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COMSIDERATION OF TIIE FIRST REPORT OF THE CREDEITI'I/LS COMMITTEE
(1P/coLF/13, MP/CONF/15) (concluded)

The PRESIDENT invited the Conforcnce to continue its consideration of the
draft resolution (MP/CONF/15) proposod by Ghona and Tanzanio.

Mr, DECKER (South .frica) recalled thot the Crodentials Cormittee had
recognizsd as valid the credentials of the representatives of South Africa,
on the bagis of the gole criteria that were constontly applied at international
conferences; his country had beon officially invited to partiecipate in the
Conferonco, and the credentials of itp reprosentatives hod been duly ostablished
by the congtitutionnl authorities of the Ropublio of South /frica., The actions
of those who, as port of a canpaign systenmatically hoptile to South [frico,
wished to huve that country excluded fron the Conference for reasons which related
polely to its intermal affairs, wore tantamount to a denand for a reconsideration
of credenticls on the basip of new ond unaceoptable eriteria.

The participation of South /[frica in the present Confercnce was of considerable
practical value, the noro so since nmaritime troffic around the Cape had beoone
one of tho largest in the world; 11,000 or 12,000 oil tankoras followed that route
every year, cexrying approxinntely two~thirds of the total quantity of oil
tronsported fron the lMiddle Ezet to countriee bordering on the Lilantic, and
15,000 othor cargo vessols used the sance routes The coastn of South /[frica were
therafore subjoct to a conoiderable dorrec of pollution by oil and othor harmful
subotancos, South Lfriesn, in the case of capualties involving pollution, offered
ite aspiptance entirely without diserinination, and it had responded in tho sane
spirit to the official invitation extonded to it to participato in the Confercnce,
clthongh it wao not a Menber of IMCO., IHis Governnunt would be obliped to toke
o very graove view of any doocision which night bo taken on the basis of the proposal
nodo by Ghana and Tanzania and which resulted from a politiecal dimputo that woe
inadnissidble at o conferonce of tho prosent naturo. Ile considerod that the draft
resolution concerned questions of sulbstance and that, in cocordance with +tho
Rules of Procedure, any doelsion tokon should Le by a two-thirds najority.

Mr. TEIXEIRA D& MOTTL (Portusal) said he was astonished to see & conforence
of o technioal charncter pursuing a political objootive, using for that purposo
a draft resolution the effect of which would in fact be & portial contradiotion
of the conolusions of the Credentianle Cormitieo, Since he coneidered that the
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Conference had already wosted too rmoh time on political discuscions, he would not
reply in detail to the accusations that had becn nade mogarding the intornal
policies of his country. IHo nevortheless found it surprising that such accunations
phould lhave been nade by the reprecentutives of countries such os Tonzania - which
hod boen cuilty of the worst possible kind of repression ond rociclisn in the
Iglond of Zanzibar -~ and such as Ghara whosgo Govermnient had seized powor by a
nilitery ocup Gfétad, suspending the congtitution and introducing the death
penalty for all political crines., liig delepation roserved the right to speak on
the subject aopoin before the draft recolution wap put to the vote.

Vr, TRAIN (US.L) said ho regrottod that the discussion chowld have strayed
into quostions of o political nature, since such questions were nmove properly
the conzern of othor bodies. The sole ain of the participants in the present
Confercnce chould be to estadblish a convention which would niake it poseible to
conbat nmavine pollution on o world scoale, and to avoid all political questions

that night create divigions betwoen naolions,

e, LOIUGE (Ni(;oria) declared his hootility towords raciclisn and apasirtheid.
IIe supported tho statenents nade by the reprosentatives of Cuba, Ghana and

Tanpania, ond approved the draft rocolution,
Me., VANCHISWR (India) said that he teo approved the draft resolution.

Mr., FOTLILR (USSR) reminded the Conference that the nenbers of the Crodenticls
Cormittee had expreamsed diverping opinions in the case of Chile, South Africa
and Poxrtugal, Ie supported the draft recolution vhich exprossed the foelings cf
the Soviot people both on the questions of rasialisn, apsrtheid and colonivlion,
8ll of which were contrary to the Uuited llations Chartor and ocondermed by nany

international orsonizationno.

48 far as Chile wag coneerned, he oupported the position of tho Cuban
roprosentative, and condermed a régine that had been put in power by o Junta
stained by tho blood of a CPresident who a year before hod beon given a gtanding
ovation at the Uni%ted llations aftor his speech in the TN Genoral Lsoeribly, as the
logitinate representative of hide people, a junta whiech trarplod under foot every
principle of internationol laow, evory principle of hunen righte, and every prineiple
of the Unitod Nations Chartox.
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My, M/RCELO RAFF/ELLI (Brazil) cddreosed hinoelf firstly to South .frica's
presence. e recalled that DBrezil had always vigorcusly condemned all forms of
roaoicl or rocial discrinination, ond any other diserinination or percecution
bused on race. Ilowever, his delegution could not approve the draft resolution,
firotly, because Genoral Lsconbly Resolution 2980 had not recormended the
expulsion of South Lfrica fron the Specialized Agencicse; secondly, because
Resolution 4,241 of the seventh INCO Lspembly requested the Secretary-General
to invite to the present Conforence "all States, Mombers of the United llations
ond its Specialized lgencies", etc.. Thorefore, the expulsion of South iLfrica
would run counter to tlo objectives of the presont Conference, wiich wos
endoavouring to bring togethor the greateot possible nunber of countries in the
fight against pollution. The sane argunents applied to Portugel, a country

wnich could not in any case bo ascused of practicing any form of racial dig-
crininatiot..

One of the soponsors of the draft resolution Liod etoted that the voting on
their toxt would cnable then to dipcovor who thoeir fricnds were. Ilo dipagreed
with that view, ap different weys of looking at o problen did not memn a total
opposition of views; and in the francwork of an Organizotion which functioned
under democratic rules, the oxistonce of differont opinions on how tec tackle
ong problen could not in any woy be considerod as splitting delesotions into two

oppoging camps. 1t woe in that light thet the vote of the Drazilian delegation

ghould be interpretoed.

