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Mr., MISKRA (Indim): I apclogize to you, Mr., President, and to the
Assembly for taking the floor for the second time today on the same question.
With your indulgence, I should like to clarify some matters that have been raised
during the discussion of the Indian amendment that is co-sponsored by many friends
and contained in document A/3L/L.3.

The most pressing argument thet hes been made about this amendment, an
ergument begun by my good friend Ambassador Koh of Singapore, is that it is a new
proposal and not an amendment. In the opinion of my delegation, if one reads
rule 90 as a whole, and not merely parts of it to suit one's convenience or cne's

point of view, there can be no conclusion other than the one that wve share, and

that is, that it is an amendment.

Rule 90 contains & sentence which says that the smendment furthest removed
from the substance of the propoeal shall be put to the vote first. What does
that sentence mean? We have not sutmitted an amendment to a treaty on the moon,
It is an amendment to the report of the Credentiesls Committee, the subject ve
are discussing. It is an amendment that seeks to revise part of that report.
How can it be taken to constitute a new proposal?

We can debate the question and the merits of following one proposal or
amendment or another, but I do not think it is correct to make interpretations
of rules of procedure to suit one's convenience. Please read the rule as a
whole, and not merely parts of it - as has been done todsy during this debate.

Two other arguments have been advanced here today that have struck me as
meriting some reply. There was a repeated argument that if we -re to seat the
nev régime of Kampuchea in this Assembly we would be condoning intervention in
the affairs of one State by another State. Of course, as representatives all
know, India has not subscribed to the proposal to seat the new régime in
Kempuchea in this Assembly. But at the same time, those very representatives
who argue that we should not condone intervention go on to say that they are
not condoning the atrocities of the Pol Pot régime in Kampuchea.
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Well, if you apply one argument on one side - nemely, that by taking one
action you are condoning intervention - then how can you plead that you are not
condoning the atrocities merely by excusing yourself? No, there must be some
logic in what we do, Almost all the representatives who have spoken here in
favour of the continuance of the present arrangement in this Hall have referred
to the atrociti~s of the Pol Pot régime and said that they are not excusing
then. And, at the seme tize, it has been said that if ve seat the nev régime
we are going to condone intervention, HNo, we do not consider any of this -
snd particularly our amendment - as condoning enything, Ve corsider our amendment
as something that prevents the Assembly from taking a decicion it might regret
later.

The second point that has struck me during our debate is .hat some of the
legal arguments that have been advanced here today are the same ones I heard for
21 years on the question of representation of a permanent member of the Security
Council. The same arguments. Legalistic terminology. "The crelentials are
valid because they are issued by sn authority", quite forgetting the reality of
the situation. Today, we are asked in the report of the Credentials Comittee to
forget reality. I say to representatives here that they are not going to make
the situation dissppear by closing their eyes to reality.

Most of the arguments that have been made here on the question of intervention,
interference, and so on, are very valid arguments, but they are arguments that
should be teken up on the new item proposed for inclusion in the esgenda of the
Assembly, namely, the question of Kampuchea, and I assure all representetives
here that I shall be voting in favour of the inscription of that item, mnd that I
shall take part in the dcbate cn it. But at this point that is not the guestion
we are discussing.

We are discussing the question of the credentials of & delegation, and I
earnestly submit to Members that by supporting the recommendation of the
Credentials Committee they would not in reality be accepting the credentials of
enybody who could discharge the obligations imposed by membership of this

asugust body,
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Mr. KAMANDA WA KAMANDA (Zaire) (interpretation from French):
Sir, I should like at the outset to offer you our most sincere congratulations
upon your election to the presidency of the thirty-fourth session of the
General Assembly. Your wealth of experience, combined with your outstanding
qualities as a diplomat and statesman, guarantee the successTul completion
of the work of this session, and I wish to assure You of the full co—operation

of the delegetion of the Republic of Zmire, which, morecver, enjoys excellent

relstions of co—operation with your country.

The question before us today, end the focus of our debate, is essentially,
if pot exclusively, one of primciple. ¥e did not come bere as bailiffs to
auction off this or that réugime or Government in Kampuchea, a8 if we were the
OWners.

