
Sovereignty, Independence, 
Self -determination 

Independence 
Non-self-governing territories. Cocos (Keeling) Islands. Australian 
authority over. 
Following is text of a statement by the Australian Representative to the 
Sub-committee on Small Territories of the UN Committee on Decoloni- 
sation on 23 July 1976:3 , 

It has been stated several times previously at meetings similar to this 
that the Australian Government welcomes the interest of the United 
Nations in the process of ensuring the well being, and guiding the 
advancement, of the people of the Cocos (Keeling) Islands. This 
meeting today can be assured that the present Australian Govern- 
ment, which was elected to office on 13 December 1975, continues 
that tradition. 
Australia is proud of its achievements as an administering power. For 
example, the emergence of the independent nation of Nauru in 1968 
and the admission of Papua New Guinea last year as the 142nd 
member state of the United Nations, are testimony to our sincerity 
and achievements in the area of decolonisation. We aim to maintain 
our record in relation to our administration of Cocos. Nevertheless, 
we must stress that the problems Australia faces with Cocos are, for 
example, very different from those we faced in guiding the 
emergence of the relatively large country of Papua New Guinea and 
the wealthy island of Nauru. They require quite different approaches 
and, possibly, rather different solutions. 
In a statement to the Fourth Committee of the General Assembly on 
13 November last, Australia's representative outlined a number of 
changes which had been introduced on Cocos. He also indicated that 
major divisions were occurring in the tiny community. The com- 
munity appeared to be divided into three groups of about equal size. 
The first was dissatisfied with the existing situation and looked to the 
Australian Government to effect early changes. The second was 
joined with Mr Clunies Ross in opposing any Government interven- 
tion. The third was waiting to see how matters developed. 
This Committee now has before it the latest report on Cocos which, 
consistent with prac 'ces since 1957, Australia has submitted in 
conformity with Arti 8 e 73.e of the Charter. The report covers the 
year ending 31 December 1975 and, I am sure distinguished 
representatives will agree, confirms that 1975 was indeed a year of 
considerable change in the circumstances of Cocos. It also demon- 
strates that 1975 proved to be a year of considerable uncertainty 
within the community on Cocos. By the end of the year a situation of 

3 .  Text supplied by the Department of Foreign Affairs, Canberra. 
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confrontation had developed between the then Australian Govern- 
ment and Mr Clunies Ross. 
A new Australian Government was elected to office last December. 
On taking office, the new Government had a general objective of 
reviewing important policy issues. The new Minister responsible for 
administering the Territory, Senator Withers, made it clear early in 
1976 that, particularly in the light of the unsettled situation which had 
developed on Cocos, he proposed to give priority to a review of those 
developments. 
Senator Withers indicated publicly his considerable concern about 
the situation of dislocation which had developed before he took 
office. He also indicated that he did not regard himself as necessarily 
committed to the policies of the previous Government but that he 
considered it important that he should first see the situation for 
himself. He said early in 1976 that he planned to visit Cocos as soon 
as this would be practicable. It was decided that, although the clock 
should certainly not be turned back, controversial policy initiatives 
should not be pressed on Cocos in the meantime. 
The Minister visited Cocos in late April. He saw most facets of the 
community life on Home Island, spoke at length with sizeable groups 
of Home Island people who had expressed a wish to talk with him, 
and discussed particular matters with a number of individual Home 
Island people. He had discussions with the Administrator and mem- 
bers of the administration staff. He also had wide-ranging discussions 
with Mr Clunies Ross. The visit allowed a close examination of the 
circumstances on the island and permitted a detailed appreciation of 
the latest feelings and wishes of the Cocos Malay people. 
The Mifiister did indeed confirm the existence of an unsettled situa- 
tion. There was by theil every indication that about half the com- 
munity preferred the traditional form of relationship with Mr Clunies 
Ross. These people appeared to resent what they regarded as 
unwarranted Government intrusions into their traditional life. They 
appeared to be alienated from the remainder of the community. This 
remainder, numbering perhaps 200-250 people, comprised almost the 
other half of the community. They displayed considerable discontent 
with the existing situation. They were looking for substantial and 
early change in their circumstances. However, most of them had 
quite clearly and quite quickly come to look beyond Cocos in order 
to satisfy their ambitions for themselves and their children. 
At the time of the Minister's visit over 200 of the 500 Cocos Malays 
had registered with the Administrator their interest in resettlement 
away from Cocos. The Minister received strong representations that 
the Government should assist them in meeting the cost of the air 
fares to the Australian mainland. 