Mre. ARCIER (UK) said that while he would avoid naking any ccrment of a
politicol nature, ho would remind the Conferonce that the conclusiono of the
Credentinls Committoe, tho sole task of which was to enovre that delegntions
wore in posccesion of oredentiols in due and proper forr, did not imply the
recognition, otill lesps the approval, of tho cuthorities which had eatablished
those credentials. Tho Comnitteo could not nake recormendations for tho exelugion
of certoin delegations, and had net done so. Tho drafi recolution presentcd a
problen which was very different fron the wole quostion with which the Connittes
was ooncerned.

Ile supported the view of the Unitcd States ropresentotivo; discussions of
that nature wore out of place in a tochnical conference. In view of the natters
of eubstance which would be raised by oonsideration of the draft resolution, heo
oconsidered that the prcecdure laid down in lmle 18 of the Rulos of PCrocedure

was applicoble,
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Mr., COOPER (Liberia) said that althowgh he rogretted to have to taoke sides
on o political issue in a technioer” conferonce, he would vote in favour of the
draft resolution in view of the oppression inflictod on the peoples of Africa

by tho Governnents of South Lfrica ond Porbupal. Those countrios would not chonge

their policies unless pressures were exerted on then in sll international fora to
naokte then realige that such policies woro condermied by the ontire international

corrmnity. _
Mr. LOPEZ GARCIA (Cuba) supportoed tho draft rosolution, Io askod whother
it wos likely that the Convention which would recult fron the Conforonece's work,
a Convention vhich had as its object the improvenont of hunan condition, would De
properly implenented if ito application was ontrusted, in cortain countries, to
governnents which dofied ovexy principle upon which the work of the Conference

wae bosed.
Mr., LDERO (Kenya) supported the draft rosolution, since he considered that

all othor considerations should bho sot aside when the ocoasion called for a

condemmation of racizlism and apartheid. Ie roguosted o roll=-call vote. Ilo would

have »roposed the closure of the debate, had it not been for the faet that sone
¢oloegations had oxprosged the wish to spock agoin before the vota,

Mr, DRENN.Y (Lustraliz) pointed out that tho two operctive paxorraphs of the
draft resolution preconted differont problems, and hence o meparate vote on the
lagt parograph would be Justifiod, Ie reninded tho Conference of the consistent
opposition of his Governnent to all forns of apartheid, racislieon and colonialisn,
and said that he would Ve inclined to abotain on the penultinate paragraph of the
draft resolution, in view of the doubts that had beon exprossed on Yortusal's
right to reprosont "its oversoas texrritories". Illowever, he would Le inelined to
vote againet the last paragraph, since Portugal and South Lfrica hed o perfect
right to participate in the work of the Confercnce ac ilerbors of the United Nations,

Mr. C.BOULT (France) reninded the Ccnforence of tho position thot hie
Governnent had repeatedly adopted arainot racial diperimination and colonialisr.
Ile oould not, however, approve the draft resolution, since he considerod that the
present Conforense was 4 tochmnical one, the sole objootive of which was to cotablich
regulatione to combat pollutions Solutions to political probleons should be sought
within the political orpons of the United liationsy ouch was in fact the official
dootrine of tho United lations, os had Leon rocalled by the Brazilian delegation,



12 /CONF/SR. 6 -6 =

He asked whether tho exolusion of certain countries fronm the work of the Conference
would not be tantanount to execmpting those countries fron the regulotions which the
Conforense was cndeavouring to promote; would not that be a vunwidhws paredoxical
sicuation?

Mr, DAVIS (Cenada) said that he did noy think his country could De suspected
of aympa‘ahy for apnrtheid or ecoloniclism; yet he could not vote in favour of the
draft resolution. Although it could be argued that racial diecrinination and
colonialism were howmful %o tho well~being of munkind and, ncre gencrally, to
nen's envirvaoent - mottors that hod been the subject of the Stoclhiolnt Doclaration -
narine pollution was a prcblen on o worli-wide necale, and its oolution donanded
the ooncerted efforxrts of all countrice. L4 situstion uliowld not be created which
would allow ocortain States to ovade their rcoponsibilities in the matter. There
wore othor nore offcctivo ways to conlorm récicec which wore infrinsing upon humon

frocdong,

fr, SUGTIDL (Japon) oympathised with the concern expressed by a numbor of
Ifrican and lLspian nationc, and deplored the policies proctised by South Lfrica
awd Portusal. Iowever, he conoidered that the Conference wao not an ajpropriate
place to disouss such nattors. [le supportod tho views exprococd Dy the delegaticns
of Juotralia and the United Kingdon,

Mr, CLLENDL (Italy) severely ocondermed racialion and colcnialion in all its
fornm. Ile could not, however, agseociate hingelf with tho draft resolution for
the reagons already indisated-naonely, reopect for the rules ond procedures of
the Conference, in accoxdance with which the Credentinls Cormittece had recormizod
tho validity of the oredontinlc of the States in questions tho technico?
character of the Conference, which provented it fronm dealing with politica.
quentiona that came within the competence of the General lLacenbly of the
United Nationgsy the ncod to easure that no country was oxomptcd from the
ovligations which would reeult from the Convention; and, finally, the opportunity
to extond tho prescrvation of ths onvironnent to all naiions of the world, ia
application of the principles of the Stockholn Conforence.

2, BECKER (South ifrica) did not think the proposal of the Luwtrolian
ropresentative wae in order. Ilo requeuted that o oingle vote Le talten on the
draft remolution as o whole,
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Mr, VALLARTA (Mexiso), for his poxt, supported the Lustralion delesation's
proposal, on the grounds that o vote by division -~ which was in oxder, if requested ~
would enable delegntions to expwess thelir opinicn in greater detail. e would have
preferred that the vote should not Le taken ot the present meeting, to allow hin
time to receive ingbtructions fronm his Governnent; but he wovld not press thot

request if there weie no support for it,

Mr. . Z0DEL DE AYALA (Fhilippines) asked that the Confercnce should vote
geparately on the case of South Africa and that of Portugal.