Of course, we unders*and the deep concerns of those who have spoken of
allowing the People's Revolutionary Council of Heng Samrin to occupy the
Kempuchean chair, Indeed, if it falls to my lot to - excuse the words =
carry out aggression against & sovereign country and to overthrow its
Government and set up another, or if I support such actiona, I cannot come
to this body to prevent States here represented from endorsing my action.
Indeed, I would expect them to say that I was right,

That is why we hasten to say right away that wve fully understand the
concerns of those who have come to this rostrum to defend a régime the
circumstances of whose establishment in Phnom Penh we are fully familiar with.
But we say that, for our part, the direct or indirect recognition which we
are being asked surreptitiously to give to the nev régime or to the régime
of the People's Republic of Kampuchea, can be only en individual act of

sovereignty and in no wise a collective act of sovereignty. The
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very fact that we in this Assembly ure allowed to undertake & collective act of
recognition of a régime or Government is in itself an innovation in terms of the
law of nations.

We have heard it resoundingly said that “he Heng Samrin régime is in
de facto control of the territory. We do not say it is not, since there is much about
the situation that we do not know. But vhat ve mre saying is that any sovereirn
Government can consider that, check the facts, and then decide whether or not to accord
its recognition to any particular Governmment or régire. In ro vay can
this argument he brought tc bear here in favour of the admission to this chazber
of the representative of revolutionary Kampuchea to the detriment of the
representative of Democratic Kempuchea, which is already e Member of the United
Nations.

Despite the insistence that the Heng Samrin régime exercises de fucto
control over the territory, it will be recalled that no one has said that that
régime has the support of the population. Nevertheless, I should have liked to
hear this extremely important element in the recognition of Govermments and
régimes raised by one or two speakers, particularly those who have
tried to defend this régime's admission. I have heard no such statepent, and
this simple omission somewhat surprises, if not disquiets, me,

The question before us is actuelly that of the recognition of the Government
or régime of the People's Republic of Kampuchea of Heng Samrin, to the detriment
of the Pol Pot régime. As I have said, it is not for us to defend or to promote
one ugainst the other. The real problem is that by subterfuge we are being asked
to recognize the Heng Samrin régime, mnd that raises the problem of the
legitimacy of that régime we are being asked to recognize to the detriment of the
régime of & Member State of this Orgenizetion.

But by what act has the present Phnom Penh régime been legitimized? I say that
only the people of Kampuchea can give us the answer to this question, And until we
have the answer from the people, we have no choice but to say that the
representatives of Democratic Kampuchea, a Member State of this Organization,

have the right to its seat.
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I think the exercise is quite simple, actually. It will be noted, moreover,
that none of the preceding sveakers in this debate have said or have sought to
demonstrate that there was no foreipn armed intervention in Kampuchea. It is
quite extraordinery., I think this is the core of the problem. This
voluntery ouwission, or this silence on what seems to me to be the very nub of the
matter, is highly significant. Hence there is unanipmity here that no
one can say that there has been no foreign armed intervention in Kampuchea.
Therefore, ve surely egree that there was foreign armed intervention in
Kampuchea, as a result of which a Government was set up. But we still have the
Charter of the United Nations before us on our desks.

I consider these facts cxtremely serious. The proposal to leave Democratic
Kampuchea's seat empty is unacceptable to us and indefensible when it comes to a
Member Stete of the United Hations, for it would be to deny its sovereign rirhts.
Democratic Kempuchea - or let us just say Kampuchea - is not & res pullius. It
does exist; there is a people. And if within this Assembly ve defend the idea of
leaving the seat vacant, is this not a way of saying that we deny the sovereign
rights of a people or a State, inasmuch as there is already such a State which is
glready & Hember of our Organization?

