorities (Clarendon 1991) 46-49; ( 
Weisbrod, 'Minorities and Diversities: The Remarkable Experiment of the League of Nations' (1993) l 
Connecticut] Ind L359-406; PB Finney, 'An Evil for All Concerned: Great Britain and Minority Prorectior 
after 1919' (1995) 30 J Contemporary History 533-3 I; Fisch (n 11) 182-88. 

25 See Raic (n 6) 193-96; see also Doehring (n 2) MN 51 para 11. 
26 See Fisch (n 11) 216; see also M Mazower, No E11chanted Palace. The End of Empire and the Jdeologica 

Origins of the United Nations (Princeton UP 2009) 149-51. 
r See Raic (n 6) 200; Fisch (n 11) 216-18. 
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the dispute between the United Kingdom and France on the one hand and the Soviet 
Union on the other hand was Art. 1 (2) with its reference to self-determination as a 
fundamental purpose of the UN. Self-determination was not clearly phrased as a col
lective right but merely as a purpose and principle of the Organization-although 
the (similarly authoritative) French text speaks of a 'principe de l'egalite des droits des 
peuples et de leur droit a disposer d'eux-memes', thus using the language of rights. In 
essence, the reference was a formula compromise-self-determination was provided for 
as a guiding principle of the new order, but the modalities of its implementation were 
left in the dark. There is no doubt that this happened deliberately, since it conformed 
to the dominant position of colonial powers-all men were in principle equal and enti
tled to self-determination, but the inhabitants of colonial territories had not progressed 
enough in the civilizational process to form their own States, and needed benevolent 
supervision and assistance by European powers to achieve full self-government (the 
famous 'sacred trust of civilization'). 28 With the new formula, it was put beyond doubt 
that in principle colonial peoples had a right to self-determination, but it was left to 
the discretion of the governing powers to decide when these peoples would be ready for 
full self-government. 29 

Chapter XI and XII of the Charter to a certain degree try to operationalize such a 7 
procedural concept of self-determination. 30 Article 73 provides that members of the 
UN 'which have to assume responsibilities for the administration of territories whose 
peoples have not yet attained a full measure of self-government' (the so-called 'non-self
governing territories') with the adoption of the Charter recognize 'the principle that the 
interests of the inhabitants of these territories are paramount, and accept as a sacred 
trust the obligation to promote to the utmost ... the well-being of the inhabitants of 
these territories'. To this end, the administering powers shall 'ensure, with the respect 
for the culture of the peoples concerned, their political, economic, social, and educa
tional advancement'. They shall also 'develop self-government, to take due account of 
the political aspirations of these peoples', as well as 'promote constructive measures of 
development'. In order to achieve a minimal control of the United Nations over these 
measures, they were obliged-according to Art. 73 (e) of the Charter-'to transmit reg
ularly to the Secretary-General for information purposes' relevant information concern-
ing the conditions in the non-self-governing territories. The obligations imposed upon 
the administering powers of so-called 'trusteeship territories' (the former 'mandates' of 
the League of Nations) were in substance more or less the same, with the exception of 
the much more stringent control exercised by the UN over the policies of the adminis
tering powers, through the Trusteeship Council. The path towards self-determination 
of colonial territories thus was set; the colonial powers could only try to gain time by 
arguing that the societies in the colonies were still not ready for full self-government. 31 

28 Concerning rhis classical line of argumentation see Fisch (n 11) 199-200; see also Mazower (n 26) 
28-65 . 

29 See Fisch (n 11) 234. 
30 Raic (n 6) 200-02; K Knop, Diversity and Self Determination in International Law (CUP 2002) 

329-32; Fisch (n 11) 224-25 . 
31 See Fisch (n 11) 234. 
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III. UN Practice and Decolonization 

8 The colonial powers proved unable to stem the tide of growing claims for self-determination 
in their colonial territories. With the incorporation of the principle of self-determination 
in the UN Charter, the Soviet Union had taken the lead-and it managed to become 
the spokesman of colonial peoples' aspirations for independent statehood. It took some 
time until a stable anti-colonial developed-although a powerful current of anti-colonial 
sentiment had existed in the GA from the beginning. 32 More and more colonies had 
to be allowed independence, and the majority in the GA was gradually changing as a 
consequence. This became evident with UNGA Res 1514 (14 December 1969), the so
called 'Declaration on the Granting oflndependence to Colonial Countries and Peoples', 
expressing a strong condemnation of all forms of colonialism and calling for decoloniza
tion. 33 Even the traditional excuses for upholding colonial structures as a transitional 
arrangement with a view to achieving 'civilizational progress' were not accepted any more; 
instead the 'right of self-determination' of all peoples was stressed, including in particular 
their right to freely decide upon their political status. 34 Article 2 of the resolution stated 
self-determination, as the goal of decolonization, to be not only a principle, but character
ized it as a collective right of all peoples still suffering under colonial rule. 

9 An immense number of GA resolutions making similar points followed during the 1960s 
and 1970s, culminating in the 'Friendly Relations Declaration' of 24 October 1970.35 In 
its Preamble, the 'Friendly Relations Declaration' stresses the States' conviction 'that the 
subjection of peoples to alien subjugation, domination and exploitation constitutes a major 
obstacle to the promotion of international peace and security' and subsequently: 

chat the principle of equal rights and self-determination of peoples constitutes a significant con
tribution to contemporary international law, and chat its effective application is of paramount 
importance for the promotion of friendly relations among Scates; based on respect for the prin

ciples of sovereign equality. 

10 This is supplemented by the formula: 'Convinced in consequence that any attempt 
aimed at the partial or total disruption of the national unity and territorial integrity 
of a State or country or at its political independence is incompatible with the purposes 
and principles of the Charter'. The operative part of the Declaration further elaborates 
this anti-colonial thrust, under the heading of the 'principle of equal rights and self
determination of peoples', by stressing at the outset that 'all peoples have the right freely 
to determine, without external interference, their political status and to pursue their 
economic, social and cultural development, and every State has the duty to respect this 
right in accordance with the provisions of the Charter'. What the last formula means is 
spelled out a little later by emphasizing: 

Every Scace has the duty co refrain from any forcible action which deprives peoples referred co 
above in the elaboration of the present principle of their right to self-determination and freedom 
and independence. In their actions against, and resistance co, such forcible action in pursuit of 

32 See Mazower (n 26) 152. 
33 Declaration on the Granting of Independence to Colonial Countries and Peoples, UNGA Res 1514 

(XV) (14 December 1960) UN Doc A/RES/1514(XV). 
34 See also Doehring (n 2) 51-52, para 14; Raic (n 6) 202-09; Fisch (n 11) 226; Saxer (n 6) 234-8. 
35 Declaration on Principles of International Law Concerning Friendly Relations and Co-Operation 

Among States in Accordance with the Charter of the United Nations, UNGA Res 2625 (XXV) 
(24 December 1970) UN Doc A/RES/2625(XXV). 
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the exercise of their right to self-determination, such peoples are enticled to seek and to receive 
support in accordance with the purposes and principles of the Charter. 

The following paragraph makes the message even clearer by demanding that non-self- 11 

governing territories should be governed in 'a status separate and distinct from the ter
ritory of the State administering it'-a status that should prevail 'until the people of the 
colony or non-self-governing territory have exercised their right of self-determination 
in accordance with the Charter'. That such emphasis on self-determination should not 
be misunderstood as an invitation to secessionist movements is made clear in the next 
paragraph of the Declaration, which stresses that: 

nothing in the foregoing paragraphs shall be construed as authorizing or encouraging any action 
which would dismember or impair, totally or in part, the territorial integrity or political unity of 
sovereign and independent States conducting themselves in compliance with the principle of equal 
rights and self-determination of peoples as described above and thus possessed of a government rep
resenting the whole people belonging to the territory without distinction as to race, creed or colour. 

The anti-colonial orientation of these formulations is beyond any doubt-colonialism 12 

must find its end, but the 'newly independent States' should be protected in their ter
ritorial integrity and political independence. 36 Only in cases of discriminatory, racist 
regimes where a part of the population denies the rest of the people any political partici
pation and full citizenship rights might a denial of the respect for political independence 
and territorial integrity be justified (the last part of the formula cited above must be 
understood as a reaction to the problem of 'apartheid'). 

The enormous number of GA resolutions with an analogous message cannot be 13 
enumerated here, or dealt with in detail. 37 The content of these resolutions, however, 
is of the utmost clarity. Self-determination is more or less identified with decoloniza-
tion. 38 What self-determination means in detail is not worked our-except for cases of 
decolonization. 39 Furthermore, it remains doubtful whether there is much room for self
determination outside the context of decolonization (and illegal occupation). 40 

The practice of UN organs, in particular the GA, thus construed self-determination 14 
purely in terms of decolonization-and the strong pressure towards decolonization 
proved at the same time to be rhe driving force behind the consolidation of self
determination as a collective entitlement of peoples, as a 'righr'.41 More than a hundred 
new Stares were born in the course of decolonization, and rhe reference to self-deter
mination played a decisive role in these processes of gaining independent starehood. 42 

Decolonization thus played a decisive role in transforming self-determination from a 
mere (objective) principle to a (subjective) right, although of a collective nature; but at 
rhe same rime, decolonization gave rise to doubts as to whether self-determination still 
constitutes a general principle, or has been narrowed down to a collective entitlement of 
a merely anti-colonial narure. 43 · 

36 See also Fisch (n 11) 228-32; Saxer (n 6) 250-59. 
37 See more in detail Raic (n 6) 210-19. 
38 See Raic (n 6) 219; S Wheatley, Democracy, Minorities and International Law (CUP 2005) 66-77. 
39 See, however, Doehring (n 2) 52, paras 15 and 16. 
40 See Doehring (n 2) 53, para 18; Raic (n 6) 220-25; Wheatley (n 38) 77-85. 
41 See also Doehring (n 2) 53, para 18. 
42 See in detail W Ofuatey-Kodjoe, The Principle of Self Determination in International Law (Nellen 

1977) 349-52; Laing (n 6) 216-25. 
43 See Wheatley (n 38); see also Doehring (n 2) 53, para 18. 
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IV. The UN Human Rights Covenants 

15 The transformation of self-determination into a legal entitlement under positive inter
national law was consolidated by the two UN Human Rights Covenants of 1966, the 
International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights and the International Covenant or 
Economic, Social and Cultural Rights.44 Each Covenant declares (in identical wording) ir 
its Art. 1: 'All peoples have the right of self-determination. By virtue of that right they freel) 
determine their political status and freely pursue their economic, social and cultural devel 
opment.' Paragraph 2 of this Art. 1 stresses the right to 'freely dispose of their natural weald 
and resources'. Only para 3 then makes an explicit reference to decolonization, by statin! 
that all State parties, including the administering powers having responsibility for non 
self-governing territories, 'shall promote the realization of the right of self.-determinatior 
and shall respect that right, in conformity with the provisions of the Charter of the Unite< 
Nations'. The two Covenants thus not only transformed self-determination into a collective 
right under (positive) international law, by codifying it in the form of a treaty obligation 
but disconnected the right of self-determination from its strict coupling to the context o 
decolonization. The systematic structure of the two Covenants makes clear that the right o 
self-determination is a general entitlement, and that the purpose of decolonization is only ; 
specific emanation of such general right. 

16 The initiative for including the right of self-determination in the two Covenants agaii 
came from the Soviet Union. 45 With a view to the systematic structure of the Covenants 
the codification of the right of self-determination as the starting-point for the subse 
quent codification of (individual) human rights is to a certain degree surprising, since th 
right of self-determination definitively is a collective right, and not an individual huma1 
right. In systematic terms, however, its inclusion may be justified with the argument
prominently put forward by Third World States-that the exercise of the right of self 
determination must be seen as a precondition for the exercise of all other human rights: 
One may debate such a claim, but evidently it formed the basis of the construction of Art 
1 of both Covenants. The (more or less declaratory) description of the major component 
of self-determination in the second sentence of Art. 1 (1) of both Covenants-'by virtu 
of that right they freely determine their political status and freely pursue their economic 
social and cultural development'-cannot be read as an exhaustive definition of the corn 
ponents of the right of self-determination. Article 1 of the Covenants again does not giv 
an authoritative definition of what kinds of operational entitlements may be deduce, 
from the right of self-determination. If it is understood as a right linked solely to people 
of existing States (and colonial territories), it would be superfluous-beyond decoloniza 
tion. For the established people of a recognized State the guarantees contained in sucl 
a formula would be more or less redundant-they cover entitlements to decide freely 01 

its own political affairs that already follow from the principle of non-intervention. Bu 
whether such an argument of potential redundancy may be used as the basis of a clain 
that Art. 1 of both Covenants also covers ethnic groups not constituting a 'state people 
ie 'minorities', is open to doubt 47-and still very much disputed. The question will i 
substance be dealt with below. 

•
4 See Doehring (n 2) 53, para 19; Saxer (n 6) 238-49. 

45 Doehring (n 2) 53, para 20. 
'
6 ibid. 

47 See in rhis regard rhe arguments of Doehring (n 2) 54, para 21. 
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V. The Practice of the ICJ 

The right of self-determination was also referred to in the jurisprudence of the IC], which 17 
corroborates its nature as a norm of positive international law. There is relatively little 
case-law explicitly referring to self-determination, however.48 It took some time until self
determination made its way into the judgments of the IC]. In the case between Portugal 
and India over Right of Passage over Indian Territo1y, for example, the Court did not men-
tion self-determination at all, although India had explicitly invoked such a right and had 
included it in the arguments of its memorials. 49 The first reference made to self-determina-
tion in a case happened in the Namibia Advisory Opinion. 50 In that case, the GA contested 
that South Africa had a right to maintain governmental authority over Namibia, with the 
argument that such continued colonial rule violated the right of self-determination. In 
referring explicitly to such a right of self-determination, the Court seems to have simply 
assumed that it constituted a norm of positive international law.51 Except for the fact that 
the argumentation of the Court in that case confirmed the existence of a right of self
determination in modern international law, the opinion is not that helpful, since the Court 
did nor say anything in derail on the components and contents of such a right. 

In the Western Sahara Advisory Opinion, the Court again based its conclusions on 18 
the existence of a right of self-determination. 5~ In referring to UNGA Res 1514 on decol
onization, and characterizing the situation in Western Sahara as a case of decoloniza-
tion, it reaffirmed the right of the people of such colonial territory to decide freely on its 
political status. A decade later, self-determination was referred to in the judgment on the 
Frontier Dispute between Burkina Faso and Mali, where the application of the principle 
uti possidetis was confirmed outside the Latin American context. 53 Self-determination-
thus goes the argument-does not grant a basis to challenge established frontiers, since 
in the course of decolonization these are inherited from the colonial powers, according 
to uti possidetis. The Court went a step further in the Eastern Timor Case (Portugal v 

Australia}54 where it confirmed the erga omnes character of the right of self-determina-
tion. Eastern Timar had remained (throughout the decades of Indonesian occupation) 
a non-self-governing territory, with its peoples enjoying a right to self-determination 
which had to be respected by all third parties. Some mention of self-determination has 
also been made in more recent cases, as in the Lockerbie Case (Libya v United States}55 

and the Bosnian Genocide Case against the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia56, as well 
as in advisory opinions such as the Wall Advisory Opinion (Legal Consequences of the 

Construction of a Wall in the Occupied Palestinian Territory).57 However, new insights 

48 See also Doehring (n 2) 54, para 22. 
••J Right of Passage over Indian Territory (Port11gal v I11d1a) (Merits) [1960) IC] Rep 6. 
;o Legal Consequences for States of the Continued Presence of South Africa in Namibia (South West Africa) 

Notwithstanding Sernrity Co1111cil Resolution 267 (Advisory Opinion) [1971] IC] Rep 16. 
51 See Doehring (n 2) 54, para 24. 
51 Western Sahara (Advisory Opinion) [1975) IC] Rep 12. 
H Frontier Disp11te (Burkina Faso v Republic of Mali) (Merits) [1986] IC] Rep 566. 
54 Case Concerning East Timor (Portugal v Australia) (Merits) [1995] IC] Rep 90. 
55 Q11estions of Interpretation and Application of the 1971 Montreal Convention Arising from the Aerial 

Incident at Lockerbie (Libyan Arab jamarhiriya v United States of America) (Merits) [1992] IC] Rep 210. 
56 Case Concerning Application of the Convention on the Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of Genocide 

(Bomia and Herzegovina v Y11goslavia) (Preliminary Objections) [1996-II] IC] Rep 595. 
;- Legal Consequences of the Construction of a Wall in the Ocrnpied Palestinian Territory (Advisory Opinion) 

[2004) IC] Rep 136, paras 118, 122. 
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into the legal character and the contents of the right of self-determination cannot be 
gained from these cases. 

19 The same in essence also holds true for the 2010 Kosovo Advisory Opinion. Although 
the issue of self-determination (and of the legality of third State recognition) was clearly 
at stake when the request for the Advisory Opinion was formulated, the Court did not 
give clear-cut answers to all the implicit questions. As a reaction to the various references 
made in the course of the proceedings to the opinion of the Supreme Court of Canada 
relating to the secession of Quebec, the ICJ stressed: 'The Court is not required by the 
question it has been asked to take a position on whether international law conferred a 
positive entitlement on Kosovo unilaterally to declare its independence or, a fortiori, on 
whether international law generally confers an entitlement on entities situated within a 
State unilaterally to break away from it.' 

20 Nevertheless, the Court reaffirmed that during the second half of the twentieth cen-
tury, 'the international law of self-determination developed in such a way as to create 
a right to independence for the peoples of non-self-governing territories and peoples 
subject to alien subjugation, domination and exploitation'. A great many new States-it 
continued-'have come into existence as a result of the exercise of this right'. There were, 
however, also instances of declarations of independence outside this context. The prac
tice of States in these latter cases does not point to the emergence in international law of 
a new rule prohibiting the making of a declaration of independence in such cases. 

21 Concerning the issue of secession, the Court stated: 

Whether, outside the context of non-self-governing territories and peoples subject to alien sub
jugation, domination and exploitation, the international law of self-determination confers upon 
part of the population of an existing State a right to separate from that State is, however, a subject 
on which radically different views were expressed by those taking part in the proceedings and 
expressing a position on the question. Similar differences existed regarding whether international 
law provides for a right of "remedial secession" and, if so, in what circumstances. There was also 
a sharp difference of views as to whether the circumstances which some participants maintained 
would give rise to a right of "remedial secession" were actually present in Kosovo. 

The Court considered, however, that it was not necessary to resolve these questions in the 
present case. 'The General Assembly has requested the Court's opinion only on whether 
or not the declaration of independence is in accordance with international law. Debates 
regarding the extent of the right of self-determination and the existence of any right of 
"remedial secession", however, concern the right to separate from a State.' As the Court 
noted, 'that issue is beyond the scope of the question posed by the General Assembly'. 

22 Such deliberate omission to tackle the (implicitly raised) questions of self-determina-
tion and of legality of secession was heavily criticized by some of the judges in dissent
ing opinions. 'The unilateral declaration of independence of 17 February 2008 was not 
intended to be without effect', as Judge Koroma observed. 'It was unlawful and invalid. 
It failed to comply with laid down rules. It was the beginning of a process aimed at sepa
rating Kosovo from the State to which it belongs and creating a new State. Taking into 
account the factual circumstances surrounding the question put to the Court by the 
General Assembly, such an action violates UNSC Res 1244 (1999) and general interna
tional law.' What in fact was primarily at stake was the proper interpretation and appli
cation of UNSC Res 1244 (1999). The resolution, Judge Koroma continues, 'reaffirms 
the sovereignty and territorial integrity of the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia, of which 
Kosovo is a component part'. Moreover, the resolution provides for 'substantial autonomy 
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[for the people of Kosovo] within the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia'.58 'In other words, 
it was intended that Kosovo enjoy substantial autonomy and self-government during the 
international civil presence but that it remain an integral part of the Federal Republic of 
Yugoslavia.' Some of the other judges raised similar concerns in their separate opinions. 
Even some judges generally in favour of the majority decision appended declarations in 
which they criticized the far too narrow construction the Court had given to the ques
tion put before it. The General Assembly's request would have deserved-so argued Judge 
Simma-a more comprehensive answer, assessing whether the right of self-determination 
(or any other rule, like remedial secession) 'permit or even warrant independence (via 
secession) of certain Peoples/territories'. That the Court did not have the courage to try to 
give an answer to these heatedly discussed questions should be interpreted as an indication 
of how divisive and controversial the issues of doctrinal construction of the right of self
determination (and of a potential right of secession) still are today. 

C. Basic Preconditions and Components of the Right of 
Self-Determination 

I. The Bearers of the Right of Self-Determination 

The overview of the historical evolution of the right of self-determination has 23 
demonstrated that there is a clear core area where the bearer of the right is beyond 
dispute. This is the case of decolonization, where State practice has confirmed that 
non-self-governing territories (as well as trusteeship territories) enjoy a clear right to 
self-determination, understood as a right freely to determine their political status. The 
'people' in the sense of self-determination in these cases is the autochtonous population 
of the non-self-governing territories that has been grouped together to a polity by carving 
out a certain territory in colonial times in order to form a distinct political entity. 59 These 
territories became independent States on the basis of the principle of uti possidetis, which 
means that the geographical shape of the territories had been definitely established in 
colonial times-and they simply inherited the boundaries from their colonial rulers.60 

Self-determination did not mean that there was any scope for a decision of the local 
people concerned regarding whether they wanted to belong to the newly independent 
Scace, or to a neighbouring Seate. State practice clearly banned such a far-reaching claim, 
making the inherited territorial boundaries inviolable.61 

Whether this excludes other 'peoples' from the right of self-determination is still an 24 
open issue, despite a fierce debate on the matter for decades. An important strand in 
international legal scholarship argues that every group of persons bound together by 
common objective characteristics, like language, culture, religion, race, might be quali-
fied as a 'people', as long as such a group has also a common (subjective) understand-
ing of belonging together and being distinct from all the other surrounding groups. 62 

58 United Nations SCOR 4011th meeting UN Doc S/RES/1244 (1999) para 10. 
59 See only Saxer (n 6) 278-81. 
60 On the derails of 11ti possidetis see Saxer (n 6) 763-79 . 
61 See only Fisch (n 11) 56-61. 
62 See D Ronen, The Q11estforSelfDetermination (Yale UP 1979) 39-45; C Gusy, 'Selbscbescimmungsrechc 

im Wandel. Von der Selbsrbestimmung durch den Sraac zur Selbscbestimmung im Scaar' (1992) 30 AVR 
385-410; Doehring (n 2) 55-56, paras 28-30. 
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Such an understanding might be termed as a 'naturalist' concept of peoples. Another 
strand insists on the territorial element of self-determination. Self-determination, thus 
the argument goes, has always been linked to historically pre-constituted political enti
ties with a specific territory. 'People' in this understanding is not simply a group of 
persons, one could also say an 'ethnic group', but the constituent people of a certain 
territorial entity formed by history. 63 

25 A careful analysis of State practice clearly supports the second understanding. Beyond 
the context of decolonization, there has never been any serious international support for 
a claim of self-determination raised by a simple 'ethnic group' having no firm territorial 
basis in a pre-existing political entity.64 Colliding claims of self-determination of (non
territorial) ethnic groups cannot be solved without having recourse to a defined terri
tory-only when there is a given territory does a plebiscite or referendum make sense 
in order to then let a majority determine the political status of the territory. Although 
a traditional, 'naturalist' understanding of a 'people' can point to the intuition that the 
term 'people' does not in itself have a territorial connotation, a functional perspective of 
self-determination, construing the concept in the light of the political and legal system 
in which it is embedded, leads to the insight that a certain degree of 'territoriality' is 
unavoidable if the concept of self-determination is to operate productively under our 
current political circumstances. 

26 In essence, the whole debate turns on the question whether 'ethnic groups', which 
qualify as 'minorities' in the sense of modern concepts of minority protection, may 
also qualify also as 'peoples' enjoying a right of self-determination. 65 In principle one 
should definitely keep these concepts separate. 66 The term 'minorities' covers all groups 
linked together by commonalities like language, culture, religion, race-as long as these 
groups do not form the majority in a given State. Some of these minorities might have 
a clear territorial basis, a historical settlement area where they used to live together in 
high concentration. In modern times even such groups will tend to lose their territorial 
roots to a certain degree, because personal mobility and the resulting waves of migration 
will spread these groups over a much larger area. Other groups never had clear territo
rial strongholds but were always scattered among other population groups. Accepting 
a 'right of self-determination' for each of these historically-formed groups would mean 
opening a Pandora's box of never-ending disputes on territory and political dominance. 6-

The only way to avoid such endless quarrelling is the way taken by the community of 
States in twentieth-century State practice, namely the insistence upon a close linkage 
between (pre-determined) political entities and self-determination. Self-determination 
is a right that can only sustainably be granted to polities linked to a historically defined 
territory. Here self-determination may well work, with a majority deciding in a plebiscite 
upon its political status, and clearly defined boundaries that must be accepted by neigh
bours according to the principle of uti possidetis. 

63 See TM Franck, 'Clan and Superclan: Loyalty, Identity and Community in Law and Practice' (1996) 
90 AJIL 359-83; Saxer (n 6) 310-26. 

64 Saxer (n 6) 324-26. 
65 See, on the one hand, Doehring (n 2) 55-56 paras 28-30, on the other hand Saxer (n 6) 286-300, 

310-25. 
66 See also Wheatley (n 38) 124-26. 
6
- See TM Franck, 'Postmodern Tribalism and the Right to Secession' in C Bri:ilmann and others (eds), 

Peoples and Minorities in fnternationa!'Law (Nijhoff 1993) 3-27 as well as Franck (n 62) 359-83. 
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Such pre-determined entities may be established Scares, where it is beyond dispute 27 
chat the peoples of such Scares enjoy a continuing right of self-determination protecting 
chem against foreign intervention, alien domination, or illegal occupacion. 68 They may 
also be historical entities traditionally enjoying a certain degree of autonomy within 
Scares, or member Scates of federations and federal Scaces.69 The face char a certain terri-
tory has formed a distinct political entity, with a population living together in such an 
entity for a long time, usually also resulcs in a strong sense of collective identity, irrespec-
tive oflanguage, culture, or religion. This does nor exclude divergences of opinion-the 
members of the previously dominant group will not wish co be separated from their 
kin-state and thus become a minority in a new Scace, as was the case with Russians in 
che former republics of the Soviet Union. 70 Bue the international community accepted 
the claims of such republics, as well as the claims of the former republics constituting the 
Socialise Federative Republic of Yugoslavia, to form their own Srates.71 Alchough in both 
cases the recognition was mostly based on arguments of dismemberment of the former 
federations, the international community had no problems in accepting their claims 
of self-determination. Other cases are more disputed, like the unilateral declaration of 
independence of the former Autonomous Province of Kosovo within Serbia.72 Bur all 
in all Scace practice is clear-the subjects of self-determination which are recognized as 
Scares are pre-determined political entities with a clear territorial basis, not 'peoples' in a 
purely personalise, group-based form. 

II. Components of the Right of Self-Determination 

1. Internal Self-Determination 

As has become clear from the description of the potential bearers of the right of self- 28 
determination, the consequence of such a right cannot always be independent statehood. 
The principled presumption in favour of territorial integrity char was so strongly empha-
sized in the 'Friendly Relations Declaration' definitely goes against such an assumption. 
The historical characteristic offederared Scares, autonomous regions, and member Scares 
of federations is precisely the face char they are federated or integrated into another 
Scare, alchough provided with a certain degree of political and institutional autonomy. 
The principle of territorial integrity works nor only in favour of centralized, unitary 
Scares, bur protects also federations, federal Scares, and quasi-federal constructs. The 
result of such precedence of territorial integrity is the legal assumption char in these 
cases self-determination is bound up in the constructs of federation or autonomy. The 
'peoples' of such entities historically had reasons for entering into a close relationship 
with another political entity, and as long as there are no exceptional grounds rebutting 

68 See Doehring {n 2) 56, para 33. 
69 See eg O Kimminich, 'A "Federal" Right of Self-Determination?' in C Tomuschat (ed), Modern Law 

of Self-Determination (Kluwer 1993) 83-99, as well as P Thornberry, 'The Democratic or Internal Aspect of 
Self-Determination with some Remarks on Federalism' ibid, 101-38. 

-• See only WC Allison, 'Self-Determination and Recent Developments in the Baltic States' (1991) 19 
Denver J Intl L & Pol'y 625-84. 

-i See M Weller, 'The International Response to the Dissolution of the Socialist Federal Republic of 
Yugoslavia' (1992) 86 AJIL 569-607. 

72 See the contributions in P Hilpold {ed), Das Koso110-Gutachten des IGH 110m 22 . Juli 2010 {Brill 
2012). 
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PRIME MINISTER REPLIES TO PRIVATE NOTICE QUESTION AND 

PARLIAMENTARY QUESTIONS OF 12
th

  JUNE 2012

12.06. 2012 

Private Notice Question 

To ask Dr the Honourable Prime Minister, Minister of Defence, Home Affairs and External 

Communications, Minister for Rodrigues - 

Whether, in regard to the sovereignty of Mauritius over the Chagos Archipelago, he will 

state – 

(a) if he discussed same with Mr David Cameron, Prime Minister of the United

Kingdom, during his last visit thereto and, if so, indicate the outcome

thereof;

(b) if he proposes to meet Mr Barack Obama, President of the United States of

America, in relation thereto and, if so, when;

(c) if Government proposes to take new initiatives to make out our case in

relation thereto and, if so, give details thereof; and

(d) the stand taken by Government, if any, at the April/May 2012 Meeting of the

Indian Ocean Tuna Commission held in Australia, following the intervention

of the officials of the so-called “British Indian Ocean Territory”?

REPLY 

Mr Speaker, Sir, 

Following my meeting with the British Prime Minister, Mr David Cameron on Friday 08 

June 2012, I announced through the media that I shall make a statement at the National 

Assembly today on the outcome of the meeting. I thank the Hon. Leader of the Opposition for 

his Private Notice Question which gives me an opportunity to inform the House and the 

population at large on the discussions I had with the British Prime Minister. 

I should like to stress that the main purpose of my mission to the UK last week was to 

have a bilateral meeting with Mr David Cameron, the British Prime Minister.  While in the UK, I 
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also participated in the celebrations marking Her Majesty’s Diamond Jubilee at Her Majesty’s 

invitation  

The meeting with the British Prime Minister was held at 10, Downing Street.  On the 

British side the Hon. Henry Bellingham, Parliamentary Under Secretary of State of the Foreign 

and Commonwealth Office Mr John Dennis, Head of Africa Desk at the Foreign and 

Commonwealth Office and Private Secretaries of Prime Minister Cameron and Hon. Henry 

Bellingham were also present.  In attendance on the Mauritius side were the Secretary to the 

Cabinet, the Solicitor-General, our High Commissioner in London and our Permanent 

Representative to the United Nations in New York. 

Both sides highlighted the long-standing ties between our two countries and looked 

forward to the successful hosting of CHOGM in Mauritius in 2015.  I observed, however, that 

the dispute on the Chagos issue remained a blot in this otherwise excellent relationship. 

I reminded the British Prime Minister of the repeated undertakings by the UK that the 

Chagos Archipelago would be returned to Mauritius when no longer needed for defence 

purposes.  I indicated that there is an excellent window of opportunity to redress the injustice 

caused by the excision of the Chagos Archipelago from the territory of Mauritius with the expiry 

of the UK-US arrangements on the use of the archipelago in 2016.  And, in this connection, I 

stressed on the need for formal talks between Mauritius, UK and the US to be initiated with a 

view to reaching an agreement on the effective exercise of sovereignty by Mauritius while 

safeguarding the continued use of Diego Garcia for US defence purposes.   

The British Prime Minister observed that there were some concerns about the multiplicity 

of litigations pertaining to the Chagos Archipelago that are currently ongoing.  He added that the 

presence of a military base in Diego Garcia further added to the complexity of the issue. 

In the course of the discussions an understanding was reached for both parties to start a 

process of positive dialogue on the future use of the Chagos Archipelago.  I informed the British 

Prime Minister that I will make a formal announcement about this process. I will follow up on 

this matter for a prompt start of such talks and will propose that these be held at Ministerial level. 
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In regard to part (b) of the Question I informed the British Prime Minister that I intend, 

during a proposed visit to Washington, to put across our proposal that all three States sit together 

and come to an agreement on the sovereignty issue without causing any prejudice to the 

continued use of Diego Garcia as a military base to meet prevailing security needs. The British 

Prime Minister took note of this initiative vis-à-vis the US. 

Mr Speaker, Sir, 

Regarding part (c) of the Question, we all know the circumstances in which the Chagos 

Archipelago was excised from the territory of Mauritius prior to our accession to independence 

when the UK was the colonial master dictating the laws and policies of Mauritius.  The excision 

was in violation of international law and various United Nations General Assembly Resolutions.  

Mr Speaker, Sir, 

The House will surely appreciate that in view of the sensitive and complex nature of 

discussions on this subject, it will not be in our interest to delve into details of the strategy we 

have chartered out for attaining our ultimate objective. 

It will be recalled that, when in June 2004, media gave headline publicising a leaked 

information that Mauritius intended to leave the Commonwealth in order to take the UK to the 

International Court of Justice, the British Government promptly came up with a declaration at 

the UN stating that it did not recognize the jurisdiction of the International Court of Justice in 

relation to any dispute with the Government of any other country which is or has been a member 

of the Commonwealth.   

Mr Speaker, Sir, 

In the light of what I have just said the Leader of the Opposition and the House will 

appreciate that we should be very careful in engaging in a public debate about each and every of 

our initiatives.  However, the House can rest assured that we will continuously explore all legal 

and diplomatic initiatives with the assistance of our local and external lawyers or advisers. 
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I must, however, inform the House that at the diplomatic level, a number of initiatives 

have been successfully undertaken by Mauritius, as evidenced by Declarations, Decisions and 

Resolutions supporting the sovereignty of Mauritius over the Chagos Archipelago adopted by the 

African Union Summits in July 2010 and January 2011, the Non-Aligned Movement Summit in 

July 2009, and the Non-Aligned Movement Ministerial Conferences in May 2011 and May 2012. 

In particular, for the first time, the Group of 77 and China in April 2012 adopted a Ministerial 

Declaration on the occasion of UNCTAD XIII which, inter alia, reaffirms the need to find a 

peaceful solution to the dispute over the Chagos Archipelago, including Diego Garcia, which 

was unlawfully excised from the territory of Mauritius. 

Mr Speaker, Sir, 

Regarding part (d) of the Question, I am informed that  Mauritian Officials attending the 

Indian Ocean Tuna Commission held in April 2012 in Australia had made the following 

statement, I quote, 

“The Government of the Republic of Mauritius does not recognise the so-called “British 

Indian Ocean Territory” (“BIOT”) which the United Kingdom purported to create by illegally 

excising the Chagos Archipelago from the territory of Mauritius prior to its independence.  This 

excision was carried out in violation of United Nations General Assembly Resolutions 1514 (XV) 

of 14 December 1960, 2066 (XX) of 16 December 1965, 2232 (XXI) of 20 December 1966 and 

2357 (XXII) of 19 December 1967. 

The Government of the Republic of Mauritius reiterates that the Chagos Archipelago 

including Diego Garcia forms an integral part of the territory of Mauritius under both Mauritian 

law and international law. 

The Government of the Republic of Mauritius does not also recognise the existence of the 

‘marine protected area’ which the United Kingdom had purported to establish around the 

Chagos Archipelago.  On 20 December 2010, Mauritius initiated proceedings against the United 

Kingdom under Article 287 and Annex VII to the United Nations Convention on the Law of the 

Sea to challenge the legality of the ‘marine protected area’.” 

Unquote 
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In fact I should inform the House that my office has issued a circular to all supervising 

officers of Ministries/Departments in January 2012, requesting to ensure that officials attending 

international conferences, meetings or seminar adopt a consistent stand on the Mauritius position 

on the Chagos and Tromelin issue whenever so related questions arise. 

The sovereignty of Mauritius over the Chagos Archipelago is an issue which, in my view, 

should transcend party politics. We should all act with a unity of purpose to achieve our 

objective for our country to effectively exercise sovereignty over the Chagos Archipelago. I 

would, therefore, appeal to all members of this august Assembly to support the initiative of 

Government regarding what the late Mr Robin Cook, former British Foreign Secretary described 

as, I quote  

“one of the most sordid and morally indefensible episodes in our post colonial history”  

Unquote. 

 

Mr Speaker, Sir, 

 

Let me assure the House that I will keep all members informed of any development on 

the Chagos Archipelago issue. 

ANNEX 176

Annex 161



Annex 162

Ministers for Foreign Affairs of the Member States of the Group of 77, Ministerial Declarations 
adopted at the Thirty-Sixth and Thirty-Seventh Annual Meetings of Ministers for Foreign Affairs 

of the Member States of the Group of 77 (28 Sept. 2012 & 26 Sept. 2013)



Annex 162

EXTRACT 

THIRTY-SIXTH ANNUAL MEETING 
OF MINISTERS FOR FOREIGN AFFAIRS 

OF THE MEMBER STATES OF THE GROUP OF 77 
New York, 28 September 2012 

MINISTERIAL DECLARATION 

114. The Ministers reaffirmed the need to find a peaceful solution to the sovereignty issues 
facing developing countries, including among others the dispute over Chagos Archipelago, 
including Diego Garcia, which was unlawfully excised from the territory of Mauritius in 
violation of international law and United Nations General Assembly resolutions 1514 (XV) of 14 
December 1960 and 2066 (XX) of 16 December 1965. Failure to resolve these decolonization 
and sovereignty issues would seriously damage and undermine the development and economic 
capacities and prospects of developing countries. 
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EXTRACT 

THIRTY-SEVENTH ANNUAL MEETING 
OF MINISTERS FOR FOREIGN AFFAIRS 

OF THE MEMBER STATES OF THE GROUP OF 77 
New York, 26 September 2013 

MINISTERIAL DECLARATION 

141. The Ministers reaffirmed the need to find a peaceful solution to the sovereignty issues 
facing developing countries, including among others the dispute over the Chagos Archipelago, including Diego Garcia, which was unlawfully excised from the territory of Mauritius in violation of international law and United Nations General Assembly resolutions 1514 (XV) of I 4 December 1960 and 2066 (XX) of 16 December 1965. Failure to resolve these decolonization and sovereignty issues would seriously damage and undermine the development and economic 
capacities and prospects of developing countries. 
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THIRD AFRICA-SOUTH AMERICA SUMMIT, MALABO, EQUATORIAL GUINEA, 
20-22 FEBRUARY 2013 

MALABO DECLARATION (EXTRACT) 

28. We reaffirm that the Chagos Archipelago, including Diego Garcia, which was 
unlawfully excised by the former colonial power from the territory of the Republic of 
Mauritius in violation of international law and UN Resolutions 1514 (XV) of 14 
December 1960 and 2066 (XX) of 16 December 1965, forms an integral part of the 
territory of the Republic of Mauritius. In this regard, we note with grave concern that 
despite the strong opposition of the Republic of Mauritius, the United Kingdom 
purported to establish a 'marine protected area' around the Chagos Archipelago which 
contravenes international law and further impedes the exercise by the Republic of 
Mauritius of its sovereignty over the Archipelago and of the right of return of Mauritian 
citizens who were forcibly removed from the Archipelago by the United Kingdom. We 
resolve to fully support all peaceful and legitimate measures already taken and which 
will be taken by the Government of Mauritius to effectively exercise its sovereignty over 
the Chagos Archipelago and, in this respect, ea// upon the United Kingdom to 
expeditiously end its unlawful occupation of the Chagos Archipelago. We recall, in this 
regard, the Resolutions/ Decisions adopted by the African Union at the highest political 
level including Decision Assembly/AU/Dec.331 (XV) of 27 July 2010 of the AU 
Assembly and Resolution Assembly/AU/Res.1 (XVI) adopted by the 16th Ordinary 
Session of the AU Assembly held in Addis Ababa, Ethiopia, from 30-31 January 2011. 
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SOLEMN DECLARATION ON THE 
501h ANNIVERSARY OF THE OAU/AU 

We , Heads of State and Government of the African Union assembled to celebrate the 
Golden Jubilee of the OAU/AU established in the city of Addis Ababa , Ethiopia on 25 
May 1963, 

Evoking the uniqueness of the history of Africa as the cradle of humanity and a centre 
of civilization , and dehumanized by slavery , deportation , dispossession, apartheid and 
colonialism as well as our struggles against these evils, which shaped our common 
destiny and enhanced our solidarity with peoples of African descent ; 

Recalling with pride , the historical role and efforts of the Founders of the Pan-African 
Movement and the nationalist movements, whose visions , wisdom, solidarity and 
commitment continue to inspire us; 

Reaffirming our commitment to the ideals of Pan-Africanism and Africa 's aspiration for 
greater unity, and paying tribute to the Founders of the Organization of African Unity 
(OAU) as well as the African peoples on the continent and in the Diaspora for their 
glorious and successful struggles against all forms of oppression, colonialism and 
apartheid; 

Mindful that the OAU/AU have been relentlessly championing for the complete 
decolonization of the African continent and that one of the fundamental objectives is 
unconditional respect for the sovereignty and territorial integrity of each of its Member 
States ; 

Stressing our commitment to build a united and integrated Africa; 

Guided by the vision of our Union and affirming ou·r determination to "build an 
integrated, prosperous and peaceful Africa, driven and managed by its own citizens and 

. representing a dynamic force in the international arena"; 

Determined to take full responsibility for the realisation of this vision ; 

Guided by the principles enshrined in the Constitutive Act of our Union and our Shared 
Values, in particular our commitment to ensure gender equality and a people centred 
approach in all our endeavours as well as respect for sovereignty and territorial integrity 
of our countries. 

ACKNOWLEDGE THAT: 

I. The Organisation of African Unity (OAU) overcame internal and external 
challenges, persevered in the quest for continental unity and solidarity; 
contributed actively to the liberation of Africa from colonialism and apartheid; 
provided a political and diplomatic platform to generations of leaders on 
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continental and international matters ; and elaborated frameworks for Africa's 
development and integration agenda through programmes such as NEPAD and 
APRM . 

II. The African Union (AU) carried forward our struggle for self-determination and 
drive for development and integration ; formulated a clear vision for our Union; 
agreed that the ultimate goal of the Union is the construction of a united and 
integrated Afr ica ; instituted the principle of non-indifference by authorizing the 
right of the Union to intervene in Member States in conformity with the 
Constitutive Act ; and laid the groundwork for the entrenchment of the rule of 
law, democracy , respect for human rights , solidarity, promotion of gender 
equality and the empowerment of Women and Youth in Africa . 

Ill. The implementation of the integration agenda ; the involvement of people , 
including our Diaspora in the affairs of the Union; the quest for peace and 
security and preventing wars and genocide such as the 1994 Rwandan 
genocide ; the alignment between our institutional framework and the vision of 
the Union ; the fight against poverty ; inequality and underdevelopment ; and , 
assuring Africa 's rightful place in the world, remain challenges . 

WE HEREBY DECLARE: 

A. On the African Identity and Renaissance 

i) Our strong commitment to accelerate the African Renaissance by ensuring 
the integration of the principles of Pan Africanism in all our policies and 
initiatives ; 

ii) Our unflinch ing belief in our common destiny, our Shared Values and the 
affirmation of the African ident ity ; the celebration of unity in diversity and the 
institution of the African citizenship ; 

iii) Our commitment to strengthen AU programmes and Member States 
institutions aimed at reviving our cultural identity , heritage, history and Shared 
values, as well as undertake , henceforth , to fly the AU flag and sing the AU 
anthem along with our national flags and anthems; 

iv) Promote and harmonize the teaching of African history, values and Pan 
Africanism in all our schools and educational institutions as part of advancing 
our African identity and Renaissance ; 

v) Promote people to people engagements including Youth and civil society 
exchanges in order to strengthen Pan Africanism . 
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B. The struggle against colonialism and the right to self-determination of 
people still under colonial rule 

i) The completion of the decolonization process in Africa; to protect the right to 
self-determination of African peoples still under colonial rule; solidarity with 
people of African descend and in the Diaspora in their struggles against racial 
discrimination; and resist all forms of influences contrary to the interests of the 
continent; 

ii) The reaffirmation of our call to end expeditiously the unlawful occupation of 
the Chagos Archipelago , the Comorian Island of Mayotte and also reaffirm the 
right to self-determination of the people of Western Sahara, with a view to 
enable these countries and peoples , to effectively exercise sovereignty over 
their respective territories. 

C. On the integration agenda 

Our commitment to Africa's political, social and economic integration agenda, and in this 
regard, speed up the process of attaining the objectives of the African Economic 
Community and take steps towards the construction of a united and integrated Africa . 
Consolidating existing commitments and instruments , we undertake , in particular, to: 

i) Speedily implement the Continental Free Trade Area ; ensure free movement 
of goods, with focus on integrating local and regional markets as well as 
facilitate African citizenship to allow free movement of people through the 
gradual removal of visa requirements ; 

ii) Accelerate action on the ultimate establishment of a united and integrated 
Africa, through the implementation of our common continental governance , 
democracy and human rights frameworks . Move with speed towards the 
integration and merger of the Regional Economic Communities as the building 
blocks of the Union. 

D. On the agenda for social and economic development 

Our commitment to place the African people, in particular women, children and the 
youth , as well as persons with disabilities, at the centre of our endeavours and to 
eradicate poverty . In this regard, we undertake to: 

i) Develop our human capital as our most important resource, through education 
and training, especially in science , technology and innovation, and ensure that 
Africa takes its place and contributes to humanity , including in the field of 
space sciences and explorations ; 

ii) Eradicate disease, especially HIV/AIDS, Malaria and Tuberculosis , ensure 
that no African woman dies while giving life, address maternal , infant and child 
mortality as well as provide universal health care services to our citizens ; 
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iii) Accelerate Africa 's infrastructural development, to link African peoples, 
countries and economies; and help to drive social , cultural and economic 
development. In this regard , we commit to meet our strategic targets in 
transport , ICT, energy and other social infrastructure by committing national , 
regional and continental resources to this end; 

iv) Create an enabling environment for the effective development of the African 
private sector through meaningful! public-private sector dialogue at all levels , 
in order to foster socially responsive business, good corporate governance 
and inclusive economic growth ; 

v) Take ownership of, use s:ind develop , our natural endowments and resources, 
through value addition, as the basis for industrialization; promote intra-Africa 
trade and tourism, in order to foster econom ic integration, development, 
employment and inclusive growth to the benefit of the African people ; 

vi) Also take ownership, preserve, protect and use our oceanic spaces and 
resources, improve our maritime and transport industries to the benefit of the 
continent and its peoples , including by contributing to food security ; 

vii) Preserve our arable land for current and future generations , develop our rural 
economies, our agricultural production and agro-processing to eradicate 
hunger and malnutrition, as well as achieve food security and self-sufficiency ; 

viii) Expand and develop urban infrastructure and develop planned approaches to 
rapid urbanization and the emergence of new cities; 

ix) Make our development agenda responsive to the needs of our peoples , 
anchored on the preservation of our environment for current and ·future 
generations , including in the fight against desertification and mitigation of the 
effects of climate change, especially with regards to island states and land
locked countries . 

E. On peace and security 

Our determination to achieve the goal of a conflict-free Africa, to make peace a reality 
for all our people and to rid the continent of wars , civil conflicts, human rights violations , 
humanitarian disasters and violent conflicts, and to prevent genocide . We pledge not to 
bequeath the burden of conflicts to the next generation of Africans and undertake to end 
all wars in Africa by 2020. In this regard, we undertake to: 

i) Address the root causes of conflicts including economic and social disparities; 
put an end to impunity by strengthening national and continental judicial 
institutions, and ensure accountability in line with our collective responsibility 
to the principle of non-indifference ; 
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ii) Eradicate recurrent and address emerging sources of conflict including piracy, 
trafficking in narcotics and humans , all forms of extremism, armed rebellions, 
terrorism , transnational organized crime and new crimes such as cybercrime. 

iii) Push forward the agenda of conflict prevention , peacemaking , peace support , 
national reconciliation and post-conflict reconstruction and development 
through the African Peace and Security Architecture ; as well as, ensure 
enforcement of and compliance with peace agreements and build Afr ica's 
peace-keeping and enforcement capacities through the African Standby 
Force; 

iv) Maintain a nuclear-free Africa and call for global nuclear disarmament, non
proliferation and peaceful uses of nuclear energy ; 

v) Ensure the effective implementation of agreements on landmines and the 
non-proliferation of small arms and light weapons ; 

vi) Address the plight of internally displaced persons and refugees and eliminate 
the root causes of this phenomenon by fully implementing continental and 
universal frameworks . 

F. On democratic governance 

Our determ ination to anchor our societies , governments and institutions on respect for 
the rule of law, human rights and dignity, popular participation , the management of 
diversity , as well as inclusion and democracy . In this regard, we undertake to : 

i) Strengthen democratic governance including through decentralized systems , 
the rule of law and the capacities of our institutions to meet the aspirations of 
our people ; 

ii) Reiterate our rejection of unconstitutional change of government, including 
through any attempts to seize power by force but recognize the right of our 
people to peacefully express their will against oppressive systems ; 

iii) Promote integrity , fight corruption in the management of public affairs and 
promote leadership that is committed to the interests of the people ; 

iv) Foster the participation of our people through democratic elections and ensure 
accountability and transparency. 

G. On Determining Africa's Destiny 

Our determinat ion to take responsibility for our destiny . We pledge to foster self-reliance 
and self-sufficiency . In this regard , we undertake to: 



Annex 164

Assembly/AU/2(XXl)Rev .1 
Page 6 

i) Take ownership of African issues and provide African solutions to African 
problems ; 

ii) Mobilize our domestic resources , on a predictable and sustainable basis to 
strengthen institutions and advance our continental agenda ; 

iii) Take all necessary measures , using our rich natural endowments and human 
resources , to transform Africa and make it a leading continent in the area of 
innovation and creativity; 

H. Africa's place in the world 

Our endeavour for Africa to take its rightful place in the political , security, economic, and 
social systems of global g overnance towards the realization of its Renaissance and 
establishing Africa as a leading continent. We undertake to: 

i) Continue the global struggle against all forms of racism and discrimination , 
xenophobia and related intolerances ; 

ii) Act in solidarity with oppressed countries and peoples ; 

iii) Advance international cooperation that promotes and defends Africa 's 
interests, is mutually beneficial and aligned to our Pan Africanist vision; 

iv) Continue to speak with one voice and act collective ly to promote our common 
interests and positions in the international arena; 

v) Reiterate our commitment to Afr ica's active role in the globalization process 
and international forums including in Financial and Economic Institutions; 

vi) Advocate for our common position for reform of the United Nations (UN) and 
other global institutions with particular reference to the UN Security Council, in 
order to correct the historical injustice with Africa as the only region without a 
permanent seat. 

We pledge to articulate the above ideals and goals in our national development plans 
and in the development of the Continental Agenda 2063, through a people-driven 
process for the realization of our vision for an integrated, people-centred, prosperous 
Africa at peace with itself. 

As Heads of State and Government , mindful of our responsibility and commitment , we 
pledge to act together with our Peoples and the African Diaspora to realize our vision of 
Pan Africanism and African Renaissance . 

Adopted by the 21st Ordinary session of the Assembly of Heads of State and 
Government of the African Union, at Addis Ababa, on 26 May 2013. 

\ 

\ 
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Message by the Hon. Minister of Foreign Affairs, Regional Integration and 
International Trade 

The Government of the Republic of Mauritius is pleased to present 
this report on the occasion of the Third Global Conference of Small 
Island Developing States to be held in Samoa in 2014.  
 
As an essential preparatory exercise for the Conference, the 
Republic of Mauritius has itself undertaken a review of its 
implementation of the Barbados Plan of Action (BPoA) for the 
sustainable development of Small Island Developing States 
adopted at the Global Conference on the Sustainable Development 
of Small Island Developing States in 1994 and of the Mauritius 
Strategy for the Further Implementation of the Programme of 
Action for the Sustainable Development of Small Island 
Developing States adopted at the International Meeting to Review 
the Implementation of the Programme of Action for the 

Sustainable Development of Small Island Developing States in 2005. The national report produced 
as a result of this review highlights the successes and constraints, the new and emerging challenges, 
the best practices, the way forward and the vision of the future. This report underscores, in 
particular, the sustained efforts made by the Republic of Mauritius to build resilience to adapt to 
unfavourable regional and international conjectures as well as to the negative effects of climate 
change.  
 
Small Island Developing States remain a special case for sustainable development and continue to 
face unique and increasing challenges including the negative effects of climate change and a unique 
vulnerability of natural disasters but also to the degradation of key eco systems. They face built in 
constraints such as small economies, remoteness and limited fresh water, land and other natural 
resources. Waste disposal is a growing problem and energy costs are high meaning that more must 
be done to promote renewable energy. Barely above sea level and remote from world markets, 
many Small Island Developing States occupy the margins of our global community and for some 
their very existence is in jeopardy. Average vulnerability of Small Island Developing States has 
worsened over the last decade because of their high exposure to external shocks such the fuel, food 
and financial crises – events of a truly global character – combined with lower coping capacity as 
well as inadequate international support.  
 
As a Small Island Developing State with an export oriented economy, the Republic of Mauritius is 
both economically and ecologically, fragile and vulnerable. It is therefore essential to frame and 
implement the right policies and create appropriate conditions and environment so as not only to 
meet the challenges but also to take advantage of the opportunities offered by this new paradigm of 
globalization. All this is perfectly in line with the vision of the Government to make the Republic of 
Mauritius a Modern and Sustainable Society through the Maurice Ile Durable Vision. The 
Government of the Republic Mauritius, thus, is fully committed to integrating Sustainable 
Development concepts and norms into its overall projects policies.  
 
We look forward to the outcome of the 2014 Samoa Global Conference on Small Island Developing 
States to guide us in our efforts towards meeting new and emerging challenges of sustainable 
development. Finally, I would like to express my sincere appreciation to all those who have 
contributed to the preparation of this report. 

Dr the Honourable Arvin Boolell G.O.S.K, 
Minister of Foreign Affairs, Regional Integration and International Trade  
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Message by the Hon. Minister of Environment & Sustainable Development 
 The 3rd Global SIDS Conference will be held in Samoa from 1 to 
4 September 2014. The conference will undertake a 
comprehensive review of the implementation of the Barbados 
Programme of Action (BPoA) for the sustainable development 
of SIDS and the Mauritius Strategy (MSI) for further 
implementation of the BPoA. As an essential preparatory 
exercise, Mauritius has undertaken, in advance of the 
conference, a review of the implementation of the BPoA and 
the MSI with a view to proposing concise, action oriented and 
pragmatic recommendations for the forthcoming Conference to 
enhance the resilience of SIDS. The preparation of the National 
Report has adopted an all-inclusive and broad based approach 
by involving a range of stakeholders for its preparation. 

This National Report takes us through the achievements of the Republic of Mauritius in the quest 
for a more resilient society. It highlights the resources and investment injected in sustainable 
development programmes and projects and also the constraints that sometimes stall efforts 
towards building resilience. Constraints that are heralding our efforts towards sustainable 
development are essentially related to finance, infrastructural and human capacity, technology, 
smallness and remoteness of our markets. 

Taking these constraints into consideration, the report presents some new and emerging 
challenges. Those are cross cutting in nature and range from water resources management, food 
security and global economic crises to migration and development. These constraints and new 
challenges should however, not dampen down our motivation and drive to seek opportunities in 
this ever dynamic world.  

This is why the report has made pragmatic recommendations for further action as we aim to 
establish a new agenda for the sustainable development of SIDS. We need to move ahead keeping in 
mind the immense potential already available among all SIDS and give SIDS/SIDS partnerships an 
opportunity to flourish. In so doing, we have to be particularly careful in managing our fragile 
ecosystems and natural resources. We need to continuously table the adverse effects of climate 
change on our economies and people. We are ready to turn challenges into opportunities and for 
SIDS; the Ocean Economy is an opportunity that has to be tapped for our future development. We 
have also pointed out that for an action plan to be successful, it needs to be properly monitored. The 
setting up of the right institutional framework at national, regional and international levels will 
help us measure success and take timely action to address hurdles on the way.  

Solidarity, collaboration and cooperation among us SIDS will take us a long way towards our 
destination. We also expect the international community to commit themselves with more tangible 
support for an effective outcome of the 2014 Samoa meeting. 