There has been a concomitant interest in gaining Australian 
citizenship by those who do not already possess it. Those with 
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Australian citizenship are entitled to enter Australia, subject only to 
prior counselling on employment and accommodation matters. 
There is nothing particularly new in a division within a community 
between the traditionalists and those who look for early and signifi- 
cant change in their circumstances. It is by no means new to Cocos. 
Such divisions have surfaced before, most recently in 1958 as 
detailed in the annual report. 
The most recent interest in emigration of course did not surface in a 
completely sudden way. As the report for 1975 indicates, interest in 
emigration began to stir again just qfter the middle of last year. In 
August 1975, the first people from Home Island-a group of six- 
ever to move directly to mainland Australia did so. 
But there has been an acceleration of interest in resettlement since 
that time. By the middle of this year (1976) the number who had left 
Cocos and exercised the right to resettle in Australia, using their own 
or other private financial means, had grown to about 50. Others were 
interested in following. 
It would be unrealistic to ascribe the latest developments to parti- 
cular factors without taking account of some very general influences. 
The environment in which many Cocos people find themselves today 
is very different from what it was only a few years ago. In a sense the 
world has caught up with Cocos and many people on Cocos are 
catching up with the world. Through improved education and 
increasing communications with the outside world, the horizon of 
many Cocos Malays has extended and broadened considerably. 
There are some particular influences which I should mention in this 
respect. 
The Committee knows that Cocos is a small, isolated and poorly 
endowed atoll. Its economy is based on a single crop--copra-which 
for the foreseeable future is unlikely of itself to support a standard of 
living much above the subsistence level for a community of around 
500. The islands do not, and in the foreseeable future will not, 
provide any substantial diversification of employment or training 
opportunities or allow the full development of each and every per- 
sonality and intellect. The existing and prospective situation offers 
much less in the way of material things and scope for personal 
development than does mainland Australia. It is perhaps not sur- 
prising that a growing number of Cocos Malays on Home Island seem 
to be concluding that their long term expectations for themselves and 
their children are more likely to be met away from Cocos than on it 
and therefore wish to move to the Australian mainland. 
There have been specific influences in these directions from Cocos 
Malays who now live elsewhere. 
Because of population pressures over 1000 Cocos Malays elected, 
and were assisted, to move to Sabah in the early 1950's. Communi- 
cations from these former residents of Home Island back to relatives 
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and friends have indicated the expanded opportunities and interests 
attendant on life outside Cocos. 
I have previously mentioned the movements in 1958. Many of this 
group have subsequently found greater opportunities in mainland 
Australia-for example, in the fields of employment, education and 
training. There are still close family and personal links between these 
people and those still on Cocos. Enthusiastic reports about life in 
other places are being received on Cocos with increasing frequency. 
The visits over the past two years by outside groups interested in the 
advancement of the Cocos Malays residing on Home Island- 
including the visit of the mission from the Committee of 24 in 
1974--have also had their effect in generating new interest in the 
enthusiastic reports by those relatives and friends who have estab- 
lished themselves in larger communities elsewhere. 
This then is the situation facing the administering power. The serious 
divisions which developed within the community over the past 12 
months or so have fairly clearly resulted in the emergence and 
consolidation of two groups each with very different views and each 
of approximately the same number. At the time of the Minister's visit 
at the end of April just over half the Cocos Malay population had 
indicated strong support for the traditional way of life. Against this 
the remaining, only slightly smaller, segment of the community is 
looking for early changes in its circumstances and is clearly indicat- 
ing that it regards these as most likely to be achieved by resettling 
away from Cocos. In association with this, it is seeking the extension 
of Australian citizenship and the attendant rights of untrammelled 
entry to the mainland, to those not already in possession of these. 
At the end of his visit, the Minister confirmed that he would wish to 
give careful consideration to the problems of the Territory. He 
undertook to review the whole situation. The Australian Government 
is currently in the process of doing this. This Committee can be 
assured that a careful and responsible review is being made, bearing 
in mind the rights of the Cocos community and the obligations we 
have as the administering power. 
Australia is conscious of the need to seek measures which will heal 
the divisions within this fragile community. It recognises the risks to 
the continued viability of the community which these recent 
developments pose. 
In the present situation and with all these matters currently under 
Government consideration my delegation is unable at this time to 
make a statement of policy. We feel that, in the circumstances, the 
Committee will accept that there must be a pause and that it must be 
left for a later report to indicate what particular policy courses for the 
future have been adopted by the Australian Government. 
We have gone into some detail in setting out the facts of the situation 
in order to assist the United Nations in its consideration of conditions 
in the Territory. We reaffirm our continued co-operation with the 
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Committee and with the United Nations generally in relation to the 
Territory. We will obviously welcome and take proper account of the 
views of this Committee. We will, of course, place before the United 
Nations, as we have in the past, our policy for the future of the 
Territory as soon as this can be responsibly done. 