The IRESIDENT requested delegations to defer their é'tatémentn on procedwce
until the end of the disoussicn, whon all statenmeuts on natters of oubstance

had been nade.

My, SEXYL {Ghana),as co-gpongor of the droft renolution, acked for permimsion
to exercipe his right of reply in mpealci:ng lazt on the substance of the question.

Mr, C/DIDO DB ATLITR (Yoxtusal) esaid that he was astounded to note that
g0 nony delegations were objecting to Dortusal's pariticipe*ion in the Cenference
whereas ot Stockholn ‘he previous year during the first great international
Confexence on the Environnent, all delegations without exoeption had felt how
inportont it wos to pool the okills of expsrts fron all covniries for the
benefit of the protzection of the hunun enviroment throughcut the world., It
geenad abourd, therefores, on the gixteenth day of the preceent neeting, when only

egleven working days romained, io scek to expel {wo delerntiona,

Moreover, the Conference was not competent to tuake that kind of decision
and the draft recolution svbnitted by Ghana and Tanzania was ovviously outside
the linits and objectivea of the Conference. Dlortugsl, whooe presence had in
no woy been contested at Stockholnm, had boen, with all dus legnlity, invited
to the Conference by the Secretary-Goneral of IMCO and had paxticipated in all
the preparatory work, ogain without the least objJestion having been raised.
Toe obLjection wai, ia principle, illogicsl singa the Ceavenbion in ite Yoesoiblo
clainaed to be a comprehiensive ons for the protoction of the enbire narine
environnent and sinss, as the Exesutive Direetor of the United Nalions Environnent
Trogrorme hod recalled on the first day of the Conference, all flest-owning nations
should adhere to its Therefore, +u prevent lortugal, which poszesoed a fleet and
woa thue liable to polluto the sens, fron participating in the Conference would
be tantavount to opaning up a laxye gap in the fabric of intexnational co~operation
on the quection and it would be the entirs intemmatiional corrmrilty wiaich would

suffer the oonnequenseo.
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The Conference was obsolutely wiqualified to Judge tho »nolitical pioblen

- involved. It wap an eminently technical Conference, seeking the agreeneat of all
countries concerned, and aining at drawing up a convention which would e open for
gignature to all countries whose geopxraphicnl situction laid on then the '
responsibility for taking part in the strupgle ogoinst pollution. Portugal wos
undeniably one of thoee countries.

The exclusion of Portugal or any other country for politicol roceons fron
a technical conference would ectablish a dongorous precedent for tho whole world,
That was why, at the nonent of decirdion, all political notivation should be get
agide. To facilitate that, ond con tho basic of the precedent esiablicliod ot the
IMCO Dienniol Lasonbly in 1971 on the proposal of India supported by the USSL,
heo requected that the vote on the Ghonaion nnd Tanzonion proposal should be by
secret Dallot. Rule 20 of tho liules of rroceduxo did not nention that nethod of

voting, but it did not exclude its pcseibility.

Mr, SEXYI (Ghona) recallod that, oven thouch it was IMCO which had issued
the invitations to the Conforenco, nevertheless the participants were movereipn
States which were entirely free to conduct their worlk ae they wisheds The
delegations prowent were fully entitled to accept or to rejoet the credentianlp
of any delegation,

It wes not true to say that rofusal to allow a country to partioipate in
the Conference would prevent it from rospecting the resgulations laid down Ly
the Conference or from adhering to the Convention. The basic factor was that
South /fricc and Portugal, because of their policies, were not entitled to
porticipate in an international conference aimed at drawing up regulations binding
under international law, It wos idle to nointain otherwise by alleping that the
Conference was a technical one, when those countriecs wore violating the fundamontal
prineiples of the United Nations Chorter. Everyone knew that those countries wore
polluting the coaste of Mozarbique and .ngola or South West Lfrica, without having
the least rogard fox tho internatlional oblipatioas which +thoy had contrasted witn
respect to those countries.

If the Conference allowed such countrics to tale paxt in the neoting nerely
because it was of a technical nature, when those countries were @isregarding their
oblipgations under intermational treatios, then it would be asting agoinst the
interests of the entire world ocontnnity,
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Ile requested that o roll-call vote Ve takén on the draft resolution subnitted
by Ghana and Tanzania. '

Mr, KATEKA (Tanzanis) also hoped that the Conference would not use its techmnical
nature as a pretext for renouncing the nost sacred principles of the Charter, the
Declaration of Human Lights and many other international instrunonts, Ile also
ingiated on the necd to have a roll-call vote,

Mr. LECKER (South Africa) uupporﬁéd' the Poxrtugese proposal that the vote
gshould be by secret ballot. :

The PRESIDINIT caid that, in accordance with Rule 33 of the Rules of Procedure,
that proposal would neccositate amending Iule 20 which did not nmention voting by

secret ballot,
Lecordingly, he put to 1the vote the proposal to amend Nule 20 of the Rulus

of Procedure.

iigvinm only recoived % votes in favour, th3 proposal to hold the vote by
gacret ballot was rejected.

The FLESIDENT said that the Conference rmst decide whether, within the
neaning of Nule 18 of the Rules of Procedure, the question raised in the draft
regolution subnitted by Ghana and Tanzaonia was a nmatter of subgtance requiring a
two~thirds majority decision, or one of procedure requiring a sinple majority.

In conformity with Rule 18(c) of the Iules of Yrocedure, he expreosed his opinion
that it wos a natter of procedure.

Mr., DECKER (South Africa) appealed against the Pro-ident's ruling, on the

crounds that a proposal to reject the credentinls of delegations duly accredited
by sovereign Statos and to expel thome countries could not be considored to be a

queation of procedurec.