Devanand Viransawmy, GOSK 
Minister of Environment and Sustainable Development  
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The Republic of Mauritius 
The Republic of Mauritius comprises a group of islands in the South West Indian Ocean, consisting 
of the main island Mauritius and the outer islands of Rodrigues, Agalega, Saint Brandon, Tromelin 
and the Chagos Archipelago. The total land area of the Republic of Mauritius is 2040 km2 and the 
country has jurisdiction over a large Exclusive Economic Zone of approximately 2.3 million km2 

with significant potential for the development of a modern and prosperous marine and fisheries-
based sustainable industry. The population, estimated at 1.3 million, is composed of several 
ethnicities, mostly people of Indian, African, Chinese and European descent. Most Mauritians are 
multilingual and speak and write in English, French, Creole and several Asian languages.  

The Republic of Mauritius is a democracy with a Government elected every five years. The 2012 Mo 
Ibrahim Index of African Governance ranked Mauritius first in good governance. According to the 
2012 Democracy Index compiled by the Economist Intelligence Unit and which measures the state 
of democracy in 167 countries, Mauritius ranks 18th worldwide.  

Mauritius has a well-established welfare system. Free health care services and education to the 
population have contributed significantly to the economic and social advancement of the country. 
Support to inclusive development, gender equality and women empowerment are being addressed 
through the development of strategies, action plans and activities geared to meet the social targets 
set by the Government. To facilitate social integration and empowerment of vulnerable groups, a 
Ministry of Social Integration and Economic Empowerment has been set up in 2010. 

Significant structural changes have been brought to ensure that Mauritius transforms itself from a 
sugar, manufacturing, tourism economy to a high-tech, innovative financial and business services 
hub. Policy and institutional reforms programmes have been articulated to enhance 
competitiveness; consolidate fiscal performance and improve public sector efficiency; improve the 
business climate and widen the circle of opportunity through participation, social inclusion and 
sustainability. The adoption of the “Maurice Ile Durable” framework and the Economic and Social 
Transformation Plan are the new development paradigm for the Republic of Mauritius as they 
strive to promote sustainable development and transform itself into a middle-income country.    
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Section I: INTRODUCTION 
Sustainable development emphasises a holistic, equitable and far-sighted approach to decision-
making at all levels. It rests on integration and a balanced consideration of social, economic and 
environmental goals and objectives in both public and private decision-making.  

This concept of sustainability is very important in Small Island Developing States (SIDS) and this 
was first acknowledged at the Earth Summit in 1992. The vulnerabilities of SIDS arise from a 
number of physical, socio-economic and environmental factors. SIDS small size, limited resources, 
geographical dispersion and isolation from markets, place them at a disadvantage economically and 
prevent economies of scale. For instance, due to the small size of their economies, SIDS are highly 
dependent on trade but lack the factors that are decisive for competitiveness. Similarly, 
international macroeconomic shocks tend to have higher relative impacts on SIDS small economies. 
The combination of small size and remoteness leads to high production and trade costs, high levels 
of economic specialisation and exposure to commodity price volatility. Furthermore, in SIDS, the 
following natural resource base: energy, water, mineral and agricultural resources are limited and 
resource extraction tends quickly to meet the carrying capacities of the small islands. The latter also 
face unique threats related to global environmental issues, mainly climate change, biodiversity loss, 
waste management, pollution, freshwater scarcity, and acidification of the oceans.  

As a SIDS, much progress has been achieved in Mauritius due to benefits derived from the Welfare 
State, namely: free access to education from pre-primary to university levels, transport to students 
and the elderly and health services to all and also from bilateral and multilateral trading 
agreements, the skilled work force, entrepreneurship, a stable democratic government and peace. 
However, despite its performance, the country is now facing the brunt of a number of global 
challenges, namely, the global economic, financial, energy and food security crises. The impacts of 
climate change, sea level rise, natural disasters and biodiversity loss are also having their toll on 
progress achieved so far.  

Third International Conference on Small Island Developing States 
The 3rd International Conference on SIDS to be held from 1 - 4 September 2014 in Apia, Samoa, will 
seek a renewed political commitment to address the special needs and vulnerabilities of SIDS by 
focusing on practical and pragmatic actions. Building on assessments of the Barbados Programme 
of Action (BPoA) and the Mauritius Strategy for Implementation (MSI), the Conference will aim to 
identify new and emerging challenges and opportunities for sustainable development of those 
States, particularly through the strengthening of partnerships between small islands and the 
international community.  

In addition, the Conference will provide an opportunity for the elaboration of sustainable 
development issues of concern to SIDS in the process of charting the Post-2015 Development 
Agenda, including the sustainable development goals. Towards this end, the Conference is intending 
to serve as a platform for the international community to strengthen existing partnerships and 
voluntary commitments, as well as act as a launch pad of new initiatives, all with the common 
objective of advancing the implementation of the BPoA/MSI.  
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National Preparatory Process  
The effectiveness of the Samoa SIDS Conference will depend first and foremost on national level 
preparations that will feed into the regional, interregional and global processes. National 
preparations for the 3rd International SIDS Conference are currently underway. The preparatory 
process has begun with the preparation of a National Assessment Report. The results of the 
national consultations will in turn feed into the discussions at regional and inter-regional meetings, 
leading up to the conference itself.   
 
National Steering Committee  
Broad based consultation, an inclusive approach and ownership are at the heart of the national 
preparatory process. To this effect, the Ministries of Environment & Sustainable Development and 
Foreign Affairs, Regional Integration and International Trade are jointly chairing a multi-
stakeholder Steering Committee comprising Government, the private sector and civil society 
representatives1. The Committee is the platform for the 2014 SIDS meeting and mandated to among 
others to:  

a) Provide support and guidance for the preparation of the National Report; 
b) Provide guidance on any other matters and activities related to the conference until the 

Samoa Meeting in 2014; and 
c) Follow up on the 2014 Samoa outcome. 

 
 
The National Report – The Methodology for the consultative process  
The national report is based on both the responses to the guiding questionsi prepared by the United 
Nations to steer discussions at the national level and on a bottom-up, inclusive consultative process. 
This report needs to be read in conjunction with the following documents which provide detailed 
background information on the actions already undertaken by the Government of Mauritius to 
implement the BPoA and the MSI and the challenges thereof: 
 State of the Environment Report prepared for 1992 UN Earth Summit; 
 Report of the International meeting to review the Implementation of the Programme of Action 

for  the sustainable Development of small Islands Developing States 1994; 
 Mauritius Staking Out the Future - National Report for Mauritius International Meeting 2005; 
 The Mauritius Strategy for Implementation National Assessment Report of 2010; 
 Mauritius Environment Outlook Report 2011; 
 National Synthesis report 2012 for the RIO+20 Conference 
 Mauritius Report on the Post 2015 UN Development Agenda – The Future we want, and  
 Maurice Ile Durable report, June 2013 

                                                           
1 The list of the members of the National Steering Committee is at Annex 1 

Annex 166



10 | P a g e

A. Summary of the consultations with the 18 thematic focus groups
A series of consultations were undertaken with key stakeholders to ensure cross-sectoral 
participation and diversity of views. 18 thematic focus groups were set up on the MSI thematic 
areas. A lead Ministry was identified with regard to each of the 18 thematic themes of the BPoA and 
MSI:   

1. Climate Change & Sea Level Rise
2. Natural & Environmental Disasters
3. Management of Waste
4. Coastal & Marine Resources
5. Freshwater Resources
6. Land Resources
7. Energy Resources
8. Tourism Resources
9. Biodiversity Resources
10. Transport & Communication
11. Science & Technology

12. Trade: Globalization & Trade
Liberalization 

13. Sustainable Capacity Development &
Education For Sustainable Development

14. Sustainable Production & Consumption
15. National & Regional Enabling

Environments
16. Health
17. Knowledge Management & Information

For Decision-Making
18. Culture

Each focus thematic group was composed of relevant stakeholders from both public and private 
sector and most of these groups met on at least two occasions2. Each group considered the 8 
guiding questions and responded accordingly. The main recommendations from the group reports 
are given under the relevant sections II, III, IV and V of this report. 

B. National Consultative Workshops
Three national workshops were held. The first national workshop3 was held on 21 May 2013 and 
saw the participation of representatives from various sub-sections of society such as the youth, 
women, NGOs, civil society, trade unionists and local authorities. A second workshop4 was held on 
11 June 2013 in Rodrigues to ensure that the specific concerns of that particular territory of 
Mauritius were fed into the process. The Mauritius Private sector was also briefed on the process 
and their views were sought on 11 June 2013. Finally, a national validation workshop5 was held to 
present the report, and to seek its endorsement from the representatives of all stakeholders who 
participated in the focus group meetings and consultations.  

1) Summary of the National Dialogue with Major Groups
 Need for better adapted education, employment and a better quality of life, including

through the promotion of family values, protection of traditions and cultures; 
 Need for increased transparency, equity, security and good governance and in this respect 

better enforcement of laws and regulations at national level; 
 Need for more education/information on sustainable development since some of the 

participants had limited knowledge of the existence and implementation of Agenda 21, 
BPoA, MSI, MDGs and the Post 2015 UN Development Agenda process; 

 Need for more information on climate change, Disaster Risk Reduction and its impacts 
cross-sectorally; 

 Concern over unpredictable changes in weather conditions and its consequences and the 
need for  mitigative measures to be taken as well as contingency plans to be prepared; 

2 Please see annex 2 for consolidated paper on the themes identified in the Mauritius Strategy. 
3 Please see annex 3 for agenda and list of participants 
4 Please see annex 4 for agenda and list of participants 
5 Please see annex 5 for agenda and list of participants 
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 Concern over waste management, protection of water resources, and the lack of proper 
urbanisation controls; 

 Concern with regard to the ageing population and the economic and social effects thereof;  
 Concern over the  lack of recognition of the important role NGOs play in society and their 

lack of human and financial support 

2) Summary of consultations held in Rodrigues
 Water Resources Management remains their main priority. Water harnessing, storage and

distribution is the main island challenge;
 Optimal use of land through judicious planning and zoning is considered essential for

sustainable development. Incompatible development has been responsible for severe 
erosion and coastal siltation and conflictual co-habitation; 

 A management strategy and action plan for optimal protection of coastal areas from sea 
level rise, erosion, inundation etc. (Rodrigues was severely impacted by Tsunami in 2004) 
and exploitation of marine resources should be prepared and implemented; 

 Energy is produced from imported fossil fuel which is expensive and there are concerns 
over the regularity of supply during cyclonic seasons. There is a need to develop optimally 
renewable energy from wind and sun. They need affordable resources and technology; 

 Waste characterisation has shown new challenges as there an increasing amount of E-waste 
(batteries, aluminium cans, bottles and plastic waste) entering the waste stream. Lack of 
capacity and scale of economies are not conducive to recycling and therefore poses serious 
problem of disposal; and 

 The meeting also recognised and recommended that the concept of Education for 
Sustainable Development should be further strengthened in the formal education 
curriculum from primary to tertiary levels. Other issues discussed were in relation to the 
creation of employment, transparency in decision making and governance, security, 
enhancing equity for all and new and additional funding to attend to the above. 

3) Summary of the dialogue with the Private Sector
 The private sector renewed its commitment to partner with the Government of Mauritius in

its initiatives to  meet the challenges of implementing the BPOA and MSI;
 The Private sector remains concerned over the  poor coordination at the national/regional

levels with regard to a holistic implementation of the BPOA and MSI; 
 The private sector is keen to work towards sustainable consumption and production as long 

as this does not negatively impact the competitiveness of Mauritian products which already 
suffer from diseconomies of scale; 

 In this respect, in order to avoid duplicative processes, the private sector would like the 
national consultative process to include the ideas/views already expressed/submitted 
through their participation in the 6 working groups working on finalising the national 
action plan to implement the MID initiative over the long term; 

 The private sector has begun work on an energy efficiency initiative whereby it is working 
to seek energy conservation in production; 

 The private sector has also embarked on a project to map the carbon footprint of the main 
industries with a view to reviewing and reducing same. 

 The other issues raised were: protection and coastal and marine resources, especially in 
relation to the fisheries and aquaculture sectors and the need for SIDS to be provided with 
special trade preferences in order to increase their competitiveness given their remote 
geographical location from major exporting markets.  

Annex 166



12 | P a g e  
 

4) Summary of issues raised during the National validation Workshop  
During the National Validation workshop, six sub-groups were set up to reflect on the six chosen 
themes and their recommendations were as follows:  
 

A. Climate Change Group 
Adaptation would be focused on the following three sectors: health sector; coastal zone 
sector and infrastructure, in this respect, there would be a need to prepare national plan of 
action for implementation. 
 

B. Ocean Economy & Development of a land based Oceanic Industry 
- Objective: To reduce use and reliance on fossil fuel  
- Way and means: Exploitation of deep sea water for cooling systems, generation of power 

etc. 
- Benefit: Provides sustainably; Integrates MDG principle; Fits in national MID policies 
- Needed: Funding and transfer of technologies  

 
C. Energy:   

Focus should be on having technical and financial assistance with regard to energy auditing, 
energy efficiency and energy management. 
 

D. Waste Management:  
To promote and enhance waste segregation at source for eventual recycling and re-use  
 

E. Food Security:  
Make Agriculture more resilient; Involve vulnerable groups in the production chain; 
provide support to small planters to adapt to new technologies; prime arable land should be 
protected and used only for agricultural purposes; SIDS to benefit from an Insurance 
Scheme operated internationally to cater for food shortages resulting from natural 
disasters.  
 

F. Culture:  
Enhancement of cultural Values through education and adoption of the Gross National 
Happiness Index 
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Section II: 
PROGRESS IN BPOA & MSI IMPLEMENTATION 

The sustainable development agenda of small islands states like Mauritius has been largely shaped 
by the BPoA and MSI. Since its adoption in 1994, the BPoA has been to a great extent implemented 
in Mauritius. As regards the MSI, since 2005, Mauritius has been very committed in implementing 
this strategy at the domestic level as well as in advocating SIDS issues at regional, multilateral and 
international levels. Overall, there has been substantial progress in areas such as biodiversity 
protection and the establishment of terrestrial, coastal and marine protected areas. Political 
commitment to advance sustainable development has also been observed with the adoption of the 
new long term vision “Maurice Ile Durable”. 

National Sustainable Development Frameworks 
Mauritius embraced sustainable development as the guiding paradigm to promote national 
development in the early 90s, with the adoption of the Integrated Management Approach to 
Sustainable Environmental Management under the in the Environment Protection Act of 1991. With 
environmental protection at its heart, this approach also had cross-cutting bearings across a range 
of sectoral concerns, development patterns and in decision making. It promoted broad-based 
administrative and consultative mechanisms and ensure that all stakeholders were party to 
decision-making in a structured manner. 

In 1997, “Vision 2020: The National Long- Term Perspective Study” was adopted as the core 
development strategy to promote sustainable development in the country. The Vision 2020 set out 
the scenario for promoting development based on gains in agricultural efficiency, tourism, 
industrial production and development of financial and value-added services. As a result, the sugar 
and textile sectors were restructured; an offshore financial sector was established; the 
telecommunications system was strengthened and liberalised; new incentive schemes were offered 
to IT and pioneer firms; a Cyber Park was established, state secondary school capacity was doubled; 
port facilities were modernised, and a Freeport was established, among others.  

In the face of looming global challenges like the triple economic-food-energy crises, in 2008 
Government adopted "Maurice Ile Durable" as the new sustainable vision to guide national 
development. Maurice Ile Durable (MID) can be considered as the ground breaking, unique, 
innovative milestone project leading to a reinforced integrated, participatory approach to 
sustainable development and which seeks to include each and every citizen of  Mauritius. The 
MID Policy, Strategy and Action Plan has been developed in a broad-based participatory approach 
and focuses on 5 sectors, commonly referred to as the 5 Es: Energy; Environment; Employment and 
Economy; Education; and Equity. The MID goals are as follows:  

Energy sector is to ensure that the Republic of Mauritius is an efficient user of 
energy, with its economy decoupled from fossil fuel. The main targets are to achieve 
the national target of 35% renewable energy by 2025; and reduce energy 
consumption in non-residential and public sector buildings by 10% by 2020. 
Environment sector is to ensure sound environmental management and 
sustainability of our ecosystem services. Goals are to meet the environmental 
sustainability targets of the Millennium Development Goals; and reduce the 
ecological footprint to be in the upper quartile of performance of similar income 
nations, by 2020. 
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Employment/Economy sector is to green the economy with decent jobs, offering 
long term career prospects. The targets are to increase the percentage of green jobs, 
from 6.3% in 2010, to 10% by 2020 and maintain or improve position in the World 
Economic Forum’s International Competitiveness Index. 
Education sector is to have an education system that promotes the holistic 
development of all citizens. The goals are to achieve 100% MID literacy by 2020 and 
be an internationally recognised knowledge hub for sustainable development in the 
region by 2020. 
Equity is to ensure that all citizens are able to contribute to the Republic’s 
continuing growth and share its combined wealth. Specific goals are to improve the 
position of the Republic of Mauritius in the World Poverty Index and improve 
current status in the Gini coefficient of income inequality. 

 
Policies and Strategies:  
The policy framework of Mauritius is anchored in the concept of sustainable development and 
incorporates the relevant recommendations of the major international conferences, since the 1992 
Rio Earth Summit. In this context, various sectoral policies and strategies have been developed and 
are being implemented across various thematic areas such as: energy, coastal zone management, 
land, biodiversity, forests, wastewater, solid waste, and tourism among others. To report on 
progress achieved in BPoA and MSI implementation, the following cluster has been used: 
 

ENVIRONMENT EDUCATION TRADE AND 
ECONOMY 

HEALTH TRANSPORT & 
COMMUNICATION 

 Climate change 
and sea level 
rise 

 Natural & 
environmental 
disasters 

 Management of 
wastes 

 Coastal & 
marine 
resources 

 Freshwater 
resources 

 Land resources 
 Biodiversity 

resources 
 Sustainable 

production & 
consumption 

 Sustainable 
capacity 
development & 
education for 
sustainable 
development 

 Science & 
technology 

 Knowledge 
management & 
information for 
decision-
making 

 Culture 
 
 

 Energy 
resources 

 Tourism 
resources 

 Trade: 
globalization & 
trade 
liberalization 

 National & 
regional 
enabling 
environments 

 

 Health  Transportation 
& 
communication 

 
1) Climate Change  
Fully aware of the possible impacts of climate change on its economy, citizens and their livelihoods, 
Government of the Republic of Mauritius has made climate change adaptation and mitigation a 
national priority. This is reflected in the Maurice Ile Durable programme as well as the Government 
Programme 2010-2015. In this endeavour, Government has adopted a multi-pronged approach to 
address impacts of climate change and enhance the resilience of Mauritius. To that effect, a climate 
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change mitigation and adaptation framework has been developed. Several priority sectors like 
disaster risk reduction and management, renewable energy, water, coastal zones, fisheries, tourism, 
public infrastructure, health and agriculture have been targeted and actions are being taken at 
different levels ranging from policy and legislative review, application of long term dynamic tools, 
institutional strengthening, infrastructural works, promotion of research and development, 
awareness raising, education and training. A Technology Needs Assessment (TNA) has also been 
undertaken to define a set of clean technologies which are best suited for an enhanced climate 
change mitigation and adaptation approach. The outcome of this study will help mobilise 
international funding.  

2) Disaster Risks Reduction and Management
In order to make the country resilient to the impacts of extreme events and climate change, a
Disaster Risk Reduction and Management project was undertaken. Climate risk analysis,
comprising comprehensive climate modelling studies has been conducted for inland flooding,
landslides and coastal inundation. National Risk Profiles (Risks and Hazards Maps), Strategy
Framework and Action Plan for disaster risk management have been developed under this project.
These will contribute to designing robust disaster risk policies, management practices and enhance
the country’s preparedness in the face of disasters.

3) Management of Waste
A Solid Waste Management Strategy (2011 - 2015) was adopted in 2011 with the overall policy
objective of reducing, reusing and recycling waste. Moreover, a number of actions are being taken
to reduce the volume of wastes in Mauritius. For example, of the 420,000 tons of wastes being
generated annually, about 63,000 tons are composted at the newly established composting plant. It
is expected that by 2014, the capacity of the composting plant would be doubled, thus implying that
a total amount of 126,000 tons of waste would be diverted from the landfill annually. Government
has also embarked on a range of projects since the mid-term review to assess Mauritius Strategy
Implementation. These include: Recycling of e-wastes from Government bodies; drafting of a
regulation for the registration of recyclers; feasibility Study for the setting up and operation of
recycling facilities for used tyres and Compact Fluorescent lamps and feasibility on Anaerobic
Digestion for selected wastes such as: food, market and farming waste

4) Coastal and Marine Resources
The regulation of large scale development in the coastal zone is undertaken through the
Environment Impact Assessment/Preliminary Environment Report mechanism as well as the
Building and Land Use Permit requirements, which take into consideration the provisions of the
Planning Policy Guidelines, Outline Schemes on setbacks, plot coverage and development density of
coastal development. An Integrated Coastal Zone Management Framework for the Republic of
Mauritius was adopted in 2010 and is presently under implementation to ensure effective
management of the coastal zone. Coastal protection works, beach re-profiling and other restoration
works are being taken to abate the impacts of erosion. Coral reef ecosystem monitoring and
lagoonal water quality monitoring are undertaken at various sites across the island.

During the past 20 years, Mauritius has progressively established a system of marine protected 
areas to include fishing reserves, marine parks and marine reserves in the waters around Mauritius 
and Rodrigues. This has been done with a view to manage, conserve marine resources, ecosystems, 
natural habitats and species biodiversity and to enhance fish productivity. The Republic of 
Mauritius has, so far, proclaimed six Fishing Reserves and two Marine Parks in Mauritius and four 
marine reserves, one Marine Park and three fisheries reserved areas in Rodrigues. A National Plan 
of Action to prevent, deter and eliminate Illegal, Unregulated and Unreported, Fishing for Mauritius 
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is being implemented. An Aquaculture Master Plan was prepared to develop marine and inland 
aquaculture. 

5) Freshwater resources
A Master Plan for “Development of the Water Resources in Mauritius” was prepared in 2012 with
ultimate objective to satisfy the water demand in the different supply zones for the various sectors
of the economy by ensuring continuous supply over the island even during the dry season.
According to the Master Plan, the main challenges of the water sector are to identify additional
water resources mobilisation options; review the existing legislative framework governing the
water resources sector; assess the existing water rights system and present proposals for its
rationalisation; and review the institutional set-up governing the water resources sector. In
addition to the above, the key long-term national development goals for the water sector comprise
of mobilisation of additional water resources through rehabilitation of existing dams and water
infrastructures, water management through the use of treated wastewater for irrigation purposes,
public water conservation campaigns and reduction of non-revenue water.

6) Land resources
In the Republic of Mauritius, the National Development Strategy (NDS) provides the basis for land
use planning. The policies and proposals of the NDS have been successfully translated at the local
level through the preparation and approval of local development plans for both Urban and rural
areas. A series of Planning Policy Guidance have been prepared to assist developers, local bodies
and the general public in complying with principles of good design, appropriate siting and location
of activities.

7) Biodiversity resources
To ensure that biodiversity is managed in a sustainable manner, a number of strategies are under
implementation. These include the National Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan (2006 – 2015),
National Invasive Alien Species Strategy and Action Plan (2010 – 2019), National Forest Policy
2006, and the Islet National Park Strategic Plan (2004) for 16 offshore islets and a management
plan for the shallow water demersal fish species of the Saya de Malha and the Nazareth banks.

Furthermore, in line with its international commitments, Mauritius ratified the Nagoya Protocol in 
2013. Mauritius has also been working in close collaboration with the international community and 
has received funding and technical assistance in the preparation of policy and projects such as 
National Forest Policy, Sustainable Land Management Project, Forest Land Information System and 
ongoing NAP alignment as well as preparation of the Management Plans for the inland nature 
reserves. Moreover, Government is also implementing the Protected Areas Network project to 
manage the protected areas in collaboration with the private land owners. 

To tackle food security, the following plans are also being implemented: Multiannual Adaptation 
Strategy – Sugar sector Action plan (2006 – 2015); Food Security Plan (2008 – 2013); Blueprint for 
a diversified Agri-Food Strategy for Mauritius (2008 – 2015) and the Mauritius Food Security Fund 
Strategic Plan (2013 – 2015). The Plant Genetic Resources Unit at the Agricultural Services of the 
Ministry of Agro-Industry and Food Security is also conserving plant genetic resources through in 
situ and ex situ agro-biodiversity collections. A food security Fund of USD 33 million has been set 
up. 

8) Sustainable consumption and production
Mauritius was the first country in Africa to develop its National Programme on Sustainable
Consumption and Production (SCP), under the guidance of UNEP to implement the 10-Year 
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Framework of Programmes of the Marrakech Process. Adopted in 2008, the National Programme 
on SCP aspires to decouple economic growth from use of natural resources, bring a change in 
consumption patterns, promote technological shifts and encourage the adoption of more 
sustainable lifestyles.  
 
The national programme focuses on 5 priority areas, namely: Resource efficiency in energy, water 
and sustainable buildings and constructions; Education and communication for sustainable 
lifestyles; Waste management; Sustainable public procurement, and Market opportunities for 
sustainable products. To date, 13 projects have successfully been implemented and include among 
others the development of Minimum Energy Performance Standards for key household appliances, 
capacity building of Energy Audit providers, Green Building Rating system with Integrated 
Guidelines to promote sustainable buildings and an Action plan for Green Public Procurement.   
 
9) Sustainable capacity development & education for sustainable development 
A range of programmes being offered for teachers at various levels including Special education 
needs, remedial education, entrepreneurship education. Measures are being taken to ensure equal 
opportunity, gender equity and provision of appropriate education to bring about appropriate 
behavioural change among learners (e.g. through ESD related projects). Ongoing capacity building 
sessions focus on a range of ESD related themes such as HIV and AIDS, Climate change, Disaster 
Risk reduction and on Education, Communication and Sustainable Lifestyles. At tertiary level, 
Sustainable Development is being mainstreamed in a range of undergraduate and post 
graduate programmes.  

 
10) Science & Technology  
Science and Technology (S&T) has been mainstreamed in all sectors of the economy. In the 
Education sector, ICT facilities have been improved in all schools. Government has set up a Ministry, 
namely the Ministry of Tertiary Education, Science Research and Technology, which has taken a 
number of initiatives to boost Research in Science and Technology. However, broad-band speed 
needs to be increased with installation of fibre optics.  
 
Mobile telephony and access to Internet facilities have grown exponentially and has facilitated 
communication to the world. The Digital Access Index (DAI) for Mauritius was 0.5 in 2011 as 
compared to Sweden, the leader, which was 0.85. The percentage subscription to Mobile cellular 
has increased from 14% in 2000 to 92% in 2010. Usage of technology in the Mauritian households 
as well as offices has also improved in line with international trends. To ensure proper 
implementation of priority areas of the country, better collaboration between research institutions 
and public bodies, the Government of the Republic of Mauritius has set up five National Research 
Groups to address priority issues.  

 
11) Knowledge management & information for decision-making 
Government is implementing the National ICT Strategic Plan 2011 - 2014 in order to make the ICT/ 
BPO Sector as one of the main pillars of the economy and develop Mauritius into a Knowledge Hub. 
In this context, an ICT Skills Development Programme and the ICT Academy are being 
implemented. Furthermore, coordinated efforts towards Cyber Security threats and incidents are 
being undertaken and these include: strengthening Mauritian Computer Emergency Response team 
(CERT); cross border collaboration of issues pertaining to Cyber Security; strengthening and 
harmonization of Cyber Security Legislations and establishing Regional CERTS. 
12) Culture 
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Mauritius being a multi cultural society, legislations have been enacted to give equal treatment for 
the preservation and promotion of all cultures and languages of the Mauritian Society. Financial 
assistance is also provided for the development of the Creative Industries by way of Grants to 
artists, creators and performers. International exposure is given to them through their participation 
in events of worldwide repute. Assistance is also provided for the local production of cultural 
goods. In order to protect author’s rights and intellectual property, the Mauritius Society of Authors 
was set up in 1986.   

13) Energy Resources
A long term energy strategy for the period 2009-2025 and an Energy Strategy (Action Plan) 2011 -
2025 have been adopted by Government. The strategy involves a series of action that pertains to
increasing the share of renewable in the energy mix (35% by 2025), energy conservation and
energy efficiency. Recently, an Integrated Electricity Plan 2013-2022 has been prepared to address
the energy challenges of Mauritius and aiming to create a sufficiently broad energy portfolio that
will safeguard the country against energy security concerns and price instability while being
sensitive to environmental imperatives.

To allow for the implementation of the Long Term Energy Strategy, an Energy Efficiency Act was 
promulgated in 2011. This Act paved the way for the setting up a dedicated institution, the Energy 
Efficiency Management Office (EEMO), for promoting energy efficiency in all economic sectors of 
the country. Government is also encouraging innovation by households as well as businesses to 
produce electricity using renewable energy technologies. Small Independent Power Producers 
(SIPPs) can now produce and use electricity from photovoltaic, micro-hydro and wind turbines 
through systems not exceeding 50 kW and export the extra electricity to the grid. 

14) Tourism resources
Mauritius is predominantly a beach holiday destination and it relies to a large extent on its coastal
resources. Both the Tourism Development Plan (2002) and the Tourism Sector Strategy Plan
(2009-2015) recommended the introduction of Blue Flag Programme in Mauritius. The
Government of Mauritius has embarked on a Blue Flag Programme with the objectives to promote
inter-alia the sustainable use of the coastal resources and sound national policies on lagoon water
quality, reefs, protection of the beaches and safety. Spatial planning of the lagoons has also become
of prime importance, which has prompted the need for the preparation of a master plan for the
zoning and sustainable management of the lagoon. To move towards the “greening” of the tourism
industry, the Government of Mauritius is in the process of introducing an eco label scheme for the
environmental and sustainability of the sector.

The following is a list of some of the Projects / Programmes implemented. This non-
exhaustive list is from the feedback received from the 18 thematic groups: 

 National Biodiversity Strategy & Action Plan 2006-2015 
 Invasive alien species strategic Action Plan 2010 - 2019 
 National Forest Policy was formulated and approved by Government in 2006; 
 Forest Land Information System was set up in 2010; 
 Formulation and implantation of a National Forestry Action Programme is in progress; 
 Sustainable Land Management is already integrated in the National Forest Policy; 
 A national water policy is being finalised at Ministry of Energy and Public Utilities; 
 Interim Hazardous Waste Storage Facility at La Chaumière, which is expected to come into 

operation by 2015; 
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 From the 420,000 tons of wastes being generated annually, about 63,000 tons p.a. is 
effectively diverted (taking into account rejects from composting) from land-filling and sent 
to the composting plant at La Chaumière; 

 The National Development Strategy (NDS) provides the basis for land use planning. It was 
approved in 2003 and subsequently given legal force through proclamation of section (12) 
of the Planning and Development Act in 2005; 

 Mauritius has made significant progress over the past years to implement its renewable 
energy and energy efficiency policy and strategy as enshrined in the Long Term Energy 
Strategy (2009-2025) as hereunder: 
 The Energy Efficiency Act has been enacted in 2011;
 The Utility Regulatory Authority (URA) Act 2004 has been proclaimed.
 The Energy Efficiency Management Office is operational since December 2011;
 The “Observatoire de l’Energie” has been set up in 2011 and provides a national

database on energy usage.
 A certification system for energy auditors and energy managers is being developed;
 Design Guide for Energy Efficient Buildings less than 500 m2 have been developed;
 Energy Efficiency Building Code has been developed for buildings with a surface area of

more than 500 m2;
 A report on Energy Audit Management Scheme for non-residential Buildings has been

prepared;
 A project for the setting up of a “Framework for Energy Efficiency and Energy

Conservation in Industries” has been implemented; 
 Mandatory energy audits to be carried out by large consumers of electricity;
 Small scale distributed generation has been allowed into CEB’s grid since 2011. Capacity

of SSDGs under the FIT has been increased to 3 MW (incl. 100 kW for Rodrigues);
 A Renewable Energy Development Plan is being finalized;
 Grid-connected photovoltaic plants of a total capacity of 25 MW is being set up;
 50,000 street lights are being replaced by low energy bulbs in urban and rural areas;
 Traffic lights have been replaced by LED;
 A wind farm of 29.4 MW at Plaines Sophie is expected to be operational in 2014;
 A Landfill Gas to Energy Plant started operation in 2011 and  electricity (2 – 3 MW) is

generated; 
 A policy and guidelines on sustainable buildings and a building rating system have been

developed;
 Rs 150 M are provided in 2012 and 2013 as subsidy for the purchase of solar water

heaters;
 A comprehensive national energy savings programme will be implemented by the

EEMO to raise public awareness on energy efficiency and to solicit their collaboration in
the national endeavour to make the country  energy efficient;
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Section III: 
GAPS AND CONSTRAINTS ENCOUNTERED IN

BPOA/MSI IMPLEMENTATION 

Despite the tremendous efforts showcased above, national consultations have revealed the 
following constraints/challenges in implementation: 

1) Local level
 Coordination and monitoring 

There is a need for enhanced coordination at local level to assess and monitor national progress on 
the implementation of the BPoA and MSI issues and also the need to streamline these issues in the 
Programme Based Budgeting of the concerned Ministry. There is also a need for the 
implementation process to be coherent with the Economic and Social Transformation Plan (ESTP) 
process.  

 Motivation for Sustainable Development Initiatives(SDI) 

Efforts to implement SDI have had mixed results. There is need for better understanding of the SDI 
at all levels and to sustain SDI initiatives including a better mechanism to implement same. 

 Accessing financial resources 

The limited access to financial and technical resources has limited Mauritius in its ability to 
mobilise the necessary funding and technical expertise to fully implement the BPoA and MSI.  
External support is required but the difficult global economic situation has impacted on the 
capacity of SIDS like Mauritius to access financing. Most middle-income SIDS do not have access to 
appropriate preferential treatment, concessionary financing, sufficient Official Development 
Assistance flows and other special programmes owing to the lack of formal recognition of SIDS and 
criteria that do not recognise their unique vulnerabilities. Mauritius therefore remains dependent 
on expensive financing from the international financial institutions, and thus further increasing its 
vulnerability.  

  Research and Development technologies 

Further research and development both at the national and regional levels is required to promote 
sustainable development. Transfer of green technology to alleviate dependence on non-renewable 
energy is limited and there is much need for up scaling investment in R&D.  

2) Regional level
 regional coordinating mechanism/organisation 

The AIMS region to which Mauritius belongs is too dispersed, has no assigned coordinating 
mechanism. AIMS region has no mechanism to mobilise resources and monitor the implementation 
of BPoA and MSI.  
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3) International level
Both the BPoA and the MSI include a wide range of international support measures to support 
national level action to address the vulnerability and development needs of SIDS. Beyond these, 
there are several instruments, conventions, agreements and strategies that also tackle challenges 
directly related to SIDS vulnerabilities SIDS, including the Convention on Biological Diversity, the 
Hyogo Framework for Action on disaster risk reduction and the United Nations Framework 
Convention on Climate Change. But there still remains an urgent need for scaled-up international 
measures, in some instances, substantially.  

 Climate change remains the greatest challenge, as adverse impacts continue to undermine 
progress towards development. International actions, particularly by developed countries 
to stabilise greenhouse gas concentrations in the atmosphere at a level that would ensure 
the survival of SIDS, remain insufficient. 

 International support for adaptation strategies has not been adequately forthcoming to 
enable SIDS increase their resilience to the negative impacts from climate change. In this 
respect, international support is needed to ensure sustainable financing initiatives such as 
green-growth policies and climate change adaptation programmes. 

 The economies of SIDS remain highly volatile notably due to their openness and smallness 
and high dependency on imports with high vulnerability to energy and food price shocks. 
These combined vulnerabilities have been further exacerbated by the global energy, 
financial and economic crises. 

 No SIDS dedicated and effective response measures, such as financing and technology 
transfer mechanisms, have been established. In this respect, provision and access to 
affordable and SIDS-adapted technology and financing would catalyse the greening of SIDS 
economies. 

 The international trading system needs to be crafted to address the special and particular 
needs of SIDS in a more pragmatic manner. 

 Access to multilateral financing is difficult owing to eligibility criteria that do not take into 
account small populations and small size of projects coupled with burdensome application 
and monitoring requirements. 

 Resources from the international community often do not reflect national priorities and 
needs and are frequently not directed to the implementation of concrete projects at the 
national level.  
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Section IV: 
NEW AND EMERGING CHALLENGES 

In addition to the existing challenges facing SIDS as identified in the BPoA, the MSI and in previous 
national reports, the following challenges also bear heavily on the socio-economic and sustainable 
development of SIDS, especially in the AIMS region. 

1) Water Resources Management 
Water plays a critical role in supporting economic development, public health and environmental 
protection. The sector is closely tied to others such as tourism, waste (wastewater pollution), 
energy (distribution, hydropower and supplies for cooling) and fisheries (reflected by the health of 
inland and coastal fisheries, a direct result of water quality).  
 
For SIDS, being able to meet the growing demands for access to clean potable water is one of the 
greatest challenges faced by this sector. Climate change poses a significant challenge to the 
management of water resources in SIDS. The islands’ dependency on rainfall leaves them 
vulnerable to both long-term and short-term changes in rainfall patterns.  
 
Furthermore, significant pressure is placed on existing freshwater systems in SIDS by urbanisation, 
unsustainable agricultural practices, the demands of tourism and deforestation. These pressures 
exacerbate environmental conditions and ultimately affect the fragile economies of these islands. As 
water intrinsically links several sectors, without sufficient water quantity and quality, the 
development of other sectors will be restricted. For this reason, water resources management 
should be considered in all stages of planning and development and that it is prioritised at national, 
region and international levels.  
 

2) Food Security 
SIDS have felt the impact of increases in global food prices due to decreased levels of production, 
droughts or disasters, which have resulted in increased protectionism by food exporting countries. 
The issue of food security is increasingly on the agenda for SIDS.  
 
Mauritius imports about 75% of its food, amounting to 19% of the country’s total imports bill. As a 
Net-Food Importing Developing Country, Mauritius is particularly vulnerable to the rapidly 
changing global food system resulting from volatile prices of food commodities, climate change and 
diversion of food crops to bio-fuels.  
 
It is therefore imperative to increase the country’s ability to produce its own food. However, 
competing demands on the limited land resources, decreasing soil fertility, water scarcity as well as 
insufficient interest of the young generation in agricultural activities, make this a particularly 
challenging issue. Policies and actions need to be devised as national, regional and international 
level to tackle this challenge.  
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3) Global Economic crises
The global financial and economic crisis has had a significant impact on SIDS, which have
experienced increasingly limited access to affordable credit. The existing frameworks for evaluating
loan eligibility and assessing interest rates for lending are largely based on Gross Domestic Product
(GDP) and do not take into account the specific vulnerabilities of SIDS, depriving SIDS of
concessionary financing and much needed assistance.

In this context, the international community is urged to consider the special needs of SIDS 
especially regarding climate change and disaster risks reduction issues and also SIDS stewardship 
in sustaining global goods, such as the oceans and marine resources. 

4) Migration and Development
Migration is an issue that is of concern to many, if most of the SIDS, both with their nationals abroad
and non-SIDS nationals on their soil. In most, if not all cases, the reason for that movement is
economic, with those individuals trying to find abroad a lifestyle better than the one they would
have in their own country. This is a concern that holds true for all migratory movements worldwide
and was taken up during the Global Forum on Migration and Development held in Mauritius in
October 2012.

SIDS are therefore under pressure to address high unemployment and underemployment, 
particularly among the urban youth. There is thus a need to develop a proper framework 
addressing the interface between migration and development.  
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Section V: 
WAY FORWARD & RECOMMENDATIONS 

Mauritius re-affirms its commitment to meet the sustainable development goals and priorities in 
the BPoA and the MSI. The successful implementation of the BPoA and MSI, however, depends both 
on the commitment of individual governments and on the commitment of development partners to 
support these goals and assist in the implementation of actions to achieve them, particularly 
through the provision of financial and technical support. This joint commitment should be 
accompanied by a more coherent, coordinated and collaborative approach to the sustainable 
development of SIDS more generally. 

New, pragmatic way forward 
The last 20 years has shown that progress in the implementation of the BPOA/MSI has not been 
entirely successful. The High-Level Review of MSI+5 once again recalled the unique and particular 
vulnerabilities of SIDS and clarified that urgent action was required to address those 
vulnerabilities. The challenges faced by SIDS and the constraints they face in responding to these 
challenges cannot be addressed without the support of the UN system and the international 
community 

This situation can be explained by the fact that there is an absence of the definition of the SIDS 
category. The absence of criteria defining “small and islandness” is the fundamental reasons for 
which countries falling in that category were not able to gain special treatment with the 
development organisations or donor countries. Considering the exceptional economic 
disadvantages faced by most SIDS as a result of their permanent handicaps, the notion of special 
treatment by virtue of SIDS status is important to genuine SIDS in the multilateral trading system 
and in the area of development financing. Thus, there is a need to do things differently, to explore 
new more practical, pragmatic and innovative avenues for SIDS to get special and differential 
treatment.  

Recommendations to be taken forward to the 3rd international 
conference on SIDS: 

A. Coordination at Regional level – SIDS as one voice:
AIMS should be endowed with a regional organisation that can truly support and lead the
implementation of the AIMS-SIDS programmes in areas such as the Climate Change adaptation,
by coordinating the development of adapted technologies, and skills to cope with the fast
changing scenarios and models of development in SIDS.

Furthermore, new models of partnerships between private and public sectors, between SIDS
and SIDS, between the AIMS/CARIBBEAN/PACIFIC should be enhanced and formalised to
enable exchange of proven experiences for the sustainable development of SIDS.

Annex 166



25 | P a g e

B. Climate Change, Disaster Risk Reduction & Management and Financing for
Sustainable Development:
Priorities for implementation are the following:
1) Enhance resilience of the Republic of Mauritius in areas related to climate risk management 

as well as to improve climate prediction ability through the development of national
capacities of SIDS; 

2) Ensure the protection of coastal areas from inundation due to sea level rise; 

3) Address holistically the relocation of populations from low lying vulnerable areas; 

4) Develop the SIDS Strategy for Disaster Reduction to contribute to the attainment of
sustainable development and poverty eradication by facilitating the integration of disaster
risk reduction into development. The Strategy should have the following objectives:

a) Increase political commitment to disaster risk reduction
b) Improve identification and assessment of disaster risk
c) Enhance knowledge management for disaster risk reduction
d) Increase public awareness of disaster risk reduction
e) Improve governance of disaster risk reduction institutions
f) Integrate disaster risk reduction into emergency response management.

Once agreed and adopted, this strategy should be promoted at the forthcoming World 
Conference on Disaster Reduction to be held in 2015 in Japan. 

C. Energy:
To achieve the Mauritian vision of 35% of renewable energy by 2025, the international support
to SIDS including through North-South, South-South, SIDS-SIDS and triangular cooperation,
aimed at reducing fossil fuel dependency and increasing availability of electric power services,
by using more efficient technologies and renewable energy sources needs to be highlighted.
Support should be provided to enhance regional and SIDS-SIDS cooperation for research and
technological development on SIDS appropriate renewable energy and energy efficiency
technologies.
1. A hybrid financing mechanism comprising concessionary loans/grants should be made

available to SIDS for the implementation of Renewable Energy (RE) projects; SIDS can 
promote the creation of a pool of certified energy auditors who would be allowed to work in
any SIDS; 

2. A certification body and an accreditation body for all SIDS Energy Auditors can be set up in
one of the SIDS’ countries, probably on a regional basis;

3. SIDS should publish the best practices in RE and Energy Efficiency (EE) in each country on
a bi-annual basis; 

4. Access to efficient technologies such as LED/Solar for lighting can be improved if the cost of
these technologies can be made affordable for SIDS;

5. SIDS can harmonize the standards of the labels for household appliances, so as to promote
efficient appliances only;

6. One of the SIDS Universities can provide advanced training for graduates in the field on RE
& EE;

7. An international carbon financing mechanism should be set up to allow SIDS to de-
carbonize their energy sectors as much as possible;
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8. Smart grid technology development to be accelerated to allow adoption in SIDS for greater 
penetration of RE; development partners can help to allow the development of a pilot smart 
grid in one of the SIDS; 

9. To develop an internationally agreed regulatory framework for renewable energy such as a 
WTO Sustainable Energy Trade Agreement.ii 
 

D. Development of an Ocean Economy / Coastal and Marine resources:  
The ocean economy will open up untold opportunities such as on the economic front, the Ocean 
State could be a driver for a foray of new sectors such as Ocean for Energy; Ocean for Food; 
Ocean for Water; Ocean for Minerals; Ocean for Leisure; Ocean for Health as well as efficient 
fisheries and for innovation-driven maritime research and exploration. 
1. Setting up of a dedicated Regional Oceanographic Centre; 
2. Development of Land Based Ocean Industry including for the generation of renewable 

energy to replace fossil fuel; 
3. Increase means and resources at the regional level for research and implementation of 

plans and strategies on coastal zone management including erosion processes. In this 
respect it is also important to strengthen the Regional Fisheries Management Organisations.  

4. Provide assistance to ensure domestic fishing and related industries of SIDS accounts for a 
greater share of the benefit than is currently realised of the total catch and value, in 
particular for highly migratory stocks harvested within the EEZs of SIDS and within 
proximate geographical areas including high seas, as appropriate.  

5. Eliminate subsidies that contribute to illegal, unreported and unregulated fishing and to 
over capacity while completing the efforts undertaken at the World Trade Organisation to 
clarify and improve its disciplines on fisheries subsidies.  There is also need for a carve out 
for subsidies for SIDS to develop its fishing capacity and fish processing plants. 
 

E. Management of Waste:  
Waste management in SIDS, is a growing problem because of population growth, urbanisation, 
changing consumption patterns and the large numbers of tourists. In this context the following 
needs to be addressed with the support of the International Community: 
1. Support effective planning and implementation of waste management practices 
2. Establish technical cooperation programmes to enable the creation and the strengthening of 

regional mechanisms to protect the oceans and coastal areas from ship-generated waste 
and oil spills, among others. 

3. Setting up of a regional infrastructure for the treatment and disposal of hazardous waste.  
 

F. Trade:  
Given the vulnerability of SIDS and their disadvantage with regard to traditional markets, trade 
policy is instrumental in the developing and strengthening of SIDS resilience. It is therefore 
recommended to: 
1. Establish a mechanism to promote intra SIDS movement of goods, capital and professional 

services with flexible rules of origin. 
2. Non Tariff Measures (NTMs) present a challenge to small economies in their efforts to 

compete in foreign markets. Though many NTMs are concerned with justifiable health and 
related requirements, and others, can be explained as important for standard setting, the 
increasing number and rising stringency of these standards can be barriers to trade. It is 
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also recommended that the impact of Non Tariff Measures on Small economies be 
effectively addressed.iii   

G. Migration and Development:
Climate Change is already impacting and will impact further on migration, both within a
country and between countries. Proactive planning and financing are crucial and in this context,
financing and support from international financing agencies would be required to fast-track the
regional integration programme with its SIDS counterparts, particularly in the following:

1. The Accelerated Program for Economic Integration (APEI) seeks to enhance
regional capacity building, by facilitating the export of services and talents. The main
objectives of the APEI are to address the poor allocation and mismatch of skills across
national borders, to provide a boost to the flow of foreign investment and the export of
services and to foster faster economic integration through enhanced growth and
employment opportunities.

2. The Regional Multi-disciplinary Centre of Excellence (RMCE) aims to improve the
capacity for policy making in the Eastern and Southern African region, as well as the
small states network, with an emphasis on regional integration. The strategy is based on
improving macroeconomic management, trade and transit, cross-border finance and
business development and investment. The emphasis is on peer learning and peer
support and benchmarking of good performers and adoption of best practices.

Due to its specificities, the RMCE and the APEI complement the initiatives of AFS and ATI. As at 
date through the PBB 2013-2015, Mauritius has contributed Rs 22 M to RMCE initiatives, with 
Rs 10 M earmarked for 2014 and Rs 7 M for 2015. To conduct a full-fledge programme under 
RMCE, we would require at least USD 1 million annually from the international community.  For 
APEI, as at date, Mauritius has secured financial assistance to the tune of USD 3.6 M over three 
years from World Bank for movement of professionals. However, additional funds are needed 
to address other pillars under APEI. 

H. Setting up of regional /global monitoring system:
The establishment of a robust global monitoring system can help to strengthen accountability at 
all levels and to ensure adequate and timely analysis of the implementation of the BPoA, MSI
and Samoa objectives/outcomes. The monitoring framework should be based on existing
regional and national monitoring frameworks. At the same time, the monitoring framework
should also fully utilise readily available international data on vulnerabilities, development
needs and policy responses relevant for SIDS, including the relevant indicators used in the
economic vulnerability index developed by the UN Committee for Development Policy.
Adequate resources would be required.
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Section VI: 
POST-2015 UN DEVELOPMENT AGENDA 

The outcome of the Samoa meeting needs to be seen as converging with the Post-2015 UN 
Development Agenda, the Rio +20 process and the proposed Sustainable Development Goals 
(SDGs). Accordingly, the process initiated for the preparation of the SIDS conference should: 

Continue to strengthen national partnerships between governments, private sector, civil 
society organisations, women, trade unionists, non-governmental organizations, the elderly 
and the youth in order for the holistic implementation of the goals to be adopted at the 
Samoa meeting to be fully integrated into the development policies at national and regional 
levels; 

Encourage the mainstreaming of the concept of Education and culture for Sustainable 
Development across the globe; 

Indicate in its national post 2015 Development Agenda report, the current MDGs health 
goals need to be clustered into one goal entitled ‘Universal Health Coverage’ which would 
provide a multi-sectoral approach with a view to reducing health inequities. The rapid 
spread of Non-Communicable Diseases compels urgent global action for the prevention and 
treatment of these diseases. Universal Health Coverage would imply that people have access 
to all health services such as Maternal and Child Health, Family Planning, Sexual and 
Reproductive Health Education, Prevention of and Treatment for Substance Abuse, 
Occupational and other health hazards, Mental Health, HIV/AIDS, malaria and other 
emerging/ re-emerging diseases; 

Support and recommend the  building of resilience and addressing the issue of population 
dynamics in a future post 2015 international development goals; 

Coordinate through the Delivery As One umbrella a system-wide coherence which will lead 
to a more coordinated and structured approach at national, regional and international 
levels; 

Adopt a pragmatic approach with regard to the question of special treatment for financial 
and technical assistance for SIDS. The much stretched diplomatic and financial resources of 
SIDS and the generally limited interest shown toward SIDS and their concerns by the 
international community have added to the inevitable inertia in the international 
bureaucracy and are likely to make the realisation of the above recommendations a long 
process. In this context, there is a need for SIDS to gain special recognition within the UN 
system 
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Section VII:  
PARTNERSHIPS FOR SIDS 

The vision of the Government is to promote Mauritius as a Knowledge Hub, the Tertiary 
Education Sector is being internationalized and more and more international students are now 
choosing Mauritius for their higher education. 

Mauritius is presently offering 50 scholarships to students from African countries of the African 
Union, for undergraduate programs and 50 scholarships for post-graduate programs offered on 
a Distance Learning Mode by the Open University of Mauritius to Commonwealth Countries. 

The GEF - Western Indian Ocean Marine Highway Development and Coastal and Marine 
Contamination Prevention Project is an excellent example of a regional project with 8 countries 
6 to bring-up to the same standard and level of preparedness for oil spill, sharing of resources 
and putting in place a regional collective, pro-active and reactive plan. This project is being 
replicated in other regions. Similar programs should be undertaken to establish technical 
cooperation programmes to support SIDS’ development of appropriate systems for recycling, 
waste minimization and treatment, reuse and management; establish and strengthen systems 
and networks for the dissemination of information on appropriate environmentally sound 
technologies. 

6 Comoros, France (Reunion Island), Kenya, Madagascar, Mauritius, Mozambique, Seychelles, South Africa and 
Tanzania. 
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Section VIII: 
CONCLUSION 

There are many challenges and obstacles facing Small Island Developing States in reconciling 
economic and social development and building their resilience in a more sustainable development 
manner. The various obstacles should be identified and recognized; international cooperation 
measures should be taken to enable and support the sustainable development efforts. Care should 
be taken to ensure that the sustainable development concept is well understood to address not only 
the negative effects of climate change, but to also include the social, equity and development 
dimensions, including the international provision of finance and technology. 

The Government of the Republic of Mauritius is convinced that solidarity amongst SIDS is of 
paramount importance to successfully address SIDS issues, with international support.  

International collaboration has never meant so much in this era of globalization and trans-
boundary challenges.   
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i The guiding questions are the following 

i. Building on progress reports already prepared for the MSI+5 and Rio+20, what is the
progress made to date and gaps limiting implementation of the BPoA and MSI, that the
country wishes to highlight through the SIDS conference preparatory process?

ii. What progress has been made since 1992 to strengthen the national institutional
framework in terms of coordination between sectors and the integration of the 3 pillar of
sustainable development? How well are sustainable development principles integrated and
mainstreamed in national development planning?

iii. What new and emerging challenges are likely to affect the prospects for sustainable
development in the coming decade? Do the new and emerging challenges pose a
fundamental risk to the prospects of economic growth and development in your country?
What new and emerging challenges should the SIDS Conference in 2014 enact upon?

iv. What kind of new and/or additional practical and pragmatic actions are needed to address
identified gaps in implementation?

v. What is the level of awareness at the country level of MDGs, Sustainable Development Goals
(SDGs) and the post-2015 development agenda? What would be your country priorities in
elaboration of the post-2015 development agenda?

vi. How could such identified challenges and opportunities be addressed through collaborative
partnerships with the international community? What kind of partnerships have worked or
not worked and why? What changes are needed, if any, in how partnerships are forged in
the future, in order to strengthen in the way that help address SIDS address the identified
challenges and opportunities?

vii. What is the accountability mechanisms used to monitor performance? What can be done to
strengthen national data and information systems, national account systems, national
indicators for development, and frameworks for monitoring and evaluation?

viii. With an eye toward the "concise, focused, forward-looking and action-oriented political
document" called for in paragraph 10 of the modalities resolution (A/RES/67/207), what
are the key priorities areas (up to five) that your country would like to see addressed, in the
national preparations and beyond? The responses here could be most constructive if
conceived in terms of key words or short phrases rather than long descriptive paragraphs.

ii The UN has declared 2012 as the International Year of Sustainable Energy for all and its Advisory 
Group on Energy and Climate Change has recommended universal access and a 40 per cent increase in 
energy efficiency in the next 20 years. Cutting energy related emissions in half by 2050 would require de-
carbonisation of the power sector. To maintain the same level of output, fossil fuel would need to be offset 
by sustainable energy, the largest increase, according to the World Bank’s World Development Report 
(2010)t, would have to come from renewable energy sources.  The World Bank report illustrates the 
enormous magnitude of the effort to increase the share of low carbon energy to 30-40 per cent by 2050 
from present levels of 13 percent. This would imply over the next 40 years deploying annually an 
additional 17000 wind turbines, 215 million square metres of solar photovoltaic panels, 80 concentrated 
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solar power plants. Domestic Sustainable Energy policies as well as trade policies can both create 
barriers for supply chain optimisation in the sustainable energy sector. Hence policies that prevent or 
constrain supply chain optimisation increase costs and consequently process for sustainable energy 
goods and services. Non tariff trade related barriers to SEGS are diverse. They can range from domestic 
support measures to export restrictions on critical raw materials as well as restrictions on the modes by 
which services are supplied across borders. The use of certain types of barriers can be addressed through 
existing WTO rules or potentially as part of the Doha round of negotiations. However, while WTO rules 
and disciplines could be evoked in certain cases, they are often ambiguous as far as the energy sector is 
concerned. It is thus worthwhile to consider a fresh approach that takes a holistic and integrated view of 
the sustainable energy sector while simultaneously tackling a variety of market and trade related 
barriers. A Sustainable Energy Trade Agreement could be a way of bringing together countries that are 
committed to addressing climate change and longer term energy security while maintaining open 
markets.  
 
iii The WTO’s World Trade Report of 2012 dealt quite extensively with the issue, but it did not identify 
small economies as a group. However, several of its conclusions point to the fact or to the implication 
that small economies are more adversely affected by NTMs than several other groupings. The requested 
study helps to supplement the important work already conducted by the WTO, and to focus on the issue 
from a small economy perspective. Studies by the World Bank in collaboration with ITC (Non Tariff 
measures- A Fresh look at Trade Policy ed. O Cadot and M. Malouche. World Bank. CEPR , 2012) also show that 
many NTMs adversely affect the costs of contesting foreign markets by many developing countries.  They 
introduce procedural requirements which add to costs at borders, and sometimes add numerous 
regulations which sometimes act as barriers to entry. While many product standards and technical 
regulations are quite reasonable, they can act as trade inhibitors. They can make compliance costs 
generally higher and can keep small and medium sized enterprises out of international trade. Indeed 
developing country markets are increasingly constrained by stringent sanitary requirements that are 
costly to implement.  The level of stringency is constantly being raised. 
 