Self -determination 
Non-self-governing territories Cocos (Keeling) Islands. Australian 
authority over. 
Following is the text of a statement to the Sub-committee on Small 
Territories of the UN Committee on Decolonisation (the Committee of 
24) made by the Australian Representative on 22 June 1977:4 

In his statement to this Sub-committee last year the Australian 
representative explained that the Australian Government was 
undertaking a comprehensive review of the situation in the Territory 
in order to determine the policy to be adopted by the Australian 
Government in the future. 
I am pleased to report that the Australian Government has now 
completed that review and has taken a number of decisions relating 
to future policy for the Cocos (Keeling) Islands. 
The basis of the policy is Australia's belief that the welfare of the 
inhabitants of the Islands is paramount. It is the Government's firm 
intention, therefore, that its policies should promote constructive 
development for the purpose of bringing the Territory to a position 
where an act of self-determination can take place. 
The Government's broad policy decisions are thus aimed at ensuring 
the political, social and economic advancement of the people of 
Cocos both individually and collectively and the extension of fund- 
amental human rights to all people on the Islands. 
The broad details of Australia's Cocos policy are as follows: 

- representative form of local government for the Cocos com- 
munity to be established with the ultimate aim being the creation 
of a fully elected body; 
arrangements to be made allowing a transfer to the Cocos 
community of the village area of Home Island; 
the replacement of token money by Australian currency; 
establishment of a new form of fund to assist the financing of 
community activities; 
there should be freedom of movement and communication 
within the Territory; 
the improvement of education and health facilities and general 
upgrading of living standards; 
the framing and implementation of laws which could be clearly 
applied and enforced, taking into account local institutions and 
customs; 

4. Aust FA Rec, July 1977, 370. 
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the progressive introduction of a wages economy appropriate to 
Cocos conditions; 
appropriate means by which Australian citizenship can be pro- 
vided to residents of the Territory who wish to take up Aust- 
ralian citizenship; 
the provision of financial assistance to Cocos Malays who wish 
to move from Cocos to Australia; and 
the ownership by the Australian Government of all land on 
which its facilities are located. 

Discussions on the most prompt and effective ways of implementing 
these decisions in detail are now proceeding with the Cocos com- 
munity and the owner of the Clunies Ross Estate, Mr John Clunies 
Ross. The responsible Australian Minister, the Minister for Admi- 
nistrative Services, Senator the Rt Hon R G Withers, has recently 
visited the Territory for that purpose. 
In providing this information on the Territory my delegation wishes 
to assure the Committee of Australia's continuing cooperation in 
relation to the process of self-determination. The Australian 
Government will continue to keep the United Nations informed of 
developments in relation to the Territory. 