Mr, GSEKYI (Chona) said that in the eircuistances, mattors of substance were
exclusively guestions xelating to pollution of ths marine envirornnent, [ny other
question was necesnorily one of procedure,

The HIESIDENT in acoordance with liule 18(o) of the Rules of Prooeduzre, put

to tho vote the appeal nade by the South Lfriocan ropresentative ageinst his ruling
that the draft resolution submitted by Ghana and Tanzania was of a procedural

charaoter,
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There wexe 22 votes in favour of tho South fLfricon gomeal acodngt tho
Prosident's rulinem, 21 amainet, ond 7 obsgtentions. Taving feiled #o obtain the
required two-thirds najority, the appeal wos zeiscted ond the Prepident's yuling

the Conforence would toke o decismion on the draft repolution by o

nointained:
sinple majority.

The PRESIDENT invited the Conference to decide on the iwo proposals which
had been nade to vote on the draft resolution in sections: Lustralia hod roquested
that the secend operative poragraph be voted upon separcately; the lPhilippines hed

requected the Conferconce to vote separately on the quecticn of South Lfrica on the
one hond and Portvesal on the othor.

Mr, SEXYI (Ghama) in accordance with Nule 21(a) of the Rules of Procedurc,
expressed his opinion as co-gponsor of the draft resolution: he wickod the

Conferonce to vote once only on the toxt as a whole.

Mr. DRENITAN (Australia) withdrew his proposal thal the sccond cperative
paragraph be voted on separutoly.

Mr. Z0DEL DE LY.L4 (Vhilippines) naintained his proposal that the case of
South Lfrica and that of iortugal should be voted on ceparately. That proposal
would facilitate the work of the Confarcnce,

Mr, YANKOV (Dulgoria) housht that the ihilippines proposal could not be

acceptod ocace the Conferonce had cecided against o parograph by paracraph votos
it would be tantonount to introduving an oven snaller sub-division which would,

in foact, only couplicate the Confersncets work,

Mr, VLLLART. (Mexico) supported the vhilippines proposals  the Conforonno
would have to deeide on it by a eirmple najority vote pince ite author Lzod not

withérawn it.

Me. KLTEKA (Tanzanic), in accoxdance with Liule 21 of the Lules of *acedure,

exproased his opinion as ¢o~gponsor of the dralt resolution: it wouvld Lo ridiculous
for the Conference ‘o decide, should i% so happen, on the expulpion of one of the
two countries and not of the second whoso colonialiot wnd raecist policy it would

then seent to appsove. It muot, thorefore, vote once only on the draft resolution

a8 o vihiclo.

the
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The ILESIDENT put draft Resolution (MP/CONF/15) to tho vote unanended,

The voto was tuoken by rolle-call,

Madagasear, having been drawn by lot Ly the l’regident, wog callod unon to
vote firpt. The rosult of the voic wap as follows:

In favours Mexico, Nigeria, Philippines, Poland, Trinidad and Tobaogo,
Ukrainian SSR, USSR, Tanzania, Dulpgaria, Dyelorussian SSR, Cuba, IEgypt,
Gernan Denocratic Republie, Ghanp, India, Indonesia, Irag, Jordan, Henya

ond Liberia.

Lroinets  Monaco, Netherlands, New Zoaland, Norway, ~ortucal, South ifrica,
Spain, Swedon, United Xinpdon, United Stateo of frwerieca, Uruguay, JLustralia,
Belgiun, Druzil, Conoda, Chile, Denwork, Eeuador, Finlaond, Froneco, Foderal ligpublie
of Gemmany, Greece, Iran, Ireland, Italy and Jopan.

Lbotentiong: Poru, Thailand, .[rpontina, Iceland and Khimer Republic,

Not taoltin~ part in the vote: Singapore.

Droft Desolution (IL2/CONF/15) was rejected by 26 votes to 20, with
5 abstentions, one countxry not toliing part in tho vote.

Mr, VILLIDT.. (Mexico) said that his delegntion, in comnenting on the proposal
that had been put to the vote, had in no way intonded to take up a political
position, since the natter in question was solely a condermation of a violation
of hunan rights., llo syupathised with the arpunonts of the scientific oxperts,
vhoso desire was to see all ocountries participate in the protection of the ocecns,
but he attributed even groector ioportance to the principles underlying the draft

rosolution which the Conforonce had reojected.

llo would have proferrod a separate vote on each country, which would have
given Mexioo the opportunity to show, by abstaining on the question of the
expulsion of Dorturial, that it did not contest tho logitinmacy of that zountry's
rizht of represontation, Iie hoped that vortugal would undorsbend tho poaition of
Mexioo, which, in order to obtain ite independence, had had to liberate itsclf
fron the oolonisl yoke. I[lis Governuent norely wished to express ite doubtae as
to the lepgitinacy of Portusal's right to ropresent the peoples of Lfrica, but did
not wish to nake a ntateront on that point, in tho lLelief that it was wnore proper
for the Lf{ricans t0 nolte mucsh a otatenent, Mexico had alwaye deolored that relotions
between a colonisl power and its colonies came within the sphere of intornational
law, and not noxely of tho internal affairs of the country concorned,
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e, WALKLTE (Notherlands) said he had voted against the ruling of tho
Trosident ag the natter was one of procedure, because he considered that the

question of expulsion fron the conflerence was one of gubstance, In his dolegation's

view the credentinls of delegatiocns should be considered colely on teclmical grounds
ond not for political purposes, lie was therefore opposed in principle to any
resolutions contesting the valicdity of credentiols which were accepted by the
Credentinls Cormittee. Ile therofore had voted against the draft resolution,

not because his dolegation had any particular sympathy for the regines the

delegations concerned represented.

M=, KO ENG TIAN (Singapore) said that his delegnotion had not taken
port in the vote on both the procedural ond substantive aspects because the
gquegtion raised by the draft resolution wos not a political one within the
corpetenco of his dologation. IIis dologation rescrved ita position on tho
nattor. .

Mr, DREVER (Foderal Ropublic of Geoimcony) said that ho had voted ogoingt
the draft resolution Lecouso the aing of the Confeorenco wexe of importance
to all countrics of the world, &axd Lecauso all netiers dzaling with colonialisn,
racion and aportiheid should be oubnitted to the United lations General /osonbly,

lr, DEL C/IMPO (Uruguay) cesocinted hinmself with the viows oxprossed by the
ropresentativos of the Foderal Lopublie of Gornony and the Nethorlands.