Studies conducted by the World Bank include among NTMs, not only SPS measures but note that NTMs 
can include several other measures such as quotas, voluntary export restraint, non automatic 
authorizations, price and quality constraints, anti-dumping safeguards, administrative pricing, duties and 
trade defensive policies, and pre-shipment inspection. In some cases implementation of these measures 
require retooling, increased or enhanced product design and testing and confirmation systems, so that 
productive processes become more expensive and sometimes need to be outsourced. Prima facie 
indications are that some measures impact more adversely on small economies, but a study on the topic 
would be required in order to substantiate this position. 
 
The 2012 Report of the WTO, for example, speaks of evidence that TBT/SPS measures have a stronger 
effect on small rather than large firms  (p 10 & p 147).  Since small economies are more likely to have 
mostly small firms, it is useful to explore the extent to which this observation applies to SVEs.  
 
Also, it notes that TBT/SPS measures have prevalently positive effects for more technologically advanced 
sectors, but negative effects on trade in fresh and processed foods. (p 10). Small economies tend to have 
sectors which produce fresh and processed foods and less so, technologically advanced sectors.   
 
 The Report also suggests that specific provisions in l trading arrangements appear to follow a hub and 
spoke structure, with the larger partner representing the hub to whose standards the spokes will confirm.  
Small economies would be considered the spokes in these arrangements. This concept is also worth 
exploring as it applies to small economies. 
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The Report notes that when retailers have buying power, private sector food safety standards can become 
“de facto” barriers to market entry for certain producers. This is particularly the case for developing 
countries which act as “standard takers” rather than standard makers (p 86). It would seem that small 
economies, because of their lack of market power, are more easily pushed into being standard takers than 
most other countries. It would be useful to further examine this observation. 

The ITC business surveys also find greater use of TBT/SPS measures by developed countries, than 
developing countries. Also, it is not mentioned where small economies stand relative to other developing 
economies in terms of the use of NTMs. (p 115). It is assumed that SVEs as a group also use TBTs and 
SPSs less than developed countries.  This could be usefully confirmed. 

The report notes that agricultural products are disproportionately affected by NTMs, and notes further 
that the evidence that agricultural products are disproportionately affected by non-tariff measures 
relative to manufacturing is echoed in the ITC business surveys. It is noted that NTMs in agriculture 
appear to be more restrictive than NTMs in manufacturing (p136).  Small economies may well be in the 
category of exporting more agricultural than manufacturing goods and therefore would fall into the 
category of having to face more restrictive NTMs. (p117). It would be instructive to examine whether this 
is in fact the case.   

The report also found that TBT/ SPS measures had a negative effect on export market diversification of 
the countries (i.e. in the product variety of exports to that market). Developed countries tended to have a 
greater range of TBTs. It suggests that developing countries export diversification becomes more 
restricted as a result of the TBTs of developed countries, but the study does not mention small economies. 
The Report also notes that where TBTs/SPS measures have a negative effect, the impact tends to be 
greater for developing country exports (p153). It would be useful to determine whether it is even more 
onerous for small economies. 
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U.K. Foreign and Commonwealth Office, Written Ministerial Statement, “Update on the British 
Indian Ocean Territory Policy Review” (8 July 2013)



Foreign &
Commonwealth

Office

Written Ministerial Statement 

      8 July 2013 

Update on the British Indian Ocean Territory Policy Review 

The Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State for Foreign and Commonwealth Affairs 
(Mark Simmonds): On 20 December last year my Right Hon. Friend the Foreign Secretary 
announced that we would take stock of our policy on the resettlement of the British Indian 
Ocean Territory (BIOT). I wish to update the House on this process. 

This Government has expressed its regret about the way resettlement of BIOT was carried out 
in the late 1960s and early 1970s.  We do not seek to justify those actions or excuse the 
conduct of an earlier generation.  What happened was clearly wrong, which is why 
substantial compensation was rightly paid.  Both the British courts and the European Court of 
Human Rights have confirmed that compensation has been paid in full and final settlement.  

Decisions about the future of the British Indian Ocean Territory are more difficult. 
Successive British Governments have consistently opposed resettlement of the islands - on 
the grounds of both defence and feasibility.   

The Government must be honest about these challenges and concerns.  Long-term settlement 
risks being both precarious and costly.  The outer islands, which have been uninhabited for 
40 years, are low-lying and lack all basic facilities and infrastructure. The cost and 
practicalities of providing the levels of infrastructure and public services appropriate for a 
twenty-first century British society are likely to be significant and present a heavy ongoing 
contingent liability for the UK tax-payer. 

However, the Government recognises the strength of feeling on this issue, and the fact that 
others believe that the resettlement of BIOT can be done more easily than we have previously 
assessed.  We believe that our policy should be determined by the possibilities of what is 
practicable. 

I am therefore announcing to the House the Government’s intention to commission a new 
feasibility study into the resettlement of BIOT. 

Whilst we believe that there remain fundamental challenges to resettlement, we are resolved 
to explore these in partnership with all those with an interest in the future of BIOT.  We are 
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determined that this review will be as fair, transparent and inclusive as possible, so that all the 
facts and factors affecting the issue of resettlement can be shared and assessed clearly. 

As part of the process, officials are meeting with a wide range of interested parties, including 
Chagossian communities in Mauritius, the UK and in the Seychelles. We know that there are 
strong views and expertise within the House and we welcome contributions from all.   

The results of these consultations will inform directly the detailed shape of the new study.  
Though this will be a study commissioned by the Government, we will ensure that 
independent views from all interested parties will be used when considering how we take the 
study forward. Our intention is to make the remit of the study of resettlement as broad as 
possible, so that all the relevant issues - practical, financial, legal, environmental, and defence 
matters - are given full and proper consideration. 

It is important that we take this forward carefully.  The last feasibility study 10 years ago took 
eighteen months.  The new study is unlikely to be concluded any more quickly.  I will update 
the House once the initial consultation has been concluded. 
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Note Verbale from the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Republic of Mauritius to the Embassy 
of the United States of America in Mauritius, No. 26/2014 (1197/28) (28 Mar. 2014)



Annex 168

REPUBLIC OF MAURITIUS 

MINISTRY OF FOREIGN AFFAIRS, REGIONAL INTEGRATION 
AND INTERNATIONAL TRADE 

No. 26/2014 (1197/28) 28 March 2014 

The Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Regional Integration and International Trade of the 
Republic of Mauritius presents its compliments to the Embassy of the United States of 
America and has the honour to state as follows: 

As the Government of the United States of America is aware, the Republic of 
Mauritius is currently involved in proceedings against the United Kingdom in an arbitration 
under Annex VI I to the United Natiqns Convention on the Law of the Sea, in connection with 
the United Kingdom's decision in 201 0 to declare a 'marine protected area' around the 
Chagos Archipelago. That case is due to be heard in April and May 2014. 

In light of the imminent hearing of the Republic of Mauritius' claim, the Government of 
the Republic of Mauritius would like to take this opportunity to assure the Government of the 
United States of America that, as the Republic of Mauritius has previously made clear, it has 
no objection to the United States of America retaining the military base on Diego Garcia to 
meet prevailing security needs. 

In the event that the Republic of Mauritius prevails in its claim against the United 
Kingdom, it does not foresee any impact on its relations with the United States of America, 
or on the ability of the United States of America to retain the military base on Diego Garcia. 

The Government of the Republic of Mauritius wishes to confirm that it will be keen to 
work with the Government of the United States of America to ensure the continued use of 
the Diego Garcia military base, and that this situation will not be affected by the award of the 
Arbitral Tribunal. 

Embassy of the United States of America 
4th Floor, Rogers House 
President John Kennedy Street 
P.O. Box 544 
Port Louis 

Newton Tower, Sir William Newton Street, Po11 Louis 
Tel.: (230) 405 2500 Fax: (230) 208 8087. (230) 212 6764 Email: mfa@mail.gov.mu 
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Chagos Marine Protected Area Arbitration (Mauritius v. United Kingdom), Hearing on 
Jurisdiction and the Merits, UNCLOS Annex VII Tribunal, Transcript (Day 1) (22 Apr. 2014)



1 

PERMANENT COURT OF ARBITRATION 

ARBITRATION UNDER ANNEX VII OF THE 1982 UNITED NATIONS 
CONVENTION ON THE LAW OF THE SEA 

x 

In the Matter of Arbitration Between: 

THE REPUBLIC OF MAURITIUS,

     and  PCA Reference MU-UK 

THE UNITED KINGDOM OF GREAT  
BRITAIN AND NORTHERN IRELAND 

   -x    Volume 1

HEARING ON JURISDICTION AND THE MERITS 

Tuesday, April 22, 2014 

Pera Palace Hotel  
Mesrutiyet Cad. No: 52 Tepebasi, Beyoglu 
Conference Room Galata II & III 
34430, Istanbul-Turkey 

 The hearing in the above-entitled matter convened at 2:30 p.m. before: 

PROFESSOR IVAN SHEARER, Presiding Arbitrator 

 SIR CHRISTOPHER GREENWOOD, CMG, QC, Arbitrator 

JUDGE ALBERT J. HOFFMANN, Arbitrator 

JUDGE JAMES KATEKA, Arbitrator 

 JUDGE RÜDIGER WOLFRUM, Arbitrator 
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 Permanent Court of Arbitration: 

MR. BROOKS W. DALY 
Registrar 

MR. GARTH L. SCHOFIELD 
PCA Legal Counsel 

MS. FIONA POON 
PCA Legal Counsel 

     Court Reporter: 

MR. DAVID A. KASDAN, RDR-CRR 
Certified Realtime Reporter (CRR) 
Registered Diplomate Reporter (RDR) 

Worldwide Reporting, LLP 
529 14th Street, S.E. 
Washington, D.C.  20003 
+001 202 544 1903
info@wwreporting.com
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real undertakings to Mauritius in relation to fishing, mineral or other rights – but that if it did1 

they had no legal consequences;  2 

- that actually the “MPA” wasn’t really established to protect “the environment, flora and3 

fauna of the islands”, as the UK said at Paragraph 3.3 of its Counter-Memorial, and it isn’t4 

really the “major step forward” proclaimed by Mr. Miliband, but merely a repackaging;5 

- that the “MPA” is somehow nevertheless a genuine attempt to protect the biodiversity of the6 

marine environment, even though there are no regulations, no budget, and (a single vessel to7 

patrol an area the size of France);8 

- that in November 2009 there was no commitment from Gordon Brown to Prime Minister9 

Ramgoolam to put the MPA “on hold”;10 

- that the various provisions of UNCLOS – one thinks of Article 2(3) – don’t actually create11 

any obligations, all they are intended to do is describe the situation;12 

- that the creation of the “MPA” doesn’t engage a single provision of UNCLOS, although it13 

covers half a million square kilometres of ocean;14 

- that even if it does, there is not a single provision of UNCLOS over which the Tribunal has15 

jurisdiction; and, in fact, to cut to the chase;16 

- that Mauritius is not entitled to anything under UNCLOS in relation to this area or its own17 

territory.18 

34. Mr. President, members of the Tribunal, you could, I suppose, suspend disbelief, in19 

relation to all of these matters, you could ignore the historical record, you could put aside all of 20 

the evidence, you could interpret the 1982 Convention and its Part XV into a completely 21 

meaningless text. That would, of course, have the great merit for the United Kingdom of 22 

allowing you to preserve the colonial status quo, an outcome which the United Kingdom tells 23 

you, was the intentions of the drafters of this Convention. We say you cannot do any of those 24 

things, and that the reading of the United Kingdom pleading leaves the impression of living in a 25 
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Mr. Whomersley first, or Mr. Grieve? 1 

MR. WHOMERSLEY:  Mr. Grieve. 2 

PRESIDENT SHEARER:  Thank you very much. 3 

SPEECH BY THE ATTORNEY GENERAL: 22 APRIL 2014 4 

MAURITIUS v. THE UNITED KINGDOM ARBITRATION 5 

Mr. President, Members of the Tribunal, the Delegation of Mauritius, 6 

I would like first of all to say how honoured I am to be speaking in front of this 7 

distinguished Tribunal and in such pleasant surroundings.  It is a pleasure to be here in Istanbul, 8 

but particularly here in the Pera Palace Hotel. 9 

I would also like to thank the Permanent Court of Arbitration and its staff for all their 10 

hard work in arranging the hearing to date, and I have no doubt that, based on their excellent 11 

performance so far, we can expect that the next two and a half weeks should run very smoothly. 12 

Mr. President, as Attorney General of England and Wales, I am here to speak to you this 13 

afternoon on behalf of the United Kingdom.  From tomorrow, I will hand over to my colleagues 14 

to take forward the presentation of the United Kingdom’s case. But the Government of the 15 

United Kingdom felt that it was right, as a way of demonstrating the importance which we attach 16 

to the case, that I should make the opening statement on behalf of my country. 17 

Mr. President, Members of the Tribunal, I wish to make five key points on behalf of the 18 

United Kingdom in this opening speech.  First, I would like to talk about the United Kingdom’s 19 

approach towards its relations with Mauritius both generally and on the question of the British 20 

Indian Ocean Territory.  My next point will concern the history of Mauritian interest in British 21 

Indian Ocean Territory. Thirdly, I shall explain the position of the Government of the United 22 

Kingdom on a matter which, while not part of this case, is clearly part of the background, namely 23 

the possible resettlement of the Territory.  Fourthly, I want to address the crucial matter of your 24 

jurisdiction to deal with the case, particularly insofar as it concerns the issue of sovereignty, 25 
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which has been clearly raised both in the pleadings but also in the opening speeches, which 1 

you've heard before you.  I will then say a few words about the Marine Protected Area around 2 

the Territory. 3 

Finally, I will try to summarise my key legal submissions to be made to you by my 4 

learned colleagues on behalf of the United Kingdom during the course of the hearing as it 5 

unfolds. 6 

So, Mr. President, let me begin by saying that the United Kingdom greatly values its 7 

relationship with Mauritius, and I think I can venture to say that, apart from the issue of the 8 

British Indian Ocean Territory, relations between the two Governments are excellent and indeed 9 

cordial. Moreover, the British Government have always expressed a willingness to cooperate 10 

closely with Mauritius over the issue of the British Indian Ocean Territory.  We have no doubts 11 

about our sovereignty over the Territory, but we have always been clear that the differences 12 

between us should not present any obstacle to practical cooperation on matters of common 13 

interest between the UK and Mauritius.  In particular, we are very willing to talk further to 14 

Mauritius about the practical implementation of the Marine Protected Area. This includes a 15 

willingness on our part to listen to any points that Mauritius might wish to make about the 16 

implementation of the MPA.  Indeed my colleague, Mr. Mark Simmonds, one of the Ministers 17 

in the Foreign and Commonwealth Office, wrote to Mr. Boolell, the Foreign Minister of 18 

Mauritius, only last month asking for input from Mauritius on our consideration of 19 

improvements to the current framework for managing the Marine Protected Area. I regret to say 20 

that Mr. Boolell has declined this invitation. Nevertheless, I am happy to repeat today the 21 

assurances about the United Kingdom’s willingness to cooperate, which have been made on a 22 

number of occasions to our Mauritian colleagues. 23 

And I have obviously noted – and I will come back to this in a moment – the way in 24 

which opening its case, it highlighted that in another area of sovereignty dispute with the French 25 
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over the island of Tromelin, that the Mauritian Government appears to have been very content 1 

with an engagement with another Government against which it has a sovereignty claim in 2 

relation to how to manage fisheries and, I think a, if at all possible, Marine Protected Area, 3 

although I think in reality if one looks at such documents no such area has yet come into being. 4 

 Let me also add that the British Government have always tried to engage with Mauritius 5 

in as cooperative manner as possible, without standing on the legal niceties. In many respects we 6 

have gone far beyond what any legal obligations would require. I do hope and submit to this 7 

Tribunal that we will not be penalised for doing this by suggesting that the result of such action 8 

is that we have come under further legal obligations. I say that because in listening very carefully 9 

to what Mr. Sands had to say in his opening, it seemed to me that that was at least one of the 10 

main thrusts of his argument - that because the United Kingdom had been willing to engage and 11 

involve Mauritius in the way in which the Chagos Archipelago and the BIOT was run, that 12 

therefore in some way it had shed some essential part of its sovereignty in the process. If the 13 

Tribunal did so hold, it would, we submit, discourage States from seeking practical ways to 14 

cooperate while leaving aside their legal differences. 15 

 Secondly, Mr. President, I think it is important to note that, although Mauritius became 16 

independent in 1968, it was not until twelve years later that they first made a claim to the 17 

sovereignty of the Territory. It was not until a change of Government in Mauritius in 1982 that 18 

Mauritian law was amended to lay a formal claim to British Indian Ocean Territory. Although 19 

they sought to explain away this delay, their reasons are frankly unconvincing. The fact is that 20 

British Indian Ocean Territory has never been part of the colony of Mauritius – it had been a 21 

dependency and ruled by the Governor of Mauritius as a matter of administrative convenience. 22 

Perhaps, Mr. President, worth bearing in mind, that we are talking here of a large group of 23 

islands which were ceded by the French to the United Kingdom in 1814.  Much play was made 24 

about maintaining integrity in terms of decolonization, but it is perhaps worth pointing out that 25 
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those Territories currently constitute two sovereign States:  Seychelles and Mauritius; the 1 

BIOT, to which Mauritius lays claim and, as we've also heard, the island of Tromelin, which 2 

currently is under French sovereignty but to which Mauritius also makes a claim.  And although 3 

what was said about British Ocean Territory in the mid-1960s, in the lead-up to Mauritius 4 

independence has loomed large in this arbitration, it is also right, I would submit, to point out 5 

that it is only with the benefit of hindsight that this has appeared to be a key issue. In fact at the 6 

time, there were far more important issues to be considered, most noticeably in how minority 7 

rights would be protected in the Constitution, and arrangements about dealing with internal and 8 

external threats to Mauritius were met, and that's quite apparent when one looks at the 9 

documents that were generated at the time and which appear in your bundles.  And finally, I 10 

would also say this on this point, it's right to point out that the United Kingdom made clear to the 11 

United Nations in 1965 that the islands were attached to Mauritius purely as a matter of 12 

administrative convenience; so the suggestion that was made in the opening on behalf of the 13 

Government of Mauritius by Mr. Sands that in some way this is a recent concoction by the 14 

United Kingdom Government to justify something which they had not previously said is 15 

manifestly wrong. 16 

 Thirdly, Mr. President and Members of the Tribunal, you will have read in the 17 

submissions by Mauritius, and quite possibly in the newspapers, about those who lived in the 18 

British Indian Ocean Territory prior to 1973.  Now, I have to say I was a little startled to hear 19 

what Mr. Sands had to say on this point because I can only repeat what the British Government 20 

has said on a number of occasions in the past.  That is, that we regret very much the 21 

circumstances in which they were removed from the islands and recognise that what was done 22 

then should not have happened.  A substantial sum in compensation was paid to the former 23 

inhabitants in the 1980s – a point that was recognised by the European Court of Human Rights in 24 

their recent decision.  When in Opposition, the political party of which I'm a member said that 25 
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we would look again at our current policy for BIOT. When we first came into Government, we 1 

were constrained by the proceedings in the European Court of Human Rights. But immediately 2 

after those proceedings were concluded, my colleague, the Foreign Secretary, announced that we 3 

would be looking again at the question of the United Kingdom’s policy towards BIOT. As part 4 

of that review we are looking again at the question of resettlement. And we hope to be able to 5 

reach conclusions in the early part of next year in respect of that.  I say all this so that, Mr. 6 

President, you and the Members of the Tribunal can be fully informed on the position. It is clear 7 

that these issues are not, in fact, relevant to the questions that you will have to address in this 8 

claim that has been brought before you.  But I think it is important that I put the position of the 9 

British Government on these questions on the record.  And also I hope to dispel a suggestion 10 

that British Government has never expressed any regret in the matter, because it has done so 11 

repeatedly. 12 

My fourth point concerns the prospect which Mauritian colleagues have alluringly 13 

presented to you, namely that you should be able to decide upon the sovereignty of the British 14 

Indian Ocean Territory.  As I have said, we are confident of our own sovereignty.  But the 15 

dispute settlement procedures set out in the United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea, 16 

which are the ones you have to apply in these proceedings, cannot be used to test the issue 17 

through a judicial procedure.  On the contrary, I am clear and would submit that it would be 18 

dangerous – and I use the word ‘dangerous’ advisedly – if you were to seek to go down that 19 

route.  It is clear that the States Parties to the Convention did not intend, when they became a 20 

party to it, to confer upon the courts and tribunals referred to in the Convention a general and 21 

very wide power to adjudicate upon any dispute about the sovereignty over land territory that 22 

happened to have a coast.  Mauritius is in effect asking this Tribunal to reach a decision on 23 

jurisdiction that would be seen to be perverse. We have no doubt at all that for the Tribunal to 24 

seek to apply such a wide ranging jurisdiction would be quite wrong and would call into question 25 
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the whole system of dispute settlement under the Convention, and with it, the Convention itself. 1 

I speak to you bluntly about this because we perceive these to be very serious issues, and it is 2 

only right that I should draw your attention to them.   3 

Next, Mr. President, I want to explain to you the Government’s attitude towards the 4 

establishment of marine protected areas. As the Members of the Tribunal will know, the 5 

internationally agreed target is that ten per cent of the world’s oceans should be declared as 6 

marine protected areas by 2020.  In fact, and frankly regrettably, it looks as if this target is not 7 

going to be met.  But the United Kingdom Government has made it clear that it is keen to do 8 

what it can to pursue that objective.  Indeed, the Marine Protected Areas around the British 9 

Indian Ocean Territory, together with that around another UK territory, South Georgia and the 10 

South Sandwich Islands, are two of the largest marine protected areas in the world.  We are 11 

proud of the fact that two British territories have marine protected areas around them, and of the 12 

contribution they are making to the global public good.  I need hardly say therefore that we 13 

would greet with considerable alarm any decision by this Tribunal which casts doubt upon the 14 

validity of the declarations of marine protected areas, either in general, or around territories 15 

where third states may claim sovereignty.  We are committed to furthering biodiversity of the 16 

oceans, and we believe that one significant way of doing this is through the establishment of 17 

marine protected areas. 18 

Mr. President, Members of the Tribunal, it is not understating the case to say that the 19 

world’s oceans are in peril; indeed, that is the term used by various United Nations agencies.29  20 

The UN Secretary-General, Ban Ki-Moon, in his Oceans Compact initiative launched in August 21 

2012 to address ocean health and governance, observed that: “[h]umans … have put the oceans 22 

under risk of irreversible damage by over-fishing, climate change and ocean acidification (from 23 

29 The interagency Report prepared by UNESCO, the IMO, the FAO and UN Development 
Programme for the 2012 Rio+20 UN Conference on Sustainable Development, “A Blueprint for 
Ocean and Coastal Sustainability”, 2011 (“A Blueprint for Ocean and Coastal Sustainability”), p. 4, 
http://www.unesco.org/new/fileadmin/MULTIMEDIA/HQ/SC/pdf/interagency_blue_paper_ocean_r
ioPlus20.pdf
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absorbed carbon emissions), increasing pollution, unsustainable coastal area development, and 1 

unwanted impacts from resource extraction, resulting in loss of biodiversity, decreased 2 

abundance of species, damage to habitats and loss of ecological functions”.30 3 

The United Nations Food and Agriculture Organisation said in its 2012 Report on the 4 

State of the World’s Fisheries that the “state of world marine fisheries is worsening”. 5 

According to its figures, 87.3 percent of the world’s fish stocks are either over-exploited, 6 

requiring strict management plans to restore their full and sustainable productivity, or are very 7 

close to their maximum sustainable production, requiring effective management to avoid 8 

decline.31 9 

According to UNESCO and others, 60% of the world’s major marine ecosystems that 10 

underpin livelihoods have been degraded or are being used unsustainably32. 11 

And that has a direct impact on the livelihoods and food security of millions, including in 12 

particular Low Income Food Deficit Countries, many of which lie in and around the Indian 13 

Ocean. 14 

According to 2012 UN figures, around 40 per cent of the world’s coral reefs have been 15 

lost due to human impacts or are degraded33.  The 2008 Status of the World’s Coral Reefs 16 

Report gives a figure of around 34%, with another 20% under threat in 20-40 years34.  And 17 

30 “The Oceans Compact: Healthy Oceans for Prosperity – An Initiative of the United Nations 
Secretary-General”, July 2012, p. 2,
http://www.un.org/depts/los/ocean_compact/SGs%20OCEAN%20COMPACT%202012-EN-low%
20res.pdf 
31 The State of World Fisheries and Aquaculture 2012, p. 11, 
http://www.fao.org/docrep/016/i2727e/i2727e00.htm  
32 UNESCO website, “Facts and figures on marine biodiversity”,
http://www.unesco.org/new/en/natural-sciences/ioc-oceans/priority-areas/rio-20-ocean/blueprint-f
or-the-future-we-want/marine-biodiversity/facts-and-figures-on-marine-biodiversity/
33 A Blueprint for Ocean and Coastal Sustainability, above n. 1, p. 14. 
34 Koldeway et al, “Potential benefits to fisheries and biodiversity of the Chagos Archipelago/British 
Indian Ocean Territory as a no-take marine reserve”, Marine Pollution Bulletin (2010), vol. 60, p. 
1906, UKR, Annex 63, at p. 7 (internal page numbering of version in Annex 63), citing Global Coral 
Reef Monitoring Network, Wilkinson ed., “Status of Coral Reefs of the World 2008”.
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other estimates are more pessimistic, suggesting the global coral reef ecosystem is on a trajectory 1 

to collapse within a human generation35.   2 

Now, Mr. President, I focus on coral reefs because these are the nurseries of tropical 3 

coastal fish stocks and a storehouse of biodiversity.  Without them, as one expert has put it, 4 

“What we will be left with is an algal-dominated hard ocean bottom… with lots of microbial life 5 

soaking up the sun’s energy by photosynthesis, few fish but lots of jellyfish grazing on the 6 

microbes.  It will be slimy and look a lot like the ecosystems of the Precambrian era, which 7 

ended more than 500 million years ago”.36 8 

And all of that is particularly true of the Indian Ocean, which has experienced massive fisheries 9 

exploitation since 1950.  As a result, Indian Ocean reef fisheries are grossly overexploited37, as 10 

is the yellowfin tuna fishery38.  90% of the sharks are gone39.  And they are regarded as being 11 

great indices of the overall health of the ecosystem.  Many representative Indian Ocean 12 

ecosystems have been badly damaged40 in the “decades of destruction” since the 1970s caused 13 

by huge increases in population and pollution, increasing overfishing, and, more recently, the 14 

impact of climate change41.  The seas around three-quarters of Indian Ocean islands and the 15 

Ocean rim have deteriorated markedly42.  And 17% of the coral reefs of the Indian Ocean are 16 

estimated to have been lost; 22% are in a critical condition; and 32% are threatened43. 17 

35 See the entry on the Chagos Conservation Trust (“CCT”) website: 
http://chagos-trust.org/news/world-without-coral-reefs.  The CCT’s members and trustees include
scientists working on coral reefs: see http://chagos-trust.org/about/who-we-are.
36 Dr Roger Bradbury, ‘A World Without Coral Reefs’, The New York Times, 13 July 2012: 
http://www.nytimes.com/2012/07/14/opinion/a-world-without-coral-reefs.html?_r=0
37 “Marine conservation in the British Indian Ocean Territory: science issues and opportunities”, 
Final Report of Workshop held 5-6 August 2009 at the National Oceanography Centre, 
Southampton (“NOC Report”), UKCM, Annex 102, p. 7.
38 Koldeway et al, above n. 6, p. 3, citing Indian Ocean Tuna Commission figures. 
39 NOC Report, above n. 9, p. 6. 
40 NOC Report, above n. 9, p. 2. 
41 DVD, Chagos Science in Action I, around 1 min 25 sec. 
42 DVD, Chagos Science in Action I, around 1 min 50 sec. 
43 NOC Report, above n. 9, p. 4. 
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 If you have not already had the opportunity to do so, I do invite the Tribunal to look at 1 

the three ten minute films which we submitted with our Rejoinder.  I don't know whether you 2 

have yet had an opportunity of doing that.  I hope you have seen the footage in the first BIOT 3 

Science in Action film which shows the stark contrast between the healthy BIOT reefs and those 4 

in Madagascar which have significantly deteriorated as a result of human activities.  They are 5 

few signs of life and fish in comparison to those in the MPA. 6 

 In that context, I was a little startled to see Mr. Sands suggest that the creation of the 7 

MPA was in some way a sham and that that could be illustrated by the lack of action that was 8 

being taken.  He took you to the report of Mr. Sheppard, an environmental expert, that the 9 

United Kingdom Government had sent out, in fact, principally to look at the conditions in the 10 

lagoon at Diego Garcia, which is outside of the MPA area, but also to make some more general 11 

comments.  I would strongly submit that if you come and go back to look at that document, far 12 

from suggesting that the United Kingdom is doing nothing about the careful management of the 13 

MPA, that it actually illustrates really detailed and careful management been carried out, not just 14 

within the MPA but within the lagoon as well, to ensure that the near-pristine conditions are 15 

maintained, even when there are probably quite minor threats to it from within the operation of 16 

Diego Garcia base itself. 17 

 Marine protected areas are recognised by scientists and the international community as 18 

essential44 to promote the conservation and management of oceans and fisheries45, as reflected 19 

in the internationally agreed target of 10 per cent coverage by 202046.  The 2002 World Summit 20 

on Sustainable Development demanded that all over exploited fish stocks be restored to the level 21 

that can produce maximum sustainable yield by 2015.  These goals will almost certainly be 22 

missed.  Certainly, the 2015 target for restoration of overexploited fish stocks is unlikely to be 23 
                                                             
44 Koldeway et al, above n. 6, p. 5. 
45 Johannesburg Plan of Implementation, 2002 World Summit on Sustainable Development 
(UKCM, para. 3.23); FAO report on The State of World Fisheries and Aquaculture 2012, above n. 3, 
pp. 164-5. 
46 UKCM, para. 3.25. 
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met, according to the FAO.47  In 2010, the global MPA coverage was only just over 1% and, as 1 

I have already noted, is unlikely to be achieved. 2 

 The BIOT MPA is a regionally and internationally critical step in beginning to address 3 

the risk of irreversible damage to the oceans.  It has substantially increased the global coverage 4 

of MPAs.  The scientific case for the BIOT MPA is robust actually hasn't been challenged in 5 

this case at all. The waters around British Indian Ocean Territory are some of the most pristine in 6 

the Indian Ocean, indeed on the planet, and have a genuinely world-wide importance: scientists 7 

agree it is an exceptional place and merits protection. 8 

 The three short films I have mentioned provide an illustration of this. But perhaps I might 9 

interject that, as a diver myself, the films show what for me is a truly remarkable environment 10 

and rather different, if may say so, from the very pleasant environment, but nevertheless 11 

markedly different, where I was diving only four to five days ago in the Maldives, a mere few 12 

hundred miles north of BIOT. 13 

 The MPA, because of its size, location, biodiversity, and the near-pristine nature and 14 

health of the Chagos coral reefs, is likely to make a significant contribution to the wider 15 

biological productivity of the Indian Ocean more generally48.  Size is important because many 16 

conservation-related benefits increase non-linearly with size.  Smaller areas are much less 17 

effective in maintaining viable habitats or populations of threatened species.49   18 

 Indeed, large scale MPAs, like the BIOT MPA, are important for protecting migratory 19 

and highly mobile pelagic species, as well as those species that remain within the MPA50.  The 20 

bycatch of sharks and rays and other species in the BIOT tuna longline and purse fisheries was 21 

                                                             
47 FAO report on The State of World Fisheries and Aquaculture 2012, above n. 3, p. 11. 
48 NOC Report, above n. 9, p. 1. 
49 Ibid., p. 4. 
50 Ceccarelli, “The value of oceanic marine reserves for protecting highly mobile pelagic species: 
Coral Sea case study”, UKR, Annex 68. 
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previously significant, especially for sharks, and that happens wherever such fishing takes 1 

place51. 2 

 The assessment of the potential benefits to fisheries and biodiversity in the Indian Ocean 3 

of the BIOT MPA are there in Doctor Koldeway and her colleagues, in the report published in 4 

the peer reviewed Marine Pollution Bulletin, which is amongst your documents, and that 5 

concluded that “the closure of Chagos/BIOT to all commercial fishing will eliminate bycatch in 6 

the Western Indian Ocean as a whole by providing a temporal and spatial haven”52 and will 7 

maintain both fish populations and the near-pristine habitat that exists in the area. 8 

 The BIOT MPA safeguards around half the high quality reefs in the Indian Ocean53, and 9 

Doctor Koldeway’s publication notes the BIOT MPA is particularly important because of the 10 

status of the world’s reefs. 11 

 It also contains an exceptional diversity of deepwater habitat types, 97% of which are 12 

unexplored.54 13 

 And a further scientific study published earlier this year has confirmed that the efficacy 14 

of MPAs is highly influenced by being no-take, large and isolated.55   15 

 The MPA also provides a crucial scientific reference site for Earth system science studies 16 

and regional conservation.  It is one of the world’s few remaining examples of what a pristine 17 

marine environment ought to be like and the world’s biggest coral reef atoll system.  Scientists 18 

all agree that it is an exceptional place.  As such it provides a baseline, an unpolluted reference 19 

site for studies elsewhere in the world measuring the effects of pollution, the processes that 20 

collectively create climate change and managing the threats climate change poses.  It is one of 21 

                                                             
51 Koldeway et al, above n. 6, p. 5. 
52 Koldeway et al, above n. 6, p. 5. 
53 NOC Report, above n. 9, p. 1. 
54 NOC Report, above n. 9, p. 4. 
55 Edgar et al, “Global conservation outcomes depend on marine protected areas with five key 
features”, Nature, vol. 506, 13 February 2014, p. 216, UKR, Annex 80. 
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the few tropical locations where global climate change effects can be separated from those of 1 

pollution and exploitation56.  2 

Now, Mr. President, as I said, I have only very recently seen some of the great riches of 3 

the marine environment in the Indian Ocean, including a rather large shark at probably closer call 4 

than I might have necessarily have wished in the last few days, but the thing that strikes one 5 

when diving in the Maldives which in location and structure resembles the natural environment 6 

of the Chagos Archipelago is that, as good as it is, and despite the very great efforts to preserve 7 

it, the effects of human interference in the Maldives are very visible when one dives and also on 8 

the surface. The lack of serious adverse human interference in BIOT makes it quite exceptional 9 

not just in terms of conservation but also in terms of maintaining and restoring the fish stocks 10 

that may then be taken commercially elsewhere. 11 

The BIOT MPA plays a key role as a regional stepping stone and re-seeding source for 12 

species in the Indian Ocean, and that stepping stone is critical to the viability of 13 

heavily-harvested fish populations elsewhere57.  It is also the only place in 1000 miles of ocean 14 

for seabirds to roost and breed58. 15 

Results from the recent scientific research expeditions show it has the cleanest seas in the 16 

world.59 17 

So, I don't apologize, Mr. President, for belabouring this a little bit because, in sum, the 18 

United Kingdom Government is extremely proud of the MPA.  The BIOT is one of the very 19 

few remaining places on earth and the only remaining place in the Indian Ocean where it is 20 

practically possible to protect a large-scale, pristine marine environment for future generations, 21 

vital research into climate change, coral reefs and fisheries, and for fisheries conservation 22 

56 Koldeway et al, above n. 6, p. 7; NOC Report, above n. 9, p. 1. 
57 NOC Report, UKCM, Annex 102, p. 5. 
58 DVD, Chagos Science in Action, II, around 7 mins 10 secs. 
59 DVD, Chagos Science in Action II, around 7 mins 48 secs. 
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necessary to the food security of the people who live around the Indian Ocean, and that includes 1 

those who live on Mauritius. 2 

 Let me nevertheless emphasise this. The United Kingdom acknowledges the special 3 

interests of Mauritius and the Chagossian communities in the BIOT.  It took them into account 4 

as part of its assessment and development of MPA policy.  In particular, the MPA does no harm 5 

to Mauritius, to the contrary, it is an important regional and international asset from which it 6 

benefits. We have also said quite clearly in the Terms of Reference for the Chagossian 7 

resettlement Feasibility Study that the MPA is not a barrier to resettlement.  8 

 It is a matter of regret that Mauritius doesn't appear to recognise the importance of 9 

maintaining the pristine environment of the archipelago and has currently given no commitment 10 

to protecting the vulnerable eco-system around the British Indian Ocean Territory when the 11 

territory is ceded to Mauritius when it's no longer needed for defence purposes.  12 

 Mr. President, I will now set out the most important legal points which will be made by 13 

those representing the UK during the hearing: 14 

The first – and we say determinative points – concern your jurisdiction. I have already touched 15 

on the absence of jurisdiction to determine the issues of sovereignty that have been raised by 16 

Mauritius. I have highlighted this already because of the radical and untenable nature of the 17 

jurisdiction that is asserted.  But the United Kingdom’s objection here also belongs up front 18 

because it is the Mauritian claim to sovereignty that is the real issue in and behind the current 19 

proceedings. The claim to sovereignty has been put forward here in the guise of a case under 20 

UNCLOS.  But it is the same underlying claim as has been presented or mooted before other 21 

fora and in bilateral exchanges spanning three decades or more. And that dispute as to 22 

sovereignty, however it is cast or re-cast, is not a dispute concerning the interpretation or 23 

application of the Convention at all. Hence I’ve submitted this tribunal lacks jurisdiction to 24 

determine the issues, such as self-determination and territorial integrity, that are really 25 
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fundamental to Mauritius’ claim. That is, we say, a very unsurprising outcome – and Mauritius – 1 

I listened carefully to what was being said – has been unable to point to any provision of the 2 

Convention, or any judicial or other decision, or any State practice to suggest that we are wrong 3 

on this point. 4 

 You will be taken by Mauritius to views – including views of some of the members of 5 

this distinguished tribunal – on so-called "mixed disputes" and to the intricacies of article 6 

298(1)(a) of the Convention. But those views have been expressed, I submit, in the very 7 

particular context of an incidental jurisdiction to determine disputed territorial matters, where 8 

this is necessary for, and incidental to, the resolution of a maritime delimitation case. But that's 9 

not this case here: indeed, the BIOT and Mauritius are many hundreds of miles apart and there 10 

can be no maritime delimitation between them at all. The territorial sovereignty issues plainly 11 

underlie and are fundamental – and are certainly not incidental – to the claims made by 12 

Mauritius. And ultimately article 298(1)(a) of the Convention, however interpreted, supports the 13 

United Kingdom's position. If there truly were the broad jurisdiction over disputes concerning 14 

the sovereignty of the coastal state for which Mauritius contends, then there would surely be the 15 

same opt-out from compulsory jurisdiction as in article 298(1)(a). But there is no such opt-out; 16 

and that I would submit is because it's perfectly clear there is no such jurisdiction.  17 

 Second, even the most cursory analysis of Mauritius’ claim to sovereignty over the BIOT 18 

confirms that this claim is not a matter falling for resolution under the Law of the Sea 19 

Convention. For example, you are asked to rule upon the precise contours of the principle of 20 

self-determination in 1965; when precisely the principle became part of customary international 21 

law; and when it became binding upon the United Kingdom. In this regard you are taken by 22 

Mauritius to resolutions of the UN Security Council and General Assembly, and to political 23 

declarations of various international groupings. You are asked to consider questions of duress. 24 

You are asked – or at least you were asked – to consider and apply the uti possidetis juris 25 
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principle to the facts of this case, although it appears that Mauritius lost faith with this line of 1 

argument in its Reply. What you are not being asked to do, by contrast, is to really consider the 2 

actual provisions of the Convention – save by the sleight of hand of saying that somehow all 3 

these principles fit within any given reference in the Convention to the “coastal State”.  4 

 And that, Mr. President, takes me to the next jurisdictional objection. Consistent with the 5 

real dispute being over sovereignty, the first time that the UK learned of the existence of the 6 

claim in respect of the MPA was when Mauritius lodged the Notice of Arbitration. Now, I do 7 

want to emphasise that the requirements of Article 283, in terms of the existence of a dispute and 8 

the obligation to exchange views, go to your jurisdiction. These are not mere formalities, waiting 9 

to be bypassed when issue is joined through an exchange of pleadings once an Annex VII 10 

proceeding is underway. The pre-conditions in Article 283 are an essential part of States’ consent 11 

to jurisdiction when becoming parties to UNCLOS.  12 

 The recent jurisprudence of the International Tribunal for the Law of the Sea and the 13 

International Court of Justice strongly confirms, we say, our position in this respect, and the 14 

particular claims of this case provide a very good illustration of why international tribunals must 15 

be right to insist on the fulfilment of all the pre-conditions to compulsory jurisdiction. For 16 

example, many of the claims before you go to alleged failures to consult. As such, the allegations 17 

could readily have been considered, and addressed as appropriate, if they had been brought to the 18 

United Kingdom’s attention before the commencement of proceedings, as Article 283 requires. 19 

But that in fact never happened, and so we now litigate, at great public expense for both the 20 

Mauritian taxpayers and the United Kingdom's, alleged failures to consult that have now taken 21 

on a life of their own as claims in international arbitration.  22 

 The fourth and final jurisdictional objection concerns the non-sovereignty claims alone. 23 

Simply put, the MPA has been implemented through a ban on commercial fishing. This involves 24 

the exercise by the United Kingdom of its sovereign rights over conservation and management of 25 
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living resources under article 56 of the 1982 Convention. Now, the exercise of those rights does 1 

not fall within your jurisdiction over environmental disputes under article 297(1) of the 2 

Convention. And it is expressly excluded from your jurisdiction over disputes relating to 3 

fisheries under article 297(3). Now, Mauritius seeks to get around these two provisions by some 4 

more re-packaging – this time, saying that its claim is that a coastal State has acted in 5 

contravention of specified international rules and standards for the protection and preservation of 6 

the marine environment, and thus falls within article 297(1)(c).  But I submit it can point to no 7 

such, or has not been able to point to any such specified international rules and standards that are 8 

relevant to its claim. That merely demonstrates the artificial nature of the attempt to fit the 9 

exercise of sovereign rights with respect to marine living resources, over which an Annex VII 10 

tribunal has no jurisdiction, within the strictly delimited confines of article 297(1)(c).  11 

Mr. President, I do not want to say too much on the merits since we strongly believe that 12 

you should never reach that point, which you will appreciate from my submissions, but I will 13 

limit myself to three observations on the merits of this case.  14 

Firstly, aside from the sovereignty issue, the claim comes down to a number of after-the-event 15 

complaints of a failure to consult and claims to exclusion from alleged fishing rights.  16 

The complaints on consultation also, I think, should not detain the Tribunal very long. 17 

There were bilateral consultations in 2009, on that everybody is agreed. We say the United 18 

Kingdom wanted further consultations. Again there can be little debate about that, nor about the 19 

fact that Mauritius refused to participate in further bilaterals save on terms that the United 20 

Kingdom could not accept. It then comes down to a finger-pointing exercise before this tribunal 21 

as to who was responsible for the breakdown – we say we are firmly in the right, but this is 22 

scarcely a matter which an international tribunal should be troubled with. There is an assertion 23 

that a commitment was made by former British Prime Minister Gordon Brown that the MPA 24 
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would be put on hold. That may be a misunderstanding, but we are quite clear that no such 1 

government to government commitment was given.  2 

As to fishing rights, a great deal has now been written by Mauritius in the pleadings in 3 

this case, but some perspective I think is called for. Mauritian fishing in the maritime area now 4 

within the MPA has, over the past almost 50 years, been on the spectrum from very low to 5 

non-existent. When a licence regime was first introduced by BIOT, there was no complaint by 6 

Mauritius that this breached alleged fishing rights. Likewise, when the number of available 7 

licences was cut from six to four in 1999, there was no complaint that this breached fishing 8 

rights. In many of the years, Mauritian-flagged vessels did not apply for any licences at all, or 9 

just one. And I should interject here that, in fact, no application by a Mauritian-flagged vessel 10 

has ever been turned down when licences were being granted. You have before you a table – and 11 

I hope it's in your Arbitrators' folder – a table from the UK Counter-Memorial which 12 

demonstrates the very limited Mauritian fishing activity in BIOT waters.  And it might, 13 

Mr. President, just be worth looking at it very briefly, if you have it.  I think it's now on screen 14 

as well. 15 

The top table shows fishing licenses issued by BIOT from 1991 to 30th of March 2010, 16 

and the red and pink alongside it shows those taken up by vessels from Mauritius.  So, the 17 

Tribunal will see how it all times it has been a tiny percentage share of the total fishing that has 18 

taken place in BIOT, and that, indeed, in 2002, 2005, 2006, 2007, and 2008 there was, in fact, 19 

no-takeup at all.  And if one looks at the bottom, and it shows simply the Mauritian vessels and 20 

shows the same picture.  So, the reality is probably due to the vast distance that actually exists 21 

between Mauritius and its other islands and the British Indian Ocean Territory, hundreds, if not 22 

actually over a thousand miles away certainly between the main island and over I think it's 1200 23 

nautical miles, one of the reasons why, in fact, this offer that was being made in 1965 of free 24 

licensing has been only rarely taken up. 25 

Annex 169



57 

Against this unpromising backdrop, an elaborate case has been built in these proceedings 1 

by reference to an understanding on “fishing rights” reached in 1965, which I would have to say 2 

reached its greatest stridency in the Mauritian Reply, where the United Kingdom was accused of 3 

suppressing evidence by certain documents being redacted where the redactions are said to have 4 

been unhelpful to the United Kingdom. I can assure you that as the Minister responsible for the 5 

Government’s Legal Service and indeed for propriety, to an extent, in the way government 6 

conducts litigation, I would not countenance such a thing.  I'm grateful to the Tribunal for the 7 

way that the Tribunal has dealt with that aspect of the matter.  8 

Now the nature, correct interpretation and scope of the 1965 understandings are all 9 

matters that, if our jurisdictional objections are surmounted, are indeed for the Tribunal to 10 

determine. Mauritius has picked from the disclosure in the domestic judicial review claim those 11 

documents that it considers as showing UK personnel taking the view that the 1965 12 

understandings gave rise to binding obligations in respect of fishing rights. When the 13 

documentation is looked at in its entirety – and we have a detailed appendix to our Rejoinder 14 

devoted to that – what one in fact sees is a broad range of views, none of which are backed up by 15 

considered or detailed legal advice, and none of which are relevant and material to the issue 16 

which you must now determine.  The internal views of officials cannot, we submit, be material 17 

to the consideration by an international tribunal of the meaning and effect of a particular 18 

document. Were it otherwise, disclosure in state-to-state cases would have taken a markedly 19 

different course in arbitration proceedings, and indeed, I do note that Mauritius has disclosed 20 

only five internal documents.  21 

Finally, there is the asserted claim by Mr. Sands, of bad faith on the substance – the 22 

claims that the MPA is an abuse of rights held under the Convention, ultimately as I said at the 23 

start apparently an elaborate charade to prevent the resettlement of BIOT by its former 24 

inhabitants. I have already touched on the United Kingdom’s policy on resettlement. Issues of 25 
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potential resettlement played no role whatsoever in the declaration of the MPA. Mauritius now 1 

suggests otherwise, and alleges breach of article 300 of the Convention. Yet it does so without 2 

any evidence to challenge the scientific basis for the MPA, which I touched on earlier. And I 3 

might add, without finding a single document in the UK’s extensive disclosure in the domestic 4 

judicial review proceedings that suggests that the declaration of the MPA was motivated by 5 

anything other than scientific and conservational intent.  The United Kingdom as I said is proud 6 

of the MPA. Mauritius was initially in favour, and quite rightly so. Its current litigation strategy 7 

cannot cut across that.  And, in the longer term, it will be Mauritius in particular, as well as the 8 

broader global community more generally, that will benefit from this MPA and the preservation 9 

of a unique maritime area.   10 

 As the tribunal will be aware, the allegation of improper motive was also made in the 11 

domestic proceedings. The decision of the High Court is the subject of an appeal to the Court of 12 

Appeal, and although the hearing has taken place, the judgment has yet to be handed down. 13 

Nevertheless, I would like to quote briefly from the High Court’s judgment.  It said this:  “For 14 

the claimant’s case on improper purpose to be right a truly remarkable set of circumstances 15 

would have to have existed. Somewhere deep in Government a long-term decision would have to 16 

have been taken to frustrate Chagossian ambitions by promoting the MPA. Both the 17 

administrator of the Territory in which it was to be declared, Ms. Yeadon, and the person who 18 

made the decision, the Foreign Secretary, would have to have been kept in ignorance of the true 19 

purpose. Someone – Mr. Roberts” – [we have seen referred to in an American memo]? – "would 20 

have been the only relevant official to have known the truth. He, and whoever was privy to the 21 

secret, must then have decided to promote a measure which could not achieve their purpose, for 22 

the reasons explained above, while explaining to all concerned that the MPA would have to be 23 

reconsidered in the light of an adverse judgment of the Strasbourg Court. Those circumstances 24 
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would provide an unconvincing plot for a novel. They cannot found a finding for the claimant on 1 

this issue.” 2 

So, Mr. President, to conclude: the United Kingdom takes the strong view that the claims 3 

made by Mauritius are not within your jurisdiction and we urge you to dismiss them in their 4 

entirety.  5 

Mr. President, Members of the Tribunal.  You now will have several weeks of detailed 6 

legal argument before you, and I am afraid that I am not able to stay, as interesting as it would be 7 

for me to do so, but other government business claims me back.  But I am very grateful to you 8 

to have given me the opportunity to make an opening speech and make these few points.   9 

Thank you very much for your attention. 10 

PRESIDENT SHEARER:  Thank you very much, Mr. Grieve. 11 

Now, is there a continuation?  12 

ATTORNEY GENERAL GRIEVE:  Just me. 13 

PRESIDENT SHEARER:  Very good.  Thank you. 14 

Well, in that case, we can adjourn until 9:30 tomorrow morning, and I hope in the 15 

meantime we would be able to do something about the temperature in this room and the extraneous 16 

noises, but I hope you bear with us.  Thank you very much, and we adjourn until tomorrow 17 

morning.  Thank you. 18 

(Whereupon, at 4:58 p.m., the hearing was adjourned until 9:30 a.m. the following 19 

day.) 20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 
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1 hasn't produced a scrap oflegislation to implement. 

2 72. Mr. President, Members of the Tribunal, that concludes Mauritius' presentation on the 

3 facts. 

4 Before I ask you to call on Professor Crawford, may I ask whether any Members of 

5 the Tribunal have any questions for me. 

6 PRESIDENT SHEARER: It appears not, Ms. Macdonald. Thank you very 

7 much. 

8 So, I give the floor now to Professor Crawford. 

9 PROFESSOR CRAWFORD: Mr. President, Members of the Tribunal. 

10 PRESIDENT SHEARER: Professor Crawford, can I ask how long you will be? 

11 At the moment the schedule provides for a 15-minute break at 10:30. I leave it to you to decide 

12 when we should take that break at a convenient point in your argument. 

13 PROFESSOR CRAWFORD: Yes, there are various convenient points in the 

14 argument, so I will pick one of them. 

15 PRESIDENT SHEARER: Very good. Thank you. 

16 Mauritius 11 United Kingdom 

17 Speech 7: The United Kingdom is not a coastal State entitled to declare the "MP A" - The 

18 Principle of Self-Determination 

19 Professor James Crawford AC SC 

20 Mr. President, Members of the Tribunal: 

21 1. A. Introduction 

22 1. We now move to the law. In this presentation, I will discuss the impact of the principle of 

23 self-determination on the crucial issue of status - whether the United Kingdom was a coastal 

24 State entitled freely to declare an MP A irrespective of the wishes of the government and people 

25 of Mauritius. My colleague Mr. Reichler who will follow me will discuss breaches of specific 
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1 undertakings given to Mauritius: in particular he will argue that Mauritius was and is entitled to 

2 the rights of a coastal State based on these undertakings, specifically the undertaking of 

3 reversion. But first let me deal with the lex genera/is of self-determination. I do so on the 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

footing or on the assumption that there is no relevant jurisdictional limitation in Article 297 of 

UNCLOS or elsewhere - whether that is a sound footing is of course a question and it will be 

explored tomorrow. 

Mr. President, Members of the Tribunal: 

2. The exercise of certain rights under UNCLOS is premised upon the possession of a 

particular status. Only a 'coastal State' may exercise sovereign and jurisdictional rights over 

the territorial sea, the continental shelf and the exclusive economic zone. This is clearly set out 

in various provisions in the Convention, for example Article 56, which contains a list of the 

rights that a coastal State enjoys in the exclusive economic zone adjacent to its territory. 

3. Now, what is a 'coastal State' is not defined by UNCLOS. It is a matter of general 

international law. Article 56 is not limited to States Parties to UNCLOS, but it is framed in 

terms of States and their coastlines. Thus, to determine whether a State is the coastal State 

entitled to exercise rights under the Convention this Tribunal is required to construe the term 

'coastal State' in accordance with the 'relevant rules of international law applicable in the 

relations between the parties', as prescribed in Article 33(3)(c) of the Vienna Convention . 

Similarly, the applicable law provision in Article 293(1) of the 1982 Convention requires the 

application of 'other rules of international law' that may be relevant, as other Annex VII 

Tribunals and ITLOS Tribunals have recognised. 

4. It is true that this raises jurisdictional difficulties certainly with respect to States which 

have made declarations under Article 298. The United Kingdom has made no such declaration, 

and we will come to that issue, as I have said, tomorrow. 
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5. When the United Kingdom declared an MPA on the 1st of April 2010, it purported to 

exercise sovereign and jurisdictional rights under Parts V and VI of the 1982 Convention. But 

the UK may not exercise rights that it does not possess, or is not entitled to assert unilaterally. 

Our task today is to demonstrate that the UK is not the coastal state having jurisdiction or, at any 

rate, exclusive jurisdiction, with respect to the protection and preservation of the marine 

environment of the Chagos Archipelago and adjacent waters under Article 56 UNCLOS. There 

are two reasons for this. First, by excising the Archipelago from Mauritius in 1965, the UK 

violated the right to self-determination to which the Mauritian people were then and still are 

entitled under international law. Second, by having undertaken to 'return' the Archipelago to 

Mauritius once it is no longer needed for defence purposes and by giving a number of other 

undertakings relating to natural resources, the UK has recognised, as a minimum, that it does not 

have unfettered sovereignty over the Archipelago. 

6. In my presentation today I will deal with the first of these arguments, leaving the second 

to my colleague, Mr. Reichler. I will begin by establishing that at the time of Mauritius' 

independence - and, for that matter, at the time of the excision of the Archipelago three years 

earlier - the UK was bound to respect the rights of the people of Mauritius to decide on their 

own political future, this being the future of the entire territory of Mauritius as a 

self-determination unit. More than this, as an administering power, the UK was under an 

obligation to enable Mauritius to exercise its right to self-determination. I will then 

demonstrate that by excising the Archipelago from Mauritius - with no sufficient regard or no 

personal regard at all to the opinion of the population or of their representatives - the United 

Kingdom violated Mauritius' right to self-determination. Because it acquired control over the 

Archipelago unlawfully in this way, the UK has no valid claim to exercise sovereignty over the 

Archipelago. 
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1 7. I must once again draw your attention to the special context, the sui generis context - I 

2 accept, of course, that the words sui generis do not add anything to the word 'special' but it 

3 comforts us to use it - the sui generis context in which the present dispute arose. Professor 

4 Sands explained to you on Tuesday that this is not an 'ordinary sovereignty dispute'. There is 

5 simply no other case like it, and the United Kingdom has not been able to point to one. As we 

6 will demonstrate today, the dispute between Mauritius and the UK concerns a former colony's 

7 entitlement to the maritime zones around its rightful territory, in circumstances in which the UK 

8 has recognised that Mauritius has the attributes, or at least some of the attributes, of a coastal 

9 State. 

10 2. B. The right to self-determination was clearly established at the relevant period 

11 and applicable to the UK 

12 Mr. President, Members of the Tribunal: 

13 (i) The emergence of the right to self-determination 

14 8. The right to self-determination is a fundamental principle of international law. It has 

15 been described by the International Court as an erga omnes right 1 and as, and I quote, 'one of 

16 the major developments of international law during the second half of the twentieth century' 2( of 

17 course in the Kosovo opinion). I do not need to remind you that self-determination provided 

18 the legal underpinning for the process of decolonisation carried out under the auspices of the 

19 United Nations, which led to the creation of more than half the present number of States. Ever 

20 since the United Nations General Assembly adopted Resolution 1514(XV), the Declaration on 

21 the Granting of Independence to Colonial Countries and Peoples in 1960 - I will refer to in short 

22 as the 'Colonial Declaration' - it has been established that all peoples have the right to 'freely 

23 determine their political status and freely pursue their economic, social and cultural 

1East Timar (Portugal v. Australia) Judgment, ICJ Reports 1995, para. 29. 
2 Accordance with International law of the Unilateral Declaration of Independence In Respect of 
Kosovo, 22 July 2010, para. 82. 
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1 development'. The applicability of this right to colonial peoples finds ample support in the 

2 practice and opinio juris of States, and in the jurisprudence of the International Court. 