Self-determination 
Non-self-governing territories. Cocos (Keeling) Islands. Australian 
authority over. 
On 4 June 1976 in the House of Representatives the Minister for Admi- 
nistrative Services was asked what is the proposed timetable for 
independence for the Cocos Islands and what authority Australia has in 
these islands. Mr Street replied as follows:' 

The Australian Government has not established a timetable for 
independence for the Cocos (Keeling) Islands. It is currently 
reviewing its policy regarding the future of the Cocos (Keeling) 
Islands. 
The Cocos Islands have been an Australian non-self-governing Ter- 
ritory since 23 November 1955 when their transfer from Britain was 
accepted by the Cocos (Keeling) Islands Act 1955. 

Sovereignty 
Elements of. Non-intervention by foreign state. Loss o f  independent 
foreign policy. 
On 31 March 1976 in the House of Representatives the Minister for 
Foreign Affairs was asked whether his Government had expressed any 
concern over recent changes in the Polish Constitution. 
Mr Peacock replied in part6 

The Australian Government naturally would regret any move to 
inhibit the rights and freedoms of individuals anywhere in the world. 

5 .  HR Deb 1976, vol99, 3118 
6. HR Deb 1976, vol98, 1166. 
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However, the honourable member will appreciate that specific 
responsibility rests clearly within the domestic competence of the 
Polish Government. 

He then looked in detail at the changes and said: 
Naturally the Government would deeply regret any loss of indepen- 
dence in foreign policy which would be a derogation from the 
fundamental principle of national sovereignty by any country any- 
where. We hope that the adoption of the New Constitution in Poland 
will not, in fact, have that effect. 

Sovereignty 
Preservation of. Non-intervention. Freedom from incursions. Merce- 
naries. Prohibited recruitment of. 
The Crimes (Foreign Incursions and Recruitment) Act 1978' entered into 
operation on 14 April 1978. The objectives of the Act were explained by 
the Attorney-General, Mr Ellicott, in his second reading speech on the 
related Bill in the House of Representatives on 17 March 1977. He said in 
part:' 

(T)he first objective of the Bill is to prohibit persons preparing for or 
engaging in incursions into foreign countries. The second is to 
prohibit the recruiting in Australia of persons to serve in armed 
forces in a foreign country. 
As to the first-prohibition of foreign incursions-twice in recent 
years persons from Australia have carried out incursions overseas. 
The Government takes the view that circumstances in overseas 
countries and Australia make possible the repetition of these activi- 
ties. The Government takes the view that it should do what it can by 
legislative means to discourage them. While under existing law- 
provided information is obtained early enough-some limited action 
can be taken to prevent these activities achieving their ultimate 
objective, past events have shown that existing law is not adequate. 
In all the circumstances, including the need to preserve international 
relations, there is a need for legislation to deal specifically with the 
problem, including preparations in Australia for these activities. 
To this end, clause 6 will prohibit incursions into foreign countries 
for the purpose of engaging in hostile activities. This clause will 
apply to Australian citizens, persons ordinarily resident in Australia 
and persons who at any time during the period of one year immed- 
iately preceding the commission of the offence were present in 
Australia for a purpose connected with the offence. In regard to the 
last category of persons I mention that persons meeting this descrip- 
tion participated in previous incursion episodes. Such persons would 
have sufficient connection with Australia in respect of the prohibited 
activity to warrant the application to them of this provision of the 

7 .  No 13 of 1978 (Cth). 
8. HR Deb 1977, vol 104, 342-3. 
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Australian criminal law. To a substantial extent this provision will 
prohibit acts of terrorism by Australians in other countries. 
Clause 7 prohibits preparations for incursions into foreign countries. 
In relation to acts done in Australia, the clause applies to all persons; 
in the case of acts done outside Australia, the clause applies to the 
same persons as clause 6. Clause 8 prohibits the recruiting of persons 
to join organisations engaged in hostile activities against foreign 
governments. 
The seriousness with which the Australian Government regards these 
matters is reflected in the heavy penalties provided for breaches of 
these provisions. Thus, the penalty for a breach of clause 6 will be 14 
years imprisonment. The penalty for making preparations for these 
acts of terrorism will be 10 years. It should be noted that the consent 
of the Attorney-General will be required for any prosecution for a 
breach of the Act. . . . Clause 9 of the Bill will make it an offence for 
a person to recruit, advertise in respect of recruiting, facilitate or 
promote recruitment of, another person to serve in or with an armed 
force in a foreign country, whether government, insurgent or other- 
wise. 
In order to meet circumstances where it is in the interests of the 
defence or international relations of Australia to permit the recruit- 
ment in Australia of persons to serve in particular armed forces, the 
Minister will be authorised to exempt recruitment for such forces. 
However, the legislation will not prevent an Australian from going 
overseas and enlisting in armed forces in another country. The 
Government recognises that occasions will arise where persons will 
wish to enlist and serve in the armed forces of another country 
because of a deeply held personal belief. To prohibit this generally 
would be an infringement of individual freedom. I commend the Bill 
to the House. 