It is not correct to say that there was consensus within the non-aligned
movement on leaving the seat of Democratic Kempuchea vacant. I shell not fo
into detail: the contradictory statements we have Just heard from
representatives of many non-aligned countries bear out what I am saying. There
was no consensus on leaving the seat vacant. Many non-aligned countries have
spoken here, and, unless I am mistaken, consensus is nothing more than a
convergence of the views of the majority without formal oppoesition by one or
several delegations or persons, but with the possibility of reservations. Ve
have heard from this podium representatives of non-aligned countries that were
formally opposed to the icea of leaving the seat vacant,

To those of us who were in Havana, participating in the work of the sunmit
conference of non-aligned nations, that argument does not seem to be the correct
interpretation of what really happened. The document submitted by India does not,
in our- view, constitute an mmendment of the Credentials Committee report, because
in its content and by its nature it denies and rejects the substance of that
report. Moreover, the Indian proposal implies denial of the sovereign riphts

of a Member State.
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This is a new proposal which I think in due course and at the proper time
and place can be taken up, after we have dealt with the Committee's report.
But I say egain that the Indien proposal is in direct conflict with paragrap. 29
of the rules of procedure, which reads:
“Any representative to whose admission & Member has made objection
shall be seated provisionally with the same rights es other representatives
until the Credentiels Committee has reported and the Generael Assembly has
given its decision.”
The Indian proposal has summed this up, I would say, in such a wey that it does
not really amend the Credentials Committee report, but suggests scmething new:
that the seat of Kcmpuchea should be left vacant. In other words, the idea is
to have the Heng Samrin régime btrought in and Democratic Kampuchea left out,
forced to leave this chamber.

So I would say that India has not really emended this, because what has
happened is that the Assembly has not been amlle to proceed with its task, which

is to study the Credentials Committee report. In practice, the proposed amendment

meens that we should meke Democratic Kampuchea leave this chamber so that we can
indirectly recognize the Heng Samrin régime. In our view, by its
thrust, substance and nature the Indian proposal is not an amendment to the

Credentisls Committee report: it is a new proposal.
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The representative of India invoked rule 90 «f the General Assembly's rules
of procedure and quoted many parts of it, but I believe he omicted to refer
to its last gsentence, which reads:

"A motion is considered an amendment to a proposal if it merely adds to,

deletes from or revises part of the proposal.

To which part of which proposal dces India's document refer? I hope that the
Legal Counsel, whose opinion we have sought, will shortly be able to give us
some clarification on this problem,

Ue are deeply concerned with the maintepance of international peace and
security everywhere, and we cannot lightheartedly condone certain amctions
wvhich are in reality flagrant violations of the provirions of the Charter
simply because some of us wish to sit in judgement on Governmenta, or States
or peoples on various pretexts. Mention has even been made of human rights.
But, on the basis of such pretexts, are we really going to be the judges of
States, can ve really judge Governments? I think that between the good that
wve are seeking and the excesses that we should rightly avoid there is a mean
that we should abide by, and I think that it is to the finding of that meun
that we should devote our efforts. What has happened in Kampuchea is a serious
violation of international peasce and security in South-East Asia, first and
foremost, and in the world as a whole thereafter, and of the Charter. I think
that the brilliant intervention of Singapore and the Credentials Committee
report speak for themselves,

It is our strong irpression that the People's Council in Kempuchea is
trying to obtein from the Assembly what it cannot obtein internelly; in
other words, recognition, support from the population end legitimacy., But the
procedure is not the best it could have found; recopgnition of States is an
individual act of sovereignty, it is not a collective act, and legitimacy is a
matter for pecples. It is pot the General Assembly of the United Nations
vhich confers legitimacy upon a Government or any régime, and I therefore think
it would certainly be a mistake and a very serious precedent if we adopted
such a procedure., Briefly that is what I wanted to tell the Assembly.
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I shell not dwell on the matter at any further length, and in closing I
should like to say that the delegation of Zaire supports most warmly the adoption
of the report of the Credential:s Committee,

The PRESIDENT: We have heard the last speeker in the debate on
this question. The Assembly will now proceed to teke action on the proposals

before iv. In this connexion, in accordance with the Assembly's decision, I

shall first invite the Legal Counsel to give his legal opinion.

Mr. SUY {Legal Counsel) (interpretation from French): The purpose of
the draft resclution which has been put forward by the Credentials Committee is
to finalize the procedure vhich is laid down in rule 29 of the rules of
procedure of the Genersl Assembly. The draft resoclution put forward by the
Committee is designed, in effect, to settle the problem of the challenge raised
apainst the credentials of Democratic lampuchea the day before yesterday by the
delegation of Viet Nam. It contains a sinple brief, clear and simple proposal.
Docurent A/34/L.3, on the other hand, would seem to fall within a somewhat
different context, which is that of representation rather than that of the
credentials dealt with in rule 29 of the rules of procedure,.