3 9. Now, the standing of the principle of self-determination in current international law is not 

4 open to contest, and the UK does not contest it. But our opponents seek to persuade you that 

5 the UK was not bound to respect Mauritius' right to self-determination in 1965 - or even in 1968 

6 - at the date of independence. 

7 10. To the UK, the critical date for this purpose is 1965. But it was in 1968 that Mauritius 

8 exercised its right to self-determination, opting to become independent. Until 12 March 1968, 

9 the UK was directly responsible, under international law, for enabling the people of Mauritius to 

10 exercise that right with respect to its entire territory. Up to that date, the United Kingdom had 

11 the means to revoke, as a matter of domestic law, the Order in Council that detached the 

12 Archipelago from Mauritius. It was in 1968 that the composite act constituting the breach by 

13 the United Kingdom as a colonial power was accomplished - and that breach has a continuing 

14 character. 

15 11. But even if this Tribunal was to decide that 1965 is the critical date rather than 1968 - I 

16 don't think anything turns on it - the applicable law would remain exactly the same. 

17 Self-determination started to emerge as a legal right already in the early 1950s. At Tab 7.1 of 

18 your folders you will fmd General Assembly Resolution 545(VQ3 [Mauritius Legal Authority 

19 89]. It is at page 317. In this Resolution, adopted on the 5th of February 1952, the General 

20 Assembly decided to include in the International Covenants on Human Rights, which were then 

21 under development, an article 'on the right of all peoples and nations to self-determination in 

22 reaffirmation of the principles enunciated in the Charter of the United Nations'. This same 

23 resolution makes the connection between the right of self-determination and the obligations of 

24 administering powers in relation to Non-Self-Governing Territories. I stress this was in 1952. 

3 GA res. 545 {VI) (1952). 
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1 It is not new. That is Tab 7.1 There are not very many tabs in this speech, I am relieved to say 

2 but there are some. This time I draw the purple color. 

3 12. Now, in the Rejoinder the United Kingdom points to the fact that Resolution 545 and 

4 other early resolutions relied upon by Mauritius were adopted with a number of States voting 

5 against or abstaining. In fact, Resolution 545 was adopted by 42 votes in favour, 7 against and 

6 5 abstentions. Diverging opinions on the character of self-determination were voiced, and the 

7 solution that the great majority of States favoured, was clear from the outset. Resolution 545 

8 demonstrates that even in 1952 State practice was pointing the direction in which the right to 

9 self-determination would go. 

10 13. The position of principle expressed in these resolutions was further strengthened by the 

11 subsequent practice of the General Assembly and the Security Council. And if there are any 

12 doubts that self-determination had become a legal right, they were dispelled by the powerful and 

13 unequivocal statement contained in the Colonial Declaration, which was adopted by 89 votes in 

14 favour, no votes against and 9 abstentions. It affirms that, and I quote, 'all peoples have the 

15 right to self-determination'- not a principle of self-determination; all peoples don't have a 

16 principle of self-determination - they have a right to self-determination. 4 And the practice that 

17 followed from that moment until the excision of the Chagos Archipelago and the independence 

18 of Mauritius serves only to corroborate the view that the right to self-determination was already 

19 well established in customary international law by the early 1960s. 

20 14. The right to self-determination was described in those terms by authoritative 

21 contemporaneous sources. For example, Rosalyn Higgins - not a tear-away radical I think it 

22 would be fair to say - writing in 1963, affirmed that the Colonial Declaration, and I quote, 

23 'taken together with seventeen years of evolving practice by United Nations organs, provides 

4 GA res. 1514 (XV) (1960). 
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1 ample evidence that there now exists a right of self-detennination'. 5 That is in her book, 

2 Development of International Law Through the Political Organs of the United Nations at page 

3 103 - early '60s. Remarkably, because the controversy about peremptory norms was just 

4 cranking up, other authoritative contemporaneous sources described self-determination not just 

5 as an ordinary rule of international custom, but also as a peremptory norm. In 1963, the 

6 International Law Commission referred to the principle as a contender for peremptory status. 

7 Peremptory status was itself a contender for peremptory status at the time. But 

8 self-determination was there at the beginning of that process. The first edition of Brownlie's 

9 Principles of Public International Law, published in 1966, stated, and I quote, 'certain portions 

10 ofjus cogens are the subject of general agreement, including ... self-determination'. 6 That's in 

11 1966. As indicated in Mauritius' pleadings, there are other distinguished writers to the same 

12 effect. The United Kingdom stresses that these, however distinguished they may be or have 

13 become, these writers do not make international law.7 Well, no doubt they do not, unaided. But 

14 the views of so substantial a body of distinguished scholars and practitioners, read in the light of 

15 practice and authoritative articulations such as Resolutions 1514 and 1541 of the same year, 

16 should be regarded as authoritative in stating what the law is. 

17 15. The problem with the UK's position is that it takes an excessively formalistic and static 

18 view of how international law - and customary international law in particular - emerges and 

19 operates. International law is a dynamic system, and its dynamic in relation to 

20 self-determination was evident well before 1965. Jn 1960 alone, 17 African colonies achieved 

21 independence, increasing the membership of the United Nations by over 20 per cent, from 83 to 

22 99 members. Over a dozen new States were created by decolonisation in the five years that 

s Rosalyn Higgins, Development af International law through the Political Organs a/the United Nations 
(1963), p. 103. 
6 Clarendon Press 1966, p. 418. 
7 UKR, p. 96, fn 445. 
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1 followed the adoption of the Colonial Declaration and prior to the excision of the Archipelago. 

2 The process of Mauritius' decolonisation must be viewed in this context. 

3 16. In 1971, the International Court confidently affmned, in the Namibia opinion, and I 

4 quote: 'the subsequent development of international law in regard to non-self-governing 

5 territories - Mauritius was a non-self-governing territory - as enshrined in the Charter of the 

6 United Nations, made the principle of self-determination applicable to all of them'. 8 It did not 

7 hesitate to take into consideration the changes which had 'occurred in the supervening 

8 half-century' - that's a half-century prior to 1971 - changes that it considered to be 

9 well-established - even in interpreting a mandate agreement that had been concluded in 1919. 

10 17. So we don't need the benefit of hindsight. It's impossible to look back to the 1960s and 

11 view what was happening as anything but the achievement of independence on the basis of the 

12 exercise of the legal right categorically affirmed by the General Assembly in 1960. It makes no 

13 sense to postpone to the 1970s the date when the right to self-determination can be said to have 

14 emerged. So it is far-fetched to argue, as the United Kingdom does, that it was not under an 

15 obligation to respect the right of the Mauritian people to freely determine their political status in 

16 the period 1965 to 1968. 

17 (ii) The UK cannot claim to have been a persistent objector 

18 18. Then we have another claim by the United Kingdom which is that the right of 

19 self-determination that may have emerged by the early '60s was not opposable to it. The United 

20 Kingdom attempted in its written pleadings to acquire the status - one might describe it as a 

21 retrospective status - of a persistent objector. It persists in seeking to be persistent half a 

22 century too late. But it cannot have been - and in fact did not even seek to qualify - as a 

23 persistent objector at the time when the right to self-determination emerged. This is for three 

24 reasons. 

8Lega/ Consequences for States of the Continued Presence of South Africa in Namibia (South West Africa) 
notwithstanding Security Council Resolution(1970), Advisory Opinion, ICJ Reports 1971, para. 52. 
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1 19. First. as the United Kingdom itself argued before the International Court in the 

2 Anglo-Norwegian Fisheries case. a State cannot be a persistent objector to a 'fundamental 

3 principle' of international law.9 In that case. the UK was referring to the drawing of baselines 

4 and the delimitation of the territorial sea. Now, one might doubt - as the Court in North Sea 

5 Continental Shelf doubted - that the rules on delimitation ever had such a fundamental character. 

6 But if ever there was a fundamental principle of international law. then and now, 

7 self-determination is one. 

8 20. Secondly. the record shows that the UK was not an objector, let alone a persistent one, by 

9 the 1960s. Ifit was trying to be a persistent objector, it made an incredibly poor job of doing 

10 so. In fact, the main piece of evidence the UK produced in support of its claim to be a 

11 persistent objector is an internal document. 'Report of a Working Group of Officials on the 

12 Question of Ratification of the International Covenants on Human Rights' - which is 

13 Counter-Memorial, Annex 27. 10 

14 21. Well, internal documents do not establish persistent objection. They may establish the 

15 queries of officials, but that's a different matter. The position the UK adopted in international 

16 debates was thoroughly ambivalent, and fell far short of meeting the strict requirements of the 

17 persistent objector rule, assuming for the sake of argument that such a rule exists. For example, 

18 in the plenary debates that preceded the adoption of the Colonial Declaration. the United 

19 Kingdom conceded that there was. and I quote, 'no argument about the right of the people [ of 

20 colonial territories] to independence' and 'no argument whether the people will be independent 

21 or not'. 11 But the crucial factor to consider is the position the UK adopted when the Colonial 

22 Declaration was put to the vote at the General Assembly. It abstained. If it really were a 

9
Fisheries (United Kingdom v Norway), Reply of the United Kingdom (28 November 1950), Pleadings, vol. 

II, p.429. 
10 

Report of the Working Group of Officials on the Question of the Ratification of the International 
Covenants on Human Rights, 1 August 1974 (UKCM, Annex 27). 
11 

Official Records of United Nations General Assembly, Fifteenth Session, 925
th 

Plenary Meeting , 28 
November 1960, 10.30 a.m., UN Doc. A/PV.925, para. 50. 
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1 persistent objector seeking to avoid the binding application of the right to itself, it should have 

2 voted against. I would refer you to Tab 7.2 of your folders which contains the record of the 

3 947th Plenary Meeting of the General Assembly on the 14th of December 1960, and I apologize 

4 that this was not put in to the legal authorities; it should have been. It is a public document of 

5 course. It contains part of the procedure by which the Colonial Declaration was adopted. It is 

6 at page 319. You will find there the British Delegation's explanation of vote in relation to the 

7 Colonial Declaration. Most of the objections of the UK concerned what it considered to be 

8 implied criticism of its policies as a colonial power. The key paragraph is paragraph 53, which 

9 is at page 323 of the folder, and I will read it: 

10 "The United Kingdom, of course, subscribes wholeheartedly to the principle of 

11 self-determination set out in the Charter itself, and we feel that we have done as much to 

12 implement this principle during the past fifteen years as any delegation in this Assembly. 

13 Nevertheless, members of the Assembly will be familiar with the difficulties which have arisen 

14 in connexion with the discussion of the draft International Covenants on Human Rights and in 

15 defining the right to self-determination in a universally acceptable form. These difficulties have 

16 not yet been finally resolved by the Assembly, and we feel that it might have been better not to 

17 make the attempt now in a rather different context." 12 

18 Well, that is not the Superman of persistent objection. It is the mild-mannered reporter. 

19 No sign of a phone box. 

20 22. As a colonial power watching its Empire dissolve, it was not surprising that the UK 

21 would be careful in debates leading to the articulation of self-determination as a legal right. It 

22 was affected by those debates. But the UK did not deny the existence of the right. It only 

23 expressed doubts of an indefinite kind in relation to its content. That does not come even close 

24 to meeting the onerous burden of persistent objection in international law. 

12 United Nations General Assembly, 94th Plenary Meeting, 14 December 1960, GAOR, p. 1275, para. 53 
(emphases added). 
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1 23. Third reason, by 1967 it was possible to discern a shift in the position of the United 

2 Kingdom in international forums-from ambivalence, in the passage I just read, to stronger 

3 support for the notion that self-determination constituted a right. And as we know, the position 

4 of the United Kingdom on key disputes at present is founded on self-determination. This is 

5 evident in the records of the preparatory work for the 1970 Friendly Relations Declaration. 

6 The UK made a proposal to the Special Committee which was working on the Declaration, in 

7 which it affirmed the 'duty to respect the principle of equal rights and self-determination' and 

8 made it clear that the principle was applicable 'in the case of a colony or other 

9 non-self-governing territory'. 13 Discussing this proposal at a meeting of the Special Committee 

10 - this was in 1967 - the UK representative stated that the position that the UK had held 'in the 

11 past' - one of opposition to defining self-determination as a right - was being 'held in 

12 abeyance'. 14 One year later, in 1968, the United Kingdom signed the two human rights 

13 Covenants, both of which recognise in Article 1, pursuant to that decision of 1952, the right of 

14 peoples to self-determination by which 'they freely determine their political status and freely 

15 pursue their economic, social and cultural development'. It's true that the United Kingdom 

16 made a declaration to common Article I, a declaration that maintained on ratification in 1976, 

17 that in the event of conflict between 'Article 1 of the Covenant and the United Kingdom's 

18 obligations under the Charter (in particular, under Articles I , 2 and 73 thereof) [its] obligations 

19 under the Charter shall prevail'. But this would have been true in any event by virtue of Article 

20 I 03 of the Charter, and it hardly amounted to an objection, persistent or otherwise, relevant to 

21 the present case. It affirmed Article 73. 

13 
United Nations General Assembly, Report of the Special Committee on Principles of International Law 

concerning Friendly Relations and Co-operation among States (1969), UN Doc. A/7619, 71. 
14 

United Nations General Assembly, Report of the Special Committee on Principles of International Law 
concerning Friendly Relations and Co-operation among States (1969), Summary Record of the Sixty-Ninth 

Meeting, 4 August 1967, 10.30 a.m., UN Doc. A/AC.125/SR.69, p. 18. 
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1 24. In short, the UK was not a persistent objector to the right to self-determination, which 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

was well established as a matter of international law in the early 1960s. The record indicates 

that, although the United Kingdom may have shown some hesitation in characterising 

self-determination as a right, this hesitation was far too vague and inconsistent to have had the 

effect of precluding the binding application of this fundamental principle to the United Kingdom 

in 1965. 

25. In the Rejoinder, the UK responds to Mauritius' attack on the persistent objector 

argument by suggesting that it had not shown that the UK had 'agreed' that the right of 

self-determination reflected international law.15 This is neither true nor to the point: by 1965 

self-determination as a principle was well-established: even if its earlier arrival had been 

accompanied by a grumble of dissenters. By the 1960s this grumble of dissenters did not 

include any consistent voice from Her Majesty's Government. 

3. c. By Excising the Chagos Archipelago from Mauritius the UK breached 

Mauritius' right to self-determination 

Mr. President, Members of the Tribunal: 

16 26. I tum from these remarks on the standing of the right of self-determination to the specific 

17 question of how the United Kingdom breached it when it partitioned the territory of Mauritius in 

18 1965 by excising the Chagos Archipelago. 

19 27. If what I've said is right, then at the time of the excision, Mauritius had the right to 

20 exercise self-determination and to freely determine its political status in respect of the entirety of 

21 its territory, which included the Archipelago. Yesterday, Ms. Macdonald established that the 

22 Archipelago was and remains an integral part of Mauritius. As such, it was and remains 

23 protected by the principle of territorial integrity, stated in paragraph 6 of the Colonial 

15 UKR, para. 5.21. 
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1 Declaration, reproduced at Tab 7.3 of your folders, page 333. [MM Annex 1] Paragraph 6 of 

2 course prescribes, and I quote: 

3 "Any attempt aimed at the partial or total disruption of the national unity and the 

4 territorial integrity of a country is incompatible with the purposes and principles of the Charter of 

5 the United Nations."16 

6 28. I should clarify two points here. First, the territorial integrity of non-self-governing 

7 territories is an essential aspect of the right to self-determination, which can only be waived by 

8 the freely expressed wishes of the people concerned. The colonial power did not have the right 

9 or the authority arbitrarily to dismember a non-self-governing territory before the people had had 

10 any chance to exercise the right to decide on its own political future. Affirming otherwise 

11 would deprive the right to self-determination of its meaning; it would also negate the obligations 

12 that a colonial power has to enable the exercise of the right. 

13 29. This interpretation is confirmed by numerous resolutions adopted by the General 

14 Assembly. For example, Resolution 2232(XXI), which I discussed yesterday and which is 

15 reproduced at Tab 4.13 of your folders [MM Annex 45]. You do not need to turn it up again. 

16 Referring to the situation of various non-self-governing territories including Mauritius, the 

17 Assembly confirmed the applicability of paragraph 6 of the Colonial Declaration to colonies and 

18 reiterated that, and I quote: 

19 "Any attempt aimed at the partial or total disruption of the national unity and the 

20 territorial integrity of colonial Territories ... is incompatible with the purposes and principles of 

21 the Charter of the United Nations and of General Assembly resolution l 514(XV). 17
" 

22 30. In its written pleadings the United Kingdom has sought to downplay the relevance of 

23 General Assembly resolutions, noting that they are not binding or dispositive. Well, that's true; 

24 they're not binding as such, as a general matter. The position that the Assembly has taken on 

16 
GA res. 1514 (XV) (1960). 

17 GA res. 2232 (XXI) (1966). 
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1 questions of self-determination is authoritative, as the Court recognised in Western Sahara. 

2 The Court there referred to the 'measure of discretion' that the Assembly enjoys in determining 

3 'the forms and procedures' for the fulfilment of the right. It noted that the right to 

4 self-determination of the people of Western Sahara-constituted 'a basic assumption of the 

5 questions put to the Court' .18 The General Assembly had a special role in developing and 

6 implementing the right, and some of its resolutions have been universally regarded as 

7 law-making particularly in this field, like the Colonial Declaration; others are regarded as 

8 determinative in the implementation of self-determination, as the Court noted in Western Sahara. 

9 31. Resolutions of the General Assembly not only confirm that the territorial integrity of 

10 non-self-governing territories is an essential element of self-determination-the Assembly 

11 specifically concluded that the excision of the Chagos Archipelago constituted a breach of the 

12 right of self-determination. That was in Resolution 2066(XX), tab 4.12 of your folders. I read 

13 the relevant paragraph yesterday, and I won't read it again. The Assembly further reaffirmed the 

14 'inalienable right of the people of the Territory of Mauritius to freedom and independence'. 

15 32. Finally I should refer to the United Kingdom's argument that Mauritius has failed to 

16 address the allegation that the UK has not relinquished sovereignty since the islands were ceded 

17 from France in 1814.19 I hope I have stated that argument accurately because I find it 

18 incomprehensible; this may be a weakness of mine. As we have shown, the Chagos 

19 Archipelago was part of the colony of Mauritius in 1945. The principle of self-determination 

20 was applied to its territory as such, far flung though it was. No distinction has ever been made 

21 in international practice based on different modalities of the acquisition of colonial territory, 

22 whether by cession or otherwise. It is true that there is a disputed body of practice dealing with 

23 colonial territories claimed by third States, but the Archipelago was not so claimed at any time 

24 after 1945, or for that matter after 1814. Paragraph 6 of the Colonial Declaration applies to all 

18 Western Sahara, Advisory Opinion, ICJ Reports 1975, para. 70. 
19 

UKR, para. 5.7. 
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1 colonial territories identified as such pursuant to Resolution 1541(XV), irrespective of how those 

2 territories might initially have been acquired by the colonizer - and that point was confmned by 

3 the Court in Western Sahara. 

4 Mr. President, this would probably be the first of the convenient moment to break 

s PRESIDENT SHEARER: Very good, Professor Crawford. 

6 The Tribunal will break for 15 minutes. We will return at 10:45. 

7 Thank you. 

8 (Briefrecess.) 

9 

10 

PRESIDENT SHEARER: Yes, thank you, Professor Crawford. 

PROFESSOR CRAWFORD: Thank you, sir. 

11 33. The conclusion - that the excision of the Archipelago was a breach of international law 

12 and specifically of paragraph 6 of the Colonial Declaration - is not affected by the International 

13 Court's recent pronouncement on the principle of territorial integrity in the Kosovo opinion, as 

14 the UK suggests in its pleadings. In the Kosovo opinion in 2010 the Court clarified, and I 

15 quote, 'the scope of the principle of territorial integrity is 'confined to the sphere of relations 

16 between States'. 20 But the Court was not making this point in connection with any claim of 

17 self-determination, the application of which to Kosovo was of course controversial. Serbia was 

18 not administrator of a non-self-governing territory and there was no claim that a colonial power 

19 had attempted to breach the territorial integrity of Serbia by excising Kosovo from it. Serbia 

20 sought to invoke the principle of territorial integrity as a defence against an attempt by one of its 

21 constituent units to separate and become an independent State. The Court's dictum stands for 

22 the proposition that States may not invoke territorial integrity as a legal barrier to declarations of 

23 independence coming from internal territorial units. 

20Accordance with International Law of the Unilateral Declaration of Independence in Respect of Kosovo, 
Advisory Opinion, ICJ Reports 2010, para. 80. 
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1 34. The situation that stands before you in the present case is quite different. From the 

2 perspective of international law, the relations between a colonial power and one of its 

3 non-self-governing territories are not purely 'domestic constitutional relations'. They're not 

4 within the reserved domain of domestic jurisdiction. They were and are in key respects 

5 analogous to the 'relations between States' to which the Court referred in the Kosovo opinion. 

6 This is so because while international law does not, generally speaking, govern the relations 

7 between constituent units within a State, the law of self-determination by the early 196Os directly 

8 governed the relations between metropolitan States and their colonies and included a guarantee 

9 of territorial integrity for the colonial territory. If metropolitan States could lawfully 

10 dismember the territory of the colonies for the administration of which they are responsible, the 

11 right of self-determination would be an empty shell. Metropolitan States could keep the bits 

12 they wanted and discard the rest. Territorial integrity may not protect States against internal 

13 attempts at separation, but it surely protects a colony against decisions of the colonial power that 

14 affect the territory with respect to which the right of self-determination is to be exercised. 

15 35. Likewise, the right of the people of Mauritius to exercise self-determination with respect 

16 to its entire territory is not prejudiced by the principle uti possidetis juris. In our Memorial, we 

17 made a passing reference to the principle of stability of boundaries to highlight that territorial 

18 integrity shares a common rationale with uti possidetis - that of safeguarding the right to 

19 self-determination. Territorial integrity preserves the exercise of self-determination before 

20 independence is achieved, protecting the non-self-governing territory from prejudicial territorial 

21 changes that the metropolitan State may seek to enforce. Uti possidetis protects 

22 self-determination after independence, as the International Court noted in Burkina Faso/Mali. 21 

23 36. In its written pleadings, the UK attempts to tum Mauritius' argument upside down. It 

24 claims that uti possidetis 'fully supports' its own position by protecting the administrative 

21 Burkina Faso/Mali, ICJ Reports 1986, para. 25. 
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1 boundaries existing at the time of Mauritius' independence in 1968.22But this is disingenuous. 

2 First, the creation of the "BIOT" did not involve the emergence of a newly independent State, 

3 but the retention of part of the territory of a colony by the colonial power. As the International 

4 Court made clear, uti possidetis is 'logically connected' with the emergence of States through 

5 decolonization.23 Again, that's Burkina Faso/Mali. Secondly, uti possidetis cannot be construed 

6 as protecting international boundaries unlawfully established through a serious breach of the 

7 right of self-determination. This would be diametrically opposed to the rationale and purpose 

8 of uti possidetis, which is to promote the stability of the boundaries of lawfully created States 

9 whose peoples have expressed the wish to become independent as a unit . 

10 4. D. The people of Mauritius did not waive their right to territorial integrity by a 

11 free expression of their wishes 

12 I turn to the third part of this presentation, which concerns the question whether the 

13 people of Mauritius waived their right to territorial integrity through a free expression of their 

14 wishes. 

15 Mr. President, Members of the Tribunal: 

16 37. The right that the people ofa non-self-governing territory enjoys to 'freely determine [its] 

17 political status' corresponds to the obligation, on the part of the colonial power, to ensure that the 

18 people in question is in a position to freely express its wishes. This is what the law as reflected 

19 in the Colonial Declaration requires, no more and no less. The Court stated this obligation in 

20 even clearer terms in the Western Sahara opinion, when it said, and I quote, 'the application of 

21 the right of self-determination requires a free and genuine expression of the will of the peoples 

22 concerned' .24 

22 
UKR, para. 5.8. 

23 Burkina Faso/Mali, ICJ Reports 1986, para. 23. 
24 Western Sahara, Advisory Opinion, ICJ Reports 1975, para. 55. 
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1 38. Now, our opponents of course argue that the representatives of Mauritius 'agreed' to the 

2 detachment of the Chagos Archipelago, at the fourth Constitutional Conference in 1965 and 

3 subsequently. What they cannot demonstrate is that this 'agreement' constituted a free and 

4 genuine expression of the will of the people of Mauritius. 

5 39. I explained yesterday in detail how it was that the United Kingdom obtained the 

6 'agreement' of the Mauritian ministers to excision. The decision to excise was made by the UK 

7 unilaterally in advance, with no consultation with the people. It was not beneficial to Mauritius 

8 or in its interest. It fulfilled Anglo-American security interests in the Indian Ocean, involving 

9 the construction of a military base in Diego Garcia as well as the removal of the Archipelago's 

10 population. The UK took advantage of this Constitutional Conference, in which the political 

11 future of Mauritius was on the agenda, to induce the Mauritian delegates not to oppose the 

12 partition of the colony. 

13 40. We looked carefully at the record yesterday. The evidence shows two things. First, at 

14 the Constitutional Conference, United Kingdom made it clear that the excision of the Chagos 

15 Archipelago was non-negotiable. Prime Minister Wilson and Colonial Secretary Greenwood 

16 were caught on record informing Mauritius that it was a legal right to detach the islands, and that 

17 the United Kingdom would do so by an Order-in-Council whether or not Mauritius gave its 

18 consent. 

19 41. Secondly, the United Kingdom made it known to the Mauritians that they must consent to 

20 the excision if they wanted to see any progress in the negotiations leading to independence. I 

21 won't go back to the documents which established that yesterday. While the UK made an effort 

22 in its pleadings to portray the questions of independence and partition as separate, it is quite clear 

23 that they were not. 

24 42. What it comes down to is this. The agreement to dismemberment of the territory of 

25 Mauritius was obtained in a situation amounting to duress, or at least analogous to duress. It 

248 



Annex 170

1 completely contradicted the position that the Mauritian representatives had always defended. 

2 The outcome was pre-determined, independence was at stake, and preserving the territorial 

3 integrity of the colony was not an option available to the Mauritian ministers. 

4 43. The UK responds to the allegation of duress by referring to the criteria laid down in 

5 Articles 51 and 52 of the Vienna Convention on the Law of Treaties, on coercion of a 

6 representative of a State and coercion of a State itself by the threat or use of force.25 It says, 

7 and I quote: '[i]f a deployment in negotiations between political leaders of their respective 

8 understandings of the domestic political position and ambitions were to amount to duress or 

9 coercion for the purposes of international or domestic law, all politics and all negotiations 

10 between governments would infringe these principles'. 26 Once again, the UK views the 

11 relations between the British and Mauritian authorities with no regard to the context in which it 

12 took place, or to the applicable legal framework. 

13 44. This calls for two comments. First, your Tribunal should be careful - I say this with all 

14 respect - not to approach these exchanges as negotiations between equal parties. At the one 

15 end of the table was a powerful colonial power with far more leverage than the representatives of 

16 the colony sitting at the other end of the table. 

17 45. Second, at the moment in which the UK came to the table it committed a serious breach 

18 of its obligations to give effect to the right of self-determination of the people of Mauritius by 

19 insisting that excision was a certain outcome. There was no choice whether or not to allow the 

20 detachment. The reason that the UK wanted the assent of the Mauritian authorities was not 

21 concern that the detachment was in accordance with the wishes of the people of Mauritius. It 

22 needed the agreement because it feared criticism. 

23 46. The questions that stand before you are thus the following: does an agreement given to a 

24 measure that was not proposed but imposed, and required in return for independence to which 

25 
UKCM, para. 7.38, fn 570. 

26 
UKR, para. 5.25. 
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1 Mauritius was already entitled, constitute a genuine expression of the will of the people? Did 

2 the UK comply with its obligations under the law of self-determination when it obtained the 

3 agreement in such a way? In its Counter-Memorial, the United Kingdom concedes, as if it was 

4 not at all problematic, that 'the Council of Ministers [of Mauritius] secured benefits - a "deal" -

5 in return for their consent, in full knowledge of the fact that the excision would have been 

6 effected without their consent, and without any benefits to Mauritius'. 27 That's at paragraph 

7 2.61 of the Counter-Memorial. Is this the type of 'deal' that a colonial power can procure in 

8 accordance with the law of self-determination? The question answers itself. 

9 47. The UK gave priority to its security interests in preference to the right of the people of 

10 Mauritius to self-determination. It cornered the representatives of Mauritius, and made sure 

11 that they acquiesced to a deal which neither they nor the people of Mauritius wanted. 

12 48. That this is an accurate version of the facts is demonstrated by the international 

13 community's condemnation of the excision, notably in resolution 2066 (XX), to which I took 

14 you yesterday. The United Nations was not rightly convinced that the deal had been reached in 

15 accordance with the requirements of self-determination. 

16 49. The same position was taken by the vast majority of States in a variety of forums, 

17 including the Non-Aligned Movement, the Group of 77, the African Union and so on. 

18 50. The view held by so many States as to the illegality of the partition of the territory of 

19 Mauritius discredits the United Kingdom's version of the facts. So does Mauritius' repeated 

20 attempts to resume exercising de facto the sovereignty to which it is entitled de jure. And you 

21 have in the record the various accounts of Mauritius' protest, which again I dealt with yesterday. 

22 51. I need only add that in addressing the issue of the occasional failure of protest after 

23 independence, the Tribunal should, with respect, apply the standard articulated by the 

24 International Court in the Certain Phosphate Lands case. There the Court had to deal with a 

27 
UKCM, 2.61. 
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1 somewhat analogous argument of acquiescence based on delay. It said - this is at paragraph 36 

2 of the judgment: 

3 "The Court ... takes note of the fact that Nauru was officially informed, at the latest by 

4 letter of 4 February 1969, of the position of Australia on the subject of rehabilitation of the 

5 phosphate lands worked out before 1 July 1967. Nauru took issue with that position in writing 

6 only on 6 October 1983." 

7 It's only 16 years later. 

8 "In the meantime . . . the question had on two occasions been raised by the President of 

9 Nauru with the competent Australian authorities." 

10 But not in writing. 

11 "The Court considers that, given the nature of relations between Australia and Nauru, as 

12 well as the steps thus taken, Nauru's Application was not rendered inadmissible by passage of 

13 time. Nevertheless, it will be for the Court, in due time, to ensure that Nauru's delay in seising it 

14 will in no way cause prejudice to Australia with regard to both the establishment of the facts and 

15 the determination of the content of the applicable law. "28
• 

16 It's a very carefully considered paragraph. 

17 It is true that that decision was made at the preliminary objections stage, and that 

18 acquiescence by Nauru could still formally have been pleaded by Australia as somehow relevant 

19 to the merits. But in light of the Court's approach, can there be any doubt as to what the result 

20 would have been? Yet Nauru's silence on the rehabilitation of the phosphate lands mined 

21 before independence lasted rather longer than there was the case here . 

22 s. 

23 

E. Conclusion 

Mr. President, Members of the Tribunal: 

2B ICJ Reports 1992 p. 240 at p. 254-5 (para. 36) (emphasis added); see also ibid., p. 255 (para. 38). 
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1 52. For the reasons given, Mauritius is the only state entitled to exercise sovereign and 

2 jurisdictional rights over the Archipelago under UNCLOS. The basis on which the United 

3 Kingdom now purports to establish a Marine Protected Area reflects back to a serious breach of a 

4 fundamental principle of international law. 

5 53. The sovereignty the United Kingdom had over Mauritius as a colonial power prior to 

6 independence was qualified - not displaced but qualified - by Mauritius' right to 

7 self-determination. When Mauritius became an independent state, the sovereignty that the UK 

8 continued to exercise over territory unlawfully detached became legally untenable. That breach 

9 has a continuing character. It will only cease when the Archipelago is returned to Mauritius or 

10 the dispute otherwise settled. 

11 54. If your Tribunal decides that the United Kingdom is entitled to declare an MP A with 

12 respect to the Archipelago, it will, with great respect, contribute to consolidating an unlawful 

13 situation that denies the right of Mauritius to self-determination and to its territorial integrity. 

14 On that basis, Mauritius respectfully requests the Tribunal to declare that the United Kingdom 

15 was not entitled to declare an MP A. 

16 Mr. President, this is a convenient moment to respond to two questions asked yesterday 

17 by Judge Greenwood and Judge Wolfrum. Judge Greenwood asked two questions, one about 

18 the legal status of the Lancaster House commitments in international law, and one about their 

19 content. Mr. Reichler will deal with the latter question. I'm going to deal with the former 

20 question. 

21 Judge Greenwood asked, and I quote: "What is the legal basis on which Mauritius says 

22 these undertakings are binding because, of course, whatever form they took, they were given at a 

23 time when Mauritius was still a colony? So, is Mauritius' case that they're a treaty or the 

24 otherwise binding is some form of international law agreement, or are you looking to another 
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1 legal system, or are you saying that their nature changed over the years?" That was the 

2 question. 

3 The answer emerges from what I just said about the role of the international law of 

4 self-determination. In 1965, as the process of the move to independence was underway, the 

5 relations between Mauritius and the United Kingdom were not matters of United Kingdom 

6 domestic jurisdiction insofar as they concerned the exercise of the right to self-determination, 

7 including the territorial integrity requirement. In principle, international law required free 

8 consent of the people concerned or their representatives to any dismemberment of a Chapter XI 

9 territory. 

10 Now, that consent could be given on condition; and, in this case, as I've shown earlier, 

11 the consent was obtained in conditions of duress. Such consent as was given was given on 

12 condition, notably the reversion condition, and the other condition as Mr. Reichler discussed 

13 yesterday. 

14 This was not a treaty, but it was a binding commitment by the United Kingdom intended 

15 to procure consent. 

16 Now, the United Kingdom cannot be in a better position as to the binding character of the 

17 commitments it made in 1965 because the General Assembly judged - and maybe this Tribunal 

18 will also judge; we submit that it should - that the consent was obtained by duress or improper 

19 pressure. In either case, the commitment is binding. 

20 Further, the commitment was confirmed by U.K. Ministers and senior officials following 

21 the independence of Mauritius. There was no discontinuity. One notable example is the 

22 assurance given by the United Kingdom Minister Mr. Rollins in 1975, which is at Annex 78 of 

23 the Reply. He wrote on 23 March 1975 to the High Commissioner of Mauritius: "To repeat 

24 my assurances Her Majesty's Government will stand by its undertakings reached with the 

25 Mauritian Government concerning the former Mauritian islands now formally part of the British 
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1 Indian Ocean Territory and in particular" - in particular, it wasn't the only assurance - "they 

2 would be returned to Mauritius when they're no longer needed for defence purposes." 

3 Such statements by the United Kingdom Ministers made in the context of State-to-State 

4 relations, of course, confirm the binding commitments made before independence and represent 

5 the repetition of undertakings under international law which are binding on the Nuclear Tests 

6 principle. 

7 We note that successive lawyers in the legal advisers' office, including Sir Arthur Watts, 

8 as he would become, characterize the situation as giving rise to rights for Mauritius and 

9 correspondingly its obligations to the United Kingdom. We have not been able to see the 

10 detailed legal reasoning behind that conclusion, but it was consistent over many decades. In the 

11 circumstances of the case, the United Kingdom is either precluded by operation of law in 

12 accordance with the good faith principle or estopped by its own conduct from treating the 

13 undertakings it then made as not giving rise to rights of Mauritius. 

14 I should say that we referred to the international practice, which was contemporaneous 

15 with the excision, in particular Paragraph 526 of our Reply. I won't go through those details, 

16 but I refer you to it for more detail on the point. 

17 In this context, I should also deal with Judge Wolfrum's question put to Mr. Reichler but 

18 ceded kindly to me. This is not a case of return or reversion. There has been a detachment of 

19 the question. Unlike Mauritius, I genuinely and without duress consented to that. 

20 Judge Wolfrum asked, "could you give us a qualification of the consent" - this is the 

21 question from the Transcript - "given by the Ministers of Mauritius to separate the Chagos 

22 Archipelago, was that a legal commitment or how would you qualify it? I should very much 

23 like an assessment, a legal assessment of that, qualification of the consent given." 
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1 As I said yesterday, a form of consent was given, but it was given under circumstances 

2 amounting to duress. It was therefore not a valid consent for purpose of international rules 

3 embodied in the Colonial Declaration adopted by the General Assembly. 

4 Mr. President, that's all I have to say on self-determination, unless there are any 

5 questions from the Tribunal. If not I would ask you to call on Mr. Reichler. 

6 PRESIDENT SHEARER: Very good. Thank you, Professor Crawford. 

7 So, I give the floor now to Mr. Reichler. 

8 Thank.you. 

9 THE LEGAL IMPLICATIONS OF 

10 THE UNITED KINGDOM'S UNDERTAKINGS TO MAURITIUS 

11 Paul S. Reichler 

12 24 April 2014 

13 Mr. President, Members of the Tribunal, good morning. 

14 Yesterday I presented the facts regarding the undertakings made by the United Kingdom 

15 to Mauritius in September 1965, the repeated renewal and reconfirmation of those undertakings 

16 by the U.K. in subsequent years, and the U.K.'s fulfillment of them over the 45-year period 

17 between September 1965 and April 2010. Today, as I indicated at the end of yesterday's 

18 remarks, I will address the legal implications of these undertakings. 

19 There are two. First, the undertakings are legally binding on the United Kingdom. 

20 Second, they irrevocably endow Mauritius with the attributes of a coastal State under the 1982 

21 Convention. I will address each of these conclusions in tum, and show how the second flows 

22 inevitably from the first. 

23 Mauritius and the United Kingdom are agreed on the applicable rule of law that 

24 determines whether the undertakings are binding. As the United Kingdom stated in its Rejoinder: 

25 "What matters in this, as in any case, is whether there was the requisite intent to be bound so as 
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1 Mauritius v United Kingdom 

2 Second Round 

3 The Creation of the "MPA", and Article 283 

4 Alison Macdonald 

5 Introduction 

6 1. Mr. President, Members of the Tribunal, as Professor Sands explained, my part of Mauritius' 

7 submissions in reply will deal firstly with the creation of the "MPA", and secondly with the 

8 requirements of Article 283 of the Convention. 

9 The Creation of the "MPA" 

10 Nature of the "MPA" 

11 2. On the "MPA", my submissions are in two parts. Firstly, I will look again at the question of 

12 what the "MP A" actually is, and what happens or does not happen there. And, secondly, I 

13 will return to the key aspects of the chronology and to the manner in which the decision was 

14 taken. 

15 3. On the first issue, the nature of the "MPA", we now have the UK's answers to the written 

16 questions posed by Judge Wolfrum. We note that the UK has not disclosed any 

17 documentation in support of those answers, despite our request that it do so. As Professor 

18 Sands mentioned, in a late attempt to bolster its position on the scientific justification for the 

19 "MPA", you will recall that on Friday, the UK provided you with a written submission which 

20 it had put together during the course of these proceedings, it seemed, dated the 1st of May, 

21 headed "Biological effects of the marine reserve in BIOT (Chagos)". 151 don't ask you to go to 

22 that now. It's in the UK folder at Tab 74. You will probably have noticed, if you have had a 

23 chance to study this document, that it claims on the first page that, I quote, "A clear scientific 

24 case for [ the MP A] has been made in the peer reviewed scientific literature". If you follow 

15 UK Folder Tab 74 
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1 that up to the end of the document, if you follow the footnotes, you will see that this refers to 

2 a piece by Professor Sheppard, himself, the scientific adviser engaged by the administration 

3 of the so-called "BIOT", as do a large proportion of the other footnotes. The UK, we would 

4 suggest, seemed less than clear about the underpinnings of its scientific case, with Mr. Boyle 

5 offering, you will remember, late on Friday, to try to find additional scientific material to 

6 support the UK position. 16 

7 4. On the question of the enforcement of the "MPA", Ms. Nevill said that: "Although Mauritius 

8 seeks to make mileage out of the fact that there is only one BIOT patrol vessel, it provides no 

9 evidence that enforcement of the MPA is in fact deficient." 17 Well, on that point, Mauritius 

10 simply notes the fact that the "MP A" covers an area of 640,000 square kilometres, and asks 

11 the UK to produce evidence of any assessment which it has carried out to establish the patrol 

12 needs of such a vast area. As with so much about the "MP A", we simply do not know what 

13 assessments, if any, have been undertaken in this regard. And, in relation to funding for 

14 enforcement, much of which we are told is private, as you pointed out, Mr. President, we still 

15 do not know what conditions attach to the private portion of funding, since the UK has not 

16 answered Judge Greenwood's question on that point. 18So we await the answer. 

17 5. As for the absence ofregulations, Judge Wolfrum asked for the reason for this in his eighth 

18 written question. The terse answer given 19 was that, I quote, ''No additional legislation was 

19 found to be necessary to enforce the prohibition on commercial fishing. The existing BIOT 

20 legislation is sufficient for this purpose." And we know that already - the UK has been able 

21 to decide, within the existing framework of the EPPZ, simply not to issue any new licences. 

22 We understand that. But we understood Judge Wolfrum to be asking why no additional 

23 legislation has been enacted, although it is said to be forthcoming. And the UK gave no 

16 Transcript, p. 906/19-22. 
17 Transcript, p. 589/12-14. 
18 Transcript, p. 592/21-23. 
19 UK Folder Tab 1. 
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1 answer to this, saying simply that "recent legislation in BIOT has streamlined the fisheries 

2 enforcement powers [this is a reference to the recent Ordinance at Tab 2 of the UK folder, 

3 which provides for fixed penalties for carrying out commercial fishing without a licence in 

4 the Marine Protected Area ... ] and work is continuing on a consolidation of the relevant 

5 BIOT legislation." So the answer boils down to "we're working on it". No indication of why 

6 that task has not been completed in the last four years, or when it might be . 

7 The process by which the "MP A" decision was taken 

8 6. After those observations on the nature of the "MP A" and its enforcement, I turn to the second 

9 part of my submissions on this issue - the process by which the "MP A" decision was taken. 

10 My submissions on this point are, of course, also relevant to the Article 283 question, which 

11 is why we have decided, in the interests of economy, to address both issues together in this 

12 second round. 

13 7. The United Kingdom through Ms. Nevill made much of the fact that the group of 'interested 

14 stakeholders' who were consulted at an early stage were all, in her words, "UK bodies whose 

15 support would be essential if the idea was to make any progress." 2°we consider that this 

16 underlines Mauritius' point about its exclusion from the early stages of the process. Was 

17 Mauritius' support not considered to be essential if the idea was to make any progress? 

18 Apparently the UK thought that the project could not survive its formative stages without the 

19 support of, among others, the British Geological Survey, but it could survive without the 

20 support of Mauritius. 

21 8. Now, in fact, the UK did make some attempts to find out what Mauritius might think about 

22 the idea, but surreptitiously, and we see this from the email at page 278 of Mauritius' folder 

23 for the first round21 
- I don't ask you to pull it out now - this is the email sent by Mr. Allen 

24 to Ms. Yeadon about the agenda for the January 2009 talks. Mr. Allen describes the agenda 

20 Transcript, p. 551/20-21. 
21 Mauritius Folder Tab 6.1 
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1 item 'fishing rights / protection of the environment' as, in his words, "Means of discussing 

2 current / possible Mauritian rights in BIOT waters and introducing discussion of Pew ideas, 

3 if not name." So it seems from that that the UK was trying in January to get an idea of 

4 Mauritius' likely reaction to the project, while not telling them what it was up to. It can 

5 hardly count as consultation, we say, if the State concerned does not know what it is being 

6 consulted about. 

7 9. Ms. Nevill emphasised that NGOs, and not the Government, were the source of the February 

8 2009 article in the Independent, through which Mauritius learned for the first time of the 

9 MPA proposal. 22 But does this make the situation any better, we ask? What the UK is saying 

10 here is that, if it had been left up to it, Mauritius would have found out nothing for another 

11 three months, when the Foreign Secretary took his 'formal decision' to pursue the project. 

12 10. The Foreign Secretary's decision to, in Ms. Nevill's words, ''move forward" with the 

13 proposal followed, you will recall, Mr. Roberts' briefing paper of the 5th of May 200923
, in 

14 which he observed that the MP A could "create a context for a raft of measures designed to 

15 weaken the movement" which supported Chagossian resettlement. 

16 11. Professor Crawford will come back to Mr. Roberts' remarks later in the context of Article 

17 300. For now I will simply note that, when you come to look again at the remarks recorded in 

18 the Wikileaks cable24
, but denied by Mr. Roberts, you will see that he is saying essentially 

19 the same thing as in the 5th of May document. In each case the import of his remarks is that 

20 the MP A will help the UK in its continued efforts to prevent the Chagossians from achieving 

21 resettlement in the Archipelago. 

22 12. You heard the UK say, through Ms. Nevill, that it was not required to consult Mauritius until 

23 a formal Ministerial decision had been taken to pursue the proposal on the 6th of May 2009. 

22 Transcript, p. 553/3-7. 
23 Mauritius Folder Tab 6.2, p. 284. 
24 Mauritius Folder Tab 2.13 
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1 She told you that "Officials simply would not have engaged in formal discussions on the 

2 proposal with third States until the policy to move forward with it had been adopted by 

3 Ministers."25 

4 13. But by that time, as we see from the email of the 7th of May 2009 - I pause to say that all the 

5 references to the transcripts and materials that I refer to in my speech will be in the 

6 transcripts for you - we see that the Foreign Secretary was "fired up" and his Private 

7 Secretary is telling Mr. Roberts to "keep the timelines taut, keep him involved, and [ ... ] 

8 ensure that the creation / announcement of the reserve is scheduled within a reasonable 

9 timescale. "26 

10 14. The UK took issue with my interpretation of that email as showing a certain determination to 

11 ensure that the MPA proposal came to pass. We simply invite you to read the documents 

12 again during your deliberations, and we suggest that what the correspondence, viewed as a 

13 whole, and very much including this email, shows is that if the "MP A" was not a fait 

14 accompli at that point, it was well on its way to becoming one. This shows the very real 

15 danger, we suggest, of leaving Mauritius out of the discussion until the process had gained a 

16 critical momentum. 

17 15. We now come to the July 2009 talks. You have the record of those talks,27 you have been 

18 taken through them by the parties, and I do not propose to go through them again. Professor 

19 Boyle made the surprising submission on Friday afternoon that if, which he denied, the UK 

20 had any legal obligation to consult Mauritius at all about the MP A proposal, then the July 

21 2009 talks were, in themselves, sufficient to fulfill this obligation. He said: 

22 "In our view, the July meeting was timely. It ensured that Mauritius was fully informed about the 

23 MP A proposal, including the proposed ban on commercial fishing, and it was at an early enough 

25 
Transcript, p. 554/3-5. 

26 
Mauritius Folder Tab 6.3. 

27 
UKCM Annex 101; MR Annex 144 
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1 stage to allow Mauritius to ask for further information - as it did - and to make meaningful 

2 representations. And what was the outcome of that July bilateral meeting? It was a Joint 

3 Communique in which the Government of Mauritius welcomed in principle the MP A proposal. 

4 [UK Tab 56 / M Tab 6.5]"28 

s 16. Now going to the Communique itself, Professor Boyle stated that "If you read that, you will 

6 see there were no complaints about inadequate consultation. There were no complaints that 

7 Mauritius could not get its views across or had been ignored. "29 And he went on to say that 

8 ''the subsequent contacts between the two governments are not relevant to the question 

9 whether there was consultation", and that "in our view the necessary consultations took place 

10 in July, and what occurred after that is not material to Mauritius' case." 30 

11 17. Now, Mr. Loewenstein will look at the legal merits of these assertions later on when he 

12 replies on that aspect of the case. But Professor Boyle's analysis does also merit examination 

13 as part of the "MP A" chronology. The UK appears to be saying, in all seriousness, that it was 

14 required to do nothing more by way of involvement of Mauritius in the process after July 

15 2009; in other words, that it stepped out of those talks having heard all it needed to hear from 

16 Mauritius. Well, we would suggest that you only have to look at the Joint Communique of 

17 that meeting, to which you have been taken many times, to see why we were surprised by 

18 Professor Boyle's argument. Quite clearly that document records the start of a process, not 

19 the end of it. Mauritius' position, as recorded there in black and white, was that it 

20 ''welcomed, in principle, the proposal for environmental protection and agreed that a team of 

21 officials and marine scientists from both sides meet to examine the implications of the 

22 concept with a view to informing the next round oftalks." 31 

28 Transcript, p. 880/6-13. 
29 Transcript, p. 880/13-15. 
30 Transcript, p. 881/14-16. 
31 Mauritius Folder Tab 6.5. 
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1 18. This might be an appropriate moment to examine the words used by the UK in the record of 

2 the July meeting, that 'no decision had yet been taken'. 32 Ms. Nevill said that the inclusion 

3 of these words ''runs completely counter to Mauritius' argument that the decision to go ahead 

4 with the MP A was made earlier by the Foreign Secretary on the 7th of May."33 

5 19. You already have my submissions on the 7th of May email about the Foreign Secretary being 

6 "fired up". The point I want to make at this stage is that the fact that the UK repeatedly told 

7 Mauritius that no decision on the "MP A" had been taken does not of course prove that this 

8 was the case. As I indicated before, the evidence shows that, if no final decision had been 

9 taken, the project certainly had a very great deal of momentum by that point. The reason I 

10 focus on the words ''no decision has yet been taken" particularly is that, as you have seen and 

11 rn touch on briefly later, the UK kept repeating those exact words to Mauritius right up until 

12 six days before the "MP A" decision was taken. And we would suggest that the credibility of 

13 those words diminished over time. 

14 20. We now come to the period between July 2009 and the announcement-

15 ARBITRATOR GREENWOOD: Ms. Macdonald, rm sorry to interrupt you. 

16 MS. MACDONALD: Yes. 

17 ARBITRATOR GREENWOOD: But isn't what you're saying difficult to 

18 reconcile with the fact that the exchanges of emails between Mr. Allen, Mr. Roberts, Ms. 

19 Yeadon, and the Foreign Secretary's private office during that critical period of 29 to 31 March 

20 show that the officials didn't think that the decision had been taken and indeed it looks to me as 

21 though they were a bit surprised by where the Foreign Secretary came out. 

22 MS. MACDONALD: Yes. Well, rm certainly not saying that - of course, the 

23 formal decision to defer the MP A was taken by the Foreign Secretary in that final 48-hour 

24 period, and clearly, and one thing that we made clear in the first round, was that that was very 

32 UKCM Annex 101 
33 Transcript, p. 560/9-10. 

934 



Annex 171

1 much - and in our written pleadings - was that what appears from the correspondence is that was 

2 very much over the objections or at least if not objections, serious concerns of the officials 

3 concerned. And when I'm talking about the decision being taken, I'm referring particularly to 

4 the 7th of May email as well, what we were referring to is Foreign Secretary-level momentum 

5 and a certain determination that that is the course that should be gone down, although of course it 

6 was not ratified until the final date. And of course, as you point out, over the serious concerns 

7 of the officials. So we're certainly not saying that a final decision was taken, but we are saying, 

8 and I'm drawing attention particularly to the words used in July, back in July 2009, that no 

9 decision had been yet taken; that's absolutely fine. But when you get to the 26th, the same 

10 words had been used in the letter of the 26th of March 2010, we say that the credibility of that -

11 of course, the Final Decision had not been signed off at that point, but we say that telling 

12 Mauritius that no decision had yet been taken and that the process was not supposed to in any 

13 way cut cross the bilateral talks, et cetera, as we see in the 26th of March letter, by that point 

14 they were stretching it when the decision was about to be taken six days later. 

15 ARBITRATOR GREENWOOD: Well, that decision was about to be taken six 

16 days later or at some point in the very near future, I quite understand. 

17 MS. MACDONALD: Yes. 

18 ARBITRATOR GREENWOOD: But one doesn't have to be aficionado of "Yes 

19 Minister" to realize that Ministers in the British Government system quite often get fired up and 

20 excited about ideas but are sometimes talked out of those ideas by their officials, and quite often 

21 talked out of those ideas by their officials. And the picture that seems to me to emerge from 

22 those emails is that the British Government collectively really hadn't made up its mind until the 

23 late afternoon on the 31 st of March. That's actually quite surprising, the chronology to me, but 

24 they hadn't made a decision until that critical point. It wasn't simply that there was a formal 

25 decision still to come. There was no substantive decision, either. 
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1 MS. MACDONALD: Well, of course, the Tribunal's reading of emails would be 

2 definitive, and rm not sure that there is anything necessarily between us on that. But certainly I 

3 wasn't seeking to suggest that, and I think I said specifically a few minutes ago, that there was no 

4 set fait accompli as of 7th of May 2009, July 2009. But what I said was that we see from the 

5 Private Secretary's email of the 7th of May that certainly the Foreign Secretary was "fired up". 

6 The officials who were involved were advised to keep the timelines taut, ensure the 

7 announcement within a reasonable time, so there was a lot of enthusiasm and a very significant 

8 degree of momentum that the proposal had at that point. But, of course, you're correct that final 

9 decision was not taken, and politicians can be quixotic and, as we know nothing is set in stone 

10 until it's set in stone. So we fully accept the decision wasn't taken. 

11 The question is when was Mauritius brought in, and was it brought in early 

12 enough to shape the thinking, or had the proposal really got quite strong legs by the time they 

13 were told anything about it. And thereafter, were they kept - were they really genuinely and 

14 properly consulted and kept informed. 

15 ARBITRATOR GREENWOOD: Just to make clear for the record that 

16 "quixotic" is your term, not mine. 

17 MS. MACDONALD: Absolutely. I was attempting to paraphrase your 

18 question. 

19 So, looking a bit at the period that has just been canvassed in answer to Judge 

20 Greenwood's questions, and briefly, Judge Greenwood, that might be - I've touched on this a 

21 little, but he posed a question last week to the UK but really to both Parties about the relationship 

22 between the public consultation and the bilateral talks.34 

23 21. There seems to be a fair degree of consensus between the Parties that the reason why the 

24 third round of talks did not take place was because Mauritius took the view that it was not 

34 Transcript, p. 592/5-14. 
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1 appropriate for that round to take place without the public consultation having been halted. 

2 And Ms. Nevill said, "If there was any lack of consultation with Mauritius, this was because 

3 it refused to proceed unless the UK halted the public consultation, which was a wholly 

4 unreasonable expectation in all of the circumstances. The public consultation did not cut 

5 across consultations with Mauritius." 35 And Professor Boyle put it more graphically, saying 

6 that "you might say that Mauritius was putting a gun to the Foreign Secretary's head." 36 

7 22. So the dispute between the Parties on this point is not primarily, it seems to us, about the 

8 factual position. The United Kingdom thought that it was acceptable to be talking to 

9 Mauritius about the proposal while consulting with the rest of the world at the same time. 

10 And Mauritius, for the reasons expressed in the many communications which you have seen, 

11 did not. Whether its position on this issue amounted to putting a gun to the Foreign 

12 Secretary's head will for you to decide. 

13 23. According to Ms. Nevill, 37 the exchanges show that Mauritius was "offered involvement" in 

14 the public consultation. She did not make clear what she meant by this. And indeed there is 

15 some tension between this submission and Ms. Nevill's subsequent point that Mauritius ''was 

16 kept fully apprised of the fact that the public consultation would go ahead before the talks 

17 and could not be delayed." 38 And the first dates offered by the UK for the next round of talks 

18 were the 4th and 5th of November 2009. The public consultation opened on the 10th of 

19 November. How, exactly, were the talks supposed to feed into the consultation in the 

20 intervening five days? As you have seen, the first that Mauritius saw of the Consultation 

21 Document was with the rest of the world on the 10th ofNovember 2009. 

35 Transcript, p. 590/8·11. 
36 Transcript, p. 884/4·5. 
37 Transcript, p. 564/7. 
38 Transcript, p. 564/10-11. 

937 



Annex 171

1 24. On that date, the UK Foreign Secretary called the Mauritian Prime Minister to briefhim. 39 

2 You have the UK submission on this, namely that "quite simply, the Prime Minister did not 

3 ask for the public consultation to be withdrawn. 