Sovereignty 
Preservation of. Non-intervention. Mercenaries. Recruitment in Australia. 
Following is the text of a note on the s ~ b j e c t : ~  

The controversial question of mercenaries was dramatically revived 
in 1976 in the context of the conflict in Angola and remains in the 
public domain primarily because of the fighting in Rhodesia. 
There is no internationally accepted definition of 'mercenary'. The 
Concise Oxford Dictionary defines such a person as a 'hired soldier 
in foreign service'. A widely accepted definition of a mercenary is 
that of a person fighting for substantial pecuniary reward in an armed 
conflict that does not involve the country of his nationality or 
permanent residence or a country with which he has traditional ties. 
Recent international instruments condemning mercenaries tend to 
deal with the issue in the context of resistance to movements for 
national liberation and independence. A provisional draft convention 

9. Backgrounder, 21 January 1977. 
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on mercenaries which was presented by Angola to the 1976 Mauritius 
Conference of the Organisation of African Unity and a 1976 United 
Nations General Assembly Resolution are examples. The latter con- 
tains the following paragraph: 

'The General Assembly . . . Reiterates its declaration that the 
practice of using mercenaries against movements for national 
liberation and independence constitutes a criminal act and that 
the mercenaries themselves are criminals, and calls upon the 
Governments of all countries to enact legislation declaring the 
recruitment, financing and training of mercenaries in their terri- 
tory and the transit of mercenaries through territory to be 
punishable offences and prohibiting their nationals from serving 
as mercenaries.' 

As the Resolution contained some elements unacceptable to Aust- 
ralia and other Western Countries, Australia was one of the 24 
countries which abstained when it was put to the vote. The Resolu- 
tion was adopted 109-4-24. 

Sovereignty 
Limitations on. By Agreement. Appeals from Nauru to High Court of  
Australia. 
The Nauru (High Court Appeals) Act 1976" came into operation on 21 
March 1977. The purpose and significance of the Act were explained by 
the Attorney-General, Mr Ellicott, in his second reading speech on the 
related Bill in the House of Representatives on 7 October 1976. He said, 
in part:" 

The purpose of this Bill is to seek the approval of the Parliament to 
an Agreement between the Commonwealth of Australia and the 
Republic of Nauru1* that would allow appeals to be brought to the 
High Court from certain classes of decision of the Supreme Court of 
Nauru. The text of the Agreement is set out in the Schedule to the 
Bill. I will return later to a discussion of that text. Honourable 
members will recall that Nauru, formerly a Trust Territory admin- 
istered by Australia for many years, gained its independence in 1968. 
Under the legislation that was in force in the former Trust Territory 
of Nauru an appeal lay to the High Court, by leave of that Court, 
from the judgments, orders and decrees of the then Court of Appeal. 
This Parliament, in the enactment of the Nauru Independence Act 
1967," made provision for the final moves of the Nauruan people to 
the adoption of their own constitution. In the course of negotiations 
that preceded the independence of Nauru, the Nauruan leaders 
expressed a wish that provision be made for appeals to the High 
Court from certain judgments of the Supreme Court of Nauru that 
was to be established under that constitution. . . . 