1 should like to recall the terms of the definition of an amendment
contained in rule 90 of the rules of procedure, That rule says, inter alia:

"A motion is considered an amendment to a proposal if it perely sdds to,

deletes from or revises part of the proposal."

Reading document A/34/L.3 and evaluating it in the light of the definition
of an amendment, it seems to pe that it does not fall within the definition
in rule 90, However, in the past the General Assembly has alwvays been
extremely flexible in its understending of vhat constitutes an amendment, and
it would be entirely in keeping with past practice for it to determine, if
it wishes, itself and expressly, the nature of document A/34/L.3.
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The PRESIDENT: 1 c&ll on the representative of Malaysia on a

point of order.

Mr. ZAITON (Malaysia): We have heard the views of the Legsl Counsel
on the question vhether the amendment contained in document A/34/L.3 is an

amendment or a proposal, and we have noted his final remarks, VYiews have

also been expressed by various representatives, one way or another, during
the morning and afternoon meetings, and I now formally propose, Mr. President,
that you submit the guestion to the Members for a decision through the

voting process,

The PRESIDENT: I call on the representative of Bulgaria on a point

of nrder.,
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Mr. YANKOV (Bulgaria): Mr. President, I spulogize for interrupting you,
but &y only intention is to help, end I believe that the proceedings of this
peeting may be facilitated by the point of order which I am going to raise.

Reference has been made to several proposals, and specifically to the
amendment submitted by India in dccument A/34/L.3. As I understond it, we are now
going to determine vhether vhat is contained in that document is indeed a proposal
or is an amendment. T had the honour to submit a proposel which was introduced a*
the third plenary meeting, end I felt therefore that the proceedings of this
present meeting might be facilitated if, on behalf of the sponsers of that
proposal, draft resolution A/34/L.2, and on behalf of my own deleration, I vere to
inform the Assembly that, in the light of the debate which has teken place todsy,
ve do not insist on a vote on cur text.

I wish to take this opportunity to express, on behalf of the co-sponsors and
of my own delegation, our deepest appreciation to those delegaticns which found it
possible to lend their support to draft resclution AS34/L.2.

In a spirit of sccommodation, wve would support the amendment contained in
document A/3L4/L.3, on the understarding that this should not be taken as in any way
implying & change in our position of principle.

I do spologize cgein, Mr. President, for interrupting you, but it wus my hope
that efter my statement you would appreciate my efforts to aveid any further
complication of the procedures we have been involved in. Thank you for your

indulgence.

The PRESIDENT: I thank the representative of Bulgaria for his statement,

vhich will certainly help the Assembly.
Before I go on to explain hov I intend to proceed with this exercise, I call

on the representative of Singapore, who wishes to spesk on o point of order.

Mr. KOH (Singapore): As the sponsors of draft resolution A/3L/L.2 do not
insist on e vote on that draft resolution, the Assembly now has before it only two
documents: the recommendation of the Credentials Committee (A/3b/500), and the
amendment sponsored by India, Benin and Madagascar in document A/3L/L.3.

The point is this: if document A/3L/L.3 is an amendment, it must be put to
the vote first. If, oo the other hand, it is not an amendment, but amounts to e

new proposal, then the report of the Credentials Committee must be put to the vote
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first. In view of this, it is absolutely essential that this Assembly pronounce
itself now on vhether or not document A/34/L.3 is an amendment within the terms of

rule 90 of the rules of procedure, or a new proposal.
I asked to be allowed to speek in order to make this clear and to support the

formsl proposal just made by my colleague, Aubassador Zaiton of Malaysia, that
dccument A/3L4/L.3 is a nev proposal and not an amendment to the raport of the
Credentials Committee. I respectfully request, Mr. President, that you put his
proposal to the vote. Those who are of the view that document A/3L/L.3 is a new
proposal should vote "yes"”, and those who are of the view that -

The PRESIDENT: The renresentative of Benin has asked io be allowed to

speak on a point of order in a situation where the representative of Singapore is
already speaking on a point of order. May I appeal quite frankly to the Assembly.
Ve have had a long day. We are trying to conclude our work. The rules of procedure
are clear. If only everybody will permit the Pregident to apply them, perhaps we
can solve this problem without m proliferation of points of order. This appeal goes
to the Assembly as & wvhole.