4 25. We were not quite sure that we understood that point. When Prime Minister Ramgoolam said 

5 that he "did not want the MP A consultation to take place outside of the bilateral talks 

6 between the UK and Mauritius on Chagos", on our reading, he was quite clearly saying that 

7 the bilateral talks and the consultation process were mutually incompatible. 

8 26. Separately to that, as you have seen, Mauritius wrote to the UK on the same day to point out 

9 that the Consultation Document inaccurately presented Mauritius' position on the MP A. 

10 27. I don't propose to take you through the next few rounds of correspondence in any detail, 

11 because you have seen them a number of times by now. 

12 28. Ms. Nevill took you to the Mauritius' Note Verbale of the 23rd of November 2009 40 in 

13 which it stated that "since there is an on-going bilateral Mauritius-UK mechanism for talks 

14 and consultations on issues relating to the Chagos Archipelago and a third round of talks is 

15 envisaged early next year, the Government of the Republic of Mauritius believes that it is 

16 inappropriate for the consultation on the proposed Marine Protected Area, as far as Mauritius 

17 is concerned, to take place outside this bilateral framework." Repeating the words used by 

18 the UK in the Rejoinder 41
, Ms . Nevill said that ''These were somewhat belated objections, 

19 given that the public consultation had by then been underway for nearly two weeks.'' 42 As I 

20 said in the first round, however, the ''two week' point is not entirely understood. Although 

21 Mauritius, through its Prime Minister, made clear its opposition to the consultation on the 

22 very day that it was published, clearly it still spent some time trying to persuade the UK that 

23 the bilateral talks were the appropriate way of consulting on the issue, but in vain. 

39 
UKCM Annex 106 

40 
MM Annex 155 

41 
UKR 3.13 

42 
Transcript, p. 575/10-11. 
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1 29. Then, of course, there was the meeting of the 27th of November between the two Prime 

2 Ministers. The United Kingdom Agent described this as a ''private" meeting. 43 This implies, 

3 perhaps, some form of casual encounter. But this is not an accurate description - as Prime 

4 Minister Ramgoolam makes clear in his statement, 44 the meeting was a formal one, 

5 pre-arranged by both Governments, and attended in the background by Dr. Boolell, the 

6 Minister of Foreign Affairs, and Mr. Kundasamy, the Mauritian High Commissioner in 

7 London. 

8 30. Now, at the end of round one, what has the UK said about this meeting? Ms. Nevill told you 

9 that "The UK has never suggested that UK officials were not aware that a misunderstanding 

10 had arisen. It is clear that it had, and it is not uncommon in any conversation between two 

11 individuals. The UK does not seek to suggest that Prime Minister Ramgoolam's stated 

12 understanding and recollection as to what was said was not genuine, nor to make light of it, 

13 but it does not accept that that was what was said by Prime Minister Brown. The Attorney 

14 General last week assured the Tribunal that he was satisfied that no commitment to put the 

15 MP A 'on hold' had been given by the Prime Minister. "45 

16 31. So, the UK uses words like "does not accept". But as I asked previously, what evidence are 

17 those assertions based on? It is simply not enough, we say, for a party to assert that it "does 

18 not accept" evidence which is unhelpful to it. 

19 32. The UK presents the letter of the 15th of December 200946 as an attempt to clear up what it 

20 describes, rather condescendingly perhaps, as the "confusion". But you will note that the 

21 letter does not refer to the meeting between the two Prime Ministers. 

22 33. You will recall that Ms. Nevill went on to claim that none of Mauritius' subsequent 

23 communications referred to Mr. Brown's undertaking of the 27th November. 47 But of 

43 Transcript, p. 502/8. 
44 Mauritius Folder Tab 2.8, para. 8 
45 Transcript, p. 576/14-21. 
46 MM Annex 156 
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1 course, as we have now seen, the Mauritian Foreign Minister raised it in clear terms in the 

2 letter of the 30th of December 2009.48 And successive counsel for the UK were pressed to 

3 tell the Tribunal whether the UK ever answered that letter. Ms. Nevill and Mr. Wordsworth 

4 were reluctant to commit to an answer, so the task fmally fell, late on Friday, to Professor 

5 Boyle. The straightforward answer, we say, is "no". But relying on what he described as a 

6 British culture of understatement,49 Professor Boyle tried ingeniously to present the UK's 

7 Note Verbale of the 15th ofFebruary 50 and its letter of the 19th ofMarch 51 as answers to the 

8 point, but we suggest that this attempt failed. 

9 34. Mauritius observes that, regardless of whether or not the UK hoped that the matter would be 

10 discussed in some further round of talks, it is very surprising that it did not see fit to place 

11 something on the written record in response to this very serious claim. 

12 35. Then on Saturday, the United Kingdom produced a series of emails which touch on the 

13 conversation between the two Prime Ministers. Mauritius was greatly troubled that new 

14 evidence should be introduced at this very late stage, particularly when it must have been 

15 available to the United Kingdom throughout these proceedings. But Mauritius did not object 

16 to the admission of this evidence, as we did not wish the Tribunal to be denied the benefit of 

17 further information on the point, however belatedly supplied. Since this could and should 

18 have been addressed during the first round, however, we are grateful to the Tribunal for 

19 giving us the opportunity to hear first what the United Kingdom says about these before we 

20 respond ourselves. Because that procedure has been adopted, I will not address the emails in 

21 any detail at this stage, although we do have points to make about them. I simply note that 

22 they underline the fact that Prime Minister Ramgoolam was extremely clear with UK 

47 Transcript, p. 578/8-12. 
-,a MM/157 
49 Transcript, p. 887 /24-25. 
50 MM Annex 161 
51 MM Annex 163 
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1 officials at the time about the content of Mr. Brown's undertaking at the meeting of the 27th 

2 of November, just as he has described it in his Witness Statement. And Mauritius regrets that 

3 the UK has sought to address this serious matter through the belated submission of 

4 fragmentary emails and not by way of signed witness evidence. 

5 36. Moving towards the final "MP A" decision, we have seen that the consultation closed on the 

6 5th of March. And we have also seen that, as late as the letter of the 26th of March, the UK 

7 was claiming that "no decision on the creation of an MP A has been taken yet", and that ''the 

8 United Kingdom is keen to continue dialogue about environmental protection within the 

9 bilateral framework or separately. The public consultation does not preclude, overtake or 

10 bypass these talks." 52 

11 37. But the letters are partly discussed in answer to Judge Greenwood's questions. This letter 

12 really fails to give any idea of how imminent a decision on this subject was, and you've seen 

13 from Prime Minister Rarngoolam's statement how surprised was when he received Mr. 

14 Miliband's telephone call on the 1st of April. If, as the UK now seems to argue, it was 

15 serious about obtaining Mauritius' views on the "MPA" at a third round of talks, then,judged 

16 on the 26th of March, when exactly were those talks supposed to take place? In the five days 

17 between that and the 1st of April? 

18 38. Now, the United Kingdom told you that the consultation response was the biggest one ever 

19 for a UK government consultation, involving some 250,000 people. We understand that that 

20 doesn't mean 250,000 individual responses, because some responses came by way of 

21 petitions or, for example, submissions that were signed by a number of individuals, but is 

22 was still a very substantial number of individual responses. And one would think, therefore, 

23 and there is this outstanding question from the Tribunal , about the report, the assessment 

24 report, that was done on those consultation responses. One would think it would have taken 

52 MM Annex 164 
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1 some time to assess their answers and to think the matter through. We await the answer to the 

2 question of when the analysis of the consultation responses was completed. But as you have 

3 seen, in fact, the UK moved with extraordinary speed, announcing the "MP A" only 26 days 

4 after the response closed. And this prompted Judge Greenwood to ask Ms. Nevill, "What was 

s the hurry?" 53 

6 39. Mr. President, that was a question which was also asked in the UK Parliament. The 1st of 

7 April 2010 fell during the Easter Parliamentary recess. On the very first day sitting day after 

8 Easter, the 6th of April, members of both Houses insisted on having the matter debated as a 

9 matter of urgency. We referred to this debate at paragraph 4.81 of the Memorial, and we have 

10 included its text at Tab 2.1 of your new folder for today. The debates make interesting 

11 reading, and we invite you to look through them fully in due course, but for now I'll draw 

12 your attention to some key passages. 

13 40. I should just explain this is cut and pasted from the Hansard web site on Parliament's own 

14 web page but that doesn't produce a very legible readout, so we've reformatted it so that you 

15 can actually see the text more clearly. So we see that Jeremy Corbyn, who is a Labour 

16 Member of Parliament and the chair of the All-Party Parliamentary Group on Chagos, has 

17 tabled the urgent question to ask the Foreign Secretary if he will make a statement on the 

18 declaration of a Marine Protected Area around the Chagos islands, and what consultation 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

took place before the announcement was made. There is an initial statement by the 

Minister, but the passage I would then take you to is just below the second hole punch. Mr. 

Corbyn says, ''The Minister must be aware that on 10 March I was given an undertaking in a 

Westminster Hall debate that consultation with interested parties, Members of Parliament and 

the Chagossian community would take place before an announcement was made. No such 

consultation has taken place, and there has been no communication with me as chair of the 

53 Transcript, p. 593/2. 
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1 All-Party Group on the Chagos islands or with the Chagossian communities living in 

2 Mauritius, the Seychelles or this country." 

3 41. If we go over the page, and I apologize for just skipping along but just in the interest of time , 

4 I will take you to what we consider as some of the most helpful passages - if we go over the 

5 page, Mr. Bryant, we see has an answer, and there is a passage which we take you to. It's 

6 the third paragraph down, beginning "I apologise to my hon. Friend and to the House ... ". 

7 He says, "I apologise to my hon. Friend and to the House because it became clear to us that, 

8 notwithstanding the commitment made to him in the debate" - that's the debate of the 10th of 

9 March - "no further information could have come in that would have made any difference to 

10 the decision on the protection of the marine environment in the British Indian Ocean 

11 Territory." 

12 42. And Mr. Corbyn pressed Mr. Bryant on whether the Foreign Affairs Committee had been 

13 consulted about the decision, to which Mr. Bryant answered, if we skip over to page 4, and 

14 again I apologize, this is all interesting reading but in the interest of time, rm just taking it 

15 quite quickly. If we go across to page 4, following the red number in the bottom, this again 

16 is Mr. Bryant, 8 lines down, after the word "interruption", and it seems from the transcript 

17 that this was a fairly heated debate at some points: "The hon. Gentleman asks from a 

18 sedentary position whether the Foreign Affairs Committee was consulted. The whole House 

19 was consulted, the country was consulted, and we extended the consultation process by 

20 weeks so that others could take part." 

21 43. This appears to be a statement that, in the view of the Foreign Office, everybody in the world 

22 had been consulted in the sense that they were free to file their own response to the 

23 Consultation Document. It appears from this perhaps slightly evasive answer that the Foreign 

24 Affairs Committee was not specifically consulted on the decision and, indeed, we don't see a 

25 trace in the emails of the 30th of March to the 1 st of April of any indication that that 
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1 committee, or any other Parliamentary committee, had been consulted before the decision 

2 was taken. 

3 44. Now, at the same time as this was happening, the matter was being debated in the House of 

4 Lords. And if we go forward a few pages to page 9, we've included the transcript of the 

5 debate in the House of Lords. Lord Wallace, a Liberal Democrat peer, tables the question: 

6 "To ask Her Majesty's Government why the Foreign Secretary announced the 

7 establishment of a marine protected area in the British Indian Ocean Territory during the 

8 Easter Parliamentary Recess." 

9 45. The representative of the Government in that debate was Baroness Kinnock of Holyhead, 

10 who was the Minister of State at the Foreign and Commonwealth Office. And she responded 

11 to the question posed by the Lord Wallace of Saltaire which you see about halfway down. 

12 She elaborates on the question which he has tabled, and he says, "I thank the Minister for her 

13 reminder that this was a I April announcement. Does she recall that in the 10 March debate 

14 in the other place the Foreign Office Minister who replied promised to keep Parliament 

15 informed before a final decision was taken? Does she also recall that the head of the 

16 consultation exercise is on record as saying that it would take three months after the closure 

17 of the consultation to complete a report? Is she also aware that a European Court of Human 

18 Rights assessment is still pending on this and that the Government have not yet given any 

19 indication as to how they will manage to enforce this MPA? What then is the hurry, with 

20 these many uncompleted consultations and questions, for the Government to rush this out on 

21 Maundy Thursday?" 

22 46. Well, before I go to Baroness Kinnock's answer, we have before that, if you go over the page 

23 to page 10, we have another peer, Lord Howell of Guildford saying: "One body feeling that 

24 they were not well consulted or worked with over the marine park project are the 

25 Government of Mauritius, in whose territory part of the marine park lies. Is the noble 
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1 Baroness aware of the considerable anger and dismay that has been expressed by Mauritian 

2 government authorities about how they were not consulted and not involved in the whole 

3 process that the Minister described, and will she comment on that?" 

4 47. And the answer given by Baroness Kinnock is in the paragraph immediately following: 

5 "My Lords, I am aware that that has caused considerable discussion in the lead-up to an 

6 election in Mauritius. They consider the impact on Mauritius to be extremely serious, but" - and 

7 then here we see the point that's been made by the UK on a number of occasions - ''the 

8 establishment of an MP A would have no effect on our commitment to cede the territory to 

9 Mauritius when it is no longer needed for defence purposes." - the stock words that we've seen 

10 so many times before. - "I know that that is a sensitive issue, and, indeed, an election issue, but 

11 our commitment to Mauritius remains unaffected." Just for completeness at the next tab -

12 ARBITRATOR GREENWOOD: Ms. Macdonald, I'm sorry to interrupt you 

13 again. 

14 MS. MACDONALD: Yes. 

15 ARBITRATOR GREENWOOD: This is always one of the difficult things with 

16 British parliamentary figures because they go to the House of Lords and they change their 

17 names. 

18 MS. MACDONALD: Yes. 

19 ARBITRATOR GREENWOOD: But can I just be clear about two of the people 

20 who feature in this. The first is in the Lords' debate, Lord Howell of Guildford. Am I right in 

21 thinking that's the Lord Howell who became a Minister at the Foreign Office in the coalition a 

22 few weeks later? 

23 MS. MACDONALD: Yes . I believe that to be the case. 

24 ARBITRATOR GREENWOOD: Thank you. 
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1 And then in the House of Commons debate, there's a question asked by Meg Munn, who was a 

2 LabourMP. 

3 MS. MACDONALD: She was. 

4 ARBITRATOR GREENWOOD: The name is familiar. There is something in 

5 one the emails earlier on about I suggest you send this, these details to Meg Munn. 

6 And from that I had assumed she was a PPS or something like that, but the 

7 question is asked as though she's just a back-bencher. 

8 MS. MACDONALD: Yes, she does feature in the emails, and I haven't 

9 cross-checked that reference. 

10 ARBITRATOR GREENWOOD: Well, I don't suggest you try to do it on your 

11 feet. 

12 MS. MACDONALD: Yes. 

13 ARBITRATOR GREENWOOD: I'm trying to avoid -

14 MS. MACDONALD: I did spend some time over the weekend Googling these 

15 various individuals in this debate, just to understand who they were, but we will check up and 

16 find on the point of Ms. Munn -

17 ARBITRATOR GREENWOOD: Thank you. The United Kingdom would be 

18 able to clarify the matter as well. It's just a matter of curiosity and to make sure I've properly 

19 understood who is who in this. 

20 MS. MACDONALD: It did strike me when I was just - I mean, obviously 

21 sometimes - I apologize, it's in the UK's dramatis personae. I don't have a copy of that in front 

22 ofme. Oh, sorry, it's in Mauritius' dramatis personae . So, hopefully that has been answered. 

23 What we do see - I mean obviously sometimes Hansard particularly in the 

24 Commons is easier because it indicates party affiliations. But what we see when we investigate 

25 affiliations of those speaking in the House of Lords as well is that there was real cross-party 
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1 criticism being raised of the measure. It doesn't appear to divide at all along party political 

2 lines, but politicians of all three main political parties were joining in expressing their serious 

3 concern about what had taken place. 

4 48. So we have included the 10 March debate just at Tab 2, and that's longer debate, and we 

5 certainly do not ask you to look at it all now. We just put it in there for completeness because 

6 there's reference obviously that you're seen on the 6th of April. 

7 Is there an empty tab in Judge Hoffinan's folder? 

8 (Pause.) 

9 So are you missing the previous documents as well? 

10 I apologize for that, and we'll ensure that you are provided - I'm sorry that I hadn't picked 

11 up when I had been speaking that you didn't have those in front of you. I apologize. 

12 We put this in for completeness simply because you see on the 6th of April politicians 

13 referring back to this debate on the 10th of March and the commitment which they considered to 

14 have been broken. And where we see the commitment being recorded is on page 29, if we 

15 follow the red letters. As I say, it's a lengthy debate. But we see a Mr. Lewis, that's Ivan 

16 Lewis, a Foreign Office Minister, saying, and this is the second-to-last paragraph, which starts 

17 with "I'm not being coy": "I am not being coy when I say that the consultation genuinely closed 

18 last Friday," - that was the 5th - "and we are not in a position at this stage to announce its 

19 outcome or how we intend to proceed. However, I would like to place on record that it is 

20 important that hon. Members are briefed - I suspect that this may be the responsibility of 

21 someone else, who will, I hope, come from the Labour party - when the Government decide 

22 what to do next about the marine protected area. I am cognisant of the fact that hon. Members 

23 feel that there was not sufficient consultation with parliamentarians on the Chagossians in the 

24 past before apparently unilateral decisions were made. I therefore put on record a commitment to 
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1 make sure, wherever possible, that interested hon. Members are briefed before we make final 

2 decisions on the marine protected area." 

3 49. Of course, as it turned out the Government broke that promise, and Parliament was never 

4 briefed before the decision was taken, which is what led to the anger and dismay expressed in 

5 the debates of the 6th of April. And the promise given by the Government on the 10th of 

6 March was broken because, as Mr. Bryant explained and as you've seen, on the 6th of April, 

7 in his view, after 10th of March "it became clear to us that, notwithstanding the commitment 

8 made to him - that is to the hon. Member - in the debate, no further information could have 

9 come in that would have made any difference to the decision on the protection of the marine 

10 environment in the British Indian Ocean Territory." 

11 50. "No further information could have come in that would have made any difference" - perhaps 

12 those words mark a convenient point to turn to Article 283. 

13 Article 283 

14 51. The UK devoted a whole speech to the legal requirements of that Article, and although Mr. 

15 Wood accused Mauritius of a "cavalier" attitude to its requirements, 54 on careful analysis we 

16 would submit that the United Kingdom has said nothing to persuade you that the hurdle 

17 should be any higher than Mauritius has described it. Mr . Wood explained that Article 283 

18 was part of the ''package deal" and was included in order to secure acceptance by reluctant 

19 States of the Convention's compulsory dispute resolution procedures. So far so good - there 

20 is no dispute about any of that. But Mr. Wood engaged very little with the actual caselaw on 

21 Article 283, describing it as "not entirely satisfactory" 55 and saying that the direct Article 

22 283 cases ''turn on their own particular facts and do not assist [Mauritius'] case." 56 Now 

23 every case turns on its own facts, in one sense, but this tends to be the phrase that advocates 

54 Transcript, p. 748/8. 
55 Transcript, p. 737 /9. 
56 Transcript, p. 738/8-9. 
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1 use to describe cases which are not helpful to their argument. Instead, Mr. Wood relied 

2 heavily on the Anderson article at Tab 55 of the UK folder. I don't ask you to turn that up just 

3 now, but I would, in due course, draw your attention to the very final paragraph of that 

4 article, which Mr. Wood didn't take you to, and that paragraph says: "Both the International 

5 Tribunal for the Law of the Sea and arbitral tribunals have shown a reluctance to find that 

6 article 283 has not been complied with. [ ... ] The requirement imposed by article 283 is not to 

7 enter into a lengthy discussion or to make genuine attempts to reach a compromise over the 

8 means of settlement. The obligation is simply to exchange views or to consult, and to do so 

9 expeditiously. So long as the applicant can produce some evidence of relevant exchanges, 

10 article 283 is unlikely to act as a bar to proceedings. However, it forms part of the 

11 Convention and should be applied ... " 

12 52. So the parties agree that Article 283 forms a threshold jurisdictional requirement, and 

13 Mauritius must satisfy it. Mauritius has not sought to ignore it or to circumvent it. But the 

14 UK showed you no authority, judicial or otherwise, to indicate that the hurdle is a high one, 

15 and even the article relied on so heavily by Mr. Wood indicates the hurdle's very modest 

16 height. It can be stepped over lightly, we would suggest - it does not need to be jumped. In 

17 my submission, there is nothing in this article or indeed in the caselaw to detract from the 

18 propositions which I put to you in the first round and which I do not repeat here. 

19 53. Possibly the only area of implicit legal disagreement between the Parties relates to the need 

20 to refer to a specific treaty or its provisions. The UK's factual submissions on Article 283, 

21 advanced by Mr. Wordsworth, were replete with criticism of Mauritius for not referring to 

22 UNCLOS and its specific provisions. In arguing in this way, the UK appears to ignore the 

23 clear words of the International Court in Georgia v Russia that ''it is not necessary that a 

24 State must expressly refer to a specific treaty in its exchanges with the other State to be able 
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1 later to invoke that instrument before the Court. "57 It follows from this, of course, that a 

2 State need not refer to specific treaty articles either. Rather, as the Court went on to say, ''the 

3 exchanges must refer to the subject-matter of the treaty with sufficient clarity to enable the 

4 State against which a claim is made to identify that there is, or may be, a dispute with regard 

5 to that subject-matter." 58 

6 54. Now, I can deal with these legal issues briefly because this is not, in our submission, a 

7 complex or a difficult point of law. The real question is the application of the principles that 

8 Mauritius has identified to the facts. On that you were addressed by Mr. Wordsworth. He 

9 sketched out a highly formalistic legal frarnework59 which, on the facts of this case, would 

10 mean that nothing said or done by Mauritius before the 1st of April 2010 can in any way 

11 contribute to fulfilling the requirements of Article 283. On this analysis, you can simply 

12 disregard the record before that date. We say that this approach is unrealistic and finds no 

13 support in the caselaw. And indeed, Mr. Wordsworth cited no authority for his analysis. 

14 55. So, although the UK's position is therefore that everything before the 1st of April 2010 is 

15 entirely irrelevant to Article 283, Mr. Wordsworth went on to carry out a good deal of textual 

16 analysis of the record before that date. His position seems to be that Mauritius' 

17 communications in that period are simultaneously irrelevant and deficient. 

18 56. Before addressing those criticisms, briefly, a word about the UK's selection of documents. 

19 They placed in Tab 56 of their folder, the documents to which I specifically referred in my 

20 Article 283 oral submissions, ostensibly to help you in assessing the strength of Mauritius' 

21 case on the point. This would be a sensible approach if the written pleadings did not exist, 

22 and if we had not made extensive speeches on the facts before I addressed you on Article 

23 283. But as I emphasized to you in my submissions on Article 283, that they were not 

57 
Georgia v Russia, para. 30. UKCM, Authority 37. 

58 
Georgia v Russia, para. 30. UKCM, Authority 37. 

59 Transcript, p. 745/3 - 753/18. 
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1 intended to supplement or replace either the written pleadings or the factual speeches and nor 

2 could they have done, given the time available and our desire not to bore you with repetition. 

3 57. The proper approach, in Mauritius' view, is to approach the record as a whole. The UK's 

4 approach does very little justice to this complex, long-running dispute . Mauritius' repeated 

5 references to its specific rights in the Archipelago, including its fishing rights, are dismissed 

6 by the UK as simply part of its overarching claim to sovereignty over the Chagos 

7 Archipelago. But even then on what it calls ''the sovereignty claim" - in truth a claim 

8 concerning whether the UK is or is not ''the coastal State" - the UK will not accept that the 

9 requirements of Article 283 have been met, even in the face of documents where Mauritius 

10 specifically said that the UK was not the coastal State for the purposes of declaring maritime 

11 zones. 60 And the UK still offers no explanation for the volte face on this point between its 

12 pleadings at bifurcation stage and its Counter-Memorial. 

13 58. Mr. President, I do not propose to go back through the record at this stage. But what it shows, 

14 I would submit, is that by the time Mauritius initiated these proceedings, the "MP A" had 

15 been unilaterally imposed on it, in violation of a commitment given at Prime Ministerial 

16 level. Mauritius had made it clear for a long period of time that, in its view, the UK lacked 

17 any sovereign rights over the Chagos Archipelago, including the right to declare maritime 

18 zones. It had made it clear that such a measure would violate rights which Mauritius had 

19 asserted for many years, of which the UK was fully aware, and which in many cases were 

20 self-evidently incompatible with a no-take MP A. 

21 59. The UK takes issue with Mauritius' assessment that, by the time it brought this claim, further 

22 exchanges were futile. But that is the judgment that Mauritius made, and I would suggest that 

23 it was entirely reasonable in the circumstances. The "MP A" had been rushed through. The 

60 Letter dated 1 December 2005 from the Prime Minister of Mauritius to the Prime Minister of the 
United Kingdom, MM, Annex 132; Letter dated 4 January 2006 from the Prime Minister of the United 
Kingdom to the Prime Minister of Mauritius, MM, Annex 133. 
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1 new Government was keeping it in place. And it had become clear, we say, that if this 

2 important, long-running dispute was to be resolved, it would have to be resolved in this 

3 forum, before you, and not in meeting rooms in Port Louis or London. 

4 60. Mr. President, Members of the Tribunal, in my submission there is nothing to suggest that the 

5 framers of the Convention, or those who have subsequently shaped and developed its 

6 caselaw, would intend Article 283 to pose any barrier to an examination of the merits of this 

7 case. 

8 60. Mr. President, that concludes my submissions, happily within time. 

9 61. Can I ask whether members of the Tribunal have any questions? 

10 PRESIDENT SHEARER: No, I think not, Ms. Macdonald. 

11 MS. MACDONALD: In that case I thank you, Mr. President. We can take the 

12 break now -

13 PRESIDENT SHEARER: Take the break now. 

14 MS. MACDONALD: And after that I would ask you to call Professor 

15 Crawford. 

16 PRESIDENT SHEARER: Thank you very much. 

17 Well, I think it will be a 20-minute break, rather than 15, and we'll resume at five 

18 past 11. 

19 Thank you. 

20 (Brief recess.) 

21 PRESIDENT SHEARER: Mr. Crawford, before you begin, the Tribunal notes 

22 that there's been a change in your status, too, since our last meeting in Dubai, and it congratulates 

23 you on the Award of the Companion of the Order of Australia. 

24 PROFESSOR CRAWFORD: Thank you. 

25 Thank you, Sir, no longer Australia's highest civic honor. That's an in-joke. 
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1 Mr. President, Members of the Tribunal, just to respond to Judge Greenwood's 

2 question before the break, Ms. Munn was the Parliamentary Under Secretary of State, UK 

3 Foreign and Commonwealth Office, in our dramatis personae. 

4 ARBITRATOR GREENWOOD: Thank you. I gather she left office in 

5 October 2008, which explains why she's asking a question as a back-bencher in the debate. 

6 That's what was puzzling me. 

7 Crawford statement 

8 Mauritius v United Kingdom 

9 Reply of Mauritius 

10 

11 

12 

Speech 3: The United Kingdom is not the coastal State: Merits 

Professor James Crawford AC SC 

I. Introduction 

13 Mr. President, Members of the Tribunal: 

14 1. I will deal with three questions in this reply: first, the status of the Chagos Archipelago as 

15 part of Mauritius before 1965; secondly, the applicability of the law of self-determination at that 

16 time, and thirdly, the validity of Mauritius' purported consent to excision. Professor Sands, who 

17 follows me, will deal with your jurisdiction to decide these questions. 

18 II. The status of the Chagos Archipelago as part of Mauritius before 1965 

19 Mr. President, Members of the Tribunal: 

20 2. The Chagos Archipelago formed part of the territory of Mauritius. You've only to read 

21 the documentary record to see that all parties proceeded on the basis that the Archipelago was 

22 being separated from the colony. To take only one example, the minutes of the meeting of the 

23 Defence and Overseas Policy Committee held on the 23rd of September 1965, at 4:00 p.m., 

24 produced by the United Kingdom last Friday, refer to the 'detachment of the islands' and to their 

25 being handed 'back' to Mauritius. You cannot detach something not previously attached whether 
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1 it's a retina or an archipelago. You cannot hand something back if it did not originate there -

2 whether an island to a colony or a letter proposing marriage to a rejected suitor. No one at the 

3 time pretended that the excision was okay because it was not an excision. 

4 3. The UK repeated last week its argument that the Archipelago was attached to Mauritius 

5 merely 'for reasons of administrative convenience, not because it was seen as part of a territorial 

6 unit.' 61 I pause, at Ms. Macdonald's request, to correct Sir Michael's allegation that she 

7 mistakenly asserted that this argument was concocted for the purpose of the case. 62 That's not 

8 what she said: she drew attention to the fact that the argument was, 'taken directly from the 

9 bygone world of 1960's British colonialism, and it is no more justified now than it was then. ' 63 

10 4. The burden of Sir Michael's remarks was that because the UK termed the Archipelago a 

11 dependency before 1965, you should not consider it a part of Mauritius for the purposes of the law 

12 of self-determination. In response I would make two points. First, the internal law and practice 

13 of the UK was not consistent: the UK regarded Mauritius as including the Archipelago for many 

14 purposes. Secondly, whatever the position under what Sir Michael himself describes as the 'finer 

15 points of British colonial constitutional law, ' 64 the reality was that the Archipelago was treated as 

16 a part of Mauritius by the UK so far as the outside world was concerned. 

17 5. As to my first point, the status of the Archipelago under British colonial law and practice 

18 does not support the UK position. Even Sir Michael acknowledges that 'for certain purposes ... 

19 the Chagos Archipelago seems to have been treated as part of the territory ofMauritius.' 65 

20 6. In fact, successive constitutions of the colony of Mauritius defined it as including its 

21 dependencies. For example, the Constitution of 1964 - the last before the excision - has a 

22 definition of Mauritius which reads: '"Mauritius" means the island of Mauritius and the 

61 Transcript, Day 5, p. 511, lines 10-11. 
62 Transcript, Day 5, p. 511, line 1. 
63 Transcript, Day 2, p. 84, lines 22-23. 
64 Transcript, Day 5, p. 511, line 6. 
65 Transcript, Day 6, p. 640, lines 23-25. 
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1 Dependencies of Mauritius. ' 66 Persons born in the Archipelago were citizens of Mauritius. This 

2 contrasts with the usual relationship between the UK and its direct dependencies, where a separate 

3 citizenship is provided for the dependency. Further, the law of the Archipelago was essentially 

4 the law of Mauritius: the Governor of Mauritius extended laws of Mauritius to the Archipelago, 

5 and there was no separate law-making body. After it was excised it had to be made into a separate 

6 colony. 

7 7. In fact, the UK seems to have been liberal with the term 'dependency' - even Rodrigues, 

8 itself a dependency, was given its own dependencies 67 - dependencies are dependencies, perhaps 

9 they should have been excised back to Mauritius- even though these were tiny uninhabited islands. 

10 Whether an island was determined a part of the main island or a dependency seems to have been 

11 fairly arbitrary. The convenience of administering the Archipelago together with Mauritius must 

12 have been real, since it was done for 150 years. But whether or not bureaucratic inertia 

13 contributed to that position, the close connection between Mauritius and the Archipelago for such 

14 a length of time would undoubtedly have resulted in the Archipelago becoming independent as 

15 part of Mauritius, but for the excision. 

16 8. My second point is that in truth these subtleties of UK colonial constitutional law, even if 

17 they were real, which they're not, were not determinative. The UK treated the Archipelago as part 

18 of Mauritius in its dealings with the outside world. Sir Michael Wood conceded the distinction 

19 between what was done internally and what was done externally. 68 For example, when the UK 

20 extended the application of treaties to its overseas territories, a reference to Mauritius in the 

21 relevant list of territories would be taken as extending the treaty to the Archipelago and not simply 

22 the main island. 69 This is illustrated by the extension of the European Convention on Human 

66Section 90(1). 
67 The Interpretation and General Clauses Ordinance 1957: section 3(1), "'Rodrigues" means the Island of 
Rodrigues with the Dependencies thereof. 
68Transcript, Day 5, p. 517, lines 8-9. 
69Transcript, Day 6, p. 642, lines 9-11. 
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1 Rights to Mauritius. As the UK accepted in its pleading in the recent case in Strasbourg, the 

2 notification extending the Convention to Mauritius included the Archipelago though there was no 

3 express mention of it. 70 

4 9. Crucially, when the excision proposal was under consideration the UK continued to treat 

5 the Archipelago as a part of Mauritius. Indeed, otherwise, its actions were incomprehensible. 

6 While affirming the legal right to detach the Archipelago unilaterally and without the consent of 

7 the Council of Ministers, the UK went to great lengths to try and secure this consent. It gave 

8 Mauritius £3 million in compensation - compensation for loss of territory, not for resettlement of 

9 the residents, and certainly not for the purposes of 'securing a new source of income for their 

10 economy', as Sir Michael so unfortunately asserted; it gave undertakings with regard to fishing, 

11 mineral and oil rights. Most curious of all - if the UK did not regard the Archipelago as 

12 belonging to Mauritius - it promised that the Archipelago would 'revert' to Mauritius when it 

13 was no longer needed for defence purposes. It was in Mauritius that the majority of the 

14 inhabitants were resettled, and the UK made legal provision for them to become Mauritian 

15 citizens on independence. The reality was that the Archipelago was treated as part of the 

16 territory of Mauritius, and it is as an integral part of Mauritius that it must be regarded for the 

17 purpose of the law on self-determination. I turn to that law. 

18 III. Status and effect of the law of self-determination at the time 

19 10. In his presentation last week, Sir Michael repeated the UK's contention that the right to 

20 self-determination in respect of colonial territories was not part of customary international law at 

21 the time of the excision or even at the time of Mauritius' independence. His view of custom, I 

22 must say, is static to the point of catalepsy. Sir Michael is now trying to persuade you that it was 

23 only in 1970, with the adoption of the Friendly Relations Declaration, that the right was 

24 established in international law.71 He might have been tempted to push that arbitrary line even 

70 Transcript, Day 6, from p. 641, line 25, to p. 642, lines 1-4. 
71 Transcript, Day 6, p. 710, lines 4-6. 
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1 further into the future if the International Court's clear affirmation of the legal character of 

2 self-determination in the Namibia advisory opinion a year later (with its reference to previous 

3 practice) did not debar him from doing so. 

4 11. So Sir Michael adopted 24 October 1970 as the date on which self-determination emerged, 

5 like Athena, fully formed and fully-armed into the world. The implication is that it only became a 

6 legal right applicable in the colonial context once decolonization was more or less over and the 

7 international community had little need for it - like an exhausted marathon runner arriving at the 

8 stadium to find only the cleaners cleaning it up. The creation of dozens of newly independent 

9 States through decolonization in the 1960s apparently had nothing to do with the law of 

10 self-determination. Indeed, he might add, the colonial powers - which he cutely reclassifies as 

11 'specially affected States' 72 - only recognised the right to independence of peoples under their 

12 domination applies ex post facto. According to Sir Michael, independence was granted ex gratia 

13 - there speaks the colonial voice - because the right that everyone recognises today did not form 

14 part of the actual process of granting of independence to the great majority of non-self-governing 

15 territories. It was as if the non-self-governing territories gate-crashed a diplomatic reception, to 

16 which, it was afterwards conceded, they should have been invited! 

17 12. Mr. President, I have addressed the Tribunal on this question in the first round, and I do not 

18 need to repeat myself. I will simply focus on a particular point that was central to the UK's case 

19 as put last week: the attempt to undermine Resolution 1514. I'll make three responses. 

20 13. First, Sir Michael refers to the jurisprudence of the Court, especially the Wall opinion, to 

21 suggest that it was the Friendly Relations Declaration, not the Colonial Declaration, that fully 

22 articulated the right to colonial self-determination in international law.73 Now, the Wall opinion 

23 concerned a situation of foreign occupation, the occupation of Palestine territories by Israel. It 

24 should come as no surprise that in a case concerning foreign occupation the Court and the 

72 Transcript, Day 6, p. 707, line 22. 
73 Transcript, Day 6, p. 709, lines 1-18. 
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1 participants in the proceedings would find it more helpful to refer to the Friendly Relations 

2 Declaration, which is more general than the Colonial Declaration and had a quite different 

3 agenda. 

4 14. In contrast, in the Western Sahara advisory opinion - a central case on decolonization - it 

5 was the Colonial Declaration that the Court applied as the main benchmark for its analysis. The 

6 Court begins by noting that '[t]he principle of self-determination as a right of peoples, and its 

7 application for the purpose of bringing all colonial situations to a speedy end, was enunciated in 

8 [ the Colonial Declaration]'. 74 The Colonial Declaration, the Court added at paragraph 57, 

9 'provides the basis for the process of decolonization which has resulted since 1960 in the creation 

10 of many States which are today Members of the United Nations'. 75 Sir Michael may try to 

11 persuade you that 'the basis' does not mean the 'legal basis': the judges in 1975 would have been 

12 perplexed by that suggestion. Later in the opinion, the Court also refers to the Friendly Relations 

13 Declaration, but this is only to reiterate the rules enunciated in the Colonial Declaration for 

14 colonial territories and to establish the continuity between the two instruments. 76 

15 15. Secondly, Sir Michael has pointed to 'substantive differences' between the Colonial 

16 Declaration and the Friendly Relations Declaration. These are said to demonstrate that, '[it] 

17 cannot be said that the customary law of self-determination became established in the course of the 

18 decade of the 1960s'. 77 He first claims that while the Colonial Declaration is absolute in its 

19 prescription of independence, the Friendly Relations Declaration is flexible, envisaging different 

20 modalities for implementation of the right. But this is to ignore General Assembly Resolution 

21 1541(XV), the twin sister of the Colonial Declaration, adopted on 15 December 1960. 

22 Resolution 1541 lays down in Principles VI to IX the modalities of the exercise of 

23 self-determination to which the Friendly Relations Declaration later referred - independence, free 

74 Western Sahara, Advisory Opinion, 10 Reports 1975, para. 55. 
751bid, para. 57. 
761bid, para 58. 
77Transcript, Day 6, p. 710, lines 10-11. 
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1 association, integration with an independent State. In 1970, the Friendly Relations Declaration 

2 added to this list the choice to adopt 'any other political status freely determined by a people'. 78 

3 But there's full continuity between the two instruments, a point the Court in Western Sahara made 

4 when it noted that the 'any other political status' proviso merely 'reiterates the basic need to take 

5 account of the wishes of the people concerned'. 79 

6 16. A further 'substantive difference' that Sir Michael identified in the Friendly Relations 

7 Declaration is 'remedial self-determination'. 80 He was of course referring to the saving clause 

8 according to which self-determination is without prejudice to the territorial integrity of 'sovereign 

9 and independent States conducting themselves in compliance with the principle of equal rights and 

10 self-determination of peoples'. The Colonial Declaration does not contain a similar reference, as 

11 Sir Michael pointed out. 

12 17. But this only serves to demonstrate that the Friendly Relations Declaration was part of a 

13 very different agenda when compared to the Colonial Declaration. By the late 1960s, it was 

14 beyond question that self-determination applied in the colonial context so as to confer a right on 

15 peoples to decide on their political status including a right to independence. Hence the 

16 unequivocal reaffirmation in the Friendly Relations Declaration of the rules already proclaimed in 

17 the Colonial Declaration. By the late 1960s, the law of self-determination was facing a new 

18 question, whether the right to self-determination applied outside the colonial context. That saving 

19 clause hinting at remedial self-determination in the Friendly Relations Declaration does not cast 

20 any doubt on the rules laid down for non-self-governing territories in the Colonial Declaration. 

21 18. Third, Sir Michael failed to remind you that the 1982 Convention itself makes no less than 

22 three references to the Colonial Declaration. The first of these is in Article 140, entitled 'Benefit 

23 of Mankind', which prescribes: 

78 UNGA Res 2625(XXV). 
79 Western Sahara, Advisory Opinion, ICJ Reports 1975, para 58. 
80 Transcript, Day 6, p. 710, lines 22-23. 
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1 '[a]ctivities in the Area shall ... be carried out for the benefit of mankind as a whole, irrespective 

2 of the geographical location of States ... and taking into particular consideration the interests and 

3 needs of developing States and of peoples who have not attained full independence or other 

4 self-governing status recognized by the United Nations in accordance with General Assembly 

5 Resolution 1514 (XV) and other relevant General Assembly resolutions.' 

6 The other two references are in Article 305, which refers to 'all self-governing associated States 

7 which have chosen that status in an act of self-determination supervised and approved by the 

8 United Nations in accordance with General Assembly Resolution 1514, and 'all territories which 

9 enjoy full internal self-government, but have not attained full independence in accordance with 

10 General Assembly Resolution 1514'. 

11 19. Then there is Resolution III appended to the Final Act of the Conference, which states in 

12 paragraph 1 (a) that: 'In the case of a territory whose people have not attained full independence 

13 or other self-governing status recognized by the United Nations, or a territory under colonial 

14 domination, provisions concerning rights and interests under the Convention shall be 

15 implemented for the benefit of the people of the territory with a view to promoting their well-being 

16 and development.' [ emphasis added] 

17 Churchill and Lowe characterise this as a '[s]pecial provision ... concerning the beneficial 

18 ownership of the resources of maritime zones of non-independent territories'. 81 

19 20. Now, it's not necessary to go into the controversial history of Resolution III, which - in its 

20 prior incarnation as Article 136 of the ISNT-was in Rosenne's words 'a highly divisive issue'. 82 

21 Mauritius does not need to rely substantively on that proposal or on Resolution III; we rely on 

22 specific and binding commitments. We don't need general auditory phrases. But the totality of 

23 these provisions demonstrate that the drafters of the 1982 Convention did not share to any degree 

81 R.R. Churchill & A.V. Lowe, The Law of the Sea (3rd. ed.), 1999, p. 157. 
82 Center for Oceans Law and Policy, University of Virginia Law School, United Nations Convention On 
The Law Of The Sea 1982: A Commentary, Vol. V, p. 482. 
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1 Sir Michael's scepticism about the status and significance of the Colonial Declaration. They 

2 recognised that, as regards issues of decolonization and the self-determination of colonial peoples, 

3 the Colonial Declaration was and is the controlling text. 

4 21. Before moving on, a quick word on territorial integrity, uti possidetis and persistent 

5 objection. In my presentation in the first round I established that the territorial integrity of 

6 colonial territories is a guarantee attached to the right of colonial self-determination. This is, of 

7 course, reflected in the Colonial Declaration, paragraph 6, and it was applied contemporaneously 

8 by the General Assembly in Resolution 2066(XX). Territorial integrity is a logical consequence 

9 of the right to self-determination - if the law were to authorise colonial powers to dispose of 

10 colonial territory in the lead-up to independence as they please, the right to self-determination 

11 would be frustrated or denied to that extent. Sir Michael has not confronted this argument. He 

12 replied by challenging the resolutions which we invoked. 83 He referred you to a table included in 

13 the Rejoinder, displaying the voting records in those resolutions. 84 

14 22. Here two points must be made. The first, the table shows that the United Kingdom voted 

15 against only three of the relevant resolutions. These three concerned disputes in which the UK 

16 was involved or had a direct interest. Resolution 2238 on the situation in Oman, condemned the 

17 UK not only for breaching the principle of self-determination, but also for concessions given to 

18 foreign monopolies and the maintenance of military bases. Resolution 2353 (XXII) (1967) 

19 concerned the dispute between the UK and Spain over Gibraltar. Resolution 1899 involved the 

20 condemnation of South Africa for not implementing the Charter in relation to South West Africa. 

21 The inconsistency the UK sees in these voting records in no way implicates the integrity of 

22 territorial colonies, or suggests that, as a matter of principle, it was being called into question. 

23 23. My second point is that the Friendly Relations Declaration, which Sir Michael is happy to 

24 recognise as restating customary international law, provides: 

83 Transcript, Day 6, pp. 711-713, paras. 37-38. 
84 UKR, pg. 101. 

'The territory of a colony or 
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1 other Non-Self-Governing Territory has, under the Charter, a status separate and distinct from the 

2 territory of the State administering it; and such separate and distinct status under the Charter shall 

3 exist until the people of the colony or Non-Self-Governing Territory have exercised their right to 

4 self-determination in accordance with the Charter, and particularly its purposes and principles. ' 85 

5 24. The UK has given various examples of territories which were carved up by colonial 

6 administrators. 86 But our concern is not with administrative rearrangements during the long 

7 course of colonial rule; it's with the division of colonial territories for such purposes as the 

8 removal of the entirety of their population for the creation of military bases in the run-up to 

9 independence. As to these, the territorial integrity rule was applied, there was international 

10 scrutiny, and the UK was well aware of the constraints. They rushed to get the excision 

11 through in the days before the General Assembly could consider 'The Question of Mauritius,' 

12 and they were criticised precisely on the apprehended grounds in Resolution 2066. 

13 25. With respect to uti possidetis, Sir Michael continues to insist that it 'fully supports the 

14 United Kingdom's position,' 87 referring again to Burkina Faso/Mali. But uti possidetis, the 

15 Chamber then said, 'is logically connected with the phenomenon of the obtaining of independence, 

16 whenever it occurs, wherever it occurs': its 'obvious purpose is to prevent the independence and 

17 stability of new States being endangered by fratricidal struggles provoked by the challenging of 

18 frontiers following the withdrawal of the administering power'. 88 Uti possidetis may well be 

19 invoked by a newly-independent State against a self-determination claim made by another 

20 newly-independent State. But it cannot be invoked by a colonial power against a 

21 self-determination claim made by a former colony. The implication of the United Kingdom's 

22 argument is that by granting independence a colonial power ceases to be responsible for any 

85 UNGA Res 2625 (XXV). 
86 Transcript, Day 6, pp. 643-645. 
87 Transcript, Day 6, p. 698, lines 19-20. 
88 Burkina Faso/Mali, ICJ Reports 1986, para. 23. 
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1 breaches of the law of self-determination that it may have committed before then. That is not the 

2 function of the uti possidetis doctrine. 

3 26. As to persistent objection, Sir Michael has suggested that the UK 'did not then - that is in 

4 1965 or 1968 - accept the right of self-determination as a rule of international law'. 89 But a State 

5 cannot avoid the application of a customary rule by simply saying that it doesn't 'accept' it. The 

6 burden of persistent objection - if it exists in international law, and that is controversial - is 

7 onerous. Sir Michael describes the points I made in the first round as 'pretty unconvincing' ,90 but 

8 offered no response to them. The record speaks for itself, but I would just cite from a 1966 

9 memorandum of an unnamed British official writing about the excision, and this is quoted in two 

10 of the Bancoult cases in the UK: 'We', that is the British Government, 'could not accept the 

11 principles governing our otherwise universal behaviour in our dependent territories; we could not 

12 accept that the interests of the inhabitants were paramount and that we should develop 

13 self-government there.' He's talking about Mauritius. 'We therefore consider that the best way in 

14 which we can satisfy these objectives [I interpolate that by objectives he meant the objectives of 

15 getting the Archipelago, removing its population and using it as a military base], when our action 

16 comes under scrutiny in the United Nations, would be to assert from the start, if the need arose, that 

17 this territory did not fall within the scope of Chapter XI of the United Nations Charter.' 91 

18 That's the language of evasion; it's not the language of persistent objection. 

19 IV. The UK breached the law of self-determination by excising the Chagos Archipelago 

20 Mr. President, Members of the Tribunal: 

21 27. I tum now to the argument on the character of the 'consent' given to the excision -

22 ARBITRATOR GREENWOOD: Professor Crawford, before you do that, may I 

23 just ask a question. I understand that Mauritius' principal position is that, as of 1965, the principle 

89 Transcript, Day 6, p. 707, lines 22-23. 
90 Ibid, line 23. 
91 Cited in R v. Secretary of State for Foreign and Commonwealth Affairs ex parte Bancoult [2006] EWHC 
1038 (Admin) para. 27, available at: http://www.bailii.org/ew/cases/EWHC/Admin/2006/1038.html . 
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1 stated in Paragraph 6 of Resolution 1514 already formed a part of customary international law and 

2 that the United Kingdom had not established itself as a persistent objector to that; that's right, is it 

3 not? 

4 PROFESSOR CRAWFORD: That's right. 

5 ARBITRATOR GREENWOOD: But let us suppose for the sake of this 

6 discussion that the critical date of which- perhaps "critical date" is not the right expression - the 

7 date at which 1514 Paragraph 6 comes to reflect customary international law is after 1965, but 

8 before independence in 1968. Did I understand you to be saying in the first round that even then it 

9 would apply to render the excision a breach of international law? 

10 PROFESSOR CRAWFORD: Yes, I said that, sir, and I meant it. For example, 

11 the United Kingdom might have had second thoughts and returned the Archipelago to Mauritius or 

12 done other equivalent things. It did that with the three Seychelles islands which were taken away 

13 and then returned before independence. In that situation, there will be no breach of the principle 

14 because there was a locus poenitentiae in effect between 1965 and 1968. The crucial date is the 

15 date of independence because that's the date the excision has definitive effect. 

16 ARBITRATOR GREENWOOD: Well, help me a little bit as to how that happens. 

17 I take your point about if the United Kingdom had had second thoughts, but, of course, the United 

18 Kingdom didn't have second thoughts. On the hypothesis I put to you, the excision of the 

19 Archipelago in 1965 would not have been a violation of international law. Therefore, at the time 

20 of independence, Mauritius would not have included the archipelago, so, how does - how is the 

21 excision retrospectively undone, as it were? Would you undo it so far back as the excision of the 

22 Seychelles from Mauritius in 1903? Obviously not. I'm just puzzled as to how that alternative 

23 line of argument works. 

24 PROFESSOR CRAWFORD: Sir, customary international law doesn't develop by 

25 legislation. It develops by the instantiation of its principles in practice over time. The territorial 
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1 integrity rule was articulated as a rule of law as part of the law of self-determination in 1960, and it 

2 was applied consistently by the General Assembly in the sense that there was international scrutiny 

3 of every case to which it was applicable subsequent to that. The fact that on the first or second 

4 occasion when a situation arises and when a question of the application of a rule comes to be 

5 examined there might be doubts about it doesn't stop customary international law from working. 

6 Or in that case customary international law would be always there after the event, like the 

7 exhausted marathon runner. Customary international law is part of the practice of States which 

8 evolves through being done, the appetite comes through eating, if I could quote an Italian maxim, 

9 which is perhaps inapplicable. The situation is that the United Kingdom in 1965 apprehended 

10 very clearly, as you saw from the passage I just read, that the principle would be applied, and it was 

11 applied. There wasn't a date between 1965 and 1968 in which the law had changed. The law had 

12 been developing, in fact, ever since the enactment of the conclusion of the Charter being 

13 articulated through the fifties and coming to effective fruition in 1960. 

14 So, my first response is to deny the hypothesis on which the question is put. My 

15 second response is to say it follows from the character of customary international law that you can't 

16 point to a precise day on which a particular rule is to be applied. The rule is part of the system, 

17 and it's applied through the way States respond to given situations, in the same way that you can't 

18 say that the Truman Proclamation was customary international law the day after, but you can't say 

19 it wasn't. The question is when the issue did arise. 

20 ARBITRATOR GREENWOOD: Well, I understand that, Professor Crawford, 

21 and I grant you that you don't accept the hypothesis, but let's just stick with the hypothesis for a 

22 moment. It's also a well-established principle of international law that the legality of an action 

23 has to be judged by the law as it stood at the date that the action took place. So, surely the 

24 question has to be, was the excision a violation of international law at the time the excision took 

25 place, which is November 1965. 
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1 PROFESSOR CRAWFORD: Sir, the proposition that the law has to be applied at 

2 the date at which an event takes place assumes that you know for certain on the day that an event 

3 takes place what the law is. But with customary international law, because it evolves on a 

4 continuing basis, you can't know for certain what it is on the same day. You didn't know about the 

5 legality of the Truman Proclamation. If the Truman Proclamation was unlawful, then how could 

6 it produce legal effects? It was the first time the issue had been raised. What mattered in 

7 processing the legality of the Truman Proclamation was the reaction of States to that Declaration, 

8 and the reaction was generally favorable or not unfavorable, so we now say the Truman 

9 Proclamation was the beginning of a process. We don't have to say that for the territorial integrity 

10 rule because the territorial integrity rule had already been articulated in 1960, and when the issue 

11 arose in 1965 and then arose in some other cases in the 1960, the rule was applied. 

12 So, in that situation, we can say in retrospect that the rule already existed in 1960, 

13 but you can say that because you know what States did at the time. Customary international law 

14 was applied as a process of doing things, and the things were done here, and they were 

15 apprehended. It was apprehended by the United Kingdom that it would be done. There is no 

16 question of reliance by the United Kingdom on the legality of conduct in 1965. There was no 

17 reliance at all. There was evasion. 

18 ARBITRATOR GREENWOOD: Thank you. I'm grateful to you for clarifying 

19 what Mauritius' argument was. I wasn't clearly clear about it at the end of the first round. 

20 PRESIDENT SHEARER: I'm sorry, Professor Crawford. Judge Wolfrum has a 

21 question, too. 

22 ARBITRATOR WOLFRUM: Professor Crawford, I have a follow-up question, if 

23 you don't mind. You have so far spoken, if I understood you correctly, with the excision of the 

24 Chagos Islands and on the basis of territorial integrity referring to Resolution 1514, but you have 

25 not touched upon the taking away of the population from the island at that moment. How do you 
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1 see that? Shouldn't we separate between the territorial aspect and the aspect concerning the 

2 population? 

3 Thank you. 

4 PROFESSOR CRAWFORD: Sir, it was known at the time that the excision was 

5 being carried out for purposes of establishing a military base and for eliminating the population, 

6 and you see that in the passage I just took you to. It was an aspect of the illegality. 

7 One might take another case where there was, say, a bona tide territorial dispute 

8 between two neighbouring colonies as you could have, and the metropolitan State corrected that 

9 situation prior to independence. It would be reacting bona fide in the interest of preventing a 

10 further future conflict. The situation was quite different, and the expulsion of the population, 

11 which was envisaged in 1965, was an aspect of the illegality. It wasn't a separate illegality. We 

12 have never pleaded it as a separate illegality because in that case it wouldn't, especially if it 

13 occurred at a later time, necessarily affect the sovereignty issue, and Mauritius' claim is to 

14 sovereignty over the Archipelago. Of course, there are associated questions of resettlement, and 

15 that was part of the agenda, and of the events, but the principal complaint was of the excision of the 

16 Archipelago and associated conduct. 

17 ARBITRATOR WOLFRUM: Perhaps I didn't make myself fully understood. 

18 We are sitting here just by chance in an area where, after the First World War, actually in 1920, 

19 there was a huge repopulation/resettlement program took place - I don't want to go into that. 

20 Hasn't already since then a public international opinio iuris formed that such resettlements should 

21 not take place? 

22 PROFESSOR CRAWFORD: There was a great deal of controversy about the 

23 exchange of Greek and Turkish populations. Of course, that was done pursuant to a Treaty at a 

24 time when that opinio iuris had not formed. The application of the rule in the post-1945 period is, 

25 of course, another question. We don't need to take a position for the purposes of this case on the 
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1 independent illegality of the expulsion of the population because that's not the question that's 

2 stated in this case. The question that's at stake in this case is the "MP A". 

3 For the purposes of the Article 300 argument, it could be more relevant because the 

4 Article 300 argument implies that when you do something, you do it at least with some 

5 relationship to the stated purpose, and as I will say tomorrow, there exists some evidence that one 

6 of the stated purposes behind the "MP A" was to prevent the resettlement of the Archipelago under 

7 British rule, which would be an unlawful act because it affects Mauritius, independent of the 

8 sovereignty dispute. So, we would say that it's relevant, and I will make that point tomorrow in 

9 relation to Article 300. 

10 But the Archipelago could be resettled, and the Attorney General said it might be 

11 resettled even under British rule, and Mauritius' primary case is that the excision was in itself 

12 unlawful, for reasons associated with self-determination in respect of the entire population of 

13 Mauritius, though the resettlement was an aspect of the conduct which made things worse, if I 

14 could put it in those terms. 