Mr. KLTEZL (Tonzania) thanlzed thoso delegates who had voted in favour
of tho drzft resolution, but said that he could not accopt the reasons put
forward by all those who, by voting againet it, had comnitteld on act of betrayal.
The authors of the draft ruaolution had wighed to pound a note of woaxning: +they
would roise the question agoin ot the IICO Leoenbly.

Mr. SEXYI (Ghona) said that, in o cencerctie epirit, he accepted the
decipion of the nojority, while deploring the ronult of the vote which encourcped
the defencers of colonialion, rocisn and apartieid.

Mr, C/BIDO DE ATAIDE (TPortugel) etroooed that all ecountries miot contribute
to fundanental reseorch on narine pollution and an a scicentist he welconed

the result of the vote.
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The PRESIDENT proposed that the Conference should tole note of <he weporh
of the Credenticls Cormittoe (MP/CONF/13).

It was oo decided.
Mr, VLLLLRTA (Moxico) said ho did not think thot the Report ce a whole

could bo adopted before o decipion had Leon talzen on the Cuban picposal
concerning Chile.
The PRESIDENT pointed out that it had been decided at the previous neeting

that the statoments of the Cuban and Chilean represvontatives would be swilarized
in thoe swmary record, and that the Conforencs iad just token note of the Report.

The neetins rose at 11,50 o.n,
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CONSTD. IAPION OF THE FIRST REPORT OF THE CRTEDENTIALS COMMITTUE
(12/C0iF/13, MP/CONF/15)(continucd)

The IMISIDENT invited the Conference to contimue its consideration
of the draft resolution MP/CONF/15 proposed by Ghana and Tanzania,

Iz, BXKER (South Africa) recalled that the Credentials Cormittee had -
recognized as valid the oredentials of the representatives of South Lfrice,
on the basis of the sole oriteria that were constantly applied et
international oonferences; his country had been officially invited to
participate in the Confersnce, and the oredentials of its representatives
had becn duly ostablished by the constitutional authorities of the Republie
of South Africa, The actions of those who, as part of a campaign
systematically hostile to South Africa, wished to have that country exoluded-
fron tho Conforonce for rcasons which related golely to its intoxnnl affelrs,
wore tantamount to & demand for a reoonsideration of crodentials on the bas;a

of new and unacceptable critoria.

- The participation of Scuth Africa in the present Conference was all the
nore of considerable practical value since maritine traffic around the Cape
had become one of the largest in the world; 11,000 or 12,000 cil tanlers
followod that route every year, ocarrying approximately two-thirds of the
total quantity of oil tvansported from the Middle East to countries bordering
on the Atlantio and 15,000 other oo.rgo vegsels used tho same route. The
coaste of South Africa were therefore subjeot to & considerable dogreo of
polluiion by oil and other hamful substances. South Africa, in the case of
capualtios involving pollution, offored its assistance entirely without
disorinination, and it had rosponded in the sane spirit to the official
invitation oxtended to it to partioipate in the Conference, although it wes
not a Homber of IMCO, His Govermnemt would be obliged to take a very grave
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view of any decieion which might be taken on the basis of the proposal made
ty Ghana and Tanzania and which resulted from a political dispute. that wos
inadnissible at a conference of this nature. He oconsidered that the draft
resolution ooncerned questions of substance and that, in accordance with the
Rules of Proocedure, sny decision taken should be by a two-thirds majority.

1fr. CADIDO de ATAIDE (Portugal) said he was astonished to sce & conforence
of a teolmnical character pursuing a political objective, using for that
purpose a draft resolution the effect of which would in fact be a partial
ocontradiotion of the conclusions of tho Credentiasls Cormittee. Since he
congilerod that the Conference had already wasted too much time on politieal
disocussions, he would not reply in detail to the acocusations that had beon
nade regarding the intermal policics of his country. He nevertheless found
it surprising that such acocusations should have been made by the roprosen~
tative of a ocountry such as Tanzania, which had beon guilty of the worst
possible kind of repression in the Island of Zanzibar, and vhose Govornment
bad goized powor by a nmilitary coup ' état, suspending the constitution
and introduoing the death penalty for all political erines. Iis delegntion
reserved the right to speak on the subject again before the draft rosolution
was put to the vote, -

1, TRAIN (USA) said he rogretted that the discussion should have strayed
into questions of a political nature, sinoe such questions were more properly
the oconcern of other bodies. The sole ain of the participants in the present
Conference should bo to establish a convontion which would make it possible
to combat marine pollution on a world scale, and to avoid all political
quostions that might oreate divisions betwoon nations, '
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18, LONGE (Nigeria) declared his hostility towards racialism and
aparthold. He supportod the statements made by the repregentative of Cuba,

Ghana and Tanzania, and approved the draft resolution,
Iir, VANCHISWAR (India) said that he too approved the draft resolution,

e, TIXHONOV (USSR) reminded the Conferemce that certain meribers cf the
Credentials Committee had expressed reservations in the cage-of Chile,
South ..frica and Portugal, He supported the draft resolution, in order to
give ooncrete demonstration of his opposition to .moialism, aparthold and
oclonialiem, all of which were odn'b:ary to the United Nations Charter and
condermed by public opinion in his country,

Ls far as Chile wag concorned, he supported the position of the Cuban
represontative, and condermed a régime that had been put in power by a
Junte stained by the blood of a President who had been recognized a year
before by the United Nations as the legitimate representative of his people,
a jurta wvhioh trampled under foot évery principle of international law, every
principle of human rights, and ave:éy principle of thg United Nations Chantox.