10. No 151 of 1976 (Cth). 
11. HR Deb 1976, vol 101, 1647-8. 
12. Aust TS 1977, No 11. 
13. No 103 of 1967 (Cth). 
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The Bill represents a novel and significant step in that for the first 
time the High Court will function as a final court of appeal from the 
Supreme Court of another independent sovereign country. Generally 
newly emerging countries establish their own judicial institutions. In 
this case the Nauruan Government took, as I have explained, the 
initiative in seeking to have the High Court serve as the final appel- 
late court of Nauru. We see that as an expression of confidence in the 
capacity and impartiality of the High Court. 
We have had, of course, to consider the source of constitutional 
power to enable the Parliament to enact the legislation and to confer 
the jurisdiction on the High Court. The High Court has held that it 
may have conferred on it appellate jurisdiction other than from the 
State courts, so long as there is a proper source of power for the 
Parliament to enact the legislation conferring the jurisdiction. A line 
of decisions has established that the High Court may hear appeals 
from Territory courts. The source of power to provide for appeals 
from Territory courts is to be found in Section 122 of the 
Constitution. . . . In the present case, I believe that the external 
affairs power provides a sufficient constitutional basis for the Bill. 
Reference might also be made to the power of the Parliament to make 
laws with respect to the relations of the Commonwealth with the 
islands of the Pacific. 

Self-determination 
Denial of right to. Australian protests. UNparticipation. East Timor. 
On 1 June 1976 in the House of Representatives the Minister for Foreign 
Affairs was asked: 

Does the Australian Government intend to protest to Indonesia and 
to the United Nations at the obvious and planned failure of the 
Government of Indonesia to be associated with any act of 
self-determination for the people of East Timor, and against what in 
fact is the blatant denial of this right to the people of East Timor? 

Mr Peacock replied in part as  follow^:'^ 
Since this Government was elected . . . we have been protesting, and 
not merely protesting verbally but making representations both to the 
Indonesian Government and earlier to Portuguese authorities. We 
have also long held and have constantly stated, both here and in the 
United Nations since we came into office, our policy on Timor 
relating to self-determination, the withdrawal of forces and the 
resumption of humanitarian aid. We have also said, and again in the 
United Nations, that observation of the process of self-determination 
in East Timor should best be carried out by the United Nations. In 
the event, regrettably no indication was forthcoming from the United 
Nations that it would be involved in yesterday's meeting in East 
Timor. We accordingly decided that it would be appropriate for us 
not to attend. Some form of United Nations participation and obser- 

14. HR Deb 1976, ~0199,2701-2 
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vation, I believe, is essential and we would welcome this develop- 
ment, in accordance with the line we have taken since being elected 
to Government. In particular, we are hopeful that the United Nations 
special representative will soon be able to visit East Timor, again in 
accordance with his mandate, to reassess the situation in the terri- 
tory. 

Self-determination 
Legal administering authority. Recognition of. Role in process of  
self-determination. East Timor. 
On 1 June 1976 in the House of Representatives the Minister for Foreign 
Affairs was asked without notice: 

Does the Australian Government recognise the Government of Por- 
tugal or the Government of Indonesia as the legal administering 
authority in East Timor and its territorial waters? 

Mr Peacock answered in part as  follow^:'^ 
The short answer is that legally Portugal is still allegedly the admin- 
istering authority but, after all, it opted out of that role and there 
have been too few prepared to remind the world community of 
Portugal's own delinquency in this regard. Portugal has a great deal 
to answer for in not bringing East Timor through steps to self-deter- 
mination and taking other measures of humanitarian assistance and 
development. There is no doubt that Portugal with respect to its 
record as a colonial power in this part of the world particularly, if not 
elsewhere, has much to answer for. 

Self-determination 
Process of UN participation in. AustraIian support for principle. East 
Timor. 
On 20 May 1976 in the House of Representatives the Minister for Foreign 
Affairs was asked: 

Does the Government regard as adequate the Indonesian proposal to 
allow a 50-man assembly drawn from 450 local rulers in East Timor 
to decide the country's future? If not, what action will the Australian 
Government take to bring about a genuine act of self -determination 
for the people of East Timor? 