15 ARBITRATOR WOLFRUM: Thank you. 

16 PROFESSOR CRAWFORD: So, I return - perhaps I should say 'revert' - to Sir 

17 Michael's argument on the character of the 'consent' given to the excision. The strategy was to 

18 fixate on the single word 'duress' and to steer your attention away from the legal framework which 

19 applied to the events of 1965. He did not want you to think about the 'deal' that was reached in 

20 1965 or the alleged 'consent' that was given from the perspective of the law of self-determination, 

21 because that makes it impossible to justify the 'deal' and the 'consent.' So he invited you to apply 

22 the strict standard of duress applicable in the law of treaties, notably under Articles 52 and 53 of 

23 the Vienna Convention. 92 

92 Transcript, Day 6, pp. 714-715. 
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1 28. Replying to Judge Wolfrum's question, Sir Michael told you that Prime Minister Wilson's 

2 veiled threat of withholding independence on 23 September 1965 'doesn't begin to approach the 

3 kind ofact ... that vitiates consent. Negotiations, after all, can be tough, things are said, threats are 

4 made. ' 93 He said that if pressure during the negotiation of a treaty could be subsequently raised to 

5 vitiate consent, 'that would be an extremely serious state of affairs' for the stability of treaties. 94 

6 29. Here the Tribunal should be - if I may say so with respect - extremely cautious. The 

7 Vienna Convention does indeed place great weight upon the stability of treaties. The grounds of 

8 invalidity it sets out are numerns clausus according to Article 42(1 ). The foundations of the treaty 

9 system are the principle of sovereign equality and the corollary pacta sunt servanda. States are 

10 very different from each other in reality, and we all know that powerful States such as the UK are 

11 in a position to put great pressure on newly independent States, especially small ones such as 

12 Mauritius, and even on not so newly independent states. They can even tell tribunals under Part 

13 XV what is acceptable to them and what is not. But as a matter of law, because States share the 

14 attribute of sovereign equality, it's only in the most extreme circumstances that the law will 

15 repudiate agreements between States. 

16 30. But the events of 1965 did not concern two independent States. The negotiations did not 

17 take place in the realm of sovereign equality. When we look at the events of 1965, we are looking 

18 at the relations between a colony and its metropolitan State, a point made by you, Judge Kateka, on 

19 Friday. As to these relations, it is not the legal regime of the Vienna Convention that applied. 

20 International law has developed a protective regime in relation to colonial peoples. Under this 

21 protective regime, metropolitan States are not at liberty to 'frighten' their colonies with hope of 

22 independence, nor are they at liberty to impose terms that compromise an ability to decide on the 

23 political future of the colony. Under the law of self-determination, the position of the colonial 

24 power is one of responsibility as well as authority. The UK emphasises its authority to the point 

93 Transcript, Day 6, p. 715, lines 19-21. 
94 Transcript, Day 6, from p. 715, line 25 top. 716, line 1. 
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1 of denying entirely its responsibility, to the point indeed -you heard Mr. Wordsworth on Friday-

2 of incoherence. 

3 31. We must have clarity as to the applicable legal framework. The basis of our claim is not 

4 that consent was vitiated by duress as identified in Articles 52 and 53. Though we stand by the 

5 proposition that the term 'duress' provides an apt description of what happened, we have never 

6 suggested that the 'agreement' of 1965 was a treaty. You cannot make a treaty with yourself, 

7 which is why all of my promises to lose weight are completely ineffective. The Council of 

8 Ministers, which signed off on the excision (subject to conditions), was a body presided over by a 

9 British official, one which contained nominees as well as elected representatives. Our legal claim 

10 is that the 'consent' purportedly given by the Mauritian Ministers did not meet the requirements of 

11 the law of self-determination, and is therefore vitiated. Under the law of self-determination with 

12 its accompanying guarantee of territorial integrity, the people of Mauritius had the right to decide 

13 whether or not to relinquish the Archipelago by expressing its free and genuine will. Under the 

14 law of self-determination, the United Kingdom had the obligation to enable the people to make this 

15 decision freely and to respect it. 

16 32. Now, our case rests on two factual premises. The first is that consent was given not in 

17 accordance with self-determination because the representatives were denied a choice whether or 

18 not to retain the Archipelago. Second, consent was not in accordance with self-determination 

19 because it was procured by threatening to withhold independence. These premises are 

20 interrelated, but they constitute independent grounds for our case. If either of them is true - and 

21 we submit they both are -you should conclude that the consent of the representatives was vitiated. 

22 Let me address each of them in turn. 

23 33. A question of fact, which is not disputed by the parties - the UK has conceded it over and 

24 over again - is that the representatives of Mauritius were not given a choice whether to retain the 

25 Archipelago. Whether or not they agreed, the Archipelago would be detached unilaterally by 
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1 Order in Council. That was what Prime Minister Wilson told Premier Ramgoolam on 23 

2 September 1965. That was what Colonial Secretary Greenwood reiterated that same afternoon at 

3 the meeting at Lancaster House. That's what the UK affirms in its Rejoinder. That's what Sir 

4 Michael told you last Thursday when he said in response to Judge Wolfrum's question, 'As a 

5 matter of pure law' -pure law means British law, the embodiment of everything that's excellent, I 

6 suppose -,'As a matter of pure law, it was always possible for the United Kingdom under its 

7 legislation to divide territories, to adjust boundaries, to do whatever it liked. ' 95 That's pure law. 

8 34. But reliance on pure law allowing the UK to do 'whatever it liked,' is incompatible with 

9 the international law of self-determination. From the perspective of international law, it's not 

10 pure law. It's incompatible law. 

11 35. The question before you is whether the consent given by the representatives of a colonial 

12 territory to the metropolitan State in a negotiation the outcome of which was predetermined 

13 satisfies the requirements of the genuine consent of the people under the law of self-determination. 

14 Was it open to the UK to deny a choice to the representatives of Mauritius regarding the excision? 

15 I posed these questions in the clearest terms during the first round. Sir Michael spoke about the 

16 law of treaties very largely. 

17 36. If Mauritius had been offered the opportunity to retain the Archipelago, then it would be 

18 open for the UK to persuade you that the 'consent' was given in accordance with the law of 

19 self-determination. As things stand, the negotiations were doomed from the very beginning. 

20 37. Sir Michael has instead repackaged the records and retold the story of the struggle for 

21 independence as a story of struggle for money. '[T]he meeting was all about money, all about 

22 compensation, and very understandably so.' 96 Those were his words. He said: '[i]f sovereignty 

23 over the Chagos Archipelago was of concern to them' - the Mauritian representatives - 'they 

95Transcript, Day 5, p. 537, lines 22-24. 
96Transcript, Day 5, p. 529, line 11. 
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1 signally failed to mention it during the meeting'. 97 This ignores the passages through which I 

2 took you during the first round. I'll refer you to Tab 3.2 of your folder, which is behind the gray 

3 tab, but you've seen it before. 98 At page 34 of your folder, the red page number 34, last 

4 paragraph, Premier Ramgoolam says, 'we are not interested in the excision of the islands and 

5 would stand out for a 99-year lease.' That's at page 34. On the next page, he says the alternative 

6 was to give Mauritius independence and let it negotiate the arrangements with the US 

7 directly(page 35). At page 37, he 'repeated that the matter should be considered on the basis of 

8 Chagos being made available on a 99-year lease.' That's the position the representatives of 

9 Mauritius took from the very beginning as regards the Archipelago. 

10 38. The account of the 20 September meeting given by Sir Michael is misleading. Mauritius 

11 came to the table suggesting a lease. It was not unsympathetic to the plans to establish a base on 

12 Diego Garcia. It is not unsympathetic even today. But it expected - quite properly - to receive 

13 continuing compensation for the use of its territory. That was what the 'money talks' to which Sir 

14 Michael refers were about - they were 'development talks.' You can see going through the 

15 record the concerns by the Mauritian Ministers about the future of the colony. 

16 39. Sir Michael referred you to page [8] of the record, which is at page 40 of your folder, and 

17 told you that 'the Colonial Secretary concluded' the meeting by summarising the points that are at 

18 the bottom of the page, the first one alluding to Mauritius' willingness to detach the Archipelago. 

19 Two clarifications must be made. First, the Colonial Secretary's view on the 'attitude' of the 

20 Ministers is not justified by what they had said. Sir Seewoosagur had firmly opposed excision 

21 twice at that same meeting. Nothing the Ministers said indicates that they were open to excision. 

22 And secondly, that was not the conclusion of the meeting - there were three further pages of 

23 minutes in which the Mauritians try to improve the conditions for their agreement, and they were 

24 still talking about a lease. The only time that the possibility of excision is mentioned by the 

97 Ibid, lines 13-15. 
98 MM, Annex 16. 
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1 Mauritians is at pages [10-11] of the record, pages 42 and 43 of the folder. Sir Seewoosagur 

2 suggested a figure for yearly payments to be made by the US, and then he added, at page 43, that he 

3 was 'talking in this connection in terms of a lease but if the islands were detached then different 

4 figures could easily be calculated'. In other words, if the talks were about excision rather than a 

5 lease, the compensation would have to be at a completely different dimension. The Mauritian 

6 leaders were simply doing their best in difficult circumstances to secure the economic survival of 

7 the new State. They did not freely consent to something as to which they were, explicitly, given 

8 no choice. 

9 40. Well, you know how the negotiations ended. They received £3 million in return for the 

10 excision of the Archipelago, plus the undertakings given in 1965 - undertakings which, according 

11 to Mr. Wordsworth, the UK did not intend and didn't give and which are not binding on them! 

12 The 3 million they have claimed is less than half of the annual £7 million that the representatives of 

13 Mauritius had asked for a lease of the Archipelago, and less than half of what the Seychelles 

14 received for the excision of the three islands that were later reverted to them. It was not much 

15 more than the £1 million the UK had initially offered, a sum which vexed Sir Seewoosagur so 

16 much that he would prefer to give the islands ex gratia rather than take it. Does this outcome 

17 reflect the UK's portrayal of the Mauritian ministers as greedy politicians looking for money? 

18 There was one price that the representatives of Mauritius were ready to pay, when all the cards 

19 were put on the table. That was independence. 

20 41. The negotiations that took place have to be viewed in their proper context. The 

21 Mauritians had been informed that excision would be carried out with or without consent. The only 

22 option that remained was to try to secure the greatest number of benefits that the UK was willing to 

23 agree to. Failing to give formal consent would not have prevented excision and would have 

24 resulted in the Ministers returning to Mauritius with empty hands, without the islands, without the 

25 undertakings. This was the deal of 1965. 
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1 42. Sir Michael said, 'there was hard bargaining on both sides, leading to agreement. ' 99 There 

2 was hard bargaining leading to certain conditions being accepted in relation to the outcome the UK 

3 had predetermined and which Mauritius had no possibility to oppose. Was any of this compatible 

4 with the obligation on colonial powers to respect the genuine will of the self-determination unit 

5 with regard to the dismemberment of colonial territory? The answer is emphatically 'no.' 

6 43. I turn to deal with the threats to withhold independence. 

7 44. Sir Michael said last week that it appeared 'unambiguous' from the records 'that there were 

8 no conditions of independence'. 100 That's a remarkable claim. In my first presentation, I 

9 showed you that until the end of the Constitutional Conference the position of the Ministers was 

10 contrary to excision: 'unambiguous' might well apply here! Mauritius was - and remains -

11 sympathetic to the security interests of the UK and the US in the Indian Ocean, but it rejected the 

12 notion of detachment and it favoured instead a lease. This position did not change until the 

13 meeting at 10 Downing Street on the morning of 23 September. We reviewed the covering note 

14 prepared by the Private Secretary pointing out to Prime Minister Wilson that the object of the 

15 meeting was to frighten Premier Ramgoolam with hope of independence, and to make the point 

16 that the Archipelago could be excised unilaterally by Order-in-Council. We saw how Prime 

17 Minister Wilson not so subtly pointed to 'the number of possibilities' that the Premier faced, 

18 including the possibility of leaving the Conference with independence or without it. He did not 

19 fail to point out that the solution which would make everyone happiest would be for the Premier to 

20 leave London with the independence of his fractured homeland secured. And then Colonial 

21 Secretary Greenwood said: 'take it or leave it - before 4 p.m.' ! 

22 45. Sir Michael says that the record tells a different story. Never mind the note by the Private 

23 Secretary - it does not reflect State policy. Never mind the transcript of the meeting at which 

24 Prime Minister Wilson clearly connects the questions of independence and excision. Sir Michael 

99 Transcript, Day 5, p. 536, lines 16-17. 
100 Transcript, Day 5, p. 523, lines 9-10. 
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1 concedes that there was, it is true, a connection between independence and excision, but he says it 

2 was 'one of timing,' not one of 'substance'. 101 We respectfully disagree. 

3 46. Sir Michael ignored a key document which I bring again to your attention, an omission 

4 which is eloquent. You should - with respect - consider this document carefully. It's the 'top 

5 secret' minute of the meeting of the Defence and Oversea Policy Committee - held on 25 May 

6 1967, which is at Tab 3.3 of your folder. 102 The meeting concerned the upcoming disclosure of 

7 the US' contribution to the compensation paid to Mauritius and the Seychelles for 

8 dismemberment. At page 48 of the folder, first paragraph, second sentence, Herbert Bowden, 

9 then the Commonwealth Secretary, says the following: 'At the time when the agreement for 

10 the detachment of BIOT was signed in 1965, Mauritian Ministers were unaware of our 

11 negotiations with the United States Government for a contribution by them towards the cost of 

12 compensation for detachment. They were further told there was no question of a further 

13 contribution to them by the United States Government since this was a matter between ourselves 

14 [that is, the United Kingdom] and Mauritius [that's at page 48], that the £3 million was the 

15 maximum we could afford, and [I stress], that unless they accepted our proposals we should not 

16 proceed with the arrangements for the grant to them of independence.' 

17 47. This is a candid account of a high-ranking British official of what happened in 1965. This 

18 meeting concerned specifically the excision of the Archipelago. There is no room to argue that 

19 'our proposals' signifies guarantees for minorities or electoral reforms. Mr. Bowden was 

20 Anthony Greenwood's successor. 

21 48. Of course, he didn't participate in the Constitutional Conference. But attending the 

22 meeting in 1967 was someone deeply familiar with the events of 1965, the Prime Minister himself. 

101 Transcript, Day 5, p. 527, line 4. 
102 Extract from Minutes of 20th Meeting of Defence and Oversea Policy Committee held on 25 May 1967 
(MR, Annex 59). 
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1 

2 

3 

He did not point out to the Commonwealth Secretary: 'you've got it wrong, I didn't frighten Sir 

Seewoosagur with hope of independence'. 

49. Sir Michael makes much of Sir Seewoosagur's subsequent statements in parliamentary 

4 debates. I've explained to you in the first round what the context in which those statements were 

5 made was, and I won't repeat myself. To the present members of the Tribunal, since it falls 

6 within your jurisdiction, I leave it in your hands to weigh the evidence from the documents 

7 referring to the 'package deal;' the minutes of the parallel meetings at the Constitutional 

8 Conference; the covering note; and the unambiguous minutes of the 1967 Cabinet meeting against 

9 the speeches that Sir Seewoosagur made years later, in public in the highly politicised context of 

10 the legislative debates in Mauritius. 

11 50. I've also explained the reasons why Mauritius did not formally protest against the excision 

12 in the first years of independence, and again I won't repeat them. I leave you to consider the 

13 lessons of the Naurn case in this regard: the International Court expressly took into account the 

14 character of relations between a former administering authority and a small island State and, we 

15 suggest, you should do likewise. 

16 51. Finally, counsel referred to the General Elections held in Mauritius in 1967, which, they 

17 said, ratified the excision. 103 But the excision was already afait accompli so far as the electorate 

18 was concerned. They had many other issues to face, including the choice between independence 

19 and free association. The Mauritian opposition, which favoured free association, was equally 

20 opposed to excision. 104 In the circumstances, if the Council of Ministers was not free to reject 

21 excision neither was the electorate. 

22 

23 

V. Conclusion 

Mr. President, Members of the Tribunal: 

103 Transcript, Day 6, p. 719, lines 11-17. 
104 Cf. e.g. Extract from Minutes of 20th Meeting of Defence and Oversea Policy Committee held on 25 
May 1967 {MR, Annex 59), p. 2. 
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1 52. You have the arguments on consent. You have experience in inter-colonial and 

2 international relations. You can assess for yourselves whether consent was truly given. But what 

3 is particularly remarkable is that the United Kingdom now treats the whole exercise as a charade. 

4 For we are told there cannot have been an agreement between Her Majesty's Government and the 

5 colonized, even in the negotiations for independence. The members of the Tribunal will be 

6 familiar with the 'clean slate' theory espoused by many African States at the end of decolonization 

7 and reflected to a degree in the 1978 Vienna Convention on Succession with respect of Treaties. 

8 This is perhaps the first time that the colonial power has argued for a clean slate! The UK now 

9 says it came free from Mauritius' independence. Independence was to make the colony free, but it 

10 made Britain free, free from any commitments it made, with a slate wiped clean of prior 

11 understandings. And the UK says that it is still free of them because, on the Nuclear Tests 

12 principle, there was no new undertaking after 1968. There didn't need to be. There was 

13 reaffirmation of a prior undertaking. 

14 53. The true position, as we have said - and we said it in the first round, so that Mr. 

15 Wordsworth's incomprehension of the point is all the more surprising - is that these 

16 understandings or commitments were most certainly articulated by the United Kingdom as the 

17 quid pro quo for the 'consent' given. You may still judge that the 'consent' was not given in 

18 accordance with the applicable standards for the treatment of a colonizer towards an independence 

19 movement. Even so, the conditions remain, and they are, as I have said, and as Mr. Reichler 

20 demonstrated in our first round, conditions that were repeatedly referred to with reference back to 

21 the events of 1965 in the subsequent inter-State relations of Mauritius and the United Kingdom. 

22 For the United Kingdom now to seek to deny them is nothing short of astonishing. Mr. President 

23 and Members of the Tribunal, that concludes this presentation. 

24 ARBITRATOR WOLFRUM: Thank you, Mr. President. 
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1 Professor Crawford, let's leave aside for a moment that this consent was given, as you say, due to 

2 some pressure put upon the Mauritian Ministers. Let's just talk about the consent. How would 

3 you qualify the consent legally? That's the first part of my question. 

4 Has it still, even today, an ongoing effect in international law? 

5 Thank you. 

6 PROFESSOR CRAWFORD: Sir, the consent was vitiated by the circumstances 

7 in which it was given. I use the word 'vitiated' carefully because, in the law relating to consent, 

8 you have degrees of consent, and that's for the Tribunal to assess. What is absolutely clear is that 

9 the consent was given, if it was given at all, on conditions - conditions which the United Kingdom 

10 now seeks to trivialize or deny or to remain silent about. 

11 In a situation in which an excision has occurred, which is vitiated by conduct 

12 analogous to by, let's say, coercion- I won't use the word duress- or by circumstances amounting 

13 to a failure to allow people to make a real choice, it's possible for subsequent conduct of a person 

14 when it becomes sui juris, so to speak, for that defect to be repaired or to be waived. We say that 

15 nothing that happens subsequently, silence for a period of time and so on, amounts to waiver. As 

16 we said, nothing that Nauru did ... Sorry, I've got the wrong 'we': as counsel argued in the Nauru 

17 case, nothing that happened after independence amounted to a waiver of a claim to rehabilitation 

18 of the lands. I have given you the standard to be applicable in determining whether there has been 

19 waiver, and it is for you to apply. We say there has been no waiver. There was no waiver by 

20 silence, and rights of this character which are very important rights are not to be deemed to have 

21 been waived by silence. 

22 I'm not sure I can take matters further. We do not deny that the Council of 

23 Ministers gave a sort of consent, and I didn't deny that in the first round. What we said is the 

24 circumstances under which that consent was given and the very character of the Council of 

25 Ministers was that the consent was vitiated by the applicable law. It is for you to work out the 
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1 consequences of that in light of the subsequent relations between the States at a time when there 

2 was sui juris ... 

3 ARBITRATOR WOLFRUM: Mr. Crawford, this doesn't answer my second part 

4 of the question. 

s PROFESSOR CRAWFORD: Sorry, sir, I was focusing on the first. 

6 ARBITRATOR WOLFRUM: Whether such a consent has an ongoing effect. 

7 PROFESSOR CRAWFORD: Well, if the consent had no effect ab initio, it's that 

8 the only - I mean, it was part of what happened. It's part of the res gestae. 

9 ARBITRATOR WOLFRUM: I was working under the assumption it had an 

10 effect at the beginning, that it was a theoretical case. Would it then have an ongoing effect. 

11 PROFESSOR CRAWFORD: You might have a situation in which an entity under 

12 disability gave consent in circumstances where the consent was vitiated, but there is something 

13 written down. It remains defective until cured, and it can be cured in a variety of ways, so we 

14 would say that whatever deficiency existed in 1968, we say still exists because it hasn't been 

15 waived. But we say further to that, assuming ex hypothesi that you don't have jurisdiction to 

16 determine whether the consent was given because it's associated with a jurisdictional lacuna or gap 

17 in your competence, what is perfectly clear is that the conditions that were attached to the events as 

18 occurred and which were reaffirmed by the United Kingdom, reaffirmed on the multiple occasions 

19 are still binding, and we say you have jurisdiction to determine that in any event. 

20 The case is difficult because of the interplay between questions of jurisdiction and 

21 questions of substantive law. And I will return to that tomorrow in various ways. 

22 PRESIDENT SHEARER: Thank you very much, Professor Crawford. No 

23 further questions. 

24 Oh, sorry, you have a question, Judge Greenwood. 
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1 ARBITRATOR GREENWOOD: Professor Crawford, it seems to me that this is a 

2 somewhat unusual case in that you are saying that - both parties are saying there was an agreement 

3 of some kind in 1965. I heard you say that you don't - in both rounds, you don't deny that some 

4 agreement was reached. That Mauritius' position appears to be that it is not bound by what it 

5 agreed to, but the United Kingdom is bound by its undertakings. 

6 The United Kingdom is saying Mauritius is bound by what its Ministers agreed to 

7 and the United Kingdom is not bound by what its Ministers had said. You will appreciate, as I'm 

8 sure the United Kingdom does, that for the Tribunal, the path to either of those conclusions is 

9 going to be a rather difficult one. I just want to try and sort out precisely what the case is as a 

10 matter of law on each side without entering into the question of whether the rhetoric behind it is 

11 overblown. 

12 It seems to me that in 1965, there could not have been an internationally binding -

13 sorry, an agreement binding in international law concluded between a colony and a metropolitan 

14 power because Commonwealth and colonial law at that stage did not provide that agreements of 

15 that kind were treaties or equivalent treaties. And since both the Parties concerned were 

16 negotiating within the framework of the United Kingdom Commonwealth and colonial law, one 

17 has to start from that standpoint. But if I'm wrong in that, I'd be grateful if you'd explain the basis 

18 on which I'm wrong. If I'm right, then it must presumably follow that the character of the 

19 Agreement as binding in international law must derive from something that happened after 

20 independence in 1968. 

21 Now, that, I suppose, could have been a reaffirmation after independence of what 

22 was said by the two Parties prior to independence, or it could have been a unilateral undertaking 

23 along what can loosely be described as the Eastern Greenland/Nuclear Tests line of authorities, 

24 and I'd just like you please to sketch out whether I'm wrong in my premise which is only a 
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1 provisional one, and ifl'm right in my premise, which of the two courses you are relying on for the 

2 post-1968 period. 

3 PROFESSOR CRAWFORD: With respect, sir, you're wrong on your premise. 

4 For the United Kingdom to say that consent could have been given which is legally effective in 

5 international law in relation to the excision of territory - because, as Judge W olfnun pointed out 

6 earlier, we're talking about the sovereignty of the territory, we're not talking about the 

7 inconceivable possibility of a suit for breach of contract after 1968 -assuming that that's right, it 

8 was possible for the representatives of a non-self-governing territory to agree to a course of 

9 conduct in the context of the negotiation of independence provided they did so freely, and that 

10 agreement could have legal effects after independence. It's not a clean slate to the extent that 

11 nothing done before independence can have effect. 

12 The United Kingdom, on independence, not after independence - on independence 

13 - retained the Archipelago. It therefore affirmed the conditions on which it had come to receive 

14 the Archipelago, even if the consent given was vitiated. 

15 Let's assume I'm your grandfather, sir, and I live in a nice house, and you rather like 

16 my house, and I'm a bit frail and you come to me and you say 'I want to take over your house, but 

17 you can have the upstairs granny flat'. And I say 'this is very unfair', and I don't want to be 

18 thrown out in the streets, and you deny me access to my great grandchildren, so I sign the piece of 

19 paper and go and live in the granny flat. The position is, under any civilized system of law, that 

20 that agreement is vitiated by the circumstances in which it is made, undue influence, improper 

21 pressure or whatever you call it. 

22 There is an agreement, but it's defective. 

23 The United Kingdom's position is that they can throw me out of the granny flat and 

24 keep the house. 
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1 ARBITRATOR GREENWOOD: So, what you're saying is, irrespective of 

2 whether the Agreement is valid, to the extent the United Kingdom retains the benefit, it must also 

3 carry the burden. 

4 PROFESSOR CRAWFORD: That's exactly right, sir. 

5 ARBITRATOR GREENWOOD: Now, just explain - I understand that. Just 

6 explain to me, please, how you latch that on to public international law. Was that the case -was 

7 that an internationally- was that an agreement binding under international law between November 

8 1965 and March 1968, or does it only acquire that character after the I think it's the 12th of March 

9 1968? 

10 PROFESSOR CRAWFORD: It was not a treaty, nor was it intended as a binding 

11 arrangement under British law for the reason stated by Mr. Wordsworth. It was an arrangement 

12 made in the context of negotiations for independence which take some time between persons who 

13 knew what they were doing in virtue of independence. It's a bit like a pre-incorporation contract, 

14 not nothing. The role of domestic analogies in this area is obviously an issue, but the example I've 

15 given you shows that there is something to the humanity of the situation, even if we're dealing with 

16 States. 

17 At the very second of independence, when the excision was affirmed by the 

18 continued presence of the United Kingdom in the Archipelago, the United Kingdom disabled itself 

19 from denying the conditions attached to its presence. It would have been open, I suppose, for the 

20 representatives of the people in the period from 1965 to 1968 to try and reverse the excision. I 

21 don't know what efforts were made in that regard, but they certainly weren't bound to accept an 

22 agreement obtained in the circumstances in which it was obtained. After independence, they 

23 were sui juris and free to accept, but there's a presumption that they didn't do so, and there's some 

24 tolerance for silence in that period. So I would say this is a situation in which the colonial authority 

25 exercising its power assumed a responsibility which it affirms not after independence, but on 
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1 independence, the very second of independence, because otherwise it would have to hand the 

2 territory back. We don't suggest that there's an obligation of reversion after reversion has 

3 occurred, but we do say that, in the circumstances, the United Kingdom is bound by the obligations 

4 it assumed while it holds on to the territory in the same way that my hypothetical grandchild is 

5 obliged to allow me to occupy the granny flat while he occupies the house. 

6 ARBITRATOR GREENWOOD: Of course, as I am a grandfather, I listen with 

7 great interest, and I will take it into account as planning advice for my own future. 

8 PROFESSOR CRAWFORD: There is a law about these arrangements in many 

9 countries, which are quite common. 

10 ARBITRATOR GREENWOOD: Let me see ifl've understood the point all right 

11 because I think this is very important for this arbitration. Mauritius is not saying that there was a 

12 treaty or something akin to a treaty in 1965, nor is it basing its case on events that took place after 

13 independence, though they may be relevant in showing the nature of what had happened before. 

14 Essentially what you're saying is that where in the process of moving to independence the colonial 

15 power gives "undertakings" in exchange for "consent" to a territorial change, then on 

16 independence that, on those undertakings, assumed the character of a commitment binding under 

17 international law between the colonial State and the newly independent State. 

18 PROFESSOR CRAWFORD: Sir, that's what we're saying, and we're saying that 

19 for various reasons, including the possibility of a reversal of the situation between the time the 

20 original consent is given and independence, as happened in the case of the Seychelles, but the very 

21 act of conferring independence in those circumstances affirms the obligations. There is a law of 

22 obligations beyond the law of treaties, just as there is in domestic law. 

23 ARBITRATOR GREENWOOD: That's very helpful, Professor Crawford. 

24 Thank you. 
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1 ARBITRATOR WOLFRUM: Thank you, Mr. Crawford. Indeed, I join Sir 

2 Christopher's remark. That was extremely helpful as a discourse. 

3 Let me just add a small point: What you're referring to after independence, is that 

4 a situation you would qualify under estoppel? 

5 PROFESSOR CRAWFORD: Estoppel is, of course, an English law concept, and 

6 it's been received into international law more or less as it stands in English law. It has quite strict 

7 requirements: representation, reliance, detriment. 

8 What we say happened after independence was reaffirmation, recognition, 

9 acknowledgment of an obligation already existing. It already existed at independence. There 

10 was no second after independence when it didn't exist. And, therefore, Mr. Wilberforce's analysis 

11 of the de novo in a Nuclear Tests situation is inappropriate. 

12 I think that's probably all I need to say. 

13 ARBITRATOR GREENWOOD: Mr. Wordsworth-

14 PROFESSOR CRAWFORD: We're talking about freedom, but probably not that 

15 sort of freedom. I apologize to Mr. Wordsworth. 

16 PRESIDENT SHEARER: I'm sorry to extend this discussion on this, but as Judge 

17 Greenwood has said, this is a really vital question. I just wonder whether another possible 

18 interpretation is that when a self-determination unit approaches independence, there is a sort of a 

19 period of quasi-sovereignty that occurs. I think I mentioned before the practice in the Application 

20 of treaties as a self-determination, as internal self-government develops and one approaches 

21 independence, the colonial territory had a say in what Treaty should be applied to it and so on. 

22 Could that be any part of your argument, or is that irrelevant? 

23 PROFESSOR CRAWFORD: Well, sir, we don't have to argue that there was a 

24 State instatunascendi in 1965. That would be going too far. But in some situations there is; in 

25 some situations there was national liberation, for example. But we do say that a government which 
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1 represented the people - the people who, after all, is the right holder in relation to 

2 self-determination - could give valid consent in the pre-independence situation, if it was not 

3 coerced. If there had been a free choice, they could have given valid consent, and that consent 

4 would have been binding on the people after independence. International law is, after all, 

5 fundamentally a system of representation, and it's not limited to the representation of States. 

6 PRESIDENT SHEARER: Very good, Professor Crawford. Thank you. That's 

7 very helpful. 

8 And now I gather that we will hear from Professor Sands; is that correct? 

9 Yes, thank you. Thank you very much. 

10 PROFESSOR SANDS: Sir, it is correct, by my watch, we've got only seven or 

11 eight minutes left. I'm in your hands. I can make a start on set of submissions that are essentially 

12 inviting you to continue the conversation over the next period because you have jurisdiction, we 

13 say, to have this conversation on this vitally important issue, but I'm not sure whether it's sensible 

14 for me to start now, run for a few minutes or break now and keep it coherent. I'm in your hands, 

15 whatever is convenient for the Tribunal. 

16 PRESIDENT SHEARER: Thank you, Mr. Sands. I think probably, as you 

17 implied, it doesn't make much sense to make a short start and then have to break. So, I think it 

18 would be a good idea if we did adjourn at this point, and we return at 2:00 p.m. for the special 

19 procedures that we outlined at the beginning. Thank you very much. 

20 PROFESSOR SANDS: Thank you very much, Mr. President. 

21 PRESIDENT SHEARER: We'll adjourn until 2:00. 

22 (Whereupon, at 12:22 p.m., the hearing was adjourned until 2:00 p.m., the same 

23 day.) 
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Non-Aligned Movement, 17th Mid-Term Ministerial Meeting of the Non-Aligned Movement, 
Final Document: Chagos Archipelago (26-29 May 2014)



EXTRACT 

17th Mid-Term Ministerial Meeting of the Non-Aligned 
Movement 

Algiers, Algeria 

26-29 May 2014

FINAL DOCUMENT 

Chagos Archipelago 

307. The Ministers reaffirmed that the Chagos Archipelago, including Diego Garcia, which was
unlawfully excised by the former colonial power from the territory of Mauritius in violation of
international law and UN Resolutions 1514 (XV) of 14 December 1960 and 2066 (XX) of 16
December 1965, forms an integral part of the territory of the Republic of Mauritius.

308. The Ministers further noted with grave concern that despite the strong opposition
expressed by the Republic of Mauritius, the United Kingdom purported to establish a marine
protected area around the Chagos Archipelago, further infringing the territorial integrity of the
Republic of Mauritius and impeding the exercise of its sovereignty over the Chagos Archipelago
as well as the exercise of the right of return of Mauritian citizens who were forcibly removed
from the Archipelago by the United Kingdom.

309. Cognizant that the Government of the Republic of Mauritius is committed to taking all
appropriate measures to affirm the territorial integrity of the Republic of Mauritius and its
sovereignty over the Chagos Archipelago under international law, the Ministers resolved to fully
support such measures including any action that may be taken in this regard at the United
Nations General Assembly.
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Group of 77 and China, Summit of Heads of State and Government of the Group of 77, 
Declaration: For a New World Order for Living Well (14-15 June 2014)



EXTRACT 

Summit of Heads of State and Government of the Group of 77 

For a New World Order for Living Well 

Santa Cruz de la Sierra, Plurinational State of Bolivia, 14 and 15 June 2014 

Declaration 

237. We reaffirm the need to find a peaceful solution to the sovereignty issues facing
developing countries, including the dispute over the Chagos Archipelago, including Diego
Garcia, which was unlawfully excised by the United Kingdom from the territory of Mauritius,
prior to independence, in violation of international law and General Assembly resolutions 1514
(XV) of 14 December 1960 and 2066 (XX) of 16 December 1965. Failure to resolve these
decolonization and sovereignty issues would seriously damage and undermine the development
and economic capacities and prospects of developing countries. In this regard, we note with great
concern that despite the strong opposition of Mauritius, the United Kingdom purported to
establish a “marine protected area” around the Chagos Archipelago, which contravenes
international law and further impedes the exercise by Mauritius of its sovereign rights over the
archipelago and the right of return of Mauritius citizens who were forcibly removed from the
archipelago by the United Kingdom.
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Group of 77 and China, 38th Annual Meeting of Ministers for Foreign Affairs, Ministerial 
Declaration (26 Sept. 2014)



EXTRACT 

THIRTY-EIGHTH ANNUAL MEETING  
OF MINISTERS FOR FOREIGN AFFAIRS 

OF THE GROUP OF 77 AND CHINA 
New York, 26 September 2014 

MINISTERIAL DECLARATION 

45. The Ministers reaffirmed the need to find a peaceful solution to the sovereignty issues
facing developing countries, including the dispute over the Chagos Archipelago, including Diego
Garcia, which was unlawfully excised by the United Kingdom from the territory of Mauritius,
prior to independence, in violation of international law and General Assembly resolutions 1514
(XV) of 14 December 1960 and 2066 (XX) of 16 December 1965. Failure to resolve these
decolonization and sovereignty issues would seriously damage and undermine the development
and economic capacities and prospects of developing countries. In this regard, they noted with
great concern that despite the strong opposition of Mauritius, the United Kingdom purported to
establish a "marine protected area" around the Chagos Archipelago, which contravenes
international law and further impedes the exercise by Mauritius of its sovereign rights over the
archipelago and the right of return of Mauritius citizens who were forcibly removed from the
archipelago by the United Kingdom.
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Assembly of the African Union, 25th Ordinary Session, Resolution on Chagos Archipelago, Doc. 
EX.CL/901(XXVII), Assembly/AU/Rev.1(XXV) (14-15 June 2015)
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1020 Chapter 15. Advisory jurisdiction 

pending between two or more States, where the Eastern Carelia 
principle applies, and a dispute between a State and the United 
Nations on a matter of internal United Nations law. In that type of 
case the Court's standing as the principal judicial organ permits it 
to give an opinion despite the unwillingness of the State concerned. 
Nevertheless, the early precedents date to the period before disputes 
between a State and an international organization had assumed any 
prominence. There is no reason why the Eastern Carelia doctrine 
should not also apply when an advisory opinion is requested in 
relation to a dispute actually pending between a State (whether a 
member or not of the organization in question) and an international 
organization, identified, for this purpose, by those States which 
voted in favour of the request. This is a matter which deserves 
further attention whenever Article 102, paragraph 2, of the Rules 
is reviewed by the Court. 

11.248. DISCRETION BASED ON THE COURT'S STATUS AS A 
PRINCIPAL ORGAN. The second principle regarding the con
sequences on the advisory jurisdiction of the Court's discretion 
deriving from its status as a principal organ of the United Nations 
first appeared in the Peace Treaties opinion. Here the Court 
explained that its opinion, given to the requesting organ, 'represents 
its [the Court's] participation in the activities of the Organization, 
and, in principle, should not be refused' .67 In the /LOAT 
(UNESCO) opinion the Court, after extending the scope of the duty 
to include co-operation with specialized agencies authorized to 
request advisory opinions, reformulated it as follows: 'Notwith
standing the permissive character of Article 65 of the Statute in the 
matter of advisory opinions, only compelling reasons could cause 
the Court to adopt in this matter a negative attitude which would 
imperil the working of the regime established by the Statute of the 
Administrative Tribunal for the judicial protection of officials.' 68 

This was followed in the Certain Expenses opinion which also 

67 (1950] at 71. 
68 (1956] at 86. For a recapitulation of the case-law, see Legality of the 

Threat or Use of Nuclear Weapons advisory opinion, (1996] 8 July (para. 14). 
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§ 11.248. Discretion based on the Court as a principal organ 1021 

illustrates how the Court in a case put to it by the General 
Assembly examines whether any such compelling reasons exist. 
The combination of the substantive discretion of Article 65 with 
the procedural discretion of Article 68, to which allusion was made 
in the Peace Treaties opinion, was formally recognized in the 
following passage in the Reservations opinion: 

A reply to a request for an Opinion should not, in principle, be 
refused. The permissive provision of Article 65 of the Statute 
recognizes that the Court has the power to decide whether the 
circumstances of a particular case are such as to lead the Court to 
decline to reply to the request for an Opinion . At the same time, 
Article 68 of the Statute recognizes that the Court has the power to 
decide to what extent the circumstances of each case must lead it to 
apply to advisory proceedings the provisions of the Statute which 
apply in contentious cases.69 

Those opinions bring out one important factor. Owing to the 
organic relation now existing between the Court and the United 
Nations, the Court regards itself as being under the duty of 
participating, within its competence, in the activities of the 
Organization, and no State can stop that participation. This emerges 
from the Charter of which the Statute is an integral part.70 The 
Rules of Court, which lay down a special procedure where the 
request for the advisory opinion relates to a legal question pending 
between two or more States, are subordinate to the Charter and the 
Statute . Yet the finding of the Court in the Peace Treaties opinion 
that the opposition of those States to the request did not, in the 
circumstances of the case, constitute any reason why the Court 
should abstain from replying to the request, should not have led the 
Court to refrain from considering the extent to which it recognized 
the provisions of the Statute which apply in contentious cases as 
guiding it in the present case. The duty of the Court to act in this 
way is contained not in the Rules of Court but in Article 68 of the 

69 [1951] at 19. 
7° Cf. J.-F . Lalive's doctrinal note on the Peace Treaties opinion in 77 

Journal d11 Droit lmernational 1246, 1248 (1950). 
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Statute. The Court's conclusion that it had the power to answer the 
questions put to it, and was under a duty to do so, does not in itself 
provide an answer to the question whether the contentious pro
cedure should be followed. To the extent that the Court refrained 
from considering this aspect, the question remains an open one 
from the point of view of the development of the Court's case-law . 

Clearly, in this type of problem the Court is compelled to 
deviate from any general approach of considering the questions as 
abstract in the limited sense in which that term is used in connec
tion with advisory cases. The Court's interpretation of Articles 65 
and 68 of the Statute specifically requires it to examine whether the 
circumstances of the case should lead it to decline to give an 
answer to the questions put to it. However, a reading of the 
opinions in the Peace Treaties and Reservations cases leads to the 
conclusions that this circumstantial examination will be confined 
within the narrowest limits, and that once the jurisdictional issue is 
settled the tendency towards the abstract (in the sense previously 
mentioned) will, if appropriate, again assert itself . 

In the Peace Treaties and Reservations cases, issues relating to 
the Court's discretion were presented in another form. In those 
cases it was argued on various grounds that the action of the 
General Assembly in dealing with the agenda item out of which the 
requests emerged, or the decision to request the opinion itself, were 
ultra vires the General Assembly . In the Peace Treaties advisory 
opinion, that view was based on the contention that in dealing with 
the question of human rights and fundamental freedoms in what 
were then the ex-enemy States , the General Assembly was contra
vening the domestic jurisdiction provisions of the Charter. This 
argument had been put forward in the General Assembly , where it 
had been rejected. In similar vein, the domestic jurisdiction clause 
was cited as a direct impediment to the exercise of jurisdiction by 
the Court . A more subtle variation of this argument, put forward by 
Hungary , said that no right to control the execution of its provi
sions was conferred by the Peace Treaty on the General Assembly. 
In the Reservations case it was argued that the request for the 
opinion constituted an inadmissible interference by the General 
Assembly and by States hitherto strangers to the Convention, as 
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only States which are parties to the Convention are entitled to 
interpret it or to seek an interpretation of it. The Court gave 
different, but similar, answers to those contentions . 

The object of the request (in the Peace Treaties case) was 
directed solely to obtaining from the Court certain clarifications of 
a legal character regarding the applicability of the procedure for the 
settlement of disputes under the terms of the Peace Treaties which, 
for this purpose, conferred certain functions upon the Secretary
General of the United Nations . (The question arose of the possible 
performance of those functions by the Secretary-General, and it 
was in connection with that possibility that the General Assembly 
was directly involved in the matter. The Court did not refer to this 
very material aspect in either of its advisory opinions, although it 
declared, in the second, what the Secretary-General was not 
authorized to do.) As to the right of the General Assembly to 
concern itself with this matter having regard to the domestic 
jurisdiction clause, the Court contented itself with quoting the 
manner in which the General Assembly itself had justified its own 
resolution, that is by reference to Article 55 of the Charter. This 
justification was only made 'for the purposes of the present 
opinion'. The opinion therefore does not consist of a general 
exegesis on the scope of Article 2, paragraph 7, of the Charter. As 
for the Court , the interpretation of the terms of a treaty for this 
purpose could not be considered as a question essentially within the 
domestic jurisdiction of a State. It is a question of international law 
which, by its very nature, lies within the competence of the Court.71 

The Court continued: 

These considerations also suffice to dispose of the objection 
based on the principle of domestic jurisdiction and directed specifi
cally against the competence of the Court, namely, that the Court, as 
an organ of the United Nations, is bound to observe the provisions of 
the Charter, including Article 2, paragraph 7.72 

71 This principle was first enunciated by the Permanent Court in the Tunis 
and Morocco Nationality Decrees advisory opinion . 84 ( 1923) at 24. This was 
cited in oral argument, but not by the Court . 

72 [1950] at 71. 
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In the Reservations opinion the Court followed a similar line of 
reasoning, although the connection between the General Assembly 
and this Convention was very different from and more direct than 
its connection with the Peace Treaties. The Court pointed out that 
not only did the General Assembly take the initiative in respect of 
the Genocide Convention, draw up its terms and open it for 
signature and accession, but that express provisions of the Con
vention associate the General Assembly with the life of the 
Convention; and finally that the General Assembly had actually 
associated itself with it by certain actions it had taken. 

In these circumstances, there can be no doubt that the precise 
determination of the conditions for participation in the Convention 
constitutes a permanent interest of direct concern to the United 
Nations which has not disappeared with the entry into force of the 
Convention. 

The Court also indicated that the power of the General Assembly 
to request an advisory opinion in no way impaired the rights of the 
parties to the Convention in the matter of its interpretation. This 
right is independent of the General Assembly's power and is 
exercisable in a parallel direction. Furthermore, States which are 
parties to the Convention can invoke the contentious jurisdiction of 
the Court in accordance with the Convention. 73 

71 
[ 1951] I 9-20 . See further at eh . 14, § 11.238 n. 50 above. In dealing with 

the substance the Court again pointed out, on p. 27, that a divergence of views 
as to the admissibility of a reservation could always be submitted to the Court 
by special agreement or by invoking the compulsory jurisdiction clause of the 
Convention . This may be another hint of the preference of the Court that the 
advisory procedure be reserved for 'abstract' questions, so far as is possible, 
leaving concrete questions to the contentious procedure . Nevertheless the wisdom 
of encouraging parallel recourse to the advisory and contentious procedure is 
questionable, for the possibility of conflicting opinions by the Court may lead to 
unnecessary uncertainty as to the law. Furthermore, in contentious cases, Article 
59 of the Statute limits the extent of the application of a judgment of the Court . 
For an illustration of the invocation of the Convention in contentious proceedings 
between two States, see the Application of the Genocide Convention case . And 
note the comments of a Member of the Court (not in his judicial capacity) on the 
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In neither of these cases did the Court go so far as to deny, as 

a matter of principle, the validity of arguments advanced against 

the jurisdiction of the Court based upon an alleged incompetence 

of the General Assembly to deal with the item which led it to 

request the advisory opinion. What the Court did was to demon

strate the inapplicability of those arguments in the cases under 

discussion. Having regard to the very wide competence of the 

General Assembly under the Charter, it is difficult to conceive of 

cases in which a request for an advisory opinion would be ultra 

vires the competence of the General Assembly, except, perhaps, 

where competence is specifically given by the Charter to another 

organ, or where the General Assembly had acted say in violation 

of a provision such as Article 12 of the Charter. 

On the other hand, when an organ or specialized agency which 

is authorized by the General Assembly to request advisory opinions 

on matters arising within the scope of its activities makes the 

request, then, obviously, the question of the competence of that 

organ to request the opinion and, by derivation, of the Court to 

give it, may arise, as occurred in the Threat or Use by a State of 

Nuclear Weapons in Armed Conflict advisory opinion, requested by 

the World Health Assembly. The Court's dicta in the Peace 

Treaties and Reservations advisory opinions are useful clarifica

tions of the manner in which the Court will approach this problem. 

On the other hand, it is doubtful if they establish any new principle 

of law, except in a general way to emphasize that while the Court 

has to be satisfied that the organ requesting the opinion was 

competent to do so, the States represented in an organ of the 

United Nations may have their own reasons for being interested in 

the matter, those reasons having a broad basis in the Charter and 

in the activities of the organ making the request, and which may 

exist independently of the actual placing of the item on the agenda 

out of which the decision to request the opinion emerged . 

relation of the Court to the International Tribunal for the former Yugoslavia 

(ICTY) as regards the Genocide Convention. G. Guillaume, 'La Cour 

intemationale de Justice: Quelques propositions concretes a ('occasion du 

Cinquantenaire', RGDIP 1996 323, 330. 
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An objection put forward in the Peace Treaties case was to the 
effect that were the Court to exercise its advisory jurisdiction, the 
advisory procedure would take the place of the procedure instituted 
in the Peace Treaties for the settlement of disputes. In the Reserva
tions case this line of argument was developed more forcefully, 
even if contradictorily. There one State contended that as the 
Genocide Convention has its own compromissory clause conferring 
jurisdiction on the Court, and as there was no dispute in the present 
case, the effect of the compromissory clause was to deprive the 
Court not only of any contentious jurisdiction, except in conformity 
with that clause, but also of any power to give an advisory opinion. 
Another State urged that precisely because of the existence of a 
dispute the Court was not empowered to exercise its advisory 
jurisdiction. 74 The Court pointed out in its reply that so far as the 
Peace Treaties were concerned, the object of the request was to 
facilitate the application of the disputes articles by seeking 
information for the General Assembly as to their applicability in 
the circumstances of the case.75 This line of argument was further 
developed in the Reservations advisory opinion, in the passage 
quoted at n. 73 above. In the Peace Treaties case it was argued 
that as some of the States concerned were not members of the 

74 The blatant contradiction between these two arguments based on the same 
elements of fact in this case illustrates the possibility of serious confusion under 
the present procedure , in which the preliminary questions in an advisory case are 
discussed and decided simultaneously with the substantive question, although 
occasionally by a separate vote. The effective functioning of a judicial organ 
requires a procedure which avoids confusion about uncontested facts and makes 
the definition of the different issues possible. In the written proceedings in the 
Reservations case, Israel and Poland specifically based their written statements 
on the assumption that there was no concrete dispute. The Philippines announced 
that it was then a party to a dispute. (Incidentally, that dispute ceased to exist 
when the correspondence addressed to the Registrar by the Australian and 
Philippines Governments, to which the advisory opinion refers on p. 69, was 
received . Cf. also annexed letter No. 16A to the oral statement of the representa
tive of the Secretary-General, I. Kemo, and his remarks in his oral statement. 
Pleadings 326, 445 .) There was no further reference to this in the oral statements 
of in the advisory opinion itself. 

75 
[ 1950] at 71. 
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United Nations or parties to the Statute of the Court, the Court 
could not exercise its advisory jurisdiction. The Court dismissed 
this argument summarily in the course of its discussion of the 
objection based on the judicial character of the Court, examined in 
§ II.247 n. 63 above. 

This case-law taken as a whole shows that only one circum
stance has been recognized as requiring the Court to exercise its 
discretion and refrain from giving the opinion requested. That has 
been when the Court was satisfied that the question put to it was 
directly related to the main point of a dispute actually pending 
between two States when there was no agreement that the dispute 
should be settled by the Court, so that answering the question 
would be substantially equivalent to deciding the dispute and that 
at the same time the question raised issues of fact which could not 
be elucidated without hearing both parties (the Eastern Carelia 
case). The Permanent Court itself, in the Interpretation of the 
Treaty of Lausanne advisory opinion, had made it plain that the 
mere absence of the consent of one of the States directly concerned 
was not in itself sufficient to prevent the giving of an advisory 
opinion on a question of procedure and the interpretation of the 
Covenant, and it was probably on that basis that the present Court 
was able to distinguish the Peace Treaties case from the Eastern 
Carelia case.76 On the other hand, despite the powerful trend 
manifested by the Court in rejecting all suggestions that it should 
exercise its discretion and decline to render a requested opinion, it 
has on the whole been careful to limit the apparent generality of its 
observations by relating them closely to the circumstances of each 
concrete case, including the asserted purposes for which the request 
was made. Perusal of the individual opinions in all these cases 
brings out the difficulties of attempting to establish rules for a 
matter which essentially is decided, in each case, on the basis of a 

76 B12 (1925). The record of the discussion in the League Council does not 
indicate any vote on this request, but later the representative of Turkey, not a 
member of the Council, stated that he had voted negative. Hudson, Permanent 
Court 491. Given the major differences between the Covenant and the Charter 
on this aspect. that can hardly be regarded as controlling today. 
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subjective weighing of the issues by the Court. That subjective 
element is of the essence of judicial discretion, in international as 
in national judicial practice, especially when that judicial discretion 
is deliberately written into the Statute. 

The repeated affirmation of the Court of its duty, in principle, 
to reply to a request as its participation in the activities of the 
United Nations, an affirmation which is not entirely free from 
ambiguity, cannot be accepted uncritically. It implies two presump
tions, that the resolution adopting the request was intra vires the 
requesting organ, and that the question was a legal question. But 
clearly, the assertion of this principle does not diminish the Court's 
responsibility to establish that its jurisdiction exists in terms of 
Article 65 of the Statute, and there is no indication that the Court 
has intended otherwise. On the other hand, the introduction of this 
principle into the Court's case-law can be interpreted as meaning 
that the Court will not question the propriety of the requesting 
organ's action, but without prejudice to the Court's own statutory 
responsibilities in this regard. Such an interpretation would accord 
with the view that each organ is master of its own proceedings. In 
this way, the conclusion is reached that even if the dicta of the 
Court have had the effect of restricting the area within which the 
advisory competence of the Court can be challenged, they have not 
closed it entirely. The presumptions are rebuttable. Operative only 
so long as they are not sought to be rebutted, once its competence 
is challenged, the Court must adopt positive arguments to establish 
it. In all the cases to date, the underlying issue contained in the 
request was whether an organ of the United Nations, and notably 
the Secretary-General, could, as a matter of law, undertake func
tions which he was required to do either by a specific provision of 
a treaty, or as a matter of direct concern to the United Nations (or 
possibly a combination of both). 

The discussions in the Special Committee on Review of 
Administrative Tribunal Judgments, established by the General 
Assembly in resolution 888 (IX), 17 December 1954, to study the 
question of the establishment of procedure to provide for review of 
judgments of the United Nations Administrative Tribunal, led to an 
important public airing of the issue of propriety. When the Special 
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Committee was considering the possibility of conferring reviewing 
functions upon the Court through the advisory procedure, some 
members thought that this would be contrary to the spirit of the 
Statute of the Court. The sponsors of this proposal then suggested 
that the Secretary-General should, before the tenth session of the 
General Assembly, transmit the text of the proposal to the Presi
dent of the Court for his views on whether the Court would be 
prepared to exercise the functions proposed to be conferred upon 
it, and could do so in a manner completely fair to the parties 
concerned. (This referred to the ability of the individual staff 
members to bring their views to the notice of the Court.) 77 

However, it is doubtful if this procedure for seeking the views of 
the Court was compatible with the Statute, and the tenth session 
discussed the issue without being acquainted with the Court's 
attitude. It adopted a procedure for the review of Administrative 
Tribunal judgments similar to that advanced by the Special 
Committee. 78 

11.249. JURISDICTION IN SPECIAL ADVISORY PROCEEDINGS. The 
General Assembly, in resolution 957 (X), 8 November 1955, 
amended the Statute of the United Nations Administrative Tribunal 
(UNA T) by providing for a system of recourse through the 
advisory competence of the Court if a judgment of the Tribunal 
was challenged on the ground that the Tribunal had succeeded its 
jurisdiction or competence, or that it had failed to exercise 
jurisdiction vested in it, had erred on a question of law relating to 

77 See in detail the Report of the Special Committee, 10 GAOR (X) 
Annexes, a.i. 49 (A/2909). The debate was substantially repeated in the Fifth 
Committee. See Report of the Fifth Committee, ibid. (A/3606). 

78 Resolution 937 (X), 8 November 1955. In the course of the discussions 
in the plenary meetings it was proposed to seek an advisory opinion on the 
question of propriety, but this was rejected. It was explained by the opponents 
of the suggestion to request the advisory opinion that the Court would be able 
to decide the issue of propriety and of compatibility with the Statute when faced 
with a concrete case. See 10 GAOR Plenary 277 ff. That the Court did later, in 
the ILOAT (UNESCO) advisory opinion, and again in the advisory opinions on 
review of judgements of UNAT, discussed in § 11.249 below. 
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2011 2015 2016

1,252.4 1,262.6 1,263.5

Male 619.6 624.8 625.2
Female 632.8 637.8 638.3

Age composition (%)
under 15 years 21.7 19.6 19.0
(15-59) years 65.8 65.6 65.6
(60-64) years 4.6 5.4 5.4
65 years and over 7.9 9.4 10.0

Median age (years) 33.4 35.3 35.7
Dependency ratio 420.4 408.6 408.6
Population density (per km2) 636 638 639

Mid-year geographical distribution ('000)
Port Louis 121.4 120.0 119.6

Pamplemousses 137.0 139.8 140.3

Riv. du Rempart 107.2 108.0 108.0

Flacq 137.0 138.5 138.5

Grand Port 112.3 113.0 113.0

Savanne 68.7 68.7 68.5

Plaine Wilhems 369.2 369.0 368.6

Moka 82.3 83.2 83.3

Black River 76.8 80.6 81.4

Rodrigues 40.4 41.9 42.3

Vital statistics
Live births 14,701 12,738 13,082

Deaths 9,170 9,747 10,174

Marriages 10,499 9,709 10,042

Divorces 1,788 2,161 1,910

2. POPULATION & VITAL STATISTICS

Total mid-year resident 
population ('000)

8 



Annex 177

2011 2015 2016
Vital statistics (contd.)