lic, MARCELO RAFFARLI (Drezil) regrotted that.the Conforence should
spend time.on disoussion of a question which was not relevant to its
objectives, but congidored it necessary to define the position of his
delegation. Drezil had always vigorously condemned all forms of mooial
disorimination and apartheid. However, his delegation could not approve
the draft resolution, since the United Nations had not expelled South [frica
fron the Specialized Agonciocs, The present Conforence was being held undex
the auspioes of a Speoial;zed Agenoy of the m;t'ted,nat:lona, and the competent
organs of IMCO had rightly requosted the Secoretary~General to invite to that
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Conference all Members of the Tnited Nations and of the Speciaslized (gonolos,
Any other attitude would have run oounter to the objectives of the present
Confexonoe, wh:l.ch wag endeavouring to bring together the greatest poseible
rupber of countries in the fight ageinst pollution., The same arguments
applied ‘o Portugal, a country which could not in any case be accused of
practining any form of reoial discrimination,

The éponsors of the draft resolution had stated that the voting on their
text would enable them to discover who their friends were. He appealed o
them not to consider his delegationt!s vote as an indication of an attitude
of hostility to their cause. An organization founded on democratio prinoiplos
should tolerate divergencies of view on some questions, and should bewaze
of allowing certain discussions to orecate a split between two canps.

e ARCHER (UK) said that while he would avoid making any commeént of &
political nature, he would remind the Conforence that the conclusions of tho
Crodontials Cormittoe, the sole task of which was to ensure that delegntions
were in possession of oredentials in due and proper form, did not imply the
recopgnitior, still less the e.pprovo.l{bf the authoritics which had establishod.
those cxedentinls. The Cormittee could not make reocormendations for the
exclusion of certain delegations, and had not done sos The draft rosolution
presentod a problem which was very different from the sole question with

which the Committee was concernod.
Ile supported the view of the United Statos reprosentative; disoussions of
that nature wore out of placo in a technical oonference., In view of the

mattors of substance which would be raised by consideration of tho draft
resolution, ho oongidorod that the procedurc laid down in Rule 18 of the

Rules of Procedure wne appliocable,
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Mr, COOPER (Liberia) said that although he regretted to have to take
sides on a political issue in a technical conference, he would vote in
favour of the draft resolution in view of the oppression inflicted on the
peoples of Africa by the Govermmeonts of South Africa and Portuzal., Those
countries would not change their policies unless pressures were oxerted on
them in all intcornational fora to make thom realise that such policies

were condemned by the entire international community,

Mr. LOPEZ GARCIA (Cuba) supported the draft resolution, He asked
whether it was likely that the Convention which would result from the
Confercncetls work, a Convention which had as its object the improvement
of hwnan condition, would be properly implemented if its application was
entrusted, in certain countrics, to govermments which defied every

prinmeiple upon which the work of the Confercnce was baged,

Mr, ADERO (Kenya) supported the draft resolution, since he considercd
that all other conciderations should be set aside when the oceasion called
for a condermation of racialism and aparthcid. He requested a rollecall
vote, He would have proposed the closure of the debate, had it not been
for the fact that some delesations had expressed the wish to speak agein

before the vote,

Mr. BRENNAN (Australia) pointed out that the two operative paragraphs
of the draft rcsolution prusented different probloms, and nenace a separate
vote on the last paragraph would be justified., He reminled the Conforence
of the congistent opposition of hig Government to all forus of apartheid,
racialism and colonialisin, and said that he would be inclincd to abstain on
the penultinmate paragraph of the draft resolution, in ‘vicew of the doubts
that had been expressed on Portupal's right to represent "its overscas
territorics™; however, he would be inelined to vote aspinst the last
parograph, since Portugnl and South Afriea had a perfeet right to participate

in the work of the Conference as nembers of the United Nations,
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Mr, CABOUAT (¥rancec) reminded the Conference of the position that
had repeatedly been affirmed by his Government against racial discrimination
and colonianlism, He could not, however, approve the draft resolution,
since he considercd that the present Conference was a technical one, the
sole objectives of which were to establish regulations to combat pollution.
Solutions to political problems should be sought within the political
organs of the Unitecd Nations; such was in fact the official doctrine of
the United Nations, as had been recalled by the Brazilian delegation,
He asked whether the exclusion of certain countries from the work of the
Conference would not be tantamount to exempting those countries from the
regulationg which the Conference was endeavouring to bromote; would not

that boe a somowhat paradoxical situation?

Mr, DAVIS (Canada) said that he did not think his country could be..
suspected of sympathy for apartheid or colonialism, yet he could not vote
iu favonr of the draft resolution. Althovgh it could be argued that »acial
diserimination ond colonialism were harmful to the well-being of mankind,
and, more generally, to man's crrironment, matters that had beer the
subjeet of the Stockholm Deelaration, marine pollution was a problem on
a world-wide scale, and its sclution demanded the concerted efforts of
all countrics, A situation should not be created which would. allow eextain
States to evade their responsibilities in the matter, There were othex
more effective ways to condemn régimes which were infringing upon human

frecdoms,

Mr, SUGIIARA (Japan) sympathised with the concern expressed by a
number of African and Asian nations, and deplored the policies practised
by South Africa and Portugal, However, he considered that the Confercnce
 was not an appropriate place to discuss such matters. He supported the
views expressed by the delegations of Australia and tho United Kingdom,

Mr, PIERACCINI (Italy) severcly condemned racialism in all its forms,
He could not, however, esgociate himself with the draft resolution for the
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reasons already indicated, namely, respect for the rules and procedures of
the Conference, inaccordance with which the Credentials Committee had
recognized the validity of the credentials of the States in question;

the technical character of the Conference, which prevented it from dealing
with political gquestions that camewithin the competence of the General
Assembly of the United Nations; the need to ensure that no country was
exempted from the obligations which would result from the Conventiong

and, finally, the opportunity to extend the preservation of the environment
to all nations of the world, in application of the principles of the

Stockholm Conference,
Mr., BECKER (South Africa) did not think the proposal of the Australian
representative was in order, He requested that a single vote be taken

on the draft resolution as a whole,

Mr., VALLARTA (Mexicr), for his part, supported the Australian
delegation's proposal, on the grounds that a vote by division = which
was in order, if requested = would cnable delegations to express their
opinion in greater detail. He‘would have preferred that the vote should
not be taken at the present meeting to allow him time to receive
instructions from his Government, but he would not press that request if

there were no support for it.