Mr. KOE (Singapore): I heed your appeal, Mr. President and was, in any
case, about to conclude. I was going to eay that Malaysia's proposal is that
document A/34/L.3 ies & newv proposal snd not an amendment, apd [ respectfully request

that this proposal be put to the vote.

The PRESIDENT: It seems that my colleague from Singapore, while heeding

the President's appeal, went oo to make his point anyway. Hence I have no
alternative but to recognize also the representative of Benin on a point of order.

Mr. HOUNGAVOU (Benin) (interpretation from French): Mr. Prer‘dant, since
you have just stated your intention to tell the Assembly hov you intend to conduct
our meetings, I should simply like to say that my delegation feels that the
statement made by the representative of Singapore has caused us loss of time. You
did well to interrupt him, just as he did well to curtail his statement. Everything
be said is contained in the rules of procedure and we should waste no more time. I
vas simply going to ask you to request the representative of Singapore to allow you
to continue with the meeting.
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The PRESIDENT: I call upon the represcaotative of India, who wishes to
speek or & point of order,
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Mr. MISHRA (India): I must thank my very good friend Ambassador Koh of
Singapore for making it very clear to the Assembly how it should vote. Those who
are in favour of the Indian arendment shou'd vote "no" on the proposal.

But my point of order is this., I should like at this stage to reaind you,
Mr. President, that if the Malaysiean proposal is carried, we shall then ask for

priority for document A/3L/L.2.

The PRESIDENT: Let me try to explain the situation as I understand it.

The guestion has been raised whether the text contained in document Af34/L.3 is
toc be considered an amendment or a new proposal. The sponsor of the text has
indicated its view that the text should be considered an amendment under rule 90 of
the rules of procedure. However, other delegations have expressed the view that the
text is & nev proposal that must be acted upon in mccordance with rule 91. The
Assembly has also heard the opinion of the Legal Adviser.

In view of the divergence of opinion that has emerged and the proposals that
have been made by Malaysie and Singapore, quite clearly it is np to the Assembly to
teke & decision. However, the propossal made by Singapore somehow complicates the
situation. Under normal circumstances, in view of the fact that India submitted its
proposal es an amendment, the Assembly would have to decide whether it wes in fact
an acendment. On the other hond, the representative of Singapore says that we
should vote on whether the Indian amendment is a new proposal. If I intarpret the
p oposal made by our colleague from Singapore as a formal motion, then in the firat
place the Assembly will have tu take s decision as to whether or not it wants to
vote in the manner trescridbed by the representative of Singepore. If it is not a
formal proposal, then we shall act in eccordancs with established rules. I do not
think that the representative of Singapore insists on it being considered a formal
proposal. He indicates that he does not.

That being so, we shall now proceed to take a decision in respect of the Indian
amendment. I shell pow put to the vote the motion that the text contained in
document A/34/L.3 is mn amendment.

A recorded vote has been reguested.

A recorded vote was taken.

In favour: Afghanistan, Algeria, Bahrain, Benin, Bulgeria, Byelorussian
Soviet Socielist Republic, Cape Verde, Conge, Cuba, Cyyrus,

Czechoslovakia, Democratic Yewen, Ethiopia, German Democratic
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Republic, Crenads, Guinea, Guinea-Bissmu, Guyana, Hungary,
Indim, Iran, Iraq, Jamaice, Jordan, Kuwait, Lao People's
Democratic Republic, Libyen Arab Jamahiriya, Madagascar,
Mauritius, Mongolia, Mozambique, Nicaragua, Poland, Qatar,
Sao Tome and Principe, Seychelles, Sierra Leone, Syrian Arab
Republic, Uganda, Ukrainien Soviet Socialist Republic, Unien
of Soviet Socialist Republics, United Arab Emirates, Viet Nam