Crude birth rate 11.7 10.1 10.4
Total fertility rate 1.6 1.4 1.4
Crude death rate 7.3 7.7 8.1
Marriage rate 16.8 15.4 15.9
Divorce rate 2.9 3.4 3.0

2021 2031 2041
Projected population ('000) 1,263.5 1,238.0 1,163.7

Male 625.7 613.3 577.4
Female 637.8 624.7 586.3

Age composition (%)
under 15 years 16.6 14.7 13.3
15-59 years 64.9 60.9 57.9
60-64 years 6.1 6.3 7.7
65 years and over 12.4 18.1 21.1

Population pyramid ('000) 

1 Revised 2 Provisional
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BIOT Resettlement Policy Review: Summary of 
Responses to Public Consultation 

Background 
The Foreign and Commonwealth Office conducted a public consultation about a potential 
resettlement of the British Indian Ocean Territory (BIOT) between 4 August 2015 and 27 
October 2015. The consultation sought the views of Chagossians and others on three 
questions:  the likely demand for resettlement; the UK Government’s assessment of the 
likely costs and liabilities to the UK taxpayer; and alternative options not involving 
resettlement that could respond to Chagossian aspirations. A direct questionnaire was also 
used to obtain further information on these issues. The consultation emphasised that the 
description of resettlement was not a statement of UK Government policy but represented 
the most realistic scenario in which resettlement might take place. This document 
summarises the responses received as Ministers prepare to take a decision on whether to 
permit some form of resettlement. 
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2 

30%

60%

10%

Heritage of Chagossian respondents who wish 
to resettle (this distribution is broadly the 

same across total Chagossian respondents)

1st Generation

2nd Generation

Said they were not born 
on BIOT, nor was one of 
parents born on BIOT

87%

13%

0%

Age of Chagossian respondents who wish to 
resettle (this distribution is broadly the same 

across total Chagossian respondents)

Between 18-65

Not between 18-
65

Unknown

Types of responses 
During the consultation period, we received 844 individual responses from Australia, 
Belgium, Canada, France, Mauritius, Reunion Island, Seychelles, Switzerland, Thailand, the 
USA and the UK. 832 (98%) of the individual respondents described themselves as 
Chagossians, with 11 other responses from other individuals. In addition to these 844 
returns from individuals, 6 replies were received from organisations including the UK Foreign 
Affairs Committee, and 1 from a foreign Government – the Government of Mauritius. 
Government Officials held 5 meetings with Chagossians in group settings in Mauritius, 
Seychelles, Manchester and London. 

Individual responses from Chagossians 
Chagossian respondents 
The majority of Chagossians who responded are currently living in Mauritius. 

Most Chagossian respondents are of working age and have a connection to BIOT through 
their parents (what we define as “2nd Generation” in the table below) rather than having 
been born there themselves.  

67% 

21% 

10% 

2% 

Current place of abode of Chagossian respondents 

Mauritius 

UK 

Seychelles 

Other 



Annex 178

3 

Views on resettlement 
Though the vast majority of Chagossians were in favour of resettlement in principle, there 
were more nuanced views about the scenarios that were presented in the consultation 
document as the most realistic description of how it might work. 

Employment opportunities in any resettlement 
Around half of Chagossians who wanted to return are currently in employment (see chart 
overleaf). Of those who responded to the questionnaire, over 1,000 additional dependents 
were indicated, though it is impossible to determine whether some of these dependents are 
also respondents themselves.  

Most respondents who were in favour of resettling said they would be inclined to seek jobs 
either on the military facility or with the BIOT Administration. 

25% 

67% 

6% 

2% 

Chagossian respondents views on resettlement 

In favour of resettlement, 
and content with realistic 
scenarios 

In favour of resettlement, 
but not clear if content 
with realistic scenarios 

In favour of resettlement 
but not content with 
realistic scenarios 

against resettlement 

51%

19%

19%

11%

Current employment status of 
Chagossian respondents

Employed

Retired

Unemployed

Other
70%

30%

Inclination of Chagossian respondents 
who wish to resettle to work on military 

facility or with BIOT Administration

Would seek 
employment on 
military facility 
or with BIOT 
Administration

Would not seek 
employment on 
military facility 
or BIOT 
Administration
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A range of practical skills were declared by Chagossians in their responses, though many 
indicated they would seek training in other areas including tourism, environmental 
management, and Territory administration. 

1

Alternatives to resettlement 
Responses from Chagossians indicated a degree of uncertainty about alternatives to 
resettlement while around a third were clear they would not wish to participate in such 
options.  

1 Note that some Chagossian respondents declared multiple skills, so total skill responses do not sum to total Chagossian responses; Officials have consolidated skill 
descriptions used by Chagossians into broad subjects to provide meaningful statistical analysis 
2 Skills recorded as “Other” are: Agriculture, Cashier, Community support, Secretarial skills, Student, Tailor, Copra Industry, Dressmaker, Languages, Maintenance. 
Police, Textile, Training, Beauty, Cabin Crew, Communications skills, Crane operator, Decorator, Forklift Driver, Handicraft, HR, Nursing, Receptionist, Sewing, Shipping,  
Social work, Solderer, Air freight, Blacksmith, Building draughtsman and Quantity Surveyor, Caretaker, Childcare, Commercial, Containering, Counselling, Draftman, 
Factory worker, Fish processing, Fishing, Good communication skills, Health & Safety, Housekeeping, Lawyer, Licence, Loader, Meteorologist, Musician, Planning and 
Development Surveyor, Port worker, Printing agent, Professional Sega Dancer, “Ratbun” maker, Skill worker, “Supenser”, “Caussten”, Supervisor, Taxi Driver, 
Technician, Telephonist, Textile, Transport, Waitress 
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Skills of those Chagossian respondents who said they were in 
favour of, or were undecided about resettlement1, 2 

8% 

29% 

63% 

Chagossian respondent attitudes to options that did not 
involve permanent resettlement 

Interested 

Not interested 

Undecided 
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Responses from non-Chagossian individuals 
All non-Chagossian responses from individuals came from yachters who had some 
experience of passing through BIOT’s outer islands for the purposes of safe passage 
(tourism is not permitted). Overwhelmingly, they said they supported resettlement but also 
the idea of some form of Chagossian engagement in limited tourism of the outer islands and 
restoration of historic structures on these islands.  

 
Organisational Responses and Meetings 
Government of Mauritius 
The Government of Mauritius told the UK Government that it rejected the consultation 
exercise on the basis that it felt it was the only party which had the lawful authority to 
determine and discuss issues relating to the Chagos Archipelago, including resettlement.  
 
UK Parliament Foreign Affairs Committee 
The Foreign Affairs Committee confirmed that it did not intend to provide a response to the 
public consultation. 
 
UK Chagos Support Association (UKChSA) 
UKChSA said that the consultation document failed to provide enough information for 
Chagossians to make a fully informed choice on return. And that the consultation document 
did not offer a ‘meaningful choice’ due to the closed questions in the questionnaire.  
 
As follow-up, officials met with six UKChSA representatives to explain, as they had in other 
meetings, and subsequently by letter circulated to all stakeholders, that the consultation 
document and the questionnaire sought qualitative views on all aspects of the scenarios, 
and responses need not be limited to binary responses. Further feedback was received from 
the representatives: 

 UKChSA criticised what they perceived to be a sense of the resettlement options 
being developed as a “business model” where Chagossians were viewed according 
to their ability to support an economy. 

 Representatives of UKChSA said there was anxiety about what will happen next - the 
UKChSA representatives were likely to recommend that people in their community 
should not fill out the questionnaire for fear of being committed to a course of action.  

 UKChSA representatives said that they wanted a timeline for decisions on connected 
matters such as citizenship and their immigration status under resettlement.  

 
Royal Society for the Protection of Birds (RSPB)  
RSPB said that they took no view on the policy question of potential resettlement but 
expressed the need for comprehensive Environmental Impact Assessments, and a Strategic 
Environmental Assessment as appropriate, to be undertaken prior to any detailed planning 
of a resettlement. They stated that the costs of carrying out such assessments and funding 
any mitigation that they identify must be properly built into the cost projections for all 
infrastructure development.  
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Chagos Refugees Group (CRG) 
CRG believed that there is a lack of clarity in the consultation about most of the basic 
requirements of a settled community, including jobs, employment conditions, salaries, 
housing, pensions, education, visits from wider family members, and transport. 

CRG suggested that current and expected returnees exceeds the Medium Option of 500 
people, and therefore more land will be required than is provided for in that option. CRG 
suggests that further planning must include Diego Garcia and Peros Banhos/Salomon 
Groups.  

CRG state that the capital costings in the consultation document ignore the availability of 
alternative funding from sources such as the European Development Fund, the USA, 
sovereign wealth funds and partnership funding from commercial enterprises.  

Chagos Conservation Trust (CCT) 
CCT commented on the need to conduct environmental assessments of all construction 
work that might be done before construction commenced.  They said that neglect of these 
and of the ability of such assessments to direct impact-free constructions is the main cause 
of tropical coastal environmental degradation worldwide, to the detriment of people.   

CCT pointed out that even low level reef fishing causes damage to coral reef fish biomass 
and reef health and that climate change consequences must be taken into account if 
substantial cost later on is to be avoided.  They recommend that well-documented scientific 
findings regarding climate change and sea level rising in BIOT, food sustainability and 
potential damage from construction are used for decision making.  

The Linnean Society of London 
The Society response was to endorse the comments from the Chagos Conservation Trust. 

United Micronations Multi-Oceanic Archipelago (UMMOA) 
UMMOA urged the United Kingdom to try to make right the wrongs that were done against 
the Chagossians, and allow them to return. They also hoped that sustainable fishing by 
Chagossians would be allowed as part of managing the Marine Protected Area in the future. 

BIOT Deputy Commissioner meeting with Chagossians in Mauritius  
Chagossians at the meeting expressed unhappiness with the consultation document and the 
options outlined. However, the Deputy Commissioner assessed that Chagossians wanted to 
engage in the consultation.  

First generation Chagossians expressed a desire to spend time on the islands they were 
born on and conclude their lives there. The potential security restrictions on visits by friends 
and family to Diego Garcia were deemed unacceptable by the Chagossians.  

There was a low degree of interest in employment opportunities on the military facility 
because wages might be lower than on Mauritius and there was a high likelihood they could 
have to leave family and friends behind.  
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BIOT Deputy Commissioner meeting with Chagossians in Seychelles  
Chagossians suggested developing a tourist industry on the outer islands and that heritage 
visits are crucial.   

BIOT Administrator meeting with Chagossians in Crawley 
Chagossians expressed anxiety about the length of time that resettlement could take. Those 
who want to go back did not want to wait several years without any change to their situations 
in the UK, which they consider to be unacceptable.  

Chagossians were keen to know more about employment on BIOT, including the training 
that would be made available.  They were also keen to know how issues like citizenship 
would be addressed, though as the consultation document says, this was not possible 
before a decision in principle on resettlement by Ministers. 

BIOT Administrator meeting with Chagossians in Manchester 
The Chagossians were keen that a decision account for the fact that there was no “one size 
fits all” for the community. Some would want to return and some would not, and they wanted 
a decision that was not one or the other. 

There was some anxiety about the need to leave families behind in any model, particularly a 
pilot. Many Chagossians were interested in training, both for resettlement or in the UK as an 
alternative to it.  Chagossians were keen to create a sustainable economy and not remain 
dependent on UK taxpayers. 

Chagossians were very keen to conserve the culture of the Chagossians, and protecting the 
“relics” in the Territory so they were not lost to time. They thought this was important as part 
of any heritage activity even if a resettlement did not take place. 

The Chagossians were worried about the prospect of Mauritius taking on the islands in the 
future, after they had resettled. Several criticised Mauritius for their current situation. 

There was determination that resettlement should not be focussed entirely on those who 
were born in the Territory, but other generations should have the chance to return. 
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African, Caribbean and Pacific Group of States, Declaration of the 8th Summit of Heads of State 
and Government of the ACP Group of States: Port Moresby Declaration (31 May-1 June 2016)



EXTRACT 

DECLARATION OF THE 8TH SUMMIT OF ACP HEADS OF STATE AND 
GOVERNMENT OF THE ACP GROUP OF STATES 

PORT MORESBY DECLARATION 

I. PREAMBLE
We, Heads of State and Government of the African, Caribbean and Pacific Group
of States (ACP Group), meeting at our 8th Summit in Port Moresby, Papua New
Guinea on 31 May and 1 June 2016 under the theme “Repositioning the ACP
Group to respond to the challenges of sustainable development”,

…. 

HEREBY DECLARE: 

21. We recognise that the Chagos Archipelago, including Diego Garcia, which was
unlawfully excised by the former colonial power from the territory of Mauritius prior to its
independence in violation of international law and UN Resolutions 1514 (XV) of 14
December 1960 and 2066 (XX) of 16 December 1965, forms an integral part of the
territory of the Republic of Mauritius and are resolved to support Mauritius in its efforts
to effectively exercise its sovereignty over the Chagos Archipelago.
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United Kingdom, “British Indian Ocean Territory Ordinance No. 1 of 2016: An ordinance to 
make provision for the expenditure of public funds between 1 April 2016 and 31 March 2017” 
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Group of 77 and China, 14th Session, Ministerial Declaration of the Group of 77 and China on 
the occasion of UNCTAD XIV, TD/507 (17-22 July 2016)



Fourteenth session 
Nairobi 
17–22 July 2016 

Ministerial Declaration of the Group of 77 
and China to UNCTAD XIV 

From decisions to actions 

We, the Ministers of the Member States of the Group of 77 and China, meeting in Nairobi 
on the occasion of the fourteenth session of the United Nations Conference on Trade and 
Development (UNCTAD XIV), 

Express our appreciation and gratitude to the Government and people of Kenya for hosting 
the ministerial meeting, and for the warm hospitality and the excellent organization from 
which we have benefited since our arrival, 

Reaffirm our support for the outcomes of previous UNCTAD ministerial conferences, in 
particular, the Doha Mandate of 2012 and the Accra Accord of 2008, 

Also reaffirm previous declarations of the Group of 77 and China; in particular, the 
declaration emanating from our ministerial meeting held in Doha on the margins of 
UNCTAD XIII in 2012, and the Ministerial Declaration of the thirty-ninth Annual Meeting 
of Ministers for Foreign Affairs held in New York in 2015, as well as the declaration “For a 
new world order for living well” adopted by the Summit of Heads of State and Government 
on the occasion of the fiftieth anniversary of the Group of 77 in Santa Cruz, Bolivia, 
in 2014, 

Welcome all decisions made at the international level in 2015 that underscore the crucial 
role of the United Nations in sustainable development and in enhancing international 
economic and financial governance, in particular, the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable 
Development, the Addis Ababa Action Agenda, the Sendai Framework for Disaster Risk 
Reduction, the Paris Agreement 1  under the United Nations Framework Convention on 
Climate Change, as well as the decisions reached at the Tenth Ministerial Conference of the 
World Trade Organization (WTO), 

Reaffirm the importance of the implementation of the Programme of Action for the Least 
Developed Countries for the Decade 2011–2020 (Istanbul Programme of Action), the 

1 The Republic of Nicaragua is not a party to the Paris Agreement. 

United Nations TD/507 

United Nations Conference 
on Trade and Development 

Distr.: General 
19 July 2016 

Original: English 
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Vienna Programme of Action for Landlocked Developing Countries for the Decade 
2014–2024 (Vienna Programme of Action) and the Small Island Developing States 
Accelerated Modalities of Action (SAMOA) Pathway, as well as Agenda 2063 of the 
African Union and the New Partnership for Africa’s Development, 

Underscore the importance of public–private partnerships for infrastructure development 
and ask UNCTAD to take note in its work of the outcome documents of the other United 
Nations bodies in this regard, 

We must now focus on moving from decisions to actions 

In this regard: 

1. We stress that the ambitious collective outcomes reached in 2015 represent both 
opportunities and challenges for developing countries, and that the call for the universality
of the challenges should be fully cognizant of the respective capabilities and specific
circumstances of developing countries, which poses particular challenges to them in dealing
with issues such as industrialization and macroeconomic stability, climate change, health
and achieving poverty eradication and sustainable development, and that dealing with those
challenges requires a global enabling environment that ensures the effective transfer of 
technology on preferential terms and sustainable, predictable and adequate flows of finance
to support the national efforts of developing countries.

2. We reaffirm the need for committed multilateralism with an architecture that is truly 
fair, inclusive, democratic and supportive of sustainable development; an architecture that
focuses on enabling developing countries to achieve prosperity and well-being for their
people by fulfilling their development goals.

3. We call for the reform of global economic and financial governance structures with
the participation of all, on an equal footing, as being crucial to development and to the
implementation of the Sustainable Development Goals and demand that efforts to sideline
multilateral processes and institutions must be avoided.

4. We reaffirm that planet Earth and its ecosystems are our home and that Mother
Earth is a common expression in a number of countries and regions; and we agree to
deepen engagement with our partners and stakeholders in support of sustainable
development efforts and to address our development needs.

5. We confirm that the right to development is an inalienable human right and that
equality of opportunity for development is a prerogative both of nations and of individuals
who make up nations.

6. We recognize that practical and pragmatic steps must be taken to address challenges
consistent with the profile, needs and development goals of individual developing countries
in a people-centred manner, eschewing a one-size-fits-all approach.

7. We underscore that adhering to principles such as equity, inclusiveness, common but
differentiated responsibilities, special and differential treatment, less than full reciprocity
and the right to development, are crucial to strengthening the role of developing countries
in the global economy.

8. We recognize that the potential of women to engage in, contribute to and benefit
from sustainable development as leaders, participants and agents of change has not been
fully realized. We support prioritizing measures to promote gender equality and the
empowerment of women and girls in all spheres of our societies. We resolve to unlock the
potential of women as drivers of sustainable development through many measures and
commit to creating an enabling environment for improving the situation of women and girls
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everywhere, particularly in rural areas and local communities among indigenous peoples 
and ethnic minorities. 

9. We stress the need to build strong economic foundations for all our countries, and
recognize, in this context, that, since our meeting in Doha, developments at the global level
have created new and aggravated existing challenges for the entire international
community, in particular, the peoples of the developing world.

10. We reiterate that the global economic, financial and trading system, including the
multilateral trading system, remains unbalanced; that global inequality remains with many
still in the abyss of poverty; that the high volatility of food and commodity prices is a
persistent challenge and that, furthermore, the impact of the global economic and financial
crisis has revealed new vulnerabilities, affecting, in particular, developing countries.

11. We also recognize that new opportunities have emerged, and resolve that developing
countries should intensify efforts to take advantage of these opportunities, while
underscoring the importance of a conducive international environment to complement these
efforts.

12. We stress the importance of multilateral efforts to tackle increasingly complex cross-
border challenges that have serious effects on development, such as financial market
volatility and spillovers to developing countries, illicit capital and financial flows, tax
evasion and tax avoidance, sovereign debt crisis prevention and resolution, cyber security,
the influx of refugees, foreign terrorist fighters and bribery, as well as the need for
technology transfer, absorption and its financing, and commend UNCTAD for its work, as
appropriate, regarding addressing these challenges and other systemic issues, and request
UNCTAD to strengthen such work.

13. We recall that sovereign debt matters should concern both developed and developing
countries. This should be considered as a matter that has the potential to adversely impact
the global economy and the achievement of the Sustainable Development Goals if left
unchecked. We recognize the need to assist developing countries in attaining long-term 
debt sustainability through coordinated policies aimed at fostering debt financing, debt 
relief, debt restructuring and sound debt management, as appropriate. We reiterate our
concern about the activities of so-called vulture funds and their actions of a highly
speculative nature, which pose a risk to all future debt-restructuring processes for
developing countries. We urge all United Nations Member States to further discuss
sovereign debt restructuring and management processes, with active, inclusive participation
and engagement by all relevant stakeholders, in order to nurture and strengthen these
processes to make them more effective, equitable, durable, independent and
development-oriented, and reaffirm the roles of the United Nations and the international
financial institutions in accordance with their respective mandates. We also welcome the
adoption of General Assembly resolution 69/319 on basic principles on sovereign debt
restructuring processes on 10 September 2015 as an important step.

14. We take note of the increasing calls by ordinary citizens across geographic regions
and within developed and developing countries, for their Governments to secure adequate
policy space within the context of bilateral, regional and international agreements and
commitments, in order to ensure their well-being. In this regard, we therefore demand that
international rules must allow for policy space and policy flexibility for developing 
countries, which are crucial to enabling our countries to formulate development strategies,
in accordance with their sovereign right, that reflect national interests and differing needs,
which are not always taken into account by international economic policymaking in the
process of integration with the global economy.

15. We stress the importance of respecting policy space, recognizing national priorities
and leadership to formulate, identify and pursue the most appropriate mix of economic and

Annex 181



TD/507 

4 

social policies to achieve equitable and sustainable development, understanding that 
national ownership is key to achieving development. 

16. We stress that unilateral coercive measures and legislation are contrary to
international law, international humanitarian law, the United Nations Charter, the norms
and principles governing peaceful relations among States and the rules and principles of the
World Trade Organization. These measures impede the full achievement and further
enhancement of the economic and social development of all countries, particularly 
developing countries, by imposing unconscionable hardships on the people of the affected
countries.

17. We stress that effective taxation, including combating tax evasion and reducing
opportunities for tax avoidance by multinational corporations, will be critical in the
mobilization of resources for the implementation of the Sustainable Development Goals
and the overall economic advancement of developing countries, and hence requires
collective and inclusive, democratic action with the active participation of developing
countries, at the global level, while respecting the policy space of countries.

18. We call for economic structural transformation that strengthens productive
capacities, productivity and productive employment; financial inclusion; sustainable
agriculture, rural and fisheries development; sustainable industrial development; universal
access to affordable, reliable, sustainable and modern energy services; sustainable transport
systems; and infrastructure that is resilient and of a high standard. We reaffirm the
importance and crucial and effective role of the State in leading and promoting
development, even as efforts to strengthen the contribution of all stakeholders, including
the private sector and civil society, are enhanced.

19. We express serious concern over the widening income and other inequalities
between the developed and developing countries. We, therefore, reaffirm the Group’s
objective to nurture a community of the shared future of humankind through a new type of
international relations based on win-win cooperation to ensure inclusive development. For
this purpose, we call upon the international community to intensify development
cooperation, make financial resources available for development, build a more vigorous
multilateral partnership and create a better enabling environment for development, as well
as prevent the politicization of the international trading system, depriving many developing
countries of the opportunity to be integrated into, and benefit from, the multilateral trading
system. 

20. We reiterate the importance of achieving, in particular, targets for official
development assistance of 0.7 per cent of gross national income as official development
assistance to developing countries and 0.15 per cent to 0.2 per cent of gross national income
as official development assistance to the least developed countries, as well as further
enhancing the resources for the least developed countries.

21. We call for active and strong global partnerships and cooperation and for greater
focus on building productive capacities to address the main challenges to our achievement
of sustainable and inclusive socioeconomic development, including poverty, hunger, food
insecurity, unemployment, inequality, the lack of access to renewable energy and relevant
technologies, the adverse effects of climate change and burgeoning debt levels, as well as
the promotion of industrialization, the diversification of economies, the promotion of value
addition, the implementation of national and regional hubs of innovation and development
and the realization of the modern and successful infrastructure of communications. We
request UNCTAD to continue capacity-building activities, including TrainForTrade and in
the framework of paragraph 166 of the Bangkok Plan of Action.

22. We recognize that achieving sustainable economic growth requires the talents,
creativity and entrepreneurial vigour of the entire population, as well as supportive policies
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towards micro, small and medium-sized enterprises, skills development, capacities to 
innovate and absorb new technologies and the ability to produce a higher quality and 
greater range of products, infrastructure and other investments. 

23. We call for continued and enhanced North–South cooperation, which is the core of 
the Global Partnership for Sustainable Development and remains critical in overcoming 
global development disparities, and recognize its importance, along with triangular
cooperation.

24. We recognize that global challenges and opportunities have reinforced the need for
continued and enhanced cooperation and solidarity among developing countries; it is in this
spirit that we also call for enhanced South–South cooperation, including the sharing of 
home-grown approaches and best practices in sustainable development and governance; 
increased dialogue and coordination in major regional and international issues;
strengthening of South–South business initiatives; and enhanced cooperation in areas such
as agriculture, education, industrialization and infrastructural development, as an important
element of international cooperation for development as a complement, not a substitute, to
North–South cooperation.

25. We note that the digital economy is an important and growing part of the global
economy, and that information and communications technologies have a great potential to
create jobs, enhance innovation and enhance market access, in particular for developing
countries.

26. We express concern that a digital divide remains between developed and developing 
countries, and that many developing countries lack affordable access to information and
communications technologies, which remains a critical challenge to many developing
countries, which needs to be addressed through, among others, international cooperation
and technology transfer, including through the effective participation of developing
countries in research and development, equal participation in Internet governance forums
and stronger commitment from the private sector in the developed countries to support the
private sector in developing countries.

27. We stress that the expeditious and effective transfer, dissemination and diffusion of
appropriate technology to developing countries, on favourable terms, including on 
concessional and preferential terms, as mutually agreed, respect for policy space to build
technological and absorptive capacities and the promotion of innovation in developing
countries remain important. This is most important as we recognize the opportunities and
challenges posed by rapid advances in information and communications technology and the
need to address the digital divide and other systemic and entrenched inequalities within the
sphere of information and communications technology, including the Internet.

28. We call, in this regard, for the enhanced support and cooperation of key partners,
such as UNCTAD and the International Trade Centre, the Group of 15 and the South
Centre, as well as other multilateral and regional institutions and stakeholders, in advancing
our goals and objectives.

29. We express our continued support to the Secretary-General of UNCTAD and look
forward to the strengthening of the bond between UNCTAD and the Group of 77 and
China.

30. We reaffirm the central role of UNCTAD as the focal point within the United
Nations for the integrated treatment of trade and development and interrelated issues,
including in the areas of finance, debt, technology transfer, transit and transport issues,
regional and global value chains, the international investment regime and sustainable
development.
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31. We call for the strengthening of the mandate of UNCTAD and its three pillars of
research and analysis, consensus-building and technical cooperation, as well as the
intergovernmental machinery, recognizing its central role as the focal point within the
United Nations for the integrated treatment of trade and development and interrelated issues
such as those within the areas of finance, technology, investment and sustainable
development. In this context, the outcome of UNCTAD XIV should identify key issues
where consensus would be built in the period between UNCTAD XIV and the following
session, with a view to specific and measurable intergovernmental action. A benefit would
be that intergovernmental decisions and agreements would form a coherent and holistic
body of work that would serve as an important input in the preparation for the following
session. To this end, adequate and additional budgetary and human resources should be
provided to UNCTAD from the United Nations regular budget to enable UNCTAD, as a
body of the General Assembly, to effectively and fully carry out its mandate under its three
pillars.

32. We recognize the vital role of investment in support of sustainable development and
will work intensively with UNCTAD, as well as other multilateral and regional institutions
and stakeholders, to reform the international investment regime, improving the
development dimension of international investment agreements, ensuring a balance
between investor rights and obligations and safeguarding the right of States to regulate in
the public interest, including through alternative approaches to dispute settlement, to better
serve and reflect the new context of the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development. In this
regard, we take note with appreciation of the Report of the Group of 77 Meeting on
Investment for Sustainable Development, held from 4 to 5 May 2016 in Pattaya, Thailand.

33. We express serious concern at the lack of meaningful progress in the WTO Doha 
Round, particularly on domestic support and market access issues of interest to developing
countries and the efforts by some members to undermine the commitments contained in the
Doha Development Agenda, while welcoming the commitment of the Tenth Ministerial
Conference to maintain development at the centre of future negotiations and its
reaffirmation of the principles of special and differential treatment, flexibilities for
developing countries and collective commitment to advancing on the Doha Round issues.
In this context, we urge all WTO members to uphold and reiterate their commitment to
promote an apolitical, universal, fair and balanced, open, inclusive, non-discriminatory,
transparent, equitable, rules-based and predictable multilateral trading system, that has
development at its centre, which would enable developing countries and especially the least
developed countries, to secure a share in the growth of international trade commensurate
with the needs of their economic development and to fully integrate into the multilateral
trading system.

34. We underscore the need to improve global economic governance by, among others,
strengthening the multilateral trading regime and increasing the representation and voice of
developing countries in the international system with equal rights to participate in 
international rule-making. In this regard, we endeavour to enhance the participation in and
role of developing countries in the areas of trade, investment and development in
international economic forums, including the Group of 20.

35. We emphasize the need to focus on analysing and monitoring how subsidies and
various forms of market access restrictions from developed countries have historically
affected and continue to undermine the development of productive capacities in the
agricultural sector of developing countries.

36. We underscore the importance of collective international action towards achieving
the graduation of half of the least developed countries by 2020, as envisioned in the
Istanbul Programme of Action.
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37. We emphasize the importance of facilitating accession to WTO, especially for 
developing countries, recognizing the contribution that this would make to the rapid and 
full integration of these countries into the multilateral trading system. In this regard, we 
urge that the accession process be accelerated without political impediments and in an 
expeditious and transparent manner for developing countries that have applied for WTO 
membership, and reaffirm the importance of the WTO decision of 25 July 2012 on 
accession by the least developed countries. We also underscore and commend the pivotal 
role of UNCTAD in this regard, particularly through its technical assistance and capacity-
building to developing countries before, during and after the process of accession to WTO. 
We call upon UNCTAD to strengthen this work. We welcome the results from WTO 
accessions so far. These results have contributed to the strengthening of the rules-based 
multilateral trading system. 

38. We will continue to fight against all threats to economic growth and development, 
including all forms of protectionist measures and unilateral economic pressures, especially 
by the leading industrial economies, while preserving our policy space. 

39. We, therefore, firmly reject the imposition of laws and regulations with 
extraterritorial impact and all other forms of coercive economic, financial and trade 
measures, including unilateral sanctions against developing countries, and urge the 
international community to take urgent and effective actions to eliminate the use of such 
measures.  

40. We call upon UNCTAD to enhance its work towards addressing the trade and 
development challenges of all developing countries and, in so doing, to strengthen its work 
on the special problems of the least developed countries; African countries; landlocked 
developing countries; small island developing States; structurally weak, vulnerable and 
small economies and the related problems and challenges faced by middle-income 
countries, as well as to assist transit developing countries with their specific needs and 
challenges, particularly in relation to infrastructure development and transport.  

41. We further call upon UNCTAD to provide the appropriate support necessary to 
contribute to the implementation of specific actions requested in the Addis Ababa Action 
Agenda, the Istanbul Programme of Action, the Vienna Programme of Action and the 
SAMOA Pathway. UNCTAD should also support the implementation of Agenda 2063 of 
the African Union and the New Partnership for Africa’s Development. In this regard, 
adequate and additional resources should be provided to UNCTAD. 

42. We call for the allocation of additional human and budgetary resources from the 
United Nations regular budget to enable UNCTAD to implement its mandate, which has a 
great relevance for all countries and in particular for developing countries, including its 
work on systemic issues, global macroeconomics and finance, debt, taxation, investment, 
trade and development and technology transfer. 

43. We reaffirm our commitment to strengthen our ability as a Group to collectively 
promote our interests, particularly within multilateral trade and development forums, and 
commit, in this context, to ensuring that the Group continues to be a proactive force in the 
global effort to solve global issues, building on its solidarity, maximizing its competitive 
advantage and applying its collective capacity. We welcome steps taken to enhance 
coordination among Group chapters, and urge that these efforts be deepened. 

44. We reiterate our call for support to the Palestinian people to be sustained by relevant 
research, policy analysis, advisory services and effective technical cooperation activities to 
alleviate the adverse economic impact of the unbearable conditions imposed by the 
prolonged Israeli occupation; and urge UNCTAD to strengthen and intensify its programme 
of assistance to the Palestinian people with adequate resources; and support paragraphs 9 of 
General Assembly resolutions 69/20 and 70/12, which request UNCTAD to report to the 
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General Assembly on the economic cost of occupation for the Palestinian people and exert 
all efforts to secure the resources required to fulfil these resolutions.  

45. We reaffirm the need for the Government of Argentina and of the United Kingdom 
of Great Britain and Northern Ireland to resume negotiations in accordance with the
principles and the objectives of the United Nations Charter and the relevant resolutions of
the General Assembly, in order to find, as soon as possible, a peaceful solution to the
sovereignty dispute relating to “the Question of the Malvinas Islands”, which seriously
damages the economic capacities of Argentina and the need for both parties to refrain from
taking decisions that would imply introducing unilateral modifications in the situation while
the Islands are going through the process recommended by the General Assembly.

46. We reaffirm the need to find a peaceful solution to the decolonization and
sovereignty issues affecting developing countries, recognizing that failure to resolve these
issues will seriously damage and undermine the development and economic capacities and
prospects of these countries. In this context, recalling the concerns expressed by the
Summit of Heads of State and Government and the Ministers for Foreign Affairs of the
Group of 77 and China in their previous declarations regarding the dispute over the Chagos
Archipelago, including Diego Garcia, which was unlawfully excised by the United
Kingdom from the territory of Mauritius prior to independence, and the “marine protected
area” that was declared by the United Kingdom around the Chagos Archipelago, we take
note of the ruling of the Arbitral Tribunal in the case brought by Mauritius against the
United Kingdom under the United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea that the
“marine protected area” was unlawfully established under international law.

47. We urge UNCTAD and other partners in the international community to assist
developing countries facing specific circumstances, in particular related to terrorism,
increasing numbers of displaced populations or hosting large numbers of refugees in
protracted situations, in addressing the challenges they face in the implementation of
national development goals and the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development.
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rejects any form of permanent settlement or local integration in Lebanon, they called for 
increased international efforts in order to mitigate the impact of the humanitarian crisis in 
expediting the only durable solution for those temporarily displaced into Lebanon, which is 
their safe return to their homeland and livelihoods; 

332. The Heads of State or Government supported the efforts of the Lebanese Government to
save Lebanon from all threats to its security and stability, and expressed their understanding
of the policy the Government pursues vis-à-vis the developments in the Arab region;

333. The Heads of State or Government commended Lebanon’s generosity in hosting refugees
from Syria, reiterated the importance to continue supporting Lebanese government
institutions in this regard, and expressed the need for the international community to intensify
efforts to provide appropriate assistance to those refugees during their temporary stay and to
their host communities. They emphasized the importance of reaching a political solution to the
crisis in Syria, which will expedite the safe and dignified return of those refugees to their
homeland and livelihoods;

Africa 

334. The Heads of State or Government acknowledged the adoptions of the Agenda 2063 by the
24th ordinary session of the Heads of State or Government of the Assembly of the African Union
held from 30 to 31 January 2015 in Addis Ababa, Ethiopia and expressed their support for
effective implementation of this initiative in order to promote peace, stability and socio-economic
development in Africa.

335. The Heads of State or Government welcomed the successful third Arab–African Summit
held in Kuwait on 19 November 2013 under the title “Partners in Development and Investment.
They welcomed as well all initiatives to strengthen the historic relations, solidarity and
cooperation between the two regions.

Chagos Archipelago 

336. The Heads of State or Government reaffirmed that the Chagos Archipelago, including
Diego Garcia, which was unlawfully excised by the former colonial power from the territory of
Mauritius in violation of international law and UN Resolutions 1514 (XV) of 14 December
1960 and 2066 (XX) of 16 December 1965, forms an integral part of the territory of the
Republic of Mauritius.

337. The Heads of State or Government further noted with grave concern that despite the
strong opposition expressed by the Republic of Mauritius, the United Kingdom purported to
establish a “ marine protected area” (“MPA”) around the Chagos Archipelago, further infringing
the territorial integrity of the Republic of Mauritius and impeding the exercise of its sovereignty
over the Chagos Archipelago as well as the exercise of the right  of return of Mauritian citizens
who were forcibly removed from the Archipelago by the United Kingdom. In this regard, they
welcomed the ruling of the Arbitral Tribunal in the case brought by the Republic of Mauritius
against the United Kingdom under the United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea that
the “MPA” was unlawfully established under international law.

338. The Heads of State or Government also noted that on 18 March 2015, following
proceedings initiated by Mauritius against the United Kingdom under the United Nations
Convention on the Law of the Sea (UNCLOS) to challenge the legality of the “MPA”, the Arbitral
Tribunal set up under Annex VII to UNCLOS, unanimously ruled that the “MPA” violates
international law.

339. Cognizant that the Government of the Republic of Mauritius is committed to taking all
appropriate measures to affirm the territorial integrity of the Republic of Mauritius and its
sovereignty over the Chagos Archipelago under international law, the Heads of State or
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Government resolved to fully support such measures including any action that may be taken in 
this regard at the United Nations General Assembly.   

340. The Heads of State or Government also took note of the concern expressed by the Republic
of Maldives regarding the legal and technical issues arising from the United Kingdom’s illegal
decision in 2010 to declare a “MPA” in the Chagos Archipelago which overlaps the exclusive
economic zone of the Republic of Maldives as declared in its Constitution without prejudice to
future resolution of maritime delimitations.

Libya 

341. The Heads of State or Government welcomed the signing on 17 December 2015 of the
Libyan Political Agreement of Sokherat, Morocco and urged UNSMIL, the neighboring countries,
the League of Arab States and the African Union to assist the Libyan Parties in the full
implementation of the Agreement. They affirmed their support to the Authorities emanating
from the Agreement as the legitimate Authorities of Libya, and encouraged them to work in a
consensual way to end the division, ensure security and stability of the country and provide the
Libyan People with the necessary services.

342. The Heads of State or Government reiterated their commitment to the sovereignty,
independence and territorial integrity of Libya and called on all states to refrain from interfering
into the internal affairs of Libya, including by supplying arms to armed groups in violation of
Security Council resolutions, using mass media to incite to violence and attempts to undermine
the political process.

343. The Heads of State or Government called on the Parliament and Presidential Council to
meet their commitments in accordance with the Libyan political agreement to expedite the
process of approval of the Government of National Accord (GNA) to be proposed by the
presidential council of the GNA as soon as possible, in order to achieve security and stability in
Libya and to its people.

Tunisia 

344. The Heads of State or Government welcomed the completion of the transition in Tunisia,
with the holding, in November and December 2014, of presidential  election; Commends all
Tunisian social and political actors for a peaceful and consensual transition, and for their
maturity, which allowed for a peaceful and consensual  transition, and Underscores the
exemplary nature of the Tunisian experience, Appeals to the international community to
provide Tunisia with economic and financial support necessary for consolidation of democracy.

345. The Heads of State or Government condemned the recent terrorist attacks in Bardo
Museum on the 18 March 2015 in Tunis and expressed their sincere condolences to the families
of victims. The Heads of State or Government pledged their continued solidarity with the people
and government of Tunisia in the fight against terrorism and stressed that no terrorist attack
can reverse the path of Tunisia towards democracy and all efforts directed towards economic
recovery and development".

Somalia 

346. The Heads of State or Government reaffirmed their respect for the sovereignty,
territorial integrity, political independence and unity of Somalia, consistent with the Charter
of the United Nations;
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MINISTERIAL DECLARATION 

150. Ministers reaffirmed the need to find a peaceful solution to the sovereignty issues facing
developing countries, including the dispute over the Chagos Archipelago, including Diego
Garcia, which was unlawfully excised by the United Kingdom from the territory of Mauritius,
prior to independence, in violation of international law and General Assembly resolutions 1514
(XV) of 14 December 1960 and 2066 (XX) of 16 December 1965. Failure to resolve these
decolonization and sovereignty issues would seriously damage and undermine the development
and economic capacities and prospects of developing countries. Ministers noted with great
concern that despite the strong opposition of Mauritius, the United Kingdom purported to
establish a "marine protected area" around the Chagos Archipelago, which contravenes
international law and further impedes the exercise by Mauritius of its sovereign rights over the
archipelago and the right of return of Mauritius citizens who were forcibly removed from the
archipelago by the United Kingdom. In this regard, they noted the ruling of the Arbitral Tribunal
in the case brought by the Republic of Mauritius against the United Kingdom under the United
Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea that the "MPA" was unlawfully established under
international law. Ministers resolved to support Mauritius in its endeavor to affirm its territorial
integrity and sovereignty over the Chagos Archipelago.

151. The Ministers also took note of the concern expressed by the Republic of Maldives
regarding the legal and technical issues arising from the United Kingdom's illegal decision in
2010 to declare a "MPA" in the Chagos Archipelago which overlaps the exclusive economic
zone of the Republic of Maldives as declared in its Constitution without prejudice to future
resolution of maritime delimitations.
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United Nations 

(,-~ General Assembly 
Ii• I 
~ d/1 

Distr.: General 
16 September 2016 

~ Original: English 

Seventy-first session 

Agenda of the seventy-first session of the General Assembly** 

Adopted by the General Assembly at its 2nd plenary meeting, on 
16 September 2016 

1. Opening of the session by the President of the General Assembly. 

2. Minute of silent prayer or meditation. 

3. Credentials of representatives to the seventy-first session of the General 
Assembly: 

(a) Appointment of the members of the Credentials Committee; 

(b) Report of the Credentials Committee. 

4. Election of the President of the General Assembly. 1 

5. Election of the officers of the Main Committees. 1 

6. Election of the Vice-Presidents of the General Assembly. 1 

7. Organization of work, adoption of the agenda and allocation of items: reports 
of the General Committee. 

8. General debate. 

A. Promotion of sustained economic growth and sustainable 
development in accordance with the relevant resolutions of the 
General Assembly and recent United Nations conferences 

9. Report of the Economic and Social Council. 

10. Implementation of the Declaration of Commitment on HIV/AIDS and the 
political declarations on HIV/AIDS. 

11. Sport for development and peace. 

* Reissued for technical reasons on I O October 2016. 
** Organized under headings corresponding to the priorities of the Organization. 

Am12s1* 

1 In accordance with rule 30 of the rules of procedure, the General Assembly will hold these . 
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12. 2001-2010: Decade to Roll Back Malaria in Developing Countries, 
Particularly in Africa. 

13. Integrated and coordinated implementation of and follow-up to the outcomes 
of the major United Nations conferences and summits in the economic, social 
and related fields. 

14. Culture of peace. 

15. The role of the United Nations in promoting a new global human order. 

16. Information and communications technologies for development. 

17. Macroeconomic policy questions: 

(a) International trade and development; 

(b) International financial system and development; 

( c) External debt sustainability and development. 

18. Follow-up to and implementation of the outcomes of the International 
Conferences on Financing for Development. 

19. Sustainable development: 

(a) Implementation of Agenda 21, the Programme for the Further 
Implementation of Agenda 21 and the outcomes of the World Summit on 
Sustainable Development and of the United Nations Conference on 
Sustainable Development; 

(b) Follow-up to and implementation of the SIDS Accelerated Modalities of 
Action (SAMOA) Pathway and the Mauritius Strategy for the Further 
Implementation of the Programme of Action for the Sustainable 
Development of Small Island Developing States; 

( c) Disaster risk reduction; 

(d) Protection of global climate for present and future generations of 
humankind; 

(e) Implementation of the United Nations Convention to Combat 
Desertification in Those Countries Experiencing Serious Drought and/or 
Desertification, Particularly in Africa; 

(f) Convention on Biological Diversity; 

(g) Report of the United Nations Environment Assembly of the United 
Nations Environment Programme; 

(h) Harmony with Nature; 

(i) Promotion of new and renewable sources of energy; 

(j) Sustainable mountain development. 

20. Implementation of the outcomes of the United Nations Conferences on Human 
Settlements and on Housing and Sustainable Urban Development and 
strengthening of the United Nations Human Settlements Programme 
(UN-Habitat). 
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21. Globalization and interdependence: 

(a) Globalization and interdependence; 

(b) International migration and development. 

22. Groups of countries in special situations: 

(a) Follow-up to the Fourth United Nations Conference on the Least 
Developed Countries; 

(b) Follow-up to the second United Nations Conference on Landlocked 
Developing Countries. 

23. Eradication of poverty and other development issues: 

(a) Implementation of the Second United Nations Decade for the Eradication 
of Poverty (2008-2017); 

(b) Industrial development cooperation. 

24. Operational activities for development: 

(a) Operational activities for development of the United Nations system; 

(b) South-South cooperation for development. 

25. Agriculture development, food security and nutrition. 

26. Social development: 

(a) Social development, including questions relating to the world social 
situation and to youth, ageing, disabled persons and the family; 

(b) Literacy for life: shaping future agendas. 

27. Advancement of women. 

B. Maintenance of international peace and security 

28. Report of the Security Council. 

29. Report of the Peace building Commission. 

30. The role of diamonds in fuelling conflict. 

31. Prevention of armed conflict. 

32. Protracted conflicts in the GUAM area and their implications for international 
peace, security and development. 

33. Zone of peace and cooperation of the South Atlantic. 

34. The situation in the Middle East. 

35. Question of Palestine. 

36. The situation in Afghanistan. 

37. The situation in the occupied territories of Azerbaijan. 

A/71/251 

16-16019 3/15 



Annex 184

A/71/251 

4/15 

38. Question of the Comorian island of Mayotte. 2 

39. Necessity of ending the economic, commercial and financial embargo imposed 
by the United States of America against Cuba. 

40. The situation in Central America: progress in fashioning a region of peace, 
freedom, democracy and development. 3 

41. Question of Cyprus. 4 

42. Armed aggression against the Democratic Republic of the Congo. 4 

43. Question of the Falkland Islands (Malvinas). 4 

44. The situation of democracy and human rights in Haiti. 4 

45. Armed Israeli aggression against the Iraqi nuclear installations and its grave 
consequences for the established international system concerning the peaceful 
uses of nuclear energy, the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons and 
international peace and security. 4 

46. Consequences of the Iraqi occupation of and aggression against Kuwait. 4 

4 7. Effects of atomic radiation. 

48. International cooperation in the peaceful uses of outer space. 

49. United Nations Relief and Works Agency for Palestine Refugees in the Near 
East. 

50. Report of the Special Committee to Investigate Israeli Practices Affecting the 
Human Rights of the Palestinian People and Other Arabs of the Occupied 
Territories. 

51. Comprehensive review of the whole question of peacekeeping operations in all 
their aspects. 

52. Comprehensive review of special political missions. 

53. Questions relating to information. 

54. Information from Non-Self-Governing Territories transmitted under 
Article 73 e of the Charter of the United Nations. 

55. Economic and other activities which affect the interests of the peoples of the 
Non-Self-Governing Territories. 

56. Implementation of the Declaration on the Granting of Independence to 
Colonial Countries and Peoples by the specialized agencies and the 
international institutions associated with the United Nations. 

57. Offers by Member States of study and training facilities for inhabitants of 
Non-Self-Governing Territories. 

2 At its second meeting, on 16 September 2016, the General Assembly decided to include this item 
on its agenda on the understanding that there would be no consideration of the item by the 
Assembly until further notice. 

3 In accordance with decision 60/508, this item remains on the agenda for consideration upon 
notification by a Member State. 

4 In accordance with paragraph 4 (b) of the annex to resolution 58/316, this item remains on the 
agenda for consideration upon notification by a Member State. 
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58. Implementation of the Declaration on the Granting of Independence to 
Colonial Countries and Peoples. 

59. Permanent sovereignty of the Palestinian people in the Occupied Palestinian 
Territory, including East Jerusalem, and of the Arab population in the occupied 
Syrian Golan over their natural resources. 

60. Report of the United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees, questions 
relating to refugees, returnees and displaced persons and humanitarian 
questions. 

61. Peacebuilding and sustaining peace. 

C. Development of Africa 

62. New Partnership for Africa's Development: progress in implementation and 
international support: 

(a) New Partnership for Africa's Development: progress in implementation 
and international support; 

(b) Causes of conflict and the promotion of durable peace and sustainable 
development in Africa. 

D. Promotion of human rights 

63. Report of the Human Rights Council. 

64. Promotion and protection of the rights of children: 

(a) Promotion and protection of the rights of children; 

(b) Follow-up to the outcome of the special session on children. 

65. Rights of indigenous peoples: 

(a) Rights of indigenous peoples; 

(b) Follow-up to the outcome document of the high-level plenary meeting of 
the General Assembly known as the World Conference on Indigenous 
Peoples. 

66. Elimination of racism, racial discrimination, xenophobia and related 
intolerance: 

(a) Elimination of racism, racial discrimination, xenophobia and related 
intolerance; 

(b) Comprehensive implementation of and follow-up to the Durban 
Declaration and Programme of Action. 

67. Right of peoples to self-determination. 

68. Promotion and protection of human rights: 

(a) Implementation of human rights instruments; 
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(b) Human rights questions, including alternative approaches for improving 
the effective enjoyment of human rights and fundamental freedoms; 

( c) Human rights situations and reports of special rapporteurs and 
representatives; 

(d) Comprehensive implementation of and follow-up to the Vienna 
Declaration and Programme of Action. 

E. Effective coordination of humanitarian assistance efforts 

69. Strengthening of the coordination of humanitarian and disaster relief 
assistance of the United Nations, including special economic assistance: 

(a) Strengthening of the coordination of emergency humanitarian assistance 
of the United Nations; 

(b) Assistance to the Palestinian people; 

( c) Special economic assistance to individual countries or regions; 

( d) Strengthening of international cooperation and coordination of efforts to 
study, mitigate and minimize the consequences of the Chernobyl disaster. 

F. Promotion of justice and international law 

70. Report of the International Court of Justice. 

71. Report of the International Tribunal for the Prosecution of Persons 
Responsible for Serious Violations oflnternational Humanitarian Law 
Committed in the Territory of the Former Yugoslavia since 1991. 

72. Report of the International Criminal Court. 

73. Oceans and the law of the sea: 

(a) Oceans and the law of the sea; 

(b) Sustainable fisheries, including through the 1995 Agreement for the 
Implementation of the Provisions of the United Nations Convention on 
the Law of the Sea of 10 December 1982 relating to the Conservation 
and Management of Straddling Fish Stocks and Highly Migratory Fish 
Stocks, and related instruments. 

74. Responsibility of States for internationally wrongful acts. 

75. Criminal accountability of United Nations officials and experts on mission. 

76. Report of the United Nations Commission on International Trade Law on the 
work of its forty-ninth session. 

77. United Nations Programme of Assistance in the Teaching, Study, 
Dissemination and Wider Appreciation of International Law. 

78. Report of the International Law Commission on the work of its sixty-eighth 
session. 

79. Diplomatic protection. 
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80. Consideration of prevention oftransboundary harm from hazardous activities 
and allocation of loss in the case of such harm. 

81. Status of the Protocols Additional to the Geneva Conventions of 1949 and 
relating to the protection of victims of armed conflicts. 

82. Consideration of effective measures to enhance the protection, security and 
safety of diplomatic and consular missions and representatives. 

83. Report of the Special Committee on the Charter of the United Nations and on 
the Strengthening of the Role of the Organization. 

84. The rule of law at the national and international levels. 

85. The scope and application of the principle of universal jurisdiction. 

86. The law oftransboundary aquifers. 

87. Request for an advisory opinion of the International Court of Justice on the 
legal consequences of the separation of the Chagos Archipelago from 
Mauritius in 1965. 5 

G. Disarmament 

88. Report of the International Atomic Energy Agency. 

89. Reduction of military budgets. 

90. African Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone Treaty. 

91. Consolidation of the regime established by the Treaty for the Prohibition of 
Nuclear Weapons in Latin America and the Caribbean (Treaty of Tlatelolco ). 

92. Maintenance of international security - good-neighbourliness, stability and 
development in South-Eastern Europe. 

93. Developments in the field of information and telecommunications in the 
context of international security. 

94. Establishment of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in the region of the Middle East. 

95. Conclusion of effective international arrangements to assure non-nuclear
weapon States against the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons. 

96. Prevention of an arms race in outer space: 

(a) Prevention of an arms race in outer space; 

(b) No first placement of weapons in outer space. 

97. Role of science and technology in the context of international security and 
disarmament. 

5 At its second meeting, on 16 September 2016, the General Assembly decided to include this item 
on its agenda on the understanding that there would be no consideration of the item by the 
Assembly before June 2017 and that thereafter it may be considered upon notification by a 
Member State. 
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98. General and complete disarmament: 

(a) Treaty banning the production of fissile material for nuclear weapons or 
other nuclear explosive devices; 

(b) Further measures in the field of disarmament for the prevention of an 
arms race on the seabed and the ocean floor and in the subsoil thereof; 

(c) Nuclear disarmament; 

(d) Notification of nuclear tests; 

( e) Relationship between disarmament and development; 

(f) Regional disarmament; 

(g) Transparency in armaments; 

(h) Conventional arms control at the regional and subregional levels; 

(i) Convening of the fourth special session of the General Assembly devoted 
to disarmament; 

(j) Nuclear-weapon-free southern hemisphere and adjacent areas; 

(k) Observance of environmental norms in the drafting and implementation 
of agreements on disarmament and arms control; 

(1) Follow-up to the advisory opinion of the International Court of Justice on 
the legality of the threat or use of nuclear weapons; 

(m) Consolidation of peace through practical disarmament measures; 

(n) Implementation of the Convention on the Prohibition of the 
Development, Production, Stockpiling and Use of Chemical Weapons 
and on Their Destruction; 

( o) Measures to uphold the authority of the 1925 Geneva Protocol; 

(p) Implementation of the Convention on the Prohibition of the Use, 
Stockpiling, Production and Transfer of Anti-Personnel Mines and on 
Their Destruction; 

( q) Assistance to States for curbing the illicit traffic in small arms and light 
weapons and collecting them; 

(r) Treaty on a Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone in Central Asia; 

(s) Reducing nuclear danger; 

(t) The illicit trade in small arms and light weapons in all its aspects; 

(u) Towards a nuclear-weapon-free world: accelerating the implementation 
of nuclear disarmament commitments; 

(v) Mongolia's international security and nuclear-weapon-free status; 

(w) Missiles; 

(x) Disarmament and non-proliferation education; 

(y) Promotion of multilateralism in the area of disarmament and 
non-proliferation; 
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(z) Measures to prevent terrorists from acquiring weapons of mass 
destruction; 

(aa) Confidence-building measures in the regional and subregional context; 

(bb) The Hague Code of Conduct against Ballistic Missile Proliferation; 

(cc) Information on confidence-building measures in the field of conventional 
arms; 

(dd) Transparency and confidence-building measures in outer space activities; 

( ee) Preventing the acquisition by terrorists of radioactive sources; 

(ff) The Arms Trade Treaty; 

(gg) Effects of the use of armaments and ammunitions containing depleted 
uranium; 

(hh) United action with renewed determination towards the total elimination 
of nuclear weapons; 

(ii) Preventing and combating illicit brokering activities; 

(jj) Women, disarmament, non-proliferation and arms control; 

(kk) Taking forward multilateral nuclear disarmament negotiations; 

(11) Follow-up to the 2013 high-level meeting of the General Assembly on 
nuclear disarmament; 

(mm) Countering the threat posed by improvised explosive devices; 

(nn) Humanitarian consequences of nuclear weapons; 

( oo) Humanitarian pledge for the prohibition and elimination of nuclear 
weapons; 

(pp) Ethical imperatives for a nuclear-weapon-free world; 

(qq) Implementation of the Convention on Cluster Munitions. 

99. Review and implementation of the Concluding Document of the Twelfth 
Special Session of the General Assembly: 

(a) United Nations disarmament fellowship, training and advisory services; 

(b) United Nations Disarmament Information Programme; 

(c) Convention on the Prohibition of the Use of Nuclear Weapons; 

(d) United Nations Regional Centre for Peace and Disarmament in Africa; 

(e) United Nations Regional Centre for Peace, Disarmament and 
Development in Latin America and the Caribbean; 

(f) United Nations Regional Centre for Peace and Disarmament in Asia and 
the Pacific; 

(g) Regional confidence-building measures: activities of the United Nations 
Standing Advisory Committee on Security Questions in Central Africa; 

(h) United Nations regional centres for peace and disarmament. 

A/71/251 

16-16019 9/15 



Annex 184

A/71/251 

100. Review of the implementation of the recommendations and decisions adopted 
by the General Assembly at its tenth special session: 

(a) Report of the Conference on Disarmament; 

(b) Report of the Disarmament Commission. 

101. The risk of nuclear proliferation in the Middle East. 

102. Convention on Prohibitions or Restrictions on the Use of Certain Conventional 
Weapons Which May Be Deemed to Be Excessively Injurious or to Have 
Indiscriminate Effects. 

103. Strengthening of security and cooperation in the Mediterranean region. 

104. Comprehensive Nuclear-Test-Ban Treaty. 

105. Convention on the Prohibition of the Development, Production and 
Stockpiling of Bacteriological (Biological) and Toxin Weapons and on Their 
Destruction. 

H. Drug control, crime prevention and combating international 
terrorism in all its forms and manifestations 

106. Crime prevention and criminal justice. 

107. International drug control. 

108. Measures to eliminate international terrorism. 

I. Organizational, administrative and other matters 

109. Report of the Secretary-General on the work of the Organization. 

110. Report of the Secretary-General on the Peacebuilding Fund. 

111. Notification by the Secretary-General under Article 12, paragraph 2, of the 
Charter of the United Nations. 

112. Elections to fill vacancies in principal organs: 

(a) Election of five non-permanent members of the Security Council; 

(b) Election of eighteen members of the Economic and Social Council. 