Mr. Z OBEL DE AYALA (Philippines) asked that the Conference should
vote separatcly on the case of South Africa and on the case of Portugal.

The PRESIDENT requested delegations to defer their statements on
procedure until the end of the discussion, when all statements on matters
of substance had been made.

Mr. SEKYI (Ghana), as co=sponsor of the draft resolution, asked for
permigsion to exercise his right of reply in speaking last on the

gubstance of the question,

MP/CONF/SR, 6



Mr., CABIDO DE ATAIDE (Portugal) said that he was astounded to note that
go many delegations were objecting to Portugal's participation in the
Conference whereas, a year ago at Stockholm during the first great international
Conference on the Environment, all delegations without exception had felt how
important it was to pool the skills of experts from all countries for the
benefit of the protection of the human environment throughout the world,
seemed absurd, therefore, on the sixteenth‘day of the meeting, when only eloven

It

working days remained, to seek +~ ¢xpel two delegations,

Moreover, the Confercnce was not competent to take that kind of decision
and the draft resolution submitted by Ghana and Tanzania was obviously outside
the limits and objectives of the Conference. Portugal, whose presence had in
no way been contested at Stockholm, had becn, with all due legality, invited
to the Confercnce by the Sccretary~General of IMCO and had participated in all
the preparatory work, again without the least objection having been raised,
The objection was, in principle, illogical since the Convention in its
Prcamble claimed to be a comprchensive one for the protection of the entire
narine environment and since, as the Executive Dircctor of the United Nations
Environment Programme had recalled on the first day of the Conference, all
fleet=owning nations should adhere to it,  Therefore, to prevent Portugal,
which posscsscd a fleet and wae thus liable to pollute the seas, from
participating in the Confercence would be tantomount tv opening up a large gap
in the fabric of international co=~operation on the question and it would be

the entire international community which would suffer the conscgquences,

The Conference was absolutcly unqualified to judge the political problem
involved, It was an cminently technical Confercnce, secking the agreement
of all countries concerned, and aiming at drawing up a convention which would
be open for signature to all countries whose geographical situation pl . d
on them the rcesponsibility for taking part in the struggle ageainst pollution,
Portugal was undeniably onc of those countries.
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The cxclusion of Portugal or any other country for political reasons from
a technieal confercnce would egtablish a dangerous precedent for the whole
world. That was why, at thc moment of decision, all political motivation
should be set aside. To facilitate that, and on the basis of the precedent
established at the IMCO Council in 1971 on the proposal of India supported by
the USSR, he requested that the vote on the Ghanaian and Tanzanian proposal
should be by secret ballot. Rule 20 of the Rules of Procedure did not
mention that method of voting, but it did not exclude its possibility,

Mr. SEKYI (Ghana) recalled that, cven though it was IMCO which had issued
the invitations to the Conference, nevertheless the participants were sovereign
States which were entirely free to conduct their work as they wished, The
delegations present werc fully entitled to accept or to rejeet the credentials

of any dclegation,

It was not true to say that refusal to allow a country to participate in
the Conference would provent it from respecting the regulations laid down by
the Conference or from adhering to the Convéntion, The basic factor was
that South Africa and Portugal, becausc of their policics, were not entitled
to participate in an international conference aimed at drawing up regulations
binding under international law,. It was idle to maintain otherwise by
nlleging that the Conference was a technical one, when those countries
were violating the fundamental principles of the United Nations Chartex.
Everyone knew that thosc countries were polluting the coasts of Mozambique and
Angola or South West Africa, without having the least regard for the
international obligations which thcy had contracted with respect to those
countrics,

If the Conference allowed such countries to take part in the meeting
mercly because it was of a technical nature, when thosc countries were
disrogarding their obligations under international treaties, then it would
be acting against the intereste of the cntire world community,
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He requested that the vote on the draft resolution submitted by Ghana
and Tanzania should be taken by roll=call,

Mr, NHIGULA (Tanzania) said that he, ton, hoped that the Conference would
not use its technical nature as a pretext for renouncing the most sacred
principles of the Charter, the Declaration of Human Rights and many other
international instruments, He also insisted on the need to have a roll=call
vote,

Mr, BECKER (South Africa) supported the Portuguese proposal that the vote
should be by secret ballot,

The PRESIDENT said that, in accordance with Rule 33 of the Rules of Procedure,
that proposal would necessitate amending Rule 20 which did not mention voting by
secret ballot,

Accordingly, he put to the vote the proposal to amend Rule 20 of the Rules

of Procedure,

Having cnly received 3 votes in favour, the proposal to hold the vote by
secret ballot was rejected.

The PRESIDENT zaid that the Crnference must decide whether, within the
mzaning of Rule 18 ~f the Rules of Procedure, the question raised in the draft
resolution submitted by Ghana and Tanzania was a matter of substance requiring a
two=thirds majority decision or one of procedure requiring a simple majority,
in conformity with paragraph (c) of Rule 18 of the Rules of Procedure, he expressed

his opinion that it was a matter of procedure,

Mr, BECKER (Sruth Africa) appealed against the President's ruling, on the
grounds that a proposal to reject the credentials of delegations duly accredited
by sovereign States and to expel those countries could not be considered to be a

question of procedure,

Mr. SEXYI (Ghana) said that in the circumstances matters of substance were
exclusively questions relating t» pollution of the merine environment, Any other

question was necessarily one of procedure,
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In accordance with Rule 18(0) of the Rules of Prooedure, the PRESIDENT put
to the vote the appeal made by the South African representative against his
ruling that the draft resolution submitted by Ghana and Tanzaria was of a procedural

character,

The So frican appeal against the President's rul received 22 vo
favou wit stentio Ha ailed to obt the 4_two-
thirds ord the eal was rejegted the President's rul main $

the Conference would take a decision on the draft resolution by a simple majority.