Mr Peacock replied in part as  follow^:'^ 
At all times . . . we called for an act of self-determination to enable 
the Timorese to determine their own future, uncoerced by any 
outside powers. We hold to that. In our view the position remains 
that the process of self-determination should be conducted to allow 
the people of the territory to choose their own political future. The 
Government has therefore supported 3 United Nations resolutions 
on Timor adopted since December 1975. All have referred to the 
Timorese people's right to self-determination. Pending a satisfactory 

15. HRDeb1976,vol99,2701. 
16. HR Deb 1976, ~0199,2270. 



428 Australian Year Book of International Law 

process of self-determination the Government has recognised neither 
the so-called Democratic Republic of East Timor nor the so-called 
Provisional Government of East Timor. Both the Indonesian 
Government and the provisional authorities in Dili are publicly 
committed, as I understand from their statements, to an act of 
self-determination in East Timor. It appears that arrangements for 
such a process are now in hand. 
From our point of view, we do not presume to lay down the guide- 
lines or the methods for the process of self-determination. As the 
honourable member will be aware, the whole history of either non- 
self-governing territories or those administered in the manner in 
which Papua New Guinea was, have determined various means of 
conducting self-determination programs. There has been no solitary 
means universally adopted, but clearly, in our view, if the process is 
to have validity, it would seem necessary for a course to be chosen 
in the full knowledge of all possible alternatives. The Government 
also believes, and has said so in the United Nations, that some form 
of United Nations participation would be appropriate and in the best 
interests of the Timorese people. It remains to be seen whether the 
process foreshadowed by the provisional authorities meets United 
Nations and general international acceptance. 

Self -determination 
Principle of. Continuing commitment to. Question of Portuguese Timor. 
On 25 February 1976 in the House of Representatives the Minister for 
Foreign Affairs was asked: 

In any discussions at the United Nations on the situation in East 
Timor, will he give an assurance that Australia will press and urge for 
the full and absolute self-determination of the people of East Timor 
and demand the withdrawal of all Indonesian forces from East 
Timor? 

Mr Peacock replied in part as follows:'' 
Not only will we do that, we have done that. . . . When we were the 
caretaker Government we sought to co-sponsor a resolution before 
the United Nations General Assembly. We ended up supporting a 
resolution which among other things called for the withdrawal of 
troops, a cessation of hostilities, an act of self-determination to be 
implemented and a resumption of humanitarian aid. Beyond voting 
for that resolution in the General Assembly, we also sought a voice 
in the Security Council and put again our views. We have restated 
them privately and publicly. That is the Government's policy. It will 
continue to be the Government's policy. 

Self-determination 
Principle of.  United Nations. Australian Views. 
Following is an extract from a statement made in the Security Council on 

17. HR Deb 1976, vol98, 254. 
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14 April 1976 by the Permanent Representative of Australia to the United 
Nations, Mr R L Harry:18 

The Australian position on the Timor conflict has been clearly stated. 
It accords with the resolutions adopted in December by the General 
Assembly and by the Security Council. We support the main thrust 
of both resolutions, notably their call for a withdrawal of outside 
forces and a process by which the people of East Timor can deter- 
mine their own future. 
In my last statement to the Council on East Timor I emphasised that 
the Australian Government and people were most conscious that a 
stable settlement in East Timor can rest only on the free choice by 
the people concerned. It remains the firm policy of the Australian 
Government that the people of the territory should exercise freely 
and effectively their right of self-determination. And, if their decision 
is to have any validity, it must be made in the full knowledge of the 
alternatives from which they are to make their choice. 
My Government does not, however, presume to lay down any 
precise formula or modalities for self-determination. We should 
prefer to respond to the wishes of the Timorese people themselves as 
to the best means by which they might genuinely exercise their right 
of self-determination. 
We note from the special representative's report that the parties 
principally concerned are also agreed on the need for United Nations 
involvement in self-determination in the territory. While we recog- 
nise that the question of United Nations assistance in this area would 
need to be subject to separate consideration and examination, we 
nevertheless believe that some form of United Nations participation 
would be appropriate, desirable, and in the best interest of the parties 
concerned. 

18. Aust FA Rec, April 1976,218. 