113. Appointment of the Secretary-General of the United Nations. 

114. Elections to fill vacancies in subsidiary organs and other elections: 

(a) Election of seven members of the Committee for Programme and 
Coordination; 

(b) Election of the members of the International Law Commission; 

( c) Election of five members of the Organizational Committee of the 
Peacebuilding Commission; 

( d) Election of fourteen members of the Human Rights Council. 
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115. Appointments to fill vacancies in subsidiary organs and other appointments: 

(a) Appointment of members of the Advisory Committee on Administrative 
and Budgetary Questions; 

(b) Appointment of members of the Committee on Contributions; 

( c) Confirmation of the appointment of members of the Investments 
Committee; 

( d) Appointment of members of the International Civil Service Commission; 

( e) Appointment of members of the Independent Audit Advisory Committee; 

(f) Appointment of members and alternate members of the United Nations 
Staff Pension Committee; 

(g) Appointment of members of the Committee on Conferences; 

(h) Appointment of members of the Joint Inspection Unit; 

(i) Appointment of members of the Board of the JO-Year Framework of 
Programmes on Sustainable Consumption and Production Patterns; 

(j) Confirmation of the appointment of the Administrator of the United 
Nations Development Programme; 

(k) Confirmation of the appointment of the Secretary-General of the United 
Nations Conference on Trade and Development; 

(I) Appointment of the judges of the United Nations Dispute Tribunal. 

116. Admission of new Members to the United Nations. 

117. Follow-up to the outcome of the Millennium Summit. 

118. The United Nations Global Counter-Terrorism Strategy. 

119. Commemoration of the abolition of slavery and the transatlantic slave trade. 

120. Implementation of the resolutions of the United Nations. 

121. Revitalization of the work of the General Assembly. 

122. Question of equitable representation on and increase in the membership of the 
Security Council and other matters related to the Security Council. 

123. Strengthening of the United Nations system: 

(a) Strengthening of the United Nations system; 

(b) Central role of the United Nations system in global governance. 

124. United Nations reform: measures and proposals. 

125. Multilingualism. 

126. Cooperation between the United Nations and regional and other organizations: 

(a) Cooperation between the United Nations and the African Union; 

(b) Cooperation between the United Nations and the Organization oflslamic 
Cooperation; 
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(c) Cooperation between the United Nations and the Asian-African Legal 
Consultative Organization; 

(d) Cooperation between the United Nations and the League of Arab States; 

(e) Cooperation between the United Nations and the Latin American and 
Caribbean Economic System; 

(f) Cooperation between the United Nations and the Organization of 
American States; 

(g) Cooperation between the United Nations and the Organization for 
Security and Cooperation in Europe; 

(h) Cooperation between the United Nations and the Caribbean Community; 

(i) Cooperation between the United Nations and the Economic Cooperation 
Organization; 

(j) Cooperation between the United Nations and the International 
Organization of la Francophonie; 

(k) Cooperation between the United Nations and the Preparatory 
Commission for the Comprehensive Nuclear-Test-Ban Treaty 
Organization; 

(1) Cooperation between the United Nations and the Council of Europe; 

(m) Cooperation between the United Nations and the Economic Community 
of Central African States; 

(n) Cooperation between the United Nations and the Organization for the 
Prohibition of Chemical Weapons; 

(o) Cooperation between the United Nations and the Black Sea Economic 
Cooperation Organization; 

(p) Cooperation between the United Nations and the Southern African 
Development Community; 

(q) Cooperation between the United Nations and the Pacific Islands Forum; 

(r) Cooperation between the United Nations and the Association of 
Southeast Asian Nations; 

(s) Cooperation between the United Nations and the Eurasian Economic 
Community; 

(t) Cooperation between the United Nations and the Community of 
Portuguese-speaking Countries; 

(u) Cooperation between the United Nations and the Shanghai Cooperation 
Organization; 

(v) Cooperation between the United Nations and the Collective Security 
Treaty Organization; 

(w) Cooperation between the United Nations and the Central European 
Initiative; 
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(x) Cooperation between the United Nations and the Organization for 
Democracy and Economic Development - GUAM; 

(y) Cooperation between the United Nations and the Commonwealth of 
Independent States; 

(z) Cooperation between the United Nations and the International 
Organization for Migration. 

127. Global health and foreign policy. 

128. International Tribunal for the Prosecution of Persons Responsible for Serious 
Violations oflnternational Humanitarian Law Committed in the Territory of 
the Former Yugoslavia since 1991. 

129. International Residual Mechanism for Criminal Tribunals. 

130. Investigation into the conditions and circumstances resulting in the tragic 
death of Dag Hammarskjold and of the members of the party accompanying 
him. 

13 I. Global awareness of the tragedies of irregular migrants in the Mediterranean 
basin, with specific emphasis on Syrian asylum seekers. 

132. Financial reports and audited financial statements, and reports of the Board of 
Auditors: 

(a) United Nations; 

(b) United Nations peacekeeping operations; 

( c) International Trade Centre; 

(d) United Nations University; 

( e) Capital master plan; 

(f) United Nations Development Programme; 

(g) United Nations Capital Development Fund; 

(h) United Nations Children's Fund; 

(i) United Nations Relief and Works Agency for Palestine Refugees in the 
Near East; 

(j) United Nations Institute for Training and Research; 

(k) Voluntary funds administered by the United Nations High Commissioner 
for Refugees; 

(1) Fund of the United Nations Environment Programme; 

(m) United Nations Population Fund; 

(n) United Nations Human Settlements Programme; 

(o) United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime; 

(p) United Nations Office for Project Services; 

(q) United Nations Entity for Gender Equality and the Empowerment of 
Women (UN-Women); 
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(r) International Criminal Tribunal for the Prosecution of Persons 
Responsible for Genocide and Other Serious Violations of International 
Humanitarian Law Committed in the Territory of Rwanda and Rwandan 
Citizens Responsible for Genocide and Other Such Violations Committed 
in the Territory of Neighbouring States between 1 January and 
31 December 1994; 

(s) International Tribunal for the Prosecution of Persons Responsible for 
Serious Violations of International Humanitarian Law Committed in the 
Territory of the Former Yugoslavia since 1991; 

(t) International Residual Mechanism for Criminal Tribunals; 

(u) United Nations Joint Staff Pension Fund. 

133. Review of the efficiency of the administrative and financial functioning of the 
United Nations. 

134. Programme budget for the biennium 2016-2017. 

135. Programme planning. 

136. Improving the financial situation of the United Nations. 

13 7. Pattern of conferences. 

138. Scale of assessments for the apportionment of the expenses of the United 
Nations. 

139. Human resources management. 

140. Joint Inspection Unit. 

141. United Nations common system. 

142. United Nations pension system. 

143. Administrative and budgetary coordination of the United Nations with the 
specialized agencies and the International Atomic Energy Agency. 

144. Report on the activities of the Office oflnternal Oversight Services. 

145. Administration of justice at the United Nations. 

146. Financing of the International Criminal Tribunal for the Prosecution of 
Persons Responsible for Genocide and Other Serious Violations of 
International Humanitarian Law Committed in the Territory of Rwanda and 
Rwandan Citizens Responsible for Genocide and Other Such Violations 
Committed in the Territory of Neighbouring States between 1 January and 
31 December 1994. 

147. Financing of the International Tribunal for the Prosecution of Persons 
Responsible for Serious Violations oflnternational Humanitarian Law 
Committed in the Territory of the Former Yugoslavia since 1991. 

148. Financing of the International Residual Mechanism for Criminal Tribunals. 

149. Administrative and budgetary aspects of the financing of the United Nations 
peacekeeping operations. 

150. Financing of the United Nations Interim Security Force for Abyei. 
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151. Financing of the United Nations Multidimensional Integrated Stabilization 
Mission in the Central African Republic. 

152. Financing of the United Nations Operation in Cote d'Ivoire. 

153. Financing of the United Nations Peacekeeping Force in Cyprus. 

154. Financing of the United Nations Organization Stabilization Mission in the 
Democratic Republic of the Congo. 

155. Financing of the United Nations Mission in East Timor. 

156. Financing of the United Nations Stabilization Mission in Haiti. 

157. Financing of the United Nations Interim Administration Mission in Kosovo. 

158. Financing of the United Nations Mission in Liberia. 

159. Financing of the United Nations Multidimensional Integrated Stabilization 
Mission in Mali. 

160. Financing of the United Nations peacekeeping forces in the Middle East: 

(a) United Nations Disengagement Observer Force; 

(b) United Nations Interim Force in Lebanon. 

161. Financing of the United Nations Mission in South Sudan. 

162. Financing of the United Nations Mission for the Referendum in Western 
Sahara. 

163. Financing of the African Union-United Nations Hybrid Operation in Darfur. 

164. Financing of the activities arising from Security Council resolution 1863 
(2009). 

165. Report of the Committee on Relations with the Host Country. 

166. Observer status for the Cooperation Council of Turkic-speaking States in the 
General Assembly. 

167. Observer status for the Eurasian Economic Union in the General Assembly. 

168. Observer status for the Community of Democracies in the General Assembly. 

169. Observer status for the International Conference of Asian Political Parties in 
the General Assembly. 

170. Observer status for the Conference of Ministers of Justice of the Ibero
American Countries in the General Assembly. 

171. Observer status for the International Youth Organization for Ibero-America in 
the General Assembly. 

172. Observer status for the Pacific Islands Development Forum in the General 
Assembly. 

173. Observer status for the International Chamber of Commerce in the General 
Assembly. 
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U.K. House of Lords, “Written Statement: Update on the British Indian Ocean Territory”, No. 
HLWS257 (16 Nov. 2016)
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Non-Aligned Movement, 17th Summit of Heads of State and Government of the Non-Aligned 
Movement, Final Document: Chagos Archipelago (17-18 Sept. 2016)



EXTRACT FROM FINAL DOCUMENT ADOPTED BY 17TH SUMMIT OF HEADS 
OF STATE AND GOVERNMENT OF THE NON-ALIGNED MOVEMENT,  

17-18 SEPTEMBER 2016, ISLAND OF MARGARITA, VENEZUELA

Chagos Archipelago 

336. The Heads of State or Government reaffirmed that the Chagos Archipelago,
including Diego Garcia, which was unlawfully excised by the former colonial power from
the territory of Mauritius in violation of international law and UN Resolutions 1514 (XV)
of 14 December 1960 and 2066 (XX) of 16 December 1965, forms an integral part of the
territory of the Republic of Mauritius.

337. The Heads of State or Government further noted with grave concern that despite
the strong opposition expressed by the Republic of Mauritius, the United Kingdom
purported to establish a “marine protected area” (“MPA”) around the Chagos
Archipelago, further infringing the territorial integrity of the Republic of Mauritius and
impeding the exercise of its sovereignty over the Chagos Archipelago as well as the
exercise of the right of return of Mauritian citizens who were forcibly removed from the
Archipelago by the United Kingdom. In this regard, they welcomed the ruling of the
Arbitral Tribunal in the case brought by the Republic of Mauritius against the United
Kingdom under the United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea that the “MPA”
was unlawfully established under international law.

338. The Heads of State or Government also noted that on 18 March 2015, following
proceedings initiated by Mauritius against the United Kingdom under the United Nations
Convention on the Law of the Sea (UNCLOS) to challenge the legality of the “MPA”, the
Arbitral Tribunal set up under Annex VII to UNCLOS, unanimously ruled that the “MPA”
violates international law.

339. Cognizant that the Government of the Republic of Mauritius is committed to taking
all appropriate measures to affirm the territorial integrity of the Republic of Mauritius and
its sovereignty over the Chagos Archipelago under international law, the Heads of State
or Government resolved to fully support such measures including any action that may be
taken in this regard at the United Nations General Assembly.

340. The Heads of State or Government also took note of the concern expressed by the
Republic of Maldives regarding the legal and technical issues arising from the United
Kingdom’s illegal decision in 2010 to declare a “MPA” in the Chagos Archipelago which
overlaps the exclusive economic zone of the Republic of Maldives as declared in its
Constitution without prejudice to future resolution of maritime delimitations.
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African, Caribbean and Pacific Group of States, 104th Session of the ACP Council of Ministers, 
Support for the Claim of Sovereignty of Mauritius over the Chagos Archipelago, Decision No. 7/

CIV/16 (29-30 Nov. 2016)
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Republic of Mauritius, Population and Vital Statistics (Jan.-June 2017) (2017)



POPULATION AND VITAL STATISTICS 
REPUBLIC OF MAURITIUS, JANUARY – JUNE 2017 

1. Introduction

This issue of the Economic and Social Indicators presents provisional 
population estimates for mid-year 2017 and vital statistics for the first semester of 2017. 
Forecasts of vital events and rates for the year 2017 are also included. 

It is to be noted that preliminary data for the compilation of vital statistics 
have been extracted from the computerised system in place at the Central Civil Status 
Office.  

Definitions of terms used are at Annex. 

2. Key points

 The population of the Republic of Mauritius grew at a rate of 0.1% (+1,140)
since mid-2016 and was estimated at 1,264,887 as at 1st July 2017.

 As at mid-2017, the female population outnumbered the male population by
13,085.

 The expected number of live births for the Republic of Mauritius for year 2017
is 13,100, corresponding to a crude birth rate of 10.4 per 1,000 mid-year
population, same as in 2016.

 The estimated number of deaths for 2017 is around 10,030, giving a crude death
rate of 7.9 per 1,000 mid-year population, compared to 8.1 in 2016.

 The forecast for the number of infant deaths for the Republic of Mauritius in
2017 is around 150, representing an infant mortality rate of 11.5 per 1,000 live
births, compared to 11.8 in 2016.

 The number of still births for 2017 is estimated at 120, giving a still birth rate of
9.1 per 1,000 total births, compared to 9.6 in 2016.

 The expected number of marriages for 2017 is 9,860, corresponding to a
marriage rate of 15.6 persons married per 1,000 mid-year population, against
15.9 in 2016.
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3. Estimated resident population

Table 3.1 - Estimated resident population by sex, Republic of Mauritius, 1st July 
2017 

Both Male Female Sex
sexes ratio

  Island of Mauritius 1,221,975  604,780  617,195  98.0    
  Island of Rodrigues 42,638  20,947  21,691  96.6    
  Agalega and St. Brandon 274  174  100  174.0    

  Republic of Mauritius 1,264,887  625,901  638,986  98.0    

Island

As at 1st July 2017, the population of the Republic of Mauritius was estimated at 
1,264,887, of whom 625,901 were males and 638,986 females. There were 98 males for 
every 100 females. 

The population of the Islands of Mauritius and Rodrigues were estimated at 1,221,975 
and 42,638 respectively. In both islands, females outnumbered males. 

Agalega and St. Brandon had an estimated population of 274, with 74 more males than 
females.   

Table 3.2 - Population density, Republic of Mauritius, 1st July 2017 

Both Area Density
sexes (km²) per km²

  Island of Mauritius 1,221,975  1,868.4  654     
  Island of Rodrigues 42,638  110.1  387     
  Agalega and St. Brandon 274  28.7  10     

  Republic of Mauritius 1,264,887  2,007.2  630     

Island

The Republic of Mauritius, with a total land area of 2,007.2 square kilometres, had a 
population density of 630 persons per square km as at mid-2017. The population 
densities of the Island of Mauritius and the Island of Rodrigues were 654 and 387 
respectively. 
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Table 3.3 - Estimated resident population by sex and sex ratio, Republic of 
Mauritius, 2015 - 2017 (mid-year estimates) 

Both sexes Male Female Sex
ratio

2015 1,262,879 624,943 637,936 98.0
2016 1,263,747 625,380 638,367 98.0
2017 1,264,887 625,901 638,986 98.0

Year

In the above table, population estimates and sex ratios for the past three years are given 
for comparative purposes. From 2015 to 2017, the sex ratio remained at 98.0. 

4. Population growth

Table 4.1 - Population change, Republic of Mauritius, 1st July 2016 and 1st July 
2017 

 1st July 2016  1st July 2017 Number %

  Island of Mauritius 1,221,213  1,221,975  762  0.1    
  Island of Rodrigues 42,260  42,638  378  0.9    
  Agalega and St. Brandon 274  274  0  0.0    

  Republic of Mauritius 1,263,747  1,264,887  1,140  0.1    

Population Growth
Island

The population of the Republic of Mauritius increased by 1,140 (0.1%) from mid-2016 
to mid-2017. The growth rate for the Island of Mauritius was 0.1% compared to 0.9% 
for the Island of Rodrigues. 
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Table 4.2 - Components of population growth during the first semester of 2016 
and 2017, Republic of Mauritius1 
 

2016 2017
Resident population as at beginning of year 1,262,588 1,263,546

Natural increase, January-June 1,860 1,992
Live Births, January-June 6,858 6,810
Deaths, January-June 4,998 4,818

Net international migration, January-June -975 -925
Resident population as at mid-year 1,263,473 1,264,613

Components of population growth

 
1 excluding Agalega and St Brandon 
 
Population growth has two components: natural increase (the number of live births 
minus the number of deaths) and its net international migration (the net movement of 
residents). 
 
During the first semester of 2017, the population registered a natural increase of 1,992, 
which was the result of an addition of 6,810 live births and a subtraction of 4,818 deaths. 
For the same period, the net international migration of residents was estimated at -925.         
 
5. Vital statistics and rates 
 
5.1  Live births and crude birth rate 
 
Table 5.1 - Live births registered and crude birth rate, Republic of Mauritius, 2016 
and 20171  
 

Jan - June Year Jan - June Year1

Island of Mauritius 6,462  12,330  6,387  12,300  10.1    10.1    
Island of Rodrigues 396  752  423  800     17.5 * 18.8    

Republic of Mauritius 6,858  13,082  6,810  13,100  10.4    10.4    

Number of live births Crude birth rate
Island 2016 2017

2016 2017 1 

 
 1 Forecast 
* Provisional  

 
For the first six months of the current year, 6,810 live births were registered in the 
Republic of Mauritius, compared to 6,858 for the corresponding period of 2016. For the 
year 2017, the number of live births is estimated at 13,100, resulting in a crude birth 
rate (i.e, live births per 1,000 mid-year population) of 10.4, same as in 2016. The 
forecast for the Island of Mauritius is 12,300 live births (rate of 10.1), and for Rodrigues 
it is 800 (rate of 18.8). 
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5.2  Deaths and crude death rate 

Table 5.2 - Deaths and crude death rate, Republic of Mauritius, 2016 and 20171

Jan - June Year Jan - June Year1

Island of Mauritius 4,884  9,920  4,717  9,800  8.1    8.0    
Island of Rodrigues 114  254  101  230       5.7 * 5.4    

Republic of Mauritius 4,998  10,174  4,818  10,030  8.1    7.9    

Number of deaths Crude death rate
Island 2016 2017

2016 2017'1

1 Forecast 
* Provisional

The number of deaths registered during the first semester of 2017 in the Republic of 
Mauritius was 4,818, compared to 4,998 for the corresponding period of 2016. The 
forecast for 2017 is 10,030 deaths, representing a crude death rate of 7.9 per 1,000 mid- 
year population. The expected number of deaths for the Island of Mauritius for 2017 is 
9,800 (rate of 8.0) and that for Rodrigues is 230 (rate of 5.4).  

5.3  Infant deaths and infant mortality rate 

Table 5.3 - Infant deaths and infant mortality rate, Republic of Mauritius, 2016 and 20171

Jan - June Year Jan - June Year1

Island of Mauritius 90  143  70  130  11.6    10.6    
Island of Rodrigues 6  11  10  20       17.5 * 25.0    

Republic of Mauritius 96  154  80  150  11.8    11.5    

Number of infant deaths Infant mortality rate
Island 2016 2017

2016 2017'1

1 Forecast 
* Provisional

During the first semester of the year 2017, 80 infant deaths were registered in the 
Republic of Mauritius compared to 96 for the same period in 2016. 150 infant deaths 
are expected to occur in the Republic of Mauritius in 2017, giving an infant mortality 
rate of 11.5 infant deaths per 1,000 live births against 11.8 in 2016.  The number of 
infant deaths forecast for the Islands of Mauritius and Rodrigues are 130 (rate of 10.6) 
and 20 (rate of 25.0) respectively. 
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5.4  Still births and still birth rate  
 
Table 5.4 - Still births and still birth rate, Republic of Mauritius, 2016 and 20171 

 

Jan - June Year Jan - June Year1

Island of Mauritius 63  117  62  110  9.4    8.9    
Island of Rodrigues 8  10  5  10     11.9 * 12.3    

Republic of Mauritius 71  127  67  120  9.6    9.1    

Number of still births Still birth rate
Island 2016 2017

2016 2017 1

 
 
1 Forecast 
* Provisional  
 
During the first six months of 2017, 67 still births were registered in the Republic of 
Mauritius compared to 71 for the same period in 2016, i.e. a 5.6% decrease. The 
expected number of still births for the Republic of Mauritius for 2017 is 120, giving a 
still birth rate of 9.1 still births per 1,000 total births against 9.6 in 2016.  Forecasts for 
the Islands of Mauritius and Rodrigues for the year 2017 are 110 (rate of 8.9) and 10 
(rate of 12.3) respectively. 
 
5.5  Marriages and crude marriage rate 
 
Table 5.5 - Marriages and crude marriage rate, Republic of Mauritius, 2016 and  
20171   

 

Jan - June Year Jan - June Year1

Island of Mauritius 4,629  9,882  4,428  9,700  16.2    15.9    
Island of Rodrigues 66  160  69  160          7.5 * 7.5    

Republic of Mauritius 4,695  10,042  4,497  9,860  15.9    15.6    

Number of marriages Crude marriage rate
Island 2016 2017

2016 2017'1

 
1 Forecast 
* Provisional  

A total of 4,497 marriages were registered in the Republic of Mauritius during the first 
semester of 2017, representing a decrease of 4.2% over the number registered (4,695) 
during the same period in 2016. The expected number of marriages for 2017 is 9,860, 
giving a crude marriage rate of 15.6 persons married per 1,000 mid-year population 
against 15.9 in 2016.  The expected number of marriages for 2017 for the Island of 
Mauritius is 9,700 (rate of 15.9) and for the Island of Rodrigues is 160 (rate of 7.5). 
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6. International comparison of vital rates

Vital statistics for different countries in the world are published in the UN publication 
“The Demographic Yearbook” and the United Nations Population and Vital Statistics 
Report. The table below displays some comparative figures available from the latest 
United Nations Population and Vital Statistics Report (2001 - 2015). 

Table 6.1 - Vital rates for selected countries 

Country Year Crude Birth 
rate

Crude death 
rate

Infant 
mortality 

rate
Mauritius 2015 10.0  7.7  13.7  
Reunion 2014 16.8  5.2  6.1  
Australia 2014 12.8  6.5  3.4  
United States 2014 12.5  8.2  5.8  
India 2014 21.0  6.7  39.0  
Germany 2015 9.1  11.4  3.2 *
France 2015 11.8  9.1  3.3 *
Source : United Nations Population & Vital Statistics Report   Vol LXIX
* Refers to the year 2014

It is to be noted that the crude birth/death rates are strictly not comparable between 
countries as it is affected by the age structure of the population. For instance, the crude 
death rate for Mauritius is lower than that for France. This can be explained by the fact 
that Mauritius has a relatively young population compared to France and hence 
proportionately fewer deaths are expected.  

Statistics Mauritius, 
Ministry of Finance and Economic Development 
Port Louis 
August 2017 

Contact person:  
Mrs C. Martial, Statistician  
Demography Unit 
Statistics Mauritius 
LIC Centre 
John Kennedy Street 
Port Louis 
Tel: 208 0859 
Email: cso_demography@govmu.org 
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Annex 

 
Definition of terms 

 
1. Vital Statistics    The statistics pertaining to vital events which 

include live births, deaths, still births, marriages 
and divorces. 
 

2. Population density    The number of persons per square kilometre. 
 

3. Dependency ratio    The child population under 15 years of age and the 
elderly population aged 65 years and above per 
1,000 population aged 15-64 years. 
 

4. Sex ratio     The number of males to every 100 females. 
 

5. Natural increase    The excess of live births over deaths. 
 

6. Crude birth rate     The number of live births in a year per 1,000 mid-
year population. 
 

7. Crude death rate     The number of deaths in a year per 1,000 mid-year 
population. 
 

8. Infant mortality rate   The number of deaths in a year of infants aged 
under one year per 1,000 live births during the 
year. 
 

9. Still birth rate    The number of still births in a year per 1,000 total 
births (live births and still births) during the year. 
 

10. Marriage rate    The number of persons married in a year per 1,000 
mid-year population. 
 

 
 

Note: The vital rates for Rodrigues are usually calculated as an average for three years in order 
to remove wide fluctuations in the yearly data. The rates for the year 2017 are however 
calculated on the basis of data for the year only. 
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Executive Council of the African Union, 30th Ordinary Session, Decision on the 2016 Annual 
Report of the Chairperson of the AU Commission, Doc. EX.CL/994(XXX) (27 Jan. 2017)
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African Union, 28th Session, Resolution on Chagos Archipelago, Doc. EX.CL/994(XXX), 
Assembly/AU/Res.1 (XXVIII) (30-31 Jan. 2017)
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Letter from H.E. Mr Jagdish Koonjul, Ambassador and Permanent Representative of the 
Republic of Mauritius to the United Nations, to H.E. Mr Peter Thomson, President of the 71st 

session of the United Nations General Assembly (1 June 2017)
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PERMANENT MISSION OF THE REPUBLIC OF MAURITIUS TO THE UNITED NATIONS 

MISSION PERMANENTE DE LA REPUBLIQUE DE MAURICE AUPRES DES NATIONS UNIES 

1 June 2017 

Excellency, 

I have the honour to refer to item 87 which the General Assembly, at its second meeting 
on 16 September 2016, decided to include on the agenda of its 7 I st Session, on the understanding 
that there would be no consideration of the item by the Assembly before June 2017 and that 
thereafter it may be considered upon notification by a Member State. 

In accordance with your expectations, Mauritius has engaged in good faith in talks with 
the United Kingdom. However, these talks have not been successful. Mauritius has therefore no 
choice but to ask for the consideration of item 87 by the General Assembly at the earliest date 
possible. 

In this regard, I wish to officially request you to set a date for the consideration of item 87 
by the General Assembly and action on a draft resolution which Mauritius will be tabling shortly. 

Please accept, Excellency, the assurance of my highest consideration. 

H.E. Mr. Peter Thomson 
President of the 71 st session 
of the United Nations General Assembly 

Jagdish D. Koonjul, G.O.S.K 
Ambassador 

Permanent Representative 

211 East 43rd Street· New York City, NY 10017 • Tel: (212) 949 0190 • Fax: (212) 697 3829 • E-mail: Mauritius@un.int 
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Letter from H.E. Mr Peter Thomson, President of the 71st session of the United Nations General 
Assembly, to all Permanent Representatives and Permanent Observers of the United Nations in 

New York (1 June 2017)
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UNITED NATIONS NATIONS UNIES 

NEW YORK 
OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT OF THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY 

1 June 2017 

Excellency, 

In connection with item 87 of the agenda (Request for an advisory opinion of 
the International Court of Justice on the legal consequences of the separation of the 
Chagos Archipelago from Mauritius in 1965) I refer to General Assembly decision 
71/504 of 16 September 2016, in which the Assembly, on the recommendation of 
the General Committee (A/71/250), decided to include the item in the agenda of its 
seventy-first session on the understanding that there would be no consideration of this 
item by the General Assembly before June 2017 and thereafter it may be considered 
upon notification by a Member State. 

Through the attached letter, H.E. Ambassador Jagdish D. Koonjul, Pem1anent 
Representative of Mauritius to the United Nations, has requested that a date be set for 
the consideration of this item by the General Assembly. 

Therefore, I have decided to convene a plenaiy meeting of the General 
Assembly on 22 June 2017 at 10 a.m . for the consideration of item 87. It is my 
understanding that the Permanent Mission of Mauritius will be submitting a draft 
resolution to the Secretai·iat shortly . More information will be provided in the 
Journal. 

Please accept, Excellency, the assurances of my highest consideration. 

To All Permanent Representatives 
and Pe1manent Observers of the United Nations 
New York 

Peter Thomson 
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PERMANENT MISSION OF THE REPUBLIC OF MAURITIUS TO THE UNITED NATIONS 

MISSION PERMANENTE DE LA REPUBLIQUE DE MAURICE AUPRES DES NATIONS UNIES 

1 June2017 

Excellency, 

I have the honour to refer to item 87 which the General Assembly, at its second meeting 
on 16 September 2016, decided to include on the agenda of its 71'1 Session, on the understanding 
that there would be no consideration of the item by the Assembly before June 2017 and that 
thereafter it may be considered upon notification by II Member State. 

In accordance with your expectations, Mauritius has engaged in good faith in talks with 
the United Kingdom. However, these talks have not been successful. Mauritius has therefore no 
choice but to ask for the consideration of item 87 by the General Assembly at the earliest date 
possible. 

In this regard, I wish to officially request you to set a date for the consideration of item 87 
by the General Assembly and action on a draft resolution which Mauritius will be tabling shortly . 

Please accept, Excellency, the assurance of my highest consideration. 

H.E. Mr. Peter Thomson 
President of the 71 '1 session 
of the United Nations General Assembly 

Jagdish D. l(oonjul, G.O.S.K 
Ambassador 

Permanent Representative 

211 East 43n1 Street· New York City, NY 10017 • Tel: (212) 949 0190 • Fax: (212) 697 3829 • E-mail: Maurilius@un.lnt 
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Letter from the Prime Minister of the Republic of Mauritius to the President of the United States 
(11 July 2017)
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Dear Mr President , 

Prime Minister 
Republic of Mauritius 

11 July 201 7 

It gives me immense pleasure to convey to you , on behalf of the Government and the 

People of the Republic of Mauritius and in my own name, our sincere 

congratulations on the occasion of the celebration of the 241st Anniversary of the 

Independence of the United States of America. 

I am convinced that under your Presidency, the long-standing bonds of friendship 

existing between our two countries, which date back to 1794 when President George 

Washington appointed Mr William Macarty as the first Consul of the United Stat es to 

Mauritius, will be further strengthened. 

Ind eed, since Mauritius attained its independence in 1968, our bilateral relations 

have been further enriched and reinforced for the mutual benefit of the people of our 

two countries. This privil eged partnership is also strongly embedded in shared values 

like democracy, good governance, rule of law, human rights and peaceful 

co-existence of different cultures and traditions. 

In line with its aspiration for a safer world, Mauritius would like to reaffirm that it 

has no objection to the continued operation of the military base in Diego Garcia after 

the completion of its decolonisation pro cess under an agreed framework. 

Prime Minister's Office 
New Treasury Building 
fntendance Street 
Port Louis 
Republi c of Mauritius 

Tel. : (2 30) 20 7 9400 
Fax: (230) 201 2976 

E : pri vateoffice@go vmu.org 
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Please accept, Dear Mr President, the assurances of my highest consideration and my 

best wishes for your personal well-being and for the progress and prosperity of the 

people of your country. 

His Excellency Mr Donald Trump 

President of the United States of America 
The White House 
1600 Pennsylvania A venue N. W. 

Washington, DC 20500 
United States of America 

Pravind Kumar Jugnauth 
Prime Minister 
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POLITICAL DECLARATION OF NEW  YO RK

The Ministers o f Foreign Affairs of the Non-Aligned Movement (NAM), gathered on 20 
September 2017, in New York, on the margins of the High Level Segment o f the 72 Session o f 
the General Assembly of the United Nations, undertook a review o f the state o f the international 
situation, particularly on the “Promulgation and Implementation o f Unilateral Coercive 
Measures, in violation of International Law and the Human Rights o f the Peoples subjected to 
them”, and declared:

1. To reaffirm and underscore the Movement’s abiding faith in and strong commitment
to its founding principles, ideals and purposes, particularly in establishing a
peaceful and prosperous world and a just and equitable world order as well as to the
purposes and principles enshrined in the United Nations Charter.

2. To reaffirm the positions contained in its Final Document, as adopted by the Heads of
State and Government of the Movement, during the XVII Summit of Island of
Margarita.

3. To reaffirm the provisions of the Declaration of Havana on the Purposes and
Principles and the Role of the Non-Aligned Movement in the Current International
Juncture (2006), as well as of the Declaration of Island o f Margarita (2016).

4. To reaffirm the purposes and principles o f the UN Charter and the principles and
rules o f  international law, which are indispensable in preserving and promoting
peace and security, the rule of law, economic development and social progress,
and human rights for all. In this context, UN Member States, including those
Member States of the Security Council, should renew their commitment to respect,
defend, preserve and promote the UN Charter and international law, with the aim of
making further progress to achieving full respect for international law.

5. To reaffirm their commitment to the promotion, protection, and fulfillment o f all
human rights and fundamental freedoms, without discrimination, and to this end
emphasize that all human rights: civil, cultural, economic, political and social are
universal, indivisible, interdependent and interrelated, and that they must be treated
globally in a fair and equal manner, on the same footing, and with the same emphasis;
and also underline that the core values and principles o f democracy, sustainable
development and the respect o f all human rights, including the right to development,
are all closely related and mutually reinforcing.
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6. To reaffirm their opposition to unilateralism and unilateral coercive measures
imposed by certain States, including those of an economic, financial or trade nature
not in accordance with international law, the Charter of the United Nations and the
norms and principles governing peaceful relations among States, which can lead to
the erosion and violation of the UN Charter, international law and human rights, the
use and threat of use o f force, and pressure and coercive measures as a means to
achieving their national policy objectives, including those measures used as tools for
political or economic and financial pressure against any country, in particular
against developing countries. They further expressed their concern at the
continued imposition of such measures which hinder the well-being of population of
the affected countries and that create obstacles to the full realization of their human
rights.

7. To reaffirm their commitment to initiate further vigorous transparent and inclusive
initiatives to achieve the realization o f multilateral cooperation in the areas of
economic development and social progress, peace and security, and human rights for
all and the rule of law, including through enhancing the Movement’s unity,
solidarity and cohesiveness on issues o f collective concern and interests with the
aim of shaping the multilateral agenda to embrace development as a fundamental
priority, which should take into account the need for the developing and
developed countries, and international institutions to intensify partnerships and
coordinate their efforts and resources to effectively address all imbalances in the
global agenda.

8. To reaffirm their commitment to the promotion, preservation and strengthening of
multilateralism and the multilateral decision making process through the United
Nations, by strictly adhering to its Charter and international law, with the aim of
creating a just and equitable world order and global democratic governance.

9. To reaffirm that solidarity, the highest expression of respect, friendship and peace
among States, is a broad concept encompassing the sustainability of international
relations, the peaceful coexistence, and the transformative objectives of equity and
empowerment o f developing countries, whose ultimate goal is to achieve the full
economic and social development of their peoples.

10. To reaffirm their determination to refrain from recognizing, adopting or
implementing extraterritorial or unilateral coercive measures or laws, including
unilateral economic sanctions, other intimidating measures, and arbitrary travel
restrictions, that seek to exert pressure on Non-Aligned Countries -  threatening their
sovereignty and independence, and their Ireedom of trade and investment — and
prevent them from exercising their right to decide, by their own free will, their
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own political, economic and social systems, where such measures or laws 
constitute flagrant violations of the UN Charter, international law, particularly the 
principles o f non-intervention, self-determination and independence o f States subjects 
to such practices, and the multilateral trading system, as well as the norms and 
principles governing friendly relations among States; and in this regard, oppose and 
condemn these measures or laws and their continued application, persevere with 
efforts to effectively reverse them and urge other States to do likewise, as called 
for by the General Assembly and other UN organs; request States applying these 
measures or laws to revoke them fully and immediately.

11. To reaffirm their strong condemnation to the unilateral application o f economic and 
trade measures by one State against another that affect the free flow of 
international trade, which is not in accordance with international law, the Charter of 
the United Nations and the norms and principles governing peaceful relations among 
States. They called for the immediate elimination of such measures and urged 
States that have and continue to apply such laws and measures to fully comply 
with their obligations under the Charter o f the United Nations and international 
law, which, inter alia, reaffirm the freedom of trade and navigation, and accordingly 
refrain from promulgating and application o f such unilateral economic and trade 
measures against other States.

12. To reaffirm the objective of making the right to development a reality for 
everyone as set out in the UN Millennium Declaration, in the UN Declaration on the 
Right to Development and in the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development, and give 
due consideration to the negative impact o f unilateral economic and financial 
coercive measures on the realization of the right to development.

13. To reaffirm that food should not be used as an instrument for political and economic 
pressure. They reaffirmed the importance o f international cooperation and solidarity, 
as well as the necessity of refraining from undertaking unilateral coercive measures 
with general impact that endanger food security and are note in accordance with 
international law, including the general welfare and advancement of social 
development for communities in developing countries, with a view to mitigate the 
vulnerabilities particularly faced by women and children.

14. To reaffirm their determination that if any Member of the Movement suffers harm, 
whether this is economic, political or military in nature, or in terms o f its security, as 
well as from the politicization o f human rights, or if  a Member suffers harm as a 
result o f the imposition of unilateral sanctions or embargos that are not in accordance 
with international law, the Charter o f the United Nations and the norms and principles 
governing peaceful relations among States, the Movement should express its
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mm.

solidarity with the affected country through the provision o f political, moral, material 
and other forms of assistance.

15. To reaffirm and stress their principled positions concerning peaceful settlement of
disputes, in accordance with international law, the Charter o f the United Nations and
the norms and principles governing peaceful relations among States, and on the non
use or threat o f use o f force, including through the promotion of political
understanding and constructive dialogue among States, on the basis o f mutual respect.

16. To reaffirm their opposition to all attempts of uniculturalism or the imposition of
particular models of political, economic, social, legal or cultural systems, and
promote dialogue among civilizations, culture of peace and inter-faith dialogue,
which will contribute towards peace, security, stability, sustainable development and
promotion of human rights.

17. To reaffirm their determination to continue opposing any attempt aimed at the partial
or total disruption of the national unity or territorial integrity o f a State, as well as
their commitment for the respect o f the sovereignty, the sovereign equality of States,
the non-intervention in the internal affairs of States, the peaceful settlement of
disputes, and the abstention from the threat or use of force, in accordance with the
UN Charter.

18. To reaffirm their determination to advance in the enhancement o f the status and role
of Non-Aligned Movement (NAM) as an anti-war peace-loving force, including
through its instrumentalization as a Front for World Peace, and in favor, in particular,
of the respect o f the right to life and the inalienable right of the peoples to their self- 
determination and independence.

19. To take note of the adoption by the UN General Assembly on 22 June 2017 of
resolution 71/292 requesting an advisory opinion of the International Court of Justice
on the legal consequences o f the separation of the Chagos Archipelago from
Mauritius in 1965 and encourage members to make written submissions in support of
the completion of the decolonization of Mauritius to the Court within the prescribed
time frame o f 30 January 2018.

20. To reaffirm that terrorism should not be equated with the legitimate struggle of
peoples under colonial or alien domination and foreign occupation for self- 
determination and national liberation. The brutalization o f people remaining
under foreign occupation should continue to be denounced as the gravest form of
terrorism, and that the use o f State power for the suppression and violence
against peoples struggling against foreign occupation in exercising their inalienable
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right to self- determination should continue to be condemned. In this regard and 
in accordance with the UN Charter, international law and the relevant UN 
resolutions, the struggle of peoples under colonial or alien domination and foreign 
occupation for self-determination and national liberation does not constitute 
terrorism (A/RES/46/51 of 9 December 1991).

21. To reaffirm that terrorism cannot and should not be associated with any religion, 
nationality, civilization or ethnic group, and that these attributions should not be used 
to justify terrorism or counter-terrorism measures that include, inter alia, profiling 
of terror suspects and intrusion on individual privacy.

22. To reaffirm their strong and unequivocal condemnation, as criminal, and reject 
terrorism in all its forms and manifestations, as well as all acts, methods and 
practices of terrorism wherever, by whomever, against whomsoever committed, 
including those in which States are directly or indirectly involved, which are 
unjustifiable whatever the considerations or factors that may be invoked to justify 
them, and in this context, reaffirm their support for the provisions contained in 
General Assembly resolution 46/51 of 9 December 1991 and other relevant UN 
resolutions.

23. To reaffirm the obligation of all States to ensure the security and safety of the 
members and premises of diplomatic and consular missions, as well as their 
inviolability, in accordance with international law, the provisions o f the Vienna 
Convention on Diplomatic Relations and the Vienna Convention on Consular 
Relations as well as relevant UN General Assembly resolutions.

24. To reaffirm their commitment to taking all necessary measures to prevent the use of 
new platforms, including the internet, digital social networking and mass media, in 
spreading extremist religious thoughts and ideas, which eventually undermine the 
culture of peace and religious diversity.

2 5 . T o  reaffirm the need for S ta te s  to cooperate resolutely against international terrorism 
by taking speedy and effective measures to eliminate this scourge, and, in this regard, 
urge all States, in accordance with their obligations under applicable international law 
and the UN Charter, to deny safe haven and bring to justice or, where appropriate, 
extradite, on the basis of the principle o f extradite or prosecute, the perpetrators of 
terrorist acts or any person who supports, facilitates or participates or attempts to 
participate in the financing, planning or preparation of terrorist acts.

26. To reaffirm their resolve to take speedy and effective measures to eliminate 
international terrorism, and in this context, urge all States, consistent with the UN
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Charter, to fulfill their obligations under international law and international 
humanitarian law combating terrorism, including by prosecuting or, where 
appropriate, extraditing the perpetrators o f terrorist acts; by preventing the 
organization, instigation or financing of terrorist acts against other States from 
within or outside their territories or by organizations based in their territories; by 
refraining from organizing, instigating, assisting, financing or participating in 
terrorist acts in the territories of other States; by refraining from encouraging 
activities within their territories directed towards the commission of such acts; by 
refraining from allowing the use of their territories for planning, training or 
financing for such acts; or by refraining from supplying arms or other weapons that 
could be used for terrorist acts in other States.

New York, 20 September 2017
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EXTRACT 

FORTY-FIRST ANNUAL MEETING  
OF MINISTERS FOR FOREIGN AFFAIRS 

OF THE GROUP OF 77 AND CHINA 
New York, 22 September 2017 

MINISTERIAL DECLARATION 

200. The Ministers  recalled that the Chagos Archipelago, including Diego Garcia, was
unlawfully excised by the United Kingdom from the territory of Mauritius, prior to independence,
in violation of international law and UN General Assembly resolutions 1514 (XV) of 14
December 1960 and 2066 (XX) of 16 December 1965 and that all inhabitants of the Chagos
Archipelago were forcibly  evicted. In this regard, the Ministers took note of the adoption by the
UN General Assembly on 22 June 2017 of resolution 71/292 requesting an advisory opinion of
the International Court of Justice on the legal consequences of the separation of the Chagos
Archipelago from Mauritius in 1965. The Ministers encouraged members to make written
submissions in support of the completion of the decolonization of Mauritius to the Court within
the prescribed time frame of 30 January 2018.

201. The Ministers also took note of the concern expressed by the Republic of Maldives
regarding the legal and technical issues arising from the United Kingdom's illegal decision in
2010 to declare a "marine protected area" in the Chagos Archipelago which overlaps the
exclusive economic zone of the Republic of Maldives as declared in its Constitution without
prejudice to future resolution of maritime delimitations.
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“Chagos Islands (BIOT) All-Party Parliamentary Group”, “Statement issued at its 65th meeting 
on 6 December 2017 by the Chagos Islands (BIOT) All-Party Parliamentary Group on the 

legal consequences of the separation of the Chagos Archipelago from Mauritius in 1965 to be 
considered by the International Court of Justice” (6 Dec. 2017)



Chagos Islands (BIOT) All-Party Parliamentary Group 

Hon. President: Jeremy Corbyn MP 

Chairman: Andrew Rosindell MP 

Vice Chairs: Lord Steel, Baroness Whitaker, Lord Ramsbotham, Henry Smith MP, Patrick Grady MP 

Secretary: Alan Brown MP 

Co-ordinator: David Snoxell 

House of Commons, London, SW1A OAA 

Statement issued at its 65th meeting on 6 December 2017 by the Chagos Islands (BIOT) All- Party 
Parliamentary Group on the legal consequences of the separation of the Chagos Archipelago from 
Mauritius in 1965 to be considered by the International Court of Justice.  

On 22 June 2017 The UN General Assembly adopted resolution 71/292 requesting the ICJ to render an 
advisory opinion on the legal consequences of the separation of the Chagos Archipelago from Mauritius 
in 1965. The resolution asked the ICJ to address the question: 

“What are the consequences under international law, including obligations reflected in the above 
mentioned resolutions, arising from the continued administration by the United Kingdom of Great Britain 
and Northern Ireland of the Chagos Archipelago, including with respect to the inability of Mauritius to 
implement a programme for the resettlement on the Chagos Archipelago of its nationals, in particular 
those of Chagossian origin?” 

The most pressing issue for the APPG is the continuing exile of the Chagossian people, a shameful blot on 
the UK’s human rights record. The Group has urged successive governments to restore the right of abode 
and the right of return to their homeland for all those wishing to do so, whether for resettlement, work 
or visits and to establish a pilot resettlement on Diego Garcia, as recommended by KPMG in 2015. There 
is no need for the UK to postpone a pilot resettlement any longer. The ICJ proceedings, which can take 
several years, must not be used as an excuse for delaying the restoration on moral, ethical and political 
grounds, of the right of abode. It is noted that the Government of Mauritius strongly supports the right of 
return and resettlement. 

The Group believes that an overall settlement with Mauritius and the Chagos Islanders is long overdue. 
For the UK to continue to argue against an ICJ Advisory Opinion would have consequences for the UK’s 
reputation in the UN.  An Advisory Opinion, which addresses the question put by the General Assembly, 
would provide a way forward and a solid basis for settling these issues, thus contributing to a resolution 
of an urgent human rights tragedy that has endured for over 50 years. Members hope that the ICJ will 
expedite its work and that its forthcoming Advisory Opinion will inspire the United Nations General 
Assembly to work with the parties directly concerned to bring an end to the exile of the Chagossian 
people and contribute to the process of decolonisation. 

The APPG has been persistent in analysing the fluctuating arguments deployed by governments against 
resettlement such as cost, infeasibility, defence, security, treaty obligations to the US, child safeguarding, 
climate change, erosion, rising sea levels and conservation. The Group continues to believe that with 
political will these issues can be addressed and resolved. Indeed the Group understands that the US has 
no objection to a pilot resettlement on Diego Garcia. 

The APPG was established in December 2008 and has held 65 meetings. For nine years the Group has 
considered the many aspects of BIOT – human rights, humanitarian, defence, security, sovereignty, legal, 
nature conservation, environmental factors, Freedom of Information, bilateral concerns with the US and 
Mauritius, and multilateral involvement of the United Nations, the Commonwealth, African Union, 
European Union and the European Parliament. There has been a regular flow of correspondence with 
Ministers who have from time to time attended meetings with the Group and frequent Parliamentary 
Questions, interventions and debates.  
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United Kingdom, “British Indian Ocean Territory: Terrestrial Protected Areas”, available at 
https://biot.gov.io/environment/terrestrial-protected-areas/ (last accessed 3 Jan. 2018)



Terrestrial Protected Areas | British Indian Ocean Territory

About News Governance Visiting Environment Policy Review

British Indian Ocean
 Territory

Contacts

Home > Environment > Terrestrial Protected Areas

Marine Protected Area

Terrestrial Protected
 Areas

Plantation Trail Boards

Science in BIOT

Terrestrial Protected Areas

In recognition of the unique terrestrial habitats and
 species in BIOT and to provide protection to
 internationally important breeding seabird populations,
 there are a number of Terrestrial Protected Area
 designations across the British Indian Ocean Territory.

Diego Garcia Restricted Area

To protect the biodiversity of Diego Garcia effectively, the
 Diego Garcia Conservation (Restricted Area) Ordinance
 1994 prohibits entry to all environmentally sensitive
 areas, unless a permit to undertake a specific activity has
 been granted. Recreational fishing and other potentially
 damaging activities are not permitted in the Restricted
 Area. Any infringement may carry a maximum fine of
 £500.

Map of the Restricted Area (shaded red)

Search
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Ramsar site

In 2001, the provisions of the Ramsar Convention were
 extended to a large part of the island of Diego Garcia, in
 recognition of the international importance of the wetland
 habitats on and around the atoll. The Diego Garcia
 Ramsar site provides a habitat for marine flora and fauna
 at a critical stage of their biological cycle including the
 endemic coral Ctenella chagius and the threatened
 Hawksbill and Green Turtles, Eretmochelys imbricata and
Chelonia mydas. The site is also important for some of

 the 18 species of seabirds which breed in BIOT in
 internationally important numbers.

RAMSAR map (PDF document)

Important Bird Areas and Strict Nature
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 Reserves

BIOT has 10 Important Bird Areas (IBAs), identified due to
 the presence of globally significant breeding
 concentrations of seabirds. The IBAs cover approximately
 15% of the land area of the Chagos Archipelago and are
 also designated as Strict Nature Reserves to prevent any
 human disturbance. IBAs are designated on each of the
 Three Brothers Islands, Danger Island, Cow Island,
 Nelson Island, Petite Ile Bois Mangue, Ile Parasol, Ile
 Longue and at Barton Point on Diego Garcia.

Strict Nature Reserves

The Strict Nature Reserve Regulations 1998 provide the
 IBAs with legal protection. Under these Regulations, it is
 an offence for anyone to enter any of the Reserves, or to
 carry out particular activities there, without the written
 permission of the BIOT Administration.
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Governance | British Indian Ocean Territory

About News Governance Visiting Environment Policy Review

British Indian Ocean
 Territory

Contacts

Home > Governance

Governance

The British Indian Ocean Territory (BIOT) was formed on
 8th November 1965. It is one of 14 British Overseas
 Territories. There is no permanent population in BIOT,
 but Diego Garcia, the largest of the 58 islands hosts a
 joint UK-US military facility.

The Territory is currently administered from London, with
 a Commissioner appointed by the Queen, who is assisted
 by a Deputy Commissioner and Administrator. The key
 posts are currently held by:

Commissioner: Ben Merrick

Deputy Commissioner: Bryony Mathew

Administrator: Linsey Billing

In the Territory itself, the civilian Administration is
 represented by a Royal Navy Commander, who is
 appointed as the Commissioner’s Representative (known
 locally as “BritRep”). As well as being the highest civilian
 authority in the Territory, this person is also the Officer
 commanding the British Forces in Diego Garcia. The post
 is currently held by Commander Karen Cahill.

Constitutional Status

The constitutional arrangements for BIOT are set out in
 the British Indian Ocean Territory (Constitution) Order
 2004 and related instruments. The 2004 Order gives the
 Commissioner power to make laws for the peace, order
 and good government of the territory. As with any other

Search
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 British Overseas Territory, BIOT is constitutionally distinct
 and separate from the UK, with its own laws and
 Administration.

A series of UK/US agreements set out in Exchanges of
 Notes regulate matters relating to the use of the Territory
 for defence purposes, such as jurisdiction over military
 and other personnel. These originate in 1966 and provide
 for an initial 50 year period of US use of the Territory,
 plus a further 20 years. The agreement was “rolled over”
 in 2016 and will now expire in 2036.

The BIOT Gazette is an official document published by the
 Government of the BIOT to chronicle the appointments of
 BIOT officials, note the legislation extended to BIOT and
 publicise Ordinances signed by the Commissioner.

The BIOT Coat of Arms

“In tutela nostra Limuria” (Limuria is in our trust).
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United States Africa Command

Contact UsPress ReleasesUNITED STATES AFRICA COMMAND

About the Command
United States Africa Command, (U.S. AFRICOM) is one of six of the U.S. Defense Department's
 geographic combatant commands and is responsible to the Secretary of Defense for military
 relations with African nations, the African Union, and African regional security organizations.

United States Africa Command, (U.S. AFRICOM) is one of six of the U.S. Defense Department's

 geographic combatant commands and is responsible to the Secretary of Defense for military

 relations with African nations, the African Union, and African regional security organizations. A full-

spectrum combatant command, U.S. AFRICOM is responsible for all U.S. Department of Defense

 operations, exercises, and security cooperation on the African continent, its island nations, and

 surrounding waters. AFRICOM began initial operations on Oct. 1, 2007, and officially became fully

 operational capable on Oct. 1, 2008.

Leadership
Commander: General Thomas D. Waldhauser, U.S. Marine Corps

Command Senior Enlisted Leader: Chief Master Sergeant Ramon "CZ" Colon-Lopez, U.S. Air Force

Deputy to the Commander for Military Operations: Lt. Gen. James C. Vechery, U.S. Air Force

Deputy to the Commander for Civil-Military Engagement: Ambassador Alexander M. Laskaris, U.S.

 Department of State

Headquarters Chief of Staff: Major General Roger L. Cloutier, Jr., U.S. Army

Mission
U.S. Africa Command, with partners, disrupts and neutralizes transnational threats, protects U.S.

 personnel and facilities, prevents and mitigates conflict, and builds African partner defense capability
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 and capacity in order to promote regional security, stability and prosperity.

Personnel

U.S. Africa Command has approximately 2,000 assigned personnel, including military, U.S. federal

 civilian employees, and U.S. contractor employees. About 1,500 work at the command's

 headquarters in Stuttgart, Germany. Others are assigned to AFRICOM units at MacDill Air Force

 Base, Florida, and RAF Molesworth, United Kingdom. The command's programs in Africa are

 coordinated through Offices of Security Cooperation and Defense Attaché Offices in approximately

 38 nations. The command also has liaison officers at key African posts, including the African Union,

 the Economic Community of West African States (ECOWAS), and the Kofi Annan International

 Peacekeeping and Training Centre in Ghana.

AFRICOM is part of a diverse interagency team that reflects the talents, expertise, and capabilities

 within the entire U.S. government. The command has four Senior Foreign Service (SFS) officers in

 key positions as well as more than 30 personnel from more than 10 U.S. government departments

 and agencies, including the Departments of State and Homeland Security, and the U.S. Agency for

 International Development. The most senior is a career State Department official who serves as the

 deputy to the commander for civil-military engagement. Our interagency partners bring invaluable

 expertise to help the command ensure its plans and activities complement those of other U.S.

 government programs and fit within the context of U.S. foreign policy.

Location
U.S. Africa Command is located at Kelley Barracks in Stuttgart-Moehringen, Germany.

Our Team
AFRICOM's team sets the conditions for success of our security cooperation programs and activities

 on the continent. They perform detailed planning, provide essential command and control, establish

 and sustain relationships with our partners, and provide timely assessments. They are:

U.S. Army Africa (USARAF) - Operating from Vicenza, Italy, USARAF conducts sustained security

 engagement with African land forces to promote security, stability, and peace.

U.S. Naval Forces Africa (NAVAF) - Headquartered in Naples, Italy, NAVAF's primary mission is to

 improve the maritime security capability and capacity of African partners. Personnel are shared with
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 U.S. Naval Forces Europe.

U.S. Air Forces Africa (AFAFRICA) - As the air component of USAFRICOM, AFAFRICA conducts

 sustained security engagement and operations to promote air safety, security, and development in

 Africa.

U.S. Marine Corps Forces Africa (MARFORAF) - Located in Stuttgart, Germany, MARFORAF

 conducts operations, exercises, training, and security cooperation activities throughout the African

 continent. Its staff is shared U.S. Marine Corps Forces Europe.

Combined Joint Task Force-Horn of Africa (CJTF-HOA) - In the Horn of Africa, CJTF-HOA is the U.S.

 Africa Command organization that conducts operations in the region to enhance partner nation

 capacity, promote regional security and stability, dissuade conflict, and protect U.S. and coalition

 interests. CJTF-HOA is critical to U.S. AFRICOM's efforts to build partner capacity to counter violent

 extremists and address other regional security partnerships. CJTF-HOA, with approximately 2,000

 personnel assigned, is headquartered at Camp Lemonnier in Djibouti.

U.S. Special Operations Command Africa (SOCAFRICA) - SOCAFRICA, co-located with U.S. Africa

 Command at Kelley Barracks in Stuttgart, aims to build operational capacity, strengthen regional

 security and capacity initiatives, implement effective communication strategies in support of strategic

 objectives, and eradicate violent extremist organizations.
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United States Africa Command

Contact UsPress ReleasesUNITED STATES AFRICA COMMAND

AREA OF RESPONSIBILITY SOUTHERN AFRICA

Republic of Mauritius

Capital Area Languages Population Currency

Port Louis 2,040.0 km² en-MU,bho,fr 1,294,104 MUR

The United States established diplomatic relations with Mauritius in 1968, following its independence

 from the United Kingdom. In the years following independence, Mauritius became one of Africa's

 most stable and developed economies, as a result of its multi-party democracy and free market

 orientation. Relations between the United States and Mauritius are cordial, and we collaborate

 closely on bilateral, regional, and multilateral issues. Mauritius is a leading beneficiary of the African

 Growth and Opportunity Act and a U.S. partner in combating maritime piracy in the Indian Ocean.
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