The PRESIDENT invited the Conference to decide en the two proposals which
had been made to vote on the draft resolution in sections: Australia had requested
that the second operative paragraph be voted upon separately; the Philippines
had requested the Conference to vote separately on the question of South Africa

on the one hand and Portugal on the other,
Mr. SEXYI (Ghana) in acenrdance with Rule 21(a) of the Rules of Procedure,
expressed his npinion as co=sponsor of the draft resolution: he would like the

Conference to vote once only on the text as a whnle,

Mr, BRENNAN (Australia) withdrew his proposal that the second operative
paragraph be voted on separately,

Mr. ZOBEL DE AYALA (Philippines) said that he maintained his proposal that
the case of South Africa and that of Portugal should be voted on separately,
That proposal would facilitate the work of the Conference,

Mr, YANKOV (Bulgaria) sald he thought that the Philippines proposal could
not be accepted once the Conference had decided against a paragraph by paragraph
vote: it would be tantamount to introducing an even smaller subdivision which

wonld, in fact, only complicate the Conference's werrk,
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Mr, VALLARTA (Mexico) supported the Philippines proposal: the
Confercnce would have to deecdde on it by a siaple majority vote since

its author had not withdrawn it.

Mr, NHIGULA (Tanzania), in accordancc with Rulec 21 of the Rules of
Procedurc, cxpressed his opinion as co-sponsor of the draft resolution:
it would be ridiculous for the Conferonce to decide, should it so happen,
on the expulsion of onc of the two countries and not of the seccond whose
colonialist and racist policy it would then secta to approve, It must,

therefore, vote cnce only on the draft resolution as a whole,

The Philippines proposal that the Conference should vote separately

on the questions of South Africa and of Portusal was rejected by 18 votes

to 3.
The President put draft Resolution MP/COHF/IB to the vote unamended,

The vote was taken by roll-—call,

Madagascar, having been drawn by lot by the Presicdent, was called

upen to vote first, The result of the vote was as follows:

In favour: Mexico, Nigeria, Philippines, Poland, Trinidad and
Tobazo, Ukroinian SSR, USSR, Tanzania, Bulgaria, Byclerussian SSR, Cuba,
sgypty German Democratic Republie, Ghana, India, Indonesia, Irag, Jordan,
Kenya, and Liberia.

Against: Monaco, Neotherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Portuzal, South
Africa, Spain, Sweden, United Kingdom, United States of America, Urusuay,
Australia, Belgium, Brazil, Canada, Chile, Demmark, kcuador, Finland,
Prance, Fedural Republic of Germany, Grecco, Iran, Ircland, Italy and
Japan,

Absgtontions: Peru, Thailand, Argentina, Iccland and Khmer Republic,
dot taking part in the vote: Singapore,

Draft Resolution MP/CONF/15 was rojected by 26 votes to 20, with 5
abstentions. one countyy mot talin part in the vote.

-~

MP/CONF/SR. 6



- 15 -

Mr, VALIARTA (Mexico) said that his delegation, in commenting on
the proposal that had becn put to the vote, had in no way intended to
take up a political nosition, since the matter in question was solely a
condemnation of a violation of human rights, He sympathised with the
argunents of the scientific experts, whose desire was to sce all countries
participate in the protection of the occans, but he attributed even greater
importance to the principles underlying the draft resolution which the

Conference had rejected,

He would have preferred a roll-call votc, which would have given
Mexico the opporftunity to show, by abstaining on the question of the

expulsion of Portusml, that it did not contest the legitimacy of that
country's right of representation., He hoped that Portugal woula understand
the position of Mexice, which, in order to obtain its independence, had
had to liberatc itsclf from the colonial yoke, His Government mercly
wished to oxpress its Coubts as to the legitimacy of Portugal's ripht
torenresent the peoples of Africa, but did not wish to makce a statoment

on that point, in the belief that it was moxe proper for the Africans to
nake such a statoment, Mexico had always declarcd that relations between
a colonial power and its colonics came within the spherce of international

law, and not nerely of the internal affairs of the country concerned,

Mr, WALKATE (Netherlands) said he had no sympathy for the régime of
the country in queetion, but had voted against the draft resolution,
first because he considered that the question was one of substance
and not of procedure, and sccondly because the acceptance of credentials
should be granted solely on technical grounds and not for political
reasons, He was therefore opposcd in principle to any resolution contesting
the validity of credentials acccepted by the Credentiala Cormittee,

whatever the country concerned.

Mr, <OH ENG TIAN (Singapore) said that he had not taken part in
the votc because the question raised by the draft resolution was not

within the competence of the Confercence,
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Mr, BREUER (Federal Republic of Germany) said that he had voted
against the draft resolution because the aims of the Conference were of

importance to all countries of the vorld and because all matters dealing with
colonialism, racism and apartheid should be submitted to the United Nations
General Assembly.

Mr, DEL CAMPO (Uruguay) agsociated himself with the vicws expressed
by the representatives of the Federal Republic of Germany and the Netherlamis.

Mr. NHIGULA (Tanzania) thanked those delegates who had voted in favour
of the draft resolution, but said that he could not accept the reasons
put forward by all those who, by voting against it, had committed an act
of betrayal, The authors of the draft resolution had wished to sound a
note of warning: they would raise the question again at the IMCO Assembly,

Mr., SEKYI (Ghana) said that, in a democratic spirit, he accepted the
decigion of the majority, while deploring the result of the vote which

oncouraged the defenders of colonialism, racism and apartheid.
Mr, CABO DE ATAIDE (Portugal) strossed that all countries must
contribute to fundamental research on marine pollution and as a scientist

he welecomed the result of the vote,

CONSIDERATION OF THE FIRST REPORT OF THE CREDENTIALS COMMITTEE (MP/CONF/13)

The PRESIDENT proposed that the Conference should take note of the

report of the Credentials Committcc,

It was so decided,

Mr, VALLARTA (Mexico) said he did not think that the report as a whole
could be adopted before a decision had beca taken on the Cuban proposal

concerning Chile.

The PRESIDENT pointed out ‘that it had been decided at the previous
meeting that the statements of the Cuban and Chilean repres.ntatives would
be summarized in the summary rccord and that the Conferance had Jjust taken

note of the report,

The necting rosc at 11,50 a.m.
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