Against: Austrelia, Austria, Bahamas, Bangladesh, Barbados, Belgium,
Shutan, Burma, Cenada, Chad, Chile, China, Colombia, Comoros,
Costa Rica, Democratic Kempuchea, Denmark, D)ibouti,
Domincan Republic, Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador, Fiji, France,
Gabon, Gambia, Germany, Federal Republic of, Ghana, Greece,
Guatezala, Haiti, Honduras, Iceland, Indonesia, Ireland,
Ttaly, Japan, Kenya, Lesotho, Luxembourg, Malaysia, Maldives,
Mal{, Malta, Mauritania, Morocco, Nepal, Netherlands, New
Zealand, Niger, Norvay, Oman, Pakistan, Papua New Guinea,
Paraguay, Peru, Philippines, Portugal, Romania, Rwanda,
Samoa, Saudi Arabias, Senegal, Singapore, Somalia, Spain, Sri
Lanka, Sudan, Swaziland, Thailand, Togo, Turkey, United
Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, United
Republic of Camercon, United States of America, Upper Volta,
Uruguay, Venezuela, Yugosluvia, Zaire

Abstaining: Argentins, Bolivia, Botswana, Burundi, Finland, Ivory Coast,
Lebanon, Liberia, Malewi, Mexico, Nigeria, Panama, Suripame,
Sweden, Trinidad and Tobago, Tunisia, United Republic of
Tanzania, Yemen, Zambia

The motion was rejected by 80 votes to 43, with 19 abstentions.

The PRESIDENT: The Assembly bas thus decided that the text contained in

document A/34/L.3 is not an smendment.

The representative of Indie has propesed - and I hope I interpret his proposal
correctly - that in the voting his proposal contained in document A/34/L.3, which
the Assembly has decided is not an amendment, should have priority over the draft
resolution coptained in the report of the Crcdentials Committee,
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to the vote the motion that priority be given to the Indian

has been reguested.

was taken.

Egbfavaur:

Against:

Abstaining:

Afghanistan, Algeria, Bahrain, Benin, Bulgaria, Byelorussian
Soviet Socialist Republic, Cape Verde, Congo, Cuba,
Czechoslovekia, Democratic Yemen, Ethiopia, German Democratic
Republic, Grenada, Guinea, Guinea-Bisseu, Guyana, Hungery,
India, Iren, Jamaica, Jordan, Kuwait, Lac People's Democratic
Republic, Libyan Arab Jamehiriya, Madagascar, Mongolia,
“ozambique, Nicaragua, Poland, Sao Tome and Principe,
Seychelles, Sierra Leone, Syrian Arab Republic, Uganda,
Ukrainisn Soviet Socialist Republic, Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics, United Arsb Emirates, Viet Nam
Australia, Austria, Bahemas, Bangladesh, Barbados, Belgium,
Bhutan, Bolivia, Burme, Caneda, Chad, Chile, China, Colombia,
Comorosz, Costa Rica, Democratic Kampuchea, Denmark, Djibouti,
Ecuador , Egypt, El Salvador, Fi}i, France, Gabon, Cambie,
Germany, Federal Republic of, Guatemala, Haiti, Honduras,
Icelend, Indonesia, Ireland, Italy, Japan, Kenya, Liberia,
Luxexbourg, Malaysia, Maldives, Mali, Malta, Mauritenia,
Morocro, Nepal, Netherlands, New Zealand, Niger, Nigeria,
Norway, Oman, Pakisten, Papues New Guinea, Paraguay,
Philippines, Portugel, Romania, Semca, Senegal, Singapore,
Somalia, Spain, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Swaziland, Thailand, Toro,
Turkey, United Kingdom of Great Britaein and Northern Ireland,
United Republic of Cameroon, United States of America, Upper
Volta, Uruguay, Ven=zuela, Yugoslavia, Zaire

Argentina, Botswana, Burundi, Cyprus, Dominican Republic,
Finland, Ghena, Greece, Ivory Coast, Lebanon, Mexico, Panama,
Peru, Qatear, Rwanda, Saudi Arebia, Suriname, Sweden, Trinidad
and Tobago, Tunisia, United Republic of Tanzania, Yemen,
Zeambia

The motion was rejected by T6 votes to 39, with 23 abstentions.
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The PRESIDENT: I shall now put to the vote the draft resvlintion

recomnended by the Credentials Committee in its report {A/34/500).
A recorded vote has been requested.
A recorded vote was taken.
In favour: Argentina, Australia, Bahamas, Bangledesh, Barbados, Belgium,
Bhutan, Bolivia, Burma, Canada, Chad, Chile, Chipa, Colombia,

Comoros, Costa Rica, Democratic Kampuchea, Denmark, Diibouti,

Ecuador, Egypt, El1 Salvador, Fi)i, Gabon, Gembim, Germany ,
Fede-al Republic of, Greece, Guatemala, Haiti, Hounduras,
Iceland, Indonesia, Italy, Japan, Kenya, lesotho, Liberia,
Luxembourg, Malaysia, Maldives, Mauritania, Mauritius,
Morocco, Nepal, Kewv Zealand, Kiger, Nigeria, Norway, (man ,
Pekistan, Papua New Guinea, Paraguay, Fhilippines, Portugal,
Romania, Samoa, Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Singapore, Somalia,
Sri Lanka, Suden, Swaziland, Thailand, Togo, United Kingdom
of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, United States of
America, Upper Volta, Uruguay, Yugoslavia, Zairz

Against: Afghanistan, Albania, Algeria, Benin, Bulgaria, Byelorussian
Soviet Socialist Republic, Cape Verde, Congo, Cuba,
Czechoslovekia, Democratic Yemen, Ethiopia, German Democratic
Republic, Grenada, Guinea, Guinem-Bissau, Guysna, Hungery,
India, Jamaica, Lao People's Democratic Republic, Libyan Arab
Jamshiriya, Madagascar, Mongolia, Mozambigque, Nicaragua,
Panama, Poland, Sao Tome and Principe, Seychelles, Sierra
leone, Syrisn Arab Republic, Ukrainian Soviet Socimlist
Republic, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, Viet Nam

Abstaining: Austria, Bahrain, Botswana, Burundi, Cyprus, Dominican
Republic, Finland, France, Ghana, Iran, Ireland, Ivory Coast,
Jordan, Kuwait, Lebanon, Malawi, Mali, Mexico, Netherlands,
Peru, Qatar, Rwande, Spain, Suriname, Sweden, Trinided and
Tobago, Tunisia, Uganda, United Areb Emirates, United
Republic of Cameroon, United Republic of Tanzania, Venezuele,
Yemen, Zambia

The draft resolution was adopted by 71 votes to 35, with 3L abstentions
(resolution 34/2).
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The PRESIDENT: In view of the adoption of the draft resolution

recommended by the Credentials Committee, may I take it that there is no need
to take a decision on the proposal contained in document A/34/L.37

It wvas so decided,

The FPRESIDENT: 1 now call on those representatives who have expressed

their desire to explain their votes after the voting.

Mr. von WECHMAR (Federal Republ.c of Germany): My delegation voted
in favour of the report of the Credentisls Committee. The credentials of the
representatives of Democratic Kampuchea were duly recognized in the thirty-third
regular session of the Geperal Assembly, wvhich was of the opinion that they
did comply with the provisions of the Charter of the United Nations.

My Government is of the opinion that the General Assembly should strongly
reject any attempt to question the credentials of & Govermment on the grounds that
part of that Government's country has been subject to armed foreign attack,

This would be tentamount to rewarding armed intervention in the internal affairs
of & Member of this Organization.

My Government, together with some of its allies, strongly supports the
point of vievw of the most concerned States of South Asia, in particular the
members nf the Association of South-East Asian Netions (ASEAN), which condemn
all expansionist moves in Indo-China and call for stability in the region.

My Government's decision is exclusively based upon respect for the
Charter of the United Rations and the rules of procedure of the General Assembly
dealing with the recognition of a Member's representatives, We likewise continue

to raise our voice in severe condemnation of the violetions of the most basic
human rights of which the Pol Pot régime is guilty. But those violations did

not prevent this Assembly from recognizing its representatives in the thirty-third
regular session of the General Assembly, and it should not do so end has not

done 80 in our present sessicn.






